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DEFINITION AND CONTENTS OF LINGUISTIC CONCEPTS FUNCTIONING
IN WORD-FORMATION FIELD

The article considers the philosophical concepts ‘type’ and ‘model’ used in theoretical and applied linguistics and
frequently introduced in the methodology of any scientific research, and in the case described in the article — in word-
formation methodology. The point is that over time with the intensive use of some well-known and seemingly long-established
linguistic terms, serious terminological and definitional inconsistencies are observed, preventing a clear understanding
of the research methodology or the goals and objectives facing linguistic scientists. It can lead to misunderstanding
and discrepancies in the results of scientific research, is already quite well known in dissertation descriptions and
scientific papers. In order to avoid the incorrect use of generally accepted linguistic terms that have undergone certain
interpretations in their definitions and content in the course of dissertation research or other scientific developments, we
should carefully analyze and eliminate such interpretations since they can lead to serious both theoretical and practical
errors. Studying of dissertation works showed that researchers analyzing word-formation systems in various languages
do not always correctly use the appropriate terminology. The presented article demonstrates that familiar terms can have
in different works a completely various meaning. So the purpose of the work is to describe the definitions and content of
the concepts of a philosophical nature ‘type’and ‘model’ used in the field of word formation and often mixed to help form
the correct and clear understanding of these concepts in the course of creating a research methodology. Since the article
describes the concepts ‘type’ and ‘model’ on the basis of the phenomena of word formation the corresponding examples
are presented which were taken from the authors’ research, performed in this area, to support their position in this or
that affirmation. The article also contains various viewpoints of theoreticians which not only add but also contradict
each other. A review of the literature related to the definition of linguistic terms necessary for their introduction into
articles and dissertations on the topic of word formation showed that the philosophical concepts ‘type’ and ‘model’ are
not at all identical in content, and this fact should be taken into account when describing theoretical issues and choosing
the necessary methodology.
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BU3HAYEHHSA TA 3MICT JIIHI'BICTUYHUX TIOHATD,
IO ®YHKIIOHYIOTH Y COEPI CJIOBOTBIPY

Y emammi pozenadaromecs ghinocoghcoki nowsmms «muny i «mooenvy, AKi GUKOPUCTNOBYIOMbC 8 MeopemuyHill
i NPUKAAOHII NiHeBICMUYI MA YACO 8800AMbCA 8 MEMOOO0N02iH0 0)0b-AK020 HAYKOBO2O OOCNIONCEHHS, A 8 ONUCAHOMY
6 cmammi 6UnaokKy — 8 Memooonoziio cniogomsopy. Cnpasa 6 momy, wjo 3 4acom npu iHMeHCUBHOMY GUKOPUCHAHHT OeAKUX
3a2anbHOGI0OMUX 1, 30A8aN0Cs 0, 0ABHO YCMANCHUX JIHEGICMUYHUX MEPMIHIE CHOCEePI2aiomb sl CEPUO3HI MEPMIHON02IY-
HI ma OeqhiHIYIUHI HeYy3200HCeHOCmI, SIKI NEPeUKOONCAIOMb YiIMKOMY PO3YMIHHIO Memooooz2ii 00caiodicenHs abo yinel
i 3a60amb, AKi cmosame nepeo yuenumu-nineeicmamu. Lle mooice npuzeecmu 00 Henopo3yMiHs i po36idcHocmell y pe3yb-
mamax HayKosux OOCHIONCeHb, 82ice 00CUmb 000pe 8i00Mux 8 onucax oucepmayii i Haykoeux npaysax. L[Joo yrnuxuymu
HEKOPEKMHO20 8ICUBAHHSA 3A2AbHONPUUHAMUX JIIHSGICIMUYHUX MEPMIHI6, AKI 3A3HANU NeBHUX MIYMAYEHb Y C80IX GU3HA-
YenHAX 1 3Micmi nio Yac oucepmayiiiHux 00CIi0NCEHb YU THUUX HAYKOBUX PO3POOOK, CNi0 pemelbHO NPOAHALi3y8amu ma
SUKTIOUUMU MAKI MAYMAYEHHs, OCKIIbKU 80HU MOXCYMb NPU3BECMU 00 CEPUOHUX AK MeopemuyHux, max i npakmuymi
nomunok. Busuenns oucepmayitinux podim nokasano, wo 00CIIOHUKU, AHATIZYIOUU CUCEMU CIO80ME0PY 8 PI3HUX MOBAX,
He 3a821c0U KOPEeKMHO 8UKOPUCIOBYIOMb 8i0N06IOHY mepminonoeiio. Ilpedcmasnena cmamms 0eMOHCMPYE, U0 3HAUOMI
MepMIHU MONXCYIMb MAMU 8 PI3HUX MEopax abcontomuo piste 3Hauents. Tomy memoro pobomu € onuc deiniyiti i 3micmy
NOHAMb PINOCOPCLKO20 XapaKkmepy «muny i «MoO0ensby, Wo GUKOPUCIOBGYIOMbCA 8 001acmi CI0GOMBOPY I 4aACMO 3Mi-
wyromscs, wob oonomozmu cgpopmyeamu npaguibHe i 4imKe po3yMIHHA Yux NOHAMb 6 X00i CMEOPEHHS. MEmo00N02is
oocrioxcenns. OCKinbKu 8 cmammi OnuUCyiomvCs ROHAMMS K MUNY I «KMOOeTby HA OCHO8I ABULY CL0BONBOPY, HABOOAMBCA
8I0N0GIOHI NPUKAAOU, 835IMI 3 OOCTLONCEHb ABMOPIE, NPOBEOCHUX Y YLl 2ay3i, OJist NIOMBEPONCEHHS CBOET NOZUYLL 6 MOMY
YU THUWOMY MEEPOdICEHHI. Y cmammi maxodjc MiCmamvCs pisHi MOYKU 30pY GUEHUX-MeopemuKie, aKi He mitbku 0ono-
BHIOIOMDb, ajle Ul cCynepeuams 00Ha 0ouiu. O2na0 rimepamypu w000 U3HAYEHH TIH2BICMUYHUX MEePMIHI8, HeOOXIOHUX 05
66e0enHs ix y cmammi ma oucepmayii Ha memy cl0GOMSEOPY, NOKA3A8, WO PilocopCbKi NOHAMMSA «MUNY i «MOOE1bY
306CIM He MOMONCHI 34 3MICIOM, [ yell )akm nosuHen Oymu 8paxo8anuM Npu ONUCi MeoPemuUYHUX NUMAans i eUOOpI
HeoOXiOHOT Memoouxu.

Knrouosi cnosa: depusam, cnosomeipruii popmam, Kopinwv, cygixc, npegixc, mun, Mooenv.

Problem statement. The study of word-formation
system of the English language is one of the most
promising areas in theoretical linguistics although
developed in sufficient detail. If we turn to modern
scientific works describing various parts of speech
of the English language (Porauesa, 2000; Nevreva,
Lebedeva, Gvozd, 2016) we find that despite the huge
variety and multifaceted themes the morphemic analy-
sis is present as an obligatory component of the study.

But it is not only the scientific field in which
units of the word-formation system of a language are
considered that is attractive to linguists. One of the

most important aspects of analyzing such a system is
obtaining the results that are essential for developing
optimal methods for training specialists to read and
understand scientific text.

It is known that for the successful implementation
ofany scientific work in order to obtain the best results
it is necessary, first of all, that all scientific concepts
introduced into the work system be accurately and
consistently defined. In our case — that all the features
of word-forming units are accurately and unambigu-
ously characterized from the standpoint of those con-
cepts that are accepted in theoretical linguistics.
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However, this is not always possible, especially in
such a complex issue as word formation where the
different points of view of theoreticians and practitio-
ners are often contradictory. Moreover, linguistic sci-
ence itself is rather mobile and dynamic, constantly
changing with the accumulation of new research
results, which thus have a serious impact on theoreti-
cal issues. So there is a constant interaction between
the theoretical and practical spheres of linguistics. It
is not surprising that over time with the intensive use
of some well-known and seemingly long-established
linguistic terms, serious terminological and defi-
nitional inconsistencies are observed, preventing a
clear understanding of the research methodology or
the goals and objectives facing linguistic scientists.

The situation when the lack of sufficient certainty
regarding some concepts and terms characterizing
them, subsequently led to misunderstanding and
discrepancies in the results of scientific research, is
already quite well known in dissertation descriptions
and scientific articles.

First of all it concerns the terms ‘type’ and ‘model’
that are the most frequently used terminological units
in the field of word formation. Their definitions and
contents are often mixed and there are a great number
of cases of using these terms one instead of the other.
So we can say that we are observing the obvious dis-
tortion in using these two terms while studying the
description of various scientific research in general
and word formation in particular.

Taking into account all of the above, we can say the
following: in order to avoid the incorrect use of gen-
erally accepted linguistic terms that have undergone
certain interpretations in their definitions and contents
in the course of dissertation research or other scientific
developments, we should carefully analyze and elimi-
nate such interpretations since they can lead to serious
both theoretical and practical errors. For this purpose
the article will demonstrate the analysis of authorita-
tive literary sources and draw appropriate conclusions.

Since we are talking about the phenomena of
word formation in language the authors will further
provide corresponding examples from their research
performed in this area to support their position in this
or that affirmation.

Latest research analysis. In the linguistic lit-
erature one can find a fairly large number of publi-
cations on the topic of word-formation features of
lexemes that function not only in fiction discourse
but also in the texts of technical type of discourse.
Firstly, as already mentioned, almost all dissertation
works, especially the modern ones, carried out on the
basis of the analysis of parts of speech, necessarily
include descriptions of their word-formation features
(Porauesa, 2000; Nevreva, Lebedeva, Gvozd, 2016).
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Secondly, there is also a keen interest of foreign sci-
entists in this topic, both in their past research and
modern publications (Lehmann, 1982; Croft, 2003;
Sneddon, 1996; Kloss, 1969; Blends, 1977). For
example, at one time the so-called Leipzig Glossing
Rules were carefully developed (Leipzig Glossing
Rules Conventions for interlinear ...).

However word-formation analysis was mainly
aimed exclusively at the practical study of speech units
without attempting to understand the terms that name
individual concepts and have been accepted in theoret-
ical linguistics for a long time, but which have already
undergone some changes in the process of their use.

An attempt to understand the extent of such
changes, as well as the possible consequences for
young scientists who incorrectly use (or will use) cer-
tain linguistic terms that came to this science from
philosophy, determines the novelty of this article.

Goal of the article. The purpose of the work is
to describe the definitions and contents of the most
important concepts of a philosophical nature ‘type’
and ‘model’ frequently used in the field of word
formation and mixed in order to help form the cor-
rect and clear understanding of these concepts in the
course of creating a research methodology.

Basic material. In word formation as a branch of
linguistics in addition to the basic unit (derived word)
and the minimum unit (formant), complex units have
been recently distinguished — ‘word-formation type’,
etc. However, the very concept ‘word-formation type’
is not yet sufficiently defined since it appeared in this
area of linguistics recently.

Some researchers understand ‘word-formation
type’ as a scheme showing which parts of speech
are involved in the word-formation act and which
of them is productive and which is derivative. For
example, V + Suf. = N is a scheme that explains that
a noun is formed from a verb stem using a suffix: boil
+ er = boiler. However, nouns are formed using the
same scheme: separation = separat(e) + ion; equip-
ment = equip + ment; delivery = deliber + y. There-
fore, within the schemes, word-formation models are
distinguished that describe the generating stem, a spe-
cific affix and a derivative word. So, in the scheme
V + suf. = N there are different models: V + ion = N;
V+ment=N; V+y=N, etc.

Other authors use only the term “word-formation
model,” meaning by it a stable typical structure with a
generalized lexical-categorical meaning and realized
when it is filled with some lexical material. In this
case the underlying stem and the derivative of this
model must be connected by a sound correlation,
which is supported by both semantic commonality
and the semantic difference between the deriving and
the derivative (Marchand, 1951: 95).
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Some authors, when defining the concept ‘word-
formation model’ believe that the concept ‘model’
itself is determined not so much by a mechanical
enumeration of the morphemes included in its con-
tent (in other words, the structure of a model and its
morphemic composition are not identical concepts),
but rather by identifying those specific linguistic units
(affixes and stems) it is composed of. At the same time
they identifies structural-semantic varieties in mod-
els — “patterns’ — since a model is a structural, formal
analogue of a derived word. Its content is limited to
indicating word-forming affixes in combination with
a system of inflections and the categorical character-
istics of the generating stem. A pattern, in contrast to
a model, is a structural-semantic scheme of a derived
word. The content of this concept includes: 1) affixes
with a system of inflections; 2) the semantics of
the generating basis to the degree of generalization
or specification in which this semantics affects the
meaning of the derived word.

Quirk R., Greenbaum S., Leech G., Startvik J.
(A Grammar of Contemporary English) offer instead
of the term “word-formation type,” uses the term
“series,” with the help of which he defined any asso-
ciation according to one or another structural feature
of word units in a language. The capacity of these
series, their stability, their importance for the system
of a given language can be very different.

A number of linguists define the term “word-
formation type” as a structural-semantic scheme
for the formation of a derivative word, which is
characterized by a common method of word forma-
tion, a common word-forming formant and a com-
mon formal and semantic relationship between the
underlying stem and the derivative (Marchand H.,
1951: 94-129). In the word-formation system of the
language there are many word-formation types that
have different word-formation meanings, different
means of expressing them and different formal indi-
cators, and within the same word-formation type the
word-formation varieties can function conditioned by
various morphological and phonetic factors.

In other cases the researchers classify derivatives
of certain word-formation models as different word-
formation types. Thus, different word-formation types
include substantive adjectives which are character-
ized by different word-formation meanings. Within
the framework of one word-formation model, word-
formation types are distinguished, for example, with
the following word-formation meanings: having what
is called by a deriving noun; having the properties of,
similar to, what is denoted by the deriving noun.

Thus, different types of approaches to defining the
concepts ‘word-formation type’ and ‘model’ is obvi-
ous. Meanwhile, the concepts ‘type’ and ‘model’ are
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used, as is known, not only in linguistics, but also
in other sciences. In the content of the term ‘type’,
with all the diversity of its use in different sciences,
it usually means the identification in the manifold of
phenomena of a particular sphere of certain groups
or classes that unite these phenomena by the similar-
ity of a number of properties or characteristics. Such
groups (classes) distinguished from the set of phe-
nomena under consideration are usually abbreviated
as types in the general sphere.

The term ‘model’ in contrast to the term ‘type’
has the specific meaning of a pattern of something,
or a form, a scheme, according to which something
is copied. Varieties of objects and phenomena of the
same type are usually called ‘models’.

The use of the concepts ‘type’ and ‘model’ in
different sciences in approximately similar mean-
ings allows us to talk about the concepts ‘type’ and
‘model’ in a general meaning and consider the con-
cepts of word-formation type and model of a word
as particular in relation to the general concept of type
and model in general.

Taking into account the above we will make an
attempt to give a general description of the concepts
‘word-formation type’ and ‘model’. So, ‘word-forma-
tion type’ is a general structural scheme for construct-
ing a derivative word, which takes into account, first
of all, the external, formal, materially expressed fea-
tures of the derivative word. However, these charac-
teristics cannot be the same for all types of derivatives.
They depend on the method of word formation, the
structure of the underlying stem and word-formation
means. In affix word-formation, for example, words
are formed by adding stems or words with affixes
(suffixes and prefixes), and in word composition —
as a result of adding two or more stems or words.

In derivative words formed by the suffix method —
driver, percentage, engineering, evaporator, reinforce-
ment, rationalization — the following words are used
as a producing base: root — drive, prefix — percent,
suffix — engineer, prefix-suffix — evaporate, complex-
prefix — reinforce, complex-suffix — rationalize; and
as a word-forming means (formant): suffixes -ez, -age,
-ing, -or, -ment, -ation. The word-formation types of
the indicated derivative words can be presented in the
form of structural formulas: R + S, PR + S, RS + S,
PPR + S, RSS + S, where: R is a root morpheme, S is
a suffix, P is a prefix.

In prefix derivatives — compound, deblock-
ing, noncondencadles, nontransposition, evapo-
ration — the underlying stem is, respectively, the
words: root — pound, suffix — blocking, prefix-suf-
fixal — condensables, complex-prefix — transposi-
tion and complex-suffix — vaporation, and the word-
forming formant — prefixes: com-, re-, non-, e-. Obvi-
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ously the derivational types of these words can be rep-
resented by structural formulas: P+R,P+RS, P+PRS,
P+ PR, P+ RSS.

A derivative word formed by means of word
composition method consists, as it is known, of two
or more stems (words) each of which can be a root or
an affix. The derivational type of a compound word
is determined by the structure and order of arrange-
ment of the components. For example, the deriva-
tive word ‘network’ is formed by adding two simple
words (net + work), the derivative word ‘rising-film’
is formed by adding a suffix and a simple word (ris-
ing + film); the derivative word ‘distillate-reflux’ —
by adding the suffix and prefix words (distillate +
reflux). The derivational types of complex words
therefore have structural formulas: R + R, RS + R,
RS + PR, etc.

In synchronic aspect the number of word-forma-
tion types has the character of a finite set or a closed
system. The experience of industry frequency dic-
tionaries compilation shows that the set of word-
formation types is relatively small and varies slightly
both in composition and quantity in texts of various
technical fields.

A derived word along with the certain structural
features has semantic features as well, i.e. has an
external form and lexical meaning. The form and con-
tent of the derivative word are the same. Therefore, a
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word-formation type can be realized only after filling
it with lexical content. Within the same word-forma-
tion type, word-formation varieties determined by
semantic factors can function. We call such semantic
varieties of derived words within one word-formation
type ‘word-formation models’.

Three different qualities of a word-formation
model are usually distinguished: 1) productivity, i.e.
the number of lexical units formed according to its
model; 2) activity — the ability of the model to form
new derivatives; 3) frequency — frequency of repeti-
tion of a given model in the text (Kloss, 1969). It seems
that the qualities of productivity, activity and usage
are also characteristic of the word-formation type.

Conclusions. Studying of dissertation works
showed that researchers analyzing word-formation
systems in various languages do not always correctly
use the appropriate terminology. The presented article
demonstrates that familiar terms can have in different
works a completely various meaning.

A review of the literature related to the definition
of linguistic terms necessary for their introduction
into articles and dissertations on the topic of word
formation showed that the philosophical concepts
‘type’ and ‘model’ are not at all identical in con-
tent, and this fact should be taken into account when
describing theoretical issues and choosing the neces-
sary methodology.
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