	Syntactic structur and pattern of  word-groups

The term syntactic struct ure (formula) properly speaking implies the description of the order and arrangement of member-words as parts of speech. We may, for instance, describe the word-group as made up of an Adjective and a Noun (clever man, red flower, etc.), a Verb—a Noun (take books, build houses, etc.), or a Noun, a Preposition and a Noun (a touch of colour, a matter of impor​tance, etc.). The syntactic structure (formula) of the nominal groups clever man and red flower may be represented as A+N, that of the verbal groups take books and build houses as V+N, and so on.
These formulas can be used to describe all the possible structures of English word-groups. 
The structure of word-groups may be also described in relation to the __Head-word, e.g. the structure of the same verbal groups (to build houses, to rely on somebody) is represented as to build + N, to rely + on + N. In this case it is usual to speak of the patterns of word-groups but not of formulas. The term pattern implies'that we are speaking of the structure, of the word-group in which a given word is used as its head.
For example,'in verbal groups the head-word mean is semantically different in the patterns mean+AT (mean something) and mean+V(m/0 (mean to do something). Three patterns with the verb get as the head-word represent three different meanings of this verb, e.g. get+W (get a letter, information, money, etc.), get+ +to +N (get to Moscow, to the Institute, etc.), get+N+V(inf.) (get somebody to come, to do the work, etc.).). Notional member-words in such patterns are^habitually represented in conventioriaT^symBoTs whereas prepositions and other form-words are given in their usuaTgraphic form. This is accounted for by the fact that individual form-words may modify or change the mean​ing of the word with which it is combined, as in, e.g., anxious-|-for+ N (anxious for news), anxious+about+Af (anxious about his healthjr~T\
Broadly speaking we may conclude that as a rule the difference irT^ the meaning of the head-word is conditioned by a difference in the pattern of the word-group in which this word is used^j
 Classification  of phraseological unites

of idiomaticity phraseological units may
be classified into three big groups: phraseological fusion.s, phraseological unities and phraseological c o 1-1 o, c a t i o n s.2
[P h raseo logical fusions are completely non-motivated word-groups, such as red tape—'bureaucratic methods'; heavy father— 'serious or solemn part in a theatrical play'; kick the bucket—'die'; and the like. The meaning of the components has no connections whatsoever, at least synchronically, with the meaning of the whole group. Idiomaticity is, as a rule, combined with complete stability of the lexical components and the gramma tical structure of the fusion.
Phraseological unities are partially non-motivated as their meaning can usually be perceiyed through the metaphoric meaning of the whole phraseological unit,. For example,- to show one's teeth,, to wash one's.dirty linen in public if interpreted as semantically motivat​ed through the combined lexical meaning of the component words would naturally lead one to understand these in their literal meaning. The met-aphoric meaning of the whole unit, however, readily suggests 'take a threatening tone' or 'show an intention to injure' for show one's teeth and 'discuss or make public one's quarrels' for wash one's dirty linen in public.'Phraseological unities are as a rule marked by a comparatively high degree of stability of the lexical components.
Phraseological collocations are ^motivated but they are made up of words possessing specific lexical valency which ac​counts for a certain degree of stability in such word-groups^In phraseolog​ical collocations variability of member-words is strictly limited. For instance, bear a grudgejnay be changed into bear malice, but not into bear a fancy or liking. (We can say take a liking (fancy) but not take hatred (disgust). These habitual collocations tend to become kind of cliches 1 where the meaning of member-words is to some extent dominated by the meaning of the whole group^ Due to this phraseological colloca​tions are felt as possessing a certain "degree of semantic inseparability.



Derivational types of words

^According to their derivational structure

words fall into two large classes: simple, non-derived words or simplexes and der​ivatives or complexes. Complexes are classified according to the type of the underlying derivational pattern into: derived and compound words. Derived words fall into affixational words, which in their turn must be classified into suffixal and prefixal derivatives, and conversions. Each derivational type of words is unequally represented in different parts of speechj
Comparing the role each of these structural type of words plays in the language we can easily perceive that the clue to the correct understand​ing of their comparative value lies in a careful consideration of 1) the importance of each type in the existing word-stock and 2) their frequency value in actual speech. Of the two factors frequency is by far the most important. According to the available word counts in different parts of speech, we find that derived words numerically constitute the largest class of words in the existing word-stock, derived nouns comprise approx​imately 67% of the total number and adjectives about 86%,whereas 
 compound nouns make about 15% and adjectives only about 4%. Simple words come to 18% in nouns, i.e. a trifle more than the number of com​pound words; in adjectives simple words come to approximately 12%.! But if we now consider the frequency value of these types of words in actual speech, we cannot fail to see that simple words occupy a pre​dominant place in English. According to recent frequency counts, about 60% of the total number of nouns and 62% of the total number of adjecti​ves in current use are simple words. Of the total number of adjectives and nouns, derived words comprise about 38% and 37% respectively while compound words comprise an insignificant 2% in nouns and 0.2% in adjectives.2 Thus it is the simple, non-derived words that 'constitute the foundation and the backbone of the vocabulary and that are of para​mount importance in speech. It should also be mentioned that non-de​rived words are characterized by a high degree of collocability and a com​plex variety of meanings in contrast with words of other structural types whose semantic structures are much poorer. Simple words also serve as basic parent forms motivating all types of derived and compound words. At the same time it should be pointed out that new words that appear in the vocabulary are mostly words of derived and compound structure.

Historical changebility of word-structure

Neither the morphemic nor the deriva-ttional structer of the word remains the
same but is subject to various changes
in the course of time. Changes in the phonetic and semantic structure and in the stress pattern of polymorphic words mayjmng about a number of changes in thejriorphemic and derivational structure. Certain mor-phemeTln^ay'rjecome'Tused together or may be lost altogether. As a result of this process, known as the process of simplification, radical changes in the structure of the word may take place: root-morphemes may turn into affixational or semi-affixational morphemes, polymorphic words may become monomorphic, compound words may be transformed into derived or even simple words. There is no doubt, for instance, that the Modern English derived noun friendship goes back to the Old English compound freondscipe in which the component scipe was a root-morpheme and a stem of the independently functioning word. The present-day English suffixes -hood, -dom, -like are also known to have developed from root-morphemes. The noun husband is a simple monomorphic word in Modern English, whereas in Old English it was a compound word consist​ing of two bases built on two stems hiis-bond-a.
Sometimes the spelling, of some Modern English words as compared with their sound-form reflects the changes these words have undergone. The Modern English word cupboard judging by its sound-forml'kAbgd] is a monomorphic non-motivated simple word. Yet its spelling betrays its earlier history. It consisted of two bases represented by two monomor​phic stems [kAp] and [bo:d] and was pronounced ['kAp^o^J; it signified 'a board to put cups on'; nowadays, however, having been structurally transformed into a simple word, it denotes neither cup nor board as may be seen from the phrases like a boot cupboard, a clothes cupboard. A sim​ilar course of development is observed in the words blackguard ['blag-ad] traced to ['blaek gad], handkerchief Fhsegkatjif] that once was ['haend,ka:tjrf], etc.
In the process of historical development some word-structures under​went reinterpretation without radical changes in their phonemic shape; there are cases when simple root-words came to be understood as derived consisting of two ICs represented by two individual items, e.g. beggar, chauffeur, editor. The reinterpretation of such words led to the forma​tion of simple verbs like to edit, to beg, etc.
The main features of A.Koonin’s approach to phraseology

 Phraseology is regarded as a self-contained branch of linguistics
and not as a part of lexicology.
1. Phraseology deals with a phraseological subsystem of language
and not with isolated phraseological units.
2. Phraseology is concerned with all types of set expressions.
3. Set expressions are divided into three classes: phraseological units
(e.g. red tape, mare's nest, etc.), phraseomatic units (e.g. win a victory,
launch a campaign, etc.) and border-line cases belonging to the mixed
class.  The main distinction between the first and the second classes is
semantic: phraseological units have fully or partially transferred mean​
ings while components of phraseomatic units are used in their literal
•meanings.
5. Phraseological and phraseomatic units are not regarded as word-
equivalents but some of them are treated as word correlates.
6. Phraseological and phraseomatic units are set expressions and
their phraseological stability distinguishes them from free phrases and
compound  words.
7. Phraseological and phraseomatic units are made up of words of
different degree of w o r d n e s s depending on the type of set expressions
they are used in. (Cf. e.g. small hours and red tape.) Their structural
separateness, an important factor of their stability, distinguishes them
from compound words (cf. e.g. blackbird and black market).
Other aspects of their stability are: stability of use, lexical stability and semantic stability.
8. Stability   of  use means that set expressions are reproduced
ready-made and not created in speech. They are not elements of individual
style of speech but language units.
9. Lexical   stability   means that the components of set
expressions are either irreplaceable (e.g. red tape, mare's nest) or partly
replaceable within the bounds of phraseological or phraseomatic vari​
ance: lexical (e.g. a skeleton in the cupboard—a skeleton in the closet),
grammatical (e.g. to be in deep water—to be in deep waters), positional
(e.g. head over ears—over head and ears), quantitative (e.g. to lead smb a
dance—to lead smb a pretty dance), mixed variants (e.g. raise (stir up) a
hornets' nest about one's ears—arouse (stir up) the nest of hornets).
10.
Semantic  stability   is based on the lexical stability
of set  expressions. Even when occasional changes are introduced the
meaning of set expression is preserved. It may only be specified, made
more precise, weakened or strengthened. In other words in spite of all
occasional   changes   phraseological and phraseomatic 'units, as distin​
guished from free phrases, remain semantically invariant or are destroyed.
For example, the substitution of the verbal component in the free phrase
to raise a question by the verb to settle (to settle a question) changes
the meaning of the phrase, no such change occurs in to raise (stir up) a hornets' nest about one's ears.
11. An integral part of this approach is a method of phraseological identification which helps to single out set expressions in Modern English.
Classification of morphemes

,; Morphemes may be classified: § 3'        a)from the semantic point of view,
b) from the structural point of view.
a) Semantically morphemes fall into two classes: root-morphe​mes and non-root or affixati on al morphemes. Roots and affixes make two distinct classes of morphemes due to the dif​ferent roles they play in word-structure^
U-h e root-morpheme is the lexical nucleus of a word, it has an individual lexical meaning shared by no other morpheme of the language. Besides it may also possess all other types of meaning proper to morphemes l except the part-of-speech meaning which is not found in roots. The root-morpheme is isolated as the'morpheme common to a set of words making up a word-cluster, for example the morpheme teach-in to teach, teacher, teaching, theor- in theory, theorist, theoretical, etc,
Non-root morphemes include inflectional morphemes or inflections and affixational morphemes or affixes. Inflections carry only grammatical meaning and are thus relevant only for the formation of word-forms, whereas affixes are relevant for building various types of stems—the part of a word that remains unchanged throughout its para​digm. Lexicology is concerned only with affixational morphemes.
A f f i x e s are classified into prefixes and s u f f i x~e-s: a prefix precedes the root-morpheme, a suffix follows it. Affixes besides the meaning proper to root-morphemes possess the part-of-speech meaning and a generalized lexical meaning.
b) Structurally morphemes fall into three types: free mor​phemes, bound morphemes, semi-free (s e m i -bound) morphemes.
A free morpheme" is defined as one that coincides with the
stem 2 or a word-form. A great many root-morphemes are free morphemes,
for example, the root-morpheme friend — of the noun friendship is
naturally qualified as a free morpheme because it coincides with one of
the forms of the noun friend.
^ '• ,
A bound morph e"m e occurs only as a constituent part of a word. Affixes are, naturally, bound morphemes, for they always make part of a word, e.g. the suffixes -ness, -ship, -ize, etc., the prefixes un-, dis-, de-, etc. (e.g. readiness, comradeship, to activize; unnatural, to displease, to decipher)^
/Many root-morphemes also belong to the class of bound morphemes) A11 unique roots aM^p^ilcTo'-roots are bound morphemes. Such are the root-morphemes theor- in theory, theoretical, etc., barbar-in barbarism, barbarian, etc., -ceive in conceive, perceive, etc.
Semi-bound (semi-free) morphemes1 are morphemes that can function in a morphemic sequence both as an affix and as a free morpheme. For example, the morpheme well and half on the one hand occur as free morphemes that coincide \vith the stem and the word-form in utterances like sleep well, half an hour, on.the other hand they occur as bound morphemes in words like well-known, half-eaten, half-done.
Speaking of word-structure on the morphemic level two groups of morphemes should be specially mentioned.To the first group belong morphemes of Greek and Latin origin often called combining f o-r m s, e.g. telephone, telegraph, phonoscope, microscope, etc. The morphemes tele-, graph-, scope-, micro-, phone- are characterized by a definite lexical meaning and peculiar styl​istic reference: tele- means 'far', graph- means 'writing', scope—'see​ing', micro- implies smallness, phone- means 'sound.' Comparing words with tele- as their first constituent, such as telegraph, telephone, tele​gram one may conclude that tele- is a prefix and graph-, phone-, gram-are root-morphemes. On the other hand, words like phonograph, seismo​graph, autograph may create the impression that the second morpheme graph is a suffix and the first—a root-morpheme_.jThis undoubtedly would lead to the absurd conclusion that words of this group contain no root-morpheme and are composed of a suffix and a prefixTherefore, there is only one'solution to this problem; these morphemes are all bound root-mor​phemes of a special kind and such words belong to words made up of boundroots

-The second group embraces morphemes occupying a kind of intermediate position, morphemes that are changing their class member​ship.
The root-morpheme man- found in numerous words like postman t'poustman], fisherman I'fijaman], gentleman ['dgentlman] in compari​son with the same root used in the words man-made Fmaenmeid] and man-servant ['maenys3:v3nt] is, as is well-known, pronounced, differently, the [ae} of the root-morpheme becomes [a] and sometimes disappears alto​gether. / we still recognize the identity of [man] in postman, cabman and [msen] in man-made, man-servant^ we^can hardly regard [man] as having completely lost the status of a root-morpheme?) It follows from all this that the mor​pheme -man as the last component may be qualified as semi-free.
Lexikology, its aims and significance 
/lexicology is a branch of linguistics, Other Branches the science of language. The term L e x-of Linguistics i c o 1 o g y is composed of two Greek morphemes: lexis meaning 'word, phrase' (hence lexicos 'having to do with words') and logos which denotes 'learning, a department of know​ledge'. Thus, the literal meaning of the term Le x i c o 1 o g y is 'the sci​ence of the worcfJ 
(lexicology as a branch of linguistics has its own aims and methods of scientific research, its basic task being a study and systematic descrip​tion of vocabulary in respect to its origin, development and current use. Lexicology is concerned with words, variable word-groups, phraseologi-cal_ units, and with 'morphemes which make up words?}
Distinction is naturally made between General Lexicology and Special Lexicology. General Lexicology is part of General Linguistics; it is con​cerned with the study of vocabulary irrespective of the specific features of any particular language. Special Lexicology is the Lexicology of a partic​ular language (e.g. English, Russian, etc.), i.e. the study and description of its vocabulary and vocabulary units, primarily words as the main units of language. Needless to say that every Special Lexicology is based on the principles worked out and laid down by General Lexicology, a general theory of vocabulary.
/Modern English Lexicology investigates the problems of word-structure and word-for​mation in Modern English, the semantic structure of English words, the main principles underlying the classification of vocabulary units into various groupings, the laws governing the replenishment of the vocabulary with new vocabulary units.
It also studies the relations existing between various lexical layers of
the English vocabulary and the specific laws and regulations that governts development at the present time\
^Lexicography is a practical application of Lexicology so that the dictionary-maker is inevitably guided in his work by the principles laid down by the lexicologist as a result of his investi​gations. It is common knowledge that in his investigation the lexicol​ogist makes use of various methods. An acquaintance with these meth​ods is an indispensable part of a course of lexicology.
Modern~EntnsrTLexicology as a subject of study forms part of the Theoretical Course of Modern English and as such is inseparable from its other corrlponent parts, i.e. Grammar, Phonetics, Stylistics, on the onejiand, and the Course of History of the English Language, on the oth​er.^}
The language learner will find the Course of Modern English Lexicol​ogy of great practical importance. He will obtain much valuable infor​mation concerning the English-wordstock and the laws and regulations governing the formation and usage of English words and word-groups. Besides, the Course is aimed both at summarizing the practical material already familiar to the students from foreign language classes and at helping the students to develop the skills and habits of generalizing the linguistic phenomena observed. The knowledge the students gain from the Course of Modern English Lexicology will guide them in all their dealings with the English word-stock and help them apply this information to the solution of practical problems that may face-them in class-room teach​ing?^ Teachers should always remember that practical command alone does not qualify a person to teach a language.



Causes and ways of  borrowings
\fcS
In its 15-centur^-long history recorded in written manuscripts the English lan​guage happened to come in long and close contact with several other, languages, mainly Latin, French and Old Norse (or Scandinavian). The great influx of borrowings from these sourc​es can be accounted for by a number of historical causes. Due to the great influence of the Roman civilization Latin was for a long time used in England as the language of learning and religion. Old Norse was the language of the conquerors who were on the same level of social and cul​tural development and who merged rather easily with the local population in the 9th, 10th and the first half of the llth century. French (to be more exact its Norman dialect) was the language of the other conquerors who brought with them a lot of new notions of a higher social system—devel​oped feudalism, it was the language of upper classes, of official documents and school instruction from the middle of the 11th century to the end of the 14th century.
In the study of the borrowed element in English the main emphasis is as a rule placed on the Middle English period. Borrowings of later periods became the object of investigation only in recent years. These investigations have shown that the flow of borrowings has been steady and uninterrupted. The greatest number has come from French. They refer to various fields of social-political, scientific and cultural life. A large portion of borrowings (41%) is scientific and technical terms.
.    
n
The number and character of borrowed words tell us of the relations .between thepeoples. the level of their culture, etc. It islor this reason Tnat borrowing^ have often been called the milestones of history. Thus if we go through the lists of borrowings in English and arrange them in groups according to their meaning, we shall be able to obtain much valu​able information with regard to England's contacts with many nations. Some borrowings, however, cannot be explained by the direct influence of certain historical conditions, they do not come along with any new-objects or ideas. Such were for instance the words air, place, brave, gay borrowed from French.
It must be pointed out that while the general historical causes of borrowing from different languages have been studied with a considerable degree of thoroughness the purely linguistic reasons for borrowing are still open to investigation.
The number and character of borrowings do not only depend on the frjclnnral conditions, on the nature and length of the contacts, but also "^n the degree of the genetic and structural proximity of languages con​cerned. The closer the languages, the deeper and more versatile is the in​fluence. This largely accounts for the well-marked contrast between the French and the Scandinavian influence on the English language. Thus under the influence of the Scandinavian languages, which were closely related to Old English, some classes of words were borrowed that could not have been adopted from non-related or distantly related languages (the pronouns they, their, them, for instance); a number of Scandinavian borrowings were felt as 'derived from native words (they were of the same root and the connection between them was easily seen), e.g. drop (AS.) — drip (Scand.), true (AS.) — tryst (Scand.); the Scandinavian influence even accelerated to a certain degree the development of the grammatical
structure of English.
Borrowings enter the language in two ways: through oral speech (by immediate contact between the peoples) and through written speech (by indirect contact through books, etc.).
Oral borrowing took place chiefly in the early periods of history, where​as in recent times written borrowing gained importance. Words bor​rowed orally (e.g. L. inch, mill, street) are usually short and they undergo considerable changes in the act of adoption. Written borrowings (e.g. Fr. communique, belles-lettres, naivete) preserve their spelling and some peculiarities of their sound-form, their assimilation is a long
and   laborious    process.
Assimilation of borrowings

It is now essential to analyse the changes borrowings have undergone in the English language and how they have adapt​ed themselves to its peculiarities.
All the changes that borrowed elements undergo may be divided into two large groups.
On the one hand there are changes specific of borrowed words only. -These changes aim at adapting words of foreign origin to the norms of the borrowing language, e.g. the consonant combinations [pn], [ps], [pt] in the words pneumatics, psychology, Ptolemey of Greek origin were simplified into In], [s], [t], since the consonant combinations [ps], [pt], [pn], very frequent at the end of English words (as in sleeps, stopped, etc.), were never used in the initial position. For the same reason the ini​tial [ks] was changed into [z] (as in Gr. xylophone).
The suffixes -ar, -or, -ator in early Latin borrowings were replaced by the highly productive Old English suffix -ere, as in L. Caesar>0£. Casere, L. sutor>0£. sutere.
By analogy with the great majority of nouns that form their plural in -s, borrowings, even very recent ones, have assumed this inflection instead of their original plural endings. The forms Soviets, bolsheviks, kolkhozes, sputniks illustrate the process.
On the other hand we observe changes that are characteristic of both borrowed and native words. These changes are due to the development of the word according to the laws of the given language. When the highly inflected Old English system of declension changed into the simpler sys​tem of Middle English, early borrowings conformed with the general rule. Under the influence of the so-called inflexional levelling borrowings like lasu, (MnE. law), feolasa (MnE. fellow), straet (MnE. street), disc (MnE. dish) that had a number of grammatical forms in Old English
acquired only three forms in Middle English: common case and possessive
case singular and plural (fellow, fellowes, fellowes).
It is very important to discriminate between the two processes—the
adaptation of borrowed material to the norms of the language and the
development of these words according to the laws of the language. This differentiation is not always easily discernible. In most cases
we must resort to historical analysis before we can draw any definite
conclusions. There is nothing in the form of the words procession and progression to show that' the former was already used in England in the llth century, the latter not till the 15th century. The history of these words reveals that the word procession has undergone a number of changes alongside with other English words (change in declension, accentuation, structure, sounds), whereas the word progression underwent some changes by analogy with the word procession and other similar words already at the time of its appearance in the language.



Gramatical and lexical meaning of words

We notice, e.g., that word-forms, such as
Girls, winters, joys, tables, etc. thoughdenoting widely different objects of reality have something in common. This common element is the grammatical meaning of plurality which can be found in all of them.
Thus grammatical meaning may be defined as the component of meaning recurrent in identical sets of individual forms of different words, as, e.g., the tense meaning in the word-forms of verbs (asked, thought, walked, etc.) or the case meaning in the word-forms of various nouns (girl's, boy's, night's, etc.).
In a broad sense it may be argued that linguists who make a distinc​tion between lexical and grammatical meaning are, in fact, making a distinction between the functional (linguistic) meaning which operates at various levels as the interrelation of various linguistic units and refer​ential (conceptual) meaning as the interrelation of linguistic units and referents (or concepts).
It follows that a certain component of the meaning of a word is de​scribed when you identify it as a part of speech, since different parts of speech are distributionally different (cf. my work and I work).1
Comparing word-forms  of  one  and  the
§ 6. Lexical Meaning
,,    ,   .      . .
same word we observe that besides gram​matical meaning, there is another component of meaning to be found in them. Unlike the grammatical meaning this component is identical in all the forms of the word. Thus, e.g. the word-forms go, goes, went, going, gone possess different grammatical meanings of tense, person and so on,» but in each of these forms we find one and the same semantic com​ponent dejioting the process of movement. This is the lexical meaning of the word which may be described as the component of meaning proper to the word as a linguistic unit, i.e. recurrent in all the forms of this word.
It follows that by lexical meaning we designate the meaning proper to the given linguistic unit in all its forms and distributions, while by grammatical meaning we designate the meaning proper to sets of word-forms common to all words of a certain class. Both the lexical and the grammatical meaning make up the word-meaning as neither can exist without the other. That can be also observed in the semantic analysis of correlated words in different languages. E.g. the Russian word ceedenun. is not semantieally identical with the English equivalent information because unlike the Russian ceedenun the English word does not possess the grammatical meaning of plurality which is part of the semantic structure of the Russian word.
Sources of compounds

The actual process of building compound words may take different forms: 1) Com​pound words as a rule are built spontaneously according to pro​ductive distributional formulas of the given period. Formulas productive at one time may lose their productivity at another period. Thus at one time the process of building verbs by compounding adverbial and verbal stems waS productive, and numerous compound verbs like, e.g. out​grow, offset, inlay (adv + v), were formed. The structure ceased to be productive and today practically'no verbs are built in this way.
2) Compounds may be the result of a gradual process oJ- semantic isolation and structural fusion of free word-'groups. Such compounds as forget-me-not—'a small plant with blue flowers'; bull's-eye—'the centre of a target; a kind of hard, globular can​dy'; mainland—'a continent' all go back to free phrases which became semantically and structurally isolated in the course of time. The words that once made up these phrases have lost, within these particular for​mations, their integrity, the whole phrase has become isolated in form, "specialized in meaning and thus turned into an inseparable unit—a word having acquired semantic and morphological unity. Most of the syntactic compound nouns of the (a-\-n) structure, e.g. bluebell, blackboard, mad-doctor, are the result of such semantic and structural isolation of free word-groups; to give but one more example, highway was once actually a high way for it was raised above the surrounding countryside for better drainage and ease of travel. Now we use highway without any idea of the original sense of the first element.
Referential approach to meaning

The essential feature of this approach is that it distinguishes between thethree components closely connected with meaning: the sound-form .of the linguistic sign, the concept underlying this sound-form, and the actual referent, i.e. that part or that aspect of reality to which the linguistic sign refersr^The best known referential model of meaning is the so-called "basic triangle" which, with some vari​ations, underlies the semantic systems of all the adherents of this school of thought. In a simplified form the triangle may be represented as shown below:
concept
referent
sound-form
[dAY]
As can be seen from the diagram the sound-form of the linguistic sign, e.g. [dAvl, is connected with our concept of the bird which it denotes and through it with the referent, i.e. the actual bird.'fTh.e common feature of any referential approach is the implication that meaning is in some form or other connected with the referenTTj
concept is a category of human cognition. Concept is the thought of the object that singles out its essential features. The meanings of words however are different in differ​ent languages. That is to say, words expressing identical concepts may have different meanings and different semantic structures in different languages.. The concept of 'a building for human habitation' is expressed in English by the word house, in Russian by the word dorn, but the mean​ing of the English word is not identical with that of the Russian as house does not possess the meaning of 'fixed residence of family or house​hold'.which is one of the meanings of the Russian worded; it is expressed by another English polysemantic word, namely home which possesses a number, of other meanings not to be found in the Russian word dauj
To distinguish meaning from the referent, i.e. from the thing, denoted by the linguistic sign is of the utmost importance, and at first sight does riot seem to present difficulties. To begin with, meaning is linguistic whereas the denoted object or the referent is beyond the scope of language. We can denote one and'the same object by more than one word of a differ​ent meaning. Fpr instance, in a speech situation an apple can be denoted by the words apple, fruit, something, this, etc. as all of these words may have the same referent. Meaning cannot be equated with the actual prop​erties of the referent, e.g. the meaning of the word water cannot be regar​ded as identical with its chemical formula H20 as water means essentially the same to all English speakers including those who have no idea of its chemical composition.

	Typical semantic relations between words in conversion

As one of the two words within a conversion pair is semantically derived from the
other, it is of great theoretical and practi-
cal imporHnce to determine the semantic relations between words relat​ed through cwweF&wfL Summing up the findings of the linguists who have done research in this field we can enumerate the following typical semantic relations.
•-i.. .Verbs converted from nouns (denominal verbs). . 

This is the largest group of words related through conversion. The semantic relations between the nouns and verbs vary greatly. If tha noun refers to some object of reality (both animate and inanimate) the con​certed verb may denote:
-^1) action characteristic of the object, e.g. ape n—ape v—'imitate in a foolish way'; butcher n—butcher y—'kill animals for food, cut up akilled animal';
^£T 2)j instrumental   use of   the object, e.g. screw n—screw  v—'fasten with"'a screw'; whip n—whip v—'strike with a whip';
3)
acquisition or addition-of the object, e.g. fish n—fish v—'catch ortry to catch fish'; coat n—'covering of paint'—coat v—'put a coat ofpaint on';
*
4)
deprivation of the object, e.g. dust n— dust u—'remove dust fromsomething'; skin n—skin v— 'strip off the skin from'; etc.

II.  Nouns converted from verbs (deverbal substantives).
The verb generally referring to an action, the converted noun may denote:
instance of the action, e.g. jump v — jump n — 'sudden spring from the ground'; move v — move n — 'a change of position';
2) agent of the action, e.g. help v — help n — 'a person who helps';
it is of interest to mention that the deverbal personal nouns denoting the
doer are mostly derogatory, e.g. bore v — bore n— 'a person that bores';
cheat v — cheat n — 'a person who cheats';
3) place of the action, e.g. drive v — drive n — 'a path or road along
which one drives'; walk v— walk n — 'a place for walking';
4) object or result of the action, e.g. peel v — peel n — 'the outer skin
of fruit or potatoes taken off; find v— find n— 'something found, esp.
something valuable or pleasant'; etc.
For convenience the typical semantic relations as briefly described above may be graphically represented in the form of a diagram (see below, pp. 132-133).
In conclusion it is necessary to point out that in the case of polyse​mantic words one and the same member of a conversion pair, a verb or a noun, belongs to several of the above-mentioned groups making different derivational bases. For instance, the verb dust belongs to Group 4 of Deno-minal verbs (deprivation of the object) when it means 'remove dust from something', and to Group 3 (acquisition or addition' of the object) when it means 'cover with powder'; the noun slide is referred to Group 3 of Deverbal substantives (place of the action) when denoting 'a stretch of smooth ice or hard snow on which people slide' and to Group 2 (agent of the action) when it refers to a part of an instrument or machine that slides, 
Procedure of Morphemic analysis

i^The 'procedure generally employee! for    the       purposes ofsegmenting words  into   the 
constituent morphemes is the method of

Immediate and Ultimate Constituents. This method is based on a binary principle, i.e. each stage of the procedure involves two componenfs~fEe word immediately breaks into. At each stage these two components are' referred to as the Immediate Constituents (ICs). Each 1C at the next stage of analysis is in turn broken into two smaller meaningful elements. The analysis is completed when we arrive at con​stituents incapable of further division, i.e. morphemes. In terms of the method employed these are referred to as the Ultimate Constituents (UCs). For example the noun friendliness is first segmented into the 1C friendly recurring in the adjectives friendly-looking and friendly and the -ness found in a countless number of nouns, such as happiness, darkness, unselfishness, etc. The 1C -ness is at the same time a UC of the noun, as it cannot be broken into any smaller elements possessing both sound-form and meaning. The 1C friendly is next broken into the ICs friend-and -ly recurring in friendship, unfriendly, etc. on the one hand, and wifely, brotherly, etc., on the other. Needless to say that the ICs friend-and -ly are both UCs of the word under analysis?)]
The morphemic analysis according to the 1C and UC may be carried out on the basis of two principles: the so-called root principle and the affix principle. According to the affix principle the segmentation of the word into its constituent morphemes is based on the identification of an affixational morpheme within a set of words; for example, the identification of the suffixational morpheme -less leads to the segmentation of words like useless, hopeless, merciless, etc., into the suffixational morpheme -less and the root-morphemes within a word-cluster; the identification of the root-morpheme agree- in the words agreeable, agreement, disagree makes it possible to split ..these words into the root -agree- and the affixational morphemes -able, -ment, dis-. As a rule, the application of one of these principles is sufficient for the morphemic segmentation of words.


                           .Morphemic Types of Words
According to the number of morphemes

°       ,       .c.    ,    .   .. words  are  classified   into  monomorphic
and polymorphic. Monomorphic or root-words consist of only one root-morpheme, e.g. small, dog, make, give, etc. All p o 1 y m o r -p h i c words according to the number of root-morphemes are classified into two subgroups: monoradical (or one-root words) and polyradical words, i.e. words which consist of two or more roots?) Monoradical words fall into two subtypes: 1) r a d i c a T~-s u f f i x a 1 words, i.e. words that consist of one root-morpheme and one or more suffixal morphemes, e.g. acceptable, acceptability, blackish, etc.; 2)radical-prefixal words, i.e. words that consist of one root-morpheme and a prefixal morpheme, e.g. outdo, rearrange, unbutton, etc. and 3) prefixo-radical-suffixal, i.e. words which consist of one root, a prefixal and suffixal morphemes, e.g. disagreeable, misinterpretation, etc.
Polyradical words fall into two types: 1) polyradical words which consist of two or more roots with no affixational morphemes, e.g. book-stand, eye-ball, lamp-shade, etc. and 2) words which con​tain at least two roots and one or more affixational morphemes, e.g. safety-pin, wedding-pie, class-consciousness, light-mindedness, pen-holder, etc.
TYPES AND WAYS OF FORMING WORDS

The available linguistic literature on the ; subject cites various types and ways of forming words. Earlier books, articles and monographs on word-formation and vocabulary growth in general both in the Russian language and in foreign languages,Jn_ the English language in particular, used to mention morJ?Jl2L°i[icaIi_ synoptic and JexTcogefnaTTtTc types of word-formation. STpresentlTTe~cTassTfTcaT]ofis"of TEe~ types"of word-formation do not, as a rule, include lexico-semantic word-building. Of interest is the classifica​tion of word-formation means based on the number of motivating bases which many scholars follow. A distinction is made between two large class​es of word-building means:
To Class I belong the means of building words having one motivating base. To give an English example, the noun catcher is composed of. the base catch- and the suffix -er,- through the combination of which it is morphologically and semantically motivated.1
Class II includes the means of building words containing more than one motivating base. Needless to say, they are all based on compounding (cf. the English compounds country-club, door-handle, bottle-opener, etc., all having two bases through which they are motivated).
Most linguists in special chapters and manuals devoted to English word-formation consider as the chief .processes of English word-formation affixation, conversion arid compounding.
Apart from these a number of minor ways of forming words such as back-formation, sound interchange, distinctive stress, sound imitation, blending, clipping and acronymy are traditionally referred to Word-Formation.
Another classification of the types of word-formation worked out by H. Marchand is also of interest. Proceeding from the distinction between full linguistic signs and pseudo signs 2 he considers two major groups: 1) words formed as grammatical syntagmas, i.e. combinations of full linguistic signs which are characterized by morphological motivation such as do-er, un-do, rain-bow; and 2) words which are not grammatical syntagmas, i.e. which are not made up of full linguistic signs. To the first group belong Compounding, Suffixation, Prefixation, Derivation by a Zero Morpheme3 and Back-Derivation, to the second—Expressive Symbolism, Blending, Clipping, Rime and Ablaut Gemination,* Word-Manufacturing.5 It is characteristic of both groups that a new coining is based on a synchronic relationship between morphemes.



Hyponomic structures and lexico-semantic groups

Another approach to the classification of VOCABULARY items   into   lexico-semantic
.    , ,
,       r ,
•        t   i .
and Lexico-semantic    groups is the study of hyponymic relations
Groups    between  words.   By  hyponymy    is
meant a semantic relationship of inclusion.
Thus, e.g., vehicle includes car, bus, taxi and so on; oak implies tree;
horse entail entails furniture. Thus the hyponymic re​lationship may be viewed as the hierarchical relationship between the meaning of the general and the individual terms.
The general term (vehicle, tree, animal, etc.) is sometimes referred to as the classifier and serves to describe the lexico-semantic groups, e.g. Lexico-semantic groups (LSG) of vehicles, movement, emotions, etc.
The individual terms can be said to contain (or entail) the meaning of the general term in addition to their individual meanings which distin​guish them from each other (cf. the classifier move and the members of the group walk, run, saunter, etc.).
It is of importance to note that in such hierarchical structures certain words may be both classifiers and members of the groups. This may be illustrated by the hyponymic structure represented below.
[image: image1.png]



Another way to describe hyponymy is in terms of genus and d i f-f e r e n t i a.
The more specific term is called the h y p o n y m of the more general, and the more general is called the hyperonymor the classifier.
It is noteworthy that the principle of such hierarchical classification is widely used by scientists in various fields of research: botany, geology, etc. Hyponymic classification may be viewed as objectively reflecting the structure of vocabulary and is considered by many linguists as one of the most important principles for the description of meaning.
A general problem with this principle of classification (just as with lexico-semantic group criterion) is that there often exist overlapping classifications. For example, persons may be divided into adults (man, woman, husband, etc.) and children (boy, girl, lad, etc.) but also into national groups (American, Russian, Chinese, etc.), professional groups (teacher, butcher, baker, etc.), social and economic groups, and so on.
Another problem of great importance for linguists is the dependence of the hierarchical structures of lexical units not only on the structure of the corresponding group of referents in real world but also on the structure of vocabulary in this or that language.
This can be easily observed when we compare analogous groups in different languages. Thus, e.g., in English we may speak of the lexico-semantic group of meals which includes: breakfast, lunch, dinner, supper,s animal; table snack, etc. The word meal is the classifier whereas in Russian we have no word for meals m general and consequently no classifier though we have several words for different kinds of meals.
Semahtic equivalevce and synonymy

Synonymy is often understood as semantic equivalence. Se​mantic equivalence however can exist between words and word-groups, word-groups and sentences, sentences and sentences. For example, John is taller than Bill rs semantically equivalent to Bill is shorter than John. 
Synonyms are traditionally described as words different in sound-form but identical or similar in meaning. This definition has been severely criticized on many points. Firstly, it seems impossible to speak of identi​cal or similar meaning of words as such as this part of the defi​nition cannot be applied to polysemantic words. It is inconceivable that polysemantic words could be synonymous in all their meanings. The verb look, e.g., is usually treated as a synonym of see, watch, observe, etc., but in another of its meanings it is not synonymous with this group of words but rather with the verbs seem, appear (cf. to look at smb and to look pale). The number of synonymic sets of a polysemantic word tends as a rule to be equal to the number of individual meanings the word possesses.
In the discussion of polysemy and context 2 we have seen that one of the ways of discriminating between different meanings of a word is the interpretation of these meanings in terms of their synonyms, e.g. the two meanings of the adjective handsome are synonymously interpreted as handsome—'beautiful' (usually about men) and handsome—'considerable, ample' (about sums, sizes, etc.).
Secondly, it seems impossible to speak of identity or similarity of 'exical meaning as a w h o 1 e as it is only the denotational 
words that are usually considered synonymous, e.g. to 'die, to pass away; to begin, to commence, etc., we find that .the connotational component or, to be more exact, the stylistic reference of these words is entirely differ​ent and it is only the similarity of the denotational meaning that makes them synonymous. 
Thirdly, it does not seem possible to speak of i den t i t y of mean​ing as a criterion of synonymity since identity of meaning is very rare even among monosemantic words. The word handsome, e.g., is distinguished from its synonym beautiful mainly because the former implies the beauty of a male person or broadly speaking only of human beings, whereas beautiful is opposed to it as having no such restrictions in its meaning. Thus it seems necessary to modify the traditional definition and to formulate it as follows: synonyms are words different in sound-form but similar in their denotational meaning or meanings. Synonymous relation​ship is observed only between similar denotational meanings of pho-nemically different words.
Differentiation of synonyms may be observed in different semantic components—d enotational    or   connotatjonal.
It should be noted, however, that the difference in denotational mean​ing cannot exceed certain limits, and is always combined with some common denotational .component. The verbs look, seem, appear, e.g., are viewed as members of one synonymic set as alMhree of them possess a common denotational semantic component "to be in one's view, or judgement, but not necessarily in fact" and come into comparison in this meaning (cf. he seems (looks), (appears), tired). A more detailed analysis shows that there is a certain difference in the meaning of each verb: seem suggests a personal opinion based on evidence (e.g. nothing seems right when one is out of sorts); look implies that opinion is based on a visual impression (e.g. the city looks its worst in March), appear sometimes suggests a distorted impression (e.g. the setting sun made the spires appear ablaze). Thus similarity of denotational meaning of all members of the synonymic series is combined with a certain difference in the mean​ing of each member.
It follows that relationship of synonymity implies certain differences in the denotational meaning of synonyms. In this connection a few words should be said about the traditional classification of vocab_ulary_ units into ideographic and stylistic synonyms. 

 Difference of thi connota​tional semantic component is invariably accompanied by some difference of the denotational meaning of synonyms. Therefore it would be more consistent to subdivide synonymous words into purely ideographic (de-_ no t a t i ona 1 )^ amlidsogiapMc^ty 1 ist i c synonyms.
Denotational  and connotational meaning

Proceeding  with   the  semantic   analysis we observe that lexical meaning is   not
homogenous either and may be analysed as including denotational and connotational components.
As was mentioned above one of the- functions of words is to denote things, concepts and so on. Users of a language cannot have any knowledge or thought of the objects or phenomena of the real world around them unless this knowledge is ultimately embodied in words which have essen​tially the same meaning for all speakers of that language. This is the denotational meaning, i.e. that component of the lexical meaning which makes communication possible. There is no doubt that a physicist knows more about the atom than a singer does, or that an arctic explorer possesses a much deeper knowledge of what arctic ice is like than a man who has never been in the North. Nevertheless they use the words atom, Arctic, etc. and understand each other.
The second component of the lexical meaning is the con​notational component, i.e. the emotive charge and the stylistic value of the word.



The role of native and borrowed elements

The number of borrowings in   Old English was meagre.. In the Middle English
period   there   was   an   influx   of   loans.
It is often contended that since the Nor​man conquest borrowing has been the chief factor in the enrichment of the English vocabulary and as a result there was a sharp decline in the productivity of word-formation.1 Historical evidence, however, testifies! to the fact that throughout its entire history, even in the periods of the \ mightiest influxes of borrowings, other processes, no less intense, were j in operation — word-formation and semantic development,  which  in-j volved both native and borrowed elements.
If the estimation of the role of borrowings is based on the study of I words recorded in the dictionary, it is easy to overestimate the effectl of the loan words, as the number of native words is extremely small compared with the number of borrowings recorded. The only true way to estimate the relation of the native to the borrowed element is to con​sider the two as actually used in speech. If one counts every word used, including repetitions, in some reading matter, the proportion of native to borrowed words will be quite different. On such a count, every writer uses considerably more native words than borrowings. Shakespeare, for example, has 90%, Milton81 %, Tennyson 88%l. This shows how impor​tant is the comparatively small nucleus of native words.
Different borrowings are marked by different frequency value. Those well established in the vocabulary may be as frequent in speech as native words, whereas others occur very rarely.
Means of Composition         
From the point of view of the means by
which the components are joined together compound words may be classified into:
1) Words formed by merely placing one constitu​ent after another in a definite order which thus is indicative of both the semantic value and the morphological unity of the compound, e.g. rain-driven, house-dog, pot-pie (cf. dog-house, pie-pot). This means of linking the components is typical of the majority of Modern English compounds in all parts of speech.
As to the order of components, subordinative compounds are often classified as: a) a s y n t a c t i c compounds in which the order of bases runs counter to the order in which the motivating words can be brought together under the rules of syntax of the language. For example, in vari​able phrases adjectives cannot be modified by preceding adjectives and noun modifiers are not placed before participles or adjectives, yet this kind of asyntactic arrangement is typical of compounds, e.g. red-hot, bluish-black, pale-blue, rain-driven, oil-rich. The asyntactic order is typical of the majority of Modern English compound words; b) syn​tactic compounds whose components are placed in the order that re​sembles the order of words in free phrases arranged according to the rules of syntax of Modern English. The order of the components in compounds like blue-bell, mad-doctor, blacklist (a+n) reminds one of the order and arrangement of the corresponding words in phrases a blue bell, a mad doc​tor, a black list (A+N), the order of compounds of the type door-handle, day-time, spring-lock (n+n) resembles the order of words in nominal phrases with attributive function of the first noun (N+N), e.g. spring time, stone steps, peace movement.
2) Compound words whose ICs are joined together with a special linking-elemen t—the linking vowels [ou] and occasionally [i] and the linking consonant [s/z]—which is indicative of composition as in, e.g., speedometer, tragicomic, statesman. Compounds of this type can be both nouns and adjectives, subordinative and additive but are rather few in number since they are considerably restricted by the nature of their components. The additive compound adjectives linked with the help of the vowel [ou] are limited to the names of nationalities and represent a specific group with a bound root for the first component, e.g. Sino-Japa-nese, Afro-Asian, Anglo-Saxon.
In subordinative adjectives and nouns the productive linking element is also [ou] and compound words of the type are most productive for scie-tific terms. The main peculiarity of compounds of the type is that their constituents are nonassimilated bound roots borrowed mainly from clas​sical languages, e.g. electro-dynamic, filmography, technophobia, video​phone, sociolinguistics, videodisc.
A small group of compound nouns may also be joined with the help of linking consonant [s/z], as in sportsman, landsman, saleswoman, brides​maid. This small, group of words is restricted by the second component which is, as a rule, one of the three bases man-, woman-, people-. The commonest of them is man-.1
Emotive Charge and Stylistic Reference
§ 9. Emotive Charge
Words contain an element of emotive evaluation as part of the connotational meaning; e.g. a hovel denotes 'a small house or cottage' and besides im​plies that it is a miserable dwelling place, dirty, in bad repair and in general unpleasant to live in. When examining synonyms large, big, tremendous and like, love, worship or words such as girl, girlie; dear, dearie we cannot fail to observe the difference in the emotive charge of the members of these sets. The emotive charge of the words tremendous, worship and girlie is heavier than that of the words large, like and girl. This does not depend on the "feeling" of the individual speaker but is true for all speakers of English. The emotive charge varies in different word-classes. In some of them, in interjections, e.g., the emotive element prevails, whereas in conjunctions the emotive charge is as a rule practi​cally non-existent.
The emotive charge is one of the objective semantic features proper to words as linguistic units and forms part of the connotational component of meaning. It should not be confused with emotive implications that the words may acquire in speech. 'The emotive implication of the word is to a great extent subjective aslt greatly de​pends of the personal experience of the speaker, the mental imagery the word evokes in him. Words seemingly devoid of any emotional element may possess in the case of individual speakers strong emotive implications as may be illustrated, e.g. by the word hospital. What is thought and felt when the word hospital is used will be different in the case of an architect who built it, the invalid staying there after an operation, or the man living across, the road.
Stylistic Reference

Words differ not only in their emotive
,
,
,   ,.   ,.         ,
charge but also m their stylistic reference. Stylistically words can be roughly subdivided into literary, neutral and colloquial layers.1
The greater part of the literary layer of Modern English vocabulary are words of general use, possessing no specific stylistic reference and known as neutral words. Against the background of neutral words we can distinguish two major subgroups— s t a n d a r d colloquial words and literary or bookish words. 
Literary (bookish) ;1) terms or scientific words such as, e. g., renaissance, genocide, teletype, etc.; 2) poetic words and archaisms such as, e.g., whiJome—'formerly', aught—'any​thing', ere—'before', albeit—'although', fare—'walk', etc., tarry—'re​main', nay—'no'; 3) barbarisms and foreign words, such as, e.g., bon mot—'a clever or witty saying', apropos, faux pas, bouquet, etc. The colloquial words may be, subdivided into:
1) Common  colloquial   words.
2) Slang, i.e. words which are often regarded as a violation of the
norms of Standard English, e.g. governor for 'father', missus for 'wife',
a gag for 'a joke', dotty for 'insane'.
3) Professionalisms, i.e. words used in narrow groups bound by the
same occupation, such as, e.g., lab for 'laboratory', hypo for 'hypodermic
syringe', a buster for 'a bomb', etc.
4) Jargonisms, i.e. words marked by their use within a  particular
social group and bearing a secret and cryptic character, e.g. a sucker—
• 'a person who is easily deceived', a squiffer —'a concertina'.    .
5) Vulgarisms, i.e. coarse words that are not generally used in public,
e.g. bloody,  hell,  damn, shut up,  etc.
6) Dialectical words, e.g: lass,  kirk,  etc.
7) Colloquial coinages, e.g. newspaperdom, allrightnik, etc. 
Emotive Charge andStylistic Referenc      
Stylistic   reference   and   emotive   charge of words are closely connected and to a

 certain degree interdependent.1 As a rule
stylistically coloured words, i.e. words belonging to all stylistic layers except the neutral style are observed to possess a considerable emotive charge. That can be proved by comparing stylistically labelled words with their neutral synonyms. The colloquial words daddy, mammy are more emotional than the neutral father, mother; 
The functional approach to meaning
The functional approach maintains that the meaning of a linguistic unit may be studied • only through its relation to other linguistic units and not through its relation to either concept or referent. In a very simplified form this view may be illustrated by the following: we know, for instance, that the mean​ing of the two words move and movement is different because they func​tion in speech differently. Comparing the contexts in which we find these words we cannot fail to observe that they occupy different positions in relation to other words. (To) move, e.g., can be followed by a noun (move the chair), preceded by a pronoun (we move), etc. The position occupied by the word movement is different: it may be followed by a preposition (movement of smth), preceded by an adjective (slow movement), and so on. As the distribution a of the two words is different, we are entitled to the conclusion that not -only do they belong to different classes of words, but that their meanings are different too.
The same is true of the different meanings of one and the same word. Analysing the function of a word in linguistic contexts and comparing these contexts, we conclude that meanings are different (or the same) and this fact can be proved by an objective investigation of linguistic data. For example we can observe the difference of the meanings of the word take if we examine its functions in different linguistic contexts, take the_traaLlthe taxi, the cab,, etc.) as opposed to to take to somebody.
It follows that in the functional approach (1) semantic investigation is confined'to the analysis of the difference or sameness of meaning; (2) meaning is understood essentially as the function of the use of linguistic units. 
Semi-affixes

There is a specific group of morphemes
whose   derivational   function   does   not allow one to refer them unhesitatingly either to the derivational affixes or bases. In words like half-done, half-broken, half-eaten and ill-fed, ill-housed, ill-dressed the ICs half- and ill- are given in linguistic lit​erature different interpretations: they are described both as bases and as derivational prefixes. The comparison of these ICs with the phonetically identical stems in independent words ill and half as used in such phrases as to speak ill of smb, half an hour ago makes it obvious that in words like ill-fed, ill-mannered, half-done the ICs ill- and half- are losing both their semantic and structural identity with the stems of the independent words. They are all marked by a different distributional meaning which is clearly revealed through the difference of their collocability as compared with the collocability of the stems of the independently functioning words. As to their lexical meaning they have become more indicative of a generalizing meaning of incompleteness and poor1 quality than the indi​vidual meaning proper to the stems of independent words and thus they function more as affixational morphemes similar to the prefixes out-, over-, under-, semi-, mis- regularly forming whole classes of words. Be​sides, the high frequency of these morphemes in the above-mentioned generalized meaning in combination with the numerous bases built on past participles indicates their closer ties with derivational affixes than bases. Yet these morphemes retain certain lexical ties with the root-mor​phemes in the stems of independent words and that is why are felt as occu​pying an intermediate position,1 as morphemes that are changing their class membership regularly functioning as derivational prefixes but still retaining certain features of root-morphemes. That is why they are sometimes referred to as semi-affixes. To this group we should also refer well- and self- (well-fed, well-done, self-made), -man in words like postman, cabman, chairman, -looking in words like foreign-looking,
alive-looking,   strange-looking,   etc.


	Causes, nature and results of semantic change

The   factors   accounting     for     Semanfic    '  changes may be subdivided
into  two groups: a) extra-linguistic and b) linguistic causes.
By extra-linguistic causes we mean various changes in the life of the speech community, changes in economic and social structure, changes in ideas, scientific concepts, way of life and other spheres of human activi​ties as reflected in word meanings. Although objects, institutions, con​cepts, etc. change in the course of time,, in many cases the soundform of the words which denote them is retained but the meaning of the words is changed. The word car, e.g., ultimately goes back to Latin carrus which meant 'a four-wheeled wagon' (ME. carre) but now that other means of transport are used it denotes 'a motor-car', 'a railway carriage' (in the USA), 'that portion of an airship, or balloon which is intended to carry personnel, cargo or equipment'.
Some changes of meaning are due to what may be described as purely linguistic causes, i.e. factors acting within the language system. The commonest form which this influence takes is the so-called ellipsis. In a phrase made up of two words one of these is omitted and its meaning is transferred to its partner. The verb to starve, e.g., in Old English (OE. steorfan) had the meaning 'to die' and was habitually used in collocation with the word hunger (ME. sterven of hunger). Already in the 16th cen​tury the verb itself acquired the meaning 'to die of hungefTjSimilar se​mantic changes may be observed in Modern English when the meaning o! one word is transferred to another because they habitually occur together in speech. x •
Another linguistic cause is discrimination of synonyms which can be illustrated by the semantic development of a number of words. The word land, e.g., in Old English (OE. land) meant both 'solid part of earth's surface' and 'the territory of a nation'. When in the Middle English period the word country (OFr. contree) was borrowed as its synonym, the meaning of the word land was somewhat altered and 'the territory of a nation' came to be denoted mainly by the borrowed word country. •
Some semantic changes may be accounted for by the influence of a peculiar factor usually referred to as linguistic analogy. It was found out,
. period the word country (OFr. contree) was borrowed as its synonym, the meaning of the word land was somewhat altered and 'the territory of a nation' came to be denoted mainly by the borrowed word country. •
Some semantic changes may be accounted for by the influence of a peculiar factor usually referred to as linguistic analogy. It was found out, 'rapidly' (in a certain period of time—before 1300) always develop_the meaning 'immediately', similarly verbs synonymous with catch,[e.g.'grasp, get, etc., by semantic extension acquired another meaning “to understand”
There are two kinds of asso​ciation involved as a rule in various semantic changes namely: a) simi​larity of meanings, and b) contiguity of meanings.
Similarity of meanings or metaphor may be described as a semantic process of associating two referents, one of which in some way resembles the other. The word hand, e.g., acquired in the 16th century the meaning of 'a pointer of a clock or a watch' because of the similarity of one of the functions performed by the hand (to point at some​thing) and the function of the clockpointer 
Contiguity of meanings or metonymy may be described as The semantic process of associating two referents one of which makes part of the other or is closely connected with it.
It is generally held that metaphor plays a more important role in the change of meaning than metonymy. A more detailed analysis would show that there are some semantic changes that fit into more than the two-groups discussed above. A change of meaning, e.g., may be brought about • by the association between the sound-forms of two words. The word boon, e.g., originally meant 'prayer, petition', 'request', but then came to denote 'a thing prayed or asked for'. Its current meaning is 'a blessing, an advantage, a thing to be thanked for.' The change of meaning was probably due to the similarity to the sound-form of the_ adjective boon (an Anglicised form of French bon denoting 'good, nice'). Result

Changes in the denotational meaning may result in the restriction of the types or range of referents denoted by the \vord. This may be illustrated by the semantic development of the word hound (OE. hund) which used to denote 'a dog of any breed' but now denotes only 'a dog used in the chase'. 
Changes in the denotational meaning may also result in the applica​tion of the word to a wider variety of referents.This is commonly described as extension of meaning and may be illustrated by the word target which originally meant 'a small round shield' (a diminutive of targe, c f. ON. targa) but now means 'anything that is fired at' and also figuratively 'any result aimed at'7\
If the word with the extendectTneaning passes from the specialized vocabulary into common use, we describe the result of the semantic change as the generalization of meaning. The word camp, e.g., which originally was used only as a military term and meant 'the place where troops are lodged in tents' (cf. L. campus—'exercising ground for the army) extended and generalized its meaning and now de​notes 'temporary quarters'\(of travellers, nomads, etc.)!~j
the denotational component, may be subdivided into two main groups: a) pejorative development or the acquisition by the word of some derogato​ry emotive charge, and b) ameliorative development or the improvement of the connotational component of meaning. The se​mantic change in the word boor may serve to illustrate the first group. This word was originally used to denote 'a villager, a peasant' (cf. OE. sebur 'dweller') and then acquired a derogatory, contemptuous connotational meaningand came to denote 'a clumsy or ill-bred fellow'. The ameliorative development of the connotational meaning may be observed in the change of the semantic structure of the word minister which in one of its meanings originally denoted 'a servant, an attendant',but now “a civil servant of higher rank”
Degree of assimilation and factors determining it

Even a superficial examination of bor-
Rowed words in the English word-stock

snows that there are words among them
that are easily recognized as foreign (such as decollete, facade, Zeitgeist, voile) and there are others that have become so firmly rooted in the lan​guage, so. thoroughly assimilated that it is sometimes extremely diffi​cult to distinguish them from words of Anglo-Saxon origin (these are words like pupil, master, city, river, etc.).
Unassimilated words differ from assimilated ones in their pronuncia​tion, spelling, semantic structure, frequency and sphere of application. However, there is no distinct border-line between the two groups. There are also words assimilated in some respects and unassimilated in others, they may be called partially assimilated. Such are communique, detente not yet assimilated phonetically, phenomenon (pi. phenomena), graffito (pi. graffiti) unassimilated grammatically, etc. So far no linguist has been able to suggest more or less comprehensive criteria for determining the degree of assimilation of borrowings.
The degree of assimilation depends-in the first place upon the time of borrowing. The general principle is: the older the borrowing, the more thoroughly it tends to follow normal English habits of accentuation, pronunciation, etc. It is natural that the bulk of early borrowings have acquired full English citizenship and that most English speaking people are astonished on first hearing, that such everyday words as window, chair, dish, box have not always belonged to their language. Late borrow​ings often retain their foreign peculiarities.
| However mere age is not the sole factor. Not only borrowings long in 'use, but also those of recent date may be completely made over to con​form to English patterns if they are widely and popularly employed. Words that are rarely used in everyday speech, that are known to a small .group of people retain their foreign peculiarities. Thus many 19th- cen​tury French borrowings have been completely assimilated (e.g. turbine, clinic, exploitation, diplomat), whereas the words adopted much earliernoblesse [no'bles] (ME.), ennui [S'nwi:] (1667), eclat [ei'kla] (1674) have not been assimilated even in point of pronunciation.
Another factor determining the process of assimilation is the   way Jin which the  borrowing-was taken over into the language. Words bor​rowed orally are assimilated more readily, they undergo greater changes, ; whereas with words adopted- through writing the process of assimila​tion is longer and more laborious
Diachronic and synchronic approaches to polysemy

§ 27. Diachronic Approach   If polysemy is viewed chronically,   it
is understood as the growth and develop​ment of or, in general, as a change in the semantic structure of the word. Polysemy in diachronic terms implies that a word may retain its previous meaning or meanings and at the same time acquire one or sev​eral new ones. 
In the course of a diachronic semantic analysis of the polysemantic word table we find that of all the meanings it has in Modern English, the primary meaning is 'a flat slab of stone or wood' which is proper to the word in the Old English period (OE. tabule from L. tabula); all other meanings are secondary as they are derived from the primary meaning of the word and appeared later than the primary meaning.
The terms secondary and derived meaning aTe to a certain extent synonymous. When we describe the meaning of the word as "sec​ondary" we imply that it could not have appeared before the primary meaning was in existence. When we refer to the meaning as "derived" we imply not only that, but also that it is dependent on the primacy meaning and somehow subordinate to it. In the case of the word table, e.g., we may say that the meaning 'the food put on the table' is a seconda​ry meaning as it is derived from the meaning 'a piece of furniture (on which meals are laid out)'.
It follows that the main source of polysemy is a change in the semantic
structure of the word.
f
^Polysemy may also arise from homonymy. When two words become identical in sound-form, the meanings of the two words are felt as making up one semantic structure. Thus, the human ear and the ear of corn are from the diachronic point of view two homonyms!) 




If Synchronically we understand polysemy
§ 28. Synchronrc Approach   -'—-•',,
• i
as the coexistence of various meanings
of the same word at a certain historical period of the development of the English language. In this case the problem of the interrelation and in​terdependence of individual meanings making up the semantic structure of the word must be investigated along different linesA
It should be noted that whereas the basic meaning occurs in various and widely different contexts, minor meanings are observed only in cer​tain contexts, e.g. 'to keep the table amused', 'table of contents' and so on. Thus we can assume that the meaning 'a piece of furniture' occupies the central place in the semantic structure of the word table. As to other meanings of this word we find it hard to grade them in order of their com​parative value. 
A more objective criterion of the comparative value of individual meanings seems to be the frequency of their occurrence in speech. There is a tendency in modern linguistics to interpret the concept of the central meaning in terms of the frequency of occurrence of this meaning. In a study of five million words made by a group of linguistic scientists it was found that the frequency value of individual meanings is different. As far as the word table is concerned the meaning 'a piece of furniture' possessesthe highest frequency value and makes up 52% of all the uses of this word, the meaning 'an orderly arrangement of facts' (table of contents) accounts for 35%, all otheir meanings between them make up just 13% of the uses of this word.Mf
/ Of great importance is~*tne stylistic stratification of meanings of a polysemantic word as individual meanings may differ in their stylistic reference. Stylistic (or regional) status of monosemantie words is easily perceived. For instance the word daddy can be referred to the colloquial stylistic layer, the word parent to the bookish
Classification of suffixes

£$>uffixation   is  the  formation of
.    words with the help of suffixes; 1) The first principle of classification that, one might say, suggests itself is the part of speech formed. Within the scope of the part-of-speech classification suffixes naturally fall into several groups such as:
a) noun-suffixes, i.e. those forming or occurring in nouns, e.g. -er,
-dom, -ness, -ation, etc. (teacher,   Londoner,  freedom, brightness, justi​
fication, etc.);
b) adjective-suffixes, i.e. those forming or occurring in adjectives,
e.g. -able, -less, -ful, -ic, -ous, etc. (agreeable, careless, doubtful, pdetic,
courageous,   etc.);
c) verb-suffixesTi.e. those forming or occurring in verbs, e.g. -en, -fy,
-ize (darken, satisfy, harmonize, etc.);
d) adverb-suffixes, i.e. those forming or occurring in adverbs, e.g.-ly,
-ward (quickly, eastward, etc.).
2) Suffixes may also be classified into various groups according to the lexico-grammatical character of the base the affix is usually added to.

£$>uffixation   is  the  formation of
.    words with the help of suffixes; 1) The first principle of classification that, one might say, suggests itself is the part of speech formed. Within the scope of the part-of-speech classification suffixes naturally fall into several groups such as:
e) noun-suffixes, i.e. those forming or occurring in nouns, e.g. -er,
-dom, -ness, -ation, etc. (teacher,   Londoner,  freedom, brightness, justi​
fication, etc.);
f) adjective-suffixes, i.e. those forming or occurring in adjectives,
e.g. -able, -less, -ful, -ic, -ous, etc. (agreeable, careless, doubtful, pdetic,
courageous,   etc.);
g) verb-suffixesTi.e. those forming or occurring in verbs, e.g. -en, -fy,
-ize (darken, satisfy, harmonize, etc.);
h) adverb-suffixes, i.e. those forming or occurring in adverbs, e.g.-ly,
-ward (quickly, eastward, etc.).
2) Suffixes may also be classified into various groups according to the lexico-grammatical character of the base the affix is usually added to. Proceeding from this principle one may divide suffixes into:
a) deverbal suffixes (those added to the verbal base), e.g. -er, -ing,
-ment, -able, etc. (speaker, reading, agreement, suitable, etc.);
b) denominal suffixes (those added to the noun base), e.g. -less, -ish,
-ful, -ist, -some, etc. (handless, childish, mouthful, violinist,  trouble​
some,  etc.);
c)
de-adjectival suffixes (those affixed to the adjective base), e.g.1
-en, -ly, -ish, -ness, etc. (blacken, slowly, reddish, brightness, etc.).
3) A classification of suffixes may also be based on the criterion of sense expressed by a set of suffixes. Proceeding from this principle suf​fixes are classified into various groups within the bounds of a certain part of speech. For instance, noun-suffixes fall into those denoting:
a) the agent of an action, e.g. -er, -ant (baker,  dancer,  defendant,
etc.);
c) appurtenance, e.g.  -an,   -ian,  -ese,  etc.  (Arabian,   Elizabethan,
Russian,  Chinese,  Japanese,  etc.); collectivity, e.g. -age, -dom, -ery (-ry), etc. (freightage, official​
dom,  peasantry,  etc.);
d) diminutiveness, e.g. -ie, -let, -ling, etc. (birdie, girlie, cloudlet,
squireling, wolfling, etc.).
4)
Still another classification of suffixes may be worked out if one
examines them from the angle of stylistic reference. Just like prefixes,
suffixes are also characterized by quite a definite stylistic reference
falling into two basic classes:
a) those characterized by neutral stylistic reference such as -able,
-er, -ing, etc.;
b) those having a certain stylistic value such as -oid, -i/form, -aceous,
-tron,   etc.
Suffixes with neutral stylistic reference may occur in words of differ​ent lexico-stylistic layers e.g. agreeable, cf. steerable (steerable space​ship); dancer, cf. transmitter, squealer; 1 meeting, cf. monitoring (the monitoring of digestive processes in the body), etc. As for suffixes of the second class they are restricted in use to quite definite lexico-stylistic layers of words, in particular to terms, e.g. rhomboid, asteroid, cruci​form, cyclotron, synchrophasotron, etc.
5)
Suffixes are also classified as to the degree of their productivity. J;
Criteria of sinonymity

It should be pointed out that neither the
,.,.       ,     ,r,.   ...
c
traditional   definition  of  synonyms  nor
the modified version suggested here provide for any objective criterion of s i m i 1 a r i t y of meaning.
It is sometimes argued that the meaning of two words is identical if they can denote the same referent, in other words, if an object or a certain class of objects can always be denoted by either of the two words.
This approach to synonymy does not seem acceptable because the same referent in different speech situations can always be, denoted by different words which cannot be considered synonyms. For example, the same wom​an can be referred to as my mother by her son and my wife by her husband. Both words, denote obviously the same referent but there is no semantic relationship of synonymy between them.
Attempts have been made to introduce into the definition of synonym​ity the criterion of interchangeability in linguistic contexts.1 It is argued that for the linguist similarity of cleaning implies that the words are synonymous if either of them can occur in the same context.
The definition of synonyms proceeding from the contextual approach is often worded as follows: synonyms are words which can replace each other in any given context without the slightest alteration in the denota​tional or connotational meaning. The contextual approach invites criti​cism for many reasons. Words interchangeable in any given context are
very rare.
Modern linguists generally assume that there are no complete syno​nyms, i.e. if two words are phonemically different then their meanings are also different. Thus buy and purchase are similar in meaning' but dif​fer in their stylistic reference and therefore are not completely interchange​able. That department of an institution which is concerned with acqui​sition of materials is normally the Purchasing Department rather than the Buying Department. A wife however would rarely ask her husband to purchase a pound of butter. It follows that practically no words are substitutable for one another in a 11 contexts.
This fact may be explained as follows: firstly, words synonymous in some lexical contexts may display no synonymity in others. As one of the English scholars aptly remarks, the comparison of the sentences the rainfall in April was abnormal and the rainfall in April was exceptional may give us grounds for assuming that exceptional and abnormal are syn​onymous. The same adjectives in a different context are by no means synonymous, as we may see by comparing my son is exceptional and my son is abnormal.1
Secondly, it is evident that interchangeability alone cannot serve as a criterion of synonymity. We may safely assume that synonyms are words interchangeable in some contexts. But the reverse is certainly not true as semantically different words of the same part of speech are, as a rule, interchangeable in quite a number of contexts. For example, in the sen​tence I saw a little girl playing in the garden the adjective little may be formally replaced by a number of semantically different adjectives, e.g. pretty, tall, English, etc.
Thus a more acceptable definition of syaonyms seems to be the following: synonyms are words different in their sound-form, but similar in their denotational meaning or meanings and interchangeable at least in some contexts.
Semantic fields

Words may be classified according to the
                                                    'concepts underlying their meaning.  This
classification  is  closely   connected with
the theory of conceptual or semantic fields. By the term "semantic fields" we understand cjosely knit sectors of vocabulary each characterized by a common concept; For example, the words blue, red, yellow, black, etc. may be describedas making up the semantic field of colours, /The members of the semantic fields are not synonyms but all of them are joined together by some common semantic component —the concept of colours or the concept of kinship, etc. This semantic component com​mon to all the members of the field is sometimes described as the com​mon denominator of meaning. the word-meaning is to a great extent determined by the place it occupies in its semantic fielcO
Thus the semantic field may be viewed as a set of lexical items in which the meaning of each is determined by the co-presence of the othersT) 
Semantic dependence of the word on the structure of the field may be also illustrated by comparing members of analogous conceptual fields in different languages (cf. blus^— cuhuu, eo/iydou), of human body (cf. hand, arm— pyKa) and others. ^
they deny the primacy of matter forgetting that our concepts are formed not only through linguistic experience, but primarily through our actual contact with the real world> 
that criterion for joining words togeth​er into semantic fields and lexico-semantic groups is the identity of one of the components of their meaning found in all the lexical units making up these lexical groups) 
It should also be pointed out that different meanings of polysemantic words make it possible to refer the same word to different lexico-semantic groups. Thus, e.g. make in the meaning of "'construct' is naturally a mem​ber of the same lexico-semantic group as the verbs produce, manufacture, etc., whereas in the meaning of compel it is regarded as a member of a dif-, ferent lexico-semantic group made up by the verbs force, induce, etc. {Texico-semantic groups seem to play a very important role in deter​mining individual meanings of polysemantic words in lexical contexts. Analysing lexical contexts 3 we saw that the verb take, e.g., in combina​tion with any member of the lexical group denoting means of transpor​tation is synonymous with the verb go (take the tram, the bus, etc!J) 

'     
Word-formation: definition, basic peculiarities

Word-Formation is the system of derivative types of words and" the process of'creating new words from the material available in the language after certain structural and semantic formulas and patterns. For instance, the noun driver is formed after the pattern v-{--er, i.e. a ver-bal_steni_+. the noun-forming suffix -eiO 
the following two types of word-formation may be distinguished: word-deri​vation and word-composition (or compounding). Words created by word-derivation have in terms of word-formation analysis only one derivational base and one derivational affix, e.g. cleanness (from clean), to overes​timate (from to estimate), chairmanship (from chairman), openhandedness (from openhanded), etc. Some derived words have no derivational af​fixes, because derivation is achieved through conversion 2, e.g. to paper (from paper), a fall (from to fall), etc. Words created by word-composition have at least two bases, e.g. lamp-shade, ice-cold, looking-glass, day​dream, hotbed, speedometer, etfQ^
. (The basic ways of forming words inword-deri-v a t i o n, for instance, are affixation and conversion. 
The applica​tion of the term word-formation to the process of semantic change and to the appearance of homonyms due to the development of polysemy seems to be debatable for the following reasons:
As semantic change does not, as a rule, lead to the introduction of a new word into the vocabulary, it can scarcely be regarded as a word-building means. Actually, the appearance of homonyms is not a means of creating new words, but it is the final result of a long and labourious process of sense-development. Futhermore, there are no patterns after which homonyms can be made in the language. Finally, diverging sense-development results in a semantic isolation of two or more meanings of a word, whereas the process of word-formation proper is characterized by a certain semantic connection between the new word and the source lexical unit.; 
The shortening of words also stands apart from the above two-fold division of word-formation. It cannot be regarded as part of either word-derivation or word-composition for the simple reason that neither the derivational base nor the derivational affix can be singled out from the shortened word (e. g. lab, exam, Euratom, V-day, etc.).
Nor are there any derivational patterns new shortened words could be formed on by the speaker. Consequently, the shortening of words should not be regarded as a way of word-formation on a par with derivation and compounding.
Sound-interchange falls into two groups: vowel-interchange and con​sonant-interchange.
By means of vowel-interchange we distinguish different parts of speech, e.g. full—to fill, food—to feed, blood—to bleed, etc. In some cases vowel-interchange is combined with affixation, e.g. long—length, strong—strength, broad—breadth, etc. Intransitive verbs and the corre​sponding transitive ones with a causative meaning also display vowel-interchange, e. g. to rise—to raise, to sit—to set, to He—to lay, to fall-to fell.
The type of consonant-interchange typical of Modern English is the interchange of a voiceless fricative consonant in a noun and the corre​sponding voiced consonant in the corresponding verb, e.g. use—to use,, mouth—to mouth, house—to house, advice—to advise, etc.
There are some particular cases of consonant-interchange: tk]—[tj1]: to speak—speech, to break—breach; [s-1—[d]: defence—to defend; of​fence—to offend; [s]—It]: evidence—evident, importance—important, etc. Consonant-interchange may be combined with vowel-interchange, e.g. bath—to bathe, breath—to breathe, life—to live, etc.
The main features of A.Koonin’s approach to phraseology

 Phraseology is regarded as a self-contained branch of linguistics
and not as a part of lexicology.
1  .Phraseology deals with a phraseological subsystem of language
and not with isolated phraseological units.
2. Phraseology is concerned with all types of set expressions.
3. Set expressions are divided into three classes: phraseological units
(e.g. red tape, mare's nest, etc.), phraseomatic units (e.g. win a victory,
launch a campaign, etc.) and border-line cases belonging to the mixed
class.  The main distinction between the first and the second classes is
semantic: phraseological units have fully or partially transferred mean​
ings while components of phraseomatic units are used in their literal
•meanings.
4. Phraseological and phraseomatic units are not regarded as word-
equivalents but some of them are treated as word correlates.
5. Phraseological and phraseomatic units are set expressions and
their phraseological stability distinguishes them from free phrases and
compound  words.
6. Phraseological and phraseomatic units are made up of words of
different degree of w o r d n e s s depending on the type of set expressions
they are used in. (Cf. e.g. small hours and red tape.) Their structural
separateness, an important factor of their stability, distinguishes them
from compound words (cf. e.g. blackbird and black market).
Other aspects of their stability are: stability of use, lexical stability and semantic stability.
7. Stability   of  use means that set expressions are reproduced
ready-made and not created in speech. They are not elements of individual style of speech but language units.
8. Lexical   stability   means that the components of set
expressions are either irreplaceable (e.g. red tape, mare's nest) or partly
replaceable within the bounds of phraseological or phraseomatic vari​
ance: lexical (e.g. a skeleton in the cupboard—a skeleton in the closet),
grammatical (e.g. to be in deep water—to be in deep waters), positional
(e.g. head over ears—over head and ears), quantitative (e.g. to lead smb a
dance—to lead smb a pretty dance), mixed variants (e.g. raise (stir up) a
hornets' nest about one's ears—arouse (stir up) the nest of hornets).
10.
Semantic  stability   is based on the lexical stability
of set  expressions. Even when occasional changes are introduced the
meaning of set expression is preserved. It may only be specified, made
more precise, weakened or strengthened. In other words in spite of all
occasional   changes   phraseological and phraseomatic 'units, as distin​
guished from free phrases, remain semantically invariant or are destroyed.
For example, the substitution of the verbal component in the free phrase
to raise a question by the verb to settle (to settle a question) changes
the meaning of the phrase, no such change occurs in to raise (stir up) a hornets' nest about one's ears.
11. An integral part of this approach is a method of phraseological identification which helps to single out set expressions in Modern English.
Types of meaning

We notice, e.g., that word-forms, such as
Girls, winters, joys, tables, etc. thoughdenoting widely different objects of reality have something in common. This common element is the grammatical meaning of plurality which can be found in all of them.
Thus grammatical meaning may be defined as the component of meaning recurrent in identical sets of individual forms of different words, as, e.g., the tense meaning in the word-forms of verbs (asked, thought, walked, etc.) or the case meaning in the word-forms of various nouns (girl's, boy's, night's, etc.).
In a broad sense it may be argued that linguists who make a distinc​tion between lexical and grammatical meaning are, in fact, making a distinction between the functional (linguistic) meaning which operates at various levels as the interrelation of various linguistic units and refer​ential (conceptual) meaning as the interrelation of linguistic units and referents (or concepts).
It follows that a certain component of the meaning of a word is de​scribed when you identify it as a part of speech, since different parts of speech are distributionally different (cf. my work and I work).1
Comparing word-forms  of  one  and  the
§ 6. Lexical Meaning
,,    ,   .      . .
same word we observe that besides gram​matical meaning, there is another component of meaning to be found in them. Unlike the grammatical meaning this component is identical in all the forms of the word. Thus, e.g. the word-forms go, goes, went, going, gone possess different grammatical meanings of tense, person and so on,» but in each of these forms we find one and the same semantic com​ponent dejioting the process of movement. This is the lexical meaning of the word which may be described as the component of meaning proper to the word as a linguistic unit, i.e. recurrent in all the forms of this word.
It follows that by lexical meaning we designate the meaning proper to the given linguistic unit in all its forms and distributions, while by grammatical meaning we designate the meaning proper to sets of word-forms common to all words of a certain class. Both the lexical and the grammatical meaning make up the word-meaning as neither can exist without the other. That can be also observed in the semantic analysis of correlated words in different languages. E.g. the Russian word ceedenun. is not semantieally identical with the English equivalent information because unlike the Russian ceedenun the English word does not possess the grammatical meaning of plurality which is part of the semantic structure of the Russian word.
Emotive Charge and Stylistic Reference
§ 9. Emotive Charge
Words contain an element of emotive evaluation as part of the connotational meaning; e.g. a hovel denotes 'a small house or cottage' and besides im​plies that it is a miserable dwelling place, dirty, in bad repair and in general unpleasant to live in. When examining synonyms large, big, tremendous and like, love, worship or words such as girl, girlie; dear, dearie we cannot fail to observe the difference in the emotive charge of the members of these sets. The emotive charge of the words tremendous, worship and girlie is heavier than that of the words large, like and girl. This does not depend on the "feeling" of the individual speaker but is true for all speakers of English. The emotive charge varies in different word-classes. In some of them, in interjections, e.g., the emotive element prevails, whereas in conjunctions the emotive charge is as a rule practi​cally non-existent.
The emotive charge is one of the objective semantic features proper to words as linguistic units and forms part of the connotational component of meaning. It should not be confused with emotive implications that the words may acquire in speech. 'The emotive implication of the word is to a great extent subjective aslt greatly de​pends of the personal experience of the speaker, the mental imagery the word evokes in him. Words seemingly devoid of any emotional element may possess in the case of individual speakers strong emotive implications as may be illustrated, e.g. by the word hospital. What is thought and felt when the word hospital is used will be different in the case of an architect who built it, the invalid staying there after an operation, or the man living across, the road.
Stylistic Reference

Words differ not only in their emotive
,
,
,   ,.   ,.         ,
charge but also m their stylistic reference. Stylistically words can be roughly subdivided into literary, neutral and colloquial layers.1
The greater part of the literary layer of Modern English vocabulary are words of general use, possessing no specific stylistic reference and known as neutral words. Against the background of neutral words we can distinguish two major subgroups— s t a n d a r d colloquial words and literary or bookish words. 
Literary (bookish) ;1) terms or scientific words such as, e. g., renaissance, genocide, teletype, etc.; 2) poetic words and archaisms such as, e.g., whiJome—'formerly', aught—'any​thing', ere—'before', albeit—'although', fare—'walk', etc., tarry—'re​main', nay—'no'; 3) barbarisms and foreign words, such as, e.g., bon mot—'a clever or witty saying', apropos, faux pas, bouquet, etc. The colloquial words may be, subdivided into:
5) Common  colloquial   words.
6) Slang, i.e. words which are often regarded as a violation of the
norms of Standard English, e.g. governor for 'father', missus for 'wife',
a gag for 'a joke', dotty for 'insane'.
7) Professionalisms, i.e. words used in narrow groups bound by the
same occupation, such as, e.g., lab for 'laboratory', hypo for 'hypodermic
syringe', a buster for 'a bomb', etc.
8) Jargonisms, i.e. words marked by their use within a  particular
social group and bearing a secret and cryptic character, e.g. a sucker—
• 'a person who is easily deceived', a squiffer —'a concertina'.    .
8) Vulgarisms, i.e. coarse words that are not generally used in public,
e.g. bloody,  hell,  damn, shut up,  etc.
9) Dialectical words, e.g: lass,  kirk,  etc.
10) Colloquial coinages, e.g. newspaperdom, allrightnik, etc. 
Emotive Charge andStylistic Referenc      
Stylistic   reference   and   emotive   charge of words are closely connected and to a

 certain degree interdependent.1 As a rule
stylistically coloured words, i.e. words belonging to all stylistic layers except the neutral style are observed to possess a considerable emotive charge. That can be proved by comparing stylistically labelled words with their neutral synonyms. The colloquial words daddy, mammy are more emotional than the neutral father, mother; 

Denotational  and connotational meaning

Proceeding  with   the  semantic   analysis we observe that lexical meaning is   not
homogenous either and may be analysed as including denotational and connotational components.
As was mentioned above one of the- functions of words is to denote things, concepts and so on. Users of a language cannot have any knowledge or thought of the objects or phenomena of the real world around them unless this knowledge is ultimately embodied in words which have essen​tially the same meaning for all speakers of that language. This is the denotational meaning, i.e. that component of the lexical meaning which makes communication possible. There is no doubt that a physicist knows more about the atom than a singer does, or that an arctic explorer possesses a much deeper knowledge of what arctic ice is like than a man who has never been in the North. Nevertheless they use the words atom, Arctic, etc. and understand each other.
The second component of the lexical meaning is the con​notational component, i.e. the emotive charge and the stylistic value of the word.
Srecialized dictionaries

Phraseological dictionaries in England and America have accumulated vast collections of idiomatic or colloquial phrases, pro​verbs and other, usually image-bearing word-groups with profuse il​lustrations An Anglo-Russian Phraseological Dictionary by A. V. Koonin

I New Words dictionaries have it as their aim adequate /reflection of the.continuous growth of the'English language.
There are three dictionaries of neologisms for Modern English. Two of these (Berg P. A Dictionary of New Words in English, 1953; Reifer M. Dictionary of New Words, N. Y., 1955) came out in the middle of the 50s and are somewhat out-of-date. The third (A Dictionary of New Eng​lish. A Barnhart Dictionary, L., 1973) is more up-to-date.
Dictionaries of slang contain elements from areas of subr'«ndard speech such as vulgarisms, jargonisms, taboo words, curse-words, colloquialisms, etc.
The most well-known dictionaries of the type are Dictionary of Slang and Unconventional English by E. Partridge, Dictionary of the Underworld: British and American, The American Thesaurus of Slang by L. V. Berry & M. Den Bork, The Dictionary of American Slang by H. Wentworth and S. B. Flexner.
/ Usage dictionaries make it their business to pass jud​gement on usage problems of all kinds, on what is right or wrong. De-signed for native speakers they supply much various information oh such usage problems as, e.g., the difference in meaning between words like comedy, farce and burlesque, illusion and delusion, formality and formalism, Dictionary of Modern English Usage by N. W. Fowler.
Dictionaries of word-frequency inform the user I as to the frequency of occurrence of lexical units in speech, to be more j exact in the corpus of the reading matter or in the stretch of pral speech .1 on which the word-counts are based. the E. Thron-dike dictionaries and M. West's General Service List.
A Reverse dictionary is a list of words in which the entry words are arranged in alphabetical order starting with their final letters. Rhyming Dictionary of the English Language.
Pronouncing dictionaries record contemporary pro​nunciation. As compared with the phonetic characteristics of words given by other dictionaries the information provided by pronouncing dictionaries is much more detailed: they indicate variant pronunciations.;| The world famous English Pronouncing Dictionary by Daniel Jones, is considered to provide the most expert guidance on British English pronunciation. The most popular dictionary for the American variant is A Pronouncing Dictionary of American English by J. S. Kenyon and iT. A. Knott.
Etymological   dictionaries  trace present-day words ! to the oldest forms available, establish their primary meanings and give the parent form reconstructed by means of the comparative-histo​rical method. In case of borrowings they point out the immediate source of borrowing, its origin, and parallel forms in cognate languages.
The most authoritative of these is nowadays the newly-published Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology edited by C. T, Onions.
Quite popular is the famous Etymological English Dictionary by W. W. Skeat compiled at the beginning of the century and published many times.
Ideographic dictionaries designed for English-speak​ing writers, orators or translators seeking to express their ideas ade​quately contain words grouped by the concepts expressed.
The world famous ideographic dictionary of English is P. M. Roget's Thesaurus of English Words and Phrases.

	                   Classification of Homonys

'.Consequently all cases of homonymy may be  ciassjfjed  into  full   and  partial   

rr         ,
.
monymy—i.e.    homonymy or words and homonymy of  individual  word-forms.
[ The bulk of full homonyms are to be found within the same parts of speech (e.g. seal, n—sea!2 n), partial homonymy as a rule is observed in word-forms belonging to different parts of speech (e.g. seal] n~seal,, v). 
fHomonyms may be also classified by the type of meaning into lexical,
lexico-grammatical and grammatical homonyms. In sealj n and sea!2 n,
e.g., the part-of-speech meaning of the word and the grammatical mean​
ings of all its forms are identical (cf. seal [si:l] Common Case Singular,
seal's [sirlz] Possessive Case Singular for both sealj and seal2). The differ​
ence is confined to the lexical meaning only: sealj denotes 'a sea animal',
'the fur of this animal', etc., sea!2—'a design printed on paper, the stamp
by which the design is made', etc. So we can say that «eal2 and sealj
are lexical homonyms because they differ in lexical meaning.
If we compare sealj—'a sea animal', and (to) sea!3—'to close tightly,
we shall observe not'only a difference in the lexical meaning of their
homonymous word-forms but a difference in their grammatical meanings
as well. Identical sound-forms, i.e. seals [si:lz] (Common Case Plural of
the noun) and (he) seals [si:lz] (third person Singular of the verb) possess
each of them different grammatical meanings. As both grammatical and
lexical meanings differ we describe these homonymous word-forms as
lexico-grammatica j.J
.
jjyiodern English abounds in homonymic word-forms differing in gram​matical meaning only. In the paradigms of the majority of verbs the form of the Past Tense is homonymous with the form of Participle II, e.g. asked [a:skt] — asked [a:skt]; in the paradigm of nouns we usually find homonymous forms of the Possessive Case Singular and the Common Case Plural, e.g. brother's f'brASaz]—brothers ['brASaz]. It may be easily observed that grammatical homonymy is the homonymy of different word-forms of one and the same word

According​ly they classify homonyms into homographs, homophones and   perfect    homonyms.
Homographs   are words identical in spelling,  but   different
both in their sound-form and meaning, e.g. bow n fboul—'a piece of
wood curved by a string and used for shooting arrows' and bow n fbau]—
'the bending of the head or body'; tear n [tia]—'a drop of water that comes
-  from the eye' and tear v [tea]—'to pull apart by force'.
Homophones are words identical in sound-form but different
both in spelling and in meaning, e.g. sea n and see v; son n and sun n.
Perfect homonyms are words jdentical both in spelling and
in sound-form but different in meaning, e.g. cascj n—'something that has
happened'   and  case2 n—'a   box;   a   container'.
Classiiicafion of Prefixes        
Unlike suffixation, which is usually more
,       ,     ,
.,,
,.
c
closely bound up with the paradigm of a
certain part of speech, prefixation is considered to be more neutral in this respect. It is significant that in linguistic literature derivational suf​fixes are always divided into noun-forming, adjective-forming, etc. Pre-fixe^, however, are treated differently. They are described either in al​phabetical order or subdivided into several classes in accordance with their origin, meaning or function and never according to the part of
speech.
[prefixes may be classified on different principles. Diachronically dis​tinction is made between prefixes of native and foreign origin.1 Syn-chronically prefixes may be classified:
1)
according to the class of words they preferably form. Recent in​
vestigations, as has been mentioned above, allow one to classify prefixes
according to this principle. It must be noted that most of the 51 prefixes
of Modern English function in more than one part of speech forming dif​
ferent structural and structural-semantic patterns. A small group of 5
prefixes may be referred to exclusively verb-forming (en-, be-, un-, etc.).
The majority of prefixes (in their various denotational meanings) tend to function either in nominal parts of speech (41 patterns in adjec​tives, 42 in nouns) or in verbs (22 patterns);
2)
as to the type of lexical-grammatical character of the base they are
added to into: a) deverbal, e. g. rewrite, outstay, overdo, etc.; b) denomi-
nal, e.g. unbutton, detrain, ex-president, etc. and c) deadjectival, e.g.
uneasy, biannual, etc. It is of interest to note that the most productive prefixal pattern for adjectives is the one made up of the prefix un- and the base built either on adjectival stems or present and past participle, e.g. unknown, unsmiling, unseen, etc.;
JJ1 semantically prefixes fall into mono- and polysemantic l; /4)\s to the generic denotational meaning there are different groups tnat arje distinguished in linguistic literature:
I a) negative prefixes, such as: un^, non-, in-, diSj-, a-, e.g. ungrateful (cXJp'ateiul), unemployment (cf. employment), non-politician (cf. poli​tician), non-scientific (cf. scientific), incorrect (cf. correct), disloyal (cf. loyal), disadvantage (cf. advantage), amoral (cf. moral), asymmetry (cf. symmetry), etc.
It may be mentioned in passing that the prefix in- occurs in differ​ent phonetic shapes depending on the initial sound of the base i^t is af​fixed to; in other words, the prefixa! morpheme in question has several allomporphs, namely il- (before (!]), im- (before [p, m],) ir- (before fr]), in- in all other cases, e.g. illegal, improbable, immaterial, irreligious, inactive, etc.;
b) reversative or privative prefixes, such as un2-,.Ale-v3i$2-, e.g.
untie (cf. tie), unleash (cf. leash), decentralize (cf. centralize), disconnect
(cf.  connect), etc.;
c) perjorative prefixes, such as mis-, mal-, pseudo-, e.g. miscalculate
(cf. calculate), misinform (cf. inform), maltreat (cf. treat), pseudo-classic​
ism (cf. classicism), pseudo-scientific (cf. scientific), etc.;
d) prefixes of time and order, such as fore-, pre-, post-, ex-, e.g. fore​
tell (cf. tell), foreknowledge (cf. knowledge), pre-war (cf. war), post-war
(cf. war), post-classical (cf. classical), ex-president (cf. president);
e) prefix of repetition re-, e.g. rebuild (cf. build), re-write (cf. write),
etc.;
f) locative prefixes, such as super-,  sub-,  inter-,  trans-, e.g. super​
structure (cf. structure), subway (cf. way), inter-continental (cf. contin​
ental), trans-atlantic (cf. atlantic), etc. and some other groups;
5) when viewed from the angle of their stylistic reference English
prefixes fall  into  those characterized by neutral   stylistic
reference   and those possessing   quite   a   definite
stylistic  value. As no exhaustive lexico-stylistic classification
of English prefixes has yet been suggested, a few examples can only be
adduced here. There is no doubt, for instance, that prefixes like un^,
un2-, out-, over-, re-, under- and some others can be qualified as neutral
prefixes, e.g., unnatural, unknown, unlace, outnumber, oversee, resell,
underestimate, etc. On the other hand, one can hardly fail to perceive,
the literary-bookish character of such prefixes as pseudo-, super-,, ultra-, \
uni-, bi- and some others, e.g. pseudo-classical, superstructure, ultra- \
violet, unilateral, bifocal, etc.
r
Sometimes one comes across pairs of prefixes one of which is neutral, the other is stylistically coloured. One example will suffice here: the pre- fix over- occurs in all functional styles, the prefix super- is peculiar to the style of scientific prose.
6) prefixes may be also classified as to the degree of productivity into highly-productive, productive, and non-productive.1
Immediate Constituents analysis

The theory of IC was originally elaborated as an attempt to determine the ways in which lexical units are relevantly related to one another. It was discovered that combination of  such units structured into hierarch

•»
cally arranged sets of binary constructions. For example in the word-group a black dress in severe style we do not relate a to black, black to dress, dress to in, etc. but set up a structure which may be represented as a black dress/in severe style. Thus the fundamental aim of 1C analy​sis is to segment a set of lexical units into two maximally independent "sequences or ICs thus revealing the hierarchical structure of -t-his set. Successive segmentation results  in  Ultimate Constituents  (UC),   i.e. *. two-facet units that cannot be segmented into smaller units having J both sound-form and meaning. The Ultimate Constituents of the word-J^ group analysed above are: a | black | dress | in | severe | style.
The meaning of the sentence, word-group, etc. and the 1C binary segmentation are interdependent. For example, fat major's wife may mean that either 'the major is fat' or 'his wife is fat'. The former seman​tic interpretation presupposes the 1C analysis into fat major's | wife, whereas the latter reflects a different segmentation into IC's and namely fat | major's wife.
It must be admitted that this kind of analysis is arrived at by refer​ence to intuition and it should be regarded as an attempt to formalize one's semantic intuition.
It is mainly to discover the derivational structure of words that 1C analysis is used in lexcicological investigations. For example, the verb denationalize has both a prefix de- and a suffix -ize. To decide whether this word is a prefixal or a suffixal derivative we must apply 1C analy​sis.1 The binary segmentation of the string of morphemes making up the word shows that *denation or *denational cannot be considered in​dependent sequences as there is no direct link between the prefix de-and nation or national. In fact no such sound-forms function as indepen​dent units in modern English. The only possible ^mary\segmentation is de | nationalize,   therefore we may conclude that rhe-word is a pre​fixal derivative. There are also numerous cases when identical morphem​ic  structure of different words   is  insufficient proof of the  identical pattern of their derivative structure which can be revealed only by 1C analysis. Thus, comparing, e.g., snow-covered and blue-eyed we observe that both words contain two root-morphemes and one derivational morph​eme.   1C analysis,   however,   shows   that whereas snow-covered may be treated as a compound consisting of two stems snow + covered, blue-eyed is a suffixal derivative as the underlying structure as shown by 1C analysis is different, i.e. (blue+eye)+-ed.
It may be inferred from the examples discussed above that ICs re​present the word-formation structure while the UCs show the morphemic structure of polymorphic words.
Semantic contrast and antonomy

The definition of antonyms as words characterized by semantic po-lant,y or opposite meaning is open to criticism on the points discussed already in connection with synonymy. It is also evident that the term opposite meaning is rather vague and allows of essentially different interpretation; (Tt is more or less universally recognized that among the cases that are traditionally described as antonyms there are at least the following four groups.1
1. Contradictories which represent the type of semantic relations that exist between pairs like dead and alive, single and married, perfect and imperfect, etc.
To use one of the terms is to contradict the other and to use not before one of them is to make it semantically equivalent to the other, cf. not dead=alive, not single=married.
Among contradictories we find a subgroup of words of the type young— old, big—small, and so on. The difference between these and the anto-nymic pairs described arjaye lies in the fact that to say not young is not necessarily to say old 
'This generalized denotational meaning comes to the fore in certain contexts. When we ask How old is the baby? we do not imply that the baby is old. The question How big is it? may be answered by It is very big or It is very small, j
yL Contraries differ from contradictories mainly because con​tradictories admit of no possibility between them. One is either single or married, either dead or alive, etc. whereas contraries admit such possi​bilities. This may be observed in cold—hot, and cool and warm which seem to be intermediate members. Thus we may regard as antonyms not only cold and hot but also cold and warm.
Contraries may be opposed to each other by the absence or presence of one of the components of meaning like sex or age. This can be illustrat​ed by such pairs as man—woman, man—boy.
3. Incompatible s. Semantic relations of incompatibility exist among the antonyms with the common component of meaning and may be described.as the reverse of hyponymy, i.e. as the relations of exclusion but not of contradiction.^ "A relation of incompatibili​ty jnay be observed between colour terms since thechoice of red, e.g., entails the exclusion of black, blue, yellow and so on  
We know that polysemy may be analysed through synonymy. For example,  different meaning of the polysemantic word handsome can be   singled   out  by  means  of   synonymic   substitution   a   handsome man—a beautiful man; but a handsome reward—a generous reward. In some cases polysemy may be also analysed through antonymy (e.g. a handsome  man—an  ugly  man,   a handsome  reward—an  insufficient reward, etc!
Lexical and grammatical meaning of word-groups

iThe lexical meaning of the word-group
   may be defined as the combined lexical
meaning of the component words. Thus the lexical meaning of the word-group red flower may be described denotationally as the combined mean​ing of the words red and flower. It should be pointed out, however, that the term combined lexical meaning is not to imply that the meaning of the word-group is a mere additive result of all the lexical meanings of the component members. As a rule, the meanings of the com​ponent words are mutually dependent and the meaning of the word-group. naturally predominates over the lexical meaning of its constituents.^
Even in word-groups made up of technical terms which are tradition​ally held to be monosemantic the meaning of the word-group cannot be described as the sum total of the meanings of its components. For example, though the same adjective atomic is a component of a number of terminological word-groups, e.g. atomic weight, atomic warfare, etc., the lexical meaning of the adjective is different and to a certain degree subordinated to the meaning of the noun in each individual word-group and consequently the meaning of the whole group is modified.
Interdependence of the lexical meanings of- the constituent members of word-groups can be readily observed in word-groups made up of poly​semantic words. For example, in the nominal group blind man (cat, horse) only one meaning of the adjective blind, i.e. 'unable to see', is combined with the lexical meaning of the noun man (cat, horse) and it is only one of the meanings of the noun man— 'human being' that is perceived in combination with the lexical meaning of this adjective. The meaning of the same adjective in blind type (print, handwriting) is different.
As can be seen from the above examples, polysemantic words are used in word-groups'only in one of their meanings. These meanings of the com​ponent words in such word-groups are mutually interdependent and insep​arable. Semantic inseparability of word-groups that allows us to treat them as self-contained lexical units is also clearly perceived in the analy​sis of the connotational component of their lexical meaning. Stylistic reference of word-groups, for example, may be essentially different from that of the words making up these groups. There is nothing colloquial or slangy about such words as old, boy, bag, fun, etc. when taken in iso​lation. The word-groups made up of these words, e.g. old boy, bags of fun, are recognizably colloquial.
Gramatical meaning


As with polymorphemic words word-groups

.    ,
possess not   only  the  lexical   meaning,
but also the meaning conveyed mainly by the pattern of arrangement of their constituents. A certain parallel can be drawn between the mean​ing conveyed by the arrangement of morphemes in words and the struc​tural meaning of word-groups.1 It will be recalled that two compound words made up of lexically identical stems may be different in meaning because of the difference in the pattern of arrangement of the stems. For example, the meaning of such words as dog-house and house-dog is different though the lexical meaning of the components is identical. This is also true of word-groups. Such word-groups as school grammar and grammar school are semantically different because of the difference in the pattern of arrangement of the component words. It is assumed that the structural pattern of word-groups is the carrier of a certain semantic component not necessarily dependent on the actual lexical meaning of its members. In the example discussed above (school grammar) the struc​tural meaning of the word-group may be abstracted from the group and described as 'quality-substance' meaning. This is the meaning ex-p,ressed by the pattern of the word-group but not by either the word school or the word grammar. It follows that we have to distinguish be​tween the structural meaning of a given type of word-group as such and the lexical meaning of its constituents.
Lexical and grammatical valency

Lexical meaning  If is  an   indisputable   fact   that  words are used in certain lexical  
contexts, i.e. ' y'    in combinafipH- with other-wordsA The
noun question, e.g., is often combined with such adjectives as vital, pressing, urgent, disputable, delicate, etc. This noun is a component of a number of other word-groups, e.g. to raise a question, a question of great importance, a question of the agenda, of the day, and many others. The aptness of a word to appear in various combinations is described as its lexical valency or collocability.
The range of the lexical valency of words is linguistically restricted •'by the inner structure of the English word-stock. This can be easily ob-' served in the selection of synonyms found in different word-groups. Though the verbs lift and raise, e.g., are usually treated as_synonyms, it is only the latter that is collocated with the noun question
ffhere is a-^ertain norm of lexical valency for each word and any departure from this norm is felt as literary device Such wof^groupa as for-ieXample a cigarette ago, snove a question an recognize that shove and question are not normally collocable that the junction ot them can be effective.
'Words h-abituaUv collocated in speech tend to constitute a cliche. We obieryeTTorT example, that the verb put Torward and the noun queS- •— tion are habitually collocated and whenever we h^STthe verb put forward or see it written on paper it is natural that we should anticipate tile "Word question. 
The lexical valency of correlated words in different languages is not • identical. Both the English word flower and its Russian counterpart— iieemoK, for example, may be combined with a number of other words all of which denote the place where the flowers are grown, e.g. garden flowers, hot-house flowers, etc. (cf. the Russian cadoeue upembi, opanoKe-pe&Hbie iieemu, etc.). 
One more point of importance should be discussed in connection with the problem of lexical valency—the interrelation of lexical valency and polysemy as found in word-groups".;
Firstly, the restrictions of lexical valency of words may manifest themselves in the lexical meanings of the polysemantic members of word-groups. The adjective heavy, e.g., is combined with the words food, meals, supper, etc. in the meaning 'rich and difficult to digest'.^ 
Secondly, it is observed that different meanings of a word may be 'described through the possible types of lexical contexts, i.e. through the lexical valency of the word, for example, the different meanings of the adjective heavy may be described through the word-groups heavy weight (book, table, etc.), heavy snow (storm, rain, etc.), heavy drinker (eater, etc.), heavy sleep (disappointment, sorrow, etc.), heavy industry (tanks,
etc.), and so on7>>
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Words are used also in grammatical con-§ 2. Grammatical Valency      , •—t—. ..,.
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texts.1 The minimal grammatical context
iCLwhich wTrj^arp n^d whpri hrnnghjJogether tolorm word-groups is usu7ny"descnbed'as the pattern of the worcTgroup. For instance7ThlTad-j«etrve~1ieavy dtsclissed above can be followed by" a noun (e.g. heavy storm or by the infinitive of a verb ('E.g. heavy to lift),etc. The aptness of a word to appear in specific grammatical structures is termed grammatical valency.
* TTie^grammattcal valency uf woids may bfe different. To begin with, the range of grammatical valency is delimited by the part of speech the word belongs to. It follows that the grammatical valency of each individ​ual word is dependent on the grammatical structure of the language?)
(This is not to imply that grammatical valency of words belonging to the same part of speech is necessarily identicalThe adjectives clever and intelligent are seen to possess different grammatical valency as clever can. be used in word-groups having the pattern: Adjective+Preposition at+Noun (clever at mathematics), whereas intelligent can never be found in exactly the same word-group pattern.^
It should also be pointed out that the individual meanings of a poly​semantic word may be described through its grammatical valency. Thus, different meanings of the adjective keen may be described in a general through different structures of the word-groups keen+Ar,—keen sight (hearing, etc.), keen + on + Af— keen on sports (on tennis, etc.), keen+V(m/.)—keen to know (to find out, etc.^)

Links between lexicology and other branches of linguistic

^Lexicology is a branch of linguistics, Other Branches the science of language. The term L e x-of Linguistics i c o 1 o g y is composed of two Greek morphemes: lexis meaning 'word, phrase' (hence lexicos 'having to do with words') and logos which denotes 'learning, a department of know​ledge'. {Phonetics, for instance, investigating the phonetic structure of language, i.e. its system of pho​nemes and intonation patterns, is concerned with the study of the outer sound form of the word. Grammar, which is inseparably bound up with Lexicology, is the study of the grammatical structure of language. It is concerned with the various .means of expressing grammatical relations between words and with the patterns after which words are combined into word-groups and sentences?)
(Lexicology as a branchof linguistics has its own aims and methods of scientific research, its basic task being a study and systematic descrip​tion of vocabulary in respect to its origin, development and current use. Lexicology is concerned with words, variable word-groups, phraseologi​cal^ units, and with 'morphemes which make up wordsTA
Distinction is naturally made between General Lexicology and Special Lexicology. General Lexicology is part of General Linguistics; it is con​cerned with the study of vocabulary irrespective of the specific features of any particular language. Special Lexicology is the Lexicology of a partic​ular language, (e.g. English, Russian, etc.), i.e. the study and description of its vocabulary and vocabulary units, primarily words as the main units of language. Needless to say that every Special Lexicology is based on the principles worked out and laid down by General Lexicology, a general theory of vocabulary.^
There is also a close relationship between Lexicology and Stylistics or, to be more exact, Linguo-Stylistics (Linguistic Stylis​tics). Linguo-Stylistics is concerned with the study of the nature, func​tions and structure of stylistic devices, on the one hand, and with the in​vestigation of each style of language, on the other, i.e. with its aim, its structure, its characteristic features and the effect it produces as well as its interrelation with the other styles of language.
/"There are two princirJal  approaches  Synshronic and the diachronic (Gr. dia— 'through') approach. With regard to Special Lexicology the synchro-nic approach is concerned with the vocabulary of a language as it exists at a given time, for instance, at the present time. It is special D e s c r i p- tiye Lexicology that deals with the vocabulary and vocabulary units of a particular language at a certain time. A Course in Modern English Lexicology is therefore a course in Special Descriptive Lexicolo​gy, its object of study being the English vocabulary as it exists at the present timeJ\
(The diachronic approach in terms of Special Lexicology deals with the ! changes and the development of vocabulary in the course of time. It is special Historical Lexicology that deals with the*evolution of the vocab​ulary units of a language as time goes by. An English Historical Lex​icology would be concerned, therefore, with the origin of English vocab​ulary units, their change and development, the linguistic and extralin-guistic factors modifying their structure, meaning and usage within the history of the English language.
It should be emphatically stressed that the distinction between the synchronic and the diachronic study is merely a difference of approach separating for the purposes of investigation what in real language is insep​arable. The two approaches should not be contrasted, or set one against the other; in fact, they are intrinsically interconnected and interde​pendent: every linguistic structure and system actually exists in a state of constant development so that the synchronic state of a language system is a result of a long process of linguistic evolution, of its historical develop​ment.
Closely connected with Historical Lexicology is Contrastive and Comparative Lexicology whose aims are to study the correlation be​tween the vocabularies of two or more languages, and find out the cor​respondences between the vocabulary units of the languages under com​parison. Needless to say, one can hardly overestimate the importance of Contrastive Lexicology as well as of Comparative Linguistics in general for the purpose of class-room teach;'^ of foreign languages. Of primary importance in this respect is the comparison of the foreign language with the mother toneue7j\
{ft is a matter of common knowledge'that the vocabulary of any language is never stable,   never  static,   but  is  constantly
changing, growing and decaying. The changes in the vocabulary of a language are due both to linguistic andextralinguistic causes or to a com​bination of both. The extralinguistic causes are determined by the social
nature of the language. In this respect there is a tremendous difference between Lexicology, on the one hand, and Phonology, Morphology and Syntax, on the other.Words, to a far greater degree than sounds, grammat​ical forms, or syntactical arrangements, are subject to change, for the word-stock of a language directly and immediately reacts to changes in social life, to whatever happens in the life of the speech community in question^
Meaning in morphemes

It is generally assumed that one of the

?.      c    /
semantic   features   01   some   morphemes
which distinguishes them from words is that they do not possess gram​matical meaning. Comparing the wrord man, e.g., and the morpheme man-On manful, manly, etc.) we see that we cannot find in this morpheme thej grammatical meaning of case and number observed in the word man.| Morphemes are consequently regarded as devoid of grammatical meaning,'^
Many English words consist of a single root-morpheme, so when we say that most morphemes possess lexical meaning we .imply mainly the root-morphemes in such words.} 
Just as in words lexical meaning in morphemes may also be analysed into' denotational and connotational components. The connotational component of meaning may be, found not only in root-morphemes but in affixational morphemes as well. Endearing and diminutive suffixes, e.g. -ette (kitchenette), -ie(y) (dearie, girlie), -ling (duckling), clearly bear a heavy emotive charge. 
•    The lexical meaning of the affixal mor-10      t c 14\Functional    phemes is, as a rule, of a more generaliz-
(Part-of-Speech) Meaning
^,,
,r.
'    mg character. The suffix -er, e.g. carries
the meaning 'the agent, the doer of the action', the suffix-less denotes lack -or absence of something. It should also be noted that the root-mor​phemes do not possess the part-of-speech meaning (cf. man///, man/mess, to man); in derivational morphemes the lexical and the part-of-speech meaning may be so blended as to be almost inseparable. In the deriva​tional morphemes-er and-less discussed above the lexical meaning is just as clearly perceived as their part-of-speech meaning. In some morphemes, however, for instance -ment or -ous (as in movement or laborious), it is the part-of:sseech meaning that prevails, the lexical meaning is but vaguely feltv;
Differential meaning is the se​mantic .component that serves to distinguish one word from all others containing identical morphemes. In words consisting of two or more morphemes, one of the constituent morphemes always has differential meaning. In such words as, e. g., bookshelf, the morpheme -shelf serves to distinguish the word from other words containing the morpheme book-, e.g. from bookcase, book-counter and so org)
It should be clearly understood that denotational and differential meanings are not mutually exclusive. Naturally the morpheme -shelf in bookshelf possesses denotational ' leaning which is the dominant com​ponent of meaning. 
Distributional meaning is the meaning of  the order and arrangement
 of morphemes
making up the word.   It is found in all
words containing more than one morpheme. The word singer, e.g., is composed of two morphemes sing- and -er both of which possess the deno​tational meaning and namely 'to make musical sounds' (sing-) and 'the doer of the action' (-er). There is one more element of meaning, however, that enables us to understand the word and that is the pattern of arrange​ment of the component morphemes. A different arrangement of the same morphemes, e.g. *ersing, would make the word meaningless. Compare also boyishness and *nessishboy in which a different pattern of arrange​ment of the three morphemes boy-ish-ness turns it into a meaningless
Classification of Homonys

'.Consequently all cases of homonymy may be  ciassjfjed  into  full   and  partial   

rr         ,
.
monymy—i.e.    homonymy or words and homonymy of  individual  word-forms.
[ The bulk of full homonyms are to be found within the same parts of speech (e.g. seal, n—sea!2 n), partial homonymy as a rule is observed in word-forms belonging to different parts of speech (e.g. seal] n~seal,, v). 
fHomonyms may be also classified by the type of meaning into lexical,
lexico-grammatical and grammatical homonyms. In sealj n and sea!2 n,
e.g., the part-of-speech meaning of the word and the grammatical mean​
ings of all its forms are identical (cf. seal [si:l] Common Case Singular,
seal's [sirlz] Possessive Case Singular for both sealj and seal2). The differ​
ence is confined to the lexical meaning only: sealj denotes 'a sea animal',
'the fur of this animal', etc., sea!2—'a design printed on paper, the stamp
by which the design is made', etc. So we can say that «eal2 and sealj
are lexical homonyms because they differ in lexical meaning.
If we compare sealj—'a sea animal', and (to) sea!3—'to close tightly,
we shall observe not'only a difference in the lexical meaning of their
homonymous word-forms but a difference in their grammatical meanings
as well. Identical sound-forms, i.e. seals [si:lz] (Common Case Plural of
the noun) and (he) seals [si:lz] (third person Singular of the verb) possess
each of them different grammatical meanings. As both grammatical and
lexical meanings differ we describe these homonymous word-forms as
lexico-grammatica j.J
.
jjyiodern English abounds in homonymic word-forms differing in gram​matical meaning only. In the paradigms of the majority of verbs the form of the Past Tense is homonymous with the form of Participle II, e.g. asked [a:skt] — asked [a:skt]; in the paradigm of nouns we usually find homonymous forms of the Possessive Case Singular and the Common Case Plural, e.g. brother's f'brASaz]—brothers ['brASaz]. It may be easily observed that grammatical homonymy is the homonymy of different word-forms of one and the same word

According​ly they classify homonyms into homographs, homophones and   perfect    homonyms.
Homographs   are words identical in spelling,  but   different
both in their sound-form and meaning, e.g. bow n fboul—'a piece of
wood curved by a string and used for shooting arrows' and bow n fbau]—
'the bending of the head or body'; tear n [tia]—'a drop of water that comes
-  from the eye' and tear v [tea]—'to pull apart by force'.
Homophones are words identical in sound-form but different
both in spelling and in meaning, e.g. sea n and see v; son n and sun n.
Perfect homonyms are words jdentical both in spelling and
in sound-form but different in meaning, e.g. cascj n—'something that has
happened'   and  case2 n—'a   box;   a   container'.
Tyres of word segmentability

As far as the complexity of the morphemic structUre of the word is concerned all
English words fall into two large classes. To C 1 a s s I  belong segmentable words,
i.e. those allowing of segmentation into morphemes, e.g. agreement, information, fearless, quickly, door-handle, etc. To C 1 a s s II belong non-segmentable words, i.e. those not allowing of such segmentation, e.g. house, girl, woman, husband, etc.
Three types of morphemic segmentability of words are distinguished: complete, conditional and defective.1
Complete segmentability is characteristic of a great many words the morphemic structure of which is transparent enough, as their indi​vidual' morphemes_clearly stand out within the word lending themselves easily to isolation. The transpar​ent morphemic structure of a segmentable word is conditioned by the fact that its constituent morphemes recur with the same meaning in a number of other words.
C o n d i t i o n a 1 morphemic segmentability characterizes words wHose segmentajtion into the constituent morphemes is doubtful for semantic reason^ In words like retain, contain, detain or receive, de​ceive, conceive, perceive the sound-clusters [n-], [di-], [kan-] seem, on the one hand, to be singled out quite easily due to their recurrence in a num​ber of words, on the other hand, they undoubtedly have nothing in com​mon with the phonetically identical morphemes re-, de- as found in words like rewrite, re-organize, deorganize, decode;)1  ; The morphemes making up words of conditional segmentability thus differ from morphemes making up words of complete segmentability in that the former do not rise to the full status of morphemes for semantic reasons and that is why a special term is applied to them in linguistic literature: such morphemes are called pseudo-morphemes or quasi-morphemes!
Defective morphemic segmentability is the property of words whose component morphemes seldom or never recur in other words. One of the component morphemes is a unique morpheme in the sense that it does not, as a rule, recur in a different linguistic environment.
A unique morpheme is isolated and understood as meaningful because the constituent morphemes display a more or less clear denotational meaning.
The morphemic analysis of words like cranberry, gooseberry, straw​berry shows that they^also possess defective morphemic segmentability: the morphemes cran-, goose-, straw- are unique morpheme
The distinction between complete and conditional seg​mentability is based on semantic feature^ of morphemes p r o p-e r and pseudo-morphemes.
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