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ABSTRACT: A verb, as one of the basic parts of speech, is the primary concern of derivation
process-oriented studies. However, verb-based subjectively-evaluative derivatives have not been
the object of research yet. The article discusses potential capacities of verbs to form subjectively-
evaluative derivatives on the level of derivation in modern Russian. To avoid terminological
confusion and to distinguish axiological vs. derivational evaluation the latter is represented by
the term evaluative. The study argues an unjustified idea that the suffix -any- is an evaluative
of subjective evaluation. These verbs are referred to the derivatives of objective evaluation.
We have provided a set of factors for the classification of subjectively-evaluative verbal derivatives,
according to which they were classified. The analysis of language and speech material has allowed
us to find the ways evaluative verbs are formed and the register of word forming affixes as a means
of representing category of evaluation in the morpheme and word forming structure of the word.

1. Introduction

Contemporary linguistic science enjoys considerable knowledge of the category
of evaluation (Abdikerimova 2015) and about the means of expressing values
in speech (Kiklewicz 2013; Marinova 2017). However ways of implementing
of the category of evaluation requires further research. So far, in Russian lin-
guistic studies, lexicologists have focused on the category of evaluation from the
perspective of the connotative meaning of a word (Volf 2002). At the same time
a speaker’s statement may contain a parametric evaluation which includes such
units as an object’s size, degree of a feature or an action, manifestation etc. A review
of vast linguistic literature on this issue suggests that these days the peculiarity
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of the category of evaluation remains open for further investigation. Unlike axio-
logical evaluation in lexicology, evaluation on the derivational level correlates with
the term evaluativity! (from the Eng. evaluation). Therefore, an evaluative meaning
is a meaning which is either added to the semantics of a word due to the size and
evaluation affixation operators or due to other derivate means, while the unit that
carries an evaluative meaning is defined here as evaluative.

In our opinion, a circle of evaluative lexemes, with regard to which part
of speech they belong to, is wider than it is commonly believed. This made it neces-
sary to study the verb as a basis of subjective evaluatives. As one of the major parts
of speech, the verb is in the center of the study of derivation processes. However,
verb-motivated subjectively-evaluative derivatives have not been in the focus
of some special study. In addition, as language has a parallel response to changes
in society there are some aspects about linguistic axiology to be clarified. We have
summarized some observations on the issue of derivative characteristics of verbal
evaluative lexemes.

The reason why the research of subjectively-evaluative derivates is so complicated
can be related to the fact that a verbal word possesses a multi-layered semantic
structure. As a result, there are

such “mysterious” formations that do not fit into the commonly established schemes
of grammatical forms. [...] These formations include verb forms ending in -anymo
(0suearymo, cmykanymeo, etc.) (Markov 2006, 1).

Based on the above mentioned considerations, the purpose of our study is, first,
to define the derivative potential of Russian verbs in terms of their ability to form
subjectively-evaluative derivatives with regard to the distinction between the no-
tions of “objective” vs. “subjective” evaluation; second, to develop verbal evaluatives
classification according to their methods of formation; third, to establish ways
the category of evaluation is represented in the morphemic derivational structure
of the word.

2. Evaluation characteristics and types of verbal evaluative formation

The analysis of the material, involving explanatory dictionaries, fiction and jour-
nalistic texts, oral speech, made it possible to reveal that the number of verbal
evaluatives with subjectively-evaluative semantics is smaller compared to other
parts of speech (Letiucha 2014). The sphere of their usage is the colloquial style and

! Evaluative morphology dates back to English linguistics in 1990s of the 20th century. The object of its
research is morphological, primarily derivational means for expressing evaluation (Prieto 2005; Stump 1993).
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common language where their use is also limited situationally (e.g., communicating
with children and animals). However, some linguists at times tend to increase the
number of derivatives at times. In our opinion, it may be explained by the equation
of the terms “subjective” vs. “objective” evaluation.

Derivatives of subjective vs. objective evaluation are related to different word
formation processes and absence / presence of a new meaning. Mutational formants
add an evaluative meaning (qualitative or quantitative) to the lexical meaning
of a word while modification formants attach emotional and stylistic meanings
(Luk’yanova 1986).

V. Markov grounded the need

for a special category of the subjective evaluation in the verb system in the same way
as is done for nouns and adjectives. Formations with the suffix -any- [...] should be
referred to this category in particular (2006, 14).

We are not inclined to refer verbs with the suffix -any- so categorically to the
verbs of subjective evaluation, considering Markov’s conclusions rather hasty.
First, without debating on the issues of modality theory, we would like to point
out some well-known facts. Most linguists differentiate between subjective and
objective modality. This problem was studied to full extent by E. Benvenist (1974,
292-294), who claimed the language and speech to be subjective by their nature.
In this respect the opinion of Y. Stepanov (2004, 241-242) is considered the most
distinguished. He supposes that modality is neither subjective nor objective, but
it is an objective-relative category.

We incline to think that absolutizing any property of modality is not quite
acceptable. Surely, language is subjective by its nature but at the same time it has
a spectrum of means to convey subjectiveness as well as objectiveness including
derivation of valuating verbal evaluatives. The modality theory, developed by
Ch. Bally (2001, 69-82) in West European linguistics and by V. Vinogradov (1975, 55)
in Russian linguistics, considers an emotional and expressive evaluation as one
of the types of modality i.e. a subject’s attitude towards the objects of reality.

Therefore, it gives us grounds to single out the subjectively-evaluative meaning
similarly to the subjective modal meaning. This study is based on the “conventional”,
“the most common, primary group” of subjectively-modal meanings, referenced
in “The Russian Grammar” (RG, 215):

Their [...] grouping is based on contrasting evaluation-characterizing and evaluation
proper meanings. Following the authors of “Russian grammar”, to the evaluation-
characterizing subjectively-evaluative verbal meanings we refer the meanings that
“combine an ability to express a subjective attitude to the utterance with the characteristics
which can be regarded as non-subjective, conditioned by the fact itself” (Ibidem, 215).
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This can be characterized according to “the completeness or incompleteness of
detection (intensity? values, completeness, a high degree of display or, alter-
natively, weakness, incomplete detection)” (Ibidem, 215). Based on this, we choose
to consider an evaluation-characterizing subjectively-evaluative verbal meaning
close toan objective evaluation.

Evaluation proper meanings of subjective modality contain “a speaker’s personal,
subjective attitude to the content of the message [...] together with a particular
emotional attitude, positive or negative evaluation” (Ibidem, 216). We refer verbal
evaluatives with this particular meaning to the cases of subjective evaluation.

Secondly, the authors of the “Russian Grammar®, analyzing the quantitative
and temporal modes of action, state that while forming verbs which imply one act or
briefness, “it is collo quial? verbs with the suffix -any- that more vividly signify
the expressivity of a one-act verb: donbums — donbanymo, pyoumo — pybanyms”
(Ibidem, 597). Indeed, there is an expressive seme in the semantics of the analyzed
verbs. However, all these verbs are characterized by the seme of ‘degree of intensity’
(as a type of parametric feature), and the expressivity is achieved due to the fact
that these verbs have a stylistic label “colloquial” i.e. there is a stylistic rather than
emotive evaluation. Depending on the lexical meaning of the motivating verb and
the context, these derivatives may include not a subjective evaluation but an objective
one (evaluative-characterizing meaning). If we turn to the interpretation of these
derivatives, we can find the following: “Cmeeanymo — cunpno creruyTs” (SRYA, 258);
“Xnecmanymv — CUIBHO YIApUTD YeM-J1. TMOKVM; X1ecTHYTh (SRYA, 603); “Pearymv
- pesko, cubHO BepHYTH (SRYA, 687) and others.

Since “the suffix -any- can’t be considered an allomorph of the suffix -uy-,
because there is no full semantic identity between them” (Ulukhanov 2017, 3),
it is appropriate to think that the derived word has a different meaning compared
with the motivator and has a separate dictionary entry*. A mutational formant
gives an evaluative meaning of quantity to the lexical meaning of the word.
By using such verbal derivatives a speaker primarily emphasizes a real change in
the original meaning of the word rather than the speaker’s attitude to the subject
of speech or the addressee, e.g.:

(1) Y MeHA ¥ [UIIIOM MeIVIIMHCKMIA eCTb... VI ¢ Maxy xnecmuyn (Enena Xaenkas).

(2) 3/1BIOVH CHST CO CTEHBI XIBICT 11, U3OTHYB €T0, U30 BCEl CUJIBL CHe2aHysl IO BO3LYXY
(JImpus Yapckas).

(3) Ia, MBI TOTOBBI peaHymv 1 fOrHATh cTpanbl 3anaga (NKRYA).

2 Qur spacing.

3 Our spacing.

4 There is a separate dictionary entry for words like these. However, only a few modern explanatory
dictionaries of the Russian language contain them.
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3. Context and intonation influence

The contextual situation and intonation organization of utterances are a bright means
of marking the speaker’s attitude to the subject of speech. They are also important
factors determining the semantics of subjectively-evaluative verbal evaluatives in
Russian. On the one hand, depending on these determinants evaluative verbal
derivatives become a source of information about the speaker him/herself, their
positive and negative character traits.

On the other hand, by ignoring the influence of context and intonation some
authors, in our opinion, make disputable conclusions related to the definition
of subjective vs. objective evaluation of the verbs. To prove that verbs with
-any- suffixes relate to subjective-evaluative verbs, Markov makes an example:
“[...] Compare «Hy u urpaHeMm e Mbl», in the sense of playing with enthusiasm
and passion” (2006, 15). The author also develops the idea that the meaning of the
single action in this case is, to some extent, similar to the meaning of diminution
or augmentation which can signify affection, derogation, contempt and irony.

Indeed, the fragment ny u uepanem se muv can have some qualitative shades
of meaning, listed by the author, but only in the context Markov proposed (in this
case, it is equivalent to the sentence). However, it is not the verb with the affix
-any- that is used as a means of expressing emotions but the context and intonation.
Emotive seme is explicated on the syntagmatic level as an exclamatory particle
Hy u as well as the intensifying particle se. The modus meanings they explicate
penetrate the dictum part of an utterance and together with the parametric feature
‘degree of intensity’ of the verb uzparem complicates its semantic structure.® Beyond
the context this verb has only objective evaluation in the form of a parametric
feature ‘degree of intensity’.

The meaning of the sentences is emotionally marked by the intonation of the
context that consists of interrogative or exclamatory sentences:

(4) Pebsita mpo6oBay rpUBEeHHNKN 3yOaMu, YIIMBA/IMCh X G7IECKOM, 3BOHOM, 11 Y KO-
TO-TO BBIPBAIOCh: — Buth, uzpanem? Butbky 6yaro Ha Bo3ayx nopssuto (Hukomait
JIamiko).

(5) Keneska! Beskne cymunky 6p1BaloT — MOXKHO uepanyms! (bopuc JlaBpeHes).

5 It is noteworthy to mention the presupposition analysis of particle semantic identification.
It is based on the opposition of propositional meaning and “modal frame” (the term by A. Wierzbicka)
of an utterance. This analysis was first used by Ch. Fillmore who stated that the meaning of a sentence
consists of two semantically simple propositions. One of them implies the main information content
of utterance, and other explicates connotative meaning (Arutyunova 1973, 123), carried by particles as well.
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In these examples, the verbal derivatives in letter-spacing may have different
evaluative intention depending on the subject’s communicative intentions. Thus,
we qualify them as subjectively-evaluative verbal evaluatives.

4. Classification of subjectively-evaluative verbal evaluatives

Taking these factors into account, we propose the following classification
of subjectively-evaluative verbal evaluatives: 1) emotives where emotive and evaluative
components are actualized; 2) evaluatives proper in the lexical meaning of which
one can observe simultaneous intensification of a feature, called generating basis,
and subjective evaluation of the reality fact. The material we classified has helped
to outline a register of derivative affixes of subjectively-evaluative verbs, e.g.:

(6) baro-6ait, OTOHb TOPUT, I€TKAM cnamoHvku Benut... (Mapuna [lsiaenxo, Cepreit
IIa49eHKo).

(7) Bce-taku 7.42 AM. Iopa cnamouxu! (NKRYA).

(8) Komy ckasamenvku, Kak BaxxHo >xma 6apbiabka? (Bnagummp Xne6HUKOB).

(9) 4 c mercrBa mo6II0, Kak roBopsT y Hac B Opecce: “BkycHo noxywanvkamy” (“Ka-
paBaH uctopuit’, 2003/3).

(10) 3HaunT, B Mara3uH MHe UATH, JpaHvkamp rotoBuTb Bam? (“Hosblit Mup”, 2003/6).

These evaluative derivatives are derived from verbs with suffixes -onwvk-, -ouk-,
-eHvk-, -anvk- which add a shade of affection to their general meaning. A dimen-
sional component is not expressed. These subjectively-evaluative verbal derivatives
(as a result of primary derivation) with emotive and evaluative component
of affection, are classified here as modification type emotives of lexical derivation.
Besides, these examples demonstrate a potential for increasing communicative
situations where such emotives are used. Lexicographical literature, fixing this
kind of verbatives, mention that they belong to the children’s speech or are used
in communication with children (first two sentences). At the same time, the next
examples prove the fact that this type of derivatives is also used in the speech
of adults. After studying the use of such derivatives in speech, we noticed that they
are primarily used as emotives with a hypocoristic meaning. The derivatives with
the shade of ridicule and disapproval (i.e. a full range of pejoratively coloured units)
mainly equated to irony are not so commonly found:

(11) A BTOpOE mmu TpeTbe MeCTa... DTO BCe At CIIOKOEHWsI AYIIN, 9TO 6 He niakaHo-
kamv (forum.pskovonline.ru “Koukypc EBpoBupenus’”).
(12) Yuensle [apBapnma pacckasami, 94To HY>KHO kyuianvkams (NKRYA).
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Due to the fact that these derivatives belong to non-literary speech, such forma-
tions are not described in any authoritative sources, so in this study we offer our
own version of defining a verbal morph of subjective evaluation -anwvk-. The verbal
evaluatives nokywanvxamo and xmpanvkams have a common meaning “to eat”,
but as it appears it does not matter much, because the speech has similar forma-
tions with different semantics: the first is motivated by the verb noxywampo, the
second — spams. Both derivating stems end in the vowel a- which is an infinitive
suffix. We can assume that the suffixal morph -anvx- is an infix “inserted” into
the morphemic structure of the word before the categorial affix like -envk-/-onvk-
in adverbs, e.g.: kpenko > xpen-+-envk-+-o, Hpamov > Hp-+-anvk-+-a(mo). It is
possible that sound and letter specific form of the suffix with the initial “a” results
from regressive assimilation, so-called phonetic attraction.

“The Great Dictionary of the Russian Language” by S. Kuznetsov (2003,
55) contains: “Baii-6aii, 6at-6aii — 1. int. used for cradling a baby as a chorus
in the lullaby. 2. in a tale (when referring to a child). Sleep. It is time to bye-bye:
Baunvku, int. in the function of the predicate = 6ait-6ait (2 meaning)”. This lexeme
is commonly found in the language of fiction, e.g.:

(13) Oneuxka, namoyka, Hy [Opa X 0AUHbKU, — KACAsCh ee YIIKa, UIeTITa/l OH, OfHO-
BpPEMEHHO 3aroBOPILINI[KY TIOAMUTUBAS ABYM JeBYIIKaM 3a COMHOI Makcuma
(Cemen TaHUTIOK).

(14) Jlesp, BanmoneHbKa, j1e3b, Mublit. Jlesb 6aunvku. Jasait (Bacummit [ykumH).

In the first sentence, the word nopa as a predicate requires an infinitive, a noun
in the dative case, or a noun with the preposition na, and in the second sentence,
the word 6aunvku is a an adverbial modifier of purpose. We refer this evaluative
to the infinitive considering it as a subjective evaluation emotive with the suffix
-unvk- of a modified type of lexical derivation with a hypocoristic meaning.

In our opinion, reduplication derived verbs can be referred to evaluative verbal
derivates, e.g.:

(15) “Beey-6ezy”, — monecnochb oTkyna-To ceepxy (NKRYA).
(16) “Monuy-monuy”, — oTo3Banach >xeHiuHa ([Japps [JoHosa).

This type of formation by duplicating the whole word actualizes a parametric
feature represented by the seme ‘action identification” and this defines them as
intensives of objective evaluation resulted from mutational derivation. Technically,
the reduplicants are free from emotivity and expressivity but this can be expressed
by non-verbal means: mimics, gestures and intonation. In this particular case we
mean evaluatives proper as an intensification of the feature, called by the motivator
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monuy, beey (‘action intensification’) makes it quite appropriate for this communica-
tive situation, in which the speaker expresses his unwillingness to object, i.e. there
is an actualization of the evaluative seme, as well which is specified by intonation.
Moreover, derivates, created by reduplication, serve a restrictive function as they
are used in colloquial speech.

5. Conclusion

The analysis of theoretical and practical material proves that derivative representa-
tion of verbal subjectively-evaluative derivatives require more profound and exact
description. We refer the verbs ending in -awy- to representants of objective evaluation
as they signify some real changes in the initial word rather than an attitude to the
utterance. This way they specify its qualitative definiteness. Dictionary definitions
may accompany such derivatives with expanded interpretation.

Evaluation characteristics of verbal evaluatives, contextual situation and
intonation are considered in this article as crucial factors for classifying subjectively-
objective verbal evaluatives. According to what has been mentioned above, we have
offered a classification of subjectively-evaluative verbal evaluatives: emotives and
evaluatives proper.

The classified and analysed language and speech material allowed us to find
out the register of derivative affixes of subjectively-evaluative verbs: the suffixes
-onvk-/-envk- widely used for forming nouns, adjectives, adverbs; verbal suffixes
proper -anvk-, -uHvk. These derivates are marked with the label “diminutive”
in lexicographical literature. However, we admit that evaluative verbal derivates can
have a negative evaluation which mainly depends on a communicative situation
and is expressed by intonation and non-verbal means.
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