Prosodic domains for segmental processes?
evidence from some Austronesian languages
Kie Zuraw, UCLA (kie@ucla.edu)

1. Introduction

(1) Selkirkian model of syntax-phonology interface (Selkirk 1978, 1980a,b)
® Rules or constraints project phonological constituents from syntactic structure.
E.g., left edge of lexical category projects left edge of phonological word
(ALIGN(LexWd,L,PWd,L)):
p-word

p-word

N

prefix Noun suffix

® Phonological rules/constraints can refer to edges and junctures of these domains:
*VOICEDOBSTRUENT |pwq

e They can also apply only when the whole structural description is contained within
one of these domains: *NASAL-VOICELESSOBSTRUENT(domain=PWd)

This framework has been elaborated in a literature too vast to review here (Selkirk 1981,
1984, Kaisse 1985, Nespor & Vogel 1986, Hayes 1989, Inkelas 1990, Inkelas & Zec
1990, It6 & Mester 1992/2003, to appear, Truckenbrodt 1995, Peperkamp 1997, Hall
& Kleinhenz 1999, Kager & Zonneveld 1999...)

(2) Competing frameworks
e ] evel ordering

Often, putting morphemes in different domains can be replaced concatenating late:

/piol/
Level n: postnasal voicing not applicable
Level n+1: add prefix am-+piol no postnasal voicing; it’s too late

vs. am[piollpwg 1o postnasal voicing because boundary intervenes

¢ OQOutput-output correspondence

IDENT(vce)-Unprefixed/Prefixed >> *NAS-VCELESSOBST = no voicing in am-piol

(3) State of the field?

® Phonologists are often explicit about whether they subscribe to level ordering or
output-output correspondence (rarely both). But we tend to help ourselves to
prosodic domains without further comment (exception: Raffelsiefen 2005).

e There has been some explicit evaluation of the theory lately

o Bickel, Hildebrandt & Schiering 2007: the theory predicts that within a language,
we should be able to define the p-word so that it works as the domain of multiple
processes. Their typological survey finds that more commonly a language needs
to define 2 or 3 such domains between the foot and the phonological phrase.

e Raffelsiefen (1999a) proposes that prosodic constituents serve as the domain for
other prosodic constituents only (feet, and then syllables). Segmental phenomena are
sensitive to p-word structure only via footing/syllabification.
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(4) Talk preview
e Assess the evidence in the Austronesian languages I'm familiar enough with:
Samoan, Tagalog, Palauan, Malagasy, Javanese.

e For the most part, these languages do well under the prosodic-domains theory.

® But, there are cracks
o Even in the most straightforward case (Samoan) one morpheme goes its own way
o Tagalog prefixes are ambiguous
o Palauan may have morphological domains besides the prosodic ones

o Javanese (Tang to appear) requires a richer syntax-phonology interface

2. Samoan (joint work w/ Robyn Orfitelli & Kristine Yu—see Orfitelli & al. 2008)
Most data found in Milner (1966) or Mosel & Hovdhaugen (1992), but pronunciations
always from consultants Kare’l Lokeni and John Fruean.

(5) Main stress
® Moraic trochee at right edge (Homer 2007a)

(sdmi) ‘sea’ parentheses enclose presumed feet
pu(lini) ‘pudding’
la(va:) ‘energized’

e (Certain (“close”) suffixes included in this domain: noun-forming —pa, denominal —a,
“ergative” —a, “ergative” —na. Note all monomoraic.

(pée) ‘set out’ pa(é-pa) ‘presentation of food’
sa(vali) ‘walk’ (sava)(li-pa) ‘parade’

(<t’ala>)(t*4la) ‘discuss’  (<tsala>)tsa(ld-pa) ‘discussion’

(yifo) ‘tooth’ pi(fé-a) ‘having teeth’
a(nufe) ‘worm’ (anu)(fé-a) ‘having worms’
<(?¢le)>(?éle) ‘dirt’ <(?ele)>?e(lé-a) ‘dirty’

(fusi) ‘hug’ fu(si-a) ‘hug-A’

(pui)(pui) ‘surround’  (pui)pu(i-a) ‘surround-A’

(t'é2e) ‘reject’ t'e(?é-na) ‘reject-NA’

(6)  Secondary stress
e Other feet seem to be left-aligned given the choice (hard to find long, native
monomorphemes)'
(sika)(ldmu) ‘scrum’
(t'emo)ka(lasi) ‘democracy’
(?afa)(kani)si(t'dna) ‘Afghanistan’

e With “close” suffixes, secondary stress develops as expected:

sa(vali) ‘walk’ (sava)(li-na) ‘marchy
a(nafe) ‘worm’ (anu)(fé-a) ‘having worms’

" Unless first V is epenthetic—then tends to avoid stress: pa(/ani)(kéke) ‘blanket’
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e “Aloof” bimoraic suffixes “ergative” —ina, noun-forming —Caga: main stress is
uninformative, because they form own foot (though see diphthongs below).

But secondary stress is not like that of a monomorphemic word—stays where it was
before suffixation:

a(lofa) ‘love’ a(lofa)-(?4ana) ‘greeting’ (love+CADA)
*(alo)fa-(?4dna)
le(ana) ‘BAD’ (fa?a)-le(ana)-(ina) ‘destroy’ (FA’ A+bad+INA)

*(fa?a)-(1ea)pa-(ina)

e Compounds: first member footed like separate word, not left-to-right

a(lofi)-(vae) ‘sole of foot’ (assembly+foot) *(alo)fi-(vée)

[root-{na, a, na}lpwa
[root]pwq-{ina,Cana}
[root]pwalrootlpwa
Domain of footing/stress constraints = PWd

Can derive domains with a grammar that says ‘“root initiates p-word”
(ALIGN(root,L,PWd,L)) and “root closes off p-word unless suffix is too small to form its
own foot” (FTBIN, PARSESYLL >> ALIGN(root,R,PWd,R)).

=> This is the classic way that prosodic domains are supposed to work.

(7)  Vowel coalescence
e —asuffixes obligatorily fuse with preceding /a/

(16ka) ‘arrest’ lo(ka:) ‘arrest-A’

(t'dla) ‘open’ <tsa>(tsa:)(la:) ‘open-A’ ftazla:/?
(<pala>)(pila) ‘dirt’ (<pala>)pa(la:) ‘dirty’

(wina) ‘meaning’  (wii)(pa:) ‘meaningful’

® but aloof —ina doesn’t fuse with preceding /i/ (stress is a confound here)

(kiki) ‘kick’ (kiki)-(ina) ‘kick-INA’
(t'ipi) ‘cut’ (t'ipi)-(ina) ‘cut-INA’

e and prefix faZa— doesn’t fuse with following /a/, except in rapid speech

(fa?a)-(alo)-(4lo) ‘respectful’ (FA’ A+RED+face)
(fa?a)-a(li-na) ‘procession’ (FA’A+visible+GA)

¢ and no fusion across compound boundary

(mea)-a(?6-na) ‘homework (thing+learn+GA)’
(vai)-(inu) ‘drinking water (water+drink)’
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(8) Diphthong formation
® Avoid ai, ai, ei, ou, even if this disrupts the normal footing/stress pattern

(mai)le ‘dog’ cf.  pa(élo) ‘barrel’
(fai)va “fishing trip’

(mdu)na ‘mountain’ cf.  a(éno) ‘tree sp.’
(tdu)tse ‘eat/drink respectful’

(t*4u)si ‘look after’

(tséi)ne ‘girl’

(16u)ni ‘loan’

e Happens with “close” suffixes too, unsurprisingly

va(?4i) ‘look’ (<va?a>)va(?ai)-na ‘looking after’
(fa?a)-(sala)(lau) ‘broadcast’ (fa?a)-(sala)(ldu)-pa ‘b’cst announcement’
le(1é1) ‘good’ (fa?a)-le(1éi)-na ‘making peace’

e But not with “aloof” —ina

(ktika)-(ina) ‘cook-INA’
(vane)-(ina) ‘carve-INA’
(<tala>)(tala)-(ina) ‘tell-INA’
(fa?a)-le(d4na)-(ina) ‘destroy-INA’

® Nor across prefix-stem bounary

fe-(itsa) ‘angry-pl’
(fa?a)-(<ulu>)-(dlu) ‘be subject to” (ulu ‘head’)
(fa?a)-(<ipo>)-(?ipo) ‘marry’

e Nor across compound boundary or reduplication

<(ifi)>(ifi) ‘tree sp.’
(tapa)-(ipu) ‘call out names of those to be served ’ava’ (ask.for+cup)
(pona)-(da) ‘Adam’s apple’ (knot+neck)

same domains as above
domain of syllabification still PWd or foot, with constraints on how to syllabify
sequences like a7, au

prefix-[root]pwq
Domain of syllabification, where V,V; syllabified together = PWd or maybe foot

(9) VVV sequences

e In monomorphemes, not only (ai)a#, (au)a# [we hear epenthetic glides; not
transcribed here], but also (ae)a#, (ao)a#

ma:(ndi)a  ‘nice’ like (mai)le
(?au)a ‘don’t’ like (tsdu)si
(tsau)a ‘war, fight’; ‘Taua [district name]’

(é)ja “That’s it!” like (tséi)ne
(mae)a ‘rope’ cf.- ma(éla)
(wéae)a ‘wire’

(ldo)a ‘choke’; ‘talking-chief’s house’ c¢f. pa(élo)
(pdo)a  ‘power’




e Same thing with ergative —a suffix [except ae, a0 may be variable’] = more or less
like monomorphemes

(mau) ‘get’ (mau)-a ‘get-A’
(fai) ‘do’ (féi)-a ‘do-A’
(vae) ‘kick’ (vée)-a ‘kick-A’

e But denominal —a doesn’t act like it’s part of a monomorpheme, and doesn’t act
aloof either

(vai) ‘water’ va(i-a) ‘watery’

(1au) ‘leaf’ la(ii-a) ‘leaty’

(vde) ‘foot, leg” va(é-a) ‘having legs’ cf. (vde)a ‘Vaea (Mt.)’
(vao) ‘weeds’ va(6-a) ‘overgrown w/weeds’

Monomorpheme would be *[(vdi)a]; aloof would be *[(vdi)]-a

Domains don’t help here—we need a stipulative, morpheme-specific solution, like a
floating grid mark in the suffix’s lexical entry, or a requirement that the suffix be footed.

See Orfitelli, Yu & Zuraw for the phonological analysis.

(10) Samoan conclusions
® [root+monomoraic suffix] forms PWd; everything else is external

e PWd is domain of footing, foot is domain of syllabification and nearly everything
follows...

e _.except the strange behavior of denominal —a

= PWd doing well for explaining lower-level prosody, but no evidence about
segmental processes.

3. Tagalog
Data are from French 1988 (“Fr”), Ferrer 2006 (“Fe”), Schachter & Otanes 1972
(“S&0”), and my own observations.

(11) Main stress

e Partly lexical, and very involved with morphology, so there’s a lot to say (see
Sabbagh 2004), but it’s clear that most suffixation shifts stress:

basa? ‘wet’ basa?-in ‘be wetted’
basa ‘read’ basah-in  ‘be read’
bantas ‘punctuation’ bantas-dn  ‘be punctuated’ (Fe)
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(12) Prefix stress (partial description; there’s more going on that I don’t have a handle
on...): French 1988

® Within a prefix complex, stress a reduplicated or closed syllable

ma ki ki-?dsap ‘will request’ (Fr71)
p<in>a ki ki-?usdp-an  ‘is making a request of” (Fr71)
mag pa ka-?4ral ‘study intensely’ (Fr75)

ma ka pag pa-?aral ‘be able to send to school’ (Fr75)
pag-tardl-an ‘be studied’ (Fr75)

ma ka ka pag-?aral ‘will be able to study’

e Unless there would be a stress clash—then only the second is stressed

mag ?a-?4ral ‘will study’ (Fr74)
mag pa pa ka-?4ral ‘will study intensely’ (Fr75)

e But clash between prefix and root is fine

mag-?aral ‘study’ (Fr74)
ma ka pag-?aral ‘be able to study’ (Fr74)
mag ?a-?aral ‘will study’ (Fr74)

prefixes [root]pwq
Domain of *STRESSCLASH =PWd

(13) Tapping—joint work with Kevin Ryan (all this applies to native words only;
loans are different)

e Within a root, r is only intervocalic, and d is only elsewhere

dépat ‘must’ araw ‘day’
lakad ‘walk’ biro ‘joke’
hindi? ‘not’

hadlan ‘obstruct’

e Obligatory d — r/ V__V across root-suffix boundary

lakad ‘walk’ lakdr-an ‘be walked on’
e Doesn’t apply at boundary in two-syllable reduplication (root-root?)’
dald-dald  ‘load carried’

¢ Optional (some words do it, some don’t) at prefix-stem boundary

dahan ‘slowness’ ma-rdhan  ‘slow’
dahon ‘leaf’ ma-ddhon ‘leafy’

= [root-suffix]pwq
Domain of footing/stress =PWd

2 e.g. (<vao>)va(6-a) ‘restrain-A’

[r00t-suffix]de
[root]pwalrootlpwa
Variation: prefix [root]pwy ~ [prefix root]pwy (see Zuraw in press for predictors)
At odds with French’s stress data, where no evidence for [prefix root]pyq

* Except in a couple of special items: ma-rdmi ‘many’, much more frequent than d4mi
‘large quantity’; ma-dami-dami ~ ma-rami-rami ~ ma-rami-dami.
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(14) Nasal assimilation

e Within a root, nasal usually agrees in place with following obstruent (many
exceptions in pseudoreduplicated words—see Zuraw 2003)

hantad ‘exposed”  lambot ‘soft’ lagka? ‘jackfruit’
e Across the prefix-stem boundary, it’s obligatory for some (most?) words and
variable for others (SEASITE 2009 and a written corpus—see Zuraw 2000).
pam-bansa? ‘national’ pan-da?igdig ‘universal’
map-patid ~ mam-patid ‘cutoff’  mag-dikot ~ man-dikkot ‘pickpocket’
e Across proclitic-word boundary, it’s optional (S&O p. 21)
an bahaj ~ am bahaj ‘the house’
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[root-suffix]pwa
Domain of syllabification =PWd

Again, prefixes vary, unlike in French’s stress data.
Proclitics seem to vary too: clitic [word]pw, ~ [clitic word]py, ?

(15) Vowel height
e In native words, mid Vs allowed in last syll. only (except V?V), no [u] in final syll.

?alo  ‘head’ *?0lo, *?0lu, *?ulu

e Suffix counts in calculation of “last syllable”—alternation is obligatory

halo? ‘mixture’  hala?-in ‘be mixed’

e But alternation is optional in 2-syllable reduplication:
hélo-hélo? ~ hdlu-halo? ‘halo-halo’

Given the tapping data, I’d rather not say that these optionally form a single p-word
(which would mean yet a third domain structure is needed).

(17) Glottal stop

e Consonant-adjacent ? is rare. Just a few C Zroots, like 7ug?0g ‘shake’, and none with
C

?— @/ C__ fed by syncope
gawa? ‘task’ gaw-in ‘do-OF’ *gaw?-in

Definitely a segmental *?C constraint.

e but ? tends not to delete in prefixation, compounding, or compounding reduplication:

mag-?anak ‘give birth’
tibig-?uldn ‘rain-water’
Paraw-?draw ‘daily’

Even in fairly natural speech—preliminary analysis with James Pannacciulli of
Pilipino Speech Corpus (Guevara et al. 2002)

Could reflect syllabification constraints—deleting the ? would cause/reflect
resyllabification

but consistent prefix [root]pwq
Domain of *C? (or in prefixation, maybe syllabification)=PWd

Instead we could say *u]pwg >> *NONFINALOpwy >> FAITH-OO ~ *NONFINALOppp e
[[root]pwalpphrase [[r0Ot]pwalpphrase ~ [[XOOt]pya [r00t]pwa Ipphrase

¢ Enclitics optionally cause preceding V to raise

?akoé ‘T ‘?ako rin ~ ?aku rin ‘me too’

Instead we could say that *0]pwq >> FAITH-OO ~ *0]pppyase
[[Word] Pwd]Pthse CIitic ~ [[Word]Pwd CIitic ]Pthse

(16) Syllabification-based phonotactics
® Word-finally, most consonant clusters are forbidden (all are forbidden in native
words; some occur in loans)
*palikt
*sikilh

e But vowel-initial suffixes can enable these clusters root-finally, since 2™ C can be

onset. Seen in non-productive vowel syncope.

sakit ‘illness, pain’ sak.t-d4n ‘be harmed’
bili  ‘buying’ bil.h-in ‘be bought’ (/bilih/ or opaque h-epenthesis)
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e ?— @/ __C when “linker” -p/nais added
V-final: ma-biti + LINK = ma-buiti-g ‘good’
?-final : ma-jumi? + LINK = ma-jimi-p ‘modest’
other C-final: ma-tdkaw + LINK = ma-tdkaw na  ‘greedy’ (S&O 118)

Tricky because one allomorph looks like a suffix and the other like an enclitic. Can be
analyzed if *COMPLEXCODA, MAX-ORALC >> USE-1) >> MAX-?

(18) Geminate consonants
¢ Geminate consonants are forbidden within a morpheme: baggo
e But OK across prefix-stem boundary, as is any gC sequence (only a subset attested
root-internally)
mag-gugé  ‘shampoo’ (Fe)
pag-gamit ‘usage’ (Seasite)
pag-gamot  ‘treatment’ (Seasite)

prefixes [root]pwq
Domain of *GEMINATE and other *CC =PWd

® Problem: although prefix-prefix boundary is weak enough that stress clash isn’t
tolerated, it’s strong enough that a geminate is

mag ga-gamot ‘will treat’




(19) Tagalog conclusions
e PWd initiated at beginning of root (explains suffixes, compounding)

® But prefixes ambiguous
o Stress, onset glottal stop and geminates: prefix [root]pwq
o Tapping, nasal assimilation: [prefix root]pwq

= Evidence for prosodic domains’ governing segmental processes. But, uniform
domain starts to break down.
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o k-effect maybe *C;oC—see Raffelsiefen 1999b for similar constraints in English

® 1 vs. 3 makes sense if k& occurs when secondary-stressed (this is speculative! No
one has studied secondary stress in Palauan as far as I know; I don’t trust myself to
hear it)

And if minimum (non-final) foot is (Cv.Cv), (Cv.CvC), (CvC.Ca), (Cv.CaC) not
*(Cv), *(CvC) or *(CvCa) [plausible if full V, coda C moraic, but o not moraic]

4. Palauan
Data from Josephs 1975, 1990, Flora 1974. Broad transcriptions.

(20) Prefix allomorphy
e Reciprocal prefix is 72— before most initial stems:
?a-?am ‘break (e.0.’s limbs)’
?a-?ordkl  ‘work with e.0.’
?a-?ubal ‘spill (sthg) together’
Reminiscent of “aggressive reduplication” (Zuraw 2003), which favors repetition.

e Otherwise, main two allomorphs are ka- and ko- (also kai-, kau—, kaiuo-)

ka-tokorékl ‘come out of water together’
ka-bdobid  ‘get caught or twisted on e.0.’
ko-04du? ‘cute.o.’
ko-somramr ‘scratch ate.o.’

e Distribution is very skewed

ko— when

intervening | prefix not footable = ko | prefix footed = ka—
0 ka-(€.bad) *(ka)

C ko-(bdis) *(ka)

CC ko-r.(0£r0) *(kaC) [or C is actually in onset?]
CaC ko-ro(nius) | *(ka.Co)

Cv ko-(bud.?al) | *(ka)

CvC (ka-bu)(lak)*

CvCC (ka-?is)(gall)
CvCoC (ka-bi)to(1€k)

CCaC (ka-s.ba)(st.bad)
CoCC (ka-0ok)(0dkt)
CoCaC (ka-02)ra(bérb)
CoCaCC (ka-?9)rom(rdm)
CoCaCoC (ka-ka)0a.ra(b6rb)
CoCv (ka-so)(lodkl)
CoCvC (ka-ba)bi(tokl)
vCaC (ka-o)ta(rau)

close to stem shape as predictor of prefix allomorph

ey

main stress |_1|

if far u

/—7% enough
120 A away from

main stress,

[prefix-stem]pyq
domain of footing=PWd
domain of aggressive reduplication=PWd (or bigger)
domain of *C;0C;=PWd (or bigger)

(21) Suffixes clearly part of stress domain

e Stress aligns to right edge of word (roughly, form a trochee at the right edge of the
underlying form) = suffixes pull stress to the right (feeding V reduction)

odkt ‘fear’  Ookt-€k ‘my fear’ Oakt-am

mo-lios ‘write’ loPos-all

‘our (excl) fear’
‘is to be written’  1-il-o?0s-1j  ‘writes it’

T3zzE °°8%s ¢ 08 g
...unless £ £ 5 5% g g § § g g 5
stem is k- s Uy 3
initial (2) g

| material between prefix and main-stressed vowel

[stem-suffix]pwq

ka—is
100 1 preferred
-g 3)
5 O ka
g W ke
g

(22) Reduplication

Two allomorphs, C¢/i- and CV(C)-. (see Zuraw 2002, Finer 1986 for more info)
e (gl- favored when stem begins CC or Ca

unreduplicated reduplicated
kléu ‘big’ ki-kl6u ‘a little better’
batok ‘many’ be-ba.tok ‘just more than enough’

Note that *[ba-ba.tokl] would violate *C;o*C;

* Why (CVC) allowed as final foot here and elsewhere? Word-final footing tends to be
opaque (underlying final material can be deleted), maybe be lexicalized synchronically.
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® CV(C)- favored when stem begins CVV, CVl];, or CVClyy, ; Various realizations
because of vowel reduction

mo-saod  ‘explain’ ma-s0-s400 ‘try to explain’
tord “frustration’ boko-tar-tord ‘easily frustrated’
ol-dim ‘make appear’ ol-dmo-dim ‘keep bobbing up’

160

140

120

100

] o CE
80
mCV(O-

60 -

40

I m

Cel CeC ov] oW covg

Can analyze along these lines: Copy as much of first stem syllable as possible, up
to two moras. CV(C)- results when stem vowel is actually copied and then
reduced. When it can’t be copied (because another C intervenes: ki-kl6u) or when
we’d get a C;o*C; sequence, then use Cé&/i-.)

* When reduplication applies twice, the outer copy has to be C&/i-

bir- ‘swinging’ om-be-bra-bir  ‘fall making circles’
mo-34kt"  ‘be afraid of’ mo-0e-09k-04kt" ‘be rather afraid of’
mo-laok"  ‘greasy’ mo-le-lo-1a0k”  ‘rather greasy’

Maybe it’s the same morpheme applied twice, with *C;oC;.

[RED-stem]pwq
domain of *C;0C;=PWd again

(23) Nasal substitution and infixation
Finer 1986: CV(C)- reduplicant is inside the stem, but C&/i- is outside

e Infix goes inside the CV(C)- reduplicant, but not inside the C&/i- reduplicant:

CV(C)_ [mp] stem ‘Spit,
[t<ol>Up]sem ‘spat on’

[t<ol>op-tiplgem ‘covered with spit’
Ce/i- [tiak]]em ‘knot’

[t<al>iakl]gem ‘knotted’
te-[t<ol>idkl]gem ‘one knotted cord’
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® Nasal substitution (here, oN+b... — o-m...) applies to CV(C)- reduplicant, but fails
to apply to Cé&/i- reduplicant:

CV(C)- [balo?]sem ‘slingshot’  o-[malo?]yen ‘hit w/ slingshot’
0-[molo-balo?].n ‘play around with slingshot’

Ce/i- [bakall]gem ‘sail’ o-[makall]yem ‘sail canoe’
om-be-[bokall]e, ‘sail around aimlessly’

e Paradox? reduplicant shape depends on base shape, plausibly because of *C;oC;. But,
the Ce/i- shape that’s a reaction to that constraint acts as though it’s in a more outer
domain.

= Is this really an outer prosodic domain, or just a more exterior morphological

position?

Would be nice if theory of prosodic domains could completely replace theory of
morphological boundary types, but maybe it can’t...

(24) OCEP (segmental) [see Lubowicz to appear, Zuraw & Lu 2008]

¢ Infix m dissimilates to w/u/o (depending on stress and nearby vowels) when a labial
consonant follows, even if not immediately: OCP(labial)

stem present perfective, gloss
plural non-human object
no labial togakl | t-m-opakl ‘put up high’
kiwt k-m-iwt ‘clean up’
Oakl 0-m-akl ‘bury’
initial labial baso? | m-aso? ‘name’
next C is labial ooba? | 8-w-oba? ‘chop down’
kemod | k-w-emod ‘sew up’
jebod | i-w-ebod ‘lasso’
labial C later in word | dalom | 8-w-alom ‘plant’
sesob | s-w-esob ~ s-m-esab ‘burn’

® By contrast the prefix version of this “verb marker” (mo- / 0-) dissimilates only
locally (Josephs 1975):

initial C not labial mo-rael ‘walk’ (+few irreg. w/ o0-)
mo-?at ‘be smoked’

initial C labial 0-bbes ‘get shot’
o-bakall ‘be driven’

doesn’t matter if labial C later moa-74b ‘be dim’

mo-komim ‘be sour’

® Lubowicz to appear (see also Finer 1986, Lu in progress): infix can dissimilate long-
distance because it’s incorporated into the stem; prefix dissimilates only locally
because it hasn’t been.

Hard to do this in terms of prosodic domains: if prefix is external, why can it see
the stem-initial C at all? Jaye Padgett suggests: maybe a weak OCP (*LABVLAB)
operates across larger domain that includes prefix, and strong OCP (*LAB...LAB)
operates in smaller stem&infix domain.
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= Morphological domain again? Unfortunately here it’s a domain for a purely
segmental OCP constraint, rather than for placement or action of a morpheme.
Or, prefixing reduplicants inside p-word and segmental prefixes outside?

(25) Palauan conclusions
e Allomorphy of reciprocal prefix and reduplication is sensitive to segmental
properties of stem, suggesting they are in a single domain.

e For behavior of other affixes, the two forms of reduplication act like one is in the
“stem” and one is outside of it—this is pretty weird if they are really allomorphs of
the same morpheme (alloduples: Spaelti 1999).

¢ Infix is sensitive to segmental properties of the whole stem, while segmental prefixes
are only sensitive to the stem edge, suggesting that they are in an outer domain.

Unclear which of the above Palauan morphology is productive; verb morphology
vanishingly rare on loans, for example.

So maybe we’re really seeing chronological differences in when affixation patterns
developed vs. when various phonological rules lost productivity??

=> Overall, prosodic domains don’t help much with analyzing Palauan.

5. Malagasy

Generalizations and some data from Albro 2005, who uses levels. Additional data from
Richardson 1885, Vaovao 1973

Note: unstressed final vowels tend to be weakened/deleted, with some conditioning by
vowel quality and preceding consonant; this isn’t reflected in the transcriptions below.

(26) Primary stress (prosodic); see Erwin 1995

® Primary stress is on the (underlying) penultimate mora, unless the word is
monomoraic (some controversy about e, which can bear final stress—see Pearson
1994, Albro p. 211), and except for diphthongs:
(babu) ‘plunder’
bu(lali) ‘slip’

e Suffixes shift primary stress (not sure about secondary stress in these examples)

X X+a (imperative)
ma-(mabu) ma-ma(bi-a) ‘capture’
mi-bu(lali) mi-bula(li-a) slip

e FEach part of a compound behaves as a separate entity

(vava)-(fu) ‘solar plexus (mouth+heart) (Martin 2005, p. 292)

(tsi)-(bdlu) ‘straight-haired’ (straight+hair)
Aside: Martin (2005) argues that loans with aberrant stress are actually treated as
compounds to allow this stress (evidence is from reduplication: the last foot of the first
pseudo-compound member reduplicates, just like in real compounds, instead of the last
foot of the whole word as in monomorphemes)

(soko)-(la) ‘chocolate’ red. soko-soko-l1a (Martin 290)
(zavu)-(kd) ‘avocado’ red. zavu-zavu-ka
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[root-suffix]pwa

[root]pwa [root]pwa
Domain of footing = PWd

Secondary stress? See Albro pp. 146-150, but it’s unclear what is the basic pattern and
whether prefix stress depends on stem, so hard to draw conclusions.

(27) Vowel coalescence
® Suffix —a or —an merges w/ preceding /a/ (also deletes after /e/, not shown)

o Suffix —in merges w/ preceding /i/ (and possibly deletes after /e/, not shown)

X X+an (passive I)  X+in X+a (imp.)

(passive 1)
mi-burdsi i-burusi-ana burusina mi-burusi-a ‘brush’
mi-bari-bari  i-bari-bari-ana barina mi-bari-bari-a  ‘be brilliant’
mam-bd’ga  am-ba’gana ba’gd-ina  mam-ba’gd ‘make gap’
mi-bada i-badana mi-bada ‘closed up’

¢ Same thing happens at some prefix boundaries, regardless of stress pattern

X vua + X (another passive)

buraka vua-buiraka

but

adina vuadina ‘investigate’

akora vuakdéra ‘hoot at’

X ma(h)a+ X (abiliy, causation)

bé ma(h)a-bé 'make abundant'

aru ma(h)aru  'be able to protect' [Richardson p. xxii]
X mi + X (another passive)

ki"pi mi-ki"pi  ‘shut eyes’

i"buna mi"buna  ‘living in common’

irai mirai ‘one; unite’ [except: {sa 'number' mi-fsa 'amount to']

Note that this happens even if the Vs would be in different feet: *(vua)-(adi)na, *(mi)-
(i"bu)na

e Need to do some research on other prefixes (thanks to Matt Pearson and Ed Keenan),
but don't have the data handy.

[prefix-root]pwq (at least for these prefixes)
Domain of *V;V; =PWd

(28) Vowel quality [Albro 227-230]

e Unstressed final /e/ raises to [i], but suffixation makes it nonfinal. Note that end of
reduplicant acts as though word-final.

UR X X+u (pas. imp.)

/bede/ bedi-bédi  bedi-bedé-u ‘tattle, chatter’
fere/ mi-éri i-eré-u ‘hide’

/velez/ mi-véli i-veléz-u ‘beat’

14




[root]pwqa [root-suffix]pwq
Domain of *e]=PWd ;i.e., *e¢]pwq

(29) Malagasy conclusions
e Prefix acts like it’s part of the PWd—even for a bimoraic prefix that could have
formed its own foot (vua-)

® Some segmental phenomena with a PWd-like domain: *V;V; *e]pwa

6. Javanese: Tang 2007
(30) Basic vowel alternations (data from Tang)
e Word-final /a/ -> [2] ([0] not allowed elsewhere, except under vowel harmony)

final: o non-final: a before clitic: variable
dono ‘pray’  dopa-tfne  ‘pray (for s.0.)’
gulo ‘sugar’ gula-ne ~ gulo-ne ‘the sugar’

AFLA XVI, UC Santa Cruz. May 1-3, 2009--Lightly revised for presentation at McSIRG, June 5.
7. Summary

(33) Sameoan
domains phenomena (all prosodic)

[root-{na, a, na}]pwa | footing/stress
[root]pwe-{ina,Cana} |V coalescence
[root]pwa[root]pwq diphthong formation
prefix-(root)pwqg diphthongs __[a]

® ALIGN(Root,L,PWd,L)

e Behavior of aV-agey,om not explained by domains, levels, or O-O correspondence—
requires an idiosyncratic, morpheme-specific constraint no matter the framework.

(34) Tagalog

[root-suffix]pwa
[word]pwq clitic ~ [word clitic]pwq
Domain of *a]=PWd ; i.e., *a]pwq

domains possibly prosodic definitely segmental

(31) Compounds (data from Tang again)

Tang shows that, at least for her East Javanese consultant, compound words aren’t like
monomorphemic words, nor do they act like two-word phrases.

e The two halves of a compound behave like separate words: [root]pwa[root]pwq

/anda + widodari/ ‘goddess’ — ondo-widodari ‘rainbow’ (ladder+goddess)

e When clitic attaches to N-N or N-A compound, only the [2] variant is possible!
/komban +gula +ne/ ‘candy’ — komban-gulo-ne ‘the candy’ (flower+sugar)
*komban-gula-ne
Tang gives a nice minimal pair
phrase won tuwo-ne ~ wop) tuwa-ne  ‘the old person’
compound Wwoy-tuwo-ne, *wop-tuwa-ne  ‘the parents’

e Tang proposes compounds reach spell-out earlier (w/ vowel allomorphy
implemented at that point) than do phrases, freezing final [o] before cliticization.

e We can re-state this using prosodic domains: (word)pwq clitic ~ (word clitic)pwqg in
general, but only (root)pwa(root)pwq clitic for compounds.

But we still need an explanation of this difference, possibly along Tang’s lines;
simple ALIGN won’t do it.

Armin Mester suggests: stronger boundary after a PWd that dominates other PWds:
((root)pwa(root)pwa)pwda

(32) Javanese conclusions
e A domain analysis of the unusual behavior of compounds is possible

® But deriving the domains requires a richer syntax-phonology interface than simple
constraints like “initiate p-word at beginning of root” (ALIGN(Root,L,PWd,L))
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phenomena phenomena
[root-suffix]pwq footing/stress .
clitic [root]pwg ~ [clitic root]pwq stress clash ;?s)ﬁi?ﬂge; t?(e)lrial
[root]pwa [root]pwa (but p-phrase varies) | tapping V height

[word]pyq clitic (but p-phrase varies) V height coda glottal stop

prefix-prefix? no complex coda
. footing/stress .
prefixes [root]pwq onset glottal stop geminates
tapping

refix [root ~ [prefix root T
p [ lewa ~ [p lewa nasal assimilation

¢ ALIGN(Root,L,PWd,L)
e L ooks like some purely segmental phenomena have domain sensitivity.

¢ Conflicting evidence on prefixes. Data for secondary stress should be elaborated, but
conflict will probably remain.

(35) Palauan

. possibly prosodic | definitely segmental | morphological
domains
phenomena phenomena phenomena

[prefix-stem]pwq | footing

. . *CieCi
[stem-suffix]pwa | aggressive redup.
[RED-stem|pwq *CpC;
CoiTaton A A
[CV(C)-stem] nasal subst.
ma/o-[?7stem] local vs.long-distance
[<infix>stem] dissimilation

® Conflicting evidence from reduplication, but at least the conflicting phenomena are
of different types.

e Unclear how to make the ma/o- prefix sensitive to stem-initial C but not beyond.
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(36) Malagasy

possibly prosodic definitely segmental

domains
phenomena phenomena

[root-suffix |pwqg
[root]pwqg [root]pwa footing
[prefix-root]pwq

ViV,
*e]pwa

e Syntactic word and p-word seem to line up (but secondary stress needs more
investigation). Some prefixes may be different (no V coalescence).

(37) Javanese (Tang to appear)

definitely segmental

domains
phenomena

[root-suffix |pwqg
[word]pwyq clitic ~ [word cliticlpwa | *a]pwq
[root]pwq [root]pwq clitic only

e Enclitic is sensitive to whether preceding word is compound or not.

(38) Prospect

¢ Investigating the p-word and p-phrase requires in-depth study of a language: multiple
phenomena, multiple morphemes, information that is often not transcribed (e.g.,
secondary stress, sandhi phenomena), semantic and frequency information...

e Are Austronesian languages similar to better-studied families (e.g., Romance,
Germanic) in their prosodic structure? Do traits of prosodic domains cluster areally?
Do they change too fast to even cluster genetically? How are they affected by
changes in productivity?
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