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Compounding and derivation are word-formation processes that build new lexemes. Beyond
the usual language-specific and universal problems of definition (see Lieber & Stekauer 2009,
2014), what the two processes have in common (and what differentiates them from inflection)
is their combining content morphemes (i.e., roots, stems, affixes), whose interaction raises
intricate questions about both the morphosyntax and the interpretation of the output. The main
difference between the two processes is morphological: derivation adds an affix to a lexeme
(root or stem; e.g., play-er), while compounding combines (several) lexemes (e.g., fair play).
A direct consequence of this difference concerns interpretation. While derivational affixes
usually contribute a compositional (though, possibly, polysemous) meaning to derived words,
the semantic relations between the parts of primary compounds, in particular, may be rather
underspecified (see the notorious German example Fischfrau 'fish woman'), even though
these lexemic parts make compounds conceptually more descriptive than derivations
(Dressler & Crocco Galèas 1992). Beyond these differences, compounding and derivation
tend to exhibit similar structural properties (binary branching, recursion, and headedness;
Olsen 2014).
Various topics related to compounding and derivation, and especially their interaction in
synchrony and diachrony have made the focus of linguistic research in modern times.
Historically speaking, affixes may develop from productive compound parts that no longer
preserve their free form (e.g., -ship, -hood, -ful), and synchronic formations may exhibit
properties in between derivation and compounding as a result of language change (e.g.,
manlike, trustworthy; see Marchand 1969, Dalton-Puffer & Plag 2001, Trips 2009, Schlücker
2012, Werner 2012, Olsen 2014). In addition, the linguistic tradition has long debated the
status of so-called synthetic compounds, in which compounding and derivation interact (e.g.,
dog-train-er, long-leg(g)-ed), although, for various theoretical reasons, neither of the two
naturally qualifies as preceding the other (see Levi 1978, Roeper & Siegel 1978, Selkirk 1982,
Lieber 1983, 2004, Booij 1988, 2005, Leser 1990, Ackema & Neeleman 2004, Harley 2009,
Borer 2013 i.a.).
Within this background, our workshop aims to discuss the patterns of interaction between the
morphological units of derived words and compounds, along with their effect on the
interpretation of the output and the implications for their theoretical modeling. We invite
submissions on synchronic and diachronic studies that address (but are not limited to) the
following topics:
1. The morphosyntactic status of the morphological units in compounds and derived
words from a crosslinguistic perspective. Language families are known to vary in their
structural properties. For instance, compounds are right-headed in Germanic (Williams 1981),
but left-headed in Romance (cf. contributions in Scalise & Masini 2012). In addition, while
Germanic languages may use linking elements (e.g., state-s-man vs. state employee, German
Universität-s-bibliothek 'university library', Anmietung-s-vereinbarung vs. Anmietvereinbarung 'rental agreement'), Romance languages employ prepositional/case marking on
the non-head of so-called analytic compounds (e.g., French homme d'Etat, Romanian om de
stat 'statesman'). What are the main principles that rule word formation in different languages,
and what are the theoretical implications for the analysis of compounds and derived words in
general (cf. Haider 2001, Delfitto, Fabregas & Melloni 2011)? How do we distinguish word

formation segments (roots, stems, affixes) in different languages and language stages?
Although our workshop has a focus on European languages, we also welcome comparisons to
other language families.
2. Synthetic compounds. How can we reliably characterize the structure of synthetic
compounds in relation to derivation and primary compounds? How many types of synthetic
compounds are there? Nominal synthetic compounds most often appear with -er and -ing, but
we also find them with derived nominals (e.g., student evaluation, law enforcement).
Synthetic compounds based on conversion have been controversial in English (see Grimshaw
1990, Borer 2013), but in German we find them with nominalized (converted) infinitives,
whose eventive interpretation resembles the typical English synthetic compounds (e.g.,
Sternebeobachten 'stargazing'). The question then is what properties of the deverbal head are
relevant in the formation of a synthetic compound? For instance, is there a difference between
the compounds based on heads with different suffixes (cf. German Sterne-beobacht-erei vs.
Sterne-beobacht-en 'stargazing') and/or of different lexical categories (cf. nominal vs.
adjectival/participial compounds as, e.g., handwritten, long-legged)?
3. Argumental and modificational relations in the morphosyntax and the interpretation
of compounds and derived words. In the modeling of synthetic compounds the question of
whether the non-head is an argument of the derived head plays a crucial role (Grimshaw
1990, Bobaljik 2003, Lieber 2004, Borer 2013). How can we distinguish between genuine
argumental relations and those that arise only by association in compounds (see internal
argument in teacher evaluation vs. external argument reading in teacher recommendation)?
What is the status of relational adjectives based on deverbal nouns, which seem to realize an
argument of the latter in a compound-like behavior (e.g. presidential election; Marchis 2010)?
Moreover, do phrases with derived words and arguments (e.g. the training/trainer of the dog)
differ from corresponding compounds (e.g., dog-training/-trainer) in terms of argument
structure (Alexiadou 2001, Borer 2013)? In Germanic languages the two patterns differ in
form (see left- vs. right-headedness), but in Romance languages they are both left-headed and
differ only in the (discourse-linked) interpretation of the non-head (cf. Ro. dresorul câinelui
'trainer.the dog.the.Gen' vs. dresorul de câini 'trainer.the of dogs'). What are the possible
semantic and syntactic relations between heads and non-heads in primary compounds? How
do we model 'exocentric' compounds in these respects?
We welcome studies that are couched in both formal and functional approaches to
morphology and especially encourage new insights driven by large corpus-oriented data from
theoretical linguistics, historical linguistics, language typology, and variational linguistics.
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