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IDENTIFYING MEANING AND LEXICAL BIFURCATION OF
THE LEXEME ,SOCIJALNI“ / ,DRUSTVENI“ - TRANSLATION
OF NOUN PHRASES AND UNDERSTANDING THEIR
MEANINING IN A CONTEXTUAL FRAMEWORK:
MORPHOLOGICAL AND LEXICAL SYSTEM ANALYSIS
(AMONG SPEAKERS OF THE NEW MILLENIUM)

In this paper the author brings the results of her research of contextual
and morpho-syntactic automatic identification of dual meaning of the loan-
word social in the Serbian language. The occurrence of the lexical pair drustveni:
socijalni in standard Serbian poses the question of identifying the meaning of
both members of the given formula. Therefore, the author finds that the spe-
aker’s full lexical and social competence, i.e. the ability to distinguish (a) seman-
tic moment in (con)text and (b) morphological/lexical moment, is means to
identify the meaning of the loanword socijalni, -a, -o. Inasmuch, the speaker
should be fully aware that there are two separately existing lexemes drustveni
and socijalni. The latter is a loanword with no motivating word (from the basis
of which it could be derived - by the rules of Serbian derivation). The author
compares this situation of discourse/text comprehension with situation in
English /French (other implied language givers).

Key words: social, socijalni, drustveni, loanword, derivative, language-gi-
ver, recipient-language, discourse/text, language contact, Serbian, English,
bifurcation, morphology, sociolinguistics, semantics.

Paj noHocu pesyiTaTe ayTOPKUHOT UCTPaXKMBakha KOHTEKCTYaJIHOT U
MOP}OJIOIIKO-CUHTAaKCUUKOT ayTOMATCKOT Ipelo3HaBamba [JBOjHOT 3HaUerha
[103ajMJ/beHULLE COLUjA/IHU Y CPIICKOM je3UKy. [locTojame JieKCHYKor napa
JAPYLITBEHU: COLMja/IHU Y CPIICKOM CTaHJAPHOM je3UKy I10CTaB/ba UTabe
neHTUPHKOBaa 3HaYea jeJHOT U Jpyror 4jiaHa Te popmyJe. AyTopka
Mopeiu CTake je3UYKOT pa3yMeBama JUCKypca/TeKCTa y KOjeM ce jaBJbajy
JlaTe JIeKCeMe ca CTarbeM y eHIJIeCKOM / ppaHIycKoM (MMILIMLUPAHUM APY-
UM je3UllMMa-/1aBaolima).
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K/oyuHe pevu: 1ekceMa-1no3ajMJ/beHUIIA, CPIICKH, EHIJIECKH, je3UK-AaBa-
Jiall, je3uK-nprMaJiai, MopQosI0IKO-JIEKCUYKH, CEMAaHTUYKH, COLUjaIHH,
JPYIITBEHH

1. In its research apparatus, the linguistic field of discourse analysis has
- based on science - very exact means of defining both overt and implied content
of all types of discourse/texts that occur in communication between speakers
of the same language community. Exactly because he speaks in general, common
language, the speaker/author would have to show in their text that they are
familiar with the rules of language competence. This does not only refer
to a developed ability to master the grammatical system of their lan-
guage (an ability developed on the basis of the human innate linguistic abilities?).
Also, it encompasses the ability tounderstand and identify as fully as
possible the inventory of civilizational-cultural values of the socio-
political community to which they belong.

And - when it comes to the problem that we have posed before us in the
title of the paper - I will illustrate this dual speaker’s competence (to master
the grammar system and culture) from the defined linguistic rules (in the field
of processes) in the domain of languages in contact. In this domain we find
questions about the occurrence and usage of so-called loanwords.

2. It is a definitive fact that in Serbian there is a widespread use of the
lexeme socijalni, -a,-o - grammatically classified as adjective. From the aspect
of word formation, the lexeme is classified as a derivative word according
to automatic analytic association with adjectives ending in suffix -an/-ni.?

As a derivative, it should have its motive word, like other domestic derived
adjectives, such as briZan/brizni (< *brig[a] + -an/-ni), jadan/jadni (< *jad[g]
+ -an/-ni), kucni (< *ku¢[a] + -ni). Or, in terms of derivation, the lexeme should
possibly be linked with the noun *social, which doesn’t belong to the literary
(standard) language. There is simply no such word there. In the usual system
of morphological analogy (thatis alanguage constant in each language),

1 Ideas of Noam Chomsky have pervaded the science of language in such great extent

that we almost do not feel the need to cite them as a quote, or even a paraphrase. His
theorems, and even hypotheses, for example - his definition of innate language com-
petence, i.e. the ability to learn and use the language - we take as a textbook definition.
This attitude is evident when a linguist, for example, writes about innate abilities:
»~American linguist Noam Chomsky pointed out that language is somewhat innate, and
that children are born with what he calls a Language Acquisition Device, which is a
unique kind of knowledge that fits them for language learning. Therefore, humans
are inherited with this ‘Language Acquisition Device’, and it exists in the human brain.
What's more, Chomsky argues that when a child comes into the world, he is born with
a specific innate endowment, not only with general tendencies or potentialities, but
also with knowledge of the nature of language” (Ling 2014: 98).

2 See definition and detailed overview of forms and derivations of adjectives in CteBa-
HoBuh 1974: 538-587.
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the Serbian language would seek for a formation that does not exist —-ininter-
nal structure of the entire inventory of its language forms. But, it did not
find it. And when it comes to the adjectival , derived” word socijalni, -a, -0, in
order to get a formational formula like drustvo: drustveni, the Serbian language
has resorted to alexical solution. Since it did not find a local lexeme in the
Serbian lexical inventory, speaking in terms of usual grammatical terminology
-itborrowed one from one of influential language-givers, with which it had
been in direct or indirect contact. From there stems a language formula in Ser-
bian drustvo: drustveni - socijalni (in which lexemes drustveni and socijalni,
depending on the context — are complete or partial synonyms). 3

Observing the origins of adjectival lexeme socijalni from the aspect of for-
mal formation elements, only two formulas are possible:

(a) a formula by which the foreign word (adjective) social, in its entirety,
is a formational root word to which is added the Serbian suffix -ni, -na, -no, and

(b) a formula by which the lexeme is socijalni, -na, -no - formed from the
root word of the noun socijala, -e f. by adding the Serbian suffix, -ni, -na, -no (as
in domestic derivatives: slavni, -na, -no; jadan, -na, -no, bedni, -na, -no, whose
motive words are slava, jad, beda - which means that addition is made to a
foreign lexeme. After all, this is a very frequent formula in the Serbian language,
and can be seen in numerous derived adjectives, such as kontinentalni, -na, -no;
centralni, -na, -no; labijalni, -na, -no; mentalni, -na, -no; sakralni, -na, -no etc.

The formula with the noun socijala — according to some rules of forming a
standard language - is yet less likely, not for purely linguistic principles (it is
realizable and realized in a special language layer). It is less likely by the rules
of satisfying the demands of a specific socio-political, civilization and cultural
environment - because it belongs to jargon, i.e. ,conversational” language, as
classified in Dictionary of the Serbian language, published by Matica srpska
(Peunuk MC 2011).4

3 We consider two dimensions along which words can vary: semantic and stylistic, or,
equivalently, denotative and connotative. If two words differ semantically (e.g., mist, fog),
then substituting one for the other in a sentence or discourse will not necessarily pre-
serve truth conditions; the denotations are not identical. If two words differ (solely) in
stylistic features (e.g., frugal, stingy), then intersubstitution does preserve truth condi-
tions, but the connotation - the stylistic and interpersonal effect of the sentence [...] is
changed” ( DiMarco et al. 1993: 120). See also: /lparuhesuh 2001: 239-242.

4  See: Dictionary of the Serbian Language (Serb. Peunuk cprckora je3uka) of Matica srp-
ska (2011) where these terms are listed with respective linguistic layers in which they
are used: ,socijala f.(pl. @) conversational, social, economic status - We cannot hire
on the basis of one’s social status. socijalan, -Ina, -o a. (det.) relating to society, which
is related to society, drustveni: ~ question, ~ politics, ~ insurance, ~ literature, ~ labor.
b. adjusted to life in society, drustven: ~ behavior. e a social case, a person forced to
seek help from society... and adverb - socijalno ADV. 1. in a social way: behave. 2. with
regard to care, social security: ~ endangered; socijalnost,-osti f. the adapting to life in
society, respecting the interests and needs of other people” - translation J. Stanojcic.

11



12

Ilpesoguaay, XLI, 3-4/2022

3. Citing examples in English and French (in latter - only generally, wit-
hout details) which correspond to Serbian lexemes, [ did not go into defining
the loanword’s origin, which would define these languages as (direct or indi-
rect) language-givers in relation to Serbian, in this case.

Such a definition would require a more thorough research of both linguistic
and historical aspect of contacts between the Serbian and West European lan-
guages and aspects of their cultures. Here, examples from these languages are
given merely to be arguments for their usage in our language.

In English and French,® lexeme-adjective social, social (with its derivate
adverb socially; socialement) from historical aspect is derived by histori-
cal development defined by English etymology as a lexeme the root of which
is: ,socius ‘companion’, ‘ally’, probably originally ‘follower’, from PIE® *sokw-yo-,
suffixed form of root *sekw- (1) ‘to follow’. Compare Old English secg, Old Nor-
se seggr ‘companion’, which seem to have been formed on the same notion.
Related: Socially.” Naturally, in different contexts - it has variant related mea-
nings. In modern English / French,in semantic aspect (butnotin - word-
formation, except in a very far etymology) - undoubtedly stands by the noun
society / société.® This is evidenced - and concisely formulated - in an illustra-
tive text in the reliable ,,Encyclopaedia Britannica“:

»Social structure, in sociology, the distinctive, stable arrangement of insti-
tutions whereby human beings in a society interact and live together. Social
structure is often treated together with the concept of social change, which
deals with the forces that change the social structure...”

Therefore - if this (word-formational) formula would be translated to Ser-
bian, we would get Serbian word-formational formula: *drustvo: drustveni. That
is to say - absolutely equal to English / French formulas.

As it is common in two language systems that are in direct or indirect con-
tact, while both of them belong to the same language family (in our case - to
the group of Indo-European languages) - the process of so-called borrowing
of both lexemes and word-formational models - is an absolutely natural pro-
cess. The result of it is the existence of loanwords in the language-receiver.
From the aspect of sociolinguistics - it realizes processes by which ,,ethnic and
national cultures, together with their languages idioms, join [...] the trends of
modernization and international civilization“ (Bugarski 2005: 41).

63}

Linguists who study other languages based on the same ground - said this, naturally.

PIE = Proto-indo-european.

7 See: ,Online Etymology Dictionary” (https://www.etymonline.com/word/social.
7/20/2018).

8 InGerman one finds situation that is partially similar to Serbian situation: the German
formula denoting this relation is - Engl./Fren. Social/social = Sozial and for Engl. society
[social community, high society] /French société = Germ. die Gesellschaft. And - this wo-
uld be equal to Serbian relation socijalni,-a,-o: drustvo (instead of drustveni: drustvo).

9  Encyclopaedia Britannica (https://www.britannica.com/... 7/17/2018)

o))
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As general linguistics gave the definition long ago, in that domain even
today researchers can generalize it by a simplified statement of (universal)
spreading of ,language elements by [...] borrowing®, which - according to the
author of this generalization - results in the fact that all languages have ,inter-
nationalisms - words and expressions that exist in a large number of languages
in similar form and with the same meaning - and therefore considerably faci-
litate understanding among their speakers, primarily in professional registers,
but also in mundane ordinary domains“ (Bugarski 2005: 40).

4. In this way - within the frame of problem interpretation (formulated in
the title of this paper) - [ could state - that, for instance, every syntactic sequ-
ence given in the ,Vocabulary of Terms* in English - could have its (absolutely)
corresponding equivalent in Serbian. Even without any special interpretation,
there could surely be a strictly interpretational formula (with also acknowled-
ging grammarians-purists):

language giver recipient language
European Code of Social Security > *Evropski kodeks drustvene sigurnosti
European Social Fund > * Evropski drustveni fond

This formula is linguistically founded, applicable, and even sustainable,
as it is frequently verbalized in administrative discourse of both language com-
munities (language giver andrecipient language), which are being
observed here.

5. However - evidently, it is not absolutely so. Namely -

(a) In the language-giver, for instance, in English, bifurcation is realized
only on the semantic level, and the interpretation of two or more
meanings the speaker realizes only by applying the analysis of disco-
urse/textual units. It is done automatically by the speaker/collocutor
competent in the socio-language community to which they belong.
This originates from fact that two terms in question - (1) the term
associated with institution (e.g. in syntactic sequence: In Britain,
thesocial security administration is very organized...), and (2) any
(other) term contained in a lexeme’s semantic field of the noun soci-
ety (e.g. in sentence/sequence The social changes are visible in
Africa...) - are expressed by one single lexeme - adjective social.

(b) In the recipient-language, in Serbian - bifurcation is realized on
two levels:

(1) On semantic level, when, in the same way as in English (and
other languages with the same root), the meaning of lexemes dru-
Stveni ~ socijalni is recognized by the speaker’s/collocutor’s auto-
matic analysis of textual unit containing this lexeme (adjective).
For example, the English sentence given above: In Britain, the

13
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social security administration is very organized could have its

corresponding equivalent in 2 (two) versions that mean the same

in Serbian:

U Britaniji, administracija drustvenog osiguranja je vrilo

organizovana.

U Britaniji, administracija socijalnog osiguranja je vrlo orga-

nizovana.

However, in Serbian as the recipient-language - what prevailed

ispartial bifurcation on two levels - (1) semantic level and

(2) formal, and thus the speaker/collocutor will chose the lexeme

socijalni, -a, -o for the given context.

(2) Formal (morpho-lexical) level is formed by a lexeme that
filled an ,empty place” in the inventory of Serbian. Namely, the
speaker of the Serbian language community accepted the lexeme
socijalni - as normally codified in their language.

Thereby, most frequently -

(a) the speaker will use both lexemes that are in their language
(lexical) inventory - in discourse/text in both everyday infor-
mative communication and in professional discourse. For
instance, an English sentence will have 2 (two) lexical versions
in translation to Serbian:

(1) Vidljive su drustvene promene

The social changes are visible in S u Africi...
Africa... (2) Vidljive susocijalne promene

u Africi...

... And (b) the speaker will use, in discourse/text of special
domains of human activity - the lexeme socijalni as an attri-
bute (denoting possession), primarily in sequences that have
the meaning of special, institutionalized activities. And they
will use them - despite the fact that lexemes drustveni and
socijalni have the same semantic root (= belonging to the term
»drustvo“), and are consequently synonyms when they are in
the speaker’s native language.’

6. Hence, in translating from English / French / German... languages to
Serbian, we arrived at the situation given in the table below:

10 ,In popular professional texts, [...] aimed to broader and less professional public [...]

the usage of some different lexemes, those that are more understandable and easier
for ‘common people’ [...] These pairs of synonyms - let us name them professionally
and scholarly popular - are justified and they are no danger for terminological preci-
seness due to the fact that authors of texts aimed to the broad audience have no reason
to insist on exact unambiguous usage of professional or scholarly terms* (Silaski 2012:
58) - translation J. Stanojci¢.
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Socijalne usluge: usluge koje pruzaju agencije
i institucije (vladine i nevladine) radi zadovoljavanja
odredenih licnih ili (1) drustvenih potreba
social services > korisnika, kao $to su deca, porodice, stari i
hendikepirani. (2) Socijalne usluge se mogu
pruzati u domovima korisnika ili, pak,
u institucijama u koje su korisnici smesteni...

That is to say - in sociolinguistic definition the most relevant fact is
that ,Though most language contact situations lead to unidirectional, rather
than bidirectional linguistic results, conditioned by the social circumstances,
it is also the case that linguistic structure overwhelmingly conditions the
linguistic outcomes. Morphology and syntax are clearly the domains of lin-
guistic structure least susceptible to the influence of contact, ... On the other
hand, lexicon is clearly the most readily borrowable element, and borrowing
lexicon can lead to structural changes at every level of linguistic structure”
(Sankoff 2001: 19).

A language ,product” originating from this is the state in which, in the
concrete language - in Serbian, in the first example (1) is used lexeme drustveni,
and in the second one (2) lexeme socijalni. The first one has the meaning of
yneeds (of individuals, families etc.) in society as a political community*. The
second one - means legal, official institution in the domain of (state, communal,
corporation’s) care for citizens in a given socio-political community.

7. In other words, citing DiMarco-Hirst-Stede, who consider that there are
»two dimensions in which words can vary: semantic and stylistic, or, equally,
denotative and connotative”, we arrive at their conclusion that if ,two words
differ in meaning (e.g. mist, fog) replacing one another in one sentence or
discourse, that sentence or that discourse will not necessarily preserve the
requirement of truth...“ Namely, as they continue - ,denotations are not iden-
tical. If the two lexemes differ (only) by stylistic characteristics (e.g. frugal,
stingy), mutual substitution will preserve the fulfilled requirement of truth, but
the connotation - the sentence style effect as a personal relationship effect -
has been changed“ (DiMarko et al. 1993: 120).

8. The fact that the lexeme-adjective social in English belongs to both (a) the
sphere of denoting things in general sphere, in common communication, and
(b) the sphere of denotation in special (institutionalized) domains, is founded
on the given lexeme’s polysemy.

In Serbian - the affiliation of the term-adjective socijalni to either one or
the other sphere is characterized, too, by polysemy of the both lexemes, but
also by having two lexemes in the lexical system: adjective socijalni, and adjec-
tive drustveni.

Being characterized by polysemy, and, taken one versus the other, both
are at disposal to the speaker of the recipient-language, with equal primary
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sematic value. But they have, too, a functional prospective that the context fre-
quently annuls small semantic differences between variant related meanings.
Namely, as stated by the linguists, synomyms are transformed to lexemes that
have absolutely equal meaning.!! This fact is of importance for the lexeme-
adjective socijalni, particularly because, according to analogy (of the forming
suffix -ni), it is classified into derived words.

This is - as underlined in our general linguistics - in the very nature of (a bit
wider) semantic field, for which the linguists, analysing an another class of
language form - say that it contains a ,general component of meaning as a
semantic invariant that keeps units of the field together” (KoBauesuh 2012:
26) ... and that also , different meanings are expressed by different forms*, in
which situation - the author continues - ,,...this setting does not exclude impli-
cation that each form carries a different meaning“ (KoBauesuh 2012: 30).

9. Whether the speaker will use the term socijalni with its (a) general
meaning, or with its (b) narrower (specialized) meaning, they are going to
decide themselves according to their understanding of a concrete discourse/
text in which one of these two lexemes should be used. (Lyons 1990: 573-575,
725). Naturally, if their ,Janguage sense“ is developed (besinh 2000: 527) and
the speaker possesses a level of social competence - they will opt for the one
that erases possible ambiguity and thus ensure correct understanding of the
discourse/text. If the speaker has a satisfying level of language and social com-
petence - they will opt for the lexeme that will neutralize ambiguity ofa
given discourse/text and provide its understanding.’? Goes without saying that
such speaker is trained in organizing the discourse/text that demands a par-
ticular vocabulary (e.g. discourse/text in economics, law, history, sociology,
medicine or other professional or scholarly fields). It means that the speaker
is fully informed - as well as culturally and lexically competent - to enter into
»implicit contextual reference®, i.e. to automatically comprehend ,the meaning
of a certain word [...] from the context” (Marjanovi¢ 1984: 15).

11 The Serbian term is istoznacnice (Jparuhesuh 2007: 244-256).

12 John Lyons indicates this fact by words: , For example, the following utterance-signal
(1) They passed the port at midnight has at least two distinct interpretations, according
to whether the form port is taken to be a form of the lexeme ‘port,” meaning ‘harbour”
or of the lexeme ‘port,” which denotes a certain kind of fortified wine. Which of these
two interpretations is intended by the speaker would be generally clear from the con-
text in which the utterance occurs. The utterance-signal itself, however, is inherently
ambiguous; and the linguist must describe it as such“ (Lyons 1990: 396-397).
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Jenena Cwianojuuh

YIIOTPEBA TEPMHWHA COLHUJA/IHA
U JPYIUTBEHH Y IPEBOAUMA UMEHUYKHUX CHUHTAI'MH
U UJEHTUPUKOBAKBE BbUXOBE 3HAYELCKE
N JIEKCUYKE BUPYPKALHMJE KO 'OBOPHUKA
HOBOTI' MMJIEHH]YMA

Pe3sume

OBO ucTpakHBakbe HaM JOHOCH pe3y/TaTe ayTOPKUHOT NIpy4YaBamba
KOHTEKCTYaJTHOT U MOP(}OJIONIKO-CHHTAKCUYKOT ayTOMATCKOT Mpeno3Ha-
Bakba BOjHOT 3Ha4Yera [103ajMJ/beHULe COLIMjaJIHU Y CPIICKOM je3UKy. [lakie,
OHO Ce eBU/IEHTO peasn3yje y pa3InuuTOM je3UYKOM/JUCKYPCHOM KOHTEK-
cty. [locTojame JIeKCUYKOT Napa APYLUTBEHU: COLUjaJHU y CPIICKOM CTaH-
JapHOM je3HKY [0CTaBJ/ba NMTake UAEHTUPHUKOBaha 3HAaUeHha jeJHOT U
JApyror 4jiaHa Te dopMyJie. 3aTo ayTOpKa Hajla3M Ja ce Kao CPeJiCTBO U/IeH-
TUPUKOBaha 3HaUYEHA [103ajM/bEHUIIE COI[Hja/IHH, -3, -0 — Y CPIICKOM je3UKY
y3MMa rOBOPHUKOBA/CaroBOPHUKOBA MOTIYHA je3UYKO-APYIITBEHA KOMIIE-
TEHLH]ja, Tj. CHOCOOHOCT Aa Bjaja (a) ceMaHTUYKHUM MOMEHTOM Y (KOH)TeK-
cTy ¥ (6) MopdosomKo-1eKCUYKMM MOMeHTYM. /la Bjajia ceenrhy fa ce y
TOME CUCTeMY HaJsla3e JiBe JieKceMe: APYLITBEHU U couujasHu. [pyra je -
o3ajMJ/beHHIa 6e3 MOTUBHE peuH (07 4uje 61 OCHOBE MOTJIA /ia Ce U3Befie
10 MpaBUJIMMa CPIICKe JlepuBanyje). AyTopKa mopey OBO CTabE je3UIKOT
pa3yMeBama JJUCKypca/TeKCTa Y KOjeM Ce jaBJbajy AaTe JEKCEME Ca CTalbeM
y eHIieckoM / ¢ppaHIycKoM (MMILIMIMPAHUM IPYTUM je3UL[MMa-/1aBaouMa).

KmwyuHe peyu: nekceMa-no3ajM/b€HULA, CPIICKH, EHIVIECKH, je3HK-/1aBa-
JIaL, je3suK-npuMasan, MopdoJIOIKO-JIEKCUUKH, CEMAaHTUYKH, COLJHjaJIHH,
JPYLITBEHU



