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Intro

This class deals with

This course revolves around the following question: how is
morpho-syntactic information represented (and computed) in
phonology? More specifically, it aims at introducing the most
important proposals on how to deal with morpho-syntactic
information within a theory of phonology. Each day we treat a
distinct topic focusing on well-known analyses, and highlight both
their strengths and weaknesses.
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Intro

Rough timeline of topics to be covered

Today (and maybe Tomorrow). SPE, Lexical Phonology: the
cycle. Kiparsky (1982), Vaux (2008), Bermúdez-Otero (2011).

Tuesday. The prosodic hierarchy and morphology: Libermann
& Prince (1977), Selkirk (1981), McCarthy & Prince (1996).

Wednesday. Doing morphology within OT: Ra↵elsiefen
(1999), Burzio (1998), Wolf (2016)

Thursday. GP and CVCV-phonology: Kaye (1995),
Lowenstamm (1999), Scheer (2014).

Friday. DM-inspired approaches: Lowenstamm (2014), Newell
(2016), Faust (2014).
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Day 1: SPE and sons

Morphosyntactic conditioning in phonology

Bermúdez-Otero (2011:2019)

85 Cyclicity

Ricardo Bermúdez-Otero

1 Introduction

The phonology of a natural language will often treat the same string differently
according to whether it is wholly contained within a single morph, arises through
a morphological operation like affixation, or straddles the edges of two adjacent
grammatical words. In the generative tradition there is a widespread and long-
standing consensus that such morphosyntactic conditioning effects may come 
about in two ways: representationally or procedurally (Scheer 2008: §3ff.; see 
Table 85.1). Representational morphosyntactic conditioning occurs when phono-
logical processes are sensitive to the presence or absence of certain phonological
objects – boundary symbols in SPE, prosodic categories in most later frameworks
– which are in turn positioned by reference to the edges of morphosyntactic units.
In procedural morphosyntactic conditioning, in contrast, morphosyntax directly
controls the amount of structure visible during a given round of phonological 
computation, either by submitting to the phonology only a morphosyntactic sub-
constituent of a complete linguistic expression (as in the theory of the cycle) or

Table 85.1 Two types of morphosyntactic conditioning acknowledged throughout the
history of generative phonology

Theory Representational effects Procedural effects Sample reference

SPE boundary symbols (+, #) the cycle Chomsky & Halle (1968)

Lexical prosodic units the cycle Booij & Rubach (1984)
Phonology (built by rules) (with levels)

Stratal OT prosodic units the cycle Bermúdez-Otero & Luís 
(controlled by Align) (with levels) (2009)

Classical OT prosodic units OO-correspondence Raffelsiefen (2005)
(controlled by Align)

Lateral empty CV units the cycle (phases) Scheer (2008)
Phonology

TBC_085.qxd  12/17/10  15:56  Page 2019
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SPE

In chapter 3, the phonological cycle is discussed (nota: it has
been introduced by Chomsky, Halle and Luko↵ (1956)).

Main hypothesis: stress is a phonological feature.

“Our attention here will be directed rather to the cyclical
transformational rules that apply in contexts determined by
major syntactic categories�rules that therefore reapply, in
general, at successive stages of the transformational cycle.”
(SPE: 60)

The feature [segment] distinguishes segments from boundaries.
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SPE

(1) Boundaries (chap. 8:364-↵)

a. Formative boundary + (morpheme boundary)
b. The boundary #
c. The boundary =

(2) a. Why are these boundaries important in SPE?

b. Because a number of stress assigning rules make
reference to these boundaries.
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SPE

(1) Boundaries (chap. 8:364-↵)

a. Formative boundary + (morpheme boundary)
b. The boundary #
c. The boundary =

(2) a. Why are these boundaries important in SPE?
b. Because a number of stress assigning rules make

reference to these boundaries.
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SPE

Stress in verbs (SPE:69)
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Day 1: SPE and sons

SPE

Stress in nouns (SPE:71)
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Day 1: SPE and sons

SPE

(3) a. Condition (b) introduces extrametricality in nouns
such as América: the final lax vowel is excluded from
the domain of application of the rule.

b. Note that it is necessary for rule (25) to make
reference to the syntactic category of word in order to
know whether the final lax vowel is excluded or not.
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Day 1: SPE and sons

SPE

Derivational a�xes found in adjectives (SPE:81-82)
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Day 1: SPE and sons

SPE

(4) Condition (a) applies to “an adjective with a monosyllabic
su�x containing a lax vowel.”



Introduction to Interface theories (phonology / morpho-syntax)

Day 1: SPE and sons

SPE

(5) A�x classes, first generalization found in SPE: 84-85:
“Alongside of the a�xes that a↵ect stress placement and
that are subject to condition (a), there are other neutral
a�xes which characteristically play no role in the placement
of stress, for example, the adjective-forming a�xes -y, -like,
-able, -ish and a�xes such as -ing, -past tense, -hood,
-ness, -ly, -wise. We can indicate the fact that an a�x is
neutral by making use of the # boundary [...]”
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Day 1: SPE and sons

SPE

(6) soliloquizing

a. First cycle:
b. Second cycle: -ing is added, condition (e) is prevented

to apply by the qualification below.

c. Surface structure:

Chomsky & Halle need to introduce the following qualification
(SPE: 85):

(7) “X contains no internal boundary #”
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Day 1: SPE and sons

SPE

Crucially, according to Chomsky & Halle:

(8) a. The a�xes that carry # are, to a certain extent,
syntactically distinguished.

b. [...] The derivational a�xes that a↵ect stress
placement are, largely, internal to the lexicon.
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SPE

(51)=Alternating Stress Rule; (52)=Stress Adjustment
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SPE

Given the verbs:

(9) perḿıt, concúr, compél, detér, tansfér

We expect they behave like those in column I in the first table
above, that is like fúrnish, wórship. Chomsky & Halle (1968:94)
claim that “we must identify the complex verbs in some manner
that will account for their exceptional behavior”. This ‘manner’ is
the boundary =, which is distinct from both + and #: [-segment,
-FB, -WB]. These stems and a�xes are neither separate lexical
items, nor independent words. (condition (e) above correctly
assigns stress to these items)

(10) per=ḿıt, con=cúr, com=pél, de=tér, tans=fér
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Brackets vs. boundaries in SPE

Chomsky & Halle (1968:366-↵) claim that “every language has a
boundary characterized by the feature complex:

(11) [-segment, -formative boundary, +word boundary]

This boundary, # appears in the phonological representation as the
result of what they call a general convention (115, p. 366):

(12) Convention (115): The boundary # is automatically
inserted at the beginning and end of every string
dominated by a major category [...]
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Brackets vs. boundaries in SPE

Brackets vs. boundaries: two di↵erent things

(13) Condensation vs. compensation

82 Chap 5: SPE sets the standards for 40 years 

(42) condensation vs. compensation 

 a. condensation 

 [N# [V# condens #]V at+ion #]N

b. compensation 

 [N# [V# compensat #]V ion #]N

Therefore, on the inner cycle, [condéns] receives stress on the second 

vowel (counting from the left margin), while [compensát] is stressed on the 

third vowel. According to Chomsky & Halle, this is the reason why the 

reduction of the e is blocked in condensátion: the vowel was stressed on an 

earlier cycle and is therefore protected. This is not the case for compen-
sátion, whose second vowel has never been stressed. 

Crucial for this analysis is the independent interpretation of the inner 

cycle of [#[#condens#] at+ion#]. The relevant chunk is identified by brack-

ets, but also by boundaries. Chomsky & Halle (1968:370) point out that the 

latter, however, cannot do the job of delineating the inner cycle since the 

right boundary of [#condens#] must be erased. This is because of stress, 

which shifts to the right on the outer cycle: -ation is a stress-shifting (class 

1) suffix. In SPE, the difference between stress-shifting (class 1) and stress-

neutral (class 2) affixes is that the latter, but not the former, come with a # 

boundary (see § 92). This means that the # boundary, which was initially 

inserted between the root and -ation, must be deleted by rule: otherwise 

stress would not shift, and *condéns-ation would be derived. After the 

elimination of the boundary, however, boundary structure cannot identify 

the inner cycle anymore. Therefore, Chomsky & Halle (1968:370) argue, 

"there are instances where word boundaries must be deleted but constituent 

structure maintained."  

Now it could be argued that boundary erasure takes place only after 

the boundary has served for cycle identification, i.e. once the inner cycle 

has been processed. As far as I can see, this option is not considered by 

Chomsky & Halle (1968:370), who merely state that "the elimination of 

internal # […] can be taken care of by a lexical rule which will be auto-

matic with these and various other affixes and which will affect the bound-

ary but not the constituent structure." 

Be that as it may, the fact is that SPE deliberately organises a twofold 

representation of morpho-syntactic structure in phonology: in terms of 

brackets and in terms of boundaries. 

 

These are instances where word boundaries must be deleted but
constituent structure maintained (Chomsky & Halle 1968:370).
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Day 1: SPE and sons

Brackets vs. boundaries in SPE

Scheer (2011:82) writes: “[...], on the inner cycle, [condéns]
receives stress on the second vowel (counting from the left margin),
while [compensát] is stressed on the third vowel. According to
Chomsky & Halle, this is the reason why the reduction of the e is
blocked in condensátion: the vowel was stressed on an earlier cycle
and is therefore protected. This is not the case for compensátion,
whose second vowel has never been stressed.”

As Chomsky & Halle (1968:370) admit, the the right boundary of
[# condens #] must be erased and cannot be the edge of the inner
cycle: the diagnostics is the stress shift.
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Lexical Phonology

Kiparsky (1982:31):

“[...] the derivational and inflectional processes of language can be organized in
a series of levels. Each level is associated with a set of rules for which it defines
the domain of application.”

“[...] the rules of lexical phonology, are intrinsically cyclic because they reapply
after each step of word-formation at their morphological level.”

Level 1: a�xes traditionally associated with + boundary: derivation
su�xes (-al, -ous, -ity, etc.), inflectional su�xes (such as those in kept,
met, hidden, children, teeth, “ablaut”, etc..

Level 2: # boundary derivation and compounding: -hood, -ness, -er,
-ism, -ist, etc.

Level 3: The remaining regular inflection: -ed, -s, etc.
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Lexical Phonology

Kiparsky’s (1982:132-133) structure of the lexicon:
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Lexical Phonology

In Lexical Phonology, there is a misbalance between representation and procedure: the

latter is much more central than the former (see Scheer 2011:123-↵.)

1

Kiparky (among other papers see Kiparsky 1982) participated into the debate on

overgeneration and abstractness set up by post-SPE discussions. The observation

stems from the very well-known cases of English trisyllabic shortening (or laxing) to

which SPE dedicated a specific rule. This rule overgenerates. To avoid such a

problem, Kiparsky first proposed the Alternation Condition:

(14) Obligatory neutralization rules cannot apply to all occurrences of a

morpheme.

The general e↵ect of this rule is to limit the “abstracness” of underlying

representations to cases motivated by phonological alternations. (For instance, be the

relation between tooth and dental : is dent- derived from/ morphologically related to

tooth???)

1

Scheer (2011:123) notes that “[c]yclic derivation (of which Bermúdez-Otero [2011] provides an overview) is

thus a specifically prominent feature of Lexical Phonology, a theory that has shaped its face under the stratal

banner for generations of phonologists.”
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Lexical Phonology

Trisyllabic shortening:

(15) a. opacity, declarative, tabulate
b. opaque, declare, table
c. The rule: V ! [-long] / C

0

V
i

C
0

V
j

where V
i

is not metrically
strong.

d. This rule must be assigned to Level 1.

(16) a. What about these items? nightingale, ivory, Oedipus, Oberon,
stevedore, Goolagong

b. These words must be exempted from undergoing Trisyllabic
shortening.

c. SPE solution: readjustment rules, abstract underlying
representation (/nixtVngǣl/), and ad-hoc rules. Not satisfying
at all!

Kiparsky admits that the original Alternation Condition raises a number of
problems (listed in Kiparsky 1982:148-152).
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Lexical Phonology

Kiparsky (1981:152) proposes a procedural solution: “The germ of truth in the
morphologization idea is that instead of stating a constraint on underlying
representations directly, it should be made derivative of a primary constraint on
the operation of phonological rules, which limits certain rules to ‘derived’
inputs’.

In other words, Kiparsky wants Trisyllabic shortening fail to apply to cases like
nightingale.

Notion of “derived environment”: “An environment is derived i↵ it is produced
either by the concatenation of two morphemes or by the application of a
phonological rule (Scheer 2011:109).

(17) The Revised Alternation Condition
Obligatory Neutralization rules apply only in derived environments
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Lexical Phonology

Trisyllabic shortening is a cyclic rule (see Mascarò’s 1976
dissertation: “derived-envronment only behavior rules”); since
nightingale is underived, Trisyllabic shortening cannot apply.

According to Kiparsky (1982:159), the Revised Alternation
Condition “follows from the Elsewhere Condition under the
assumption [...] that every lexical entry constitutes an identity rule
whose structural description is the same as its structural change”:
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Lexical Phonology

(18) paréntal vs. párenthood (ex. from Scheer 2011:129)The general architecture of Lexical Phonology 129 

(61) párent - parént-al vs. párent-hood in Lexical Phonology 

 parent parént-al párent-hood 

 lexicon  parent parent parent 

level 1 concatenation  — parent-al — 

 stress assignment párent parént-al párent 

 level 2 concatenation — — párent-hood 

 rule application — — — 

 

Since the derivation strictly follows the path lexicon N level 1 N
level 2 without possibility of looping back, class 2 affixes may not come to 

stand closer to the root than class 1 affixes. 

Table  (61) shows that level ordering is needed on the phonological 

side as well: the stress assignment rule is only active at level 1. 

Párent-hood retains stress on the root because the stress rule is absent from 

level 2. Were párent-hood able to go through level 1 after -hood is concate-

nated, *parént-hood would be produced by the reapplication of the stress 

rule.
36

 

148  4.3. Morpheme-specific mini-grammars 

 

149  4.3.1. The stratal perspective supposes selective rule application 

 

An important consequence of strata is the split of phonology into two dis-

tinct computational systems. That is, the stratal model only works if there 

are distinct phonological mini-grammars, one for each stratum: phonology 

1 assesses the string that was concatenated at stratum 1 (and thus contains 

the stem plus class 1 affixes), while phonology 2 interprets the result of the 

concatenation that was made at stratum 2 (see  (62) below). Phonology 1 

and phonology 2 are thus morpheme-specific: they are designed to apply to 

strings that are only made of a subset of morphemes. 

The example under  (61) shows why the stratal approach requires dis-

tinct morpheme-specific mini-phonologies. The class 1 affix -al is concate-

nated at level 1, while the class 2 affix -hood comes in at level 2. In order to 

 
36

 The possibility of looping back to previous levels was actually proposed by 

Halle & Mohanan (1985), together with an inflation of strata for the analysis of 

English. This option unties the bonds that strata are supposed to introduce – it is 

a kind of SPE system in an empty stratal shell that overgenerates as wildly as 

before (see § 144). For that reason, the model has not found many followers: 

McMahon (2000:50ff) provides an overview of the critique. 

(19) a. Interactionism: “the idea of interspersing word formation rules
with phonological rules” (Scheer 2011:127).

b. Morpheme-specific mini-grammars: a central tenet of Lexical
Phonology
(i) Phonology 1 applies at Level 1 once concatenation has

occurred, then phonology 2 applies at Level 2, and so on.
(ii) Each level possesses a specific set of rules.
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Lexical Phonology

(20) Trisyllabic shortening (ex. from Scheer 2011:143)Rule-blocking boundaries are eliminated altogether 143 

(67) Trisyllabic Shortening in Lexical Phonology 

 san-ity maiden-hood  

 lexicon  sejn mejd´n

level 1 concatenation  sejn-ɪtɪ —

Trisyll. Short. sQn-ɪtɪ —

level 2 concatenation — mejd´n-hʊd

rule application — —  

 

Independent diagnostics such as the ability to attach to bound stems 

identify in- as a class 1 affix, while un- is class 2 (in-ert, in-trepid, but

*un-ert, *un-trepid etc., see § 142). In terms of SPE, as before, the # bound-

ary that comes with class 2 un- blocks the application of the nasal assimila-

tion rule. In Lexical Phonology, on the other hand, nasal assimilation is a 

level 1 rule. The contrastive behaviour of the two prefixes follows, as is 

shown under  (68) below. 

 

(68) nasal assimilation in Lexical Phonology 

 im-possible un-predictable  

 lexicon  possible predictable  

level 1 concatenation  in-possible —  

 nasal assimilation im-possible —  

 level 2 concatenation — un-predictable  

 rule application — —  

 

The logic is as before: level 2 affixes escape whatever the process at 

hand (which is thus "blocked") because this process is not active anymore 

by the time they are concatenated. Level 1 phonology underapplies to class 

2 strings. 

In sum, rule-blocking boundaries translate as level 1 rules in a stratal 

environment. 

 

165  6.2. Complete and unintended elimination of boundaries 

 

The previous section has shown that the stratal account of rule-blocking 

boundaries does not mention any boundary anymore. The boundary-

eliminating effect of the stratal architecture is clearly identified in the litera-

ture: Mohanan (1982:24f, 94), Kiparsky (1982a:11, 1982b:131), Halle & 

Mohanan (1985:64), Szpyra (1989:24, 27) and Mohanan (1986) are explicit 

on the fact that boundaries are completely banned from phonological rules 

in Lexical Phonology.. 

(21) Nasal assimilation (ex. from Scheer 2011:143)
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Cyclicity vs. OO-correspondence

Bermúdez-Otero (2011:2040-↵) points out that OO-correspondence is sic et
simpliciter unable to account for opaque stress rules in non-canonical
paradigms such as those of Albanian verbs (Trommer 2006, 2009).

(22) Albanian stress:

2040 Ricardo Bermúdez-Otero

8 Non-surfacing bases in non-canonical paradigms:
Albanian stress

In the examples of morphosyntactically induced misapplication discussed in §6
and §7, the surface bases required by OO-correspondence are unavailable for phono-
logical reasons: a phonological process applies normally in a non-final cycle C, but
the output of C never surfaces transparently, because it is always altered by the
operation of subsequent phonological processes in later cycles. However, the output
of C may also fail to surface unchanged, for purely morphological reasons. This effect
stands out with particular clarity in non-canonical inflectional paradigms, i.e.
paradigms exhibiting phenomena such as deponency, defectiveness, suppletion,
or heteroclisis (Corbett 2007). In such circumstances, the predictions of cyclicity
and OO-correspondence diverge dramatically. Let two words a and b have iden-
tical syntagmatic structures in all relevant respects, but belong to paradigms with
different sets of cells: one canonical, the other non-canonical. The theory of the cycle
predicts that, in the phonology, a and b must exhibit the same effects of procedural
morphosyntactic conditioning (§1), since the course of cyclic derivations depends
on syntagmatic structure alone (Bobaljik 2008: 32; Bailyn and Nevins 2008: 242).
In contrast, OO-correspondence predicts the opposite, as transderivational identity
effects depend on the availability of surface bases. On the basis of evidence from
Albanian, Trommer (2006, 2009) argues that the first prediction is true, the second
false. In this section I briefly summarize Trommer’s argument, omitting his detailed
motivation of the morphological segmentations underpinning the analysis.

Trommer (2004) found that Albanian polysyllabic words bearing no overt
inflection display final stress in either of two cases: (i) if the final syllable is 
headed by a non-mid vowel (i.e. by /i/, /u/, or /a/), as in (39a) and (39b), or
(ii) if the final syllable is both headed by a full vowel (i.e. by a vowel other than
/H/) and closed by a consonant, as in (39b) and (39c)). Otherwise, stress falls on
the penultima, as in (39d) and (39e).

(39) a. [Áu.hH.’si] ‘linguistics’
[a.kH.’ku] ‘here and there’
[7i.’–a] ‘prayer’

b. [a7.’mik] ‘enemy’
[Œi.’fut] ‘gipsy’
[7e.zul.’tat] ‘result’

c. [a.’det] ‘habit’
[pa.’tok] ‘gander’

d. [’ho.le] ‘swing’
[’ba.bo] ‘midwife’
[’hH.nH] ‘moon’

e. [’a.fH7] ‘near’

In word-forms containing overt inflectional markers, however, stress assignment
often misapplies. Consider, for example, the present indicative of a verb with a
canonical paradigm (Table 85.2).

According to Trommer, metrical opacity arises as a consequence of the fact 
that the domain of stress assignment is the stem, not the word: stress is assigned
transparently in stem-level cycles, but is rendered opaque at the word level 

TBC_085.qxd  12/17/10  15:56  Page 2040

Stress is antepenultimate unless: (a) the final syllable is headed by a non-mid
vowel (i.e. by /i/, /u/, or /a/), (b) the final syllable is both headed by a full
vowel (i.e. by a vowel other than schwa) and closed by a consonant.
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Cyclicity vs. OO-correspondence

In word-forms containing overt inflectional markers, however, stress assignment
often misapplies.

Cyclicity 2041

by the addition of inflectional suffixes and by regular internal sandhi at the
stem–suffix juncture.

(40) a. Internal sandhi processes
nn → n
j → Ø / __ h

b. Sample derivations
WL[ SL[fo7mo-j]] WL[ SL[fo7mo-j] SL[he-m]]

SL (stress assignment) [fo7.’moj] [fo7.’moj] [hem]
WL (internal sandhi) — [fo7.’mo.hem]

‘form (act 1sg)’ ‘form (nact 1sg)’

Let us now turn to verbs with non-canonical paradigms. The verb pendohem
‘regret’, for example, exhibits deponency: it lacks a voice alternation, and its 
fixed lexical meaning is expressed by a series of non-active forms (Table 85.3).
Crucially, the absence of non-active forms entails that the location of stress is opaque
throughout the present indicative.

This fits with the predictions of cyclicity: since the single series of forms of 
a deponent verb has the same syntagmatic structure as the non-active series of a
canonical verb, both must display the same pattern of metrical opacity; compare
(40b) and (41).

(41) WL[ SL[pendo-j] SL[he-m]]
SL (stress assignment) [pen.’doj] [hem]
WL (internal sandhi) [pen.’do.hem]

‘regret (1sg)’

In contrast, OO-correspondence seems unable to account for the misapplication
of stress assignment in the present indicative forms of Albanian deponent verbs:
there are simply no suitable surface bases with transparent stress.

Table 85.2 The present indicative of the Albanian verb formoj ‘form’ (nact denotes
‘non-active’)

UR SR opaque stress?

act sg 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j]] [fo7.’moj] no
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n]] [fo7.’mon] no
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n]] [fo7.’mon] no

pl 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[mH]] [fo7.’moj.mH] no
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n] Affix[ni]] [fo7.’mo.ni] yes: *[fo7.mo.’ni]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[nH]] [fo7.’moj.nH] no

nact sg 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-m]] [fo7.’mo.hem] yes: *[fo7.mo.’hem]
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-œ]] [fo7.’mo.heœ] yes: *[fo7.mo.’heœ]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-t]] [fo7.’mo.het] yes: *[fo7.mo.’het]

pl 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-mi]] [fo7.’mo.he.mi] yes: *[fo7.mo.he.’mi]
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-ni]] [fo7.’mo.he.ni] yes: *[fo7.mo.he.’ni]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-n]] [fo7.’mo.hen] yes: *[fo7.mo.’hen]
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(23) Opacity arises as a consequence of the fact that the
domain of stress assignment is the stem, not the word

Cyclicity 2041

by the addition of inflectional suffixes and by regular internal sandhi at the
stem–suffix juncture.

(40) a. Internal sandhi processes
nn → n
j → Ø / __ h

b. Sample derivations
WL[ SL[fo7mo-j]] WL[ SL[fo7mo-j] SL[he-m]]

SL (stress assignment) [fo7.’moj] [fo7.’moj] [hem]
WL (internal sandhi) — [fo7.’mo.hem]

‘form (act 1sg)’ ‘form (nact 1sg)’

Let us now turn to verbs with non-canonical paradigms. The verb pendohem
‘regret’, for example, exhibits deponency: it lacks a voice alternation, and its 
fixed lexical meaning is expressed by a series of non-active forms (Table 85.3).
Crucially, the absence of non-active forms entails that the location of stress is opaque
throughout the present indicative.

This fits with the predictions of cyclicity: since the single series of forms of 
a deponent verb has the same syntagmatic structure as the non-active series of a
canonical verb, both must display the same pattern of metrical opacity; compare
(40b) and (41).

(41) WL[ SL[pendo-j] SL[he-m]]
SL (stress assignment) [pen.’doj] [hem]
WL (internal sandhi) [pen.’do.hem]

‘regret (1sg)’

In contrast, OO-correspondence seems unable to account for the misapplication
of stress assignment in the present indicative forms of Albanian deponent verbs:
there are simply no suitable surface bases with transparent stress.

Table 85.2 The present indicative of the Albanian verb formoj ‘form’ (nact denotes
‘non-active’)

UR SR opaque stress?

act sg 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j]] [fo7.’moj] no
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n]] [fo7.’mon] no
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n]] [fo7.’mon] no

pl 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[mH]] [fo7.’moj.mH] no
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n] Affix[ni]] [fo7.’mo.ni] yes: *[fo7.mo.’ni]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[nH]] [fo7.’moj.nH] no

nact sg 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-m]] [fo7.’mo.hem] yes: *[fo7.mo.’hem]
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-œ]] [fo7.’mo.heœ] yes: *[fo7.mo.’heœ]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-t]] [fo7.’mo.het] yes: *[fo7.mo.’het]

pl 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-mi]] [fo7.’mo.he.mi] yes: *[fo7.mo.he.’mi]
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-ni]] [fo7.’mo.he.ni] yes: *[fo7.mo.he.’ni]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-n]] [fo7.’mo.hen] yes: *[fo7.mo.’hen]
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(24) Opacity in deponent verbs:

Cyclicity 2041

by the addition of inflectional suffixes and by regular internal sandhi at the
stem–suffix juncture.

(40) a. Internal sandhi processes
nn → n
j → Ø / __ h

b. Sample derivations
WL[ SL[fo7mo-j]] WL[ SL[fo7mo-j] SL[he-m]]

SL (stress assignment) [fo7.’moj] [fo7.’moj] [hem]
WL (internal sandhi) — [fo7.’mo.hem]

‘form (act 1sg)’ ‘form (nact 1sg)’

Let us now turn to verbs with non-canonical paradigms. The verb pendohem
‘regret’, for example, exhibits deponency: it lacks a voice alternation, and its 
fixed lexical meaning is expressed by a series of non-active forms (Table 85.3).
Crucially, the absence of non-active forms entails that the location of stress is opaque
throughout the present indicative.

This fits with the predictions of cyclicity: since the single series of forms of 
a deponent verb has the same syntagmatic structure as the non-active series of a
canonical verb, both must display the same pattern of metrical opacity; compare
(40b) and (41).

(41) WL[ SL[pendo-j] SL[he-m]]
SL (stress assignment) [pen.’doj] [hem]
WL (internal sandhi) [pen.’do.hem]

‘regret (1sg)’

In contrast, OO-correspondence seems unable to account for the misapplication
of stress assignment in the present indicative forms of Albanian deponent verbs:
there are simply no suitable surface bases with transparent stress.

Table 85.2 The present indicative of the Albanian verb formoj ‘form’ (nact denotes
‘non-active’)

UR SR opaque stress?

act sg 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j]] [fo7.’moj] no
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n]] [fo7.’mon] no
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n]] [fo7.’mon] no

pl 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[mH]] [fo7.’moj.mH] no
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-n] Affix[ni]] [fo7.’mo.ni] yes: *[fo7.mo.’ni]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[nH]] [fo7.’moj.nH] no

nact sg 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-m]] [fo7.’mo.hem] yes: *[fo7.mo.’hem]
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-œ]] [fo7.’mo.heœ] yes: *[fo7.mo.’heœ]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-t]] [fo7.’mo.het] yes: *[fo7.mo.’het]

pl 1 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-mi]] [fo7.’mo.he.mi] yes: *[fo7.mo.he.’mi]
2 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-ni]] [fo7.’mo.he.ni] yes: *[fo7.mo.he.’ni]
3 GWord[ Stem[fo7mo-j] Affix[he-n]] [fo7.’mo.hen] yes: *[fo7.mo.’hen]
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As Bermúdez-Otero (2011:2040-↵) points out, Trommer’s analysis suggests that

morphologically induced misapplication depends on syntagmatic structure, not on the

contents of paradigms.

2042 Ricardo Bermúdez-Otero

(42)

Thus Trommer’s analysis suggests that morphologically induced misapplication
depends on syntagmatic structure, not on the contents of paradigms.

In the case of Quito Spanish /s/-voicing, the advocates of OO-correspondence
shifted the burden of explanation to phonetics (§6); in the case of English linking
and intrusive r, to the theory of representations (§7). A similar escape maneuver
in the case of Albanian stress might conceivably appeal to morphology, e.g. 
by claiming that stress assignment in Albanian verbs has been partly or wholly 
morphologized. Whatever the merits of such an argument, OO-correspondence
will remain in an anomalous position until enough languages are found in which
systematic patterns of morphologically induced phonological misapplication fail
to hold in defective, deponent, suppletive, and heteroclitic paradigms.

9 Further challenges to OO-correspondence

The case studies presented in §6–§8 provide the most direct challenge to the 
theory of OO-correspondence: in all three cases, the necessary surface bases
appear to be unavailable. However, transderivational theories face other ques-
tions, briefly noted in §5: what expressions can qualify as surface bases, and how
are they selected?; should OO-identity be symmetrical, base-prioritizing, or both?

GWord[ Stem[fojmo-j]]a.

[foj.’moj]

IO-Faith

OO-Ident

IO-Faith

GWord[ Stem[fojmo-j]  Affix[he-m]]

! [foj.’mo.hem]

transparent stress opaque stress

b.

??
OO-Ident

×

IO-Faith

GWord[ Stem[pendo-j]  Affix[he-m]]

" [pen.’do.hem]

opaque stress

Table 85.3 The present indicative of the Albanian verb pendohem ‘regret’

UR SR opaque stress?

act — — —

nact sg 1 GWord[ Stem[pendo-j] Affix[he-m]] [pen.’do.hem] yes: *[pen.do.’hem]
2 GWord[ Stem[pendo-j] Affix[he-œ]] [pen.’do.heœ] yes: *[pen.do.’heœ]
3 GWord[ Stem[pendo-j] Affix[he-t]] [pen.’do.het] yes: *[pen.do.’het]

pl 1 GWord[ Stem[pendo-j] Affix[he-mi]] [pen.’do.he.mi] yes: *[pen.do.he.’mi]
2 GWord[ Stem[pendo-j] Affix[he-ni]] [pen.’do.he.ni] yes: *[pen.do.he.’ni]
3 GWord[ Stem[pendo-j] Affix[he-n]] [pen.’do.hen] yes: *[pen.do.’hen]
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RBP vs. OT

We end today’s class with an observation: Vaux (2008:21-23) lists
15 arguments adduced in favor of OT over RBP that he found in
the literature. Curiously, none of these arguments involves
primarily the way how morpho-syntactic information is treated in
either approach.
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