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0. Introduction

As suggested by its title, this work will be based on a previous
analysis of English stress, namely, that contained in Noam
Chomsky and Morris Halle’s fundamental and awe-inspiring
work, The Sound Pattevn of English (hereafter SPE. Other-
wise unidentified page references are to SPE. All references
to examples and rules in chapter 3 of SPE will be cited in
square brackets, to distinguish them from the parentheses I
will use.). The paper will also be formulated within the
framework of generative phonology that is elaborated in SPE,
It should therefore be obvious that the present paper pre-
supposes SPE in two respects: first, it will not be possible
for one who is not thoroughly familiar with SPE to evaluate
the reanalysis I will propose below; and second, my work,
while it suggests that considerable restructuring is necessary
in the system that is built up in SPE, is a direct descendant

NOoTE: This work was supported in part by the National Institute of
Mental Health (Grant 5-PO1-MH 13390-03) and by the National Science
Foundation (Grant GS-3202). There are many, many whose comments
and criticisms have dramatically improved what I say in this paper,
probably too many to mention them all, Let me single out for special
thanks the following friends: Mike Brame, Noam Chomsky, Francois
Dell, Bruce Fraser, Vicki Fromkin, Chuck Kisseberth, Terry Langen-
doen, Greg Lee, Jim McCawley, Marc Schnitzer, Sandy Schane, Dave
Stampe, and Arnold Zwicky. For service above and beyond the call of
duty, the Award of the Golden Schwa, with Oak Leaf Cluster, to Morris
Halle, Jay Keyser, Paul Kiparsky, and Ted Lightner.
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of SPE. It would not have been possible to write it without
the great stimulus provided by SPE or without the many hours
of discussion and criticism that Chomsky and Halle have
generously given me, and for which I am deeply grateful to
them.

The title also suggests the main area of the revisions that
I will propose for the phonology of English stress below the
word level. The rules that stress constituents larger than
words, the Nuclear Stress Rule for phrases (pp. 89-91) and
the Compound Rule (pp. 91-94), seem to me to be basically
correct, and I will not be concerned below with the stress
contours that these rules characterize, except in §8 where
I will argue that these two rules must be somewhat extended,
Nor will I be concerned, except briefly, in § 8, with the Stress
Adjustment Rule (hereafter SAR), which, in the words of SPE
(p. 94), ““reserve[s] secondary stress for phrases that contain
more than one word,” or W1th t}{e rules tléat assign secondary
stress in words 11ke Monongahela and Wmmpesclmkee and that
account for the contrast between words like bindanma and
banana. (Ctf. SPE, pp. 110-126.) My major concern will be the
two rules in SPE that assign primary stress: the Main Stress
Rule (cf. pp. 29-43, 69-77, 79£89 94-110, and 126~162;
hereafter MSR) and the Alternating Stress Rule (cf. pp.
77-79; hereafter ASR). Both rules will be reviewed briefly
in §1 below. In §2, an argument will be given for the addition
of a new case to the ASR, so that it will shift primary stress
back not only in words having three or more syllables, but
also in disyllables. In §3, evidence will be given that a new
case should be added to the MSR. The consequences of the
proposed new case, which are profound, are discussed in
detail in §4. In §5, the ASR will be given a final reformula-
tion. In §6, I will examine in detail the interrelationship of
the Stressed Syllable Rule (cases (c) and (d) of the MSR) and
the ASR, concluding that in fact they must be subcases of
one rule, the Retraction Rule. These paragraphs will con-
clude PartI. In an envisioned Part II, in §7, I will discuss
a number of phonological processes not treated in SPE, a
discussion that will lead to the formulation of the rules of
Destressing, Medial Laxing, Penult Tensing, and Medial
e-Elision, as well as to a new treatment of the SPE segment
/y/ and to some suggestions for a revision of the underlying
vowel system of SPE. In §8, I will argue that some cases of
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stress retraction that are treated in SPE as instances of
case (c) of the MSR be regarded as instances of a suitably
extended version of the Compound Rule instead. In §9, I will
examine several cases of ‘“conspiracies’’ in English—that is,
groups of rules that have the same function, but that have
no formal similarities. In §10, I will summarize, listing in
their final form, all the redundancy rules and phonological
rules that I have proposed in earlier sections. I will investi-
gate the extent to which these rules allow English stress to be
predicted. Finally, in §11, I will examine the evidence for the
existence of cyclically ordered rules below the word level in
English in particular, and the question of the abstractness of
the underlying phonological representations that can be justi-
fied for English, in general.

1. A Review of the System of Rules in SPE

The MSR is based upon the contrast in stress between
such words as those in (1) below."

(1) (a) edit abclmdm;L (b) gnlzlse deny
devélop reconnoiter allbw  atone

(c) velent aza)élvft
molést  divest

Making use of the notion weak cluster (cf. p. 29 for a prelim-
inary, and p. 83 for a final, definition) Chomsky and Halle
propose to account for the stress on the verbs in (1) with
rule (2) (cf. p. 29):

(2) V - [1stress] /— Co(W)]

This rule I will refer to as case (e) of the MSR, for reasons
that will become apparent below. By the conventions per-
taining to disjunctively ordered rules (cf.pp. 30-36), it will
stress the words in (1a) on the penult, since they end in weak
clusters—a simple syllabic nucleus followed by no more
than a single consonant. Since the words in (1b) and (1c)

case (e)

'The tertlary stress on the first syllables of such words as emse
dénd, and véconnditer in (1) is assigned by rules discussed in SPE (cf.
pp. 110-126), and need not concern us here. Unless this tertiary stress
is of some immediate interest, I will omit it in the citations of forms
below.
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do not end in weak clusters, rule (2) will assign final stress
to them. .

Chomsky and Halle noted that many nouns that end in
syllables containing a complex nucleus, such as those in (3),
have final stress, just like the verbs in (1b).

(3) attire

rquine

affaiv

l&gbon
However, for many nouns ending in weak clusters, such as
those in (4), stress is on the antepenult or penult, depending
on whether the penult is weak or strong, respectively.

(4) (a) venison (b) hovizon (c) phlogiston
1 1
wnteger Oc{ober Sept?mber
si)llabus Ulmnus meniscys
Connécticut pzllot Nalrmgansett
Ameérica aroma Alaska

These forms necessitate the establishment of a new environ-
ment in which rule (2), which is referred to in SPE as the
Romance Stress Rule (hereafter RSR), can apply. This
environment, which is stated in (5), and added formally to
rule (2) in (6), is case (b) of the MSR.

(5) -—[ v ] Co Iy  case (b)

-tns
(6) V - [1stress]/— Co W)/ — [_:;S] Co Iy

We find that the stress patterns of many adjectives can
also be assigned by rule (2), in such cases as those in (7).

(N (a) clandéstine (b) obsc%ne (c) adéjl)t
handsome immune roll)ust
vzltlgar urbane ove{t
solid remote occult

That is, since the adjectives in (7a) end in weak clusters,
they will receive penultimate stress by rule (2), while the
adjectives in (7b) and (7c), which end in strong clusters,
will receive final stress.

However, if we consider adjectives ending in monosyllabic
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suffixes containing a lax vowel, such as those in (8), a stress
pattern paralleling that in (4) is observed.

(8 (a) pléafsonal (b) colllcl)idal (c) plac%ntal
lzlbelous des%'rous powi‘entous
vigilant defiant observant

That is, if the affixes -al, -ous, and -ant were to be dis-
regarded in the adjectives in (8) and the RSR were to apply
to the remainder, the correct stress patterns would result.?
Thus, the MSR must be amended in such a way as to take
this generalization into account. The revised version is
stated in (9).

(9) V = [1stress]/ — Co(W) / — +Co [‘cns} Colya

-tns
case (a)
v
- I:-tns] Coly
case (b)
— ] case (e)

Rule (9), if applied to such underlying representations
as those roughly indicated in (10) (I have disregarded the
fact that the MSR would have applied on an earlier cycle
to the verbs advise and promise),

(10) (a) inhibit + 3r + y (b) adviz + dr +y
(c) contradict + dr +y

would yield forms whose primary stress was incorrectly
located on the penultimate syllable. Since the word inhibitdry
manifests tertiary stress on its penult, however, Chomsky
and Halle suggest that primary stress be placed on this sylla-
ble (by case (a), where the sequence +y is the affix that is
disregarded) and that primary stress be reassigned to the

2The final vowel of the noun placenta must be deleted, by rules that
have been inadequately studied, in forming the adjective placental (cf. fn.
38 below). The fact that the nouns cblldid and portént do not have primary
stress on the final syllable, as would be expected from what has been said
so far, will be explained below in connection with a revision of the ASR
that I will propose.
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second syllable of the word, with automatic stress weakening
of the stress on the penult, by a convention that is indepen-
dently motivated. This stress-retraction rule reassigns
stress in accordance with the RSR: in (10a), where the
syllable preceding the original primary stress ends in a weak
cluster, the stress is placed on the syllable that precedes
this cluster. In (10b) and (10c), however, since the syllables
that originally bore primary stress are preceded by strong
clusters, the RSR will place primary stress on these clusters,
deriving the intermediate forms in (11).

(11) *advlsory * contradictdry

These forms subsequently undergo a rule that states (essen-
tially) that medial syllables that immediately follow a syllable
bearing primary stress cannot bear stress (this rule is
discussed on pp. 119-125), Since these vowels are stress-
less, they will be sub]ect to the rule of Vowel Reduction, and
the correct forms advzsgry and contmdzctovy will be derlved

Thus, we see that the MSR must again be revised, to
account for such forms as those in (10). The RSR must be
able to apply to retract primary stress in certain cases, when
a previous rule has placed stress on the final syllable, that is,
in an environment that, following SPE, I will schematically
symbolize as in (12), which represents cases (c) and (d) of
the MSR.

(12) — Z') cases (c¢) and (d)

There are a number of complications pertaining to con-
trasts like those in (13), which SPE extends case (c) to handle
(cf. pp. 100-110).

(13) mono mph - monosyllable - monogeneszs
\permztv - pewth - hewnth

These cases of the MSR are highly complex, and I will
postpone further discussion of them until I take up the matter
of the relationship between the stress retraction that is
effected by these two cases and that effected by the ASR
(cf. §6 below).

To sum up, then, the MSR of SPE takes the type of stress
contrast exemplified in (1) and (7) to be paradigmatic.
Rule (2), the RSR, which accounts for these cases in isolation
(case (e)), is then extended to apply before monosyllabic af-
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fixes whose final vowel is lax (case (a)), before the last
syllable of nouns whose final vowel is lax (case (b)), and
before a final-stressed syllable (cases (c) and (d)). The final,
albeit unabbreviated, form of the MSR that is arrived at in
SPE is given in (14):

(14) V = [1 stress] / — Co(W) / — co[:f;‘:] Co Ina

case (a)

— e

case (b)
— Ecases (c) and (d)
— ] case (e)

Rule (14) is not adequate, however, to account for all
observed instances of primary stress within words. Such
words as those in (15) would fall within the scope of case (e)
of the MSR and would, in the absence of other rules, end up
with the stress incorrectly located on the final syllable.

(15) (a) hurvicane galvamze asmme
dynamite gallwant mamfest
dlocése magmfy emdzte
Satterthwaite ant%czpate movibimd
artichdke éxeciite bellicdse

(b) anecdote exacerbate saturnine
mnlzgistraszte devastate %nfantzale

To account for the stress pattern of these words, Chomsky
and Halle proposed a second stress-retraction rule, the ASR,
which I have stated approximately in (16). (Note that rule (16)
must apply to all major categories, for all are represented in

(15).)
(16) V - [1stress]/ — Co (=) COVCoXl/Co #

From the examples in (15b), it is clear that the stress is not
retracted in accordance with the RSR, for if this were the
case the words in (15b) would have penultimate, instead of
the correct antepenultimate, stress. Thus, two stress-retrac-
tion rules are necessary—cases (c) and (d) of the MSR, which
retract primary stress in accordance with the RSR, and the
ASR, which retracts stress two syllables, regardless of
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whether the immediately preceding syllable contains a strong
or a weak cluster.

2. An Extension of the Alternating Stress Rule

The MSR and, following it, the ASR are the two major
rules for the placement of primary stress within English
words. Let us now consider a large class of words that
cannot be accounted for by the rules given in SPE, without
postulating highly counterintuitive underlying forms.

1 1 3 1 3
(17) Argg:le m{chzsve mangyove
carbine carboy Moscow
13 1 3 I (583 e
quinine gargoyle age
mohéiv g§ntzl§ pl'rostem
sative gangrene tivade

The only available rule in SPE that could produce the 1-3
stress patterns on the words in (17) is rule [158] of chapter
III, which I reproduce here for convenience.

[158] L’Xxs] - [1stress] /+ — Co #

This rule, which applies before the MSR to assign primary
stress to the final syllable of vac+ate, will provide the en-
vironment necessary for the Stressed Syllable Rule of the
MSR to retract the stress to the first syllable. Chomsky and
Halle  thus account for the stress contrast between vacdte and
créate by postulating that the former, but not the latter, verb
is analyzed into stem and suffix. This account is rendered
plausible by the existence of such related forms as vacant,
but the absence of corresponding forms related to create.
However, in order to explain the stress contrast between the
words in (17) and those in (18),°

3 1 3 1 3 1
(18) bcamtzlque paéstzlche egte?.n
canteen tmpleze d(g@ in
1 3 .
pcamtoon cayulse cogam?
1 3 .
crusade c%szezlne champagne

shcazmp})o bamboo lcazmpoon

Chomsky and Halle must postulate that the words in (17)

1 am grateful to Morris Halle and Jay Keyser for furnishing me with a
large number of examples like those in (18).
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contain morpheme boundaries, while those in (18) do not.
It is important to note that there is no independent justifica-
tion for such a segmentation. Inserting morpheme boundaries
into words like those in (17) is therefore exactly equivalent to
marking these words with a rule feature to indicate that
they will undergo rule [158].* But if a solution making use
of ad hoc morpheme boundaries is only notationally different
from a solution making use of rule features, we might ask
whether it is necessary to have rule [158] in the grammar
at all, or whether it would not be equally possible to mark
words like those in (17) and (18) as being exceptions to some
independently motivated rule.

In fact, this latter possibility seems to be feasible. Joseph
Emonds (personal communication) and Paul Kiparsky (class
lectures at MIT in the spring of 1968) have pointed out that if
the ASR is extended to retract stress in disyllables as well as
in trisyllables, the stress patterns of the words in (17) and
(18) can be accounted for. The modified ASR appears in (19).

(19) V — [1stress]/ — Co (=) Co (VCo) V Co #

The conventions on disjunctive ordering of rules would
stipulate that the stress be moved back two syllables in tri-
syllables and one syllable in disyllables. If rule [158] is
dispensed with, all the words in (17) and (18) would first
receive primary stress on their final syllables by case (e)
of the MSR. The words in (17) would be marked in the lexicon
with the feature [+ASR], and those in (18) with the feature
[-ASR]. As far as I can tell, it is impossible to predict
whether stress retraction will take place in disyllabic nouns:
words like (17) are as numerous as words like (18). The
situation is slightly more complex for verbs and adjectives,
which I will discuss in §6.3 below,

In support of the proposed extension of the ASR to disylla-
bles, note that the ASR has many exceptions for trisyllabic
words (which is noted in SPE, pp. 157-158). Thus, not only
words like those in (18) would have to be marked [-ASR], but
also the trisyllables in (20).°

“The notion of rule feature is discussed on pp. 172-176 and pp. 373-
380.

*Note also that many speakers have douplets for such words as lemon-
ade, gasoline, magazine, etc., which can be either initially or finally
stressed.
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., 3 1
(20) bugcanleer acqmesce ambesque
brigadoon barmcade apvopos
3L%steﬁne guamntee dfbomluv
Illinois ascertam Japanese

While the stress of words like Illinois and Listerine cannot
be predlcted apparently by any general rules (compare such
words as Iroquozs corduroy, Ovaltme amphetamme) there
are many suffixes, such as -esque, -ese, -esce, which never,
or almost never, have primary stress moved back off them
by the ASR. The same is true of certain phonological
sequences that end monomorphemic stems. Thus, in most
dialects, all trisyllables that end in graphic -oon have final
stress. Some examples are provided in (21).

(21) macavoon gwsmfal})on
bwgadoon
pantaloon
Cameroon
Saskatbon

This fact can be used to give even stronger support for the
proposed extension of the ASR to disyllables. As noted by
Emonds and by Kiparsky, whenever there are regularities

governing words to which the trisyllabic ASR does not apply,

disyllables will also have final stress. For example, paral-
leling trisyllabic words in -oon, which all have final stress,
we find that all disyllabic words in -oon also have final
stress. Some examples are given in (22),

(22) pontcl)on raccoon poltwl)on
lampcl)on lagti)on buffblon
havpoon saloon maroon
monsoon dmgoon ballbon
cocbon doublbon spitttljon

Similarly, just as trisyllabic adjectives in -ese retain final
stress, as in the examples in (23a), so the disyllabic adjec-
tives in -egse in (23b) are also finally stressed.

(23) (a) Japanese (b) Chz'nelse
Portuguese Trukese
Javanese Siameése
journalese Maltese
Tyrolese Burmése
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The fact that stress retraction in disyllables fails to occur
under precisely the same conditions under which it fails for
trisyllables is a generalization that should find formal ex-
pression in a descriptively adequate grammar of English,
This is possible if the ASR is extended as I have suggested in
(19) and if a lexical redundancy rule like the one stated
informally in (24) is contained in the grammar,

(24) All words ending in the morpheme /+8z/ or the pho-
nological sequence /6n/ are [-ASR].

Interestingly, cases can also be found where the ASR wmust
apply. All words that end in a lax vowel followed by a voiced
stop must retract the stress from their final syllable.® Thus,
the trisyllabic words in (25a) have undergone stress retrac-
tion, as have the disyllabic words in (25b).”

(25) (a) Beblzebit Ichabdd pblLywd
shishkabob Galahad scalaw ol

kzlztydzad chugalug

(o) nabdbd Nimvdd humbilg
?tlmtcalb g(lmfzd shindig

Ahab monad mﬁskég

This fact also supports the revision of the ASR given in (19)
and necessitates adding to the grammar a redundancy rule
like that informally expressed in (26).

. v +0bs
(26)  All words ending in / [-tns] -cnt |/ are [+ASR].

+voi

Paul Kiparsky has observed parallel facts about the phono-
logical sequences /of/ and /in/ (class lectures at MIT).
Thus, the trisyllabic nouns in /of/ in (27a) must retract
stress, as must the disyllables in (27Db).

(27)  (a) Romanoff (o) Lukoff
Malenké}u Lakoff
Mblotdy Smwnoff
Jclzckendta)ff Karloff

SHow this final weak cluster receives primary stress will be discussed
in § 3 below.

1 know of only four words that do not conform to the pattern of (25):
Madvid, kabob, nawhb, and agbg.
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Similarly, the stress has been retracted from the final
syllable of the trisyllables in graphic -ine in (28a) as well as
in the disyllables in (28b). Actually, the redundancy noted
by Kiparsky about -ine can be generalized: any word ending
in /iC,/, except for disyllabic verbs, must retract stress.
Thus, the trisyllables in (28c) exhibit stress retraction, as
do the disyllables in (28d). The words in (28e) are the

only true exceptions to this broader generalization that I have

been able to find.

(28)
1 3 1,. 3 1 3 1
(a) Palestmse phzézstme a?odynae C(lmcubme
1 1
Turremgme wldme . sclzturmrsze porcupme
1
turpentine Valentine columbine dsinine
1 3
(b) qumme s%tpu;ze felzne
carbme tuvbine canme
1 3
Alpme bovine vulpme
1 3, 1 3 1 ,,3 1 3
(c) samurai thtsuntzde mlamtgme frudztf
3
alkall mfantzle paradzse e:lcpedztae
alib? mercanatzle merchandzse rfcon%izte
.3
Gemini ca717zomazle enterprazse satellzge
3
diatvibe crocodgle w;zprovazse dynamzte
sézcw'f%ce r?concazle supevmse appetzte
1 S 3 .
homicide domzczle amszte legalzze
1 3
barmecide ]uvemle anlthmcgte Honize
cizcm%de pantomzme plebiscite
1 3 1,3 1,3
(d) rabbi cavbzde nullnle fatzrse
1 3
bromide omde pvlfoﬁle esquire
1 3
archive turnpzke semge exczseN
1 3
vam e mmpzke gentzle te’rmzte
umpz're alsike textzle Semite
1 3 1,.,3
emzm’e febrile elee Hittite
1 3 3 1 3
Argyle Carlisle fmnchzse baptize
1 L1 .1
(e) July surprisen dividey divine
1 3 1
Bahaz device assize siublime
1 3 1
attire advlzce polzte entwre
d%sguzseN' delighty contrite
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The fact that there is no stress retraction in such verbs as
'reli), defi), appl&, advise, vecline, and excite will be discussed
in 86.2 below, in connection with rule (95).

Thus, for trisyllables as well as for disyllables, stress
retraction is obligatory under the same conditions and im-
possible under the same conditions. This fact can be captured
if the ASR is extended to apply to both types of words, as in
(19). This extension allows us to dispense with rule [158]
entirely’ and makes the stress differences between (17) and
(18) a purely unpredictable lexical fact, except where there
exist such lexical redundancy rules as I have just discussed.
From now on, therefore, when I refer to the ASR, I will mean
the extended version of (19).

3. A New Case for the Main Stress Rule
3.1. Let us now consider such words as the nouns in (29).

1 1

(29) Amazon ocelot katydzd Ichablfs)d .
d%adéng Bleelzesbub bolshe vzk {i/lamagoneck
daffodil  tomahawk Mavrakéch  albatross

I assume that these nouns have no internal structure, so that
their stress cannot be assigned by case (a) of the MSR. Since

5To the extent that the generalization is valid—that it is only to the
disyllabic verbs in ate (for which a morphemic analysis can be indepen-
dently justified, e.g., vacate, locate, votate, migrate, gyvate) that stress
retraction applies—a lexical redundancy rule can be formulated to
express this fact as a condition upon the applicability of the extended
ASR. It is my impression, however, that except for verbs in -afe, the
generalizations that can be found are not worth setting up a rule like
[158] for. For instance, many, though not all, of the disyllabic adjectives
in -ose retain 1final 3st}'ess despite the faact 11:hat thtaay are bimorphemic.
Compare verbose, jocose (cf. jocular), bulbose, morbose (cf. morbid),
etc., which retain final stress, with spzngse fllose (cf. filament), etc.,
in which stress retraction has occurred The retraction, therefore, does
not seem to co1nc1de w1th analyzablhty Also 1t would seem that such

w0rds as ma'rz‘ne, saltzne caffeme (perhaps), ext'reme techmque wrbane,
motzf, etc., should all have morphemic -analyses, and yet stress is not
retracted, as it would be if [158] were in the grammar, Furtl;ermore
even 1n the class of words in -ate, there are some exceptions: irate (cf
ire), drnate (cf. adorn, ovnament), and sedate (cf. sedentary). It seems
that stress retraction is essentially random, and that whether or not a
form is morphemically complex has few consequences for predicting its
stress, so I will not pursue the matter further here.
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all end in syllables containing a lax vowel, and since all
have weak clusters in their penults, case (b) will assign
primary stress to the antepenult, producing such unacceptable
intermediate forms as (30a), which will result in the phonetic
sequence shown in (30b). (The symbol ¢V’ designates the
lax vowel archiphoneme, and the symbol ‘“V’’ any vowel,
Unless specifically marked long with a macron, e.g., &, 4,
etc., particular vowels should be understood to be lax.)

(30) (a) &mVzon (b) *{#moazn]

The final syllable of the words in (29) must somehow receive
stress, so that the rule of Vowel Reduction will not convert
the final vowels to [a].

Obsaerve first 1thabt the stress difference between words like
Amazon and Napoleon cannot reside in some difference in the
feature composition of the final vowel: the underlying form
of the former must be /&szon/ and the underlying form
of the latter must be /anoh:)n/ because of the related
adjective Napoleonzc where the underlying quality of the final
vowel appears under stress.

The stress difference must be due, therefore, to a differ-
ence in the rules applying to the parallel underlying forms.
Two possible analyses suggest themselves. First, one might
postulate the existence of a lexically governed rule like (31),
which would place secondary stress on the final syllable of
certain idiosyncratically marked lexical items,

(31) V - [2 stress]/ VCqVCo— C, #

The Stress Adjustment Rule would then lower the [2 stress] to
the phonetically observed [3 stress]. Amazon and the other
words in (29) would be marked to undergo (31), while Napoleon
and the words in (4) would not.

A second possible analysis would be to postulate a new
case of the MSR that placed final stress on certain nouns.
The ASR, following this new case, could then be applied to
move the stress back from the final syllable, with automatic
lowering of the f1na1 stress Thus, the derivation of the 1-3
stress contour of Amazon would exactly parallel that of the
1-3 stress contour of hirricane and of other words like those
n (15). Also, since the ASR must be extended so that it
moves the stress back in disyllables as well as in trisylla-
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bles, as I argued in §2 above, the derivation of the 1-3 stress
contour of words like those in (32) and (25b)

13 1,3 1 3 13

(32) pe?n altolal Oshkosh Iigor
Chflgas Aztec ﬁrlong O?zzcanf
Mohawk burlap tamb mayheaam

would be derived by first assigning final stress by this new
case of the MSR, which I have stated in (33),

(33) V - [Lstress]/ —Co ]y case (f)

and by then applying the dlsyllablc case of the ASR., Thus,
Amazon would parallel nirvicine, and pédn would parallel
Argyle Of course, it would be necessary to mark Amazon
and Napoleon differently with respect to Rule (31), as well as
to mark whether a noun is to undergo case (b) of the MSR
(like Napoleon), or (33), case (f) (like Amazon).®

°One further, rather ingenious, way to account for the stress of Amazgn
might suggest itself: provide this word and the others in (29) with
geminate final consonants and a final e in their underlying representa-
tions. The derivations would then proceed as follows:

Underlying form: /aemifz:l)nne/ MSR, case (b)
seszane Cluster Simplification
aesz:)n e=-Elision
#mVzan ASR
[aemezﬁn] Other Rules,

Such derivations would require the two rules of Cluster Simplification
and e-Elision to be placed before the ASR in the rule ordering, but this
ordering would not cause any problems, as far as I know.

There is only one argument that I know of against such an analysis,
and it is rather weak, In order for the final vowel of such words as
azdth and Kurdth to have received final stress by case (b), underlying
representations like /azo60e/ and /kurzffe/ would have to be postulated.
But it seems that elsewhere in English, a general restriction exists that
prohibits the sequence /06/. For example, although we can infer the
existence of underlying /tt/, /ss/, /1/, /dd/, and even /zz/ clusters
from 1the pexllultlmate prlmary stress on such trisyllabic nouns as
spaghetti, Odessa, vamlla Aladdm mluezzm, there are, to the best of my
knowledge no forms like *spaghelhi, *odétha, *vamtha, *alathm,
*muethm, etc,, which would constitute one ]usltlhcatlon for postulatmg an
underlying /99/ sequence. (The words Hzawatha and Abe'mathy, which
must receive penultimate stress by case (b), can be derived from forms
containing a tense /&/, which will regularly be shortened in this position
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3.2, There are two strong arguments I know of for pre-
ferring the second analysis to the first, that is, for assuming
that (33) is a rule of English, but that (31) is not. Note,
first of all, that there is a large class of nouns with final
stress, but with a lax vowel in their final syllable. Some
examples are given in (34)

(34) Berl n pecan cadét sarong
Madr%d cowal cornét she bang
Suéz shellac baton Pekmg
Quebec abyss chifﬁlm mermgue
Bmzzl Chnlwok catawh gestalt
Tibét gazelle guztar fou lavd
Ceylclm crevasse czgar Lucérne

Such forms must be marked so that case (b) will not apply
nor, except for the last column in (34), case (e), for if either
of these cases applied, the nouns in (34) would incorrectly
receive initial stress. Thus, some rule like (33) must be
postulated for these forms.

The second argument for case (f) concerns such words as
Hbttentdt. Since this word has a lax vowel in its final syl-
lable, but a strong cluster in its penult, case (b) would incor-
rectly produce *Hotténtdt. While the first-proposed analysis,
which contains rule (31), could not avoid this incorrect result,
the second analysis could. If Hotientol were to receive final
stress by case (f), the ASR, which retracts stress regardless
of the phonological composition of the penult, would correctly
assign primary stress to the first syllable, the stress on the

[note the impossibility of *[hiyeweyba], *[bornéysiy]] after the MSR has
applied.)

Another indication that /00/ sequences should be excluded by a mor-
pheme structure rule is that the phonetic sequences [a0] and [a8] are
almost unknown in English (the only exceptions I know of are Ritheyford
[in one pronunciation], and southern). Since underlying sequences of the
form /,..ufv .../ will all be converted to [...yawdVv ...] or
[.. yﬁw’é ]by the rules of SPE (cf. such words as &fthanasia,
Luthewm, etc. ), we could explain the absence of phonetic [a8] and [45]
by excluding the sequence /66/ from underlying representations.

If these a}*ggments arg correct, the tertiary stress on the final
syllables of azoth and Kuvath cannot be due to an underlying final
sequence /Afe/. Thus, another explanatlon for its stress must be sought.
The fact that the final vowel of Oregon must be tensed in O'regoman (cf.
the discussion of this form in §3.3 below) provides further evidence
against assuming an underlying /nne/ for this form.
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final syllable being automatically weakened, The derivation
would proceed as follows.

(35)  Underlying form: [ hotVntot ]y
[-case (b)]
[-case (e)]
MSR case (f) 1
ASR 1 2
SAR 1 3
Other rules [ hzli.tpt'sé.t ]

There is a fairly large class of words like Hbttentdt—
trisyllabic nouns with a 1-3 stress contour—whose final
vowels are lax and whose penults contain strong clusters. I
have given a selection of these in (36).

(36). A lge rnon Samarkand
cummerbund havers&ck
ampersind B?fobd mgnag
]V.Ilalzck imé‘?)sh Avbuthnot
Cavendish abelmosk
Vanderbilt gubbertush
bcltlderdg’zsh galempung
palzm psést ) batte7fang
paroxﬁsm kzzzlb&sh
Hackenséck burkundiz™®

%At this point, one might object that many of the words in the right
column of (36) are so infrequent as to impeach any argument based on
them. I do not find this objection valid. It is a perfectly valid research
strategy to submit nonsense forms to native speakers and to use their
phonetic intuitions about such forms as an indication of what phonological
processes operate in their language. Indeed, it is precisely this type of
intuition that morpheme structure rules (or conditions) are designed to
capture. I take it that the forms in the right column are sufficiently
rare as to effectively constitute nonsense forms for most speakers,
However, these forms will be given 1=-3 stress contours by English
speakers just as readily as the more familiar forms in the left column,
a phenomenon I take to be as significant as the fact that English speakers
can distinguish between possible nonsense forms like [blik] and impos-
sible ones like *[bnik], Thus, it seems irrelevant that some of the words
I cite as examples are more uncommon than others, unless it can be
shown that the phonological processes I infer on the basis of these exam-
ples are in conflict with those which can be inferred from more everyday
forms. To the best of my knowledge, this conflict does not exist in the
case here, or elsewhere in the paper.
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On the basis of the above words and of nouns with final
stress on lax vowels, like those in (34), I conclude that
Rule (33), case (f), must be added to the MSR. Note that any
noun that is not stressed by case (b) must receive final stress
by case (f). Thus, if a noun is marked [-case (b)], as the
nouns in (34) must be, we must also mark it [-case (e)], so
that case (e) cannot assign penultimate stress. But instead
of marking all [-case (b)] forms [~case (e)] in addition, I will
restrict case (e) in (37), the revised version of the MSR, to
verbs and adjectives. Nouns will only be stressed by case (b)
or case (f).

-cns
(37) — +Cy [—tns] Co ]NA (a)
v
— Co(W) / { — Co | (b)
V - [1 stress] / [—tns] :

— Z (c),(d)

- ]VA (e)

— Coly ()

3.3. The question that now arises is the following: given
that both case (b) and case (f) can be used to stress a noun
whose final syllable contains a lax vowel, is there any general
way of predicting, from the phonological shape of a noun,
which case will apply? Above, I showed that, while Napoleon
must be stressed by case (b), Amazon must be stressed by
case (f). To be sure, these words must end in the underlying
sequence /on/, so that the choice of which case to apply
cannot depend on the final syllable alone. One might believe
that one of the many other properties that differentiate these
two words, or the words in (4) from those in (29), might be
criterional. The following example, however, should con-
vince anyone that this choice is not always predictable, for
it is a perfect minimal pair.

Consider the word Oregon. In my dialect, it has a 1-3
stress contour and would therefore have to be stressed
by case (f). There are dialects, however, in which it is
produced with a 1-0 stress contour— [oragn] phonetically—
and thus it must have been stressed by case (b) in these
dialects. However, it is not possible that there is any
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phonetic distinction in the underlying forms postulated for this
word in the two dialects, for they both have the adjective
Ovegonian, which 1nd1cates that the underlying representation
in each dialect must be /orVgon/. Thus, here is a case
where stress must be assumed to be unpredlctable and dis-
tinctive.

However, when we ask where else stress must be lexically
marked, we find that the final consonant cluster of a noun
plays a decisive role in determining stress. In general, any
noun ending in more than one consonant must be stressed by
case (f). Examples of this regularity can be seen in the words
in (38), all of which have 1-3 stress contours.

(38) pclwallceix kidsk dithyramb transépt
e cmthmx arimésp %fzmb savabénd
o aphelops bblomgergmg Hé falump élgmd
Cyclops mustang mugwump catapult
cataclf)sm Kénnebimk catamct cobalt
oafgasm Poditnk Inséct Oszk
cod asterisk avalénche ng%mpholgpt“

[ “As far as I know, the only final clusters that do not require
final stress in nouns are those given in (39):%

(39) wnt, st, ts, ns, vt, vd, rn

For nouns ending in the above clusters, stress cannot be
predicted. Whether such a noun will be stressed by case (b)
or by case (f) must be lexically indicated. In (40a), I have
cited nouns that must receive final stress, and in (40b) and

Y1t is immaterial that this word and several others in (38) contain
more than one morpheme. All nouns that end in a consonant cluster
(with the exceptions to be discussed immediately below) must receive
final stress, no matter how many morphemes they contain, Thus, any
analysis of nympholept is beside the point for the purposes of assigning
stress by the’ MSR.

12There1 are a number of appa.rent eg{ceptlons to this generalization,
such as lozénge, Léndx, mbnarch, mollisk, etc., which do not appear to
have been stressed by case (f). I will argue 1n § 3.4 below, however,
that they have in fact been finally stressed, that stress has been retracted
by the ASR, and that a Destressing Rule has subsequently removed the
tertiary stress on the final syllable., There are several real exceptions

1 9
to the generalization—Egypt, for instance.

The cluster /nd/ raises special problems, which I will discuss in

§7.1.
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(40c) I have cited parallel forms that are assigned antepenul-
timate or penultimate stress by case (b).

(40)

(a) sycophant  (b) elephant (c) opponent13
cbryb?mt ~ cormomnt lzeu tenant
lophodont covenant gumt
event slemént momént
affrom‘ document sérpgnt
pedemst blive'rgst
Pentecost  catalyst™
palzmpsest
bombést
Kibbitz Hbrowitz Massachusetts

Manischévitz

Moritz*®

1 . 1 .,0 1 ,0

romance inhevitance vesistance
davenport comfort
Mozart culve'rt
Bogart expert
retort Gilbért
Allbelcswd orchard
Bogarde ‘ coward
foulard bastard

Edwdrd (cf. Edwavdian)

Bl ijg irrelevant here that this word is susceptible of analysis into
stem and affix, so that it could also be stressed by case (a). In §4.1
below, I will attempt to show that when case (b) is reformulated correctly,
it is possible to collapse it with case (a), for it is apparently not the case
that words with lax affixes are stressed differently than words without
affixes.

“Most words in /st/ are stressed by case (f). The only two words
that I have been able to find in which stress is on the antepenult are given
in (40b), and I know of no trisyllabic words in /st/ that have penultimate
stress. Possibly, therefore, the two words in (40b) should be regarded
as exceptions, although they can be accounted for with exceedingly minor
modifications in the otherwise necessary apparatus,

®There are almost no nonplural English words that end in /ts/, except
for names in -itz. Perhaps the few remaining words should merely be
treated as exceptions to the generalization that words ending in final con-
sonant clusters other than /nt/ are stressed by case (f).
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1 . 3 1 0
unicorn lantern
1 3 1 0
acorn lelctern
0
cistern

The marginality of contrasts for words ending in the last
five clusters cannot be overemphasized. The paucity of
longer words ending in these clusters makes it impossible to
ascertain whether there is a genuine contrast here between
cases (b) and (f). It is only when reasonably large numbers
of contrasts of the type exhibited in (4), which constituted the
original motivation for case (b), can be found, that one can
be sure that a given final consonant cluster can be disre-
garded by case (b). What evidence I was able to find suggests
that probably the only consonant cluster meeting this condition
is /nt/. However, although there are few words having three
or more syllables and ending in one of the clusters /rt/, /rd/,
and /rn/ there are a fa1r number of stress contrasts like
Bogart ~Gilbeért, acom—l(mtem I know of no better way of
handling them than by postulatlng that the first member of
each pair is stressed by case (f) and the second by case (b).
I will therefore reformulate the MSR below in such a way
that case (b) can apply to nouns ending in all six of the clus-
ters given in (39), but this decision is obviously provisional.

The above considerations suggest that the original formu-
lation of the environment for case (b) given in (5) is too
strong. The words in (38) show that, in general, any noun
ending in more than one consonant will receive final stress.
The exceptions to this generalization are the six clusters

f (39). Thus, C, in (5) should be restricted so that it can
designate, except for these six clusters, at most one conso-
nant, Thus (5) must be replaced by (41):

(41) Co

by )
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However, (41) is not restrictive enough yet, for it turns
out that not all final consonants can be disregarded by
case (b)—only dentals and sonorants can. That is, if a word
ends in a nondental obstruent—one of the sounds {p, b, £, v,
&, %, ¢, k, g} ®—it must be stressed finally by the MSR which
can be seen from the examples in (42) and (43). In (42a),
(42b), and (42c), I give examples of nouns ending in sonorants
or dentals that receive final stress (by case (f)), penultimate

stress (by case (bii)),
(bi)), respectively.

b

and antepenultimate stress (by case

1 Y
o I 3] ;

T
-

X N

1
3 .
(42) (a) Albmaham (b) amalgam (c) moa’wum
) dzadem decoyum . ma(w)f]oram
ol ) cavdamom cclwboomndum opzum
mayhem balsam alummum
Szam ]etsam strategem
wzgwam harém tdibm
calravai% Posezdon allien o
marathon Waukegan Saracer(z)
pamgon Wzsconszn cinnamon
sampan BY 7‘01% d«lenizeno
zkon sermon pemmican
Q 1 .
Verdhn Eden garvison
1 3 3 1,0
samovay October mteger
1 3 1, 0
metaphor attainder calzper
1 0
meteor semester Olwer
1 0
Igor cipher vmegar
10 1 0
Agar manoy bachelor
1 0 . 0
guztar Sphincter idolater
alcohol utenszl capztol
pamllel enamel arsenal
daffodzl ap?arel codichl
1 0
gazelle brothel Juneral
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btdul mongrel clmnibll
déc&z symbol hospital
Endzcott Nawagansett {Jognéctic&t
scuttlebutt Nantasket wdiot
baccarvat Pawfucket Lllli[n(lt
scizvsgat pzlot Tl{icz%t
boycott carpet chariot
diét poet chévidt
Ilchabod Mohamméd llzad
katydzd bicuspid mymd
Galahad pyram i
gonad druzd ewod
N zmrod Davzd inva lzgl
nomad ﬂuzd tabanid*®
sassafvass menzscus syllabus
alba tross Charybdzs rhmoceros
blunderbiiss papyms Pmapus
chabds Szlas abacus
abi)ss surface genes fs
novass porpozse animus
}1 leatvaz Fernandez
dlveldz Ramirez™
blzlwgeundfiz
topaz
Stéz
Natchéz
(l)psz'mgzth golzath dzimith
sabbadth behemdth shibboléth
naprapith . Elizabéth
{f&g&th Eld(z)tho
azoth bismuth
Deérléth zéndth

*Words ending in [ 7] will be discussed separately below,

""The question of whether this word is basically a noun or is deadjec-
tival as a noun is of no importance here. Note that parallel has a 1-3
stress whether it is an adjective or a noun. Below, I will show that
case (f) must be extended to apply to all major categories, so the fact
that parallel has the same stress no matter how it is used will be
accounted for,

8Contrasts with words ending in /d/ are exceedingly rare: most
words get final stress. The eleven words I have cited here are the only
ones I know of that appear to be stressed by case (b).

I have not been able to find any words ending in /z/ with antepenulti-
mate stress, or any except Spanish names like those cited here which
have penultimate stress. Thus, the contrast between cases (b) and (f)
seems to be very marginal for voiced dental obstruents.
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The contrast in stress between the words in the first
column and those in the second two shows that case (b) must
be able to disregard final sonorants and dental obstruents,
n (43), however, there are no columns that would correspond

to (42b) and (42c):

must receive final stress.?®

(43)

handzcap
lollypop
wzckzup
Camap
satmp
bebop

Beelzebith
shishkabdb
bc}og&b
nabon
Cantab

1.3

Ahab
fzstzcuff
shandyga i
Ja ckendgff
Lak&ff
pontsz
pzlaf

Yugoslav
cytoﬂav
rotanev
Negev
Azov

Bandevsnatch

1 3
tsarevitch

eld'rzstch
saimdw%ch
nuthatch

1 3
sulccotasah
mackintosh
baldevdésh
Oshkdsh
Wabdsh

1 3
goulash
camouﬂage
sabotage
pefrfzﬂage
garage
montage
A'rpege

all words that end in a nondental obstruent

Mamaronéck
tomahdwk
Bolshevik
shanzvock
kayak
kopeck

pollywog
scalaw&g
demagog
muskeg
shmdzg

humbug

The only remaining consonant-final segment is [J]. There
are several puzzling problems connected with this segment.

Z0There are a large number of apparent exceptlons to this generaliza-

tion, e.g., Amb cherub sy'rup, hammock havoc ete.

These words will

be treated the same way as the apparent exceptions in fn. 12. Cf. §3.4

below.,

There

re also a number of true exceptions,
Wzllzmantzc Potomac, etc.
tion of case (b) in § 3.4 below.

such as Passclzgc,
I will list all exceptions to my final formula- -
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First of all, no polysyllabic word ending in [ [-Xls] ] ever

has stress on the final syllable—that is, final [J] is always
preceded by [2]. Second, there are alternations between [7]
and [%Z], which also appear to involve the length of the pre-
ceding vowel, Compare the words in (44a) with their alter-
nants in (44b).

(44) (2) mucilage [my(liwsﬁz] (b) musilage [my%lwslgj]
préstige [prestiyZ] préstigious [préstijos 2

Finally, there are no final sequences of the form *[...3%]
which strongly suggests that, in final position at least, [%] and
[f] are realizations of the same underlying segment. But
which of the two is basic and under what conditions the more
basic segment is converted to the less basic? are problems
that I have not solved and can only indicate here. Thus, the
revision of the environment for case (b) that I will propose
below will not account for stress contrasts like those between
p%lgm'mc%ge and advantc%ge, although on the face of it, it would
seem that this contrast is a paradigm example of case (b)
at work.,

To sum up, then, the contrast in stress between (38) and
(40) indicates that, with the exception of words ending in the
six clusters in (39), any noun ending in a consonant cluster
must receive final stress by case (f) of the MSR. Further-
more, all words that end in nondental obstruents must also
be stressed by case (f), as the contrast in stress between
(42) and (43) shows. That is, stress in nouns is only un-

211 am grateful to James D. McCawley for calling this example to my
attention. Note that though the quality of the stressed syllable of

p'réstz}gz'ous would suggest an underlying form /prestiZ/, this form would

produce the incorrect [pr%st'fxyZ] if the vowel shift were allowed to apply
to this word. As far as I know, there are no words in English containing

the phonetic subsequences *[. .. ﬁy{g} Lo or L. ﬁw{g} .. .], which
suggests that the Vowel Shift Rule must be prevented from applying before
palatal continuants for some totally mysterious reason,

*More precisely, the fact that [Z] appears when mucilage has tertiary
stress on the final vowel, whereas [J] appears when the final vowel bears
no stress, is related to the stress differences between these two variant
pronunciations; however, it is not clear what accounts for the stress
alternations. For some tentative suggestions, cf. the discussion of
adjective in §7.1,
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predictable when the noun ends in the sounds informally
characterized in (45).

(45) [-obs] )|
+cor
[+ant] 1
S
b
n

{af
r
n
n
{e) s
In the following, for ,ease of exposition, I will refer to
this unnatural and cumbersome class with the symbol Cp.”
It designates that word-final class of sounds to which case (b)
can apply to assign nonfinal stress in nouns. For nouns
ending in anything but Cp, final stress is mandatory. There-
fore, the unpredictability of stress that I called attention
to above in the case of Oregon can be limited to those nouns
which end in C,, as Ovegon does. For these nouns, stress

must be marked lexically, but for all others it is predictably
final, Thus, we must reformulate (41) as (46).

v
wo — [ s] @ 1y

Cp must be parenthes1zed in (46) 1ln order tolaccount for the
stress on words like Ame'rzca, Alaska, Avizona, which end
in a lax vowel., Interestingly, no word ending in a lax vowel
\ is ever stressed by case (f), a fact presumably to be accounted
for by a redundancy rule, I will return to the topic of redun-

dancy rules in §10.
3.4, Let us now return to the problem of how stress is

to be assigned to the large class of words like those in (47).

(47) wallop spnach hammock
\ - doliop buttock
\ SRR thlzp stomach
‘ CE trolldp devrick
oLy st nallock
IUTE syrup Devek

\

e
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1
scallop El'rgko
bzshop hclzddgck
hyssop cassock
Amb crclmngg

1 0
cherub
1 0
scgred L0
sheviff 'r?dzsh
tclzr'(t)ff relish
serif nébbish
1.0
olive
1.0 1..0
column monarch fhallenge
mollgsk omnge on;%x
damask lozenge Léndx

Note that all these words, since they do not end in Cy,
would necessarily receive final stress by case (f). If the
ASR were to apply, and then the SAR, the words would all
end up incorrectly with 1-3 stress contours, as can be seen
from the derivation in (48).

/erzb/

1 case (f)
1 2 ASR
1 3 SAR
*[derib]

In general, such phonetic sequences as [aleraseb] are impos-
sible in Engllsh so I propose to complete the derivation of the
correct [#rdb] by adding a rule of Destressing, which will
remove all traces of the original final stress in such words as
those in (47), so that their final vowels will reduce. This rule
is stated in (49). o Cof .k

{07 ] arthan
[ ;

(49) DESTRESSING a i

-cns -cns K
-tns -~ [-stress]/ | -tns Co—
8 stress ) o stress

where a > 8

(48)  Underlying form:

N

This rule can explain, the difference in stress contour
between Middleséx and Esséx. Since [ks] is not in C, the
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final syllable, /seks/, of each of these words will receive
primary stress. The ASR will then retract this primary
stress in both words. At this point, rule (49) will apply to
remove the secondary stress on the final syllable of Essgx,
since a stressed weak cluster immediately precedes it, but
the secondary (ultimately tertiary) stress on the final syllable
of Middleséx will remain.

I have stated rule (49) in such a way that it will not only
destress final syllables but also syllables earlier in a word.
That this destressing is necessary was pointed out by Paul
Kiparsky,? who noted that the rule should be made general
enough to account for such alternations as those in (50),
which were cited in SPE, page 161,

(50) préséntclztion [pr%yzéntéyér_l] - présgntclztion [pr?ézﬁtéygp]

&méndation [%yméndéyér_l] — éméndation [%mﬁdéygp]
Assuming that the alternate forms of present, emend, velax,
progress, and so on, with tense or lax initial vowels, have
been accounted for, either by rule or by entering these words
with different allomorphs of their prefixes in the lexicon, the
contrasts in (50) could be accounted for by rule (49). If the
prefix contained a lax vowel at the time rule (49) applied,
rule (49) would destress the second vowels of the forms in
(50), and the right-hand-column forms would result.

James L. Fidelholtz, in his compendious and important
paper ‘‘Vowel Reduction in English,’’ was the first to notice
the contrasts between such words as those in (51), which
provided the original impetus for rule (49).

1o 1 0
(51) Awvab [?erab]

éyrab  [Byrab]

Cantéb [kentb]

Working within the framework of SPE, Fidelholtz assumed
the version of case (b) stated in (5). ’lrhus, for him, it was not
the stress pattern of words like Avdb that constituted a
p.‘rl'obzliem, bult raather that the last syllables of words like
Cantab and eyrab and those in (25b) were unreduced. Noting
that all words with unexplained tertiary stress had strong
initial clusters, Fidelholtz proposed a rule that performed the

#3In lectures at MIT in the spring of 1968,

L¥3
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inverse operation of rule (49): it assigned tertiary stress
to the final syllable of words whose first syllable was strong,
There are two reasons why I have chosen rule (49) in

| preference to the solution proposed by Fidelholtz. The first
. has to do with the definition of C,. As I argued above, all
words that end in a nondental obstruent must receive final

stress by case (f). Since Avab meets this condition, it should

. be finally stressed. To modify the definition of Cy so that

the sequence /=b/ could be disregarded by the MSR in apply-
ing case (b) to such words as Arab, but not when applying it
to such words as baobab and Cantab, would produce a highly
complicated and unnatural MSR. A second, more important,
reason for preferring rule (49) to Fidelholtz’s solution is
that only the former can account for the 1-0 stress contours
of such verbs and adjectives as those in (52):

(52) (a) haggard (b) challénge

10 1 0
honest scayenge
1 ,0 .
modest govern
1,0 1 0
modern warvant
1.0 1.0
sollen%n balance
stubborn

Since these forms end in strong clusters, case (e) would
incorrectly assign final stress, as ‘Chomsky and Halle note
on page 162 of SPE. But if the grammar contains rule (49)
and an ASR that can shift stress back in disyllables, the 1-3
stress contour that will be produced by the application of the
ASR and the SAR to such forms as solemn will be converted
to the correct 1-0 contour by rule (49). That is, the deriva-
tion of sdI&mn would proceed as follows:

(563) Underlying form: /solemn/
1 MSR (eii)
12 ASR
13 SAR
10 Destressing
[s%ﬂgm] Other rules

I thus conclude that rule (49) is to be preferred to the
secondary stressing rule proposed by Fidelholtz. Rule (49)
is a very general process, but it does, as do almost all rules
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of English,* have a number of exceptions. An exhaustive list
of all those I know is given in (54).

(54)  adilt Chemex hubbub
pwi;dzjact Kafa vzf siymnx
process azo th larynx
cimnéx Wabash phayynx
flthg(s)l hzccough commént
autopsy a ffzx

3.5. To give some idea of how successful the set of rules,
including the modified version of case (b) stated in (46),
case (f), and Destressing, is in accounting for the facts of
primary-stress placement, I have given in (55) an exhaustive
list of all nouns that these three rules assign incorrect stress
contours to. Any noun that does not end in Cj but that has an
unstressed final syllable not preceded by a weak cluster is
an exception.

(55) Roderick Jacob }Ing)pt wclwshgp
1 0
(P nlzave';;zck Isaac bazlsz tmfmp
Lo lzmzlamck Caleb plamtsz Dunlop
fal / WPotomac Joseph tulzp Northvop
BN pklcl)(gngx Enoch ]ulep Wmtlwop
o Natzck suntich catsip NorfSik

() forcéps

\’i To be sure, this number of exceptions is not negligible,
“but the number of nouns whose stress contours are correctly
accounted for by restricting Cp to sonorants and dentals is
many times this list, so I will provisionally assume that the
definition of Cy, given in (45) is a linguistically significant one,
and I will incorporate it into the reformulation of the MSR
that I will propose in §10.

4, Consequences of Case (f)

4.1. The addition of case (f) to the MSR occasions a
number of other changes in the MSR. First of all, let us re-

**Exceedingly important for the theory of grammar is the fact that
some phonological rules, such as the rule that tenses vowels prevocal-
ically and the related rule of glide insertion, have no exceptions. I will
explore some consequences of this constraint in a forthcoming paper,
‘‘English Vowel Non-sequences.”’
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examine a possible simplification that was considered but
rejected in SPE. It concerns the possibility of collapsing
cases (a) and (b). On page 81 of SPE, Chomsky and Halle
say (I have used square brackets for my own parenthetical
comments),

The similarity of these examples [adjectives with suffixes like those
given in (8) above—JRR] to those of (18) [verbs like (1) above—JRR]
(24) [nouns like (4) above—JRR] and (42) [adjectives like (7) above—
JRR] is evident, and we therefore would naturally expect that the
Main Stress Rule (25) [like my rule (6)—JRR] would account for
[these examples] with at most minor modifications. Notice, in fact,
that rule (25) would account for these examples directly if we were
to extend condition (b) of (25) [= case (b)] to adjectives as well as
nouns. We cannot simply do this, however, for consider the effect
on the examples of (42), in particular those of column III. [These
are the words absuvd, corrupt, immense, abstract, vobust, overt,
august, succinct, occult, divect.] T these are assigned stress by the
noun rule (25b), stress will fall on the first syllable.?® [Footnote 29
deals with adjectives like honest, modevn, and haggavd, and pro-
poses to label them as exceptions to the MSR, since they end up with
initial stress, despite the fact that they end in a strong cluster.
But, as I argued above, if my rule (49) is in the grammar, such
adjectives become regular. —JRR] Similarly, the examples of
column IV of (42) [consisting of the words manifest, resolute,
develict, difficult, movibund, comatose, satuvnine, vetvogvade, lach-
rymose, emdite] with final double consonant require the verb rule
(25e) [= case (e)], rather than the noun rule (25b), to account for the
tertiary stress on the final syllable.

We conclude, then, that the adjectives of (43) [adjectives with
suffixes, like those in (8) above] are subject to the noun rule, while
those of (42) are not. The basis for the distinction of these two
classes is evident: the examples of (42) are primary adjectives,
unanalyzable into stem plus adjectival suffix, while those of (43) are
secondary adjectives, formed by adding a suffix to a stem. Thus
primary adjectives are assigned stress by the verb rule (25¢), while
secondary adjectives are assigned stress by the noun rule (25b).

Thus, Chomsky and Halle reject the possibility of allowing
the environment of case (b) to be stated so that it will apply to
adjectives as well as to nouns, as in (56), '

(56) _‘[_Xls] Co lna

» because this formulation would allow the derivation of such
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incorrect forms as *sﬁtccgnct, *(l)cc&lt, *dé'relgct, *mdribind.
But, as I argued in §3.3 above, the Co in (56) must be replaced
by Cb, as defined in (45) otherW1se such incorrectly stressed
‘nouns as *précmct *cobalt *cata'ract *cummérbiind would
also result. That is, case (b) of SPE could not be extended
to apply to adjectives because the formulation of this case
as given in SPE is too inclusive, even for nouns., If C, in
(56) is replaced by Cp, the true parallel between the stress
contours of the adjectives in (57a) and the nouns in (57b)
becomes apparent,

(57) (a) absurd (b) Petard
cormitpt tmnsept
immense vomance
abszi‘wlzct msect
Vobust gymmzst
ove'rt dessert
august Vepast
succinct p'réczsnct

1 1
occult 'result
dzrect : prefect
mamfest cmapest
derelzct analect
dzf zcult Vandevbilt
moribimd ciummerbimd

There is one systematic difference between the adjectives
of (57a) and the nouns of (57b): disyllabic adjectives typically
do not retract stress by the ASR (cf. §6.6 below for some
discussion of this fact), whereas the applicability of the ASR
to a disyllabic noun is not generally predictable. Otherwise,
however, the generalization for nouns and adjectives is clear:
if a noun or an adjective does not end in Cp, final stress
is mandatory.

Thus, it would appear that the argument given in the pas-
sage quoted above is invalid and that case (b), amended so
as to specify Cy in its environment, can be used to account
for the stress . of adjectives ending in a suffix, such as those
in (8).

Moreover, extending case (b) to all adjectives has an added
advantage, for under case (a) there are many adjectives whose
stress can only be accounted for by postulating the existence
of otherwise unmotivated morpheme boundaries. An example
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is clzdequc%te, which must be analyzed /edVk¥+Vt/, if case (a)
is to apply. And case (a) would have to be the case of the
MSR that is operlatmg here, for, if case (e) were to apply,
the incorrect *adequate would be produced Thus, the stress
contrast between adequate and decvépit is only accountable
for, under the analysis proposed in SPE, by the device of
assuming a morphological analysis for the former, but not
for the latter, word. This proposal again amounts to marking
stress with the symbol “+,” a dev1ce I consider no more
justifiable for the pair adequate—decrepzt than for the stress
difference between the nouns in (17) and those in (18). More-
over, I believe that in both cases it is possible to give a
more satisfactory analysis of the stress difference than the
one proposed in SPE 2?® I will, however, defer this reanalysis
until I have taken up the matter of how verbs are to be
stressed, which will be the topic of §4.3 below.

Notice also that the device of assuming an otherwise un-
motivated morpheme boundary, as in adequate, must be
resorted to in a large number of cases. Some examples are
given in (58).

(58) (@) accuvate, profligate, intvicate, adequate, obsti-
nate

(b) impudent, indigent, succulent, patient, salient,
feculent, esculent, diligent, exigent, cogent, an-
cient, opulent, sapient, lambent, imminent,
immanent, decent, vecent, strident, lenient, pru-
vient, esuvient, silent, tvuculent, latent, patent,
rvenitent, frequent

(c) stagnant, pregnant, mendicant, extravagant,
avvogant, insouciant, bvilliant, flamboyant, poi-

25paside from the fact that the analysis in SPE must rely on ad hoc
morpheme boundaries to assign stress correctly to such words as
adequate, there are two fairly clear cases where what seem to be well-
motivated morpheme boundaries must be disregarded, in order to prevent
caseo( a) from incorrectly agsigning antepenultimate stress: the words
illicit cf license) and explzczt (cf. explicate), It cannot be maintained
that stress can never be placed on the prefixes in- and ex-asa rgsult
of some spgcml following boundary, because of such words as impotent
and exquzszte where stress does appear on these prefixes, In §4.3, I will
suggest reasons for positing /in+lik+ite/ as the underlying form for
illicit, where the final /e/ will cause the tense underlying /i/ in the stem
to lax before dropping.
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gnant, exubevant, flagvant, fragrant, veluctant,
truant

d

~

obstrepevous, papavevous, nidovous, ubiquitous,
Juvfuvous, sedulous, ovgulous, invidious, insid-
ious, punclilious, egvegious, fastidious, perni-
cious, precarious, nefavious, copious, impetuous,
deciduous, avduous, indigenous, sevious, hid-
eous, vicarious, deleterious, Spuvious, Ssuv-
veptitious, previous, lascivious, meticulous,
boistevous, exiguous

(e) gordian, quotidian, ogygian, pevmian, alburnian,
vipavian, milesian, lacevtian, cevulean

It seems to me to be totally gratuitous to assume that
English speakers must analyze the words in (58) into stem +
affix in order to determine their stress. Rather, the correct
generalization about stress on adjectives appears to be that
stated in (59).

[-obs]
(69) All adjectives ending in [_Xls] s are stressed
(n)t

by case (b). All others receive final stress.

4.2, Thus, (59) suggests that case (b) should be formulated
to apply to both nouns and adjectives, although in slightly
different ways. For nouns whose final vowel is lax, those
which end in a sonorant or any dental (and the clusters speci-
fied in (45)) can be non-finally stressed. For adjectives
whose final vowel is lax, only a subset of the dentals, namely,
/s8/ and /t/ and the smgle cluster /nt/, can be d1sregarded
in assigning nonfinal stress by case (b). Furthermore, while

stress is not predictable for nouns ending in [:;s (Cy), if

an adjective ends in a permitted group, stress is never final:
the adjective must be stressed by case (b).2°

%% know of only seven real exceptlon;s, to (59) (but cf. (62) below):
3

adJectlves bzza'r're, Vemzss, pa'mllel, mtent content, nonchalant a.nd
waywayd The stress on the first three words will presumably have to be
lexically marked. The analysis of parallel into [perz(lel]s],, which is
proposed on p. 101, is not independently justifiable, as far as I know.
Thus, the stress contour on this word must be regarded as irregular.
There are three large classes of adjectives that constitute apparent

o
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To see that the only consonant cluster that can be dis-
regarded in adjectives by case (b) is /nt/, as in the forms in
(58b) and (58c), compare the nouns in (40b) and (40c), which
have nonfinal stress, with the adjectives in (60), which all
must have been stressed by case (f).

(60) mamfest 7obust august aghclzst
mew‘ alert malapert
tacztum, forlérn
absird

As was pointed out in §3.4 above, the words in (61) consti-
tute only apparent counterexamples to (59), for rule (49),
Destressing, would remove all stress on the final syllable,
if case (f) and the ASR had applied.

(61) m?dgst honest
mode'rn azum stubborn, aubttrn
haggard
lavish
The five words in (62) are also not accounted for by (59)
and rule (49), &

(62) (a) forward awkward stalwart
(b) eamest peufect

but it may be possible to amend rule (49), so that vowels
will be destressed if an optional glide follows the C§ specified
in the rule, and to order rule (49) after the rule that converts
the sequence /erC/ to the sequence [o°C]. If the first possi-
bility can be realized, the words in (62a) will cease to be
exceptional, and if the. suggested rule ordering can be main-
tained, the words in (62b) will no longer be exceptional, How-
ever, I have not studied the wider implications of these
revisions enough to know whether they will cause complica-

counterexamples to (59)—adjectives in ~ic, -id, and -ive. I would concur
with Chomsky and Halle in deriving the suffix -ic from an underlying
/ik+el/ (cf. p. 88). Below, in §4.3, I will attempt to justify deriving -id
from a disyllabic underlying representation. In §7.1 I will take up the
difficult matter of how adjectives in -ive are to be stressed, in connection
with the discussion of case (c).

%"l assume that the final syllables of the words malapevt and taciturn
must have some stress, because the consonants preceding them are
aspirated, which only happens pretonically.




264 John Robevt Ross

tions elsewhere. In any case, the number of exceptions
to (59) is very small.

If I have been correct in arguing that (59) is the correct
generalization for stress in adjectives, then cases (a) and (b)
of the MSR need not be distinguished, except insofar as the
classes of final consonants that can be disregarded in
assigning nonfinal stress to the two categories are not the
same. The fact that Cp for adjectives—that is, the class of
sounds specified in (59)—is a subset of Cp for nouns (I will
designate these classes as Ch(A) and Cu(N), respectively)
is specifiable with the help of the angled bracket notation.
I will defer a formal statement of this regularity until §4.4
below. The fact that SPE specifies that affixes beginning
with a consonant can be disregarded in applying case (a)
(to produce establzshment etc.) will be discussed in §8.
This apparent difference between cases (a) and (b) can thus
be sidestepped, and the two cases collapsed.

But what of the stress on nouns ending in affixes, such as
those in (63)?

(63) (a) irihégit&nce (b) cont’rzvance (c) independence

birigl betrayal transferral®®
opprobwum decorum addendum
gmdzent opp?neont co*rres?ondent
lubmcant assailant defendcmt
rebéllion

1,.,0
sevvility

All the words in (63) end in Cp(N), and all must be assigned
stress by case (b). Apparently, stress is never final, although

2%The noun-forming affix -al raises some problems of considerable
theoretical interest. Apparently it can only occur after the phonetic
sequence li[:g?:ess] ([:Zg;]) [+ens]d :I (that is, there are words like
betvothal, refus&l, betrayal, disavéwgl, acquéttfgl, dism%ssgl, rebzltttgl,

refelwal etc. blit none like *{zccéptal, *'resz!stal, *conm!nceal, *f%dget&l,
*promzssal *abandonal *developal, etc, The only exceptions to this
generalization that I have in my dialect are the words renial, vevevsal,
dispevsal, and veheavsal). This situation suggests either that the affix
must be added to a word after stress has been assigned (in fact, if
dismiss and vebut can be argued to end in geminate obstruents, it cannot
be added before the rule of Cluster Simplification), or that there must be
phonetic output conditions on the well-formedness of words. I will return
to this interesting topic in §9.
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it is not in general predicta%le whether a noun that ends
in Cp(N) will be stressed finally or nonfinally (witness the
contrasts in (40)), if the noun ends in an affix containing
a lax vowel ?® Since this generalization can be captured in a
redundancy rule, I propose to dispense with case (a) al-
together. Thus, in Part II, where the MSR will be given its
final formulation, I will make no mention of affixes. The
redundancy rule will also be stated in Part II.

4.3, Let us now reconsider the problem of how verbs are
to be assigned primary stress. Chomsky and Halle have
proposed that the MSR should assign either penultimate or
final stress to all verbs, and have formulated in case (e)
(cf. (2) above) a rule that will have this effect. They thus
claim that, although nouns may have stress assigned on any
one of the last three syllables, verbs may not be stressed
on the antepenultimate syllable.

There are two fairly clear counterexamples to this claim-—
the verbs jéttisgn and monitdr. Even if it can be maintained
that the last verb is denominal, a possibility for which there
seems to be no independent ev1dence no such possibility
exists for ]ettzson These examples suggest that case (b)
should be extended to stress all major categories. That is,
just as the nouns in (64b) and (64c), by virtue of the strong
syllables in their penults, receive penultimate, instead of
antepenultimate, stress, so the verbs in (65b) and (65¢c)
receive penultimate stress.

(64) (a) vemson () homz%n (c) phlogzston
mteger October Se;btémbe'r
arsenal adrfnal utdnsil .
mddicum decoram memorandum
(65) (a) jettisbn  (b) emblazdn (c) abandon
detéymine
1 ,,0 1 0
monitoy maneuzie'ro remember
veconnoiter
. 1. 0
tnveigle
bambdozlé

*There are very few exceptions to this claim. The word p'rtlntestant,
which probably is one, will be discussed in §7.1. Furthermore, there
are 1certain aﬁlixesa, such as -on, which sometimes bear stress (cf.
phenomenon, electvon [the derivation of the stress contour on this word
will be discussed in §7.1]).
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The above examples suggest that case (b) is applicable
to verbs (immediately below I will argue that there are many
more verbs with the antepenultimate stress than one would
expect if this case of the MSR applied to verbs), and, since
adjectives can be stressed by case (b) (indigent, familiar,
etc,) or by case (f) (bzzar?e, agog) one might also expect
to find verbs that receive their stress by case (f). In fact,
many such verbs exist. A sample is given in (66),

(66) (a) equ%p abét amass — ambish  atthck
kzdnap ab%tt caréss mnsack
hobnob rebut haviss hzgh]ack
dembb 7’egret posséss bushwhack

fo*rget emboss renege
acquzt ; nOnplus pettyfog
omit redress lollygag

combat surpass
1
'revet dehisce

besét
bbycott
mavaud
(0) succumb begin rebel aver
excél demir
appclzl inter
caterwiul detér

Unless these verbs were to be derived from underlying
forms containing a geminate final cluster, an analysis for
which no independent evidence exists (except possibly for
rebut—cf. fn. 28), case (e) would incorrectly assign penulti-
mate stress to them. However, if case (f) is extended to apply
to verbs, as well as to nouns and adjectives, primary stress
can be correctly placed on the final syllable. The ASR w111
then regularly retract the stress on the three verbs caterwaul
lollygag, and pettyfog, and will apply exceptionally to a small
set of disyllabic verbs like ambush and bushwhack to retract
their stress as well, These verbs will have to be lexically
marked, for, as is the case with disyllabic adjectives, stress
is normally not retracted in disyllabic verbs (cf. (95) below).*

I propose that the two pronunciations of the verb havass, i.e.
[he&s] and [h%rds], be accounted for, not by assuming an underlymg
final geminate for the first, although not for the second pronunciation
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We have seen, then, that the verbs in (66) can be stressed
by case (f) and those in (65) by case (b). Why must there be
a case (e) at all? Verbs that end in strong clusters, like
cajole and lamént can be stressed by case (f), 1nstead of
by case (e), and it could be argued that disyllabic verbs with
1-0 stress contours, like those in (67),

(67) gosszp c'redzt pwl)m?se vanzsh frolzc
1 0
wal lop edzt mengce fmzsh vollick
gallop fzdget pvlfe%‘ace relzsh
covet solace manage
plummet prémgse
vzszt
pzvot
memt
vomzt
profzt
limit

should be derived not by case (e), but by the sequence
case (f)-ASR-Destressing.

There is, however, a class of words that seems to require
the retention of case (e): verbs with more than two syllables
whose penult, though containing a weak cluster, bears main
stress. Examples of this type of verb appear in (68).

(68)
(a) develop inhabiot embarviss admonish
em)elop cohabit diminish

z'nh%b%’t embellish
exhzbzt establish
prohzbzt abb lgsh
znhe'ru‘ demolzsh
solicit 7eplenzsh
elicit dzspclzmge

depcl)sgt

(this is the analysis proposed by Chomsky and Halle on p. 46), but rather
by assuming that the ASR may optionally retract the stress on this verb.
Case (f) will assign final stress, and, if the ASR does not apply, the first
pronunc1at10n results, If, however the ASR does apply, the intermediate
form [haeraes] will result But rule (49), Destressing, will now apply, and
the secondary stress on the second vowel will be removed, eventually
causing it to reduce to [a].
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(b) zmagzne
eximine

endeaqudr
1,0
consider

If the verbs in (68) were to be stressed by case (b),
as formulated 1n SPE such incorrect forms as *develgp,
*éxhibft, and *abolish would result, Alternatively, if case (f)
were to apply, the ASR would retract the stress to the ante-
penult not to the penult and such incorrect forms as
*develop, *exhzbzt and *abolish would result. To be sure,
if stress could somehow be blocked from retracting to the
antepenult and could be retracted instead to the penult, De-
stressing would cause the final vowels to reduce, but there
appears to be no general way t¢ make the ASR perform in
this way.’’ Thus, the words in (68) seem to justify case (e)
of the MSR.

However, there are other facts that invalidate this con-
clusion. Since I have proposed to allow verbs to be stressed
either by case (b) or by case (f), and since I have shown that
the choice of case to be used in stressing nouns and adjectives
is phonologically determined—that is, only a noun or an
adjective ending in Cp(N) or Cp(A) can be stressed by
case (b)—it is natural to enquire whether there is not also
phonological conditioning in the choice of which of these cases
to apply in stressing verbs. The verbs in (65), which show
most clearly that case (b) can apply to verbs, all end in
sonorants. By and large, every verb that ends in a lax vowel
followed by a single sonorant must receive nonfinal stress
by the MSR. There are ten counterexamples cited in (66b),
which constitute an exhaustive list, to the best of my knowl-
edge. In contrast, there are hundreds of verbs like gambol,
chatter, blossom, and cotton (to) that conform to this gen-
eralization and show it to be an important one. Thus, Cn(V)
seems to include the class of sonorants, as do Cp(N) and Cy(A).

However, there are apparently no final clusters in Cp(V).

For convenience, I have relisted in (69) the clusters in Cy(N).'

(69) st, vt, nt, vd, vn, ns, ts

1
3Words like Achilles and neosynéphvine, in which such a retraction
must take place, appear to be real exceptions to the ASR, They will be
discussed in connection with this rule, in § 5.3 below.
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As the examples in (70) show, any verb ending in one of
these clusters must receive final stress by the MSR.*

(70)

molest desért lament rewmfd adorn incense
1 1
accost cavort ’repent affo'rd adjourn condense
ﬂabbe'rgast re?‘tlwt 7’ec%mt accovd return dispensesz
arvést exert nelent award Tecompense
’Vet(l)”rt aff'ront regclwd enhance
dzsport to'rment retalfrd fznance
escort fragment Vecmfld advancle
assert segment bombard commence
depclz'rt gallwant evince
conmince
ensconce

Thus, not even the single cluster that can be disregarded
when assigning nonfinal stress to adjectives, the cluster /nt/,
can be disregarded when stressing verbs. I also think it
can be argued that not even the two obstruents /s/ and /t/,
which are the only two in Cp(A), can be disregarded if they
occur at the end of a verb, That is, I believe the correct
generalization about stress in verbs to be that stated in (71).

(71) Polysyllabic verbs ending in a lax vowel followed
by at most a single sonorant are nonfinally stressed;
all others receive final stress,

What are the exceptions to this claim, aside from the ten
verbs of (66b)? On the one hand, the verbs in (68a), and on
the other, those in (72), which cannot be accounted for by
the sequence of rules case (f)~ASR-Destressing, because
their first syllables contain strong clusters, and Destressing
would not be able to apply

(72)  worship® quzet pfrlclwtgce fm’nzsh33 gmfnzsh
forféit trespass burnzsh“ Zalnguzsh
purchase varnish vanquzsh
surface brandish
s%'rv%ce blandish N
canvass

%1 know of only one real exception to this claim—the verb countenance.
The verbs of (52b) will be handled by Destressing, as has been indicated
above.

3As I pointed out in §3.3 above, in connection with adjectives like
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There is, however, a further fact about verbs that suggests
a way of preserving generalization (71) in the face of these
apparent counterexamples: all verbs that end in an obstruent
and that have penultimate stress have lax vowels in their
penults. Thait is, there are no verbs1 like *devslop [daYlylgp],
*solicit [selaysdt], *embarrass [embeyrds], *g0ssip [gowsdp],
*f%dget [f%ly'jgt], and *ménace [m‘%yngs].34 Since there are
nouns that do not conform to this regularity, such as those
in (73)’

(13)  phidt, Tophdt, t6ildt, sbevdt, bgrlt, affidivit, climbte,

1l 0 1o
Piiget, prrate L
10 Lo L o Lo L 0 = 0 L.o
Midas, Silas, Vénus, minus, onus, Uranus, pénis,
L o Lo L o L 0 1 0 Lo 1L o
anus, bdzzus, génus, foetus, focus, cvdcus, fracas
zén?th, Edith, behemdth
Dcliv%d
it would appear that some rules must be formulated to explain
this phonological difference between nouns and verbs.

What I propose is that the verbs in (68a) and (72) be given
underlying representations ending in a lax /e/. That is, I
assume that develop and menace are to be derived from
/dVvelVpe/ and /menVse/, respectively. Stress will be
assigned to the antepenult by case (b), and the independently

motivated rule of e-Elision (cf. SPE, pp. 45-46) will delete
the final vowel.*® The final /e/ can be used to explain the

earnest and pevrfect, these words might not constitute genuine counter-
examples to Destressing.
*There are only two exceptions to this claim, as far as Iknow—the

verbs nLotgce and pilot. If it is correct to analyze the former verb as
containing the morpheme note, then the long vowel in notice is because
this0 morphexlne never laxes or reduces (cf, denofation), Such verbs as
qu%et and Zntiit, which have long penults, can be analyzed as having short
vowels in their underlying representations, with these vowels later being
tensed in the environment of a following vowel.

%There is an interesting gap in the distribution of final lax vowels in
verbs, There are verbs in /i/ (cf. bury, hurvy, harvy, marvy, etc.),
verbs in /e/ (cf. allege—allegation, produce—production, etc.), and verbs
in /o/ (cf. follow, shadow [note that here, the /d/ is realized as the
flap [D], which shows that no stress has been assigned to the final vowel],
borrow, wallow, etc,). There are no verbs in /u/, but I suspect that there
are no nouns in /u/ either, and that examples like hindu should come
from /hindd/, by case (f) and the ASR, thus assigning a 1-3 stress
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absence of long vowels in (68a), for the Trisyllabic Laxing
Rule (cf. pp. 180-181) would shorten any underlying long
vowel in this position. In fact, there are a few rather mar-
ginal cases that suggest that it is this final /e/ which I am
proposing that accounts for some lax vowels in verbs that
show up in apparently related forms as tense vowels. For
example, consider cvedit. Presumably, the. underlying mor-
pheme is /kréd/ (cf. cvédence, cvédo), so somehow this vowel
must be shortened in the verb. If an underlying representa-
tion like /kréd+ite/ is assumed, the position of stress and
the shortening of the vowel are accounted for. Similarly, if
establish is to be related to stdble, or finish to final and
finite, or diminish to minus and mnov, or pdsit to pdse and
compdsite to compdse, all of which seem reasonable, a final
/e/ can be used to account for the vowel alternations. The
fact that this final vowel does not cause the final /t/ to
become [s] in words like cvedit, inhevit, and licit can be
accounted for by marking each stem (or possibly just the
morpheme (?) /ite/) [-spirantization], or by postulating that
the deleted vowel is low, along the lines suggested in footnote
35. I have not come to any decision on this matter.

The above remarks apply in a limited way to_adjectives:
any penultimately stressed adjective that ends in /Vd/ or /Vt/
has a lax vowel in its penult.®® Thus, adjectives like *decvépit

contour, which to my ear is correct, instead of the 1-0 contour assigned
by SPE. I will take up this matter again in §7.6. What is more important
is that there are no verbs ending in phonetic [s], except some clearly
denominal verbs like to samba, to vhumba, to conga, and to subpoena.
I know of no verb ending in [a] that has no related noun. This gap could
be explained by assuming that the rule of e-Elision deletes any final
nonhigh nonround vowel for verbs (and adjectives, as will be seen shortly,
for the facts noted in this footnote hold also for adjectives), while being
restricted to deleting only /e/ for nouns. That is, the rule would be
stated as the following:

+vVoC

-tns
-back| ~ (Z/I:< -low )] (N)

-high

3®Note that adjectives ending in /s/, the only other obstruent that
can be disregarded in applying case (b) to adjectives, do not manifest
this property. That is, although there are no verbs (except notice) that
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[dSkriypdt], *dcit [tdysdt], and *Iicit [lAysdt] do not exist.”
All adjectives in -id are preceded by a lax vowel, which
Chomsky and Halle note on page 181, footnote 16, of SPE;
I would propose to account for this fact by representing -id
as /ide/ in underlying representatmns Thus, in my analys1s
the stress difference between adequate a_nd decreptt is not
accounted for by assuming a morphological analysis for the
former, but not for the latter. Rather, I assume the latter to
be der1ved from the underlying form /derethe/ My solu-
tion seems to be slightly preferable since it correctly ex-
cludes such forms as *decrepzt but not much is at stake
here. Similarly, I propose to account for the contrast in
stress between verbs like fzdget and abét by postulating a
final /e/ for the former verb but not for the latter, and by
restricting Cy(V) to sonorants only. Thus, any verb ending in
an obstruent (like those in (66a)) will be stressed by case (f),
while all others will be stressed by case (b).

I concede that to analyze only certain verbs as ending in
/e/, which will ensure that case (b) will apply, but others
as ending in obstruents, which can only be stressed by
case (f), is little better than the solution proposed in SPE—
that fidget and abet be entered as /fiJVt/ and /Vbett/, respec-
tively—but my solution at least has the slight additional virtue
of accounting for the absence of penultimate long stressed
vowels in verbs ending in obstruents, so I will very tentatively
adopt it below.

end in [... \iICo?as], there are a number of adjectives that do. A sample
follows .
deco'rous h'e:zr(t’gus
sonorous plowz)us
deswaus f('zmous
venous
vmous
fzbrous
. mt'rous
mucous
bogus

%If the two words cit and license are to be related, as was suggested
in fn. 25, deriving the former from /lis+ite/ will allow the shortening
of the stem vowel to be accounted for by the Tri-syllabic Laxing Rule,
as was the case for verbs like credit, finish, etc,
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4.4. To recapitulate, I am proposing that cases (a) and (b)
of the MSR be merged and that case (e) be dispensed with
altogether in favor of an analysis involving the deletion of
a final /e/ (or possibly /=/). All major categories can then
be stressed either by case (b) or by case (f), subject to
slightly differing conditions as to the phonetic properties
of what consonant(s) can be disregarded in applying case (b).
For verbs, only sonorants can be disregarded; for adjectives,
sonorants and s, (n)¢; and for nouns, sonorants, dentals, and
the clusters specified in (45). Thus, we see that Cyp(V) is a
subset of Cy(A), which in turn is a subset of Cp(N). This
subset relationship can be captured notationally by the device
of angle brackets, as I have done in (74), which formally
expresses the arguments presented in §3 and §§4.1-4.3 above.

(74) [-obs]
s

(n)t
[rant
o

tn

V - [1stress] / — C, ((W) [_V s](

5. Further Extensions of the Alternating Stress Rule

5.1. In this section, I will take up the problem of com-

" pleting the modifications of the ASR that were begun in §2

above, where I argued that the ASR must be allowed to apply
to d1sy11ab1es Consider, f8r example, the word pzccalzllz
How can the 1-3 stress contour of this word be obtained ?
If it is entered in the 1ex1con in its conventional orthographic
form, the incorrect *pzccalzllz will be produced by case (b)
and by the rule that assigns secondary stress to words like
Monongahela, rule [120] in chapter 3 of SPE. If entered as
/pVkelV1i/, the incorrect form *[pokeloliy] will result, If
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entered as /pikelily/, the incorrect *[pikglglfy] will result,
The only solution possible within the framework of SPE,
as far as I can see, is the representation /pikVlill+y/,
Case (a) will disregard the /+y/ ‘‘affix,’’ assigning [1 stress]
to /lill/, and case (d) will then retract the stress. Once
again, as was the case with the contrast between (17) and (18),
where Chomsky and Halle posit a morphemic analysis for
words like carbine, but not for boutique, so that rule [158]
would apply to cause stress retraction only for the former
words; or as was the case with the contrast between adequate
and decrepzt the set of rules glven in SPE can account for the
stress contrast between piccalilli and vérmicélli only by
assuming a morphemic analysis for the former word, but not
for the latter. Other words that would be assumed to be
morphologically complex are those in (75a), while those in
(75b) and (75c) would have to be analyzed as single mor-
phemes.

(75) (a) cassow?wy, T%pperary, McG%llz'cﬁddy, téstimgny,

Albaquerque, llegO'}s’y, %8 catélagory c zllam),39
chcadzlly, * Moosilauke, 1aj:»othecary, tewzt?)ry,

ngkanmsny, mlelanc}éoly, Alleghen , mzscellany,

1 3
meycenary, plarszsmomi, cerem ony, alimony,
MungOJewy, janizary, acvimony

81t mlght seem plausible to argue that allegory must be represented
as /aelVgor+y/ on the basis of the word allegorical, which, it could be
claimed, must contain the morpheme /legor/ followed by the affix
sequence /ik+zl/. Ido not think, howevers, that this analysis is tenable.
Rather, it seems to me that allego'rical should be derived as follows:

Base form: /elVgdrivikszl/
Vowel Drop

MSR (b) 1

Rule [120] 2 1

SAR 3 11

Vowel Reduction, etc. [ 2logdrokl]

The rule of Vowel Drop that I propose would be stated roughly as
follows:

V - ¢/VCo—i+V

This rule is independently motivated. For example, it can be used
to account for alternations like the following:

propaganda-propagandize (from propagandd+ize)
cello—cellist (from cellg+ist [but why solgist, oboist?])
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(b) Garibaldi, macaroni, fotucini, Alberghettz
tftsttzfr%itti, cdgnoscénti, Méaserati, Glacométti,
peperoni

(c) Tallahassee, Mzsszsszppz Assmzppz, Chattahoot—
chee abalone kamzkaze Cmcmnatz 3mullzga—
tawny, Tatamagoachz, Wmmpesaakee Ypszlantz
salmagundz, Hmdastam, gallzmaufafy, Pimxu-
tawney

allege —allegation (from / aal+1eg¢+wt+1Vn/ )
Africa-African (from /efrVKgran/; compare suburb~ —-suburban)
Mexico-Mexican (from Mexicd+an)

There are various complicated restrictions on the operation of this
rule—thus, high vowels do not delete before low vowels (cf.remedy+al ¥
*remedal, gregory+an Y- *gvegovan; vivtuetal Y- *virtal, etc.), but /i/
does delete before affixes beginning with /i/ (cf. analog;fﬂze, analoggfﬂc
gevmang+ism), though other vowels often do not (cf. Shintoism, euphuism,
Yankeeism). The whole rule needs much more study, but it seems clear
that one or more processes of vowel deletion must be assumed to exist
in English, Thus, I see no reason to assume a morphological analysis
of words like allegory. Precisely the same remarks apply with respect
to the word category.

39As with aqllegorvical, 1 would suggest deriving capillarity from
/kaeleaer1+1t1/ with the rule of Vowel Deletion operating to delete the
last vowel of the stem. In other words, I see no reason to assume,
merely because of capillarity, that capillary has any analysis,

“I pronounce this word with a 1-3 stress contour, although most
dialects have a 3-1 contour. Similarly, some speakers, according to
Kenyon and Knott, pronounce Moosilauke with a 3-1 stress contour. I
will argue immediately below in favor of extending the ASR so that it will
retract the stress of words like those in (75a) but not of those in (75b)

r (75c). As in other cases involving the ASR, whether this rule applies
to a form must be marked lexically. Thus, I would expect to find words
like Piccadilly or Moosilauke being given 1-3 contours by some speakers,
but 3-1 contours by others, just as words like lemonade and magazine
can have either contour Just as I would find it dubious to assert that
speakers who say magazme impose an internal analysis on this word,

while speakers who say m?zgazme do not, I would also find it dubious
to make the corresponding claim about the two possible pronunciations
of Moosilauke. In the case of magazine, Chomsky and Halle propose to
account for the differing pronunciations by means of a rule feature indi-
cating whether the ASR applies.

(But cf. the alternative proposal involving =, on p., 157.) Why should
such a dissimilar device be adopted in the case of words like those in
(75)?

“INote that this word, although it must obviously be analyzed as being
at least trimorphemic (i.e., Hindu+stan+i), cannot be assumed to end in
/+y/ within the framework of SPE, because the sequence of rules
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The arbitrariness of th1s proposed way of accountmg for
the contrast between pzccalzllz and vermzoellz should be
apparent, As was the case w1th the carbine - boutzque con-
trast, and with the adequate— décrepit contrast, no facts other
than those of stress retraction are accounted for by postu-
lating final /+y/ affixes for the words in (75a) but not for
those in (75b) and (75c). I therefore propose that the stress
contrast of (75) be accounted for by a rule feature, exactly
as I proposed for the carbine — boutzque contrast. As a matter
of fact, I propose to use a feature on the same rule, the
Alternating Stress Rule. That is, I propose that rule (20)
above be reformulated as in (76):

(16) V — [1stress]/—— Co(=) Co(VCo) V Cofi) #

This rule will not only retract stress in words whose final
vowel bears main stress, but also in words that are stressed
on the penult when these words end in /i/.** The forms in
(75a) will be marked so that they will undergo rule (76), but
those in (75b) and (75c) so that they will not undergo this
rule.*® Note that the traditional orthography uses the non-
phonetic distinction between 7 and y in a way that roughly
corresponds to this rule feature.- Thus, words ending in
graphic { are by and large [-ASR], while words ending in
graphic y are generally [+ASR].

It is necessary to restrict the final vowel in (76) to /i/,
for with words ending in other vowels, like /o/ and /=/
(graphic o and a, respectively), no contrasts paralleling those
in (75) can be found. That is, all words in o, like those in

case (a)-case (c) would assign an incorrect 1-3 contour. Rather, it
must be assumed to end in /+i/. However, such an ad hoc representation
must cast further doubt on the claim that stress is retracted in such
words as those in (75) only if they are morphologically complex. The
same obtains for the obviously trimorphemic word vigilante. It must be
assumed that this word also ends in /ti/, for, if it ended in /+y/, an
incorrect 1-3 contour would be assigned by case (c).

2 have not adopted the device used in SPE of deriving some final [iy]
sequences from an underlying glide /y/. The matter is a complex one,
however, and I will defer discussion of it until §7.5.

It will be noted that all the words in (75b) have an Italian ‘‘feel’’ to
them. If a morphemic feature [+Italian] could be justified elsewhere in
the grammar, which seems not implausible, it would be advantageous to
state the following redundancy rule:

[+Italian] — [-ASR]
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(77a), and in g, like those in (77b), keep main stress on their
penults

(17) () Mdutickllo, &vymadiilo, péccadillo, Amarillo,
allegrétto, pizzicato, cigarillo, Amdntillado,
3
mﬁmbojtlmzbo dgsperclzdo Alamag(l)rdo

()] Tuscaaloosa, lollapalooza, Conestoga Tzconde’ro—
ga, Minnesota, sqrsparilla, Téxavkana, jécarinda

Just as rule (20) had to be stated with parentheses in its
environment, so that stress would be retracted in disyllables
as well as in trisyllables, the revision of this rule, (76), must
retain these parentheses, so that the stress contour of such
words as industry can be derived, Chomsky and Halle pro-
pose the underlying representation /industr+y/, with the
derivation shown in (78) (cf. p. 134):

(78)  Underlying form [industr+y]y
MSR (aii) 1
MSR (cii) 12
[118d] 1o
Other rules . [inddstriy]

Thus, stress retraction by case (c) is only possible because
of the morphological analys1s assumed for industry. Stress
retraction in words like malarkey is prevented by assigning
them an underlying representation like /mV1%rki/. Other
words like industry, for which a morphemic analysis would be
assumed in order to account for stress retraction, are given
in (79a). The words in (79b) and (79¢c) would, like malarkey,
be given no analysis.

(79) (a) tmvesty, burgundy, organdy, fmmenty, ancho—
vy,* champgrty, Grclzmgrcy (Pavk), tapestry,

“The inevitable counterexample, in this case, is the word rufabaga,
which some speakers pronounce with a 1-3 stress contour. Amazingly,
I know of no counterexamples to the claim that words in -0 never exhibit
stress retraction.

45Th1s word wherll pronounced with an unreduced penult, must, like the
words autopsy and bzopsy be marked as an exception to [118d]
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46 46

lztmfgy, alleTgy, calumny, Coventry, Dough-
egty, Ra]I‘ferty, Timilty, lethargy, Flaherty, Pic-
cardy, Hagggvty

(b) spulmom, spaghettz Pzrellz Lombardz zucchmz,
salamz bologna, Rossmz chzantz, Campam Féy-
mw, pastmmz confettz marting

(c) leoxz, Zambezz, Kentucky, lewaukee safam,
curare epoxy, Perquacke Sewzckley, attorney,
gorblzmey, alopy, Sénd. sky, Mmfathz,;adobe,
tamale, Salome, effendz, coyote, Mahoney

If the feature [+Italian] can be justified, the rule suggested
in footnote 43 could be used to predict that stress will not
be retracted in words like those in (79b), another fact that
suggests that the rule retracting stress two syllables and
the rule retracting it only one must be the same rule.

Again, it seems to me that the formal device of replacing
rule features by arbitrarily inserted morpheme boundaries
should not be countenanced on theoretical grounds. In the
earliest generative treatment of English stress,”” Chomsky,
Halle, and Lukoff noted that absurd: “51mp11f1cat10ns” of the
phonemlc inventory would result if there were no constraints
imposed on the location of word boundaries in underlying
representations.** The constraint they suggested as neces-
sary was that all junctures be syntactically justified. I view
this constraint as the earliest attempt at formulating ‘‘nat-
uralness conditions’”’ on underlying representations, in the
sense proposed by Postal. Although this constraint is proba-
bly too strong as it stands,*® I think it is basically correct and
should only be deviated from in extraordinary circumstances.

“%Ag I argued above, in fn, 38, I see no reason why such forms as
allevgic and Zztm'g"tcal should constltute evidence for the existence of
morphemes like /&lVrg/ and / litVrg/.

4Cf, Chomsky, Halle, and Lukoff (1956).

“*The example they presented was from German, where there is a rule
devoicing obstruents before word boundaries, Given this independently
necessary rule, if word boundaries can be inserted freely in underlying
representations, the contrast in voicing between Bein [bayn] ‘leg’ and
Pein [payn] ‘pain’ could be accounted for by deriving the latter form from
/biayn/.

“The well-worn example of cvanberry is a case in point, Although I
know of no syntactic evidence for it, the 1-3, instead of 1-0, stress con~
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Incidentally, it must not be thought that the Chomsky-
Halle-Lukoff constraint can be restricted to higher-level
junctures like word boundaries and that lesser junctures, such
as morpheme boundaries, can be inserted with impunity.
Imagine a hypothetical language in which proper nouns are
stressed unpredictably on one of the last three syllables,
That is, suppose the language exhibited such forms as those
n (80):

(80) (a) miwori (b) fakriyseks (c) pipapd
stipensap yuhitha wonhonld
hdpdidu pisdvas yihongly

The following rule would ‘‘predict” the stress on these

forms,
v

(81) V - [1 stress] / [+P;o_1)er

]co(+vco(+vco)) Iy

assuming that the forms in (80c) were given no internal anal-
ysis, that the forms in (80b) were derived from /fakrays+eks/,
/yuhutha/, and /pisov+as/, and that those in (80a) were all
‘‘trimorphemic’’ —that is, that they derived from /miw-+or+i/,
/stap+end+ap/, and /hupd+id+u/. I take this ‘‘solution’’ to be
as absurd as /b#ayn/, and I therefore cannot see any general
way of exempting morpheme boundaries from the Chomsky-
Halle-Lukoff constraint, although in particular cases it may
be possible to argue for nonsyntactic morpheme boundaries,
I also do not wish to convey the impression that I think this
extraordinarily difficult question is closed—it is merely that
to discuss it in the detail it deserves would go far beyond
the bounds of the present study, so I will not pursue it here.®®
Since SPE accounts for the stress differences between (75a)
and (75b,c) and between (79a) and (79b,c) by making use of
ad hoc morpheme boundaries, I have rejected this analysis

tours of words ending in -berry (vaspberry, loganbervy, huckleberry,
etc.) and the fact that there is no nasal assimilation in cvanberry (Kenyon
and Knott give [kranberi]) suggest that this form should be represented
in the lexicon as /kran#beri/, with a nonsyntactic interior word boundary.

**Morris Halle and I will take up this matter again, in a paper that is
now in limbo.
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in favor of one expanding the ASR, as in (76), and making use
of rule features on this rule,*

It may be necessary to revise rule (76) again to account
for the stress of the words in (82) and (83).

(82) (a) zlntgrv(%l (cf. Intervallic)

(b) Amstotle (cf. Asttotelza,n)
pumpermckel

(83) (a) ministér (cf. ministérial)
chlendar (cf. calendavian)

(b) caulzﬂower52
lammergeyer :
ca z‘e'rpzllmf

Paul Kiparsky has called to my attention that there is no
way for SPE to derive the stress on the noun lezbuster If
entered /f11Vbustr/ case (b) will produce *[fl13bSster]. If
entered /tilVbustVr/, case (b) and rule [120] will produce

*[tllobiste]. Only if C, is replaced by C, can stress be
properly assigned.” Given the first of the two underlying

5Noam Chomsky has pointed out to me that, although my contention
may be true that it is not only words that have a morphemic analysis in
which penultimate stress is retracted, it is the case that stress retraction
does occur in (almost) all words that are morphologmally complex That
is, words like *mondrchy, *Srthodbxy, *property, and *8yalty are im-
possmle Though I believe Chomsky’s claim to be by and large a correct
one (but cf, fn. 41), I propose to account for it by stating a redundancy
rule on the rule feature [+ ASR], making the ASR obligatory for words
ending in /+i/ or /+ti/. It seems to me that this solution is theoretically
preferable to one involving the insertion of ad hoc morpheme boundaries
into the words of (75a) and (79a).

2This word must derive from /kolVfldVr/ and not from /kolVflir/ for
those dialects, like that of Kenyon and Knott, which can distinguish be-
tween flower ([flawer D) and flour ([flawr]), because cauliflower rhymes
with the former word, not with the latter. Assuming that flower derives
from /ﬂuVr/ while ﬂour derives simply from /flir/, the 1-3 stress on
/kolVflﬁVr/ could not be assigned by (76), the modified version of the
ASR, or by any other rules in SPE, unless the word were treated as a
compound, a solution having no independent support.

53A parallel to the discussion in fn. 52: for all dialects that pronounce
Meyer as [maye ] but mive as [mayr], where lammergeyer rhymes with
the former, it must presumably derive from /laemVrg'Vr/

**In line with my belief that the insertion of ad hoc morpheme bound-
aries (or ad hoc syntactic structure, for that matter) should be excluded
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representations above, case (f) will assign final stress (since
/str/ is not in Cy), and then the ASR, as formulated in SPE,
could apply to assign initial stress. Only if there were
independent motivation for assuming the second of the above
underlying forms would the ASR need modification. Since I
know of no such evidence in the case of filibuster, I have
cited only the eight forms of (82) and (83), for which I believe

it is possible to argue for final /Xu/'{f}/ sequences in under-

lying representatlon

The word cate'rpzllar cannot be accounted for at all, as-
suming the inadmissibility of such underlying structures as
/ke [tVrp] illyr/, which would be assigned the correct stress

+D

by case (a) followed by case (c , or [[keetr] [pilr] ], which
could, be stressed by the compound rule, If entered as
/kaetVrpﬂlVr/, case (b) and rule [120] would produce an
incorrect 3-1 stress contour, If entered as /katerpilr/,
case (b) would yield *[k3tap8137]. If entered /keetrpilr/, as-
suming that the first /r/ could somehow be syllablfled by a
non-ad hoc rule, case (b) would yield *[kaeta paler] As far
as I can see, no other reasonably natural underlying repre-
sentatlon w111 work. The situation is parallel for pzlmzper—
nickel.

Slightly more difficult problems arise with the word
Avistdtle. If entered as /eristottel/, case (b) and [120] would
produce an incorrect 3-1 contour If entered as /=ristotel/,
case (b) will produce *[arlstatl] Even if it were entered in
the totally unnatural form /e=ristott+l/, which would require
an ad hoc rule of e-insertion for the derivation of the adjec-
tive Avistotelian, the stress rules of SPE would not work,
Case (a) would assign [1 stress] to the final vowel, but case (c)
would then retract the stress only one syllable, yielding

*[8ristdtl]. The syllable /rist/ could not be automatically
assigned the feature [+D]—as is done with the final syllables
of the words legend and moment, so that case (c) will retract

on theoretical grounds by the Chomsky-Halle-Lukoff naturalness condi-
tion, I would regard as inadmissible proposals for accounting for the
stress of filibuster that made use of such underlying representations as
/filVbust+r/, which would yield the correct stress by case (a) and then
case (c), or [f11V[bustr] or [[f11V]N[bustr]N]N, etc.

stem]
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the stress two syllables in Zégendcawy and mémentary (cf. pp.
138—139)—because /rist/ does not end in a [-obs][+cns] se-
quence, as is required by the rule at the bottom of page 138.
It would therefore be necessary to mark /rist/ 1ex1cally W1th
the feature [+D]—as is done with /sign/, so that désigndtey
can be derived (cf. p. 138, fn. 95)—9.51 well as to create an
ad hoc rule of e-insertion, in order for Avistdtle to be derived
from /zeristott+l/.

Admittedly, the forms in (82) and (83) are marginal, but
they are easily accounted for if the ASR is modified one
further time, so that it allows stress to retract when a final
vowel is stressed, or when main stress is on a penult that
is followed by the vowel /i/ or by any lax vowel and a liquid.
This modification has been carried out in (84).

1 i
(84) V = [1stress]/—— Co(=)Co(VCo)VCo {,{r} ) #
1

With this modification, the forms cklnddr and Awistdtie
can be derived from the natural underlying forms /keelendzr/°°
and /xristottel/, respectively:

(85) Underlying representation: /kelender/ /=ristottel/

MSR—case (b) 1 1
ASR 12 1 2
SAR 13 1 3
[118] 10 \
Vowel Reduction, etc. [ke13nde] [rdstatl]

The other forms in (82) and (83) will be derived in a simi-
lar fashion. Of course, just as the forms in (18) and (20), as
well as those in ('75b,c) and in (79b,c), must be marked in such
a way that the ASR will not apply to them, so the forms in
(86b) must be marked [-ASR], in contrast with the [+ASR]
forms in (86a).

(86) (a) banmste’r hcizbe'r:;dasher mollycoddle
barrister helicopter pafradwldle

®Note that though calendar must be considered to derive from an
underlying trisyllabic form, so that calendarian can be derived, the form
calendrical indicates the need for a rule that will drop the final vowel
of this morpheme under certain conditions. This matter will be taken
up again in §7.4.
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1 0 1 3 1 3
carpgnter necvomancey tavadiddle
ha 1rb zgzger evvymandey

. 3
messenger alligator
1 3
passengev Ii‘amoss hanter
colander alabaster

cylmder salamander
der'rmger poetaster
sinbster knickerbdcker
(b) semeéster Ebenezer apéstle (cf. apostolic)
séquéster Alexbnder epzstle (ct. epistolary)
philander  Slednder skedaddle
mevganse'r antimacassar evangel
a’zsaster fandangle
i;omander cathédral
October (Décember, ete.)
rémémber
cadhver
pgzlaver
décanter
t%(‘}lchanter
Dilaster
chiaster

In addition, it will be necessary to restrict the ASR so that
it never retracts stress before tlhe adjectival a.fflx —al forms
like *anecddtal, *dialéctal, *maternal, and *orchestral must
be prevented. This restriction can be accomplished by adding
a branch containing [-next rule] to (84). I will defer this
until the final statement of the ASR, in (88). A better solution
will emerge in §7.1,

5.2. Now cons1der the stress contrast between decamerdn
and catamardn. Given the underlying representations
/dVkemVron/ and /ketVmVreen/, assigning of original final
stress can be ensured by marking each [-case (b)]. Rule (84)
will then correctly retract the stress on the first word, but if
it is applied to the second, where stress has to be r?tracted
three syllables, it will produce the incorrect catamavan.
Note, however, that, while this particular word cannot be
pronounced with this contour, such a pronunciation does not
sound un-English in the least Nor does the pronunciation
décamerdn. Thus, I conclude that the ASR must be extended
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one final time, to allow stress to be retracted three syllables
for words like catamaran. In the unmarked case, the ASR
will only retract the stress two syllables, in a quadrisyllabic
word, but it will be possible to :mark certain lexical items,
like catamarvan and the other words in (87), in such a way
that the ASR will retract their stress three syllables.

(87) (a) Vclzzz(a)7natc3zzz y%gamar%le
thing(a )mabdb fotheringdy
1 3 1 3
gobbledygook toveador
tclzl ca mazh&gw3
hobbledehoy

(b) idioléct (ideogrim, ideograph, etc.)
heliotrdpe (hélioscdpe, héliogr&ph, etc,)
hetevoclite (héteronym, héteroddx, etc.)
hélz’cosc&pe (hélicog'rc?iph, etc.)
meteorite (meteovdid, ete.)
(d) detéviovite (e) vetevinary
héterodc%xy
d%sciplimswy

(c) alienate
drientite améliorite
péregw‘n&te

These words illustrate a number of points:

a. Because of the two words in (87d), it is not possible to
argue that the stress on the other words in (87) is
assigned by a rule that, after case (f), merely assigns
initial stress. Rather, the rule in question must be
one that retracts stress three syllables.

b. Because of the words in (87a) and the verb péregrinfzte,
the solution proposed in SPE for the words in (87c)
and (87d)—which involves the assumption that when
the retraction applies, the [i] in the antepenultimate
is still a glide (cf. SPE, p. 277, fn. 56)—will not work.

c. If stress is to be retracted three syllables, the syllable
immediately following the one that comes to bear main
stress must end in a weak cluster. That is, words like
%10 .0 3 56

catasparan do not seem to occur,

d. The words in (87e) exhibit this stress retraction when
the tertiary-stressed (phonetic) penult is followed by
[1iy], as was the case with the words in (75a). Thus,

*In §6.9 below, this fact will be shown to have an important conse-
quence. :
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if rule (84) is extended to account for the words in
(87a-d), the words in (87e) will also be automatically
accounted for. Since rule (84) also allows a final

r
/V{l}/ to be disregarded, we should expect to find

such examples as grimostdtle and leliab&ster, which
would also correctly receive stress by an expanded
rule (84). While I know of no actual cases with this
stress contour (except for wh&tsamajzsgger, which can
be handled a number of ways), they sound like possible
English words, which again suggests that it is the ASR
at work here.

In keeping with the above, I propose rule (88) as the final
revision of the ASR.

(88)  THE ALTERNATING STRESS RULE

[-next rule] / — Cqteel #

v [1 stress] .
— Cy(=)C \" 1T A% [-t;s]
/ o(=) 0(([-tnsi| CO({W}))VC") [1 stress] Col

-cns][+cns )
[—tns :| [+V00:|

I am aware that the words in (87b) and (87¢) have an
internal structure that is such that one might argue that they
should be assigned their stress contours by case {c). Iwill go
into this point in §6.4 below.

5.3. Consider now such words as the quadrisyllables in
(89a) and the trisyllables in (89b).

(89) (a) %dz’rbndgzck (b) alohd Wf)(l)mi"ng
Eniwetol Achilles  Monadndck
Mass;a,bgquod ng%'rtés Pendbscdt
gacoefhes Orestes H(aJpclztcgng
Agamemm%n Uli)ssés (neo)synéphr%ne

delicti

By the rules given thus far, we would expect an underlying
form like /=dirondzk/ to yield, by case (f) and the ASR,
either Adivondéck or, if the trisyllabic retraction discussed
in §5.2 were called for by some lexical mark, Adivondack.
While neither of these pronunciations sounds hopeless, neither
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accords with the standard pronunciation of this word. How
then can the desired stress contour be derived?
I have noted above, in §2 and §5.1, that the ASR has many

lexical exceptions. In its final form, (88), the rule applies’

in three main environments, which I have listed in (90).

i
(90) Case (3): — CWVCVCof v {r} ) #
]
) i
Case (2): —CoVCoVCo( {,{r} )#
: 1
1): Ve i #
Case (1): — CoVCo v{f} )

In other words, the ASR retracts stress three syllables,
two syllables, or one syllable. Assuming that all words to
which case (3) applies will have to be marked, due to the
rarity of such words as those in (87), we see that it would
be possible to account for the stress contour on Adivondack
merely by marking it [-case (2)] in the lexicon. We have
already seen that the theory of grammar must provide some
mechanism for blocking the application of subrules of a rule
schema, for if Oregon, with a 1-3 stress contour, is to be
generated, it must be marked [-case (b)] in the lexicon, I
therefore see no theoretical reason for excluding the feature
[-case (2)] from the lexical representations of the words in
(89). Since all words will be marked [-case (3)] by a general
redundancy rule, to which the words in (87) constitute excep-
tions, the word Adirondack, having received final stress by
case (f), will not be able to undergo either case (3) or case (2)
of the ASR, but will be able to undergo case (1). The deriva-
tion will proceed as follows:

(91) Lexical representation: /eedVrondak/
[-case (2)]
Redundancy rule [-case (3)]
/edVrondzk/
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MSR—-f 1
ASR—case (1) 1 2
Rule [120*" 2 1 2
SAR 3 1 3
The stress contours on the other words in (89) would be

derived in a similar fashion.

6. A Comparison of the Stressed Syllable Rule and the
Alternating Stress Rule

6.1. As I have tried to show above, the addition of case (f)
to the MSR leads to a number of changes in the other branches
of this rule. Investigation of the question of when to stress a
noun by case (b) and when by case (f) leads to replacing C,
in the SPE version of case (b) with Cy (cf, §3). Establishment
of Cyp leads in turn to the realization that adjectives and nouns
are stressed in basically the same way, which allows cases
(a) and (b) to be collapsed (cf. §§4.1-4.2). Note that case (f)
duplicates one of the functions of case (e)—that of assigning
final stress. This fact, coupled with the observation that
some verbs, like jettisorn, must be stressed by case (b), sug-
gests that the other function of case (e), assigning stress to
the penult, might be assumed by an existing rule. In §4.3,
I have argued that in all cases where verbs that end in an
obstruent have penultimate stress, an underlying final vowel
must be postulated to account for the laxness of the stressed
surface penult. This analysis thereby eliminates case (e)
entirely: one half is subsumed by case (f), the other by
case (b). The basic regularity concerning the initial assign-
ment of primary stress in English is, therefore, I would
argue, the one stated informally in (91):

(91) English words are stressed finally or nonfinally,
With certain final consonant sequences, final stress
is mandatory, but for other final consonant se-
quences, the choice of final vs. nonfinal stress is
unpredictable. If stress is nonfinal, the stress is

5[ cannot hear any difference in stress level between the first and the
last syllables of Adivondack, so I have followed the convention suggested
by Chomsky and Halle on pp. 118-119, whereby assigning [2 Stress] by
rule [120] does not cause other lower stresses in a word to weaken. I
will return to this convention in § 8.
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assigned to the penult if it contains a heavy cluster,
otherwise, to the antepenult.

In other words, primary stress is initially assigned either
by case (b) or by case (f).

After the initial assignment of primary stress, however,
primary stress can be retracted in one of two ways. Ex-
cludmg the problem of assigning stress to such words as
monosyllable to which I will return in §8, SPE asserts that
stress assigned in the same cycle by case (eii) (= case (f)) is
retracted two syllables by the ASR in words of three or more
syllables, regardless of the phonological composition of the
preceding syllable. In words stressed on a previous cycle
by case (a), or by case (eii), or by rule [158], however, final
stress is retracted one or two syllables, in accordance with
the Romance Stress Rule. This second type of retraction is
effected by the Stressed Syllable Rule, which I will refer to
below merely as case (c).

In §2 above, I argued that the ASR must be reformulated
so that it retracts stress one or two syllables (or even three,
in exceptional cases—cf. §5.2)., And in §5.1, I argued that
the ASR must, in certain cases, be able to retract primary
stress that had been initially assigned to the penult. Thus,
the changes effected by case (c) and by the extended ASR are
jdentical, What remains to be investigated is whether the
rules must be ordered differently, that is, whether they
apply in disjoint environments.

SPE makes use of case (c) for the following types of words:

92) (a) ca'rbme monsoon

)pzccalzllz—vermzcellz mdustry spumom

) pevmztv~permth, mte'rceptv——mterceptN

) bzplcme —monoplcme engmm—teleg*ram

) steveoscope —kalezdoscope

) delegatev—delegateN

) documgntv—documenm, tdrmenty—tormeénty

)zllustmte—zllustmte aggmnd?ze—aggr&ndfze in-

fantzle—pevcentzle

(1) advisory — promissory, confzscatory antzczpato—
v —clclzsszfzcatgry, exémplary—-zlwzm'ry, molliLs -
coid— crystallgzd

I will take up each of these cases in turn below, arguing that
only the last two provide evidence for case (c).

(b
(c
(d
(e
(f
(€
(h
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6.2. To start with, as I have argued in §2, the SPE analysis
of the stress contrast in (92a)—which depends on adding rule
[158] to the grammar and introducing morpheme boundaries
into carbine and other words like those in (17), but not into
monsoon or other words like those in (18)—has a number
of defects. First, there are morphologically complex forms
that do not undergo rule [158] and subsequent stress retraction

3 3 1 1

by case (c) (e.g., drnate, vérbose, supreme, spittoon, etc.).
Second, this analys1s must state as separate the fact that
disyllables in /[-cns -tns] [+obs +voi -cont]/, /of/, /1Cy/,
and so on, must retract stress (by rule [158] and case (c)),
as well as trisyllables ending in the same phonological se-
quences (by the ASR). Similarly, the fact that retraction is
impossible under the same conditions for disyllables and
trisyllables (e.g., for all forms ending in /8n/, /8k/, /er/,
/8z/, etc.) must be stated twice. Third, this analysis re-
quires an extra rule in the grammar, rule [158]. Worse yet,
this rule duplicates exactly the function of an already existing
rule, case (f) (equivalently, case (eii)), in that both assign
final stress. Fourth, and most serious of all, in my estima-
tion, the analysis violates the Chomsky-Halle-Lukoff natural-
ness condition on the use of junctures in phonology. All these
difficulties can be avoided, however, if the ASR is extended to
handle contrasts like those in (92a), which is the course I have
followed.

The rules in SPE would account for the stress contrasts in
(92b) by deriving these forms from the underlying representa-
tions /pikVlill+y/, /vermV&elli/, /industr+y/, and /spum3ni/.
The postulation of /+y/ affixes in piccalilli and industry and
in the other words in (75a) and (79a) also constitutes a viola-
tion of the Chomsky-Halle-Lukoff condition, which is a
serious enough defect. However, as I argued in §5.1 above,
there are other facts that seem to indicate that the ASR must
be stated in such a way that stress may be retracted from
stressed final syllables, or from stressed penults, when these
are followed by /i/ or /[-cons -tns] [+cons +voc]/. Without
this extension, the stress contours on such words as Avis-
totle, calendav, and cauliflower cannot be accounted for unless
bizarre underlying forms like [[arV|[stottel]], /keelen+deer/,
and the like are resorted to. For these reasons, I have
chosen to extend the ASR to account for the forms in (92b)
also,
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6.3, Forms like those in (92c)-(92g) are of particularly
great theoretical interest because they have been advanced
as evidence not only for case (c), but also for the necessity
of allowing the transformational cycle to apply below the
level of word boundaries. I will defer until §11 a discussion
of all the evidence for the latter claim and restrict myself
at present to a demonstration that the SPE account of the
stress difference in (92c)-(92g) is not the only one possible.

For contrasts like those in (92c), Chomsky and Halle
propose the following derivations:

(93) (a) Base form [per=mit],,

MSR (eii) 1

_ Other rules [po mit]

(b) Base form [[per=mit], ]
MSR (eii) 1
MSR (cii) 1 2
SAR 1 3
Other rules [po-mit]

(94) (a) Base form [inter=kept],

MSR (eii) 1
ASR DNA
Rule [120] 2 1
SAR 3 1
Other rules [intersépt]

(b) Base form [[inter=kept] ]
MSR (eii) 1
ASR DNA
MSR (ci) 12
SAR 1
Other rules [int&sépt]

The ASR does not apply to retract stress for words like
intevcept because of the = boundary before the final syllable,
as discussed by Chomsky and Halle in SPE, on pages 95-96,
However, exactly the same effect can be achieved by adding
a redundancy rule that states that stress does not retract in
verbs and adjectives ending in =CoVC#.

The immediate objection to such a redundancy rule is that
it is ad hoc and that to use such a redundancy rule is to
give up an explanation of the stress contrast in (92c) that
can be attained by an analysis making use of case (c) and
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the transformational cycle. This objection can be countered,
however. First of all, the redundancy rule blocking the ASR
for verbs and adjectives ending in =C,VC,# can be made a
branch of a redundancy rule that prevents stress retraction
in disyllabic verbs and adjectives. This rule is stated in
(95).

(95) l:;(zof}:l - [-ASR]/ {#ZOV} Co—C, # Eﬁ;
+

Rule (95a) must be in the grammar in any event in order to
account for the fact that the following constitutes an exhaus-
tive list of disyllabic verbs and adjectives that undergo stress
retraction.®®

(96) (a) All adjectives in (61) and (62) and prolix

) A11 verbs in (52b) and boycott ambiish, hzgh]ack
bushwhack, comment ltrmmph wzgwgzg, eaves-
drop, clzmaa délzacge umpfre hzcc%ugh seescszw,
vécium, xelwox vetd > kidndp, hdbndb

(a
(b

The enormous lists of disyllabic verbs and adjectives that do
not exhibit stress retraction, of which the examples in (57a)
and (66) and those in SPE on page 69 (cf. [18 II, TII]) and
page 80 (cf. [42 II, III]) constitute only a small fraction, testify
amply, I think, to the fact that (95a) expresses a significant

**I have not included in (96) many morphologically complex words.
Other rules apply to these forms, which include the adjectives in -ive.
I will argue (in §7.1) that all these have originally been finally stressed
and have subsequently undergone stress retraction and a special rule
of Destressing. Nor have I included verbs and adjectives in -ate,
because for many of these the redundancy pointed out by Chomsky and
Hallle onp. 155 obtains., Nor have I included adjectives in -oid, 5111ch3 as
rhomboid, which all undergo case (c), or verbs-in -ize, such as bapiize,
whose stress retraction will be discussed in §8. Adjectives in -ine, such
as félz’ne, cclngne, etc., have also been excluded, since their stress
retraction follows from the fact that all words in /IC,/ undergo the ASR,
as was pointed out above, in connection with the words in (28).

Following a su%gestlon made to me by Paul Kiparsky, I propose to
account for the v&#0-mbttd contrast (cf. pp. 190-191) by entering velo
as /Vgg/ and motio as /motto/. Case (f) will assign final stress to veto,

.

and the ASR will retract the stress. This proposal allows rule [45] on
p. 191 of SPE to be dispensed with.
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generalization and should be included in the grammar. Clear-
ly, adding (95b) to (95a) to account for the nonretraction of
stress in words like interceptv and comprehend (and, inci-
dentally, in such words as permity, importy, etc., which do
not undergo stress retraction because they are disyllabic
and because they contain the boundary =) complicates the
grammar in only a minor way. I will show below, however,
in §6.5, that even this minor complication can be avoided
when (95b) is made part of rule (107).

The other objection to (95b), namely, that it misses an
explanation of the contrasts in (92c), an explanation that the
analysis in SPE can provide, is wrong in a deeper way. That
is, I cannot see that the rules in SPE have explained the
following observation, which is due to Paul Kiparsky,® and
which I take to be a very deep fact about English:

(97) If verbs or adjectives that are homophonous with
nouns differ from the noun in the location of primary
stress, this stress is never to the right of the
primary stress of the noun.®

Thus (9'7) rules out as 1mposs1b1e such noun-verb pairs as
*zmportN—zmportv, *polzceN polzcev and so on, or such noun-
adjective pairs as *extfemeN éxtremeA, *dzvmeN-dwmeA
and so on,

How could the rules of SPE exclude the first of these
pairs? Observe that if the base forms shown in (98a) are
possible base forms, the derivations shown in (98b) will pro-
duce the unacceptable result that (97) excludes.

(98) (a) [im=port] [[im=port] ],
(b) MSR (eii) 1 1
MSR (cii) 1 2
SAR 1 3
[impbrt] *[impdrt]

“personal communication.

51The only counterexample I know of, although I am not sure arllyasuch
dialect exists, would be a dialect that exh1b1ted only defenseN and defensey
(as in football) I am not sure, but I think that in my speech the noun can
be pronounced with or without stress retraction, while the verb is more
natural with stress retraction, though it does not seem impossible without
retraction.
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The only way I can see to avoid (98), within the framework
of SPE, would be to state ad hoc that (98a) contains inadmissi-
ble base forms, in particular, that [[X].], and [[X]], are
inadmissible surface structures. But such a claim seems to
me to be far too strong, at least insofar as the bracketing
[[X]y]y is to represent the intuition that such nouns as those
in (99) are deverbal and deadjectival, that is, that the
homophonous verb or adjective ‘‘feels,” in some at present
totally mysterious way, more basic than the homophonous
noun,

(99) (a) transfev, sneeze, spring, construct, walk, sleep,
snore, wait, move, vepaiv, etc,

(b) extreme, divine, vemote, modevn, particular,
partial, harmonic, elective, etc.

Note that, in order to prevent the derivation of 1-3 stress
contours on any nouns in (99b), lexical items like extreme,
divine, and remote could be marked [-case (c)] in the lexicon.

However, just as some nouns ‘‘feel’’ deverbal, some verbs
‘‘feel’”’ denominal, A selection is given in (100),

(100) to police, to snag, to stone, to pattern, to voice,
to machine, to shellac, to fool, to boot, to package,
to balloon, etc.

The question that now arises is the following: if a base form
like [[kon=strukt],]y is allowable as a formal representation
of the fact that a construct is felt to be less basic than fo con-
struct, why is the base form [[p3lés]y]y not admissible as a
representation of the fact that fo police is felt to be less basic
than the noun police?® And if it is allowable, what stops the
derivation in (101)?

(101) [[p3les]yly
MSR (eii) 1
MSR (dii) 12
SAR 13
Other rules *[powllys]

To be sure, it would be possible to mark police as [-case

2] am not interested at present in whether the noun or the verb of a
given pair is felt to be more basic. As far as I know, all speakers have
some feeling about whether certain words belong in (99) or (100), and the
point I am concerned with here does not depend on the particular exam-
ples I have used.
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(c)], as is necessary with extveme and 7vemote, but to do
this is to miss the real generalization expressed in (97).
(97) states that no words (but cf. fn. 61) will be of the form
*pol%ceN—p(")l%cev. Clearly, to mark police, shellac, and
machine as being [-case (c)] is not to provide an explanation
for (97). Nor, in fact, would (97) be explained, even if some
redundancy rule could be formulated that automatically as-
signed [-case (c)] to structures of the form [[X]yly.” The
question would merely be pushed back to the question of why
such a redundancy rule should exist.

If rule (95a) is in the grammar, a formal explanation of
(97) can be achieved, a fact that constitutes evidence of the
strongest kind for the correctness of rule (95). Iwilll defer,
until §6.7, where I discuss the contrast between tdormenty and
t(l)'rm?th, a presentation of my proposed explanation. Here
I would merely like to point out that (97) must, in any adequate
theory of grammar, be related to the fact that Cp for nouns
is a superset of C, for adjectives and Cp, for verbs. Thus,
there are more types of nouns that can have penultimate or
antepenultimate stress than there are types of adjectives or
verbs that can be stressed in this way. The larger regularity,
which includes both this fact about the assignment of primary
stress by the MSR and Kiparsky’s observation about stress
retraction, is that nouns tend to exhibit primary stress on
earlier syllables of a word than adjectives or verbs. The
theoretical consequences of this broader fact will be dis-
cussed in some detail in §9.%

6.4. Let us turn now to the contrasts in (92d), which
Chomsky and Halle propose to account for as in (102).

(102)
(a) Base form [bi[pl&En]g]y [mono[plEn]g]y
(b) MSR (eii) 1 MSR (eii) 1
MSR (cii) 1 2 MSR (ci) 1 2
SAR 1 3 SAR } 3

)

3
Other rules [b%typl%yn] Other rules [ménepléyn]

®guch a redundancy rule would be too strong in any case, as the noun
détohir y and the denominal verb [[ détgmf]N]v show. The point is not that
denominal verbs (or adjectives) cannot retract stress, but that stress
can only be retracted in the verb (or adjective) if it also is in the noun.
This fact cannot be accounted for in the SPE analysis.

4Cf, also Ross (1971).
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We see that these forms can also be handled without case (c)
and without having to assume two passes through cyclical
rules., If biplane and monoplane are entered as /bi+plEn/ and
/mono+plEn/, respectively, case (f) will assign final stress,
and the ASR and SAR will produce the desired 1-3 stress
contours. The same is true for emngram and flelegram. 1If
these are entered as /en+gram/ and /tele+grsem/, respec-
tively, the same sequence of rules can be used to derive the
desired stress contours. Thus, neither pair provides evidence
for case (c) or for the cycle. The kind of word that would pro-
vide conclusive proof that case (c) is necessary for the
contrasts in (92d) would be a word like belowpléne or inséct-
plcame, where the stress would only be retracted one syllable,
to the strong penult. However, such words do not exist. All
words that end in such stems as -phone, -grvaph, -photo,
~-plasm, -chrvome, -tome, and so forth can only be preceded
by prefixes that end in a weak cluster, such as dio-, fele-,
phono-, photo-, endo-, and zygo-; and stress can be retracted
to the initial syllable of such prefixes equally well by case (3)
of the ASR or by case (ci). I will discuss the status of such
trisyllabic prefixes as steveo-, audio-, and hetero- in §6.5
below.

Note that it is only case (f) that makes it possible to derive
the stress for such words as engvam and telegram without
having recourse to case (c), for the rules of SPE could only
stress such underlying forms as /en+graem/ and /tele+graem/
by case (b), which would produce the incorrect results
*[éngrdm] and *[té13gr8m]. But an MSR that includes case (f)
can produce the correct 1-3 contours by lexically marking
the morpheme gram [-case (b)], just as the morpheme Siam
will be marked.

However, there is a point being overlooked here that is
captured in the analysis of SPE. No word composed of a
prefix followed by a monosyllabic stem can be stressed by
case (b),” even if the stem ends in Cp. This statement is true
both of Greek stems like -gvam, -cvat, and so on, and also
of Latin stems like -mit and -cuss. That is, such pronuncia-
tions as *démocwolt, *%sobgw, *pérmgt, and *disciss are

*The restriction to monosyllables is necessary because of such words
as telephoto and tetvahedvon.
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are no such words as *démocvat (but cf. fn. 66) be captured
not by writing rules that will necessitate ad hoc surface
structures like (103), but rather by assuming the existence
of a redundancy rule like (104).

(104) [+S¥m] - [;cAﬁfsa(b)] / +Co— Co #

This rule only affects monosyllabic stems, for stems like
-photo and -hedron must be stressed by case (b). Note also
that it is necessary to specify that all words consisting of
prefix and stem not only undergo case (Sf) but also exhibit
stress retraction, for such words as *bipline and *Kdda-
chrome are impossible. This fact about retraction would
have to be stated in the SPE analysis as well, since it must
be possible to mark lexical entries [-case (c)], as the dis-
cussion in §6.7 below, dealing with the stress of the word
lament, shows. Some way must be found to ensure that
prefix-stem words like wmonoplane can never be marked
[-case (c)]; otherwise the undesired *monoplane would result,
Thus, something corresponding to rule (104) would have to
appear in the set of redundancy rules for SPE also.

Recall that in §6.3 above, I proposed that a branch be added
to rule (95a) to block the ASR from retracting stress in such
verbs as perm%tv and %ntercéptv. The device used followed
closely the analysis suggested in SPE, pages 95-96, which
depended on whether the ASR could retract stress from a
syllable preceded by the boundary =. However, the resulting
rule, (95b), resembles rule (104), in that both specify condi-
tions under which words that end in stems undergo stress
retraction.

This similarity can easily be exploited. Obviously, any
adequate set of word-formation rules for English will have

to separate stems and prefixes into at least two classes, as
shown in (105) and (106).

(105) (a) ab-, ad-, con-, contva-, de-, in-, intev-, pev-,
pro-, vre-, sub-, tvans-, omni-, equi-, ambi-,
etc.

%®The exact interpretation of the feature [+ASR], when on the right
side of the arrow of a redundancy rule, will be discussed in §10.
Roughly, it can be thought of as a formal device that ensures the applica-
tion of the ASR if its environment is met,
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(b) ~cuss, -ceive, -cide, -cede, -tain, -pose, -mit,
-gress, ~pend, -spect, -late, -fer, -vode, -heve,
ete.

(106) (a) bio-, psycho-, mono-, iso-, hexa-, cata-, pava-,
physio-, tele-, syn-, proto-, etc,

(b) -phone, -gvaph, -gvam, -gon, -spove, -lome,
-log, -phage, -hedvon, -plasm, etc.

Roughly, any prefix in (105a) can be followed by any stem in
(105b), or any prefix in (106a) by any stem in (106b), and a
possible English word will result. However, no words can be
formed if one part is from (105) and the other from (106). To
account for this fact, some feature will be necessary. Let us
therefore, in accordance with etymology, assign to the mor-
phemes in (106) the ad hoc feature [+Greek].

Reconsidering the words that rules (95b) and (104) must
account for, we see that in [+Greek] prefix-stem words,
stress is always retracted in both nouns and verbs. Slome
examples are telephoneNv, telescopeNv, catalong and parva-
phmseNv However, in [-Greek]| words, stress is only re-
tracted in nouns.®® These facts can be accounted for by
reformulating (104) as (107):

0[] - 8] w0 e

+Greek

8This statement is not quite accurate, in a way that I do not see at
present how to remedy. Consider, for mstance the word abstract. W1th
a 3-1 (or 0-1) contour it can be an adjective meaning ‘“not concrete,’
or a verb meaning ‘‘to remove, or steal, from,”’ With a 1-3 contour, it
can be a noun with the meaning “précis, condensation, summary,”’ or
it can be a verb, with the meaning ‘‘to construct an abstract for or of”’
(as in This ]omﬁnql sure did a rotten job in abstvacting my paper ). Other
examples are fo intercepty (‘‘give the intercepts of’’), to pewmtv (““pro-

vide with a permit’’), fo wlzjeszctv (““mark as a reject’’), etc. These
examples, which all “‘feel”” strongly denominal, seem to suggest that
rather than notations like [[ ] ], and [[ ] Iy, what may be necessary is
a notation [ ]lN vj» where the node subscrlpts form an unordered set,
and where some rule or convention will stipulate that the symbol N pre-
dominates. If a subscript set contains N, the word with such a subscript
set will undergo rules referring to nouns, even though it may be func-
tioning syntactically as a verb. I realize, of course, that it is far too
early to propose this or any other formal solution with any confidence, so
the above should be regarded as speculation.
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This rule looks terribly ad hoc until it is '"éo‘rﬁf)arfe‘d‘;;w.imyﬁ
the theoretical machinery that SPE uses to achieve the same’

effect. First, instead of the ad hoc word-formation feature
[+Stem], SPE makes use of ad hoc surface structures like
(103) and of the boundary =. (I will argue in §7.2, in connection
with the rule of Medial Laxing, that this boundary is not only
unnecessary, but that it also actually makes it 1mposs1b1e to
derive the stress contours of such words as preszdent and
thus must be dispensed with in favor of the feature configura-
tion [+Stem -Greek] or possibly [+Stem +Latin].)

Second, while it is indeed ad hoc to mention the feature
[+N] in the environment of (107), there is no non-ad hoc way
for derivations such as that in (101) to be blocked within the
framework of SPE. That is, within the SPE framework,
allowing nouns to be derived from verbs by an additional
pass through the cycle, but not allowing verbs to be derived
from nouns in a parallel fashion, is an ad hoc restriction on
underlying forms that corresponds exactly to my mentioning
[+N] in the environment of (107).

Finally, mentioning the feature [+Greek] in (107) is ad hoc,
but no more so than postulating the structures shown in (108)
in place of any of those shown in (109).

(108) [tele [fon]] inter=kept|,,

[[inter=kept ] ]
(109) (a) [tele [fan]]yy inter [kept] ],y

NV %
[

(b) [tele=f3n]y %mter:kept]V
[

[[tele=f3n] [[inter=kept], ]y

(c) [tele=f3n] inter [kept]q]
[[tele=f5n]],

The underlying representations in (109a) will yield 1-3 con-
tours on both the nouns and the verbs. The representations in
(109b) will yield 3-1 contours on the noun felephoney and on
the verb infevcepty, and 1-3 contours on the verb lelephoney
and the noun infercepty. The representations in (109c) will
yield a 1-3 contour on both variants of infevcept and on the
verb telephoney, but a 3—1 contour on the noun lelephoney.
Obviously, it would be easy to increase the number of under-
lying representations in (109), which will yield even more
unattested types of alternation. Of course, I do not dispute
that the representations given in (108) will yield the desired

sy

4
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output, given the rules in SPE, My point is merely that there
is no independent motivation, from the syntax or from any
other part of the grammar, for choosing any one of these
representations over any other. After all, if there canbea
stress cycle on -phone, why can there not be one on -cept?
Thus, the choice of the representations in (108), instead
of any of those in (109), is ad hoc—just as the use of the
feature [+Greek] in the environment of (107) is.

In fact, it seems that although the stress contours of
prefix-stem words are completely predictable, given the
knowledge of whether or not the word is [+Greek] and of what
its syntactic category is, the particular content of the stress
contour (that is, whether the final syllable is stressed and
whether retraction applies) is completely random and unre-
lated to other facts about English stress contours. The
predictability of stress in prefix-stem words is a particular
fact and is not related to other, more general, rules of
stress.” Therefore, I can see no reason to prefer the SPE
analysis, which makes use of ad hoc representations like
those in (103) and (108), over my rule (107), which connects
the MSR and the ASR in an ad hoc way to the features [+Stem],
[+Greek], and [+N]."*

There is one difference, however, between rule (107) and
the analysis in SPE that seems, despite the ad hocness of
both, to clearly motivate choosing the former over the latter.
If the noun intercdpty is to be derived from the verb by an
extra Jpass through the cycle, what is to prevent the verb
telephonev from being derived in a parallel fashion from the
noun telephoneN? If this is allowed, such incorrect deriva-
tions as that in (110) will result,

(110) Base form: [[tele[fan] ]\ ]y
MSR (eii) 1
MSR (ci) 1 2
MSR (ci) 1 3
SAR 1 4
Other rules  *[t&18£3n]

"This claim is somewhat too strong. That the environment of rule
(107) contains the feature [+N] is related to a more general phenomenon,
which will be discussed in §9.

"One disturbing feature of rule (107) does require comment, namely,
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The reason that the vowel of the last syllable of the derived
member of the noun-verb pair felephone will undergo Vowel
Reduction is discussed by Chomsky and Halle on page 107,
in connection with the noun déleg&teN (Obviously, the 1ncor-
rect derivation in (110) would not be affected if the noun
telephone were assumed to be deverbal,) I will discuss the
SPE analysis of this word in detail in §6.6. Here, suffice
it to say that, unless the underlying representation in (110)
is ruled out on some ad hoc basis, the analysis in SPE will
produce an incorrect 1-0 contour on the derived member of
the noun-verb pair for telephone. Again, let me emphasize
that this difficulty cannot be satisfactorily sidestepped by
disallowing underlying representations of the form [[X]]y,
which would, however, have the correct results, in that 1t
would prevent (98), (101), and (110). The question would still
have to be faced as to why [[X]v] representations gre ad-
missible, if [[X]N] representatlons are not. Until that ques-
tion had been given a satisfactory answer, 1t could not be
(lzlalmed that the stress contrast between mtercez,')tv and
mterceptN had been explained—since the proposed account
would depend on the ad hoc prohibition of one of two kinds
of underlying representation, each of which seems equally
well motivated, syntactically or intuitively.

Note that if cyclical rules are prohibited from applying
below the level of word boundames the d1ff1cu1ty occasioned
by the incorrectness of the form *telephonev vanishes., Both
the noun and the verb forms of telephone can be derived as
in (111).

(111)  Base form: /tele+f5n/
+Greek
+Stem ]

Rule (107) -case (b)]
[+ASR

MSR (f) 1

ASR 1 2

SAR 1 3

Other rules [telef%wn]

I conclude, therefore, not only that the stress contrasts in
(92d) cannot be taken to provide evidence for case (c) a,nd for

th% cycle, but also that the impossibility of excluding *tele -

the fact that its environment essentially repeats the environment of
phoney, on a principled basis, actually argues against allowing

case (f). I have not been able to find a way to remedy this obvious defect.
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cyclically ordered rules to apply below the level at which
word boundaries are reached in English.

6.5. Let us turn now to the contrast shown in (92e),
stelz'reoscgpe—kale%doscgpe, which SPE accounts for as in
(112), using case (c) and the transformational cycle.

(112)

(a) Base form [stere+o[skdplly (b) [kV1id+a[skap]g ]y
MSR (eii) 1 1
MSR (ci) 1 2 MSR (cii) 1 2
SAR 1 3 . 1 3

3 - -
Other rules [stériysskowp] [kaliydeskowp]

Recall that there is a rule, the ASR, which has the function
of retracting stress one, two, or three sylllables that we could
make use of to derive the stress on stereoscope. However,
whereas the ASR does not normally retract stress three
syllables, trisyllabic retraction is mandatory for all words
consisting of a prefix plus a stem when the prefix is any one
of those in (113).

(113)  stereo-, idio-, helio-, entevo-, hetevo-, helic_o—,
hagio-, sidevo-, biblio-, physio-, cinema -, cavdio-,
vadio-, utevo-, dolicho-, polio-, (en)cephalo-,
audio-, etc.™

On the other hand, disyllabic retraction is r}landa;cory for
the prefixes in (114), as such words as tonsilloscope and
daguewotf)pe indicate.

(114) galvano-, oscillo-, polavri-, tonsillo-, pupillo-,
spinthavi-, praxino-, daguevvo-, chromato-, etc,

Note that both these sets of words have penultimate sylla-
ples that end (phonetically) in weak clusters, unless the
relevant syllable precedes a vowel, in which case the Tensing

"1t is perhaps wor;th noting that almost all these prefixes end in the
subsequence V[-obs] V, and that most of the words in (87). also h‘ave
subsequences of this form following primary stress. This is possibly
of significance, since V[-obs]s V is exactly the type of two-vowel subse-
quence that can be used to filla W position in Chaucer’s iambic meter,
as has been pointed out by Halle and Keyser (1967). And, as Chomsky
and Halle observe (p. 78), ““[The ASR] produces alternations of stressed
and unstressed vowels. It is thus one of the factors contributing to the
frequently observed predominance of iambic rhythms in English.”
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Rule applies (as in stereo-, vadio-, etc.). Therefore, it is not
clear how it can be claimed that stress retraction is governed
by the principle of the RSR. Chomsky and Halle consider
these forms on page 104, in footnote 56, where they again
suggest inserting an ad hoc morpheme boundary in the forms
of (113), but not in those of (114). They formulate case (c)
in such a way that the ‘“morpheme’’ /+0+/ can be disregarded
along with the final stressed syllable, when stress is re-
tracted by this case. As I have argued above, I can see no
difference between such a solution and the one for the Bein-
Pein contrast, which Chomsky, Halle, and Lukoff rejected, and
I think correctly so, in 1956. Both solutions are equally
suspect, and a theory that excludes on a principled basis
representations like /bayn/ versus /bffayn/ must also exclude
ones like /stere+o+sk3p/ versus /tonsilo+skdp/. The last
of these representations is especially suspect, in light of the
existence of the word fonsil, which clearly indicates that there
must be a morpheme /+o+/ in tons%llosci%pe. Nor is a second
analysis, mentioned in footnote 56 by Chomsky and Halle,
possible, namely, the device of entering the prefixes in (114)
in the lexicon with geminate consonants. While such an ad hoc
representation can be made to work for a representation like
/tonsill/, that is, for an MSR whose environment for case (b)
ends in C,, it cannot be made to work if C, is replaced by Cy,
as I have argued is necessary. /1l1/1is not in Cp, and the
underlying representation /tonsill/ could only be stressed
by case (f), yielding, eventually, *tbnstl or *tdnsil, instead of
the desired tonsil, depending on whether stress retraction
occurs. Nor is the third possibility entertained by Chomsky
and Halle, in footnote 95 on page 138, viable. There they
suggest marking the final vowel of the words in (113), though
not of those in (114), with the feature [+D], which case (c) is
formulated to disregard. This solution, however, will entail
postulating two otherwise identical ‘‘morphemes,’”” which
differ only in the marking on the feature [+D]. In words like

hélicoscdpe, the morpheme/i;;/would appear (cf. helix),

whereas in tons%lloscta)pe the plain morpheme /+9+/ would
appear. This solution also seems intolerable to me.

I see no reason to register the fact that stress retraction
onto such prefixes as those in (113) and (114) is unpredictable
elsewhere than on the retraction rule itself, All the facts will
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be accounted for if the prefixes in (113) are marked minus
for the general redundancy rule, (115), which specifies that
all words are [-case (3)] of the ASR.

(15) [ 1~ [-case (3)]

Stress will be retracted three syllables when the ASR applies
to words beginning with one of these prefixes, or when it
applies to the monomorphemic words in (87a), which are also
[-115] (since case (3) of this rule becomes applicable first,
being the longest of the set of three d1SJunct1ve1y ordered
rules). That is, the derivation of stéveoscdpe would proceed
as shown in (116)

(116) Base form /steri\uf+sk5p/
[-115]
Rule (115) DNA
MSR (f) 1
ASR 1 2
SAR 1 3
3
Other rules [stériyaskowp]

Note that in this analysis, it is not possible for stress
to be wrongly retracted three syllables, that is, onto the
first syllable of such words as those in (117).

(117)  kaleido-, laryngo-, ophthalmo-, galacto-, phena-
kisto-, dipleido-, phonendo-, uvethro-, etc.

To see this, recall that (90a) shows that the syllable im-
mediately to the right of the one to which case (3) of the ASR
retracts stress must end in a weak cluster. Because of the
non-existence of such monomorphemic words as *catasi)amn,
even if we were to mark a prefix like kaleido- or laryngo-
with the feature [-115], the ASR could only retract stress
two syllables, because of the way case (3) of the ASR must
be stated. Thus, the derivation of kaleidoscdpe could only
proceed as follows

(118) Base form /kV11dV+skdp/

[-115]
Rule (115) DNA
MSR (f) 1
ASR case (3) DNA
ASR case (2) 1 2
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SAR 1 . 3 .
Other rules [keliydeskowp]

I conclude that contrasts like those in (92e) cannot be used
in support of derivations like those in (116), which involve
case (c) and the cycle. On the one hand, contrasts like those
between the stress-retraction phenomena exhibited by the
prefixes in (113) as opposed to those in (114) cannot be
accounted for in such an analysis without violating the
Chomsky-Halle-Lukoff naturalness condition; on the other
hand, the fact that such prefixes as those in (117) never
retract stress three syllables is a natural consequence of
the way case (3) of the ASR must, on independent grounds,
be formulated. Therefore, it seems perfectly natural to
account for the contrasts in retraction shown in (92e) by
means of the ASR.

6. 6 Let us Jow turn to such pairs as those in (92f),
delegatev—delegateN, which Chomsky and Halle derive as in
(119) (cf. p. 107).

(119) Base forms [delVg®t], [[delVgzt], ]

MSR (eii) 1 1
ASR 1 2 1 2
MSR (di) 1 3
ASR DNA
SAR 1 3 1 4

1 3 1 0
Other rules [delogeyt] [delagat]

That is, Chomsky and Halle predicate the reduction of the
final vowel of delegateN upon the deverbal ‘‘feel’’ of this
noun, requiring it, therefore, to go through the cycle of stress
rules one more time than the more primary verb. The rules,
in particular case (c), are formulated in such a way that this
second pass through the cycle will weaken the stress on the
final syllables of this noun by one degree, which will even-
tually cause it to reduce.

I find this explanation inadequate on three grounds. First,
if a homophonous trisyllabic noun-verb pair ending in -afe
could be found, where the noun was ‘‘felt’”” to be primary,
we would expect the noun to have a 1-3 contour, but the verb,
by hypothesis derived by means of an extra pass through
the cycle, would have a 1-0 stress contour. I know of one
such noun-(denominal)verb pair that is trisyllabic and one
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that is disyllabic. The trisyllabic example is candidate, which
Webster’s Thivd New Intevnational Dictionary lists also as a
possible verb, giving it a 1-3 stress pattern. The disyllabic
case is the verb probate. Both these verbs ‘‘feel’’ clearly
denominal to me; thus, by the rules in SPE, they should
have 1-0 contours. Such a stress contour would be derived
for probatey:

(120) Base form [[pr3b+2t] ],
Rule [158] 1
MSR (cii) 1 2
MSR (cii) T 3
SAR } 4

Other rules *[prowbdt]

Again, it is not 1mportant that all speakers share my intuition
that the verbs candzdate and probate are denominal. The
more important claim that I am making is that no homopho-
nous pair of the following form could exist: [1X3],~[1X0],.
This fact seems to be related somehow to Kiparsky’s obser-
vation, (97), but, at present, it is not colear exactly how,
Note that the problem of excluding *probatev can be reduced
to the problem of excluding the base form in (120). If there
were a principled way of excluding this and, similarly, of
excluding (98a) and the base forms in (101) and (110) (97)
would be explamed as well as the impossibility of *candzdatev
and p'robatev But at present, no way of excluding such forms
exists.

The second objection I have to Chomsky and Halle’s anal-
ysis is that it is far too strong. It predicts that whenever
there is a homophonous verb-noun pair, regardless of which
member is basic, if the basic member exhibits a 1-3 contour,
the derived member will exhibit a 1-0 contour, since it will
undergo a second cycle through the rules. Actually, however,
it is only if the words end in -afe that any reduction can ever
be observed.” To take a word that constitutes a near minimal

1 3 1 0 . 1 3 1 3
pair with delegatey—delegatey, consider dynamitey—dynamiten,
both of which I assume to derive from an underlying
/dingemo+it/,™ and both of which exhibit a 1-3 stress contour.

1 3 1 0
"3I will take up such contrasts as documenty~documentyin §6.7 below.
"Here I make the further assumption, on which nothing depends, that
the final o of dynamo will be deleted by the rule of Vowel Drop (cf. fn. 38
above).
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In fact, in verb-noun or adjective-noun pairs ending in /Vt/
(for all other vowels for which I have been able to find exam-
ples), if one member has a 1-3 stress so does the other
Sc1>me examples are pfrlostztuteNv, plamchuteNv, creosloteNv,
boycotth, umlauth, thermostath, alphabeth, and countev-
féitnya

Another near minimal contrast is the noun-verb pair
VenegadeN—renegadev, both of which presumably derive from
the underlying form /renig+®d/ (cf. venege). In fact, regard-
less of the final vowel and the final consonant, I have found
no examples, aside from words in -agte, in which one member
of a homophonous pair can exhibit a 1-3 contour and the other
a_1-0 contour. Some examples of the lack of th1s contrast are

1 3 1 3 1 1

sacrzfzceNv, compromzseNv handzcapNv, suic zdeNV, toma—
hawkyy, catalogNV, pantomzmeNv, gmllotmeNv, mamcmfeNV,
and ridicilleny. Nor do words ending in more than one conso-
nant, except for -ment (cf. §6.7 below), ever exhibit reduction
in one member of a homographous pair, as is 1nd1cated by
such examples as boomemnng, somersaultNV, mamfesth,
aquatthv, countefrpothv, and clwalancheNv. Despite all these
pairs, the rules in SPE would produce a reduced vowel in the
final syllable of the derived member, whichever member
of the pair this was chosen to be.

In one other respect the SPE analysis of the contrast in
(92f) is too strong. Consider the verb-noun dicfate. Assuming
the verb to be basic, in line with my intuition (but note that
nothing would be changed with the reverse assumption), and
given the rules in SPE, we would expect the following deriva-
tions:

(121) (a) Base form [dikt+®t],, [[dikt+&t]| ]

(b) Rule [158] 1 1
MSR (cii) 1 2 1 2
MSR (cii) 1 3
SAR 1 3 1 4
Other rules [diktséyt] *[dlktSt]

The rules in SPE predict that the stress reduction manifested
in derived trisyllabic forms like delegateN should also turn
up in derived disyllabic forms. In fact, however, reduction
is limited to words of at least three syllables, as the following
examples, all of which have 1-3 contours in both members
of the pair, clearly show.
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1
(122) pwl)stwsztev As ﬁltwszteVN, tmlmcc%tev As giwazte va, man-
datexys clstriteyna, vebiteyy

I know of no disyllabic pairs in -ate whose final vowel exhibits
an [8y]~[a] alternation.

Summing up, it seems that the stress contrast in (92f)
cannot be attributed to the operation of rules or processes
of wide generality. First of all, as the pair candidateyy
shows, denominal verbs never exhibit 1-0 contours: as far
as I know, the reductjon ig limitecli to Jouns and aldject%ves.
Second, pairs like d;lmam%teNv, rvenegadeyy, and aquatininy
show that the reduction only affects pairs ending in /&t/.
Finally, words like those in (122) show that the process
must be restricted to words with three or more syllables.
All these facts find expression in rule (123).

(123) +voc

-back
-tns 1
+low - [—stresS] /VCOVCO— t#]
+tns NA

3 Stress

There is a class of nouns ending in the morpheme ~ate,
which is preceded by a noun denf)tingaa rol{a or a osition,
such as shltamazte, ep%scopate, principate, patriarchate, and
céliphcazte, many of which do not1 undéargo rule (123) (but 1cf.
the alternative pronunciations sultanate and the words con-
sulate and pwotector&te, which must undergo rule (123)). In
general, this morpheme -ate would be marked [— 123]. Fur-
thermore, there is a chemicall a.nd3 biolt)lgiqalsaff}7§ -ate, as in
silicate, vanadate, ci)amszte, pectinate, fibrillate,” and petio-
léte, that would also be marked [-123]. Except for these
cases, the rule appears to be fairly gltengral.a Thelonly
real exceptions I know ?f aresthe nouns billingsgate, survo-
gite, chmdidite, and magistrate, although the last two can
optionally undergo the rule and be assigned 1-0 contours.
(See SPE, p. 107, fn. 62, for further discussion.)

Thus, the stress contrasts in (92f), like those in (92c)—
(92e), provide evidence neither for case (c) nor for the cycle.
Unless such underlying forms as those in (120) and (121) can

"This word can be pronounced with a 1-0 contour. It would therefore
have to be marked as being able to optionally undergo rule (1186).
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be ruled 0111t on a prinlciplgd basisl, the e>§istence of such
pairs as dynamiteny, venegadeny, compromiseny, and of the
words in (122) constitutes strong counterevidence against
formulating case (c) so that a final syllable with [2 Stress]
will allow for stress to be retracted, as is proposed in SPE,
pages 107-108. I suggest, therefore, that case (c) be re-
stricted so that it retracts stress only when [1 Stress] has
been placed upon the final syllable, and that alternations like
those in (92f) be handled by rule (123).® We will see in §7.1
that this rule forms part of a larger process.

6.7. Let us now examine the stress contrasts in (92g).
Chomsky and Halle propose the derivations shown in (124a)
for the verbs and those in (124b) for the related nouns.

"There is one piece of evidence, unfortunately ambiguous, that would
support the SPE analysis of delegate. It concerns the verb cclmfisccazte
and its related adjective, which Webster’s Thivd New International
Dictionary cites either as having a 1-3 contour, or as being pronounced
[kgnflskgt]. The rules in SPE could not account for the former pronuncia-
tion, whereas this would be possible in my analysis, by marking this
word [-123]. However, it is the latter pronunciation that is of more
interest here. I can see no natural way of accounting for this form within
my analysis, but it is exactly what would be predicted from the rules
of SPE, The derivation would proceed as follows.

Base form [[kon=fisk®t], ],
MSR (eii) 1
ASR 1 2
MSR (dii) 2 1 3
SAR 31 4
Rule [118] 0 1 4
Other rules [kSnfiskt]

The important fact to note about this derivation is that it is part (ii) of
case (c) that retracts the stress on the second cycle. The medial
syllable does not end in V[+son]+cns], as specified on p. 138, so it
cannot be assigned the feature [+D], which would allow case (ci) to apply.
Thus, stress is retracted only one syllable, which is what is desired
here,

Although this pronunciation of the adjective confiscate clearly supports
the SPE analysis, instead of one based on rule (123), it is the only word
I know of that does so; and since I see no way for the SPE fmalysis to
avoid such forms as *cclmdidatev, *rénegcozdev, *cémpromise, *dict&te, ete.,
I have chosen to keep rule (123) in the grammar, even though I am unable

. 1 1 . 3 ;
to derive confiscatep and confiscatey from the same underlying form,

Note, however, that rule (123) can account for dész‘gn&teN, which has no
natural analysis within SPE.
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(124)

(a) Base form [dokument],, [torment],,
MSR (eii) 1 1
ASR 1 2 DNA
Rule [120] 2 1
SAR } 3 3 1
Other rules [dikyomént] [t3r mént]

(b) Base form  [[dokument], ] [[torment], ]
MSR (eii) 1 1
ASR 1 2 DNA
MSR (di) 1 3 MSR (dii) 1 2
SAR % 4 1 3
Other rules [dikySmént] [tbr mént]

I find this derivation of the noun dbcumént unconvincing.
First of all, the noun, not the verb, ‘‘feels’’ basic. If there
is disagreement about this example, surely there can be
none about the noun-verb pair 7’égimgntN—régiméntv, where
the same contrast can be observed, but where the noun is
clearly basic. Suppose, then, we were to postulate for these
pairs derivations like those in (125), rather than like those
in (124).

(125) Base form [dokument], [[dokument] ],
MSR (bi) 1 1
MSR (eii) 2 1
ASR 1 2
SAR 1 3
L o0 o L 3
Other rules [dikyomant | [dakysment]

This derivation produces exactly the same results, and
yet it makes no use of case (c). Note also that the use of the
cycle is unnecessary. The verb documént can be derived as
in (126).

(126) Base form [dokument],,
MSR (eii) (or (f)) 1
ASR 1 2
SAR 1 3
Other rules [dAkyom&nt]

I see no reason to prefer the derivation of document in (124)
to that in (126), and I conclude that such words cannot be
used in support of either case (c) or the cycle.
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L%t us now turn to the more complex case of tormentv—
toafmentN I have no quarrel with the derivation of the verb
presented in (124a). But there is no necessity to assume the
cyclical derivation of the noun shown in (124b)., Assume that
torment has assigned to it the feature [-case (b)] in the
lexicon. As was pointed out in §3.2 above, such features are
necessary in order to distinguish dialects that assign a 1-3
contour to Oregon from those that have a 1-0 contour.”” That
words ending in /nt/ must also be able to be stressed by
case (b) or by case (f) can be seen from such minimal pairs
as sécant-séclnt (both prlonunmatlons are given in Kenyon
and Knott) or f07’mant—fo1fmant If, therefore, we enter
torment in the 1ex1con W1th the feature [-case (b)], the deriva-
tion of the pair townentv—tormentN will proceed as in (127).

(127)  (a) Base form [torment],, (b) [torment]y

-case (b) -case (b)

+ASR +ASR
Rule (95a) -ASR™ DNA
MSR (£) 1 1
ASR DNA 1 2
Rule [120] 2 1 DNA
SAR 3 1 1 3
Other rules  [t3rmént] [tbrmént]

Chomsky and Halle do not discuss this fact in any detail,
but for verbs which end in /nt/ there are four other possible
combinations of stress contours in noun-verb pairs. All five
possibilities are shown in (128).

(128) (a) to'rmentv—tormentN Cf also augmentv—aug-
méntn, allyv—allyN, alloyv-alloyN, sm’veyv—
smfvéyN, ete.

"The interesting discussion on pp. 175-176 concerning the tenseness
of the vowels of child and children indicates the necessity of postulating
rule features that refer to particular branches of rule schemata, although
Chomsky and Halle, to the best of my knowledge, never discuss any cases
of exceptions to a branch of the MSR.

"As will be discussed in greater detail in §10, I will assume that
redundancy rules like (95a) can change the specifications of idiosyn-
cratically assigned rule features. Thus, the lexical feature [+ASR] that
appears in the entry for torment will become [-ASR], by rule (95a), when
this form appears as a verb.
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1 3 1 3
(b) commenty—commenty. Cf. also clzmbftshVN, by~
cdttyn, deli, ima 2bé: mp?
LyN, gevn, climaxvn, rebateyy, umpireyy,
tﬂumphVN, ete.
1 0 1 4]
(¢) warvanty~warvanin. Cf. also chélidngeyy
(d) ZO ; 1 t lO 1 0,,1 0 1
amenty — m;zenltN. Cf. a%sc; attackvn, arrestyn,
1 3
pollzcevN, veprieveyn, 1ecavaN, gonsentVN, d(e)-
m3andYN, deb1 tevéq, defeatyy, coquetteyy, etc.
(e) seégrmentv—ngvnentNl. Cf. also fv&gméntv—fwlzg—
meniy, pvesentv—presgnm, ete.

First, let us consider how the rules I have proposed above
could generate this set of related stress configurations. I
have already shown in (127) how I would propose to generate
the pairs in (128a), which Chomsky and Halle consider to be
the normal case. In (129) appears the derivation for the
noun~verb pair lgment.

(129) (a) Base form [laement]V (b) [leement]y

-case (b) -case (b)

-ASR -ASR
MSR (£) 1 1
ASR DNA DNA
Rule [120] DNA DNA
Other rules [1Smént] [18mént]

The analysis of this type of verb-noun pair within the
framework of SPE differs only trivially: where the words
of (128d) are marked [-ASR] in my analysis, they would be
marked [-case (c)] in the analysis of SPE,

For the words in (128e), I would propose the following
derivations,

(130) (a) Base form [segment],  (b) [segment]
Rule (95a) -ASR DNA )
MSR (£) 1 MSR (b) 1
ASR DNA DNA
Rule [120] 2 1 DNA
SAR 3 1 DNA
Other rules [sdgmént] [ségm8nt]

Words like the above could be derived in a number of ways
by the rules in SPE. Probably the most natural would be to
assume the noun to be basic, which ‘‘feels’’ correct to me,

—
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and to assume an extra cycle in the derivation of the verb.
Thus, the derivation of the noun ségm?th would be exactly
the same as that shown in (130b), while the verb would be
derived as shown in (131):

(131) Base form [[segment]],
MSR (b) 1
MSR (e) 2 1
Rule [120] 2 1 (applies vacuously)
SAR 3 1
Other rules [sdgmént]

The only way in which SPE can derive such words as
those in (128b), however, is shown in (132)., (This problem
is discussed on p. 140 of SPE.)

(132) (a) Base form  [[koment]. ], (b) [[koment] ],

MSR (e) 1 1
MSR (c) T 2 12
SAR 1 3 } 3
Other rules [kimnt] [kdmént]

In other words, the fact that noun and verb are homophonous
is accounted for by deriving both in exactly the same way,
from an underlying stem. There is, however, no syntactic
justification for postulating, in surface structure, a node
Stem above comment, but not above torment, lament, or
segment. Thus, this derivation constitutes another violation
of the Chomsky-Halle-Lukoff naturalness condition, if this
condition is strengthened appropriately, so that it not only
forbids the ad hoc use of junctures but of any other syntactic
information as well,

I propose, instead of the above derivations, which Chom-
sky and Halle admit are artificial, the following analysis:

(133) (a) Base form [koment], (b) [koment]y

-case (b) -case (b)

+ASR +ASR

[-95a] [-95a]
Rule (95a)" DNA DNA
MSR (f) 1 1
ASR 1 2 1 2
SAR 13 13
Other rules [ka%lm%nt] [kém%nt]
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The important feature of this account is the assumption
that lexical items can be marked so that they do not undergo
a general redundancy rule., This assumption seems abun-
dantly justified, independently of how words like those in
(128b) are to be accounted for. Thus, for instance, such words
as hoax, traipse, Yoicks, etc., must be marked [-Rule [8]], the
rule that specifies that only dental clusters can be preceded
by tense vowels (cf. SPE, p. 172 ff.), Furthermore, the words
in (87a) and the prefixes in (113) are exceptions to the general
rule (115), which specifies that words do not normally
retract stress three syllables. Therefore, in their lexical
representations these forms will be marked [-115]. They
will, exceptionally, retract stress three syllables.

Likewise with comment: while most verbs do not retract
stress, as rule (95a) stipulates, verbs like those in (96b)
do, so that they will have to be marked [-95a] in addltlon to
bemg marked [+ASR].” The derivation of the noun comménty
will not require reference to the former feature, as rule (95a)
affects only verbs and adjectives, 80 that this derivation
will exactly parallel that of the noun tormentN However, for
the verb commenty, the feature [-95a] will prevent rule (95a)
from applying, as it did in the derivation of the verb tgfrméntv,
which will change the feature [+ASR] to [-ASR]. Thus, the
der1vat1on for commént as a verb will exactly parallel that of
commént as a noun: the ASR will apply in both derivations.

F1na11y, I would assume that the derivation of such forms
as waa’mntVN is exactly parallel to the derivation of com-
mentVN, except that whereas rule (49), Destressing, idiosyn-
cratically does not work for comment, it does work for
warvant. This fact would have to be reflected either in the
presence of a feature [-49] in the lexical representation of
comment or in its segmental makeup, possibly by deriving
it from a form with a geminate nasal, or even from the
representation /KoN=ment/ that is suggested on page 141 of
SPE. (I disregard here the problem of =; see §7.1.)

" have not come to any conclusion as to whether it is more normal
for disyllabic nouns to retract stress by the ASR than not to retract it.
Hence, I have been marking lexical items both [+ASR] (e.g., comment and
torment) and [-ASR] (e.g., lament, police). Eventually, of course, only
one of these marks will be necessary. However, since I cannot see how
any points I will discuss would be affected by either choice, I have left
it open for the present.
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As far as I can see, there is no possible solution within
the framework of SPE to the problem of assigning a 1-0
contour to the verb warvant that does not involve postulating
the existence of a rule like (49). Thus, the forms in (128¢c)
constitute evidence of the strongest kind for the existence
of this rule,

To summarize this discussion of the stress poss1b111t1es
of disyllabic verbs in /nt/, it appears that three of the five
possible stress alternations—namely, those in (128a), (128d),
and (128e)—can be handled equally well within the analysis
of SPE or within my reanalysis. However, the derivations
provided by SPE of verbs like those in (128b) and (128c) are
clearly artificial, in comparison to those within the reanal-
ysis.

There is stronger evidence for reanalyzing: within the
framework of the reanalysis it is possible to provide a formal
explanation for one fact that is a consequence of (97):* the
lack of noun-verb pairs like *polzceN—polzceV. Recall that
there is no non-ad hoc way for SPE to exclude such under-
lying representations as the one shown in (101), which will
produce the 1mposs1b1e stress alternation,

How can *polzceN—polzcev be excluded within my reanal-
ysis? It is excluded simply because there can be no under-
lying representation provided for such a pair. If either
member of a verb-noun pair exhibits retraction, the form
must be marked [+ASR] in the lexicon.1 Sﬂince the verb we are
trying to find a representation for—z¢o police—has, by assump-
tion, a 1-3 contour, the form police would have to be marked
[+ASR], like torment and comment. In addition, since it is
the verb in which retraction occurs, police would have to be

- marked [-95a]. Note that the first of the features we have

had to postulate to derive the 1-3 contour on policey, namely,

®As I said, I consider (97) to be a very deep observation about English
stress, and there are other stress alternations it allows for which I have
been able to find no explanation. Note, for instance, such pairs as
(lzttrib&teN—attﬁbzitev; ar%thmgtch—érithméticA. These forms are dis-
cussed in SPE, on p. 159, and on p. 88, fn. 41, respectively, but no
explanation is provided for why the noun’s primary stress is further
to the left than that of the verb or adjective. Thus, note that nothing
prevents SPE from postulating a [[ ]j], structure for attribute, instead
of the [[ ], ] structure shown on p. 159, but such a structure would yield
precisely the wrong results.
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the feature [+ASR], already precludes the possibility of
deriving a noun in which stress retraction does not take
place from the same underlying form: any form marked
[+ASR] in the lexicon will undergo stress retraction unless
it can undergo rule (95a), which can change [+ASR] to [-ASR].
But only verbs and adjectives are affected by rule (95a): thus,
if the lexical entry for police has the feature [+ASR], the
associated noun must have a 1-3 contour.

Expressed differently, there are only four logically pos-
sible combinations of the plus and minus values for the
features [ASR] and (95a). These are shown in (134), and
following each logical possibility is a verb that has this fea-
ture configuration,

134 a +ASRW td rméntv—tclwméntN
( +95a |
(b) +g‘§§ comménty—comménty
i :ASR ) 0 0 1
(c) +95a laméntv—la menty
(d) :‘g‘gf laménty —lament g

The important thing to notice is that the distinct feature
bundles in (134c) and (134d) characterize exactly the same
classes of items: if a form is already marked [-ASR] in the
lexicon, it makes no difference whether it undergoes rule
(95a), which will vacuously reassign the feature [-ASR] to it.
Thus, these two features allow for only three main classes
of pairs: pairs like (128a) (fovrment); pairs like (128b) and
(128c) (comment and warvant, respectively), which only differ
from one another in the applicability of Destressing to the
output of the ASR; and pairs like (128d) (lament). The exis-
tence of the type of stress contrast shown in (128e) (segment)
is limited to verbs in /nt/; this limitation allows the possibility
of case (b) assigning stress for the noun and case (f) for the
verb, which is not germane to the present discussion and is
a minor phenomenon in any case. There is no combination
of the two features [+ASR] and [+95a] that could produce a
pair like *pol%ceN—pcl)l?cev The fact that such pairs appear
not to exist (but cf. fn, 61) is thus explained in my reanaly81s

Therefore since the contrast between documentv and
dbcuménty can be handled naturally without making use of
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case (c) and the cycle, and since the SPE analysis of
tormentv—townentN not only leads to unacceptably artificial
derivations for verb-noun pairs like cémméntv—cbmmentN
but also can prov1de no explanat1on for the nonexistence of
such pairs as *polzceN—polzcev, I conclude that the forms
in (92g) cannot be construed as providing evidence either for
case (c) or for the cycle. In fact, the nonexistence of such
pairs as the latter must be taken as constituting counter-
evidence to the claim that cyclically ordered rules can apply
below the level of word boundaries,

6.8, Let us now briefly consider the claim that case (c)
is involved in the derivation of the words in (92h), Chomsky
and Halle discuss such contrasts as %llustmte—zllustmte on
page 155 of SPE, suggesting there that the two forms Dbe
derived as shown in (135).

(135)

(a) Base form /ilustret/  (b) /ilustr+&t/
Rule [158] DNA Rule [158] 1
MSR (eii) 1 MSR (cii) 1 2
ASR 1 2
SAR 1 3 SAR 1 3

1o 3 0.1 3
Other rules [Ilastréyt] Other rules [alastréyt]

Rule [158], it will be recalled, only assigns stress to final
tense affixes; by postulating that illustvate, with a 1-0-3
contour, contains no affix, Chomsky and Halle can block the
application of rule [158] and assign final stress by case (e),
after which the ASR will retract stress to the initial syllable,
In order to assign a 0-1-3 contour, as in (135b), it is only
necessary to consider -ate to be an affix, thus triggering the
sequence of rules [158] and case (c).

It should be obvious that this account is somewhat artifi-
cial. First, it depends upon the existence of rule [158], whose
only other function is to make it unnecessary to refer to a
rule feature [+ASR] in accounting for contrasts like that
between (17) and (18). Second, however illusivate is to be
stressed, its relationship to the words luster and lustvous
would have to be shown. This relationship suggests that the
only possible underlying representation is /iN=lustr+&t/,®

®In §7.1, I will argue that the = boundary in /ed=umbr+®t/ and
/®d=grend+iz/ be replaced by +.
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Similarly, the word adumbmge—which can be pronounced
either [;}edambr%yt] or [3dbmbréyt], since this word presum-
ably contains the morpheme /umbr/ (cf. umbrella, penumbra,

umbriferous)—can only be represlented 3by /wd:un?brw'ét/ .
Whether aggrandize is pronounced [egrondayz] or [ogrendiyz],

if it is to be related to grand, both of its pronunciations must
derive from the same form: /=d=grend+iz/. It does not
seem plausible to assume that the different pronunciations of
these forms are directly traceable to independently motivated
structural differences in their underlying forms. Rather,
such words must differ somehow in the features that deter-
mine which rule of stress retraction will apply to them.

I agree with Chomsky and Halle that it is case (c) that
is responsible for the stress retraction in examples like
(92h). The clearest indication thlat3 this is1 thae case is ;che
nonexistence of such words as *titillate, *atomize, *juvenile,
etc., in which stress has been retracted to a penult that ends
in a weak cluster. Also, there appears to be some regularity
linking the applicability of case (c) with the presence of a
stressed affix. The relationship, however, is not as direct
as is claimed in SPE. In particular, I feel that when aggrvan-
dize is pronounced with a 1-0-3 contour, this pronunciation
occurs in spite of the fact that it is trimorphemic, according
to which one would expect it to exhibit a 0-1-3 contour
on the basis of the indirect regularity linking stressed affixes
to case (c). Therefore, when pronounced with a 1-0-3 con-
tour, aggrandize will have to be marked with a rule feature.
I will defer, however, until §6.9 below a precise statement
of how case (c) is to be avoided formally in such cases.

6.9. Chomsky and Halle account for the contrasts exem-
plified in (92i) as shown in (136).

(136)

Base form [[ed=viz]3r+y], - [[promis],3r+y],
MSR (eii) 1 MSR (ei) 1

MSR (ai) 71 MSR (ai) 2 1
MSR (cii) 1 2 MSR (cii) 1 2
[118] 1 0 [118] DNA

SAR DII\IA o SAR 11 s o
Other rules [3dviyzs1y] Other rules [pramds3riy]

This analysis I find essentially correct, except that I see no
need to assume the existence of two passes through cyclically
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ordered rules in these derivations. That is, I would propose
that the stress contours on the forms in (92i) be derived by
one pass through the rules, as indicated in (137). '

(137)

Base form /sed+viz+3r+i/® /promise+5r+i/®
Vowel Drop®* [0)
MSR (bi) 1 MSR (bi) 1
MSR (cii) 1 2 MSR (ci) 2
[118] 10 SAR 1 3
o, L o0 1 o 30
Other rules [adviyza'iy] Other rules [pramas3riy]|

Ais Chaomsky and 1Hallespoint out, the contrast between con-
Jfiscatory and anticipatory exactly parallels the contrast in
(137), so that case (c) must be formulated in such a way as
to disregard a preceding -at-. Note that it is not possible
here to make the claim that case (3) of the ASR is retracting
stress for ant%cipat?)'ry, for if one were to mark anticip(ate)
as [-115], the incorrect *anticipate would be derived in
isolation. An even stronger indication that the ASR is not
responsible for the stress retraction in the examples of (92i)
is the word clclzssz'ficat(%ry, in which stress must be retracted
four syllables, an operation the ASR never performs. For
these reasons Chomsky and Halle formulate case (c¢) so that
it disregards not only a preceding -af-, but also a preceding
-ficat-. It is clear, therefore, that there must in fact be
two processes of stress retraction in English, even though
their effects often overlap.

But how do these two types of retraction differ? When
is stress retracted by the ASR, and when by case (c)? If the
arguments I have given in §§6.1-6.7 above are correct, many
words whose stress retraction Chomsky and Halle account for
by case (c) must instead undergo stress retraction by the
ASR. It seems to me that arguments showing conclusively
that case (c) is at work can only be constructed for words like

®] have replaced = by + in these examples. This change will be dis-
cussed in §7.1. Moreover, I assume, instead of the glide suffix /+y/ of
SPE, that the final morpheme in -o7y is a true vowel. This assumption
will be justified in §7.5.

®The final /e/ in the underlying representation of promise will be
deleted by the rule of e-Elision when this verb appears in isolation, as
was discussed in §4.3 above.

84This rule is discussed in fn. 38 above.
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those in (92h) and (92i). What differentiates these cases from
the other examples cited in (92) is the biconditional stated in
(138).

(138) (a) Case (c) only retracts stress from affixes.

(b) Every affix from which stress is retracted has
stress retracted from it by case (c).

Of these two generalizations, the one in (138a) seems to
have the fewest exceptions. Exceptions to (138a) are words
for which stress has only been retracted one syllable, but for
which there is no motivation for postulating an affix. The only
exceptions to this generalization that I have found are listed
in (139).

(139) def&lc&te, huméctate, amortize

3
It might be argued that words like Adirdndick and the other
words in (89) are also counterexamples to (138a). However,
since these words seem to be monomorplllemic, and since
three of them (Ach%llgs, Ulyssés, (neo)synephr%ne) have had
stress retracted to a weak penult,” I would prefer to analyze
these forms as exceptions to case (2) of the ASR, as I pro-
posed in §5.3 above. The fact that (138a) has so few ex-
ceptions appears to me to constitute a significant enough
generalization to formulate case (c) so that it will only be
able to apply to a word that ends in an affix. The words in
(139) will then have to be added to the small number of words
in (89) that are marked [-case (2)]. Thus, when the ASR
applies to the words in (139), it will not assign them the
expected 1-0-3 contour, but rather a marked 0-1-3 contour.

%0f course, to claim that the penults of these words end in /11/, /ss/,
and /ffr/ (or possibly /frr/ or /tfrr/), respectively, is to reduce to near
vacuity the claim that it is case (c) that is responsible for stress retrac-
tion in (89). There is no evidence, aside from stress retraction, that
would support the postulation of underlying geminates. I say ‘‘near
vacuity,” because there is at least one segment, /8/, that seems never
to occur geminated (cf. fn. 9 above). Therefore, one who proposes that
case (c)1 is at wor3k in (89) is making the testable claim that such words
as Achithés [okilyz] should be impossible. Ihave found no such exam-
ples, to be sure, but such a word does not sound ill-formed to me.
Unfortunately, words with three or more syllables, whose last two
syllables have a 1-3 contour, are rare in any event; thus, it seems
impossible at present to demonstrate conclusively that an analysis
depending on geminates must be ruled out.
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What of (138b), the other half of the biconditional? Observe
that the analysis in SPE asserts in effect both of the implica-
tions in (138), as is indicated by the discussion on pages 152-—
155 of SPE. To assert that rule [158] is in the grammar
is to assert that stress can be retracted one syllable in a
word by case (c) only if’® the word ends in a tense affix.
Ad hoc morpheme boundaries must then be inserted into the
words of (139); in addition it must be claimed that such words
as %llustw?ite, &dumbv&te, concentrite, cbnfisc&te, and Orches-
trate have no morpheme boundary before -ate, and therefore
do not contain the morphemes /lustr/, /umbr/, /kentr/,
/tisk/ (cf. fiscal), and /orkestrz/, respectively. I see no
reason to make this additional claim, which I find counter-
intuitive in both respects. Rather, it seems that a more
accurate description can be attained by building (138a) into
the statement of case (c)—that is, by allowing case (c) to
retract stress only from affixes—and then by marking such
forms as concentrdte with the feature [-case (c)].

One question remains: how are the affixes from which
case (c) will eventually retract stress to receive stress?
Chomsky and Halle point out (pp. 34-43 and pp. 98-100) that
given the principles of disjunctive ordering, since case (e)
is a subenvironment of case (c), case (e) must follow case (c)
with which it will be disjunctively ordered. Obviously, there-
fore, since case (c) must retract stress that case (a) assigns,
the ordering case (a)-case (c)—case (e) is fixed. Case (a) and
case (c) will be conjunctively ordered, with the other order-
ings being disjunctive.

Making the minor change necessary to convert this order-
ing into the system of the present analysis is equivalent to
claiming that the ordering of the three cases is case (b)-
case (c)—case (f). That is, assuming that these three cases
are to be formulated as indicated schematically in (140a),
(140b), and (140c), respectively, Chomsky and Halle are pro-
posing essentially the rule stated in (141).

(140) (a) V - [1Stress]/— Co(W) V (Cb)]
() V - [1Stress]/— CoW) + 2]
() V - [1Stress]/— Col

*Excluding, of course, cases where final stress has arisen through
case (a) or through case (e) of an earlier cycle,
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(141) V - [1 Stress] / — Co (W) {:’;Cb)})}

There is, however, a major disadvantage to rule (141):
if case (c) precedes case (f), it will be necessary, by some
rule other than case (f), to assign the stress to such affixes
as -oid, from which stress is always retracted by case.(c),
or to -ate, which case (c) sometimes retracts stress from.
Chomsky and Halle are therefore forced to stress these
affixes before the MSR by their rule [158], which, as was
pointed out above, has the defect of being, in essence, a dupli-
cation of case (f). Moreover, there are many similarities
between case (c) and the ASR: both retract stress from a
final syllable (which may be followed by a lax /i/).

I propose, therefore, to reorder the rules of (140): rules
(140a) and (140c), cases (b) and (f) of the MSR, will form one
natural rule, a rule that assigns primary stress to one of the
last three syllables of a word. The MSR can thus retain the
formulation given in (74) above, a formulation that appears
complicated only because of the details of Cy,.

The MSR will be followed by a Retraction Rule, which
will have two cases: the first, which retracts stress in
accordance with the Romance Stress Rule, will retract stress
only from final affixes; the second, which retracts stress
blindly, except for the choice between Case 2 and Case 3 of
the ASR, will apply in all other instances.

As shown in (90) above, these two cases differ only in the
optional inclusion of W in the latter, a fact that allows the
ASR to be notationally collapsed with Case (¢). The resulting
rule appears in (142).

(142) RETRACTION RULE

V- [1 stress]/__ Co ((W) (+C0VC0+)0> VC0< [-ins:l

Ve ) [-cns][wns] )#
0 -tns |{+voc

The term (+CoVCs+)o in the top line of (142) allows for the
stress to be retracted, by the case (c) branch, over any num-
ber of affixes (+wt+ in antzczpatafry, +fik +at+ in clclzsszfzcatory,
+in+ in d%sczplma'ry, etc. None end in more than one C.),
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There is one further point that must be noted in connection
with rule (142). It specifies that the basic choice of type of
stress retraction in English depends upon whether  or not
stress is being retracted from an affix. As the examples in
(143) show, this claim is basically right.

(143) phenomenon—electrg)n
cyan1de—perox1de
anthracfce Smaragdlte
crysta1101d—m011usc01d
1 3 3
asmme elephantme
Gémini-alimni

However, the most productive affix in all of English, -ate,
seems generally to have stress retracted off of 1t by the ASR,
Jlnstead of by the expected case (c¢): cf, concentmte %Zlust'mte
ovchestrate, etc, What is necessary, then, is a redundancy
rule like (144),

(144) +ate ~ [-case (c) branch of (142)]

This concludes, then, my basic reanalysis of stress
assignment and retraction. Primary stress will be assigned
by the MSR (essentially as in (74)) and retracted as specified
by (144) and (142),
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