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Overall question

What can multiple reduplication tell us about the theoretical account of
reduplication and the phonology-morphology interface? J

(1)  Multiple Reduplication

The presence of more than one reduplicative morpheme in a word.
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Concrete question: What is the ‘base’ for reduplication?

The string immediately adjacent to the reduplicant.
(e.g. Broselow and McCarthy, 1983)

Everything in the output that is not the reduplicant. (e.g. Riggle, 2003)

Determined by phonological & semantic criteria.

(e.g. Urbanczyk, 2000; Shaw, 2005) J
2) Single reduplication (3) Multiple reduplication
<Red;>  /badupi/ <Redy> <Redi> /badupi/
Head/stem Head/stem
[ —
bad  badupi bad bad badupi
[

Adjacent and non-reduplicant Adjacent and non-reduplicant
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Main Claim

® the typology of multiple reduplication strengthens the argument that
languages differ in what the ‘base’ for reduplication is (cf.
Urbanczyk, 2000; Shaw, 2005) specific differences
- vs. Morphological Doubling Theory for reduplication (Inkelas and
Zoll, 2005; Inkelas, 2008)

® a purely phonological account predicts this variation without a
concept of ‘base’ and allows a (more) modular theory where phonology
only sees morphological affiliation

- the choice between the adjacent string or the stem are
epiphenomenal and follow from the preferences to copy locally
and to copy full contiguous morphemes
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The typology of multiple reduplication

The typology of multiple
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The typology of multiple reduplication

Multiple reduplication: Tagalog example

® /CV-/ reduplication marks the imperfective and full reduplication of
the stem plural in (4-a)

® averb can be marked for both plural (actor) and imperfective by
combining both reduplications (4-b+c)

4 Reduplication in Tagalog (Mattes, 2007, 126)

a. nag-du~duman siya  bulan~bulan
BEG.Av-IPFv~DEM.DisT 3.SG.AF PL~month
‘S/he goes there every month’

b. ini an ha~hanap~hanap-on
Dem.Prox PB IpFv~PL~look.for-Ug
‘here (they are) continuously searching’
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Excluded (for now): Multiple full reduplication

® intensifying reduplication in Taiwanese affects only monosyllabic
adjectives

(5) Taiwanese, Sino-Tibetan (Zhang and Lai, 2007, 34)
| ‘somewhat A’ | ‘very A |

3 s

new

‘thick’

sin® sin®3~sin” sin®~sin¥~sin®

kaw kaw?'~kaw* kaw®~kaw?'~kaw*?

ph01321 ph01351~ph01321 ph01;]51~ph01;]51~ph01321 ‘blown-up’
33
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The typology of multiple reduplication

Languages with multiple reduplication

Tigre Afro-Asiatic Semitic (Rose, 2003)

Arapaho Algic Algonquian (Cowell and Moss, 2008)
Fox Algic Algonquian (Dahlstrom, 1997)
Plains Cree Algic Algonquian (Ahenakew and Wolfart, 1983)
Bikol Austronesian  Malayo-Polynesian  (Donner, 2012)
Mokilese Austronesian ~ Malayo-Polynesian  (Harrison, 1974)
Nukuoro Austronesian ~ Malayo-Polynesian  (Carroll, 1965)
Papapana Austronesian  Malayo-Polynesian  (Smith, 2016)
Sikaiana Austronesian ~ Malayo-Polynesian  (Donner, 2012)
Tagalog Austronesian  Malayo-Polynesian  (Blake, 1917)

Thao Austronesian ~ Western Plains (Blust, 2001)
Klamath Klamath-Modoc (Barker, 1964; Zoll, 2002)
Colville Salishan Interior Salish (Mattina, 1973)
Lillooet Salishan Interior Salish (van Eijk, 1997)
Shuswap Salishan Interior Salish (Kuipers, 1974)
Spokane Salishan Interior Salish (Bates and Carlson, 1998)
Thompson Salishan Interior Salish (Thompson and Thompson, 1992)
Lushootseed Salishan Central Salish (Urbanczyk, 2001)
Mainland Comox  Salishan Central Salish (Watanabe, 1994)
Kyuoquot™ Wakashan S. Wakashan (Rose, 1981)

Makah* Wakashan S. Wakashan (Davidson, 2002)
Ditidaht* Wakashan S. Wakashan (Stonham, 1994)
Tsishaath*® Wakashan S. Wakashan (Stonham, 2004)

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



The typology of multiple reduplication

What is the base for reduplication?

Underlying form

Input: <Red,> <Red;>( badupi

Output: bad badupi

Adjacent string Output stem
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The typology of multiple reduplication

The base for reduplication: Impossible to tell

® if R1is not smaller than R2 and R1 copies faithfully

(6) e=ta~tamu~tamu
3.Sc=HAB~CoNT~eat
‘he always eats’ Papapana, Austronesian (Smith, 2016, 539)

7)  kVa~kVa~k’Vatl-’i:h
PL~look.for~sea.otter-look.for
‘sea-otter-hunters’ Nuuchahnulth, Wakashan (Stonham, 2007, 122)

ta tamu tamu ta tamu tamu

| — or ltI_J
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The base for reduplication: The stem | (Shaw, 2005)

® /CV-/ reduplication for the diminutive (8-a), /CVC-/ reduplication for
the distributive (8-b), and both can cooccur (8-c)

(8) Thompson, Salishan (Haeberlin, 1918, 157)

a. sirsil ‘a little piece of calico’
b. sil~sil ‘patches of calico’
c. sil~si~sil  ‘small patches of calico’

= R2 is larger than R1 and does not copy the string R1+stem

— Pa i

sil si sil * Sis si sil
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The base for reduplication: The stem Il (Urbanczyk, 2000)

® syllable-reduplication (9-a), and infixing /C/-reduplication (9-b), and
both can cooccur (9-¢)

9) Lillooet, Salishan (van Eijk, 1997, 56+57)

a. s-vap ‘tree’ s-yop-¥ap ‘trees’
b. péala? pa~p-la? ‘one person’
c. ciq” cok™~cd~c~k™ ‘little red ones’

= R1is an infix but R2 ignores it and only copies stem segments

—— —

kY o ¢ kY «cock o ¢ kY

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



The base for reduplication: The adjacent string | (Urbanczyk, 2000)

® /CV-/ reduplication in the diminutive (10-b), /CVC-/ reduplication in
the distributive (10-c), both can be combined in the order Dim-DisT

® default segment /i/ to avoid a stressed /o/ in the Dim

(10) Mainland Comox, Salishan (Watanabe, 1994, 322,327,330)

a. q’esnay’ ‘small shirts/dresses’

b. q’i~q’snay’ ‘small shirt/dress’

c. q'es~q’osnay’ ‘shirts/dresses’

d. q’i~q’es~q’esnay’ ‘small shirts/dresses’
t'i~t’ot~t’udad ‘small beds’

= the (full) stem-V is not available for R2, only the adjacent R1-V

X e

»ta  tol tulal ti  tol tutal
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The typology of multiple reduplication

The base for reduplication: The adjacent string Il

® /Curu-/ reduplication marks plurality or continuation, /CV-/
reduplication imperfective aspect, and both can be combined (11-c)

(11) Bikol, Austronesian (Mattes, 2007, 133,157)

a. buru~balyo CoNT~change
suru~sopsop ConT~suck
b. i-di~diretsyo CV-IpFv~continue

pig-su~suru~sikwat  BEG.Av-IPFv~PL-prod
pig-pu~puru~pildit BEG.Av-IPFv~PL-squeeze
pig-hu~huru~hapros BEeG.Av-IPFv~PL-caress

= R2 copies the fixed segments that are part of R1

| x - [ e

*Si suru sikwat su  suru sikwat
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The typology of multiple reduplication

The base for reduplication: The adjacent string IlI

® /Ca:/Ce:-/ reduplication marks the continuative (12-b), bisyllabic
reduplication the continuative (12-c), and both can be combined (12-d)

(12) Fox, Algic (Dahlstrom, 1997, 206+207)

a. wirtamaw-eiwa ‘he tells him’

b. war~wiitamaw-e:wa ‘he tells him over and over’

c. wirta~wirtamaw-eiwa ‘he keeps telling him’

d. wamwi~wai~wiitamaw-eiwa ‘he keeps telling him over and over’

= R2 is larger than R1 and copies the string resulting from R1+stem

— R ——

» witta war wiitamaw waiwi wal witamaw
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The typology of multiple reduplication

Summary: Impossible to tell , Adjacent string , Stem

Tigre Afro-Asiatic Semitic (Rose, 2003)

Arapaho Algic Algonquian (Cowell and Moss, 2008)
Fox Algic Algonquian (Dahlstrom, 1997)
Plains Cree Algic Algonquian (Ahenakew and Wolfart, 1983)
Bikol Austronesian  Malayo-Polynesian  (Donner, 2012)
Mokilese Austronesian  Malayo-Polynesian  (Harrison, 1974)
Nukuoro Austronesian ~ Malayo-Polynesian  (Carroll, 1965)
Papapana Austronesian ~ Malayo-Polynesian  (Smith, 2016)
Sikaiana Austronesian ~ Malayo-Polynesian  (Donner, 2012)
Tagalog Austronesian  Malayo-Polynesian  (Blake, 1917)

Thao Austronesian ~ Western Plains (Blust, 2001)
Klamath Klamath-Modoc (Barker, 1964; Zoll, 2002)
Colville Salishan Interior Salish (Mattina, 1973)
Lillooet Salishan Interior Salish (van Eijk, 1997)
Shuswap Salishan Interior Salish (Kuipers, 1974)
Spokane Salishan Interior Salish (Bates and Carlson, 1998)
Thompson Salishan Interior Salish (Thompson and Thompson, 1992)
Lushootseed Salishan Central Salish (Urbanczyk, 2001)
Mainland Comox  Salishan Central Salish (Watanabe, 1994)
Kyuoquot™ Wakashan S. Wakashan (Rose, 1981)

Makah* Wakashan S. Wakashan (Davidson, 2002)
Ditidaht* Wakashan S. Wakashan (Stonham, 1994)
Tsishaath* Wakashan S. Wakashan (Stonham, 2004)
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Theoretical question: What is the base for reduplication?

Theoretical question: What is the
base for reduplication?

mmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



Theoretical question: What is the base for reduplication?

Morphological Doubling Theory
(=MDT; Inkelas and Zoll, 2005; Inkelas, 2008)

® reduplication=morpho-syntactic features realized more than once

® partial reduplication: associating morphological nodes with different
cophonologies (Orgun, 1996; Anttila, 2002; Inkelas et al., 2004; Inkelas
and Zoll, 2005, 2007); partial reduplicative morpheme is subject to
some truncatory phonology

= reference to an output string (=result of another reduplication process)
is impossible

Underlying form
Input: <Red,> <Red;>

Output: bad bad badupi
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Theoretical question: What is the base for reduplication?

Red and Base-Reduplicant Faithfulness
(=BRCT; McCarthy and Prince, 1995, and subsequent work)

® phonologically empty RED is the trigger for reduplication: a
BR-faithfulness relation between base and reduplicant is established

® crucial: every reduplicative morpheme establishes its own BR-relation

(13)

\ | Max-BRpw | *Copa | MAX-BRpys

REDDiS-Sil’
a. sil * I
= b, si~sil’ * *
c. sil~sil )
REDDim—Si],
a. sil e *
b. si~sil’ 1 *
5 ¢, sil~sil’ i
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Theoretical question: What is the base for reduplication?

The ‘base’ in BR-accounts

Constituent Base Hypothesis (Shaw, 2005)

=a morphological or prosodic constituent. Formally modelled with ANcHOR
constraints.
=> ANCHOR constraints for prosodic constituents overgenerate!

Different Conditions Hypothesis (Urbanczyk, 2000)

=determined based on phonological and semantic criteria. Formally
modelled with ANcHOR (=adjacency) and MCAT<HD(STEM) (=STEM).

Input: <Red,> <Red;>  badupi

Output: bad « badupl’
Adjacent string viorph.Hd
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Theoretical question: What is the base for reduplication?

Argument for a phonological alternative

® BR-Faith can predict both attested ‘base’ concepts but

- relies on reduplication- and morpheme-specific constraints
— relies on an abstract notion ‘base’ which mediates between
BR-Faith and the phonological structure

® a phonological account based on prosodic affixation can predict the
attested base concepts from standard faithfulness and without
reference to a ‘base’

Input: <Red,> <Red;>  badupi

Output: bad « badupl’
Closest segments ont.Morph
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A phonological account of reduplication
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A phonological account of reduplication  Theoretical background

Reduplication and prosodic affixation (=PA)
(Marantz, 1982; Pulleyblank, 2009; Saba Kirchner, 2010, 2013a,b; Bye and Svenonius, 2012;
Bermudez-Otero, 2012)

reduplicative morpheme = a segmentally empty prosodic affix that is
filled with ‘copied’ elements of the base it is added to

® not substantially different from segmental affixes: they simply lack
segmental content

® a purely phonological account without reduplication-specific
mechanism or entities like RED or Faithgr (McCarthy and Prince, 1995,
and subsequent work)

® strong argument for such an approach: phonologically predictable allomorphy

between reduplication and other non-concatenative strategies like vowel lengthening
(Saba Kirchner, 2010, 2013a,b; Zimmermann, 2013)
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A phonological account of reduplication  Theoretical background

Reduplication and prosodic affixation

® copying is a general phonological repair, modeled as segmental fission
violating (14-a) (Spaelti, 1997; Struijke, 2000; Gafos, 2003; Nelson, 2003)

® that the otherwise prosodic node is filled with segmental material is
ensured by constraints ensuring proper prosodic parsing (14-b)

® alternative strategies to realize the prosodic affix: for example
epenthesis, penalized by Depg (14-c)
(14)  a.  INTs: Assign * to every pair of output segments that correspond

to the same input segment.

b. p>S: Assign * to every p not dominating a segment.

c.  DEPs: Assign * to every output-segment without an input
correspondent.
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A phonological account of reduplication

Theoretical background

Copying as fission: The basic mechanism

(15)

H P‘l | |
%)
Ia | wn
. wn »e <
s1 iz I3 APz
H H ! !
a. 1 !
1 l’ | |
S1 I I3 l l
TR L
bl e
: . [
? o S1 Iz 1’3 | |
| |
c H\T [ I sy
o [ (I
S1 1 I'3 | |
T T
. T Co L
. . , | |
S1 I S1 Ip |3 I I
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A phonological account of reduplication  Theoretical background

Background assumption

® morphological colours (=morphological affiliation) allows the
phonology to identify whether material is epenthetic (=colourless) and
whether two elements belong to the same or different morphemes
(van Oostendorp, 2003, 2008, 2007; Revithiadou, 2007; Trommer, 2011; Trommer and

Zimmermann, 2014; Zimmermann, 2017)
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A phonological account of reduplication  Deriving the typology

The two crucial constraints

® LiNg preserves the linear order or segments inside one morpheme

® CoNnTpy prefers contiguous morphemes

(16) LiNg
For every pair of output segments O and O, corresponding to the input
segments |1 and |, affiliated with the same morpheme:
Assign * for every Oy that follows O if I precedes I5.

(17) CONTpm
For every pair of output elements O1 and O corresponding to input
elements |1 and I, that belong to the same morpheme and Iy directly
precedes ly:
Assign * for every Oj that is not directly followed by O, and for
every O, that is not directly preceded by O;.
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A phonological account of reduplication  Deriving the typology

CoNTpy vs. CONTIGUITY

® a non-existential version demanding contiguous linear order for all
instances of an element and hence subsumes (18-a+b)

(18) ConTicuiTy (McCarthy and Prince, 1995, 123)
a. I-ConTiG (‘No skipping’)
The portion of S; standing in correspondence forms a
contiguous string.

b. O-ConTic (‘No intrusion’)
The portion of S, standing in correspondence forms a

contiguous string.
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A phonological account of reduplication  Deriving the typology

LiNg vs. CONTy

S1 i2k3w4a5t6

H LiNg ‘ CoNTMm

a. Metathesis irs1kswaasts 1 2
b. Full R. sqizkswaaste~sqiokswaaste 15

c. Partial single R. Sqia~stiokswaasts

d. Multiple R.: Adj S1inS1~vS1ip~s ioksWaasts 3 3
e. Multiple R.: Stem  sqizks~sqiz~sqizkswaasts 2
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A phonological account of reduplication

Copying of the stem in Thompson

(19)

Thompson: Copying across R1

Deriving the typology

T THT =
|2
st ip I3 O |3
bop H bop
= a. | 116
S1 iz |3 S1 Iy S1 iz |3
bop n T
b. 31| 4
S1 i2 S S1 Iz S1 iz |’3
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Deriving the typology

A phonological account of reduplication

Copying of the adjacent string in Thompson’

(20) Thompson’: Copying R1+stem

T THT =
A, Z|3
s1 i I's J | o
bop H bop
a. 6! | 1
S1 iz |3 S1 Iy S1 Iy |3
bop H bop
= b | 413
S1 iz S1 S1 Iy S1 iz |’3
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Deriving the typology

A phonological account of reduplication

Ambiguous case in Papapana

(21) Papapana: Copying the stem
¢

=

=
H B B zZ| 2
| | O |3

t1 dy M3 Uy
I a. p‘t B B 118
\ \
t1 ar t7 ap m3 uy t; ap m3 uy

(Footnote: Additional assumption in a PA account is a constraint ensuring that elements of
different morphological affiliations preferably don’t dominate each either: excludes that

different reduplication-triggering morphemes dominate each other)
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A phonological account of reduplication  Deriving the typology

ConTy and fixed input segments: Bikol

(22) pig-su~suru~sikwat  BEG.Av-IPFv~PL-prod
pig-pu~puru~pildit BEG.Av-IPFv~PL-squeeze
pig-hu~huru~hapros BEG.Av-IPFv~PL-caress

Sidenote

® in PA, ‘reduplication’ is fission and hence simply one phonological
operation available to repair a marked structure

® the trigger for morphological reduplication (=empty prosodic node)

and phonological copying (e.g. marked syllable structure) are hence
different, the repair operation is not

= fixed segment reduplication in Bikol is triggered by ONSET
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Deriving the typology

A phonological account of reduplication

ConTy and fixed input segments

(23)  Bikol: Copying of R1+fixed segments

T T n M - s
\ \ bl vz
. z| z | o
up ry us sq s ke wy ag to o|3 |0
W TR m M
a. | 8|2
Sy i5 S4 U7 Ip Us Sy i5 k6W7ag toy
m TR m M
s b, | 713
S4 Ujq S4 UqIp Uz S4 i5 k6W7ag tg
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A phonological account of reduplication  Further predictions

Evidence for ConTy: Copying of only the adjacent morpheme

® in Gapapaiwa, foot-sized reduplication marks the imperfective
(24-a+b)

® if a derivational prefix precedes the stem, only this (monosyllabic)
prefix is copied and the reduplicant is unexpectedly smaller

(24) Gapapaiwa, Austronesian (McGuckin, 2011)

a. i-pana~panana
3.5G.PsT-IPFv~encounter
‘he was encountering’

b. siya i-tava~tava
meat 3-IPFv~cook
‘The meat is/was cooking’

c. siya a-vi~vi-tav-i
meat 1SG-IPFv~CAus-cook-3Sc
‘I was cooking the meat’
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A phonological account of reduplication  Further predictions

Further evidence

® evidence for CoNTy: copying of a morphological unit (=person marker)
in Kwaza (van der Voort, 2009)?

® evidence for Lins: a /C1eC1V-/ reduplication pattern in Palauan (Blust,
2013): multiple copying of the same segment to avoid LiNg violations
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Conclusion

Conclusion
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Conclusion

Summary

® the ‘typology’ of multiple reduplication strengthens the claim in
Urbanczyk (2000) and Shaw (2005) that the base for reduplication is
language-specific: adjacency-based copying or stem-based copying

® this variation is a strong argument against a morphological doubling
account

® a purely phonological account without BR-Faithfulness and a concept
of ‘base’ can predict this typology from the simple interaction of LiNg
and CoNTp preferring contiguous morphemes
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Conclusion

Open questions

® all cases treated based on their surface order: What about order of
affixation/infixation?

® non-local reduplication (Riggle, 2003) — an effect from INTEGRITY
preferring copying of edge-material?

® Emergence of the Unmarked (McCarthy and Prince, 1994) -

markedness over CONTp?

® Stanton and Zukoff (2016) argue for correspondence effects even in
phonological copying — impossible in this account
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Conclusion

References

Ahenakew, Freda and H. C. Wolfart (1983), Productive reduplication in Plains Cree, in
W.Cowan, ed., ‘Papers from the Fourteenth Algonquian Conference’, Carleton University,
Ottawa, pp. 369-377.

Anttila, Arto (2002), ‘Morphologically conditioned phonological alternations’, Natural
Language and Linguistic Theory 20, 1-42.

Barker, M. A. R. (1964), Klamath grammar, University of California Press, Berkeley and Los
Angeles.

Bates, Dawn and Barry F. Carlson (1998), Spokane syllable structure, in
E.Czaykowska-Higgins and M. D.Kinkade, eds, ‘Salish languages and linguistics:
theoretical and descriptive perspectives’, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin, New York,
pp- 99-123.

Bermudez-Otero, Ricardo (2012), The architecture of grammar and the division of labour in
exponence, in J Trommer, ed., ‘The morphology and phonology of exponence: The state of
the art’, Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 8-83.

Blake, Frank R. (1917), ‘Reduplication in Tagalog’, The American journal of philology
38, 425-431.

Blust, R. A. (2001), ‘Thao triplication’, Oceanic Linguistics 40, 324-335.
Blust, Robert (2013), The Austronesian languages, Asia-Pacific Linguistics, Canberra.

Broselow, Ellen and John McCarthy (1983), ‘A theory of internal reduplication’, The Linguistic
Review 3, 25-88. http://people.umass.edu/jjmccart/theory_of_internal_reduplication.pdf.

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



Conclusion

Bye, Patrick and Peter Svenonius (2012), Non-concatenative morphology as epiphenomenon,
in J Trommer, ed., ‘The morphology and phonology of exponence: The state of the art’,
Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 426-495.

Carroll, Vern (1965), ‘An outline of the structure of the language of Nukuoro’, The journal of
the Polynesian Society 74, 192-226.

Cowell, Andrew and Alonzo Moss (2008), The Arapaho language, University of Colorado
Press.

Dahlstrom, Amy (1997), ‘Fox (Mesquakie) reduplication’, International Journal of American
Linguistics 63, 205-226.

Davidson, Matthew (2002), Studies in Southern Wakashan (Nootka) grammar, PhD thesis,
University of New York at Buffalo.

Donner, Wiliam W. (2012), ‘Sikaiana dictionary’, Ms., online available at the sikaianaarchives.

Gafos, Adamantios 1. (2003), ‘Greenberg’s asymmetry in Arabic: a consequence of stems in
paradigms’, Language 79, 317-355.

Haeberlin, Herman K. (1918), ‘Types of reduplication in the Salish dialects’, International
Journal of American Linguistics 1, 154-174.

Harrison, Sheldon (1974), ‘Reduplication in Micronesian languages’, Oceanic Linguistics
12, 407-454.

Inkelas, Sharon (2008), ‘The dual theory of reduplication’, Linguistics 46, 351-401.

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



Conclusion

Inkelas, Sharon, C. Orhan Orgun and Cheryl Zoll (2004), The implications of lexical
exceptions for the nature of grammar, in J.McCarthy, ed., ‘Optimality Theory in
Phonology: A Book of Readings’, Blackwell, Oxford, pp. 542-551.

Inkelas, Sharon and Cheryl Zoll (2005), Reduplication: Doubling in Morphology, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

Inkelas, Sharon and Cheryl Zoll (2007), ‘Is grammar dependence real? A comparison
between cophonological and indexed constraint approaches to morphologically
conditioned phonology’, Linguistics 45(1), 133-171.

Kuipers, Aert H. (1974), The Shuswap language : grammar, texts, dictionary, Mouton, The
Hague.

Marantz, Alec (1982), ‘Re reduplication’, Linguistic Inquiry 13, 483-545.

Mattes, Veronika (2007), Types of reduplication: a case study of Bikol, PhD thesis, University
Graz.

Mattina, Anthony (1973), Colville grammtical structure, Master’s thesis, Hawaii University.

McCarthy, John and Alan Prince (1994), The emergence of the unmarked: Optimality in
prosodic morphology, in M.Gonzélez, ed., ‘Proceedings of the North East Linguistics
Society 24’, GLSA, Amherst, pp. 333-379.

McCarthy, John and Alan Prince (1995), Faithfulness and reduplicative identity, in
J.Beckman, L.Dickey and S.Urbanczyk, eds, ‘'UMOP’, GLSA, Amherst, MA, pp. 249-384.

McGuckin, Catherin (2011), ‘Gapapaiwa reduplication: A phonological analysis using
optimality theory’, GIALens .

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



Conclusion

Nelson, Nicole Alice (2003), Asymmetric Achoring, PhD thesis, Rutgers University.

Orgun, Cemil Orhan (1996), Sign-based Morphology and Phonology with Special Attention
to Optimality Theory, PhD thesis, UC Berkeley.

Pulleyblank, Douglas (2009), Patterns of reduplication in Yoruba, in K.Hanson and S.Inkelas,
eds, ‘The nature of the word: Studies in honor of Paul Kiparsky’, MIT Press, pp. 311-357.

Revithiadou, Anthi (2007), Colored turbid accents and containment: A case study from
lexical stress, in S.Blaho, P.Bye and M.Kramer, eds, ‘Freedom of Analysis?’, Mouton de
Gruyter, Berlin, New York, pp. 149-174.

Riggle, Jason (2003), Nonlocal reduplication, in K.Moulton and M.Wolf, eds, ‘Proceedings of
NELS 34°, GLSA, Ambherst, pp. 485-496.

Rose, Sharon (2003), Triple take: Tigre and the case of internal reduplication, in ‘San Diego
Linguistics Papers’, Oxford University Press, pp. 109-128.

Rose, Suzanne Maria (1981), Kyuquot grammar, PhD thesis, University of Victoria.
Saba Kirchner, Jesse (2010), Minimal Reduplication, PhD thesis, UC Santa Cruz.

Saba Kirchner, Jesse (2013a), ‘Minimal reduplication and reduplicative exponence’,
Morphology 23, 227-243.

Saba Kirchner, Jesse (2013b), Reduplicative exponence and minimal reduplication, in
JTrommer, ed., ‘New theoretical tools in the modeling of morphological exponence’,
Special issue of Morphology, pp. 227-243.

Shaw, Patricia A. (2005), Non-adjacency in reduplication, in B.Hurch, ed., ‘Studies on
reduplication’, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin, New York, pp. 161-210.

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



Conclusion

Smith, Ellen (2016), ‘Papapana re-redu-reduplicates: multiple reduplication in an endangered
Northwest Solomonic language’, Oceanic Linguistics 55, 522-560.

Spaelti, Phillip (1997), Dimensions of variation in multi-pattern reduplication, PhD thesis,
UC Santa Cruz.

Stanton, Juliet and Sam Zukoff (2016), ‘Prosodic identity in copy epenthesis: evidence for a
correspondence-based approach’, ms., MIT.

Stonham, John (1994), Combinatorial morphology, John Benjamin, Amsterdam.
Stonham, John (2004), Linguistic Theory and Complex Words, Palgrave Macmillan, New York.

Stonham, John (2007), ‘Nuuchahnulth double reduplication and stratal optimality theory’,
Canadian Journal of Linguistics 52, 105-130.

Struijke, Caro (2000), Existential Faithfulness. A Study of Reduplicative TETU, Feature
Movement, and Dissimilation, PhD thesis, University of Maryland at College Park.

Thompson, Laurence C. and M. Terry Thompson (1992), The Thompson language, UMOPL,
Missoula.

Trommer, Jochen (2011), ‘Phonological aspects of Western Nilotic mutation morphology’,
Habil. University of Leipzig.

Trommer, Jochen and Eva Zimmermann (2014), ‘Generalised mora affixation and
quantity-manipulating morphology’, Phonology 31, 463-510.

Urbanczyk, Suzanne (2000), The bases of double reduplication, in R.Billerey and
B.Lillehaugen, eds, ‘Proceedings of WCCFL 19°, Cascadilla Press, pp. 518-531.

Urbanczyk, Suzanne (2001), Patterns of reduplication in Lushootseed, Garland, New York.

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



Conclusion

van der Voort, Hein (2009), ‘Reduplication and repetition of person markers in Guaporé
isolates’, Morphology 19, 263-286.

van Eijk, Jan (1997), The Lillooet Language, UBC Press, Vancouver.

van Oostendorp, Marc (2003), ‘Comparative markedness and containment’, Theoretical
Linguistics 29, 65-75.

van Qostendorp, Marc (2007), Derived environment effects and consistency of exponence, in
S.Blaho, P.Bye and M.Kramer, eds, ‘Freedom of Analysis?’, Mouton, Berlin, pp. 123-148.

van Oostendorp, Marc (2008), ‘Incomplete devoicing in formal phonology’, Lingua
118, 1362-1374.

Watanabe, Honoré (1994), A report on Sliammon (Mainland Comox) reduplication, in
O.Miyaoka, ed., ‘Languages of the North Pacific Rim’, Hokkaido University, Sapporo,
pp. 217-262.

Zhang, Jie and Yuwen Lai (2007), “Two aspects of productivity in Taiwanese double
reduplication’, Kansas Working Papers in Linguistics 29, 33-47.

Zimmermann, Eva (2013), ‘Non-concatenative allomorphy is generalized prosodic affixation:
The case of Upriver Halkomelem’, Lingua 134, 1-26.

Zimmermann, Eva (2017), Morphological Length and Prosodically Defective Morphemes,
Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Zoll, Cheryl (2002), ‘Vowel reduction and reduplication in Klamath’, Linguistic Inquiry
33, 520-527.

Eva Zimmermann, VPG, April 7th, 2018



	The typology of multiple reduplication
	Theoretical question: What is the base for reduplication?
	A phonological account of reduplication
	Theoretical background
	Deriving the typology
	Further predictions

	Conclusion

