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examine the unstressable word syndrome in 2-syllable words with final

extrametricalitywithinOptimalityTheory(OT).Thewayalanguageselectsits

repairstrategiesdependsonboththeavoidanceoffinalstressanditspossible

minimalwordsize.Inordertoaccountforthegeneralizationwithrespecttorepair

strategies such as lengthening/gemination,incorporation,and revocation of

extrametricality,weproposearepair-specificNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraintasa

replacementofNONFINALITY(FT)constraint.Theobservationthatthedomainof

repairsis2-syllablewordsstraightforwardlyleadstoourargumentagainstthe

traditionalapplicationofNONFINALITY(FT)tothem sinceitassumesitsmaximal

domainismorethan2-syllablewordsinsizewhenwordsareonlylightsyllables.

With the NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot) constraint we can account for the

disyllable-specificunstressablewordsyndromeinaconsistentandcoherentway

which previousOT accountscannot.Furthermore,differentranking relations

establishedamongNONFINALITY(σ),NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)andPARSE-SYLprovide

atypologicalpredictionforallrepairstrategies.
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1. Introduction  

2-syllablewordshavedrawnattentionfrom thecontextsofreduplication

(McCarthyandPrince1986),hypocoristicformation,(ItoandMester1992),
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truncation(Alber2010),andwordsizelimitation(Kager1996)intheliterature.

In so farasstressisconcerned,they areoutstanding becauseoftheir

exceptionalbehaviors.Yet,disyllable-focused analyses have never been

submittedsofar,exceptforHayes's(1995)derivationalones.

Thepurposeofthispaperistoexploreunstressablewordsyndromein

2-syllablewordswithinOptimalityTheory(OT)andprovidemoreconsistent

andcoherentaccountstotheexceptional2-syllablewordstress.Thispaperis

organizedasfollows.Section2referstotheunstressablewordsyndromeand

listsup alltheattested repairstrategiescross-linguistically and within a

language.Section3indicatesdistinctrepairoptionsbetween1-syllablewords

and2-syllablewords,basicallyduetothedifferenceintheirsizes.Section4

arguesagainsttheoveruseofNONFINALITY(FT)inexplaining2-syllableword

stresspatterns.A new repair-specificNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraintis

proposedasareplacementofNONFINALITY(FT)constrainttounifyunrelated

repair strategies employed by individuallanguages.Section 5 presents

constraint-basedanalysesoftheattestedrepairsinbothiambicandtrochaic

system languages through the constraint interactions mainly among

NONFINALITY(σ),NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)andPARSE-SYL.Section6discussthat

theroleofNONFINALITY(FT)isconfinedtomirroringfootextrametricality.The

conclusionofthispaperisgiveninsection7.

2. The Unstressable Word Syndrome and its Repair Strategies

Generally,alargemajorityoflanguagesdonotallowdegeneratefootforms.

However,asolefootmustbeassignedto2-syllablewordseventhoughtheir

erected onemay bedegeneratedueto syllableextrametricality otherwise

headless.The2-syllablewordformgivenin(1)refersto"theunstressableword

syndrome"definedbyHayes(1995)."(σL)"denotesamonomoraicfootand"<

>",extrametricality.

(1)[(σL)<σ>]WD

Eliminatingtheillicit(σL)footconstructedover2-syllablewordsisthecore
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partofrepairstrategiesextensivelyemployedbyindividuallanguages.Below

aretherepairlistssummarizedbyHayes(1995).

(2)Attestedrepairstrategies(Hayes1995)1)

a.Lengthening/Gemination:[(σL)<σ>]WD→[(σH)<σ>]WD

b.Incorporation/plusIambicShortening:

[(σL)<σL>]WD→[(σLσL)]WD/[(σL)<σH>]WD→[(σLσL)]WD

c.Revocationofextrametricality:[σLσL]WD→[(σLσL)]WD

d.Violationofculminativity:Nometricalstructurewithintheword

phonology2)

Thepatternsofrepairsseem identicalineitheriambicortrochaicsystem

languages,asshownin(3),whicharecitedfrom Hayes(1995)inpart.

(3)a.Iambicsystems

(i)Lengthening/Gemination:Hixkarayana,Fijian,Carib Ojibwa,

Potowatomi

(ii)Incorporation:AxinincaCampa,Yidiñ,Choctaw,Hopi,Southern

Paiute,Ignaciano,Ulwa

(iii)RevocationofExtrametricality:Araucanian,Seminole/Creek

b.Trochaicsystems

(i)Lengthening/Gemination:Chamorro,English,Finnish,Italian,

Norwegian

(ii)Incorporation:English,Latin,Tonkawa

(iii)RevocationofExtrametricality:English

1)Hayes's(1995)originalversionisalittledifferentfromthelistgivenin(2)inthatIambic

Shorteningcomprisesofanindependentrepairitem.Consideringonlythefinalheavy

syllableexperiencesIambicShorteningwithin2-syllableworddomains,itisreasonablenot

toseparateitfrom incorporationoption,likehere.

2)AccordingtoHayes(1995),casesofviolationofculminativityareveryrarewithonlya

singlelanguage,CentralCierraMiwok,intheworld.Wewillnotdiscussitanymore,here.
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3. Distinct Repair Options between 1-Syllable Words and 

2-Syllable Words 

Monosyllabicwordscomposedofasinglelightsyllableareusuallyunder

strong pressure to expand in orderto satisfy bimoraic minimalword

requirement.In1-syllablewords,theeliminationoftheillegalfootform,[(σL],is

performedthrougheitherlengthening/geminationofthelightsyllableavailable

ortheepenthesisofavowelintobisyllabicwords.

(4)Repairoptionsusedby1-syllablewords.

a.Lengthening/Gemination:/da/→ [dá:]'give'inLatin(Prince1990)

b.Epenthesis:/wik/→[wíka]'shade-Nom'inLadil(Ketner2006)

2-syllablewordshavemorerepairoptionsthan1-syllableword cases.

Let us compare the options between them one-by-one. Firstly,

lengthening/geminationoptionsareequallyavailableinbothsizedwords,as

in(4a)and(5a).Next,theepenthesisrepairof1-syllablewordsisnomore

availablein2-syllablewordssinceitwouldcauseotherwisetrisyllabicword

minimainsizethere.3)Instead,languages,eitheriambicortrochaic,adopt

theincorporationrepairbywhichafinalextrametricalsyllableisfoot-paired

withthelonemonomoraicfoot,asin(5b).Afinalrepairof2-syllablewords

istherevocation ofextrametricality,which allowsfinalsyllablesto be

parsedfreelyintofeet,asin(5c).

(5)Repairoptionsemployedby2-syllablewords

a.Lengthening/gemination

(i)Lengthening:/kwaya/→[(kwá:)<ya>]'redandgreenmacaw'in

Hixkarayana(Hayes1995)

3)Ketner(2006)notesthatindisyllabicwords,epenthesisisavailableasasecondchoice

repair,ratherthanafirstone.Forexample,Aljutorisaniambiclanguagewithfinal

extrametricality,buthastrochaicstressin2-syllablewordsbyadoptingincorporationrepair.

Nevertheless,whenthefirstsyllableof2-syllablewordsisaschwa,aninappropriate

stress-bearer,thenepenthesisbecomesavailable:/səgaj/→[səgáj<jə>]'sand',not[(səgáj)]

and[(sə<gaj>].
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(ii)Gemination:/mitaan/→[(mít)<taan>]inFinnish(Kager1989)

b.Incorporation

(i)Incorporation:/co<mo>/→[(cómo)]'hill'inHopi(Buckley1996)

(ii)IncorporationalongwithIambicShortening:/pu<ta:>/→[(púta)]

'Ithink(sg)'inLatin(Mester1994)

c.Revocationofextrametricality

/police/→[po(líce)]inEnglish(Hayes1995)

Asforincorporation,iambicsystem languagesavoidfinalstressbysimply

makingarhythmicreversalintotrochaic,asin(5bi).Trochaiclanguagesare

sensitivetotheweightofafinalsyllable.Whenthesyllableisheavy,they

cannotform harmonious[(σLσL)]trocheewithoutthehelpofIambicShortening

process,asin(5bii).

4. A Proposal

4.1 A Problem of Previous OT Accounts:  NONFINALITY(FT) 

Withintheframeworkofderivationalapproaches,thestandardconceptof

syllableextrametricalityistwo-fold.Itexcludesfinalsyllablefrom thestress

domainandalsorequiresitunstressed.Constraint-basedOTaccountsduplicate

theeffectofsyllableextrametricalitythroughtheconjoined applicationsof

NONFINALITY(σ)andNONFINALITY(FT).

A clear illustration comes from Latin which has final syllable

extrametricality.McCarthy(2003)analyzednon-iterativeantepenultimateLatin

stresspatternswiththeconstraintrankingofNONFINALITY(FT)>>ALIGN-R(FT,

WD)>>PARSE-SYL.Thetop-rankedNONFIN(FT)makessurethatfootingisnot

possibleattheendoftheword.

(6)NONFINALITY(FT)(McCarthy2003)

*FT/_____]WD 'Word-finalfeetareprohibited.'
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(7)/spatula/→[spátula]inLatin

/spatula/ NONFIN(FT) ALIGN-R PARSE-SYL

☞ a.(spátu)la * *

b.spa(túla) *! *

c.spa(tú:)la * **!

Now,letusmoveonto2-syllablewords.Unlikelongerwordlike[spátula],

2-syllablewordsimplementfinalfootingtobecomeawell-formedprosodic

word,avoiding finalstress.Avoidanceoffinalstressisfulfilled through

NONFINALITY(σ) which is ranked over NONFINALITY(FT) in the constraint

hierarchy.

(8)/homo:/→[hómo]

/homo:/ FTBIN NONFIN(σ) NONFIN(FT) ALIGN-R
PARSE

-SYL

☞a.(hómo) *
b.ho(mó:) *! * *
c.(ho)mo: *! * *

ConjoinedapplicationsofNONFIN(σ)andNONFIN(FT)selectcandidate(8a)a

winnerbecauseitrespectshigher-rankedFTBINandNONFINALITY(σ)althoughit

violateslower-rankedNONFIN(FT).

From Latincases,weobservethatfinalstressavoidancethroughNONFIN(σ)

doesnotmatterwordsize,butfinalfootingthroughNONFIN(FT)does.As

mentionedabove,withinpreviousOTframework,NONFINALITY(FT)isexpected

toconstrainfinalfooting.Inmorethantwo-syllablewordsfinalfootingis

alwaysprohibited and thereforeNONFINALITY(FT)isalwaysrespected there.

Alternatively,with2-syllablewordsthefinalfootingisalwaysenforcedwith

theconstantviolationofNONFINALITY(FT).Whattriggersthisdifference?Note

thatNONFINALITY(FT)isadeviceofmakingsureofantepenultimatestress

patternsbydetachingafootboundaryfrom theendofwords.Itsdomainis

minimallymorethantrisyllabicinsizewhenwordsareonlylightsyllables

alongwithfinalextrametricality.Obviously,2-syllablewordsareundersizedfor

theapplicationofNONFINALITY(FT)atthesamesituation.Itdoesnotworkin
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shorter forms.Consequently,the unstressable word syndrome which is

disyllable-specificcannotbeexplainedinaconsistentandcoherentwayby

existingconstraintsystems,includingNONFINALITY(FT).

4.2 A New Repair-Related Type of NONFINALITY Constraint: NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot) 

Syllabicpositionsareprosodicallystrongandweak.Word-finally,weak

positionsarefurthersubdivided into eitherweak footed,asin (9b),or

unfooted,asin(9c).

(9)Prosodicstatus,word-finally

a.foot-head:σ]WD (stressed)

b.non-foot-head,foot-included:(σσ)]WD(unstressed/weakfooted)

c.non-foot-head,non-foot-included:σ)σ]WD(unstressed/unfooted)

Independent of foot headship, foot-membership is a prosodically

deployablenotion and independently motivated in thepreviousanalyses.

NotingKager's(1989)observationthatweakfootedsyllablesaremoresubject

tovowelreductionthanunfootedsyllablesinDutch,deLacy(2006)proposes

morespecific*V-PlaceWeak-in-footconstraintthanV-PlaceUnstressed constraint.Asa

replacement of existing NONFINALITY(FT) constraint, we introduce a

repair-relatedtypeofNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraintwhichconstrainsonly

finalfoot-inclusionmatterforshorterforms.

(10)NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot):NoweakfootedsyllableisfinalinPRWD.

TheaboveNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraintprohibitsweaksyllablefrom

beingfootedword-finally.ItsintermediaterankbetweenNONFINALITY(σ)and

PARSE-SYLgeneratesincorporationrepair,aswewillseeinthenextsection.

4.3 The Derivation of Repair Options through Constraint Interaction

Thispaperarguesthatrepairselectionsoflanguagesbeaccountedforby

interactionofNONFINALITY(σ)andNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)withPARSE-SYL,along

withotherbasicprosodicconstraintssuchasFTBIN,FTFORM=Iambic/Trochaic
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etc.Tobemorespecific,selectionoflengthening/gemination,incorporation,

andrevocationofextrametricalityisdeterminedbythedesignatedranking

amongNONFINALITY(σ),NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot),andPARSE-SYL.

Cross-linguisticvariationswithrespecttorepairstrategiesarecapturedby

differentconstraintranking relationsamong NONFINALITY(σ),NONFINALITY(σ

weak-in-foot),andPARSE-SYL.Forlanguagespreferringthefootexpansionthrough

lengthening/gemination,both the NONFINALITY(σ)and NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)

constraintsarerankedoverPARSE-SYL.Incomparison,forlanguageschoosing

incorporation option,NONFINALITY(σ)>> PARSE-SYL >> NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)

rankingshouldbeposited.NONFINALITY(σ)andNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraints

arelower-rankedforthesakeoftherevocationofextrametricalityoption.They

aresummarizedin(11).

(11)Constraintrankingrelationsfordistinctrepairoptions

a.Lengthening/Gemination:

NONFINALITY(σ);NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)>>PARSE-SYL

b.Incorporation:

NONFINALITY(σ)>>PARSE-SYL>>NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)

c.Revocationofextrametricality:

PARSE-SYL>>NONFINALITY(σ);NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)

Aswewillseeinthenextsection,thewayalanguagesselectitsown

repairstrategiesisdependentuponbothminimalwordsizeandtheavoidance

offinalstress.

5. A Constraint-Based Analysis

5.1 Iambic System Languages

Theunstressedpropertyoffinalsyllablesisaverycommonattributein

iambicsystem languages.Herewefollow Kager's(2001)generalizationthat

strictlybinaryiambsarerightward.Letusfirstconsider(11a)type,Carib,

whichadoptsalengtheningrepairoption.Caribhassyllableextrametricality
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and Iambic Lengthening which creates uneven iambs,non-finally.No

degeneratefootisallowedanditsminimalwordistrimoraicinsize,like

Hixkarayana.

(12)a.Stressinlongerwords(vanderHulstandVisch1992)

akami → aká:mi 'trumpeterbird'

asaparapi→ asá:pará:pi 'speciesoffish'

kuriyara → kurí:yara 'mythicalsnake'

b.Initialstressin2-syllablewords

api → á:pi 'red,ripe'

ka:mi → ká:mi 'palered'

Aswecanseein(12a),thelasttwosyllablescanendunfootedin4-syllable

words,asin[kurí:yara]case.Itresultsfrom thetotalexclusionofthefinal

syllablefrom footstructure.With2-syllablewords,theleftoverlightpenult

cannotsupportitsownfootandiscompelledtobeexpandedforthesakeof

minimalwordrequirement.ThewholeconstrainthierarchyforCaribisin(13).

(13)ConstraintRankingforCarib

FTBIN;FTF=I; NONFINALITY(σ);NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)>>UNEVEN-IAMB4);

PARSE-SYL

Higher-rankedNONFINALITY(σ)andNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)stronglyprohibits

thefinalsyllableformbeingfootheadedandfootincluded.Thus,finalsyllable

cannotcontributetomoracount.Tableaux(14i)and(14ii)demonstratethat

althoughtheirfinaltwosyllableslookidenticalattherightedgelikein

[(kurí:)ya<ra>]and[a<pi>],theirstressresultsappearquitedifferent.In(14i)

4)Hayes(1995)proposesthatthelight-heavyquantitativesyllablemake-upformsthebest

rhythmicshapeoftheiamb.FollowingHayes,Kager(1999)givesUNEVEN-IAMBconstraintto

constraintshapesofiambicfeet.Itsaysthat(LH)isabetteriambthan(LL)or(H).Since

Caribisatypicaliambicsystemlanguage,itrequireseveryfeetbeacanonical(LH)iamic

shape.Theunderlinedpartrepresentsfootheads.

(i)UNEVEN-IAMB(Kager1999)

(LH)>(LL),(H)
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theprefinalsyllableisnotparsedintoafootsinceamonosyllabicfootcannot

bebuiltifitisnottheonlyfoot.Ontheotherhand,in(14ii)afootis

constructedontheonlyavailablesyllableandfurtherlengthenedtobetwo

morasinlength.

(14)i./kuriyara/→[kurí:yara]'mythicalsnake'

/kuriyara/
FT

BIN

FTF

=I

NON

FIN(σ)

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)

UNEVEN

-IAMB

PARSE

-SYL

☞a.(kurí:)ya<ra> **

b.(kurí:)(yará:) *!

c.(kyrí:)(yá:)<ra> *! *

d.(kurí:)(yára) *! *

ii./api/→[á:pi]'red,ripe'

/api/ FTBIN FTF=I
NON

FIN(σ)

NONFT

(σweak-in-foot)

UNEVEN

-IAMB

PARSE

-SYL

☞a.(á:)<pi> * *

b.(á)<pi> *! *

c.(apí:) *!

d.(ápi) *! *

Now,turntothe(11b)type,incorporationrepaircase.Mostoftheiambic

system languagesshow strongtendencyofstressconversionjustincasean

iambicparsewouldotherwiseresultinfinalstress.Oneofthelanguages,Hopi,

stronglydisallowingdegeneratefeetandfinalstress,showsexceptionaltrochaic

stressesin2-syllablewords.Itswordminimaisbimoraic.

(15)a.Peninitialstressinlongerwords

tayati → tayáti 'tolaugh'

koyoɳo → koyóɳo 'turkey'

b.Initialstressin2-syllablewords

como → cómo 'hill'

wari → wári 'torun'

Only in 2-syllable wordsstressisshifted to penultimatesyllable,as
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indicated in(15b).Itresultsfrom incorporatingthefinalsyllableintothe

insufficientfeetto be bimoraic.The higherranking ofPARSE-SYL over

NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)andinturnFTFORM=IAMBIC givesrhythmicreversalinto

trochaic.

(16)ConstraintRankingforHopi

FTBIN; NONFINALITY(σ) >> PARSE-SYL >> NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot) >>

FTFORM=IAMBIC

Undertheconstraintranking(16)forHopi,NONFINAITY(σ)>>PARSE-SYL>>

NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)achievesiambicstressinlongerwordslike(17i),avoiding

finalstress.However,theranking ensuresfinalsyllableincorporation in

2-syllablewords,asin(17ii).

(17)i./tayati/→[tayáti]'tolaugh'

/tayati/ FTBIN NONFIN(σ)
PARSE

-SYL

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)
FTF=I

☞ a.(tayá)ti *

b.(táya)ti * *!

c.(tayá)(tí) *! *

d.ta(yáti) * *! *

ii./como/→[cómo]'hill'

/como/
FTBIN NONFIN(σ)

PARSE-

SYL

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)
FTF=I

☞a.(cómo) * *

b.co<mo> **!

c.(có)<mo> *! *

d.(comó) *!

e.(có:)mo *!

In(17i),satisfactionofbothNONFINAITY(σ)andNONFIN(σweak-in-foot)ispossible

in (17ia)since[tayati]is3-syllableword.In (17ii),in contrast,thefinal

extrametricalsyllableisincorporatedintoalonefoottobebimoraic,causing
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stressshifttotrochaic.Trochaicstressisguaranteedeveniniambicsystem

languagesbytheNONFINALITY(σ)>>PARSE-SYL>> NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot);FTF=I

ranking.

Finally,(11c)type,therevocationofextrametricalityrepair,isexemplified

bySeminole/Creek.Nounstressablewordsyndromeisnotfoundinthese

languagessinceNONFINALITY(σ)andNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraintsareranked

lowerandthereforeinactive.

(18)a.Finalstressinlongerwords

isimahicita→ isìmahìcitá 'onetosightatone'

b.Finalstressin2-syllablewords

coko→ cokó 'house'

Wordswitheven-numberedsyllablesexhibitfinalstressduetohigherranking

ofFTBIN,FTF=IandPARSE-SYLoverNONFINALITY(σ́)andNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot).Two

oftheNONFIINALITYconstraintsarepositionedatthebottom inthehierarchy.

(19)ConstraintrankingforSeminole/Creek

FTBIN;FTF=I;PARSE-SYL>>NONFINALITY(σ́);NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)

(20)i./isimahicita/→[isìmahìcitá]'onetosightatone'

/isimahicita/
FT

BIN
FTF=I

PARSE

-SYL

NON

FIN(σ́)

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)

☞a.(isì)(mahì)(citá) * *

b.(isì)(mahì)cita **!

c.(isì)(mahì)(cí)<ta> *! *

d.(isì)(mahì)(cíta) *! *

ii./coko/→[cokó]'house'

/coko/ FTBIN FTF=I PARSE-SYL
NON

FIN(σ́)

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)

☞a.(cokó) *

b.(cóko) *! *

c.(có)<ko> *! *

d.co<ko> **
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Here,dominantFTBIN,FTF=IandPARSE-SYLconstraintsareprevailingout

overNONFINALITY(σ́)andNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot).Asaresult,finalsyllableis

parsediambicallyevenin2-syllablewords.

5.2 Trochaic Stress Systems

UnlikeIambicsystem languages,prosodicparsingintrochaicsystem can

occureitheraleft-to-rightdirectionoraright-to-leftdirectionorfrom both

ways.Inthissectionweconsidertrochaicinstancesofrepairoptionsthrough

Italian,Latin,andEnglish,respectively.Firstly,atrochaiclanguagewitha

lengtheningoption,Italian.Inthiscase,lengtheningdoesnotoccuronthe

antepenultimatelystressed syllableoflongerwords.However,in2-syllable

words,penultimatesyllableisdefinitelylengthenedunderstress,butonly

whentheyoccupymonomoraicfeet,asin(21).Ifonlyasinglelightsyllable

remainsavailableforastressfootin2-syllablewords,thevowelofthelight

syllableislengthenedtomeetbimoraicwordminima.

(21)Italian(Prince1990)

a.médico

sécolo

b.píede<pede

míele<mele

TheconstraintrankingresponsibleforItaliantrochaicstresspatternsandits

lengtheningrepairisgivenin(22).

(22)ConstraintRankingforItalian

FTBIN;FTF=T>>NONFIN(σ);NONFIN(σweak-in-foot)>>PARSE-SYL

(23)i./medico/→[médico]

/medico/ FTBIN FTF=T
NON

FIN(σ)

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)
PARSE-SYL

☞a.(médi)<co> *

b.(medí)<co> *! *

c.me(díco) *! *

d.me(di:)<co> **!
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ii./pede/→ [píede]

/pede/ FTBIN FTF=T
NON

FIN(σ)

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)
PARSE-SYL

☞a.(píe)<de> *

b.(pé)<de> *! *

c.(péde) *!

d.(píede) *! *

SincePARSE-SYLislowerrankedthantwooftheNONFINALITY constraints,

exhaustiveparsingisnotderivedevenin2-syllablewords.

Secondly,withinLatintheincorporationrepairisemployed.Latindatais

givenin(24).In2-syllablewords,Latinincorporatesfinalsyllableintoalone

footevenintheexpenseofshorteningfinallongsyllable.

(24)a.Antepenultimatestressinlongerwords(Hayes1995)

simula → símula 'stimulate(2sg.imp.)'

inimi:kitia→ inimi:kítia 'hospitality'

b.Penultimatestressin2-syllablewords(Mester1994)

puta: → púta 'Ithink(sg)'

wolo: → wólo 'Iwant'

Asalanguagechoosingincorporationoption,Latinisexpectedtoemploy

therankinghierarchylikeNONFIN(σ)>>PARSE-SYL>>NONFIN(σweak-in-foot)under

thepresentanalysis.ALIGN-Rislowestrankedsincefinalsyllableisexcluded

from thestressdomaininLatin.

(25)ConstraintrankingforLatin

FTBIN;FTFORM=T;NONFIN(σ)>>PARSE-SYL >>NONFIN(σweak-in-foot)>>

ALIGN-R
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(26)i./simula/→[símula]'stimulate(2sg.imp.)'

/simula/
FT

BIN

FTF

=T

NON

FIN(σ)

PARSE

-SYL

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)

ALIGN

-R

☞a.(símu)<la> * *

b.si(múla) * *!

c.(simú)<la> *! * *

d.(sí)mu<la> *! ** *

ii./puta:/→[púta]'Ithink(sg)

/puta:/
FT

BIN

FTF

=T

NON

FIN(σ)

PARSE

-SYL

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)

ALIGN

-R

☞ a.(púta) *

b.(putá:) * *! *

c.pu(tá:) *! * *

d.(pú)<ta:> *! * *

In(26i)theoptimalcandidate(26ia)respectsbothNONFIN(σ)andNONFIN(σ

weak-in-foot)fromthehierarchy.However,itsstrongcompetitor(26ib)fatallyviolates

NONFIN(σweak-in-foot),whichisatie-breaker.Tableau(26ii)presentsthecaseof

2-syllablewordstress.SinceLatinadoptsincorporationoption,NONFIN(σ)>>

PARSE-SYL >> NONFIN(σweak-in-foot)ranking makesword-finalsyllable weakly

parsedintoasolefootatthecostofitsshortening.Theoptimalcandidate

(26iia)isselectedasawinnerover(26iic).

Finally,Englishadoptsmultiplesolutionstounstressablewordsyndromein

2-syllablewords.Duetolexicalcharactersofwordstress,Englishpresentsa

caseofemployingthreerepairoptionswithinalanguage.IambicShorteningis

conductedinEnglish,aswecanseefrom theso-called"Arabrule"(Ross1972)

caseslikeÁrabandprèsentátion.Itisshownin(27a,b).

(27)RepairstrategiesadoptedbyEnglish

a.Lengthening:Áràb[(éy)(ræb)]

b.Incorporation:cíty,próduct,Árab[(érəb)]

c.RevocationofExtrametricality:políce,canóe

Hereweexemplifytherevocationofextrametricalityrepairselectionin
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(27c).Underthepresentanalysis,NONFINALITY(σ)and NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)

constraintsareatthebottom ofthehierarchyforthesakeoftherevocationof

extrametricalityoption.

(28)ConstraintrankingforrevocationofextrametricalityinEnglish

FTBIN; FTF=T; Weight-to-Stress >> PARSE-SYL >> NONFINALITY(σ́);

NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)

(29)/poli:ce/→[polí:ce]

/poli:s/ FTBIN W-to-S
FTF

=T

PARSE

-SYL

NON

FIN(σ́)

NONFIN

(σweak-in-foot)

☞a.po(lí:s) * *

b.(póli:s) *! *

c.(pó)<li:s> *! *

NONFINALITY(σ́)andNONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraintsareinactivealikeinthe

[police]case.Thus,the satisfaction ofhigher-ranked FTBIN,FTF=T and

Weight-to-StressismoreimportantthanthatofbothNONFINALITYconstraintsto

beoptimallike(29a).

5.3 NONFINALITY(FT) Constraint

Hayes(1995)observesthatthetraditionalfootextrametricalityisfoundonly

inarightwardfootparse.Therefore,trochaicsystemsdonotpossiblyshow

footextrametricalitywithleftwardfootparse.Wedonotargueforeliminating

NONFINALITY(FT)from the constraintlists.Rather,the unstressable word

syndromeindirectlyrevealsthatasanOTcounterpartoffootextrametricality,

NONFINALITY(FT)isnecessarytoadequatelyaccountforthefootextrametricality

case.

Withfootextrametricality,2-syllablewordsareautomaticallyexemptedfrom

unstressablewordsyndromeotherwisetheentiredomainwouldbeoutsideofthe

stressdomain.Inthatcase,defaultstresspatternswouldemergeonthesurface.

LetususeNegevBedouineArabicforthisexample.Thestresspatternsof

NegevBedouineArabicappearmuchsimilartothoseofCaribinthatfinaltwo
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syllables remain successively unstressed. Unlike Carib with syllable

extrametricality,however,NegevBedouinArabichasfootextrametricalitywith

it.Aspredictedhere,thelanguagepresentsdefaultiambicstressbehaviorin

2-syllablewords,asdisplayedin(30b).

(30)NegevBedouinArabicstress(Hayes1995)

a.nofinalstressinlongerwords

aʔama→ [aʔáma] 'blind'

zalamatak→ [zalámatak]'yourman'

b.finalstressin2-syllablewords

bina→ [biná] ‘hebuilt'

ǰimal→ [ǰimál] 'camel'

(31)ConstraintrankingforNegevBedouinArabic

LX≈PR5);FTBIN;FTF=I>>PARSE-SYL>>NONFINALITY(FT)

(32)i./aʔama/→[aʔáma]'blind'

/aʔama/ LX≈PR FTBIN FTF=I PARSE-SYL NONFIN(FT)

☞a.(aʔá)<ma> *

b.a<ʔama> *! ***

c.(á)<ʔama> *! **

d.(áʔa)<ma> *! *

e.a(ʔáma) *! * *

ii./bina/→[biná]‘hebuilt'

/bina/ LX≈PR FTBIN FTF=I PARSE-SYL NONFIN(FT)

☞a.(biná) *

b.<bina> *! **

c.(bí)<na> *! *

d.(bí:)<na> *!

e.(bína) *! *

5)Likemanylanguages,NegevBedouineArabicrequiresthatthelexicalwordbeaprosodic

wordaswell.Itisneverviolatedandtop-rankedlikeFTBINandFTF=Iinthelanguage.

(i)LX≈PR(Prince&Smolensky1993)

AmemberofthemorphologicalcategoryMCatcorrespondstoaPrWd.
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NegevBedouinArabicputsthepriorityonconstantiambicstresspatterns.

IambicsystemscanbeheldstablebecauseofhigherrankedFTFORM=IAMBICthan

PARSE-SYLandNONFINALITY(FT).

6. Conclusion

In thispaper,wehaveanalyzed unstressableword syndromewithin

constraint-basedOTframeworks.Wearguethat2-syllablewordshavetheir

ownrepairoptionstothesyndrome,distinctfrom thoseof1-syllablewords.

Twofactorsdetermininglanguage-particularrepairoptionsareminimalword

sizeaseithertrimoraicorbimoraicandfinalstressavoidance.Itiscontended

that since 2-syllable words are undersized for the application of

NONFINALITY(FT),disyllabic-specificitycannotbeadequatelyexplainedbythe

existingconstraintsystems,includingNONFINALITY(FT).Withinconstraint-based

frameworks,repairs such as lengthening/gemination,incorporation,and

revocationofextrametricalityareexplainedbythedesignatedrankingamong

NONFINALITY(σ),NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot),andPARSE-SYLalongwithbasicprosodic

constraints.

Theresultimpliesthattheasymmetryofrhythmicreversaloccursbetween

iambicrhythmandtrochaicrhythm.Rhythmicconversionisonlypossiblefrom

iambictotrochaic,notviceversa.

Excluding NONFINALITY(σweak-in-foot)constraintproposed here,thefamily of

NONFINALITY constraintsmaybeextendabletohandleattestededge-specific

phonologicalprocesses.Itwillexpandtheopportunityforfurtherresearch

there.
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