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Even beforethe English languageexistedassuch,whenit wasmerelya collectionof

dialectsspoken by Germanictribeson the North Seacoast,it hadalreadybegun to borrow

vocabulary from its neighbors. The words anchor and mile, taken from Late Latin along

with a few others,probablycrossedtheNorth Seawith theAnglesandthe Saxons(Cannon

1987:4).A few hundredmorehadtrickled in by thetime of theNormanConquest.However,

the majority of borrowed words,and indeedthe bulk of the ModernEnglish lexicon, have

comefrom Medieval FrenchandMedieval, Renaissance,or ScientificLatin.1

This importationof Latinatevocabularyoccurredonsuchalargescalethatit hasaffected

notonly thelexiconof English,but its phonology, syntax,andmorphologyaswell. In thelatter

domain,its effect hasbeenparticularlystrongand lasting,sincemany of the Latinateloan

words,in particularthescientificandabstractvocabulary, weremorphologicallycomplex.

Marchanddescribesthetransferof morphologicalstructuremoreor lessintact into En-

glishasfollows:

. . .whena numberof analysableforeign wordsof the samestructurehadbeen
introducedinto thelanguage,thepatterncouldbeextendedto new formationsi.e.
the[affix] thenbecameaderivative morpheme. (Marchand1966:85)

1This socalled“Neo-Latin” vocabularyoftencontainsmany Greekelements(considerthehybrid Greek-Latin
term bio-log-ic-al). Greekandhybrid wordsseemto patternwith Latinatevocabulary in English,otherthan in
scientificwordsin whichGreekandLatin quantityor intensityprefixessuchasmono- � uni-, bi- � di-, poly- �
multi-, etc. only attachto stemsderivedfrom thesamelanguage.Eventhis constraintis routinelyviolatedin less
learnedwords,suchashypersensitive, combininga Greekprefix with a Latinatestem.Greekmorphemeswill be
considered“Latinate” in thispaper.
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English hasdirectly borrowed many Frenchor Latin affixes, suchas re- or -age. In other

cases,the morphologyof the loan wordshasbeensimplified or reanalyzed,leadingto back

formationssuchasthe truncatedform bus (originally from Latin omnibus), or the verb act,

obtainedin the reanalysisof actionasVerb+ -ion (by analogywith pairssuchaspermit �
permission).

Themorphologicalstatusof theseelementshasremainedunclearright down to modern

English. Have Latinateaffixesbecomefully assimilatedinto Englishmorphology, combin-

ing freely with native andborrowed stemsalike? The answerto this seemsto be definitely

negative. For example,thereis only onestandardEnglishword,oddity, thatcontainsa native

Germanicstemimmediatelyfollowedby theLatinateaffix -ity. Might onethensupposethat

all otherwordscontainingthe suffix -ity wereborrowed whole from Frenchor Latin, with-

out regardto their internalmorphologicalstructure?Again, this is not possible:wordslike

authenticityand electricity arecomposedof Latinatemorphemes,yet they appearedin the

seventeenthcenturyandpredatetheir cognatesin French(Marchand1966:252).

Oneapproachto thisproblemhasbeento positamorphologicalrule known astheLati-

nateConstraint,which is definedby Plag(1999:48)as:

Basesandaffixesmaycombineonly if theiretymologicalfeaturesarecompatible.

In thisscheme,eachEnglishmorphememustbeclassifiedaseither[ � Latinate], [ � Latinate],

or possiblyunmarked for etymology(in which caseit shouldfreely combinewith any mor-

pheme,regardlessof origin). Of course,in thesynchronicgrammaretymologyis notsupposed

to playany role. (Educatedspeakersmightbeawareof theetymologyof their vocabulary and

couldselectwordsor morphemesbasedon this knowledge;however, this probablyonly ap-

pliesto asmallminority of speakersthroughouttheModernEnglishperiod.)Thepurelymor-

phological[ � Latinate]featureis intendedto bemerelythesynchronicartifactof a historical

process.

If the LatinateConstraintholds,how well will the [ � Latinate]morphologicalfeature

actuallyreflecttheetymologyof themorphemesthat it marks?For some,it would do quite
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well, suchas-ation, -ition, -ission, and-sion, asetof Latin-derivednominativesuffixes.These

areclearly[ � Latinate]in theirdomains,asHaldeman(1865:168,230)findsnocasein which

they follow aGermanicstem,while Marchand(1966:204)listsonly flirtation2 andstarvation,3

in additiontoafew attestedbut ephemeralmockingforms.Thesuffix -ive isasimilarLatinate-

only stalwart. On theGermanicside,thesuffix -th4 combinesexclusively with [ � Latinate]

stemsto form breadth, strength, growth, etc.Amongtheprefixes,a- bindsonly with Latinate

stems(Marchand1966:93;Haldeman1865:46).

FormostotherEnglishaffixes,themorphologicalandetymologicalaspectsof the[ � Latinate]

featureare lessin agreement.Considerthe identity crisis of the suffix -ment: thoughit is

Old Frenchin origin (andsurvives in modernFrenchwith identicalspelling), it attachesto

numerousGermanicstems,forming wonderment, merriment, acknowledgment, amazement,

bereavement, embodiment, andseveral dozenothers(seeHaldeman1865;Marchand1966).

TheGermanicsuffix -nessis similar, binding to theLatinatestemsclear, feeble, gentle, etc.,

aswell asto native Englishstems(ibid.). Latinateprefix re-, alsopreserved andhighly pro-

ductive in modernFrench,canattachto essentiallyany Englishactionverb (asopposedto

stative verbssuchasbe), without regardto its origin. Evensomevery old andnow moreor

lessopaqueGermanicprefixessuchasbe- canbind to Latinatestems,asin besiege, belabor,

betray, beguile, andothers.

Musttheselessdiscriminatingaffixesbedesignatedasneither[ � Latinate]nor[ � Latinate],

but unmarked for etymologicalselection?This is a very unsatisfactorysolutionsincethese

affixes outnumberthosewhich can be confidentlyclassifiedin one category or the other.

TheLatinateConstraintandtheetymologically-based[ � Latinate]featuremustbecalledinto

questionif they areeithercontradictoryor irrelevant in themajority of cases.Yet they cannot

2flirt is of uncertainorigin andmay actually be derived from Frenchfleur ‘flower.’ ModernFrenchconter
fleurette � ���
	���
������ means‘to court.’

3My own theoryis thatstarvation(18thc.) wasformedby analogywith thesemanticallyandphonologically
similarwordprivation, which is entirelyLatinateandis attestedin Englishfrom the14thcentury.

4Haldeman(1865:227-8)notesthat-t and-d wereformerlyphonologicallyconditionedallomorphsof -th, and
lists several forms that would not be consideredtransparentlybimorphemicby mostspeakersof English today,
suchassloth( � slow), broth ( � brew), andflood ( � flow).
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beentirelydismissedsincethey do help to accountfor thedomainsof a substantialminority

of affixes. (Plag(1999:59)alsopointsout that the[ � Latinate]featureseemsto have phono-

logicalaswell asmorphologicalimplications,sinceit affectsprosodicstructure.)

Although theLatinateConstraintfails to establisha solid requirementof compatibility

betweentheetymologyof Englishaffixesandthatof theirbindingdomains,thisdoesnotmean

that the [ � Latinate] featurecanhave no role in the the synchronicmorphologyof English.

Perhapsthe LatinateConstraintis an overly restrictedversionof a more generalrule that

determineswhich affixescanattachto a given Englishstem,andwhich is correlatedto the

[ � Latinate]featureof thestems.A systematicexaminationof theEnglishaffix systemmay

shedsomelight on thisproblem.

A quick glanceat a list of commonEnglishprefixes(seetableon page11) will reveal

several interestingpatterns. First of all, very few prefixes arecategory-changing(as noted

by Bauer1983:216).The only exceptionsarethe deadjectival verbalizingprefix en-� (asin

enlarge, embody, etc.), the denominalverbalizingprefix de- (as in debark, debone) andthe

denominalor deverbal prefix a- which forms predicative adjectives (as in aglitter, ablaze),

andthesemanticallyunpredictableverbalizingprefix be-. Thenegative prefixesdis- andun-

arealsofoundin afew formswith nominalstems,suchasdisgraceor unhorse, in areversative

or privative sense.In thesecasestheoutwardly nominalstemsareprobablydenominalzero-

affix verbs,even if they only occurin boundform (i.e. -horse is a boundverb meaning‘to

placesomeoneonahorse’).Thesefew category-changingprefixesarecertainlytheexception

ratherthan the rule. It is not even clear that a- andbe- shouldbe consideredderivational

affixesin all cases.They aremorelike prepositionsin ashore (= ‘on/towardsshore’),afire (=

‘on fire’), belie(= ‘lie near,’ cf. underlie), andbemoan(= ‘moanabout’),while in its deverbal

usea- is almostlike agerundive5 inflectionalaffix (asin ablaze, aglow).

Not only areEnglishprefixesrarelycategory-changing,but they arerarelyof Germanic

origin aswell. Marchand(1966:86)attributesthe low productivity of Germanicprefixation

5Consideralsotheredundantcolloquialformsacomingandagoing.
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sincetheNormanConquestto themassive influx of Frenchprefixesandto themovementof

locativeparticlesto post-verbalpositionduringtheMiddle Englishperiod.Nonetheless,a few

Germanicprefixeshave remainedhighly productive: negative un- andunder-, over-, fore-,

andout-. Thelast four aretheremnantsof thepreverballocative particles,andin somecases

their locativemeaninghasbeeneliminated(asin understand). All of theseproductiveprefixes

attachto either[ � Latinate]or [ � Latinate]stems.Theprefixesbe- anda- alsobind to both

typesof stems,althoughthey havenotbeenproductive6 atleastfor thelastcentury. Thisleaves

only for-7 asa “purely” Germanicprefix; it seemsto mean‘against’or ‘despite.’ It no longer

hasa transparentmeaningexcept in the forms forgo, forswear, forbid, forbear, andperhaps

foredo. This prefix hasnot beenproductive for hundredsof yearsandis marginal in Modern

English.

Lack of etymologicaldiscriminationis alsothe norm for Latinateprefixes in English.

Nearly all of the Latinateprefixes attachto both [ � Latinate]and [ � Latinate]stems. The

exceptions,negative in- anda-, which attachonly to [ � Latinate]stems,couldbe explained

by ablockingeffect: in- anda- do notattachto Germanicstemsbecausethemoreproductive

un- or de- get therefirst. A- hasprobablyalmostnever beenproductive on a native English

basis;it exists mostly in learnedor scientificwords (atypical andapolitical are recentand

notableexceptions). Historically, in- was quite productive adjectivally, but forms suchas

*impopular and*incertain have now beenreplacedby thecorrespondingun- forms. Yet in-

seemsto be holding its ground,barely, for nouns; this gives us odd pairs suchas unjust

� injusticeand unable � inability, although*incertainty hasgonethe way of *incertain

(Marchand1966:121).Sincein- wasat onetime productive in English,why did it never bind

to any Germanicstems?Onepossibleexplanationis that,historically, theLatinateConstraint

wasmoretightly enforcedin Englishandthatit did noterodeuntil afterin- hadalreadybecome

6In the nineteenthcentury, a- produceda flurry of new forms, but it hasbeendormantsince(seeMarchand
1966:92).

7If oneacceptstheword forfend(= ‘to prevent,wardoff ’) asmorphologicallycomplex (perhapsanamalgam
of forbid anddefend?), theneven for- cancombinewith a [ � Latinate]stem!
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lessproductive thanun-.

What shouldbe donewith [ � Latinate]affixessuchashydro-, infra-, -trophy, andthe

countlessother“scientific” affixationsthatareusedvery productively in scientifictermscon-

taining almostexclusively Latinatemorphemes?Cannon(1987:160)andBauer(1983:213)

treatthemasaffix-lik e ICFs (initial combining forms,after the OED designation);however,

they obey slightly differentcombinatoricrules.Baueralsoproposesa practicalmeansof dis-

tinguishingthemon asemanticbasis:

In general,it seemsthatICFscontainahigherdensityof lexical informationthan
prefixesdo. . .Theintentioncanbeseenby comparingsocio-or eco-with pre- or
un-, wheresomereferenceto societyandecologyis requiredfor thespecification
of the meaningsof the ICFs, but wherethe informationfor the prefixescanbe
expressedin termsof functionwords.(Bauer1983:215)

Onecould further argue that ICFs are largely irrelevant to a discussionof the statusof the

[ � Latinate] featurein the synchronicEnglish morphologybecausetermscontainingICFs

areusuallyformedin anexplicit andintentionalemulationof Latin or Greekmorphologyor

syntax.Thecoinersdonot intendfor thesewordsto beusedin vernacularEnglish.Moreover,

when these“Neo-Latin” termsbecomepart of everydayspeech,for whatever reason,their

Latin or Greekmorphologyis usuallylostor incorrectlyreanalyzed:televisionhasbecomeTV

or telly, analyzehasled to theanalogicalformationbreathalyze, etc.

Bauer’s criterionalsohintsat theoverridingthemeof Englishprefixes: prefixestendto

be replacementsfor function words. Thereis a trendin Englishtowardsthe transformation

of certainprefixesinto syntacticstructures.Prefixessuchaspost- andco- regularly receive

primary or secondarystressin words suchas post-electionor co-captain(althoughnot in

otherssuchascoexistenceor co-chairman). At leastoneprefix, extra-, hascompletelyfreed

itself from morphologicalconstraintsto becomeanindependentadjective or adverb,asin, “I

broughtsomeextra spendingmoney.” Given the apparentdrift of Englishprefixes towards

a moresyntacticandlessmorphologicalrole, it is not surprisingthat neitherGermanicnor

Latinateprefixesarepicky abouttheetymologicalcharacteristicsof thestemsto which they

bind. After studyingthe Englishsuffixes,it will be very clearthatdrift away from complex
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morphologytowardsincreasedrelianceonsyntacticstructureis underway.

Thesetof Englishsuffixesmustbeexaminednext. In markedcontrastto theprefixes,En-

glish suffixesarenearlyall category-changing.In fact,theonly suffixesthatarenot category-

changingareNoun � Noun suffixes. All of theseaffixescanalsofunctionasAdj. � Noun

suffixes, suggestingthat adjectives and nounssharesomemorphosyntacticfeature(Bauer

1983:216-7),except for the suffix -age, which canonly be Noun � Noun or Verb � Verb.

The setof suffixes is somewhat larger than the setof prefixes; abouttwo-thirdsof English

suffixesareLatinate,onethird areGermanic.

It is interestingto notethat therearequitea few suffixesthatbind only to [ � Latinate]

stems,as well as three(both -en� and -en� , and -th) that bind only to [ � Latinate] stems.

Amongtheremainingsuffixes,thosethatdonotdiscriminatebasedonthe[ � Latinate]feature,

onefinds someof themostproductive Englishaffixes,including -ment, -ness, -y � , and-er � .
On the otherhand,amongthosethat bind only to [ � Latinate] stems,onefinds affixes for

which theattestedformscontainahighpercentageof loanwordsthatwerenothistoricallythe

resultof productive Englishderivation(suchas-ant or -ic). How canoneexplain theapparent

relation betweenthe productivity of a suffix and its lack of sensitivity to the [ � Latinate]

feature?

TheLevel Orderingsystemmaygivesomeinsightinto thisproblem.Level Ordering(de-

velopedby Siegel,Bloomfield,andothers)positstwo typesof derivationalaffixes,morpheme

boundaryaffixesandword boundaryaffixes(Plag1999:54-5). All morphemeboundary, or

level 1, affixesmustbeboundto a stembeforeany word boundary, or level 2, affixescanbe

boundto theresultantword. Certainphonologicalprocesses(in particularstressassignment)

canoccuronly after level 1 andnot after level 2. Determinationof the level of an affix is

relatively straightforward; it is doneby observingthemannerin whichanaffix combineswith

otheraffixesandits ability or inability to affect theprosodicfeaturesof thestemsto which it

binds. AlthoughLevel Orderinghasbeenthoroughlydiscreditedby Fabb(1988)asa means

of determiningunallowedaffix combinationsin English,it remainsusefulin otherways.
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Readingthetableof Englishsuffixes(beginsonpage12),onemayobserve thatsuffixes

thatbindwith both[ � Latinate]and[ � Latinate]stemstendto belevel 2 suffixes,while those

thatcantake only onesortof stemtendto belevel 1. If this is ageneralrule, it hassomevery

interestingimplications.But first, theinevitableexceptionsto thispatternmustbesortedout.

To startoff, what is thedomainof thesuffix -an? It is classifiedaslevel 1 and,indeed,

all the commonnounsthat it adoptsasstemsare[ � Latinate]. However, it alsobindsto a

very largegroupof propernouns,andit is reallyonly with thisgroupthatit canbeconsidered

productive in English,sincemostof thecommonnoun-stemformswereborrowedinto English

with theiraffixesintact(Marchand1966:189-91).Since-an only bindsproductively to proper

nouns,canit really beclaimedthatit only bindsto [ � Latinate]nouns?Many of theseproper

nounsareclearly [ � Latinate]by virtue of having beencoinedby theRomans.For example,

few would disputethat Caledonia, Iberia, or Augustusare[ � Latinate]. Secondly, many of

theotherpropernounsthatbind to -an sharesomesuperficialmorphophonemicfeatureswith

Latin propernouns:mostof the placenamesthat bind to -an endin -a or -ia. Failing that,

thereis oftena consciouseffort to make namesmore“Latin-like” beforeadding-an to them.

Considerthe wordsWincastrian ( � Winchester), Cantabrigian( � Canterbury), or Shavian

( � George Bernard Shaw), all citedby Marchand(1966:190).

Next, onemustconfrontthe problemof the level 2 suffixes-ism, -ist, and -ize, which

bind almostexclusively to [ � Latinate]stems. Thesesuffixes have acquireda bit of a bad

reputation,soto speak,in thatthey arefrequentlyusedto form derogatorylabelsfor attitudes,

people,andactions,respectively. This effect seemsto beparticularlypronouncedon therare

occasionsin which they do combinewith Germanicstems,as in jingoismandgangsterism,

chalkologist or doggist (undoubtedlymockingformscitedby Marchand1966:247),andwom-

anizeor heathenize. Veryold Latinatewordscontainingtheseaffixesdonot carrythisstigma;

however, Latinatewordsformedin thelastfew centuries,suchaslegitimize, racism, andsexist,

arenot immuneto it. It is probablethat thenegative connotationsof theseaffixeshave ham-

peredtheir productivity for at leasta century. Also, sincetheprimaryvictims of theseaffixes
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areideologies,philosophies,andpoliticians,it is not surprisingthat they generallyattachto

Latinatenounsandpropernouns.Marchand(1966:257)notesthat -ize, at least,hasrecently

producedtwo formswith [ � Latinate]stems:winterizeandweatherize.

Finally, considertheGermanicsuffix -en, which bindsto only two [ � Latinate]stems,

in hastenandglassen. Thereis a simplephonologicalexplanationfor its failure to bind to

otherstemsof this type: -enbindsonly to monosyllabicadjectivesendingin obstruents.This

virtually destroys theentirepotentialpoolof Latinateadjectivesin English,mostof whichare

polysyllabicandmany of which endin � ��� or � ��� . Unfortunately, this is not sufficient for the

purposesof this paper. Fabb(1988:531)calls -en a level 2 suffix. This is perplexing because

it violatesoneof the forthcomingconclusionsregardingthenatureof level 2 suffixes. There

doesnotactuallyseemto bemuchempiricalevidencethatwoulddefinitively classify-enone

way or another:it never affectsstressandit never interactswith otheraffixes(exceptin the

form lengthen, whereit follows a level 1 affix). From a theoreticalstandpoint,it will make

muchmoresenseto consider-en level 1.

Having explainedtheseobstacles,I assertthe following: Level 1 suffixesmay attach

only to thosestemsthat are etymologically compatible with them. Level 2 suffixesincur

no such restriction. To discover the true significanceof this statement,return to the basic

premiseof Level Ordering:Level 1 affixesbind to stemmorphemes.Level 2 affixesbind

to words. I believe that thesetwo statements,taken together, demonstratethe fundamen-

tal tensionbetweensyntheticmorphologicalstructuresandanalyticsyntacticalstructuresin

ModernEnglish. Level 1 suffixes in Englisharehighly conservative: they strive to follow

themorphologicalrulesof Old English,Old French,Latin, or Greek,all of which weresyn-

theticlanguagesin whichcomplex wordswereformedby combiningmany boundmorphemes.

Becausemorphemeswithin awordhave accessto eachothers’phonologyandcanimposear-

bitrary selectionalrequirementson eachother, level 1 affixesnaturallydivide themselvesinto

two incompatiblegroups:thosewhich imposethephonologicalandselectionalrulesof Old
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English,and thosewhich imposethe rulesof the Latinatelanguages.8 Level 2 suffixes, in

contrast,do not affect their stemsphonologicallyand tend to imposefewer selectionalre-

quirementson them. They areincreasingtheir productivity by behaving morelike syntactic

structures,which admit no accidentalor arbitrarygaps. In the wordsdisembodyor believ-

ability, oneobservesthevery interestingsituationin which a level 2 [ � Latinate]morpheme

“bridgesthegap”betweena level 1 [ � Latinate]affix anda [ � Latinate]stem.

Froma historicalperspective, thelevel 2 affixesappearto bewinning. Englishprefixes

are,by andlarge,obliviousto theetymologicalfeaturesof thestemsto which they attach,and

thesameappearsto betrueof suffixes.SincetheEnglishlexicon is derivedfrom two etymo-

logically andthusmorphologicallyincompatiblesources,affixescanbecomemoreproductive

by becominglessfussyaboutmorphologyandphonology. Thoseaffixesthathave failedto do

so,suchastheGermanicsuffix -en, remainstagnantandmayeventuallydisappearastheirdo-

mainsareencroachedon by moreproductive formations.ModernEnglishis becomingmore

andmoreananalyticallanguageasit slowly losestrackof its complex morphologicalheritage.

8Of course,thisdoesnotprecludetheoccurrenceof wordslikestarvation. Its stemmay, by purechance,fulfill
the phonologicalandotherselectionalrequirementsthat determinewhetheror not a Latinateverb can take the
suffix -ation.
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Affixes

This tablelists themostcommonEnglishaffixes.Thesourcesare:

1. Prefixes are basedon Lightner (1983:45)(someopaqueprefixes with no synchronic
morphologicalvaluewereomitted)andBauer(1983:217-20).I addedunder-, over-,
out-, counter-, andnon-.

2. SuffixesarebasedonFabb(1988)).I added-lessand-th.

3. Dataon thebindingsdomainsaretakenfrom Marchand(1966)andHaldeman(1865).

4. Level-orderingfor suffixesis from Fabb(1988:531).

5. I havenotincludedlevel-orderinginformationfor prefixessinceI couldnotfind asource
of dataon it exceptfor a few prefixessuchasin- or un-. It seemsasif level-orderingin
generaldoesnotproducevery usefulresultsfor prefixes.

AFFIX ORIGIN

LEVEL

ORDER

ETYMOLOGIC

DOMAIN EXAMPLE

1) a-� Germ. Most [ � Lat.] asleep, aboard, aflower
2) a-� Greek [ � Lat.] asymmetric, atypical, apolitical
3) anti- Greek [ � Lat.] antifascist, antihero, anti-war
4) arch- Latin [ � Lat.] archbishop, archenemy, archfiend
5) be- Germ. [ � Lat.] befriend, belabor, besiege
6) bi- Latin Most [ � Lat.] bifacial, bivalve, bimonthly
7) co- Latin [ � Lat.] codefendant, cooperate, coworker
8) counter- Latin [ � Lat.] counteract, counterweight, counter-

stroke
9) de- Latin [ � Lat.] decentralize, dethrone, defang(vbl.)

10) dis-� Latin Most [ � Lat.] displease, disown, disembody(vbl.)
11) dis-� Latin [ � Lat.] disobedient, disfavor, dishonor(adj.,

nom.)
12) en-� Latin [ � Lat.] enclose, enroll, enwrap (vbl.)
13) en-� Latin [ � Lat.] enchain, embed, enshrine(nom.)
14) ex- Latin [ � Lat.] ex-officer, ex-rich, ex-husband
15) extra- Latin [ � Lat.] extraordinary, extraterritorial, extra-

planetary

(Continuedon following page.)
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(Continuedfrom previouspage.)

16) for- Germ. [ � Lat.] forbear, forgo, forswear
17) fore- Germ. [ � Lat.] foresee, foretell, foreordain (vbl.)
18) hyper- Greek [ � Lat.] hyperpsensitive, hyperactivity, hyper-

acute
19) in- Latin [ � Lat.] infirm, inhuman, infrequent
20) mis- Multiple8 [ � Lat.] misgovern, misdeed, mistake
21) non- Latin [ � Lat.] nondescript, non-realistic, nonbeing
22) over- Germ. [ � Lat.] overdo, overreact, overanalyze
23) post- Latin [ � Lat.] postpone, post-glacial, postnatal
24) para- Greek [ � Lat.] paraphysical, paralegal, paraglide
25) pre-� Latin [ � Lat.] prejudge, prefigure, preheat(vbl.)
26) pre-� Latin Most [ � Lat.] prenatal, pre-election, pre-knowledge

(adj.,nom.)
27) pro- Greek [ � Lat.] pro-action, pro-American, pro-life
28) re- Latin [ � Lat.] readmit, redo, reset
29) sub-� Latin Most [ � Lat.] subdivide, subcolonize, sublet
30) sub-� Latin [ � Lat.] subcontinent, subgroup, subway
31) super- Latin [ � Lat.] supernatural, superhuman, superheat
32) trans- Latin [ � Lat.] transatlantic, transborder, transship
33) un-� Germ. [ � Lat.] undo, unlace, uncross(vbl.)
34) un-� Germ. [ � Lat.] unknown, uncertain, unsafe(adj.)
35) under- Germ. [ � Lat.] underfeed, underestimate, under-

value(adj.)

1) -able Latin 2 [ � Lat.] comfortable, doable, knowable
2) -age� Latin 2 [ � Lat.] assemblage, marriage, storage (de-

vbl.)
3) -age� Latin 2 [ � Lat.] parsonage, clientage, freightage (de-

nom.)
4) -al � Latin 1 [ � Lat.] approval, revival, betrayal (nomz.)
5) -al � Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] natural, tidal, bridal (adjz.)
6) -an� Latin 1 [ � Lat.]9 barbarian, Elizabethan, Arabian

(nomz.)

(Continuedon following page.)
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(Continuedfrom previouspage.)

7) -an� Latin 1 Sameasprevious(adjz.)
8) -ance Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] dependance, subsistence, hindrance
9) -ant� Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] occupant, resident, coolant

10) -ant� Latin 1 [ � Lat.] absorbent, defiant, reluctant
11) -ary� Latin 1 [ � Lat.] visionary, revolutionary, dietary

(nomz.)
12) -ary Latin 1 [ � Lat.] Sameasprevious(adjz.)
13) -ate� Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] electorate, sultanate, aldermanate

(nomz.)
14) -ate� Latin 1 [ � Lat.] passionate, affectionate, compassion-

ate(adjz.)
15) -ed Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] fanged, landed, propertied
16) -en� Germ. 2 Most [ � Lat.] brighten, soften, hasten(deadj. and

denom.nomz.)
17) -en� Germ. 1 [ � Lat.] wooden, woolen, earthen(adjz.)
18) -er � Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] worker, player, silencer(deverb.)
19) -er� Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] needler, potter, prisoner(denom.)
20) -ful � Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] mournful, forgetful, neglectful (de-

vbl.)
21) -ful � Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] trustful, wrathful, graceful(denom.)
22) -hood� Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] childhood, fatherhood, nationhood

(denom.)
23) -hood� Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] likelihood, livelihood, falsehood

(deadj.)
24) -ic Latin 1 [ � Lat.] acidic, systematic, geometric
25) -ify � Latin 1 [ � Lat.] glorify, classify, liquefy(denom.)
26) -ify � Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] intensify, amplify, prettify10(deadj.)
27) -ion Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] vision, information, starvation
28) -ish Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] smallish, roguish, blueish
29) -ism� Greek 2 Most [ � Lat.] idealism, truism, jingoism11(denom.)
30) -ism� Greek 2 [ � Lat.] impressionism, favoritism, fascism

(deadj.)
31) -ist � Greek 2 Most [ � Lat.] balloonist, novelist, landscapist
32) -ist� Greek 2 Most [ � Lat.] socialist, humanist, rightist

(Continuedon following page.)
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(Continuedfrom previouspage.)

33) -ity Latin 1 [ � Lat.] agility, availability, oddity
34) -ive Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] expressive, abusive, talkative
35) -ize� Greek 2 [ � Lat.] canonize, hospitalize, weatherize(de-

nom.)
36) -ize� Greek 2 [ � Lat.] moralize, equalize, militarize
37) -less Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] lifeless, mindless, graceless
38) -ly � Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] friendly, cowardly, scholarly (de-

nom.)
39) -ly � Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] goodly, sickly, poorly (deadj.)
40) -ment Latin 2 [ � Lat.] arrangement, measurement, ship-

ment
41) -ness Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] kindness, goodness, humanness
42) -th Germ. 1 [ � Lat.] depth, breadth, width
43) -ory Latin 1 [ � Lat.] obligatory, promissory, observatory
44) -ous Latin 1 Most [ � Lat.] glamorous, treasonous, thunderous
45) -y� Germ. 2 [ � Lat.] meaty, hungry, risky (denom.adjz.)
46) -y� Latin 1 [ � Lat.] assembly, inquiry, entreaty
47) -y Latin 2 [ � Lat.] soldiery, beggary, robbery

8Theprefixmis- existedin Old English.It fusedwith theprefix mes-of someimportedMiddle Frenchwords,
whichwasa cognatemorphemeandsemanticallysimilar (Marchand1966:126).

9Thesuffix -an appearsnever to have beenproductive in Englishexceptwith propernouns(asin Elizabethan,
Australian, Lutheran) andperhapswith somescientificor zoologicalterms.Mostotherwordswith thissuffix were
borrowedinto Englishmoreor lessintact.Mostof thepropernounsthatbind to -an seemLatinatein orthography
andphonology;they oftenendin -ia.

10Thereare a fair numberof mocking or derogatoryexamplesof -ify combiningwith a [ ! Latinate] stem:
prettify, speechify, happify. Theseprobablystrengthenthe claim that the domainof -ify is [ � Latinate]because
they derive their derogatoryandmockingeffect from theirobviousungrammaticality.

11Hereagain,-ism only seemsto combinewith Germanicstemswhenforming a derogatorylabel.Perhapsthis
shows thatthenaturaldomainof -ism is restrictedto [ � Latinate]stems.
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