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Segmenting inflected words into stems and affixes is a core task underlying much of morphological
analysis, from descriptive grammars to individual glossed examples. The task can be difficult, with
alternative segmentations often possible (see Lounsbury, 1953; Bank, 2016). Given this segmentation
problem, one solution adopts motivated principles to fold ambiguous material either into the stems
(Spencer, 2012) or into the affixes (Bonami and Beniamine, 2021; Carroll and Beniamine, 2025). We
take a third way, respecting the intermediate status of ambiguous segments (see Round, 2017: 752–
754, 2023). We present a micro-typology of such augments, defined as the material in inflected forms
which is intermediate between stems and affixes.

‘city’ ‘window’
NOM/ACC.SG grad prozor
VOC.SG grad-e prozor-e
GEN.SG grad-a prozor-a
DAT/LOC.SG grad-u prozor-u
INSTR.SG grad-om prozor-om
NOM/VOC.PL grad-ov-i prozor-i
ACC.PL grad-ov-e prozor-e
GEN.PL grad-ov-ā prozor-ā
DAT/LOC/INS.PL grad-ov-ima prozor-ima

Table 1: The Serbo-Croat augment -ov-, present
in grad ‘city’, but not in prozor ‘window‘

SG PL
NOM/VOC/ACC jehn-ě jehň-at-a
GEN jehn-ět-e jehň-at
DAT jehn-ět-i jehň-at-ům
LOC jehn-ět-i jehň-at-ech
INS jehn-ět-em jehň-at-y

Table 2: The Czech augments -et- and -at- in
jehně ‘lamb’ (Short, 1993a: 470)

SG DU PL
NOM/ACC śel-e śel-eś-i śel-et-a
GEN śel-eś-a śel-eś-owu śel-et-ow
DAT śel-eś-eju śel-eś-oma śel-et-am
LOC śel-eś-u śel-eś-oma śel-et-ach
INS śel-eś-im śel-eś-oma śel-et-ami

Table 3: The Lower Sorbian augments -eś- and -et- in
śele ‘calf’ (Menzel, 2023: 184)

SG PL
-at- -en-

NOM dievč-a dievč-at-á dievč-enc-e
ACC dievč-a dievč-at-á dievč-enc-e
GEN dievč-ať-a dievč-at dievč-eniec
DAT dievč-ať-u dievč-at-ám dievč-enc-om
LOC dievč-at-i dievč-at-ách dievč-enc-och
INS dievč-ať-om dievč-at-ami dievč-enc-ami

Table 4: The Slovak augments -at-/-ať - and -enc- in
dievč-a ‘girl’ (Short, 1993b:5̃45, Martin Alldrick p.c.)

Table 1 shows the -ov- augment in Serbo-Croat. One would be hard pressed to see it as part of
an allomorphic stem, since it is regular in two ways: (i) its presence is largely predictable from the
inflection class and syllabic structure (Baerman et al., 2017: 93–98) and (ii) its shape is (largely) the
same across lexemes. It is similarly awkward to analyze it as an affixal exponent of the plural, because
(i) it is redundant, since there are lexemes that have the same plural inflections, without the -ov- and
(ii) even among lexemes which have it, it seemingly contributes no grammatical meaning, with some
lexemes presenting two series of plurals, with and without augments.

In canonical typology (Corbett, 2015), stems and affixes are defined in terms of similarity vs differ-
ence across cells and across lexemes. As the locus of lexical meaning, canonical stems are consistent
within the paradigm (across cells), but different across paradigms (across lexemes). As the locus of
inflectional meaning, canonical affixes are consistent across paradigms, but distinct within paradigms.
Augments, then, are sequences which may recur across some cells of a paradigm, and also across some
paradigms. For this initial typology, we narrow the investigation of augments to affixal morphology.
We note that the term ’augment’ is not widely used. Our definition above is in line with Maiden
(2004: 147–148) and Corbett (2000), while in classicist usage augment indicates an inflectional ver-
bal prefix (Willi, 2018: 357–416; Rose, 2013; Joseph, 2023).



As augments split paradigms into augmented and non-augmented segments, we consider Corbett’s
(2015) dimensions of variation for lexical splits. Two of these apply to augments. Dimension 2 mea-
sures motivation across cells. On one side of the spectrum, Maiden (2004) describes the Italian -isc-
suffix as morphomic: the set of cells where it occurs does not correspond to a featural generalisation.
At the other end of the spectrum, the Serbo-Croat -ov augment (Table 1) is neatly distributed in the
plural. Dimension 3 concerns lexical regularity across lexemes. In the above Serbo-Croat example,
the augment is largely regular, as its presence is predictable to a high degree from a combination of
syllabic structure and inflection class. At the other extreme, Russian xozja-in (SG), xozja-ev-a (PL)
’landlord’ is unique in the language in having different augments for singular and plural.

Beyond presence vs. absence, complex splits are introduced when there are multiple augments,
or when forms with augments are overabundant. In Czech we see multiple augments augments in
Table 2: -et- is found in the singular (except the direct cases) and -at- in the plural. Lower Sorbian śele
‘calf’ splits singular+dual versus plural (Table 3). Overabundance may arise when a specific inflected
form can occur both with and without the augment: Serbo-Croat galeb ‘seagull’, has the plural galeb-i,
but more frequently galeb-ov-i (with the augment). Another possibility is for a lexical item to allow
alternative augments: Slovak dievča ‘girl’ (Table 4) has alternative augments in the plural -at- or -enc-,
thus showing overabundance.

Our micro-typology of augments comprises four dimensions. Motivation and regularity situate
augments within the grey area between stems and affixes. The two others depend upon multiplicity
in two dimensions (multiple augments, overabundance). Rather than hide this intermediate nature of
augments, we have made it our focus. The resulting typology opens the prospect of sharper analyses
of other challenging systems, such as the nominal paradigms in Dagestanian languages (Kibrik, 2003).
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