












Lexical Phonology 161

We also correctly predict that cyclically derived phonological properties
can trigger subsequent rules on the same cycle. Thereby even feature­
changing rules can apply on the first, cycle if they are fed by cyclic rules.
This is illustrated in the Spanish example we cited from Harris, where
the cyclically assigned syllable- final status of n causes depalatalization:

(63) a. desdefl

A ~
b. Vfi-+Vn

Here (l0) is not met and the rules therefore apply conjunctively. Hence
we have the correct derivation desdefi (62a = 63a) -+ dtsdlA (62b) -+

A A .
desden (63b), all in the first cycle.

A further corollary is that rules which assign' metrical structure will
be blocked on the first cycle to the extent that 'the input is metrically
structured already in the lexicon. In Spanish, cases like huir (two syl­
lables), oiremos (four) can be simply marked so in the lexicon (as sug­
gested by Harris) and the syllabification rules will not apply.

These assumptions afford a series of major simplifications in Hayes'
theory of English word stress. Hayes introduces two basic rules of stress
assignment (foot formation): the English Stress Rule (ESR) and Strong
Retraction Rule (SRR). The ESR applies at the right edge of the word,
assigning maximally binary feet labeled S W, where W may not be ,a
heavy syllable (not counting "extrametrical" material). The SRR applies
iteratively from right to left, also assigning maximally binary feet labeled
S W, but without restrictions as to syllable weight. As proposed by Selkirk
(1980), stress is not a feature but the property of being the strong or only

, syllable of a foot, Thus, we have such derivations as (64), where paren­
theses denote extrametricality:

(64) F

(\
F F F

/\ F/\A
s w Iswsw

b. Tlconderoga .... TTcondero (ga) .... Ticonderoga

The resulting feet are then joined into a word tree, whose right branches
are labeled strong unless they consist of single syllables.
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162 Paul Kiparsky

Two special sets of assumptions are required in order for the analysis
to work out right. The first is that the stress rules, though necessarily
cyclic, do not observe the principle of strict cyclicity. This is forced by
the need to apply stress rules on the first cycle, i.e. in non-derived en­
vironments. The second is that the grammar may specify in what manner
stress rules apply, specifically whether they may override existing foot
structureIn the string, or whether they only assign metrical structure to
syllables which are not yet organized into feet. The two English rules
differ on this score. The ESR belongs to the first type in that it applies
regardless of whether the string is already provided with a metrical organi­
zation or not. The SRR, on the other hand, strictly respects existing
metrical structure. The contrast can be seen in the following examples:
Parentheses show extrametricality.

1
l,

(65)

F F F

1\ f\ F/\
sw sw IS w

a. parent ..... (ESR) pareent) ..... parent + al ..... (ESR) parentf+al)

F F
F f\F F/\
I sw[ Isw

b. illustrate ..... (ESR) illustrate ..... (SRR) illustrate (p.*iIlustriite)

F F

/\ /\
S WSW

c. standard ..... (ESR) stan(dard) ..... standard +Ize ..... (ESR, word tree)

A A. />. .
S W VI SSW
F F F F FFc. sl\ t. I

standard+ ize (+ (SRR) *stalldardIze) ..... standardlze +ation

(\ 1:\
1\\ w s S
F F S F F F

sAw I 0w I l'w l'w\
..... (ESR, word tree) standardize + ation (f (SRR) * standardize +ation)
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Example (6Sa) shows how the ESR wipes out the metrical structure as­
signed by itself on a previous cycle. Example (6Sb) shows how the SRR
respects the metrical structure assigned by the ESR previously on the
same cycle. If the SRR were allowed to wipe out the metrical structure
assigned by the ESR, we would derive the wrong form "illustrate, and
more generally, an evidence that the ESR even existed in the grammar
-would disappear. Example (6Sc) shows how, in addition, the SRR re­
spects the metrical structure assigned by the ESR and by itself on a pre­
vious cycle. This is why we do not derive the wrong final form as indicated
there (*standtirdizdtion).12

- In the present theory, nothing at all need be stipulated in the grammar
of English about the mode _of application of any of the stress rules. It
follows outright from the Elsewhere Condition. In the first place, the

-- ESR and the SRR must be disjunctively ordered. Secondly, being cyclic
(i.e. lexical) rules they are blocked from applying in a structure-changing
function in non-derived environments. This jointly defines the correct
conditions for their operation and interaction. The .details are as follows.

The SRR is applicable to any string of syllables and the ESR is appli­
cable to right edges of constituents, i.e. to domains bounded by]. Thus
the structural description of the ESR properly contains the structural
description of the SRR. -By virtue of the Elsewhere Condition, the rules
must apply disjunctively, with ESR, as the special rule, taking precedence
over the SRR where they conflict. This explains their interaction in (6Sb).
On the rightmost domain, ESR assigns a unary foot, taking precedence
over the SRR which would assign a binary foot over the last two syl­
lables to give penult stress. Proceeding leftwards, we come to the string
iIlu-. The _ESR is not applicable since the string is not at the right edge
of a constituent, and so the SRR puts a binary foot on it, stressing the
initial syllable. The usual word tree rule labels the left foot strong to com­
plete the derivation.

As for the application of the ESR and the SRR to strings with pre­
existing foot structure, the theory requites that both rules should be
subjectto the principles that govern the application of cyclic rules. Cyclic
rules -are subject to "strict cyclicity", which by our earlier argument
again reduces to the Elsewhere Condition. Its effect is to block cyclic
iulesfrom applying in a structure-changing function in non-derived
environments. We shall now take up the various possible cases for both
rules in tum and show that everything works as predicted.

There are three kinds of cases to consider:
1. Non-structure-changing applications. As predicted, both rules

apply: see e.g. (6Sb).
2. Structure-changing applications in non-derived environments.

Both rules should be blocked.
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164 Paul Kiparsky

As far as the SRR is concerned, it is just this blocking which lies be,
hind its failure to erase metrical structure assigned (in whatever way)
on earlier cycles. In the derivation of standardization (see 65c), the ap­
plication of the ESR to -ation on the third cycle yields the structure (66):

F F F

f\w I r:
(66) [[standardizelvation:!N

By virtue of our assumption that the output of every cycle is entered
F F

I'wl
into the lexicon, the string to the left of -ation, [standardizelv. con­
stitutes a (derived) lexical entry which is fully organized into feet. Tire
Elsewhere Condition prohibits the SRR from overriding the foot structure
of this lexical entry. .

Now we are committed to the prediction that the ESR too behaves
in exactly the same way. Where does the ESR encounter pre-existing foot
structure? The case occurs in words like Attila, Kentucky, Mississippi,
which have a stress on a syllable where it cannot be assigned by the stand­
ard stress rules. They are very reasonably treated as being represented
prior to the application of the stress rules with a foot on that syllable:

(67)

F

A
Attila

F

1\
Mississippi

What prevents the ESR from applying to such nouns, eliminating the
stress on the second syllable to give the incorrect forms (68)?

(68)

F

A~)
F F

1/\
Mississi(ppi)

Strict cyclicity, i.e. the Elsewhere Condition. So we must assume that
structure-changing applications in non-derived ienvironments are pro­
hibited for the ESR as well as for the SRR. It is thus not true, even in
terms' of Hayes' own analysis, that the ESR is simply free to erase what­
ever metrical structure lies in its way. Like the SRR it submits rigorously
to the conditions that govern the application ofcyclic (lexical) rules.
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3. Structure-changing applications in derived environments. Both
rules should apply. First consider the ESR. In examples like parental
(65a) the ESR overrides existing metrical structure because it can apply
in a derived environment. That is, the string under consideration in the
second cycle (marked off in (69)) is not a substring of a lexical entry
which bears a contradictory foot structure:

l\
SW

(69) [[parent]N (al) ]A

ESR

The Elsewhere Condition is inapplicable, and the ESR is free to form a
foot at the right edge of the word, giving parental:

Again we expect to fmdcorresponding cases with the SR,R. The reason
they were not obvious before is that in most cases, the interior of a word
will have been metrically organized in full at any cycle but the first. So
observationally the generalization that the SRR never reorganizes existing
foot structure approximates the truth fairly closely. But it is only by acci­
dent that it seems so nearly true. It breaks down in the crucial caseswhere
more material than can be accomodated by the ESR is introduced on a
given cycle. There the SRR completes the foot assignment on the extra
syllables to the left and may combine it with material contained in exist­
ing. foot structure. Consider falsify. solidify derived from false, solid.
Corning out of the first cycle we have (70):

I
(70) [[fals]N ifY]y

F

1\
sw

[[solid]A ifY]y

.. The ESR now assigns a foot. to -ff If the SRR were now to form a foot
solely on that part of the string which does not already belong to a foot,
namely the -i- which precedes -ff,the final outcome would be the wrong
forms *ftilsity, *solidifY. Rather, the SR must form a foot onfalsi-, -lidi-,
eventually yielding falsifY, solidity. This shows that the SRR too is free
to apply to material already contained within feet, provided it does so
in a derived environment..

In sum, there is no essential difference in functioning between the
ESR and the SRR. Being cyclic, both are restricted by strict cyclicity,
and being in an inclusion relationship they apply disjunctively. Both pro­
perties are guaranteed by the Elsewhere Condition and nothing need be
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166 Paul Kiparsky.

stipulated about their mode of application in the grammar of English.
In addition, two sets of cases which escape even the fine-meshed net
of Hayes' analysis are now hauled in along with the rest: the failure
of the ESR to apply in non-derived environments, as in Attila (see 67)
and the applicability of the SRR in derived environments, as in solidify
(see 70).

As a result, a further substantial simplification of the stress rules be­
comes possible. We are free to collapse the ESR and SRR into a single
rule in which the ESR appears as a mere condition on the constituent­
final environment:

(71) Assign maximally binary S W feet from right to left, where W
may not branch in env. ].

Finally, under our theory the decision to enter idiosyncratic metrical
structure' in the lexicon assumes rather more significance than, before.
At least the following empirical consequences are at stake. First, it pre­
dicts, surely correctly, that arbitrary exceptions to stress rules add rela-:
tively less complexity to the grammar in basic stems than in derived steins:
Furthermore, it follows that such lexical exceptions should be typical of
languages with cyclic stress assignment, such as English. Postcyclic stress
rules, such as the initial stress rule of Finnish, cannot be contravened
simply by inherent lexical specification of stress; exceptions to them are
costlier in that the lexical items in addition must be marked as not under­
going the stress rules. In languages where word stress is assigned 'post­
cyclically it should therefore be characteristically more regular. And this
is 0 bviously the case. '

This issue arose in an interesting way in the original discussion
of the sse by Mascaro (1976). Mascaro was forced by his version
of cyclic phonology to set up phonemic stress in Catalan stems. Yet
it is clear that there is an unmarked stress pattern much as in Spanish.
This can now be done justice to by aSsigning it by a cyclic stress rule,
with underlying stress restricted to exceptional antepenult or final stress
(e.g. defisit 'deficit', papd 'father). Support for this alternative is pro- '
vided by a cyclic segmental rule that depends upon stress. In the environ­
.ment V 1, there is devoicing of b (and sporadically of other stops also),
e.g. didpl» 'devil' (cf. diabblik 'devilish'). The devoicing rule must apply
even if the vowel subsequently loses its stress to a following suffix, e.g,
diapleria. Hence it is cyclic. But the environment ..: Vbl ... is always
contained within the first cycle. Now if stress is underlying, the environ­
ment of devoicing will be non-derived and the rule should not be able to
apply (even on our theory, since it is feature-changing). But if stress
applies on the first cycle, then it can feed devoicing on the first cycle
.and there is no difficulty with these derivations. '
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A further important point is that vacuous application creates derived
environments in Mascaro's theory but not in ours. Mascaro indeed found
an interesting case In his Catalan material which seemed to work crucially
as his version predicts, but it yields entirely to the reanalysis just indicated. 1

Moving now to the problems involving lexical representations, we can
resolve them in essentially the same way. We shall simply take the "mor­
pheme structure rules" of a language to be so many rules of its lexical
phonology. Then lexical rules, rather than being simply inapplicable on
the first cycle, will apply on the first cycle as redundancy rules to fill
in lexically unspecified feature specifications, in addition, of course,
to applying as before in derived environments in a feature-changing func­
tion. For example, the distinction between nightingale and sycamore is
that the first vowel is specified as long in the former ~ blocking Trisyllabic

. Shortening as shown above - and unspecified for length rather than spe­
cified as [-long], in the latter. Then the ElsewhereCondition will not
block Trisyllabic. Shortening from applying to sycamore as its clause (Ii)
is not met, so that the rule will specify the vowel as [-long], as desired.

A priori the elimination of a special category of "morpheme structure
rules" is welcome because the status of these putative rules has almost
from the beginning of generative phonology been beset with problems.
Kenstowicz and Kisseberth (1977) identify four ofthem:

1. Condition or rule: are MSRs to be construed as rules that fill in pre­
dictable feature specifications left blank in the matrices entered in the
lexicon, or are they to be construed as static well-formedness conditions
that check the acceptability of fully specified lexical entries'?

2. The duplication problem: why are regularities expressed by mor­
pheme structure rules often recapitulated by phonological rules proper,
applying to derived forms'?

3. The domain problem: on what sorts of entities are lexical con­
straints defined - morphemes, stems, or finished words'?

4. The level problem: to what stage of derivation are lexical con­
straints applicable - underlying representations, the phonetic output, or
some intermediate level'?

In the approach proposed here, the answers to these questions must
.run as follows:

1. Predictable feature specifications are left unspecified in lexical
entries and are IDled in by the system of universal and language-par-
ticular rules of lexical phonology. .

2. There is rio duplication problem because the rules that apply to
non-derived forms in a blank' filling function, governing the structure
of primitive lexical entries, are the same lexical rules that apply after
the first cycle in a feature-changing function, governing the structure of
derived lexical forms.
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3. The domains on which lexical constraints are defined are lexical
categories, i.e. the cyclic constituents N, A, V. Lexical constraints are
therefore only indirectly pertinent to morphemes (roots, affixes etc.).

4. Lexical constraints are applicable in lexical (cyclic) phonology
as determined by the ordering of the relevant rules. Thus they are not
necessarily true either of underlying representations or of the phonetic
output, In particular, the application ·of postlexical rules may totally
obscure the canonical structure oflexical items.

From our point of view, "duplication" between morpheme structure
rules and rules of lexical' phonology, far from being a problem, is actually
the predicted normal case. We do not allow rules whose domain is de­
fined as the morpheme; minimally they must belong to levelland apply
also to such derived forms as meet their structural description. This
does not mean that all rules will actually exhibit duplication. It can vel)'
well happen that the environment of a level 1 rule occurs only in unde­
rived lexical items or only in forms derived at level I; what is predicted
is that iiit occurs in both then the rule will indeed apply to both.

It is of course still necessary to make some distinction between those
lexical rules which govern the structure of underived lexical items merely
in the unmarked case and those which govern it absolutely. That is, when
are lexical rules contradicted by inherent feature specifications in lexical
items and when are they not? Even in its present skeletal form our theory
makes an interesting prediction on this score. Namely, lexical rules which
apply in non-derived environments should all be potentially "cancelable"
on the first cycle, while lexical rules which apply in derived environments
on the first cycle should not be cancelable. The only way a lexical rule
can come to be applicable on the first cycle in a derived environment is
for it to be fed there by a previously applying lexical rule (which by
what we have said must either have applied in a non-feature-changing
way oritselfhave been fed by an earlier rule). The obvious examples are
segmental rules that apply within metrical domains such as stress feet
or syllables themselves assigned by earlier lexical rules. We had such a­
case-in the Spanish depalatalization rule (63b), which applies within a
syllable structure created earlier on the same cycle. So it follows that we
cannot keep a syllable-final if in Spanish simply by marking it as In! in
the lexicon. And in fact, it appears that this is never necessary,

If we are to allow unspecified feature values in the lexicon, then it
becomes incumbent -upon us to answer the well-known objections of
Stanley (1967) against that procedure. We shall do this by stipulating
that no feature can appear marked both + and - in the same environment
in the lexicon:

For our starting point we revert to the natural assumption of early
generative phonology that phonological features are unspecified in under-
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lying representations if their value can be assigned by a rule. The theory
Of grammar will provide a set of universal redundancy rules functionally
analogous to the markedness principles of Chomsky and Halle (1968),
but formally identical to ordinary phonological ru1es. In particu1ar, as­
sume that for every feature F there is minimally a rule

(72) ]->-[a F]

where a (+ or -) is the "unmarked" value. In addition other ru1es may
be applicable in specific syntagmatic or paradigmatic contexts. For ex­
ample, for voicingwe may have the rules

(73) a. I ] 4 [+ voiced]
b. [+obstr] 4 [- voiced]

putting the unmarked value as [- voiced] for obstruents and [+ voiced]
elsewhere. We now say that voiceless obstruents and voiced sonorants
are represented as [ 0 voiced], that is, unspecified for voicing, and that
their respective specifications for voicing are IDled in by the application
of rule (73). This much is quite in the spirit of traditional markedness
theory.

Suppose further that the lexical phonological rules of a language
apply to lexical entries together with universal rules such as (73), as
part of the system of lexical redundancy rules. For example, the English
lexical rule of regressive voicing assimilation applies on the first cycle as
a lexical redundancy rule that assigns [a Voiced] as the normal value to ob­
struents in the context [a voiced]. This again means that obstruents in
that context are [0 voiced] in lexical entries of English.

We thus obtain a hierarchy of successively more specific rules, all
but the first rule (73a) applying in domains included in more general
rules and superseding them in the shared domain. The portion of the
hierarchy that we have seen so far is shown together in (74):

(74) (a)
(b)
(c)

[ ]4 [+ voiced}

t
+ obstr] . 4 [-voiced]
+ obstr J4 [a voiced]
a voiced

/-[+ob~trJ
a VOIced

The disjunctive ordering among such sets of rules comes by the Elsewhere
Condition.

Clearly, lexical redundancy ru1es must not be allowed to change lex­
ically specified features. For example, rule (74b) only "fills blanks", and
does not apply to segments inherently specified as [+ voiced], such as [z].
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This does not have to be specially stipulated in the theory, but faIls out
directly from (10) if we construe each lexical item L as a rule as proposed
above. Suppose we have the English words sip and zip. We then have the.
rules (75 a-c), where (a) and (b) are disjunctive by (lO)but (a) and (c) are
not disjunctive because their outputs are not distinct (condition (ii) of
(10) is not met).

(75) a. [ + obstr1 -+ [-voiced]

b.

c.

[

+ obstr ]
+ cor
etc.
+ voiced

+obstr
+.cor
etc.
ovoiced

ip (disjunctive with (a))

ip (conjunctive with (a))

In exactly the same way, the /hI ofabsent, lexically specified as [- voiced]!
does not undergo the voicing assimilation (74c), while the unspecified /Of
of abdomen does. Thus the lexical entries themselves are the end points
of the above-mentioned hierarchies of successively more specific rules:

(76) (74 a)

I
(74b)

---------(74c) [z]ip

I
a[b]sent

It follows that _in.every context C, only two lexical specifications will
be possible for' any feature F, viz. [OF] and [aF], where [aF] is the unpre­
dictable value. Therefore weescapeStanley's (1967) objection that allow­
ing unspecified features in the lexicon amounts in introducing a three-
valued feature system. .

Not every context' allows both possible feature. specifications. If only
one specification of F- occurs in some context C', [e. if some branch of
the hierarchy for F does not terminate in any lexical items butin the
rule for C' itself, then we shall say that F is non-distinctive in C'. Its
lexical specification in C' is-then necessarily [OF].

We still have an IOU to payoff to the abstractness issue. Although



Lexical Phonology 171

we have been able to derive the "cyclic syndrome", including the proper­
ties associated with the Strict Cycle Condition, from independently
motivated principles governing the lexicon, we have as yet no explana­
tion for why rules should become lexical in the first place. After all,
sound changes enter a language as postlexical rules and there is no a
priori reason why they should in time tend to graduate to lexical status,
with concomitant reanalysis of their synchronically nonderived outputs.
More particularly, as was made explicit in several formulations of the
Alternation Condition and the Strict Cycle-Condition, obligatory neutrali­
zation rules have a special affinity for the cycle/lexicon which still needs
to be accounted for.

To begin with this last question, the answer is evidently that obligatory
neutralization rules are precisely those rules whose outputs are potentially
subject to lexicalization without complicating the grammar. Why neutrali­
zation rules? They are rules which merge one set of representations with
another:

(77) A B
<,.>

C

· where possibly C = A or B. So in this case C derived from A has by defini­
tion another possible source in the lexicon, namely B or whatever is the
source of B. The lexicalization of the output of a non-neutralizationrule
(say, aspiration in English) requires adding some redundant category to
underlying representations, which other things being equal will be rejected

· on grounds of simplicity. And why just obligatory neutralization rules?
If the output of an optional rule is lexicalized then its relationship to the
other variant cannot be accounted for by the rule. This will again be re­
jected on grounds of simplicity. Imagine, for example, that the Trisyllabic
Shortening rule in English was postlexical and optional. Then obviously
the shortened variant of nightingale would not be lexicalized because it

· could not then be related to the variant with a long. yq.wl<J. So if a post­
lexical rule is non-neutralizing or optional, simplicity considerations will
generally require that it continue to apply to non-derived forms, and the
Elsewhere Condition then entails that it remain in the postlexicaJ com­
ponent.

This does not mean that there could not be non-neutralizing rules or
optional rules in the cyclic phonology. Such cases have. certainly been
documented in the literature. All that is predicted is that postJexical rules
can shift into the lexicon without either overt changes in their non-derived
inputs or loss of generality only if they are obligatory non-neutralization
rules.
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Assuming this account of why it is obligatory non-neutralization rules
that may become lexical, we now .come to the question why the rules
that may become lexical so readily do so. To postulate a principle that
the "unmarked" status of a rule is lexical is no more than a restatement
of the observation that we wish to explain. Assume instead that the
language learner is guided by a principle that selects the simplest avail,
able derivation, the criterion of derivational simplicity -being length. By
"available" I mean "allowed by the evaluation measure." This means that
derivational simplicity is strictly subordinated to grammatical simplicity,
and only comes into play when the evaluation measure is indeterminate
as between alternative grammars. The principle that the shortest deriva­
tions are preferred is related to Zwicky's (1970) "No Free Ride" Principle
and more distantly to Postal's Naturalness Condition, which is formulated
as a condition of adequacy on phonological theories, rather than as a prin­
ciple for selecting between alternative descriptions within a theory. The
idea was actually implicit in some generative treatments of analogical
leveling, e.g. the discussion of the loss of final devoicing in Swiss dialects
in Kiparsky (1968). We shall call it the Derivational Simplicity Criterion
(DSC) and formulate it as follows:

(78) Derivational Simplicity Criterion (DSC)
Among alternative maximally simple grammars select that which
has the shortest derivations. _,':

The favored status of lexical phonological rules is derivable from the DSC
because putting a rule into the lexical phonology always enables non-de­
rived forms to be derived from the shallowest source, in satisfaction of
(78). As a schematic example, consider how Trisyllabic Shortening might
have become a lexical rule. Suppose that at a certain period there arose
surface exceptions to it such as nightingale, from degenerate compounds,
vowel lengthening, and other sources. Faced with data such as nightingale
two analyses are available to the leamer.. The first possibility is to take,

. the word "at face value" set up InItVnglll II, with an underlying long
vowel. The second, assuming for the sake of the example that an Ix!
deleted with compensatory lengthening can still be motivated for this
stage of English, is the more abstract InixtVng"iel/. These two alternatives
commit the learner to different assumptions about the phonological rules
as well. Underlying InltVngre' l/ entails that Trisyllabic Shortening is

. lexical. Underlying InixtVngie II entails that the rule deleting Ixl is post­
lexical. But the DSC fixes the underlying form as InitVnglil 1/, in turn
forcing Trisyllabic Shortening into the lexical phonology. Suchrestructur­
ing erodes the support' for the Ix!-deletion rule and eventually brings about
its demise.
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To summarize, we have arrived at the. conclusion that what is right
about the Strict Cycle Condition is derivable from the Elsewhere Condi­
tion on the assumption that word phonology is integrated with the mor­
phology in the lexicon. The resulting theory can be considered an advance
from both the conceptual and the empirical point of view. Conceptually,
it achieves a greater explanatory depth in that various principles that had
to be stipulated previously are now derived from the interaction of more
elementary principles. Empirically, it marks a step towards overcoming
the tension between two goals, each legitimate in themselves but so far
curiously difficult to reconcile with each other in generative phonology:
maximal generality and elegance of descriptions on the one hand, and
maximal realism, naturalness etc. on the other. It no longer seems neces­
sary to make compromises in one in order to achieve the other.

The notable feature ofthis theory when compared to earlier approaches
to the same problems in generative phonology, as well as to current trends
in syntax, is that the main explanatory burden is carried by simplicity
and the structure of the grammar itself, as opposed to conditions on rules
or representations. The only condition we required was the essentially
trivial Elsewhere Condition, which may very well be reducible to a more
general cognitive principle.

NOTES

1. Marchand (1969, p. 228) accurately points out that " ... a prefix is the
determinant of a syntagma whereas a suffix is the determinatum." "A prefixal de­
rivative joins the category the unprefixed word belongs to. In a suffixal derivative,
however, the suffix is the grammatically and semantically dominant element. In
combinations such as father-hood, father-ly , the word father merely determines
what is essentially a '-hood' or '-ly' respectively." He further observes that the order
of determinant and detenninatum (modifier and head) is reversed in "combinations
based on the underlying ,theme of appreciation": diminutives and hypocoristics
(booklet, daddy), approximatives (yellowish), frequentatives (crackle).
2. The formulation of (10) is generalized from that of Kiparsky (1973) in that
it need specify only that the structural changes effected by the rules be incompatible
(condition ii). The earlier version had to apply also to cases where the structural
changes are identical But, as pointed out by Howard (1975), the case where the

,. changes are identical was only necessary for stress rules. For example, the two rules
collapsed in the schema

y .... y

must apply disjunctively so that a stress is assigned to the final syllable only if there
is no penult (i,e. in monsyllables), However, if we adopt metrical phonology, the

F F

stress patterns ( ... s/"'w# and ... I #) are distinct if we construe distinct-
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ness for metrical structure in the obvious way as incompatibility of Iabeiing or
bracketing. And in any case, the metrical; version of the rule simply assigns a max­
imally binary foot to the right edge of a word, and so does not properly constitute
a schema abbreviating two rules. We therefore need only specify distinctness of out­
puts as in Oi) of (10).
3. The model predicts that level 1 plurals Should not only be inputs to com­
pounding, but also to level 2 affixation. This possibility is to my knowledge not
realized. We therefore require an ad hoc constraint that blocks it. Interestingly, this
constraint does not apply to inherent plurals, cf. to people, to dice, dicey, sudsy,
woodsy.

Another point is that nouns which denotethings that are classified as coming
in pairs, e.g. (0 pair of) trousers, systematically deviate from the pattern of (12)
in that they do not require plural endings in compounds:

1,

trouser pockets
scissor tail
spectacle case
pincer movement

,(trousers)
(scissors)
(spectacles)
(pincers)

They must therefore be considered as morphologically derived plurals, however this
is to be done. This jsIndependentlyrequired because the sterns trouser ,etc. that we
are forced to' set up in the lexicon are indeed not bound to the plural morpheme,
for they Show up also in derivatives like trousered, bespectacled, to scissor.
4. These examples were called to my attention by Nigel Fabb.
5. For discussion of zero derivation see Marchand (1969), Rudin (975), Allen
(1978,271 ff), Clark and Clark (1979), as well as the criticism by Lieber (1980, Ch.
3) and Carlson and Roeper (1981).
6. Breakin, showoff etc. are not zero-derived from verbs but compounds formed
at level 2, as we shall see below.
7. Actual words which appear to be N -+ Y -+ N zero derivatives are [eedN 'food
for feeding livestoclc; (-reedy+- !oodN) and perhaps breedN 'genetic type pro­
duced by breeding' (- breedy +- broodN' if the latter is really the synchronic base).
The first step of the derivation, N -+ y" would have to be at level lin order to feed
y - N, which itself is atTevel 1. But this conclusion is forced independently
on phonological grounds. One reason the verb has to be derived atlevel 1 is in order
to undergo the vowel change (umlaut), which must be confined to level 1 because
it is never triggered by any level 2 or level 3 affixes. Second, 1I1e verb has to be de­
zived at level 1 because its past tense and participle forms have level 1 morphology
(fed, bred, derived by the level 1 rule of shortening from Ifed + t/ , Ibred + t/). There­
fore these words do' not refute the theory but on the contrary confirm it.
8., lowe this observation to Richard Oehrle.
9. . See e.g. Kenstowicz and Kisseberth (1977, Ch, 1) fora review of the issue.
10. The pronunciations cited here and below fo1low the norm given by Webster's
Dictionary (Third Edition). It Should be noted that.many speakers show some varia­
tion in quantity in initial open syllables, apparently involving both shortening of
long vowels (tonality -+ tpnality) and lengthening of short vowels (prJgress-+ pro­
gress, ,xx{ce - pOlIce, lis{dual -+ residual). ..
11. Taken literally, this is what LineIJ (1979) must be advocating when he says
that "phopotaCtlc rules" and "morphophonologicaJ rules proper" are not "separate
rules" but "aspects of certain morphological operations" (p.131,142).Forexample
(p. 133) Trisyllabic Shortening and Vowel Shift are both considered by him as a
part of the morphological operation by which the suffix -ity is added to adjectives
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(and, presumably, of the many other morphological operations that can cause the
relevant alternations to come into play). Similarly, epenthesis of [I] between sibilants
and devoicing of z after voiceless obstruents are considered by him part ofplural suf­
fixation (and, presumably. duplicates of these rules are part of genitive and 3, sg.
suffixation as well as applying somehow to the reduced forms of is and has.
12. Apparent exceptions IDee democratize, originate (vs. the regular alphabetize,
cl1pitalize, sYcophantize, relativize, oxygenate, myelinate etc.) should be taken as

.instances of derivation not from nouns but from roots. The first cycle is then
[democrat +izelV' [origin +ateIV' Since there is no internal cycle, the ESRand SR
apply to give the correct stress pattern.

85


