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ON THE FUNCTIONAL PARALLELISM
BETWEEN WORD FORMATION
AND FORM-BUILDING IN RUSSIAN

JERZY KALISZAN

The Russian word formation (lexical morphology) and form-building
(grammatical morphology, i.e. inflection and grammatical stem-building) are
closely connected subsystems showing a lot of parallels both on the expressive
and semantic levels. In this respect, a special attention attract those parallels of
these subsystems where, with the aid of means and mechanisms typical of each
of them, the same or similar meaning can be expressed. In such cases, we have
to deal with homoreference which is possible owing to the fact that some word
formation categories in terms of character and degree of generalization of their
semantics are similar or identical to the grammatical categories (3aitrymuH /
Mypsicos 1982: 84).

In the most typical way, homoreference of grammatical and word forma-
tion structures manifests itself in a correlation of case forms with relative adjec-
tives. This correlation may be clearly observed, among other things, in semanti-
cally equivalent (related to the same referent) formations such as (mom) omya
— omyog (mom), (cyMka) mému — mémuna (CyMka), (Hopa) aucwt — aucwbs (HOpa),
(moxap) teca — necrnou (moxkap), (KOCTb) clloHa — cloH08as (KOCThb), (YTCHHE)
axmépa — axmépckoe (urenue) and so on. As the examples show, the case end-
ings may be considered as functional analogues to the derivative suffixes.

Homoreference of derived words and word forms also reveals itself in the
sphere of expression of the meaning of plurality. More specifically, the syno-
nymy of collective nouns and plural forms is taken into consideration here, cf.:
cmyodeHuecmeo — cmyodenmaol, npoiemapuam — npoiemapuu, opuyepvé — opu-
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yepul, wogephs — wogepol, nencuonepusi — NeHcuorepol, beonoma — b6eonvle N,
UHMENNUEHYUS — UHMENTUSeHMbL, TUCMEA — JUCTbS, UHCHPYMEHMAaPULl — UH-
cmpyMeHnmyl, OPHAMEHMUKA — OpHAMeHmbl, annapamypa — annapamul and so
on. The collective plurality expressed by a number of derivational means and
characterized by a high degree of abstraction can be treated as a parallel with
grammatical plurality denoted by the plural forms. Leaving out the fact that the
collective nouns indicate an inseparable (continuous, nondiscrete, or uninter-
rupted) character of signifié, and the plural forms — its discrete character, one
can say nevertheless that the former repeat — at least in a certain part of lexical
material — the principal opposition ‘one — more than one’ forming the basis of
grammatical category of plural. There can be no doubt that a semantic closeness
between two aforementioned categories of plurality — the collective and discrete
ones — was the main cause of transposition of the former collective nouns such
as opamss, kHA3wa into the plural forms. The same reason shaped the basis of
substitution of original plural forms of concrete nouns by the forms like oo,
Oepesbsi going back to the collective nouns like xonwe, depesve (Azapx 1984:
205-206; Mapkos 1974: 69-80; Konecuukor 1976: 95-96).

Apart from collective nouns, as an analogue of plural forms the nouns
with general-collective meaning can be considered (bpycenckas 1986; TykoBa
1992). The latter are usually treated as a result of semantic derivation based on
the trope ‘the part — the whole’ (synecdoche). We are talking here about the
nouns in singular form which can be used, for example, in the following con-
texts: Becb 2opoo Ovin ouuwen om epaza; B nawem necy pacmém u cocha,
u 0epéza. The distinguished nouns in sentences given here express, in common
with collective nouns, the meaning of homogeneous plurality which constitutes
a modification of the invariant meaning of plurality. In this connection, the gen-
eral-collective nouns can potentially compete both with collective nouns and
plural forms, causing synonymic triads such as xymey ‘kynmel’ — xynysi —
Kynevecmeo, npoiemaputi ‘IpoJICTapuu’ — npoiemapuu — npoiemapuanm, 36epb
“3Bepn’ — 36epu — 36epbeé etc.’

Deep functional analogies between derived words and word forms may
also be observed in the sphere of expression of feature intensity. For example,
adjectival derivatives like muxouskuii, 1é2onbKull, MOICMEHHBI, 8bICOYEHHDILL,
OoLULY UL, XUMPIOWULL OF NPed0OPbLiL, NPEMUTILL, APXUBANCHBII, APXULTYNBLIIL,
pacuyoecHulil, pacnpeKkpacHblil, ceepxeoryOOoKull, CEePXMOWHbBLI, CYnepcospe-

! There is, nevertheless, a certain difference between general-collective nouns, on the one
hand, and collective nouns and plural forms, on the other hand. The former express the meaning of
plurality in an analytical way, by means of an appropriate context or a concrete situation, whereas
the latter contain this meaning in their structure, expressing it with the aid of suffix
(cmyoenuecmeo, cocnak) or inflectional ending (cmydenmat, cocrut).
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MeHHbIUL, cynepbocamylil, Yibmpamoouslil, dsxcmpamoonsiii, denoting a high or
a top degree of quality, semantically resemble the grammatical forms of superla-
tive such as camwiii gbicokuil, camulii Xumpulil, ebiule 8cex, 2Iynee 6cex, GadCHee
6cez0, nezue 8ce20, axcHeluwul, 2nyoouatiuull etc.

To the derived words are particularly related the adjectival forms with suf-
fix -etiw-/-atiu- which are relatively seldom used as superlative forms. At pre-
sent many of such forms express, for the most part, the elative meaning, i.e. the
meaning of absolutely high degree of quality, completely devoid of comparison
elements. Therefore, one can say that in such structures the suffix -esiw-/-atiw-
semantically amounts not to the adverb naubonee (like in case of superlative
degree), but to the adverbs ouens, gecoma or upessviuatino, ucknouumenvHo, cf.:
yecmueuwuli YeI0BEK = OUEeHb YeCHHbIl YEIIOBEK, CUlbHeluldas Tpo3a = OUeHb
CUNbHASL TPO3a, 2Ayneliuwull TIOCTYTIOK = Ype36blualiHo 21ynblll TIOCTYNOK. Just
this absolute-evaluative meaning of adjectival structures considered here, their
usage out of comparison, makes it possible to regard them not as superlative
(grammatical) forms but as derived words.

At last, as a convincing example of functional parallelism of word forma-
tion and form-building in Russian, the synonymy of deverbative adjectives with
suffix -z- and participial forms with suffix -(¢)w- may be taken into considera-
tion. This kind of synonymy is represented by a number of semantically equivalent
structures like ewviunsnvill — 6vlIUHAGUIUL, 30NTECHEBENbIN — 3ANTCCHEEeEUIU,
DPAMAKIBIU — PA3MAKUIULL, CREAblll — CRegUuIUll, YIblll — Y@AOWUl, YCMAnblll —
yemaswuii and so on.” Undoubtedly, this semantic equivalence of compared
structures became the cause of the transformation of some participial forms into
the adjectives. Thus, in contemporary Russian, many formations like 6wi6usuii,
3azopesuiull, 3aunoegesuull, ooprosewull, yeaowuil, yemapesuuti and so forth,
can be performed just in the function of adjectives and be treated not only as
participles, i.e. grammatical verbal forms, but also as deverbative derivatives.

To sum up, the Russian word formation and form-building represent iso-
morphic morphological subsystems showing a series of parallels in expressing
the same or very similar types of linguistic meanings and, to a certain extent,
they can duplicate and complement each other. It provides quite sufficient evi-
dence that a clear-cut boundary between word formation and form-building in
Russian does not exist.

% Such a synonymy finds its corroboration in lexicographical practice, where the meaning
of adjectives with suffix -z- are almost regularly explained by the participial forms of the same
root, cf.: nepecoxnviii — ‘CTaBIIMIA YPE3MEPHO CYXHM, nepecoXuiuil’; noonékavill — ‘CTaBIINN
ONEKIBIM, nOOAEKWUL’; NONIE2TbIL — ‘TIDUTHYBIIUICS K 3eMJIe, noé2uuil’; npomyxavlil — ‘TyXJIbIH,
npomyxwui’ (EBrenseBa 1981-1984).
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