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Introduction
      Because of new inventions and changes, every language is in need of new words-borrowed, derived or otherwise formed-simply because new things need new words. The human community is steadily growing and developing, just as tool we use to communicate : Language. When new invention and changes enter our lives, we are in the need of naming them and of course to communicate about them. Language is dynamic , it changes constantly. Inter alia because native speakers like to play with their language because there are no “wrong” words. The key here is usage: If a new word, however silly it may be, is used many speakers of a language, it will be probably survive and it can happen that one day, it is an everyday every day word and entered our dictionary.  
The actuality of the course paper is the problems of word formation of  was  exposed to detailed research, as has caused a choice of a theme of our research.
The aim of our course paper is complex studying the classification of word formation  and its properties in English language . 
The tasks of the course paper  are put forward:
To analyze the theoretical features of the word formation.
To express the building  of words with different examples.
To analyze how to be able to determine the types of word formation.
        The objects  of the course paper are the basic ways of forming words in English lexicology, the use of them.                                                       
The theoretical value of this course work is that theoretical importance of the paper can be used in delivering lectures on lexicology of English language.
The structure of the work consists of introduction, two chapters, conclusion and list of   literature used in the course of research. The introduction part determines the actuality, the aim and the task of the work, methods of research and its practical value, shows the material that served the basis for executed work. 
Chapter I is devoted to the general description and history of word formation. There are two paragraphs: subject matter and history of word formation and productivity of word building.
Chapter II is the important practical part of the research and it is aimed to present the analysis of wordforming .
In conclusion was given the results of the investigation. Moreover, it generalizes all the results of the work and describes the theoretical and practical results of the research. 
The list of literature represents the list of the used literature, including scientific books and dictionaries according to the alphabetical order.





     







     



         Chapter I. Word Formation and its basic peculiarities.
«Wordformation is the process of creating new words from the material available in the language after certain structural and semantic formulas and patterns (Ginzburg}. Wordformation is that branch of the science of language which the patterns on which a language forms new lexical units, i.e. words». (H.Marchand.)  The term «wordformation» is applied to the process by which new words are formed by adding prefixes and suffixes or both to a root — form already in existance. (J.A. Sheard). Wordformation is the creation of new words from the elements existing in the language. Every language has Its own structural patterns of wordformation. Words like «writer», «worker», «teacher», «manager» and many others follow the structural pattern of wordformation «V + er». Word-formation may be studied synchronically and diachronically. «With regard to compounding, prefixing and suffixing wordformation proceeds either on a native or on a foreign basis of coining. The term native basis of coining means that a derivative must be analysable as consisting of two independent morphemes (in the event of a compound as rainbow) or of a combination of independent and dependent morpheme (in the case of prefixal and suffixal derivatives as un-just, boy-hood). By wordformation on a foreign basis of coining we understand derivation on the morphologic basis of another language. In English most learned, scientific or technical words are formed on the morphologic basis of Latin or Greek.( Marchand)                                                                                                                                       Two principal approaches are applied in the science of language: the synchronic and the diachronic one. With regard to wordformation the synchronic linguist would study the present day system of formatting words types while the scholar of the diachronic school would write the history of wordformation . 
Marchand points of out that mere semantic correlation is not enough to establish a phonological (phonemic), morpho-phonemic opposition. For the speaker «dine» and «dinner», «maintain» and «maintenance» and many others are semantically. connected but a derivative connection has not developed out of such pairs, so their opposition is not relevant to wordformation. Thus, synchronically we study those of wordformation which characterize the present-day English linguistic system, while diachronically we investigate the history of wordformation. The synchronic type of wordformation does not always coincide with the historical system of wordformation.
For example. The words childhood, kingdom were compound words: hood OE had (state, rank), dom OE dom condemn. But synchronically they are considered as derived words because «-dom,» «-hood» became affixes. The words «return» and «turn» historically had semantic relations and «return» was considered as a word derived from «turn». But synchronicslly these words have no semantic relations and we can't say that «return» is derived from «turn».
Synchronically the most important and the most productive ways of wordformation are: affixation, conversion, word-composition. Besides them there are other types of wordformation such as: shortening, soundinterchange, blending, back-formation. In the course of the historical development of a language the productivity of this or that way of wordformation changes.
For example. soundinterchange (blood — bleed, strike — stroke) was a productive way of wordformation in old English and it is an important subject-matter for a diachronic study of the English language. Soundinterchange has lost its productivity in Modern English and no new words can be formed by means of soundinterchange. Affixation on the contrary was productive in Old English and is still one of the most productive ways of wordformation in Modern English.
Two types of wordformation may be distinguished: word-derivation and word-composition. Words formed by word-derivation have only one stem and one or more derivational affixes (For example. kindness from kind). Some derived words have no affixes because derivation is achieved through conversion (For example. to paper from paper). Words formed by wordcomposition have two or more stems (For example. bookcase, note-book). Besides there are words created by derivation and composition. Such words are called derivational compounds (For example. long-legged). So the subject of study of wordformation is to study the patterns on which the English language builds words.
The English and Uzbek languages differ in the types of wordformation. Their ways of wordformation are also different. Affixation, composition, shortening are very productive ways of wordformation in both languages. In Uzbek conversion, blending, soundinterchange (stressinterchange), backformation are less common type of wordformation. As for as the English language concerned these types of wordformation are very common. We can find a few words which formed by these types of wordformation in the Uzbek language. The Comparative value of the wordformation of English and Uzbek languages demands further investigations.






          







                     1.1. The History of Word Formation
The nineteenth century, the period of great advances in historical and comparative language study, saw the first claims of linguistics to be a science, comparable in its methods with the natural sciences which were also enjoying a period of exciting discovery. These claims rested on the detailed study, by comparative linguists, of formal correspondences in the Indo-European languages, and their realization that such study depended on the assumption of certain natural ‘laws’ of sound change. As Robins[footnoteRef:1] observes in his discussion of the linguistics of the latter part of the nineteenth century: [1: Robins, R. H. A short history of linguistics . London: Longmans, 1967. P. 183.] 

The history of a language is traced through recorded variations in the forms and meanings of its words, and languages are proved to be related by reason of their possession of worlds bearing formal and semantic correspondences to each other such as cannot be attributed to mere chance or to recent borrowing. If sound change were not regular, if word-forms were subject to random, inexplicable, and unmotivated variation in the course of time, such arguments would lose their validity and linguistic relations could only be established historically by extra linguistic evidence such as is provided in the Romance field of languages descended from Latin.
The rise and development in the twentieth century of synchronic descriptive linguistics meant a shift of emphasis from historical studies, but not from the idea of linguistics as a science based on detailed observation and the rigorous exclusion of all explanations depended on extra linguistic factors. As early as 1876, Henry Sweet had written:
Before history must come a knowledge of what exists. We must learn to observe things as they are, without regard to their origin, just as a zoologist must learn to describe accurately a horse or any other animal. Nor would the mere statements that the modern horse is a descendant of a three-toed marsh quadruped be accepted as an exhausted description... Such however is the course being pursued by most antiquarian philologists.[footnoteRef:2] [2: Henry Sweet, History of Language . Folcroft Library Editions,1876. P. 471.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref4]The most influential scholar concerned with the new linguistics was Ferdinand de Saussure, who emphasized the distinction between external linguistics – the study of the effects on a language of the history and culture of its speakers, and internal linguistics – the study of its system and rules. Language, studied synchronically, as a system of elements definable in relation to one another, must be seen as a fixed state of affairs at a particular point of time. It was internal linguistics, stimulated by de Saussure’s works, that was to be the main concern of the twentieth-century scholars, and within it there could be no place for the study of the formation of words, with its close connection with the external world and its implications of constant change. Any discussion of new formations as such means the abandonment of the strict distinction between history and the present moment. As Harris expressed in his influential  Structural Linguistics[footnoteRef:3] : ‘The methods of descriptive linguistics cannot treat of the productivity of elements since that is a measure of the difference between our corpus and some future corpus of the language.’ Leonard Bloomfield, whose book Language[footnoteRef:4]was the next work of major influence after that of de Saussure, re-emphasized the necessity of a scientific approach, and the consequent difficulties in the way of studying ‘meaning’, and until the middle of the nineteen-fifties, interest was centered on the isolating of minimal segments of speech, the description of their distribution relative to one another, and their organization into larger units. The fundamental unit of grammar was not the word but a smaller unit, the morpheme. [3: Zellig S. Harris, Structural Linguistics .University of Chicago Press, 1951.P. 255.]  [4: Leonard Bloomfield, Language . New York, 1933
] 

[bookmark: _ftnref6]The next major change of emphasis in linguistics was marked by the publication in 1957 of Noam Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures[footnoteRef:5] . As Chomsky stated it, the aim of linguistics was now seen to be ‘to make grammatical explanations parallel in achievement to the behavior of the speaker who, on the basis of a finite and accidental experience with language can produce and understand an indefinite number of new sentences’. The idea of productivity, or creativity, previously excluded from linguistics, or discussed in terms of probabilities in the effort to maintain the view of language as existing in a static state, was seen to be of central importance. But still word-formation remained a topic neglected by linguists, and for several good reasons. Chomsky made explicit the distinction, fundamental to linguistics today (and comparable to that made by de Saussure between langue , the system of a language, and parole , the set of utterances of the language), between linguistic competence, ‘the speaker-hearer’s knowledge of his language’ and performance, ‘the actual use of language in concrete situations’ . Linked with this distinction are the notions of ‘grammaticalness’ and ‘acceptability’; in Chomsky’s words, ‘Acceptability is a concept that belongs to the study of competence’. A ‘grammatical’ utterance is one which may be generated and interpreted by the rules of the grammar; an ‘acceptable’ utterance is one which is ‘perfectly natural and immediately comprehensible... and in no way bizarre or outlandish’[footnoteRef:6] . It is easy to show, as Chomsky does, that a grammatical sentence may not be acceptable. For instance, this is the cheese the rat the cat caught stole appears ‘bizarre’ and unacceptable because we have difficulty in working it out, not because it breaks any grammatical rules. Generally, however, it is to be expected that grammaticalness and acceptability will go hand in hand where sentences are concerned. [5: Noam Avram Chomsky, Syntactic Structures .Berlin, 1957.]  [6: Noam Avram Chomsky, Syntactic Structures .Berlin, 1957.] 

The ability to make and understand new words is obviously as much a part of our linguistic competence as the ability to make and understand new sentences, and so, as Pennanen[footnoteRef:7] points out, ‘it is an obvious gap in transformational grammars not to have made provision for treating word-formation.’ But, as we have already noticed, we may readily thing of words, like to piano and to violin , against which we can invoke no rule, but which are definitely ‘unacceptable’ for no obvious reason. The incongruence of grammaticality and acceptability that is, is far greater where words are concerned than where sentences are concerned. It is so great, in fact, that the exercise of setting out the ‘rules’ for forming words has so far seemed to many linguists to be out of questionable usefulness. The occasions on which we would have to describe the output of such rules as ‘grammatical but non-occurring’[footnoteRef:8] are just too numerous. And there are further difficulties in treating new words like new sentences. A novel word (like handbook or partial ) may attract unwelcome attention to itself and appear to be the result of the breaking of rules rather than of their application. And besides, the more accustomed to the word we become, the more likely we are to find it acceptable, whether it is ‘grammatical’ or not – or perhaps we should say, whether or not is was ‘grammatical’ at the time it was first formed , since a new word once formed, often becomes merely a member of an inventory; its formation is a historical event, and the ‘rule’ behind it may then appear irrelevant. [7: JukkaPennanen, Aspects of Finnish Grammar .Pohjoinen, 1972.P. 293.]  [8: K. Zimmer, Levels of Linguistic Description .Chicago, 1964.P. 18.] 








1.2. Productivity of Word Building
Some of the ways of forming words in present-day English can be restored to for the creation of new words whenever the occasion demands – these are called productive ways of forming words , other ways of forming words cannot now produce new words, and these are commonly termed non -productive or unproductive . R. S. Ginzburg gives the example of affixation having been a productive way of forming new words ever since the Old English period; on the other hand, sound-interchange must have been at one time a word-building means but in Modern English (as we have mentioned above) its function is actually only to distinguish between different classes and forms of words.
[bookmark: _ftnref20]It follows that productivity of word-building ways, individual derivational patterns and derivational affixes is understood as their ability of making new words which all who speak English find no difficulty in understanding, in particular their ability to create what are called occasional words or nonce-words[footnoteRef:9] (e.g. lungful (of smoke), Dickensish (office), collarless (appearance)). The term suggests that a speaker coins such words when he needs them; if on another occasion the same word is needed again, he coins it afresh. Nonce-words are built from familiar language material after familiar patterns. Dictionaries, as a rule, do not list occasional words. [9: Prof. Smirnitsky calls them “potential words” in his book on English Lexicology (p. 18).] 

The delimitation between productive and non-productive ways and means of word-formation as stated above is not, however, accepted by all linguists without reserve. Some linguists consider it necessary to define the term productivity of a word-building means more accurately. They hold the view that productive ways and means of word-formation are only those that can be used for the formation of an unlimited number of new words in the modern language, i.e. such means that “know no bounds” and easily form occasional words. This divergence of opinion is responsible for the difference in the lists of derivational affixes considered productive in various books on English lexicology.
Nevertheless, recent investigations seem to prove that productivity of derivational means is relative in many respects. Moreover there are no absolutely productive means; derivational patterns and derivational affixes possess different degrees of productivity. Therefore it is important that conditions favouring productivity and the degree if productivity of a particular pattern or affix should be established. All derivational patterns experience both structural and semantic constraints. The fewer are the constraints, the higher is the degree of productivity, the greater is the number of new words built on it. The two general constraints imposed on all derivational patterns are: the part of speech in which the pattern functions and the meaning attached to it which conveys the regular semantic correlation between the two classes of words. It follows that each part of speech is characterized by a set of productive derivational patterns peculiar to it. Three degrees of productivity are distinguished for derivational patterns and individual derivational affixes: (1) highly productive , (2) productive or semi-productive and (3) non-productive .
R. S. Ginzburg[footnoteRef:10] says that productivity of derivational patterns and affixes should not be identified with the frequency of occurrence in speech, although there may be some interrelation between then. Frequency of occurrence is characterized by the fact that a great number of words containing a given derivational affix are often used in speech, in particular in various texts. Productivity is characterized by the ability of a given suffix to make new words. [10: Ginzburg R. A Course in Modern English Lexicology .Moscow, 1979.P. 113.] 

In linguistic literature there is another interpretation of derivational productivity based on a quantitative approach. A derivational pattern or a derivational affix are qualified as productive provided there are in the word-stock dozens and hundreds of derived words built on the pattern or with the help of the suffix in question. Thus interpreted, derivational productivity is distinguished from word-formation activity by which is meant the ability of an affix to produce new words, in particular occasional words or nonce-words. For instance, the agent suffix –er is to be qualified both as a productive and as an active suffix: on the one hand, the English word-stock possesses hundreds of nouns containing this suffix (e.g. writer, reaper, lover, runner , etc.), on the other hand, the suffix –er in the pattern v + –er - N is freely used to coin an unlimited number of nonce-words denoting active agents (e.g. interrupter, respecter, laugher, breakfaster , etc.).
The adjective suffix –ful is described as a productive but not as an active one, for there are hundreds of adjectives with this suffix (e.g. beautiful, hopeful, useful , etc.), but no new words seem to be built with its help.
For obvious reasons, the noun-suffix –th in terms of this approach is to be regarded both as a non-productive and a non-active one.

















Chapter II. Basic Ways of Forming Words in English Language
2.1. Major types of Word Formation
         Affixation. Affixation is the formation of words with the help of derivational affixes. As it was said above all morphemes are subdivided into two large classes: roots (or radicals) and affixes. The latter, in their turn, fall into prefixes which precede the root in the structure of the word (as in re-read, mis-pronounce, unwell) and suffixes which follow the root (as in teach-er, cur-able, diet-ate).  Words which consist of a root and an affix (or several affixes) are called derived words or derivatives and are produced by the process of word-building known as affixation (or derivation).Derived words are extremely numerous in the English vocabulary. Successfully competing with this structural type is the so-called root word which has only a root morpheme in its structure. 
       Affixation is subdivided into prefixation and suffixation. For example. if a prefix «dis» is added to the stem «/i/re» (dislike) or suffix «ful» to «law» (lawful) we say a word is built by an affixation. Derivational morphemes added before the stem of a word are called prefixes (un + like) and the derivational morphemes added after the stem of the word are called suffixes (hand-)-ful). Prefixes modify the lexical meaning of the stem meaning.!, e. the prefixed derivative mostly belongs to the same part of speech. For example:like (v.)— dislike (o.). kind (adj.) — unkind (adj.) but suffixes transfer words to a different part of speech, For example teach (v.) — teacher (n.).
[bookmark: sdfootnote1anc]«We call prefixes such particles as can be prefixed to full words but are themselves not words with an independent existence. Native prefixes have developed out of independent words. Their number is small: a-, be-, un-, (negative and reversative) fore-, mid- and (partly) mis-. Prefixes of foreign origin came into the language ready made, so to speak. They are due to syntagmatic loans from other languages: when a number of analysable foreign words of the same structure had been introduced into the language, the pattern could be extended to new formations i. e. the prefix then became a derivative morpheme. Some prefixes have secondarily developed uses as independent words as counter sub-arch which does not invalidate the principle that primarily they were particles with no independent existence. The same phenomenon occurs with suffixes also , . . »(H. Marchand)1	
But new investigations into the problem of prefixation in English showed interesting results. It appears that the traditional opinion, current among linguists that prefixes modify only the lexical meaning of words without changing the part of speech is not quite correct. In English there are about 25 prefixes which can transfer words to a different part of speech. For example.— head (n) — behead (u), bus(n) — debus(u), brown (adj) — embrown(o), title(/t) — entitle(u), large (adj). — enlarge (v), camp(n).— encamp(u), war(rc).— prewar (adj). If it is so we can say that there is no functional difference between suffixes and prefixes. Besides there are linguists1 who treat prefixes as a part of word-composition. They think that a prefix has ihe same function as the first component of a compound word. Other linguists2 consider prefixes as derivational affixes which differ essentially from root — morphemes and stems. 
From the point of view of their origin affixes may be native and borrowed. The suffixes-ness, -ish, -dom, -ful, -less, -ship and prefixes be-, mis-, un-, fore-, etc are of native origin. But the affixes -able, -ment, -ation, -ism, -ist, re-, anti-, dis-, etc are of borrowed origin. They came from the Greek, Latin and French languages. Many of the suffixes and pre: fixes of native origin were independent words. In the course of time they have lost their independence and turned into derivational affixes. -dom, -hood. /O. E. had — state, rank, -dom (dom condemn,-ship has developed from noun «scipe» (meaning: state); ihe adjective forming suffix «-ly» has developed from the noun dic» (body, shape). 
The prefixes out-, under-, over etc also have developed out of independent words.
There are two ways in which a suffix may come into existence.
1) the suffix was once an independent word but is no longer one;
2) the suffix has originated as such usually as a result of secretion.
1) applies to a few native suffixes only. The suffixes -dom and -hood are independent words still in OE, so the process whereby a second word becomes a suffix can be observed historically . . .
2) in the suffix «-ling» which is simply the extended form of the suffix -ing in words whose stem ended in -1 ...
The contact of English with various foreign languages has led to the adoption of countless foreign words. In the process many derivative morphemes have also been introduced suffixes as well as prefixes as a consequence, we have many hybrid types of composites . . . Some foreign affixes as -ance, -al, -ity have never become productive with native words (H. Marchand).
          Conversion. Conversion is a very productive way of forming new words in Modern English, (For example work(n) — to work(v), pen(n) — to pen(v), to walk(v) — walk(n)). The term «conversicn» was first used by Sweet in his book «New English Grammar) in 1892. 
[bookmark: sdfootnote2anc]There are a lot of approaches to the study of conversion. Some linguists think that conversion is the formation of words without affixes. Others1 say that conversion is the formation of new words with the help of a zero morpheme. Conversion is also defined as a shift from one part of speech to another2. These treatments of conversion cause some doubt.
The treatment of conversion as a non-affixal word - building does not help us to distinguish the cases of conversion and sound interchange. For example. sing —song and paper n — paper v.
If we accept the point of view of the linguists who treat conversion as «a shift from one part of speech to another we can't differ between parts of speech, i. e. between noun and verb, noun and adjective etc.
«Conversion has already been defined as a shift from one part of speech to another. But this functional change has also been observed in a shift from one kind of noun to another, or one kind of verbs to another, or one kind of adverb to another; and it seems logical to regard conversion as functional change not only between the parts of speech but also within each part of speech. It should be insisted also that conversion and derivational change are two distinct processes; derivational change by the use of prefixes and suffixes shift words between the parts of speech by producing different forms, as, for example, the adjective «wide», the noun «width», and the verb «widen». (A. G. Kennedy]
[bookmark: sdfootnote3anc]Prof. A. L. Smirnitsky3 says that conversion is the formation of a new word by a change of paradigm. It is the paradigm that is used as a. wordbuilding means. For example. in Uzbek: китоблар китобнинг, китобни, китобга, китобдан, китобда, китоби, китобим, китобинг, -лар, -нинг,- ни, -га, -да, -дан, -и, -им, -инг etc are the paradigms of the noun «китоб». In English book, books; book's; -s, 's, s' are the paradigms of the noun «book»; book v — booked, (he) books, booking, booked,-ed» ed (the ending of P II)-s,-ing, are the paradigms of the verb «to books».So conversion can be described as a morphological way of forming words.
There are two approaches to the study of conversion: syn-chronic and diachronic. On the diachronic level we study the origin of conversion, how the converted pairs appeared in the language. Conversion was born in XIII century as a result of the disappearance of inflexions in the course of the historical development of the English language in Middle English.
For example. lufu — luf — love n. lufian — luf — love v andswaru — andswarian — answer n, andswarian — andswar — answer v. Some new words formed by conversion were created on the anology of the semantic patterns existed in the language. For example. to motor — travel by car to phone — use the telephone to wire — send a telegram. On the synchronic level conversion is considered as a type of forming new words by means of paradigms. The two words differ only in their paradigms. 
Compound. Modern English is very rich in compound words. Compound words are made up by joining two or more stems. For example. taxi-driver, paint-box, bookcase.
«Many scholars have claimed that a compound is determi, ned by the underlying concept, others have advocated stress some even seek the solution of the problem in spelling . ., Jesperson also introduced the criterion of concept and rejected Bloomfield`s criterion of stress. As for the criterion of stress, it holds for certain types'only . . .For a combination to be a compound there is one condition to be fulfilled; the compound must be morphologically isolated from a parallel syntactic group. 
         «BIackbird» has the morpho-phonetic stress pattern of a compound «black markets, has not, despite its phrasal meaning; the latter therefore is a syntactic group, morphologically speaking stress is a criterion here. (H. Marchand)
«Word-compounding is a process similar to but not tha same as telescoping or blends; two words are joined, but compounding differs in that no part of either word is lost, For exampleblackbird, bookcase, in the examples the elements have been -fused, making one words. ( Sheard).
«Compound words are words consisting of at least two stems which occur in the language as free forms. In a compound word the immediate constituents obtain integrity and structural cohesion that make them function in a sentence as a separate lexical unit». (Arnold 1. V.} «Word-composition» or compounding is a distinct type of words made up by joining together two stems (mostly stems of notional parts of speech)». (Ginzburg R. S. and others) «Among the word-like features of the forms which we class as compound words, indivisibility is fairly frequent; we can say «black — I should say» bluish black-birds, but we do not use the compound word «blackbird» with a similar interruption. Generally, a compound-member cannot, like a word in a phrase, serve as a constituent in a syntactic construction. The word «black» in the phrase «black birds» can be modified by «very (very black birds)», but not so the compound — member «black» in blackbirdss. (Bloomfield)
A compound word has a single semantic structure. We distinguish the meaning of'the compound words from the combined lexical meanings of its components. For example. «pencil- case» is a case for pencils. The meaning of the compound words is derived not only from the combined lexical meanings of its components but also from the order and arrangement of the stems. A'change in the order of components of compound words brings a change in their lexical meaning.
For example. life-boat — a boat of special construction for saving lives, boat-life — life on board of a ship. a fruit-market — market where fruit is sold, market-fruit— fruit for selling.
Compound words differ from free word-groups, they are inseparable vocabulary units. Compound words structurally, phonetically and graphically are inseparable.
Structurally compounds are inseparable because if we change the places of components of compounds we see the change of meaning in compounds or they will not be compounds. For example. boat-life — life on ship, life-boat—a boat which is used for saving. If we change the places of components of compound word long-legged in this way «legged long» it will be not a compound word. So the inseparability in structure of compounds can be seen in their specific order and arrangement of stems.
The compounds are phonetically inseparable as the components of them have only one stress. Mostly the first component is stressed. For example. pen-knife, 'book-case, 'doorway, 'bookshelf. There are some compounds which have a double stress. In this case we have the primary stress on the first component and a weaker secondary stress on the second component. For example. 'mad-'doctor, 'washing-'machine, 'money-'order etc.
These stress patterns in many cases may be used as a criteria of distinguishing compound words from free word groups. As we know both components of free word groups are always stressed. For example. a' green-house — a 'glass-house, a'green 'house (word group)—a house that is painted green, 'dancing-girl—a dancer, 'dancing 'girl—a girl who is dancing.
Graphically compounds have two types of spelling — they are written either together or with a hyphen.This is also one of the criteria of distinguishing of compounds from wordgroups. 
Some linguists1 advocate the semantic criterion. They define a compound word as a combination of words expressing a single idea. This point of view causes some doubt. Because it does not give us sufficient ground to distinguish between the cases of compound words and idiomatic set phrases.
Like other linguistic phenomena we may approach to the study of compounds synchronicaliy and diachronically.
Synchronically we study the structural and semantic patterns of compound words, while diachronically we study the various changes compound words undergone in the course of time and the way compound words appear in the language.
Some compounds which were formed in old English can't be considered compound words. The morphological structure of a word loses the meaning and undergoes phonetic changes. This case is called simplification. For example. woman OE—wifmasn (woman — person), daisy OE—dass ease (day's eye).







           







                  2.2. Secondary ways of Word Formation.
Shortened words abbrivations and clippings.
The shortening of words means substituting a part for a whole, part of the word is taken away and used for the whole. For example. demo (demonstration), dub (double), vac (vacuum cleaner), doc (doctor), fig (figure), Mrs (missis).
A shortened word is in some way different from its prototype in usage. The shortened word and its full form have the same lexical meaning but differ only in stylistic reference. For example. exam (colloq) examination (neutral), chapman (neutral), chap (colloq).
Shortened words are structurally simple words rand in most cases have the same lexical meaning as the longer words from which they are derived. Shortening is not a derivational process because there are no structural patterns after which new shortened words could be built therefore we can't say that shortening is a derivational wordformation.
We must distinguish lexical abbreviations and clippings.
Abbreviations consist of the first letters of a word group or a compound word (И.К.СНН, USA, BBC, NATO) or the component of a two member word group H (hydrogin)— bomb, V. —Day — Victory Day) is shortened. The last one is not changed. 
Clipping consists in the cutting off of one or several syllables of a word. In many cases the stressed syllables are preserved. For example. Sis. (sister), Jap (Japanese), doc (doctor), phone (telephone), lab (laboratory). Clipping is classified into the following types depending on which part of the word is clipped: 1) Words that have been shortened at the end: For example. ad (advertisement), lab (laboratory), Jap (Japanese), doc (doctor), sis (sister), vac (vacuum cleaner) ;2) Words that have been shortened at the beginning: ear, car (motor-car), phone (telephone), van (caravan), cast (broadcast); 3) Words in which syllables have been omitted from the middle the so called syncope, For example. maths (mathematics), specs (spectacles); 4) Words that have been shortened at the beginning and at the end: For example. flu (influenza), tec (detective), frig (refrigerator).
Clippings and abbreviations have some peculiarities as simple words. They take the plural endings and that of the possessive case. They take grammatical inflexions, For example. exams, docs, cars, doc's they are used with articles: the USA, a lab, a vac, a doc, etc. 
They may take derivational affixes: M. P-ess hanky (from handkerchief), unkie (from uncle).
Clippings do not always coincide in meaning with the original word. For example.“doc” and “doctor” have the meaning one who practises medicine, but doctor is also the highest degree given by a university to a scholar or scientist and a person who has received such a degree whereas doc is not used with these meanings.
Among abbrivations there are homonyms. One and the same sound and graphical complex may be different words. For example. vac-vacation; vac-vacuum cleaner; prep-preparation; prep-preparatory school. In abbriviations we stress each letter. For example. TUC ['ti:'ju:'si:]—Trade Union Congress.
If they are pronounced in accordance with the rules of phonetics we stress the first syllable.
For example. NATO t'neitou], UNO ['ju:nou] BBC — British Broadcasting Corporation, Cent—Centigrade. AP—Associated Press, GPO—General Post Office, USA—United States of America, UNESCO—United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization, USAF—United States Air Force… 
sub (submarine), surg (surgeon), Sept (September), Serg (sergeant), esp (especially), capt (captain), lat (latitude), Wash (Washington), Wed (Wednesday), usu (usually), pref (preface), prof (professor), prox (proximo), mos (months), quot (quotation), revs (revolutions), Russ (Russian), sat (Saturday), vol (volume), rep (representative), suppl (supplement).
In the process of communication words and word-groups can be shortened. The causes of shortening can be linguistic and extra-linguistic. By extra-linguistic causes changes in the life of people are meant. In Modern English many new abbreviations, acronyms , initials, blends are formed because the tempo of life is increasing and it becomes necessary to give more and more information in the shortest possible time. 
There are also linguistic causes of abbreviating words and word-groups, such as the demand of rhythm, which is satisfied in English by monosyllabic words. When borrowings from other languages are assimilated in English they are shortened. Here we have modification of form on the basis of analogy, For example the Latin borrowing «fanaticus» is shortened to «fan» on the analogy with native words: man, pan, tan etc.
        Soundinterchange. Sound interchange is an alternation in the phonetic composition of the root, For example. food (n)—feed (v), speak (v)—speech (n), strong (adj)—strength (n).
Sound interchange may be considered as a way of forming words only diachronically because in Modern English we can't find a single word which can be formed by changing the root-vowel of a word or by shifting the place of the stress. Sound interchange is non-productive.
          Soundinterchange may be divided into vowel interchange and consonant interchange. For example.full—to fill, food—to feed, blood—to bleed, stronger—strengh. Here we have vowel interchange and by means of vowel interchange we can distinguish different parts of speech. There are some examples of consonant interchange: advice—to advice, use fjurs}— to use [ju:z], speak—speech, break—breach, defence—defend, offence— offend.
The scientist argue that sound interchange is the way of word-building when some sounds are changed to form a new word. It is non-productive in Modern English, it was productive in Old English and can be met in other Indo-European languages.
The causes of sound interchange can be different. It can be the result of Ancient Ablaut which cannot be explained by the phonetic laws during the period of the language development known to scientists., For example to strike - stroke, to sing - song etc. It can be also the result of Ancient Umlaut or vowel mutation which is the result of palatalizing the root vowel because of the front vowel in the syllable coming after the root ( regressive assimilation), For example hot - to heat (hotian), blood - to bleed (blodian) etc. In many cases we have vowel and consonant interchange. In nouns we have voiceless consonants and in verbs we have corresponding voiced consonants because in Old English these consonants in nouns were at the end of the word and in verbs in the intervocal position, For example bath - to bathe, life - to live, breath - to breathe etc.
Stress interchange. Stress interchange can be mostly met in verbs and nouns of Romanic origin : nouns have the stress on the first syllable and verbs on the last syllable, For example .'accent - to accent. This phenomenon is explained in the following way: French verbs and nouns had different structure when they were borrowed into English, verbs had one syllable more than the corresponding nouns. When these borrowings were assimilated in English the stress in them was shifted to the previous syllable (the second from the end) . 
Later on the last unstressed syllable in verbs borrowed from French was dropped (the same as in native verbs) and after that the stress in verbs was on the last syllable while in nouns it was on the first syllable. As a result of it we have such pairs in English as : to con"flict- "conflict, to ex'port -'export, to ex'tract - "extract etc. As a result of stress interchange we have also vowel interchange in such words because vowels are pronounced differently in stressed and unstressed positions.
       Backformation. It is the way of word-building when a word is formed by dropping the final morpheme to form a new word. It is opposite to suffixation, that is why it is called back formation. At first it appeared in the language as a result of misunderstanding thestructure of a borrowed word. Prof. Yartseva1 explains this mistake by the influence of the whole system of the language on separate words.
For example. it is typical of English to form nouns denoting the agent of the action by adding the suffix -er to a verb stem (speak-speaker). So when the French word «beggar» was borrowed into English the final syllable «ar» was pronounced in the same way as the English -er and Englishmen formed the verb «to beg» by dropping the end of the noun. Other examples of back formation are : to accreditate (from accreditation), to bach (from bachelor), to collocate (from collocation), to enthuse (from enthusiasm), to compute (from computer), to emote (from emotion) to reminisce ( from reminiscence), to televise (from television) etc.
As we can notice in cases of back formation the part-of-speech meaning of the primary word is changed, verbs are formed from nouns. Thus, The term «back-formation» has a diachronic relevance (historical meaning). For example. The nouns beggar, butler, cobbler, typewriter are very much like the nouns actor, painter, teacher, which have the suffixes-er, -or. On the analogy of the derivatives teacher, speaker, reader the words beggar, butler, cobler, typewriter etc. synchronically are derived from to beg, to butle, to cob, to typewrite, because we do not feel any difference between the relationship «speak—speaker» and «beg—beggar». But if we study their origin we see butle was derived from «butler». 
So backformation «denotes the derivation of new words by subtracting a real or supposed affix from existing words through misinterpretation of their structure.2
. . . Backformation is in fact an example of analogy: the speaker knows pairs like rob /robber and drink/ drinker and when he hears the word «beggar» he makes it conform to the pattern by inventing a form «beg». Another well- known historical example of back-formation in English is the verb «to sidele», from the adverb «sideling». Backformation is not of the vocabulary, but there ration in our times. One is automatic machinery into from the noun «automation» inflate—inflation, meditatetion» is itself a new word, matic» (Charles Barber).
Blending. Blending is the formation of a new word by a connection of parts of two words to form one word. For example. The noun «smog» is composed of the parts of nouns «smoke» and «fog» (sm (oke+f) og. The result of blending is an unanalysable simple word. We do not analyse the blended words (sm-r-og) because their parts can't be called morphemes.For example. clash- clap'crash; fIush-flash H-blush,1 slanguage=slang+language, brunch- breakfast+lunch, smare-smoke+ha-ze, seadrome=-sea+airdrome). There are many blends in the terminological vocabulary. For example. racon-radar+beacon, transceiver-transmitter+receiver. 
Blending can be considered ... as the method of merging (connecting) parts of words into one new word as when «sm+oke» and «fog» derived from «smog». Thus, blending is compounding by means of curtailed (shortened) words. However, the clusters «sm» and «og» were morphemes only for the individual speaker who blended them while in terms of the linguistic system as recognized by the community, there are not signs at all. Blending, therefore, has no grammatical, but a stylistic status. The result of blending is ... an unanalysable, simple word, not a motivated syntagma. (H.Marchand) Blends are also words formed from a word-group or two synonyms. In blends two ways of word-building are combined : abbreviation and composition. To form a blend we clip the end of the first component (apocope) and the beginning of the second component (apheresis). As a result we have a compound- shortened word. One of the first blends in English was the word «smog» from two synonyms : smoke and fog which means smoke mixed with fog. From the first component the beginning is taken, from the second one the end, «o» is common for both of them.
Blends formed from two synonyms are: slanguange, to hustle, gasohol etc. Mostly blends are formed from a word-group, such as : acromania (acronym mania), cinemadict (cinema adict), chunnel (channel, canal), dramedy (drama comedy), detectifiction (detective fiction), faction (fact fiction) (fiction based on real facts), informecial (information commercial) , Medicare ( medical care) , magalog ( magazine catalogue) slimnastics (slimming gymnastics), sociolite (social elite), slanguist ( slang linguist) etc. 













1 1. В.И Ярцева. Развитие национального литературного английского языка. Москва. 1968
2 1. I. V. Arnold. The English Word. M., 1986, 
                                                          Conclusion

So, we are done with the comparative and classificational analysis. In this work we, first, managed to study different sources making new words. We found out that all ways can be distinguished into two types: major and minor. These two types were very useful in the further classificational analyses. 
       As we have seen before, there are many ways to create new words: Borrowing from other languages, blending together from several words or deriving from words we already have. Of course there even more possibilities than mentioned before. There is the possibility to convert words from one grammatical category to another, for example from verb to noun ( to flow-the flow) or from noun to verb ( the e-mail-to e-mail) . Other examples for other word formation processes include clippings, with which  the word is shortened ( influenza-flu; advertising-ad; motorbike-bike), or folk etymology, where words from other languages are taken and then, overtime, people try to make sense of them. So gradually the word is changed to a more familiar form that usually keeps its original meaning, e.g. the Spanish word cucaracha was borrowed and then gradually transformed to cockroach. Even the creative respelling, where the spelling of words is changed for products ( e.g. Kleen, Krunch), is considered to be one of these processes.
          So finally, if we take a look around, we will see amass of new words surrounding us, brought to us both consciously by language trends or advertising and unconsciously through language change over time. For example, if you read any Shakespeare’s work, it is obvious that language is dynamic, because both the grammar and the words are different to ours now. Language changes constantly. And who knows if the people will understand the language we are using now in a few decades?
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