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Featural Markedness

(1) How shouldaphonologicaltheorybasedondefeasiblerankedconstraintsreflect
theasymmetrybetweenunmarkedandmarkedfeaturevalues(e.g.CORONAL
vs.LABIAL, DORSAL,or [–LOW] vs. [+LOW])?

(2) Prince& Smolensky(1993),Smolensky(ROW1993):markedness= visibility.

a. AssumethateveryfeaturevalueF is excludedby a constraint*F. Marked
featurevaluesarevisible becausethe constraintsthat excludethemuni-
versallydominatetheconstraintsthatexcludethecorrespondingunmarked
featurevalue: universalconstraintdominationrelation*MF � *UF. E.g.
*LABIAL � *CORONAL.

b. The observedmarkednesseffectsfollow from the interactionof *MF �
*UF with otherconstraints.

c. Underspecificationexplainedaway:unmarkedfeaturevaluesarethosewhich
aresubjectonly to low-rankedconstraints.It makesno differencewhether
theyarespecifiedin lexical representations.

(3) Epenthesisof unmarkedsegments(in RadicalUnderspecification,epenthesisof
emptysegmentswith default).

a. ∅→ t: e.g.AxinincaCampa(McCarthyandPrince1993),French(Tranel),
perhapsFinnish/maa+a/→maata(Anttila, in prep.).

b. ∅→ i: e.g.Manam/di+ezul+?áma/→ diezuli?áma (Lichtenberk 1983),
Finnish pikkelsi,punssi“pickles, punch”.

(4)
Input: /a/ *LAB ONS FILLPL *COR

1a. ☞ ta * *
1b. pa *! *
1c. a *!

(5) Anotherimplementationof thebasicideain [2], to bearguedfor here:

a. Constraintscannotspecifyunmarkedfeaturevalues.

b. For EVERY constraintthat refersto a phonologicalcategory, thereis an
otherwiseidenticalconstraintthat refersspecificallyto the markedmem-
ber of that category. E.g. FILLLAB and FILLPLACE, PARSELAB and
PARSEPLACE, SPREADLAB andSPREADPLACE . . .
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c. By Pān. ini’s Theorem(S&P 1993),a specificconstraintis activeonly if it
precedesthecorrespondinggeneralconstraint.

d. Constraintssuchas*LABIAL, *CORONAL arenot required.

(6)
Input: /a/ ONS FILLLAB FILLPLACE

1a. ☞ ta *
1b. pa * *
1c. a *!

Notethatthemutualrankingof FILLLAB andFILLPLACE doesn’tmatter.

Assimilation

(7) Unmarkedsegmentsassimilateto unmarkedsegments:bothfeaturevaluesmay
spread,if only onefeaturevaluespreads,it is themarkedone.

a. [�voice] (e.g. Russian), [+voice] (e.g. Ukrainian), but not [–voice]
(Cho 1990).

b. [�distributed] (e.g. Chumash, Poser 1982), [+distributed] (e.g. Kin-
yarwanda, A. Kimenyi), but not [–distributed].

c. Harmony: [+ATR], [+Round], [+Nasal].

In RadicalUnderspecification,this asymmetryis explainedby thepossibilityof
orderingassimilationbeforetheassignmentof complementfeaturevalues,Cho
1990.How doesit comeout in OT?

(8) Assumeassimilationis enforcedby a constraintSPREADwhich prohibitsmul-
tiple specificationsof a featurein somedomain(a sortof generalizedOCP):
SPREAD: *Place

F

Place

G

(9) The constraints*PL/LAB, *PL/COR wrongly predict that unmarkedfeatures
will spreadpreferentially:

Input: C

t

C

p

SPREAD *PL/LAB *PL/COR

1a. C

t

C

p

*!

1b. C

<t>

C

p

*!

1c. ☞ C

t

C

<p>

*
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(10) TheconstraintsPARSELAB, PARSEPLACE yield theright result:

Input: C

t

C

p

SPREAD PARSELAB PARSEPLACE

1a. C

t

C

p

*!

1b. ☞ C

<t>

C

p

*

1c. C

t

C

<p>

*!

Deletion

(11) Onedeletionpatternis that markedelementsdrop in preferenceto unmarked
elements.E.g.Lardil dropsfinal labialsandvelars,butretainscoronals(K. Hale,
K. Wilkinson, Prince& Smolensky1993). Similarly, Finnish-k waslost but -t
wasretained:

a. *estek→ este“barrier”

b. *kevät = kev̈at “spring”

(12) An exampleof deletionof markedvowels:Estoniana is regularlydeletedmedi-
ally afteraheavysyllablein theverbmorphology. Theruleonly applesto a (cf.
b) andonly afterheavysyllables(cf. c, d).

a. /karta+ma/→ kartma“to avoid”
/laula+ma/→ laulma“to sing”
/saata+ma/→ saatma“to send”
/anda+ma/→ andma“to give”
/osta+ma/→ ostma“to buy”

b. /õppi+ma/→ õppima“to learn”
/selgi+ma/→ selgima“to becomeclear”
/kiiku+ma/→ kiikuma“to swing”
/hauku+ma/→ haukuma“to bark”
/tundu+ma/→ tunduma“to feel” (intr.)

c. /jaga+ma/→ jagama“to divide”
/lisa+ma/→ lisama“to increase”

d. /küsi+ma/→ küsima“to ask”
/ladu+ma/→ laduma“to stack”
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(13) Question1: in Lardil and Finnish,why not k → t insteadof k → ∅ (in fact,
SouthOstrobothniandialectsof Finnish do exactly that, e.g. estet“barrier”)?
And in Estonian,why not a→ i insteadof a→ ∅? Because*FILL precludes
epenthesisof the unmarkedvowel andconsonantmelodies?No: i-epenthesis
is productivein Estonian.Therearealsoargumentsfor t- epenthesisin Finnish
phonology(Anttila, in progress).Also, in Finnishthecoronalmelodyis supplied
for neutralizednasals:

(14) a. /ytim/→ ydin “nucleus”

b. /höyhen/→ höyhen“feather”

(15) Question2: whataboutthepatternwhereit is theunmarkedelementsthatpref-
erentiallydelete?

a. English-t, -d deletion.

b. Old English High Vowel Deletion (most recentlySohn, this workshop).
Similar left contextastheEstonianrule [12], butappliesin final syllables.

c. Tulu highvowels(i, ī , u) deleteoptionallyin medialopensyllables(Bhatt
1971):

/posunu/→ posnu“it burnt” /pa:siyE/→ pasyE“I caught”/ma:sī nī / →
ma:snī “it poured”

(16) a. PARSELAB, PARSEDORS . . .

b. PARSEPLACE

c. PARSECNAS, PARSECLAB . . .

d. PARSEC

e. CODA-NEUTRALIZATIONM: *C

[LAB]

]
σ
, *C

[DORS]

]
σ

f. CODA-NEUTRALIZATION: *C

[PLACE]

]
σ

(Properly, the formulationshouldbe thatweakpositionscan’t licensethe
feature,̀a la Itô, Mester,Padgett.)
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(17)
puhek,kev̈at, ytim CD-NTRM PRSCNAS PRSPL PRS-C

1a. C

k

*!

1b. C

<k>

*!

1c. ☞ <C>

k

*

2a. ☞ C

t
2b. C

<t>

*!

2c. <C>

t

*!

3a. C

m

*!

3b. ☞ C

<m>

*

3c. <C>

m

*! *

(18) The weakeningpatternsfor vowels (unstressed,in opensyllables)andconso-
nants(codaposition)aresimilar:

M, U→ ∅ V → ∅ (Yokuts,Icelandic,Piro) C→ ∅ (Maori)

M → U a→ i (Latin) m→ n (Finnish)

U→ ∅ i, u→ ∅ (OE,Slavic,Japanese) t→ ∅ (English)

M → ∅ a→ ∅ (Estonian) k, p→ ∅ (Lardil, Finnish)
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(19)
A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2

Input: V

LO

*V

LO

]
σ

*V

PL

]
σ

ParseV

LO

ParseV

PL

ParseLO ParsePL

1a. V

LO

* *

1b. V〈
LO
〉 * *

1c.
〈
V
〉

LO

* *

2a. V

HI

*

2b. V〈
HI
〉 *

2c.
〈
V
〉

HI

*

(20) a. M, U→ ∅: A, C� B

b. M → U: A1, B� C� A2

c. U→ ∅: B1, C� A � B2

d. M → ∅: A1, B� C� A2

Apparent problems

(21) McCarthy’s accountof the chain shift i → ∅, a → i in Arabic (ROW 1993)
is forced to posit the ranking PARSEHIGH � PARSELOW. Having a con-
straintonanunmarkedfeaturerankedabovetheconstrainton thecorresponding
markedfeatureis not possibleon thepresentproposal,sincetheconstraintsare
PARSELOW (the markedfeature)andPARSEPLACE, wherePARSELOW must
precedePARSEPLACE to bevisible (by “Pān. ini’sTheorem”).
Thechainshift discussedby McCarthyis howeverderivablefrom theconstraints
in [19] by therankingA, B1� C� B2.

(22) Theonly otherpossibleoutcomefrom thesystem[19] is no change,which re-
sultsfrom theconstraintrankingB, C� A. TheoutcomeU→M is excluded.

(23) A secondanalysiswhichapparentlycontravenesthepresentproposalis theanal-
ysis of syllabificationin P&S 1993,which assumesthat the sonorityhierarchy
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is accessedfrom thetop endby oneconstraintfamily, which prohibitssonorous
segmentsfrom syllablemargins,andfrom thebottomendby anotherconstraint
family, whichprohibitsnon-sonoroussegmentsfrom syllablepeaks.

a. *M/a, *M/i . . .

b. *P/t, *P/s . . .

(24) However,this ideacanberecastin termsof two constraintfamilieswhich both
accessthe sonorityhierarchyfrom the top (here�= “moraic”), and interact
with [25], [26].

a. a. [+low] ⊃ �

b. [–cons] ⊃ �

c. [+voc] ⊃ �

d. . . .

b. a. �⊃ [+low]
b. �⊃ [–cons]
c. �⊃ [+voc]
d. . . .

(25) OnsetConstraint(D. Zec):
*�

x ≺ y
A segmentcan’tbemoraicif it’s followedby a moresonoroussegment.

(26) RhymeConstraint:

a. *[ ���]σ
b. *[��]σ

(27) Get syllable typology by interspersing[25] and[26] amongthe sonoritycon-
straintsin the dominancehierarchy. E.g. Spanish[24-1c]� [25] � [24-1d].
English[24-1b]� [25]� [24-1c].

(28) Conjecture:all linguistic hierarchiesare inducedby constraintfamilies of the
form

A B C D E

Theyareconsequentlyaccessibleonly fromthe“restrictedend”. I.e.AB, ABC. . . ,
arenaturalclasses,whereasDE, CDE.. . arenotnaturalclasses.
Morphosyntacticexamples:thehierarchyof bindingdomains,theanimacyhier-
archyfor casemarking.
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