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Overlapping phonological domains in Indonesian
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Overview (1) Domains of application of phonological processes in Indonesian

................................................................................................................................ . N

» In Standard Indonesian (Sl; Lapoliwa 1981; Cohn 1989), suffixes seem ‘closer’ than prefixes
( ( prefix - ) prefix - ) ROOT ( - suffix)

to lexical roots for some phonological processes but for others, this relation is reversed.
» | argue that this kind of mismatch requires two types of conditioning in phonology:

representational (i.e. through reference to prosodic units) and procedural (i.e. through — @
cyclic derivation), as originally proposed by Booij & Rubach (1984).
» | propose an account of the Sl data couched in Stratal Optimality Theory, in which some = e - @
processes are restricted to earlier derivational strata (encompassing roots and prefixes),
while others to the prosodic word domain (encompassing roots and suffixes). e .\

Hiatus resolution

Within morphemes (4a) and at root-suffix boundaries (4b), vowel sequences
in which the first vowel is high tend to be broken up by a glide (L81: 121).

Stress assignment

Normally, in SI the penultimate syllable is stressed. Stress may be placed
both on lexical morphemes and on suffixes (L81: 33; C89: 169; S10: 11).

(2) Penultimate stress in Standard Indonesian (C89: 176, 182, 193)
['tfari] ‘to look for’ (pv) ['masa?] ‘to cook’

[maptfa'rikan] ‘to look for’ (av) [ma'sakan] ‘food’
[maptfari'kanpa] ‘to look for it’ [masa'kanku] ‘my food’

(4) Glide insertion (L81: 91, 121; C89: 192; C&McC98: 45)
a. ['diam]) ~ ['dijam] ‘quiet’ [buat] ~ ['buwat]
[tiup] ~ ['tijup] ‘a blow’ [uap] ~ ['uwan] ‘money’
b. ['hari] ‘day’ ['buru] ‘tohunt’  cf.['minum]  ‘to drink’
[ha'rijan] ‘daily’ [bu'ruwan] ‘prey’ [mi'numan] ‘drink’

‘to do’

Prefixes are never stressed.

(3) Nostress on prefixes (L81: 128; C89: 182)
['tik] ‘to type’ ['fat] ‘to print’
[di'tik] (*['ditik]) ‘to be typed’ [di'fat] (*['difat]) ‘to be printed’

Elsewhere, including prefix-root boundaries (5a) and root-reduplicant
boundaries (5b), a glottal stop is used to break up the hiatus.

(5) Glottal stop insertion (C89: 192)
Other processes a. [mepa'dkari] ‘toteach’

Other processes that apply in the root+suffix domain are k-glottalisation [:i”‘%ah] ‘beautiful
(I'masa?] ‘to cook’ vs. [ma'sakan] ‘food’; C89: 193) and closed syllable vowel b. [Iap|] ) lﬁre ,
laxing (['minum] ‘to drink’ vs. [mi'numan] ‘drink’; L81: 115). ['umbi] tuber

di?a'dsari]
ka?in'dahan] ‘beauty’

api'?api] ‘matches’
umbi?um'bijan] ‘all kinds of tubers’

‘to be taught’

Assumptions and derivation STRATUM 1: ‘Morpheme preprocessing’

» Build prosodic structure: up to

................................................................................................................................................... w
» Stratal OT (Kiparsky 2000, 2015; Bermtdez-Otero 2011, 2012, 2018): ordered strata with potentially dif- ¢ w over lexical morphemes,
ferent constraint ranking. The output of one level of evaluation serves as input to the following level. - o o P to o over prefixes.
» Three strata below the sentence level (Stratal Preprocessing Hypothesis; Trommer 2011: 75). /N /1 v W(AUSN-L/R[RT,w]) > w(*w)
» Prosodic structure for Sl words adopted from Cohn (1989): suffixes incorporated into S0 T w(HD(W)) > wFTBIN), w(*d)
the leftmost prosodic word (w); prefixes adjoined higher, to another w. prefix root

» Weighted, rather than ranked, constraints. (9) Auen-L(Rr,w) (McC&Po3, Trommer 2001: 64)

“Assign = for every lexical root whose left edge
does not coincide with the left edge of a w.”

STRATUM 2: Prefixes and roots put together

. ) ) o’ o o
» Adjoin prefixes to a higher w-node: JIN JIN goom /1 /1IN
w(O-ANCHOR-c[w,L]) > w(FTBIN), w(*w) P R I o e

. .

e 7] b '

STRATUM 3: Suffixes added
w

» Hiatus resolution: w(*VV) > w(CRrisPEDGE[w]) > w(*V_V/lar) m prefix oot N :

» Nasal place assimilation: w(SHARE(PL)nc) > W(IDENT(PL)) w

» Nasal substitution: w(CE[w]) + w(NC) > w(UNiIFormiTY) > w(CE[w]), w(NC) /q)

» Vowel epenthesis: w(FTBIN) + w(CE[w])/w(UNIFORMITY) > w(DEP(sEG)) > w(FTBIN), w(CE[w]), w(UNIFORMITY) o o 0;% ‘o

(10) O-ANcHOR-olw,L]: “Assign = for an output o-node a the leftmost edge of a w, whose input correspondent L; L; SO n k;‘,;
o’ is not at the leftmost edge of the input correspondent of w.” (McCarthy 2000: 184) prefix  prefix root suffix

» Adjust prosodic structure:
ALeN-R(w,d); w(FTBIN) > w(EXHAUSTIVITY)
» No nasal assimilation:
w(IDENT(PL)) > W(SHARE(PL)NC)
» (Stem) reduplication

(11)  CrisPEDGE(w): “Assign = for every w-node dominating an element that is linked to a prosodic category
external to that w-node! (1td6 & Mester 1999, Pater 2001)

(12) Intervocalic peak hierarchy: *V_V/lar » *V_V/obs » *V_V/nas » *V_V/I » *V_V/r » *V_V/V
(Uffmann 2007: 461)

Nasal place assimilation and nasal substitution

Within morphemes (6a) and across prefix-root (6b) and prefix-prefix (6c) boundaries, nasals
agree in terms of place of articulation with the following stop or affricate (L81: 60).
(6) Nasal place assimilation (L81: 32, 60, 72; S&S10: 129, 251-252, 263)

a. [‘ambil] ‘totake’ ['indah] ‘beautiful’ ['&andsi] ‘promise’ ['tingil ‘tall’
['pimpin] ‘tolead’ ['ganti] ‘to change’ ['kuptfi] ‘key’ ['mugkin] ‘possible’
*[md,mt,md,m{f,mk,mg,nb,np,nds,ntf,ng,nk,nbpp,nd,nt.ng,nk,nb,np,nd,ntnds.nt]

‘gold’ ['&uwal] ‘to sell’ (pv)

‘to become golden’ [man'dsuwal] ‘to sell’ (av)

‘big’ ['duwa] ‘two’

‘to become big’ [man'duwa] ‘to be ambiguous’
‘magnification’ [par'duwa] ‘half’

[mamparba'sar]  ‘to enlarge’ [mampar'duwa]  ‘to halve’

Across the prefix-root boundary, nasal substitution applies instead when the root-initial
segment is voiceless (Pater 2001: 171).

(7) Nasal substitution (L81: 106-107; S&S10: 1005-1006)
['pilih] ‘to choose’ (Pv) ['sapu] ‘broom’
[ma'milih] ‘to choose’ (av) [ma'papu] ‘to sweep’

['kunig] ‘yellow’

[ma'nunig] ‘to become yellow’
Both processes fail to apply between two suffixes (8a), across the root-suffix boundary (8b),
and between a root and a reduplicant (8c) (L81: 104).

(8) No nasal assimilation or nasal substitution (L81: 36, 104, 106; S&S10: 74, 109, 769, 818; MB)
‘food’ (['masak] ‘to eat’) [pi'lihan]

[ ‘my food’ [pili'hanku]
['bagan] ‘sketch’ [ra'kan] ‘associate’
[manba'gankan] ‘to sketch’ [ra'kanku] ‘my associate’
[

[

a. [ma'sakan]
masa'kanku]

‘choice’ (['pilih] ‘to choose’)
‘my choice’

b.
c. [mamba'kenkan] ‘to make well-known’ [tar'poton] ‘cut into pieces’
mambakenba'kenkan] ‘to make more well-known’  [terpoton'potopg] ‘cut into small pieces’

Vowel epenthesis

Another process that ignores suffixes is optional vowel epenthesis repairing subminimal
roots: [mam'bom] ~ [mana'bom] ‘to bomb’; [psm'boman] ~ [pana‘boman] ‘bombing’ (Kao 2015).

Comparison with alternative approaches

EXCLUSIVELY PROSODIC CONDITIONING WITH EXPANDED PROSODIC HIERARCHY

(Inkelas 1989; Downing 1999, 2006; Kao 2015) P-Word

» Nasal assimilation prohibited across the right edge of the P-Root.

» Separate metrical hierarchy governs stress.

7 The lack of vowel epenthesis with [tar-], [bar-] and no prefix (e.g. %oot
[bar'cat] ‘painted’ vs. [mana'cat] ‘to paint’; S&S10: 185) is unexplained. —

7 So is resyllabification with epenthetic but not underlying vowels: pon obom an

NN N N1/

[manatiekna'tfek] (‘to check’; S10: 18) vs. [manpandapan'dap] (‘to stalk’ o c o ©
S&510: 268). )

EXCLUSIVELY PROCEDURAL CONDITIONING

(Scheer 2012, Newell 2018; for glide vs. P-insertion, see e.g. Rubach 2000, C&McC98: 105-106)

7 Ordering paradox: prefixes should not be available when glide insertion applies but suffixes
should; the reverse holds for nasal assimilation.

P-Stem

LexicALLy AND MoORPHOLOGICALLY INDEXED CONSTRAINTS (Pater 2000, 2007, 2010)

» Glide insertion as the default hiatus resolution strategy; prefixes and reduplicants as excep-
tional non-undergoers: *MULTLINK-V pger, *MULTLINK-V ¢, (glottal-stop insertion as ‘last resort’)

» Suffixes and reduplicants as exceptional non-triggers of nasal assimilation: *MULTLINK-PLgy,
*MULTLINK-V g5, (nasal assimilation within reduplicants — B-R correspondence?)

» [man] and [pan] as exceptional triggers of nasal substitution: NCrsp, NCpop; [par] as an excep-
tional non-undergoer: UNIFORMITY 5, (this predicts a different repair in /man+par/?)

7 Prefixes as exceptional non-undergoers of stress assignment: *STRESSpeer?

7 Unexplained: vowel epenthesis insensitive to the presence of suffixes
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Abbreviations

AV Active Voice C89 Cohn (1989) MB Mike Berger (personal communication)
PV Patient Voice C&McCg98 Cohn & McCarthy (1998) McC&P93 McCarthy & Prince (1993)

Sl Standard Indonesian L81 Lapoliwa (1981) S10 Sneddon et al. (2010)

S&S10 Stevens & Schmidgall-Tellings (2010)



