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a b s t r a c t

Based on morphological phenomena found mostly in Japanese, a highly agglutinative
language, this paper investigates how we might approach intra-word compositionality in a
manner faithful to lexical integrity. First, we observe some word-formation phenomena
that seem to apparently contradict lexical (or morphological) integrity and ‘direct com-
positionality’. These involve mismatches – bracketing paradoxes – between morphological
constituency vis-à-vis syntactic or semantic constituency. We also survey how researchers
have dealt or would deal with instances of such mismatches. Upon concluding that these
mismatches are not obstacles to direct compositionality or lexical integrity, an even more
drastic bracketing paradox, namely, the one involving the sized inalienable possession
construction is introduced as a case study to give the concept of direct compositionality a
further stress test. The viability and, arguably, advantage of a direct compositional
semantically-oriented (as opposed to syntactic) approach to word-formation is demon-
strated. Finally, after a summary of the paper, further conceptual issues regarding com-
positionality and word-formation are taken up.

� 2015 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

The concept of compositionality plays a central role in both philosophyof language and linguistics. In this paperweconsider
the relationship between compositionality and word structure in the context of Japanese, a highly agglutinative language.

Compositionality is central to the study of language and given a special status in the form of the Principle of Composi-
tionality (PoC). It is informally rendered as “the meaning of a complex expression is a function of the meanings of its con-
stituents and the way they are combined” (Szabó, 2012: 64). (See Janssen (1986, 2011), Hodges (2001), and Hendriks (2001)
for mathematical definitions. Also, consult the chapters in Werning et al. (2012) for issues surrounding compositionality
including the topics found in this paper).
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One of the first references to the concept within modern linguistics is found in Katz and Fodor (1964: 171) who state that
“the way [a language user] understands sentences which he has never previously encountered is compositional”. The earlier
versions of transformational grammar along with generative semantics, for example, presupposed the notion in conjunction
with the deep structure serving as the basis of semantic composition. This trend survived into more contemporary versions of
transformational grammar where an abstract level of syntax, called Logical Form (LF), is designated as the input for semantic
composition (see below for discussion regarding grammatical architecture and compositionality). However, compositionality
remains to be taken for granted for the most part within the tradition of generative grammar.

In contrast, functionally oriented researchers tend to undervalue compositionality, if not completely reject it. We find a
position like Contini-Morava (1995: 6) who states that “the meanings of individual linguistic signs are not always readily
identifiable as functional components of a notional whole”. She continues, “some sign based [functional] linguists prefer to
describe the relationship between meaning and message as one of contribution rather than composition”. Also, in
conjunction with awkwardness of morphological decomposition, for example, treating came as come þ ‘past’, Halliday and
Matthiessen (2004: 9) say that “[c]omposition is an important semogenic (meaning-creating) resource; but it should not
be allowed to dominate our thinking about grammar”. It appears, then, that compositionality plays a role (albeit non-
predominantly) for creation of meaning even for functionalists.

It was Montague (1973) that catapulted compositionality onto the center stage (semantics in particular). Montague
revolutionized the perceptions of linguists and philosophers then concerning the (im)possibility of giving explicit, formal, and
compositional semantic interpretation to natural language: e.g. a quantificational NPs as a generalized quantifier (GQ –

Barwise and Cooper, 1981) constituting a syntactic and semantic constituent, and his handling of quantifier scope ambiguity.
Compositionality is technically accomplished as a homomorphism (informally, one-to-one correspondence) between syn-
tactic and semantic algebras (Montague, 1970). This is often described as the rule-by-rule requirement, meaning that when a
syntactic constituent is built, there is an accompanying semantic rule that calculates the meaning of the syntactic constituent.
Among different incarnations of the PoC (Janssen, 2011), Montague’s idea gave rise to the development of the concept of
‘direct compositionality’ that plays a central role in this paper.

1.1. Direct compositionality and lexicalism

Direct compositionality is inspired by Montague’s approach, one of the consequences of which is that the ‘surface’
structure can be the basis of semantic composition as is. Partee (1996: 24–25) epitomizes this state of affairs:

The real excitement of this [i.e. Montague’s program] was that natural language syntax suddenly looked much less
crazy; instead of the great mystery of how English syntactic structure related to its putative logical form [.], there
suddenly arose the remarkable possibility that surface structure or something close to it [.]might be very well designed
as a logical form for expressing what natural languages express [my emphases].

This situation provided impetus to explosive explorations of surface-based grammatical theories like GPSG (Gazdar et al.,
1985), HPSG (Pollard and Sag, 1987, 1994), and versions of categorial grammar (e.g. Oehrle et al., 1988), inter alia. These
approaches have activated and facilitated reevaluation of the relationship between syntax and semantics, and contributed to
crystallization of the notion of compositionality in the context of linguistics, ultimately giving rise to direct compositionality.

Direct compositionality (Jacobson, 1999, 2000, 2002, 2012, 2014; Barker and Jacobson, 2007) stands out as the straight-
forward semantic embodiment of the lexical integrity (the notion to be made explicit below).

The concept of direct compositionality is epitomized as the following:

[T]he syntactic combinatory system and the semantic combinatory systemwork in tandem. The syntax can be seen as a
recursive system which proves the well-formedness of expressions in a language (the base of the system being of
course words, or –more accurately – themorphemes). DC [direct compositionality] claims each syntactic rule/principle
which proves an expression well-formed is coupled with a semantics which specifies the meaning of the expression
(Jacobson, 2012: 109) [my emphases].

And therefore, “there is actually no ‘level of representation’ [like LF of transformational grammar] which feeds into the
compositional semantics” (Jacobson, 2012).

It is noteworthy that Jacobson points to morphemes as the base of the recursive system, which is more befitting to
agglutinative Japanese than to more isolating English. In fact, the quote above can also be viewed as describing the rela-
tionship between lexical word-formation and the semantic interpretation. When a word is formed, its meaning is assigned
based on the semantic properties of its components once and for all. As the reader may notice, this is nothing but a semantic
counterpart of lexical integrity.

As shown in this paper, to afford compositional contributions of complex lexical items encapsulating boundmorphemes, it
is not necessary to break them up in such a way that the bound morphemes head their respective syntactic projections. The
lexicalist approaches to morpho-sematic bracketing paradoxes introduced below elucidate direct semantic contributions of
individual (bound) morphemes without mediation of intricate cartographic syntactic structure and, thus, embody direct
compositionality on the most fundamental level.

Closely related to the issues of word-level (direct) compositionality is the notion of lexical integrity (Lapointe, 1980; Di
Sciullo and Williams, 1987; Bresnan and Mchombo, 1995; Ackerman and Webelhuth, 1998, Booij, 2005; Spencer, 2005,
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