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ON THE FORMAL PARALLELISM BETWEEN
WORD FORMATION
AND INFLECTION IN RUSSIAN

JERZY KALISZAN

The Russian word formation (lexical morphology) and inflection (grammatical
morphology) are coexisting subsystems demonstrating a lot of parallels both on ex-
pression and meaning level and being in the state of active interaction and close inter-
dependence.

The parallelism of the Russian word formation and inflection reveals itself first
of all in the main principles and mechanisms of the building of words and word forms:
both words and word forms are built according to the appropriate models as a result of
an individual word formation or form-building act and with the aid of morphological
means, the morphemes. As Balalykina and Nikolaiev write, “The mechanism of both
processes is identical: in them two morphologically significant elements, the underly-
ing stem and the formant (affix), take part. The affix as an element of word or word
form reflects a determined typical (grammatical or derivational) meaning in the series
of constructions of the same structure. The stem (derivational or inflectional) expresses
a typical categorial meaning of part of speech to which the word with an appropriate
stem belongs. Therefore, the authors continue, the derivational and inflectional forms
have binary (two-member) composition in which the morphological elements constitut-
ing a derivational or grammatical form are significant elements. For example, the de-
rivative yyu-mens and the form yuu-n: they are binomial: the stem yuu- expresses the
categorial meaning, the formants — the typical meanings (-meno — the agential meaning,
-1 — the meaning of the past)” [Bamaneikuna, Huxonaes 1985: 17]'.

The word formation and inflection in Russian are also characterized by common
rules of changing of the morphological structure of the word. In particular, the
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processes of metanalysis should be taken into consideration. In regard to word forma-
tion, the metanalysis consists in the changing of boundaries between underlying stem
and derivational affix as a result of falling out of the vocabulary of an appropriate un-
derlying word. Ultimately, the derivational affix enlarges at the expense of another
affix which constitutes a part of the stem, cf. comosn-ocme «— 2omoenwiti and comos-
HOCMb «— 20MOBblL; 2oHU-MeNb «— 20Humuy and 2ox-umens <— eHamo; aeued-H(biil) «—
neuvba ‘nedenue’ and geu-eOn(viil) «— neyums; kocmou-k(a) «— xkocmwvrka and kocm-
oux(a) < Kocmuv; o0-beccunems «— Oeccunems ‘cnabeTb, HEIOMOTaTb, JUIIATHCS CUI’
and obec-cun-e(mv) < cuna [3emckas 1973: 16; Hemuenko 1984: 85-86; Illanckmii
1975: 215-216]. Such an enlargement of some affixes at the cost of underlying stems
may be observed in the sphere of inflection where it manifests itself in “the shortening
of stems in favour of inflectional endings” [Boaysn ne Kyprene 1963]. This process
can be illustrated by such historical facts as the transfer of a thematic vowel -a- to the
ending in declension of nouns with former -a-stem: pyxa-mu — pyx-amu; an absorption
of a verbal thematic vowel by the endings: nece-m, nece-m — nec-em, nec-em
[boropomumkuii 1935: 101].

The parallelism between derivational and inflectional processes is also revealed
in a historical changeability of paradigmatic relations in both spheres, in a divergence
of synchronic and diachronic correlations both of words and word forms. In word for-
mation, this kind of divergence often occurs as so-called rederivation, where the former
derived word becomes the underlying word and, on the contrary, the former underlying
word becomes the derived word. To a large extent, rederivation manifests itself in the
nouns with -cmeo, such as Oyiicmeo, nvancmeo, 3nopadcmeo, which lost their indirect
semantic connections with adjectives (6yiirsiil, nesanviil, 310padusiii) and began to cor-
relate with the verbs with -cmeosamw (byiicmeosams, nesincmeosams, 310padcmeosams),
cf.: moawwiti — nbancmeo — nvancmeosams and NbAHCMBEOBAMb —> NbLAHCHMEO
[bananeikuna, Hukomaes 1985: 45-46; HukomaeB 1987: 56—65]. Rederivation is also
revealed in the sphere of inflection where it may be observed, for example, in the dif-
ference between synchronic and diachronic correlations of short- and full-form adjec-
tives. The present-day short forms of adjectives are interpreted as the secondary forms
derived from the full ones, while from the historical point of view they are original
forms which became a basis for full-form adjectives [Huxomaes 1987: 56-57;
Pacnonos, JlomoB 1984: § 58].

The parallelism of word formation and inflection finds its expression in the ob-
vious fact that the main derivational and inflectional means is the morpheme. Admit-
tedly, the repertoire of morphemes and their functions is different in word formation
and inflection. Nevertheless, these two types of morphemes show many similarities
between them. The most expressive similarity of derivational and inflectional mor-
phemes is shown in cases where the same suffix as a means of forming both words and
word forms can be used. For example, the suffix -j- forms the collective nouns like
60poHbE, ohuyepvé, ceedcvé, and at the same time the so-called non-standard plural
forms, like 6pamous, xonvs, nucmes, nepwvs, which are historically going back to the
collective nouns. The affix -c2 used in the forming of passive and reflexive-middle
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voice forms can simultaneously serve as a derivational verbal formant (or co-formant),
cf. cmpoumwscsi ‘to build oneself a house’, 6pamamucs, copoumvcs, evicnamvcs,
NPUTYHUTNBCA.

Some affixes are able to combine the word-building and form-building functions
even within one lexeme. For instance, the ending -a (and the entire system of endings)
in the words like xyma (from xym), cynpyea (from cynpye), mapxuza (from mapxu3s)
may be considered such a “combiner”. Expressing the grammatical meanings of num-
ber and case this ending at the same time denotes the derivational meaning of feminini-
ty [Munocnasckuii 1975: 66]. As another example of syncretical morphemes can be
the inflected parts of nouns, such as mopooicenoe, wawinviunas, cienotl, ynpasisiowuil,
npemuanvhvie, which demonstrate not only the number and case meaning but also the
derivational meaning [Munocnasckuii 1975: 66].

The parallelism between word formation and inflection in Russian may be clear-
ly observed from the point of view of productivity of the derivational and inflectional
means. Both types of means can be either productive or unproductive. For example, the
substantival suffixes -menw, -Huk, -ucm, -ocms, -(e)uuj(e), the adjectival suffixes -u-,
-06-, -ck- or prefixes ne-, ceepx-, cynep-, the verbal prefixes ewi-, Ha-, do-, pas-, the
adverbial suffix -o/-e, are characterized by a high degree of productivity. In this re-
spect, all of them are comparable with such grammatical (inflectional) morphemes as
the substantival endings of plural -u, -a (konu, semau, napmet, 3anamus), the adjectival
or adverbial comparative suffix -ee (6vicmpee, xonoonee), the verbal imperfective suf-
fix -uea- (svipawusamo, nepenucvieamy), the participial suffixes -ywy-/-aw-, -em-/-um-,
-8W-/-ut-, -eHH-/-HH-, -a, -6 (Yumarowuil, wumaemvlil, NUCAGWIUL, NPOYUMAHHDBIIL,
yumas, nanucas), etc. The opposite of the above-mentioned morphemes are absolutely
unproductive morphemes, both derivational and inflectional ones. By them are meant,
among others, the substantival suffixes -azo (6paiv, kamanv, cmpueanv), -3ub (6one3Hb,
00531, Jrcu3Hb), or the prefix na- (naxnewn, nacpysowv, nayscun), the adjectival suffix -u-
(eomuuii, noeuuii, neguuti), the verbal prefix nusz- (ruzoumu, nuspunymoecs). On the
other hand, there occur certain unproductive grammatical morphemes like the adjectiv-
al or adverbial comparative suffix -e (svtuue, monooce, wupe), the inflectional ending
-mu of instrumental of plural (deéepvmu, douepvmu, 1owadvmu), the ending -a of obli-
que cases of numerals (copoka, cma, desésnocma), the ending -u of the 1st person of
singular of verbs (dam, omoam, em, Hadoem).

The Russian word formation and inflectional systems show a deep isomorphism
on the level of variation of the structural elements used by them. Thus, in word forma-
tion acts the various cases of variation of underlying stems and derivational suffixes
take place, cf. opye — opyscok, 3aay — 3aauuil, Kpenkuil — KPenocmv or OemoOHUUK —
napkemuwuk, Ho0Oedxcams — ROOOUMU, UMMOOUILHYIIL — uppeanbHuli, respectively. In
acts of building of word forms, one has to deal with the variation of inflectional stems
and inflectional (form-building) affixes, cf. opyz — dpy3’ja, epems — epemenu, uaiika —
yaek or 080pY0O6 — NaIvbyes, geceiiee — ecenell, 6E3mull — yumasuiuil, respectively.

The parallelism (isomorphism) of word formation and inflection in Russian is
not limited to the level of morphemic (morphological) derivation. These subsystems of
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morphology also display the obvious similarities on the level of non-morphemic, se-
mantic derivation. For example, the well-known and universally recognized facts of
semantic word formation, thoroughly investigated by the contemporary representatives
of Kazan Linguistic School, mainly by V. Markov [Mapxkos 1981], may be treated as a
parallel with the facts of semantic form-building. To the latter belong the typical cases
of non-morphemic derivation of verb forms: 1. past on the base of present: Cécmpui
K Hel Hachyuuco, cnpawuearom: Ymo c¢ mobou?; 2. future on the base of past:
Omuumume y menss nepo — u s nomep; 3. future on the base of present: A 6ydyweii
3umotl yesxcaro 3a epanuyy; 4. present on the base of future: Ocmopooicen on, copy u3z
U306l He BbIHOCUM, HU O KOM OYypHO20 Clogeuka He cKaycem; 5. past on the base of fu-
ture: Kpyeom ne cavluianocs nowmu Huxakoeo wiyma. Jluww uzpeoka 6 6auskou pexe
C 8HE3aNHOU 36YYHOCMbIO NAECHEM PblOa U NPUOPEICHBIN MPOCMHUK C1AO0 3auiymMunt,
eosa nokonebnennvili Habexcaswell eonnoi.bananpikuna, Hukomaes 1985: 21-22;
Hukonaes 1987: 14—15; boumapko 1965; Pycckas epammamuxa 1980: 632—636]. The
vast possibilities of a functional transposition of verbal forms can also be observed in
the sphere of verbal mood, where there take place such semantic processes as building
of 1. indicative on the base of imperative: 4 ¢ num wyuy, a on yoape mens no 2onose;
2. imperative on the base of conditional: E¢pum, met 661 nowmén x nemy!; 3. indicative
on the base of conditional: X/ npocun 6vt 6ac coenams smo; 4. conditional on the base
of indicative: Ax mut kakoii, Deds; Hy, ROCAAT K020 3a BOOKOU — u 6cs mynt;, 5. condi-
tional on the base of imperative: Ilpuou s 606épems, Huuezo Ol He cyuunocs; 6. imper-
ative on the base of indicative: Iloedewv myoa nemednenno u npuse3éutb e2o Kk Ham!;
7. debitive on the base of imperative: Bce ywinu, a s cudu doma. [cauenko 2003: 495—
505; Pycckas epammamuxa 1990: 278; Cospemennsiii pyccruii saseix 1989: 190-194;
Suxko-Tpuaunkas 1982: 111-112].

Apart from the aforementioned formal, superficial resemblances between word
formation and inflection, there are vast areas of their semantic parallelism (homorefe-
rence), where by means specific for each of them the same or similar meaning can be
expressed. This aspect of parallelism of word-building and form-building processes in
Russian requires special attention and should be thoroughly studied and widely de-
scribed.
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