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MNicoLe Naw (Kiel)

Inflection vs. derivation: How split is Latvian morphology?'

“Bur {f we do nor understand frow the systems themselves work, how can
we findd ont whether their workings conform (0 our pufative gencrad
claimx? " { Aronorr [994; 166)

Absiract

This article investigates the proposed distinction between inflectional and derivational morphology
in Latvian, concluding that the division is not valid for this language. Most of the morphological pro-
cesses surveyed here cannot be arranged on a continuum between typical inflection and tvpical deriva-
tion. and any border that one might draw would be arbitrary. This can be interpreted as a characteristic
[eature of agglutinative languages. Further parameters showing that Latvian morphology is split
between the fusional and the agglutinative type are also discussed.

L. Introduction

The term “split morphology™ has been used by linguists with two different meanings. To
my knowledge, it was first coined by Sternen Axnersox (1982) to express the claim that
morphological theory must distinguish between morphological processes operating in the
lexicon and those which are connected to syntactic rules (cf. also PErLmutTeR 1988), Essen-
tially, this is a way to incorporate the traditional distinction between derivation and inflec-
tion into a formal theory of grammar, Recently, Frans Prase { 1999) has used the same term
to describe the fact that parts of a language’s morphology can be of a fusional type, whilc
other parts meet criteria that characterize agglutination. In this paper, T will deal with “split
morphology™ in both senses. The majority is devoted to the question of how inllectional and
derivational processes may be distinguished in Latvian. In section 5, I will deal with the char-
acteristics of fusional and agglutinative morphology that are found in Latvian, Furthermore,
I will show that the two divisions — the two readings of “split morphology” - are related. The
distinction between inflection and derivation is nol the same and. especially, it is not of equal
importance in languages of different types. This fact is probably common knowledge in some
parts of the linguistic world (cf. Percov 1996: 42; PLuscias 1994), but it has been largely
ignored in others.

Basically. the distinction between inflection and derivation is lexicological, as il 15 con-
cerned with what forms {as part of concrete utterances ) belong to which lexeme, i.e., absirac
lexical unit. Inflectional processes create stems and wordlorms associated with one lexeme,
while the output of derivational processes belongs to a different lexeme than the input, Now
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the notion of lexeme and the division between inflectional and derivational processces are
mutually dependent and cannot be used 1o define one another; otherwise the definitions
would be circular, For this reason, among others, linguists started 1o search for criteria that
would allow classifying a given process as inflectional or derivational, without presupposing
a delimitation of lexemes. At the same time it has been questioned whether dividing mor-
phological processes into those inflectional and those derivational was at all important for
the grammatical analysis, and if so. what the exact nature of the division was and how it
should be handled. The subject has been much debated in the 1980s and 19905 in several
fields of linguistics (cf. BEarp 1998; Boou 1998; Byveee 1985: DressLer 198Y9; PErcov 1996;
Prask 1994; Stuse 1998; Worzen 1984: 40-51 ). Despite some fundamental challenges and
alternative views, the majority of linguists still seem 1o agree that the division is useful and
should be kept. Among typologists, [urther points of consent apparently are:

(i)  The distinction is gradual and not categorial, that is. a piven process may be “more”
or “less” inflectional/derivational; this view may involve the notion of prototypicality
(Baves 1988: 86 [; Dressirr 1989; Percov [996),

{(ii)  Thedivision is language specific, i.e., what is (more ) inflectional in one language may
be (more) derivational in another; there are however categories which are crosslin-
guistically more likely to be expressed by inflection than others (sce esp. Byaes 1985),

(iii) The difference between inflection and derivation can be described by a number of
parameters with opposite values, for example productivity, regular meaning, obliga-
toriness. To my knowledge. the most extensive list of such parameters (namely, 28)
has been given by PLank (1994). Each single parameter may also be disregarded in
some languages, but in sum, they will define inflection and derivalion as opposing end
puints of a scale (cf. also Percov 1996, who gives counterexamples for almost all
parameters).

In my eyes, it is an important question whether all these assumptions should hold univer-
sully or not. Some linguists have discussed parameters distinguishing inflection and deriva-
tion for a single language (sce c.g. Bassawak 1983 for a thorough investigation of Turkish
verb forms). In most of the discussion, however, a varicty of languages is taken into consid-
eration, and it 15 assumed that the same parameters will be valid for the inflection/derivation
distinction in any language.

I am skeptical of this assumption. A list of possible parameters as given by Prask (1994)
is useful for language comparison in providing some framework for the discussion (to ensure
we are talking about similar phenomena in languages of different types). But the validity
and relative importance of the parameters is dependent on the structural properties of the
individual language and will differ for languages of different types. Also, the “poles”™ of the
continuum (if there is a continuum). or the typical cases of inflection and derivation. should
be determined on language specific grounds.

In this paper, | will therefore begin by singling out these typical cases in Latvian; this will
be done without much justification, though tacitly assuming some of the recurrent argu-
ments in the linguistic discussion. From these typical cases, | will derive the parameters that
are of importance for Latvian morphology. In section 3, several processes thal seem o be
neither typical inflection nor derivation will be surveved, and the parameters claborated in
scction 2 will be used to determine their position relative to the typical instances of inflec-
tion and derivation. After having tired the reader with a lot of details, [ will sum up my con-
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clusions in section 4. My major claim will be that the division into inflectional and deriva-
lional processes is not relevant for Latvian morphology and syntax. We can neither draw a
border line that divides the two areas in a non-arbitrary way, nor does it make sense 1o
arrange all morphological processes on a continuum between typical inflection and typical
derivation. The second claim, that all this has to do with morphological typology and the
mixed fusional-agglutinative naturc of Latvian, will be explaincd rather sketchily in section
5, drawing on some ideas expressed by Viapimik SKALICEA (SkaLICKA 1979 [1966]).

2. Typical instances of inflection and derivation
2.1, Basic concepts

To start, some explanations of my lerminology as well as some basic facts about the make
up of Latvian words will be necessary. 1 will consider here only the major parts of specch:
nouns, verbs, and adjectives. All general claims should be read as referring to words of these
classes only (which make up the major part of the lexicon).

A basic distinction is that between the lexeme, an abstract unil associated with a meaning
and a set of potential forms, and the wordform. & word as it appears in spoken and written
text, realizing a lexeme. Wordforms consist of a stem and an ending. The ending is usually
the last segmentable part (the last suffix) of a wordform (exceptions are found in forms of
reflexive verbs, see section 3.3). In some instances, | will assume zero-endings (285G and 3rd
person present of some verbs, adverbial ending after comparative suffix). A stem may be
morphologically simple or complex. A simple stem consists of the root only, a complex stem
contains the root plus one or several suffixes, and/or a prefix, or may involve more than one
root. For the present purpose, only suffixes will be of importance. Examples:

simple stem + ending: aktier-is ‘actor, nom.sg."; las-u ‘read, 1SG. present tense’

complex stem + ending:  dziedi-tdj-s ‘singer’ (root + suffix (‘agent’) + nom.sg [m])
ap-kawn-o-j-o8-i  ‘shameful’(see ex. (3))
1. 2 34 56
1 prefix 2 root (“shamc') 3 suffix (verbalizer)
4 plide Ssuffix (present participle) 6 ending (nom.sg.f)

| will use the term suffix as a cover term for all non-lexical morphemes that follow the root;
hence, endings are suffixes, woo. Sulfixes which are not cndings will be called stem-deriving
suffixes, as they attach to a stem (simple or complex) and create another stem (complex).

In this paper, T follow the common usage of citing verbs with their infinitive form. nouns
and adjectives by their nominative singular forms, To fucilitate the recognition of the part of
speech, I will use the following conventions: the citation form of verbs will not be segmented,
for example vilks *to pull’ (the final -r marks the infinitive); for nouns, 1 will divide the stem
and the nominative singular ending, e.g. gald-s “table’, galv-a *head’, and for adjectives, [ will
give both masculine and feminine singular endings of the citation form, for example lab-5,
- ‘good”.
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The traditional part of speech labels noun. verh. and adjective will be used solely with ref-
erence to lexical categories, that is, classes of lexemes (not of wordforms). The categoriza-
lion is based on inherent properties of the lexemes and not on the svatactic behavior of their
wordforms. Therefore, a given wordform is “verbal ™, as long as it is understond as belonging
toa lexeme of the category verb, regardless of its syntactic function and morphological mark-
ing (in other words: participles aren't adjectives). The term syntactic category, on the other
hand, will be used in a much narrower sense than usual. Here, it is wordforms that are cate-
gorized, based on syntactic crileria such as distribution, agreement, and government. For
example, the English wordlorms sings, sung, singing belong to three different syntactic cat-
egories in my terminology. An example of a syntactic category in Latvian (as well as in Eng-
lish} 1s “finite verh™,

Besides lexemes and wordforms, stems may also be classified: based on the range of end-
ings which may attach to it, each stem can be assigned to a stem category. Roughly, there are
five stem catcgories in Latvian. They are associated with the lexical categories and named
afler these: nouns have stems of category N which take case+number endings, adjectives
have stems of category A which take two sets of endings expressing case+number+gender
plus an adverbial ending. Verbs have several stems. Three of them are exclusively verbal and
do not (or not necessarily) contain a stem-deriving suffix; these are traditionally called
present, past and infinitive stem. I will also refer to them as V1. V2, and V3, respectively, or
as [irst, second and third stem, 10 avoid confusion of the “infinitive stem” and the “infini-
tive™ as a form. In addition, verbs have derived stems of type A which turn up in the partici-
ples [see section 3.2).

2.2, Setting the poles

Processes which are undisputedly inflectional in Latvian are: (i) case and number inflec-
tion of nouns, (ii) case, number, gender inflection of adjectives, (iii) person inflection in
verbs, Example paradigms:

inflection: ar Adjective inflection; case, pender and number

gald-s “table’ lab-s, -a ‘good’

Class 1, m. a-decl. masculine feminine

singular  plural singular  plural singular  plural
Nominative gald-s  gald-i lab-s fab-i lab-a fab-as
Genilive gald-a  gald-u lab-a lab-u lab-ax lah-u
Dative gald-am  gald-jem lab-am  lab-iem fab-ai labi-dm
Accusative  gald-u  gald-ux fab-u lithr-rex fab-u labi-as
Locative gald-a  gald-os fab-a lab-os fab-i lah-dx

Mote: There are 6 different declension classes for nouns (but only one for adjectives). The
adjective paradigm given here is also ealled the indefinite paradigm. For the corresponding
definite forms. see section 3.3
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vilkce “to pull, draw’

present tense past tense future tense
1sg pl velk-u  velk-am vifl-ie  vilk-dm vitk-8-u  vilk-s-im
2sppl vele velk-at vilk-t  wilk-at vilk-s-i  vilk-s-iet
3 velk vilk-a vilk-s
skaift ‘1o look at’

present tense past iense future tense
Isg pl skat-u skat-im skatif-u  skatij-dm skati-3-u  skatf-s-im
2sp pl skat-i  skar-a skatif-i  skarij-ar skati-s-i  skati-s-iet

skai-a skatif-a skaii-s

Tt is less obvious what the most tvpical cases of derivation are. | chose the following three,
one for each part of speech:

(i) Derivation of nouns by the suffix -ibv-: bérn-s “child"> bérp-ib-a ‘childhood’; person-
o ‘person’> person-ib-a ‘personality”; bagdr-s.-a ‘rich’> bagdr-ih-a ‘riches, wealth’;
vadi (first stem: vad-) 1o Jead, direet’s vad-ifi-a ‘leadership, guidance”,

(i)  Derivation of adjectives by the suffix -ig-: draug-s ‘lriend"> drandz-ig-s, -a “friendly’;
PErson-a "person > person-ig-s, -a ‘personal”; apaf-5, -a ‘round’> apaf-ig-s, -0 ‘roun-
dish’; smaidic *lo smile’> smaid-ig-s, -a *smiling’; redzét 1o see’s redz-ig-5, -u ‘sharp-
eyed’,

(ii)  Derivation of causative verbs by the suffix -fnd®-: augr ‘to grow (ite.)'= anedz-ind-t ‘1o
educate’; randdr ‘to weep, ery'> raud-ind-1 ‘1o move 1o tear’; glud-s, -a “smooth'> glaud-
ind-f *to iron, to press’; god-y *honour'> god-ind-r ‘to do homage'.

There are quite a lot of such derivational suffixes in Latvian, especially for the derivation
of nouns, There is also a subsystem of word formation for international words of Latin or
Greek origin which 1 will not consider in this paper (cf. MervzALE-Kancere 1985).

2.3. Deriving parameters

By comparing these typical cases of inflection and derivation, we can conclude parameters
which may characterize the opposition between the two spheres in Latvian.
First, we can consider the output of the processes:

(1} The typical inllectional processes create wordforms, while the derivational processes
cited create stems.

(2} The wordforms created by the typical inflectional processes come in sets. The forms
and the endings that deline them stand in opposition to other forms and endings:
therefore, the processes can be called “paradigm-creating™. The stems ercated by der-
ivational processes are not in paradigmatic opposition to other stems.

1

There is evidence for splitting this suffix up into -in- (causative) + -4- (stem building clement, not in
the present stem); for simplicity, [ follow the Latvian tradition and treat it as o single suffix.
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The input of a morphological process is less easy to determine: for all examples so far. it
seems 1o be stems (rather than roots or lexemes or wordforms).

The next parameters concern eategories. It is often said that inflectional processes never
“change the category™ of a word, while derivational sometimes do. To make sense of such a
statement, we have to state more precisely what is meant by “category”, and what is the
standard of comparison [or claiming a “change™. The part of speech or lexical category is of
limited use here; inflectional processes by definition ereate wordforms belonging to one and
the same lexeme, so they cannot alter the lexical category and it would be redundant to state
that. Itis also not clear to me whether stems alone can be assigned to a part of speech, which
would be a prerequisite for judging a change when a suffix is added. With the prerequisites
laid out above, the following stalements hold:

(3)  Typical derivational suffixes determine the stem category of the stem they derive.
Inflectional suffixes attach only to a stem that belongs to a certain category, while a
typical derivational suffix attaches o stems of various categories,

(4)  The syntactic category (e.g. “finite verb™) is determined by the ending of a wordform,
Only wordforms belong Lo a syntactic category: neither stems nor lexemes do. There-
fore, inflectional endings “create” rather than “change” the syntactic category. Deri-
vational processes that are stem-deriving can influence the syntactic category only
indirectly, by determining the stem catcgory,

In addition, we may regard the semantic category, such as, for example, object. quality,
aclion, state:

(5} The semantic category of a word is determined by the stem. Within a derived stem,
typical derivational suffixes determine the semantic category — for example, while
draug-s *[riend’ denotes a person, drawedz-jg-s “friendly’ refers 1o a manner or quality.
A typical inflectional ending docs not change the semantic category of the stem.

To distinguish inflectional from derivational processes reference is often made to gram-
maticality. Bul this is either a very vague notion or it is a complex that has to be split up into
several independent. though probably related, parameters, some of which are themselves
rather vague, e.g. “abstraciness™. There is also a danger of circularity (a category is gram-
matical if it is expressed by inflection, and inflectional categories are grammatical). The
notion of “obligatoriness”, which can be considered an important part of “grammaticality”,
lacks precision, too (cf. MasLova 1994; PErcov 1996).

In Latvian, we can avoid these notions which are vague and difficult 1o handle because
there is one which is unambiguous and easy to apply:

(6)  The categories case, number, gender and person, which are expressed by the inflec-
tional processes, are all subject 1o agreement; i.e., they arc cither agreement catego-
rigs in the sense of ANDERSON (see o Annepson 1985, Anperson 1988a), as pen-
der in adjectives, person in verbs; or they have 1o be marked on several elements of
the phrase, as case and number in nouns, adjectives and determiners,

Finally. the form:meaning relationship can be taken into consideration; here, it is interest-
ing to note differences between nominal and verbal inflection.
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(7)  In nouns and adjectives, inflectional suffixes (endings) are cumulative, ie.. they

express more than one category simultancously (case+number, case+pender+num-
ber).
In verbs, this is not always so: segmentable parts, such as the personal endings -u, <,
ete. and the future suffix -5- have only one meaning’; but within the paradigms of
present tense, there are also unsegmentable forms, and here tense and person arc
marked cumulatively in one form (e.g. vele ‘pull:prs:2.sg” against velk “pull:prs:3°).

(%)  Endings as well as wordforms may have homonyms, ¢.g. within noun inflection, -u
denotes ‘accusative singular” and *genitive plural’; the lirst person verb form auge of
the verb augt ‘to grow’ is the same in present tense and past tense. In many verbs, the
2.8G and 3 in present tense are homonyms, having zero ending, e.g. serddd of strdda
“to work”, In noun inflection, there is also considerable synonymy of endings. due to
declensional classes (thus, ‘dative singular” has the morphs -am, -im, -, -ai, -ef, <ij).
In verbal inflection, synonyvmy of endings is limited to the present tense; for example,
depending on conjugation class. the 2.8G can be marked by zero. the suffix -f and/or
stem alternation. There are no declensional classes and therefore no synonyvms in
adjective declension.

Summing up, typical inflectional processes in Latvian can be defined as processes creat-
ing wordiorms that stand in strict paradigmatic opposition to other forms. belong Lo a syn-
tactic category and express grammatical categories involved in agreement. Within inflec-
tional paradigms, homonymy and synonymy is possible. Nominal inflectional sulfixes are
cumulative, verbal are not. Typical derivational processes, on the other hand, create stems,
for which they determine both stem category and semantic calegory. They are neither para-
digm-creating nor subject to agreement, Typical derivational suffixes attach to different
kinds of stems, don't fuse with other morphs, and have neither svnonyms nor homonyms.

There are other features that the reader may have felt lacking so far, for example, means
of expression, productivity and regularity of meaning. In my eyes, these do not distinguish
inflection and derivation in Latvian. The typical means of expression in both cases is suffix-
ation, and suffixes can have the same kind of shape in both inllection and derivation, e.g. V.
C, VI, CV (the most popular suffix shape in Latvian is probably V). Also, typical deriva-
tionul processes are highly productive in Latvian, and the meaning is quite regular. For
inflectional processes. even if they are called “fully productive™, there may be exceptions,
e.g. there are impersonal verbs that do not inflect for person, and some words arc reasonably
called nouns although they do not inflect at all (but, for example, have inherent gender).
There are probably differences in degree, but this does not make productivity and regular-
ity reliable criteria. They will however be considered in the subsequent discussion,

' While in some languages it is justificd Lo see the meaning of *1" and "we” as containing lwo calegories,
person and number, this is not the case in Latvian (el Nav 1998: 29). What distinguishes the personil
pronouns as well as the personal endings in verbs is a single category, namely person, which has five
exponents (1. 856G, 258G, 3, L PL. 2. PL).
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3. Between the poles? Not so typical instances
3.1 Overview

[ will now turn to morphological processes that Isuspect to be neither typical inflection
nor derivation, These comprise all remaining processes traditionally called inflectional as
well as some of the processes commonly called derivational. Most of them belong to verbal
morphology. which is especially rich in Latvian. The following tables give an overview of the
forms that will be discussed in the following subscctions. The third column gives the tradi-
tional assignment of the process, “F” standing for inflection, and “D" for derivation. The
rightmost column names the outlput (stem or form).

MNouns (bérn-s ‘child'):

Name Example Trad. Outpui
Diminutive hérn-in-§ D stem
Vocalive bérn 15 form
Adiectives (fab-s ‘good’)

Comparative lah-ak-s, -a F stem
Adverbial form lab-i (b} form
Definite paradigm lab-ar-s, lab-a F i

Verbal morphology (ex. skarir ‘lo look at’, where possible; stems: V1 skar-, V2 = V3 skariij)-)

Past active participle skatij-is, -aesi F stem(7?)
Past passive participle skati-f-5, - F stem
Present active participle Quge o Brow’ > aug-o5-5, -4 F stem
Present passive participle  skar-a@m-s,-a F stem
Debitive Ji-skat-a F form
Evidential skat-crt F form
Short form skai ‘look! D form
Converbl (-ot) skai-oi F form
Converb2 (-dam-s) skati-dam-g,-a, -f,-as F form (?)
Converb3 (-am, -im) shkai-dm F form
Adverbial form (1) vilke “to pull’s vilkf-us D form
Infinitive skati-t F form
Verbal noun (-Sare-a) skeari-fan-i D stem
Actor (-fdf-s, -¢f-5) skati-iiif-s ‘spectator” D stem
Other deverbal nouns skatij-vom-5 *aspect’; skat-fen-s *(a) look® D slem
Rellexive verb skatit=ies "o look at; 1o stare’ DiF 1

These processes differ from the typical processes in various ways. They may resemble typ-
ical inflection in some parameters and typical derivation in others. or neither in still other
instances. The list is not exhaustive, As Lhave restricted my investigation to suffixes, | didn't
include verbal prefixation, a very productive device that poses similar problems.

I'will now briefly discuss these processes and their status with regard to inflection and der-
ivation. They will be grouped together according to the first parameler, the outpat, Besides
stem-deriving and wordform-deriving processes, there arc two that can be grouped with nei-
ther: reflexive verbs and the definite endings of adjectives; these will be discussed at the end
of the section.
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3.2, Processes creating stenis

Stem-deriving processes are supposed to be derivational and not inflectional, The pro-
cesses discusscd in this section, however, differ in some respects from typical derivation, or
they may have features in common with typical inflection. Some of them — the comparative
and the participles — are usually thought of asinflectional, the others -~ diminutives and ver-
bal nouns - as derivational, This division is based on tradition and hardly justified on other
grounds.

Diiinuti

In Latvian, diminutives are very frequent and can be formed from every noun, Diminu-
lives of other lexical calegories are possible, but limited in the standard language?, | will con-
sider here only noun diminutives. The formation of diminutives is & stem-deriving process,
the output is a single stem and it is subject neither to agreement nor government. It differs
from typical derivation by the existence of several synonyms, the choice of which is partly
determined by declension class: for nouns of elass 1 (1-masc.) and 2 (a-fem.), the most com-
mon diminutive suffix is -ir-. for nouns of class 3 (e-fem.) and 4 (i-mase. ). it is -it-; examples:
dél-s ‘son’> del-ip-3, meit-a ‘daughter'> meit-ig-a, pel-e ‘mouse’s pel-it-¢, lic-is ‘bear’s lic-
it-is. There arc other suffixes which may combine with nouns from various declension
classes, ¢.g. -el-, but they are much rarer in the standard language. As the above examples
already show. the most frequent diminutive suffixcs do not determine gender and declension
class which are important paris of the stem calegory (words with the typical derivational suf-
fix -ih- are always feminine and belong 1o class 2), Nor do they determine the semantic cat-
egory, which is always the same as without the suffix. As expected, diminulive suffixes have
no mnfluence on the syntactic category. With this behavior regarding categories, the forma-
tion of diminutives dilfers from both typical derivation and tvpical inflection. The only fea-
ture it shares with inflection is synonymy due to declension class, In other words: it is less typ-
ical derivation without approaching inflection. Perhaps this is connected with the function
of the suffix: the category expressed is neither fully semantic, nor is it in any way grammat-
ical. The main function of diminutives is pragmatic: they are used to make speech more
friendly or polite, in speaking with children. in ironic speech and other special styles.
Comparative

The comparative degree of adjectives is formed by adding the suffix -d&- to the stem. fol-
lowed by the ending: example: fab-s,-a ‘good'> lab-dk-s,-a *better’, Both indefinite and def-
inite endings arc possible. The process thus does not change the stem category, which is A
with and without the suffix. It attaches always to stems of this calegory, i.e. to adjectives and
participles, Examples:

(1Y Newd-as al-mazgd-ian-a Bulrif-as valsr-is v
money-GeN  pex-wash-va-nom Baltic-Geny state-potrer secicopd
iz-platki-dk-a ki citur

pex-spread-pep-comp-noMF than  elsewhere
‘In the Baltic states, money laundering is not more widespread than anywhere else.’
{[Yiena, 21. 9, 96)

Y See ROgE-Dravina (1959) for details about diminutives in several varictics of Latvian,
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(2) Vis-latvisk-ak-ai-x nea vis-iem komponisi-iem ir
sup-Latvian-comp-per-vosM of  all-pater composer-banpl coeld
Alfreds Kalnint,

Alfréds Kalnins.
“The most Latvian of all composers is Alfréds Kalnins.' { Vasks)

As in many languages, the formation of comparatives is not fully productive in that anly
a semantically definable subset of adjectives and participles take this suffix, The suffix is
found also with other stems, though rarely: the preposition pée ‘after” is the base for the
adverb péc-ik ‘later’.

The only criterion that makes comparatives inflection-like, in my eves. is the possibility of
making up a paradigm. as is done in grammar books, of the positive, the comparative, and
the superlative: lab-s,-a : lab-ak-s,-a : vis-lab-ak-ais,-@ ‘good ; better : best”. However, the
opposition between comparative and superlative is not so strong; the prefix vis-, which in this
paradigm distinguishes the superlative from the definile comparative, is not obligatory; in
example (2). it could be omitted with no change of meaning,

Farticiples are notorious for raising problems with lexical categorization, with the delimi-
tation of lexemes and with distinguishing inflection and derivation. In Lalvian linguistics,
participles are classified as wordforms of a verbal lexeme. By loosening the association to
other wordforms of this lexeme, a participle may lexicalize and become a lexeme of its own.
Lexicalized participles belong to the lexical category of adjectives. Since the process of lexi-
calization is gradual, there are often cases of uncertainty about whether a given item is a par-
ticiple or an adjective,

From the point of view of morphology, participles are sets of wordforms associated with a
derived stem, The stem category is A, Le., there are an indefinite and a definite paradigm
consisting of 20 forms each (5 cases x 2 numbers x 2 genders) and an adverbial form with the
ending -i. IT they denote a gradable manner or quality, they can combine with the compara-
tive suffix, too (see ex. (1)). There are four such participles, each with its own stem-deriving
suffix; present active participle (-od-), present passive participle (-am- or -@m-), past passive
participle (-r-), and past active participle (-u$-). Examples:

{3y  Man-a hipgrafii-a ir ari kead-a pavisam
my-Loc  biography-Loc  cor:d  also  some-woMF  enlirely
apkaunof-of-a epizad-e,
disgrace-pa-Nom.r  episode-nom
“There is also a very shamelul episode in my biography' (Mielavs)
(4) Tik  foni grib-as pie-neni-1 {em-tim-i, Ktar-am
30 wvery  wanbers-3RFX PR-lake-ing decide-NO-ACC  PREL-DAT.M
hi-ru uzreiz redz-am-s rezulidn-s)

cor-sUs  al.once See-PP-NOM.M  Tesult-nom
*How [ long to make a decision which would have an immediate visible result!”
(Moegis)
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(5)  Aiceros, kiid-5 pazist-am-s akiieriy tagad
rememberiPrs-1sG some-NOMM  Know-PR-NOM.M aclor-NoM now
veiksm-ig-y HI-NEm-Ef-5 reiz  stdstij-a,  ka  pdrsteidz-is
SUCCEeSS-ADI-NOM.M - PRX-lake-act-wom once tellki-3  how  surprise-papacse
STV=iIN koléf-ex las-dm “San-u", ki, grek-d
rRPo-pLLF  collcague-sompr  read-cvd Santa-ace  how  sin-Loc
pieker-t-as, ex=0t sik-us-as VAN O-f-Ee, ka
catch-PPP-NOM.PL.F  AUX-EVI  begin-PAP-PLF  excusc-iwr-wex  thal
ummdl-s | e merdj-ies, parist-i fau V-8

journal-Nom  here  lic.around-pamex  usual-atw  PART  3-NOM.PLF
ne-lax-of,

wEG-read-Evi

‘I remember a well known actor, now a successful entreprencur, once told how he had
caught his colleagues |female] reading “Santa™, how they. caught in sin, started 1o
apologize, the journal had just been lying around, normally they of course wouldn't
read [somcthing like that].’ {Santa 10/2000: 31)

The four participles differ considerably with respect to frequency, productivity, lexicaliza-
tion propensity and “derivationality”, these four criteria lcading to the same ordering®. Thus,
the present active participle is the least productive, the least frequent in type and token, its
exponents are most likely to lexicalize, and it resembles typical derivation in most param-
cters. On the other end of the scale, the past active participle is productive with any verb, it
is by far the most frequent in texts, there are only few lexicalizations, and it is the most inflec-
tional according to my parameters. The two passive participles are somewhere in between,
the present passive being more derivational and the past passive more inflectional. For lack
of space, the passive participles will not be discussed here.

The present active participle suffix -od- (see cx. (3)) is similar in function 1o the suffix -ig-
which I have chosen as a typical derivational device. Both derive stems of category A, and
the wordforms are used mainly in the syntactic functions characteristic for adjectives: as
modificrs, non-verbal predicates in copula clauses and {with the ending -f) adverbially. Both
al least partly determine the semantic category — while smaidic ‘to smile” is an action, smaid-
of-s,-a “smiling” is a quality (involving an action). The semantic load of -Ig- 1% sometimes
more important and not always fully predictable. In some instances the suffixes -ig- and -o4-
compete (cf. MLIVG-I 1959: 635), for example, both smaid-oi-s. -a and smaid-ig-s, -a exist
for *smiling’ (smaidods is used for a smiling face and smaidigs for a smiling person), If there
is a lexicalized derivation with the suffix -ig-, the present active participle is less likely 1o be
built. The most important difference between the suffixes -ig- and -os- is probably that the
latter combines only with verbs, More precisely, it combines with V1 stems, mainly of intran-
sitive and atelic verhs. The suffix -ig- is not restricted to verbs and attaches to different kinds
of stems,

The past active participle should be analyzed from two points of view: its potential and its
most common uses. [tis in the latter that its inflectional properties most clearly appear. The
most common use of this participle is within the predicate, with or without a finite auxiliary,
as in the forms parsteidzis, esot saknsas, and métdjies in ex. (5). In this position, it has only
four [orms, namely the nominatives, e.g. runar ‘to talk'> rundj-is (m.sg.), rundj-usi ( Fsg.),

]

Statistics supporting this claim can be found in Excue (1983).
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rundj-us-i (m.pl.), rundj-ui-as (Lpl.).The stem-building suffix shows up only in the plural
forms, while the singular forms are marked only by their ending”, Therefore, the process is
stem-deriving as well as form-deriving. The singular forms are also cumulative. As part of
the predicate, the forms are in paradigmatic relation to the simple tense forms. This is an
additional and rather strong link to other wordforms of the lexeme which the present parti-
ciples do not have. In other words. this participle is more tightly bound into the verbal para-
digm as a whole. When used without an auxiliary. the past active participle has the same dis-
tribution as finite verbforms: thus it encompasses the syntactic category as the typical inflec-
tional forms.

Besides this common use, the past active participle is also used atiributively in all case
forms, with indefinite as well as definite endings. The sulfix -us- shows up in all forms except
for nominative singular. In these functions, the participle is in paradigmatic relation to the
other participles, for example lid-o3-i pumi *flying birds’ (lidot *to fly') — aiz-lidoj-us-i puini
*birds having lown away’ (aizlidet *fly away'), es-od-ais ‘the current’ — bij-ud-ais “the former’
(of biit 'to be’). A Lhird syntactic possibility for this participle is its use as a converb {ef. Nau
1998: 44); here, it is opposed to the two converbs that Twill discuss later. Attributive and con-
verh use of the past active participle are relatively rare, bul not restricted to lexical sub-
classes; they are possible with any verb.

Verbal noun, deverbal nouns

There are several suffixes for the derivation of deverbal nouns. The most productive and
the most frequently employed is -fan-, the outcome is called “verbal noun™ (sce armuazea-
fan-a ‘laundering” in ex. (1)). This suffix attaches to the third stem of any verb. It is typically
derivative in determining the stem category, declension class (2, a-fem.) and gender (femi-
ning). But it does not change the semantic calegory, which remains action, state, process cle.
according to the meaning of the base. The English translation cquivalent of the verbal noun
is the gerund (e.g. "(the) washing’), the German equivalent is the “substantivierter Infinitiv”
(*{das) Waschen'). The suffix is not cumulative, and there is neither homonymy nor syno-
nymy. That means, the process is purely derivational by all [ormal criteria, but inflectional
by functional criteria.

The suffixes -wmi- and -ien- are a bit more specific than -fan-; besides making nouns oul
of verbs, they add nuances of meaning, Of the two, -ien- attaches only to verbal stems: it 15
very productive with primary verbs (class 1) but only sporadically employed with secondary
verbs (classes 2 and 3); examples: skar-ien-5 *(a) look’< skarir “1o look”, [8c-ien-5 *(a) jump’<
lekt ‘to jump’. The functional addition of this suffix is often aspectual: the derivates denote
momentaneous or delimited actions or processes, or their results. But there are also other
meanings, as in &d-ien-x ‘food'< 81 ‘to eat’. The suffix -wm- may also denote results, but the
meaning of the derivates is less predictable. It is more productive than -ien- and attaches not
only 1o verbs, but also to nouns and adjectives; examples: [8m-um-s “decision’s lemt "o
decide’, fautdj-um-s ‘question’< fawar ‘to ask’, arr-um-s speed’< dirs, -a “quick’,

While these three suffixes arc formally derivational but approach inflection functionally,
the opposite can be found in the suffix -tij-, which derives nouns denoting agents. Accord-
ing to the academy grammar (MLLVG-11959: 152), itis almost Tully productive with second-
ary verbs, From primary verbs, agents are derived by the suffix -¢f-; thus there is synonymy

* The singular feminine ending -usi may also be imterpreted as -us-i, where -us- is an allomorph of -
and - 'is the ending.
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according (o conjugation class, which is a formal property of typical inflection. The two suf-
fixes do not determine gender, which is assigned according o the sex of the referent, ez
skolo-tdj-s ‘teacher (male)”, skoloe-raj-a teacher (female)’, sfauc-gf-s ‘milker (male)’, slaue-
éf-a “milkmaid’. Furthermore, nouns with one of these suffixes may retain verbal features,
such as valency and combinability with adverbs (MLIVG-T 1959; 107 + 152), In the follow-
ing example, the noun stdvé-rdj-a (of srdvér ‘to stand) governs the locative of the noun mala
“horder™;

(6 Ja es ragad ne-met-os vin-dim klifr  wn ne-iegdd-u
if 186 nmow  NEc-throwspes-1sciiex 3-panri.r pasr and  seG-hitees-1sG
Lrirn-f ne-izidzer-i-o kifij-ti — Vi ey esmin
face-Loc, NeG-drink.up-pep-acc.pef coflee-ace  ou I comprs: s

mal-a stavé-td@-a?

edge-Loc  stand-AGT-NoM[F]

‘If T don’t throw mysell upon them now and splash the undrunk coffee in their faces -
will I be one who stands aside?” ( RL 672000, editorial)

J.3. Processes creating word forims

In this subsection | will examine the formation of the infinitive, modal verblorms, adver-
bial forms of verbs and adjectives, and the vocative of nouns. All of these are wordforms and
therelore related 1o a synlactic category, and none of the processes involves a change of
meaning. However, they are not easily identified as inflectional., but differ from the typical
CASes I VATIOUS Wavs.

Infiniti

The Latvian infinitive is not & noun, as it 15 in German or Latin. It is a single wordform,
[ormed by the ending -f from the third stem of verbs. Tt also differs svntactically from nouns
and noun phrases. Its uses are very similar to the English infinitive with the preposition fo:
for example, as an argument of some verbs, such as gribé “to want’, spéi “to be able o', siki
‘o begin'. An example can be scen within ex. (4): gribas plepem-t [Emum [T) want to make
a resolution”. A special use of the Latvian infinitive is as an argument of another form of the
same lexeme (figura etymologica), which may be translated by “as to v-ing, I do (don't)’, e.g.
melo-1 ex nemeloju “as o lving, Tdon',

As the infinitive is a wordform, the ending determines the syntactic category. There is also
no change of the semantic category, and itis specific to verbs (W3 stems). But it does not share
the other characteristics of wpical inflection: it is not in tight paradigmatic opposition 1o
other forms and therefore only loosely bound into the verbal paradigm, it is not involved in
agreement. is not cumulative and has no synonyms. Homonymy is marginal: a few verbs have
Ird person present tense forms that are homonymous to the infinitive, e.g.. sisr ‘to hate”,

T The form mald miy also be regarded as a particle or adverb (of the same class as kldr), meaning
“aside’. This would not change the point I'm making here, sinee sueh particles generally don’t com-
ine with nouns, but modily verbs,
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The three processes that [ will turn to now all create verbal wordforms with modal mean-
ing® None of them inflects for person. The evidentinl consists of two forms, present (skai-o1)
and future (skari-i-o); it thus is paradigm-creating, though minimally. The subjunctive ( sk
ti) and debitive (j@-skar-a) have only one simple form each. The debitive is unusual in that it
uses a prefix, jd-, which attaches to the 3" person present tense. No other form-deriving pro-
cess within verbal morphology uses prefixation, nor takes a form, not a stem, as its base”,

The evidential and the subjunctive belong to the same syntactic category as the (typieal
inflectional) simple tense forms, namely. finite verb. My understanding of a finite verb in Lat-
vian is the following (cl. Nav 1998: 27): a verb form is finite, if it is used as the nucleus of a
verbal predicate and does not combine with an auxiliary. In consiructions conlaining an aux-
iliary and a main verb, the auxiliary is a finite form. The debitive, on the other hand, is a non-
finite verbiorm that is used as (part of) the predicate and combines with a finite form of the
auxiliary biir. In this it resembles the past participles, but contrary o those, it has no other
syntactic uses. The debitive consiruction includes a change of valency as compared 1o the
active clause: therelore, it should be classified as a voice rather than a mood (sec Nau 1995:
37 39-<40 for details). Although in Standard Latvian, subjunctive and evidential are in para-
digmatic opposition. in dialects they may be combined, the two suffixes amalgamating into
=tuot (Expzooin 1922: 762 [§ 772]).

The three forms, and especially the debitive, thus differ considerably from the typical
inflectional forms. But they do not resemble typical derivation, either.

Converbs and deverbal adverbs

Converbs. also called adverbial participles, are special verbforms used as clause adjuncts
{(“adverbials”). In Latvian, there are two such converbs. One has the ending -or and is
homonymous to the simple evidential (ex. (7) and (9)). The other is formed by the suffix
=darir-, 1o which one of four possible endings is attached, in agreement with gender and num-
ber of the subject of the clause (ex. (8)); thus, there are four forms: -dari-s (m.sg.), -dani-a
(fsg.), -dam-i (m.pl.), and -damr-as (Lpl.). This converb therefore may be imterpreted either
as a stem-deriving sulllix, where the stem it creates is of a subcategory of category A.orasa
set ol four endings. | prefer the latter, as the syntactic category is determined by the whole,
not by the presumed ending alone.

Whether the two converbs may be said to form a paradigm is not clear to me. Their oppo-
sitiom is rather weak. Hoth are fully productive and common, though not very [requent in
colloguial styles. Examples:

(7Y  Rok-as, Jaun-dzinm-ui-o operéf-or, (o bicE  ir
hand-sosmper  new-beborn-par-acc  operate-cvl  very  often copd
ji-fikse,  fi-athalsta wuz  pgald-a vk ji-operd séd-us,

DER-fix pes-lean.on  on  table-GeEx  or  DEp-operate  Sil-vaDv
‘When operating on a new-born, one very often has to fix the hands; one must lean
on the table or operate seated,” (Mozgis)

b See Howvoet (this volume) for a more thorough discussion of these and other forms of modality in
Latvian. As his article provides many examples, T will keep this section short.; sce ex, (4) for a sub-
junetive, (3) for evidentials and (7) for debitives.

Here and clsewhere, | follow the traditional view, although | find the alternative proposed by Aspro-
wov (2000) quite convineing. Under his analysis, the linal -a in the example ja-skar-a isn't an cnding
but part of the stem.
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(8) Tur MEs ditfig-i dzér-dm. Nic-im pa  fosef-u
There  leemosm  heartily-apy  drinkierr-lpl comewprt-lpe on street-acc
dzieda-dam-i un danco-dam-i.
sing-cv2-pm and  dance-ov2-pLw
“We drank heartilv there. We came into the street singing and dancing.”  (Sodums)

It is probably due o their productivity that they are without hesitation considercd inflec-
tional in Latvian linguistics, while another process which is functionally very similar is often
taken to be derivative: the formation of deverbal adverbs by the suffix -as, which attaches 1o
the first stem (sometimes the future stem) of several verbs, mainly motion verbs (see sédus
‘in a sitting position, seated’ in ex. (7), derived from sédér “Lo sit"}.

There is another form that is usually grouped with the converbs, though its function 1s dif-
ferent. It has the suffix -am or -@m, depending on conjugation subclass, and is used in con-
structions with a perception verb and an argument, comparable 1o Latin " ACI™ or English
I saw him goming. An example is the clause parswidzis savas koléges lasam “Sanmi” “hav-
ing caught his colleagues reading “Santa™ in ex. (5). This form is very rare in modern Lat-
vian. bul its productivity is not limited to a single verbal subclass,

All four suffixes presented attach only to verbal stems and don’t change the meaning of
the stem. They are traditionally classified as inflectional (the form -us not always), but they
seem 1o be quite different from typical inflection. On the other hand, they don’t have much
incommon with typical derivation, cither.

As a rule, for all deseriptive adjectives there is a form that may be called the adverbial
form; traditionally, it is thought of as a separate word, a manner adverb derived from the cor-
responding adjective. A few of these adverbial forms are ideosyneratic, or rather, derived by
a process that is no longer productive, for example, the suffix -« as in tdf-u “far away’ from
til-s *distant’. The great majority of adverbial forms, however, is created by the suffix (i.e.,
ending) -1, 4% in as-1 ‘sharply’ from as-s, -a ‘sharp’. nopiem-i ‘serious-ly” ete. This process is
almost fully productive, much more so than the corresponding derivation by the suffix -fy in
English. Example:

vy  Lém-um-i feir  nek Pie-perm-i-i, ias-f
decide-wo-Nom.pi. here  auxiers:3 pEx-take-pre-rLMm sharp-apv
stricl-vi-ies un  noplem-i diskutgj-or.  Tas  ir fab-i,
dispute-cvl-mrx  and  serious-aov  discuss-cvl That cop3  good-anv
ber griir-i un lén-i,

but difficultl-apy  and  slow-apv
“Here, decisions are made by disputing violenily and discussing seriously. That is
good, bot fit is] difficult and slow’ (Mozgis)

For adjectives in the comparative or superlative degree the adverbial form is built by drop-
ping the ending, in otheér words, the adverbial ending is zero after the comparative suffix -ak-,
e lab-dk “better’, IPn-ak ‘more slowly’,

Adverbial forms are used not only in the [unctions typical for adverbs, i.e., modification
of verbs, adjectives, and clauses. Another use is as (part of) the predicate in nonverbal
clauses, where the subject (or pseudo-subject ) is a clause. a verb phrase or the demonstra-
tive ras in so-called discourse deictic function, referring 1o an action or stale or a larger com-
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plex of what has been talked of, e.g. ras ir fab-i ‘that’s good in the sccond sentence of ex, (9),
In this function, it is also called the neuter form. In fact, the adverbial form of Latvian adjec-
tives is functionally very similar to the neuter short form of adjectives in Russian, e.g. vorod-
o “good, well”, bysieo “quick, fast’, which also is used adverbially and predicatively. The dif-
ference is that Russian has a neuter gender in nouns and the same form is also used as a noun
madifier for these, while Latvian has no neuter gender in nouns.

The adverbial form is inflectional in that it determines the syntactic category but does not
influence the semantic category of the word, It may also be claimed that it is involved in
agreement: It is possible o think of tas in discourse deictic function as having ncuter gender
(cf. MLLVG-1: 520). Then, in a clause like fas ir lab-i, we may speak of gender agreement
belween subject and nonverbal predicate. However, | don't find this approach very convin-
cing. as | doubt that fas in such constructions is really a subject (and verb phrascs or clauses
that apparently fill the position of subjects are even less likely to trigger agreement).

Viocative forms of nouns, which are traditionally grouped as ease forms, differ in several
respects from the other case forms of the typical nominal inflection. Their productivity is
limited: first, as could be expected by the lexical meaning of the noun, they are mostly built
from proper names and nouns that designale persons and are used as forms of address (Kin-
ship terms, professions). But the formation is also limited by morphological and phonologi-
cal features, namely number, declension class and stem length. There are vocatives only in
the singular. Nouns of class 5 (i-fem.) don’t have vocative forms, and for classes 2 (a-fem. )
and 3 (e-fem. ), the possibilities are limited in several ways (for example, the vocative with
monosyllabic stems is strongly restricted).

For nouns of class 1 (a-masc. ), 2 {a-fem.}, and 3 (e-fem. ). the vocative consists of the bare
stem, e.g. (all examples are Christian names): Edvard! (nom, Edvard-s), Olit! (nom. (Mit-a),
Sarmit! {(nom. Sarmit-e). For nouns of class 4 (i-masc.) and 6 (u-mase. ). the form consists of
the stem and the characteristic vowel, c.g. Nanri! (nom. Nawr-is ), Miku! (nom. Mik-us); these
forms are homonymous to the accusative forms, 1t is not clear to me what the base of this
process is; it could be the stem or the nominative wordform. In the latler case the process
would consist of a reduction in a wordform.

The syntactic category of a vocative form is different from that of the other case forms -
it is used neither as an argument, nor as a noun modifier, nor as a nonverbal predicate, Syn-
tactically, vocatives are like interjections. However, some nominal properties are retained:
vocatives may be modificd by adjectives. The modifving adjective has 1o be in the definite
form; it may cither be in the nominative (srifeis “dear (m. )", mifd ‘dear (£)'), or in what looks
like the aecusative but could be interpreted as a vocative form of adjectives (mifo for both
genders). By this interpretation, the vocative is involved in agreement.

There is in my eyes a similar process which works on verbal lexemes and derives interjec-
tions. Its means of expression is clipping off the base {which is probably the stem, but might
also be a wordform): skatit ‘to look at™> skai! ‘look (at this)!", Klansic ‘to listen'> Klaw! lis-
ten!”, pagaidit "lo wait™> paga! or pag! *wail a minute!”. This process is still more restricted
than the formation of vocatives, and formally less regular.
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3.4, Other processes

There are two processes which cannot easily be classificd as either stem-deriving or form-
deriving, as the output could be interpreted as a stem or as a set of forms, These are reflex-
ive verbs and definite adjectives.

The formation of reflexive verbs from non-reflexives is a very productive and regular pro-
cess in Latvian. Input as well as output is a verbal lexeme with all its forms. The reflexive
marker is a postfix. it attaches to the rightmost end of any verbal wordform. It is thus not
limited to a specific stem, but combines only with forms of verbal lexemes. In some word-
forms of reflexive verbs, the reflexive marker is segmentable as -fes, e.g. skatit-ies infinitive,
‘tolook, gaze’, skatdm-ies (1 vL.prS), skator-ies (evidential) cle. But when it attaches to a form
ending in a vowel, the reflexive marker amalgamates with the ending', c.g. skar-u (156.pRs)>
skar-os, skat-u (3.prs)> skat-ds, skatis-i (2.56.0U1)> skaris-ies. In these instances, the ending
is cumulative, and the function “reflexive™ is part of the paradigmatic opposition between
wordforms.

Since each reflexive wordform corresponds to a non-reflexive. and these wordforms
belong to several syntactic categories, the reflexive does not determine the syntactic calegory.
Neither does it determine the stem category or the conjugation class. 1t may change the
valency of the verb, but this is not always the case. Reflexive verbs may also be transitive.
The semantic contribution is varied and not [ully predictable for each verb (see GeniuiENt
1987 for functional groupings of Latvian reflexive verbs).

Although there are formal similarities to inflectional processes, the formation of reflex-
ive verbs in my eyes should be classified as derivational, as it creates new lexemes. This then
provides a counterexample to the claim that derivational and inflectional morphology are
never cumulated (Anperson 1988b: 171; Prank 1999; 242): in the amalgamated [orms,
reflexive and person or mood are marked together in one portmanteau morph. Compare the
following forms of the reflexive verb anvainoties *to apologize” and its non-reflexive partner
afvainod o excuse, o pardon’

reflexive: arvainoj-o8 arvaino-tox arvaingj-ies
excuse-156nEY CXCUSE-SUBIRFY CNCUSE-FAIM.5G.RFX
Y1) apologize’ ‘would apologize’ *(has) apologized’
nonreflexive:  anvaingj-u arvainoe-ru atvainof-is
excuse-1sG CXNCUSE-SUR CRCUSE-PARM.SG,
Y1) excuse' swould excuse’ *(has) excused’

There are some similarities between the reflexive form of verbs and the definite form of
adjectives, concerning the shape of the formative and the wordform, The definite sulfix. too,
is sometimes segmentable and sometimes it amalgamates with the wordform. In the first
case, it has the shape -aj- (spelled -ai- before consonants), e.g. jaun-s ‘young. new' (indef..
msg.nom)s jaun-ai-s, joun-am (msg.dat.)> jaun-aj-am. joun-a (mJ/tsgloc.)> jaun-aj-i

i For this morphonological process which also appears in the definite endings discussed in the next
subsection see FEsspLs (1971), AxproxNov (2000) offers a different interpretation, where the rellex-
ive markier consists of -5 only, und -fe- is part of the preceding ending, which is an sllomorph to the
ending of non-reflexive verbs, Interesting as it is. 1 do not adopt this view



270 M. Nau, Inflection vs. derivation

Examples of amalgamaled endings are jaun-a> jaun-a (f.sg.nom. or m.sggen.). jaun-u=
Jaun-o (m./Lsg.acc. or pl.gen.), jaun-i= jaun-ie (m.pl.nom. ). As the examples show, amalga-
maled forms are cumulative and may have homonyms,

(10Yy  Dandz-i vee-idk-ds 1] vidéf-is paauds-es
many-s.pL old-comp-cenrpeEr  and  middle-crnEner  generation-Ges
kompenist-i patiesdm v stipr-i iz-ix-t-i no  lidzsvar-a
composer-rL  indeed vop:3  strong-apv - pex-beat-pre-PL of  balance-cen
un  ar grifi-ib-im mégin-a  ie-fus-t-ies Jaun-aj-a
and  with difficult-5o-parel trviers-3  pEX-feel-INF-REX  new-DEF-LOC
SISTEmI-i, ber  man ir liel-x prick-y  par f3, kil
system-Loc but  IsGipaT copd big-woMmm joy-nom  about  pesmiacce  thal
ir Jaun-a paaidz-e, kir-a sev-f
COPZ3 YOUNE-NOM.FIDEF  ZEMCTalion-NOM  PREL-NOM.F  PRFX-ACC
ap-liecin-a taisn-i td, ki joun-aj-ai pagaudz-ei
PEX-lestifyirRS-3  exacl-Alv 80 85 YOUng-DEF-DALE  gencralion-na
vajag sev-i ap-liecind-r—  vig-i iclej-isk-i
need:ers(3) PREX-ACC  PEX-lestify-ine 3-momPLM  idea-ani-aov
no-liedz Sav-us priek3gajéj-ies.

rix-forbit:prs(3) prPo-accPLM  predecessor-acc.pL

*‘Many composers of the older and middle generation are indeed strongly put off bal-
ance and try with difficulty to become familiar with the new system, but | am very
happy that there is a young generation, which confirms itsell exactly in the way the
young generation has (o confirm itself - they deny their predecessors ideologically.”

The formation of definite adjectives from indefinites is fully productive, and the meaning
does not depend on the base. The semantic category is not influenced. If we think of the pro-
vess as stem-deriving. the stem-category i the same as that of the base (there is however no
adverbial form). But it is probably betler to see the process as forming a set of endings. thus
being form-deriving and paradigm-creating, and to leave these endings unseemented even
where the suffix -aj- shows up, Definite endings are not restricted 1o adjectives and partici-
ples. They are also found in ordinal numbers; here, the base is a cardinal number which may
be indeclinable, e.g. vienpadsmit-ais, -a *eleventh’< vienpadsmii *eleven’. There are also a
few other “definita tantum”, i.e., definite adjectives without corresponding indefinite forms,
and some of them are probably also derived from a non-adjectival base, e.g. pérn-ais, i ‘last
vear's's pérn last year' (adverh),

syntactically, the functions of indefinite and definite adjectives partly overlap; both are
used as attributes. Within the noun phrase. definite adjectives can also be determiners and
they are more likely to be heads than are indefinites. On the other hand, their predicative
use is limited, and, having no adverbial form, they are not used adverbially. Another argu-
ment for calling the formation of definite adjectives inflectional, in my eves, is that it s
involved in agreement. When a noun phrase contains a determiner that is inherently definite
orindefinite, an attributive adjective is used in the corresponding form, for example fas vec-
ai-y sunys ‘that old dog’ vs. kdels vec-s suns *alsome old dog’.

4 1 admit that this is a simplification of matters and that the agreement analysis is not undisputed und
has certainly some weak points.
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4. Conclusions

Having surveyed several processes and evaluated their status with respect to inflection and
derivation. I conclude that there is neither a clear border between the two spheres, nor can
all morphological processes be arranged on a continuum between two poles. On the whole,
the division seems 1o be of importance only for lexicology, but not for the analysis of mor-
phology or syntax in Latvian, | will now gather my arguments for this claim.,

4.1, Nov border

The morphological processes presented in the preceding section can hardly be arranged
along a single scale, nor even in a two dimensional field. The parameters that 1 have used to
measure their resemblance w or deviation from typical inflectional and derivational pro-
cesses do not allow drawing a border that would divide all the processes into *(more) inflec-
tional” and "(more) derivational” ones. The distinction might as well be left to the speakers’
intuition about what forms belong to the same lexeme.

Some linguists have tried to identify inflection by a single necessary condition, namely as
processes thal are in one way or another relevant to svntax, “in the sense of being determined
by or accessible to essentially syntactic rules” (ANDERSON 1988h: 168). Although this state-
ment is closely connected to a certain theoretical framework and may become meaningless
when considered outside of it, T would like to add some comments to the idea that lies at the
bottom of it.

Of the processes surveyed, there are only a few that can be considered pot to be syntacti-
cally relevant, First, all wordform-deriving processes are clearly connected to syntactic con-
structions, because they create the syntactic category that is needed by the construction. Sec-
ond. stem-deriving processes in most cases have an indirect connection to syntactic catego-
ries in that they determine the stem-category and therefore the range of possible syntactic
categories. Thus, both the infinitive {with the ending -r) and the verbal noun (with the suf-
[ix -$an-) are formations with relevance to syntax. determined by syntactic rules, though the
former is a form-deriving process and the latter a stem-deriving one, If a speaker wants to
use 8 verbal lexeme in the syntactic function of an argument, sthe has to use itin a form that
fits this function, i.e., depending on the construction. either the inlinitive or the verbal noun.
In the same way, participles and converbs are syntactically determined. But then, it is hard
to draw a border - if the present active participle is a device that allows a verbal lexeme to
appear in attributive function. then the suffix -ig- (one of my examples for typical deriva-
tion} can do exactly the same, Also, the various suifixes that derive nouns from verbs share
the function of making a verbal lexeme [it for noun phrase functions; they differ in param-
eters that are outside the realm of syntax, e.g. productivity, regularity of meaning, range ol
hases, and the amount of semantic contribution they give to the lexeme.

The formation of diminutives of nouns is probably the only process that is not relevant to
syntax al all. Comparatives include some changes in the synlactic behavior of adjectives,
such as possible modifiers. ¢.g., positive: [ori / *dandz lab-s, -a *very / *much good’, but com-
paratve: *fon / daudz lab-ak-y<-a **very/much better’. Reflexive verbs often. though not
always, differ from their base forms in syntactically relevant features such as valency (sce
Bera-0OLsex, this volume).

It a rigid definition of inflection were needed, this could be the one | gave for the typical
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cases — paradigm-creating form-deriving processes that express categories imvolved in agree-
ment. This would further include the definite paradigm ol adjectives, but no other pro-
cesses. But 1 would not like to call all remaining processes “derivational”. For the descrip-
tion and understanding of Latvian morphological processes other distinctions, such as that
between stem-deriving and form-deriving, scem 1o be more useful than any of the possible
interpretations of inflection and derivation'.

4.2, No continmm

The processes discussed here do not form a conlinuum between the poles sel out in sec-
tion 2.2. They both resemble and differ from typical inflection and typical derivation in vari-
OLs Ways,

What is less typical inflection does not approach derivation. Cases in point are the infini-
tive and the modal forms of verbs (subjunctive, evidential, and debitive). Starting al the
other end, there are indeed derivational processcs that share some features with typical
inflection. But in my eyes, the choice of these features is random: Diminutives rescmble
inflection only in that there is synonvmy due to differing lexical classes. The deverbal nomin-
alizer -ien-is sensitive o the stem-category (it attaches o V2 stems, rarely to V1), The reflex-
ive marker fuses with personal and modal endings. Only if we posit binary oppositions docs
non-inflectional logically entail derivational and vice versa. But in that case, resemblance
would often be due only to the lack of a feature, which in my eyes is not as interesting as shar-
ing a common feature, For example, the negative value "not determining the syntactic cate-
gory” in my eves is weaker evidence for derivation than the positive feature “determining the
semantic category”

What is most striking is the fact that formal and functional/semantic features do not cor-
relate. The comparative marker of adjectives is traditionally classed as inflectional. the fune-
tion it carries is held to be grammatical. Yet it differs from typical inllection almost com-
pletely. On the other hand, the derivation of agentive nouns from verbs, which affects the
lexical semantics and therefore would hardly be classed as inflectional, shows synonymy due
to class, sensitivity to stem-category. and preservation of verbal syntactic features (valency
and modificrs) - all rather formal inflectional properties.

A structured continuum ranging from typical inflection to typical derivation implies that
there are correlations between parameters, or, as Prask puts it, we have to look for “system-
atic interdependence between clementary distinctions” (Prank 1994: 1678). In Latvian,
there are few such correlations outside the typical cases, and most of them are directly con-
nected 1o the nature of the process. As I pointed out, all and only form-deriving processes
determine the syntactic category, while only stem-deriving categories have the potential of
determining the semantic and the stem category. Italso comes as no surprise that stem-deriv-
ing processes are not involved in agreement — though technically it would be possible, and
the formation of definite adjectives can be interpreted in that way,

On the whole, then, there is no way to construct a continuum or a scale in the fashion of

1 Fortunatély, | am not confronted with the problem which morphological proeesses belong 1o “the
lexicon™ and which are part of “the syntax™ of Latvian. A prerequisite for such a question is to belicve
that a linguistic system can (or should, or has to) be divided into two (or more ) scparate components
{autonomous or not so autonomous), 1 do not share this belief,
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the famous grammaticalization scales (cf. Lesmany 1982)7, A (somewhat bold) conclusion
is that inflection is not “more grammatical” than derivation. There are more grammuatical
and less grammatical processes in both fields,

Many intercsling questions remain that can be addressed independently of the distinction
between inflection and derivation, for example. how syntactic calegories and lexical entitics
are created, or how dilferent processes interact, or which different functions a single process
can have.

4.3 Multifunciional processes and fexicalization

Another argument against a clear division of inflection and derivation comes from the fact
that inflectional processes can also create new lexical items. This is evident in at least two
cases: the definite endings and the genitive.

Of all the “dubious” cases, the formation of definite endings of adjectives has been proven
to be the most similar to typical inflection — it creates a paradigm of wordforms, the gram-
matical category it carries is subject to agreement, and some of the endings are cumulative
and have homonyms. But the same process is also usced to derive new lexemes, First, all adjec-
tives and participles can be made into nouns by adding the definite ending. A recent exam-
ple is mobil-ais ‘eellular phone'. When nominalized, these words no langer inflect for gen-
der, and the “definite™ ending marks definitencss no longer; compare the wordform jaun-
dzimuio *a new-born (ace.)” in example (7), where -o formally is a definite ending. Second,
there is a productive device for forming nouns designating an instrument out of transitive
verbs, which consists of the present passive participle (suffix -am-, -@m-) and the definite
ending, c.g. rakst-dm-ais ‘something to write with”, (< rukstir *10 write’), brauc-am-ais
‘vehicle” (< braweks ‘1o drive’). Third. 4« mentioned above, not only adjectival stems cian com-
bine with definite endings. In ordinal numbers, the endings are derivational when we oppose
these words to the corresponding cardinal numbers; at the same time, they are inflectional
in forming the paradigm of wordforms of the lexeme, The same holds for the derived adjec-
[Ive prern-ais, -i.

The genitive, first of all, is a nominal wordform, part of the case paradigm that without
doubt is the output of an inflectional process. The genitive has several functions in Latvian:
a very important one is as an adnominal modificr and determiner. And it is in this function
that the formation of a genitive (or of what looks like a genitive) appears also as a deriva-
tional process. a process creating a new lexical item that is no longer a noun. This is most
clear in words that are used only in this form, most of them compounds or prefixed words,
e.g. missdienu ‘modern’ (mésu “our” + dien-a ‘day’), daudzbérnu ‘having many children’
{daudz ‘much, many’ + bérn-s ‘child’), bezmaksas *free of charge” (bez *without’ + maks-a
‘charge’). This pattern of compounding plus genitive ending is very productive in modern
Latvian. The output is called a “genitivenis” in Latvian, which can be translated as “genitiv-
ling™ (ef. Nau 1998: 26 1) or genitive word. Genitive words are indeclinable and used mainly
as modifiers. The difference between a genitive word and a genitive as a wordform of a noun

" Such a seale can be successfully established in an area thatat first glance seems to be related, namely
the apposition of compounding and derivation (cl. Haase 1989). In Latvian, the distinction between
compounding and prefixation is certainly gradual; there is also a set of items traditionally cafled
“semi-prelives™.
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is that the former has no paradigmatic relations to other wordforms. while the latter is part
of a paradigm. But there may also be cases in between these two possibilities, namely when
a genitive as a wordform loosens its relations to the other wordforms of the lexeme and
becomes lexicalized. This is a gradual process that does not necessarily come (o an end. For
example, the genitive of some words denoting a material (such as kok-a ‘wooden” = gen. of
kok-s tree; wood', zelt-a *of gold = golden’) may be suspected of living a life of its own aside
from being part of the noun paradigm. To underpin this suspicion we would need more
detailed investigations of the frequency, syntax and semantics of such forms. But I speculate
that if the word for ‘tree’ were replaced by another word, the genitive koka would still sur-
vive with the meaning ‘wooden’. In fact, something similar happened in certain cases, as with
the word vieu *German’, former genitive plural of the word vic-s which has been replaced
by viciet-is ‘a German’,

It1s a common phenomenon that wordforms loosen Lheir relations Lo other wordforms and
lexicalize as separate items. In addition to the genitive becoming a modifier, this may hap-
pen with other case forms, oo — datives, accusatives and locatives lexicalize as adverbs, ¢.g.
zemé ‘down’, loc, of zem-¢ earth, ground”; kdjant “on fool’, dative (former instrumental ) plu-
ral of kdj-a ‘foot, leg’. Of verbs, participles and converbs often lexicalize, e.g. befizor “at last’,
converb 1 of beigt *to end’; iespéjam-s, -a *possible, potential’, present passive participle of
fexpét "o be able w',

But the opposite also happens: a wordform can tighten its links to other wordforms and
thus become (more) bound into the paradigm. That is why processes that are derivational at
one lime or in one variety of the language may be inflectional at another time or in another
variety. For example, in some Latvian dialects, an evidential mood is formed using a form of
the deverbal noun with the suffix -um- (cf. Enpzevis 1922: 246 [§ 163]; Poia 1985:621). In
these dialects; these forms are integrated into the verbal paradigm, while in the modern stan-
dard language, as discussed above, the stem-deriving suffix -um- is rather derivational,

5. Where's typology?

While 1 postulate that the division of inflectional and derivational processes is not impor-
tant for Latvian morphology and syntax. | do not claim that this is the same in all other lan-
guages, In fact. I assume that languages differ as 1o whether the distinetion between the two
spheres of morphological processes is clear cut or not. | further assume that this is a feature
that usually occurs along with other features in the language and thus is interesting for lan-
guage typology. | owe this idea to Vieapisie Skaviéea (Skaniiea 1979 [1966]), who included
the distinction or non-distinction of inflection and derivation 1 his “bundle of matching
characteristics™ ( Biindel aufeinander abgestimmier Eigenschaften) that for him defined a
linguistic type, or rather, “a typological consiruct™, According to Skatiéka, a sharp oppo-
sition between inflection and derivation is a feature of fusional languages, whilc in the agglu-
tinative type there is no clear border. In the lollowing table, Skarilea’s parameters for the
fusional and the agglutinative type are presenied and applied to Latvian,

B Twon't go into details of Skanidea's typology and the notion of construct here; of. SaALL (1991)
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Parameter fusional type agglutinative type Latvian
1. Structure of wordforms | stem + ending stem (+ suflix) (+ sullix) ... | fusional
2. Grammatical meaning | ending suffix hath
cxpressed by
3. Part of speech disting- | elear eut not clear cut Tusional
thon
4. Main device for creating | conversion derivation agglutinative
new lexemes
5. ImMection/derviation clear cut | not clear cut aggletinative
distinction
6. Formal propertics of probahly non-syllabic syllabic both
grams cumulation ne cumulation
SYMOTY Y no Synonymy
homonymy no homonymy
7 Agrcement yes 110 hoth
8. Secondary predication | iimite subordinate clauscs | non-finite verb forms (partici-| both
by ples, converbs, gerunds ... )

Ascan be seen from the table, Latvian scores cqually high with both the fusional and the
agglutinative type. Besides the non-distinction of inflection and derivation, it is agglutina-
tive in using derivation as the main device for building new lexemes and in being rich in par-
ticiples and converbs. On the other hand, features belonging to Skanilka’s fusional type are
a clear distinction of lexical classes and subclasses, wordforms consisting of stem and end-
ing (which includes a distinction of endings and stem-deriving suffixes) and the existence of
finite subordinate clauses. With three more of Skatifka’s parameters, Latvian displays both
setlings: grammatical meaning is expressed by endings (fusional) as well as by stem-deriv-
ing suffixes (agglutinative ); there is agreement (fusional), but not everywhere where it would
be expected: the third parameter in question concerns lormal characteristics of grammati-
cal morphs: syllabicity, cumulation, synonymy and homonymy. As was shown in this paper,
these features have different values for different processes,

Latvian thus is split between two morphological ypes. In a recent paper, Prasg (1999) has
argucd for systematicity of such splits. He identified eleven single properties that make up
the opposition of the fusional and the agglutinaiive type and found that there are non-triv-
ial correlations between them in single languages as well as cross-linguistically. A more
detailed account of these ideas would be far beyond the scope of this paper. Instead, T want
to conclude by drawing attention to some features that are interesting for both the division
of derivational and inflectional morphology and that of fusional and agelutinative languages.

It became clear during my investigation that there is a remarkable difference between
nominal and verbal morphology in Latvian. With some simplification one may say that nom-
inal morphology is fusional, while verbal morphology is rather agglutinative. This was shown
in the lypical examples: there is almost no cumulation in the formation of tense forms; per-
sonal endings do not amalgamate with tense markers (only when there is zero ending does
the wordform conlain a porimanteau), and the future marker is segmentable and invariant
for all verbs — itis in fact a stem-deriving suffix. There is also no homonymy of endings, and
synonymy according to declension class is limited to certain forms in the present tense. While
this may be only weak evidence against fusion in verbs, the agelutinative character becomes
clearer in all other inflectional processes: with the modal forms (subjunctive, evidential, deb-
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itive ) there is neither cumulation nor homonymy or synonymy at all, nor is there agrecmoent.
Alsa, verbal morphology is rich in stem-deriving processes which are also of an agelutina-
Live nature.

In addition there is a syntactic difference between nouns and verbs connected o the mor-
phological difference. Nouns in their typical inflected form (ie.. with a case+number
marker) can be used in several guite different synlactic funclions: as arguments, adjuncts,
maodifiers and predicates. Verbs, on the other hand, have different forms for different syn-
tactic functions: a finite verb is used only as a predicate, the infinitive only as an argument,
Some [unctions require forms attained by stem-deriving processes, which is never Lhe case
for nouns, Further, it should be mentioned that there are several devices to form nouns from
verbs and these are productive, regular and specific (in that the sulfixes attach only to ver-
bal stems), while devices Tor deriving verbs from nouns are non-specific and much less pro-
ductive and repular,

I hope 1o have shown in this paper, if nothing clse, that there is a lot more 1o find in Lai-
vian morphology than the good old Indo-European fusional system which one might suspeet
on a superficial glance. Both linguistic typology and grammatical theory call for more in-
depth studies of languages of different types —not only W prove or disprove universal claims,
but to arrive at a deeper understanding of language,

Abbreviations

ACC aoCusalive L] suffix deriving nouns
ADI sullix deriving adjectives WOM  mominalive

ADV adverbial ending o guestion particle

AGT agent {derivational suffix) A present active participle
AUX auxiliary AR past active participle
coMp comparative paRT  particle

COF copula PFX prefix

vl converb 1 (-of) PL plural

o2 converb 2 (-dam-) FF present passive participle
v converh 3 (-anm, <Tar) prp past passive participle
Al dative PHIL relativie pronoun

(TH dehitive errx  reflexive pronoun

DEF definite v reflexive possessive pronoun
DEM demonstrative pronoun IHs present tonse

EVI evidential " preterite (past lense)

F feminine HEX reflesive

FUT future S0 singular

GEN genitive SUR subjunclive

INF infinitive sup superlative

LOC locative vaov  deverbal adverb (sulfix)
™ masculing v verbal noun (suffix)

NI negation
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