-

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you byfz CORE

provided by Edinburgh Research Explorer

Edinburgh Research Explorer

Cross-derivational feeding is epiphenomenal

Citation for published version:
Fruehwald, J & Kyle, G 2011, 'Cross-derivational feeding is epiphenomenal’ Studies in the Linguistic
Sciences: lllinois Working Papers , pp. 36-50.

Link:
Link to publication record in Edinburgh Research Explorer

Published In:
Studies in the Linguistic Sciences: lllinois Working Papers

Publisher Rights Statement:
© Fruehwald, J., & Kyle, G. (2011). Cross-derivational feeding is epiphenomenal. Studies in the Linguistic
Sciences: lllinois Working Papers , 36-50.

General rights

Copyright for the publications made accessible via the Edinburgh Research Explorer is retained by the author(s)
and / or other copyright owners and it is a condition of accessing these publications that users recognise and
abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

Take down policy

The University of Edinburgh has made every reasonable effort to ensure that Edinburgh Research Explorer
content complies with UK legislation. If you believe that the public display of this file breaches copyright please
contact openaccess@ed.ac.uk providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately and
investigate your claim.

OPEN ACCESS

Download date: 28. Apr. 2017


https://core.ac.uk/display/28973457?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://www.research.ed.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/crossderivational-feeding-is-epiphenomenal(eb1ea85a-0c86-4460-b074-f2902afcd153).html

Cross-derivational feeding is epiphenoménal

Josef Fruehwald & Kyle Gorman
University of Pennsylvania
{joseff, kgorman}@ling.upenn.edu

Bakovic (2005) proposes that patterns of sufficiently-similar-seg
ment avoidance are the result of interacting agreement atid a
gemination constraints, a pattern knowncasss-derivational feed-
ing (CDF). The bleeding interactions between epenthesis and as
similation which prevent adjacent sufficiently-similagsgents in
English are shown to follow, however, from extragrammatican-
siderations. Several case studies provide evidence adgagnsajor
predictions of CDF.

1. Introduction

Languages often separate sequencesifficiently-similar segmenbs/ syn-
chronic processes of epenthesis. A textbook example caadrevsith the
phonologically-general allomorphs of the English regplaterite (and past
participle) and noun plural (and 3sg. possessive, and &sb.agreement)
suffixes. These morphemes are assumed, following muchwaddk (e.g.,
Chomsky & Halle 1968: 210; Anderson 1973; Pinker & Prince&9B02;
Bakovic 2005), to be underlying /-d/ and /-z/, respectively (tlaascription
given here is broad, omitting the opaque relationship betwaising before
voiceless stops and flap formation; see Idsardi 2606).

/-d/ I-z/
nep:  ‘napped’ leeps ‘laps’
nebd ‘nabbed’ laebz ‘labs’
sat-od ‘sighted’ li;sez ‘leases’
sad-od ‘sided’ tfiizoz ‘cheeses’

(1)

oo ow

* The authors would like to thank audiences at the UniversitPennsylvania, Concordia
University, and the University of lllinois at Urbana-Chaaign, especially Eugene Buck-
ley, Steven Isard, William Labov, Laurel MacKenzie, ChafReiss, and Bert Vaux, as well
as Meghan Clayards and Daniel Ezra Johnson elsewhere. Bibtbra were funded by an
NSF-IGERT training grant to the Institute for Research img@itive Science.

L If, however, the exponents ared; -oz/, extrinsic ordering is unnecessary (see Miner
1975, Borowsky 1986: 135). Since such isolated claims haveéamnished the status of
these patterns &@aradebeispielef bleeding interactions, they are not considered further.
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FRUEHWALD & GORMAN: CDF IS EPIPHENOMENAL

In a serial analysis, epenthesis in (1cd) occurs betweesot@amts which
have the same major place an®ICr feature values. In (2), we use the
feature-quantification notation developed by Reiss (20@8xpress this as
a condition on the rule’s application.

(2) EPENTHESIS 0 — o/ C[+0BS]; ___ C[+0BS]2
VF € {LAB,COR,DOR,CONT} : [(aF)1] = [(BF)2]

Assimilation of voice occurs after epenthesis, which béeied

+0OBS

(3)  AssIMILATION: [+OBs| — [+VoI]/ Vo

Eric Bakovic has noted a potentially-interesting fact concerning theve
processes. To a first approximation, the one major feattekewant to the
epenthesis rule in (3) is ™, which is the very feature which is active in
the process of assimilation. Bakéyi2005, 2006, 2007, 2010) argues that
this is a generalization which the serial analysis has rigg®ugh cf. Bye

in press). This putative relationship between the irreleesof voicing with
respect to determining “sufficient similarity” and the vioig's participa-
tion in assimilation is easily expressed, however, is aequsence of global
computation in Optimality Theory (OT). Bakdvproposes that sufficiently
similar segments are disfavored by the constraioGHwm; if it dominates
DEeP, epenthesis ipadded is predicted. However, /td/ sequences, like the
underlying form ofpatted, are not geminates per se; rather, the constraint
forcing voice assimilation, BREEV0OI), would give rise to geminates it is
satisfied: it is for this reason that /td/ sequences areiséal. When these
constraints are undominated and unranked with respectcto @her, the
resulting interaction is callecross-derivational feedin¢CDF).

4) English CDF constraint ranking (to be revised):
NOGEM, AGREEVOI) > DEP(V), IDENT(VOI)

/peet-d/, NoGEM , AGR(Vol) , DEP(V) , ID(VoI)

a. pead : *| !

) b. peet * ! | *
0 c. peedd i *

d. paedt | A
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The CDF account makes two predictions. First, as noted lakRaBakovic
(2010), any feature ignored for the identification of suéfidly similar seg-
ments assimilates, since alGREE constraint targeting that feature must be
undominated to generate CDF. Secondly, a counterbleediagaction be-
tween assimilation and a process which avoids sufficientylar segments

is predicted to be uncomputable (Bakowd007: 246). A counterbleeding
candidate, like *[paet] in (5d), is a “born loser”, since both assimilation
and epenthesis cannot be simultaneously motivated by toestraints.

In this study, we attempt to evaluate the merits of CDF. Innbgt sec-
tion, consideration of the historical context that broughbut the Modern
English alternations demonstrates that the CDF patterhegsésult of a
plausible extragrammatical constraint; it is argued thas inot the case
that sufficiently similar segments are disfavored syncizaily: rather, they
“underperform” in the sense that they are difficult for laaga learners to
recover as instances of affixation at all. Such an analysigiges an ex-
tragrammatical explanation for this type of interactiotwesen assimilation
and epenthesis. 83-4 highlight problems that arise for th& @nalysis
of Modern Standard English and of modern English dialeespectively.
85-6 present evidence from Catalan and New Julfa Armengspectively,
which provide counterexamples to the two predictions of GBéntified
above. In 87, it is argued that data reported by lP&@akovic (2010) ne-
cessitates that processes of epenthesis and assimilatPwolish be gram-
matically distinct, a separation explicitly denied by CD¥final section
(88) concludes.

2. [-d, -z/ in the history of English

The process of epenthesis in Modern English is the resulre&aalysis of
an older process of syncope. By the end of the Old Englisltogesound
change and extension of the most productive past tense @idnio the
two smaller weak verb classes resulted in a single weak plasbt@ph,
/-od/ (e.g., Hare & Elman 1995), and the pluraiz-was similarly general-
ized to all but a few nouns. Early in the Middle English periadprocess
of syncope targeting the unstressed vowels in these twoesifivas actu-
ated. We assume that this rule was simultaneously actuaiitlcontexts,
and that in all contexts, the rate of application increasegarallel (e.g.,
Kroch 1989; Fruehwald et al. in press). However, as we knamfMod-
ern English, syncope did not go to completion where it woulttpce final
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geminates. Consider the derivation of two Middle Englisktpganse verbs
with variable syncope, schematized in (6).

(6) Ipaeked/ Iweit-od/

N N

- paekd (SYNCOPE) - weitd
| | | |

- paekt ASSIM - weit:
| |

a. [peekd] b. [paek] Surface c. [weitd] d. [weit:]

Note that (6d) produces a word-final geminate. We propode gheen the
lack of final geminates elsewhere in Middle English, langui@grners mis-
perceived the marked category, i.e., geminates, as iretamicthe basic
category, i.e., singletons (cf. Blevins 2004: 54, for a gamprinciple, Struc-
tural Analogy). The schema below illustrates a speaker ansspg a token
/weitod/ — [weit:] as an instance of the present /weit/.

(7) Inputs  [peekd]  [paek]  [weited]  [weit:]
L ' :Ieakage
Recovered Ipaekd/ lweit{ad/ Iweit/ (pres.)

N |

Output  a. [peekd] b. [peek] c. [weitod] d. (weit:)

One may object to the notion that (7d) could be systemayicaibparsed,
since pragmatic context (as well as local syntactic cuesddreement mor-
phology) might disambiguate the near-homophony. Howeterstudy of
natural misunderstandings suggests that speakers artedoabliably de-
ploy pragmatic knowledge to correct misunderstanding. ovat2010) re-
ports fifteen misunderstandings involving the pawpycoffeeandDawr/Don
(which share the same vowel for many speakers), misundelisigs which
persisted despite the discourse salience of the target word

(8) D. Sankoff: It's time to make the copies.
W. Labov: But I've already had my coffee. (Labov 2010: 33)

These data suggest that misunderstandings resulting feamhomophony
are quite frequent, and potentially operative in langudgege.
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What would speakers make of the low rate at which they peedesyn-
copated [wet] as an instance of the past tense? Indeed, would speakers’
grammars track this fact at all? We assume, following a |laapty of work
(Labov 1969; Cedergren & Sankoff 1974), that the rates atlwhariable
phonological processes apply in different environmengsaatarget for ac-
quisition. Some of the most convincing evidence for thisrsgrhypothesis
is given by a study of the pronunciationiofy as a coronal nasal (i.ein[;
this process is sometimes imprecisely callgedfopping”). Labov (1989)
finds that children match the rates at which their parentshiseariable in
different morphological environments by age seven. Dudaoguisition, if
children encounter unambiguously-syncopated tokens @f-final stems at
a much lower rate than other contexts, and if this low rateppliaation to
It, d/-final stems is allowed to propagate through the speeaimunity, the
modern pattern emerges: the result of syncope is projentedhe under-
lying form the past tense and noun plural morphemes, andlegss in /t,
d/-final stems is innovatetl The distribution of surface forms over time is
schematized for the past tense (cf. Mondon 2009b: 36).

t, d/-final stems elsewhere

Early Middle English [2d] [-od]

(9) | Syncope activated(— 0)  [-od ~ -d] [-od ~ -d]
Variation becomes lopsided off > -d] [-od < -d]
Modern Standard English  dd] [-d]

Jespersen (1942: 267) makes a similar suggestion: “Thati@teof the
weak vowel insesas inglassesetc., is a kind of reaction against the general
tendency to drop it, due in the first place to the want of dctiveness, as
the two numbers would otherwise be identicil.”

2 We wish to remain agnostic about the relative chronologgheerhaps learners posited
a more restricted syncope rule and/or epenthesis befdrectsging took place.

3 A lingering issue is the development of “zero” pasts, thosebs such abid or hit
which do not change in the past. Old English had a class of@@kfinal stems which
formed preterites in /-e/ (Moore & Knott 1919: 185). This veweduced (Jespersen
1948: 186), then was apocopated in Middle English (Jespet8d2: 27f.). Modern
reflexes of this class which maintain the zero past incketeshutandspread However,
the modern-day zero class includes many etymologicalbngtiverbs and borrowings
from OId Norse (e.g.cas), Norman French (e.gcos), and Middle Dutch (e.gsplit).
This modern class contains only short-vowel stems, whdoegsvowel stems ending in
/-t, -d/ are either ablauting (e.gstride), shortening (e.gread), or simply regular with
epenthesis. It can be said, then, the homophony that wosldtrigom regular sound
change has endured only in a lexically-conditioned subset.
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This leakage account is mechanistic and extragrammagicdltherefore is
in stark contrast to grammatical accounts of homophonydaraie (e.g.,
Crosswhite 1999; see an assessment of this and similar wavlondon

2009b). By distinguishing between tendencies emerging frgcles of ac-
quisition and change on one hand, and those grammars whéchoan-
putable on the other (e.g., Buckley 1999; Blevins 2004; C2008; Hale &

Reiss 2008), we are able to maintain a parsimonious phormalotheory.
In 84—7 below, we present evidence that CDF is too restactiv

3. [-z/in Modern Standard English

This section considers a problem for the CDF analysis of égellar noun
plural in Modern Standard English. There is epenthesis niyt lbetween
/-z/ and stems ending in /-s, -z/, but also alveopalditg| 4, d&/.

a. df-oz ‘dishes’
(10) b. jag-oz ‘judges’

Neither [s/ nor fgz/ are geminate sequences, and there is no assimilation
process mentioned thus far that could map them onto truergees. Con-
sider the result of adding a high-ranked REE(ANTERIOR) constraint.

/dif-z/  NOGEM , AGR(Vol) , AGR(ANT) , DEP

a. dfz : *1 : *
(11) b. di: T |
c. dfs i i *|
O d. djfez : | *

This is the only evidence for a highGREE(ANTERIOR) constraint, as se-
guences of consonants differing only on subcoronal placeotiin general
occur inside the prosodic word. As for these sequences anebrcon-
sonants disagreeing on sub-coronal place, a few phonalotggts have
claimed that there is sub-coronal place assimilation (Rd&83:14; Lodge
1984: 2; Mohanan 1986:7). However, a host of experimentaliss (Cat-
ford 1977: 223f.; Local 1992: 210f.; Holst & Nolan 1995; Zzid995;
Pouplier et al. 2011; Niebuhr et al. in press) have dematestithat coartic-
ulation between phrase-internal coronal obstruent sexpsamhich differ in
sub-coronal features may be (unexpectedly) regressig,ianhe case of
Is ~ [, not contrast-neutralizing, so no phonological explanatiomésited.
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The rule stated in (2) does not need to be modified to accouthi®data,
and the historical account given above can explain thisamnécof syncope
if we simply allow that word-final sequences of segmentsedifig only on

sub-coronal place features pose the same sort of recoligrabdblem that

word-final geminates db.

4. [-z/ in English dialects

Data from English dialects with advanced rates of deletibfinal /t, d/
in consonant clusters suggest that geminate avoidance otaiways be
relevant to the application of epenthesis. Labov et al. $1¥31) give the
following close transcriptions afhostsas produced by “Money”, a speaker
of African-American Vernacular English (AAVE) from HarlelYC:

a. gos
(12) b. godz
C. gossis

The final devoiced geminate in (12a) violates both®Em and AGREEVOICE),
and the doubly-affixed (12c) incurs a gratuitous violatidrfasthfulness.
Other data suggest that epenthesis may occur when thereiskraf gem-
inate formation, such as after stem-final /st/; Wright (19261) and Jes-
persen (1948: 189) report the following British dialeckiwams:

a. (bistes ‘beasts’
(13) b. (poses ‘posts’
c. (goses ‘ghosts’

This also occurs in higher registers of AAVE; the followingsvheard by
the first author during a panel discussion:

a. konsist-oz ‘consists’
(14) b. dast-oz ‘dusts’
Both (13) and (14) follow from the leakage account if /t/ wastlcom-
pletely, and then later added in by contact with dialectscWiait least vari-

4 Bakovic & Kilpatrick (2005) find some evidence for post-alveolamdiculation in
words likemashedandmatchedbut they recognize that their results do not provide any
evidence for assimilation to a post-alveolar place of aléiton (e.g., {]) predicted by
the activity of an AGREE(ANTERIOR) constraint.
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ably preserved it. Jespersen alludes to some orthoepierssedhat the [t]

in (bistes is a reaction to the stigmatization of /t, d/-deletion in tten-
don area in the 17th century, and /t, d/-deletion is basicamplete in the
AAVE basilect, but deletion is much less advanced in Modeam&ard En-
glish. While NoGEM could be reformulated to ignore the /t/, whether it
is epenthetic or underlying, such an account would scaneedgerve the
original intuition that geminate avoidance triggers epesis.

5. Sufficiently-similar deletion in Catalan

Cameron et al. (2010) consider a process in Catalan whiaiegea word-
final obstruent when preceded by a homorganic sonorant,rsho{5)>

masc. sg. fem. sg.
a. al dto ‘tall
b. kur kuto ‘short’
(15) c. bla blagko ‘white’
d. prufun prufundo ‘deep’
e. oskerp (fasker) oskeapo ‘shy’
f. yark  (*yar) yaryo ‘long’

Observing from (15ef) that homorganicity is necessary &etion to apply,
Cameron et al. analyze it as a condition on rule application.

(16) HOMORGANIC DELETION: C[+0BS]; — 0/ C[+SON], _#
VF € {LAB,COR,DOR} : [(aF)1] = [(BF)2]

In phonotactic terms, the “pathology” is a sequence of gefiity similar
segments, and this would appear to fall under the purviewlf,Glespite
the different “cure”, i.e., deletion. The CDF analysis mpssit high-ranked
AGREE constraints to account for the fact that manner is ignoredHe
determination of sufficient similarity. This incorrectlygalicts, however,
that all manner features will assimilate. For ‘shy (masc)’ sgndominated
AGREEMANNER) constraints will rule out the winningpgkerp], instead
favoring *[osker]. No such problem is encountered with (16).

5 At the suggestion of an anonymous reviewer, we have repl@aeteron et al.’s [ in
(15f) with [y].
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6. Counterbleeding in New Julfa Armenian

Bakovic, following Kenstowicz & Kisseberth (1971), makes the eidhat
epenthesis counterbled by assimilation is unattesteda bounterexample
comes from the future proclitic /k-/ in the New Julfa diale¢tArmenian
(Vaux 1998: 216; Vaux in press) shown in (17).

a. ketam ‘I will come’
b. gelam ‘I will cry’
(17) c. kMot'uosniem ‘I will allow’
d. ghedoniem ‘I will put’
e. g"avadam ‘I will believe’ (cf.havadam ‘to believe’)

Since laryngeal state assimilates even when epenthediegpyaux pro-
poses that assimilation applies after epenthesis. Thismeraction is inex-
pressable in “classic” OT, however, since the winning cdatdis in (17b-e)
all incur gratuitous violations of faithfulness.

Discussing this data, Bakdvi{2007: 247) suggests that epenthetic vowels
can be transparent to thea®REE family, and further suggests this would be
falsified only by a counterbleeding pattern where epenshegspears to ap-
ply over epenthetic vowels which are “distributionallytihguishable from
otherwise identical underlying vowels ... and in which askition applies
only across the epenthetic vowels”. “Distributionally tthguishable” is

in the eyes of the beholder, however. This can be seen frorfattehat
Vaux (2003: 104f.) motivates his treatment of root-intéfohas epenthetic
not for phonetic or phonological reasons (as one might expleat rather

to account for opacity in allomorph selection. Bakoargues that “to the
extent that the type of pattern considered in this subsediindeed unat-
tested, OT has a clear advantage 088fE in which the analysis of this
unattested pattern is as straightforward as any others o is too strong,
since Bakowt (op. cit., fn. 20) suggests two ways this could be encoded in
OT by “brute force”. In other words, this claim to formal restivity is
nothing more than an undefined notion of the relative elegahanalyzing
counterbleeding-on-environment interactions in OT ambkphonological
theories, and therefore has little probative value. Thevatlotaim above a
familiar problem in grounding phonology in typology: whattaken to be a
structural gap is later shown to be an artifact of sampling.
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7. Geminate avoidance and speech rate in Polish

Paj& & Bakovic (2010, henceforth P&B) argue that data from Polish also
supports the formal connection between epenthesis antikgsin. Voic-
ing assimilation targets the /z-/ proclitic, as in (18b).

a. zbzikovake ‘to become crazy’

18)  § «fasm  ‘with acid’

There is also an “optional” rule of sub-coronal place assitian.

19 assimilation — assimilation
(19) zdzviiglem  zdzviglem ‘with a crain’

CDF thus predicts that voicing, and optionally sub-corgplate, will be

ignored for the computation of sufficient similarity. Hovesy epenthesis
does not apply when a “simple” geminate is formed. Rather,pifocess
of epenthesis (the descendent of a restructured procges-@dé¢letion; cf.

82) applies optionally to clusters where a sequences otgiritiy-similar

segments would be followed by another consonant, as in.(20c)

epenthesis - epenthesis
a. *seserem Sierem ‘with cheese’
b. *zezamku zzamku ‘from a castle’
c. zezrebaem zzrebakem  ‘with a colt’

(20)

As can be seen from (21) below, epenthesis bleeds assmnil@NB: c.b.de-
notes the results derived from a counterbleeding apphicaif assimilation
and epenthesis). The column marlessimilationindicates that if epenthe-
sis fails to apply, assimilation is ruled out in this envinoent.

epenthesis assimilation c.b.

(21) a. zeznakem *znakem (n.a.) ‘with a sign’
b. zeskaw  *skawd *sekawd ‘with a rock’
c. zezrvdwa *zirvdwa *zezrodwa ‘from a spring’

Despite the minor complication that the analysis requiresrgextual ver-
sion of the NDOGEM constraint (since geminates are permitted except imme-
diately before other consonants), the data presented afuplea consistent
with the first prediction of CDF: as shown, voice and sub-oaiglace are
ignored for the computation of sufficient similarity, andibassimilate.
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P&B make a much stronger claim, however. Recall that in Rpkpenthe-
sis may apply where sub-coronal place assimilation woulohtar-factually
create a cluster of a geminate followed by a consonant, atttth epenthe-
sis and sub-coronal place assimilation are both varial8d3 guggest that
this variability suggests they share a single grammatiaaivation (in this
case, the high ranking of anGREE constraint, which is taken to be “stochas-
tically active” to generate this variation), despite thetfdoat, as P&B note,
the rates at which sub-coronal place assimilation and apsi®t apply are
very different. We are not convinced that mere presenceradhviity in two
processes indicates that they are motivated by the sam&aiohs

P&B refer to a comment by a reviewer of their study, who notes tn
Polish, epenthesis occurs more often in slow speech, whergacoronal
place assimilation occurs less often. P&B claim that this easily be ac-
commodated if the ranking of the high-ranked ReE constraint is sensitive
to speech rate. However, this is not the full story: the ragKi.e., “activa-
tion” in their terms) of this constraint must make referebogh to speech
rate and also to whether a candidate exhibits sub-coromakphssimila-
tion or epenthesis; in the former case, slow speech dec#asactivation
of high AGREE, and in the latter, slow speech increases the activation of
the Agree constraint. As shown in (21), these environmewgslap, so
epenthetic candidates cannot be evaluated by the samaegaakiassimi-
lated candidates. This seems to deny Richness of the Base.

Even if we admit this powerful mechanism into the theory afrgmar, vari-
ationists have long speculated (e.g., Sankoff & Labov 197P2f.) that

there are no interactions between grammar-internal piegiof linguis-

tic variation (in this case, the different contexts in whigbenthesis and
place assimilation occur) and grammar-external (but sgreiakernal) pre-
dictors (such as speech rate), which is confirmed by a recewnt\s of the

literature (MacKenzie forthcoming). MacKenzie makes thiliitive argu-
ment that this state of affairs is exactly what is predictedaontra P&B,

speaker-internal differences in “style”, register, speeate, etc., do map
onto slightly different grammars. In conclusion, the evide from variation

in Polish provides additional evidence for the hypothdsis the triggers of
sub-coronal place assimilation and epenthesis are indepén
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8. Conclusion

The above case studies show that CDF is too restrictive tmatdor known

grammars, and is better understood as a tendency resuiimgHistorical

interaction between processes that produce homophong. atbunt pro-
vides a morphophonological mechanism by which homophowydance

might be understood, though it does not necessarily rul@itonetic ac-
count. Odden (1988: 470) proposes that the gestures ofdemtical conso-
nants may show more partial overlap than repeated ideiggstlires, which
in turn could lead to phonetically shorter vowels between-similar con-
sonants, which are in then more likely to be deleted thanahgdr vowels
between similar consonants.

We further propose that the leakage account given in 82 malgebsource
of apparent exceptions to the regularity of sound changetwtrioduce ho-
mophony (e.g., Labov 1994: part E; Guy 1996; MacKenzie 204éndon
2009a,b). Future work will investigate the role of morpheanel word in
conditioning this underapplication, synchronically anaothironically.
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