Word-Formation Theories VIl & Typology and Universals in Word-Formation VI
Pavol Jozef Safarik University, KoSice, June 28, 2025

Jurgis Pakerys (Vilnius University)
Virginijus Dadurkevicius (Vytautas Magnus University)
Agné Navickaité-KliSauskiené (Vilnius University)

|
Productivity of Lithuanian diminutives in
relation to other denominal and deverbal
categories of nouns

The project Derivational productivity of Lithuanian suffixed nouns in the Joint Corpus of
Lithuanian has received funding from the Research Council of Lithuania (LMTLT), agreement
No S-LIP-22-61



Outline

Lithuanian diminutive suffixes
Corpus-based productivity measures
Our corpus and lemmatizer
Lemmatization problems

Productivity of diminutives in relation to
other categories

Conclusions
. References

S

o



1. Lithuanian diminutive suffixes

« Lithuanian diminutives are (highly) productive

Dabasinskiené & Voeikova 2015: 204—-206; Stundzia 2016: 3095-3096,
among others

* Major grammars list -el-, -el-, -(i)uk- as the most productive diminutive
suffixes

Ulvydas 1965: 254—-265; Ambrazas 1994: 88—90



1. Lithuanian diminutive suffixes

« Lithuanian diminutive suffixes are mostly transparent to gender

« Lithuanian nouns have two genders, diminutives with the nom. sg. -as
and -is are masculine, while those with -¢ are feminine



1. Lithuanian diminutive suffixes

« Suffixes -el- and -él- are in complementary distribution with respect to
the length of the base (Ambrazas 1994: 90).

(1) valk-as ‘child’ (monosyllabic, m.) - vaik-el-is ‘'small child’ (m.)
(2) rank-a ‘hand’ (monosyllabic, f.) = rank-el-e ‘small hand’ (f.)

(3) katin-as ‘cat’ (disyllabic, m.) - katin-él-is ‘small cat’ (m.)



1. Lithuanian diminutive suffixes

o Suffix -(i)Juk-*is insensitive to the length of the base:
(5) rat-as ‘wheel’ (m.) - rat-uk-as ‘small wheel (m.)

(6) kavin-e ‘cafe’ (f.) 2> kavin-uk-¢ ‘small cafe’ (f.)

(7) suol-as ‘bench’ (m.) - suoli-uk-as ‘small bench’ (m.)

* (1) marks optional palatalization of the preceding consonant



2. Corpus-based productivity measures

 Realized productivity = lemmas with affix X

 Expanding productivity = hapaxes with affix X or:

hapaxes with affix X
total hapaxes

* Potential productivity = hapaxes with affix X
total frequency of lemmas with affix X

Baayen (1992; 1993); overviews in: Baayen (2009); Gaeta & Ricca
(2015: 844—-849), Dal & Namer (2016: 73—76), among others



3. Our corpus and lemmatizer

 The Joint Corpus of Lithuanian, 1.3 billion tokens
Dadurkevicius (2020a; 2020b)

Subcorpus

Lithuanian Internet content, 2014 79 M

Legal documents, Parliament of Lithuania, 2011 443 M
Balanced corpus of Vytautas Magnus University, 2008 113 M

Lemmatized with Hunspell-based lemmatizer: fixed dictionary +
inflectional rules (DadurkevicCius 2017)



4. Lemmatization & productivity measures

The quality of lemmatization and manual annotation affects
productivity measures

German: Evert & Ludeling (2001)
Italian: Gaeta & Ricca (2000)
French: Dal et al. (2008)
Lithuanian: Pakerys et al. (2024)

O O O O O O

In general: Baayen (2009: 207)



4. Lemmatization & productivity measures

Automatic Additional
lemmatization lemmatization
and manual review

Types Hapaxes Types Hapaxes

Suffix

-(i)uk-as m. 1,182 14 3,598 950
-()uk-é f. 147 0 686 209
-él-is m. 483 3 1,975 577
-el-é f. 302 2 1,064 264
-el-is m. 481 2 755 30
-el-é f. 319 5 651 72



5. Productivity of diminutives

The most productive suffixes (grammars + our studies)

Action nominals -im- beg-ti ‘run’ = beg-im-as ‘running’
Quality nouns  -um- sald-us, -i ‘'sweet’ = sald-um-as ‘sweetness’
Personal nouns -inink- men-as ‘art’ =2 men-inink-as, -eé ‘artist’

Agents -toy- rasy-ti ‘write’ = rasy-toj-as, -a ‘writer’



5. Productivity of diminutives

* Diminutives are less productive than action nominals and
quality nouns (1 top suffix from each category)

Action nominals  BIEER 15,274 2,855 41,351,162
Quality nouns -um-as 6,043 1,612 4,027,571

Diminutives -()uk-as m. 3,598 950 687,339
-()uk-e f. 686 209 24,372




5. Productivity of diminutives

* Diminutives are more productive than agent nouns and personal
nouns (1 top suffix from each Category) esp. wrt hapaxes

Agent nouns -toj-as m. 2,402 6,520,043
- -toj-a f. 1,901 69 4,709,918
Personal nouns |BIUeERNLE 2,657 693 4,461,517
- -inink-é f. 700 138 481,476
Diminutives -(1)uk-as m. 3,598 950 687,339
- -(uk-e . 686 209 24,372




5. Productivity of diminutives

 What if 3 top suffixes of each category are taken into account?

Action nominals |RIUEEE

--ym-as 18,180 3,275 58,561,730
-acif-a

Quality nouns -um-as

--yb-e' 9,649 2,669 12,895,467
-yst-e

Diminutives -(i)uk-as, -é
-el-is, -é 8,610 2121 3,744,398
-el-is, -é




5. Productivity of diminutives

 What if 3 top suffixes from each category are taken into account?

Agent nouns -toj-as, -a

- -gj-as, -€ 5,796 725 18,329,294
-ik-as, -é

Personal nouns RUEULSEERE

- -uol-is, -é 5,033 1,342 6,054,612
-ISt-as, -é

Diminutives -(i)uk-as, -e

- -el-is, -é 8,610 2,121 3,744,398
-el-is, -€




6. Conclusions

* The quality of lemmatization and manual annotation is important

* In terms of productivity, Lithuanian diminutives rank lower than
nominalizations and quality nouns, but surpass personal, agent
nouns, and other less productive categories of derived nouns

* Future research: productivity of Lithuanian diminutives in
parallel/comparable corpora of diverse languages



Thank you!
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