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Introduction

Researchers often give shorthand names to highly-specific, complex
phenomena

- Pitch accent (Japanese, Swedish)

- Word tone vs syllable tone (Mende, Poko)
- SetAvs Set B (Mayan)

- Tone groups (Chinese)



Introduction

There is often debate of whether these shorthands are grammatical
categories in and of themselves, or results of interactions of
independently-necessary components of grammar

- Pitch accent has been argued to be an interaction of phonological

tones and obligatoriness/culminativity (Hyman, 2011)
- Word tone has been argued to arise from markedness constraints on

tonal melodies (McPherson, 2022)




Introduction

A term repeatedly used in the study of Mixtec (Otomanguean) languages
Is the couplet.

- Pike (1948), Mak (1953), Longacre (1955), Pike and Cowan (1967), Pike and Small
(1974), Pike and Oram (1976), North and Shields (1977), Josserand (1983), Marlett
(1992), Gerfen (1996), Macaulay and Salmons (1995), Macken and Salmons (1997),
Daly and Hyman (2007), McKendry (2013), DiCanio et al. (2014), Herrera Zendejas
(2014), Carroll (2015), Mendoza (2016), Ledn Vazquez (2017), DiCanio et al (2018),
Peters (2018), Becerra-Roldan (2019), Peters and Mendoza (2020), Uchihara and
Mendoza (2022), among many others.

Nature of the couplet is treated at length in Penner (2019).



Introduction

Basic meanings of couplet:

- Prototypical root shape in Mixtec
- Bimoraic minimal word: Two short vowels, or one long vowel

Canonical roots are no larger and no smaller



Introduction

Basic meanings of couplet:

- Prototypical root shape in Mixtec
- Bimoraic minimal word: Two short vowels, or one long vowel

Canonical roots are no larger and no smaller

1. sad @ 2. s4na @ 3. ivi @ 4. iin @
EEE] EELQE] [iBi] [11]

‘bird’ ‘crazy’ ‘two’ ‘one’
‘pajaro’ ‘loco’ ‘dos’ uno



Introduction

It is not obvious whether the Mixtec ‘couplet’ is a grammatical category of its
own, or an instantiation of independently-needed grammatical mechanisms

Morphological: Prosodic:
Couplet = morphological root Couplet = prosodic foot
(Pike and Cowan, 1967; Pike and (Gerfen, 1996; Macken and

Oram, 1976; Marlett, 1992; Salmons, 1997; Carroll, 2015;

Macaulay and Salmons, 1995; a.o.) Penner, 2019; a.o.)



Introduction

Guiding question:

Is the couplet a grammatical primitive, or
shorthand for something else?




Introduction

This presentation: In SMP Mixtec, some properties of the couplet make
reference to a bimoraic foot, and others to the a morphological root.

- Both components are necessary to account for phonological patterns
In the language.
- But they are not always isomorphic

The term couplet is a shorthand for a complex interplay of grammatical
structures

10



Introduction

Roadmap:

Background on SMP Mixtec

The foot as a unit in SMP Mixtec
The root as a unit in SMP Mixtec
Conclusion

1



Background: SMP Mixtec

SMP Mixtec is an Otomanguean language of Western Oaxaca, Mexico.

Mexico Cit:
o y

Spoken by ~10,000 in Oaxaca =

Puebla
o

(INEG 2010)

Many speakers of Peras Mixtec
live in Oxnard, Santa Maria,
Salinas, and Watsonville, CA
(Mendoza 2020)

12
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Ahuejutla, Oaxaca.



Background

Default VSO word order (Ostrove 2018, Mendoza 2020), mostly isolating
and tonal morphology.

At least five lexical tones (Peters 2018):

- High (v)

- Mid (v)

- Low (v)

- Low-high rise (V)
- Falling tone(s) (V)



Background

Mora = TBU

- Tri-tonal contours only on long vowels

H-L @)

v-L Q)

L Q)

HL-LQ)

CvCv

nana
ELE]
mother
‘mother’
‘madre’

koni

[kont]
POT.see
‘will see’

‘vera’

Vi
[1B1]
two
‘two
‘dos’

‘dress’
‘vestido’

xanu

[fand]
cigarette
‘cigarette’
‘cigarillo’
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Background

Mora = TBU

- Tri-tonal contours only on long vowels

H-L @

L-L @

HLLHED)

cvv

kuaan
[kwa3]
yellow
‘yellow’
‘amarillo’

o
saa
EEE]
bird
‘bird’
‘pajaro’

Xaa
[Jaa]
chin
‘chin’
‘barbilla’

tidd

[ti63]
mallow
‘mallow’
‘alache’

16




Background

Another important characteristic: Oral and nasal vowels contrast

1. kusan @) 2.kuza Q)

EE] LSEE]
yellow blind
‘yellow’ ‘blind’

‘amarillo’ ‘ciego’

17



The couplet as a prosodic foot



The prosodic foot

Across Mixtec languages, [?] has a restricted distribution.
This distribution is described in terms of the couplet in many studies

- Josserand (1983:228): “[?] occurs in couplet-medial position”
- Macaulay & Salmons (2005): “Glottalization is ... a feature of the
couplet”

19



The prosodic foot

Several scholars (Penner, 2019 and references therein) have used this
distribution to convincingly argue that the distribution of [?] is best defined
in terms of the bimoraic foot.

Similar evidence can be found in the distribution of contrastive [?] and [h],
as well as non-contrastive [h] in SMP Mixtec

20



The prosodic foot

Restriction 1:
Contrastive [?] and
[h] may only occur in
the middle of a word

1. sivi @
[Sif3i]
CONF
It is’

‘si es’

22



The prosodic foot

Restriction 1:
Contrastive [?] and
[h] may only occur in
the middle of a word

2. ntsi'i
[rtsi?i]
. blue
1. sivi @ ‘blue’
Sipi] azul
CONF
It is’ 3. si’'va @
‘si es’ [S_‘I?Bé]
seed
‘'seed’

‘semilla’

23



The prosodic foot

Restriction 1:
Contrastive [?] and
[h] may only occur in
the middle of a word

2. ntsi’i 4. ntsiji
[rEsi?i] [nEsihi]
- blue sunny
1. sivi @ ‘blue’ ‘sunny’
[siBi] ‘azul’ ‘'soleado’
CONF
A 3. si'va @ 5. ntsijvi @
i o [si?a] WS
seed egg
‘seed’ ‘egg’
‘'semilla’ ‘huevo’

24



The prosodic foot

Hypothetical forms with (underlying)’ initial or final [?])/[n] are unattested

1. *kii’ 2. *Kiij
*[Kii?] *TKiin]
unattested unattested
3. i 4. jii
*[7i] *[hii]
unattested unattested

" [?] is often inserted to resolve vowel hiatus at morpheme boundaries, but is not underlying. The one exception
to this generalization is the demonstrative [haa], meaning ‘that (proximal)’

26



The prosodic foot

Restriction 1

Contrastive [?]/[h]
only in middle of word

27



The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes word-medial voiceless

consonhants

1. sivi @
[SiBi]
CONF
It is’

'si es’

28



The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes word-medial voiceless

consonhants

1. sivi 2. ntsika 3. sata
[SiBi] [ftSihka] [saht3d]
CONF banana back
It is’ ‘banana’ ‘back’

‘si es’ ‘platano’ ‘espalda’

29



The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes word-medial voiceless

consonhants

Duration (ms)
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The prosodic foot

Restriction 1

Contrastive [?]/[h]
only in middle of word

Restriction 2

Non-contrastive [h]
before word-medial
voiceless Cs

31



The prosodic foot

Two potential formulations of these generalizations:

Morphological: Prosodic:
[?)/[h] may only occur [?]/[h] may only occur
morpheme-medially foot-medially

Disambiguating evidence comes from trimoraic roots

Ky



The prosodic foot

While most roots in SMP Mixtec are bimoraic, some are trimoraic or larger.

- These usually contain a fossilized prefix (Peters, 2018)
- Very unlikely to be synchronically multimorphemic

33



The prosodic foot

While most roots in SMP Mixtec are bimoraic, some are trimoraic or larger.

- These usually contain a fossilized prefix (Peters, 2018)
- Very unlikely to be synchronically multimorphemic

1. tsikiva @ 2. nakava Q 3. kixaa @

[tsikiBa] [nakafa] LYEE]
butterfly POT.fall POT.arrive
‘butterfly’ ‘will fall ‘will arrive’

‘mariposa’ ‘'se caera’ llegara’
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The prosodic foot

Restriction 1: Contrastive [?] and [h] may only occur in the middle of a
word
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The prosodic foot

Restriction 1: Contrastive [?] and [h] may only occur inthe-midete of a
word
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The prosodic foot

Restriction 1: Contrastive [?] and [h] may only occur on the penultimate
mora of a word

38



The prosodic foot

Restriction 1: Contrastive [?] and [h] may only occur on the penultimate
mora of a word

1. tsim&’a Q 2. kuyi’vi @ 3. ntakojo 4. natijvi @

[tSima?a] [kuji?Bi] [takého] [natihBi]
raccoon POT.fear POT.get.up POT.appear
‘raccoon’ ‘will fear’ ‘will get up’ ‘will appear’

‘mapache’ ‘temera’ ‘se levantara’ ‘aparecera’

39



The prosodic foot

Hypothetical forms with [?]/[h] on the antepenult are unattested

1. *tsi’maa 2. *kujyava
*[tsi’maa] *[kuhjapa]

unattested unattested

40



The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes word-medial voiceless
consonants

41



The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes werd-rrediat voiceless
consonants
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The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes voiceless consonants
following the penultimate mora of a word
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The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes voiceless consonants
following the penultimate mora of a word

1. nakatsia Q 2. jutata

IELCWRE] [jutahta]
POT.wash mirror
‘Will wash’ ‘mirror’

lavara’ ‘espejo’

44



The prosodic foot

Restriction 2: Non-contrastive [h] precedes voiceless consonants
following the penultimate mora of a word

191

Duration (ms)
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The prosodic foot

Hypothetical forms with non-contrastive [h] after the antepenult are
unattested

1. *nakatsia 2. *jutata
*Indhkahtsia] *[juhtahta]
unattested unattested
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The prosodic foot
Potential formulations of the generalization:

Morphological: Prosodic:

[?])/[n] may only occur [?])/[h] may only occur
morpheme-medially foot-medially
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The prosodic foot

Contrastive [?)/[h] 1. (ntsP’i 2. (ntsiji 3. tsi(ma’a 4. nta(kojo

are always in the [(ESi?i)] W) [Si(mara)] ["ta(koho)]

middle of a blue sunny raccoon POT.get.up

right-aligned, ‘blue’ ‘sunny’ ‘raccoon’ ‘will get up’

bimoraic (foot ‘azul’ ‘soleado’ ‘mapache’ ‘'se levantard’

5. (si’va 6. (ntsijvi) 7. ku(yi’vi 8. na(tijvi

[(si?Ba)] [(tsinBN)]  [ku(ji2Ri)] [na(tihBi)]
seed egyg POT.fear POT.appear
'seed’ ‘egg’ ‘will fear’ ‘will appear’

‘'semilla’ ‘huevo’ ‘temera’ ‘aparecera’
48



The prosodic foot

They never occur 1. (ntSi_,I) 2. (ntSiJ_T) 3. (tsmié) 4. (ntak‘glo)

elsewhere, even in  [("tsi?i)] [(EsinT)] [(tSimara)] [(takého)]

longer blue sunny raccoon POT.get.up

(morphemes) ‘blue’ ‘sunny’ ‘raccoon’ ‘will get up’
‘azul’ ‘'soleado’ ‘mapache’ ‘se levantara’

5. (si’va) 6. (ntsijvi) 7. (Kuyi’vi) 8. (natijvi)

[(si?Ba)] [(tsinBT)]  [(kuji?Bi)] [(natihBi)]
seed egyg POT.fear POT.appear

'seed’ egg ‘will fear’ ‘will appear’

‘'semilla’ ‘huevo’ ‘temera’ ‘aparecera’
49



The prosodic foot

Non-contrastive [h] is
always in the middle
of a right-aligned,
bimoraic (foot

It never occurs
elsewhere, even in
longer morphemes

1. (ntsika
[(Mtsihka)]
banana
‘banana’
‘platano’

3. na(katsia
[na(kahtsia)]
POT.wash
‘will wash’
lavard’

2. (sata
[(sahta)]
back
‘back’
‘espalda’

4. yu(tata
[ju(tahta)]
mirror
‘mirror’
‘espejo’
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The prosodic foot

It never occurs
elsewhere, even in
longer (morphemes)

1. (ntsika)
[(Mtsihka)]
banana
‘banana’
‘platano’

3. (nakatsia)
[GELEWTEN]
POT.wash
‘will wash’
lavara’

2. (sata)
[(sahta)]
back
‘back’
‘espalda’

4. (yutata)
[(jutahta)]
mirror
‘mirror’
‘espejo’
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The prosodic foot
Potential formulations of the generalization:

Morphological: Prosodic:

[?]/[n] may-enly occur [?]/[h] may only occur
meipheme-medially foot-medially
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The prosodic foot

Conclusion:

There is phonological evidence for a
right-aligned, bimoraic foot in SMP Mixtec
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The prosodic foot

If the couplet is reducible to independent grammatical machinery...

Morphological: Prosodic:
Couplet=.morpholegical root Couplet = prosodic foot
(Pike and.€0owan, 196%; Pike and (Gerfen, 1996; Macken and

Qram, 1976; Marlett, 1992; Salmons, 1997; Carroll, 2015;

Macaulay and Salmons, 1995; a.ox) Penner, 2019; a.o.)
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The prosodic foot

But independent phonological patterns point to the morpheme as an
important unit in SMP Mixtec phonology.

55



The couplet as a morphological root



The morphological root

The distribution of nasal vowels is often restricted in Mixtec languages.

These restrictions are often defined in terms of the couplet:

- Pike and Cowan (1967:5): “If the first of two vowels is nasal in a
monomorphemic couplet, the second vowel is usually nasal”

- Zylstra (1980:21): “Nasalization of vowels extends through couplets of the
form CVV and CV?V where the vowel are identical”

- Marlett (1992:425-426): “nasalization is an autosegmental feature that links to
the right edge of a morpheme” — later equated to the couplet

57



The morphological root

As expected, many of these restrictions also hold in SMP Mixtec.

Whenever possible, I'll show phonetic evidence from oro-nasal airflow
data

- A mask that measures airflow
from oral and nasal cavities

- Gathered from one speaker, more
to come

https://www.colorado.edu/linguistics/sites/default/files/style
s/large/public/slider/transducer_0.jpg?itok=pcYawfi2



The morphological root

Restriction 1: Vowels following approximants (1-2) and prenasalized
consonants (3-4) are obligatorily oral

59



The morphological root

Restriction 1: Vowels following approximants (1-2) and prenasalized
consonants (3-4) are obligatorily oral

1. ko'va @ 2. tsintuyli @ 3. kontod @4.@ @

[ko’Ba] [tsintujd] [konto] [rtsii]
sibling figleaf.flower knee dead
‘sibling’ figleaf flower’ ‘knee’ ‘dead’

‘hermano/a’ flor de chilacayote’ ‘rodilla’ ‘muerto’

60



The morphological root

Restriction 1: Vowels following prenasalized consonants and
approximants are obligatorily oral

- Hypothetical roots that violate this restriction are unattested

1. *kd’van 2. *tsintuyun
*[ko’Ba] *[tsintujd]

unattested unattested
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The morphological root

Restriction 1

No nasal vowel after
approximants or "C

62



The morphological root

1.04 | "24-muei’to"

'24-muerto’

(83e4 Bunjdwes zHo0LbY)
Buipiodai jeuibluQ

—— Oral
Nasal
Nasalance

(jeeid wody) INOjuod
Ajisusjul pazijewson

o)
o
3
=
a
=
©
e
0]
N
©
£
—
o
=z

'24-muerto’

aouejeseN

Aysusgjul pazijeuniou
19n0 (oy+uy)uy

Dur:ation (ms)




The morphological root

Restriction 2: VVowels following nasal consonants are obligatorily nasal

64



The morphological root

Restriction 2: VVowels following nasal consonants are obligatorily nasal

1. nana @ 2. fud @

NELE] [nGd]
mother town
‘mother’ ‘town’

‘madre’ ‘pueblo’
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The morphological root

Restriction 2: VVowels following nasal consonants are obligatorily nasal

- Hypothetical forms that violate this generalization are unattested

1. *nana 2. *Nuu
*[nana] *[nuu]

unattested unattested

66



The morphological root

Restriction 1 Restriction 2

No nasal vowel after No oral vowel after
approximants or "C nasals

67



The morphological root

104 | “13-seﬁo:ra"!

1. nana
LELE]
mother
‘mother
‘madre’

(8384 Bundwes zHooLbY)
Buipiogai jeulbuo

— Oral
Nasal
Nasalance

(jeead wouiy) INojuod
Ajisusjui pazijewoN

@
o
=)
=
a
S
©
e
0]
N
©
£
—
o
=z

'13-sefiora’

aouejeseN

Aysusyul pazijeuiou
18n0 (oy+uy)uy

a
128

Duration (ms)




The morphological root

Restriction 3: Adjacent vowels must match in nasality
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The morphological root

Restriction 3: Adjacent vowels must match in nasality

1.kugan @) 2.kusa Q) 3 kuzan Q) 4waa @

ISEE] [kwaa] [kwa?3] [kwa?a]
yellow blind IMP.go red
‘yellow’ ‘blind’ ‘go!’ red’

‘amarillo’ ‘ciego’ ‘vete!’ rojo’

70



The morphological root

Restriction 3: Adjacent vowels must match in nasality

- Hypothetical forms that violate this generalization are unattested

1. [kWéé] 2. [kWéé] 3. [kWé?é] 4. [kWé?é]
unattested unattested unattested unattested
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The morphological root

Restriction 1

No nasal vowel after
approximants or "C

Restriction 2

No oral vowel after
nasals

Restriction 3

Adjacent vowels
match in nasality

72



The morphological root

'31 -amarillo’

1. kuaan
[kwa3]
yellow
‘yellow’
‘amarillo’

(8384 Bunjdwes zHo0LbY)
Buipiooaia jeuibuQ

31 -amarillb‘l
o LIE ]

— Oral
Nasal
Nasalance

(yeeid wodij) anojuod
Ajisusjui pazijewionN

Normalized amplitude

'31-amarillo’

Apsusyul pazijewiou
J9A0 (Oy+uy)uy
aoue|eseN

Duratio;'n (ms)




The morphological root

(831 Burjdwes zHOOLYY)
Buipiogai jeuibLio

M

317

kw

—

kw

——'18-ciego’

—— Oral
Nasal
Nasalance

(yeeid wouy) anojuod
Kisuadjul pazijewloN

@ -
o
3
=
o
=
®
°
0]
N
©
£
—_
o
=z

'18-ciego’

1970 (Oy+uy)uy
aouejeseN

Ajsusyul pazijewriou

Duration (ms)




The prosodic foot

Two potential formulations of this generalization:

Morphological: Prosodic:
These restrictions hold These restrictions hold
morpheme-internally foot-internally

Disambiguating evidence comes from enclitic pronouns

75



The morphological root

In SMP Mixtec, a number of pronouns overwrite the final vowel of the
stem they attach to

77



The morphological root

In SMP Mixtec, a number of pronouns overwrite the final vowel of the
stem they attach to

2Sg =Un 1Pl.Incl =é
1. k&'an =un Q 3. konto =é @
[ka?i] [konté]
CONT.speak=2Sg knee=1Pl.Incl
“You speak’ ‘our knees’

‘Hablas’ ‘nuestras rodillas’

78



The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

- As noted for other varieties, too (Pike and Cowan, 1967; Penner, 2019)
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The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

Restriction 1

No nasal vowel after
approximants or "C
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The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

Restriction 1 2Sg =un
No nasalvowel after 1. konto =un @ 2. tsintuyu =un @
appioximants ox"C [kont] [ESintujii]
knee=2Sg figleaf.flower =2Sg
‘'your knee’ ‘your figleaf flower’

‘tu rodilla’ ‘tu flor de chilacayote’

82



The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

Restriction 2

No oral vowels after
nasals

83



The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

Restriction 2 1Pl.Incl =é

No oral/Owels after 1. nana =é Q
nasals [N3né]

Mother =1Pl.Incl

‘our mother’
‘nuestra madre’



The morphological root

\'41-nuestra:ma

1Pl.Incl =é

1. nana =¢é
[Nané]
Mother =1PI.Incl
‘our mother’
‘nuestra madre’

(83e4 Bunjdwes zHoOLYY)
Buipiodai [eulbLQ

—— Oral
Nasal
Nasalance

(jeeid wouy) Jnojuod
Kisusyul pazijewion

o -
©
=)
=
a
=
©
e
(O]
N
T -
£
=
o -
Z

Kisusyul pazijeuniou
J19A0 (Oy+uy)uy
aouejeseN

Duration (ms)
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The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

Restriction 3

Adjacent vowels
match in nasality
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The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

Restriction 3

Adjacent vowels
match in nasality

2Sg =un

1. xaa =un
[ad] Q
chin=23g
‘your chin’
‘tu barbilla’
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The morphological root

2Sg =un

(8384 Burjdwes zHoOLbY)
Buipiodaa jeuibuQ

1. xaa =un
[[ad]
chin=2Sg
‘your chin’
‘tu barbilla’

— Oral
Nasal
Nasalance

(yeead wouy) Jnojuod
Kisusiul pazijewion

@ -
o
>
=
a
S
@
=
0]
N
% -
£
—
5 -
=z

Aysusjur pazijeuniou
1910 (oy+uy)juy
aouejeseN

Duration (ms)
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The morphological root

These enclitics can violate the generalizations established earlier

Restriction 3 2Sg =un 1Pl.Incl =é
Adjacentvowels 1. Xxaa =un Q 2. tsiaan =é Q
match in nasatity [[ad] [(siaé]

chin=2Sg forehead=1Pl.Incl
‘your chin’ ‘our foreheads’

‘tu barbilla’ ‘nuestras frentes’
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The prosodic foot

Two potential formulations of this generalization:

Morphological: Prosodic:

These restrictions hold These restrictions hold
morpheme-internally foot-internally

90



The morphological root

In all these cases, the violating sequence is contained in a single (foot).
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The morphological root

In all these cases, the violating sequence is contained in a single (foot).

Restriction 1 Restriction 2 Restriction 3
No nasal vowel after No oral vowel after Adjacent vowels
approximants or "C nasals match in nasality
1. (kontd =uUn 2. (nana =¢é 3. (xaa =un
[(konth )] [(n4n&)] [(Jad)]
knee =2Sg mother =1Pl.Incl chin =2Sg
‘your knee’ ‘our mother’ ‘your chin’

‘tu rodilla’ ‘nuestra madre’ ‘tu barbilla’

92



The prosodic foot

Two potential formulations of this generalization:

Morphological: Prosodic:

These restrictions hold These resiri€tions hold
morpheme-internally fgot-internaiiy.
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The morphological root

Violating sequences are split across (morpheme boundaries)
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The morphological root

Violating sequences are split across (morpheme boundaries)

Restriction 1 Restriction 2 Restriction 3
No nasal vowel after No oral vowel after Adjacent vowels
approximants or "C nasals match in nasality
1. (konto) (=an) 2. (nana) (=é) 3. (xaa) (=an)
[(kont)()] [(nan)(&)] [(fa)(@)]
knee =2Sg mother =1Pl.Incl chin =2Sg
‘your knee’ ‘our mother’ ‘your chin’

‘tu rodilla’ ‘nuestra madre’ ‘tu barbilla’

95



The prosodic foot

Two potential formulations of this generalization:

Morphological: Prosodic:

These restrictions hold These resiri€tions hold
morpheme-internally fgot-internaiiy.
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The morphological root

Conclusion:

There is phonological evidence for the
root/stem as an important piece of SMP
Mixtec phonotactics

Similar patterns found in other varieties, too (Pike and Cowan, 1967; Penner, 2019)
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The prosodic foot

If the couplet is reducible to independent grammatical machinery...

Morphological: Prosodic:
Couplet = morphological root Coupiet = prosedic foot
(Pike and Cowan, 1967; Pike and (Gerfer;1996; Magken and

Oram, 1976; Marlett, 1992; Saknons, 1997; Carroll,"2015;

Macaulay and Salmons, 1995; a.o.) Penner, 2019; a.o.)
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Review and conclusion
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Review and conclusion

Guiding question:

Is the couplet a grammatical primitive, or
shorthand for something else?
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Review and conclusion

Two potential hypotheses:

Morphological:

Couplet = morphological root

(Pike and Cowan, 1967; Pike and
Oram, 1976; Marlett, 1992;
Macaulay and Salmons, 1995; a.o.)

Prosodic:

Couplet = prosodic foot

(Gerfen, 1996; Macken and
Salmons, 1997; Carroll, 2015;
Penner, 2019; a.o0.)
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Review and conclusion

The distribution of [?] and [h] point to a right-aligned, bimoraic foot

Morphological: Prosodic:
Couplet=.morpholegical root Couplet = prosodic foot
(Pike and.€0owan, 196%; Pike and (Gerfen, 1996; Macken and

Qram, 1976; Marlett, 1992; Salmons, 1997; Carroll, 2015;

Macaulay and Salmons, 1995; a.ox) Penner, 2019; a.o.)
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Review and conclusion

Nasalization patterns point to a monomorphemic root/stem

Morphological: Prosodic:
Couplet = morphological root Coupiet = prosedic foot
(Pike and Cowan, 1967; Pike and (Gerfer;1996; Magken and

Oram, 1976; Marlett, 1992; Saknons, 1997; Carroll,"2015;

Macaulay and Salmons, 1995; a.o.) Penner, 2019; a.o.)
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Review and conclusion

Conclusion:

The Mixtec couplet cannot be completely
defined as just a bimoraic foot or just a
morphological root
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Review and conclusion

Two remaining possibilities:

Mixtec-specific: Cross-linguistic:
The couplet is a grammatical The couplet is a descriptive
primitive in Mixtec languages, shorthand that refers to the
not reducible to interaction between prosody and
independently-necessary morphology

E ERIENE
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Review and conclusion

Two remaining possibilities:

Mixtec-specific:

The coupiet is a graimmatical
primitive in Niadec languages,
nstireducible~to
inrdependently-necessary
mechanisms

Cross-linguistic:

The couplet is a descriptive
shorthand that refers to the
iInteraction between prosody angd
morphology
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Review and conclusion
Ultimately, the couplet is a descriptive shorthand for a constellation of
properties:

- Minimally and maximally bimoraic
- Monomorphemic

foot

Morphologically simplex Morphologically complex
|
Bimoraic foot [?)/[h] I Nasalization
|
. . I I
sl [?V[h] | Nasalization [1[h] | Nasalization
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Review and conclusion
Ultimately, the couplet is a descriptive shorthand for a constellation of
properties:

- Minimally and maximally bimoraic
- Monomorphemic

Morphologically simplex Morphologically complex

Bimoraic foot

Not bimoraic
foot

I I
[?)[h] | Nasalization [?)/[h] | Nasalization
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Review and conclusion
Ultimately, the couplet is a descriptive shorthand for a constellation of
properties:

- Minimally and maximally bimoraic
- Monomorphemic

Morphologically simplex Morphologically complex

Bimoraic foot

Not bimoraic
foot

|
[?)/[h] | Nasalization
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Review and conclusion
Ultimately, the couplet is a descriptive shorthand for a constellation of
properties:

- Minimally and maximally bimoraic
- Monomorphemic

Morphologically simplex Morphologically complex

Bimoraic foot

Not bimoraic
foot
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Review and conclusion

The phonological behavior of the Mixtec couplet is that of a
monomorphemic, bimoraic foot

- It is not just one or the other, but can be derived by
Independently-necessary mechanisms

If a grammatical primitive of its own, its best definition might be the
prototypical root.
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Thank you!



Appendix



Appendix A: OT Analysis

To get right-aligned, bimoraic feet:

/CVCVCV/

Ft-Bin

Align-R[Ft,w]

TROCHEE

Parse-u

— | cv(cvev)

(CVCVCV)

*|

(CVCV)CV

*|

CV(CV'CV)

*|

CvVCvCcV

***'
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Appendix A: OT Analysis

To restrict [?] and [h] to these positions

ICV?CV?CV?/

Ft-Con’

! Max-[?]-Stress

]

Max-[?]

- | eveeveev)

*%

('CV?CV)CV

*|

*%*

CV(CV'CV?)

*|

*%

CV('CVCV)

*|

*%*%*

CV?('CV?CV?)

***'

'Constraints on foot structure (binarity, right alignment, trochee)
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Appendix A: OT Analysis

To get morpheme-internal spread:

ICVVI

MAX-[Nas]

AGREE-[Nas]

*SPREAD

— | CVWV

*

CVvV

*|

CWV

*|
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Appendix A: OT Analysis

To block spread across morpheme boundaries

ICVV + V/

COALESCE"

*SPREAD[+]

MAX-[Nas]

AGREE-[Nas]

*SPREAD

CV+V

*

CVV+V

*|

CV+V

*|

CV+V

"Whatever combination of constraints derives the vowel-overwriting behavior of enclitics
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Appendix A: OT Analysis

To put it all together

ICV?CV?V + V/

COAL | *Spread[+] | Ft-Con | Max-['?]

7]

MAX[?]

AGREE[Nas]

*Spread

CV('CV*+V)

CV('CVV+V)

*|

CV(' CV?+V)

*|

(CV?’CV)+V

*|

CV('CV+V)

*|

CV?('CV*+V)

*
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