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ABSTRACT

We survey templatic diminutive formation in Hungarian. We conclude that there is an intricate system of
endings that are added to bases which are truncated if they contain more than one vowel. Bases are also
subject to vowel length changes in both directions, as well as the palatalization of the last consonant. The
templatic diminutive forms are not subject to vowel harmony occurring in suffixes which prevails in the
regular additive morphology of the language. Nevertheless, these forms conform to the vowel patterns
found in disyllabic monomorphemic or disyllabic suffixed word forms.
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In this paper we examine various types of diminutive formation in Hungarian and show that
truncative diminutives exhibit unique behaviour in several respects as compared to all other
types of morphological processes. These forms are templatic, conforming to an intricate system
of templates containing a fixed final vowel (in some cases the last two vowels are invariant), and
potentially a consonant either after or before this vowel.

We are unaware of such a catalogue of templatic diminutive forms in Hungarian. Vago
(1980), van de Weijer (1989), or Kiefer & Ladanyi (2000b, 170ff) discuss the type of diminutive
formation we describe in this paper, but touch upon a single template, albeit the most common
one, —i. Other accounts (Barczi 1931-1932; Tompa 1964; T. Somogyi 2017) offer many data,
but are more or less unsystematic. Also many words listed especially by Bérczi became
obsolete in the past decades. There is more extensive literature about similar forms in other
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languages (Prieto 1992; Thornton 1996; Ito & Mester 1997; Schneider 2003; Alber & Arndt-
Lappe 2012; Kenstowicz 2019).

The paper begins with a brief introduction to the phoneme inventory of Hungarian (§1). We
then define what we mean by a “diminutive” form: we use this as a cover term for a wider
semantic/pragmatic field, including hypocoristics, humorous, slangy, informal words, whose
phonological shapes are similar (§2). We then introduce what we call additive (or concatenative
or agglutinative) morphology, which constitutes the bulk of morphology in Hungarian (§3). In a
rather limited se of cases we find vowel-zero alternation in additive morphology, (§4). This
process is distinct from truncation (§5), a characteristic only of the formation of templatic
diminutives. The catalogue of diminutive templates follows in the next section (§6), with a
subsection for each template vowel. We briefly discuss the role of reduplication (§7), and the
curious absence of vowel harmony in diminutive forms (§8). Conclusions discussing the dif-
ferences between additive and truncative morphological processes end the paper (§9).

1. VOWELS AND CONSONANTS IN HUNGARIAN

The reference accent of Hungarian distinguishes between seven short vowels. It contains the
canonical five-vowel inventory complemented by two front rounded vowels. The textbook
tradition holds that each of the seven vowels has a long counterpart. A number of morpho-
phonological alternations support this analysis and the standard spelling also reflects it. We list
these vowels in (1).

(1) The vowel system of Hungarian
front unrounded front rounded back
high ii yy: uw
mid _e 2 o 0 o:
low e aa:

The transcription symbols we use in this paper suggest that there is also a quality difference
between the low ([a]-[a:]) and the front unrounded nonhigh short-long pairs ([¢]-[e:])." In the
reference accent [e] alternates both with mid the vowels [¢] and [0] and with the low [a] due to
backness and/or roundness harmony, cf. §3. Furthermore, its long counterpart [e:] alternates
only with the low [a:], not with mid [e:] and [o:]. We categorize [e] as a low vowel because of its
behaviour with respect to vowel harmony, specifically the Height Effect (Hayes et al. 2010): [e]
exhibits less characteristics of neutrality than [e:], which in turn exhibits less characteristics of
neutrality than [i] or [i:]. Another reason for assigning [¢] and [a] to a natural class is that they
both lengthen before suffixes, cf. (4f).

In (2) we tabulate the consonant phonemes of Hungarian. We take [j], [v], and [h] to be
approximants, not fricatives (the latter two contra Siptar & Torkenczy 2000, 76ff), although all
three consonants have fricative allophones. The status of [dz] is debatable: most of its

'A lesser quality difference also exists between the other mid vowel pairs, [#]-[e:] and [o]-[o:], but this is often ignored
in transcriptions. Lass (1984) transcribes these vowels as [ce], [0:], [3], [0:], respectively. In this paper the choice between
the two analyses is irrelevant, so we apply the simpler set of symbols.
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occurrences are geminates suggesting that it is a [d]+[z] cluster. In our transcriptions we will
include [g], the nasal occurring before velar plosives.

2) The consonant system of Hungarian
labial dental postalveolar palatal velar glottal
plosives pb td o kg
affricates ts (&) &
fricatives f Sz {3
nasals m n n
approximants v rl j h

Hungarian has voicing assimilation of obstruents: adjacent obstruents agree in voicing. The
voicing of an obstruent cluster is determined by its last member. This is also true of clusters
separated by a word boundary. So [ty:z] ‘fire’+[ke:] ‘stone’ is [ty:ske:] ‘flint’, while [orek]+
[zold] is [oregzeld] ‘evergreen’.

The dental nasal assumes the place of articulation of a following occlusive and loses its
occlusion before a following nonocclusive. So [kemn]+[por] is [kempor] ‘sulphur powder’,
+[ar] is [kempjar] ‘sulphur factory’, +[ke:] is [kemke:] ‘brimstone’, +[farga] is [kexirfa:rga]
‘sulphur yellow’.

Hungarian has two palatal plosives, [c] and [3], the nasal [n], as well, as the approximant [j].
At a stem+suffix boundary the dentals [t], [d], and [n] merge with a following [j] into [cc], [3],
and [pn],2 respectively, or into their short variant if the dental occurs in a cluster ([bot]+[ja] —
[bocca] ‘stick-35G.poss’, [pont]+[ja] — [ponca] ‘point+3sG.poss’). In the same environment [1]+
[j] surface as [jj] ([tol]+[ja] — [tojja] ‘push-35G.DEE_OBY).

2. DIMINUTIVES

We are going to compare diminutive forms to their nondiminutive counterparts, which we call
their base. This is important, because there are some regularities that can only be formulated by
reference to the base. A base can often be associated with several diminutive forms ([mari],
[ma:ri], [marif], [martfi], [mara], [martfa], [mapi], [mantsi], [mares] are all diminutives for the
name [ma:rijq],3 and [okfi], [oksi], [okfa], [ok{], [okes], [okker] are all diminutives for [oke:]
‘okay’).

We use the term diminutive (DIM) for several different semantic categories, which do not
seem to be distinguished morphophonologically in Hungarian. Some of these forms are hy-
pocoristics, terms of endearment or belittling, others are simply informal, slangy, or humorous
versions of their base. Kiefer & Laddnyi claim that diminutive forms have no semantic correlates,
their use is governed by pragmatic factors (2000b, 171). In Hungarian none of these forms can
be used exclusively as vocatives, unlike in Italian (Alber 2010). Since a semantic/pragmatic

%In transcriptions we represent long vowels using the IPA length mark, but geminate consonants by doubling the relevant
symbol.

*Words without a gloss are names, typically given names, in some cases family, animal, or geographical names.
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delineation of diminutive forms is rather uncertain, we are going to compare the phonological
shape of potential diminutive forms to their bases when there appears to be a firm semantic
connection between the two.

The base of most diminutive forms is a noun, typically a given name, but it may also be a common
noun, as well as a family or a geographical name. In addition, we also find adjectives ([unalmaf] >*
[untfi] ‘boring’, [puha] > [puhi] ‘soft’), adverbs ([komoj(an)] > [komtfi] ‘serious(ly), [fuda] > [fudi]
‘awfully’). Verbs in present-day Hungarian are coined by suffixing [z] or [I] to their stem.” No
diminutive template ends in either of these consonants, accordingly verbal diminutives must contain
one of these suffixes: [nal] lick’ > [pali-z] ‘suck up to’, [gyrtsel] > [gyri-z] ‘toil, [pifa:l] > [pifi-1] ‘pee’.
However, suffixless diminutive verbs occur as second person imperatives: e.g., [mutat] ‘show’ >
[muti] ‘show-2sG.1mp’, [fijel] listen’ > [fisi]/[fiyu] Tlisten-2sG.1mp’.°

Some words whose phonological form satisfies the formal criteria of diminutives (and are in most
cases etymologically diminutive forms) have lexicalized nondiminutive meanings ([sa:l] ‘thread’,
[sa:lka] ‘splinter’; [pa:l] ‘saliva’, [pa:lka] ‘slime’; [pata] ‘hoof’, [patko:] ‘horseshoe’; [fal] ‘cheat’, [tfali]
‘bait’, in the last case the word category is not preserved: [tfal] is a verb, [tfali] is a noun).

There are also cases where both the meaning and the phonological form of a word form is
diminutive-like, but there is no other word in the current language which it could be syn-
chronically related to, which could be identified as its base ([bijo:] ‘thingy’, [bili] ‘potty’, [buno:]
‘punch-up’, [tsumi] ‘pacifier’, [tsumo:] ‘stuff, [duci] ‘prison’, [melo:] ‘work’, [muci] ‘illegal
business’, [tuti] ‘certain’).”

In yet other cases there is a semantically identifiable base, but the phonological connection is
unprecedented. This occurs either because the base became obsolete ([lasti] ‘ball.DivM’, from an
earlier [elastik], a brand name (Barczy 1931-1932), cf. [labda] ‘ball’; [fitsko:] ‘guy’, from an earlier
[fi] ‘young boy’), or the diminutive form is a loanword ([fuli] ‘school.DiM’ from German [fu:lo]
‘school’, cf. Hu [ifkola] ‘school’; [no:zi] ‘nose.oiv’ from Yiddish [noz] ‘nose’, cf. Hu [or:] ‘nose’;
[braco:] ‘older brother.oiv” from Slovak [brat] ‘brother’, cf. Hu [ba:c(c)] ‘older brother’, etc.).

Language historians identify a number of further words as diminutives, like [pete], [pete:]
from [peiter]; [fyle] from [fylep]; [gere], [gere:] from [gergejl; [3ore] from [3o13]; [mike] from
[miklo:f]; [febe:], [febe:k] from [febefcen];® [deze:] from [deziderrijus], etc. These patterns are
not productive and most speakers do not identify these forms as diminutives. We will ignore
such pairs in this paper, that is, we do not posit diminutive templates that they fit in. Let us note
here, that these diminutive endings harmonize, unlike any of the truncative diminutives endings
we have identified.

*We use the greater-than sign not to mean ‘turns into’, but to symbolize that the base form is semantically ‘greater than’
the diminutive to its right.

>Adjectives are optionally also subject to being suffixed by [f], as in the diminutives [rafinalt] > [rafko:-{] ‘cunning’,
[bubore:kof] ‘bubbly’ > [bubi-{], [topropof] ‘dilapidated” > [topi-f].

®Although imperative and subjunctive forms are syncretic in Hungarian, suffixless diminutive verbs cannot be used as
subjunctives. The subjunctive must contain a stem with a verbalizer suffix ([z]) and the 25G.sBjv.DEF and 25G.SBJV.NDF
suffixes ([d] and [z], respectively): *[kerlek muti/fipu], [ke:rlek muti-z-d/fiju-z-z] ‘T ask you to show it/listen’.

7Again some of these are loans that happen to have diminutive-like phonological shapes: [melo:] is from Yiddish
[meloxo] ‘work’, [muci] from French [mwatje] ‘half, [tuti] from Viennese slang [tutti] ‘perfect’ (in turn from Italian
[tutti] “all’).

8These former diminutive forms survive only as nondiminutive family names in present-day Hungarian.
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We must admit that some of the examples in this paper are debatable. Although we have
consulted TESz (an etymological dictionary of Hungarian, Benkd et al. 1967) for etymologies,
the authors of this dictionary are also often uncertain. The data were gathered from a web
corpus (Szoszablya, Halacsy et al. 2004), Ladé & Bir6 (2005), Janurik (2009), T. Somogyi (2017),
web forums and blogs (like Papp 2018), as well as our native speaker competence. In some cases
we have based our decisions on our own intuitions.

Diminutives can be formed by additive and also by truncative morphology. Additive di-
minutives follow the regularities shown by most other additive morphological processes of the
language, briefly described in §3 (the stem is not truncated, the suffix either harmonizes with the
stem vowel(s) or contains a netural vowel, etc.), therefore they are irrelevant for the purposes of
this paper. Truncative diminutives, on the other hand, are radically different. For the sake of the
comparison, we first introduce some features of additive morphology in Hungarian.

3. ADDITIVE MORPHOLOGY

The bulk of Hungarian morphology is additive, involving mostly suffixation. This means that
phonological material is added to the end of the stem, which itself appears in its entirety (Kiefer
& Ladanyi 2000a, 140). Put alternatively, words typically have free stems. Some examples are
provided in (3).

3) Additive morphology

[kapu] ‘gate’, [kapu-t] ‘gate-acc’, [kapu-nak] ‘gate-DAT’

b. [le:] ‘shoot’, [l@:-s] ‘shoot-2SG.PRES’, [l@:-nek] ‘shoot-3PL.PRES’

c.  [fyry:] ‘dense’, [fy:ry:-bb] ‘dense-comp’, [fy:ry:-bb-re] ‘dense-comp-suBL’
d. [mano:] ‘goblin’, [mano:-ka]~[mano:-tfka] ‘goblin-pmv’

®

The stem may undergo relatively minor changes, thereby becoming a bound stem. These changes
include the loss of the independent place or voice specification of the stem final consonant, as in (4a)
and (4b), or its palatalization caused by a suffix-initial [j], as in (4c). A consonant, (4d), or a vowel,
(4e), may also occur between the stem and the suffix. This “augment” is only marked in this display,
later on we will mark it as belonging to the suffix. A stem-final low vowel lengthens before most
suffixes, (4f). The last vowel of the stem may shorten in suffixation. This shortening may occur to low
vowels, (4g), high vowels, (4h), and mid vowels too, (4i). (Mid [e:] shortens to low [e], so examples for
this pair are listed for both categories.) We also find vowel-zero alternation in stems. It is most
commonly [e], [0], and [@] that alternate with zero, (4j). Long vowels do not alternate in this context.

(4) Stem changes in additive morphology

[sem] ‘coal’, [se:m-ben] ‘coal-INE’; [iftvamn], [iftvam-ka] T-Dim’

[e:s] ‘brain’, [e:z-ben] ‘brain-INe’; [bala:z], [bala:f-ka] ‘B-pmv’

[pad] ‘bencl’, [paj-3a] ‘bench-35G.poss’; [san] ‘pity’, [samp-npa] ‘pity-35SG.DEF
[be:] ‘opulent’, [be:-v-yl] ‘opulent-vrez’; [falu] ‘village’, [falu-§-i] ‘village-aADjz’
[tok] ‘pumpkin’, [tek-e-k] ‘pumpkin-pL’; [rum] ‘rum’, [rum-o-t] ‘rum-Acc’
[fa] ‘tree’, [fa:-Kk] ‘tree-pL’; [kefe] ‘brush’, [kefe:-t] ‘brush-acc’

[par] ‘summer’, [par-at] ‘summer-aAcc’; [ted] ‘winter’, [tel-et] ‘winter-Acc’

® oo a0 o
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h. [viz] ‘water’, [viz-et] ‘water-acc’; [ty:z] ‘fire’, [tyz-et] ‘fire-AcC, [w:t] ‘road’, [ut-at]
‘road-Acc’

i.  [le:] Sjuice’, [lev-et] juice-acc’; [ke:] ‘stone’, [kev-et] ‘stone-acc’; [lo:] ‘horse’, [lov-
at] ‘horse-acc’

j. [ezer] ‘thousand’, [ezr-¢t] ‘thousand-accC’; [torop] ‘tower’, [torp-ot] ‘tower-AccC’;
[okel] ‘fist’, [okl-ot] ‘fist-acC’

Many suffixes in additive morphology exhibit vowel alternations that are governed by front/back
or both front/back and rounding harmony. There are also suffixes, overwhelmingly containing a
front unrounded vowel, that do not harmonize, (5h). Vowel harmony can be detected in many
of the examples above, we here give a brief summary. For more complete descriptions, see
Torkenczy (2011; 2016), Rebrus & Torkenczy (2019).

(5) Harmony in suffixes

[nwl-nak] ‘rabbit-paT’; [fyl-nek] ‘ear-pat’; [sil-nek] ‘elm-patr’

[nuwl-hoz] ‘rabbit-aLr’; [fyl-hez] ‘ear-aLL’; [sil-hez] ‘elm-ALL

[ni:l-nak] ‘arrow-pat’; [tse:l-nak] ‘goal-pAT’

[profil-nak] ‘profile-pDaT’; [kafte:j-nak] ‘castle-DAT’

[hotel-na/ek] ‘hotel-DAT’; [slove:n-na/ek] ‘Slovenian-DAT

[tsivil-nek] ‘civil-DAT’; [vide:k-nek] Tand-DAT, [fe:tif-nek] ‘fetish-DAT’

[hi:g] ‘diluted’, [hi:g-abb] ‘diluted-comp’, [hig-i:t-ok] ‘diluted-VRBZ-1.5G_INDEF.OBJ’
[par-i] ‘summer-ADjz’; [@:s-i] ‘autumn-Apjz’; [te:l-i] ‘spring-Apjz’

Fmome a0 o

(5a) shows the most robust pattern, front/back harmony: the suffix occurs in its front- or
back-vowelled allomorph depending on the front or back quality of the stem vowel. Rounding
harmony is parasitic on front/back harmony: it is only a harmonizing short front vowel that
may agree with the rounding of the stem vowel and only when it also harmonizes in frontness,
(5b). It is a lexical property of suffixes if they have one (front unrounded), two (front and
back), or three (front rounded, front unrounded, and back) allomorphs. The choice is also
dependent the height of the vowel, the three-way alternation is only available with short mid
[o]-[e]-[o].

Front unrounded vowels are called neutral vowels. They often exhibit disharmonic behaviour.
This is manifested in antiharmony, (5¢), or in transparency, (5d), as well as the fact that almost all
suffixes that do no alternate harmonically contain a neutral vowel.” The high [i] is almost always
transparent, [e:] may be transparent, (5d). In many words containing [e:] and [e], we find
vacillation, (5¢). Antiharmonic roots'® are almost exclusively monosyllabic: in them a neutral
(i.e., front) vowel, most often [i(:)], sometimes [e:], governs back harmony, (5¢). A mono-
morphemic, disyllabic stem is almost never antiharmonic, (5f)."" A polymorphemic stem, how-
ever, may be antiharmonic. In (5g) the stem contains two neutral vowels, just like [tsivil] in (5f).

°In unsuffixed words containing both front and back vowels, the front ones are typically unrounded, i.e., neutral.

"By root we mean the first morph in the word. The stem of a word is what remains when the last suffix is removed. That
is, a root is a monomorphemic stem.

"The rare exceptions are [derek] ‘waist’, [fexrfi] ‘man’, and potentially [ize:] ‘thingy’.
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But the root [hiig] is antiharmonic (as the comparative form shows). The suffix immediately
following the root also contains a nonharmonizing neutral vowel, thus [hig-i:t] is a disyllabic stem
containing two neutral vowels. Crucially, this stem is polymorphemic and it preserves the har-
monic properties (back harmony) of its root, [hixg]: [hig-i:t] governs back harmony, because its
root, [hig], governs back harmony. We will refer to this property of harmony as Harmonic
Uniformity (Rebrus & Szigetvari 2016). We return to Harmonic Uniformity in $§8.

4. THE LOSS OF A WORD-FINAL VOWEL

In some cases a root may lose its ending even in what we categorize as additive morphology.
This occurs only before a small set of derivational suffixes. It involves the loss of a single root-
final vowel, short, as in (6a), or long, as in (6b). (All the suffixed forms include a verbalizer, we
spare their gloss.)

(6) The loss of a word-final vowel
a. [ferde] ‘skew’, [ferd-yl]; [kuca] ‘dog’, [kuc-ul]; [be:ke] ‘peace’, [bek-iit]; [fekete]
‘black’, [feket-it]
b. [fako:] ‘pale’, [fak-ul]; [apro:] ‘tiny’, [apr-it]; [favapu:] ‘sour’, [favan-odik];
[kefery:] ‘bitter’, [kefer-edik]

The loss of this vowel is linked to the verbalizing suffixes in (6), it is not merely a phonological motive
(hiatus avoidance) that lies behind it. We do not find this loss before the homonymous essive-modal
suffix ([me:rtse] ‘gauge’, [mertse:-yl]; [kuca] ‘dog’, [kuca:-ul]). This operation is different from the
truncation observed in diminutive forms to be discussed in §5 on at least two counts: (i) in only
affects a single root-final vowel, (ii) in does not limit the size of the resulting word form.

5. TRUNCATIVE MORPHOLOGY

What we call morphological truncation only occurs in diminutive forms. As we have seen,
truncation is different from the loss of a word-final vowel, (6), because it is not limited to a
single vowel, but may affect longer strings, including consonants and multiple vowels. Trun-
cation applies in diminutive forms because they must satisfy a template that contains a given
number of syllables (= vowels). Templatic diminutive forms are one, two, or three syllables long,
the two-syllable template accounting for the vast majority of examples. Since the point of
truncation is to reduce the number of syllables in the stem to one, it will inevitably target at least
one vowel: truncating only consonants does not influence the syllable count.

7) Vowel loss vs. truncation
a. [tertemnelem] ‘history’, [tertemelm-i] ‘history-apjz’; [somoru:] ‘sad’, [somor-i:t] ‘sad-
VRBZ’
b. [tertemelem] ‘history’ > [ter]i] ‘history.niM’; [somoru:] ‘sad’, [soml|i] ‘sad.Div’
c. [tista] ‘clean’, [tist-ul] ‘clean-vRBZ’; [be:na] ‘lame’, [bemn-iit] lame-vRBZ

d. [ssitsa] “cat’, [tsits|uf] ‘cat.oiM’; [erva] > [ewli]
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While in (7a) only a vowel is deleted from the stem before the adjectivizer and the verbalizer
suffix. In (7b) a much longer string is lost from the stem before the diminutive ending. The
reason why stems are so radically truncated in diminutive forms is that these forms must fit a
disyllabic template. We split stems and diminutive endings by a vertical bar in (7) and below.
We will encounter diminutive forms where the position of this vertical bar is indeterminate. In
this case we omit it.

As shown in (7c-d), the output of vowel loss and truncation may coincide: truncation, (7d),
may trim no more than a word-final vowel to create the base of a diminutive form, just like vowe
loss occurring before certain verbalizers, (7c).

There are several diminutive templates. In addition to disyllabic diminutives, we also find a
small number of trisyllabic and monosyllabic diminutive forms, although the analysis of the
latter group is debatable. In template formulae we represent the truncated base by a dash: “—”.
Thus we say that [teri] satisfies the diminutive template —i. In the following we discuss the
kinds of relationships there exist between nondiminutive bases, their truncated versions, and
diminutive templates.

6. DIMINUTIVE TEMPLATES

The ending of all disyllabic diminutive templates is fixed. This ending contains minimally a
vowel. In some endings this vowel is preceded or followed by a consonant too. The consonants
preceding the template vowel come from a small set including [k] and voiceless sibilants, [s], [f],
[ts], and [¢] (as well as the voiced [3] and [z], but only before [i] in two thinly populated
templates). After the template vowel we may find [s] or an often optional [{]. Other consonants
([k] and [r]) only occur after one template vowel, [¢]. In fact, [e] is obligatorily followed by a
consonant. There are no templates with a fixed templatic consonant on both sides.'* We are
going to catalogue the endings by their vowel.

Since the size of diminutive templates is fixed and most templates contain a vowel, the base
of diminutive forms has to be truncated if longer than one syllable (in the case of disyllabic
templates) or two (in the case of trisyllabic ones). Typically the end of the base is truncated, but
it is sometimes the beginning (see Tompa 1964 for some examples). Initial truncation is more
common with bases beginning with a vowel ([alfre:d] > [fre:d|i], [aleksandra] > [sand]i],
[eleonora] > [norli]), but is not restricted to them ([bernadett] > [dett|i], [tsetsilija] > [tsilli]).
The truncated base is typically a contiguous substring of the original, although we find vowel
length alternations, as we will show below. There are sporadic unexpected vowel quality al-
ternations too ([tama:f] > [toml|i], here the diminutive form does not show the historical [o] >
[a] vowel shift, or [jorj] > [jur|i]). Furthermore, when a consonant cluster is trimmed at the end
of a truncated base, it is not always the last consonant that is lost ([dolgozat] > [dog|a] ‘test’,
[pifta] > [pic|u]).

One, (8a), or both, (8b), members of a compound, or even a phrase composed of an adjective
and a noun, may be diminutivized. Some of these diminutive forms are only used together (in

“There are diminutive forms like [ilona] > [itsuf], which apparently match a template —tsuf. However, this name has
other diminutive forms, among them [i|tsa]. So instead of positing an otherwise unprecedented —CVC template, we
claim that the base of [its|uf] is [itsa].
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the present meaning [kovi], and neither [or|i], nor [har|i] occur on their own). Apparently, with
names this is not a common possibility, we have found a single example, (8¢).

(8) Diminutive compounds

a. [barait-ne:] ‘girlfriend’ > [barli-ne:] ‘girl friend (only of a woman)’

b. [jutalom-falat] > [jut|i-fal|i] ‘reward snack’, [uborka-fala:ta] > [ubli-fal|i]
‘cucumber salad’, [kova:sof uborka] > [kov|i ubli] leavened cucumber’, [orok
harag] > [er|i harli] ‘eternal resentment’

¢. [anna-mazrija] > [anna-marli]

There is a small set of monosyllabic diminutives. This is most common with phatic elements, as
in (9a), and some common nouns, (9b), especially among specialists, but rather rare with given
names, (9d).!* We are uncertain if the compounds in (9¢) belong here at all. We will ignore this
set in the present discussion.

9) Monosyllabic diminutives

a. [botffamat] > [botf] ‘excuse me’, [kosonom] > [kes] ‘thank you’, [okfi] > [okf] ‘okay’,
[fazo:] > [tfa:] ‘byel”

b. [professor] > [prof], [belyoga:sat] > [bel] ‘internal medicine’, [bifeksua:lif] > [bi]
‘bisexual’

¢.  [matematika-fizika] > [mat-fiz] ‘mathematics—physics’, [sa:mi:ta:f-texnika] >
[saxmtek] ‘information technology’, [tana:r-fege:d] > [tadfeg] ‘assistant lecturer’

d. [3uzanna] > [3u]

6.1. Templates containing [i]

The most common template vowel is [i]. In the most common case this vowel is not accom-
panied by any consonant. This template is represented by the formula —i. The other templates
containing [i] are —tsi, —fi, —tfi, —si, —3i, and —zi.

6.1.1. The template —i. We provide some examples of this template in (10).

(10) Diminutives in [i]
a.  [fyn] > [fyn|i] ‘hedgehog’, [tsomb] > [tsombli] ‘thigh’, [tapf] > [tapf|i] ‘applause’

b. [femnek] > [foml|i] ‘chief, [dagatt] > [dagli] ‘fat’, [lowerfen] > [lovli] ‘horse race’,

[kesgnem] > [kes|i] ‘thank you’, [bydef] > [byd|i] ‘stinky’
c.  [liter] > [lic|i] ‘litre’, [lataba:r] > [lacli], [fa:ndor] > [fanli]
d. [marta] > [ma:rt|i], [burgopa] > [burgli] ‘potato’, [izgalmaf] > [izgi] ‘exciting’
e. [berten] > [berli] ‘prison’, [gergej] > [gerli], [mozgoke:psimhaz] > [moz]i]
‘cinema’
[tekne:f] > [tek|i] ‘turtle’, [a:gnef] > [ag]i]

lal

B3Unlike in English, where it is very common: Susan > Sue, Joseph > Joe, Peter > Pete, Pamela > Pam, etc.
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Monosyllabic bases are unaffected by diminutive formation: in this case the process cannot be
distinguished from regular additive suffixation, (10a). Any base that is longer is subject to
truncation, which leaves behind a single vowel in the base. If there is a single consonant between
the first two vowels of the base, it usually remains in the diminutive form, (10b). Some apparent
exceptions include [h] and [j], as shown in (11).

(11) Consonant changes
a. [mihaj] > [mif]i], [razhel] > [raf]i], [riharrd] > [ritf]i]
b. [lajof] > [lal|i]

The diminutives of names with [h] may be based on loan versions of these names (cf. French
[mifel], [rafel], English [ritford], Slovak [mifa]). In fact, there are some items in which the [h] is
retained: [johanna] > [johli], [tihame:] > [tih[i], [pihene:f] > [pihli] ‘nap’, [fih|i puhli] ‘trash-
ing’.14 There also exist diminutive forms ending in [ji] ([kajeta:n] > [kaj|i], [ajamdek] > [qjli]
‘gift’), so the apparent substitution of [lali] for the rare diminutive form [laji] must have another
explanation, to which we return in §7.

As we will also see in §§6.2 and 6.3, the last consonant of the truncated base may turn into a
palatal consonant. This is common before [a] and [o0], and much rarer before [i], (10c), [u],
(24e), and [¢], (26b). A palatal consonant often occurs before [i] though, if it was already present
in the base ([bopolult] > [bon|i] ‘complicated’, [fuppogo:] > [funli] ‘sneaking’, [lacc] > [loc|i]
‘swill’, [ma:ca:f] > [macli], [trucmo:] > [truc|i] ‘crap’, [yjef] > [y3|i] ‘skillful’, [fajlalt] > [fay]i] ‘ice
cream’, [ajandek] > [ajli] ‘gift’). In the case of [famdor] > [fan|i], we can posit [fana] > [fanli],
i.e., that its base is the —a diminutive form, in which palatalization is common. The form
[mani], which is used as a diminutive of [magdolna], [margit], and [ma:rija], but is phono-
logically unexpected for any of them.

Bases containing a consonant cluster after their first vowel show divergent behaviour. As we
show in (10d) and (10e), the same cluster may or may not be simplified. Homorganic nasal
plosive clusters are practically never simplified (we have come across very few and not very
common candidates: [kinga] > [kinl|i], [fopka] > [fon|i] ‘ham’). Liquid+plosive and fricati-
ve+plosive clusters, as well as geminates are more variable: the same name may exemplify both
simplification and its absence ([zolta:n] > [zol|i]/[zolt|i], [30lt] > [30l|i]/[30lt|i], [otto:] > [ott]i]/
[ot|i]). Nonhomorganic plosive+plosive clusters are more often simplified ([doktor] > [dok]i]
‘doctor’, [zatfko:] > [zaff|i] ‘sack’) than not ([magdolna] > [magd|i], [dikta:tor] > [dikt\i]15
‘dictator’). Earlier analyses that try to predict what happens to these clusters (Vago 1980; van de
Weijer 1989) are based on very little data (only given names) and make empirically false pre-
dictions. They make reference to possible syllable- or word-final clusters. One problem is that
the status of some clusters is dubious (for example, word-final [rb] occurs in two items, [serb]
‘Serbian’ and [sorb] ‘Sorbian’), and it is not clear if this should be taken to exist or not. More
importantly, such an analysis is categorical and cannot predict the variation demonstrated
above. In fact, we find both patterns with [rb], too: [borba:la] > [bor|i], [norbert] > [norbli].

"“The base of [tfihi] is an obsolete verb meaning ‘swish’. Possible bases of [puhi] are still in use: [puha] ‘soft’, [puhi:t]
‘soften’.

Phttp://www.ahetedik hu/kategoriak/versek/item/162-julius-ceasar.html
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What is more, even plosive-+liquid clusters are found in diminutives of this category, although
they are not possible word or syllable finally ([adrijen] > [adr|i], [bodrof] > [bodr|i], [patriztsija]
> [patrli]~[pat|i]).'®

While in many cases the vowel of the base remains unchanged, we find both shortening,
(12a), and lengthening, (12b), of this vowel in [i]-diminutives.

(12) Vowel length alternations
a.  [jamnof] > [janli], [marija] > [marli], [barra;n] > [barli] lamb’, [pe:ter] > [pet]i],
(li:dija] > [lid|i], [tizmea] > [tim|i], [judija] > [julli], [hwf] > [huf]i] ‘meat’, [ro:za]
> [roz|i]'”
b. [benedek] > [bemli], [dorocca] > [dorli], [farolta] > [faur]i]

In some diminutive forms we find not [i], but [if]: the two endings appear to be free variants
([mari] > [marif], [juli] > [julif]). However, this is the exception, in most cases the two forms are
not interchangeable ([jani], but *[janif]; [hufi], but *[hufif]). Furthermore, while the consonant
cluster is simplified before [i] in [andra:f] > [(b)and|i]'® (*[andri]), it is not in [andr]if] (*[andif]).
Therefore —i and —if must be treated as two different templates, not as variants of each other.

The only phonotactic restriction that appears to hold for the —i template is that the template
vowel may not follow a vowel. Thus bases containing hiatus after their first vowel do not have
diminutives conforming to this template, they select other templates: [bea]/[bea:ta] > *[be]i]
([be|uf]), [noexmi] > *[noli] ([no:|tsi]).

6.1.2. The templates —tsi, —{i, —tfi, —si, —3i, and —zi. There are also templates with [i]
that contain a consonant before the templatic vowel. This consonant is one of the four
voiceless sibilants, [s], [{], [ts], [tf], and marginally also voiced [3] and [z]. Since we do not
parse diminutive forms into morphs, the categorization is not always obvious. For example,
[bolfevik] > [bolfi] ‘bolshevik’ could be analysed either as the truncated base [bolf-] in the
diminutive template —i, or as the truncated base [bol-] in the diminutive template —fi. But
since (i) the base contains [{] and (ii) we do not find any other diminutive form ending in
[-1fi], here the first analysis is more plausible. In fact, the diminutive forms mentioned in (11a)
can also be analysed as examples of the —fi and —tfi templates. It is important to see that
these decisions do not have to be made at all if we do not split diminutive forms into mor-
phemes. A given phonological string may simultaneously fit into multiple templates. So
[batsiluf] > [batsi] ‘bacillus’ or [sotsijalifta] > [sotsi] ‘socialist’ fit both —i and —tsi, that is, they

1%German diminutives are rather different in this respect, cf. Ito & Mester (1997); more on the stem-final clusters in
Hungarian in Rebrus & Szigetvari (2020).

17¢f. the alternative forms of the name without shortening; [ro:3a] > [roz3/i]. One may propose that [rozi] is a diminutive
of [rozailija]. Also note that even length alternations may vary: [marija] > [mar|i]/[ma:r|i], [peiter] > [pet|i]/[pe:t]i],
[benedek] > [benli]/[bemnli].

"®The source of the initial labial is a reduplication process common in child language in which a labial occlusive, [p], [b],
or [m], is added to the second item (or if the stem begins with a labial, it is deleted in the first part): [andi bandi], [ifti
pifti] ‘tiny’, [tuci muci] ‘feckless’ (Patay 2019; Soskuthy & Rdcz 2020), cf. English itsy-bitsy.
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can be both [bats|i]/[sots|i] and [baltsi]/[so]tsi] at the same time. In (13) we only list items
where the base does not contain [ts].

(13) —tsi diminutives
a. [ne:] > [ne:|tsi] ‘woman’
b. [motor] > [moltsi] ‘motorbike’, [foldrajz] > [fo|tsi] ‘geography’, [fodbal] > [foltsi]
‘soccer’, [ruha] > [rultsi] ‘clothes’, [3ido:] > [3itsi] ‘Jew’, [paripa]"® > [paltsi]
‘horse’, [borju] > [bo|tsi] ‘calf, [nadra:g] > [naltsi] ‘trousers’, [frijef] > [frifsi],

3

baba] > [bab|utsi] ‘baby’, [bela] > [be:l|utsi], [faba] > [ffab|utsi], [emma] >
emm)|utsi], [kigga] > [kigg|utsi], [ligk] > [ligk|o:tsi] ‘fink’

[farolta] > [faltsi], [jorzef] > [jo|tsi], [laslo:] > [laltsi], [judit] > [jultsi]

c. [anna] > [an|tsi], [jene:] > [jen|tsi], [eden] > [den|tsi], [beda] > [be:l|tsi],
[bertalan] > [ber|tsi], [dorina] > [dor|tsi]

d. [bela] > [be:|tsi], [norbert] > [noltsi]

e. [noemi] > [no:|tsi], [lerints] > [lo:|tsi]

f. [apa] > [ap|utsi] ‘mother’, [apa] > [ap|utsi] ‘father’, [mama] > [mam|utsi] ‘mum’,
(
[

The examples in (13) show that most consonants after the first vowel of the base are trimmed,
(13a), unless they form a relatively unmarked cluster with [ts]: [nts], [rts], [lts], (13¢). But in some
items even [r] and [1] is trimmed, (13d). Here too we find cases of vowel quantity alternations in
both directions: [no:tsi] in (13e), [jotsi] in (13b), as well as an unexpected vowel quality alter-
nation, [e:]-[o:], in (13e). Another surprising property of this diminutive ending is that it also
features in a trisyllabic template, (13f). One could assume that some of these items are a
diminutive of a diminutive ([anu], [apu], [be:lu] exist independently as diminutive forms), but
the shorter form of the others does not exist.*

We have already seen that there are diminutive forms ending in [fi]. Those that do not
contain [f] in their base fit only the —fi template. We have also seen that there are no
diminutive forms ending in [Ifi]. As a matter of fact, we have only found examples for this
template in which there is a noncoronal plosive before [f], we list them in (14).2

(14) —fi diminutives
a. [akkumula:tor] > [ak|fi] ‘battery’, ? > [buk|fi] ‘head’, [dokumentum] > [dok(fi]
‘document’, [jogofi:tva:n] > [jok|fi] ‘driving licence’, [oke:] > [ok|fi] ‘okay’, [vak] >
[vak|fi] ‘blind’, [kaka] > [kak]fi] ‘poop’
b. [biboldo:]** > [bip|fi] Jewish’, [libera:lif] > [lip|fi] liberal’, [popo:] > [pop|fi] ‘bum’

"TESz claims that the base of [patsi] is unknown. Semantically [paripa] is an obvious candidate, but Janurik (2009)
identifies [pata] ‘hoof as its base.

20The diminutive [kuca] > [kuc|uli] ‘dog’ is unique both in being trisyllabic and in its ending.

! According to TESz, the base of the diminutive form [hapfi] ‘guy’ is possibly [haver] ‘pal’, in which the last consonant of
the base is strengthened to a plosive, strengthening our suspicion that having a plosive before the [f] is a requirement of
this template.

22Erom Romani [biboldo] Jewish, lit. unbaptized’.
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The —tfi template is less strict than any of the other templates containing [i]. It forms a con-
sonant cluster with both a homorganic and nonhomorganic nasal, (15a) and (15e), with
approximants, (15b-d), and even with plosives and fricatives, (15f-g), creating clusters un-
precedented within a morpheme. This tolerance of pre-[tf] consonants in the —tfi template must
be the reason why we hardly find cases where [tfi] follows a vowel.?> (15h) is a unique case of

metathesis in the base.

(15) —tfi diminutives
a.  [jamnof] > [jan|ti], [unalmaf] > [un|tfi] ‘boring’, [finom] > [fin|Hi] ‘delicious’
b. [karoj] > [kar|ti], [marija] > [mar|di], [tere:z] > [ter|di], [twr] ‘dig’ > [tur|ti]
‘turned up nose’
¢ [julija] > [jul|ti], [pulo:ver] > [pul|tfi] ‘pullover’, [dolla:r] > [dol|fi] ‘dollar’,
[balaton] > [balli]
[haj] > [haj|fi] ‘hey!, sleep’, [kaja] > [kaj|tfi] “food’, [lajof] > [laj|tfi]
e. [amerikaji] > [am|ffi] ‘American’, [komoj] > [kom|tfi] ‘serious(ly)’, [komunifta] >
[kom|tfi] ‘communist’, [duma] > [dum|ti] blurb’
f.  [japan] > [jap|ti] Tapanese’, [repyle] > [rep|ti] ‘airplane’, [libera:lif] > [lip|ti]
‘liberal’, [sopa:f] > [sop|tfi] ‘suck’, [super] > [sup|di] ‘super’, [ydite:] > [yt|ti]/
[ytf|tfi] ‘soft drink’
[kesonem] > [kes|tfi] ‘thank you’, [pofa] > [poflti] ‘mouth’, [laf|tfi] love’
[forint] > [fron|ti] ‘Forint’

5 0

Unlike —tfi diminutives, —si diminutives are very strict phonotactically and, as a result, there
are much fewer examples. The [I] of the base is trimmed before [s] in this template, (16a). On
the other hand, not only [j], (16b), but even the pre-voiceless version of [b], [p], as well as [k]
remains, (16¢). In this latter respect —si is similar to —fi.

(16) —si diminutives
a.  [pul] > [nulsi] ‘rabbit’, [jula] > [3ulsi]
b. [faj] > [faj|si] ‘gir!
c. [babett] > [bap|si], [faba] > [gap|si], [ga:bor]/[gabrijella] > [gapsi], [ka:bi:to:ser]
> [kawp|si] ‘drug’, [jakorlat] > [ak|si] ‘exercise’, [oke:] > [ok]si] ‘okay’

Finally, some items end in [-3i] and [-zi].

17) —=3i and —zi diminutives
a. [kap] ‘capture’ > [kab|3i] ‘greedy’, [tem] ‘pad’ > [tem|3i] ‘squab’
b. [nyzge:f] > [nyzi] ‘moseying’, [de:zele:f] > [de:3i] feasting’, [habzola:f] > [habszi]
‘devour’

BThe dimutives ending in a vowel+[tfi] have [{f] in their base, so they also conform to the —i template: [botfa:nat] >
[botf]i] ‘excuse me’, [ffatfog] ‘prattle’ > [tjatﬂ ] ‘obtuse, donkey’, [otf(:)] > [otf]i] ‘younger brother’, [vaffora] > [vatf]i]
‘supper’. We have discussed [rihard] > [ritf|i] above. The etymology of [ba:tfi] ‘uncle’ is not obvious, it is clearly
connected to [ba:c(c)] ‘older brother’, but there are competing hypotheses about the source of the [tf].
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¢ [gafpar] > [gazi], [bala:z] > [baszi], [mo:zef] > [mo:3i], [terezija] > [tre:3i],
[disko:] > [dizi] ‘disco’
d. [lakodalom] > [lag|zi] ‘nuptials’, [zita] > [zizi]

This is a rather varied set. In (17a) we see a verbal base that does not contain [3].>* The
adjectives they are paired with probably exemplify a —3i template. The pairs in (17b)
satisfy both this and the general —i template. In (17¢) we have names which contain close
phonetic relatives of [3], [{], [s], [z], or [3] itself, as in [ba3zi], however, this item does not
satisfy the —i template either, because it does not contain a contiguous portion of the
base.

(17d) again seems to exemplify a valid diminutive template, —zi. However, we will provide an
alternative analysis for [zizi] in §7, leaving a single item, [lagzi], as an example of this template.

6.1.3. Another trisyllabic template. Besides the trisyllabic template ending in [-tsi], there
also seems to be one ending in [-ri]. Instances are mostly adjectives. The examples in (18a-b)
all have a verbal base which contains the [r]. The two adjectives in (18c) fit the template, but
have no [r] in their base.

(18) Trisyllabic template ending in [-ri]

a. [3ugoriit] ‘to shrink’ > [3ugori] ‘miser’, [vijorog] ‘to sneer’ > [vijori] ‘sneering’,
[vitforog] ‘to snarl’ > [vitfori] ‘snarling’, [fytferi:t] ‘to purse’ > [fytferi] ‘pursing,
[kupkorodik] ‘to frizzle’ > [kugkori] ‘curly’, [kukore:kol] ‘to crow’ > [kukori] a
roosters name

b. [be-sar] ‘to shit in (one’s pants)’ > [besari] ‘candy-assed’, [fatfar] ‘to wring’ >
[fatfari] ‘miser’, [fasa-ra:go:] ‘penis chewer’ > [fasari] ‘miser’?®

c. [pinduri] ‘small’, [pitsi] > [pitsuri] ‘small’

6.2. Templates containing [a]

Unlike diminutives ending in [i], the diminutive template —a imposes a restriction on the
first syllable, it must be light.26 This means that a long vowel in the base is shortened, (19b,
e), and a consonant cluster is trimmed, (19¢, f).”” Another property of this class is the
potential palatalization of the consonant before [a], (19d-f). We have only found examples
of [t] = [c], [n]/[m] — [n], and [I] — [j] (recall, “palatalized [1]” is [j]), not for [d] — [3].

**Note that the bases in (17a) are verbal, the corresponding diminutives are adjectives. We could posit adjectival bases
(participles) as well: [kapo:] ‘capturing’, [temett] ‘padded’.

2TESz claims that [fasari] may also be seen as a contamination of [sar-fatfar-o:] ‘shit wringer’.
%5The rare diminutive [erze:bet] > [er3a] is an exception here.

*’The pair [puntsi] ‘cunt’ > [putsa] ‘cunt, groin’ seems to belong here. In fact, the first word is a loan from German slang
[puntsa] id., the latter from Rumanian [putsa] ‘child’s genitals’. They match the templates though.
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This kind of palatalization is different from what we see in regular additive morphology.
There it is a [j] segment in the suffix that palatalizes the preceding dental consonant,
resulting in a palatal geminate after a vowel,”® (4c). Diminutive palatalization never results in
a geminate, therefore we do not posit a —ja template. In want of a better formula, we will
represent this as —Ja.

(19) —a diminutives
a. [erika] > [er|a], [etelka] > [et|a], [ilona] > [il|a], [katalin] > [kat|a], [bopolult] >
[bon|a] ‘complicated’, [fekete] > [fek|a] black’, [millijo:] > [mil|a] ‘million’

b. [marija] > [mar|a]

c.  [borbala] > [bor|a], [dolgozat] > [dog|a] ‘test’, [servus] > [sev|a] ‘hello’

d. [benzin] > [bep|a] ‘benzine’, [sendvitf] > [sep|a] ‘sandwich’, [seme:t] > [sen|a]
‘sleaze’

e. [pal]l > [pajla], [peiter] > [pec|a], [famndor] > [fan|a], [to:t] > [toc|a]

f.  [viktor] > [vic|a], [zolta:n] > [zoc|a]

g. [bitsikli] > [bits|aj] ‘bicycle’, [repyle] > [rebzaj] ‘plane’

h.  [fapka]/[fipka] > [facak]/[ficak] ‘cap’

The items in (19g) and (19h) are difficult to fit into our system of templates. The final [j] only
occurs in these two diminutive forms.”> The [z] of [rebzaj] may be enforced by the word [zaj]
‘noise’. Template-final [K] is also unprecedented apart from the two variant diminutives [ficak]
and [facak].

Like diminutives in [i], diminutives in [a] also have templates in which a consonant
precedes the template vowel. In the —tsa template we have found mostly names, other items
that could qualify semantically do not have a base ([tsitsa] ‘pussycat’, [tsotsa] ‘piggy’). Many of
these names are disyllabic, (20a), hence they fit among all other disyllabic templates discussed
here. However, there is also a trisyllabic set, which contains exclusively female names,”® (20b).
We could claim that these are diminutives of diminutives (like some items in (13f) above),
[a:gi], [bogi], [dalmi], etc. are all diminutive names. In this case [-tsa] could be categorized as
an additive suffix. In fact, these forms are on the borderline of additive and templatic
diminutive formation. While all these forms are trisyllabic, which follows from the fact that
their stem is a disyllabic —i diminutive, the only front stem, [e:vi], usually occurs with the
nonharmonizing ending [-tsa], which is templatic behaviour, the alternative form [e:vi-tse]
also exists. The harmonicity of the ending in the latter form hints at additive suffixation, as in
the case of the additive diminutive suffix in [malats-ka] ‘pig-piM’, [a:gi-ka] vs. [egeir-ke]
‘mouse-DIM’, [ewi-ke].

28Recall, gemination does not occur only after a consonant: [pont]+[ja] is [ponca] ‘point-35G.poss’, [ost]+[ja] is [osca]
‘divide-3SG.DEF_OBY.

*Bérczi identifies the German suffix [-ai] as the source of this ending and provides some further examples, which do not
exist in present-day Hungarian (1931-1932, 90).

30There is also a common noun in this set containing an augmented bound stem: [far(o)k] ‘tail’ > [farkintsa].
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(20) —tsa diminutives
a. [ilona] > [i|tsa], [marija] > [maltsa], [tere:z] > [teltsa], [lassloz] > [la|tsa], [farolta]
> [faltsa], [ewi] > [viltsa], [livija] > [viltsa], [a:gi] > [gi|tsa], [olgi] > [gi|tsa]
b. [agnef] > [aglitsa], [boglairka] > [boglitsa], [dalma] > [dalml|itsa], [ewa] >
[ewvitsa], [gabrijella] > [gablitsa], [katalin] > [kat|itsa], [kla:ra] > [klar|itsa],
[ma:rija] > [marlitsa], [olga] > [olglitsa]

It is not only [ts], but also [tf] and [f], but not [s], [3], or [z] that occur before [a] in
diminutive templates. On the other hand, we find [k] in this position, which could not
accompany [i].

(21) —tfa, ja, and —ka diminutives
a. [anna] > [an|tfa], [borba:la] > [bor|ta], [julija] > [jul|fa], [ma:rija] > [mar|da],
ra: ktja Inivalo:] > [ra:k|tfa]®’ ‘snack’

b. [oke:] > [ok|fa] ‘okay’

c. [tere: z] > [ter|ka], [emilija] > [mil|ka], [tseruza] > [tser|ka], [heroin] > [her|ka] id.,
ponc] > [poclka] ‘carp’, [tsitsa] > [tsits|ka] as in [tsitskafark] ‘yarrow (lit. cat’s tail)’

d. [ilona] > [1101]|kc1 [katalin] ], [veronika] > [veropkal, [atilla] >

(
(
[
[
(
(
[atil|ka], [tse:dula] > [tse:dullka] ‘tag’, [tala:lkozo:] > [tala:lka] ‘rendezvous’,
[siporka:z-] ‘to sparkle’ > [siporka] ‘witty talk’
It is noteworthy, that [-ka] is homophonous with the back allomorph of the additive diminutive
suffix [-ka]/[-ke] ([katalin-ka] vs. [evelin-ke]). Yet it is different from it in two terms: it is at the
end of a truncated base, so that the diminutive form is disyllabic, and it does not harmonize, it
invariably has a back vowel (cf. [terka] vs. [tere:s-ke]). We do find nonnharmonizing vowels in
regular additive suffixes, but these are neutral vowels, [i], [i:], and [e:], there are no regular
suffixes containing nonalternating [a]. Likewise, we must analyse the endings of the two
diminute forms [uri-ka] and [jur|ka] differently. In the first word it is the additive suffix
attached to the free (diminutive) stem [juri] (cf. [teri] > [teri-ke]), while in the second we see an
instance of the —ka diminutive template.

Here too we find a trisyllabic template, exemplified by the items in (21d). In fact, all of
these diminutive forms have a consonant before [-ka], but this consonant is also present in the
base. Yet the base is truncated in a way that is untypical of the vowel loss described in §4.

6.3. Templates containing [0]

Short [o] (and to a lesser extent short [9], but see §7) does not occur word finally in Hungarian.
As a result, we find long [o:] in diminutives whose template contains this vowel word finally,
(22a). In a more limited set of diminutives, the template is consonant final. This consonant is

3raktfa] and [siporka] may also be analysed as cases of backformation: [-1] in [ra:ktfa:l] ‘crunch’ and [-z] in [siporka:z-]
are the two productive verbalizing suffixes. ([ra:ktfa:Inivalo:] could be translated as ‘crunchable(s)’.) Yet they certainly
fit the relevant templates, too.
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either [s], (22b), or [k], (22¢), the items in the latter set are archaic, but the correlation between
the base and the diminutive form is rather obvious.

(22) The —o:, —os, and —o:k templates

a. [tsitsa] > [tsits|o:] ‘pussycat’, [bitsikli] > [bits|o:] ‘bicycle’, [ba:c] > [ba:c|o:] ‘older
brother’, [telefon] > [tel|o:] ‘phone’, [narkotikum] > [nark|o:] ‘drug’, [teftver] >
[tef|o:] ‘sibling’, [fapka] > [fap|o:] ‘cap’, [tsigamn] > [tsig|o:] ‘gypsy’, [ferents] >
[fer|o:], [janof] > [jan|o:], [katalin] > [kat|o:], [margit] > [marg|o:]

b [filozo:fuf] > [fillos] ‘philosopher’, [bijolo:gija] > [bij|os] ‘biology (as a school
subject)’, [matfka] > [matfk|os] ‘cat’

c. [erzebet] > [er3|ok], [iftvamn] > [ift|o:k], [mihas;j] > [mih|o:k], [puf|o:k] ‘chubby’>?

d. [gitarr] > [gic|o:] ‘guitar’, [vintfester] > [vip|o:] ‘harddisk’, [pintse] > [pin|o:] ‘cellar’,
[fragko:] > [frapo:] ‘splendid’, [katalin] > [kac|o:], [fa:ndor] > [fan|o:]

e. [maxca:f] > [mac|o], [}0:c—psdc1go:gija]3 ? ‘special education’ > [jo3|o:] ‘mentally
retarded’, [genpef] > [gen|o:] ‘scuzzbag’

f.  [tarispa] > [taco:] ‘bag’, [letske] > [leno:] ‘homework’, [girhef] > [girno:] ‘meagre’,
[heroin] > [herpo:] id., [klozett] > [kloco:] ‘toilet’, [bena] > [be:ndzo:] ‘hapless’,
[mertse:des] > [merdgo:] ‘Mercedes’

Like in diminutive templates containing [a], we find items with a palatal consonant also before
the template vowel [0:], (22d-e). In the second set, the palatal is present in the base too, but in
the first set we only find it in the diminutive form. The diminutives in (22f) exhibit random
consonant alternations. It must be noted that [herpo:] is homonymous with the common term
for ‘caterpillar’.

The most common consonant occurring before templatic [o:] is [k], (23a), but [ts] and [f]
also occur marginally, (23b-c).

(23) The —ko:, —tso:, and —fo: templates

a.  [lajof] > [lajlko:], [ferents] > [fer|ko:], [ja:nof] > [jag|ko:], [sam] > [sam|ko:] ‘sledge’,
[ferespe] > [tfer|ko:] ‘cherry’, [fesyltfexg] > [fes|ko:] ‘tension’, [milijo:] > [mil|ko:]
‘million’, [fpetsija:lif] > [fpets|ko:] ‘special’, [prote:zif] > [prot|ko:] ‘denture’,
[tetovala:f] > [tet|ko:] ‘tattoo’, [latsi]/[latsa] > [lats|ko:], [feslovakija] > [tfes|ko:]
‘Czechoslovakia™*

b. [ferents] > [fe|tso:], [kegli] > [ke|tso:] ‘appartment’, [nadra:g] > [naltso:] ‘trousers’

c. [muki] > [muk|fo:] ‘guy’,”® [utolfo:] > [ut|fo:]*® (—[utftfo:]) ‘last

32The base of this word is [pofa] ‘face’, but the connection is rather obscure. Also note the further diminutive form [pufi].

**The first stem in the compound [yo:c-pedagozgija] is the bound stem [j03-], a backformation from the verb [jozi:t]
‘heal’. This explains the voicing of [3] in [jo30:]. Alternatively, this may be a reduplicative diminutive, cf. §7.

**Although [tfesko] happens to be ‘Czechia’ in Czech (and Slovak), and thus it could be analysed as a loanword, in
Hungarian [tfesko:] was mainly used for former Czechoslovakia, not Czechia.

3The archaic name [muki] is itself a diminutive of [nepomuk].

3%The base of [utfo:] contains [f], so it may be an instantiation of the —o: template with unsual internal truncation.
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The items in (23b-c) show that this ending is also not harmonically variable. This is so because
we have excluded archaic diminutives like [benedek] > [begke:], [eneth] > [enike:], etc., as
explained in §2.

6.4. Templates containing [u]

Like in templates containing [i], those with [u] also may end in [f]. The words in (24a) could
also be considered instances of clipping, but those in (24b-c) show that there does exist a
diminutive template —u. The diminutives in (24a-b) do not end in [u], those in (24c) alternate,
those in (24d) obligatorily end in [f], they only have a diminutive form in the —uf template. The
last consonant of the trimmed base may be palatalized before [u], like before [a] and [o], (24e).

(24) The —u and —uf templates
a. [ak(k)umula:tor] > [ak|u] ‘battery’, [alumimijum] > [al|u] ‘aluminium’, [frizura] >

[friz|u] ‘hairdo’, [dokumentumfilm] > [dok|u] ‘documentary’, [situatsijo:] > [sit|u]

‘situation’, [mizujfa:g] > [miz|u] ‘what’s up?’

[fizete:f] > [fiz|u] ‘salary’, [bala:3] > [bal|u], [lilla] > [lil|u]

c.  [apa] > [ap|u(f)] ‘mother’, [apa] > [ap|u(f)] ‘father’, [baba] > [bablu(f)], [kuca] >

[kuc|u(f)] ‘dog’

d. [tsitsa] > [tsits|uf] ‘pussycat’, [dada] > [dad|uf] ‘nanny’, [pelepka] > [pe|luf]
‘diaper’, [jenge] > [jeng|uf] ‘weak’, [plecka] > [plec|uf] ‘gossip’, [magdolna] >
[magd|uf], [katalin] > [kat|uf], [tere:zija] > [te|ruf], [mephe:rt] > [men|uf],
[bijagka] > [bij|uf], [bea:ta]/[bea] > [be|uf], [reka] > [rek|uf], [viktor]/[vikto:rija]
> [vik|uf]

e. [pifti] > [pic|u], [benedek] > [ben|uf]

There is no clear evidence for any templatic consonant before [u]. The candidates are listed in

(25).

(25) Apparent templatic consonants before [u]
a. [hekuf] ‘policeman’
b. [ilona] > [itsu], [judit] > [jutsuf]

However, the base of [hekuf], is obsolete,®” while both [itsu] and [jutsuf] may be associated with
the diminutive forms [itsa], (20a), and [jutsi], (13b), respectively. If these analyses are right, there
is little reason to assume that there exist templates —kuf, —tsu, or —tsu.

6.5. Templates containing [¢]

While all other template vowels occur at the end of diminutive forms, [¢] does not, it is always
followed by a consonant, which may be [s], (26a-b), [k], (26¢c-d), or [r], (26e-f). We have found
one item with palatalization before [-es], (26b), and one before [-€k], (26d), although in the latter

*’The slang words [he:] ‘police’, [he:be] ‘police station’ (loans from German slang) were current at the beginning of the
20th century in Hungarian, but later went extinct.
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case the source of the palatalized consonant is unclear. The ending [-ef] in (26g) is unprece-
dented, we suspect that this diminutive form is a loan.

(26) Diminutives in [g]

a. [taba] > [fables], [gabor] > [gables], [karoj] > [kar]es], [kolexgijum] > [kol|es]
‘dormitory’, [alkoholifta] > [alk|es] ‘alcoholic’, [paligka] > [pa:l|es] ‘brandy’,
[porkelt] > [por|es] ‘stew’, [botfamat] > [botf|es] ‘excuse me’

. [bugko:] > [buples] ‘dimwit’

c. [matematika] > [mat|ek] ‘maths’, [patsak] > [pats|ek] ‘bloke’, [hapfi] > [hap|ek]
‘bloke’, [matfka] > [matf|ek] ‘cat’

d. [bassameg] > [bap|ek] ‘damn!’

e. [kalauz] > [kal|ler] ‘conductor’, [palizo:] > [nal|ler] ‘flatterer’, [nugdizjaf] >
[nug|ger] ‘pensioneer’, [komunifta] > [kommer] ‘communist’, [jobboldali] >
[job|ber] ‘rightist’, [baloldali] > [bal|ler] ‘leftist’, [oke:] > [ok|ker] ‘okay’, [gasi] >
[galser] ‘worthless’, [bassameg] > [bak|ker] ‘damn!’

f.  [villamof] > [vil|ipger] ‘tram’, [fasi] > [fas|ipger] ‘guy’, [§ouri] > [Hforr|inger]
‘blighter’

g [kalmamn] > [kallef]

It is a unique feature of diminutives ending in [-er] that the consonant before the ending is
geminated, hence we assign the formula —:er to this template. We could not identify the source
of the [k] in [bakker]. We assume that this template imitates disyllabic German and English
loanwords in which the consonant between the two vowels is also often geminated ([roller]
‘scooter’, [svetter] ‘sweater’, [trigger] ‘trigger’, [vekker] ‘alarm clock’, [koffer] ‘trunk’, [zitstser]
‘opportunity’, [ftopper] ‘stopwatch’, etc., cf.Nadasdy 1989). Likewise, —es diminutives are
phonologically similar to a set of Yiddish loanwords ([tso:res] ‘misery’, [matses] ‘matzah’, [pajes]
‘sideburns’, [fames] ‘assistant’). Barczi (1931-1932, 91) claims that [-ek] is abstracted away from
words of Slavic origin (more specifically, probably Slovak).

In a smaller set of words we find a trisyllabic template, —inger. This is less productive than
—:er. The form [kalef], (26g), is unique in having the ending [-¢f], we could not discover its
provenance.

6.6. Summary of disyllabic diminutive templates

We summarize the disyllabic diminutive templates we have identified so far in (27). For the
templates that are in parentheses we have only found one example.’® The [j] in superscript
represents the palatalization of the consonant before the templatic vowel. We have seen that
this is not a reflex of a consonant [j], but the representation is not meant to suggest an
autosegmental analysis for this phenomenon. In this chart we ignore vowel length alternations
in the stem.

38In this case we only considered diminutives in which the palatal or the [f] is not present in the base. So although [anuf]
‘mother.niM’ or [tefo:] ‘sibling.oiM’ match the template —uf and —fo, they are here taken to belong only to —uf and
—o.

ht to you by Library and Information Centre of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences MTA | Unauthenticated | Downloaded 12/15/21 10:46 AM UTC



Acta Linguistica Academica 68 (2021) 1-2, 230-255 249

27) Disyllabic diminutive template endings

-1 -a -0 -u -€
—i, —if —a, (—qj) —or, —os, —ok —u, —uf —es, —ek, —er,
(—ef)
J- —Ji —Ja, (—Jak) —Jo (—w), (—uf)  (es), (—ek)
k- —ka —ko:
ts- —tsi —tsa —tso:
4 i —fa
$ i () (—fo)
-s- —si
-3- —3i
-z- (—zi)

Based on this chart, we can make the following generalizations:

1. Of the seven short vowels, five occur in diminutive templates, the two most marked ones,
the front round vowels [y] and [¢], do not. We discuss the relevance of this gap in §8.
Long vowels are also not common in this function, the only exception is [o0:], which is
required by a phonotactic constraint against word-final short [o] in Hungarian.

2. All five templatic vowels may occur right after the truncated base. Palatalization of the
base-final consonant is a possibility before all templatic vowels, but occurs only marginally
before [u] and [e] (we have found a single example for each possibility), and less
commonly before [i].

3. A consonant may follow the templatic vowel. This may be [{] after the high vowels [i] and
[u], and [s] or [k] after mid [o] and [e]. It may also be [r] in the “geminating” template
—:er. The template vowel [a] may marginally be followed by [j] and [k].

4. A consonant may also precede the templatic vowel, but in this case no consonant may
follow. The preceding consonant may be [k] before [a] and [o]; [ts] before [i], [a], and [o];
[t] before [i] and [a]; [f] before [i] and marginally before [a] and [o]; and [s], [3], and [z]
only before [i]. That is, most consonants (but not [k]) occur before [i], less before [a], and
even less before [0]. A templatic consonant cannot appear before [u] and [e].

5. We may look at the chart in (27) as a markedness hierarchy, where templates on the left
and at the top have a larger type frequency than those on the right and at the bottom. It
follows that the templates with a single example are all at the marked edges of the hi-
erarchy. Also the templates are in contiguous scales with two exceptions: no [k] before [i]
and the —tfo: template seems to be missing, although there is at least one item in the more
marked —fo: template.

7. REDUPLICATIVE DIMINUTIVES

The reduplicative diminutive template is also disyllabic. Typically the first CV of the base is
copied, (28a), but there are examples like (28b), where it is not the first part. The reduplicandum
is strictly CV, a single consonant and a short vowel, so long vowels are shortened, (28¢c), and
extra consonants are trimmed, (28d). However, word-final [o] must be long due to the
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previously mentioned phonotactic constraint, so while the long [0:] in [mo:nika] is shortened,
the final [o0:] in [momo:] is still long,39 just like in the items in (28e).

Standard descriptions of Hungarian claim that the constraint requiring word-final [o:] to be
long extends to another mid vowel, [¢:] (Nddasdy & Siptdr 1994, 63). Indeed, in most words that
end in [o], this vowel is also long. Yet, the constraint does not apply in the reduplicated form in
(28f). Since only CV can be reduplicated, the long [¢:] of this base is shortened, and it may
remain short in word-final position.*’

(28) Reduplicative diminutives

[lajof]/[laura] > [lala], [zita] > [zizi], [sabo:] > [sasa], [benedek] > [bebe]
[noe:mi] > [mimi], [30:f1] > [fifi], [a:gi] > [gigi], [3u3a] > [3a3a]

[mo:nika] > [momo:], [peiter] > [pepe]

[krifto:f] > [kiki], [silvija] > [sisi]

[noe:mi] > [nono:], [kova:tf] > [koko:], [zolta:n] > [zozo:], [30lt] > [3030:]
[le:rints] > [lola]/[lole:]

[kokain] > [koko:] ‘cocaine’, [vivijen] > [vivi], [lilla] > [lili], [3uzanna] > [3uzu]
[mama] ‘mummy’, [papa] ‘daddy’, [dajka] > [dada] ‘nanny’, [kaka] ‘doo-doo’,
[pifa] > [pipi] ‘piddle’, [feb]? > [bibi] ‘wound’

i. [fotfo:] ‘table football’

o Mo A0 o

As before, there are some diminutive forms that fit several templates. The items in (28g) are both
diminutives and examples of the —o:, —i, and —u templates. While most of our examples are
names, common nouns are also subject to this process. Many of them belong to child language,
(28h). This is a rather universal feature of language as some of the English glosses for these
words show.

The example in (28i) also seems to belong here, but we could not find out its etymology.

8. TEMPLATES AND VOWEL HARMONY

We have already noted that diminutive templates do not contain the front rounded (F) vowels
[o] and [y], only front unrounded, that is, neutral (N), and back (B) vowels. Due to vowel
harmony, a disyllabic word (excluding compounds) of Hungarian typically contains one of the
vowel pairs in (29a), but not those in (29b).

(29) Common and rare vowel pairs in disyllabic words
a. BB, BN, FF, FN, NN, NB, NF
b. BF, FB

**One cannot tell if the first or the second syllable in a reduplicated diminutive is the base. Here we arbitrarily take it to
be the first one.

*0Google has about an equal number of matches for L6l6 and L616 (with the “site:hu” filter). There are other instances of
word-final short [¢]: abbreviations read out as humorous letter names, like pl. ‘for example’, which could be [pe:el], but
is often [pole], hf. homework’ [ha:ef] or [hofe], or stb. ‘etcetera’ [efte:be:] or [{otabe].
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That is, neutral vowels freely combine with both front rounded and back vowels, (29a), but the
latter two rarely combine with each other, (29b).*" It follows that the templatic vowel in the
diminutive of a word containing an F vowel in its truncated stem is not likely to be anything but
[i] ([fyn] ‘hedgehog > [fynli], [fylep] > [fyl|i], [berten] ‘prison’ > [berli], [eden] > [den]tsi]).
This is indeed the case, diminutive forms like [tynde] > %[tynd|uf] or [eden] > ?[ed|uf] are few
and far between, similarly to the rarity of FB stems.** In some diminutive forms we even see an
exceptional harmony of the template vowel ([tynde] > %[tynd|uf]/%[tynd|y{]). This never oc-
curs after a base containing an N vowel ([imre] > [imr|uf], *[imr]|yf]; [be:da] > [be:d|uf], *[be:l|yf];
[terexzija] > [ter|uf], *[ter|yf]).

No pair of the templates we have identified can be each other’s harmonic variants. The
templates do not contain an F vowel and apart from word-final [o:], all template vowels are
short. This leaves us with only [¢] and [a] as a possible harmonic alternation in diminutive
templates. However, templates with [a] typically do not, while those containing [e] must include
a consonant after the vowel, so they cannot differ only in their vowel, producing a harmonic
pair. Nevertheless, since F bases are inserted in templates with the N vowel [i] only ([fyl[i],
[den|tsi]), and F vowels do not occur in templates, almost all diminutive forms conform to the
common harmony patterns listed in (29a). Except for FF and NF, of course, since there are no
templates with F.

As briefly explained at the end of §3, polymorphemic words are subject to Harmonic
Uniformity. In most cases this requirement applies vacuously. The stems [pul-am] and [pil-am]
in (30a) govern back harmony, either because the root vowel is back ([u]) or because it is an
antiharmonic neutral vowel ([i]). The stems [fyl-em] and [sil-em] in (30b) govern front har-
mony, either because the stem vowel is front rounded ([y]) or because it is a harmonic neutral
vowel ([i]). In such words any further suffix will simply follow suit.

(30) Harmony is determined by the root

[nul-am-at] ‘rabbit-1sG.Poss-AcC’, [nil-am-at] ‘arrow-1sG.Poss-AcCC’

[fyl-em-et] ‘ear-15G.Poss-acC’, [sil-em-et] ‘elm-15G.poOSs-ACC’

[fima] ‘smooth’, [fim-i:t] ‘smooth-VRBZ, [fim-i:t-ok] ‘smooth-VRBZ-15G’
[pisok] ‘dirt’, [pisk-i:t] ‘dirt-vrRBZ’, [pisk-i:t-ok] ‘dirt-vRBz-15G’

[ind-i:t] ‘start-vrRBZ’, [ind-irt-e:k] ‘start-vrBz-NOoMz (=motive)’, [indi:te:k-om]
‘motive-15G.POSS’

o a0 o

In (30c) the root-final vowel of [fima] is deleted before the verbalizing suffix. This is important
because the deleted vowel is the phonetic carrier of the information that this morpheme governs
back harmony. The resulting word [fim-i:t] contains two neutral vowels, yet it governs back
harmony, because the root [fima] also governs back harmony. (30d) shows that the same holds

“ISome recent loanwords provide examples for these patterns: [fofe:r] ‘chauffeur’, [kajyt] ‘cabin’. There are a few
nonalternating back suffixes: [-kor] used in time specifications: [ot-kor] ‘at five o’clock’ ([ot] ‘five’, also cf. the free
stem [kor] ‘age’). In addition there are loan derivative adjectivizer suffixes like [-a:lif]/[-a:rif], [-ikuf], [-ifta], and the
verbalizing suffix [-a:l]. The stems these are added to typically do not contain an F vowel.

“2As we noted on several occasions, in an earlier variety of the language, there were harmonically variable templatic
diminutives ([andra:f] > [ando:], [gergej] > [gere:] or [gerge:], [domonkof] > [doma], [demeter] > [deme]), but such
harmonizing templates became inactive.
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if the vowel deleted is within the root. This effect is limitless, the root of [ind-i:t-e:k] is [ind-],
which is an antiharmonic bound root governing back harmony (cf. [ind-ul] ‘start-vrsz’), and,
due to Harmonic Uniformity, its derivate [ind-iit-exk] also governs back harmony despite
containing three neutral vowels.

(31) Templatic diminutives are not subject to Harmonic Uniformity
a. [fimon-nak] > [fim|i-nek]
b.  [ewa:-nak] > [ew|i-nek]
c.  [karoj-nak] > [kar|es-nak/nek]
d.  [agnef-nak/nek] > [agl|i-nak]
e. [fim-ogat-nak] ‘caress-3pL’ > [fim|i-z-nek] ‘caress.DIM-3PL

The dative suffix following the nondiminutive and diminutive forms of the names in (31a-d) prove
that templatic diminutives are not subject to Harmonic Uniformity. In (31a-c) the first name
contains a back vowel in its last syllable, accordingly the suffix also shows up with its back-vowelled
allomorph. In the diminutive forms this back vowel is replaced with a neutral vowel. As a result the
names in (31a-b) will govern front harmony, like polysyllabic, monomorphemic words, as we saw
in (5f) in §3, and unlike the words in (30c—e). In (31c) [kares] vacillates, like [hotel] in (5e) and
[a:gnef] in (31d), and unlike its base, [ka:roj]. The diminutive of [a:gnef], [a:gi] does not vacillate
like its base, but governs back harmony, like [profil] in (5d). (31e) provides a verbal example: the
diminutive verb [{imi-z-] does not inherit the back harmony of its base [fimogat] (itself a derivate
of [fima] ‘smooth’), it governs front harmony, like [tsivil] in (5f). That is, templatic diminutive
forms do not behave harmonically as a word produced by regular additional morphology behaves.

We conclude a templatic diminutive form is harmonically not related to its base. A templatic
diminutive form behaves as a single morpheme for vowel harmony. As such [fimi] and [e:vi] can
only govern front harmony, [kares] vacillates, and [a:gi] can only govern back harmony, since
they are polysyllabic and, apparently, monomorphemic.

9. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have discovered several aspects in which additive (agglutinative) morphology
(AM), the regular method of inflection and derivation in Hungarian, is different from truncative
morphology (TM), applied in the creation of diminutive forms only. One set of differences
concern vowel alternations. These are listed in (32).

(32) Vowel alternations

a. vowel shortening: both AM and TM, (4g-i), (12a)
b. word-final vowel loss: both AM and TM, (6), (7d)
c. vowel lengthening

» stem-final: only AM, (4f)

« stem-internal: only TM, (12b)

word-internal loss of single short vowel: only AM, (4j)

e. proper truncation: only TM, passim
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The shortening of the last vowel and the loss of the final vowel of the stem or base occurs in both
additive and truncative processes, (32a-b), but this is where the similarities end. Although the
stem vowel may lengthen in both types of process, in additive morphology we only find the
lengthening of a stem-final low vowel, in truncative morphology it is only a stem-internal vowel
that may lengthen, and not only low [¢] and [a], but also mid [o]. As for vowel/zero alternations,
it is only a single short vowel that may be lost in additive morphology. Truncative morphology,
on the other hand, may disappear not only short, but also long vowels, and not only one, but any
number of them. (In addition, consonants may also be lost only in this type of process.)
Furthermore, while only the last vowel of the stem, potentially followed by a single consonant,
may be targeted by additive morphology, truncation can affect any vowel of the base.

It must be pointed out that the output of additive morphology and diminutive truncation
may be indistinguishable when the latter targets a single stem-final vowel. The former process
cannot target more than one short vowel, as in (33a), but in the diminutive form in (33b) we also
see that a single short vowel is lost. However, as we have pointed out above and try to hint at by
not using the hyphen as a morpheme boundary symbol, the diminutive form [e:v|i] behaves as a
monomorphemic word, which accordingly must govern front harmony (cf. (5f)), and not as a
polymorphemic word, like [bemn-i:t], which governs back harmony due to Harmonic Unifor-
mity. In (33) we enclose the target of truncation in angle brackets.

(33) Word-final vowel loss vs. truncation
a. [bemn{a)-i:t-ok] Tlame-vrBz-18G™ (cf. [be:na:-nak] ‘lame-DAT’)
b. [ew(a)|i-nek] ‘Eva.DiM-DAT (cf. [eva:-nak] ‘Eva-DAT’)

Additive and truncative morphology are also different in the harmonicity of the suffixes (or
endings) added to stems/bases. We summarize the possibilities in (34).

(34) Suffix vowel alternations
a. harmonizing suffixes: only AM*
b. nonharmonizing suffixes
« back vowel: mostly TM
« front vowel
- [i]: both AM and TM
- [e:]: only AM
- [e]: only TM
- [y() o(:)]: neither

Harmonically alternating suffix allomorphs characterize additive morphology. In truncative
diminutives such variants occur only extremely marginally in present-day Hungarian: the
templatic [u] may alternate with [y], but only marginally and optionally after a front rounded
vowel in the base ([tynd|uf]~[tynd|yf]). We have seen that the vowels of truncative diminutive
templates generally do not alternate harmonically. Nonalternating back suffix vowels do not
occur in additive morphology (pace [-kor], some Latinate derivative suffixes, and the verbalizing

*Pace %[tynd-yf].
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[-a:l], see §8), they are typical of truncative diminutive templates. Nonalternating front rounded
vowels do not occur in suffixes at all. It is the front unrounded, that is, neutral vowels that are
common in this context. Of these, low [e] is limited to truncative morphology, mid [e:] to
additive morphology (recall, diminutive template vowels are generally short), and it is the high
[i] that may be found in both categories.

So additve morphology and truncative morphology are clearly two subsystems in Hungarian,
the properties of which are incompatible to a very large extent.
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