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ABSTRACT

This dissertation argues for a new representational approach to
reduplication. It argues that reduplication is best understood as resulting from
complicated underlying representations that have a looping structure. The
looping nature of these structures result in what is recognized as reduplication.

After a brief introduction, Chapter 2 outlines the issues that previous
approaches to reduplication have addressed. These issues include the interaction
between reduplication and phonological rules, what the formal nature of
reduplication is, and what the nature of reduplicative templates is. The success
and failure of previous models in providing adequate solutions to these issues is
used as a guideline for the development of the proposals in this dissertation.

Chapter 3 investigates the interaction between phonological rules and
reduplication. Explicit precedence relations are introduced to phonological
representation and their benefits are demonstrated. The main conclusion from
this chapter is that a representational approach to reduplication based on explicit
precedence relationships can account for the interaction between phonology and
reduplication within a serial and modular model of phonology and morphology.

Chapter 4 discusses the implications for morphology that the
representations proposed in Chapter 3 present. The nature of reduplication as a

readjustment rule is discussed along with prespecification in reduplication and



the general process of morpheme concatenation. A linearization algorithm is
presented that transforms the looping underlying structures into a linear string
which shows overt repetition of segmental material that is recognized as
reduplication. Finally, the production of reduplicative template patterns from
the underlying prosodic structure of forms is demonstrated.

Chapter 5 summarizes the findings of the previous chapters and discusses
the ramifications of this approach. The important findings in this thesis are that
data from reduplication are orthogonal to issues of computation in phonology.
Thus, arguments in favor of Optimality Theory (Prince and Smolensky 1993,
McCarthy and Prince 1995) based on reduplication are no longer valid.
Furthermore, the issues of opacity, predictive power and the goals of Prosodic
Morphology (McCarthy and Prince 1986, 1993b) all argue in favor of the model
of phonology proposed in this thesis over OT models.



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Reduplication has become the focus of much research in generative
phonology. The outcome of this intense interest in reduplication has been
arguments of a general nature about how we should view phonology (Prince and
Smolensky 1993, McCarthy and Prince 1986, 1993ab, 1994ab, 1995). These
arguments claim reduplication and associated phenomena cannot be accounted
for within a strictly derivational model of phonology (Chomsky and Halle 1968).
Thus, it is argued, reduplication presents evidence in favor of models of
phonology that are crucially non-derivational in nature.

This dissertation will argue for an enrichment in phonological
representation that will allow a strictly derivational model of phonology to
account for reduplication. As with most representational issues, this
representational enrichment is theoretically neutral to the extent that it can be
implemented in either a derivational or parallel model of phonology. In order to
present an explicit model that can be thoroughly tested and evaluated, this new
approach will be presented within a derivational model of phonology. The

assumption of a fully derivational model of phonology will present the strongest



argument against the view that reduplication requires parallel computation in
phonology. Once the final analysis of reduplication is presented it will become
apparent that reduplication does not provide any direct evidence on the nature
of computation in phonology.

The arguments used to support this new approach to reduplication will be
primarily empirical, but other arguments based on metatheoretical ideals will
also be presented. In particular I will argue that the proposed approach to
reduplication is more constrained than all previous approaches (Carrier 1979,
Marantz 1982, McCarthy and Prince 1995, and others) and that reduplicative and
concatenative morphology can now be accounted for with the same basic
machinery. In addition to these arguments, extensions of the basic proposal will
be presented to show that the representational enrichment is advantageous for
all of phonology and not just for reduplication.

This thesis will consist of outlining a new approach to reduplication based
on making explicit the precedence relationships inherent in phonological
representations. Chapter 2 recounts a history of the approaches to reduplication
within generative grammar. This summary provides perspective on the
relevance of the present proposals.

Chapter 3 presents a discussion of how precedence in phonology should
be formally encoded. The basic proposal in this chapter is that precedence
should be explicitly encoded in phonological representations through precedence
relations (—). This move replaces the present situation of deriving precedence in

phonological forms from typographic left-to-right ordering. The introduction of



explicit precedence relationships allows novel complex phonological
representations to be built. These new representations directly address the issues
of the formal nature of reduplication and the interaction between morphology
and phonology. The results of this chapter will show that a derivational, rule
based approach to reduplication is able to account for all aspects of the
interaction between phonological rules and morphology. This result indicates
that accounting for reduplication phenomenon in phonology is mostly
orthogonal to computational issues. More subtle empirical evidence will be
required if reduplication is to bear on the nature of computation in phonology.

Chapter 4 will discuss the formal aspects of the morphology involved in
reduplication. One key aspect that will be discussed is the nature of a
linearization algorithm that is required by the complex phoriological
representations proposed in Chapter 3. The formal characteristics of these
representations and the linearization algorithm will be shown to not only
account for why reduplication occurs but to also produce the attested
reduplicative templates. This approach to reduplicative templates is more
constrained than all previous proposals have been. These results are due to the
representations that are posited in Chapter 3 and provide support for their
adoption.

Finally, Chapter 5 provides a summary of the basic arguments in favor for
the proposed representational changes to phonological theory. Additionally,
there is a discussion of the implications of the proposals in this thesis beyond

reduplication.



Chapter 2
A SHORT HISTORY OF REDUPLICATION

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a summary and overview of research on
reduplication in generative grammar over the last 30 years. This research has
continually bettered our understanding of the specifics of reduplication and
phonology in general. In order to fully understand the merit of the proposals in
this dissertation, we must comprehend how reduplication has been understood
in previous work. The commonness of reduplication in the world’s languages
presents a vast amount of data that can be consulted. Early studies of
reduplication consisted of a vast amount of descriptive work cataloging the
relevant phenomena. With the advent of generative phonology, the theoretical
importance of reduplication began to be investigated. I begin discussion of

theoretical accounts of reduplication from this point.



22 Rule based models of reduplication

The investigation of reduplication as a morphological and phonological
process can be divided into three broad categories: the formal representation of
reduplication, the interaction of reduplication and phonological rules, and
reduplicative templates. These three facets of reduplication have not developed
at the same pace nor have all theories of reduplication addressed them with the
same care. The assets and liabilities of each previous approach to reduplication

provide a guide to the development of the proposal of this dissertation.

2.2.1 Early models of reduplication

Chomsky and Halle 1968 (SPE) will be the beginning point of the
discussion of the development of a generative account of reduplication. SPE
does not discuss reduplication but it lays the groundwork for a generative
approach to reduplication. Interestingly, it took quite a bit of time before
reduplication was formally treated as a generative process. Early descriptive
accounts of reduplication imply that reduplication is some sort of grammatical
process that repeats phonological material (Haeberlin 1918) but the idea of a
generative grammar was not formulated at this time. Voegelin and Voegelin
1967 come very close to formalizing reduplication as a generative process
through their discussion of Hopi and the relationship between Chomsky’s

transformations and descriptive adequacy. The passage where Voegelin and



Voegelin state (1967:280), “The noun for sore (?iya) marks plural by reduplication
(?#?tya). The reduplicated noun is the base for the passive verb...” implies that
Voegelin and Voegelin were thinking of reduplication in a generative framework
but they do not formally spell this thought out. Reduplication is thought of as a
generative process here because Voeglin and Voeglin claim that the
unreduplicated form (noun) is the base for a transformation that produces the
reduplicated form (passive verb).

The next close pass to a fully specified generative account of reduplication
is Luelsdorff 1968 where a rule of the form ‘@ — ¢ (¢)’ is proposed in order to
produce repetition. This rule provides a generative account of repetition but its
connection to reduplication is not made until Moyne and Carden 1974. Moyne
and Carden discuss the syntax involved in subject reduplication in Persian and
provide the following rule.

(1) Subject Reduplication (Moyne and Carden 1974:209)
X[NP, VP Y=X[NP,NP, VP Y

This rule appears to be the first formal treatment of reduplication as a generative
process. Ironically, this proposal is made in a syntax paper.

Preceding this technical formulation, reduplication was understood as a
morphological transformation using the same mechanism of transformational
rules as in syntax (Chomsky 1955). Following the outline of SPE, reduplication
was treated as a morphological rule and thus would precede all phonological

rules. Many of the assumptions in SPE are empirical questions and can be






