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On Limiting the Form of Morphological Rules:
German Umlaut, Diacritic Features, and the'Cluster—Constraint"

Richard D. Janda

University of Arizona

. This paper presents a critical examination of three currently-
proposed formal constraints on morphological rules, in the light of
varied evidence from several languages--but primarily from German
Umlaut-data. I first discuss a limitation suggested by McCarthy,
and provide additional support for Lieber's claim that this con-
straint is overly restrictive, and thus cannot be maintained. Sec-
ond, however, I demonstrate that another, weaker constraint proposed
by Lieber, herself, is likewise too restrictive, in that it rules-out
well-motivated morphological rules in various languages. Third and
finally, though, I suggest a (novel) coundition of my own,which seems
to be tenable limitation on the form of rules of morphology--a con-
straint on the use of diacritic features.

The background of this discussion is the major focus of re-
search, within the current boom of generative morphology, which cen-
ters on the ‘question: 'How severely can the formal operations per-
formed by morphological rules be constrained?". Some such restric—
tions are obviously a priori desirable, and they are also empirical-
ly justified, given that numerous logically-possible types of mor-
phological processes do not seem to occur, in the world's languages.
For .example, there are absolutely no reports of word-formation rules
that spell-out one category by reversing the order of all segments
in some other category, or by affixing (-)op- before every vowel in
the original--although such operations are easily imaginable, and,
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indeed, occur in children's language-gamesS. Thus, as a bold start
toward this goal of restricting the formal nature of morphclogical
processes, McCarthy 1979:357-358, 1981:405 has proposed the extreme-
ly-strong limitation given below, in (1):

(1) Morphological Rule Constraint (MRGC)
ALL morphological Tules are of the form A-»B/X, where
A is a single element or zero and B and X are (possi-
bly null) strings of elements.

The effect of this MRC is, of course, .to exclude, from the set
of possible word-formation processes, all those operations which can
only be described transformationally. In 1ine with this, McCarthy
1981 is, in fact, largely devoted to presenting an elegant and in-
sightful account of Arabic verb-morphology which obeys the MRC.
This treatment involves modifying and extending to morphology, many
of the principles of nputosegmental Phonology''-—principles by-now
so familiar that T will forgo discussing them, here. (For details,
see——for example-—Goldsmith 1976/1979, and Clements and Ford 1979.)
The essence of McCarthy's system lies in the equating of morphemes
(or the segments composing them) with individual autosegmental
tiers. Thus, segments of morphemes are npelodic'' eiements, just as
tones can be, while the ”melodz"—bearing units are the C's and V's
of a "prosodic template', oT gkeleton'--parallel to tome-bearing
segments. Lf one supplements these assumptions with the associa-
tion-conventions of Autosegmental Phonology--modified, slightly, to
accomodate certain peculiarities of morphology——then various trans-—
formational effects can be achieved, in word-formation, without any
need to invoke the full power of morphological transformations.
Thus, McCarthy's vwputosegmental Morphological" (or "Prosodic')
framework does not allow expression of a process which, say, reverses
the order of all segments in a form, but does allow the straightfor-
ward statement of an operation like ndiscontinuous gemination” in
Arabic, as in (2), below (cf. McCarthy 1981:397 [(3&)al):

(2) lst-"binyan" erfective—active samam ' oisoned':
P saman 'p
M 'perfective active'

a

™ .
Viyp '(1st ”binzan")'

V=)

Mm 'poison’

Now, McCarthy 1979, 1981 .intends his MRC to hold, not only for
Arabic, or even pan-Semitic, but for all languages. As an extremely—
restrictive potential universal, it certainly deserves testing
against a wide cross-linguistic range of phenomena--and, indeed, Lie-
ber 1980:234, 236-246 has already matched it’up against Tagalog re-
duplication. Her conclusion, however, is that, although the formal-
ism of Autosegmental Morphology can be made to work "mechanically',
in such cases, it still,in actuality, implicitly requires extra ma-
chinery involving transformational power, in order to do so. And,
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For these data, there isn't any obvious non-ad hoc way to
treat the metathesis-rule involved,autosegmental—morphologically——
but only transformationally, as shown--and so it appears that the
MRC does not even hold for Semitic. On the other hand, this conclu-
sion has been disputed, by McCarthy (personal communication), who ar-
gues that the metathesis in (&), above, is not a morphological process,
but only a morphologically-conditioned phonological one--perhaps more
cogently-put: a rule of allomorphy (cf. Aronoff 1974/1976:98-99 et pas-
sim), which does not spell-out (or realize) a morphological category,
but merely alters (here: rearranges) the realization of such a cate-
gory, after it has already been spelled-out. In response to this ob-
jection, there are a number of refutatory responses to be made.
First: while is undeniable that the Akkadian(/Hebrew) passive/itera-
tive—metathesis lies near the border betweenphonology and morpholo-
gy, it seems fairly clear that it is on the morphological side. An-
derson's 1975 and Sommerstein's 1977 typology of sound-structural
rules, for example, classifies as "morpholexical" any such rule that
refers to morphological (or lexical-class) features; in this classi-
fication--which is necessary, to account for a wide range of phenome-
na, and imposes strong constraints on both phonology and morphology——
there simply can be no such thing as a morphologically-conditioned
phonological rule. That rules of allomorphy pattern with morpholog~
ical rules (rather than with phonological ones) is shown by, e.g.,
the fact that neither of them is subject to Howard's 1972:94 "(Weaker)
Crossover Condition" (whereby the focus of a rule camnot be separated
from its determinant by another potential focus)--which does, however,
hold for phonological rules, proper. Anderson 1979:12-13 discusses
the differential applicability of this condition, and provides an ex—
ample of a rule of allomorphy which is not subject to it: in Abkhaz/
Abaza (Northwest-Caucasian family), personal-pronominal r-prefixes to
verb-stems are dissimilated,to d,before E—initial stems—--but not be-
fore (only) other r-prefixes——and this process can apply to more than
one r-prefix, thus leap-frogging other such prefixes, as it were.
Hence, if McCarthy's MRC does not hold for rules of allomorphy, then
it does not hold for all morphological rules, but can at most be a
constraint on only a subclass of them (= non-allomorphy-rules). -Sec-
ond, however: even this weakened putative domain of validity for the
MRC can be shown to .be in error, for there exist morghological me—
tathesis-rules which are not rules of allomorphy. Thompson and Thomp-
son 1969 discuss two of these in some detail, especially one from
Clallam. 1In this Straits-language of Coast Salish, one of the major
aspectual distinctions--"'actual'/'"non-actual" (= similar to Slavic
imperfective/perfective, respectively)--is marked by metathesis, for
a large class of verbs: e.g., ZkWu-t ~ Zuk¥W-t 'throw (subject-con-
trol) non-actual ~ actual'. When roots occur in the 'reduced grade'
(i.e., vowelless), preceding stressed suffixes, the metathesis per-
mutés the stressed suffix-vowel with a following (solely-)consonan-
tal suffix, if there is one: e.g., ti’kw—i—t~...‘~ td kY-t-i-...
'grasp - persistently (subject-control) non-actual ~ actual'. - In
Rotuman (an Oceanic language of the Austronesian family), on the oth-
er hand, metathesis marks the aspectual category "incomplete phase"
(vs. "complete'), among other things: e.g., pure ~ puer 'rule (com—
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plete ~ incomplete phase)'. (For both these languages, consult
Thompson and Thompson 1969, and references there, for further details.)

In the face of such evidence, it can only be concluded that
morphological rules of metathesis exist (both of allomorphy, and oth-
erwise), and, thus, that word-formation processes require the trans—
formational power needed to perform such operations-—contrary to the
MRC. But metathesis is not the only type of counterexample, to that
proposed constraint: certain reduplication-processes are also prob-
lematic (--ones in language(-familie)s other than Tagalog and Semit-
ic), and discontinuous processes of affixation and/oq internal
change that require morphological-transformacional analysis are per—
haps the clearest violations of it., To present extensive exemplifi—
cation of either or both of these two kinds of phenomena would--giv-
en the great amount of space that autosegmental-morphological repre-
sentations take-up (cf. (1), above)--clearly preclude any discussion

"of other topics, in this paper (e.g., Lieber's proposed constraint,
and my own), and so I must limit myself to schematically outlining
the issues involved (and thus suppress the much fuller discussion of
these topics which I presented orally at the NELS-XIT Meeting) As
regards reduplications problems for the MRC arise whenever the asso-
ciation of C's and V's (n a template)with the segments of a morpheme
does not proceed blindly, from left to right (or vice versa), but, in-
stead,skigs—over certain certain consonants, say, of that morpheme.
Thus, in Sanskrit perfect-stems (cf. Halle and Vergnaud 1980:92-93,
and references there), stV- does not reduplicate as the expected stV-,
but as tV-, for example. In Autosegmental Morphology, this can be
handled only by either allowing exceptions to the otherwise-valid
assoclation-conventions, or else positing a special ad hoc deletion—
process, to remove the (association with the) non-reduplicated seg—
ment(s)--after normal association has been completed. While it is

violation of the MRG (as would be entailed by positing a morpholog-~
ical transformation), it is also the case that such analyses rob the
MRC of much of its content—-by circumventing it, and allowing exactly
the type of surface-patterns of word-formation that it was originally
formulated to rule—out. With many discontinuous morphological proces~
ses, however, it is not even obvious that such evasive analytical moves
are available. 1In the Amerindian language Chickasaw (Muskogean fami-
ly), for instance, negation of non-future verb-forms is achieved by
simultaneously performing the following changes, on the (positive) verb-
stem: (1) prefixation of ik-; (2) insertion of glottal stop, after

the penultimate vowel of the stem (as long as only a single consonant
follows), and (3) replacement of the last vowel, by —o. Thus, the ne-
gation of losa 'it's black' is iklo?so, e.g., and that of iBanu 'he
knows it/how' is iki@a?no. I must leave it to the reader to verify
that this discontinuous negation-marker cannot be treated, autosegmen—
tal—morphologicallx as an unassociated continuous morpheme, to be
linked appropriately by the usual association-conventions——for the
reason ‘that, depending on the order of association, the result in-
volves segments either associated in the wrong order, or else left un-
associated. Furthermore, one cannot reassociate 15—...—1—...—2 with
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a single general template, for the non-future negative, since differ-
ent verbs will require different templates: e.8., losa goes with
VCCVCCV, but iBanu, with VCVCVCCV--and Eomanomgo-li 'he's talking -
to us' (negative ikEomanomEo?—lg), with VCCVCVCVCCVCCV. And the on-
1y way to determine which template is appropriate for which verb, in
the non-future negative, ig——of course-—to analyze the individual seg-
ments of the (positive) verb—stem: an operation which obviously re—
quires transformational power. The Chickasaw-case shows, then, that
even Autosegmental Morphology cannot avoid (the equivalent of) trans-—
formational morphological rules something like: [+ VERB, + NEGATIVE,
-~ FUTURE] /&CV(C)/ > / _1_1513_224/ (cf. Kempler and Thomas-Flinders 1981).

And, since it is precisely rules that violate conditions on
rules which falsify such conditions, it is.clear that word-formation=
al processes like the Chickasaw, Sanskrit, Rotuman, Clallam, and Ak-
kadian ones, above, falsify the MRC. That constraint is simply at odds——
in its over—restrictiveness——with the richness and variety of morpho-
logical rules found in huwman languages. Rather than disregard a large
number of seemingly well-motivated rules of morphology, then, we must
reject the MRC—-though for somewhat different reasons than those for—
warded by Lieber 1980.

Now, Lieber, herself--after dismissing the MRC (as we have just
done)-—makes a proposal of her own, for limiting the power of ‘morpholog—
ical rules. She argues that, while transformational operations must be
allowed, in such rules, they form part of a larger class of word-forma-—
tion processés on which heavy constraints can be placed: the class of
nstring-dependent rules. As opposed to rules of prefixation, suffixa-
tion, circumfixation, and stem—allomorphy, these rules must analyze the
internal composition of stems to which they apply. Lieber argues that
all string—dependent rules are subject to a conjunctionm of six condi-
tions which severely limit their operation-—-and conversely, that these
six conditions determine which morphological operations can have string-
dependent form. I will refer to this requirement (that all string-de-
pendent rules should exhibit the same cluster of six properties) as
the "Property-Cluster Constraint'", or just nCluster—Constraint'—-my
term, not Lieber's. '

The Cluster-Constraint is motivated as follows: After conclud-
ing that reduplication in Tagalog can be insightfully described only
as a'lexical transformation’'not in any way conforming to (the spirit
of) Autosegmental Morphology and the MRC, Lieber 1980:246-270 investi-
gates the rule's further properties, in some detail. She discusses six
significant characteristics of Tagalog reduplication, which she then
summarizes (pp. 270-271)--that rule is: (1) "strictly local'; (2)
"triggered" (by certain affixes, after their affixation); (3) non—category—
changing (by itself-—associated category-changes must be attributed to
the affixes just mentioned); (&) ”Eervasive" (i.e., it recurs, as the
same formal operationm, in a variety of morphological constructions); (5)
"structure-preserving' (since it need not be analyzed as affecting la-
beled bracketing), and (6) semantically-neutral, or —empty (i.e., it
is not associable with any unique semantic representation, across the
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constructions in which it appears). Since this is a rather unusual
group of properties to find-together, in a sin le operation, their con-
junction seems more than coincidental, and Lieber concludes that it is
not, in fact, an accident. Rather, this clustering of characteristicg——
or at least most of it--follows, Lieber 1980:311-317 argues, from her
model of the lexicon, and its word-formation rules. Thig model envisions
a "permanent lexicon' containing all and only morphemes, listed in lex-
ical entries with information about their: morphological insertion-
frames; syntactic category, subcategorization, argument—structures, and
also semantic representation. But string-dependent rules like Tagalog
reduplication are not allowed, in Lieber's theory, to contain or intro-
duce such information, because they are not treated as morphemes. Gon-
sequently, they cannot have any associated semantics of their own (which
yields property 6, above), nor can they have any effect on syntactic
category-status {property 5). Not being purely phonologically-condi~
‘tioned, they can be triggered only by affixes (property 2). And, since
Lieber's model orders all string-dependent rules, in a block, after all
affixational rules—-which have exclusive power to create bracketing—-it
follows that Tagalog reduplication must be ”structure—preserving" (prop-
erty 3).

The model in question does not actually require '"pervasiveness"
(property 4), for string-dependent rules; it only predicts that, lack-
ing characterization for idiosyncratic syntactic and semantic informa-
tion, such rules "might be available for a wide range of functions...[:

- for] repeated appearance in [both] derivation and inflection...[; for]
noun, verb and adjective morphology" (cf. Lieber 1980:314-315——emphasis
added). And strict locality (property 1) is admitted, by Lieber, not to
follow from the core of her theory of lexical morphology. But, in any
case, Lieber 1980:311-317 (especially 316-317) believes it a signifi-
cant consequence of her theory that at least five of the six clustering
properties of string-dependent rules can be predicted by placing only
three constraints on such processes: (1) they cannot be assigned lex-
ical-entry information; (2) they are ordered, in a block, after "Mexi-
cal-structure' (or affixational) rules, and cannot affect bracketing,
and (3) they must be local. (Since requirement (2), here, actually has
Ltwo parts, it would be more accurate to say that Lieber's model pre-
dicts five clustering properties, for string-dependent rules, at the
cost of four stipulated constraints on them.) Now, since Lieber's
1980 theory of lexical morphology motivates the application of the
Cluster-Constraint to Tagalog reduplication by virtue of the latter's
being a string-dependent rule, it follows that all string-dependent
rules should obey the Cluster-Constraint. And, pursuantly, Lieber
1980:272-311 presents a lengthy treatment of one other morphological
process, in support of her clustering-requirement for string~dependent
rules: namely, German Umlaut. She argues that this operation—-a
string-dependent rule of radically~different (i.e., non-transformation-
al) type—-exhibits the requisite cluster of Six properties identical to
those of Tagalog reduplication. Since the only two string-dependent
Processes investigated by her in any detail both obey the Cluster-Con-
straint, Lieber then generalizes the restriction touniversal applica-
tion, and claims that its otherwise—unexpected properties constitute
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strong support for her model of word-formation processes.

I will now attempt to show, however, that a close(r) considera-
tion of both known and new facts about Modern High German Umlaut forces
one to quite different conclusions, about it, from Lieber's: this proc-
ess exhibits at most two of the properties which Lieber 1980 attrib-
utes to it, and this mot-at-all-isolated fact requires the rejection
of both the Cluster-Constraint and the theory of (lexical) morphology
which entails that restriction. The case against identifying the
properties of Umlaut with four of those demanded by the Cluster-Con—
straint begins with the fact that the process is not strictly-local.

It is simply factually-untrue that, as claimed by Lieber 1980:290-

291, 311, an affix "never triggers umlaut on [a] stem vowel... in

cases where another vowel intervenes between that vowel and the um-
laut trigger". There exist numerous nouns, verbs, and adjectives——
some of which Lieber, herself, cites (e.g., on p. 278)—-where Umlauter
and Umlautee are separated by schwa: e.g., Biuer-lein 'little farmer',
thimmer-n 'to hammer'?) miitter—iich 'maternal’, jammer~Llich 'lamentable’.
Neither of the two most plausible alternatives to this conclusion is
particularly appealing: On the one hand, an analysis with epenthetic
schwa has been suggested (e.g., by Wurzel 1970--and, following him,
Lieber 1980), but certain schwa-containing syllables never alternate,
with schwa-less ones (except in unnaturally-rapid speech)--e.g., the
-er in Bauer(-) 'farmer'--and the existence of minimal pairs like Wei-
hel 'veil® ~ weil ‘because' frustrates any general epenthesis-rule for
alternating schwas in forms like Trémmel-chen 'little drum' (cf. tromm-
le 'I drum'). On the other hand, it is admittedly possible-—in the
framework of current '"Metrical Phonology" {cf., e.g., Hayes 1980, Halle
1980-MS, and references there)--to stipulate that intervening schwas

in these cases are not "projected", and so ensure that Umlauter and Um-—
lautee are, indeed, adjacent, in the relevant representation.s However,
in the absence of any general constraints on what can or can't be left
unprojected, such an analytical move would be completely ad hoc. Not
only might it create more problems than it solves; it definitely would
reduce the strict-locality condition on string-dependent rules to vacuity.

But, also, second. Umlaut is mnot always triggered by affixes. *In
the standard language, there exists a sizeable number of nouns whose on-
1y overt sign of pluralization is Umlaut: e.g., Viter 'fathers', Bdden
tfloors', Kgfel 'apples', Miitter 'mothers'. There is little enough
possibility of arguing for a plural schwa-suffix, here, but there is ab-
solutely none at all, in the many dialects that have only Umlaut-mark-
ing of monosyllabic plurals: cf. éﬂiﬂ 'swans' (Swiss German: Kesswil),
Zaeft 'shafts' (Swiss German: Entlebuch), hent 'hands' (Yiddish), etc.
1t should be mentioned, in this regard, that Lieber 1980:296-297, 310
(e.g.)=-in discussing the triggering of Umlaut--allows it to be trig-
gered by a feature [+ U] (for Umlaut) on stems, as well as by affixes
bearing that feature(-value). This step allows one to continue to
maintain that Umlaut is (always) triggered, but it also evacuates the
content of the notion "triggered”, and so is unacceptable. A true con-
ditioner of Umlaut must be more than a mere indicator on a stem to the
effect that the rule applies to it.
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Next, it is, thirdly, untrue that "Umlaut never by itself chan-—
ges category in word formation", as argued by Lieber 1980:309. Spe-
cifically, Umlaut perfomms a change from noun (or adjective) to verb,
in derivative-pairs like the following: Hammer 'hammer' (N[oun}) -~
himmer— 'hammer' (V[erb]), nass 'wet' (ADJ[ective]) ~ niss- 'wet'
(V), Rache 'revenge' (N) ~ rich- 'avenge' (V). Lieber 1980:305-308
treats such apparent ‘morphological conversion' as actually involv—
ing lexically-listed pairs of stems, differentiated solely by the
presence of the feature [+ U], on the verb. The members of each pair
are then related by the''conversion relation" (or redundancy-rule)
N[/ADJ] <+ V, which "requires phonological identity of nouns[/adjec-
tives] and verbs" (cf. p. 305). Although the feature [+ U] triggers
Umlaut, that is, it is not supposed to thwart this requirement of
phonological identity--e.g., for forms like Schmuck 'decorationm'

(N) ~ schmick- 'decorate' (V) (= Schmuck  ~ schmuck-. [+ U]), Futter
1feed' (N) ~ fiitter— 'feed' (V) (= Fatter, ~ futter— [+ U]). But

such an evasive mameuver not only violates the spirit of the catego-
ry-change prohibition, for string-dependent rules; it also represents
a classic case of the phonological (ab)use of diacritic features (cf.
Kiparsky 196871973:16). Such an anachronistic alternative is, likewise,
not an acceptable option.

Fourth, finally, and perhaps most importantly, German Umlaut is
(contra Lieber 1980:309) not really "a pervasive rule ... that appears
over and over again in [exactly] the same form in word-formation proé-
esses'’s That is, Lieber does, it is true, formulate a single rule of
(roughly) V = [-back]/[+ U], which is triggered by the feature(-value)
[+ U], found on any of the many German suffixes that occur with Um-
laut. But Umlaut cannot, in fact, be analyzed as a single unified
rule, or even rule-schema, because at least some of the various Um-
laut-processes associated with the suffixes in question have differ-
ent structural descriptions, and such rules obviously cannot be col-
lapsed, with one another. Thus, for example, neither comparatives nor
superlatives of adjectives can Umlaut their stem-vowels over inter-
vening schwa——-in fact, they can Umlaut only if monosyllabic-stemmed.
Nor ean they Umlaut if their stem-vowel is the diphthong /au/. These
conditions, though, are obviously not shared by other deadjectival
or by denominal and deverbal formations, even for identical or nearly-
identical stems: cf., e.g., braun-er/*briun-er "browner' vs. brdun-
lich 'brownish'; laut(e)r—EE/*léut(e)r—gz 'purer' vs. l1juter-n 'to
purify', and mag(e)r—er/*mig(e)r-er "leaner' vs. Migen 'stomachs'.
Furthermore, as first emphasized by Wurzel 1970:115 et passim, the
same stem can undergo the Umlaut-process associated with one suffix
while being an exception to the Umlaut that usually accompanies anoth-
er suffix: e.g., contrast Birte 'beards', bartig 'bearded' with, not

only Arme 'arms' and -armig " __armed', but also Biische 'bushes', buschig
'bushy’, and Tage 'days', -tégig '- days long'. This is all further evi-

dence against analyzing Umlaut as a single process: there are incon-
trovertible reasons to posit at least two Umlaut-rules, then, and no
real grounds for not positing far more than that (= ca. 30)%

The conelusion to be drawn from these various points is a far-
reaching one: Modern High German Umlaut—-far frombeingone unitary rule,
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or rule-schema, factored out-of over twenty word-formation processes
(as [+ U])——is actually a fragmented set of similar changes, each I
built-into one of these twenty-plus rules. 1In a sense, then, there
is no isolable Umlaut, as a string-dependent rule-—except where it
isn't associated with any suffix, as seen earlier: in the N/ADJ ~ V
conversion-pairs, above. Otherwise, Umlaut is just the string-depend-
ent internal-change part of morphological rules that simultaneously
add suffixes to stems——1like, e.g., [+ ADJECTIVE, + COMPARATIVE}/C VG /
/C [V, -back]C +er/, and [+ NOUN, +DIMINUTIVE]/X(V)VC (eC ) -.°—>°
7X(W)[VS - back]C (8¢ Y+chen/ (where [COMPARATIVE] and [DIMINOTIVET i
should be considere s—yr?tactic and semantic features, respectively), But thig |
then means that each of these suffixation-cum-Umlaut operations is a
string-dependent rule. And, since many of these individual rules |
only spell-out one category of German, with a unique suffix--Umlaut i
plus -chen, forug;ample, only indicates 'diminutive'—-it thus follows
‘that the language has many string-dependent morphological rules that
are not pervasive, not semantically-empty, not triggered, and not
strictiy-local. At least one such rule is category—changing, and
most of the rest--since they include addition of bracketing, with o
their suffixes--are non-structure-preserving. These many string-de—
pendent processes of German, in short, act exactly like Lieber's lex—
ically-listed morphemes—-in near-total contradiction to the predic-
tions of her model of (lexical) morphology. And, as discontinuous
operations of internal change plus suffixation, potentially separated
by a vowel, these rules are not susceptible to treatment by the asso-
clation-conventions of Autosegmental Morphology, and so must be stated
in transformational format——in stampeding violation of the MRC. All
at once, then, disintegrated and incorporated German Umlaut shows that
both the Cluster-Constraint and the MRC are overly restrictive--and,
hence, to be rejected, in the face of their inability to account for ) i
the varied wealth of formal morphological operations in natural lan- |
guages. 1 say languages, because the German case is by no means iso- |
lated: we have, in fact, already seen a-parallel example, in the proc— |
ess of Chickasaw non-future verb-negation, above. }
|

i

Now, this is, on the one hand, a very negative conclusion, since
losing the MRG and the Cluster-Constraint means that some other mecha- |
nism(s) will now have to be found, to rule-out exploitation of the defi- [
nitely-needed morphological transformations in ways that are not found
(and do not seem likely to be found), in human language—-to block, e.g., total \
order-reversal, or Op-op~op insertion, as we mentioned earlier. How-
ever, on the other hand, the above discussion of Umlaut does point to [
one way to constrain morphological rules. The use of diacritic features i
Tike [+ U] is not motivated by any other considerations, in grammar,
than a desire to trigger certain morphological operations, after one :
has factored such processes out-of other rules. In Janda 1982, though, ‘
I discuss the striking evidence which exists suggesting that there is,
in fact, a cross-linguistic preference for identical formatives/proces—~
ses to recur, in a language's morphological rules—-especially when [
these rules cannot be unified, or collapsed into schemata. Furthermore, {
it is clear that--as opposed to features like [+ PasT], [+ DATIVE], and (
[+ PLURAL] (which are relevant for, e.g., government, case-marking, and 1

|




é

151
ON LIMITING THE FORM OF MORPHOLOGICAL RULES

agreement )—-diacritics like [i U] certainly play no role in syntax.

it can, thus, only be a large step forward--at least as regards limiting the
strong generative capacity of grammars--to adopt a comstraint on the
form of morphological operations which will have the effect of exclud-
ing from such processes any and all features that lack syntactic, se-
mantic, or phonological motivation, and so I will conclude this paper”
by proposing (5), below:

(5) Diacritic-Prohibition
No word—formation rule may refer to any feature which
is not independently required by some principle, rule, or
representation in syntax, semantics, . or phonology (proper).

FOOTNOTE

For comments—-both positive and negative--regarding this paper made
at the NELS-XII Meeting, I am grateful especially to Rochelle Lieber,
John McCarthy, and Tracy Thomas-Flinders, but also to Steve Frank,
Paul Kiparsky, and Alec Marantz. For helpful remarks made before and
after the Meeting, I am also indebted to Steve Anderson, Stuart Davis,
Dick Demers, and Dick Oehrle. And my apologies to anyone Itve forgotten.

Further support for my analysis of German Umlaut is presented in

Janda 1981, and more extensive discussion of all the issues raised here
will be given in Janda (in preparation). For an articulated theory of
morphology alternative to Lieber's "Lexical Morphology" and McCarthy's
Autosegmental Morphology, see Anderson 1977, 1981 and other papers in
Thomas—-Flinders (ed.) 1981, as well as Thomas-Flinders (in this volume)——
all of which depart from the start made by Matthews 1972, 1974.
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