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Introduction
Competition in morphology

Growing body of research in the last decades

International meetings e.g. Vienna (2016)

e.g. Košice (2022)

Specialized volumes e.g. Santana-Lario & Valera (2017)

e.g. Rainer et al. (2019)

Specialized papers 

Nouns e.g. Arndt-Lappe (2014); Díaz-Negrillo (2017); Lara-Clares (2017)

Adjectives e.g. Kaunisto (2007, 2009); Smith (2020)

Verbs e.g. Plag (1999); Kjellmer (2001); Bauer et al. (2010)



Background

Competition defined as:

same base
same semantic category
two or more different affixes 

no apparent semantic/distributional differences 

e.g. fluidify vs fluidize ‘make fluid’ (Bauer et al. 2013: 272)

Cluster defined as ‘sets of synonymous derivatives morphologically related by their 
bases but formed with a different affix that can be grouped into doublets, triplets, 
etc.’ (Fernández-Alcaina 2017: 168)



Background
Competition between forms with the same base: Previous research

In reference manuals:

Bauer et al. (2013)

In references on verbal formation:
Plag (1999)
Gottfurcht (2008)

In specialized papers:
Conversion vs -en suffixation: Bauer et al. (2010)
-ify vs -ize suffixation: Lindsay (2012)

Lindsay & Aronoff (2013)
Conversion vs -ize suffixation: Fernández-Alcaina (2017)

Fernández-Alcaina & Cermák (2018)

No profile of competition
No profile of resolution

Specific patterns

As examples of overlaps in restrictions



Aims

i. Describe the profile of competition in verb formation, i.e. without restriction
to specific patterns

ii. Provide evidence on the profile of the resolution of competition in verb
formation, i.e. whether resolved or not and why



Method

i. Data collection

ii. Data processing



Method
Data collection

Included Excluded 

Prefixes
be-

en-/em-

a-
for-

in-/im-

Suffixes

-ate
-ify
-ize
-en

Conversion

Table 1. Pattern included and excluded from data collection 
(Quirk et al. 1985; Plag 1999; Bauer et el. 2013)



Method
Data collection: The Oxford English Dictionary and competition

Previous research on competition (e.g. Bauer 2006; Gottfurcht 2008; Díaz-Negrillo
2017; Fernández-Alcaina 2017; Lara-Clares 2017; Smith 2020)

Reliable source for data collection:
i. Extensive resource (600,000 words)
ii. Information regarding:

a. etymological origin
b. use (e.g. obsolete, rare, archaic)
c. distribution (e.g. Mathematics, Medicine)
d. lifespan of the entries through attestation dates



Method
Data collection: OED2 vs OED3 I

Figure 1. A screenshot of an OED2 entry (attestation dates not updated)



Method
Data collection: OED2 vs OED3 II

Figure 2. A screenshot of an OED3 entry (attestation dates updated)



Method
Data processing

Table 2. A template for the description of competing verbs based on the information provided by the OED 
and semantically classified according to Bauer et al. (2013: 282–286)

Lemma Sense

Base Meaning Senses

Status

Timeline

Form
Word 

class

Semantic

category
Definition

Trans./

Intr.
In use

Obs./

Rare
Arch. Dial.

Reg./

Dom.
Total * †

powder 4a powder N

ORNATIVE

apply cosmetic to skin trans. 6 4 0 0 0 10 in use 1616 2002

powderize 1 powder N = powder 4a trans. 1 1 0 0 0 2 obsolete 1800 1800

powder 8a powder N

RESULTATIVE

reduce to powder trans. 6 4 0 0 0 10 in use 1400 1991

powderize 2 powder N reduce to powder trans. 1 1 0 0 0 2 in use 1903 1998
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Method
Data representation
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Figure 3. Timeline chart model for the historical development of verbal competing bases 
(adapted from Fernández-Alcaina 2017)



Sample size: 351 clusters (i.e. 562 verbs) extracted from the OED3:

i. Two members: 320 clusters, i.e. 91.2%

ii. Three members: 30 clusters, i.e. 8.5%

iii. Four members: 1 cluster, i.e. 0.3%

Results
Profile of competition: Number of competitors



Results
Profile of competition: Patterns

Figure 4. Patterns identified ordered by the number of clusters in which they appear
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Results
Profile of competition: Clusters with three or more forms

Pattern Clusters Example

1 Ø vs -ate vs-ize 12 mission/missionate/missionize

2 Ø vs -ify vs -ize 9 immune/immunify/immunize

3 -ate vs -ify vs -ize 3 carbonate/carbonify/carbonize

4 Ø vs -en vs -ify 3 moist/moisten/moistify

5 Ø vs en- vs -ize 2 empatron/patron/patronize

6 Ø vs -en vs -ize 1 quiet/quieten/quietize

7 Ø vs -ate vs -ify vs -ize 1 fossil/fossilate/fossilify/fossilize

Table 3. Patterns of competition identified in clusters 
with three or more forms



Results
Profile of competition: Doublets

Pattern Clusters Example

1 Ø vs -ize 129 photograph/photographize

2 Ø vs -en 70 black/blacken

3 Ø vs -ify 26 lady/ladify

4 Ø vs -ate 21 pendule/pendulate

5 Ø vs en- 19 power/empower

6 Ø vs be- 7 little/belittle

7 -ify vs -ize 26 etherize/etherize

8 -ate vs -ize 21 myelinize/myelinate

Table 4. Patterns of competition identified in doublets



Results
Resolution of competition

Figure 5. Clusters classified by the outcome of resolution
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Results
Resolution of competition
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Results
Resolved competition: complete vs partial I

i. Complete (e.g. statue/statuefy/statuize): 97%

ii. Partial (e.g. pauper/pauperate/pauperize): 3%

Lemma Sense
Semantic 

category
Definition Status * †

statue2 2

RESULTATIVE

turn a living being into a statue rare 1628 1941

statuefy 2 turn a living being into a statue in use 1868 2006

statuize - make a statue of; turn into a statue rare 1718 1944

Table 5. An example of complete resolution



Results
Resolved competition: complete vs partial II

i. Complete (e.g. statue/statuefy/statuize): 97%

ii. Partial (e.g. pauper/pauperate/pauperize): 3%

Lemma Sense Semantics Definition Status * †

pauperize -

RESULTATIVE

make a pauper of somebody in use 1834 1992

pauper - = pauperize in use 1841 2002

pauperate - = pauperize obsolete 1839 1839

Table 6. An example of partial resolution



Results
Resolved competition

i. Profile of resolution of competition

ii. Direction of resolution



Results
Profile of resolved competition I

i. Variable duration of competition

500
600
700
800
900

1000
1100
1200
1300
1400
1500
1600
1700
1800
1900
2000

beauty method

Conversion  -ify  -ize

Figure 6. Examples of competitors attested within a short span of time



Results
Profile of resolved competition II

ii. Replacement
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Results
Profile of resolved competition III

iii. The earliest attested form remains

Figure 8. Examples of competitors where the earliest attested form remains
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Results
Resolved competition

i. Profile of resolution of competition

ii. Direction of resolution



Results
Direction of resolution I

i. Pattern-governed
e.g. Conversion vs -en suffixation

ii. Lexically-governed
e.g. personify/personate/personize



Results
Direction of resolution I
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Figure 9. Diachronic development of the competition 
between conversion and -en suffixation



Results
Direction of resolution I

500
600
700
800
900

1000
1100
1200
1300
1400
1500
1600
1700
1800
1900
2000

e
a

rt
h

ju
st

tr
us

t

ro
o

t

m
is

t

bl
a

ck

h
a

rd

h
a

rd

h
a

rd

h
a

rd

h
e

a
rt

h
e

a
rt

le
ss

lik
e

2

ol
d

re
d

1

re
d

1

re
d

1

ri
ch

1

ri
p

e1

ri
p

e1

ro
u

gh
2

sa
d

sm
a

rt
2

sm
a

rt
2

so
ft

so
ft

st
ar

k

st
ar

k

w
hi

te
1

w
hi

te
1

w
hi

te
1

Conversion  -en suffixation

Conversion  -en

Figure 10. Timeline for the competition between conversion and -en suffixation



Results
Direction of resolution II

i. Towards a specific pattern
e.g. Conversion vs -en suffixation

ii. Lexically-governed
e.g. passivate/passivify/passivize



Results
Direction of resolution II

Table 7. Clusters carbonate/carbonify/carbonize and passive/passivate/passivize

Lemma Sense
Semantic 

category
Definition Status * †

carbonate2 2

RESULTATIVE

burn to carbon, carbonize obsolete 1799 1831

carbonify 2 reduce to carbon, carbonize rare 1801 1984

carbonize 1 reduce to carbon in use 1798 -

passivate 1

CAUSATIVE

make (metal) unreactive Metallurgy and Chemistry 1913 -

passivify - = passivate, v.1 Manufacturing, rare 1907 1934

passivize 1 = passivate, v.1 Manufacturing, rare 1910 1983



Conclusions

i. Highly heterogeneous:
a. Patterns in competition

b. Profile of resolution

c. Direction of resolution

iii. Methodological considerations: the assessment at the level of senses is crucial 
because of:

a. Different semantic classification

b. Different stages of resolution
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Appendix I
Past competition: perfection/perfectionate/perfectionize

Lemma S Semantic category Definition Status * †

perfect 2

CAUSATIVE

make perfect; bring to perfection in use 1440 -

perfection - bring to perfection rare 1651 1999

perfectionate - bring to perfection now rare 1570 1993

perfectionize - bring to perfection now rare 1805 1997

Triplet perfection/perfectionate/perfectionize



Appendix II
Ongoing competition: fluoridate/fluoridize

Lemma S Semantic category Definition Status * †
fluoridize 1

ORNATIVE
= fluoridate in use 1940 2008

fluoridate 1 add fluoride to precent or reduce tooth decay in use 1949 1996

Double fluoridize/fluoridate
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