Miklos Torkenezy — The phonotactics of Hungarian

verbs

It is a well-documented property of the lexicon of a natural language that it may
have a stratified structure. Phonologically, stratification manifests itselfin the fact
that lexical items that belong to different lexical strata (sublexicons) may display
(partially) different phonological regularities. Probably the best known examples
are Japanese (It6 & Mester 1995) and English (Chomsky & Halle 1968). The
stratum-specific phonological regularities may involve alternations (captured by
phonological rules) or phonotactic patterns (captured by phonotactic constraints:
SSCs, MSCs, or sequence constraints). These sublexicons exist synchronically
— they are not simply etymologically identical/similar sets of words.' In some
cases sublexicons/lexical strata may also be identified independently of the
phonological regularities, specifically, phonological rules and/or phonotactic
constraints may be associated with a specific word-class.? Stress-assignment in
English, for instance, follows two patterns (the ‘verb pattern’ and the ‘noun’
pattern) rather than a single homogeneous one (cf. Chomsky and Halle 1968). The
phonotactics of the Classical Arabic verb is different from that of the noun (cf.
McCarthy 1981). A similar situation exists in Hungarian where the phonotactics
of verbs is more restrictive that the phonotactics of non-verbs (cf. Tron & Rebrus
2000, 2001, Rebrus & Tron 2002 2005, Torkenczy 2000, 2001) and where word-
class membership partially determines when Lowering applies, cf. Siptar &
Torkenczy 2000, Torkenczy 2004).

In this paper I shall discuss the phonotactic constraints that apply to a well-
identifiable stratum of the Hungarian lexicon, the sublexicon of verbs.’ There is
an interesting phonotactic difference between verb stems and non-verb stems. A

1 Theitems in a given sublexicon may or may not be etymologically related, as is the case with
the sublexicons in Japanese (Yamato, Sino-Yapanese, Foreign and Mimetic, cf. [t6 & Mester
1995). ‘Foreign’ words of various origin may constitute a sublexicon in a language (as in
Japanese), but that does not mean that a/l the words of foreign origin in that language
necessarily belong to the foreign stratum/sublexicon since some words of foreign origin are
not identifiable phonologically (e.g. tanc ‘dance’ in Hungarian).

2 There may be other independently identifiable strata. Recently there have been claims that
place-names form a phonotactic sublexicon in Hungarian, cf. Rebrus & Trén (2002).

3 Notethatitis no longer possible to add monomorphemic verb stems to the Hungarian lexicon.
All new verbs (loans or otherwise) that enter the lexicon must have a verbal suffix (typically
-ol/-el/-6l/-1 or -0z/-ez/-6z/-z: sztrdjkol ‘ go on strike’, downloadol [dounloidol] ‘download,,’,
esemesez(ik) ‘use SMS text messaging on a mobile phone’). Thus, monomorphemic verb
stems are a closed system.
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non-verb stem is not identifiable as a non-verb on the basis of the string of
segments it consists of alone (by a native speaker), while a verb may be identified
as a verb. This is a unidirectional relationship: some strings could not be
monomorphemic verb stems, but there are strings that could equally be
monomorphemic verb stems or non-verb stems: nyom ‘tracey’, nyom ‘push,’;
part ‘shorey’, tart ‘hold,’; domb ‘hilly’, but */domb/,,.

The primary cue to phonotactic ‘verb-ness’ is the stem-final coda.* We shall
first consider monomorphemic free® verb stems.

A monomorphemic free verb stem can end in any single consonant except /%,
t, ¢, j, Z, x/.° Of these the lack of final /j/ is not surprising since there are hardly
any items in the lexicon with final short /j/: bridge /briji/, ?/brij/ ‘bridge (card
game)’. Disregarding /j/, non-verbs/nouns can end in any single consonant, so the
other gaps are specific to verb stems. Some generalisations could be made but it
is unclear whether the gaps in the case of verbs are accidental or not. For instance,
we could claim that there is a constraint banning affricates at the end of a
monomorphemic verb stem, but then it seems that long affricates (as opposed to
short ones) are possible in the same position: metsz [met’l] ‘cut’, edz [£d”I]
‘train’.” However, there are only three monomorphemic verb stems that end in a
long affricate: metsz, edz and pedz ‘begin to understand’. Since the geminates do
exist, I take a ‘soft’ approach and consider that affricates are possible at the end
of a verb stem (i.e. the gaps are accidental). Similarly, I take the lack of /t*, Z/ to
be accidental because their voiced/voiceless counterparts /d°, §/, respectively,
exist as non-branching codas in verbs (e.g. hagy ‘leave’, ds ‘dig’). The lack of /x/

4  TItis often claimed that monomorphemic verb stems cannot end in a vowel in Hungarian (e.g.
Vago 1980, 1989, Kiefer 1994). This is based on the fact that a/l monomorphemic verb stems
that end in a vowel in isolation are ‘v-adding’ stems, i.e. they end in /v/ before a vowel-initial
suffix: /6 ‘shoot’ ~ ‘lov-0k ‘shoot’ (1sg pres. indef.) (as opposed to vowel-final nominal
stems, which may be ‘v-adding’ stems or ‘non-v-adding’ major stems: /6 ‘horse’ ~ lov-ak
‘horses’, melo ‘job’ ~ meld-k ‘jobs’). If we assume that a stem-final /v/ underlies the [v] ~o
alternation (as is usual in the relevant analyses), then it follows that, underlyingly, verb stems
can only end in a consonant. In the present analysis, however, we consider the [v] ~o
alternation non-phonological (suppletive), cf. Siptar & Torkenczy (2000). Consequently, it
does not hold that all verb stems end in a consonant since both the /v/-final and the vowel-
final alternants of the relevant verb stems are present in the lexicon.

This excludes -ik-verbs and defective verbs.
Examples: /p/ kap ‘get’, /t/ hat ‘inflence’, /k/ rak ‘load’, /b/ dob ‘throw’, /d/ ad ‘give’, ‘d”’
‘hagy’ ‘leave’, /g/ rag ‘chew’, /f/ dof ‘thrust’, /s/ vesz ‘take’, /8/ mos ‘wash’, /v/ sziv ‘suck’,
/z/ néz ‘look’, /m/ nyom ‘push’, /n/ ken ‘smear’, /n*/ hany ‘vomit’, /1/ él ‘live’, /v/ sziir ‘filter’,
/il fuj ‘blow’.

7  Note that the affricate [d”] is usually analysed as the surface reflex of the underlying cluster
/dz/, cf. Siptar & Torkenczy (2000), Siptar (2002).
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is specific to the verb and it is excluded as a geminate coda as well.® This is due
to a constraint that excludes /x/ from the coda in the verb sublexicon:

(1) (verb sublexicon)
/x/ 1s not licensed in the coda.

Apart from the effect of (1) single codas are not radically more restricted in
monomorphemic free verb stems than in non-verbs.

The situation is strikingly different if we examine verb stems that end in a
consonant cluster. [ have argued elsewhere (Torkenczy 1994, Toérkenczy & Siptar
1999ab, Siptar & Torkenczy 2000) that monomorphemic final three-term
consonant clusters are exceptional/irregular. There are very few monomorphemic
words that do contain these clusters (the complete list is: /mps/ mumpsz ‘mumps’;
/nks/ /szfinx ‘sphinx’, szkunksz ‘skunk’; /nst/ dunszt ‘steam’, kunszt ‘trick’; /rst/
karszt ‘karst’, verszt ‘verst’; /kst/ szext ‘sixte’; /t$t/ vurst ‘sausage’; /tS€/ borscs
<Russian soup>; /jst/ lejszt ‘hard work’; /jSt/ mihelyst ‘as soon as’). It must be
noted that none of these exceptional items are verbs.

(2) below shows the complete list of two-term clusters (including geminates)
that monomorphemic free verb stems can end in together with the number of
stems in our database’ (in angled brackets) that contain each type of final cluster:

2) d <1> nz <1>
<> ng  <51>
gl <3> (nl  <1>)
¢ <I> It <14>
st <117> 1d <7>
St <1> (Ig <1>)
zd <2> I: <34>
zd <I> t <8>
mt <I> rd <>
(mz <1>) I <2>
nt <100> jt <19>
nd <4>

8 Geminate /Z:/ is also unattested in the coda generally, not just in verbs, geminate coda /x:/
occurs only in non-verbs, e.g. pech /pex:/ ‘bad luck’.

9 For the computerised database used see Kornai (1986) and Siptar & Toérkenczy (2000)
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Examples:'’ fedd ‘scold’, edz ‘train’, fiigg ‘hang’, metsz ‘cut’, oszt ‘distribute’,
fest ‘paint’, kezd ‘begin’, esd ‘beg’, teremt ‘create’, (nemz ‘beget’), ont ‘pour’,
mond ‘say’, vonz ‘attract’, zeng ‘resound’, (ajdnl ‘recommend’), o/t ‘put out
(fire)’, kiild ‘send’, (uralg ‘rule’), vall ‘confess’, tart ‘hold’, hord ‘wear’, varr
‘sew’, hajt ‘drive’.

The parenthesized clusters in (2) above are only apparent (and are only included
because they are cited in the literature). Nemz and uralg (the only stems with final
/mz/ and /lg/) are obsolete in Educated Colloquial Hungarian as free stems and
ajan! normally does not contain a final cluster [9jall(I)]. I consider teremt is
irregular/exceptional (and it may not even be monomorphemic (?)).

If we disregard these items, it becomes obvious that monomorphemic
branching codas in the verb sublexicon are subject to much stricter constraints
than (monomorphemic) branching codas in general. Here a monomorphemic
branching coda must be a cluster that respects Sonority Sequencing (its right-hand
term must be less sonorous than its neighbour on the left)!! AND/OR is
homorganic (it is a partial or a full geminate).

Specifically, such a verb-final cluster may be one of the following kinds: (i)
it respects Sonority Sequencing, but is not strictly homorganic (/st, zd, jt/), or
(i1) it respects Sonority Sequencing and is strictly homorganic (/st, zd, nt, nd, nz,
pg, 1t, rd, It, 1d/), or (iii) it is unlicensed by Sonority Sequencing and is strictly
homorganic (/dz, t°I, dI, gi, 1Z, rI/). The generalisation that can be made is that
clusters in set (i) are coronal while clusters in sets (ii) and (iii) are non-labial. This
suggests that a branching coda in a monomorphemic free verb stem must be a
coronal cluster if it is on/y licensed by government, but may be coronal or dorsal
if it is licensed by place-binding or root-binding."

Assuming the general condition on the licensing of Hungarian coda clusters
according to which a branching coda must be licensed either by government or
root-binding (cf. Siptar & Torkenczy 2000) and the universal right-to-left
direction of government in the coda, this is captured by the following constraints:

10 For a complete list of verb stems representing the less populous types see Appendix 1.

11 This is true of regular non-verb stems too (cf. Siptar & Torkenczy 2000), but in the verb
sublexicon it is also exceptionless.

12 Throughout this paper I assume the system of constraints and phonotactic analysis proposed
in Siptar & Torkenczy (2000). There government is defined as an asymmetrical relationship
between segments where a segment X governs an adjacent segment Y if X is less sonorous
than Y; and binding (which can apply between various nodes (e.g. between root-nodes or
place nodes)) within the feature tree of a segments) as an asymmetrical relationship between
segments where a bound segment contains dependent structure. The coda in Hungarian is
maximally binary. It may be followed by an Appendix at the end of an analytic domain under
special conditions (never in a monomorphemic verb).
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(3) Branching Coda Constraint (verb sublexicon)
a. Ina coda cluster C1C2 government can only apply iff C1 and C2 are
both COR.
b. Inacodacluster C1C2 (root or place) binding can only apply if C1 and
C2 are both COR or DOR

(3) does not permit branching codas like /lk, rv/ (non-verb examples: halk
‘silent’, érv ‘argument’) for verbs because they are unlicensed by government
(sonority-wise they are ok, but they are non-coronal) and they are not licensed by
binding (their terms do not share a root or a place node). Similarly, /pI, mb/ (non-
verb examples: csepp ‘drop’, domb ‘small hill’) — although they do have a
shared root note and a shared place node, respectively — are not well formed
branching codas in a verb because they are not licensed by government according
to (3a) and they are also not licensed by binding since they are LAB (3b). [nt, ng,
jt] are well-formed branching codas in a free verb: [nt] is licensed by government
and binding (sonority sequencing is ok, it is COR and homorganic: e.g. ment
‘save’); [pg] is licensed by binding only (sonority sequencing is ok, but it is not
COR, however, it is homorganic: e.g. reng ‘quake’); [jt] is licensed by
government only (it is non-homorganic/non-geminate but sonority sequencing is
ok and it is COR: e.g. hajt ‘drive’)

Not all the branching codas permitted by (3) are well-formed. Some further
restrictions apply. It can be seen in (2) that the second position can only be filled
by a sonorant if it shares its root-node with the first (i.e. if it root-binds the first
(=it is a geminate)): clusters like /jl, rn, rn”, In/ (non-verb examples: fdj/ ‘file’,
konszern ‘concern’, szorny ‘monster’) are not well-formed branching codas in this
stratum although they are licensed according to (3) by government and/or place-
binding. This can be stated as:

(4) (verb sublexicon)
In a coda cluster C1C2 if C2=[+son], then C2 must root-bind C1.

Affricates only seem to be possible as geminates in the branching coda. They
cannot occur in the first position in a branching coda when not root-bound, or in
the second position when not root-binding the first: clusters like /t’k, rt°, nt% (non-
verb examples: barack ‘peach’, perc ‘minute’, tanc ‘dance’) are not well-formed
branching codas. The lack of non-root-bound affricates (in the first position) is
expected (and is not specific to the verb stratum)" since they are not licensed by
government in this position by the general coda constraint that enforces sonority

13 What is special in this stratum is that there are no exceptions to the general constraint. Words
like barack ‘peach’ are regarded exceptional by Siptar & Torkenczy (2000).
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sequencing when binding does not apply (see footnote 12 above). The lack of
non-root-binding affricates (in the second position) requires an additional
constraint because clusters like /rt’, nt‘/ are licensed according to (3) by
government and/or place-binding. This can be stated as:

(5) (verb sublexicon)
In a coda cluster C1C2 if C2 is an affricate (i.e. C2 branches under its root
node), then C2 must root-bind C1.

The occurrence of palatals is extremely restricted in the branching coda of a free
verb stem: only [+continuant] palatals (/§, Z, j/) can occur and only when
governed (i.e. in C1 position). [-continuant] palatals (/t, d*, n¥/) do not occur at
all and [+continuant] palatals cannot occur in C2 position or as geminates. Codas
like /0, rd”, 0, 18, jZ, 1, d’1, n'1, §I, jI/ (non-verb examples: ponty ‘carp’, targy
‘object’, szorny ‘monster’, vers ‘poem’, pajzs ‘shield’, pétty ‘polka dot’, meggy
‘sour cherry’, genny ‘pus’, friss ‘fresh’, gally ‘branch) are not permitted. This can
be stated as:'*

(6) (verb sublexicon)
In a coda cluster a [COR, -ant] segment must be [+cont] and governed.

There are some branching codas that do not occur, but are permitted by (1), (3),
(4),(5), (6). We consider these accidental gaps. Some of the accidentally missing
coda clusters, although not found in monomorphemic free verb roots, actually
occur undivided by a morpheme boundary finally in free suffixed verbs: e.g. [gk]
kapar-unk ‘scratch’ (1pl pres indef.), [tI] vezet-ett ‘drive’ (3sg past indef.). By
contrast, no morphologically undivided coda cluster occurs verb-finally that
should violate the constraints discussed above (e.g. -bb [bI] could not be a verbal
suffix; non-verb-example: comparative -bb nagy-obb ‘bigger’). This supports the
accidental gap interpretation of the unattested clusters that are permitted by (1),
3), 4, (5) (6).

We have seen that the constraints that apply to branching codas in the verb
sublexicon are more restrictive than the general constraints on branching codas.

14 Note that [-continuant] geminate palatals (/t'1, d’, n*l/) do occur finally when they are
morphologically complex. This happens when the imperative suffix -/ is attached to a verb
stem that ends in /d, d*, n, n*, 1, j/ and palatalisation applies (or simple concatenation in the
case of /j/): ad-j [0d*1] ‘give!’, hagy-j [hod’1] ‘permit!’, ken-j [ken’1] ‘smear!’, hany-j [hain’:]
‘vomit!’, él-j [e1j:] ‘leave’, fitj-j [ful]ji] ‘blow!’(cf. Siptar & Torkenczy 2000). The constraints
that we have discussed apply to monomorphemic verbs.
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The same effect can be seen in the case of intervocalic clusters (albeit in a weaker
form).

There are no monomorphemic verbs with an intervocalic consonant cluster
consisting of more than three consonants. There are a few examples in our
database of verb stems that seem to contain an intervocalic three-term cluster that
is undivided by a morpheme boundary. An exhaustive list is given in (7):

(7" ksp  expondl
stt kasztral, nosztrifikal, regisztral
Str - kimustral, ministral
mpr  impregnal, imprimal, improvizal
mdl  vamdliz
nsp  transzpondal
nSp  inspicial
nt'v  kifiruncvancigol (?)
pkr  inkrimindl
rtr pertraktadl

Note that in (7) all ‘monomorphemic’ verbs end in -V/ (or in one case), -Vz.
These endings are (identical with) denominal verb-forming derivational suffixes
that productively attach to clearly identifiable stems: e.g. kasza ‘scythe’— kasza-1
‘scythey, dob ‘drumy’ — dob-ol ‘drum,’, gumi ‘rubber,’ — gumi-z ‘rubberize’.
Even though the verbs in (7) do not have such an easily identifiable nominal
root+verb-forming suffix structure (*expona — exponadl ‘release the shutter of a
camera’), itis reasonable to assume that they follow the same pattern: they consist
of anominal ‘phantom stem’ and a denominal verb-forming derivational suffix.'®
Under this analysis there are no examples of monomorphemic verbs with three-
member intervocalic consonant clusters. Following Torkenczy & Siptar 1999ab,
Siptar & Torkenczy 2000 (see the arguments therein) I consider monomorphemic
intervocalic CCC clusters phonotactically ill-formed in general, and thus all
monomorphemic lexical items with an intervocalic cluster of more than two
members are exceptional/irregular. Thus, the restriction is not specific to verbs,

15 Glosses: exponal ‘release the shutter of a camera’, kasztral ‘castrate’, nosztrifikal ‘validate
a foreign diploma’, regisztrdl ‘register,’, kimustral ‘discard’, ministral ‘assist a priest at
mass’, impregnal ‘impregnate’, imprimal ‘pass the proofs for the press’, improvizal
‘improvise’, transzpondal ‘transpose’, inspicidl ‘inspect’, inkriminal ‘incriminate’, pertraktal
‘discuss in detail’. Kifiruncvancigol ‘figure out, calculate’ and vamdliz ‘?’ are only included
because they can be found in the database. I have been unable to establish if firuncvancig and
vamdli exist as nouns (they are not in the database) and what vamdliz means.

16 They are like the ‘phantom stems’ in insist, consist, resist, etc. in English, cf. Chomsky &
Halle (1968), Aronoff (1976).
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but again, verb stems do not even offer irregular counterexamples to the
generalisation.

Let us now examine two-member intervocalic clusters in verb stems. Table
I below shows the intervocalic CC clusters in monomorphemic verbs attested in
the database and compares them to the attested CC clusters in monomorphemic
non-verbs. The notation used is the following: a blank space in an intersection of
a row and a column means that the relevant cluster is unattested or only occurs
when the two consonants are separated by an analytic morphological domain
boundary; a ‘“+’ occurs if it is attested in monomorphemic items and the number
of such items in the database is n>15; numbers have been used to indicate the
number of monomorphemic items in the database when the cluster in question is
attested in monomorphemic items and the number of such items is n<15. Colons
separate data about non-verbs from data about verbs: non-verb data appear on the
left of the colon (non-verb:verb). The symbol ‘-’ is used to indicate the lack of
a cluster if the same cluster is attested on the other side of the colon (‘-:n’, or
‘n: =), 1.e. if the cluster is attested in a monomorphemic verb or non-verb only.
For ease of reference intervocalic clusters that occur in monomorphemic verb
stems (i.e. those with a number or a ‘“+’ on the right of the colon: “:n’ or ‘:+’)
have bee @) in any colour). The circle is red if the number of such items
in the database 1s n>15 (i.e. if a *+” appears on the right of the colon: ‘:+’); and
the circle is black if the number of such items in the database is n<15 (i.e. if a
number appears on the right of the colon: ‘:n’ ) while the number of non-verb
items is greater than the number of verb items (i.e. ‘+:n’ or ‘m:n’ where m>n).
The circle is blue if the number of verb items is greater than the number of non-
verb items and the number of non-verb items is zero (i.e. ‘ —:n"); and the circle is

if the number of verb items is greater than the number of non-verb items
and non-verb items do exist (i.e. ‘m.n’ where m<n and m #0).

Some explanation is in order about the data included in Table I before we
examine it. [ have included all verb stems in the database that can be regarded
suspicious of having an internal monomorphemic intervocalic CC cluster. [ have
relied on the following guidelines to judge what is suspicious:

(8) In order to qualify as a verb-stem-internal cluster (‘vsi-cluster’), an

intervocalic cluster must meet one or more of the following partially
overlapping, partially conflicting criteria:

The Even Yearbook 7 (2006), © 2006, Miklos Térkenczy



The phonotactics of Hungarian verbs 9

(a) The position of the intervocalic cluster

The VCCV string must be contained in a verb stem: the CC cluster cannot
be divided or immediately preceded/followed by the edge of a productive
suffix (and the stem must have more-or-less non-transparent, non-
compositional meaning).

Example: this rules out /kt/ in buktat ‘flunk’ (because -tat is a productive
suffix whose edge breaks up the cluster: buk-tat), and /Kl/ in csuklik
‘hiccup’(because -ik is a productive suffix whose edge immediately
follows the cluster: csukl-ik).

(b) The formal properties of the internal stem

The verb-stem that contains the CC cluster may or may not have an
internal stem, but if it does, then the pre-ending (ghost) stem (i) may only
have bound forms (in the given meaning) or (ii) must be suppletive if one
of its allomorphs is free.

Example: this rules out /ptr/ in apr-it ‘chop up’ (because the stem has a
free allomorph apro ‘small’), /mp, st/ in komposzt-al ‘compost,,’(because
komposzt ‘composty’ is a free morpheme), and /rm/ in karm-ol ‘claw,’
(because the stem has a free allomorph karom ‘clawy’).

(c) The interpretation of the verb stem containing the intervocalic cluster
The CC cluster must be truly morpheme-internal (wholly contained)
within a strict or extended verb stem.

Example: this rules out /ng/ in angoloz ‘study English’ (because, although
the cluster is wholly contained within a monomorphemic stem, it is not a
verb stem: [angol]y oz]y)

(1) verb stem = strict monomorphemic verb root
The VCCV string must be strictly verb-root-internal: the CC cluster
may not be preceded/divided/followed by the edge of even an
unproductive suffix/ending.
Example: this accepts /lv/ in olvas ‘read’ (because it is a
monomorphemic root and does not contain even a ghost stem), but
rules out /pt/ in kaptat ‘climb with difficulty’ and /ks/ in maximal
‘maximize’ (because they are extended verb stems, i.e. they contain
ghost stems kap-tat'’ maxim-al or maximd-I)

17 T1take the unproductive ending -tat here to be different from the productive causative -tat/-tet
suffix.
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(1) verb stem = extended verb root (the ghost stem must be verbal)

The CC cluster may be part of a ghost stem, but cannot be part of a
non-verbal ghost stem: the cluster may be preceded/divided/followed
by the edge of an unproductive suffix/ending iff the unproductive
verb-forming suffix/ending is deverbal (verb-verb).

Example: this accepts /Iv/ in olvas (because it is a monomorphemic
root and does not contain even a ghost stem) and /pt/ in kaptat
(because the ghost stem in kap-tat is verbal, i.e. the unproductive verb-
forming ending -tat is a deverbal one), but rules out /ks/ in maximal
(because the ghost stem in maxim-adl or maximd-I is non-verbal since
the unproductive verb-forming ending -(¥)/ is not a deverbal one)

(ii1) verb stem = extended verb root (the ghost stem may be non-verbal)
The CC cluster may be part of a non-verbal ghost stem: The cluster
may be preceded/divided/followed by the edge of an unproductive
verb-forming suffix/ending (X-verb).

Example: this accepts /Iv/ in olvas ‘read’, /pt/ in kaptat ‘climb with
difficulty’ and /ks/ in maximal

I have included all suspicious/potential intervocalic vsi-clusters in Table 1. All
verb stems containing a suspicious/potential intervocalic vsi-cluster must meet
the criteria (8a, b) in order to qualify. Those that do have been sorted into three
sets: ‘strictly suspicious’ (‘strict’), ‘moderately suspicious’ (‘moderate’) and
‘loosely suspicious’ (‘loose’). A strict intervocalic vsi-cluster is one that can be
found in at least one verb that meets the criteria (8a, b, ci) (e.g. /Iv/ olvas). A
moderate intervocalic vsi-cluster is one that can be found in at least one verb that
meets the criteria (8a, b, cii) (e.g. /pt/ kaptat). A loose intervocalic vsi-cluster is
one that can be found in at least one verb that meets the criteria (8a, b, ciii) (e.g.
/ks/ maximal)."® In Table I, the markings for strict and moderate intervocalic vsi-
clusters have been highlighted by yellow shading.

The distinction between the moderate and the loose set is an extremely
difficult (if not impossible) one to make (consistently) since only non-productive
verb-forming endings added to ghost stems qualify for being sorted into deverbal
and non-deverbal. I took an (arbitrary, authoritarian) and procedural approach to
this problem. I have sorted the suspicious verb-forming endings into three sets.
I'have considered an unproductive verb-forming ending consistently deverbal if
itis listed as such in a/l the four (very different) sources I have used (Kiefer 1998,

18 These sets are in a relationship of inclusion: a strictly suspicious cluster is also moderately
suspicious and loosely suspicious, etc. Since it makes no difference in the discussion we shall
refer to the strict, moderate and loose sets as if they were complementary.
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Rebrus 2000a, Tompa 1961, Velcsovné 1988). Similarly, I have considered an
unproductive ending consistently non-deverbal if it is listed as such in a/l the four
sources. Finally,  have made no decision and judged an ending uncertain if it was
not possible to make a decision. The latter state of affairs often occurs when the
stem is bound: -kVdik in [tanar] kodik], ‘work as a teacher’ is obviously non-
deverbal since tandr ‘teacher’ is a noun, it is deverbal in [emel] kedik],, ‘rise’
since emel ‘lift’ is a verb, but in [incsel], kedik], ‘tease’ it is uncertain since
incsel- does not occur elsewhere/is bound. Similar examples: -it: [meleg] ,p,; it]y
‘warm up’(meleg ‘hot’), [dll]y it]y ‘make stop’ (dll ‘stop,’), but [sand], it]
‘squint’, [kozvet], it]y ‘mediate’; -ul/-il: [tan]y ul]y ‘study’ (tan ‘teaching’),
[nyom], ully, ‘push ahead’ (nyom ‘push’), but [izg], u/]y ‘be anxious’. Thus, -
kodik/-kedik/-kodik, -it, and -ul are judged uncertain. [ have considered an item
to contain a cluster that is a member of the moderate set if its ending was
consistently deverbal, I have judged it loose if its ending was consistently non-
deverbal or uncertain.

The list of the relevant non-productive endings sorted is the following (only
those variants have been included that have been found in the database in stems
with a suspicious vsi-cluster):

(9) Endings
deverbal -(k)odik, —(k)ozik, —(k)ozik, —(t)at/-(t)et, —ad/-ed,
-an/-en, —ant/-ent, —aszt/-eszt, -dogal/-degél, —dos,
~ell/-all, -gat/-get, —int, -lal/~lel, -6(d)zik,
-odik/-odik, -og/-eg/-6g, -ong/-eng/-ong;

non-deverbal -al/-él/-I, -ol/-el/-ol/-al/-I, -0z/-ez/-6z/-az/z;

uncertain ~(k)odik/-(k)odik/-(o)dik, —(k)ozik/-(k)ezik/-(k)ozik,
-asz(ik)/-ész(ik), —it, —ul/-iil.

The examples that follow Table I are always the ‘best’ ones in the sense that
a strict example has been given for a cluster is there is one, a moderate example
has been given if there is not a strict example, but a moderate one exists and
finally, a loose example is only provided if there are no strict or moderate
examples. Strict examples have been set in bold, moderate examples have been
underlined and endings have been CAPITALISED.
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Table I  Intervocalic CC clusters in monomorphemic non-verbs and verbs"
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19 For an exhaustive list of verbs containing these clusters, see Appendix II.
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Examples: lappang ‘incubate’, kapTAT ‘climb with difficulty’, klopfOL
‘tenderize meat by beating’, abszolvAL ‘complete’, dtcaplAT ‘pop over to’,
toprENG ‘speculate’; suttOG ‘whisper’, vetKOZIK “undress’, 6tvOZ ‘alloy’,
2csatlAKOZIK “join’, kotrODIK ‘shove off’, rothAD ‘rot’; kettvINT ‘copulate’,
biitykOL “fix’, kotyvASZT ‘concoct’, fitymAL “belittle’; bakTAT ‘trudge’, csokkEN
‘reduce’, akceptAL ‘appreciate’, fixirOZ ‘eye’, kuksOL ‘crouch’, likvidAL
‘liquidate’, lakmarOZIK ‘feast on’, zakIAT ‘harass’, akkreditAL ‘accredit’;
meghibbAN ‘go mad’, tobzODIK ‘luxuriate’, lebzsEL ‘idle’, 6blIT ‘rinse’, ébrED
‘wake up’; idDOGAL “drink a little’, addresszAL ‘address’; buggvAN ‘go bad’;
szokdécsEL ‘jump about’, nyaggAT ‘nag’, vegzAL ‘annoy’, regnAL ‘reign’,
fogLAL ‘occupy’, emigrAL ‘emigrate’; lubickOL ‘splash about’, moccAN ‘move’,
kecmerEG ‘fumble’; pocskondiaZ ‘disparage’, becsiccsENT ‘become tipsy’,
becsmérEL ‘slander’; menedzsEL ‘manage’; puffAD ‘become bloated’, cafIAT
‘shamble’; diszponAL ‘dispose of sg’, vesztEGET ‘bribe’, viszkET ‘itch’,
bosszANT ‘annoy’, piszmOG ‘fiddle with sg’, észIEL ‘percieve’; tespED
‘languish’, sisterEG ‘sizzle’, dskalODIK ‘scheme’, eltussOL ‘cover up’, ismer
‘know’, kosIAT ‘court’, poshAD ‘become stagnant’; mozdIT ‘move’, igazGAT
‘direct’, kozvet[T ‘mediate’, duzzOG ‘sulk’, 2izLEL ‘taste’; pezsdfT ‘liven up’,
rebesGET ‘rumour’, prézsmitAL ‘preach’, ?vizsIAT ‘examine’; hompiolyOG
‘surge’, ?nyomtat ‘print’, csamborOG ‘wander aimlessly’, csdmcsOG ‘eat
noisily’, somfordAL ‘slink’, hemzsEG ‘swarm’, brummOG ‘growl’, emlEGET
‘mention repeatedly’; henterEG ‘welter’, lankAD *°, siindérOG ‘slink’, engED
‘allow’, hencEG ‘boast’, kuncsorOG ‘beg’, ténferEG ‘hang around’, vonszOL
‘drag’, szenvED ‘suffer’, inzultAL “insult’, avanzsAL ‘rise in rank’, 2kinlODIK
‘suffer’, inhalAL ‘breathe in medicine’; szontyolODIK ‘become sad’, géngyOL
‘wrap’, senyvED ‘suffer’, sunnyOG ‘slink’; kolportAL ‘spread rumours’, d/TAT
‘delude’, alkot “create’, kiakolbodIT ‘kick sb out’, oldalOG “slink’, taldlGAT
‘guess’, ?lefalcOL ‘escape’, olvas ‘read’, alkalmAZ ‘employ’, ?7volna <function
word expressing unreal condition>, ballag ‘amble’; torpAN ‘stop suddenly’,
torténik ‘happen’, hortyOG ‘snore’, serkENT ‘stimulate’, dorbézOL ‘carouse’,
kérdEZ ‘ask’, meggargyUL ‘go softinthe head’, kergET ‘chase’, sercEG ‘sizzle’,
sziircsOL “drink noisily’, morfondirOZ ‘ponder’, forszirOZ ‘insist’, tarsalOG
‘discuss’, ?drvend ‘be glad’, borzONG ‘shiver’, horzsOL ‘scratch’, formED
‘snarl’, internAL ‘relocate by force’, gornvED ‘bend’, birLAL ‘hold <legal>’,
virrASZT ‘stay awake’, gerjED ‘become aroused’, archaizAL ‘make sg archaic’;
selypIT “lisp’, kujtorOG “loiter’, hajkurASZIK ‘chase after sg’, bolydUL ‘stir’,
bolyGAT “disturb’, majszOL ‘munch’, hajsokAL ‘swing’, ?jajveszékEL ‘wail’,
?ejmOL ‘bum’, ajndrOZ ‘adore’, fejlIESZT ‘develop’, vijjOG ‘screech’,
?megujhODIK ‘be reborn’; kehhENT ‘cough’;
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It can be seen in Table I that, although the set of intervocalic CC clusters that can
be found in a monomorphemic verb stem (strict, moderate or loose) is similar to
the set of intervocalic CC clusters in non-verb stems, verb stems are
phonotactically more restrictive than non-verb stem in a ‘weak’ (frequency-
related) sense. The intervocalic CC clusters found in verbs do follow the general
pattern for interconstituent clusters (i.e. they conform to the general
interconstituent constraints, compare Siptar & Torkenczy 2000) and no
additional, more restrictive phonotactic constraints can be formulated with a
sufficient degree of generality in terms of natural classes. The higher
restrictiveness of verb phonotactics manifests itself in the ‘population’ (type
frequency) of clusters within the phonotactic space permitted by the general
constraints.*

The following generalisations can be made: (a) the number of the types of
clusters that can be found in verbs is significantly lower than those found in non-
verbs. Of the total 249 attested monomorphemic intervocalic CC clusters, 242 are
attested in non-verbs and only 145 are attested in verbs; (b) It is extremely rare
for an attested intervocalic CC cluster to be found in more verb stems than non-
verb stems, i.e. nv<v (where nv is ‘non-verb’ and v is ‘verb’). Of the total 249
attested monomorphemic intervocalic CC clusters, there are only 12 clusters of
this kind, 7 of which are only attested in verbs (numbers in parentheses refer to
the nv:v ratio): /t'v (-:1), t'm (-:1), sx (-:4), m¢ (-:2), jp (-:1), j§ (=:1), xx
(=:1)/,/d1(2:5),gd (1:2),¢1(1:9), mz (2:3), jg (3:4)/, and the difference in favour
of verbs is typically very small (8 times out of the 12 cases v—nv=1); (c) By
contrast, it is very often the case that an attested cluster is found in more non-verb
stems than verb stems (or that it occurs in non-verb stems only), i.e. nv>v. Of the
249 attested intervocalic CC clusters 209 occur in a higher number of non-verb
stems than verb stems, of which 104 are only attested in non-verbs. Also the
difference in favour of non-verbs is typically not small: in 92 cases out of the 209
attested clusters the difference in favour of non-verb stems is at least 10
(nv-v>10, where non-occurrence is counted as zero); (d) There are a significantly
greater number of ‘populous’ cluster types (i.e. a ‘populous’ cluster type is a

20 Note that frequency (type or token) has no (clear) formal/theoretical status in a generative
model of phonology (derivational generative phonology, Optimality Theory or
Government/CV/VC Phonology) — even though it is sometimes referred to in various
generative analyses. Thus, inasmuch as the observations made here are correct and relevant
to phonotactics, they actually point/lead outside the model used in this dissertation. Frequency
is accommodated by other frameworks, e.g. in pre-generative (structuralist) phonology (e.g.
Spang-Hanssen 1959) and recently, in laboratory phonology (e.g. Hay, Pierrehumbert and
Beckman 2003, Pierrehumbert 1994), the (re)emerging functional approach (Bybee 2001,
Bybee & Hopper 2001, Rebrus & Tron 2002, Tron & Rebrus 2000, 2001) and elsewhere (e.g.
Hayes & Cziraky Londe 2005).
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cluster found in a relatively high number of stems) in the case of non-verbs than
in the case of verbs. Of the 249 attested intervocalic CC clusters there are 124
relatively populous non-verb clusters (clusters with at least 10 tokens: nv: where
nv>10) and only 36 relatively populous verb clusters (:v where v>10).
Interestingly, the distribution of the populous intervocalic CC clusters in the
phonotactic space is somewhat different for verbs and non-verbs. In the case of
non-verbs the populous clusters are distributed more or less evenly in the
phonotactic space delimited by the relevant constraints (cf. Siptar & Torkenczy
2000). By contrast, in the case of verb stems, populous clusters tend to be
geminates, s/$tstop clusters’ and sonorant+obstruent clusters, but not
obstruent+sonorant clusters (which can be populous in non-verbs). This may
suggest that, although the Syllable Contact Law does not hold in Hungarian in
general, the phonotactics of verbs is skewed towards it because the populous
intervocalic clusters tend to conform to it.””

These effects become even stronger the stricter one is in circumscribing what
qualifies as an intervocalic cluster in a monomorphemic verb: of the 249 attested
intervocalic CC clusters in Table I 145 are attested in verbs under the loose
interpretation.” Of these only 84 are strict or moderate vsi-clusters (highlighted
by yellow shading in Table I**), of which only 19 are strict vsi-clusters. An
exhaustive list of the strict vsi-clusters together with all the strictly suspicious
stems is given in (10):

21 Stop+tstop is also populous in verbs provided that /t/ and /k/ combine.

22 Note that this does not imply that there are no clusters in verbs that violate the Syllable
Contact Law, just that those types of clusters are not populous in verbs.

23 Assuming that what is an intervocalic cluster in a monomorphemic verb under a strict or
moderate interpretation is also an intervocalic cluster in a monomorphemic verb under a loose
interpretation.

24 Note that the highlighted numbers in Table I are misleading to a degree because not all verb
stems exemplifying a given type of moderate or strict cluster necessarily contain a moderate
or strict vsi cluster. The number is highlighted if the cluster is attested in at least one
moderately or strictly suspicious verb stem.
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(10) a. tm  keemerEG ‘fumble’
St sisterEG ‘sizzle’
Sm  ismer ‘know’
mp  hemperEG ‘welter’, sompolyOG ‘sneak’, hdmpodlyOG ‘surge’
nt henterEG ‘welter’, tantorOG ‘stagger’
mb  csdmborOG ‘wander aimlessly’, imbolyOG ‘waver’
nd  siind6rOG ‘slink’
nc konesorOG ‘beg’, kunesorOG ‘beg’
nf ténferEG ‘hang around’
1k alkot ‘create’, alkuszIK? ‘bargain’
1d oldalOG? ‘slink’

lv olvas ‘read’

In volna? <function word expressing unreal condition>

rt tartozTAT? ‘delay’, torténIK ‘happen’, zsortolODIK
‘grumble’

s tarsalOG “discuss’

v orvend? ‘be glad’
Jt kujtorOG ‘loiter’

b* p: lappang ‘incubate’
IN ballag ‘amble’, va[l(I)]al

Thus, we have seen that the phonotactics of monomorphemic verb stems is more
restrictive than the phonotactics of non-verb stems, which manifests itself (i) in
the stricter constraints that apply to the coda and (ii) the frequency effects
intervocalic consonant clusters display.

It would be desirable to relate the fact that stricter coda constraints apply in
monomorphemic verbs to a difference between possible morphologically
complex codas available for nouns and for verbs. If we examine word-final codas
that consist of a stem-final consonant and a consonant that realises a synthetic
suffix, we find that the codas of this structure that can occur at the end of verbs
is a subset of those that can occur at the end of nouns. The suffixes in question
are the past tense suffix in the case of verbs and the accusative in the case of
nouns/adjectives. Both of them are realised as /t/ when they can form a branching
coda with a stem-final consonant, otherwise they are preceded by a ‘linking’
vowel (see the details in e.g. Siptar & Torkenczy 2000, Torkenczy & Siptar 2000,

25 Many of the strict and moderate verb stems with an intervocalic geminate have an
‘onomatopoeic’ ‘expressive’ or ‘mimetic’ character (cf. Appendices I and II). I shall not
pursue this idea here, but it is possible that these kinds of words have a special phonotactic
makeup, perhaps they form another phonotactic stratum (cf. Fudge 1970, [t6 & Mester 1995).
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Torkenczy 2004). The coda clusters that can be formed in this way are given
below for nouns and for verbs:

(11)  nouns verbs
(accusative) (past)
st -

St -
nt nt
n’t n’t
It It
rt rt
jt jt

As can be seen in (11) the phonotactics of morphologically complex branching
codas are very similar in nouns and verbs except that it is more restrictive in
verbs, because in a verb the first consonant must be a sonorant: /st, §t/ can only
occur as codas of this kind in a noun: csempész-t ‘smuggler’ (acc.) vs. csempész-
ett, *csempész-t ‘smuggle’ (3sg past indef.); /es-¢ ‘raised hide’ (acc.) vs. les-ett,
*les-t ‘spy on sb.” (3sg past indef.). Notice, however, that although the
relationship between non-verb and verb phonotactics is the same in
morphologically simplex branching codas and morphologically complex
branching codas (in both cases it is the verb phonotactics that is more restrictive),
in this case it is not possible to derive the behaviour of the morphologically
complex branching codas in verbs from that of the morphologically simplex ones
since /st, §t/ are well-formed final codas in monomorphemic verbs: /st/ oszt
‘distribute’, /§t/ fest ‘paint’ (and /st/ is even the most populous type, cf (2) above).
Thus, the restriction on morphologically complex branching codas in verbs must
be an extra stipulation.®

26 Compare Rebrus & Tron (2005)
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Appendices: lists

Note: exhaustive lists are marked [ full]; the number of tokens (stems) in a given
type appears in angled brackets: <>

I. Monomorphemic free CC-final verb stems

Note: some if the items containing the codas /st, nt, 11/ are/may be analysed as
polymorphemic

d: <I> fedd [full]

dar <> edz, pedz [full]

gl <3> cstigg, fiigg [full]

' <1> metsz [full]

st <117>  aggaszt, akaszt, alatamaszt, alvaszt, apaszt, araszt, bagyaszt,
biggyeszt, bomlaszt, borzaszt, ...

St <1> fest [full]

zd <2> kezd, kiizd [full]

zd <1> esd [full]

mt <1> teremt [full]

(mz <1>) nemz [full]

nt <100>  bant, biccent, billent, bont, bosszant, bolint, boffent, buffant,
buggyant, csahint,...

nd <4> csikland, fecskend, mond, orvend [full]

nz <1> vonz [full]

ng <51> allong, bolyong, borong, borzong, busong, csapong, cselleng,
cseng, csiing, dong, diihong, diilong, eseng, feszeng, fetreng,
forrong, hajlong, hozong, hullong, ing, jajong, kering, kong-
bong, lappang, lazong, leng, lézeng, mereng, 6mleng, odong,
orjong, rajong, rang, ring, setteng, sikong, szallong, szorong,
teng, teng-leng, tolong, topreng, ujjong, verseng, villong,
visong, zajong, zeng, zsibong, zsong, zsong-bong [full]

(nl  <1>) ajanl [full]

It <14> félt, kelt, kialt, kolt, olt, 6lt, rikolt, sikolt, siivolt, tilt, tolt, tivolt,
valt, volt [full]

1d <7> ald, fold, kiild, old, szaguld, told, told-fold [full]

(g <1>») uralg [full]

I <34> all, csekélyell, dall, dragadll, furcsdll, fuvall, gyengéll, hall,
hatall, hosszall, hull, javall, kall, kell, kevesell, késll, korall,
lovell, nagyoll, nehezell, pall, restell, rivall, rosszall, riihell,
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sarkall, sokall, sugall, szall, szégyell, székell, vall, vénell,
vétkell [full]

art, ert, gyart, irt, kisért, mart, sert, tart [full]

hord, kerd [full]

forr, varr [full]

bujt, ejt, fejt, felejt, fojt, gyujt, gyijt, hajt, lejt, nyujt, ojt, ohajt,
rejt, sejt, sohajt, sujt, szakajt, szalajt, veszejt [full]

I1. Verb stems containing intervocalic vsi-clusters

Note: Strict examples have been set in bold, moderate examples have been
underlined and endings have been CAPITALISED.

(a) vsi-cluster=non-geminate <n=735>

pt
pf
ps
pl
pr
tk
tv
tl
tr
th
t'k
tv
tYm
kt

kt®
ks
ks
kv

km
kl

kr
bz

<5>
<>
<1>
<3>
<3>

<1>
<1>
<3>
<1>
<3>
<1>
<1>
<12>

<1>
<>
<1>
<1>
<>
<O>

<1>
<>

csipTET, kapTAT, adoptAL, akceptAL, kooptAL [full]
cupfOL?, klopfOL [full]

abszolvAL [full]

dtcaplAT, taplAL, kopLAL [full]

deprimAL, toprENG, reprodukAL [full]

vetK OZIK, kovetKEZIK, kotkoddcsOL, hagyatKOZIK ...
otvOZ, [full]

csatlAKOZIK? [full]

kotrODIK, fetrENG, patronAL [full]

rothAD [full]

biitykOL, 16tykOL, iigyKODIK [full]

kotyvASZT [full]

fitymAL, [full]

aﬁ‘ektAI, annektAL, bakTAT ikTAT, diktAL, kecsegTET,
WikTET, nyugTAT?, paktAI, praktizAI, rugTAT, vagTAT [full]
akceptAL [full]

fixtrOZ, maximAL [full]

kuksOL [full]

likvidAL [full]

lakmarOZIK, tukmAL [full]

akklimatizAL, csakliZ, csiklandOZ, deklamAL, érdekl ODIK
OkIEL, proklamAL, reklamAL, zaklAT [full]

akkreditAL [full]

képzEL, tobzODIK [full]
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bl
br

dr
d’b

gz
gn

gr
t'k

t'm
¢k
cm

fr

Sp
st

<>
<3>
<7>

<1>
<1>
<>
<5>
<7>

<>
<3>
<7>

<1>
<4>
<1>
<>
<1>
<>
<23>

<24>

<3>
<l>
<6>

<14>

<10>
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habzsOL, lebzsEL [full]

ObIIT, téblabOL, szublimAL [full]

babrAL, celebrAL, ebrudAL, ébrED, fabrikAL, vibrAL, zabrAL
[full]

addresszAL [full]

16gybOL [full]

szokdEL, székdécsEL [full]

egzaminAL, egzecirOZ, egzisztAL, rogzIT, vegzAL [full]
agnoszkAL, dezignAL, ignorAL, impregnAL, regnAL, stagnAL,
szignAL [full]

foglAL, taglL AL [full]

degradAL, emigrAL, integrAL [full]

domockOL, evickEL, kéredzKEDIK, lubickOL, packiZ, peckEL,
pockOL [full]

kecmerEG [full]

froeskOL, pacskOL, pocskondiaZ, tapicskAL [full]

becsmeérEL [full]

caflAT, biflaZ [full]

I6frAL [full]

diszponAL, koszpitOL [full]

adjusztAL, asszisztAL, bizTAT?, dehonesztAL, desztillAL,
egzisztAL, engesztEL, gesztikulAL, invesztAL, készTET,
magasztAL, marasztAL, molesztAL, neheztEL?, o0sztOZIK,
piszterkAL, predesztinAL, pusztUL, tapasztAL, tisztEL, vesztegEL,
vesztEGET, vigasztAL [full]

agnoszkAI, alkalmazKODIK?, bamészKODIK, baszkurAL,
csaszkAL, csimpaszKODIK, ereszKEDIK, fuoreszkAI,
foszforeszkAL, hunyaszKODIK, iszkOL, kapaszKODIK, maszkAL,
maszkirOZ, merészKEDIK, motoszkAL, nyerészKEDIK, piszkAI,
poroszkAL, priisszL, reszkET, rugaszKODIK, tuszkOL, viszkET
[full]

eszmEL, piszmOG, szoszmotOL [full]

eszIEL [full]

aspirAL, hospitAL, ndspingOL, prosperAL, respektAL, tespED
[full]

bostorKODIK, instAL, istapOL, karistOL, kostAL, késtOL, I6sTAT,
protestAI, pustOL, restELL, rostokOL, sisterEG, testAL,
tiistenKEDIK [full]

agasKODIK, dskalODIK, bobiskOL, diskurAL, diskAL, kapiskAL,
miskarOL, paskOL, roskAD, viasKODIK [full]

The Even Yearbook 7 (2006), © 2006, Miklos Térkenczy



mt
mb

mé
mf
m7z
ml
nt

=

nd

<5>
<4>
<4>
<1>
<3>
<4>
<1>
<>
<>
<>
<1>
<1>
<16>

<1>
<13>

<>
<1>
<3>
<5>
<31>

<16>

<41>
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ismer, ismétEL, kasmatOL, pusmOG, susmOG [full]
buslaKODIK?, koslIAT, pislANT, pislOG? [full]

keshED, kushAD, peshED, poshAD [full]

szivLEL? [full]

?buzdIT, mozdIT, rezdIT [full]

birizgAL, izgAT, izgUL, igazGAT [full]

kozvet[T [full]

?hizLAL, ?izLEL [full]

?pezsdUL, pezsdIT [full]

babusGAT, rebesGET [full]

prézsmitAL [full]

MvizsIAT [full]

amputAL,  csimpaszKODIK, — extemporAL, hemperEG,
hompolyOG, imponAL, importAL, kampicsorODIK, kalimpAL,
kompenzAL, korrumpAL, pumpOL, sompolyOG, szimpatizAL,
temperAL, tempirOZ [full]

nyomtat? [full]

ambicionAL, bémbOL, csamborOG, dorombOL, gémberEDIK,
himbAL, imbolyOG, kombinAL, kiilonbOZIK, rombOL, tombOL,
26rémbOL, zsémbEL [full]

csamesOG, csemesEG [full]

somfordAL [full]

hemzsEG, karimzsAL, kéromzsEL [full]

emlEGET, emlIT, kémlEL?, szemLEL?, szamLAL? [full]
argumentAL, bantalmAZ?, biunTET, fontOL, frekventAL,
garantAZ, henterEG, intéeZ, integrAI, interjuvOL, internAL,
interpolAL, interpretAL, intervenidL, intonAL, kantAL,
kommentAL, kontemplAL, kurrentAL, lamentAL, orientAL,
parentAI, pla'ntAI, pldntAI, poentirOZ, prezentAI, reprezentAL,
tantoriT, tantorOG, tinTET, vonTAT [full]

banKODIK, berzenKEDIK, bosszanKODIK,  ellenKEZIK,
ficankOL, hetvenKEDIK, konkurrAL, kunkOG, kunkorODIK,
lankAD, pironKODIK, rimanKODIK, settenKEDIK, sopanKODIK,
tehenKEDIK?, tiistenKEDIK [full]

andallT, apprehendAI, bandukOL, csendUL, gondOL, gondOZ,
griindOL, indIT, indUL, kirandUL, komendAL, kondicionAL,
kondoleAL, kondUL, landOL, lendUL, lendIT, menDEGEL,
ondolAL, penderEDIK, pendUL, pocskondiaZ, randIT, randUL,
rekomendAL, rendEL, rendUL, sandIT, skandAL, spendirOZ,
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siindorOG, szenderEDIK, szundIT, szuia.glikAL, tendAL, tiindoklik,
ugrandOZIK, undorIT, vindikAL, zendUL, zsendIT [full]

desingOZIK,  barangOL, bongESZ,  csatangOL,  csilingEL,
dangubAL, dongOL, engED, engedelmesKEDIK, engesztEL,
flangAL, kurjonGAT, langallik, marcangOL, ndspangOL, pingAL,
pironGAT, rongAL, szoronGAT, tingAL, teng ODIK [full]
boncOL, cincAL, cincOG, hancirOZIK, hencEG, koncOL?,
koncentrAL, kuncOG, poncOL, rancigAL, szincerizAL, toloncOL?,
vihancOL [full]

dancsOL?, incselKEDIK, koncsorOG, kuncsorOG, lincsEL?,
pancsOL?, trancsirOZ [full]

dezinﬁciAL, inﬁciAL, informA'L, konferA'L, konferAI, konﬁrmAI,
konfundAL, ténferEG [full]

konszolidAL, lanszirOZ, unszOL, vonszOL [full]

invesztAL, invitAL, involvAL, konveniAL, konvergAI, konvertAL,
konverzAL, szenvED [full]

inzultAL, kompenzAI, kondenzAL, konzultAL [full]

avanzsAL, revanzsAL [full]

kinlODIK?, szinlEL? [full]

inhalAL [full]

szontyolODIK [full]

gongyOL, kalangyAL [full]

senyvED [full]

kolportAL [full]

GITAT. alterAL, er6ITET, inzultAL, ko1tOZIK, konzultAL, kultivAL,
mélTAT, 6ltOZIK?, valtOZIK [full]

almélKODIK, alkot, alkuszik?, bovelKEDIK, bujalKODIK,
emelKEDIK, foglalKOZIK, gyilkOL, hivalKODIK, kalkulAL,
kalkulAL, lelkendEZ, sivalKODIK, talalKOZIK, veselKEDIK,
viselKEDIK, vulkanizAL [full]

kiakolbédIT [full]

aldOZz, foldOZ, fuldoklik?, haldoklik?, koldUL, nyeldekEL,
0ldalOG, iildOZ [full]

dédelGET?, dolgOZIK, hallGAT, latolGAT?, talalGAT,
vulgarizAL [full]

lefalcOL? [full]

abszolvAL, alvAD, devalvAL, éIvEZ, involvAL, megnyilvanUL,
olvAD, olvas [full]
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alkalmAZ, bantalmAZ?, cirkalmAZ, dalmahODIK,
diadalmasKODIK, fogalmAZ, forgalmAZ, sugalmAZ, szolmizAL,
tartalmAZ [full]

volna? [full]

cirpEL, horpINT, horpOL, horpAD, horpASZT, interpell AL,
interpolAL, terpESZT?, torpAD, torpAN [full]

abortAL, amortizAL, artikulAL, csérTET deportAI, dezertAL,
disszertAL, érteKEZIK, értelmEZ, értesUL, exportAL, fertdZ,
firTAT, importAL, irtOZIK, kertEL, kolportAI, konvertAL, portAL,
szortirOZ, tartéozTAT, tartOZIK, torténik, torTET, zsértolODIK
[full]

fortvAN, fortyOG, hortvOG, szortvOG, szortyOG, vartyOG [full]
acsarKODIK, babirkAL, birKOZIK, béstorKODIK, botorkAL,
butkOL, cirkAL, cirkalmAZ, cirkulAL, érKEZIK, férdeIK,
ﬁirkESZIK, hamarKODIK, horkAN, horkOL, iparKODIK?,
ismerKEDIK?, kérKEDIK?, kurkASZ, markirOZ, pirkAD,
piszterkAL, p(')'rkOL, sarkALL, serkEN, serkENT, szemerkEL,
szerkESZT, szurkOL, zarKOZIK [full]

dorbézOL, turbékOL, verbuvAL, zurbOL [full]

cserdIT, cserdUL, csikordUL, csordIT, csorDOGAL, csordUL,
csurdIT, dordUL, érdekEL, fordI'T, fordUL, gardirOZ, gdrdl'T,
g(')'rdUL, hordUL, irdAL, kérdEZ, koordinAL, mordUL, ordibAL,
perd]T, pem’UL, serdUL, somfordAI, tordEL?, verdes?, zordIT,
z6rdUL [full]

meggargyUL [full]

argumentAL, dezorganizAL, dorgOL, gargalizAL, gurguldZ,
hdaborGAT, hdanytorGAT, hergEL, horgAD, horgOL, kapirgAL,
kergET, kergUL, konvergAL, kuporGAT, kurGAT, nyargAL,
organizAL, organizAL, sirGET, tekergeODZIK, vergODIK,
zarGAT [full]

exorcizAL, farcinAI, giircOL, hurcOL, percENT, perczpiAL,
porcOG, sercEG, sercEN, varcOG [full]

sziiresOL [full]

cserfEL?, kontorfalAZ?, morfondirOZ, perfektuAL, perforAL [full]
forszirOZ, persziflAL, perszonifikAL [full]

harsAN, harsOG, hersEG, mérsekEL, tarsalOG, versENG [full]

hervAD, hervASZT, nyvervOG, orvend?, sorvAD, sorvASZT,
szervEZ [full]

borzONG, borzAD, borzOL, toporzékOL [full]
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<6>  dorzsOL, horzsOL, morzsOL, perzsEL, porzsOL, torzsalKODIK
[full]

<14> alarmirOZ, dermED, dermESZT, dormOG, formED, harmonizAL,
informAL, kérmOL?, konfirmAL, mormOG, mormOL, permutAL,
szarmAZIK, zsurmOL [full]

<2>  garnirOZ, internAL [full]

<7>  ernvED, ernvESZT, gérnvED, kornyikAL, szornyED, vernydkOL,
vernyOG [full]

<5>  birLAL, érLEL?, porlAD?, sirlODIK?, torlESZT [full]

<15> burjanZik, erjED, erjESZT, gerjED, kimarjUL, kurjANT,
kurjonGAT, &7IT, &jONG, sarjAD, sarjadzik, sorjZ, teriED,
teriENG, terjESZT [full]

<I> archaizAL [full]

<1> selypIT [full]

<6>  sajtOL, rejtOZIK, fejtEGET, kojtOL, kujtorOG, folyTAT [full]

<3>  hajkurASZIK, sulykOL, vajkAL [full]

<11> bolydUL, bujdokOL?, bujiDOS?, bujDOSIK?, gajdOL, jajdUL,
kajdASZ, sajdIT, sajdUL, sejdIT, zajdUL [full]

<4>  bolyGAT, stdjgerOL, totojGAT, zajGAT [full]

<2>  hajszOL, majszOL [full]

<1>  hajsékAL [full]

<I> jajveszékEL? [full]

<2>  bajmOL, lejmOL? [full]

<2>  ajnarOZ, sajnAL [full]

<5>  bajlODIK, fajLAL?, fejlESZT. fejlODIK, hajlONG [full]

<I> megujhODIK? [full]

cluster=geminate <n=281>

<24> csappAN, cseppEN, csippENT, cuppAN, cuppASZT, cuppOG,
frappirOZ, huppAN, klappOL, koppAN, koppANT, lappAD,
lappang, leppEG, roppEN, siippED, szeppEN, szippANT, toppED,
toppAN, toppASZT, toppESZT, zsuppOL, zuppAN [full]

<14> csattAN, csattANT, csattOG, csettEN, csettENT, kattAN, pattAN,
pattOG, ragadTAT, rettEG, rettEN, rettENT, suttOG, tetTET [full]

<16> fittyED, karattyOL, kettyEN, kettvyENT, kettyINT, kottvAN, lottyAN,
pittvyED, pottyAN, pottvANT, rittyENT, suttvAN, suttyANT,
szottyAN, tottvAN, z6ttyEN [full]
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akkomodAL, akkumulAL, bukkAN, cs6kkEN, csokkENT, kukkAN,
kukkANT, kukkOL, meghSkkEN, meghokkENT, mukkAN, nyekkEN,
nvikkAN, okkupAL, pukkAN, pukkANT, pukkASZT, rekkEN,
rikkAN, rikkANT, rokkAN, rukkOL, sikkAD, sikkANT, sikkASZT,
smakkOL, szikkAD, szokkEN, szikkASZT, tikkAD, tikkASZT,
vakkAN, vakkANT, zokkEN, z6kkENT [full]

csobbAN, dobbEN, dobbENT, dobbAN, dobbANT, fellebbEZ,
gubbASZT, lebbEN, [ebbENT, [ibbEN, lobbAN, IlobbANT,
meghibbAN, rebbEN, robbAN, robbANT, rokkAN, zsibbAD,
zsibbASZT [full]

edDEGEL, idDOGAL [full]

biggvED, biggvESZT, buggyAN, buggyASZT, roggvAN [full]
aggASZT, aggAT, aggODIK, csiiggED, csiiggESZT, faggAT,
guggOL, higgAD, higgASZT, nyaggAT, nveggET, raggAT,
szaggAT, szuggerAL [full]

biccEN, biccENT, bliccEL, déccEN, koccAN, koccANT, koccINT,
moccAN, poccEN, poccENT, ruccAN, spriccEL, truccOL [full]
becsiccsENT, feccsENT, froccsEN, froccsENT, loccsAN,
loccsANT, reccsEN, reccsENT, traccsOL [full]

menedzsEL [full]

boftEN, boffENT, buffAN, buffogAT, diﬁ‘amAI, kaffANT, kaffOG,
laffOG, leffEG, osszeroffEN, poffEN, poffENT, poffeszkEDIK,
puffAD, puffAN, puffASZT, roffEN [full]

adresszAL, asszimilAL, bosszankODIK, bosszANT, csosszAN,
csusszAN,  deklasszAL, disszertAL, dresszirOZ, grasszAI,
masszirOZ, nyisszAN, nyisszANT, passzI'T, passzOL, pisszEG,
pisszEN, priisszEN, priisszENT, priisszOG, sisszENT, szisszEN,
szusszAN, szusszANT, tiisszEN, tiisszENT, tiisszOG [full]
tussOL, tessekEL? [full]

duzzAD, duzzASZT, duzzOG, izzAD, izzIT?, rezzEN, rezzENT,
zizzEN [full]

brummOG, cammOG, hiimmOG, kommentAL, kommunikAL,
nvdmmOG, nyammOG, stimmEL, ziimmOG [full]

diinnyOG, fonnvAD, fonnvASZT, gunnyASZT, konnvAD, sunnyOG,
szunnyAD, vinnyOG [full]

alliterAL?, apellAL, ballag, billEG, billEN, billENT, brillirOZ,
cizellAL, csellENG, csillAN, csillANT, csillapl'T, csillapODIK,
csillOG, desztill AL, dilllED, dillESZT, fillED, fillENT, fiilllESZT,
fullAD, fullASZT, gyullAD, illAN, illEG-billEG, illEGET, illESZT,
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kallODIK, kellET, pallérOZ, pillANT, tallOZIK, villal, vilIAN,
villOG, villONG, zillESZT [full]

<16> cserrEG, csorrEN, csorrENT, csurrAN, csurrANT, durrAN,
durrANT, durrOG, herrEG, kurrOG, surrAN, surrOG, virrAD,
virrASZT, zorrEN, zorrENT [full]

[

It <4>  sullyED, sillyESZT, ujjONG, vijjOG [full]
Xt <1> kehhENT [full]
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