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				PRÓLOGO

				If stress is monarchic, and length oligarchic,

				we may say that tone is democratic.

				(Greenberg y Kaschube 1976: 9)

				El epígrafe que encabeza estas páginas es solo un sutil pretexto para introducir los temas del presente volumen; los textos que lo componen fueron presentados en el Coloquio del mismo nombre, celebrado en El Colegio de México el 21 de febrero de 2012; en él participaron, además de los miembros del seminario PHONOLOGICA, algunos invitados de reconocido prestigio en el tema. No es el gusto por la repetición lo que me llevó conservar el mismo título del Coloquio en el libro; en él se reúnen once trabajos que ofrecen propuestas puntuales en torno a tres grandes temas: el acento, el tono y las estructuras métricas. En su conjunto, los textos se articulan por lenguas o familias lingüísticas: yutoazteca, maya yucateco y lenguas otomangues. El marco de referencia de los estudios prosódicos lo proporciona el trabajo de Hyman, para quien la tarea de tipologizar está lejos de ser clasificatoria; en su discusión de las propiedades prosódicas pasa revista a las etiquetas impuestas que han llevado a clasificar a las lenguas en tonales, acentuales y tono-acentuales, demostrando, con el estilo sapiriano más nítido, que lo importante es el estudio de las propiedades prosódicas y no los tipos de lenguas. 

				Los tres trabajos siguientes tienen a las lenguas yuto-aztecas como objeto de estudio: Valiñas aborda magistralmente la reconstrucción del sistema acentual prototepimano; en él combina fuentes coloniales y datos de 16 comunidades tepimanas actuales, mostrando cómo la longitud vocálica y los procesos de elisión permiten plantear tres estadios en el desarrollo del sistema acentual. Reyes Taboada emprende el análisis de la relación entre la longitud vocálica y el acento en el tepehuano. Luego de establecer el valor fonológico de la longitud vocálica aborda el estudio de los correlatos acústicos del acento; concluye el análisis mostrando, mediante el formalismo de la teoría de la optimidad, la función de la estructura métrica en la asignación del acento. Velázquez cierra los estudios yuto-aztecas con el análisis del acento en el náhuatl; su trabajo se centra en el estudio del peso que el F0, la intensidad y la duración vocálica desempeñan en el acento del náhuatl de Cuentepec, Morelos. Tiene el mérito de tomar como base sintagmas verbales de más de tres sílabas en los cuales se identifica un acento primario y acentos secundarios alternantes; todo ello con base en el diseño de un script que le permite calcular dichos parámetros. 

				En el trabajo de Sobrino el tono y el acento del maya yucateco son los dos temas de estudio. Con base en un corpus de tres regiones, establece que la prominencia de esta lengua se constituye en pies moraicos de tipo yámbico. 

				La vasta familia otomangue está representada por tres lenguas otopames; dos zapotecos y el ixcateco. Arellanes se centra en el estudio del zapoteco de San Pablo Güilá, descubriendo la estrecha relación que existe entre acento y contrastes segmentales. Su estudio es convincente respecto de la supremacía que tiene la sílaba tónica en la conservación de la oposición entre vocales no modales. Luego de exponer la oposición entre vocales modales y vocales con dos grados de laringización, argumenta para demostrar que en sílaba átona las vocales con mayor grado de laringización se realizan débilmente laringizadas y estas últimas se neutralizan con las vocales modales. Desde la teoría de la optimidad, Chávez nos ofrece un análisis del acento en el zapoteco de Quiaviní; en él considera los tipos de voz no modal y los contrastes tonales, mostrando que en sílaba átona se neutraliza el contraste segmental entre voz laringizada y glotalizada y que, de los cuatro tonos de la lengua, en las sílabas no prominentes solo ocurren los tonos de nivel y no los de contorno. En las contribuciones siguientes, Guerrero, Knapp y Herrera analizan las estructuras métricas de tres lenguas otopames: el otomí, el mazahua y el ocuilteco respectivamente. En el estudio de Guerrero se toman datos de campo de la variante de Santiago Mexquititlán y con ello se establecen comparaciones con las ocho variantes de la lengua. En el centro del análisis se entrecruzan varios temas, entre ellos es de mencionar el establecimiento de los tonos y la interacción que tienen con el acento. Knapp hace un balance crítico de lo que se ha dicho sobre la tonología del mazahua. Con base en el estudio de los compuestos, su análisis revela que la lengua tiene una estructura acentual trocaica y que la alternancia fuerte-débil rige los procesos tonales, como el de choque acentual, que ocurren a nivel de frase. El estudio de Herrera se centra en los tonos y los procesos tonales del ocuilteco; en él se establece que esta lengua, a diferencia del mazahua, tiene una estructura métrica de tipo débil-fuerte y que los procesos fonológicos que sufren los tonos en la composición, dan como resultado secuencias tonales de menor a mayor prominencia. Con las herramientas de la teoría de la optimidad, se proponen las restricciones que moldean los cambios tonales y se demuestra que la prominencia tonal está orquestada por el acento. 

				Por último, Alarcón examina el peso que tiene la duración vocálica y la intensidad en el acento del ixcateco, una lengua tonal de la familia popolocana. Su estudio de base instrumental revela a detalle que es la duración vocálica y no la intensidad la que acompaña significativamente al acento.

				Con este volumen pretendemos empezar a llenar un hueco en la descripción y el análisis de los sistemas prosódicos de las lenguas mexicanas, algunas de las cuales, como el ixcateco y el ocuilteco, están en grave peligro de extinción.

				ESTHER HERRERA ZENDEJAS

			

		

	
		
			
				
				TOWARDS A CANONICAL TYPOLOGY OF PROSODIC SYSTEMS[1]

				Larry M. Hyman

				University of California, Berkeley

				PROPERTY-DRIVEN TYPOLOGY

				Some time ago, Lehiste (1970: 1) wrote that “a certain degree of vagueness seems to characterize most discussions of prosodic features”. Unfortunately, such vagueness and confusion still reign in discussions of prosodic typology, e.g. concerning questions such as those in (1).

				[image: 01-p13.jpg]

				Part of the problem may stem from a corresponding confusion about typology itself. Thus, there may be disagreement concerning the answers to questions such as those in (2).
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				With respect to (2b), does typology aim to provide “a principled way of classifying the languages of the world by the most significant properties which distinguish one from another” (Hagège 1992: 7). Or, is “typology… not so much about the classification of languages as about the distributions of individual traits—units, categories, constructions, rules of all kinds—across the linguistic universe; these distributions, not languages as such, are the primary objects of comparison” (Plank 2001: 1399). According to the first view, the goal of phonological typology would be “to classify languages according to the phonemes they contain… typology is the study of structural features across languages. Phonological typology involves comparing languages according to the number or type of sounds they contain” (Vajda 2001). Indeed, much work in this area has consisted of establishing inventories of contrasting surface segments, e.g. the UCLA Phonological Segment Inventory Database (UPSID) (Maddieson & Precoda 1990). Such emphasis on surface contrasts and sounds should not conflate a useful distinction between phonological vs. phonetic typology.

				In Hyman (2009) I argued that goal of phonological typology is not to classify or taxonomize languages, but should instead be “property-driven”. Rather than comparing (surface) inventories, counting phonemes, etc., the goal is to characterize the same vs. different ways in which individual properties are exploited within phonological systems. For example the feature of nasality may be underlying contrastive in the ways indicated in (3) (cf. Cohn 1993, Clements & Osu 2003): 
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				As in phonology in general, the most significant typological distinctions involve input-output relations and especially differences in lexical representations. (3a-e) thus represent five different possibilities for contrasting nasality at the morphophonemic level of representation, including not at all (3e). Unless we are explicit about the level(s) of representation on which phonological typologies are based, we risk even greater confusion and disagreement, if not indeterminacy.

				Consider for example the phonetic qualities of Kabarian vowels according to Lass (1984: 160), based on Kuipers (1960): 
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				While Lass groups these by vowel height in (4b), quite a number of analyses of the Kabarian vowel system have appeared in the literature: 
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				As in the case of nasality, a property-driven typology focuses on the different ways that the color features Front and Round contrast in the underlying phonological system: 
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				The analyses in (5a-d) propose that the Kabardian system is as in (6b). Since the phonological analysis of UPSID is one of surface rather than underlying contrasts, (5e) treats Kabardian as in (6a) (cf. Hyman 2008 and Vaux 2009 for more discussion concerning the strengths vs. limitations of UPSID).

				The above examples show that in doing any kind of typology we must address (and overcome) two kinds of differences: (i) differences between languages; (ii) differences between linguists. While the first has to do with problems encountered in describing and comparing different linguistic properties, the second concerns the fact that linguists will analyze the same linguistic properties in different ways, as was seen in (5). The same issues arise in prosodic typology, which has overly focused on taxonomizing languages into predetermined “types” (stress-accent, tone, pitch-accent) rather than being property-driven. For reasons to be examined in the following sections, this has led to the aforementioned confusion and disagreement. In order to consider the issues that are involved, it will first be necessary to establish explicit definitions, then turn to the issue of canonical typology.

				DEFINING TERMS IN PROSODIC TYPOLOGY

				Intonation

				In order to know what we are talking about in establishing prosodic “types” on the basis of properties, one must first establish explicit definitions, a minimal criterion or set of criteria that a system must exhibit in order to be “stress-accent”, “tone”, etc. To illustrate the value of an explicit definition, consider the one Ladd (2008: 4) offers for intonation: 
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				Ladd goes on in subsequent paragraphs to explain the terms he italicizes: He restricts intonation to suprasegmental features since he doesn’t want to talk about cases where yes-no questions are marked by segmental particles. By insisting on sentence-level pragmatic meanings, he wishes to exclude word-level functions of pitch and other suprasegmentals. While these terms seek to tell the reader what intonation is, the third exclusion, linguistically structured, is designed more to tell the reader what will vs. will not be covered in his book, e.g. variations in pitch or tempo which may correlate with a speaker’s state of mind and which Ladd identifies as “paralinguistic.”

				From this example we observe that an explicit definition potentially serves two overlapping purposes. The first and major function is, of course, to designate what a term refers to, perhaps in contrast with something else (e.g. intonation vs. tone). The second purpose of a definition is to make explicit (and often limit) how a term will be used in a particular context. By adding the phrase “as I will use the term”, Ladd clarifies the view of intonation assumed for the purpose of his book. Without this phrase one could interpret (7) as a general, scientific claim that anything which does not meet the stated criteria is not intonation. This would, however, be wrong: (7) is not a claim that can be empirically falsified. In actual practice, the requirement of sentence-level pragmatic meanings is probably one that everyone would acknowledge. With respect to the other criteria, however, different researchers may wish to either narrow or broaden the definition for their own purposes. For example, while Ladd refers to “suprasegmental phonetic features” in general, for his purpose Gussenhoven (2007: 253) restricts intonation to pitch: 
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				Gussenhoven’s definition would thus seem not to cover the following prepausal intonations in the Bantu language Shekgalagari (Hyman & Monaka 2011: 277): 
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				Examples are seen in (10), where (´) indicates high tone, (↓) downstep, (`) a low falling tone, and the absence of an accent indicates a level low tone: 
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				It seems clear that intonation can be tonal or non-tonal. Thus, Hyman & Monaka (2011: 285-6) ask: 

				What are the necessary definitional properties of intonation? It seems there are at least three possibilities in determining what should vs. should not be considered ‘intonation’. One might restrict intonation to certain specific realizations (pitch, duration etc.). Alternatively, one might delimit intonation on the basis of a restricted set of functions (declarative, interrogative etc.). A final possibility is that intonation might be identified in terms of its domain or place in a grammar. In this last case, we might say that anything that originates at the intonational phrase or utterance level, or within the ‘Phonetic Form’ module of government-binding theory, is by definition ‘intonation’. In this last approach it would not matter if the mark were a feature, a mora, a segment, or a fuller ‘particle’.

				While definitions of intonation vary, there is general recognition of the complications posed by the above considerations: One can approach intonation from a functional, grammatical or phonetic point of view, each of which has non-intonational analogues. This should not be a problem, provided that a definition is explicit and consistently applied. Only if this is followed will it be possible to test other phenomena against a definition, as I have done with Shekgalari. In the following subsection I will present comparable definitions of stress-accent and tone.

				Stress-accent and tone

				All researchers recognize that there are two distinct, potentially co-occurring word-prosodic phenomena, stress-accent and tone. A language with stress-accent is one in which there is an indication of word-level metrical structure meeting the following two central criteria: 
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				Taken together, this means that every lexical word has one and only one primary stress. The term “lexical” refers to the fact that certain grammatical morphemes may be stressless, e.g. the articles a and the in English, raising the question of whether they are full words (vs. clitics). As also seen in (11a, b), the stress-bearing unit is the syllable (cf. Hayes 1995: 49). Any system which contrasts two prominence patterns on monosyllabic words does not meet the definition of stress-accent in (11). This includes Somali culminative (“at most one”) H tone, which can be assigned to either the final or penultimate mora of a word, e.g. túug ‘thief’ vs. tuúg ‘thieves’ (cf. (20) below).

				As seen, stress-accent is a structural or metrical phenomenon, often said to be abstract or mental (Weinreich 1954: 2, Lehiste 1970: 150). Contrast this with the following definition of tone: 
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				Although it may be assigned in different ways (including metrically), tone is definitionally featural, distinguishing up to five pitch heights as in Kam (Shidong): 

				[image: 13-p19.jpg]

				Given the non-mutually exclusive definitions in (11) and (12), a language can have stress-accent, tone, both, or neither (Hyman 2006: 237), as indicated in (14).
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				As argued in Hyman (2009: 214, 232), it makes no sense to talk about a “continuum” with stress at one end and tone at the other, as in (15)—any more than for nasality in (3) and front/round in (6): 
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				Although the prosodic systems of languages such as W. Basque, Tokyo Japanese, and Somali meet the definition for tone in (12), certain scholars insist that they should be taxonomized as a third type, termed “pitch-accent”. This is addressed in the next subsection.

				Pitch-accent

				The classic case of a third type of “pitch-accent” system is Tokyo Japanese (analyzed variously by McCawley 1968, 1978, Haraguchi 1979, Poser 1984, Pierrehumbert & Beckman 1988, among others). As indicated by the arrow in (16a), Tokyo Japanese words have at most one pitch drop from H to L, which has often been interpreted as an “accent”: 
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				As indicated in (16b), a strictly tonal analysis with a pre-linked H is also possible after which a predictable pitch drop occurs. (Some analysts prefer a HL representation). The last example, sakana ‘fish’, shows that a word does not require a lexical accent/tone. In both analyses only one position is lexically marked on the basis of which the different tone-bearing units receive predictable output pitches. The question is whether such a “sparse” tone system requires the recognition of a third type of system termed “pitch-accent”.

				Much of the motivation for an accentual interpretation is that Tokyo Japanese accent/tone is culminative, a property it shares with stress-accent systems. It is important to note, however, that the obligatory and culminative stress properties presented in (11) define four situations when applied to the distribution of an “accent-like” /H/ tone in different languages:
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				The first situation is exemplified from the Bantu language Kinga in (18), where an obligatory and culminative /H/ can be on either the first or second mora of a long-vowel syllable. In the following infinitive forms, the /H/ is assigned to the antepenultimate mora of an infinitive verb: 
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				Although the H is both obligatory and culminative, the contrast seen on the bimoraic syllables in (18b,c) shows that Kinga does not meet the syllable condition for stress-accent in (11).

				The second situation is where H is obligatory but not culminative. This is illustrated in the following forms from Iquito, a Zaparoan language of Peru (Michael 2010): 
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				As indicated, the words /túuku/ and /tuuku/ represent a minimal pair, the first having an underlying /H/ on its first mora, the second being lexically toneless. When the latter occurs in isolation it receives a default H on its penultimate mora, hence [tuúku]. Michael (2010: 10) describes the system as follows: 

				All prosodic words in Iquito bear at least a single H tone, and if a given prosodic word lacks lexically specified high tones (a common occurrence), a high tone is assigned to the syllable bearing primary stress [= the penultimate mora] (Michael 2010: 10).

				The examples to the right show that when the toneless plural suffix -ya is added, the initial lexical L remains in (19a), but the default H is assigned to the final mora of /tuuku/, since it is now in penultimate position. The form kí-túuku ‘my tumpline’ shows that a word can have more than one /H/, while kí-tuuku ‘my ear’ shows that the assignment of a default penultimate H is denecessitated by the presence of a H on the possessive prefix /kí-/.

				The third situation, where H is culminative but non-obligatory, seen in Tokyo Japanese in (16b), will now be illustrated from Somali, which restricts a single H tone to the penultimate or final mora of a word. Representative examples are given in (20), where the placement of the H corresponds to a masculine/feminine distinction (Hyman 1981, Saeed 1993): 
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				As in the Kinga case in (18b, c), the examples in (20b) show that the H may be assigned to either mora of a syllable. What is different about Somali is that words may also occur without a H. Most subject nouns and most (main clause) verbs are in fact toneless, as seen in (20c), where wáa is a verb-focus marker.

				The last situation will be presented schematically from Seneca. According to Melinger (2002) H tones are assigned by metrical structure as follows: 
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				This yields representations such as in (22).
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				(22a) has a H tone assigned to the first syllable of the first trochee, since it is closed. The same initial H is observed in (22b), this time because the second syllable of the first trochee is closed. Both feet in (22c) receive a H, showing that the H is not culminative. Finally, in (22d), where all of the syllables are open, no H is assigned. H is thus neither obligatory nor culminative in Seneca.

				The question for anyone feeling that there is a third prosodic type must thus ask him- or herself: Which of the above situations is “pitch-accent”? This question will be further addressed. For now I will simply present the following, I hope obvious observation: While some languages must be analyzed with stress-accent (e.g. English), some with tone (e.g. Kam (Shidong) in (13)), and some with both (e.g. Iquito in (19)), no language MUST be analyzed with a third property called “pitch-accent”. An analysis in terms of tone—and perhaps also stress-accent is always possible.

				AGAINST TAXONOMIZING BY LANGUAGE TYPE

				I argued for a property-driven approach to typology. In this section I want to further comment on the temptation to taxonomize languages into “types”. Although the goal of typology is to study linguistic properties, not to classify languages, we do sometimes use phrases like “stress language” and “tone language” as a convenience. There are at least three reasons, however, why we should resist assigning labels to languages. The first is that this gives the impression that the labels are mutually exclusive. Prior to our current understanding, it was long believed that languages fell into two non-intersecting types: “stress languages” and “tone languages”. Even though we now know that this is wrong, by using these terms there is always the possibility of confusion. Thus consider the following recent statement: 

				Hyman (2007)… reduc[es] the typology of word prosodic systems to tone languages and stress languages (Van der Hulst 2011: 12).

				Van der Hulst is referring to work of mine that clearly makes the four property-driven distinctions in (14), among others, but it is possible to conclude from the above characterization that I reduce individual languages to either one or the other category. Since I recognize that languages can have word stress, word tone, both, or neither, this would be not only an inaccurate inference, but also a claim about prosodic systems that is factually wrong. Of course what van der Hulst is referring to is that I do not recognize a coherent set of PROPERTIES which establish “pitch-accent” as distinct from stress-accent and tone (cf. below). A similar misleading statement would be to propose that alignment systems define two types: “ergative/absolutive language” vs. “nominative/accusative language”. As researchers in this area all recognize, the two are not mutually exclusive—in fact, it is hard to find a language which is exclusively “ergative/absolutive” in its morphology and syntax.

				A second, related reason not to think of typology as taxonomizing languages is that the resulting labels give the impression that whole systems (if not whole languages) can be assigned to a type. This in turn invites often unproductive controversy over whether Language X should be classified the same as Language Y or as Language Z. Consider for example the following hypothetical exchange between two typologists who disagree on whether German should be classified with English or with French on the basis of its vowel system: 

				Typologist #1: German should be classified with English as a “tense-lax vowel language”, since both contrast /i, u/ vs. /I, Ʊ/ (etc.), as opposed to French.

				Typologist #2: No! German should be classified with French as a “front-rounded vowel language”, since both have /ü, ö/, as opposed to English.

				Typlogist #3 (e.g. me): No! You’re both wrong. A property-driven typology would look like the table in (23), where I have also added Spanish: 
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				A misguided example of this sort asks whether the Mandarin tone+stress system places it closer to English or to Tokyo Japanese. In the following passage Beckman & Venditti (2011: 531) promote a similarity between Standard Mandarin (Putonghua) third tone L+H and English intonational L+H*: 

				We cited Hyman (2006) here because this chapter is very representative of a widely-held assumption: that there are fundamental prosodic differences among spoken languages which naturally fall out from the difference between using tone [read: pitch] “to make semantic distinctions” [= tone] and using it “to add functional meaning” [= intonation]… This is a useful distinction… However, contra Hyman (2006) we do not see that it correlates neatly with all of the other distinctions that could be made on the basis of the functions outlined in Sections 5.2 [Prosodic Grouping] and 5.3 [Metrical Prominence]. That is we can appreciate the difference in ease of counting tones in Putonghua versus English that falls out from the fact that a L+H that is anchored to a stressed syllable in Putonghua is a toneme whereas a L+H* that is anchored to a stressed syllable in English is a pragmatic morpheme. But this difference does not change the fact that these two languages are far more like each other in many other respects than either is to a language such as Japanese. There is no useful classification of prosodic types that falls out from the classification of languages in terms of the tonemic function alone. [my italics—LMH]

				The misguided question is whether Putonghua is more like English or more like Tokyo Japanese, which has a HL pitch drop rather than L+H (cf. Hyman 2011b). Their last sentence appears to dismiss the fact that the L+H analysis concerns lexical tone in Standard Mandarin vs. intonation in English. Ignoring, or at least downplaying the different status of L+H in the two languages, is comparable to saying that English and French are similar because they both have [image: simb-25-1.jpeg] (cf. cinq and sank). Compare, however, Gussenhoven’s (2007: 256) more appropriate conclusion regarding the similar H+L analysis of Tokyo Japanese and English: 

				While phonologically comparable, the pitch accents of Japanese and English have very different morphological statuses. In Japanese, they form part of the underlying phonological specification of morphemes, along with the vowels and consonants. Intonational pitch accents are morphemically independent of the words they come with, and are chiefly used to express the information status of the expression. The fact that the English example in [his] (4) seems to have an accentuation similar to the Japanese example in [his Japanese example] (3) is entirely accidental. [my italics—LMH].

				The final reason to avoid labeling is that the labels are often unclear; the phrase “X language” can mean: 

				[image: i-ii-iii-p25.jpg]

				In this context, what would “pitch-accent language” mean? Some possibilities are: 

				[image: 24-p26.jpg]

				A point which I have repeated made is that there is no coherent definition of “pitch-accent system” which covers all and only all of the prosodic systems that have been so labeled. Nor is it clear what an appropriate prototype might be. In the following section I will further demonstrate this by contextualizing the discussion in terms of Corbett’s (2007) “canonical approach” to typology.

				A CANONICAL APPROACH TO WORD-PROSODIC TYPOLOGY

				Recall that definitions can serve two different functions. The first is scientific: the definition tells us what is vs. is not a case of X in some objective sense. The second is practical: the definition tells us what a given researcher or community of researchers consider to be an instance of X. In the case of pitch-accent there is lack of clarity and lack of agreement. As I have indicated above, I think the enterprise of establishing a third type is misguided. While it would be possible to establish a definition of a third type in the “practical” sense, it would not meaningfully begin to treat the wide range of phenomena which have been identified as “pitch-accent”. The difficulties become even clearer if we enhance the definition-as-minimal-criterion strategy with a “canonical approach” to prosodic typology, which Corbett (2007: 9) describes as follows: 

				The canonical approach means that I take definitions to their logical end point, enabling me to build theoretical spaces of possibilities. Unlike classical typology, only then does one ask how this space is populated with real instances. The canonical instances, that is, the best, clearest, indisputable (the ones closely matching the canon) are unlikely to be frequent… Nevertheless, the convergence of criteria fixes a canonical point from which the phenomena actually found can be calibrated, following which there can be illuminating investigation of frequency distributions. [my italics—LMH]

				As an example of what is meant by “canonical”, let us consider how a paradigm should ideally be marked. Below are three examples of subject person/number marking on verbs: 

				[image: 25-p27.jpg]

				As seen, Italian has distinct suffixes for each combination of person+number, while Mee, a Trans-New Guinea language of Indonesia (Papua) shows two cases of syncretism: -a marks both first person singular and third person feminine singule, while -e marks second person singular and first person plural. If we assume that a paradigm canonically marks each combination of morphosyntactic features distinctly, Italian is both better and clearer than Mee. On the other hand, the Tibeto-Burman language Hakha Lai outdoes Italian: in this language there are three distinct markers for person (ka-, na-, a-) and an independently segmentable form (-n-) for plural. Hakha Lai better meets what Vennemann (1972) identifies as Humboldt’s Universal: “one meaning, one form”. The canonical paradigm thus will have one distinct marker for each morphosyntactic feature. Of course no language will be perfect in this sense. As Corbett points out, canonicity is not necessarily frequent, or even attested: It is logically arrived at by considering the function of the property under examination. In the following three subsections I will address in turn the canonical function of stress-accent, tone, and finally pitch-accent.

				Canonical stress-accent

				In Prague School terms, the canonical function of stress-accent is syntagmatic: It should unambiguously identify and mark off major category words within utterances. To best do this, stress therefore should be: 

				[image: 26-p28.jpg]

				In other words, stress should be “biunique”: One should be able to predict the stress from the word boundaries and the word boundaries from the stress. Of course, many stress systems diverge quite dramatically from the above canonical properties, e.g. English, where: 

				[image: 27-p28.jpg]

				With respect to (27e), Martinet (1961: 87) pointed out some time ago that stress-to-weight phenomena detract from the perfect demarcativity of stress. Thus, the two stresses of the Latin string bónacalígula allow for two possible parsings: bóna Calígula (= correct) or bónaca ligula.

				In support of this Praguian position, Hyman (1977, 1978) and Bybee, Chakraborti, Jung, & Scheibman (1998) argue that languages first develop demarcative stress, historically, which then can be subjected to further restructuring. Bybee et al. also point out that multiple phonetic marking of stress tends to occur in languages where stress is not fully predictable. If stress is demarcative and edge-adjacent, packaging and recognition will be more transparent. If stress is unpredictable, the function shifts to identifying individual morphemes and words, resulting in greater effects on segmental distributions and realization. However, the canonical, i.e. “best, clearest, indisputable” function of stress is blind demarcation of word edges.

				Canonical tone

				Differing from stress-accent, the canonical function of tone is to distinguish morphemes, hence optimally paradigmatic. While this might suggest five tone heights, as in Kam (Shidong), let us restrict the present discussion to H and L. The canonical two-height tone system should have the following properties, which guarantee that both tones will be maximally utilized: 

				[image: 28-p29.jpg]

				By the above criteria, Fasu, a language of Papua New Guinea, is non-canonical since only one (stressed) syllable per word can be marked H or L (May & Loeweke 1964). This produces the following relatively sparse tonal distributions: 

				[image: 29-p30.jpg]

				The Bantu language Giryama is also quite non-canonical since the underlying rightmost /H/ of a word shifts to the penultimate mora (Volk 2011: 1).

				[image: 30-p30.jpg]

				In Chimwiini, another Bantu language, privative /H/ is limited to the last two syllables and is strictly grammatical (there are no underlying tonal contrasts on lexical morphemes, e.g. noun stems, verb roots) (Kisseberth 2009). As seen in (31), a H is assigned to the final syllable if the subject is first or second person, to the penultimate syllable if the syllable is third person: 

				[image: 31-p30.jpg]

				The reader can quickly confirm that there are many other ways for tone systems to be non-canonical, i.e. to not conform with the canonical properties in (28).

				Canonical pitch-accent?

				In contrast to stress-accent and tone, there is no canonical pitch-accent system. To observe this, let us ask for each of the following references: “Why is this prosodic system included in van der Hulst & Smith (1988), a collection on pitch accent?”: 

				[image: 32-p31.jpg]

				Illustrating (32d), Efere (2001: 158-9) sets up four tone classes A-D in Izon (Bumo), where (L) indicates that a vowel-initial word may begin L: 

				[image: 33-p31.jpg]

				The following are illustrations of A-D in the frame… /náná kímí/ ‘man who owns/has…’ (whose tones are deleted): 

				[image: 34-p31.jpg]

				Give the range of systems in (32) (and there are more!), it is really difficult to establish a hard-and-fast rule for when a “tone” is an “accent”. Hualde (in press: 4) makes the following attempt: 

				I would like to propose that a lexical indication of pitch on a given syllable should be considered an accent to the extent that (a) it follows the criterion of culminativity (only one per word domain), (b) it is involved in the expression of pragmatic prominence, so that the syllable bearing it receives special enhancement when the word is pragmatically highly in discourse, and (c) its location is determined by metrical rules.

				As discussed early, it is always possible to provide a personal definition, either Hualde’s or another, but then one has to ask how systems will be classified which have non-culminative Hs (or Ls in some cases). For example, are the metrically assigned Hs of Seneca tones or accents? Is the default H of Iquito an accent, but the other Hs are tones? What about the Giryama form in (35)?

				[image: 35-p32.jpg]

				Is the H which is attracted to the metrically strong penult an “accent” but the other H is a tone? Finally, what about Kyoto and related Japanese dialects which not only mark a single H to L pitch drop, but also require an indication of which words begin L and which do not (Haraguchi 1979). What about stress-dependent tone, as in Trique or Fasu? It makes little sense to propose a third type that covers only a subset rather than a full blown typology in which all systems can be placed. The definitions I proposed in (11) and (12) allow us to ask whether any individual prosodic system meets the definition for stress-accent? tone? both? or neither?

				As we have seen prosodic systems can vary in numerous ways from the canonical expectations of stress-accent and tone enumerated in (26) and (28), respectively. What makes these canons attractive is that they follow from basic functions, just as Humboldt’s “one meaning, one form” provides “a canonical point” by which morphological paradigms can be calibrated. The challenge is to find an analogous motivating function for “pitch-accent” which would be distinct from both demarcative stress-accent and distinctive tone. Part of the complexity, of course, is that Hs and Ls can have at least the following four functions: 

				[image: 36-p33.jpg]

				We thus have seen a number complexities and mixes. However, although systems such as Seneca, Iquito and Giryama are remarkable, we do not need to give them a new name such as “pitch-accent languages”. Even if approached from a relative surface point of view, a third type cannot be identified. As Gussenhoven (2004: 42) has so aptly put it: 

				“Accent”… is an analytical notion and cannot be measured. [It is] thus different from stress, which is typically an observable phenomenon, and different also from tone, whose existence is equally measurable.

				Why then do certain scholars continue to find the concept of “pitch-accent language” intuitive? Many of these so-called systems have a relatively low “tonal density”, diverging significantly from omniprosodic canonical tone in (28) (recall also Fasu from (29)): 

				A phonological typology of tone might be based on tonal density: how many locations are specified for tone, that is, have tonal associations?… in the ‘densest’ case they specify every mora for tone, and in the sparsest case they just mark the phrasing. (Gussenhoven 2001: 15296; cf. Gussenhoven 2004: 35).

				We may obtain a more informative typology if we modify the binary [±tone] parameter to encode relative tonal density. Lexical tonal density can be seen as a function of both the maximum number of tonal contrasts that are possible per syllable and the maximum number of syllables per word that can bear lexically contrastive tone. (Hualde, in press: 12)

				However, to date, no one has translated the notion of tonal density into a revealing typological tool.

				SUMMARY

				To summarize, we arrive at the following conclusions:

				[image: i-ii-iii-p34.jpg]

				In conducting this study there has been a more general questions lurking in the background, which will necessarily require more attention in the future: What is the goal of prosodic typology? That is, why do we typologize? Let me conclude here by making two points. The first is that typology = traditional linguistics: 

				… the goal of linguistics is… to explain why languages have the properties they do (Evans & Levinson 2010: 2740).

				The second is that phonology has always been typological. As Sapir (1925: 43) effectively put it many decades ago: 

				… it almost goes without saying that two languages, A and B, may have identical sounds but utterly distinct phonetic [=phonemic] patterns; or they may have mutually incompatible phonetic systems, from the articulatory and acoustic standpoint, but identical or similar patterns.

				We would do well to assure that we typologize by properties and not by languages, and that the criteria be explicit and functionally motivated, as I have argued in the above paragraphs.
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						[1] An earlier version of this paper was presented at the annual meeting of the Australian Linguistic Society Meeting, Canberra, Dec. 2-4, 2011, the conference on Tono, Acento y Estructuras Métricas en Lenguas Mexicanas, at El Colegio de Mexico, February 21, 2012, and the London Phonology Seminar, University College London, on March 29, 2012. I am grateful to the three audiences for stimulating responses and questions. 
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: all combinations of H and L occur

+ every /H/ or /L is realized on its underlying morpheme and

TBU

: /H/ and /L/ should contrast on lexical morphemes (since there

are more lexical than grammatical morphemes)

: HL and TH contours should be possible on a single TBU
: H and L tonal morphemes and lexical floating tones should

be possible
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(23) lax high vowels o lax high vowels

front-rounded vowels German French

o front-rounded vowels | English Spanish
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©) a

o a0 o

on vowels and fi,e,u, 0,2/, /k, k¥ kV/
consonants
. on vowels only fi,e,u, 0,9/, /k/
. on consonants only /i, o, a/, /k, k¥, kW/ (vertical vowel system)
. on some vowels only /i, e, u,0,1,A/ (vowel harmony system)

. on whole morphemes /CVC/, /CVCA,/CVC/Y (palatal and labial prosodies)
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(10) a.

declarative

. ideophone
. paused list

. interrogative :

imperative
vocative

exclamative

: a-b3n-4 lu-ruli

: a-bsn-d mo-li: mi  ‘he sees the farmer’ (* = low falling tone)
: a-ri bitsy ‘he left in a hurry’ (‘he went BITSI")

.. mall - i mo-rd: ri

‘he sees dust... rubbish... and hair’

a-bsn-d mu-limi  ‘does he see the farmer’
: bsn-4 mo-limi ‘see the farmer!”
: ned Gabaluxdn ‘come here, Ghabalogong!’
: g fixolo ‘what a situation!”
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(33) class
A

D
B
C

schema
(JH+H
(L)H+HL
(H+L
(HL+L

tone pattern determined by the A-D class of the phrase-initial word

all TBUs in the phrase = H

first word = all H, H spreads one TBU to the right; other TBUs = L
first word = all H; subsequent TBUs = L

first word keeps its HL drop, remaining TBUs = L





OEBPS/images/34-p31_fmt.jpeg
(B4HA ([H+H belé ‘pors) — belé ndnd kimi  (H spreading to end)
D (UH+HL iki¢ ‘friend > ikié nénakimi  (H spreading one TBU)
B (DH+L wiri ‘hous® —> wirinanikimi (no H spreading)
C (DHL+L s ‘scarf = séinanikimi  (no H spreading)
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fiyo,al (Ladefoged and Maddieson 1996)
Ja,al (Halle 1970)

Jal (Anderson 1978)

No vowels (Kuipers 1960)

/i3e, i, e, u, 00,0/ (upsip; Maddieson & Precoda 1990)

(= Lass)
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(30) ‘T'want...” (all L tone) ‘he/she wants. .
ni-na-maal-a

? (penult H tone)
a-na-madl-a

ni-na-mal-a ku-guul-a a-na-mal-a ku-guil-a ... tobuy

iena-mala k-gul-a nguuvo - a-na-mala ku-gula pguivo. ...t buy lothes
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(12) A language with tone is one in which an indication of pitch enters into the lexical
realization of at least some morphemes. (Hyman 2006: 229; 2011a: 199)
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(36) a. distinctive  : distinguish morphemes (lexical, grammatical) at the word level
b.accentual  : realize metrical prominence (word, phrase, utterance)
¢. demarcative : mark prosodic domain boundaries (word, phrase, utterance)

d.pragmatic  : distinguish utterance types (declarative, interrogative etc.)
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obligatory
culminative

Il words have a primary stress -
definitional
0 word should have more than one primary stress

predictable  : stress should be predictable by rule

autonomous  : stress should be predictable without grammatical information
demarcative  : stress should be calculated from the word edge
edge-adjacen

tress should be edge-adjacent (initial, final)

non-moraic  : stress should be weight-insensitive

. privative + there should be no secondary stresses

audible  there should be phonetic cues of the primary stress
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(19) a plural’ k- 'my
a lexicalinital H  : /eGuku/ tiuku ‘wmplind  tiukuya  ki-tuku
b. default penulc H : /euuku/  tudku ‘ear’ wukiya  ki-ugka






OEBPS/images/35-p32_fmt.jpeg
(35)  a-nd-gumbuhizitka ‘s/he is wiped out by utter destruction’ (Volk 2007: 17)

T

&
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(17) Oblig(H) Culm(H) Description Example

" +  |aword must have oneand only Kinga Schadeberg
one /H/ (1973)

B ~ |:aword musc have at least one  Iquito  Michael (2010)
JHI, but may have more

B + |2 word can have at most one /H/ Somali Hyman (1981)
or no /H/

- - :aword can have any number of Seneca  Chafe (1977)
/H/ or no IH/
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(11) a.

OBLIGATORINESS: every lexical word has at least one syllable marked for
the highest degree of metrical prominence (primary stress)

cuLMINATIVITY: every lexical word has at most one syllable marked for the hig-
hest degree of metrical prominence (Hyman 2006: 231; 2009: 217)
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(7) Intonation, as I will use the term, refers to the use of suprasegmental phonetic fea-
tures to convey “postlexical” or sentence-level pragmatic meanings in a linguistically
structured way. [his italics]
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(2) a. Whatare the goals of typology or typological comparison?
b, Whatare the objects of typological comparison? Languages or properties?
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“Tono, aceno y estructuras métrcas en enguas mesicanas / Esther Herrera Zendelas
P

v La el - Méscw, DL+ I Colegio de Meéxico, Cenao de Esadios
gisicos y Literarios, 2014

Los textos que componen ese volumen fucron presentados en l Cologuio
Tono, acentoy strucruras métrcasen lengoas mexicanas .. celebrado
El Colegio de Meésico e 21 de fbrero de 2012° - p.9

314322 cm. - (Citedra Jaime Torres Boder. Esudios de Lingaistica, 24)
ISBN 978.607-462.688.9

1. Tndios de Mesin -~ Lenguas - Congreso. 2. Enconacin (Fonctics
. Congresor. 3. Accntacion - Congreso. . Lenguss yurosecss

Congresos. 5. Lenguas mayas - Congresos. 6. Lenguas otomangues --
Congesos. 1. Herrera Zendejas, Esther,ed. 1. Coloquio Tono, Acento y
Estructuras Métricas en Lenguas Mexicanas (1 : 2012 : Méico, D.E)
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(16) ‘pillow’+nom.  ‘heart’+nom. ‘head’+nom. ‘fish’+nom.

a. accentual matkuraga  |koko'roga  |aamalga |[sakana ga

b. tonal makuraga  |kokoroga  |atamaga |sakanaga
H H H

c. approx. phonetic [mikiri gt |kokérogd  |aamdgy  |skanaga
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(20)  root masculine feminine

a finan/  inan ‘boy’ indn girl
JnaSas/  niSas stupid man’ naSis ‘stupid woman’

b. /darmaan/  darmdan “colt’ darmadn  filly
[dameer/  daméer ‘he-donkey’  dameér ‘she-donkey

oo inan wia dhaSay ‘a boy fell inani wia dhaSday ‘a girl fell
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(21)a.  mark the first syllable extrametrical
b, build bisyllabic trochees left-to-right
¢ assigna H tone to the first syllable of a trochee iffeither syllable is closed
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(22) a. <0> (C4C.Ca) (CaCa)... c. <0> (C4C.Ca) (C4.CaC)...  (*Curm(H))
b. <> (C4.CaC) (CaCa)... d. <0> (Ca.Ca) (Ca.Ca)... (*OsLiG(H))
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1% pers.
204 pers.
34 pers.

Ttalian
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-0 -iamo
-i -ate
- -ano

(-are verbs)

Mee (Ekagi)

K3 Pl
-a e

e -aa
-i(m)  -ai
-a(f)

(Doble 1987: 94)

Hakha Lai
P
k- kan-
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(8) Intonation refers to the structured variation in pitch which is not determined by
lexical distinctions as in tone languages.
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(1) What'sa “tone language™
What's a “stress language”?
s there a third distinct prosodic type called “pitch-accent language™?
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(9) a. penultimate lengthening :

b. final vowel devoicing

c. final vowel lengthening
d. @ (no marking)

declaratives, citation forms

ideophones

paused lists

yes-no questions, Wh-questions, imperatives, hor-
tatives, vocatives, exclamatives, monosyllabic pre-
pausal words
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(13) @' a2 e a4 @ (Edmondson & Gregerson
‘thorn’ ‘cggplant’ ‘father’ ‘step over’ ‘curdown’ 1992: 566)
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(14) stress-accent no stress-accent

tone [ Maya, Usarufa, Fasu, Setbo- | Yoruba, Igbo, Kuki-Thaadow,
Croatian, Swedish-Norwegian, | Skou, Tokyo Japancse, Somali,
Ayutla Mixtec W. Basque

no tone | English, Russian, Turkish, Bella Coola, French, Tamazight,
Finnish Seoul Korean






