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Why Constraint Conflict can Disappear in Reduplication®

Caro Struijke
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This paperintroduces'Word Faithfulness’.This is essentiallya broad interpretationof
Input-OutputCorrespondencdyecausat relatesinputs to entire output words, including
both the base and reduplicant in reduplicated words, rethethe basealone,or the base
andreduplicantseparatelyasin McCarthyand Prince 1995; seealso Raimy and Idsardi
1997; Spaelti 1997; Struijke 1997, 1998; Yip 1998).

| depictthe Word Faithfulnessrelation below, setin the reduplicative model of
correspondencé will be assuming.Apart from Word Faithfulness the correspondence

relations relevant for reduplication are Root Faithfulness and Base-Reduplicant
Faithfulness.

(1) Model of Correspondence with Word Faithfulness

Input:
RED+ Root/

Word Faithfulness
Root Faithfulness

output:

Reduplicant «»| Base

B-R Faithfulness

In unreduplicatedvords, input elementsare normally in correspondencwith one
output element, while in reduplicated words they are potentially in correspondence with
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2 Caro Struijke

two output elements.Thus, in reduplicatedwords multiple correspondences usually
established, as depicted in (2).

(2)  Word Faithfulnessin?:

unreduplicated word reduplicated word (red. underlined)
Input: la b c d/ /a b c d/
Output: abocd ab cdabcd

Word Faithfulnessconstraintsare satisfiedif aninput elementis recoverablefrom
the output. Ifthereis oneidentical outputcorrespondentfaithfulnessis achievedlf there
are two identical output correspondents, however, faithfulness to the inpuingomotved,
and faithfulnesgonstraintsare not bettersatisfied.Hence,in the multiple correspondence
established in reduplicated words, only one output correspondent needs to be idegtical to
input elementto achievefaithfulness.l illustratethis herewith the constraintsplaying the
lead role in this paper:

3) Max,,: Every segment in the input has some correspondent in the output word

4) ID-FEATURE,: If segment S istF in the input, then some correspondent of S is
aF in the output

Naturally, Max,,, is satisfied in reduplicated wordsall input segmentsre parsed
in both membersof the base-reduplicanpair (5 i). In addition, faithfulnessis achievedif
only one member parses input segmeni5 ii). No violation is incurred,simply because
the segment deleted in one member is present in the otlef,, M4 also satisfiedvhenthe
baseandreduplicantboth deletesegmentsaslong asthey are not the samesegmenty5
iil). Thus, faithfulnessconstraintsare indifferent to the numberof output correspondents
andthey do not demonstrate preferencdor faithful parsingin oneof the output strings
over the other.

(5) Satisfaction of Max,,, in reduplicated words (reduplicant is underlined)
() /a b c d/

/7R

abcd abcd

(i) /a bcd/ /a b c d/
ab abecd abcdab

2 Lines indicate correspondence. They should not be seen as association lines.
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(iii) /la b cd/

NN

ab c ab d

Featuralidentity constraintsare satisfiedwhen a featureassociatedvith an input
segmenis associatedvith somecorrespondingoutput segment.n the presenceof two
corresponding output segmeimsreduplicatedvords, the featuremustbe associatedvith
at least one of these correspondents, but not necessarily both.

(6) Satisfaction of ID-Feature,,, in multiple correspondence (reduplicant is underlined)

/ X feature / /' X feature / / X feature /
X feature X feature X feature X X )zeature

Thus, | arguethat faithfulnessconstraintsdemandrecoverabilityof input elements
in the output, rather than identity betweenall input-output correspondentsBecause
faithfulness constraints are evaluatedhis way, one memberof the base-reduplicarpair
can change or delete in responsa tmnflicting markednesgonstraintwithout incurring a
Word Faithfulness violation. Of course, this will result in a breadhitffulnessalongthe
B-R dimension, and is only allowed if B-R constraints are low-ranking.

The goal of this paper is to show thgityen Word Faithfulnessa conflict between
markednessand faithfulnessconstraintsseenin unreduplicatedwords can disappearin
reduplicated words, because both constraints can be satisfied simultandoersinultiple
correspondence is established.

The Salishlanguage_ushootseegrovidesempirical supportfor the proposal.In
unreduplicated words of thlanguagewe find free variation betweenforms that reducea
full unstressed vowel and forms that faithfully parse the vowel (Urbanczyk 1996rafata
Bates, Hess and Hilbert 1994). In the example below vowel reduction is optionally
manifested as syncope:

(7) input faithful vowel reduced vowel gloss
[?idig™at/ ?idig™at ?idg™at ‘say something’

Following Reynolds(1994, et seq.) and Anttila (1997, et seq.), | assumethat
optionality follows from free ranking of conflicting constraints.In the Lushootseed
grammar Mx,,.pand a markedness constraagiainstfull unstressedowelsarevariably
rankedwith respecto eachother. When the markednessonstraintdominatesMAX,orp»
the optimization gives an unmarked,unfaithful output. When MaAX,, .z, dominatesthe
markednessconstraint, the optimization gives a marked, faithful output. In either
optimization, one of the constraints must be violated in order to satisfy the other.

Assumingthat reduplicatedand unreduplicatedvords are generatedby the same
grammar, onemight expectparallel behaviorin both word types.However, free variation
is not attested in reduplicated words: unstressed vowels must reduce.
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(8) input *faithful vowel deleted vowel gloss
/RED +lag’/  *la-laq’ 1g-g° ‘fall

Reduplicatedwords satisfy both Max,,.r, and the markednessconstraint against full

unstressedowels. The markednessonstraintis satisfiedby deletion of the basevowel
(because it is thanstressedowel). Max,,or, demandsan input elementbe presentn the
output, but does natemandiwo outputcorrespondentdn Lushootseedthe input vowel
surfacesn the reduplicant,and Max o, IS Satisfied. This explainswhy we do not find

optionality in reduplicatedwords. In reduplication,markednessan be satisfiedwithout
violating faithfulness. Since both tlmarkednessnd faithfulnessconstraintsare satisfied,
their relative ranking is irrelevant. No matter how they are ordeeeldctiontakesplacein

reduplicated words.

The paper is organized as follows.dectionl | will accountfor the optionality of
vowel reductionin unreduplicatedvords via free ranking of constraintsand | provide an
explanation of théact that unstressedowels sometimesundergopartial reduction(vowel
centralizationjand at othertimesreducetotally (syncope).In section2 | will show why
unstressed vowels must reduce in reduplicated words.

1 Unreduplicated words and optional reduction of unstressed vowels

The Lushootseedrowel inventory is given below. It containsschwa and three corner
vowels. The latter are distinctively long or short.

(9) Lushootseed vowel inventory

i/1: ul/ w
)
al a:

For reasons of space | will not give an analysisughootseedtressassignmentnor will
| explainthe driving force behindvowel reduction(but see Struijke, to appear).For our
present purposes it suffices to say tt@inervowels are prominentbecausehey are more
sonorousthan schwa. Thereforethey prefer to be stressedand sometimesreduce in
unstresseadyllables(Urbanczyk1996, following Kenstowicz1994). Vowel reductionis
forced by a constraint that | will descriptively refer to asISttRESSECORNERV.

(10) *UNSTRESSEICORNERV: corner vowels are not allowed in unstressed syllables

Vowel reduction is optional in unreduplicated wdrdst sometimes a speakeproducesa
given word with full unstressed vowels, whileadhertimes s/heproduceshe sameword
with reducedunstressed/owels (Urbanczyk1996). In the examplesbelow reductionis
manifested as syncope or ‘total reduction’.

% In fact, this is only true for one class of words. Words not belonging to thisddasst undergo
reductionwhen unreduplicatedIn Struijke (to appearn)this is straightforwardly accountedfor by high-
ranking class-specificfaithfulnessconstraints(Urbanczyk 1996; Benua 1997; Fukazawal1999; It6 and
Mester to appear). In reduplication these faithfulr@ssstraintscan be satisfiedevenwhen reductiontakes
place.Reductionis thereforeobligatoryin reduplicatedvords belongingto this class(seealso section 2
below).
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(11) optional reduction of unstressed vowels: total reduction (syncope)*
unreduced reduced gloss page
(?idi)(g™at) (?1d)(g™at) ‘say something’ 15
(tal-a)tob (tal-t-ob) ‘taken out of the fire’ 141
bo(da?-at) bo(da?-1) ‘one’s beloved child’ 35
(tdg™u) (tdk™) ‘measure; figure out, think’ 242

To accountfor the two variant forms, opposing rankings of the markedness
constraintand its conflicting faithfulness constraint are clearly needed. Faithfulness
constraintneedto dominatethe markednesgonstraintfor full vowel retention,but the
reverse ranking is needed for vowel reduction.

Anttila (1997, et seq.) and Reynolds (1994, et seq.) resolve ranking paraderes
in optionality by assuminghat relevantconflicting constraintsare crucially unrankedwith
respect to each other in the constraint hierarchydlsedtd & Mester1997 andreferences
guotedtherein,and Ringen & Heindmaki1999). This assumptionallows us to posit a
single underlying form or input that can be mappedonto multiple optimal outputsby a
single grammar consisting of a single, albeit partial, constraint ranking.

Even though constraintscan be unrankedin the grammar,they must be totally
ordered in actual optimizationso that a single output form is generated given time. A
grammar containing two unranked constraintspermits two totally ordered constraint
rankings, which differ only in the ranking of these teanstraints Eachranking generates
a unigue output.

In Lushootseedthe markednessconstraintagainstunstresseccorner vowels is
unrankedwith respectto the conflicting faithfulnessconstraintMax-VoweL, resultingin
optional vowel reduction. The tableaux(iB) show the two possibleoptimizationsgiven
the unranked constraints.

(12) Max-Vower,. A vowel in the input must have some correspondent in the output

word
(13) optional deletion
/tidig™at / *UNSTR | MAXV,, [?idig™at / || MAXVyp [ "UNSTR
CORNERV | , CORNERV
1 (?idi)(g™at) 1 1= (?idi)(g™at) *
2= (?id)(g™at) * 2 (@id)(g™at) il

For reasons of space aagposition,| will conflatethe tableauxfor the two variantsasin
(14). However, the reader should keep in mind that the unrasdresiraintsare orderedin
actual optimizations.

“ All data are from Bates, Hess and Hilbert (1994).

5 As Anttila (1997) and 1td & Mester (1997) point out, this makes feeking different from ‘tied
ranking’. In tied ranking, constraintsaretruly unranked.Thatis, they areunrankedn optimizations, and
violations on different tied constraintsare consideredequal. Thus, no decision can be made between
competingcandidatesvhen the individual tied constraintsgeneratean equal numberof violations. The
competition does not end, but is passed on to lower ranked constraints.
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(14) optional deletion
/fldlgwat/ MAX_VWD *UNSTR
CORNERV

*

1= ?idig“at
2 ?idg“at

Sometimesyowel reductionis manifestedas centralizationof the vowel to schwa
or ‘partial reduction’.

(15) optional reduction of unstressed vowels: partial reduction (centralization)

unreduced reduced gloss page
c-uk“ab (c-uk¥ab) ‘skin of human or fish’ 56
(k’ ada)(yw) (K’ ado)(yu?) ‘rat’ 120
(?4g™al)-ab (?4g™9o)l-ab ‘yawn'’ 4
(?adz-a)(us) (?adz-0)(lus) ‘open place where one can

see and be seen; beautiful 4

Sincevowel centralizationis optional, Identity constraintson vowel quality are unranked
with respect to *WsTRCORNERV.

(16) ID-VQuAL,.... A vowel quality feature associated with an input segment must be

WORD"

associated with a corresponding segment in the output word.

(17) optional centralization
/?ag¥al +ob / || ID-VQUAL,, *UNSTR
CORNERV

*

= ?3g™al - ob
w ?4g™al - ab

Centralization,rather than syncope,takes place in some optimizationsof these
forms becausesyncopeis blockedby constraintson sonority relationswithin and across
syllables (Urbanczyk 1996). The sonority scale relevant for Lushootseed is given in (14).

(18) Sonority scalerelevant for Lushootseed®
sonorants > voiced obstruents > voiceless obstruents

Deletion does not take place in the forms of (19a) because it would soeaidty reversals
(i.e. codaswith rising sonority), which are markedcross-linguistically(Clements1990,
a.0.). In (19b) syncope is blocked because it would create marked sgthaltdet. Thatis,

words wouldcontainhetrosyllabicconsonantlustersin which the codaconsonants less

® PossiblyLushootseedoiced obstruentsare considerednore sonorousthan voicelessobstruents
because they are historicaliigrivedfrom sonorantsThe labial andalveolarstops/b/ and/d/ derivedfrom
/m/ and /n/ respectively; the affricates /dz/ adgl from /y/; and the velar stops /g/ arngdt/ from /w/ (Hess
1995). Even though voiced obstruentsderived from sonorants,in the synchronic grammar they are
consideredess sonorousthan sonorantdn the Lushootseedyrammar.This is evidencedby /?ddzalus/ -
[?4.dza.lus] *[ ?adz.lus]. Syncope is blocked here because it would violate syllable contact (see below).
" Urbanczykclaims that onsetscannotbe complex. Apparentonsetobstruentclustersare broken
up by a voiceless vowel.
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sonorous than the following onsginsonan{Hooper1976; Murray and Vennemarnl983;
Zec 1988; Lamontagne 1993; Davis & Shin 1997).

(19) blocked syncope
a. sonority reversals

/stfusad/ *( s-tfusd) (stfusad) ‘star’ 67

/c-uk¥ab/ *(c-uk™b) (c-uk“ab) ‘skin of human or fish’ 56

/RED+K’ “id/ *(k’™i-k’™d) (k’™-k’Yad)  ‘small amount’ 131
b. syllable contact

/k'adayue/ *(kdd)(yu?) (k'ado)(yu?) ‘rat 120

[?ag™al+ab/ *(?4g™)lab (?ag™o)lab ‘yawn'’ 4

/IRED+s+tubk/  *(stu-t)lok™ (st-to)lok™ ‘creek’ 230

Becausesyncopetakes place unlessit is blocked by constraintson sonority,
deletionof a vowel is in principle more harmonic than centralization,and faithfulness
constraintson vowel quality featuresmust dominateMax-VoweL,,... in the Lushootseed
grammar (Urbanczyk 1996).

(20) deetion is more harmonic than reduction
Input candidates *UNSTR | IDVQuAL,, | MAXV,,
CORNERV

*|

/ bada?-at / 1  bo(da?-of)
2= bo(da?-1)

/ ?idig™at / 1 (?ido)(g™at)
2= (?id)(g"“at)

*|

The fact that syncopeis blockedand vowels centralizein orderto avoid markedsonority
structuresndicatesthat ID-V QuAL, . is dominatedby the following constraintsggoverning
sonority profiles within words.

'WORD

(21) SvLCon: CJ,[C,, |G = |G| (Urbanczyk, 1996; after Lamontagne 1993)
Consonants in a hetrosyllabic cluster must be of equal or falling sonority.

(22) SONORITYSEQUENCINGPRINCIPLE (SSP): The sonority profile of the syllable must
slope outwards from the peak.

Tableau (23) summarizes the ranking argunients

8Even though syllable contact can block voweletion,underlyingclustersthat resultin syllable
contact onthe surfaceare not repaired:vowels are not epenthesizedyor are consonantsleleted:dzatg™ad
‘salmonberry’(p. 90); 2ok™“yiq™ ‘great-great-grandparent/chilgp. 11). Thus, DErVOWEL and MAX-
CoNns dominate SLL CON.
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(23) vowel deletion vs. vowel centralization

Input candidates SviLCont SSP | IDVQUAL,, | MAaxV,,
a. [fuk™ad/ 1= (tik“od) ! *
2 ok roxl *
b, [2ag™al+obl 1= (24g™0)lob ; *
2 (24g%)lab oo *
c. /bada?-a/ 1 ba(da?et) : *l
2= bo(da?t) i *
d. [ ?dig¥at/ 1  Qide)(g“at) ! *!
2= (?id)(g at) : *

Thus, even though *U5TRESSECORNERY is unranked relative to botd-V QuaL.,
and Max-V, ..., these twdaithfulnessconstraintsmustbe crucially rankedwith respecto
each other to account for the fact that vowel deletion is, ceteris paribus, more hahaonic
vowel centralization.This meansthat the markednessonstraintis a ‘floating’ constraint
(Reynolds 1994). Floating constraints can be ranked anyvaineoagsta certainsubsetof
constraints in the hierarchy. The ranking of constraints within this subset remains fixed.

(24) Floating markedness constraint

SSP SyiLCon
~_

ID-VQUAL,,,
| *UNSTRCORNERV
MaAX-V OWEL,,,

constraints
A given optimization ranks the three constraints in one of the three following orders:

(25) possible hierarchies given the free ranking

a. *UNSTRCORNERV >> ID-VQUAL,,, >> MAX-V
b. ID-V QUAL,,, >> *UNSTRCORNERV >> MAX-V
C. ID-VQUAL,,, >> MAaX-V >> *UNSTRCORNERV

An optimization in which the constraints are ranked g2%a) generate$oth outputswith
vowel deletion and outputswith vowel centralization,dependingon the interactionwith
syllable structure constraints. When the ranking is as in (25loptamizationcangenerate
deletion, but does not allow vowel centralization. (25c) allows neither deletion, nor
centralizatior?

° Both Anttila and Reynoldsaccountfor the frequencydistribution of variantsby meansof the
grammar.A form thatis optimal in a largernumberof rankingsshouldin principle be more frequently
found than a fornthat is optimal given a smallernumberof rankings.This is of courseonly true if one
abstracts away from any extra-linguistic factors that play aimotieterminingwhich variantis pronounced
in a given instance. In the case of Lushootseed, Anttila and Reynolds would prediefétiahtakesplace
more often than centralization becausaleletionis allowedby both (25 a and b), while centralizationis
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2 Lushootseed diminutive reduplication

Diminutive reduplicationis one of several different kinds of reduplication found in

Lushootseed, and was studied earlier by Browselow (1983), B186), and Urbanczyk
(1996). It denotes ‘smallness, diminished action [or] endearment’ (Bédssand Hilbert

1994;p. xvii), or indicates‘contemptor disgust’ (Hessand Hilbert 1976, p. 160). The

diminutive reduplicantis prefixal andis typically an opensyllable.In words reduplicated
for diminutive effect, vowel reduction is obligatory, as seen in the data below.

(26) reductionin reduplicated words
a

partial reduction

/IRED+?ag™al+ab/ *(?24?a)(g%™alob) (?479)(g™alsb) ‘yawn’ 4

[S+RED+tubk™/  *(stutu)lok™ (stito)lok™creek’ 230

/RED+sidq’/ *(sisidq’) (Sisadq’) ‘turn it just a bitt 203

/RED+' id/ *(k'ik'™d) (K’ ik’ Vod) ‘small amount’ 131
b. total reduction

/IRED+pus/ *(papus) (pG-ps) ‘toss pebbles’ 164

/IRED+duk™+ibol/ *(dadu)(k™ibet) (dud)(k“ibet) ‘strange’ 85

/IRED+Hf axV+ad/ *(tf’atf’a)x“od  (tf’atf)x“ed  ‘hit lightly w/ stick’ 70
/IRED+k“atatf/ *(s-kVak“a)(tatf) (sk™ak™)(tatf) ‘litte mountain’ 123
/IRED+?us+il/ *(20?u)(sil) (Ra?)(sil) ‘shallow dive’ 22

Assumingthat reduplicatedand unreduplicatedvords are generatedby the same
grammar, one might expect parallel behavior in both word tyfffest.is, one might expect
reductionof unstressed@ornervowelsto be optional in reduplicatedwords. This section
shows thathe different behaviorsof unreduplicatedand reduplicatedvords follows from
the assumptiotthat Word Faithfulnesselatesinputsto entire outputwords. In particular,
the fact that Word Faithfulnessconstraintsdemandrecoverabilityof input material rather
than identity of input-output correspondentaiseshe disappearancef constraintconflict
seenin unreduplicatedvords: in reduplicatedwords *UNSTRESSEICORNERY, MAX-V,, 4
and ID-WQuAL,, 4 can all be satisfied simultaneously.

wor

2.1 Vowel deletion in the base

Stress normally falls on the reduplicant because it contiagrisftmostcornervowel in the
word® The base-initialsyllable is thereforeunstressedand its vowel is subjectto the
constraint*UNSTRESSEICORNERV. In the forms below, this markednessconstraint is
satisfied through deletion of the unstressed vowel.

allowedonly by (25 a). Sincefrequencydataare not availablefor Lushootseedthis prediction cannotbe
tested.

9 \When the input and base vowels are schwarateplicantvowel is [i] (Bates1986; Urbanczyk
1996; Aldereteet al. 1997). Aldereteet al. seethis asthe emergencef the unmarkedvowel. In addition,
this could be seen as the emergence of left stdaggsment.| ignore thesedata,becausehey areirrelevant
to the analysis of vowel reduction.
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(27) deletion of unstressed vowel in the base
input *unreduced reduced gloss page

/IRED+?us+il/ *(Paru)(sl) (?a?)(sil) ‘shallow dive’ 22
/IRED+Hf ax“+ad / *(tf’atf’a)x™od  (tf’atf)x“ed ‘hit lightly w/ stick’ 70
/IRED+k“atatf/ *(s-kVak“a)(tatf) (sk™ak™)(tatf) ‘little mountain’ 123

Underthe assumptiorthat Word Faithfulnessrelatesthe input to both the output
base and reduplicant, the following correspondence reladi@establishedor the first of
these forms:

(28) Word Faithfulness and multiple correspondencein a reduplicated word

/IRED® us+i |/

T u-?s-11

In a reduplicatedword like this, every segmentin the input has at least one
correspondenin the output. Thatis, all input segmentsare recoverablefrom the output,
and Max 4 constraintsare satisfied. Theseconstraintsare indifferent to the number of
output correspondentsand are satisfied in the presenceof one or more output
correspondentsfor each input segment. In the Lushootseed examples above,
*UNSTRCORNERV prevents parsing of the first input vowel into the base-initial syllatd¢,
Max-VoweL, 4 iS satisfied, becausethe input vowel is recoverablefrom the output
reduplicant. Thus, in reduplicated words, both markednessand Word Faithfulness
requirements are met simultaneously.

The tableauxbelow show that vowel deletion must take place, regardlesof the
relative ranking of MAx-VOWEL,.x, @andthe markednesonstraint*UNSTRCORNERV, and
as long aBBR-constraintsarelow ranking. Candidated of thesetableauxfaithfully parse
the full input vowel into both the baseand the reduplicant,hence MAX-VOWEL, oy IS
satisfied.However, the full vowel in the base causesa violation of *UNSTRCORNERV.
Deleting the base vowel rids candidatesf 2his violation, without incurring a faithfulness
violation. Max-VowEL,,g, IS Satisfied, because the reduplicant contains the full vowel.

(29) vowel reduction is compulsory when Markedness >> Faithfulness

JRED+Rus+il/ [[ TUNSTR [ Max-V [ DEP-Vgg
CORNERV

1. eu-2u)(silf !
2. & (26-2)(s-11)

(30)  vowel reduction is compulsory when Faithfulness >> Markedness

/IRED+us+il/ [ MAX-V , [ *"UNSTR [ DEP-Vgy
CORNERV

1. Qu-?u)(sil) !
2. = (ki - K)pi

We are now in a position to explawhy we do not find optionality of reductionin
reduplicatedwords. In reduplication, markednesscan be satisfied without violating
faithfulness. Since both the markednesastraintand MAx-VoweL,,x, are satisfied,their
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relative ranking makes no difference. No maktew they are ordered,deletiontakesplace
in reduplicatedwords. Competingcandidatesvhich do not show deletion can never be
optimal, because thagicur a supersebdf violations on the unrankedconstraintscompared
to reduced candidates.

2.2 Vowel centralization

Vowel centralization shows the same distribution as syncope: it is optional in
unreduplicated words, but obligatory in reduplicated words. The forms in (31)\sivoeV
centralization, rather than deletion, becausedeletion is blocked by syllable structure
requirements (see section 1 above).

(31) reduction of unstressed vowels in the base'*

input *unreduced reduced gloss page
/RED+?ag™al+ab/ *(?4-?a)(g“al-ab) (?4-?9)(g“al-ob) ‘yawn’ 4

/s+RED+tubk™/ *(s-ta-tu)lok™ (s-ta-to)lok™ ‘creek’ 230
/RED+sidq’/ *(si-sidq’) (si-sedq’) ‘turn it just a bit" 203

Again, the reduplicantsyllableis stressedbecausat containsthe left-most corner
vowel, and centralizationof the base-initial vowel satisfies the markednessconstraint
*UNSTRESSEICORNERV. ID-V QUAL,,xp IS satisfiedalso, becausehe reduplicantvowel is
identical to the first input vowel, and eachfeatureassociatedvith an input segmentis
associatedwvith some correspondingoutput segment.As was the casein reduplicated
words undergoingsyncope both markednesand faithfulnessconstraintscan be satisfied
simultaneouslyrenderingtheir relative rankingirrelevant.Either ranking resultsin vowel
centralizationaslong as BR Identity constraintsare low-ranking. This is shownin the
tableau below, which summarizes the two possible optimizations.

(32) reductioninthebase

IRED +?ag“al +ab/ [/ /D-VQUAL,, *UNSTR | ID-VQUALg,
CORNERV

1.  Q4-?a)g“al - ab) !
2.% (24 - 23)(g™al - ab)

A few reduplicatedwords stressthe first vowel in the base, rather than the
reduplicant vowel.

(33) stressed bases

/IRED+adz+od/ to-tddz-od ‘little dance’ 217
/s+RED+alat/ sto-talot ‘little nephew/niece’ 218
/RED+k™at+ab/ K “a-k’at-ab ‘nearsighted’ 127
/IRED+g%“ad+ad/ g%o-g“ad-od "talk’ 96

| hypothesizehat left-alignmentof stressis forsakenin theseforms becausehe root cari
underlyingstress,and Root Faithfulnesson underlying accentensuresthat it surfacesin the ba
rather than the reduplicant(see model of correspondencen (1); Positional Faithfulness,Beckn
1997).

1 Lexical prefixes are not reduplicated in Lushootseed (e.g. /s-/).
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(34) whenaroot carries underlying stress, it surfacesin the base

/RED +4dz + ad/ || Root Faith Word Faithf Align-L
Accent ! Accent

1, (a-to)dz -od || *! :
2.%  to- (tadz - ad) i *

Here the reduplicantvowel is subjectto the markednessconstraintagainstfull
unstressedvowels, becauseit is unstressedAgain, both faithfulnessand markedness
constraintsare satisfied in thesereduplicatedwords, and their relative ranking in an
optimization makesno difference.Vowels never reducefully in reduplicants,because
syncopewould createadjacentidentical segmentsfatally violating a constraintmilitating
against such a constellation (such agMGATE (Urbanczyk 1996) or the OCP).

(35) reduction in the reduplicant

/RED + tadz #d/ || ID-VQUAL,, *UNSTR [ ID-VQUALg,
CORNERV
1. ta - (tadz - ad) * !
2.%  to - (tadz - od) *

3 Conclusion

In this paperl introducedWord Faithfulnesswhich relatesinputsto entire output words,
regardlessof their morphologicalmake-up.In reduplicatedwords it relatesthe lexically
specified input to both the base and the reduplicant through splitting.

| havearguedthat Faithfulnessconstraintsdemandrecoverabilityof input material
from the output, rather than identipgtweenthe two. Given aninput elementanda single
identical output correspondenthoth identity and recoverabilityare achieved However,in
multiple correspondenceas establishedn reduplication,recoverability does not imply
identity. If one outputcorrespondenis identicalto an input elementbut a secondoutput
correspondenis not, recoverabilityis served,but identity is not achieved.l arguedthat
faithfulness constraintsare satisfied in such a situation, becausethe input elementis
recoverable from the output.

Since one member of the base-reduplicant pair can ensure faithfulness, tltammther
change to satisfy markednessonstraintwithout incurring a faithfulnessviolation. When
this markedness constraint only demands one of the outipigsto change asis the case
in Lushootseed, both faithfulness and markednegsirementcanbe metin full andany
conflict that may be found betweenthem in unreduplicatedvords is lost in reduplicated
words.

If a pair of conflicting markednessnd faithfulnessconstraintsare unrankedwith
respectto eachother in the grammar, the phonological alternation demandedby the
markedness constraint is optiomalunreduplicatedvords (Anttila 1997, Reynolds1994).
Given the way faithfulnessconstraintsare evaluatedn multiple correspondencejoth the
markednessand faithfulness constraints can be satisfied in reduplicated words.
Concluding, alternationsthat are optional in unreduplicatedwords are predictedto be
obligatory in reduplicated wordshen Base-Reduplicantentity requirementsare of low-
priority, as is true for Lushootseed vowel reduction.
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