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Some historical sources of partial reduplication

Mary Niepokuj
University of California, Berkeley

The processes by which reduplication can arise in a language gen-
erally have not been considered interesting enough to deserve much com-
ment. Linguists assume that since the formal process often is iconically
related to the meaning conveyed, then the process must have arisen
spontaneously. Speaker A would say something like ‘That’s a big, big
dog’ or ‘I walked and walked yesterday,” and Hearer B would immedi-
ately understand what ‘big, big’ or ‘walked and walked’ meant. As such
syntactic combinations catch on, reduplication becomes grammaticalized;
the doubled words fuse and are stressed as a single word, one of the two
morphemes may be reduced in ways common to the process of grammati-
calization, and so on. Under this analysis, all instances of partial redu-
plication historically first entered the world via full reduplication and
then were gradually eroded phonologically. Similarly, if the meaning
expressed by reduplication in a given language is not clearly iconic, it

must have been so at an earlier stage, and the meaning must have
shifted.

This generally accepted view is inadequate in a number of respects.
First of all, typological comparisons of partial reduplication in a large
number of unrelated languages permit a number of generalizations about
the phonological shape of the affix. An example of such a generalization
is the claim in Steriade (1988), following McCarthy and Prince (1986),
that affixes created via partial reduplication must consist either of a light
syllable or of a single metrical foot, with the exact composition of the
foot varying from language to language. Steriade states,

To review then, prosodic weight requirements fall into two
major classes: the requirement that the affix be a foot-sized
domain and the requirement that the affixal unit not be
independently footed. The second class may only correspond to
a light syllable. The first case gives rise to various other
options, corresponding to different foot types: the monosyllabic
an;i disyllabic foot, the bimoraic and the polymoraic foot (p.
80).

Assuming that Steriade at least describes a strong tendency in the
world’s languages to form reduplicative affixes of this shape, the ques-
tions to be addressed from the standpoint of historical linguistics are
what constraints on historical change would achieve such a consistent
result and why the creation of reduplicated affixes would differ from the
creation of other grammatical affixes in this respect. After discussing
some patterns of change which result in partial reduplication, I will



discuss several cases where partial reduplication is not the descendent of
original full reduplication. The fact that such cases exist points to the
need for caution in assuming that partial reduplication is always the des-
cendent of full reduplication.

The following forms are examples from languages which permit the
reduplicative affix to be a single foot. When the base is itself a single
foot, it is copied entirely. When it is longer, however, the copy is trun-
cated so that only a foot remains.

1a) Makassarese (McCarthy & Prince (1986:31))

ballak ballak-ballak ‘house’
tau tau-tau ‘person’
kaluarak kaluk-kaluarak! ‘ant’
balao balak-balao ‘rat’

1b) Manam
la?o la?o-la%o ‘go’
?ulan ulan-lan ‘desire’
salaga salaga-laga ‘long’
moita moita-ita ‘knife’

Note that in Manam the foot is bimoraic rather than bisyllabic.

The forms in (2) come from Tarok, a Benue-Congo language, in
which stems reduplicate to express third person singular possession.

2)Tarok (Robinson 1976).

ndak4dl ndakdl-dakal ‘his mat’

afini afini-fini ‘his thread’
Robinson cites the forms above and adds, ‘...iff the stem has three or
more syllables, reduplication may be optionally abbreviated so as to
apply to the last two stem syllables only’ (p. 207). This stage of optional
truncation clearly provides a transition between a period of full redupli-
cation and a subsequent stage of partial reduplication. When and if the
optional truncation rule becomes obligatory, Tarok will exhibit the same
kind of reduplicative process as the languages seen in (1).

This kind of truncation is different from the kind of phonological
reduction seen in more familiar examples of grammaticalization (see
Givén (1971) for examples). The questions are. then, what factors con-
strain the historical development of these affixes so that the final result is
so consistent cross-linguistically, and why do reduplicative affixes differ
from other affixes in this respect? Examining other examples of trunca-
tion suggests an answer to these questions.

Truncation is commonly found in two other areas cross-
linguistically: formation of hypocoristics and vocatives, and compound-
ing. Data from Zuni and Madurese showing compound truncation are
seen in (3).
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3a) Zuni (McCarthy & Prince (1986:61-2))

tukni tu-mok™k™ anne ‘toe-shoe = stocking’
melika me-k"’isso ‘Anglo-negro = black man’
pacu pa-lokk’a-ak™e ‘Navajo-be:gray = Ramah Navajo’

3b) Madurese

usap sap-lati ‘wipe-lip = handkerchief’
urin rin-tua ‘person-old = parents’

Compounds in general are strikingly similar to fully reduplicated forms
in that both cases involve conjoining two stems rather than conjoining a
stem and an affix. This similarity surely accounts for the fact that both
of these formations may acquire a rule of truncation, and that grammati-
cal affixes in general do not.

The question of why truncation is constrained in so many languages
to leave a single foot is somewhat more complex. The answer may lie in
the recoverability of the underlying form: a foot may be the minimum
amount which can still permit recovery of the underlying stem. Examin-
ing the third set of forms which permit truncation, hypocoristics and
vocatives, provides evidence in support of this analysis. The forms in (4)
are hypocoristics: (4a) contains forms from French, and (4b) contains
forms from Japanese.

4a) French hypocoristics (Steriade (1988:75))

Isabelle i.za.bel iza, zabel, zabe
Dominique do.mi.nik domi, minik, mini
Marie-Claude  ma.ri.klod mako

Marie-Alice ma.ri.a.lis mali, malis
Laure-Lise lor.liz loli

4b) Japanese hypocoristics (Poser (1984))

hanako hana-tyaN
akira aki-tyaN
taroo taro-tyalN
syuusuke syuu-tyaN
ti tii-tyaN

Note that in (4a) all forms are a single foot. Furthermore, as Steriade
(1988:148) notes, if the name is a compound, the hypocoristic must
preserve a syllable from both members, probably to aid recoverability.
The forms in (4b) are also foot-based: if a name originally is shorter than
a foot, it is lengthened to fit the foot template. In this case, the con-
straint on recoverability has become rigidified into a templatic require-
ment which can lengthen as well as truncate forms.

A second piece of evidence concerning the role of feet in recovera-
bility may be found in the English rule of expletive insertion seen in



forms like abso-bloomin-lutely. Attested examples,? as well as ungram-
matical forms, are seen in (5).

5) Expletive Infixation
amalga-bloody-mated
emanci-motherfuckin-pator
Su-fuckin-matra
e-bloody-nough
*fanta-fuckin-stic
*ca-fuckin-terwaul

As McCarthy (1982) noted, the constraint on Expletive Infixation may be
stated as follows: the expletive may be inserted between feet, but not
inside of a foot. McCarthy explained the constraint as the result of the
autosegmental principle that association lines may not cross; (6) shows
the prosodic structure of an ungrammatical example.

6)

DI

*fan ta -fuckin- stic

A more functionally-oriented explanation is that the maintenance of foot
structure makes the recovery of the underlying lexical item easier.

Similarly, in languages which have polysyllabic forms which undergo
reduplication, constraining truncation to leave a foot behind is a way of
guaranteeing recoverability. Of course, given that the truncated affix is
attached to a full version of the stem in question what is recovered is not
so much the stem itself as it is the underlying structure of a pair of con-
joined stems.

Another very common form of partial reduplication is that in which
the affix contains a copy of the initial consonant or cluster of the stem,
and a prespecified vowel. The vowel is usually but not always high.
Some examples are given in (7).

7a) Akan
High tone Low-High tone
ba biba ‘come’
so? suso? ‘light’
don dunnon ‘soak’
haw hihaw ‘trouble’

7b) Yoruba (Pulleyblank (1988:256))

gbond gbigbdnd ‘be warm’
din diddn ‘be sweet’
tdbi titdbi ‘be big’
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7¢) Salish (Haeberlin (1918))

The vowel of the reduplicating-syllable of the diminutive may either
be the same in quality as the stem vowel of the sunplex or it may
show a shift. The most common shift of this kind is that to an -
vowel. This diminutive reduplication with sshift is a very persistent
feature in the Salishan dialects and seems to be common to most of
them... The most frequent vowel-shift in the diminutive of Clallum
is that to /a/.

7d) Tillamook (Reichard (1959))

hanaluln arm’ hu- hanalum ‘little arm’

Seeng ‘stone’ k-su-s@ns ‘gravel’

t’iyﬁ(hu ‘man’ du-t’iyilhu ‘boy’

na- ‘fetch’ ni-ng-sn ‘he will keep coming after’
y.v ¢ )

saec’- cut t Si-saec’-n ‘she is cutting repeatedly’

Explanations of the prespecified vowel in the Niger-Congo forms
have been suggested in Hyman and Voeltz (1971) and Faraclas and Willi-
amson (1984). Hyman and Voeltz cite data suggesting that the redupli-
cating vowel is a reduced vowel in Fe?fe? Bamileke, and that the fact
that it is reduced accounts for the ease with which it assimilates to adja-
cent consonants. Faraclas and Williamson argue that the reduced redu-
plicated vowel assimilates to the degree of stricture of adjacent con-
sonants as well; they suggest that the glide interface, where high vowels
and glides interchange, is the unmarked value for stricture, and conse-
quently that that is the value assigned to a reduced vowel. In their
framework, high-vowel reduplication arises first in reduplicated forms of
monosyllabic CV-roots, and then may spread to reduplication of longer
roots as well.

While these phonological explanations of the prevalence of high-
vowel reduplication undoubtedly provide some of the motivation for this
development, they do not account for cases like Clallam, where the fixed
vowel is -a-, nor for cases like Tillamook, where frequentative reduplica-
tion is characterized by -i- while diminutive reduplication is character-
ized by -u-. A further factor must be invoked to explain the commonly
seen pattern of reduplication with a fixed vowel in the affix: the well-
known historical drive in speakers to reduce allomorphy. Fixed vowel
reduplication is the outcome of a kind of levelling. At first blush it
seems a bit strange to talk about allomorphy when describing redupli-
cated affixes, since each stem would seem to have a unique allomorph of
the reduplicated affix; support for this analysis comes from the fact that
this sort of fixed vowel is seen in the most reduced kind of reduplication,
that in which the affix is smaller than a prosodic foot and consequently
does not permit the recovery of an underlying structure of two conjoined
stems. Prespecifying the vowel of the reduplicative affix makes the form
of the affix much more predictable. The historical drive to reduce para-
digmatic alternation, along with the phonological factors others have
suggested, more fully explains why so many languages develop fixed
vowel reduplication.



At this point it is instructive to consider two cases where partial
reduplication did not arise from original full reduplication. The first of
these case is seen in (8).

8) Nyakyusa

-okya -okikye
-tufya -tufifye
-ibwa -ibibwe (Bastin (1983))3

In Nyakyusa, a Bantu language, in many cases the suffix reconstructed as
*-ide substitutes a copy of the final stem consonant for the original *-d-
of the suffix. Clearly the partial reduplication seen in this instance did
not arise from originally doubling a stem. If confronted with the data in
(8), however, a linguist would be tempted to assume that these forms
arose originally through reduplication. The fact that the suffix expresses
perfectivity is particularly cautionary, since a notion of completed action
and hence possibly a durative state is well within the range of what
many scholars would assume is a ‘normal’ semantic value for reduplica-
tion. If a form is reduplicated, so the thinking goes, then it must origi-
nally have had an iconic value such as duration of action in order for the
reduplicated form to arise at all; the semantic value then must have
shifted to something less clearly iconic. The Nyakyusa data strongly
argue for the need for caution in positing an origin like this simply
because the form looks like a case of reduplication.

A further example of partial reduplication for which iconic redupli-
cation need not be invoked as a source was presented in Niepokuj (1987).
In that paper I argued that the reduplicated present-tense class found in
Sanskrit and Greek arose primarily due to the presence of root-final lar-
yngeal segments in the roots which could form a present stem in this
way. In the proto-language, I argued, present-tense reduplication was
very infrequent and unsystematic, as exemplified by the Hittite root
mema- ‘to speak,” where the reduplication is symbolic of the repeated
movements of the mouth in speech. At some time during the pre-
histories of Sanskrit and Greek, however, reduplicating present tense
classes were formed, and the primary determiner of membership in the
class was the presence of a root-final laryngeal segment. The forms cited
in the Appendix are evidence. These are all the roots for which a redu-
plicated present-tense form has been attested. 70% of the roots in Vedic
and nearly 80% of the roots in Greek are normally reconstructed to roots
which had ended in laryngeals, or roots of the sequence laryngeal-
semivowel which routinely metathesized under conditions described by
Winter (1965). By comparison, in the Vedic verbal class (Class 6) which
consists of those roots which form a stem by suffixing a stressed thematic
vowel to the root, the percentage of roots which ended in a laryngeal is
slightly less than 20%. Similarly, a rough attempt to calculate the per-
centage of laryngeal-final verbal roots in Pokorny showed the percentage
of such roots again to be around 20%.4 I explain the preponderance of
laryngeal-final roots in the reduplicating present class in the following
way. When the laryngeal segments were lost during the prehistories of
Sanskrit and Greek, the loss occurred on an item-by-item basis. For a
given root containing a laryngeal, in certain environments the laryngeal
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would be realized as zero, in other environments as a consonant, and in
other environments as an unstressed vowel.? For each root, at some point
speakers would re-analyze the underlying form so that the root no longer
contained a laryngeal segment. When the first few roots were in the pro-
cess of losing their laryngeals, speakers resorted to reduplication, prob-
ably because the reduplicated stem plus tense affixes strongly resembled
the canonic segmental shape of the regular thematic verbs. Because of
this association between laryngeal-final roots and reduplication, the lar-
yngeal was treated as a phonological marker of roots which would use
reduplication to form stems. At this point, the process spread separately
in both Sanskrit and Greek. The primary motivation for reduplicating a
form was thus its phonological shape; the forms need not have had any
particular semantic value other than normal present tense.

One issue which remains to be addressed is the relation between his-
torical analyses of reduplication such as this one and synchronic surveys
of reduplication such as Marantz (1982), McCarthy and Prince (1986),
and Steriade (1988). As I mentioned at the beginning of this article,
such surveys have discovered a number of generalizations concerning the
shape of reduplicative affixes; I have suggested some historical explana-
tions to account for these recurring patterns. Historical discussions such
as this one also have a bearing on recent theoretical discussions of syn-
chronic phenomena; in particular, this paper has a bearing on the impli-
cit assumption in Marantz (1982) that all cases of superficial reduplica-
tion can be analyzed as full melodic copy and association to a template,
and on the claim made in Steriade (1988) that partial reduplication must
always be analyzed as complete copying of the base plus truncation
and/or segmental insertion. This assumption that superficial partial
reduplication is underlyingly full reduplicatior plus some formal mechan-
ism to pare down the stem is so prevalent that Pulleyblank (1988:265-
266) needs to provide evidence that deverbal noun reduplication in
Yoruba (see (7) above for data) is not in fact underlyingly reduplication,
but instead is spreading of the stem-initial consonant. His analysis is cer-
tainly reasonable in this instance; what is striking, however, is the
assumption that, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, a situation
such as the Yoruba deverbal noun reduplication should be treated under-
lyingly as full copying of the melody plus some process of association or
truncation. Given the various historical paths by which structures which
look like reduplication but which never actually involved reduplication
can arise, any case which can be analyzed as an instance of something
other than copying of a stem should be so analyzed. An analysis which
invokes spreading requires less theoretical apparatus than one which
requires copying of the stem; linguists, and, presumably, speakers ought
to prefer such an analysis in the absence of evidence requiring the more
complex mechanism of copying.

Steriade (1988) differs from the Marantzian copy-and-association
model in a number of significant ways; she argues that prosodic structure
is copied along with the segmental melody, and is then subject to rules of
truncation and/or segmental insertion to produce the desired affix. She
argues that one flaw in the Marantzian approach is ‘the artificial distinc-
tion created by this model between total and partial reduplication’ (p.
88) and states, ‘There is good reason to maintain the view that total and
partial reduplication differ only minimally. In some cases, it can be



directly proven that what surfaces as partial reduplication begins deriva-
tionally as total reduplication...’(p. 88). While it is true that synchronic
derivation need not recapitulate historical development, the fact that
diverse historical paths can result in superficially similar forms suggests
that theoretical frameworks which insist on a unified treatment of all
instances of whole and partial reduplication make overly strong claims.
Instead of claiming that all cases of partial reduplication should start out
derivationally as total reduplication because this derivational path is
necessary in some cases, 1 argue that total reduplication should be
invoked only in those cases of partial reduplication which absolutely
require such a mechanism.

Appendix
Sanskrit Data (3rd sing. present unless otherwise specified)

a) No laryngeal; offer no evidence concerning present
reduplication

ninikta ‘wash, purify’ (2nd sing. imperative)
piprghdi’ ‘mix’ (2nd sing. imperative)
didesati ‘point’

mamatsi ‘to be exhilarated, exhilarate’
sasdsti ‘sleep’

b) Clear evidence for final laryngeal

jighrati ‘smell’ *gh"reh,-
pibati ‘drink’ *peh,,-
dadhati ‘put’ *dheh -
mimati ‘bellow’ *meh,-
jdhati ‘leave’ *gheh -
jigati ‘go’ *g%eh,-
mimitas (3rd dual) ‘damage’  *meih -
sisati ‘sharpen’ *kehz-
rarasva (2nd sing. middle) ‘give’ *reh. -
ninithds (2nd dual) ‘lead’ *neiﬁx-
dddati ‘give’ *deh.-
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mimate ‘measure’  *meh,-
juhumdsi (1st pl.) ‘call’ *gheulhx-
tisthati ‘stand’ *steh,-
mamandhi’(2nd sing. imperative) ‘think’ *mne%12-6
didyati (3rd pl.) ‘shine’ *deih_-
didhye (3rd sing. middle) ‘think’ *dheiﬁx-
pipihi’(2nd sing. imperative) ‘swell’ *peihx-
titarti ‘cross over’ *terh,-
jigharti ‘sprinkle’ *ghreilll-
piparti gilll *pelhl-
sisarti ‘flow’ *serh -
iyarti ‘go’ *h erh, -
bibharti ‘bear’ »*Bher(-)h, -

c) Metathesized forms
susvati (3rd pl.) ‘press out’ *seh w-
pipite (3rd sing. middle) ‘drink’ *peh,,-i-
jihite (3rd sing. middle) ‘leave’ *gheﬁl-i-
ririhi (2nd sing. imperative)  ‘give’ *reh,-1-
?cikeési ‘note’ *keh, i-

d) Set forms; no other evidence for laryngeal
ydyastu (3rd sing. imperative) ‘be heated’
viviktds (3rd dual) ‘extend’
jiharti ‘take’
vavdksi, vivasti ‘be eager’

e) No laryngeal
bdbhasti, bdpsati ‘devour’
mimiksvd (2nd sing. imperative middle) ‘mix’
vavartti ‘turn’
sisakti ‘accompany’
vivakti ‘speak’
viveksi ‘sift’
juhoti ‘sacrifice’
piprghdi’(2nd sing. imperative) ‘mix’

Greek Data (lst sing. pres. unless otherwise specified)

a) Clearly laryngeal-final; athematic
Tnue ‘place’; compare Skt. dddhati
SLbwue ‘give’; compare Skt. dddati



‘CoTnue ‘stand’; compare Skt. tisthati

‘Cnpe ‘send’ ?*ieh,-.

Sc¢nue ‘seek’ *dieh,y-

Scbnpe ‘bind’ *deh -

B¢Bare (Doric 3rd sing.) ‘go’; compare Skt. jigati
‘OAnf. (2nd sing. imperative) ‘be gracious’ ?*selh_-

TEUTA UL gl *pelh,-

TEUT P oL ‘kindle’ *perh;-

b) Thematic

TR TW ‘beget’ *tek-
‘Cw ‘sit’ *sed-
TURTW ‘fall’ *peth_-
yiyvopal ‘become’ *genh’;-

c)*-ske/o forms

BiBdokw ‘go’ 7*g%eh,-.
PLUVTO KW ‘remember’ *mneh,-
BLBpiokw ‘drink’ *g%¥erh',-
TLTPWOKW ‘wound’ *terh,-
KLEN oKW ‘call’ *kleh’ -
“I\agkopat ‘appease’ ?*selh, -
bibdokw ‘teach’ *dens-
Endnotes

1) McCarthy and Prince note that the k at the end of the reduplicative
prefix of longer words is underlyingly 2.

(2) Mc)Carthy notes that the attested examples are taken from McMillan
1980).

3) Bastin does not supply glosses for the cited forms.

4) The estimate was obtained by opening Pokorny at random and count-
ing 100 consecutive verbal roots.

5) For evidence that just such a state of affairs is attested in Avestan, see
Beekes (1988).

6) A root *man- ‘think’ can also be reconstructed; it is possible that the
Vedic reduplicated form is based on this root rather than on *mneh,-.
Since the native grammarians cite the set forms manitd- (past passive
participle) and manitva, and since the Greek forms peuvnua: and
pipvijokw clearly derive from the form of the root with the final lar-
yngeal, I posit *mnehg- as the root from which the Vedic form is des-
cended.
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