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How shouldaphonologicatheorybasedn defeasibleankedconstraintseflect
the asymmetrybetweenunmarkedand markedfeaturevalues(e.g. CORONAL
vs.LABIAL, DORSAL,or [-LOW] vs. [+LOW])?

Prince& Smolensky(1993),Smolensky(ROW 1993):markedness visibility.

a. AssumethateveryfeaturevalueF is excludedby a constraintF. Marked
featurevaluesare visible becausehe constraintshat excludethem uni-
versallydominatethe constraintgshatexcludethe correspondinginmarked
featurevalue: universalconstraintdominationrelation*MF > *UF. E.g.
*LABIAL > *CORONAL.

b. The observednarkednesgffectsfollow from the interactionof *MF >>
*UF with otherconstraints.

c. Underspecificatiorxplainedaway:unmarkedeaturevaluesarethosewhich
aresubjectonly to low-rankedconstraintslt makesno differencewhether
theyarespecifiedn lexical representations.

Epenthesi®f unmarkedsegmentgin RadicalUnderspecificationgpenthesisf
emptysegmentsvith default).

a. ) — t: e.g.AxinincaCampaMcCarthyandPrince1993),French(Tranel),
perhapg-innish/maa+a/—~ maata(Anttila, in prep.).

b. ) — i: e.g.Manam/di+ezul+?ama/ — diezulizama (Lichtenberk 1983),
Finnish pikkelsi,punssi“pickles, punch”.

| Input: /a/ ]| *LAB_| ONS [ FILL" | *COR |

la. O ta * *
1b. pa *1 *
1c. a *|

Anotherimplementatiorof the basicideain [2], to bearguedor here:
a. Constraintcannotspecifyunmarkedeaturevalues.

b. For EVERY constraintthatrefersto a phonologicalcategory thereis an
otherwiseidentical constraintthat refersspecificallyto the markedmem-
ber of that category E.g. FILLYAB and FILLPLACE pARSE-AB and
PARSE'ACE SPREADAB andSPREAD MACE |



c. By Panini’'s Theorem(S&P 1993),a specificconstraintis activeonly if it
precedeshecorrespondingenerakonstraint.

d. Constraintsuchas*LABIAL, *CORONAL arenotrequired.

(6) | Input: /a/ || ONS| FILLLAB | FILL PLACE |

la. O ta =

1b. pa * =

1c. a *|

Notethatthe mutualrankingof FILL “AB andFILL P*ACF doesn’tmatter
Assimilation

(7) Unmarkedsegmentassimilateto unmarkedsegmentsbothfeaturevaluesmay
spreadif only onefeaturevaluespreadsit is themarkedone.

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

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

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

In RadicalUnderspecificatiorthis asymmetnyis explainedby the possibility of
orderingassimilationbeforethe assignmenof complementeaturevalues,Cho
1990.How doesit comeoutin OT?

(8) Assumeassimilationis enforcedby a constraintSPREADwhich prohibitsmul-
tiple specification®f afeaturein somedomain(a sortof generalizedCP):
SPREAD: *PlacePlace
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(9) The constraints*PL/LAB, *PL/COR wrongly predictthat unmarkedfeatures
will spreadpreferentially:

Input: CC SPREAD | *PL/LAB | *PL/COR
p
la. CcC *|
L
1b. ccC *|
<t>[|3
lc. O CC *
l<p>




(10) TheconstraintPARSE-AE, PARSEPLACE yield theright result:

Input: CC || SPREAD| PARSE‘AB | PARSE ACE
p
la. cC *1
L)
1b. O ccC @
<t>|L
1c. ccC *|
l<p>

Deletion

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

a. *estek— este"barrier”
b. *kevat = ke\at “spring”

(12) An exampleof deletionof markedvowels: Estoniama is regularlydeletedmnedi-
ally afteraheavysyllablein theverbmorphology Therule only applesto a (cf.
b) andonly afterheavysyllables(cf. c, d).

a. /karta+tma/— kartma“to avoid”
Nlaula+ma/— laulma“to sing”
[saata+ma/~ saatmd'to send”
/anda+ma/~ andma‘to give”
/osta+mal— ostma‘to buy”

b. /dppi+ma/— Bppima‘to learn”
/selgi+ma/— selgima‘to becomeclear”
/kiiku+ma/— kiilkuma“to swing”
/hauku+ma/~ haukumdto bark”
/tundu+ma/— tundumd'to feel” (intr.)

c. /jagatma/— jagama“to divide”
/lisa+ma/— lisama“to increase”

d. /kisi+ma/— kiisima“to ask”
/ladu+ma/— laduma‘“to stack”



(13) Questionl: in Lardil and Finnish,why not k — t insteadof k — () (in fact,
SouthOstrobothniardialectsof Finnish do exactly that, e.g. estet“barrier”)?
And in Estonianwhy nota — i insteadof a — ()? BecauseFILL precludes
epenthesi®f the unmarkedvowel and consonantnelodies?No: i-epenthesis
is productivein Estonian.Therearealsoargumentdgor t- epenthesign Finnish
phonology(Anttila, in progress)Also, in Finnishthecoronalmelodyis supplied
for neutralizechasals:

(14)

(15)

(16)

a.
b.

/ytim/ — ydin“nucleus”
/hdyhen/— hoyhen‘feather”

Question2: whataboutthe patternwhereit is the unmarkedelementghat pref-
erentiallydelete?

a.
b.

DT Q O T o

English-t, -d deletion.

Old English High Vowel Deletion (mostrecently Sohn, this workshop).
Similar left contextasthe Estoniarrule [12], butappliesin final syllables.

. Tulu highvowels(i, T, u) deleteoptionallyin medialopensyllables(Bhatt

1971):
/posunu/— posnu‘it burnt” /pa:siyE/— pasyE"“l caught’/ma:sni/ —
ma:sn “it poured”

. PARSE-AB PARSEPORS ||

. PARSEPLACE
. PARSECNAS PARSECLAB | .
. PARSEC
. CODA-NEUTRALIZATIONM: *c} , *c}
[LAB] [DORS]
CODA-NEUTRALIZATION: *c}
[PLACE]

(Properly the formulationshouldbe that weakpositionscan't licensethe
feature ala Itd, Mester,Padgett.)
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puhekkewt, ytim | CD-NTR™ | PRSC™*® | PRST | PRSC|

la. C *
\
1b. C *|
<I|<>
lc. O <C> *
\
2a. O T
2b. C *|
<l>
2c. <T> *
3a. C *|
!
3b. O C &
<m>
3c. <C> *| &
:

(18) The weakeningpatternsfor vowels (unstressedin opensyllables)and conso-
nants(codaposition)aresimilar:
MU—-0 V=0

M—-U

Uu—9

M

—

0

a—i
hbu—?0

a—0

(Yokuts,Icelandic,Piro)

(Latin)

(OE, Slavic,Japanese)

(Estonian)

C—10

(Maori)
(Finnish)
(English)

(Lardil, Finnish)
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Al A2 Bl B2 C1 C2
Input: V *VJ *VJ ParseV | ParseV | Pars&® | Pars&m
L L L LE FJL
la. V * *
b
1b. V * *
by
1c. (V) * *
b
2a. V *
1!
2b. *

Vv
()

2c. {

!

aMU—-0AC>B

b.M—-U:AL,B>C> A2
c. U—=0:B1,C>A>B2
d M—0:ALB>C>» A2

Apparent problems

(21)

(22)

(23)

McCarthys accountof the chainshifti — (), a — i in Arabic (ROW 1993)

is forced to posit the ranking PARSETIGH . PARSE-OW . Having a con-

straintonanunmarkedeaturerankedabovethe constrainbnthecorresponding
markedfeatureis not possibleon the presenfproposalsincethe constraintsare

PARSE-W (the markedfeature)and PARSE “ACE | wherePARSE-CW must

precedePARSE ACE to bevisible (by “Parini’s Theorem”).

Thechainshift discussedy McCarthyis howeverderivablefrom theconstraints
in [19] by therankingA, B1 > C > B2.

The only otherpossibleoutcomefrom the system[19] is no changewhich re-
sultsfrom the constrainrankingB, C > A. TheoutcomeU — M is excluded.

A secondanalysiswhich apparenthcontravenethepresenproposals theanal-
ysis of syllabificationin P&S 1993, which assumeshatthe sonority hierarchy



(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

is accesseffom thetop endby oneconstraintfamily, which prohibitssonorous
segments$rom syllablemargins,andfrom the bottomendby anotherconstraint
family, which prohibitsnon-sonorousegmentférom syllablepeaks.

a. *M/a, *M/i ...
b. *P/t, *P/s...
However,this ideacanberecastn termsof two constrainfamilies which both

accesghe sonority hierarchyfrom the top (herep= “moraic”), and interact
with [25], [26].

a. a. [+low] D p
b. [-cons] D u
c. [+voc] D p
d. ...
b. a. uD [+low]
b. pD [-cons]
c. uD [+voc]
d. ...
OnsetConstraini(D. Zec):
j
X<y

A segmentan’tbe moraicif it's followed by amoresonorousegment.

RhymeConstraint:

a. *[puplo
b. *[up)s

Get syllable typology by interspersind25] and[26] amongthe sonority con-
straintsin the dominancehierarchy E.g. Spanish[24-1c] > [25] > [24-1d].
English[24-1b]>> [25] > [24-1c].

Conjecture:all linguistic hierarchiesare inducedby constraintfamilies of the
form

[A]B|c|D|E

Theyareconsequentlgccessiblenly fromthe“restrictedend”. l.e.AB, ABC...,
arenaturalclasseswherea®E, CDE... arenotnaturalclasses.
Morphosyntactiexamplesthehierarchyof bindingdomainstheanimacyhier-
archyfor casemarking.




