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1. Introduction

Most theories of stress have accounted for the basic stress patterns of English by a
combination of stress and destressing rules. As Kiparsky (1979) points out, Liberman and
Prince's (L&P) (1977) stress rules assign metrical structure in the following four main
steps:

(1) a. Assign [* stress]
b. Assign "feet":

c. Connect remaining nodes
d. Label right branches s iff they are branching (at the relevant level)

They indicate that before applying these rules on a cycle, all prosodic structure in the
domain of that cycle is erased ("Deforestation") and only the [+ stress] markings are kept.
Kiparsky notes that, because of the "deforestation” at the beginning of each cycle, the
output of L&P's stress rules could equally be obtained by applying the rules on the last
cycle, i.e., noncyclically. He proposes instead that not only the [+ stress] markings but
also all metrical structure assigned in previous cycles is kept as long as it is not deleted by
the application of (1)b; thus he claims, in contrast to L&P, that rules (1a-d) crucially apply
in a cyclic manner. Hayes (1981, 1982) and Selkirk (1984) come to the same conclusion
as Kiparsky.



Turning now to morphological levels in English, two types of derivational affixes
have been recognized: those that may affect stress placement (nonneutral or level 1, e.g.,
in-, -ity, -ic, -ous) and those that do not (neutral or level 2, e.g., non-, -ness, -hood, -ly).
Furthermore, Siegel (1974) observed that neutral affixes appear outside but not inside
nonneutral ones. This level 1/ level 2 distinction, together with the general claim that
English word stress rules are cyclic, has led to a general proposal, worked out differently
by different theories, that (i) level 1 morphology is the domain of (most) stress rules, i.e.,
level 1 affixes enter into the canonical patterns of English word stress while level 2 affixes
do not, and (ii) stress rules interact with level 1 morphological rules, reapplying after each
word-formation process. (The second part of this proposal is what we will be referring to
throughout this article as the "cycle" or the "phonological cycle".)

In the present study,! however, we give some arguments in favour of a noncyclic
application of English word stress rules within the framework of a level-ordered
morphology. We deal exclusively with English derivational processes and argue (i) that
level 1 morphology is the domain of word stress and destressing rules and (ii) that these
rules apply in a noncyclic fashion, i.e., all level 1 affixation is done in one step before the
stress and destressing rules apply. Within this approach the relevant part of the English
lexicon could be organized as in (2).

(2) Lexicon

underived lexical
entries

v

LEVEL 1 PHONOLOGY
level 1 affixation stress and destressing
—> rules
LEVEL 2 PHONOLOGY

level 2 affixation
—>

The diagram in (2) entails a clear divergence from the general proposal referred to above, as
it denies the existence of the phonological cycle, i.e., it does not allow any interaction



between the morphology and the phonology at level (stratum or component) 1. In addition,
(2) claims that level 1 phonological rules do not apply to bound roots, since underived
lexical items must go through level 1 morphology before any phonological rules may
apply. Finally, nothing in the structure we present in (2) prevents the existence of
phonological rules that apply at both levels 1 and 2; in fact, our proposed analysis in
section four includes some instances of such rules.

However, it is not the goal of this study to give an exhaustive account of English
stress patterns, but to show that a noncyclic approach can capture the basic regularities of
English stress. Hopefully, our conclusions will encourage a deeper investigation of the
consequences of eliminating the cycle as a mode of application of word stress rules.

Sections two and three are a critical review of the literature on English word stress,2 a
review that serves to motivate both the formulation and the stratal domain assignment of the
stress and destressing rules that play a role in the noncyclic analysis we offer in section
four. Although stress is represented in our analysis in terms of Selkirk's (1984) grid
theory, in section two we briefly compare a grid model (Selkirk's 1984) with a tree model
(Hayes's 1981, 1982) and in section three we discuss both grid and tree models of English
stress. We think (i) that these two approaches do not differ in aspects relevant to our
noncyclic analysis and (ii) that, therefore, the conclusions reached in this study in terms of
grid theory can be extended to tree analyses of English word stress.

Section two deals with questions relative to stress assignment. Selkirk's (1984)
system of English word stress is revised and a crucial assumption is made concerning the
underlying representation of vowel elements that always surface as schwa, namely, that
they are schwas underlyingly. Furthermore, it is claimed that schwas cannot be stressed.

In section three some destressing rules are discussed in detail. Kiparsky's (1982)
rules of Pre- and Poststress Destressing are collapsed as a level 1 rule of Medial
Destressing. Initial Destressing--a separate rule from Medial Destressing--is assigned to
the level 1 domain in order to deal with the different destressing properties of level 1 vs.
level 2 prefixes, and this assignment is shown to require the noncyclic application of level 1
phonological rules. Finally, evidence is provided for the level 1 status of Sonorant
Destressing.

In section four, the noncyclic approach suggested in section three in connection with
the destressing behaviour of prefixes is shown to account for the basic stress patterns of
English. Such an approach is proposed on the basis of (i) the rules and assumptions
considered in sections two and three plus (ii) some additional rules introduced in the fourth



section. Finally, some standard arguments for the cyclic assignment of word stress are
discussed and two arguments for the noncyclic assignment of word stress are presented.

2. Stress

This section is concerned with those rules and assumptions that are responsible for
assigning stress to English words. To begin with, we claim that (i) never-alternating
surface schwas are schwas in underlying representation and (ii) schwas are unstressable
elements. Then, some of Selkirk's (1984) stress rules and her proposals about the notion
of extrametricality are revised. Finally, Selkirk's (1984) and Hayes's (1982) stress rules
are briefly compared. We think that this comparison may help the reader to follow the
discussion of the following sections in which rules are formulated in terms of both
approaches.

2.1. The "Neutral" Vowel in English

A number of conditions have been proposed in the literature regarding the
abstractness of underlying representations: the Alternation Condition (Kiparsky 1973), the
Revised Alternation Condition (Kiparsky 1973), the Strict Cycle Condition (Mascard
1976). All these conditions limit the abstractness of underlying representations to cases
motivated by phonological alternations. Along the lines of these proposals, we are going to
postulate underlying schwas for those V-elements in English that always surface as schwa.
Moreover, we assume the following characterization of schwa:

(3) a. The "neutral” vowel schwa is a vowel element with no feature specification.
b. Assuming multi-tiered phonological representations, as proposed in
autosegmental theory, we represent this featureless V-element or "empty V"
(Ve) as occupying a V (skeleton) slot unassociated with any segmental
tier(s). This is illustrated below with the word Panama [penama]:

"skeleton"(CV-tier).. C \'% C \'% C \"%
I I I I I

- high - high
segmental tier(s) .... p |+low n m + low
- back + back

c. "Empty Vs" cannot be stressed.



Therefore, under our analysis, never-alternating surface schwas are assumed to be "empty
Vs" underlyingly.3

Let us consider now vowel alternations such as the ones in democrat-democracy
[démakret]-[demdkrast]. It is a well-known fact that "lax vowels reduce to a central,
high, or mid unrounded 'neutral' vowel in English when they are sufficiently weakly
stressed. . . . We have been representing this neutral vowel as [2]." (Chomsky and Halle
1968, p.110 henceforth referred to as SPE). In the light of the above assumptions, we
interpret SPE's statement as referring to the reduction to schwa, i.e., the loss of features,
of those vowels with a feature specification in underlying form that either never get
stressed, or else get destressed, as shown below.4

(4) democrat [démekret] -- democracy [demdkrast]
president [prézedent] -- presidential [prézedénfel]
alternate  [51tznét] -- alternative  [S1ts¢nativ]

Consequently, a preliminary formulation of the rule of Vowel Reduction can be as
follows:>

(5) Vowel Reduction

\'% i Ve
[-stress]

The operation of Vowel Reduction--a rule of feature deletion ordered, as we will see later,
after the stress and destressing rules--is illustrated in (6).6

©) - high - high - high

/d |-low |m |+]low kr [+low |t/ ... Underlying Repres.
- back + back - back

[EMAKIEEl e, After stress and

destressing rules

- high - high

[d |-low [m kr |+low |t] ... After Vowel
- back - back Reduction

[AEMBaKI @] oiieiiiiiiiiieiieeiee e e eenaas Surface Repres.



In this connection, it is interesting to note Hayes's (1982) venturesome account of the
fact that, unlike Ticonderoga, abracadabra does not have two possible stress patterns.

The phonetic variation resulting from left- and right-branching word trees is far
greater in words like abracadabra than in words like Ticonderoga: destressing and
vowel reduction are involved, rather than just subtle differences of pitch and timing.
Because of this, one of the variantsl’] is likely to achieve exclusive listing in the
lexicon--for a speaker who hears only the abracadébra variant, the underlying vowel
quality of the second syllable is not available, owing to the lack of phonological
alternations. (Hayes 1982, p.261).

Hayes uses the same kind of argument to explain the shift of stress pattern displayed
by words such as cdtamaran, that he gives under (91a).

(7) catamaran - catama(ran)em (= Hayes's (91a))
hullabaloo - hal1aba(160)em
Altamaha - Altama(ha)em
Manitowdc - Manito(woc)em

At least the examples under (91a) would appear to require brute force lexical listing.
. .. For example, all the words under (91a) are marked with final main stress in
Kenyon and Knott (1944). The more recent shifted stressings have regularized the
word tree labeling, while retaining the old foot structure. Quite plausibly, the reduction
to schwa of their second vowels has inhibited the regularization of their feet [emphasis
ours] (Hayes 1982, p.364).

By our assumptions, abracadabra and catamaran are simply listed in the lexicon with
a featureless V-element in the second syllable, which predicts that they will not be stressed.
This accounts for the single stress pattern of abracadabra and for both stress patterns of
catamaran, which only differ in whether the last syllable is or is not marked extrametrical.

The new stress pattern of catamaran involves a regularization, because most English nouns
have their last syllable extrametrical. We will see in section 2.2 that, under our analysis,
the derivation of these two words is straightforward.

Hammond (1984) adopts Hayes's stress system and proposes a constrained theory of
metrical transformations. As part of his analysis, he posits two reduction rules. One of
them, Late Reduction, which reduces vowels in light syllables, is fed by destressing and a
rule of vowel shortening, and has many exceptions. Interestingly, the other, Early
Reduction, precedes destressing, seems to be exceptionless and reduces all vowels (in open
or closed syllables) that are not stressed. Notice that, under Hammond's analysis, all
nonstressed vowels are reduced, whereas under ours, underlyingly "reduced" vowels are
not stressed. In other words, these two analyses make the same predictions regarding



syllables that are not stressed by the regular application of Hayes's stress rules. However,
our analysis goes one step further, since we are claiming that both Hayes's and Selkirk's
stress rules are "blocked" whenever their application would assign stress to a syllable with
an underlyingly featureless vowel. We have already referred to two words whose
derivation shows such a blocking effect, namely, abracadabra and catamaran. The
derivation of abracadabra is given in the next section and that of catamaran as well as some
other illustrative examples in section four.

2.2. Selkirk's Stress System

Selkirk's proposals concerning extrametricality will be revised in section 2.3. For
now, let us just note that, according to her, extrametricality is a property of lexical items, in
their lexical entries. The extrametricality conditions she proposes are as follows:

(8) a. A final consonant may be marked extrametrical.
b. A final syllable may be marked extrametrical.
c. The final syllable of any suffixed noun, verb or adjective is necessarily
marked extrametrical.

It will be seen that consonant extrametricality is relevant only to the Heavy Syllable Basic
Beat Rule, and syllable extrametricality to Beat Addition on the second metrical level and
the Main Stress Rule.

The stress rules we adopt from Selkirk are given in (9) in the order they apply.

(9) First metrical level

a. Demibeat alignment (DBA): align each syllable with a single grid

position on the first metrical.
Second metrical level

a. Heavy syllable basic beat rule (HBR): align a heavy syllable with a basic
beat.8

b. Initial basic beat rule (IBR): align an initial syllable with a basic beat.

C. Beat addition (BA): add a basic beat (parameters: right-to-left,
left-dominant).



Third metrical level
a. Main stress rule (MSR): assign highest prominence to the rightmost
basic beat.
b. Beat addition (BA): add a beat on metrical levels above second
(parameter: left-dominant).

As formulated by Selkirk, the Main Stress Rule only assigns a forth-level prominence to
the final basic beat if there is a third-level prominence earlier in the word (see Textual
Prominence Preservation Condition below). For reasons that will be given in section four,
we restate the Main Stress Rule as follows:

(10) Main Stress Rule
Assign fourth-level prominence to the rightmost basic beat.9

Since our reformulation of the Main Stress Rule creates an excess of verticality in the grid
when stress rules are applied cyclically, we will use Selkirk's version of this rule until we
start giving noncyclic derivations.

Selkirk's rule of Beat Movement, stated in (11), will be adopted in our noncyclic
approach as well.

(11)  Beat Movement (BM)

><

Q X X X

Q X X %
d

Q % % %
Y

Q M X M

Some of the conditions governing the prominence relations in the grid that Selkirk
proposes and we assume here are the following:

(12)  Higher Prominence Preservation Condition (HPPC): no strong basic beat
may be deleted.10

Textual Prominence Preservation Condition (TPPC), that for our purposes
can be restated as follows: the grid position assigned by the Main Stress Rule
on the fourth metrical level (third or higher for Selkirk) is always minimally
more prominent than any other prominence in the word.



To illustrate how these rules apply we offer a couple of derivations.

(13) Mississippi
DBA X X X X
HBR X X X X

IBR X X X

X

BA X X X

X X

MSR X X X

X X

X

Adiron(dack)em

X XX

X XX
X

w
»
"

»
»
»

X

X
X

Thus far, we have presented that part of Selkirk's theory--with slight modifications--

that we will be adopting in our noncyclic approach to word stress in section four. Let us

consider now the effect that postulating unstressable V-elements in underlying

representation has on the application of the stress rules.

(14) Hacken(sack)em
DBA X X X
HBR,IBR x x X
BA X X
MSR X X X

X X
X

abracadabra

X

X
X

X
X

X XX X

X XX X

Monongahe(la)em

X X X XX

X X X XX
X X

X X X XX
X X

The derivations in (14) show that the only rule that applies to underlyingly featureless

V-elements is Demibeat Alignment, which is in accordance with Selkirk's claim that "all

syllables of an utterance enter into the overall thythmic organization of the sentence"

(Selkirk 1984, p.90).11

2.3. Extrametricality

This section revises some of Selkirk's assumptions regarding extrametricality and

argues for the assignment of this property to the adjectival suffixes -atory and -ative. This
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revision will be important to our discussion of Kiparsky's destressing rules in section
three.

Selkirk adopts the notion of extrametricality proposed by Hayes to describe
constituents which are ignored by the stress rules. The assignment of this property is
constrained by the Peripherality Condition to the edges of stress domains. However, her
view of extrametricality differs from Hayes's. She proposes that "just two sorts of
constituents may be extrametrical--syllables and segments--thereby rejecting the posibility
of assigning the property of extrametricality to morphologicall8 constituents or to prosodic
constituents higher in the prosodic hierarchy than the syllable." (Selkirk 1984, p.87)12,
Furthermore, she claims that extrametricality can be assigned to just one segment or
syllable (Selkirk 1984, p.88).

However, this proposal makes impossible the derivation of the correct stress patterns
of English words in -ative and -atory. To show what the problem is, we give the
derivation of a word in -ative without departing from Selkirk's system. We assume that
this is a level 1 suffix since, first, it may shift the stress of its bases (argument -
arguméntative); second, it may create the environment for TSS (excl[éylm -
excl[e]mative); and, third, it may attach to bound stems (nomin+ative).

(15) I[lconserv] at i(v)em] Cyclel

X X DBA
X X HBR
X MSR
conservati(v)em Cycle 2
X X X X DBA
X X X HBR
X X MSR, (TPPC)
X
conservati(V)em
X X X X BM
X X X
X X
X
conservativ Postcycle
X X XX Monosyllabic Destressing
X X
X X
X

The derivation in (15) gives an incorrect result, namely, that -at- receives main stress.
The right stress pattern of conservative cannot be derived because of Selkirk's assumptions
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about extrametricality. The crucial point is that -ative and -atory should be ignored by those
stress rules that, as Selkirk points out, " 'care' whether a final . . . syllable is within a
particular cyclic domain." (Selkirk 1984, p.88). In other words, these two suffixes behave
as if they were extrametrical.

Clements (1986) proposes the following analysis in this connection. On the one
hand, he points out that forms such as conserve, conservative, conservation and
conservatory justify a division of -atory into at+ory and -ative into at+ive. (Note
incidentally that the vowel alternations exhibited by -at- in these forms justify the
postulation of an underlyingly long vowel for this suffix.) On the other hand, he indicates
that the addition of -at alone to stems does not always create existing words (*conservate),
which suggests that '-at+ive' and '-at+ory' are compound suffixes which are added to
bases in one step. This is confirmed by the fact that the stress pattern of words like
conserv-ative is always the same as that of words like alternat-ive. Given these facts,
Clements defines an Extrametrical Chain as "a sequence of one or more extrametrical
constituents of the same category occurring in the same cyclic domain." Then, he
formulates the Peripherality Condition as in (16):

(16) Peripherality Condition
A constituent may be marked with the feature [+extrametrical] only if it is a
member of an Extrametrical Chain which is peripheral in its domain.

The analyses of -atory and -ative reviewed in this section show that Selkirk's claim
that just one syllable or segment may be extrametrical cannot be maintained. Instead, it
must be assumed, first, that these two compound suffixes are extrametrical and, second,
that they attach to bases in the same cycle.

2.4. Hayes's and Selkirk's Stress Theories

In this section we briefly compare Hayes's (1981, 1982) and Selkirk's (1984) stress
assignment procedures.

(17) presents a diagram showing a rough equivalence between Selkirk's and Hayes's
stress rules.
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am SELKIRK HAYES
Ist Metrical ........ DBA
Level
2nd Metrical ....... a)HBR, BA (right. ... Long Vowel ...... Foot Level
Level end of words) Stressing,
English Stress Rule

b)HBR, IBR, BA .... Strong Retraction

3rd Metrical ........ MSR e, Word Tree ......... Above Foot
Level Construction 13 Level
BM i Rhythm Rule

As far as the construction of metrical structure at the second metrical/foot level is
concerned, these two approaches differ in one main respect. Selkirk's HBR will stress all
heavy syllables, whereas heavy syllables will be stressed under Hayes's analysis only in
the following cases (the rules are ordered as given): first, Long Vowel Stressing (LVS)
will stress any final syllable containing a long vowel; next, the English Stress Rule (ESR)
will stress a nonextrametrical heavy ultimate, or, otherwise, a penultimate; finally, Strong
Retraction will stress every other (light or heavy) syllable--or "the syllable" if there is only
one--counting leftwards from the syllable stressed by the ESR.14

2.5. Conclusions

This section has introduced the stress rules and related assumptions that are part of
the noncyclic analysis we propose in section four. It has been shown that Selkirk's stress
system must be modified at least so as to include the following proposals:

(18)  a. For those vowel elements that always surface as schwa, a schwa must be
postulated in underlying representation.
b. Schwas cannot be stressed.
c. The compound suffixes -atory and -ative are extrametrical and must be
added to bases in one step.
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3. Destressing

Our description of English stress patterns makes use of Selkirk's (1984) grid theory
and combines the application of rules that assign grid positions (stress rules) with rules that
eliminate grid positions (destressing rules). Stress rules were introduced in section two
and destressing rules are presented in this section. Our discussion of Kiparsky's (1979,
1982), Hayes's (1981, 1982) and Selkirk's destressing rules will serve as the basis for
proposing the following level 1 rules in English: Medial Destressing, Initial Destressing
and Sonorant Destressing.

In his article "Lexical Morphology and Phonology", Kiparsky (1982) refers to two
rules of medial destressing whose ordering with respect to the cyclic rule of Trisyllabic
Shortening (TSS) he gives as crucial: Prestress Destressing precedes TSS and therefore it
must be cyclic itself, and Poststress Destressing follows TSS. A fundamental assumption
for Kiparsky's argument is that cyclic rules and postcyclic rules form two disjoint blocks
and that rules from one block cannot be interspersed with rules from the other block
(Kiparsky 1982, Rubach 1984a, 1984b, Booij and Rubach 1987).

Hayes (1981, 1982) discusses two destressing rules: Prestress Destressing and
Poststress Destressing, the former being subject to different segmental conditions
depending on whether the rule applies in medial or initial position, and the latter applying
only medially. Contrary to Hayes, Kiparsky (1979, 1982) claims that Initial (Prestress)
Destressing is a separate rule from medial Prestress Destressing, since the former is word-
level (postcyclic, or level 2) whereas the latter is cyclic (level 1).

Finally, Selkirk (1984) reformulates the rules of Initial Destressing, Medial
Destressing and the Arab Rule as one postcyclic rule: Monosyllabic Destressing. Unlike
Kiparsky, she assumes a morphologized version of TSS, which makes the ordering of
destressing rules with respect to TSS irrelevant for making predictions about their
(cyclic/noncyclic) status.

In this section we show the morphologized version of TSS to be untenable and adopt
Kiparsky's phonological formulation of this rule instead. This allows us to assume, with
Kiparsky, that predictions can be made regarding the status of phonological rules by fixing
their order of application with respect to other rules whose status has already been
established. However, the predictions we will be making here do not refer to the cyclic vs.
postcyclic status of phonological rules, but to their level 1 vs. level 2 status. With regard to
destressing rules, Kiparsky's rules of medial Pre- and Poststress Destressing are collapsed
as a level 1 rule of Medial Destressing. In addition, it is argued that the different
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destressing behaviour of level 1 vs. level 2 prefixes as well as the data supporting
Kiparsky's word-level (level 2) version of Initial Destressing can both be explained in
terms of a level 1 rule of Initial Destressing within a noncyclic approach to English word
stress. Finally, Selkirk's assumptions about destressing are considered. Her
reformulation of Initial and Medial Destressing as a single postcyclic rule is rejected on the
basis of the discussion of Kiparsky's and Hayes's rules, and her rule of Sonorant
Destressing is revised.

3.1. Trisyllabic Shortening

In this section we present an argument, due to Kiparsky (1982), in favour of a
phonological version of TSS. Adopting such a version of this rule allows predicting the
level 1 status of all preceding rules, once the level 1 membership of TSS has been
established.15

Selkirk (1984) views TSS as a rule of allomorphy triggered by the following
suffixes: -ic, -ance, -ize, -ation, -atory, -ative, -ity, -ent, -al, -ify, -ive, -ism. However,
by denying the phonological character of this rule she fails to account for contrasts such as
those between (19)a and b, (20)a and b, and (21)a and b.

(19) a. TSS does not apply: b. TSS applies:

gradation grieldual
relation riellative
privation pritvative

a. TSS does not apply:

b. TSS applies:

focal criuminal
1ocal nle]tural
coastal griezldual
tribal n[eltional

a. TSS does not apply:

b. TSS applies:

invasive repleltitive
explosive complalsitive
decisive implelditive
divisive supplalsitive
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As pointed out by Kiparsky (1982), these contrasts can be explained if we state TSS
as phonologically conditioned, i.e., as a rule that shortens a vowel when followed by at
least two syllables the first of which is unstressed. In (19)a the stress on the second
syllable blocks the shortening of the preceding long vowel; in (20)a and (21)a the long
vowel in the first and second syllable respectively is not shortened because the condition
that it must be followed by at least two syllables is not met.

We believe Kiparsky's argument to be convincing, and we adopt his formulation of
TSS.

3.2. Kiparsky's and Hayes's Rules of Medial Destressing
This section introduces Kiparsky's and Hayes's destressing rules.
3.2.1. Kiparsky's Rules
Kiparsky (1982, p.35-42) proposes the following rules and crucial orderings:

(22) Word stress assignment. (Hayes 1981, 1982).16

d

b. Prestress Destressing. This rule "eliminates metrically weak stresses
medially in open syllables if another stress follows".

c. Trisyllabic Shortening (TSS). A rule that "shortens a vowel if followed
by at least two more syllables of which the first is unstressed:
V -->[-long] / __ G, Vi G Vj , where Vj is not metrically strong".

d. y-Syllabification.
y --> 1/ word-finally

e. Poststress Destressing. "This rule destresses metrically weak open
syllables between a stressed and an unstressed syllable."”

Rules a through e are crucially ordered.

Let us look now at the evidence he gives for the proposed rules and orderings.

First, the assignment of word stress has to precede TSS to account for the failure of
the long vowels in (23) to shorten.17 An illustrative derivation is given in (24).
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(23) migration finality
flotation vitality
ggration globality
citation tonality
quotation titenic

(24)

Cycle 1 [[migrate] ion]
Stress 1 1

S W

NV
Cycle 2 [Imigrate] ion]

Stress I s: :w
wvs
TSS inapplicable

Surface Repres. [maygréysen]

Second, as shown in (26), Prestress Destressing has to be ordered before the cyclic
rule of TSS to account for the shortening of the long vowels in the first syllable of the
words in (25); since Prestress Destressing precedes a cyclic rule, it must be cyclic itself.18

(25) prlalclamation

ri¢lstoration
rllcitation
(26)
Cycle 1 [[proclaim] at ion]
Stress i I

w S

vV
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Cycle 2 [[proclaim] at ion]

Stress l I i/w
W s s
k94
W

Rhythm Rule [[proclaim] at ion]

s W

l ' \N7
s W s
\V 4
"/

Prestress Destr. [[proclaim] at ion]
S W s W
N \/
W s

TSS

Surface Repres. [prakleméyfanl]

On the other hand, the contrast between (27)a and (27)b shows that Prestress
Destressing applies only in open syllables:19

(27) a. explanation b. condénsation
combination indéntation
Jnvitation inféstation
phonetician syntéctician

Third, TSS needs to be ordered before y-Syllabification to account for its failure to
shorten the long vowels in (28):

(28)  vacancy
sécrecy
potency
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These vowels are not eligible for undergoing TSS because the condition that they must be
followed by at least two syllables is not met before the syllabification of -y.

Fourth, the rule of Poststress Destressing has to follow all the other rules. The
words in (29)b show that Poststress Destressing has to be ordered after y-Syllabification,
so that the syllable following the one bearing main stress is in medial position by the time
Poststress Destressing applies:

(29) a. trénsitory b. advisory
promissory clrsory
plénetary plénary

This restriction is required to prevent the destressing and subsequent reduction of final long
vowels (ally, alto).
The words in (30) show that this destressing rule has to be ordered after TSS:

(30) migratory
vibratory
rotatory
phonatory
Kiparsky's arguments for this last ordering will be given in section 3.3.1.1.
3.2.2. Hayes's Rules

Prestress and Poststress Destressing are stated by Hayes (1982) as follows:

(31) a. Prestress Destressing
w

I
o8/ F

(Delete a nonbranching foot structure when it precedes a foot and is
metrically weak.)
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b. Poststress Destressing

"> &g /F 7N
I R

paN

\%

(Delete a binary foot whose first syllable is open and which is immediately
preceded by a nonbranching foot.)

Hayes points out that the formulation of Prestress Destressing can be simplified by
replacing the weak-foot condition with a universal condition on destressing rules: "No foot
in strong metrical position may be deleted." (Hayes 1982, p.257).

3.2.2.1. Prestress Destressing

This rule removes a nonbranching foot from a tree when it is weak and followed by
another foot. Hayes argues that this rule has two functions: to remove initial secondary
stresses and certain stresses that arise in cyclic derivations. He illustrates this double
function with the derivations below:20

(32) a.
Connecticut Noun Extrametricality
s W W English Stress Rule, SSA
AV Strong Retraction
s Word Tree Construction
w s
Connecticut Prestress Destressing
w s W w SSA

\Y
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b.

- fraternization - fraternization
Word s Yy Prestress Sy ws W
Tree \s/ w\s/ Destr. \\7 \/

3
A4
w w 3

N

According to Hayes this rule is constrained by some segmental conditions, namely,
that "only light syllables destress in initial position (with a special exemption for Latinate
prefixes), and only open syllables in medial position." (Hayes 1982, p.253). This
accounts for the contrasts between (33)a vs. b, and (34)a vs. b:

(33) a. Initial light syllable b. Initial heavy syllable
banana bandana

(34) a. Medial open syllable b. Medial closed syllable
[[economize] ation] [[orient] ation]

3.2.2.2. Poststress Destressing

This rule removes a branching foot when it follows a nonbranching foot and its first
syllable is open. Poststress Destressing is needed to account for two classes of data:
suffixes like -ory, -ary, and -ative, and nonfinal ternary feet.

(35) exemplifies the application of Poststress Destressing to a word in -ory: 21

(35)
- cursory - cursory
s w
Word Sonorant l \/
Tree —IS—IVT Syllabification, K
A4 SSA NV
- cursory - cursory

S W W
Poststress SSA
Destressing —L— \:/

S
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(36) shows the application of Poststress Destressing to account for the nonfinal
ternary feet in (37): the rule destresses the medial foot of the words in (37)a; it is blocked
in (37)b because the foot to be deleted is in a strong metrical position, which shows that
Poststress Destressing must follow word stress assignment; finally, it is inapplicable in
(37)c because the first syllable of the foot to be removed is heavy.

(36) a.
abracadabra - abracadabra - abracadabra
S WS W s w S WWS w
N7 \/ |__,_._¥ \ Vg
W w s W s s
AV 4
\/ s \/ W s
b. c.
Saskatchewan Ticonderoga
KA yiy
\N7 \/
w s w W w s
\V V
s\/ \/ s
(37) a. abracadabra b. Saskatchewan c. Ticonderoga
Luxipalilla Esciminac Monongahéla
Kilimanjaro Mamaroneck clcumber
paraphernalia Oktibbeha carblncle

3.3. Medial (Pre/Poststress) Destressing

In this section Kiparsky's and Hayes's rules of medial destressing are discussed.
Some arguments are given for the level 1 status of Poststress Destressing and for the
elimination of the segmental conditions on Medial (Pre/Poststress) Destressing.
Kiparsky's claim that Medial Prestress Destressing precedes TSS is confirmed--which
establishes the level 1 membership of Medial Prestress Destressing--and a single level 1
rule of Medial (Pre/Poststress) Destressing without segmental conditions is proposed.
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3.3.1. Medial Destressing Is a Level 1 Rule

Our discussion of Kiparsky's and Hayes's medial destressing rules in this section
serves as the basis for proposing a single level 1 rule of Medial (Pre/Poststress)
Destressing

3.3.1.1. Problems with Kiparsky's Analysis

Kiparsky argues that TSS precedes y-Syllabification, which in turn is ordered before
Poststress Destressing; so, by transitivity, TSS must precede Poststress Destressing. This
ordering, he claims, predicts that Poststress Destressing will never feed TSS, a prediction
that, according to him, is borne out by words such as migratory, vibratory, rotatory and
phonatory--from (30) above--where TSS is blocked by the stress on -at- inherited from the
first cycle. To illustrate this, he gives the following derivation:

(38)
Cycle 1 [[migrate] oryl
Stress . -
s w
A4
Cycle 2 [[migrate] oryl
Stress _I—-I_I_
S W oW
V
s\/
TSS inapplicable
y - i
Poststress Destr. [[migrate] ory]
S W s w
N7 \/
s w

N

Surface Repres. [maygratoril
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There are several problems to point out in connection with Kiparsky's analysis in
(38). First of all, we have already indicated that the extrametrical suffixes -atory and -ative
must be added to bases in one step. Second, the destressing of -at- in these words should
not be done by means of Poststress Destressing but by Prestress Destressing instead, since
(i) Prestress Destressing is ordered first in Kiparsky's analysis and is applicable and (ii)
Poststress Destressing is not defined anyway, because the syllable following -at- is not
unstressed. Recall that Kiparsky requires Poststress Destressing to apply in the context of
a following unstressed syllable, although he does not give any crucial evidence for this
condition.

Let us examine now some more examples requiring an analysis similar to that of

migratory.

(39) Prestress Destressing: Poststress Destressing:
donate - dlow/alnatory private - priivative
cremate - crliy/elmatory donate - dlow/a]native

(40) Word Stress do (na-toryem pri (va-tivedem

Pre-stress Destr.  do (na-torydem
Post-stress Destr. pri (va-tive)em
TSS diow/d] (na-torydem prit’] (va-tive)em

The examples in (39) are similar to Kiparsky's. Their derivation proceeds as in (40)
and shows that both Kiparsky's Pre- and Poststress Destressing feed TSS, a rule that
applies obligatorily in privative, and only optionally in crematory, donatory and donative.

Additional support for the claim that Poststress Destressing precedes TSS comes
from the words in (42). (As previously pointed out, within Kiparsky's framework, the
destressing of -at- in words in -atory must be done by Prestress Destressing; therefore, the
words in (41) just confirm Kiparsky's claim that Prestress Destressing precedes TSS.)

(41)  Prestress Destressing:
sane - s[e]natory
defame - def[&]lmatory
inflame - infl[@]lmmatory
explain - expll&lnatory
invoke - inv[d]catory
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(42)  Poststress Destressing:
derive - der[(lvative
exclaim - excllelmative
provoke - prov[d]cative

The data presented in (39), (41) and (42) argue for a feeding order between both Pre-
and Poststress Destressing and TSS. Thus, contrary to Kiparsky, we must conclude that
not only Medial Prestress Destressing but also Medial Poststress Destressing precede the
level 1 rule of TSS and, therefore, that both rules must be level 1. Within this proposal,
the roots of migratory, vibratory, rotatory and phonatory are assumed to be exceptions to
TSS (cf. v[ay]brative, not *v[']brative).

Now that the level 1 status of these two rules has been established, we can collapse
them as a single level 1 rule of Medial Destressing. We state this rule as in (43) and
propose the crucial orderings in (44). (Recall that evidence to order y-Syllabification
before Medial Destressing comes from forms such as advisory.)

(43) Medial Destressing

X X X
X X X = X X X
g o O g 0 O
(mirror image)

Conditions:  a. only open syllables destress
b. the given case (prestress) applies before the m.i. case
(poststress) if both are applicable

(44) r y-Syllabification
Medial Destressing
TSS

The b-condition on Medial Destressing--a condition that we state only for clarity since
it follows from the usual interpretation of mirror image rules --accounts for the destressing
of -at- in words such as dedicatory, sanatory, explanatory, etc., as shown in (45). Recall
that the compound suffixes -afory and -ative are added to bases in one step.



25

(45) dedi(ca-torylem  First Cycle

X X X XX Stress Rules

X X X

X

dedi(ca-tory)em

X X X XX Medial Destressing
X X

X

Given the crucial orderings in (26) and the rule of Medial Destressing in (43), the
derivation of the words in (39), (41) and (42) is now straightforward.

(46) sane derive First Cycle
X X X Stress Rules
X X X
X X
sa(na-tory)em deri(va-tive)em Second Cycle
X X X X X X X DBA, HBR
X X X X X X
X X
sa(na-tory)em deri(va-tive)em
X X X X X X X X y-Syllabification, DBA
X X X X Medial Destressing
X X TSS

(The rule of Initial Destressing completes the derivation of derivative.)

Note that the final -y in sanatory is assigned a demibeat right after it has been
syllabified. Crucial support for this move comes from words like cdrséry (whose
derivation is given in (50) below), where the incorporation of the just syllabified -y into the
grid is required for the rule of Medial Destressing to apply. In such examples the
(poststress) destressing of the long vowel in -ory confirms Selkirk's claim that "all
syllables of an utterance enter into the overall rhythmic organization of the sentence"
(Selkirk 1984, p.90). We already assumed this claim in section two to justify the
assignment of a demibeat to syllables with underlyingly featureless V slots.

It needs to be observed that this proposal fails to explain why derived words formed
with the suffixes -y, -ory and -ary do not undergo TSS.

(47) vacancy rosary revisory
potency ovary advisory
decency primary
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These words can be accounted for if we postulate two final -y 's in level 1 suffixes--
one underlyingly /y/ as in (47), and the other /i/ as in (48)--and mark only the
nonsyllabic -y as an exception to TSS.

(48) sl[&lnity div[U]nity
vielnity ser[€lnity
oplelcity verbldlsity

The assumption that the words in (47) have a final /y/ whereas those in (48) have a
final /i/ is independently motivated by their respective stress patterns. As shown below,
words ending in -ity behave as if their final -y were a vowel with respect to the assignment
of extrametricality in underlying representation, while words ending in -y, -ory and -ary
behave as if their final -y were a consonant.

(49)
Cycle 1 ..... lcivill i(ty)] leivill i¢tgl ... Cycle 1
ESR s\; ); x Stress R.
X

Cycle2 ..... civili (ty) civili (ty) ... Cycle 2
ESR,SSA [ SWW FREX DBA
Word Tree A4 ;i i BA

s X MSR (TPPC)

w s
A4
(50)
Word Tree .... cur (sory) cur (sory) ... Stress R.
X X
| | X X
s w X
NV

Sonorant cursory cursory y-Syllab.
Syllabification, S W X x X DBA
SSA X X

3 w X

NV
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(Initial2?2 and Medial Destressing complete the derivations in (49) and (50) respectively as
far as the grid is concerned.)
A more detailed examination of this account is in order.

3.3.1.2. Hayes's Analysis

Unlike Kiparsky's, Hayes's Prestress Destressing applies in both initial and medial
position although under different segmental conditions. In the previous section Kiparsky's
claim that Medial Prestress Destressing precedes TSS--which determines the level 1 status
of this destressing rule--has been confirmed. The application of Prestress Destressing in
initial position will be considered in section 3.4.

If we examine now Hayes's and Kiparsky's formulation of Poststress Destressing,
we will see that they account for the same data. First, the requirement that the foot to be
deleted be branching in Hayes's formulation is equivalent to Kiparsky's condition that the
syllable to be destressed be followed by an unstressed syllable. Second, Hayes's
requirement that the foot to be deleted be preceded by a nonbranching foot is equivalent to
Kiparsky's condition that the syllable to be destressed be preceded by a stressed syllable.
Finally, the segmental conditions on the target syllable are the same: it must be open.
Therefore, the arguments given in the previous section to show the level 1 status of
Kiparsky's Poststress Destressing, can be extended to Hayes's Poststress Destressing.

3.3.2. Segmental Conditions on Medial Destressing

In their formulation of Medial Pre- and Poststress Destressing both Kiparsky (1982)
and Hayes (1982) make reference to a segmental condition on the application of these rules,
namely, that only open syllables may destress. However it is not clear to us that medial
destressing in open vs. closed syllables is the rule. Consequently, we now consider
Kiparsky's and Hayes's evidence for the open-syllable condition. We examine first the
case of Medial Prestress Destressing, and then turn to Medial Poststress Destressing.

In (51) we give three lists of words in which Medial Prestress Destressing is
potentially applicable to a closed syllable: the syllables in (51)a show no destressing, those
in (51)b obligatory destressing and reduction of the vowel, and, finally, those in (51)c
optional destressing and reduction of the vowel if destressing applies.23



(51) a. No destressing:
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b. Obligatory destressing:

c. Optional destressing:

annexation affirmation adaptation
conductivity confirmation advantageous
conformation conservation affectation
decantation consultation authenticity
demarcation conversation adventitious
deportation designation collectivity
destructivity externality commendation
detestation exultation condemnation
domesticity imperfection condensation
elasticity infertility confrontation
electricity information deformation
elongation intemality dispensation
exaltation lamentation emendation
expectation molestation exhortation
exportation observation fermentation
impartation perturbation fomentation
immortality preservation fragmentation
importation reformation inaccesible
inactivity reportorial incongruity
incrustation reservation ostentation
inculcation transformation productivity
inculpation transportation protestation
incurvation usurpation sentimentality
indentation

indignation

inductility

inductivity

infestation

informality

malformation

prolongation

recantation

relaxation

retardation

retentivity

retractation

subornation

syntactician

transcendental

In other words, (51) shows that at least as many closed syllables can destress by this rule
as those that cannot. Hence, there is no open-syllable condition on Medial Prestress
Destressing.

To explain the (obligatory/optional) prestress destressing of closed syllables such as
the ones in (51)b/(51)c, Halle and Vergnaud (1987) follow SPE and postulate that forms
with unstressed and reduced vowels are derived from a representation with flat structure
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(e.g., [trans+port+at+ion]), whereas those with stressed and unreduced ones are derived
from a representation with internal constituent structure (e.g., [[ex+port] +at+ion]).
Representative derivations--within Hayes's framework--of these two cases are given in
(52)a and b. Notice that the Vowel Reduction Rule, as assumed by Hayes, reduces
anything that is weak within a foot, e.g., the second syllable of transpdrtation. In
exportétion, however, Hayes's Prestress Destressing is not applicable because of the
open-syllable condition and, as a result, Vowel Reduction cannot apply.

(52) a.
[transportation] First Cycle
 \r  ESRSSA
SR
w s Word Tree
\/ Vowel Reduction
b.

[[export] at ion] First Cycle

| | ESR, SR, Word Tree

W S

A4
[[export] a;t ievn] Second Cycle

I I \/ ESR, SSA, Word Tree
S W s

RR
V Prestress Destr. .. n/a
\/ Vowel Reduction .. n/a

w

Turning now to Medial Poststress Destressing, Kiparsky does not give any crucial
examples to justify the condition that only open syllables destress in poststress position.
Hayes gives the contrast between the abracadabra and the Monongahela cases as evidence
in favour of the segmental condition on Poststress Destressing. However, we have already
seen that this contrast can be handled in a different way that requires no destressing at all:
as the first syllable of Monongahela and the second of abracadabra always surface with a
schwa, we postulate a V-element with no feature specification in both cases, which
prevents these two syllables from ever being stressed.
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(53) abracadabra Monongahe(la)em
X X XX X X X X XX DBA, HBR, IBR
X X X X BA
X X MSR

To conclude, since (i) there is no evidence for the open-syllable condition on Medial
Poststress Destressing and (ii) the number of exceptions to the open-syllable condition on
Prestress Destressing is bigger than the number of regular cases (if the data in (51) is
representative), we see no reason not to drop this condition and simply assume that the
words in (51)a are exceptions to the rule of Medial (Pre/Poststress) Destressing. This
allows a restatement of Medial Destressing-(43), eliminating condition (a):

(54) Medial Destressing (MD)

X X X
X X x = X X X
g 0 O g 0 O
(mirror image)

Notice that Medial Destressing has numerous exceptions with open syllables too.

(55) avocation immorality influential
denotation impassivity inhumane
detonation incitation intonation
exponential incoherence illegality
immobility indocility

3.4. Initial Destressing

Following Kiparsky, we claim in this section that Initial Destressing is a separate rule
from Medial (Prestress) Destressing. Then, we consider the different destressing
properties of level 1 and level 2 prefixes, and show that they can be accounted for if Initial
Destressing is assigned to the level 1 domain within a noncyclic approach to word stress.
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3.4.1. Kiparsky's Word-Level Rule of Initial Destressing

Unlike Kiparsky's, Hayes's Prestress Destressing applies in both initial and medial
position although on different segmental conditions. It has already been argued that Medial
Prestress Destressing is a level 1 rule since it feeds the level 1 rule of TSS (proclamation
[prakidméysan]). Let us look now at an argument given by Kiparsky (1979) for the
word-level (postcyclic, or level 2 in later frameworks) status of Initial (Prestress)

Destressing.
(56) a.
[expect] - [[expect] ation] - [[expect] ation]
i
W s _I_JAL RR J_vlvAé
w s
NV 1V Y%
v V
b.
[expect]
w s
VvV

Kiparsky notes that the Rhythm Rule (RR) retracts stress onto the initial syllable of
expectation even though it is unstressed and reduced in expect. This shows that Initial
Destressing is a word-level rule: if it were cyclic, it would destress the prefix in the first
cycle, thus bleeding the RR in the second cycle, which would give the incorrect result
*expectation. On the other hand, Initial Destressing must precede phrasal applications of
the RR, as illustrated in (57).

(57) a. exact - exact change
b. benign - benign timor
c. thirtéen -  thirtéen mén

Initial Destressing applies in exact and benign bleeding the (phrasal) RR. However,
no destressing is possible in thirteen to prevent the phrasal application of the RR.
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L&P (1977) give some examples similar to Kiparsky's (inténse 1ight, exact answer)
where prefix (prestress) destressing bleeds phrasal applications of the RR. So, contrary to
Hayes, we must conclude that Initial Destressing and Medial (Prestress) Destressing are
two different rules. This seems to be a desirable result, since (i) Medial Destressing cannot
be defined in two-syllable words, whereas Initial Destressing may be (e.g., expect); and
(i1) we have shown that Medial Destressing has no segmental conditions, while Initial
Destressing does: it only applies to light syllables and prefixes.24 The need for the first
condition on Initial Destressing, which we state as in (58), is illustrated by the words in
(59).

(58) Initial Destressing (ID)

X X
X X X
X x o X X
# o O # 0 @0
Condition: the syllable to be destressed must be light or a prefix
(59) Initial light syllable: Initial heavy syllable:
atomic béndana
esséntial findlity
democracy ambiguous
original robast
monarchic mégnificence
analogous totality

As for the second condition, we will consider the behaviour of prefixes with respect
to destressing in the following section.

3.4.2. Initial Destressing Is a Level 1 Rule

SPE (1968), Siegel (1974), Kiparsky (1982) and Selkirk (1982) recognize the
existence of two types of derivational affixes in English: stress nonneutral affixes (level 1)
and stress neutral affixes (level 2). Selkirk (1982) claims that the stress system of English
does not allow a distinction between prefixes of level 1 and level 2. However, we will
show (i) that they can in fact be distinguished on the basis of their destressing properties
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and (ii) that this distinction can be captured by a level 1 rule of Initial Destressing within a
noncyclic approach to English word stress.

Some of the main claims made in the literature concerning the existence of these two
types of English affixes are the following:

(60) a. Level 1 affixes enter into the canonical patterns of English word stress,
whereas level 2 affixes do not.

b. Some rules of segmental phonology apply in level 1 affix-stem structures,
but not in level 2 affix-stem structures.

c. Level 1 affixes may attach to bound roots, while those of level 2 normally
attach only to words.

d. "Class 2 affixes may appear outside [nonneutral] affixes, but Class 1
affixes may not appear outside [neutral] affixes." (Siegel's (1974, p.163)
Affix Ordering Generalization).

e. "Class 2 affixes may appear inside or outside (native) compounds, while
Class 1 affixes appear only inside (native) compounds." (Selkirk's (1982,
p.92) Compound-Affix Ordering Generalization).

f. Level 2 affixes "do not readily fuse semantically with the words to which
they attach." (Aronoff 1983).

On the basis of the above claims we assume the assignment of in-, con-, ab- and per-
to level 1 and un- 25 and non- to level 2. As noted by Aronoff (1976) and Selkirk (1982),
some affixes belong to both levels. In particular, we assume here the dual membership of
re-, de- and pre- since, like level 1 affixes, (i) they may attach to bound roots ([deserve],
[remit], [preclude]), (ii) they may enter into the canonical patterns of English stress
([déference], [rélative], [précedent]), and (iii) they may appear inside level 1 affixes ([[de-
populat] ionl], [[re-compos] ition], [[pre-fabricat] ion]; and, like level 2 affixes, they may
appear outside compounds ([de-[upgradell, [re-[undercut]], [[pre-[underline]]). These
prefixes with dual status seem to behave like level 1 prefixes when they are semantically
opaque (e.g., the prefix in récreate 'refresh’ enters into the canonical patterns of word
stress), and like level 2 prefixes when they are semantically transparent (ré-creéte 'create
anew'), which is in accordance with Aronoff's claim in (60)f.

Recall now Kiparsky's claim that Initial Destressing is a word-level (i.e., postcyclic
or level 2) rule that bleeds phrasal applications of the RR (exact chénge) and is bled by
word-internal applications of the RR (éxpéctation).
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Let us examine first those cases where Initial Destressing bleeds phrasal applications
of the RR. We follow Kiparsky and L&P in assuming that the destressing of initial light
syllables blocks phrasal applications of the RR (atomic bomb, esséntial Gil vs. thirtéen
mén). Consider, however, the destressing behaviour of prefixes in the face of the
distinction between level 1 and level 2 affixes. The examples given by Kiparsky (exact
chénge) and L&P (exact dnswer, inténse 1ight) to show that Initial Destressing bleeds
phrasal applications of the RR have level 1 prefixes. Compare now those examples with
the ones in (61) with level 2 prefixes.

(61) Unbéaten - Unbgaten téam nondairy - nondairy products
Unéven - Unéven ground nonnGclear - nonnliclear wéapon
Gnmélted - unmélted sndw nonrdstable - nonrlstable métal
inskilled - Unsk71led 18bor nonfiction - nonfiction novels
A d . N A . / A 7/ " N A . d
unmarried - unmarried man noncredit - noncredit course

The (phrasal) RR applies in the examples in (61), showing that the (level 2) prefixes have
not been destressed, since the RR never shifts stress onto a stressless syllable (L&P 1977,
p.319; Kiparsky 1979, p.425; Selkirk 1984, p.173; Halle and Vergnaud 1987, p.235).
In other words, Kiparsky's and L&P's examples together with the ones in (61) indicate
that Initial Destressing applies to light syllables and level 1 prefixes, but not to level 2
prefixes.

To account for these facts, two analyses seem possible in principle: either we assign
Initial Destressing to the level 1 domain and provide an alternative to Kiparsky's
explanation for the destressing of the prefix in expect but not in expectation, or else we
assign Initial Destressing to the level 2 domain and somehow prevent this rule from
applying to level 2 prefixes. The present study explores the first analysis and shows that it
leads to a noncyclic approach to English word stress, an approach which is pursued in
section four.

As for the second analysis, we next offer an argument against the assignment of
Initial Destressing to the level 2 domain. We have already referred twice to Selkirk's claim
that "All syllables of an utterance enter into the overall rhythmic organization of the
sentence" (Selkirk 1984, p.90). In section two, we resorted to this claim to justify the
assignment of a demibeat to underlying schwas; it was then pointed out that confirmation
of this move would be offered in section four (see the derivation of sublimi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>