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B.B. Kpueopom
THEORY OF NOMINATION AND WORD-MAKING PROCESSES

Every new phenomenon in human society and in human activity in
general, which is of any importance for communication, finds a reflection in
vocabulary. A word, through its meaning rendering some notion, is a generalised
reflection of reality; it is therefore impossible to understand its development if
one is ignorant of the changes in social, political or everyday life, production or
science, manners or culture it serves to reflect.

Act of nomination is a speech-cognitive process of choosing a ready name
for the thing from the available linguistic units or coining a new name for it. The
coining of new words proceeds by way of combining linguistic elements on the
basis of a determinant/determinatum relationship called syntagma.

Kubryakova defines the structure of the nomination act in the following
way: it includes the speaker's intention and the linguistic means of its
realization. In accordance with his/her intention the speaker analyses the
situation and marks some details in it. This affects the choice of a nomination
unit [1, p.43]. Here the following factors are taken into consideration:

1) the source of nomination: in which form — ready or newly coined — the
unit is taken;



2) the form and the length of the nomination unit: a word, a word-
combination or a sentence;

3) the inner form of nomination: nomination may be either by a motivated
sign or an unmotivated sign. Examples: phonetic motivation — smash, whip,
splash; morphological motivation — friend — unfriendly; semantic motivation —
the arm of a person — the arm of a tree;

4) the semantic types of nomination: direct/indirect, primary/secondary,
literal/figurative. Primary nomination takes place when the referent is nominated
directly and the meaning of the linguistic unit can be understood without the
help of a context, in isolation. Secondary nomination is the use of existing
linguistic units in a new function, with a new meaning.

5) the adequacy of the nomination act and the inner control over its
appropriateness and exactness.

In the act of nomination, various pragmatic factors are of great
importance: emotional factors; evaluative factors; social factors.

The vocabulary of a language, and, correspondingly, the «lexicony as the
subcomponent of the grammar which formally represents the lexical
competence of a native speaker, are structured by two organizational principles:
a semantic and a formal-morphological one.

Semantic structures result from the existence of various kinds of sense
relations between lexical items, or rather, the meanings of lexical items, on the
basis of which one obtains sets of lexems sharing a common basic meaning.
These sets are usually referred to as lexical fields.

Formal-morphological structures derive from the ability of already
existing lexical items to combine with other lexical items or with bound
morphemes (prefixes, suffixes) forming morphologically complex new lexical
items. These processes, i.e. compounding, prefixation, suffixation, etc.,
characterize the field of word-formation, and they are usually regarded as a
means of extending the vocabulary almost without limits in order to adapt it to
the ever-changing referential requirements of a speech community. This leads to
a formal division of the vocabulary into primary and secondary lexemes.
Primary lexemes, e.g. big, mountain, give, in, etc., are simple, arbitrary
linguistic signs in the sense of Saussure. Secondary lexemes, e.g. spaceship,
steamboat, rewrite, atomize, rider, departure, etc., are lexical syntagmas. As
such they are characterized by a determinant/ determinatum relation; they are
relatively motivated with regard to their constituents and parallel formations;
and they are based on certain morphological, semantic, and syntactic patterns.

Most authors elaborate a classification of word-making processes on the
basis of the onomasiological study of a specific given concept. In his article
«Some aspects of modern diachronic onomasiology» Joachim Grzega offers a
general (i.e. language-independent) classification that characterizes word-
making processes as combinations of the aspects «stratic filiationy,
«morphological filiation», and «semantic filiation»[2]:



1.  Semantic/semasiological change (including eponymy (the
formation of common nouns from proper nouns; or antonomasia,
métonymie onomastique) and folk-etymological change;

2.  Borrowing from another language or variety (incl. another
diachronic variety);

3. Word formation (including calques) (compounding including folk-
etymological compounds, derivation incl. back-formation);

4.  Semantic pseudo-loan from another language or variety;

5. Partial folk etymology, blending, truncation (incl. ellipsis),
acronymy;

6. Morphological/lexical pseudo-loan;

7. Root creation/ word manufacture.

One of the important problems of onomasiology is that a large number of
different onomasiological studies are distributed in publications that can only be
found or accessed with difficulty. And as for comparative studies which must be
the basis for any theoretical conclusions, a central database and a central
publication are needed.
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