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0. [Introduction

The prosodic word (henceforth pword) has been defined as “the lowest con-
stituent of the prosodic hierarchy which is constructed on the basis of mapping
rules that make substantial use of nonphonological notions” (Nespor & Vogel
1986:107). That is, unlike the boundaries of feet or syllables pword boundaries
must align with (morpho)syntactic boundaries. While linguists seem to agree
that languages may differ regarding the questions of whether and which word-
internal constituents (e.g. stems, prefixes, suffixes, members of compounds)
form a pword there is no consensus regarding the question of which diagnostics
are relevant for determining pword structure. In fact, in some descriptions
pword structure is motivated primarily on the basis of nonphonological proper-
ties like semantic analyzability or the productivity of affixes (cf. Hannahs
1995, Wennerstrom 1993). It is the aim of this study to help clarify the validity
and status of the various diagnostics proposed in the literature by identifying
and analyzing the systematic correlations between various types of
phonological and non-phonological properties in historically prefixed words in
English.

Since Aronoff & Sridhar (1983) there has been a consensus that there are
word-internal pwords in English which are derived from morphological struc-
ture with crucial reference to affix subclasses (cf. the use of distinct affix-
linked boundary strengths in Chomsky and Halle 1968). Consider Szpyra’s

* This paper expands on the description of English prefixed words presented in section 4 of
Raffelsiefen (1993). Earlier versions of this paper were presented at the Inaugural FAS
Conference in Berlin in March, 1994 and at the IWCP in Durham in September, 1994. I thank
the audiences there for helpful criticisms. I am especially grateful to Mike Davenport, T. A.
Hall, S. J. Hannahs, Ursula Kleinhenz, Roger Schwarzschild, George Smith, and an anony-
mous reviewer for comments and discussion.
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algorithm for mapping morphological structure onto prosodic structure in (1a)
which is illustrated in (1b) (cf. Szpyra 1989):

(1) a [] = ([]), where [] can contain any number of left and right brackets, but no
internal occurrences of ][.

([in+[m0ral]A]A)m
([[un+])e([ripe]ala)
([[in+[polite]a]a)w([ness]IN)e
([[[un+])([grammatical]o]aityIN)o

b  [in+[moral]s]a
[[un+][ripe]a]a
[[in+[polite]a]a[ness]]n
[[[un+][grammatical]a]aity]N

il

As is illustrated in (1b), prosodic structure is largely determined by the lexical
representations of the affixes shown in (2), which encode their class-member-
ship (cf. Szpyra 1989:185):

2) suffixes prefixes
Class I +X (e.g. +ity) X+ (e.g. int)
Class 11 [+X] (e.g. [+ness]) [X+] (e.g.[un+])

Prefixes and suffixes are each divided into two classes on the basis of their
combinability with “stems”, “words”, or other affixes' as well as their
phonological and semantic properties. Some of the correlations which have
been posited for the two affix classes are shown in (3) (cf. Chomsky and Halle
1968, Siegel 1974, Aronoff 1976, Allen 1978, Kiparsky 1982, Selkirk 1984):

3) properties: Class I affixes: Class II affixes:
morphological: |  can attach to non-word bases | # attach to words only
¢ unproductive ¢ productive
phonological: ¢ stress-determining ¢ stress-neutral
¢ trigger Nasal Assimilation ¢ block Nasal Assimilation
¢ trigger Trisyllabic Laxing ¢ block Trisyllabic Laxing
semantic: ¢ yield idiosyncratic meaning ¢ yield compositional meaning

As the correlation of the properties in (3) is generally presupposed in genera-
tive descriptions of English the debate has focused on the question of how to
account for them in a generative model. As is illustrated by Szpyra’s algorithm
in (1a) the basic approach to this question in terms of pword structure is to

' The claim that the class membership of affixes restricts their combinability is known as the
Affix Ordering Generalization (cf. Siegel 1974). There is considerable evidence against the
Affix Ordering Generalization (cf. Aronoff and Sridhar 1983, Raffelsiefen 1992).
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integrate class I affixes, but not class II affixes, into the pword of the stem. As
for the causal relatedness between the three types of properties in (3) it is
generally assumed that they all are directly determined by the class member-
ship of the affixes. For example, lack of productivity or semantic idiosyncrasy
are considered inherent class I properties, whereas productivity and semantic
compositionality are considered inherent class II properties. The description of
derived words thus amounts to the proper identification of the class member-
ship of the affixes where the properties contrasted in (3) serve as diagnostics
for affix classification (cf. Aronoff and Sridhar 1983, Booij and Rubach 1984,
Nespor and Vogel 1986, Szpyra 1989, Inkelas 1989, Lieber 1993, Hannahs
1995).

Based on a study of English words historically derived by prefixation I
will present evidence against the affix-class based approach to pword structure.
Specifically, it will be shown that affix-inherent properties such as assimilation
and productivity fail to correlate with other phonological and semantic proper-
ties of derived words. While there is evidence against the affix-class based
correlations in table (3) some of the properties listed there do indeed correlate
and indicate a subdivision of historically prefixed words into two types: those
which conform phonologically to simplexes (i.e. single pwords) versus those
which show certain phonological “irregularities” indicating that the prefix
constitutes a separate pword. There is some evidence that words with category-
determining prefixes belong to a third type in which the prefix is neither
completely integrated into the prosodic structure of the stem nor forms a
separate pword. To account for the observation that only words in which the
prefix forms a separate pword have compositional meaning I propose a hearer-
based model in which semantic interpretation is determined by the prosodic
parsing of phonetic input structures.

The article is structured as follows. In section 1 I investigate the question
of which phonological diagnostics for pword structure correlate in English
prefixed words. The systematic correlation between morphosyntactic and
prosodic properties of historically prefixed words is analyzed in section 2. It is
argued there that conditions on the prosodification of loanwords and on the
historical fusion of pwords can be stated only in a hearer-based model which
describes the prosodic parsing of phonetic input strings. The relation between
the prosodic and the semantic structure of historically prefixed words is the
topic of section 3. In section 4 the prosodic representation of words derived by
category-determining prefixes is discussed. In section 5 I address the question
of whether the diagnostics for pwords established for English hold cross-
linguistically. The conclusions are presented in section 6.
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1. Phonological diagnostics for pword structure
1.1 Nasal Assimilation
Consider the different relative prominences in the adjectives in (4a) and (4b):

(4) a  rétrograde b unafraid
taciturn uncorrupt
débonair’ unaware
difficult unadult
érudite unalike
manifest unimpréssed
béllicose unopposed
asinine uninclined
dérelict unrelaxed

In underived three-syllable adjectives with final stress, the word-initial syllable
has regular main stress. This generalization is stated by the redundancy rule in
(5) where “x” indicates a stressed syllable and “ ” indicates an unstressed
syllable.’

(5) If: [x _x]A

/\

s w
Then:  [x_x]A

The fact that the three-syllable adjectives in (4b) violate rule (5) correlates with
their morphological structure: in contrast to the adjectives in (4a) each adjec-
tive in (4b) has the structure [prefix][word] with a strictly compositional
meaning (cf. sections 2 and 3). The fact that every adjective with the irregular
stress pattern illustrated in (4b) has the structure [prefix][word] indicates that
the prefix in those adjectives forms a separate pword as is shown in (6b).

(6) a (retrograde), b (un)g(afraid),,

? Only words with a special stress-attracting ending are exceptions to the generalization that
three syllable adjectives or nouns do not have final main stress (e.g. the ending -air, or word-
final syllables with high tense vowels). Final main stress in such words is always unstable and
tends to shift to the initial syllable (the symbol “>” denotes historical sound changes):

(1) -[er] (debonair), > (débonair), (millionaire),, > (millionaire),,
-[iC] (obsoléte), > (6bsoléte),, (magazine), > (magazine)
-[uC] (absolute),, > (absolute),, (macardon), > (macaroon),

® The rule in (5) also applies to nouns (e.g. (hurricane),, (4ntelope),, (4necdote)e,
(candidate),, (misanthrope)y,).
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Specifically, assuming the prosodic structures in (6) the distinct stress contours
of the adjectives in (4a) versus (4b) can be explained by positing the rules in

(7):

(7) a If: ([x _x]A)e b If: (prefix)g(word),
Then: s/\ w Then: w/\s
([x _x]A)o (prefix)g(word),

Rule (7b) determines the relative prominence relation between pwords regard-
less of their internal stress contour and applies without exception to prefixed
verbs and adjectives. Only certain types of nouns have main stress on the
prefix.*

Assuming rules (7a, b) the placement of main stress indicates that the
prefix’ un- in the adjectives in (4b) constitutes a separate pword. In general,
relative prominence is a reliable diagnostic for all three-syllable adjectives with
final stress: word-initial main stress indicates that such adjectives consist of a

* Nouns which are derived by a prefix which ends in a bilabial or velar consonant have the
prominence pattern strong - weak. The examples in (i) show that this exceptional relative
prominence pattern is indeed restricted to nouns:
(i) subculture, subdivision subatomic, abnérmal

circumcenter, circumcircle circumfiise
The examples in (ii) show the relevance of the place of articulation of the prefix-final conso-
nant for relative prominence:
(ii) stépbrother, stépparent twinbrother

ar[k]angel ar[¢]bishop
The generalization here is perhaps that noun prefixes with a non-canonical form tend to have
compound stress (i.e. strong weak) where non-canonical prefixes are those with a non-coronal
coda consonant. This generalization does not pertain to prefixes in which the non-coronal coda
consonant is due to nasal assimilation (cf. imbdlance, i[g]caution).

The second type of nouns with the prominence pattern strong - weak includes all nouns
which are converted from verbs in which the prefix forms a separate pword. This exception is
perhaps motivated by a constraint to avoid homophony with respect to the prefixed base. Such
conversions typically involve verbs with monosyllabic stems. Examples are given in (iii):

(iii) w s $ w
[(mis)(print) ]y — [(mis)y(print)e N
[(pré)o(plan)y]ly — [(Pré)e(plan)eIN
[(r®)p(rin)ply  — [(ré)p(rin)y]N

Unconverted nouns and nouns with a polysyllabic stem generally follow the rule in (7b) (e.g.
misalliance, misbehavior, misbelief, disarmament, disadvdntage, disharmony, asymmetry,
asynchrony etc.).
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single pword (cf. (8a)) whereas final main stress indicates that the prefix forms
a separate pword (cf. (8b)). The arrow “=" will henceforth be used to relate
input phonetic structures to inferred pword structures.

/\ /N
(8) a s w = b w s =
retrograde (retrograde), unafraid (un)(afraid)g,

The prosodic parsings in (8) based on the rules in (7) relate to the notion of
positive and negative boundary signals introduced in Trubetzkoy (1939). The
stress pattern in (8a) is a negative boundary signal in that it indicates the
absence of a pword boundary in adjectives. The stress pattern in (8b) consti-
tutes a positive boundary signal in that it indicates the presence of a pword
boundary somewhere between the two stressed vowels. Crucially, pword
boundaries consistently align with morphosyntactic boundaries.’

Turning now to adjectives derived by a prefix which shows nasal assimi-
lation the evidence from stress suggests that there are words in which such
prefixes also form separate pwords.’ For example, the adjective impolite, which
has final main stress, follows the stress pattern of the prefixed adjective in (8b),
rather than the single pword structure in (8a). Compare impolite with erudite:

/N

9) a s w = b w s =
érudite (érudite),, impolite (im)g(polite)y,

* Similarly the relative prominence pattern in the compound power station as opposed to the
noun fdr?t\étion functions as a positive boundary signal 7\is shown in (i):

(i) w s = s w =
forestation (forestation), power station (power),(station),

The noun forestdtion has the relative prominence pattern weak-strong because for nouns or
adjectives the last stress in a word is regularly the main stress unless it is on the last syllable or
the word ends in a liquid or -y. The violation of that rule in péwer station indicates that the
relative prominence pattern is determined by the compound rule in (ii):

(ii) If: (word),,(word),,

/\

Then: s w
(word),,(word),,

® Nasal assimilation can also apply in words derived by un-prefixation (cf. u[m]pleasant,
u[n]kind). This type of assimilation, which also applies in compounds (e.g. s¥[m]bath) and
phrases (e.g. calm] buy), differs from nasal assimilation in iN-prefixations in that it is sensitive
to register (i.e. it is most likely to occur in fast or casual speech).
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Additional examples are given in (10):

(10) (im),(matire),, (in)q(corréct),,
(in)g(distinct), (in)q(exact)q,
(im)(precise)g, (in)q(diréct),,
(in)(discréte),, (in)g(corript),

The data reviewed above indicate a conflict between two of the phonological
diagnostics mentioned in table (3): the stress patterns indicate that the prefix
iN- constitutes a separate pword as shown in (9) and (10), whereas nasal
assimilation indicates that all those adjectives consist of single pwords. One
argument for relying on stress rather than assimilation as a diagnostic for
pword structure relates to the fact that all adjectives in (9b) and (10) combine
with words (rather than ‘stems’) and show compositional semantics. In these
respects they are identical to the uncontroversial examples in (4b).

There is evidence then that assimilation is not a valid diagnostic for pword
structure. The difference in assimilation between the prefixes un- and iN- is
better described in terms of segmental rather than prosodic representation.’

The evidence against the putative correlation between nasal assimilation
and stress extends beyond relative prominence relations in adjectives. Consider
next the stress patterns of the adjectives and nouns in (11), all of which end in
an unstressed syllable:

(11) a innocent b indi[fr]ent ¢ imbalance
insolent incarnate immodest
impotent inférnal improper
infamous incondite immoral
indolent importune indécile
infidel important instable
impudent insipid illégal
imbecile intrépid imprident

The words in (11a) and (11b) follow the regular stress patterns of English
adjectives. When the last syllable is unstressed, and the penult vowel is fol-
lowed by at most one consonant, stress falls on the antepenultimate syllable.®
Stress on the penultimate syllable is stable only if its vowel is followed by a

7 One possible approach refers to underspecification: whereas the consonant in un- could be
fully specified for the features [nasal] and [coronal] the consonant in iN- could be analyzed as
lacking specifications for those features.

® This generalization does not pertain to British English in those cases where the 7 in the coda
has been lost (cf. incarnate, infernal, importune, important).
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consonant cluster (cf. the boldfaced clusters in (11b)), or in the presence of
certain word-endings such as -id and -ic.” As was shown by Nessly (1974),
penultimate stress due to vowel length is unstable in English adjectives and
nouns. Some examples of historical stress shifts are given in (12) (the symbol
*“>" will henceforth be used to indicate historical phonological change):'’

(12) coronal > coronal canorous > canorous
sondrous > s6norous vaginal > vaginal
decorous > décorous abdomen > abdomen

In view of the historical stress shifts in (12) the stability of penultimate stress
in the nouns and adjectives in (11c) needs to be explained. The observation that
the “irregular” stress in those words correlates consistently with the morpho-
logical structure [prefix][word] and with compositional semantics (e.g. ‘lack of
balance’, ‘not modest’, ‘not proper’, etc.; (cf. section 3) suggests that the pro-
sodic structures are as shown in (13c):

(13) a (innocent), b  (indifferent), c (im)g,(balance),,
(insolent), (incarnate)y, (im)g,(modest),
(impotent)g, (inférnal), (im)g(proper)y,
(infamous)y, (incondite),, (im)(moral),,
(indolent), (impdrtune), (in)(docile),
(infidel), (important),, (in),(stable),
(impudent), (insipid), (i) (1égal)gy
(imbecile)y, (intrépid),, (im)y(prident),,

The pword structures in (13c) explain not only the different stress patterns in
(11a) and (11c), but also the contrast in word-initial stress in prestress position
between the words in (11b) and (11c). In Webster’s (1990) all words in (11c¢),
but none of the words in (11b), are transcribed with the initial stress mark (').
Similarly, in Jones and Gimson (1977) and in Wells (1990) the words in (11c),
but none of the words in (11b), are transcribed with an optional word-initial
stress mark “ . Further support for the subtle difference in word-initial stress
between the words in (11b) and (11c) is cited in Kenyon and Knott (1944):

° The ending [sont] also attracts penultimate stress (e.g. adjdcent, adoléscent, reminiscent,
translucent, etc.)

' While there are English dialects in which the stress shifts in (12) have not (yet) occurred the
direction of the shift is always the same: stress on an open penultimate syllable tends to shift to
the left, never vice versa. That is, anchoévy > dnchovy is a possible phonological change in
English, whereas harmony > harmony is not.
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In words like inactive, where in- means ‘not’, and the second part clearly has its
separate meaning, the in- just before the main accent has a slight stress that could
be marked thus: in'zktiv, or under emphasis even 'in'zktiv. But if the second
part does not show a clear meaning, being fused with the in- into a simple word,
as insipid m'sipid, then the in- is quite stressless. Since with different speakers
and styles of speech there are all grades between no stress and full stress, it is not
feasible to mark this accent, though it often exists in speech. The same statement
applies to i/- and im-. (Kenyon and Knott 1944:218)

Since the the contrast in word-initial stress in (11b,c) cannot be explained on
the basis of differences in the segmental or accentual structure of the words it
suggests itself to analyze this contrast in terms of distinct pword structures.
What makes the prosodic analysis in (13c) compelling is the correlation
between “irregular” word-initial stress and “irregular” penult stress. Both of
these phenomena indicate the existence of two separate stress domains, that is,
two separate pwords. Pwords are necessarily stressed because of the condition
that every pword must dominate at least one foot. The prosodic structure of
imbalance is given in (14). Relative prominence relations between the pwords
are determined by rule (7b).

/\
(14) (lnw flﬂs
r z

O OgOw
imbalons
‘imbalance’

It seems plausible that hearers infer the prosodic structures in (14) on the basis
of the contrasts in the accentual properties of the words in (11a, b) versus
(11¢c)."

"' If correct, the analysis in (13c) also brings out the parallel between the distinct stress patterns
in (11b) vs. (11c) and the stress differences in simplexes versus compounds shown in (i):
(i) /\ /\ /N AN

13 12 3 2 1

nitrate - night rate convalesce - cotton dress

In English the contrast between primary and secondary stress is more pronounced within
simplexes than within compounds. In Chomsky and Halle (1968) this observation is accounted
for by positing a rule which lowers secondary stresses within “words” by one (cf. the stress
values in (i)). However, assuming that each member of a compound forms a separate pword
and that pwords (rather than words) constitute the domain of stress the distinct degrees in
secondary stress illustrated in (i) follow from the distinct prosodic structures involved:
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The prosodic analysis in (13) also brings out the similarity between stable
penult stress in (13c) and in (15b), where the claim that the prefixes form sepa-
rate pwords is presumably less controversial. The examples in (15a) show that
prefixes which are etymologically related to those in (15b) do not necessarily
form separate pwords (cf. also the cases in (11a, b)). Words derived by non-
prefixation support the claim that assimilation is not relevant for inferring
pword structure because that prefix never undergoes nasal assimilation in
careful speech and yet it can fuse with its stem into a single pword (cf. also
(nénsense),, (nénpareil),).

(15) a (apodal), b (a)y(méral),
(dissonant), (dis)q(hoénest),
(nénchalant), (non),(gallant),,
(mischievous),, (mis)q(shapen),,

In (15b) we again find a correlation between penultimate stress on an open
syllable, secondary stress on the preceding syllable, wordhood of the base, and
compositional semantics.

Although the distinction is rather subtle, the presence versus absence of
secondary stress on the word-initial syllable is the most consistent diagnostic
for word-internal pword structure in English. In the adjectives in (16), for in-
stance, main stress on the penultimate syllable is regular (i.e. regular if they
were single pwords). The word-initial secondary stress is accordingly the only
phonological cue to indicate that the prefixes form separate pwords. The
presence of initial stress is supported by the phonetic transcriptions of the ad-
jectives in Jones and Gimson (1977), in Wells (1990), and in Webster’s (1990).

(16) a inactive = (in)y(active)y b irrégular = (ir)y(régular),
invalid = (in)y(valid) intdlerant = (in)y(t6lerant)g,
impatient = (im)q(patient)g, impossible = (im)q(possible),
immortal = (im)g(mortal), impractical = (im)q(practical),
infértile = (in)y(fértile), illiberal = (il)p(liberal),

Secondary stress in pre-stress position consistently correlates with composi-
tional semantics and with bases which are independent words. There is no evi-

(i) (nitrate), - (night)(rate)y, (convalesce), - (cotton)y(dress)g,

The only difference between compounds and prefixed words concerns relative prominence.
Whereas the relative prominence between members of a compound is in most cases strong-
weak it tends to be weak-strong in prefixed words (cf. rule (7b)).
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dence from English that nasal assimilation in the prefix indicates prosodic
fusion with the stem."?

This conclusion holds also for other languages. One compelling example
concerns German words with a main-stress attracting ending (e.g. -al, -dr, -ant,
-ent). Secondary stress on such endings is found only in compounds or prefixed
words and follows from the rule that the relative prominence between two
word-internal pwords is strong-weak in German.

N
(17) a b s w
-al (phidnomenal),, (n),(phdnomenal),,
-r (spektakulér),, (tin)(spektakuliir),
-ant (interessant),, (in),(interessant),,
-ent (intelligént),, (n),(intelligent)g,

Significantly, the rule that the endings in (17a) attract main stress is violated
not only in words derived by un-prefixation as shown in (17b) but also in the
loanwords in (18), which are historically derived by iN-prefixation. Both types
of prefixed words are subject to the same type of nasal assimilation as the
corresponding words in English.

(18) s w
-al (liberal),, (i) (liberal),
-dr (regulﬁr)(,, (ir)(regulir),
-ant (relevant), (ir)(relevant),
-ent (kompetént),, (in),(kompetent),

The evidence from stress correlates also in German with compositional seman-
tics and the condition that the stem is an independent word. There is clear evi-
dence then that German is like English in that prefixes which show assimilation
or are unproductive can form separate pwords.

1.2 Voice assimilation

The examples in (19) show that in the early nineteenth century the final frica-
tive in the prefix dis-, but not in mis-, was subject to voicing assimilation
before voiced segments in stressed syllables (cf. Walker 1826):

"2 1t is often claimed that Nasal Assimilation and Degemination are correlated. The native
speakers I consulted did not confirm the claim that words such as immodest and unnecessary
differ regarding degemination.
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(19) a mi[s]order di[z]o6rder
mi[s]léad di[z]like
mi[s]guide di[z]glorify
mi[s]rule di[z]rébe

b mi[s]conduct di[s]colour
mi[s]téach di[s]favor
mi[s]spéak di[s]kindness
mi[s]trist di[s]péople

Walker’s transcriptions fail to indicate distinctions in the degree of nonprimary
stress. However, the subsequent phonological development of these prefixed
words indicates that both mis- and dis- can form separate pwords in spite of
their historical differences regarding voicing assimilation. Consider first the
rule of fricative devoicing, a rule which largely undid the effect of voice
assimilation illustrated in (19). Fricative devoicing is similar to voice assimila-
tion in that it applied only in prestress position (cf. the examples in (20a) vs.
(20b)). However, unlike voice assimilation fricative devoicing is sensitive to
syllabic structure: the rule applies applies only in coda position as is shown by
the fact that the prevocalic fricatives in (20c) failed to devoice. The interesting
observation is that devoicing did apply to the prevocalic fricatives in (20d):

(20) a di[z]gast > di[s]gust b di[z]mal *> di[s]mal
di[z]dain > di[s]dain gri[z]ly *> gri[s]ly
di[z]burse > di[s]burse 1é[z]bian *> 1é[s]bian

c di[z]aster *> di[s]aster d  di[z]hénor > di[s]honor
di[z]éase *> di[s]éase di[z]order > di[s]order
di[z]6lve *> di[s]olve di[z]interest > di[s]interest

The devoicing of the prevocalic fricatives in (20d) correlates with secondary
stress on the initial syllable (cf. Webster’s 1990). Both of these properties indi-
cate that the prefix forms a separate pword. This is because pwords constitute
the domain of word stress and the domain of syllabification. The syllabification
of prevocalic consonants in coda position violates the LOI (i.e. Law of Initials)
and thereby clearly indicates the presence of wordinternal pword boundaries."

The correlation between voiced stability and lack of initial stress in (20c)
versus the correlation between devoicing and initial stress in (20d) is captured
in the prosodic representations in (21). The relative prominence relations in
(21b) follow from rule (7b):

" The LOI requires that all prevocalic consonants are syllabified in onset position unless they
form clusters which never occur word-initially (cf. section 1.4.2).
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(21) a (di[z]aster), b (dis)(honor),
(di[z]éase), (dis)(order)g,
(di[z]olve), (dis)(interest),,

Fricative devoicing and initial stress in (21b) further correlate with the status of
honor, order, and interest as independent words and with compositional
semantics (‘lack of honor’, ‘lack of order’, ‘lack of interest’). The same holds
for all dis-prefixations in (19).

The claim that dis- can constitute a separate pword is also supported by
relative prominence relations in verbs. Consider the data in (22), which illus-
trate the regular stress patterns in three-syllable verbs which consist of a single
pword. As is shown in (22a), such verbs have regular main stress on the last
syllable if that syllable ends in a consonant cluster. Otherwise, main stress on
the final syllable is unstable, as is shown by the historical stress shifts in (22b)
(cf. Walker 1826, Webster’s 1862, Webster’s 1990)."

N N

(22) a w s b w s s w
(comprehénd),, (réconcile)g > (réconcile)q
(condescénd),, (improvise)g > (improvise)g,
(contradict), (compromise), > (cOmpromise)g
(récolléct),, (exorcise), > (éxorcise)g
(correspond), (eéxpedite)g, > (éxpedite),
(résurréct), (rétrograde), > (rétrograde)g,
(circumvént), (circumscribe), > (circumscribe)g,
(interrupt),, (supervise), > (supervise)g,

There is accordingly a systematic difference in stress between adjectives and
verbs. Whereas three-syllable adjectives with final stress always have main
stress on the initial syllable (cf. the data in (4a)), relative prominence in verbs
depends on the structure of the final syllable.

The stability of final main stress in three-syllable verbs ending in a single
consonant is significant for determining their pword structure. The historical
shift of main stress to the initial syllable as in (22b) indicates that the entire
verb consists of a single pword. By contrast, stability of final main stress

' There is no case where a verb with a final consonant cluster has undergone the type of stress
shift illustrated in (22b). All three-syllable verbs which end in a cluster and yet have initial
main stress are converted from nouns or adjectives with initial main stress (cf. to vagabond, to
avalanche, to manifold, etc.). For some systematic exceptions to the stress shift in (22b) see
Raffelsiefen (1993: 82, footnote 104).
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indicates that the word is subject to rule (7b) which means that the prefix forms
a separate pword:

R NN

w S w S
misdefine = (mis),(define),

Significantly, final main stress in verbs derived by dis-prefixation is just as
stable as is final main stress in mis-prefixations. In all cases the stability of
final main stress correlates with the fact that the prefix combines with an inde-
pendent word in a compositional manner.

(24) a (mis)(behave), b (dis)g(incline)g,
(mis)(relate)g, (dis)p(approve)g,
(mis)q(recite)y (dis)(engage),
(mis)(infér)g, (dis),(0béy)e
(mis)g(assign)g, (dis)(agrée)q,
(mis)e(apply)e (dis)e(believe),
(mis)(declare), (dis)(allow),,

The evidence from stress indicates accordingly that both mis- and dis- can form
separate pwords."” The prefix mis- is also similar to dis- in that it does not
always form a separate pword but also occurs fused into a single pword
together with the stem. Some examples are given in (25):

(25) a (mischief),, (misanthrope),
b (mistake),,, (misféasance),,

The claim that the words in (25) consist of single pwords is supported by their
stress patterns. Word-initial main stress in (25a) shows that the words violate
rule (7b) and therefore do not consist of two pwords. The words in (25b) lack
initial secondary stress (cf. Webster’s 1990) which also indicates that the
(historical) prefix does not form a separate pword. As a result, a classification
based on assimilatory properties of mis- as a prefix which inherently forms a
separate pword, and dis- as a prefix which prosodically fuses with the stem,
fails. Voice assimilation is accordingly like nasal assimilation not a valid diag-
nostic for pword structure.'®

'* Final main stress in the adjectice discontént also reflects the effect of rule (7b) thereby
signaling that dis- is a separate pword (e.g. (dis),(content),). The “irregular” stress in discon-
tént correlates with wordhood of the base and with compositional semantics.

'® In accordance with the proposal to represent assimilatory properties by segmental under-
specification the fricative in mis- in (19a) could be represented with the feature [-voice]
whereas the fricative in dis- in (19b) could be left unspecified for the feature [voice] in earlier
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While assimilation does not function as a negative boundary signal it
might still hold that unassimilated clusters like nb, np, nr function as a positive
boundary signal and indicate the presence of a pword boundary. However, al-
though such clusters are rare in English simplexes they are occasionally intro-
duced through loan words (e.g. French bo[nbJon, Chinese re[nm]i[nb]i, Japa-
nese sa[npJaku, ji[nr)icksha) or historical syncope (enemite > e[nm]ity)."” The
issue of phonotactic boundary signals is discussed in section 1.4.1.

1.3 Minimal Word Requirements

Consider next the correlation between stress and Minimal Word Requirements
in (historically) prefixed words in English. The initial stress marks in (26) are
again adopted from Webster’s (1990)."

(26) a absurd - abnérmal b  amdrphous — améral
pandémic — panslavism rebuke — rebuild
forego — foreknow precarious — précancerous
conféderate — confocal delay - deléuse
misféasance — misguidance proportion — prolife
distirb — distrust coagulum — coauthor
cistérnal — cislunar bindcular — bimonthly
transparent — transnational dichétomy — disyllable

The examples in (26) show that every historical prefix which is stressed in
prestress position is at least bimoraic thereby satisfying the Minimal Word
Requirement (cf. McCarthy & Prince 1986). The stressed prefixes in (26a) are
(minimally) bimoraic because they contain a full vowel followed by one or
more consonants. The stressed prefixes in (26b) are bimoraic because they have
a long vowel or a diphthong, depending on the dialect. The claim that these
prefixes satisfy the Minimal Word Requirement is supported by the facts that
they can be pronounced in isolation and that they rhyme with independent
words as is shown in (27):

(27) [ey] - hley] cf. [¢y]moral
‘a-’ - ‘hay’
r[iy] - b[iy] cf. rfiy]build
‘re-’ — ‘bee’
prlow] - 1[ow] cf. pr{ow]life
‘pro-’ - ‘low’

stages of English.
' In addition such clusters occur in proper names (e.g. De[nm]ark, Sta[nl]ey, He[nr]y).
'® In Webster’s (1990) secondary stress is transcribed with a parenthesized mark “(')”.
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Assuming that stress on a syllable in prestress position indicates that the sylla-
ble forms a separate foot the correlation between stress and moraic structure
follows from the condition that a foot must be minimally bimoraic. This
requirement applies also to pwords by virtue of the condition that a pword
necessarily dominates at least one foot. Both the stress and the moraic structure
in (26), (27) are accordingly explained on the assumption that the historical
prefixes form a separate pword.

When not forming a separate pword the cognates of the prefixes in (27)
have a rather different form. Consider the adjectives in (28) which, like amoral,
were historically derived by a-prefixation:

(28) a [2]téomic  ‘atomic’ b [&]sbéstic ‘asbestic’
[o]bulic  ‘abulic’ [e]gnostic ‘agnostic’
[a]phasic ‘aphasic’ [@]mnésic ‘amnesic’
[9]gonic  ‘agonic’ [&]sthénic ‘asthenic’

The examples in (28) show that in prestress position low vowels have histori-
cally reduced to schwa in open syllables and have been laxed in closed sylla-
bles."” While the reduction to schwa of non-low vowels is not accepted by all
speakers the potential reduction indicates that the historical prefix does not
form a separate pword.”” The comparison of the pronunciations in (29a, b)
indicate that, at least for some speakers, words with prosodically fused prefixes
do not differ from comparable unprefixed words with respect to vowel reduc-
tion:

(29) a [9]némalous b m[o]térial
pr{1]carious - pr[a]cérious r[1]diculous - r[a]diculous
pr{o]lific - pr[a]lific 1[o]gistics - I[a]gistics
b[ay]nocular - b[1]nécular - b[a]n6cular rh[ay]ndceros - rh(1]ndceros - rh[a]ndceros

The generalization is then that vowels in pre-stress position tend to reduce with
the result that the syllables count less than two moras. The initial syllable in the
three variants listed for binocular or rhinoceros have two, one, and, provided
that the schwa does not count, zero moras. The assumption that syllables which
have less than two moras cannot form a separate pword rules out the prosodic
parsings in (30) (the symbol “*=” indicates ill-formed prosodic parsings):

! Stressless vowels do not reduce to schwa when followed by another vowel (e.g.
c[o]agulate).

2 The question of how to analyze the fact that some speakers do not allow for vowel reduction
in historically prefixed words like precarious is discussed in section 4.
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(30) [9]Jnomalous  *=> (a),(nomalous),,
pr(iJcarious  *= (pre),(carious),,
prlo]lific *= (pro),(lific),

b[1]n6cular *= (bi),(Inocular),,

Any syllable for which monomoraic variants are at least marginally acceptable
does not form a separate pword (cf. bindcularin (29a)). This is because reduc-
tion is entirely unacceptable in syllables which do form a separate pword as is
illustrated in (31):

(31) [¢éy]moral - *[a]moéral = (a)y(moral),,
r{iy]write - *r[o]write = (re)(write),,
pr[ow]labor - *pr[a]labor = (pro)(labor),,
pr[iy]cook - *pr[a]cook = (pre)y(cook),,

No stressed syllable in prestress position has less than two moras. The Minimal
Word Requirement correlates further with the observation that all stems are
independent words and with compositional semantics. These correlations indi-
cate that the prosodic structures of the words in (26) are as follows.

(32) a (absird) - (ab)y(nérmal), b (amorphous)y, - (a)g,(méral)y,
(pandémic), - (pan)y(slavism), (rebuke), - (ré)p(build),,
(foregd) - (fore)g(kndw)g, (precarious), - (pré)y(cancerous)q
(conféderate),, - (con)y(focal)g (delay),, - (dé)p(l6use),
(misféasance),, - (mis)g(guidance), (propoértion), - (pro)y(life),
(distirb), - (dis)q(trust), (coagulum), - (c0)y(author)y,
(cistérnal), - (cis)y(lunar), (binécular), - (bi),(monthly)g,
(transparent),, - (trans)y(national), (dichotomy),, - (di)y(syllable)g

Moraic structure serves also as a diagnostic for determining the prosodic
structure of words in which a (historical) vowel-final prefix precedes an
unstressed syllable. Consider the phonological contrasts between the etymol-
ogically related prefixes in (33a) and (33b) (cf. Webster’s 1990):

(33) a- a  [&]taractic b  [ey]political
re- r[€]presént r[iy]defénd
pre- pr(€]decéssor pr[iy]detérmine
pro- pr[d]paganda pr[ow]Canadian

The words in (33a) obey a restriction to monomoraic vowels in syllables which
are followed by at least two syllables, the first of which is unstressed. This
constraint which is known as “Trisyllabic Laxing” accounts for the illformed-
ness of the hypothetical forms shown in (34b).
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(34) a (m[&]cardon),, b *(m[ey]cardon),,
(ple]lican),, *(pliy]lican),,
(v[i]negar),, *(v[ay]negar),,
([aJperite), *([ow]perate),,

Violations of Trisyllabic Laxing often indicate an intervening pword boundary.
The words in (35a) are either compounds or words with consonant-initial
suffixes, which are not integrated into the pword of the stem, and therefore
include a pword boundary. Trisyllabic Laxing never applies in such contexts.
However, there are also many violations of Trisyllabic Laxing in words derived
by vowel-initial suffixes, which consist of one pword, as is illustrated in (35b).

(35) a Db[iy]ver dam (beaver),,(dam),,
n[ey]ghborhood (neighbor),,hood
br[ey]zenness (brazen),ness

b ob[iy]sity (obesity),,
m[ey]kable (makable),,
h[iy]thenish (heathenish),,

The exceptions in (35b) are systematic in that the tense vowel in the suffixed
form corresponds to a tense vowel in the base (e.g. ob[iy]se ‘obese’, m[eylke
‘make’ h[iy]then ‘heathen’). The occurrence of the bimoraic vowels in (35b)
accordingly does not argue against the “Trisyllabic Laxing constraint” but
rather shows that this phonological constraint can be dominated by an identity
constraint which requires the vowels in the derived word to be identical to the
corresponding vowel in the base.”' If identity constraints cannot play a role
because a word is not based on an independent word there is a tendency for
bimoraic vowels in the Trisyllabic Laxing position to destabilize as is shown
by the relatively recent changes in (36):*

*! This constraint ranking accounts for the distribution of lax and tense vowels in the three-
syllable words in (i). For additional examples see Raffelsiefen (to appear).

() ([&)nergy), (sliylerecy), (cf. s[iylcret)
(I[e]gacy)e (friy]quency),, (cf. fr{iy]quent)
(r[€Jmedy), (d[iy]cency), (cf. dfiy]cent)
(met[]culous),, (d[éy]ngerous),, (cf. d[éy]nger)
(cr[g]dulous), (fliy]verous),, (cf. fliy]ver)
(tr[€]cherous),, ([6w]dorous),, (cf. [6w]dor)

2 The few words in question which show no sign of instability are synchronic pseudo-
compounds, which exhibit the stress contour characteristic for compounds (e.g. nightingale) or
pseudo-suffixations whose ending is homophonous to an inflectional suffix (e.g. evening).
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(36) (t[iy]nable), > (t[€]nable),
(am([iy]nable), > (am[¢]nable),,
([6w]celot), > ([a]celot),
([éylpricot), > ([]pricot),,

Violations of Trisyllabic Laxing in prefixed words indicate reliably that the
prefix forms a separate pword. That is, such violations always correlate with
compositional semantics and the fact that the stem is an independent word. The
pword structures indicated by the moraic structures of the initial syllables in
(33) are given in (37):

37) a (ataractic),, b (a)(political),,
(represént),, (ré),(defénd),,
(predecéssor),, (pre),(detérmine),,
(propaganda),, (pro),(Canadian),,

The claim that the historical prefixes in (37a) do not form separate pwords is
supported not only by their susceptibility to Trisyllabic Laxing but also by the
illformedness of forms such as *([£]),, or *([pre]),. Such forms are illformed
pwords because they violate the Minimal Word Requirement and also because
of a constraint against lax vowels in pword final position.” The only systematic
exception to this generalization is the low back vowel [a], which differs from
other lax vowels in that it satisfies the Minimal Word Requirement as is shown
by independent words like [spa] ‘spa’, [bra] ‘bra’.** The existence of these
words indicates that the vowel [a] is bimoraic in spite of being lax.”

» The claim that the constraint against lax vowels refers to the pword-final and not to the
syllable-final position is supported by words like [s@.thair] ‘satire’ where the ¢ is syllabified
exclusively in onset position as is shown by its aspiration. (cf. section 1.4.2.1).

2 These words are transcribed with a short [a] in Kenyon and Knott and with a long [a:] in
Jones and Gimson (1977) and in Wells (1990).

¥ The assumption that vowels which are low and back are bimoraic also resolves a conflict
exhibited by the negative prefix a- in German. Hall (this volume) concludes that that prefix
cannot be a pword because it violates the Minimal Word Requirement. His conclusion con-
flicts with the evidence from stress because the prefix a- always carries main stress when it
attaches to an independent word thereby yielding patterns which do not occur in simplexes
(e.g. dsymmeétrisch ‘asymmetrical’, dpolitisch ‘apolitical’). This apparent violation of regular
stress patterns indicates that stress is determined by a relative prominence rule which requires
the lefthand pword within a (syntactic) word to be stronger than the righthand pword. This rule
applies to compounds and prefixed words alike (e.g. unsympathisch ‘unappealing’, Tischbéin
‘table leg’). Assuming that low vowels are bimoraic the evidence from stress, which indicates
that the prefix a- forms a separate pword, no longer conflicts with Minimal Word Require-
ments.
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Since wordinitial syllables which precede an unstressed syllable are always
stressed in English the data in (37) do not shed light on the question of whether
the moraic evidence correlates with the evidence from stress when it comes to
determining the pword structure of historically prefixed words.”* However,
there are cases which allow for the correlation between these properties to be
tested. Recall that verbs with three syllables and final stress have regular main
stress on the initial syllable unless they end in a consonant cluster (e.g.
improvise vs. interrupt). Since verbal prefixes which form a separate pword
always have secondary stress the correlation between Minimal Word Require-
ments and stress can be tested by examining verbs which consist of a mono-
syllabic vowel-final prefix and an iambic stem which ends in maximally one
consonant. Relevant examples are listed in (38):

(38) a r[¢]concile b rfiyJcombine
r[€]cognize r{iy]Jcompose
r[€]gulate r[iy]divide
r[€]legate r{iy]Jcommit
r[€]plicate r[iy]align

The native coinages in (38b) violate both Trisyllabic Laxing and the constraint
against final main stress in the type of three-syllable verb described above.
Both these violations signal that those verbs consist of two separate pwords (cf.
(39b)). By contrast, the satisfaction of Trisyllabic Laxing together with the
regular initial main stress in the historically prefixed verbs in (38a) show that
these verbs consist of only one pword (cf. (39a)). These examples thus show a
perfect correlation between the two types of phonological evidence under
consideration.

39) a (r[f:]concile)m b (r[iy])u(combine),
(r[g]cognize)m (r[iy])w(compése)q,
(r{e]gulate),, (r[iy])w(divide)q,
(r[e]legate), (r{iy])(commit),
(r[€]plicate), (r[iy])(align)e

The phonological evidence for pword structure correlates further with the
observation that all stems are independent words (e.g. combine, compose, etc.)
and with compositional semantics.

% In careful pronunciation the stress on the prefixes in (37b), which form separate pwords,
should be stronger than the stress on the historical prefixes in (37a), which are integrated into
the pword of the stem. These distinctions in the degree of stress are perhaps too subtle to judge
consistently (cf. also footnote 11).



153

For additional evidence for the correlation between stress and moraic
structure consider the data in (40) (cf. Walker 1826, Webster’s 1862, Webster’s
1990):

(40) a recognize > r[€]cognize b rfiy]locate
rendvate > r[e]novate r{iy]process
designate > d[e]signate r{iy]finance
enérvate > [€]nervate r[iyJaccess
deménstrate > d[€]monstrate r[iy]céntact

The stress shifts in (40a) reflect the transition from quantity-sensitive to alter-
nating stress. The stability of main stress on the penultimate syllable in (40b)
correlates with the fact that the preceding syllable satisfies the Minimal Word
Requirement. Both of these phonological properties indicate that the historical
prefixes in (40b) form separate pwords as is shown in (41).

(41) ‘2 (récognize), b (re)y(lécate)y
(rénovate), (ré)u(process)q
(désignate),, (ré)(finance),
(énervate), (ré)p(access)q
(démonstrate),, (ré), (contact),

The data in (40) indicate a consistent correlation between stress patterns and
moraic structure. From the perspective of the hearer reference to moraic
structure often allows for a more precise location of pword boundaries than
does reference to stress. Lax vowels other than [a] signal precisely that no
pword boundary follows immediately. By contrast, schwa can occur in pword-
final position (e.g. comm[a] ‘comma’, zebr[d] ‘zebra’) but any string which
contains no vowel other than schwa cannot form a pword. It follows that a
schwa in a word-initial syllable signals that none of the following consonants is
preceded or followed by a pword boundary (cf. the historically prefixed word
in (28a)). While schwa and lax vowels function as negative boundary signals
unreducible bimoraic vowels signal the presence of a pword boundary. In
prestress position such vowels indicate a following pword boundary whose
precise location with respect to the following consonants is not determined
(e.g. (b[iy])n(hive),, (cr[iy]m)y(pie),, (fliy]ld),(Work),). A bimoraic vowel
before two or more syllables the first of which is unstressed strongly suggests
that the first and the third syllable do not belong to a single pword but the
precise location of the boundary is not further determined.”’” In historically

?7 Recall that this applies only to unsuffixed words in which the occurrence of a tense vowel



154

prefixed words the occurrence of an unreducible bimoraic vowel always corre-
lates with the evidence from stress to indicate that the prefix forms a separate
pword.

1.4 Syllable structure

One of the defining properties commonly associated with pwords is their role
as the domain of syllabification (cf. Booij and Rubach 1984). In this section I
investigate the correlation between syllable structure and other prosodic prop-
erties, wordhood, and semantic compositionality in English.

1.4.1 The phonotactic structure of syllables

Phonotactics plays a stronger role as a negative than as a positive boundary
signal. That is, there are few clusters which signal the presence of a pword
boundary but there are many clusters which signal the absence of a preceding
or following pword boundary. This difference is based on the asymmetrical
distribution of clusters in word-internal position compared to word edges.
While there are many clusters which occur within words but not word-initially
or word-finally the opposite case does not exist. That is, there are no clusters
which occur word-initially or word-finally but not within pwords:

(42) within words word-initially word-finally
-mn- inso[mn]ia, a[mn]esia — —
-bs- a[bs]ent, a[bs]urd — —
-1g- a[lg]orithm, vu[lg]ar — —

-mpstr- se[mpstr]ess — —

Clusters like [mn] accordingly function as negative boundary signal in that
they rule out certain pword boundaries (e.g. *(mnX),, *(Xmn),) but they do
not indicate the presence of any pword boundaries.

The asymmetry in question is also reflected in loan word phonology. It is
quite common for clusters to be simplified word-initially but not word-
internally as is illustrated in (43a, b):

(43) [ps]ychology > [s]ychology b  ca[ps]ize, har[ps]ichord
[pn]eumonia > [n]eumonia hy[pn]otize, di[pn]oid
[ptlomaine > [t]Jomaine ba[pt]ize, ana[pt]yxis
[bd]ellium > [d]ellium a[bd]uct, he[bd]omad
[kn)ickerbocker > [n]ickerbocker pi[kn]ic, ara[kn]oid
[gn]occhi > [n]occhi ma(gn]et, co[gn]ition

could not be due to an identity constraint (e.g. ob[iy]sity - ob[iy]se).



155

[mn]emonic > [n]emonic a[mn]esty, gy[mn]asium

Even word-internal clusters of three or more consonants or clusters which
include obstruents which differ in voicing tend to be adopted unmodified as is
illustrated in (44). The claim that those words, all of which are historically pre-
fixed, are parsed as single pwords is supported by the fact that they have only
one word stress. The evidence from stress correlates with non-compositional
semantics and with the fact that the stems of those words are not necessarily
independent words.

(44) (e[kskl]ude),,, (é[kstr]a),,, (e[kspr]éss),, (e[kskj]use),, (é[kskr]ement),
(di[sgr]untle),,, (di[sgr]ace),,, (tra[nsgr)éss),,, (a[bstr]act),, (su[btr]act),,

The data in (44) suggest that complex word-internal clusters are easily adapted
by English speakers even if they have not been encountered before. However,
there are limits to the adaptation of internal clusters as is indicated by the
simplification of clusters consisting of consonants which differ only in voicing
illustrated in (45) (cf. the transcriptions in Kenyon and Knott 1944 and
Webster’s 1990):

(45) [sabpiyna] > [sa.piyna]

In a word like subpoena, which is not based on an independent word, the
cluster bp necessarily destabilizes. In other cases such clusters do presumably
signal an intervening pword boundary (e.g. su[bp]lot, su[bp]rofessional,
su[bp]otent).

There are no conflicts between boundary signals relating to phonotactics
and other phonological evidence for pword structure. Consider the adjective
amnesic, for which all phonological diagnostics correlate and indicate that the
historical prefix is not followed by a pword boundary as is shown in (46):

(46) *(&),(mniyzik), *(«), violates the Minimal Word Requirement, the constraint
against lax vowels in pword-final position, and the constraint
which requires every pword to have word stress
*(mniyzik),,: initial cluster violates phonotactic constraint

A form such as [éymniyzik], where the vowel indicates that the historical pre-
fix forms a separate pword and yet an illicit word-initial cluster follows, could
not exist in English. Similarly, the cluster following the lax vowel could not be
affected by simplification (i.e. [@mniyzik] *> [@niyzik] is not a possible
change in current English).
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1.4.2 Syllabification

The syllable structure of a string which forms one domain of syllabification is
determined entirely by its segmental and accentual properties. According to the
LOI (i.e. Law of Initials) prevocalic clusters are syllabified in onset position
unless they do not occur word-initially (cf. rule I in Kahn 1976).* All remain-
ing segments are syllabified in coda position (cf. rule II in Kahn 1976). In
American English every segment in onset position which is followed by an
unstressed vowel and preceded by a [-consonantal] segment is associated with
the preceding syllable thereby becoming ambisyllabic (cf. rule III in Kahn
1976). As will be shown in this section any violations of these rules indicate
separate domains of syllabification and are hence positive boundary signals.
Consider the LOI violations in (47a) which signal the presence of an interven-
ing pword boundary.

(47) a su[b.l]iterature =  (sub),(literature),, b (cf. [bl]ue)
su[b.r]égion = (sub),(region),, (cf. [br]ead)
di[s.1]ike = (dis),(like),, (cf. [sl]ang)
mi[d.w]inter = (mid),(winter),, (cf. [dw]arf)

The words in (47a) violate the LOI because the obstruents are not syllabified
together with the following sonorant in onset position even though the clusters
in question occur word-initially (cf. the words in (47b)). LOI violations in
historically prefixed English words correlate consistently with two word
stresses, with stems which are independent words, and with compositional
semantics. By contrast, the syllabification of the final consonant of a historical
prefix exclusively in onset position correlates with one word stress and with
noncompositional semantics as is illustrated in (48):

(48) su[.bl])iminal =  (subliminal),,
su[.bJurban =  (suburban),,
di[.s]integrate =  (disintegrate),,
di[.z]6lve = (dissolve),,
di[.z]éase = (disease),,
mi[.s]anthropy =  (misanthropy),,

The correlation of these properties indicates that pwords form the domain of
syllabification. Unfortunately, the evidence from syllabification is somewhat
impaired by the fact that in many cases speakers find the distinctions in
question too subtle to judge. However, for some consonants the pronunciation

% For strictly phonological conditions on syllabification see especially Vennemann (1988).
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varies greatly depending on the position within the syllable. Recall the process
of fricative devoicing in coda position mentioned in section 1.2. In American
English voiceless stops have distinct allophones whose distribution is deter-
mined entirely by their position within the syllable. Reference to those
allophones allows for a conclusive study of the correlation between syllabifi-
cation and other diagnostics for pword structure.

1.4.2.1 Aspiration
Consider the correlation between word-initial stress and aspiration in (49):

(49) a dis[plarage b dis[ph]éople
dis[k]over dis[kM]6lor
dis[t]arb dis[th]rast
mis[t]ake mis[th]ime

In (49a) lack of initial stress correlates with non-aspiration of the bracketed
voiceless stops. Both of these properties indicate that the historically prefixed
words form a single domain of stress and a single domain of syllabification.
Specifically, the lack of aspiratedness of the prevocalic voiceless stop shows
that the prefix-final s is syllabified in onset position in accordance with the
LOI. This is because stops are aspirated only if they occur in syllable-initial
position as is shown in (50) (cf. Kahn 1976). Only relevant association lines
are shown in this section:

(50) a o b o
| 4

s(plin [p"Jin
The aspiration of the stops in (49b) indicates that they occur in syllable-initial
position and hence violate the LOI. This LOI-violation correlates with the
‘irregular’ word-initial stress and indicates that the prefix forms a separate
pwords as is shown in (51b):

(51) a o b c o

(dis[p)arage)o (dis)w([ph]éople)w
The aspiration of a stop after s is a positive boundary signal which indicates
that a pword boundary immediately precedes the stop. The same analysis

applies to the remaining examples in (52), to compounds, and across words as
is illustrated in (52b).
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(52) a  (dis[k]éver)q (dis)([kM6lor)q
(dis[t]urb)q (dis)([t"]rist)q
(mis[t]ake)q (mis)m([thLime)m
b (mus[t]ache), (price)([t"]ag)w (kiss)o([th]im)y
(mis[t]ral) (brass),([tM]rade),, (miss)qy([tM]rdcy)
(as[plect) (biis)o([t"Jicket),, (pass)o([p"]am)q,

The evidence for prosodic structure based on aspiration correlates with the evi-
dence from stress, wordhood, and semantic compositionality. In all prefixed
verbs and adjectives in which an aspirated stop is preceded by s we find that
relative prominence relations are determined by rule (7b). The fact that aspira-
tion is weaker in the verbs in (53a) compared to the examples in (53b) is
explained by the respective phonetic environments: the more stress a vowel has
the stronger is the aspiration on the preceding stop.

(53) a (mis)([p(M]ronéunce), b (mis)e([p"]rint),
(mis)q([k(M]onstrie)q (mis)([kh]lassify)q,
(dis)([k(MJompése),, (dis)o([kMéurteous),,
(dis)qy([k(M]onfirm),, (dis)([p"]1éasure),,

As was noted before, there is no evidence for a prosodic difference between the
prefixes dis- and mis-.

1.4.2.2 Glottalization

Consider next the correlation between word-initial stress and the distribution of
aspirated versus glottalized coronal stops in (54). The symbol [t'] represents a
glottalized #:

(54) a  De[thréit b ou[t]ride
pe[thréleum ou(t']rank
ma[th]n'culate ou[t']rin
me[th]répolis ou[t'Jréach

The words in (54b) are marked because of the secondary stress in pre-stress
position. Furthermore, the glottalization of the [t] indicates syllabification in
coda position even though an  follows. Since the cluster #» forms a wellformed
syllable onset the stops should be aspirated rather than glottalized as is illus-
trated by the “regular” examples in (54a). The glottalization of stops before r
indicates accordingly another LOI-violation and signals that a pword boundary
immediately follows the stop. The pword structures in (55) account for the cor-
relation between unstressed word-initial syllables and aspiration on the one
hand and secondary stress in prestress position and glottalization on the other:
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(55) a ¢} b c ]
Vi \ /
(De[th]réit)w (ou[t'))o(ride)o

The correlation between initial stress and glottalization also holds for com-
pounds and across words:

(56) (ni[th}rate), (nigh[t])e(rate)q (figh(t])e(Ron)q

In contrast to aspiration, glottalisation is sensitive not only to syllable position
but also to place of articulation.”” Kahn notes that glottalisation is strongest for
t, applies less to p, and is weakest for k. Consequently, glottalization is a good
diagnostic for prosodic structure only in words whch include a ¢ followed by .

1.4.2.3 Flapping
Consider the distribution of flapped versus aspirated stops in (57):

(57) a pro[ra]stant  ‘protestant’ b pré[tha]hitian ‘pro-Tahitian’
pro[ra]sis ‘protasis’ pro[tha]bétan “pro-Tibetan’

According to Kahn flapping is another rule which is sensitive to syllable
structure. Specifically, he claims that coronal stops are flapped when ambisyl-
labic. One condition for ambisyllabicity relates to stress. Kahn’s rule III associ-
ates an onset consonant with the preceding syllable when it is preceded by a
[-consonantal] segment and followed by an unstressed vowel. The relevant
association line is dashed in (58):

(58) c G c 0

\

(buira]r)w (de[th)ain)w

The failure of rule III to apply in the words in (57b) indicates the existence of
separate prosodic domains. Like rules I and II, rule III applies only within
pwords. The relevant structures are given in (59):

(59) a g o© b ] o
(pro[r]estant),, (pro)([t"]ahitian),
‘protestant’ ‘pro-Tahitian’

¥ In addition, glottalization applies only if the preceding segment has the feature
[-consonantal].
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The occurrence of an aspirated coronal stop which is preceded by a
[-consonantal] segment and followed by an unstressed vowel in American
English indicates accordingly that the stop is immediately preceded by a pword
boundary.

There are also cases where the occurrence of a flap functions as a positive
boundary signal. Consider the contrast between the aspirated and flapped stops
in (60):

(60) a de[th]éin b 6u[r]§at ‘outeat’
ro[th]ate hi[r]Al ‘hit Al

The flaps in (60b) are marked because a consonant before a stressed vowel
should regularly be syllabified exclusively in onset position and not be ambi-
syllabic. Flapping in such an environment is described by Kahn'’s rule V, which
creates ambisyllabicity by associating a consonant with a following vowel
across pword boundaries regardless of stress. The application of rule V is
marked by the dashed line in (61):*

(61) o O© G o
/ \.~
(detain)w (out)w(eat)®

The occurrence of a flapped stop in pre-stress position in American English
indicates consistently that the stop is immediately followed by a pword bound-
ary."

To summarize, the LOI violations and the ‘irregularities’ relating to ambi-
syllabicity correlate consistently with the evidence from stress, with the satis-
faction of Minimal Word Requirements, with stems which are independent
words, and with compositional semantics. Syllabification not only signals the
presence of word-internal pword boundaries but also reliably indicates their
precise location.

% Kahn’s claims that ambisyllabicity arises whenever a consonant-final word is followed by a
vowel-initial word and that flapping is an automatic consequence of ambisyllabicity are con-
tradicted by examples such as host Al, where the ¢ is not flapped.

*' McCarthy & Prince (1993) describe the ambisyllabicity of the final consonant in (60b) with
reference to a constraint “Final-C” which requires that every pword end in a consonant. The
relevance of that constraint is not clear since the ambisyllabicity results from the satisfaction of
both the constraint which requires every segment to be syllabified within a given domain of
syllabification (i.e. the pwords (out)g, (hit),) and the constraint Onset, which requires every
syllable to have an onset.
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As one might expect there is no evidence for a correlation between syllabi-
fication and assimilation. That is, the syllabification of the nasal in the prefix
iN-, which assimilates to the following stop or sonorant, does not differ from
the syllabification of the nasal in the prefix un-, which does not assimilate.
Both are ambisyllabic if a vowel follows (cf. (62a, b), which is not true for
nasals which are not followed by a pword boundary (cf. (62c)).

62) a o [+ b o o] c oo0o
(in)(able)g, (in)(active), (inane),,
(un)(éven)g, (in)(élegant), (indrdinate),
(un)(interesting), (in)y(accurate), (inimical),
(un),(éthical)q, (in),(adequate), (inépt),
(in)y(éasy) (in)¢(action), (iniquity),

However, Since there are no distinct allophones associated with the position of
the n within the syllable it is generally not possible to elicit clear judgements
concerning the syllabification contrasts in (62).

1.5 The correlation between focus and other diagnostics for pword structure
According to Wennerstrom (1993) the accent on the historical prefixes in (63),
which is represented by capital letters, indicates focus:

(63) That country has both INternal and EXternal problems.
This function is DEcreasing here, but INcreasing there.
John expected to be promoted, and was shocked at being DEmoted.
I still say she’s a very effective manager; it’s the equipment that’s DEfective

She analyzes the data as follows:

I conclude that prefixes form separate prosodic words when they are semantically
analyzable with respect to their stems, and that the prosodic word is the minimum
domain of PAA [Pitch Accent Association, R.R.], a process which links pitch
accent to the highest grid mark within a focused . (Wennerstrom 1993:322)

The type of semantic analyzability Wennerstrom has in mind differs from the
notion of semantic compositionality crucially involving word bases used in this
paper (cf. section 3). Using her notion of semantic analyzability and focusabil-
ity as diagnostics she claims that the capitalized prefixes in (63) form separate
pwords. However, focus does not correlate with the phonological diagnostics
for pwords established here. None of the historical prefixes in (63) is stressed
in regular pronunciation (cf. Webster’s 1990, Jones & Gimson 1977, Wells
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1990) and vowel reduction in open syllable is possible (e.g. pr[o]moted,
d[d]fective). As has been shown above, these phonological properties indicate
that the prefixes are not separate pwords. The fact that the prefixes in (63) do
not combine with words also argues against their analysis as pwords (cf. sec-
tion 2). It can be concluded then that focusability does not correlate with the
phonological evidence and is not a useful diagnostic for pword structure.

1.6 Types of correlating properties

In the preceding sections I have presented evidence that the phonological prop-
erties which serve as diagnostics for pword structure relate either to syllabifi-
cation (e.g. onset or coda conditions, LOI-violations, ambisyllabicity), stress
(stress patterns, relative prominence patterns, stress-sensitive rules like Trisyl-
labic Laxing or vowel reduction) or to Minimal Word Requirements. All of
these properties consistently correlate with respect to the question of whether a
historic prefix in English forms a separate pword or is integrated into the
pword of the stem. By contrast, assimilation correlates with none of those
properties. Perhaps this difference between assimilation and syllabification,
stress, and Minimal Word Requirements relates to the fact that the latter prop-
erties all relate directly to the Prosodic Hierarchy. That is, assuming that
pwords, feet, syllables, and moras are part of a hierarchically arranged set of
phonological units such that each unit is properly contained in the superordi-
nate unit of which it is a part (cf. Nespor & Vogel 1986) the correlation
between these properties makes sense. For example, the observation that LOI
violations indicate pword boundaries relates to the proper containment of
syllables within pwords. The observation that pwords are subject to Minimal
Word Requirements follows from the fact that pwords dominate feet, which
must be minimally binary (either on the moraic or on the syllabic level) and
hence necessarily satisfy the Minimal Word Requirement.

Assimilation differs from syllabification, stress, and Minimal Word
Requirements not only in that it fails to relate to the Prosodic Hierarchy. In
addition it holds that to the hearer clusters exhibiting “assimilation” do not
signal the absence of an intervening pword boundary. That is, the relevant
clusters occur both within and across pwords as is illustrated in (64):

(64) i(mbjalance = ? (cf. (stea[m),(b]oat),, (ba[mb]oo),)
i[mpJroper = ? (cf. (crea[m)(plie)y, (la[mp]Joon),)
di[zm]ember = ? (cf. (ja[z),(m]usician), (pla[zm]a),)

= ?

di[zb]urden (cf. (chee[z)y(b]Jurger),, (le[zb]ian),)
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In general there exist no clusters which signal the absence of an intervening
pword boundary. From the point of view of the hearer assimilation accordingly
never functions as a negative boundary signal for pword structure which distin-
guishes assimilation from the phonological properties which relate to the
Prosodic Hierarchy.”

1.7 Cases of non-correlation in suffixation

While the evidence from syllabification, stress, and Minimal Word Require-
ments correlates consistently when determining the pword structure of histori-
cally prefixed words in English these properties occasionally conflict for suf-
fixed words. Consider the two words in (65), which represent consonant-initial
and vowel-initial suffixation respectively:

(65) a sliyp'los_ b #lfabothayz
‘sleep+less’ ‘alphabet+ize’

In sleepless the stop is glottalized rather than aspirated even though pl is a
well-formed onset cluster in English. This LOI violation indicates that the stop
is followed by a pword boundary.Yet the suffix is unstressed which shows that
it does not form a pword itself.

Rather than illustrating a conflict between the evidence from stress and
from syllabification when it comes to determining pword structure this exam-
ple contradicts the Strict Layer Hypothesis. Specifically, this example conflicts
with the requirement that every unit is composed of one or more units of the
immediately lower category (cf. Nespor & Vogel 1986). Assuming that this
requirement does not hold universally the adjective sleepless can be analyzed
as a concatenation of a pword and a syllable which together form a clitic group
as is shown in (66). The same analysis holds for all words derived by conso-
nant-initial suffixes in English.”

32 In fact, total assimilation as in irregular, illiberal, immodest, etc. can function as a positive
boundary signal provided that the sonorants are indeed long (cf. the transcriptions in Webster’s
1990). This is because long consonants do not occur within pwords in English.
(1) i[mm]odest =  (im),(modest),,

i[llJiberal =  (il)y(liberal),

i[rrJegular =  (ir),(regular),

33 Cf. Raffelsiefen (to appear).
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(66) C
o
|
z
I
c c
sliyp' los

The example in (65b), which is derived by a vowel-initial suffix, exhibits a
genuine conflict between syllabification and stress. Specifically, sequences of
unstressed syllables never occur in underived verbs (e.g. eliminate, exdacerbate,
intérrogate) which might suggest that the stem and the suffix do not form a
single domain of stress. In fact, Aronoff & Sridhar (1983) analyze the suffix
-ize as a clitic to account for stress-neutrality (i.e. (alphabet)yize). However,
this analysis conflicts with the fact that in American English a prevocalic ¢
would always be flapped when followed by a pword boundary regardless of the
stress on the following syllable as is shown by the clitic group [p&riz] ‘Pat is’
and the compound [b&riyr], ‘bat ear’.

How can the conflict between aspiration and apparent stress-neutrality be
resolved? Assuming the pword structure (alphabetize)q one could account for
the word-initial stress by associating the suffix -ize with an identity constraint
which requires the stress in the derived form to be identical to the stress in the
base.” By contrast, the syllabification of the ¢ in onset position in alphabetize
could not be explained by any identity constraint regardless of the pword
structure of that word.

To conclude, the evidence from syllabification, which suggests the pword
structure (alphabetize)y, is the critical diagnostic for determining pword
structure because syllabification is determined exclusively by its domain and
strictly phonological constraints like the LOI. By contrast, stress patterns in
English can also be determined by identity constraints which potentially
obscure the strictly phonological evidence for pword structure (cf. also the
discussion of the violations of Trisyllabic Laxing in (35b)). Once identity
effects are disregarded the evidence from stress and syllabification correlate
perfectly in English suffixation.”

* Note that the stress pattern of dlphabetize does not indicate that the word includes two sepa-
rate domains of word stress. This can be inferrred from contrasts in the non-primary stress in
dlphabetize, which forms a single pword, and compounds like consumer price, which consist
of two pwords. That is, the stress on the weak member of a compound is stronger than any
non-primary stresses within pwords (cf. footnotes 11, 26).

* Note that the relative prominence between pwords cannot be affected by identity constraints
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2. The relation between morphological and prosodic structure
2.1 The correlation between prosodic and morphosyntactic properties of
(historically) prefixed words

It was demonstrated in section 1 that in English all properties relating to pro-
sodic structure (i.e. Minimal Word Requirements, stress patterns, syllable
structure) consistently correlate with respect to the question of whether a
historic prefix forms a separate pword or is integrated into the pword of the
stem. The claim that these diagnostics are relevant for determining pword
structure is supported by their additional correlation with morphosyntactic stem
properties. The boundaries of pwords established on the basis of prosodic
structure align consistently with morphological boundaries. The generalization
for English is that pword boundaries which align with the right edge of a prefix
align also with the left edge of an independent word. This generalization is best
illustrated with cases where the stem is somewhat obscure being familiar to
some speakers but not to others. Such prefixed words are typically listed with
two variants in dictionaries, one indicating that the prefix forms a separate
pword, and the other indicating that it is fused with the stem into a single
pword. Consider for example the variants of the adjective acephalous in (67)
listed in Webster’s (1990):

(67) [eyséfalas] ~ [aséfalas]

The adjective acephalous means ‘having no head’ and is part of the learned
vocabulary along with other adjectives such as dicephalous ‘having two heads’,
microcephalous ‘having an abnormally small head’ etc. The word status of
cephalous is unclear: it is listed as an adjective in Lehnert (1971), as a bound
stem with the meaning ‘indicates a head’ in The American Heritage Dictionary
(1985), and has no entry in Webster’s (1990). The variants in (67) reflect the
dubious word status of cephalous. Only speakers who have cephalous stored as
a meaningful unit in their mental lexicon (for example pathologists) can have
the prosodic representation (a),(cephalous), and pronounce the word
[eyséfalas]. Other speakers pronounce the adjective [aséfalas] instead which
reflects the prosodic structure (acephalous),,. The claim that the variation illus-
trated in (67) depends on whether or not the base exists as an independent word
is supported by the fact that prefixed adjectives with either a non-existing (cf.
(68b)) or a common base (cf. (68c)) lack comparable variants (W is the “set of
words”):

which accounts for the fact that the evidence from relative prominence and from syllabifica-
tion never conflict with respect to pword structure.
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(68) a  [ey]céphalous ~ [o]céphalous cephalous 7e W
b [9]némalous (*[éy]némalous) nomalous ¢ W
¢ [ey]typical (*[a]typical) typical € W

The question of whether or not the base is an independent word also accounts
for the variation in the form of the prefix in (69):

(69) a [éy]chlamydeous ~ [&]chlamydeous chlamydeous 7e W
b [@]taractic (*[ey]taractic) taractic ¢ W
c [ey]political (*[2]political) political € W

The fact that both pronunciations of achlamydeous in (69a) are listed in
Webster’s reflects the obscurity of chlamydeous, a word which is likely to be
known only by botanists. Chlamydeous is listed in some dictionaries (cf. The
American Heritage Dictionary 1985, OED 1992), but not in others (cf.
Webster’s 1990). Only speakers familiar with this word are likely to pronounce
the prefix in (69a) as a separate pword. For all others achlamydeous is repre-
sented as a single pword with the result that the historical prefix is subject to
Trisyllabic Laxing. Among (historically) prefixed words whose base is clearly
not a word in English Trisyllabic Laxing is never blocked (cf. (69b)). For
words with a common base such as apolitical, on the other hand, there is no
tendency for the prefix and the stem to fuse into a single pword with the result
that Trisyllabic Laxing does not apply.

The dependence of prosodic structure on the syntactic category of the base
applies also to iN-prefixations. The rareness of the adjective clement is
reflected in the variation in (70a). That variation, like the variants considered
above, reflects distinct prosodic structures: one in which the prefix forms a
separate pword and one in which it is fused with the stem into a single pword.

(70) a inclément ~ inclement clement e W
b indolent (*inddlent) dolent ¢ W
c improéper (*improper) proper € W

The condition that the base must be a word refers to surface forms and is satis-
fied only if the stem of a prefixed word exists independently. The existence of
cognates which are phonologically distinct from the base plays no role. For
example, the existence of the words dole, doleful, dolor, dolorous is entirely
irrelevant for the prosodic parsing of their historically prefixed cognate indo-
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lent. The fact that the adjective dolent became obsolete in English rules out the
prosodic structure (in),,(dolent),,.”

2.2 Alignment constraints on word formation

The correlation between morphological and prosodic structure in English word
formation observed in section 2.1 is accounted for by the alignment constraints
in (71).

(71) a ALIGN (PREFIX, L; PWORD, L)
ALIGN (PREFIX, R; PWORD, R) (first version)
b ALIGN (WORD, L; PWORD, L)

ALIGN (WORD, R; PWORD, R)

The constraints in (71) align the edges of prefixes and words with pword
boundaries. Assuming that prefixes combine only with independent words
(rather than stems) in English word formation and that the derived words have
the structure [prefix][word] (cf. the native coinages in (72b)) the alignment
constraints in (71) account for the prosodic forms in (72c).

% It is unclear whether the effect illustrated in (68) to (70) exists for all prefixes. Consider the
historically prefixed word uncouth, whose base has become obsolete in modern English. Both
in Jones and Gimson (1977) and in Wells (1990) the adjective uncouth is not transcribed with
(optional) secondary stress on the prefix which distinguishes this word from other un-prefixa-
tions such as unkind, unclear, unfair. This difference might indicate that the prefix un- is
similar to the prefixes discussed above in that it can form a separate pword only in combina-
tion with an independent word (e.g. unkind), but not otherwise. However, the historical un-
prefixation unkempt, whose base has also become obsolete, is transcribed with secondary stress
on the prefix. Consider next the verb outstrip, whose historical base strip ‘to move fast’ is
obsolete in modern English. We find that all verbs derived by out-prefixation based on
independent words, but not the verb outstrip, are transcribed with an initial stress mark in
Webster’s (1990):

(i) a oOutgréw, outnimber, outrank, dutréach, dutrin, outséll, outspénd, outtdlk b outstrip
The contrast in initial stress in (i a, b) indicates that the prefix out- does not form a separate
pword in outstrip which supports the claim that prefixes cannot form a separate pword unless
they combine with a word. However, in Jones and Gimson (1977) and in Wells (1990) all
verbs in (i) are transcribed with stress on the prefix, including the verb outstrip.

There is some evidence then that the Germanic prefixes un- and out- differ from the other
English prefixes in that they inherently form a separate pword regardless of the morphosyn-
tactic category of their stem. However, the evidence is inconclusive since there are only three
relevant words, at least two of which (i.e. uncouth, outstrip) can also be pronounced without
stress on the prefix.
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(72) a  [unlper [-A] b [un]prefpleasant]s ¢ (in)g(pléasant),,
[iN]pref: [-A] [iN]pref{practical] s (im)g(practical)g,
[iN]pref: [-A] [iN]preffredeemable] o (ir)(redéemable),,
[alpres: [-A] [a]pref(typical]a (a)(typical)q,
[sub]pref: [-A] [sub]prefconscious]a (sub),(conscious),
[dis]pref: [-A] [dis]pref{symmetrical]p (dis),(symmétrical),,
[non]pyes: [-A] [non]p,eessential]z (non),(esséntial),

The prosodic structures in (72c) determine the relative prominence between the
prefix and the stem (cf. rule (7b)). They further account for the facts that
prefixes and stems form separate domains of syllabification and of stress and
that they both satisfy Minimal Word Requirements. The prosodic structures in
(72c) say nothing about the questions of whether and to what extent the seg-
ments of a prefix assimilate to those of the stem. As was noted in sections 1.1.
and 1.2 there is clear evidence that assimilation is not determined by the
prosodic but rather by the segmental structure of prefixes.

What accounts for the observation that prefixes form a separate pword
only in combination with a word? As for (native) English word formation
morphological structures like [iN]pfdolent]r,, could not be generated
because affixes combine only with words. Even if morphological structures
like [iN]pddolent]roo Were assumed the representation of the prefix as a sepa-
rate pword can be ruled out by ranking the constraint in (71b), which requires
pword boundaries to align with word (rather than with root) boundaries (e.g.
*(dolent),), and the alignment constraint in (73), which requires pwords to be
followed by pwords,” higher than the alignment constraint in (71a), which
requires prefixes to be parsed as separate pwords.

(73) ALIGN (PWORD, R; PWORD, L)

There is no need to refer to prefix classes to describe the prosodic structure of
English prefixation.

2.3 Prosodic parsing
In section 2.2 the relation between morphological and prosodic structure is
described in terms of constraints on word formation. This relation can be

*7 The alignment constraint in (73) relates to the clause of the Strict Layer Hypothesis which
requires that a prosodic constituent of a given level dominates only constituents of the next
level down in the prosodic hierarchy. The constraint in (73) is violable as is shown by the fact
that pwords can also combine with unstressed function words and suffixes, which do not form
pwords in English.
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depicted as in (74), where the mapping between morphological and prosodic
representations is described by the alignment constraints in (71). The relation
between prosodic and phonetic representations could also be partially described
by alignment constraints, i.e. constraints which align the edges of pwords with
the edges of feet and of syllables.

(74) Morphological | — Prosodic > Phonetic
Representation Representation Representation

While the mappings of morphological to prosodic and then to phonetic repre-
sentations shown in (74) pertain to speech synthesis the inverse relations
describe speech analysis, i.e. the perspective of the hearer (or learner) as is
shown in (75).

(75) Phonetic = Prosodic = | Morphological
Representation Representation Representation

)

The relation between phonetic and prosodic structure refers directly to the
notions of positive and negative boundary signals referred to in section 1. A
possible model of that relation is presented in figure (76) where the input con-
sists of the phonetic representation of a historically prefixed word (i.e. [XY]c).
“C” is a variable ranging over nouns, verbs, and adjectives. For reasons to be
discussed in sections 2.4 and 2.5 I assume that historically prefixed words are
parsed as single pwords unless phonological wellformedness conditions for
pwords are violated.

(76) Yes » (XY)o
Is (XY)g /
(XY]o) —

phonologically

wellformed? \
Subdivide [XY] into

No - wellformed pwords

- X)p(Y)e

As it stands the model in (76) does not include any reference to word-internal
syntactic categories. The empirical adequacy of this model depends on the
question of how hearers parse phonetic strings such as [eyséfolas], which indi-
cate the prosodic form (a),(cephalous),, if they do not know the word cepha-
lous. If the word is parsed in terms of two pwords on the basis of its prosodic
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properties the model in (76) is adequate.” If the word is parsed as a single
pword in spite of its phonetic properties the model needs to be modified as
follows:

7) Yes —> _(XY)o
Is (XY)q, / 7
No

((XY]c) —> | phonologically]

wellformed? \I
Subdivide [XY] Is (Vo
No—>| into wellformed > |a word]> Yes >(X)o(Y)o
pwords
{(X)o(Yws-}

The model in (77) differs from that in (76) in that the righthand pword resulting
from the subdivision of words into two pwords is looked up in the lexicon. If
the word matches a word the hearer knows the parsing in terms of two pwords
is accepted. Otherwise the word is parsed as a single pword. Since the model in
(77) allows for a more straightforward description of the parsing of loanwords
(cf. section 2.4) it will be assumed in this paper.

The flowchart in (77) is illustrated below by parsing the (historically)
prefixed adjectives impotent and unpleasant. Wellformedness conditions for
pwords are satisfied for as long as the parsing is consistent with all negative
and positive boundary signals for pwords.

(78)  Phonetic input: Prosodic parsing: wellformedness conditions for pwords:
[imphatont], = V(imphatont),, no violation
[Anphlézont], = *(Anphlézont),,  initial secondary stress in prestress posi-
tion signals an intervening pword
boundary

Strings which cannot be parsed as single pwords are divided further into two
pwords as is illustrated in (79):

(79) wellformedness conditions for pwords:
‘(}\)m(nphle’zant)m *(A), lax vowel signals that no pword boundary follows
*(npMlézant),, initial cluster signals that no pword boundary
precedes

** The question of how a word is parsed can be determined on the basis of its pronuncia-
tion. The consistent pronounciation of acephalous as [éyséfalas] indicates that the word has
been parsed as two pwords.
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(An)q(pMézant), No violation

‘(Anph)m( 1ézant), “‘()mph)m cluster signals that no pword boundary follows
aspiration signals that syllable boundary precedes

"‘(}mphl)(,,( ézant), ‘(Anphl)m cluster signals that no pword boundary follows

"‘(.;mphlé)m(zant)m *()\nphlé)m lax vowel signals that no pword boundary follows
*(zant), lack of stress signals that string does not form a
pword

As is shown in (78), (79) (un),(pleasant), is on purely phonological grounds
the only possible pword parsing for the input [Anphlézant],. For words derived
by a productive prefix such as unpleasant there may exist an alternative
approach to inferring the prosodic structure. That is, on the basis of recognizing
the morphological structure of the word, in particular due to recognizing the
prefix un-, hearers might ‘recreate’ the formation as described in (72) (i.e.
analysis by synthesis).” The possibility that words are analyzed morphologi-
cally regardless of prosodic features must be allowed for in principle as is
shown' by cross-linguistic evidence. Compare for example the historically
prefixed English and Italian words in (80). While the English words have
prosodic properties (i.e. moraic structure, stress patterns, syllable structure)
which signal that they consist of two pwords there is no evidence that the
cognate prefixes in Italian form separate pwords. Rather the prosodic properties
exhibited by the prefixed words in (80b) in (standard) Italian are indistinguish-
able from those exhibited by comparable simplexes.*

(80) Phonetic input: Prosodic parsing:
a  English: [im.pri.séys]a = (im)(precise)q,
[dis.5.nast] o = (dis)(honest),

[ey.sow.fal]z = (a)o(social)y
b Italian: [im.pre.tsi.zo] A *—  (im)y(preciso)g,
[di.zo.nés.to] o *=  (dis)p(onesto),

[a.s0.tfa.le]s *=  (a)p(sociale),

* This type of analysis is the less plausible the less productive the prefix is. The prosodic
parsing of a loanword like abnormal, which cannot be formed natively, can perhaps be
inferred only on the basis of its prosodic features.

“ Nespor & Vogel (1986) have argued that the blocking of intervocalic s-voicing in asociale
indicates a pword boundary. In Standard Italian intervocalic [s] occurs also in simplexes (cf.
ca[s]a ‘house’) and therefore does not function as a positive boundary signal.
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One can safely assume that Italian hearers also recognize the morphological
complexity of the prefixed words in (80b). The difference to English is that the
morphological analysis of the Italian words in (80b) is not guided by prosodic
structure.*' Note that the Italian data do not argue against the universality of the
prosodic diagnostics for pword structure established in section 1 but rather
show that the alignment of specific morphosyntactic and prosodic boundaries is
language specific. This point will be addressed again in section 5.

2.4 The prosodic parsing of loan words

Not all historically prefixed words whose stem matches an independent word
in English are parsed as two pwords. Consider the cognate verbs in (81a) and
(81b) (cf. Kingdon 1958:55):

(81) a r[r)fuse  ‘decline to do’ b rfiylfise  ‘fuse again’
r[ijmark  ‘comment’ rliyJmark  ‘mark again’
r[1)léase  ‘free’ rliy]léase  ‘lease again’
r[1]place  ‘substitute’ r[iylplace  ‘place again’

The evidence from both stress and from the moraic structure indicates that the
historically prefixed verbs in (81a) consist of single pwords whereas the verbs
in (81b) consist of two pwords.*” This difference results from the fact that the
verbs in (81a) were borrowed whereas those in (81b) have been formed
natively. The fact that prefixes generally form separate pwords in native word
formation results from the mapping of morphological to prosodic structure
described in section 2.2. Loanwords are not subject to constraints on English
word formation (including the alignment constraints in (71)). Rather their pro-
sodic form is determined by the rules for parsing phonetic input strings
modelled in (77). Specifically, the observation that most historically prefixed
words which have been borrowed into English are parsed as single pwords is
accounted for in the model in (77) by making single pword parsing the default
option which applies whenever there are no positive boundary signals.*

' Based on Thornton’s claim that prosodic words in Italian are minimally disyllabic (cf.
Thornton 1996) Peperkamp (1997) proposes that only disyllabic prefixes can form separate
pwords in Italian. Similarly, Szpyra (1992) claims that all monosyllabic, but no disyllabic,
prefixes in Polish are integrated into the pword of the stem. Disyllabic prefixes satisfy Minimal
Word Requirements but, at least in Italian, form a single domain of syllabification together
with the stem.

“2 The correlation between the phonological and the semantic properties of the cognates in (81)
is the topic of section 3.

“ The default status is expressed by parsing words as single pwords unless phonological well-
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Not all loanwords are parsed as single pwords as is shown by the examples
in (82). While those words were borrowed from French according to the OED
1991 their phonological structure indicates that the prefix forms a separate
pword:

(82) (r&),(convéne),,
(sub),,(divide),,
(deé),,(compése),,

A possible explanation for the distinct parsings of the loanwords in (81a) and
in (82) relates to their French origin. That is, assuming that French loanwords
kept their word-final final stress when introduced into English stress may have
functioned as a positive boundary signal in the three-syllable verbs in (82), but
not in the disyllabic verbs in (83a). This is because final stress is common in
native disyllabic verbs (e.g. forgive, believe), but not in trisyllabic verbs. The
result of parsing the words according to the model in (77) is shown in (83):

(83) a refise = V(refuse),, b reconvéne = *(réconvéne), = (ré)y,(convéne),
submérge = \/(subme'rge) subdivide = *(subdivide), = (sub)y(divide),
defraud = V(defraud),, decompose = *(decompobse), = (de),(compose),,

The claim that stress functioned as a positive boundary signal in (82), but not
in (81a), is supported by the further development of the loanwords which were
not based on independent words in English. Recall that such words are always
parsed as single pwords according to the model in (77) with the result that they
(eventually) adjust to the phonological wellformedness conditions for single
pwords. The fact that disyllabic, but not trisyllabic, verbs invariably kept their
final stress shows that final stress functioned as a positive boundary signal only
in trisyllabic verbs (cf. also the examples in (22b)):

(84) a refér= \/(refér)(,, b  reconcile = *(réconcile),, > (réconcile),,

The parsing of disyllabic French loan verbs as single pwords is entirely regular
as is illustrated by the additional examples in (85) all of which relate to inde-
pendent words in English.

formedness conditions for pwords are violated. The opposite generalization would be
expressed if a given input string was first checked with respect to its divisibility into
wellformed pwords.
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(85) (discharge),,, (disclaim),,, (discldse),,, (discount),,, (disguise),,, (diséase),,,
(recite),,, (restrain),,, (declaim),, (decry),,, (deface),,, (retirn),,, (defame),,,
(default),,, (deférm),,, (degrade),,, (dendte),,, (despdil),,, (exclaim),,
(depart),,, (depdse),,, (depréss),,, (subsérve),,, (enchain),, (exchange),,,
(enclése),,, (enrdll),,, (ensure),,, (encrust),,, (enforce),,

Assuming that the stress shift in (84b) indicates indeed that final main stress
functions as a positive boundary signal in trisyllabic verbs which triggers the
parsing of the prefixes in (82) as separate pwords it follows that the effect
should be limited to verbs which do not end in a cluster. This is because final
main stress is always stable in trisyllabic verbs which end in a cluster including
verbs which are not based on an independent word and therefore form a single
pword (e.g. (resurréct),, (comprehénd),, (contradict),). The observation that
the prefixes form a separate pword in (86b), but not in (86a), confirms the
claim that final main stress functions as a positive boundary signal only in
verbs which do not end in a cluster.** All verbs in (86) are borrowed from
French:

(86) a (r[¢]Jcomménd),, b (rfiy]),(consign),
(r[€]colléct),, (r[iy]),compose),,
(r[€]presént),, (r[iy])nconfér),,
(disappoint),, (dis),,(obéy),,
(disafféct),, (dis),(allow),,
(disconcért),, (dis), (engage),,

The prosodic parsing of the verbs in (86) according to the model in (77) is
illustrated in (87):*

(87) a recomménd = V(récomménd), b reconsign = *(réconsign),, = (ré),,(consign),,

If the analysis illustrated in (87) is correct it follows that final stress on trisyl-
labic adjectives should always function as a positive boundary signal. This is

“ Apparent counter-examples are typically native coinages which are subject to the alignment
constraints in (71) (e.g. (dis),(connéct),, (pre),(seléct),).
“ The hypothesis that the final main stress on French loanwords functioned as a positive
boundary signal accounts furthermore for the fact that the historically prefixed verbs in (86b),
but not those in (i), were parsed as two pwords. This is because the verbs in (i) were borrowed
from Latin rather than from French and never had final main stress in English (cf. Danielsson
1948):
(i) récreate = V(récreate),,

dislocate = V(dislocate),,

dllocate = V(allocate),,
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because such adjectives differ from verbs in that they never have regular main
stress on the final syllable when forming a single pword (cf. (taciturn),, not
*(tacitarn),,, (dérelict),, not *(derelict),). The hypothesis is supported by the
prosodic parsing of French loanwords in English as is illustrated in (88).

(88) (dis),(contént),,, (im).,(matire),,, (in),(sincére),,, (im),(polite),,,
(in),,(discréte),,, (in),(distinct),,, (in),,(corréct),,, (in),(exact),,
(in)(diréct),,, (in),(corript),,

The hypothesis that final main stress has functioned as a positive boundary
signal in certain types of French loanwords may also account for the prosodifi-
cation of the loanwords in (89), all of which have undergone historical stress
shifts in English.

(89) a (ré)(n)(béptize)(m (dé)(|)(Céntralize)o)‘ (ré)(u(ViVif);)(n), (Pré)m(Signif)})m
b  (im)y,(moddest),,, (dis),(honest),,, (il),(1égal),, (ab),(ndrmal),,
(im),,(mértal),,, (in)(fértile),, (in),(décent),,, (in),(tdlerant),,
(in),,(élegant),,, (im).,(moral),,, (im),(mobile),,, (ir),(régular),,

The fact that the words in (89), but not those in (82), (86), and (88) underwent
stress shifts indicates perhaps that the words in (89) were analyzed as suffixa-
tions and therefore subject to a constraint against main stress on suffixes. For
verbs original main stress on suffixes is preserved in the form of secondary
stress (cf (89a)) whereas adjectival suffixes have largely lost stress entirely (cf.
(89b)).* The assumption that the prefixes were systematically parsed as sepa-
rate pwords in the loanwords in (89) accounts for the fact that stress never
shifted onto the prefix regardless of the moraic structure of words (e.g.
immodeést > immadest, dishonést > dishonest). For illustration of this point
consider the hypothetical development in (90): ¥’

“ This property distinguishes English from German where main stress on suffixed French
loanwords persists (e.g. idedl ‘idea’, elegadnt ‘elegant’, malizis ‘malicious’ etc).

7 The words in (i) may appear to contradict the analysis illustrated in (90) since final stress
failed to function as a positive boundary signal:

(i) Presumed original stress pattern: Prosodic form in Modern English:
[impotént] (impotent),,
[infinite] A (infinite),,
[infaméus] s (infamous),,
[impidus] (impious),,

However, the conditions for prosodic parsing in (i) may have differed from those applying in
(90b). Consider the possibility that a prefixed word may have been borrowed before its base or
may have occurred more frequently than its base. Once a word is parsed as a single pword (due
to the absence of a base) it is bound to adjust to the phonological wellformedness conditions
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(90) Prosodic parsing of loanwords Subsequent destressing of the suffix:
with final main stress:

a [rebaptize]ly =  (ré),(baptize), > (reé),(baptize),,
b [immodést]y =  (im),(modést), > (im),(mddest),

The data reviewed here are theoretically significant in two respects. First, they
suggest that certain generalizations lend themselves to an analysis within a
hearer-based prosodic parsing model but not within a speaker-based model of
synthesis. Specifically, the types of regularities reflected in the prosodic struc-
tures of the loanwords in (82), (85), (86), (88) could hardly be accounted for in
terms of alignment constraints (cf. (71a)). Second, assuming that the prosodic
structures of the words considered here have indeed been determined by their
phonological properties (e.g. number of syllables, final stress) it follows that
correlations between their prosodic form and semantic compositionality require
a model where semantic interpretation is based on prosodic forms rather than
the other way around. This point is the topic of section 3.

2.5 Historical fusion of pwords

The data in (91) illustrate cases where native coinages which at one point
presumably consisted of two pwords historically fused into one pword (cf.
OED 1991):

(91)  (dis),(integrate), > (disintegrate),, (néck),(lace), > (nécklace),
(for)q(give)q > (forgive),, (ctip),(board), > (cupboard),
(for),(éver),, > (foréver),, (shéep)q(herd), > (shépherd),
(all)yy(6ne),, > (aléne),, (vine)(yard), > (vinyard),

The main cause for prosodic fusion is presumably high token frequency. Yet,
phonological factors may also play a role. Note that the main stress in the fused
pword conforms to the typical stress patterns for single pwords (e.g. trochaic
stress for disyllabic nouns, iambic stress for disyllabic verbs) and also

for pwords and consequently lose the properties which functioned as positive boundary
signals. As a result the word will continue to be parsed as a single pword by future generations
even if its base happens to be introduced into the language at a-later stage. This explanation
may account for the prosodic forms of the adjectives impotent and infinite both of which were
attested earlier than their respective bases according to the OED 1992. The adjective infamous
was in fact pronounced infamous in the past (cf. OED 1992) and may have undergone stress
shift due to analogy with the noun infamy. The adjective impious may have been pronounced
with two syllables by some in which case final stress would have failed to function as a posi-
tive boundary signal.
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preserves the location of the main stress in the original pword sequence.
Perhaps fusion is blocked in cases where the main stress in the pword sequence
would violate the stress patterns of single pwords (e.g. V(dis),(engage),, but
*(disengage),,, V(uin),,(aware),, but *(inaware),,). In addition pword fusion may
be more likely if the resulting cluster forms either a good syllable contact (cf.
fo[rg)ive) or a wellformed syllable head (cf. ne[kl]ace).**

The opposite phenomenon, that is the historical “defusion” of a single pword
into two separate pwords, is rather unusual. The perhaps only relevant exam-
ples are spelling pronunciations (e.g. (weyst),(cowt),, for former (weskat),
‘waistcoat’ (cf. Jespersen 1942:141ff) or folk etymologies, which are typically
based on words whch are too long to be -accepted as simplexes (e.g.
(sparrow),(grass),, for (asparagus),). The fact that fusion of two pwords into
one pword is a common historical process whereas the opposite process occurs
rarely supports the default status attributed to the parsing of words as single
pwords.

3. The semantic interpretation of historically prefixed words

3.1 Two accounts of compositional versus noncompositional interpretation

In generative grammar, both phonological and semantic rules interpret
morphosyntactic structure. Systematic correlations between phonological and
semantic structure must consequently relate to morphosyntactic structure. In
morphology such correlations are described in terms of affix classes. For
example, Allen (1978) proposes that class I affixes trigger the operation of
content-changing rules whereas class Il affixes block the operation of such
rules.” The notion “content-changing” refers to both phonological and seman-
tic structure. On her analysis the allegedly systematic correlation between nasal
assimilation, stress retraction, and semantic idiosyncracy in (92a) motivates the
analysis of iN- as a class I prefix. By contrast, the correlation between the

* For a discussion of preferred syllable contacts see Vennemann (1988:40ff). Pword fusion
may also be more likely if the relevant consonants are homorganic and hence assimilate more
easily (cf. cu[pbloard, bla[kgluard), or if the second pword starts with the perceptually
nonprominent consonant [h] (cf. shee[ph]erd, fo[th]ead).
* This type of analysis is characteristic for all generative models of the morphology-phonol-
ogy interface in which phonology and semantics are interpretive rule components. Cf. the
following quote by Mohanan (1986)

“The reader will have noticed that affixation at stratum | is by and large less productive

than affixation at stratum 2. This also correlates with the fact that there are fewer lexical

exceptions, and fewer cases of semantic opacity in words derived at stratum 2.” (Moha-

nan 1986:57)
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absence of these phonological properties and semantic compositionality in
(92b) follows from the classification of un- as a class II prefix.

©2) //I@K

2 [imphatont] ‘sterile’
/)@%
b [Anphlézant] ‘not pleasant’

The correlation between phonological and semantic structure illustrated above
could, however, also be explained without reference to distinct prefix-classes
and, in fact, without reference to prefixes. Specifically, those correlations can
be captured in the model outlined in (93). If a (historically prefixed) word XY
is prosodically parsed as a single pword by the English hearer it is interpreted
solely with reference to the context in which it has been encountered. If a
historically prefixed word XY is parsed as two pwords it is interpreted compo-
sitionally (“X'(Y")” reads “the meaning of X applied to the meaning of Y’):*

(93) a |Phonetic = | Prosodic = | Semantic
Representation Representation Representation
b [XY] =  (XY) = XY
[XY] = Xo(Y)o = X(Y)
¢ [imphatont] = (imphatont), =  impotent’
[Anp"lézant] = (An),(p"lézont), = un'(pleasant))

The semantic interpretation of historically prefixed words depends accordingly
on the question of whether or not the prefix is synchronically parsed as a sepa-
rate pword. As was shown in (78), (79) the word unpleasant is necessarily
parsed as (un),(pleasant),, on the basis of its prosodic properties. The meaning
assigned to unpleasant by the hearer will consequently be a function of the
meaning of un applied to the meaning of pleasant. By contrast, the word
impotent can as a result of its stress contour only be parsed as a single pword.
Therefore the meaning assigned to that word is inferred from context alone. On

% Alternatively, one could also map prosodic representations first to morphological and then to
semantic representations (cf. figure (75a)).
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this view the semantic interpretation of words with prosodically fused prefixes
does not differ from that of simplexes. There is hence no need to posit obscure
‘content-changing’ rules to explain the correlation between the fused prosodic
structure and the idiosyncratic meaning in (92).

The approaches to the semantic interpretation of derived words illustrated
in (92) versus (93) differ empirically in various respects. As was mentioned in
section 2.4. the main empirical evidence in support of the approach outlined in
(93) concerns the predictability of the semantic interpretation of words on the
basis of their phonological properties. Recall that the observation that for
example disyllabic, but not trisyllabic, verbs borrowed from French are typi-
cally interpreted non-compositionally is coincidental on Allen’s approach, but
can be explained within the model in (93). As the result of linking the semantic
interpretation of words to affix classes it is in general not possible to account
for the observation that historically prefixed words are interpreted composi-
tionally whenéver they consist of two pwords. Consider the native coinage
[imphéwtont], which, unlike [imphotont], is prosodically parsed as
(im),(potent), and is interpreted compositionally (i.e. ‘not potent’). The
evidence for the claim that historically prefixed words are interpreted compo-
sitionally whenever they consist of two pwords regardless of putative class
membership is reviewed in the next section.

3.2 Empirical evidence for compositional interpretation

Compositional interpretation of historically derived words is often difficult to
determine synchronically because cognates tend to exhibit similarities in
meaning simply as a result of their common origin.”’ One criterion for estab-
lishing compositional interpretation (rather than just similarity in meaning)
relates to the stability of the semantic relation between the derived word and its
base through time. If a derived word consistently mirrors the historical seman-
tic changes affecting its base it can be concluded that it is interpreted composi-
tionally. Compare for example the obsolete with the current definitions of the
adjectives honest and dishonest cited in the OED:

(94) honest dishonest
former: tworthy of honour tdishonourable
current: free from fraud fraudulent

5! This observation also holds for cognates in different languages where semantic similarity
obviously could not result from compositional interpretation (cf. the similar meanings of the
English adjective pious and its French cognate pieux).
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In the adjective dishonest the prefix forms a separate pword as can be inferred
from the stress on the open penultimate syllable, the secondary stress on the
prefix, and from the historical devoicing of the intervocalic s. Consequently,
the meaning assigned to dishonest by hearers is bound to be a function of the
meaning of dis- applied to the meaning of honest (i.e. ‘not honest’). The paral-
lel semantic development illustrated in (94) indicates that the prefixed word
has indeed been subject to compositional interpretation by generations of
English hearers.

For additional illustration of this point consider the adjective disloyal. The
prefix forms a separate pword as can be inferred from its stressedness and from
the syllabification of the s in coda position, which constitutes an LOI violation.
Compositional interpretation is indicated by the parallel semantic development
of the adjectives loyal and disloyal shown in (95):

disloyal

false in love, not true to the
marriage bed (Walker 1826)

not steadfast in one’s allegiance to a
person or cause or to one’s country.

(95) loyal

faithful in love, true to a lady or a
lover (Walker 1826)

current: steadfast in one’s allegiance to a

person or cause or to one’s country.

former:

Returning to iN-prefixations we find that whenever the prefix forms a separate
pword the semantic development of the derived word mirrors the semantic
development of its base (“A” stands for The American Heritage Dictionary,
“We” stands for Webster’s). Relevant examples are listed in (96):

(96) polite impolite
former:  Obs. polished, smooth Obs.: unpolished, wanting smoothness
current:  courteous discourteous
plausible implausible
former:  OED: worthy of applause OED: not worthy of applause
current:  appearing worthy of belief provoking disbelief
curious incurious
former:  A: extremely careful or scrupelous. Wa: inattentive, negligent
Wa: solicitous of perfection
current:  eager to acquire information uninterested
docile indocile
former:  teachable, easily instructed unteachable, incapable of being
instructed
current:  willing to obey unwilling to obey
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liberal illiberal
former: We: of or befitting a man of free We: lacking culture and refine-ment. A:
birth. Wa: not mean, not low in mean, ill-bred; ungentlemanly. Wa: not

birth; becoming a gentleman. noble
current:  broad-minded, progressive narrow-minded, bigoted
modest immodest
former:  Wa: not loose, not unchaste Wa: unchaste, impure, obscene
current:  shy, reserved, not self-assertive arrogant
decent indecent
former:  Wa: becoming; We: appropriate unbecoming
current:  morally praiseworthy offensive to manners or morals

All iN-prefixations in (96) consist of two pwords as can be inferred from the
secondary stress on their initial syllable (cf. Webster’s 1990).”” As a result of
their prosodic structure they are interpreted compositionally which accounts for
the parallel semantic developments demonstrated in (96).

The data in (96) conflict with the common assertion that semantic idiosyncracy
is an inherent property of words derived by iN-prefixation:

iN-: “...the resultant derived forms are lexicalized, semantically and phonologi-
cally opaque...”

non-: “...the resultant derived forms are in general unlexicalized, semantically and
phonologically transparent...”

un-: “...un-forms are situated between the iN- and non- forms with respect to these
criteria, depending on how productively or freely the prefix combines with a
given base: the less productive, the more like iN-; the more productive, the more
like non-.” (Horn 1989:282ff)

Horn’s claim that iN-prefixations are in general “semantically and phonologi-
cally opaque” is simply wrong. As has been shown in section 1, iN- like un-
can form a separate pword. The observation that the semantic developments of
iN-prefixations in which iN- forms a separate pword reflect the semantic devel-
opment of their base indicates compositional interpretation. The fact that lexi-
calization and semantic opacity is more common for words historically derived
by iN-prefixation than for those derived by un- or non- prefixation is not an
inherent property of the respective prefixes but rather reflects on the origin of
the derived words. Whereas many words derived by iN-prefixation have been

52 In some of those prefixations there are additional phonological cues which show that the
prefix forms a separate pword (e.g. the main stress on the final syllable in impolite or on the
penultimate syllable in immddest, indocile.
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borrowed into English almost all words derived by un- or non-prefixation have
been coined natively.”’ The correlation between non-productivity and semantic
opacity posited by Horn is not systematic either. Prefixed words such as
abnormal and malodor are interpreted compositionally as a result of their
prosodic structure (i.e. (ab),(normal),, (mal),(odor),)* even though they
involve extremely rare prefixes.

The prosodic determination of semantic interpretation posited for English
does not extend to all languages. Compare the Italian prefixed verbs in (97a),
which are interpreted compositionally, with the homophonous verbs in (97b),
which have idiosyncratic meanings (cf. Peperkamp 1997:72):

(97) a riflettere ‘to bend again’ b riflettere ‘to think’
riguardare ‘to look again’ riguardare ‘to concern’
ripiegare ‘to fold again’ ripiegare ‘to make do with’

Italian differs from English in that hearers cannot infer semantic composition-
ality on the basis of pword structure. While the semantic interpretation of
words is apparently not necessarily determined by prosodic structure it is
conceivable that pwords always play a role in semantic interpretation.

4. Head prefixes

4.1 Systematic differences between head and non-head prefixes

The observation that prefixes form separate pwords in English word formation
has been accounted for by positing the alignment constraints in (71a), which
are repeated in (98):

(98)  ALIGN (PREFIX, L; PWORD, L)
ALIGN (PREFIX, R; PWORD, R) (first version)

In this section I discuss evidence for a modification of the second alignment
constraint in (98) to the effect that head prefixes (i.e. prefixes which determine
the syntactic category of the derived word) be excluded. Compare the adverbs
in (99a), whose prefix functions as head, with the words in (99b), in which the
stem functions as head.*

%) Unlike loanwords natively coined words are generally based on independent words and are
subject to the alignment constraints in (71).

54 Both words are transcribed with secondary initial stress in Webster's.

5 The basis for the comparison of prefixes here and in the following examples is purely
phonological: when not forming a separate pword certain instances of the (historical) negative
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99) a [alX],]\py (alX]\ A pv (alX] ), pv
[9]16ud [a]piece [9]miss
[0]éw [a]field [a]sléep
[9]frésh [9]fire [a]glitter
[o]lone [a]f6ot [a]ware
[o]broad [a]héad [2]go
[a]f6ul [a]blaze [9]stir
[a]wry [a]drift [a]glow

b [alX],], [a[X] ),

[ey]political [ey]symmetry
[ey]typical [éy]synchronism

The examples in (99) have correlated morphosyntactic and prosodic structures.
The prefix a- in (99a) combines with adjectives, nouns, or verbs and always
yields adverbs. This prefix clearly does not form a separate pword as is shown
by its lack of stress. By contrast, the prefix a- in (99b), which is not a head,
forms a pword as is indicated by stress and diphthongization.

Two other differences correlate with the prosodic and morphosyntactic
properties contrasted in (99a) and (99b). First, the negative prefix a- has a
specific lexical meaning (i.e. ‘not’, ‘lack of’). No such meaning can be defined
for the category-determining prefix a-, which is yet another parallel to the
(category-determining) suffixes. Furthermore, adverbs derived by a-prefixation
tend to develop idiosyncratic meanings as can be illustrated with a comparison
of the adverbs loudly and aloud. Whereas the meaning of loudly is fully
compositional (i.e. ‘in a loud manner’) the meaning of aloud cannot be inferred
from the meanings of its parts. Specifically, the adverb aloud only applies to
human voices (cf. *Play the music aloud!) and does not mean ‘in a loud
manner’, but rather ‘in a voice loud enough to be heard; not in a whisper’. In
contrast to adverbial a-prefication, the meanings of words historically derived
by negative a-prefixation are strictly compositional whenever the prefix forms
a separate pword. This difference is explained by the mapping of phonetic to
prosodic and then to semantic structure described in section 2:

(100)  [alawd] = (alawd), = aloud
[eytipakal] = (&y)y(tipakal), = a'(typical')

prefix a- are homophonous to the (etymologically unrelated) adverbial prefix (e.g. /a/tomic
‘atomic’ - [a/loud ‘aloud’.
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The prefixes compared in (99a) and (99b) differ in yet another respect. The
negative prefix a-, which forms a separate pword, is insensitive to the stress
pattern of the base as the native coinages in (101) illustrate:

(101)  [ey]typical, [ey]political, [¢y]tonal, [€y]syntactic, [¢y]periddic, [¢y]synchronism

By contrast, the adverbial prefix a- combines only with monosyllabic or
trochaic words. The observation that prefixes which do not form a separate
pword may be sensitive to the phonological properties of their stem whereas
prefixes which form a separate pword are insensitive to those properties makes
sense. In the latter case prefixation amounts to the concatenation of two pwords
where — as in compounding — internal phonological structure does not
matter.

The differences between the adverbial prefix a-, which is the head of the
derived word, and the negative prefix a-, which is not a head, are summarized
in (102). All properties in (102b) follow from the prosodic difference in
(102a):°

(102) head prefixes: non-head prefixes:
a ¢ do not form separate pwords ¢ can form separate pwords
b ¢ have no lexical meaning ¢ have a lexical meaning
¢ derived words may show ¢ derived words have a
semantic idiosyncrasies compositional meaning
¢ sensitive to the phonological ¢ insensitive to the phonological
shape of the base shape of the base

The correlation between morphosyntactic function and prosodic form summa-
rized in (102) holds also for English suffixes all of which function as heads and
none of which forms a separate pword.”” For English word formation it holds

% There are some prefixes which are not heads and yet may affect the category of the derived
word as is shown in (i):

(i) She is very pro-government. *She is very government
She is very anti-government
non-stop flight *stop flight

The prefixes pro-, anti- and non- are not heads because, unlike the prefixes a-, be-, and en-,
they do not yield words of a specific category. That is, words like pro-European, anti-
European, and non-European can be both adjectives and nouns. The prefixes pro-, anti-, and
non- clearly form separate pwords in (i).

57 Cf. Raffelsiefen, to appear.
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then that head affixes do not form separate pwords which distinguishes them
from non-head affixes.

For further illustration of the correlations in (102) compare the native
coinages in (103a) and (103b):

(103) a [br]héad b [riy]write
[br]rate [riy]fértilize
[bi]friend [riy]méarry
[br]siege [riy]finance
[br]céme [riy]establish
[br]lie [riy]convéntionalize
[br]take [riy]appéar
[br]gradge [riy]hdspitalize
[br]ware [riy]birth

Verbs derived by be-prefixation are based on adjectives, nouns, or verbs as is
shown in (104):

(104)  [be[X], ], [be[X] ], [be(X], ],
[br]little [br]witch [br]moan
[bi]long [br]devil [br]set
[br]numb [br]labor [br)smirch

Since the prefix be- determines the category of the derived word it should not
form a separate pword according to the table in (102). In fact, the prefix is
unstressed and the vowel cannot be diphthongized. These prosodic facts lead us
to expect that no specific meaning can be assigned to be- and that be-prefixa-
tions tend to be semantically idiosyncratic. Clearly, the facts that behead means
‘to decapitate’, that belittle means ‘to disparage’, etc. cannot be inferred from
the meanings of their parts. Finally, the prefix be- shows precisely the same
prosodic restrictions as the adverbial prefix a-. That is, it combines only with
consonant-initial monosyllabic or trochaic words.

Consider now the words in (103b) derived by the prefix re-. The fact that
the category of words derived by re-prefixation is identical to the category of
their base indicates that re- is not a head and correlates with the phonological
evidence which shows that re- forms a separate pword. That is, the prefix re- is
stressed and satisfies Minimal Word Requirements. In words of the form
(re)o(X)e re- means ‘again’, and the meaning of such words is always fully
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compositional. As is shown by the examples in (103b), coinages in re- are not
subject to any phonological restrictions on the base.**
Compare finally the native coinages in (105a) and (105b):*

(105) a  [IN[X],], (INIXT Iy b [eN[X]]y
impractical imbalance embody
imprecise inaptitude embéd
irredéemable inconférmity entrap
illégible imprecision encompass
illogical inability enlist
implausible inexactitude encode
inccurate impercéption encircle
inatténtive irrécognition empower

The prefix iN- combines with adjectives and nouns such that the category of
the derived word is always identical to the category of the base. By contrast,
eN-prefixation always yields verbs.”’ It is therefore expected that iN-, but not
eN-, can form a separate pword (cf. table (102)). As was noted earlier, the
evidence from stress shows that iN- can indeed form a pword when attached to
words. The prefix eN-, on the other hand, is always unstressed (cf. the
transcriptions in Webster’s 1990, Wells 1990, Jones and Gimson 1977). Inter-
estingly, iN- assimilates more extensively than eN-, since iN-, but not eN-,
assimilates to following sonorants.”’ This observation confirms the claim that
assimilation is irrelevant for pword structure.

%8 Interestingly, there are a few verbs historically derived by re-prefixation which are based on
adjectives. A perhaps complete list of relevant examples is given in (i) where only the first two
verbs are native coinages:

>i) [r1]fine, [r1]new, [ri]lax, [ri}fresh, [ri]strict, [ri]vile

The verbs in (i) illustrate a correlation of the properties listed in the lefthand column in table
(102). The fact that the category of the prefixed forms differs from the category of their
respective bases correlates with the fact that the prefixes do not form a separate pword as is
shown by the lack of stress (cf. Webster’s 1990). As for their semantic structure none of the
verbs in (i) means ‘to make A' again’, where A' is the meaning of the adjectival stem. In fact,
the notion ‘again’ is not crucial to the meaning of any verb in (i). Finally, the verbs in (i) are
all based on consonant-initial monosyllabic or trochaic stems. Unfortunately, there are not
enough examples of re-prefixation based on adjectives to draw any firm conclusions. It is also
unclear whether or not the prefix re- originally formed a separate pword in the native coinages
refine and renew.

* All words in (105) are native coinages according to the OED.

% Cf. also the verbs embitter, enable, enlarge, enrich, endear, which are based on adjectives.

¢ For some speakers, eN- also assimilates to following nasals (cf. the variants enmesh ~
emmesh, enmarble ~ emmarble, enmantle ~ emmantle). The prefix eN- never assimilates to
following liquids.
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The semantic compositionality of words derived by iN-prefixation
consisting of two pwords has been discussed in section 2. When forming a
separate pword, the prefix iN- consistently means ‘not’ when combining with
an adjective and ‘lack of® when combining with a noun. By contrast, the
unstressed prefix eN- has no specific meaning and verbs derived by eN-
prefixation tend to exhibit semantic idiosyncrasies.”” According to table (102)
we furthermore expect iN-, but not eN-prefixation, to be insensitive to the
prosodic structure of the base. In fact, eN- combines only with monosyllabic or
trochaic bases which is also true for the other head prefixes. At least for the
prefix eN- this restriction cannot be considered a consequence of a restriction
to (typically monosyllabic or trochaic) Germanic stems because there are many
native formations based on Romance stems (e.g. encode, encircle, empower).”

4.2 The prosodic structure of head-prefixation

So far it has been assumed that there are two types of (historically) prefixed
words: those in which the prefix forms a separate pword and those in which the
prefix is integrated into the pword of the stem. However, while head prefixes
clearly do not form separate pwords there is some evidence that they do not
form a single domain of syllabification together with the stem. Consider the
following historical cluster simplifications in verbs derived by be-prefixation:

(106) be[D]nit ‘beknit’ (cf. OE be[kn]yttan ‘becnyttan’)
be[@]naw ‘begnaw’ (cf.OE be[gn]agan ‘begnagan’)

2 Consider the idiosyncrasies of verbs like endear, enrich, embitter. The verb embitter, for
example, is semantically restricted to the emotional sense (*The coffee was embittered) and
syntactically to passive constructions (She was embittered.).

¢ The only counter-example to the correlations described in (102) are denominal verbs derived
by de-prefixation illustrated in (i). While functioning as head the prefix de- forms a separate
pword as is shown by its phonological form:

i) [de[XIN]V d[iy]frost
d[iy]l6use d[iy]thréne
d[iy]hair d[iy]céde

The prefixed verbs in (i) do not quite follow the patterns in either column in (102). While
having by and large compositional meaning some idiosyncrasies do occur. For example,
dethrone means ‘remove (someone) from N’, where N is the base noun, rather than having the
more typical meaning ‘to remove N from’ (cf. (delouse, dehair, ?defrost)). Verbs which are
based on an abstract noun can typically not be paraphrased in terms of either pattern (e.g.
decode, devalue). These idiosyncracies correlate with the fact that some of the verbs in (i) are
listed with variants showing reduced prefixes in Wells (1990). In addition the prefix de-
combines typically with monosyllabic or trochaic nouns. It appears then that while currently
exhibiting a mixed behavior de-prefixation may eventually follow the patterns of other words
derived by head-prefixation listed in the lefthead column in (102).
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If the prefixed verb formed a single domain of syllabification the constraint
against onset clusters consisting of a velar stops and a nasal should lead to
(historical) resyllabification rather than cluster simplification. Compare the
historical developments of the stem-initial cluster kn in the verbs beknit and
acknowledge shown in (107):

(107) Stage 1 Onset: V[kn] a[.kn]Jowledge be[.kn]it
Stage II Onset: *[kn] a[k.n]Jowledge be[.n]it (*be[k.n]it)

The fact that the velar stop disappeared in beknit indicates that verbs derived by
be-prefixation do not form a single domain of syllabification. Furthermore, for
many speakers the unstressed vowel in the prefix be- differs from the
unstressed vowel in comparable simplexes in that it is raised or even tense.
Consider the following transcriptions from Jones & Gimson (1977):

(108) a  pyr]lie (b[a]lie) ‘belie’ b b[a]lléon ‘balloon’
b[1]fall (b[a]fall) ‘befall’ b[a]fféon ‘buffoon’
b[1]take (b[o]take) ‘betake’ b[a]tanic ‘botanic’

The variants in parentheses are characterized as “widely used”, but somewhat
less common than the first variant listed (cf. Jones & Gimson 1977: xxiv).

What is the significance of the contrast between the high vowel [1] and the
schwa in the words in (108) in terms of prosodic structure? According to
Brunner (1960) there has been a general tendency in English for back vowels to
reduce to schwa and for front vowels to reduce to [1] in prestress position (cf.
Brunner 1960:353). On that account, the distribution of [1] versus [9] is
independent of morphological structure as is shown by the simplexes in (109a)
and the historically prefixed words in (109b) (cf. Jones & Gimson 1977,
Kenyon & Knott 1944):

(109) a  [1]leven ‘eleven’ [a]possum ‘opposum’
b [1)mit ‘emit’, r[1]mit ‘remit’ [9)mit ‘omit’, s[9]bmit ‘submit’

The data in (109) suggest that the contrast in (108) is the residue of a historical
rule which concerns only segmental, but not suprasegmental, structure with a
tendency to disappear altogether (cf. the variants with schwa in (108a)).
However, while this analysis may be correct for some speakers there are others
for which the contrast in (108) has morphological significance. For those
speakers vowel reduction in prestress position is acceptable in simplexes (e.g.
[2]/éven ‘eleven’, b[a]nign ‘benign’), but not in any verbs (historically) derived
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by be-prefixation. In fact, Wells (1990) cites a third variant with a long, tense
vowel for every verb derived by be-prefixation (e.g. b[1]lie, b[a]lie, b[i:]lie).
This correlation between the phonotactic restrictions on the stem-initial cluster
shown in (106) and the variation in the pronunciation of the vowel in the prefix
in words derived by be-prefixation is not captured in the prosodic representa-
tion in (110), which, however, is adequate for iambic simplexes like balloon.

(110) a ?(,u b (ln
z z
/\ /\

Ow Og Ow O

bi.nit ba.luwn

How can the phonological differences between simplexes like balloon and
prefixed words like beknit be represented in terms of prosodic structure?
Clearly, the prefix be- does not form a separate pword. This is because even
when pronounced with a long vowel the prefix be- is unstressed which
indicates that it is not dominated by a foot. The prefix be- thereby differs from
prefixes which form a separate pword as is illustrated by the transcriptions in
(111a, b) adopted from Wells (1990):

(111) ‘@ p[1]gin, b[a]gin, b[i:]gin ‘begin’ b rfi:]gdin ‘regain’

Stress on the prefix always correlates with stems which are independent words
and with compositional semantics. Only non-head prefixes can be stressed.*
Assuming that the prefix be- neither forms a separate pword nor is fused into a
single pword with the stem as in (110a) one might consider to represent verbs
derived by be-prefixation as clitic groups as in (112).%

“ The only exception in English is the prefix de- discussed at the end of section 4.1.

> While there is evidence that in English all vowel-initial suffixes are integrated into the
pword of the stem (cf. the suffix -y in (ia)) consonant-initial suffixes form a clitic group
together with the stem (cf. the suffix -{)e:s in (ibé cc;f. also section 1.7):

@i a
® I
. i
/\ P
Os Oy
lee. o ©
sleepy sleep.less

The dependency of prosodic structure on the stem-initial segment is supported by the evidence
from syllabification (cf. the occurrence of the stem-final consonant in onset position in (ia) vs.
the LOI violation in (ib)), from stress (consonant-initial suffixes are always stress-neutral and
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(112) 2 CG

()

z
I
c ©
brnit

The structure in (112) is problematic in various respects. On the assumption
that all verbs which are derived by the same prefix historically and synchronic-
ally exhibit the same phonological properties (including the same types of
variation) have identical prosodic structures verbs like begin also form clitic
groups (cf. the variants in (111a)). If the stem -gin in begin is a pword then
what accounts for the restriction of pwords to stems which are independent
words observed earlier?

Another argument against the structure in (112) concerns the observation
that be-prefixation exhibits phonologically conditioned gaps. Recall that the
prefix combines only with monosyllabic or trochaic stems. To my knowledge
there is no evidence that other clitics in English (including consonant-initial
suffixes) exhibit sensitivity to the stress patterns of the stem.

It appears then that the prefix be- is neither outside of the pword of the
stem, nor that it is fully integrated into it. One possible approach to the conflic-
ting evidence for pword structure reviewed here is to represent the prefix be- as
a syllable which is integrated into the pword, but not the foot, of the stem as is
shown in (113a). The prosodic structure of verbs derived by be-prefixation thus
contrasts with that of simplexes like balloon, which is repeated in (113b):

(113) a ® ® b (In
/z /z :
| | /\

o o c o Ow Os

br.nit br.gin ba.luwn

‘beknit’ ‘begin’ ‘balloon’

Assuming that a unit of a given level must be exhaustively contained in every
superordinate unit of which it is a part the structure in (113a) accounts for the

never bear main stress neither of which holds for all vowel-initial suffixes), from allomorphy
(some vowel-initial suffixes, but no consonant-initial suffixes, trigger allomorphy), and from
gaps (most vowel-initial suffixes, but no consonant-initial suffixes, attach only to stems with
specific phonological properties). For a detailed discussion of these correlations, cf. Raffel-
siefen, to appear.
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historical loss of the velar stop in verbs like beknit. This is because heterosyl-
labic clusters like be[k.n]ir are ruled out by the condition that syllables must be
properly contained within feet. The generalization that the vowel in the initial
syllable in (113a), but not in (113b), is subject to tensing can also be expressed
with reference to the distinct prosodic structures. In addition the structure in
(113a) does not require that stems like -gin, which are not independent words,
be analyzed as pwords. Finally, the prosodic structure in (113a) expresses the
generalization that in English affixes exhibit sensitivity to the phonological
properties of the stem only if they are integrated into the pword of the stem.
The prosodic structure in (113a) is also proposed for the other words derived
by head prefixes.” That structure is partially described by the alignment
constraint in (114b), which aligns the right edge of a head prefix with the left
edge of a trochaic or monosyllabic foot and by restricting the alignment
constraint in (98) to non-head prefixes as shown in (114c).”

(114) a  ALIGN (PREFIX, L; PWORD, L)
b ALIGN (HEAD PREFIX, R; (LEFTHEADED) FOOT, L)
¢ ALIGN (NON-HEAD PREFIX, R; PWORD, R) (final version)

There is some evidence that the prosodic structure in (113a) describes not only
words derived by head prefixes but also many historically prefixed Romance
loanwords. Specifically, the same type of variation recorded for verbs derived
by be-prefixation is also recorded for loanwords with stem-initial stress which
were historically derived by a monosyllabic prefix ending in the grapheme <e>
(cf. Kenyon & Knott 1944, Jones & Gimson 1977, Wells 1990). According to
various English pronouncing dictionaries the words in question exhibit not

® Wells also cites three variants for each verb historically derived by en-prefixation (e.g.
[in]trap, [en]trap, [on]trap ‘entrap’; [in]tice, [en]tice, [an]tice ‘entice’). Adverbs derived by a-
prefixation do not exhibit any variation but are always pronounced with initial schwa.

7 The prosodic structure of simplexes like balloon obeys the clause of the SLH (i.e. Strict
Layer Hypothesis) which requires that all prosodic constituents be dominated by constituents
of the immediately higher category. The violation of that requirement in verbs derived by head
prefixes indicates that the SLH can be dominated by other constraints (cf. Selkirk 1995).
Specifically the prosodic properties of head-prefixations indicate that the SLH is dominated by
the alignment constraint stated in (114b). The observation that verbs derived by en-prefixation
form a single domain of syllabification if the stem begins with a vowel indicates that the align-
ment constraint in (114b) is in turn dominated by a constraint which prohibits onsetless sylla-
bles (cf the words e.nable ‘enable’ vs. un.able ‘unable’ in careful pronunciation).
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only the same range of variation but the corresponding variants have also the
same stylistic connotations (cf. Wells 1990):°*

(115) b[1]lieve, b[a]lieve, b[i:]lieve ‘believe’
d[1]créase, d[a]créase, d[i:]créase ‘decrease’
r[1]péat, r{a]péat, rfi:]péat ‘repeat’
pr(1]fér, pr[a]fér, pr[i:]fér ‘prefer’

All verbs which exhibit the variation in the pronunciation of the prefix vowel
illustrated in (115) obey the constraint that the stem-initial cluster is a
wellformed syllable onset (e.g. de[kr]ease ‘decrease’ but not de[kn]X,
de[mn]JX, de[ps]X, etc).

What distinguishes the words in (115) synchronically from simplexes like
benign, bizarre, eleven, etc., which do not allow for the occurrence of tense
vowels in prestress position? The examples in (115) may suggest that stem
recurrence is relevant (cf. -lieve in relieve, -peat in compete, -crease in
increase, -fer in confer, -mit in commit) but there is evidence that stem recur-
rence is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition. That is, the three variants
illustrated in (115) are also listed for the verbs in (116a), whose stem is unique.
On the other hand, the variant with the tense vowel is not listed for any verb
historically derived by se-prefixation regardless of stem recurrence (cf. (116b)):

(116) a  b[1]gin, b[a]gin, bi:]gin ‘begin’  *Xgin
r[1])1ént, r[a]lént, r[i:]lént ‘relent’”  *Xlent
d[1]sire, d[a]sire, d[i:]sire ‘desire’  *Xsire
b s[1]duce, s[a]diice, *s[i:]duce ‘seduce”  reduce, induce, produce, deduce,

adduce

s[1]léct, s[a]léct, *s[i:]léct ‘select’ elect, prelect, collect

s[1]clide, s[a]clude, *s[i:]clide ~ ‘seclude’ exclude, include, preclude,
conclude

The variants with tense vowels are largely restricted to verbs derived by the
native prefix be- or one of the Romance prefixes re-, de-, and pre-, which,

% In some words for which Wells lists all three variants vowel length appears to be an identity
effect with respect to the base, in which the length of the corresponding vowel is due to stress
(e.g. [i:]gyptian ‘Egyptian’ - [i:]gypt ‘Egypt’, d[i:lmdnic ‘demonic’ - d[i:Jmon ‘demon’). In a
few others, the listing of all three variants appears to be random. For example, the name
Rebecca is (mistakenly?) listed with all three variants (i.e. R[1]becca, R[a]becca, R[i:]becca),
but Renata is listed with only two variants (i.e. R[1]nata, R[2]nata).
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unlike the historical prefix se-, have been adopted in native word-formation. It
appears that the productivity of the prefixes re-, de-, and pre- in native word
formation prompts some speakers to assign the prosodic structure in (113a) to
loanwords whose initial syllable is phonologically similar to those prefixes.
The prosodic differences between the Romance loanwords reduce and seduce
can accordingly be represented as in (117a, b):%

(117) a ® b (i)
/z !

| /\

c © Ow O

rr.duws sa.duws

‘reduce’ ‘seduce’

Assuming that the distinct prosodic representations in (117a, b) are adequate
the question arises of how hearers infer them on the basis of phonetic inputs.
Provided that the difference in those prosodic structures is indeed (ultimately)
due to the fact that the prefix re-, but not the prefix se-, has been adopted in
English word formation one might consider to invoke the alignment constraint
in (118) for parsing verbs like reduce. On that view the inference of the
prosodic structure in (117a) (rather than that in (117b)) on the basis of the
phonetic input [r1.diws] presupposes the recognition of a monosyllabic prefix
which precedes a foot with initial prominence.

% The evidence from stress shifts may seem to argue against the proposal that verbs derived by
head prefixes like beknit and loanwords like reduce have identical prosodic representations.
That is, verbs derived by head prefixes like those in (ia) systematically resist the type of stress
shift which is characteristic for verb to noun conversion illustrated in (ib):
(i) a belie]ly *> bélie]y b rejéct]ly > réject]y

ensure]y *> énsure]y deféct]y > défect]y
However, it appears that the ungrammaticality of the stress shift in (ia) is not due to the
prosodic but rather to the morphological structure of those verbs. Specifically, there is
evidence that the process illustrated in (ib) consists of two rules: a strictly morphological
conversion rule shown in (iia), which ‘feeds’ a sporadic rule of stress shift which applies to all
nouns regardless of their morphological structure. The claim that these two rules are separate is
supported by the examples in (iib) each of which undergoes only one of those rules.
(ii)a V>N conversion adjustment to stress patterns for disyllabic nouns

rejéct]y > rejéct]y rejéct]y > réject]y
b desire]y > desire]y —

— inséct]y > insect]y
As for verbs derived by head-prefixes they never undergo the rule of V > N conversion, which
is a purely morphological property. Not being convertible to nouns they never meet the condi-
tion for adjusting to the stress patterns for nouns.
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(118) ALIGN (MONOSYLLABIC PREFIX, R; (LEFTHEADED) FOOT, L)

The alignment constraint in (118), while possibly originally due to analogy
with the alignment constraint in (114b), is used only in analysis. The relevance
of the leftheaded foot in (118) is shown by the fact that prefixes followed by a
stressless syllable are always fully integrated into the prosodic structure of the
stem. Compare the verb derive in (119a), which at least for some speakers has
a non-integrated prefix, with the noun derivation in (119b), for which the
prefix is prosodically fully integrated for all speakers:

(119) a ® b 0}
b X, I,
l
o o Os Ow Os Ow
dr.rayv de.ra.vey.fon

As has been demonstrated in section 4.1 prefixes which form separate pwords
or in fact proclitics do not exhibit the dependence on stem-initial stress illus-
trated in (119a, b). That is, neither the prefix in (120b) nor the clitic in (120d)
is subject to Trisyllabic Laxing:

(1200 a /| b /\ ¢ CG d G
w (0] [0 0}
| | | | (0] [0}
I Z z T 2| l:
|
L lG c c/\ c | N
r[iy]write t[iy]combine c o c oo
‘rewrite’ *r[e]combine [9] ball [2] balléon
‘recombine’ ‘a ball’ *[] balléon
‘a balloon ’

The generalizations illustrated in (119), (120) confirm the claim that the prefix
in (119a) is neither a separate pword nor a clitic.

5. Universality

In section 1 it has been shown that in English all and only the phonological
properties which relate directly to prosodic constituents (e.g. stress, syllabifi-
cation, moraic structure) correlate and indicate pword boundaries. The
assumption that these diagnostics are not only crucial for determining pword
structure in English but refer to essential properties of pwords calls into ques-
tion several analyses proposed in the literature. The cross-linguistic evidence
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considered here will be confined to prosodic properties of prefixed words in
French. According to Hannahs (1995) all productive prefixes form separate
pwords in French which can be expressed in terms of the alignment constraints
in (121):

(121) a ALIGN (PREFIX, L; PWORD, L)
b ALIGN (PREFIX, R; PWORD, R)

The most compelling phonological evidence for the claim that prefixes form
separate pwords in French word formation concerns syllable structure. One
argument concerns the rule of Glide Formation which requires the high vowels
/i, y, u/ to be syllabified in onset position and accordingly pronounced as glides
(i.e. [j, 4, w]) when another vowel follows (cf. the suffixed words in (122a)).
The violations of Glide Formation in the prefixed words in (122b) indicate that
the prefix does not belong to the same domain of syllabification as the stem
(from Johnson 1987: 893, also cited in Hannahs 1995: 28):7

(122) a  [koloni]+[al] — [kolonjal] b [somi]+[arid] — [somiarid]
‘colony’ ‘al’ ‘colonial’ ‘semi’ ‘arid’ ‘semi-arid’
[atriby]+[abl]] — [atribyabl] [ati]+[alkolik] —  [atialkolik]
‘attribute’ ‘able’ ‘attributable’ ‘anti’ ‘alcoholic’ ‘antialcoholic’

There is also evidence that monosyllabic prefixes can form a separate domain
of syllabification in French. Despite the occurrence of the word-initial clusters
sp, st, and sk in French postvocalic s is regularly syllabified in coda position
before a stop as is shown in (123a) (cf. Lowenstam 1981). The syllabification
of postvocalic s in onset position in (123b) indicates that the prefixes do not
belong to the same domain of syllabification as the following stems (from
Johnson 1987:897, also cited in Hannahs 1995: 33f).”

" Glide Formation is not entirely regular in French as is shown by minimal pairs like [ruel]
rouelle ‘disc’ vs. [ryel] ruelle ‘alley’. The blocking of glide formation is accordingly not a
reliable positive boundary signal in French.

' Lowenstam cites the application of a rule called ‘Closed Syllable Adjustment’ in (123a), but
not in (123b), in support of the distinct syllabifications of the clusters consisting of s plus stop
in (123). This rule describes the neutralization of the vowels [e], [a], and [€] in favor of [e]
when a tautosyllabic consonant follows (cf. Schane 1968, Lowenstam 1981:598, Hannahs
1995:34ff). However, according to Morin (1988) and Tranel (1987, 1988) Closed Syllable
Adjustment is completely lexicalized in Modern French and apparently functions as a
phonotactic rule synchronically.
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(123) a  [res.te] rester b [ra.stryk.ty.re] restrukturer
‘remain’ ‘to restructure’
[des.t€] destin [de.sta.bi.li.ze] déstabiliser
‘destiny’ ‘to destabilize’

Unlike the clusters shown in (123) any clusters which also occur word-initially
and for which sonority increases are regularly syllabified in onset position as is
shown in (124a). The LOI-violations in (124b) show that consonant-final
prefixes can also form a separate domain of syllabification.”

(124) a  su[.bl]imation b  su[b.l}ingual
‘sublimation’ ‘sublingual’
as[.trJonomique pos[t.rJomantique
‘astronomic’ ‘postromantic’

The type of LOI violation illustrated in (124b) is also common in prefixed
words in English as has been shown in section 1.4.2. However, consonants
which are followed by vowels are always syllabified in onset position in
French regardless of the morphological structure of words (cf. 125).

(125) a  sub+odorer —  su[.bJodorer ‘to scent’
postt+operatoire  — pos|.tJoperatoire ‘postoperative’
sur+estimer - su[.r]estimer ‘overestimate’
mal+entendu —  ma[.l]entendu ‘misunderstanding’
sous+alimenter —  sou[.z]alimenter ‘undernourished’

b intacceptable - i[.n]acceptable ‘unacceptable’
pan-+islamism —  pa[.n)islamism ‘panislamism’
en+ivrer —  e[.n]ivrer ‘inebriate’
nontintervation — no[.nJintervation ‘non-intervention’

Hannahs (1995) assumes that all productive prefixes form separate pwords in
French, including (most?) prefixes in the words in (125). Following Nespor &
Vogel (1986) he argues that the nonalignment of syllable and pword bounda-
ries in those words results from a rule of phrasal resyllabification. However,
there is no evidence supporting the claim that the prefix-final consonant is syl-

7 The distinct syllabifications of the clusters in sublimation ‘sublimation’ and sublingual
‘sublingual’ in French are supported by the phonetic transcriptions of these words in Warnant
(1962). The distinct syllabifications of the clusters in astronomique ‘astronomic’ and postro-
mantique ‘postromantic’, which is not listed in Warnant (1962), are based on the judgements
of several native speakers.



197

labified in coda position before the alleged rule of resyllabification applies.”
Clearly, prosodic structures such as (su[.]b),(odorer)q, where a syllable in-
cludes an internal pword boundary, are not consistent with the prosodic hierar-
chy and call into question the empirical basis for prosodic phonology.”

The observation that the prefixes belong to the same domain of syllabifi-
cation as the stems in (125), but not in (122b), (123b), or (124b) calls for a
description in terms of ranked constraints.”  Specifically, ranking the
constraint ONSET, which requires every syllable to have an onset, higher than
the alignment constraint in (121b) yields the effect that prefixes are integrated
into the pword of the stem only if they end in a consonant and the stem begins
with a vowel.”

While the syllabic integration of the prefixes in (125) can be easily
accounted for in terms of constraint dominance the proposal that prefixes form
separate pwords in French is problematic in one additional respect. That is,
even prefixes which form a separate domain for syllabification do not form a
separate domain for stress’’ nor do they necessarily satisfy Minimal Word

™ While there is no evidence for a syllabification of the final consonants of the pretixes in
(125) in coda position the application of ‘Closed Syllable Adjustment’ in premi[e]re amie
‘first(fem.) friend(fem.)’, but not in premife]r ami ‘first(masc.) friend(masc.)’, is sometimes
cited in support of lexical syllabification, which precedes phrasal resyllabification (cf. Peper-
kamp 1997 for references). This argument raises the question of how the final r, which must be
absent from the lexical representation of the masculin form, is (re)introduced postlexically.
Assuming that Tranel (1987, 1988) and Morin (1988) are correct in characterizing Closed
Syllable Adjustment as a phonotactic rather than a phonological rule this argument for phrasal
resyllabification can be discarded.

™ The analysis of the data in (125) in terms of phrasal resyllabification is also not consistent
with the requirement that syllabification rules may not alter existing structure (cf. Steriade
1982).

3 Cf. the analysis of Lardil morphophonology in chapter 7 in Prince & Smolensky (1993).

™ Assuming that violations of constraints are always minimal the question arises of how the
constraint ranking in question affects pword structures. One possibility are the structures
(su)(bodorer)g, or (subo)g(dorer)y,, where pword boundaries and syllable boundaries align
and violation is minimal in that the pword boundary is ‘shifted’ by only one segment (cf. the
candidate (sub)y(odorer)y) but where pword boundaries no longer align with morphological
boundaries (cf. Peperkamp's (1997) proposal for comparable cases in Italian. The other possi-
bility is the structure (subodorer), where pword boundaries align with both morphological and
syllable boundaries, but the pword boundary is ‘shifted’ by several segments (albeit only one
morpheme). Assuming that pword boundaries must necessarily align with morphological
boundaries the first possibility can be ruled out. For English there is clear evidence from stress
which shows that violations of alignment constraints due to the high ranking of ONSET yield
structures where pword boundaries align with morphological boundaries (cf. Raffelsiefen, to
appear).

" The domain for stress in French is the phrase rather than words or affixes (cf. Trubetzkoy
1958: 246f)
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Requirements (cf. (123b)). There are two possible conclusions. First, one can
accept the analysis in (121) for French and modify the definition of the pword
in French to the effect that it forms the domain of syllabification, but not of
stress or Minimal Word Requirements. The second possibility is to reformulate
the alignment constraints in (121) as shown in (126), and reserve the notion
pword for cases where morphological boundaries align with all word-internal
prosodic constituents.

(126) a ALIGN (PREFIX,L; o, L)
b ALIGN (PREFIX, R; 6, R)

The analysis in (126), which also presupposes the dominance of an alignment
constraint (i.e. 126b) by ONSET, accounts for the violations of syllabification
rules illustrated in (122b), (123b) and (124b). The first solution is desirable in
that it allows for the generalization to be upheld that only pword boundaries,
but not syllable or foot boundaries, are required to align with morphosyntactic
boundaries thereby capturing one essential aspect of pwords.”” However, this
approach precludes a universal definition of pword diagnostics. The second
approach, which implies that pwords play no role in French,” allows one to
reserve the notion pword for cases where the domains of stress, syllabification,
and Minimal Word Requirements coincide. Since the latter domains refer
precisely to the units in the prosodic hierarchy which rank below the pword
such a definition would be quite plausible. Perhaps increased knowledge of the
relevant facts in a wide variety of languages will allow one to establish
empirical criteria for resolving this issue.

6. Conclusion

There is evidence that historically prefixed words in English can be divided
into three types on the basis of their prosodic properties: words in which the
prefix forms a separate pword, words in which the prefix is fully integrated into
the prosodic structure of the stem, and words in which the prefix is neither
fully integrated nor forms a separate pword. The first category includes almost
all native derivations where the prefix does not function as head but also
certain types of loanwords whose stem matches an independent word in
English (e.g. unaware, imprecise). The second category includes all loanwords
whose stem does not match an independent word in English and for which the

" Note though that the requirement that pword boundaries necessarily align with morphologi-
cal boundaries does not conflict with the description in (126).
" Cf. Pulgram (1970).
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prefix has not been adopted in native word formation (e.g. seduce, commit).
The third category includes all native derivations where the prefix functions as
head and many loanwords for which the prefix has been adopted in native word
formation (e.g. beknit, reduce).

It has been shown that in English all and only those properties which relate
to the prosodic hierarchy below the word level (e.g. foot structure, syllable
structure, moraic structure) correlate and indicate pword structure. By contrast,
assimilation, focusability, and productivity do not correlate with any of those
properties nor with each other. The phonological evidence for pwords corre-
lates with the morphosyntactic evidence which shows that pwords align only
with stems which correspond to independent words whereas the notion of root
(cf. Selkirk 1984) plays no role in the prosodic structure of English. It is argued
that synthetic and analytic aspects of prosodic structure should be described
separately where synthesis pertains to the speaker-oriented mapping of
morphological to prosodic and then to phonetic structures whereas analysis
pertains to the hearer-oriented prosodic parsing of phonetic input structures.
Specifically, it is shown that certain generalizations which relate to the
prosodic parsing of French loanwords in English can only be captured within
an analytic model. The evidence from loanwords also argues for the correlation
between prosodic structure and semantic compositionality to be described
within an analytic model. The question of whether the diagnostics for pword
structure established on the basis of the English data are valid universally
requires further study.
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