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LinguisticAssociationofKoreanJournal,21(4),57-78.Thisstudyfocusesonthe

dissimilationofcoronalsonorantsinTakelmaprosodicwords1)androots.The

processinvolvesmultiplefeatureco-occurrencerestrictionsoverarootandanaffix

boundary:sonorant,coronal,andnasalfeatures.Ontheotherhand,alesscomplex

restrictionisalsoobservedinroots:anon-identicalcoronalfeaturerestriction.Itis

argued thatdissimilation istriggered by OCP-typeconstraintsfrom theOT

perspective.Theselectionofasegmentforfeaturechangesisachievedbythe

meta-constraint ranking (McCarthy and Prince 1995), which is inherently

asymmetricalin nature.Thisstudyrevealsthatmultiplefeatureco-occurrence

restrictionsforceachangeinarootsegment;otherwiseitisresistanttoanyfeatural

change.
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1. Introduction

Dissimilation refersto theprocessby which two identicalorsimilar

segmentsbecomelessalikeintermsoffeature(s).Becausetheoccurrenceoftwo

identicalsegmentsinacertaindomainisprohibitedinlanguages,oneofthe

majorwaystoresolvesuchasituationistochangethefeaturesoftherelevant

segment.Ageneralfeature-changingrulelikethatofChomskyandHalle(1968)

*ThispaperwassupportedbyresearchfundsofChonbukNationalUniversityin2013.Iam

reallygratefulforanonymousreviewersfortheircriticalcomments.Anyremainingerrors

aremyownresponsibility.

1)WeassumethataprosodicwordofTakelmaconsistsofaroot/stem plusanaffix.
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wasusedinearlierrule-basedapproaches:

(1)[αF]⟶ [-αF]/___[αF]

Thisrulewascriticizedbecauseitdidnotpointoutaspecificdomainforthe

properapplicationoftherule.WiththeadventconceptssuchastheObligatory

ContourPrinciple(henceforthOCP:Leven1973,Goldsmith1976,McCarthy1981),

dissimilation wasaccounted forbytheapplicationofOCP,whoseearlier

concepthasbeenextendedtomelodicsequencesbyMcCarthy(1986:208).The

extendedOCPisrepresentedin(2).

(2)OCP:Atthemelodiclevel,adjacentidenticalelementsareprohibited.

WhileanaccountfordissimilationwiththeOCP-basedconceptcanprovide

abetterexplanationoftheprocess(Yip1988),such analysisstillfacesthe

problem ofselectingwhichoneofthetwoinvolvedsegmentswillundergo

featurechangesasnotedbyMyers(1997).HepointsoutthatanOCPbased

analysisofdissimilationdesignatesoneoftherelevantsegmentsortonebearing

unitsas thetargetoffeaturechangebutanyformalstatementofsuchchange

shouldclearlyanswerwhatdecidessegmentortonethatshouldbedelinkedor

leftunparsed(Odden1987:Yip1988).

A similar problem also arises in any approach which employs

underspecificationandtheOCPconcept.Thisisbecauseonlyafullyspecified

segmenttriggersaphonologicalprocesswhilean underspecified segment

becomesthetargetofaprocessintheunderspecificationframework(Averyand

Rice1989).Sincethisisthecase,itisveryimportanttoassumewhichsegment

isfullyspecifiedandwhichisnotfullyspecifiedorunderspecifiedinthe

analysis.Thisasymmetricalspecificationoftheinvolvedsegmentsmustbe

stipulatedintheunderlyingrepresentationbutthenormsthatdecidewhich

segmentisfullyspecifiedorunderspecifiedmustbedetermined.

Thepurposeofthispaperistoprovideaconstraint-basedanalysisof

sonorantdissimilationinTakelma(Sapir1909,1922citedbyGoodman1992,and

Lee1991,1994,1996)withoutresortingtomakingstipulationsorassumptions

whenexplainingthedissimilatoryexamplesin Takelma.Wewillusethe
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OCP-basedconstraints,whichareaccumulativeintheirevaluation,andargue

thatsonorantdissimilationinTakelmaoccurstoavoidsegmentalco-occurrence

inrootsandprosodicwords.Withrespecttotheselectionofthetargetofthe

process,wearguethatthetargetoffeaturechangeischosenthroughthe

interaction oftwoconjoined featureco-occurrenceconstraintsand relevant

constraintsdrawnfrom themeta-constraintrankingproposed byMcCarthy

(1995):Faith-Root≫ Faith-Affix.Unlikeearlieranalyses, wedonotneedto

make any specific assumptions aboutthe inputrepresentations in the

constraint-basedaccount.

Thepaperisstructuredasfollows.Section2introducesthedataforsonorant

dissimilationinTakelma.Section3brieflydiscussespreviousanalysesandsome

problemstheymayfaceintheiraccounts.Section4providesanOptimality

TheoreticanalysisbasedonPrinceandSmolensky(1993,2004)andMcCarthy

andPrince(1995),andisfollowedbyabriefsummaryoftheanalysisandits

implicationsforphonologyinsection5.

2. Data presentation

BeforepresentingthedataforsonorantdissimilationinTakelma,wewill

firstintroducetheconsonantandvowelinventoryofthelanguage.Takelma

consonantsandvowelsarelistedintables(3)and(4),respectively.

(3)Takelmaconsonants(Sapir1922citedbyGoodman1992,andLee

1991,1994)
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a./hel+Vn/ ⟶  [helam] ‘board’

b./kel+Vn/ ⟶  [kelam] ‘river’

c./tʃ’el+Vn/ ⟶  [tʃ’elem] ‘hail’

d./tʃ’ul+Vn/ ⟶  [tʃ’ulum] ‘wart’

e./hapil+Vn/ ⟶  [hapilim] ‘empty’

f./yul+Vn/ ⟶  [yulum~yulam] ‘eagle’

g./kul+Vn/ ⟶  [kulum] ‘oak’

a./laph+Vn/ ⟶  [lapham] ‘frog’

b./lek+Vn/ ⟶  [lekem] ‘kidney’

c./lox+Vn/ ⟶  [loxom] ‘manzanita’

d./tolk
h
+Vn/ ⟶  [tolkham] ‘anus’

(4)Takelmavowels

i,ii u,uu

e,ee o,oo

a

Diphthongs:V+i,u

ThesonorantdissimilationexamplesinTakelmaaredividedintotwomajor

groups,whicharebasedonthemorphologicalcategories:prosodicwordsand

roots.Thisdivisionalsoreflectstwodifferentfeatureco-occurrencerestrictions

betweenthetwocategoriesbecauseastricterfeaturalrestrictionisrequiredin

prosodicwordswhilealessrigidfeaturalco-occrrenceisappliedtoroots.The

firstsetofexamplesisalsosub-dividedintothreegroupsdependingonthe

natureoffeaturechangeintheso-callednouncharacteristicsuffix.

Inthefirstsub-groupofsonorantdissimilation,thenouncharacteristicsuffix

/-Vn/,whichappearsafterarootincludingan/l/endingorinsideoftheroot,

changesinto[-Vm]asobservedin(5A)and(5B).Intheseexamples,asegment

whichhasundergoneafeaturalchangeisbold-faced.Alltheexamplesare

drawnfrom Sapir(Sapir1922citedbyGoodman1992andLee1991,1994).

(5)Nouncharateristicsuffix/-Vn/⟶ [-Vm]whenprecededbyan

adjacentorlong-distanceroot/l/

(A)Adjacent/...l+Vn/sequences

(B)Non-adjacent/l(V)C+Vn/sequences
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a./tʃ’am+Vn/ ⟶  [tʃ’amal] ‘mouse’

b./ʃim+Vn/ ⟶  [ʃimil] ‘dew’

c./meh+Vn/ ⟶  [mehel] ‘basketforcooking’

d./soom+Vn/ ⟶  [soomal] ‘mountain’

e./toom+Vn/ ⟶  [toomal] ‘testicles’

Takelmadissimilationisinvolvedonlywithsonorantconsonants,/m,l,n/.

When arootcontainsacoronalsonorantand isfollowed by thenoun

characteristicsuffix/-Vn/,thecoronalnasalinthesuffixchangesinto[m]in

theoutput.Byundergoingthischange,thecoronalsonorantco-occurrence

restrictionintheprosodicwordscanbeavoidedasin(5A)and(5B).

Inthesecondsub-groupofsonorantdissimilation,whenarootcontainsa

nasal/m/andisfollowedby/-Vn/,thecoronalnasalinthesuffixchangesto

[l].Thefeaturalchangeinthesuffixinthesecondsub-groupisinterestingin

thatthe/m/intherootandthe/n/inthesuffixdonotviolatethecoronal

sonorantco-occurrencerestriction,butthechangestilloccursinthesuffix.This

isbecausethereisanothersonorantrestrictionintheprosodicwords:nasals

overarootandsuffixboundaryareprohibitedinTakelma.Inordertoconform

tothisadditionalrestriction,the/n/inthesuffixisforcedtochangeto[l]in

theoutput,satisfyingbothcoronalandnasalco-occurrencerestrictionsinthe

prosodicwordsasshownbytheexamplein(6).

(6)Nouncharacteristicsuffixsurfacesas[-Vl]afterarootcontainging[m]

(Sapir1922:227citedbyLee1994)

Thefinalsub-groupofexamplesisalsointriguingbecausesonorantsinboth

arootandanaffixundergofeaturalchanges.Thisoccurswhenarootcontains

acoronalnasal/n/andisfollowedbythesuffix/-Vn/.Tododgetwosonorant

restrictions,coronalandnasalco-occurrence,thesuffix/n/changesto[m]while

theroot/n/changesto[l].Thisisshownbytheexamplesin(7).Theexamples

in(7)show adifferentaspectofdissimilationfrom thedatain(5)and(6)

becauseasegmentinarootisgenerallyimmunetoafeaturalchangewhilea

segmentinanaffixistheusualtarget(cf.McCarthyandPrince1995;Chung

2013).
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a./kwan+Vn/ ⟶  [kwalam] ‘road’(cf.[kwan]absolutive)

b./xan+Vn/ ⟶  [xalam] ‘urine’(cf.[xan]absolutive)

a./tan/ ⟶  [tan] ‘rock’

b./tel/ ⟶  [tel] ‘yellow-jacket’

c./ʃin/ ⟶  [ʃin] ‘woodcoals’

d./maan-/ ⟶  [maan] ‘count’

e./mena/ ⟶  [mena] ‘bear’

f./mel/ ⟶  [mel] ‘crow’

g./luul-i-(thkh)/ ⟶  [luul-i-(thkh)] ‘(my)throat’

(7)Thenouncharacteristicsuffixsurfacesas[-Vm],root/n/

dissimilatesto[l]

InthesecondmajorgroupofexamplesforTakelmasonorantdissimilation

inroots,thereisonlyoneco-occurrencerestrictioninplay:acoronalplaceof

articulation of sonorants.2) Furthermore, the restriction is confined to

non-identicalcoronalsonorants.Thus,non-identicalcoronalcombinationssuch

aslVnandnVlarenotallowedwhileidenticalcoronalsonorantssuchaslVl

andnVncombinationsfreelyoccurinTakelamroots.Inthefollowingexamples,

co-occurrencerestrictionsinrootsareimplemented asapartofMorpheme

StructureConstraintssuchthatrootswithunallowablesonorantcombinationsdo

notoccurinTakelmaasshownin(8).

(8)Sonorantco-occurrencerestrictionsinroots

Aspresentedin(8a-c),thecombinationsofacoronalobstruentandsonorant

withinarootareallowedinTakelma.Unlikethedissimimilationinprosodic

words,twonasalswithinarootarepermitted.Interestingly,identicalcoronal

sonorantscanoccurinarootasin(8g)whilenon-identicalcoronalsonorants

areprohibitedinTakelmaroots.Thus,co-occurrencerestrictionsofsonorantsin

rootsarelessstringentthanthoseinprosodicwords.

Aswehaveexplainedinthissection,sonorantdissimilationinTakelmahas

todowiththreedifferentco-occurrencerestrictionsinprosodicwords:coronal,

2)Readers are also referred to Suzuki (1998) for specific types of dissimilation

cross-linguistically,Gallagher(2010)forvarioustypesoflaryngealdissimilationandChung

(2013)forasymmetricaltargetoffeaturechangesindissimilation.
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sonorant,andnasal.Intermsoffeaturalchange,thelanguagereflectsageneral

patternofdissimilationwhereasegmentinanaffixundergoesafeatural

change.Anunusualcaseofdissimilationalsooccurswherearootsegmentalso

undergoesafeaturalchangeundertheduressofthreedifferentco-occurrence

restrictionsinprosodicwords.Intheroot,however,exclusiverestrictionssuch

asthebanonnon-identicalcoronalsonorantsareactive.Thus,thereisonlyone

commondenominatorbetweenprosodicwordsandrootsintermsoftheir

dissimilatoryfactor:sonorants.Inthenextsection,webrieflyreviewsprevious

analysesofTakelmadissimilation.

3. Previous Analyses

In this section,we briefly review some earlieranalyses ofTakelma

dissimilationandpointoutproblemsthepreviousstudiesmayface.First,wewill

discussananalysisofLee(1994),whichisbasedonunderspecificationandOCP

(McCarthy1986).BasedonLee(1991),Lee(1994)arguesthatcoronalsonorant

dissimilationinprosodicwordsisinvokedbyasegmentinarootandasegment

in an affixundergoesafeaturalchangewhen two coronalsonorantsare

juxtaposedoveramorphemeboundary.Leeassumesthatthecoronalsonorantin

therootisfullyspecifiedwhiletheoneintheaffixisunderspecifiedinorderfor

thefullyspecifiedsegmenttotriggerdissimilation,asillustratedin(9).

(9)theunderlyingrepresentationof/xil-an/⟶[xil-am]

‘sick,ghost’
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Inordertoexplaincoronalsonorantdissimilation,Leeproposesthreescan

procedureswhichconsistofcheckingtheadjacencyofrelevantsegmentsand

twosetsofdefaultrules:oneforaplacetierandtheotherforamannertier

aspresentedin(10b-c),whicharecruciallyordered.

(10) a.Scantherootnode:ifadjacent[+son]features,then

b.Scantheplacetier:

fillintheunspecifiedvalueswith

default:[øPlace]⟶[COR]

[øPlace]⟶[LAB]

c.Scanthemannertier:

fillintheunspecifiedvaluewith

default:[ ]⟶[+nas]

[ ]⟶[+lat]

Leeexplainsthatthesurfacesegmentforthesuffixis[m]asaresultof

applyingtheseconddefaultfillinginruleintheplacetier.Ifthefirstdefault

wereapplied,thesurfacesegmentwouldbe[n],whichviolatestheOCP-COR.

Thus,itsapplicationisblocked.Inthecaseofdissimilationwheretheaffix

/-Vn/changesto[-Vl]whenitoccursafterarootendingwith/m/,suchas

intheexamplespresentedin(6),LeemodifiestheOCPasgivenin(11).

(11)ModifiedOCP:Makethemelodiesmaximallydifferent(Lee1994:530)

Basedon(11),Leeexpoundsthatthefeaturalchangefrom /n/to[l]in

/soom-an/⟶[soom-al]‘mountain’istheresultofapplyingthesecondfilling-in

defaultruleinthemannertier.Thefirstdefaultinthemannertierisblocked

becausetheapplicationoftherulewillcreateanoutputthatviolatesthe

modifiedOCPduetothesimilarityofthenasalsintheoutput.

Forthefinalcaseofdissimilationwhereeachsegmentintheaffixandroot

undergoesfeaturalchangessuchasintheexamplespresented in(7),the

applicationofthefirstdefaultin(10b)toanaffixisblockedbytheOCPbecause

thesegmentintherootisspecifiedfor[COR].Thus,theseconddefaultis

appliedresultingin[m]withalabialfeatureintheoutput.Ontheotherhand,
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thesegmentintherootwhichisonlyspecifiedfortheplacefeaturecoronal,

surfacesasin[l]becausetheapplicationoftheseconddefaultin(10c)isblocked

dueto(11).Basedontheprocedurespresentedin(10)andthemodifiedOCP,

Lee(1994)accountsforsonorantdissimilationinTakelma.

Lee’s analysis seems to accountfor Takelma sonorantdissimilation.

However,heranalysismayprovefaulty.Inordertoaccountforthesonorant

dissimilationinTakelam,Lee(1994)assumesthatasegmentintheaffixis

underspecifiedwhileasegmentintherootisfullyspecifiedsothatthefully

specifiedsegmentcantacitlydecidethesurfacefeaturerepresentationofthe

affixbytheapplicationofthepossibledefault.Acriticalproblem insuchan

assumptionisthattherearenospecificgroundsfortheasymmetricalfeature

specificationfordifferentmorphologicalcategoriesaspointedoutbyMyers

(1997)whostatesthatanyformalstatementofsuchanassumptionshould

addressitssolidmotivation.

AsecondearlieranalysisofsonorantdissimilationinTakelmaisananalysis

byGoodman(1992).GoodmanadoptstherulesfordissimilationusedbyOdden

(1987),whoclaimsthatthefirststepfordissimilationistodelinkafeatureor

nodeandisfollowedbytheinsertionofadefaultvalueintothesegmentthatis

deprivedofitsfeaturebydelinkingafeature.Goodmanalsoassumesthatthe

applicationofOCPisdefinedonthecoronalandnasaltierswhoseapplication

tosegmentsequencesisgivenin(12).

(12)StatementoftheOCPforTakelma

a.*[coronal][coronal];condition:[αsonorant]

b.*[nasal][nasal]

Accordingto(12a),theOCP-CORisapplicablewhentheadjacentcoronal

consonantshavetheidenticalfeaturevaluefor[sonorant].Thus,iftwocoronal

segmentsdonothavetheidenticalvaluefor[sonorant],theOCPdoesnot

apply.Thesecondstatementcallsforthebanonthesequenceoftwo[nasal]

specificationswherethecondition[αsonorant]isvacuouslyimplied.Unlike

underspecificationanalysisofLee(1994),Goodmanassumesthatunderlying

segmentsarefeaturallyspecifiedinthesenseofClements(1985)andSagey

(1986).Sinceunderlyingsegmentsarespecifiedfortheirfeatures,dissimilation
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inTakelam isaccountedforbyanoperationinwhichthesecondcoronal

sonorantisdelinked.Thisoperationthenusesthefollowingruleincaseswhere

thesuffix/n/isrealizedas[m]intheoutput.

(13)[øPlace]⟶[Labial]

Afterthesesteps,theexamplelike/hel+Vn/isrealizedas[hel-am]‘board’

whichavoidsthesequenceoftwoadjacentcoronalsonorantsinTakelma.Inan

examplewhichendswith/m/intheroot,theidenticaloperationdelinksthe

secondnasalfeaturespecification(nasaldissimilation),whichresultsinthe

following structurewithoutthenasalfeature.Goodman assumesthatthe

followingistherepresentationof[l]inTakelma:

(14) X

|

[+son] =[l]

|

•     Place

|

Cor

Withthisexample,Goodmanexplainsnasaldissimilationasin/ʃim+Vn/⟶

[ʃimil]‘dew.’Concerningacasewheresegmentsintherootandaffixboth

undergochangetoavoidtwodifferentco-occurrencerestrictionsasexplained

in(12),Goodmanappliescoronaldissimilation(12a)firstinwhichthecoronal

featureoftheaffixsegmentisdelinkedandalabialfeatureisinsertedby(13)

resultinginthesecondintermediateform /kwan+Vn/⟶ kwanam ⟶[kwalam]

‘road.’Sincethesecondform stillviolates*[nasal][nasal],thenasalfeature

specificationintherootisdelinked,butitisnotfollowedbyanyfilling-inrule,

resultingin[l]by(14)intheoutput.Thederivedoutputform doesnotrun

againstthetwoOCPstatementsin(12)anymore.

LiketheunderspecificationapproachbyLee(1994),Goodman’saccountis

alsotrapped in thesameproblem.Thatis,when twonasalsoccurover

morphemeboundaries,thetargetnasalischosenwithoutprovidingaspecific
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reason.However,anequallywell-formedintermediateform (k
w
aman)could

havebeenutilizedifthefirstnasalhadbeenchosenforthetargetofdelinking

andinsertedaccordingtothelabialfeaturespecificationintermsofavoiding

thestatementgivenin(12a).Thisquestionshouldhavebeendealtintheir

analysis.

Lastly,we willdiscuss Lee’s (1996) analysis,which is based on

underspecificaion and OT framework.The theoreticalframework forthe

analysisisOTbutLeestillassumesthatanasalintherootisfullyspecified

whiletheonein theaffixisunderspecified.Based on thisasymmetrical

representationofthenasals,sheproposesfourdifferentconstraintswhichare

rankedasfollows:

(15)*CORCOR≫ *MAN MAN ≫ ParseFeat≫ InsertFeat

Forexample,theinputform /xan-an/‘urine’hasthefollowingunderlying

representation:

(16)input/xan-an/

Theoptimaloutputthatisharmonicwiththeconstraintrankinggivenin(16)is

presentedin(17).
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(17)output[xal-am]

Theoutputform in(17)satisfiestwoOCPconstraints*CORCORand*MAN

MANandthefaithfulnessconstraintParseFeatwhileitviolatesInsertFeatthree

timesbecausethreefeaturespecificationssuchas[+lat],LAB,and[+nas]are

inserted.Itseemsthatthegivenrankingexplainsthiscaseofdissimilationin

Takelma.However,therearesomeproblemsinthisanalysis.Acrucialproblem

isthattheinputform hasanasymmetricalrepresentationbetweenarootand

anaffixsegment,whichisaspecificconditionassumedfortheinput.Thisis

againstOT’sLexiconcomponent,whichprovidesinputspecificationsandan

attributespecifyingthatnoparticularpropertycanbestatedatthelevelof

underlyingrepresentation,whichistermedRichnessoftheBase(Princeand

Smolensky2004:205;Kager1999:19)

(18)RichnessoftheBase:noconstraintsholdatthelevelofunderlying

forms.

WithoutLee’sassumptionforthedifferentrepresentationforthenasals

appearingindifferentmorphologicalcategories,thegivenconstraintranking

maynotselectthecorrectoutputform.Iftwonasalsareequalintermsof

representation,eitherofthetwonasalscanundergoachangeduetothe

specificepentheticfeaturalspecificationinthesenseofLee(1996).Thus,both

outputformssuchas[xalam]and[xamal]willbeselectedasoptimalforthe

input/xan-an/‘urine.’

SofarwehavebrieflyreviewedpreviousanalysesofTakelmadissimilation
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butnoneofthem aresatisfactoryduetotheirspecificassumptionsaboutthe

underlyingrepresentationandselectionofatargetthatundergoesfeatural

changes.Inthenextsection,wewillprovideaconstraint-basedaccountin

whichnospecificassumptionsaremadefortheunderlyingrepresentation.The

choiceoftargetofdissimilationnaturallyfallsfrom theasymmetricalfaithful

rankingbetweenRootandtheaffix(McCarthyandPrince1995).

4. A Constraint-based Analysis

Inthissection,wewillprovideanaccount,whichisbasedonconstraints

and theirranking.Theanalysisinthispaperisdifferentfrom thosewe

discussedintheprevioussectioninthatnoassumptionsorconditionsare

madefortheunderlyingrepresentation.WefirstproposeOCP-typeconstraints

toshowwhyoneoftherelatedsegmentsundergoesafeaturalchange.Though

OCP-relatedconstraintsbringaboutdissimilation,theydonotdesignatethe

targetoftheprocess.Thiswillbeachievedbythemeta-constraintranking

proposed by McCarthy and Prince(1995):Faith-Root≫ Faith-Affix.This

constraintrankingnaturallyselectsasegmentinanaffixtochangeitsfeature

ifsegmentsinboththeRootandaffixshareidenticalfeaturespecifications.

SinceTakelmadissimilationisinvolvedwithseveraldifferentfeatures,the

relevantOCP-typeconstraintsareemployedtoexplaindissimilationoccurring

inprosodicwords.

(19)DissimilationtriggeringconstraintsforTakelma

a.*Son-Son:Twosonorantconsonantsarenotallowedintheoutput.

b.*Cor-Cor:Twocoronalconsonantsarenotpermittedintheoutput.

c.*Nas-Nas]PrWd:Twonasalsarenotallowedinprosodicwords.

EachOCP-typeconstraintpresented in(19)requiresadifferentfeature

co-occurrencerestrictionintheoutput.Amongthethreeconstraints,thefirst

featuresonorantmustberepresentedinthecoronalsegmentsandredundantly

presentinnasals.SincethisisthebasicrequirementforTakelmadissimilation,

wethencombine(19a)and(19b)intoaconjoinedconstraint(cf.Alderete1997)
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asgivenin(20).

(20)*Son-Son&Cor-Cor

Inordertoviolatethisconjunctiveconstraint,anoutputmustcontaintwo

consonantswhich have both sonorantand coronalfeature specifications;

otherwise,theoutputdoesnotviolatetheconstraint.

Theconstraintgivenin(19c)isdifferentfrom theothertwoin(19)because

*Nas-Nas]PrWd prohibitstheoccurrenceoftwonasalsintheprosodicwords

while(19a)and(19b)donotdiscernanymorphologicalcategoriesintheir

application.TheOCP-type constraintsin(19c)and(20)forcefeaturalchanges

intheoutput,whichcanbeunderstoodascausingdissimilation.However,the

violation ofsuch constraintscan becircumvented ifany oftherelevant

segmentschangesitsfeaturestobecomedissimilarwiththeotherconsonant.

Thatis,theconstraintsdonottargetaparticularsegment.Thedesignationofa

targetsegmentforfeaturechangefollowsfrom themeta-rankingproposedby

McCarthyandPrince(1995).

(21)Faith-Root≫ Faith-Affix

Themeta-rankingin(21)isasymmetricalbecausefaithfulnesspriorityisgiven

toaroot.Ifthisisimplemented,anaturaltargetoffeaturechangeboilsdown

toasegmentinanaffix.

Fortheproposed constraints,*Nas-Nas]PrWd and Faith-Rootareranked

highestintheanalysisandtheydonotshow anyparticularrankingbetween

them.TheconjunctiveconstraintisrankedhigherthanFaith-Affix,whichis

ranked lowestintheanalysisindicatingthatasegmentintheaffixmay

unfaithfully map onto itscorrespondentin the output.Thisranking is

importantbecauseiftherankingbetweenthem isreversed,nofeaturalchange

canoccurintheaffix,whichimpliesthatthedissimilationtriggeringconstraint

doesnotplayaroleandtheoutputmostfaithfultotheinputwillbeselected

asoptimal.

Based on the constraintsand theirranking,we willfirstexplain a

dissimilationcaseinwhichanouncharacteristicsuffix/-Vn/isrealizedas
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/hel+Vn/ *N-N]PrWd F-Rt *S-S&C-C F-Afx

a.helan *!

b.heman *! *!

☞ c.helam *

d.hemal *! *

/meh+Vn/ *N-N]PrWd F-Rt *S-S&C-C F-Afx

a.mehen *!

b.lehen *! *

c.lehem *! *

☞ d.mehel *

[-Vm]whenprecededbyacoronallateral/l/inaroot.

(22)/hel+Vn/⟶ [helam]‘board’

Asin(22),candidate(a)whichisfaithfultotheinputisruledoutduetoits

violationoftheconjoinedconstraint.Changingthefeatureofacoronallateral

intherootisunsuccessfulbecauseitresultsintheviolationofahigh-ranking

Faith-Rootasshownin(22b)and(22d).Furthermore,candidate(b)alsoviolates

*Nas-Nas]PrWdsoachangeofthecoronallateraltothelabialnasalprovestobe

futile.Thus,thebestwaytododgetheco-occurrencerestrictionsforsonorant

coronalsintheoutputistochangeacoronalnasalintheaffixtoalabialnasal

asincandidate(c).

Thenextsetofexamplescontainstwonasalsintheinputandifthey

appearintheoutputwithoutundergoinganychangeintheirfeature,the

examplesviolatethehighest-ranking*Nas-Nas]PrWd.Asshownin(23d),inorder

toeludetheviolationofthisconstraint,anasalsegmentintheaffixchanges

into alateralatthecostofviolating theFaith-Affix constraint.Thisis

representedinthefollowingtableau.

(23)/meh+Vn/⟶[mehel]‘basketforcooking’

Now themostinterestingaspectofsonorantdissimilationinTakelmais

observedintheexamplesgivenin(7).Insuchexamples,multiplefeatural

co-occurrencerequirementsinducechangesnotonlyinthesegmentintheaffix

butalsointheroot.Thisisapeculiarcaseofdissimilationbecausethetargetof
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/xan+Vn/ *N-N]PrWd F-Rt *S-S&C-C F-Afx

a.xanan * *!

✂ b.xanam * *

✂ c.xamal * *

☞ d.xalam * *

e.xamam *! * *

/xan+Vn/ *N-N]PrWd
F-Rt

(Pl)

*S-S&

C-C

F-Rt

(Ma)

F-

Afx

a.xanan *! *

b.xanam *! *

c.xamal *! *

☞ d.xalam * *

e.xamam *! *! *

f.xanal *! *

dissimilationisgenerallyconfinedtoasegmentintheaffixasopposedtoa

segmentintheroot.Thisisclearlyreflectedinthemeta-constraintrankinggiven

in(21).SincethiscomplexcaseofdissimilationoccursinTakelma,theconstraint

rankingwehaveemployedsofarmaynotexplaintheexamplesin(7).

(24)/xan+Vn/⟶[xalam]‘urine’

Asrepresentedin(24),thecurrentconstraintrankingselectsthreecandidates

(b),(c),and(d)asoptimal.Infact,theactualoptimalformis(24d).Inorderto

eliminateincorrectoptimalforms,weneedtodecomposeRoot-Faithfulnessinto

two: Faith-Root (Place) and Faith-Root (Manner). Concerning ranking,

Faith-Root(Place)dominatesFaith-Root(Manner)becausethefeaturechangein

the rootsegmentoccurs only with the mannerofthe segmentwhile

maintainingtheplacefeature.

Withrespecttotherankingrelationships,Faith-Rootconstraintsareranked

higherthantheFaith-Affixconstraint.Tobemorespecific,Faith-Root(Place)is

rankedhighestalongwith*Nas-Nas]PrWd,Faith-Root(Manner)isrankedlower

thantheconjoinedconstraint,andFaith-Affixisrankedlowestasillustratedin

(25).

(25)/xan+Vn/⟶[xalam]‘urine’
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/hel+Vn/ *N-N]PrWd
F-Rt

(Pl)

*S-S&

C-C

F-Rt

(Ma)

F-

Afx

a.helan *!

b.heman *! *! *

☞ c.helam *

d.hemal *! * *

Thesub-dividedconstraintsandthenew constraintrankinggivenin(25)

ruleoutcandidates(b)and(c),whichwerecompetingwiththeoptimalform

(d)intheprevioustableau.Candidate(b)iseliminatedbythehighestranking

*Nas-Nas]PrWd.Candidate(c)avoidstheviolationof*Son-Son& Cor-Corby

changingfeaturesinbothrootandaffixsegments,butitisstillinferiorto

candidate (d),which also has two featuralmodifications in the same

morphological categories. This is because candidate (c) violates the

highest-rankingFaith-Root(Place)while(d)satisfiesit.Thus,candidate(d)isthe

optimaloutputin(25).Themodifiedconstraintrankingweusefortheaccount

ofTakelmasonorantdissimilationisgivenin(26).

(26)*Nas-Nas]PrWd,Faith-Root(Place)≫ *Son-Son&Cor-Cor≫            

Faith-Root(Manner)≫ Faith-Affix

Thenew constraintrankingin(26)canalsoaccountforthedissimilation

examplesweexplained with theconstraintrankinggiven in (22-23).The

followingtableauwiththenewrankingdemonstratesoneoftheexamplesfrom

(5A)insection2.

(27)/hel+Vn/⟶[helam]‘board’

UnlikesomeearlierstudiesofTakelmasonorantdissimilation,wecan

explainthedissimilationexampleswithseveralconstraintsandtheirranking

withoutmakinganyconditionsorassumptionsforunderlyingrepresentations.

MarkednessconstraintssuchasOCP-typeconstraintstriggerdissimilationwhile

the targetofdissimilation isdesignated by the meta-constraintranking.

Interestingly,multiplefeatureco-occurrenceconstraintsforcefeaturalchangesin

arootsegmentaswellasanaffixsegment.Thisisintriguingifweconsider

thestrongtendencyofmeta-constraintrankingbetweenaffixesandroots.Asa
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/mena/ *N-N]PrWd
F-Rt

(Pl)

*S-S&

C-C

F-Rt

(Ma)
*N-N]Rt

☞ a.mena *

b.mela *!

c.lena *! * *

d.mema *! *

matter offact,ifa language is involved only with a single feature

co-occurrencerestriction,thetargetofdissimilationisgenerallylimitedtoan

affixsegmentascan beobserved in Georgian,Sundanese,Manipuri,and

TashlhiytBerber(Odden1994,2005;Bye2011;Chung2013).Ontheotherhand,

ifmultipleOCPconstraintsplayanimportantroleinalanguage,Faith-Root,a

componentconstraintinthemeta-constraintranking,canbeviolatedasinthe

dissimilationofTakelmaprosodicwords.

TheOTanalysisofthedissimilationinTakelmaprosodicwordsprovidedin

thisstudyismuchmoreinclusivethanpreviousaccountsinthattheconstraint

ranking given in (26)can accountforfeature co-occurrence restrictions

occurringinTakelmaroots.Wecanalsoassumethatiftwoidenticalsegments

in rootsaredoubly linked asin thesenseofautosegmentalphonology

(Goldsmith1976).Byusingthisassumption,twoidenticalcoronalsonorantsin

Takelmasuchas/1..l/and/n..n/satisfytheconjunctiveconstraints.Aswe

brieflyintroducedinsection2,coronalconsonantcombinationsofanobstruent

plusasonorantareallowedinTakelma.Ontheotherhand,non-identical

coronalsonorantsaredisallowed.Concerningnasalconsonants,twonasalsare

allowedinroots,buttwonasalscannotoccurinprosodicwords,whichmay

denotethattheconstraintsuchas*Nas-Nas]Rootisrankedsolowthatitseffect

isinvisibleinTakelma.Thus,theconstraintrankingforsonorantdissimilation

ofTakelmaprosodicwordscanbeappliedtorootsanditcanexplainwhy

non-identicalcoronalsonorantsdonotappearinTakelmarootsasillustratedin

(28).

(28)a./mena/⟶[mena]‘bear’
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/luul/ *N-N]PrWd
F-Rt

(Pl)

*S-S&

C-C

F-Rt

(Ma)
*N-N]Rt

☞ a.luul

b.luum *! *

c.muul *! *

d.luun *! *

e.nuul *! *

b./luul/⟶ [luul]‘throat’

Aspresented in (28a),candidates(c)and (d)areeliminated by their

violationofFaith-Root(Place),whichisthehighest-ranking.Candidate(b)is

alsoeliminatedduetotheviolationofFaith-Root(Manner)becauseitsatisfies

thelowest-ranking*Nas-Nas]Rt atthecostofviolatingthehigherranked

Faith-Root(Manner).Thus,candidate(a)emergesasoptimal,whichonlyincurs

aviolationof*Nas-Nas]Rt.

(28b)illustratesthattwoidenticalsonorantconsonantsincandidate(a)

satisfyallthegivenconstraintsincludingtheconjoinedconstraint.Theother

candidatesaresuboptimaldueto theirviolation ofthehighestranking

faithfulnessconstraintasin(b)and(c),while(d)and(e)havingnon-identical

sonorantcoronalsareeliminatedduetotheconjunctiveconstraint.Thetableaux

in (28)show thatanychangeofarootinducesaviolation ofeithera

markednessorfaithfulnessconstraint,whichinturnprovestobefatalin

evaluation.Sotheconstraintrankingin(28)canexplainthenon-occurrenceof

*lVnand*nVl,whichareconsideredstaticco-occurrentrestrictionsinTakelma

roots.Thenewlyincludedconstraint,*Nas-Nas]Rt,doesnothaveanysignificant

effectifitisusedinprosodicworddissimilationbecauseofitslow-ranked

status.TheoverallconstraintrankinginTakelmasonorantdissimilationis

presentedin(29).

(29)*Nas-Nas]PrWd,Faith-Root(Place)≫ *Son-Son&Cor-Cor≫            

Faith-Root(Manner)≫ Faith-Affix,*Nas-Nas]Rt



76∣ Chin-Wan Chung

5. Conclusion

Inthisstudy,wehaveprovidedaconstraint-basedaccountofsonorant

dissimilationinTakelma.Itisarguedthatco-occurrencerestrictionssuchas

coronalsonorantsandtwonasalsinTakelmaprosodicwordsisinducedby

twomarkednessconstraints:*Nas-Nas]PrWdand*Son-Son&Cor-Cor.Thetarget

offeaturalmodificationsisdetermined by theasymmetricalmeta-ranking

constraintbyMcCarthyandPrince(1995),inwhichwesubdividedFaith-Root

intoFaith-Root(Place)andFaith-Root(Manner).Byproposingtheseconstraints

andtheirranking,wedonothavetofaceproblemsraisedinearlieraccounts

suchasthedesignationofthetargetsegmentforfeaturechanges(cf.Myers

1997)becausedissimilationandthetargetsegmentoffeaturechangesallfollow

from constraint rankings.The OT analysis in this study is a more

comprehensive explanation ofsonorantdissimilation in Takelma prosodic

wordsandrootsthanpreviousanalyses(Lee1991,1994,1996;Goodman1992).

Thereareseveralimplicationsofthisstudy.First,afeaturechangein

dissimilationisnotconfinedonlytoonefeaturebutitispossiblethatmultiple

featurescanbeinvolvedindissimilation.Second,oneofthemajorcomponent

constraintsinMcCarthyandPrince’smeta-constraintrankingFaith-Rootcanbe

sub-dividedintoFaith-Root(Place)andFaith-Root(Manner),whichalsocanbe

rankeddifferently.Third,dissimilationinprosodicwordsandrootsshowsa

differentaspectintermsoffeaturechangeandco-occurrencerestrictions.That

is,dissimilationinprosodicwordsisconstrainedbymorecomplexfeature

co-occurrenceconditionswhilelesscomplexfeatureco-occurrencerestrictions

areappliedtoroots.Finally,itispossiblethatifmultipleOCP-typeconstraints

areinvolved,segmentsinrootsalsoundergochanges,andgenerallymaintain

theirfeatureswhenrootsandaffixesareinvolvedindissimilation.
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