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Abstract

In Russian, there are derivational suffixes which are distinguished by the uniform manner in
which they form surface words. These suffixes keep the same phonological/orthographic
composition and are found with surface words derived only from a particular base, as seen with
{+rens} and {+ocTb}.

However, the suffix {+x(a)} displays more complexity than the suffixes above. While the
Item-and-Arrangement morphemic approach seems acceptable when morphemes are organised
in a linear arrangement, such as demoxpam [demokrat/ ‘democrat (m.)’ > demokpamka
/demokratka/ ‘democrat (f.)’, this approach cannot be generalised over other coinages due to
the mismatch of the following: 1) the orthographic correspondence as illustrated by 6oreapun
/bolgarin/ ‘Bulgarian (m.)’ > 6oneapxa /bolgarka/ ‘Bulgarian (f.)’; and 2) the semantic
relatedness as found with eooa /voda/ ‘water’ > sooxa /vodka/ ‘vodka’.

Moreover, the formation of this suffix possibly differs from other counterpart suffixes that
denote similar functions/meanings. For instance, this suffix expresses the diminutive meaning
as found by oeo /ded/ ‘grandfather’ > oeoxa [/dedka/ ‘grandfather (dim.)’. However, the
majority of suffixes that denote diminutiveness are masculine, such as {+ok} (2copoo /gorod/
‘city’ > eopoook Igorodok/ ‘small city’); {+ux} (dom /dom/ ‘house’ > domux /domik/ ‘small
house’); {+uuk} (poman /roman/ ‘novel’ > pomanuux [romanchik/ ‘small novel’), etc.

One of the outcomes of this study is a contribution to the debate on morphological models
from a morphological perspective only. Other approaches (e.g. psycholinguistics, frequency of
occurrence, corpus-based study, experimental-based study, and prototype-radial model) are
employed to determine which model describes the word formation process in Russian. I identify
the correlation of productivity of {+k(a)} with its mental representation and frequency factor.
Also, | demonstrate the effect of relative frequency on coinages of {+x(a)} using corpus
materials. The reaction time of native speakers is tested to evaluate whether coinages of {+x(a)}
are mentally perceived according to storage or compositional process. Finally, I provide a new
look at the semantic distribution of {+k(a)} based on ‘prototype theory’ which connects
multiple meanings/functions of {+k(a)} according to ‘family relatedness’ concept.

My data on {+x(a)} come from a variety of sources, such as dictionaries, corpora, and an
online experiment. | make use of data from a number of Russian dictionaries to ascertain the
scope of use of this suffix and provide information on its semantics. Corpora data, however,
constitute a more representative source of modern language usage, and | use them to assess the
importance of frequency of occurrence. Finally, | employ experimental data to test whether the

cognitive perception of native speakers supports a single-route account of word-formation.
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The suffix {+x(a)} has a substantial influence in Russian since it provides a multiplicity of
semantic meanings. It is used in forming a larger number of words compared to other suffixes.
Its formation includes a variety of linguistic phenomena which are associated with word
formation process (e.g. additive morphology, subtractive morphology, allomorphy, and
mutation). This complexity requires explanation. After providing such an explanation and
comprehensive details about suffixation in Russian, it will be argued that {+x(a)} can serve as
an appropriate tool in order to assess the performance of models of word-formation; it is
therefore used to test our hypotheses.

| find that the word-based approach represented by the Word and Paradigm (WP) gives a
more convincing explanation of linguistic phenomena associated with {+x(a)} and offers a
better explanation for the description of {+k(a)} than other approaches, particularly a
morpheme-based approach represented by the Item and Arrangement model (1A) or a process-

based approach represented by the Item and Process model (IP).



Table of Contents

ADSTIFACT ... bbb bbbt bbb nneas 1
TADIE OF CONTENTS. ... ottt bbbt e et b e bbb beane e 3
LIST OF TADIES ... bbbttt b et b e ene s 6
I TS o) T U 1SS 7
ADDIEVIATIONS ...ttt 8
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ...ttt et e e e te et e s neesteeneeeneenes 9
1 Chapter: INTFOAUCTION ..........coiiiie ettt e e sresneesraeee s 10
1.1 Overview 0Of the STUAY .......c.coiiiiiccece e 10
1.2 RESEAICH QUESLION ....oviiiicie ettt te e re e 11
1.3 AIMS aNd ODJECLIVES .....cveiieieiece et 12
L4 MEENOU ..o et bbb 13
1.5  Theoretical background of morphological models ............c.ccocvieiiiininiiiins 13

2 Chapter: Morphological analysis of words with the suffix {+x(a)} ...............cccevirnnnn. 16
2% R 111 {0 o L1 Tox o] OSSOSO 16
2.2 Investigation for an appropriate Method...........cccooeriiiiiiiiiiee s 17
2.2.1  The complexity of classifying WOrdS..........cccooeiiiiniiiniiieccee e 17
2.2.2  ANalySiNg COMPIEXITY .....oviiiiiiiieie e 19
2.2.3 A proposed method of classifying WOrdS ..........ccooceviriniiiniiienene e 19
2.2.4  Constraints observed in the method............cccoveiiieiiinii e 20
2.2.5  Support for the proposed Method ............cccocoveiieiiiic i 22

2.3 Various morphological bases for words with the morpheme {+k(a)}........cc.cccvrvenne. 23
231 {+K(a)} as a part of the WOTd 10Ot ......ooveiiiiiiiiiiie e 24
2.3.2  COMPOUNT SUFFIXES......ciuiiiieiieieitesie st 24
2.3.3  Words containing the suffix {+K(Q)} .....ccevvverirriieriieriiie e 25

A I 1ot 1 [ ] o OSSR 26
2.4.1  The complexity of formations wWith {+K(Q)}.....cccccvervriririreriiiieiierr e 26
2.4.2  Constraints found during forming WOrds ............cccoceviniinininienese e 31
2.4.3  Some views rejected by the formations with {+Kk(a)} .....cccocorviiiiininice 57
244 A comparison arises via formations with {+K(a)} .......cccoceviiiiniiiiniiiiiinn 59

P T O] o] 1] [ o PRSP 61

3 Chapter: The correlation of productivity with mental representation and frequency .63
200 R 11 (0T (1ot A o] o TSR PR 63
3.2 Mental representations of morphologically complex words............ccccoeveviiiiiennnne 64
3.2.1  Basic factors of mental representation............coceveeieiinninne e 64

3



3.2.2 VariouS MENTAI ACCOUNTS. ... ..eeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 64

T B B T 1ol ] (o] o SRRSO 68
3.3 The freqUENCY CONCEPL.......cveiieie et nre e 77
3.3.1  Type and tOKeN FrEQUENCY ........ccveiiiiiiie e 78
TR T B T 1ol ] (o] o SO RPORPTUPUR PR R 79
3.4 The concept OF PrOUUCTIVITY .....ccveieiiieiisierieee e 80
3.4.1  The definition of ProduUCTIVITY..........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiece e 80
3.4.2  The conditions OFf ProdUCTIVITY ........cccceriiieiiiiiie e 81
KB T B T 100U 11 o] o OSSR 83
3.5 CONCIUSION .ttt bbbttt b e ne e 85
4 Chapter: Relative frequency effect on coinages of {+K(a)}............ccoovrvrvriviiieniniinnnn 86
Ot [ 11 (0T (1 o4 A o] o TSP 86
4.2  The effect of frequency levels on morphological models and mental accounts........ 87
4.3  Criteria of variance between the above levels of relative frequency............cccce.n...e. 88
4.4 Description of data With {+K(Q)} ...cccciveiiiiiiieiicc e 90
4.5  Expansion of usage of {HK(Q)} ...coveieeriiieiieiiiiiiesie e 93
I ©7o o] 131 o] o SRR 95
5 Chapter: Reactions to words with whole-word frequency level are faster than to words
with decomposable freqUENCY EVEL............covoiiiiiii e 97
o T0 R 114 {0 o [FTox o] 4 ST PRPR 97
5.2  ReaCtion tiMe STUAIES .......eoeeieeeeie e ae e e nns 99
5.3  Methods OFf RT MEaSUIEIMENT.......cuoiieiieieieeieeiesiee e ee e e e see e sreesee e sneeneas 99
5.3.1  Eye-tracking movement (ETM).......cooiiiiiii e 99
5.3.2  Self-paced reading (SPR) .....ccoiiiiiiiiiiiieieee s 100
5.4  Procedures of operating the eXperiment ............ccccooe i eiciicse e 101
54.1  Materials and MethodsS..........cocviiiiiiiiiiieeee s 101
5.4.2  Result and discussion of experimental items.............ccccoevieeviiieiiece e 103
5.4.3  Result and discussion of filler items...........cceiiii i 115
5.5  General diSCUSSION ......cciuieiiiieiieeiesiesiee e ete s e steeee e e steeneesreesseeseesseesaeeseesseesseeneens 124
5.6 CONCIUSION ...ttt st te e e s re e teeneesneesaeenneaneenreeneeas 128
6 Chapter: Semantic analysis of words with the suffix {+K(a)}..........cccccovviiiiiiniinenns 129
G T0 A | 1 o T L1 T [ ] o OSSPSR 129
6.2  The effect of heterogeneity of meaning on morphological models.......................... 130
B.2.1  DISCUSSION......eiiteeriisieesieeieeeesteesteeseesteeseeseesseesseaseesseesteaseesseassesseesseensesseessensens 133
6.3  The polysemy of the suffix {+k(a)} and its implication for morphological models137
6.3.1  DIHSCUSSION. ....eeitieutisiieiteeieeiee st e e ssee sttt st e sttt e sbe et st esbeesbesneesbeentesbeesbeeneens 140



6.4  FUnctions Of {FK(Q)} ..cveeiiueeiiiiiiiiie i 143

B.4.1  DISCUSSION....c.titiitiitiitieiiesie ettt sttt ettt bbbt e e e bbb be b enes 144

6.5 The semantic distribution of the suffix {+K(a)}........ccoevriiiiiiiiii e, 151
6.5.1  The classic cognitive approach of classifying the semantics of {+x(a)}.......... 151
6.5.2  The modern cognitive approach for semantics of {+K(a)} .......ccovevrivverrivrrrnnnnn. 152
6.5.3  DUSCUSSION......eiitieuieitieiteeieeiee st etesee bt et e st e e seesbeestesseesbeanbesneesbeensesreesseeneens 155

6.6  SUMMEIY ..o 164

7 Chapter: CONCIUSION.......c.iiiiiiie e 168
7.1 SUMMArY Of reSEArCN WOIK .........ccviiiiiiiiiiiiiieiei e 168
7.2 RESIICHIONS ..ottt ettt et e s b e et e e st e sneenteeneeeneenbeeneeas 172
7.3 RECOMMENUALIONS.....cciiiiieie ettt e ettt e ste e e sreesteeneesreenreeneeas 173
T4 IMAIN FINGINGS ..ot e bbb ene s 174
=[] FTo o =1 o] 2SSO 177
APPENIX 12 GIOSSANY ...ttt 186
Appendix 2: LiSt OF NEOIOGISIMS ........oiiiiiieieiieite e 187



List of Tables

Table 2.1 The distribution of denominal affixes to which {+x(a)} can be attached ................ 29
Table 2.2 The distribution of stems ending with verbal affixes to which {+k(a)} can be
AHACNEA ... bbbt enes 29
Table 2.3 The distribution of stems ending with adjectival affixes to which {+k(a)} can be
AHACNEA ... bbbt enes 29
Table 2.4 Comparative view towards different categories of {+K(a)} ....c.cccocvrervrierienieriinnnnn 60
Table 2.5 Comparative view towards different phenomena..............cccocvevviieiiecin v, 60
Table 4.6 The frequency of stem usage by 100 words with two different levels of relative

L (=10 U =T 0o USSR 93
Table 5.1 Participants’ NatioNAlITY..........ccooiiiiiiiiieeeee e 101
Table 5.2 Sentences of the EXPErIMENT ..o 102
Table 5.3 EXPErimental WOIS. .........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiisieeee s 104
Table 5.4 Experimental Words and RTS .......cccooiiiiiniiiiiee e 105
Table 5.5 The comparison of RT Mean in experimental data..........c.ccooeveieieneniiienininnns 106
Table 5.6 ComPrenension QUESTIONS..........couiiiiiiirieieieiesi ettt 107
Table 5.7 AQE ANU RTS ...ttt eneas 108
Table 5.8 Gender and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships ......... 109
Table 5.9 Gender and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships............. 109
Table 5.10 Gender and Mean FrEQUENCY.........cccuiiiiririeieie ettt 109
Table 5.11 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships.110
Table 5.12 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships.....110
Table 5.13 Nationality ant RTS.......cccviiiiiiiece e 111
Table 5.14 Educational Level and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency

=] L0 01 10 SOPR 112
Table 5.15 Educational Level and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships
................................................................................................................................................ 112
Table 5.16 SYHabIe aNd RTS ....cceiiiiieie et ae s 113
Table 5.17 FUNCLION AN RTS ...viiiiiieieiee ettt eneas 114
Table 5.18 Sentence Length and RTS.......c.coiiiiiiiiiciecc e 114
Table 5.19 Type Frequency ant RTS ...t 115
Table 5.20 Filler SENTENCES .......ociiieiiece ettt eesreenreenee s 116
Table 5.21 Filler wWords ant RTS .....oiioiice e ee s 116
Table 5.22 The comparison of RT Mean in experimental data.............cccoceoeieiiniininnnnnns 117
Table 5.23 AQE NG RTS ..ot bbbttt 118
Table 5.24 Gender and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships ....... 118
Table 5.25 Gender and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships........... 119
Table 5.26 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships.119
Table 5.27 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships.....119
Table 5.28 Nationality an0 RTS......cciiiiiiiiieii e 120
Table 5.29 Education and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships...121
Table 5.30 Education and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships ...... 121
Table 5.31 Syllable and RTS .....oioiieiiee e 122
Table 5.32 FUNCLION @NA RTS ..o e 122
Table 5.33 Sentence Length and RTS.......coovoiiiiiiiiicie e 123
Table 5.34 Type Frequency and RTS ..ot 124



List of Figures

Figure 2.1 Words containing the morpheme {+k(a)}......cccocveiiiiiiiiiiii e 27
Figure 2.2 Distribution of compound SUTFIXES ..........ccooiiiiiieiice e 27
Figure 2.3 Non-derived words ending in {+K(a)} ....cccvvverieriieieeie e seese e 27
Figure 2.4 Various bases of words with the suffix {+x(a)} .....c.cccceveviiiiieiii e 28
Figure 2.5 The distribution of MOrPhEMES .......ccvcviiieie e 32
Figure 2.6 SYNtactiC QOVEIMAINCE ........ceeiuieieiieiteeiesieeste et e steeste et e sreesteeeesseesaeaseesreesreaneessaeneens 44
Figure 2.7 Disparity of affiliation of {+K(2)} .....ccccceiiveiiiiiiiiece e 45
Figure 2.8 FUNCLIONS OF {FK(A)F .ovveveiieiiiie ettt sra e e sra e 45
Figure 2.9 Semantic relevance Of {FK(2)F......cceivireiieii i 47
Figure 2.10 Morphological functions of {+K(a)} ...cccceeveeriiniieiiiie e 48
Figure 2.11 Influence of the WOrd CIaSS ...........cccviiiiiiiiiiie e 49
Figure 2.12 Anderson’s truncation rule: Adapted from (Anderson 1992: 187) ..........ccccvvvnenes 52
Figure 2.13 Operation OF WFRS ........cooiiiiiiiiieesie e 52
Figure 2.14 The distribution of semantic releVance .............cccooviiiiiiiinnices s 58
Figure 2.15 The disparity of Semantic releVancCe............cccooeieriiiieneniseseee e 58
Figure 3.1 The modified version of the DR aCCOUNT .........cceoiiiiiiiiiirisieeee e 75
Figure 4.1 Surface frequency x Log-transformed base/surface ratio ...........cccccoeeveieiincnnnnns 91
Figure 4.2 Decomposable and whole-word frequency representation ............ccccceceverereneennns 91
Figure 4.3 Phonological and semantic correspondence of DF WOrdS ...........ccccoevenineiennnins 92
Figure 4.4 Phonological and semantic correspondence of WF words ..........cccccccvvveveiiieiinennnne 92
Figure 5.1 Experimental Words and RTS........ccoiveiiiiieiieiecie et 106
Figure 5.2 Nationality and RTS ......ccviiiiieiicic et 111
Figure 5.3 SYHIable and RTS ......ooiiiiiiic ettt 113
Figure 5.4 Filler Words ant RTS.....c.cciiiioeicie et 117
Figure 5.5 Nationality anNd RTS ......ccviiiiiiiicie et 120
Figure 5.6 FUNCLION @NA RTS .....viiiiiiiiic ittt sre e 123
Figure 5.7 Type Frequency and RTS ......cccoiiiiiieie et 124
Figure 5.8 Processing time order of filler Words...........ccccovoeiieiiiic i 126
Figure 5.9 Processing time order of experimental Words............ccccccevveveiiieciene e 127
Figure 6.1 Functions of {+k(a)} by token frequency inthe RNC ..........c..cccevveiiiiiiicieeen, 145
Figure 6.2 Functions of {+k(a)} by type frequency inthe RNC ...........cccceiiiiiiniiiinnn 145
Figure 6.3 Functions of {+k(a)} in the Efremova diCtionary ...........c.ccoovvvviiiieneneniieneen 147
Figure 6.4 Polysemy of {+k(a)} In dictionary data .............ccccererirerininiieee e 149
Figure 6.5 Radial schema of ‘Drother’ ... 157
Figure 6.6 Semantic SChemas Of {+K(8)} ..oceviveeieiieiieeceee e 162
Figure 6.7 Semantic schemas of DIMINUEIVENESS..........ccooviieieiieniieninieseeeeeee e 163
Figure 6.8 Semantic SChemas Of CONCIEENESS...........uciiiiieie e 164
Figure 6.9 Semantic schemas of SubstantiviSation .............cccocveriiiiiiniincce s 164


file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095155
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095156
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095157
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095158
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095159
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095160
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095161
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095162
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095163
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095164
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095165
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095166
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095167
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095168
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095169
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095170
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095171
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095172
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095173
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095174
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095175
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095176
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095177
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095178
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095179
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095180
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095181
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095182
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095183
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095184
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095185
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095186
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095187
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095188
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095189
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095190
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095191
file://///stfdata08/home/RU/Rup13fas/PhD%20work/Dissertation/Correction%20Report/My%20thesis%202.docx%23_Toc522095192

AL Allomorphy

AML Analogical modelling of language

ARC Araneum Rossicum Corpus
BB1 Blood brother

BB2 Big brother

BL Brother-in-law

C Concreteness

CNC Czech National Corpus

D Diminutiveness

DF Decomposable frequency
DR Dual-route account

DRT Difference in reaction time
ETM Eye-tracking movement
HB Half-brother

IA Item and Arrangement

ICM Idealized Cognitive Model
IP Item and Process

LB Lay brother

Abbreviations

M Mean

MS Mean Square

N Noun

RF Russian Federation

RNC Russian National Corpus
RT Reaction time

S Substantivisation

SEM Standard Error Mean
SPR Self-paced reading

SR Single-route account

SD Standard Deviation

T Truncation

TiMBL Memory Based-Learner
WF Whole-word frequency
WFRs Word Formation Rules
WP Word and Paradigm



Acknowledgements

This thesis owes a great deal to the help and support of many wonderful people who made
it possible. First and foremost, |1 would like to thank my supervisors, Prof. Neil Bermel, Dr.
Paul O’Neill, and Prof. Dagmar Divjak for their continued support, professionalism, and
guidance. While Neil shared all his linguistic experience with me; introduced me to many
critical topics that were out of my knowledge; and always encouraged me to do the best, Paul
and Dagmar helped me to modify my study plan and follow up my doctoral development.

| owe special thanks to my parents and family for their continuous supplications and wishes
to achieve my degree successfully. I would like also to thank my great wife and lovely daughter
for their patience, kindness, and support to share every single moment during my study.

I would also like to thank my sponsor (The Higher Committee for Education Development
in Irag) who provided me with invaluable logistical support and constant advice. | am really
indebted to them for offering me this fantastic opportunity to complete my postgraduate study.

Last but not least, | am also grateful to my great friends in Sheffield for their efforts in
proofreading and developing my English skills. Many thanks to the experimental participants,
as without their participation this thesis would not be possible. I am also indebted to other
colleagues and fellow students in my University department who created a stimulating and

intellectual environment for learning and sharing their experience.



1 Chapter: Introduction

1.1 Overview of the study

The Russian language has undergone significant changes and developments over the
centuries, which can be seen in word formation. Scholars have acknowledged this process by
saying that “thanks to word-formation, the vocabulary is being continuously enriched”
(Unbegaun 1957: 33). As stated by Ryazanova-Clarke (1999: 169), word formation has
accounted for “about 85 per cent of new forms, while semantic neologisms have accounted for
only about 8 per cent and loans for about 7 per cent”. If someone wishes to understand the
developments in Russian, s/he must therefore go beyond the study of loan words and examine
word-formational morphology.

However, the above process has been a much disputed subject within highly inflected
languages, amongst which is Russian. Various morphological models (e.g. 1A (Item and
Arrangement); IP (Item and Process); and WP (Word and Paradigm)) have been devised to
explain the diverse characteristics of different languages. Scholars (e.g. Bloomfield 1935;
Matthews 1972; Bybee 1985; Corbett and Fraser 1993; Katamba 1993; Beard 1995; Bubenik
1999; Anti¢ 2010) have posited that certain languages like Turkish with its agglutinative
characteristics fit adequately the description of the 1A model, whereas English and Russian with
their regular usage of inflecting/derivational elements seem better described by the WP model.
Therefore, a specific morphological model is associated with certain languages, because their
features are in line with that model better than others. However, in order for any one model to
be ‘universal’, it has to work for all languages. Although my research will not study all
languages, it will evaluate the various models against Russian data containing the suffix
{+x(a)}, in order to determine which model is generally more satisfactory (i.e. not just for
Russian) in comparison with models that fail to cope well with the Russian data. In other words,
if there are three models, and models 1 and 2 cannot handle the Russian data with the suffix
{+x(a)} satisfactorily, then I hypothesize that model 3 is the most adequate, because it is the
only one ‘left standing’.

This thesis comprises the following chapters: This chapter introduces the main topic and the
importance of word formation process in Russian. This gives a glimpse into how derivational
morphology is crucial in coining novel words. It enriches the lexical stock of Russian with new
surface words used in multiple applications. Chapter 2 reviews a range of morphological
approaches and tries to identify the most convincing one with which to describe the
morphological structure of words with the suffix {+x(a)}. Chapter 3 examines the relationship

observed between the productivity of the suffix {+x(a)} in coining surface words, its mental
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realisation, and the frequency factor. This correlation illustrates how the cognitive realisation
of {+k(a)} is supported by a certain mental account in its description. Chapter 4 aims to discover
whether the coinages of {+x(a)} are mostly influenced by a certain level of relative frequency.
Each level assumes a different description in terms of words’ decomposition and processing.
Chapter 5 establishes the difference of processing time of surface words with {+k(a)} in line
with two levels of relative frequency. It seeks to show whether surface words with whole-word
frequency level respond faster to their base lexemes than words with decomposable frequency.
If yes, this makes coinages of {+x(a) closer to be described by the single-route account.
Otherwise, they can be described by the dual-route account. Chapter 6 discovers whether the
heterogeneity of meaning and the polysemy of {+x(a)} require different treatments by
morphological models. Also, this chapter seeks to identify new semantic meaning/submeanings
for this suffix, as a result of which | propose that the semantic schema of {+k(a)} is better
described by ‘prototype theory’; radial categories are involved in organising the relatedness of
multiple meanings/submeanings to the main prototype. Finally, chapter 7 presents the main

findings, recommendations and constraints found in this thesis.
1.2 Research question

In my introduction | explained that the main research question I will attempt to answer in
this thesis is: which of the morphological models commonly proposed gives the best account
of the data | have on the Russian suffix {+k(a)}? Each chapter addresses a further related
research question indicating various angles of analysis and discussion; they are presented as
follows:

1. Which model seems most adequate to classify surface words with {+k(a)} as to their
morphological source (base lexeme), and which model is most adequate to cover the whole
picture of word formation in Russian, which has a highly complex morphological system
and rules?

2. Which mental account (a single- or dual-route account) most satisfactorily explains the
coinages of the suffix {+x(a)}? Does the frequency factor have an interaction with the
mental accounts, and is there any contrast in accessing and processing words, depending on
whether words are frequent or not?

3. Which level of relative frequency is highly represented in the coinages of {+x(a)}? Is this
suffix closer to being described by a morpheme-based or word-based approach?

4. Does processing/memorising words with {+k(a)} reflect a difference in word’s relative
frequency? In other words, does one level of the relative frequency require less/more time

in processing than the other one?
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5.

What constitutes an adequate semantic description of {+x(a)} in Russian? How well does
the old Russian taxonomic approach to semantics of suffixation explain the data compared
to the modern view of ‘cognitive semantics’, which organises the semantic meanings of

{+k(a)} according to their internal connection and relatedness with each other?

1.3 Aims and objectives

The main aim of this research work is to discover which morphological model can yield

better explanation and description of the word formation process of the suffix {+x(a)} in

Russian. Each chapter has its own aims and objectives which are presented as follows:

1.

| start by comparing the three models. As a result of this comparison, | show that WP model
seems most suited to be utilised in the morphological classification of surface words to their
base lexemes. This approach can handle the data | have collected on lexemes with {+k(a)},
including places where other approaches exhibit difficulties in dealing with the data.

In representing the workings of the productive suffix {+k(a)}, | need to take account of
frequency in showing how storage and composition work. My research investigates whether
a classic dual-route account will work for derivation in Russian. Having examined the data,
I show why single-route account might be better in describing the mental representation of
this suffix. This conclusion is based on the fact that the latter account leads to create more
types, this explains why the above suffix is productive in Russian. However, the former
account seems to be unproductive since the speaker requires more time to spend in
processing/producing words due to its prior discrimination to process/produce forms
whether they are regular or irregular.

I aim to show how the effect of relative frequency level can yield different outcomes on
coinages of {+k(a)}. Also, | seek to demonstrate that a corpus enquiry conducted using
words with {+k(a)} can show effects influenced by the whole-word frequency level. This
entails that surface words are recognised and processed as one indivisible unit. This does
not allow me to decompose a word into multiple independent morphemes.

| hypothesise that surface words of {+k(a)} with whole-word frequency require less time in
processing in line with their base lexemes, while surface words with decomposable
frequency take more time in processing to their base lexemes. This hypothesis is based on
the fact that if some words are realised as one unit and others are involved in a compositional
process, then | may expect the reflection of the latter can be processed/found in longer
reaction times. Thus, | argue that surface words with whole-word frequency promote quick
comprehension, and they require less time in processing in relation to their base lexemes.

However, surface words with decomposable frequency are thought to generate a greater
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demand on processing memory resources. Therefore, memorising them requires higher
processing load or difficulty in line with their base lexemes.

| argue that, based on the data I have seen, WP remains the only model able to deal with the
heterogeneity of meaning and polysemy of {+k(a)}. This approach treats the coinages of
{+k(a)} on the level of the word itself rather than as a morpheme or a process. Also, | predict
that new semantic meanings/sub-meanings of {+x(a)} are more easily explained in this
analysis. | will use a variety of data types, including corpus data, to identify these new
meanings. | will show that their distribution cannot be satisfactorily explained through the
old cognitive approach (the structuralist classification). Instead, | will propose using the
‘cognitive semantics’ approach with its radial categories, which link these meanings/sub-

meanings based on the closeness of fit of a meaning is to the main prototype.

1.4 Method

Numerous materials and resources are used in multiple analyses which reflect how this

research work have been conducted. These resources are as follows:

Morphological handbooks.

Scholarly literature.

‘Obratnyi slovar’’ (1974) - a retrograde dictionary of Russian.

‘Sovremennyi tolkovyi slovar’ russkogo yazyka’ (Efremova 2000). The most updated
dictionary in the contemporary Russian language.

The Russian National Corpus (RNC).

The Araneum Rossicum Corpus (ARC) which seems to be the most appropriate source in
analysing the implication of relative frequency factor on coinages of {+x(a)}.

A self-paced reading experiment.

1.5 Theoretical background of morphological models

The need to explain the diversity of morphological features across languages has led

morphologists to devise models that fall into three basic types in the ways they treat word

formation. These models, which will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter, are as

follows:

Item and Arrangement: The IA model assumes that a word consists of morphemes. In these
morphemes, either the form is paired with meaning or their meaning is compositional. This
means that they have isomorphic meaning with their morphological structure (e.g.
Bloomfield 1933, 1935; Nida 1946; Hockett 1954; Aronoff 1976; Beard 1995; Marantz
2013).
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Item and Process: The IP model does not consider affixes as items. Instead, it deals with
them as markers of a certain process occurring on the root, stem, or word. Accounts of
Matthews (1974) and Anderson (1992) define roots/stems of related words as units. By
contrast, they are not in the accounts of Aronoff (1976) and Stump (2001) in which the
whole word, whether as input or output, is given this status.

The structure of this model implies using abstract morphemic rules that are realised by
actual morphs. The IP model is typically associated with generative models in which
morphology is a feature of word-formation or syntax, so they are not word-based in the
same way that WP is. The reason IP models are said to be ‘word-based’ is that they allow
researchers to take account of the entire word when constructing forms because they are not
viewed as ‘linear’ in the way that 1A models are.!

Word and Paradigm: The essence of the WP model is based on traditional features that
allocate a central role in the process of word formation to the word. At the same time,
emphasis is given to other forms of the paradigm, so that the individual elements attached
to the main paradigm of the word, such as affixes, are clearly observed. The above model
relates the word form to the paradigm, and thus the morpheme is always ‘created’ (its
meaning and function inferred) from the totality of forms constituting the paradigm.

The character of the WP model is entirely non-linear and as yet it is opposed to the 1A
model. The WP model assumes that morphemes are identified as abstractions over a certain
paradigm.? Hence, these morphemes are not units and they cannot be paired with meanings.
Therefore, only words are paired with meanings. So the compositionality of the meaning is
missing in this model as a word-based approach. Hence, this model only distinguishes
between two essential components: the paradigm itself and its new derivative word (e.g.
Bybee 1985; Fillmore 1988; Katamba 1993; Langacker 2002; Croft 2004; Fried and Ostman
2005; Blevins 2006; Evans 2006; Goldberg 2006; Robins 2001; Booij 2012; Blevins 2016).
Each individual model differs from the others by making use of a distinctive feature. Firstly,

the 1A uses sequential morphemes in a linear model as the key element. Secondly, the IP

assumes that each instance possesses a different form that need not correspond with other

surface forms of a word, since each instance contains its own process. As a result, this leads to

the creation of a variety of rules for multiple words. Lastly, the WP is one in which the word is

LI can account for ablaut as in eat > ate or changes involving nasality like crumy /snimu/ “to take off/down (first
person form)’ > cusn /snyal/ ‘to take off/down (singular past form)’ without writing complex rules governed by
particular morphophonemic environments.

2. Robins (2001: 128) asserted that the morpheme representation in the WP obtains an abstract role over a paradigm
and words associated with this paradigm, so that pairing the morpheme’s meaning with the form is not applicable,
as found in the 1A model and, to some extent, in the IP model.
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considered to be the central point where allomorph, derivation, and inflection are widely
presented.

This contrast of the characteristics of the above models results from the disparity of defining
the status of unit among them. The IA model gives this status to each component of the internal
structure, and so it treats its morphological unit as a small unit represented by a morpheme
level. By contrast, in the IP model, the unit status is given to the words based on the notion of
input and output. Its morphological unit is considered to be at the word level in some accounts;
however, in others at the morpheme level. Meanwhile, in the WP model, this status is given to
the word level based on the notion of the paradigm and its new derivative form respectively.
This means that the morphological unit is a whole component, whether it is a paradigm or a
new surface word.

To conclude, this chapter has presented the main theme of this thesis. It has provided an
introduction about word formation process in Russian. Also, a review of three morphological
models has been provided. Later, multiple analyses will be conducted reflecting various points
of views to explore how data with the suffix {+x(a)} can yield multiple outcomes with respect
to word formation process in Russian. | will start with morphological analysis since morphology
interacts with phonological, syntactic and semantic dimensions of a given word. It connects all

of these linguistic parts and constitutes the starting point for that interaction.
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2 Chapter: Morphological analysis of words with the suffix
{tx(a)}
2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I will present some of the problems that the suffix {+x(a)} presents for
accounts of morphological structure. | will do so using morphological analysis. Morphological
analysis is a linguistic technique that investigates the morphological structure of a word. It
provides an explanation of the participation of different components in forming a given word,
and how a new production is linked to a given morphological model. Also, this analysis can be
used to classify words according to their base which might be a noun, a verb, an adjective, etc.
(Shanskii 1968: 11).

I require a viable account for instances where the surface form exhibits: 1) multiplicity of
potential bases; 2) semantic/orthographic match with the base; and 3) heterogeneity of
form/meaning correspondence. Debates over how to represent word formation have led to
proposals that favour a linear morphemic approach, a rule- or process-based approach, and a
word-based approach. The linear morphemic approach seems acceptable when morphemes are
organised in a linear arrangement as it facilitates the identification of the base form. However,
this approach cannot be generalised over other formations due to specific reasons which will be
discussed in more detail in Section 2.4.2.1.

Hence, | will argue for a word-based approach in this classification. This approach utilises
the following criteria: 1) the base form is usually closely semantically related to the surface
form; however, it can account for counter-examples in which significant semantic differences
appear; and 2) a surface form is generated by similarity to other surface forms stored in memory;
sometimes the relationship between the base form and the surface form is one of extension and
sometimes the relationship is more complex (what might in other approaches be termed
subtractive morphology, mutation, or allomorphy). This chapter therefore seeks to demonstrate
the validity of the word-based approach in classifying words that contain the above suffix. This
provides support for my main hypothesis, because the word-based approach is regarded as a
main pillar of the WP (Word and Paradigm) model.

This chapter contains four major sections.

Section 2.2 investigates an appropriate method for classifying words, and is divided as
follows: 2.2.1 The complexity of classifying words2.2.1; 2.2.2 Analysing complexity; 2.2.3 A
proposed method of classifying words; 2.2.4 Constraints observed in the method; and 2.2.5

Support for the proposed method.
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Section 2.3 explores various morphological bases for words with the morpheme {+k(a)}. It
contains the following sub-sections: 2.3.1 {+k(a)} as a part of the word root; 2.3.2 Compound
suffixes; and 2.3.3 Words containing the suffix {+x(a)}.

Section 2.4 includes a discussion which highlights issues raised in this analysis. In section
2.4.1, 1 look at the complexity of formations with {+k(a)}, then in section 2.4.2 | address the
constraints found during forming words with {+x(a)}. That raises the questions of whether
some views of certain scholars can be rejected. | examine this in section 2.4.3. In section 2.4.4,
a comparison arises via formations with {+x(a)} which shows the pros and cons of three
morphological models.

Section 2.5 contains the conclusion which summarises the most significant issues found in

this analysis.
2.2 Investigation for an appropriate method

2.2.1 The complexity of classifying words

Tracing the base of a word is not a straightforward process in Russian since a word may
have multiple possible bases. This causes confusion when trying to choose a specific variant
over other potential variants.

For example, the word epanxa /granka/ ‘small border, edge’ has various potential bases,
such as epanw Igran'/ ‘border, edge’; epanums /granit’/ ‘to cut’; and epanuya /granica/ ‘border,
boundary’. Any of these can be a potential base for the word epanxa. This causes uncertainty
in affiliating this word to one of the above variants. Nevertheless, most explanations assign
epany as the base form because epanxa denotes the diminutive meaning of the former, so both
the semantic and phonological correlation is found (Tolkovyi slovar' 1935 — 1940: 618).

Similarly, the word auyemepxa /litsemerka/ “hypocrite, dissembler (f.)” might be linked to
various variants, such as suyemep /litsemer/ ‘hypocrite, dissembler (m.)’; auyemepumo
/litsemerit'/ ‘to hypocrite, dissemble’; and ruyemepnovui /litsemernyi/ ‘hypocritical’. All three
variants could serve as suitable base words from which the word ruyemepra could be derived.
Nonetheless, the variant ruyemep is typically assessed as the most appropriate base form for
the above word (ruyemepra), due to the semantic identity and the simplicity of morphological
operations involved (Akademicheskii slovar' 1958: 257). Interestingly, the multiplicity of
morphological bases is identified by Hathout (2014: 184) under the concept of ‘Lexical under-
marking’. This concept assumes that a certain derivative word might obtain multiple possible
bases, as exemplified by localize which can potentially be related to local, locality, or location.

A specific root in multiple surface forms can be linked to the same morphological base

regardless of having different affixes, as illustrated by the word xpacka /kraska/ ‘painting,
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dyeing’ which originated from the verbal basis, that is kpacums /Krasit'/ ‘to paint, dye’. Other
surface forms, which have the same root {+kpac+}, possibly originate from simialr verbal
bases, such as noxpacums [pokrasit/ ‘to paint, dye’ > noxpacka [pokraska/ ‘paint, dye’;
sakpacumy [zakrasit'/ ‘to paint over, begin to paint’ > sakpacka /zakraska/ ‘painting over, start
painting’; nookpacums [podkrasit/ ‘to tint, colour, touch up’ > nooxkpacka /podkraska/ ‘tint,
colouring, touching up’; oxpacume [OKrasit/ ‘to stain’ > oxpacka [okraska/ ‘staining’;
ookpacums [dokrasit'/ ‘to finish painting’ > doxpacka [dokraska/ ‘finish painting’; npoxpacumuo
/prokrasit’/ ‘to paint over, cover with paint” > npoxpacka /prokraska/ ‘painting over, covering
with paint’; esixpacums Ivykrasit'/ ‘to paint, dye’ > soixpacka Ivykraska/ ‘painting, dyeing’; and
packpacums [raskrasit'/ ‘to colour’ > packpacka [raskraska/ ‘colouring’.

The word rocka Inoska/ ‘carrying’ has been formed from the verbal base found in nocumo
/nosit'/ “to carry’. Other derivative words, which share the same root {+uoc+}, possibly can be
linked to simialr verbal bases, as is the case for ézocums Ivnosit'/ ‘to carry in’ > énocka Ivnoska/
‘carrying in’; noownocums Ipodnosit/ ‘to carry up’ > noonocka /podnoska/ ‘carrying up’;
nepenocums Iperenosit’/ ‘to transport, transfer’ > nepenocka [Iperenoska/ ‘transporting,
transferring’; pasnocums [raznosit/ ‘to deliver/distribute’ > pasnocka Iraznoska/ ‘delivery,
distribution’; nonocums /ponosit’/ ‘to carry for a while’ > nonocka Iponoska/ ‘carrying for a
while’; cnocumo Isnosit'/ ‘to pull down, take down’ > cnocka Isnoska/ ‘pulling down, footnote’;
omnocums lotnosit/ ‘to carry away/off” > ommocka lotnoska/ ‘carrying away/off’; and
svinocums [vynosit'/ ‘to carry out/away, take out/away’ > ewsinocka Ivynoska/ ‘carrying
out/away, taking out/away’.

Words with an identical root {+6poc+} and different prefixes can belong to the same verbal
base, as shown by szabpocums [zabrosit/ ‘to throw’ > sza6pocka [zabroska/ ‘throwing’;
noobpocums Ipodbrosit’/ ‘to throw up’ > nooépocka Ipodbroska/ ‘throwing up’; nepe6pocumeo
Iperebrosit'/ ‘to throw over, transfer, shift’ > nepebpocka Iperebroska/ ‘throwing over, transfer,
shift’; pasz6pocums [razbrosit/ ‘to scatter’ > paz6pocka [razbroskal ‘scattering’; copocumo
/sbrosit'/ ‘to throw down, drop’ > copocka Isbroska/ ‘throwing down, dropping’; ombépocumuo
/otbrosit'/ ‘to throw back/off” > omopocka [otbroska/ ‘throwing back/off’; and swiopocums
Ivybrosit'/ ‘to throw out, reject’ > ssiopocka Ivybroska/ ‘throwing out, rejection’.

On the other hand, words sharing the same root might have differing base forms. In other
words, having the same root in multiple surface words does not impose the requirement that all
of them should belong to a similar morphological source. This is illustrated by the following
words: zaxnaoka [zakladka/ ‘laying, filling’; saxraoouxa /zakladochka/ ‘small filling’; and

kraooska [kladovka/ ‘small pantry’, which perhaps originate from different bases despite
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sharing the same root: {+xman+}. The first is related to a verbal base and expresses the action
meaning of the verb saxraowieams [zakladyvat'/ ‘to lay, put, fill’. Meanwhile, zakradouxa
belongs to the nominal base zaxraoxa and denotes its diminutive meaning, whereas xkradosxa
IS connected to the adjectival base xrzaoosou /kladovoi/ ‘pantry, store’ and denotes its
diminutive meaning. There are still the examples of murxa /milka/ ‘beloved, sweetheart’; and
munouxa Imilochka/ ‘dear, darling girl’. These words despite having the same root {+mwun+},
differ with respect to their morphological base word. The first one belongs to the adjectival base
munet Imilyi/ “nice, lovely, sweet” which expresses a similar meaning to its base form, while

the second one has a denominal base murxa which denotes its affectionate meaning.
2.2.2 Analysing complexity

Tracing the base form seems problematic, especially with the multiplicity of morphological
sources. What thus leadslanguage users to choose the word 2pans /gran'/ as an appropriate base
for the word epanxa Igranka/ over e.g. epanums [granit'/, and epanuya /granica/? Or, as seen
earlier, what is the reason for determining suyemepxa /litsemerka/ to be morphologically
affiliated with suyemep /litsemer/ despite the fact that other words, such as auyemepumo
/litsemerit'/, and auyemepnwviii /litsemernyi/ seem suitable sources for the above word?
Similarly, why is it that words that share an identical root, such as kpacka /kraska/, noxpacka
Ipokraska/, zaxpacka [zakraskal/, nooxpacka Ipodkraska/, oxpacxa /lokraska/, odoxpacka
/dokraska/, npoxpacka Iprokraskal/, eeixpacka Ivykraska/, and packpacka Iraskraskal/; nocka
Inoska/, enocka Ivnoskal, noonocka Ipodnoskal/, nepenocka Iperenoskal, pasnocka lraznoskal,
nonocka Iponoskal, cnocka Isnoskal, omuocka lotnoska/, and ewsinocka Ivynoskal; and zabpocka
/zabroskal/, noo6pocka Ipodbroska/, nepebpoccka Iperebroskal, pazbpocka [razbroskal,
copocka Isbroskal, ombpocka lotbroska/, and ssiopocka Ivybroskal belong to the same (verbal)
base despite differing prefixally? Conversely, other words share the same root, such as
(3aknaoka [zakladka/, zaxnaoouxa [zakladochka/, and xraoosxa [kladovka/); and (munxa
/milka/, and murouxa Imilochka/), and yet they differ in their base.

We need to discover a straightforward method which offers solid criteria to affiliate surface
words to their morphological base. This method should enable researchers to explain any

divergence and match in terms of phonology and semantics between derivative words.
2.2.3 A proposed method of classifying words

The semantic connection can be a crucial factor in tracing the morphological base of
derivative words. This notion is supported by Bybee (1985: 13) and her proposal of the concept

of ‘relevance’ in her account of Network Morphology, which she defines as follows: “A
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meaning element is relevant to another meaning element if the semantic content of the first
directly affects or modifies the semantic content of the second”. Rastle and Davis (2008: 943)
also indicate that the morphological structure is guided by semantic knowledge. This supposes
that word structure is generally viewed within the context of semantic meaning.

The semantic connection might offer a solution in choosing a specific word class to be
regarded as a base lexeme for a certain surface word despite having multiple potential base
forms. This gives an accurate explanation as to why, for example, the word epanxa has been
derived from the word epans, and yet not from epanums or epanuya as explained earlier. Also,
why the word ruyemepra has been derived from zuyemep and not from either ruyemepums or
Jauyemepusiil?

It is logical that words sharing the same root, such as xpacka, noxpacka, 3akpacka, €tc.;
HOCKa, BHOCKA, NoOHOCKa, eXC.; and sabpocka, noobpocka, nepebpoccka, etc. belong to the same
verbal base, since all of them denote the action meaning of their base word (the verb).
Conversely, other words that share the same root, such as saxzaoxa, 3axradouxa, and kradoska,
as well as munxa, and munouxa differ as to their morphological base. This is explained by the
disparity of meaning/function by which they are linked to the base word. For example, zaxiaoka
has a verbal base (saxraovieams) because it expresses the action meaning of the latter (Tolkovyi
slovar' 1935 — 1940: 946), whereas kzadosxa belongs to an adjectival base xradosoii because
it provides the diminutive meaning of the latter (Tolkovyi slovar' russkogo yazyka 1995: 270).
Similarly, munxa has an adjectival base because its meaning is so close to mureni (Tolkovyi
slovar' 1935 — 1940: 213); and munouxa possibly belongs to a nominal base since its meaning

denotes the affectionate meaning of murxa (Akademicheskii slovar' 1958: 369).

2.2.4 Constraints observed in the method

Classifying related words based on semantic correlation seems practical when attempting
to match surface words with their morphological base. However, controversy arises with
surface words which have diverged in meaning from their base. Consequently, it is questionable
how someone can trace the source of these words. For example, onucka /opiska/ “error, erratum’
has a verbal base as found in onucams /opisat’/ ‘to present, describe’; however, it does not
express any semantic connection to the latter. Similarly, the word 6erxa /belka/ ‘squirrel’
possibly originated from the base of 6enwui /belyi/ ‘white’, and yet it does not share semantic
elements with the latter.

Miceli and Caramazza (1988: 25) point out that the word meaning may be subject to
alteration while derivation is taking place. Similarly, Shanskii (1968: 144) notes that the
relationship between the parent and derivative stem can be subject to disruption, with the
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derivative word ceasing to relate to its parent stem in meaning. Shanskii cites words like
kpacnoui [Krasnyi/ ‘red’ and paboma [rabota/ ‘work’ which can reflect this disruption. These
examples express different meaning compared to their origins which are xpaca /krasa/ ‘beauty’
and pa6 [rab/ ‘slave’. This heterogeneity of meaning led some scholars, such as Jacob,
Fleischhauer and Clahsen (2013: 930) to argue that “morphological facilitation cannot be
explained in terms of the convergence of semantic and orthographic/phonological codes”.

How do | decide that onucka originated from onucams; 6eaxa from éenvuii; kpacuwoiii form
kpaca; and paboma from pa6 despite the fact that the semantic connection is lost? To explain
this, the word-based approach hinges on a paradigmatic relationship between the paradigm
itself and its forms. This relationship is not only represented by the semantic correlation, but is
also seen by the phonological similarity that exists between the base and surface form. This
approach presupposes that the semantic and phonological correspondence can be violated
between related words (the surface word and its base lexeme). However, they still correspond
to each other by the virtue of the following paradigmatic formula/pattern: [X] > [Xxka]. This
possibly explains why the above words are morphologically linked to words which differ in
meaning.

Multiple works dedicated to examining the processing of morphological material by readers
help to describe the relationships between related words. For example, McCormick, Rastle, and
Davis (2008: 308) point out that word recognition is stipulated by morpho-orthographic and
semantic connections. The former can be regarded as the reflection of the early stage of visual
word processing, while the latter is used to reflect the central semantic component accessed
later in processing. Thus, in written language, recognizing a base form is associated with two
factors: 1) morpho-orthographic; and 2) semantic connection.

In particular, scholars (e.g. Rastle et al. 2000; Longtin, Segui, and Halle 2003; Rastle and
Davis 2003; Boudelaa and Marslen-Wilson 2004; Longtin and Meunier 2005) have emphasized
the morpho-orthographic factor, stating that associating derivative words with their base relies
on the accessibility of morphological surface structures. For example, Rastle and Davis (2008:
942) consider visual word processing to be involved in word recognition, such as safe > safety
> unsafety. The earliest theoretical approach (Taft and Forster 1975) proposed that
morphological decomposition is achieved by analysing sublexical orthographic data. This
approach thus is based on a morpho-orthographic notion; it assumes that a visual lexical
connection plays an essential role in the linking process whether there is semantic relevance,
such as dark > darkness or pseudo-morphological relatedness in particular corn > corner.

However, it is not at all obvious that there is a semantic link between corn > corner just there

is a visual identity in the root of these words. By contrast, Anti¢ (2010: 21) mentions that only
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a word-based model is suitable for “representing a word with identical parts, but different
overall meaning”. This would explain why derivative words may diverge in meaning with their
base words. Also, it becomes obvious why scholars, such as Shanskii (1968: 6) posit that a
correct and precise assignment of a morphological structure is impossible without taking into
account either the phonological or semantic correlation between the parent and derivative stem.
This correlation is a fundamental principle in classifying words as to their morphological

source.
2.2.5 Support for the proposed method

Semantic correlation plays a pivotal role in linking new surface words to their morphological
base. This point has been emphasized by Vinogradov (1951: 9) who considered the possibility
of associating a certain word with its morphological base to be dependent in many cases upon
the semantic property of that word. This facilitates tracing the source of a certain derivative
word by relying on the semantic association with its base word.

Also, Rastle, Davis, and New (2004: 1091) indicate that the latest theories of morphological
processing have embraced the conceptualization of morphology (e.g. Marslen-Wilson and et al.
1994; Rueckl and Raveh 1999; Giraudo and Grainger 2000; Plaut and Gonnerman 2000; Davis,
van Casteren, and Marslen-Wilson 2003; Gonnerman, Seidenberg, and Andersen 2007). This
concept suggests that lexical representations interact with morphemic constituents of complex
words when a semantically transparent relationship exists between the base and surface word.
Therefore, complex words with semantically transparent features can be observed if the
meaning of the complex form results from the meaning of their constituents (e.g. the meaning
of nucamens Ipisatel'’/ ‘writer’ is derived from morphemic elements of nuca[mw] Ipisat/ ‘to
write’ plus mens).® Complex words can also have a semantically opaque relationship if they are
not related to their constituent meaning (e.g. the meaning of the word onucxka ‘error, erratum’
is not related to its constituents meaning: onuc[ams]+xa).

A ‘Network Morphology’ account proposed by Bybee (1985) can be another way to
manifest the association of meaning and form. Derivative words are connected to their base
words; this connection is manifested in two ways: semantically and phonologically. When this
connection parallels in a word, it is easy to identify the identical semantic and phonological
parts of a word and this connection may be used as a tool to see the level of strength between

the base and the derivative word as shown by nucamens. The concept of ‘degree of relatedness’

3. The nominal agent of the verb is not created from the form nucams here, but rather the activity represented by
the stem {muc-a-}. Subsequently, the meaning/function of the suffix {+rtexns} is derived from the meaning of the
base form.
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is used by Bybee (1988: 126) to characterize how closely words are connected. Other accounts
like ‘Paradigm Function Morphology’ (Stump 2001); ‘Extended Word and Paradigm’
(Anderson 1982); and ‘Construction Grammar’ (e.g. Fillmore 1988; Fried and Ostman 2005;
Croft 2004; Evans 2006; Goldberg 2006) share a similar concept. Their basic idea is to pair the
form of a word in parallel with its meaning at a word level. Therefore, the semantic connection
might be used as a tool to trace the morphological sequence of words during the word formation

process.
2.3 Various morphological bases for words with the morpheme {+x(a)}

I counted 7365 words formed with the morpheme {+x(a)} in the Obratnyi slovar’. This
figure is not solely derived from words where {+x(a)} appears as the only derivational suffix.
Compound suffixes (e.g. {+amka}, {+ouka}, {+oBka}, etc.) and words in which the morpheme
{+k(a)} is an essential part of the stem, are included in the above figure. Since there was not an
available electronic copy in order to extract data from the above dictionary, | have manually
recorded the whole words ending in the morpheme {+x(a)} in an Excel sheet format file and
then annotated them according to the above three categories after checking the morphological
relatedness between the base lexeme and its derivative form. So, each word has to be written
manually, followed by an investigation of its morphological source in multiple Russian
dictionaries, such as (e.g. Akademicheskii slovar' - Slovar' russkogo yazyka v 4 tomakh 1957,
1958, 1959, and 1961 ; Tolkovyi slovar' russkogo yazyka 1935 — 1940; Slovar' sovremennogo
russkogo literaturnogo yazyka v 17 tomakh 1948 -1964; Tolkovyi slovar' russkogo yazyka 1949
—1992; Ozhegov and Shvedova 1995; Efremova 2000). Later, | have annotated each category
with different variables. For instance, | have allocated four variables (Noun, Adverb,
Interjection, and Conjunction) for the first category above. These variables indicate the word
class of words which {+x(a)} is an essential part of their stem. In the second category, 12
variables are marked to indicate the multiplicity of compound suffixes which share the ending
of {+k(a)}. In the last category, | have annotated four main variables (Noun, Verb, Adjective,
and Other parts of speech) representing the type of base lexeme which participate to form
surface words with the suffix {+x(a)}. Within each variable, | have allocated different values,
such as ‘Simple formation’, ‘Truncation’, ‘Allomorphy’, ‘Mutation’, and ‘Compound
formation’ to mark various phonological and morphological processes occurring while forming
derivative words with the suffix {+x(a)}. This procedure produced a detailed and structured
work of data containing the above suffix. Consequently, a new comprehensive classification of

these words based on three categories is introduced below.
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2.3.1 {+k(a)} as a part of the word root

The sequence {+x(a)} may belong to the root of the word and would not be considered to
be a derivational suffix. These words are considered non-derived words, e.g. nayka Inauka/
‘science’ in which {+k(a)} belongs to its root. | counted 98 such non-derived words; they can
be divided into the following groups:

1

2- Adverbs as illustrated by noxa /poka/ ‘for the present’; nawapmarxa Inasharmaka/ ‘without

Nouns as exemplified by anmexa lapteka/ ‘pharmacy’; pyxa /ruka/ ‘hand’, etc.

paying’, etc.
3- Interjections as shown by uy-xa /Inu-ka/ ‘now!/come!’; s6puxa levrika/ ‘eureka!’, etc.
4- Conjunctions as found only in na-mka Ina-tka/ ‘here you are!’; and sxa /eka/ ‘what!’.

2.3.2 Compound suffixes

The intuition of the speaker may not distinguish between words with the suffix {+x(a)} and
other rival suffixes which share similar phonemic material. At first glance, when encountering
words such as 6rowxa /bloshka/ ‘small flea’ and zadowxa /ladoshka/ ‘small palm’, the speaker
may decide that these words contain only one suffix, {+x(a)}. However, this is not the case as
the semantic and phonological correlation between the parent and derivative words shows that
the former relates to the word 6zoxa /blokha/ ‘flea’ to indicate the diminutive meaning
(Akademicheskii slovar' 1958: 116), while the latter contains an additional suffix {+omxa} and
relates to the word zadowns /ladon’/ ‘palm’, denoting a diminutive of it (Tolkovyi slovar' 1995:
312). Words with compound suffixes that include {+x(a)} number 1456; these suffixes are
divided into the following categories:

1- {+amka/enika/€urka/unika/oniKa/ymka/piuka/omka/smka} : 6oxmyn /boltun/ ‘chatterer’ >
oonmynuwxa [boltunishka/ ‘small chatterer’; 6opooa [boroda/ ‘beard’ > 6Gopoodywxa
/borodushka/ ‘beard (dim.)’, etc.

2- {+akalokal/exa/éxalukaliikalyka/vikaltoka}: axpoobam [akrobat/ ‘acrobat’ > axpobamuxa
lakrobatika/ ‘acrobatics’; xor00 /kholod/ ‘cold’ > xonoowka Ikholodyuka/ ‘very cold’, etc.

3- {+ankalenka/énka/unkalonka/siuka}. oOeeney [beglets/ ‘fugitive (m.)’ > 6eananka
/beglyanka/ “fugitive (f.)’; 6ymaea lbumaga/ ‘paper’ > 6ymasconka lbumazhonka/ ‘scrap of
paper’, etc.

4- {+a}: axycmux [lakustik/ ‘sound technician’ > axycmuxa [lakustika/ ‘acoustics’; mexanux
/mekhanik/ ‘mechanician’ > mexanuxa /mekhanika/ ‘mechanics’, etc.

5- {+nka/ankalonkalenka/unkal/ynbkalsuika}: zaocueams [zazhigat'/ ‘to light’ > zaorcueanxa

/zazhigalka/ ‘lighter’; kypums IKurit/ ‘to smoke’ > xypuaxa Ikurilka/ ‘smoking room’, etc.
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{+nuka/euxalouka}: 6omb6a [bomba/ ‘bomb’ > bomboura /bombochka/ ‘small bomb’; 0505
/dyadya/ ‘uncle’ > os0euxa /dyadechka/ ‘lovely uncle’, etc.
{+aBka/éBka/oBka/uBka/siska}: eop /vor/ ‘thief (m.)’” > soposxa [vorovka/ ‘thief (f.)’;
nowums /poshit’/ ‘to sew’ > nowusxa /poshivka/ ‘sewing’, etc.
{+enbka/unbka/onbkal/biabka}: 6ams [batyal ‘dad/father’ > 6amenvra [baten'ka/ ‘lovely
dad/father’; 2onosa Igolova/ ‘head/mind’ > 2ono6onwvka Igolovon'ka/ ‘lovely head/mind’,
etc.

{+rKal/aTkaleTkal/éTkaloTka/yTKaltoTKa}: mank [tank/ ‘tank’ > mankemxa [tanketka/ ‘small
tank’; poza Irozal ‘rose’ > pozemxka [rozetka/ ‘rosette’, etc.
{+apkalepkal/épkalopka/upkalypkaltopkal/spka}. oous [doch’/ ‘daughter’ > oOouypra
/dochurka/ ‘little daughter’; smaoc [etazh/ “floor, storey’ > omaowcepra letazherka/
‘bookcase, shelves’, etc.

{+ackal/eckalucka}: ooanv /odal'/ ‘a little way away, aloof’ > oodanucka /odaliska/
‘odalisque’; cocams [sosat'/ ‘to suck’ > cocucka Isosiska/ ‘small sausage’, etc.
{+éxxalsokka}. 3yopume [zubrit/ ‘to cram’ > 3yopéxcka [zubryozhka/ ‘cramming’;

nopmnuoti [portnoi/ ‘tailor’ > nopmusiocka Iportnyazhka/ “little tailor’, etc.

2.3.3 Words containing the suffix {+k(a)}

Surface words containing the suffix {+x(a)} number 5811. These words vary with respect

to their morphological base, so they are derived from various parts of speech. Accordingly, they

are divided into the following:

1-

Words derived from nominal bases: these formations number 3165. Interestingly, the
formation of these words is traditionally described using various linguistic terms: 1) Simple
formation: a6onenm [abonent/ ‘subscriber (m.)’ > abonenmra [abonentka/ ‘subscriber (f.)’;
2) Truncation: 6ozeapun /bolgarin/ ‘Bulgarian (m.)’ > 6oreapxa /bolgarka/ ‘Bulgarian (f.)’;
3) Allomorphy: 6yxsa /bukval ‘letter’ > 6yxosxa [bukovka/ ‘small letter’; 4) Mutation:
onaxa Iblyakha/ ‘plate’ > ommwuxa [blyashka/ ‘platelet’; and 5) Compound formation:
anenoman fangloman/ ‘an Anglophile (m.)’ > aneromanxa langlomanka/ ‘an Anglophile
(f).

Words derived from verbal bases: these formations number 2091. Multiple phenomena are
also observed here: 1) Truncation:* eapums Ivarit/ ‘to cook/boil’ > eapxa Ivarka/
‘cooking/boiling’; 2) Mutation: swvinaxams Ivypakhat'/ ‘to plow’ > swinawxa Ivypashka/

‘plowing’; 3) Allomorphy: enams /gnat’/ ‘to chase/hunt’ > conxa /gonka/ ‘chasing/hunting’;

4- The truncation occurs on the verbal stem (the part before the infinitival inflectional morph {ti}).
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and 4) Compound formation: sy6ouucmums [zubochistit’/ ‘to clean teeth’ > 3y6ouucmxa
/zubochistka/ ‘toothpick’.

3- Words derived from adjectival bases: these formations number 530; they are traditionally
described using the terms: 1) Simple formation: o601 /lyuboi/ ‘any’ > Jlooxa [Lyubka/
‘female name’; 2) Truncation: ocmopoocuwiti lostorozhnyi/ ‘careful/cautious’ >
ocmopooicka  lostorozhka/  ‘care/caution’; 3)  Allomorphy:  neorcnwizi  Inezhnyi/
‘tender/delicate’ > weocenka Inezhenka/ ‘sensitive person’; 4) Compound formation:
osyxnemnuti [dvukhletnii/ ‘of two years’ > dsyxremra ldvukhletka/ ‘two-year period’; and
5) Abbreviated formation: xkpedumnwizi /Kreditnyi/ ‘credit’ > kpeoumxa [Kreditka/ ‘credit
card’.

4- Words derived from other parts of speech: these formations relate to the remaining parts of
speech; they are fewer in number than the others: 1) Number bases, which contribute to 16
words, such as osoe /dvoe/ ‘two’ > dsotixa /dvoika/ ‘two’; 2) Adverb bases, which lead to
the creation of three words as exemplified by asocs /avos'/ ‘perhaps/may be’ > asocvka

/avos'ka/ ‘string-bag’; 3) Conjunction bases, which are part of three words, such as uzs /il'/
‘either/or’ > unvka /il'ka/ ‘(North American) mink’; 4) A pronoun base, which gives rise to

only one word: xou /koi/ ‘which’ > koiika /koika/ ‘cot, bed’; 5) An interjection base, which
results in only one word: sronu /lyuli/ ‘good’ > monvka /lyul'ka/ ‘cradle’; and 6) A
preposition base, which leads to the formation of one word: xpome /krome/ ‘except’ >

kpomka IKromka/ ‘edge; list’.
2.4 Discussion

Applying the word-based approach in classifying words has revealed significant issues and
phenomena relating to the word formation process. This implication is discussed taking the

following points into account:
2.4.1 The complexity of formations with {+k(a)}

Certain Russian suffixes are charecterised by their straightforward derivational process.
Their inclusion does not cause any phonological/orthographic change to the base word, as
indicated earlier with {+tens} and {+octs}. The former is found exclusively in words with
verbal bases: nucamo > nucamenv), while the latter creates words derived only from adjectives:
seunwii Ivechnyi/ ‘eternal’ > seunocms [vechnost'/ ‘eternity’. However, the suffix {+x(a)}
displays a complexity compared to suffixes above. This complexity is shown in the following

points:
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1- The morpheme {+x(a)} generates multiple categories as displayed in Figure 2.1:
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Figure 2.1 Words containing the morpheme {+x(a)}

Many words have been created by the inclusion of compound suffixes which share the same

{+k(a)} formant. Figure 2.2 illustrates the diversity and proportion of these suffixes:
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Figure 2.2 Distribution of compound suffixes

For some words, the sequence {+x(a)} in some cases constitutes a crucial part of the root

rather than as a derivational suffix. These formations are classified into different word

classes which is shown in Figure 2.3:
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Figure 2.3 Non-derived words ending in {+k(a)}
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Hence, words with the morpheme {+x(a)} undergo a complex issue. This complexity is
represented by various categories. Therefore, at first glance, | must be cautious when saying
that a specific word belongs to a certain category.

Words with the suffix {+x(a)} are derived from various word classes; this diversity has been
shown by multiple scholars (e.g. Cubberley 1994; Hluhanov 1975; Danilenko 1977), as

seen in Figure 2.4:
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Figure 2.4 Various bases of words with the suffix {+x(a)}
Its high type frequency suggests that the suffix is productive. This productivity may result
from having a variety of bases, which makes its formation more complex than the other
suffixes seen above, particularly {+rtems} and {+octe}. This productivity is possibly
demonstrative of the fact that “the wider and more varied the connections of a given affix
with words and stems, the more productive it is, and vice versa” (Shanskii 1968: 69).
Base lexemes reflect differences in terms of frequency of using specific affixes to form
words with the suffix {+x(a)} in data extracted from the Obratnyi slovar’. The two types of
frequency are marked: type and subtype frequency. The former relates to the number of
base words ending in a certain affix, while the latter indicates the contribution of these
affixes to form surface words expressing different meanings. These meanings are divided
into the following: 1) Diminutiveness (D) which is assigned for diminutive formations; 2)
Feminisation (F) which is assigned for shifting the gender from male to female; 3)
Substantivisation (S) which is assigned for formations denoting an action meaning; and 4)
Concreteness (C) which is assigned for formations indicating specific materialistic objects
or characteristics of certain things. The frequency of the affixes is shown in the following

three tables:
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Table 2.1 The distribution of denominal affixes to which {+k(a)} can be attached

No. Affix type Type Subtype frequency
frequency

D F S C
1- {+mcr} 234 234
2- {+eu} 231 2 216 13
3- {+una} 199 175 24
4- {+aK/uK/sx} 84 77 7
5- {+wuH/aHNH/sTHUH } 110 2 99 9
6- {+auT/eHT/AHT} 53 53
7- {+ep/ép} 54 1 48 5
8- {+una} 49 38 11
9- {+ap/aps} 33 23 10
10- {+ar} 32 1 29 2
11- {+au} 10 10
12- {+Huk} 5 5
13- {-+um} 2 2

Table 2.2 The distribution of stems ending with verbal affixes to which {+k(a)} can be attached

No. Affix type Type frequency Subtype frequency
D F S C
1- {+aTh/UTh/€Th/BITH/ATH/OTH } 1496 1 3 | 1337 | 155
2- {+oBarb/aBaTh/MBaTH/bIBATH/ 380 363 17
eBaTh/EBath}
3- {+upoBaTh/apoBaTh/epOBAThH 210 208 2
/ypoBaTb}
4- {+ayTB} 7 4 3
5- {+aTbcs/uThCS} 4 3 1

Table 2.3 The distribution of stems ending with adjectival affixes to which {+«k(a)} can be attached

No. Affix type Type frequency Subtype frequency

D F S C
1- {+oBsrii/eBbIii/EBBII } 134 1 133
2- {+HbIii} 291 291

Type frequency refers to whether the participation of a specific affix is productive or not
according to the number of unique lexemes created. However, subtype frequency results in
a certain affix being more predictable and representative of a certain meaning/function.

Thus, on the one hand, | may consider the nominal affix {+uct} to be more productive than
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the affix {+umr} in producing words containing the suffix {+x(a)}. On the other hand, | may
consider the former ({+uct}) to be more predictable than the latter ({+umr}) for the creation
of feminine nouns ending in {+x(a)} as shown in Table 2.1 (see above).

Accordingly, the complexity of {+k(a)} is reflected by the variety of affixes with multiple
morphological sources shown above. Also, this variety of affixes creates various
meanings/functions that the suffix {+x(a)} reflects. These meanings/functions are discussed
later in details in Figure 2.11 — page 49. This makes this suffix more complex than other
rival suffixes in Russian.

Compound words contributed to the creation of words with the suffix {+x(a)}. This
formation can be seen in kunoapmucm [Kinoartist/ ‘film actor’ > kunoapmucmra
/kinoartistka/ ‘film actress’; two words (xuno and apmucm) are set together to form
kunoapmucmxa. However, other compounds have been formed by a combination of an
abbreviated adjective with a complete noun as exemplified by ¢uskyremypka Ifizkul'turka/
‘physical culture’ which is composed of an adjective ¢gusuueckas [fizicheskaya/ ‘physical’
and a noun xyaemypa /kul'tura/ ‘culture’. Notably, the formation of other compounds
reflects an abbreviation of adjectives with nouns though; where a noun like xomnama
/komnata/ ‘room’ is dropped, coinciding with attaching the suffix {+x(a)} to the shortened
adjectival stem: deacypras /dezhurnaya/ ‘on duty’ to form oeaxcypka /dezhurka/ ‘the duty
room’.

Zemskaya and Shmelev (1966: 58-59) indicate that this sort of formation is widely used in
informal language — spoken and artistic language. Other scholars (e.g. Vinogradov, Istrina,
and Barkhudarov 1952; Ignatova, Lifshic, and Guseva 1960; Shmelev 1964; Potikha 1970;
Townsend 1975; Ryazanova-Clarke 1999) have noticed this formation which can also be
found in 3auémra /zachyotka/ ‘record-book’ (3auémmuas xnuxcka lzachyotnaya knizhka/);
semnanxa [zemlyanka/ ‘earth-house’ (semusnee orcunvé [zemlyanee zhil'yo/), etc.
Moreover, other compounds consist of acronyms of adjectives and nouns as found in
komcomoney [Ikomsomolets/ ‘member of the Young Communist League (m.)” >
komcomoaka [komsomolka/ ‘member of the Young Communist League (f.)’; in which
komcomoney means: member of the Kowmynucmuueckuii Corws Monooémcu
/kommunisticheskii soyuz molodyozhi/ ‘the Communist Union of Youth’. This type of
formation was widespread during the Soviet period due to the bureaucracy and the way in
which journals were written (Lenngren 1978: 47).

Thus, various methods of forming compound words as shown above add more complexity
to coinages of the suffix {+x(a)}. This makes it as a complex instance to reflect a variety of

forms of compound words in Russian.
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5- The suffix {+k(a)} seems to be unstressed in all formations. Notably, some denominal stems
to which {+k(a)} can be attached have mobile stress in their base words, and yet others have
fixed stress that is not affected by the suffix. To exemplify this, words like 201064 /golova/
‘head’ > zonoexa Igolovka/ ‘small head’; zopa /gora/ ‘mountain’ > 2opka /gorka/ “hill’, etc.
reflect this mobile stress in their formations, whereas ps6una /ryabina/ ‘rowan (tree) or
pock’ > psaounxa Iryabinka/ ‘small rowan (tree) or pock’; pa6oma Irabota/ ‘work/job’ >
pabomxa [rabotka/ ‘work/job’, etc. indicate that the stress remains on the same syllable.
Similarly, deverbal and deadjectival words vary in terms of having a mobile stress. While
the stress remains in the same place in eéoéxams Ivdélat’/ “to fit/set into’ > soénxa Ivdélka/
“fitting/setting into’; eopsiuui /goryachii/ ‘hot’ > copsuxa Igoryachka/ ‘fever’, the stress
shifts about in 6unmosams [bintovat/ ‘to bandage’ > 6unmdexa Ibintovka/ ‘bandaging’;
sunmosot Ivintovoil ‘spiral’ > sunmaoexa Ivintovka/ ‘rifle’, etc. Accordingly, mobile stress
seems to have an elusive role; the whole issue of how to cope with stress patterns in an

account of morphology is highly complex in a language like Russian.
2.4.2 Constraints found during forming words

Morphological models (1A - Item and Arrangement, IP - Item and Process, and WP - Word
and Paradigm) differ as to whether and how rules are posited to describe the process of
producing words. The following sections will display the disparity found in the above models

in terms of their treatment of the coinages of the suffix {+x(a)}.
2.4.2.1 Observations found in the 1A model

The 1A model utilises additive morphology: morphemes are added one by one. Thus,
classifying words according to the morphemic approach works when the derivational sequence
of some words tends to be automatically comprehended, such as asmomobunucm lavtomobilist/
‘motorist (M.)” > asmomobunucmra [lavtomobilistka/ ‘motorist (f.)’; amamép [amatyor/
‘amateur (m.)’ > anamépra lamatyorka/ ‘amateur (f.)’; demoxpam /demokrat/ ‘democrat (m.)’
> odemokpamka Idemokratka/ ‘democrat (f.)’; oOunnomam [diplomat/ ‘diplomat (m.)’ >
ounnomamra ldiplomatka/ ‘diplomat (f.)’, etc. In these formations, adding the suffix {+x(a)} in
a linear pattern to the denominal stem simply facilitates identifying the base form which is
aemomodunucm, amamép, demokpam, and ounromam. However, this approach cannot be

generalised over other formations for the following reasons:
2.4.2.1.1 Observation 1: Difficulties of definition

A certain word may be composed of only one component (the root) or multiple building

elements (the root and affixes). Morphologically, the root is considered to be the essential
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component of any word. Non-derived words are composed of the root and the ending. Their
root and stem tend to be identical. The stem consists of the root and other participants, such
as prefixes (preceding the root) and suffixes (located after the roots). Townsend (1975: 14)
indicates that “the stem is all of a word except the ending”. This ending serves to indicate
the syntactic properties of a word, so the relationship of a word is indicated to other words
within the sentence by this ending. The distribution of various morphemes within the word

may be presented in the hierarchal paradigm by Figure 2.5:

Morpheme

Stem

Affix Affix

PREFIXES + ROOT + SUFFIXES + ENDING

Figure 2.5 The distribution of morphemes

In Figure 2.5, | can see a relatively simple item-and-arrangement view of word formation
(1A model), which will be subject to further interrogation and analysis. However, relying
on the morphemic approach raises questions about how to define the basic building
elements of words across languages. The definitions and the status of certain concepts,
particularly morpheme, root, and affix, can vary between one language to another, as will
be shown below. This adds difficulty in generalising one specific definition to be suitable
for all languages.

In the following subsections (a, b, and c), I will commence my interrogation about the
validity of definitions of the above concepts across languages. Afterwards, the analysis is

carried out specifically on data with the suffix {+k(a)}.
2.4.2.1.1.1 Definition of ‘morphemes’

The common definition for the morpheme is the smallest meaningful and functional unit
(e.g. Nida 1949; Hockett 1958; Townsend 1975; Prideaux 1984; Katamba 1993; Bubenik
1999; Haspelmath 2002).°> Another definition for morpheme is “a linguistic form which

>- Morphemes are defined as “the smallest units of meaning and grammatical function” (Katamba 1993: 5).
Similarly, Hockett (1958: 123) defines morpheme as “the smallest individually meaningful element in the
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bears no partial phonetic-semantic resemblance to any other form, is a simple form or
morpheme” (Bloomfield 1935: 161). According to the latter definition, the different forms
of the same morpheme, in particular {+ish} in the following words: selfish; boyish; and
girlish display partially identical phonemes and semantic represenation. By contrast, other
morphemes may partially acquire phonetic and meaningful similarity, such as the
morpheme {+er} when attaching to the verbs, for instance worker, reporter, dancer, etc.
This morpheme primarily indicates the meaning of agent of the action, so it possesses
semantically a common feature in all forms. However, the above suffix may not indicate a
similar meaning (agent of the action), in particular deeper, bigger, smaller, etc. Its
application here is to form a comparative form in association with these words. As a result,
this suffix acts phonetically as a homophonous one and morphologically as a homonymous
one.

The above common definition of morpheme so far seems general since it assumes that each
morpheme must represent a semantic meaning. But this causes controversy when analysing
a given word, thereby segmenting its morphemes. For instance, when splitting the word
arcunemka Izhiletka/ “waistcoat’ into two different morphemes: 1) the stem {skuner+}; and
2) the suffix {+x(a)}. Both elements reflect a specific function. However, it is not accurate
to consider the morpheme {+k(a)} as a meaningful unit as mentioned previously in the
definitions of the above scholars. This suffix has not been assigned any meaning in the
above coinage of owcunemra; the base lexeme (orcunem [zhilet/ ‘waistcoat’) has the same
meaning.

This fact has been observed by Hockett (1958) when certain morphemes are not able to
obtain a meaningful representation within the composition of words. Hockett (1958: 128)
posits that each segment of the word can represent a morpheme if it cannot be split into
further smaller meaningful units; a single phoneme cannot be subjected to further
dissection. In this sense, Aronoff “treats words as signs: that is, not just as forms, but as
meaningful forms. It is therefore concerned with words which are not simple signs, but
which are made up of more elementary ones” (Aronoff 1976: 1). So Aronoff opposes
considering the morpheme as the smallest meaningful unit, as some morphemes do not

express any meaning.

utterances of a language”. Also, Prideaux (1984: 71) defines “morpheme as a minimal unit of meaning”. Bubenik
(1999: 16) points out that morphemes can be traditionally defined as “the smallest meaningful elements in a
language”. In addition, Haspelmath (2002: 3) states that a certain word comprises morphemes that can be defined
as “the smallest meaningful constituents”.
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Thus, I must be cautious about applying the common definition of morphemes to other
languages, particularly Russian, and especially when | encounter specific words which
supposedly contain either ‘zero morphs’ or ‘empty morphs’. So, this definition requires
modification: a morpheme is a unit of form and meaning as well, but it does not necessarily
indicate both functions simultaneously. In other words, a morpheme may express either
auto-semantic meaning or function; it does not need to express both. This definition seems
practical to adopt when | encounter words containing non-meaningful morphemes within

the composition of certain words.
2.4.2.1.1.2 Definition of ‘roots’

The root is described as an epiphenomenon over a word (Anti¢ 2010: 1). Bloomfield (1935:
243) points out that in most languages, roots possess a uniform structure. In English, they
are composed of one item with one syllable, as exemplified by act /&kt/; buy /bai/, etc.
Many of these words are considered free forms, namely root-words.

Bloomfield (1935: 243) also notes that Russian roots seem to be monosyllabic with some
exceptions that add the letters <p> and <m> between a set of vowels /e/ and /o/, as
exemplified by 2opoo /gorod/ “city’; conoo /golod/ ‘hunger’, etc.

Interestingly, a feature of Semitic languages is that the root comprises three consonants that
are regarded as an unpronounceable sequence of sounds. Hence, in the Arabic language the
root usually affiliates to the verbal base. So, when forming a new word, the morpheme
attaches either a prefix, suffix or ending to this root in order to form a new word, as
illustrated by the next examples: the verbal root {k-t-b} — {<i} has the following
phonological realization: /'katab/ ‘s/he wrote (in the past tense)’. The word {yaktb} — {iS:}
obtains the following phonological realization: /'yaktub/ ‘s/he writes (in the present tense)’.
The word {katb} — {<5\S} obtains the following phonological realization: /'ka:tib/ ‘the
writer (person)’. The word {ktab} — {<S} possesses the following phonological
realization: /ki'ta:b/ ‘book’. Finally, the word {maktba} — {4:S<} acquires the following
phonological realization: /'maktaba/ ‘library’.

Each language possesses a consistent root structure and all languages need a process for
forming words from non-derived words, namely roots. By virtue of affixes (prefix, suffix
and ending), new derivative forms emerge in any language and enrich it with multiple
applications and meanings. This is found with the above Arabic word where the red letters
refer to the participation of these morphemes. The first word is formed by the aid of the
suffix {ya+}, the second and third ones are formed by the infix {+a+}, the fourth one formed

by the combination of the prefix {ma+} and the ending {+a}.
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English scholars give the root an independent status by considering all English roots to be
free; Carstairs-McCarthy (2002: 18) argues that only roots can be free and affixes are
necessarily bound since they cannot stand on their own meaning without combining with
other morphemes. The above view seems practical to differentiate between the basic
morphemes (roots) and subsidiary ones (affixes) in certain languages like English. For
instance, the root of the words act and buy leads to the formation of other derivative words
with slightly different meanings, such as actor, actress, action, etc.; and buyer, buying, etc.
Similarly, in Arabic, | have seen that the root of the word k-t-b produces other related forms
that indicate a similar meaning. This can be found by yaktb, katb, ktab, maktba, etc. The
root so far represents the basic meaning of these words in addition to participation of other
morphemes, which result in slight modifications to the meaning. So the difference between
the above terms of basic and subsidiary morphemes is explained in English and Arabic by
considering the root as a free morpheme and others (prefix, suffix and ending) as bound,
since the root provides the main meaning of the word. These bound morphemes do not have
the ability to represent any meaning unless they combine with the root of the word. Thus,
their role is either to enhance, modify, or sometimes shift the meaning of the word as
illustrated by safe > unsafe.

To some extent, this definition fits the status of the root in Arabic and English. | have seen
in the above examples that the root represents the core of meaning for its derivative
coinages, so it reflects independent free status of meaning and function respectively.
However, generalising this statement over many languages, particularly Russian, seems
problematic.

Carstairs-McCarthy’s definition does not work for Russian to the extent that it does for
English and Arabic. The concept of ‘free’ and ‘bound’ morphemes would play quite a
different role, or require a substantially modified definition, as opposed to the rather simple
and intuitive one used for English and Arabic since Russian is a highly inflected language.
To illustrate the point further, words, such as mepa /mera/ ‘measure’; mepxa /merka/
‘measurements’; mepums I/merit’/ ‘to measure (with)’; and nepemepums Iperemerit'/ ‘to
remeasure’ have an identifiable root {+mep+}, which cannot express a basic meaning
without a participation of other morphemes (except when it comes as a plural form of the
genitive case as a response to the grammatical rules of the sentence). Thus, in what sense is
{+mep+} a ‘free’ morpheme when almost everywhere it requires an inflectional suffix?

To solve this, the Russian root is divided into ‘free’ and ‘linked’ ones according to the level
of semantic value that the root obtains (Shanskii 1968: 62). ‘Free roots’ can express their

own meaning without the need to combine with other morphemes. Conversely, the meaning
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of ‘linked roots’ cannot be completed unless they combine with other auxiliary morphemes
of a word. Consequently, the usage of linked roots can be found only in conjunction with
other affixes (Feldman et al. 2004: 32).

Anti¢ (2010: 2) suggests that the Russian root obtains a hierarchy of status starting from
completely 1) ‘bound’; 2) ‘modified’; and 3) ‘free’. So, an additional status has been added
to the Russian root that is, the modified ones. This type of root can be seen in the following
example: 6eceoa /beseda/ ‘talk/conversation’ > 6ecedra /besedka/ ‘summer-house; bower’
> becedouxa [besedochka/ ‘small summer-house’. The ‘modified root’ is reflected by
beceoouxa Where the inclusion of suffix {+x(a)} to the modified root of 6eceoxa has caused
a mutation of /k/ into /ch/, coinciding with occurring allomorphy represented by using the
phoneme /o/ during producing 6ecedouka.

However, Anti¢’s suggestion may be open to criticism. Instead of proposing that there is a
‘modified root’ in the above coinage of 6ecedouxa, one might suggest that this word is
produced by the inclusion of the compound suffix {+ouk(a)}. This suffix can deliver a
similar diminutive function like the suffix {+x(a)} to its coinages. Therefore, it can be
posited that this word contains only ‘linked root’ plus the suffix {+oux(a)} in its
composition.

Consequently, the root status seems controversial across languages. Positing that all roots
are free can work with certain languages including English and Arabic. However, this
statement is not valid for Russian with the existence of several types of roots as found in,
and reflected by, the above examples.

In Russian, it is easier and more reliable to rely on semantic freedom than on structural
freedom, as the latter seems quite arbitrary in Russian (e.g. mepa could be considered free,
because the genitive plural mep can stand alone, but 0ozs /dolya/ ‘portion, share” would not
be, because there is no form ooxw /dol’/, which is an accident of the Russian declensional
system). But then the notion of semantic freedom — usually called autosemanticity — is an

issue in itself, and not a simple one.
2.4.2.1.1.3 Definition of ‘affixes’

The semantic value of affixes is also inconsistent across languages. Affixes are defined in
English and Arabic as bound morphemes as found earlier by Carstairs-McCarthy’s
definition. However, I have seen that the status of affixes in Russian would play a different
role or it implies a different definition in contrast to English and Arabic.

In Russian, affixes are given a different treatment by regarding them either as ‘regular’ or

‘irregular’. ‘Regular affixes’ are defined by Shanskii (1968: 63) as morphemes that are
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reproduced in the composition of the word in which the whole meaning of a word depends
on their combination with ‘linked roots’. On the contrary, ‘irregular affixes’ are those
affixes which cannot add a contribution to the meaning of the word. So, the basic meaning
of the word does not rely on their participation within the composition of the word. Hence,
it becomes clear in some words above, why the root indicates the basic meaning, such as
acunemrxa since it is composed of the ‘free root” {skmner+} plus the ‘irregular suffix’
{+x(a)}. By contrast, the root cannot express a complete meaning unless it combines with
other morphemes, as found earlier by mepa and 6eceoa. The composition of these words
contains either a ‘linked root’ (Shanskii 1968) or ‘bound root’ (Anti¢ 2010) that is {mep+}
and {6ecen+} plus the ‘regular ending’ {+a}. This implies that there is a contrast in the
semantic meaning of the roots and auxiliary morphemes in Russian. The level of this
contrast determines whether a particular root is ‘free’ and ‘linked/bound’ or a particular
affix is ‘regular’ or ‘irregular’. Therefore, this difference indicates that roots obtain
objectively logical meaning as a basic element. Although the ‘linked/bound roots’ cannot
express the free semantic meaning, they are still pinpointed in the composition of the word.
By contrast, affixes obtain grammatically complementary function as auxiliary elements

either by form or meaning.

2.4.2.1.2 Observation 2: Difficulties of distinction between {+k(a)} and other compound

suffixes

It appears to be difficult to distinguish between the suffix {+x(a)} and other compound
suffixes (e.g. {tmk(a)}, {+toBk(a)}, {t+ouk(a)}, {tumk(a)}, etc.) while applying the
morphemic view in classifying words. Accordingly, when decomposing a certain word,
there is no distinction as to whether this word is formed by the suffix {+x(a)} or other
analogous suffixes; the linear arrangement of morphemes would consider all words ending
in {+k(a)} as being formed only by the suffix {+k(a)}. For example, the formation of both
the following words: coromunxa /solominka/ ‘small straw’; and cresrcunxa Isnezhinka/
‘snowflake’ would only be made apparent by the participation of the suffix {+x(a)}.
However, this is not the issue; the former has been coined by the above suffix to denote the
diminutive meaning of coromuna /solomina/ ‘straw’, while the latter has been produced by
the inclusion of another compound suffix {+unk(a)}, which relies on the base form (cuee
/sneg/ ‘snow’) to express its diminutive meaning. Hence, using the morphemic approach

would not differentiate between the suffix {+x(a)} and other analogous suffixes.
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2.4.2.1.3 Observation 3: Difficulties of decomposition process

Decomposing the word into various morphemes possibly illustrates the word class of each
derivative stage. The problem arising from this process is that in Russian not all words can
be subject to segmentation. A substantial number of Russian words are of foreign origin,
having been borrowed from other similar European languages over the past few hundred
years. The tendency when subjecting them to morphological analysis is not to break them
down into their original morphemes based on their source language, unless some of that
derivational Russian material is also visible in modern Russian.

Townsend (1975: 27) proposes that although foreign words seem analysable from a
morphological perspective, only Russian participants such as suffix and ending would be
separated. Townsend (1975) regarded the borrowed words, in particular iumepamypa
/literatura/ ‘literature’ and cnopm Isport/ ‘sport’ as indivisible. So, the breakdown occurs
amongst other elements attaching to these words, as illustrated by {mureparyp+u+srii}
lliteraturnyi/  ‘literary’; {cmopr+uB+u+siii} /sportivnyi/ ‘sports’; {cmopr+us+k(a)}
Isportivka/ ‘sports clothes’; and {copt+cmen+k(a)} /sportsmenka/ ‘sportswoman’.

On the other hand, foreign suffixes that have become Russianized are subject to such
analysis, due to their popularity and frequency in Russian morphology. For instance, the
suffix {+u3m} is considered foreign, and in turn it has been treated as a Russian element by
splitting it, as shown by yapusm /tsarizm/ ‘tsarism’ — the nominal stem: {uap+} plus the
foreign suffix: {+usm} (Townsend 1975: 28).

This indicates that segmenting words reflects certain constraints upon foreign words, which
can be regarded as exceptions. This makes the 1A model inconsistent in its treatment of the
decomposition process. Words containing foreign participants are subjected to
decomposition; however, foreign words with Russian participants are not.

Decomposition is possible if two conditions are observed: 1) the phonemic material of the
relevant morph is present in one of its allomorphs; and 2) the function or meaning
represented by the relevant morph is present. Therefore, a specific word may consist of one
syllable, such as opye /drug/ ‘friend’. Others contain more than one syllable, such as neopye
/nedrug/ ‘enemy, foe’, such that it is possible to split them into {ue+} and {npyr} since they
are composed of two syllables. Each one stands for its own function or meaning: {uet}
shifts the meaning from positive to negative and {xpyr} represents the basic meaning of
this word. Conversely, | may encounter the same material described above with other words,
in particular ne6o /nebo/ ‘sky’ where the first condition is met but the second condition is

not. Therefore, | do not regard /ne/ as an instance of the prefix {ue+}, but as an indivisible
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part of the stem re6o. | thus conclude that in this word {ue+} is a part of the root, and their
segmentation is inapplicable and unjustifiable.

This indicates that a morpheme is a unit of meaning or function; whereas a phoneme is a
unit of sound; they represent qualitatively different levels of analysis such that one cannot
say that phonological analysis operates on a ‘smaller’ or more ‘detailed’ level than
morphological analysis. The question is how do | establish what the unit of meaning or
function is, when it can be instantiated as 1) multiple phonemes; 2) one phoneme; 3) no
distinct phonemic representation, but it is shown by modifications or alterations elsewhere
in the phonemic word; and 4) possibly without representation if one accepts the possibility
of the ‘zero ending’ or ‘zero suffix’? Therefore, | proceed by identifying commonalities
between forms that have both a referential/functional and a phonemic basis. Thus, in the
last example (rebo) it is not possible to split off the first segment because although they
have a phonological similarity, there is no referential/functional commonality, so the notion

of a separate morpheme is rejected here.
2.4.2.1.4 Observation 4: Difficulties of morphological correspondence

Describing the morphological relationship between the parent and derivative stem is not
straightforward since the language underwent significant changes which distorted this
relationship. For example, the word xocmouka /kostochka/ ‘stone of fruit’ was produced
from the word xocmxa /kostka/ that no longer exists in the contemporary Russian language,
so this results in considering the formation of the above word is triggered by the word xocms
/kost'/ ‘bone’ with the participation of the compound suffix {+ouka}. Also, the word
ecomosHocmu Igotovnost'/ ‘readiness’ is apparently produced by the participation of the
compound suffix {+uHocts} from the adjective comoswiti /gotovyi/ ‘ready’. However,
historically, this word was produced from the adjective comosusiii /gotovnyi/ ‘ready’ that
has disappeared in today Russian. Simultaneously, the corresponding stem of the word
nyacuwiti Inuzhnyi/ ‘necessary’ which is myorca /nuzha/ has disappeared from Russian. A
similar issue is implemented whether on pemusuwiii Iretivyi/ ‘zealous’ and its abandoned
stem pems [ret'/ or myunwiii /tuchnyi/ ‘fat” where its parent stem {Tyxs} /tuk"/ is no longer
attested in modern Russian (Buznetsova and Efremova 1986: 142).

Thus, applying the morphemic approach does not always yield the morphological source of

surface words due to various historical reasons as shown above.
2.4.2.1.5 Observation 5: Difficulties of order level of affixes

The 1A model presumes that the order level of affixes isomorphically corresponds to

morphosyntactic properties. However, this causes problems pertaining to the correct order
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of morphemes according to word composition. Therefore, | can ask whether to link the word
nesnaxomka Ineznakomka/ ‘stranger (f.)’ to suaxomxa lznakomka/ ‘familiar woman’ or
neznaxomey Ineznakomets/ ‘stranger (m.)’. If the former, then it opposes the main concept
of the morphemic approach which juxtaposes morphemes in a linear arrangement. On the
contrary, if the latter, then proposing that {me+} constitutes a level 1 affix and {+k(a)}
constitutes a level 2 affix is inaccurate with respect to the commonly agreed level of affixes,
which is reflected in the concept ‘bracketing paradoxes’ (Kiparsky 1982: 121-24). Since its
appearance this concept has caused a widespread discussion related specifically to those
words whose formal composition does not match their semantic one.

Pesetsky’s (1985: 195-96) remedy assumed building the form (the morphological structure)
in a consistent way with the involvement of affixal phonology: [se[3nakom+ka]]. Chialant
and Caramazza (1995: 128) claimed that the order of morphological rules appears as sets.
Each set corresponds with a distinct set of phonological rules. The affixes’ order within a
word is possibly determined by the set order since individual affixes affiliate with one of
these sets.

This suggestion invokes criticism regarding the way of manipulating the structure of the
word to be compatible with the affixes’ order. Although the level-ordering can be applied
least controversially to the languages of productive morphology (Bauer 1992), it is argued
that this level in the hypothesis seems to be redundant. Other generalizations are more
powerful and more efficient than generalizations derived from the basis of level-ordering
(e.g. Fabb 1988; Plag 1996, 1999).

Other scholars indicated that this mapping movement causes more problems than it
resolves. Instead, Mercier (1988: 56) proposed considering the type of semantic function
associated with certain rules of word formation, which are composed of a sequence that
seems to be dictated by the phonological level, but nevertheless the semantic requirements
of scope relations are achieved. Lieber (1981: 933) proposed that mismatches of semantics
and form, especially in the structure of compound words, show that the final meaning of
such words does not necessarily reflect an isomorphic correspondence to their
morphological construction, as illustrated by a blackboard, which is not necessarily black
or the yellow-smile being not necessarily yellow. So Lieber’s account separates the
realization of the semantics from the form of the word. So, there is a significant difference
in the semantic realization of those accounts.

Thus, arranging morphemes in a linear sequence seems problematic for certain complex

words in terms of mapping the form with the meaning of their constituent morphemes.

40



2.4.2.1.6 Observation 6: Difficulties of phonological correspondence

Some formations have a form mismatch between the base and surface word. Accordingly,
relying on the arrangement of morphemes as one-to-one to trace the morphological source
of words does not offer an accurate description of why certain phonemes alternate (oepesns
/derevnya/ ‘village’ > oepesenvra ldereven'’ka/ ‘small village’); mutated (6eonsx /bednyak/
‘poor man’ > Heonsiuxa /bednyachka/ ‘poor woman’); or why a given stem is truncated
(bexnceney [bezhenets/ ‘refugee (m.)’ > 6Geocenxa Ibezhenka/ ‘refugee (f.)’). So, this
phonological heterogeneity cannot be accounted for in the IA model since each morpheme
must represent a phonological and semantic realisation respectively.

2.4.2.1.7 Observation 7: Difficulties of choices between the base form and its affixes

It is debatable, whether the base selects the affix or the affix selects the base lexeme. In
other words, is the suffix {+k(a)} selected by its base or is the base determined by the above
suffix? Chialant and Caramazza (1995: 142) point out that there are restrictions imposed by
the bases which allow a particular affix to be attached to them or prevent this from
happening. Regarding this, Townsend (1975: 175) notes that the Russian suffix {+aut} is
exclusively added to foreign bases: xypc /kurs/ ‘course’ > xypcanm [Kursant/ ‘student’.
Similarly, specific suffixes are chosen to be attached to a particular base, as exemplified by
oenams [delat’/ ‘to make/do’; and coername /sdelat'’/ ‘to make/do’. The verbal suffix {+arp}
has only been chosen to create the imperfect/perfect form of the above verb despite the
existence of other verbal suffixes such as {+uts}, and {+osats}. Also, Brown and
Hippisley (2012: 270) note that the syntactic category of the base word can determine which
affix can be attached to it.

Plag (1996: 776) proposes a ‘base-driven’ concept; he argues that affixes are selected by
their bases. Plag exemplified this by listing nouns ending in the affix {+cation} which are
exclusively added to verbal bases ending in the affix {+ify}, such as notify > notification;
and identify > identification.

However, when allomorphy takes place, affixes would select their base lexeme, which
possibly contradicts Plag’s view. In Russian, there are instances in which one of the given
allomorphs seems more appropriate than others for a given word. The decision of choosing
a specific allomorph can be determined by the formative structure of adjacent morphs. For
instance, the suffix {+cts(0)} has another allomorph, that is {+ects(0)}. The latter usually
appears only after morphs that end in hushing (munsmue) phonemes as illustrated by
enaoviuecmso Ivladychestvo/ ‘domination’; and uzswecmso lizyashhestvo/ ‘refinement,

elegance’. Conversely, the former is present after morphs ending in other consonant
41



phonemes such as suaxomcemso Iznakomstvo/ ‘acquaintance’; and 6ocamcemso /bogatstvo/
‘wealth’. Also, the suffixal adjectival morph {+u+} is unable to appear after the nominal
stem suffix {+ucr}. Instead, the morph {+uun+} appears as illustrated by neccumucmuunwiii
/pessimistichnyi/ ‘pessimistic’; and uoearucmuuneiii lidealistichnyi/ ‘idealist’. In contrast,
the above adjectival morph {+u+} appears if the above morph {+ucr} belongs to the root
of the word. See examples of nenasucmuwiii Inenavistnyi/ ‘hateful’; ouucmmuuwiii /ochistnyi/
‘clean’; enucmuwiir Iglistnyi/ ‘wormy’; and 6ezmucmuoui /bezlistnyi/ ‘leafless’.
Consequently, the morphemic approach causes a debate over whether the affix is chosen by
its base or whether the need to select a particular affix affects the selection of a base
allomorph at the same time. | have seen that this represents an unresolved question since it
is stipulated whether allomorph selection is taking place in a certain coinage or not.

2.4.2.1.8 Observation 8: Difficulties of distinction between inflection and derivation

Does the use of the suffix {+x(a)} constitute an application of inflection or derivation? “The
distinction cannot be made directly in terms of the grammatical categories involved, for a
category which is inflectional in one language... may be derivational in another” (Shopen
1985: 162). Katamba (1993: 217) points out that it is hard to generalize a specific morpheme
as being derivational or inflectional in all languages by saying that someone “must remain
sceptical” about the generalization of both processes across languages. He claims that the
diminutive morphemes are considered derivational in English, whereas the same
morphemes would be considered as inflectional in some African languages (Katamba 1993:
210).

Although linguists may intuitively posit a distinction between inflection and derivation, the
objective criteria that their intuitions rely on seem to be difficult to find and observe (e.g.
Bybee 1985: 81; Blevins 2001: 218).% Gonzalez Torres (2010: 105) states that the final
morpheme {+e} in the old English word bryce ‘breach’ represents an overlapping case to
consider it as a result of inflection or derivation; this morpheme has a simultaneous function
whether derivational or inflectional.

This ambiguity leads some scholars (e.g. Lieber 1981; Di Sciullo and Edwin 1987) to
conclude that the conventional distinction is unilluminating and misconceived. Some

consequences for my research are as follows:

6- Bybee (1985: 81) describes this distinction as “one of the most persistent undefinables in morphology”. Blevins
(2001: 218) also notes that “the status of the traditional distinction between derivation and inflection is arguably
one of the most vexing questions addressed in current morphological theories”.

42


https://slovari.yandex.ru/acquaintance/en-ru
https://slovari.yandex.ru/pessimistic/en-ru

2.4.2.1.8.1 Difficulties of distinction among {+k(a)} functions

Controversy arises when some of the uses of the suffix {+k(a)} — to create diminutiveness,
feminine forms, etc. — are exactly those that constitute part of inflection in some languages.
Some functions of {+x(a)} seem to display inflectional properties, and yet they represent
derivational morphology. The question arises here as to how someone would decide that a
specific use of this suffix is derivational, while others are inflectional. Thus, | need to
underline the features and the criteria that linguists require to differentiate between them.
On the one hand, the inheritance of gender as a prominent feature taken on by inflectional
morphemes has been emphasized through the following concepts: 1) ‘inherent character’
(Katamba 1993: 47); 2) ‘the base gender and animacy’ (Hippisley 1996: 201-02); and 3)
‘Monotonic feature’ (Blevins 2001: 213). Subsequently, inflectional morphemes take on
the same gender and class as the base word. Also, it has been argued when inflection occurs
the meaning of the base word stays the same as all various inflectional forms belong to the
same paradigm or a lexeme (e.g. Carstairs 1987: 4; Feldman 1994: 442; Blevins 2001: 213).
However, some forms seem to display inflectional properties or syntactic distribution of
inflection, and yet they represent derivational morphology. This can be seen in Russian
morphology when ‘expressive derivation’ (affectionate, diminutive, pejorative and
augmentative meaning) borrows a meaning and gender shade from the base is usually the
case for inflection. Expressive morphology is truly defined as being “transparent with
respect to some morphosyntactic feature” (Stump 1993: 29). This transparency is detecetd
in the following instances: cmox /stol/ ‘table’ > cmoaux Istolik/ ‘small table’; oom /dom/
‘house’ > domux /domik/ ‘small house’, etc. Thus, Hippisley (1996: 221) concludes that
expressive derivation in Russian resembles inflection by retaining the class of the base
word; morphosyntactic features are preserved and inherited. Beard (1995: 93) notes that the
diminutive suffixes in Italian and Russian take on the same gender as their base form. This
can be found in keapmupa Ikvartira/ ‘flat’ > keapmupka Ikvartirka/ ‘small flat’; epaduna
/gradina/ ‘hailstone’ > epaounxa /gradinka/ ‘small hailstone’, etc. Consequently, some
derivational morphemes share the character of preserving the word class since expressive
nouns are derived from nouns, and in turn they keep the animacy and gender of the base
word.

On the other hand, other scholars have argued a change of the word class is a dominant
feature of derivational morphemes (e.g. Beard 1995: 99; Katamba 1993: 51; Blevins 2001:
216). This can be illustrated by sapums Ivarit'/ ‘cook’ > eapxa Ivarka/ ‘cooking’; zenémuwiii

/zelyonyi/ ‘green’ > s3enénxa Izelyonka/ ‘brilliant green’, etc.

43



This is based on the assumption that there are two suffixes represented by the suffix {+k(a)}:
1) one keeps the same gender that denotes the diminutive meaning, which is considered to
be inflectional since it shares the ‘inherent character’ of the gender; and 2) the other one
serves to change the word class, so it is considered derivational.

In addition, the feature of gender changing would be equally shared between both processes:
the concept of ‘value switches’ (Beard 1988: 155) assumes that derivational morphemes
change the gender of the base word. This is exemplified by cmyoenm [student/ ‘student
(m.)” > cmyoenmka [studentka/ ‘student (f.)’; axmueucm [laktivist/ ‘activist (male)’ >
axmusucmra laktivistka/ ‘activist (female)’, etc.

Views of ‘syntactic determination’ (Katamba 1993: 47); ‘obligatoriness’ (Greenberg 1954:
207); and ‘agreement’ (Beard 1995: 99) suppose that inflectional affixes correspond to the
rules imposed by syntax. It means that the syntax prescribes inflectional choices. For
instance, the verb must be in agreement with the quantity of the subject, whether it is
singular or plural, so the inflectional ending of the verb is governed by the quantity of the

subject of the sentence, as in Figure 2.6 where the two-way arrows indicate the syntactic

governance.
Singular )
e OH OBET
Case
Plural BOAKY
e OHHU ObIOT
Figure 2.6 Syntactic governance

The inflectional verbal ending {+&t} is compatible with the singular subject of the sentence
on /on/ ‘he’, whereas in the second example, the subject onu /oni/ ‘they’ is plural, so the
inflectional verbal ending {+yr} applies. However, derivation does not require the same
formula for acquiring different morphemes depending on whether the subject is singular or
plural. This can be found in the above word sooxy /vodku/ ‘vodka’. Thus, gender changing
can be reflected by inflection when the adjectival ending of ozunnsizi /dlinnyi/ ‘long’ is
varied according to the type of the noun and whether it is masculine (0aunnwui), feminine
(onunnas Idlinnaya/ ‘long”), or neuter (onunnoe /dlinnoe/ ‘long’). Therefore, the inflection

would share the same character of derivation ‘gender change’.
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The disparity of functions and affiliation of the suffix {+x(a) is shown in Figure 2.7 in which
it seems that some uses share more properties of derivation, while others share fewer
properties associated with derivation and thus might be closer to inflection:

Class changing Gender changing Class retaining
{Bapurs} > {Bapka} {crynent} > {crynenrtka} {xBaptupa} > {xBapTupka}
{3enéunrii} > {3enénka} {aktuBuct} > {akTHBHCTKA} | {rpamuHa} > {rpamguHKa} ||

uo193Ju|

Derivation
1

Figure 2.7 Disparity of affiliation of {+x(a)}
A significant question arises here, namely whether {+k(a)} actually represents multiple
homonymous suffixes? This means that this suffix must be treated as various suffixes
sharing the same phonological and orthographical realization. Multiple scholars (e.g.
Shanskii 1968: 28; Matthews 1974: 23; Carstairs 1987: 116; Gafarova 2010: 128) state that
similar forms of the same word found for different applications can be expressed by the
term ‘homonymy’. Homonymy results from a single form delivering different grammatical
functions. It is often used to describe multiple lexical senses as well as grammatical ones.

In data extracted from the Obratnyi slovar’, the frequencies of the appearance of the
functions of {+x(a)} are different based on their type frequency. Figure 2.8 demonstrates

this contrast:

100%

80%

60%

40% ———

45.52%

20% —— | 28.03% ] 26.45%

0%

Class changing Class retaining Gender changing

Figure 2.8 Functions of {+x(a)}

The semantic relationship between items is an indicator which can be used to determine
whether a process is inflectional or derivational: “the greater the difference between the
meaning of the derived word and the meaning of the base, the greater the likelihood that the
affix is derivational” (Bybee 1985: 5). So, Bybee proposes the concept of ‘relevance’ of

meaning as part of the ‘Network Morphology’ account. This concept implies that the
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meaning of the second word results from the meaning of the first one, so the former is
triggered by the latter in its formation.

Similarly, Feldman (1994: 442) posits that inflection tends to take on a compositionality of

meaning somewhere between the inflected form and its base word, whereas for derivation
this is less often the case. Miceli and Caramazza (1988: 25) points out that word meaning
may be subject to alteration by derivation but never by inflection. This can be seen in the
following example: brother > brotherhood. Accordingly, the contrast of meaningful
relevance will decide whether new formations are inflectional or derivational. A given
process is inflectional if there is a strong relevance of meaning between the formative
elements. Otherwise, the process will be interpreted as derivational.

In order to examine arguments pertaining to semantic relevance discussed above, | have
classified the forms collected and evaluated them as representing ‘MATCH’, ‘DIVERGE’,
and ‘MODIFY’ functions. These terms are defined as follows:

1) ‘MATCH?’ refers to those words which fully share the meaning of their base words. In
these formations, the referent indicates coreferential meaning as illustrated by onepemma
/operetta/ ‘operetta’ > onepemxa loperetka/ ‘operetta’. Also, the words may obtain a
symmetrical meaning compared to its base as exemplified by enucams /vpisat/ ‘to
inscribe’ > gnucka /vpiska/ ‘inscribing’.

2) ‘DIVERGE’ represents those words whose meaning does not match that of their bases
meaning as exemplified in sooa > 6ooxa. The referent indicates a different meaning
compared to its base, therefore, sooxa ‘vodka’ refers to a different item than eooa
‘water’.

3) ‘MODIFY’ indicates those words which slightly modify their base meaning either by
adding a flavour of diminutiveness or feminisation as found in xuuea /kniga/ ‘book’ >
knudcka Iknizhka/ ‘small book’; and 6oreapun > 6oneapra. The referent indicates an
asymmetrical meaning when, for example, 6orecapun can be used to refer to both genders
but 6oneapra can only be used to refer to the female gender. As expected, with a male
referent, two possible ways are available to indicate a feminine profession. For instance,
ona apmucm lona artist/ and ona apmucmxa /ona artistka/ - both sentences mean ‘she is
an artist (f.)’. However, it is not possible to do so once the referent is female as
exemplified in on apmucm lon artist/ and not on apmucmxea lon artistka/. Thus, apmucm
can be used to refer to both genders but apmucmxa can only be used to refer to the female
gender. Similarly, the word xuuea can also refer to both knuea and xkruocka. However,
kHudicka cannot be used to refer to xuuea which seems bigger in terms of size. The

referent in this term imposes that the meaning of the surface word cannot be used to refer
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to the exact meaning of its base since it has been slightly modified. The distribution of
the above terms in the Obratnyi slovar’ data based on their type frequency is shown in
Figure 2.9:

100%

80% —

60% — —

40% — —

20% — —

0%

Class changing Gender changing Class retaining

MATCH DIVERGE MODIFY

Figure 2.9 Semantic relevance of {+x(a)}

The above distribution of these terms indicates that a change of meaning is reflected in
all above functions of the suffix {+x(a)}. This possibly refutes the assumption that there
are multiple homonymous suffixes: one derivational and the other one inflectional. The
reason is that inflectional morphemes must preserve the same meaning as their base
lexeme. This means then that some functions of this suffix, in particular ‘class retaining’
and ‘gender changing’ cannot be regarded as being closer to inflection as presented in
Figure 2.7 (see above).

2.4.2.1.8.2 Difficulties of polyfuctionality of {+x(a)}

The alternative option is to consider this suffix as simply just one derivational suffix with
different morphological functions and meanings. This gives a plausible explanation of
multiplicity of {+x(a)} functions.

Accordingly, the multiple functions of this suffix lead researchers to treat it as a
polyfunctional one. The phonological realization would be identical for both, but the
diminutive meaning differs from the feminine meaning. Dementev (1960: 9-10) points out
that the language consists of a complex system in which phenomena are related or
conditioned to each other. Therefore, a suffix like {+mmmna} or {+unma} may denote a
specific function (carried out by a female), while another suffix may take on multiple
functions, such as the suffix {+x(a)} referring to the diminutive meaning, as illustrated by
eopa lgora/ ‘mountain’ > copka /gorka/ ‘hill’; and the feminine equivalent to the masculine
form, such as cmyodenm > cmyoenmra. In this regard, Mohanan (1985: 9) posits that the

suffix {+x(a)} has to be a representative of a feminine feature (agentive feminizer) and a
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diminutive one respectively. Hence, the assumption that one derivational polyfunctional
suffix exists provides a solid reason as to why the same suffix exposes different
morphological functions/meanings.

This assumption is based on the distinct features of this suffix shows. One of these features
is the formation of new derivative words (Carstairs-McCarthy 2002: 30). These words
might modify their class or might shift their meaning compared to the base word, whether
to express diminutiveness or alter gender, bearing in mind that the word category is not
necessarily susceptible to change. Thus, words with the suffix {+k(a)} would be considered
derivational when denoting the following functions: a) grammatical (changing the word
class), as illustrated by sapums > sapra; and senéuwiti > 3enénxa; and b) semantic and
expresses the feminine gender, as exemplified by cmyodenm > cmyoenmxa; and akmueucm
> akmusucmka. It also expresses a diminutive meaning, whereby it inherits the gender of
the base as shown by keapmupa > keapmupka; and epaduna > epadunka.

This organization of morpheme functions has gained support from Stump (2016: 229)
through emphasizing the concept: ‘polyfunctionality’ — “the systematic use of the same
morphology for more than one purpose”. Its framework links the multiple manifestations
of a certain category if they are identically marked in terms of phonetics, morphology and
lexicon. Therefore, this concept organises the multiplicity of meanings/functions (e.g. the
agentive feminizer and the diminutive constituent) of the suffix {+x(a)} by treating them as
polyfunctional forms for the same category. This organization exposes that there is a single
category and multiple forms classified by the frame of polyfunctions to the main one. This
organization is conditioned by having the similarity of phonetic, morphological and lexical
properties between its members. One form links to the other one with distinction only in
function between them. This polyfunctional organization of the suffix {+k(a)} is presented

in Figure 2.10:

Morphological functions of the suffix {+k(a)}

Grammatical change Semantic change
I
Diminutive meaning Feminine meaning
Change word class Retain gender Change gender

Figure 2.10 Morphological functions of {+k(a)}

48



However, one could ask why | am obliged to treat this suffix as a derivational one with
multiple sub-functions. Instead, one can argue {+k(a)} is not one but a matter of multiple
homonymous suffixes delivering discrete meanings/functions.

In this sense, | have observed that surface words with {+x(a)} are influenced by their base
in terms of the meanings/functions they can deliver. Accordingly, homonymity is reflected
by having discrete suffixes in terms of function; each function is associated with a certain
type of base word especially the class. Figure 2.11 represents the distribution of

meanings/functions of {+k(a)} based on the word class (the base lexeme):

100% 100% 100% 100%
80%
60% 50%
40% 38%
(]
20% 12%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0%
0%
Diminutiveness Feminisation Action Concreteness
Nominal base  ® Verbal base Adjectival base

Figure 2.11 Influence of the word class

Figure 2.11 shows the percentage of meanings expressed by the suffix {+k(a)}. Denominal
words mainly serve to indicate a diminutive meaning (6.zoxa > 610wxa) and alter the gender
(agentive feminiser) as well (cmyoenm > cmyoenmxka), whereas the remaining proportion
which is marked by the label ‘Concreteness’ indicate either an amended meaning (sooa >
sooka; and opye /drug/ ‘friend’ > opyacka [druzhka/ ‘bridesman, groomsman’) or an
identical meaning in comparison to that of the base (onepemma > onepemra; and canepes
/galereya/ “gallery’ > eanépra /galyorka/ “gallery’).

Deverbal words primarily express an action meaning of their base (enucamo > eénucka),
while the remaining proportion is divided into the following: 1) words that indicate a
semantically divergent meaning with little overlap (6omarnuszuposams [botanizirovat’/ ‘to
collect plants’ > 6omanusupka [botanizirka/ ‘plant-collecting box’); and 2) words that
express a certain feature which indicates the character of animate or inanimate beings
(3namo Iznat'l ‘to know’ > snatixa /znaika/ ‘knowledgable person’).

Deadjectival words virtually denote characteristics of something in association with their
base (oewéswiii [deshyovyi/ ‘cheap’ > dewésra [deshyovka/ ‘cheapness, cheap rubbish’; and
ocmopodicublil > ocmopoxcka), but the remaining proportion expresses a heterogeneity of

meaning between the base and surface word (secénwiii /vesyolyil ‘cheerful’ > secénxa
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Ivesyolka/ ‘dough-paddle, fish-slice’; and oyxoeou /dukhovoi/ ‘wind, spiritual’ > dyxosxa
/dukhovka/ ‘oven’).

It becomes clear that a certain base would be used to deliver a certain meaning/function,
thereby utilising multiple homonymous suffixes of {+k(a)}. The nominal base is mainly
used by the above suffix to express Diminutiveness and Feminisation. The verbal base is
primarily used to indicate the Action meaning. Meanwhile, the adjectival base is almost
always used to form words indicating the specific characteristics of certain things
(Concreteness). This dichotomy of bases results from the diversity of meanings/functions
delivered by the above suffix.

This taxonomic homonymous view is supported by multiple scholars; Vinogradov, Istrina,
and Barkhudarov (1952: 233-34, my translation) point out that words with {+k(a)} denoting
the feminine meaning only derive from a nominal basis, such as oezecam /delegat/ ‘delegate
(m.)’ > oenecamxa ldelegatka/ “delegate (f.)’; and apucmoxpam /aristocrat/ ‘aristocrat (m.)’
> apucmokpamxka /aristokratka/ ‘aristocrat (f.)’. In contrast, words expressing certain
characteristics are possibly derived from the adjectival stems with {+os/eB+}. Namely,
abpuxocoswiii labrikosovyi/ ‘apricot” > abpuxocoska [abrikosovka/ ‘apricot liqueur’;
suwnésvii Ivishnyovyi/ ‘cherry’ > suwnésra Ivishnyovka/ ‘cherry liqueur/brandy’, etc.
Meanwhile, verbal stems ending in {+osats} and similar endings result in the formation of
words expressing an action meaning. Similarly, other scholars (e.g. Townsend 1975: 22;
Ulukhanov 1975: 42; Brown and Hippisley 2012: 264) point out that verbal stems give rise
to the formation of nouns in which the suffix {+x(a)} indicates an action meaning;’ their
verbal base usually motivate the above meaning (Bybee 1985: 17-18).8

To oppose the above view of homonymity, the concept of ‘cognitive semantics’ proposed
first by Lakoff (1987: 17) and developed later by Janda (1993: 6) suggests that there is one
main prototypical member and other more/less prototypical members that are affiliated to
the main one by their interrelationship. Hence, this concept challenges the idea of the
existence of multiple homonymous suffixes of {+x(a)}. This concept assumes a radial
distribution of functions, rather than a hierarchical one. This concept will be thoroughly
discussed later in Chapter 6, which is concerned with the semantic distribution of the suffix

{+x(a)}.

- Townsend (1975: 22) notes that “the nominal suffix -|x- makes nouns of action|result from verbs (BbicTaBUTBH —
display, BricTaB|ka — display(ing), exhibit(ion)”.

8. “The causative meaning is highly relevant to verbs, since it affects quite directly the event or state being
described by the verb stem” (Bybee 1985: 17-18).
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2.4.2.1.8.3 Difficulties of {+x(a)} composition

Another problem is apparent from Figure 2.6 (see above). This figure has shown that the
inflectional ending {+a} has been governed by the accusative case of the transitive verb of
the sentence, as illustrated by sooxy. Hence, the question arises here, is the suffix {+x(a)}
composed of one derivational element? If yes, then why was its ending /a/ governed by the
syntactic rules despite the fact that it has been argued that its formation is a result of a
derivational process. The scope of derivation is detached from the effect of the syntactic
rules as it is related to word structure and engages with word components. Thus, the above
suffix consisting of one element seems irrelevant to the morphological properties of either
derivation or inflection. If we | assume that its formation is only triggered by inflection, this
poses a contradiction, especially with regards to the formation of new words, which is the
main feature of the derivation process. At the same time, if it is claimed that its formation
results only from derivation, no word with the above suffix would be affected by syntactic
rules and this is not the issue observed earlier in Figure 2.6.

This leads me to argue that this is clearly two affixes, {x} plus {a}. The second is
inflectional, whereas the first is derivational. This segmentation provides a plausible
interpretation for both derivational and inflectional processes that occur in association with
forming this suffix. First, it links the concept of forming new words with the derivational
constituent {+k+} which gives rise to the production of new words, so it represents the
essence of the derivational process. Second, it illustrates the commitment of the inflectional
morphemes to the syntax by considering the inflectional constituent {+a} as an ending that

IS subject to syntactic rules, as | have seen earlier in Figure 2.6.
2.4.2.2 Observations found in the IP model

The Item and Process (IP) models of morphology assume that words constitute paired
features of form and function/meaning (items), and that the different elements in complex words
can undergo a variety of modifications and transformations (processes). Thus, Morphology is
regarded as a set of processes on morphemes or words. Evidence to this effect can be witnessed
in cases of subtractive morphology, in which the surface word is not merely the sum of its
base+morpheme (Anderson 1992: 187). This can be seen by the English examples demonstrate
> demonstrable; navigate > navigable; formulate > formulable, etc. by which the morpheme
{+ate} is truncated as a result of generating new words. Anderson suggests the following rule

shown in Figure 2.12 below which describes deleting specific morphemes and adding new ones:
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(3) [Adj [v X + ATE] + ABLE] ——» [Adj [v X + @] + ABLE]

Figure 2.12 Anderson’s truncation rule: Adapted from (Anderson 1992: 187)

The IP model is based on the assumption of rules which describe the word formation
process. However, this leads to the emergence of specific constraints and problems which are

presented in the following sections:
2.4.2.2.1 Observation 1: Difficulties of operation of Word Formation Rules

It seems vague whether the rule shown in Figure 2.12 (see above) operates on the whole
constituents of the word including endings or it just occurs on the word stem. In other words,
does the formation of 6orecapun > 6oneapra expose a rule that leads to truncate the suffix
{+un}, coinciding with attaching the suffix {+x(a)}? To answer this question, it is
customary that Word Formation Rules (WFRs) operate around the stem boundary, so the
above formation (6ozeapun > 6oncapxra) possibly occurs by subtractive morphology. This
model thus assumes that WFRs usually operate around the stem boundary as exemplified
by 6eonsx > beonauxa; oepesns > oepesenvia, etc. The dashed lines in Figure 2.13 shows
the operation of WFRs (e.g. Truncation, Allomorphy, and Mutation) around the stem

boundary:

Stem

WFRs
Truncation/Allomorphy/Mutation

- ~

~

-
il R

Figure 2.13 Operation of WFRs

However, controversy arises when other formations in which WFRs operate around the
root boundary are found as in 3asy /zayats/ ‘hare’ > zauixa /zaika/ ‘hare (dim.)’; uena ligla/
‘needle’ > uconxa ligolka/ ‘needle’; muimo /myt’/ ‘to wash’ > mouxa /moika/ ‘washing’;
anmexa lapteka/ ‘pharmacy’ > anmeuxa laptechka/ ‘first-aid set’, etc. The above examples
involve changes at the root boundary or the appearance of a fleeting vowel, which has to be
dealt with through some sort of rule. Therefore, assuming that WFRs operate only around
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the word stem seems to be problematic, especially when the root is influenced by these
rules. To solve this, these formations are possibly explained as exceptions to the above
assumption. Consequently, these exceptions may represent a problem which would need to
be explained by the IP model.

2.4.2.2.2 Observation 2: Difficulties of additive morphology

Many words reflect an additive morphology in their production. The interpretation of this
model upon these data can be applied for instance on the word cmyoenm > cmyodenmxa when
considering the accounts of Aronoff (1976) and Stump (2001), in which the rule of input
and output is only circulated between words. As a result, the formation rule for that word
can be shown as: /X/ > /Xkal; where the former /X/ indicates the input (cmyoenm) and the
latter /Xxa/ refers to the output (cmyoenmra). However, once the rule is assumed to be
circulated between the stem of the words as suggested by accounts of, Matthews (1974) and
Anderson (1992), this rule seems to be unaccurate to explain the above coinage of cmyoenm
> cmydewmra. This IS because its formation does not include any
phonological/orthographical change occurring during its formation process. Hence, the IP
model seems insufficient to interpret many coinages of {+x(a)} where an additive

morphology is taking place.
2.4.2.2.3 Observation 3: Difficulties of types of phonemes

On the one hand, | have noticed that when a word ends in a combination of a vowel and a
consonant (VC) or a consonant and a vowel (CV), then it is more likely to avoid any type
of truncation or alteration to produce new words as illustrated by axpo6am [akrobat/
‘acrobat (m.)’ > akpo6amxa lakrobatka/ ‘acrobat (f.)’; 60eau Ibogach/ ‘rich man’ > 6oeauxa
/bogachka/ ‘rich woman’; 3a0aua /zadacha/ ‘task’ > sadauxa /zadachka/ ‘small task’, etc.
However, some formations ending in these combinations are subjected to mutation or
truncation, such as ascmpusx [lavstriyak/ ‘Austrian (m.)’ > ascmpusuxa lavstriyachka/
‘Austrian (f.)’; rykosuya /lukovitsa/ ‘onion’ > nykoexa /lukovka/ ‘small onion’; 6oreapun
> boneapka; xkorouna Ikolonna/ ‘column’ > xononxa /kolonka/ ‘small column’; onepemma
> onepemka, etc.

On the other hand, words ending in a combination of (CC/VV) are possibly subject to
alteration or truncation. Namely, cemss Isem'ya/ ‘family’ > cemeiika /semeika/ ‘small
family’; and ghunn [finn/ ‘Finnish man’ > ¢punra /finka/ ‘Finnish woman’. Conversely, other
formations ending in this combination are not affected by alteration or truncation. See

examples of 6ozamen /bogatei/ ‘rich man’ > 6ozameiika Ibogateika/ ‘rich woman’; and
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unmennuzenm lintelligent/ ‘intellectual man’ > unmennucenmra lintelligentka/ ‘intellectual
woman’.
Consequently, the IP model is unable to generalise a static rule which organises truncating

or alternating specific words on the basis of types of phonemes.
2.4.2.2.4 Observation 4: Difficulties of morphological sequence of deverbal coinages

The IP model assumes that most deverbal formations omit their verbal ending and the
linking vowel. As illustrated by smazams /vmazat'/ ‘to fix in’ > emaska Ivmazka/ ‘fixing’;
and eozums [VOzit'/ ‘to drive, carry’ > sosxa IvozKa/ ‘carriage’.® However, other formations
are formed by using the stem of the present tense. This can be shown by kzacms Iklast'/ ‘to
lay down/on’ (xiany /Kladu/) > xkraoka /Kladka/ ‘laying’; ckpecmu [skresti/ ‘to scratch’
(cxpeOy /skrebu/) > ckpéoxra Iskryobka/ ‘scratching’; mpsicmu [tryasti/ ‘to shake’ (Tpsicy
Itryasu/) > mpscka ltryaska/ ‘shaking’; ceus /sech’/ ‘to cut, chop’ (cexy /seku/) > ceuxa
/sechka/ ‘cutting, chopping’; and cmpuus /strich’/ ‘to trim, clip’ (ctpury /strigu/) >
cmpudcka Istrizhka/ ‘trimming, clipping’. Thus, multiple rules are posited by the IP model

to explain the variety of formations.
2.4.2.2.5 Observation 5: Difficulties of root allomorphy

Root allomorphy is evident while producing words with the suffix {+x(a)}. This phonetic

alteration occurs between the following phonemes:

1) 1@l — lel, I&l: mygna ltuflyal ‘shoe’ > myghenvra ltufel'kal ‘slipper’; xonna /kopna/
‘shock’ > xonénxa Ikopyonka/ ‘small shock’; and cocna /sosnal ‘pine-tree’ > cocénka
/sosyonka/ ‘small pine-tree’.

2) 1@l — lol: swibpams Ivybrat! ‘to pick, select’ > swibopra Ivyborka/ ‘selection’; and
yopams [ubrat/ ‘to remove, harvest, tidy’ > y6opka luborka/ ‘removal, harvesting,
tidying’.

3) /@] — Iwil: nocrame [poslat’/ ‘to send’ > nocwinka Iposylkal ‘sending, parcel, errand’; and
npucaamy [prislat’/ ‘to send, dispatch’ > npucwiixa Iprisylka/ ‘sending, dispatching’.

4) lel — Il bnecmems [blestet/ ‘to shine’ > oaécmxa Iblyostka/ ‘paillette, spangle’; and
epebenw Igreben’/ ‘comb’ > epebénra Igrebyonkal ‘comb’.

5) /el — lol: mopyesams [tortsevat’/ ‘to pave with wood blocks’ > mopyosxa [tortsovka/

‘wood pavement’.

- The above examples: emaszams, eosums omit the verbal desinence AND the linking vowel (morpheme).
Interestingly, these verbs use the infinitive stem (because otherwise it would be {Bmax+} /vmazh/).
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6) /il — [&l: oxaimums /Okaimit’/ ‘to border, edge’ > oxaémrxa /okayomka/ ‘surrounding
something’.

7) lal —lol: naows lad'ya/ ‘boat’ > nooxka /lodka/ ‘boat (dim.)’.

8) [uum/ — [eml, [éml, lam/: evinumams Ivynimat'/ ‘to take out’ > ésiemra Ivyemka/ ‘taking
out’; chumams [Snimat/ ‘to photograph’ > cwémxa /s"yomka/ ‘photographing’; and
nepenumams [perenimat’/ ‘to take over’ > nepeumka /pereimka/ ‘taking over’.

Thus, the IP model implies a sporadic distribution of multiple allomorphs of various

formations.
2.4.2.2.6 Observation 6: Difficulties of irregular formations

The production of specific words containing the suffix {+k(a)} cannot be explained by
undergoing WFRs as above. The reason is that these words are a reflection of univerbation
and acronyms. This can be seen by oourouka lodinochka/ ‘lone person’ (oounoxuii wenosex
/odinokii chelovek/); manonumpascka [malolitrazhka/ ‘mini-car’  (manoarumpasicroiii
aemomobuns Imalolitrazhnyi  avtomobil'/); cmonspra Istolyarka/ ‘carpenter’s shop’
(cmonapuas macmepckas Istolyarnaya masterskaya/), etc. Hence, imposing certain rules
using the IP model to explain the formation process of the above coinages seems irrelevant

and inappropriate.
2.4.2.27 Observation 7: Difficulties of different interpretaions of WFRs

The IP model presupposes that there is more than one potential rule to interpret a certain
formation. For instance, presumably, the WFRs for ueorcnvui > nesicenxa is possibly
explained by having an allomorphy which affects the stem, coinciding with the addition of
the suffix {+x(a)}. A second possibility is that the adjectival suffix {+usrii} is removed first,
and then the compound suffix {+enxk(a)} is attached. This overlapping situation between
the processes of (allomorphy + additive morphology) versus (truncation + compound
suffixation) can also be found in other formations. Consequently, multiple interpretations
that contradict each other can be posited to explain the same formation. This sort of
taxonomic approach to morphological processes ends up being far too powerful; I have to
posit too many potential processes that are then unconstrained, and | end up with no

satisfactory explanation/rule at all as a result.*

10- What IP morphology can do is merely formalise the patterns in the data — that is, for every different pattern
they just suppose a different type of rule and have it encoded in the system and linked to the relevant lexemes.
This does correctly represent the data but it has no predictive power — it is pure formalism and tells us nothing
interesting linguistically about how these words are mentally stored or formed.
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2.4.2.3 Observations found in the WP model

The WP model consists of multiple accounts which share a similar notion by dealing with
related words at the word level. The ‘Network Morphology’ account (Bybee 1985) relies
essentially on two concepts: words and their connections. The surface word shares phonological
and semantic connections with its base lexeme or at least one of them should exist. This seems
intuitive when encountering surface words reflecting the following: 1) full semantic and
phonological correspondence: cmyoenm > cmyodenmka; 2) semantic correspondence only:
Mblmb > MOUKa;, cHumams > cvémka, etc.; and 3) phonological correspondence only: soda >
800Kd.

However, the problem arises when | encounter surface words in which both phonological
and semantic connections are distorted. This can be seen by nomsims [pomyt/ ‘to wash’ >
nomotika /pomoika/ ‘rubbish heap, dump’; wusnumams liznimat/ ‘to overcome, defeat’ >
usvémra liz"yomka/ ‘shoot, taking pictures’, etc. Here the lexical connection, whether
semantically or phonologically, is violated in these coinages. The above account does not
successfully interpret the simultaneous mismatch of form and meaning, as it depends on
semantic and phonological connections to define the affiliation of surface words to their base
lexemes. Thus, once both levels of connections are distorted, there is no reliable way to map
surface words to their base lexemes. This makes the above account insufficient to cover the
whole picture of word formation in Russian at least from a semantic perspective.

Other accounts, in particular ‘Extended Word and Paradigm’ (Anderson 1982) and
‘Paradigm Function Morphology’ (Stump 2001) have employed the paradigmatic scope in
defining the correlation of their members. Their basic idea is to consider the base lexeme as a
paradigm; other derivative forms correspond to this paradigm phonologically and semantically.
This structure expresses paradigmatic relations in which the meaning and the form are
associated with the word level. Therefore, this results in considering them as a framework of
the paradigm-based approach. The minimal sign for this approach is a lexeme rather than a
morpheme. The lexeme is treated as “... a locus of parallel information, where semantic,
syntactic, phonological and morphological information are combined” (Brown and Hippisley
2012: 44).

On the one hand, this paradigmatic domain hinges on the concept of analogy/similarity to
the most frequent word in the mind of the speaker to produce new coinages. On the other hand,
it allows surface words to reflect the following: 1) phonological extension which is termed in
other models as additive morphology; 2) heterogeneity of meaning; and 3) mismatch of forms

which are explained in other models as subtractive morphology; mutation; and allomorphy.
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The WP model copes with the problems found in other models: cmyoenmxa, 6ooka,
AMepuKkamka, MouKka, cvémka, opyacka, nomotika, and usvémxa can be considered as new
derivative words that belong to their main paradigms cmyoenm, sooa, amepuxaney, moims,
cHumams, opye, nomvims, and usnumams. Noting that although various phenomena are taking
place in these data: (cmyodenm > cmyoenmra (additive morphology), soda > sooxa (semantic
mismatch), awepuxaney > amepuxanxa (subtractive morphology), meime > motixa
(allomorphy), chumamos > cwémxa (allomorphy), opye > opyaxcka (mutation), nomvims >
nomotixa (allomorphy plus semantic mismatch respectively), and wusnumamos > uzvémka
(allomorphy plus semantic mismatch respectively) the correlation between the paradigm and
its new form of a word is still achieved by this paradigmatic formula/pattern: [X] > [Xxka].

A pattern/rule is subsumed under the term ‘structural description’ (Langacker 2002: 17): the
relationship between related words can be described by a stored pattern/rule. This pattern/rule
organises the interrelationship between derivative elements as a main paradigm and its new
derivative form whether there is a formative and semantic correspondence or not. This model
treats its parts, whether the paradigm or the other formative words, as stand-alone units. All
data can be represented by this model since it does not consider the internal circumstances of a
given structure. Rather it deals with a word as a whole component. As a result, this model seems
the most convincing one to explain all production of {+x(a)} regardless of having various

linguistic phenomena taking place while forming surface words.
2.4.3 Some views rejected by the formations with {+k(a)}

The semantic correspondence of coinages of {+x(a)} to their base lexemes would contradict
some views proposed earlier by some scholars. It has been indicated earlier that the semantic
relevance between items can determine whether a process is inflectional or derivational (e.g.
Bybee 1985: 5; Miceli and Caramazza 1988: 25; Feldman 1994: 442). A strong semantic
relevance between items is considered inflectional, whereas weak and divergent semantic
relevance is considered derivational.

However, it has been found that words containing the derivational suffix {+k(a)} reflect
greater semantic relevance. In 2.4.2.1.8.1, | have introduced the terms ‘MATCH’, ‘DIVERGE’,
and ‘MODIFY’ in order to examine the level of relevance found in these formations.
Subsequently, the distribution of the above terms in formations of {+k(a)} is shown in Figure
2.14:
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Figure 2.14 The distribution of semantic relevance

Heterogeneity of meaning represents the smallest number. This heterogeneity varies
according to the type of base word. Figure 2.15 represents the differences between bases with

respect to semantic correspondence:
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Figure 2.15 The disparity of semantic relevance

As aresult, semantic relevance is primarily expressed by the majority of words with {+x(a)}
as shown in Figure 2.14 and Figure 2.15 (see above). Even though the term ‘MODIFY” refers
to a modified meaning, it still reflects a correlation between meaning and base. Thus, I might
argue that derivational morphology presented by formations of {+x(a)} also reflects high
semantic relevance. This possibly contradicts the above views that only inflection can result in
the feature of high semantic relevance.

Derivational morphology is characterized as being unpredictable, with ‘productivity’ and
‘generality’ distinguishing between inflection and derivation. The common assumption in
theoretical morphology (e.g. Bauer 1988: 15; Feldman 1994: 442; Stump 1998: 16; Booij 2000:
363; Koefoed and van Marle 2000: 303; Haspelmath 2002: 71; Gaeta 2007: 182) is that
inflectional productivity is generally higher than derivational.!* Inflection seems to be more
predictable than derivation. Other scholars (e.g. Bybee 1985: 5; Katamba 1993: 207; Blevins

1. Stump (1998: 16) argues that “inflection is generally more productive than derivation”. Also, Feldman (1994:
442) shares similar view by stating that “inflectional formations are more productive ... than are derivational
formations”.
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2001: 213) point out that inflectional forms tend to be generated automatically and regularly
depending on their environment. Conversely, the derivational process may behave sporadically
owing to the lack of regular morphemes for the same application; therefore, their behaviour is
unpredictable.

‘Unpredictability’ is a negative feature: it describes what cannot be done or what is difficult
to do, and it does not reflect what speakers do. However, speakers have almost no difficulty in
deciding which suffix to add or what it means. My data has shown that I can predict safely for
any particular noun how it will implement Diminutiveness, Feminisation, etc., and | can always
predict what function(s) the suffix {+x(a)} will have as shown by Figure 2.8 (see above). So, |
have a mismatch in that ‘theory’*? suggests something is difficult and disparate, and yet | know
that most of the time speakers consistently agree on the suffix needed for a particular function
and interpret it consistently when they hear or see it.

Accordingly, the suffix {+x(a)} has shown the ability to be predictable in its environment.
This predictability is possibly triggered by a speaker’s use of the suffix in certain applications.
This use is perhaps associated with the concept of ‘expressive derivation’ which has been
addressed earlier. Therefore, derivation may retain the animacy of the base; morphosyntactic
features can be preserved by expressive derivational affixes. This is possibly reflected by an
inheritance of meaning and gender as well (cmox > cmoaux; and dom > domux). This may result
from the fact that the meaning of the derivative word is affected by the meaning of its base
‘most of time’. This means that the semantic meaning of the surface word complementary to

the meaning of its base.
2.4.4 A comparison arises via formations with {+k(a)}

According to the word-based approach, the morpheme {+x(a)} has contributed to the
formation of different categories which are shown in Figure 2.1 (see above). This might be
considered a problem for some morphological models since these categories cannot be
recognised by them. The differences in the approach between these categories is displayed in

Table 2.4 where the ‘Frequency’ term indicates the representation of each category:

2_ It is worth defining the concept ‘theory’ and how it differs from other terms, particularly account, model, and
approach. The word ‘theory’ refers to quite broad concept in scope and attempts to answer a very general
hypothesis about the way a field works. Interestingly, most of the authors” work mentioned in this thesis are not
doing that: they can be said to give an ‘account’ (an explanation of how a theory might be implemented) or to
propose a ‘model’ (a working-out of a theory). The term ‘approach’ can be defined as the loosest of all, since it
might refer to a model, a perspective, a methodology, an account, and various other things.

59



Table 2.4 Comparative view towards different categories of {+x(a)}

The suffix {+k(a)} Compound suffixes {+k(a)} as a part of the root
wp J J J
IP J ? ?
1A J ? ?
Frequency 79% 20% 01%

Obviously, the WP model does not show any constraints in the distribution of the categories
shown in Table 2.4 since they operate at the word level. Therefore, it has no need to distinguish
between: 1) compound suffixes; 2) {+x(a)} as a part of the word root; and 3) words contain the
suffix {+k(a)} unless the distinction is somehow relevant or emerges from my data. Thus, the
above model can explain all of them without issue. However, the 1A model deals with these
words at the morpheme level; the correlation of the base and surface word is absent. Therefore,
this model treats all words ending in {+x(a)} as having been formed only by the suffix {+k(a)}
relying on a juxtaposition of one morpheme to another. Meanwhile, the IP expresses restriction
in its treatment to the some of the above categories. If | consider accounts of Aronoff (1976)
and Stump (2001), then this model does not have any constraints in dealing with all the
categories above because it deals at the word level. However, when considering accounts of
Matthews (1974) and Anderson (1992), then this model exposes problems to differentiate
between the suffix {+k(a)} and other categories where the morpheme {+x(a)} is an essential
part of their composition due to its treatment at the morpheme level. So, these accounts indicate
a sense of contradiction. This is reflected by treating their objects (the inputs and outputs) at
two different levels. The former treats them at the word level, while the latter treat them at the
stem level.

Morphologically, I have seen that words with the suffix {+k(a)} may be subject to various
linguistic phenomena, such as allomorphy, truncation and mutation. In addition, some words
may take on more than one potential base. Thus, morphological models vary in their treatment
of these phenomena. This disparity can be illustrated in Table 2.5:

Table 2.5 Comparative view towards different phenomena

Simple formation | Truncation | Allomorphy | Mutation | One base | Multiple bases
WP J J J J J J
P ? J J J J ?
IA J ? ? ? J ?
Frequency 36% 38% 09% 17% 80% 20%
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The WP model explains all the above phenomena, whereas other models do not. For
instance, words allocated under the category of ‘Simple formation” which are triggered by an
additive morphology cannot be explained by accounts put forward by Matthews (1974) and
Anderson (1992) in the IP model. The stem of these words does not contain any phonological
(allomorphy and mutation) or morphological (truncation) processes to be described and
explained later by the above model.

Also, it seems difficult to trace the base of surface words with multiple potential bases, as
WFRs operate only between the stems themselves. Similarly, the IA model seems only able to
explain words with the category of ‘Simple formation’, since it occurs in a linear arrangement.
Other phenomena rely heavily on allomorphy or phonemic rules to deliver these other
formations. They tend to be problematic for this model because the arbitrary correspondence of
meaning and form caused by the occurrence of linguistic phenomena (e.g. allomorphy,
truncation, and mutation) would violate the main concept of this model. Additionally, when |
have a multiplicity of bases, the IA model has a deficiency in choosing a certain base for a

certain surface word since it deals with words at the morpheme level.
2.5 Conclusion

Derivational morphology tends to reflect a correspondence of form and meaning between
related words. However, the heterogeneity of form and meaning might infringe upon this
connection. Thus, the morpheme-based approach and process-based approach seem invalid for
the classification of words in relation to their bases. Instead, the theoretical framework of the
word-based approach is based on the paradigmatic relationship reflected by a paradigm (the
base lexeme) and a new derivative form (the surface word). The word-based approach
represented by the WP model seems solid in classifying words to their morphological source
regardless of whether there is a morpho-semantic correspondence, or these corresponding
elements are violated. This approach describes the relationships between the parent and
derivative words as interrelated connection. Thus, this paradigmatic depiction simply represents
a network of mutual relationships between surface and base words. This illustrates the level of
phonological and semantic similarity that exists between derivative elements.

Treating related words at the word level makes the WP model able to deal with all coinages
of {+x(a)} without indicating problems. However, other models exhibit problems in doing so.
On the one hand, | dwelled longer in discussing the problems found in the IA model. | detected
8 observations (please see Section 2.4.2.1, pages 31 — 51). On the other hand, the discussion
regarding the observations/constraints found in the IP model is much less (please see Section
2.4.2.2, pages 51 — 55). The IP model is composed of two different accounts: Matthews (1974)
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and Anderson (1992) assumed that WFRs operate between stems of related words; however,
Aronoff (1976) and Stump (2001) assumed that WFRs operate only between the input and the

output at the word level. So, the constraints are only observed with the first account since it is

closer to the morpheme level. The second account does not express problems since it deals with

related words at the word level. This explains why the problems observed in the IP model are

much less compared to those of the IA model.

1-

Implementing the word-based approach has highlighted the following issues:

Words containing the suffix {+x(a)} implicate various linguistic phenomena in their
coinages. This complexity makes this suffix a good example to examine which
model/approach best covers the whole picture of word formation.

Just because a word ends in a certain morpheme, instantiated here on {+x(a)}, this does not
always mean that it has been formed with that morpheme unless the correlation between the
base and surface words is exposed. Thus, | have identified two other categories alongside
the aforementionded suffix: 1) compound suffixes; and 2) {+k(a)} as a part of the word
root. This underlines the fact that the correlation between the base and surface word is
fundamental, undeniable, and unavoidable.

Examining word formation process with {+x(a)} has led me to refute some theoretical
assumptions. Derivational morphology is considered to be unpredictable to its environment.
This states that it cannot obtain a high semantic relevance existing between related words.
My data has shown that the suffix {+x(a)} is predictable to the speaker by its use and it
obtains a high semantic relevance compared to its base form.

Importantly, the morpheme-based approach represented by the IA model and the process-
based approach represented by the IP model have reflected problems to classify surface
words to their base. However, the word-based approach represented by the WP model
proves its validity to cover all productions with the suffix {+x(a)}. This leads me to propose

a hypothesis that prefers the WP model to describe my data.
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3 Chapter: The correlation of productivity with mental

representation and frequency

3.1 Introduction

The word-based approach of morphology outlined in Chapter 2 challenges traditional
accounts in structuralist linguistics that divorced the study of semantics from phonological form
as one indivisible unit. The consequence of separating meaning from the cognitive perception
of words led scholars previously to construct models of meaning as rule-based, whereby
meaning was built up in a linear fashion by coupling together component parts of words. By
contrast, as its name suggests, the word-based approach of morphology supposes that language
users can perceive meaning by registering words as discrete units.

Lexical items are considered a major part of a speaker’s knowledge in any language. How
these items are accessible to be learned, perceived and produced by the speaker is regarded as
one of the fundamental aims of psycholinguistics. Chialant and Caramazza (1995: 65) consider
productivity as a factor that is associated with how the word is realized in a lexicon. A proper
understanding of the mechanism of mental representation of words can help researchers to
answer crucial questions pertaining to the word productivity and its relation to this
representation.

Recognizing the factors that result in word productivity and how inflected/derivational forms
are produced by the speaker is a crucial issue to investigate. For example, it is stated that the
suffix {+x(a)} is one of the productive suffixes in Russian (e.g. Vinogradov 1972: 62;
Townsend 1975: 189). This raises a number of questions. Does the productivity of this suffix
result from its mental representation? Do mental accounts have any part in shaping the basic
notion of morphological models of word-formation, or do they just share similar concepts? How
does the frequency influence the recognition of morphologically complex words and their
morphemic components? And lastly, is there any disparity in accessing and processing words,
depending on whether words are frequent or not?

To answer the above questions, this chapter thus argues that the mental representation of this
suffix is best described by the single-route account. This account requires less time in
recognising/processing words since it depends on the concept of frequency and analogy.

This chapter aims to elucidate the concepts associated with mental representation and its
relationship to productivity and frequency effects. It begins by addressing the mental
representation of morphologically complex words through the following points: 1) basic factors

of mental representation; 2) various mental accounts: a) an explanation of the single-route
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account; and b) an explanation of the dual-route account. Secondly, the concept of frequency is

investigated from the following angles: 1) type and token frequency; 2) the effect of frequency

types on mental accounts. Lastly, the concept of productivity is explored through the following

points: 1) the definition of productivity; and 2) the conditions of productivity.

3.2 Mental representations of morphologically complex words

3.2.1 Basic factors of mental representation

Psycholinguistic studies have investigated how a word is stored, processed and later

produced. Many studies have attempted to underline how the mental representation may be

subject to particular effects. Lexical development in the child’s brain to perceive and produce

words is usually affected by various factors:

1-

Common words occupy a high proportion of the mental storage of children: “when the
average number of words in the vocabulary is 50, common nouns account for 40% of forms”
(Stoel-Gammon 2011: 6). Interestingly, as the average vocabulary size rises to more than
600 words, the percentage of common words stays the same: 40%. The earliest-acquired
common words by children contain words commonly employed in social contexts, for
instance daddy, mommy, hi, bye-bye, etc. Similarly, Stemberger and MacWhinney (1986:
18) note that children often articulate a common inflected form accurately, while they fail
to use less common forms. This implies that the storage of known forms is faster and more
accessible in the mental lexicon of not only children, but adults as well.

The input frequency can be a second factor; certain parts of speech (e.g. articles, pronouns,
quantifiers, prepositions) are more frequent inputs than others. Therefore, they can be
perceived and produced early. This view has gained support from MacWhinney (1978: 9)
through underscoring the link between ‘lexical strength’ and the input frequency. He
indicates that this strength relies on the frequency of the input-accessibility and production
frequency. This means that the frequency of usage of a word by adults determines how
accurately the word will be perceived by the child.

The social environment has a great influence on a child’s vocabulary acquisition. This can
be explained by the fact that children who spend more time within the family quickly
develop their phonological skills. This influences their vocabulary acquisition and
production (Stoel-Gammon 2011: 6-7).

3.2.2 Various mental accounts

Seroussi (2012: 289) states that the mental lexicon is a debated topic; the fact that scholars

posit the possibility of morphological decomposition leads us to question whether morphemes
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(bound and free) exist as lexical autonomous units or not. Weyerts et al. (1996: 125) report that
the latest psycholinguistic studies have scrutinized representation and access of
morphologically complex words. The controversy lies in whether these words are stored as
whole units or their storage relies on decomposing them into roots and affixes. Stemberger and
MacWhinney (1986: 17) use the examples dogs and walked to exemplify these two methods:

1- Inflected forms are stored and represented as one unit in the lexicon as shown by /dogs/,

and /walked/.
2- Inflected forms are stored and represented as two autonomous units in the lexicon as shown

by /dog/ plus /s/; and /walk/ plus /ed/.
3.2.2.1 Single-route account (SR)

Scholars have not reached a consensus on the alternatives above. Some are in favour of the
first variant in which derivational/inflected forms are stored and represented as single unit in
the lexicon (e.g. Vennemann 1974; Leben and Robinson 1977). The same position is taken by
Sosa and Macfarlane (2002: 228). They note that recent studies and evidence have shown that
morphologically complex words are holistically represented in a lexicon. This position is
supported by evidence from speech production (Losiewicz 1992) and tasks of lexical access
(e.g. Bertram et al. 2000; Alegre and Gordon 1999). Jackendoff (1975: 639) argues that
inflected forms are stored, but they are nevertheless analysable into multiple components or
divisible units. Therefore, according to this approach, specific forms are stored in memory,
although they can ultimately be analysed into their morphemic components, or they are
implicitly composed of morpheme sequences.

In this account, inflected regular forms, such as walked are treated the same as irregular
forms, behaving in a way which shows that they are holistically stored in the lexicon. The
mental representation in the account of ‘single-mechanism’ is influenced by some factors, such
as frequency of usage. This approach is exemplified in Bybee’s (1985) model of ‘Usage-based’
or ‘Network Morphology’ account, which proposes a model for processing words; all forms are
created and associatively memorized in the mental lexicon where their position in the lexicon
is influenced by factors of usage and analogy.

As a result, this model does not include any constraints pertaining to what should or should
not be stored in the lexicon; the storage is solely determined by similarity to other frequent
forms. For instance, when the speaker intends to form a feminine form of an infrequent word,
for instance anbaney lalbanets/ ‘Albanian (m.)’, then s/he will remember a similar form that is
more frequent, such as amepuxaney > amepuxanxa 10 analogize the same formation.

Subsequently, s/he will be able to produce the word az6anxa lalbanka/  Albanian (f.)’ based on
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the above analogy with formation of the word amepuxanxa. Therefore, usage analogy results in
predicting forms that are similar to those already heard and known. Relying on the analogical
basis is intended to be used as a general account to show how similarity can influence the
generation of new forms (Nosofsky 1990).

Analogy has a number of advantages in language processing. It assumes that known forms
are only stored, and it is possible to apply analogy to create new ones that have not been heard
or known. The second advantage is that it does not require someone to extract generalizations
based on the data, and then formulate them into rules or systems or constraints. This concept is
consistent with other accounts that treat words as stored entities having a complex network and
internal connection among each other (e.g. Bybee 1985, 1988; 1995; Fowler, Napps, and
Feldman 1985; Lukatela, Carello, and Turvey 1987; Grainger, Cole, and Segui 1991; Drews
and Zwitserlood 1995).

The use of analogy traditionally accounts for the existence of exceptional findings. That is,
if a result does not fit with a general rule, then a certain form is phonologically or semantically
analogous to the exceptional one; an analogous use “is sought that is then said to influence the
exceptional form in such a way that it does not develop according to the general process”
(Eddington 2000: 420).

Interestingly, other methods utilise the concept of analogy to generate unknown forms. One
of them is called ‘minimal generalization’ which was proposed by Albright and Hayes (2003:
124). This method assumes that the generalization can be carried out by comparing the
formation of forms with one another. It means that when two forms seem similar in terms of
formation, as exemplified by cmyoenm > cmyoenmxa; and abonenm > abonenmra. So, it is
possible to generalize the following formula/pattern [X] > [Xka] in order to generate other
oriented forms. In this approach, rules appear later alongside storage of forms to ease access to
forms or generalize this rule to form other words.

Eddington (2000: 427) notes the similarities between analogy and the ‘exemplar model’.
This account suggests that forms are fully stored, and they are not susceptible to being parsed.

In this regard, two concepts of SR account are possibly close to the exemplar-based model,
namely ‘Analogical modelling of language’ - AML (Skousen 1989, 1992, 2003; Skousen,
Lonsdale, and Parkinson 2002) and ‘Memory Based-Learner’ — TiIMBL (Aha, Kibler, and
Albert 1991; Daelemans 2005). In the former, the memory token can be used for predicting
linguistic behaviour where prediction can be made according to specific exemplars. This model
assumes that all forms whether regular or irregular are attributed to a similar mechanism. If the
need appears to determine a specific linguistic behaviour (e.g. allomorph choice, affix, etc.), a

search is carried out starting from the most similar entries to the particular context in question,
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and then expanding this search to the less similar ones. The algorithm entails an explicit
procedure for collecting an analogical set in which analogy/similarity might be chosen, and
applied to the particular context. The analogical set contains the most similar of database entries
to the particular context, while less similar ones have a smaller chance of being included. AML
possibly hence calculates the effect of the analogical set on the particular context behaviour,
where the most frequently behaviour occurred is underlined (Eddington 2000: 283).

Daclemans’s approach (TIMBL) is regarded as an expansion of the model developed first
by Aha, Kibler, and Albert (1991). Daelemans (2005: 3) posits that this model assumes using
the stored form in order to generate similar coinage. Thus, two techniques are implemented in
this approach: the storage and similarity-based concept. In this approach, rules are not used to
generate new forms; instead, it seeks to simulate the impact of frequently stored patterns on
other new coinages. The difference between the above models is that TIMBL operates more
than one example in order to identify one ‘nearest neighbour’ as a model, whereas AML
operates a comparison among all forms in order to find the most analogous exemplar to be a
model for other formations.

To recapitulate the notion of the above account, morphologically complex words are
holistically stored and processed in the lexicon regardless of whether they are regular or
irregular. Additionally, Sosa and Macfarlane (2002: 229) posit that big units, in particular non-
idiomatic constructions and phrases, are stored and processed as individual forms.

3.2.2.2 Dual-route account (DR)

It has been suggested that morphologically regular words are analysed and stored as
morphemes. Stemberger and MacWhinney (1986: 18) posit the notion of ‘morphemic’ storage
that is more relevant to the mental representation than other approaches. They indicate that
when comparing a monomorphemic word, e.g. Rex, with a bimorphemic word of similar
phonological structure, such as wrecks, the phoneme /s/ reflects a morphemic realization when:
1) it is longer in terms of pronunciation; and 2) the possibility of having errors is reduced. This
implies that morphemes are separately stored, so this view is consistent with the second variant
of various mental approaches which were raised earlier. The model of full decomposition
(Stemberger and MacWhinney 1986) assumes analysing words into their morphological
constituents.

The symbolic view of morphology describes the morphological structure as combinatorial.
For instance, the form of the past tense of reported comprises two discrete elements (report and
ed); both morphemes possess an independent entry in the mental lexicon. The combination of

two morphemes results in creating the complex structure: {report+ed}, whose compositional
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meaning relies on its constituent meaning. So this complex structure cannot be stored in a
memory as one unit, whereas irregular forms of the past tense like gave can be (Hay and Baayen
2005: 342). Similarly, Bauer (2001: 46) identifies in many psycholinguistic studies a tendency
to regard irregular inflection as stored, while regular inflection is generated by a rule.

Dressler (2008: 457) states that the plural girl-s is computed by a rule of plural formation
that applies to a singular word girl. Such plural formation is computed during production; it is
decomposed in terms of receptive processing. Accordingly, when encountering the plural form
girl-s, then this formation is possibly decomposed into girl as a singular form and the morpheme
{+s} as a pluraliser item. This decomposition indicates that only the singular form girl is stored,
and the pluraliser is not. Conversely, when encountering the plural formation oxen, then this
form of plural is simultaneously stored with the singular form ox; and hence, is subject to direct
lexical access. As a result, there is no available rule to decompose the word oxen into two
segments: the singular ox plus the pluraliser morpheme {+en}.

This account has been supported by (e.g. Butterworth 1983; Pinker and Prince 1988; Pinker
1991; 2000; Chialant and Caramazza 1995; Schreuder and Baayen 1995), where it considers
the constitution of mental lexicon as comprising both whole words and morphemes. Weyerts et
al. (1996: 126) highlight the underlying principle of this account: irregular and regular inflected
forms are mentally represented in two qualitatively different ways. Irregular forms are
completely stored, while stems of regular forms are stored and concatenated with suitable
affixes via the symbolic processor of a rule-based model. This approach assumes two
motivating points: 1) regular processes are categorical; and 2) rules are often implemented on
them.

Pinker (2000: 19) supports the view that regular forms are created by rules and irregular ones
are retrieved from memory, because it is nicely consistent with the big picture of language

design.
3.2.3 Discussion

The main aim of the psycholinguistic studies | am considering here is to offer explanations
of how: 1) words are mentally perceived; 2) processed by various accounts; and 3) produced
by the speaker. I have focused on two accounts posited by psycholinguists to explain the mental
access of morphologically complex words. The first one is called the SR, in which there is no
difference between the treatment of regular and irregular formations: most forms are stored in
the lexicon as a whole unit. In this account, an analogical mechanism is used to generalize or
analogize frequent stored forms to create new forms. The second account is called the DR. This

account supposes that regular forms are stored as separate morphemes, which are assembled
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into words in production and decomposed back into morphemes in reception. Irregular forms

are perceived and stored in the lexicon as one indivisible unit.
3.2.3.1 The reflection of mental accounts on morphological models of word formation

I can note similarities between models of mental representation and morphological models
of word-formation. For instance, the 1A (Item and Arrangement) model seems similar to the
regular forms of the DR account. The similarities found between them when the word is built
in production and decomposed in processing using their component morphemes. This
compositional structure can be manifested, particularly within the word cmyoenmxa; where the
first segment cmyoenm represents a unit status whether mentally or lexically, and the second
segment {+x(a)} possesses a similar representation to the first one. Therefore, both models
(mental representation and word-formational) share an identical approach that makes the
(regular) word composed of morphemes or units.

Interestingly, having a rule (the stem + an affix) is not confined to the regular forms of the
DR account, but it also can be found in other accounts of the WP (Word and Paradigm) model.
The concept of ‘structural description’, which is proposed by Langacker (2002: 17), presents
the following formula: [X] > [Xk(a)]; where usage rules is to describe the relationship between
words. The variable [X] refers to the stem, whereas the label [k(a)] refers to the suffix
participation. This description seems so far similar to the representation of regular forms in the
DR account; where the word realization is created by a rule that deals with a stem as one unit
and the affix as a second one. However, in Langacker’s account, morphemes are not considered
units and their existence is indirectly mentioned since they obtain an abstract role over a
paradigm and words associated with it. So, the difference observed is that regular forms in the
DR account distribute the unit status between the stem and the affix, whereas in the WP model,
morphemes are not independent units. Therefore, the whole word is treated as one unit without
any possibility of decomposing it into morphemes.

In this regard, the model of ‘minimal generalization’ proposed by Albright and Hayes (2003:
123) posits that “rules can be gradually built up from the lexicon through iterative generalization
over pairs of forms”. Hence, if a certain process/formation is repeated, then the chances increase
that a general rule will appear. So, taking a pair of words related through word formation, such
as cmyoenm > cmyoenmka Would be a starting point, then the rule is construed or comprehended
later as a result of the linkage apprehended. Therefore, this approach of elucidating a specific
formation occurred by a rule would be similar to the concept of regular forms in the DR account.

However, the term ‘minimal generalization’ assumes rules come later by having two forms that
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are paradigmatically related to each other (SR account), whereas the DR account supposes the
existence of this rule in advance.

The IP (Item and Process) model is designed to handle the irregular forms of a DR account
since both of them deal not with the level of morphemic realization but with the level of words
as inputs and outputs. For instance, the Russian suffixes {+eca} and {+oBbs} are assigned to
create the plural form of the following singular nouns: ne6o Inebo/ ‘sky (sing.)’ > webeca
Inebesa/ ‘sky (pl.)’; coin Isyn/ ‘son (sing.)’ > ceinosws Isynov'yal ‘son (pl.)’, etc. This kind of
plural formation is regarded irregular in Russian since it diverges from the traditional method
of creating the plural form of the masculine noun, in which the inflected ending {+s1} is added
to words whose stem ends in a hard consonant, as shown by 3a6o0 /zavod/ ‘factory (sing.)’ >
3as00ut [zavody/ ‘factory (pl.)’, etc.

Phonologically, an arbitrary correspondence between morphophonemics and semantics
caused by irregularity of inputs and outputs is exhibited by residual alteration (allomorphy),
such as rebo > nebeca; coin > coinoswst; g0 > went; etc. This arbitrariness is possibly covered by
the IP model, which offers a plausible solution for filling the mismatch of form between inputs
and outputs. Additionally, the treatment of irregular forms in the DR account would not
decompose the above plural formation. Instead, they are completely stored as one unit
represented by inputs (ne6o, coin and go) and outputs (nebeca, cvinosvs and went). This
realization completely adheres to the basic notion of the IP model in its morphological treatment
with the word formation process. Hence, the mental realization of irregular forms in the DR
account is elegantly and comprehensively compatible with the general concept of the IP model.

The WP model tends to be consistent with the general concept of the SR account since the
representation of words is holistically stored as one indivisible unit. Therefore, both share a
similar notion that is a paradigmatic relationship in which there are two members: the base word
(the paradigm) and its surface word (the new derivative form). Hence, both of them assume that
the word representation is based on the whole words and not morphemes, so each word has an

indivisible unit.
3.2.3.2 Complexity not explained in the DR account

I can assess which of the two models of mental representation - the SR model or the DR
model - gives the best account of the data for words contain the suffix {+x(a)}. Assuming that
the mechanism of forming words with this suffix would follow the traditional structure of word
formation by adding the affix to the word stem, then this method of formation seems to be
regular since it can be identically applied to create other words possessing the same suffix, but

it may not necessarily express similar meaning. As a result, the process of generating regular
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forms in the DR account might explain the formation of this suffix. This implies that the pattern

of creating, for example, the diminutive formation is formed as a rule in the mind of the speaker;

the word stem is already stored and the diminutive suffix {+x(a)} is added to it in which the

diminutiveness is created. This pattern can be manifested as the following regular pattern: [X]

> [X+x(a)], where the former variable would represent the stem (the base) and the latter variable

indicates adding the diminutive suffix {+x(a)}. So, s/he will use this rule to form the new
diminutive form when it is needed, as exemplified by 6opowra /borona/ ‘harrow’ > 6oponka

/boronka/ ‘small harrow’; 6anoepons [banderol'/ “wrapper, label’ > 6anoeponvka [banderol’ka/

‘small wrapper, label’, etc.

Thus, the DR account depends on the existence of ‘default’ and ‘exceptional’ forms. The
suffix {+x(a)} would be mentally explained by the regular form of the DR account (the default
form), where using a rule, rather than storage, is dominant. However, a problem arises when
encountering words for which the creation of the diminutive meaning occurs through the use of
suffixes other than {+k(a)}. Subsequently, there is no clearly identifiable ‘default’ or
‘exceptional’ formant of diminutives. These suffixes are listed below with the indication to their
type frequency found in the Obratnyi slovar
1- The suffix {+ok} (768), as exemplified by uac /chas/ ‘hour’ > uacox /chasok/ ‘hour (dim.)’;

eonoc Igolos/ ‘voice’ > 2onocox Igolosok/ ‘voice (dim.)’, etc.

2- The suffix {+éx} (130), as shown by sseps /zver' ‘beast’ > 36epék [zveryok/ ‘beast (dim.)’;
nens Ipen’/ ‘stump, stub’ > nenéx Ipenyok/ ‘stump, stub (dim.)’; zams /zyat'/ ‘son/brother-
in-law’ > zamék /zyatyok/ ‘son/brother-in-law (dim.)’, etc.

3- The suffix {+ux} (78), as found in the following examples: noc /nos/ ‘nose’ > nocux Inosik/
‘nose (dim.)’; xazam /khalat/ ‘robe’ > xaramux /Khalatik/ ‘robe (dim.)’; cmon > cmonuk;
ooMm > OoMuk, €etc.

4- The suffix {+uux} (589), as shown by cmaxan Istakan/ ‘glass’ > cmaxanuux /stakanchik/
‘glass (dim.)’; uwemooan /chemodan/ ‘suitcase’ > wemodanuux /chemodanchik/ ‘suitcase
(dim.)’; ousan Idivan/ ‘divan’ > ousanuux /divanchik/ ‘divan (dim.)’, etc.

5- The suffix {+mo} (34), as illustrated by suno /vino/ ‘wine’ > sunyo /vintso/ ‘wine (dim.)’;
nucbmo [pismo/ ‘letter’ > nucvmeyo [Ipis'metso/ ‘letter (dim.)’; croso Islovo/ ‘word’ >
cnosyo [slovtso/ ‘word (dim.)’, etc.

6- The suffix {+ue} (117), as shown by niamwe [plat'e/ ‘dress’ > niamovuye [plat'itse/ ‘dress
(dim.)’; oeno /delo/ ‘business’ > oenvye /del'tse/ ‘business (dim.)’; mmenue /mnenie/

‘opinion’ > mrenvuye Imnen'itse/ ‘opinion (dim.)’, etc.
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7- The suffix {+ma} (11), as found in dseps /dver'/ ‘door’ > osepya Idvertsa/ ‘door (dim.)’;
nens llen'/ “laziness’ > nenya llentsa/ “laziness (dim.)’, etc.

8- The suffix {+eu} (459), as exemplified by 6pam /brat/ ‘brother’ > 6pamey [bratets/ ‘brother
(dim.)’; mamepuan [material/ ‘material’ > mamepuaney /materialets/ ‘material (dim.)’;
sakas [zakaz/ ‘order’ > 3axasey /zakazets/ ‘order (dim.)’, etc.

9- The suffix {+uma} (122), as illustrated by sews /veshh'/ ‘thing’ > sewuya Iveshhitsa/ ‘thing
(dim.)’; sooa Ivoda/ ‘water’ > soouya /voditsal ‘water (dim.)’; cecmpa [sestral ‘sister’ >
cecmpuya [sestritsa/ ‘sister (dim.)’, etc.

Similarly, the gender alteration from masculine to feminine is a common feature associated
with words produced specifically by the suffix {+x(a)}. This can be shown by cmyoenm >
cmyoenmka; amepukaney > amepuxanka, etc. However, the problem emerges again when the
speaker encounters words where the gender alteration occurs by using different suffixes than
the suffix {+x(a)}:

1- The suffix {+a} (158), as exemplified by xym /kum/ ‘godfather’ > kyma /kuma/ ‘godmother’;
cynpye Isuprug/ ‘spouse (m.)’ > cynpyea Isupruga/ ‘spouse (f.)’; pa6 Irab/ ‘slave (m.)” >
paba Irabal ‘slave (f.)’, etc.

2- The suffix {+una} (216), as exemplified by yaps /tsar'/ ‘tsar’ > yapuya /tsaritsa/ ‘tsarina’;
umnepamop limperator/ ‘emperor’ > umnepampuya limperatritsa/ ‘empress’; ymmubiil
flumnyi/ ‘smart (M.)” > ymnuya lumnitsa/ ‘smart (f.)’, etc.

3- The suffix {+umuma} (1152), as illustrated by owumenw [zhitel'/ ‘inhabitant (m.)’ >
acumensnuya [Izhitel'nitsa/  ‘inhabitant (f.)’; ywumens /luchitel’/ ‘teacher (m.)” >
yuumenvnuya luchitel'nitsa/ ‘teacher (f.)’; nucamenw Ipisatel’/ “writer (m.)’ > nucamenvnuya
Ipisatel'nitsa/ “writer (f.)’, etc.

4- The suffix {+ma} (288), as illustrated by eeruxan Ivelikan/ ‘giant (M.)’ > eeruxanwa
Ivelikansha/ ‘giant (f.)’; onexyn [opekun/ ‘guardian (M.)’ > onexynwa /opekunsha/
‘guardian (f.)’; eenepan Igeneral/ ‘general’ > cenepanviua Igeneral'sha/ “general’s wife’, etc.

5- The suffix {+ws} (153), as exemplified by cosopyn /govorun/ ‘chatterer (m.)’ > cosopynws
/govorun'ya/ ‘chatterer (f.)’; 6ecyn [begun/ ‘runner (M.)’ > 6eeynvs [begun'ya/ ‘runner (f.)’;
2ocmw 1gost'/ “guest (M.)’ > cocmws Igost'yal “guest (f.)’; ceam [svat/ ‘father of son-in-law’
> ceamus [ISvat'yal ‘mother of son-in-law’, etc.

6- The suffix {+mmma} (540), as shown by mropemwux [tyuremshhik/ ‘jailer (m.)’ >
mwopemwuya ltyuremshhitsa/ ‘jailer (f.)’; manyoswux [tantsovshhik/ ‘dancer (m.)” >
manyoswuya ltantsovshhitsa/ ‘dancer (f.)’; 6anwux /banshhik/ ‘bath-house attendant (m.)’
> oanwuya /banshhitsa/ ‘bath-house attendant (f.)’, etc.
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7- The suffix {+ua} (117), as shown by xoponesuu /korolevich/ ‘king’s son’ > xoponresna
/korolevna/ ‘king’s daughter’; nonosuu [popovich/ ‘priest’s son’ > nonosua /popovna/
‘priest’s daughter’; kusocuy /knyazhich/ ‘prince’ > kusorcna Iknyazhna/ “princess’, etc.

8- The suffix {+una} (648), as illustrated by xyzen /kuzen/ ‘cousin (m.)’ > kysuna /kuzina/
‘cousin (f.)’; kypgropcm IKurfyurst/ ‘elector (m.)’ > kypghropcmuna IKurfyurstina/ ‘elector
(f)’; 2cogmeiicmep [Igofmeister/ ‘steward of the household” > 2ogmericmepuna
/gofmeisterina/ ‘stewardess of the household’, etc.

9- The suffix {+es} (19), as shown by cocyoaps Igosudar’/ ‘sovereign (M.)’ > cocyoapuins
/gosudarynya/ ‘sovereign (f.)’; eyews /gus'/ ‘goose (M.)’ > eycwina Igusynyal ‘goose (f.)’;
6apun [barin/ ‘barin’ > 6apwins [barynyal ‘barin’s wife’, etc.

10- The suffix {+uns} (39), as shown by 6o /bog/ ‘god’ > 60euns Iboginya/ ‘goddess’; eepoti
/geroi/ ‘hero’ > eepouns Igeroinya/ ‘heroine’; mowmax /monakh/ ‘monk’ > monaxums
/monakhinya/ ‘nun’, etc.

11- The suffix {+ecca} (16), as shown by noom Ipoet/ ‘poet (M.)’ > nosmecca Ipoetessa/ ‘poet
(f.)’; nampon [Ipatron/ ‘patron (m.)’ > namponecca [patronessa/ ‘patron (f.)’; adsoxam
/advokat/ ‘barrister (m.)’ > aosoxamecca ladvokatessa/ ‘barrister (f.)’, etc.

12- The suffix {+uca} (12), as found by axmép [aktyor/ ‘actor’ > axmpuca laktrisa/ ‘actress’;
nexkmop [lektor/ ‘lecturer (m.)’ > zexmpuca /lektrisa/ ‘lecturer (f.)’; uncnexmop linspektor/
‘inspector (m.)’ > uncnexmpuca linspektrisa/ ‘inspector (f.)’, etc.

13- The suffix {+tuxa} (85), as illustrated by mpyc /trus/ ‘coward (Mm.)’ > mpycuxa ltrusikha/
‘coward (f.)’; nosap Ipovar/ ‘cook (m.)’ > nosapuxa Ipovarikha/ ‘cook (f.)’; nopmnoii
/portnoi/ ‘tailor (M.)’ > nopmnuxa Iportnikha/ “tailor (f.)’, etc.

14-The suffix {+uuma} (180), as exemplified by cazemuux /gazetchik/ ‘newspaperman’ >
eazemuyuya lgazetchitsa/ ‘newspaperwoman’; 6Oygemuux [bufetchik/ ‘barman’ >
oygemuuya [bufetchitsa/ ‘barwoman’; doxraouux /dokladchik/ ‘speaker, lecturer (m.)’ >
ooknaouuya /dokladchitsa/ ‘speaker, lecturer (f.)’, etc.

15- The suffix {+oBuna} (52), as found by ouxuui /dikii/ ‘shy, fantastic person (m.)’ > ouxosura
/dikovina/ ‘marvel, wonder (f.)’, etc.

16- The suffix {+sra} (40), as exemplified by 6eonwiii /bednyi/ ‘poor person (m.)’ > bedusiea
/bednyaga/ ‘poor person (f.)’; xumpey [Khitrets/ ‘sly, cunning person (m.)’ > xumpsea
/khitryaga/ ‘sly, cunning person (f.)’, etc.

17- The suffix {+yxa} (91), as illustrated by cmapux /starik/ ‘old man’ > cmapyxa [starukha/
‘old lady’, etc.
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A similar problem observed when finding other suffixes that denote Substantivisation as the
suffix {+k(a)} does with certain coinages particularly xpacums > kpacka; enocums > 6nocka,
etc. These rival suffixes are listed as follows:

1- The suffix {+mwmk} (1044), as shown by xonuposams Ikopirovat'/ ‘to copy’ > konuposwux
/kopirovshhik/ ‘copying’; sumosams [zimovat/ ‘to winter’ > sumoswux [zimovshhik/
‘wintering’; copmuposamuw [sortirovat'/ ‘to sort’ > copmuposwux Isortirovshhik/ ‘sorter’,
etc.

2- The suffix {+ok} (384), as exemplified by 6pocamuw /brosat’/ ‘to throw’ > 6pocox [brosok/
‘throw’;  3eeamw [zevat'l ‘to yawn’ > zesox [zevok/ ‘yawn’; kuseamw [Kivat'/ ‘to nod’ >
kusok IKivok/ ‘nod’, etc.

3- The suffix {+ una} (233), as shown by enacms Ivpast/ ‘to fall into, lapse’ > snaduna
/vpadina/ ‘cavity, hollow’; ucnapume [isparit/ ‘to evaporate’ > ucnapuna lisparina/
‘evaporation’; mopwums /morshhit'/ ‘to crease, wrinkle’ > mopwuna /morshhina/ ‘crease,
wrinkle’, etc.

4- The suffix {+ora} (111), as illustrated by zeeamo /zevat! ‘to yawn’ > zesoma [zevota/
‘yawning’; opemamucs [dremat'sya/ ‘to feel drowsy’ > dpemoma Idremota/ ‘drowsiness’;
naxams [pakhat'/ ‘to plough’ > naxoma /pakhota/ ‘ploughing’, etc.

5- The suffix {+6a} (98), as instantiated by 6opomscs /borot'sya/ ‘to wrestle, struggle’ >
bopvoa [bor'bal ‘wrestling, struggle’; 6oponumscs boronit'sya/ ‘to harrow’ > 6oponvba
/boron'ba/ ‘harrowing’; opyorcums [druzhit/ ‘to be friends with® > dpyacéa [druzhba/
‘friendship’, etc.

6- The suffix {+ax} (101), as shown by monmuposams [montirovat’/ ‘to assemble’ > monmaorc
/montazh/ ‘assembling’; uncmpyxkmuposamu linstruktirovat'/ ‘to instruct’ > uncmpyxmaogxic
linstruktazh/ ‘instructing’; maccuposams Imassirovat’/ ‘to massage’ > maccaoc Imassazh/
‘massage’, etc.

7- The suffix {+us} (193), as exemplified by sosumwcs Ivozit'sya/ ‘to take trouble (over)’ >
eo3ns [voznyal ‘trouble’; mazams /mazat'/ ‘to oil, daub’ > masna /maznya/ ‘poor painting,
daub’; cmpsname [stryapat'/ ‘to cook’ > cmpsinus Istryapnya/ ‘cooking’, etc.

8- The suffix {+otus} (33), as illustrated by 6ezams /begat’/ ‘to run (about)’ > Hecommus
/begotnya/ ‘running about, bustle’; xonamwscs [kopat'sya/ ‘to rummage, dawdle’ > konommus
/kopotnya/ ‘dawdling’; moaxamwcs [tolkat'sya/ ‘to push, shove’ > moaxomnus [tolkotnya/

‘crush, squash’, etc.
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9- The suffix {+mus} (610), as shown by peacuposams [reagirovat/ ‘to react’ > peaxyus
Ireaktsiya/ ‘reaction’; ammecmosams [attestovat'/ ‘to attest’ > ammecmayus /attestatsiya/
‘attestation’, etc.

Consequently, using other suffixes to denote similar applications (Diminutiveness,
Feminisation, and Substantivisation) implies that to implement the DR account on usage of the
suffix {+x(a)} requires a modification. It means that words formed by the above suffix to denote
the above applications contain a regular pattern and alternatives respectively. These alternatives
are represented by the participation of other suffixes to denote the same applications compared
to the suffix {+x(a)}. Therefore, the modification in this account is presented by inserting these
alternatives alongside regular forms.

In other words, the modified concept of this account is represented as follows: ‘regular and
alternative forms’ are generated by rules and stored as divisible units. Meanwhile, irregular

forms are holistically stored as one unit. This account can be presented in Figure 3.1:

[ Dual-route account ]

| |

Regular and alternative forms Irregular forms

Figure 3.1 The modified version of the DR account

This modified form of the DR account incorporates the fact that one regular oriented function
may be expressed by the participation of various affixes. This feature can be widely found in
highly inflected and derivational languages including Russian. Hence, the new modification
seems practical for the description of mental representation of the suffix {+x(a)}.

However, the objection to this approach emerges when asking what the factor is that causes
someone to choose a specific suffix to be attached to a certain stem, given that another stem
cannot obtain the same suffix to convey a similar meaning or function. This can be illustrated
in the Obratnyi slovar’ in which the suffix {+x(a)} has produced approximately 1300 words
expressing the diminutive meaning, such as wxona /shkola/ ‘school’ > wkonxa Ishkolka/ ‘small
school’; wunens [shinel'/ ‘coat’ > wunenxa Ishinelka/ ‘small coat’, etc. In this regard, this suffix
has created exactly 1148 words indicating the feminine meaning, such as cmyoenm >
cmyoenmka; akmusucm > akmusucmia, etc. Also, this suffix has generated exactly 1919 words
indicating Substantivisation. This can be illustrated by oxpacums > oxpacka; nonocums >

noHocka, etc.
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However, other compound suffixes have participated to produce the following portions and

indicate the same above meanings/functions (Diminutiveness, Feminisation, and

Substantivisation) respectively:

1-

The suffix {+amx(a)/umk(a)/emk(a)/émx(a)/omk(a)/ymk(a)/prmk(a)/romk(a)/smk(a)} has
formed around 200 words, such as cmapux > cmapuxawxa [starikashka/ ‘old man (dim.)’;
npocwba Ipros'’bal ‘request’ > npocvbuwra Ipros'bishka/ ‘small request’; cmasens Istaven'/
‘shutter’ > cmasewa [staveshka/ ‘small shutter’; pwi6a /rybal “fish’ > pei6éwra Irybyoshka/
‘small fish’; radons > nadowka; eopobei Ivorobei/ ‘sparrow’ > sopobyuwxa /vorobushka/
‘small sparrow’; ozaows /lolad'yal “fritter’ > oraowiuxa /oladyshka/ “fritter (dim.)’; mecmo
Itest'/ ‘father-in-law’ > mecmiowxa [Itestyushka/ ‘father-in-law (dim.)’; zeo /led/ ‘ice’ >
neosiuka [ledyashka/ “piece of ice’, etc.

The suffix {+éuxk(a)/unk(a)/onk(a)} has formed approximately 50 words, as illustrated by
eonosa lgolova/ ‘head/mind’ > zonosénka /golovyonka/ ‘small head/mind’; xposws /krov'/
‘blood’ > kposunxa Ikrovinka/ ‘drop of blood’; w6ka lyubka/ ‘skirt’ > ro6uonxa [yubchonka/
‘mini-skirt’, etc.

The suffix {+enbk(a)/onbk(a)} has formed around 40 words, as exemplified by noza Inoga/
‘leg/foot’ > noorcenvra Inozhen'ka/ ‘small leg/foot’; wanka Ishapka/ ‘cap’ > wanomnvka
/shapon'ka/ ‘small cap’, etc.

The suffix {+eux(a)/nux(a)/oux(a)} has formed approximately 80 words, as illustrated by
kacmpions [Kastryulya/ ‘pan/pot’ > kacmproneuxa [kastryulechka/ ‘small pan/pot’;
seoomocms [vedomost'/ ‘list/register/record’ > gedomocmuurxa [vedomostichka/ ‘small
list/record’; 6omba > 6ombouxa, etc.

The suffix {+erka} has created 44 words, as instantiated by maux > manxemxa; posa >
pozemka, etc.

The suffix {+ypka} has produced 22 words, as exemplified by oous > douypxa; oesouxa
/devochka/ “girl (dim.)’ > oesuypra /devchurka/ ‘little girl (dim.)’, etc.

The suffix {+anka} has created exactly 162 words. This can be found by 6ecrey > beensnxa,
epex Igrek/ ‘Greek (m.)” > epeuanxa /grechanka/ ‘Greek (f.)’, etc.

On the one hand, the suffix {+oska} has generated exactly 63 words altering the gender
from masculine to feminine. This can be instantiated by sop > soposka; scuo [zhid/ ‘jew’ >
acudoska Izhidovka/ ‘jewess’, etc. On the other hand, this suffix has created exactly 28
words indicating Substantivisation. This can be found by pacnunums [raspilit/ ‘to saw up’
> pacnunoexa [raspilovka/ ‘sawing’; ceepaums [sverlit/ ‘to bore, drill” > ceeprosxa

/sverlovka/ ‘drilling’, etc.
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9- The suffix {+éxxka} has produced exactly 11 words. This can be seen by 6om6ums /bombit’/
‘to bomb’ > 6ombéxcrka [bombyozhka/ ‘bombing’; derums [delit/ ‘to divide’ > denéicka
/delyozhka/ “division’, etc.

Similarly, what is the reason for attaching the suffix {+«(a)} to denote the feminine type of
the word cmyoenm, as illustrated by cmyoenmra? Meanwhile, the same suffix cannot convey a
similar function with the word yuumens, and nonetheless the suffix {+auma} does so, as
exemplified by yuumenvsnuya. Actually, the appropriate answer to this variance can be
explained by the concept of storage; a stored pattern in the mind of language users possibly
determines that a specific stem/word will obtain the suffix {+x(a)} (cmyoenmra), whereas
another stem/word will possess another suffix {+auna} (yuumenvnuya) despite the fact that
both words express the same function/meaning (gender alteration). Thus, the SR account states
that there should be a default form and then some (a few) irregularities. Here | have a situation
where perhaps {+k(a)} is the ‘default’, but | am left with many non-default forms that have
their own patterns. This refutes the assumption that the formation of the suffix {+x(a)} is
explained by the DR account. It means that proposing a modification to this account by having
alternative forms alongside regular forms, as shown by Figure 3.1 (see above) is not adequate.
Instead, it is found that the suffix {+x(a)} is best mentally represented by the SR account. This
account offers a plausible solution as to why | have several suffixes for the same
meaning/function. In addition, this approach would be compatible with the argument of
assuming that the WP model is the best one to represent my data, while other models fail to do
SO.

3.3 The frequency concept

The speaker may depend on the stored pattern whether it is operated by SR
(analogy/generalization) or DR account (rule) to generate new word formations. However, what
makes it possible to use this stored pattern as a tool for coining words? The initial assumption
is that it is the effect of frequency which makes a specific word more accessible in the mind of
the speaker: frequent words are processed and accessed in the mental lexicon faster than
infrequent words. This leads language users to use them more readily as a model to form new
words. Hence, the effect of frequency is discernible on specific processes (prefixation and
suffixation) since they are productive elements in forming words.

Bybee (2006: 8) states that repetition is considered to be an indispensable component of
grammar formation. The sensitivity of the mind to repetition can play a crucial role in word
processing and storage. This sensitivity can be applied not only to the domain of language, but

also for other cognitive functions. Therefore, Stoel-Gammon (2011: 20) indicates that
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frequency is one factor that leads language users to acquire words earlier. Memory is
strengthened by the repetition, which makes linguistic forms better represented and more
accessible in the mind of the speaker. This view is supported by multiple psycholinguistic
studies. The frequency invokes a change in the perception of cognitive responses: the more
frequent a word is, the faster its accessibility and the easier its identification (Connine, Titone,
and Wang 1993). Corroboratively, words with high frequency are accessed faster in lexical
decisions (e.g. Burani and Caramazza 1987; Holmes and O'Regan 1992; Schreuder, Burani, and
Baayen 2002). Hence, frequency has an undeniable effect on processing and accessing words
in the mental lexicon. This results in specific words becoming a good sample to be used as a

stored pattern for the formation of new words, either by analogy or generalization.
3.3.1 Type and token frequency

Type frequency, sometimes known as ‘lexical frequency’, deals with the number of distinct
items in a language which contain the process or item under consideration. Bauer (2001: 47)
advances the example of the word bishopric; where the type frequency of the morpheme {+ric}
is 1: in other words, this is the only word in English that contains this morpheme. Similarly, the
morpheme {+ter} has a type frequency of 2 as it is only found in slaughter and laughter. Also,
it is found that the type frequency of the suffix {+ank(a)} as mentioned in the Obratnyi slovar’
is 5 since words formed by this suffix only counted 5, as exemplified by socuanxa Ivoschanka/
‘a wax paper’; epeuanxa; nonosuanxa [polovchanka/ ‘Polovtsian woman’; mypuanka
fturchanka/ ‘Turkish woman’; and mropuanka ftyurchanka/ ‘Turkish woman’. Whereas the type
frequency of the suffix {+unsk(a)} in the above dictionary is only counted 2 as found in
saunvka [zain'ka/ ‘small hare’; and naunsxa Ipain'ka/ ‘good/lovely child’. Therefore, “type-
frequency refers to the number of different words in a class, each counted once” (Keuleers et
al. 2007: 212).

Token frequency, sometimes defined as ‘text frequency’, deals with the number of times that
a certain item exists in a particular text or body of texts: “token frequency refers to the number
of occurrences of a word” (Keuleers et al. 2007: 212). That is, in the token frequency, each
repetition of the same item counts as a separate occurrence. Therefore, the token frequency of
the morpheme {+ric} in a text may be 20, if bishopric occurs 20 times within the text. As an
empirical example here, the token frequency of plural {+s} in this paragraph is four despite this

token being represented in different words.

78



3.3.2 Discussion

The brain is sensitive to repetition which affects the mental representation of words. The
more highly and frequently used in the language a word is, the more accessible to the brain it
IS. This makes it a good model for memory and analogy.

Some scholars consider high frequency as a condition for word productivity (e.g. Uhlenbeck
1978; Bauer 2001). Moreover, Lieber (1981: 114-15) defines productivity in terms of the
frequency of inputs - the base word. How can this frequency intervene to determine the
productivity of a specific word? The answer is simple: if the word is frequently used by people,
then it can be used as a model to generate other formations. This makes this frequent form a
productive form which becomes more represented and accessible to the mental lexicon. Thus,
a crucial question arises here; can the mental representation of words affect this productivity?
In other words, does this representation objectively differentiate between how items are
mentally produced? For example, if one form is retrieved from memory and another is
compounded as needed, then I might expect the second one to take longer to produce.

To support this approach, it is argued that words with high-frequency are quickly accessed,
fluently produced and less susceptible to error (e.g. Dell 1990; Hay et al. 1999). Regarding this,
Losiewicz (1992) finds that the regular morpheme of the past tense in forms with high
frequency is shorter in terms of duration than forms with low frequency. For instance, she
identified the affix {+ed} as acoustically short in a high frequency form needed compared to
the homophonic form kneaded with low frequency. Also, Sereno and Jongman (2000) observe
that the reaction of the participants was faster when dealing with high frequency forms (both
base and inflected). Similar findings have been found by Alegre and Gordon (1999); high
frequency forms manifested short response latencies compared to low frequency forms.
Accordingly, the lexical representation of the former is more accessible than the latter (Sosa
and Macfarlane 2002: 229).

Highly frequent forms are possibly stored, so they seem to be more accessible to the speaker.
This allows researchers to consider them frequently used and more productive than other forms
which are generated by a rule. This can be explained by the cognitive response of the mind
which possibly takes a longer time to process and perceive forms represented by a rule (the DR
account). Hence, Vennemann (1974: 78) argues that SR account is more able to produce more
types than forms created by a rule; their productivity results from the fact that they are stored
and not from their transparency for analysis.

This would be compatible with my argument which says: more rules = fewer items versus

more items = fewer rules. This implies that the productivity varies between the mental accounts
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in which the SR account tends to be more adequate than the DR account to produce more types.
This gives me a plausible explanation why the suffix {+(a)} is regarded a productive one in
Russian since its mental representation is triggered by the presence of high-frequency stored
lexemes. Hence, Bauer (2001: 101) considers the storage process as an important element of

word production and a crucial sign to processing the word into lexical entries.

3.4 The concept of productivity

3.4.1 The definition of productivity

In the literature, the definition of the term ‘productivity’ is contentious. Scholars differ in
their views towards regarding what is productive: some of them consider certain affixes to be
productive (e.g. Schultink 1992: 189; Fleischer 1995: 71). For other scholars, it is words which
are productive (Saussure 1969: 228); or the probability of new forms occurring (e.g. Harris
1951: 374-75 ; Aronoff 1983: 163). Therefore, Bauer (2001: 20) proposes that the ability to
coin new words is a prerequisite condition for productivity. Another definition assigns the
productive status to a certain morphological process (e.g. Uhlenbeck 1978: 4; Anderson 1982:
585). For yet others, it is certain rules that are considered as productive (e.g. Aronoff 1976: 36;
Bakken 1998: 28).

In order to minimize the disagreement among scholars to defining productivity, Bauer (2001:
25) lists Rainer’s (1987) definition as follows:

1- The frequent usage of input and output words in specific applications (token frequency).
2- The quantity of words and their proportion (type frequency).
3- The possibility of generating new words.

Apparently, the above definitions of productivity reflect incompatibility among each other.
Some of them seem qualitative, while others quantitative. In other words, some of them rely on
the number of words that already exist in the language; however, others centre around words
that can be formed via a certain rule.

The status of productivity is varied among scholars. Defining certain affixes to be
productive seems problematic, especially when encountering words consisting of non-affixal
elements; and nonetheless, their formation is still considered productive. An example of this is
the ablaut-motivated English compound where a reduplication of the segmental framework has
occurred, particularly ping-pong; zigzag; etc. “This pattern appears to be ‘productive’ in the
sense that new formations can be found using it” (Bauer 2001: 13).

Additionally, assigning productivity to the morphological process/rule does not mean this
is generally applicable for all word formations. So, | am cautious about saying that a particular

process/rule is productive. This can be explained by finding new words formed by using non-
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productive processes, such as clippings: deli from delicatessen; blends: mimsy from miserable;
acronyms: AIDS — acquired immune deficiency syndrome; etc. These formations are not
derived on the basis of a regular derivation, so they are not considered productive despite having
new words formed by using the same method. Bauer (1988: 33) claims that it is not even
obvious that their formation is morphological. However, there is a common thread among the
above definitions that is generating words: “The productivity of any pattern — derivational,
inflectional or syntactical — is the relative freedom with which speakers coin new grammatical
forms by it” (Hockett 1958: 307). This variant seems acceptable since it is the least controversial

choice among other definitions of productivity.
3.4.2 The conditions of productivity

Bauer (2001: 20) identifies three prerequisites for productivity: 1) semantic coherence; 2)
frequency; and 3) ability to coin new forms. This productivity cannot be established unless a
certain degree of frequency is present. It means that the productivity is not defined by word
frequency; rather, frequency is a requirement for productivity. Uhlenbeck (1978: 51)
emphasizes that there is a connection between productivity and high frequency. The same
correlation is found with semantic coherence. In this sense, Aronoff (1976: 45) argues that
“productivity goes hand in hand with semantic coherence”. Coining a new word assumes that
there is an entity that the new word refers to. Otherwise, there is no need to form this word.

Many studies have addressed the effect of phonological transparency in the process of
productivity. Hohenstein and Akhtar (2007: 862) found in their study, which was conducted on
children aged two years old, that children are faster at producing words with {+ing} rather than
{+ed}. The reason behind this disparity of productivity is phonological regularity since the
suffix {+ing} sounds identical whatever the word is. However, the suffix {+ed} differs in terms
of sound between words, depending on the final phoneme that links to it. Also, words with the
suffix {+ing} have a greater frequency than the suffix {+ed}. Hohenstein and Akhtar (2007:
872-73) also found that it is easier for children to add the inflectional suffix {+ing} than to drop
it, while it is also easier for them to drop the inflectional suffix {+ed} than to add it to the bare
novel stem. This might be explained by phonological reasons.

Clark and Cohen (1984: 612) point out that productivity relies on the following devices:

1- A relevant absence of structural restrictions while using one device compared to another.
Children tend to be insensitive to these structural constraints since it is an early stage for
them and they do not acquire adequate information about these restrictions. For instance,
the suffix {+ness} has no constraints to be added to any English adjective to denote an

abstract noun. Yet the suffix {+ity} is only added to Romance roots, as illustrated by
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opagueness > opacity, versus haziness and not hazity though. Similarly, in English, there
are three main suffixes to denote the agent nominalizer: {+er}, {+ist} and {+ian}. The most
productive one among them is the suffix {+er}; this productivity accounts for it having
fewer structural restrictions than others. This suffix can be easily linked to any verb and it
does not lead to any change in the form of the verb, such as read > reader, work > worker,
etc. By contrast, other suffixes possess constraints to be added to verbs: a) the suffix {+ist}
is only added to Latin and Greek roots: chemist, cyclist, etc.; and b) the agentive marker

{+ian} is only included with specific Latinate words: librarian, musician, etc. Similarly, in

Russian, the suffix {+rensp} is restricted to a certain class of words; it is added only to
deverbal origin, such as nucame > nucamenw; s6ooums Ivodet/ ‘lead, drive’ > 6odumens

/voditel'/ “driver’, etc.

2- Frequent usage of words: words are regarded productive if they are frequently used by the
speaker community.

Dressler (2008: 457) suggests that productivity is conditioned by having regular patterns.
Productive patterns are those that are freely applied to form new words (e.g. each English noun
obtains the plural {+s} at the end of the word), whereas unproductive patterns are those that are
restrictively applied to certain words, namely irregular formations. These regular
morphological patterns therefore behave as productive rules. Thus, the formation of the English
plural girls is based on the morphological pattern in which the singular girl obtains the affix
{+s}. Conversely, the plural formation oxen is regarded as unproductive since it has an irregular
pattern, adding the suffix {+en} to the word ox. Obviously, the notions of obtaining a regular
pattern (Dressler 2008) and the absence of structural constraints (Clark and Cohen 1984) tend
to be similar and lead to the same findings.

So far, the above views of regularity seem similar to the observation of Hohenstein and
Akhtar (2007: 861). They note that productivity is conditioned by “the ability to generalize
linguistic knowledge”. Morphological productivity can be seen when adding, for instance the
suffix {+s} of the plural form to the singular noun, or adding the suffix {+ed} of the past tense
to the uninflected verb. So, adding the above suffixes has become a general pattern associated
with the above applications.

To summarize, productivity is conditioned by numerous factors: semantic coherence;
frequency of usage; and ability to coin new forms (Bauer 2001). Also, phonological
transparency can be a condition for productivity (Hohenstein and Akhtar 2007). Meanwhile,
the absence of structural constraints (Clark and Cohen 1984) and obtaining a regular pattern
(Dressler 2008) tend to be close in terms of acquiring a constant morphological realization.

Similarly, the view of the possibility of applying the linguistic information to be a general
82



pattern (Hohenstein and Akhtar 2007) seems similar to the view of regularity that is mentioned

earlier.
3.4.3 Discussion

In the literature, there are frequent indications as to whether a suffix is productive or
unproductive. However, the criteria that are used to apply these labels are not always clear.
Thus, | have pointed out the following basic conditions of productivity which are described by
multiple scholars: 1) semantic coherence; 2) frequency of usage; 3) ability to coin new forms;
4) phonological transparency; and 5) minimal structural restrictions. Notably, these conditions
are perhaps reflected in words contain the suffix {+x(a)} as follows:

The first point is possibly seen in the production of this suffix. The semantic coherence is
overtly manifested in many words contain the suffix {+x(a)} when comparing the meaning of
the base and its derivative word. It is estimated that only 10% of words with the above suffix
diverge in meaning in comparison to their base words as shown by Figure 2.14 (see above).
This coherence is possibly observed in the three basic meanings/functions of the above suffix,
such as Feminisation, Diminutiveness, and Substantivisation. This is illustrated by the
following examples: oerecam > oerecamka; meoans Imedal'’/ ‘medal’ > meoarvka /medal’ka/
‘small medal’; and yzsi6amocs lulybat'sya/ ‘to smile’ > yawiora /ulybka/ ‘smile’. The first
example expresses similar meaning except the difference of gender between male and female.
The second one the referent is exactly the same except the word that obtains the suffix {+x(a)}
expressing a diminutive meaning or occurring in colloquial discourse compared to the base
word (the referent). The third example yrwsi6xa reflects symmetrical meaning in line with its
base word yrsi6amobcs. Thus, it is possible to argue that the suffix {+x(a)} reflects a high degree
of semantic transparency as shown earlier in Section 2.4.3.

Secondly, the frequency of usage words with this suffix is possibly found by the dominance
of using it in the following applications:

1- Diminutive meaning that is commonly used by this suffix, as illustrated by poeyus rogulya/
‘fork’ > poeynvka [rogul'’ka/ ‘fork (dim.)’; kongpema Ikonfeta/ ‘candy/sweets’ > konghemxa
/konfetka/ ‘candy/sweets (dim.)’, etc.

2- Endearment meaning, as illustrated by 0505 /dyadya/ ‘uncle’ > 0s0vxa /dyad'ka/ ‘lovely
uncle’; rous Inoch’/ ‘night’ > nouxa /nochka/ ‘night (dim.)’, etc.

3- Altering the gender from masculine to feminine, as shown by apmsnun /armyanin/
‘Armenian (m.)’ > apmsauxa larmyanka/ ‘Armenian (f.)’; acnupanm [laspirant/ ‘post-

graduate student (m.) > acnupanmxa laspirantka/ ‘post-graduate student (f.), etc.
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Accordingly, there is no doubt that this suffix is widely used in Russian. This usage
frequency to denote the above functions perhaps might be found with a significant number of
words in Russian.

Thirdly, the above suffix has a relatively solid ability to coin words since this feature more
or less links to other prerequisites of productivity, such as the frequent usage of this suffix or
obtaining a regular morphological pattern of forming words by having a default stored pattern
in the mind: [X] > [Xk(a)]. This makes it possible to create more types with this suffix; its type
frequency listed in the Obratnyi slovar’ is more than 7000 words. This number was observed
while annotating data extracted from the above dictionary, as shown earlier in Section 2.3.
Meanwhile, the number of type frequency of {+k(a)} is significantly higher in the ARC
(Araneum Rossicum Corpus) which exceeded 88,000 words. This number has been calculated
while analysing the effect of relative frequency on coinages of {+x(a)}, as described later in
Section 4.4. Notably, type frequency number of {+x(a)} is much higher in the RNC, where is
101,901. This number is arrived at by doing a form search on strings ending in the sequence
{+k(a)} while conducting the semantic analysis in Section 6.4. This suggests that this suffix is
productive in Russian. So, this gives an ostensible clue about the capability of this suffix within
the word formation process.

Fourthly, words containing this suffix obtain a certain degree of phonological transparency.
This can be seen with a large number of words contain this suffix — 36% of words reflect this
feature. This significant portion does not reflect any phonological mismatch compared to their
base words as a result of truncation, allomorphy, and mutation. Therefore, a phonological
transparency can be seen in the production process of many words, particularly aopecam
/adresat/ ‘addressee (m.)’ > adpecamxa ladresatka/ ‘addressee (female)’; apecmanm larestant/
‘prisoner (m.)’ > apecmanmxa larestantka/ ‘prisoner (f.)’; ovrm /dym/ ‘smoke/fume’ > dvimka
/dymka/ ‘smoke/fume (dim.)’, etc.

Lastly, few structural constraints are observed within the production process of the suffix
{+x(a)}.*® Therefore, this suffix does not require any restriction to be attached, for instance to
both genders (feminine and masculine) to denote a specific meaning, as illustrated by xongema
> KoHhemxa; akmusucm > akmusucmia, etc. Moreover, various classes of base forms (noun,
verb, adjective, adverb, pronoun, number, conjunction, interjection, and preposition) can
participate to produce words with this suffix as shown by Figure 2.4 (see above). So, this suffix
tends to have regular morphological patterns due to having minimal structural constraints in

coining surface words.

13- There are few constraints, although they are arbitrary. The suffix {+x(a)} cannot be attached, for instance to
yuumens luchetel'/ ‘teacher’ or other nouns ending in {+rens} to produce the feminine form.
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3.5 Conclusion

Productivity has an undeniable correlation with the mental lexicon. Understanding the
mechanism of word representation in the brain may elucidate how words are perceived,;
mentally formed; and later produced by the speaker. | have addressed various points starting
from the mental representation to show the comprehensive image of items in the mental lexicon.
This realization is affected by the frequency level, which influences processing and accessing
words according to one of the mental accounts. In examining the notion of frequency | have
addressed various issues related to the frequency effect on how words are processed.
Productivity has formed the last point of discussion.

Moreover, addressing the above points has clarified why some linguists (e.g. Vinagradov
1972; and Townsend 1975) have argued that the suffix {+x(a)} is one of the most productive
suffixes in Russian. | have seen how speakers use the suffix {+x(a)} to create cmyoenmra from
cmyoenm and shown that this coinage cannot result from a rule. If {+k(a)} meant feminisation,
it is not clear why this suffix does not indicate the feminine pattern of yuumens, which combines
with the suffix {+uuma}, as seen in yuumenvnuya. Faced with these two options, the DR account
supposes one regular form that is productive versus another irregular (unproductive) form that
is stored in the lexicon. Since {+x(a)} is in competition with other forms in a DR account, |
have to decide that one of them is ‘regular/productive’ and others ‘irregular/unproductive’. By
contrast, the word-based approach highlights the validity of the SR-account because it treats
lexical items as single units rather than being composed according to rules. If | have a SR
account, then | can have more than one ‘regular/productive’ suffix. The chances of it occurring
are related to its type and token frequency. This explains why the suffix {+«(a)} is regarded as
a productive suffix in Russian since the latter account stands for its mental representation in
stored frequent patterns, in this case Feminisation. This makes the suffix {+x(a)} best described

by the SR account and, by extension, by the word-based approach.
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4 Chapter: Relative frequency effect on coinages of {+k(a)}

4.1 Introduction

My preceding analysis of the SR (Single-route account) revealed that the frequency of
lexical items is a crucial factor in their productivity. This chapter will develop this line of
argument by exploring the importance of the relative frequency level in the Russian
morphology of the suffix {+k(a)}.

Relative frequency is defined as “the difference between the frequency of the word itself
and that of its unaffixed base” (Anti¢ 2010: 2). Notably, the derivational process of relative
words is affected by two levels of frequency: 1) base, and 2) surface frequency. Vannest et al.
(2011: 145) indicate that the above levels of frequency are useful measures for morphologically
complex words: the former (that is, the stem whose frequency is an essential part of any new
derivative word) and the latter (the whole word including its stems and affixes). Both levels of
frequency play a crucial role in word processing. McCormick, Rastle, and Davis (2008: 308)
have similarly found that the lexical access of complex words is characterized by two competing
approaches: 1) the morphemic approach represented by the base frequency level; and 2) the
whole-word approach represented by the surface frequency level.

A significant question thus arises, how does the relative frequency influence the recognition
of derivative words and their morphemic components? In other words, how does this frequency
interact with the mental accounts and morphological models of word formation? Is there any
disparity in accessing and processing words, depending on whether words obtain a specific
level of frequency?

To answer these questions, it is argued that when the base frequency is higher than the
surface frequency, a surface word is inclined to be constructed and stored in divisible units (e.g.
Taft 1979; Kempley and Morton 1982; Taft 2004; Niemi, Laine, and Tuominen 1994). These
formations then are triggered by a rule-based model. Conversely, if the surface frequency is
higher than the base frequency, then a surface word is completely stored in one unit (e.g. Hay
2001; Vannest et al. 2011). The storage-based model, therefore, gives rise to the above
formations. Both levels of frequency have a specific term. That is, the base frequency level is
called ‘decomposable’ (DF) and the surface frequency level is called ‘whole-word’” (WF)
(Vannest et al. 2011: 145).

| argue that the formations of {+k(a)} are mostly influenced by the WF level. The RNC
(Russian National Corpus) query processor does not provide detailed statistics for searches;
therefore, data are extracted from ‘Araneum Rossicum Corpus’ (ARC) using the KonText

interface of the Czech National Corpus (CNC) in order to investigate which type of relative
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frequency is reflected by the above formations. The results of this analysis will corroborate my
main hypothesis for the preference of the storage-based model rather than the rule-based one.
This chapter consists of the following points. Firstly, clarification is provided regarding the
effect of frequency levels on morphological models and mental accounts. Secondly, certain
factors are presented pertaining to having either a DF or WF level. Thirdly, a description of my
data is made to show how corpus data is analysed. Fourthly, an expansion of using this suffix
is found by identifying new surface words that contain the suffix {+x(a)}. Lastly, the conclusion

is made to highlight the most prominent issues found in this chapter.

4.2 The effect of frequency levels on morphological models and mental

accounts

Burani and Thornton (2003: 158) point out that accessing the morphological structure of
complex words fundamentally relies on the evidence derived from two kinds of access units:
units corresponding to the entire word (SR account); and units corresponding to word
morphemes (DR — Dual-route account). They argue that relative probability of the lexical access
units crucially determines the effect of the frequency levels.

Both levels of frequency influence the mental storage of words. Studies conducted on
various languages, particularly French, Dutch, English, and Italian, have found that the level of
frequency plays a crucial role in mental word processing. For instance, Kempley and Morton
(1982: 450) have found in their experiment that if a certain word has a DF, this word is easily
stored in the lexicon as a morphemic combination.

Vannest et al. (2011: 145) notice that both levels of frequency are a reflection of two
suggested approaches. The first one proposes that the morphological process of complex words
occurs in association with their components or morphemes. This leads to a compositional
process whose reflection can be found in longer reaction times (Niemi, Laine, and Tuominen
1994). However, the second approach suggests that the recognition of complex words is based
on whole component morphemes (Taft 1979, 2004). On the one hand, Vannest’s account does
not completely fit with the basic notion of the DR account, because it does not strictly
distinguish between regular and irregular forms for processing. On the other hand, it is not a
simple SR account in that they insist on some element of morphological decomposition as part
of comprehension/processing.

Hay (2001: 1041) argues that morphological decomposition is affected by the relative
frequency level. Since high-frequency forms are stored as a single component, they seem
difficult to decompose and thus they do not contribute to the productivity of the affix they
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contain. According to Hay’s view, a derived form is less decomposable when it is more frequent
than its base, while it is more decomposable if it is less frequent than its base.

To summarise, the relative frequency can influence the way words are realised in the mental
lexicon and the recognition of morphological models of word formation. Polymorphemic words
with DF are easily recognized with respect to decomposing them into different components.
Therefore, the relative frequency affects processing a word in terms of its morphological
constituents (Burani and Thornton 2003). This depiction is similar to the mental representation
of regular forms in the DR account. Conversely, if the word obtains the WF level; it is
completely stored as one unit, and in turn this description adheres with the realization of the SR
account (e.g. Hay 2001; Vannest et al. 2011).

Thus, the WF level supports a SR account, whereas the DF level supports a DR account. In
other words, using a decomposition approach paves the way to reflect the DF level, while using

the storage approach leads to reflect the WF level.
4.3 Criteria of variance between the above levels of relative frequency

Word frequency level can predict whether words obtain certain features in their coinage. In
this regard, numerous linguistic factors give rise to deciding whether a certain word reflects a
DF or WF level. These factors are listed as follows:

1- The phonological property can play a substantial role in deciding the level of the above
frequency. Surface words with WF seem to reflect a feature of non-compositionality,
whereas surface words with DF can easily be decomposed into various building
elements/components. Vannest et al. (2011: 145-46) point out that the explicit realization
of complete morphemes shows a base frequency effect. They assume that ‘Neutral affixes’
preserve the phonological shape of their base words (accept > acceptable). These affixes
reflect the DF level in their formations. Vannest and Boland (1999: 325) hypothesise that
‘Non-neutral affixes’ cause a change when they attach to the base word (participate >
participant); they do not show the possibility of decomposing the surface word into various
morphemes. Instead, they are recognised as one unit. This suggests that these formations
are invoked by the WF level.

Vannest et al. (2011: 144) have termed the surface words with DF as more complex ones
since they are susceptible to the process of decompositional. By contrast, surface words
with WF are termed as less complex because they do not show any sensitivity to
decomposition. Thus, more complex words refer to those words which can be decomposed

into small and meaningful morphemes.
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The semantic property is another factor for identifying a specific level of frequency. Surface
words which seem more frequent than their bases (WF) should display characteristics of
incongruity of meaning. By contrast, surface words which seem less frequent than their
bases (DF) should display characteristics of congruity of meaning with respect to their
bases.

Numerous scholars (e.g. Marslen-Wilson and et al. 1994; Wurm 1997; Bertram et al.
2000; Feldman et al. 2004) argue that when the DF level is found, then the meaning of
derived words can be comprehended by its parts since they have a transparent semantic
correlation to their base, such as adorable < adore. Aronoff (1976) argues that the
association of the form with the meaning can be observed only at the morphemic level:
“both the form and the meanings of words are potentially internally divisible” (Aronoff
1976: 69).

A sporadic semantic correlation between related words leads to the question as to
whether derivative words are affected by the WF level. Additionally, there is a consensus
that highly frequent forms have low levels of semantic/orthographic correspondence to their
base words (e.g. Vennemann 1974; Jackendoff 1975; Leben and Robinson 1977; Sosa and
Macfarlane 2002; Rueckl et al. 1997; Joanisse and Seidenberg 1999; Plaut and Gonnerman
2000; Seidenberg and Gonnerman 2000; Gonnerman, Seidenberg, and Andersen 2007).

Thus, Hay (2001: 1058) hypothesizes that words having WF level do not explicitly
invoke the base meaning in their coinage. This is based on the outcomes in his experiment
that surface words with WF display signs of semantic drift, whereas surface words with DF
display semantic transparency compared to their bases. Similarly, Stemberger and
MacWhinney (1986: 25) note that morphologically complex words are accessed in parallel
with other forms that substantially overlap in terms of phonology and semantics. Baayen
and Lieber (1997: 283) have argued that “opaque formations show a tendency to appear in
the highest ranges of the frequency spectrum”. Frequency correlates with drift
(‘opaqueness’) and probably causes it.

Forms with high-frequency are thus stored as one unit since they do not match in
meaning with their base words. Meanwhile, low-frequency forms are possibly derived by
rules that have a semantic relevance to their bases. Bybee (1985; 1995) maintains that
derived forms with high-frequency are frequently diverted from their bases with respect to
phonology and semantics.

The frequent usage of a certain stem can influence whether a certain word has a DF or WF
level. Taft (2004: 746) argues that polymorphemic words are more prone to decomposition

and recognize owing to the frequent usage of their stem in multiple formations. This means
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that derivative words, which contain a more frequently used stem, are affected by the DF.
In this perspective, McCormick, Rastle, and Davis (2008: 308) report that the speed of
recognizing complex words is partially determined by their stem frequency (e.g. Niswander,
Pollatsek, and Rayner 2000; Boudelaa and Marslen-Wilson 2004). For instance, darkness
is simply decomposed into {dark+ness} since its stem is frequently used in other formations

such as darken, darkling, and darkly.
4.4 Description of data with {+k(a)}

I have used the ARC in order to extract data to investigate the impact of relative frequency
level on coinages of {+k(a)}. A search was conducted for all forms ending in {+x(a)}; the search
yielded 88,788 lemmas. In annotating the data, | have started with the most common words in
terms of their frequency. As expected, the frequency of some words “is inversely proportional
to the rank in the frequency table. The most frequent word will occur approximately twice as
often as the second most frequent word; three times as often as the third most frequent word,
and so on and so forth”, a clear reflection of Zipf's Law (Lehrer 2003: 369). Consequently, |
have found that there are very few high-frequency words and many, many words that appear
only once (hapax legomena); most of the worst errors in tagging and lemmatizing will be in
this latter group. To reduce the task to a manageable one and avoid too many subjective
judgement calls regarding occasionalisms,* | have left aside all ‘hapax legomena’, which
reduces the number of lemmas by half (they start at no. 39,478) and all lemmas with only 2 or
fewer attestations, so my task is now at 27,962 (Zipf's Law in action). | have found that these
data contain: 1) words ending in the suffix {+x(a)}; 2) words ending in compound suffixes
which share a similar ending of {+k(a)}; and 3) words where {+k(a)} is a part of the root.

I have observed that many of the data occur in compounds and these are treated as separate
lemmas. This can be found with agmooocmasxka lavtodostavka/ ‘auto-delivery’; asuadocmasra
/aviadostavka/ ‘air-delivery’, etc. | have treated these separately from the main lemma
oocmasxka ldostavka/ “delivery’.

After these decisions and the removal of groups (2) and (3) from the data, | am left with
7332 lemmas ending only in the suffix {+x(a)}. These words are coded according to the ratio
of frequency found in the above corpus. I have calculated the raw frequency of base and surface
words, and then I have divided the surface frequency number by the number of base frequency

14- This was the second rationale, | was worried that many of those ‘hapax legomena’ appearing once or twice in
the ARC would be things invented on the spot by one person on one occasion, and it was not possible to verify
whether native speakers would regard them as well-formed; indeed, the possibility of getting e.g. 3 native speakers
to confirm the well-formedness of 49,000 words seems unfeasible. By the time a word appears 3 times, | have
more confidence that at least one person meant to say it.
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words. The difference is automated and then log-transformed in Excel for the sake of plotting
them (see Figure 4.1 below). Without log-transformation, the chart plots my data as a single
vertical line, making the results difficult to read and interpret.

According to this formula, when the number appears as 0 and below, it means that the DF is
reflected in these formations. However, when the number appears as 1 and above, this means
that the WF is reflected in these formations. This formula between the relative words of {+k(a)}
Is shown by Figure 4.1:
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Figure 4.1 Surface frequency x Log-transformed base/surface ratio

For comparison, the representation of words with both levels of relative frequency shown in

the above figure can be displayed in Figure 4.2:
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Figure 4.2 Decomposable and whole-word frequency representation

At the beginning of this chapter, | addressed several factors which might contribute to having
a DF or WF level. All data have been annotated with respect to phonological and semantic
changes induced by the participation of the suffix {+x(a)}. | have set up various variables, in
particular, Phonological Correspondence and Semantic Correspondence. Each of these

variables has a value of ‘YES’ and ‘NO’ to measure the effect of the above factors on the
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frequency level. So, if the answer is “YES’, it means that the above correspondence between
the base and surface word has been found. However, if the answer is ‘NO’, it means that this
correspondence has been violated whether phonologically or semantically while forming the
surface word.

To validate or refute the observations proposed earlier by some scholars in line with the
above correspondences, | have utilised the above values on words expressing a DF level. Their
outcomes are shown in Figure 4.3:

Phonological correspondence Semantic correspondence

Hyes myes

Figure 4.3 Phonological and semantic correspondence of DF words

Similarly, the above values are also utilised on words which obtain a WF level. Their
outcomes are shown in Figure 4.4:

Phonological correspondence Semantic correspondence

Hyes Hyes 39%
529% 48%
Eno Eno 61%

Figure 4.4 Phonological and semantic correspondence of WF words

Also, it has been argued that the high frequency of using a certain stem in multiple
formations results in having a DF level, whereas the low frequency of stem usage leads to
having a WF level. | have found that the frequency of using a certain stem is highly represented
in words containing a DF. Thus, pesxa [rezka/ “cutting’ reflects a DF since its stem {pe3+} has

been used to form other formations. This can be illustrated by pezey /rezets/ ‘cutter’; pesuna
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Irezina/ ‘rubber’; pesunxa Irezinka/ ‘rubber, eraser’; pezanue Irezanie/ ‘cutting’; pesxuii [rezKii/
‘sharp’; peskocmo [rezkost'/ ‘sharpness’; pezuux /rezchik/ ‘engraver, carver’, etc. However, a
surface word like rvounxa /1'dinka/ “‘piece of ice’ has reflected a WF level. Its stem ({ibaun+})
has been only used once in another formation: zeouna /I'dina/ ‘block of ice’. Thus, the frequency
of usage of a certain stem determines a certain level of relative frequency.

The frequency of using a specific stem is shown in my data through having two groups of
words: the first one includes 100 surface words with DF. The second group also includes 100
surface words with WF. The choice of these words in both above groups is based on the highest
ratio of relative frequency these words reflect. For instance, in the frist group, these words
reflect the highest number of DF level, whereas they indicate the highest ratio of WF level in
the second one. The results of both groups are shown in Table 4.6:

Table 4.6 The frequency of stem usage by 100 words with two different levels of relative frequency

Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
DF words 100 2 11 6.70 2.855
WF words 100 1 8 2.63 2.290

This table shows that stem usage in words with DF frequency is higher than words with WF.
The fomer Mean = 6.70, whereas the latter Mean = 2.63.

4.5 Expansion of usage of {+k(a)}

Neologisms emerge as a result of linguistic evolution/transformation. The media plays a
substantial role in spreading neologisms in the daily communication (Issina, Sikiotova, and
Serebryakova 2012: 137).

| identified new surface words in my data containing the above suffix. These words do not
exist in the Obratnyi slovar’, which includes words that appeared in other previous dictionaries
(e.g. Tolkovyi slovar' 1935 — 1940; Akademicheskii slovar' 1958; 1959; 1961). A dictionary is
a list of forms that its authors approve for usage. So, it is possible that ‘new’ forms were around
before, but the dictionary authors did not include them because they judged them to be
‘occasionalisms’ or insufficiently integrated into the native Russian lexicon. Their appearance
in the ARC nonetheless invites me to treat these new words as neologisms or previously non-
approved forms that could be inserted in dictionaries. They represent ongoing expansions in the
use of the suffix {+x(a)}. Most of them have escaped the notice of Russian linguists or have
been mentioned only briefly, e.g. Ryazanova-Clarke (1999: 215). Therefore, there is still much
to be done to refine their observations.
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In annotating my data, | have found that 3309 words can be treated as neologisms.*® The
whole list of these words can be found in the Appendix 2: List of Neologisms (see below page
number: 187).

Three definitions of neologisms are worth noting. Issina, Sikiotova, and Serebryakova
(2012: 138) point out that neologisms can be defined as words which possess a ‘novelty’ index.
Volden and Lord (1991: 110) define neologisms as unusual/peculiar words since they are not
included in the standard lexicon of any language used by the native speakers. Other scholars
recognize ‘established’ (actual words that already exist in the language) (Aronoff 1983: 47);
‘occurring’ (potential words that may be formed in future) (Allen 1978: 25); and ‘existing’
(formed words that recently entered into the language) (Bauer 1988: 62-64) words.

Words are usually formed on the basis of established/actual words, for example the
formation of the word methodistical relies on the existence of methodist that is based on method.
Although many words have been coined, not all have been firmly established yet and it is
ambiguous as to when this word becomes established.!® Thus, it is still unclear whether the
existence of words refers to their first coining in the language or to their establishment.
Accordingly, if the former, I may find words existing in a language, but without capturing or
indicating them in reference books. This might be explained by saying that these existing words
have been coined since the reference books were published, and therefore they are not reflected
in these reference books. However, if this is so, | may be able to find a better guide to these
words in literature.

To avoid this confusion, Bauer (2001: 36) proposes the terms of ‘item-familiar’ and
‘established’ to distinguish between these types of words. This assumes that if the word is
regarded an existing one once it is first formed, then it might be an ‘item-familiar’ to the
individual speaker without being a part of the language norm. By contrast, the word may be
‘established’ from the moment it is recognized as a part of the norm. That is, when the word
has the feature of item-familiar to a significant number of people in speech community, then it
becomes worth inserting into reference books. It means that the content of these books includes
only established words. So, clarifying the difference between the above types of words is crucial

to understanding what is meant by neologism.

15. “Neologism’ has been used as a term to refer to those words which have recently being introduced into the
spoken and written language as new forms. Humesky (1964: xi) reports that the earliest observation of neologisms
in Russian goes back to 14" - 15™ centuries. In this period, the literary people of the eastern Slavic countries, in
trying to imitate their southern brethren, generated neologisms in favour of stylistic ornamentation.
16- Actually, methodistical reflects a good example. It seems to be an unfamiliar/odd/obscure word for many native
speakers since not all of them have realised the existence of this word in the language.
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I found a significant number of these neologisms in this analysis; on which basis/concept are
these neologisms coined and then entered in use? To answer this question, Hornstein (1952:
71) reports that the tendency of coining neologisms relies on using affixes attached to the stem.
In contrast, Humesky (1964: 28) notes that neologisms detected in Maiakovskii’s work
generally rely on structural and semantic similarity with the most frequent words. A large
number of them are composed of Russian affixes and new respective stems. Ryazanova-Clarke
(1999: 217) observes that the productivity of the suffix {+x(a)} to coin neologisms in
comparison with the suffix {+u(ue)} accounts for the use of analogical method of similar
frequent forms in the memory. Another support for this assumption, Volden and Lord (1991:
112) states that “one type of social contribution to a neologism might be a speaker who cannot
remember the appropriate word and so supplies a semantically or phonologically similar word”.

I have noticed that many of these neologisms are produced on the basis of similarity/analogy
to other highly represented forms in memory. Hence, new words particularly axxopoeonucm
/akkordeonist/ ‘accordionist (m.)’ > axkopoeonucmka [akkordeonistka/ ‘accordionist (f.)’;
axxypamucm [akkuratist/ ‘stickler for detail (m.)’ > axxypamucmxa lakkuratistka/ ‘stickler for
detail (f.)’; soxarucm Ivokalist/ ‘singing teacher (m.)’ > soxarucmka Ivokalistka/ ‘singing
teacher (f.)’, etc. seem to be produced in similarity to other highly memorised forms, such as
aAKmueucnm > aKkmueucmka.

Similarly, new forms particularly agppoamepuraney lafroamerikanets/ ‘Afro-American (m.)’
> agpoamepuxanka lafroamerikanka/ ‘Afro-American (f.)’ tend to be produced according to
frequently used forms (analogical basis), such as umanwsney lital'yanets/ ‘Italian (m.)’ >
umanvanka lital'yanka/ ‘Italian (f.)’. Hence, the speaker depends on the analogical method to
generate new formations which have not existed in the stock of the language.

4.6 Conclusion

In my research, | have looked through dictionaries and came up with 8,000 lemmas.
However, the corpus has provided me with 11 times as many. Even if half of them were
mistakes, the result is still strikingly different. This suggests that the richness of the Russian
lexicon seems significantly higher in the corpus than data captured from dictionaries. Corpus
data tend to be more efficient, more reliable, more representative and more reproducible than
data gathered by excerption. This gives me an interesting view into the scope of data on
suffixation provided by the corpus. Working on corpus data has led me to the following results:
1- The majority of coinages of {+k(a)} are mostly influenced by the WF level. This can be

seen in Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 (see above). These results lead to support the storage-
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based model. This serves my main hypothesis which prefers the whole-word approach
rather than the morphemic one.

On the one hand, I have found that specific factors, particularly phonological and semantic
correspondence, do not help to distinguish between DF and WF levels of words. For
instance, the phonological factor is assumed to be represented more in words with DF level,
whereas it has to be much less in words with WF level. However, my results show that the
representation of this factor is 45% in the former, whereas its representation is 48% in the
latter, as shown by Figure 4.3 and Figure 4.4 (see above). Similarly, the above figures show
that the semantic factor does not seem to be effective in deciding a certain level of relative
frequency. Words with DF have a representation of 62%, while words with WF indicate
61% of representation. Therefore, these similar outcomes contradict the observation of
certain scholars regarding the criteria of variance found in the two above levels of relative
frequency.

On the other hand, my data has supported the observation of some scholars (e.g. Niswander,
Pollatsek, and Rayner 2000; Forsberg and Ranta 2004; Taft 2004; McCormick, Rastle, and
Davis 2008). They argue that using a certain stem in multiple formations is highly
represented in words that express a DF level. This is shown in Table 4.6 (see above).

I have found that a significant number of words with the suffix {+k(a)} can be grouped
according to whether they are new or non-approved/existing forms. These neologisms
reflect the expansion in the way that this suffix has been used for word formation in recent
decades, which have seen a substantial change in the lexical stock of Russian.

I have seen that the frequency factor can play a pivotal role in elucidating the use of this
suffix and its relationships to other means of word formation (suffixes). Moreover, this
factor can influence the mental representation of this suffix. In this representation, 1 might
need to take account of relative frequency in showing how storage and composition work.
This suggests that a classic DR model will not work for derivation in Russian. | may thus
need to propose a hybrid account which contains some sort of DR model involving DF and

WEF level, but not the ‘classic’ DR model involving regularity and irregularity.
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5 Chapter: Reactions to words with whole-word frequency level

are faster than to words with decomposable frequency level

5.1 Introduction

Given what | know about frequency already, the processing of words could be affected by
the frequent usage of that word. Berdan and Legum (1976: 306) reported that many studies of
word recognition have used lexical decision tasks to investigate the effect of word frequency
on language processing. They found that low-frequency words have longer reaction times than
high-frequency words in terms of processing (Whaley 1978). In addition, “higher frequency
words were more readily available than low frequency words” (Tremblay et al. 2011: 570). This
leads scholars to argue that high-frequency words are quickly accessed, fluently produced and
less susceptible to error. This is congruent with a SR (Single-route account) view of language
acquisition (e.g. Dell 1990; Losiewicz 1992; Sereno and Jongman 1997; Hay et al. 1999; Alegre
and Gordon 1999).

However, recent research has suggested that simple frequency is not enough to explain
reaction times. For example, a classic DR (Dual-route account) would suggest that lexemes
with decomposable (suffixed) stems would take longer to process than lexemes with simple
(unsuffixed) stems, but this also does not appear to be the case. Instead, it has been proposed
that reaction time depends on a comparison of the frequency of the base versus derived lexeme.

A more important question for my purposes is if the relative frequency level imposes a
different reaction time depending on whether the words are triggered by a decomposed-access
route (DR) or a direct-access route (SR). If some words are realised as one unit and others are
involved in a compositional process, then | may expect the latter to require longer reaction
times. In other words, does the reaction time of the speaker differ between words having a DF
(Decomposable frequency) and words having a WF (Whole-word frequency) with respect to
their base lexemes?

Multiple researchers (e.g. Vennemann 1974; Taft and Forster 1975; Taft 1979; Bradley
1980; Anshen and Aronoff 1988; Burani and Caramazza 1987; Holmes and O'Regan 1992;
Vannest and Boland 1999; Bertram et al. 2000; Taft 2004) have realised that the response time
of related words is affected by the above levels of relative frequency. They found that the
perception of the cognitive response of the speaker is influenced by one of the above levels of
frequency. Thus, they argue that surface words with WF are accessed faster in the mind of the
speaker. This results from the fact that the mental composition of these words is based on a SR-
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style account. This account helps to reduce the time of processing/producing words in the
mental lexicon because the speaker relies on storage to process/produce these words.

To support this view, it is argued that “the higher the surface frequency, the less the time
spent processing the word further” (Taft 2004: 647). Also, Taft and Forster (1975: 638) have
found in their experiment that words susceptible to a morphological decomposition take a
longer time to classify and access.

My goal is to ascertain whether the above results are valid based on data from Russian, a
morphologically complex language with a large variety of noun-forming suffixes. Thus, | seek
to investigate the difference between reaction times to base words and different categories of
derived words containing the suffix {+k(a)} (those where base frequency is higher than surface
frequency versus those where surface frequency is higher than base frequency).

Subsequently, my main hypothesis and null hypothesis for the experiment are as follows:
Ha: The difference between reaction times to decomposable lexemes and their base lexemes will
be greater than the difference between reaction times to whole-word lexemes and their base
lexemes.

Hg: There is no significant difference between reaction times to decomposable lexemes and
their base lexemes in comparison to the difference between reaction times to whole-word
lexemes and their base lexemes.

Self-paced reading tasks are a useful measure in this field. In such experiments, the mean
gaze duration or a measure derived from it represents the dependent variable (e.g. Berdan and
Legum 1976; Anderson 1982; Garnsey et al. 1997).

Dependent variables in my experiment represent the time difference found in the reaction
time of decomposable lexemes and whole-word lexemes in line with their base lexemes.

Independent variables are divided into two types: first, variables relating to the data. These
variables are presented as follows:

1- Number of word syllables.
2- Various functions of the suffix {+x(a)}: Diminutiveness, Feminisation, and

Substantivisation.

3- Type frequency of base and surface words.
4- Sentence length.

Second, variables pertaining to participants involved in the experiment. They are called
‘quasi-variables’. These variables are listed as follows:

1- Age.
2- Gender

3- Education.
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4- Handedness.
5- Nationality.

The structure of this chapter is divided into the following: 1) an introduction is made which
highlights the research question and defines the experiment; 2) the concept of the reaction time
is introduced; 3) methods of measuring the reaction times are explored: A) eye-tracking
movement; and B) self-paced reading; 4) procedures of operating the experiment are defined in
detail; 5) general discussion highlights the most important issues found in this experiment; and

6) a conclusion gives a summary of the important outcomes of this experiment.
5.2 Reaction time studies

Reaction time (RT) is a tool used to measure the way words are processed in the mind of
native speakers. It has become a common concept in experimental studies. Baayen (2010: 13)
points out that the RT is also named as a ‘response time/latency’. It is considered the simplest
and most widely applied means to measure the behavioural response with respect to time units
(normally measured in milliseconds), starting from the presentation of a certain task and ending
with its completion.

Multiple researchers (e.g. Catlin and Neville 1976; Neubauer and Freudenthaler 1994;
Ziegler, Montant, and Jacobs 1997; Setola and Reilly 2005; Li et al. 2010) have utilised this
concept to investigate how quickly speakers read sentences, how quickly they produce words,
etc.

Podesva et al. (2013: 138) point out that measuring the RT can be achieved by various
methods including the following: 1) ‘cross-modal lexical decision’; and 2) ‘unimodal lexical
decision’. The former is usually used in a wide range of experiments. Here, a computer screen
shows written target words coinciding with hearing words/sentences by participants. Hence,
both auditory and written modalities are utilised in this kind of experiment. Alternatively, the
latter approach is used in experiments where only one modality (as mentioned above) is
involved (e.g. all stimuli tend to be written). This approach consists of two different methods:

‘eye-tracking movement’ and ‘self-paced reading’ methods.

5.3 Methods of RT measurement

5.3.1 Eye-tracking movement (ETM)

Multiple researchers (e.g. Berdan and Legum 1976; Garnsey et al. 1997; Kaiser and
Trueswell 2004; Abney 2011; Arunachalam 2016) have used this method to measure the RTs
of participants in multiple tasks. Normally, participants read texts displayed on a computer
screen while the movement of their eyes is recorded. Texts are shown as a whole unit (they are
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not supposed to be displayed word by word) which reflects the process of natural reading more

closely.
5.3.2 Self-paced reading (SPR)

Podesva et al. (2013: 139) state that the SPR method is widely considered as the most
common one for measuring the RTs of participants (e.g. Breznitz et al. 1994; Kaan 2001,
Badecker and Straub 2002; Stewart, Holler, and Kidd 2007; Swets et al. 2008; Traxler and
Tooley 2008; Michael 2009; Baayen 2010; Mishra, Pandey, and Srinivasan 2011; Tremblay et
al. 2011; McNeil et al. 2012; Perfors 2012; Luke and Christianson 2013; Pliatsikas and Marinis
2013; Roberts and Liszka 2013; Tucker, Idrissi, and Almeida 2015).

In this method, the computer is used for recording the time spent once words are first shown
until the button box is pressed by participants. This provides an accurate timing in terms of the
nearest millisecond. In essence, it measures the elapsing time while participants read words
displayed on the computer screen, allowing researchers to record and measure how much time
is spent on each word before moving on to the next one. This highlights which exact point in a
sentence is involved with increased processing load/difficulty. A comparison can be made by
relating the reading times of words in the experiment to each other. In other words, a certain
word is labelled as having a low reading time once it is compared to another word whether
within the same sentence or in different ones.

The above method is useful for the study of multiple aspects in language processing. The
widespread usage of this method is accounted for by its relatively low technical and financial
demands: the equipment is not expensive, and it is relatively straightforward to utilise,
implement, and analyse compared to other methods, particularly ETM (see Baayen 2010).

The SPR method is distinguished by its portability; its requirement is a computer and a
button box: a device composed of a ‘box’ with several keys/buttons on it. It allows more
accurate measurement of timing than using a computer keyboard. It can detect even subtle
differences in processing time (see Mitchell 2004).

However, a criticism has been raised with respect to the SPR method. Podesva et al. (2013:
141) reported that a lack of “ecological validity” is the main concern found in this method. In
naturalistic reading, the reader does not necessarily need to read words one by one, so he might
jump backward or forward if needed. This is not permitted in the SPR method. Hence, forcing
participants to read in a relatively slow and unfamiliar pattern may create artefacts which do
not usually exist in naturalistic reading. This concern might be exacerbated when experiments
are intended to segment a specific sentence into various elements/parts (the subject and the verb

are set up together; the object is separated from them).
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Additionally, participants are consciously obliged to click a button box to proceed to the
following word. This makes the process distinct from naturalistic reading; I usually advance to
the next word by relying on highly and automatically practiced eye movement (see Staub and
Rayner 2007 for further discusion). Thus, Podesva et al. (2013: 142) consider the SPR as “the
lower-tech cousin of eye-tracking of written text”.

I utilised the SPR method in this experiment despite it being ‘lower tech’ and ‘less natural’.
Possibilities include that it is much easier to measure and focus on the specific point where
additional processing load is generated; this improved focus might be felt to compensate for the

less-naturalistic character of the experiment.
5.4 Procedures of operating the experiment

5.4.1 Materials and methods

5.4.1.1 Participants

Twenty-two undergraduate and postgraduate students and staff at Sheffield University
participated in this experiment. Participants ranged in age: Mean = 27; Minimum = 18;
Maximum = 66; Standard Deviation (SD) = 11.24. Participants were chosen on the basis of
their knowledge of the Russian language as native speakers. However, not all of them are
Russian citizens; many of them are from former Soviet countries where Russian is spoken. They
were typically not students of languages or psychology and were not drawn from those
departments’ volunteer pools. An ethical approval for the experiment was obtained according
to the University’s standard approval procedures. Table 5.1 shows the number and percentage

of participants according to their nationality:

Table 5.1 Participants’ nationality

Nationality
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Russian 13 48.1 48.1 88.9
Kazakh 4 14.8 14.8 33.3
Ukrainian 3 111 11.1 100.0
Latvian 1 3.7 3.7 37.0
Lithuanian 1 3.7 3.7 40.7
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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5.4.1.2 Materials and design

Thirty sentences were extracted from the RNC. Two thirds of them were used as distractors
through employing words containing various suffixes particularly {+ux}, {+ok}, {+uuk},
{+nauk}, and {+un(a)} to deliver similar functions of the target words containing the suffix
{+k(a)}. All of these items whether experimental or filler consist of two sentences: one includes
a lexeme which is regarded as a base form; the other sentence includes a related word containing
one of the above suffixes. This related word is regarded as a derived form related to its base
lexeme phonologically and semantically. Therefore, surface words with multiple above suffixes
used to deliver particularly three following meanings/functions: 1) Diminutiveness; 2)

Feminisation; and 3) Substantivisation. These sentences are displayed in Table 5.2:

Table 5.2 Sentences of the experiment

1 OduMuUMaHT NOCTaBMUA Ha CTON 3aBTPaAK. Filler

2 OHM Npucenu 3a CTONUK B YIMHHOM Kade. Filler

3 Celtyac cTpouTca Xunoi aom Ha yamue Kytysosa. Filler

4 OHa KMBET B MUNOM AOMMKE Ha OKpauHe roposaa. Filler

5 Emy He HpaBUTCA 3Ta KHUra. Experimental
6 Y Heé ecTb MasieHbKaA KHUXKKa 06 AHranu. Experimental
7 OHa npuHecna emy cTakaH MUHeEPaNKu. Filler

8 MpoBogHWUK NpUHEC eLe OANH CTaKaHUYMK. Filler

9 Kaxaaa conomuHa nony4vaeT fOCTAaTOYHO CBETa. Experimental
10 Karkaas conomuHKa bpocana oTAe/IbHYH TEHb. Experimental
11 OH }unew, KOMMYyHaIbHOM KBapTUPbl. Filler

12 Y HMX CKOpPO HOBasA unuua byaer. Filler

13 dawmct TyT XKe BbicTpenun n yéun wodepa. Experimental
14 AliH PaHA, HOrAa HasbiBaloT GaLIUCTKON. Experimental
15 Liapb 06bABW1 BOMHY M Ha3HAYMN PEKPYTCKMIA Habop. Filler

16 BecHol 1669 roga ymepna yapuua Mapus. Filler

17 [ omoxo3auH NpoBoAUT Yackl B 6ecesiax c XuabL,amu. Experimental
18 Ero mama gomoxo3saikKa. Experimental
19 Heyero emy TyT ro/loBOM KMUBaThb. Filler

20 OHa oTBEYaeT Ha ero KUBOK IErKUM HaK/JIOHOM ro/108Bbl. Filler

21 He Bcerga 6aHKM roToBbl NEpeKpeauToBaTb CBOMX 3aéMLWMKoOB. | Experimental
22 MNepekpeaUTOoBKa NPOUCXOAMNA HA BECbMA NIbFOTHbIX ycnosuaAx. | Experimental
23 OHa uenbiit roa 6oanacb NpbIraTb C Kayenem. Filler

24 OKO0/10 Heé Noc/biLwanca NPbIXKOK. Filler

25 Bpauu ToxKe ntogmM U MoryT owmbaTbea. Experimental
26 B MHTepHeT-BepcMM KypHana owmnbKa ncnpasieHa. Experimental
27 C 3TUM Ye/IOBEKOM LIYTUTb He cneayerT. Filler

28 OH BMecTe c Tem WYTHUK 1 banaryp. Filler

29 Eli He cKopo ewwé Ha NoCT 3acTynarb. Filler

30 Y [ieBYLUKM eCTb 4PYT U 3aCTYMHUK. Filler
Total 30

5.4.1.3 Apparatus

The experiment was operated on a university computer at the Russian and Slavonic Studies

Department. This experiment was run by using the Psychopy software in Python — version
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1.84.2 (for further information, please see http://www.psychopy.org). In addition, a button box is

connected to this computer. This device helps the participants to display words one by one by
pressing one click each time. A moving-window paradigm is used to present sentences of the
experiment word by word. The computer is used to record the elapsed time beginning when a

word first appears until the following click of the button box to display the next word.
5.4.1.4 Task and Procedure

A SPR method is utilised in this experiment to tap into the cognitive knowledge of native
speakers of Russian. Participants were sat in front of the computer screen, approximately 60
cm from it. Each session started with a cross sign at the middle of the screen. Sentences were
displayed word by word. The final word was marked by a full stop. Participants were instructed
to read at a comfortable and normal pace in a manner which allowed them to give answers to
comprehension questions after reading each sentence. This allows the recording of the time
spent between clicking the button to the closest millisecond. Thus, the appearance or
disappearance of the words is controlled by participants via pressing the button box once they
have completed reading these words. Each session took between 5 — 10 minutes in total.

In this experiment, participants were assigned to read these sentences in the order of
Diminutiveness, Feminisation, and Substantivisation. The reason of this order is that | have
used other suffixes delivering similar above functions of {+x(a)} to distract the participants and
preventing them from recognizing/guessing that the focus of this experiment is only on words
containing the suffix {+x(a)}.

In this experiment, | have used words with the suffix {+x(a)} and other counterpart suffixes
that obtain different levels of relative frequency: some of them reflect a DF and others reflect a
WEF. The analysis of the RTs is run first on those experimental items/words containing the suffix
{+x(a)} to evaluate the possibility of rejecting the null hypothesis. These words are highlighted
in bold letters as shown in Table 5.2 (see above). Later, the RTs analysis was expanded to the
other counterpart suffixes which have been used as fillers to compare their RTs with words
containing the suffix {+k(a)} since they share the same function. This gives me a wide angle of
comparison to investigate which category of sentences, namely the filler or experimental, takes

less time in processing.
5.4.2 Result and discussion of experimental items

5.4.2.1 Mean comparison of participants’ RTs

Experimental items composed of 12 prime-target related words (the base lexeme and its

surface word) are analysed in this experiment. These words are constructed from sentences: 5,
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6, 9, 10, 13, 14, 17, 18, 21, and 22 as shown by Table 5.2 (see above). This analysis was
conducted using SPSS software and included experimental and filler data with the existence of
various independent variables mentioned earlier in this chapter.

In this analysis, | look primarily at the differences in reaction times (DRT) between pairs of
words. | have categorised the participants’ RTs according to the two opposite levels of relative
frequency: 1) words having a DF; and 2) words having a WF. In Table 5.3, experimental words
with their sentences are displayed according to the two levels of relative frequency mentioned
earlier. The level of relative frequency of experimental words is determined according to the
findings observed earlier in chapter 4 pertaining to the effect of relative frequency on coinages
of {+k(a)}.

Table 5.3 Experimental words

Al EmMy He HpaBUTCA 3Ta KHUra. Decomposable
A2 Y Heé ecTb MasieHbKaa KHUXKKa 06 AHrnum. Decomposable
B1 dawmcT TyT XKe BbICTpenun n yéun wodépa. Decomposable
B2 AliH PaHA, HOrAa HasbiBaloT GaLIUCTKON. Decomposable
C1 He Bcerga 6aHKM roToBbl NEpeKpeaUTOBaTb CBOMX 3aEMLLUUKOB. Decomposable
Cc2 MNepeKpeaUTOBKA NPOMNCXOAMNA HA BECbMA JIbFOTHbIX YC/10BUAX. Decomposable
D1 Kaxgaa conomuHa nonyyaet 4OoCTaTOYHO CBeTa. Whole-word
D2 Kakaas conomuHKa 6pocana oTae/lbHYH0 TEHb. Whole-word
El [.oMOX035IMH NPOBOAMT Yachkl B becesax € *KuabLamu. Whole-word
E2 Ero mama gomoxossiika. Whole-word
F1 Bpauu ToxKe nogm U moryT owmnbaTbea. Whole-word
F2 B MHTepHeT-Bepcum }KypHana ownbKa ncnpasieHa. Whole-word
Total 12

A paired t-test is used since it can compare same data studied/analysed at two different
categories or under two different conditions. It compares the means of two different groups of
subjects, for example like | have two different categories in this experiment (experimental
words with DF level versus the ones with WF level). This is the basis for choosing this particular
test since it is designed to handle the results of such data. The outcomes of the DRT of
participants for the above two levels of the relative frequency can be shown by Table 5.4.
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Table 5.4 Experimental words and RTs

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences
95% Confidence
Std. Interval of the
Error Difference Sig. (2-
Mean | Std. Deviation| Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair Lemmal -
-.260765 696649 | .085752| -.432023| -.089507 | -3.041|65 .003
1 Surfacel
Pair Lemmaz2 -
.210949 645186 | .079417 .052342 .369555| 2.656 | 65 .010
2 Surface?

In this analysis, | have compared the DRT means for two related groups of the base lexeme
and its surface word by conducting a Paired Sample Test. The first group (Pair 1) refers to those
experimental words which have a DF level, while the second group (Pair 2) refers to those
experimental items which have a WF level.

The statistical numbers appeared in the above table especially in the column of Sig. (2-
tailed) are used to decide whether there is enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis or not.
In this regard, the p-value is defined as the probability that the statistic is the result of chance
and is thus unreliable. Therefore, the smaller the p-value is, the more confident | am in taking
the decision to reject the null hypothesis.

Conventionally, this p-value can be only regarded as statistically significant if it is less than
the significance level of 5% (p < 0.05). Hence, the smaller the p-value, the more unlikely the
null hypothesis would be true. Accordingly, Table 5.4 (see above) shows that there was a
statistically significant difference between the first pair, t(65) = -3.04, SEM = .085, p = .00, as
well as the second pair t(65) = 2.66, SEM = .079, p = .01. This implies that there is
overwhelming evidence to reject the null hypothesis of the first group because p < 0.00. Also,
there is sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis because p < 0.01. Consequently, both
values suggest rejecting the null hypothesis since the p-value is statistically significant. This
suggests that there is highly significant evidence that the difference between reaction times to
decomposable lexemes plus base lexemes is greater than the difference between reaction times
to whole-word lexemes and their base lexemes.

Interestingly, | have noticed in Table 5.4 (see above) that the mean of each group is
different: Pair 1 = -.260765, whereas Pair 2 = .210949. This variance results from participants’
DRT. In the first group, participants spent less time in processing base lexemes than its surface

words, so the latter is more difficult to process. However, in the second group, participants
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spent less time in processing surface words than its base lexemes. This suggests that the

difficulty in processing was found in the former. This variance can be displayed by Figure 5.1:
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Figure 5.1 Experimental words and RTs
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This figure shows that the mean of the base word in the first pair (DF) of related words is
less than its surface word. However, the mean of the base word in the second pair (WF) of
related words is higher than its surface word. Interestingly, the mean of the categories (Lemmal
and Lemmaz2) looks similar. However, the mean of other categories like Surfacel and Surfae2

is significantly different. This can be shown by Table 5.5:

Table 5.5 The comparison of RT Mean in experimental data

Statistics
Lemmal Lemma2 Surfacel Surface2
Mean .88659 .89772 1.14736 .68677
Median .69543 .63851 .74349 49551
Std. Deviation .644624 775758 .927810 419563
Minimum .255 192 .128 .096
Maximum 2.956 4.893 3.851 1.806

This table indicates that there is a contrast in the mean of surface words based on the level
of the relative frequency that a word obtains. Accordingly, surface words with WF show

significantly faster RTs in processing than surface words with DF.

5.4.2.2 Comprehension questions

In the design of this experiment, | have allocated various comprehension questions for each
sentence. The aim behind that was to assess whether participants paid attention and
comprehended the sentences while reading them. Thus, their answers may reflect this issue.

Table 5.6 can give an indication of participants’ reflection on the sentences of the experiment:
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Table 5.6 Comprehension questions

Answer * Educational level Crosstabulation

Educational level
Postgraduate Undergraduate Total
Answer False Count 29 23 52

% within Answer 55.8% 44.2% 100.0%

% of Total 4.4% 3.5% 7.9%

True Count 361 247 608
% within Educational level 92.6% 91.5% 92.1%
% of Total 54.7% 37.4% 92.1%

Total Count 390 270 660
% within Educational level 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 59.1% 40.9% 100.0%

This table shows that the percentage of questions answered wrongly is almost 8%; however,
the percentage of questions answered correctly is 92%. This indicates that most questions were
answered correctly by participants. This indicates that they paid relatively high attention while
reading the sentences word by word. This adds reliability to the results which are related to their

RTs spent on each word of the sentence.
5.4.2.3 Independent variables associated with participants
5.4.2.3.1 Age

Certain independent variables might affect the RTs of participants (for example,
participants’ age); my next analysis seeks to investigate this effect. Thus, Table 5.7 can show
the effect of the first variable that is the Age on participants’ RTs by conducting a Pearson
correlation coefficient; this type of calculation is specifically used to measure the

strength/existence of relationship between two continuous variables:
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Table 5.7 Age and RTs

Correlations

Age Lemmal Surfacel Lemmaz2 Surface2
Age Pearson Correlation 1 .018 -.071 -.093 -.133
Sig. (2-tailed) .884 569 456 289
Lemmal Pearson Correlation .018 1 .661" 456" 311"
Sig. (2-tailed) 884 .000 .000 011
Surfacel  Pearson Correlation -.071 .661" 1 .529" .365"
Sig. (2-tailed) 569 .000 .000 .003
Lemma?2 Pearson Correlation -.093 456" .529" 1 .555"
Sig. (2-tailed) 456 .000 .000 .000
Surface2  Pearson Correlation -.133 3117 .365" .555™ 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 289 011 .003 .000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

In the above table, Lemmal and Surfacel refer to base and surface words of the DF group,
whereas Lemma2 and Surface2 refer to base and surface words of the WF group. The later
interpretation of the above size of correlation coefficient ‘r’ is based on the Cohen’s (1992: 155
- 59) description and interpretation. Table 5.7 (see above) shows that Participant’s age did not

correlate significantly with any of the above categories, all r < .10, all p > .28>.
5.4.2.3.2 Gender

To determine whether the above variable has an effect on the RTs of participants, a one-
way ANOVA was conducted. This type of analysis is used to look at variation/differences of 2
or more independent groups. Since | have to compare two groups of gender relative to the RTs
of participants, this analysis was useful to employ in this enquiry for the above variable
(Gender) and for the remaining independent variables associated with participants in this
experiment. The following two tables show the result of the above test on two groups of related
words (DF and WF words):
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Table 5.8 Gender and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 124.230 1 124.230 124.970 .000
Gender 3.570 1 3.570 3.592 .063
Error 63.621 64 .994

Table 5.9 Gender and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 78.643 1 78.643 136.678 .000
Gender .205 1 .205 .357 .552
Error 36.825 64 575

Table 5.8 (see above) shows that the RTs of related words with DF (Lemmal and Surfacel)
does not differ significantly in terms of participants’ gender (F (1,64) = 3.59, MS = .99, p =
.06). Similarly, Table 5.9 (see above) shows that there is no significant DRT of participants
between two related words of WF (Lemmaz2 and Surface2). Hence, the variable Gender cannot
be considered as a significant predictor of the DRT of participants in this experiment. Table

5.10 can illustrate the difference of mean found for the above two groups of related words:

Table 5.10 Gender and Mean Frequency

Report
Gender Lemmal Surfacel Lemma2 Surface2
Female Mean .99785 1.30979 .92406 .72608
Std. Deviation 731479 1.062745 .723873 .509067
Male Mean .72590 91273 .85969 .62999
Std. Deviation .459845 .636109 .857976 .235923
Total Mean .88659 1.14736 .89772 .68677
Std. Deviation .644624 .927810 775758 419563

5.4.2.3.3 Nationality

As known, the Russian language can be spoken as the first language outside the Russian
Federation (RF), particularly in former Soviet countries. Therefore, Nationality can be regarded
as a variable which might have an effect, depending on whether participants are Russians,
Kazakhs, Lithuanians, Ukrainians, or Latvians. This investigation can be done by using a one-
way ANOVA which is used to compare the means of multiple groups of Russian speakers.

Since | have two level of relative frequency, | have conducted the above statistical test first on
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words with DF (group 1: Lemmal plus Surfacel). Second, words with WF (group 2: Lemma2
plus Surface2) have been analysed by the above test. The results are seen in the following two

tables:

Table 5.11 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 77.427 77.427 78.130 .000
Nationality 6.739 4 1.685 1.700 .162
Error 60.452 61 .991

Table 5.12 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 56.447 56.447 115.645 .000
Nationality 7.256 4 1.814 3.717 .009
Error 29.774 61 488

Statisticians have agreed that if the F value (ANOVA — analysis of variance) > 1, a variation
is more likely to be found between groups. Table 5.11 (see above) shows that F (4,61) = 1.70,
MS = .99, p = .16. So, the variation between groups according to their nationality is not
significant since p > 0.05. However, Table 5.12 (see above) shows that F (4,61) = 3.71, MS =
.48, p =.00. So, more variation between groups is significantly found since here, p definitively
surpasses the threshold for statistical significance. This variation between groups can be seen
in Table 5.13:
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Table 5.13 Nationality and RTs

Report
Nationality Lemmal Surfacel Lemma2 Surface2
Kazakh Mean 77383 1.28403 73779 .73922
Std. Deviation .468340 1.252549 .363406 414252
Latvian Mean 1.89727 2.18514 2.06783 1.48689
Std. Deviation .907633 1.417755 .170972 .193949
Lithuanian Mean .82608 .94334 .89532 76736
Std. Deviation .290160 471089 312164 .120661
Russian Mean .85480 1.06899 77321 .60684
Std. Deviation .633862 .829485 .633252 418627
Ukrainian Mean .85800 1.02679 1.26130 .66965
Std. Deviation 727926 .719063 1.412616 .265956
Total Mean .88659 1.14736 .89772 .68677
Std. Deviation .644624 .927810 775758 419563

The variation between groups of the Russian language speakers in words with DF (Lemmal
plus Surfacel) is less than words with WF (Lemma2 plus Surface2). The RTs mean of the
Russian speakers in DF words seem to be similar to each other. However, most groups of the
Russian speakers in WF words differ from each other. This suggests a difference between

groups which is shown in Figure 5.2:
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Figure 5.2 Nationality and RTs

Figure 5.2 shows that apart from Latvians, the RTs mean of other groups of the Russian
speakers in DF words seem to be similar to each other. However, most groups of the Russian
speakers in WF words differ from each other. Because some of these groups (like the Latvians)
had only a couple of people in them, some of these statistics, while striking, probably are not

reliable as they may be the result of individual variation.
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5.4.2.3.4 Education

Another variable can be counted in this experiment is Education. Among participants, |
have identified two levels of participants: 1) undergraduate; and 2) postgraduate. The aim is to
investigate whether the RTs of participants are affected by this variable. In other words, is there
any DRT between undergraduate and postgraduate participants? To answer this question, a one-
way ANOVA was conducted to compare the effects of two above levels. The following two
tables can illustrate this issue; the first compares the mean of DF words (Lemmal and Surfacel)

and the second compares WF words (Lemma2 and Surface?2).

Table 5.14 Educational Level and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 137.403 1 137.403 134.142 .000
Educational level 1.635 1 1.635 1.596 211
Error 65.556 64 1.024
Table 5.15 Educational Level and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 85.697 1 85.697 160.446 .000
Educational level 2.847 1 2.847 5.330 .024
Error 34.184 64 .534

Table 5.14 (see above) shows that there is not a significant difference (F (1,64) = 1.60, MS
= .53, p =.21) between undergraduate (Lemmal M = .89, SD = .54; Surfacel M = 1.40, SD =
.54) and postgraduate participants (Lemmal M = .87, SD =.71; Surfacel M = .97, SD = .80).
However, Table 5.15 (see above) shows that there is a significant difference (F (1,64) = 5.33,
MS = .53, p = .02) between undergraduate (Lemma2 M = 1.07, SD = .92; Surface2 M = .86,
SD = .42) and postgraduate participants (Lemma2 M = .77, SD = .64, Surface2 M = .56, SD =
37).

5.4.2.4 Independent variables associated with data
5.4.2.4.1 Syllable

Regarding the variables associated with the experimental data, | have identified the
existence of the following: 1) Syllable, 2) Function, 3) Sentence Length, and 4) Type

Frequency. The first variable is analysed by calculating a Pearson correlation coefficient. This

112



investigates whether the number of syllables affects the DRT of participants or there is no

difference in the RTs despite having experimental items composed of multiple syllables.
Table 5.16 Syllable and RTs

Correlations

RTs Mean Syllable
RTs Mean Pearson Correlation 1 .303
Sig. (2-tailed) .338
N 12 12
Syllable Pearson Correlation .303 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .338
N 12 12

This table shows that there is not a significant difference/correlation between the number
of syllables and the RTs (r = 0.3 (weak correlation), p = .39). Therefore, the Syllable variable
cannot be regarded as a significant predictor for the DRT of participants. Figure 5.3 can give

us a clear view regarding this correlation:
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Figure 5.3 Syllable and RTs

Consequently, there is a weak nonlinear relationship between the number of syllables and
the DRT of participants. Notably, there is a gradual increase in the RTs in line with the number
of syllables. However, the RTs has significantly decreased with words composed of 5 syllables.
The reason is that these words reflect a WF level, so it is normal that their RTs decreased

regardless how many syllables these words contain.
5.4.2.4.2 Function

My experimental words with the suffix {+x(a)} deliver three main functions: 1)
Diminutiveness, 2) Feminisation, and 3) Substantivisation. Thus, the question arises, is there
any difference in the RTs of participants according to which one of the above functions is

delivered by the above suffix? Alternatively, these functions might not have any effect on the
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DRT of participants. A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted. This type of analysis is
used when several measurements of the same dependent variable are taken at different time
points or under different conditions. It is designed to compare variation between groups relative
to variation within groups. Since | have to measure the RTs of participants according to the
above three functions (measurements), this analysis seems appropriate for this purpose. This
represents the basis of choosing this particular analysis for this independent variable (Function)
and for the remaining variables associated with data in this experiment. The outcome of this

test is shown in Table 5.17.

Table 5.17 Function and RTs

ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .245 2 .123 1.613 .252
Within Groups .685 9 .076
Total .930 11

This table shows that the above variable does not have a significant effect on the DRT of
participants (F (2,11) = 1.61, MS = .08, p =.25): 1) Diminutiveness: (M = 0.76, SD = 0.06); 2)
Feminisation: (M = 0.90, SD = 0.16); and 3) Substantivisation: (M = 1.17, SD = 0.44).

5.4.2.4.3 Sentence Length

In this experiment, sentences tend to be different in terms of length: some of them are short,
however, others are long (Mean = 5.66; Minimum = 3.00; Maximum = 7.00; SD = 1.23). Thus,
a repeated measures ANOVA is conducted to see whether the RTs of participants would be
different if 1 have long experimental sentences in comparison to the short ones. Alternatively,

there might be no DRT of participants based on the sentence’s length.
Table 5.18 Sentence Length and RTs

ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .382 3 127 1.860 .215
Within Groups .548 8 .069
Total .930 11

This table shows that the length of sentences appears not to play a significant role in DRT
of participants (F (3,11) = 1.86, MS = .07, p = .21). Therefore, this variable does not seem

effective in this experiment with regard to the DRT of participants.
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5.4.2.4.4 Type Frequency

Type Frequency can be considered as a potential variable which may affect the RTs of
participants. Experimental words are different in terms of their type frequency found in the
ARC - Araneum Rossicum Corpus (Mean = 53106.152; Minimum = 2.000; Maximum =
446873.000; SD = 130184.522). So, one hypothesis proposes that the RTs of participants can
be susceptible to the type frequency of experimental words. Alternatively, the null hypothesis
suggests that the type frequency of experimental words does not have any effect on the DRT of
participants. To investigate this, a Pearson correlation coefficient is calculated here. Table 5.19

shows the result of this investigation:
Table 5.19 Type Frequency and RTs

Correlations

RTs Mean Type frequency
RTs Mean Pearson Correlation 1 -.376
Sig. (2-tailed) .228
N 12 12
Type frequency Pearson Correlation -.376 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .228
N 12 12

From this, it seems the type frequency of experimental words cannot be considered as a
significant predictor of the DRT of participants. The statistical information suggests a weak
negative correlation (r = -.38) that does not meet the significance threshold (p = .22). Thus, this

variable does not seem to play a significant role in this experiment.
5.4.3 Result and discussion of filler items

5.4.3.1 Mean comparison of participants’ RTs

The analysis of results is extended here to include the filler words, to have a basis for
comparison with experimental words. This is because these filler words are similarly structured,
but using different suffixes. Consequently, it will be interesting to see whether the same results
apply with these other suffixes. These filler suffixes are displayed with their sentences in Table
5.20:
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Table 5.20 Filler sentences

Gl Odu1umMaHT NOCTaBUA Ha CTON 3aBTPaK. Decomposable Diminutiveness
G2 OHM Npucenu 3a CTONMUK B yINYHOM Kade. Decomposable Diminutiveness
H1 CeWyac CTPOMUTCA XKUA0KM AOM Ha ynuue KyTysosa. Decomposable Diminutiveness
H2 OHa KMBET B MUNOM AOMMKE Ha OKpauHe roposaa. Decomposable Diminutiveness
11 OHa npuHecna emy cTakaH MUHEPAKM. Decomposable Diminutiveness
12 MpoBOAHMK NPUHEC eLLé OANH CTAaKaHUYUK. Decomposable Diminutiveness
J1 OH unew KOMMYHaIbHOM KBapTUpPbI. Decomposable Feminisation
2 Y HMX CKOPO HOBaA }¥uauua byaer. Decomposable Feminisation
K1 Llapb 06bABW/ BOWHY M Ha3HAYMN PEKPYTCKMIA Habop. Decomposable Feminisation
K2 BecHol 1669 roga ymepna yapuua Mapus. Decomposable Feminisation
L1 Heuero emy TyT ro/loBOi KUBaThb. Decomposable | Substantivisation
L2 OHa oTBeYaeT Ha ero KMBOK NIErKMM HaK/IOHOM r0J10Bbl. Decomposable Substantivisation
M1 C 3TMM YeNOBEKOM LUYTUTb He cieayer. Decomposable Substantivisation
M2 OH BMecCTe ¢ TeM WYTHUK U banaryp. Decomposable | Substantivisation
N1 OHa uenbit roa 6oanack NpbIraTb C Kayeneun. Whole-word Substantivisation
N2 OKO/10 Heé NocAnbILWaNCA NPbIXKOK. Whole-word Substantivisation
o1 EM He cKOpO elle Ha NOCT 3acTynaTb. Whole-word Substantivisation
02 Y [oeByLKM eCTb APYT 1 3aCTYNMHUK. Whole-word Substantivisation
Total 18

The above statistical tests will be conducted again on filler words to see whether the
outcomes are the same or different. A Paired Sample Test is conducted on filler words to
investigate whether there is a significant DRT of participants towards two related groups of
words: 1) Pairl: DF words (Lemmal and Surfacel); and 2) Pair2: WF words (Lemma2 and

Surface2). The results can be seen in Table 5.21:
Table 5.21 Filler words and RTs

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Std. | Std. Error Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair Lemmal -
-.081940| .564830| .045515| -.171860| .007979(-1.800| 153 .074
1 Surfacel
Pair Lemma2 -
-.009532| .547723| .082572| -.176055| .156991( -.115| 43 .909
2 Surface2

This table shows that there was not a statistically significant difference between the first
pair, t(153) = -1.80, SEM = .045, p = .07, or the second pair t(43) = -.12, SEM =.083, p = .90.
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The mean of the categories (Lemmal, Lemma2, Surfacel, and Surface2) can be presented in

Table 5.22:
Table 5.22 The comparison of RT Mean in experimental data
Statistics
Lemmal Surfacel Lemma2 Surface2

Mean .75599 .83793 .82336 .83289
Std. Deviation 492385 .559267 .539119 572700
Minimum 271 .128 .208 .239
Maximum 4.209 3.326 2.876 2.742

Also, the variance found in the two above groups is displayed in Figure 5.4:
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Figure 5.4 Filler Words and RTs
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This figure shows that although base words with DF take less time than their related surface
words, the difference between them does not appear to be significant. Surface words with WF
seem similar in terms of the RTs mean to their related base words. However, neither the first
group (Pair 1) nor the second one (Pair 2) show any significant DRT of the base words in line
with their surface words. The discrepancy between this result and result of experimental items

with {+k(a)} will be dealt with below in Section 5.5.
5.4.3.2 Independent variables associated with participants
54.3.2.1 Age

As above, independent variables will be analysed with filler words. A Pearson correlation
coefficient is calculated to see whether the variable Age is correlated with the RTs of

participants or not. Table 5.23 will show the outcome of this test:
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Table 5.23 Age and RTs

Correlations

Age Lemmal Surfacel Lemma?2 Surface2
Age Pearson Correlation 1 -.061 .027 -.003 -.138
Sig. (2-tailed) 449 744 982 370
N 154 154 154 44 44
Lemmal Pearson Correlation -.061 1 429" .198 .331°
Sig. (2-tailed) 449 .000 197 .028
N 154 154 154 44 44
Surfacel Pearson Correlation .027 429" 1 211 372"
Sig. (2-tailed) 744 .000 .169 .013
N 154 154 154 44 44
Lemma2 Pearson Correlation -.003 .198 211 1 516"
Sig. (2-tailed) 982 197 .169 .000
N 44 44 44 44 44
Surface2 Pearson Correlation -.138 .331° 372" 516" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 370 .028 013 .000
N 44 44 44 44 44

This table shows that Participant’s age did not correlate significantly with any of the

categories (Lemmal, Surafcel, Lemma2, and Surafce2); all r < .10, all p > .37>. So, the ‘Age’

is not regarded as a significant predictor of the DRT of participants here.

5.4.3.2.2 Gender

The above variable is analysed by carrying out a one-way ANOVA. This investigates
whether the RTs are influenced by the gender of participants. The following two tables can

display the result of the above test according to two groups of related words (DF and WF

words):

Table 5.24 Gender and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Ill Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 185.698 1 185.698 469.966 .000
Gender 483 1 483 1.223 .270
Error 60.060 152 .395
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Table 5.25 Gender and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Ill Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 57.615 1 57.615 120.510 .000
Gender .071 1 .071 .149 .701
Error 20.080 42 478

Table 5.24 (see above) shows that the ‘Gender’ variable does not seem to be a significant
predictor of the DRT of participants for related words with DF (F (1,152) = 1.22, MS = .39, p
= .27). This results from the fact that the difference of mean is not considered as significant
between male and female groups, which is shown as follows: 1) male group — Lemmal Mean
= .72, SD = .39; Surfacel Mean =.77, SD = .43; and 2) female group — Lemmal Mean = .77,
SD = .54; Surfacel Mean = .88, SD = .62.

Similarly, Table 5.25 (see above) shows the DRT based on the gender of participants is not
significant (F (1,42) = .14, MS = .48, p =.70). This owes much to the difference of mean found
between male and female groups with WF words. This difference is listed as follows: 1) male
group — Lemma2 Mean = .69, SD = .33; Surface2 Mean = .89, SD = .66; and 2) female group
— Lemma2 Mean = .91, SD = .63; Surface2 Mean = .79, SD = .51.

5.4.3.2.3 Nationality

The above variable is also analysed with filler words by conducting a one-way ANOVA on
two groups of filler words: 1) words with DF; and 2) words with WF. The following two tables

show the outcome of this test:

Table 5.26 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Ill Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 101.810 1 101.810 266.979 .000
Nationality 3.723 4 931 2.441 .049
Error 56.820 149 .381

Table 5.27 Nationality and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Ill Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 34.352 1 34.352 78.642 .000
Nationality 3.115 4 779 1.783 .152
Error 17.036 39 437
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Table 5.26 (see above) shows that the variable ‘Nationality’ plays a significant role in the
DRT of participants for the first group (F (4,15) = 2.44, MS = .38, p = .05). However, the above
variable cannot be a significant predictor of the DRT for the second group (F (4,39) = 1.78, MS
= .43, p =.15), as seen in Table 5.27 (see above). This variance and the mean difference found

in the above groups of related words is displayed in Table 5.28 and Figure 5.5:
Table 5.28 Nationality and RTs

Report
Nationality Lemmal Surfacel Lemma2 Surface2
Kazakh Mean .93952 .78632 .74961 1.02277
Std. Deviation .783515 .537292 467408 .870182
Latvian Mean 1.18539 1.25391 2.06219 1.21509
Std. Deviation .408033 .480766 .090872 .022614
Lithuanian Mean .68065 .75370 .64720 .63170
Std. Deviation .139346 .276364 .057016 .011304
Russian Mean .64823 .82152 .76926 .74061
Std. Deviation .332314 .602261 .524377 459839
Ukrainian Mean .86025 .86729 .80189 .91928
Std. Deviation .543402 457873 407180 .719465
Total Mean .75599 .83793 .82336 .83289
Std. Deviation .492385 .559267 .539119 .572700
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Figure 5.5 Nationality and RTs
The variation of words with DF seems more than words with WF. Thus, the former has a

notable difference among all groups of the Russian speakers, whereas the latter does not seem
to have a significant difference. The low numbers for some nationalities (e.g. one Latvian and
Lithuanian) may make the outcomes of these statistics unreliable. In this case, the probability
of rejecting the null hypothesis is likely to occur. In other words, these statistics can show
differences in RTs of participants when there is no difference. Interestingly, all participants are

native speakers of Russian although some of them are from former Soviet countries. The
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Russian language is still regarded as a formal language in these countries. The variable of
Nationality seems to be problematic since | have two contradicting statements. This variable is
effective in experimental words with WF only, but only in filler words with DF. It seems that
the relative frequency level has affected the DRT of groups of Russian native speakers. Another
explanation can be that filler words with DF (7 related words) are used more than WF (two
related words). That is why more variation of DRT is reflected in filler words with DF since

the samples were bigger in terms of number.
5.4.3.2.4 Education

The above variable is also analysed by conducting a one-way ANOVA on two groups of
related words. The first one is related to words with DF; the second is related to words with
WEF. The outcomes can be shown by the following two tables according to the above order of

related words:

Table 5.29 Education and RTs to word pairs with decomposable frequency relationships

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Ill Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 195.400 1 195.400 503.310 .000
Educational level 1.532 1 1.532 3.946 .049
Error 59.011 152 .388

Table 5.30 Education and RTs to word pairs with whole-word frequency relationships
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 60.302 1 60.302 128.772 .000
Educational level .483 1 .483 1.032 315
Error 19.668 42 468

Table 5.29 (see above) shows that there is a significant DRT of participant according to
their educational level: 1) Postgraduate (Lemmal Mean = .66, SD = .37; Surfacel Mean = .80,
SD =.59); and 2) Undergraduate (Lemmal Mean = .88, SD = .60; Surfacel Mean = .87, SD =
.49). Hence, this educational level is regarded as a significant predictor of participants’ DRT
for related words with DF (F (1,15) = 3.94, MS = 39, p = .05). However, Table 5.30 (see above)
shows that related words with WF do not have a significant DRT of participants (F (1,42) =
1.03, MS = .47, p = .31). This is based on the following statistical numbers: 1) Postgraduate
(Lemma2 Mean = .73, SD = .53; Surface2 Mean = .80, SD = .62); and 2) Undergraduate
(Lemma2 Mean = .95, SD = .52; Surface2 Mean = .88, SD = .50).
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5.4.3.3 Independent variables associated with data

5.4.3.3.1 Syllable

The first above variable associated with filler data is analysed here. A Pearson correlation
coefficient is calculated to investigate whether there is a relationship between the number of

syllables and the RTs of participants:
Table 5.31 Syllable and RTs

Correlations

Syllable RTs Mean
Syllable Pearson Correlation 1 .307
Sig. (2-tailed) .215
RTs Mean Pearson Correlation .307 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .215

This table shows that there is no significant correlation between the Syllable variable and
the DRT of participants (r = .30 (positive weak correlation), p = .21). Thus, the number of

syllables does not play a significant role in the DRT of participants.
5.4.3.3.2 Function

Filler words with different suffixes, particularly {+ux}, {+ox}, {+umk}, {+Huk}, and
{+ur(a)} deliver similar functions of the target words containing the suffix {+x(a)}. A repeated
measures ANOVA is conducted to investigate whether the multiple functions of filler words

can affect the DRT of participants in this experiment. Table 5.32 can answer this question:

Table 5.32 Function and RTs

ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .001 2 .000 .013 .988
Within Groups .366 15 .024
Total .367 17
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This table shows that there is no significant DRT of participants according to the Function
variable (F (15,17) = .01 (positive weak correlation), MS = .02, p =.98). The variance between

the various functions of filler words can be shown by Figure 5.6:
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Figure 5.6 Function and RTs

5.4.3.3.3 Sentence Length

The above variable is also analysed in this experiment. The question arises, does this length
have an effect on the RTs of participants or whether it matters if the sentence is long or short.
To answer this, a repeated measures ANOVA is carried out because it is used when several
measurements of the same dependent variable are taken at different time points or under
different conditions. It is designed to compare variation between groups relative to variation
within groups. Since | have to measure the RTs of participants according to two types of
sentences whether short or long (measurements), this analysis seems appropriate for this

purpose. Table 5.33 can show the result of this analysis:

Table 5.33 Sentence Length and RTs

ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .023 4 .006 217 .924
Within Groups 344 13 .026
Total .367 17

This table shows that the above variable cannot be considered as a significant predictor of
the DRT of participants. This is based on the following statistical numbers obtained by the
above test: (F (4,17) =.22, MS = .03, p =.92).
5.4.3.3.4 Type frequency

Filler words have also different Type Frequency values listed in the ARC (Mean =
59358.61; Minimum = 24.00; Maximum = 664580.00; SD = 156046.35). Thus, the question
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arises: do words with high Type Frequency values differ in their RTs from words with low

values for Type Frequency? A Pearson correlation coefficient is calculated to answer this

question. Table 5.34 can show the result of this calculation:
Table 5.34 Type Frequency and RTs

Correlations

RTs Mean Type frequency
RTs Mean Pearson Correlation 1 -.168
Sig. (2-tailed) .506
Type frequency Pearson Correlation -.168 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .506

This table shows that the above variable cannot indicate any significant DRT of participants

(r = -.17 (negative weak correlation), p = .51). The level of variance between the RTs of
participants and the above variable can be shown by Figure 5.7:
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Figure 5.7 Type Frequency and RTs

5.5 General discussion

My analyses focused not only on the observed results regarding surface words with the
suffix {+x(a)}, but also included other counterpart suffixes used as filler words. Interestingly,
these suffixes seem quite similar in terms of function to the main above suffix. This provides a
valuable insight into the differences and commonalities observed between the suffix {+x(a)}
and other counterpart Russian suffixes in this experiment.

Unexpectedly, Table 5.21 (see above) shows that there is no significant DRT of participants
for filler words with either a DF or a WF level. On the one hand, there was a slight difference
between related words with DF (Lemmal and Surfacel). However, the level of statistical

significance to validate a difference between related words, as was noticed with experimental
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words with the suffix {+x(a)}, was not reached. On the other hand, WF words have not
indicated even a small DRT of participants; both Lemma2 and Surface2 have almost the same
mean.

These outcomes result from using multiple counterpart suffixes to indicate similar functions
of the suffix {+k(a)}. These suffixes are listed as follows in Table 5.20 (see above): 1) suffixes
{+ux} and {+uuk} to denote Diminutiveness; 2) suffix {+um(a)} to denote Feminisation; and
3) suffixes {+ox} and {+uuk} to indicate Substantivisation. This diversity of employing various
counterpart suffixes is intended to distract the participants while conducting the experiment.
This goal so far has been achieved in this experiment; however, the observed results regarding
the filler words were not as expected or assumed.

| used a variety of filler suffixes to increase the diversity of material seen by respondents.
As the total number of sentences was 30 including experimental sentences, sentences allocated
for each filler suffix are at maximum two paired sentences as shown by Table 5.20 (see above).
Apart from the suffix {+aux} which has been used once in a paired sentence, other suffixes
have been used twice. Thus, the more sample data used in a certain experiment, the more the
variation and wide results are expected to be. Accordingly, | believe that the low number of
lexemes per filler suffix may have affected their observed results in this experiment.

The distribution of filler suffixes in line with the above levels of relative frequency was not
equal. Seven paired sentences with various filler suffixes have indicated DF level; however,
only two paired sentences with suffixes like {+ok} (nmpwicams [prygat/ ‘to jump, leap’ >
npwiocok [pryzhok/ ‘jump, leap’ and {+uuk} (sacmynamo [zastupat/ ‘to defend, protect’ >
sacmynnuk [zastupnik/ ‘defender, protector’) have indicated WF level. Notably, the overall
mean of filler words with DF is still consistent with the level of relative frequency which these
words reflect. In other words, it is still compatible with the main theme of the DF level which
supposes that the base lexeme takes less time in processing than its surface word (M = -.009532)
as shown by Table 5.21 (see above). By contrast, the findings of filler words with WF are not
compatible with the main theme of WF level which they were supposed to reflect. The reason
is that I have used a small number of filler words reflecting this level of relative frequency (only
two words with WF level compared to seven words having a DF level). Consequently, their
RTs” mean (M = -.081940) does not indicate that surface words take less time in processing

than their base lexemes as shown by Table 5.21 (see above).
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Figure 5.4 (see above) shows that surface words with WF require slightly less time in
processing than surface words with DF. This emphasises what | have expected with what | have
observed regarding the processing time order for DF and WF words. The general assumption
is that the surface words with WF take less time in processing than surface words with DF. This
view has been maintained by the observed findings of this experiment. Accordingly, the mental
order of processing base lemmas, DF words, and WF words in terms of processing time is as

follows:

1 2 3
| | |

Base Lexeme WEF lexeme DF lexeme

Figure 5.8 Processing time order of filler words

This order corresponds to the observed results found in this experiment. These results show
that DF words take more time in processing than WF words and vice versa.

Various independent variables associated with filler words have been identified in this
experiment. On the one hand, this analysis shows that certain variables like Age, Gender,
Syllable, Function, Sentence Length, and Type Frequency are not considered as significant
predictors of the participants’ DRT. On the other hand, the Nationality variable has a significant
effect on related words with DF level. However, it has not been regarded as effective variable
with related words with WF level (it is otherwise unclear what it means that something is not
an ‘effective’ variable). Similarly, the Education variable has a significant effect on related
words with DF level, while related words with WF level have not been affected by the above
variable.

Similarly, the same variables have been analysed with experimental words; the observed
results seem quite similar. On the one hand, certain variables particularly Age, Gender, Syllable,
Function, Sentence Length, and Type Frequency do not play a significant role regarding the
DRT of participants. On the other hand, since | have small groups (e.g. Latvians and
Lithuanians — only one participant), the Nationality variable yields two contradicting
statements: 1) DF words have not had a significant effect on the RTs of participants; and 2) WF
words have had a significant effect on the RTs of participants. Similarly, the ‘Education’
variable yields two contradicting statements: 1) there is no significant DRT between
undergraduate and postgraduate participants for DF words; and 2) there is a significant

difference between undergraduate and postgraduate participants for WF words.
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Thus, the only difference found between experimental and filler words is that the variables
of Nationality and Education have only affected the RTs of DF words when analysing filler
words. However, the same variables have only affected the RTs of WF words when analysing
experimental words.

The variable Handedness was not worth including in this experiment because | have only
one left-handed person among participants. This results from the fact that I did not obtain a high
number of participants (only 22). This is because of the difficulty of finding Russian native
speakers studying at Sheffield University. Therefore, maximising the number of participants is
one of the recommendations for the research future regarding the DRT of related words in
Russian.

Unlike the filler words, the observed results associated with experimental words seem to be
as hoped: there are significant differences in processing time between base lemmas and surface
words. The surface words with lower frequency than base lemmas (DF words) show
significantly slower reaction times. However, the surface words with higher frequency than
base lemmas (WF words) show significantly faster reaction times. Since the results seem to be
quite conclusive, the null hypothesis is rejected in this experiment.

Interestingly, the observed results of experimental words seem different from the observed
results of filler words. The main outcome of filler words is that the processing time order in the
mind of the speaker is as follows: 1) the base lexeme; 2) WF lexeme; and 3) DF lexeme as
shown by Figure 5.8 (see above).

However, Figure 5.1 (see above) shows that the outcomes associated with experimental
words suppose that surface words with WF level occupied the first order in terms of time spent
on processing words in the mind of the speaker. This surprising output is displayed in Figure
5.9:

1 2 3

| | | > Time

WF lexeme Base lexeme DF lexeme

Figure 5.9 Processing time order of experimental words

This suggests that surface words produced by the suffix {+k(a)} are mentally realised and
processed faster than even the base lexemes. This might account for the frequent usage of this
suffix by the native speaker in their daily life. These outputs refer to the interesting fact that the
frequent usage of this suffix is observed not only in the language of children; adults’ speech

and language can reflect that as well either in written or discourse application.
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5.6 Conclusion

Two overlapping hypotheses have been tested in this experiment. The outcomes result in
rejecting the null hypothesis. This experiment confirms the proposals of scholars (e.g. Berdan
and Legum 1976; Whaley 1978; Tremblay et al. 2011) presented at the beginning of this
chapter, suggesting that there is a mutual interaction between the word frequency and the
processing time of that word in the mind of the speaker: the more time spent in processing, the
more this word reflects a low level of frequency and vice versa. Additionally, this experiment
has supported the arguments of specific scholars (e.g. Vennemann 1974; Taft and Forster 1975;
Taft 1979; Bradley 1980; Anshen and Aronoff 1988; Burani and Caramazza 1987; Holmes and
O'Regan 1992; Vannest and Boland 1999; Bertram et al. 2000; Taft 2004) when positing that
the higher the WF level of a certain surface word, the less time spent in processing this word
and vice versa.

Notably, this experiment shows that words produced by the suffix {+x(a)} behave
differently than other words produced by other counterpart suffixes particularly {+uk}, {+ox},
{+uuk}, {+uuk}, and {+ui(a)}. This is based on the observed results which suggest that surface
words produced by suffix {+x(a)} require less time in processing not only than surface words
with DF, but they also take less time than the base lexemes. These results can be regarded as
new findings regarding the processing time order of related words in Russian.

These experimental outcomes support the earlier discussions in Chapters 3 and 4 on the
productivity of the suffix {+x(a)} and its mental representation. Also, these outcomes fit nicely
with the preceding findings which show that words with {+x(a)} are mostly influenced by the
WEF level.

128



6 Chapter: Semantic analysis of words with the suffix {+x(a)}

6.1 Introduction

Most morphological theories consider that surface forms are inclined to canonicity: they
pair the form of the surface word with the meaning of the base lexeme. So, they propose full
morpho-semantic correspondence and transparency. Derivational morphology considers
canonicity as a basic feature of derivation (Corbett 2010); the canonical correspondence of
elements of meaning and form as one-to-one is necessary between related words.

However, the assumption of canonicity is problematic for two reasons. Firstly, surface
words can have a semantically opaque relationship with their base lexeme. In such cases, these
surface words can express heterogeneity of semantic meaning. The controversy arises around
how morphological models deal with this heterogeneity of meanings. Secondly, lexical items
can possess a polysemy of semantic meanings. Does it imply that a certain morphological model
is able to deal with, while another one has problems in doing this. Both these issues challenge
morpho-semantic correspondence and transparency. This chapter explores how morphological
models deal with heterogeneity and polysemy. It will suggest that the word-based approach can
benefit from the insights of ‘cognitive semantics’ on the prototypicality concept.

Little attention has been paid to investigating the semantics of {+x(a)} because the focus of
scholars has so far concentrated on dictionary and handbook materials. This leads me to
question whether there is a disparity in addressing the meanings/functions of the above suffix
while using data extracted from handbooks, dictionaries and corpora. In other words, does the
type frequency of a certain meaning/function of {+x(a)} found in a dictionary differ from the
same meaning/function found in a certain corpus or a handbook? Another question is whether
I can identify previously unrecorded meanings/functions while analysing corpus data in
comparison with dictionary and handbook data, along with new sub-meanings/functions that
are derived from the main ones.

The Russian approach (e.g. Vinogradov, Istrina, and Barkhudarov 1952; Shvedova 1970;
Rakusan 1981) shows that the semantic meanings of the suffix {+x(a)} tend to be classified in
separation from each other. A homonymous view is applied in this classification: various
derivational suffixes, which happen to be identical in phonology/orthography, have different
semantic functions to deliver. This is in contrast to the modern ‘cognitive semantics’ approach
which organises the meanings/functions of one single suffix as the most prototypical one and
the least prototypical one in relation to a main prototype. In such an approach, I have to identify
which function is prototypical in having close relationships with many other functions and the

highest type frequency in a corpus.
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To answer the above questions, a thorough investigation was undertaken using data
extracted from handbooks, corpora, and dictionaries. As a result, this analysis will provide a
new detailed and comprehensive distribution of semantic meanings/functions of the suffix
{+x(a)}. The novelty of studying the suffix {+x(a)} in connection with cognitive semantics
approach provides a revealing case-study of semantics of {+k(a)} based on the corpus material.

The structure of this chapter will be the following: 1) the effect of heterogeneity of meaning
on morphological models; 2) the polysemy of the suffix {+x(a)} and its implication for
morphological models; 3) identification of other potential meanings/functions of {+x(a)}; 4) a
new distribution of semantic meanings/functions of {+x(a)} based on ‘prototype theory’; 5) a
discussion highlighting the important issues found in this analysis; and 6) a summary of the

main outcomes of this analysis.
6.2 The effect of heterogeneity of meaning on morphological models

Although many words with the suffix {+x(a)} reflect a transparency of semantic meaning,
others can reflect a mismatch of meaning compared to their base lexemes. The transparency of
meaning is when the meaning of the new surface word can be comprehended in association
with the meaning of its base lexeme. Ryazanova-Clarke (1999: 216) notes that many words
produced by the suffix {+k(a)} tend to adhere to the meaning of their base lexemes. This has
been called ‘adherent expressivity’. In this regard, Rakusan (1981: 49) notices that most
deverbal coinages of {+k(a)} observe this tendency, such as zomams /lomat'/ ‘to break’ > romxa
/lomka/ ‘breaking’; oyenums lotsenit’/ ‘to evaluate’ > oyenxa /otsenka/ ‘evaluation’, etc.

‘Subjective evaluation’ (e.g. Beard 1988: 163; Stekauer 2002: 109) is a term often
associated with the usage of certain suffixes. The subjective expressivity of the speaker is
manifested when s/he utilises specific affixes to express different meanings of human emotions.
This means that certain Russian suffixes have the ability to modify the meaning of their base
lexemes by adding a subjective evaluation of the speaker, mostly in discourse applications.
Therefore, a new derived word with a certain suffix can indicate a slightly different semantic
meaning compared to its base lexeme. Rakusan (1981: 51) defines the suffixes of ‘subjective
evaluation’ as those morphemes situated at the end of the stem that create new words that
express a subjective evaluation, as found in nous /noch’/ ‘night’ > nouxa /nochka/ ‘night (dim.)’;
myarcuuna Imuzhchina/ ‘man’ > myosrcuunka Imuzhchinka/ ‘sort of man’, etc.

However, Rakusan (1981: 42) indicates that a great number of derived words do not carry
an expressive feature. Their semantic meaning is shifted compared to their base lexemes. This
leads to the creation of autonomous words with a mismatch in meaning in comparison with

their base lexemes.
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Shanskii (1968: 144) underlines the main changes occurring between the base and derived
words by the semantic drift of the latter with respect to the former. It means that the derived
word ceases to be related to its base lexeme in meaning.

This mismatch of form-meaning is quite a common phenomenon during the word formation
process. The ‘deviant word formation’ is represented when the morpho-semantic transparency
becomes ambiguous and irrelevant between corresponding forms of base and derived one. This
observation according to Hathout (2014: 177) is “widespread” in terms of word formation rules.

To investigate this issue further, | have extracted various examples from the RNC. These
examples were selected on the basis of how surface words with {+x(a)} match or diverge in
meaning to their base lexemes. | allocated first six examples with {+x(a)} which can retain
similar meanings to their base lexemes. However, the remaining examples reflect a
heterogeneity of meaning in line with their base lexemes. Each example contains two sentences:
one includes the surface word with {+k(a)} and the other one includes its base form. This
procedure shows how the semantic connection between related words can be preserved or
distorted. | believe that the employed examples ideally illustrate the semantic connection
between two different categories of words with {+x(a)}. Although the choice of selecting these
examples/sentences was primarily based on my intuition and prediction, they were checked and
filtered by Russian native speakers to assure their accuracy and eligibility to be used for the
above purpose. These examples with their full sentences are displayed as follows:

1. (a) Ilpeorazan cnauana nazsamo KAHOUOAMO8, A NOMOM UX OALOMUPOBANb.

/Predlagal snachala nazvat' kandidatov, a potom ikh ballotirovat'/
'He suggested first naming the candidates, then putting them to a vote'

(b) A oaosice ne snaio, kocoa u barromuposka Hacmynum?

/Ya dazhe ne znayu, kogda i ballotirovka nastupit?/
‘I do not even know when the voting begins.'
2. (@) Tot 0ondicna mamepu Ho2u Mblms U 600y NUMb. ..
/Ty dolzhna materi nogi myt' i vodu pit'.../
"You have to wash your mother's feet and give her water'
(b) Moiika mawumnsl mens He kacaemcsi, 80pye s ue He MAaK COEnao.
/Moika mashiny menya ne kasaetsya, vdrug ya che ne tak sdelayu/
'Washing the car is not my problem, perhaps I may do something wrong’
3. (a) Hu ooun akpobam ne modcem ¢ HUM CPAGHUMBCSL.

/Ni odin akrobat ne mozhet s nim sravnit'sya/

'No other acrobat can compare with him'.

(b) Axpobamra Benvoa npouzeooum na Heeo cuibHoe BneyamieHue.
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/Akrobatka Vel'da proezvodit na nego sil'noe vpechatlenie/
"The acrobat Vel'da makes a strong impression on him'
(@) A ne pycckuil, ne ykpauney, s epex.
/Ya ne russkii, ne ukrainets, ya grek/
'l am not Russian, nor Ukrainian, | am Greek'
(b) Ona 6vina ykpaunka, Ho 6viia y Hee u mamapcKkas Kposb.
/Ona byla ukrainka, no byla u nee i tatarskaya krov'/
‘She was Ukrainian, but she had Tatar blood as well’
(a) Amnyna mosicem Gvimb YACMUYHO NOSPYIHCEHA 6 BOOY.
/Ampula mozhet byt' chastichno pogruzhena v vodu/
‘The ampoule can be partly immersed in water'
(b) On ¢ xpycmom croman cmexnsinnyro amnyaxy.
/0On s khrustom slomal steklyannuyu ampulku/
'With a crunch, he smashed a glass-small ampoule'
(@) V mebs ewé b6vi1a bopoda 6 mo epems.
/U tebya eshhyo byla boroda v to vremya/
‘At that time you still had a beard’
(b) V nezo 6vira donkuxomcekas bopodka.
/U nego byla donkikhotskaya borodka/
'He had a small beard like Don Quixote'

(a) Henv3ss onucams, kaxk ona ObLia MUuia 6 2mom OeHw!

/ Nel'zya opisat’, kak ona byla mila v etot den’/
It is impossible to describe how nice she was that day!'
(b) B knueax cniows u psioom ecmpeuanucy OWuOKY U ORUCKU.
IV knigakh splosh' i ryadom vstrechalis' oshibki i opiski/
'In the books mistakes and errata were found all over the place'
(@) IIpocmo 5 suepa nomoin Ho2u.
/Prosto ya vchera pomyl nogi/
‘I just washed my feet yesterday'
(b) Panvue 6 smoii yepxsu bl Ck1aod u ROMOUKA.
/Ran'she v etoi tserkvi byl sklad i pomoika/
'Previously in this church there was a store and rubbish heap'
(@) Tlocne nauana wmypma, sxcmpemucmol 8blOpocUIU Oenvlll ghaae.
/Posle nachala shturma, ekstremisty vybrosili belyi flag/

‘After the attack began, the extremists put out the white flag'
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(b) Beaka besxcana-besxcana 6 ceoém konece.
/Belka bezhala-bezhala v svoyom kolese/
"The squirrel ran round and round in his wheel.’
10. (a) Cyn copsauuii uz 51200 u ppykmos.
/Sup goryachii iz yagod i fruktov/
‘A hot soup from berries and fruits'
(b) A 3ab6onena, y mens 6vina copsauka Ha HepeHOU nouse.
/Ya zabolela, u menya byla goryachka na nervnoi pochve/
'| fell sick; I had a nervous fever.'
11. (a) Boda 6 o3zepe 6vina npospaunas, Kax ciesd.
/Voda v ozere byla prozrachnaya, kak sleza/
"The water in the lake was pure, like a tear'
(b) Booka oeticmeyem kak 600a na 02omb.
/Vodka deistvuet kak voda na ogon'/
'Vodka works like water on fire'
12. (a) Cmapwiii Opye ayuuie Hosbix 08)X.
/Staryi drug luchshe novykh dvukh/
‘An old friend is better than two new ones'
(b) Mnaowwuii Opysicka néc nesecme nooapku om xHcenuxa.

/Mladshii druzhka nyos neveste podarki ot zhenikha/

"The younger bridesman carried the bride's gifts from the groom’

6.2.1 Discussion

In the above examples, the correspondence of semantic meaning between derived words

with the suffix {+x(a)} is reflected by 6arromuposams [ballotirovat'/ ‘to vote’ > 6ariomuposka

/ballotirovka/ ‘voting’; meims Imyt'/ ‘to wash’ > motika /moika/ ‘washing’; akpo6am [akrobat/

‘acrobat (m.)’ > akpobamxka lakrobatka/ ‘acrobat (f.)’; ykpauney /ukrainets/ ‘Ukrainian (m.)’ >

ykpaunxa /ukrainka/ ‘Ukrainian (f.)’; aunyaa lampula/ ‘ampoule’ > amnyixa lampulka/ ‘small

ampoule’; and 6opoda /boroda/ ‘beard’ > 6opooxa [borodka/ ‘small beard’.

However, the remaining examples do not have a regular, retrievable semantic relationship

with their base lexemes. This semantic shift is exemplified by onucams /opisat/ ‘to describe’ >

onucka lopiska/ ‘erratum’; nomeims /[pomyt'/ ‘to wash’ > nomoiika /pomoika/ ‘rubbish heap,

dump’; 6enwuir belyi/ ‘white’ > 6eaxa /belka/ ‘squirrel’; copsuuii Igoryachii/ ‘hot’ > copsiuka

/goryachka/ ‘fever’; sooa Ivodal ‘water’ > gooka Ivodka/ ‘vodka’; and dpye /drug/ ‘friend’ >

opyaicka ldruzhka/ ‘bridesman’.
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This heterogeneity of meaning between derived words imposes problems for certain
morphological models. For example, in the 1A (Item and Arrangement) model, the word is
composed of independent units/morphemes. Each unit/morpheme is a representative of form
and meaning respectively. Accordingly, the suffix {+x(a)} reflects a compatibility of form and
meaning in some of the above examples which are listed as follows: 1) In the examples of
bantomuposka and moiika (See above 1.b and 2.b), the suffix {+x(a)} has been assigned as an
action agent; 2) In the examples of axpo6amxa and ykpaunka (See above 3.b and 4.b), the suffix
{+k(a)} has been assigned as a feminine agent; and 3) In the examples of amnyixa, and 6opooxa
(see above 5.b and 6.b), the suffix {+x(a)} has been assigned as a diminutive agent.

However, this suffix has not been assigned any meaning when the surface word ceased to
be related in meaning to its base lexeme. This can be observed by the above examples,
particularly onucka, nomoiika, 6enxa, copsuxa, éooxa, and opyscka (see above 7.b, 8.b, 9.b,
10.b, 11.b, and 12.b).

How then is it that the status of the suffix {+x(a)} and its semantic value is not identical in
all words produced with it? In other words, how I can consider this suffix in some words like
banomuposka, Molka, akpobamka, yKpaunka, amnyika, and 6opodka as a
functional/meaningful morpheme. In contrast, this suffix is treated in certain words, particularly
onucka, nomouka, 6enxa, eopsiuxka, 6ooka, and opyacka as a non-meaningful one. This
difference of status of the above suffix means that its treatment is not equal for all its coinages.

In addition, the 1A model assumes that the possibility of splitting a word into different
parts/morphemes hinges on their semantic indication in line with their order in the structure of
the word. This helps to elucidate the composition order of morphemes within the word. Thus,
the division of morphological parts/morphemes so far “depends in many cases upon the
different standpoint of the semantic elements of that word” Vinogradov (1951: 9, my
translation). Therefore, this division relies primarily on the degree of the semantic
correspondence existing between the base and surface word.

Thus, | have noticed that some of the above words with {+x(a)}, which reflect semantic
correspondence to their base form, do not have any constraints to split them in a linear fashion.
This can be seen by 6ariomuposxa ({6amnotupos+ka}), mouxa ({moii+ka}), axpobamra
({axpobat+ka}, yrkpaunka ({ykpamntka}), amnyixa ({ammyn+ka}), and 6opodka
({6opoatka}). Obviously, the semantic factor arranges segmentation of these words in a linear
pattern.

However, the problem arises when some words express a mismatch of meaning. In some
instances where the semantic correspondence is lost, as in 6ezxa, sooka, copsuxa, and opyacka,

their morphological segmentation nevertheless clearly follows the linear model: {6en+ka},
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{Bon+ka}, {ropsu+ka}, and {npyx+ka}. But such a linear model flounders in explaining words
that are composed out of more than two building elements. For example, instances like onucka
and nomotixa raise the question as to whether their segmentation occurs first according to the
prefixation pattern: {o+mucka}, {mo+moiika}, or by the suffixation one: {omuc+xka},
{momoii+ka}. This is called the ‘bracketing paradox’ (Kiparsky 1982), which raises the issue of
the mapping movement of morphemes. As noted in Section 2.4.2.1.5 (see above), the IA model
assumes that prefixation happens first, and then the suffixation later. Yet in onucka and
nomotixa the suffixation occurs first in the decomposition process, followed by a prefixation
process.

It becomes obvious that the account of morphological decomposition in the IA model may
not be only limited to the accurate linear segmentation of the morphological parts of the word,
but extends to the semantic relationship of these parts/morphemes and how they correspond to
each other to express a particular meaning through the formation process.

I have seen that the inclusion of this suffix reflects an isomorphic correspondence of form
and meaning respectively in some instances. However, in other instances, this suffix has ceased
to be a representative of the form and the meaning respectively. This overlapping situation
cannot be permitted in the theoretical framework of the IA model. Therefore, this contrast of
meaningful/functional status and the disparity in the treatment of the above suffix leads to
unresolved questions, which the IA model seems unable to solve. Thus, this model exhibits
problems in dealing especially with surface words whose meaning cannot be related to the
meaning of their base lexemes.

Similarly, particular accounts in the IP (Item and Process) model seem incapable of dealing
with the mismatch of meaning found in some of the above examples. The main framework of
this model assumes that units/words are generated from other units/words by the operation of
WFRs (Word Formation Rules). This model utilises the terms input and output in defining its
objects, which are the base and surface words. Two different accounts are suggested in this
model. Firstly, the operation of WFRs occurs on the stem of inputs and outputs to generate new
coinages (e.g. Matthews 1974; Anderson 1992). Accordingly, they treat the stem of inputs and
outputs as standalone units, which makes this model closer to the 1A model by decomposing
the word into multiple units. Secondly, the operation of WFRs occurs on the whole inputs and
outputs as one independent unit to create new coinages (e.g. Aronoff 1976; Stump 2001).
Accordingly, they treat both the inputs and outputs at the word level. This makes them closer
to the WP (Word and Paradigm) model in its treatment and theoretical concept. Interestingly,
this model has been developed to cover the arbitrary phonological correspondence between its

objects by providing a plausible interpretation as to why certain morphemes are altered,
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truncated, or mutated. This is illustrated by meime > motixa; and ykpauney > ykpaunxa. The
semantic relatedness between the inputs (the base lexeme) and the outputs (the surface words)
are preserved by WFRs. In other words, these rules maintain the mapping of the semantic
function of both objects during processing.

The semantic function according to accounts of Matthews (1974) and Anderson (1992)
cannot be divorced from the form of the word. Instead, it goes alongside WFRs, which
contribute to mapping the semantics of its inputs onto the semantics of its outputs. Thus, the
semantic function in this model is associated with the inputs and outputs of processes which
change the shape of the stem by shifting, truncating, or adding morphemes to it. “Both Aronoff
and Anderson envision some sort of semantic function that goes onto the semantics of the
outputs of the rule, thus, semantics is not divorced from form.” (Anti¢ 2010: 8).

Thus, the IP model suggests that the correlation between its objects can only be
observed/measured by the semantic relatedness between the inputs and the outputs.
Accordingly, accounts of Matthews (1974) and Anderson (1992) would observe/measure this
semantic relatedness between the stem of inputs and outputs only, while accounts of Aronoff
(1976) and Stump (2001) suppose that this relatedness is observed/measured at the word level
of both its objects (the inputs and outputs). Thus, this model easily links the inputs (base
lexeme) of moiixa, and ykpaunka as meims, and ykpauney. This owes much to the existence of
the semantic relatedness found in both objects despite the phonological correspondence being
distorted by the occurrence of the phenomena of truncation and allomorphy.

However, the account (e.g. Matthews 1974; Anderson 1992) faces a problem when the
semantic connection is lost between the input and the output. Since allomorphy and mutation
break isomorphic phonological correspondence of input and output, identifying the input (the
base lexeme) becomes more difficult, e.g. nomwims > nomoiixa; and opye > opyocka.
Interestingly, the IP model has treated the input of moiixa as meims but seems uncertain to claim
that the input of nomotixa is nomeims since the stem of the former does not correlate in meaning
to the latter. By contrast, the WFRs assumes that the stem of the first person (morn /moyu/ ‘1
wash’) has been employed and merged with the suffix {+x(a)}. Thus, the heterogeneity of the
semantic meaning found in the above examples makes it uncertain whether in the IP model |
can consider the inputs of nomotixa and opyosicka to be nomwims and opye. This means that the
treatment of the above examples in this model is not equal.

Unlike the above models, the theoretical concept of the WP suggests the following pattern:
[X] > [Xxa] to elucidate the way of producing words containing the suffix {+x(a)}. This model
treats its members (the base lexeme and its surface word) as free independent units, which can

correspond with each other either phonologically or semantically. Since, this correspondence
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might be violated when coining words with the suffix {+k(a)}, this model accepts that surface
words might be divergent either phonologically or semantically in comparison to their base
lexemes. The heterogeneity of meaning between related words is not considered as a dilemma
for the above model. Therefore, neither, do motixa, ykpaunka, onucka, nomotixa, Or Opyscka
indicate problems in affiliating them to their base lexemes which are mwsims, yxpauney,

onucamy, nomvims, and opye.

6.3 The polysemy of the suffix {+k(a)} and its implication for morphological

models

Many words can express multiple meanings (‘polysemy’). Interestingly, the coinages of
{+k(a)} have reflected this issue. Townsend (1975: 200) notices that words produced by the
above suffix may refer to the diminutive meaning and another different meaning as well.
Townsend (1975) instantiated this with the word nooicka Inozhkal/, which can indicate ‘small
leg’, ‘stem of mushroom’, and ‘leg of chair’. This leads me to ask how this polysemy affects
the morphological models of word formation, i.e. are some morphological models able to deal
with polysemy in contrast to other models?

To investigate this point further and see its implication, | have extracted various examples
produced by the suffix {+x(a)} from the RNC. These examples were selected on the basis of
how words with {+k(a)} reflect a polysemous situation by comparing at least two sentences for
the same coinage. In one sentence {+x(a)} indicates a certain meaning/function, whereas it
indicates a different meaning/function in the other one. A variety of meanings/functions are
intended to be shown in these examples. These meanings are the main conventional ones for
the suffix {+x(a)}. | allocated the first four examples with {+k(a)} to refer to a diminutive
meaning/function in the first sentence. The second sentence for the same coinage of {+x(a)}
indicates a different meaning/function for the sake of comparison. The second four examples
with {+x(a)} are chosen to refer to a feminine meaning/function in the first sentence, while the
same coinage with {+x(a)} denotes a different meaning in the second sentence. A similar
procedure applies to the third meaning/function of {+x(a)} which is Substantivisation. The last
four examples indicate this meaning in the first sentence; however, they refer to a different
meaning of action in the second sentence.

This procedure shows how the polysemous aspect can be reflected in various
meanings/functions of the suffix {+x(a)}. The chosen examples are assumed to be the best to
illustrate the implication of polysemy of {+x(a)} on various morphological models of word
formation. Although these examples/sentences were primarily chosen on my intuition and
prediction, they were evaluated by Russian native speakers in order to check that | used the
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appropriate examples/sentences to explore the consequences of polysemy of {+k(a)} on
morphological models. This leads me to ask how this polysemy affects the morphological
models of word formations.
The polysemy of certain coinages of the suffix {+x(a)} is demonstrated by the following

examples:
1. (a) Bot max npekpachvl ¢ KOPOHKOU 10O8U HA 20106€.

/Vy tak prekrasny s koronkoi lyubvi na golove/

"You are so wonderful with a small crown of love on your head.'

(b) Bpau, noka koponky oeraem, nocmasui 6pemenHblil NPOmes.
/Vrach, poka koronku delaet, postavil vremennyi protez/
“The doctor, while making a tooth crown, installed a temporary prosthesis.’

2. (2) Mumo mens npoexana 1owadka, ée3ywas Ha OPOACKAX OMObIXAIOUUX.

/Mimo menya proekhala loshadka, vezushhaya na drozhkakh otdykhayushhikh/
‘A small horse pulling a runabout with people on vacation passed by me.’
(b) Myoic npuexan 6 6oavHuyy co crezamu Ha 21A3AX U USPYUEUHOU JOUAOKOU.
/Muzh priekhal v bol'nitsu so slezami na glazakh i igrushechnoi loshadkoi/
'Her husband arrived at the hospital with tears in his eyes and a toy horse.'
(¢) Hsueamenv na moem ckymepe mowrocmoio 3, 7 10uadok cmoum.
/Dvigatel' na moyom skutere moshhnost'yu 3, 7 loshadok stoit/
‘The engine in my scooter has a capacity of 3.7 horsepower.'
3. (a) Haunu uumamo c vi0eeHHOU KIemKU N0 HANPAGLeHUIO CIMPELOK.
/Nachni chitat’ s vydelennoi kletki po napravleniyu strelok/
‘Begin reading from the indicated square in the direction of the arrow.’
(b) Kaorcoas cexynoa beckoneuna, Heibssi yCKopums CIMpeiKu 4acos.
/Kazhdaya sekunda beskonechna, nel'zya uskorit' strelki chasov/
'Each second is infinite, you cannot hasten the hands of the clock.'
4. (a) Dmo mom cnyuaii, K020a 08e4Ka COeNANA UM AMEPUKAHCKOU aKkmpuce, a He Haobopon.

/Eto tot sluchai, kogda ovechka sdelala imya amerikanskoi aktrise, a ne naoborot/

“This is the case when a small sheep made the name of the American actress popular,
not vice versa.’
(b) Haoo ckazams, umo compyonuya b6viia He mpyciueas 08e4Kd.
/Nado skazat', chto sotrudnitsa byla ne truslivaya ovechka/
'Needless to say, that colleague was no cowardly sheep’
5. (@) ITonoosrcum, ona ne gunka, a weeoka dvlia.

/Polozhim, ona ne finka, a shvedka byla/
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'l suggest she was not Finnish, but Swedish.’

(b) @unxa b6vLra cmapas, mynas o éce-maxu opysrcue.
/Einka byla staraya, tupaya no vsyo-taki oruzhie/
‘The Finnish knife was old, dull, but still a weapon.'
6. (a) B koHye KOHYO8 OKA3ANIOCH, YMO OHA BeH2EePKA.
IV kontse kontsov okazalos', chto ona vengerka/
‘In the end it turned out that she was Hungarian.'
(b) Hawa Huna H., kpacueas oOeeywika, 106Kas u 2ubKas, mauyesand yvbleAHCKYIO

BEH2EPKY.
/Nasha Nina N., krasivaya devushka, lovkaya i gibkaya, tantsevala tsyganskuyu

vengerku/
‘Our Nina N., a beautiful girl, clever and flexible, danced a Gypsy Hungarian dance’

(€) I'ocnooun 6 seneepke 832Ny HA HE20 C YOUBLEHUEM.
/Gospodin v vengerke vzglyanul na nego s udivleniem/
‘The gentleman in the dolman (jacket) looked at him with surprise.’

7. (2) Ewé na mope ymouxy, Ha necouxe 1e0€0ky.
/Eshhyo na more utochku, na pesochke lebyodku/
'In the sea [there was] still a small duck, on sand [it turned out to be] a (female) swan’
(b) Eit ne cpeou nebedeii manyesamo, a cpedu asmomawiun u 1e6edox!
/Ei ne sredi lebedei tantsevat', a sredi avtomashin i lebedok/
'She does not dance among the swans, but among machines and hoists!"

8. (a) @panyyocenka Kiosunve, nosmecca, asanmopucmea om npupoobl, Pycckasi KHASUHSL.

[Frantsuzhenka Kyuvil'e, poetessa, avantyuristka ot prirody, russkaya knyaginya/

‘Cuuvilier, the French lady, a poetess, an adventurist by nature, was a Russian princess.

(b) Oma srcenwyuna coecem ne noxodica na a8aHMIOPUCIKY .
/Eta zhenshhina sovsem ne pokhozha na avantyuristku/
‘This woman is completely unlike an impostor’
9. (a) 4 om menogenno2o pewtenus NPeKPaAmMuIaAcy RIACKA MblLCIel.
/1 ot mgnovennogo resheniya prekratilas' plyaska myslei/
'And at that instantaneous decision the dancing of ideas stopped'
(b) Kaosicoas nusicka umeem ceoe nazeanue u ceoe ocoboe cooepicanue.
/Kazhdaya plyaska imeet svoe nazvanie i svoyo osoboe soderzhanie/
'Each dance has its own name and its own special content'
10. (a) A cetiuac sam npunapky... — K uepmoesoii mamepu meoio npunapky...

/Ya seichas vam priparku... — K chertovoi materi tvoyu priparku/
139



'l am now [putting a] poultice on you... - go to bloody hell with your poultice...’

(b) ITomozym emy smu npunapxu uz kapmogens?
/Pomogut emu eti priparki iz kartofelya?/
“Will these potato poultices help him?’
11. (a) A nponucka — smo yoice svlmexarowee ciedcmaue, e20 Mol omey NPONUCAl o Moetl
npocwoe.
/A propiska — eto uzhe vytekayushhee sledstvie, ego moi otets propisal po moei
pros'be/
'‘But registration - this is a consequent result; my father registered him according to my
request’
(b) 51 ckazana, 4TO MHE MX HPOMKCKA HE HY)KHA.
/Ya skazala, chto mne ikh propiska ne nuzhna/

‘| said that | did not need their residence permit’

12. (a) [{ns smoeo na my3zetinvix buremax 6yoem cmasumovcsi CReYUALIbHASL OMMEMKA.
/Dlya etogo na muzeinykh biletakh budet stavit'sya spetsial'naya otmetka/
‘For this a special note will be put on the museum tickets.’
(b) YVuumens cuumaiom, umo osotika — >mo ommemka u nouemy Helv3si 6bl0A6AMb

ammecmam C OGOZZKCIMM, emecno cnpaesKu.

/Uchitelya schitayut, chto dvoika — eto otmetka i pochemu nel'zya vydavat' attestat
s dvoikami, vmesto spravki/

‘Teachers hold that a "two" is a legitimate school mark, and that hence it is possible
to issue a proper school leaving certificate with "twos" instead of a mere certificate of

attendance.’
6.3.1 Discussion

Obviously, the underlined words in the above examples show that the suffix {+x(a)} is a
polysemous suffix. However, this polysemy is a problem for certain morphological approaches.
For instance, the 1A model assumes that each morpheme is a representative of form and
meaning respectively. However, in the above examples, the suffix {+k(a)} with a certain word
in a specific sentence indicates a certain meaning/function. However, the same suffix with the
same word has not been assigned any meaning/function in another sentence. This issue has been
found with the following coinages of {+x(a)}:

1- The suffix {+x(a)} in the coinages of koporxa, rowaoxa, cmpenxa, and oseuxa has been a
representative of a diminutive agent (‘small crown’; ‘small horse’; ‘small arrow’; and ‘small

sheep’) as found by the sentence 1.(a); 2.(a); 3.(a); and 4.(a) (see above). However, it has
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not been assigned any meaning/function particularly in the sentences 1.(b); 2.(b); 2.(c);
3.(b); and 4.(b) (see above). These formations with the suffix {+x(a)} indicate a unitary
meaning, which is ‘tooth crown’; ‘toy horse’; ‘a unit of measurement of engine power’;
‘hands of clock’; and ‘harmless person’.

2- The suffix {+x(a)} in words like ¢punxa, sencepra, and re6éoxa has participated to form a
feminine meaning/function (‘Finnish woman’, ‘Hungarian woman’, and ‘(female) swan’)
as shown by the sentences 5.(a); 6.(a); and 7.(a) (see above). However, this suffix with
similar stems has not indicated any specific meaning in the sentences 5.(b); 6.(b); 6.(c); and
7.(b). These words indicate a unitary meaning, which is ‘Finnish knife’; ‘Hungarian dance’;
‘dolman (jacket)’; and ‘hoist’.

A slightly similar issue is found with the word asaumiopucmxa, the suffix {+x(a)} has
resulted in forming a feminine meaning/function ‘adventurist woman’ as shown by sentence
8.(a) above, while asanmiopucmxa in 8.(b) means ‘female impostor'.

3- The suffix {+x(a)} in the coinages of nuwicka, npunapxa, nponucka, and ommemxa has
denoted a process of action (‘dancing’; ‘placing a poultice’; ‘registration’; and ‘note’) as
shown by the sentence 9.(a); 10.(a); 11.(a); and 12.(a) (see above). However, this suffix
with similar words has indicated a different meaning, which is the result of the action
(‘dance’; ‘poultice’; ‘residence permit’; and ‘school mark’). This can be found in sentences
9.(b); 10.(b); 11.(b); and 12.(b) (see above).

Thus, at first glance, it seems difficult to establish the suffix {+x(a)} is representative of
meaning or not. In the first group of examples, this suffix represents a meaning/function in one
sentence, but not in another as shown above with xopouka, rowadka, cmpenxa, and oseuxa. In
the second group of examples, the suffix {+x(a)} reflects a conflicting situation. In some usages
it has been assigned as a feminine agent, e.g. gunka, senecepka, and re6éoxa, while it does not
reflect any meaning in others. Although asanmiopucmrka combines with the suffix {+x(a)} in
order to create feminisation, this word nevertheless has two different meanings: one is
‘adventurist (female)’ and the other is ‘female impostor’. Therefore, the determination of one
of these meanings depends on the context of the sentence. Finally, in the third group, a similar
issue is found with nuscka, npunapxy, nponucka, and ommemxa where the suffix {+x(a)} has
indicated more than one meaning for the same lexeme in various sentences. Hence, there is no
certainty that this suffix is a representative of a process or a result of action unless the whole
meaning of the sentence is grasped.

The 1A model thus cannot deal with the polysemy of the suffix {+x(a)} because it does not
allow multiple meanings/functions for the same lexeme at the same time. Therefore, it is not

known whether the above suffix for example in the word xoponxa has been assigned a
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diminutive meaning/function or whether it does not reflect any specific function since this word
means an object (tooth crown). In addition, | cannot assign a specific function for the above
suffix once it reflects more than one function at the same time. To illustrate this, | have seen
that the word nascka can indicate two different meanings: 1) the process of action; and 2) the
result of action as well. Consequently, it is confusing to assign a certain meaning/function for
the suffix {+x(a)} with this word unless its meaning is linked within the context of a specific
sentence.

When this suffix indicates more than one meaning for the same coinage, as in
asanmmwopucmka, it is unclear which specific meaning to assign to this word until the whole
meaning of the sentence is comprehended.

Hence, this model results in a difficulty in dealing with the polysemy of the above suffix
which can reflect the following: 1) specific meaning in one sentence; however, it has not been
assigned any meaning for the same coinage in the other sentence; and 2) two different meanings
for the same coinage in various sentences.

Similarly, specific accounts like Matthews (1974) and Anderson (1992) in the IP model
assume that the outputs can express only one meaning which should be in line with the meaning
of its inputs. Therefore, proposing that there are various meanings for the same input (the base)
is not permitted in the theoretical concepts of this model. This is the same as saying that the
above accounts do not tolerate the idea that the meaning of the output can indicate heterogeneity
of meaning compared to its input, for example when the word xoponxa meaning ‘tooth crown’
has ceased to be related to the meaning of its input (the base) which is koporna /korona/ ‘crown’.
Thus, these problems prevent this model from dealing with this polysemy found in various
above productions of {+k(a)}.

Unlike the above models, the WP model deals with multiple meanings of the same word as
various forms of the main paradigm which is the base lexeme itself. This model does not have
any sensitivity whether the above productions of {+x(a)} reflect the following: 1) there is a
certain meaning in a specific production, while it does not reflect any meaning for the same
production in another place; and 2) there are two contrasting meanings for the same word. To
take an example other than asanmiopucmra, a lexeme like koponxa is considered as the main
paradigm which has various forms with different meanings: 1) koponxa indicating the meaning
of ‘small crown’; and 2) xoponka indicating the meaning of ‘tooth crown’. Similarly, the
remaining examples reflect a similar issue by having one main paradigm and various forms
whether matching or differing in their meaning to it. This is shown as follows:

1- nowaoka: 1) ‘small horse’; 2) ‘toy horse’; and 3) ‘engine-horse’.
2- cmpenka: 1) ‘small arrow’; and 2) ‘hands of clock’.
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3- oseuxa: 1) ‘small sheep’; and 2) ‘harmless person’.
4- ¢unka: 1) ‘Finnish woman’; and 2) ‘Finnish knife’.
5- eeneepra: 1) ‘Hungarian woman’; 2) ‘Hungarian dance’; and 3) ‘dolman (jacket)’.
6- sebéoxa: 1) ‘(female) swan’; and 2) ‘hoist’.
7- asanmiopucmka: 1) ‘adventurist woman’; and 2) ‘female impostor’.
8- nwacka: 1) ‘dancing’; and 2) ‘dance’.
9- mpunapka: 1) ‘placing a poultice’; and 2) ‘poultice’.
10- nponucka: 1) ‘registration’; and 2) ‘residence permit’.
11- ommemxa: 1) ‘note’; and 2) ‘school mark’.
As a result, the WP seems to be the most appropriate model to cover the polysemy found in
the various productions of the suffix {+x(a)}.

6.4 Functions of {+Kk(a)}

The above discussion of the polysemy of the suffix {+k(a)} raises the question of the various
functions that this suffix has. So far, the semantic meanings of the above suffix have not been
given adequate research and emphasis in Russian. Multiple scholars (e. g. Shvedova 1970: 120;
Rakusan 1981: 46) have identified that the suffix {+k(a)} indicates particularly the following
meanings: 1) Diminutiveness; and 2) Gender alteration. Other scholars (e.g. Shanskij 1968: 41;
Potikha 1970: 133; Townsend 1975: 22) have noticed that the above suffix delivers a third
meaning of performing the Action. These are the three meanings/functions of {+x(a)}
highlighted in the handbooks as typical. There is a need to establish, firstly, what other
meanings/functions the suffix {+x(a)} has and, secondly, which meanings/functions of {+x(a)}
are regarded as the most prototypical ones.

This can be achieved through an investigation using multiple resources particularly
handbooks, dictionaries, and corpora. This helps to explore the wide range of
meanings/functions that this suffix might impart. Also, it highlights the contrast of
representation of the above meanings/functions of {+x(a)} in the various resources mentioned
above. This leads to the identification of the prototypical use of the above suffix by comparing
the order and the type frequency of meanings/functions of this suffix in the above resources.

To extend my investigation, | have extracted data from the RNC (Russian National Corpus)
containing words produced by the above suffix with a full sentence for each word. | set up a
search tool to navigate only to words ending in the suffix {+k(a)}. Later, the result shows plenty
of examples with {+x(a)}, then | downloaded them onto Excel sheet file. The data contain 3515
tokens with this suffix. | have noticed that plenty of words with the morpheme {+x(a)} are

either part of a compound suffix or as part of the root. | have eliminated these from the analysis,
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and the number of lexemes has decreased as a result to 2343 words to be analysed in this
chapter.

This procedure allows me to focus only on words produced by the suffix {+x(a)}. | have
annotated the data according to the variable Function. First, | read the sentence which
presumably contains the word with {+x(a)}, followed by translating its meaning in accordance
with the context of the sentence. Later, | annotated which meaning/function of {+k(a)} was
found in this particular sentence. A similar procedure was applied for the rest of the data. Six
values were identified which are Diminutiveness, Feminisation, Substantivisation,
Concreteness, Tenderness, and Pejorativeness. Within each value, | detected other sub-values
(e.g. characterstics, definiteness, etc.) which represent other sub-meanings of the suffix {+x(a)}.
This helps to identify new semantic meanings/sub-meanings of the above suffix. Also, it finds
out which meaning/function of {+x(a)} is dominantly used in this corpus according to its type
or token frequency. This leads to know whether the order of meanings/functions of this suffix
is treated differently in comparison to other resources mentioned earlier.

| came up with that particular list of values (Diminutiveness, Feminisation,
Substantivisation, Concreteness, Tenderness, and Pejorativeness) relying on indications in the
dictionary definitions — either specific epithets attached to the definitions (e.g. pejorative,
endearment meaning) or to specific words/phrases in the definitions indicating their relationship
to the base word. This simply explains how I systematically apply the above various values of

semantic distribution of {+x(a)} in this thesis.
6.4.1 Discussion

In the above analysis particularly on the corpus data, | have identified six meanings
delivered by the suffix {+k(a)} and noticed that there is a contrast in their level of frequency.
More importantly, | have found that the prototypicality order of these meanings varies
especially when comparing this representation according to their type frequency versus token
frequency. In other words, the representation of {+x(a)} meanings is different when calculating

them according to their token frequency compared to their type frequency. To illustrate this
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point further, Figure 6.1 shows the meaningful representation of {+k(a)} in line with the first

category (the token frequency):
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Action Concreteness Diminutiveness Feminisation Tenderness Pejorativeness

Figure 6.1 Functions of {+x(a)} by token frequency in the RNC

In these data, | have noticed that a few words with a small number of types reflect a high
frequency with a large number of tokens. This means that | have very few words with high-
frequency and a significant number of words that appear only once. However, | have found that
this representation varies when calculating words in line with their type frequency as illustrated

in Figure 6.2:
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Figure 6.2 Functions of {+k(a)} by type frequency in the RNC

Obviously, there is a contrast in the prototypicality of meanings of the above suffix when
comparing the above types of frequency. The facts obtained from the above two figures are
worthy of comment. Relying on token count, Action is by far the most frequent function of
{+x(a)}, while by type count Diminutiveness and Concreteness are most common. Also, low-
frequency types (Feminisation, Tenderness, and Pejorativeness) are even lower in frequency
when looked at by token count. The question thus arises, which category (type and token
frequency) seems more reliable in determining the proper order of prototypicality of meanings

of this suffix. In this analysis, if both above types of frequency have produced identical
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results/ratio, their differential effects would not be crucial. However, the results have shown
that | have skewed data/ratio, so these effects would play a pivotal role in distinguishing
between the above types of frequency.

This distinction between type and token frequency is regarded as one of the fundamental
issues addressed in linguistics. Multiple scholars (e.g. Bybee 2001; Taylor 2002) have
emphasized the differing effects between the above types of frequency with respect to
diachronic and synchronic perspectives. Diachronically, a high type frequency reflects lexical
enrichment via encouraging the creation of schemas. “It appears that the productivity of a
pattern, expressed in a schema, is largely, though not entirely, determined by its type frequency:
the more items encompassed by a schema, the stronger it is, and the more available it is for
application to new items.” (Bybee 2001: 13).

Synchronically, high type frequency is associated with the productivity of the lexicon, while
high token frequency can be associated with irregularity. In this regard, Berg (2014: 199) found
in his empirical analysis that irregular verbs are strongly expected to be represented at the level
of token frequency, whereas regular verbs indicate higher type frequency than irregular ones.

On the other hand, token frequency is associated with semantic complexity; it is used as an
indirect means to measure semantic complexity. Aronoff (1983: 168) argues that “semantic
complexity and [token] frequency go hand in hand”. His argument is based on his comparison
of token frequency between words having the ending {+ivity} and {+iveness} in the Brown
Corpus. Presumably, the speaker tends to coin words using the morpheme {+iveness} much
more than the morpheme {+ivity}. However, Aronoff (1983) found that words ending with
{+ivity} reflect a greater token frequency than words containing {+iveness}.

Accordingly, the findings of the meaningful representation of {+x(a)} have shown that the
small number of types with high frequency (the token frequency) are often perceived as
‘exceptions/irregular’, and not as ‘influential/regular’. By contrast, the number of types is likely
to be more influential in creating patterns rather than the number of overall tokens. This results
from the fact that lexemes with a high token count tend to be discounted as ‘exceptions’ in
experiments of this sort. Therefore, the determination of the representation of meanings of this

suffix is better to be taken with respect to the type frequency in this analysis.

146



After analysing corpus data, | have used the same data to trace the {+k(a)} meanings in one
of the renowned Russian dictionaries. This dictionary used in this analysis is called
Sovremennyi tolkovyi slovar’ russkogo yazyka (Efremova 2000). This dictionary is regarded as
the most up-to-date one in the contemporary Russian language. The aim is to find out whether
the order and the prototypicality of the above meanings are similar to what is found in the above
corpus (particularly the representation of meanings according to the type frequency category).
I record the meanings of the same data extracted before from the above corpus according to the
definitions indicated in the above dictionary. Notably, there is a contrast in the meaningful

representation of {+k(a)} found in the dictionary data, as shown in Figure 6.3:
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Figure 6.3 Functions of {+k(a)} in the Efremova dictionary
The above figure shows that the Concreteness meaning occupies the first order of

prototypicality, followed by Action as the second order and Diminutiveness as the third. This
meaningful representation is different from what was found in the above corpus data. This
results from the fact that dictionaries traditionally tend to put the meaning felt to be most ‘basic’
first, even if it is not necessarily the meaning that is most frequent in a corpus. Therefore, I can
regard the first entry in a dictionary as being the one its authors judged to be more ‘basic’,
which suggests that it is the prototypical definition.

To support this, for instance, the first top definition of the word pyuxa /ruchka/ in most
Russian dictionaries is a diminutive/affectionate form of ‘hand’. Other meanings are ‘handle;
arm (of chair)’ and ‘pen, penholder’ (Akademicheskii slovar' 1959: 982). However, | have
traced the above meanings of pyuxa in the RNC, and then | found that the second above meaning
(HANDLE) was in fact far more common by having 51% of usage. By contrast, the meaning
of PEN has occupied the second order by having 29% of usage. Meanwhile, the meaning of
HAND has become the last order of usage by having only 20%. The primary (prototypical)
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meaning in a dictionary was the less frequent but more everyday meaning of HAND, ‘even if
it is less interest to the mass media than the HANDLE".'’

This leads me to ask what the basis for identifying a prototype is. And how do | defend it in
the absence of ‘psychological’ data (experiments, etc.)? To answer this, first of all, | need to
distinguish the prototypicality (‘basicness’) from frequency (type/token) in its relation to the
word formation process. Although the data are not that different, | need to ensure the definitions
are kept separate. Example of pyuxa - the corpus would suggest that HANDLE is most frequent,
but HAND is clearly most prototypical, and this is reflected in the ordering of a dictionary
definition which can be regarded as a form of "offline measurement™ of prototypicality. Thus,
prototypicality is not entirely a function of either connectivity or frequency. It is primarily a
psychological definition held in the mind of the author of a certain dictionary. These definitions
are susceptible to the subjectivity of the author in defining the prototypicality order of a certain
word. In other words, the explicit usage of frequency of dictionary order of definitions is
regarded as a proxy for ‘psychological prototypicality’ of a certain word.

However, type frequency seems to be a more influential factor in representing the empirical
order of prototypicality, which tends to be a more useful and powerful factor for the word
formation process. Accordingly, taking into account the above factor would be more proper in
recognising the most accurate order of prototypicality of a certain category. Otherwise, the
dictionaries definitions would be subjective to the author’s views and thoughts and they are not
related more to up-to-date language and usage.

Interestingly, | have noticed that some words indicate Diminutiveness as a first top
definition; they may indicate second and third definitions which are Tenderness and
Pejorativeness respectively. This polysemous representation of the diminutive suffix {+x(a)}
found in the dictionary data is presented in Figure 6.4. Words defined with Diminutiveness only
represents the highest number among dictionary data, whereas words indicating Diminutiveness
and Tenderness repectively occupy the second representation. Meanwhile, words denoting
three meanings simultaneously (Diminutiveness, Tenderness and Pejorativeness) represent the

lowest number, as seen below:

7~ The meaning of pyuxa as HAND seems common in a lot of spoken language, especially with children, that is
not documented in the sources | was looking at. Apart from colloquial usage, the fact that children learn pyuxa as
HAND before they learn other meanings may also be a factor as to why it is the prototypical meaning, even if not
the most commonly used one. Any native speaker would share the intuition of the authors of dictionaries that ‘little
hand’ is the basic meaning, from which HANDLE and PEN are derived in given contexts.
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Figure 6.4 Polysemy of {+k(a)} in dictionary data

Importantly, new semantic meanings of {+x(a)} have been detected during the analysis of

the corpus data, such as Concreteness, Tenderness, and Pejorativeness. Beside the above six

meanings of {+k(a)}, | have found that this suffix can indicate other potential sub-meanings.

These sub-meanings are derived from the main ones. The order of presentation of these

meanings here comes from number of types of frequency as shown by Figure 6.2 (see above).

Thus, new distribution of {+k(a)} meanings is presented in this analysis as follows:

1)

2)

3)

1)

2)

3)

4)

Diminutiveness:

Smallness in size/volume: xomnama /komnata/ ‘room’ > xommamxa /komnatka/ ‘small
room’; xanzs IKaplyal ‘drop’ > kanenvra Ikapel'’ka/ ‘droplet’, etc.

Smallness in age (immaturity): oesxa /devkal/ ‘girl’ > desouxa /devochka/ ‘little girl’;
cobaxa Isobaka/ ‘dog’ > cobauxa /sobachka/ ‘puppy, doggy’, etc.

Smallness in time: munyma /minuta/ ‘minute’ > munymra /minutka/ ‘minute (dim.)’; nedens
Inedelya/ ‘week’ > neoenvra Inedel'’ka/ ‘week (dim.)’, etc.

Concreteness:

Inanimate objects: cyoomoiineiii /sudomoinyi/ ‘dish-washing’ > cyoomorixa /sudomoika/
‘dishwasher’; menoepes ltelogreya/ ‘jacket’ > menoepeiixa ltelogreika/ “quilted jacket’, etc.
Characteristics: oywa /dusha/ ‘soul’ > oywra /dushka/ ‘dear, nice (person)’; nedoyuumocs
/nedouchit'sya/ ‘to fail to receive full education’ > medoyuxa /nedouchka/ ‘half-educated
person’, etc.

Animate objects: 6a6rxa [babka/ ‘grandmother, head, stock’ > 6a6ouxa [babochka/
‘butterfly’; orsnams lolyapat/ ‘to daub’ > onsnka /olyapka/ ‘dipper’, etc.

Definiteness (to define one piece from a mass of the same items): mopross /morkov'/
‘carrots’ > mopkoexa Imorkovka/ ‘one carrot’; wokonao /[shokolad/ ‘chocolate’ >
woxoaaoka Ishokoladka/ ‘one chocolate’, etc.

Substantivisation:
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VI.

1)

2)

3)

4)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Result of action: noockaszams /podskazat'/ ‘to give a cue, prompt’ > noockasxa [podskazka/
‘cue, hint, prompt’; sanucams [zapisat'/ ‘to write down, note’ > zanucka [zapiska/ ‘note’,
etc.

Process of action: cmpoums /[stroit'/ ‘to build, construct’ > cmpoiixa Istroika/ ‘building
(site), construction (project)’; noocomosums /podgotovit/ ‘to prepare, train’ > noocomoska
/podgotovka/ ‘preparation, training’, etc.

Tool for action: ceus /sech’/ ‘to cut to pieces’ > ceuxa /sechka/ ‘chopper, vegetable-cutting
knife’; mepems [teret'/ ‘to rub, grate, grind’ > mépka Ityorka/ ‘grater’, etc.

Object of action: zaxycums [zakusit'/ ‘to have a snack, bite’ > saxycka /zakuska/ ‘snack’;
quma [lit'] ‘to pour, shed, spill” > zeiika /leika/ ‘funnel (for pouring liquids), watering-can’,
etc.

Feminisation:

Profession/career: apmucm [artist/ ‘artist (m.)’ > apmucmxa lartistka/ “artist (f.)’; nuanucm
/pianist/ “pianist (m.)’ > nuanucmra [pianistka/ “pianist (f.)’, etc.

Identity: ueueney Ichechenets/ ‘Chechen (M.)’ >ueuenxa [chechenka/ ‘Chechen (f.)’;
opasunvsaney [brazil'yanets/ ‘Brazilian (m.)’ > 6pasunwsnxa lbrazil'yanka/ ‘Brazilian (f.)’,
etc.

Characteristics: 6zonoun /blondin/ ‘man with blonde hair’ > 6ronounxa [blondinka/
‘woman with blonde hair’; uouom /idiot/ ‘idiot (m.)’ > uouomxa lidiotka/ ‘idiot (f.)’, etc.
Religion: kamoaux [katolik/ ‘Catholic (m.)” > xamonuuxa [katolichka/ ‘Catholic
(f.)’; 6yooucm [buddist/ ‘Buddhist (m.)’ > 6y0oucmxa /buddistka/ ‘Buddhist (f.)’, etc.
Ideology: senuney [leninets/ ‘Leninist (m.)’ > aenunxa /leninka/ ‘Leninist (f.)’;
nponemapuii [proletarii/ ‘proletarian (m.)’ > nporemapra Iproletarka/ ‘proletarian (f.)’, etc.
Tenderness: oous /doch’/ ‘daughter’ > douka /dochka/ ‘daughter (dim.)’; méms [tyotya/
‘aunt’ > mémxa ltyotka/ ‘aunty’, etc.

Pejorativeness: udes lideya/ ‘idea’ > uoeiixa lideika/ ‘paltry idea’; meopus /teoriyal ‘theory’
> meoputika [teoriika/ ‘sort of theory’, etc.

Obviously, the above distribution of {+k(a)} meanings would follow the classic tendency

adopted by Russian scholars. This tendency is used to classify these meanings by contrasting

them with each other. Notably, the subcategorization approach within Feminisation category

does not seem to be equivalent to those in the other categories above, as the suffix performs the

same function in all of them. The semantic change is exactly the same for all these sub-groups:

person (man) > same characteristics but always female. The difference is only in the

characteristics defined in the masculine form. Consequently, this approach shows its
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inadequacy in organising the semantic meaning on the same basis for all its categories. In the
next section, | will attempt a new approach, affiliating these meanings on the basis of their
connection and internal relationship to each other. More importantly, the above findings of
{+k(a)} meanings found in the corpus data will provide a basis for organising the above

meanings according to the new approach.
6.5 The semantic distribution of the suffix {+x(a)}

6.5.1 The classic cognitive approach of classifying the semantics of {+k(a)}

The common tendency for organising the semantic meanings of a certain category in
Russian is by allocating various autonomous meanings/functions for the same category. This
means that a principle of homonymous suffixes is widely applied in the Russian literature for
the semantic distribution of meanings. This implies that | have various homonymous categories,
which are similar in shape/orthography, but different in meaning/function.

Along these lines, Vinogradov, lIstrina, and Barkhudarov (1952: 212-73) have assigned
multiple discrete meanings/functions to certain Russian suffixes, which can be shown as
follows:

1- Masculinisation: Aecmpusi [Avstriyal ‘Austria’ > ascmpusx [lavstriyak/ ‘Austrian’;
bopomwcs Iborot'syal ‘to wrestle, fight’ > 6opey /borets/ “fighter’; nepedosoii [peredovoi/
‘advanced, foremost’ > nepedosux [peredovik/ ‘leading worker’; epumaca /grimasa/
‘grimace’ > epumacnux /grimasnik/ ‘grimacer’; 6ans /banya/ ‘bath’ > 6anwux /banshhik/
‘bath-house attendant’; xooums /khodit'/ ‘to walk’ > xooox /khodok/ ‘walker’, etc.

2- Materialism: namouii Ipyatyi/ “fifth’ > namax Ipyatak/ ‘five-copeck piece’; pezamo [rezat'/
‘to cut’ > pesey [rezets/ ‘cutter’; poiorcuii Iryzhii/ ‘red’ > peiorcux Iryzhik/ ‘saffron, milk-cap
(mushroom)’; news Ipyl'l ‘dust’ > neunux Ipyl'nik/ “dust-coat’; owcénmwir [zhyoltyi/
‘yellow’ > orcenmox [zheltok/ ‘yolk’; anucoswtii /anisovyi/ ‘anise’ > anucoexa lanisovka/
‘anisette’; Gonwnou /bol'noi/ ‘sick’ > Gonvuuya /bol'nitsa/ ‘hospital’; uau /chai/ ‘tea’ >
yaunuya Ichaynitsa/ ‘tea-caddy’; cauea /slival ‘plum’ > caueanxa Islivyanka/ ‘plum
brandy’, etc.

3- Diminutiveness: ambap /ambar/ ‘warehouse’ > ambapey lambarets/ ‘small warehouse’;
apbys larbuz/ ‘water-melon’ > ap6ysux /arbuzik/ ‘small water-melon’; aucm /list/ ‘leaf” >
aucmox [listok/ ‘small leaf’; dopoea /doroga/ ‘road’ > dopoorcka Idorozhka/ ‘small road’;
npocwvba Ipros'’ba/ ‘request’ > npocvbuya Ipros'bitsa/ ‘small request’, etc.

4- Feminisation: domoceo /domosed/ ‘stay-at-home (m.)’ > domoceoka /[domosedka/ ‘stay-at-

home (f.)’; yaps [tsar’/ ‘tsar’ > yapuya /tsaritsa/ ‘tsarina’; eunosnux Ivinovnik/ ‘author,
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initiator, culprit (m.)’ > surosnuya Ivinovnitsa/ ‘author, initiator, culprit (f.)’; Kumai /Kitai/

‘China’ > kumasnxa [Kitayanka/ ‘Chinese woman’, etc.

Some of the above suffixes, particularly {+ax}, {+uuk}, {+mwux}, {+uun(a)}, and
{+auk(a)} have been assigned to express two discrete meanings. Meanwhile, suffixes like
{+eu}, {+ux}, {+x(a)}, and {+uu(a)} have indicated three discrete meanings.

Shvedova (1970: 47-54) points out that certain suffixes like {+tens}, {+eu}, {+yu}, {+ok},
{+ar}, and {+nxk(a)}, are able to indicate at least two autonomous meanings:

1- Agent of action: npenoodasams Iprepodavat’/ ‘to teach’ > npenooasamensv [prepodavatel’/
‘teacher’; meopumes [tvorit'/ ‘to create’ > meopey [tvorets/ ‘creator’; 6ecams /begat'/ ‘to run’
> bezyn [begun/ ‘runner’; ezoums lezdit’/ ‘to ride’ > ezook lezdok/ ‘rider’; aopec ladres/
‘address’ > adpecam [adresat/ ‘addressee’; caoams /gadat’/ ‘to tell fortunes’ > cadanxa
/gadalka/ “fortune-teller’, etc.

2- Concreteness: exywums [glushit’/ ‘to muffle’ > erywumens Iglushitel’/ ‘muffler’; epwizmo
Igryzt'/ ‘to gnaw, nibble’ > epwizyn Igryzun/ ‘rodent’; ammecmosamy lattestovat'/ “to attest’
> ammecmam [attestat/ ‘testimonial, certificate’; saowcueams [zazhigat/ ‘to light’ >
saorcueanxa lzazhigalka/ ‘lighter’, etc.

3- Diminutiveness: 6pam [brat/ ‘brother’ > 6pamey /bratets/ ‘small brother’, etc.

Rakusan (1981: 46-48) likewise classifies the semantic meanings of nouns indicating
‘Subjective Evaluation’ of the speaker into four main groups. Within each group, Rakusan listed
multiple subsidiary meanings by which I notice that certain suffixes are given more than one
autonomous meaning. For instance, the suffix {+ox} has been given three independent
meanings: 1) Diminutiveness: copoo /gorod/ ‘town’ > eopodok /gorodok/ ‘small town’; 2)
Endearment: nocoms [nogot'/ ‘fingernail’ > nocomox Inogotok/ ‘fingernail (dim.)’; and 3)
Condescension: orcenux /zhenikh/ ‘bridegroom’ > orcenuwox /zhenishok/ ‘bridegroom’.

The common cognitive distribution for the semantics of the suffix {+x(a)} and other Russian
suffixes suggested by multiple scholars has thus been affected by the concept of homonymy.
This taxonomic homonymous view is widely applied in the Russian literature. Its characteristics
reflect a separate independent status for each category. This leads to a sporadic classification
of the above semantic distribution since it deals with each category separately from the others.

6.5.2 The modern cognitive approach for semantics of {+x(a)}

The cognitive approach has witnessed a significant change in organising the semantic
distribution of a certain category. Churchland (1986: 252) points out that the characteristics of

the older cognitive approach is featured by having an arbitrary classification of semantics of a
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certain category. The framework of this earlier approach separates the semantic study from
other scientific and linguistic fields. Therefore, this approach provided an ambiguous and
inadequate understanding of the ‘prototype theory’ which deals with every prototype as a
discrete unit. The lack of organising the interrelationships between the central prototype
member and other subsidiary members was obvious in the features of this approach.

The mechanism of processing data inside the brain as discrete operations (first for storing,
and then processing them) is no more logically accepted. The new explanation is based on the
neurobiological net which organises this information inside the brain and processes them in
association with other members/categories on basis of interrelated connection. As a result, any
member of this network is accessed,; its pattern has been activated.

Thus, a change in organising the above semantic comprehension was required. The
necessity to construct an effective and accurate approach to describe the internal framework as
a family of relatedness was essential. With respect to that, Janda (1993: 5) identifies a new
approach proposed by Lakoff (1982, 1983, 1987), namely ‘cognitive semantics’, that entails an
internal relationship between the main prototype of any category and other members whether
they are close or peripheral according to their interrelationships with the main prototype.

‘Prototype theory’ is defined “primarily in contrast with the componential model of
semantic analysis that was current in transformational grammar” (Geeraerts 2016: 588). Hence,
this theory contradicts compositional theories and it does not propose an independent semantic
structure for language.

Leblanc (2010: 46) indicates that the emergence of the ‘cognitive semantics’ approach in
the 1980s was a response to 1) unresolved questions posited by structuralist approaches; and 2)
new research and studies on human cognition.

The theoretical assumption of the above approach was based on a priori speculation about
the philosophical description of things. It has been used to describe conceptual common
properties of particular things or beings in the physical world. In a short time, this approach has
become a major field of research and study within the discipline of cognitive psychology. This
owes much to the pioneering research of Rosch and Mervis (1975) who made categorization
and ‘prototype theory’ a major issue (Lakoff 1987: 7). This research aimed to show the
prototype effect of the category bird. Thus, the intuition of the reader may limit the use of the
above approach to categorise certain things sharing properties in common from a psychological
perspective only.

However, this approach has been employed in a wide range of scholarly disciplines. Lakoff

(1987: xi) states that this approach “brings together what is known about the mind from many
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academic disciplines: psychology, linguistics, anthropology, philosophy, and computer
science.”

Morphologically, Bybee and Moder (1983: 257-58) have noticed that strong verbs in
English can create a morphological category, which shows prototype effects. Their argument is
based on analysing certain verbs, such as string/strung whose past tense contain /a/ as shown
by /stran/ (its spelling is /u/ in the English orthography). These verbs can form a prototype-
based category which indicates certain properties: 1) it should begin with /s/, followed by either
one or two consonants; and 2) it should end with velar nasal phone: /n/. Other verbs like string,
sting, etc. share similar attributes which can be organised around the above proposed prototype.

Semantically, Lakoff (1987: 417) points out that “the senses of a word are related to one
another more or less closely by various means, one of which is conceptual metaphor... The
metaphorical mapping that relates the ICM (Idealized Cognitive Model) defines the relationship
between the senses of the word.” Accordingly, Lakoff (1987) seeks to show the effect of
‘prototype theory’ on his case study regarding the polysemy of the word over. Similarly, the
research conducted by Leblanc (2010) aimed to map the polysemy of the Russian prefix {po+}
on basis of theoretical framework of ‘cognitive semantics’.

This new approach diverges from the traditional cognitive approaches. It applies the concept
of how the organisation of linguistic knowledge is shaped, interpreted by radial categories. This
approach aims to elucidate linguistic phenomena according to general cognitive mechanisms.
Therefore, it does not treat language as an independent cognitive module.

“A radial structure generally, but not necessarily, consists of a central member—the
prototype—surrounded by a bunch of less central members. A less central or peripheral member
is not predictable from the central member, but it is motivated by it, i.e., there is some
independently existing link that makes sense of their relationship” (Rainer 1992: 206).

Thus, the inclusion or exclusion of a certain category is determined by its degree of
connection to the main prototype. Since the degree of relatedness varies between category
members to the prototype; some of them are more prototypical, while others are peripheral
members. In this manner, this approach offers internal structure to the category members.

Linguistic categories might be represented as radial categories; the central prototypical
member is linked to more prototypical/less peripheral members by applying various cognitive
mechanisms, such as ‘metaphor’ and ‘metonymy’ (Lakoff 1987: 91-114). Leblanc (2010: 56)
posits that one meaning can be represented as the central/prototypical one, while others are
either close or peripheral ones relating to it via cognitive links (usually metonymy and
metaphor). Therefore, the radial category is often composed of a network of interconnected

nodes; each node is represented by a certain subcategory (or in case of having polysemy and
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polyfunctionality, this representation is made by a certain meaning). The lines linking nodes
indicate various types of cognitive relatedness existing between these subcategories/meanings.

To distinguish the difference between subcategories, two fundamental concepts are
highlighted in the theoretical approach of cognitive mechanisms (metonymy and metaphor).
Taylor (1995: 65-141) states that both concepts are used as an extension of ‘prototype theory’:
1) Metonymical extensions take place once the image schema connects categories based on
part/whole relationship; 2) Metaphorical extensions occur once the same image schema has
been allocated a different domain. Therefore, a transition from spatial to non-spatial domains
of human emotions, relations, and personal features is an example of this extension. In other
words, metaphor is based on perceived similarity between categories while metonymy on the

relationship within categories themselves.
6.5.3 Discussion

The above cognitive approach assumes that there is a common thread which connects the
main prototype of a given category with other members, distributing them in accordance with
their relationship and closeness to the main prototype. This approach imposes an organised
network of interrelated family members. ‘Prototype theory’ talks typically about a radial
approach, rather than a hierarchical one. There is a prototype with its schema, and the
relationship between the prototype and other schemas is determined by the closeness of fit
between them. A small change in schema will be perceived as a close relationship, whereas
multiple changes in the schema create a more distant relationship.

Take for instance the word brother in English. Typically, a brother refers to ‘a person who
has other equivalent members in the family sharing similar genetic characteristics’, as all of
them come from the same parents. This prototypical meaning is specified as primary in most
dictionaries and represents the category BROTHER. However, there are other types who,
although still encoded by the word brother, vary by their relations to it such as:

1- Half-brother (HB): ‘a brother who descended from the same father or the same mother but
not both of them’. It shares half of the DNA with the word brother.

2- Brother-in-law (BL): ‘the brother of your husband or wife, or the man who is married to
your sister, or the man who is married to the sister of your wife or husband’. It shares no
genetic relationships with the word brother, but it introduces (having) certain ties by the
virtue of spouse relatedness.

3- Lay brother (LB): ‘someone who belongs to a religious group, especially a group living

together in a monastery or convent, and who does simple work for the group’. Similarly, it
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does not share genetic materials with the word brother; however, it connotes (having)

certain obligations extracted from the sense of brotherhood.

4- Blood brother (BB1): ‘a man who has promised to treat another man as his brother in a
ceremony in which they cut themselves and mix their blood together’. Also, it has similar
connotation found in the above type of brother (LB).

5- Big brother (BB2): ‘a government, ruler or person in authority that has complete power and
tries to control people's behaviour and thoughts, and limit their freedom’. Again, it does not
share genetic material with the word brother rather than having certain responsibilities and
services to provide. This type imports the sense of senior brother who takes care of the rest
of his family.

These five types of brothers — HB, BL, LB, BB1, and BB2 — are non-prototypical
examples of BROTHER. Each corresponds (with different levels of connection) to the
ICM (e.0. Lakoff 1987: 68-90; Croft 2004: 28-32) of
brotherhood. As Leblanc explaines:

In simple terms, an ICM is a mental representation of a concept and all the
background assumptions associated with that concept. An ICM thus represents not
only a word‘s denotation, but also the word‘s connotations. Since ICMs are
abstractions generated by multiple interactions with our environments, they do not
always match reality perfectly. When a situation matches the ICM well — that is,
most of the background assumptions are fulfilled — we can say that that instance is
a prototypical case of the category under discussion (Leblanc 2010: 54).

To illustrate this, for example, the Western assumption of the ICM for the brotherhood can

be interpreted as in the following steps:

1- The person who shares full genetic materials with other members of the family.

2- The person who shares half their genes with other members of the family whether from the
father’s or mother’s side.

3- The person who obtains the status of brotherhood by virtue of his relativeness to either a
wife or husband.

4- The person who shares similar religious status with other members of the group.

5- The person who promises another person to become his brother in blood.

6- The person who leads others and considers himself as a senior brother for other members
whether in a community, tribe, or government.

In the case of the prototypical brother (stereotypical brother), only one assumption (no.1 in
the list above) matches the reality. Other non-prototypical examples do not fit with the ICM in
multiple ways: 1) HB does not provide the full match of genes assumed by the ICM of
brotherhood; and 2) BL, LB, BB1, and BB2 do not share the assumed genetic links to the word

brother. So, they are said to be the most peripheral members.
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A group of brothers are connected by ‘sharing attributes’ or ‘family resemblances’ concept
— one attribute (brother) is in common for all members of the category. There are various
prototypical members (peripheral and close ones). They represent the areal groupings of the
main prototype of the category BROTHER. This radial map of the word brother is shown in
Figure 6.5:

Figure 6.5 Radial schema of ‘brother’

The distribution of the above schema logically shows that the most prototypical member is
HB since it shares half its genetic materials with the main prototype. The second prototypical
member is BL since it reflects a very close emotional relationship. The third prototypical (the
least prototypical or peripheral member) comes in association with categories of LB, BB1, and
BB2. These three categories seem equal in their relation to the main prototype since they
indicate a similar meaningful value of the word brotherhood. They do not express the close
relationship that is found with categories of HB and BL. Therefore, these categories indicate a
remote relationship in line with their main category BROTHER.

Subsequently, the multiple categories of the word brother can be represented in this
cognitive analysis, that is, by having image schemas. An image schema is defined as a cognitive
abstract pattern which depicts recurring relationships that exist in people’s embodied
experience of life (Lakoff 1987: 453).

The full lines in Figure 6.5 are used to mark: 1) the path of each category within the schema;
and 2) the extreme boundaries that exist between categories themselves. However, the dotted
lines represent: 1) the relatedness and interaction of categories among themselves; and 2)
prototypical order of categories with respect to the main prototype. Hence, the different senses
of the word brother result from the metonymic and metaphoric extension of the prototypical
image schema.

Similarly, the above version of image schemas can be applied to the polysemy of the suffix
{+x(a)} by having a radial network. Metonymic and metaphoric extensions of the prototypical
image schemas can be represented in this network. However, as | have seen in section 6.4 (see

above), the semantic structure of the suffix {+k(a)} has received multiple treatments in various
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resources, such as handbooks, corpus data, and dictionary data. The question arises: which

resource seems better than the others in accounting for the semantics of the suffix {+x(a)}?

Consequently, the prototypicality of {+x(a)} can be regarded as a challenge in cognitive

semantics, especially with the existence of a wide range of meanings to be considered.

To answer this, corpus data tends to be up-to-date and more representative of the modern

development of the language. The radial network of {+x(a)} semantics will take into account

the semantic distribution of meanings found in the above resource. Thus, Diminutiveness is

considered to be the main prototype of the above suffix. In addition, this attitude is based on

the following criteria:

1-

Corpus frequency is a contributing factor for assessing the prototypicality of a certain
category. Therefore, the frequency of occurrence a certain suffix in a certain corpus (type
frequency) determines its prototypicality. Accordingly, Diminutiveness is regarded as the
main prototype of the suffix {+x(a)} since it reflects the highest type frequency found in the
RNC as illustrated by Figure 6.2 (see above). The frequent use of diminutiveness in Russian
gives rise to reflections the highest type freguency of diminutive function of {+k(a)} in the
above corpus. Kempe (2007: 58) indicates that the most frequent suffixes used to create
diminutive feminine nouns in Russian are {+k(a)} and {+ouxk(a)}.

As a matter of fact, the Slavonic group of languages is abundant in diminutive usage,
especially east Slavonic languages: Belarusian, Ukrainian and Russian. Russian is famous
for sets of synonyms that convey varying degrees and shades of expressivity of the speaker.
This expressivity is often expressed by the use of diminutive suffixes. Hence, Russian
linguists often consider the diminutive form as the primary factor conveying the
expressivity of the speaker (Rakusan 1981: 51).

In comparison with other languages, the diminutive usage is widely applied in Russian.
Kempe (2007: 56) points out that English has restricted the use of diminutiveness only with
“proper names, and a restricted range of animals, body parts and child-related objects”.
Bratus (1969: 2) notices that apart from proper names, the number of common English
diminutive nouns may barely exceed a dozen. By contrast, “in Russian, as preliminary
calculations have shown, out of 25,000 of the most commonly used Russian words, more
than a thousand nouns and adjectives have or can have diminutive forms”.

Regarding the language acquisition, Kempe and Brooks (2001: 145) found that usage of
diminutiveness in speech directed to children is common for Russian native speakers. This
attitude is supported by the estimation of the type and token frequency of diminutiveness,
which is around 35% and 40% (Kempe and Brooks 2001). This significant portion of

diminutive usage has been found in the language of Russian mothers addressed to their
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children. The above calculation of frequency is based on samples of Russian speech
extracted from the CHILDES database (MacWhinney 1995).
Moreover, one of the main findings of my experiment in Chapter 5 is that | have found that
the use of diminutive function is not only popular with children. On the contrary, adult
language shows that the use of the diminutive suffix {+x(a)} is much higher than other
diminutive suffixes in Russian. This fact is based on measuring the processing time of
multiple Russian diminutive suffixes in the mind of the speaker, which found that the suffix
{+k(a)} requires much less time to be processed than other counterparts. This results from
the frequent usage of this suffix not only for children, but among adults as well.
Thus, the wide usage of the suffix {+x(a)} in Russian with diminutive meaning means that
the Diminutiveness function has the highest type frequency in the RNC. Consequently, this
function is considered the main prototype for the above suffix.
The ‘semantic proximity’ of Diminutiveness to other meanings/functions is considered as a
substantial factor in determining the prototypicality of the suffix {+x(a)}. In other words,
the shared ‘family resemblance’ or ‘sharing attributes’ between members of the category is
regarded as a solid criterion to define which category is the main prototype and others that
are not. In this respect, Rosch and Mervis (1975: 598-99) state that “the most prototypical
members of...categories are those which bear the greatest family resemblance to other
members of their own category”. Also, Lakoff (1987: 42) indicates that categories can be
structured according to concept of ‘family resemblance’. This concept hinges on the
similarities found among categories themselves.

Thus, | have noticed that the Diminutiveness can share a semantic connotation with other

meanings/functions of the suffix {+k(a)} on the basis of ‘family resemblance’ or ‘semantic

proximity’. This can be illustrated by the following:

a. | have observed that Diminutiveness in many instances can reflect an affectionate
meaning. To support this, Kempe (2007: 56) notes that semantically, Diminutiveness
refers to smallness, whereas pragmatically, it can connote a sense of affection and
endearment. This feature is noticeably observed in adult speech directed to children
using diminutive nicknames and forms. This can be exemplified by oous > douka
whereby the diminutive form of oous refers to an affectionate meaning ‘lovely
daughter’.

b. Another connotation of Diminutiveness is to render a sense of pejorativeness. This
means that there is no definite fixed meaning for the above diminutive suffix. Indeed, it
varies positively or negatively depending on the context and the lexical expressivity of

the original word. Also, the speaker’s intonation may affect the interpretation of a
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spoken word. The use of diminutive forms and their variety of meanings can vary based
on the sort of conversation, whether formal or informal. It usually occurs between
friends, family, lovers, children, etc.

In many instances, the mood of speakers may intervene to define their attitude towards
the referent or subject of conversation. Consequently, their emotions are based on their
ability, disposition, and the circumstances that surround them. This issue has been
defined and explained by the concept of ‘Subjective Evaluation’ of the speaker (e.g.
Rakusan 1981: 48-51; Beard 1988: 163; Hippisley 1996: 201-02). Hence, the speaker
may render a pejorative connotation of the word myorcuuna /muzhchina/ ‘man’ by using
its diminutive form which is myocuunka /muzhchinka/ ‘sort of man’ in a certain
conversation or expression.

To support this, | have observed that the definitions of certain words particularly in
dictionary data differ from each other in terms of their connotation and variety of
meanings. | have seen that some words can indicate Diminutiveness, Tenderness, and
Pejorativeness respectively as found by Figure 6.4 (see above).

The ‘family resemblance’ of meaning for Diminutiveness can be represented with other
meanings/functions of the suffix {+k(a)}. Feminisation can connote a sense of
diminutivisation in various forms. Female role/participation can be diminutivised via
treating them discriminately in terms of employment, social responsibilities, etc.
Traditionally, the names of professions in Russian are denoted by the masculine names.
For example, the category yuumens [luchitel’/ ‘teacher (m.)’ covers all teachers
regardless of gender, while yuumensnuya luchitel'nitsa/ ‘teacher (f.)” only covers female
teachers. The result is that the feminine is one specific instance of a thing which reflects
a diminutive connotation of usage and social role.

Skelton (2002: 88) observes that “feminisation of teaching is portrayed as something
that carries negative connotations.” This owes much to the ongoing absence and the
declining number of women as scientists and mathematicians. This has led them to be
treated as a second class in society. This pejorative image and perception has been held
towards women’s roles and activities in various fields of life.

An effective and active participation in public life seems to be more exclusively for the
men rather women. Thus, shifting the gender from male to female can diminutivise the
role of women in terms of their contribution or participation in a society or workplace.
Substantivisation can also reflect a diminutive connotation in terms of having a
reduction of action compared to its deverbal base form. For instance, zamemumo

[zametit'/ ‘to notice’ > samemxa [zametka/ ‘mark, notice’ has shown that the action has
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been diminutivised from doing it to ending up with making a notice or a mark. This
implies certain restrictions on semantic values of action for the verb samemumeo.

e. Concreteness can also denote a diminutive connotation. This can be seen by peduc
Iredis/ ‘radishes’ > peoucka [rediska/ ‘radish’, whereby the number of radishes has been
diminutivised/decreased from a mass of items to only one concrete radish. Therefore,
Diminutiveness has contributed to limit and restrict the quantity to only one concrete
item.

Consequently, the semantic relatedness and the internal connection of the above
meanings/functions of {+k(a)} to the main prototype (Diminutiveness) becomes evident.

The alternative scenario is by assuming that, for instance, Substantivisation is the main
prototype of the above suffix. However, the ‘semantic proximity’ and ‘family resemblance’
of this category to other meanings/functions constitute a dilemma in applying this
assumption. This leads to questions of how I define the connection of other meanings to the
main prototype (Substantivisation) if there is no sharing of attributes which can be assumed
among them. For example, how can | relate the meaning of Concreteness to the above main
prototype especially with the absence of resemblance of meaning between them? Thus, it is
doubtful that there is a semantic link or proximity of meaning between such categories.

Likewise, it is unlikely that one of the other categories such as Concreteness,
Feminisation, Tenderness, and Pejorativeness would be the main prototype of the above
suffix. However, organising other members on the basis of the meaningful relatedness and
the proximity of meaning is the main concern of this suggestion.

This proves that only the category of Diminutiveness is able to have a network of
semantic connections with other categories whether they are close or peripheral ones. The
richness of Diminutiveness connotations like | have seen above makes it the most
appropriate meaning/function to be considered as the main prototype for the suffix {+x(a)}.
This array of meaningful relatedness adheres very well with the main concept of radial
network since it applies interrelated connections of meanings among its members.

As a result, the semantic network of the suffix {+x(a)} can be modelled as radial categories

regulated around locative/spatial prototype (Diminutiveness). The distribution of meanings

according to the ‘family resemblance’ concept would be as follows:

Diminutiveness.
Tenderness.
Pejorativeness.
Feminisation.

Substantivisation.
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6- Concreteness.

Basic cognitive mechanisms like metaphor or metonymy or partial modifications of
prototype image schema lead language wusers to relate/link the other sub-
meanings/subcategories. Thus, these sub-meanings/subcategories are not regarded as discrete
nodes. This method of modelling the polysemy of the suffix {+x(a)} is supported by the main
framework of cognitive linguistics (e.g. Lakoff 1987; Janda 1993; Taylor 1995; Geeraerts 2016;
Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2007; Evans 2007).

Thus, the new semantic schemas of {+x(a)} based on the above approach is shown in Figure
6.6:

Figure 6.6 Semantic schemas of {+x(a)}

Figure 6.6 depicts the proposed semantic model of the suffix {+x(a)}. It shows the radial
network which captures the semantic meanings/functions of this suffix. Diminutiveness has
been allocated to be the main prototype which brings other categories/meanings into one radial
network. Tenderness and Pejorativeness are regarded as the most prototypical members,
followed by Feminisation as the third prototypical member in terms of its closeness and
relatedness order of prototypicality. Substantivisation and Concreteness are treated as
peripheral members. Notably, various members are connected via the prototypical meaning of
Diminutiveness. These members are driven by different interpretations of the main prototype:
1) proximity; and 2) maintaining the distance among categories themselves. The dotted lines
that run between those members serve to indicate the closeness of relationship between each
other. This closeness can indicate two types of relations: 1) two members can be closely related
in terms of meaning/function or they are at the same level of closeness to the main prototype;
and 2) one member can be regarded as a source for another one. This means that it can create

another or multiple sub-members (metonymical dimension). So, this organisation represents
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the essence of the interrelated network of meanings rather than having autonomous semantic
classification.

The above radial schema provides an organised coherence to all more/less prototypical
members without affecting the integrity of the category itself. Janda (1993: 6) points out that
“by positing an internal structure for categories, cognitive semantics avoids the dilemma of
choosing between unity and diversity presented by set theory”. This means that searching for
more details to describe subsidiary information becomes more available than before by the
virtue of having radial categories.

In this regard, | have seen that certain categories particularly Diminutiveness, Concreteness,
and Substantivisation can denote multiple sub-meanings. Hence, the above ‘prototype theory’
can be extended to link other sub-meanings to the above categories on the basis of metonymical
extension. Therefore, this radial schema shapes the interrelationship and governs the relatedness
of those sub-meanings according to the ‘family resemblance’ concept. Similar criteria
particularly ‘type frequency’ and ‘proximity of meanings’ are used to organise the affiliation
of those sub-meanings to other peripheral and close prototypical meanings of the above schema.
The former is used to organise the order of closeness of these sub-meanings to the more/less
prototypical meanings. However, the latter is used to organise the following: 1) the internal
connections of these sub-meanings to their prototypical meanings; and 2) the interaction of
these sub-meanings among each other. Thus, Diminutiveness can have other sub-meanings
which are organised in terms of their closeness of fit by the following order:

1- Smallness in size/volume.
2- Smallness in age.
3- Smallness in time.
Accordingly, the above sub-meanings can be affiliated in terms of their relatedness to the

main prototypical meaning Diminutiveness (D) as shown by Figure 6.7:

Figure 6.7 Semantic schemas of Diminutiveness

Similarly, Concreteness (C) can reflect a network of sub-meaningful relatedness which is

organised and shown by the following order and figure as well:
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Figure 6.8 Semantic schemas of Concreteness

Also, Substantivisation (S) can reflect a network of sub-meanings which can be organised
according to the above radial schemas. These sub-meanings can indicate various relatedness;
the closeness of fit of these sub-meanings to the above less prototypical meaning (S) is shown
by the following order and figure as well:

1- Result of action
2
3
4

Process of action

Tool for action

Object of action

Figure 6.9 Semantic schemas of Substantivisation

6.6 Summary

I have seen that the heterogeneity of semantic meanings of words with the suffix {+x(a)}
causes problems for certain morphological models to deal with. The 1A model exposes certain
restrictions in dealing with this issue because the assumption that each morpheme should reflect
a meaningful and formal representation is no more valid. For instance, the suffix {+x(a)} in
specific surface words like onucka, nomotixa, benxa, copsiuxa, 6ooxa, and opyacka has not been
assigned a meaningful representation. This infringes the basic rule of the 1A model by assuming
that each morpheme must represent a form and meaning respectively.

In addition, the 1A model suggests that the decomposition of morphemes does not impose
putting morphemes in a linear pattern only, but it also includes having a meaningful

representation for each morpheme. This helps to segment words in a linear sequence from left
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to the right since the composition occurs in association with the meanings of their morphemes.
However, | have found that where surface words express a mismatch of meanings, their
decomposition in a linear pattern seems difficult. This can be explained by onucka and nomotixa
by which two overlapping scenarios can be posited. The first one assumes that a prefixation
process occurs first, followed by adding the suffix {+x(a)}. Alternatively, suffixation process
occurs first, followed by adding a prefix. Hence, this contradiction creates an additional
problem for the IA to deal with.

Similarly, the IP model encounters problems that flow from the mismatch of meaning
between base and surface words. Due to the phonological correlation usually subjected to
violation via occurring certain processes (e.g. truncation, allomorphy, and mutation), the
semantic correlation must be presented between the objects of this model (the inputs and
outputs) in regard to accounts of Matthews (1974) and Anderson (1992). Thus, it is questionable
to affiliate surface words (the outputs) particularly onucka; nomotixa; and opyowcka cause
questioning to their base lexemes (the inputs) since the semantic connection is lost. This issue
would be considered a dilemma for the above model to deal with and explain as well.

Another controversial issue would be regarded as the polysemy of the suffix {+k(a)}. | have
seen that there is a contrast between morphological models which deal with this phenomenon.
For instance, the suffix {+x(a)} in certain coinages has been assigned specific
meaning/function. However, it has not been assigned any meaning/function in another sentence.
In addition, other coinages assume that this suffix has been assigned one function with two
different meanings to deliver. Also, this suffix reflects two different meanings/functions for the
same lexicon. This is shown in Section 6.3.1 (see above).

Consequently, this polysemy causes questioning for the IA model regarding the
representation of meanings assigned for the suffix {+x(a)} in multiple sentences for the same
lexicon. In other words, how can this suffix indicate a certain meaning/function, but not be
assigned anything when it indicates a different meaning in another sentence as found by the
above examples? This conflict of meanings/functions caused by polysemous suffix {+k(a)} has
represented an unresolved question for the A model.

Similarly, the polysemy of the above suffix is considered a dilemma for the IP model
according to accounts of Matthews (1974) and Anderson (1992) since the semantic
correspondence is essential in mapping the relationship between the inputs and outputs. Having
more than one meaning for the same lexicon poses difficulty to affiliate two different outputs
for the same input. Thus, it is a straightforward process to identify the semantic correspondence
when the output indicates similar meaning to its input. By contrast, it becomes difficult to do

so once the same output can denote another meaning which seems so far from the meaning of
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its input. Hence, this polysemy of {+x(a)} makes the IP unable to deal or explain when its
output mismatches the meaning of its input.

Unlike the above models, the WP model does not express any constraints whether surface
words match their base lexemes in terms of meaning or not. Also, this model does not seem to
be sensitive to the polysemy of the suffix {+x(a)}. This fact results from the treatment of this
model for its coinages. This treatment is not based on either morphemes like those found in the
IA model or on having certain rules/processes to map the affiliation of morphemes or words as
inputs and outputs as is the case in the IP model. By contrast, this model deals with both (the
base and surface word) at the level of words; the word-based approach is the main pillar of this
model. Thus, it does not matter whether surface words are correlated semantically or
phonologically to their base lexemes or not. In addition, the treatment of this model is the same
in instances when the word denotes more than one meaning as a result of polysemy.
Consequently, only this model shows its ability to deal with various linguistic phenomena
without reflecting any problems or constraints especially with the heterogeneity of meaning and
the polysemy of the suffix {+x(a)}.

In this chapter, much attention has been paid to analysing the semantics of the suffix
{+x(a)}. Three main resources particularly handbook, dictionary, and corpus data have been
utilised in this analysis. This has led me to identify other semantic meanings/functions of the
suffix {+x(a)} which are not identified/mentioned in the Russian literature. At the same time, |
have noticed that there is a contrast in addressing the semantics of {+k(a)} between the above
resources. While scholarly consensus points out three typical semantic meanings/functions,
other potential meanings were observed. By means of corpus data | was able to determine six
basic meanings for this suffix and many other sub-meanings. These sub-meanings extend the
enquiry of semantics of {+x(a)}. This makes the semantics of {+x(a)} represent an internal
network of connections which seems to be best described by the modern cognitive approach
(prototype theory) rather than organising them according to the classic approach (the
structuralist classification).

To sum up, the semantic analysis of the suffix {+x(a)} has shown the following findings:
1- The WP is the most efficient model to address the mismatch of meaning and the polysemy

of coinages of {+x(a)}. This leads to support my main hypothesis which is in favour of the

word-based approach.

2- The polysemy of the suffix {+k(a)} is an interesting area to look at; | notice that
meanings/functions which seem to be common in the corpus may not always be the "top™"
definitions in dictionaries or handbooks. This is a fruitful angle for comparison. Thus, using

corpus data has led me to determine the prototypicality order of {+k(a)} and identify new
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semantic meanings/functions that the above suffix may impart. This means that identifying
new meanings/sub-meanings are not applicable while using data extracted from handbooks
and dictionaries. Thus, we cannot rely on these resources in defining new
meanings/functions of {+x(a)}, and then determining which meaning/function is regarded
as the main prototypical one. Therefore, corpus data constitutes a far more reliable, up-to-
date, useful and powerful tool in analysing the semantics of the suffix {+x(a)}.

Having multiple meanings for the suffix {+x(a)} at the same time that each meaning might
indicate a set of other sub-meanings implies that they cannot be described by the classic
cognitive approach (the structuralist classification). The reason is that these meanings and
sub-meanings share internal relatedness between each other which cannot be ignored if |
assume that each meaning or sub-meaning should be treated independently, or they are
distributed in isolation to each other. Thus, to account for the rich polysemy of the suffix
{+k(a)} and its semantic nuances, | adopt the approach of ‘cognitive semantics’. This
framework has provided an effective methodology to describe the polysemy of this suffix
and modelled it as a radial category, or a network of interrelated meanings. Thus, this
chapter suggests a proposed semantic distribution of {+k(a)} based on the theoretical
framework of the above approach. Consequently, I have presented an empirically-based,
cognitively plausible account of the semantics of {+x(a)}. In so doing, | have rejected the
traditional tendency for distributing the semantics in Russian which is based on a
structuralist classification. This means that the Russian tendency of classifying the
semantics of {+k(a)} cannot be valid and applied more.

The ‘cognitive semantics’ approach may share similar concepts with the WP model by
having a family of relatedness: the main paradigm and its relevant members. However, this
does not mean that a radial category approach is really an outcome of the current hypothesis
of this thesis - yet! Instead, it will probably look more like a further hypothesis about the
connectedness of the various meanings of the suffix {+x(a)} (one that is based on my data,
but ultimately not completely provable).
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7 Chapter: Conclusion

7.1 Summary of research work

Research has long been concerned with the internal structure and interrelationships of
related words. The main cores of conflict among morphological theories are whether it is best
to describe the internal structure of related words by having:

1. Deterministic symbolic rules and memorised morphemes (morpheme-based approach);

2. Deterministic generative process governed by WFRs (Word Formation Rules) and two
objects defined as inputs and outputs (process-based approach); or

3. Memorised words within a complex network controlled by probabilistic structures (word-
based approach).

Which approach best accounts for the correspondence of related words and their
morphological structure? To answer this, my research examined all words containing the suffix
{+k(a)} and subjected them to various angles of investigation and interrogation.

In Chapter 1, | have seen that several types of languages might require different sort of
morphological descriptions. The main aim was to give an overview of the theoretical
assumptions of these models. This has helped to anticipate which model seems better than
others in describing the whole picture of word formation in Russian.

From a morphological perspective, the structure of the Russian word has been treated with
various morphological models to examine the validity of each model for the Russian lexicon.
This has provided a comprehensive insight into which model is appropriate to harmonize with
this structure. Accordingly, | have demonstrated in Chapter 2 that the WP (Word and Paradigm)
model is the most convincing one to cover the morphological production of words with the
above suffix in Russian. This results from the fact that this model was adequately able to explain
the coinages of surface words whose morphological structure has witnessed a variety of
linguistic phenomena, such as allomorphy, truncation, and mutation.

The framework of the WP model presents a minimal unit as a lexeme. This lexeme is
introduced as a unit of morphological, semantic, syntactic, and phonological class properties,
and so it leads to distinguishing one word from another. Hence, the usage of the paradigm shows
that there is a contrast in the arrangement of elements of this model since it does not follow any
linearity, but instead they are represented in the formula/pattern: [X] > [Xk(a)]. The label [X]
indicates the base lexeme and the latter shows the adding of the affix {+x(a)} to the main
paradigm to produce a novel word. This assumes that the affiliation of surface words to their

base lexemes can be represented by having a paradigm which is the base lexeme and new forms
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connects to it in many ways. This connection can be still seen although surface words might be
distorted phonologically and semantically from their base lexemes.

The capability of the WP model to treat diverse types of linguistic phenomena implies
considering it to be the most suitable and relevant one to the production of words with the suffix
{+x(a)}. This model adopts the above formula/pattern ([X] > [Xka]) in defining its members
(the paradigm and its new derivative forms). This formula gives rise to representing other
inflectional and derivational forms of a certain word, and this feature cannot be found in the
merits of other models. For example, the inflectional forms of the paradigm cmyoenm are:
cmyodenma, cmyoenmy, cmyoenmom, and cmyoenme. In this model, all forms are simultaneously
related to the main paradigm (ctyaent). However, this cannot be found in the IP (Item and
Process) model, in which each form individually requires a process to manifest its formative
relation to the main paradigm. In particular, cmyoenm > cmyoenma has its own process: [X] —
[Xa]; and another inflectional pattern, such as cmyoenmy, acquires another process: [X] — [Xy]
and so on, for the rest of the inflectional forms. Similarly, in the 1A (Item and Arrangement)
model, each inflectional form is treated in separation from other relevant forms, and so each
one requires a separate description/formula for its formation. For instance, the formation of
cmyoenm > cmyoenma requires this formula: [X] > [X+a], whereas another inflectional form
(ctynenty) for the same lexeme requires different formula that is [X] > [X+y].

From a cognitive perspective, the main interest in Chapter 3 was in exploring the mechanism
of processing words in the mental lexicon. Two competing accounts were identified; SR
(Single-route account) versus DR (Dual-route account). This has led me to identify which
mental account seems more adequate than the other one in describing the recognition,
processing, and production of words with the suffix {+k(a)}.

| have seen that the former employed two terms (regularity and irregularity) in the mental
processing of words. Regular forms are generated by a rule while acquiring, processing, and
producing these forms and irregular forms are stored as one unit though. This adds a complexity
to the native speaker since they must differentiate which forms are regular and which are not.
Once they realise the correct form, then they need to process this form according to whether a
rule or a storage concept. This would lead language users to spend more time while taking the
decision and identifying the correct pattern for each form. By contrast, the latter employs only
one straightforward method which is the storage concept; the most frequent form in memory is
used to analogise similar coinages. Thus, this account seems simpler and more efficient than
the other one in producing a considerable number of surface words with the suffix {+x(a)}.

The consequences of that lead me to suggest that the SR account seems more applicable and

simpler to be used by the speaker when producing new surface words than the DR account.
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Accordingly, the SR account seems better in describing the mental process of this suffix and its
relationship to the productivity and frequency notions. This elucidates why this suffix is
regarded as a productive one in Russian; this productivity results from the way that this suffix
is processed in the memory (the SR account). Also, it provides a plausible explanation about
the relatedness of frequency concept with the mental realisation of words. The more frequent a
word is in the memory, the more its chances are of being used as a model to coin novel words.
Surface words containing the above suffix are generated by similarity/analogy to the most
frequent words in memory. Thus, the speaker spends less time in processing/producing surface
words with the suffix {+k(a)} than relying on the complex pattern (regularity and irregularity)
in the DR account.

From a corpus-based studies perspective, Chapter 4 has investigated how the relative
frequency level influences the recognition of related words with the suffix {+k(a)} and their
morphemic components. This investigation has produced interesting results, in that surface
words with the suffix {+k(a)} are mostly influenced by WF (Whole-word frequency) level.
These words tend to have a higher frequency than the corresponding base (non-suffixed) words.
Taking these results to imply that surface words with the suffix {+k(a)} tend to be recognised,
processed, and produced by the SR account. This adds more support to my main hypothesis
which relies in its mental processing and theoretical description on the SR account.

In addition to these findings, | have identified new/non-registered forms as neologisms
containing the suffix {+k(a)}. This considerable number represents ongoing enrichment in the
stock of the Russian lexicon.

From an experimental-based studies perspective, a considerable amount of research and
number of experiments in English and other European languages has focused on measuring the
time spent in processing words in the mind of the speaker. However, Russian has received
relatively little research and emphasis at exploring this critical issue. One target of this research
work was to fill this gap by conducting an experiment on words containing the suffix {+x(a)}
with two opposing levels of relative frequency. Therefore, this experimental research can be
considered as a unique and pioneering one in Russian. Accordingly, Chapter 5 has aimed to
explore whether coinages of {+k(a)} with WF require less time in processing in line to their
base lexemes than words with DF (Decomposable frequency) with respect to their base
lexemes.

Interestingly, this experiment has suggested that as the difficulty of processing surface words
with DF level is increased in line to their base lexemes, the RTs of participants are observed to
rise as a result. Therefore, the RT (Reaction time) seems to be sensitive to certain properties

including the frequency of words and the level of relative frequency as well. Hence, memorising
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low-frequency/DF forms requires a higher processing load. By contrast, memorising high-
frequency/WF forms requires a lower processing load.

These findings have provided additional support for my main hypothesis which assumes that
words with the suffix {+k(a)} are best described by the WP model. This attitude is based on a
continuation of other arguments in the previous chapters. | have argued in Chapter 3, 4, and 5
that the suffix {+x(a)} is best described by the SR account because words are realised/processed
as one unit in the memory of language users. This leads them to spend less time while
processing/memorising words. This adheres nicely with the outcomes of this experiment which
show less time in processing for words with WF since the SR account stands for their mental
description/process. This account does not need much difficulty/load either in acquiring,
processing, or producing new surface words. Therefore, this account spends less time in
processing than other surface forms created by a rule.

From a semantic perspective, the meanings of {+k(a)} have received little research and
emphasis in Russian. Thus, Chapter 6 has aimed to investigate further the above issue from
various points of views. The first point was whether the heterogeneity of meaning found in
coinages of {+k(a)} implies different treatments by morphological models. Secondly, do
morphological models impose different treatment regarding the polysemous status of this suffix
or not? Thirdly, few semantic meanings are found in the literature; however, other
meanings/sub-meanings were likely to be observed. Lastly, the old cognitive approach in
Russian used to organise the semantic meanings of the suffix {+k(a)} in isolation to each other.
By contrast, this organisation contradicts the modern cognitive approach which assumes a
family of relatedness concept in this organisation.

In my semantic analysis, | have found that the WP model was the best one to treat the
mismatch of meaning between related words containing the suffix {+x(a)}. Also, this model
was the only one to deal with the polysemy of this suffix without indicating any
constraints/problems in its treatment. Double semantic meanings and plenty of other sub-
meanings could be observed by using corpus data materials. This indicates that the ‘structuralist
approach’ was not valid to classify the above meanings/sub-meanings of {+k(a)} since they
share an internal connection. Thus, a ‘cognitive semantics’ approach was utilised in this
classification. This approach organises various meanings of {+k(a)} according to the closeness
of fit a certain meaning to the main prototype. So, some meanings are regarded as more
prototypical and others are less. This modern cognitive organisation of meanings reflects the
recent development in recognising the effect of the ‘prototype theory’ and its relatedness to the

cognitive perception.
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Consequently, all answers to the above research questions have participated in supporting
my main hypothesis which prefers the WP model to describe my data with the suffix {+x(a)}.
The WP model has demonstrated its ability to be valid in description of my data, whereas other
models revealed specific problems in their treatment to the structure of the Russian data with
the above suffix as submitted earlier.

Thus, the above formula/pattern ([X] > [Xka]) of the WP model can exhibit the semantic and
phonological correlation without having any problems when this correspondence is infringed,
whether semantically, phonologically, or both together. Thus, both units: the base and surface
lexeme are paradigmatically related to each other, so this represents the essence of the whole-
word approach which is regarded as the main theme of the WP model. Moreover, this pattern
appears to fit well with the concept of ‘analogy’ when intending to create new forms; it can also
be used as a model to create novel words by imitating the formation of the most frequent form
in the memory. This suggests what is at work here is analogy rather than rule-based word
formation. Consequently, an analogical account will work much better than a rule-based one at
explaining the variety of relationships that exist between the surface form and the base form.

The description of the WP model plays a pivotal role in its dominance and popularity
whether for Russian data or other languages whose morphological structure seems similar to
Russian. Presenting the relationship between words and their affiliation to the paradigm as a
discrete unit resulting in each word formation in cross-linguistics can be manifested by this
concept. Subsequently, all data with the suffix above have shown the accessibility of applying
this model on their formation process. Although note that their derivational process is triggered
by the intervention of various linguistic phenomena. The interrelationship between the
derivative words and their paradigms emphasizes the fact that it is simply a network of mutual
relations. Therefore, in this model the meaning is associated with words and neither roots nor
affixes, so that they are not considered to be stand-alone units. However, this does not neglect
the fact that a semantic compositionality between words and other parts of base words is
exhibited in this model. This can be explained by the phonological and semantic properties that
both sides preserve. This illustrates how new derivative words express different, or similar

meaning compared to their base lexeme.
7.2 Restrictions

| faced a difficulty in finding a high number of Russian native speakers in Sheffield for my
experiment. As the number of participants increases, a wider variation of answers and observed
results are predicted. In this regard, due to the limitation of having only one left-handed person

among participants, it was not worth including the variable ‘Handedness’ in the experiment in
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Chapter 5. Also, the small numbers of non-RF (Russian Federation) native speakers (9
participants) made it difficult to say whether nationalities who lived outside the RF react
similarly to those from the RF.

Another restriction found: the RNC (Russian National Corpus) presents difficulties for
investigating the effect of relative frequency levels on words with the suffix {+x(a)}. Instead, I
have utilised the ARC (Araneum Rossicum Corpus) using the Russian interface of the CNC
(Czech National Corpus) for sake of usability. This interface provides a possibility to count the
frequency of each word containing the above suffix in this corpus and this was not

accessible/available in the RNC.
7.3 Recommendations

My research seeks to further the incorporation of insights from a variety of fields like
cognitive, corpus, and experimental-based studies in morphological linguistics, for example by
applying the effect of relative frequency in future studies of Russian suffixes and morphology
more generally. To this end, it is hoped that other studies will maximise the number of
participants who are Russian native speakers which would be ideal to obtain more contrastive
results in such experiments. Also, conducting more experiments to measure the RT of
participants for related words containing rival suffixes of {+k(a)}, which share similar
functions, would be useful. This would help to compare the DRT (Difference in reaction time)
between related words with the suffix {+k(a)} and other counterpart suffixes in Russian. This
yields to investigate further whether the processing time order would be different from the one
observed in my experiment or not.

I noticed that the Russian language has received little emphasis regarding conducting
linguistic experiments and having observed data extracted from experimental methods such as
SPR (Self-paced reading) and ETM (Eye-tracking movement). Therefore, it is highly
recommended to conduct more experiments to measure particularly the RT of processing of
related words in such kinds of experimental research which engages with the word formation
process in Russian.

Another issue: | have extracted 88,788 lemmas from ARC. After eliminating all messy data,
I have come up with only 7332 lemmas to be annotated. This resulted in discovering 3309
words which are treated as neologisms. This significant portion (almost half of data annotated)
reflects the expansion in usage of this suffix in Russian. Therefore, many more neologisms
expected to be observed once | maximise the data obtained from such kinds of corpora in my

future research.
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7.4 Main findings

The main contributions of this research work in the field of linguistics can be summarised

by the following points:

1. The variance of characteristics of three morphological models has led me to discover which
model is the most appropriate one to completely fit my data. Hopefully, this research work
has provided adequate answers to the research questions raised earlier. Also, it has allowed
me to validate my main hypothesis which favours the WP model to be the best one to
describe my data in Russian. Although this attitude was based on examining specific
Russian data with a certain suffix, the word formation process associated with this suffix
can be reflected in other rival building elements of the word formation. Therefore, it seems
practical to suggest that this model is the best one to describe the morphological process of
word formation in Russian.

2. The capability of the WP model has covered most of problems encountered in the process
of word formation in Russian which might be reflected across languages. Therefore, it
seems possible to generalise the same hypothesis predicted in this research work to be valid
for other languages whose morphological structure seems similar to Russian.

3. This research work has focused on one of the most commonly used Russian suffixes that is
the suffix {+x(a)}. This suffix has reflected an important interaction with a wide range of
critical topics and concepts that are prominent in the literature. | have seen that specific
accounts/concepts like mental representation (SR and DR accounts); type and token
frequency; storage and analogy; relative frequency level; corpus-based studies;
experimental based studies; neologisms; homonymy; polysemy; semantic heterogeneity;
and cognitive semantics have played a pivotal role in elucidating the use of this suffix and
its relationships to other means of word formation (suffixes) in Russian. This suffix has had
a substantial influence in Russian due to the following reasons:

1) Its morphological formation includes a variety of linguistic phenomena which are
associated with the process of word formation, such as allomorphy, truncation, and
mutation. This suffix has reflected a variation of form in many coinages compared to its
base lexeme. This makes it a unique instance in comparison with other rival suffixes like
{+ox} and {+ux} which reflect a uniform manner while coining surface words.

2) Several bases (e.g. noun, verb, adjective, number, adverb, conjunction, pronoun,
interjection, and preposition) have participated to produce words with this suffix as
shown by Figure 2.4 (see above). However, other suffixes like {+rens} and {+octs} are

distinguished in Russian by having only one specific base (the verbal base) to produce
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3)

4)

5)

6)

surface words. Also, {+k(a)} has resulted in creating distinct categories which might be
a suffix, compound suffixes, and a root as well as found in Figure 2.1 (see above). This
makes the formation of the suffix {+k(a)} a controversial one in Russian.

It has been used in producing a larger number of words compared to other suffixes. This
was noticed by its type frequency found in the Obratnyi slovar ’ which is more than 7000
words, whereas this number is significantly higher in the ARC (over 88000 words).
Meanwhile, this number is much higher in the RNC. That is 101 901. Accordingly, this
suffix seeme to play a powerful role in Russian morphology.

A substantial stock of neologisms (3309 existing words) has been found with the
inclusion of the suffix {+k(a) in Russian. This considerable number indicates the
capability and the substantial contribution of this suffix to maintain and enrich the
Russian language with novel words used in a variety of contexts and applications. This
sheds light upon the modern development represented by observing new non-
registered/existing forms (neologisms) in Russian.

Its formation has led me to refute some assumptions posited by certain scholars. It was
argued in Section 2.4.3 (see above) that inflectional items reflect high semantic
relevance, while derivational are much less. However, Figure 2.14 (see above) has shown
that related words with the suffix {+k(a) reflects high semantic relatedness of meaning
in line to their base lexemes (almost 90%). This has led me to refute another assumption
by considering inflectional items as more predictable than derivational ones. By contrast,
the suffix {+x(a) has shown its predictability to indicate specific meaning/function. The
speaker is pretty sure to use this suffix to attribute a certain meaning like Diminutiveness
to the referent while they speak or write in various applications.

There are indicators in the literature that point strongly to considering {+x(a)} a
productive suffix, but it is not entirely clear-cut and questions remain. | found that a
single-route account gives the best explanation of how this suffix is used in the lexicon.
This account utilised the most frequent form in a memory to analogise other oriented
coinages. Therefore, the link between mental representation, productivity, and frequency
has become evident.

In addition, certain uses/functions of the above suffix have caused a contention whether
to regard it as a hymonymous suffix: one is inflectional and the other one is derivational.
The semantic relevance of this suffix to its base form has led me to object this
assumption. This shows that it is simply a derivational suffix with several

meanings/functions to deliver in Russian.
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7) Coinages of {+k(a)} have assisted to show which mental account requires much/less time
in processing/memorising with two contrasting levels of relative frequency. This has
shown that the SR account is more adequate than the other one to describe the mental
realisation of this suffix in the mind of the speaker.

8) The experimental findings of the suffix {+k(a)} has imposed different RT in terms of the
processing time order of related words in Russian. While the common scholarly view
assumes that related words having this order: 1) Base lexeme; 2) WF lexeme; and 3) DF
lexeme, this suffix has suggested a new order where the second category (WF lexeme)
precedes the first one (Base lexeme). This means that the former requires less time in
processing than the latter in the mind of the speaker as shown by Figure 5.9 (see above).
These surprising outcomes would be critical and novel in such languages like Russian.

9) The suffix {+x(a)} has provided a multiplicity of semantic meanings; six main meanings
(Diminutiveness, Tenderness, Pejorativeness, Feminisation, Substantivisation, and
Concreteness) and many other sub-meanings that number 11. Thus, it was practical to
adopt the modern cognitive approach (cognitive semantics) to organise the network of
connections of the above meanings/sub-meanings of {+k(a)} by having radial categories.
| found that the main prototype (Diminutiveness) shares semantic proximity to other
more/less prototypical meanings. The shared attributes character reflected by the above
meanings of {+x(a)} has made applying this modern cognitive approach applicable. This
radial schema of {+x(a)} contradicts the old cognitive approach (structuralist
classification) which organises the meanings/functions of {+x(a)} in separation to each

other.

This makes this suffix a typical and useful example of a derivational suffix; | have seen that
this suffix has a broad distribution of functions and is in competition or complementary
distribution with a range of other suffixes across all its functions. Hence, {+x(a)} is simply a
good example that I employed to see the problems encountered in trying to model how
derivation works; | therefore used it to test my hypotheses. This suffix represents a complex
issue in Russian, so once | had explained this complexity, | provided a lot of information about
suffixation in Russian. It may be used as a guide for other formations in Russian and for other

languages which share similar features to Russian as well.
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Appendix 1: Glossary

Term

Definition

AML - Analogical modelling of
language

A technique, based on a theory of language, used to
compare a large set of forms in order to find the most
analogous exemplar to serve as a model for other formations.

DF - Decomposable frequency

A word-formation category in which the frequency of the
base form/word is higher than the frequency of its surface
(derivative) form/word.

DR - Dual-route account

This account of word formation assumes that
accessing/processing the mental representation of words
relies on two pathways: one for regular and one for irregular
forms. The former hinges on decomposition, whereas the
latter relies on storage.

IA - Item and Arrangement

Morphological models categorised as IA assume that
words are decomposed into independent units; each unit must
represent an isomorphic correspondence of form and meaning
together.

IP - Item and Process

Morphological models categorised as IP assume the
generation of different Word Formation Rules for each
coinage to interpret its formation.

SR - Single-route account

This account of word formation assumes that words are by
default mentally realised/processed as indivisible units.

TiMBL -
Learner

Memory Based-

A technique that uses stored forms to generate near-
neighbour classifications that allow researchers to predict new
cases. Thus, two techniques are implemented in this approach:
storage and similarity-based concept.

WF - Whole-word frequency

A word-formation category in which the frequency of
surface (derivative) words is higher than their base lexemes.
Therefore, they require faster reaction time to
percieve/process in the mind of language users

WP - Word and Paradigm

Morphological models categorised as WP adopt the
paradigmatic scope to define its members which are the
paradigm (the base lexeme) and its derivative form (the
surface word). It does not consider affixes as standalone units
since meaning typically operates at the word level and affixes
have meaning only as generalisations over large amounts of
word-based data.
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Appendix 2: List of Neologisms

47-
48-
49-
50-

a0uIka
AOpamoBKka
abpHUKOCKa
a0ymika
aBaHTIOPKa
aBapuika
aBaTapka
ABBaKyMOBKa
ABneeBka
aBJIOTKA
aBepka
aBTOAINTEYKa
aBTOTPAKIAHKA
aBTOHOMKa
aBTOCHTHAJIKA
aBTOCOTKA
araroBka
araoHoBKa
ararmka
arHennka
arperarka
AnamMoBKa
ajienTKa
aJIMHHKa
AIMUHUCTPATHBKA
azapoBKa
azpaToyka
A30BKa

azopka

azsgMKa
anouKa

aKka

aKaJieMKa
aKaika
aKBaropka
aKBHHKA
aKMMOBKa
aKKOPJICOHUCTKA
aKKypaTHCTKa
aKCIOTKa

aKTKa
aKTHPOBKa
aKTpHUCKa
aKyJiKa

ajapka
anatbIpka
AJICBTUHKAa
AnekcannpuHka
AnekcaHnpoBka
Anekcaika

51- AnekceeBka
52- Anekceika
53- AneHbka

54- Anenka

55- anéHka

56- amemka

57- AnemmHka
58- Anunka

59- Anucka

60- ankamika

61- ayuika

62- aJiMaTUHKA
63- anTeiika

64- Andeporka
65- AndepreBka
66- annLOMHKA

67- albTaHKa

68- ajbTEepHATUBKA
69- amsicka

70- ambapka

71- aMBpOCHEBKa
72- aMuIIKa

73- aMHHOBKa
74- ammoddocka
75- aMOpaJIuCTKa
76- amopayka
77- amypka

78- aMyp4aHkKa
79- AHamka

80- aHamyaHka
81- aHacTacHueBKa
82- aHaTOJBKA
83- AHamka

84- aHrapdanka
85- AHrenanHKa
86- aHrenoyka
87- aHropka

88- AHpapeeBKa
89- Amnpeiika
90- AHApPUSHOBKA
91- Auppromka
92- Amxeska

93- aHMuKa

94- AnunkeeBka
95- aHMMeENIKa
96- AHHCHMOBKA
97- Anucoeka

98- aHKeTKa

99- AHKyAMHOBKa
100- AHHUHBKA
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101-
102-
103-
104-
105-
106-
107-
108-
109-
110-
111-
112-
113-
114-
115-
116-
117-
118-
119-
120-
121-
122-
123-
124-
125-
126-
127-
128-
129-
130-
131-
132-
133-
134-
135-
136-
137-
138-
139-
140-
141-
142-
143-
144-
145-
146-
147-
148-
149-
150-

aHOJUPOBKA
aHOPEKCUYKa
aHTEHKa
aHTUENKA
AHTUKOPPO3UiTKa
aHTUIIKA
aHTHCOLMAIKa
AHTUCTAJIMHUCTKA
aHTOIIKA
aHQucka

aHbKa

aHIOTKA
arneabCHHKA
arpeJieBKa
apadarka
ApOy30BKa
apuHKa

apuIIKa

apouka

apKarika
apMaTypka
apMHUPOBKa
apoMKa
Apcenbka
ApceHTbeBKa
ApceHbeBKa
apTéMKa
apTeMKa
apTIOIIKa
ApTIOXOBKa
apxaHrejxoropojka
Apxunka
ApxumoBka
ApumHOBKa
AcadbeBka
acTpOHaBTKa
acbKa
ATtamaHOBKa
aTarrka

aTieTkKa
ayIuOKapTUHKA
ayTUCTKA
AdanacbeBka
Adonbka
appoaMeprKaHKa
AdpocumoBka
axMeTKa
axThIpKa

aunBKa
aspodoTKa



151-
152-
153-
154-
155-
156-
157-
158-
159-
160-
161-
162-
163-
164-
165-
166-
167-
168-
169-
170-
171-
172-
173-
174-
175-
176-
177-
178-
179-
180-
181-
182-
183-
184-
185-
186-
187-
188-
189-
190-
191-
192-
193-
194-
195-
196-
197-
198-
199-
200-
201-
202-
203-

0abaHMHKA
0alyibka
0a0ycbka
OaracBka

6aI[MI/IHTOHI/ICTKa

OaeBKa
OaxoBKa
Oaxka
Bakanka
OakxoBKa
Oanrapka
OanepuHKa
OaneTka
Oasrouxa
OamoHKa
Oanmirka
Oasb3aka
O0amOyuka
OanepuIKa
OaHIUTKa
OaHKeTKa
OanHEpKa
OapabaHITUKKa
Oapabapka
Oapabarka
Oapakka
bapanoBka
Opameyka
b6apbapucka
OapOarka
OapOockka
OapkoBKa
OapHayka
6apcykoBKa
OapmuHKa
bacpka
OaceHbka
bacucTka
Oaymika
OaxapeBka
OaxmyTKa
Oarpka
OamToBKa
OarmMakoBKa
OeryHka
Oemonaxka
OenpaInTka
OexeHbKa
Oe33epkaika
Oe3mMMUTKA
Oe3pamka
Oe3pyuka
OeiicOomka

204-
205-
206-
207-
208-
209-
210-
211-
212-
213-
214-
215-
216-
217-
218-
219-
220-
221-
222-
223-
224-
225-
226-
227-
228-
229-
230-
231-
232-
233-
234-
235-
236-
237-
238-
239-
240-
241-
242-
243-
244-
245-
246-
247-
248-
249-
250-
251-
252-
253-
254-
255-
256-

OekKa
OckeToBKa
Oenropojka
OcHMHKa
benobouka
OemobpoBKa
OemoOpromKa
benoBka
OeJIoTIINHKA
Oenoropka
Oenmorpyaka
benosepka
Oeno3ybka
benokxamenka
OeIoKphUIKa
Oemopycouka
benocHexka
OeiyKKa
OeibKa
OesicBKa
OcHKka
OeH3zo3ampaBka
OepauaHka
OepexHOBKa
OepezoBUaHKa
Oepekka
OepeHziceBKa
Oepetka
OepirHKa
OepceHbeBKa
Oeccapabka
0eCCOHOBKA
0eCcXBOCTKa
OeToHKa
OexTeeBKa
OcueBoUKa
Oerka
OelleHKa
OMATIIOHUCTKA
buiika
OuiiuyaHka
oromMacka
O6upouxa
OuprocuHKa
Oucekcyanika
OUTHMKA
Ooiika
OuuéBKa
OuueBKa
OouIka
OJaroBerieHKa
OJIMKOBKA
OJIMHOBKA
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257-
258-
259-
260-
261-
262-
263-
264-
265-
266-
267-
268-
269-
270-
271-
272-
273-
274-
275-
276-
277-
278-
279-
280-
281-
282-
283-
284-
285-
286-
287-
288-
289-
290-
291-
292-
293-
294-
295-
296-
297-
298-
299-
300-
301-
302-
303-
304-
305-
306-
307-
308-
309-

0000uKa
Bobposka
0o0OcrencTka
OoratoBka
OormaHoBKa
6oronro60BKa
6orocioBka
BorosiBnenka
OoryciaBka
OoryJapka
0oeBka
0oxenomMKa
00XKa
O0OKKa
OOKOBHHKA
OOKOBYyIITKa
0oxka
0oJITHHKA
00J1TOBKA
OOJITHIIIIKA
00JIbHUYKA
OopIIemMepka
OOHBKA
OoHmapka
OopbKa
OOopeHbKa
OopeHka
Bopucka
Bopucoska
Bopkoska
OopmaimHKa
O0opMoTyIIKa
0opoaBUaTKa
0opoHKa
OopTUpOBKa
OopyTka
Oop1ioBKa
Oopeuka
OopméBka
0oTKa
Ooueuka
Oorika
Opakka
OpaHka
OpaccucTka
OparyaHka
Opaysepka
OpaxmaHKa
OpexHeBKa
Opekka
Opuiika
OpoBouKa
Oponuika



310-
311-
312-
313-
314-
315-
316-
317-
318-
319-
320-
321-
322-
323-
324-
325-
326-
327-
328-
329-
330-
331-
332-
333-
334-
335-
336-
337-
338-
339-
340-
341-
342-
343-
344-
345-
346-
347-
348-
349-
350-
351-
352-
353-
354-
355-
356-
357-
358-
359-
360-
361-
362-

Opymiatka
Bpsnka
OyOKa
OyrpoBka
Oynaiika
Oynouka
Oy XeHHHKa
Oykka
Oykapka
OykpeeBka
Oynrapka
Oynbka
OymnOarnika
OyHTKa
Oyprkya3ka
OypoBKa
Oychka
Bytka
OyTHIIbKA
ByroBka
ByrypnaunoBka
OyThUTBKA
OyxaHO4YKa
OysHKa
brikoBKa
OBICTPOBKA
OBICTpsSIHKA
OBITOBKA
OBITBUTIOUKA
OBIXOBKA
OIOKETKA
BaBKa
BaroHka
BaIMYKa
BaJIMMKa
Bainbka
Banromka
BaJICHTHHKA
BaJICHTHHKA
BanentunoBka
Banepka
Baneuka
BaJIOBKA
BaJlyiiKa
BaHMIbKA
BaHIOIIKA
BaHSTKA
BaIHsIpKa
BapBapOBKa
BapeHKa
BapeHbKa
BapJaMOBKa
BapllIaBKa

363-
364-
365-
366-
367-
368-
369-
370-
371-
372-
373-
374-
375-
376-
377-
378-
379-
380-
381-
382-
383-
384-
385-
386-
387-
388-
389-
390-
391-
392-
393-
394-
395-
396-
397-
398-
399-
400-
401-
402-
403-
404-
405-
406-
407-
408-
409-
410-
411-
412-
413-
414-
415-

BapIOIIKA
BapbKa
Bacununka
Bacunnepka
Bacunpka
Bacrorka
Bacromka
BadenpKa
BBEIICHKA
BeOKa
BeOKa
BEraHka
BEIly4Ka
BeAbMadKa
Bexaiika
BeHIeIIeBKa
BEKKa
BekoBka
BEITUKOJIyYaHKa
Bennuka
BEJIOJIOPOIKKA
BEJIbKa
BEJIIOIIKA
BCHBKA
BEHEpKa
BEHECYIJIKa
BEHEIIMaHKa
BEHEYKa
BEHHYKA
BCHOYKA
BEpKa
BepOIIoIKa
BepOIIOKKa
BEpEMEeBKa
BEepeTEHKA
BEpeIarnHKa
BEPOHHUYKA
BEPTUKAJIIKA
BEPTIIOKKA
BEPTOJIETKA
BEpPXOBKa
BEPXOTOMKa
BECEIMHKA
BECEJIOBKA
BECEJYIIIKa
BCCHSIHOYKA
BETEpUHApPKa
BETIy>KaHKa
BETPEHUYKA
BETPOBKA
BETPSHKA
BEIIICHKA
B3aHMOBBIpYYKa
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416-
417-
418-
419-
420-
421-
422-
423-
424-
425-
426-
427-
428-
429-
430-
431-
432-
433-
434-
435-
436-
437-
438-
439-
440-
441-
442-
443-
444-
445-
446-
447-
448-
449-
450-
451-
452-
453-
454-
455-
456-
457-
458-
459-
460-
461-
462-
463-
464-
465-
466-
467-
468-

B3aUMOYBS3Ka
B3pIOYKa
B3IIETKA
B3JIETKa
BUOpPOTpPaMOOBKa
BUIIOIIKA
BU3KHCTKA
BU3HUTOYKA
BUKKA
BUKYJIbKa
Bunenka
BUJIbKA

BUHKA
BHHOT'PAIOBKA
BUHBETKA
BHUOJIETKA
BHPTYyaJKa
BHUCTaBKa
BUTAJIbKa
BHUTaMHHKa
BUTPHUHKA
Butbka
BUXIIIEBKA
Buxopeska
BUIIIMBKA
BKJIaJI0YKa
BKYCHSTHHKA
BKYCHSIIIIEUKA
BIIaJIbKa
BIIaJIKa
BnagumupoBka
BIIaJIHCITABOBKA
BJIaJIBIYCHBKA
BJIACOBKA
BJIAIIIKa
BMEHEHKA
BMSITUHKA
BHEYpOUYKa
BHEIIIKA
BOOJIEpKa
BOBKa
BOJIMJIKA
BOJIOJIA3Ka
BOJIOJICHKA
BOJIOpE3Ka
BOJI03MYJILCUOHKA
BOCHKA
Bos3nsmxkenka
BO3JIyXOOUHCTKA
Boznecenka
BOMHOBKA
BOKaJIMCTKA
BOJITOTpajKa



469-
470-
471-
472-
473-
474-
475-
476-
477-
478-
479-
480-
481-
482-
483-
484-
485-
486-
487-
488-
489-
490-
491-
492-
493-
494-
495-
496-
497-
498-
499-
500-
501-
502-
503-
504-
505-
506-
507-
508-
509-
510-
511-
512-
513-
514-
515-
516-
517-
518-
519-
520-
521-

BOJKAHOYKA
BOJIOTKaHKa
BOJIO/IapKa
BOJIOZIAPOBKA
Bononpka
BOJIOKOJIAMKA
BOJIOKOHOBKA
BOJIOHTEpKA
BOJIOCTKA
BosouaeBka
BOJIOYAHKa
BOJIOYKA
BOJIOIIIKA
Boaxonka
Bosnbka
BOHKA
BOIpOLIAiKa
BOpKa
BOpOOBEBKA
BOpOOBEBKA
BOpOHEHKa
Boponoska
BOpPOHIIOBKA
BOpPOTKA
BOPOILINJIOBKA
Bockpecenka
BOCTIMTKA
BOCCTaHOBKa
BOCTOYKA
BOCbMEPOUKA
BOCBMHJIECATKA
BOCHMMJIETKA
BOTKa
BOXpHHKA
BpakKa
BCECE30HKa
BCEYKa
BCKOITKa
BCTpEUKa
BTOpUYKA
BYyILIKA
BBIBOPOTKA
BBITOPOJIKA
BBIJICJICHKA
BBIKJIEITKA
BBIKPYXKKa
BbJIKa
BBIMEUKa
BBIMOCTKA
BBITIPECCOBKA
BBIpBITIaCBKa
BBICOKOBOJIBTKA
BBICTOBKA

522-
523-
524-
525-
526-
527-
528-
529-
530-
531-
532-
533-
534-
535-
536-
537-
538-
539-
540-
541-
542-
543-
544-
545-
546-
547-
548-
549-
550-
551-
552-
553-
554-
555-
556-
557-
558-
559-
560-
561-
562-
563-
564-
565-
566-
567-
568-
569-
570-
571-
572-
573-
574-

BBIIIMBAaHKA
BBHIIUTA(OBKA
BBIIITAMIIOBKA
BbETHAMKa
BBIOHKA
BA3AIIKA
BA3EMKa
BszoBka
raBaiika
raBpuiKa
I'aBpuiioBka
rarapodka
ra3eibKa
ra3zeTeHKa
ra3ofyBKa
ra3004MCTKa

razonepepadoTka

razopeska
razocBapka
raiaydka
rarcka
rajJlepucTKa
TaJheBKa
TaJIUJIEsTHKA
I'anunaka
raJnyaHka
rajJloreHka
raHbka
ra"ja00IuCTKAa
raHka
raHTeIbKa
rapaHTuiika
rapeBka
rapoBka
rappuka
rapIoBka
raTtka
raika
I'Bo3asanHKa
TeHbKa
TeHKa
TeHepayika
I'eoprueska
reoceTka
I'epka
repacuMOBKa
repoiika
[Mxenka
TUTHEHNYKA
THIPOOYHCTKA
THIPOITOHKA
THUIPOpE3Ka
TUTapKa
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575-
576-
577-
578-
579-
580-
581-
582-
583-
584-
585-
586-
587-
588-
589-
590-
591-
592-
593-
594-
595-
596-
597-
598-
599-
600-
601-
602-
603-
604-
605-
606-
607-
608-
609-
610-
611-
612-
613-
614-
615-
616-
617-
618-
619-
620-
621-
622-
623-
624-
625-
626-
627-

rugka
rIajKa
TIIaXKa
TJIaJIKOBKa
TJIaJIKOCTBOJIKA
I'magpImeBka
IJIa3yHOBKA
IJIAIKa
rinedka
TITUCTOTOHKA
TTIOTOBKA
TITYLIAIIKA
THeJKa
THETKa
THOMKa
robeseHKa
TOBOpYILIKA
roaKa

rojka
TOJIOBEHKA
TOJIOBUHKA
TOJIOCOBKa
romy0oBKa
roIb(pUCTKA
TOJIBLIOBKA
TOMUIIKA
roH4apka
TOHYapOBKa
ropbaTka
ropbaToBka
ropOyHOBKa
ropObLTbKa
l'opaeeska
ropaeika
TOpJIBIHBKA
ropeyoyka
I'operoBka
TOpPHU30HTAJIKA
l'opnoska
rOpJIOBUHKA
TOPHOJIBDKKA
TOPHOCTaeBKa
ropoIouKa
I'opoxoBka
ropovka
TOPBbKOBKa
TOPBKYIIKa
roprouKa
ropsiiiHOBKa
ropJsiiKa
rocIoiapovKa
rOCIpUEMKa
TOCTHHUYKA



628-
629-
630-
631-
632-
633-
634-
635-
636-
637-
636-
639-
640-
641-
642-
643-
644-
645-
646-
647-
648-
649-
650-
651-
652-
653-
654-
655-
656-
657-
658-
659-
660-
661-
662-
663-
664-
665-
666-
667-
668-
669-
670-
671-
672-
673-
674-
675-
676-
677-
678-
679-
680-

rOTKa
rodpokopoOka
rodpotpyOka
romiKa
rpabka
rpaBuiiKa
rpaaka
rpakJaHUHKA
rpamka
I'paueBka
I'pauéBka
I'pemsuka
rpeHKa
rpevmIIKa
rperka
rpuOaHOBKa
rpubOBKa
rpubouka
IPUBEHKA
TPUTOPOBKA
I'puropeeBka
rpuMEpKa
rpuMepKa
I'pumka
TrpoOMKa
TPOMOBKa
TpPOMO3JIKa
Tpy30IepeBo3Ka
rpyIKa
rpymnIepoBKa
rpyNIIOBYIIKA
I'pymieBka
rpyLIMHKA
I'psasHOBKa
rybouka
ry3ka
I'ynseBka
TYMaHHCTKa
ryMaHHTapKa
I'ymenka
rypka
rycapoBKa
T'yceBka
rycTepka
rycTépKa
rychbKa
TyIyJ04Ka
JaBajka
JaBUIKa
JaBbIIKa
JaBbIIOBKa
JIaTuoopKa
JlanpKa

681-
682-
683-
684-
685-
686-
687-
688-
689-
690-
691-
692-
693-
694-
695-

BKa

696-
697-
698-
699-
700-
701-
702-
703-
704-
705-
706-
707-
708-
709-
710-
711-
712-
713-
714-
715-
716-
717-
718-
719-
720-
721-
722-
723-
724-
725-
726-
727-
728-
729-
730-
731-
732-

JlaMaHKa
Jlanka

Janunka
JlanunoBka
JTaHYMHKA

JlaHbKa

Japenka

IapE€HkKa
JTapMOBIIIMHKA
JlapoBaTKa

Hatka

Jlalika

JaikoBka
JIBaIaTUMUHYTKA

JIBAIIATHIIATAPYOIIE

JIBaAIaTKa
JIBEHaILaTUICTKA
JIBEpPbKa
JIBOMHSIICUKA
JIBYKpaTKa
JIBYCTOPOHKA
JIBYXMHUHYTKA
JIBYXITOJIOCKA
JIBYXCTOPOHKA
JIBYXTpPYyOKa
JIByX3TaKKa
JIBYIIIEYKA
JIe0eToBKa
neouinKa
JleOuTopKa
JIeOIOKUPOBKA
JIeBUCHOYKA
JIEBSITHITAXKKA
JIEBITOYKA
JIeTUHbKA
JIeAyJeuKa
JIeAyJIbKa
Jie3bKa
JIE30pUEHTHUPOBKA
JIEKOpaTUBKa
JIEKOPUPOBKA
JIeTKa
JeMKa
IEMKa
JemunoBka
JeMbsiHka
JIEMbSTHOBKA
JICHeYKa
Jenucka
JlenncoBka
nepOcHEeBKa
JIePEBSHKA
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733-
734-
735-
736-
737-
738-
739-
740-
741-
742-
743-
744-
745-
746-
747-
748-
749-
750-
751-
752-
753-
754-
755-
756-
757-
758-
759-
760-
761-
762-
763-
764-
765-
766-
767-
768-
769-
770-
771-
772-
773-
774-
775-
776-
777-
778-
779-
780-
781-
782-
783-
784-
785-

JEepXKKa
Jep3Ka
JNECSITHMUHYTKA
necsTupyOieBKa
JECSITUITAKKA
JleTabKa
JIETIOMOBKA
nedexToBka
neddexroBka
JoKarKa
Jxanka
J>xamOyIbka
JUKaHKa
JOKIHCOBKA
JDKOMKA
JOKOTKA
JUKYChKa
JI3EKKa
J3EPIKIUHKA
nuammodocka
Junanka
JTMETKA
Tu3ebKa
TIN3APOBKA
JITKapbKa
JTAIIeYKa
Jumka

JIMHKA
JTUHAMOBKA
JIMHBKA
JUTUTOMKA
JTICKa
JTIMCKETKa
JTUCCUJICHTKA
JUCTaHIIMOHKA
JIUTKA
nuddepeHImMpoBKa
JUTHHHOHOYXKKA
JmMutpueBka
JmMutpoBka
JTHEBHUYKA
JTHEBKA
no0aBoYKa
I00MBKa
ToOpBIHBKA
Job6psinka
JIOOBITOYKA
J03arpysKa
JI03aKyIKa
Jl03apsiika
Jl03asiBKa
JTOMJITKA
JTOKaTKa



786-
787-
788-
789-
790-
791-
792-
793-
794-
795-
796-
797-
798-
799-
800-
801-
802-
803-
804-
805-
806-
807-
808-
809-
810-
811-
812-
813-
814-
815-
816-
817-
818-
819-
820-
821-
822-
823-
824-
825-
826-
827-
828-
829-
830-
831-
832-
833-
834-
835-
836-
837-
838-

JIOKOTIKa
JTOKTOPHIITKA
JOKYMEHTAJIKa
JIon0&xKKa
JOJTOBKA
JIOJICBKA
JIOMAIIIKa
JIOMOBHYKA
JIOHACTpOMKa
JOHYaHKa
JIOHBKA
JOOIICHKA
JIOTIOCTaBKa
Jopa3Beka
JIOPMHJIOHTOBKA
JIOpOIIIKA
JIOCBETKA
JIOCOYKa
JOCPOUKa
JOCTaBOYKA
JOYTaKOBKa
JI0YbKa
JIOTITKA
JIOTITKOJIKA
JpeBKa
HpecssHka
JpobecTpyiika
JIpo0JIeHKa
Jpo0IiéHKa
JIpOUKa
JpYKUHKA
JPYKKOBKa
Iy OIIsTHKa
JyOITUpOBKa
TyopaBka
TyOpoBeHKa
Hynunka
JTyJIOBKa
IlyHaiika
JIyHbKa
IypacoBKa
JypHIIKa
JIyChKa
IymaHOWHKa
JyILIeHKa
JyITHHBKA
IIBIOKa
JIBIXaJTKa
JIbSTUKA
JIbSIKOBKA
JIFOIMOBOYKA
JOpaibKa
JISITEIKA

839-
840-
841-
842-
843-
844-
845-
846-
847-
848-
849-
850-
851-
852-
853-
854-
855-
856-
857-
858-
859-
860-
861-
862-
863-
864-
865-
866-
867-
868-
869-
870-
871-
872-
873-
874-
875-
876-
877-
878-
879-
880-
881-
882-
883-
884-
885-
886-
887-
888-
889-
890-
891-

JISTIOBKA
EBrenneBka
EBPOKHMKKA
€BCTUTHEHKA
Eropka
Eropymka
SIIMHOPOXKKA
€IIMHOPOCCKA
©)KeBHUKa
©KOBKa
Exarepunrogka
EKaTepUHOCIIABKa
eKaTeprHacIaBKa
Enmanka
Enenka
Enenunka
Enenouka
Enmm3aBeTunka
Enucetika
enudaHoBKa
eIrIIKa
EmoBka
EnxoBka
EnpmoBka
EmenpsaoBKa
enudaHoBka
CTIMIIKA
epeMUHKa
€pMOJIOBKA
epMoIIKa
EpmoBka
€CHHKA
e(pocuMoBKa
skabka
JKabuuka
JKaJIOBKa
JKaHKa
JKapoImpoIKa
KIydKa
Knanka
JKmanoBka
JKeJlaHKa
JKeJle3049Ka
KETYIITKA
KEMIYIKKA
Kenbka
JKCHbBKa
JKepKa
Kepneska
XKeperrka
JKIKEHKa
JKHBKa
YKUBOPOJIKA
192

892-
893-
894-
895-
896-
897-
898-
899-
900-
901-
902-
903-
904-
905-
906-
907-
908-
909-
910-
911-
912-
913-
914-
915-
916-
917-
918-
919-
920-
921-
922-
923-
924-
925-
926-
927-
928-
929-
930-
931-
932-
933-
934-
935-
936-
937-
938-
939-
940-
941-
942-
943-
944-

JKIDKKa
JKUIJIETOUKA
Kununka
KHUXapKa
KMEHBKa
AKMYypKa
AKOHKa
KOIIKa
Kopka
KOP>KUHBbKA
’KopHoBka
KyxoBka
KyJnaHKa
Kypasneska
3a0upKa
3a0paKoBKa
3a0ypka
3aBKa
3aBajKa
3aBepCTKa
3arBo3Ka
3aroryJyibka
3aropka
3aroTOBOYKa
3a1Ka
3ayMKa
3a)ykapka
3aKHUTAI0YKa
3aKKa
3aKJIMYKa
3aK0JIOUKa
3aKOJIbLIOBKA
3aKpBITKA
3aiKa
3ajaBKa
3ajecka
3aJIETKA
3aJ0BKa
3aMaJieBKa
3aMaTOBKa
3aMOpOYKa
3anKa
3aHayYKa
3a04Ka
3amacka
3areydaTka
3aIuTKa
3aIoscKa
3arpeTka
3apabarka
3apoboTKa
3ape3Ka
3apeMKa



945-
946-
947-
948-
949-
950-
951-
952-
953-
954-
955-
956-
957-
958-
959-
960-
961-
962-
963-
964-
965-
966-
967-
968-
969-
970-
971-
972-
973-
974-
975-
976-
977-
978-
979-
980-
981-
982-
983-
984-
985-
986-
987-
988-
989-
990-
991-
992-
993-
994-
995-
996-
997-

3apuHKa
3apUCOBOYKA
3apHUYKA
3apriiaTka
3apy0exka
3apy0Oouka
3apka
3acBeTKa
3acHIKa
3acpaHKa
3acTaBOYKa
3aCTOMKaA
3aycKa
3ay4Ka
3axaika
3axapka
3axapoBKa
3axBaTKa
3aXJIOTKa
3assBOYKa
3BaHKa
3BEHUTOPOJIKA
3BEpKa
3BOHMJIKA
3BYKOBHYKA
3JI0pPOBBUYKA
3€JICHOBKA
3eJIeHOTpaaKa
3€HOBKa
3epKa
3epKajKa
3edupka
3euKa
3UTOBKa
3MKKa
3UMHUHKA
3unHKa
3MHOBHEBKA
3JIaTOBIIACKA
3]IaTOTJIa3Ka
3]IaTOTOpKA
3j1aTOIIBENKA
3meéBKa
3MEHMHKA
3MHEBKa
3HaMeHKa
3HaXOpKa
30JI0TapeBKa
30JI0TapEBKa
30JI0TO3yOKa
30JI0TYIIIKA
300¢uKa
30pKa

998-

999-

1000-
1001-
1002-
1003-
1004-
1005-
1006-
1007-
1008-
1009-
1010-
1011-
1012-
1013-
1014-
1015-
1016-
1017-
1018-
1019-
1020-
1021-
1022-
1023-
1024-
1025-
1026-
1027-
1028-
1029-
1030-
1031-
1032-
1033-
1034-
1035-
1036-
1037-
1038-
1039-
1040-
1041-
1042-
1043-
1044-
1045-
1046-
1047-
1048-
1049-
1050-

30pUHKa
3yOKa
3y0OBKa
3yOouKa
3yOpexKa
3yOpHIIOBKa
3yeBka
3ylKa
339Ka
3s10poBKa
NBanka
NBanoBka
NBanrteeBka
Urapka
WTHATKA
WUTHATOBKA
WTHAIITKA
Hrymenka
MEeroBHCTKa
MKOpKa
M3BpaIlleHKa
M3ITUIIKA
M3MaillioBKa
N3romka
WKOHOYKa
WJIEHKA
WINHKA
WUTUPUKA
Nnoska
WJIOHKA
WNnbunka
Nnpuyeska
Nmromka
MMEHUHKA
HMMYHKa
WHJIMBHTyaJIKa
WNHpurupka
WHIYUCTKA
WHEpKa
WH)XEHEPKa
WHHOKCHTHEBKA
WHOTUTAHETSHKA
HMHCIITMHUPOBKA
MHTEIUIEKTyalKa
UHPOpPMaHTKa
nHpOpPMaTHKa
MHpOpPMaTHUIKa
MOJTKa
HopaaHka
HOIIKapOJIMHKA
UTIaTOBKA
NnnonuroBka
Hpunka
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1051-
1052-
1053-
1054-
1055-
1056-
1057-
1058-
1059-
1060-
1061-
1062-
1063-
1064-
1065-
1066-
1067-
1068-
1069-
1070-
1071-
1072-
1073-
1074-
1075-
1076-
1077-
1078-
1079-
1080-
1081-
1082-
1083-
1084-
1085-
1086-
1087-
1088-
1089-
1090-
1091-
1092-
1093-
1094-
1095-
1096-
1097-
1098-
1099-
1100-
1101-
1102-
1103-

HCAaKOTOpKa
HCKaJIKa
WCTHHKA
HCTOpHUYKA
KPBIIIKA
Kabanka
KaOIydKa
KaBKa
KaJiapka
KaJIpOBHUYKa
KaJIbIKOBKa
KaeMouKa
Ka3aHJIbKa
Ka3zanoBka
Ka3eHKa
Kaszunka
KanHKa
Kakarka
KaJika
KaJlaHKa
KaJlaH4YeBKa
KaJleBKa
KaJTMHUHTPAIKa
KanunoBka
KaITUCTpaTKa
kanudopHuiika
KaJIMaHKa
Kamyxka
KalTy>KaHKa
KaMaeBKa
Kambapxa
Kameika
KaMeIbKa
KaMmepKa
Kam3zonka
KaMHHKa
KamMHeoOpaboTka
kamdopka
KaMJa aiKa
Kampienka
KaHaeBKa
KaHaJKa
KaHaTKa
KaHaTOXOJIKa
KaHJa4Ka
KaHOIIKa
KanremupoBka
KaHbKa
Karka
KanuTaika
KaIrTuTaHKa
Kanpu3yiabKa
KarnTepka



1104-
1105-
1106-
1107-
1108-
1109-
1110-
1111-
1112-
1113-
1114-
1115-
1116-
1117-
1118-
1119-
1120-
1121-
1122-
1123-
1124-
1125-
1126-
1127-
1128-
1129-
1130-
1131-
1132-
1133-
1134-
1135-
1136-
1137-
1138-
1139-
1140-
1141-
1142-
1143-
1144-
1145-
1146-
1147-
1148-
1149-
1150-
1151-
1152-
1153-
1154-
1155-
1156-

KanTépka
KaIlyCTsIHKa
KapaBaiika
KapaMOOJIbKa
KapaTHCTKa
Kapracka
Kaperiaska
Kapeyodka
KapuHKa
KapJIOBKa
KapMaJieiika
KapMaHKa
KapoJIMHKa
Kapnoska
KapTHHOYKA
KapTy3Ka
KapycenbKa
Kacka
KachsIHOBKa
KaTajka
Karepunouka
KaTepka
KaTHHKa
KaTOHKa
KaTbKa
KaTIOIIKa
KaTbKa
Kavanka
Kayanodka
KayesbKa
KauyJbKa
Kagypka
Kamnnka
Kammpka
KaIllupOBKa
KallITaHKa
KBaCHHUYKA
KBAaCOBKa
KBaydKa
KBUTOYKA
KBOKKa
KeJIpIHKA
KeMepOBYaHKa
KeMCKa
KEHUIKa
Kemika
KHJIKa
Kueska
KHMEBIISTHKA
KH3HJIOBKA
KHJITKOBKA
KHHJSKOBKa
KHHOEJIKA

1157-
1158-
1159-
1160-
1161-
1162-
1163-
1164-
1165-
1166-
1167-
1168-
1169-
1170-
1171-
1172-
1173-
1174-
1175-
1176-
1177-
1178-
1179-
1180-
1181-
1182-
1183-
1184-
1185-
1186-
1187-
1188-
1189-
1190-
1191-
1192-
1193-
1194-
1195-
1196-
1197-
1198-
1199-
1200-
1201-
1202-
1203-
1204-
1205-
1206-
1207-
1208-
1209-

KHHOEJIKA
KHHOMAHKa
KHpbKa
Kupeeska
Kupunka
KUPHIUTOBKA
KHPHIIOBKA
KHPOYKa
KHPOBKa
KHpOBUYAHKa
KHPIOIIKa
Kucenépka
KHUCIHYKA
KHCJIOMOJIOYKA
KHTKAa
KHTacBKa
KJIaBKa
KJIEBKA
KJICCHOYKA
KJICHOBKA
KJIEeIIEBKA
KJIEIIEeBKA
KJIMMOBKA
KITyOeHbKa
KITyOoUKa
KnroueBka
KIITYKa
KuszeBka
KoOeIbKa
KoBaneska
KOBpPOBYaHKA
KOBBIPSIJIOYKA
KOIMPOBKA
KO3eJIKa
KO3EpOXKKa
Ko3unka
Ko3znoBka
KO3YyJIbKa
KOKOIIIKA
KOKIIIApOBKa
KOJITOTKA
KoJie0amouKa
KOJICHBbKA
KOJICPOBKa
KOJIEPOBKa
KOJICCHUKOBKA
KOJIJIEKTUBKA
KOJUTEKIIMOHEPKa
KOJIOOKa
KOJIOTPUBOBKA
KOJIOHOYKA
KOJIOPHCTKA
KOJIOCKa
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1210-
1211-
1212-
1213-
1214-
1215-
1216-
1217-
1218-
1219-
1220-
1221-
1222-
1223-
1224-
1225-
1226-
1227-
1228-
1229-
1230-
1231-
1232-
1233-
1234-
1235-
1236-
1237-
1238-
1239-
1240-
1241-
1242-
1243-
1244-
1245-
1246-
1247-
1248-
1249-
1250-
1251-
1252-
1253-
1254-
1255-
1256-
1257-
1258-
1259-
1260-
1261-
1262-

KOJIOCOBKaA
KOJYMHHUCTKA
KOJIyHKa
KOJIBIOCITKA
KOJIbKa
KOJIBITOBKA
KOJIbIYKKa
KOMMaH/IMPOBKa
KOMapoBKa
KOMOWHAIIIKa
Komuccaposka
KOMHUCCHOHKA
KOMMYHaJTKa
KOMMYHapKa
KOMOpKa
KOMITAHOBKA
KOMYyHaITKa
KOHIMTEPKa
KOH/IpaTheBKa
KOHKYpPCaHTKa
KOHOBaJIOBKA
KOHCOJIbKA
KoncrantuHoBKa
Konuunka
KOHBIIIICBKA
KOITWJIOYKA
KOITPHHKA
KOITBITKA
Kopabenka
Kopaska
KOpOKa
KOPEKTUPOBKA
KOPEHOBKa
KOpeIIKa
KOpestHOYKa
KOPXKUCTKA
KOPMO3aroToBKa
KOpOOOBKa
KOpPOO4JOHKa
Koponeska
KOpOJIbKa
KOPOTKOMETpa)kKa
KOPOTKOXBOCTKa
KOopuaka
KOpsDKEMKa
KOCKa
KOCMOHABTKa
KocoBka
KOCTaJINHKA
KocTtunka
KOCTKa

KOCTBKa

KOChbKa



1263-
1264-
1265-
1266-
1267-
1268-
1269-
1270-
1271-
1272-
1273-
1274-
1275-
1276-
1277-
1278-
1279-
1280-
1281-
1282-
1283-
1284-
1285-
1286-
1287-
1288-
1289-
1290-
1291-
1292-
1293-
1294-
1295-
1296-
1297-
1298-
1299-
1300-
1301-
1302-
1303-
1304-
1305-
1306-
1307-
1308-
1309-
1310-
1311-
1312-
1313-
1314-
1315-

KOCsTUKa
KOTKa
KOTEHOYKA
KotnoBka
KoTOoQeiKa
ko(eBapka
ko(eBapka
Ko(eiika
ko(emanka
KOIKa
KOYeTKa
KOYETOBKa
KOIIIEJIEBKA
KOILIEJIbKA
KpaBaTka
KpanHKa
KpaHKa
KpamnaHka
Kpacuska
KpacHoJapKka
KpacHO3HaMeHKa
KpacHOKaMEeHKa
KpacHOsIpKa
KpacHyIIKa
KpacoTouKa
Kpacoyka
KpalleHKa
KpeaTHBKa
KpeaAuTopKa
Kpemenka
KpeMJIEBKa
KpeMJIeBKa
KpeIUIsTHKa
Kpecernka
KpedeTka
KpUBOpYYKa
KpHUBOIIIAIKa
KPHBOLIEEBKA
Kpucrunka
KpOBOCOCKa
KpOBSIHKA
KpPOCCHPOBKa
KpPOCCOBKa
KpOTOBKa
KpYTJIOTOJIOBKA
KpYrocBETKa
Kpy’KOUKa
KpyTeHU4Ka
KPYTHIIKa
KpPYTHHKA
KpPBDKKa
KPBLIOBKa
KPBUIOHOXKKA

1316-
1317-
1318-
1319-
1320-
1321-
1322-
1323-
1324-
1325-
1326-
1327-
1328-
1329-
1330-
1331-
1332-
1333-
1334-
1335-
1336-
1337-
1338-
1339-
1340-
1341-
1342-
1343-
1344-
1345-
1346-
1347-
1348-
1349-
1350-
1351-
1352-
1353-
1354-
1355-
1356-
1357-
1358-
1359-
1360-
1361-
1362-
1363-
1364-
1365-
1366-
1367-
1368-

KpBUIbYaTKa
KphIMUYaHKa
KpBICKa
KpSKOBKa
KCEHbKa
KCEHKa
KCIOILIKA
KyOaHO4YKa
KyBaJKa
KyBaTKa
KYBILIMHOBKA
Kynxa
KyZAenKa
KyZApsiBKa
Ky3€MKa
Ky3€HbKa
Ky3HEIKa
Ky3HEIIOBKa
Ky3pMmuHka
KyKypy3Ka
KyJaTka
KyJIEBKa
Kynemoska
KYJIHKOBKa
KyJIHpKa
KyJnHcKa
KyJIbTypHCTKa
KyMaHbKa
KyMHUHKa
KyMBICKa
KyHaIlIOBKa
Kynrypka
KynaJjka
KyIKa
KyIpHUHKa
KypraHka
KypJIIOMKa
Kypeiika
KYpHJIIOBKa
KypKOBKa
KypTHHKa
KypBIMYIIKa
KypsiHKa
KyCTapHUYKa
KyTKa
KyTYy30BKa
Ky4eBKa
KyuyéBKa
Kymika
KyIIeJeBKa
KYyIIEeBKa
KyILIEBKA
Ke13pu1KA
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1369-
1370-
1371-
1372-
1373-
1374-
1375-
1376-
1377-
1378-
1379-
1380-
1381-
1382-
1383-
1384-
1385-
1386-
1387-
1388-
1389-
1390-
1391-
1392-
1393-
1394-
1395-
1396-
1397-
1398-
1399-
1400-
1401-
1402-
1403-
1404-
1405-
1406-
1407-
1408-
1409-
1410-
1411-
1412-
1413-
1414-
1415-
1416-
1417-
1418-
1419-
1420-
1421-

JIaBHHKA
JajgKa
JlaioKaHKa
Jlacuka
JazapeBKa
Jazypka
JTaHIIIeBKa
Jlamapka
JIararka
JlaniTreBKa
JamyJbKa
JIaMIIMHKA
JapKa
Jlapucka
JMaTHHOAMepUKaHKa
Jmaypearka
TeOsIKKa
JICBEHIIOBKa
JleBuHKa
JleBmHKa
JIerajgka
JeTeHaapKa
JIeJIKa
JIC)KHEBKA
JIe3rMHOYKA
JeKapeBKa
JIEKCKa
JIeyieuka
JIeJIbKa
Jlenka
JIEHKa
JICHUBKA
JICHUHTPaJIKa
JIEHUHTPAIKa
JICHOYKa
JICHBbKA
JleonngoBka
JleoHoBKa
JIepovKa
JlepmoHTOBKA
JIeChKa
JIeca3aroToBKa
JIECOBHYKA
JIECOBO3Ka
JIecouKa
JIeTaKa
JleToBKa
JICIIIKa
JIHMaHKa
JINBaHKa
JINBHEBKA
JIMBHEBKA
JIHJIKa



1422-
1423-
1424-
1425-
1426-
1427-
1428-
1429-
1430-
1431-
1432-
1433-
1434-
1435-
1436-
1437-
1438-
1439-
1440-
1441-
1442-
1443-
1444-
1445-
1446-
1447-
1448-
1449-
1450-
1451-
1452-
1453-
1454-
1455-
1456-
1457-
1458-
1459-
1460-
1461-
1462-
1463-
1464-
1465-
1466-
1467-
1468-
1469-
1470-
1471-
1472-
1473-
1474-

JIM3Ka
JUKepKa
JIMIIbKA
JIMMUTKA
JIMHKOBKA
JTIMHOYKA
JIACKA
JIncTBenka
JINCTOBHIKA
JINCTOTHOKA
JINCTOIaI0BKa
JIUCTOPE3Ka
JINTBUHOBKA
JIATEHKa
JTUTEepaTypKa
JIATKOBKA
JIALIENCTKA
JIMYKA
7100aHOBKa
JIOBKa
JIOTUHOBKA
JI03aHKA
JIOKKA
JIOKAJIKa
JoMapKa
JloMmoBKa
JlomoBaTka
JIOTIaHKa
Jlonmyxunka
JIOTTYXOBKa
JIOpKa
Jlocunaka
JIOJIOCKA
Jlococunka
JIOTKA
JIOXYIIIKA
JTyapka
TyIKa
Jy3aHOBKa
JyKKa
JyKaHKa
JIykbsiHOBKa
TypKa
TyTIKa
JTydKa
JTy4yeHKa
JyIIKa
JIBICOTOpPKA
JIBIYKA
JIbBOBKA
JIbOCHKA
mo0aHbKa
mo0anika

1475-
1476-
1477-
1478-
1479-
1480-
1481-
1482-
1483-
1484-
1485-
1486-
1487-
1488-
1489-
1490-
1491-
1492-
1493-
1494-
1495-
1496-
1497-
1498-
1499-
1500-
1501-
1502-
1503-
1504-
1505-
1506-
1507-
1508-
1509-
1510-
1511-
1512-
1513-
1514-
1515-
1516-
1517-
1518-
1519-
1520-
1521-
1522-
1523-
1524-
1525-
1526-
1527-

TIOOMMOBKA
IO0UMKA
JTIOOMHEBKA
JIrobunka
JroboBKka
000YKa
JIFOJIKA
JIrommunka
JIIOI0E09IKA
JIFOTHUCTKA
JIFOTIIKA
JSATYIIEYKa
JIsUIbKA
JISUThKA
JISTHKA
JISIXOBKA
MarucTpaHTKa
MarHuTKa
MarHMTOJIKa
MaJIJICHKa
MaeBKa
Ma3aiika
Ma30XHCTKa
Maeuka
Maropka
MalopoBKa
Makapka
MaKapeHKa
MakapoBka
MakapbeBka
MaKeeBKa
MaKeTKa
MaKCaKOBKa
Makcumka
MaKCHMaJIKa
MakcumMoBKa
MaKyIIeyKa
MajbKa
Manakka
ManaHKa
MajlaxoBKa
Mamamka
MaJIMHOYKA
MajorabapuTka
MajoceMeka
MaJIoIeHKa
Majo3Ta)KKa
MaJlbBUHKA
MaJIsIBOYKa
MaJsipKa
Mamaiika
MaMeIKa
MaMOHTOBKa
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1528-
1529-
1530-
1531-
1532-
1533-
1534-
1535-
1536-
1537-
1538-
1539-
1540-
1541-
1542-
1543-
1544-
1545-
1546-
1547-
1548-
1549-
1550-
1551-
1552-
1553-
1554-
1555-
1556-
1557-
1558-
1559-
1560-
1561-
1562-
1563-
1564-
1565-
1566-
1567-
1568-
1569-
1570-
1571-
1572-
1573-
1574-
1575-
1576-
1577-
1578-
1579-
1580-

MaMyJbKa
Manexka
MaHeTKa
MaHyHJIOBKa
MaHIOHBbKa
Manbka
MapajoBOJIKa
MapadoHka
Maprapurodka
MapHeyka
MapuuHKa
MapuHOYKa
MapKepoBKa
MapkoBka
MapIieBKa
Mapcka
MapTHHHKA
MapToydKa
MapThIHKA
MapTteIHOBKa
MapychbKka
Mapyuika
MapuHbKa
MapdyTka
MapdyIika
MapIIpyTKa
MapIIpyTKa
MapssiHka
MappsiHOBKa
MachKa
Macouka
MacJIeHUYKa
MacnoBka
MacoBKa
Maccakka
MaTBEEeBKa
MaTBenKa
MaTepHUHKa
MaTIOIIKa
Mayka
Marka
MaITHHOYKA
MaIleHKa
MastaKa
MasikoBka
MebeInpoBKa
MenBeneBka
MenBexka
MeIHHKa
MEIKHIDKKA
MeJKa
MeJKa
MEJIOBKa



1581-
1582-
1583-
1584-
1585-
1586-
1587-
1588-
1589-
1590-
1591-
1592-
1593-
1594-
1595-
1596-
1597-
1598-
1599-
1600-
1601-
1602-
1603-
1604-
1605-
1606-
1607-
1608-
1609-
1610-
1611-
1612-
1613-
1614-
1615-
1616-
1617-
1618-
1619-
1620-
1621-
1622-
1623-
1624-
1625-
1626-
1627-
1628-
1629-
1630-
1631-
1632-
1633-

MeJIbKa
MensrysnoBka
MEILHUYEHKA
MEHOpKa
MEPKYJIOBKa
MecesbKa
MeTajKa
METaJUIMCTKA
METEI0YKA
MeTpakKa
MEUKa

Me4YeTKa
MUTPaHTKA
MHTPaFiOHKA
MUTYJIKa
MHKEIIKa
MHKOJIKA
MHUKPOBOJIHOBKA
MHUKPOCETKA
MHUKPOCXEMKa
MMJICHKA
MHJIEHOYKA
MHJUIMOHKA
MHJIOBKA
MHHKa
MUHEpaIOYKa
MUHEpaJIKa
MUHHATIOpKA
MHUHHOaiKa
MHHHAMaJKa
MHUHYCOBKa
MHHYaHKa
MupoHoBka
MBICOYKA
MUTpO(aHOBKa
MuTtbka
MHTKA
MuxaiimoBka
MHXaJIKa
MHXAaJIEBKa
MHIIIENTbKA
MHOro0opKa
MHOTOTIJIa3Ka
MHOTOJIHEBKA
MHOTOJINCTOBKA
MHOTOPBIYAKKA
MHOTOXOJ0BOYKA
MHOT'03TaKKa
MOOHUIKA
MOOMIIOUKa
MO€EBKa
MOMCEEBKa
MoOMcCelKa

1634-
1635-
1636-
1637-
1638-
1639-
1640-
1641-
1642-
1643-
1644-
1645-
1646-
1647-
1648-
1649-
1650-
1651-
1652-
1653-
1654-
1655-
1656-
1657-
1658-
1659-
1660-
1661-
1662-
1663-
1664-
1665-
1666-
1667-
1668-
1669-
1670-
1671-
1672-
1673-
1674-
1675-
1676-
1677-
1678-
1679-
1680-
1681-
1682-
1683-
1684-
1685-
1686-

MOKEEBKa
MOJISIBKa
MOJIZIOBKA
MOJIJJTOBaHKA
MOJIOZIEAKKA
MOJIOAEKKA
MOJIOTYMHKA
MOJIOKOBKa
MOJTYaHOBKA
Mornebka
Monébka
MOHOKYOKa
MOHTa)KKa
MOHUYKa
MOPIOBOYKA
MOpeXoKa
MOPKOBOYKa
MOPO’KEHKa
MOpO3Ka
Mopo3oBka
Moprtka
MOpTHUpKA
MOCKa
MOCKaJIbKa
MOCKBHYKa
MOCKOBKa
MocToBKka
MOTaHKa
MOTOBHJIOBKA
MOTOYKA
MOTBDKKA
MYKHYEHKa
My3Ka
My3bIYKa
My3BIKaJIKa
MyJIbKa
MYJIBTUBapKa
MyJIbTUMEINUNKA
MYJIBTSIIKA
MYHHLUTIAJIKA
MypKa
Mypageiika
MypaBbeBKa
MyparoBka
MypeHKa
Myp3uHka
Mypomka
MypoOuKa
MycKa
MycHYKa
MycopKa
MYCOPOBO3Ka
Mycbka
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1687-
1688-
1689-
1690-
1691-
1692-
1693-
1694-
1695-
1696-
1697-
1698-
1699-
1700-
1701-
1702-
1703-
1704-
1705-
1706-
1707-
1708-
1709-
1710-
1711-
1712-
1713-
1714-
1715-
1716-
1717-
1718-
1719-
1720-
1721-
1722-
1723-
1724-
1725-
1726-
1727-
1728-
1729-
1730-
1731-
1732-
1733-
1734-
1735-
1736-
1737-
1738-
1739-

MYXHHKa
MYXOMOpKa
MyXTapKa
MBIKOJIKA
MBLIKa
MBIHKA
MBIYKa
MBIIICBHIKA
MSKOTKA
MsICOeKa
MSATKA
HaOpocka
HaBeJIeHKa
HaBepsSHKA
HaBKa
Harpajka
Harpy3ouka
HaJIBHKKA
HaJACKIMHKA
HaJUKTOBKA
Ha/IIevyaTka
HaJpe3Ka
HaXXJauKa
Ha)KHUTKa
Ha3eMKa
Ha3MMKa
Haiika
HaKpyTKa
HaKpyTKa
HaKpbIBKa
HaJIeTKa
HaJTNYKa
HAJIOKKA
HaHKa
HaHOTPYOKa
Harajka
HaIeBKa
HaTpsHKEHKa
Hapka
HapaboTKa
HapeveHbKa
HapKOMaHKa
HapKOTOPrOBKa
HapMOHKa
HapyXKa
HaCeJICHKA
Haceuka
HAcTEeHbKa
HACTEHKa
HacTEHKA
HACTOJIKa
HacTpOKKa
HaTaJKa



1740-
1741-
1742-
1743-
1744-
1745-
1746-
1747-
1748-
1749-
1750-
1751-
1752-
1753-
1754-
1755-
1756-
1757-
1758-
1759-
1760-
1761-
1762-
1763-
1764-
1765-
1766-
1767-
1768-
1769-
1770-
1771-
1772-
1773-
1774-
1775-
1776-
1777-
1778-
1779-
1780-
1781-
1782-
1783-
1784-
1785-
1786-
1787-
1788-
1789-
1790-
1791-
1792-

HaTajbKa
HaTajI04Ka
HaTypaJka
HayMKa
Haymoska
Haxabunka
HaxJecTKa
Hayanka
HayaTKa
HauYUTKa
HAIIUCTKA
HearnoJuTaHKa
HeOOoCbKa
Hegka
HEBECTOYKA
HEBHHKa
HEBPOTHUYKA
Hernunka
HETpeTocKa
HEJIBMKKA
HEJIOTIOCTaBKa
HeopadoToUKa
HeZocCIenKa
HeeBpenKa
HEXXKa
He3aBeplICHKa
HeWTpaska
HEKpacoBKa
HeJeranka
HeJIMHbKa
HEMYHHOBKA
HEHbKa
HEOHKa
HEOTJIOKKA
HETIOHSTKA
HEITyTEBKA
HectepoBka
HECTBIKOBOUYKA
HETKaHKa
HETJICHKA
HETOYKa
HeTpeOKa
HeypoXxailka
HEYCTaHOBKa
HegopMaka
HedTenepepadoTKa
HedTepa3BeaKa
HEeyaeBKa
HIDKETOpOoJIKa
HUKKa
Huxurka
Huxutunka
HUKHA(OPOBKA

1793-
1794-
1795-
1796-
1797-
1798-
1799-
1800-
1801-
1802-
1803-
1804-
1805-
1806-
1807-
1808-
1809-
1810-
1811-
1812-
1813-
1814-
1815-
1816-
1817-
1818-
1819-
1820-
1821-
1822-
1823-
1824-
1825-
1826-
1827-
1828-
1829-
1830-
1831-
1832-
1833-
1834-
1835-
1836-
1837-
1838-
1839-
1840-
1841-
1842-
1843-
1844-
1845-

Huxkomamxka
Huxkonka
HHUKOTHHKA
Hunxka
HHUHEIIbKA
HUATpOoaMModocka
HUATYATKA
HHUYEKa
HUIIIKA
HOOEIIeBKa
HOBTOpOJIKA
HOBHMKOBKA
HOBHHOYKA
HOBOAJICKCAaHJIPOBKA
HOBO3€JIaHIKa
HOBOKOHCTAHTHUHOBKA
HOBOKY3HEIIKa
HOBOIIABIIOBKA
HOBOCEJIOBKA
HOBOCHMOWpKa
HOBOCHOMpKA
HOBOYKpaWHKa
HOBKa
HOT'OTOYKA
HOI'OTKa
HOMEpKa
HOMMWHAHTKA
HOPHIIbYAHKA
HOPMAaTHBKA
HOPOBKa
HOCOYKa
HYJHCTKA
HYyJIEBKa
HyTKa
HbIYKa
HBIpKa
HBIPSUTKA
HbIOMapKa
HsBka
HAMKa
HSIIIKA
HAOICYKA
obaMKa
00BaJIOBKa
0030pka
00HBOYKA
00JI0KeUKa
00JIOMOBKA
oOMeIoBKa
oOMeHKa
oOMeTKa
OoOHaKeHKa
oOHaxEHKa
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1846-
1847-
1848-
1849-
1850-
1851-
1852-
1853-
1854-
1855-
1856-
1857-
1858-
1859-
1860-
1861-
1862-
1863-
1864-
1865-
1866-
1867-
1868-
1869-
1870-
1871-
1872-
1873-
1874-
1875-
1876-
1877-
1878-
1879-
1880-
1881-
1882-
1883-
1884-
1885-
1886-
1887-
1888-
1889-
1890-
1891-
1892-
1893-
1894-
1895-
1896-
1897-
1898-

oOHaTHYKA
00OHUMEKA
00HOCKa
00opoHKa
000poTKa
00010 1Ka
obpaska
obOpartka
obOpermoTka
o0Opyuayika
00CTaBHOBKA
00yXOBKa
00XJIeCcTKa
OO0IIMHKA
00BbEKTHBKA
OBUHKA
OBHUHOBKA
OBOYKa
OBCSIHOYKA
orapeBka
orap€¢Bka
OTHEBKA
OrOBOPOYKA
OT'0JIOBKA
orpyska
Opnapka
OJIJIEpIKKa
ojieNiKa
OJIECCHUTKA
oJlesiIKa
OJIMHHAILIATHIIETKA
0/1HO3yOKa
OJTHOKpaTKa
OJIHOYCKa
03BYyuKa
o3epka
030HKa
OMJIaHKa
OKKYJBTHCTKA
OKOITKa
OKpOIIIeuKa
OKCaHKa
OxkyroBka
OxyHeBka
OKYHbBKa
OKYITKa
OneHeBKka
OJICHYIITKA
OleHbKa
OJIEHKA
oJIeChKa
OJTMMITNHKA
OJIMHBKA



1899-
1900-
1901-
1902-
1903-
1904-
1905-
1906-
1907-
1908-
1909-
1910-
1911-
1912-
1913-
1914-
1915-
1916-
1917-
1918-
1919-
1920-
1921-
1922-
1923-
1924-
1925-
1926-
1927-
1928-
1929-
1930-
1931-
1932-
1933-
1934-
1935-
1936-
1937-
1938-
1939-
1940-
1941-
1942-
1943-
1944-
1945-
1946-
1947-
1948-
1949-
1950-
1951-

Onmnka
Oneuka
OJIBTMHKA
OnbxoBKa
OMHYKa
OmynéBka
OHOIIIKA
OoHy(pHEeBKa
oTiepaImoHKa
OIeYaToYKa
Ormouka
omycKa
OpJBbIHKA
OpIIMHKA
OpnoBka
OpJIOBKa
opyxeiika

ophorpammka

opxuzeika
Opianka
OcCaHO4YKa
OCEHKa
oceTpéHKa
OcuHoBKa
OcuroBka
ocnabka
0COOMHKA
OCOKOpPOBKa
OCTaBKa
OCTpOIKKa
OCTPOXKEHKA
OCTpOYIIIKa
OCHBMMHOKKA
ocsKa
OTBEPTOYKA
OTBETKA
OTBOPOTKA
OTITyBKa
OTITyIITKa
oTeckKa
OTKJTFOYKa
OTKPYTKa
OTJIEXKKA
OTMAasKa
0TMa304Ka
OTMETOYKa
OTMOpO3Ka
OTMOCTKa
OTIapBKa
OTPHUCOBKA
OoTpyOKa
OTPHIBKA
oTcemnapoBKa

1952-
1953-
1954-
1955-
1956-
1957-
1958-
1959-
1960-
1961-
1962-
1963-
1964-
1965-
1966-
1967-
1968-
1969-
1970-
1971-
1972-
1973-
1974-
1975-
1976-
1977-
1978-
1979-
1980-
1981-
1982-
1983-
1984-
1985-
1986-
1987-
1988-
1989-
1990-
1991-
1992-
1993-
1994-
1995-
1996-
1997-
1998-
1999-
2000-
2001-
2002-
2003-
2004-

OTCIICKKA
OTCITyIIIKa
OTCTpOYKa
OTCTYTIKA
OTCTBIKOBKA
OTCYIIIKa
OTTOJTYKA
OTTSDKEYKA
OTOUIBTPOBKA
OTIICHTPOBKA
OTUYHUCTKA
OTYHUTKA
OTILITaMIIOBKa
oduIamKa
OXJaKICHKA
OIICHKA
OIIEHOYKA
OLIMIIMHAPOBKA
onudporka
OYCHKA
ouernka
OYHCKa
omuoOKa
OIIIUTIOBKA
MPOCTUTYTKA
naBKa
[TaBenka
IIaBJIMHKaA
[TaBnoBka
MaBJIOrpajKa
[TaBmymika
najKa
MaKKa
MajgaTouka
naJjanka
najeHKa
[Tanemika
TaJTMHKA
najbKa
MaTbIIOBKA
MaHeJbKa
IIaHKOBKa
IMaHKPaTOBKa
MTaHKYIIIKa
MaHOBKa
MaHTEJIEHMOHOBKA
MaHTEIEIONTKa
MAHTOIIKA
MaHbKa
IIaHIOIIIKAa
nanepka
napaau3ka
MaprKaHKa
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2005-
2006-
2007-
2008-
2009-
2010-
2011-
2012-
2013-
2014-
2015-
2016-
2017-
2018-
2019-
2020-
2021-
2022-
2023-
2024-
2025-
2026-
2027-
2028-
2029-
2030-
2031-
2032-
2033-
2034-
2035-
2036-
2037-
2038-
2039-
2040-
2041-
2042-
2043-
2044-
2045-
2046-
2047-
2048-
2049-
2050-
2051-
2052-
2053-
2054-
2055-
2056-
2057-

MapuIouKa
MapKeTKa
MapKoBKa
MapKOBOYKa
MapHUYKa
napTHepKa
MmapTHEPKA
nacka

nacbKa
nacMypka
MaccuBKa
racxajuka
naTpakeeBKa
NaTpULIMAHKA
ITaxoTka
namaHka
ITamxka

reracka
neaanbKa
nejepacTka
MeKKa

MEKUHKA
MeJICHOYKA
IeHEYKa
Ilen3duka
TIEHCHUOHKA
MIEHCHOHEPOYKa
Tenka
TepBUYKa
nepBoMaiika
MEPBOPOJIKA
nepedaJaHCUpOBKa
nepeBepOOBKa
MepeBepecTKa
neperazoBka
MeperoBopKa
MeperpynupoBKa
nepesarpyska
nepe3anpaBka
MEPEKIINHKA
MEPEKOUPOBKA
nepexpacka
MepPEeKPeTUTOBKA
nepenéToBka
MEePEeTNHKOBKA
MepeaTuHOBKA
nepeMapKupoBKa
nepeMenIka
MepeHaBecKa
TepeHarpys3ka
[IEPEHACTPOMKa
repeoOyBKa
Hepeo3ByUKa



2058-
2059-
2060-
2061-
2062-
2063-
2064-
2065-
2066-
2067-
2068-
2069-
2070-
2071-
2072-
2073-
2074-
2075-
2076-
2077-
2078-
2079-
2080-
2081-
2082-
2083-
2084-
2085-
2086-
2087-
2088-
2089-
2090-
2091-
2092-
2093-
2094-
2095-
2096-
2097-
2098-
2099-
2100-
2101-
2102-
2103-
2104-
2105-
2106-
2107-
2108-
2109-
2110-

MeperakoBKa
neperneBKa
nepenenoyxa
MIEPETIOJINPOBKA
nepenpoBepKa
MepenpoIBKa
nepenyTKka
nepecMeHKa
nepecoopka
nepecTaBKa
MIEPECTHIKOBKA
nepeChUIKa
nepeycTaHoBKa

nepeopMynupoBKa

nepexonKa
HepeITyKaTypKa
HepcuiKa
NepcoHalKa
MepCIeKTHBKA
nepyHKa
nepheKIuoOHUCTKA
MECEHbKA
MECKOCTpYHKa
MECTPOBKA
IleTka
MeTeNnHKa
METPUKOBKA
MeTporpaaka
MEeTPo3aBOIUaHKa
METPOIIABIOBKA
MEeTyXOBKa
Ilerpka
neyanbKa
el
MKaMKa
IMnxanka
MUKTOTpaMMKa
MHIIBKA
nupaTKa
IIuporoska
MUPOKEHKA
MUCHKa
MUcaiKa
nIcapeBKa
MUcedKa
MUCKapeBKa
MUCKYJIbKA
MUTEpKa
IIuxToBka
Iaika
TUTAHETKa
IUTaHEeTapKa
IUIaCTMAacKa

2111-
2112-
2113-
2114-
2115-
2116-
2117-
2118-
2119-
2120-
2121-
2122-
2123-
2124-
2125-
2126-
2127-
2128-
2129-
2130-
2131-
2132-
2133-
2134-
2135-
2136-
2137-
2138-
2139-
2140-
2141-
2142-
2143-
2144-
2145-
2146-
2147-
2148-
2149-
2150-
2151-
2152-
2153-
2154-
2155-
2156~
2157-
2158-
2159-
2160-
2161-
2162-
2163-

IUIacTMaccKa
I1aTéxKa
MJIaTeKKa
MJIATOHOBKA
TJ1aleBKa
IUTaIIEBKa
TIJIEMSIIIKA
IJICHKA
IUIEHKA
MJIETOYKA
TJIeTKa
MJIeXaHOBKa
TIJTFOCKA
TLTIOIIMIIKA
IMTHEBMOOYHCTKA
rmooeaxa
MoOOYKa
MOBapeHKa
MOBapOBKa
MOBECKa
MOraHOBKa
ITOrOTOBKA
MmoIapovKa
moxoopoUKa
MOJIBEPTKA
MOATOPOIKA
MOJIeHKa
moa3apsiaKa
moa3apsiaKa
MOKIIAJOYKA
ITOKITFOYKA
ITOJI0KKA
MoJI03epKa
MTO/IIeBKa
ToJIeuka
MOJIITUTKA
MTOTLISICOYKA
MOIITPECCOBKA
MOJIpeTeTKa
MOJICBETOUYKA
MOJICKa304YKa
MTOACITYIIIKA
moacOopka
MOICTPaXOBKa
ITOJTaHIIOBKA
roe304uka
Mo’KapKa
Mo3/1Ka
IO3HaMKa
ITOKKa
IMOKATHUJIOBKA
MTOKEPHUCTKA
MMOKJTaIKa
200

2164-
2165-
2166-
2167-
2168-
2169-
2170-
2171-
2172-
2173-
2174-
2175-
2176-
2177-
2178-
2179-
2180-
2181-
2182-
2183-
2184-
2185-
2186-
2187-
2188-
2189-
2190-
2191-
2192-
2193-
2194-
2195-
2196-
2197-
2198-
2199-
2200-
2201-
2202-
2203-
2204-
2205-
2206-
2207-
2208-
2209-
2210-
2211-
2212-
2213-
2214-
2215-
2216-

MOKJIEBKA
MOKJIEBKA
MOKJIEBOYKA
MOKJICHKa
MTOKPOBKa
MOJIEXKAEBKa
MIOJIEHBKA
MOJI3yHKA
MOJINBAJIKA
MOJIUAEBKA
MOJIMKYIIKA
MoJIMMEpPKa
MOJINHKA
MOJINTHYKA
MOJINYKA
MTOJTHOMETPaKKa
MTOJIOKKA
MOJIOHKA
MOJIOCKAJIKA
MOJIOTHSHKA
MOJITY3bIpbKa
MOJITaBKa
MOJITABYAHKA
nmory0odka
moryOycHHKa
MOJTy THEBKA
MOJIyKOJIOHKA
MONTyKYJIbTYpKa
MOJTyHOYKa
MOJTyOCTPOBKa
MoJTypaMKa
oy (puHaINCTKa
MOJTIITyTKa
TMOJIIKOBKA
MOMOeYKa
MOHbKA
MTOHU30BKa
MTOHOMapeBKa
IIOHOMapéEBKa
MMOHOMapKa
MOHSIIKA
TMTOTIETTIOIIKA
rorepeydka
MOTIIaBOYKA
MOITyTKA
MOPHYIIIKa
MOPOKKA
MTOPOJIOHKA
MOPOILIEHKA
MOpTaTHBKA
MOpyIIKa
nopuIiKa
MOpIICHbKA



2217-
2218-
2219-
2220-
2221-
2222-
2223-
2224-
2225-
2226-
2227-
2228-
2229-
2230-
2231-
2232-
2233-
2234-
2235-
2236-
2237-
2238-
2239-
2240-
2241-
2242-
2243-
2244-
2245-
2246-
2247-
2248-
2249-
2250-
2251-
2252-
2253-
2254-
2255-
2256-
2257-
2258-
2259-
2260-
2261-
2262-
2263-
2264-
2265-
2266-
2267-
2268-
2269-

MocKa
MIOCEJIOUKa
MOCTYIIHUYKA
MOCTOSTHKA
HOCyIKa
MOTHHYKA
HOTOTOHKA
HOTPOILKA
HOTSDKKA
nodurucrka
noYyeMyuKka
noyepeBKa
MOYHBKA
MoYnTalKa
MOYTaJIbOHKA
noyTapka
HOSICKA
npaBaa-MaTka
MpaBUIIKa
npa)keuka
npa3THAYKa
npeaMeTKa
peace30HKa
NpeayCTaHOBKa
peMKa
npeoOpakeHKa
NpUBaJIKa
NPUBBIYKA
pUrpy3Ka
pu3€EpKa
NPUKOJIUCTKA
NPUKPYTKa
PUMOJIBKA
OpUMOpKa
MPUHIICBKA
MpUHIIECCKa
NpUIycKa
MPUCTEkKKA
MPUCTHIKOBKA
NPUTEHKA
NPUXO0XKKa
npunDIQoBKa
NPUIIETIOYKa
npobiieMka
poBEpOYKa
NPOBHHLHAIOYKA
IPOTOBOPKa
nporpaMka
IPOrpaMMHUCTKA
porpy3Ka
Npo/iaBKa
IPOJEpHKKa
IPOJJICHKA

2270-
2271-
2272-
2273-
2274-
2275-
2276-
2277-
2278-
2279-
2280-
2281-
2282-
2283-
2284-
2285-
2286-
2287-
2288-
2289-
2290-
2291-
2292-
2293-
2294-
2295-
2296-
2297-
2298-
2299-
2300-
2301-
2302-
2303-
2304-
2305-
2306-
2307-
2308-
2309-
2310-
2311-
2312-
2313-
2314-
2315-
2316-
2317-
2318-
2319-
2320-
2321-
2322-

POJIEHKA
MPO3BOHKA
MIPOJIEKKA
MPOJIMBKA
MIPOJIOXKKA
IPOMBICIIOBKA
Iporeyarka
IIpOpHUCKa
IPOCIyLIKa
MpOCTaBKa
MIPOCTaHOBKA
MIPOCTHIIKA
MIPOCTPOXKKA
MPOCTPOMKa
MPOCHINKa
MPOCSIHKA
POTAaCOBKa
MpoTecKa
MPOTUBOTYMAaHKa
MIPOTUBOYTOHKA
MIPOTOTIONOBKA
IPOTOPrOBKa
MPOXOPOBKa
nporuenypka
npouecka
MpyKeHKa
TICUHKA
TICKOBUTSIHKA
TICKOBUYKA
myOaraKa
myrajika
nyJenbKa
myJKa
MmyJIeHKa
MyHKa
MyHOYKa
MmycbKa
mycrobaiika
MyTaHKa
MyTHIIOBKA
ITyYKOBKa
MYyNIHHKA
ITymxkuHka
My9pPTOPHUKaHKa
TIIIEHKA
TIIOHKA
nsTavKa
MATH/ABEPKA
MATUAECATKA
MATUCOTMETPOBKA
MATHATAKKA
IS THOBBIBOJIKA
pabka
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2323-
2324-
2325-
2326-
2327-
2328-
2329-
2330-
2331-
2332-
2333-
2334-
2335-
2336-
2337-
2338-
2339-
2340-
2341-
2342-
2343-
2344-
2345-
2346-
2347-
2348-
2349-
2350-
2351-
2352-
2353-
2354-
2355-
2356-
2357-
2358-
2359-
2360-
2361-
2362-
2363-
2364-
2365-
2366-
2367-
2368-
2369-
2370-
2371-
2372-
2373-
2374-
2375-

paboTsKKa
pabouka
pabpaboTka
paBHOMEpKa
panka
panuanka
paamo0barnika
panuoropka
PaeBka
Paeuxa
pa3banaHCHUpOBKa
pa3bayioBka
pa3dIaKupoBKa
pa30I0KupOBKa
pa3zbopToBKa
pasBasiouka
pa3BleKaIOBKa
Pa3BOIUIOBKA
PasrynseBka
paszmatka
paszmadka
paseTka
pasyouka
pa3MeHKa
pasMopo3ka
pa3HecEHKa
pa3pabarka
pasperyimpoBka
pa3yBaiika
pa3yKIOHKa
pasykpaiika
pa3syMoBKa
Paiika
paiioHka
Paucka

pauka

paxka
Pakxutunka
PakoBka
Pamenka
pamM3HKa
paHeTouka
paHXHUPOBKa
panupucTKa
pacucTka
packagpoBKa
packiamymeyka
packoIupoBKa
PACKOKCOBKa
packpsbKeBKa
pacmarnieHka
pacreBka
pacrievatka



2376-
2377-
2378-
2379-
2380-
2381-
2382-
2383-
2384-
2385-
2386-
2387-
2388-
2389-
2390-
2391-
2392-
2393-
2394-
2395-
2396-
2397-
2398-
2399-
2400-
2401-
2402-
2403-
2404-
2405-
2406-
2407-
2408-
2409-
2410-
2411-
2412-
2413-
2414-
2415-
2416-
2417-
2418-
2419-
2420-
Ka
2421-
2422-
2423-
2424-
2425-
2426-
2427-

pacmioMOupoOBKa
pacupbbKKa
pacmymka
paccesiHKa
pacckaska
pacckazoBka
pacckianka
paccopka
paccramMoXkKa
paccTeKIOBKa
paccThIKOBKA
paccmudpoBka
pacTtaMoXXKa
pacrtep3iaiika
pacTymioBka
pacTshkedka
pacdopmoBKa
pacxojka
pacleMeHTHPOBKa
pacueTka
pacuiieHeHKa
pacuIuBpoOBKa
pacmmgpaBka
paxMaHoOBKa
parka
pebanancupoBka
pedpoBka
pebstuka
peBydKa
peruHKa
peruoHaika
perynepoBka
perymsipka
perymnsTopka
pexiamMka
peMapoyuka
perneHn4Ka
Penunka
pernopTaxka
pernbeBKa
penbEBKa
PECIIOH/ICHTKA
pedka
pedepanka
pedeparrpynmupos

pedeparorieHka
peueBka
peUuoBKa
peleTouka
PxaBka
PxeBka
pHUBOYKA

2428-
2429-
2430-
2431-
2432-
2433-
2434-
2435-
2436-
2437-
2438-
2439-
2440-
2441-
2442-
2443-
2444-
2445-
2446-
2447-
2448-
2449-
2450-
2451-
2452-
2453-
2454-
2455-
2456-
2457-
2458-
2459-
2460-
2461-
2462-
2463-
2464-
2465-
2466-
2467-
2468-
2469-
2470-
2471-
2472-
2473-
2474-
2475-
2476-
2477-
2478-
2479-
2480-

PUKKa
pUMKa
pUHOYKA
pHUcOBayKa
pUTKa
pudaeHKa
pHIKa
pobopBIOKa
poBepka
pOBKa
poraueBka
porauéska
pOToBKa
pOTOXKKa
porynka
Poxaiika
PoxpnecrBenka
Pozka
po3eTouka
POKKa
poJieBKa
ponéBka
poMKa
poMoUKa
pocka
pOCIIOBKa
pOCCHUSHOUKA
Poccoika
pOoCTKa
pOCTOBKa
pOCTOBYAHKA
Pocbka
POTOTIIOTKA
Pommunka
pyOI110BKa
pyaka
PynneBka
PYyIHUIIKA
PynoBka
py3Ka
py3aHKa
pyKoaenKa
PYKOHOXKa
pyJIexKKa
pyJIOHKa
pyJbKa
pyHETKa
pyCaHOBKa
PYCHHOBKA
pyCHCTKA
pycHnuka
pycka
pydedka
202

2481-
2482-
2483-
2484-
2485-
2486-
2487-
2488-
2489-
2490-
2491-
2492-
2493-
2494-
2495-
2496-
2497-
2498-
2499-
2500-
2501-
2502-
2503-
2504-
2505-
2506-
2507-
2508-
2509-
2510-
2511-
2512-
2513-
2514-
2515-
2516-
2517-
2518-
2519-
2520-
2521-
2522-
2523-
2524-
2525-
2526-
2527-
2528-
2529-
2530-
2531-
2532-
2533-

pBIOKa
prIOanouKa
PBDKUHKA
PBIKOBKA
pBICBKA
pBIYaXKKa
pBIUKa
pIOK3auKa
psiOka
psbymka
psaka
psAIOBKa
Ps3anka
psA3aHOYKA
psA3aHOBKA
Cabnmaka
cabiucTKa
ca0ypoBKka
caBKa
CaBelIbeBKa
cajJioBKa
cazaHKa
cakco(OHHCTKA
calampka
CanamaHka
cajlaMaToBKa
CaJITHpKa
cajoBKa
cajyioMaTka
cajTaHOBKa
CaJITBIKOBKA
camapka
camapsiHKa
cameTKa
CaMOBOJIKa
caMOJypOBKa
camo3apsiJika
CaMOMJIOBKa
CcaMOKaJIMOpOBKa
CaMOKOIIAPKa
CaMOHACTpOHKa
camopaspsijika
CaMOperyJInpoBKa
CamopouHka
caMmocOopka
camodarnoBka
CaMOIICHKa
CaMCOHOBKa
Canbka
caHKa
CaHHUTapOYKa
CaHOYKa
camka



2534-
2535-
2536-
2537-
2538-
2539-
2540-
2541-
2542-
2543-
2544-
2545-
2546-
2547-
2548-
2549-
2550-
2551-
2552-
2553-
2554-
2555-
2556-
2557-
2558-
2559-
2560-
2561-
2562-
2563-
2564-
2565-
2566-
2567-
2568-
2569-
2570-
2571-
2572-
2573-
2574-
2575-
2576-
2577-
2578-
2579-
2580-
2581-
2582-
2583-
2584-
2585-
2586-

caparryJyika
capaganka
capadaHoBKa
Carka
CaTaHMCTKA
caoHOBKa
caxaJnHKa
caxaHka
caxapka
caxapoBka
CaxHOBKa
Camka
CBEKOJIKa
CBEPJUIOBKA
CBETKA
CBETOYKA
CBETIIAHKA
CBHUJIaHKA
CBUpEIIbKA
CBUCTYILIKA
CBUTEpPOUKA
CBUIIIEBKA
CBOPOTKA
CrycTKa
clenKa
CeBKa
ceBepKa
CEBEPHUHOBKA
CEBEPSIHOYKA
Cenanka
cenenka
CE30HKa
ceiika
ceiicMopa3Beka
CeKpeTapka
CEKIIMOHKA
celleBKa
CeJie3HEeBKa
CeJieHKa
CEeJMBEPCTKA
ceMKa
CemeHOBKA
CeméEnoBKa
ceMepouka
ceMHOOpKa
CEMUTHEBKA
ceMouKa
CeHaTOpKa
CeHEeYKa
Cenbpka
CepBEpPOBKa
CepreeBka
Ceprueska

2587-
2588-
2589-
2590-
2591-
2592-
2593-
2594-
2595-
2596-
2597-
2598-
2599-
2600-
2601-
2602-
2603-
2604-
2605-
2606-
2607-
2608-
2609-
2610-
2611-
2612-
2613-
2614-
2615-
2616-
2617-
2618-
2619-
2620-
2621-
2622-
2623-
2624-
2625-
2626-
2627-
2628-
2629-
2630-
2631-
2632-
2633-
2634-
2635-
2636-
2637-
2638-
2639-

cepIrouKa
ceporiaska
CEepITyXOBKa
cephuHrucTKa
CeryHbka
Ceuenka
CHTHAJIKa
CHIOpOBKa
CHKKa
CHUJIMHKA
CHMOYKA
CHMOHOBKA
CHMITATSDKKA
CHHapKa
CHHJIOIIKA
CHHETJIa3Ka
CHHEXBOCTKA
CHHKa
CHHHKKA
CHUHXPOHHUCTKA
CHHIOIIIKA
CHHSIBKA
CHCKa
Cutka
CurtoBka
CKa3Ka
cKaJlonaska
CKEJIETOHUCTKA
CKJIaJJOBKa
CkHIDKKa
CKOOSTHKA
CKOpEHKa
CKOPITHOHKA
cKkpeOKka
CKperoyKa
CKPOMHSDKKA
CKyrapeeBka
CKYJIBIITypKa
crnabauka
ciaaboTouka
CJIaBeHKa
CJIaBOYKa
CIaBSHOYKA
CJIaBSHOBKA
caenKa
ciecapka
CJIOHOBKaA
ciryxeOKka
CraroagHka
CMEJIOBKa
CMEHKa
CMECOBKa
CMEXOBKa
203

2640-
2641-
2642-
2643-
2644-
2645-
2646-
2647-
2648-
2649-
2650-
2651-
2652-
2653-
2654-
2655-
2656-
2657-
2658-
2659-
2660-
2661-
2662-
2663-
2664-
2665-
2666-
2667-
2668-
2669-
2670-
2671-
2672-
2673-
2674-
2675-
2676-
2677-
2678-
2679-
2680-
2681-
2682-
2683-
2684-
2685-
2686-
2687-
2688-
2689-
2690-
2691-
2692-

CMUKKa
Cmonenka
CmonuHka
CMOJIbKA
CMBINUISICBKA
CHaiimepka
CHerupeBka
CHerupéBka
CHETOBHYKA
CHEXKa
cHOOKa
CHOCOYKA
CHOYOOpPIUCTKA
CoboneBka
coJiepKaHKa
COKKa
COKHpKa
Coxkonka
COKOJIMHKA
CoxkomoBka
COJIUCTKA
COJIOBITOBKA
ConoBbeBKa
conory0oBKka
coJbKa
COJITHOYKA
ComuHka
COMOOIICHKA
Conka
COHACTPOMKa
COHBKa
COpOKAaIsTKa
CocHoBKa
COCHOBOOOpKa
COCTBIKOBKA
coduiika
codTuHKa
copprHKA
colpaka
COUYMHKA
couKa
criapka
CmacoBka
CIIMPBKA
CIIMPUAOHOBKA
cpaboTka
CpeTeHKa
CcpodYka
CCBUIOYKA
cTpenka
CTaBOYKa
CTaKepKa
CTaKEPOUKa



2693-
2694-
2695-
2696-
2697-
2698-
2699-
2700-
2701-
2702-
2703-
2704-
2705-
2706-
2707-
2708-
2709-
2710-
2711-
2712-
2713-
2714-
2715-
2716-
2717-
2718-
2719-
2720-
2721-
2722-
2723-
2724-
2725-
2726-
2727-
2728-
2729-
2730-
2731-
2732-
2733-
2734-
2735-
2736-
2737-
2738-
2739-
2740-
2741-
2742-
2743-
2744-
2745-

CTaJIHKA
CTAJTMHUCTKA
CTaHOBKa
CTapuKaleyka
cTapijeTKa
CTacbka
cTaTyeTka
CTaTy TOYKA
CTaxoBKa
cTeOeneuka
CTeraHka
CTEXKOUKA
CTeJIKa
CTCHBKA
CTernKa
CTeraHbka
CTenaHKa
CremaHoBKa
CTETCHIUAaTKa
CTEroYKa
CTepIKEHbKA
CTHKEpOBKa
CTHpaITKa
CTOJIHEBKA
CTONMOOBKA
CTOJICUKA
CTOHKaA
CTOPOKEBKA
CTOTHHKA
CTPaxoBOYKA
CTpaIlnIKa
CTpENMHKA
CTPEIIKOBKA
CTpesibKa
CTPUIITU3EPKA
CrtporaHoBka
Crynenka
CTY/JICHOBKA
CTY/ICHTOYKA
CTy4Ka
CTBIKOBKA
cy000TKa
CYBEHUPKa
CYyBOpOBKa
CYTJIMHKA
cynKa
cyJlauka
cyepka

cy3Ka

CyKKa
CyJITaHOBKA
CyIepreponka
cynepceMeiika

2746-
2747-
2748-
2749-
2750-
2751-
2752-
2753-
2754-
2755-
2756-
2757-
2758-
2759-
2760-
2761-
2762-
2763-
2764-
2765-
2766-
2767-
2768-
2769-
2770-
2771-
2772-
2773-
2774-
2775-
2776-
2777-
2778-
2779-
2780-
2781-
2782-
2783-
2784-
2785-
2786-
2787-
2788-
2789-
2790-
2791-
2792-
2793-
2794-
2795-
2796-
2797-
2798-

cynep¢uiika
cypka
CyXaHOBKa
cyxapeBka
CyxoBka
CyXOBO3yIITIKa
CyIITMHKA
CYACTIIUBKA
CrI3paHKa
CBHIKTBIBKapKa
CBIHOYKA
ChIpKa
ChIpOBaTKa
ChIpOeIKa
CBICOCBKA
ChITHHKA
ChrueBka
CsIBKa
TabJaeTouKa
Talika
Taeuka
TauTsIHKA
TaKCHJIEPMUCTKA
TaKCHCTKA
TallaMaHKa
Tanoska
Tamapka
TaMOOBKa
TaMOOBYAHKA
TaHKa
TaHEEBKa
TaHEeYKa
Taneuka
Tanbka
TapakaHoBKka
TapaHOBKa
Tapacka
TapacoBKa
Tapairka
Tap3aHKa
TapTajJeTTOuKa
TapTajgeTKa
TapXOBKa
TacbKa
TaceMKa
TaTapovka
TaToIIKa
TaTyIIKa
TayHKa
Taycka
Taxapka
TBEPUTSHKA
TEKHJIKA
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2799-
2800-
2801-
2802-
2803-
2804-
2805-
2806-
2807-
2808-
2809-
2810-
2811-
2812-
2813-
2814-
2815-
2816-
2817-
2818-
2819-
2820-
2821-
2822-
2823-
2824-
2825-
2826-
2827-
2828-
2829-
2830-
2831-
2832-
2833-
2834-
2835-
2836-
2837-
2838-
2839-
2840-
2841-
2842-
2843-
2844-
2845-
2846-
2847-
2848-
2849-
2850-
2851-

TEKCTHIIbKA
TEKCTOBOYKA
TEeKCTypKa
TEJNeXYPHAIHUCTKA
TeJleKapTHHKa
TeJenKa
TEJICHIOBKA
TEeJI0YKa
TeMaTuiKa
TeMIepaTypka
TEHHCHCTKA
TEHbKa
TEHKa
TemnoBka
TepeHTheBKA
TEPEXOBKa
Tepemka
Tepeleyka
TEepPMHUYKa
TEepMOIUICHKA
TEPMOIUIEHKA
TepMo(OpMOBKa
TepouKa
TecKa
TeceMOuKa
TEThKa
TedTenbKa
TCEXHOI'€HKa
TEXHOJIO0XKKA
THapKa
TU3EpKa
THKKa

TUMKA
TumupszeBka
TUMYpPKa
THUHKa

TUHBKA
TUXOHOBKA
TUXOXOJIKA
Tummnka
Tumka
TKaHbKa
TOOOIISTUKA
TOBKa
TOIOpKa
TOKKa
TOKapKa
TonkoBka
TOJIbKA
Tomka
TOMapoBKa
TOMHUYKA
TOHAJIKa



2852-
2853-
2854-
2855-
2856-
2857-
2858-
2859-
2860-
2861-
2862-
2863-
2864-
2865-
2866-
2867-
2868-
2869-
2870-
2871-
2872-
2873-
2874-
2875-
2876-
2877-
2878-
2879-
2880-
2881-
2882-
2883-
2884-
2885-
2886-
2887-
2888-
2889-
2890-
2891-
2892-
2893-
2894-
2895-
2896-
2897-
2898-
2899-
2900-
2901-
2902-
2903-
2904-

TOHMPOBOYKA
ToHbka
TOTIOpKa
TONTBDKKA
TopOeeBKa
TOPOMBIKKA
TOPCHUOHKA
TOCBKa
TOYKa
TpaBUHOYKA
TpaauLMOHKA
TpaH3UTKa
TpPaHMOPTUPOBKA
TPacIopTHPOBKA
TpaHCCEKCyallKa
TpeHAKEPKa
TPEHUPOBKA
TPEHUPOBOYKA
Tpernka
TpeTbsikoBKa
Tpexriiazka
TpEXTopKa
TPEXTOpKa
TpeXIBEpKa
TpEXABEpPKa
TpeXJHEeBKa
TpEXJINHEHKA
TPEXMUHYTKa
TPEXII0JIOCKA
Tpexclioika
TPEXXOJOBKA
TPEXITAKKA
TpUILATOYKA
TpPHUHKA
TPOMHHMUKA
TPOUIIKA
TpOJbKa
TPOHKa
TpohuMOBKa
TpOIIKa
TpPOSIHKA
TPYIIOBO3Ka
TyarcruHKa
Tykka

TyJIKa
TypreneBka
TypOBKa
TypouKa
TypIoe3ka
Tycka
TyCbKa
TYyCOBKa
TyCOBOYKA

2905-
2906-
2907-
2908-
2909-
2910-
2911-
2912-
2913-
2914-
2915-
2916-
2917-
2918-
2919-
2920-
2921-
2922-
2923-
2924-
2925-
2926-
2927-
2928-
2929-
2930-
2931-
2932-
2933-
2934-
2935-
2936-
2937-
2938-
2939-
2940-
2941-
2942-
2943-
2944-
2945-
2946-
2947-
2948-
2949-
2950-
2951-
2952-
2953-
2954-
2955-
2956-
2957-

TYCCOBOYKA
TyyKKa
TYIIKa
TXaHKa
TX3KBOHJIUCTKA
TBIPKOBKA
TOJIEHBKA
TIOMEHKA
TIOTYEBKA
TIOTBKA
TSKKA
TSDKEIIOATIICTKA
yBapoOBKa
yryOka
yTIepoaKa
YTIIOBKa
yriayOieHka
YTOJIOBKA
yToJIbKa
y/aJeHKa
yaanéHka
yaapka
YKa3siBKa
YKpamHOYKa
YKpBIBKA
yJIaHOBKA
YJIUTOUYKA
YIIy4dIIeHKa
yJibI0alika
YIIbSTHKA
VY apsiHOBKA
yMKa
ymadka
YMHHYKA
YMOJIKa
yMOUKa
YHHUBEpCaKa
YIaKOBOYKA
YIPOILIEHKA
ypa3oBKa
ypanka
ypaHka
ypBaHKa
yCaHOBKa
ycatka
yCHIIKa
YCIIOBKa
YcMmanka
YCOBKa
VYconka
yCIeHKa
yccypka
yCTaBKa
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2958-
2959-
2960-
2961-
2962-
2963-
2964-
2965-
2966-
2967-
2968-
2969-
2970-
2971-
2972-
2973-
2974-
2975-
2976-
2977-
2978-
2979-
2980-
2981-
2982-
2983-
2984-
2985-
2986-
2987-
2988-
2989-
2990-
2991-
2992-
2993-
2994-
2995-
2996-
2997-
2998-
2999-
3000-
3001-
3002-
3003-
3004-
3005-
3006-
3007-
3008-
3009-
3010-

yCTaHaBKa
YCTaHOBKA
YCTHUHOBKA
YCTUHbBKA
yCTpOiiKa
YTUIIUTKA
YTOYHEHKA

yTpscKa

YTYyILIKa
yTSATaHKa

ypumka
YXTBILIKA
yueOka
ydeTka
yUHIIKa
YUYHUTEIKa
VYmrakoBka
yIIaHOYKa
yIIeHKa
¢dabpukanTka
DaneeBka
(hazoBka
(aiinoBka
¢anka
(anaTka
(dapka
(dapmaxkorneiika
(daprioBka
(acoBka
(haconmHka
(aconpka
(aconka
(daTpsTHOBKA
(areTupoBKa
DEnopoBKa
®denopoBKa
denoceerka
denoceiika
(denroHbpKa
¢benromika
(deHbka
¢urosuHka
¢$uzpyuka
¢unaroBka
¢unuMorka
(ununka
(unumka
¢bwHMnoBKa
¢umka
¢uHaANMHCTKA
¢dunanka
buHEMapKa
dbupouka



3011- c¢upcanoBKa 3064- xepcoHHedTemnepepa 3116- 4aHka

3012- ¢rnemxka 0oTka 3117- 4amnka

3013- mucka 3065- xerka 3118- YamaeBka
3014-  mdmka 3066- xuMmKa 3119- yarmMHKa
3015- ¢onbka 3067- XUTpOBKa 3120- yacoBeHbKa
3016- domuHKa 3068-  XWUTpIOIIKA 3121- d4acTka

3017- domouka 3069- xyeboBO3Ka 3122- 4acTtoTka
3018- @oHTaHKa 3070- xieboreyxa 3123- 4actymieyka
3019- dopenbka 3071- xXmeeBKa 3124- 4atpyieTka
3020- dopcupoBka 3072- xojaka 3125- 4yeOokcapka
3021- ¢opymka 3073- XOm0BKa 3126- uyeOoTacBKa
3022- opymuanka 3074- xonuHKa 3127- 4yeOyparnika
3023- ¢otka 3075- XOJIMOTOpPOBKa 3128- uyeOypaiuka
3024-  (oTOXKYpHAITUCTKA 3076- xoJIMoropka 3129- deiika

3025- oTtokabuHKa 3077- XoJoauiKa 3130- uyensOMHKA
3026- dotopamka 3078- xoMKa 3131- YemomaHOBKa
3027- doToToUKa 3079- XOMYCHUCTKa 3132- d4emenka
3028- (paepka 3080- XomyTOBKa 3133- Uepsenka
3029- (pasupoBka 3081- xoMms4Ka 3134- yepemymika
3030- (pe3upoBka 3082- XxoHKa 3135- Yepemmanka
3031- (paHKOBKa 3083- XOHMHIOBKa 3136- uepenuyka
3032- ¢panTHIKa 3084- xomka 3137- depemnoBerka
3033-  (pucraiimrcTka 3085- xopommcTKa 3138- depkacka
3034-  ¢poHTaNKa 3086- xoppKa 3139- YepkacoBka
3035- (poceka 3087- XoxXJOBKa 3140- dyepkecka
3036- ¢dypmanoBka 3088- xOXIylIKa 3141- d4epHaBKa
3037- ¢yTopka 3089- xpomka 3142- 4YepHUKOBKA
3038-  (rIpouka 3090- xpyIieBka 3143- YepHoBKa
3039- xabanka 3091- XxpylIoBKa 3144- 4gepHOMOpKaA
3040- xabapoBka 3092- xpsiieBka 3145-  depHOIUIOAKA
3041- xabapoBuaHKa 3093- XyIOXXHUKKa 3146- 4EepHOXBOCTKa
3042- xaBKa 3094- XxycTOouka 3147- 4depHBIIIEBKA
3043- xasapka 3095- xs3HKa 3148- 4epHABKaA
3044-  xaiipro30BKa 3096- 1apbka 3149- UYepHsaHKa
3045- xakka 3097- 1menouka 3150- YepraHOBKa
3046- xanka 3098- nenka 3151- d4ecka

3047- xamuHKa 3099- 1eHKa 3152- 4ecHOUKa
3048- xaHka 3100- pemka 3153- YecHOKOBKa
3049- xamka 3101- nmenka 3154- d4etka

3050- xapbka 3102- umbynka 3155- 4eTBEepTHHKA
3051- XxapaxkTepucTKa 3103- 1muraHka 3156- 4YETBIpEXCTEHKA
3052- xapuHKa 3104- mukazgka 3157- YexoBka
3053- XapiioBka 3105- OUAIMHIOPOBKA 3158- 4UMMIIMOHKAa
3054- XapbKOBKa 3106- nudopka 3159- yumoBKa
3055- xapbKOBYaHKa 3107- IIuuka 3160- 4wmTCKa

3056- xacka 3108- 1mpBIraHOBKA 3161- 4uTamoyka
3057- XBacTyllIKa 3109- wmpImKa 3162- 4YWUTHHKA
3058- xBaTajka 3110- 4aamaeBKa 3163- umxyamka
3059- xBaTOBKa 3111- 4araHka 3164- d4oOKKa

3060- XBOpOCTSIHKA 3112- 4aeuxa 3165- 4ype3BbIYaiika
3061- xBoOIMIEBKA 3113- yalWHWYKa 3166- uyOaiika
3062- xemeHKa 3114- 4akka 3167- 4yBauka
3063- xé€pka 3115- d4angoHKa 3168- 4yauHKa
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3169-
3170-
3171-
3172-
3173-
3174-
3175-
3176-
3177-
3178-
3179-
3180-
3181-
3182-
3183-
3184-
3185-
3186-
3187-
3188-
3189-
3190-
3191-
3192-
3193-
3194-
3195-
3196-
3197-
3198-
3199-
3200-
3201-
3202-
3203-
3204-
3205-
3206-
3207-
3208-
3209-
3210-
3211-
3212-
3213-
3214-
3215-

YyKECTpaHKa
YyKKa
JyKOTKa
qynapKka
qyMKa
YYHNpPUSHOBKA
YypoBka
YyTKa
YyxauHKa
[TaiiTanka
IIaKKa
I1ajJaBKa
IIaMITyHbKa
IIaHUHKA
I1aII0BAJIOBKA
IIaII0pKa
HIapka
Iapanka
[ITapanoska
IIaparika
raTka
I1aTaJIOBKa
HIaXHUIKa
HIAIIBIYKA
IIEBEJICHKA
nienraiKa
IIepeMeTheBKa
IIecTKa
IIeCTakOBKa
HIecTepoyKa
HIECTHIIETKA
HIECTHCOTKA
MECCTHAAIATUITAXKKA
[MInnka
[InmoBka
IIMHKA
IIMHOMOHTAXKa
unka
HIMpKa
HIMPOKOJIOOKA
IIUIIKOBKA
IIUIIOBKA
Inunka

U QManImHKa
IIImMakoBKa
IIMOTKa
HIHBIPBKA

3216-
3217-
3218-
3219-
3220-
3221-
3222-
3223-
3224-
3225-
3226-
3227-
3228-
3229-
3230-
3231-
3232-
3233-
3234-
3235-
3236-
3237-
3238-
3239-
3240-
3241-
3242-
3243-
3244-
3245-
3246-
3247-
3248-
3249-
3250-
3251-
3252-
3253-
3254-
3255-
3256-
3257-
3258-
3259-
3260-
3261-
3262-

IIOKOJIaI0YKa
IIOHBKA
IIOHKA
[MocTtka
IIOIIKA
[IIAKUCTKA
HIIaprajoyka
HIIIEHbKA
IIITOHBKA
ITTOpKa
mTadka
ITapka
HITBIpEYKa
[lybunka
IIyBaJIOBKA
[lyiika
IIyJIbIMHKA
HIyMKa
LIyHbKa
nrypka
HeKaTypka
IIeJIKaHKa
IeI0YKa
IIEMUIIOBKA
IEHOYKA
nepOaKoBKa
[IeTOYKA
HIUTOBUIKA
LYKAHKA
SIMYKa
JKpaHKa
9KCTHOMIIHOHHUCTKA
IKCKYPCHOHKA
OKCTPUMATIKA
OKCTpEMaIKa
AIIEKTPOIYXOBKA
AIIEKTPOMAIITHHKA
AIIEKTPOHKA
AIIEKTPOTICYKA
AIIEKTPOIIUTKA
SJIMHKA
JJIATKA
DIIMHOYKA
LKA

SMKa
SMOIEMKa
MUY PATKA
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3263-
3264-
3265-
3266-
3267-
3268-
3269-
3270-
3271-
3272-
3273-
3274-
3275-
3276-
3277-
3278-
3279-
3280-
3281-
3282-
3283-
3284-
3285-
3286-
3287-
3288-
3289-
3290-
3291-
3292-
3293-
3294-
3295-
3296-
3297-
3298-
3299-
3300-
3301-
3302-
3303-
3304-
3305-
3306-
3307-
3308-
3309-

SIOKCUIKA
JpUTEMKa
3COMICKA
JTaXKKa
smraoTka
FOBEITHpPKA
FOBEHAJIKa
FOJaHOBKA
FOJUHKA
FOJKKa
IOJICHbKA
FOJIbKa
IOMaTOBKa
FOMOpKa
FOHHOPKA
FOPUCTKA
IOPKOBKa
IOpmanka
IOpoBka
FOpOMKa
IOpreBka
FOChKa
SIOJIOHKA
SITOJTMHKA
SITOIMYKA
SI3BeHKa
A3bIYKA
SAKUMaHKa
SIKUMYIIIKA
SIkoBKa
SIkoBIIeBKa
SIKYTSHKA
SUITHHKA
sSAHKa
SIHOBKa
sIHTapKa
SAIMOHOYKA
SIpUHKA
SIPOTIOJIKA
SIpOCIIaBKa
SICHOTOpKa
acTpeOoBKa
SAXTCMCHKA
siaeeuKa
Sluenka
SIUKa
SAIIKa



