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Language background

» Cupeiio, together with closely related Cahuilla and more distantly
Luisefio form the Cupan subgroup of the Takic subfamily of
Uto-Aztecan.

Proto-Cupan
Luisefo

Cahuilla Cupeiio

» Cupan localized in southern California (cf. Bright and Hill 1967).

> Very few remaining speakers of Cahuilla and Luisefio (Golla 2011), and
none at all of Cupeio; all data examined here from Hill (2005).
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Reduplication in Cupefio

» Cupeiio partial copy reduplication encodes a range of grammatical
functions, including:

» Aspectual modification in verbs

> Pluralization in nouns and adjectives.

pingin  ‘knock’ :  pipigin ‘knock several times’
(1) péaPel ‘deerpriest : péapaPol-im ‘deer priests-pPL’
panif ‘new.sG’ :  papayif ‘new.pL’
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Formal aspects of Cupeno reduplication I

» Two formal features of Cupefio partial reduplication to account for:

(i) Variation in the amount of segmental material distinguishing a
reduplicated form from its base.

(ii) Exceptional pattern of consistent word-initial stress (marked with “) in
reduplicated forms.
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Formal aspects of Cupeno reduplication II

» Majority of reduplicated forms distinguished from their base by
additional CV as in (2):

(2) CV-copy reduplication:
hél?if ‘wide.sG’ : héhel?i] ‘wide.pr’
panif ‘new.sG’ : pépanif ‘new.pL’
» But some reduplicated forms show only an additional C w.r.t. to their
base as in (3):
(3) C-copy reduplication:

a. mixel ‘custom’ : mimxsl ‘customs’

b. ?Pawdlfe ‘grown-up.SG’ : ?a?wolfeo ‘grown-up.pL’
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Previous analyses

» Two analyses of Cupeiio partial reduplication have been proposed:

> Hill (2005): prefixed CV reduplicant +/— stem vowel syncope.
» Haynes (2007): infixed C reduplicant +/- V copy epenthesis.

(2) CV-copy reduplication:
hél?if ‘wide.sG’ : héhel?if ‘wide.pl’
paynif ‘new.sG’ : pédpanif ‘new.pL’

(3) C-copy reduplication:
a. mixol ‘custom’ : mimxol ‘customs’
b. Tawdlfo ‘grown-up.sG’ : Ra?wolfo ‘grown-up.pL’
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Previous analyses

» Two analyses of Cupeiio partial reduplication have been proposed:

» Hill (2005): prefixed CV reduplicant +/- root vowel syncope.
> Haynes (2007): infixed C reduplicant +/- V copy epenthesis.

(2) CV-copy reduplication:
hél?if ‘wide.sG’ : héhel?if ‘wide.pl’
paynif ‘new.sG’ : pépanif ‘new.pL’

(3) C-copy reduplication:
a. mixol ‘custom’ : mimxol ‘customs’
b. Tawdlfo ‘grown-up.sG’ : ?a?wolfo ‘grown-up.pL’
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Previous analyses

» Two analyses of Cupeiio partial reduplication have been proposed:

» Hill (2005): prefixed CV reduplicant +/- root vowel syncope.
> Haynes (2007): infixed C reduplicant +/- V copy epenthesis.

(2) CV-copy reduplication:
hél?if ‘wide.sG’ : héhel?if ‘wide.pl’
paynif ‘new.sG’ : pépanif ‘new.pL’
(3) C-copy reduplication:

a. mixol ‘custom’ : mimxol ‘customs’
b. Tawdlfo ‘grown-up.sG’ : ?a?wolfo ‘grown-up.pL’

» Neither fully accounts for size variation in reduplication (or initial

stress). UCLA
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Goals

» Develop an optimality-theoretic, atemplatic infixing analysis of variable
copying in Cupeiio reduplication — core features:
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Goals

» Develop an optimality-theoretic, atemplatic infixing analysis of variable
copying in Cupeiio reduplication — core features:

(i) Reduplicative morpheme is infixed after initial CV of the stem + copies
inward from its left-edge
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Goals

» Develop an optimality-theoretic, atemplatic infixing analysis of variable
copying in Cupeiio reduplication — core features:

(i) Reduplicative morpheme is infixed after initial CV of the stem + copies
inward from its left-edge

(i) Minimal (C) copying is preferred.
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Goals

» Develop an optimality-theoretic, atemplatic infixing analysis of variable
copying in Cupeiio reduplication — core features:

(i) Reduplicative morpheme is infixed after initial CV of the stem + copies
inward from its left-edge

(i) Minimal (C) copying is preferred.
(iii) Additional (CV) copying driven by phonotactic constraints:

*COMPLEX OCP SYLLABLECONTACT
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Goals

» Develop an optimality-theoretic, atemplatic infixing analysis of variable
copying in Cupeiio reduplication — core features:

(i) Reduplicative morpheme is infixed after initial CV of the stem + copies
inward from its left-edge

(i) Minimal (C) copying is preferred.
(iii) Additional (CV) copying driven by phonotactic constraints:

*COMPLEX OCP SYLLABLECONTACT

» Compare two alternative analyses: prefixed-CV, INFIXED-C
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Goals

» Develop an optimality-theoretic, atemplatic infixing analysis of variable
copying in Cupeiio reduplication — core features:

(i) Reduplicative morpheme is infixed after initial CV of the stem + copies
inward from its left-edge

(i) Minimal (C) copying is preferred.
(iii) Additional (CV) copying driven by phonotactic constraints:

*COMPLEX OCP SYLLABLECONTACT

» Compare two alternative analyses: prefixed-CV, INFIXED-C

» Provide a principled explanation for word-initial stress in reduplication.
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Conditions on CV-copy reduplication I

» CV-copy reduplication — the more common pattern — is exceptionless
when C-copy reduplication would violate *COMPLEX:

tulnikif  ‘black.sG’ : tdtulnikif ‘black.pr’ (*tln)
?4y?ani[ ‘big.sG’ : ?4%ay?antf-am ‘big.pL’ X?y?)
suplowi-t ‘one’ : stusuplowot ‘each one’ *spl)
4 kif ‘house’ . kikif ‘houses’ *kf#
(pd)-yax ‘(he) says : ydyax ‘be saying’ Cyx#)
(pu-)kus ‘(he) takes’ : kikug ‘take repeatedly’ (*ks#)
(po-)méx ‘(he) grinds’ : mémax ‘be grinding’ Fmx#)

(5) *CompLEX: Complex syllable margins (onset, coda) are not permitted.

UCLA
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Conditions on CV-copy reduplication II

» CV-copy reduplication is found in a few items when C-copy
reduplication would violate the OCP (e.g. McCarthy 1986; Yip 1988):

t8tin ‘grab’ : tdtatfin ‘be grabbing’ C5t.tf)
papol ‘deer priest’ : papafeol-im ‘deer priests’ (*p.f)

(7) OCPprace/son: Adjacent segments with the same value for [place] and
[sonorant] are not permitted.

UCLA
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Conditions on CV-copy reduplication III

» CV-copy reduplication also occurs when C-copy reduplication would
violate SYLLABLECONTACT (e.g. Vennemann 1988; Gouskova 2004).

» Specifically, when C-copy would yield a steep sonority rise
(obstruent-sonorant) across a syllable boundary.

panif  ‘new.SG’ : papanif ‘new.pL’ *p-n)
@® ?a-kifi ‘ApJ-little.sG’ : ?a-kikufi(-m) ‘apj-little.pr’ *k.£)
pigin  ‘knock’ : pipigin ‘knock several times’ (*p.n)
aégin ‘kick’ : aéaagin ‘be kicking’ ¢l

(9) (SYLLABLE)CONTACT: A [+son] coda segment followed by [-son] onset
segment is not permitted.

UCLA
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Conditions on C-copy reduplication I

» C-copy reduplication emerges whenever it would violate none of the
above phonotactic constraints.

> Bases with 1o stress like (10) show C-copy reduplication:

ndt ‘chief’ : ndntam ‘chiefs’

nit ‘pregnant woman’' : nintam ‘pregnant women’

(pé-)max ‘(he) gives’ : mdmxat ‘several things given’
(10) pdtin ‘cut with axe’ 1 ydyti ‘split wood’

mixoal ‘custom’ : mimxol ‘customs’

wik ‘step on’ : wiwkan ‘step on several times’

tpil ‘weave’ : tétpil ‘be weaving’

> Clusters resulting from reduplication all have falling or equal sonority
across syllable boundaries.
UCLA
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Conditions on C-copy reduplication I

» C-copy reduplication emerges whenever it would violate none of the
above phonotactic constraints.

> Bases with 20 stress like (11) consistently show C-copy reduplication:

waPasif ‘long.sG’ : wéawpagit/~-am ‘long.pr’
kafa?mal ‘olla’ : kdkBa?mal-im ‘ollas’
(11) naxan-itf ‘man’ : nénxa?j—im ‘men’
naxan-tfu?-fel ‘old man’ : nanxa-Bol-im ‘old men’
nawi-kat ‘woman’ : nanwit-am ‘women’

> Clusters resulting from reduplication all have falling or equal sonority
across syllable boundaries.

UCLA
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Conditions on C-copy reduplication II

» With respect to sonority sequencing, glottal stops pattern with
sonorants.

» Thus glottal stop-sonorant sequences are permissible across syllable
boundaries, e.g. (12):

?dyoet ‘thief’ : P8Pyet-im ‘thieves’

Panin  ‘show’ : Ti?Pnin ‘show repeatedly; teach’
(12) 7Yawdlve ‘grown-up.sG’ : Ta2wolve ‘grown-up.pL’

?l81?if ‘bad, ugly.sG’ : ?3?ll?ish bad, ugly.pr’

Puldm  ‘sew’ : Pu?la ‘sew’

- For the sonorant behavior of glottal stops cross-linguistically, see (e.g.) Parker
(2002:64-8) with refs.

UCLA
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Local summary: Conditions on reduplication

» C-copy reduplication is the “default” strategy, emerging whenever
phonotactically licit.

» CV-copy reduplication occurs when C-copy reduplication would violate
any of the following typologically grounded phonotactic constraints:

*COMPLEX OCP CONTACT
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Local summary: Conditions on reduplication

» C-copy reduplication is the “default” strategy, emerging whenever
phonotactically licit.

» CV-copy reduplication occurs when C-copy reduplication would violate
any of the following typologically grounded phonotactic constraints:

*COMPLEX OCP CONTACT

o Independent evidence for these constraints?
» *COMPLEX, OCP drive phonological repairs outside of reduplication.

» CONTACT-violating clusters permitted outside of reduplication.
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Local summary: Conditions on reduplication

» C-copy reduplication is the “default” strategy, emerging whenever
phonotactically licit.

» CV-copy reduplication occurs when C-copy reduplication would violate
any of the following typologically grounded phonotactic constraints:

*COMPLEX OCP CONTACT

o Independent evidence for these constraints?
» *COMPLEX, OCP drive phonological repairs outside of reduplication.

» CONTACT-violating clusters permitted outside of reduplication.

= CV-copying captured as TETU effect under atemplatic infixing analysis.
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Local summary: Conditions on reduplication

» C-copy reduplication is the “default” strategy, emerging whenever
phonotactically licit.

» CV-copy reduplication occurs when C-copy reduplication would violate
any of the following typologically grounded phonotactic constraints:

*COMPLEX OCP CONTACT

o Independent evidence for these constraints?
» *COMPLEX, OCP drive phonological repairs outside of reduplication.
» CONTACT-violating clusters permitted outside of reduplication.

= CV-copying captured as TETU effect under atemplatic infixing analysis.

= But problematic under INFIXED-C analysis (see below).
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Implementing the infixing analysis I

» Descriptively, reduplicative morpheme is:

» Infixed after initial CV of the stem.

» Copies inward from stem’s left-edge.

» (Undominated) ANCHOR-L-BR in (13) yields consistent left edge-in
copying:

(13) ANCHOR-L-BR: The segment at the left edge of the reduplicant
corresponds to the segment at the left-edge of the base.

(McCarthy and Prince 1995, i.a.)

- For an infixing analysis of similar reduplication patterns in Pima, see Riggle (2006).

UCLA
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Implementing the infixing analysis II

» Position of reduplicative morpheme is determined by conflict between:

> Preference for the reduplicant to be word-initial

» Preference for root to be word-initial

UCLA
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Implementing the infixing analysis II

» Position of reduplicative morpheme is determined by conflict between:
» Preference for the reduplicant to be word-initial —i.e. (14).
> Preference for root to be word-initial —i.e. (15)

(14) RED-L: Align the left edge of the reduplicant with the left edge of the
word (one violation per intervening segment).

(15) Rrt-L: Align the left edge of the root with the left edge of the word (one
violation per intervening segment).

o For RED-L as a constraint on moraic alignment, see Appendix I.

UCLA
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Implementing the infixing analysis III

» Infixation of reduplicant arises because RT-L dominates RED-L, i.e. (16):

(16) _ ‘ ‘
/ RED, tulnik - tf/ | *COMPLEX 1 RM | RT-L | RED-L
a tatulnikif \ Lok
b. =  titulnikif | | o
c. ttdlnikif N | *
d. tilnikif Pkl

» Smaller reduplicants — (c) and (d) above — that better satisfy RED-L are
ruled out by *CoMPLEX and (17):

REALIZEMORPH (= RM): An input morpheme has a phonological exponent in
the output.  (Gafos 1998; Kurisu 2001, i.q)
UCLA
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Deriving the size of the reduplicant I

» Placing a size restrictor like (18) in the TETU ranking in (19) prefers
minimal (C) copying:

(18) *STRUC-0: Assign one violation per o in the output. (cf. Zoll 1993, 1994)

(19) Max-IO > *STRUC-0 > MAX-BR

> (19) yields default C-copying in Cupefio, e.g. (20):

(20)
/RED, mixo - 1/ | MAX-10 | STRUC-0 | MAX-BR
a. = mimxol * % ook % 3k
b. mimixal * % k| * % %
mim * % % * *

UCLA
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Deriving the size of the reduplicant II

» Additional copying (CV) in reduplicant is driven by phonotactic
constraints, which dominate *STRUC-0:

(21) *CoMPLEX, OCP, CONTACT > *STRUC-0 > MAX-BR
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Deriving the size of the reduplicant II

» Additional copying (CV) in reduplicant is driven by phonotactic
constraints, which dominate *STRUC-0:

(21) *COMPLEX, OCP, CONTACT > *STRUC-0 > MAX-BR

» CV-copying emerges when C-copying would violate *COMPLEX:

(22) _
/ “RED, tilnik - tf/ || *COMPLEX | *STRUC-0 | MAX-BR
a. tutlnikif *! * ok x sk ok Kk ok
b. = tatulnikif ok Kk * ok

References
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Deriving the size of the reduplicant III

» Additional copying (CV) in reduplicant is driven by phonotactic
constraints, which dominate *STRUC-0:

(21) *CoMPLEX, OCP, CONTACT > *STRUC-0 > MAX-BR

» CV-copying emerges when C-copying would violate the OCP:

(23) _
/ ‘RED, t8tf - in/ || OCP | *STRUC-0 | MAX-BR
a. tétain *| * % 5k ok
b. = téteain * k% * sk ok
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Deriving the size of the reduplicant IV

» Additional copying (CV) in reduplicant is driven by phonotactic
constraints, which dominate *STRUC-0:

(21) *CoMPLEX, OCP, CONTACT > *STRUC-0 > MAX-BR

» CV-copying emerges when C-copying would violate CONTACT:

(24) —
/ RED, pay - tf/ || CONTACT | *STRUC-0 | MAX-BR
a. papyif *! * * ok x
b. = papayif ok ok * %
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Comparing the prefixing analysis

o How does the prefixing analysis (Hill 2005) compare?

> Reduplicant is a CV prefix + copies from the left-edge of the stem.
» Reduplicant induces syncope of 1o of stem where phonotactically licit.

> Similar reduplicative patterns analyzed using SWP (e.g. Tohono
O’odham; Fitzgerald 1997, 1999):

(25) STRESS-TO-WEIGHT PRINCIPLE (SWP): Stressed syllables are heavy.

UCLA



Introduction RED & Phonotactics Infixing RED Analyzing RED size Analyzing RED stress Conclusions References
0000000 0000000 [e]e]e]e) O00000e0000000 0000000 (e]e]

Against the prefixing analysis

» Reduplicant is stressed, but SWP does not generally induce syncope of
post-tonic vowels in Cupefio:

/mdniqi - a/ — mdniqif ‘mesquite beans’ (*monqi/)
/kitapi - tf/ — kitapif ‘bow’ kiitpif)
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Against the prefixing analysis

» Reduplicant is stressed, but SWP does not generally induce syncope of
post-tonic vowels in Cupefio:

/mdniqi - tAj /  — mdniqif ‘mesquite beans’ (*moniqif)
/kitapi - tf/ — kitapif ‘bow’ (kitpif)

» Licensing syncope in the context of reduplication necessitates
additional assumptions:
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Against the prefixing analysis

» Reduplicant is stressed, but SWP does not generally induce syncope of
post-tonic vowels in Cupefio:

/mdniqi - tAj /  — mdniqif ‘mesquite beans’ (*moniqif)
/kitapi - tf/ — kitapif ‘bow’ (kitpif)

» Licensing syncope in the context of reduplication necessitates
additional assumptions:

» Positing a lexically indexed constraint (Yates 2017) — but lacks clear
(synchronic) motivation.
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Against the prefixing analysis

» Reduplicant is stressed, but SWP does not generally induce syncope of
post-tonic vowels in Cupefio:

/mdniqi - tAj /  — mdniqif ‘mesquite beans’ (*moniqif)
/kitapi - tf/ — kitapif ‘bow’ (kitpif)

» Licensing syncope in the context of reduplication necessitates
additional assumptions:

» Positing a lexically indexed constraint (Yates 2017) — but lacks clear
(synchronic) motivation.

» Adopting “existential faithfulness” (Struijke 2002) — but as shown by
Riggle (2006), leads to typological overgeneration.
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Against the prefixing analysis

» Reduplicant is stressed, but SWP does not generally induce syncope of
post-tonic vowels in Cupefio:

/mdniqi - tAj /  — mdniqif ‘mesquite beans’ (*moniqif)
/kitapi - tf/ — kitapif ‘bow’ (kitpif)

» Licensing syncope in the context of reduplication necessitates
additional assumptions:

» Positing a lexically indexed constraint (Yates 2017) — but lacks clear
(synchronic) motivation.

» Adopting “existential faithfulness” (Struijke 2002) — but as shown by
Riggle (2006), leads to typological overgeneration.

= The prefixing analysis can handle the data, but requires unattractive
theoretical assumptions. UCLA
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Comparing the INFIXED-C analysis I

o How does the INFIXED-C analysis (Haynes 2007) compare?

> Reduplicant is similarly infixed after initial CV of stem + copies from its
left-edge.

> But the reduplicant is just an empty-C slot.
= CV-copying derived by vowel epenthesis.
> Content of the epenthetic vowel is filled by autosegmental spreading (e.g.

Kawahara 2007) or correspondence-based copying (e.g. Kitto and de Lacy
1999; Stanton and Zukoff to appear).

UCLA
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Comparing the INFIXED-C analysis II

Conclusions
(e]e]

References

» INFIXED-C plausibly handles CV-copying driven by *CoMPLEX and OCP.

27)

» *COMPLEX, OCP are (natively) inviolable.

> And regularly drive repairs outside of reduplication — (e.g.) epenthesis
occurs when the “absolutive” suffix would produce a complex coda:

Jwiw - 1/ *COMPLEX | DEP-V
a. wiw/[ *!
b. = wiw-if *

UCLA
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Comparing the INFIXED-C analysis III

= Complex margin created by infixed C reduplicant would predictably be
repaired by epenthesis:

(28) _
/C, tilnik - tf/ *COMPLEX | DEP-V
a. tutlnikif *!
b. = titulnikif *
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Against the INFIXED-C analysis |

» But CONTACT-driven CV-copying is problematic under INFIXED-C.

» CONTACT violations are not ordinarily repaired outside of reduplication
— (e.g.) no epenthesis in (29):

(29)
/pik - pax/ DEP-V | CONTACT
a. = pikpax *
b. pukinax *!

UCLA
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Against the INFIXED- C analysis II

= General phonological constraints then wrongly predict C-copy
reduplication in (30):

30) _
/C, pay - tf/ *COMPLEX | DEP-V | CONTACT
a. & papyif *
b. & papanyif *!

= Epenthesis would (somehow) have to be specially licensed in
reduplication under INFIXED-C analysis.

UCLA



Introduction RED & Phonotactics Infixing RED Analyzing RED size Analyzing RED stress Conclusions References
0000000 0000000 [e]e]e]e) 0000000000000 e 0000000 (e]e]

Local summary: Comparing analyses

» Prefixing analysis requires assumptions that are empirically
unmotivated and/or theoretically objectionable.
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Local summary: Comparing analyses

» Prefixing analysis requires assumptions that are empirically
unmotivated and/or theoretically objectionable.

» INFIXED-C analysis fails on CONTACT-driven CV-copying reduplication.

» Fixing it would require similarly problematic assumptions.
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Local summary: Comparing analyses

» Prefixing analysis requires assumptions that are empirically
unmotivated and/or theoretically objectionable.

» INFIXED-C analysis fails on CONTACT-driven CV-copying reduplication.

» Fixing it would require similarly problematic assumptions.

» Proposed atemplatic infixing analysis accounts for variation in the size
of the reduplicant.

» CONTACT-driven CV-copying arises as a TETU effect.
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Local summary: Comparing analyses

» Prefixing analysis requires assumptions that are empirically
unmotivated and/or theoretically objectionable.

» INFIXED-C analysis fails on CONTACT-driven CV-copying reduplication.

» Fixing it would require similarly problematic assumptions.

» Proposed atemplatic infixing analysis accounts for variation in the size
of the reduplicant.

» CONTACT-driven CV-copying arises as a TETU effect.

o But what about the exceptional word-initial stress pattern?
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Stress in Cupeno

» Cupefio words have a single primary stress, the distribution of which is
phonologically unpredictable:

(31) a. [héxa-]] ‘sand-ABSL’  vs. [kaxd-l] ‘valley quail-ABSL’
b. [sdwi-[] ‘bread-ABSL’ [kawi-] ‘rock-ABSL’
c. [po-pé-qal] ‘35G-drink- [po-ya-qal] ‘3sG-say-
PST.IPFV.SG.’ -PST.IPFV.SG.’

= Accounting for the distribution of stress requires:

> Abstract lexical marking for prominence (ACCENT).
> (e.g) /héxa-1/vs. /kaxd-1/ in (31a)
» (Morpho)phonological principles of accent resolution.

(cf. Hill and Hill 1968; Alderete 1999, 2001a,b; Yates to appear)
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Stress & reduplication I

» Outside of reduplication, stress regularly falls on the accented syllable
of the root (Hill and Hill 1968; Alderete 2001b).

» But reduplicated forms consistently have initial stress, including when
the base has 20 lexical stress as in (3b).

(2) CV-copy reduplication:
hél?if ‘wide.sG’ : héhel?if ‘wide.pl’
panif ‘new.sG’ : pédpanif ‘new.pL’

(3) C-copy reduplication:

a. mixel ‘custom’ : mimxol ‘customs’
b. Tawdlfo ‘grown-up.sG’ : ?a?wolfo ‘grown-up.pL’

- There are a few exceptions: [sd?vit] : [sasd?vit] ‘Mexican(s)’; [kWaw] ‘shout’: [kWakVaw] ‘call
several times’, and several —in-class verbs (see Appendix II). UCL A
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Stress & reduplication II

» More examples of /o¢/ reduplicated roots in (32):

wafPésif  ‘long.sG’ : wawpagit[~-am ‘long.pr’
kafd?mal ‘olla’ : kékpa?mal-im ‘ollas’

(32) I8l  ‘bad, ugly.sG’ : 7?3?lel?ish bad, ugly.pr’
?uldin ‘sew’ : Tatla ‘sew’
naxdn-itf ‘man’ : némxaa—im ‘men’

o Why does pre-reduplicant ¢ attract stress in preference to
accented root 0?
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Stress & reduplication II

» More examples of /o¢/ reduplicated roots in (32):

wafPésif  ‘long.sG’ : wawpagit[~-am ‘long.pr’
kafd?mal ‘olla’ : kékpa?mal-im ‘ollas’

(32) I8l  ‘bad, ugly.sG’ : 7?3?lel?ish bad, ugly.pr’
?uldin ‘sew’ : Tatla ‘sew’
naxdn-itf ‘man’ : némxaa—im ‘men’

o Why does pre-reduplicant ¢ attract stress in preference to
accented root 0?

> “Pre-stressing” pattern is paralleled elsewhere in Cupefio...

- (32) also problematic for Haynes (2007), who assumes that the C-reduplicant is infixed after the
lexically accented root syllable to avoid this type of “stress shift.” UCL A
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Preaccentuation in Cupeno

» Cupeno has a set of PREACCENTING morphemes (marked “-), which
place a lexical accent on immediately preceding o.

» Stress attracted to preceding o if no other accents, e.g. (33a):

> But assigned to an accented morpheme to its left, e.g. (33b):

33 a /po - tama - “?aw/ — [pe-tamé-?aw] ‘3sG-mouth-LOC’
" /no-musu- ‘m/ — [pe-mugi-m)] ‘3sG-beard-pL
b /héxa - “?aw/ — [héxa-?aw| ‘sand-LoC’
" /?atdxa - ‘m/ —  [?atdxa-m] ‘person-pL’

UCLA
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Preaccentuation in Cupeno

» Cupeno has a set of PREACCENTING morphemes (marked "), which
place a lexical accent on immediately preceding o.

» Stress attracted to preceding o if no other accents, e.g. (33a):

> But assigned to an accented morpheme to its left, e.g. (33b):

(33) /po - tama - “?aw/ — [pe-tamé-?aw] ‘3sG-mouth-LOC’
/no - musu - ‘m/  — [po-mugi-m] ‘3sG-beard-pL
/héxa - “?aw/ — [héxa-?aw| ‘sand-LoC’
/Patdxa - ‘m/ —  [?atdxa-m] ‘person-pL’

> (33) consistent with a different generalization about Cupefio stress:

Stress the leftmost lexically accented syllable, else the word’s
left edge. (cf. Yates to appear)

UCLA
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Preaccentuation in reduplication

» Reduplicative morpheme may be analyzed as preaccenting, i.e. / "RED/.

= Stress in reduplication falls on pre-reduplicant o in accordance with

general leftmost preference — e.g. (34):

[héhel?if] ‘wide.pL’
‘be grabbing’

—

/hé - “RED- 12 - tf/
—  [tdtatf-in]

34 . —
(G4 a /t3 - “RED- tf - in/

/?a - “RED - wdlva/ — [?242wolvo] ‘grown-up.pL’
/ka - "RED - Ba?mal - m/ — [kdkfa?malim] ‘ollas-pL’
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» Analyzing Cupefio partial reduplication as infixation explains:

(i) Size variation in the reduplicant (C vs. CV).
> Including deriving CONTACT-driven CV-copying as a TETU effect.

> And without additional and/or unmotivated assumptions.
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[ Je]

» Analyzing Cupefio partial reduplication as infixation explains:

(i) Size variation in the reduplicant (C vs. CV).
> Including deriving CONTACT-driven CV-copying as a TETU effect.

> And without additional and/or unmotivated assumptions.

(ii) Consistent initial stress, which results from interaction between:
> Pre-accenting feature on the reduplicative morpheme.

> General phonological preference for leftmost stress in Cuperio.

UCLA
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Thank you!
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Reduplication in V bases I

» Long vowel (monosyllabic) bases appear to show CV-copy reduplication
(with short vowels in both 10 and 20):

?1ipo ‘Indian’ : ?i?ino-?om ‘Indians’ (*{:?.)
(35) kir-mal ‘boy’ : kiki-tam ‘boys’ (*1:k.)
pul ‘doctor’ : puful-im ‘doctors’  (*u:f.)

» Infixing analyses treat this pattern as C-copy, with reduplicant splitting
the initial long vowel (cf. Haynes 2007).

> (e.g) [?1;2i;no-?om] in (35).

UCLA



Appendix I Appendix I
oe 00000

Reduplication in V bases II

o Why is attested [?{?ino-?om] preferred to (e.g.) *[?{:?no-?om|?
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Reduplication in V bases II

o Why is attested [?{?ino-?om] preferred to (e.g.) *[?{:?no-?om|?

» Infixation of reduplicant after V is ruled out by:
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Reduplication in V bases II

o Why is attested [?{?ino-?om] preferred to (e.g.) *[?{:?no-?om|?
» Infixation of reduplicant after V is ruled out by:

» Framing RED-L as a constraint on moraic alignment — infixing after V
too far from left edge of w (cf. Haynes 2007).
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Reduplication in V bases II

o Why is attested [?{?ino-?om] preferred to (e.g.) *[?{:?no-?om|?
» Infixation of reduplicant after V is ruled out by:

» Framing RED-L as a constraint on moraic alignment — infixing after V
too far from left edge of w (cf. Haynes 2007).

» Or *SUPERHEAVY (“No ppup syllables”) — for possible independent
evidence in Cupeno, see Hill (2005:37-8).

> *SUPERHEAVY approach requires further constraints to rule out alternative candidates with
V-shortening (MaX-u) and with BR-mismatches in vowel length (IDENT-BR[long]).
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Irregularities in reduplication I

» Reduplicated verbs containing the thematic suffix /-in/ are a locus of
irregularities — they can show:

(i) Non-initial stress
(ii) Over-application of syncope
(iii) Under-application of syncope/overcopying

(36) ALawin ‘dig’ : Aakdwin ‘digrepeatedly’
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Irregularities in reduplication I

» Reduplicated verbs containing the thematic suffix —in are a locus of
irregularities — they can show:
(i) Non-initial stress
(ii) Over-application of syncope
(iii) Under-application of syncope/overcopying

(pé-)tow  ‘(he) sees’

. ) , tdtwin  ‘look around’
tdwin glance

37
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Irregularities in reduplication I

» Reduplicated verbs containing the thematic suffix —in are a locus of
irregularities — they can show:
(i) Non-initial stress
(if) Over-application of syncope
(iii) Under-application of syncope/overcopying

paqin  ‘slap’ : papaqin ‘slap (of multiple subj.)’
(38) téxin ‘pokehole’ : tataxin  ‘poke several holes’
wokin  ‘slice’ : wdwokin ‘cutup inslices’
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Irregularities in reduplication I

» In a few cases the same verbal roots have reduplicated forms suffixed
with /-am/, which instead show syncope, e.g. (39):

(39) ta-tx-an ‘poke’
wo-wk-an ‘cut up’

» In general, in-class verbs show many irregularities, including
unexplained stress shifts; see Hill (2005) for discussion.
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Irregularities in reduplication II

» A few additional items unexpectedly show CV-copy reduplication:

yamukVif ‘naughty.sG’ : ydyamuktfam ‘naughty.pL’
(40) sdqopif  ‘mushroom’ : 83saqopif ‘mushrooms’
holimal ‘old, ragged clothes.SG’ : holilumal ‘old, ragged clothes.pL’
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