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This workshop is planned as the first of a series of workshops that challenge morphological               
theory with data from diminutivization and addresses three basic issues of diminutive            
morphology: A. Demarcation, B. Status in grammar, and C. Theoretical description. 

Diminutive(-related) meanings and forms have received much attention in the literature           
(overview in Grandi & Körtvelyessy 2015) and some authors have claimed that we cannot              
account for peculiarities of diminutives with the regular mechanisms of grammar but need an              
additional component: evaluative morphology (Scalise 1986), morphopragmatics (Dressler &         
Merlini Barbaresi 1994). Do we? Or is everything a matter of method (Jurafsky 1996)? 

 
A. Demarcation 
 
Diminutives and hypocoristics often use the same formal means, express affection and are             
considered overlapping categories (Doleschal & Thornton 2000). For theoretical purposes, do           
we need to differentiate between them and is a sharp distinction possible? The following list               
contains properties of hypocoristics that do not seem characteristic of diminutives: 
 

1. Phonology  
Phonological word and phonological templates play an important role in hypocoristic formation            
(Prosodic Morphology in Lappe 2007); hypocoristics involve shortening of form: stressed           
syllables tend to be preserved, unstressed syllables tend to be deleted; hypocoristic affixes select              
monosyllabic bases. 
 

2. Morphology 
Hypocoristics (and all types of shortening/clipping) are hard to analyze in terms of morphemes              
and exhibit variation (Thomas - Tom(my)). 
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3. Semantics 
Hypocoristics are not (necessarily) related to smallness. The base and the derivative in             
hypocoristic formations have the same referential meaning and differ only in terms of pragmatic              
function (Alber & Arndt-Lappe 2012). 
 

4. Pragmatics 
Hypocoristics serve for calling and in languages such as Russian where the phenomenon affects              
all proper nouns in informal style (i.e. seems obligatory) hypocoristics have even been labelled              
Vocative case by some scholars (discussion in Manova 2011).  
 
B. Status in grammar 
 
Diminutives are considered an in-between category, i.e. between derivation and inflection           
(Scalise 1986, Dressler 1989). But does this tell us something significant about diminutives? In              
Distributed Morphology (DM, Halle & Marantz 1993, and Bobaljik 2017) both derivational and             
inflectional affixes can serve as heads; in Paradigm Function Morphology (PFM, Stump 2001)             
inflection and derivation are both paradigm-based (Bonami & Strnadová 2019). For the            
morphological parser (C3 below), diminutive suffixes are inseparable from the inflection that            
follows them. Based on the literature (relevance, Bybee 1985; scope, Rice 2000; closing suffix,              
Aronoff & Fuhrhop 2002): Is a positional control (internal/external affix; distance from the root;              
word-final) more useful than derivation/inflection for research on diminutives? 
 
C. Theoretical description 
 

1. Types of bases 
DM assumes that all morphological derivations start from the √root; PFM recognizes only stems              
as bases; still other theories postulate a parallel existence of roots, stems and words as bases                
(Natural Morphology, Dressler et al. 1987). There are two types of stems: (i) uncategorized              
(morphomes, Aronoff 1994), they are in use in a-morphous morphology (PFM) (in the             
main-stream DM only √roots can be uncategorized); (ii) categorized: stems in DM are of this               
type but affixes that derive them are either heads or modifiers, the latter do not categorize or                 
change the category or grammatical features of the base (Steriopolo 2009 in relation to              
diminutives).  
 

2. Form-meaning mismatches 
DM and PFM treat form and meaning separately: roughly, we first produce what we want to say                 
in terms of semantics (combination of abstract morphemes (syntactic terminal nodes) in DM             
versus ready-made sets of morphosyntactic properties associated with paradigm cells in PFM);            
having produced the semantic word, we look for form to express it (DM late insertion). Such                
architecture does not have space for form-meaning mismatches, at least not at the level of the                
morpheme (Manova et al. 2020). Thus, how do form-meaning mismatches associated with            
pieces of structure smaller than words arise? One way in which mismatches arise is via               
diachronic reanalysis/semantic bleaching, by which diminutive suffixes lose their diminutive          
meaning, e.g. the Bugarian barče ‘café’, originally a diminutive from bar ‘bar, discoteque’, has              
lost its diminutive meaning in some contexts; barče in (1) is larger than bar:  
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(1)  bar-če      sǎs       sobstven   bar 
 café [bar-DIM]   with     its own      bar 
 
Diminutive suffixes in Slavic can be stacked/queued (2), Manova (2015). See also De             

Belder et al. (2014) on "high" and "low" diminutive affixes. 
 

(2) bar ‘bar, discotheque’ →  bar-če ‘small bar & café’ →  
                                                →  bar-č-ence ‘very small bar & small café’ →  

→  bar-č-enc-ence ‘very very small bar & very small café’ 
  

With the reanalysis of bar-če as ‘café’, the diminutive suffix moves one position away              
from the root, nothing gets lost but a new non-diminutive suffix was born. Bar-če still has                
diminutive connotation meanings: (i) part of a furniture set used for drinks; (ii) small piece of                
furniture. And -če is also a non-diminutive derivational suffix: dimitr-ov-če ‘chrysanthemum’           
(flower that blooms around St. Dimitar’s day). 

 
3.  Affix (re)analysis 

Derivatives relate to other derivatives through their bases and through their affixes, which             
results in priming effects in psycholinguistics. Lázaro et al. (2016) researched suffix priming on              
lexical decision of suffixed (ero-JORNAL-ERO ‘laborer’) and pseudosuffixed (ero-CORD:ERO         
‘lamb’; cord is not the root of cordero) Spanish words, as well as the effect of orthographic                 
priming on nonsuffixed words (eba-PRUEBA ‘test’). For suffixed and pseudosuffixed words,           
related primes significantly accelerated response latencies in comparison to unrelated primes           
(ista-JORNALERO; ura-CORDERO); for simple words, there was no facilitation effect of the            
orthographically related prime (eba-PRUEBA) in comparison to the unrelated prime          
(afo-PRUEBA). In other words, since -če is a word-final (frequent) derivational suffix in             
Bulgarian (C2), for morphological processing it is favorable if a derived Bulgarian word             
terminates in -če. Contra Parsability Hypothesis (Hay 2002)/Complexity-Based Ordering (Plag          
& Baayen 2009), morphological parser appears semantically blind (Beyersmann et al. 2016; but             
affix position matters, Crepaldi et al. 2016), and all word-final -če suffixes are the same suffix                
for it. All this indirectly supports reanalysis of morphological form and suffix homophony             
word-finally. Unsurprisingly, the semantically-blind positional logic of the morphological parser          
serves for affix discovery in Unsupervised Learning of Morphology (Hammarström & Borin            
2011). 

Is diminutive affix reanalysis wide-spread cross-linguistically? Is it always related to           
word-final/beginning position? Do (productive) diminutive affixes, in this process, always          
distance from the root? 
 

We invite papers that tackle diminutive morphology (based on A, B, C above) with data               
from any language and within any theory. Submissions suggesting improvements of the            
architectures of existing theories of morphology are particularly welcome. 

 
Abstract submission  
 
500-word anonymous abstracts should be submitted in Easy Chair using the following link:             
https://easychair.org/conferences/?conf=sle2021. The deadline is 15 January 2021. Upon        
abstract submission, you should select: 1) type of paper (workshop paper) and 2) indicate the               
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workshop to which your abstract should be assigned (Dissecting Morphological Theory 1).            
Abstracts should not exceed 500 words (including examples, excluding references).  

Practical information about how to submit an abstract can be found at:            
http://sle2021.eu/submission-guidelines. 
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