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Preface

The goal of this book is to fill a gap in lexical morphology, especially with reference to analogy in English word-formation. Hitherto, many studies have focused their interest on the role played by analogy within English inflectional morphology, chiefly as a means of extension of patterns across paradigms. However, the analogical mechanism also deserves attention and investigation in word-formation, in particular, on account of its relevance to neology in English. It is in the latter realm that this book is meant to provide in-depth qualitative analyses and stimulating quantitative findings.

The book conciliates the generative, rule-based morphological approach with the connectionist analogical approach of computational models. It discusses morphological processes that necessitate an analysis in terms of paradigmatic structure, and which therefore belong to what Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013) have termed ‘paradigmatic morphology’. These processes, as the three scholars admit, are so numerous in English that they cannot be dismissed as isolated exceptions in a rule-governed system. The book regards instances of such processes as paradigmatic substitutions of the variable part in analogical proportions, but also proves that some instances of analogy additionally conform to rule patterns.

The book gathers the research and results of a NetWordS (European Network on Word Structure) project on analogy in English neologisms. The project proposal was submitted in February 2014 to the European Science Foundation and accepted for a short-visit grant covering a brief stay at the University of Vienna in September of the same year. The grant gave me the opportunity to discuss the topic of my project work with the host institution research leader, Wolfgang Ulrich Dressler, as an eminent scholar in the field of morphology in general, and with other partners and experts in word-formation (especially, Franz Rainer), and in the diachronic evolution of the English language (Nikolaus Ritt). To these scholars I express my deepest gratitude, as well as to the ESF Members of the Steering Committee, whose belief in the value of this project allowed me to fulfil it.

Since my stay in Vienna, Wolfgang Dressler has become my mentor and the person who patiently read the whole manuscript and generously made detailed comments and invaluable remarks on it. During his numerous stays in Viareggio and Pisa, as well as in our exchanges via e-mail, he provided exemplary support and constant feedback on earlier drafts of the book. Learning from his experience and expertise is an honour and an enormous privilege that one cannot but hope to be offered, and I am hugely indebted to him for allowing me to be one of the privileged.

I am also extremely grateful to Marianne Kilani-Schoch and Klaus-Michael Köpcke for their precious comments both on the theoretical part and on the actual examples discussed. Their detailed remarks and bibliographical suggestions have been fundamental in refining an earlier version of my work.

I am also greatly indebted to my ‘slang colleagues and friends’, especially to Jonathon Green, who explored the whole database and offered me remarks and additional examples from his stupendous dictionary of slang, and to Julie Coleman, who suggested up-to-date sources and extensive archives to search for new English words.

Many other people contributed, to a greater and lesser extent, to the realisation of this book, offering me support, help, advice, and actual material. I warmly thank Belinda Blanche Crawford Camiciottoli, Matej Durco, Karlheinz Mörth, and Vito Pirrelli for their precious assistance on corpus linguistics tools and existing English corpora. I also owe thanks to Antonio Bertacca and Giovanni Iamartino for their feedback as lexicologists and historical linguists, especially at the earliest stages of the work. Moreover, I am immensely thankful to Pier Marco Bertinetto, Mark Aronoff, and Michele Loporcaro for their encouragement and support in the completion of this project.

I also warmly thank the statisticians of the Department of Economics and Management of the University of Pisa, especially Caterina Giusti and Monica Pratesi, for their support in preparing the tests and interpreting the results.

Thanks also go to the native English speakers who participated in the experiment, for their generous gift of help and time, and to one of them in particular, Steven David Smith, for his patient revision of the whole manuscript and suggestions for improvement.

Nor can such a project be undertaken without the resources of libraries and the assistance of their staff, especially the librarians of the ex-Department of English Studies and of the Language Centre of the University of Pisa, Anna Bonechi, Pina Deffenu, and Laura Matteoli, who have always accommodated my requests rapidly and efficiently.

In addition, the topic of this book was presented at several international conferences, whose audiences deserve thanks for their insightful observations and comments.

Finally, this book could not appear without the support and endless encouragement of Marcella Bertuccelli Papi, Paolo Maria Mancarella, Lavinia Merlini Barbaresi, Mauro Tulli, and of many colleagues and friends at the University of Pisa, to whom I wish to express my words of authentic gratitude.

It is in stressful and difficult times that some fruitful work can come out, and this work definitely had its birth in the hardest time of my life. However, my husband taught me strength in the face of adversity, and our daughter taught us how strong our trio could be. I wish to dedicate this book to them – Luca and Matilde – who have accompanied me in this arduous journey, helping me, day by day, not to lose determination and enthusiasm.

Pistoia, November 2015
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1Introduction

1.1An overview of the term ‘analogy’ in linguistics

Analogy is a very old concept in linguistics, and one that has attracted a plethora of interpretations and definitions. Originally, the Greek term αναλογία (analogía) denoted a real mathematical proportion, which was used by Greek grammarians, from Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus of Samothrace onwards, in order to categorise morphological forms (Schironi 2007). Then analogy was introduced into Latin grammar and became a basic criterion for working out grammatical rules. Hermann Paul (1846‒1921), the nineteenth-century Neogrammarians’ leading theorist, as well as the structuralist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857‒1913) inherited the word in this sense. Interestingly, the term ‘analogy’ was either kept as analogia, or translated into Latin as proportio, comparatio, secundum rationem, or even as regula. In addition, Latin grammarians adopted the Greek proportional descriptive technique, especially used for morphological inflection, according to which A : B = Aı : X (X = Bı). In other words, if one knows that the plural of shoe is shoes, one may reasonably deduce that the plural of tie is ties in line with the following analogical reasoning: shoe : shoes = tie : X (X = ties).

The concept of proportion and its correlated notion of substitution were pervasive in the varied literature which took analogy into consideration. Bloomfield (1933), for instance, claimed that “[t]he utterance of a form on the analogy of other forms is like the solving of a proportional equation” (p. 276), as in his example Charlestoner [1927] ‘one who performs the dance called Charleston’ (OED2),1 coined after dancer [c1440], waltzer [1811], two-stepper [n.d.] (see two-step [1900] OED2, s.v. two), and so on. Bloomfield (1933) viewed regular analogies of this type as “habits of substitution” (p. 276), i.e. as paradigmatic substitutions of the variable part in the analogical proportion (e.g. Charleston in Charlestoner substitutes waltz in waltzer).

In the 1960s and 1970s, however, analogy became a rather illegitimate topic in linguistics, expressly banned – especially in the United States – by generative grammarians such as Noam Chomsky (1957) and, later, Paul Kiparsky (1974) and Mark Aronoff (1976), and replaced by other more adequate notions. According to Kiparsky (1974: 259), for instance, the general concept of analogy should be refuted because, although it allows the following proportion: ear : hear = eye : *heye, there is no verb *to heye (meaning ‘to see’) in English. Unlike Bloomfield (1933), generativists analysed words such as Charlestoner as formed via rules – i.e. the syntagmatic concatenation of the morphemes Charleston and -er – rather than on the model of words such as waltzer.

Nonetheless, the neogrammarian notion of analogical formation (“Analogiebildung” in Paul 1880) had not disappeared and, against the Chomskyan generative tradition and American structuralism, it came back as a legitimate area of enquiry. Charles Hockett, in particular, was the first to defend Bloomfield’s (1933) concept of analogy:

An individual’s language, at a given moment, is a set of habits ‒ that is, of analogies. Where different analogies are in conflict, one may appear as a constraint on the working of another.

(Hockett 1968: 93)

Thus, we do not form *swimmed as the past tense of swim, on the analogy represented by sigh : sighed (and similar weak verbs), because the regular pattern here meets a constraint in the form of the subregularity represented by sing : sang.2 Anttila (1977) was another unequivocal defender of analogy, which he also called “pattern” or “structure” (p. 25).

The end of the twentieth century was characterised by an increased interest in the concept of analogy, especially connected to the psycholinguistic studies of the 1980s (see Bybee 1988), or to computational models where analogy is the only morphological mechanism available. In such models, analogical algorithms are developed which can be used to predict, generate, or select new forms on the basis of the similarity of a given base with existing forms in the lexicon. Three well-known such algorithms are Skousen’s Analogical Modeling (AM, Skousen 1989, 1992; Skousen, Lonsdale, and Parkinson 2002; Skousen and Stanford 2007), the Tilburg Memory Based Learner (TiMBL, Daelemans and van den Bosch 2005; Daelemans et al. 2007), and the Generalized Context Model (Nosofsky 1986, 1990).

Exemplar-based models suggest that exemplars that are stored in our memory can help predictions on language behaviour and the analogical algorithm capitalises on the multiple relationships that words in the lexicon may have. In these models, analogies are based on sets of words of varying sizes, where a set may consist of a single word or thousands of words. In this approach, analogical algorithms can model both rule-like behaviour (with very large analogical sets) and local analogies (with a single item as model) (see Chapman and Skousen 2005 and Arndt-Lappe 2014 for applications of Analogical Modeling within the realm of derivational morphology).

In the same years, Becker (1990) reopened the debate on the notion of proportional analogy as developed by Paul (1880), thus attracting the attention of prominent morphologists, such as Plag (1999) and Bauer (2001). In the present century, Itkonen (2005) has additionally explored analogy from a cognitive-philosophical perspective. Hill (2007) has discussed the subject of proportional analogy from a historical perspective. Recently, van den Bosch and Daelemans (2013) have elaborated a computational approach called Memory-based Language Processing (MBLP), which can be viewed as an implementation of the analogical, exemplar-based strand of linguistic theories developed throughout the twentieth century.3

In the pertinent modern literature, analogy is considered one of the main mechanisms or guiding principles in language learning and change (Hock [1938] 1991; Anttila 2003; Hopper and Traugott [1993] 2003; Fischer 2007; Bybee 2010; Aronoff and Fudeman [2005] 2011; Fertig 2013; cf. Amiot 2008 for French), and a key notion in inflectional morphology and its diachronic evolution. For instance, many English strong verbs have been regularised by analogy with weak forms: regular help‒helped‒helped, from the previous irregular paradigm help‒holp‒ holpen, is a case in point (Fertig 2013: 8). Instead, an example of a verb which has resisted analogical change is bring‒brought (Fertig 2013: 9). Finally, a counter-trend to morphological regularisation is the change from dive‒dived to American English dive‒dove, which is formed by analogy with drive‒drove (Online Etymology Dictionary).

Another relevant realm for analogy concerns psycholinguistic studies and experiments on first language acquisition and speech errors. For example, the impact of types of analogy on L1 acquisition has recently been studied by Dressler and Laaha (2012) for German. Indeed, unconscious analogies are often the source of children’s overgeneralisations according to fully productive, partially productive, and even unproductive rules. For English, various studies by Eve Clark (e.g. Clark 1981, [2003] 2009) have demonstrated the role of analogy in the formation of novel compounds by young children, such as *garden-man or *plant-man (vs. less transparent gardener), coined by analogy with well-known forms ending in -man (e.g. dustman, fireman, etc.).

Moreover, Victoria Fromkin’s works on speech errors (Fromkin 1973, 1980) have shown that many errors are caused by phonological (and semantic) similarity between two items: for instance, when ambitious is pronounced in the place of ambiguous (Fromkin 1980: 3), or when two similar words are blended (e.g. *shaddy ← shabby and shoddy) (Fromkin 1973: 36). Interestingly, the latter example is analogical with attested lexical blends, such as slang fantabulous [1959] ← fantastic and fabulous, ‘of almost incredible excellence’ (OED2), or ginormous [1948] ← gigantic and enormous, ‘very large, simply enormous’ (OED2) (see analogy in speech errors in 3.4.4). Studies on second language acquisition, by contrast, seem to disregard analogy as a relevant mechanism in language learning, with very few exceptions (e.g. Lyster and Sato 2013), which integrate an analytic rule-based system with a memory-driven exemplar-based system (Skehan 1998), but still on the learning of English inflection.


1.2Aims of the book and its contribution to word-formation theory

Despite its versatile character, the common (mis-)conception that most scholars still have of analogy as a rare or unimportant process largely departs from its original meaning and current relevance. This book aims to disprove the myths that: a) analogy is inconsequential in English word-formation (Bauer 1983; Plag 2003), and b) it is devoid of relations to morphological rules (Dressler and Merlini Barbaresi 1994; cf. Dressler and Laaha 2012; Mattiello 2016).

In word-formation, different schools of thought consider analogy, and its correlated notion of creativity, either as an exceptional process that stands in contrast to the productive formation of novel words using rules (Plag 1999), or as the most important means of derivation including both productive and unproductive patterns (Zemskaja 1992). The notion of schema with various degrees of abstraction and productivity, which was introduced by Bybee (1988) and refined by Köpcke (1993, 1998), makes this already complex picture even more complicated. Although Köpcke (1993) developed his model of schemas (vs. rules) for inflectional morphology, this concept is also applicable to word-formation (see also Arndt-Lappe 2015 for an overview of analogy in contemporary word-formation theories, and its relation to other mechanisms in synchronic morphology, such as rules or schemas).

In general, traditional generative approaches to word-formation, such as Aronoff’s (1976) and Spencer’s (1991), tend to think of rules as the basis of broad generalisations, reserving analogy for local, lexically restricted patterns. Generativists have recently recognised the importance of analogy in inflectional morphology, as a means of generalisation/extension of a morphological pattern across paradigms (Aronoff and Fudeman [2005] 2011: 92), but they do not confer any regularity on analogical word-formation. In such a rule-based approach to morphology, analogy is conceived as a surface means to produce neologisms or occasionalisms (see 2.1 for a distinction) via particular defaults of individual (complex) words, rather than productive rules. A clear expression of this view, which is frequently found in the generative literature, is, for example, in Bauer (1983):

If instances of word-formation arise by analogy then there is in principle no regularity involved, and each new word is produced without reference to generalizations provided by sets of other words with similar bases or the same affixes: a single existing word can provide a pattern, but there is no generalization.

Bauer (1983: 294)

This definition, however, is too restrictive and inadequate to cover all the possible facets of the concept of analogy. It excludes, for instance, analogical compounds such as the well-known ear-witness [1539] ‘a person who testifies to something on the evidence of his own hearing’ (OED2), after eyewitness [1539],4 and software [1960] ‘the programs and procedures required to enable a computer to perform a specific task’ (OED2), after hardware [1947], which at the same time conform to rules.

A theoretical approach which deals with the analogical mechanism is Booij (2010), who develops a model known under the name of Construction Morphology. Constructionist theories address the interesting question of how analogy is related to schemas, which are regarded as the central mechanism in word-formation. In Booij (2010), it is claimed that schemas and subschemas may operate on symbolic features, and that the crucial difference between analogical formations and schema-based formations lies in their making reference to different degrees of abstraction. Analogy in this model is defined as a strictly local mechanism, which is complementary to schemas and may constitute an initial stage of the development of a schema (Booij 2010: 88–93; cf. 3.2.2 for a pertinent discussion). Similarly, in my approach (Mattiello 2016), analogy as a local mechanism is identified with the concept of ‘surface analogy’ (defined below and in 1.3), whereas ‘analogy via schema’ can be viewed as an extension of the former, from a single model to a group of prototype words that share the same model (see a clearer distinction in 1.3).

Therefore, the flexibility of schemas and subschemas gives Construction Morphology a conceptual advantage over many other morphological models. However, as observed by Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013):

[I]n addition to schemas and subschemas, analogy is needed as an additional and quite separate mechanism in order to account for the manifold isolated analogical formations that seem to be quite common in English (and other languages).

Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013: 633)

This brings us to the family of performance-orientated connectionist approaches, in which analogy is the only morphological mechanism available. In computational analogical theories, we observe that analogy is conceptualised as a predictive mechanism, where predictability emerges from the fact that models are selected by algorithms.

A crucial property of computational analogical models that is particularly relevant for morphological theory is that they have been claimed to be able to account for both local analogy and rule-governed behaviour. For instance, in their approach, Derwing and Skousen (1989) claim that a description based on analogy may become a real alternative to a description based on (productive) rules. Therefore, they propose an analogy-based account that excludes the notion of rule, or subordinates it to the superordinate analogical principle. In this regard, Bauer (2001: 75) argues that “[t]here are a number of reasons for believing that morphology is basically a matter of rule-governed behaviour, and a number of reasons for believing that it works basically by analogy” (see his arguments and counter-arguments for taking a rule-governed vs. an analogical approach to morphology) (Bauer 2001: 76–84). The two concepts, therefore, are not inconsistent with one another (Mattiello 2013).

In a similar attempt to attribute a prominent role to analogy, Becker (1990) – widely criticised by Plag (1999: 17) – argues in favour of the extension of the notion of analogy to productive processes by equating it with the notion of rule. Becker (1990, 1993) discusses analogy in terms of productive replacive word-formation patterns, i.e. patterns where new words are coined from existing complex words via affix replacement (see also Arndt-Lappe 2015). Krott (2009: 136) has recently adopted a similar line of thought, by assuming that “analogy underlies regularities that appear to be governed by rules”.

In fact, the two notions of analogy and rule neither exclude one another, as in the former (connectionist) approach, nor do they overlap, as in the latter approach. They are two distinct processes that act autonomously, but may combine in the formation of new words, as when surface analogies are modelled on precise actual words, but also belong to grammatical morphology. Thus, from the viewpoint of analogy, the above-mentioned example ear-witness can be analysed according to the proportion eye : eyewitness = ear : X (X = ear-witness), but from the viewpoint of grammatical rules it can be analysed as a regular compound noun obtained through the combination of two noun bases: i.e., [[ear]N + [witness]N]N.

Hence, Dressler and Merlini Barbaresi’s (1994: 39) claim that analogical formations “lie outside morphological grammar” because they do not involve morphological rules applies only to a restricted number of analogies, but not to the process as a whole. I certainly agree with the two authors that analogy is a particularly relevant notion within extra-grammatical morphology. The latter is a cover term provided by Natural Morphology (Dressler 2000) that applies to a set of heterogeneous formations “which do not belong to morphological grammar, in that the processes through which they are obtained are not clearly identifiable and their input does not allow a prediction of a regular output” (Mattiello 2013: 1). For instance, the acronym FLOTUS [1983], coined after POTUS [1895] for the ‘First Lady of the United States’ (OED3, s.v. first lady), and the blend Bremain [2016] ← (Great) Britain/British and remain (The Guardian), created on the model of Brexit [2012] ← (Great) Britain/British and exit (Wordspy), are analogical extra-grammatical words.

Yet many analogies occur that perfectly comply with rules (Dressler and Laaha 2012) and can be accounted for within grammatical morphology, as stressed by Bat-El (2000):

The point is that not only is analogy found in what is commonly considered grammatical morphology, but also that it can be accounted for within a grammatical theory (correspondence theory), the same theory that accounts for grammatical morphology …

Bat-El (2000: 63)5

In addition, analogy often gives birth to productive series (cf. Bauer 1983: 96), as with the bound morpheme -licious (often preceded by vowel), which was originally a “splinter” (Lehrer 1996, 2003) from delicious used in new blends. Yet, this splinter has recently been labelled “combining form” in OED3 and “suffix implying excellence, appeal” in Green (2010), given its regularity in the formation of new words, such as babelicious [1991] or bootylicious [1994] ‘sexually attractive’ (OED3), and Lehrer’s (2007) jocular blendalicious. -Licious words constitute a series, i.e. a homogeneous set of prototype actual words sharing the same formation and functioning as model or “schema” to new analogical words (see Köpcke 1993, 1998; Booij 2010). Therefore, like regular derivatives and compounds, -licious words do not lie outside morphological grammar, but rather within that part of morphology which is defined “marginal” (Dressler 2000: 1), in this case, transitional between derivation and compounding.

A still different type of analogy occurs in back-formation, i.e. the creation of a morphologically simplex form from a word which is (erroneously) analysed as morphologically complex on the basis of analogy with derivational or inflectional patterns. According to Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013: 520), “back-formation is at least partially paradigmatic in nature and can even be viewed as a special kind of analogy”. For instance, the verb lase [1962] ‘to operate as a laser’ (OED2) has been coined from the acronym laser [1960], by analogy with the pairs mix‒mixer, print‒printer, etc., although the deleted part -er is not an actual suffix, but the shortening of Emission of Radiation. Similarly, the verb baby-sit [1946] is back-formed from baby-sitter [1937], from the same abstract pattern of -er formations. Yet, this case is different from the surface analogy obtaining the noun dog-sitter [1942] from the same base. A comparison between the two cases shows a different proportion, namely: baby : baby-sitter = dog : X (X = dog-sitter) vs. play, read, write … : player, reader, writer … = X : baby-sitter (X = baby-sit). In the first case, the model is a precise actual word (i.e. baby-sitter), whereas, in the second case, it is the abstract derivational pattern forming agentive nouns from verbs that functions as model. Thus, the first analogical process forming a new word is progressive, whereas back-formation is a regressive process based on the deletion of a (supposed or pseudo-) suffix.

This book clarifies the relationship between analogy and creativity, on the one hand, and rule and productivity, on the other hand, but also considers the whole gamut of interpretations of analogy and of analogical word-formation types. It accommodates analogy within the tripartite Viennese model elaborated and developed by Dressler and his colleagues (see, e.g., Dressler and Ladányi 1998; for L1 acquisition, see Laaha et al. 2006; Korecky-Kröll et al. 2012). This model includes, besides the above-mentioned surface analogy (as in FLOTUS), analogy via schema (the babelicious type), to which I have added analogy obtained in combination with productive rules (the ear-witness type) (see types and subtypes of analogy in 3.3.1). As van Marle (1990: 268) stresses, “analogy, even within the realm of derivational morphology, is no homogeneous concept”. This book, therefore, intends to bring clarity to a field rife with terminological and conceptual complexity.

The book principally focuses on cases of surface analogy (see Motsch’s 1981: 101 “Oberflächenanalogie”), which can be defined as the word-formation process whereby a new word (called ‘target’) is coined that is clearly modelled on a precise actual model word (hence ‘model’, ‘base’, ‘analogue’, ‘source’, or ‘trigger’). In surface analogy, the target can be associated with the model as far as it shares with it similarity in some (or more) trait(s). In general, the more evident the similarity to the model, the more straightforward the association. Wanner (2006: 121) calls this type of association “analogical assimilation”, that is, the process that connects the target to its model on the basis of shared similarity features. Therefore, surface analogy differs from rule productivity, in that the creation of a new analogical word depends on the similarity with an existing model word, rather than with an abstract pattern, or template, describable in a rule format (see similarity in 3.2.5).

In this book, it is claimed that, in analogical word-formation, similarities can be identified at different language levels (phonological, morphotactic, and/or semantic), and categorised along different parameters and scales, as investigated in Mattiello (2016) for neologisms in existing collections. For instance, the exocentric compound beefcake [1949] ‘(a display of) sturdy masculine physique’ (OED2, s.v. beef), from the Rice University Neologisms Database, is analogous with slang cheesecake [1934] ‘display of the female form in the interest of sex-appeal’ (OED2). Indeed, beefcake resembles its model semantically (beef and cheese are co-hyponyms of ‘food’), morphotactically (same compound head cake), and phonologically (phonological identity of the second syllable and similarity of the first stressed syllable, with identical nucleus [image: ]). Similarity at various levels, as in this case, facilitates the recoverability of the model word cheesecake.

Against Dressler and Karpf (1995: 101), who argue that, for language acquisition, “surface analogies … do not manipulate meaning and form in a regular, i.e. predictable way (as grammatical rules do)”, in this book it is argued that surface analogies may allow output prediction. For instance, the analogical formation mouse potato [1994] ‘a person who spends large amounts of leisure time using a computer, esp. surfing the Internet’ (OED3, s.v. mouse), from slang couch potato [1979] ‘a person who spends leisure time passively or idly sitting around, esp. watching television or videotapes’ (OED2, s.v. couch), is fully predictable. Indeed, its creation is anchored in the proportion that substitutes the first element of the model (the Variable Part couch) with mouse, and leaves the second element potato invariable (see Variable vs. Invariable Part in 3.2.5). Meaning is also predictable from the invariable element potato,6 which metaphorically likens a person to a tuber, suggesting inactivity, idleness, and uneventful or monotonous life. Moreover, just as couch in the model suggests the place where the potato spends most of his/her leisure time, mouse in the target metonymically stands for the computer, i.e. the instrument used by the potato in his/her free time. Analogical formations from the same model word with an invariable left element are couch rat [1988] ‘one who spends time watching television’ and couch tomato [1988] ‘a female couch potato’ (Algeo 1991: 35). Their form and meaning are equally predictable from the model (Mattiello 2015).

In general, the research questions that are posed in the present work include:

1. What is the overall role played by analogy in English word-formation?

2. How can we associate newly coined analogical formations with their models? How is the model recoverable? Are some models preferred or dispreferred for analogical formation?

3. To what extent is the coinage of a new analogical word predictable and to what extent is it not? Are some types of target word more possible, probable, or acceptable than others?

4. What are the contexts and textual genres which favour and motivate analogical word-formation? Why do speakers choose to coin a new word which bears a resemblance to another particular item rather than using only word-formation rules?

This work aims to shed more light on the way the analogical mechanism works. It provides evidence for Klégr and Čermák’s (2010: 237‒238) statement that “analogical coinage is not an independent and separate process, but instead a motivated exploitation of all types of word-formation processes, whether rule-governed or not”. In particular, it supports the claim that analogy acts as a fundamental principle in word-formation, in that it is transversely relevant both to grammatical and to extra-grammatical morphology, and even to marginal morphology, as illustrated by secreted combining forms (e.g. - (a)holic, from alcoholic, with respelling,7 as in newsaholic [1979], coined after workaholic [1947] ‘a person addicted to working’ OED3).

Furthermore, in the work it is claimed that analogy greatly benefits from the institutionalisation and lexicalisation processes (Brinton and Traugott 2005: 45– 48), in that institutionalised and lexicalised words (i.e. words established as the norm and whose morphological boundaries are erased or opacified) become potential candidates for the attraction of new words formed by analogy. For instance, the initialisms mRNA, rRNA, and tRNA [1961‒1962] ‘messenger, ribosomal, transfer RNA’ (OED3) have been coined on the analogy with institutionalised RNA and DNA [1942] ‘(desoxy)ribonucleic acid’ (OED2‒3) (see surface analogy with enlargement in 3.3.1), and the blend brinner [2008] ← breakfast and dinner (Rice University Neologisms Database) is created on lexicalised brunch [1896] ← breakfast and lunch (5.1).

Another prediction concerns the linguistic motivation of words (see “motivation” vs. “arbitrariness” in Saussure [1916] 1995). Indeed, if we start from the assumption that motivated words are more probable than arbitrary (i.e. unmotivated) ones, we can assume that new words that are both rule-governed and motivated by analogy are the most probable (and acceptable) ones. By contrast, new words that are created on the model of exact words, by surface analogy, but are ungrammatical, are likely to be less probable. Experiments on native English speakers can help corroborate these assumptions and rate existing (attested) analogical neologisms as well as non-existing (yet conceivable) analogical formations as either acceptable/very likely or unacceptable/very unlikely. Empirical scales showing the average degree of acceptability of analogies in isolation and in context are elaborated and discussed in chapter 8.

In this work, it is also claimed that, in analogical word-formation, the process of association of the target with the model word plays a central role in vocabulary understanding and language learning. This association helps native and non-native English speakers to access, memorise, and learn newly coined words using their prior knowledge of model items. In addition, this association may be favoured by either the exophoric (situational) context or the endophoric (intratextual) context of the novel word. In particular, the co-occurrence of model and target in the same text (context) or even the same sentence (micro-context) can significantly help disambiguate new analogical words, especially poetic occasionalisms (Dressler 1993) and journalistic nonce words that humorously evoke or allude to their models (Mattiello 2014). From a textual perspective, analogies can be distinguished into anaphoric, i.e. referring back to a previously mentioned model word, and cataphoric, i.e. anticipating the model. The distance between model and target within the text is another variable which determines both the recognisability of the target word (Mattiello 2014) and the recoverability of the model word (see 8.1.3). Therefore, the textual neighbourhood between target and model words is not a ‘striking’ fact (cf. the quote below), but an intentional and well-motivated fact:

From the point of view of paradigmatic relatedness, it is quite striking that new words of a particular morphological category are often coined in the textual neighbourhood of morphologically related forms with the same base, but a different suffix.

Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013: 524)

Lastly, this work regards analogy as a promising area of investigation in lexical innovation. Analogy indeed allows us to elucidate the coinage of many new words in English, and to make some predictions on the possible directions in which the English lexicon tends to expand. The investigation of new English words and their privileged contexts of creation provide a further rationale for the present work. Quantitative studies conducted on corpora of British and American English will help corroborate the role of analogy in English grammatical and extra-grammatical word-formation and substantiate the hypothesis that, at present, English vocabulary expansion is also partially governed by analogy.


1.3Definition and operationalisation of the concept of analogy

In this work, analogy is defined as the word-formation process whereby a new word is coined that is either based on a precise actual model word, or obtained after a set of concrete prototype words which share the same formation (i.e. series) or some of their bases/stems (i.e. word family). The former is called ‘surface analogy’ (see 1.2), whereas the latter is termed ‘analogy via schema’ (see 1.2 for the notion of schema, 3.3.1 for types and subtypes of analogy).

Thus, analogy does not exhibit the same level of abstraction as rules, although a schema may represent the first stage towards the development of a more regular pattern, or even of a rule (see 3.2.2 for analogy vis-à-vis rules, 3.1 for analogy and language change). Furthermore, although analogical words are not obtained by abstract rules, they may be regular (derived or compound) words conforming to rule patterns (see surface analogy combined with rule in 3.3.1). By contrast, instances of pure surface analogy (3.3.1) are often extra-grammatical words. More precisely, the concept of analogy is transversely relevant to grammatical, extra-grammatical, marginal, and even ungrammatical morphology (see 3.3.6 for a more detailed morphological categorisation, also 3.3.3 for types of target words).

In my approach to analogy, an essential prerequisite for considering a word to be ‘analogical’ is that it can be explained by a proportional equation in which the target equals its model (3.2.4). Occasionally, a proportion is made possible only by reanalysing the model as complex, or resegmenting it at a different morphological boundary (3.2.6). In analogy via schema, the proportion is between a target word and a series or a family of words. This is the reason why analogy with a schema model represents a higher level of abstraction than surface analogy, with a unique item as model. However, unlike rules, schemas are identifiable with concrete sets of words called ‘analogical sets’.

Another prerequisite for an analogical word is that it exhibits some form of similarity with its model, be it phonological, morphotactic, semantic similarity, or, more often, a combination of these (see 3.2.5 for similarity features). If the target resembles its model at the phonological level, it can be described in terms of Variable and Invariable Part. The latter (shared) portion can correspond to a word, a word part, or a series of letters, and be either the word beginning or the word end, more rarely the middle part or scattered letters. By contrast, if the target does not resemble its model from the phonological viewpoint, its morphotactics and semantics can help the association with the model. Thus, the presence of an Invariable Part is not a precondition for analogical formations (see surface analogy with no Invariable Part in 3.3.1), only for prototypical cases. A distinct semantic link between target and model is instead very important for the association of the former with the latter, especially a semantic link in the Variable Part (see 3.3.4 for types of similarity relationships), more evidently in the Invariable Part.

In addition to the model–target similarity at various levels, what facilitates the identification of the model and/or the acceptability of the target is their cooccurrence in the same text or discourse. From this textual perspective, anaphoric analogies, i.e. following the model, can be discriminated from cataphoric analogies, i.e. preceding it (see 3.3.5 for target–model distance).


1.4Relevant literature

Before delineating the structure of the work, I would like to mention the most recent and relevant literature on the topic of analogy.

The literature on analogy is rich and varied, with works differing in terms of approach to the topic, language studied, and school of thought. A lexicological approach is in Schironi (2007), who studies the etymology and early uses of the Greek term analogía. A historical approach is in Anttila (1977), Hock [1938] (1991), Wanner (2006), and Hill (2007), who explore the potential of proportional analogy, particularly, in relation to language change, with numerous examples from the history of Romance languages. Adopting the same perspective, McMahon (1994) helps understand the function of analogical extension and levelling in morphological change. More recently, Fischer (2007) explores the crucial role (also theorising the concept) of analogy in morphosyntactic change. Both Lahiri (2000) and Blevins and Blevins (2009) provide helpful introductory overviews of the concept of analogy in different disciplines, including mathematics, logic and philosophy, Natural History, and grammar. Semantic analogies, a subject discussed by Blevins and Blevins (2009: 7‒8) and usually illustrated by metaphors – i.e. relations between aspects of meaning of the analogue mapped to those of the target – are not dealt with in the present work.

Two contemporary works related to the topic of analogy include David Fertig’s book Analogy and Morphological Change (2013) and Gary Miller’s book English Lexicogenesis (2014). The former focuses on the role of analogy in language (especially morphological) change, and explains the concept of analogy in historical linguistics and vis-à-vis other notions (reanalysis) and mechanisms (back-formation, contamination, blending). The latter devotes an entire chapter to “novel word crafting” (Miller 2014: 83‒100), discussing analogical creations, puns, language plays, Homer Simpson’s -ma- infixation, and expletive insertion. Some of Miller’s (2014) notions, such as those of “lexicogenesis” (p. 83) and “lexical diffusion” (p. 88), deserve consideration in this book.

Eminent books elaborated within the Generative Grammar framework, such as Aronoff (1976) and Scalise (1984), and later authors, such as Spencer (1991) and Haspelmath (2002), treat analogy as peripheral to English morphology, and therefore unimportant. Similarly, authors of standard descriptions of present-day English word-formation, such as Bauer (1983, [1988] 2003), Plag (2003), and Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013), mention only in passing the role of analogy in English vocabulary expansion (cf. Szymanek 2005; Klégr and Čermák 2010), especially relating it to back-formation (Bauer, Lieber, and Plag 2013: 20). Both Plag (1999) and Bauer (2001) contrast analogy (and creativity) with more stable notions, namely, productivity, regularity, and rules. Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013: 518–530) also discuss analogy in a chapter devoted to paradigmatic processes, as part of what they call “paradigmatic morphology” (p. 519). The concept of paradigmatic morphology is particularly useful to describe the process of paradigmatic substitution which occurs in analogical formation (see 3.2.4).

On the other hand, analogy-based accounts, such as Derwing and Skousen (1989), Skousen (1989, 2009), and Becker (1990), assign a central role to the notion of analogy. Skousen (1989) even elaborates his “analogical modeling of language”. Against input-orientated rule models, Bybee and Eddington (2006) elaborate output-orientated schema models. The most sophisticated schema model is Köpcke’s (1993, 1998) for inflectional morphology. Computational approaches related to analogical modelling are illustrated in a special issue of Language and Speech (see Wiechmann et al. 2013; van den Bosch and Daelemans 2013). The notion of schema (and subschema) and its relationship with analogy are the objects of study of Booij’s (2010) Construction Grammar.

In contrast to analogical models, in Motsch (1981) the notion of analogy is restricted to surface analogy, i.e. analogy formed after precise actual words and word forms. Zemskaja (1992), as a prominent example of the Russian tradition of word-formation, and Ladányi (2000) discuss the concept of analogy in relation to general word-formation, the former in order to re-evaluate analogy, and the latter in order to elaborate a productivity‒creativity scale, and to show its relation to analogy in derivation. Similar terminological distinctions between recurring dichotomies in morphological accounts (e.g. productivity vs. creativity; rule vs. analogy) are given in van Marle (1990) and in the theoretical chapter of Mattiello (2013), as well as in Rundblad and Kronenfeld (2000) (folk-etymology vs. analogy), and De Smet (2013) (blending vs. analogy). Munat (2016: 93‒95) provides a recent account of the discussion on the productivity‒creativity distinction, where analogy is not viewed as representative of creativity, but rather as a “re-creation” process (Munat 2016: 96).

Psycholinguistic works concerning analogy include three blocks of studies. The first block is on first language acquisition (for English, see Clark 1981, [2003] 2009; for German, see Dressler 2003; Kilani-Schoch and Dressler 2002, 2005; Laaha et al. 2006; Dressler and Laaha 2012; Korecky-Kröll et al. 2012; for Italian, see Lo Duca 1990). The second block of studies deals with speech errors (Fromkin 1973, 1980). The third block instead concerns experiments on association in analogical change (Thumb and Marbe 1901), and on the production, representation, and processing of analogical compounds (Gagné and Shoben 1997; Libben 1998, 2006, 2008; Gagné 2001; De Jong et al. 2002; Gagné and Spalding 2006; Libben and Jarema 2006; Krott 2009; Smith, Barratt, and Zlatev 2014).

Finally and most importantly, Dressler and Ladányi (1998) is a key paper for the approach to analogy adopted in the present book. Although the authors concentrate on the grammatical productivity of word-formation rules, in their paper they accurately distinguish rule productivity from analogy. More precisely, the model elaborated at the University of Vienna within the framework of Natural Morphology discriminates among: a) surface analogy vs. b) analogy via schema (cf. “local” vs. “extended analogy” in Klégr and Čermák 2010: 235) vs. c) rule productivity (see also Ladányi 2000; Gardani 2013). This model is a turning point in the interpretation and analysis of the new words that occur in English, in that it allows us to accommodate neologisms in the three categories. While my focus in this work – and in three previous studies on the subject (Mattiello 2014, 2015, 2016) – is on the first (and partially the second) category, the latter category (rule productivity) is only discussed when combined with surface analogy.

Analogy in word-formation is an area of enquiry still open to heated debate and the present work contributes to this debate a) by clarifying the concept of analogy in general and in English morphology in particular, and b) by elucidating its connection and interface with other related topics.

The studies mentioned above have dealt with analogy only incompletely or in areas different from the word-formation morphological module. The present work, by contrast, supports and develops a model of analogy in word-formation and confers a prominent role on this concept. In this work, I claim that analogy does not exclude productivity, and is connected to an array of other relevant concepts, namely lexicalisation (Brinton and Traugott 2005), reanalysis (Hock [1938] 1991), overgeneralisation in acquisition models (Dressler and Laaha 2012), and classification in computational models (Wanner 2006). I partly embrace Skousen’s (2009) approach, according to which “Analogical Modeling” is included in a general theory of language prediction. Similarly, I claim that analogy can help output prediction as well as the identification of new word-formation patterns, e.g., when recurrent splinters in blends become productive combining forms (see 3.1.2; cf. McMahon 1994: 76). However, our approaches are basically different, insofar as Skousen (1989, 2009) neither assumes that there has to be one single model for analogy to occur, nor that the model must always be highly similar to the target.

Lastly, in the present work the acceptability of established analogical formations and the potentiality of novel analogies are tested via experiments, and empirical data is provided showing the degree of acceptability vs. unacceptability of analogies (or felicitous vs. infelicitous analogy; cf. Austin’s 1962 pragmatic concept of “felicity (conditions)” in Speech Act Theory).


1.5Organisation of the work

The work is divided into eight main chapters. Chapter 2 makes a terminological distinction between the cover term ‘new’ or ‘novel word’ and the subcategories of ‘neologism’ vs. ‘occasionalism’. In this chapter, new words are also discussed and distinguished from the diachronic viewpoint, and from the viewpoint of their structural/formal properties. Specifically, criteria for new word-formation are identified which meet the principles of well-formedness discussed in the literature. This chapter finally enumerates the various heterogeneous sources of the novel words included in the present work, explaining the methodology for database selection, and provides quantitative data of neologisms vs. occasionalisms, also showing their chronological distribution in past and present centuries.

Chapter 3 takes into account the theoretical framework of linguistic research and investigates the role of analogy in this framework. In particular, it shows the peripheral role that analogy plays in Generative Grammar (Aronoff 1976; Scalise 1984; Spencer 1991), in contrast to the much more important role that it plays within analogy-based approaches, especially neostructuralist computational models (Skousen 1975, 1989, 2009). In this chapter, a theoretical model of analogy in word-formation is offered which represents an elaboration of the tripartite model developed by Dressler and Ladányi (1998, 2000), later applied by Ladányi (2000) to Hungarian poetic language, and by Dressler (2007) to German poetic occasionalisms. Yet poetry is not expected to be the only preferential context for analogical creation.

This chapter offers an overview of the complex architecture of analogy in the synchronic formation of new English words. The model proposed distinguishes pure surface analogies (Motsch 1981; cf. isolated paradigms) vs. schemas (cf. families of paradigms) vs. (major‒minor) rules. The model is gradual rather than a true continuum, and assumes combinations of one with another category, or shifts from one to another (sub-)type, as a consequence of language evolution and lexical innovation. Hence, the chapter also discusses the diachronic relevance of analogical word-formation, since most studies on language change (Kiparsky 1968; Hock [1938] 1991; McMahon 1994; Brinton and Traugott 2005) and more specifically on morphological change (Lahiri 2000; Fertig 2013) discuss analogical levelling and morphological regularisation in inflection, but overlook the importance of analogy in lexical development and word-formation.

In the third chapter, such concepts as “four-part analogy” (from Neogrammarians, see, e.g., Hock [1938] 1991; also in Aronoff and Fudeman [2005] 2011), “systematic” vs. “sporadic analogy” (McMahon 1994), “paradigm” (Anttila 1977; Blevins and Blevins 2009), “analogical levelling” and “proportional analogy” (earliest in Paul 1880; Hermann 1931; but see also Hock [1938] 1991) are taken into consideration and critically discussed. Conscious analogies (i.e. as in word play) are also differentiated from unconscious analogies (i.e. those unconsciously produced in speech errors or as a subclass of spontaneous innovations). Other topics that deserve discussion in this theoretical chapter are full‒partial productivity vs. creativity (Plag 1999; Dressler and Ladányi 2000; Ladányi 2000; Bauer 2001; Dressler 2003); token vs. type frequency and institutionalisation (Fischer 1998; Brinton and Traugott 2005); and analogical modelling and language prediction (Skousen 2009). Lastly, the process of classification/categorisation (Wanner 2006: 120‒121) is used to develop the concept of similarity, or resemblance, between the newly coined word (the target) and its model. The similarity features elaborated on hitherto (Mattiello 2016) are presented and a hypothesis for their generalisation and extension to all analogical neologisms in English is formulated. The chapter concludes with some suggestions for the exploration of analogical word-formation in psycholinguistic studies. In particular, analogy is briefly treated in relation to first language acquisition (3.4.1), psycholinguistic experiments (3.4.2‒3.4.3), and speech errors (3.4.4).

The four successive chapters deal with analogy in four different domains and provide both qualitative and quantitative corpus-based analyses of novel surface analogies and of analogies via schemas. Chapter 4 explores specialised analogies, i.e. new analogical formations used in specialised terminology by economists, politicians, jurists, or doctors with their colleagues. Most of the texts used for illustration are taken from the British National Corpus (BNC) and the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA). In this chapter, it is shown how neologisms can become stable within a restricted speech community whose members share professional knowledge and vocabulary. The role of context in the interpretation of specialised surface analogies is less central, in that experts share a precise, transparent, and unambiguous (i.e. monoreferential) terminology that may help analyse new coinages and recognise their origin. New specialised words, therefore, may aid or reinforce professional closeness among experts.

However, this chapter also stresses the importance of neologising in scientific and technical contexts for naming reasons. As Algeo (1991: 14) claims, “when there are new things to talk about, we need new words to name them”. In various fields, new inventions, discoveries, technical and social changes require new words (or new meanings as in neosemanticisms) to express concepts or refer to things. Interestingly, new words often rely on words that are already present in the lexicon, and are coined by analogy with them. The medical term ZIFT [1986] ‘zygote intra-fallopian transfer’ (OED2), coined after the acronym GIFT [1984] ‘gamete intra-fallopian transfer’ (OED2), is a case in point. These analogical neologisms with a denomination function often become established, and can be (re)used at both national and international levels, especially within élite groups.

Chapter 5 examines juvenile analogies in existing collections on the web and similar online sources. The online databases explored include the Rice University Neologisms Database and Neologisms. These databases cover an overall period of eleven years, from 2003 to 2014, providing examples of both stable neologisms, also attested in dictionaries, and ad hoc nonce words used by adolescents with their peers. For each entry, compilers have provided information about the word’s part of speech, the morphological or semantic process obtaining it, its description, its etymology, its use in context, and the source from which it has been taken. Another source of data is the Urban Dictionary, whose primary compilers – i.e. teenagers and young people – provide their own explanations, etymologies, and contexts of occurrence of the words added.

This chapter shows that juvenile analogies are mainly created either to produce a jocular/playful effect or to show off. Another reason for creating new words is the reinforcement of social closeness and in-group vocabulary. Most of the new words analysed are only used by students, so the accessibility to this language is restricted to small speech communities. However, it is found that, although teenagers are commonly innovative in their slanguage (Mattiello 2008a), many analogies that they produce are grammatical (see the beefcake example, 1.2), and therefore comparable to the phenomena of morphological regularisation which occur in first language acquisition (3.4.1).

Chapter 6 investigates journalistic analogies in the collection Neologisms – New Words in Journalistic Text (1997–2012), in the TIME Magazine Corpus, and in online newspapers. The newspapers investigated include the archives of The Guardian, The Observer, and The Independent, which illustrate creative analogies in use. This chapter demonstrates that the pragmatic motivations for neologising in the case of newspaper analogies range from the creation of social closeness with the reading public to the attraction of their attention. These functions motivate the colourful nature of some journalistic analogies in the above-mentioned Neologisms – New Words in Journalistic Text collection. They indeed include, besides grammatical neologisms (e.g. bird cafeteria [2011] ‘a small box provided for wild birds to feed themselves’, after bird-house [1855], OED3), creative formations, such as the blend adultescent [1996] ‘an adult who has retained the interests, behaviour, or lifestyle of adolescence’ (OED3), which has been coined after kidult [1960] ‘an adult with juvenile tastes’ (OED2). The (micro-)context is especially relevant in this case for the disambiguation of the novel terms, in that the targets often require their models to be analysed and understood.

Chapter 7 analyses literary and poetic analogies and is based on the concept of “poetic licence” (Dressler 1981, 1993, 2007; Dressler and Panagl 2007; Rainer 2007), i.e. the writer’s licence that allows him/her to deviate from linguistic norms. In particular, the chapter shows how two well-known authors – the Irish writer James Joyce and the British poet Gerard Manley Hopkins ‒ deviate, with their work, from the norms of word-formation. Many of the neologisms coined by Hopkins are poetic compounds in the sense of Boase-Beier (1987) and Salmon (1987), resulting from an interaction of standard grammar with poetic principles.
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