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ABSTRACT

The justification for the Chomsky-Halle Auxiliary
Reduction Rule IIX, called Pretonic Stresc Placement (PSP), is
gquestioned from the point of view of the native speaker. The
similarity of the PSP and the Main Stress Rule (SR} is examined
through the application of these rules to polysyllabic sonorotphenic
and polymorphemic words. This analysis is based on the hypothesis
that the native speaker divides polysyllabic vords considered by the
linguist to be monomorphemic, such as "Nonongakela® and *Oklahonsa,™
into two morphic units. Por these words the PSP is found to be a
repetition of the MSR in that two cycles through the MSR achieve the
results of the PSP without the addition of the latter rule. Indirect
evidence for the native speaker’s hypothesized morphic division is
found in the morph reshaping processes of clipping and iconic
reshaping of loanwords. The need for further attention to speakers'
intuitions about lexical analysis is stressed. (KM)
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Capturing Native Intuitions: A A R R

A Criticism of the Chomsky-Halle Auxiliary
keduction Rules

Alvin L. Gregg
wichita State University

‘There is a tormidsable-lookiug rule introduced in
the Chomsky-halle rules for Enirlisn stress called Aux-
iliary Reduction Il in The Sound lattern o1 xnglish
(Chomsky~nulle 1968) or Auxiliary reduction III in
English Stress (Halle-neyser 1971). (Although the de-~
taile of the rules dittfer sorewhsat in the two books, [
shali cite tne rules uc they are c¢iven in the latter
book, since it seeums to revise intentionally earlier
versions ot the rules. tut I rely on the discussion
in both books.) This rule, which I shali call Fretonic
Strecs klacement, or FSk, 1s number 4 on the list of
rules on the next pase. It is part of this rule that
I wish to cousider in this rerer.

I do not guestion this rule because it looks 80
forridable (although that might make one pause), nor
because it doesn't work. As far as I can tell, it
does work very well. 1l intend to raise questions about
the Jjustitication tor the rule ftrom the point of view
of the native sreaker. If one begins t0 tamper with
inter-relateu ruiles, what results may resemble the Jjumble
ot parts in a three-speed bicycle gear changer. It may
be iupossible to get unything to work again. Therefore,
I intend to accert the rest of the Chomusky-Halle-~Keyser
rules as I discuss this one. The list of rules on the
next puge includes the pertinent rules for my dis-
cussion, some of them peing simplified for the sake of
expesition.

Choxsky, Halle, and Keyser indicate doubts about
¥SP, because its first line resembles their formulation
of the kain Stress Rule; they pucticularly mention the
weak cluster princinie that is found in both rules. A
comparison of main Stress Rule subparts la and 1b with
PSSk sunparts 4a and 4b will reveal this paralleliss in
the rules. Halle and heyser admit that "at present...
this perellelism can not be formally expressed in our
notations because the Main Stress Rule cannot be ordered
next to the F¥SP rule... . This may be due to a short-
coming in the notational apparastus or to a lack of un-
derstanding on our part concerning the phonetic process-
es or both" (1971:50). I inteni to make some suggestions
for a deeper understanding of some of these phenomensa.

ISP assigns some degree of stress (tertiary, in
Halle~heyser; secondary, in Chowsky-iHalle) to vowels in
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syllab.ies left stressless after applications of the
Main 3tress Rule, thus preventing these vowels fron
undergoing the vowel reduction rules. PSP 4c assigns
a tertiary stress to strong ‘:luciers as in words like

gggéstos, éhdécious, and méat&nc although there are
exceptlons like confetti and Atlanta. It may not dbe

the case that there is a tertiary stress at the phonetic
level in all these words. 1 am rore iuterested, however,
in PSP 4a and 4b. There are at least three classes ¢r
words that these subrules arply to. First, there are
suca lengthy polysyllabic, meonomorrhemic wor is as

m&lligaténg, winnipeséuke . hélamaz&b, and E}lah%ma,
whose initial syllables are stressed by these rules.
The secona group of words contains polymorphemic ones

like 31grthr$w, saperpégg, and é%tomoblle, which &:'@ not
treated like comfLiex or comround words, aund whose initial
syllables are stressed by these rules. The final set of
words, which I will not have space to discuss here, &are

those 1like éxﬁlt&tion ani rélgx&t;on, where the first
syllaeble has inore stress than the second evern though
the second syllable receives the main stress in the
plain verd form.

lLet us first consider the lengtlLy polysyllcbles not
" formally analyzable into smaller unils. There are many
non-rative proper nouns in this lisg which includes

words such as mulligatawny, Winnipesaukee, Monongahels,

Okiahoma, Conestoga, rho'odendron, Coriolanus, and
A.exander. According to rigorous 1Inguistic analyses,
such words containp only one morpheme. I suggest, how-
ever, that the native speaker may well divide them into
two morphic units. (I shall call the native speaker's
units morpans, and the linguist's, morphemes. Frequently,
of course, morphs and morphemes coincide, but not, 1
arguve, in words like these.)

Let me illustrate how this putative morphic analy-
sis affects stress placement before I try to support it
with other evidence. Un the next page I illustrate stress
placement, both with and without this analysis, for Winpi-

gsaukee, hosongehela, and Oklahoma, In my proposed
snalysis 1 assume a division for euch word into two
morphs. Each morph besides Winnipe- would be stressed
by iain Stress 1lb on the penult. Winnipe- is stressed
by wain Stress la, wnich ignores two weak clusters and
places cstress on the antepenultimate syliable. Main
Stress 1b will apply on the second cycle to tne penulti-
mate syllable of each word reducing the primary stress
assigned in the first morph of each word. The stressed
syllable rules lc and 1d dc¢ not apply, since the primary
stress is not on the final syllable. Finally, Stress

[
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Adjustment 3' reduces the initial strecs to a tertiary.
The derivstion is much like thut of comrlex nouns like

pgrgllé;epipgg (Chousky-dalle 1968:102). Iancidentelly,
division of Winpipessukee into Winri-~ and -pesauke:
does not change the resulta.

(D Comparison of the kroposed Anulysis with the Chonsky-
Halle Analysis

Chomgky=li»1lle

Fropoced Analysis Annlysis
Iﬁiginnipé51§§vkeegl“ iy WinnipesaUkeey,
1 v&8in Stress la
1 .. Lein Stress b 1
2 1 bain otress lb
3 i 2Lress
Ad justment 3°
E3F 4a ] 1
[ mononga,. {hsla.. monongahfls.
Ry % "JI\' kain Stress la y N
1 1 kain Stress 1b 1
e 1 Main Stress 1b
3 1 Stress Adj. 3
¥SP 4b 3 1
e LO¥18. | hOmeg ] [ OklahOme
N3 $7 %N iain Stress la N y
. 1 Main Stress 1b 1
P 1 lain Stress 10
3 1 _Stress Adj. 3'
PSP 4d 3 1

Iet me note at this point that my analysis, if su-
portable, expluins why ¥3F and the Main Stress Rule are
so similar. The tertiary stress on PSP is placed either
two or three syllables before the primary stress depend-
iug on where the primary stress would have been placed if
this phonological portion had been considered to be an
independent morpheme. That is to say that, for words
such as these, FSP must be formulated as it is because
it is a redundent gd hoc device which resembles tlhe Main
Stress Rule simply because it is a repetition of the
Lain 3tress Rule. If the hypothetical morphic division
sssumed here approximates the native speaker's intuitions,
two cycles through the Main Stress Rule achieve the re-
gults of PSP without the addition of that rule. What X

®




oSt COFY NRLAEE

have just observed about words like these arplies equsl-
ly well to many other such words with no more problems
than th Chomsky-Halle snalysis woulid have,. '

let me briefly consider words with final stress

r3
like hnlamazo%. liumber 6 contrasts the Chomsky-idalle
apnalysis with mine. Notice thet for the Chomsky-Balle
analysis the word must be marked as an exception L0 the
Alterrating Stress Rule 2, for it would otherwise pro-

duce ﬁal&mazé%. For my analysis both the stressed syl-
lzble rule, aain sStress l¢ and Alternating Stress @2
must be blocked, for either would produce the form

Kgl§mazgo. 1 suggest tnet for proper nouns analyzed in-
to two stems & resdjust.aent rule would predict in &
single word boundary (#) petween the stems. Both the
stressed syllable rule and Alternasting Stress will be
blocked by this boundary. Thus I can generslize the
rule-tlocking conditions on such words in & natural way,
not available to Chomsky end Halle. Some other words like

this cre T mbukt&, T ecapoe, and perhaps Ténnes&e. It
is sleo possible that some form of the Compound Rule 3
applies to such words in place of the analysis 1 have
given,

@ Comparison of Analyses for Kalamazoo Chomsky-Halle

Froposed Analysis Analysis
. %kalama]s L2 ooly Iy iy kalamazoojy
1 kain Stress la 1
1__ Main Stress le
2 1 Main Stress le
3 1 Stress Adj. 3'
FSP 4a 3 1

In illustrating esnd discussing my enslysis, I have,
of course, been also really arguing for it. Before of-
fering edditional arguments, let me repark that Chomsky,
»&lle, and Keyser are not &t all certain that we under-
stand the internsl structure of lexical units. Let me
quote at length a disclaimer fromw English Stress Q971 20%

The question of how words are constituted
from more primitive elements such as roots,
stems, and affixes is one of the least un-
derstood problems in modern linguistics.

We are unfortunately not in a position to
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to shed much new liyht on this matter.
Yherefore we shall assume without dis-
cussion or justification that & grampar
contains rules of word formation and

that one of the effects of these rules

is the correct placement of word bound-
aries in strings of morphemes, that is,
in strings composed of prinitive ele-
ments. As a first approximation we pro-
pose that word boundaries are assigned to
ali sequences of morphemes that consti-
tute a member of a lexical category, i1.e.,
& noun, verb, or an adjective. As our
discussion develops, however, we shall
see that this straishtforward principle
is not fully adequate.

As may be apparent by now, I am not even sure that we
cen yet always know the morphemic structure (or morrhic
structure, at sny rate), let alone the internal bracket-
ing.

I have suggested that the native speaker makes a
morphic aznalysis that may differ from the linguist's
morphenic snalysis. If a word does not break down intoe
units that recur elsewhere, the linguist does not recog-
nize any smaller units within it. 1 think it lirely
that the nailive spesker is not bound by this constraiat
that the partiel unit must recur. Instead, he has cer-
tain expectations about the size of root morphemes, ex-
pectations based on the lasrge number of words that he
has previously encountered. Most words of more then
three syllables can be analyzed into smaller units.
Therefore, if he encounters new words of excessive
length, he is likely to wreak them into morphic unite,
tacitly assuning,if these are unique morphs, that he
just has not run into otner words in which they night
oCCur.

I am not prepared to prescribe the exact maximum
morphic length for Englisn although it is probadbly at
about three syllables with a sinmcle heavy stress. Soxe
few words, like mehogany perhaps, might be exceptions.
The optimum length 18 probably one syllable. Nids, in
discuscing the canonical form of English morphemes, notes
that although they could theoretically be of any size or
shape, they seem to be quite short. The most compli-
cuted shape thet he mengioni ig twgisyllablgs 1.@:!5‘i ex~
emplified by goulash and talmuc, W ¢h are borrow
words with some stress on both syllables. Moat English
roots, he says, are monosyllabic {1952 :65=66) .

My proposal mey seem repugnant because of the dif-
ficulty of verifying it. However, the difficultles as-
sociated with my view of lexical structure are no grenter
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than those associated with our present views of syn-
tactic and phonological structure. It would be simpler
if linguistic structure were transparently analyzable
from & taxonomy of the linguistic signual. In our at-
tempt to write grammars tnut model those of the native
speaker we have learned to formulate new analyses less
directly verifiable, but based on indirect evidence and
on the principle of simplicity. Since 1 have already
srgued on t.e litter crouudy, I will turn to the in-
direct evicence.

There ale &t least two kKinde of rorvh restaving
processes that cun be i.ute” .ted ag evideace in favor
of my uypothesis. One of v .m is ciirpine, which resular-
iv reluces word length to t.o syllables or less. back-
clipriae, the deletion of the end of a word, #s when
advertisemeut becomes ad, is more freguent than fore-
clivping, which removes the beginning of the word, a8
when telerhone becomec phone (iurchand 1960 1444 -445) .,
Such word shortening, occurriug in more freguently
used words, indicetes, 1 suyest, en intuition about
normal morrhic shape. Although a word may bi clirped
at = morpheme boundury, as in plane from airplane, it
nay be clipped across such & goundary;as in ad 1ib Srom
ad libitum or the clipped form may stop short of a
Youndary, as in goc from doctor. marchand says that
"the clipped part is not a morpheme in the linguistic
system (uor is the clipped result, for thut metter),
but en arbitrary part of the word form" (1969: 441).
Ageinst his position that cliprineg is only & phonolog-
ical process, I would counter that, whether rhonolog-~
ijcully shaped or not, the end result does indicate a
morphic &@nalysic: new free forms are created and then
trested os re.ular morphemes, The native speaker does
not always make a careful linguistic analysis, but he
does muke & linsuistic anslysis, For example, burger
is & fore-clipping of hamburger, violating the original
morphenmic poundary, and has become & new combining form
in many other woris: cheeseburpsr, beanburger, taco-
purger, etc. It is interesting to note that thrae of
the long unanclyzable rolysyllabler listed ty Chonsky
und Jlulle hrve teen clinped in dne way Or znother.
Stopey is tormed from Zonestoia, the morph with main
stress becominy an independent morilicuc. In the clipped
adaptation Qkie the morph with tertiary stress becomes
the bacis of the new form. And Alexasnder has two
shorte:nings: alex and Alec, both tased on the first
part of the word.

Another kind of morph resharing occurs in the
lexical remnsalysis sometimes calied "folk etymology."

I gquote part of Haimo Anttila‘'s discussion of this
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phenomenon (19723 92)3

Losnwords ure often subject to this, be-
cause they are unsnalyzable in the adopt-
ing lunguage and heve foras unususlly
long compared with the cctublished mor-
rhemes of the lunguuge. A word like
asparagus is ratter long for one mor-
rheme in English and gave wuy L0 SpHarrow
¢rass, wnich more or lese retains the suue
nunber of congonants. What is innortant
is thnt the tform isS now & compound Luilt
up of known elements. There is even &
faip amount of semsntic justitication o
that tLhe veretable is a kind of grass.

Atter giving wore examples of total morphemic rein-
cernretution witvh semantic justification, ne says:

Semantic justificution is not & pre-
requisite, becuuse foruw i after all inde~
pendent of meaning. Shen cucuwber gives
cow_cumber, or Cjibwa otchexk—woodchuck,
part ol tne arbitrary form still remains,
put the arbitrary part is shorter and the
total seems to fit tne rest of the vocabu~
lury better pecause of the netive pass-
port in the Iirst part.

Such iconic reshapiny shows nore obviously than ¢lip~
ping does the morphic analysis of long words by the na-
tive sreaker. It is worthy of pote that a meaningless
rorph like cumber ma3y remein. I suggest, of course, that
in words like winpipessukee and winnesota the morphic
analysis may occur without obvious iconic reshaping of
the meaningless merphs.

The reshaping of gtchek into woodchuck, bridegoom
into bridegroom, and semblind into sanablind gives us
som2 ciue about the canonical shape of §ngiish morphemes.
the cause of reshaping is probably the inheritel stress
on both syllables of esch vord. The speaker needs to
make morphic sense, if possible, out of goom in bride~
goom for it tO retain the stress it would have ha n
tne ©ld English word for "nan," . The canonical
shape for roots seems 1O be a single stressed syllable
with &n opticnal unstressed syllable. The maximal shape
will include en additional unstressed syllable or, oOC~
casionully perhaps, may sllow stress on each of two syl-
lables as in goulsesh, which, however, is more likely
than other words to be analyzed as two norphs.

fet me now turn to compounds like overthrow and
sUpPEerpose. Number 7 contrasts the Chomsky-Halle




analysis with mine. Ihey «ssume no bracketing for

the prefixes in these words, since they ure not major
lexical items. In overtarow, which is similar to
superpose, auin Stress le sssigne priuary stress to the
lust sylliuble. Alternuting Stress 2 would be blocked
by 2 word boundary betfore throw. On the second cycle,
utter le has vacuously nppiied, Por assignsg tertisry
ctress to the first syllable ot the prefix. A4lso
superimpose woula be annlyrsed similarly, ol ts in
winnipesaukee, r3P wil: imitite the Main Stress xnule

1. 9581, ning tertiary stross three cvyllnbles tack, again
puttine it on the rirst syiluble of the prefix. I pro-
rose a seyarate tracketimy of tue jrefiz, tentutively
lapcied rawwIXx., I then sssume the ngsoi.naent of major
stresses to both the prefix aud the root in words lire
overturow &nd tihe reassir-nment of stres:c on the root in
the secoud cvcle, reducing the stres: on the nreflix.

(7 Comrurison o1 asnalyses for gverthrow

Chomsky~Halle
Yroroced analysis snalysis
ver): throw] yover Lthrowl,
[\.,‘;91 N v]v Main Stress 1b v Evt jv}"
1 wmain Stress le 1
2 1 Lliain Stress le 1
3 1 stress Adj. 3'
ESE 4b 3 1

There are indirect justifications for my snalysis.
#irst, it sorks andlogously to the enalyses 1 have been
discussing. Furthermore, I should like to treat disyl-
labic prefixes like over and super (which may be mono-~
syliavie in underlying pnronological structure) as paral-
lels to certain monosyllabic prefixes. Chomsky &nd
Halle do not give prefixes the attention they deserve.
fhe negative prefixes regulsrly receive tertiary stress.

For example, in 3n§ble, énc&rtain, fn& t, éncérk, 2m8ral,
etc., Another prefix generally showing such stress is
out as iun the verb outbid. The evidence is strong, then,
that these prefixes are fully stressed at some peint in 8
derivation. FSF 4c will not assign tertisry stress on
the prefixes in words like unable and inept, which huve
weak initiazl clusters. If it is sssumed thut each mor-
pheme received & primury str.ss in the f{irst cycle of the
stress rules, then the prinary stress placement in the
final morpheme during the second cycle and the stress re-
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duction rule would account for the tertisry stresus on
words like gverthrow and inept.

sefore coucludiay, I wish to remark again thut I
have not nhod the spuce to consider mlternutions like
exzlt snd exultution, where some kind of pretonic stress
nlacesnent may upply. It it does, { surgest thut it does
not involve the weak cluaster princinle of the wain
Stress xule.

In conclusion, let we ooy thal my peoposaels about
the pretonic stress rule, while pot cleqrine up wil
rroblens, have imrortunt consequences, Fipet, s redun-

drney in the stotements of the wain Stregs Hule nnd b
1.3 eliminited. Second, I ifucict thot rertous aitention
must be iven to the juestion of ojenker intuitlong

about lexical unslysis and rule gjolicstiovas, L swpae
with Chotesy, iLile, «nd heyser tl b ve noed Lo &now

much more ubout lexiczl snalysis., rurticmunriy, 4c need
to wive more study to prefixation and to nutive &raakers'
intuitions about it. Finasily, let de sugrest Lunt 2ne
way of mcquiring evidence uion which to theorlze i3 9
subzit @ written list ot difficult end coulrivel worde

to native spezkers in order to see how their ruie:n uper-
ate on unremitliar words. I find it interestiug thut gen-

yon znd anott (1944) report the stress pattern Tzrpaicho—
re for the noun &nd Tgrgsichoréan for the adjective wkile
webster's Seventh Collewiate reports gég s}chore, and
either tér,sichoré&g, térps§choréan, or t§rgsichﬁggan.
Such variations testify to unalyses based on written,

not orzl, encounters with words like this and remind us
thut nntive syeakers' intuitions vary. A classful of

students opted for-tér sicn&rean, my own private pro-
punciation derived frow reading, not hearing, the word,
which presumably reveals something about my sctive rules.
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