









































































































































'Fear’ Case

—yida (with vowel-final stem)
—dYida (with consonant-final stem)
Comitative

—yi (with vowel~final stem)
—-d¥i (with consonant-final stem)
Accusative

n¥a

I have omitted listing of alternations which follow straightforwardly
from the previous discussions of apocope and nasal degemination. The
colon (:) indicates that the suffix induces lengthening of the preceding
vowel.®

The ergative, locative, ’fear’ case, and comitative suffixes,
display alternations depending on whether the stem ends in a vowel or
consonant (including a glide). The generalization is that these
suffixes become sonorant if the preceding consonant is non-syllabic;
however, there are several obstacles to phonological characterization of
this phenomenon. This is not a straightforward assimilation or dissimi-
lation which could be captured by the usual autosegmental manipulation
of association lines: rather, it would require an arbitrary feature-
changing rule of the kind prohibited by modern autosegmental theory:
(120) € — [ son] / [=o sgl] + _

Second, this kind of alternation is restricted to the four suffixes
listed above: thus, even if these alternations are characterized as a
phonological rule, the rule is heavily morphologized. In light of these
obstacles, it seems more straighthrward‘simply to posit suppletive
allomorphy for these four suffixes.

Furthermore, the obstruent allomorphs of the ergative and locative
suffixes display alternations in place of articulation. These alterna-
tions, however, follow from MINSPEC (103), if we assume that the initial
consonant of these suffixes lacks place features. To satisfy MINSPEC,

place features of the preceding consonant spread to the placeless root

$’Length-inducing suffixes are discussed more fully in section 7.3
below.
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node. However, as we have already positéd word-final placeless root
nodes in section 5.4, it may be wondered why place-feature spreading
does not occur in those cases. Since the segments preceding the
placeless root nodes in section 5.4 are all vowels, HSL (67) would
prohibit such non-homogeneous double linking of place features; and
since the placeless segments are word-final, there is no following
consonant with which the placeless consonant could share place fea-
tures.*®®

The remaining alternations appear to be a hodge—-podge of morpheme-—

specific allomorphy best handled by morphological suppletion.®’

8. Derivational Suffixes

8.1. Non-cohering suffixes. There is a class of disyllabic

derivational suffixes which behave as though they were a separate word
from the stem for purposes of apocope, pénultimate lengthening, and the
other processes discussed in this paper.’® Dixon refers to them as
"non-cohering" suffixes. For example, consider -dagan ’inchoative
verbalizer':

(121) gadula-dagan—-nYu —-> gad?(:ldagd:nY¥ ‘became dirty’

The stem, /gad'ula/ underxgoes apocope, even though it is followed by the
suffix —-dagan, and -nYu undergoes apocope even though the stem that it
attaches to is (underlyingly) odd-syllabled. Following Dixon, I assume

that these suffixes form separate phonological words from their stem.

®This analysis raises the question, why then can a placeless
consonant share place features with a preceding [y] glide, given our
previous assumptions concerning Homogeneous Stricture Linking (67)2 To
get around this problem, we are forced to view the alternations condi-
tioned by [yl-final forms as suppletive: there is no actual sharing of
features between [y] and the following obstruent.

“There is some additional allomorphy, not shown in the table,
involving stem-final nasals and nasal-initial suffixes. See section 6.2
above.

""Note, however, that some disyllabic affixes are cohering: e.g.
-yida ~ d¥ida (’fear case’) and -n*u"da (’‘dative subordinate’).
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In other words, these suffixes morphologically subcategorize, but do not
prosodically subcategorize, for a stem. Cf. Inkelas (1989)."

8.2. Verbal Derivational Suffixes. Verbal derivational suffixes

are listed in (122):

(122) Comitative

R + malla-1 = Rmalja-—-1l (non—-cohering)
1l + malla=1 = lmajja-1l (non-cohering)
n + malla-1l = Na-1

Antipassive

R + :d¥i-n = :Rd¥i-n

l + :d¥i-n = :d%i-n

n + :d¥i-n = :d¥i-n

Going aspect

R + Dali-n = :Ri-n

1 + Dali-n = :1li-n

n + Jali-n = Jali-n (non-cohering)
Going aspect + Comitative

R + JJali-n + QJa-1 = :riQja-l

1l + Qali-n + Ja-1l = :rifja-1

n + Dali-n + Na-1 = :rifja-1

Coming aspect

R + NJada-n = :da-n

1l + Jada-n = :lda-n

n + Jada-n = JJada-n (non—-cohering)

Alternations such as /-n-Jali-n/ — -Jali-n follow straightforwardly from
the previous discussion of -n class allomorphy. The remainder of the
alternations clearly require suppletive allomorphy as well.

I have not showed apocopated forms of these suffixes, since they
generally do not apocopate. This is not because they end in a consonant
(recall that the conjugation class markers are disregarded for prosodic
purposes), but because they are always followed by some inflectional
suffix. Consider /nYina-n-Ja-1-1/ (’sit;comitative—present’). If
apocope were to occur, the result would be a I) (-1)]] cluster (even though
the final -] will ultimately fuse with the verbal marker -1): thus
apocope is blocked by the prohibition on consonant clusters. Note

however that with the imperative (zero) suffix, Ja-1 does reduce:

"Inkelas’ theory provides no mechanism for assigning prosodic
constituency to a suffix if it has no prosodic subcategorization frame.
This problem can be obviated, however, by assuming that the prosodic
constituency of these suffixes is present underlyingly.
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(123) gali-n-la-1-J — gali:l)] ‘go—comitative-imperative’
The results of apocope in such cases are in accordance with the previous
discussion of conjugation class markers in section 6 above.

8.3. Length-Inducing Suffixes. The length—-inducing properties of

the antipassive and aspectual suffixes (as well as certain allomorphs of
the locative suffix) can be accounted for by assuming that they under-
lyingly have a floating mora. The effect of a length-inducing suffix is
illustrated in (124).

(124) barganda—-n—-dyi-n-l] — bdrgandé:d¥iJ) ‘pass by—antipassive-present’
As discussed in section 5.2 with regard to compensatory lengthening, the
position of PARSE (MORA) (93) in the ranking of MP’s results in the extra

mora resyllabifying, resulting in lengthening of the previous vowel.

9. Illicit Length Elimination

In the event that two adjacent syl}ables both become heavy during
the course of a derivation, the first of the two must become light.
Dixon (1977) refers to this process as "illicit length elimination."
This situation arises when a length-inducing suffix is followed by a
suffix which undergoes penultimate lengthening or compensatory lengthen-—
ing as a result of apocope. The process of illicit length elimination
is illustrated in (125).

(125) a. barganda-n-d’i-n-nYu - barganda:dyi:ny — bargéndad’i:nY
b. barganda-n-d’i-n-na — barganda:d¥i:na — bargéndad¥i:na

That is, despite the length—inducing properties of -d’in, the previous
vowel does not surface as long when the following syllable contains a
long vowel, by compensatory lengthening in (125a) and penultimate

lengthening in (125b). The "derivation" is as follows:
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(126) UR Lexical Post-Lexical Phonetics

b D [} [
# % | / \ /' \
g (o) g g g g g
% 7] ¥l ANEVAAN % /1\\
uu’u 1 uu‘uu‘ uu’uu
[/ Ll |/ |/ |/ I/
(bargand) a d¥ i n'u a d¥i n'u a d*in'u bargéndad¥i :nY¥

We have already observed in section 4.3 that the absence of adjacent
heavy syllables on the surface can be accounted for with CLASHAVOID (85)
and WSP (77), since heavy syllables must be stressed, and stressed
syllables cannot be adjacent. As noted in section 5, however, CHIRALI-—
TY, the bundle which contains these MP’s, is ranked below

PARSE (SYLLABLE) and PARSE (MORA) until the post-lexical stratum (see
(98)); hence, compensatory lengthening is not blocked by the preceding
heavy syllable. The only remaining question is why, once CHIRALITY
assumes its post—lexical ranking above PARSE (MORA) (100), the clash is
resolved by shortening (i.e. un-parsing one mora of) the first rather
than the second syllable within the final foot. The answer is provided
by GROUPING (83): because of the circumstances under which these clashes
arise, the clashing syllables always happen to be within the same foot,

and [0, O,] is a better foot than [Ou O,1.

10 Comparison: a Rule—-Based Account

In the following section, I will compare the features of the
foregoing harmonic account with what I consider to be the best possible
rule-based account of the YidinY alternations.’ Let us begin by posit-
ing a stress rule which constructs strictly disyllabic feet from left to
right (ignoring chirality for the moment). Since the final syllable of
an odd-syllabled word remains unparsed, as in the harmonic account,

penultimate lengthening can be stated as' follows:

’See also the analysis of YidinY in Hayes (1980, 1982).
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(127) Penultimate Lengthening

[
Fx
13 A c S o
| = 17 7 |
v Vv

Similarly, apocope can be viewed as the deletion of an unparsed sylla-

ble, or more precisely, the nucleus thereof.

(128) Apocope
(¢
/1
/n -
/]
c Vv (&1
Moreover, if Penultimate Lengthening is somehow ordered before Apocope,
no compensatory lengthening story is necessary. Finally, if illicit
length elimination is stated as follows, then the choice between iambic

and trochaic labelling can rest on standard assumptions concerning

quantity sensitivity (see, e.g. Hayes 1980, 1992).

(129) Illicit Length Elimination
[6>
7\
[ L S G,

l/ - 1 7 |
v v

In evaluating this account, let us begin with the Apocope rule.
Thus far we have not accounted for the blocking of apocope in cases
where it would result in an unsyllabifiable consonant. In fact, it is
difficult to imagine how a consistently ruled-based account (i.e. a
rule-based approach to syllabification as well as the alternations
discussed above) could handle this kind of blocking. Syllabification
rules can account for the resyllabification of the onset consonant which
is stranded by operation of the Apocope rule. But whether syllabifica-

tion rules apply cyclically (Steriade 1982) or even "persistently"

(Myers 1991), they do not have the power to block Apocope where resyl-
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labification cannot occur (as when the consonant is an obstruent, or
when resyllabification would create a coda cluster).”

The only alternative is to build YidinY’s syllable structure
constraints into the structural description of the Apocope rule it-
self.” However, this move introduces a serious redundancy into the
account, since the particularities of YidinY syllable structure must be
stated twice: in the structural description of the Apocope rule, and in
the body of syllabification rules themselves. In contrast, the harmonic
approach accounts for this blocking effect by ranking the MP’s which
result in apocope lower (ultimately) than the MP’s which require
consonants to be properly syllabified.

A further, perhaps deeper, problem with the rule-based account of
YidinY apocope is that, although the statement of the rule’s context
refers to the fact that the apocopated syllable is unparsed, it fails to
derive apocope from this fact. One might as easily posit a rule which
apocopates a syllable just in case it is parsed. For the rule-based
approach essentially denies that apocope occurs because the syllable is

unparsed. In contrast, the harmonic approach relies on one device, the

Sharon Inkelas (p.c.) suggests that a rule-based account might
capture this blocking effect by viewing apocope as the delinking of
metrical structure from a unary foot (rather than deletion of the vowel
itself), followed by application of a syllabification algorithm which
first tries to adjoin floating material (i.e. the consonant) leftward and,
failing that, assigns a syllable node to the consonant, which in turn can
rescue the vowel. I see two problems with this account. First, why
(other than language-specific stipulation) does the unsyllabifiability of
the stray consonant (but not the stray vowel) trigger insertion of an
additional syllable node? Second, if Myers (1991) is (within the terms of
a rule-based framework) correct in arguing that syllabification and foot
construction should be viewed as a set of "persistent" rules, and if Yidin¥
apocope is viewed as part of YidinY/s foot construction rules, it is
impossible to order '"persistent" syllabification after "persistent"
apocope.

"One could imagine a hybrid account, in which apocope is viewed as
a rule, but a constraint on the rule is stipulated to the effect that the
rule is blocked if application would result in an unsyllabifiable
consonant. We must recognize however, that such a constraint is ad hoc
for this particular rule: it is not a universal condition on phonological
rules. Moreover, even this hybrid account does not overcome the objection
in the following paragraph.
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preference for parsed syllables (76), both to account for apocope and to
drive assignment of metrical structure in the first place.

Turning now to penultimate lengthening, the opacity of the rule-
based approach becomes fully apparent. The rule-based approach offers
no explanation as to why YidinY happens to have two independent rules
whose structural descriptions refer to upparsed final syllables. The
Penultimate Lengthening rule itself is opaque and ad hoc; it cannot be
related to any commonly observed process of syllable weight adjustment
(e.g. closed syllable shortening, or phrase—-final lengthening).
Furthermore, as noted above, with the Penultimate Lengthening rule
(127), a compensatory lengthening analysis of apocopated forms is
superfluous. But this apparent advantage of the rule-based account
actually presents a problem: for compensatory lengthening offers a far
more insightful analysis of the lengthening that accompanies apocope
than does the Penultimate Lengthening rule (see Hayes 1989). The
harmonic account, on the other hand, allows all regular vowel lengthen-—
ing in YidinY to be viewed as compensatory lengthening, both for apoco-—-
pated and unapocopated forms (with subsequent "undoing" of apocope in
certain cases); and compensatory lengthening is in turn derived from the
preference for parsed moras (93), the same device that drives incorpora-
tion of moras into syllable structure in the first place.

Finally, the rule of Illicit Length Elimination (129) stipulates
the result that, given two adjacent heavy syllables, vowel shortening
will apply so as to create a [0, O,] rather than a [0, ©,] foot, rather
than deriving this fact from the independently observed cross-linguistic
preference for [0, O0,] feet over [GQy, 0,] feet (see Prince 1991) .
Moreover, whereas the harmonic account relies on a single device, the
Weight—to—-Stress Principle (77), to derive both quantity-sensitive
stress assignment and illicit length elimination in YidinY, the rule-

based account requires two independent rules.

104 Conclusion
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In this paper I have presented a fairly exhaustive analysis of the
phonology of Yidin¥, from the segment inventory to metrically condi-
tioned phonological "rules."’ My goal has been to demonstrate the
possibility of accounting for the phonology of a particular language in
detail using the Harmonic Phonology framework, without being forced to
posit ad hoc constraints or inconsistent rankings. I have also argued
that, in certain respects, this framework allows for a more elegant
analysis of YidinY phonology than does a competing rule-based account.
Harmonic Phonology, however, is primarily a theory of cross—linguistic
variation, founded on the hypothesis that the possibilities of such
variation are delimited by alternative rénkings of a universal set of
well-formedness constraints; and that theories relying on "on/off"
parametric variation fail to predict these possibilities. The notion of
Harmonic Phonology within a single language must therefore be read
tongue—in-cheek: ultimate confirmation or falsification of this hypothe-

sis must await research of a more typological character.

*In addition, Dixon posits rules of Yotic Deletion, Stress Fronting,
Stress Retraction, Vowel Nasalization, and Phonetic Reduction. All of
these "rules" appear to be phonetic in character, in terms of their
gradience, optionality, and/or transparent phonetic motivation; therefore
they are beyond the scope of this paper. Dixon also mentions rules of
Dissimilation and Double Dissimilation, and Nasal Insertion, but these are
clearly allomorphic conditions rather than phonological rules.
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In this Appendix, I list the Markedness Principles (MP’s) proposed

APPENDIX

in the foregoing thesis, in alphabetical order, together with the MP

rankings required

CLASHAVOID
CODALENGTH

COLORHEIGHT

COMPLEXITY

CONTSPEC
CORUNMARK

DIRECTIONALITY

DONOTHING

DORSMARK

EXTRAMETRICALITY

FILL
FINALDISP
FOOTMAX
FOOTMIN
GROUP ING
HSL
INITLDISP

LIQCOMPLEXITY

MINSPEC

MORACOUNT

MORASON

NASCONT

for Yidin¥:

Prefer no adjacent stressed syllables.

Prefer minimal codas.

Prefer a [-cons]) segment which contains a color fea-
ture to be specified for a height feature which is
dependent on some color feature.

Prefer segments to have a minimal number of place
features.

Prefer [+cons] to cooccur with [cont].

For any place feature P, prefer P = [cor].

Prefer a @ to be at least as well-formed as the fol-
lowing .

Prefer minimal reassignment of structure.

Prefer a [~cons, dors] segment to specified for a
color feature.

If a segment contains place features, prefer the
segment to be word-final.

Prefer filled syllable positions.

Prefer final demi-g’s with maximal R.

Prefer a @ to contain no more than 2 ¢'s.

Prefer a ® to contain no less than 2 ¢'s.

Prefer feet with maximal harmony value.

Prefer (67) to be the case.

Prefer initial demi-g’s with minimal R.
Prefer

number of place features.

Prefer a segment to contain at least one place feature

or laryngeal feature.

Prefer syllables with minimal W count.
Prefer moraic segments with maximal sonority.

Prefer nasal segments to be specified [+son, —cont].
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NOCODAPLACE
NODIPHTHONG
NOFRICATIVE
NOLARYNGEAL
NONASAL
NOOBSTRUENTV

NOPHARCONS
NOPRENASALSTOP

NUCSON

ONECOLOR

ONSETLENGTH
PARSE (CONSONANT)

PARSE (FEATURE)

PARSE (MORA)
PARSE (SYLLABLE)

PARSE (VOWEL)
ROOTFEATURES

SONCOMPLEXITY
SONORITYCURVE
UNIFORMITY

WEAKCLASH

WEIGHTBYPOSN

WSP

Prefer place features to be licensed.
Prefer no diphthongs.

Prefer obstruents to be specified [—cont].

segments with no laryngeal features.

Prefer
sonorant consonants to be liquids.

Prefer
obstruents to be specified [+cons].

Prefer
consonants with no instance of [phar].

Prefer
[+son] and [-son] not to cooccur within a

Prefer

segment.
Prefer nuclei with maximal sonority.

Prefer no more than one instance of a color feature in
a [-cons] segment.

Prefer minimal onsets.
Prefer parsed consonants.

Prefer parsed features.

Prefer parsed moras.

Prefer parsed syllables

Prefer parsed vowels.
segments to be specified for [cons] and [son].

Prefer
Prefer sonorant consonants to have a minimal number of

place features.
no sonority decrease within an initial demi-o,

Prefer : ;
sonority increase within a final demi-0O.

and no
feet to be either all iambic or all trochaic

Prefer

within the language.

Prefer no adjacent unstressed syllables.
post-nuclear coda segments to be dominated by a

Prefer

u.
Prefer a heavy syllable to be stressed.

{NOPHARCONS, NOLARYNGEAL, NOFRICATIVE, CONTSPEC, NASCONT, NOOBSTRUENTV,
DORSMARK, ONECOLOR, {COMPLEXITY,, >> {{LIQCOMPLEXITY, >> SONCOMPLEXITY
>> COMPLEXITY,, >> LIQCOMPLEXITY,,} v CORUNMARK}}} >> PARSE(FEATURE) >>

{SONCOMPLEXITY, >>

{ROOTFEATURES, MINSPEC, COLORHEIGHT, NONASAL,

COMPLEXITY,} }
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Lexical Phonology:

FILL >> {{SONORITYCURVE, {INITLDISP, >> INITLDISP, >> INITLDISP, >>
INITLDISP.,; >> INITLDISP.}, (FINALDISP,; >> FINALDISP,, >> FINALDISP,, >>
FINALDISP,, >> FINALDISP, }, {ONSETLENGTH,, >> ONSETLENGTH,, >> ONSET-
LENGTH,,}, {CODALENGTH,, >> CODALENGTH,, >> CODALENGTH,,}, {NUCSON,, >>
NUCSON,; >> NUCSON,, >> NUCSON,; >> NUCSON,,}, {MORASON,, >> MORASON,, >>
MORASON,, >> MORASON,; >> MORASON,,}, MORACOUNT,,, NODIPHTHONG}, HSL,
{CORUNMARK v NOCODAPLACE v EXTRAMETRICALITY} >> {{FOOTMAX, FOOTMIN} >>
DIRECTIONALITY} >> PARSE(MORA) >> PARSE (SYLLABLE) >> {PARSE (CONSONANT),
PARSE (VOWEL) } >> {WSP, CLASHAVOID, WEAKCLASH, INITLDISP., FINALDISP,,

{DONOTHING >> MORACOUNT, } }

Post—Lexical Phonology:

FILL >> {{SONORITYCURVE, {INITLDISP,, >> INITLDISP,, >> INITLDISP,, >>
INITLDISP,, >> INITLDISP.}, {FINALDISP,, >> FINALDISP,, >> FINALDISP,; >>
FINALDISP,, >> FINALDISP,,}, {ONSETLENGTH,, >> ONSETLENGTH,, >> ONSET-
LENGTHg, }, (CODALENGTH,, >> CODALENGTH,, >> CODALENGTH(}, {NUCSON,, >>
NUCSON,, >> NUCSON,, >> NUCSON,; >> NUCSON,,}, {MORASON,, >> MORASON,; >>
MORASON,, >> MORASON,,; >> MORASON,,}, MORACOUNT,,, NODIPHTHONG}, HSL,
{CORUNMARK Vv NOCODAPLACE v EXTRAMETRICALITY} >> PARSE (CONSONANT) >>
{WSP, CLASHAVOID, WEAKCLASH, {{FOOTMAX, FOOTMIN} >> DIRECTIONALITY}} >>
PARSE (MORA) >> PARSE (SYLLABLE) >> PARSE (VOWEL) >> {INITLDISPg, FINAL-

DISP,,, {DONOTHING >> MORACOUNT,} }
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