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Even beforethe Englishlanguageexisted as such,whenit was merely a collection of
dialectsspolen by Germanictribeson the North Seacoast,it had alreadybegun to borron
vocalulary from its neighbors. The words anchor and mile, taken from Late Latin along
with a few others,probablycrossedhe North Seawith the Anglesandthe Saxons(Cannon
1987:4).A few hundredmorehadtrickled in by thetime of the NormanConquestHowever,
the majority of borraved words, and indeedthe bulk of the Modern Englishlexicon, have
comefrom Medieval FrenchandMedieval, Renaissancear ScientificLatin.!

Thisimportationof Latinatevocalulary occurredon suchalargescalethatit hasaffected
notonly thelexicon of English,butits phonology syntax,andmorphologyaswell. In thelatter
domain,its effect hasbeenparticularly strongandlasting, sincemary of the Latinateloan
words,in particularthe scientificandabstractvocalulary, weremorphologicallycomplex.

Marchanddescribeghe transferof morphologicalstructuremoreor lessintactinto En-
glishasfollows:

...whena numberof analysablgoreign words of the samestructurehad been
introducednto thelanguagethe patterncouldbe extendedto new formationsi.e.
the[affix] thenbecameaderivative morpheme. (Marchand1966:85)

This socalled“Neo-Latin” vocahulary often containsmary Greekelementgconsiderthe hybrid Greek-Latin
term bio-log-ic-al). Greekandhybrid words seemto patternwith Latinatevocahlulary in English, otherthanin
scientificwordsin which GreekandLatin quantityor intensityprefixessuchasmono-< uni-, bi- < di-, poly- <
multi-, etc. only attachto stemsderived from the samelanguage Eventhis constraints routinely violatedin less
learnedwords,suchashypesensitive combininga Greekprefix with a Latinatestem. Greekmorphemewill be
consideredLatinate” in this paper



English hasdirectly borroved mary Frenchor Latin affixes, suchasre- or -age. In other
casesthe morphologyof the loan words hasbeensimplified or reanalyzed|eadingto back
formationssuchasthe truncatedform bus (originally from Latin omniklus), or the verb act,
obtainedin the reanalysisof actionasVerb+ -ion (by analogywith pairssuchaspermit <
permissio

The morphologicalktatusof theseelementhasremainedunclearright dowvn to modern
English. Have Latinateaffixesbecomefully assimilatednto Englishmorphology combin-
ing freely with native andborroved stemsalike? The answerto this seemdo be definitely
negative. For example,thereis only onestandardenglishword, oddity, thatcontainsa natve
Germanicstemimmediatelyfollowed by the Latinateaffix -ity. Might onethensupposehat
all otherwords containingthe sufiix -ity wereborroved whole from Frenchor Latin, with-
out regardto their internalmorphologicalstructure? Again, this is not possible:wordslike
authenticityand electricity are composedf Latinate morphemesyet they appearedn the
seventeentttenturyandpredatetheir cognatesn French(Marchand1966:252).

Oneapproacho this problemhasbeento posita morphologicakule known asthe Lati-
nateConstraintwhichis definedby Plag(1999:48)as:

Basesandaffixesmaycombineonly if theiretymologicalfeaturesarecompatible.

In this schemegachEnglishmorphemanustbeclassifiedaseither[+ Latinate] [— Latinate]
or possiblyunmarled for etymology(in which caseit shouldfreely combinewith ary mor-
phemeregardles®f origin). Of coursejn thesynchroniggrammarretymologyis notsupposed
to play ary role. (Educatedspeakrsmightbe awareof the etymologyof their vocalulary and
could selectwordsor morphemedasedon this knowledge; however, this probablyonly ap-
pliesto asmallminority of speakrsthroughouthe ModernEnglishperiod.) The purelymor
phological[+ Latinate]featureis intendedio be merelythe synchronicartifact of a historical
process.

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

actuallyreflectthe etymologyof the morphemeghatit marks? For some,it would do quite



well, suchas-ation, -ition, -ission and-sion, asetof Latin-dervednominatve sufixes.These
areclearly[+ Latinate]in theirdomainsasHaldeman1865:168230)findsno casein which
they follow aGermanicstem while Marchand1966:204)ists only flirtation® andstarvation®
in additionto afew attestedut ephemeratmockingforms. Thesufix -ive isasimilarLatinate-
only stalvart. On the Germanicside, the suffix -th* combinesexclusively with [— Latinate]
stemsto form breadth strength growth etc. Amongthe prefixes,a- bindsonly with Latinate
stemg(Marchand1966:93;Haldemanl865:46).

For mostotherEnglishaffixes,themorphologicahndetymologicalspect®f the[+ Latinate]
featurearelessin agreement.Considerthe identity crisis of the sufix -ment thoughit is
Old Frenchin origin (and survivesin modernFrenchwith identical spelling), it attachedo
numerousGermanicstems,forming wondermentmerrimenf adknowledgmentamazement
beravementembodimentand seseral dozenothers(seeHaldemanl1865; Marchand1966).
The Germanicsuffix -nessis similar, bindingto the Latinatestemsclear, feeble gentle etc.,
aswell asto natve Englishstems(ibid.). Latinateprefix re-, alsopresered andhighly pro-
ductive in modernFrench,canattachto essentiallyary Englishactionverb (asopposedo
statve verbssuchasbe), without regardto its origin. Evensomevery old andnow moreor
lessopaqueGermanicprefixessuchasbe- canbind to Latinatestems asin besige, belabor,
betray, beguile, andothers.

Mustthesdessdiscriminatingaffixesbedesignate@sneither{+ Latinate]nor[— Latinate]
but unmarled for etymologicalselection?This is a very unsatiséctory solution sincethese
affixes outnumberthose which can be confidently classifiedin one cateory or the other
TheLatinateConstraintandtheetymologically-baset Latinate]featuremustbe calledinto

questionif they areeithercontradictoryor irrelevantin the majority of cases.Yetthey cannot

2flirt is of uncertainorigin and may actually be derived from Frenchfleur ‘flower’ Modern Frenchconter
fleurette[flesets] meansto court:

3My own theoryis thatstarvation(18th c.) wasformedby analogywith the semanticallyandphonologically
similar word privation, which s entirely Latinateandis attestedn Englishfrom the 14thcentury

“Haldeman(1865:227-8notesthat-t and-d wereformerly phonologicallyconditionedallomorphsof -th, and
lists several forms that would not be consideredransparentlybimorphemicby mostspealers of Englishtoday
suchassloth (< slow), broth (< brew), andflood (< flow).



be entirely dismissedsincethey do helpto accountfor the domainsof a substantiaminority
of affixes. (Plag(1999:59)alsopointsout thatthe [+ Latinate]featureseemdo have phono-
logical aswell asmorphologicaimplications,sinceit affectsprosodicstructure.)

Althoughthe LatinateConstraintfails to establisha solid requiremenbf compatibility
betweertheetymologyof Englishaffixesandthatof theirbindingdomainsthis doesnotmean
thatthe [+ Latinate]featurecanhave norole in the the synchronicmorphologyof English.
Perhapghe Latinate Constraintis an overly restrictedversionof a more generalrule that
determineswvhich affixes can attachto a given English stem,andwhich is correlatedto the
[+ Latinate]featureof the stems.A systematiexaminationof the Englishaffix systemmay
shedsomelight onthis problem.

A quick glanceat a list of commonEnglishprefixes (seetable on pagell) will reveal
several interestingpatterns. First of all, very few prefixes are catgyory-changing(as noted
by Bauer1983:216). The only exceptionsare the deadjectral verbalizingprefix en» (asin
enlaige, embody etc.), the denominalverbalizingprefix de- (asin debark debong andthe
denominalor deverbal prefix a- which forms predicatve adjectves (asin aglitter, ablazg,
andthe semanticallyunpredictableserbalizingprefix be- The negative prefixesdis- andun-
arealsofoundin afew formswith nominalstemssuchasdisgraceor unhosse in areversatve
or privative sense.In thesecaseghe outwardly nominalstemsare probablydenominalzero-
affix verbs,evenif they only occurin boundform (i.e. -horseis a boundverb meaning'to
placesomeonen a horse’). Thesefew catgyory-changingrefixesarecertainlythe exception
ratherthanthe rule. It is not even clearthat a- and be- shouldbe consideredderiational
affixesin all casesThey aremorelike prepositionsn ashoe (= ‘on/towardsshore’),afire (=
‘on fire’), belie(=‘lie neay cf. underlig, andbemoan(= ‘moanabout’),while in its deverbal
usea- is almostlike a gerundve® inflectionalaffix (asin ablaze aglow).

Not only are Englishprefixesrarely catggory-changingbut they arerarely of Germanic

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

SConsideralsothe redundantolloguial forms acomingandagoing



sincethe NormanConquesto the massie influx of Frenchprefixesandto the movementof
locative particlesto post-\erbalpositionduringthe Middle Englishperiod. Nonethelessa few
Germanicprefixes have remainedhighly productve: negatve un- andundek, over, fore-,
andout-. Thelastfour arethe remnantsof the preverballocative particles,andin somecases
theirlocative meaninghasbeeneliminated(asin undestand. All of theseproductie prefixes
attachto either[+ Latinate]or [— Latinate]stems.The prefixesbe- anda- alsobind to both
typesof stemsalthoughthey have notbeenproductve® atleastfor thelastcentury Thisleaves
only for- asa“purely” Germanicprefix; it seemgo mean‘against’ or ‘despite. It nolonger
hasa transparenmeaningexceptin the forms forgo, forswear forbid, forbear, and perhaps
foreda This prefix hasnot beenproductve for hundredof yearsandis maginal in Modern
English.

Lack of etymologicaldiscriminationis alsothe norm for Latinateprefixesin English.
Nearly all of the Latinateprefixes attachto both [+ Latinate]and[— Latinate] stems. The
exceptions,negative in- anda-, which attachonly to [+ Latinate] stems,could be explained
by ablockingeffect: in- anda- do notattachto Germanicstemsbecause¢he moreproductve
un- or de- gettherefirst. A- hasprobablyalmostnever beenproductve on a native English
basis;it exists mostly in learnedor scientific words (atypical and apolitical are recentand
notableexceptions). Historically, in- was quite productve adjectvally, but forms suchas
*impopular and*incertain have now beenreplacedoy the correspondingin- forms. Yetin-

seemsto be holding its ground, barely for nouns;this gives us odd pairs suchas unjust
& injustice and unable < inability, although*incertainty hasgonethe way of *incertain
(Marchandl966:121).Sincein- wasatonetime productve in English,why did it never bind
to any Germanicstems?0Onepossibleexplanationis that, historically the LatinateConstraint

wasmoretightly enforcedn Englishandthatit did noterodeuntil afterin- hadalreadybecome

5In the nineteenttcentury a- produceda flurry of new forms, but it hasbeendormantsince (seeMarchand
1966:92).

"If oneacceptghe word forfend (= ‘to prevent, ward off’) asmorphologicallycomples (perhapsan amalgam
of forbid anddefend?), thenevenfor- cancombinewith a[+ Latinate]stem!



lessproductve thanun-.

What shouldbe donewith [+ Latinate]affixessuchashydio-, infra-, -trophy, andthe
countlessther“scientific” affixationsthatareusedvery productvely in scientifictermscon-
taining almostexclusively Latinatemorphemes?Cannon(1987:160)and Bauer(1983:213)
treatthemasaffix-lik e ICFs (initial combiningforms, after the OED designation)however,
they obey slightly differentcombinatoricrules. Baueralsoproposes practicalmeansof dis-

tinguishingthemon a semantidasis:

In generaljt seemghatICFscontaina higherdensityof lexical informationthan
prefixesdo. .. Theintentioncanbe seerby comparingsocio-or eco-with pre- or

un-, wheresomereferenceo societyandecologyis requiredfor the specification
of the meaningsof the ICFs, but wherethe informationfor the prefixes canbe
expressedn termsof functionwords. (Bauer1983:215)

Onecould further ague that ICFs are largely irrelevant to a discussionof the statusof the
[+ Latinate] featurein the synchronicEnglish morphologybecausgermscontaininglCFs
areusuallyformedin anexplicit andintentionalemulationof Latin or Greekmorphologyor
syntax.Thecoinersdo notintendfor thesewordsto beusedin vernaculaenglish. Moreover,
whenthese“Neo-Latin” termsbecomepart of everydayspeechfor whate/er reason,their
Latin or Greekmorphologyis usuallylostor incorrectlyreanalyzedtelevisionhasbecomerv
or telly, analyzehasledto theanalogicaformationbreathalyzeetc.

Bauers criterionalsohints at the overriding themeof Englishprefixes: prefixestendto
be replacementsor function words. Thereis a trendin Englishtowardsthe transformation
of certainprefixesinto syntacticstructures.Prefixes suchas post- and co- regularly receve
primary or secondarystressin words suchas post-electionor co-captain(althoughnot in
otherssuchascoeistenceor co-chairmar). At leastone prefix, extra-, hascompletelyfreed
itself from morphologicalconstraintdo becomeanindependenadjectve or adwerb, asin, I
broughtsomeextra spendingmone.” Given the apparendrift of English prefixes towards
a more syntacticand lessmorphologicalrole, it is not surprisingthat neitherGermanicnor
Latinateprefixesare picky aboutthe etymologicalcharacteristic®f the stemsto which they

bind. After studyingthe Englishsufiixes, it will be very clearthatdrift away from comple
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morphologytowardsincreasedelianceon syntacticstructureis undervay.

Thesetof Englishsufixesmustbeexaminednext. In markedcontrasto theprefixes,En-
glish sufixesarenearlyall catgyory-changingln fact,the only sufiixesthatarenot cateyory-
changingareNoun— Noun sufixes. All of theseaffixescanalsofunctionasAdj. — Noun
sufiixes, suggestinghat adjectves and nounssharesome morphosyntactideature (Bauer
1983:216-7) exceptfor the sufiix -age, which canonly be Noun— Noun or Verb— Verh,
The setof suffixesis somavhat larger thanthe setof prefixes; abouttwo-thirds of English
suffixesarelLatinate,onethird areGermanic.

It is interestingto notethatthereare quite a few sufiixesthatbind only to [+ Latinate]
stems,aswell asthree(both -en, and-en,, and-th) that bind only to [— Latinate] stems.
Amongtheremainingsufiixes,thosethatdonotdiscriminatebasednthe[+ Latinatelfeature,
onefinds someof the mostproductve Englishaffixes,including-ment -ness -y;, and-er;.
On the other hand,amongthosethat bind only to [+ Latinate] stems,one finds affixes for
which the attestedorms containa high percentagef loanwordsthatwerenot historically the
resultof productve Englishderivation (suchas-ant or -ic). How canoneexplaintheapparent
relation betweenthe productvity of a sufiix andits lack of sensitvity to the [+ Latinate]
feature?

TheLevel Orderingsystenmaygive someinsightinto this problem.Level Ordering(de-
velopedby Siggel, Bloomfield,andothers)positstwo typesof derivationalaffixes,morpheme
boundaryaffixes andword boundaryaffixes (Plag 1999:54-5). All morphemeboundary or
level 1, affixesmustbe boundto a stembeforeany word boundary or level 2, affixescanbe
boundto theresultantword. Certainphonologicalprocesseéin particularstressassignment)
canoccuronly afterlevel 1 andnot after level 2. Determinationof the level of an affix is
relatively straightforvard; it is doneby observinghe mannetin which anaffix combineswith
otheraffixesandits ability or inability to affect the prosodicfeaturesof the stemsto whichiit
binds. Although Level Orderinghasbeenthoroughlydiscreditedby Fabb(1988)asa means

of determiningunalloved affix combinationsn English,it remainsusefulin otherways.



Readinghetableof Englishsufixes(beginson pagel2), onemayobsere thatsufixes
thatbindwith both[+ Latinate]and[— Latinate]stemsendto belevel 2 suffixes,while those
thatcantake only onesortof stemtendto belevel 1. If thisis agenerakule, it hassomevery
interestingmplications.But first, theinevitable exceptionso this patternmustbe sortedout.

To startoff, whatis the domainof the suffix -an? It is classifiedaslevel 1 and,indeed,
all the commonnounsthatit adoptsas stemsare [+ Latinate] However, it alsobindsto a
very large groupof propernouns,andit is really only with this groupthatit canbe considered
productive in English,sincemostof thecommonmoun-stenformswereborravedinto English
with their affixesintact(Marchandl966:189-91) Since-an only bindsproductvely to proper
nounscanit really be claimedthatit only bindsto [+ Latinate]nouns?Many of theseproper
nounsareclearly [+ Latinate]by virtue of having beencoinedby the Romans.For example,
few would disputethat Caledonia Iberia, or Augustusare[+ Latinate] Secondly mary of
theotherpropernounsthatbind to -an sharesomesuperficiaimorphophonemiéeatureswith
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 words Wincastrian (< Winchestej, Cantabrigian(< Canterlury), or Shavian
(< Geoge Bernad Shaw, all citedby Marchand(1966:190).

Next, one mustconfrontthe problemof the level 2 sufiixes-ism, -ist, and-ize, which
bind almostexclusiely to [+ Latinate] stems. Thesesufiixes have acquireda bit of a bad
reputationsoto speakijn thatthey arefrequentlyusedto form derogatoryabelsfor attitudes,
people,andactions respectrely. This effect seemdo be particularlypronouncedn therare
occasiongn which they do combinewith Germanicstems,asin jingoismandgangsterism
chalkologist or doggist (undoubtedlymockingforms citedby Marchandl966:247) andwom-
anizeor heathenizeVery old Latinatewordscontainingtheseaffixesdo not carrythis stigma;
however, Latinatewordsformedin thelastfew centuriessuchaslegitimize racism andsexist,
arenotimmuneto it. It is probablethatthe negative connotationf theseaffixeshave ham-

peredtheir productvity for atleasta century Also, sincethe primaryvictims of theseaffixes



areideologies,philosophiesandpoliticians, it is not surprisingthatthey generallyattachto
Latinatenounsandpropernouns.Marchand(1966:257)notesthat-ize, atleast,hasrecently
producedwo formswith [— Latinate]stems:winterizeandweatherize

Finally, considerthe Germanicsufix -en, which bindsto only two [+ Latinate]stems,
in hastenand glassen Thereis a simple phonologicalexplanationfor its failure to bind to
otherstemsof this type: -en bindsonly to monosyllabicadjectvesendingin obstruentsThis
virtually destrys theentirepotentialpool of Latinateadjectvesin English,mostof which are
polysyllabicandmary of which endin [1] or [1]. Unfortunately this is not sufficient for the
purpose®f this paper Fabb(1988:531)calls-en alevel 2 suffix. Thisis perpleing because
it violatesoneof the forthcomingconclusiongegardingthe natureof level 2 sufiixes. There
doesnotactuallyseento be muchempiricalevidencethatwould definitively classify-enone
way or another:it never affectsstressandit never interactswith otheraffixes(exceptin the
form lengthen whereit follows a level 1 affix). From a theoreticalstandpointjt will make
muchmoresenseo consider-enlevel 1.

Having explainedtheseobstacles] asserthe following: Level 1 suffixesmay attach
only to thosestemsthat are etymologically compatible with them. Level 2 suffixesincur
no suchrestriction. To discover the true significanceof this statementreturnto the basic
premiseof Level Ordering: Level 1 affixesbind to stemmorphemes.Level 2 affixes bind
to words. | believe that thesetwo statementstaken together demonstratehe fundamen-
tal tensionbetweensyntheticmorphologicalstructuresand analytic syntacticalstructuresn
ModernEnglish. Level 1 sufiixesin Englishare highly conserative: they strive to follow
the morphologicalrulesof Old English,Old French,Latin, or Greek,all of which weresyn-
theticlanguage# which complex wordswereformedby combiningmary boundmorphemes.
Becausanorphemesvithin aword have accesgo eachothers’phonologyandcanimposear
bitrary selectionalequirement®n eachother level 1 affixesnaturallydivide themselesinto

two incompatiblegroups: thosewhich imposethe phonologicalandselectionakulesof Old



English, and thosewhich imposethe rules of the Latinatelanguage$. Level 2 suffixes, in
contrast,do not affect their stemsphonologicallyand tend to imposefewer selectionalre-
quirementson them. They areincreasingtheir productvity by behaing morelike syntactic
structureswhich admit no accidentalor arbitrary gaps. In the words disembodyor believ-
ability, oneobsenresthe very interestingsituationin which alevel 2 [+ Latinatelmorpheme
“bridgesthegap” betweeralevel 1 [+ Latinate]affix anda[— Latinate]stem.

Froma historicalperspectie, the level 2 affixesappeaito be winning. Englishprefixes
are,by andlarge, obliviousto the etymologicalfeatureof the stemsto which they attach,and
the sameappearso betrue of sufiixes. Sincethe Englishlexiconis derived from two etymo-
logically andthusmorphologicallyincompatiblesourcesaffixescanbecomemoreproductve
by becomingessfussyaboutmorphologyandphonology Thoseaffixesthathave failedto do
so,suchasthe Germanicsufiix -en, remainstagnanandmayeventuallydisappeaastheir do-
mainsareencroachean by more productve formations.ModernEnglishis becomingmore

andmoreananalyticallanguagesit slowly losestrackof its complex morphologicaheritage.

80f coursethis doesnot precludethe occurrencef wordslik e starvation Its stemmay; by purechancefulfill
the phonologicaland other selectionalrequirementghat determinewhetheror not a Latinateverb cantake the
sufiix -ation.
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Affixes

This tablelists the mostcommonEnglishaffixes. The sourcesare:

1.

Prefixes are basedon Lightner (1983:45)(someopaqueprefixes with no synchronic
morphologicalvalue were omitted) and Bauer(1983:217-20).1 addedundek, over,
out-, counter, andnon-

2. Sufiixesarebasedn Fabb(1988)).1 addedlessand-th.

3. Dataonthebindingsdomainsaretakenfrom Marchand(1966)andHaldemarn(1865).

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

5. | have notincludedlevel-orderinginformationfor prefixessincel couldnotfind asource

of dataon it exceptfor afew prefixessuchasin- or un-. It seemsasif level-orderingin
generaddoesnot producevery usefulresultsfor prefixes.
LEVEL ETYymoLoGIC
AFFIX ORIGIN ORDER DoMAIN EXAMPLE

1) a- Germ. Most[— Lat.] asleepaboad, aflower

2) a-» Greek [+ Lat.] asymmetricatypical apolitical

3) anti- Greek [+ Lat.] antifascist antihei, anti-war

4) arch- Latin [+ Lat.] archbishop archenemyarchfiend

5) be- Germ. [+ Lat.] befriend belabor, besige

6) bi- Latin Most[+ Lat.] bifacial, bivalve bimonthly

7) co- Latin [+ Lat.] codefendantcoopeate, coworler

8) counter Latin [+ Lat.] counteact, counterweight counter

stroke

9) de- Latin [+ Lat.] decentalize, dethiong defang(vbl.)
10) disq Latin Most[+ Lat.] displeasedisown disembodyvbl.)
11) dis- Latin [+ Lat.] disobedientdisfavor, dishonor(ad;.,

nom.)

12) enq Latin [+ Lat.] encloseenll, enwmap (vbl.)
13) en, Latin [+ Lat.] endain, embedenshringlnom.)
14) ex- Latin [+ Lat.] ex-officer, ex-rich, ex-husband
15) extra- Latin [+ Lat.] extraordinary, extraterritorial, extra-

11

planetary

(Continuedon following page.)



(Continuedrom previous page.)

16) for- Germ. [— Lat.] forbear, forgo, forswear
17) fore-  Germ. [+ Lat.] foreseeforetell, foreodain (vbl.)
18) hyper Greek [+ Lat.] hyperpsensitivehypeactivity, hyper
acute
19) in- Latin [+ Lat.] infirm, inhuman infrequent
20) mis- Multiple® [+ Lat.] misgoern misdeedmistale
21) non- Latin [+ Lat.] nondescriptnon-realistic nonbeing
22) over  Germ. [+ Lat.] overdo, overreact overanalyze
23) post- Latin [+ Lat.] postponepost-glacial postnatal
24) para- Greek [+ Lat.] paraphysical paralegal, paraglide
25) pre- Latin [+ Lat.] prejudge, prefigue, preheat(vbl.)
26) pre~ Latin Most[+ Lat.] prenatal pre-electionpre-knowledg
(adj.,nom.)
27) pro- Greek [+ Lat.] pro-action pro-American pro-life
28) re- Latin [+ Lat.] readmit redq reset
29) suby Latin Most[+ Lat.] subdivide subcolonizgsublet
30) sub, Latin [+ Lat.] subcontinentsubgobup, subway
31) super Latin [+ Lat.] supernatual, superhumaysuperheat
32) trans- Latin [+ Lat.] transatlanti¢ transboder, transship
33) unq Germ. [+ Lat.] undq unlace uncross(vbl.)
34) un-y Germ. [+ Lat.] unknown uncertain unsafe(ad].)
35) under Germ. [+ Lat.] underfeed undeestimate under
value(ad;j.)
1) -able Latin 2 [£ Lat.] comfortable doable knowable
2) -age; Latin 2 [+ Lat] assemblge, marriage, storage (de-
vbl.)
3) -age; Latin 2 [+ Lat] parsonae, clientage, freightage (de-
nom.)
4) -aly Latin 1 [+ Lat] appoval, revival, betrayal (nomz.)
5) -aly Latin 1 Most[+ Lat.] natural, tidal, bridal (adjz.)
6) -am Latin 1 [+ Lat]® barbarian  Elizabethan Arabian

12
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7)
8)
9)
10)
11)

12)
13)

14)

15)
16)

17)
18)
19)
20)

21)
22)

23)

24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)

31)
32)

-am
-ance
-ant
-ant
-ary;

-ary
-ate

-ate,

-ed

-en
-en
-ery
-fU|1

-fU|2
-hooqd

-hood,

-ic
-ify1
-ifys
-ion
-ish
-ismy
-isny

-iSt1
-isty

Latin
Latin
Latin
Latin
Latin

Latin
Latin

Latin

Germ.
Germ.

Germ.
Germ.
Germ.
Germ.

Germ.
Germ.

Germ.

Latin
Latin
Latin
Latin
Germ.
Greek
Greek

Greek
Greek

= e

=

NN

N NDNDNPEP

NNMNNPRP R PP N

N

Most[+ Lat.]
Most [+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]

[+ Lat.]
Most [+ Lat.]

[+ Lat.]

[+ Lat.]
Most[— Lat.]

[— Lat.]
[+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]

[+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]

[+ Lat.]

[+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]
Most[+ Lat.]
Most [+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]
Most [+ Lat.]
[+ Lat.]

Most[+ Lat.]
Most [+ Lat.]

Sameasprevious(adjz.)
dependancgesubsistengehindrance
occupantresident coolant
absorbentdefiant reluctant
visionary  revolutionary dietary
(nomz.)

Sameasprevious(adjz.)

electoate sultanate aldermanate
(nomz.)

passionateaffectionate compassion-
ate(adjz.)

fanged, landed propertied

brighten soften hasten(dead;. and
denom.nomz.)

woodenwoolen earthen(adjz.)
worker, player, silencer(deverh)
needler potter, prisoner(denom.)
mournful forgetful, neglectful (de-
vbl.)

trustful, wrathful, graceful(denom.)
childhood fatherhood nationhood
(denom.)
likelihood
(deadj.)
acidic, systematicgeometric

glorify, classify liquefy (denom.)
intensify amplify, prettify*°(dead;.)
vision information starvation
smallish roguish blueish

idealism truism jingoism-*(denom.)
impressionism favoritism fascism
(dead;).)

balloonist novelist landscapist
socialist humanistrightist

livelihood falsehood

(Continuedon following page.)
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33) -ty Latin 1 [+ Lat.] agility, availability, oddity

34) -ive Latin 1 Most[+ Lat.] expressivealusive talkative

35) -izeg Greek 2 [+ Lat] canonizehospitalize weatheriz€de-
nom.)

36) -ize, Greek 2 [+ Lat] moralize equalize militarize

37) -less Germ. 2 [+ Lat] lifeless mindlessgraceless

38) -ly; Germ. 2 [* Lat] friendly, cowadly, scdolarly (de-
nom.)

39) -y, Germ. 2 [* Lat] goodly sickly, poorly (dead;.)

40) -ment Latin 2 [+ Lat] arrangement measuement ship-
ment

41) -ness Germ. 2 [+ Lat] kindnessgoodnesshumanness

42) -th Germ. 1 [- Lat] depth breadth width

43) -ory Latin 1 [+ Lat] obligatory, promissory observatory

44) -ous Latin 1 Most[+ Lat] glamowous treasonousthundeous

45) -y Germ. 2 [& Lat] meaty hungry risky (denom.adjz.)

46) -yy Latin 1 [+ Lat.] assemblyinquiry, entreaty

47) -y3 Latin 2 [+ Lat] soldiery beggary, robbery

8The prefix mis- existedin Old English. It fusedwith the prefix mes-of someimportedMiddle Frenchwords,
which wasa cognatemorphemeandsemanticallysimilar (Marchandl966:126).

9The sufix -an appearsiever to have beenproductie in Englishexceptwith propernouns(asin Elizabethan
Australian, Lutheran) andperhapswvith somescientificor zoologicalterms.Most otherwordswith this sufiix were
borrovedinto Englishmoreor lessintact. Most of the propernounsthatbind to -an seemLatinatein orthography
andphonology;they oftenendin -ia.

Thereare a fair numberof mocking or derogatoryexamplesof -ify combiningwith a [— Latinate] stem:
prettify, speebify, happify Theseprobablystrengtherthe claim thatthe domainof -ify is [+ Latinate]because
they derive their derogatoryandmockingeffect from their obvious ungrammaticality

1Hereagain,-ism only seemgo combinewith Germanicstemswhenforming a derogatonjabel. Perhapshis
shavs thatthe naturaldomainof -ismis restrictedto [+ Latinate]stems.
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