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A phonological reconstruction of Proto-Daw-Hup

In this paper, I examine the sound correspondences between Daw, Yuhup, and Hup, which
constitute a clade within the Naduhup language family of South America, and propose a
phonological reconstruction of the ancestral language of this clade. The most common shape
of morphemes in Proto-Daw-Hup is */CVC/, but some */CV/-shaped morphemes are recon-
structed as well, in addition to a few sesquisyllabic and disyllabic morphemes. I reconstruct
22 consonants for Proto-Daw-Hup, including voiceless stops, glottalic stops, plain and glot-
talized glides, fricatives, nasals, and voiced stops. As for the vowels, I identify 45 nuclei, with
contrastive length and nasality; some of these nuclei may have been diphthongs rather than
monophthongs. Long vowels in Proto-Daw—-Hup presented a tonal distinction between rising
and falling tones, though the opposition in question is not relevant with most voiceless codas.

Keywords: Naduhup languages; comparative method; phonological reconstruction.

This paper is concerned with the phonological reconstruction of Proto-Daw-Hup, the ances-
tral language of Daw, Yuhup, and Hup. These languages are spoken in northwestern Amazo-
nia, in the Brazilian state of Amazonas and in the Colombian departments of Vaupés and
Amazonas. They are universally recognized to constitute a clade within the Naduhup lan-
guage family to the exclusion of a fourth Naduhup language, Nadéb (Martins 2005: 326; Epps
& Bolanos 2017: 481). Yuhup and Hup likewise constitute a clade to the exclusion of Daw. It
has been hypothesized that the Naduhup languages are further related to the Kakua-Nikak
language family and to the Puinave language, all spoken in Colombia (Martins 2005: 1),
though this putative relationship has been contested (Epps & Bolanos 2017). Earlier labels for
the Naduhup language family, now dispreferred, include “Eastern Maku” (derived from a lo-
cal pejorative term for peoples who traditionally live in forest areas rather than along big riv-
ers) and “Nadahup(an)” (a portmanteau that has been criticized by the speakers of these lan-
guages because of its associations with the Portuguese and Spanish word nada> ‘nothing’).

Comparative work on the Naduhup languages is scarse. Martins (2005) is a pioneering at-
tempt at the reconstruction of Proto-Naduhup phonology and lexicon, but it has been argued
to present

“[...] methodological deviations from the Comparative Method; for example, Martins reconstructs

words to “Proto-Eastern-Maku” that are attested only in closely related languages or even dialects

of a single language (rather than across primary branches), including loanwords; proposes various

uneconomical forms; and does not take into account the relevance of subgrouping and language
contact in evaluating processes of change” (Epps & Bolafios 2017: 475, fn. 11).

Epps & Bolafos (2017) also include several dozen reconstructed Proto-Naduhup forms,
with the proviso that their preliminary reconstructions “must be understood as extremely ten-
tative and subject to revision in future work”. To the best of my knowledge, no published
works deal specifically with the historical phonology of the Daw—-Hup branch (Barboza’s 2016
contribution is unpublished).

This paper is structured as follows. 1 presents some basic facts about Daw, Yuhup, and
Hup. 2 deals with the reconstruction of Proto-Daw-Hup (PDH) root structure, where a dis-
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tinction is introduced between monosyllabic, sesquisyllabic, and disyllabic roots. In 3, a pro-
posal is made regarding the reconstruction of PDH consonants, whereas 4 considers the
vowels. 5 is dedicated to the reconstruction of the tonal oppositions and the vowel length. In 6,
I discuss some additional etymologies. 7 concludes the paper.

1. Daw, Yuhup, and Hup

All three languages considered in this paper have similar typological profiles. For the pur-
poses of this paper, it suffices to mention their preference for CVC-shaped morphemes (see 2);
presence of contrastive glottalization in consonants (see 3.2, 3.4); presence of contour oral-
nasal segments after oral vowels in the coda position (see 3.6); rectangular vowel inventories
with three contrastive heights, with a series of front unrounded vowels, back rounded vowels,
and back/central unrounded vowels (see 4); lack of mid (close-mid) nasal vowels despite the
existence of high and low (low-mid) nasal vowels (see 4); existence of tones (see 5). The lan-
guages in question are also typologically unusual for making more phonological distinctions
among consonants in the morpheme-final position than morpheme-initially.

The Daw [d¥w] language (Glottocode [daww1239], ISO 639-3 [kwa]) is spoken by the
homonymous people. The Daw people live in the Warua community, situated on the right
margin of the Rio Negro, just opposite the town of Sao Gabriel da Cachoeira (Amazonas state,
Brazil). As of 2022, there were 142 speakers of the language (see Obert & Santos 2022 for de-
tails on the history and the sociolinguistic situation of the Daw people). The oldest speakers of
Daw still have some proficiency in the Rio Negro dialect of Nheengatu (a Tupian lingua franca
of the Upper Rio Negro region; Finbow 2020), but younger speakers rather speak Brazilian
Portuguese as their second language. Martins (2004) analyzes the consonants of Daw as /p b m
m'ww'tdnn'1TFcynn’ji k gxn?h/. Orthographically, these are spelt (pbm m’ w w’ td n
n’ 1P ¢jnhnk’ yy kgxng’ o, respectively. Barboza (2017) adds /n’/ «ng’>. The stops /c k/ are
articulated as ejective stops in the onset position. Glottalized sonorants are preglottalized in
the onset position, and postglottalized in the coda position. Nasal codas are preoralized when
they follow oral vowels. The vowel system has three contrastive heights: fifec€w iy aau
1 0 0 5/ (orthographically <iié eéw & aaauido &, respectively). Note that the nasal series
includes only high and low vowels, but not mid vowels. There is a triple opposition between
short vowels, long vowels with rising tone, and long vowels with falling tone, though only
syllables with voiced codas allow for all three possibities (voiceless codas are incompatible
with the falling tone, and open syllable obligatorily carry falling tone). Orthographically, tones
are not represented, whereas long vowels are spelt as double vowels without repeating the
diacritics (e.g., ddw 1, e e:).

The Yuhup [juhap] language (Glottocode [yuhul238], ISO 639-3 [yab]) is spoken by the
Yuhupdeh people. Their traditional territory spans from the middle and lower course of Tiquié
River (Amazonas state, Brazil) to the lower course of the Apaporis River (Vaupés and Ama-
zonas departments, Colombia). Their ethnic population was estimated to total 754 individuals
in Brazil, as of 2010, and ca. 250 individuals in Colombia, as of 2000 (Silva & Silva 2012: 53).
Many Yuhupdeh speak Tukano (Tukanoan) as a second language. A number of phonological
analyses have been proposed for Yuhup. Here I largely follow Silva & Silva’s (2012) analysis.
The consonants are /[pmm’w w'tnn’cc ¢ pn’jj kK nn’?h/, represented orthographically
as <p m/b m()/b w w() t/rn/d/rn()/d/rss¢jjyy() kkgg > hs. Of these, /¢ n n’n 1/ are only
used morpheme-finally. Note that the underlying nasals have fully oral allophones preceding
oral vowels (of these, [b] and [d] have dedicated graphemes in the orthography), and preoral-
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ized allophones following oral vowels (for these, the “nasal” graphemes <m n> are used). Glot-
talized segments are spelt with an apostrophe morpheme-finally, but morpheme-initially the
grapheme representing the vowel is duplicated instead, since the [+constricted glottis] feature
surfaces as a creaky voice on a rearticulated vowel, as in <koop> /kK’op/ (phonetically [kop]).
The grapheme <> represents flapped allophones of denti-alveolars. The vowel system has three
contrastive heights: /iiea@ &iioadut oo 3/ (orthographically<iiéeé€iidaaautoo o, re-
spectively). Note that the nasal series includes only high and low vowels, but not mid vowels.
The tilde is not used when a nasal vowel follows «m> or >, as in <moéh> /m3h/; the sequences
/m()V/ and /n()V/ are distinguished in spelling by using the graphemes <b d>, as in <bén> /m5n/
(phonetically [b3dn]). There are four tones, of which two (rising and falling) are used in lexical
morphemes; the falling tone is represented orthographically by means of an acute accent.

Finally, the Hup [htp] language (Glottocode [hupd1244], ISO 639-3 [jup]) is spoken by the
Hupd’ah people in an area located between the Papuri and Tiquié Rivers, reaching the Vaupés
River in the east. Epps & Obert (2022) estimate the speaker population at ca. 2500. Almost all
Hupd’ah are bilingual in Hup and Tukano (Tukanoan). Epps (2005: 40) analyzes the conso-
nantsof Hupas /pbb’ (p) ww’tdd’ c3y ¢jj kg g’ ?h/ (orthographically <p m/b m’/b’ p> w
w’ t/rn/d/rn’/d’/r’ sjs’ /7 ¢y Yy kg k'/g’ ’ hy), of which /} g ¢/ occur morpheme-finally only. /p’/
is found in only one loanword, and is restricted to the Tat-Déh and Barreira dialects. The pala-
tal series are articulated as denti-alveolar (/c 3 }’ j j/) or glottal (/¢/) with a palatal offglide
and/or onglide. The nasals [m n jn p] are analyzed by Epps (2005: 52-53) as allophones of the
voiced obstruents /b d j g/ that occur in nasal morphemes (the former two allophones have
dedicated graphemes, «m n>). In oral morphemes, Epps’ /b d j g/ surface as postnasalized
morpheme-finally ([bm dn jdn gn]), and as prenasalized morpheme-initially ([mb nd]; /; g/ do
not occur in that position); these are spelt using the “oral” graphemes (<b d>). As for the glot-
talized consonants /b’ d’ y’ g’/, these surface morpheme-initially as [mb nd (t)f k] in oral mor-
phemes (b’ d’ s’ k’»), and as [m n (t)f k] in nasal morphemes (<m’ n’ s’ k’»), with laryngealiza-
tion on the nucleus. Morpheme-finally, they surface as [p’ t" jt" k'] in oral morphemes (b’ d’ j’
g’>), and as [mp' nt’ jn’ n°] in nasal morphemes («m’ n’ j’ g’»). The graphemes « r’> represent
flapped allophones of denti-alveolars. The vowel system and its orthographic representation
are identical to those of Yuhup, with three provisos. First, Epps (2005) does not posit nasal
vowels as segments, but rather attributes their occurrence to a suprasegmental [+nasal] feature
which is anchored to entire syllables or even morphemes (as also proposed for Yuhup by au-
thors such as Ospina Bozzi 2002). Second, the low vowels of Hup are typically described as
central rather than back (hence /a a/ rather than /a d/ in Silva & Silva’s treatment of Yuhup).
Third, the tilde in nasal vowels is omitted in the orthography not only after <m n>, but also in
morphemes that include the graphemes <m n> in any position, as in «<pan> [pan] (compare Yu-
hup «pan> [pan]). There are two contrastive tones (rising and falling/high), which are only dis-
tinguished in stressed syllables; the falling/high tone has a high allotone preceding voiceless
codas, and a falling allotone elsewhere. The rising tone is represented orthographically by
means of a grave accent, and the falling tone is represented with an acute accent.

Linguistic data is given in two representations in this paper. The orthographic one, en-
closed in chevrons (¢), is cited after Epps et al. (2018) for Daw, Silva & Silva (2012) for Yuhup,
and Ramirez (2005) for Hup. In italics, I give the respective broad transcriptions in the Interna-
tional Phonetic Alphabet. In these transcriptions, I represent major allophony patterns, such as
preoralization of nasal codas and the allotones of the falling / high ton in Hup, but omit details
such as the non-audible release diacritic. I do not use the symbols [a] or [d] for Yuhup and re-
place them with [a], [a], since the distinction is questionable (authors such as Ospina Bozzi 2002
use [a], [a]), and because the italic versions of the respective glyphs are difficult to distinguish.
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2. Root structure

The Daw-Hup languages have a strong preference for monosyllabic roots (Martins 2004: 13—
14; Epps 2005: 36, 69), though there are some disyllabic roots in all three languages, typically
with identical vowels in both syllables (Martins 2004: 62, 70-71; Silva & Silva 2012: 85; Epps
2005: 70-71). Longer roots are vanishingly rare (see Epps 2005: 70 for some examples of ono-
matopoetic words in Hup). CVC is the most common root type in the Daw-Hup languages;
CV is less frequent; CVCVC and CVCV are accordingly even less frequent. Roots must start
with a consonant in all Daw-Hup languages, but onsetless suffixes of the shape VC are allowed.

For the most part, cognate sets involve matching root structures in Daw, Yuhup, and
Hup, as shown below for CVC (1), CV (2), and CVCVC (3) roots.

(1) PDH *pii:g ‘porcupine’ > Daw <puug> pii:g | | Yuhup «ptig> piigy | | Hup pug> piigny

(2) PDH *¢’3: ‘flower’ > Daw <oo> ¢’3: | | Yuhup <soo> #2J || Hup «s’6> #3:

(3) PDH *cowdh ‘thrush’ > Daw «sawaars fywy:h || Yuhup sdwihs fowah! || Hup <sdwéh»
Jowdh

However, in a number of etymologies Hup shows an additional word-initial syllable
without any correspondence in Daw or Yuhup. Two diachronic interpretations are conceiv-
able. One could claim that Hup has historically fossilized erstwhile prefixes (or first elements
of compounds), as contended by Epps (2005: 94-95) regarding the putative semantically
opaque morpheme /cV-/. Alternatively, one could argue that Hup preserves an element lost in
Daw and Yuhup. The latter possibility is supported by comparative evidence from Nadéb,
where one finds «sawiim> fawizm ‘abacaba palm’ (Barbosa 2005: 25), jaw’adj> jawg:;j ‘capuchin
monkey’, jawyk> jawik ‘heavy’, amajyyw> mdjizw ‘blood’ (Martins 2005: 234, 279, 301). Since the
quality of the word-initial consonant in Hup matches that of Nadéb, I conclude that Hup is in
fact conservative in preserving a sesquisyllabic element lost elsewhere. In my reconstructions,
given in 4-14, I use a period to separate the sesquisyllable from the stressed syllable, and do
not specify a vowel that might have occurred in the sesquisyllables.?

(4) PDH *c.bd:k ‘blowgun’ > Daw <baak> bik || Yuhup <badk> bagk || Hup «sab’ak> tfabdk
(5) PDH *c.tut ‘electric eel’ > Daw <bub> but | | Yuhup <buut> byt | | Hup sub’at> tfubiit
(6) PDH *c.wi,m ‘abacaba fruit (Oenocarpus bacaba) > Daw «wiim> witbm || Yuhup <wim>
wibm | | Hup «siwib» tiwibm
(7) PDH *c.wii:k ‘kapok cotton’ > Daw «wuuk> wiick || Yuhup «<wak> wik || Hup <suwtk>
tuwiik
(8) PDH *j.wd:¢ ‘capuchin monkey’ > Daw «waas> wd; | | Yuhup <wa¢ wd¢ | | Hup <yawag
djawdjh
(9) PDH *j.wak ‘japurd fruit’ > Daw «walo wak || Yuhup «walko wik | | Hup <yawak> djawdik
(10) PDH *j.wi,k ~ *j.wik ~ *j.wi,k ‘heavy’ > Yuhup wiks> wik | | Hup «yiwik> djiwik
(11) PDH *k.ji:k ‘manioc’ > Daw «yaak> jak || Yuhup <yak-> jak- (in compounds) || Hup
Kkayako> kajik3
(12) PDH *k.wd:? ‘to squeeze’ > Daw ¢w60”> ‘wd:? | | Hup kéw’d’> kowd?
(13) PDH *m.jiyw ‘blood’ > Daw «ywaw> jitzw | | Yuhup «yiw> jiw | | Hup <biyiw> mbijiw*

1 The expected falling tone is not attested in this form by Silva & Silva (2012).

2 In Hup, the vowel of the sesquisyllable is usually the same as that of the main syllable (Epps 2005: 70),
though in the Umari Norte dialect area the vowel [i] is sometimes found instead (Epps 2005: 88), as in kijdk ‘manioc’.

3 The form <kehek-> kaehaek- is documented along the Vaupés and Japu Rivers (Epps 2005: 88).

4 The form «bihiw> mbihiw is documented along the Vaupés and Japu Rivers (Epps 2005: 88).

310



A phonological reconstruction of Proto-Daw-Hup

(14) PDH *m.ja? ‘spider’ > Daw «yo’> jo? | | Yuhup «yo’> j3? | | Hup <boyd’> mbojs?

There are two situations when Yuhup patterns with Hup in preserving the sesquisyllable,
however. This is the case in reduplicated forms (15-19), as well as in forms whose main sylla-
ble has a fricative onset (PDH *h or *x > Yuhup and Hup h; 20-28). Note that PDH *p and *m
often yield Yuhup w in sesquisyllables (21, 27), though not always (23-26); the reason for this
is unclear.

(15) PDH *k.k3] ‘crooked’ > Daw «3y’> x3j" | | Hup <kdkdy’> k3k3j’
(16) PDH *n.nd:p ‘cockroach’ > Daw maap> nd:p || Yuhup «dadap> daddp || Hup «darap»

ndardp

(17) PDH *n.nud ‘tadpole’ > Daw «nud> nud || Yuhup «dudun> dudiidn || Hup «durud>
ndurtidn®

(18) PDH *n.niit ‘moth’ > Daw aiit> niit || Yuhup munut> ninit || Hup quntt niiniit
‘sphinx moth’

(19) PDH *x.xii;j ‘firefly’ > Daw «uuy> xiij || Yuhup <huhty> huhilj ‘cicada’ || Hup
<huhtty> huhiij

(20) PDH *j.hiim ‘avocado’ > Daw «lim> hiim || Yuhup «ytthums jihiim || Hup «yuhtim>
njithiim

(21) PDH *m.hé:t ‘wind’ > Daw «6ot> ho:t | | Yuhup <wohdt> wohét || Hup bdhot mbohdt

(22) PDH *m.huh ‘Amazon grape (Pourouma cecropiaefolia)’® > Daw «ur> huh || Yuhup
<puhw> puhii | | Hup <buhah> mbuhiih

(23) PDH *m.hii? ‘to play’ > Daw «’> hii? | | Yuhup «muhw’s> mihii? | | Hup amuh@’> miihii?

(24) PDH *p.hdj” ‘sorva fruit (Couma guianensis)’ > Daw «ay> hdj || Yuhup «pahay> pahaj
‘fruit sp.’ | | Hup «pahay> pahaj

(25) PDH *p.hii:t ‘to blow’ > Daw «fiut> hil:t || Yuhup «piihut> pihiit || Hup «pihiit>
pihiit

(26) PDH *p.x3:k ‘gray hair’ > Daw «ook> x3k || Yuhup <pohok> pohdk || Hup <pohok-
pohdk

(27) PDH *p.xot ‘aracu fish’ > Daw «xot> xot | | Yuhup «wohot> woh3t | | Hup «<pohot> pohit

(28) PDH *w.hon ‘old man’8 > Daw «an> hydn | | Hup «wahad> wahadn

I am aware of two etymologies, shown in 29-30, that suggest the reconstruction of the se-
quence *j.?. However, one of these reconstructions must be wrong, since Daw shows different
onsets in each cognate set: ? and %, respectively.

(29) (?) PDH *j.2aw ‘to chew’ > Daw <aw’> 2aw’ | | Hup «ya’aw’> dja?dw’
(30) (?) PDH *j.24m jaguar’ > Daw <yam> jam ‘dog’ | | Yuhup «yaam> jgam || Hup «ya’dm>
njazam
The diachronic loss of initial syllables, which may have had sesquisyllables as an inter-
mediate stage, has resulted in synchronic alternations in Daw, such as those seen in <ar> ?2ah ‘T’
— «a@’> h-a? ‘I (focused form)’, <tuk> tuk ‘to want’ — <kér> k-&h (also «tukér> tuk-&h) ‘not to want’,
<ram»> ham ‘to go’ — «mor> m-3h ‘go!” (Martins 2004: 106-111).

5 The rising tone, attested for Hup in Ramirez (2005: 67) and Epps (2005: 38), is unexpected.

¢ The Yuhup form, if related, is irregular. The expected reflex in Yuhup would rather be *wuhuh> or
*dbuhuh>.

7 This is an opaque derivative of a Proto-Naduhup term preserved in Nadéb as <pah> pah ‘sorva fruit’ (Weir
1984: 173).

8 This is an opaque derivative of PDH *wd:h ‘old’ > Daw «waar> wd:h, Yuhup «wah> wdh.
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3. Consonants

I reconstruct 22 consonants for PDH, listed in Table 1.

labial denti-alveolar palatal velar glottal
voiceless stops ) *t *c *k *2
voiced stops *b *d *1 *g
glottalic stops *b *d * *K
nasals *m *n
fricatives *¢ *X *h
glides *w *
glottalized glides *w gl

Table 1. PDH consonantal inventory
3.1. Voiceless stops

Five voiceless obstruents are reconstructed for PDH: *p, *t, *c, *k, and *?. They are largely pre-
served in Yuhup and Hup, except that *t may undergo intervocalic flapping in Yuhup and,
dialectally, in Hup (Lopes 1995: 73-75; Ospina Bozzi 2002: 111-112; Epps 2005: 44—45); for the
development *p > Yuhup w in sesquisyllables, see section 2. Even though the consonant /c/ is
preserved as a phonemic unit in Yuhup and Hup, in both languages it shows a remarkable dif-
ference between the allophones that occur in onsets and codas, which are represented in my
broad transcriptions in this paper. As for Daw, the voiceless stops of PDH are preserved mor-
pheme-finally, whereas morpheme-initially *c and *k are lenited to /and x, respectively.® This
is summarized in Table 2.

PDH Daw Yuhup Hup
P PP PP W wh PP
*t bt bt <> B >t €
*c <S> [, <«¢> P <S> tf, cP10 <> tf, jtP
*k 0 x, <k> kP do k o k
*? <> PE <> PE <> 7PF

A = in some sesquisyllables; P = between vowels, possibly with an intervening glottal; ¢ = between vowels in the Tat-Déh
and Umari Norte dialect areas; P = morpheme-finally; £ = not represented orthographically in the word-initial position

Table 2. PDH voiceless stops and their reflexes

® Since most Naduhup morphemes are monosyllabic, the morpheme-initial and morpheme-final positions
typically coincide with the onset and coda positions in uninflected words, but this does not hold true when one
considers words with vowel-initial suffixes. Notoriously, allophony in Naduhup is largely conditioned by the po-
sition of a segment within a morpheme rather than within a syllable (see Epps 2005: 41 for Hup). In this paper, I
do not discuss allophony patterns found at morpheme boundaries.

10 The phonetic realizations of this phoneme in the onset position have been described as a palatal stop [c]
(Ospina Bozzi 2002: 108), a postalveolar stop or fricative [] ~ [tf] (Silva & Silva 2012: 88), an alveopalatal affricate
[t] (Lopes 1995: 10), or an alveolar affricate [ts] varying with the fricatives [s], [f], and [s] (Fernandes 2017: 69). In
this paper I use ff as an invariant representation. Its realizations in the coda position have been documented as [c’]
(Silva & Silva 2012: 88) or [jt] (Lopes 1995); I use c as the invariant representation in this paper.
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Some examples follow in 31-51.

(31) PDH *pd:¢ ‘stone’ > Daw <paas> pd;f | | Yuhup pa¢ pdc || Hup <pag> pdjh

(32) PDH *pz,: ‘to go upriver’ > Daw <pee> pé&: | | Yuhup «pe> p& | | Hup pé> pe:

(33) PDH *pilp ‘insect sp.” > Daw «piip> piip || Hup «plip> pilp ‘a kind of tick found in
hammocks’

(34) PDH *hép ‘to dive’ > Daw «dop> hd:p || Yuhup <hop> hdp || Hup <hdp> hop

(35) PDH *t3:w ‘club’ > Daw <toow> tdw | | Yuhup «tow> tdw | | Hup <«tow> tdw

(36) PDH *taw ‘to hit with a stick’ > Daw «taaw> tdw ‘to beat to extract liquid’ || Yuhup
taw> taw || Hup «taw> taw

(37) PDH *xa:t ‘alligator’ > Daw «xeet> x&t | | Yuhup <hat> hit | | Hup <hat> hat

(38) PDH *mé:t ‘agouti’ > Daw «méet> mét | | Yuhup «mét> m@t | | Hup «met> mat

(39) PDH *cd:k ‘to climb’ > Daw «saako fi:k || Yuhup «sako tfik | | Hup <sak> tik

(40) PDH *c0:b ‘finger’ > Daw <s6ob> /0:b ‘hand’ | | Yuhup «<s6m> #obm ‘to point with finger’
| | Hup «sob> #obm ‘finger’, <sdbs #obm ‘to point with finger’

(41) PDH *cii:h ‘non-venomous spider sp.’ > Daw «stiuh> fih || Yuhup siihs #iih || Hup
«stih> tfiih

(42) PDH *dii:c ‘parrot sp.” > Daw «duug> dii:c || Yuhup «dutis> dufic ‘orange-cheeked par-
rot’ | | Hup «d’us> ndiijt ‘blue-headed parrot’

(43) PDH *ke;c ‘to rip or peel with one’s teeth’ > Daw «xé¢> xec | | Yuhup <kds> kac || Hup
kas> kdjt

(44) PDH *kub ‘hungry’ > Daw «ub> xub | | Hup <kub> kiilbm

(45) PDH *kaj ‘to hug’ > Daw «ay’> xaj’ | | Yuhup <kay’> ki’ | | Hup <kay’> kdj’ ‘to hug with
one arm’

(46) PDH *tuk ‘to want’ > Daw <tuk> tuk | | Yuhup <tuk> tik || Hup <tak> tik

(47) PDH *h3k ‘to saw’ > Daw «rdko hik || Yuhup <hdks hok || Hup <hdko hdk

(48) PDH *?izm ‘to hit’ > Daw «{ium> ?ii:m ‘to hit, to shoot’ || Yuhup «&m> ?im ‘to hit, to
kill, to hunt’

(49) PDH *?9g ‘to drink’, *?9.:¢ ‘caxiri beverage’ > Daw <ag> ?xg, «aag> ?¥:g || Yuhup dg>
23gn, <ag> ?3gn | | Hup <ag> ?4gy, <dg> 23gn

(50) PDH *6u? ‘termite’ > Daw <bu’> bu? | | Yuhup <buu’> buzi? | | Hup b’@’> mbi?

(51) PDH *c’a,? ‘ray (fish)’ > Daw «gee’> c’&? | | Yuhup «seé’> taed? | | Hup «’e’> Ha?

In Yuhup, some instances of morpheme-final stops have been documented as voiced by
Ospina Bozzi (2002: 109), as in [héb’] ‘sweep?’, [ad’] ‘thorn’, [mbdy’] ‘dragonfly’, [wdg] ‘leafcut-
ter ant sp.”. Ospina Bozzi (2002) posits an opposition between /p t k/ and /b d g/ in that envi-
ronment (however, /}/ is not reported to contrast with /c/). Martins (2005: 80-81, 83) likewise
documents these segments as voiced, as in [20d"] ‘thorn’, [w¥g'] ‘leafcutter ant sp.’, and posits
an opposition between /p t c k/ and /b’ d’ ¢’ k/.11 Other sources on Yuhup, however, do not re-
port voiced stops in the morpheme-final position (e.g., [2u:t’] ‘thorn’ in Lopes 1995: 102), and
Ospina Bozzi’s voiced stops generally correspond to voiceless stops in Daw and Hup in that
environment. Given the very limited evidence for the opposition in question in Yuhup, in this
paper I follow Silva & Silva (2012) in representing such consonants as voiceless, and accord-
ingly reconstruct voiceless stops in PDH, as shown in 52-54.

(52) PDH *xa,;p ‘to sweep’ > Daw «xeep> x&p | | Yuhup <hep> hap | | Hup <hép> haep

1 Martins’ (2005) /c/ corresponds to Lopes’ (1995) and Ospina Bozzi’s (2002) /jh/ and Silva & Silva’s (2002)
and Fernandes’ (2017) /¢/.
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(63) PDH *?ii:t ‘thorn’ > Daw «uut> 2ii:t | | Yuhup «ab> 2t | | Hup <ut> 26zt
(54) PDH *wsk ‘leafcutter ant sp.” > Daw «wak> wyk | | Yuhup «wik> wk || Hup «wak> wdk

Given that Ospina Bozzi (2002) has worked only with speakers from the lower course of
the Apaporis River (Colombia), whereas other works on Yuhup phonology are based on re-
search carried out with speakers from Brazil, it is conceivable that the difference in voicing
may turn out to be restricted to the southwestern fringe of the Yuhup-speaking area. Alterna-
tively, it could be a mistranscription on Ospina Bozzi’s (2002) part. The status and origins of
the putative voicing opposition in the morpheme-final position in Yuhup remain to be estab-
lished.

A group of cognate sets shows a discrepancy between the presence of a final glottal stop
in Daw and its absence in Hup, or vice versa. These etymologies are also suspect for other rea-
sons. In 55-56, Yuhup does show the expected glottal stop, but 55 fails to show laryngealiza-
tion on the vowel; moreover, 56 is likely a Tukanoan loan (Ye’pa-masa <yod> ‘to carry in one’s
hand or claws’; Ramirez 2019 [1997]). 57 shows a rare vowel correspondence (see 4.2). In 58,
the Daw verb is documented with rising tone, stated to be impossible in CV-shaped mor-
phemes in Martins (2004: 69). In 59, Daw points to a long vowel in PDH, whereas Yuhup and
Hup point to a short vowel.

(55) (?) PDH *k’#:? ~ *k’i;: ‘hot’ > Daw <kuw’> k’ui? ‘to heat (liquid)’ |1 Yuhup <ki’> ki? ||
Hup Kb k%

(56) (?) PDH *j6:2 ~ *jo: ‘to carry in one’s hands’ > Daw «y60’> j6:? | | Yuhup <y&’> jo? | | Hup
o> djoé:

(57) (?) PDH *$A~? ~ *6 A~ ‘cold’ > Daw <ba’> ba? | | Hup an’é> mg

(58) (?) PDH *ti:? ‘to meet’ > Daw «<taa> td: || Yuhup «ta’> tid? ‘to block’, mih ta’> mih-ti? ‘to
meet’ || Hup «t&’> td? ‘to block’, <hitd’> hi-td? ‘to meet’

(59) (?) PDH *né: ~ *no? ‘child’ > Daw mdo> né: | | Yuhup «d6”> dé? | | Hup «d&> ndoé?

3.2. Glottalic stops

PDH also had a series of glottalic stops, which I reconstruct as *8, *d, *c’, and *k’. The represen-
tation of the labial and denti-alveolar obstruents as implosives and of the palatal and velar
ones as ejectives conforms to one’s typological expectations (Javkin 1977), and accounts neatly
for the reflexes in the daughter languages.

I start by considering the reflexes of the glottalic stops in the morpheme-initial position. In
Daw, *c¢’ and *k’ are preserved as ejectives (Martins 2004: 26, 29). Note that [c’] and [K’] are
synchronically analyzed as allophones of /c/ and /k/ in Daw, since the language lacks plain [c]
and [k] in onsets; recall that PDH *c and *k are reflected as fricatives in Daw morpheme-
initially. As for the implosives, Daw reflects them as b and d before oral vowels (thus losing
glottalization), and as ‘m and n before nasal vowels. In Yuhup and Hup, the reflexes of *6, *d,
*c’, and *k’ are articulated much like those of *m, *n, *c, and *k, but the following vowel sur-
faces with laryngealization, or creaky voice (see Epps 2005: 55-63; Ospina Bozzi 2002: 117-
118). In Yuhup, but not Hup, the laryngealized vowel is often described as rearticulated ([VV]
in Silva & Silva 2012: 85; [V?V] in Lopes 1995: 91; [V?V] ~ [V]in Epps 2005: 68). Epps (2005: 66—
67) convincingly argues, based on distributional evidence, that Hup has no underlying laryn-
gealized vowels; instead, the [+constricted glottis] feature is associated with the consonantal
segments. Epps (2005) represents the glottalic stops of Hup as /b’ d’ y g’/ (in addition to /p’/,
found dialectally in one loanword), but acknowledges that /3’ g’/ surface as voiceless stops in
onsets. This is summarized in Table 3.
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PDH Daw Yuhup Hup
*6 db> b, Sm> 'mA bVV> b, mVV>m_4 b mb, a’> m A
*o > d, on> A dVV> d_, aVV> 5_4 «&>nd, > nA
* @ sVV> [ s>
0 do k2 KVV> k_ A k

A = before nasal vowels / in nasal morphemes

Table 3. PDH glottalic stops and their reflexes (morpheme-initial position)

Some examples follow in 60-71.

(60) PDH *6ux ‘to burst’ > Daw <bux> bux | | Yuhup buuh> buiih

(61) PDH *6a? ‘hard’ > Daw <be’> be? | | Yuhup «(ta-)baa’> (ta-)bad? | | Hup <tab’a’> tapbg?'®

(62) PDH *69,7w ‘tree sp.’ > Daw <bdaw> byrw || Hup b’aw> mbdw ‘escorrega-macaco tree
(Peltogyne paniculata)

(63) PDH *61ii? ‘earthworm’ > Daw ¢m@”> ‘miii? || Yuhup «mii’> mi? ‘daracubi worm’ ||
Hup an’?’> mf?

(64) PDH *6&:h ‘star’ > Daw <méer> ‘méh || Yuhup wero-meéh> ward-m&&h || Hup
wero-m’eh> waera-méh

(65) PDH *dox ‘rotten’ > Daw «dox> dox | | Yuhup «dooh> dajh | | Hup «d’6h> nd3h

(66) PDH *dum ‘tail’ > Daw «dum»> dubm || Yuhup «duum> dugibm | | Hup «d’ab> nduiibm

(67) PDH *dak ‘cross-eyed’ or ‘monocular-visioned’ > Daw <naak> nik ‘cross-eyed’ ||
Yuhup maak> nggk ‘monocular-visioned’

(68) PDH *c’a: ‘black; bitter’** > Daw «caa> ¢’d: | | Yuhup <saa> tfad | | Hup «’a> tfa:

(69) PDH *c’5k ‘eastern lowland olingo’ > Daw «¢dk> c’3k | | Hup «wdhsdko waht/k

(70) PDH *k’ow ‘cylindrical chunk; poisonous arthropod sp.’’> > Daw kaw> k>>w ‘cylindri-
cal chunk; centipede’ || Yuhup <kddw> kadw ‘cylindrical chunk’ || Hup Kaw> kjw
‘cylindrical chunk; scorpion’

(71) PDH *k’#zm “to flood’ > Daw <kdam> k’izm || Hup Kk’im> kim

Morpheme-finally, examples of glottalic stops are less abundant. In Daw, one typically
finds glottalized nasals, except that the palatal glottalic stop is reflected as ; after oral vowels
(note that no bona fide examples are known for *4 and *k’ after oral vowels). In Yuhup and
Hup, one typically finds underlying glottalized segments, which surface as stops with no au-
dible release (voiced in Yuhup, voiceless in Hup) word-finally; when preceded by nasal vow-
els, they are accompanied by a nasal transition, except that in Hup the palatal and the velar
ones surface as [jn], [n]. In Hup, the distinction between the reflexes of voiceless (*p, *t, *c, *k)
and glottalic (*6, *d, *c’, *k’) stops is in fact neutralized after oral vowels word-finally, but is
visible before vowel-initial suffixes (Epps 2005: 57-58). In Yuhup, a handful of words show

12 T have considered positing a sound change *k’ > Daw ¢’ before the vowel *i so as to account for the sound
correspondence seen in Daw «ii> ¢’t: ‘sour’ ~ Yuhup <kii> kif, Hup &’{> kir ‘sour’. However, no palatalization is seen
in PDH *k’i,? ‘to split’ > Daw ki’ k’i?, Yuhup <kii’> kii?. It is therefore likely that the Daw term for ‘sour’ is not after
all cognate with the Yuhup and Hup material.

13 See Epps (2005: 94-95) on the ambisyllabic relatization of intervocalic consonants in Hup.

4 We are probably dealing with two homophonous roots here rather than with a true instance of polysemy.
The homophony is found in all daughter languages.

15 We are probably dealing with two homophonous roots here rather than with a true instance of polysemy.
The homophony is found in Daw and Hup. Yuhup k’&@w> k’5w means only ‘cylindrical chunk’.
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unexpected creaky voice on the vowel; this could be regular in nasal vowels before *6 (as in 76
and 87), and in oral vowels before *c’ (as in 79). This is summarized in Table 4.

PDH Daw Yuhup Hup
*b an’s> m’ an’s b, <VVm’>_mbA b’ p, m’> mpA
*d a’> n’A a’> dB, ndA «’> 8, > ntA
o > J, ko> > NPy, G jt, >
K «gn’> 7™ g 8" 1™ g kY, g

A = after nasal vowels / in nasal morphemes; = hypothetical reflex predicted based on systemic considerations

Table 4. PDH glottalic stops and their reflexes (morpheme-final position)

Some examples follow in 72-82.

(72) PDH *hé,:6 ‘to far’, *hé,6 ‘fan’ > Daw <héem’> h&m’, <héem’s hé:m’ || Yuhup <hém’s héb,
<h'é'm’> héb || Hup <héb’> hép, <h§b’> hép

(73) PDH *pst ‘mushroom’ > Daw «pam’> pym’ || Yuhup «pam’> pdb || Hup pab’> pdp
‘mushroom sp. (white, edible, grows on wood)’

(74) PDH *mi:6 ‘brother, companion’16 > Daw <maam’> md:m’ | | Yuhup <bdm’> bab || Hup
<bab’> mbap'?

(75) PDH *di,b ‘to close’ > Daw «dim’> dim’ || Yuhup «diim’> diib ‘to crumple’, «didiim’>
didiib ‘curly’ || Hup «&’id’ib’> didip ‘curly’

(76) (?) PDH *ma&b ~ *m&:b ‘to grip’® > Daw «mém’> mém’ ‘to grip under one’s arms’ ||
Yuhup «meem’> m@gmb | | Hup amém’> m&myp

(77) PDH *ca:d ‘horn’ > Daw «saan’> fin’ || Yuhup «san’> Hand | | Hup san’> Hant

(78) PDH *wac’ ‘amphibian sp.” > Daw «waj> way ‘toad sp.” || Hup «waj» wdjt ‘frog sp.
(lives in holes in trees)’

(79) PDH *ci:c’ ‘mottle-faced tamarin’ > Daw «siij> fiz || Yuhup xoh-siij’> ndh-#ii; ‘black
monkey sp.” || (?) Hup <yom’oy-siy’> njam3j-t/ij’1°

(80) PDH *6a:c’ ‘mud’ > Daw maanh’> ‘ma;’ | | Hup an’aj’> mgdjn ‘earth, clay’

(81) PDH *tiic’ ‘to shrivel’ > Daw «iunh’> tiip’ | | Yuhup «Gj> ting

(82) PDH *?3k’ ‘throat’ > Daw dogn’> 251" | | Hup 6> 251 ‘Adam’s apple’

In a handful of examples, Daw and Hup/Yuhup show irregular correspondences involv-
ing reflexes of glottalic stops in one language and reflexes of other consonants in other lan-
guages. Such etymologies are, therefore, suspect and may result from horizontal transmission
or chance. In 83, Daw points to a voiceless stop and Hup to a glottalic stop. In 84, Daw points
to a glottalic stop and Hup to a nasal. In 85, Daw points to a nasal and Hup to a glottalic stop.

16 This etymon is known to be a Tukanoan loanword (compare Ye’pa-masa <ba’pa> ‘companion’; Ramirez
2019 [1997]), but it must have been present already in PDH given the existence of reflexes in all daughter lan-
guages which show regular correspondences (except for the tonal discrepancy commented on in footnote 17).

17 The high tone, attested for Hup in Ramirez (2005: 43) and Epps (2005: 59), is unexpected.

18 Daw & does not regularly correspond to Yuhup and Hup &, but rather to 4; Yuhup and Hup & are expected
to correspond to Daw & instead. This is why I reconstruct two variants, *ma&b (which accounts for the Daw reflex)
and *mé&:6 (which accounts for the Yuhup and Hup reflexes). Note the long vowel in the Daw verb «méem> mém
‘to carry under one’s arm’, which could be etymologically related.

19 The Hup reflex is entirely irregular. One would expect *<yom’oy-sij’> *njimJj-tfijt. The PDH form is recon-
structed based on the reflexes in Daw and Yuhup.

316



A phonological reconstruction of Proto-Daw-Hup

In 86, Yuhup points to a voiced stop, Hup to a glottalic stop, and Daw is ambiguous. In 87,
Daw points to a voiced stop, whereas Yuhup and Hup both point to a glottalic stop. In 88-89,
Daw points to a glottalic stop, and Hup points to a voiced stop or nasal. Furthermore, in a
handful of etymologies a glottalic stop is clearly reconstructible based on evidence from Daw
and Hup, but Yuhup lacks the expected laryngealization (see 55, 165, 179, 259, 326).

(83) (?) PDH *cizp ~ *c’Ep ‘to tie’ > Daw «sdup» fill:p ‘to tie an aturd basket’ | | Hup «’ip> v
‘to tie (e.g. a canoe, a pole)’

(84) (?) PDH *di,~k ~ *ni,~k ‘asymmetrical’ > Daw «tum-dik> tuum-dik ‘monocular-visioned’
| | Hup «ik> nik ‘crooked (arm, hand, bird leg)’

(85) (?) PDH *t.xom ~ *t.xob ‘piquid fruit (Caryocar villosum) > Daw «—om» xom || Hup
<tohdb’> tohdp

(86) (?) PDH *di ~ *di:c’ ‘to mash, to crush’ > Daw «diij> dizj ‘to smash’ | | Yuhup «diij> diijn
‘to crush pepper’ | | Hup «d’ij’> dijt ‘to mash, to crush (food)’

(87) (?) PDH *ci:~b ~ *ci:~b ‘to pinch, to dig one’s claws into’ > Daw «siib> fi:b || Yuhup
«sTim’> Hizmb | | Hup «sim’> Himp

(88) (?) PDH *pid ~ *pid ~ *pin ‘to have been used to’ > Daw «pun’> pun’ | | Hup «pid> pidn

(89) (?) PDH *hd:6 ~ *hd:b ~ *hd:m ‘abiu fruit (Pouteria caimito)’ > Daw «a6om’> ho:m’ || Hup
<hdb> hd:bm ‘plant similar to abiu with edible fruit’

3.3. Plain glides

The glides *w and *j are straightforwardly reflected as /w/ and /j/ in all daughter languages,
except for Ospina Bozzi’s (2002) analysis of Yuhup, which treats morpheme-initial instances of
[3] (before oral vowels) and [n] (before nasal vowels) as allophones of the phoneme /}/. Other
authors represent the respective sounds of Yuhup as [j] and [n] (Fernandes 2017) or as [j] in
oral and nasal environments alike (Lopes 1995; Silva & Silva 2012). The latter analysis is
adopted in the broad transcriptions in this paper. Fortition of *j to [3] and [n] may turn out to
be an innovation restricted to the southwestern fringe of the Yuhup-speaking area. In Hup,
morpheme-initial instances of /j/ unpack to [dj] before oral vowels and to [nj] before nasal
vowels (in this paper, I use dj and nj in my broad transcriptions). This is summarized in Table 5.

PDH Daw Yuhup Hup
*w W W W W W W
] ¥ j ¥ j <y> dj, nj*, j°

A = before nasal vowels / in nasal morphemes; = morpheme-finally

Table 5. PDH plain glides and their reflexes

Some examples follow in 90-98.

(90) PDH *w3:h ‘speaker of a Tukanoan language’ > Daw «woor> w3:h || Yuhup <woéh> wih
| ] Hup «wohs wih

(91) PDH *wan ‘machete’ > Daw «waan> wan || Yuhup «wan> wan? | | Hup «wan> win

(92) PDH *wi,w ‘bullet ant’ > Daw «wwuaw> wiit:w | | Yuhup wiw> wiw | | Hup <wiw> wiw

(93) PDH *wiw ‘crooked (of wood)’ > Daw «waw> wiw | | Yuhup «waw> waw

2 The rising tone in the Yuhup reflex, attested both in Silva & Silva (2012: 302) and Ospina Bozzi (2002: 204),
is quite unexpected; based on the Daw and Hup cognates, one would expect falling tone in Yuhup.

317



Andrey Nikulin

(94) PDH *ja&,7? ‘to defecate’ > Daw «yee’> j&? | | Yuhup «ye’> ja&? | | Hup «yé’> djae?

(95) PDH *jiizm ‘to plant; cultivated plant’ > Daw «ytium> jim || Yuhup «yim> jiim ‘to
plant’; «ytim> jiim ‘cultivated plant’ | | Hup «ytm> njiim ‘to plant’; cyum> njiim ‘culti-
vated plant’

(96) PDH *j3;j ‘pineapple sp.” > Daw <yooy» j3;j | | Yuhup «yoy> j3j | | Hup <yoy> djJj

(97) PDH *?%5,;j ‘to call’ > Daw <Aay> ?55j | | Yuhup «@y> 2¢j | | Hup &y> 28]

(98) PDH *m3:j ‘house’ > Daw «maay> ma:j | | Yuhup amdy> m5j | | Hup amoy> mdj

3.4. Glottalized glides

Two glottalized glides can be reconstructed for PDH, *w and *;. In Daw, their reflexes are ar-
ticulated as preglottalized in onsets and postglottalized in codas (Martins 2004: 52-53). Post-
glottalization is also documented in their reflexes in the morpheme-final position in Yuhup
and Hup. As for the morpheme-initial position in Yuhup and Hup, the reflexes of *w and *;
are articulated much like those of *w and *j, respectively, but the following vowel surfaces
with laryngealization, or creaky voice (see Epps 2005: 55-58, 64—-65; Ospina Bozzi 2002: 117-
118). In Yuhup, but not Hup, the laryngealized vowel is often described as rearticulated ([VVV
] in Silva & Silva 2012: 85; [V?V] in Lopes 1995: 91; [V2V] ~ [V] in Epps 2005: 68). As shown by
Epps (2005: 66-67) for Hup, the laryngealization in such cases is best attributed to a
[+constricted glottis] feature associated with the consonant in the morpheme-initial position
(thus, underlying glottalized glides /w’/ and /j’/ are posited for Hup and, by some authors, for
Yuhup). It is noteworthy that in some Hup words morpheme-initial djVV (/’V/ in Epps’ analy-
sis) varies with #VV (/y/ in Epps’ analysis), as documented in Ramirez (2005). This variation is
in all likelihood dialectal. Note that there are no reliable examples featuring *j in a nasal mor-
pheme. These reflexes are summarized in Table 6. i

PDH Daw Yuhup Hup
W W w, W wh WVV> w_, ow’> w W w_, W wh
| oy, o' GVVo L, > o L~ S 1,

A = morpheme-finally; ® = the variation is possibly dialectal

Table 6. PDH glottalized glides and their reflexes

Some examples follow in 99-106.

(99) PDH *wot ‘long’ > Daw ‘wab> wyt | | Yuhup waat> wast | | Hup <w’at wit

(100) PDH *wé:b ‘to put onto’2! > Daw wdob> wé:b |1 Yuhup «wddm> woedbm |1 Hup
W’ Sb> wobm

(101) PDH *d#w ‘to squeeze’ > Daw ‘néuw’> nul-w’ ‘to mash’ || Yuhup miiw’> nitw’ ‘to
squeeze one’s skin’

(102) PDH *jaew ‘to be crushed’, *j&,w ‘to crush’? > Daw Cyew’> few’, Cyeew’> fjéw’ ||
Yuhup <yaw’s jdw’ ‘to crush with one’s hand’ | | Hup «y’aw’s djgw’ ~ «y’2’aw’> dja?iw’
‘to crush with one’s hand’

21 This is an opaque causative of PDH *wd:b ‘to be on or over something’ > Daw «wo6ob> wd:b, Yuhup «wdm>
wdobm, Hup «wdbs wobm (cf. Epps 2005: 68 on this and other pairs with a similar alternation).

2 This cognate set presents several difficulties. Semantically, it is tempting to include Daw < yéw’> Gew’ ‘to
mash (manioc), to knead’ here, but Daw /e/ is not known to correspond to Yuhup and Hup /a/. As for the phono-
logical issues, *j shows an unexpected loss of glottalization in Yuhup, whereas in Hup the unexpected disyllabic
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(103) PDH *ju? ‘soft’ > Daw <yu’> ju? | | Yuhup «yuw’s juii? | | Hup «y’@’> djii? ~ <s'@’> ti?
(104) PDH *fﬁ:? ‘to stretch’ > Daw <yo00’> 432 | | Yuhup <yo0’> jo3? | | Hup <y’ &> dji? ~ <& 132
(105) PDH *kaj ‘to grab, to hug’ > Daw «xay’> xaj’ ‘to grab with arms’ | | Yuhup <kay’> kdf’
‘to hug’ | | Hup <kay’> kdj’ ‘to hug (with one’s hand on another person’s shoulder)’
(106) PDH *ji:j ‘to sway, to shake’ > Daw «ydoy’> joij’ | | Yuhup «ydy’ joj | | Hup <y6y’> djoj’

In a handful of examples, Daw and Hup/Yuhup show irregular correspondences involving re-
flexes of glottalized glides in one language and reflexes of other consonants in other lan-
guages. Such etymologies are, therefore, suspect and may result from horizontal transmission
or chance. In 107-113, Daw points to a glottalized glide, whereas Yuhup and Hup point to a
plain glide. In 111, there is an additional mismatch between vowel length: Daw points to a
long vowel, whereas Yuhup and Hup point to a short vowel. 112 has further irregular variants
in Yuhup (<yukuy> jukiij) and Hup (<kuktg> kukijh), and is likely to be a Wanderwort, since
similar-sounding terms for monkeys are found in other languages (cf. Nikulin & Carvalho
2018: 557), including Proto-Goyaz (< Macro-Jé) *kiikdj ‘monkey’; Yanomam (< Yanomaman)
kuukuumoxi> kuku-mofi ‘three-striped night monkey’ (Emiri 1987: 41); Yanomami
(< Yanomaman) <kuukuumi> kwku-mi ~ &kukumi> kuku-mi ‘three-striped night monkey’ (Mat-
tei-Miiller & Serowé 2007); and Venezuelan Spanish «cocui> kokwi ‘three-striped night monkey’
(Aguilar 2004: 3, 5), whose etymology I have been unable to verify.

(107) (?) PDH *wsk ~ *wdk ‘vine sp.” > Daw waako> wyk || Yuhup wék> wék ‘uambé vine’
| | Hup «wék> wek ‘vine related to uambé (children use it to play)’

(108) (?) PDH *pow ~ *pow ‘to float’ > Daw «pow’> pow’ | | Yuhup «pow> pw

(109) (?) PDH *d.de,w ~ *d.de,w ‘knot’ > Daw déw’> lew’ ‘knot (on a thick rope or vine)’ ||
Yuhup «dédéw> dedéw ~ dersw |1 Hup «sdb déréw> tobm-nderéw ‘interphalangeal
joint’

(110) (?) PDH *j32 ~ *j3:2 ‘wasp’ > Daw ¢yo0’> 32 | | Yuhup «y6> j3? | | Hup «y®’> dj5?

(111) (?) PDH *jJk ~ *jok ‘neotropical otter, giant otter’ > Daw <yook> i3k || Yuhup «yok»
j3k 11 Hup <yko djsk

(112) (?) PDH *k.kuj ~ *k.kuj ‘howler monkey’ > Daw «uy’> xuj’ || Yuhup kukuy> kukiij ~
cyukuy> jukiij || Hup &ukuy> kukilj ~ &kuktie kukiijh

(113) (?) PDH *mAj ~ *mAj ‘payment’ > Daw «may’> mdj’ | | Yuhup mey> m&j ‘to avenge’,
améy> m&j ‘payment’? || Hup «mey> m&j ‘payment, price’, «méy> maj ‘to pay, to
threaten’

A different kind of irregularity is seen in 114, where a plain glide in Daw corresponds to a
glottalized one in Yuhup and Hup. In 115, Daw points to a glottalized glide, whereas Yuhup
and Hup support the reconstruction of a voiced stop or a nasal. In 116, Daw points to a glottal-
ized glide, whereas Yuhup and Hup point to a glottalic stop. In 117, a reflex of a glottalized
glide in Hup corresponds to zero in Daw, which can go back to zero or to *h. In 118, both Daw
and Hup support the reconstruction of *?, but Yuhup rather points to *w. Finally, in 119, Daw
points to *?, Yuhup to *k’, and Hup to *w.

variant «y’a’dw’> djg?iw’ is attested instead of the expected variant *«’4w’> *#fiw’. Compare the semantically com-
parable Hup verb «y’a’> djg? ~ <s’a’> fd? ‘to mash (e.g., pepper)’.

2 This form is from the Wakathau théripé dialect. In the Maraxiu théripé (Papit) dialect, this is attested as
<kukumoxi> (Perri Ferreira 2017: 119); note that the status of vowel length in Yanomam is unclear.

2 The Yuhup noun «méy> m&j is probably not a direct reflex of PDH *mAj ~ *mAj (otherwise a rising tone
would be expected), but rather a back-formation from the verb ‘to avenge’, where the falling tone is a nominalizer
described in Silva & Silva (2012: 101).
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(114) (?) PDH *c’9j ~ *c’0j ‘Amazon parrot’ > Daw «oy> ¢’j | | Yuhup «sooy’> #23° | | Hup
6y 1]

(115) (?) PDH *pow ~ *pob ~ *pom ‘to split wood’ > Daw «pdw’> pow’ | | Yuhup «pém> pdbm
N Hup <p6b> pébm

(116) (?) PDH *c.wae~j ~ *c.bae~j ‘Large American opossum’ > Daw Jwey> ?wej || Yuhup
«maay> mggj | | Hup «sam’ay> tfimadj

(117) (?) PDH *p.x3:(h) ~ *p.x3:w’ ‘to swell’ > Daw «x00> x3: ‘a bit swollen; abscess, tumor’ | |
Hup «pohéw’s pohiuw’

(118) (?) PDH *c3? ~ *c5w ‘matapi fishing trap’ > Daw 0" /3?7 | | Yuhup «dw”> #5w’ | | Hup
50" tp?

(119) (?) PDH *ni;? ~ *nijk’ ~ *niw ‘bait’ > Daw «i’> ni? | | Yuhup mig’> niyg | | Hup miw’s
niw’

Advanced etymological research is needed in order to establish whether the etymologies
in 114-119 involve actual cognates.

3.5. Fricatives

Three voiceless fricatives are reconstructed for PDH: *¢, *x, and *h. Of these, *¢ appears in the
morpheme-final position only, whereas *x and *h appear in any position. The fricatives are
subject to the following innovations. In Daw, *¢ yields [ (120-125), and *x remains as x (126—
131); therefore, morpheme-initially these segments merge with *c and *k, respectively. The
glottal fricative *h is lost morpheme-finally in falling-toned morphemes (138-139); in rising-
toned and toneless morphemes, it is preserved (134-137), giving rise to alternations between h
and zero in Daw (cf. Martins 2004: 41). In Yuhup and Hup, *¢ remains as /¢/ (120-122), except
that it yields h after *i, *7, *9, (123-125).2> Note that in Hup /¢/ surfaces as [jh]. In Yuhup, /¢/ is
documented as [¢] by Silva & Silva (2012) and Fernandes (2017), whereas Lopes (1995) and
Ospina Bozzi (2002) document only [jh] (which is a phonemic sequence /jh/ in their analysis).
The velar fricative *x merges with the glottal fricative *h as /h/ both in Yuhup and Hup (126—
131). The aforementioned reflexes are summarized in Table 7.

PDH Daw Yuhup Hup
¢ © [ © ¢, <> A © jh
*x 0O X <o h dv h
*h dv 7, P> OB dvh dvh

A = after the vowels *i, *7, *9 ; B = morpheme-finally in falling-toned morphemes

Table 7. PDH voiceless fricatives and their reflexes

Some examples follow in 120-139.
(120) PDH *k’s¢ ‘to bite’ > Daw <kas> k> | | Yuhup kadg kage | | Hup K’ag kgjh

(121) PDH *c¢’3x¢ ‘to spit’ > Daw <«coos> ¢’3;f | | Yuhup <soo¢> #23¢ | | Hup <s’6¢> #3jh
(122) PDH *jé,:¢ ‘guan’ > Daw «yées> jéf | | Yuhup «yég> jé¢ | | Hup <yég djéjh

% ] have contemplated the possibility to reconstruct PDH *x for the correspondence Daw [~ Yuhup/Hup #; in
this case, Daw would have undergone progressive palatalization of a velar, otherwise seen in *miy > min ‘crazy’.
However, no palatalization is seen in PDH *nd,x ‘water’ > Daw maax> n¥7x, ruling out the reconstruction of *x in
PDH *69,¢ ‘to cross’ > Daw <baas> b¥?/.
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(123) PDH *63,:¢ ‘to cross’ > Daw <baas> by | | Yuhup bééh> be¢h | | Hup b’éh> mbéh

(124) PDH *tiz¢ ‘root’ > Daw «<tiis> tizf | | Yuhup <tih> tih || Hup <tiho tih

(125) PDH *mi¢ ‘turtle’ > Daw «miis> miyf | | Yuhup anih> mih || Hup «mih> mih

(126) PDH *xd:t ‘name’ > Daw «xaat> xd:t | | Yuhup <hat> hit | | Hup <hat> hdit

(127) PDH *xdij ‘forest, outside’ > Daw «xaay> xd;j || Yuhup <hdy> hdj ‘forest’, <hay-> hij-
‘outside’? | | Hup <hay» hdj ‘forest’, <hdy’ah> hdj-?ah ‘outside’

(128) PDH *xi,: ‘to descend, to go downriver’ > Daw «ww> x1ii: || Yuhup <hi> ki || Hup
<hi> hi:

(129) PDH *ti:x ‘tapir’ > Daw <taax> td:x | | Yuhup <tah» tdh | | Hup <tah> tih

(130) PDH *co:x ‘to walk with a walking stick’ > Daw <s6ox> fo:x | | Yuhup <soh pém> toh-
pa&m ‘to squat’ | | Hup «soh> #oh ‘walking stick’

(131) PDH *n3x ‘to fall’ > Daw mdx> ndx | | Yuhup aoh> nh ‘to bump’ | | Hup aéh> ndh

(132) PDH *hs,k ‘to drown’ > Daw «rdak> h¥k | | Hup <hak> hdk

(133) PDH *hip ‘fish’ > Daw «raap> hap | | Yuhup <hdps hip || Hup Ghop> hip

(134) PDH *wi:h ‘hawk’ > Daw «wiir> with | | Yuhup <wih> wih | | Hup «wih> wih

(135) PDH *j3h ‘medicine’ > Daw «ydors j3h || Yuhup «ydhs j5h || Hup «yohs njih

(136) PDH *?0h ‘common woolly monkey’ > Daw «dr> 20k || Yuhup «6h> 26k | | Hup «5h
?6h

(137) PDH *niih ‘head’ > Daw iir> niih | | Yuhup awhs nih || Hup mahs niih

(138) PDH *x3:h ‘canoe’ > Daw «xo0> x3: | | Yuhup <héh> hdh || Hup <hoh> hoh

(139) PDH *mih ‘ucuqui fruit (Pouteria ucuqui)’ > Daw «méw miii: || Yuhup «nih> mih ||
Hup «mih> mih

3.6. Nasals and voiced stops

PDH had both nasals (*m, *n, *17) and voiced stops (*b, *d, *;, *¢), an opposition still present in
Daw. However, the contrast in question is robust only in the morpheme-final position. Mor-
pheme-initially, by contrast, only *m, *n, and *d are reconstructed. In Yuhup and Hup, nasals
no longer contrast with voiced stops; in these languages, nasality is not a feature of individual
segments, but rather of syllables due to Tukano influence (Epps 2005: 75).?” Authors such as
Martins (2005: 81-82) and Epps (2005: 52-53) analyze the nasal consonants of Yuhup and Hup,
respectively, as allophones of voiced stops /b d } g/. In the same vein, they treat the nasal-oral
contour segments, such as [mb], as prenasalized stops, whereas the oral-nasal contour seg-
ments, such as [bm], are considered postnasalized stops in their analyses. However, there is
evidence that all these segments are in fact realizations of underlying nasals /m n n n/. In Yu-
hup, the fact that we are dealing with /m n n n/ rather than /b d j g/ is seen in inflected forms
where vowel-initial suffixes attach to oral roots ending in [bm], [dn], [jn], [gn]: in such forms,
the vowel assimilates the nasality of the root-final consonant: <tami> [td'bmi:] /tdm-i/ ‘tying’,
<tamap»> [tdbmd:p’] /tam-Vp/ ‘tying’ (Silva & Silva 2012: 84, 86). As for Hup, the language has
circumoralized contours (as in <agay> [28gn.ngdj] ‘drinking’; Epps 2005: 41), which are shown
by Wetzels & Nevins (2018) to be possible only in languages with underlying nasals. There-
fore, in Wetzels & Nevins’ (2018) terms, Yuhup and Hup have nasal shielding rather than na-
sal venting.

26 This term must receive a suffix indicating the distance.

7 In fact, both Ospina Bozzi (2002) and Epps (2005) consider that nasality is a property of entire morphemes
rather than syllables, but at least in Hup there are several morphemes that combine oral and nasal syllables (Epps
2005: 74), even though they are exceedingly rare in the lexicon.
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I start by considering the reflexes of PDH *m, *n, and *d in the morpheme-initial position.
In Daw, the former two are preserved as nasals, whereas *d lenites to [.28 Recall that synchron-
ically Daw does have morpheme-initial voiced stops, but these come from erstwhile glottalic
stops, as shown in 3.2. In Yuhup and Hup, *m, *n, and *d have oralized ([b], [d]) or postoral-
ized ([mb], [nd]) reflexes in oral syllables, and fully nasal reflexes ([m], [n]) in nasal syllables;
note that *n and *d merge in these languages at least in oral environments (no examples of *d
are reconstructed in nasal environments). The nasal phase in [mb] and [nd] is attested in Hup
word-initially by all authors; in Yuhup, it is documented in Lopes (1995) and Ospina Bozzi
(2002), but not in Martins (2005), Silva & Silva (2012), or Fernandes (2017). In my broad tran-
scriptions, I use b and d for Yuhup, but mb and nd for Hup. In Yuhup and, dialectally, in Hup,
the reflexes of *n and *d may undergo intervocalic flapping. This is summarized in Table 8.

PDH Daw Yuhup Hup
*m an> m <b> b, <m> mA <b> mb, <m> mA
*n avn «> d, qv nA, a> B «> nd, > nA, @ €
*d Ol «> d, > nAP, > B «d> nd, <> nAP, > €

A = before nasal vowels; B = between vowels, possibly with an intervening glottal; ¢ = between vowels in the Tat-Déh and
Umari Norte dialect areas; P = hypothetical reflex predicted based on systemic considerations

Table 8. PDH nasals and voiced stop and their reflexes (morpheme-initial position)

Some examples follow in 140-149.

(140) PDH *muj ‘cold season’ > Daw <muy> muj | | Yuhup <buy> biij | | Hup bay> mbiij

(141) PDH *mon ‘maripa palm fruit’ > Daw «man> myn | | Yuhup <ban> ban

(142) PDH *m5:h ‘tinamou’ > Daw «mdo> m3: | | Yuhup améh> m5h || Hup «moh> mh

(143) PDH *m5:;j ‘Humboldt’s white-fronted capuchin’ > Daw m&oy> m5; | | Yuhup améy>
maj

(144) PDH *nid ‘tree stump’ > Daw <bee nud> b&-nud || Yuhup «din> didn || Hup «did>
ndidn

(145) PDH *n$,:x ‘water’ > Daw aax> n¥:x | | Yuhup «déh> déh | | Hup «déh> ndéh

(146) PDH *n3: ‘to say’ > Daw maa> nd: | | Yuhup ao» 15 || Hup né» n:

(147) PDH *n&:m ‘louse’ > Daw méem> ném || Yuhup amém> ném | | Hup mem> ném

(148) PDH *di;j ‘fishhook’ > Daw daay’> ld:;j’ | | Yuhup «day’> ddj’

(149) PDH >*doj~ ‘to crouch’ > Daw 0y> loj || Yuhup «doy> ddj ‘to crawl, to creep’ || Hup
«ddy> nddj “to crouch, to crawl, to creep’

Morpheme-finally, all nasals and voiced stops are preserved in Daw. Note that nasal co-
das following oral vowels surface with preoralization, thus instantiating the phenomenon of
nasal shielding (Wetzels & Nevins 2018). In Yuhup and Hup, the nasal series merges with that
of the voiced stops. Their reflexes are articulated as preoralized nasals after oral vowels (i.e.,
with nasal shielding), and as full nasals after nasal vowels. I believe that the nasal shielding
phenomenon was already present in PDH, but I do not represent it in my reconstructions due
to its subphonemic nature. The consonant *b is not known to have occurred after nasal vowels.

% A reviewer suggests that “[a]nother possible option would be to reconstruct */ instead of morpheme-initial
*d, with the typologically trivial change *I > n in Yuhup and Hup”, which “would remove the major asymmetry
between *d and other voiced stops”. Such a possibility is rendered unlikely by the fact that a series of voiced stops,
including *d, is unequivocally reconstructed morpheme-finally (Table 9 and examples 160-163).
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The velar nasal *7 palatalizes after front high vowels. The relevant correspondences are sum-
marized in Table 9.

PDH Daw Yuhup Hup

*m am> bm, mA an> bm, mA <b> bm, an> mA
*b b>b «am> bm, mAB <b> bm, an> mAB
*n av dn, nA aqv dn, nt «> dn, aqv»> nA
*d «>d av dn, nt «> dn, aqv> nA
ki 9 1 Gy, pt G jdn, jn*

"1 g 817, 7P, anho gPS, pAc @ 81 1’ ® 81 "’

g ®8 @ &, * @ &1, 1t

A = before nasal vowels / in nasal morphemes; ® = hypothetical reflex predicted based on systemic considerations; ¢ = after

front high vowels

Table 9. PDH nasals and voiced stop and their reflexes (morpheme-final position)

Some examples follow in 150-173.

(150) PDH *c#,:m ‘foot’ > Daw «¢aam> criizbm || Yuhup «siim> #fiibm || Hup «s’ib> Hibm

(151) PDH *jum ‘vine’ > Daw «yum> jubm || Yuhup «yum> jitbm |1 Hup <ytb> djibm

(152) PDH *ha:m ~ *ham ‘to go’ > Daw «rdam> hazm ~ «am> ham || Yuhup <ham> ham ||
Hup dham> ham

(153) PDH *t3m ‘tree sp.” > Daw «dm> t3m ‘embaiiba tree (Cecropia spp.)’ || Hup <«tém> tim
‘kind of macucu tree found in the caatinga’

(154) PDH *di:b ‘to weave’ > Daw «daab» di:b ‘to weave (palm leaves)’ | | Hup «d’ab»> dibm
‘to weave (hammock)’

(155) PDH *bob ‘loincloth; plant whose bast is used for making loincloths’ > Daw <bdb»> bob
| I Yuhup b66m> bodbm | | Hup b’6b> mbgbm ‘loincloth; tropical chestnut’

(156) PDH *pun ‘to suck breast’, *pii:n ‘breast’ > Daw «pun> pun, <puun> pii:n || Yuhup
<punv plidn, <pans piidn || Hup <pud> pildn, <pun piidn

(157) PDH *m.han ‘to appear’ > Daw «ran> hadn || Yuhup <wahan> wahddn || Hup <bahad>
mbahddn

(158) PDH *cin ‘to prick one’s foot on a stump’ > Daw «s6n> 5n | | Yuhup «sdn> #5n ‘to step
on a stump or in a puddle’ | | Hup «sén> #5n ‘to prick oneself

(159) PDH *m.h&n ‘kinkajou’ > Daw «éen> hén || Yuhup «wéhén> wehén | | Hup ameheén>
mé&han

(160) PDH *dd:d ‘to paint with genipap’ > Daw «daad> da:d ‘to write, to study, to paint
one’s body’ | | Yuhup «daan> dgddn || Hup «d’ad> ndgdn

(161) PDH *kod ‘to pass’ > Daw «ad> x¥d | | Yuhup kin> kidn | | Hup <kad> kddn

(162) PDH *n&:d ‘to come’ > Daw xéed> néd | | Yuhup men> né&n | | Hup mén> nén

(163) PDH *mé&:d ‘downriver’ > Daw «méed> mé&d || Yuhup mer-> mé&r- ~ amen-> mén- ~
mén-? | | Hup mer’ah> mé&r-2ah ~ amér’ah> mar-2ah3°

» This term must receive a suffix indicating the distance. Silva & Silva (2012: 216) document the root-final
consonant as lenited to «r> r; while Ospina Bozzi (2002: 237) attests <n> n. The variation between the rising and fal-
ling tones, attested in Ospina Bozzi (2002: 128, 131, 236-238, 437, 448449, 465), is unclear.

3 The variant «<mir’ah> mir-2ah, documented in Ramirez (2005), shows a sound change attested elsewhere in
the Umari Norte dialect area (Epps 2005: 88), and may thus be representative of that variety. The variation be-
tween the rising and falling tones, attested in Epps (2005: 157, 302, 391, 440, 771), is unclear.
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(164) PDH *k’a; ‘green acouchi’ > Daw <kaj> k’ay | | Yuhup <kaaj> kadyn | | Hup K’&j> kdjdn

(165) PDH *doj ‘to rain’ > Daw «doj> dog | | Yuhup «d&j> ddpn®t || Hup «d&0j> ndgjdn

(166) PDH *k’3; ‘snail’ > Daw <koj> k’57 || Yuhup <kdoj-ton> kijn-todn ‘flute made of snail
shell’ | | Hup <k’éj> kjjn ‘snail sp. (not edible, mid- sized)’

(167) (?) PDH *w.wd; ~ *w.w3; ‘whirlpool’3® > Daw <woo]> w57 |1 Yuhup wdwog wiwie
‘to produce a whirlpool’ | | Hup «wdwdj> wiwijn

(168) PDH *min ‘giant anteater’ > Daw <mugn> muign ‘nickname for giant anteaters’ ||
Yuhup <big> bigy | | Hup <big> mbigny

(169) PDH *mi,n ‘crazy’ > Daw «minh> min | | Yuhup mig> miy | | Hup «mig> miy

(170) PDH *t3,:¢ ‘firewood; tree (of a given species) > Daw «taag> t¥:¢ | | Yuhup «ég> tégy
| | Hup «tég> tégn “firewood’, «-tég> -tegn ‘tree (of a given species)’

(171) PDH *jazg ‘hammock’ > Daw «yeg» jeg | | Yuhup <yag jdgy | | Hup «yag» djigny

(172) PDH *c5:¢ ‘Brazilian tinamou’ > Daw «sdog> /3:¢ | | Yuhup «sdg> #3:7 | | Hup «sog> 57

(173) PDH *n&:g ‘honey’ > Daw éeg> né:g | | Yuhup xmég> nén | | Hup meg> nén

4. Vowels

The reconstruction of PDH vowels is associated with significant complexities. Although Daw,
Yuhup, and Hup have isomorphic vowel inventories, composed of nine oral vowels and six
nasal vowels (in addition to their long counterparts), as shown in Table 10, the correspon-
dences among them are not always straightforward. The proposal in this paper is preliminary
and subject to improvements.

oral front non-front non-front nasal front non-front non-front
unrounded | unrounded rounded unrounded | unrounded rounded

high i D.u, Y./H. i u high 7 D.u, Y.JH. i

mid e D.», Y./H.a 0 mid

low D.¢, Y./H. @ a o) low D.§ Y/H. & a 3

Table 10. Synchronic vowel inventories of Daw, Yuhup, and Hup

4.1. Correspondences with matching nasality values

Let us start by examining the correspondences with matching nasality values (that is, those in-
volving oral vowels in Daw, Yuhup, and Hup, or nasal vowels in Daw, Yuhup, and Hup), and
let us ignore the vowel length for the time being. There are 26 such correspondences with no
obvious complementary distribution patterns. Roundedness and height are obviously stable
features in the Daw—Hup languages: 25 out of 26 correspondences have matching rounded-
ness values, and 24 out of 26 involve vowels of the same height in all daughter languages

31 The absence of laryngealization in the Yuhup reflex, as attested in Silva & Silva (2012: 167), is unexpected.
The expected form with laryngealization is, however, documented in Ospina Bozzi (2002: 403-404, 444).

3 This etymology is dubious because of two irregularities. First, the final consonant in the Yuhup reflex actu-
ally points to *¢ rather than *;. Second, the falling tone in Daw does not match the falling tone in Hup; Daw points
to a long vowel with falling tone, whereas Hup points to a short (toneless) vowel. The Yuhup cognate is a verb
and is consequently useless for reconstructing the tone.
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(if /e/, /¢/, /a/, and /o/ are all considered low). Backness is a less stable feature, however: only
18 out of 26 correspondences show matching backness values (if central and back vowels are
lumped together). Table 11 lists the correspondences in question, and indicates whether each
correspondence occurs in morphemes with short and long vowels.

Daw | Yuhup/Hup short long Daw | Yuhup/Hup short long
i i + - i i +) -
i i + + i i + +

w i + + o i + +
w i - +
u u + + a a + +
e 2 + +
e e + +
¥ 2 + +
¥ e - +
1) 0 + +
€ a + + € a + -
€ ® - + g & - +
a a + + a a + +
a & (+) +
b} b) + + 3 3 + +
h) o + +
e 2 + +
a 5 + +

(+) = correspondence is attested only in cognate sets with additional irregularities

Table 11. Vowel correspondences between Daw and Yuhup/Hup (matching nasality values only)

It can be seen from Table 11 that the rounded vowels of Daw and Yuhup/Hup correspond
neatly to each other; it is straightforward to posit the vowels *u, *o, *o, *ii, *5 for PDH, all of
which occur as short and long, with unchanged reflexes in the daughter languages, as exem-
plified in 174-188. These five vowels usually have trivial correspondences in Nadéb, as in
<dbung> bun ‘horsefly’, «-doo> -do: (non-indicative «-do> -do) ‘to take away (sg.)’, <-s06p> -forp
(plural «-s’66p> -fo:p) ‘to go up (away from the river), <ttt hiiit ‘tobacco’, «<nooh> -n3h
‘mouth’ (Weir 1984: 25, 141, 170; Barbosa 2005: 36, 37).

(174) PDH *6ux ‘horsefly’ > Daw <bux> bux | | Yuhup <buuh> byith | | Hup <b’th> mbith

(175) PDH *ti:g ‘howler monkey’ > Daw <tuug» ti:g | | Yuhup <tag» tiigy | | Hup <tug> tiigy

(176) PDH *pii:p ‘paxitiba palm (Socratea exorrhiza) > Daw <puup» piizp || Yuhup «ptp» pilp
N Hup <pf1p> valp
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(177) PDH *dob ‘to do gown (towards the river)’ > Daw «dob> dob | | Yuhup «d66m> dodbm
|l Hup <d’6b> nd(jbm

(178) PDH *né: ‘red, ripe’ > Daw «ddo> nd: | | Hup «dd> ndé:

(179) PDH *d0:? ‘to take out, to take away’ > Daw «d60’> do:? || Yuhup «dd’> do?% || Hup
Q8> ndg?

(180) PDH *c¢’5? ‘to untie’ > Daw «¢o’> ¢’2? | | Yuhup s00’> 4237 | | Hup <s’6’> #3?

(181) PDH *cJp ‘to go up (away from the river)’ > Daw <soop> [3;p ‘to rise’ | | Yuhup «sop>
t3p 1l Hup «so6p> t3p

(182) PDH *d3:k ‘to go out, to be extinguished’ > Daw «dook> d3:k | | Yuhup <«dook> dojk ||
Hup «d’6k> djk

(183) PDH *hii? ‘to end’ > Daw «i> hii? | | Yuhup > hii? | | Hup hi’> hii?

(184) PDH *hii:t ‘tobacco’ > Daw «riut> hii:t | | Yuhup <hiit> hiit | | Hup <hiit> hiit

(185) PDH *nii:h ‘manioc starch’ > Daw «fiur> nih || Yuhup aiah> nih || Hup aiths
nith

(186) PDH *n3h ‘mouth’ > Daw adr> n3h | | Yuhup oh-kédn> ndh-keddn | | Hup amoh-k’6d>
ndh-kddn

(187) PDH *h3k ‘to saw’ > Daw «dk> hik | | Yuhup <hdko hdk || Hup hdks hk

(188) PDH */5: ‘to burn (intr.)’ > Daw «d0> hd: | | Yuhup <hd» b5 || Hup thd> hi:

The only complications involving rounded vowels are the sound correspondence between
Daw o(:) and Yuhup/Hup o, found in two cognate sets only (189-190), and the correspondence
between Daw a(:) and Yuhup/Hup 5, documented in at least seven cognate sets (e.g., 191-194).
In the Rogado dialect of Nadéb, one finds the close-mid rounded vowel o in the former case
(<poh> poh ‘sky’; Martins 2005: 288), and the high unrounded vowel 7 in the latter case (<’yyh> -?%h,
non-indicative «-’§h> -?#h ‘to sleep’, amyym> mizm ‘ax’; Weir 1984: 31, 161). For the former corre-
spondence, I use an ad hoc character *O(:), which, judging by the evidence from Nadéb, may
turn out to stand for plain *o(:) with an irregular reflex in Daw. Regarding the latter corre-
spondence, I reconstruct an unrounded vowel *3(:), which must have been lowered in Daw
and rounded in Yuhup/Hup.

(189) PDH *pOx ‘up, above’ > Daw «pox> pox (compare <poox> pix ‘sky’) || Yuhup poh>
ph ‘tall’ (compare «pd> pd ‘up, above’) | | Hup «pdh> péh ‘up, above, sky’

(190) PDH *kO; ‘to scratch’ > Daw «xooj> x3:7% | | Hup k&j> kdjdn

(191) PDH *?3:1 ‘to sleep’ > Daw <aa> 24: | | Yuhup «5h> 25 | | Hup Sh> 25k

(192) PDH *?5:m ‘to be afraid’ > Daw <aam> 2a:m | | Yuhup «dm> 25m || Hup <«6m> 25m

(193) PDH *m5:m ‘ax’ > Daw «maam> mam ‘stone ax’ || Yuhup «mém> mim ‘ax, metal’ | |
Hup «mom> mim ‘metal, iron, metal ax’

(194) PDH *c3h ‘left (side) > Daw «sdob sar> f6:b fah ‘left hand’ || Yuhup <soh-> #5h-35 ||
Hup <86h> ﬂgh%

Let us now consider the correspondences between unrounded vowels only. There are
19 such correspondences, of which 18 involve vowels of equal height in all daughter languages.
The greatest complication here is the fact that the correspondences between non-front and

% The absence of laryngealization in the Yuhup reflex, as attested in Silva & Silva (2012: 165) and Ospina
Bozzi (2002: 348), is unexpected.

3 Martins (2005: 248) documents this as «x60j> xd:7 instead. If the form with a low vowel, attested in Epps et al.
(2018), is revealed to be a typo, one can simply reconstruct PDH *ké:;.

% This term must receive a suffix indicating the distance.

% The rising tone documented in the Hup reflex is unexpected.
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front vowels are quite chaotic.?” All four combinations exist. Daw non-front vowels may corre-
spond to non-front or front vowels of the same height in Yuhup/Hup. Similarly, Daw front
vowels may correspond to non-front or front vowels of the same height in Yuhup/Hup. In
fact, only two combinations are not known to exist: Daw a(:) is not known to correspond to
Yuhup/Hup @, and Daw 1ii(:) is not known to correspond to Yuhup/Hup 7. This raises the
question of how to interpret these correspondences diachronically so as to avoid positing an
implausibly large inventory of monophthongs. Did perhaps the vowel system of PDH include
a typologically rare opposition between three degrees of backness in unrounded vowels? Or
should we reconstruct an inventory of diphthongs for PDH? Or could the complexity result
from splits conditioned by the consonantal environment, possibly including features such as
velarization or palatalization lost in the contemporary languages?38

Nadéb sheds little light on this complex issue. In most cases, oral high unrounded vowels
of Daw, Yuhup, and Hup, regardless of whether they are front or not, correspond to Nadéb ¢
(as in <yb» ?4b ‘father’, <tyb> tib ‘egg’, <tym» tim ‘seed’; Weir 1984: 54, 71; Martins 2005: 339), and
mid unrounded vowels of all three languages correspond to Nadéb a (as in «-sét> -fot ‘to carry’,
<atsém» 2ac’abm ‘at night’, «-géét> -k’art ‘to stand (sg.)’, «t€g> tag ‘tooth’; Weir 1984: 100, 141, 164;
Barbosa 2005: 38). Compare the examples in 195-201.

(195) PDH *?izp ‘tather’ > Daw diip» ?ip | | Yuhup dp> ?ip | | Hup <ip> ?2ip¥

(196) PDH *t,p ‘egg’ > Daw <twuap> tii:p | | Yuhup <tip> tip | | Hup <tip> tip

(197) PDH *tim ‘seed’ > Daw <tum> tuum | | Hup <tib> tibm ‘penis’

(198) PDH *cé,:t ‘to carry on one’s back’ > Daw «séet> &t | | Yuhup «sét> #t | | Hup «sét> et
(199) PDH *c’e;m ‘night’ > Daw «¢ém> c’em | | Yuhup <sdam> Hadbm || Hup «s’ab> tfabm
(200) PDH *k’3,:t ‘to stand’ > Daw <kaat> k¥:t | | Yuhup <kéét> ke¢t | | Hup Két> két

(201) PDH *tog ‘tooth’ > Daw «tag> txg | | Yuhup <tdg> tign | | Hup <tag> tagy

As for the oral low unrounded vowels of Daw, Yuhup, and Hup, there are two possible
correspondences in Nadéb: 7 and a. The former is found when Daw a(:) corresponds to Yuhup/
Daw g, as in «tsdng> ¢’ar ‘clay’ (Barbosa 2005: 39), «<wang> wan ‘pataud fruit’ (Weir 1984: 230). The
latter is found when Daw &(2) (rarely e(:)) corresponds to Yuhup/Hup @ or g, as in <nag’aad> nak’a:d
‘tongue’, <ag> ?ag ‘fruit’, «-yat> -jat (non-indicative <-yad> -jad) ‘to lie on the ground (sg.)’ (Bar-
bosa 2005: 55; Weir 1984: 66, 129, 141). Compare the examples in 202-206. The fact that Daw pat-
terns with Nadéb in distinguishing the vowels found in 202-203 and 205 suggests that Yuhup and
Hup have merged at least some pairs of vowels, possibly by centralizing erstwhile front vowels.

(202) PDH *c’ax ‘earth’ > Daw «cax> c’ax | | Yuhup «saah> tagh | | Hup «s’ah> tfgh
(203) PDH *wax ‘pataud fruit (Oenocarpus bataua)’ > Daw «wax> wax | | Yuhup «wah> wih | |
Hup «wah> wih

%] use the term “non-front” to refer to back and central vowels, since the distinction is not contrastive in any
Naduhup language. Note that the non-front unrounded vowels of Daw are usually described as back (/w/, /d/, /¥/)
except for the low vowels, for which Martins (2004) uses the symbols /a/, /a/ rather than /a/, /@/. By contrast, in Yuhup
and Hup the respective vowels are usually described as central (/i/, /#/, /3/, /a/, /a/), except that Silva & Silva (2012) use
the symbols /a/, /d/ for Yuhup. Martins (2005) uses the symbols /wi/, /d1/, /x/, /a/, /a/ for all Naduhup languages.

3% Martins (2005) attributes some of the sound correspondences considered here to vowel assimilation (um-
laut), and reconstructs a plethora of disyllabic morphemes. While umlaut-like developments are known to have
given rise to rich vowel inventories in multiple language groups (Permic, Khanty, Mansi, Germanic), the Daw-
Hup languages retain no traces of the putative second-syllable vowels, and their closest relatives (Nadéb, and pos-
sibly Kakua, Nikak, and Puinave) also show a clear preference for CVC-shaped morphemes, suggesting that the
template in question must be quite old.

% The high tone documented in the Hup reflex (Epps 2005: 200) is unexpected.
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(204) PDH *ndh-k’#,d ‘tongue’ > Daw xor keed> nih-k'é:d || Yuhup noh-keén> ndh-kadn
Il Hup moh-k’ed> ndh-keedn

(205) PDH *?zg ‘fruit’ > Daw <bee eg> bé: ?eg | | Yuhup <ag> 2agn | | Hup <ag> 2dgy

(206) PDH *jait ‘to lie on the ground’ > Daw «yét> jet | | Yuhup «yet> jaét | | Hup «yét> djaet

There is another piece of evidence suggesting that Yuhup and Hup are less conservative
than Daw with regard to vowel backness. Recall from Table 11 that some correspondences are
restricted to etyma with long vowels (for vowel length in PDH, see 5). These include Daw &: ~
Yuhup/Hup &, Daw w: ~ Yuhup/Hup i, Daw »: ~ Yuhup/Hup e, Daw & ~ Yuhup/Hup &,
and possibly Daw e: ~ Yuhup/Hup e (if 232 is shown to be a wrong etymology). Note that all
these correspondences show a front vowel in Yuhup and Hup. In the case of & ~ &, one can
simply reconstruct PDH *&: (207-208), whose short counterpart (PDH *&) must have given rise
to the correspondence & ~ @ (209). The remaining correspondences (ui: ~ 1, ¥: ~ ¢, & ~ &, e: ~ ) do
have competing correspondences with a central vowel in Yuhup/Hup (ui: ~ 4, ¥~ 9, &1 ~a, e ~ 9),
but the fact that they lack short counterparts suggests that they may go back to erstwhile diph-
thongs (possibly *[ii], *[si], *[eei], *[ei]), which would account both for vowel length in Daw
and for the fronting effect in Yuhup and Hup.# In this paper, I notate the respective PDH
vowels with a subscript ,, as in *#y, *9,:, *a,:, *e,: (210-217). These contrast with *#;:, *9;;, *a;;, *ey;,
which have centralized reflexes in Yuhup and Hup (218-225).

(207) PDH *6&h ‘star’ > Daw ‘méer> ‘méh || Yuhup «wero-meéh> war3-m@@h || Hup
wer(h)o-m’eh> waer(h)o-m@h*

(208) PDH * & ‘non-venomous snake’ > Daw «yée> i&: ‘boa’ || Yuhup «y& n& | | Hup «yé
nje:

(209) PDH *na&g ‘“fat, oil’ > Daw xég> nég | | Yuhup mag> ndy | | Hup még> nay

(210) PDH *ti,:w ‘path’ > Daw «tauw> tirw | | Yuhup <«tiw> tfw | | Hup «iw> tiw

(211) PDH *piy ‘cabari plant (Clathrotropis macrocarpa) > Daw <«puwj piiizy || Yuhup pij>
piyp || Hup «pij> pijdn

(212) PDH *¢’3,k ‘to steal’ > Daw «gaako> ¢’5k | | Hup «s’éko ek

(213) PDH *j3,: ‘to enter’ > Daw «<yaa> j5: ‘to come back’ || Yuhup «yé> j¢ | | Hup «yé> djé:

(214) PDH *we,d ‘to eat’, *wa,d ‘food’ > Daw «weed> wéd, «weed> wé&d || Yuhup <wen>
waedn, <wén> wedn | | Hup «wéd> wedn, «wed> wedn

(215) PDH *k'2,:g ‘bone; to choke on a fishbone’ > Daw <keeg> k'’é:¢ ‘bone; to choke’ || Yu-
hup <keeg> kzagy ‘to choke on a fishbone’ | | Hup K’eg> kazgn ‘bone’; Kk’ég> k&gy ‘to
choke’

(216) PDH *ké,: ‘feather, wing’ > Daw «ée> xé: | | Yuhup ké> k& | | Hup ké> ké: ‘wing’

(217) PDH *cé,rm ‘tick’ > Daw «séem> [&bm* | | Yuhup <tah-sém> tah-tfébm ‘large tick sp.” ||
Hup <tah-séb> tah-tfebm

% In just one cognate set, Daw ¥ (rather than »:) corresponds to Yuhup/Hup e: Daw jaw> jxw ‘nine-banded
armadillo’ ~ Yuhup «yéw> jéw ‘greater long-nosed armadillo’, Hup «yéw> djéw ‘greater long-nosed armadillo, nine-
banded armadillo’. However, the falling tone in Yuhup and the rising tone in Hup both support the reconstruction of
a long vowel in PDH. I reconstruct PDH *j9,-w (with an unknown tonal value) and posit irregular shortening in Daw.

41t is possible that the putative diphthongs are marginally preserved in some varieties of Yuhup. For exam-
ple, Ospina Bozzi (2002: 104) documents the Yuhup reflex of *#3,:¢ ‘firewood; tree (of a given species)’ as [téjgn].
However, other sources on the language attest just «tég> [tégn].

2 The loss of h is typical of the Western and Eastern dialect areas (Epps 2005: 87). The form «wirom’eh-téh>
wir>-m@h-t&h is documented in the Umari Norte dialect area (Epps 2005: 297).

# In Epps et al. (2018), this is attested as <seem> fe:bm, which must be a typo (cf. Martins 2004: 17; Martins
2005: 333).
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(218) PDH *ki;:t ‘to cut’ > Daw «xuut> xui:t ‘to cut, to tear’ || Hup <kib> kit ‘to cut (with an
ax, a machete, etc.)’

(219) PDH *wi#d ‘to arrive, to reach’ > Daw «wwaud> wiii:d | | Yuhup «<win> widn ‘to appear
(of fish during spawning season)’, <yah win> jah-widn ‘to reach’, «wit-> wit- ‘to arrive
(in serial constructions)’ | | Hup «wid> widn ‘to appear (of fish during spawning sea-
son); to arrive, to reach (in serial constructions)’

(220) PDH *cdk ‘butt, buttocks’ > Daw «saak> 5k | | Hup «sdk> 3k

(221) PDH *63,:h “to spill (liquid)’ > Daw <baa> by: || Yuhup <badh> bgsh |1 Hup b’dh»
mbdh

(222) PDH *c’@.p ‘to break by pulling (intr.)’ > Daw <«ceep> ¢’€p | | Hup <s’ap» tip

(223) PDH *ca,:? ‘to carry on one’s hip’ > Daw «see’> /€2 | | Yuhup «sa’> #d? | | Hup «s&’> #i?

(224) PDH *jé;:n “to hide’ > Daw «yéen> jé:dn | | Yuhup <yén> jsdn | | Hup «yad> djédn

(225) PDH *té ¢ ‘to cut (with an ax, a machete, etc.)’ > Daw «tées> t&;f | | Yuhup <tag td¢

I extend the notation ; and , to other pairs of correspondence sets where Daw shows iden-
tical reflexes, whereas Yuhup and Hup show different vowels of the same height (central
vowels in ;-correspondences, and front vowels in ,-correspondences). Therefore, I reconstruct
PDH *i; for Daw i ~ Yuhup/Hup # (226-227); *i, for Daw i ~ Yuhup/Hup i (228-229); *e, for
Daw e ~ Yuhup/Hup a2 (230-231); and *e, for Daw e ~ Yuhup/Hup e (232).

(226) PDH *6i;; ‘common squirrel monkey’ > Daw <bij> biy | | Hup b’§> mbijdn

(227) PDH *tijt ‘rope, cord’ > Daw «tit> tit || Yuhup «tit> tit ‘cord-like, vine’ | | Hup «tit> tit
‘cord-like, vine’

(228) PDH *c’i,d ‘to wash’ > Daw «id> ¢’id | | Yuhup «siin> #fiidn ‘to wash, to clean’ || Hup
«s’id> iﬁdﬂ

(229) PDH *wi,d ‘to hug’ > Daw «wid> wid ‘to hug strongly’ || (?) Yuhup «win> widn ‘to
wind (a thread, a fishing line)’ widn | | Hup wid> widn

(230) PDH *te;n ‘to fish with timb6 > Daw <tén> tedn || Yuhup <tidn> tidn | | Hup <tad> tin

(231) PDH *c’e;m ‘night’ > Daw «¢ém> c’em | | Yuhup «sdam> Hadbm | | Hup «’ab> Habm

(232) PDH *d.de,m, *n.ne,m, or *n.ne,b ‘round’ > Daw <dém> lebm ‘round and small (e.g.,
eye, turtle, mic head)’, mém> nebm ‘spherical (e.g., shell, pan, head, agai fruit stone)’,
or néb> neb ‘round and small (e.g., seeds, fruit)’ | | Hup «dérébs nderébm

I also use a subscript digit in PDH *7, (Daw 7 ~ Yuhup/Hup 1), as in 169, but note that evi-
dence for reconstructing *7; (Daw 7 ~ Yuhup/Hup #) is extremely weak, since the only known
example of the latter correspondence (119) presents further irregularities. If the etymology in
119 is shown to be wrong, one can rewrite *7, as *7.

The remaining vowel correspondences involving vowels of matching height and nasality
can be straightforwardly reconstructed as PDH *i (Daw w ~ Yuhup/Hup i), *f (Daw i ~ Yu-
hup/Hup i), *# (Daw i: ~ Yuhup/Hup #), *9 (Daw ¥ ~ Yuhup/Hup a), *a (Daw a ~ Yuhup/Hup
a), *a: (Daw a: ~ Yuhup/Hup @), *a (Daw a ~ Yuhup/Hup 4), *a: (Daw 4 ~ Yuhup/Hup a), *
(Daw ¢ ~ Yuhup/Hup a), *i: (Daw i: ~ Yuhup/Hup i), *: (Daw i: ~ Yuhup/Hup 7). No subscript
digits are needed for these vowels, since Yuhup and Hup lack competing correspondences
with a differing backness value (except for Daw 4 ~ Yuhup/Hup &, on which see below). Some
examples follow in 233-255.

233) PDH *p.xit ‘wild banana’ > Daw «xuat> xut | | Yuhup «wihit> wihit | | Hup <pihit> pihit
p P p<p p
234) PDH *c.bix ‘bat’ > Daw <bux> bux | | Hup «sib’th> tfibih
P
(235) PDH *hip ‘to grate’ > Daw «réip> hiiip || Yuhup <hip> hip | | Hup <hips hip
236) PDH *pin ‘thick (of liquid) > Daw «p@ns piiin | | Hup «pins> pin
p q P p p <p1v p
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(237) PDH *k’&m ‘to flood” > Daw ké&um> k’izm || Hup k’im> kim

(238) PDH *mih ‘ucuqui fruit (Pouteria ucuqui)’ > Daw «méw miii: || Yuhup «nih> mih | |
Hup nih> mih

(239) PDH *k’9; ‘to remove with one’s fingernail’ > Daw <kaj> k’>7 | | Yuhup kaaj> kadzn ||
Hup <k’.'::ij> kdjdn

(240) PDH *cag ‘leftovers’ > Daw «sag> frg | | Hup «sag> #agy

(241) PDH *wab irau platform’ > Daw «wab> wab || Yuhup <wam> wibm || Hup «wéb>
wibm

(242) PDH *paj ‘thing’ > Daw «pay> paj | | Hup «pay> pdj ‘belongings, goods’

(243) PDH *di:k ‘to hang (intr.)’ > Daw <«daak> di:k (compare «dak> dak ‘to hang (tr.)’) I
Yuhup «daak> dagk || Hup «d’ak> dgk

(244) PDH *ta: ‘to be cooked (ready), spicy’ > Daw <taa> td:* ‘to be half-cooked, spicy’ ||
Yuhup «ta> td | | Hup «ta> td: ‘to be cooked (ready)’

(245) PDH *ci;j ‘poisonous arthropod sp.” > Daw «saay> [d;j ‘scorpion; bee sp.” || Yuhup
«<say> tfij ‘centipede’ | | Hup «say> #ij ‘centipede’

(246) PDH *?2ih ‘T’ > Daw <ar> 2ah || Yuhup <ah> 2ah | | Hup <ah> 24h

(247) PDH *24m ‘you (sg.)’ > Daw am»> ?24m | | Yuhup &m> 2am | | Hup &m> 2am

(248) PDH *od:h ~ *cah ‘to think, to feel’ > Daw <sdar fﬁ:h ‘to feel, to think’, <sar> fah ‘to
think, to suppose, to teach’ | | Hup «sah> tih ‘to accuse’

(249) PDH *na:m ‘curare poison for arrows’ > Daw maam> na:m | | Hup mam> nam

(250) PDH *xeep ‘to scrape’ > Daw «xep»> xep ‘to peel, to scrape’ | | Hup <hap> hdp ‘to scrape
(e.g., curare)’

(251) PDH *deep ‘meat’ > Daw «dep> dep | | Yuhup «daap> dadp | | Hup «d’ap> nddp

(252) PDH *c:? ‘to urinate’ > Daw «sii’> fi:? | | Yuhup «i’> #i? | | Hup «t’> #i?

(253) PDH *?izp ‘father’ > Daw dip»> ?icp || Yuhup dp»> ?ip || Hup <p> ?%ip

(254) PDH *mimn ‘ingd fruit (Inga spp.) > Daw amiin> mim || Yuhup min> min || Hup
amin> min

(255) PDH *-mi: ‘branch’ > Daw <bee mii> bé&-mi | | Yuhup «<mi> -mi ‘water course’ | | Hup
<mi> -mi: ‘water course’

Two residual correspondences with matching nasality values remain unassigned to any
PDH vowel. Daw e(:) ~ Yuhup/Hup @ is a rare example of a correspondence with unmatching
height values, occurring in two verbal roots and their causatives (256-257). I reconstruct the
diphthong *a(:)i to account for it. The correspondence between Daw 4(:) and Yuhup/Hup & is
supported by just one unproblematic cognate set (258), in addition to a dubious etymology
with an irregular correspondence in its final consonant (113); I use the ad hoc symbol *A(:) for
the respective PDH vowel. It is technically possible to reconstruct a distinction between *a,(:)
(> Daw a(:), Yuhup/Hup 4) and *a,(:) (> Daw a(:), Yuhup/Hup &), but I do not adopt such nota-
tion here, since there is otherwise no evidence for positing an opposition between two kinds of
low non-front vowels (*a,/*a,, *a;:/*a,:), and because there is a similar correspondence between
Daw a and Yuhup/Hup &, on which see below.

(256) PDH *jait ‘to lie on the ground’, *ja:it ‘to lay on the ground’ > Daw «yét> jet, ’yéet>
Get |l Yuhup «yet> jéét, <yeet jet | | Hup «yét djét, <«y’ét> djet

(257) PDH *peeit ‘to break (intr.)’, *pa:it ‘to break (tr.)’ > Daw «pét> pet, <péet> pé:t ‘to break
(e.g., abone or a stick)’ || Hup «pét> paet ‘to cut with one’s teeth or mandibles’

“ Epps et al. (2018) document this verb with a rising tone, but this is likely a typo, since CV-shaped roots are
reported to obligatorily carry falling tone by Martins (2004: 91), who documents the root in question as <taa> #:.
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(258) PDH *?A:m ‘wife’ > Daw <dam> 2&m || Yuhup ém> 28m || Hup te’ém> t&-28m
‘daughter-in-law’ (literally ‘son’s wife’)

Table 12 lists the full inventory of PDH vowels reconstructed in this subsection, and Ta-
ble 13 summarizes their reflexes in the daughter languages.

front back front back
Daw back back
unrounded unrounded ac unrounded unrounded ac
rounded rounded
Yuhup/Hup |central | front |central | front central | front | central/back | front
hich *1, *1, *3 — *u (*1y) *1, *3 — *
& — i *i *i,r *u — *1 *% — *:
* * * *
. . e e 9 — o
high-mid . . . . .
e ey 9 9, o:
low-mid ® R & & . '3 o B
*oe,: *ae,! X — *ae: *3: — *3:
*a *a
low -
*a: *a:
unclear o2l O (*A)
*ae:i *O: *A:

() = correspondence is attested only in cognate sets with additional irregularities

Table 12. PDH vocalic inventory
4.2. Unexpected nasality in Yuhup and Hup

In a couple dozen etymologies, Daw oral vowels correspond to nasal vowels in Yuhup and
Hup. Nadéb cognates show oral vowels in such cases, suggesting that the nasality in Yuhup
and Hup is secondary: «-gé> -k’2 (non-indicative «-gaa> -k’a:) ‘to lie in a hammock (sg.)’, <yon>
jodn ‘anteater’ (Weir 1984: 245; Barbosa 2005: 45). I have been unable to identify an environ-
ment that might have conditioned such a sound change. In my reconstructions, I represent the
putative source of nasality in Yuhup and Hup by means of a tilde after the vowel, as in 259-276.

(259) PDH *k’a~? ‘to lie in a hammock’ > Daw <ka’> k’a? | | Yuhup <ka’> ka? “to lie in a ham-
mock, to hang’ | | Hup &’&’> kg? ‘to lie in a hammock, to hang’

(260) PDH *ja~h ‘uacu fruit (Monopteryx uaucu)’ > Daw «yar> jah | | Yuhup «yah jah | | Hup
«yah> njih

(261) PDH *pi:~h ‘to hear, to understand’ > Daw «paar> pdh | | Yuhup pah> pah ‘to hear, to
understand’ | | Hup <hipah> hi-pah

(262) PDH *pa~t ‘hair’ > Daw «pab> pat | | Yuhup «pat> pat ~ «pahat> pahat*s | | Hup «pat> pit
‘hair, feather’

(263) PDH *ca~n ‘pubic hair’ > Daw «san> fadn | | Yuhup «san> tfan || Hup «san> tan

(264) PDH *wa~? ‘vulture’ > Daw «wa’> wa? || Yuhup wa’» wa? || Hup «wa’> wi? ‘black
vulture’

(265) PDH *ni~g ‘you (pl.)’ > Daw «ug> nuig | | Yuhup mig> niy | | Hup aig> niy

(266) PDH *k.mi~n ‘to hug’ > Daw muun> mifdn || Yuhup «yah mins> jah-min ‘to grab in
one’s arms’ | | Hup &kimin> kimin ‘to hug with both arms’

(267) PDH *?%i:~h ‘fire ant’ > Daw «aw 24t | | Yuhup Gh 28k | | Hup <dhs 2%k

# The variant «pahat> pahat, attested in Yuhup by Silva & Silva (2012: 240), is of unclear origin.

331



Andrey Nikulin

PDH Daw Yuhup and Hup
*a, *a: a, a: a
*9, *9, ¥, ¥ By
*9,! ¥ e
*1, *ir w, w i
¥y w i
*3, *2 0,0 h)
*0, *o: 0,0 o
*u, *u: u u u
*oe, *oey g € a
*ae,! & 2
*ae], *eeri e e &
ey, *e; e e 9
*e,, *e, e e e
*1 i i
*1,, 1 i i i
*O, *Or o, o)

PDH Daw Yuhup and Hup
*a, *a aa a
*3, %3 aa 5
B w, i i
*3, *3: 55 5
*q, *i a1 a
&, & §E a &
(i) ) ©)
1, *T. i1 i
(*A), *A: @), a @), &

() = correspondence is attested only in cognate sets with additional irregularities

Table 13. PDH vowels and their reflexes

(268) PDH *c’2>~m ‘to bathe’ > Daw «gom> c’obm | | Yuhup «sdom> #3m | | Hup «’6m> tim
(269) PDH *jo~n ‘anteater sp.” > Daw «yon> jodn ‘giant anteater’ | | Yuhup «ydn> jon ‘colla-
red anteater’ || Hup «yén> njin ‘anteater sp. (brown, no collar, lives side-by-side

with collared anteater)’

(270) PDH *to~h ‘white-lipped peccary’, *to~h-mét ‘collared peccary’ > Daw <tor> toh, <tor mét>

toh-mét || Yuhup «6h> £, tdh-mét> th-mét | | Hup «5h> th ‘white-lipped peccary’
(271) PDH *d3:~n ‘to lick’ > Daw «doon> d3:n | | Yuhup xoon> njin

(272) PDH *m.xu~p ‘right (side)’ > Daw «s60b xup> f0:b xup ‘right hand’#¢ || Yuhup <mu-
huk-> mithitk-% | | Hup «muhtp> mithiip
(273) PDH *pa~n ‘sloth’ > Daw «pen> pedn | | Yuhup «pan> pan ‘Linnaeus’s two-toed sloth’

N Hup <pé.n> pﬁrl
(274) PDH *deae~n ‘chigoe flea’ > Daw «den> dedn | | Yuhup maan> ndan ‘chigoe flea; flea’

4 The form «up> xup is attested in Martins (2005: 277) and Obert (2019: 96). Elsewhere, one finds the unex-
pected reflex «<xub> xub (Epps et al. 2018; Obert 2019: 109).

# This term must receive a suffix indicating the distance. The root-final velar consonant is irregular; it may
have emerged due to the influence of cmuhtk> mihiik ‘chief .
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(275) PDH *p&:~m ‘to sit’ > Daw «peem> p&bm | | Yuhup «pém> p@&m | | Hup «pém> p@m
(276) PDH *cic~p ‘oriole sp. (Icterus chrysocephalus) > Daw «siip> fip || Yuhup «sip> #ip
‘oriole’s song’

In a handful of cognate sets, one finds correspondences that cannot be equated with any
oral vowels reconstructed in subsection 4.1, but that have close parallels among the nasal
vowels. One such correspondence is Daw a: ~ Yuhup and Hup 5, similar to the one derived
from PDH *3:, but with an oral reflex in Daw (277-280). Another correspondence is Daw a(:) ~
Yuhup and Hup &, similar to the one derived from PDH *A(:), but likewise with an oral reflex
in Daw (281-283). In this paper, I reconstruct *3:~ and *A(:)~, respectively, even though no *s:
or *A(:) can be reconstructed. If such vowels were present in PDH, they must have merged
with other vowels (possibly *a) in all daughter languages. Example 280 instantiates what looks
like a non-productive alternation in Yuhup.

(277) PDH *w3:~m ‘red squirrel sp.” > Daw «waam> wi:bm || Yuhup «wdm> wim ‘southern
Amazon red squirrel’ | | Hup «wdom»> wim ‘northern Amazon red squirrel’

(278) PDH *c.x3:~m ‘crab’ > Daw «xaam> xd:bm || Yuhup «s6hém> #3h5m || Hup sohom>
tBhom

(279) PDH *w3:~n ‘to chase, to follow’ > Daw «waan> wi:dn (compare «wan> wadn ‘to ex-
pel’) || Yuhup «wdn> win | | Hup «wén> win

(280) PDH *x3:~n ‘to vomit’ > Daw «xaan> xd:dn || Yuhup <hdn> hn ‘to vomit’ (cf. han>
hidn ‘to regurgitate, to vomit an entire thing’) | | Hup <hén> hin

(281) PDH *jA~? ~ *jA:~? ‘to roast’ > Daw «ya’> ja? ~ «yaa’> j&? || Yuhup «y&> j&? || Hup
<yé’> njei’?

(282) PDH *ki:~? ‘to bury’ > Daw «xaa’> xi? | | Yuhup k&> k&?4 | | Hup ké’> k&?

(283) (?) PDH *6A~? ~ *6A~ ‘cold’ > Daw <ba’> ba? | | Hup «n’é> m@

In 284, Yuhup agrees with Daw in showing an oral vowel, suggesting that Hup must have
acquired nasality in an independent, irregular development.

(284) PDH *k&:n ‘to toast’ > Daw «xeen> xé&dn | | Yuhup kens ka&dn | | Hup kén> kén
4.3. Unexpected nasality in Daw

A few cognate sets show a nasal vowel in Daw and oral vowels in Yuhup and Hup (285-289).
Once again, whenever a Nadéb cognate is available, it also shows an oral vowel, as in «-66t>
-?o:t (non-indicative «-0d> -?0d) ‘to cry’ (Weir 1984: 83, 102). I believe that these words have ir-
regularly acquired nasality in Daw, but for the time being I give alternative reconstructions
with an oral vowel and a nasal vowel until more conclusive evidence is identified.

(285) (?) PDH *hot ~ *h3t ‘far’ > Daw «rot> bt || Yuhup <hot> kit || Hup <hot> hit ‘at some
distance (neither near nor far)’

(286) (?) PDH *?3:t ~ *?5:t ‘to cry’ > Daw «dot> 25t || Yuhup <ot> 25t | | Hup <6t 23t

(287) (?) PDH *?3k ~ *?5:k ‘giant armadillo’ > Daw dok> 25k | | Hup <«ok> 23k

(288) (?) PDH *k’i;n ~ *k’iyy ‘to shoot with an arrow’ > Daw &kinh> k’in || Yuhup <kiig»
kiign |1 Hup <K’ig> kign

(289) (?) PDH *c’ip ~ *c’#p ‘tucum palm (Astrocaryum vulgare)’ > Daw «¢ép> c’iip || Yuhup
<Siip> tfjfp

4 The absence of laryngealization in the Yuhup reflex, as attested in Silva & Silva (2012: 167) and Ospina
Bozzi (2002: 363), is unexpected.
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5. Tones and vowel length

Daw, Yuhup, and Hup are tonal languages. In Daw, only long vowels carry tone (either rising
or falling), whereas short vowels are toneless; in fact, Martins (2004: 55-56) posits a triple op-
position between toneless, rising-toned and falling-toned syllables, where vowel length is con-
sidered allophonic. In Yuhup and Hup, lexical morphemes typically carry falling or rising
tone on their stressed (final) syllable; in Hup, the falling tone has a high allotone preceding
voiceless codas (cf. Epps 2005: 81-82, who considers that the high tone is the underlying one
and the falling tone is an allotone). Syllables with a contour tone are automatically lengthened
in Yuhup (a fact not represented in my broad transcriptions). In Hup, open stressed syllables
are lengthened, too (in this case, I opted to represent the lengthening in my transcriptions).

There is evidence suggesting that Proto-Yuhup-Hup may not necessarily have been tonal,
since the tones of Yuhup and Hup do not correspond to Daw tones, but rather to Daw vowel
length. Furthermore, the tonal opposition found in Daw is also suspect, since, as shown by
Martins (2004: 83), in most cases rising tone is associated with voiceless codas, and falling tone
with voiced codas in Daw. However, there are words with voiced codas and rising tone in
Daw. In this paper, I follow Martins (2004: 78-79) in positing a tonal distinction for Daw and,
consequently, for PDH, however low its functional load may turn out to be.

The basic correspondence pattern, shown in Table 14, is clearly seen in nouns and other
lexical morphemes other than verbs. In this paper, I assume that Daw is conservative regard-
ing vowel length and tones, since the tones of Yuhup and Hup can be predicted based on
those of the Daw cognate.

PDH Daw Proto-Yuhup-Hup Yuhup Hup
*CVC short (toneless) short (toneless) short (toneless) long, risin short,
& HSME | falling/high
*CV:C | long, rising tone long, rising tone
- long (toneless) long, falling short, rising
*CV:C | long, falling tone | long, falling tone
*CV: long, falling tone | long, falling tone short (toneless) long, rising long, falling

Table 14. Tones

The absence of tone/vowel length in Daw corresponds to rising tone in Yuhup, and fal-
ling (before voiced codas) or high (before voiceless codas) tone in Hup (Barboza 2016), as
shown in 290-303.

(290) PDH *kow ‘pepper’ > Daw <xow> xow | | Yuhup kow> kdw | | Hup kdéw> kdw

(291) PDH *dom ‘acard fish’ > Daw «ddém> dobm || Yuhup «dd66m> dodbm || Hup «d’6b>
ndobm

(292) PDH *cug ‘hummingbird’ > Daw <sug» fug | | Yuhup «sug #fiign || Hup stg» filgn

(293) PDH *xuj ‘tish sp.” > Daw «uy> xuj | | Yuhup <huy> ‘piaba fish sp.” || Hup <hay> hilj
‘piaba tish sp.

(294) PDH *c’ap ‘tly’ > Daw «gop> c’op || Yuhup <soop> #oJdp ‘maggot’ || Hup «s’6p> #3p
“fruit fly sp. (big and green)’

(295) PDH *ts;t ‘reptile or amphibian sp.” > Daw «tat> t»t ‘salamander’ || (?) Yuhup «tdt>
tét ‘grasshopper sp.” | | Hup <tat> tét ‘lizard sp. (Bachia spp.); (?) insect sp. (similar to a
bed bug)’
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(296) PDH *k’st ‘uncle, father-in-law’ > Daw <kot> k%ot || Yuhup <koot> ko3t ‘maternal un-
cle, father-in-law’ | | Hup k’6t> kjt ‘maternal uncle, father-in-law’

(297) PDH *b6ok ‘skin, bark, shell (of a turtle); pan’ > Daw <bok> bok ‘shell, cover; pan’ ||
Yuhup <book> bgdk ‘skin, bark; pan’ | | Hup b’6k> mbgk

(298) PDH *dok ‘tish sp.” > Daw «dok> dok ‘fish sp. (found in creeks)’ | | Yuhup «dook> dojk
|| Hup «d’0k> ndgk ‘acarapuru fish (Erythrinus erythrinus)’

(299) PDH *ja,x ‘frog sp.” > Daw «yax> jyx || Yuhup «yidhs jsh || Hup «yah> djsh ‘frog sp.
(large, edible, lives on river banks and on dry land)’

(300) PDH *kox ‘courbaril’ > Daw «xox> xox | | Yuhup <koh> k3h | | Hup <koh> k3h

(301) PDH *du? ‘afternoon’ > Daw «du’> du? ‘afternoon, sunset’ | | Hup «d’t’> ndy?

(302) PDH *woh ‘frog sp.” > Daw «wdr> woh | | Yuhup «wéh> wdh ‘toad sp.’ || Hup «wdhs
woh ‘frog sp. (small, terrestrial, and edible)’

(303) PDH *duh ‘stick’ > Daw <bee dur> bé&:-duh || Yuhup <tég-duuh> tegy-duiih ~ «téguh>
teg-1ih* ‘tree’ | | Hup «tég-d’th> tegy-ndiih ‘tree’

In CVC-shaped morphemes, the falling tone in Daw corresponds to falling tone in Yuhup,

and rising tone in Hup (Barboza 2016). In Daw, all such morphemes have voiced codas, since
voiceless codas are incompatible with falling tone in that language, with very few exceptions
(Martins 2004: 83-84). In my reconstruction, falling tone was compatible with the voiceless
coda *h in PDH, which is lost in Daw. Some examples follow in 304-318.

304) PDH *x4:b ‘woodpecker’ > Daw «xdob> x8:b | | Yuhup chdm> hébm | | Hup <hdbs hobm
p P P
(305) PDH *pa:d ‘cunuri fruit (Micrandra spruceana)’ > Daw «paad> ps:d | | Yuhup pén> pédn

N Hup <péd> pédn
(306) PDH *pé:y ‘umari fruit (Poraqueiba spp.)’ > Daw «peej> pé&; | | Yuhup «péj> p&sn || Hup
<pej> pajdn

(307) PDH *t6;; ‘nose’ > Daw «tdoj> td:1 | | Yuhup 6> togn | | Hup «t6j> tdjdn

(308) PDH *né:g ‘uirapixuna/vapixuna/iuapixuna fruit (Protium spp.) > Daw moog> no:g | |
Yuhup «ddg> dogn || Hup «ddg> ndogn

(309) PDH *k’6:g ‘collared titi monkey’ > Daw <kbog> k’6:¢ || Yuhup kddg> kodgn || Hup
&0g> kdgn

(310) PDH *c’#;w ‘peach palm fruit’ > Daw «quwaw> c’iw || Yuhup <siiw> tfizw || Hup
S’IW> tﬁw

(311) PDH *p3;j ‘catfish® > Daw «pooy> p3;j || Yuhup <hSp-pdy> hip-psj || Hup hdp-poy>
hap-p3j

(312) PDH *66:j ‘traira fish (Hoplias spp.) > Daw <bdoy> bé:;j || Yuhup bddy> bedj || Hup
b’dy> mbdj

(313) PDH *p&;j ‘thunder’ > Daw «péey> pé&;j | | Yuhup péy> p&j | | Hup péy> p&j

(314) PDH *jii:n ‘clothes’ > Daw <yuunv ji:dn | | Yuhup «yan> jidn || Hup «yud> djiidn

(315) PDH *j.xil:n ‘giant anteater’> > Daw «—xuun> xil:dn

(316) PDH *6&:h ‘tree’>! > Daw <bee> bé:

# The variant «téguh> teg-iih, attested in Yuhup by Silva & Silva (2012: 284), is an irregular reduced form of

«tég-duuho tegy-duiih.

% No cognates in Yuhup or Hup are known, but compare Nadéb «yahuun> jahu:dn ‘giant anteater’ (Barbosa

2005: 39).

51 The consonant & resurfaces in Daw when the tone of the noun is changed: <tum beer> tiim bé&h ‘two trees’.

No cognates in Yuhup or Hup are known, but compare Nadéb <baah> ba:h, pl. b’aah> ba:h ‘tree’ (Epps & Obert
2021: 258).
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(317) PDH *c.65:h ‘tayra’ > Daw ¢mdo> ‘m3: | | Yuhup «modh> m35h | | Hup <som’dhs #5mjh
(318) PDH *n.wi:h ~ *d.w3:h ‘cheek’ > Daw <woo> w3: || Yuhup aow-wdh> ndw-wih ||
Hup «dowoh> ndowdh

The rising tone, found in CVC-shaped morphemes only, also corresponds to falling tone
in Yuhup, and rising tone in Hup (Barboza 2016). In PDH, like in Daw, such morphemes may
have voiceless or voiced codas. Some examples follow in 319-337.

(319) PDH *w3p ‘tumor’ > Daw «<woop> wip || Yuhup «wop> wip ‘hernia in the groin or
testicles’ | | Hup «wop»> wp ‘a kind of cyst’

(320) PDH *j3:p ‘anujd fish (Trachycorystes galeatus)’ > Daw <yoop> yp || Yuhup <yop> jip
|| Hup <yop>» djdp ‘fish sp. (~ 20 cm long; similar to the daquiru fish)’

(321) PDH *k’a:t ‘leaf’ > Daw <bee keet> bé-k'é:t || Yuhup «su’-keét> tu?-keft || Hup
suk’et> tfukat, Ket> kat ~ K'ét> kabt>?

(322) PDH *ws,t ‘bird’ > Daw <tawaat> ty-w¥:t || Yuhup wét wét || Hup weét weét
‘plain-breasted ground dove’3

(323) PDH *6d:k ‘bunch, cluster’ > Daw <baak> bik || Yuhup <badk> badk | | Hup <b’ak> mbdk

(324) PDH *ti:k ‘resin, sap’ > Daw <taak> t@k ‘rubber’ | | Yuhup «tdko tik | | Hup <tak> tdk

(325) PDH *wd:k ‘caatinga (place with semi-arid vegetation)’ > Daw «waak> w¥k | | Yuhup
walko wik || Hup <wiak> wak

(326) PDH *k’ti:k ‘bundle, beam’ > Daw <kuuk> k’ii:k || Yuhup <kak> kitk>* || Hup K’uk>
kuk®5

(327) PDH *6i:? ‘cassava bread’ > Daw <baa’> bd:? | | Hup b’a’> mbd?

(328) PDH *$6:? ‘peacock bass’5 > Daw bdo’ bd:? | | Yuhup bdd’> bed? || Hup b'6’> mbg?

(329) PDH *hd:h ‘white-throated tinamouw’ > Daw <hdoh> hé:h || Hup «moh-hdhs m3h-hoh

(330) PDH *diiz¢ ‘timbé vine’ > Daw «duus> dii;/” | | Yuhup «dutg dufi¢ || Hup «d’tug> ndiijh

(331) PDH *?2:¢ ‘golden-backed uakari’ > Daw <@es> 2£ | | Yuhup ¢ ?2¢ | | Hup &¢> 22k

(332) PDH *t5h ‘larva’ > Daw «dor> t3h ‘maggot’ || Yuhup amin-tSh> min-t5h ‘caterpillar sp.
(edible)’, saak-t6h> tfaak-t5h ‘caterpillar sp.” | | Hup «tSh> t3h ‘edible caterpillar’

(333) PDH *hé:h ‘white-throated tinamou’ > Daw «dor> hd:h | | Hup «moh-hdhs m3h-hoh

(334) PDH *pii:h ‘king vulture’ > Daw «puur pi:h | | Hup «wa’-puh> wa?-piih

(335) PDH *we,:d ‘food’ > Daw «weed> wéd | | Yuhup <wén> wedn | | Hup «wed> wadn

(336) PDH *?3:¢ “caxiri beverage’ > Daw <aag> ?x:g |1 Yuhup <ag> ?3gn || Hup <ag> 29gn

(337) PDH *nd:m ‘curare poison for arrows’ > Daw maam> nazm | | Hup aam> nam

At least in Daw and Hup, inherited CV-shaped morphemes do not show length or tonal
contrasts: in Daw, they are long and receive falling tone (Martins 2004: 83); in Hup, they are
invariably lengthened and take falling tone (Epps 2005: 81), though loanwords may take rising

52 Quite unexpectedly, Epps (2005: 210) documents a high tone in this noun: «tih k’ét> tih=ka’t ‘its leaf’. The
expected rising tone is documented in Ramirez (2005: 99, 171).

53 In Hup, an unclear variant «wdt> wot has also been documented (Ramirez 2005: 204).

5 The absence of laryngealization in the Yuhup reflex, as attested in Silva & Silva (2012: 509), is unexpected.

% This noun is only ever attested in the unstressed position (see examples in Ramirez 2005: 109; Epps 2005:
610), hence its underlying tone is unknown. I predict that it has a rising tone when stressed (i.e., when preceded by
a third-person singular possessor tih= or a numeral).

5% This etymon is known to be a Tukanoan loanword (compare Ye’pa-masa bu’t»
2019 [1997]), but it must have been present already in PDH given the existence of reflexes in all daughter lan-

peacock bass’; Ramirez
guages which show regular correspondences).

% This form is documented in Martins (2004: 40). Epps et al. (2018) unexpectedly attest this noun with falling
tone, which is otherwise claimed to be impossible in native vocabulary before a voiceless stop (Martins 2004: 83).
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tone. Their Yuhup cognates typically show rising tone. In other words, in Daw such mor-
phemes behave like other morphemes with falling tone, whereas in Yuhup and Hup they be-
have like the toneless morphemes of PDH (except for the automatic vowel length in Hup).
I believe that Daw is more conservative in this regard, because some CV-shaped morphemes
display vowel correspondences that lack a short version (e.g., 32, 128, 213). Some examples fol-
low in 338-343.

(338) PDH *¢’3: “flower’ > Daw «¢oo> ¢’3: || Yuhup <soo> ¢33 | | Hup <s’6> #3:

(339) PDH *cii: ‘coati’ > Daw «suw fil: | | Yuhup «<sw #it | | Hup <sw tfil:

(340) PDH *til: ‘below, on the ground’ > Daw «tuw> ti: | | Yuhup <tw> tii | | Hup Qo ti:

(341) PDH *hii: ‘game animal’ > Daw «riuw> hil:% | | Yuhup <hib> hii | | Hup <hii> hii:

(342) PDH *j&: ‘non-venomous snake’ > Daw «y&e> & ‘boa’ || Yuhup «y& n& | | Hup «yé&

nj&:

(343) PDH *ké,: ‘feather, wing’ > Daw «ée> xé: | | Yuhup ké> ké | | Hup ké> ké: ‘wing’

In verbs, only Daw shows length/tonal distinctions, whereas in Yuhup and Hup have
largely lost them, since tone in verbs almost always conveys grammatical information. One
exception is the apprehensive mood in Hup, where verbs do show lexical tonal distinctions
(Epps 2005: 84-85), but I have been unsuccessful to derive these distinctions from PDH, and at
any rate only a small number of verbs are attested in the apprehensive mood in Hup. In this
paper, verbal roots (including stative verbal roots, glossed in English as adjectives) are always
given with rising tone in Yuhup and with falling/high tone in Hup.

In 344-350, I give examples of CVC-shaped toneless verb roots in PDH.

(344) PDH *c9;k ‘to peel, to whittle’ > Daw «sako> frk ‘to peel’ | | Yuhup «sdko> #k ‘to peel, to
weed, to whittle’ | | Hup «sdk> #3k ‘to whittle’

(345) PDH *c’9;k ‘to jump’ > Daw «¢ak> ¢’vk | | Yuhup «sddk> tadk | | Hup «s’ak> Hzk

(346) PDH *ki? ‘sticky, to stick’ > Daw «w’> xui? ‘to stick’ | | Hup &> ki?

(347) PDH *t.2ox ‘to run’ > Daw <ox> 2x | | Yuhup <tooh> todh | | Hup «to’6h» to?3h

(348) PDH *tok ‘to pound’ > Daw «tok> tok | | Yuhup «t6k> tok | | Hup «tdk> tok

(349) PDH *pog ‘big’ > Daw «pdg> pog | | Yuhup «pdg> pdgy | | Hup «pdg> pdgn

(350) PDH *po? ‘open, to open’ > Daw «p0’> po? ‘to open’ | | Yuhup «p&’> pd? ‘open’ || Hup
P> pd? ‘to open’

In 351-355, I give examples of CVC-shaped verb roots in PDH with falling tone. All of
them have a voiced coda or *h.

(351) PDH *j3:1 ‘to peel’ > Daw «yooj> ji:1 ‘to skin’ | | Yuhup <yoj> jogn | | Hup <y6j> djdjdn

(352) PDH *t5,:w ‘angry’ > Daw <tdaw» 5w | | Yuhup «tdw» tdw | | Hup <taw> tiw

(353) PDH *t3:w ‘to carry in one’s arms’ > Daw <toow> tiw || Yuhup <tow k&’ tow-ka? ||
Hup «téw> tdw ‘to carry on a stick distributed between two people’s shoulders’

(354) PDH *k’ii:n ‘to weave (a basket)’ > Daw kuuns k’ii:n ‘to weave (aturd basket)’ || Yu-
hup <kuun> kugidn ‘to make baskets (from vine)’ || Hup k’ud> kiidn ‘to weave
(a basket)’

(355) PDH *63,:h “to spill (liquid)y > Daw <baa> b¥: | | Yuhup <bdih> bash | | Hup b’ah> mbsh

In 356-365, I give examples of CVC-shaped verb roots in PDH with rising tone. These
typically have voiceless codas, but some examples with voiced codas are also known.

% This form is documented in Martins (2005: 232). Epps et al. (2018) unexpectedly attest this noun with rising
tone, which is otherwise claimed to be impossible in CV-shaped morphemes by Martins (2004: 69).

337



Andrey Nikulin

(356) PDH *c’&:n ‘to caress, to hug affectionately’ > Daw «¢éen> ¢’én ‘to caress, to please’
| | Hup «’én> s@n ‘to hug affectionately’

(357) PDH *t0:j ‘to carry on one’s head or neck’ > Daw <tdoy’> td;f° ‘to carry on one’s neck’
(compare~ tdoy’> t6;j ‘to carry on one’s shoulder or head’) || Yuhup «dy’> t3j° ‘to
heap’ | | Hup <hitdy’> hi-tdj’ ‘to carry on one’s head’

(358) PDH *cd,:p ‘thin’ > Daw «saap> :p | | Hup <séap> tf3p

(359) PDH *c’ii:k ‘to itch’ > Daw «cuuko c’iizk || Yuhup «<suuko tfuiik || Hup <s™ako tfiik

(360) PDH *k3:k ‘to pull’ > Daw «xaak> x¥k | | Yuhup kék> k3k || Hup kako kdk

(361) PDH *wd,? ‘to hear’ > Daw «waa’> w¥? | | Hup «wa’> wd?

(362) PDH *t,:? ‘to make fire, to put on fire’ > Daw <taa’> t3:? | | Yuhup «ta’> t3? ‘to rekin-
dle’ || Hup @’ t4?

(363) PDH *n37 ‘to give’ > Daw do’> 152 | | Yuhup o’ n? ‘to give, to sell’ | | Hup nd>
nie

(364) PDH *jii:2 ‘hot’ > Daw «yuu’> yii:? ‘hot; year’ | | Hup «y@’> dju? ‘to burn (paper, litter)’

(365) PDH *wd:h ‘unripe, semi-ripe’ > Daw «waar> wi:h ‘unripe’ | | Hup «wah> with ‘semi-ripe’

In 366-368, I give examples of CV-shaped verb roots in PDH. These invariably have vowel
length and falling tone in Daw, and I assume this was already the case in PDH.

(366) PDH *t3: ‘dry (of wood)’ > Daw <too> t3: || Yuhup <to> £J ‘to dry or to get burnt (in
the sun)’ || Hup «to6> t3:

(367) PDH *cé: ‘happy’ > Daw «s60> o: | | Yuhup «s6> #0 ‘to have a rest’ | | Hup <hisdsd» hi-
tfo-1/0:

(368) PDH *pii: ‘to get wet’> > Daw «puw> pil: ‘to soak (e.g., flour, rice, beans)’ | | Hup pt>
pii:

Tonal suprafixes are used to derive nouns from verbs in all Daw-Hup languages. Daw
employs the rising tone for this purpose (Martins 2004: 516), Yuhup uses the falling tone (Silva
& Silva 2012: 101), whereas Hup uses the rising tone (Epps 2005: 86), though exceptions do ex-
ist. In addition, Daw uses tonal suprafixes for changing valency, and deriving verbs from
nouns, processes that must have been present already in PDH. For this reason, some apparent
irregular correspondences between tones can be plausibly ascribed to the derivational history
of individual nouns. Consider the data in 369-372. The Yuhup noun for ‘shaman’ has an un-
expected talling tone, which does not match the evidence from Daw or Hup, revealing its
deverbal origin. Similarly, the Yuhup and Hup noun for ‘achiote’ point to a long vowel in
PDH, suggesting that they may have in fact been derived from the verb *hs,w.

(369) PDH *cow ‘shaman’ > Daw «saw> fw | | Hup «saw> tfaw

(370) PDH *cow ‘to be a shaman, to practise shamanism’ > Daw «saw> frw | | Yuhup <sdw>
t3w ‘to practise shamanism’ — «saw> #3w ‘shaman’ | | Hup saw> 3w

(371) PDH *how ‘achiote’ > Daw <raw> hyw

(372) PDH *hs;w ‘to be painted with achiote’ > Daw <raaw> h¥:w ‘to be red’ || Yuhup
<hdw> hdw ‘to paint oneself with achiote’ — <haw> hdw ‘achiote’ | | Hup <haw> hdw “to
be painted with achiote’ — <hdw> hdw ‘achiote’

Some exceptions to the general rule remain that cannot be plausibly attributed to tonal
suprafixes. In a handful of etymologies, Daw points to a short vowel in PDH, whereas Yuhup

% This etymon is known to be a Tukanoan loanword (compare Ye’pa-masa «puii> ‘to get wet’; Ramirez 2019
[1997]), but it must have been present already in PDH given the existence of reflexes in Daw and Hup which show
regular correspondences.
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and Hup point to a long vowel, as shown in 373-378. At least in 378, the vowel length must
have been irregularly lost in Daw, since the vowel correspondence in question is not normally
found in morphemes with short vowels.

(373) (?) PDH *c’um ~ *c’uzm ‘euphonia sp.” > Daw «qum> c’ubm || Yuhup <sutm> tfuiibm
‘short-tailed pygmy tyrant’ | | Hup <s’ub> t#ffibm

(374) (?) PDH *62? ~ *63? ‘gourd bow]’ > Daw <bo’> ba? | | Yuhup bod>> bod? | | Hup b’0’> mb3?

(375) (?) PDH *to¢ ~ *tox¢ “fart’ > Daw <tos> tof | | Yuhup «to¢> ti¢ | | Hup «to¢ t3jh ‘to fart’

(376) (?) PDH *k’oh ~ *k’o:h ‘insect egg, maggot’ > Daw <kor> k’oh ‘egg of a bee or a wasp’ | |
Hup &’oh> kjh ‘maggot’

(377) (?) PDH *pux ~ *pii:x ‘foam’ > Daw «puwx> pux || Yuhup «pah> piih || Hup <puh> pith

(378) PDH *jo,;w ‘nine-banded armadillo’ > Daw jaw> jxw ‘nine-banded armadillo’ I | Yu-
hup «yéw> jéw ‘greater long-nosed armadillo’ | | Hup «yéw> djéw ‘greater long-nosed
armadillo, nine-banded armadillo’

In several other etymologies, by contrast, Daw points to a long vowel in PDH, whereas
Yuhup and Hup point to a short vowel. This is exemplified in 379-382.

(379) (?) PDH *p.pin ~ *p.pi;n ‘great kiskadee’ > Daw «piin> pizdn | | Yuhup <pipin> pipidn

(380) (?) PDH *#d:w ~ *baw ‘venomous snake sp.” > Daw <baaw> bd:w ‘rattlesnake’ || Yu-
hup baaw> bagw | | Hup b’aw> mbiw “pit viper (Bothrops spp.)’

(381) (?) PDH *?a;j ~ *?4j ‘woman’ > Daw <day> 24 | | Yuhup <ay> 23 | | Hup <ay> 24j

(382) (?) PDH *mi:h ~ *m3h ‘lake, stagnant water’ > Daw «mdo> m3: ‘lake’ || Yuhup moh>
moh ‘lake (away from the river bed)’ || Hup «méh> mh

In 383-384, Yuhup, but not Hup, agrees with Daw, pointing to a PDH long vowel. Hup,
however, shows falling/high tone. Note that these two nouns form a semantic field.

(383) PDH *t6:¢ ‘daughter’ > Daw «tdog> t6:g | | Yuhup «tdg> togn | | Hup «tdg> togn®
(384) PDH *t&:~h ‘son’ > Daw «tee> t& || Yuhup «téh> t&h || Hup «téh> t&h ‘son, fraternal
nephew, offspring’ ¢!

In 385-388, Hup agrees with Daw, pointing to a PDH long vowel. Yuhup, however, un-
expectedly shows rising tone, according to Silva & Silva’s (2012) attestations. Possible explana-
tions include borrowing from Hup, incorrect transcriptions, or true irregular change.

(385) PDH *dd:p ‘oropendola, cacique’ > Daw «ddop> do:p || Yuhup «d66p> dodp || Hup
«&’p> dop

(386) PDH *tii:n ‘nocturnal curassow’ > Daw <tuun> tii:dn ‘curassow sp.” || Yuhup <moy-
tun> mij-tidn | | Hup amoytud> m3j-tidn

(387) PDH *jit:h ‘frog sp.” > Daw «yuur> jizh || Yuhup «yuh> jith || Hup «yuh> djiih ‘frog
(large, gray, lives in lakes or on land, edible)’

(388) PDH *tii:k ‘vine sp.” > Daw <buuk> bizk || (?) Yuhup <buuk> bugik “fruit sp.” || Hup
b’uk> mbiik ‘apui vine (Clusia spp.)’

Only a few etymologies involve exceptional tonal development, however. The correspon-
dence patterns identified in this section are quite robust. An important question for compara-

% The expected rising tone in this noun is in fact attested once in Epps (2005: 202), but elsewhere Epps (2005)
documents the same noun with falling tone.

1 A possible explanation for the divergent tone in Hup is that it could be back-derived from the homony-
mous verb ‘to be pregnant (of animals)’ (Epps 2005: 181).
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tive Naduhup studies is whether tone existed in Proto-Daw-Hup at all, given that no tonal
contrasts are reconstructed in CV-shaped morphemes as well as in morphemes with a voice-
less coda (except *h). In fact, Barboza (2016) posits a binary opposition between high-toned
morphemes (my short vowels) and rising-toned morphemes (my long vowels), and claims that
the tonal distinction found in Daw is secondary. Considering that a contrast is reconstructed in
morphemes with voiced codas, one is tempted to assume that it may have originally existed in
morphemes with voiceless codas as well, but the combination of the falling tone and a voice-
less coda must have been eliminated in some way (either by altering the tone or by voicing the
coda). For the time being, the issue remains open.

6. Additional etymologies

In this section, I present some additional etymologies that were not discussed in 2-5. I start by
presenting cognate sets that lack known reflexes either in Daw or in Yuhup-Hup, but that
must have existed in Proto-Daw-Hup, since cognates have been identified in Nadéb.

The etymologies in 389-404 are only represented in Yuhup and/or Hup, but not in Daw.
They are securely reconstructed to PDH because there are external cognates in Nadéb. In 403,
Yuhup points a long vowel, and Hup to a short one, just like in 383-384.

(389) PDH *wa(:)t ‘to visit, to walk’ > Yuhup «wat> wit ‘to visit’ | | Hup «wat> wit ~ Nadéb
«-wab> -wat (non-indicative <-wad> -wad) ‘to move’ (Weir 1984: 165)

(390) PDH *k’ap ‘tish sp.” > Hup K’ap»> k’ip ‘piaba fish sp. (~ 5 cm long)’ ~ Nadéb «gédb> k’ab
‘cardinal tetra’ (Weir 1984: 190)

(391) PDH *k’oh ~ *k’9:h ~ *ke,(:)h ‘sweet’ > Yuhup <kédh> kadh || Hup k’ah> kgh ~ Nadéb
«-gééh> -k’a:h (Weir 1984: 66)

(392) PDH *ks;:2 ~ *ké,:? ‘bone, leg’ > Yuhup ka’> k5? ~ Nadéb k’&é> ka: ‘stem (of manioc)’
(Weir 1984: 154), ‘bone’ (Martins 2005: 278)

(393) PDH *w.hoyh ~ *w.he;h ‘old woman’ > Yuhup «wihah> wahsh, <wahih> wahdh ‘to be-
come old (of women)’ ~ Nadéb «wahéh> wahah ‘old (pl.)’ (Weir 1984: 152)

(394) PDH *co:w ‘to shoot with a blowgun’ > Yuhup «sow> #5w | | Hup <sow> 5w ~ Nadéb
<-s00m> -fo:bm (non-indicative «-s6déw»> -o:w) ‘to shoot with a blowgun’ (Weir 1984:
240, 310)

(395) PDH *?2;j ‘pulp-like, ashes’ > (?) Yuhup <oy> 2Jj ‘to chew’ | | Hup <«by> 23] ‘peach palm
fruit pulp, grated manioc’, «tég-0y> tegn-?3j ‘ashes’ ~ Nadéb <ooj> 20;j (Rogado dialect),
<006j> 227 (Rio Negro dialect) ‘ashes’ (Martins 2005: 321)

(396) PDH *x3: ~ *hd: ‘liver’ > Yuhup <ho> hJ || Hup <hd> hd: ~ Nadéb <hooh> ho:h ‘liver’
(Barbosa 2005: 27)

(397) PDH *ndh-cug ‘beard’ > Yuhup noh-sug> ndh-tfiign ‘stalk of a fruit or a leaf’ || Hup
aoh-sug> ndh-fiign ~ Nadéb masuuk> ndfuk ‘beard’ (Barbosa 2005: 44)

(398) PDH *6u(:)j(-tok) ‘ear’ > Yuhup <buy-tok> bujtdk ~ buy-rok> bujrk || Hup <b’otok>
mbotdk ~ b’orok> mbordk ~ Nadéb nabuuj> nabu:j ‘ear’ (Barbosa 2005: 26)

(399) PDH *xa;:g ~ *hee,g ‘Southern American bushmaster’ > Yuhup <hég> hegny ||
Hup <heg> hgn ~ Nadéb <haak> hak ‘Southern American bushmaster’ (Barbosa 2005:
38)

(400) PDH *k’Zy: ~ *k’1y ‘mosquito’ > Yuhup <kii> kii || Hup &’1> ki: ~ Nadéb «giijp k’#j
‘mosquito’ (Weir 1984: 81)
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(401) PDH *tu? ‘to be in water’ > Yuhup «tu’> ti? | | Hup «@’> ti? ~ Nadéb «tu> -fu ‘to be in
water (sg.) (Weir 1984: 141)

(402) PDH *ji,:? ~ *ji:? ‘man, male’ > Yuhup «y1’> ji? | | Hup «tiyl’> ti-ji? ~ Nadéb <aj’yy> ?aji
(pl. <ajyy> 2aji) ‘man’ (Epps & Obert 2021: 258)

(403) PDH *?n ‘mother’ > Yuhup dn> 2in || Hup «n> ?in ~ Nadéb «’§§n> 2En ‘mother’
(Weir 1984: 151)

(404) PDH *c’.c’ib ~ *c’.c’ip ‘insect sp.” > Yuhup «sisiim’> #fitfiib ‘mosquito sp.” || Hup
«s’is’ib’> tfitfip ‘fly sp. (tiny, with red head)’ ~ Nadéb «watsyb> wac’ib ‘biting midge’
(Barbosa 2005: 35)

The etymologies in 405-409 are only represented in Daw, but not in Yuhup or Hup. They
are securely reconstructed to PDH because there are external cognates in Nadéb.

(405) PDH *k’d:w ‘to fell trees; cultivated field’ > Daw <kaaw> k’d:w ~ Nadéb «-gaam> -
k’a:bm (non-indicative «-gdaw> -k’2:w) ‘to fell trees’, <-gaaw»> -k’a:w ‘cultivated field’
(Weir 1984: 40)

(406) PDH *c’d;j ‘frog sp.” > Daw <caay> c’i;j ~ Nadéb «ts’aaj c’a;j ‘frog sp.” (Martins 2005:
230)

(407) PDH *tim ‘eye’ > Daw «um> tutbm ~ Nadéb <matym> mdtibm (incorporated «ty> ti)
‘eye’ (Weir 1984: 298)

(408) PDH *kom ‘buttress root’ > Daw «<xom> xom ~ Nadéb kdém> kobm ‘root” (Martins 2005:
315)

(409) PDH *co? ‘to take out’ > Daw «s6’> fo? ~ Nadéb «-sok> -fok ‘to take out (pl.)’ (Weir 1984:
289)

Some etymologies present irregularities of kinds not considered above, such as corre-
spondences between a stop and a nasal (410), between a fricative and a stop (411), between un-
rounded and rounded vowels (412), between glottal and palatal fricatives in addition to an ir-
regular vowel correspondence (413), between plain and glottalic/glottalized consonants in dif-
ferent positions (414), ot involve multiple irregularities (415-416). They may involve irregular
change, horizontal transmission, or simply turn out to be flawed comparisons. Note that 414 is
similar to forms found in some Tupian languages of the upper basins of the Madeira and
Tapajos Rivers, which do not show regular correspondences among themselves, and cannot be
of Tupian origin: Sakurabiat «siokweet> tsiok“e:t ‘toucan’ (Costa 2020: 135), Akuntsu jok“et ‘tou-
can’ (Aragon 2008: 35), Kawaiwete <sokwet> sok“et ‘toucan’ (Weiss 2005: 101).

(410) (?) PDH *di;p ~ *di;m ‘to disappear’ > Daw <n#p> niip || Yuhup miim> niim

(411) (?) PDH *bi,¢ ~ *bi,c ‘bird sp.” > Daw <bis> | | Yuhup <biis> biic ‘silver-beaked tanager’
|| Hup <b’is> bijt ‘tanager’

(412) (?) PDH *min ~ *miin ‘caatinga (place with semi-arid vegetation) > Daw «m&un>
milin || Hup «amuin> miin (cf. also cmumutin> miimiin ‘id.”)

(413) (?) PDH *wa&h ~ *wAh ~ *wA¢ ‘pigeon’ > Daw «wér wéh || Yuhup wéh> w&h || Hup
wég wajh

(414) (?) PDH *c’okwe,t ~ *coke,t ~ *cok’e;t ~ *cokwe,t ‘toucan’ > Daw «¢cOkwét> c’okwet || Yu-
hup «sokét> #okst | | Hup «sdk’at> Hokgt ~ <sokw’at> tokwdt

(415) (?) PDH *cé:y ~ *j.jo:gn ~ *mu-c’6:n ~ *mu-jo:n ‘elbow’ > Daw <«s6ogn> f0:gn7 || Yuhup
«yoydg> jojogn || Hup bus’ag> mbutfagn ~ bus’6g> mbutfogy ~ bds’dg> mbotfogn ~
buydg> mbujogy

(416) (?) PDH *c’tc’ ~ *c’id ~ *c’in ~ *c’1 ‘beetle sp.” > Daw «iinh’> c’” ‘abacaba palm bee-
tle’ || Yuhup «siin> tfiidn ‘scarab beetle’ | | Hup <s’ij> tfijdn ‘dung beetle’
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7. Conclusion

In this paper, I have made an attempt at reconstructing the phonology and lexicon of Proto-
Daw-Hup, thus contributing to comparative studies of the Naduhup languages. I acknowl-
edge that some decisions of mine need further reworking. In particular, a system of 45 nuclei
is typologically surprising, and it is probable that future research will show that some of the
vowel correspondences considered here are in complementary distribution, thus helping re-
duce the inventory; the optimal diachronic interpretation of what I symbolize by subscript
digits and capital letters remains to be established. Another issue that requires further atten-
tion are the cases where Yuhup and Hup show nasality without any apparent source in PDH
(the symbol ~ in my reconstruction is, of course, an ad hoc notation of a phenomenon whose
nature is unclear). Finally, the fact that the tonal opposition of Daw (and PDH) is only fully
seen in morphemes with voiced codas and *h is suspect. It remains to be determined whether
the tones represent an innovation with regard to Proto-Nadahup (cf. Barboza 2016), or
whether the tonal opposition had once been more robust.
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A. B. Huxyaun. ®oHOIOTHYECKas! PeKOHCTPYKIIMS ITPas3bIKa JbIy—XyIICKOM IPYIIIIbI

B craThe paccMaTpUBAIOTCS 3BYKOBBIE COOTBETCTBUSI MEKAY SI3bIKAMM JIBLY, IOXYII M XYII, CO-
CTaBJLIIOIIVIMIY TPYIIITY HaJyXYIICKOI! s13bIKOBOI ceMbu (FO>kHast AMepuka), U IpeIaraeTcs
¢JoHoTOIIMYIeCKasT PeKOHCTPYKILIVS pas3biKa STON IpyIIisl. MopdeMbl B IIpaJbly—XyIICKOM Jalrie
Bcero umeiot ¢popmy */CVC/, Ho BoccTaHaBIMBAIOTCA U MOpgeMEI CTPYKTypsI */CV/, a Taxke
HEKOTOpOe KOJIMYECTBO ITOTyTOPACIOKHBIX U JBYCIOXKHBIX MopdeM. ITpagsry—Xyrckuit KOH-
COHAHTM3M HaCYUTHIBAET 22 COIVIACHBIX, CPeAN KOTOPHIX IJIyXUe U IJIOTTaIN30BaHHbIE CMBbIU-
Hble, OOBIYHbBIE VM IJIOTTAJM30BaHHBIE IJIaiifibl, (PpUKATUBHEIE, HOCOBBIE, a TAaK’Ke 3BOHKIE
cMbIuHble. UTO KacaeTcsl BOKan3Ma, oOHapy>kKeHO 45 psiloB COOTBETCTBUI, IIPOTUBOIIOCTAB-
JIEHHBIX B TOM YHCJIe TI0 TaK/UM IIPU3HAKaM, KaK JOJITOTa ¥ Ha3aJbHOCTh; HEKOTOPhIE 13 Pe-
KOHCTPYMPOBAHHBIX IJIACHBIX, BO3MOXHO, ObLIM Au(TOHramMyu, a He MoHOoprTOHramu. /s
JOJITUX IJIACHBIX BOCCTAHABJIVMBAETCA TOHAJIbHAs OIIIO3ULIVS MEXAY BOCXOIAIUM U Iaja-
IOIIVIM TOHaMM, OJJHAKO OIIIIO3ULIVISI HeMTPaIU3yeTcs Iepe]; GOIbIIMHCTBOM ITyXuX (pUHaIeN.

Karouesvie crosa: HaJyXyIICKNE SI3bIKN, CpaBH]/ITe.JII)HO-I/ICTOpI/I‘IeCKI/IiI METO/; (bOHOHOTM‘IeCKaﬂ
PEKOHCTPYKIWISL.



