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1) Purpose of the visit
My visit to Vienna had two main aims. First, the immediate purpose of the visit was for me to get acquainted with the vast literature and research practices in the field of affix ordering studies and carry out research on  constraints on affix combinability in two languages that are distantly genetically related and belong to different structural types (with English tending towards the isolating one and Bulgarian to the inflexional-fusional). As Dr. Stela Manova is one of the leading specialists in the area of affix ordering studies (and I had already had the chance to meet her at the Typology and Universals II conference in Kosice 2012) and has a solid background in Slavic Studies, I wanted to work with her and gain hands-on experience on the nature of this type of  research and all relevant findings in this sphere of linguistic analysis.  
Second, with a background in English only, I wanted to work with a specialist in the study of Bulgarian so that I could calibrate my native speaker's intuition with research findings on Bulgarian derivational morphology.   

In addition to this purely extrinsic motivation, the visit was triggered by a research agenda targeting novel lines of linguistic investigation. Since semantics has recently been  in the lime light of all areas of linguistic research, irrespective of the adopted framework, the lack of semantically oriented research in the area of affix ordering (Lieber 2004) indicates that affix stacking research seems to have regretably lagged behind. To make some progress in this direction we decided to concentrate on studying possible salient semantic constraints on affix ordering and the role of semantics in affix stacking in general.  

2) Description of the work carried out during the visit
During the visit I worked with Dr. Stela Manova on examining affix combinability in English and Bulgarian. We culled out suffixes which although identical in form and producing the same result in terms of lexical categorization (i.e. they uniformly produce nouns), behave differently in terms of subsequent suffixation. We tried to find an explanation for the different stacking properties of what looked like a single suffix (e.g. -reader : readership and heater : X) and established that a model emerged relating to a conceptual-semantic distinction based on Animacy. To corroborate  whether what was observed for such suffixes was also characteristic of specialised suffixes (i.e. ones yielding exclusively person nouns or exclusively object nouns) we added such suffixes to our research.  
It transpired that the behaviour of all affixes in subsequent derivation suggestes that actually we can ask whether in Bulgarian the -ar suffix in 'sladk-ar' (confectioner) and the -ar in 'barzov-ar' (immersion heater)  are the same linguistic entity. The same applies to -er in English as in 'design-er' and -er in 'open-er'. This suggests that depending on the stand one takes concerning the informativity of affix stacking properties, one will be justified to recognize homonymous suffixes in cases of differential affix combinability (or to subscribe to a monosemy view and recognize two distinct suffixes).  
I carried out searches in British National Corpus, Bulgarian National Corpus, Bulgarian and English Reverse Dictionaries, The Bulgarian Derivational Dictionary, CELEX, and OneLook. The seraches were aimed to establish the actualized and recurrent patterns of affix combinations that the suffixes under analysis tolerated. The results indicate that the Person suffixes in both languages allow particular further suffixation, quite distinct from the patterns tolerated by the Object ones (if any further suffixation is tolerated at all). 
After informed analyses we managed to isolate the semantic constraints that apply in both languages and can be used to predict the possible combinations in novel words. The established constraints were checked for relevance against findings in the cognitive sciences about their salience, their significance for cognitive processing and centrality for memory storage. 
In order to adequtely analyse the findings and evaluate their significance I had to contextualize them in the relevant scientific space. To this end I read a lot of articles and books recommended by Dr. Manova (a list of the materials is included at the end of the report).    
   
3) Description of the main results obtained

After detailed analyses of the lexical items that were culled out from the various sources, it was established that in both languages (English and Bulgarian) a significant distinction in affix combinability is associated with the semantics of Persoonhood and Objecthood, without the need for the evocation of argument structure. In other words, the delicacy of analysis is informative at the level of basic conceptual categories such as Person and Object. The Person-forming suffixes systematically allow for two more derivations - an adjective one and and an abstract noun one which can be interpreted in two distinct ways in both languages, including a collective reading and an activity-occupational one. The Object suffixes in English allow for further adjective-yielding affixation only, and in Bulgarian Object-forming suffixex allow for adjectival further affixation. This distinction is based on extralinguistic, conceptual factors. No system-internal properties can account for the differential behaviour of the Object- and Person-forming suffixes in affix stacking. The system external factors correlate with the slaience of the conceptual constructs Person and Object for structuring human interaction with the world and conspecifics. Memory research informs us that human (mainly face) and object recognition do not operate in the same way and rely on different data inputs (Baddeley 2004; Braisby and Gellatly 2005; Matlin 2009; inter alia). The centrality of these focal conceptual bundles naturally dovetails with their different linguistic encoding. We were led to the conclusion that this is also relevant for taking a principled decision on the homonymy vs. polysemy of affixes quandry (as far as the first affix in an affix stacking chain is concerned). Considering that uniform semantics will allow for the same patterns of affix combinability, we can postulate affix polysemy in cases where subsequent affixation is roughly the same (with the allowance for synonymous suffixes - deriving the same category). Conversely, we could recognize affix homonymy when the affixes under analysis display distinct patterns of affix combinability. It was further established that fine-grained (but regretably frequently based on inconsistent criteria such as agent vs. indirect object, etc.) semantic categories do not affect affix combinability significantly, or least their role in affix combinability is beyond any systematic and uniform generalizing account. At the same time Object and Person homonymous suffixes display distinct stacking properties. The details of our findings and analyses will be presented in the co-authored paper that is in preparation. To give an idea of the results of the research I include here some examples to illustrate our findings:                                                                            

                        i) Bulgarian: -ach zubr-ach, zubr-ach-eski, zubr-ach-estvo (crammer, crammer's, being a crammer, crammers (collect.)) vs. prekusv-ach, X (switch, circuit-breaker);
                       ii) English: -dictat-or, dictat-or's, dictat-or-ship vs. ablat-or, X.


4) Future collaboration with host institution (if applicable)

At present no future plans for ongoing collaboration have been discussed. However, we have agreed to discuss possibilities for future collaboration during our meeting in Dubrovnik later this year. 
5) Projected publications / articles resulting or to result from the grant (ESF must be acknowledged in publications resulting from the grantee’s work in relation with the grant)
We are planning to publish an article (duly aknowledging the ESF grant) on the semantic conditioning of affix stacking, the optimal delicacy of analysis and the correlation between constraints of affix ordering and the polysemy vs. homonymy debate. We have started working on the article and the provisional deadline for its completion is the end of September 2013.  
6) Other comments (if any)
The short visit grant schema offers wonderful opportunities for networking, for exchange of ideas and fruitful crosspollination between frameworks, reserach paradigms,analytical models and diverse backgrounds. It allows for the accumulation of findings and publications that are bound to make a breakthrough in the study of the structure of words in the long run. 
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