This course surveys correspondence theory. This is the branch of phonology studying the nature of conditions that measure the similarity of two related forms (such as input and output, base and derivative,  base and reduplicant). Correspondence theory originates in pre-OT days when linguists like Allan Sommerstein, Ronnie Wilbur, Sandy Chung and Luigi Burzio (in his pre-OT incarnation) were first led to formulate conditions mandating input recoverability or similarity between related forms. It has become a central part of phonological theory with the advent of OT. Within OT, the theory of correspondence has the primary function of defining the limits within which markedness constraints will affect an input. Extensions of correspondence provide the basis of the OT treatment for phenomena such as (list here bears pre-OT labels): cyclic phonology, a subset of level ordering effects, derived environment conditions, opaque rule interactions, base-reduplicant identity. 

Despite heavy reliance on an ever-expanding set of correspondence conditions, basic issues in the theory of correspondence remain unresolved and sometimes unaddressed. Among these are the following: 

1. What are the phonological entities that stand in correspondence?  Segments, features, syllables, all of the above and more?

2. Can some/all correspondence constraints be induced from the data? 

3. Are their relative rankings sometimes predictable?

4. Which pairs of forms stand in correspondence? For instance, does a root stand in correspondence with any and all of its derivatives? Or the root and its immediate derivatives only? Can two co-derivatives of the same root stand in correspondence? When? Do affixal allomorphs stand in correspondence with each other? What string is the base in a reduplicated form? Most of these issues involve the internal structure of paradigms, something that morphologists ought to settle among themselves: but the popularity of output to output correspondence conditions makes this class of questions important in a phonological context. 

5. Correspondence constraints are inherently symmetric but their empirically observed effects are asymmetric: derivative shapes are changed to make the derivatives look like their base, but base shapes are almost never changed to make them look like their derivatives.  How do we  explain this fact and how do we let the analysis reflect it?

The course does not promise to deliver answers to all these questions but some guesses will be formulated and perhaps some progress on all fronts will emerge from the discussion. 

What the course will deliver is:  

a. a survey of the basic mechanisms of correspondence theory as applied to I-O correspondence. 

b. an exemplification of classical I-O, O-O correspondence theory (McCarthy and Prince 1995) carried out through the analysis of reduplication. 

c. a survey of the results of lexical phonology and of various attempts to recapture these results in OT

d. a discussion of the issues arising from the application of correspondence theory to new domains: the correspondence between  a loanword and its source form in another language, the correspondence between forms that are not linguistically identical (e.g. rhyming pairs), novel correspondence conditions emerging from the study of language games and secret languages.  

The schedule so far includes the following. Both schedule and readings may change. 

	
	topic
	subtopic
	read

	Week 1 (4-1)
	The classic theory of correspondence and small deviations from it


	Basics; the containment theory of faithfulness and why it folded 
	Prince and Smolensky 1993; McCarthy & Prince 1995 (UMOP)

	
	
	Max F vs. Ident F:

what kinds of objects enter in correspondence
	Casali UCLA diss. 1997

	Week 2  (4-8)
	
	Positional faithfulness and related issues
	Beckman Phon 1998, Wilson Phon 2001

	
	
	Turbidity
	Goldrick NELS 2001

	Week 3 (4-15)
	Reduplicative identity as output- to-output correspondence
	Reduplicants copy bases
	McCarthy & Prince 1995 (UMOP): whole

	
	
	Bases do/do not copy reduplicants and related 
	Inkelas and Zoll ms. 2001

	Week 4 (4-22)
	The cycle
	What the cycle was meant to do
	Kenstowicz  et al. 1980 SLS

	
	
	And what it couldn’t
	Chung 1985 Lg; Crosswhite 1999 Phon

	Week 5 (4-29)
	Cyclic phonology as O-O constraints?
	The standard
	Benua 1998 diss. 

	
	
	The alternative
	Kiparsky 1999 ms. 

	Week 6 (5-6)
	Level ordering
	The data 
	Kiparsky 1982

	
	
	Attempts at OT analysis
	Benua 1998 diss.

	Week 7 (5-13)
	Cycles and levels continued
	Bases and paradigms
	Burzio JL 1999; Steriade 2000 Labphon

	
	
	Alternatives to levels
	Steriade 1999 LSRL

	Week 8 (5-20)
	Correspondence patterns in loan adaptation
	Constant rankings of correspondence 
	Broselow 1999 ROA and others TBA

	
	
	A complex system: Japanese loans
	Shinohara 1997; Okada and Sekine 2002 ms.

	Week 9 (5-27)
	Correspondence patterns in rhyming
	Imperfect rhyming patterns and their source
	Zwicky 1976 CLS

	
	
	A formal analysis of rhyming correspondence
	TBA

	Week 10 (6-3)
	Course conclusions /Student presentations 


