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F we account for the different phonological behavior of level 1
suffixes in English within the framework of Correspondence
show that the constraint-based analysis provides a betier
»f this phenomenon than does the rule-based model. Specifically,
that the Base Identity Constraint, which requires an identity
een the source word base and the suffixed-form, is respensible
ological differences between level 1 and level 2 suffixes. We
itrate that a constraint ranking, which reflects the sonority
markedness, accounts for the realization of nasals and labials
er obsiruents and coronals, respectively. In addition, we show
ority Secuencing Principle and the Peak Constraint contribute to
or Soncrant Syllabification. (Hoseo University and Pukyong
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rell-known fact that several phonological phenomena in

as /n/-deletion, voiced obstruent deletion, /g/-deletion, and

abification show different behavior with respect to level 1

uffixes. Lexical Phonology (Kiparsky 1985, Borowsky 1936,
bs  this fact by positing ordered levels and permitting
ruies to operations. In
rowsky (1993} proposes that the phonology precedes rather

interleave within morphological
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the morphology at level 2, unlike at level 1. Recently,
ical Phonology has been challenged because of the level
adox, Moreover, Borowsky's model cannot differentiate
voicing assimilation from a postlexical one.

ier we provide a constraint-based account of phonological
etween level 1 and level 2 suffixes in English within
re Theory (McCarthy and Prince 1995). Specifically, like
s of Lexical Phonology, we argue that English suffixes are
[evel 1 and level 2 suffixesi however, unlike them we do
v the level ordering hypothesis. Rather, we show that the
y Conswraint (Kenstowicz 1995), which can be ranked
th respect to level 1 and level 2 suffixes, plays a crucial
inting for this phenomencn, along with the Coda Cluster
id the Senorant Sequencing Principle (Selkirk 1984). We

rate thar Max(nasal) is ranked abeve Max(obstruent), as is

above Max(coronal), which reflects the sonority principle

190) and markedness, respectively.

15 organized as follows:! Section 2 presents data involving
level 2 suffixes in English! /n/-deletion, voiced obstruent
deletion, and sonorant syllabification. Section 3 reviews a
lysis and its problems, mostly focusing on the lexical
d momphology model in Borowsky (1993). Section 4 covers
assumptions the
levant for this paper. Section 5 gives a unified account of

ral of Correspondence Theory and
slogical phenomena involving level 1 and level 2 suffixes.

nmarizes the conclusions reached,

gical Phenomena Involving Level 1 and
Suffixes

ction we provide data on /n/-deletion, voiced obstruent
deletion, and sonorant syllabification which show different
h respect to level 1 and level 2 suffixes. Consider the
en in (1)-(4) (Halle and Mohanan 1985, Borowsky 1986,




1993, Inkelas

(1} /r/-Del

n -

a. w
hym
dar
con
[m]
(2} Voiced

Base Idendty and Affix Classes in English

1993}
etion
—> ¢/ m__lo
rord-final b. level 2 suffixes c. level 1 suffixes
n hymns hymnal
n damner damnation
lermn condemning condemnation
(ml] (]
Obstruent Deletion

b/g|--—> ¢/ N__lo (where N = homorganic nasal)
a. word-final b. level Z suffixes c. level 1 suffixes
iamp lambs iambic
bormb bombing bombard
crumnb crumby crumble
[m] [ml] [tnb]
stropg strongly strongest
long longing longest
prolpng prolonged prolongation
(n] lnl (nel
(3) /¢/-Deletion
g -F-> ¢/ __[+nasallle

a. word-T{inal

h. level 2 suffixes ¢, level 1 suffixes

paradigm paradigm-shift paradigmatic
sigr signer signal

resign resigning resignation
[n] [n] {gn]

{4) Swonora

it Syllabification

[+sqn] —--> [vsylll/C_lo

a. word-final

b. level 2 suffixes ¢ level 1 suffixes

thedter theater-goer theatrical
metgr metering metrical
wonder wondenng wondrous

209
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center centering central

[senltr} [sen.tr.Inl/[sen.trln] [sen.trall/*[sen.tr.ol)

cyele cycling cyclic

[salkl] [salklinl/[salkllp] [sLkdtk]/#[sLklLIK]
In (1), wordHfinally and in level 2 suffixed forms, /n/ after /m/ is
deleted, wheteas it surfaces hefore level 1 suffixes. In (2), voiced
obstrue:t stops /b/ and /g/ after homorganic nasals are also deleted,
while :hey hre realized before level 1 suffixes. Likewise, in (3),

pre-nasal /g
whereas; it s
shows :he sa
syllabic when
but not in lg
pronourced a
Is procuced
illustrate:
respect to lev

3. Previouy

Lexicial Ph
positing orde
within norph
a model of |
feeds pronolo
phonolcgy pr
the wo+d levd
word cycle
phonolc grical
(Borowsky 14

that

deletes word-finally and in level 2 suffixed forms,
rfaces in level 1 suffixed forms. Sonocrant Syllabification
me pattern; the post—consonantal liquids /I/ and /1/ become
they show up word-finally and in level 2 suffixed forms,
vel 1 suffixed forms. For example, cycle and cycling are
s [salkl]l and Isalkllnl/[salkligl, respectively, while cyclic
as [sLkik]l/#[sLklIk]. Therefore, the examples in (1)-(4)
several phonological phenomena show differences with

el 1 and level 2 suffixes.

s Analysis and Problems

onology captures the phenomena given in section 2 by
red levels and permitting phonological rules to interleave
blogical operations. Borowsky (1993), in particular, proposes
_exical Phonology in which the morphology precedes and
ey in a usual cyclic Tashion at the stem level, whereas the
scedes, rather than follows, all morphological operations at

s, Moreover, she contends that at the word level there is a
which

domain at this level. Borowsky's model is given in (5)
93: 200):

before any morphological operation, is the only

'Borowsky (19
syllabification,

03) argues that we could get an unsyllabic form by postlexical
which is optional,
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(5) Te English Lexicon
Monphology Phonology
| leviel 1| » > l level 1 l
level 2 ‘\ﬁ ] level 2 |
\ Postlexical
Phonology
Acccrding |to her, the differences in the phonoiogy of the two lexical

levels can

syllabifization
/n/-delztion |

{6) Examp

a, hrrmn
hym.n)

1
f
[

hym

[hlrr]

In Borowsky
the onszt of
is no d=letio
final /n/ is n
point, rosod
morpho.ogy

[
b

be terms of prosodic licensing (ie,

An

explained in
) the

5 given in (6):

under model. llustrative denvation for

es of /n/~Deletion

. hymns ¢ hymnal

ym{n) hymtn) Level 1! /n/-deletion blacked (extrametrical)
+ al morphology
[hlrm.nal) syllabification
Level 2 ward cvcle
ym /n/~deletion
wm + s morphology
hlmz] syllabification

's account, the final /n/, which is extrametrical, becomes
the vowel-initial suffix at the stem level. As a result, there
y before a level 1 suffix, as shown in (6¢). In contrast, the
o longer extrametrical on the word cycle at level 2. At this
ic licensing forces the final /n/ to be deleted before level 2
occurs. Thus, /n/—deletion occurs word-finally and before
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tes, as in (Ba) and (6b), respectively. Borowsky further

by opositing a word cycle at level 2 Dbefore any

operation, other processes, such as voiced cbstruent
leletion, and Soncrant Syllabification can also be accounted
®f a single process of prosodic licensing, as in /n/~-deletion.
the

the two lexical levels by proposing the particular model

Borowsky tries to explain different phonological
her analysis has the following drawbacks. First, her theory
) of the level ordering paradox. That is, nasal assimilation
pears to skip level 2, even though it applies at level 1 as

xically, as shown in (7) (Borowsky 1993 216):

{7) Nasal Assimilation
a. lgvel 1
in +| possible -—-> impossible
in +| duce -==> induce
in +| crease ---> increase?
b. lavel 2:
un { perturbable ---> unperturbable/ *u[mlperturbable?
un 4 traditional ——-> untraditional
un + governable ---> ungovernable/ *u[plgovemable
¢. postlexical:
unbe¢lievable -—-> ulmlbelievable
purrpkint —==> pulplkin
Vanpouver ---> Valglcouver

Borowsky ar
architecture

assimileion g
morphe e at

rues that the facts on nasal assimilation follow from the
of the (cf. (G
akes place between the level 2 prefix un— and a following

system proposed above no nasal

the word level since the morphemes are not adjacent at

! Borowuty (19
nasal assimilat
English.

* Borow sky clé
nasal aszimilat]

26, 1993) claims that the Structure Preservation Principle prevents
on from applying to this form because [g] is not a phoneme of

iims that we get ulmlperturbable, by postlexical application of
OF.
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wever, we cannot say that un— is a level 2 prefix because
rdering paradox, That is, forms like ungrammaticality are
e analyzed as [[un[grammaticalllity] because un- attaches
tives. But —ity is a level 1 suffix and un- is a level 2

if -ity attaches to ungramumatical, the level ordering
.4 This suggests that we cannot appeal to a word cycle
why nasal assimilation does not apply at level 2, hence
Borowsky’s argument,

analysis has another problem. The regular preterite and
ding, in English, /d/ and /#/
indergo voicing assimilation and epenthesis at level 2.8

and the plural suffix
sky's analysis, however, these phenomena cannot apply to
re-d, like-d, and hate-d/ bee-z, cat-z, and rose-z since
wonology precedes the level 2 morphology. In other words,
penthesis can apply only after the morpheme concatenation
ut hecause there is no phonology at level 2 after the
ve cannot apply these rules at this word level. For this
sky concludes that voicing assimilation and epenthesis are
d do not take place at level 2 at all However, Kiparsky
nd Myers (1992) assume that the inflectional suffixes /d/
duce voicing assimiltation and epenthesis at the word level
> postlexical level. For example, voicing assimilation at the
differenit from that of the postlexical level, which creates

g, [r] nn cry, Il in play, etc.)® This is because voicing

t the lexical level is subject to the Structure Preservation
sreas that at the postlexical level is not. Therefore, we

me that voicing assimilation and epenthesis aocecur

* Becaus: of th
un- fornis a pr
" Borowslky asd
preterite and pa
we neec vowsg
notes in footn
underlyir g form
assumed in this
S [r] and (Il rep

e level ordering problem, Szpyra (1989) alternatively suggests that
psodic word on its own unlike level 1 suffixes.

umes that /-sd/ and /-87/ are underlying forms of the regular
rticipial ending and the plural suffix in English, respectively, and
i deletion and voicing assimilation rules. But Borowsky (1993)
te 20 (p.231) that we can also claim that /-d/ and /-7/ are
s of inflectional suffixes along with vowel epenthesis, which is
paper.

resent voiceless [r] and (1], respectively.
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n order to keep Borowsky's model.

problems indicated above clearly show that we cannot
word cycle within Lexical Phonology in order to account
2
Correspaondence
account of the

‘ent phonological behavior of the level 1 and level
the following section, we examine the
work and constraints to give a unified

henomena in English.

4. Correspondence Theory and Constraints

Corresponde
Is a recent d
1993, McCarth
Optimality Th
constraint  int
selected throu
parallel 1mode.
identity relatig

tustrates.

{R) Cearespg
Given ty
frcm the
are refer

In the
Optimalizy Th
constrair s on
Optimalizy Th
following, we

While McCy
correspo;dence
like Ben:a (19

and

contex

trincate

nce Theory as proposed by McCarthy and Prince (1995)
evelopment of Optimality Theory (Prince and Smolensky
y and Prince 1993a, McCarthy and Prince 1993b). Like
cory, Correspondence Theory is a model of constraints and
craction which claims that an optimal output form is
gh the evaluation of an array of candidate outputs in a
However, Correspondence Theory emphasizes more an
n between input and output, as the definition given in (8)

ndence (McCarthy and Prince 1995 14):
wo strings S; and Sy correspondence is a relation R
elements of S; to those of 8. Elements a€£S; and BES,

red to as correspondents of cne another when aRp.

t of Correspondence Theory, faithfulness constraints in
cory (Prince and Smolensky 1993) are thus redefined as
correspondence. Namely, the Parse and Fill Constraints in
cory are replaced by Max and Dep, respectively. In the
examine constraints relevant for this paper. _
arthy and Prince {1995) establish base and reduplicant
and input and output correspondence, other researchers
95, 1997) extend correspondence relation to source word
1 word in implying

fruncation, output-to—output
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:. Kenstowicz (1895) also propposes a similar output-to-
ondence named Base Identity, given in (9):

LIty

input structure {X Y] output candidates are evaluated for
I they match [X] and [Y] if the
mt words.

latter occur as

pint demands identity between the source word base and
orm. For example, it is more important for the output of
/hymn + z/ to resemble the output form of /hymn/, that
to resemble the underlying input form.

tum to the Coda Cluster Constraint, shown in (10):

da Cluster Constraint
[voiced peripheral]%] o

ts the sequence of [nasal] and [voiced peripheral]l in
That
[s and voiced labial or velar stops in the coda position
r input order is.

position.”? is, the constraint bans any clusters

relative So this constraint penalizes
n, gg, mb, and gn in syllable-final position.®) Because the
Constraint i1s highly ranked, any string of sequences
and [veiced peripheral]l must undergo some change.

int of MonComplexity given below reguires that, in nasal
lences, nasals should with the

ruents, due to ease of articulation or lenition (Kirchner

share place features

tplexity

must share place features with the fcllowing obstruents,

" The feaure [pd
* Clusters such
because tiey do

eripheral] groups labials and velars together.

as mp, nt, and nd can be realized in syllabe-final position
not violate the Coda Cluster Constraint.
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ty Sequencing Principle as proposed by Selkirk (1984)
types of consonant clusters that can appear before and
el of a syllable.

v Sequencing Principle
syllable, there is a segment constituting a sonority peak
preceded and/or followed by a sequence of segments with
ssively decreasing sonority values.

Constraint, given in {13), requires that syllables have one
weeli 1987):

es have one vowel

s consider the Dep Constraint. This constraint penalizes
tion, as shown in (14):

fcCarthy and Prince 1995: 16)
segment of the output has a correspondent in the input
onological insertion).

Max Constraint Family, which is divided into a set of
given in (15):

ax Constraint Family (McCarthy and Prince ibid.)
segmenl. of the input has a correspondent in the output
priclogical deletion).

ax(nasal)

ax(obstruent)

hx%(labia.)

ax(coronal)

hat the Max Constraint Family punishes segment deletion
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ronstraints  reflect the 1deas of the seonority principle
00) and markedness. Thus, Max(nasal) is ranked above
) since the sonorant segment surfaces as a coda in the
obstruent and sonorant. Lkiewise, Max(labial) is ranked
Max{coronal) because coronals are universally the least
ents, With these constraints we provide a constraint-based

iglish word-level phenomena in the following section.
raint—-Based Analysis

tion we show that the different phonological behavior of
svel 2 suffixes comes from the different ranking of Base
rent these two levels. In particular, we contend that Base
undominated constraint in level 2 suffixes while it is a

)

in level 1 suffixes. We propose the following constraint
in {16}

aint Ranking (level 2 suffixation)

dentity, Coda Cluster, NonComplexity, Sonorant Sequencing,
Aax(labial), Max(nasal) >> Max(coronal), Max{ocbstrueni)
Ak

g in (16) states that there are no crucial rankings among
Coda Cluster, NonComplexity, Sonorant Sequencing, Dep,
al)/(nasal), But it clearly shows that Max{lahial) is ranked
tax(corcnal), as is Max(nasal) higher than Max(obstruent).
rates markedness and the soncrity principle, as discussed
s section.

consider the tableaux in (17)-(19).%

* The ccnstrain
Sa in thz folloy

L Sonorant Sequencing is only relevant to Soncrant Syllabification.
ing we omit this constraint for convenience,
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letion
DT

faymn/

Max{cor}

Max(lab)

Coda Cluster

a. = him

b. hin.na

c. himn

*!

d, hia

(18) Levs

1 1 suffixed form

/hymn +

Coda

. Max{lab)
Cluster

al/ Dep Max(cor} |Base Ident

a. % hlm.ng

I

b, hims!

c. hmne.sl

41

d. hinal

(& hIn)

(19) Levd

] 2 suffixed form

/hymn +

Coda

z/ Base Ident Dep | Max(lab) | Max(cor)

a. ifmnz

Cluster

%!

b 7= himz

c. lhinz

x|

d. m.neg

*!

(& hIn)

In (17) the o
it
contrasi, cand

because

avoid ths equ
sequence of
Candidzte (c)
other fz thfuly
out sinze-it
violation. In
the low--rankd

ptimal output (a) with the deleted coronal [n] is selected
the
idate (b) incurs a highly ranked Dep violation in order to
ally high-ranked Coda Cluster Constraint which forbids the
in syllable—final

only  violates low-ranked Max{cor) Constraint. In

nasal and voiced peripheral nosition.
violates the Coda Cluster Constraint, although it satisfies
ess constraints (e, Dep and Max). Candidate {d) is also
deletes [m], thus resulting in a highly ranked Max{(lab)
18) candidate {(a) is chosen as optimal because it violates

od Base Identity. However, candidate (b) is ruled out due
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satisfies the
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resembl2s its
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the sele:tion
and (d) are al
H
suffixes whilg
(17)-(1¢) shoy
and in .evel

Constra:nt.

ranking of Ba

Now, let
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/n/-deletion.

(20) Yoiced
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on of the high-ranked Max(cor). Likewise, candidates (c)

so out of cempetition since they violate Dep and Max{(lab),
In {(19) candidate (b) emerges as optimal because it
ighly ranked Base Identity Constraint, although it violates
d Max(cor). Namely, the optimal output of so-called level
fhimz} (candidate (b)) because it
source word base [him] more than other candidates, and

wm /hymm + 2/ is

[ the low-ranked Max{cor) does not have any influence on
of the optimal output form. In contrast, candidates (a), (c),
| ruled out due to their fatal violation of the Base Identity
2
' it is not in level 1 suffixes. Therefore, the tableaux
v that the deletion of /n/ after /m/ in word-final position
2 suffixed forms can be accounted for by the different

ere note that Base Identity is high-ranked in level

se Identity between level 1 and level 2 suffixes.
s consider voiced noncoronal obstruent deletion after a
asal, which can be explained in the same line as in

Obstruent Deletion (b/g deletion)

Base form
Fysmb/ Coda Cluster! NonComp | Dep | Max{nas) | Max{obst)
a. " ham *
b. boamb *!
c. boamba *1
d. haa *]
{21) L.2vel 1 suffixed form
Coda Max Max Base
Lol Cluster NonCora | Dep (nas) | {(obst) | Ident
a. 7 bam.bdrd S
b. bonard *|
¢. bc.bard * o
d. bumb.ard *! e

(& bum)
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(22) Level 2 suffixed form
. Coda Max
/boirb +ing/ ||Base Ident Cluster NonComp! Dep |Max{nas) (obst)
a. bambJng x| : =
b. bumblnp *l
c. bum.bip i
d. hamin
e. bablp ]
f. bc.mlng
(& bom)

In (20) cand
constraiits. H
of
faithfulness ¢

violatior

because of the
candidate (a)
higher :aan 1
{a),

selected as of
the delered [

candidat

onstraints.

date {a) wins out since it meets all the high-ranked

owever, candidate (b) is out of consideration due to its

the high-ranked Coda satisfies

Candidates {c)
Dep and Max(nas) viclations, respectively. Here note that

although it
and (d) are also ruled out

Cluster,

wins out over candidate (d) since Max(nas) is ranked

Max(obst), which reflects the sonority principle. In (21)

which obeys all constraints except Base Identity, is
timal. In contrast, alternative candidates (b) and {(c) with
b] and [m), respectively, are not optimal because they

violate ‘he high-ranked Max Constraint. The faithful candidate (d) is

not optimal, 4
Cluster Consty
competition st
Identity, Cand
fatally -riolate
peripheral stog
also viclates
should :share
candidats (d)
of the
selectior of th
resembless its

Now, let us

low-r

vither, because of its viclation of the high-ranked Coda

aint. In (22) candidates (a), (b), (¢}, and (e) are all out of
nce they incur a violation with the highly ranked Base
idate (f), although it obeys the Base Identity Constraint,
5 the Coda Cluster Constraint which prohibits a wvoiced
(ie, /b/ or /g/) after a nasal in syllable-final position. It
the NonComplexity Constraint which reguires that nasals
place features with the following obstruents. In contrast,
satisfies all the high-ranked constraints, and its violation
anked Max(obst) does not have any influence on the
e optimal output form. As a result, candidate (d), which
source word base, is optimal.

examnine /g/-deletion, given in (23)-(25).




Base Identity and Affix Classes in English

(23)  /g/-Deletion
Base form

/sign/ Coda. Cluster Dep Max(nas) Max(obst)
a.  widgn #1 ot R R e
b. = saln ¥
c. g *! -
d  usal.gen |
(24)  Level 1 suffixed form

Jeign +al/ Che Dep | Max(nas) | Max(obst) | Base Ident

Cluster

a.  tlgnal *| P
b. # slg.nal
¢c. slgel *|
d. slnal ]
e. slgansl !
(& saln)
(25) Leve 2 suffixed form

/siin +er, Basa Ident {Coda Cluster] Dep [Max(nas)| Max(obst)
a.  salg.ner ] ' ke - ] L aR
b, sal.nen T

selgar ]

d. calga.ngr *1 *

(& saln)

221

In (23) candidate (b) with the deleted [g] before syllable-final {n] emerges

a8 the vwinner
out beccuse it

However, candidate (¢) with fg] realized instead of [n] is
violates Max(nas), which is fatal. Similarly, candidates (a)

and (d) are also ruled out due to their violation of the high-ranked Coda

Cluster =nd Dep, respectively. In (24) candidate (b) wins out because it

satisfies all highly ranked constraints. The faithful candidate (a), however,

mcurs a fatal
and (d) wviolatg

violation with the Coda Cluster Constraint. Candidates (c)
Max(nas) and Max(obst), respectively, in addition to Base

Identity and thus are not optimal. Candidate (e), with the inserted vowel

[s], is rot oplimal, either, because of its fatal violation of Dep. In (25)
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candidaz (b)|is selected as optimal because it obeys the highly ranked
Base Id:ntity.|In contrast, candidates (a), (¢}, and (d) all fatally violate the
Base Id=ntity |Constraint. Thus, the vielation of the low-ranked Max({obst)
in canddate (b} is not relevant to the decision of the optimal output.

Sono-ant Syllabification can be explained along the same line as
above, 1s the| following tableaux illustrate.

(28) Sionordnt Syllabification

dase form
seyele C.Sonorit'y Dep Max Peak
Sequencing
a. & salk]
b. solksel
c. salk
d. =alkl *|
(27) Level 1 suffixed form
Jeyele + i/ SS;E;&?;g Dep ¢ Max Peak Base Ident
a. = sLkllk
b :sLklIk
c. sLkIk
d.  :sLkelI} *1
e slklIk x|
(& sal i)
(28) Level 2 suffixed form!0®
ferdle + ing/ ES:S:sctlig Id]?ezstiy Den | Mumx | Pedk
a. =alkllq *! '
b. = salklllp
C zal.kly
d. salklly ]
(& sallk])

© Here 1ate that sarkly {candidate (a)} can alsc be optimal and it can be selected
as optir 2l by yanking Base ldentity below Peak, as m level 1 suffixed form.




In (26) candi
as optimal.

respectively,
with Sonority
(a) only violg
violates the

Candidzte (c)
Candidzte (d)
syliabifir /l/ 2
Sonoritr Seqy
candida:z (a)
Identity becauy
a syllable pe
highly -anked
deleting A/

Sequencing b

(b) is chosen

In surn, the

Constrant as
Sequencing pl

6. Conclus

In thkis pa
provide:. a b
level 1 and lg
Specifically, v
which s2quire
base ard the
similarity bety
the different
suffixes 1s r¢
two levels. W

(16), which rq
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fate (a) with a violation to the low-ranked Peak emerges
Candidates (b) and (c), however, violate Dep and Max
which 13 fatal. Candidate {d) also incurs a fatal violation
Sequencing, and is out of competitibn. In (27) candidate
tes the low-ranked Base Identity. In contrast, candidate (b)
high-ranked Peak by syllabifying /I/ as a syllable peak.
with /I/ deleted incurs a Max violation, which is fatal.
violates Dep fatally by adding a vowel in order not to
s a peak. Candidate (e) also incurs a fatal viclation with
lencing by syllabifying /kl/ as a coda. As a conseguence,
is selected zs optimal. In (28) candidate (b) cbeys Base
se it resembles its source word base by syllabifving /1/ as
nle, Candidates (a), (¢), and (d), however, all violate the
Base Identity. In addition, candidate (¢) violates Max by
(d)
v making /kl/ occupy the coda position. Thus, candidate

and candidate incurs a violation with Sonority
as optimal.

tableaux in (17)-(28) clearly show that the Base Identity
well as the scnority principle, markedness, and Sonority

ay a decisive role in selecting an optimal output form.

ion

per we have shown that the constraint-based analysis
etter explanation of the phonological differences between
vel 2 suffixes in English than does the rule-based model.
ve have demonstrated that the Base Identity Constraint,
s the correspondence relation between the source word
suffixed word, plays a crucial role in accounting for the
veenn werd-level forms and level 2 suffixed forms. Namely,
2
sponsib.e for the phonological differences between these

ranking of Base Identity between level 1 and level

e also have shown that the constraint ranking given in
flects the sonority principle and markedness, accounts for
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the realization

coronals, res

Sequencing

Syllabif cation
hypothezis as
phonolozical 1

Archang :li, D.
1990s,”
An o Oy
Aronoff, M. 19
1T Pr
Benua, [. 1995
Vrbanc
"7-136.
Benua, L. 1897
(Cptimal
Borowsky, T.
(| sserta
Borowsky, T.
Acaderm
Clements, N. 1
"Vorkin
Gimson, A. C.
Arnold.
Goldsmith, J. 19
Halle, Iv:
inguis
Inkelas, $. 199
{Columb
Its, J ard A
P nivers
J 19

Amster

and

Jensen,

Kenstowizz, M,

pectively.

4
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n of nasals and labials as codas over obstruents and

that
for

illustrated
and Peak accounting
Therefore, we do not need to appeal to the level ordering

Sonority
Sonorant

Further, we have

contribute  to

in Lexical Phonology in order to account for the different
ehavior of level 1 and level 2 suffixes in Englhsh.
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