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Abstract

This paper investigates Marantz’ Generalization in thetexanof Opti-
mality Theory (OT). The locality generalization implicit Marantz’ Gener-
alization, that reduplicants tend to be adjacent to theimesponding base seg-
ments, is drawn out and focused on. A family abACENCYBR constraints
are proposed to motivate this tendency. These constratatera redupli-
cant’s placement to its anchoring, motivated by the ide& ¢hah segment
in the reduplicant wants to be as close as possible to itegpondent in the
base. It is shown how these constraints motivate less tHarefluplication,
exemplified by Dobel, Agta and Yidinas they are at odds with AkBR,
which requires full reduplication. They are also shown tedbct discontigu-
ous reduplicants (a rare pattern, found in Marshallese aadddrin) which
are otherwise mysterious. Claims that the locality gemeatibn is an ab-
solute rather than a tendency are examined, and reduplicp#itterns from
Chukchee, Indonesian, Madurese and others are analyzeésisHown that
a full typology of reduplication must be made available bg grammar, in-
cluding ‘opposite edge’ reduplication, where the redupiicis anchored to
one edge but aligned to the opposite edge as patterns ofatttisasnot be

otherwise explained.



1 Introduction

Marantz (1982) noted several tendencies of reduplicatibs generalization
regarding the dependency of reduplicant content on itsept@nt has since

become known as ‘Marantz’ Generalization’ and is given in (1

(1) Marantz’ Generalization (Marantz 1982: 447)
In the unmarked case, reduplicating prefixes associatamétimelodies
[(segments)—AL] from left to right, reduplicating suffixé®m right

to left

Agta and Dakota are classic examples of the two clauses addmMarGener-
alization. Agta follows the predicted pattern for prefixesl &akota follows

the predicted pattern for suffixes.

(2)  Agta plural (Healey (1960)) (3) Dakota plural (Shaw (1976))

tak-takki ‘legs’ haska-ska ‘be tall, pl.
W A\
% %

Marantz’ Generalization is a statement of explicit direntlity and of im-
plicit locality. How both of these components can be camtuneOptimality
Theory (OT) (Prince and Smolensky (1993)) is discussed &2aBse direc-
tionality does not exist in OT, the focus of this paper is anlticality general-
ization implicitin Marantz’ Generalization. The localigygeneralization is that
reduplicants are usually adjacent to the segments of theeviiis which they
stand in correspondence. | will refer to such segments asdnespondent

base’ for ease of reference.

(4) Correspondent base: The segments in the base whichistande-



spondence to segments in the reduplicant (a subset of teg bas

A proposal of how the locality generalization can be camtureOT is
given and examined in 83. Marantz’ Generalization is traddlly taken to
be a tendency rather than an absolute and it is shown in 8&:1H&oproposed
implementation predicts this tendency cross-lingudiiid¢ar the locality gen-
eralization. In §3.2, further motivation for the proposathfly of constraints
is given by showing that they can account for reduplicarg sied motivate
discontiguous reduplicants. A comparison of this propesti other work
which is interested in locality in reduplication is given8d. In 85 the con-
straint inventory for anchoring and placing reduplicastsxamined, in light
of claims that anchoring to the right edge is impossible drad alignment
constraints do not refer to reduplicants (e.g. Nelson (2003 variety of
reduplication patterns are drawn on to show that we canrspedise with
alignment constraints which refer to reduplicants or thednef reduplicants

to anchor to the right. The conclusion is given in 86.

2 Anchoring, Alignment and Marantz' General-
ization

Marantz’ Generalization has two components. The first isreegdization

about the direction in which the reduplicant copies basensegs. The sec-
ond is an implicit generalization about the placement ofrdaiplicant rela-
tive to the correspondent base. Both are examined in ligttetheoretical
mechanisms of OT.

As OT is non derivational, reduplicants are no longer thotgbopy seg-



ments of the base in sequence. Rather than treating redaogdias the result
of right-to-left or left-to-right copying, OT assumes a u@ticant’s segments
stand in correspondence with segments in the base. Theidire¢ copying

(henceforth used in a descriptive sense) is captured in @Lgdf anchoring

constraints, as defined in (5).

(5) ANCHORBR-LEFT/RIGHT: The element at the designated periphery
of the reduplicant has a correspondent at the designatgzhpey of

the base (adapted from McCarthy and Prince (1999))

However, anchoring is not a perfect match to the pre-OT nmashaof
copying direction because there may be a lower-ranked@nsivhich forces
non consecutive copying. For example, if the constraintiratg consecutive
correspondence of the reduplicant to the base\NTGGUITYBR, is violated,
then anchoring can be satisfied without a right-to-left értie-right direction
of copying being following. Contiguity with respect to thade-reduplicant
relation is defined in (6) and an example of its potentialraxtdon with an

anchoring constraint is given in (7).

(6) CONTIGUITYBR: “No skipping, no intrusion” The portion of the
reduplicant which stands in correspondence to the basesfaroon-
tiguous string, and vice versa (adapted from McCarthy andcEr

(1999))



(7)
| /IRED+takki/ || ANCHORBR-LEFT | CONTIGUITYBR |

0 a. taktakki
b. tkatakki %

While both candidates in (7) satisfy the anchoring constyainly candi-
date (a) follows a left-to-right (or any consistent) direntof copying. Can-
didate (b) is properly anchored, but its direction of cogy{aescriptively
speaking) switches back and forth. (Candidate (b) alsatas| LNEARI-
TYBR which forbids metathesis. While candidate (b) above isantikely
candidate for metathesis, there are languages where aaptand linearity
are violated.) So while being anchored to the left will uguatean that a
reduplicant’s segments are copied from left-to-right (&ethg anchored to
the right will mean they are copied from right-to-left), stmot an absolute.

If we put aside the qualification just mentioned, can anctgpcionstraints
encode the direction component of Marantz’ Generaliz&iobhe answer
is yes, but only in the sense of a meta-generalization. Mar&@eneraliza-
tion states that if the reduplicant is a prefix, then it wilpgdrom left-to-right,
and if it is a suffix, then it will copy from right-to-left. In © whether a redu-
plicant is a prefix or suffix depends on the relative rankinghef alignment

constraints relativized to the reduplicant.

(8) ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-LEFT/RIGHT: The specified edge of the redu-
plicant coincides with the specified edge of the prosodicawfmom

the general alignment template proposed by McCarthy amt®(iL993))

So if ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-LEFT is ranked above AIGN (RED, PRWD)-
RIGHT, then the reduplicant is a prefix. If the ranking is reverdbd,redu-

plicant is a suffix. A rephrasing of Marantz’ Generalizatiorreflect this is



stated in (9).

(9) A restatement of Marantz’ Generalization in OT termsuinmarked
cases, if alanguage has the rankingd®ORBR-LEFT > ANCHORBR-
RIGHT, then the language will have the rankingi&N (RED, PRWD)-
LEFT > ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-RIGHT. If ANCHORBR-RIGHT >
ANCHORBR-LEFT, then ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-RIGHT > ALIGN
(RED, PRWD)-LEFT.

The statement in (9) can be simplified to the meta-genetadizan (10).

(10) In unmarked cases, the highest-ranked reduplicaritcaimg con-
straint refers to the same edge as the highest-ranked realfzlign-

ment constraint.

This is a meta-constraint because it refers to the relatim&ings of differ-
ent constraints and therefore is not encodable in any onstremnt, so like
Marantz’ original statement, (10) describes what the moraraonly found
patterns of reduplication have in common.

The second component of Marantz’ Generalization is an eipdtate-
ment of locality. Stating that a prefixal reduplicant asates left-to-right and
a suffixal reduplicant associate right-to-left is equivaleo stating that the
reduplicant will start copying with whatever segment of base it is closest
to. This not only holds in languages like Agta and Dakota (tio@ed in 81)
where the reduplicant is a prefix or suffix, but also in langsaike Somoan,

where the reduplicant is an infix, e.g-lo-lofa (‘love’) Marsack (1962). In

1| refer to both reduplicants which are sometimes considprefixed to the main stress
and those that are ‘true infixes’ as infixes for descriptimasparency. This has no theoretical
consequence as affixal terms are purely descriptive in Ohegslacement of the reduplicant
is determined by the ranking of relativized alignment coaists.



all of the reduplicant patterns exemplified in (11), the y@ohant is next to its

correspondent base.

prefixed | infixed | suffixed

(D) Saktakki | a-lolofa | haska-ska

We can therefore extend the locality implicit in Marantz'rigealization be-
yond prefixes and suffixes, to reduplicants generally. Taestent in (12) is
proposed to capture and expand the locality generaliz#tiainis implicit in

Marantz’' Generalization.

(12) Locality Generalization:

Reduplicants tend to be adjacent to their correspondest bas

The locality generalization as stated in (12) is the focushid paper. A
proposal for capturing this generalization directly in GTirst given and dis-
cussed. Then the question of whether the locality genataiz is a tendency
or an absolute is examined. It is argued that it is only a teagl@nd that

claims that it's an absolute cannot be maintained in face®gvidence.

3 Locality

As we saw in the last section, implicit in Marantz’ Generalian is that the
reduplicant is adjacent to its correspondent base. Thistedsd as a locality
generalization. Unlike the direction component of Mara@eneralization,
the locality generalization can be directly encoded inte gnammar. An-
choring constraints have been assumed to capture thistjocalOT (e.g.

Spaelti (1997) and Yip (1999)) because, for example, thapkchnt in the

Agta example given in the introduction obeysi@HORBR-LEFT (because



the left edge of the reduplicant stands in correspondenttetiae left edge of
the base) and the reduplicant is also placed at the left. Menvéehe place-
ment of the reduplicant is completely distinct from its amchg. The same
reduplicant could appear as a suffix and its left edge woullds&ind in cor-

respondence with the left edge of the base. This is illusdrat (13).

(13) prefix, obeys ACHORBR-LT suffix, obeys AACHORBR-LT
a. taktakki b. *takki-tak
A AT

Whether a reduplicant is a prefix or a suffix in OT is determibgdhe
ranking of the alignment constraints relativized to theugdtant. Therefore,
the ranking AIGN (RED, PRWD)- LEFT > ALIGN (RED, PRWD)- RIGHT
must hold in Agta, since the reduplicant is aligned to thedéthe prosodic
word. If the opposite ranking held, the form in (13-b) woule the correct
form in the language. So we see that anchor constraints dlonet capture
the locality aspect of Marantz’ Generalization.

Looking at the cases where the reduplicant is anchored &gkal to the

prosodic word, there are four logical combinatidriEhese are given in (14).

(14)  With hypothetical basgabadunot a tableau)
| ANCHORBR-LT | ANCHORBR-RT

ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-LT a. gagabadu b. digabadu
ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-RT C. gabadu-ga | d. gabadu-du

Given the four possible anchoring-alignment combinatiamdy half of
them result in forms which follow the locality generalizati These are (a)
and (d), which are shaded. If only these four constraintsrdehed the con-
tent and the placement of reduplicants, the locality gdizetéon would be

mysterious. What is needed, then, is a way to tie anchorinigatignment

2Here | put aside claims that some of these constraints drist @Nelson (1998, 2002a,
2002b, 2003), Bye & de Lacy (2000)). | address this claim in 85
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together. It is when the reduplicant is anchored and aligo¢de same edge
that the resulting form follows the locality generalizatid propose a family
of constraints in the following section that motivate thedbity generalization

and predict that it will be more often followed than not.

3.1 ADJACENCYBR constraints

As we saw in the last section, what is needed is a constraanthl favor
the cases in which the reduplicant is anchored and alignédtetsame edge
in order to motivate the locality generalization. | propaseonstraint family

in (15).

(15)  ADJACENCYBR constraint family

a. ADJACENCYBR-BY-SEG: Every segment in the reduplicant is
next to its correspondent base

b. ADJACENCYBR-BY-o: Every syllable in the reduplicant is next
to its correspondent base.

c. ADJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT: Every foot in the reduplicant is next

to its correspondent base.

These constraints are categorically violable. By assuraiiagnily of con-
straints gradient violations are avoided (as argued for loZatthy (2002)).
Additionally, the constraints motivate less than full rptication and patterns

of discontiguous reduplication. These latter two aspedsacussed in the

3Kitto & de Lacy (1999) propose the constraint BEBMCENCY (where E stands for an
epenthetic segment) to account for the tendency of copiedtbptic segments to be near the
segment from which they have copied their feature®JACENCYBR requires the same of
reduplicant segments. Thus, there potentially is a fantigyond the family of quantized
ADJACENCYBR constraints) of MJACENCY constraints. They are restricted to output rela-
tions only, as any AJACENCY requirements in the input-output (I0) domain would be non
sensical.
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following section.
Hypothetical examples of satisfaction and violation of ATACENCYBR

constraints are given in the tableau below.

(16) Hypothetical outputs evaluated by the AACENCYBR family of con-

straints
| | AD-BY-SEG ~ AD-BY-0 ~ AD-BY-FOOT |
a. ga-bbadu i i
b. gagabadu * : :
c. gabagabadu * | |
d. gabadu-ga * ! ! *

As can be seen, theDNACENCYBR constraints are in a stringency rela-
tion: violation of ADJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT, for example, entails violation of
ADJACENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT and ADJACENCYBR-BY-o. Any reduplicant
which non-vacuously satisfies anypAACENCYBR constraint can be said to
follow the locality generalization as stated in (£2).

The ADJACENCYBR constraints motivate and predict the locality gener-
alization. We saw in (14) that given the four constraints chhpotentially
anchor and align the reduplicant, we would expect the locgkneralization
to be followed in only half of all cases. The typology whiclttlmdes the
ADJACENCYBR constraints is given below. It shows that a skewing is pre-
dicted towards following the locality generalization. Tiypology is shown
for hypothetical candidates that all have a syllable-simstuplicant. This
means that AJACENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT will be violated and AJACEN-
CcYBR-BY-FOOT will be vacuously satisfied by all the candidates, so only

ADJACENCYBR-BY-o is shown in the tableaux. Therefore, if a candidate fol-

4Vacuous satisfaction of BIACENCYBR-BY-o and ADJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT occurs
when the reduplicant is smaller than a syllable or foot, eeipely. For examplegaba-ga
vacuously satisfies BIACENCYBR-BY-FOOT.
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lows the locality generalization, BUACENCYBR-BY-o will be satisfied and
if it doesn’t follow the locality generalization, BIACENCYBR-BY-o will be
violated.

There are four possible combinations of anchoring and alenmt (see
(14) in 83) and if an AJACENCYBR constraint is included in each of these
four combinations there are six possible rankings in eadhmeffour cases,
for a total of 24 possible rankings. Although there are fivestmints under
discussion, the lower ranked anchoring and alignment canstwill never

play a role. The possible combinations are shown below.

17)
possible
constraint groups rankings
a. ANCHORBR-LT ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-LT ADJACENCYBR 6

b. ANCHORBR-RT ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-RT ADJACENCYBR 6
C. ANCHORBR-LT ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-RT ADJACENCYBR 6

d. ANCHORBR-RT ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-LT ADJACENCYBR 6

Total rankings: 24

If the reduplicant is subject to anchoring and alignmentst@ints which
refer to the same edge, then the locality generalizatiohbeilfollowed no
matter where AJACENCYBR-BY-o is ranked. This is the case for the con-
straint groups in (a) and (b) in (17). Thus, the locality gefization is sat-
isfied in the 12 cases in which the anchoring and alignmergtcaints refer
to the same edge (that is, in half the cases, parallel to waatseen in (14)).
In the two groups in which the anchoring and the alignmenstramts refer

to opposite edges, BUACENCYBR-BY-o makes a new prediction; namely
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that the locality generalization is still more often folled/than not. In four
of the six possible rankings in both cases, the locality gdimation will be
followed, and only two rankings will result in an output whidoes not fol-
low the locality generalization. This is shown for one pdiopposite-edge
constraints in (18), and the results are the same, with deigathe locality
generalization, for the other pair. Candidates (a) andr(l@aich tableau fol-
low the locality generalization, whereas candidate (c)sdoat. (The other
candidate which does not follow the locality generalizatidu-gabady has
been left out of the following tableaux because it is harroalty bounded. If
the six possible rankings of M\CHORBR-RIGHT and ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-
LEFT were shown as well, this candidate would be the winner in am&ings,
and candidate (c) would be harmonically bounded.) In oréd the winner

stand out, none of the cells of the optimal form are shaded.
(18)

a. (locality generalization followed)

ANCHORBR | ADJACENCYBR ALIGN
/RED+gabadul/ 1§ BY-o (RED, PRWD)-RT
0 a. gagabadu *
b. gabadu-du ]
c. gabadu-ga *!

b. (locality generalization followed)

ALIGN ADJACENCYBR | ANCHORBR
/RED+gabadu/| (RD, PRWD)-RT BY-o LT
a. gagabadu *!
O b. gabadu-du X
c. gabadu-ga *!




c. (locality generalization followed)

14

ADJACENCYBR | ANCHORBR ALIGN
/RED+gabadul/ BY-o LT (RED, PRWD)-RT
0 a. gagabadu *
b. gabadu-du !
c. gabadu-ga *!
d. (locality generalization followed)
ADJACENCYBR ALIGN ANCHORBR
/RED+gabadul/ BY-o (RED, PRWD)-RT LT
a. gagabadu *!
0 b. gabadu-du *
c. gabadu-ga *!
e. (locality generalization not followed)
ANCHORBR ALIGN ADJACENCYBR
/RED+gabadul/ 1§ (RED, PRWD)-RT BY-o
a. gagabadu *!
b. gabadu-du x|
0 c. gabadu-ga *
f. (locality generalization not followed)
ALIGN ANCHORBR | ADJACENCYBR
/RED+gabadu/| (RD, PRWD)-RT LT BY-o
a. gagabadu *!
b. gabadu-du *!
0 c. gabadu-ga *

Tableaux (18a—d) output a winner which follows the locatjgneraliza-

tion. In the final two tableaux, (e) and (f), both the anchgramd the align-

ment constraint are ranked above®MACENCYBR-BY-o, thus outputting a

winner which satisfies the opposite-edge anchoring andmknt constraints

at the cost of violating AJACENCYBR-BY-o.

If we add up the rankings
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which output a winner that follows the locality generalinatwe get 20 such
rankings (the 12 rankings in which the anchor and alignmenstaints refer
to the same edge, and the eight rankings in which they refgrpgosite edges)
out of a total of 24 possible rankings. This means that if walide the rel-
evant ADJACENCYBR constraint, we predict that the locality generalization
will be followed in five out of six cases. This is obviously stdntially nearer
the truth than the one out of two that was predicted beforeAtheaCEN-
CYBR constraints were introduced.

We can now explain the locality generalization satisfabtorlt is not
necessarily that reduplicants tend to be subject to anaiakgnment con-
straints which refer to the same edge, which would be a adémge, but
rather that there is a family of constraints that tie the anicly requirement
to the placement of the reduplicant. While it is unlikelyttharammar would
persist in ranking an ‘opposite edge’ constraint above omiemfollowed the
meta-generalization in (10) (as is the case in hypothelkazrajuages shown
in (18a-d)), the AMJACENCYBR constraints motivate a language to follow
(the OT version of) Marantz’ Generalization. This motieatis mysterious if
only anchoring and alignment constraints determine thegpieent of a redu-
plicant.

The ADJACENCYBR constraints, as formulated, have effects on redupli-
cant output other than placement. These are examined irollogving sec-

tion.
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3.2 Further motivating the ADJACENCYBR constraints

The ADJACENCYBR constriants are motivated by the idea that each segment
of the reduplicant wants to be as close as possible to itegpondent segment

in the base. A single segment reduplicant (or a reduplica&htdiscontiguous
single segments) does this perfectly. However, such rechugb will often

run afoul of highly ranked syllable well-formedness coimtts, and heavily
violate MAXBR. Therefore, the AJACENCYBR constraints offer compro-
mises, based on the idea that a reduplicant of any relevasbgic category
(segment, syllable, foot) (Selkirk (1980)) will want to béjacent to its cor-
respondent base. A smaller reduplicant has the advantaggisfying more
ADJACENCYBR constraints which means that each segment will be as close
as possible to its correspondent in the base. Motivatingalsnreduplicant
puts the ADIACENCYBR constraints at odds with MKBR, which requires
every segment in the base to have a correspondent in theliehipThe role

of the ADJACENCYBR constraints as reduplicant size restrictors is disaisse
in 83.2.1. There are a few cases in the literature of disgantis redupli-
cants. Such reduplicants are a predicted consequence &itsien between

the ADJACENCYBR constraints and kX BR since by being discontiguous a
reduplicant is better able to satisfy both constraints.hSiases are shown in

§3.2.2.

3.2.1 ADJACENCYBR constraintsasreduplicant sizerestrictors

There is tension between thebAACENCYBR constraints and the constraint
MAXBR. Considering only these four constraints (the three #aCENCYBR con-

straints and MxBR), the table in (20) shows which rankings force which
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size reduplicant.

(19) MaXxBR: “No Deletion” Every element in base has a correspondent

in the reduplicant (adapted from McCarthy and Prince (1999)

(20)  Reduplicant sizés

constraint ranking reduplicant size

MAXBR> AD-BY-SEG, AD-BY-o, AD-BY-FOOT full reduplication
AD-BY-SEG > MAXBR segment reduplicant
AD-BY-o > MAXBR > AD-BY-SEG syllable reduplicant
AD-BY-FOOT > MAXBR > AD-BY-SEG, AD-BY-o  foot reduplicant
Considering only these four constraints, the above rarsshgw how dif-
ferent size reduplicants are motivated. The unshown cainssrin the rank-
ings can be ranked anywhere with the same effect. For exarhallnguage
has the ranking in the third line aboveDACENCYBR-BY-o > MAXBR >
ADJACENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT, then the reduplicant will be a syllable in size

no matter where AJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT is ranked. This is shown in (21).

(21)
AD , AD | MAXBR AD
/RED+gabadu/ | BY-FOOT ' BY-o BY-SEG
a. ga-bbadu i g.a,a,d,ul
0 b. gagabadu : b,a,d,u
c. gabagabadu Tl d,u
d. gabadtgabadu *! X

5The ADJACENCYBR constraints only predict the locality generalizatiothaiespect to
reduplicants up to two syllables in size. A bigger reduplicavhich will usually be an in-
stance of full reduplication, will violate all the BUACENCYBR constraints. For example,
gabadu-gabadtiolates ADJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT, even though it follows the locality gen-
eralization. However, it is not clear that the locality gealization should have anything to
say about cases of full reduplication. It remains an emgliqaestion whether a furthertA
JACENCYBR constraint is motivated. | am not aware of any cases ofpchtion where the
reduplicant is three syllables or more but less than a fulupdicant (taking into consider-
ation that a reduplicant usually will only copy the root pont of the base, for independent
reasons).
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The ADJACENCYBR constraints motivate a smaller size reduplicant be-
cause the segments of a smaller reduplicant will be clostretio correspon-
dents in the base than those of a larger reduplicant will.s Thia clearer
motivation for smaller reduplicants than is offered by thwe fsize restrictor
contraints in the current theory,LA-o-LEFT and ALL-FEET-LEFT, which
require all syllables or feet, respectively, to occur atléfieedge of the output
(but are gradiently violable).

Dobel, a language spoken on the Aru islands of Indonesiajoys@
single segment reduplicant. A reduplicant in Dobel copiesdnset of the
stressed syllable to nominalize verbs and for a variety ofastic functions
(Hughes (2000)). | assume a constraiN@doR (RED, ¢)-LEFT to capture
this specific anchoring. Stress may occur on any of the lasetsyllables of

the root, and in the majority of words it falls on the penubite syllable.

(22) Dobel (Hughes (2000): 168, ff.)

butemuy ‘slow, late’ buttemuy ‘slowly’
k*u'bo ‘forest’ k*ubbo  ‘of the forest’
sin ‘loud’ 'ssin ‘loudly’

A single-segment reduplicant is motivated bp AACENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT,
as shown for an example in Dobel in (23). A reduplicant whelisingle
segment is able to be adjacent to its correspondent basecandmafoul of
any of the ADJACENCYBR constriants (satisfying BIACENCYBR-BY-o and

ADJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT vacuously).



(23) Dobelbuttemuy(‘slowly’)

19

ANCHOR |, AD ALIGN MAX
/butemuy/ (EED,5)-LT ' BY-SEG | (R, PRWD)-LT BR
O a. buttemuy i sk b,u,e,m,u.y
b. butemmuy *! : skokokok b,ute,uy
c. butetemuy : ! *ok b,u,m,u,y
d. tebutenmmuy ! ! b,ue,u,y

A syllable reduplicant better satisfiesAMBR at the cost of not satisfying

ADJACENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT. The reduplicant in Agta, a language of the

Philippines, is a prefixal copy of the the first maximal syléab

(24) Agta (Healey (1960))

takki ‘leg’ tak-takki ‘legs’
uffu  ‘thigh’ uf-uffu  ‘thigh’
ulu  ‘head’ ululu ‘heads’
(25)  Agtataktakki (‘legs’)
AD , ANCHOR ALIGN MAX AD
/RED+takki/ | BY-0 ' R,PRWD)-LT ' (R,PRWD)-LT BR | BY-SEG
0O a. taktakki i i K,i *
b. tak-takki : : *D ok K,i *
c. ttakki : : a,k, ki
d. takkitakki ko ! *

It can be seen that while the anchoring and alignment cantrare not at

odds with each other, we still see amMCENCYBR constraint playing a role

in determining reduplicant siZeBy satisfying ADJACENCYBR-BY-o, Agta

ensures that the segments in the reduplicant are very reactiirespondents

SWhether or not a language takes a maximal syllable (CVC) bdepends on the ranking
of NoCobA (which requires that syllable not have a coda) with respediaxBR. As
McCarthy & Prince (1994) show, languages that otherwisanatlodas can disallow them in
reduplicants by ranking ICoDA above MaxBR (but below Max 10, which requires that
the output not delete any input segments).
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in the base.

Even if the language yields to AKBR to the extent that BJACEN-
CYBR-BY-o and ADJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT are violated, a language can still
satisfy ADJACENCYBR-BY-FOOT. Yidin¥, a (no longer natively spoken) abo-
riginal language of Australia, takes this tact. (Anchoramgl alignment of the

reduplicant to the left is assumed in the tableau in (27).)

(26) Yidin¥ (McCarthy & Prince (1986), from Dixon (1977))

mulari ‘initiated man’ _mulamulari ‘initiated men’
gindalba ‘lizards’ gindagindalba ‘lizards’
kalamparra ‘March fly’ _kal&kalamparra ‘March flies’

(27)  Yidin¥ mulamulari(‘initiated men’)
AD Max | AD , AD
/RED+mulari/ | BY-FOOT | BR | BY-0 ' BY-SEG

0O a. mulamulari r,i x| *
b. mularrmulari x| * *
c. mumulari lLa,rli ! *

Thus it can be seen that theDAaCENCYBR family of constraints not
only serve to tie a reduplicant’s placement to its anchqimg also motivate
a smaller size reduplicant, in opposition taMBR which motivates a larger
reduplicant.

The rankings in (20) and in the tableaux for the various |aggs exam-
ined above assume thaD@TIGUITYBR is highly ranked, forcing the redu-
plicant and the correspondent base to both be contiguousevé, if CON-
TIGUITYBR is low-ranking, the conflict between theDAACENCYBR con-
straints and MXBR is mitigated. Two examples of this are discussed in the

following section.
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3.2.2 ADJACENCYBR and discontiguous reduplicants

A reduplicant is able to satisfy anDNACENCYBR constraint and better sat-
isfy MAXBR if it is discontiguous. Indeed, it is hard to imagine any-mo
tivation for a discontiguous reduplicant other than towlach piece of the
reduplicant to be next to its correspondent base. (Thisvaittin is also noted
by Urbanczyk (2000).) This effect will be shown for discagputous redupli-
cant segments in Marshallese and for discontiguous rezanilsyllables in
Mandarin.

Marshallese, spoken on the Marshall islands, has formsdisitontigu-
ous reduplicants, as ika-miwwew (‘distribute by twos’) (Bender (1971),
cited by Moravcsik (1978)).The core of the analysis of such a form is given
in (28). ANCHOR (RED, ROOT)-LEFT must be is highly ranked, as the left
edge of the reduplicant stands in correspondence with thedge of the
root. (kais a prefix. The root in (28) isiwew (‘two’).) A DJACENCYBR-
BY-SEGMENT must also be highly ranked, as it is fully satisfied at the obst

lower-ranked ©NTIGUITYBR.

(28) Marshalles&a-riwwew (‘distribute by twos’)

ANCHOR . AD MAX | CONT
/RED+ka+riwew/|| (RED, ROOT)-LT ' BY-SEG | BR BR

a. 0 ka-miwwew | iew *
b. ka-rriwew L wew
C ka-riwew I iwew!

Because AJACENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT is higher ranked than @NTI-

GUITYBR, the reduplicant is forced to be discontiguous, as careba by

’Unfortunately, there are only a few examples of this typesdiplication in Marshallese
in the literature. The other cited examples are similar sgivally and have the same number
of syllables, e.gka-jil liw (‘distribute by threes’), etc. and so it is hard to know howtfee
pattern extends.
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comparing candidate (a), which has a discontiguous rechuptj with candi-
date (b), which has a contiguous reduplicant. Comparingidate (a) with
candidate (c), we can see that a discontiguous, two segraduaplicant is
preferred over a (contiguous) single segment reduplicacaiise MXBR is
higher ranked than @TIGUITYBR, forcing the reduplicant to be as large
as possible (assuming syllable well-formedness conssramevent the coda
from reduplicating).

In the Marshallese data we see a case Wh&r&®AENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT
is satisfied by a reduplicant which is bigger than a segmeifttgacost of vi-
olating GONTIGUITY BR. Adjectival reduplication in Mandarin, a productive
process, is a case whereoMCENCYBR-BY-o is satisfied by a reduplicant

which is bigger than a syllable.

(29) Mandarin (Zhang (1987))

a. ganjing ‘clean’ ganganjingjing  ‘quite clean’

b. gaoxing ‘happy’ gaogaoxingxing ‘quite happy’

c. qgingchu ‘clear ginggingchuchu ‘quite clear’

d. luosuo ‘long-winded’ Iluoluosuosuo ‘quite long-winded’

The reduplicant is not marked in the above data becausedheseveral
alternatives. All the possibilities have in common thatheagllable of the
reduplicant is adjacent to their individual correpondesdds. These alterna-
tives tie for the winning candidate (since it isn’t possitdelistinguish them)

in the tableau in (31).

(30) *CompLEX: Syllable margins may not be complex.
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(31) Mandaringanganjingjing(ng=y) (‘quite clean’)

MAX , *COMPLEX , AD | CONT
/RED+ganjing/ BR ! ' BY-0 | BR
a. 71 garganjinging i i *
0 gangajfingjing | | x
0 garganjingjing | | *
?0 ganganjingng | | *
b. ganjingjanjing : ks
C. gamganjing Jlin : :
d. ggaanggjjiingng B %

By splitting up or infixing the reduplicant (as all the caraliels in (a)
do) both ADJACENCYBR-BY-oc and MAXBR are satisfied. Candidate (b)
also satisfies MxBR, but it violates the high-ranking BVACENCYBR con-
straint. Candidate (d) satisfies not onlp S CENCYBR-BY-o, but also Ab-
JACENCYBR-BY-SEGMENT. However, we must assume that a syllable well-
formedness constraint such asd@pPLEX rules out such a candidate. Which
of the forms of candidate (a) will actually win depend on sal/enknowns.
While all four forms violate ©NTIGUITYBR, the first two forms are worse,
since both the reduplicant and base are discontiguous. Eestiecond, and
fourth forms also violate GNTIGUITYIO, since the segments in the output
corresponding to the input have intervening reduplicantenma. This sug-
gests that the third forngarganjingjing is most harmonic. However, align-
ment and/or input-ouput anchoring constraints could alap @role in decid-
ing between the forms.

The discontiguous reduplicants in Marshallese and Mana@ae evidence
that some languages try to satisfy both a particulas®CENCYBR constraint
and MaXBR, at the cost of violating GNTIGUITYBR. Such reduplicants
could only be motivated by this tension between th2IACENCYBR con-

straints and MXxBR. Neither traditional reduplicant size restricton, 1Ao-
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LEFT or ALL-FEET-LEFT, could account for the pattern of Mandarin adjec-

tival reduplication.

3.3 Summary

The proposed family of AJACENCYBR constraints predicts that a redupli-
cant will usually be next to its correspondent base and theiusion in the
grammar explains the cross-linguisitic tendency desdrilyethe locality gen-
eralization. These constraints provide a counter force &Ax BIR, motivating
reduplicants that are less than full copies of their basmseghing that oth-
erwise does not have a clear cause. THRIACENCYBR constraints also
motivate discontiguous reduplicants, a rare but attesatigqm. Because the
winning candidates in the Marshallese and Mandarin exasnpl€3.2.2 vi-
olate @NTIGUITYBR they would be harmonically bounded if there was not
a higher-ranked constraint which favored these candidaldse family of
ADJACENCYBR constraints explains what a candidate with a discontiguo
reduplicant has in its favor: smaller pieces of the red@pliianean each seg-

ment can be closer to its correspondent in the base.

4 Other proposals

There have been several other recent proposals for enctigiragljacency of
the reduplicant to its correspondent base. In this sectiinduss them and
how they differ from the current proposal.

Nelson (2002) assumes a gener@dALITY constraint, as given in (32).

(32) LocALITY: The copied portion of the base and the correspond-
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ing reduplicant must be adjacent (cf. Marantz 1982, McGaaiid
Prince 1993a, 1995, Urbanczyk 1996, 2000)

Nelson says that this constraint is ‘a place-holder for thestraint or
group of constraints that require base-reduplicant ad@cg2002a: 323).
What | have proposed here can be seen to serve the purpodendfifilthe
specifics of the locality constraint family.

Spaelti (1997) proposes a revision to the formulation aicNORBR as

givenin (33).

(33) Spaelti (1997): 222:
‘Anchoring’
Anchor (Base, Redforr)[where Redform is the reduplicant and the

base together—AL]

Under Spaelti’s definition, forms which obey the localityngealization
will satisfy the constraint in (33). For example, Adgtek-takki satisfies this
constraint because the left and right edges of the tag&j, correspond to
the left and right edges, respectively, of the redfotaktakki A form which
does not follow the locality generalization will not sayighe constraint in
(33). For example, the base of Madurese (Stevens (19843¥tre (‘wives’)
is estre and its left edge does not stand in correspondence with thedge
of the redform {reestre).

Following Lunden (2004), | assume the base for reduplicasall of the
segments in the output, excepting the reduplicant (cf. Mit@a% Prince’s

‘single-side base’ (1993a): 106). Under this revised didiniof the base the

8Spaelti formulates this as ‘Align (Base, Redform)’, butcsirit represents a correspon-
dence relation rather than an instance of coinciding placenit seems it is an anchoring
relation.
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constraint in (33) will not be violated even by forms that dut follow the
locality generalization. Cases of internal reduplicatiah always follow the
anchoring constraint in (33) whether the reduplicant feidhe locality gen-
eralization or not. For example, under this formulatiore bBase of Somoan
a-lo-lofa is alofa and the left and right edges stand in correspondence with
the left and right edges of a non-optimal candidate suchaa&fofa.

Urbanczyk (2001) proposes the adjacent string hypoth&kish is given
in (34).

(34)  Adjacent String Hypothesis (Urbanczyk (2001): 174)
[The] B[ase] is the string adjacent to [the] R[eduplicanttls that it

begins at the tropic edge.

(35) Tropic Edge (Urbanczyk (2001): 174)
The tropic edge immediately follows [the] R[eduplicantR£prefix,

or immediately precedes R if R=suffix.

The adjacent string hypothesis only states that the rechrglis next to its
base (the base being defined as either the preceding, or dslitheing
string). It makes no reference to a correspondent base,henddjacency
of the reduplicant to that correspondent base. For exant@dorm *ki-takki
follows the adjacent string hypothesis because the badeegirefixal redu-
plicant is the following string of segments. However, thduglicant is not
adjacent to its correspondent base, which is what the peab8sJACEN-
CYBR constraints require. So the adjacent string hypothess iidentifica-
tion of the base, under the single-side base assumptibweythian a statement

of reduplicant locality.
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Yip (1999) proposes that the phenomenon of reduplicati@uésto con-
straints which favor alliteration and rhyme. This is a nicgusment for ‘odd’
cases of reduplication like (36). (This and the data in (37¢ifed in Yip
(1999).)

(36)  Tzeltal

nit nit-it-an  ‘push’

It can be assumed that the syllabification yietrgi.tan a word which now
exhibits both rhyme (the first and second syllables) antkadiiion (the sec-
ond and third syllables). However it does not seem that msualucases of

reduplication exhibit alliteration and rhyme, for exam(8&).

(37) Tagalog

lakad (pag)-ldakad ‘walking’

The Oxford English Dictionary defines a rhyme as occurringgmh . . the
last stressed vowel and any sounds following it are the sesmiée the sounds
preceding are different’ (Simpson (1989)). Given this d&én, the onsets of
the two rhyming syllables must be different, meaning theipdidated word
in (37) does not exhibit rhyming. The same can be argued literaltion: that
the two syllables/feet/etc. must have different rimes. mRimg and allitera-
tion, therefore, are questionable motivating factors far general tendency
for adjacency of the reduplicant and the correspondent. b@esarly, how-
ever, there is benefit in repeated sounds being adjacent.
The proposed family of AJACENCYBR constraints has the advantage of

not only capturing the cross-linguistic tendency for a mhant to be next

to its correspondent base, but also motivates reduplidhatsare less than
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full copies of the base and accounts for the fact that redapts may be

discontiguous in order to better to satisfy anJACENCYBR constraint.
Having shown for the need for theDAACENCYBR constraints to account

for the locality generalization, I now turn to the questidnmbether the local-

ity generalization is a tendency or an absolute.

5 Another look at theright edge

There have been several proposals to do away with referertlse tight edge.
In the realm of reduplication, this predicts that redupiitsacannot copy from
the right edge of the root or base. Bye & de Lacy (2000) claiat tto con-
straint, reduplication-related or otherwise, can makeresfce to the right
edge. Nelson (1998, 2002a, 2002b, 2003) proposes thatdaktyocondition
in Marantz’ generalization (what this paper puts forth aes lticality gener-
alization) is in fact universal, claiming that languageschihseem to violate
the locality generalization are in fact doing somethindedént than redupli-
cation? Nelson proposes that anchoring constraints can only refprivi-
leged positions in the sense of Beckman (1999), meaningnthie the con-
straints AN\CHORBR-LEFT and ANCHORBR ¢ exist, there is no constraint
ANCHORBR-RIGHT, as the right edge is not a privileged position. Given
that the ADJACENCYBR constraints (DCALITY for Nelson (2002a, 2003))
are active in the grammar we then expect reduplicants to &iexal, rather
than suffixal, since they may copy from the left edge but maycopy from

the right edge. (Note that a reduplicant may be infixal or saffif it targets

9For some languages, Nelson proposes that the reduplicéatticopies from both the
left and right edge. | look at only languages which she claim$ot to truly undergo redu-
plication. See Kawahara (2003) for an analysis of righteadgluplication in Yoruba which
argues that it is a case of real reduplication.
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the stressed syllable, as it will then be placed adjacertidastressed sylla-
ble.) Since alignment constraints which refer to reduplisacould force a
prefix which copies from the left to be placed at the right edgeould even
force copying from the right, as illustrated in (38), Nel4@002a, 2003) ar-
gues that alignment constraints may not refer to redupiscghuse and refer
to ADJACENCYBR in lieu of any specific AJACENCYBR constraint when

reduplicant size is not central to the point at hand, as isése (38).)

(38)
ALIGN . ADJACENCY | ANCHORBR
/RED+gabadu/| (RD, PRWD)-RT ! BR LEFT
0 a. gabadu-du ! Kok ok
b. gabadu-ga : *!
c. gagabadu %] |

Nelson’s claims are summarized in (39).

(39) Asymmetric anchoring hypothesis (AAH) (Nelson 1998)2a, 2002b,
2003): Reduplicants are:

a. suffixes only if the stress is final (prefixal hypothesis)

b. always adjacent to the correspondent base (localitythgscs)
What this means for the constraint inventory is shown in g (41).

(40) Relevant constraints assumed in this paper:
ANCHORBR-LEFT  ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-LEFT  (family of) ADJACENCYBR

ANCHORBR-RIGHT ALIGN (RED, PRWD)-RIGHT
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(41) Subset of these allowed by AAH:

ANCHORBR-LEFT, (family of) ADJACENCYBR

Under normal circumstances, the set of constraints in (44)ldvyield
only outputs consistent with the AAH, such as hypothetjeadabaduwhere
the reduplicant consists of one or more segments anchortbe #&ft edge)
and variations of this in cases where the reduplicant ise@nechto the stressed
syllable, as in hypothetic@gla-babadu

However, even with the absence of anchoring to the right edgeR:=D-
alignment constraints, the system of constraints stilljgts copying from
the right edge, as illustrated in 85.1. It is shown that thetesy predicts the
same patterns with and without alignment constraints wreéér to redupli-
cants and therefore | argue for the inclusion @tRalignment constraints in
the system, showing that this makes additional positiveiptens. In 85.2
the status of ACHORBR-RIGHT in the grammar is considered. Exceptions
to the tendency for reduplicants to copy from the left edgeextamined. Al-
lowing ANCHORBR-RIGHT to be a constraint in the grammar would account
for these languages straightforwardly, but would leavegéreeral preference
for copying from the left edge unaccounted for. | discuss thioice in 85.2.1,

arguing that ACHORBR-RIGHT is sufficiently motivated.

5.1 Another look at alignment

Chukchee is a language which seems not to follow the loogdihyeralization,
as the reduplicant is a suffixed copy of the initial syllal8eich reduplication

forms the absolutive singular.
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(42) Chukchee (Krause (1980): 152, Muravyova (1998): 523)

a. Jilvejil ‘gopher’

b. tumg-tumt© “friend’

c. qulg-qul ‘fish-scale’
d. ele-el ‘summer’

Assuming the AAH, there can be no alignment constraint patie redu-
plicant at the right edge. Therefore another explanationhe pattern must
be found. Nelson (2002a, 2002b, 2003) rejects Chukchee aal gattern
of reduplication because reduplication only occurs withrated number of
root shapes. She cites Krause (1980) in saying that re@tiplicoccurs only
with ‘bases whose morpheme-final sequences would be peedictundergo
the word-final phonological mutations of final vowel redoatand/or schwa
apocope and/or final epenthesis if left unaffixed’ (1980:)13%is thereby
implies that the reduplication is phonologically proteetin nature and that
what appears to be a morphological reduplicant is only prteiseorder to
prevent phonological mutations. There are two possib&metations of this
argument.

The first possibility is that since the reduplicant servegrtgect root ma-
terial, it should not be considered real reduplication. sTéiigument is not
convincing, as the reduplicant does serve the purpose wiifgrthe absolu-
tive singular, and the fact that not all such forms involveugication is not
surprising since absolutive singular formation is leXicgloverned (Andrew
Spencer, p.c.). Both vowel-final roots and consonant-fmatisrundergo redu-

plication, showing that reduplication isn’t especiallgnited. Further, other

1°The schwa in this example and in the following example is épetic.
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languages in the same family show the same kind of redugitaZhukova
(1980: 41) says that this type of reduplication is quite peive in Chachuwen
Koryak and Palan Koryak as well as in Chukchee and that woitls this
type of reduplication are part of the core vocabufdryThis shows that the
non local reduplication in these languages is not a pergipdrenomenon.
The second possibility is that the claim made about Chukhibat while
there is a process of reduplication, there is no constrdiitimaligns the redu-
plicant to the right. Since it is anchored to the left edge weeilld expect it
to appear at the left edge in order to satisfyJACENCYBR-BY-0. However,
highly ranked constraints that penalize the phonologicatations Krause
cites could force the reduplicant to occur at the right edges would be in
line with Krause’s claim that the reduplicant, while morfdgical, is at the
right edge to serve a phonological purpose. Such an analygsikl preserve
the AAH claim that reduplicants aren’t subject to alignmesristraints. How-
ever, reduplication cannot be forced to occur in order tegmephonological
change at the right edge because there are many roots wieiclwibuld be
expected to take the reduplicative marker but do not. Onenummabso-
lutive singular marking is null and Muravyova (1998) statlkeat ‘nominal
stems taking the zero ending undergo various phonologiaiges’ (1998:
523). A phonologically protective account of Chukchee mdibation is sus-
pect because it cannot distinguish which roots should w@adexduplication
and which should not. For example, Muravyova states thapbioaological
change aroot with null absolutive singular marker mightengd is epenthetic
schwa insertion to break up disallowed consonant clustéhe absolutive

singular formgem! (‘ball’) with null affix, from root qgepl exemplifies this

HThanks to Jaye Padgett and Andrew Spencer for providinglatians of this source.
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process (datum from Muravyova (1998)). A root which is samih shape but
which takes the reduplicative absolutive singulagigg (‘fish-scale’),qulge-
qulin the absolutive singular. (Note that an epenthetic sclsviaserted even
cases where there is a reduplicant.) These roots have the Szape and
indeed, the one which does not take the reduplicative atwgelsingular is
subject to ‘phonological mutation’ in the form of internahsva epenthesis.
The argument that reduplication occurs with exactly thisset of roots be-
cause they are the roots that would otherwise undergo pbgital changes
seems to predict that all such roots should undergo redatit. Yet the
existence of forms such @epl/ indicate that this isn’t the casé.

If the grammar did allow alignment constraints to refer tduglicants,
then the Chukchee pattern could be captured straightfdiyaroots which
are lexcially specified to take the reduplicative markinguldohave redu-
plicants which copy from the left edge (due tZw8HORBR-LEFT) but are
placed at the right edge (due ta.lsN (RED, PRWD)-RIGHT).

In fact, the grammar can still produce ‘opposite edge’ réidapts even
without RED-alignment constraints or the kind of analysis that was satgyl
for Chukchee. If ACHORIO-LEFT! CoNTIGUITYIO and the relevant B-
JACENCYBR constraint were ranked aboveNBHORBR-LEFT this would

yield hypotheticababadu-duas shown in (44).

12Jaye Padgett suggested that perhagysl does not take a reduplicative absolutive sigu-
lar marking because its coda consonants rise in sonoritgning that a reduplicated form
*gep.b.qgepwould have a less sonorant segment in the coda of the firstodglthan in the
onset of the second. As languages prefer to have codas thatae sonorant than the fol-
lowing onset, this could explain whyepl does not reduplicate. | have been unable to find
enough data to support or refute this idea. | have found tissiple counter-examplglog
(‘tundra’) (Krause (1980)). However, here the (secondiechreaks up a sequence of three
consonants, so it may be needed even if the root were to undedgplication.

BAssuming no input-reduplicant (IR) correspondenceLiN (ROOT, PRWD)-LEFT
would work with or without IR.
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(43)  ANCHORIO-LEFT: The left edge of the output must have a corre-

spondent at the left edge of the input.

(44)
ANCHOR , CONTIG , ADJACENCY | ANCHOR
/RED+gabadu/| 10-EFT' 10 BR BR-LEFT
a. gagabadu ] i
b. ga-gabadu T
c. gabudu-ga | | ¥
0 d. gabadu-du | | %

If the ranking of ADJACENCYBR and ANCHORBR-LEFT were reversed

then the optimal output would not follow the locality generation.

(45)
ANCHOR , CONTIG , ANCHOR | ADJACENCY
/RED+gabadu/| 10-EFT' 10 ' BR-LEFT BR
a. gagabadu ] i
b. ga-gabadu T
0 c. gabudu-ga | | %
d. gabadu-du ! A

The constraints allowed by the AAH excludeN8HORBR-RIGHT and
RED-alignment constraints in order to force reduplicants tiofthe pattern

in (46-a) (ignoring anchoring to the stressed syllable).

(46) a. gagabadu

b. gabadu-ga
c. gabadu-du
d. dugabadu

We see from the hypothetical case in (44) that reduplicateti$ of the

type in (46-c) are also predicted by a system with naCAORBR-RIGHT or
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RED-alignment constraints. High-ranking alignment consittsivhich align
all morphemes except the reduplicant to the left edge wolgll farce such
an output. Such a system also predicts one of the two kindpdgite edge
reduplication, as shown in (45). Thus, a system that folltvesconstraint
allowances of the AAH still predicts three out of the fourilka) patterns of
reduplication (considering only left and right edge cogyand reduplicant
placement). If RD-alignment constraints were part of the grammar, but we
maintained that anchoring could not target the right edgesd same three
patterns would be predicted to occur. (There is no way forw@put of the
patterndu-gabuduin (46-d) to surface, because right edge association cannot
be forced in the absense oNEHORBR-RIGHT.)

The AAH assumes that such patterns only occur when they ate mo
vated by other factors, such as the idea of the phonologipatitective role
of the reduplicant in Chukchee. High-rankingp€TIGUITYIO-LEFT might
count as such a factor. However, the analyses in (44—-45ndristinguish-
able from a transparent analyses in which the reduplicgritised due to an
alignment constraint. There is no way to know whether a lagguwlaces a
left-anchored reduplicant at the right edge because ohanabnstraint such
as ONTIGUITYIO-LEFT or because the reduplicant is subject to an align-
ment constraint which places it there: since the two systeaise the same
typological predictions it is not possible to differengdtetween them. While
it might be possible in the case of Chukchee to argue thakitheplicant oc-
curs at the right edge for phonological reasons, it is na@rdeat the AAH
truly restricts right edge and non local copying to such saSence anchoring
and alignment constraints which refer morphemes other tth@neduplicant

can force everything else in output to be as close to the tiees pos-
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sible, we still expect to find reduplicants at the right edgereasons that
are not clearly motivated by factors such as increased pbgizal harmony.
Alignment constraints which refer to reduplicants aretartconsidered in

the follow section.

5.1.1 The nature of alignment constraints

It is odd to postulate that alignment constraints cannarref reduplicants.
Affixes are generally assumed to be placed through the vati alignment
constraints of McCarthy & Prince (1993), who generalizgraient con-

straints to the form in (47).

47) Generalized alignment (McCarthy & Prince (1993))

Align (Cat,, Edge, Cat, Edge) =.¢

v Cat, 9 Cat, such that Edgeof Cat; and Edge of Cat, coincide
Where Cat, Cat, € PCatu GCat

Edge, Edge € { Right, Left }

McCarthy & Prince say ‘PCat and GCat consist, respectiadlyhe sets
of prosodic and grammatical (morphological or syntactatgories provided
by linguistic theory’ (1993: 2). Therefore every morpherneing of a gram-
matical cateogy, is potentially subject to an alignmentsti@int. It is hard to
see why reduplicative morphemes would be singularly exeripte allow
RED-alignment constraints in the grammar then we don’t haveradiction,
as reduplicants would then be like all other morphemes mréspect.

Two forms of reduplication in Indonesian provide strongdevice that

alignment constraints must place reduplicants just lileytdo other mor-
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phemes. An account employingeB-alignment constraints is proposed and
compared to an account without such constraints, as givielson (2003).
The prefixmoN- attaches to transitive verbs in Indonesian to denote the

active voice. Examples are given in (48).

(48) (Sneddon (1996): 68)
a. nmombuka ‘open’
b. nonulis  ‘write’
c. momukul ‘hit’

d. nonolong ’help’

There are two different orderings of the prefixN-, the root and the
(full) reduplicant. In one case (the meaning of which varidee prefixmoN-

occurs on the first copy. In the reciprocal formation, it agogeon the second

copy.

(49)  (Sneddon (1996):14, 20, 104)

a. nombuka-buka ‘leaf through (a book)’
b. nonulis-nulis (meaning not given)

c. pukutmomukul  ‘hit each other’

d. tolongmonolong ‘help each other’

Because the prefimoN- has the same meaning in both kinds of reduplication,
the only difference is in the placement of the reduplicassuaning thatnoN-

is prefixed to the root in both kinds of reduplication. If treluplicant were,
for example, the second copy in both forms, it would mean thatalign-
ment of moN- differed, depending on the reduplicant. This seems les$ylik
since it is the meaning of the reduplicant, not the meaninga¥/-, which

is different. (Sneddon (1996) says of the type (49a,b) thetsecond copy
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is treated as the reduplicant (1996: 15) but describes timesfa (c) and (d)
as “base-RD-base” (1996: 104), suggesting that there is reason noe#b tr
the second copy as the reduplicant in this case.) Neitimer8ENCYBR nor
anchoring constraints can distinguish the two cases ofplexdhtion. ADJA-
CENCYBR will predict that the reduplicant be in the same placedeelnt to
the root) in both cases and cannot account for the non lgadalihe recipro-
cal formation. Since the reduplicant in both cases is a fyiycof the root,
something other than anchoring must distinguish them. lystem in which
reduplicants are subject to alignment constraints, thiereéince is easily ac-
counted for: the reduplicants are different morphemes amdh&refore sub-
ject to different alignment constraints. Reciprocal rdt#mts are aligned to
the left, whereas other kinds of reduplicants, which | weller to as ‘Case 1’
reduplicants, are aligned to the right. This is shown in @1id (52) below*
Cohn & McCarthy (1994) show that the reduplicant is a sepgratsodic
word in Indonesian. This means aligning a morpheme to theetide of a
prosodic word (RWD) does not force that morpheme to the left edge of the
output because the alignment constraint will also be satisfithe morpheme
is at the left edge of the rightmoskR®/D. Therefore alignment to the maximal
PRWD (MAXPRWD) is needed. The structure afonulis-nulisis given in

(50) for illustration.

14The fact that base-reduplicant identity holds in Case 1pkdants but not in reciprocal
reduplicants is abstracted away from. We will need the rEkDENTIR gecip > IDENTBR
> IDENTIRyse1, OF, alternatively3-IDENT constraints in the sense of Struijke (2000) rel-
ativized to the reduplicant. This difference could be mawéatl out in an account which
forced a correspondent of the left edge of the root that plat¢he left edge of the output to
surface faithfully.
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MAXIMAL

PRWD

e
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mo PRWD PRWD
| |
nulis  nulis
(51)
ALIGN (REDgecip, | ALIGN (moN-, | ALIGN (RED¢gse1,
IRED(qse1tmon +tulis/ || MAXPRWD)-LT | MAXPRWD)-LT | MAXPRWD)-RT
O a. nonulis-nulis e
b. monulis-,..:-nulis olo
C. tulissgse1-monulis olo ooo
(52)
ALIGN (REDgecip, | ALIGN (moN, | ALIGN (RED¢gse1,
IREDgecip+mon+pukul/ ||  MAXPRWD)-LT | MAXPRWD)-LT | MAXPRWD)-RT
O a. pukuke.,-momukul oo
b. momukulg..;,-mukul o!
c. momukul-mukuke;, oloo

By allowing the reduplicant to be subject to alignment caaists the the-

ory is able to account for the fact that reduplicants witledént meanings

appear in different positions, in the same way it would actdor difference

in placement of non reduplicative morphemes.

Nelson (2003) proposes that the pattern of reciprocal fezhijfon (as in

(49c,d)) is formed through first performing full reduplizat and then adding

moN- to the result, making the formation of the reciprocal senahature.

Although the result of the first step is not a surface form ie knguage,

the analysis assumes that it can be referred to through watpput (OO)

correspondence. This is shown in (54).
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(53) Constraints: ((27) in (Nelson 2003: 18))

a. *NC: Avoiceless consonant must not follow a nasal (Pater (1)995)
b. IDENTOO: Corresponding segments in the output base and the
affixed form must agree in nasality (cf. Benua (1997)).

Cc. ALIGN (meN5 R; RooT, L): meN-must prefix to the root.

(54) Formation oppukukmomukul ((28) in (Nelson 2003: 18))
| [pukul-pukul], moN || *NC * ALIGN (moN-, R; RooT, L) | IDENTOO |
0 pukutmomukul '

a |
b. pukutmonpukul «l
c. momukulmukul : ! sk
d |
e I

*

mukutmomukul o

pukutpukul-mon

An unconsidered candidate in the above tableamigiukul-pukul It ties
with the winning candidate on the constraints shown, an@dn rfeflects the
morpheme order of Case 1 reduplicants, like (49a,b). SineeAAH does
not allow an appeal to alignment constraints relativizeth&®reduplicant, no
constraint is able to pull the reduplicant to the left, asha &ctual output,
rather than to the right, as in the proposed candidate. In e would ex-
pect the proposed candidate to win, as it satisfieSAM8ENCYBR-BY-FOOT,
whereas the winning candidate does not. (The analysis isdNgR003) as-
sumes that no locality constraint applies in (54) sincecatjay was satisfied
at the time of reduplication. However, this doesn’t seemarglsince the A-
JACENCYBR constraints must still be in the constraint hierarchyg €orrect
winner can be selected if we assume that there is a constvhioh aligns
moN- and/or the root to the right edge of the prosodic word. WHhils works

for reciprocal reduplication, it will output the wrong wianin Case 1 redu-
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plication. Therefore, it seems that an account in whichnalignt constraints
are relativized to the reduplicant is superior. Since aryasof Indonesian
which employs RD-alignment constriants is able to capture the two patterns
of reduplication straight-forwardly it is a strong argurh&r assuming that
the grammar has alignment constraints that refer to reciuputs.

As discussed at the end of the previous section, the sanegmatf redu-
plication are predicted both in a grammar withowtdralignment and in a
grammar with RD-alignment. Therefore we must look to other factors to
determine if RED-alignment constraints are motivated. Allowing alignment
constraints to refer to reduplicants avoids any stiputategarding the defi-
nition of alignment constraints. Further, if alignment staints can refer to
reduplicants, then alignment constraints can be rel&tivio different redu-
plicants within the same language. This allows a straighi#hrd account of
languages like Indonesian which have more than one patteedoplication.
| therefore argue that it is not motivated to restrict aligsmiconstraints from
referring to reduplicants.

It has been shown that the AAH doesn’t make accurate preditivith
respect to the possible patterns of reduplication, with haut alignment
constraints that refer to reduplicants. The thus-modifi@dHAherefore is a
statement of asymmetric anchoring only. The predictiorbi) (evises the

predictions in (39).

(55) asymmetric anchoring hypothesis\RSeD: Reduplicants are:

a. Always adjacent to their correspondent base if prefixal.

This revised AAH is examined in light of reduplication in Magse and

Sawai in the following section.
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5.2 Another look at ANCHORBR-RIGHT

The revised AAH assumes that anchoring is assymetric, figaty that the
reduplicant cannot target the right edge for copying. Theeljgts that a redu-
plicant can never copy from the right edge but be placed atehesdge.
Madurese, however, has a robust process of reduplicatithrisgbattern. Nel-
son (2002a, 2002b, 2003) claims that Madurese is not a ceaxénple
to the locality generalization because although the sarfaoms appear to
consist of a copy of the final syllable prefixed to the root (efge-estre
(‘wives’)) the forms are ‘consistent with an independeiatifiested compound-
ing phenomenon seen with non-reduplicated compounds/teapugampul/
— chugampol ‘pinky finger’ (Stevens (1968), McCarthy & Prince (1996),
Weeda (1987))' (2002a: 325). The claim is that final syllatdduplicants
are not a copy of the final syllable, but rather is full redagtion which has
been truncated. As an instance of full reduplication, tlieipdicant would be
neither counter to the locality generalization (at somellavthe derivation)
nor would it have to copy from the right edge.

Seeing syllable-final reduplication and compound trummeass involving
the same process in Madurese is tempting because both gemkgtatus to
the final syllable of the root. Further, a prefixed redupltoahich is a copy
of the final syllable is very unusual, but full reduplicatiand truncation are
independently usual cross-linguistically, and both an¢ paMadurese mor-
phology. If we are able to explain this unusual pattern ofigidation through
a combination of usual processes, then the oddity of sy@labél reduplica-
tion in Madurese is explained. The forms in (56) and (57) gixamples of

the two processes under discussion.
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(56) Final syllable reduplication (Stevens (1994))

a.  wy-k"uwy ‘caves’

b. yatnéyat ‘intentions’

(57)  Truncation of first member in compounds (Stevens (1968)
a. cdu?-onpul® ‘pinky from tuc'u? (‘finger’)
finger’ onpul (‘pinky’)
b. sar-suri ‘afternoon from pasar (‘market’)

market’ suri (‘afternoon’)

Weeda (1987) argues that ‘... equating [final syllable rédapts] with
compounding should be viewed with suspicion’ (1987: 409 bdses this on
the fact that while a final syllable reduplicant may occudoefa prosodically
unincorporated prefix to the root, full (root) reduplicaticmay not. While
(58-a-i) and (58-a-ii) occur in free variation, in the exdegwith the un-
incorporated prefixna,; only the single syllable reduplicant may occur (cf.

(58-b-i) and (58-b-ii)).

(58) Weeda (1987):408, phonetic symbols following Ste\@894)

a. () bulybuwyn'® ‘to pretend to fall’
(i)  Ixbulybuwyn ‘to pretend to fall’
b. (i) burma-kvbu ‘to pretend to fall’

(i) *lyburma-kbu

18From the underlying form /Ro+labo-ar. Madurese has a process of glide insertion
between two vowels (Stevens (1994)). The language has falerlying vowels which each
have a lax/lower and a tense/higher pronunciation. Theetaigher pronunciation occurs
after voiced or aspirated obstruents and the lax/lowemélsee. (Vowel harmony occurs
through liquids and glides and througlif it is at a morpheme boundary (Stevens (1994)).)
The example in (58-b-i) is from the underlying formeBR+N-pa-labd. Madurese has a
rule of nasal substitution in which a nasal followed by a steital unaspirated stop will be
replaced by a nasal with the same place of articulation asttipe(Stevens (1994)).
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If (58-a-i) were (58-a-ii) with the additional operation wtincation ap-
plied, then we expect that anywhere the single syllablepkchnt may oc-
cur, the full reduplicant may as well as both are possibléaserforms here.
But it is quite general that while final syllable redupliceantay occur before
an unincorporated prefix, full reduplicants may not (Weet8{), Stevens
(1994)). Further, full reduplication only occurs in a liit number of fixed
forms, whereas final syllable reduplication occurs muchew@nerally. For
every full reduplicant there is an alternative single dylkareduplicant, but
this is not true in the reverse (Stevens (1994)). Steven84()1§ives an-
other reason why the processes of final syllable redupdicaind truncation
in compounding cannot be equated. While final syllable rédapts behave
as a separate phonological word, the truncated elementsipa@unds do not.
This means that phonological rules do not operate acroseduplicant-base
boundary, but they do operate across the boundary in conggdfor exam-
ples see Stevens (1994): 371), strongly suggesting thaatieenot the result
of the same process (i.e. truncation). There is an abunddmsgdence, then,
that final syllable reduplication is not full reduplicatitimat has been subject
to truncation.

If stress were final in Madurese, we could assume that theatrB&
anchoring constraint wasMCHORBR ¢ and not A'CHORBR-RIGHT. Mc-
Carthy & Prince (1996) in fact claim that stress in Maduresénal (1996:
49). However, Weeda (1987): 409 refutes this, citing Kiidd911) as show-
ing that stress is idiosyncratic and concluding that we leeefore not able
to account for the singling out of the final root syllable bypapling to the
position of stress. Cohn (2003) states, based on her fiell, wwat stress is

largely penultimate. (Cohn also argues that anchoringeaitiht is needed,
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both for Madurese, and for truncation in Indonesian ternexdalress and per-
sonal names which preserve the final CVC syllable.)

Therefore, it seems that we are not able to attribute copginipe fi-
nal syllable (or preservation of the final syllable in compddruncation) to
ANCHORBR . In order to account for the Madurese pattern, not only align
ment constraints relativized to the reduplicant are ne¢ideatder to capture
that the reduplicant is not adjacent to its correspondes Ydaut also anchor-
ing of the reduplicant to the right edge. How an such an amalysrks is
shown below.

The reduplicant in Madurese does copy from the right, bubasbhe seen
from a form likekol-pokol-an (*hit one another’) (datum here and in (60) from
Davis (1999): 12), it actually copies from the right edgehd toot, not from

the right edge of the base as a whole.

(59)
ALIGN } ANCHOR AD
/RED+pokol+an/ | (RED, PRWD)-LT ' (ROOT, RED)-RT | BY-o
0 a. kl-pokol-an i *
b. lanpokol-an : al,n %
C. po-kol-kol-an o! !

If the suffix is a consonantal, however, it will be copied bg teduplicant.
This means that MXxBR is ranked above RCHOR (RED, ROOT)-RIGHT
(assuming some higher ranked constraint which will limé& teduplicant to a
syllable in size, such aslA -o-LEFT). This is illustrated witho?-tallo-? (‘in

threes’).

(60)
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ALIGN ' MAXBR ANCHOR
/RED+tollo-?/ | (RED, PRWD)-LT ! (RooT, RED)-RT
0O a. br-tallo? Y ?
b. b-tallo? ! t,9,1,?!

Madurese thus offers empirical evidence showing that amofpdo the
right edge is needed. The eastern Indonesian language fasa@icalled
Weda) also appears to require reference to the right edge.

The reciprocal form of a verb in Sawai is formed by prefixifag and

reduplicating the second consonant of the root. Exampkegigen in (61).

(61) Reciprocal verbs in Sawai (Whisler and Whisler (19%®4)
a. enpto ‘tosee’ fakpoto  ‘see one another’
b. gali ‘tohelp’ faali ‘help one another’

Cc. pitno ‘totie’ fakpitno ‘tie two things together’

Assuming thapitnois syllabifiedpit.ng, this is a very odd pattern because
the copied consonant is not reliably from the same syllaibl€g) and (b)
above the consonant is copied from the final syllable, but)iit Ccopied from
the penultimate syllable). If this is the case, an analysmsains elusive, but
it should be noted as a pattern in which the reduplicatedartar is neither
local nor due to an anchoring constraint assumed by the AAdte khat this
pattern cannot be seen as copying the leftmost consondntdliddn’t result
in gemination (geminates are reduced in this language)useceopying the
first consonant of the base in (a) would not result in gemamati

However, there is some reason to think tjpaho might be syllabified
pi.tno as Whisler and Whisler (1995) give the example wknibn (‘axe’).
This recommends the data to a reasonable analysis. In thés tize redu-

plicant would be anchored to the rightmost syllable, cogyjumst the (first
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segment of the) onset. As stress is penultimate in this agguWhisler
and Whisler (1995): 660), this could not be due to anchorinthé stressed
syllable, and must instead be due to anchoring to the rigsttisydlable. In
order to further support such an account an inventory ofiplesenset clus-
ters is needed (for examplgg must not be possible since there seems to be
an epenthetic vowel breaking up this cluster in (c)). Whisled Whisler
note that while most words are disyllabic, shorter and lomgeds also exist,
and so the choice of reduplicant consonant in these casds aiso decide
for or against this analysis. Under this analysis, anclgorinthe right edge
would identify the syllable that the reduplicant copiesnfirdout would pre-
dict the wrong consonant in the case of (c) in (61) (assumiaae forced
to copy a consonant, as copying a vowel would incur furthefations of
ALL-o-LEFT) since the consonant nearest the right edge mott. Further,
if there were a word-final coda we would still expect that tinst fonset con-
sonant would be copied but anchoring to the right would tesuh copy of
the coda instead. A way to reference the leftmost segmehedirtal syllable
is needed.

Reference to privileged positions inside privileged gosg occurs in
other instances, as illustrated by the Dobel data given2) {2 83.2. The
reduplicant in Dobel copies the leftmost segment of thesstré syllable. This
is an example of a reduplicant copying a privileged posiftbe onset, or left-
edge) from within another privileged position (the stressglable).

There is some evidence that the final syllable is a privilegesition.
Beckman (1999) lists prominent positions as including §oly final syl-
lables’ (1999: 1) and gives the example that unstressed,finahvowels

in English are limited to schwa. Therefore, we could poseuthat the left
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edge of final syllables constitute a privileged positiorhivita privileged po-
sition. This would allow us to account for the reduplicatfmattern in Sawai
but would violate the AAH since it requires reference to astressed final
syllable.

If we take the problems for the revised AAH raised by Madurasd
Sawai seriously, then we are forced away from the revised Adld less
restrictive theory, one which allows anchoring to the rigftie consequences

of this move are discussed in the following section.

5.2.1 Discussion

If we assume the grammar includes not onlydRalignment constraints but
also anchoring to the right, we could then account for all foasic patterns
of reduplication. Because of the presence of tlIieIACENCYBR constraints
in the grammar, we would correctly predict that the locatjgneralization
would be much more often followed than not, but allow and ict,faredict,
that it will not be followed by all languages. However, we Wwebbe unable
to predict that the most common pattern for reduplicativedsdo showga-
gabaduyin which the reduplicant is anchored and aligned to the left

Nelson (2003) explains the cross-linguistic tendency dfiicants to be
prefixal, but fixed-segment affixes to be suffixal, by postotathat while
fixed-segment affixes impede early access to the root, lgi eelduplicants
which satisfy the locality generalization do not, sinceythee a copy of left
edge of the root. While this explains why it isn’t bad for retloants to be of
the formgagabaduyit doesn’t explain why reduplicants of the forgabadu-
dushould be disfavored.

If we allow anchoring to both the left and right edges then vedft with
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the unpredicted fact that MCHORBR-LEFT outranks AICHORBR-RIGHT
in the majority of languages. Taking the position that amirtgoto the right is
motivated, | must assume thaNBHORBR-LEFT > ANCHORBR-RIGHT is

a cross-linguistically preferred ranking for extra-graatioal reasons. Note
that other constraints seem to share this property. For pbearG@ONTIGU-
ITY constraints are highly ranked cross-linguistically, s is not predicted
by the constraint typology. We know thato@TIGUITY constraints can be

violated. For example, GNTIGUITYBR is violated in Sanskrit.

(62) CoNTIGUITYBR The portion of the base standing in correspondence
forms a contiguous string, as does the correspondent pasfithe

reduplicant

(63) Sanskrit (Whitney (1889), as cited in Steriade (1982pD)
paprat-a  ‘spread’
mamna-u ‘note’
saswar ‘sound’

dad'wans-a ‘scatter’

Reduplicants overwhelmingly do not skip over segments, mmgathat
CONTIGUITYBR is usually an undominated constraint. However, it must be
lower-ranked in Sanskrit. This skewing is not captured ig amy by the
grammar. A constraint typology, however, would predict tva should see
languages like Sanskrit much more often than we do. | sudgigasanchoring
to the right is in a similar position: given a typology we wdwxpect to find
much more copying from the right than we do, however, it mesatcorded
the status of a constraint in the grammar because thererayedges in which

in it is highly ranked. By rejecting the AAH we are able to agnbfor redu-
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plicative patterns of languages that would otherwise heuleéxplained.

6 Conclusion

Marantz’ generalization has been examined in light of Ogptity Theory.
A family of ADJACENCYBR constraints which motivate the cross-linguistic
tendency for a reduplicant to be next to its correspondesg bave been pro-
posed. The AJACENCYBR constraints account for reduplicant size (as they
are at odds with MxBR) and motivate cases of discontiguous reduplicants
(as they are at odds withdl\TIGUITYBR) as they encode the intuition that
it is good for each segment of the reduplicant to be as clogmssible to
its correspondent in the base. The typology withomtJACENCYBR does
not predict the locality generalization. WithDAACENCYBR, however, the
correct skewing is found: it is predicted that the localigngralization will
be followed much more often than not. It has been shown tdafleants do
not always follow the locality generalization and so it isarect prediction
that the locality generalization is not universal.

It has been argued that alignment constraints can referdaptieants.
In languages like Indonesian, which have different recigpive morphemes
that are placed differently, B>-alignment constraints have been argued to be
essential. And, in fact, the same members of the basic tggalbreduplica-
tion patterns are predicted with and without such condsalut employing
them would allow more transparent analyses of languagésasi€Chukchee.
It was therefore concluded that they are a part of the gramhier Madurese
and Sawai patterns are instances of the one pattern predietesr to occur

in a system with no anchoring to the right. In order to accdansuch pat-
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terns, it is argued that reduplicants must be able to tahgetight edge. By
granting ANCHORBR-RIGHT the status of a constraint in the grammar, the
cross-linguistic preference for copying from the left iseqn the status of an
extra-grammatical fact. | have argued that the asymmaeticba@ring hypoth-
esis needs to be abandoned in the face of empirical eviddrieeevidence
shows that reduplicants may anchor either to the left or ¢origjht and can
be placed through alignment constraints. In conjuncticih wie ADJACEN-
CYBR constraints, this group of constraints accounts for thegment and

anchoring of reduplicants found empirically.
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