TOWARDS CONTRASTIVE WORD-FORMATION STUDIES: COMPOUND-SUFFIXAL DERIVATIVES WITH NUMERICAL COMPONENTS IN ENGLISH AND BULGARIAN


Contrastive linguistics has dealt with various aspects/levels of language: from phonetics and phonology to discourse and pragmatics. Little attention has been paid to word-formation, however, which remains a largely unexplored area from the contrastive point of view. To some extent this may be due to the somewhat peculiar status of word-formation in the structure of language: is it a level in its own right or does it belong to some of the major and well-established linguistic levels such as morphology or lexis? The renewed interest in morphology as a level incorporating word-formation seems to have failed so far to produce any significant effect on contrastive studies either. The Bulgarian linguistic literature makes no exception to this negative trend. Danchev’s accounts of contrastive studies in this country in the period up to the early eighties (Danchev 1983, Данчев 1984) list no publications specifically devoted to word-formation and the subsequent years have brought about little change in this respect. One notable exception is Molhova (1986), a book which has a section on the word-formative patterns of nouns in English and Bulgarian. For a programmatic treatment of questions of word-formation within the Zagreb contrastive project see Bujas (1969, 1970) as well as his later study of prefixation (Bujas 1985). Recent work of Kastovsky (1999) deals with the typological aspects of comparative morphology including word-formation.


The main goal of this paper is to look into a specific word-formative pattern in English in comparison with Bulgarian and, as a by-product of this, to offer some observations on the problems and peculiarities of contrastive analysis in the area of word-formation.


The starting point will be the English pattern which I have described and discussed in some detail in Stamenov 1997. Examples of this pattern are nouns like three-seater and two-hander. Lexemes of this type are not at all uncommon and many of them are listed in the dictionaries. They are, of course, not unknown to the specialists in word-formation, but they mention them only in passing as an illustration of various specific points rather than analysing them as a pattern in its own right. The morphological structure of this type of lexeme can be describes as follows:

(Cardinal Numeral Base + Noun Base) + -er


In her book on English word-formation V. Adams (1973: 84) includes four-poster, together with hard-liner, left-hander, etc. as examples of the pattern “Adjective -  Noun stem + -er” which is one of the many patterns producing noun  c o m p o u n d s. However, the compound status of these formations is problematic. Thus H. Marchand (1960: 12-13) discussing the nature of extended bahuvrihi combinations like hunchbacked and palefaced insists on their non-compound character and classifies them as suffixal derivatives and goes on to say: “exactly parallel are combinations of the type old-maidish and four-wheeler”. Quirk at al. (1972: 994) include three-wheeler, together with glover, teenager and Londoner among the examples of suffixation by means of the noun to noun (denominal noun-producing) -er suffix. The prevailing approach is to analyse the three-wheeler type as a case of suffixation.


The two alternative interpretations are possible because of different ways of looking at word-formative patterns and processes. Under a more static approach, relying exclusively on the constituent structure of the combination, a compound could be defined simply as a word containing two roots (in English, typically free forms) and the type in question would be covered by this definition. A more dynamic approach, however, taking into account the derivational history, would insist that the last derivational step is adding the suffix -er, which is shown by the bracketing in the above structural description of the pattern. It is simply a matter of chance as it were that the nominal base to which the suffix is attached happens to be a phrase consisting of two free forms. H. Marchand (1960: 13) speaks of suffixal derivatives from compounds or syntactic groups. Quirk et al. (1972: 981), too, include a short section on phrasal derivation allowing the possibility for word-formation rules to operate occasionally on idioms and lexical items which are grammatical phrases. This goes against one of the limitations on the scope of word-formation rules proposed in the literature, e.g. by Roeper & Siegel 1978 ( see on this Bauer 1983: 163-165; the ability of word formation processes to apply to units belonging to various linguistic levels is also discussed in Pencheva (Пенчева 1983, especially pp. 58-59).


In order to combine the insights of the two approaches outlined above I shall call formations of the four-wheeler type compound-suffixal derivatives. As it may have transpired from the above discussion, word-formation specialists, who mention examples of the four-wheeler type only in passing, subsume them under other word-formation models and patterns: suffixation and more particularly, denominal -er derivation. This makes them exactly the same as villager, Londoner, etc. It seems to me that in a more detailed and delicate analysis of English word-formation the compound-suffixal derivatives in question should be isolated as a distinct pattern, or sub-pattern in their own right. They are sufficiently different both structurally and semantically. Their constituent structure includes a cardinal numeral in initial position followed by a noun base and the suffix -er. To this corresponds a specific meaning of the pattern: "something/somebody characterized by X number of Ys", where X is the quantity specified by the numeral and Y the entity named by the noun stem. It should be emphasized once again that whether the four-wheeler type should be regarded as a distinct (sub-)pattern or not is primarily a question of the degree of generalisation and each of the two analyses would be correct on its own level of abstraction. The present proposal is a move towards a more detailed and delicate description. We could imagine a move in the opposite direction along the delicacy scale, suggesting the identity of, or at least a connection between deverbal nominal agentive -er derivatives (reader, singer) and denominal -er derivatives (villager, Londoner). Without advocating extreme relativism in these matters one could suppose that within reasonable limits such shunting along the abstraction/delicacy scale could have a useful heuristic value.


Let us now summarize some of the peculiarities of this word-formative pattern as discussed in Stamenov (1997). One of them is its clear morphological structure and motivation. This transparency depends primarily on the first two elements of the pattern, i.e. the compound noun base consisting of the numeral and the noun. This part of the structure provides a numerical quantitative characteristic of the referent of the compound-suffixal derivative lexeme. Because of this, rather than just pointing to a class of referents, the lexeme supplies significant information about them. Intension somehow comes to the fore or predominates over extension. The pattern provides a way to compress and nominalize information which would otherwise be expressed by a whole sentence. Instead of saying This bed has four posts or a bed which has four posts, we could simply call it a four-poster. This syntactic recategorization potential of word-formation is discussed for instance in Kastovsky (1982: 181-184).


While the significational aspect of the meaning is easily deducible from the morphological structure, the referential meaning or rather the type of objects these nouns refer to is not so easy to guess. Even the famous double-decker is not necessarily a bus: it could also be a ship, a sandwich or a lengthy two-volume novel. It is quite possible for the quantitative characteristic feature "having X number of Ys" to be shared by a number of different types of objects. Another example would be X-seater which could be a vehicle (a car, boat, aircraft, etc.), a piece of furniture (a settee), a lecture or cinema hall, etc. It is clear that the numerical compound-suffixal derivatives establish classes cutting across other classes which may be more basic and salient.


One consequence of this is the polysemy, or shall we say poly-referentiality, of many lexemes of the pattern under discussion, based precisely on their referential potential. This is reflected in one way or another in dictionary definitions. Due to this polysemy the context in which such an item appears will be of crucial importance for disambiguation. One way of avoiding the potential ambiguity is to use the compound suffixal derivative noun in attributive position as a premodification of a noun clearly identifying the type of referent. Thus in the classified advertisements people do not advertise for sale just a three-seater but a three-seater settee.


Another peculiarity of the pattern under analysis is the possibility for variation of the numeral in combination with the same noun base + -er. Functionally and semantically this makes sense: the point of using suffixal derivatives of this type is precisely to characterise the referent as having or being related to a certain number of the entities named by the noun base. The fact that the focus is on the numeral and that it can be seen as rhematic in the structure of the compound-suffixal derivative is proved by the possibility to ask questions about it as in the following example where the numeral is substituted by a wh-word:


How many hander is this play? (i.e. How many actors participate in it?)


This contrastive variation of the initial element of the pattern results in mini-derivational nests whose members may be well over a dozen. What is more, the list of the possible numerals in a given mini-derivational nest may be open. An example of such a mini-derivational nest is X-pounder, meaning "weighing X pounds" (e.g. cannon ball). The variability of the numeral depends on pragmatic considerations connected with the nature of the referent. Again pragmatic considerations determine the lack of such variability in other cases: a bed has either four posts or none at all, so we only have four-poster. Another non-variable numeral is observed in one-liner (a brief joke, a witty remark).


The three-seater type of compound-suffixal derivatives should be subjected to further semantic analysis to establish possible variations in the relationship between the quantified characterizing entity (i.e. the referent of the noun base) and the characterized entity itself (i.e. the referent of the lexical item). This relationship was spelled out above simply as “characterized by / having” but more specific definitions could be offered at an even more concrete level establishing further semantic sub-types. Here we shall list only  the most common and obvious sub-groups observed in the corpus: HAVING (CONTAINING) e.g. ten-bedder (room), four-boater (whaling ship with four boats), two-header (metaphorical, a train with two engines); HAVING (CONSISTING OF) e.g. one-acter (play), six-parter (TV programme), 600-pager (book); MEASURE (LENGTH) e.g. eight-yarder, six-incher; MEASURE (WEIGHT) e.g. ten-tonner (ship); MEASURE  (HEIGHT) e.g. six-footer; MEASURE (WORTH) e.g. ten-pounder (banknote); MEASURE (AREA) e.g. ten-footer (measuring ten sq. feet). Other semantic relations also occur and some are idiosyncratic and difficult to classify.


It is time now to turn to Bulgarian which offers a very close parallel of compound-suffixal derivatives with the same motivation, consisting again of a numeral followed by a nominal root and a substantival suffix. Examples would by dvukolka [dvu-kol-ka, ‘two-wheel-ka’] and tritomnik [tri-tom-nik, ‘three-volume-nik’]. The first four volumes of the Dictionary of the Bulgarian Language (Речник 1977-), covering the first six letters of the alphabet, yield over a hundred of examples which, supplemented from other sources, add up to a corpus of 160 lexemes. Other members of the same mini-derivational nest, as described above, can easily be supplied by varying the initial numeral where this is possible. The figures are not so important for the present discussion as we shall not go into anything like a serious statistical analysis. It is sufficient to point out that these figures demonstrate the productivity of the pattern at least in purely quantitative terms. We can also take it that we have a fairly representative sample which will allow at least some preliminary observations.


The first most striking formal difference between the two languages with respect to the compound-suffixal derivatives under discussion is that whereas English uses one single nominal suffix -er, Bulgarian employs seven, plus a zero suffix to the same effect. The suffixes are listed below with the number of examples from the corpus given in brackets. Some illustrative examples are also provided as well as brief comments about some of the peculiarities of each sub-pattern.


1. -NIK (40). All the nouns belonging to this group are concrete, some of them personal, other inanimate. Examples: dvuličnik [dvu-lič-nik, ‘two-face-nik’, hypocrite], X-klasnik [X-grade-nik, where X is an ordinal numeral, first/etc-grade pupil], ednotomnik [edno-tom-nik, ‘one-volume-nik’, one-volume publication, here with considerable variation of the numeral], triȃgȃlnik [tri-ȃgȃl-nik, ‘three-angle-nik’, triangle], dvusedmičnik [dvu-sedmič-nik, ‘two-week-nik’, bi-weekly periodical]. Especially with personal nouns there is the possibility of further derivation from the masculine -NIK to feminine -NICA/NIČKA and to neuter/diminutive -NIČE.

2. -IE (36). The majority of these (28) are abstract nouns: dvusmislie [dvu-smisl-ie, ‘two-sense-ie’, ambiguity], dvuezičie [dvu-ezič-ie, ‘two-language-ie’, bilingualism], ednoobrazie [edno-obraz-ie, ‘one-image-ie’, monotony]. Others (6) refer to time periods: desetiletie [deseti-let-ie, ‘ten-year-ie’, decade] and two are concrete: dvustišie [dvu-stiš-ie, ‘two-line-ie’, couplet, two lines of a poem] and dvoetočie [dvoe-toč-ie, ‘two-dot-ie’, colon].


3. -OST (35). All of these are deadjectival abstract nouns. The suffix -ost is added to an adjectival base consisting of numeral + noun base + adjectival suffix [(e)n, -ov] and meaning ‘having the quality of being characterized by an X number of Ys’ so that this is a distinct sub-pattern. Examples: ednorodnost [edno-rod-n-ost, ‘one-kind-n-ost’, uniformity], dvustrannost [dvu-stran-n-ost, ‘two-side-n-ost’, bilaterality, two-sidedness].


4. -EC (16). All are concrete personal nouns. The numeral ‘one’ meaning ‘same’ is very common here and then the nouns refer to persons sharing the same faith, country, family name, etc.: ednoverec [edno-ver-ec, ‘one-faith-ec’], ednozemec [edno-zem-ec, ‘one-land-ec’], ednofamilec [edno-famil-ec, ‘one-family-ec’]. Other examples are dvu(enec [dvu-(en-ec, ‘two-wife-ec’, bigamist] and a group based on dates, referring to people connected with the event associated with the date - devetojunec [deveto-jun-ec, ‘nineth-june-ec]. As with other personal nouns there is the possibility of alternative gender marking: -ka (feminine) and -če (neuter/diminutive) instead of the masculine -ec.


5. -KA (16). Here the suffix does not mark feminine gender in personal nouns, as already noted, but appears in inanimate concrete nouns denoting vehicles, instruments, periods of time, etc.: dvukolka [dvu-kol-ka, ‘two-wheel-ka’], dvucevka [dvu-cev-ka, ‘two-barrel-ka’, double-barrelled rifle], petolevka [peto-lev-ka, ‘five-lev-ka’, five-lev banknote], petiletka [peti-let-ka, ‘five-year-ka’, five-year period]. 


6. -STVO (6). These are abstract nouns as befits the suffix -stvo. An example is dvu(enstvo [dvu-(en-stvo, ‘two-wife-stvo’, bigamy]. Another suffix which sometimes alternates with -stvo and which usually has strong pejorative connotations is -ŠTINA so that alongside devetojunstvo we have devetojunština, based on a date/event as the above quoted devetojunec.


7. Finally there are a few numerical compounds which compared to the above may be said to have a zero suffix. Examples are desetoboj [deseto-boj, ‘ten-fight’, decathlon] and dvučlen [dvu-člen, ‘two-member’, binomial].


This inventory of Bulgarian compound suffixal derivatives with initial numeral is not fully exhaustive and it lists only some of the most obvious features of the major sub-types. More attention should be paid to the derivational history and to the paradigmatic relations of various related patterns. Thus based on a date/event we have devetojunec (masc. personal noun), devetojunka (fem. personal noun), devetojunče (neuter/diminutive personal noun), devetojunski (adjective), devetojunstvo (abstract noun), devtojunština (abstract pejorative noun), etc. Establishing such word-formative paradigms and the relationships within them helps to understand better the motivation of the individual lexemes. There is, for instance the mini-derivational nest represented by stogodišnina (centenary) offering almost unlimited variation of the initial numeral and ending in a suffix not listed above. Morphologically these nouns can be related to adjectives in -(e)n: stogodišen (one hundred years old). However, if we remove the initial numeral, we are left with a free form, the noun godišnina (anniversary), which in combination with the initial numeral provides a much more plausible immediate motivation for the members of this derivational nest. In the majority of cases the combination following the numeral is not a free form and the analysis will be different.


Even on the basis of this rather sketchy outline of compound-suffixal derivatives with initial numeral in English and Bulgarian we can venture some contrastive observations. The most obvious one was already mentioned: English makes use of one single derivational suffix -er, while Bulgarian employs several. It is tempting to see here a situation analogous to that in inflectional morphology. The levelling and unification of paradigms in English inflectional morphology is a well-known typological tendency as a result of which one single pattern wins the diachronic battle, the other declension and conjugation types, to the extent they survive, being relegated to mere exceptions or irregular forms. It is worth mentioning here that among derivational suffixes -er is one of those approaching the inflectional ones with its high productivity and semantic regularity.


Related to the diversity of suffixes in the Bulgarian patterns is the semantic diversity in the compound-suffixal derivatives. The most important contrast here is that while the Bulgarian patterns and sub-patterns produce both concrete and abstract nouns, the English ones generate only concrete nouns. Connected with this must be the stylistic meaning associated with the lexical items under analysis. To the extent we can speak of stylistic markedness here, the English lexemes, and the entire pattern, tends towards the informal colloquial end of the scale. The Bulgarian ones, on the contrary, are often literary and some are even obsolete and archaic. Some may be calques rendering with Bulgarian material learned words from other languages.


It would be relevant here to point out the difference between a more abstract systemic level of analysis on the one hand, and the more concrete level of actual realization and use, coming closer to textual analysis, on the other. This seems to be especially important for word-formation contrastive analysis. It is one thing to establish the existence and possible equivalence and congruence across languages of certain word-formative patterns as part of the inventory of the morphological systems of the compared languages, and quite another to study their specific concrete realization on lexical material. On the level of language system we have demonstrated that both English and Bulgarian offer very similar word-formative patterns for producing nouns whose referents are characterized in terms of numerical quantity/measure in relation to another entity. When it comes to the analysis of the lexical material, however, the similarities almost come to an end. From studying the morphological patterns of the language systems we are turning to the vocabularies of the respective languages. This is a possibility (and necessity) which stems from the very nature of word-formation, which is inextricably linked with both morphology and lexis. Cases of correspondence on the level of the lexeme, such as two-wheeler and dvukolka, are the exception rather than the rule. In the overwhelming majority of cases there is no lexical correspondence with respect to this specific word-formative pattern. One possible task then is to investigate the lexical realization of the patterns in question. This lack of lexical correspondence may be due to various reasons not all of which will be immediately obvious. There may be cultural factors involved as well as purely linguistic ones. The fact that there is no *two-volumer against the Bulgarian dvutomnik, for instance, is most probably due to a phonological constraint on the English pattern which favours monosyllabic noun bases. The next question to ask is what linguistic devices are offered by the respective language to make up for the lexical gap. English may have no *two-volumer but two-volume can be used attributively in combination with nouns like edition, publication, etc. In a similar way Bulgarian has no nouns corresponding to X-seater, but it has the compound-suffixal derivative adjective X-mesten meaning “having X number of seats” which will be used in the appropriate syntactic construction. We should not forget whole layers of the vocabulary of English such as Latinate words and Neo-Classical formations which include a number of lexemes with similar, though often less transparent, motivation based on numerical quantity. These are in a quasi-complementary distribution with the native pattern described above, not least in terms of stylistic markedness. Many of them belong to the international vocabulary shared by most European languages or to the terminology of specific areas of knowledge.


Even such an admittedly narrow topic as the numerical compound-suffixal derivatives discussed in the present paper has its many ramifications and various intricacies which are difficult to exhaust. Further more systematic research and contrastive analyses will hopefully shed more light on these and other word-formative patterns.
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СЪПОСТАВИТЕЛНО СЛОВООБРАЗУВАНЕ: СЛОЖНО-СУФИКСАЛНИ ПРОИЗВОДНИ С ЧИСЛИТЕЛЕН КОМПОНЕНТ В АНГЛИЙСКИ И БЪЛГАРСКИ

(Резюме)

Статията е продължение в съпоставителен план на Stamenov 1997 (виж и този сборник) където се разглежда един тип английски сложни съществителни по модела:  (Числително  + Съществително) + -er. Най-общо казано те назовават "нещо/ някой, който/което се характеризира с X брой Y", където X се посочва от числителната основа, а Y от номиналната основа, като това значение може да се конкретизира в семантични подтипове. В зависимост от подхода тези думи могат да се определят като резултат от композиция (те съдържат повече от един корен/основа) или от суфиксация (последната стъпка от деривацията е добавянето на суфикс към сложна основа). Същият модел се наблюдава и в българския език, разбира се с български основи и суфикс(и). На базата на корпус от 160 български лексеми се установява най-напред появата на седем различни суфикса в този модел (-ник, -ие, -ост, -ец, -ка, -ство и нулев суфикс) срещу единствения суфикс -er в английски. Докато английските производни са конкретни съществителни, българските могат да бъдат и абстрактни (при суфиксите -ие, -ост, -ство). Засягат се и някои от словообразувателно-парадигматичните отношение на анализираните думи, както и неексплицираността на назования предмет, водеща до особености в употребите. Накрая се отбелязва общото положение, че от наличието на един и същ (подобен) словообразувателен модел в системата на два езика съвсем не следва междуезиково преводно съответствие на ниво конкретна лексема.
