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1. The terms “contrast” and “analogy” (identity and difference) refer to
concepts that have a distinctly relative character. At the pragmatic level, their
referential content is determined by the actual object of comparison (confronta-
tion, contrast), hy the type of levels, structures, units and, ultimately, Ian-
cuages subjected to analysis (related languages, closely related languages, etc.),
and by the envisaged aim of analysis {general characterization, detailed cha-
racterization). In the case of typologically distant (i.e. substantially different)
languages, comparison reveals major, more striking, more appreciable con-
trasts. It should also be borne in mind that in closely related languages (e.g.
Slavonic languages) the line of demareation may not always be distinet enough.
In other words, there is no sharp contrast between identity and difference, bu
rather a continnous progression (Strakova 1978).

2. The fact that linguistic confrontation (contrastive analysis) involves in
the first place the study of sub-systems (Fisiak 1980) is consistent with the
gystemic character of language. The prineiples upon which contrastive analysis
is based are, on the one hand, the same for all levels of language. On the other
hand, they specifically apply to a particular linguistic level.

In our view, an adeqguate conception and representation of two language
systems presupposes compliance with the following requirements:

(1) the two contrasted languages are subjected to the same analysis;

(2) the analysis duly considers the specific character of the lingnistie units
under examination;

(3) semantic identity constitutes the principle of linguistic confrontation.

3. The identification of systemic features is of fundamental significance for a
typological characterization (which constitutes the comprehensive aim of
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contrastive analysis). Correspondingly, major relevance 1s assigned to systemic
relations. At the same time, the analyst must be aware of the fact that systemic
features can only be songht in typically patterned areas of the language system,
With regard to word-formation typology this means that only serial formations
{paradigmatic formations) are relevant. Individual formations are excluded
from the scope of systemic analysis.

4, The semantic analysis of derivation units (derivatives) can be presented
a9 componential analysis. Thig type of analysis proceeds from the assumption
that semantic markers (semes) can be evaluated as an organizational factor of
the semantic system. Semes can be either formally marked (explicit) or for-
mally unmarked (implicit).

The formal explicitness of the semantic components of Slavonic lexemes can
be evidenced (though not always in the same fashion in different languages)
in several respects. The most clear-cut features of the Slavonic languages in-
clude the explicitness of the parts-of-speech characterization and, in the case
of verbs, the transitivity characteristie.

5. In each derivation complex (in our study — noun-derived verhs) the
semantic markers are hierarchized. Schematically they can he represented
as follows:

COMP
BTRANS
AG 7 T—RES - DIVID
\\

s DINSTR ADDIT

SUBTR

INSTR
Hxplanations:

The dominating feature of the hierarchy of semes in noun-derived (de-sub-
stantivized) verbs is the parts-of-speech marker — Agency (AG); the parts-of
-speech marker also dominates other parts-of-speech categories: concreteness in
nouns, quality in adjectives. Then follows Trangitivity — TRANS (syntagmatic
marker).

Comparativeness — COMP (identification marker) may oecur in all parts
of speech.

The two markers Resultativeness — RES and Finality — FIN are prag-
matic in character; they are conditioned by the verbal character of the derivat-
ion unit (in the case in point, by the verbal character of the derivation base).

Typology and conirastive analysis 17

The semes DIVID, ADDIT, SUBTR are concrete lexical exponents (effect-
ors) of the derivation structure.

Notes:

1. for classification purposes the following distinctions could be drawn:
a) limit-semes (the largely concrete, largely lexical type of semes),
b) connective semes;

9. certain connective semes may have a positive as well as negative (zero)
realization: TRANS :0TRANS

INSTR :OINSTR

6. As is obvious from the data examined, analysis identified semantio
markers (semes) that are relevant for derivation sernantics (in our case, for the
derivation complex of noun-derived verbs). The semes were subseguently
plotted into specific configurations, i.e. models of certain semantic structures
that can be assigned corresponding morphemic structures. Furthermore, the
specific derivation means throught which individual semantic classes can be
realized were identified.

Configurations of the semantic markers of deS-V
(deS-V semantic classes):

{1) AG+UTRANS Type: funktsionirovat’ (to func-
tion) shpionit’ (to spy)
popugaynichat’ {to parrot)
kristallizovat’ sya (to erys-
tallize)
programmirovat’ (to pro-
gram)
atomizirovat’ (to atomize)

(2) AGI-@TRANSCOMP
(3) AG+OTRANS+RES

(4) AG+ TRANS+RES

(6) AG+ TRANSH+RESLDIVID
(6) AG-+-OTRANS{-UINSTRA-AD ionizirovat’ sya (to ionize,)
() AG+ TRAN S+ OINSTR+HAD ionizirovat’ {{0 ionize,)

(8) AG+OTRANS+OINSTR+SUBTR obezvolet’ (to lose one’s
will)

obezvolit’ (to deprive one
of one’s will)

utyunzhit’ {to iron)

(9) AG4- TRANS+@INSTR-SUBTR

(10) AG}- TRANS-INSTR

7. Morphemic siructures
{=morphemic realizations of individual configurations — for further details
see Strakova, forthcoming).

To sum up: the above-described semantic markers, pres
within the structural framework of individval -configur
of the ten configurations represents a specific type of verb-se
identified in data deriving from Slavonic languages (particul
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Russian). The semantic verb-types, however, are not restricted to the two lan-
guages under examination, but have a more general, universsl range of inci-
dence; they may also oceur in other Slavonic and non-Slavonic languages. The
most “aniversal” semes inelude the Resultative seme, the Instrumentative

seme and the Comparative seme,.

A detailed contrastive analysis of the derivation system of two (or more)
languages (with the semantic components constituting the criterial basis of
analysis) yields essential data for an exact derivation typology and, ultimate-
ly, for a comprehensive linguistic typology.
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