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f‘oreword

distinguished Nigerian linguists who migrated to the USA in the late

1980s. He studied at the University of Ibadan between 1978 and 1984
and was one of the'star students at both the undergraduate and graduate
studies. Some of his colleagues in the Department of Linguistics & African
Languages at the University of Ibadan include Professors Francis Oyetade,
Yetunde Schleischer, Solomon Oyetade, Dotun Ogundeji as well as other
linguists and language scholars, who themselves have made significant
impact on the global linguistic scene. Professor Akinlabi is a veteran teacher
whose former students include Professors Francis Egbokhare, Eno-Abasi
Urua, Bolanle Akeredolu-Ale (nee Kassal), Harrison Adeniyi, Christine
Yetunde Ofulue, Tayo Bankale and many others.

Professor Akinbiyi Akinlabi, born March 05, 1958, is one of the foremost

Professor Akinbiyi Akinlabi has made important contributions to
linguistic research on Nigerian and indeed African linguistics, particularly in
the area of phonology and phonological theory. In addition, he has
mentored, encouraged and supported many students and colleagues in their
academic careers.

Professor Akinlabi served as the President of the World Congress of
African Linguistics from 2009 to 2015; and is the current President of the
Association of Contemporary African Linguistics (ACAL). He is also a
Council member of the West African Linguistic Society (WALS/SLAOQ).

To ensure the sustainable development of the next generation of
African linguists, he co-founded the African Linguistics School (ALS) in 2008.
ALS is a biennial summer programme that provides two weeks of intensive
study in core areas of Linguistics pro bono to African and non African
graduate students who plan to carry out research on African languages. So
far, ALS has been held in Accra 2009 (Ghana), 2011 (Benin), Ibadan 2013
(Nigeria), 2016 (Cote d’Ivoire); the most recent just held in 2019 (South
Africa).

Professor Akinbiyi Akinlabi was a Fulbright Fellow (2015-2016) at the
Universite Felix Houphouet Boigny in Cote I'voire. In recognition of his
contribution and leadership role in the growth and development of African
Linguistics, he was awarded the distinguished Ivorian National Medal and
title, ‘Officier de I'Ordre de Merite Ivorien’ in 2017.

Professor Akinlabi turned 60 year last year. This collection of essays
is to mark this diamond milestone and to thank the Almighty God for his life.
antributors to this volume include his colleagues in Nigeria and in the
Diaspora as well as his former and current students. The papers cut across
most areas of linguistic and language studies. Being a Phonologist himsel, it

ix




Foreword

is hardly surprising that the majority of papers in this volume come from
Phonology.

Aﬁ‘.icatt .Lang'uages in Time and Space: A Festschrift in Honour of Professor
Akinbiyi Akinlabi will serve as an important book of readings to those

interested in understanding African languages and for the study of African
languages.

Eno-Abasi Urua
August 2019

Qséaé

At6t6 Arére, orin tuntun dé!

Mo séba foba t6 16j6 ond,

Mo jiiba f¢ba to da gbogbo eni,

Oba Edinmare to kan Akinbiyif d4,

Oltiwa wa, ab&’ni-miil¢, méa-da’ni.

" iba re o, Qba t6 da baba Malik t6 fi miliki.

Mo wagbé titf, émi o ri kékeré eye igiinnugun,

N o si rf majésin akalamagbo niju,

Ko séye ti yoo se bi okin, e ma fomQ wdmo

Qkan soso araba, kii segbé egbaa ¢stnsun,

Akinbiyii dé!

Omo Akinlabi t6 tiin bAkin 1¢mo

Akinlabi, alakara tf ki pé kélomiran 6 ma din,

Qko Oluwatdyin tayé 1 f¢,

Iraw¢ ¢san, ti i bawon agba léru.

Okun dé, baba gbogbo omi,

Qsa dé, baba 0doké6do,

Ojo nila tii yawé agbagba, baba Malak,

Akinlabi, Akin la 11 ké jade

Akinlab{, Akin t6 jAkin o

Akinbiyif, Ogidan ‘kiinrin im¢ ¢d4 ede

Ogtinlégbeje okunrin, adape ili, ti won fi pe lénikan soso
Ako eran im¢ ti { jewé e gbégbé,

Ibi t{ woén ni ki gbégbé 6 ma gbé, ib¢ ni { gbé

Eni ti wén ni, won 6 bu ki,

T'Olédiimare 1 bt kin

Oko M¢riam t6 dogba dél¢ bi irt esin,

Aye tésin o je, irnidi¢nje ¢,

E b4 mi se gbosa fiin irfji Odumare

Awa yin la nild, e ma pe wa lélejo m¢,

Akinlabi dé, oréso médi gbabon 1¢wé ojo,

O bawon nibg, 6 jit wén.

Otit sagba eké, Akinbiyif bawon nibé, 6 doga fiin gbogbo won,
Onim¢ ¢dé edé atata, tiwon Oyinb6 aldwg funfun A kan sédré si,
Aare onim¢-¢d4 ede fun gbogbo adulaw¢ t6 wa layé,
Akin nilé, Akin nibi gbogbo,

Qga awon ¢g4,

Qjogbén tdiwon Qjogbén 1 gbdsuba fiin,

Xi




Ogégé
A-t6-fojo-mo, baba Akinola
Owara 0j6 img, olégbén ti gbogbo ayé 1t wa kiri
Aniyikdyé, a-fim¢-danil¢kun-i-se-kdnnidu
Onimé fonéléji t6 tayo gbogbo won,
Baba Malik t6 dapésin
Akinbiyii omo Akinlabi, baba Akinol4,
Omo Akin t6 tiin b’Akin
Omo Noimat Adunni t6 niyi ka gbogbo ay#é,
Oko Mériam to moye,
Baba Malak tOyinbé 1 wari fiin,
Omo Nasiru Adégoke Adisa, 0jo ti pé, mé fé ba o délé baba a re,
Akinlabi, omo oléji ogun
Akinlabi, baba Biléewomo
Akinlabi 16ké 1ért, 6 tin 16ke 16binrin
Akinlabi, baalé Okékéye
Omo dyinb6 fokun §'0na
Omo alabéré oyinbd, ko ma yeran siba
Omo iba ko lakiisa, kini yoo fabéré ran
Omo kikd jeun jeje
Omo ebi ko gbdogun
OQmo artin ko gboni bi imélé
Imélé gboni, 6 ju aareé lo
Omo kiik ki i, 0mo ki i ma yan &n lodi
Omo abesé pelebe bii ti orogun iya €

Akinlabi, omo elésin merindilogun, ti méjo n jeko, ti méjo n sarinje.

Akinbiyii Akinlabi, onim¢ t6 m¢to,

Baba Olawatésin té 11 se tOluwa oba,

Baba Akinola té ni fliinrigbin im¢ ka gbogbo ayé,
Igi odan imo¢, onibooji kdnrinkése.

Akinbiyii ti di igi 9gégé, 6 wa 1é ténté, bi osu tuntun,
Gbogbo ara, kiki ¢wo!

E b4 mi d4 miso fiin baba Malik té 11 se bebe,
Akinbiyii ti gtin ¢gegé, igi ola 16 gn!

Baba 0, Baba 0, Baba 0,

Kéluwa da baba si fiin wa!

Baba 0, baba 6, baba 0

Kéliiwa da baba si fiin wa!

Oluseye Adésola
Yale University, 2019
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The Feature [stress]

Paul de Lacy

bstract | "
This article argues that lexical entries cannot contain prosodic

structure. To account for contrastive (‘lexical’) stress, a Privative
feature [stress] that inhabits root nodes is proposed. Lexical stress mvoh{es
preserving underlying [stress] and requiring that an output root node with
[stress] must be the designated terminal element of a Prosodic Word. A
prediction of this theory is that there cannot be any lexical seco.ndar'y stress,
unless it is mediated through derivational bases or paradigmatlc.umform%ty.
A further consequence is that there can be morphemes that contain a floatm.g
[stress] feature. Both predictions are explored, and challenges for prosodic
accounts of lexical stress are identified.

The Feature [stress]’
1. Introduction

The goal of this article is to propose that there is no und.erlying Prosodic
structure whatsoever, apart from tone: i.e. the morphs of lexical entries never
contain moras, syllables, feet, prosodic word nodes, or any other node in the
prosodic hierarchy. Of course, there are two obvious challenges for such a
proposal: how to account for contrastive length, and how to account for
contrastive (‘lexical’) stress.

Due to space limitations, segmental length will not be discussed hers,
though I believe there are compelling arguments against having moras 1n
underlying forms. Instead, this article is entirely about lexical stress.

Many languages have contrastive stress. For example, in Cupefic
words that lack long vowels, stress falls on either the first or second syllable
unpredictably.

(1) Cupefio lexical stress (Hill 2005:23, Alderete 1999)
() ['a.jat] eyet ‘thief’
(b) ['tfa.lal] chalal 'bark’
(c) ['su.lit] sulit ‘one’
(d) [pa.'xal] paxal ‘cradle’

* 1 wrote this paper in honor of my friend and colleague, Akinbiyi Akinlal?i, in celebratio
of his 60t birthday. As a colleague, he helped me become a better academic and professo!
As a researcher, he has greatly influenced my thinking about phonology an
morphophonology (e.g. see section 4). '




2 Paul de Lacy

(e) [si?.'qal] si’qal ‘cover’
(f) [na.'xa.nif] naxanish’'man’

‘Stress’ is the phonetic realization of a phonological structure
consisting of a head mora that is dominated by a head syllable that is
dominated by a head foot. So, if stress is contrastive in some languages but
there is no underlying prosodic structure, how is lexical stress possible?

The solution proposed here is that there is a privative segmental
feature [stress] that inhabits the root node. Underlying [stress] can be
preserved in output forms by using the constraint IDENT[stress] (defined in
section 2). A root node that bears [stress] in the output must also be the
‘designated terminal element’ (DTE) of a prosodic word (PrWd) - i.e. the
head root node of the head mora of the head syllable of the head foot of a
PrWd (Liberman & Prince 1977, de Lacy 2006§2.3.3.1).

For example, the underlying form of paxalis is /paxél/, where /4/’s
root node contains the feature [stress]. In Cupefio, IO-IDENT[stress] outranks
constraints requiring a left-headed foot, and so the winning form is

[(pa.'xal)], where ' marks the head syllable and the acute accent marks a root
node with a [stress] feature. To be clear, the output still contains prosodic
structure — the feature [stress] occurs in tandem with prosodic heads and
constituency.

I suspect that the feature [stress] will not be welcomed because of an
aversion to ‘representational redundancy’: the idea there should never be
distinct phonological elements that are phonetically interpreted the same
way. For example, Levin (1985) argues that the feature [tsyllabic] is
unnecessary because prosodic structure does the same work. However, the
value of apparently redundant representation is that different
representational elements can be treated as computationally distinct. This
article will argue that [stress] and prosodic structure have different functions:
[stress] enables contrast (and limits it in striking ways); underlying prosody,
on the other hand, is never preserved simply because it is never present in
lexical entries.

Section 2 delves into the theoretical proposal in detail. Section 3
discusses the implications of [stress] preservation for the typology of lexical
stress, specifically discussing the absence of lexical secondary stress. Section
4 explores the feature-like behavior of [stress], focusing on morphemes that
cause stress mutation and movement. Conclusions are presented in section 5.

The Feature [stress 3

eory of [stress]

e idea that there is a feature [stress] goes back to the beginning of
enerative Phonology (Chomsky & Halle, 1968: 66f£f). HoweveF, the need fgr
[stress] feature in SPE was motivated by the lack of prosodlc.structu're in
}{at theory. Here, the proposal is that there is a feature [stress] in addition to

srosodic structure.

SPE’s [stress] feature was multivalued (p.66). In contrast, th.e fefature
proposed here is privative. While it is possible that the feature is b'mary
[tstress], or even three-valued (unstressed vs. secondary vs. primary
stressed), the evidence discussed in sections 3 and 4 su.gg'ests that privative
[stress] can adequately account for the typological variation seen in lexical

stress and stress-related morphemes.

The feature [stress] inhabits the root node, along with other major
class features such as [sonorant] and [consonantal] (McCarthy 1988: 97ff). By
Jplacing [stress] inside the root node, it is predicted to behave like major class
features: i.e. it should not assimilate or dissimilate in the same way as
subsegmental features. (It is possible that [stress] depends on the presence of
[+vocalic] — a convincing case of contrastively stressed consonants w'ould
resolve the issue, though such consonants are rare, no doubt for functional

reasons).

Stress is subject to the same kind of faithfulness constraint that exists
for other features. Whether the constraint is IDENT[F] or MAX[F] depenc.ls‘on
one’s views on featural autonomy and the best expression of privanv¥ty.
Here, the relevant [stress]-related constraint will be taken to be (2), following
the schema in McCarthy & Prince (1999).

) IDENT[stress] “Incur a violation for any pair of segments x and.x
where (a) x corresponds to x’, and (b) the root node of f contains
[stress], and (c) the root node of x” does not contain [stress].

The feature [stress] must connect with a specific prosodic structure in
the output. A highly restrictive theory is proposed here: i.e. that' a root node
that contains [stress] must be the DTE of a PrWd (Liberman & Prince 1977, de
Lacy 2006§2.3.3.1). In other words, a [stress] root node must be the head roof
node of the head mora of the head syllable of the head foot of a Prwd. The
DTE of the PrWd is phonetically realized as having primary word-leve
stress.

There are a variety of ways of formally implemenﬁng th.e
requirement that [stress] root nodes must be Priwd DTEs. One conceptllon i
that a [stress] root node that is not a Prwd DTE is uninterpreta'ble,. in the
sense of de Lacy (2007). It is also possible that the requirement is violable
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However, the consequences of having a [stress] root node that is not a Prwd
DTE could be bizarre, or at least look like derivational opacity: a vowel that
is not a DTE of a foot or PriWd would behave as if it were stressed for the
purposes of phonological processes that refer to the [stress] feature. Such a
loosening of the theory will be left for elsewhere; the more restrictive
conception will be maintained here: a root node that contains [stress] must be
a PriWd DTE.

2.1 Prosodic Theories of Stress Preservation

The alternative to having a feature [stress] is an entirely prosodic approach:
lexical items would contain prosodic structure that is preserved by
constraints (e.g. Alderete, 1999, Revithiadou, 1999). However, such prosodic
theories face formal and typological challenges in dealing with contrastive
stress.

Defining a constraint that preserves the ‘main stress’ prosodic
structure (i.e. the PriWd DTE structure) has clearly not been easy. Many
definitions of ‘IDENT-Stress’ do not provide a formally precise definition, but
are “relatively informal” - it is clear what they should do, but not how they
do it (e.g. Pater 2000: 252).

A significant problem is that preservation of certain kinds of prosodic
structure is clearly undesirable. Specifically, an empirically adequate theory
must not generate ‘contrastive syllabification’. For example, no grammar has
a surface contrast between [.paka.] and [.pak.a.], or between [.pai.] and
[.pai.] (holding prosodic and morphological structure constant). Luckily,
contrastive syllabification is easy to prevent by either prohibiting underlying
syllable structure, by banning constraints that preserve input syllable
constituency, or by doing both.

However, it is necessary to go one step further to prevent contrastive
syllabification: there must not be any input foot constituency, either (or
constraints that preserve it). Otherwise, contrastive syllabification is easy to

generate: /pukati/ and /puk(ati)/ could surface as [pu('ka.ti)] and

[puk('a.ti)] respectively, with the syllable affiliation of the [k] varying due to
different underlying foot affiliation. To avoid contrastive syllabification,
then, it is essential to ban input prosodic constituency up to the PrWd level,
or prohibit constraints that preserve such prosodic structure.

If underlying prosodic constituency cannot be preserved, lexical
stress presents a conundrum. A prosodic approach would have to separate
constituency from headedness: i.e. heads (or ‘DTE’'ness) of constituents
would have to be preserved, but not constituency. Even then, to avoid
contrastive syllabification, mora DTE status could not be preserved: e.g.
/paka/ — [.pak*.a.] vs. /paka/ — [paka.]. Similarly, syllable DTEs must

The Feature [stress 5

gic i o/ —s[.pai]. If there is no

preservedi ke /pas:ee/ s—e)ft[if: -lé:]),vil.le/rf afoc/)t D[’I‘P}Es should not b.e

headedness relation — and underlyi.ng gos}i)i;

re — that could be preserved, then, is the l?rWd DTE —t;:; :osodic

head syllable of a head foot. Preservation of any 0 hp ool
rfea 3 whether constituency or headedness — would hav

irable consequence of permitting contrastive syllabification.

ed, either. The only

hat only headedness can be preserved — is

is conclusion — t : ‘ 2

'tiaﬁﬁh1 i embodied in Alderete (1999 18)'s theory of ;‘\flai ; rr\na];y
nrvat}i’on and Revithiadou (1999)'s theory of. accent pre;fe e .that
'fg grid rlnark and accent notation, both theories avoid the 1s

ries
ervation of prosodic constituency encounters. However, theze/ g\eg*i*/
iot avoid all problems. Both preserve foot-level prominence, P

1d surface as [(ta.'pa)(i)] while /tapa*i/ would su}'falclebiiics [[t_:(i]paalr)l](i
oducing a surface syllabification contrast between disylla pa.

onosyllabic [pail-

to make about prosodic structure

i i nt point
R s erved on dimensions other than

reservation: prosodic structure is preser ' "
Sult)-output. It islz)reserved between derivational bases and derived for

licants (Zukoff 2015), in
1997:ch.5), between bases and redup
n?lr;gtaional parac%igms (McCarthy 2005), and in surface correspondence

Stanton & Zukoff 2018).

of stress preservation, there are a

traints that hold of all dimensions
e onstraint holds between

So, for prosodic theories
multiplicity of prosodic faithfulnc.es
except the input-output one; curiously, only one ¢
inputs and outputs: it preserves Prwd DTE status.

3 S — .
‘dimension, including input-output. However, j=r Ve
prosodic structure so input-output prosodic faithfulness constraints

i ther
apply vacuously. Without underlying prosodic structure, t};outgimr,esi)srtnrzsc;].
mechanism is necessary to account for lexical stress: i.e. the fea

3. [Stress] and Lexical Stress

ut root node that contains it
tion of [stress] is illustrat.ed,
that there is no lexical

The feature [stress] is privative and any outp
must be a Priwd DTE. In this section, preservati
and a consequence of the theory is explored: i.e.
secondary stress.
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3.1 Preservation of Primary Stress

Preservation of contrastiv
IO-IDENT[stress] being deci
at least some metrical cons

e primary stress in a
sive in at least some comp
traints (see section 4.3 regarding OI-IDENT[stress]).

In Cupefio, for example, stress always falls on a long vowel if it is
present. It is only when there are no long vowels in a word that stress is
unpredictable: it can fall on either the first or second syllable. Largely
following Alderete (1999)’s analysis, IO-IDENT[stress] must be ranked
between metrical constraint » as illustrated below. As above, an acute accent

marks a root node with a [stress] feature, ' marks head syllables of Prwds,
and , marks foot heads that are not Priwd heads.

3 Cuperio stress ranking, simplified
(a)_Stressing heavy syllables beats stress preservation
/siPuzru/ ALLFTL | STRESSHEAVY ID[stress] | TROCHEE
(a) (si.'Buz)ru f % !
(b) ('si.Buz)ru ; ¥l
(b) Left alignment beats stress preservation
/patakan/ ALLFTL | STRESSHEAVY ID[stress] | TROCHEE
> ' N *
(a) ('pa.ta)kan ]
L (b) pa(ta.'kén) e :
(c) Stress preservation emerges
/paxal/ ALLFTL | STRESSHEAVY ID[stress] | TROCHEE
(a) (pa.'xal) ] !
(b) ('pa.xal) : ! ‘]
(d) Stress preservation accords with default stress
/tfalal/ ALLFTL | STRESSHEAVY ID[stress] | TROCHEE
(@) (‘tf4.1al) '
(b) (tfa."Ial) K :

There are no candidates like [(’
PrWd DTE - either GEN does
interpretive component (de La
above - that not aj] PrWd DTEs must
though the consequences of having
[stress] feature wil] have to be explor,

not the

pa.xal)], where the [stress] root node is
by the

not generate them, or they are rejected
Cy 2007). It is possible — and assumed
also have a [stress] feature (e.g. 3(b)(a)),

a winner with a Privq DTE without a
ed elsewhere.

grammar is driven by
etitions, and outranking

7

The Feature [stress

axical Secondary Stress

p i Of

heads of
- s’ — i.e. preservation of foot DTEs that arte ;:tatl;:wd =
| ndarT}}’l:tizZuirement that a [stress] root ?iodlet;nnt:; D age il
e ion. In practica ’
reservation. In p 1 o
tiVelyl pl:evfrc:tjt;iﬁogms that differ solely in the presence of secondary
ave two lexica

"Ievo’ i there is no
['pa.ka.te] ‘cat’ vs. ['pa.kate] ‘dog’. Thedcia‘}?ﬂt:;a(tlgg 4), but is
e tiv;e secondary stress is found in valn e ter-examples are
b C(l))ntriilderete (1999:24). Alderete (1999)’s coun
. u'te:d bZlow, with several additional cases.

i there are
: : e i dary stress is that '
{ in identifying lexical secon _ arsy o
iars at ot someing ot ok ke conrtie
erﬂ mesctr:;lsl' metrical alignment with morpheme rl:guntransd’e g et
3 ! a

Iecc):rilfica rymetric:al conditions, Pchtl dr};aell-zlvr;nghi s section will conclude
! will be illustrate . like.
tﬁfu?eiisiics ocfa‘irelfat real lexical secondary stress would look li
ith a dis

is detected: in
veat to this discussion is how secondary §trezsf(1)50t DTE that is
‘. Ca’t eems that a secondary stressed syl?able (Le. atus can only be
H Caéf’fil ;)’;E) has no special acoustic realization l— 1f§ zla bl
b Pcri through head-sensitive (morpho-) o hon%o)gl‘(/:\/ith};ut such head-
§:'3Cetlereduaion e %rOSOd;C hsezcosn;iary stress is usually
d i e for
it logical processes, the evidence idence (e.g. de Lacy
nSIttelsVs?oI:r)fi\sc:cril: wgiih alli the caveats that go with such evidence (e.g
mpr v
2009).

_C.?lass-speciﬁf mletqlcg:l;ecs réilrt\l;';sve distinct phonological - inc11.;d1r;%rII(:t)e(’ca!.'rer\;11 a
etrictione (1 & Meetor 1995, Sith 2002, Inkelas & Zoll 2007). For example
eStLI:lCh%nﬁlgt?%)’s description of Lenakel (Tanna), seconglelrymz1 ; :stress: =
arllterzlr:t:ing syllables in nouns, arrayed right-to-left from

tu.. a-lu. k . . . : ! vy . . I.

jecti t be
imali nakel nouns and verbs/adjectives canno
g Opml:alﬁty Tl:fi(f)frgrleif underlying secor}dary stres;ei nbpe:?tuf;
e i egntirely regular, differing predictably basli:1 o PR
s StrtessR;zhness of the Base, one must ask what wo. 6 an};gv =
SPQECh- ilt)}:lzngerl ing secondary stress on their second vowell(,it :oceed R
Zfeiosl;rA;e that it wyclmld be ignored and secondary sIt;esse :7((;395 56'1.8)' T
left to rig,ht. For further discussion of Lenakel, see Hay
a category-specific metrical rule is proposed.
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A very similar situation is found in Huariapano, which has been
claimed to have lexical secondary stress (Alderete 1999:24
discussion is based on Parker (2013)’s impressionistic desc

ription. There are

two classes of words — called ‘L’ and ‘R’
same way for both classes: it falls on a fin

penult: e.g. [ka('no.ti)] ‘bow (weapon)’, [ja('wi[)] ‘opossum’. In foot terms,
Huariapano has a final quantity-sensitive trochaic head foot. (A few words
have final or antepenultimate main stress).

here. Primary stress works in the
al heavy syllable, otherwise on the

However, secondary stress is different for each class. For L class
words, secondary stress falls on the initial s

yllable and on every other
syllable up to (but not adjacent to) the primary stress: e.g. [, muwi.raj.Ba.'fi.ki]
‘we found’. However, in the R class, secondary stresses start at the primary
stress and fall on alternating syllables left to right: e.g. [mi.'Bom.bi.'ra.ma]
‘you (plural’, [a.,riBah. kap.ki] ‘they repeated’.

The'Huariapano situation, then, is simil
L class words behave like Lenakel verbs/a
behave like Lenakel nouns. The difference between Lenakel and Huariapano
is that there is no clear morphosyntactic difference between the L and R
classes. Membership is synchronically arbitrary, just like English dialects’

Latinate and Germanic lexical classes (e.g. Fabb 1988), or masculine and
feminine classes in Romance languages.

ar to Lenakel’s: Huariapano’s
djectives and R class words

However, instead of an analysis with class-specific metrical
conditions, would it be possible to analyze the difference in Huariapano
words as involving a difference in underlying sec

ondary stress? Parker
(2013: 18) directly addresses this question, observing

that whether a word has
leftwards or rightwards feet depends on the root, yet the root itself does not

necessarily end up with secondary stress in the same place: e.g. ['rakw]

‘fear’, [,rah.kw.,a.naj] ‘to be afraid’, [rah. kwi.tfa.'iki] ‘it's scary’ (the root is

underlined). Parker (2013:19) comments that, consequently:

“... it would be futile to construct an underlying metrical foot [PdeL:
i.e. underlying secondary stress] somewhere in the lexical entries of
roots of this type since it is impossible to predict a priori where the
secondary stress will surface. Rather,...these Huariapano patterns
necessitate an analysis whereby parallel

co-phonologies [PdeL.: i.e.
class-specific conditions] are posited for the same language”.

Bennett (2013) proposes another anal
difference between word classes is not directi
class L has trochees while R has iambs. For pr
analysis makes the same point as Parker (201

ysis of Huariapano where the
on of footing, but type of foot:
esent purposes, Bennett (2013y’s
3)’s: secondary stress cannot be

and pseudo—bases

& Knott (1953 .
. compare [,p1g.man.tei ' Sy

e The second syllable in pigmentation 15 ?01:

while the second syllable in condensatio

of words of
e are a number .
educe). Ther d: condensation,

i ish has apparent
1 ipti f American English .
S Jn] ‘pigmentation’ with
| sec pas
" den.'sei.fn] ‘condensation’.
E(r;nd so the vowel reduces),

: oes not r :
N stress (and d ) . stresse
C'ondaryg no stress: segmentation, transformation; str

g . .
’ i b n argll
'SEC 72

J 3 [

. t the prohibition
y: recall tha P ot

tress on ['dens] is maintained in tlfng ¢
8, Pater 2000). Such output-output ;I -
’ctl admissible in the current t, i ts (i.e. lexical entries),
p yd here is on prosodic structure in inputs .. hat preserve prosodic
ie se While there are faithfulness constraints dt aeniion because the
e the input-output dim
' cannot apply on the inp can apply on
C:lgg,esﬁ;z{ contain any prosodic structure. H(()];i:far '1;};7}-’ and any other
9]0} . . ;
. - t) dimension :
: 4 d form (output-outpu : ; radigm).
basio(i\engzse-reduplicant, surface-surface, inflectional paradigm
ension — .
] like
blem with forms
i apparent pro : ;
en so, there is an i . Incarnation
k E'V i.fn] incarnation and [>.sten.'tei.fn] OSte”t“tw"d B
..kai.'nei. ! N
.1d be *[.1n.kaJ.'nei.fn] — the only reason for pre-'tor}g sgzgir‘ll atirgnal Y
'LI:r here 'is .that it preserves a primary stresslm 1 T i e
Jowever, there is no independent base incarn [1n. kain], nb e e
1O 7 .
£ [ 2'stent]. So, how can the pre-tonic secondary stress be
stent |, . S0, :

utput faithfulness?

guages there are

e lan
The solution involves pseudo-bases. In som e

i ot with affixes,

v if they consist of a ro A %y

e van le is the Maori verb titiro [t1.t1ro] e>l<3am;rr1ee t
ff?xed they drop their reduphcants( au .

N ’ *[titirohial,

independent root exists. An e
When reduplicated verbs are ey CIOP - ve', not
al. 1993:516). So, titiro becomes tirohia [tirohia] ‘titiro+passiv

r at least some
and [tirohana] ‘tiro+gerund’, not *[titirohana].! However, fo

i for good
ssives other than —tia drop initial CV reduplicants, for g

! More precisely, verbs with pa See de Lacy (2004, 2017)

cr vy an , ked’.
prosodic reasons: cf. [ha-hae-tia] ‘e slit’, [hi-hiri-tia] ‘be chec
for discussion and references.
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speakers, there is no independent morpheme tiro - only titiro. In other words,
for affixation purposes titiro is treated as if it consisted of a prefixal

reduplicant and a root even though there is no root tiro. Zuraw (2002)
provides similar examples from Tagalog.

So, in American English there are pseudo-bases incarn /1nkain/ and
ostent/ostent/. They would be realized as [in.'kaun] and [2.'stent], and
incarnation and ostentation preserve their pseudo-base’s output main stress,
The interesting issue with pseudo-bases is why a learner would add such
entries to their lexicon when they do not ever encounter them independently;
clearly, learners must be capable of deducing the existence of lexical items
based on their apparent inclusion in attested morphologically complex items.

Halle & Kenstowicz (1991) argue that there are actually two different
classes of words, and that the condensation/incarnation class has a specific
condition that requires stress on heavy syllables. However, Liberman &
Prince (1977: 299) and Pater (2000: 252) observe that proposing class behavior
misses the generalization that the exceptional pre-tonic secondary stress
depends on the existence of primary stress in the corresponding location in
the base. To put it slightly differently, exceptional pre-tonic secondary stress
only occurs when there is or could be a base which has primary stress in that

position, thus requiring pseudo-bases (c.f. Pater 2000: 252, which assumes
that incarnation words have a lexical secondary stress).

*Pseudo-compounds and multiple PriNds

In certain situations, single morphs can be parsed into multiple Priwds.

When they do, they behave phonologically like compounds, and the multiple
PrWd structure can be mistaken for secondary stress.

For example, Fijian has a maximum size restriction on its Priwds: they
cannot be large enough to contain two feet, so they are never larger than
three syllables (this condition may well be common to all Central Pacific
languages: de Lacy 2004, Ketner 2006). As shown in (4), long strings are
parsed into several PrWds. In Fijian compounds, the rightmost Prwd is the
head, so the head syllable of the head Prwd is marked with a double accent

(‘). The prosodic parsing here is my own; the data is adapted from Schiitz
(1978).
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tian pseudo-compounds

) [{{'mini}{si ta:}}] ‘minister’ ;
) [{{'ota}kd risi}}] ‘watercress
o) [{{'koniXtd raki}}] ‘contract’

(e) [{{pa'lasiH ta:}}] ‘plaster’

() [{{pe'resif tendi}}] ‘president’
(g) [{ite'reni}{'sisiX ta:}l}
‘transistor’

Crucially, there are lexical distin.cttior;sf ;r; fgﬁfrllzg;zlrﬁgw(ézn:f;r;
rthith t;lz;a?;:;;:c tll:reV\fl?infzﬁgf\::::iSlljysa monosyllabic one. The presgnt
Sroil/g;c?es ayway to account for such lexical differences .byl havmg,
I":underlying [stress] locations: ‘minister’ is /minisita:/ whllell:)lastaelr1
4sita1 /. To preserve underlying [stress], keep PrWds adequate ,y -sr.rt'l /,
ave default footing (a rightmost quantity-sensitive trochee), /minisita:

essarily realized as [{'mini}{si"ta:}}]; *[{{nﬁ'nisi}{,"tax}}] 15 imizzi]lb;z
se [stress] is not preserved. In contrast, ‘plaster’ must be pa

asi}{'ta:}}], not the unfaithful *[{{'pala}{si'ta:}}].

i ?
How are pseudo-compounds relevant to lexical s'ec'ondaxf’y sstirr(is&i,e
do-compounds are occasionally misanalyzed as consmtmé; o atressges
d, so that the component PrWds are thought to be secondary s :

example, Hayes (1995:143-4) reports [{(,mini)si('taz)}] al“ld [{p:la(,llas.lri
}]. With such stressing, it looks as if minister and plaster dllffgr sc;sir }; sls]
placement of a lexical secondary stress. However, the un((iie; y:;:f o
nodes actually appear in the DTE of a PrWd{ as requl(l;le Sytress p
ry.2 Importantly, there is no need for underlying secondary .

Finnish also has single morphemes tlr.\at behave 111.<e1 1?3(;1?(&):;11:1}?:;
ﬁg the effect of lexical secondary stress. Klparsk)’f (%003- P iy
B0 relevant word types: (a) ’mov}able': e.g. \ Kilevala : CT.h i
alevala’, and (b) ‘fixed’: Alabama cf. Alabama-ssa 'Alabama’. ; e Pl
e called ‘quasi-compounds’: this type’s seconda,ry stress O tentresS Zinc
owel harmony domain, while the mova‘r_)le type’s secpndal;y s Gt loast
dom” does. Kiparsky (2003)'s analysis is that t},le fixed o;lr.lils i
en suffixed) consist of two PrWds (e.g. {Ala}{bdmassa}), 1:’ en e
orms have one (e.g. {Kalevalassa}). In present terms, Alabama has u y

! . ' lar for
vhile plaster is /palasi/and /ta:/. Each morph is assigned its own Pr\lN.dl(as r:(;;g}:; s
ijian). It is well know that single morphemes can have .mu tiple e s
rcumfixes). Again, with such an analysis, there is no need for lexical secondary
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[stress] on its third /a/. To both preserve underlying [stress] and have head
feet be leftmost in the PrWd, Alsbama breaks into two PrWds:
[{Alal{bdmassa}], *[{Alabamassa}], *[{Alabimassa}]. As with Fijian, there is no
underlying secondary stress: the different surface secondary stresses in the
movable and fixed types follows from their different Prid structure.

oOther lexical stress preservation cases

In some cases, [stress] can be realized as secondary stress in compounds, but
only via faithfulness to a base form (as in  American English
condense~condensation). For example, Gouskova (2010) argues that Russian
compounds do not have recursive Prwd structure, yet preserve lexical stress
as secondary stress under certain conditions: eg./ vjér-o-iz-po-vjed-én-ij-o/ -

[{(,vié)r-a-is.pa(vii'dé)niija}], *[{viar-a-is.pa(vii'dd)nija}]. While an underlying
[stress] appears in the output as a foot DTE but not a Prwd DTE, the location
of the secondary stress of the first root must be due to output-output
faithfulness, not input-output faithfulness. In other words, underlying

[stress] can appear as secondary stress in the output, but only if it is mediated
through base-identity.

The same point can be made for apparent lexical secondary stress in
Tiibatulabal (cf. Alderete 1999:24). In Voegelin (1935)’s description, main
stress falls on the final vowel of the PrWd and secondary stress falls on every

other syllable going leftwards from the main stress: e. g. [ imbin,wiba'?at] ‘he
is wanting to roll string on his thigh', [pi, titpi,tizdi'nat] ‘he is turning it over
repeatedly’ (V76). However, some roots always have stress on their final
vowel: e.g. [ kutu'ga-t] ‘the firewood’, [.kutu,ga-'t-a] {obj.}; [ ,tugum'ba-1] ‘the
beads’, [tugum'ba-1-a] {obj.}; [tugu'wa-n] ‘his meat’, [tugu,wa'jin] {obj.}
(V78). For at least firewood and meat, such preservation leads to the root's
primary stress being a secondary stress in derived forms: / kutugi-t-a/ —
[kutu,ga'ta]. However, it is clear that this effect is due to preservation of the

derivational base’s (i.e. [kUtu'ga-t]) primary stress rather than preservation
of the underlying stress because only the stresses that are primary in
derivational bases are preserved (at least in the examples provided).

Ozgelik (2014:231-2) proposes that pre-stressing suffixes can result in
multiple lexical stresses in a word in some dialects of Turkish. As pre-
stressing suffixes involve preservation of an underlying [stress] feature (see

section 4 below), a form like [din'le-me- di-de] (where both [me] and [de]
cause pre-stressing) seems to involve preservation of a [stress] feature that is
realized as secondary stress ~ i.e. on [di]. However, Kabak & Vogel (2001)
propose that pre-stressing suffixes in Turkish actually introduce a Priwd
boundary, similar to class II suffixes in English dialects. In the dialect
described in Kabak & Vogel (2001), there is only one stress per word (or, at
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st secondary stress position is controversial). So, the word cited above
1 S 4 . . . H

8 1d have the PrWd structure [{ {din'le}medide}]. In this vein, thg élfftg;;e.r;:
tllfle Ozgelik (2014) dialect would be that each pre-stressing suffix initiali

ew PriWd, each PrWd has its own head, and the leftmost PrWd is the head

its structure: i.e. [{{din'le}{me'di}de}].

Finally, Alderete (1999:24) identifies Bolozky (1982)’s descriptignl?f
dern Hebrelw as involving lexical secondary stress. Main stress typlcgny
.. Zn the final syllable, with alternating secondary stresses propagating

‘rim] ). However, for five syllable words
i .g. [ ,ame,vuga'rim] ‘the adults’). ) ‘ eipiords
htf:i(iz;():ign[al penultimate main stress, there are two possible realizations:

[ kefea'melex]~[ke fea'melex] ‘when the king'. The initial;lstfressecilsfc.;cr)rlrl\n lcs1
b typ \ce-initi initial-stressed form

ical” utterance-initially, and the penini ' m
cr)rr:r!monly” elsewhere. As the initial stress pattern is conditioned by
: .
vironment, it clearly does not involve contrastive secondary stress.

However, Bolozky (1982:277) notes that “in some of thes'e' nO}/ms %my
> first syllable can be stressed in [utterance-]initial position”, citing

[#ve,afo'teret] ‘and the policewoman’ ~[# ,.veafo'te're't]"'. Everfl so, it nlcs1 :ar
clear that such forms require underlying spec1'f1cat10n o segotv"eg1
ess. It may be the case that there is a differenc':e‘l.n freqt.lejncy r?d i
ial- and peninitial-stressed forms in utte1ja1'1ce-1mt1al pos;;aon, ae i
quency may depend on the identity of ind1v1dua.1 \./v‘ords. ovx;ev i (here
o clear evidence of a categorical ban on peninitial stress for spfr i
ds, and that such words contrast with othe'r wor.ds Fhat have fre
écondary stress. Modern Hebrew deserves further investigation.

nvincing evidence for lexical secondary stress : .
ative lefical secor{dary stress can be mimicked by faithfulness to str(lels: dl;l
‘vationally-related forms (including pseudo-bases), pseudo-compc;1 e;
PWd formation that is sensitive to morpheme (and pseudo-morp emre
daries, and class-specific metrical behavior. If all .of these factors a

en into account, what would a convincing case of lexical secondary stress

k like?

An example would be a language with three different roots with the

s [,00'c], [6,0'0], [00'0] (appropriately controlling syllab'le shapel)-‘ "
do-bases and -morphs are ruled out, it would not be possible to1 c e}lrri
the variation in secondary stress is due to different momhqf?gcat
idaries. While it is still possible to argue that the wo‘rds are in di ere(rilS
ical classes, this proposal could be investigated by seeing if longer wor
nto the three classes, too.
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Otherwise, it will be difficult to easily identify a convincing case of

lexical secondary stress — there are too many other ways of generating ‘fake’

cases, so any argument must carefully eliminate all other possible

explanations.

Of course, one issue looms over this entire discussion: whether
reported secondary stresses really exist. Secondary stress often has no

phonetic realization, and descriptions rarely specify exactly how secondary

stress is realized (see discussion in de Lacy 2014). It is possible, then, that
many reported cases of secondary stress are actually artefacts of the
perceptual systems of the grammar author. In the future, I hope that either
phonological or phonetic evidence (and ideally both) will be provided as a
precursor to any claim about secondary stress, rather than impressionistic
reports alone.

I should add that if lexical secondary stress does exist, it is rather
trivial to extend the theory suggested here. If underlying stress can be
realized as secondary stress (as suggested for some Turkish dialects), then it
is possible that the feature [stress] could be realized on any foot DTE,
regardless of whether it is the Priwd DTE. Alternatively, [stress] could be
multivalued, as in SPE. However, I am not aware of any convincing cases, so
at the moment it seems reasonable to assert that there is never any
underlying specification of secondary stress, or any computational pressure
to realize underlying [stress] on non-PrWd DTEs.

4. [Stress] Morphemes

If there is a feature [stress], one could expect it to behave like other segmental
features morpho-phonologically. Other features can be part of
phonologically impoverished segments, and even be the sole exponent of
morphemes. Such morphemes can trigger mutation, and seek out particular
segmental environments. This section argues that the [stress] feature theory
provides a coherent formal account of morphemes that consist of stress
alone, and explains why pre-stressing and post-stressing morphemes always
involve primary stress.

4.1 Afar’s [stress] Morpheme

Previous research has established that there are morphemes that consist of a
single feature, or a featurally impoverished segment (Akinlabi 1996). Here, it
is argued that there is a morpheme in Afar that consists of a single root node
with the feature [stress] (for a different analysis, see Ulfsbjorninn 2016).
Bliese (1981)’s description is adopted here; all page numbers refer to that
work.
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ere are two classes of nouns in Afar: masculin'e and feminine. They
to disfinguish by their morphological behavior: masculine nouns
masculine verb agreement, and feminine nouns take fe.ml'mne
ent (e.g. [amo t-an] ‘headrem FEM-be” ‘There is a head’ cf. [ha.gid j-an]
viasc MASC-be’ ‘There is business’ — p.180).

JMasculine nouns exhibit the default word-level prosodic? structure of
quantity-sensitive right-aligned trochee. The data in (5) is from p.162
erwise stated; all foot structure is my own.

ar masculine nouns (L=(C)V, H=(C)VC or (C)V1)

) LL: [(‘Sa.ku)] ‘thinness’, [('ba.ra)] ‘night’, [(‘gi.ta)] ‘road’

ILH: [mu(‘tuk)] ‘butter’, [a(‘'rah)] ‘place’, [hu('sul)] ‘meter’

) HL: [('nar)fi] ‘dew’, [('hor)ra] ‘men’s song’, [("ham)du] ‘thanks’ (24)
4)HH: [nam('maj)] ‘second’, [mo:('tar)] ‘car’ (179)

e) LLL: [ba('ha.ri)] ‘meadow’ (181)

;'LLH: [ka.ra:('rat)] ‘mirror’ (17)

@) oHL: [ger('sit)tu] ‘another’ (181) ‘
trast, feminine nouns all surface with a final stressed short vowel, as in

Afar feminine nouns .

(a) LL: [a.'mo] ‘head’, [ha.'do] ‘meat’, [ha.le] ‘mountain’, [ba.'da]
daughter’ (21)

(b) HL: [ba:r.'ra] ‘womar, [hat.'ri] ‘perfume’, [duj.'je] ‘stuff’ (172)

(c) LLL: [he.re.ja] ‘warthog’ (15)

(d) oHL: [ru.ga:.'ge] ‘calf’ (180), [ha.da:.'ga] ‘market’ (22), [ul.lul.Tu]
‘slope’ (166)

(e) HLL: [cam.mu.'re] ‘cloud’ (11)

Crucially missing from feminine nouns are forms that end i.n a heavy
e (H, oH, ooH); in other words, all feminine nouns end in a short
d vowel.

The evidence for Bliese (1981)'s description of stress is not ju.St
sionistic; many morphemes exhibit stress-sensitive behavior, and mid
S can appear stem-finally only if they are stressed (p.180). For example,
N animate nouns can appear in both feminine and masculine forms: e.g.
ulr, ['dummulv ‘cat’; [ka.taj.'sals, [ka.'tajsalm ‘friend’ (181). As
ed, final mid vowels become high in masculine forms: / habule+FEM/
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— [habu.lelr, but /habule+MAasC/— [ha.bu.lily ‘insane person’; also
[di.rab.'le]r, [di.'rab.li]m ‘liar’ (p. 181).

In the present theory, the Afar feminine morpheme is a suffix that
consists of a root node with a [stress] feature: o. As an example, /hale,+e,/

surfaces as [ha.'l§; ;], where the suffix’s featurally minimal root node merges
with the preceding segment. An analysis is sketched in tableau (7).

(7) Afar feminine

IDENT [stress] ; DEP-FEATURE : ALIGN-R (FEM,PrWd)

/hayle,+e/ Foot FORM

7 (a) (ha1.'1é,3)
(b) (‘hai.lezs)
(c) (hayz.les)
(d)ha1(lez. l1'3) ! * E *

»*

*

'
]
'
)
)
I
v
'
'

*1

An important property of the Afar feminine [stress] morpheme is that
it must appear at the right edge of the root. This requirement is enforced by
the constraint ALIGN-R(FEM,PrWd) which requires the feminine’s root node to
be the rightmost root node in its Privd.3

*No consonant-final feminine forms
A striking consequence of the right-alignment requirement is that there can
be no consonant-final feminine forms: e.g. *[butikey]. 4 Underlying

/butuk,+e3/ cannot surface as *[bu.'tu;k; 3] because the Priwd DTE [u] does

not bear the [stress] feature. It also cannot surface as *[bu. "tus,sk,] because the
feminine morph is not rightmost in this form. Unfortunately, there are no
alternations (and can be none) that show exactly what happens to final
consonants when the feminine is attached. In tableau (8), it is assumed that
they are deleted.

(8 Afar feminine: Consonant-final roots are altered
/bu;tugky+e,/ ALIGN-R (FEM,PrWd) MAX-C FooT FORM
e (e) (buy.'tvi; 4) 3 o
() bus('triz oks) "
(g) (‘b 4.tuzks) b

3 ALIGN-R(FEM,PRWD) is a rather brute-force constraint. It is possible that the right edge of
every PrWd must align with the right edge of a stem-final morpheme in Afar, but
evidence for such a claim would take us too far afield here.

4 Bliese (1981:180) notes a few exceptions in the Aussa dialect: e.g. [mo:'tar] ‘car’,
[um@mat] ‘people’. For at least some animate nouns, consonant-final forms can take

feminine agreement (p.182), though it is not clear whether the noun itself is marked as
feminine.
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Long vowels are not permitted word-finally except in monosyllables
98i: 225). So, it is impossible to know exactly what happens to ff)r.ms
demonstrably underlying final long vowels when the feminine

eme attaches.

eiﬁzz?ve analysis is that there is no feminine morphemg, but‘ rather so-
i “feminine’ nouns are simply those that have under'ly.mgl fmal stress.
"an analysis faces three problems. One is that ’fe‘m.lmne is clearly a
al class because feminine nouns match with feminine agreement on

1 3 4
items in their noun phrase: e.g. [bada-w] ‘sonm+vocativem’ cf.

'mu-j] ‘cate+vocativer’ (183).

~ Another challenge is that it is not roots that are marked as f.eminine,
rather words: the feminine morpheme’s stress falls on the rightmost
el in the Prwd, which sometimes belong to a suffix. For example, the
ticular’ noun suffix /-jta/ attaches to masculine nouns and stress falls as

ected: [(‘dum)mu] ‘tomcaty’ cf. [dum(‘mu-j)ta] ‘particular tomcat’;
'kali)] ‘companion’ cf. [waka('li5)ta] ‘particular companion’, [hu('tuk)]

art’ of. [hu('tuk)-ta] ‘particular star’ (p.175). However, w.hen the Particulat:
suffixed to feminine forms, the final vowel of the suffix is always stressed:

aSam.'bo] ‘bread’ cf. [ga.Sam.bo-j.'ta] ‘particular bread’; [ha'le] ‘mountain’

[halej'ta] ‘particular mountain’, [dum'mu] ‘vixen’ cf. [dummu-i'ta]
articular vixen’. Here, it is possible that the Feminine’s morph follows the

rticular’s morph underlyingly: e.g. /dummui-jtaz-e3/ — [dummui-j'té23],
dum'mi, 3-jta,]. Alternatively, the need for the Feminine morph to be
ightmost in its Pr'Wd may force it to appear at the right edge.

Similarly, the ‘abstract’ marker /ino/ receives penultimate stress
with masculine nouns as expected (e.g. [ab('b-if)nu] ‘responsibility’, [ka.taj
's-il)nu] ‘friendship’), but the feminine forces it to have final stress: e.g.
inkir-itno-e/ —» [inki:'n6] ‘singularity+FEM’; /manop-iino-¢/ — [maniz.'nd]
life+FEM’ (184). Finally, the feminine follows the plural: / amop-VCa-¢/ —

[amo:'mé4] head-pl-fem ‘heads’, /giler-CVa-o/ — [giler'ld] knife-pl-fem
‘knives’ (177).

. . 1 .
Finally, animate masculine nouns can become feminine: e.g. [ka tajsa)

‘male friend’ ~ [kataj'sa] ‘female friend’ (p.181). Here, the mfaamngs ‘female
and ‘male’ are clearly attached to the masculine and feminine morphemc}a)s,
respectively, and the final stress of the feminine form clearly cannot be
analyzed as underlying — it must be introduced by a morpheme.
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So, proposing that the Afar feminine is /¢/ provides a
straightforward analysis. The [stress] feature is preserved in the same way as
other segmental features (through an ident constraint). The Afar feminine is
thus an unremarkable morpheme, formally speaking.

eNominative

Like the feminine, the nominative suffix is also featurally defective. It
consists of a root node that has three features: [stress], [+high], and [-round]
(symbolized here as /4/). So, it merges with the final vowel of a masculine

root: /gita-8/— [gi'ti] ‘road’m, /buuti-#/— [buu'ti] ‘pot'm (p.164).

However, like the feminine, the nominative must be rightmost in its
stem. Consequently, it deletes when it is faced with attachment to consonant-

final masculine roots: e.g. / rusas-*/ — [ru.'sas] ‘bullet’y, *[ru.'sis];
/marub-¢/ — [ma.'rub] ‘sheep’y, *[ma.'rib].

The nominative also cannot attach to feminine roots: e.g.

/nafna;-e-3/ — [naSnéip], *[naSniiss), *[naSniy3]. In this situation,
coalescence of the feminine with the nominative would obliterate any
distinctive realization of the feminine in the output, falling afoul of
constraints that require that at least some element of a morpheme have an
independent exponent (e.g. Wolf 2005).

The importance of the Afar nominative is that it combines [stress]
with other segmental features ([high], [round]), just as one would expect of a
segmental feature (for other detailed examples, see Akinlabi 1996, de Lacy
2012).

*Prosodic Conceptions of the Feminine
In theories that permit underlying prosodic structure and have no feature
[stress], the Afar feminine would have to underlyingly consist of a head

mora of a head syllable of a head foot (/}i/): e.g. /butu+pf/ — [bu.'ti], where
the mora docks onto the rightmost vowel (and /or merges with the rightmost
underlying mora). 5 In contrast, a theory without underlying prosodic
structure and the feature [stress] must claim that the Afar feminine
morpheme is a root node with a feature [stress].

5 The feminine could not simply be a head foot node (FT). If it were, there would be no

problem with /butuk+FT/ — [bu('tik)] as the feminine’s foot node is rightmost in the word.
If the feminine was instead a head syllable node (), the same problem arises. So, in a
prosodic analysis the feminine morph must at least consist of a head mora of a head
syllable.
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ore is evidence that the feminine does in fact contain a root r}o$ie.
sosition /-k/ ‘genitive’ appears as [k] except with some fen'.ur_u'ne
en it suffixes to a feminine root, it remains [k] before a yc?wel-lmhal
'geminates the following consonant when consonant-initial words
g /amo,-%,-k inti/— [a.'méb12.kin't]] ‘a head’s eye’, / rejtai-o2-k
[rej'taamiojlja] ‘a goat’s skull’ (170). The genitive /k/ remains
| elsewhere: e.g. [da'nan-a-k Sabil] ‘donkey-gen blood.’ _’blood of a
v — the only place where it geminates is between a feminine stressed
and a consonant.

As established above, the feminine morpheme seeks to ?be the
20st root node in its PrWd. Before vowel-initial roots, syllabifying the
[k] into the following PrWd allows the feminine root node to be
a.'moé12){kin.'ti}]. However, the genitive /k/ cannot be pushed into
0 wing Priwd when that PrWd already starts with a co_ns,,onant because
x onsets are not permitted. The solution is for the /k/’s root node to

ending up with a geminate consonant: [rej.'td1,m:0jjd]. The output

ire is schematized in
- Prwd Prwd

Ft Ft

) (o} c ©

B up o

re ] t 41,2 k mo j a ) .
tion of the /k/’s root node means that it is no longer - strictly speaking
rightmost root node in the leftmost Priwd:the rightmos’_c rogt node fhat
gs fully to the first PrwWd is [4,,]. In other words, by geminating the final
sonant, the feminine becomes the rightmost root node.
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The same behavior is found with other morphemes. With feminine
forms, another genitive morpheme surfaces as [h] before vowel-initial words,

and as a geminate elsewhere: / sagap-o'-{-h iba/ — [{sa'gd}{'hiba}] ‘foot-fem-
nom-gen cow’ (‘cow’s foot’), cf. /budar-e-h mara/ — [{bu'dam}':dra}]
‘people-fem-gen village” (‘villagers’) (165). Again, the feminine ends up as
the rightmost root node that is fully contained in its Privd.

Could the same restriction be explained if the feminine was a
prosodic structure? If the feminine was / i/, as defined above, there are
challenges in explaining why /-k/ and /-h/ geminate before consonant-
initial words. Firstly, the feminine’s p must be required to be final in its
PrWd to explain why the feminine cannot attach to consonant-final stems: i.e.

/butuk-pz/ — *[butd 3k,], *[butu,k'm]. However, for /rejta-k mojia/,

geminating the /k/ to form [rej'tdm:oj:'a] does not make the feminine’s
mora rightmost: as seen in

9) Prwd Prwd
Ft Ft

o (o} (o) c

BU Bou up oW

re jtgysk moj &
, the genitive’s mora is still rightmost in the PrWd even after delinking its
root node. In other words, if the feminine is a mora /pt/, geminating the /k/
and /h/ morphemes serves no purpose as it does not allow the feminine’s
morph to align with the PriWWd’s right edge.

The solution for the prosodic analysis could simply be to extend the
morpheme so that it includes a root node: i.e. the feminine morph would
consist of a head root node dominated by a head mora dominated by a head
syllable (and perhaps by a head foot). Then, the root node could be required
to be rightmost, providing the same analysis as above. However, it is striking
that the [stress] theory necessitates a root node, and provides a
straightforward account of the Afar feminine’s behavior, while a prosodic
conception of a ‘stress morpheme’ must resort to a surprisingly elaborate
structure.

4.2 Pre- and Post-stressing Morphemes

Some morphemes combine fully specified segments with partially specified
root nodes that bear [stress]. Such morphemes either attract stress away from
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ult position or other lexical positions (i.e. ‘pre-stressing’ and ’qut-
* morphemes), or their morphs travel to the default stress position
), or they only ever appear next to stressed syllables.

or example, the construct state infix in Ulwa suffixes to the primary
| syllable (McCarthy & Prince 1993:112, Green 1999:52). In present
he morpheme is underlyingly /ska/. Footing is iambic, starting at the
se; the head foot is leftmost: e.g. /siwanak-e,ka/ — [(si'wd, 2)kanak]
/ eina:lla:ka-ozka/ — [(a'nd:) p)kala:ka] ‘chin’.

Forms like /kara;smak-e;ksa/ — [(ka'r4; ,s)k;amak] ‘knee’ illustrate an
ant point about the present theory: adjacency requirements can be
1 in some grammars, as in [...4;25ks]. In Ulwa, the suffix’s root node
n end up separated from its following underlying segment if syllable

ot requirements force it: e.g. the adjacency-preserving *[(ka'rd)kasmak]
optimal than the winner [(ka'ras)kamak] because it lacks a heavy foot

‘Pre- and post-stressing morphemes have the same underlying form
wa’s construct state infix; they differ in that instead of the morph
g to the stressed syllable, the stressed syllable moves to the morph. For
ple, the Modern Greek genitive singular is a pre-stressing morpheme
thiadou, 1999§2.2.1): i.e. /eu/. So, while stress usually falls on the
penultimate syllable, it is attracted to the penult in /anfro;p-e,u/ —

16, 2p-u], *['an0ro, ,p-u}.

Finally, morphemes that only attach to stressed syllables also haw.e an
lying defective root node with [stress]. For example, the American
h noun-attaching —ful only suffixes to words whose last syllable has

stress (Siegel 1974:168-174). Examples include ['pis-f+] ‘peaceful’,
pens-f+] ‘suspenseful’, [dIsid'spekt-ft] ‘disrespectful’, and not
Izdom-ft] ‘wisdomful’, *[wiknas-ft] ‘weaknessful’, *[,Ix}'VEntj'an-H']
entionful’. In present terms, the suffix is underlyingly / ofl /. When it
ot attach to a final main-stressed syllable, it is blocked from appearing.

So, in the present theory, the representation of pre-/ post-stressing

Phemes, stress-seeking infixes, and affixes that only appear adjacent to a
fessed syllable is the same: the underlying fully specified string is preceded
ollowed) by a e. Exactly how the grammar behaves depends on how

ult footing is favored with respect to affix edge alignment and morph
1Zation.

- The present theory makes a strong prediction about such
phemes: all of them must require primary stress (i.e. Pr'Wd DTE). There




| -
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can be no pre-stressing suffix that induces secondary stress, or any affix that
seeks out a secondary stress position, or must attach to a secondary stress.
Such an affix would be impossible to represent in the current theory since
[stress] is only compatible with PrWd DTEs (i.e. primary stress). The
correctness of this prediction awaits a thorough review of all such
morphemes.

Prosodic accounts of stress-related morphemes face some formal
challenges. Suppose the Modern Greek genitive singular is /cu/, where /o/
is a prosodic structure consisting of a head syllable node. How does such a
representation induce stress on the preceding syllable? To do so, the
adjacency and precedence relations between the /o/ and /u/ must be
preserved. Unfortunately, that not possible: there is no precedence or
adjacency relation between the 6 node and the /u/’s root node - they are on
different tiers. Since there is no relation to preserve, the morpheme’s /o/
should be free to float to any position; in fact, as there is no motivation for it
to appear on the immediately preceding syllable, it should move to the
default stress position.

od some constraint preserved underlying [-stress], then one should

o find detectable effects: i.e. morphemes that repel stress from

sular positions. Revithiadou (1999) proposes a relevant system, with two
5 values for lexical stress — accented and unaccented.

n practice, it is very difficult to detect lexical non-stress becagse it
j.. " much like lexical stress. For example, suppose there is an
'ﬁgly unstressed suffix /-ti/. In a language with final stress, -t
repel stress onto the penult: [pu'ka] cf. [pu'kati]). However, §uch a
i admits a variety of other analyses, such as —#i being pre-stressing, or

ng outside the stem’s PrWd (e.g. Kabak & Vogel 2001), or provoking
slness to the base’s stress position (e.g. Benua 1997; section 3.2 above).

-More easily detectible cases of underlying unstress would i.nvolve
nstressed suffixes. For example, suppose a language had consistently

tress, but there was a suffix /-6ti/ that forced stress retraction: e.g.

| vs. ['pukd-ti] — stress is forced off not only the suffix here, but also kept

There are several imaginable ways to avoid this problem. One is to preceding vowel of the root.

propose that the /u/ also has a syllable node /°u®/, and so the order
between the syllables is preserved. However, preserving /6/ nodes brings
the theory dangerously close to allowing contrastive syllabification. Another
option would be to say that the underlying form consists of a root node that
is the head of a head syllable. Then, for /e°u/, the immediate precedence
relation between the /¢/ and /u/ could be preserved.

i
" 1 have not found any such cases. However, Revithiadou (1999) argues

nompson River Salish (N+e’képmx) preserves underlying.unstress. By
. stress falls on the leftmost full vowel, otherwise the rightmost [3].

ever, there are unaccentable roots that repel stress: e.g. [melog’ w-e-s-'t-¢s]

3 ’ iLh
someone out’, [q"i. 'n-om] ‘serve as a spokesman’, [cuwes="xan]

A general issue relates to where the precedence relation holds. If ure another shoe’ (R44).

precedence only holds between root nodes (and tones, presumably), any
underlying prosodic structure would have to be anchored to a root node if it
was to retain its underlying precedence and adjacency relations. If so, no
morpheme that has segmental material could contain floating prosodic
structure — every node would have to be anchored to a root node. So, the
differences between specifying stress as a feature and a prosodic structure
start to disappear: in both theories, stress is tied to the root node tier. A
remaining issue for the prosodic theory is how to account for the lack of pre-
and post-stressing morphemes that induce secondary stress.

What complicates matters here is that there are alternative analyses
Thompson River Salish metrical system, such as Coelho (2002)'s (C). In
alysis, morphemes are lexically specified as underlyingly strgssed or
g stress — in present terms, some morphemes have any underlying root
ith [stress] and others do not. In effect, surface stress falls on the
fmost suffix with underlying stress. If there are no suffixes with
ing [stress], stress falls on the first suffix.

Crucial to C’s analysis is a constraint that is violated when an output
nt is stressed but its input correspondence is not. In the present theory,
L constraint is OI-IDENT[stress] “If output x contains [stress], then input
tains [stress].” At first glance, such a constraint seems to have an effect
ike preservation of lack of stress. However, its effect is slightly
At it favors output stress falling on a segment that had underlyingly
8], but it does not specifically preserve unstress.

4.3 Lexical Non-stress

The present theory predicts that there should be no lexical contrast involving
unstressed syllables: the [stress] feature is privative and there is no active
preservation of underlying lack of [stress]. This prediction is the same as in
Alderete (1999)’s theory, where underlying prominence is preserved, but not
lack of prominence. However, if [stress] was a binary feature [tstress], where
a [-stress] segment was required to appear inside a segment that is not a foot
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The difference is most clearly visible if there is a three-way

., W. Parker and Te K. Evans (1993). Maori. London and New York,
distinction between underlying stress, unstress, and lack of specification.

e. .
Fog.tle((:lZgOl.?»). The uniqueness of metrical structure: rhythmic
phonotactics in Huariapano. Phonology 30: 355-398. .

L. (1997). Transderivational identity: phonological relations between words.

Doctoral dissertation, University of Massachusetts Amhgrst.' o

L. (1981). A generative grammar of Afar. SIL publications in linguistics.

Dallas, SIL/Arlington, Texas: University of Texas at Arlington.

y, S. (1982). Remarks on rhythmic stress in Modern Hebrew. Journal of
inguistics 18: 275-289.

kI;th%\I and M. Halle (1968). The sound pattern of English. New York,

‘Harper & Row. .

o, Gz:ili (2002). Conflicting directionality in Thompsoq River Salish. In

" Augustine Agwuele & Hansang Park (eds.) Proceedings of the Texas

" Linguistics Society VIL. http:// tls Jing.utexas.edu/2002tls/ TLS
2002 Proceedings.html. :

cy, Paul (2004). Maximal Words and the Maori passive. In John

McCarthy (ed.) Optimality Theory in phonology: A reader. Blackwell, pp.

- 495-512. e

cy, Paul (2006). Markedness: Reduction and Preservation in Phonology.

" Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 112. Cambridge University Press.

acy, Paul (2007). Freedom, Interpretability, and the Loop. In Sylvia

Blaho, Patrik Bye, and Martin Kramer (eds.). Freedom of

Analysis? Studies in Generative Grammar (SSG) 95. Mouton de

Gruyter, pp. 86-118.

Lacy, Paul (2009). Phonological evidence. In Steve ‘Parker

" (ed.). Phonological argumentation: Essays on evidence and motivation.
Equinox Publications, pp. 43-78.

cy, Paul (2012). Morphophonological polarity. In Jochen Tromer (ef:l.)

~ The morphology and phonology of exponence. Oxford University
Press, pp. 121-159.

cy, Paul (2014). Evaluating evidence for stress systems. In Harry van

" der Hulst (ed.) Word stress: Theoretical and typological issues,
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, pp-149-193. .

acy, Paul (2017). Circumscriptive haplologizing reduplicants. In Heidi

" Quinn, Diane Massam, and Lisa Matthewson (eds). Linguistic Travels

in Time and Space: Festschrift for Liz Pearce. Wellington Working Papers

in Linguistics (WWPL) 23: 41-52. '

, N. (1988). English suffixation is constrained only by selectional

restrictions. NLLT 6.4:527-539. ‘

kova, M. (2010). The phonology of boundaries and secondary #ress in

Russian compounds. The Linguistic Review 27.4: 387-448. doi:10.1515

/11ir.2010.015 :

n, T. M. (1999). A lexicographic study of Ulwa. Doctoral dissertation,

Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Returning to the example with /puka-#i/, IO-IDENT-unstress would favor

['pukati] over [puka'ti] and [pu'kati] as the latter two fail to preserve the
underlying lack of stress. Of course, this is an undesirable result since such
‘pre-unstressing’ suffixes do not seem to exist. In contrast, IO-IDENT[stress]
and OI-IDENT[stress] assign the same violations to all three forms, and so are
irrelevant in this competition.

A complete evaluation of C’s analysis of Thompson River Salish is
beyond the scope of this paper. It is simply noted here that with a privative
stress feature and preservation of [stress] on both IO and Ol dimensions,
effects somewhat like — but not entirely the same as - preservation of
unstress can be produced. Consequently, any apparent preservation of
stresslessness requires careful evaluation and consideration of alternative
analyses.

5. Conclusions

This article provided part of an argument that there is no prosodic structure
in lexical entries. Without underlying prosodic structure, contrastive stress
requires a feature [stress] and constraints that preserve it (IDENT{stress]). In
the output, only PrWd DTEs can bear the [stress] feature. A consequence is
that there can be no lexical secondary stress, no morphemes that require
secondary stress to follow/precede them, and no morphemes that seek to
attach to secondary stressed syllables. The next step is to show that there are
no underlying moras, a task I leave for future work.

Finally, it is now possible to return to the issue of representational
redundancy, raised in section 1. Here, it has been argued that while [stress]
and prosodic structure do the same representational work in the output, they
have different roles in input-output preservation. As there is no underlying
prosodic structure, all stress-related contrast is due to the feature [stress].
This point emphasizes that appealing to representational redundancy is a
complicated matter: truly redundant features/structures must be redundant
in terms of the output, input-output preservation, and computation, as well
as being representationally duplicative. Consequently, the [stress] feature is
only a partially redundant representational entity: its value is in accounting
for contrast, something that prosodic structure cannot be used for.
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