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1. Abstract

Evaluative morphology involves linguistic objects that express concepts such as quantity
(e.g.SMALL vs. BIG), quality (e.g. GOOD vs. BAD) and affection (e.g. NEUTRAL, POSI-
TIVE or NEGATIVE) (Jurafsky, 1996; Déchaine et al., 2014; Körtvélyessy, 2015; Déchaine
and Gambarage, 2016). In addition to these semantic properties, cross-linguistic tenden-
cies have emerged about the features of evaluative morphology at other levels of linguistic
analysis. At the phonetic level, diminutive and augmentative forms tend to contain front
and back features respectively (e.g bémbé ‘small’ lànlà ‘big’ in Yorùbá) (Sapir, 1929; Jes-
persen, 1933; French, 1977; Awoyale, 1989; Stump, 1993; Körtvélyessy, 2014; Alderete
and Kochetov, 2017; Shih et al., 2018). Evaluatives form tend to attach to nouns than other
words and involve reduplication (Bauer, 1997; Urbanczyk, 1996). In Benue-Congo lan-
guages, evaluative morphology interacts with noun-class affixes (Maho, 1999; Déchaine
et al., 2014; Déchaine and Gambarage, 2016).

This work explores how the evaluative morphology in Fungwa fits into the cross-
linguistic features of evaluative morphology. Like other Kainji languages, Fungwa is an
endangered and low resourced language with about 1000 speakers in Niger State, Nigeria
(McGill, 2007; Smith, 2007; Blench, 2018). Fungwa marks number with class prefixes
which form singular-plural pairs. The number prefixes on a noun in Fungwa depends on
the descriptive semantics of the noun: C1/C2 on humans and kinship, C5/C6 on paired
items, C6a on mass and liquid, C9/C10 on diminutive and C11/C13 on augmentative (1a).
Unlike the other classes, the diminutive and augmentative classes are not strictly based on
the semantic description on the nouns.

In Fungwa, diminution can be expressed by fronting non-high vowels of nominal
roots (1b). To express augmentation, non-high vowels of nominal roots are realised as back
(1c). Considering that DIMINUTIVE and AUGMENTATIVE are the prototypical meaning of
evaluative morphology, the root-vowel mutation can be considered an evaluative formation.

(1) Diminutive and augmentative on all noun classes

C1-Root C5-Root C6a-Root C9-Root C11-Root
‘follower’ ‘water melon’ ‘maize’ ‘housefly’ ‘stone’

a. bù-dùègÉ n´̃u-k´̃akán´̃a m`̃u-sòló bú-w´̃oj`̃e í-tájà ‘X’
b. DIM bù-dùègÉ ń̃i-k´̃EkÉn´̃E m`̃i-sèlé b́i-w´̃ej`̃e í-tÉjÈ ‘small X’
c. AUG bù-dùògá n´̃u-k´̃akán´̃a m`̃u-sòló bú-w´̃oj`̃o í-tájà ‘big X’
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When a noun undergoes diminutive formation, the noun can optionally bear diminutive-
class prefixes. Similarly, when a noun undergoes augmentative formation, the noun can
optionally bear augmentative-class prefixes. Consider the examples in (2).

(2) Paired noun: Diminutive and augmentative formations
SG-Noun PL-Noun

a. ń̃i-j́iSò á-j́iSò ‘eye’
b b́i-j́iSè ñ́-j́iSè ‘small eye’
c. í-j́iSò tŚi-j́iSò ‘big eye’

Diminutive and augmentative formations can be intensified via a pattern of redupli-
cation. In this case, the reduplicant is a CV prefix, where C is a base-initial consonant and
V is [i] or [u] depending on the base-initial vowel.

(3) Intensity of evaluative
‘tailor’

a. CV-Root b̀i-télà ‘X’
b. CV-Root.Y bù-tólà ‘big X’

CV-Root.Y b̀i-télÈ ‘small X’
c. C13-REDRoot.Y b̀i-t̀itélÈ ‘very small X’

REDC13-Root.Y b̀i-t̀itélÈ ‘very small X’

It is rare for a language to possess all the cross-linguistic features of evaluative mor-
phology. Comparing the features of evaluative forms in Fungwa to the cross-linguistic
features of evaluative forms (4) shows that Fungwa has all the cross-linguistic properties of
evaluative morphology (Maho, 1999; Hinton et al., 2006).

(4) Evaluative in Fungwa and cross-linguistically
CROSSLINGUISTIC FEATURES FUNGWA

Semantics/Pragmatics intensity; etc.
quantity: big vs. small;

3

Syntax/Morphology interact with noun class
reduplication or iterative;

attaches to noun;

3

Phonetics small [−back] and back[+back]
synesthetic sound symbolism:

3

The evaluative morphology in Fungwa presents evidence which support the cross-
linguistic features of evaluative morphemes. The features have not been reported in other
Kainji languages (see McGill, 2007; Smith, 2007; Blench, 2012; Aliero, 2013; Dettweiler,
2015; Blench, 2018). Considering that most Kainji languages are endangered and low re-
sourced, it would interesting to investigate whether the properties of evaluative morphology
in Fungwa are a family-wide phenomena or innovative features of Fungwa.
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