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Abstract

The aim of the article is to explain the form-fupat mismatches that occur in the
formation of Old English nouns. The analysis idiégi pairs of derived nouns that share
a lexemic root and represent instances of nearrgymyg. Two types of mismatch are

found in the formation of nouns, namely convergggrivation due to the competition of

suffixes and convergent derivation resulting fréra tompetition of bases. Four types of
asymmetry can be distinguished: on the groundsradgss, category, productivity and
recursivity. The existence of mismatches and treo@ated asymmetry indicate two

waves of word-formation that configure two layarghe lexicon of Old English.
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1. Introduction

This article deals with lexical layering in Old Hisp in terms of the
coexistence of the outcome of different proces$egod-formation and
the form-function mismatches that arise in paraditicnanalysis. The
departure point for this research is the identifigaof such mismatches
in pairs of nominal derivatives that share a lexensiot and convey a
similar meaning while showing formal differencestribtitable to
morphological processes of derivation. A mismatckekical derivation,
therefore, is said to take place when a changerim fesulting from a
derivational process is not matched by a changen@#aning. Two
derivational processes are considered, namely adiffix and zero
derivation. Whereas the former involves the attaainof derivational
prefixes or suffixes, asen ‘prayer’ (< bannan ‘to summon, to
command’) anchandlung‘handling’ (< hand ‘hand’) respectively, the
latter is characterized by the absence of any @kpliorphemic ending,
as is the case witfeer ‘movement’ (<faran ‘to go’), or by the only
presence of the inflectional morpheme requiredhgydahange in lexical
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category and the lack of derivational morphemendsinde ‘headband’
(< bindan‘to bind’).?
Consider the sets of derived nouns given in (1):
@
a. wiocwedennes / widercwedolnes / widercwedung / widercwedenn

widercwide‘contradiction’
bebyrgung / byrging / bebyrgednes / byrignes / gggminesbury’
heald / healding / healdnes / healdsumnes / Higdping’
b. langnes/ langfnes / langsumnes / leng / lengdu / lefigagth’

eftlising / Fesnes /aliesednes /aliesnes /aliesing / aliesendnes
‘redemption’

As presented in (1), instances of word-formationthwiexplicit
derivational means, as is the case with the swffireun healdnes,
appear side by side with others without derivationarphemes, such as
heald,a zero derivative of the class VII strong vérealdan‘to hold’.
The examples set in (1) also show that, from thiatpaf view of the
relative order of derivational processes, contrasts be final, as in
oncunnes / oncunningccusation’, or non-final, as widercwedolnes /
widercwidennescontradiction’. A final contrast, put in anotheraw
opposes two affixes, such agsand ing in oncunnes / oncunnin@r
an affix vs. zero, as ihealding / hield'’keeping’), whereas a non-final
contrast holds between two bases, Widercwedol-andwidercwiden-.
The phenomenon presented in (1) has drawn litttentibn in
previous research in the lexical variation of Oklksh, in which three
main lines can be identified: the diachronic, thdattal and the textual.
Of the relevant aspects of the diachronic analysisd in the
literature, some early texts favour derivation ldage the past participle
in distinction to later texts, in which the corresging derivative is made

% Notice that zero derivation often entails abldteraations as ifiaran-faerand
that the inflectional status of the suffixes -e, -oand -u (homonym with the
suffix that derives nouns from adjectives, asnicel ‘much’ > micelu‘size’) is
clearly appreciated is sets of synonyms inflectedniore than one grammatical
gender likeworuldlaga (m.) /woruldlagu (f.) ‘civil law’ and teona (m.) /téone
(f.) / teon (n.) ‘injury’. See Kastovsky (1968), who gives teoguments against
the derivational status ed in dema‘judge’: firstly, nouns likeforca ‘fork’ show
the ending-a and are clearly underived; and, secondly, whedsag/ational
suffixes appear before the inflection for all casthe suffix-a occurs in the
nominative only. The same reasoning can be apfieg, -oand u.
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on the infinitive. For instance, Bede (Bede 1, B&JeBede 5) has
freetwednes / freatwodnedereas ZElfric consistently opts fiogetwung
(£CHom I, 36.1, ACHom II, 36.1, A£CHom |, 34, ACHdn0,
ChrodR 1, Gen, ChrodR 1, ALS (Agnes), A£LS (Thom&ajle also
usesforhogodnes(Bede 3 (B), Bede 4 (B)) where later texts have
forhogung (GD 3 (C), HomM 13 (Verc 21), HomS 38 (Verc 20),
RegCGl, PsGIB, PsGID (Roeder), PsGIF, LibSc, H@icGI 29).

Regarding dialectal variation, the literature itsien the fact that
dialects differ from one another for reasons ofdalchoice rather than
contrasting derivational morphology. Schabram (39TiB8ds some
recurrent correspondences between dialectal chaiw§Venisch (1979)
gathers a list of genuinely Anglian lexemes. Theefaauthor points out
that Anglian usesferhygdto convey the meaning ‘arrogant’ where
West-Saxon and Kentish prefefermod.® With regard to the kind of
contrast in derivational morphology that can beilaited to diatopic
reasons,estredoes not occur in Anglian whilécge does not appear in
West-Saxon (von Lindheim 1958), thus pairs likgdicge / byrdistre
‘embroideress’. Weyhe (1911: 14) notices tlrag is replaced byungin
Late West-Saxon when the stem is short or end®Bsive plus liquid or
plosive plus nasal, but Kastovsky (1992: 351) citiegopic rather than
diachronic variation as far as the replacement in§ by -ung is
concerned because West-Saxon texts contain dessgadif both the stem
and the past participle. Weyhe (1911: 14) finds ynaoublets in
nominal derivation with the suffixnesconsisting of a derivative based
on the past participle and another one based osténe, the latter being
Anglian. For Schreiber (2003: 12), derivations witlesare based on the
past participle rather than on the stem in WesbBaxhusgielpan,
gielpen > gielpenness. gielpan> gielpne.

With respect to textual variation, Yerkes (1979npares the text by
Waeerferth with its revision and provides pairs ofidatives like the
following (the corresponding lemmas follow betwédneackets):

@)

bysene gebisnunga (bysnung'example’)
bysene gebysnunge (bysnung'example’)
bysenum gebysnunga (bysnung'example’)

® See Kastovsky (1992: 346) on the possible diadbramplications of
Schabram’s (1973) findings.
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bysna gebisnunga (bysnung'example’)
ciginge gecgednysse (gecgednessummons’)
eordstyenum  eordstyrungum (eordstyrungearthquake)
fyrhtu forhtnys (forhtnes'fear’)

gewitan gewitnesse (gewitnesknowledge’)
oferhigdes oferhogodnysse (oferhogodne$oride’)
stillan stillnysse (stillnes'stiliness’)
ungekafan ungefaffulnysse  (ungekaffulnes‘unbelief’)
unrihtum unrihtwsnysse (unrihtwisnes'unrighteousness’)
weedle wedlunge (weedl| ‘poverty’)

weedle wedlunge (weedl| ‘poverty’)

In a similar vein, Wiesenekker (1991), by comparthgee psalters,
furnishes evidence of pairs comprised of derivatiike the following:

®)

birhtu  (Vespasian) beorhtnesgRegius)  (beorhtnesbrightness’)
milds  (Vespasian) miltsung(Regius) (miltsung‘mercy’)
scomu (Vespasian) sczamung(Regius) (sczamung‘shame’)
snytru  (Vespasian) snotornegLambeth)  (snotornessagacity’)
stren (Vespasian) strecednegLambeth) (strecedne&ouch’)

This brief review of the state of the art showst tivhile the written
records provide ample evidence of pairs showingrandl difference
matched by a coincidence of meaning, so far onfjigdaaccounts have
been made of a phenomenon that calls for an ovexalanation. This
article posits that such an explanation has to beglg on the
paradigmatic axis because the data show that dmeemiain lexical
choice has been made, thus restricting the basededfation, the
derivatives and the resulting paradigm are bassistamt, as imfernvd

/ ofermvdnes / ofermdignes / ofermdgung ‘arrogance’, ofernod /
ofernvdlic / ofermpdig ‘arrogant’ and ofernvdlice / ofermadiglice
‘arrogantly’. Apart from the choice of the base dérivation, the
evidence gathered for this research strongly itdgcathat the
mismatches between the morphology and semantiegoal-formation
can only be identified through paradigmatic analy3iis is the reason
why previous research, which opts for syntagmatmalysis (thus
Haselow 2010), leaves this question untouched.

Against this background, the sort of variation withich this article
is concerned mainly includes nominal sets like dhe comprising the
feminine  nouns awendendlicnes, awendendnes, awendendnes,
awendennes,awendennes,awending, edwenderand wendung all
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attested with the meaning ‘change’. The two isgbas arise from these
instances, to wit synonymy and morphological relagss, point to the
more general question of how form-function mismagckurn up in the
lexicon in such a way that the basic motivatiorwofd-formation (new
forms are required to convey new meanings) iseastl partially, lost.
Given this initial description of the phenomenomenscrutiny, the aim
of the article is to make generalizations regardivegoverall structure of
the Old English lexicon and, more specifically,aimswer the following
questions: (i) what types of form-function mismastcan be identified
in the lexicon of Old English that can be put dowrthe formation of
nouns? (ii) what differences are there with resgecthe mismatches
found in the formation of adjectives? and (iii) h@an form-function

mismatches and the associated asymmetry indicatedbxistence of
different waves of word-formation that give riselé&xical layers? The
methodology of analysis engages in both descriptind explanatory
aspects. From the descriptive point of view, theufis on affix

distribution and the derivations that display affixbase competition. At
the explanatory level, form-function mismatches ehageneral

consequences for lexical organization which areggduin terms of
different types of asymmetry, including the asynmmetf process,

category, productivity and recursivity. Althoughettocus is on the
synchronic axis of analysis, some instances orsagty might represent
additional evidence in favour of the grammaticdi@a of certain

suffixes on the diachronic axis.

The pre-theoretical foundations of the researchudecthe nature of
synonymy -no claim of total synonymy is made regagydhe sets of
examples discussed in this article in spite ofitfsances of nearly full
synonymy likeeordstyrung / eordstyren / eordstyrenriearthquake’-
and the temporal axis of analysis, which is mosigchronic. In
synchronic analysis, derivations are consideregvste, so that a
maximum of one morpheme is attached at each demadtstep.

This research is based on the type analysis otisite provided by
the standard dictionaries of Old English (Boswoatid Toller 1973;
Sweet 1976; Clark Hall 1996) as presented by tkiedédatabase of Old
EnglishNerthus(www.nerthusproject.com).

The outline of the article is as follows. Sectionpgsents the
theoretical background and the methodology, antlase® delimits the
scope of the research. Section 4 deals with af§ittidution, mismatches
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and asymmetry. Section 5 shows the results of tf@ysis as far as
lexical layers and recursivity are concerned. Taselthe article, section
6 summarizes the main conclusions.

2. The basis of the paradigmatic analysis of OldIEh

The analysis reported in the following sectionggem a hierarchical
concept of the lexicon, which constitutes a higttlyictured inventory of
regular and idiosyncratic forms (Booij 2010) emgrirelations of
inheritance. Such relations express different degref semantic
continuity between hypernyms and their correspanpdhyponyms
(semantic inheritance) and morphological continlbgtween simplex
and complex words (morphological inheritance). Retes of inheritance
arise in lexical paradigms comprised of basic agivdd lexemes (both
in the semantic and morphological sense). Thesdadetogical and
theoretical underpinnings are implemented for thulys of the lexical
layers of Old English below.

The basis of the methodology adopted in this reterthat lexical
creation resulting from derivational morphology hase considered in
its paradigmatic dimension in order to accounttfa (dis)continuities
that conform semantic and morphological inheritar@ensider, in this
respect, the set of partial synonybebyrgung / byrging / bebyrgednes /
byrignes / gebyrgednebury’. It turns out that each derivative can be
related not only to its base of derivation but dtsall the other members
of the set. In this case, at least the followingphological relationships
are identified: the weak verbyrgan ‘to raise a mound’ is a zero
derivative of the noubeorg‘mountain, hill, mound’; the verbyrgan‘to
bury’ has two prefixal derivatives, namebebyrgan and gebyrgan
which convey a very similar meaning; the past pgoteé forms of these
verbs function as bases of derivationbebyrgednesnd gebyrgednes
and the suffixal nounbyrgingandbebirgungderive, respectively, from
byrganandbebyrgan Regarding meaning, while the derivation of weak
verbs from adjectives frequently presents a statigeessive alternation,
thus dimmian ‘to be or become dim’falian ‘to be or become foul’,
heardian‘to be or become hardhasian ‘to be or become hoarse’, etc.,
the formation of weak verbs from nouns often cosvelye related
meanings of creation, as byrganitself, and induced possession, as in
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fiderian ‘to provide with feathers’horsian ‘to provide with horses’,
weepniarnto arm’ and the like.

The sort of evidence just considered stresses déhevance of
distribution for derivational morphology. Indeedfferent affixes obtain
in the seriebebyrgung / byrging / bebyrgednes / byrignes / ggdnnes
‘bury’ while different bases appear in the serdéisimian/ falian /
heardian/ hasian in such a way that, in the finest Saussureatritivad
elements are not interpreted by themselves bubhyrast with the other
elements in the system. Previous studies (notakdgtdsky 1992)
highlight the importance of word families like that (ge)berstan‘to
burst’, which comprises the zero deriviegrst ‘loss’, geberst'bursting’
andbyrstenderoaring’; the prefixedzberstan‘to burst out’,forberstan
‘to burst asunder’ fordberstan ‘to burst forth’, fullberstan ‘to burst
completely’, odberstan‘to break away’,toberstan‘to (cause to) burst
apart’,ztberstan‘to burst out’, andviderbersta‘adversary’; the suffixed
bersting‘bursting’, byrstful ‘disastrous’ andyrstig ‘broken, rugged’; as
well as the recursive derivativegaberstan‘to burst out’, toberstung
‘bursting’, toborstennesabscess’ andfbyrstig‘very broken’.

In this research, the concept lekical paradigmis preferred over
word family not only because it is more up-to-date but aladMeecause
word familysuggests a less motivated or structured set ofatimes or,
at least, a set based on lexical relations thatnatemade explicit. A
lexical paradigm states the relationships of molgdioal and lexical
inheritance ashe redundant information that characterizes a jzatar
class of derivativegBrown and Hippisley 2012: 281). Booij describes
the network of hierarchical relations holding ire iexicon by means of
inheritance trees, so thiar individual nodes only those properties need
to be specified that are not inherited from domimgatnodes(2010: 25).
Lexical derivation is gradual or stepwise, in sactvay that each step is
represented by a new node. That is, more comptrsitoccupy the
inferior levels of the hierarchy whereas less camptems take up the
superior levels, the top of the hierarchy beingeresd for the lexical
prime. On the horizontal dimension, a derivatiopeadigm stems from
a node of the lexemic hierarchy, such as the Ieéxidane berstan‘to
burst’ and gathers all the lexemes that inheritphological and lexical
properties from such a node, likgyrst ‘loss’, while, on the vertical
dimension, a derivational paradigm is linked to eotlparadigms by



Noun Layers in Old English 167

derivational schemas or word-formation rules thaipla across
paradigms, such as the one that derives zero rimmsstrong verbs.

In a lexical paradigm, the relationship betweenidbasnd derived
lexical items is motivated on the grounds of moltpgizal inheritance
(base vs. derivative) and lexical inheritance (mgpe vs. hyponym,
among others). As van Marle (1985: 124) putsiprder to gain insight
into the nature of morphological systems, a thaogst be set up which
deals with the mutual relationships that can bevaihdo be in force
between the building-blocks which these systems@mgosed ofvVan
Marle (1985: 125) insists on the asymmetry betwdenless complex
and the more complex nodes of a morphological ndtvemd, when
considering meaning, he remarks thahereas one pole of the
derivational relationship (the so-called ‘base’) rowt be defined in
terms of the morphological category, the other phe ‘derivatives’)
mustbe defined in terms of this concéfp®85: 127; emphasis as in the
original-AUTHOR). Van Marle’s (1985) proposal invéaur of an even
treatment of the dynamic-creative and the statatiomal aspects of
word-formation is adopted by Pounder (2000), whawmgr a distinction
between the morphological paradigm, comprising therphological
operations and rules, and the lexical paradigmchwhists the lexical
items resulting from the above mentioned operatamd rules that can
be related to the same lexemic root. Subsequenk \was opted for
bottom-up analyses in which more complex meanimgs farms result
from the combinations of less complex meanings famchs that meet
selection conditions (thus, for instance Lieber A0®r for top-down
analyses in which, by means of derivational funioand affixal
exponents,the emphasis is on the nature of the relation betwe
derivative lexeme and its base lexeme where tla¢ioplis expressed by
inheritance (Brown and Hippisley 2012: 281). In top-down mael
information is inherited from the base of a givearidhtive, like
toberstung‘bursting’ < toberstan‘to (cause to) burst apartas well as
from a more abstract constructsehemafor Booij (2010) and avord-
formation rule for Brown and Hippisley (2012), which constitutas
generalization across the possible formations witiertain unit, such as
nominalization by means efingin Old English.

The concept of inheritance implies that the prapsrtof more
complex items are extensions or restrictions of phaeperties of less
complex ones or, in other words, that somethingngha while
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something else is kept down the hierarchy. Otherwimismatches
between form and function arise in lexical paradig®@uch mismatches
can be of two types. Convergent derivation holdemtwo derivational
paths of a given lexical paradigm result in the esameaning, as in
flowan > oferoferfbwan > oferfbwend > oferfbwendlic‘excessive’and
flowan > oferoferfowan > oferfbwed > oferfbwedlic ‘excessive; both
belonging in the lexical paradigm fdbwan ‘to flow’. The second type of
mismatch between form and function, calleedundant derivation
occurs when a meaning is kept constant throughteat derivational
steps, as ingeflitful / geflitfullic ‘contentious’, canonic / canoniclic
‘canonical’ and mennisc / mennisclichuman’. These mismatches
constitute local phenomena whose general counterpaasymmetry.
Both at the local and at the general level, thecepts of mismatch and
asymmetry point to the frequent lack of a reveesiellationship between
linguistic elements. The remainder of this artidleshes out the
mismatches as well as the types of asymmetry tied & derivational
morphology. This will allow us to draw conclusions the layers of
noun formation which can be distinguished in theclen of Old English.

3. Scope and method of the research

This article takes issue with pairs of derived r®timat share a lexemic
root and represent instances of near-synonymy uh EMglish. Such

pairs, as a general rule, appear in different text$ pairs in the same
text can also be found, including zero derivatiaed suffixed nouns like
the ones in (4a) and suffixed nouns such as tiogkb)*

4)

a. @/-scipe dol anddolscipe‘folly’ (CP)
@/ -ung blot andblotung ‘sacrifice’ (Or)
b. -dm/-scipe geongor@m andgeongorscipéservice’ (GenB)

-ed-nes / -ing gefgednesandgefging ‘compounding’ (EGram)

-end / -ere biddendandbiddere‘one who asks’ (GD)
cetendandetere‘one who eats’ (MtGI (Li))
foreiernendandforeiernere‘precursor’ (CIGI 1)
galdorgalendandgaldorgalere'wizard’ (CIGI 1)

-ing/ -e bocreding andbocrede ‘reading of books’ (Bede)

* These data have been drawn fréhe Dictionary of Old English Corpuafter
which abbreviations are also used.
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-ing / -ol-nes  forgytingandforgytolnessforgetfulness’ (ArPrGl 1)

-ling / -ung feordling andfeordung‘fourth’ (££Gram)

-nes / -ed-nes fraeteneandfraetwednesrnament’ (CIGI)
a&epwnesandaetywednesevelation’ (GD)

-nes / -lic-nes  earfodnesandearfodlicnesdifficulty’ (Lch | (Herb) (O))
gneadnesndgneéalicnesfrugality’ (AldV)

-nes / -scipe  gleawnesandgléawscipe'wisdom’ (ByrM 1)
druncennesnddruncenscipédrunkenness’ (HomsS 16)

-nes / -ung ablawnesandablawnung'inflation’ (Lch 1l (2 Head))

-od-nes / -ung fortrawodnesandfortrawung‘arrogance’ (CP)

-reden / -ung foredingreden and foredingung ‘intercession’ (ArPrGl 1)

In order to to delimit the scope of the researths inecessary to
detail those aspects which are not included irutidertaking. The article
is not about morphologically unrelated forms Ifk#a / wiga / wigbora /
winnend‘fighter’ or forms related by inflection, such &®n (n.) /teona
(m.) / téeone (f.). Neither does this research address the iquesif
synonymy when it arises in sets likeécgesteon / kischord / chis /
bocgesamnung ‘library’, in which different lexemic roots are
compounded. Instances lilgebedscipe / gesinscipeohabitation’ are
also put aside because they involve different baseslerivation.
Furthermore, different ablaut grades are disregartl which reason
triplets like the ones in (5) are not discussed:

®)

biines / byht / fing ‘dwelling’
grep / grop / grype ‘ditch’
hliet / hlot / hlytelot’

In general, spelling variants, even though theyhinrgflect diatopic
or diachronic variation, fall out of the scope bfstresearch. Relevant
instances ardaernes / drnes ‘passage’,@ting / eting ‘eating’ and
onsetnung / onsetnungplot’, all of them illustrative of the contrast
between West-Saxon and Anglian forms.

With these premises, the data have been obtaineskdnching the
lexical database of Old Englidterthus(accessed in December 2013) for
suffixed nouns, of which a total of 3,360 have bé&mmd. They have
been analyzed semantically and morphologically.ti@semantic part,
the queries have sought partial meaning matchesarphologically
related nouns, as, for instance tésocnes / ésscnung‘pursuit’. On the
morphological part, the focus has been on non-sboeirvs. recursive
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formations. A total of 342 nouns derived by recussuffixation have
turned up, mostly from adjectives (215), verbs @9 other nouns (50).
A typical instance of denominal recursive suffiratiof noun isdom
‘judgement’ > domfaestjust’ > domfaestne&ighteous judgement’. The
next step has been the description of suffix coatimns. The inventory
of bound forms on which the analysis rests is baselastovsky (1992)
and Lass (1994) and includes the nominal suffiges-t / -p, -ele(e) / -
I(a) / -ol, -els, -en, -end, -ere, -estre, -etfipcel, -ing, -ling, -nes, -
reden, -scipe, -p(o) / -t, -ing / -ur@nd-u; as well as the suffixoids
bora, -dbm, -hid, -lac and-wist, as well as the adjectival suffixes that
combine with them in recursive formations. A tadhl93 combinations
of suffixes have been identified, thubere-nes, -cian-end, -cian-
ing/ung...-ung-nes, -weard-neswende-nes, --dbm, -wis-endand -
wis-nes.Finally, the suffixes that can appear in the rigbgtrposition of
recursive formations have been isolated. The irrgntomprisesdom
(wiccung@m ‘witchcraft’), -had (deowdbmhad ‘service’), -ing (deding
‘putting to death’) -nes (gegearwungnes ‘preparation’), -scipe
(ealdordmscipe ‘office of alderman’) and-ung (bisceopidung
‘episcopal ordination’). These analytic steps, gxdbe last one, have
also been taken for adjectives. The database hasrttra figure of 2,299
suffixed adjectives, out of which 163 representirsive formations like
dearfan‘to need’ >dearfend‘needy’ > dearfendlic‘needy’. They are
mainy based on suffixed nouns and adjectives armtativdisplay 42
combinations of suffixes such amn-cund -an-isc, -an-weargd-ber-lic...
-t-lic, -0-lic, -tig-lic, -weard-lic, -wend-licand-wis-lic.

The data have been organized on the basis of gémd#re sake of
clarity and also in order to stress the derivati@oatrast, so that there is
no overlapping with inflection. Furthermore, gendgrgrammatical in
Old English and derivation by means of suffixegesder-consistent as a
general rule. For instancaing and nesproduce feminine nouns while -
dom -scipecreate masculine nouns. Some exceptions ariseghhdhe
suffixes ere and estre are very regular in deriving masculine and
feminine nouns respectively (thteepperem. ‘male tavern-keeper’ and
teeppestref. female tavern-keeper), although, for exammebpisnere
‘imitator’, byrdre ‘mother’ andfostre ‘fosterer’ are feminine whereas
organystre ‘player of an instrument’ ancdbeecestre ‘baker have
masculine gender. The organization of the data gestcribed can be
illustrated by means of example (6):
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(6)

gecgung(f.) / gecgnes(f.) / geagednescalling, summons’
gefgednedf.) / gefging (f.) / gefgnes(f.) ‘association’
unscyld(f.) / unscyldgundf.) / unscyldignegf.) ‘innocence’

Even though the data are presented in pairs, tlaeee some
morphological contrasts that convey two or evertltinee genders. Some
relevant instances follow in (7):

(7

adswara(m.) /adswaru(f.) / adswerumy (f.) / adswyrd(n.) ‘oath’
beorht(n.) /beorhtneqf.) / bearhtm(m.) /bierhtu (f.) ‘brightness’
dysig(n.) /dysigdbm (m.) /dysignegf.) / dysgung{f.) ‘folly’

When this is the case, pairs of two nouns of theesgender are
preferred over others than combine two genders.

4. Affix distribution and asymmetry

To recapitulate, this article deals with nominatissef morphologically
related derivatives that share a lexemic stem hod partial synonymy,
as is the case witruncen / druncennes / drunceth/ druncenscipe
‘drunkenness’. With the aim of identifying form-fesmon mismatches in
lexical paradigms, this section analyzes affix ribstion along two
parameters: derivational process, which is restlith the coexistence of
zero derivation and affixation illustrated by paeofthe typegebroc /
brocung‘affliction’; and the position of the affix caugirnthe mismatch.
Two types of competition arise when the analysisinigplemented,
namely between affixes and between bases. The astygnretween
processes, on the one hand, and categories, athibe results from the
mismatches that appear when prefixation vs. suftira and the
formation of nouns vs. adjectives are compared.

When pairs consisting of a feminine and a mascutinen are
examined, it turns out that most contrasts are tduthe suffixes ness
(vs. scipeor -dom) and ung (vs. €om, -had, -or, -scipeand é), as can
be seen, respectively, in (8a) and (8b):

)
a. oweornes / oworscipe‘perversity’
halignes / laligdom ‘holiness’
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’

b.  heolstrung / heolstodarkness
hergung / hergadharrying’
metsung / metscipéeeding’
neadung / @adhad ‘compulsion’
witegung / vitegdbm ‘prophecy’

When it comes to scrutinizing pairs containing aifégne and a
neuter noun, the suffixemesand ung partake in most cases, although
the neuter noun is usually suffixless, as in thesgaresented in (9a) and
(9b):

©)
a. agennes Agen'‘property’
wyrcnes / weoréwork’
ymbsetennes / ymbssiege’
b.  blatung / bbt ‘sacrifice’

frignung / fregeriquestion’
hlowung / gehdw ‘lowing’

If pairs with a masculine and a neuter noun aresiclened, the suffix
that stands out isseipe usually contrasting with zero in the neuter
counterpart, as ibodscipe / bodcommand’ anddolscipe / dolfolly’.
Apart from the inventory of suffixes involved, tisets of nouns from
different genders show that there is a tendencyhi®rzero derived noun
to be neuter. Examples include those presentedl®). (Notice the
difference between the zero proplerac), which presents no derivational
or inflectional morpheme, and the class conversinrthe verbal form
inflected for the past participleiuncer), which displays the inflectional
morpheme of the corresponding class.

(10)
a. (ge)broc(n.) /brocung(f.) ‘affliction’ (< (ge)brecanto break’)
b. druncen(n.) /druncennegf.) / druncentad (m.) /druncenscipg€m.)
‘drunkenness’ (drincan ‘to drink’)

Affix distribution can be broken into two types, pgading on
whether the contrast in question is restricted hi® tightmost (final)
position or not. The former type involves the stdé-a, -e, -oand u in
feminine nouns, like the ones in (11a), and maseutiouns, such those
in (11b).
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11)

a. gl-e burn / burne'brook’
g/-0 gebyld / bielddboldness’
g/-u bred / bredu ‘breadth’
-al-ung  cwida/ cwdung‘complaint’
-e/-en swige / svigen'‘silence’
-e / -ing bacrede / icreding ‘reading of books’
-e /-nes midde / midnesmiddle’
-e/-ung  a@sce /ascungasking’
-ing/-u sciering / sceartshearing’
-nes/-u menniscnes / mennistwmanity’
-0 /-u strengd / strengtstrength’

b. @/-a sair / saira ‘shower’
gl-e heef / haefdeaven’
-a/ -el eeftergenga / aeftergengsliccessor’

-al-els wrida / wridels‘band’
-al-end  gefylsta / gefylstenthelper’
-al-ere gafolgielda / gafolgylderéributary’

-al -isc utlenda /atlendisc'stranger’
-a/-ling hellehaefta / helleheeftlintgevil’
-a/-ol begenga / begangatultivator’

-a/ -scipe dwola / dwolscipeerror’

-e /-0a spiwe / spiwdavomit’

-e/-0 hele / heeledhero’

-0/-ung  prjto / pritung ‘pride’

-0/ -nes unckeno / unclennes‘uncleanness’
-u/-nes deafu / ctafnessdeafness’

-u/-ung  adswaru /ladswerungoath-swearing’

The evidence gathered in (11a) and (11b) indidiatasthe suffixes
a, -e, -oand -u usually compete with derivational suffixes for the
expression of the same function. For instance xfwess the agentive
derivational function, the suffixa competes withere and-estrein pairs
like the ones in (12a). For the expression of naiigation, the suffixes
a, -e, -oand-u compete withnes as is shown by (12b):

(12)
a. andetta / andetter®ne who confesses’ andettan'to confess’
b. cuda/ aidnes‘acquaintance’ €ge)cunnarito know’

The second type of affix distribution occurs whbka tontrast under
scrutiny involves an affix that can occur outsitle final position. This
contrast usually holds with a zero derivative, likgrd (< beran ‘to
bear’) andbyrden ‘burden’, or a compound of a zero derivative like



174Javier Martin Arista

nieddearf(< durfan ‘to need’) andnieddearfnesneed’. Four subtypes
can be distinguished in which there is no coinocigeaf the affix in the
two members of the pair: g ~ -AFF, g ~ -AFF-AFFFFA~ -AFF and -
AFF ~ -AFF-AFF.They are presented by class, respectively, in {13a)

(13d):

13)

a. feminine g ~ -AFF
o/ -el wund / wundetwound’
@/ -en byrd / byrdertburden’
@/ -ing fliemanfeorm / femanfeormingsheltering of fugitives’
@/ -nes nieddearf / ieddearfnesneed’
@/ -ung afengbm / @fengbmung‘gloaming’
masculine g ~ -AFF
g/ -eld framfaer / framfeerelteparture’
g/ -id neahgetur / neahgelyrild ‘neighbour’
o/t hwearf / hwearftrevolution, circle, lapse of time’
neuter g ~ -AFF
o/ -eld infeer / infeereldadmission’
a/-t biz / byht‘dwelling’

b.  feminine g ~ -AFF-AFF
@ | -ol-nes oferspeec / ofersprecolnefalkativeness’
@ | -ig-nes unscyld / unscyldignemnocence’

c. feminine g ~ -AFF-AFF
-en / -ing tyhten / tyhtindincitement’
-en / -nes gehealden / gehieldnésbservance’
-en / -ung eordstyren / eordstyrunigarthquake’
-end / -ung nydnimend / pdnimung‘rapine’
-ing / -nes flowing / flowednesflowing’
-ing / -ung sicing / sicettungsigh’
-le / -ung scendle / scendurigeproach’
-nes / -&den heordnes / heord¥den‘custody’
-nes / -scipe gleawnes / gfawscipe'wisdom’
-nes /-0 untrumnes / untrym@veakness’
-nes / -ung forsacennes / forsacuridenial’
-reden / -ung foredingreden / foredingungntercession’
-0/ -ung drizgod / degung‘drought’
-scipe / -ung weordscipe / weordungonour’
masculine -AFF ~ -AFF
-el / -els pricel / pricels‘prickle’
-dom / -had cifesdm / cifeslad ‘fornication’
-dom / -00 heeftedm / haeftnodmprisonment’
-dom / -scipe geongordm / geongorscip&iscipleship’
-el / -ling beddel / hedling ‘effeminate person’
-end / -ere wrestliend / wraxleréwrestler’

-end / -ling

gehaeftend / haeftlingrisoner’
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-ere / -ling feohtere / feohtlindfighter’

-ere / -estre baecere / baecesttizaker’

-ling / -ung feordling / feordung‘fourth part’
d. feminine -AFF ~ -AFF-AFF

-ing / -ed-nes forofering / fordferednesdeath’
-ing / -el-nes forgiting / forgitelnesforgetfulness’
-ing / -en-nes widmeting / widmetennésomparison’

When a morphological contrast comprises an affat ttan occur
outside the final position, three subtypes arisevinich there is affix
coincidence between the two members of the paiciwis represented
by means of the subindex i: -AFF-AFF -AFF-AFF, -AFF ~ -AFF-
AFF and AFF-AFE ~ AFF-AFF-AFFE. They are shown, respectively, in
(14a)-(14-c). Notice that the final affix imes except fordrowerhad /
orowiendhid ‘martyrdom’, and that the contrasts make referenagon-
final suffixes.

(14)

a. feminine -AFF-AFF ~ -AFF-AFR
-ber / -feest unweestmiarnes / unwaestmfaestriearrenness’
-en / -ung durhwunenes / durhwunungn@grseverance’
-ed/-en gemengednes / gemangentmamgling’
-ed / -end geligednes / gagendnesinflection’
-en / -end gewitennes / gewitendn&eparture’
-feest / -ful ungewitfeestnes / ungewitfulrfesadness’
-ful / -lic weordfulnes / weordlicnédignity’
-ful / -sum ungekaffulnes / ungebfsumnesunbelief’
-ig / -lic gewyrdignes / gewyrdelicnédoquence’

b. feminine -AFF; ~ -AFF-AFF
-nes / -ed todelnes / bdelednesdivision’
-nes / -el wyrgnes / wyrgelneabuse’
-nes/-en forl@tnes / forleetennescessation’
-nes / -end swelgnes / swelgendngghirlpool’
-nes / -faest gemetnes / gemetfaestiresderation’
-nes/ -ig ofermvdnes / ofermdignes'pride’
-nes / -lic gneadnes / gaadlicnesfrugality’
-nes / -&ed hiwcidnes / wcizdrednes familiarity’
-nes/ -sum healdnes / healdsumn&bservation’
-nes / -ws rihtnes / rintwsnesrighteousness’
masculine -AFF; ~ -AFF-AFF
-had / -iend orowerhad / drowiendhid ‘martyrdom’

c. feminine AFF-AFF, ~ AFF-AFF-AFR

-ig / -ol faestunstaeddignes / unstadolfeestimssability’
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As can be seen in (14), the contrast -AFF-AFF-AFF-AFF is
restricted to nominal formations witines on adjectival bases with
competing suffixes, notabhen which competes withed and-end -ful,
which competes withfaest -lic and-sum and lic, which competes with
-ful and-ig. The contrast -ARF~ -AFF-AFF holds without exception in
nesnouns that derive from an underived adjectigentet > gemetngs
and a derived onegémetfeest > gemetfaestngsoderation’). This
reflects, therefore, the contrast g ~ -AFF obtagjridetween the bases of
derivation, as imiht / rihtwis (> rihtwisnes'righteousness’). The affixes
that appear in this position included -el, -en -end -faest -ig, -lic, -
reed, -sumand wis. It is also noteworthy that there is often a nand an
adjective zero derived from a strong verb Iheald ‘keeping; bent’ (<
healdan‘to keep’). Finally, the contrast AFF-AFF~ AFF-AFF-AFFK
gives an instance in which only the adjectivabaf§ are opposeeg, on
the one hand, andl- as well adaeest, on the other. To summarize, if a
suffix is shared by the two derivatives in contr@stan only be the final
one. Moreover, it turns out that the suffix is aj@anes except in
drowerhad / drowiendhizd ‘martyrdom’.

From the perspective of base competition, a distinchas to be
drawn between recursive and non-recursive processegarding non-
recursive processes, simplex vs. complex basesenfation are in
competition in the contrasts @ -AFF-AFRunécyld / unscyldignes
‘innocence’), -AFF~ -AFF-AFF forgiting / forgitelnes'forgetfulness’)
and -AFF ~ -AFF-AFF (ofermidnes / ofermdignes ‘pride’), while
complex bases compete in the contrast -AFF;AFF-AFF-AFR
(ungewitfeestnes / ungewitfulrfesadness’). As for recursive processes, a
non-recursive complex base (non-recursive) andcarse/e complex
base compete in the contrast AFF-AFFAFF-AFF-AFF (unstaeddignes
/ unstadolfeestnemstability’).

By considering the parameters of derivational psecand category,
significant generalizations can be made that boivrd to asymmetry.
Indeed, prefixation and suffixation as well as noiammation and
adjective formation are asymmetric with respect fewm-function
mismatches. Beginning with the prefixes of Old Esitylge has been
extensively discussed by previous research, wharcurs on its low
semantic content, as illustrated by instances Ik&dorscipe /
gebwdorscipe ‘brotherhood’, unsceedfulnes / ungescaedfulnes
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‘innocence’ andwitness / gewitnetknowledge’® The same holds, to a
certain extent, of the other pure prefixes, intdreninology of de la Cruz
(1975), to wit,a-, be-, for on andts. These prefixes, already present in
Proto-Germanic, have gone through a process of rganideaching and
are largely interchangeable, as Hiltunen (1983)@gdra (1995) among
others have shown. This applies to pairs like thesogiven in (15),
which reflect the alternation in the verbal baséshe derivatives in
question. For example, the paswica / beswicédeceiver’ andswicend /
beswcend ‘deceiver’ are motivated by the alternating pauican /
beswican ‘deceive’, on which they are derived. This happkoth when
the contrast takes place between a simplex andnale® noun, as is the
case with (15a), and when a contrast is identifietveen two complex
nouns, as happens in (15b):

(15)
a. blawung / abkwung‘blowing’
clysung / begisung‘enclosure’
galend / ongalentenchanter’
b.  behjring / gelyrung ‘hiring’
inblawing / onblwing ‘breathing upon’
afangennes / onfangenniesception’

Other pairs of derived nouns reflect the graduplacement of the
pure prefixes by spatial prepositions and advdrhshas been explained
by Brinton and Traugott (2005) as a result of teslof semantic content
of the pure prefixes. Even though Brinton and Toaug(2005)
concentrate on the grammaticalization of the markéithe telic internal
aspect of verbs, the pairs in (16a) can be accduotein terms of the
substitution of a less meaningful prefix for a mooatentful oné.As for
those in (16b), they might reflect the same progesdess direct way.

® See the analysis of the prefix presented in Maktista (2012).

® In this article, the terngrammaticalizatioris used with the sense of a change
from lexical status into grammatical status (Hopped Traugott 2003: 18)
causing the desemanticization of lexical forms @&i2009: 301) and frequently
resulting in affixes (Hopper and Traugott 2003: 3).
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(16)

a. beclypping / ymbclyppingmbracing’
bes@awung / foreseawung‘contemplation’
forleornes / ofedornes‘transgression’
onsprungennesipsprungenne®clipse’
onhwerfednes / ymbhweorfriebange’

b. cidung / oferedung‘chiding’
dreodung / ymbdreodurigeliberation’
fylgend / eefterfylgendiollower’
folgere / eefterfolgerdollower’

Indeed, grammaticalized spatial adverbs and prepositake up
positions formerly occupied by the pure prefixebeTalternating pair
dreodung / ymbdreodunin (16b) inherits the prefixal contrast from
dreodian / gedreodian / ymbdreodiadeliberate’, which comprises a
simplex form, a derivative with a pure prefix andother one with a
spatial preposition / adverb. It must be noted fiats comprising two
spatial adverbs / prepositions have also been faaltitbugh they are far
less frequent gdleaniend / ef#taniend ‘rewarder’, geondihtend /
inlzthtend ‘illuminator’, atlednes / widkednes ‘abduction’). This is
ultimately restricted by the patterns of preverband in strong verb
formation. Althoughagen, eft-, fore-, ford-, fram-, in-, ofer-, undeip-
anduat- can be prefixed to already prefixed forms, they atached only
to verbs that display the pure Germanic prefixes lje-, for-, ge-, of-,
on-, ©-), with the only exception oéft-ed; which produces one verb,
edlan ‘to reward’. In summary, pairs of derivatives thambine a
given suffix with two prefixes, one of which is neotransparent than the
other from the semantic point of view, or a giveffis and a prefix that
alternates with an unprefixed form, are witnessestlie gradual
replacement of the pure prefixes with prepositiand adverb$.

Although suffixation clearly outnumbers prefixati¢iinere are 869
prefixed nouns in the whole lexicon, as opposeth& 3,660 suffixed
ones), which can undoubtedly be attributed to ttecgss of semantic
bleaching and decay upon prefixes, instances af wampetition prefix-
suffix arise like those in (17), in which a derivat based on a prefixed
verb rivals another derivative that displays aiguftit no prefix:

" Ogura (1995: 91) distinguishes five stages of mosyntactic development,
exemplified, respectively, byup)ahebban, ahebban (up), (a)hebban (up),
hebban (uppndhebban up



Noun Layers in Old English 179

7)
onstyrednes / styrunignovement’
ahredding / hreddungsalvation’
onwunung / wunenegwelling’

Such instances of competition are sometimes metivay pairs of
suffixal and suffixal / prefixal bases, as is tlase withbirgnes / birging
‘taste’ along withonbyrignes / onbyrgingasting’, but this is not always
the case. When it comes to assessing asymmetrgbetprefixation and
suffixation, it must be noted that the units inlvin recursive
prefixation enjoy a different status from thoseirtgkpart in recursive
suffixation. Furthermore, recursive prefixationlasgely inherited from
the strong verb whereas recursive suffixation tesdtom further
derivation. Consider, in this respect, the nomdelivatives in (18):

(18)
upafangnesreception’
upahafennesexultation’
aparisnes‘resurrection’
apaspringnesuprising’
upastigennesascent’

In recursive prefixation, a free form can occupg first position
(even though the grammaticalization directionaklictis underway, as,
for instance, inipafangne$ and the order free + bound form cannot be
reversed. In recursive suffixation, on the othendhaboth attached
segments qualify as bound forms. As for the ordeghe suffixes, some
differences arise between the formation of nourt atjectives. In the
recursive formation of adjectives, with a few exoams like wlit-ig-faest
‘of enduring beauty’, frec-en-ful ‘dangerous’ and hyged-ih-tig
‘courageous’, the rightmost suffix itic; as inthe suffixal sequences
beerlic, -cundlic, -edlic, -endlic, -enlic, -feestliefealdlic, -fullic, -iclic, -
iendlic, -iglic, -isclic, -kaslic, -odlic, -ollic, -sumlic, -sumoand -wislic.

In the recursive formation of nouns, suffix comhioa is far less
restricted considering that a given affix can mlffiand non-final, as in
me-0-ere‘mower’ anddrow-er-had ‘martyrdom’, and a sequence can be
reversed, as ineedel-ing-lad ‘princely state’ and bisceop-id-ung
‘episcopal ordination’.

If form-function mismatches are taken into accothm, formation of
nouns and adjectives is asymmetric. Firstly, derineuns do not display
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redundant derivation and, secondly, derived noums ret based on
recursive adjectives that display redundant deomatThese questions
are discussed in turn. The formation of adjectiymesents both
convergent derivation and redundant derivation, ilastrated,

respectively, by (19a) and (19b):

19)

a. -feest/-ful prymfaest / prymfublorious’
-feest / -ig meegenfaest / maegerstrong’
-ful / -ig sorgful / sorig‘'sorry’
-ful / -iht sandful / sandihtsandy’
-ful / -lic wundorful / wundorlicwonderful’
-ful / -ol gedancful / gedancdthoughtful’
-ful / -sum genyhtful / genyhtsufabundant’
-ig / -iht pornig / porniht‘thorny’
-ig / -isc eldeodig / el@odisc foreign’
-ig / -lic egesig / egeligerrible’
-ig / -ol unwittig / unwittol‘ignorant’
-iht / -lic sceadiht / sceadlitshady’
-isc / -lic heofonisc / heofonlitieavenly’
-lic / -faest sigelic / sigefeesvictorious’
-lic / -ol foredanclic / foredancoprudent’
-lic / -sum luflic / lufsum‘lovable’

b. -feald/ -fealdlic hundfeald / hundfealdlithundred-fold’
-ful / -fullic geflitful / geflitfullic ‘contentious’
-ic / -iclic canonic / canonicliccanonical’
-ig / -iglic unmihtig / unmihtiglicweak’
-isc / -isclic mennisc / mennisclibuman’
-leas / -Easlic scaméas / scandaslic ‘shameless’
-ol / -ollic smeadancol / sraadancollic'subtle’
-sum / -sumlic langsum / langsumlittedious’

As can be seen in (19a), pairs of partially synooysnderivatives
like prymfeest / prymfulglorious’ display two different suffixes and
consist of derivatives not directly related to eatier by a derivational
relationship. Therefore, convergent derivation esctihe pairs in (19b),
such ashundfeald / hundfealdlichundred-fold’, comprise derivatives
that share one affix in such a way that the lessptex derivative is the
base of derivation of the more complex one. In iotherds, redundant
derivation arises.

Derived nouns reflect the alternations presentjedival bases, but
cannot be based on recursive adjectives that dispidundant
derivation. The alternation @ / suffix in intermat position reflects the
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convergent derivation of adjectival bases of thgetpFF / AFF-AFF
illustrated by (20a) and of the type AFF / AFF giva (20b):

(20)

a. AFF/AFF-AFF
g/ -ed ungekaflic / ungeifedlic ‘incredible’
g/ -end geornlic / giernendlicdesirable’
g | -faest sodlic / ssofeestlictrue’
a/-ig gesundlic / gesundigliprosperous’
@/ -sum wynlic / wynsumli¢pleasant’
a | -wis rihtlic / rihtwislic ‘righteous’

b. AFF/AFF
-b&re / -feest legerhere / legerfeestsick’
-ed/-en mishweorfed / mishworféperverted’
-feest / -ful prymfaest / prymfublorious’
-ful / -lic wundorful / wundorlicwonderful’
-ful / -sum genyhtful / genyhtsufabundant’
-ig / -lic egesig / egeligerrible’

As can be seen in (20), recursive formation fordhke of meaning
differentiation is not the motivation for these sseff derivatives. The
recursive formation of nouns on adjectival basessdaot explain these
pairs of derivatives either. The derivatives witesbased oncundand -
cundlic adjectives, as igodcund‘divine’ > godcundnesdivinity’ and
godcund‘divine’ > godcundlic‘divine’ > godcundlicnesdivinity’ are
clearly exceptional. Apart frongodcundnesdivinity’ only two such
derivatives have been found in the data of analgs&elcundne&livine
nature’ andincundnes‘feeling that comes from the heart’. Overall,
redundant derivation holds in pairs of adjectived,garticularly, in sets
involving a {ful and a fullic derivative likeegesig / egeslic / egesful /
egesfullicterrible’.

5. Lexical layers and recursivity

This section discusses the proposal for lexicatigywith respect to the
more general question of grammaticalization. Ldxiegers in noun
formation, considering the evidence gathered abaresmotivated by the
coexistence of the output of different processesvafd-formation, the
coexistence of affixes with different degrees obdurctivity and the
coexistence of processes with different degrees refursivity.
Ultimately, these phenomena produce asymmetry imphwogy and
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have consequences for lexical organization. Thezeto the asymmetry
of process and category discussed in the previeetfos, the asymmetry
caused by different degrees of productivity andirgigity can be added.
There is, however, an important difference withpees to asymmetry as
presented in section 4. Whereas the previous sebts insisted on the
distribution of affixes, thus dealing with the dyma or processual
dimension of word-formation, the ternoexistencanakes reference to
the static part of this phenomenon, comprised ef datcome of the
relevant processes of derivation.

Beginning with the processes of word-formation, teeidence
strongly suggests that a layer of zero derivatibaracterized by the
absence of explicit derivational morphemes has godistinguished.
Indeed, in pairs like those in (21) zero proper xgste with an
inflectional suffix:

(21)
o/-a sair / saira ‘shower’
og/-e burn / burnebrook’

g/-o0 gebyld / bielddboldness’
g/-u bréd / bredu ‘breadth’

In the same manner, zero coexists with fully deroreal suffixes in
the pairs in (22):

(22)
g/ -el wund / wundelwound’
g /-en byrd / byrdertburden’
@ | -ing fliemanfeorm / femanfeormingsheltering of fugitives’

g/ -nes nieddearf / feddearfnesneed’
@/ -ung @fengbm / @fengbmung‘gloaming’

g/ -eld framfeer / framfaereltteparture’

@/ -ild neahgelir / neahgebyrild ‘neighbour’
/-t hwearf / hwearftrevolution’

g/ -eld infeer / infeereldadmission’

/-t bi / byht‘dwelling’

g | -ol-nes ofersprec / ofersprecolne&alkativeness’
g | -ig-nes unscyld / unscyldignémnocence’

In what can be considered as another manifestatfothe same
phenomenon, inflectional suffixes coexist with dational suffixes
proper in the instances in (23):
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(23)

a. -al-el eeftergenga / eeftergengsliccessor’
-al-els wrida / wridels‘band’
-a/-end  gefylsta / gefylstenthelper’
-al-ere gafolgielda / gafolgylderéributary’
-al -isc utlenda fatlendisc'stranger’
-a/-ling hellehaefta / helleheeftlirtigrisoner of hell’
-a/-ol begenga / begang@tultivator’
-a/ -scipe dwola / dwolscipeerror’
-al/-ung  cwida/ cwdung‘complaint’

b. -el/-en swige / svigen'‘silence’
-e / -ing bocrede / hcreding ‘reading of books’
-e / -nes midde / midne&middle’
-e/-0 hele / heeledhero’
-e/-ung  a@sce /ascungasking’
-0/-nes  unckeno / unclennes‘uncleanness’
-0/-ung  prjto / pritung ‘pride’

c. -u/-ing scearu / scieringshearing’
-u/-nes menniscu / menniscribamanity’
-u/-0 strengu/ strengd'strength’

-u/-ung  adswaru /ladswerungoath-swearing’

The layer of affixation consists of two types obpesses, depending
on the degree of recursivity. Among non-recursigemations, less
productive and more productive suffixes give riseairs like the ones
presented in (24a). It is noteworthy in this resphat very productive
suffixes like-nesand-ung (1,231 and 762 derivatives in type analysis,
respectively), illustrated in (24b), also coexist.

(24)
a. -0/-nes untrym@ / untrumne'sveakness’
-0/ -ung drizgod / dezgung‘drought’
-en / -nes gehealden / gehieldnésbservance’
-en / -ung eordstyren / eordstyrunigarthquake’
-ling / -ere feohtling/ feohterefighter’
-ling / -ung feordling / feordung‘fourth part’
-réden / -nes  heordreden / heordnekustody’
-reden / -ung foredingreden / foredingungntercession’
b. -nes/-ung forsacennes / forsacuridenial’

As regards recursive formations, less and morersa@iformations
can coexist, as can be seen in (25a), in whiclitstanember of the pair
displays two suffixes and the second has thuest&d-ol-feest-ngslt is
far more frequent, though, that recursive formatiaoexist with non-
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recursive ones, as is shown in (25b). As has bemanked above, out of
3,360 suffixed nouns, 342 nouns are derived byrsdgeisuffixation.

(25)
a. -ig-nes/ ol-feest-nes faestunstaeddignes / unstadolfeestmssability’
b. -ing/-ed-nes fordfering / fordferednes'death’
-ing / -el-nes forgiting / forgitelnesforgetfulness’
-ing / -en-nes widmeting / widmetennésomparison’

When recursivity arises in the layer of affixatiohturns out that it
involves the very productive suffines as shown in (26):

(26)
-b&r-nes / -feest-nes unweestmérnes / unwaestmfeestribarrenness’
-en-nes / -ung-nes  durhwunenes / durhwunungngerseverance’
-ed-nes / -en-nes gemengednes / gemangentmamgling’
-ed-nes / -end-nes gebigednes / gabgendnesinflection’
-en-nes / -end-nes  gewitennes / gewitendnikeparture’
-feest-nes / -ful-nes  ungewitfaestnes / ungewitfulresadness’
-ful-nes / -lic-nes weordfulnes / weordlicneédignity’
-ful-nes / -sum-nes ungekaffulnes / ungehfsumnesunbelief’
-ig-nes / -lic-nes gewyrdignes / gewyrdelicnédoquence’

To summarize, convergent derivation in noun fororatmotivates
two lexical layers, in such a way that one does us# derivational
affixes while the other resorts exclusively to suaffixes. When
mismatches in noun formation occur in pairs of igaffderivatives, they
involve a more productive affix and a less produectone or a more
recursive formation and a less recursive (or naoHigve) one.

6. Conclusion

This article has identified pairs of derived notimest share a lexemic root
and represent instances of near-synonymy in OldigngSuch pairs
typically consist of (i) a zero derivative and dfixal derivative; or (ii) a
derivative with a more productive affix and anotberivative with a less
productive one; or (iii) a more recursive formatiand a less recursive
(or non-recursive) one. All in all, four types ofyanmetry have been
found, on the grounds of process, category, prodtycand recursivity.
Affix distribution clearly reflects the coexistenoéthe output of at least
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two waves of word-formation that configure two ki layers, zero
derivation and affixation, including recursive aétion.

On the question of the types of form-function migchas that arise
in the formation of Old English nouns, two majorepbmena have been
found, namely convergent derivation due to the catitipn of suffixes
and convergent derivation due to the competitionbases. Overall,
convergent derivation is associated with the foromadf feminine nouns
by means of the suffixnes.Redundant derivation, on the other hand,
holds in pairs of adjectives and, particularlysets involving aful and a
-fullic derivative.
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