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Overview of the prosodic hierarchy
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A fairly “mainstream” version of the prosodic hierarchy (see, e.g., Selkirk 1978, 1986; Nespor & Vogel 1986;
Beckman & Pierrehumbert 1986; Pierrehumbert & Beckman 1988)

largest category
U (Utt) utterance

IP intonational phrase

PhP phonological phrase

(MaP, MiP)

(i, AP)

Prwd prosodic word
(®)

Ft foot

(1 290)

o syllable

M mora
segment?

smallest category

not too thoroughly studied as a prosodic category

most evidence is intonational (boundary tones)
* important in syntax/phonology interface

intonational and segmental evidence
* domain of phrasal stress, phrasal boundary tones
* important in syntax/phonology interface

Sometimes two levels are recognized:
» major vs. minor phrase (Selkirk & Tateishi 1988)
» intermediate vs. accentual phrase (B&P ‘86; P&B ‘88)

intonational and segmental evidence
* domain of word stress
* important in prosodic morphology

Also known as phonological word
Related idea: clitic group (Hayes 1989b, Nespor & Vogel 1986)

intonational/stress and segmental evidence
* domain of (secondary) stress, bounded stress
* important in prosodic morphology

evidence from phonotactics, stress assignment

What is a syllable? “I know it when I see it...”
» local sonority peak?
» a “syndrome”? best defined phonologically?

tonal and segmental/phonotactic evidence
* unit of syllable weight and/or segment length

does the segment belong to the prosodic hierarchy?

Classic assumptions about the PH (reviewed by Selkirk 1995: 443) — are any violable?
» Layeredness — No PCat dominates a PCat from a higher level in the hierarchy
* Recursivity — No PCat dominates a PCat of the same level (no “adjunction”)
» Headedness — Every PCat has a head, a PCat of the next lower level which it

dominates

* Exhaustivity — Every PCat dominates only PCats of the next lower level (no skipping)



Some questions we will be pursuing in this course:

(D What kinds of evidence have been used to motivate these prosodic categories?

2 Must there be prosodic constituents? What alternatives are there?

(3)  What can we learn about fundamental questions in phonological theory by studying
phonological representations and OT constraints related to prosodic categories and their
alternatives?
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