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An,Young-ran.(2013).Maximizing(Non-)identityinConsonantInsertion.The

LinguisticAssociationofKoreaJournal,21(3),79-95.Thispaperdiscussestheroleof

vowelsandconsonantsintheconsonantinsertioninsuchareduplicativeform as

allok-tallok‘dappled’inKorean.Generally,whenaconsonantistobeepenthesized

intothereduplicantinthetotalreduplication,theconsonanttendstobedissimilar

from theexistingbaseconsonants.Thiswasattestedinmydictionaryexamination

andbehavioralexperiment,aswell.However,whentheexistingvowelsarealready

identical,theinsertedconsonanttendstobeidenticaltooneofthebaseconsonants.

ThisendsupproducingtwoidenticalstringsofCVintheform ofCVCVC,which

showstheinfluenceofvowelsonthechoiceofinsertedconsonants.Theopposing

tendenciesoftheinsertedconsonantstobenon-identicalandidenticaltobase

consonantsisanontrivialfindingofthispaper.
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1. Introduction 

AnyKoreanconsonantsthatcanoccurintheonset,/p,p
h
,p’,t,t

h
,t’,k,k

h
,

k’,ʧ,ʧ
h
,ʧ’,m,n,s,s’,h,l,w,j/,canalsooccurinthereduplicant

(underlined in examples)asaconsonantthatisinserted (bold faced in

examples)intheKoreantotalreduplicationinwhichthebasestartswitha

vowel.TheconsonanttobeinsertedisabbreviatedasCIinmypaper,from

hereforth.

*ThisworkwassupportedbytheNationalResearchFoundationofKoreaGrantfundedby

theKorean Government(NRF-2012S1A5A8023952).Iam indebted to theanonymous

reviewersfortheirinsightfulcomments.Theusualdisclaimerapplies.
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(1)a. allok-tallok ’dappled’

b. ʌlmʌŋ-tʌlmʌŋ ’lumpy’

c. umul-ʧ’umul ’hesitantly’

d. osun-tosun ’ongoodterms’

e. ulak-pulak ’roughly’

f. aki-ʧaki ’charming’

Intheexamplesabove,thedeterminationofthebasesisgroundedinJun

andLee(2006)wherethecasesoftotalreduplicationbeginningwithavowel

havebeenclassifiedintofourtypes,TypeIwhereonlythesecondportioncan

standalone,TypeIIwhereonlythefirstportioncanbeusedindependently,

TypeIIIwhereeitherofthetwoportionshasanindependentform and

meaning,andTypeIVwhereneitherofthetwoportionscanstandonitsown.

(2)a.ollok-pollok,omil-ʧomil TypeI

b.allok-tallok,aoŋ-taoŋ TypeII

c.asak-pasak,ukɨl-pukɨl TypeIII

d.ulak-pulak,osun-tosun TypeIV

Accordingtothisclassification,(1a-c)areofTypeIIand(1d-f)ofTypeIV

andIamconcernedwiththesetwotypes,assumingthatthefirsthalfisthebase

andaconsonantisinsertedintheinitialonsetofthesecondhalf.Whenneither

ofthetwoportionsisanindependentform asinTypeIV,Iconsidertheone

withoutanonsettobethebaseandtheonewithanonsettobethereduplicant

inaccordwiththeuniversalprinciplethattheunmarked,i.e.,theonewithan

onsetinthiscase,willemergeinthereduplicant.

With respectto thechoiceofCIs,an investigation ofthedictionary

(EysseynsuKwukeSacen[EssenceKoreanDictionary],2006)revealedthatvarious

consonantscanbeinsertedinthereduplicatedwordsandinadditionthechoice

amongpossibleCIsisnotarbitrary.
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Figure 1. The frequency of inserted consonants in the dictionary

AsseeninFigure1,wedonotseerandom choices,butsomepatterns.For

instance,/t,p,ʧ/aremuchmorefrequentthan/k,s,m,j/asCIs.This

indicatesthatallthepossibleonsetconsonantsdonothaveevenchancesof

beingchosenasCIs.Theremustbeareasonthatcanaccountforthispattern.I

arguethatthechoiceofCIsispredictabletosomeextent,althoughitmaynot

becompletelypredictable.

Inwhatfollows,Iexaminesomeplausiblefactors,amongothers,thatappear

toaffectthechoiceofCIs,dissimilarity,akanon-identity(OCP),andsimilarity

oridentity.FordissimilaritytheinteractionbetweenaCIandtheexisting

consonantsiscrucialwhereasforidentityitisthecontextualvowelsthatcome

intoplay.Section2showsthemethodofresearch.Section3providestheresults.

Thelasttwosectionsgivesomediscussionandconclusion,respectively.

2. Method

IexaminedaKoreandictionary(EysseynsuKwukeSacen[EssenceKorean

Dictionary],2006;AppendixA),whichrevealed150entriesthatareV-initial.

AmongtheseV-initialreduplicatedwords,IlookedintotheformsofJunand

Lee’sTypeIIandIVthataremadeupofVCVCbases.

Inaddition,Iconductedarealtimebehavioralexperiment,inwhichKorean

speakerswereaskedtocreatethemostnaturalreduplicatedwordwithanonce

base(wordcreationtask;AppendixB).Therewere55participantsaltogether,
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agesrangingfrom 20’sto60’s,whowererecruitedinSeoul.Therewere40

simuliinthetask,and15outofthemconsistedofVCVCbases.Iincludedother

formswithaviewtoinvestigationofotherfactors,andIamfocusingonthe15

formswithVCVCbasesinthispaper.Theparticipantswereaskedtopronounce

aloudtheformstheywerejustmakingup,andIassumedthatthecreated

wordswerespokenforms,ratherthanwrittenforms.Anyerroneousresponses

wereremoved,andIendedupwith472responses.

3. Results: Dissimilarity vs. Identity

3.1. Dissimilarity Preferred

In thepreceding section,itwasshown thatcertain consonantswere

preferredasCIs.Inexpoundingthereasonforthisseeminglynon-arbitrary

phenomenon,Ipostulatethefollowinghypothesisandconductedanexperiment.

(3)Hypothesis1

CIsaredissimilarfrom theexistingbaseCs.

Theresultofabehavioralexperiment(wordcreationtask,N=55,472tokens,

VCVCbases,CI=/p,t,ʧ/),alongwiththeexaminationofthedictionarydata,

showedthatthereisatendencytoinsertaconsonantwhichisdissimilarfrom

theextantbaseconsonants,confirmingHypothesis1.

Figure 2. Identity relationship of inserted consonants and Cs in VCVC-bases with CI=/p, t, ʧ/
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I exclusively looked into the total reduplication with a form of

VC1VC2-CVC1VC2 in orderto see an exhaustiveeffectofthetwo base

consonants.Figure2showsthatthereisnoidenticalpairofCIandthesecond

C(C2)inthebase,whereastherearesomeidenticalpairsofCIandthefirstC

(C1)inthebase,bothinthedatafrom thedictionaryandthebehavioral

experiment.Thatis,aCIisneveridenticaltothesecondbaseC(0% inthe

dictionaryandtheexperiment).InthecaseofaCIandthefirstbaseC,there

aresomeinstancesinwhichtheCIisidenticaltothefirstbaseC,i.e.,11.11%

ofthetimeinthedictionarydataand17.58% ofthetimeintheexperiment

responses.

Thistendencytopreferanon-identicalordissimilarCfrom theexistingCs

hasbeenattestedinmanyotherlanguages.Forinstance,Turkishemphatic

reduplicationpreferstochoose/p/unlessalabialC,including/p/,already

existsinthebase(Wedel,1999;Yip,1995;Yu,1999).

(4)Turkishemphaticreduplication

a.kara ‘dark’ kapkara ‘pitchblack’

b.belli ‘clear’ besbelli ‘obvious’

c.bejaz ‘white’ bembejaz ‘brightwhite’

d.temiz ‘clean’ tertemiz ‘spotless’

Wedel(1999,2000)argueonthebasisoftheresearchontheonlineTurkish

languagelexiconthattheepentheticCintheTurkishreduplicationdoesnot

repeatthesamesegmentasoneofthebaseCs.Healsofoundthatwhen

Turkishspeakerswereaskedtocreateareduplicatedversionofadjectivesthat

normallyarenotsubjecttoemphaticreduplicationinTurkish,theyavoided

insertingaconsonantidenticaltoabaseconsonant.Forexample,bodur‘squat’

→ bosbodur(forallparticipants),mest‘enchanted’→ mepmest(forall

participants),pinti‘verystingy’→ pimpinti~pispinti.Whatisinterestingis

thatthesuggestedidentityavoidanceconstraintwasmorestrictlyobservedin

theeliciteddatathanintheattesteddata.

Theavoidanceofhavingidenticalconsonantsisalsoobservedinsome

English data.In awell-formednessjudgmentexperimentwith thenative

speakersofEnglish,Hay,Pierrehumbert,andBeckman(2004)foundthatnonce
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formslike/stɹimsi/,whichcontainstwostridents,wererated lowerthan

similarformslike/stɹimpi/,even though wordscontaining two strident

obstruentsarecertainlyallowedinEnglishasin‘space’/speɪs/or‘starch’

/stɑɹʧ/.Englishisalsoknowntohaverestrictionsagainstco-occurrenceof

homorganicidenticalconsonantswithinaword;thatis,inawordwithaform

ofsCVCinwhichtheCsarestops,two/k/’sortwo/p/’sarenotallowed,e.g.

*skeak,*speap.However,two/t/’sareallowed,e.g.state,stoat,stet(Coetzee,

2005,2008;Davis,1991;Fudge,1969).Coetzee(2005)foundthatlistenersina

perceptiontasktendedtoperceiveanambiguousperceptasanOCP-obeying

item.Thiskindofperceptualbiaswasalsofoundfortheformswithtwo

coronalstops,althoughwordswithtwo/t/’sactuallyexistinthelexicon.

ThisOCP-liketendency ofdissimilarity between theCIand thebase

consonantsintheKoreandatacertainlyappearstobegroundedinlanguagesin

general.However,interestingly,thistendencydoesnotseem tobecategorical.

AccordingtoFigure2,thetendencyofCIsbeingdissimilarfrom theexisting

baseconsonantsdoesnotapplyacrosstheboard;rather,thereweresomecases

inwhichaCIandC1areidentical.Theremustbesomeotherfactorsin

operationinthechoiceofCIs,andIargueforsimilarityoridentitybetweena

CIandthebaseCsamongsuchfactors,underspecificcircumstances.

3.2. Identity Preferred

Thereisatendencythatstringsinsyllablesbecomesimilar,andthiskindof

tendencyhasbeenfoundintheliterature(Zuraw,2002).Iarguethatthechoice

ofCIsintheKoreanreduplicationalsoinstantiatesit.Whenaconsonantis

consideredforaCI,itisgenerallypreferredtobedistinctfromtheexistingbase

consonants.However,aCIissometimeslikelytobeidenticaltooneofthe

existingconsonantswhencertainconditionsaresatisfied.

Languageshaveshownthistendencyofhavingsimilarsegmentsacross

syllables:forexample,inEnglishakindofarepairstrategyhasbeenobserved

inthenon-standardspellings,inwhichintra-wordsimilarsyllablesgetrepaired

toyetgreatersimilarity.
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(5)a. pompon →  pompom

b. sherbet →  sherbert

c. orangutan→  orangutang

d. hara-kiri →  hari-kari

e. persevere →  perservere

Thistendencytopreferoutputformstocontainareduplication-likestructure

iscapturedbytheanalysiswithaconstraintthat“awordmustcontainsome

substringsthatarecoupled”(Zuraw,2002).

Peruvian Aymaraallowsonly oneejectivepermorpheme,unlessthe

ejectivesareidentical,andonlyoneaspiratedstoppermorpheme,unlessthe

aspiratedstopsareidentical(deLucca,1987;MacEachern,1999;Rose&Walker,

2004;Zuraw,2002):

(6)a. [k’ink’u] ‘clay’

b. [phusphu] ‘boiledbeans’

c. *[t
h
ata]

d. *[t’ata]

Thetwoejectivesandthetwoaspiratedstopscanco-occursincetheyare

identicalintheirfeatures,in(6a)and(6b),respectively,whereaslaryngeally

dissimilarhomorganicconsonants,asin(6c,d)arehardlyallowedsincethey

cannotbedissimilaringlottalpropertiesandidenticalinotherfeatures,e.g.,

[th]and [t],[t’]and[t].InSundanesetwo/r/’sintheonsetsofadjacent

syllablescannotbedissimilated,i.e.,r…rcannotbecomel…r(Suzuki,1999;

Zuraw,2002).

Theanalysisofhavingidenticalsegmentsinadjacentdistinctsyllables

predictsthattheidenticalejectivesoraspiratedstopsinPeruvianAymaraand

the rhoticsin Sundanese should be followed by identicalvowelsmore

frequentlythannon-identicalstopsorrhoticswouldbe,whichhasbeenborne

outaccording to thelexicalstatisticsin both languages.According to a

dictionarystudy(DezaGalindo,1989),“thevowelsareidenticalin21of25

C
h
1V2(C)C

h
1V3...roots(84%),and in 18of23C’1V2(C)C’1V3...roots(78%)”

(Zuraw,2002,p.432).Thatis,thereshouldbemanyformslike(6b)inwhich
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Vsareidenticalandfew formslike(6a)inwhichVsarenotidentical.The

examinationofaSundanesedictionary(Basa&Sunda,1985)showedthatinthe

105rootswithmorethanone/r/thevowelsV1andV2areidenticalin57of

67rV1rV2… roots,e.g.,[rorod]‘pullin,’andthesubstringsV1C1andV2C2are

identicalin19of20rV1C1rV2C2roots,e.g.,[ribrib]‘armsoverlyfull’(Cohn,

1992;Zuraw,2002).

Basedonthetendencyoffavoringidenticalsubstringsinawordinthese

languages,ImotivatethefollowinghypothesisfortheKoreanreduplicationdata:

(7)Hypothesis2

Ifvowelsareidentical,thenconsonantswillalsobeidentical.

Thatis,whenvowelsexistinginacontextarealreadyidentical,aconsonant

yettobeinsertedispredictedtobetheoneidenticaltoanexistingcontext

consonant:inaform ofV1C1V2C2-CV1C1V2C2,ifV1=V2,thenCV1=C1V2.

Intheprecedingsectionwehaveseenthatthereisatendencytoavoid

identicalconsonantsinthechoiceofCIs:theCIstendtodifferfromtheexisting

baseCs.However,notallCIsweredifferentfrom existingCs,andsomeCIs

wereidenticaltooneoftheexistingCsinthebase.AccordingtoFigure2,the

CIstendtodifferfromthebaseCs.TherearenoinstancesinwhichtheCIsare

identicaltoC2;however,therearesomecasesinwhichtheCIsareidenticalto

C1.Infact,thestatisticsshowedthattheCIsdidnotsignificantlydifferfromC1

bothinthedictionaryandtheexperimentaldata.Thisindicatesthatthereare

morechancesoftheCIsbeingidenticaltoC1thantoC2forareason.Whyare

therecasesinwhichCIsarethesameasextantCs?Morespecifically,whyisit

C1,notC2thatCIsarechosentobeidenticalto?

Iarguethattherearetwo opposing forcesin thefield,dissimilarity

preferenceandidentitypreference,accordingtotheformerofwhichCIstend

tobedissimilartoexistingCslikethesecondCofthebase,whereasaccording

tothelatterCIsarepreferredtobeidenticaltothefirstCofthebase.This

identitypreferencerequiresthatCIsshouldbeidenticaltoC1whentheexisting

baseVsarealreadyidentical.Thatis,intheform ofVC1VC2-CVC1VC2,there

aregreaterchancesfortheCItobeidenticaltoC1whenthetwoVshappento

beidenticalalready.
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Source CIV=C1VwhenCI=C1 V=VwhenCI≠C1=

Dictionary 80% 41.30%

Corpus 100% 50%

Experiment 78.31% 41.13%

WecanaccountforthedatabasedonREDUPandCORR-κκ constraints

whichrequirecoupledstringstobesimilar.Idonotgooverformalanalyses

withtheseconstraints,anditsufficestomentionthattheinteractionofthese

two constraints and the input-output constraints (CORR-IO) results in

typologicaldifferenceintheoutputforms(modifiedfrom Zuraw,2002,p.406):

(8)a.REDUP,IDENT-IO >> IDENT-κκ

couplingdespiteimperfectsimilarity

b.REDUP,IDENT-κκ >> IDENT-IO

perfectcoupling

c.IDENT-IO,IDENT-κκ >> REDUP

nocoupling

ThehypothesisthattheidenticalpairsofCIand C1 in theKorean

reduplication tend tobefollowed byidenticalVswasconfirmed bythe

experimentaldataofwordcreationtask.Thatis,theparticipantsshoweda

tendencytoinsertaCthatisidenticaltoC1whentheresultingoutputforms

cametohavetwoidenticalsubstringsofCV.Thenumberofidenticalpairsof

CIandC1wasevengreaterwhenthetwonucleusVswereidenticalthanwhen

Vswerenon-identical(28.89% vs.7.29%).Toputitanotherway,itwasmore

likelytohaveidenticalVsinthecasesinwhichCIandC1 areidentical

(78.31%),thaninthecontrolcases(41.13%).Thedatafrom thedictionaryand

thecorpus(SejongBalancedCorpus,2007)alsocorroboratethistendency;i.e.,it

wasmorelikelythatwehaveidenticalVswhenCIandC1arethesamethan

whentheyarenot,inthedictionarydata(80% vs.41.30%)andinthecorpus

(100% vs.50%).

Table 1. Dictionary, Corpus (Sejong), and Experiment results with regard to identical CV strings 

(CIV and C1V): VCVC-bases, CI=/p, t, ʧ/ 
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Thetestresultsshow thatinfactforthedictionarydatatherewasno

significantassociation between thesamenessofVsand whetheraCIis

identicaltoC1.
1)
However,therewasasignificantassociationbetweenthe

samenessofVsandwhetheraCIisidenticaltoC1inthecorpusχ
2
(1,N=191)

=4.87,p<.05,andintheexperimentχ
2
(1,N=472)=37.91,p<.001.Thatis,

bothinthecorpusandtheexperimentalresults,CIandC1weresignificantly

morelikelytobeidenticalifVswereidenticalthanifVswerenon-identical,

whichthereforeconfirmsHypothesis2.

Thetendencytoinsertaconsonantthatisidenticaltoanexistingconsonant

inthebaseoftheKoreanreduplication,inspiteofageneralopposingtendency

toavoidinsertingasimilarconsonantinthesameposition,hasbeencaptured

bytheargumentforatendencytohaveidenticalsubstringsacrosssyllables.

Therefore,theconstraintofidentityincoupledstringscanbeoneotherfactor

thatisinfluentialinthechoiceofCIs,inwhichsensetheKoreandataare

differentiatedfrom otherdatawhichexclusivelyshow avoidanceofidentity.

4. Discussion

Thusfarin theprecedingsections,wehaveseen thatintheKorean

reduplicationthereisatendencytohaveaninsertedconsonantthatisdissimilar

totheexistingbaseconsonants.ThistendencyofavoidinganidenticalCinthe

choiceofCIswascruciallyattestedbothinthedictionarydataandthenewly

createdreduplicativeformsintheexperiment.

Inthemeantime,thetendencyofhavingsimilarCV stringsinaword,

whichhasbeenobservedinlanguages,wasalsofoundtoserveasanontrivial

factorindeterminingaCI.Whenthereweretwovowelsthatareidentical

already,they preferred to appearastwo identicalCVsin theform of

1)Thismaybeinterpretedasthattherewasapositiveassociationbetweenthesamenessof

VsandwhetheraCIisidenticaltoC1sincethesignificancelevelcanbecalledmarginal

χ
2
(1,N=51)=2.73,p=.099.Hence,basedontheoddsratio,CIandC1were5.25times

morelikelytobeidenticalifVswereidenticalthanifVsweredifferent.Thestatistical

non-significancecouldbeascribedtothefactthatthedictionary,asopposedtotheother

sources(corpusandexperiment),actuallydoesnotdealwithtokenfrequency,butitonly

showstypefrequency.
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reduplicant,CVCVC.

Thetensionbetweenthesetwofactors,dissimilaritypreferenceandidentity

preference,seemssurelytobeatwork,andwithregardtothetendencyof

havingidenticalCV stringsintheKoreanreduplicationwecanfindsome

supportiveevidenceforthecloserelationshipbetweenaCanditsfollowingV.

Itseemsthatthereisindispensiblerelationshipbetweenaconsonantanda

vowel,totheextentthatCandVtendtobehaveintandem,whichhasbeen

foundcross-linguistically.Iarguethattheclose-knitrelationshipofCVinthe

Koreanreduplicationisalsomotivatedfrom thelanguageinternalstructure.

InmyexaminationoftheCVcombinationpatterninthespeakers’behavior

andinthelexicon,thereduplication-onlycorpus(SejongBalancedCorpus,2007)

inparticular,Ifoundsignificantcorrelationbetweenthetwopatterns,rs=.797,

p<.01.ThisshowsthatthefrequencyofCIandV combinationsinthe

experiment reflects the frequency of C and V combinations in the

reduplication-onlycorpus.

Figure 3. CV combinations in the experiment and the reduplication-only corpus 

(Sejong Balanced Corpus, 2007): VCVC-bases, C=/p, t, ʧ/, V=/a, o, u, ʌ/

ThisreplicationoftheCV combiningpatternintheexperimentandthe

corpusimpliesthattheCVcombinationintheexperimentmaybesimplydueto

theexistingpatterninthelexicon,orelsetheremaybeadeeperreasonforthe

parallelbetweenthetwopatterns.Ihypothesizethatthereiscloserelationship

betweenonsetCandnucleusVinthechoicedecisionofCIsintheKorean
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reduplication.Morespecifically,speakersareawareofthecloserelationship

betweenonsetCandnucleusVwhentheychooseaCforCI.

BehavioralexperimentshaveshownthatKoreanspeakerstendtogroupC1

andV,ratherthanVandC2,asaunitinasyllableofC1VC2,contraryto

predictionthatV andC2willform asub-syllabicunitonthebasisofthe

traditionalsyllablestructure,onset+rimewhichsub-hierarchicallyconsistsof

nucleusVandcodaC(Chenetal.,2004;Derwingetal.,1993;Lee,2006).I

maintainthatthisseeminglylanguage-specificpropertyofKoreancannotbe

simplyattributedtoanabstractrepresentationofasyllable,whichisusually

dubbedas“body(=onset+nucleus)+coda.”Rather,Isuggestthatthereisa

sub-syllabictemplatethatrequiresinterdependencybetweenCandV,notV

andC,towhichspeakersofthelanguagemakereferenceintheirbehavior.

WithrespecttotheCIchoiceinthereduplication,IproposethatKorean

speakersareimplicitlyawarethatonsetandnucleusaremoretightlyconnected

thannucleusandcodaatthesub-syllabiclevel.TheCVcombinationpatterns

bothintheword-creationexperimentandthereduplication-onlycorpustestify

thatexistingVsaffectthechoiceofCIs,whichindicatesanintimaterelation

betweenonsetCandnucleusV.ThiscloserelationshipbetweenonsetCand

nucleusVexplainswhyaCItendstorefertothefollowingVintheselection

process.Hence,Iarguethatthenativespeakers’behaviordoesnotmerely

mirrorwhatexistsinthelexiconforCVcombinations,butitinfactreflectsthe

speakers’phonotacticalknowledgeofthesub-syllabictemplate.

Itappearsthatthephonotacticprobabilitiesinspeakers’mindaffectthe

choiceofCIsinthecaseoftheKoreanreduplication.Speakersmayremember

frequentreduplicatedformswhoseCVcombinationsarealsoinstoreforthem

touseincreatingnew reduplicatedforms,whichmeansthatmorefrequent

formsaremoreinfluentialincreatingnovelforms.Forinstance,Figure3shows

thatthespeakersintheexperimentchose/pu/,/to/,/ʧo/mostfrequently,

amongotherCVcombinationsofpV,tV,ʧV,respectively,whichisactually

confirmedbythefactthatthemostfrequentsinglereduplicatedformswithpV,

tV,ʧV areult
h
uŋ-pult

h
uŋ ‘bumpy,’oson-toson‘’harmoniously,’oŋki-ʧoŋki

‘thickly’(closelyafterumul-ʧ’umul‘hesitantly’andaki-ʧaki‘charming’)inthe

corpus.ThismaysuggestthatthemostfrequentCV combinations,notthe

entireCV combinations,havesomeimpactontheestablishedphonotactics.



Maximizing (Non-)identity in Consonant Insertion∣ 91

However,thisconjectureisyettobeconfirmedthroughmorecarefulscrutiny

andIleaveitforfurtherresearch.

5. Conclusion

Theargumentinthispapercapturestwokindsoftendencyinthechoiceof

insertedconsonantsintheKoreantotalreduplication.Theinsertedconsonants

generallytendtobenon-identicaltotheextantbaseconsonants.Meanwhile,it

inclinestobeidenticaltooneoftheexistingbaseconsonantsunderspecific

conditions.Hence,thispaperaccountsforthedeviantbehavioroftheKorean

reduplicationdatawhichwouldotherwiseparallelotherlanguagesthatshowan

exclusivetendencyofidentityavoidance.
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AppendixA.Dictionary(EysseynsuKwukeSacen2006)

ReduplicationwithVCVC-bases

1.우 쭈 umul-ʧ’umul

2. 목조목 omok-ʧomok

3.우 주 umuk-ʧumuk

4.어 자 ʌp’ak-ʧap’ak

5.우걱지걱 ukʌk-ʧikʌk

6.이판사판 ip
h
an-sap

h
an

7. 톨도톨 ot
h
ol-tot

h
ol

8.우 ut
h
ul-tut

h
ul

9.어 버 ʌʧʌŋ-pʌʧʌŋ

10.아장바장 aʧaŋ-paʧaŋ

11.어런 런 ʌlʌn-tʌlʌn

12.어룽 룽 ʌluŋ-tʌluŋ

13.어 부 ʌjʌŋ-pujʌŋ

14.아롱다롱 aloŋ-taloŋ

15. 손도손 oson-toson

16. 도 osun-tosun

17.이몽가몽 imoŋ-kamoŋ

18.애동 동 etoŋ-tetoŋ

19.어근버근 ʌkɨn-pʌkɨn

20.어 버 ʌkɨm-pʌkɨm

21.아근바근 akɨn-pakɨn

22.알 달 allok-tallok

23.어룩 룩 ʌluk-tʌluk

24.얼럭 럭 ʌllʌk-tʌllʌk

25.얼룩 룩 ʌlluk-tʌlluk

26.우락부락 ulak-pulak

27.아 다 alok-talok

28.알락달락 allak-tallak

29.어뜩 뜩 ʌt’ɨk-pit’ɨk
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AppendixB.Experiment(wordcreationtask)

Directions:Eachofthefollowingmorphemesispartofareduplicativeform.

Based on yourintuition asanativespeakerofKorean,pleasecreatea

reduplicatedwordbyaddingaconsonanttothegivenitem.Whenyoucreatea

reduplicant,pleasemakesurethatasegmentattheoutsetshouldbedifferent

from thecorrespondentinthegivenmorpheme.Alsomakesuretoreadnew

formsaloudwhenyouarecreatingthem.
2)

StimuliwithaVCVCbase

1.우 usul

2. 독 otok

3. 작 oʧak

4.아식 asik

5.아달 atal

6.우칠 uʧhil

7.어 ʌʧuŋ

8. 삼 osam

9.우끈 uk’ɨn

10.아장 aʧaŋ

11.우 usʌl

12. 공 okoŋ

13.아밤 apam

14. 감 okam

15. 롱 oloŋ

2)ThestimuliweregiveninKoreantotheparticipants.Thestimuliwerenewlymadeupfor

thesakeoftheexperiment,exceptforafew whichhappentobeidenticaltothoseina

dialectthatarenotknownwell.
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