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A Word Formation Rule (WFR) of the sort described in Aronoff (1976},
while attaching a derivational suffix to a given base, most typically applies.
only once in the course of the derivation of a complex word. However, this
is not always the case. There exists good evidence, coming from both English
and Polish (and some other languages, too) pointing to the fact that certain
suffixes may attach more than once to produce a complex formation.

A trivial example of such a phenomenon would be a case, whereby a single
derivational suffix is repeated (even several times) in a complex word; i.e.
it, attaches to & base formerly derived by the same suffix. To illustrate this
case, Dressler (1977:44) cites cortain ‘Polish intensified diminutives’: czlowiecz-
_ecz-ek, nosecx-ecz-ek, wnjjqlecz-ecz-ek, cukierecz-ecz-ek formed with the diminu-
tive suffix -ek, undergoing palatalization to [ed]. In his opinion, these words
are perfectly regular formations, although they violate his Haplological Cons-
traint (cf. below). However, Dressler’s argument seems to be misconceived
at this point, as the above formations are not possible words within Polish
vocabulary. First of all, they do not constitute a homogeneous word-class:
the derivational source of *nos-ecz-ecz-ek would be nos, whereas *czlowiecz-
-ecz-ek, ¥wyjatecz-ecz-ek and *cukierecz-ecz-ek, were they possible, would come,
respectively, from the lexical elements calowiek (¥czlow)., wyjatek (Ywyjat)?, and
cukierek (the latter being, in synchronic terms, semantically and probably also
morphologically, distinet from cukier). It iz an obvious fact that in all those:

I As a mabter of fact, the derivational origin of the word wiyjgiek may be traced
back to forms like wyigé, wyjely, but the synchronic validity of such an explanation is:
rather dubious; anyhow the tentative suffix -ek here cannot gtand for a marker of the
diminutive.
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three cases (i.e. czlowick, wyjqtek, cukierek) the phonetie cluster [ek] does not
function as a marker of the diminutive, although it is homophonous with it.

Secondly, Kreja (1969) mentions a principle which directly impairs the
validity of the examples given by Dressler and renders them mposishle;

Przede wszystkim uderza to, ze zdrobnieti drugiogo stopnia nie tworzy sie w ogdie
o« tych zdrobnien, bardzo preeciez we wepdlezeanym jozyku polskim licznych, ktéro
zostaly utworzone od tematéw na -k, 8 wiee od zdrobnien typu -fez)ek® Nie ma wioc
w J¢zyku polskim takich form zdrobnialych Jek krzaczek > *krzaczeczek, paczek = *pgoseczek,
enacsek > *znaczeczek, itd., To ograniczenio produktywnosci przyrostka sdrabniajgcopo
-ek nie jest wywolane zadnymi wzgledami sermantyesnymi, lecs najprawdopodobnioj
exynnikami fonetyeznymi, a w szezegllnodel daznodeig do unikniecia bliskicgo sasicdz-
twa w joednym wyrazie dwa glosek -cz- {Kreja 1969 : 87).

(One is, in the first place, struck by the fact that the socond-dogree diminutives
cannot be formed from those diminutives, so numerous in Polish, which have been enined
on the themes ending in -k, i.e. on diminutives of the type -(ez)ek.? Honce, thore are
no such diminutive forms in Polish as krzaczek > *Lrzaczeczelk, paczek = *paczeccek, zna-
czek > ®angczeczek, ote., This constraint on tho productivity of the diminutive suffix
-ek 18 not caused by any semantic rcasons, but, most probably, by certain phonetic

factors, in particular by the tendency to avoid cluse adjacency of two -cz- sounds in
one word). :

Apparently, the tendency mentione:l by Kreja corresponds to Dressler’s
formulation of the Haplological Constraint. Thus, the Polish examples given
by Dressler actually confirm, rather than viclate, the Haplological Constraint
by being totally ungrammatical?, The utacceptability of the formations under
discussion is further confirmed by the Reverse Dictionary of Polish (“Index
@ Tergo™) which lists no words ending in -ecz-ecz-ek, and is also in accord
with Polish linguistic intuition.

If we take literally the above quotation, and, moreover, if we consider the
above mentioned examples in terms of their surface phonetic form alone, which
is a somewhat superficial porspective, the conclusion must be that in words like
*nos-ecz-ecz-ek, *dom-ecz-ecz-ek, ete., the diminutive suffix appears three times
in each case, and surfaces phoneticaily as either [¢¢] or [ck]. Then, following
this surfacy line of reasoning, we would have to claim that the ahove words
are impogsible, as cach aof them exhibits a forbidden reduplication of the [*ho-
netically identical clusters [e¢-ec]. This, may wo repeat, is a consequence of
viewing the constraint as operating at the surface phonetic level.

* This moans that there are other intonsified (second-degree} diminutives coinesd
onthemos 1ot ending in -4, e, buran > baranek > baransczel, dom > domels> domeezek,
Lowad > bawalel: = buwalecsel:, obraz = obrazel obrazeezek, sznur = szrvred = xzn ireexek, ote,
{ftn, mine — B.8.). : :

# This eriticism does not, obviously, refer to other exnaples citodd by Diresslor
(1977 : 44), of cortain Latin, Modern (reok, Spunigll and Lithuanian sufixes repeated
for intensification. |
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One crucial faet is missed, hovever, in such an interpretation. I‘\Tamely,
if considered in terms of their underlying phonological representatmn', the
above words would emerge as being derived by means of two phnnolngmailly
distinet suffixes {cf. Gussmann 1978:72,73): e.g. the underlying repraae{lta.tmn
of *nos-ecz-ecz-ek would be /nos-ikik-ik/. The first suffix fik-/ must be dlﬁierent
from the second and the third (which are indentical — /[-1k/), by the Elﬂ]}::]ﬁ
fact that the latter cause palatalization of the preceding consonant, :whlle
{-ik/ does not {cf. *[nos’-ek] v. {nos-ek]). Thus, there are two phﬂnolngtf?ally
distinet diminutive suffixes involved in the derivation of the above formaﬂtm‘na:
the difference consists in the quality of the underlying vowel which, ’-m?mg
in both cases lax, is either front (palatalizing, [if), or back (non-palatalizing,
{i/). This underlying contrast is phonologically neutralized, as both these. vnw:els
surface phonetically as [e]. Hence, it may be argued that the C‘ﬂnslstram}t
that rules out formations like *nos-ecz-ecz-ek on the grounds of their phonetic
structure {immediate repetition of two phonetically identical suffixes [ef]),
may, in an identical fashion, and with the same effect, operate at T;he abstrrm?t
phonological level, although now it must make reference to a different pair
of suffixes: [-ik-1k/. o

If we view the iterative application of the diminutive suffix !-1]5[ as a I‘Eﬂ:lllt
of the operation of a cyclic WHFRS, then the above observations {including
the suffix fik{) may be illustrated in the following way:

18t eyole 2nd cycle
" " Baae | ek | -ek/-ik/ ] elj-ikf
| nos | nos-ek © nos-ecz-6k *nog-ecz-ecz-elk |
dom dom-ek dom-ecz-ek *dom-ecz-ecz-ek |
kot koi-ek kot-ecz-ek *kot-ooz-coz-oK
czlowiek czlowiecz-ek *ezlowiecz-ecz-ek
wyjatck wyjatecz-ek i *wyjgtecz-ecz-ok i
cukierck cukisreecz-ek | *cukierecz-coz-ek,

- r——

Table 1.

In this paper, we would like to examine a phenomenon more intricate
than the one described above, namely cases when not just one W:FR, but
a block of two {or more) WFRs applies iteratively to a given base. This pheno-
menon has been discussed at some length in Chapin (1970}, who attempts
to account for it by means of the so-called “epicycle hypﬂthesis”: Subsequen!ﬂy
we would like to demonstrate, how an analogue of the Haplological Oﬂn?traﬁmt
put forward by Dressler (1977:41) can be usefully employed as a formal criterion

i The term *cyclic” used in this paper i¢ charactzerize Y .spec,ial ty}ines of EFE-’FI:E :p:
plying repeatedly to a given base should not be aaaucmte-d‘wmh tha.n:)tmn of E}:G lici _'if
developed within generative phonology, but rather — with Chapin’s (1970) Epicycle
Hypothesis concerning the uperation of WHRs.
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for assessing grammaticality of complex formations resulting from iterative
‘epicyclic’ application of certain blocks of WFRas.

Chapin (1970:58{f.) presents two three-member groups of English suffixa-
tional rules which may potentially operate more than once on a given, well
-specified base. The first group consists of three suffixes: nominalizing -tony,
adjectivalizing -aly, and verbalizing -izey. The table below illustrates the
capacity of iterative application of the above set of formatives®:
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of them may apply iteratively to the ountput of the WRF attaching the other,
e.g.: Schadey ‘shame’>schid-lichs>>Schdd-lich-keity>

schiad-lich-keit-lich, > Schid-lich-keit-lich-keitx

A similar situation abtains in Polish: the quite general, almost categoria
WFRS$ attaching the suffix -0éés to derive nouns from adjectival bases, and
the WFR deriving adjectives by means of the suffix -cw(y)a 1n a sense “feed™
one another, as the application of onc of them immediately enables the other
to apply’. Consider for instance the following abstract nouns and adjectives:

1st cyele 2nd eycle
BABE | -(A)tiony | -ala dzey | -(A)tionw | -ala | -izoy
P , P T Y e - ; g
gensex | seng-ation | sengation- | sensation- ;| sensatiorn- Tgcngation- *gensational-
gl
directw | direct-ion !djroctinn- direction- | direction- *direction- *directional
1’&] al-ize aliz-ation alization-al |izational-ize !
organ- | OTganiz- organiz- | organiz- Yorganiz- *orgariz- *organiz-
izey ation i ation-al ational-ize | ationaliz- ationaliz- | ationaliz-
ize atlon ation-al ational-ize
Table 2,

The second set under consideration includes the following suffixes: nomi-
nalizing agentive -isty, adjectivalizing -icaa, and adjectivalizing -aly. Discre-
garding the manifold restrictions on the applicability of these three suffixes
(cf. Chapin 1970:59—80), their iterativencss may be illustrated in the following
Wa-}?:

Ist eycle Ind cycle
| BASE | -istx -ica -aly | distw | -ica [ sk 1
phys- | physic- physical- II physical- | physical- | *physicalist- *pﬁ}rsﬂica.li at-
1caly al-iat ist-ic  1atic.al istical-ist ; lealist-ie icalistic-al
reals rcal- realist- | realist- realist.- » troalistic. *realistic-
[ | 18t 10 F 10-al ieal 15t | alist-ic alistic-al
Table 3,

Cyclic derivational patterns of this sort may also be observed in other
languages. Chapin (1970:60} gives an example of a pair of iterative suffixes
in German: an adjectivalizing suffix -licks and a nominalizing suffix -keity. One

> We have quoted the examples after Chapin, boing aware that one important
objection may be raiscd against some of them, particularly in view of what has been
#ald carlier. For ingtance, one may rightly claim that sensation can hardly be viewed
to be derived from sense in any mechanieal, regular fashion. at least not in the samo way
13 sensationnlization iz derived from sensationalize; 1.6, sense and sensation may (because of

their semantics) be regarded as two different, derivationally unrelated lexical items,
Just as eculier and cukierek.

1st cycle 2nd cycle
BASE 4 | obbw H-GW{}?} % ) -GG N [ -OoW(V)a B
przyszljf pféyszloéé i przysz'lﬁéf:- przyszlodé- *przyszlosd-
oWy ow-08¢ OWOAC-OWY
odpormny odpornoéd odpornosé- odpornosd- *odpornosc-
oWy oW -0S¢ owosd-owy
wolny i woln- wolnosé- wolnoéé- i *wolnodd-
obo oWy OwW-08¢ owWoit-owy
caly cal- calosé- catosc- *oglodc-
| osé oWy owW-08¢ ! m@éé—:}w}r
Table 4a.

¢ The elaim about the almost® eategorieal’ (very productive) nature of this WFR
has originally been expressed by Grzegorezykowe (1974 : 66) who says:
“NE [nomina cssendi] prawio kalegorialne puwstajg z przeksrtalcenia przymiotniks na
rzeczownik za pomocy suf. -0é6: aktualny — altualnedé, bezuladny — hezwladnodd, madry —
madrodd, pracowity — pracowilodé, stary — staresé, 1tp.”.
Hawever, Grzegorczykowa admits a large number of exceptions to this reneral process:
“Przede wszystkim istnieje bardzo wiele wyjqtkow leksykalnych, glévwnio w zakresie slg-
wnictwa dawnego. Tradyeyinie ustalily sie jako NE od pewnych przymiotnikéw formac)s
z innymi sufikeami niz -0é¢, np. dobry — dobroé — dobro, ciepty — eiepto lub cieplota {chod
cieplodé wydaje sip mozliwe), pusty — pustha, zdrowy — zdrowie, zimny — 24Mmno, Joracy —
goraco, smutny — smutek’ (1074:686). .
According to Grzegorezykowa, new words belonging to this category are formed exclug-
vely with the suffix -odé:
“Nowe NE od przymiotnikéw tworzone sa wylgeznie suf, -0éé: awangardowodt, qwaryjnoss,
analogicanodd, inwazyinoéé, ekonomicenodd, cynicznodc (obok cynizm), scenteznodd, itp.”
(1974 :67).
There are also other classes of exceptions to this WFR, mentioned by Grzegorczykowa
(1974:67):
‘Podstawowe ograniczenis reguly: przymiotnik +-0é¢ = NE ma jednak charakter e
mantyczny, polega na zaweieniu podstaw do przymiotnikéw jekogciowych, nierelacy]-
nych. Nio mozna tworzyé¢ NE od przymiotnikéw typu: miejski, naftowy, ledny, ﬂiﬂ*ﬁ?y,
motezyny, plocienny itp, Takze przymiotniki, ktére ep bardzo blisko ZWIfZNne ¥ CZYTNOSCI,
nazywajs eoche polegajacq na wykonywaniu czynnosei, nie bywajq podstawami NE,
np. wedrowny, sqdny, slawny’.

? This does not mean that there arc no restrictions on this process. For the suffix
-0éé (cf. fn. 6.) -ow(y) is even more constrained: it definitely does not attach to any base
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If the adjectival buse itself is derived from a noun by means of the suffix
-ou(y), the order of the two suffixes within a eycle would be the reverse:

% Ist cyele 2nd cycle
BASEy | -owly)a | 08¢ i | -ow(y¥)a | -OAG
nardd ! narod- narodow- | narodow- ' *narodowosé-
oWy 0RG ' 0dd-owy | OW-08¢
sad sad- sadow - sadow- *sodowodd-
oWy oad 08¢ oWy 0w -0BG
| pech i pech- - pechow- i ?pechow- *pechowosé-
0wy 086 Q8c-owy oW -0s¢
Jud iud- ludow- ludow- *Iadowadd-
i oWy | 08¢ | OfG-owy | ow-0bé

Table 4b,

The curious qualities of certain WRFs, illustrated above, compel Chapin
to the conelusion (1970:61) that although on the whole WRFs may be viewed
a8 linearly ordered, in the particular cases where we are confronted with
iterative application of certain groups of WFRs, it should be assumed that
they operate cyclically, rather than linearly. This is the basic conjuecture
of Chapin’s ‘epicycle hypothesis’.

Leaving aside the implications and consequences of the ahove evidence
for the important although difficult problem of ordering relations among WERs,
we shall attempt to answer another substantive question, namely: is the suffixa-
tional iterativeness of the cyclic formations like the ones above governed by
any limitations or constraints inherent in the grammar, or is it potentiaily
mnfinite? — which, to put it in to slightly different terms, would mean: are there
any formal means, at a particular stage in the cyelic derivation, to assess the
grammaticality and/or acceptability of a given complex formation? Chapin
dees not offer any such means or eriteriz. His position (1970:60) is that altliough
“each new derivative receives an increasingly precise semantic interpretation’
and “by the ond of the second cycle the derivative is so narrowly precise as
to be totally useless, and so internally complex as to be difficult to understand,
this does not make it an impossible [angrammatical] form”,

In the remainder we would like to put forward a different solution of this
problem, according to which a complex word like e.g. *orguniz-ation-al-iz-ation-
-l 1s not only “aseless’”” and ruled out by the mere performance factors {pho-
netic and semantic complexity), but rather that it is ungrammatical and totally
unaceptable. To demonstrate that this is the case, we need a precize formal
criterion qualifying extra-complex formations of this sort as grammatical or

ending in -0dé, e.g. zlofé — *zlodciowy, litodé — *litoseiowy, starcéé — *sinrodciowy, eto,
In all such casas certain additional semantic or formal eriteria must be adducoed to furthor
constrain the applicability of the suffixes under consideration.
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ungrammatical. We maintain that ananalogueof the° ‘Haplological Constraint™
put forward by Dressler {1977) may snccessfully he em}*;rlaye»fil to aeheas the
grammaticality of formations resulting from the operation of cy:::hu ‘ﬁ FBE.

As formulated by Dressler (1977:41}, the Haplological C{mst'ré?mt-, "‘Whlﬂ%l
is very strict and rarely violated”, “forbids the immediate %’Epﬂtrltliﬁﬂ of VC, if
the repeated sequence first terminates a morpheme and immediately after-
wards introduces a derivational suffix™”

*IE?]I;EWCI 1*r"‘fr[tlnanm Xvioj] themﬁ[gg}'fi;zat. ViCIYJgﬂﬁrzt. z]grglgived

What emerges from Dressler’s discussion and examPles is that the Haplo-
logical Constraint performs basically two functions: 1t either b]?ﬂkﬂ (rules n.:mt}
a given formation, so that there is a gap in the lexicon, e.g. G. *stockfisch-isch,
G. *weizen-en, E. *linen-en, ete., or it effects a haplology, so that one of the
phonetically identical clusters is truncated and the formation surfaces as a
phonetically aceeptable word, e.g. E. *murder-er-ess>>murder-ess®, *slaugh-
ter-er-y > slaughter-y, eto.. . ' '

Our assumption is that in its former function, i.e. as a Pineklng device,
the Haplological Constraint affects formations that are analogical to the ooth-
plex words resulting from the operation of cyclic WERs, presented abnve. in
this paper, The issue becomes more spectacular when we recall .thﬂ Polish
impossible diminutives like *czlowiecz-ecz-ek, *wythﬁc:zrmz—efc? *cfuk?e-refl;zeczuek
mentioned at the outset. The diminutive suffix -ek/-ekf applies twice In teac-h
case, giving [-e¢-ek). The Haplological Constraint eliminates t-hesn? form‘a.tmns,
as the theme-final cluster (not suffix) -ecz- is phonetically identical with the
immediately following suthx -ecz-, .

A similar situation obtains in impossible derivations like *ﬂﬂ&ﬁ{:zuec:z:-ek
(*dom-ecz-ecz-ek, *kot-ecz-ecz-ek, etc.), where, as it has been pointed out ea;rh?r,
the two diminutive suffixes [-ik{and /-ik/ (twice}, in combination with palataiiz-
ation, yield phonetic [-e¢-e&-ek].

Obgerve, however, that although Dressler speaks of those wctrds as formally
satisfying the structural description of the Haplological Canit:rfmt, they would
correspond to it only on the assumption that the symbol Z” may rtand for

the word-final suffix [-ek]:

W X VG Vi, Y Z
*[ﬂ CZID“"J‘:ECZ'] theme [‘EEZ' @] ﬂﬁﬂm' "Ek] Eg[;j&,red

s Dresster makes & provision that forms like murder-er arc not sul;jec}; to the Haplo-
lagieal Constraint, because it operates cxclusively at the surfacy phcfnetmr lfavel El.Ild-, at
this level, the two -er clusters arc not identical (pronvunced Imesdors] in B.I.’ltls?fl English).
S§til1, he does not explain how the Constraint is preventod from application in the case
when linking [r] intervenes (0.g. [ma:doreratwiak]).
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It is still more disturbing to think about the way in which Dressler matches
words like *nos-ecz-ecz-ek with the structural description of the constraint.
One is forced to accept a spurious constituent structure of this word:

W X Vi Vi, Y Z
=k[@ Nos-ecz-| theme [-€C2Z- @] derivat. ‘Ek] derived
word gulfix

i.e. it emerges as being morphologically analysable into a kind of derived theme
((nos-edlimeme) plus two suffixes. Morphological structure of this sort is weird
at best and rather unlikely. Apparently then the Haplological Constraint, in
itg present formulation, cannot provide for the ungrammaticality of the above
words, ag it simply cannot apply to them. It can be argued that with a certain
relaxation of the formal requirements that the Constraint entails, it will become
more general, and, as such, it will increase its explanatory power, to give a
correct account of not only the impossible words like *nos-ecz-ecz-ek, but also
of all sorts of cyclic formations discussed in this apper.

If this assumption is correct, the non-occurrence of such forms as *mar-
der-er-ess (which is adequately governed by the Haplological Constraint) and
*organiz-ation-al-iz-ation-al is evidence of the operation of a more general
constraint fobidding the formation of words with a reduplicated sequence which
satisfies one of the folowing general conditions:

1) a theme-final VO cluster and s suffix beginning with a phonetically identical
VU cluster (the Haplological Constraint), |
e.2. "murder-¢r-ess
*slaughter-er-y
*czlowiecz-ecz-ek, or
2) a theme -final VO cluster plus one {or more) suffix(es), and a group of two
(or more} suffixes, if the two sequences are phonetically identical,
e.g. *now-oéé-ow-0dé, or
3). two phonetically identical (groups of) suffixes, tn a cydlically derived word,

e.¢. *nos-ecz-ecz-ek l-member cyele
*eat-0d6-ow-08é-ow(y) 2-member cycle
*sens-ation-al-iz-ation-al-iz(e) 3-member cycle

Formal enlargement of the Haplological Constraint to encompass the above
three cases is rather diffieult, as, particularly in case 3, it would require a
substitution of the VC cluster with a sequence of Vs and Cs, as found in the
examples under discussion, or in any instances that are potentially possible.
Thus, e.g. if this broader constraint were to apply to sequences like *-ation-al-
-1z-aiton-al-iz(e), it would have to make reference not only to the repetition of
just one V and one C (case 1), but also — to reduplication of larger sequences:
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ViO VGV CaVeCyp ... — V;Cj?kﬂleCnVﬂCp..;, r:}r, in'cases like the German
(-licha-beitn), probably also to sequences beginning with a qunannant.

The above observations may be further illustrated with the, a,lr!aa,dy
mentioned, formations resulting from the cyclic application of 1;?15 suffixational
complexx-ation-als -iz(e)y to the base sense (identical formatives have been
italicized in each case):

sensey

‘gens-ationy

I1st cycle {sens-ation-als
\sens-ation-al-izev

¢ sens-alion-al-iz--afiony

and cvele ! sens-ation-al-iz-—-ation-ala

) | *sens-ation-al-iz--ation-al-tzey

It is obvious that in the case of the last formation (*seﬂS-mtian-aljiz—atian_-
~al-ize) we are confronted with complete reduplication of tlrte formative com-
plex -ation-al-iz{e). This normally happens on the com]?letn:.m.ni: th:e second
cycle {unless one of the oycles Is ‘defective’®, or certa}n dlssm'r:ul_a.tmn 1:1111135
change the phonetic shape of the suffixes). Now, we eI:mm that it is precise 31'
at this stage in the derivation, that the extended version of thqla Haplfrlng}ca
Constraint is at work, ruling out {blocking) words like *SEﬂS-&ti«(}-ﬂ-ﬂI—iz-ﬂiim@-
_al-ize and more complex ones. Hence, these words may be viewed as not
only “useless” and “difficult to understand’ {cf. Chapin 19?0f60}f but also as
ungrammatical. Thus the Constraint helps to draw the distinction between
the well-formed and ill-formed words of this sort. -

Tt is a different matter that among the grammatical ones there are still
certain considerably complex formations which, b:’?-* many a}_).ea,kers, may ab
best be felt as potential in the language (e.g. ?.saﬂ-s—artwﬁ—a-I—tz—at?on-aI}. Cﬁnnmder
for instance two, formally parallel sequences of Polish formations, derived by
means of the pair of eyclic suffixes -o§én-ow(y)a:

cal-{y)a V. now-{y)a

cal-0ééy { now-né{:':N
cal-o8é-ow(y)a lst cycle Unow-oké-0w(y)a
cal-0dé-ow-0dix 2nd cycle {*ﬂ-nw-ﬂéé—ﬁw-ﬁédy
*cal-0dé-ow-05c-01(y a *n0w-08é-0tw-086-0w(y)a

s The cycle may sometimes be ‘defective’. Gnnsfider a.g. th:a. cyehic -&tt?.-ﬂhﬂlfﬂltl 1uf
the suffixational complex -ationx-ala-izev to the nominal base nation, which is &;lmtlr? e,
one-morpheme loxical formative {(*na-) and, as such, does 1+m1; undergo norning iz ;‘:111
by means of -ationy (*naftorn-ation), parallel to ;;:eﬂse:}senfmﬁ-mn. Suhﬂgquent. steps in the
derivation are, however, cornparable; thus: ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂr{}ﬂﬂﬂﬂ.ﬂa-ﬂzﬁ}Mﬁ’fﬂﬂ—af-?zEv‘%}ﬂ{IM?ﬁ-
-al iz-gtion = nnotton-al-iz-ation-aly > ?mﬁﬁﬂ-aﬂ-iz—aﬁon-al—ﬁge? = *ﬂﬂtwnﬁla-lﬁwz-amtm-ai@;-
_ationy. In derived forms theroot-final cluster -afion diffors phonetically from the

anflixy -ation due to a voealie alternation [ei] : [«].
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Kvidently, in the case of the detivation from caty, immediate reduplication
of the suffixational pair -04¢-0w(y) occurs on the completion of the second cycle
and, consequently, the word *eat-0dé-omw-0é6-owy ought to be regarded as
ungremmatical, by virtue of the extended version of the Haplological Con-
straint. The situation is different with the derivatives from nowy: while the
grammaticality of tnowssciowy seems rather dubious, *nowodeiowosd as well
as *nowosciowosciowy are totally unacceptable. This being so is partly a matter
of coincidence: complete reduplication ocenrs earlier in this derivational
sequence due to the phonetic identity of the root-final VO cluster (~ot) and
the suffix -ow(y). These observations are Further confirmed by the Reverse
Dietionary of Polish (“Index a lergo”): calodcivwosd is recorded in it, although
*nowosciowoesé is not nor is *rowoseiowy. 19 _

If the two phenomena, exemplified by the ungrammatical words like
*murder-er-ess and *sens-ation-al-iz-ation-al-ize are really related and com-
parable in nature, then their separation would result in g failure to achieve
an important objective of linguistic analysis, that of grasping significant
generalizations. We have attempted to demonstrate thatb a general constraint
expressing the restrictions on the formation of words like the ones gbove may
be derived from Dressler’s Haplological Constraint and it should find its place
in the grammar of a language,
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