20
19

Yuri Kleiner

THE PRIVILEGED POSITION A QUARTER CENTURY LATER

In 1973, I was fortunate enough to be among the first to hear Anatoly Liberman's talk on stress, which he gave at the Institute of Linguistics in Leningrad (now St. Petersburg). In the same year, two articles were published, one in Russian and one in French (Liberman 1973a, 1973b); later, the theory became the basis of Liberman's book on Germanic accentology (Liberman 1982). 


The audience of Liberman's 1973 lecture consisted of members of The Phonological Seminar that he organized in 1972 and headed until his emigration in May 1975.1 The idea of the Seminar was to study the major phonological theories, both classical and contemporary, as well as to discuss the research conducted by its members.


The intellectual context of Soviet phonology since the late-1950s and especially after the publication of the Russian translation of N.S. Trubetzkoy's Grundzüge der Phonologie (1960) was largely created by the ideas of the Linguistic Circle of Prague and, in diachronic phonology, those of André Martiné. In Leningrad, these ideas had been accepted and developed mainly by the School of Diachronic Phonology created by Mikhail Ivanovich Steblin-Kamenskij, who was the mentor of many phonologists and students of the Germanic languages all over the country (he was the advisor of Anatoly Liberman's first dissertation).


Liberman's Seminar did not concentrate on any particular theory, school or trend in phonology; its members, concerned mainly with Germanic phonology and dialectology, were adopting and adapting the ideas that were most concordant with their research. The material it was based on was conducive to the shift of the focus to segmental prosody, as it was later called by Yuri Kuz'menko (1991:14), that is, syllable structure and syllabification rules, rather than segmental phonemes or suprasegmental features, that characterize individual segments or combinations of these. Such an approach is most directly connected with Liberman's idea of stress, therefore his theory has never ceased to be in the center of the Seminar's attention. Accepted generally, it engendered new problems which, for many years, have been discussed by the members of the Seminar, both among themselves and in correspondence with the Seminar's founder.


I gained an additional piece of luck (this time, shared with a considerable portion of mankind) with the fall of the Iron Curtain. In 1996, I was able to spend five months at the University of Minnesota and, at last, discuss the many questions which, for years, had troubled me and my colleagues in St. Petersburg, and, as it turned out, had been a thorn in Anatoly Liberman's side as well. Thus instead of obtaining straightforward answers (which I had not expected), I had a unique opportunity to share my doubts with the person who was responsible for them. Since the theory might seem too unsophisticated to many scholars who still prefer to regard stress as a mysterious force responsible for the distribution of vowels and their evolution, I thought it appropriate to present a summary of these doubts and the musings that followed the discussion of each problem, either connected with the theory in general or with certain implications of it. 


Liberman's idea is indeed simple. Accentology has traditionally concerned itself with the form of stress, namely, the 'degree of force with which a sound or syllable is uttered' (Jones 1972: §909) or, more generally, prominence due to length, pitch, etc. (Gimson 1989: §9.2). Such an approach equates linguistic stress and its phonetic correlates. The priority of stress with regard to segmental phonemes has always been taken for granted. This follows, for instance, from N.S. Trubetzkoy's remark that in Bulgarian all vowel phonemes are differentiated in accented syllables between consonants, while in unstressed syllables the oppositions u - o, i - e, and a - ă are neutralized (Trubetzkoy 1939:217-218), or Ilse Lehiste's similar observation concerning Russian (Lehiste 1970:141).


Liberman's theory offers a different interpretation of the same. According to him, stress, for example, in Russian, is a ‘privilege’ of a syllable, that allows a greater choice of vowels to be opposed in it. The more vowels that are opposed in a syllable, the more characteristics are required to distinguish them. It is only natural that vowels should be longer, louder, and more intense where more of these can be opposed, than in a position with a diminished vowel set (see Liberman 1982:25-26). In this situation, the function of phonetic stress is to support the paradigmatic opposition of vowels and the syntagmatic contrast between the maximal and minimal sets, rather than create either of these.


This is the essence of Liberman's theory. It had its predecessors,2 but he was definitely the first to reverse the cause-and-effect order of the form and function of stress. Given this interpretation, linguistic stress, as a property of a position depending on its functional yield, becomes connected with all the other levels of language. At the same time, phonetic stress (force of utterance, tone movement, etc.) should be distinguished from all these levels.


Accentology in general has opposed (phonetic) stress to the units of segmental level (phonemes), as extending over more than one segment. Yet a combination of phonemes also includes more than one segment. Therefore syllables are often classed with pitch, duration, etc. N.S. Trubetzkoy's prosody, for example, besides prosodic units or prosodemes (syllables), includes ‘differential prosodic properties’ (pitch, intensity), that characterize prosodemes, and the properties based on the type of contact between the nucleus and the following phonological element (Trubetzkoy 1939:179).3 Those theories which admit that the syllable is a linguistic unit proceed from the assumption that the syllable is a bearer of stress, tone, etc. (cf. Hjelmslev 1936:266, 270). This leads to a vicious circle, for the linguistic function of these phonetic elements is not obvious. If stress is imposed upon a syllable, it should affect all its components. In practice, however, only vowels are divided into 'stressed' and 'unstressed'. If, on the other hand, stress or its absence is a position that admits a certain set of vowels, such contrasting positions can be described only as vowel-consonant combinations. Being a combination of variable elements, syllables, unlike phonemes, do not (cannot) have an invariant form. (This is another reason why establishing the functional nature of the syllable is so problematic.) But combinations of phonemes are subject to constraints (rules) which are invariant, as rules should be, and so are the syllable types. The constraints therefore will include Trubetzkoy's prosodemes based on the type of contact, for they are responsible for the structure of prosodic units and, hence, the segmentation of the speech chain into these (syllabification). But differential prosodemes will constitute a separate level. For this reason, the two terms should be separated: for instance, 'prosody' can be used to describe combinations of segmental elements, while 'suprasegmentals' can be restricted to the elements that are not yielded by any kind of segmentation.


The significance of the syllable may be different in different languages. In Russian, for instance, the two sets of vowels, /a/, /e/, /i/, /o/, /u/ (= stressed) and /a/, /i/, /u/ or even /i/, /u/ (= unstressed) are admitted both in open and in closed syllables, cf. MAXIMAL SET (a) open syllables: /a/, noská ‘(of) a sock’; /e/, (o) belké ‘(of) yolk’; /i/, dní ‘days’; /o/, oknó ‘a window’; /u/, tolpú ‘a crowd (acc.)’; (b) closed syllables: /a/, bánka ‘a can’; /e/, bélka ‘a squirrel’; /i/ míčman ‘a naval NCO’; /o/, bóčka ‘a vat’; /u/, búdka ‘a booth’; MINIMAL SET (a) open syllables]: (/a/) bánkA ‘a can’, (/i/) sótnI ‘hundreds’, (/u/) pláčU ‘(I) am crying’; (b) closed syllables (before soft consonants): (/i/) pEn'ká ‘hemp’, (/u/) kUl'túra ‘culture’. Moreover, a vowel belonging to either of the sets can be syllable-initial or stand after a consonant: Antarktída ‘Antarctic’, bAndit ‘bandít’, Indígo ‘indigo’, bIntý ‘gauze bandage’, Untý ‘fur boots’, bUntár' ‘a rebel’ (similarly in stressed positions). As a result, Russian has practically no syllabification rules: syllabification in bel-ka ‘a squirrel’ is conventional, for be-lka is equally possible. So, the syllable in Russian is a mere unit of utterance and prosody is practically equal to phonotactics. 


In Russian words, one stressed (‘privileged’) position contrasts with one or more unstressed positions. It is fairly easy therefore to establish the sets of vowels in variously privileged syllables, for example, pora ‘time’, pory ‘of the time’, etc. (see Liberman 1982:25) or even in polysyllabic words, paroxod ‘a steamboat’ (vs. piromanija ‘pyromania’, parusa ‘sails’, etc.). A similar procedure is not possible, for instance, in the English word attitudinarian, for in English the contrast is ‘gradual’: a word may have at least two positions characterized by a certain degree of privilege and, consequently, at least two stresses, primary and secondary. (Some authors (Trager 1941; Newman 1946; Kingdon 1958; Cygan 1971; Hill 1961) admit more degrees of stress in English (primary, secondary, weak). Various stresses or various degrees of prominence are defined on the basis of characteristics belonging to different levels: tonic/strong/unreduced (primary stress), strong/unreduced (secondary stress), unreduced (tertiary stress), or the absence of all of these characteristics (weak stress) (cf. Kingdon 1958:8; Cygan 1971:101). Here, any degree of stress is connected with the quality of a vowel.


 It is no coincidence that Liberman begins his analysis of English stress with the unstressed position. According to him, a stressed and an unstressed position in English are opposed as one not permitting the weakening or reduction of the vowel to [(] and a position that permits it; in Liberman's example, the first and the second syllable in asphalt [æsfælt] respectively (Liberman 1982:25).


The term reduction may describe different phenomena and processes, such as (a) allophonic variation: (1) several schwas, each representing a reduced ‘full vowel’ (cf. Biršert 1940), (2) one schwa as an allophone of all ‘full vowels’ in the unstressed position (Erdeli 1960) or (3) as ‘the surface reflex of many different underlying vowels’ (Halle – Keyser 1971:29); (b) phonemic variance: full vowel(s)/schwa; and (c) a diachronic process leading either to (a) or to (b). Indeed, schwa is closely connected with the absence of stress (whatever is meant by it) and vice versa the absence of stress is associated, first and foremost, with schwa. But the a priori ‘weakness’ of the neutral vowel implies that a ‘full vowel’ is a signal of stress (cf., for instance, Kuz'menko 1991:6-7). In this context, the term ‘reduction’ adds another ‘tag’ to non-stress and a contradiction to the theory. Besides, an unreduced vowel can be found in unstressed syllables, itself being a signal of tertiary stress. On the other hand, American English admits the neutral vowel in the first syllable of hurry and in the second syllable of encourage, which are definitely not unstressed.


‘Privilege’ (or ‘non-privilege’) is a property of a position, rather than its individual constituents. Therefore neither a vowel nor even a certain vowel set necessarily means stress or its absence. In the Old Germanic languages, for instance, similar processes took place both in ‘accented’ and 'unaccented' syllables, provided there were conditions for them. Thus /e/ and /æ/ in OE -ehte (OHG -ohti) -estre (< æstre < -astri) were a result of i-umlaut (Campbell 1959: §339), while breaking was limited to the position /(C)VCC/ which, in final syllables had been destroyed by morphological unification. Phonemically long vowels, as, for example, in mora-counting languages, make a syllable long 'by nature', but at the same time, they presuppose the existence of syllables ‘long by position’ and segmentation different from that of languages which do not have morae. Therefore a long vowel in a final syllable in Old High German or Gothic did not automatically make the syllable stressed, since this position may not have admitted the opposition of the three types of prosodic structures, /(C)V-/, /(C)VC-C/, /(C)VCV-C/, indicative of stress. Similarly, the stress ~ non-stress contrast in Norwegian and Swedish is based on the opposition /V:/ - /VC:/ which is limited to root syllables. A reduced vowel in the second (unstressed) syllables of Norwegian words may be an additional signal of the absence of stress, but this does not mean that the stressed syllable is marked two times, as Liberman has suggested in 1973a (p. 72). In other words, the stressed position is a combination of elements that take part in the syntagmatic contrast plus the conditions for the existence of these features, for example, the maximal set of vowels as such (as in Russian); the maximal set of vowels, the opposition /long/ ~ /short/ being determined by the following consonant (as in Swedish and Norwegian); /(C)V-/: /(C)VC-C/:/(C)VCV-C/, opposed in roots, but not in suffixes or endings (as in the Old Germanic languages); etc.


Ideally, the contrast between the two positions (privileged and non-privileged, stressed and unstressed) implies that most of the features that characterize the former should be neutralized in the latter. That is, the unstressed position is a position that does not take part in morphological oppositions within a word or syntactic oppositions within a sentence; for this reason, it need not be a bearer of sentence or word phonetic stress and it is not characterized (or is minimally characterized) by the suprasegmental features (loudness, length, etc.) normally found in the stressed position. The only characteristics it retains are those necessary and sufficient to support the existence of the position itself. While the stressed position implies the maximal set of vowels opposed in it, the ideal unstressed position should have no vowel at all, but have prominence sufficient for accentual contrast with a position that has a vowel in it. No contrast exists between, for instance, /i/ and /st/ in list, but /bi:/ and /kn/ in beacon can be interpreted as stressed and unstressed respectively. The only feature they have in common is [+syllabicity], which does make the second syllable the weaker of the two.4

In English, consonants that can become syllabic after an obstruent are definitely /l/ and /n/ (Jones 1972: §213-215); some authors admit the syllabicity of /m/ (Akin 1958:96, n. 4; Gimson 1989: §5.5) and even /ŋ/ (Kenyon 1958: §88; Abel 1962:106-113). In many cases, /-CR(/ alternates with /-C(R/ (where R stands for any syllabic consonant).5 Because of this, some authors interpret syllabic resonants in English as [(R] in all instances, which means that /R(/ = /(R/ (see Trager – Bloch 1941:232; Bloch – Trager  1942:50).6 In words like nationalism ([næ(n(lizm] and [næ(n(lizm]), however, a morphological boundary between [(] and [n] (nation-al-ism), shows that [(] does not constitute a monophonemic combination with the preceding consonant. A syllable boundary after [(], [næ(n(-lizm]), suggests the same with respect to the following resonant (now syllable initial).7 This means that [(] here is a representation of a separate phoneme that alternates with the absence of a vowel sound. 


The ability to form a syllable that resonants share with vowels is a problem of instrumental phonetics.8 To us, the limits of the contrasting positions and, hence, the boundaries of the syllables, are more important. To determine the right-boundary requires another syllable after the one in question, (/(C)VCRV/). In Russian, where resonants can also be syllabic this procedure destroys a syllable. The addition of another syllable to a word with a /CR/ ending results in a shift of the boundary (re-syllabification); the resonant (now syllable initial) loses its syllabicity and the word remains dissyllabic, cf. Piotr /p'otR/ ‘Peter’ Pe-tra (or Pet-ra) /p'itra/ ‘Peter's (gen. sg.)’. A similar process takes place in such English words as trifle [traifl] or tumble [t(mbl], cf. tri-fling, with a boundary after the diphthong, and tum-bling, with an interconsonantal boundary, (fl- and bl- being normal word (= syllable) initial combinations, cf. fling, bliss). This does not happen, however, in crippling, which can only mean that the /R/ does not become syllable initial, either by itself or in combination with /p/. This means that, as in cripple, it remains part of the same syllable as the preceding obstruent, and the left boundary is neither after /p/ (*[krip-liŋ]) nor before it (*[kri-pliŋ]). The latter is accounted for by a close contact between /p/ and the preceding checked vowel (/i/), which implies a boundary within the consonant, /kri[p-p]/ (Kruisinga 1947: §56). Normally, this type of syllabification is found in an intervocalic position where resonants behave as other consonants do, for example in better and ballot. Tautosyllabicity of /l/ in crippling suggests a close contact between it and the preceding obstruent and a boundary within the resonant, /kri[p-p][l-l]iŋ/). The length of the resonant also speaks in favor of this. Normally, English consonants are longer when preceded by short vowels (Jones 1972: §881), that is, in a syllable with a close contact between the vowel and the consonant. Post-consonantal resonants too are longer when they are syllabic. As Daniel Jones has noted, 'the l of ['pirkli] is much longer than the l of ['kwikli] (quickly)’ (Jones 1959:136).


An epenthetic schwa between an obstruent and the following resonant implies a boundary after the (free) vowel and a loose contact between it and the following consonant. The opposition of /CR(/ and /C(R/ syllables (close ( loose contact) is indicative of the correlation of syllabic cut, and this correlation is the prosodic minimum underlying syllable structure and syllabification in Modern English. 


Syllables are units of utterance that probably occur in all the languages that have phonemes and need a vowel for the phonation of a consonant. In English, the majority of consonants cannot exist without vowels. But only some of the vowels can function on their own (long vowels and diphthongs = free vowels); there are also vowels (checked) that require a consonant after them. The phonemic status of these vowels is not clear. Indeed, the fact that one of the members of the contrast between the two positions need not contain a vowel suggests that accentual contrast in English is based on syllables rather than syllable nuclei. This means that syllables constitute a separate level which is segmental, because syllable boundaries, like those of morphemes and words, on the one hand, and of phonemes, on the other, depend on segmentation (= syllabification) rules. The chief prosodic structure in English is /CVC/, where two types of syllables are opposed, /(C)V-C/ and /(C)VC/, that accommodate two kinds of vowels. In dissyllabic words, some vowels (free) are admitted only in a /CV-C(V)/ syllable (treaty), while others (checked) are limited to /CV[C-C](V)/ (pity).


Besides syllable boundaries, dissyllabic words may have morpheme boundaries which coincide with the boundaries of the syllables only when the morpheme/syllable ends in a vowel (go-ing). In all other cases, the syllable boundary either remains within the intervocalic consonant (lacking) or it separates the last consonant of the first morpheme (ba-king, ben-ding). In polysyllabic words (which, as a rule, are polymorphemic), segmentation into syllables and morphemes also dissects a word into similar complexes, cf. desti-nation and satis-faction.


When a morpheme ends in two or more consonants, the last consonant becomes syllable initial within the second morpheme, cf. advan-tageous, decom-posable, diphthon-gization, (the same is true of some consonant groups, elec-tricity). It should be noted that syllabification may depend on consonant clusters that follow the syllable nucleus (as in languages with phonotactic prosody, like Russian), but only to a certain extent. In metempsychosis, for instance, the boundary is after /p/ (metemp-sychosis), since ps is impossible syllable initially; demonstrability can be syllabified demon-strability (for /st/ is a normal syllable initial cluster) or demons-trability or even demonst-rability. But domestication can only be domes-tication (not *dome-stication), for /e/ here indicates that the syllable is closed.


Each of the complexes can be further divided into syllables, but it is not divisible into meaningful units. It is not necessarily an entire word therefore, but a morpheme that admits contrast between the two sets of vowels. Then, despite a more complicated syllabification, the procedure of establishing the two sets of vowels in such complexes is similar to that used in Russian. Morphemes ending in two or more consonants normally have a checked vowel (and a close contact) in the final syllable, /elek-trisiti/ electricity. But the /(C)VCC/ sequence also admits a loose contact (and a free vowel) in this position, as in accountant and appointee. It should be noted that two consonants, though conducive to a close contact position, do not necessarily create it; a contact, either close or loose, exists between the nucleus of a syllable and the consonant that follows it immediately. (This is what differs languages with the correlation of syllabic cut from languages with syllable leveling, where /V:C:/ (or V:CC/) is impossible.) The addition of another consonant does not affect this relationship, cf. (dine – ​dining, but dined, work –working, but worked, etc.). So, bind or appoint can exist in a language with the correlation of syllabic cut, although the type of contact between the nucleus and the following consonant in such words can be established only by analogy with the truly open syllables that have these vowels as nuclei (time – timing, toil – toiling). Thus, a complex to the left of the boundary may have more than one syllable admitting two types of contact, and hence, more than one privileged position per contrasting unit.


In desti-nation, diplo-matic, and the like, the last syllable does not admit the opposition of syllables with a different type of contact. This is what makes the position between the two morphemes a weak one. Only a loose contact is possible here and, hence, the conditions that allow only for free vowels (a reduced set).9 In principle, all free vowels are possible in this position, cf. /a:/ incarnation, /(:/ exploration, /(:/ expergatorial, /ei/ dila-tation, /((/ exteriority, /((/ bacteriologist, etc., but the vowel set remains minimal, for it is limited to one type of vowels. In reality, however, the most frequent vowels here are /(/, /i/, and /u/: explO-ration, distrI-bution, simU-lation. If the type of contact determines the nature of a vowel in a syllable and not vice versa, then the two types of syllables create two mutually exclusive contexts and the vowels opposed in them are combinatory variants. In this situation, the absence of a vowel sound in a close-contact syllable (/CR(/) is in complementary distribution with the neutral vowel in /C(R/. The complementary distribution of [(] and the absence of a vowel sound may account for the gravitation of the neutral vowel towards weak positions.


In British English, [(] may be in allophonic variation with [r] (see Kleiner 1977). Then [r] (and [(]) fall in the same category as /i/ and /u/ that have both a vocalic and a consonantal allophone (/[i] ~ [j]/), /[u] ~ [w]/) and are also most frequent in unstressed syllables. But the [i] ~ [j] and [u] ~ [w] variation is optional ([piænou, pjænou] piano, [mjutju(l, mjutjw(l] mutual), while [(] and [r] are in complementary distribution. Consequently, the latter are combinatory variants. Unlike the interchangeable optional variants, they depend on a position in which they occur. This may be another explanation of the 'weakness' of the neutral vowel, even as compared to /i/ and /u/.


American English does not show the same symmetry. Although /i/ and /u/ also have both vocalic and consonantal allophones, [(] and [r] represent separate phonemes. Yet, the three vowels are similar, although in a different way: they all can be grouped into pairs consisting of a checked and a short free vowel: pIt – pitY, destI-nation, pUt – valUe, repU-tation, hUrry – conglO-meration. It is not impossible that the long free vowels [i:], [u:], and [(:] belong to these groups too, as allophones of the /i/, /u/, and /(/ phonemes respectively. But problem of the relationships between free and checked vowels generally is more important and more complicated. Other English vowels cannot be grouped in the same way; they are either free or checked not only by position, but also by nature. Therefore they are in complementary distribution with regard to syllable structure.10 Practically all the classifications based on phonemic minimal pairs disregard the prosodic correlation that underlies the distribution of English vowels and, for this reason, are incomplete and even incorrect.11


The fact that American English admits [(] in stressed syllables is another proof that the privilege of a syllable is not determined by its nucleus alone. The neutral vowel can belong to the maximal set of vowels, that is, it occurs in the positions where two types of syllables are opposed. But it is invariably the part of the smaller set, that is, it occurs in a prosodically deficient position. 


Relationships similar to accentual contrast within words or morphemes also exist between the elements of larger linguistic structures. In blackboard, for instance, the contrast is between two morphemes within a word, neither admitting a substitution as in a black (vs. yellow) board (two words). (Even if morpheme substitution were possible here, for example, *a yellowboard, the latter, as a blackboard, could be brown, red, or green.) The units within which contrast between the two positions (privileged/unprivileged) is created are determined on the basis of the number of elements opposed in them and, in the last analysis, the meaning of these elements (and the entire unit). The same procedure establishes the boundaries between the units and the nature of the boundaries: word boundaries (a black board) and morpheme boundaries (a blackboard). This procedure is one of the central issues of the descriptivist theory, where stress (a secondary phoneme) is one of the features that distinguishes a compound word from a word combination (cf. Bloomfield 1966: 232). In Henry Lee Smith's example, lighthouse keeper ‘a keeper of a lighthouse’ has the accentual pattern 2-3-1 (secondary – tertiary – ​primary); in light housekeeper ‘a houskeeper who is light’, it is 1-2-3 (Smith 1956:37). Both phrases contain four morphemes, three of which admit re-arrangement, acting either as a separate word or within a compound (bi-morphemic) word. Each morpheme except -er may acquire a primary or a secondary stress either in these or other contexts, cf. primary: light (housekeeper), 'light(house), 'house(keeper), ((light-house)'keeper; secondary: (light(house 'keeper), ('light) (house(keeper), ('house) (keeper. The elements that have a tertiary stress in (light)house (keeper) and (lighthouse) keeper, have a secondary stress in 'lighthouse and a primary stress in 'house(keeper. The generativist approach, which uses a similar procedure (cf. labeled brackets ( boundaries), describes secondary, tertiary, etc. stress as the weakening of primary stress by one degree (Chomsky – Halle 1968:16 – 21; Halle – Keyser 1971: 15). It is not obvious, however, whether the cycle is unidirectional (from a stronger to a weaker stress).12 Various degrees of stress indeed indicate the significance of the contrasting elements. But so do the boundaries between them, cf. light/-house//kee-p/er or light//house/-kee-p/er, where ‘/’ is a morpheme boundary, ‘//’ a word boundary, ‘-’ a syllable boundary, and ‘/-’, a boundary of a morpheme and, simultaneously, of a syllable (‘//-’ in English is possible only in the case of linking r, for example, /bet(/-r//(nd/ better and). These boundaries indicate the choice of paradigmatically opposed elements within them, light(~ heavy) housekeeper, light(~beer)house, etc. (see above). The change of accentuation also reflects segmentation into contrasting units. Strictly speaking, stress is not necessary, if we know the boundaries between or within the words (cf. Garde 1968:9). Both the units within which a contrast between the two positions (privileged/unprivileged) is created and the contrasting positions themselves, can be determined on the basis of segmentation alone, as well as word, morpheme and syllable boundaries. Words like ['trænsp(:t] and [træns'p(:t] transport (s.v)., for example, are distinguished primarily because of their function and the place in a sentence.13 (In addition to its use in modern printed or written texts, this procedure is used in the analysis of texts in dead languages.) This segmentation represents three types of syntagmatic contrast: between syllables within a morpheme, between morphemes within a word, and between words within a sentence.


It is not until a unit is actually uttered that potentially stressed positions acquire the characteristics associated with stress (in English, primary or secondary). As in the case of vowels opposed within a syllable, the greater is the number of opposed elements the more features are required to distinguish them.


A certain accentual pattern will not necessarily coincide with the accentuation indicated by a pronouncing dictionary. For instance, examination, which has the pattern /(–'–/ when isolated, becomes /'–'–/ or rather /(–(–/ in The examination was over, when the ‘pitch prominence of the word primary stress is lost in connected speech’ (Gimson 1989: §9.02). If primary stress is a combination of pitch prominence and the force of utterance (see above), we could say that, in this case, it becomes secondary, but only phonetically. What takes place here is similar to experiments in search of the 'leading component of stress', when all its correlates except one (pitch, force of utterance, length, etc.) are excluded (see Wallin 1901; Pike 1945: Bollinger 1955; Mol – Ulenbeck 1956). Yet, these experiments are unnecessary, for the same re-arrangement of the correlates of stress takes place naturally, for example, in (un'born and an 'un(born 'child (Marchand 1956:37). This does not mean of course that the force of utterance in stress is stress itself, but simply that one degree of (phonetic) stress is sufficient to support the (linguistic) contrast between morphemes at the word level. In housewife (lighthouse, etc.) even this is not necessary, for the contrast is indicated by the boundary. In housekeeper, with a similar morphological structure, the second morpheme has two contrasting units (kee-per) separated by a syllable boundary, therefore the contrast between this unit and the first morpheme is supported by stress. (This is possibly why stress gravitates toward syllables with checked nuclei, which do not have a clear-cut boundary between them and the other member of the contrast.) When a word, either simple or compound, contrasts with other words in the sentence, another component is added to support the contrast; in this case, it is pitch which is a characteristic of primary stress. (In terms of rules, the inclusion of a word into a longer speech chain (with the addition of boundaries) would mean ‘stress strengthening’, rather than ‘stress weakening’, and hence, a ‘stress strengthening rule’.)


As accentual variation of the (exami(nation ~ (exami(nation type shows, stress is not an absolute value, but a reflection of contrast, either between morphemes within a word, when it is secondary, or words in a sentence, when it is primary. Every word, potentially, is part of a larger context where it can contrast with other words, (John, run!, John runs, etc.). As Leonard Bloomfield has pointed out, ‘A form like John or run, mentioned in the abstract, without any specification as to final-pitch is, properly speaking, not a real linguistic form, but only a lexical form’ (Bloomfield 1966:168). An isolated word (as in a dictionary) represents all its grammatical and lexical contexts. At the same time, it should reflect all possible utterances (utterance patterns), in which the word can be found. For instance, the indication that a word is a verb or a noun delimits the phrases in which it can take part, as well as its position with respect to the other words in the phrase or sentence. This specifies the possible intonational contours of the phrases and the stress (or stresses) and accentual variations in the word. Theoretically, the indication of the part of speech makes the indication of stress (= specification of final-pitch) redundant. But the contexts, though overlapping, are not identical, for they belong to different levels. As the verb transport is potentially part of different sentences, so the form trans'port, with its suprasegmental characteristics (intensity + pitch), is a segment of various utterances. A citation form, as in a dictionary, is therefore an ‘average’, as it were, of forms taken from different contexts. (It would be incorrect to say therefore that a word changes its accentuation in an utterance, for there is no invariant accentual pattern of a word.) When words are juxtaposed within a sentence, the suprasegmental characteristics of their contrasting peaks make up the accentual contour of the utterance, that is, intonation which, in an utterance, performs a function similar to that of grammar in a sentence.14 It follows then that, at least, in English, (suprasegmental) word stress is sentence stress, if by sentence we mean utterance. 


Accentual variations also take place within an entire utterance. They are more or less automatic when they reflect differences in grammar, as in transport (v.,s.). Rhythmical variations, when one of the two potential stresses is materialized, as in 'sardine 'sandwiches and a 'tin of sar'dines (Jones 1972: §932), are less regular. Morphemes and words that have two equally privileged positions (Constanti-nople, asphalt) usually have variable accentuation, /(k(nstænti'-n/ - /'k(ns,tænti'-n/; /'æsfælt/ /æs'fælt/, but in this case the shift of stress is practically unmotivated. 


Each time, a stressed position, that is, a syllable that will contrast with the other peaks in the entire unit, is predictable. So is a possibility of accentual variation in morphemes and words with more than one equally privileged and, hence, potentially stressed positions (an(tago'nistik and /'–(–'/, 'asphalt and as'phalt). In each instance, peaks coincide with one of the privileged positions. Within a morpheme, the succession of strong and weak positions can be fixed as in a metrical foot, cf. -ation (trochee), -ility (dactyl), or in prefixes: agri- , manu-, etc. Both in dissylabic and monosyllabic prefixes the syllable and morpheme boundaries coincide, cf.: sub-editor (not *su-beditor). Whether monosyllabic prefixes are stressed or not, depends on their semantic weight: 'mis'rule, but mis'fortune. Dissyllabic prefixes are normally stressed as separate words; accentuation may vary depending on the context, 'agriculture ~ (agri'cultural, 'manuscript ~ (manu'facture, etc.


The succession of words within a sentence, although it is not absolutely fixed, also follows one of several patterns. As a result, unprivileged positions too become stable both within a word and within a sentence. Since the neutral vowel is normally associated with unprivileged (= weak, unstressed) syllables, it sometimes replaces a 'full vowel' in such positions. This takes place, for example, in weak forms, as well as in words like accede, both /æk'sid/ and /(k'-/. As a result, two forms emerge that have a more or less equal status; therefore the alternation of vowels in them should be regarded as free variance.


Variable forms are relatively new in English: weak forms did not appear until the New English period; forms like accede both /æk'sid/ and /(k'-/. are even newer. As G.F. Arnold remarks, in weakly stressed positions ‘Fortis (= full vowel ​Yu. K.) is nowadays readily replaced by Lenis (= reduced vowel, /(/, /i/, or /u/ - Yu. K.) and antagonistic, ostensibility, etc. ‘are now sometimes (italics mine - Yu. K.) heard with Lenis /(/’ (Armstrong 1957:245). It will not be incorrect to say therefore that the process is diachronic. It is similar to schwa penetration to the positions of a decreased functional yield, that have taken place throughout the history of the Germanic languages. In our case, however, the decrease of functional yield is not connected with the desemantization of a morphological element or the loss of its function. If schwa replaced full vowels in all weak positions, this would mean the establishment of the correlation of stress (although qualitative). But in present-day English, vowel replacement has taken place only in some words. Since a loose contact is possible before two consonants (see above), the neutral vowel in such words does not destroy the correlation of syllabic cut in the English language in general. (Forms, in which syllabification clearly indicates the type of contact, prevail.) Even in these words, the alternation full vowel ~ schwa depends on such factors as the rate or even an individual manner of speech. It is neither automatic nor regular, or even necessary. (An idiolect that does not use weak forms or forms with the neutral vowel in weak positions is also possible.) This process can indeed be called reduction (if by reduction we mean any replacement of a vowel by schwa), but this notion has a very limited significance for accentology, and even less so for Liberman's theory of stress. 


The main principle of the theory manifests itself at all levels: vowels contrast within syllables, syllables within morphemes, morphemes within words, and words within sentences. From the point of view of accentology, these elements are prosodemes, since (1) they are subject to segmentation rules and therefore belong to the segmental level; (2) at the segmental level, they contrast with each other within larger structures; (3) in an utterance, the contrasting elements become the bearers of suprasegmental features supporting the contrast. In each case, it is the number of paradigmatically opposed elements that determines the nature of the syntagmatic contrast and the type of accentuation necessary to support it.
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Notes
*I am grateful to Mr. Ari Hoptman of the University of Minnesota for the valuable comments he made upon reading the manuscript.

1. The Seminar continued under Yuri Kuz'menko until the late-1980s. Throughout this period, contacts were maintained between the Seminar and its founder.

2. In his talk at the seminar, Liberman mentioned, besides the classical works, such as Brücke's and Sievers's, L'accentuation des langues indo-europennes by Jerzy Kuryłowicz, L'Accent by Paul Garde and Akzent und Diphthongierung by Alfred Schmitt. Very close to this idea of stress was M.D. Berger (1955). Also worthy of a notice in connection with Liberman's theory are the works by A.F. Biršert (1940) and N.B. Erdeli (1960), based on the ideas of the Linguistic School of Moscow.

3. Cf. Einar Haugen's view of 1949: ‘... any significant sound feature whose overlap of other features is temporarily correlated to syllabic contour should be called a prosodeme’ (Haugen 1949:282 [Firschow et al. 1972:160]).

4. Cf.: ‘Syllables which have no vowels are automatically unstressable’ (Weinreich 1954:3).

5. Scholars are at variance as to the pronunciation of each particular word ending in   /C(( )R/. For instance, according to Jones (1972a), only [(n] is possible in ribbon and organ, but according to Gimson, these can be [ribn/(n] and [(:gn/(n]; cf. also [midl], [sikn] middle, sicken (Jones) vs. [mid(l/dl], [sik(n/kn] (Gimson) (see Jones 1972: §590; Gimson 1989: §5.5.). For more examples, see Algeo 1975, and Bailey 1974).

6. A similar interpretation of syllabic resonants in German (as biphonemic combinations) belongs to N.S. Trubetzkoy (1939:55). According to Joseph Vachek (1976:302), 'it seems necessary ... to evaluate [l] and [n] (and ... [m]) not as implementations of the biphonemic groups /(l/ or /(n/ (and, possibly, / m/, but simply as allophones, positional variants of the non-syllabic phonemes /l/, /n/ (and, possibly, /m/). 

7. A syllable boundary as a criterion of Polyphonematische Wertung has been suggested by Trubetzkoy (1939:50). However, a boundary can be within a geminate and even a simple consonant (see below). Therefore a re-syllabification is a better criterion here (cf. Gordina 1966). On a morphological boundary as an indication that a combination is biphonemic, see Zinder (1979: 213).

8. According to Daniel Jones (1959:136), ‘In the words with syllabic l and n these sounds derive their syllabic character from their length’. For the discussion of the formant structure and the explanation of the similarity between vowels and liquids (l and r-sounds) see Jakobson et al. 1965:19. 

9. According to Trubetzkoy, checked and free vowels are opposed in languages with the correlation of syllabic cut (free vowels being the unmarked member of the opposition). But the opposition is prosodic, i.e. syllables are opposed in these languages rather than vowels: close contact (syllable) vs. loose contact (syllable). The opposition is neutralized in favor of the latter.

10. Cf.: ‘/i e æ u (/ ... are not exactly phonemes, since they function only as nuclei, rather than the elements of the system in their own right’ (Liberman 1973:122).

11. Much of the inconsistency in the phonological description of English, based on the principles of the Prague phonology, results from the fact that these principles rely largely on the languages with phonotactic prosody, first and foremost, Russian.

12. One of the earliest and most detailed analyses of generative phonology in Soviet linguistics belongs to Anatoly Liberman (1972).

13. According to W.S. Allen (1954:187), accent, both noun and verb, may have stress on the first syllable; cf. also 'conflict, 'contact, escort (s., v.) observed by Arne Vanvik (1961:52-53).

14Cf. ‘La phrase (= utterance, Yu.K.) est une unité de communication actualisée. Elle n'a pas de structure grammaticale propre. Mais elle possede une structure phonique particuliere qui est son intonation’ (Karcevskij 1931:190).
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