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(MO ore s

Abstract

To describe a grammatical transformation, an analysis must show how the con-
figurations involved are related and which dependent material is affected. The
A operatorial architecture makes this relation explicit for comparative pur-
poses. It treats transformation as an intervention on a linguistic configuration
and uses A as a general operator to classify how the relation is oriented or mod-
ified, without adding a mechanism specific to any one component. The frame-
work distinguishes two linked levels of representation: macrostructural nota-
tion states the relation between configurations, while microstructural notation
specifies the relational nucleus and the affected material. Together, these levels
organize eight regimes: directional correspondence, integration, semantic or
grammatical reorientation, correlated replacement, relational coupling, elimi-
nation, positional reorganization, and cumulative paradigmatic organization.
Comparisons with established theoretical frameworks illustrate how the archi-
tecture describes an intervention’s structural conditions while leaving each
framework’s explanation intact; it does not adjudicate empirical disagreements
among them. Examples from Romanian, English, and Modern Greek demon-
strate the notation and comparative procedure. The framework’s applicability
and limitations remain open to further empirical assessment.

Keywords

Grammatical Transformation, A Operatorial Architecture,
Comparative Classification, Formal Representation,
Distributed Morphology, Word-and-Paradigm Morphology

1. Introduction

Generative approaches relate transformations to hierarchical syntactic represen-
tations and feature configurations (Chomsky, 1995). Distributed Morphology
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separates syntactic structure from post-syntactic realization through mechanisms
such as Vocabulary Insertion (Halle & Marantz, 1993, 1994; Embick, 2010),
whereas Word-and-Paradigm approaches emphasize relations among forms and
morphosyntactic values within paradigms (Stump, 2001). Although these frame-
works are not empirically interchangeable, they may assign different descriptive
statuses to structurally related configurations. This creates a problem of classifi-
catory instability: a comparable formal relation may be described through syntac-
tic feature structure, post-syntactic realization, contextual allomorphy, phonolog-
ical conditioning, or paradigmatic organization. The variation does not make the
data irrelevant or reduce theoretical disagreement to a methodological difference;
it shows that different explanatory mechanisms do not automatically provide a
shared descriptive vocabulary.

In this article, transformation does not refer specifically to movement in Gen-
erative Grammar, but to a structurally identifiable intervention affecting a linguis-
tic configuration. The question is how such interventions can be compared across
theoretical frameworks without making one framework’s explanatory mechanism
the classificatory criterion for all others. The A operatorial architecture addresses
this question by providing a descriptive vocabulary for identifying the structural
type of an intervention at a specified representational level, without replacing ex-
isting accounts of grammatical formation or realization.

The symbol A is adopted for its established association with change or difference
in formal notation (Abramson, 2021). Here, it marks a formally identifiable relation
of change between linguistic configurations; it does not represent grammatical
transformation as a numerical difference between values. The proposal treats trans-
formation as a decomposable relation among an initial configuration, a structural
intervention, and a resulting configuration. This draws a limited analogy with for-
mal equations, which make explicit relations between terms and the operations con-
necting them. The analogy does not treat grammatical transformations as calcula-
tions or linguistic forms as numerical values; it motivates representing a process
through components and conditions that can be identified independently.

A is a single general operator whose regimes represent different orientations of
structural intervention rather than distinct explanatory mechanisms. The pro-
posed inventory comprises A (), directional correspondence; A (+), integration;
A (><), semantic or grammatical reorientation; A (—/+), correlated replacement;
A (>/<), relational coupling; A (-), elimination; A (~), positional reorganization;
and A (%), cumulative paradigmatic organization. These regimes are proposed as
a formal inventory, not as an empirically established exhaustive typology. Their
applicability depends on explicit activation criteria and on whether competing
classifications can be distinguished at the same representational level.

The architecture distinguishes macrostructural from microstructural represen-
tation. Macrostructural formulas record stabilized relations between configura-
tions, while microstructural formulas specify the relational nucleus R, and the de-

pendent components affected by an intervention. This distinction allows the rela-
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tion to be classified separately from the framework-specific mechanism through
which it may be generated, realized, or interpreted. Terms such as affixation, sup-
pletion, allomorphy, phonological adjustment, and paradigmatic realization there-
fore remain necessary in theories explaining particular phenomena. A offers a
comparative description of the relation under examination without presupposing
that different analyses make identical theoretical claims.

Building on the broader framework for grammatical transformation introduced
in The Metamorphosis Formula (Ciocioc, 2025), this article develops its operato-
rial component by systematizing the eight A regimes, their macrostructural and
microstructural representations, the Ry diagnostic, and the criteria for assigning a
regime. It also presents A as a self-contained comparative classificatory frame-
work. The proposal remains open to assessment: if a phenomenon cannot be as-
signed to any proposed regime, or allows two competing assignments at the same
representational level, an activation criterion, a distinction between levels, or the
inventory itself may need revision. Such cases would motivate further develop-
ment of the model but would not, by themselves, establish its validity.

Section 2 compares selected phenomena across major theoretical frameworks
and relates the proposal to comparative concepts. Sections 3 - 4 define the nota-
tion and macro-micro architecture and present the eight regimes. Section 5 sets
out the analytical protocol and preliminary internal assessment; Section 6 specifies
predictions, revision conditions, and structural exclusions; and Section 7 presents
an extended case study. Sections 8 - 10 discuss theoretical implications, scope,

limitations, and conclusions.

Methodological Approach

This study adopts a comparative formal perspective that distinguishes structural
classification from framework-specific explanation (Newmeyer, 2005; Haspel-
math, 2010); the dataset, selection principles, and analytical protocol are specified
in Section 5, while the formal constraints and conditions of revision are set out in

Section 6.

2. Literature Review and Theoretical Tension

2.1. Major Theoretical Frameworks

Contemporary linguistic theory approaches grammatical transformation through
different parts of grammatical organization. Rather than treating these approaches
as empirically interchangeable or reducing them to a single theory, this study ex-
amines how their differing explanatory priorities shape the description of struc-
turally related configurations.

Minimalism relates grammatical alternations to syntactic feature structure and
operations over hierarchical representations (Chomsky, 1957, 1965, 1995). Dis-
tributed Morphology separates syntactic feature structure from post-syntactic re-
alization through Vocabulary Insertion and operations such as Fusion or Impov-
erishment (Halle & Marantz, 1993, 1994; Embick & Noyer, 2007; Embick, 2015).
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Word-and-Paradigm morphology treats inflection through relations among
forms and morphosyntactic values within paradigms (Stump, 2001; Corbett, 2012;
Blevins, 2016). Construction Grammar analyzes related patterns through form-
meaning pairings, inheritance, and analogical generalization rather than through
transformations over underlying representations (Goldberg, 1995, 2006; Croft,
2001; Bybee, 2010).

Sections 2.2 and 2.3 apply these framework-specific commitments to two recur-
rent phenomena: correlated replacement, illustrated by casa > case, and English plu-
ral realization. The discussion does not attribute a published analysis of these exact
forms to every framework. Unless a source is cited for a specific analysis, the ac-
counts are comparative reconstructions based on each framework’s general com-
mitments. The comparison therefore follows the dimensions outlined above: syn-
tactic structure and realization, post-syntactic operations, relations among forms
and morphosyntactic values, and form-meaning pairings, inheritance, and analogy.
Appendix B, Figure 6, “Comparative Descriptions of the Romanian Relation casé
(‘house.SG’) > case (‘house.PL’),” summarizes the comparison.

The following sections distinguish each framework’s explanation of these phe-
nomena from the A architecture’s comparative description of structural interven-
tion. They examine how the relation can be classified without treating one frame-

work’s explanatory mechanism as the standard for all the others.

2.2. Framework-Dependent Classification of Transformational
Relations

The comparison of theoretical frameworks identifies a classificatory problem ra-
ther than an established empirical conclusion: structurally related phenomena
may receive different analytical descriptions when models locate explanation in
different components of grammar. Frameworks may differ both in their explana-
tory architecture and in their empirical assumptions about the representation, re-
alization, or distribution of grammatical information.

For example, an internal alternation within a paradigm may be described
through syntactic feature configurations, post-syntactic realization or Vocabulary
Insertion, phonological adjustment, or paradigmatic relations among forms. Dis-
tributed Morphology distinguishes syntactic structure from morphological reali-
zation and provides mechanisms for post-syntactic operations and Vocabulary
Insertion (Halle & Marantz, 1993, 1994; Embick & Noyer, 2007; Embick, 2015).
Word-and-Paradigm approaches instead treat relations among forms and feature
values within a paradigm as central to morphological analysis (Matthews, 1991;
Stump, 2001). These descriptions need not be mutually incompatible, but they do
not provide a shared vocabulary for classifying the structural relation itself.

The same issue arises in correlated replacement, where one identifiable compo-
nent is eliminated and another introduced in the same structural position. Frame-
work-specific analyses may describe this relation through feature realization, Vo-

cabulary Insertion, or paradigmatic realization. Unless a source analyzes a partic-
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ular empirical example, such comparisons should be understood as reconstruc-
tions based on the frameworks’ general commitments, rather than as claims about
how they analyze that exact form.

The A architecture provides a comparative classification of this intervention.
Where the relevant structural conditions are satisfied, the correlated elimination
and introduction of material in the same identified position are classified as A
(=/+). The macrostructural relation is represented as A (—n; + n,) = A’, while the
microstructural representation, 1C [(Ro)—/+] {—ai[ (Ro)+] + 2 [ (Ro)+]} = 2C
[(Ro+)], specifies the affected components and their relation to R,. This classifica-
tion describes the structural relation without determining whether its explanation
is syntactic, post-syntactic, phonological, or paradigmatic.

The corresponding visual illustration is provided in Appendix B, Figure 10,
“Visual Illustration of the A(—/+) Substitutional Regime.”

The proposal also draws on the notion of a comparative concept (Haspelmath,
2010), extending its comparative logic to the analysis of relations across theoreti-
cal frameworks rather than deriving its classificatory categories from any single
framework. Its usefulness depends on whether its activation criteria can be applied
consistently to independently described data. The following case study examines
the English plural as a limited illustration of how framework-specific analyses and
the proposed A description may be compared without treating their differences as

already resolved.

2.3. Case Study: English Regular Plural Realization in Distributed
Morphology

The regular English plural provides a focused case for examining morphological
realization within Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz, 1993, 1994; Embick,
2010). The analysis is limited to the framework-specific account of plural realiza-
tion. It does not apply the A architecture, nor does it assess the empirical adequacy

of Distributed Morphology.

2.3.1. The Analysis in Distributed Morphology

In Distributed Morphology, syntactic structure is distinguished from morpholog-
ical and phonological realization (Embick & Noyer, 2007). Syntax operates over
abstract feature bundles. In a regular English plural noun, the plural feature may
be represented on a functional Number head. At Vocabulary Insertion, the regular
plural is realized by a single exponent, /z/ (Embick, 2010).

The surface forms [s], [z], and [1z] are not three competing Vocabulary Items
selected through the Subset Principle. They are phonological realizations of the
exponent /z/ in different environments. Thus, in cat > cats, the plural exponent
has the surface realization [s]. The distinction is necessary because the morpho-
logical insertion of /z/ and its phonological realization belong to different stages
of the analysis.

The Subset Principle concerns the insertion of Vocabulary Items whose feature

specifications are compatible with a terminal node (Halle & Marantz, 1993, 1994).
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It does not select [s], [z], and [1z] as three distinct regular-plural exponents in

Embick’s analysis.

2.3.2. Morphological Realization and Phonological Derivation

The regular English plural therefore involves a layered derivation. At the morpho-
logical level, the plural feature is realized through the insertion of /z/. At the pho-
nological level, the inserted exponent receives its surface realization according to
its phonological environment. The alternation [s] ~ [z] ~ [1z] consequently does
not constitute three distinct morphological operations.

This distinction is relevant to the comparative discussion because analyses must
not conflate morphological realization with phonological derivation. Distributed
Morphology explains the regular plural through the relation between abstract
morphosyntactic structure, Vocabulary Insertion, and phonological realization.
Word-and-Paradigm morphology instead treats plural forms as realizations of
morphosyntactic values within a paradigm (Stump, 2001; Blevins, 2016). These
frameworks differ in explanatory architecture, without requiring the present sec-
tion to apply a separate classificatory model.

3. The A Operatorial Architecture

In response to the classificatory problem outlined in Section 2, the A operatorial
architecture is proposed as a formal framework for the comparative classification
of transformational interventions. It is grounded in the unicity of the operator A
and in the distinction between macrostructural and microstructural levels of rep-
resentation.

The following sections specify the formal elements of the architecture, includ-
ing the status of its symbols, the relation between macrostructural and microstruc-
tural formulas, and the distinction between relational and executional regimes.
Macrostructural representations record stabilized relations between configura-
tions, whereas microstructural representations specify the relational nucleus and
the dependent material affected by an intervention. The corresponding visual rep-

resentations are provided in Appendix B, Figures 7-14.

3.1. Unicity of A

The A architecture adopts A as a general classificatory operator whose formal
identity remains constant across processes such as integration, reduction, simul-
taneous substitution, and reorganization; these are represented as distinct re-
gimes. This is a design axiom of the comparative model, not an empirical claim
that natural language contains only one transformational operation. A expresses
the structural condition of intervention independently of syntax, morphology, or
other architectural domains; it does not reduce the mechanisms proposed by ex-

isting linguistic theories to a single linguistic operation.

3.2. Macro-Micro Axiom

The A architecture is grounded in a methodological distinction between macro-
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structural and microstructural levels, corresponding to two analytical planes of
transformational intervention.

The macrostructural level has a relational and declarative character: it estab-
lishes relations between units treated as wholes and records the stabilized result of
an intervention, with classification determined by the active operatorial regime of
A.

By contrast, the microstructural level specifies the internal organization of the
configuration and the way in which an intervention affects dependent structural
material relative to Ro.

These levels correspond to distinct but coordinated analytical functions: macro-
structural classification and microstructural specification. They are complemen-

tary perspectives and must not be treated as interchangeable representations.

3.3. Relational and Executional Orientations

Within the A architecture, relational and executional orientations distinguish two
types of analytical claim. A relational claim concerns the correspondence or func-
tional relation established between configurations treated as wholes. An execu-
tional claim concerns the internal modification of dependent material within a
configuration relative to Rq.

The relational orientation is represented through regimes such as A (<), which
records an oriented correspondence, and A (>/<), which records the establish-
ment of a functional relation between already constituted units. It does not, by
itself, classify the material operation through which a form is realized.

The executional orientation specifies whether dependent material is integrated,
eliminated, replaced, or positionally reorganized. It is represented through re-
gimes such as A (+), A (=), A (=/+), and A (~), whose microstructural formulas
identify the affected components and their positions relative to Ro. A phenomenon
may receive both a relational and an executional description only when these con-
cern distinct analytical claims and are stated in separate representations. Thus, A
(=) may record the oriented correspondence between two configurations, while
A (—/+) classifies a substitution affecting dependent material. These are comple-
mentary descriptions at different representational levels, not competing regime

assignments within the same formula.

3.4. Status of A, B, C, and X

In the A operatorial architecture, the unindexed symbols A, B, and C have an ex-
clusively macrostructural status: they designate relational positions occupied by
whole configurations without encoding their internal organization. In AA B =C,
A and B are the terms entering the relation, and C is the stabilized outcome. These
are positions within a formula, not fixed ontological categories; a configuration
designated as C in one formula may be designated as A or B in a subsequent for-
mula.

When the transformation preserves the identity of the unit, A A A = A’ repre-
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sents an updated state of the same macrostructural configuration. When it yields
a distinct unit, A A A = B represents a different resulting configuration. Whether
the relation preserves the same relational nucleus or requires a new Ry and a new
operatorial cycle is determined at the microstructural level through the diagnostic
specified in Section 3.6.

At the microstructural level, indexed expressions such as 1C [(Ro+)] and 2C
[(Ro+)] represent successive internally specified configurations. Unlike the unin-
dexed macrostructural symbol C, they encode internal organization relative to Ry,
represented by [(Ro+)].

The symbol X designates a stabilized macrostructural paradigmatic domain,
not an individual configuration or a new operatorial value. In X;—, the indices
identify the range of correlated configurations in the domain, with k > 3. The no-
tation records multiple realizations of the same structural base after their cumu-
lative paradigmatic stabilization through A (£). X does not designate a micro-
structural configuration, modify the status of Ry, or replace analysis of the local

interventions connecting the individual realizations.

3.5. Status of nand c

In the A operatorial architecture, n has an exclusively macrostructural status: it
designates dependent grammatical material participating in a relational configu-
ration without encoding its internal organization, position, or mode of realization.
The symbol c has a microstructural status and designates the corresponding de-
pendent component within a configuration’s internal organization relative to the
relational nucleus Ro.

In macrostructural formulas, n identifies the material affected by an interven-
tion: in A + n = A/, it designates the dependent material integrated into the con-
figuration; in 1A — n = 24, it designates the material eliminated. The symbol n
does not specify whether the material is prefixal, infixal, suffixal, or otherwise or-
ganized at the internal structural level.

The numerical notation associated with n and c has three distinct functions:

1) successive states: 1n, 2n, 3n and lc, 2¢, 3c identify successive descriptive
states of the same dependent material or component within an operatorial rela-
tion. The number placed before the symbol marks the order of those states.

2) distinct components: nl, n2, n3 and cl, c2, ¢3 identify distinct dependent
materials or components within the same relational or microstructural configura-
tion. They distinguish materials involved in one intervention without expressing
paradigmatic membership or successive transformation.

3) paradigmatic members: n;, n,, n; and ¢y, ¢, ¢; identify correlated dependent
materials or components within a paradigmatic series. They distinguish members
of a structured domain in which the relational nucleus remains constant while
dependent grammatical material varies.

The correspondence between macrostructural and microstructural indices is as

follows: 1n <> 1¢; 2n <> 2¢; 3n <> 3¢; nl <> cl; n2 <> ¢2; n3 <> ¢3; n; <> ¢ Ny <
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C2; N3 <> ¢3. Although the index forms correspond, they are not interchangeable:
the n forms record dependent material as relational participants at the macro-
structural level, whereas the ¢ forms specify the corresponding material within a
configuration’s internal organization.

The position of ¢ relative to Ry is specified exclusively at the microstructural
level: ¢ [+ (Ro)] for prefixal material, ¢ [(+Ro)] for infixal material, and ¢ [(Ro)+]
for suffixal material. These positional specifications may be combined with the
relevant component index, for example c1 [(Ro)+] or ¢; [(Ro)+].

These positional expressions must be distinguished from the canonical config-
uration notation C [(Re+)]. In C [(Re+)], the sign + marks the informational acti-
vation of the relational nucleus and does not specify the position of a dependent
component. By contrast, in ¢ [+(Ro)], ¢ [(+Ro)], and ¢ [(Ro)+], its placement rela-
tive to R specifies the position of c.

A macrostructural formula may identify nl as the material eliminated and n2
as the material introduced, while its microstructural counterpart specifies the re-
spective components and their positions. For example:

A (-nl +n2)=A" & 1C [(Ro+)] {—c1 [(Ro)+] + 2 [(Ro)+]} = 2C [(Ro+)].

Here, c1 [(Ro)+] and c2 [(Ro)+] specify suffixal components. This suffixal posi-
tional specification is illustrative; in other cases, the macrostructural components
nl and n2 may correspond to microstructural components c1 and ¢2 in prefixal
or infixal positions. The two formulas describe the same intervention at different
analytical levels: the first identifies the relational modification, while the second
specifies its internal structural realization.

The notation, index correspondence, and positional values of n and c are con-

solidated in Appendix B, Figures la-1c, “Notation and Formal Values.”

3.6. R and Internal Stabilization

In the A operatorial architecture, R denotes the structural center around which
lexical material, dependent components, and internal relations are represented. R
itself does not designate an operator, a regime value, a directional marker, or an
independent mechanism of transformation; operatorial and directional values are
expressed by the signs occurring in relation to R.

Without a subscript, R identifies an explicitly represented lexical root when that
root is analytically relevant as the center of the configuration. Accordingly, C [(R)]
represents a whole lexical configuration through its identifiable root. R, by con-
trast, denotes the abstract relational nucleus that makes structural continuity for-
mally identifiable even when the analysis does not require exhaustive segmental
decomposition of the root. In the canonical microstructural representation C
[(Ro+)], Ro organizes the configuration without standing for a phonological seg-
ment, morpheme, morphological category, syntactic position, operator, or value
of A.

The subscript 0 does not indicate a null morpheme, zero exponent, empty po-

sition, or omitted structural element; it marks the abstract representation of the
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relational nucleus. Within C [(Re+)], + marks the informational activation of that
nucleus. It does not function here as an operator of integration or addition, or
specify the position of dependent material. Those functions are distinct: + is op-
eratorial in A (+), while in ¢ [+(Ro)], ¢ [(+Ro)], and c [(Ro)+] its placement specifies
prefixal, infixal, and suffixal material, respectively.

When the lexical root is explicitly represented, the corresponding positional
forms are ¢ [+(R)], ¢ [ (+R)], and ¢ [(R)+]. These locate dependent material rela-
tive to the root rather than to the abstract relational nucleus. The distinction be-
tween C and c remains the same in both notations: C designates a whole configu-
ration, while ¢ designates a component represented within one. Positional rela-
tions are specified only at the microstructural level; they locate a dependent com-
ponent without changing the status of R, as the relational nucleus.

During an executional intervention, dependent material associated with R, may
change while Ry retains its stabilizing function. It therefore remains constant
within a single operatorial cycle. If the conditions for structural continuity are not
met, the result is treated as a distinct configuration: a new Ry must be identified,
and a new operatorial cycle begins. This decision is based on structural invariance,
not on whether the same segmental material remains visible. The relevant ques-
tion is whether the same relational nucleus can still be identified as dependent
material changes. The criterion does not rely solely on language-specific morpho-
logical segmentation; it concerns the preservation of structurally identifiable rela-
tions across configurations. This interpretation is compatible with approaches
that treat morphological structure as internally organized without reducing it to a
sequence of discrete segments (Booij, 2007).

The boundary conditions for retaining or replacing R, are assessed through the
following ordered diagnostic:

1. Identify the base configuration and the dependent material proposed to un-
dergo modification.

2. Test whether a common relational nucleus remains recoverable before and
after the intervention.

3. Verify whether the relevant structural relations can be maintained without
redefining the base configuration.

4. Determine whether the change can be formalized as the integration, elimina-
tion, substitution, semantic redistribution, relational coupling, or positional reor-
ganization of dependent material.

5. If all preceding conditions are satisfied, retain the same R, and analyze the
relation within the current operatorial cycle. If one or more conditions fail, iden-
tify a new Rg and treat the result as the beginning of a new cycle.

When more than one candidate for Ry is possible, each must be stated and tested
through the same diagnostic. An analysis is retained only if it identifies the de-
pendent material affected, preserves the relevant structural relations without re-
defining the base configuration, and classifies the change through one of the per-

mitted forms of intervention. If multiple candidates satisfy these conditions, the
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preferred analysis is the one that preserves the greatest number of independently
identifiable structural relations while requiring the fewest unmotivated redefini-
tions. If none meets the conditions, the relation is analyzed as a change of Ry rather
than as an internal modification.

In casd > case, the base cas- remains identifiable, the relevant structural relation
is preserved, and the final material changes from -a to -e. The relation can there-
fore be formalized as a substitution affecting dependent material while preserving
Ro. By contrast, in go > went, the resulting form cannot be recovered as a modifi-
cation of dependent material associated with the same relational nucleus under
this diagnostic. The relation is therefore treated as a change of Ry, requiring a new
relational nucleus and the beginning of a new operatorial cycle.

The notational distinction between R and R, is summarized in Appendix B,
Figures 1la-1c, “Notation and Formal Values.” The ordered diagnostic for retain-
ing or replacing R, is presented in Appendix B, Figure 2, “Decision Procedure for

Retaining or Replacing Ro.”

3.7. Status of “=”

In the A operatorial architecture, the symbol “=" has a declarative stabilizing func-
tion and does not have operatorial status. It does not introduce, eliminate, substi-
tute, redistribute, couple, or positionally reorganize structural material. Rather, it
marks the configuration established after an intervention already identified
through the relevant regime of A.

The symbol “=” does not express numerical equality, formal identity, or equiv-
alence between the terms situated on its two sides. It records the stabilization of
the resulting configuration within the relation expressed by the formula. The in-

«_»

tervention itself is identified by A and its active regime, not by “=".

>

At the macrostructural level, “=” records the stabilization of a relational out-
come. In a formula such as A A B = C, A identifies the intervention, while “=”
marks C as the configuration established as its outcome. The symbol does not
encode the process through which C is obtained and does not independently clas-
sify the relation.

At the microstructural level, “=” marks the stabilization of an internally speci-
fied resulting configuration. For example: 1C [(Ro+)] {—c1 [(Ro)+] + c2 [(Ro)+]} =
2C [(RoH)].

The expression within braces specifies the internal substitutional intervention,
while “=" marks 2C [(Ro+)] as the resulting stabilized configuration. It does not
perform the intervention, alter the value of Ro, or introduce an additional struc-
tural operation.

The function of “=” is therefore constant across the two analytical levels: it
marks stabilization after an intervention. What differs is the type of representa-
tion. At the macrostructural level, it stabilizes a relational outcome; at the micro-
structural level, it stabilizes an internally specified configuration. In neither case

does “=” constitute an additional operatorial value or a mechanism of transfor-
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mation.
The declarative stabilizing function of “=” is summarized in Appendix B, Figure

1c, “Notation and Formal Values.”

3.8. Status of “/”

In the A operatorial architecture, the symbol “/” does not have operatorial status.
It functions as a configurational marker of an already established relation and does
not itself introduce, eliminate, substitute, redistribute, or positionally reorganize
structural material.

The symbol “>” likewise does not have operatorial status. It functions as a di-
rectional relational marker within the semantic or grammatical reorientation re-
gime A (><). In the macrostructural formula (n > A) = B, it indicates that depend-
ent material n is directionally related to configuration

A. In the microstructural formula ¢ [+(Ry)] > C1 [+(Ro)] = C2 [(Ro+)], it indi-
cates that the corresponding component c is directionally related to C1 relative to
Ro. The marker “>” does not independently introduce, eliminate, substitute, cou-
ple, or reorganize structural material. A (><) remains the only active operatorial
regime.

At the macrostructural level, expressions of the type A/B record the co-presence
or functional association of two already constituted units within the same config-
uration. The symbol “/” does not express the process through which that relation
was established. It marks only the relation as represented in the stabilized config-
uration.

This function must be distinguished from the relational coupling regime A
(>/<). The regime A (>/<) identifies the operatorial intervention through which a
functional relation is established or structurally updated. By contrast, “/” records
the relation after its establishment and does not constitute an additional operato-
rial value.

At the microstructural level, the expression C [ (‘/Ro+)] designates a relationally
unified structural configuration resulting from relational coupling. It represents
the stabilized configuration in which separately identifiable components are func-
tionally associated through the intervention classified as A (>/<). This expression
is distinct from the canonical notation C [ (Re+)], which represents a stabilized
microstructural configuration organized around R,.

The expression ¢ [ (‘Ro+)] designates a dependent component reinterpreted in
a relational function within the resulting configuration. It does not mark the ad-
dition, elimination, substitution, or positional reorganization of material. It spec-
ifies the functional status of a component participating in the relational configu-
ration established through A (>/<).

Accordingly, “/” has a descriptive relational function at both analytical levels.
At the macrostructural level, it records a relation between whole units. In C
[ (/Ro+)], it forms part of the microstructural notation of the relationally unified

configuration. In neither case does it perform relational coupling itself; that func-
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tion belongs exclusively to A (>/<).

The internal apostrophe appearing in C [(/Ro+)] and ¢ [(‘Ro+)] forms part of
the microstructural notation for relational specification. Its formal status is spec-
ified separately in Section 3.11.

The non-operatorial functions of “/” and “>”, together with the corresponding
relational notation, are summarized in Appendix B, Figures 1b-1¢, “Notation and

Formal Values.”

3.9. Status of “+” in Macrostructural and Microstructural Usage

The symbol “+” does not have a single invariant function within the A architec-
ture. Its interpretation is determined by the formal environment in which it oc-
curs. It does not independently constitute an operator, because operatorial classi-
fication is determined exclusively by A and its specified regime. At the macro-
structural level, “+” occurs in two distinct contexts. In A (+), it identifies the ad-
ditive regime of the operator A, corresponding to the integration of dependent
material. The additive status belongs to the complete expression A (+), not to the
sign “+” considered in isolation.

In a substitutional formula such as: A (-nl + n2) = A’, the sign “+” marks the
inclusion of n2 within the specified substitutional configuration. It does not iden-
tify a separate additive regime, because the relation as a whole is classified as sim-
ultaneous substitution through the combined expression (-nl + n2).

At the microstructural level, “+” likewise has functions determined by its for-
mal position. In the canonical configuration notation C [(Re+)], it marks the in-
formational activation of the relational nucleus within an internally specified con-
figuration. In this context, it does not express the integration or addition of de-
pendent material, nor does it specify the position of such material.

The positional use of “+” applies only to expressions specifying dependent ma-
terial relative to Ro. The convention is uniform: ¢ [+(Ro)] = prefixal material; c
[(+Ro)] = infixal material; ¢ [(Ro)+] = suffixal material.

At the configurational level, correlated substitution is specified according to the
position of the affected dependent material: C [ (Ro)—/+] represents suffixal sub-
stitution; C [—-/+ (Ro)] represents prefixal substitution; and C [(—/+Ro)] represents
infixal substitution. These notations specify the position and substitutional status
of the initial configuration; they do not introduce additional operators.

Accordingly, the relevant initial configuration is represented as 1C [(Ro)—/+],
1C [-/+ (Ry)], or

1C [(~/+Ry)], while the stabilized result is represented as 2C [(Ro+)]. The cor-
related elimination and introduction of the specific dependent components are
represented separately through expressions such as {—c1 [(Ro)+] + c2 [(Ro)+]}.

In a microstructural formula such as: 1C [ (Ro)—/+]{—c1 [(Ro)+] + c2 [(Ro)+]} =
2C [ (Ro+)], the sign “+” marks the inclusion of ¢2 within the specified substitu-
tional configuration. It does not itself perform the substitution and does not create

an additional operatorial value. The substitutional regime is identified through
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the complete configuration containing the correlated elimination of c1 and intro-
duction of c2.

The status of “+” is therefore context-dependent but formally constrained. In A
(+), it identifies the additive regime of A; in substitutional configurations, it marks
the inclusion of material introduced after elimination; in C [(Re+)], it marks the
informational activation of Ro; and in expressions involving c, its placement rela-
tive to Ry specifies prefixal, infixal, or suffixal material. These uses must not be
conflated.

The context-dependent functions of “+” and the positional substitutional nota-
tions are summarized in Appendix B, Figures 1b-1c, “Notation and Formal Val-
ues.” A visual application of the suffixal substitutional configuration is provided
in Appendix B, Figure 10, “Visual Illustration of the A (—/+) Substitutional Re-

gime.”

3.10. Formal Difference between Macro and Micro Formulas

The difference between macrostructural and microstructural formulas concerns
the level of formal representation at which a transformational relation is ex-
pressed. Both types of formula belong to the same operatorial architecture and do
not introduce distinct operators. Rather, they provide complementary represen-
tations of the same intervention.

At the macrostructural level, relations are expressed through configurations
such as: A A B = C. The symbols A, B, and C designate relational positions occu-
pied by whole configurations and do not specify their internal composition. A
identifies the intervention, while “=” records the stabilization of the resulting con-
figuration. Macrostructural formulas therefore have a declarative and classifica-
tory function.

At the microstructural level, the same intervention is represented through in-
ternally specified configurations in which the relational nucleus R, and the de-
pendent components ¢ are formally distinguished. In C [(Ro+)], the sign + marks
the informational activation of the relational nucleus. By contrast, ¢ [+(Ro)], ¢
[(+Ro)], and c [(Ro)+] specify the prefixal, infixal, or suffixal position of dependent
material relative to Ro. Microstructural formulas therefore identify the internal
structural realization of an intervention already classified at the macrostructural
level.

The correspondence between the two levels is systematic but does not imply
notational identity. A macrostructural formula identifies and stabilizes a rela-
tional intervention, whereas the corresponding microstructural formula specifies
the internal configuration through which that intervention is realized. The two
formula types must therefore not be treated as interchangeable expressions.

The correspondence rules for the eight regimes of A are as follows:
¢ Directional regime, A (). At the macrostructural level, the regime records an

oriented correspondence between A and A’. At the microstructural level, it

represents the corresponding relation between 1C [(Ro+)] and 2C [(Ro+)] with-
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out, by itself, classifying the internal material operation.

Additive regime, A (+). At the macrostructural level, the regime classifies the
integration of dependent material n into a configuration. At the microstruc-
tural level, it specifies the integrated component ¢ and, where relevant, its po-
sition relative to Ro.

Semantic or grammatical reorientation regime, A (><). At the macrostructural
level, the regime classifies a directional relation between dependent material n
and configuration A, represented as: (n > A) = B. At the microstructural level,
the corresponding dependent component c is directionally related to C1 rela-
tive to Ry, represented as: ¢ [+ (Ro)] > C1 [+ (Ro)] = C2 [ (Ro+)]. The marker >
expresses the directional relation of the dependent component to the configu-
ration. It does not constitute an independent operator: A (><) remains the sin-
gle active regime.

Substitutional regime, A (—/+). At the macrostructural level, the regime classi-
fies the correlated elimination of nl and introduction of n2. At the microstruc-
tural level, it specifies the elimination of c1 and the introduction of ¢2 within
the same identified structural position relative to Ro.

Relational-coupling regime, A (>/<). At the macrostructural level, the regime
records the stabilization of a functional relation between already constituted
units. At the microstructural level, it specifies the corresponding internal rela-
tional configuration without treating the relation as the integration, elimina-
tion, or substitution of structural material.

Reductive regime, A (=). At the macrostructural level, the regime classifies the
elimination of dependent material n. At the microstructural level, it specifies
the eliminated component ¢ and its structural position relative to Ro.
Transformational-switching regime, A (~). At the macrostructural level, the
regime classifies a positional reorganization of existing material. At the micro-
structural level, it specifies the redistribution of internally represented compo-
nents relative to Ry, without the integration, elimination, or substitution of
material.

Cumulative paradigmatic flexibility regime, A (£). At the macrostructural
level, the regime records the stabilization of a paradigmatic domain containing
correlated realizations of the same structural base. At the microstructural level,
it specifies the corresponding series of configurations that share R, while dif-
fering through the distribution of dependent grammatical components. Across
all eight regimes, the macrostructural formula identifies the type of relational
intervention, whereas the microstructural formula specifies its internal struc-
tural realization. The transition from macrostructural to microstructural rep-
resentation therefore adds analytical resolution without introducing a further
operator. A remains the unique operator of the architecture. The macrostruc-
tural and microstructural correspondence rules for the eight regimes are sum-
marized in Appendix B, Figure 5, “Summary of the Eight Operatorial Re-

gimes.”
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3.11. Status of the Prime and Apostrophe Markers

The A operatorial architecture distinguishes between the prime symbol (') and the
apostrophe markers (“and”). Although these marks are visually related, their
function is determined by their position within the formal expression. None of
them has operatorial status and none constitutes a value of A.

The prime symbol ('), when placed after a configuration or component label,
marks an updated or reidentified state within the same operatorial cycle. In ex-
pressions such as A’ and C' [(Ro+)], it indicates the stabilized result of an inter-
vention affecting a configuration whose relevant identity is retained. In expres-
sions involving ¢, it marks the corresponding updated or reidentified structural
component. The prime does not itself specify whether the update results from in-
tegration, elimination, substitution, relational coupling, or positional reorganiza-
tion; that classification belongs to the relevant regime of A.

Apostrophe-marker arrangements distinguish categories of dependent relational
material wherever such material is analytically represented. The notation c* [(Re+)]
identifies a preposition, ¢ [* (Re+)] a possessive article, ¢ [(‘Ro+)] a definite article,
and c'{ [(Ro+)]} a conjunction. These markers identify the grammatical category and
relational function of the represented component. They do not by themselves assign
an operatorial regime, perform a transformation, or imply integration, elimination,
substitution, relational coupling, or positional reorganization.

The internal apostrophe in C [(‘/Ro+)] and ¢ [(‘Ro+)] illustrates the relation be-
tween a dependent relational component and a configuration. In ¢ [ (‘Ro+)], the
marker identifies a dependent component in relational function. When that com-
ponent is functionally associated with a configuration represented by C, it is no
longer represented as an independent c-element in the stabilized result; its apos-
trophe marker becomes part of the notation of C. The resulting expression
C{*[* (‘/Ro+)]} records the relationally unified configuration. This notation does
not indicate the elimination, replacement, or material transformation of c into C,
but the functional incorporation of the relational component within the stabilized
configuration.

In the positional reorganization regime A (~), apostrophe markers retain their
relational specification while the relevant material is redistributed. The numerical
prefix distinguishes successive states of the affected component, as in the dedicated
templates 1c [~’ (Ro+)~] and 2c¢ [ (Ro+)]. The sign ~ identifies positional reorgani-
zation itself; the apostrophe markers distinguish the relevant relational specification
before and after redistribution and do not constitute independent operators.

The prime and apostrophe markers must therefore be interpreted according to
their formal environment. The prime (') marks an updated or reidentified state of
a configuration or component. Apostrophe markers identify the relational cate-
gory or relational specification of a dependent component and, where applicable,
of a relationally unified configuration. None of these markers independently per-

forms a transformation.
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4. Operatorial Regimes of A

The general operator A is unique and abstract. Its indicators, A (), A (+), A (><),
A (=/+), A (>/<), A (=), A (~), and A (), identify distinct types of structural in-
tervention within the same formal architecture; they do not constitute independ-
ent operators.

The regimes are represented through coordinated macrostructural and micro-
structural formulas. Macrostructural formulas record stabilized relations between
configurations using symbols such as A, B, C, and n, without specifying their in-
ternal organization. Microstructural formulas specify the relational nucleus Ro,
the dependent components ¢, and, where relevant, their positions relative to R.
General formulas define the structural conditions of a regime, whereas particular-

ized formulas apply those conditions to a specific linguistic configuration.

4.1. Directional Regime, A (=)

The directional regime, A (=), marks an oriented correspondence between con-
figurations: it identifies the initial configuration and the target toward which the
relation is directed. It operates at the relational level and does not classify an in-
ternal material operation. Unlike the other regimes, which classify interventions
on structural material or on a paradigmatic domain, A () does not assert that
material has been added, eliminated, replaced, redistributed, or coupled, or that
its position has changed.

A () applies only when the relation between an initial and a target configura-
tion is explicitly ordered; the fact that two forms differ is not sufficient. At the
macrostructural level, the relation is represented as A > A’, where A is the initial
configuration and A’ the target. At the microstructural level, it is represented as
1C [ (Ro+)] > 2C [ (Ro+)], with the arrow marking the ordered relation between
two internally specified configurations. If the diagnostic in Section 3.6 is satisfied,
Ry remains constant across the correspondence; otherwise, the target requires a
new Ry and the beginning of a new operatorial cycle.

When an internal material operation is also analyzed, it must receive a separate
classification and representation—for example, A (+), A (=), or A (=/+). The di-
rectional relation and the executional intervention must not be treated as simul-
taneous classifications within the same formal expression. Accordingly, A ()
does not apply when no direction is established, when the claim concerns only an
internal operation, or when the arrow substitutes for an analysis of that operation.

The Romanian relation zi > zile illustrates the directional correspondence be-
tween singular and plural forms of the same lexical unit (DEX Online, n.d.-f). A
() represents their relation without determining how the plural material is real-
ized. If that material contribution is analyzed separately, it may be classified as an
additive intervention, provided that no pre-existing material is eliminated or re-
placed in the same structural position.

The relation casi - case illustrates this distinction (DEX Online, n.d.-b). It can

be represented directionally, but A () alone does not classify its internal modifi-
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cation: because -3 is eliminated and -e introduced in the same identified position,
the executional intervention is classified as A (—/+).
Appendix B 4.1,“Visual Illustration of the A () Directional Regime,” illustrates

the oriented relation and its separation from executional classification.

4.2. Additive Regime, A (+)

The additive regime, A (+), marks the extension of a linguistic configuration
through the integration of grammatical or lexical material. It applies to deriva-
tional and inflectional formations in which identifiable dependent material be-
comes part of an existing configuration. It does not cover the merely functional
association of already constituted autonomous units, which falls under A (>/<).

A (+) applies at the executional level. The material must be identifiable as an
addition to the configuration, and the resulting configuration must retain any pre-
existing material in the same structural position. Greater length alone is not suf-
ficient: the added material and its integration must be represented in the formula.
If material is eliminated, the relevant regime is A (-); if it is eliminated and re-
placed in the same position, the regime is A (—/+); and if the material inventory
remains unchanged while its position shifts, the regime is A (~). When integration
also produces an explicitly identified semantic or grammatical reorientation rela-
tive to a lexical configuration, A (><) may classify that reorientation at the seman-
tic-relational level, while A (+) classifies the integration itself.

At the macrostructural level, the relation is represented as A + n = A'. Here, A
is the initial configuration, n the dependent material integrated through A (+),
and A’ the resulting stabilized configuration. The formula identifies the active re-
gime without specifying the material’s position within the configuration.

At the microstructural level, the relation is represented as 1C [(Ro+)] + ¢ [(Ro)+]
= 2C [(Ro+)]. C designates the structural configuration of the lexical unit, and the
numerical markers indicate its states before and after the intervention. Ry is the
stable relational nucleus, while ¢ [(Ro)+] represents the integrated suffixal compo-
nent. The plus sign between the configuration and the dependent component
marks their structural association. Within C [(Re+)], it marks the activated rela-
tional nucleus; in ¢ [(Ro)+], its position identifies suffixal material. The equals sign
marks the stabilization of the resulting configuration.

The Romanian relation merg > mergeam (DEX Online, n.d.-d) illustrates A (+):
inflectional material is integrated into the verbal configuration, with no pre-exist-
ing material eliminated, replaced, or repositioned in the same identified structural
position. By contrast, casd > case (DEX Online, n.d.-b) is not additive under this
analysis. The final -4 is eliminated and replaced by -e in the same position, so the
intervention is classified as A (—/+).

Affixation, derivation, and compounding fall under A(+) only when material is
integrated into a new lexical unit; the regime does not cover the syntagmatic cou-
pling of autonomous units. Appendix B, Figure 8, “Visual Illustration of the A(+)

Additive Operatorial Regime,” illustrates this regime; Appendix A, Section A.4.2,
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“A(+) Additive Regime - Illustrative Analysis,” provides the detailed macrostruc-

tural and microstructural analysis of Romanian merg > mergeam.

4.3. Directional Semantic Redistribution, A (><)

Directional semantic redistribution, marked by A (><), describes a semantic or
grammatical reorientation associated with a configuration whose relational nu-
cleus Ry remains identifiable. It applies when dependent material is directionally
related to a lexical configuration and that relation produces a stabilized change in
semantic or grammatical interpretation. Thus, the presence of dependent material
or a semantic difference alone is insufficient: the reorientation must be explicitly
identified relative to the same Ry. If the diagnostic in Section 3.6 does not permit
Ry to be retained, the relation requires a new operatorial cycle.

A (><) differs from A (), which records an oriented correspondence without
specifying semantic or grammatical reorientation. In cases such as trust > distrust,
the reorientation may be oppositional and may also be represented graphically as
<> to foreground that opposition. This notation does not establish a separate re-
gime or operatorial value; the classification remains A (><).

The regime does not cover the functional association of already constituted
units. For example, the relation between a Greek definite article and a noun within
a definite nominal configuration falls under A (>/<), not A () or A (><). A (><)
is also excluded when the analysis concerns only the addition, elimination, sub-
stitution, relational coupling, or positional reorganization of material without an
explicitly identified semantic or grammatical reorientation.

At the macrostructural level, the relation is represented as (n > A) = B. Here, n
is dependent material directionally related to the lexical base A, and B is the re-
sulting stabilized configuration. The sign > indicates the directional relation be-
tween n and A; it is not an additional operator, since the relation is classified
through A (><).

At the microstructural level, the corresponding relation is represented as ¢ [+
(Ro)] > C1 [+ (Ro)] = C2 [(Ro+)]. The component ¢ [+ (Ro)] represents dependent
prefixal material; C1 identifies the lexical configuration associated with the initial
base, and C2 the resulting configuration. Here, > specifies the directional distri-
bution of the dependent component relative to Ro. C1 and C2 mark correlated
microstructural configurations, not successive phases of one configuration, gram-
matical values, or distinct operators. Infixal and suffixal material are represented
as ¢ [(+Ro)] and ¢ [(Ro)+], respectively.

The relation trust > distrust illustrates the regime. At the macrostructural level,
n corresponds to the prefix dis-, A to the lexical base trust, and B to the resulting
configuration distrust. At the microstructural level, ¢ [+(Ro)] represents dis-, C1
[+(Ro)] the configuration associated with trust, and C2 [(Ro+)] the resulting con-
figuration. The prefix is directionally related to the base and produces a negative
semantic reorientation while the lexical root remains identifiable.

The Romanian relation urs - ursoaica (DEX Online, n.d.-e) may also fall under
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A (><) if the suffixal material is represented as directionally related to the lexical
base and the resulting configuration has an explicitly identified feminine lexical
or grammatical reorientation. In that analysis, the suffixal component is repre-
sented as ¢ [(Ro)+]; classification depends on the reorientation and on retaining
the relevant R,.

A (><) provides a comparative description of directional semantic or grammat-
ical reorientation. It does not replace framework-specific accounts of derivation,
feature realization, Vocabulary Insertion, paradigmatic realization, or lexical se-
mantics. Appendix B.4.3, “Visual Illustration of the A (><) Directional Semantic
Redistribution Regime,” illustrates the regime.

4.4. Substitutional Regime, A (-/+)

The substitutional regime, A (—/+), classifies a single executional intervention in
which formally identifiable material is eliminated and replaced by another com-
ponent in the same identified structural position. Although its notation contains
both — and +, the regime does not represent a sequence of A (-) followed by A
(+): such a sequence would allow an intermediate configuration between elimina-
tion and integration, whereas A (—/+) represents the two changes as one correlated
intervention.

The regime’s necessary condition is that both the eliminated component and its
substitute be identified in the same structural position. Its sufficient condition is
that they be represented as correlated within one intervention and that the diag-
nostic in Section 3.6 permit R, to remain continuous. A difference between forms,
or the disappearance of one segment alongside the appearance of another, is not
enough unless this positional replacement is established. Simple addition falls un-
der A (+), isolated elimination under A (-), and positional reorganization without
replacement under A (~).

At the macrostructural level, the relation is represented as A (-n; + nz) = A/,
where A is the initial configuration, n, the material eliminated, n, its substitute,
and A’ the resulting stabilized configuration. This classifies the intervention as A
(=/+) at the executional level without specifying the components’ internal posi-
tion.

At the microstructural level, the relation is represented as 1C [(Ro)—/+]{—c
[(Ro)+] + c2 [(Ro)+]} = 2C [(Ro+)]. Here, c; is the eliminated suffixal material, c,
the substitute introduced in the same position, and R, remains constant. The no-
tation C [(Ro)—/+] specifies that the correlated substitution concerns suffixal ma-
terial. For prefixal or infixal replacement, the initial configurations are repre-
sented as 1C [—/+ (Ro)] or 1C [(—/+Ro)], respectively, with the corresponding com-
ponents represented as ¢ [+ (Ro)] or ¢ [ (+Ro)], in accordance with the convention
established in Section 3.9.

The relation casd > case (DEX Online, n.d.-b), represented as casa (-4 + e) =
case, illustrates integrated substitution: final -4 is eliminated and -e introduced in

the same position, while the base cas- and the relevant structural relation remain
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identifiable. Since the diagnostic permits R, to remain constant, the relation is
classified as A (—/+), rather than as simple addition or elimination. A directional
relation between casd and case may be represented separately, but it records the
orientation of the correspondence; it does not replace the substitutional classifi-
cation or combine with it in the same formal expression.

The regime excludes cases of addition alone, elimination alone, or reposi-
tioning of an unchanged material inventory. It also excludes relations that can-
not be analyzed as modifications of dependent material associated with the
same Ro. Suppletive relations such as go > went (Oxford English Dictionary,
n.d.-b) are therefore not ordinary instances of A (-/+), because they do not
meet the continuity conditions for Ro. The regime covers morphological sub-
stitution and alternation only when formal material is replaced in the same
structural position while Ry remains continuous. Appendix B, Figure 10, “Vis-
ual Illustration of the A(—/+) Substitutional Regime,” illustrates this classifica-
tion; Appendix A, Section A.4.4, “A(—/+) Substitutional Regime - Illustrative
Analysis,” provides the detailed macrostructural and microstructural analysis

of Romanian casa > case.

4.5. Relational Coupling, A (>/<)

The relational coupling regime, A (>/<), establishes a functional relation between
linguistic units or components that are already constituted. It applies at the rela-
tional or syntagmatic level, whether a dependent grammatical component is asso-
ciated with a lexical base or autonomous units are functionally related within a
syntagmatic structure. The resulting configuration may be unified syntagmati-
cally, but the relation leaves the internal structure of its participants unchanged:
neither component is absorbed into the other, transformed, or made into a new
lexical unit.

The necessary condition for A (>/<) is that two already constituted units or
components enter into a functional relation. For the regime to apply, that relation
must be representable without changing the internal structural inventory of either
participant. The intervention is therefore relational; it does not integrate material,
eliminate or substitute it, or reorganize its internal position.

At the macrostructural level, the relation is represented as n >/< A = n/ A,
where n is the dependent grammatical component and A the autonomous linguis-
tic unit. The notation >/< classifies the coupling, while the slash in n / A records
the resulting relation; it does not perform the coupling.

At the microstructural level, the relation is represented as c [ (‘Ro+)] >/< C
[(Ro+)] = C [ (‘/Ro+)]. Here, ¢ [ (‘Ro+)] designates the dependent component in its
relational function, C [(Ro¢+)] the base structure, and C [ (/Ro+)] the resulting
relationally unified structure. The relation >/< marks the functional association of
the dependent component with the base, rather than its integration as structural
material into C, and Ry remains constant. Section 3.11 defines the relational spec-
ification represented by c [ (‘Ro+)] and C [ (/Ro+)].
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Greek o avtpag illustrates the analysis: 0 >/< dvtpag = 0 &vtpag represents the
definite article o as a dependent determiner of dvtpag, which remains the lexical
base. Their functional relation forms a determiner-noun configuration without
modifying the internal material of either unit (Centre for the Greek Language,
n.d.-a).

A (>/<) does not apply when a component is integrated as formal material into
a lexical structure (A (+)), when material is eliminated (A (-)), when one compo-
nent replaces another in the same position (A (-/+)), or when an unchanged ma-
terial inventory is repositioned (A (~)). For example, trust > distrust is not rela-
tional coupling: dis- is integrated into the lexical structure rather than functionally
associated with an autonomous unit.

The regime thus covers syntagmatic relations between independently repre-
sented units, including determiner-noun constructions and other functional com-
binations that leave the units internally unchanged. Appendix B, Figure 11, “Vis-
ual Illustration of the A(>/<) Relational Coupling Regime,” illustrates this analy-
sis; Appendix A, Section A.4.5, “A(>/<) Relational Coupling Determiner-Noun
Configuration-Illustrative Analysis,” provides the detailed macrostructural and

microstructural analysis of the Greek example o dvTpag.

4.6. Reductive Regime (-)

The reductive regime, A (-), classifies the controlled removal of identifiable de-
pendent material from a stabilized linguistic configuration. It applies at the exe-
cutional level when the removed material can be identified, no substitute is intro-
duced, the remaining material is not positionally reorganized, and the diagnostic
in Section 3.6 permits R, to remain continuous.

These conditions distinguish A (—) from A (+), which classifies integration; A
(=/+), which classifies replacement in the same position; and A (~), which classi-
fies positional redistribution of an unchanged material inventory. A directional
relation between the initial and reduced configurations may also be represented,
but A () does not classify or replace the executional intervention.

At the macrostructural level, the relation is represented as 1A — n = 2A, where
1A is the initial configuration, n the dependent material removed, and 2A the re-
sulting stabilized configuration. This formula identifies the active regime without
specifying the position of the eliminated material.

At the microstructural level, the relation is represented as 1C [(Ro+)] — ¢1 [+
(Ro)] = 2C [(Ro+)]. Here, ¢, identifies the eliminated component, and ¢, [+ (Ro)]
specifies its prefixal position relative to Ry. The formula locates the elimination
within the configuration while representing R, as continuous.

The attested Greek relation ayedada > yedada illustrates A (=): the initial un-
stressed vowel a- is lost in the formation of yehdda (Institute for Modern Greek
Studies, n.d.). In this analysis, a- is treated as dependent material in a prefixal
position; the remaining material stays unchanged, and R, remains identifiable.
Because no substitute is introduced and no remaining component is repositioned,

the relation meets the conditions for A (-).
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If Ry cannot be retained, the change cannot be analyzed as the removal of de-
pendent material within the same configuration; it requires a new Ry and the be-
ginning of a new operatorial cycle. More generally, A (—) covers formal reduction,
including segmental loss such as elision and aphaeresis (Crystal, 2008), when the
regime’s defining conditions are met. Appendix B, Figure 12, “Visual Illustration
of the A(-) Reductive Regime,” illustrates this classification; Appendix A, Section
A.4.6, “A(-) Reductive Regime - Illustrative Analysis,” provides the detailed
macrostructural and microstructural analysis of the Greek relation ayeldda >

yerada.

4.7. Transformational Switching, A (~)

The transformational switching regime, A (~), classifies the positional reorgani-
zation of material already present within a linguistic configuration. It applies at
the executional level when the positions of identifiable components change, their
material identity is preserved, the inventory remains unchanged, and the diagnos-
tic in Section 3.6 permits R, to remain continuous. No material is integrated, elim-
inated, or substituted.

The regime includes two types of positional reorganization. In functional posi-
tional reorganization, the change in position produces an updated grammatical or
semantic function, which must be explicitly identified; positional difference alone
is insufficient. In non-functional positional reorganization, the components
change position without any change in their grammatical or semantic function.
When empirical evidence supports such an analysis, this second type may corre-
spond to metathesis or structural permutation (Blevins & Garrett, 1998).

A (~) does not apply when the relation involves integration (A (+)), elimination
(A (=)), substitution (A (—/+)), or the functional coupling of independently con-
stituted units (A (>/<)). Those cases involve a change other than the positional
redistribution of an unchanged inventory.

At the macrostructural level, the general relation is represented as 1A (n; ~ n,)
= 2A (n;~n;). Here, 1A is the initial configuration, n, and n, are the components
whose relative positions change, and 2A is the resulting stabilized configuration.
The expressions n;~n, and n,~n; show their relative positions before and after
reorganization; neither introduces an additional operator. The reorganization it-
self is classified as A (~).

The general microstructural representation is 1C [(Ro+)] {c1 [+ (Ro)] ~ ¢
[(Ro)+]} = 2C [(Ro+){cz [+ (Ro)] ~ c1 [(Ro)+]}. Uppercase 1-2C represents the
complete configuration before and after reorganization, while ¢, and c, identify
the dependent components whose relative positions are reversed. In keeping with
the convention in Section 3.9, ¢ [+ (Ro)], ¢ [ (+Ro)], and ¢ [(Ro)+] represent pre-
fixal, infixal, and suffixal material, respectively. A (~) classifies the change in po-
sition; the notation itself does not determine which position is involved.

The pair la ~ al uses two independently attested Romanian forms (DEX Online,

n.d.-a, n.d.-c), but their correspondence here is a constructed, non-empirical il-
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lustration of the model’s permutation notation. It shows the reversal of the linear
order of the material (l, a) without adding, eliminating, or replacing either ele-
ment. It does not claim that one form is derived from the other, synchronically or
historically, and it does not establish continuity of Ry between their lexical and
grammatical values. Its purpose is limited to illustrating formal positional permu-
tation; applying A (~) to empirical data would require independent evidence that
Ro remains continuous and the material inventory is preserved.

For this constructed illustration, the macrostructural representation remains
1A (n;~n;) = 2A (n,~n;): 1A represents la, with n; and n, ordered as (1, a), while
2A represents al, with the same material in reverse order. At the component level,
Figure 13 in Appendix B represents the relation as 1c‘ [(Ro+)]{c: [+ (Ro)] ~ ¢
[(Ro)+]} = 2¢ [ (Ro+) ez [+ (Ro)] ~ c1 [(Ro)+]}. This applied notation supplements
the general formula using 1C and 2C: lowercase c is used because the illustration
tracks the dependent component undergoing reorganization. The indices 1c and
2¢ mark its successive states, while ¢, and ¢, distinguish the two materials whose
positions are reversed. The apostrophe markers specify the grammatical category
and relational function represented in the illustration; they are not an operator, a
prime marker, or an independent transformation.

In the initial component-level representation, ¢, [+ (Ro)] places ¢; in prefixal
position and ¢, [(Ro)+] places c; in suffixal position. In the resulting representa-
tion, ¢, [+ (Ro)] is prefixal and ¢; [(Ro)+] suffixal. The notation thus displays the
reversal while preserving the identity of both components, Ry, and the material
inventory. Appendix B, Figure 13, “Visual Illustration of the A(~) Positional Re-
organization Regime,” illustrates the regime; Appendix A, Section A.4.7, “A(~)
Positional Reorganization Regime - Constructed Formal Illustration,” explains
the constructed Romanian correspondence la ~ al and the attested English alter-
nation ask ~ aks, with their formal representations.

An attested example of non-functional positional reorganization is the English
alternation ask ~ aks: /s/ and /k/ exchange their relative positions, while the ma-
terial inventory and lexical meaning remain unchanged (Oxford English Diction-
ary, n.d.-a). Alongside metathesis and structural permutation, A (~) also covers
cases where positional redistribution changes a component’s grammatical or se-

mantic function without changing the material inventory.

4.8. Cumulative Paradigmatic Flexibility (%)

The cumulative paradigmatic flexibility regime, A (), classifies the stabilization
of a paradigmatic domain containing at least three correlated realizations of the
same structural base. Across the domain, Ry remains constant while dependent
grammatical material varies in a controlled manner. Accordingly, A (+) applies
only when k 2 3; it does not classify an isolated transformation or a binary alter-
nation. A relation between two realizations is instead classified by the local inter-
vention involved, such as A (—/+) when one dependent component replaces an-

other in the same identified position.
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At the macrostructural level, the domain is represented as A;, A, As, ..., Ak A
() (ny, ny, ns, ..., ng) = X; _, where k > 3. A; — Ay are the correlated realizations
of the same structural base, n; — ng are the dependent grammatical components
through which they differ, and X, _ is the stabilized paradigmatic domain. This
formula represents the organized variation of dependent material without speci-
fying its position relative to Ro.

At the microstructural level, the domain is represented as C; [(Ro+)] {a
[(Ro)+1}, Ca [(Ro+){ea [(Ro)+1}, Cs [(Ro+){es [(Ro)+1} -5 Ci [(Ro+)[{ek [(Ro)+]}
= Ci—« [(Ro)x]. Each configuration shares the same Ro, while ¢; - c identify the
varying dependent components. The resulting C, - [(Ro)%] represents their stabi-
lized paradigmatic domain: + marks controlled variation around R,, without
modifying the nucleus or introducing another operator. The suffixal form is ¢
[(Ro)+]; prefixal and infixal material are represented as ¢ [+ (Ro)] and ¢ [(+Ro)],
respectively.

The forms C [(Ro)—/+], C [-/+ (Ro)], and C [(=/+Ro)] specify the substitutional
status and position of dependent material in an initial microstructural configura-
tion: suffixal, prefixal, and infixal, respectively. They do not denote additional op-
erators or independent transformations. These positional distinctions are not rep-
resented at the macrostructural level.

The difference between macrostructural X; - x and microstructural C; _ i
[(Ro)x] reflects the distinct work done by each level. X; _« names the higher-
order domain formed by correlating A, - Ay, so it may use a different letter from
the individual configurations. The microstructural representation retains C be-
cause it continues to describe configurations organized around the same Ry; it
does not imply a change in either their representational category or their rela-
tional nucleus.

The Greek forms ypdow, Ypagels, ypapeL, ypd@ovye, ypdete, ypdpovv form
a present-tense paradigm in which the lexical base ypa- remains constant while
suffixal material varies with person and number (Centre for the Greek Language,
n.d.-b). In abbreviated form, the domain is represented as ypd¢ (+n), c [(Ro)%].
At the macrostructural level, the complete representation is Aj, Az, As, Ag, As, Ag
A (%) (ny, ny, N3, Ny, Ns, Ng) = X _6.

The condensed microstructural sequence is C; [(Ro)—/+] > C; [(Ro)—/+] > C5
[(Ro)=/+] > C4 [(Ro)=/+] &> Cs [(Ro)—/+] > Cs [(Ro+)] = Ci-6 [(Ro)%]. Here, the
arrows show the visual-operational succession of local replacement relations. A
single relation stated in full has the form C, [(Ro)[{—c1 [(Ro)+] + ¢z [(Ro)+]} = C;
[(Ro+)], with the macrostructural counterpart A; (—n; + n,) = A,. Each local re-
placement is classified as A (—=/4); A (£) classifies the stabilized paradigmatic or-
ganization of all six correlated realizations.

A (%) covers morphological paradigms in which grammatical variation is dis-
tributed across correlated forms without changing lexical identity (Stump, 2001;
Blevins, 2016). Appendix B.4.8, “Visual Illustration of the A (+) Cumulative Par-

adigmatic Flexibility Regime,” illustrates the regime.
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5. Methodology
5.1. Design

The study adopts a theoretical formal model construction design. Its objective is
to construct a formal system capable of classifying grammatical transformations
through explicitly defined structural criteria. The model is developed deductively
from a minimal set of formal assumptions, including the unicity of the operator
A and the distinction between macrostructural and microstructural levels of anal-
ysis.

The proposed inventory was derived from a comparative examination of recur-
rent types of structural intervention in the illustrative dataset: oriented corre-
spondence, material integration, semantic or grammatical redistribution associ-
ated with integrated material, replacement in the same structural position, rela-
tional coupling of already constituted units, reduction, positional reorganization,
and paradigmatic variation. The eight regimes are therefore theoretical classifica-
tions based on contrastive structural properties, not empirical universals or an
exhaustive typology. Their adequacy is assessed through the protocol in Section
5.3 and remains open to revision where a configuration cannot be classified under
the stated criteria.

The construction of the model follows a structured procedure consisting of
three stages: (i) identification of recurrent patterns of structural intervention, (ii)
formalization of these patterns through macrostructural and microstructural rep-
resentations, and (iii) specification of activation criteria that allow the differenti-
ation of operatorial regimes. Each regime is defined through a distinct structural
condition and is delimited from the others by the exclusion of overlapping criteria
at the same representational level. The design is oriented toward formal con-
sistency and internal differentiation. This deductive and model-based orientation
is consistent with established approaches to theoretical linguistic analysis (New-
meyer, 2005).

5.2. Languages

The analysis is cross-linguistic and draws on illustrative data from Romanian,
English, and Modern Greek. The purpose of this selection is not to provide ex-
haustive typological coverage or to establish cross-linguistic stability, but to ex-
amine the possible applicability of the proposed architecture to structurally dis-
tinct linguistic systems.

The examples were selected because they instantiate the types of structural in-
tervention from which the eight regimes were derived. They are illustrative ana-
lytical cases rather than representative samples of language-specific patterns. The
data are treated as formally comparable configurations; no independent claims
are made regarding historical development, frequency, productivity, or sociolin-
guistic distribution unless a source is explicitly cited.

The attested dataset comprises Romanian zi > zile, merg > mergeam, casd >

case, and urs > ursoaica; English cat > cats, trust > distrust, and ask ~ aks; and
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Modern Greek ayehdda > yeAdda, o dvtpag, and the paradigm ypdow, ypageig,
Ypaoel, ypdoovuye, ypagete, ypagpovv. The languages, forms, glosses, sources, sta-
tus, reasons for inclusion, analytical levels, and regime assignments are docu-
mented in Appendix B, Figure 4, “Status and Selection of Illustrative Configura-
tions.” The corresponding individual regime analyses are illustrated in Appendix
B, Figures 7-14.

The illustration la ~ al is not part of the attested dataset. It is retained only as a
constructed formal illustration in Appendix B.4.7, and it is explicitly identified as
constructed in Appendix B4. By contrast, the relation ayeAdda > yehada is at-
tested and is therefore treated as part of the empirical dataset rather than as a
constructed illustration. This distinction prevents the constructed formal example
from being treated as a claim about an attested derivational, synchronic, or his-
torical relation.

This approach allows the analysis to remain focused on the identification of
structural regularities while keeping the limits of the dataset explicit. It follows the
use of comparative concepts in cross- linguistic research, where comparability de-
pends on clearly stated criteria rather than on an assumption that the selected

examples constitute a typological sample (Haspelmath, 2010).

5.3. Analysis Protocol

The analytical protocol provides a formal and explicitly structured method for the

classification of transformational phenomena, designed to facilitate consistent ap-

plication in subsequent analyses. Each configuration is analyzed through a se-
quence of operations designed to identify the structural nature of the intervention
and to assign it to an operatorial regime at the relevant representational level.

The procedure consists of the following steps:

* Identification of the base configuration at the macrostructural level, where the
relation between units is established in declarative form.

* Formalization of the internal organization at the microstructural level, speci-
fying the distribution of structural material relative to the relational nucleus.

* Determination of the type of structural intervention involved, such as integra-
tion, elimination, substitution, redistribution, positional reorganization, or cu-
mulative paradigmatic flexibility.

* Verification of the canonical activation condition associated with the corre-
sponding operatorial regime.

* Delimitation from other regimes through the exclusion of alternative activa-
tion criteria.

At a single representational level, a configuration is assigned to one operatorial
regime only if it satisfies that regime’s defining condition without fulfilling the
defining condition of another regime at the same level. A phenomenon may nev-
ertheless receive a relational description and an executional description at differ-
ent representational levels. This distinction prevents overlap between competing

classifications within the same analysis while allowing complementary descrip-
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tions across levels.

The protocol is designed to ensure consistent classification across different an-
alytical contexts, including cases in which the same phenomenon may be de-
scribed at different levels of implementation, by applying a uniform sequence of
structural identification and regime assignment. The application of this protocol
can be illustrated through a borderline case in which multiple classifications may
initially appear possible.

Application of the Analysis Protocol to a Borderline Case: casd > case.

To make the exclusivity of the operatorial regimes explicit, this section applies
the analysis protocol step by step to a borderline case in which multiple classifica-
tions may initially appear possible: the alternation casia (“house”) > case
(“houses”) (DEX Online, n.d.-b).

At the descriptive level, this transformation may appear to be a simple form
change associated with plural marking. However, structural analysis shows that
the intervention affects the formal material of the base, which requires a classifi-
cation based on the nature of the intervention rather than on grammatical func-
tion.

The analysis protocol begins by identifying the nature of the intervention and
proceeds through the systematic testing of potentially competing regimes. The
relevant decision rules for regime assignment are summarized in Appendix B, Fig-
ure 3, “Decision Rules for Regime Assignment.” The sequential application of
these rules, including the decision procedure for retaining or replacing Ry, is vis-
ualized in Appendix B, Figure 15, “Decision Tree for Retaining or Replacing R,.”

The first test targets the additive regime A (+), illustrated in Appendix B, Figure
8. This regime involves the introduction of new material without the elimination
of existing material, resulting in an extension of the form. In the case of casd >
case, however, the final segment “-d” is not preserved but eliminated. Therefore,
the transformation cannot be classified as A (+), since it does not involve simple
addition.

The second test targets the reductive regime A (-), illustrated in Appendix B,
Figure 12. This regime involves the elimination of material without the introduc-

v

tion of new material. In the analyzed example, although “-3” is eliminated, the
segment “-e” appears simultaneously. Thus, the defining condition of the A (-)
regime is not satisfied, since the transformation does not consist of simple reduc-
tion.

Unlike the previously excluded regimes, the A (-/+) regime satisfies all the
structural conditions of the intervention and allows for an explicit representation
at both the macro- and microstructural levels. The third test targets this substitu-
tional regime, illustrated in Appendix B, Figure 10, which is characterized by the
simultaneous elimination and introduction of material in the same structural po-

52

sition. In the case of casd > case, the segment “-d” is replaced by “-e” in exactly
the same final position, which directly corresponds to the definition of this re-

gime.
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At the macrostructural level, the transformation is represented by the formula:
1A (-nl + n2) = 2A, where 1A corresponds to the lexical form “casd”, n1 identifies
the dependent material “-&” eliminated through the substitutional intervention,
n2 identifies the substitutive material “-e” introduced in the same final (suffixal)
position, and 2A designates the resulting form “case”. This formula represents the
continuity of lexical identity (“cas-”), as established through the R, diagnostic, and
shows that the difference between the two forms results from an intervention on
dependent material, without altering the lexical unit itself.

At the microstructural level, this relation is expressed by the formula: 1C [(R)-
[+1{—=c1 [(Ro)+] + c2 [(Ro)+]} = 2C [(Ro+)], where 1C [(R¢)—/+] corresponds to

¥

the initial structure (“casd”), —cl [(Ro)+] represents the elimination of the final
segment “-4”, +c2 [(Ro)+] represents the introduction of the segment “-e” in the
same structural position, and 2C [(Re+)] designates the resulting structure
(“case”). This formula expresses a simultaneous substitution carried out in a single
operatorial act, corresponding to the A (—/+) regime, illustrated in Appendix B,
Figure 10, “Visual Illustration of the A (—/+) Substitutional Regime.”

Through the systematic application of these tests, the A (+) and A (-) regimes
are excluded on the basis of their defining criteria, while the A (-/+) regime re-
mains the only option compatible with the structure of the intervention. This
analysis illustrates that, in the examined case, classification is determined by the
nature of the structural intervention rather than by its functional interpretation
as plural marking.

This example provides preliminary support for the claim that the explicit appli-
cation of the analysis protocol can produce a univocal classification in a poten-
tially ambiguous case. Additional borderline cases are required to determine
whether the operatorial regimes remain consistently exclusive across a broader
range of transformational phenomena.

Applying the protocol to trust > distrust (Merriam-Webster, n.d.-b) yields the
following result: (a) the macrostructural relation is represented as A + n = A/,
where A corresponds to trust, n identifies dis-, and A’ designates distrust; (b) the
microstructural representation is 1C [(Ro+)] + ¢ [+ (Ro)] = 2C [(Ro+)]; (¢) the in-
tervention consists in prefixal integration; (d) A (+) is activated because dis- is
introduced without the elimination or replacement of material in the same posi-
tion; and (e) A (=), A (=/+), A (~), and A (>/<) are excluded at the executional
level. The associated semantic reorientation may be described separately through
A (><) at the semantic-relational level. The theoretical analysis of these two levels
is developed in Sections 4.2 and 4.3.

Applying the protocol to go > went (Oxford English Dictionary, n.d.-b) yields
a boundary result:

(a) the forms are related at the macrostructural level but cannot be treated as
successive internally continuous realizations of the same configuration; (b) no mi-
crostructural representation preserves the same R, while deriving went through a

modification of dependent material; (c) the relation therefore does not instantiate
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integration, elimination, substitution, redistribution, coupling, positional reor-

ganization, or paradigmatic variation within a continuous configuration; (d) the

Ry diagnostic fails and requires the identification of a new relational nucleus; and
@A), A=), A(—/+), A (><), A(>/<), A (~),and A (%) are excluded as internal

analyses of the relation. A () may record the oriented correspondence, but does

not classify an internal material operation. The diagnostic is developed in Section

3.6. Its decision procedure is summarized in Appendix B, Figure 2, “Decision Pro-

cedure for Retaining or Replacing R.”

L]

Decision Rules for Regime Assignment:
The analysis first identifies the representational level at which the claim is
made. A relational claim concerns the correspondence or functional relation
between configurations, whereas an executional claim concerns the internal
modification of dependent material. Relational and executional descriptions
may both apply to the same phenomenon only when they are stated in separate
representations.
The analysis then identifies the structural type of intervention. Oriented cor-
respondence activates A (5); integration of dependent material activates A (+);
an explicitly identified semantic or grammatical reorientation associated with
dependent material activates A (><); correlated elimination and replacement
in the same position activate A (—/+); relational coupling of already constituted
units activates A (>/<); elimination activates A (—); positional reorganization
of unchanged material activates A (~); and cumulative variation across at least
three correlated realizations activates A (£).
Where a configuration presents more than one relevant property, the analysis
determines whether those properties are claimed at the same representational
level or at distinct levels. A single representational level receives only one re-
gime assignment. Complementary descriptions remain possible only when
they concern different levels. Thus, in cat > cats (Merriam-Webster, n.d.-a), A
(+) classifies the executional integration of plural material. In trust > distrust
(Merriam-Webster, n.d.-b), A (+) classifies the executional integration of the
prefix dis-, whereas A (><) classifies the semantic-relational reorientation pro-
duced by that prefix. These are not competing assignments because they con-
cern distinct representational levels. By contrast, the Greek configuration o >/<
avtpag = o avtpag (Centre for the Greek Language, n.d.-a) is classified
through A (>/<), because it concerns the functional relation between already
constituted units and does not claim the internal integration of material.
The proposed classification is finally tested through exclusion. A regime is re-
tained only when its activation condition is satisfied and the defining condi-
tions of competing regimes at the same representational level are not satisfied.
Where no common R, can be retained, the relation is treated as the beginning
of a new operatorial cycle rather than as an internal executional transfor-
mation. These decision rules are summarized in Appendix B, Figure 3, “Deci-

sion Rules for Regime Assignment.”
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5.4. Illustrative Application of the A Architecture: English Regular
Plural

The preceding section described the regular English plural within Distributed
Morphology. The present section applies the A architecture separately to the rela-
tion cat > cats at the selected executional level; it does not reproduce the morpho-
logical or phonological derivation.

For the present analysis, the relevant fact is the integration of plural material
into the nominal configuration, classified through A (+). This classification con-
cerns the structural intervention at the selected representational level. It does not
classify the phonological realization of the plural exponent as [s], [z], or [1z], or
treat their alternation as a series of additive, substitutive, or positional interven-
tions (Embick, 2010).

At the macrostructural level, the relation is formalized as: A A (+n) = A’. Here,
A identifies the initial nominal configuration, n the dependent plural material,
and A’ the resulting configuration.

At the microstructural level, the corresponding integration is represented as:
1C [(Ro+)] + ¢ [(Ro)+] = 2C [(Ro+)]. Here, Ry remains constant, while ¢ [(Ro)+]
identifies the integrated dependent plural component. The formulas represent the
same executional intervention at coordinated levels of analysis.

This application has a deliberately narrow scope: Distributed Morphology ex-
plains how the regular plural exponent is inserted and subsequently realized pho-
nologically. The A classification complements that account without replacing it.

The example also illustrates why regime assignment requires a specified repre-
sentational level: the present analysis concerns morphological execution, not the
phonological surface alternation. The status and executional classification of the
English relation cat - cats are documented in Appendix B, Figure 4, “Status and

Selection of Illustrative Configurations.”

6. Formal Constraints and Conditions of Revision

The A operatorial architecture establishes internal constraints for the classifica-
tion of transformational interventions. These constraints derive from the unicity
of A, the macro-micro distinction, and the activation criteria of the regimes. They
govern regime assignment once the representational level and structural type of
intervention have been identified; they do not constitute claims about all linguistic
systems. The following subsections specify the relevant constraints, conditions of

applicability, and conditions of revision.

6.1. Hypothesis of Unique Regime Assignment at the Same
Representational Level

Once its representational level has been specified, a transformational intervention
receives one operatorial regime assignment at that level. This hypothesis does not
require that a phenomenon receive only one description across all levels of analy-

sis. For example, A (<) may record an oriented correspondence at the relational
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level, while A (—/+) classifies substitution at the executional level in a separate
representation. These are complementary descriptions, not competing assign-
ments within one formula.

The hypothesis requires revision if a clearly specified intervention satisfies the
defining conditions of two competing regimes at the same representational level.
A difference between relational and executional descriptions at distinct levels does
not constitute such a case.

The single-regime condition and its level-specific qualification are summarized

in Appendix B, Figure 3, “Decision Rules for Regime Assignment.”

6.2. Macro-Micro Correspondence Constraint

This internal constraint applies whenever the analysis claims an executional in-
tervention within a configuration. The macrostructural formula identifies the type
of intervention and the dependent material involved, whereas the microstructural
formula specifies the corresponding component, its position relative to Ry, and
the resulting internally organized configuration. For example, an additive relation
represented at the macrostructural level as A A (+n) = A’ requires a microstruc-
tural representation that identifies the integrated component c and its relation to
Ro.

The constraint does not require relational formulas, such as A (), to duplicate
an executional analysis when no internal material operation is claimed. It requires
only that an intervention described as executional at the macrostructural level
have a compatible microstructural representation, and that an internal execu-
tional modification be expressible through a stabilized macrostructural relation.

An incompatible observation would be a proposed executional classification
whose macrostructural and microstructural formulas cannot be coordinated with-
out changing the identified intervention or redefining the relevant components.
In that case, the formula, the classification, or the macro-micro correspondence
rule requires revision.

The macrostructural and microstructural correspondence of the eight regimes
is summarized in Appendix B, Figure 5, “Summary of the Eight Operatorial Re-

gimes.”

6.3. Ro Continuity Constraint

This internal constraint applies to relations analyzed within a single operatorial
cycle. Where the intervention concerns dependent material while the relational
nucleus Ry remains identifiable, the relation may be represented through the ap-
plicable operatorial regime at the specified representational level. The continuity
of Ry is therefore a condition for treating the result as a modified realization of the
same configuration.

The constraint does not state that every formal difference preserves Ro. When
the diagnostic established in Section 3.6 shows that no common relational nucleus

can be retained without an unmotivated redefinition, the resulting form is treated
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as a distinct configuration requiring a new Ry and the initiation of a new operato-
rial cycle.

An incompatible observation would be a relation in which Ry must be reidenti-
fied while the architecture nevertheless classifies the change as an internal execu-
tional intervention within the same cycle. Such a case requires revision of the R,
diagnostic, the proposed classification, or the rule governing the initiation of a
new operatorial cycle.

The diagnostic for retaining or replacing Ry is set out in Appendix B, Figure 2,

“Decision Procedure for Retaining or Replacing R,.”

6.4. Activation Threshold Constraint, A (%)

This internal constraint applies to the cumulative paradigmatic flexibility regime
A (£). The regime is activated only where a structured paradigmatic domain con-
tains at least three correlated and structurally analysable realizations sharing the
same R,. The threshold k > 3 is a formal convention of the present architecture,
not a universal empirical limit. Its function is to distinguish a paradigmatic do-
main from an isolated transformation or binary alternation, which require analy-
sis through the specific local intervention involved.

For the purposes of this constraint, k counts the distinct structurally analysable
realizations that constitute the correlated paradigmatic domain. The identifica-
tion of such realizations is therefore determined by their formal representation
within the architecture rather than by the mere number of paradigmatic positions
considered.

An incompatible observation would be a proposed A (+) domain containing
fewer than three correlated realizations or lacking a common R,. Such a case re-
quires reclassification as a local intervention or revision of the threshold conven-
tion.

The activation threshold for A () and its exclusion of isolated or binary rela-
tions are summarized in Appendix B, Figure 5, “Summary of the Eight Operatorial

Regimes.”

6.5. Relational Non-Interference Constraint, A (>/<)

This internal constraint applies where A (>/<) is used to describe the stabilization
of a functional relation between already constituted units. In a single relational
formula, the regime does not classify the integration, elimination, substitution, or
positional reorganization of the internal material of those units. Such material in-
terventions require an executional regime.

The constraint does not prohibit a phenomenon from receiving both a rela-
tional and an executional description at different representational levels. It re-
quires only that A (>/<) not be combined with an executional regime as competing
classifications of the same formula and at the same level of representation.

An incompatible observation would be a formula in which A (>/<) is assigned

to a relation while the same formula also claims an internal material intervention

DOI: 10.4236/0jm|.2026.165036

634 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2026.165036

1. V. Ciocioc

without distinguishing a separate executional representation. Such a case requires
revision of the formula or of the assigned regime. The non-interference of rela-
tional coupling and executional classifications at the same representational level

is summarized in Appendix B, Figure 3, “Decision Rules for Regime Assignment.”

6.6. Conditions for Cross-Linguistic Applicability

The A architecture proposes that its regime definitions may be applied compara-
tively to structurally described interventions in different languages. This is a pro-
posed condition of applicability, not an established claim of cross-linguistic sta-
bility. The selected examples show only that the proposed criteria can be used
within a limited illustrative dataset.

Cross-linguistic applicability requires further assessment with typologically
broader data and independent analyses. A relevant challenge would arise if struc-
turally comparable interventions, described at the same representational level, re-
peatedly required incompatible regime assignments solely because of language-
specific structural properties. Such a result would require revision of the relevant
activation criterion, the level distinction, or the proposed inventory of regimes.

The languages and illustrative configurations included in this limited dataset
are documented in Appendix B, Figure 4, “Status and Selection of Illustrative Con-

figurations.”

6.7. Conditions of Revision

Revision is required when a phenomenon cannot be assigned to a regime under
the stated criteria or when the unique-regime condition specified in Section 6.1
fails; the relevant activation condition, level distinction, or regime inventory must
then be reconsidered. The absence of an identified case requiring revision does
not confirm the model; further independent applications are needed to assess the

scope and consistency of the proposed classifications.

6.8. Structural Exclusions and Conditions of Revision

The A operatorial architecture imposes internal limits derived from its definitions,
identifying combinations that the present formal system does not classify within
a single representation. This does not constitute a negative typological prediction
about all languages.

At a given representational level, competing regime assignments are excluded.
The specific exclusions for each regime are summarized in Sections 4.1-4.8. Com-
plementary relational and executional descriptions remain possible only when
they are stated in separate representations and concern distinct levels.

An internal executional relation requires continuity of Ro. Where the diagnostic
in Section 3.6 requires a new Ry, the result begins a new operatorial cycle rather
than constituting an internal transformation. A () applies only to a domain con-
taining at least three correlated realizations, as specified in Section 6.4. A (>/<)

applies only where no internal material intervention is claimed in the same for-

DOI: 10.4236/0jm|.2026.165036

635 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2026.165036

1. V. Ciocioc

mula; an intervention affecting material requires a separate executional represen-
tation. A configuration that cannot be treated under these conditions invokes the

revision procedure specified in Section 6.7.

6.9. Boundary Cases and Conditions of Revision

The examples go > went and la ~ al mark distinct limits of the present archi-
tecture. In go > went, no common Ry can be retained without redefining the lex-
ical relation. The result is therefore treated as the beginning of a new operatorial
cycle rather than as an internal executional transformation.

he diagnostic governing this result is set out in Appendix B, Figure 2, “Decision
Procedure for Retaining or Replacing Ry.”

The constructed correspondence la ~ al visualizes the formal possibility of po-
sitional permutation, but it does not establish an attested derivational, synchronic,
or historical relation in Romanian. It cannot support a linguistic classification
through A (~) unless continuity of Ro and preservation of the material inventory are
independently established. The constructed formal illustration is provided in Ap-
pendix B, Figure 13, “Visual Illustration of the A(~) Positional Reorganization Re-
gime.”

These cases delimit the scope of the current criteria; if comparable attested cases
cannot be treated under those conditions, the conditions of revision specified in

Section 6.7 apply.

7. Extended Case Study: urs — ursoaica

This section applies the analytical protocol to the Romanian relation urs > ursoa-
icd (DEX Online, n.d.-e) as a boundary case for the proposed architecture. The
relation involves suffixal dependent material directionally related to an identifia-
ble lexical base and an associated semantic and grammatical reorientation. It
therefore tests whether A (><) can classify the directional relation between de-
pendent material and a lexical configuration while R, remains identifiable.

The analysis treats the relation at two distinct representational levels. At the
executional level, the suffixal material -oaica is integrated into the lexical base urs
and is classified through A (+). At the semantic-relational level, the suffixal mate-
rial is directionally related to the base and produces an explicitly identifiable fem-
inine lexical and grammatical reorientation; this relation is classified through A
(><). These are complementary classifications at distinct levels, not competing
assignments within one representation. The analysis therefore tests the activation
conditions of both regimes and the retention of Ro. The source, status, and dual-
level classification of the relation urs > ursoaica are documented in Appendix B,
Figure 4, “Status and Selection of Illustrative Configurations.”

Three stages organize the case study: description of the empirical relation and
its structural segmentation; comparison with the explanatory perspectives of se-
lected theoretical frameworks; and formalization within the A architecture. Unless

a source is cited for a specific analysis of this exact relation, framework-specific
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characterizations are comparative reconstructions based on the general commit-

ments of the respective approaches.

7.1. The Empirical Phenomenon

The Romanian relation urs - ursoaicd is examined as a case in which suffixal de-
pendent material is directionally related to a lexical base and produces a semantic
and grammatical reorientation. Urs denotes a male bear, whereas ursoaici denotes
a female bear. For the purposes of the present analysis, the base urs remains iden-
tifiable in the resulting form, while the sequence -oaica constitutes dependent ma-
terial absent from the initial configuration. The source, gloss, and analytical clas-
sification of this example are provided in Appendix B4, “Status and Selection of
Ilustrative Configurations.”

The presence of the suffixal material -oaica supports an executional classifica-
tion through A (+), because the material is integrated into the lexical base urs
without the elimination or replacement of pre-existing material. At the semantic-
relational level, the suffixal material is directionally related to the lexical base and
produces a stabilized feminine lexical and grammatical reorientation; this relation

is classified through A (><), subject to the Ry diagnostic established in Section 3.6.

7.2. Cross-Framework Interpretation and Instability

The following discussion presents comparative reconstructions based on the gen-
eral theoretical commitments of Minimalism, Distributed Morphology, and
Word-and-Paradigm morphology. It does not attribute a published framework-
specific analysis of the Romanian relation urs > ursoaici to these approaches.

Within a Minimalist perspective, the contrast may be related to a difference in
syntactic feature structure and to the morphological realization of those features.
This is a comparative characterization rather than a claim that Minimalist litera-
ture provides a specific published derivation of urs > ursoaicd through Merge or
another particular syntactic operation (Chomsky, 1995).

Within Distributed Morphology, the relation may be described through the dis-
tinction between abstract morphosyntactic features and their post-syntactic real-
ization by Vocabulary Insertion. Any treatment of the sequence -oaicd as an in-
serted exponent or as a complex realization must likewise be understood as a com-
parative reconstruction, not as an attributed published analysis of this Romanian
form (Halle & Marantz, 1993; Embick, 2010).

Within Word-and-Paradigm morphology, the relation may be described as a
relation between lexemes and morphosyntactic or lexical values within a para-
digm. This perspective does not require the analysis to derive the resulting form
through the same type of internally ordered operation assumed by component-
based approaches (Stump, 2001; Blevins, 2016).

These perspectives may assign different descriptive statuses to the same empir-
ical relation, but their differences are not necessarily limited to the location of

explanation. They may also involve different assumptions about the representa-
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tion, realization, and organization of grammatical information. The comparison
therefore does not establish that the empirical structure is independent of theo-
retical analysis. It identifies the need for a separate comparative description of the
formally specified relation. Within the A architecture, that description distin-
guishes two representational levels: A (+) classifies the integration of the suffixal
material at the executional level, whereas A (><) classifies the associated direc-

tional semantic and grammatical reorientation at the semantic- relational level.

7.3. Formalization in the A Architecture

The Romanian relation urs > ursoaicd receives complementary classifications at
two distinct representational levels. At the executional level, the suffixal material
-oaicd is integrated into the lexical base urs and is classified through A (+). At the
semantic-relational level, that suffixal material is directionally related to the lexical
base and produces an explicitly identified feminine lexical and grammatical reor-
ientation; this relation is classified through A (><).

At the executional level, the macrostructural relation is represented as: A + n =
A’. Here, A designates urs, n designates the integrated suffixal material -oaicd, and
A’ designates ursoaica. The formula represents the integration of dependent ma-
terial through A (+).

At the microstructural level, the corresponding relation is represented as: 1C
[(Ro+)] + ¢ [(Ro)+] = 2C [(Ro+)]. Here, 1C [(Ro+)] identifies the configuration
associated with urs, ¢ [(Ro)+] identifies the suffixal dependent material -oaica, and
2C [(Ro+)] identifies the resulting configuration ursoaicd. Ry remains identifiable
throughout the executional integration.

At the semantic-relational level, the macrostructural relation is represented as:
(n > A) = B. Here, n designates the dependent suffixal material -oaica, A desig-
nates urs, and B designates ursoaica. The formula records the directional relation
of n to A and the resulting stabilized configuration.

At the microstructural level, the corresponding relation is represented as: ¢
[(Ro)+] > C1 [(Ro+)] = C2 [(Ro+)]. Here, c [(Ro)+] represents the suffixal compo-
nent -oaica, C1 [(Ro+)] identifies the configuration associated with urs, and C2
[(Ro+)] identifies the resulting configuration ursoaica. The marker > specifies the
directional relation of the suffixal component to the configuration relative to R,.
It does not constitute an independent operator; A (><) remains the semantic-re-
lational classification.

The analysis is maintained only if the diagnostic in Section 3.6 permits the re-
lational nucleus associated with urs to be retained. Any framework-specific expla-
nation of feminine lexical or grammatical value remains distinct from this com-

parative description.

7.4. Regime Stability and Theoretical Consequence

The A architecture permits complementary classifications of a single relation
when they apply at distinct representational levels and are stated in separate rep-

resentations. Each classification must satisfy its own activation condition, and the
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analysis must meet the Ro-continuity diagnostic in Section 3.6.

The example remains illustrative: it neither establishes invariant classification
across theoretical frameworks nor supports a universally applicable criterion.
Broader empirical testing and independent analyses are needed to determine

whether the distinction extends to other configurations.

8. Discussion and Theoretical Implications

The A operatorial architecture provides a formal framework for comparing gram-
matical transformations by distinguishing the structural type of an intervention
from the framework-specific mechanisms used to explain it. Minimalist, Distrib-
uted Morphology, Word-and-Paradigm, and Construction Grammar accounts
may locate explanation in different components of grammar; the architecture nei-
ther replaces these accounts nor determines which is correct. Its narrower purpose
is to classify structurally specified relations as oriented correspondence, integra-
tion, elimination, correlated replacement, semantic or grammatical reorientation,
relational coupling, positional reorganization, or paradigmatic organization.

This comparative function depends on the distinction between macrostructural
and microstructural representation: macrostructural formulas record stabilized
relations between configurations, while microstructural formulas specify R, and
the dependent material affected. Thus, A () can record the oriented correspond-
ence between casa and case without classifying their internal material change; that
executional replacement of -d by -e is classified separately as A (—/+). Similarly, A
(+) classifies material integration, while A (><) may classify the resulting seman-
tic-relational reorientation in a separate representation. In trust > distrust and urs
- ursoaicd, these classifications are complementary because they apply at distinct
representational levels.

The eight regimes form a proposed inventory, not an exhaustive typology. Un-
certain identification of Ry, multiple exponence, conversion, suppletion, syncre-
tism, overabundance, and non-concatenative morphology may require revising
an activation criterion, reconsidering the representational level, or modifying the
inventory. The architecture’s specific contribution is a comparative vocabulary for
structural interventions, coordinated macro-micro notation, and an explicit pro-
cedure for assigning regimes. Appendix B, Figure 5, “Summary of the Eight Op-
eratorial Regimes,” presents the inventory and its macrostructural and micro-

structural representations.

9. Scope and Limitations

The A operatorial architecture is proposed as a formal comparative framework for
classifying transformational interventions. Its scope is therefore limited: it does
not offer a complete account of how grammatical structures are generated or
model cognitive processing, language acquisition, historical development, or the
mechanisms through which speakers construct linguistic expressions. Those ex-

planatory questions remain within the remit of generative, realizational, paradig-
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matic, phonological, and constructional frameworks. The architecture is neither a
psychological entity nor an independently demonstrated universal principle; it ap-
plies only when a relation can be represented through the proposed macrostruc-
tural and microstructural notation. Because classification depends on the repre-
sentational level selected and on identifying a regime’s defining condition, each
level receives a single regime assignment. Complementary descriptions are possi-
ble only in separate representations at distinct levels.

A further limitation concerns the identification of Ro. The ordered diagnostic
specifies when the relational nucleus should be retained or replaced, but applying
it may be difficult when more than one candidate base configuration is plausible.
The procedure is presented in Appendix B2, “Decision Procedure for Retaining
or Replacing R,.” Since this study includes no independent coding or assessment
of inter-analyst agreement, it does not claim that the diagnostic has been inde-
pendently validated. Future research should develop a coding manual for the op-
eratorial regimes and assess whether independent analysts assign the same regime
when they apply the diagnostic to the same data.

The attested dataset is illustrative and selective, so it does not establish typolog-
ical coverage or cross-linguistic stability. Phenomena such as multiple exponence,
conversion, extensive syncretism, overabundance, non-concatenative morphol-
ogy, polysynthesis, and gradient alternations may require refinement of an acti-
vation criterion, reconsideration of the representational level, or revision of the
inventory. Likewise, the threshold k > 3 for A (%) is a formal convention for dis-
tinguishing a paradigmatic domain from an isolated transformation or binary al-
ternation; it is not proposed as a universal threshold. Its conditions and exclusions
are summarized in Appendix B5, “Summary of the Eight Operatorial Regimes.”
The architecture remains open to revision if a clearly specified intervention can-
not be classified under the stated criteria or requires two competing regime as-

signments at the same representational level.

10. Conclusion

This paper has proposed the A operatorial architecture as a formal means of com-
paring grammatical transformations. It treats transformation as a structurally
identifiable intervention and keeps its classification distinct from the mechanism
a particular theory invokes to explain it. The general operator A organizes this
comparative description: macrostructural formulas record stabilized relations be-
tween configurations, while microstructural formulas specify Ry and the depend-
ent components affected. The architecture thus allows different theoretical ac-
counts to be compared without replacing them or deciding which is empirically
correct.

This formal approach does not require one fully specified formula that applies
at both representational levels or to every relation. Each formula is selected for a
particular relation and identifies its configurations, orientation, relevant material,

or A regime. Generality resides in the operatorial architecture, its regimes, and the
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conditions for applying them—not in a universal formula. Formulas are not cre-
ated ex nihilo; they are selected and specified by applying pre-established classifi-
catory conditions.

A limited comparison with mathematical formalization helps clarify this or-
der of analysis. A general mathematical equation or formula normally precedes
the assignment of values to its variables; in the A architecture, the structural
relation is identified before its formal representation is selected. Since surface
form alone is insufficient for structural classification, the analysis must establish
the relation between configurations and determine the applicable regime. The
comparison does not make A a mathematical model: the architecture describes
structural relations formally but does not explain their cognitive, historical, or
causal origins.

The examples offer a preliminary illustration of the proposed criteria, not evi-
dence of an exhaustive typology or universal classificatory stability. The proposal
remains open to revision if an intervention cannot be classified under the stated
conditions, Ry cannot be identified consistently, or two competing regimes are
required at the same representational level. Its broader applicability therefore re-
quires further empirical testing and independent analysis.

“A word becomes truly alive only when it can become something else without
ceasing to be itself.”

Ciocioc Ion Valentin
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Appendix

Appendix A presents detailed analyses of the eight A regimes, while Appendix
B brings together the notation, R, diagnostic, regime-assignment criteria, com-
parative material, and visual illustrations. The complete supplementary appen-

dices are available here:

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DU3w90tQdVGprmidINgmxNLDCZ-
xjyav/view?usp=sharing.
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