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Abstract In arecent paper “Unexceptional Segments” (2012), published in this jour-
nal, Gouskova proposes a new analysis of Russian yers, the renowned Slavic vowels
that show an alternation with zero. This paper investigates the question of whether
Gouskova’s analysis can be extended to Polish yers. Section 1 introduces the basic
data. Section 2 analyzes Polish yers in terms of the framework proposed by Gouskova
(2012) and argues that the analysis falls short of accounting for the full range of the
attested facts. The conclusion is that it is segments rather than morphemes that need
to be treated as special or exceptional.

Keywords Phonology - Lexical exceptions - Indexed constraints - Yers - Slavic

languages - Polish

1 Basic data

Polish exhibits a pattern of vowel-zero alternations, as in oset ‘thistle’ (nom.sg.) —
ost+u (gen.sg.), where e occurs in the nominative singular but not in the genitive
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1140 J. Rubach

singular. Vowels participating in this pattern are known as ‘yers’.! Representative
examples of alternations in simplex forms, i.e., forms that do not contain derivational
suffixes, are shown in (1).

@)) a. masculine nouns

nom.sg. gen.sg. gloss
oset [oset] ost+u [ost+u] ‘thistle’
ocet [otset] oct+u [otst+u] ‘vinegar’

korek [korek] kork+a [kork+a] ‘cork’
kuter [kuter]  kutr+a [kutr4+-a]  ‘cutter’
zydel [zidel]  zydl+4a [zidl4+a]  ‘stool’

b. feminine and neuter nouns

nom.sg. gen.pl. gloss

mask+a [mask+a] masek [masek] ‘mask’
taczk+-a [tatfk+a] taczek [tatfek] ‘wheelbarrow’
torb+a [torb+a] toreb [torep]? ‘bag’

halk+a [xalk+a] halek [xalek] ‘underskirt’
futr+o [futr+o] futer [futer] ‘fur coat’

c. kociot [koteol]®  kotl+a [kott+a]  ‘cauldron’
osiol [o¢ot] ost+a [ost+a] ‘donkey’
koziot [kozot] kozt+a [kozt+a] goat’4

Alternations such as those in (1) are commonplace in derivational morphology, where
they can constitute yer chains, that is, chains involving multiple occurrences of the
e—zero alternation, as shown in (2).

IThe name ‘yer’, spelled with y, is used by Rubach (1984) to distinguish the alternating vowels of Mod-
ern Polish from the historical ‘jers’ of Old Polish. The modern reflexes of the historical ‘jers’ exhibit a
pattern of vowel-zero alternations, but the point is that the pool of words showing this pattern far exceeds
the original ‘jers’. The alternation has been extended to many borrowings. For example, the number of
loanwords exhibiting ‘jer’ behavior in Polish is probably just as large as the number of native words. To
cite one example, the English word sweater has been borrowed into Polish as sweter and has developed
an alternation between e and zero, which characterizes the historical ‘jers’: sweter (nom.sg.) — swetr+a
(gen.sg.).

2polish has active processes of Final Devoicing and Voice Assimilation, as indicated by this and some
other examples cited later.

3The letter # stands for velarized / in Eastern Polish: [t]. Other dialects have a process of Lateral Vocaliza-
tion, which turns [t] into [w] in contexts that do not warrant Palatalization. Here and below, I will use the
transcription [t], which is correct for Eastern Polish. Also, I transcribe soft labials without [j], hence Piotr
‘Peter’ is transcribed [p/otr] rather than [p’jotr]. The former transcription is correct for Eastern Polish, the
latter for other dialects of Polish.

4The alternation between o and zero is limited to the three morphemes enumerated here. The inclusion of
these morphemes in the data set is relevant for the analysis in Sect. 2 because Gouskova’s (2012) theory
that I discuss in that section treats all yer morphemes as exceptions and hence should be able to account
for all cases, including those that do not constitute the majority pattern.

A reviewer asks whether the word koziof ‘goat’ (masc.) could not be analyzed as bimorphemic koz + iof
[koz+ot] because Polish has the word koz+a [koz+a] ‘she-goat’. The answer is negative. Originally, the
-ot fragment of koziot (but not of osio? ‘donkey’ and kociot ‘cauldron’) was the morpheme ef [¢1], but
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2) skobel [skobel] ‘staple’ (masc. nom.sg.) — skobl+-a [skobl+-a] (gen.sg.)
skobel+-ek [skobel+-¢k] (diminutive nom.sg.) — skobel+k+-a [skobel+k+a]
(gen.sg.)
sokobel+4-ecz+ek [skobel+etf+ek] (double diminutive nom.sg.) — skobel+
ecz+k+a [skobel4-et[+k+a] (gen.sg.)

Looking at the data in (1), it appears that the pattern of e—zero alternations could
be analyzed in terms of e-insertion, but this analysis is invalidated by the contrasts
in (3).

3) oset [oset] ‘thistle’ (nom.sg.) — ost+u [ost+u] (gen.sg.)
versus
most [most] ‘bridge’ (nom.sg.) — most+u [most+u] (gen.sg.)
korek [korek] ‘cork’ (nom.sg.) — kork+a [kork+a] (gen.sg.)
versus
bark [bark] ‘shoulder’ (nom.sg.) — bark+u [bark+u] (gen.sg.)
sweter [sfeter] ‘sweater’ (nom.sg.) — swetr+-a [sfetr+a] (gen.sg.)
versus
Piotr [p‘btr] ‘Peter’ (nom.sg.) — Piotr+a [pjotr—i—a] (gen.sg.)

The insertion rule cannot be stated because the context in which insertion should
occur and the context in which it should not occur are identical. For instance, if the
alternation in oset ‘thistle’ (nom.sg.) — ost+u (gen.sg.) is due to insertion, then the un-
derlying representation of oset is /ost/ and e is derived by an e-insertion rule: /ost/ —
[oset]. This cannot be correct because most ‘bridge’ (nom.sg.) — most+u shows no
e-insertion, hence /most/ — *[moset] is wrong.

Analyzing the yer alternation in terms of e-deletion is comparably problematic.
This is documented by the examples in (4) that are minimal or near minimal pairs,
where e’s alternate with zero in some words but not in others.’ The pattern of alter-
nations is unpredictable.

@ oset [oset] ‘thistle’ (nom.sg.) — ost+y [ost+i] (nom.pl.)
versus
kaset [kaset] ‘casette’ (gen.pl.) — kaset+y [kaset+i] (nom.pl.)
ocet [otset] ‘vinegar’ (nom.sg.) — oct+y [otst+i] (nom.pl.)
versus
facet [fatset] ‘guy’ (nom.sg.) — facet+y [fatset+i] (nom.pl.)
kuter [kuter] ‘cutter’ (nom.sg.) — kutr+y [kutr+i] (nom.pl.)
versus
krater [krater] ‘crater’ (nom.sg.) — krater+y [krater+i] (nom.pl.)

historical change altered the vowel from [¢] to [0] and the resultant [ot] is no longer perceived by native
speakers as a suffix. The obliteration of the morpheme boundary is strengthened by the fact that the [z] of
koziot [kozot] is no longer derivable from underlying /z/ since Palatalization cannot apply before a back
vowel. The relatedness between the [z] of koz+a and the [z] of koziot has thus been lost.

5The same pattern is true for the alternation between o and zero in (1c).
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The pattern of yer surfacing and yer deletion in Polish and in other Slavic lan-
guages has been the subject of much debate in the past fifty years. The amassed
literature has an impressive volume, including, inter alia, Lightner (1963, 1965,
1972); Steele (1973); Laskowski (1975); Pesetsky (1979); Gussmann (1980, 2007);
Rubach (1984, 1986, 1993, 2011); Kenstowicz and Rubach (1987); Spencer (1985);
Gorecka (1988); Czaykowska-Higgins (1988); Zec (1988, 2002); Szpyra (1989,
1992); Melvold (1990); Piotrowski et al. (1992); Bethin (1992, 1998); Yearley
(1995); Rowicka (1999); Hermans (1999, 2002); Jarosz (2005, 2008); Halle and
Matushansky (2006); Blumenfeld (2006); Kraska-Szlenk (2007); Steriopolo (2007);
Gribanova (2008, 2009); Bakovi¢ and Pajak (2010), and, most recently, Gouskova
(2012). In general, there is agreement among researchers that the yer pattern in Polish,
like the yer pattern in Russian (for instance, Gouskova 2012), should be analyzed as
deletion rather than as insertion.® The implementation of this idea varies considerably
from one account to another. The shared assumption is that the distinction between
yer vowels and non-yer vowels, called ‘full vowels’, is encoded in the underlying rep-
resentation’ because it is unpredictable which e’s are yers, and hence alternate with
zero, and which e’s are full vowels and hence do not exhibit such alternation. The
surface representation of both e as a yer and e as a full vowel is exactly the same: [¢].

A further assumption is that yers are in some way deficient vowels in the un-
derlying representation. Depending on the author, the deficiency is encoded either
featurally or structurally. In a featural account, yers carry an arbitrary feature that
distinguishes them from other underlying vowels. For example, in Gussmann (1980)
and Rubach (1984), Polish yers are high [-tense] vowels and in this way contrast with
other high vowels, which are [+tense]. In a structural account, the difference between
yers and full vowels is a matter of the skeletal representation. In particular, yers but
not full vowels lack an X-slot or a mora in the underlying representation (for instance,
Kenstowicz and Rubach 1987; Rubach 1986, and Yearley 1995). The common de-
nominator for both accounts is that yers are arbitrary or, to use Gouskova’s (2012)
description, “exceptional” segments. This generalization is challenged by Gouskova
(2012), who proposes that it is not segments but whole morphemes containing yers
that are exceptional. The hypothesis is cited in (5).

®) Whole Morpheme Exception Hypothesis:

There are no lexically exceptional segments—only lexically exceptional
morphemes. (Gouskova 2012:81)

In what follows, I investigate the question of whether Gouskova’s (2012) analysis
proposed for Russian can be extended to Polish. I retain the name ‘yer’ for the alter-

6The literature (notably Rubach 1977, 1985 and most recently Bakovi¢ and Pajak 2010) has identified one
context in which insertion is possible in Polish: the morphemes z ‘from’ and w ‘in’ occurring as prefixes or
prepositions before a stem that begins with an identical or near identical consonant, as in ze+-znac [zeznatg]
‘make a statement’, ze Standw [ze stanuf] ‘from the States’ and we wrotach [ve vrotax] ‘in the gate’. The
stem initial identical or near identical consonant must occur in a consonant cluster because otherwise the
process is inactive, as shown by z zamku [z zamku] ‘from the castle’ and w wagonie [v vagone] ‘in the
carriage’.

"Not only Gouskova (2012) but also Jarosz (2008) does not recognize this distinction. See Footnote 8
below.
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Exceptional segments in Polish 1143

nating vowel, even though, technically, there are no yers in Gouskova’s framework
because the traditional yers are analyzed as full vowels whose featural and structural
composition is exactly the same in the underlying representation and in the surface
representation.®

2 Exceptional morphemes

This section addresses the question of how the Whole Morpheme Exception Hypoth-
esis fares with Polish yers. In particular, it investigates the claim that yer deletion
(that is, e-deletion) is a process that applies in designated morphemes.

According to Gouskova (2012), the driver for yer deletion is the segment inventory
constraint *MID that penalizes the occurrence of [¢] and [0] in the surface represen-
tation. This constraint, proposed for Russian, is directly applicable to Polish because
both [¢] and [o] exhibit yer behavior, as in oset [oset] ‘thistle’ (nom.sg.) — ost+y
[ost+i] (nom.pl.) and kociof [koteot] ‘cauldron’ — kott+y [kott4i] (nom.pl.).9

*MID cannot be allowed to act freely as it would, incorrectly, delete all mid vow-
els, for example, kaset+a [kaseta] ‘casette’ and por+a [pora] ‘season’ would surface
as *kasta and *pra. Consequently, *MID (no mid vowels) as the driver for deletion
must be limited to yer morphemes, but yer morphemes are now represented with
full vowels and hence are non-distinct from non-yer morphemes. Thus, oset, a yer

8Prior to Gouskova’s (2012) paper on Russian yers, a full vowel analysis was proposed for Polish yers by
Jarosz (2008). Jarosz’s idea is that e-deletion, i.e. the deletion accounting for yer alternations, is governed
by the need to optimize inflectional and derivational paradigms with regard to stress placement, a process
that assigns stress to the penultimate vowel. In particular, stress must be kept on the same vowel within the
paradigm. Thus, ost+y ‘thistle’ (nom.pl.), underlying /oset+i/, deletes /¢/ in order for stress to fall on [o],
as found in the nom.sg. form oset [aset]. (Stressed vowels are bolded.) The candidate [oseti] is excluded
by OP STRESS, an Optimal Paradigms constraint (McCarthy 2005) that requires the placement of stress
on the same vowel within the paradigm. OP STRESS is ranked above MAX-¢, a constraint that bans
the deletion of /e/. Morphemes that do not have yers, such as kaset [kaset] ‘casette’ (gen.pl.) — kaset+y
[kaseti], rank OP Stress and MAX-¢ in a reversed way: MAX-¢ >> OP STRESS, so it is better to violate
stress uniformity that to delete the /¢/.

This analysis cannot be correct because yers need to delete in contexts that have nothing to do with
stress. Such contexts are found in both derivational and inflectional morphology. For instance, chaber
[xaber] ‘cornflower’, a yer morpheme, deletes the [¢] not only in chabr+y (nom.pl.), /xaber+i/ — [xabri],
but also in chabr + ow + y /xaber+ov+i/ — [xabravi], an adjective derived from chaber /xaber/. The
adjective has stress on o (since o is the penultimate vowel), regardless of whether the yer has deleted or
not, so the analysis cannot distinguish between the candidate [xabrovi], where the yer has been deleted,
and the candidate [xaberavi], where the yer has been preserved. With stress playing no role, nothing can
compel e-deletion, so the analysis predicts *[xaberovi] as the optimal output, the wrong result.

Similarly, it is predicted incorrectly that yers should be retained in the inflectional forms when the
ending is disyllabic and hence stress falls on the vowel of the ending. Thus, chabr+-owi /xaber+ovi/
and chabr+ami /xaber+ami/, the dat.sg. and the instr.pl. of chaber, respectively, should have the surface
forms [xaberav!i] and [xaberam'i] because OP STRESS cannot compel e-deletion. The problem is that the
attested forms are [xabrovli] and [xabram/i].

In general, stress and yers are unrelated generalizations not only because of the analytical difficulties
presented in the preceding paragraphs. In the Highlands dialect of Polish, stress is word-initial rather than
penultimate. Consequently, the addition of suffixes, both inflectional and derivational, does not influence
stress. Yet, the pattern of yer deletion in the Highlands dialect is exactly the same as in Standard Polish.

9A different process depalatalizes prepalatal /t¢/ to [t] before [1].
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1144 J. Rubach

stem, is /oset/ and gorset ‘corset’, a non-yer morpheme, is /gorset/. The solution is to
mark the morphemes containing yers, but not other morphemes, as visible to *MID.
Technically, this marking is expressed as lexical indexing.

Now the difference between osetr and gorset is clear. The morpheme oset carries
the diacritic index Lex while the morpheme gorset does not: /osety ex/ vS. /gorset/.
More generally, morphemes indexed Lex have the status of exceptions to some gen-
eralization, so yer stems are exceptions because they allow for their vowels to be
deleted. The analysis is not complete yet. We must make sure that /osetyex/ but not
/gorset/ is visible to the *MID constraint. To achieve this end, not only /oset ¢x/ but
also *MID must carry the diacritic Lex, so the actual constraint is *MID¢ ¢ (no mid
vowels in lexically indexed morphemes). *MIDy ¢x cannot simply replace *MID be-
cause we need *MID to generate segment inventories and hence evaluate all mid
vowels, not just the mid vowels in the lexically indexed morphemes. Consequently,
*MID] ¢« is a new constraint, a clone of the generic *MID, now added to the grammar.
The analysis is clear now.

*MIDy ¢« is ranked above MAX-V (don’t delete vowels), and MAX-V is ranked
above the generic *MID: *MID| ¢« > MAX-V > *MID. The effect is that the dele-
tion of mid vowels is limited to the morphemes that carry the index Lex, such as oset,
because violating *MID| ¢ is a greater offence than violating the faithfulness con-
straint MAX-V. The morphemes that have not been indexed Lex in the lexicon, such
as gorset, are not within the jurisdiction of *MIDy ¢x. They could lose their vowels
only by the generic *MID, but *MID has no force because it is ranked below MAX-V.
The tableaux in (6), evaluating the nom.pl. forms ost+y and gorset+y, focus on e
and ignore o, so the violations incurred by [0] are not noted in (6). They are discussed
in tableau (7) below. Dots mark syllable boundaries. '

(6) 1. /osetp ex+1 — [0.sti]

*MIDrex | MAX-V | *MID

a. o.se.ti *| *

= b. o.sti *

ii. /gorset+i/ — [gor.se.ti]

*MIDrex | MAX-V | *MID

= a. gor.se.ti

b. gor.sti *1

The morpheme gorset is not indexed Lex and hence is invisible to *MIDy ¢x. The
optimal output is the faithful form without vowel deletion because MAX-V outranks

10words exhibiting the CeCeC structure, such as mebel ‘piece of furniture’, are discussed in (17) below.
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*MID. Unindexed morphemes are unproblematic, so in the remainder of this section
I focus on indexed morphemes.

The evaluation in (6) ignores o, but this is an oversimplification. Since the fun-
damental claim of Gouskova (2012) is that indexing refers to morphemes and not
segments, it is not only e but also o that is within the purview of *MIDy ¢« because
both vowels belong to the same morpheme. The ranking *MIDp ¢x > MAX-V pre-
dicts that ost+y /oset+i/ should surface as *sty because *sty has no mid vowels at
all, the wrong prediction. The analysis is repaired by introducing a new constraint,
MAX-RT-INITIAL, which prohibits the deletion of root-initial segments.!! Ranked
above *MIDy ¢x, MAX-RT-INITIAL blocks the deletion of o in osty, as shown in (7).
This tableau and the subsequent tableaux ignore the generic constraint *MID because
it plays no role in the evaluation of Lex morphemes.

@) [osety ex+1/ — [0.8ti]

MAX-RT-INITIAL | *MIDi ¢ | MAX-V

a. o.se.ti **|
= b. o.sti * *
c. sti *| **

The analysis thus far does not answer the question of why e is not deleted in oset,
yielding ost. The candidate ost fares better than oset on *MIDy¢x because it has one
rather than two mid vowels. To outlaw the undesired winner *ost, Gouskova (2012)
follows Yearley (1995) and assumes that *“COMPLEX-Coda (no complex codas) is
ranked above the yer deletion constraint *MIDy e.

®) [osety ex/ — [0.8¢t]

MAX-RT-INITIAL | *COMPLEX-Coda | *MIDLcy | MAX-V

= a. o.set i o
b. ost : *1 * *
c. set *| ! * *

MMAX—RT—INITIAL, a positional faithfulness constraint (Trubetzkoy 1939; Beckman 1997; Casali 1997),
refers to the initial segment of the root. A reviewer asks whether a constraint along the lines of MAX-RT-
INITIAL could be postulated to cover the first syllable of the root and whether such a constraint could
take care of the non-alternating mid vowels. The answer is negative. On the one hand, non-alternating
mid vowels may occur in medial syllables of the root, as in paznokie¢ [paznoklete] ‘fingernail’ (nom.sg.)
— paznokc+ia [paznokte+a] (gen.sg.) and pantofel [pantofel] ‘slipper’ — pantofi+a [pantofl+-a]. On the
other hand, alternating mid vowels may occur in the first syllable of the root, as in sen [sen] ‘dream’
(nom.sg.) — sn+u [sn+u] (gen.sg.) and bez [bes] ‘lilac’ (nom.sg.) — bz+u [bz+u] (gen.sg.). Furthermore,
Gouskova (2012) notes that constraints of this type are impossible to implement in OT because a deleted
vowel does not have syllable affiliation.
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1146 J. Rubach

The conclusion is that the deletion of mid vowels is blocked by syllable structure
constraints. Since, given this analysis, syllable structure is relevant, I review briefly
the most important generalizations referring to Polish.

The well-formedness of onsets and codas in Polish is governed by the univer-
sal Sonority Sequencing Generalization (Jespersen 1904; Selkirk 1982; SSG, hence-
forth), which mandates that the sonority of segments should rise in onsets and fall in
codas, with more sonorous segments being closer to the nucleus than less sonorous
segments. '?

) Sonority Sequencing Generalization (SSG)

Stop Fricative Nasal Liquid Glide Vowel Glide Liquid Nasal Fricative
Stop

Assign a violation mark for every sequence of consonants in the same syllable in
which sonority falls toward the syllable nucleus.

As documented in the literature (Rubach and Booij 1990a, 1990b and Bethin
1992), Polish maximizes onsets (10a)'® and obeys SSG with regard to the sequenc-
ing of obstruents and sonorants (10b) but not with regard to the sequencing inside
the class of obstruents, that is, stops, affricates and fricatives can combine with them-
selves or occur in clusters in any order (10c).14

(10) a. kadra [ka.dra] ‘staff’
pasmo [pa.smo] ‘streak’
bitwa [bli.tfa]  ‘battle’

czeremcha [tfe.rem.xa] ‘black cherry’

b. bulwa [bul.va] ‘bulb’
polny [pol.ni] ‘field’ (Adj.)

c. kto [kto] ‘who’ doktor [do.ktor] ‘doctor’
czka¢  [tfkate]  ‘have a hiccup’ paczka [pa.tfka]  ‘packet’
czcionka [tfteon.ka] ‘font’ poczciwy [po.tftei.vi] ‘worthy’
wszelki [ffelki] ‘any’ zawsze [za.ffe] ‘always’
szkoda [Jko.da] ‘pity’ puszka  [pu.fka] ‘can’

The syllabifications in (10b), showing obedience to SSG, raise the question of how
the initial clusters in words such as those in (11) should be treated.

121 OT, this generalization is implemented by means of constraints on permissible margins (Prince and
Smolensky 2004).

13Even though onset maximization is the dominant pattern, the tests reported in Rubach and Booij (1990a)
as well as in Bethin (1992) indicate the possibility of variation in the speech of some informants, so, for
example, VCCYV is sometimes syllabified as VC.CV rather than as V.CCV. The point of importance is that
there is no correlation between this variation and yer deletion. The deletion pattern is exactly the same for
all native speakers and does not show any variability.

14The generalization that Polish does not differentiate obstruents from each other in sonority is in agree-
ment with the sonority scales proposed by Jespersen (1904) and Clements (1990).
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(11D mech [mex] ‘moss’ (nom.sg.) — mch+u [mxu] (gen.sg.)
lew [lef] ‘lion’ (nom.sg.) — Iw+a [lva] (gen.sg.)

len [len] ‘linen’ (nom.sg.) — In+u [Inu] (gen.sg.)

Analyzing parallel examples in Russian, Gouskova (2012) adopts the proposal of
Rubach and Booij (1990b) and Yearley (1995) that SSG offenders are parsed under
PW, the phonological word node, hence mch+u, the gen.sg. of mech ‘moss’ in (11),
has the following representation.

PW

'

(12) m X u

The adjunction of [m] to PW has the desired effect of avoiding SSG violations in the
onset, but the structure is not as optimal as that for words such as sen [sen] ‘sleep’
(nom.sg.) — sn+u [snu] (gen.sg.), where the onset exhibits a perfect sonority slope,
with the sonorant being closer to the nucleus than the obstruent.

In order to distinguish between words such as sn+u ‘sleep’ (gen.sg.) and mch+u
‘moss’ (gen.sg.), Gouskova introduces a new type of constraint called APPENDIX.
In fact, APPENDIX is a family of constraints that penalize the adjunction to PW of
segments occurring in various consonant clusters. There are three such constraints.
I adopt the convention of enclosing in parentheses the consonants that are adjoined
to PW, that is, unsyllabified consonants.

(13) a.  Simple APPENDIX
*(C)C: Assign a violation mark for every unsyllabified consonant
followed by a consonant.'®

b. APPENDIX/COMPLEX
*(C)CC: Assign a violation mark for every unsyllabified consonant

followed by a tautosyllabic consonant cluster.
(Gouskova 2012:101)

c. Branching APPENDIX
*(CO)C: Assign a violation mark for every sequence of unsyllabified
consonants. (Gouskova 2012:101)

In the remainder of this section, I will assume the APPENDIX constraints in (13) and
explore the question of how they fare with the Polish data.

15Rubach (1997) revises the analysis of Rubach and Booij (1990b) and claims that word-initial SSG
offenders must be adjoined to the onset rather than to PW, the reason being that these consonants are not
transparent to the process of Voice Assimilation. I ignore this problem here.

16Gouskova (2012) uses this constraint but does not state it. The constraints in (13b) and (13c) are cited
from Gouskova (2012).
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1148 J. Rubach

The main tenets and claims of Gouskova’s (2012) analysis of yers can be summa-
rized as follows.

(1) Yers are full vowels in the underlying representation, so there is no representa-
tional distinction between yers and other vowels.

(i1) In accordance with the Whole Morpheme Exception Hypothesis, yer deletion
occurs in lexically designated morphemes.

(iii) The designation of yer morphemes is expressed as lexical indexing to a con-
straint.

(iv) Constraints can be lexically indexed to specified morphemes, which means that
such constraints evaluate only these morphemes which have been indexed to
them (Pater 2000, 2006, 2008). An example here is *MID¢¢x, which evaluates
the morphemes indexed as Lex, for instance, /osety ¢/ ‘thistle’.

(v) Lexically indexed constraints are clones of the existing constraints. Thus,
*MIDy ¢ i a possible constraint because *MID is an existing constraint.

(vi) There is no limit on how many lexically indexed constraints can be posited.

(vii) A morpheme can be indexed to any number of lexically indexed constraints.
Since every indexing is an exception feature, a morpheme can be an exception
to the general system of the language in as many ways as is required by the
analysis.

(viii) The process of yer deletion is driven by *MIDy ¢x.

(ix) The full satisfaction of *MIDp ¢ is blocked by *COMPLEX-Coda. Specifi-
cally, the deletion of mid vowels does not occur if it were to create a complex
coda.

(x) OT is extended to include a new family of constraints called APPENDIX con-
straints. Their job is to penalize various configurations of unsyllabified conso-
nants (i.e., consonants parsed under PW) with other consonants. APPENDIX
constraints that are ranked above *MIDy ¢ have the effect of blocking the dele-
tion of mid vowels since offending such constraints is a more serious violation
than offending *MIDj ¢x by preserving a mid vowel.

The remainder of this section explores the consequences for Polish of Gouskova’s
(2012) proposal that I will refer to as Lexical Indexing Theory.

The word mch+u ‘moss’ (gen.sg.), underlying /mexy ex+u/, violates Simple AP-
PENDIX *(C)C because [m] is parsed under PW, as in (12) above. Since this violation
does not block the deletion of /¢/, *(C)C must be ranked below *MIDy .. Recall that
parentheses mean that a segment is unsyllabified, i.e., is parsed under PW.

(14) /mexy ex+u/ — [(m)xu]

SSG | *COMPLEX-Coda | *MIDy« | MAX-V | *(C)C

a. me.xu : *)

b. mxu *1

= c. (m)xu
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To clarify, candidate (14b) has syllabified [m] into the onset, thereby violating SSG
because the sonorant [m] is further away from the nucleus than the obstruent [x].
Candidate (14c) wins, the correct result, because the adjunction of [m] under PW
is a lesser offence than the retention of the mid vowel: *MIDyex >* (C)C. The
problem is that this ranking makes the wrong prediction for words such as those
in (15). A comparison of the forms in the nom.sg. and the gen.sg. shows that these
are yer morphemes (hence indexed Lex) because we see an alternation between e and
Zero.

(15) mebel [mebel] — *mbel ‘piece of furniture’
mebel [mebel] (nom.sg.) — mebl+a [mebla] (gen.sg.)
Nobel [nobel] — *Nbel ‘Nobel’
Nobel [nobel] (nom.sg.) — Nobl+-a [nobla] (gen.sg.)
rober [rober] — *rber ‘rubber’
rober [rober] (nom.sg.) — robr+-a [robra] (gen.sg.)
tokieé [bokiete] — *Ikie¢ ‘elbow’

tokieé [boklete] (nom.sg.) — tokc+ia [Toktca] (gen.sg.)

Word-initial sonorant-obstruent clusters are attested in Polish, as shown by mdfosci
‘nausea’, rdza ‘rust’ and tkac ‘sob’. The outputs in (15) have exactly the same struc-
ture as mch+u in (12), analyzed in (14), so the prediction is that they should be the
attested surface forms, but they are not. The actual forms are mebel, Nobel, rober,
and fokiec.

Evidently, we are looking at a ranking paradox. In order to derive mch+u,
*MIDpex must outrank *(C)C, but in order to derive mebel, the ranking must be re-
versed: *(C)C >* MIDj, so that it is worse to delete the mid vowel in the first
syllable than to violate *(C)C. While a ranking paradox is an argument in standard
OT, it is not in Lexical Indexing Theory. In fact, by definition, ranking paradoxes do
not exist in Lexical Indexing Theory because they are obviated by introducing a new
indexing to a new lexically indexed constraint. The relevant constraint here is *(C)C.
A cloned version of it, *(C)CLex evaluates the morphemes marked Lex for *(C)Cpex,
that is, morphemes such as those in (15).

(16) Simple APPENDIX-Lex

*(C)CLex: Assign a violation mark for every unsyllabified consonant
followed by a consonant in morphemes lexically indexed as
Lex.

Since now there is more than one lexical indexing in the grammar, it is necessary to
introduce integers to distinguish different tokens of lexical indexing. Consequently,
*MIDp ¢ is changed to *MIDp ¢x-; and the same change is made for the morphemes
that are subject to it, hence /osetex/ is represented as /osetpex-1/. *(C)CLex iS re-
placed by *(C)CLex-2, and hence the morphemes that it affects such as /mebely ex 1/
are represented as /mebelf ex-1, Lex-2/ because they are subject to both *MIDy ¢x.; and
*(C)CLex—2~
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Given this extension of the theoretical apparatus, the morphemes in (15) are
not problematic any longer. All that needs to be done is to rank *(C)Cpex above
*MID) ex-1, as (17) shows.

(17 /mebelex-1, Lex-2/ — [me.bel] (no change)

SSG *COMPLEX-Coda #(C)ClLex2 | *MIDpex. | MAX-V #(C)C
= a. me.bel | | wx |
b. mbel | * | § * *
c. (m)bel *| * * *

A further question is what excludes the candidate *[mebl] from /mebel ex-1, Lex-2/-
It is not COMPLEX-Coda because the final sonorant violates SSG, so it is not in the
coda.!” We need a new APPENDIX constraint.

(18) Postconsonantal Simple APPENDIX

*C(C): Assign a violation mark for every unsyllabified consonant preceded
by a consonant.

*C(C) cannot be collapsed with *(C)C because the constraints have different effects
and hence different rankings. *C(C) induces the retention of the vowel while *(C)C
does not: /mebely ex-1, Lex-2/ — [mebel] rather than *[meb(1)] versus /mexy ex-1+u/ —
[(m)xu] rather than *[mexu]. The correct ranking is *C(C) > *MIDp¢x.1 > *(C)C.
The evaluation of mebel now extended to include additional candidates runs as fol-
lows.

(19) /mebelex-1, Lex-2/ — [me.bel] (no change)

SSG | *COMPLEX-Coda | *(C)CLex2 | *C(C) | *MIDLex.; | MAX-V | *(C)C

= a. me.bel ok

b. mbel | *! : .
c. (m)bel * * - .
d mebl | * | ¥ x
e. meb(l) *| * *

17A different argument against placing sonorants in the coda derives from the so-called transparency ef-
fects. For discussion, see Rubach and Booij (1990b) and Rubach (1997).
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The morpheme ‘fog’, mgi+a [mgta] (nom.sg.) — mgiet [mgiet] (gen.pl.), has a
simple analysis. The underlying representation of mgi-+a is /mgiel .1 +a/, and the
/e/ must be deleted by MIDj ¢x-1. The resulting output [mgta] violates APPENDIX/
COMPLEX *(C)CC stated in (13b), so this constraint must be ranked below
MIDj cx-1. To save space in (20) and the later tableaux, I omit *COMPLEX-Coda,
which is irrelevant anyway because we evaluate onsets.

(20)  /mgleh ex1+a/ — [(m)gla]

SSG [ *(C)Crexz | *C(C) [ *MIDpe; [ MAX-V T %(C)C | #(C)CC
a. (m)ge.ta *| _—
b. mgeta | *! *
c. mgta * *
= d. (m)gla P ¥

Equally unproblematic are the morphemes in (21).

21 brew [bref] ‘eyebrow’ (nom.sg.) — brw-+i [brvii] (gen.sg.)

krew [kref] ‘blood’ (nom.sg.) — krw-+i [krfii] (gen.sg.)

pte¢ [ptete] ‘sex’ (nom.sg.) — plc+i [pltei] (gen.sg.)
Looking at the first example in (21), the desired winner [brvli] ‘eyebrow’ (gen.sg.),
from underlying /brevyex-1+i/, deletes the /e/ and hence violates Branching AP-

PENDIX *(CC)C stated in (13c), so this constraint must be ranked below
*MIDLex—l‘

(22)  /breviexi+i/ — [(br)vii]

SSG | *(C)Crexz | *C(C) | *MIDyex | MAX-V | #(C)C | *(€)CC | *(CO)C

a. bre.vi 5 5 *
b. brvi | *! i i *
= c. (bl | s o s P

While the ranking in (22) derives the correct surface forms for the words in (21),
it selects the wrong output as the winner in a large class of words exemplified in (23).
The rightmost columns show that these are yer morphemes (hence indexed Lex-1)
because we see an alternation between e and zero.
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(23) a. feminine and neuter nouns

undesired change in nom.sg. nom.sg. gen.pl.
derk+a [derka]'® — *(dr)ka ‘blanket’ derk+a derek
kolk+a [kolka] — *(kl)ka ‘colic’ kolk+a kolek
pert+a [perta] — *(pr)ta ‘pearl’ pert+a  peret
bert+o [berto] — *(br)to ‘scepter’ bert+o0  beret

b. masculine nouns

undesired change in nom.sg. nom.sg. gen.sg.
belfer [belfer] — *(bl)fer ‘teacher’ (pejor.) belfer belfr+a
precel [pretsel] — *(pr)cel ‘pretzel’ precel  precl+a
knebel [knebel] — *(kn)bel ‘gag’ knebel  knebl+a
undesired change in gen.sg.

berk+a [berka] — *(br)ka ‘tag’ berek berk+a
kork+a [korka] — *(kr)ka ‘cork’ korek kork+a

mebel [mebla] — *(mb)la ‘piece of furniture’ mebel  mebl+a

Standard OT is in trouble dealing with the contradiction between the deletion of e in
(21) and the retention of e in (23) in what is ostensibly the same context. We witness
a ranking paradox between *(CC)C and *MIDj ¢x-1. In order to derive the data in
(21), brwi — (br)wi, the ranking must be *MIDp .1 > *(CC)C, but, in order to
exclude the undesired forms in (23), derka — * (dr)ka, the ranking must be reversed:
*(CO)C > *MIDyex-1. In contrast to standard OT, Lexical Indexing Theory has no
difficulty dealing with this contradiction. All that is needed is a new constraint cloned
from Branching APPENDIX *(CC)C and the lexical indexing of the troublesome
morphemes.

24) Branching APPENDIX-Lex-3

*(CC)ClLex.3: Assign a violation mark for every sequence of unsyllabified
consonants in morphemes lexically indexed as Lex-3.

The morphemes in (23) are lexically indexed to *(CC)CLex-3, so the lexical represen-
tation of derk+a ‘blanket’ is /derekyex-1, Lex-3+2a/. The undesired winner *(dr)ka is
excluded if *(CC)Cpex.3 is ranked above *MIDy ex. .

18 These examples are different from those cited in (15), such as mebel ‘piece of furniture’, because what
needs to be banned is two rather than one consonant in the appendix. The number of consonants can
be distinctive since, for instance, in the regular case, both Polish and Russian permit *(C)C of the mech
‘moss’ (nom.sg.) — mch+u (gen.sg.) type, but only Polish admits *(CC)C, as in brew ‘eyebrow’ (nom.sg.) —
brw +i (gen.sg.). The general principle is that indexed constraints are cloned from the existing constraints
and the existing constraints at hand are *(C)C and *(CC)C.

@ Springer



Exceptional segments in Polish 1153

(25) /dereky ex-1, Lex-3+a/ — [derk+a]

SSG | *(O)Clex2 | *C(C) | *(CC)Crexs | *MIDrer | MAX-V | %(C)C | %(O)CC | *(CO)C
a. de.re.ka | ! ' '
bodka | | -
c. (dr)ka *1 *x *
=-d. der.ka * * *

The tableau in (25) has not considered yet another important candidate: *[dre.ka].
I return to this problem in (32) and (34) below.

*MIDyex.1 predicts, incorrectly, that roots such as those in (26) should lose their
mid vowels. A comparison of the forms in the nom.sg. and the gen.pl. or the gen.sg.
shows that these are yer morphemes because we see an alternation between e and
zZero.

(26) tresk+a [treska] (nom.sg.) — *(tr)ska ‘hair piece’

tresk+-a [treska] (nom.sg.) — tresek [tresek] (gen.pl.)
broszk-+a [brofka] (nom.sg.) — *(br)szka ‘brooch’

broszk+a [brofka] (nom.sg.) — broszek [brofek] (gen.pl.)
mendl+a [mendla] (gen.sg.) — *(mn)dla ‘unit of fifteen’

mendel [mendel] (nom.sg.) — mendl+a [mendla] (gen.sg.)
rondl+a [rondla] (gen.sg.) — *(rn)dla ‘pot’

rondel [rondel] (nom.sg.) — rondl+a [rondla] (gen.sg.)

The undesired winners in (26) are excluded if we postulate yet another APPENDIX
constraint and rank it above *MIDy ex.1.

27 Branching APPENDIX/COMPLEX

*(CC)CC: Assign a violation mark for every sequence of unsyllabified
consonants followed by a tautosyllabic consonant cluster.

Notice that this constraint cannot be subsumed under Branching APPENDIX *(CC)C
because the functions of the two constraints are contradictory: *(CC)C must permit
the loss of e in brw + i analyzed in (22), /brevyex-1+1/ — [(br)vji], while *(CC)CC
must prohibit the loss of e in tresk+a ‘hair piece’, /tresekyex.1+a/ — *[(tr)ska],
as shown in (28) below. The family of APPENDIX constraints has grown so large
that it is hard to display all the constraints in a single tableau. Consequently, the
evaluation in (28) mentions only *(CC)CC and ignores the other APPENDIX con-
straints.
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(28) /treseky ex.1+a/ — [tre.ska]

SSG *(CC)CC | *MIDpey.; | MAX-V
a. tre.se.ka *x)
b. trse.ka *1 * *
c. (tr)ska *| *ok
= d. tre.ska * *

The result is correct as [tre.ska] is the attested surface form.

An interesting challenge to *MIDp ¢x-; comes from morphemes in which mid vow-
els are flanked by obstruents. Some representative examples are shown in (29). The
rightmost column documents the alternation.

(29) nom.sg. gen.sg.
poczet ‘retinue’:  /potfet/ — *[ptfet]  poczt+u
dekiel ‘lid’: /delel/ — *[tkiel]  dekl+a
ceber ‘pail’: /tseber/ — *[dzber] cebr+a

kociot ‘cauldron’: /kotcol/ — *[kteol]  kotl+a

Since Polish suspends SSG in the class of obstruents, the undesired winners in (29)
contain well-formed onsets. This is confirmed by the independently attested onsets
in depcze [de.ptfe] ‘he treads’, tkac [tkate] ‘weave’, dzban [dzban] ‘jar’, and kciuk
[kteuk] ‘thumb’. The evaluation fails, as shown in (30). To save space, (30) mentions
only those APPENDIX constraints which are ranked above *MIDj¢x.; and hence
have a chance of blocking the deletion. The constraints *(C)Cpex-2 and *(CC)Cpex-3
are also omitted because poczet ‘retinue’, the input under evaluation, is not indexed
to these constraints. On the other hand, *COMPLEX-Coda is reinstalled as it has a
role to play. The icon @ marks the desired winner and the pointer “#¥ identifies the
undesired winner.

30) /potfety ex-1/ — [po.tfet] (no change; failed evaluation)

SSG | *COMPLEX-Coda | *(CC)CC | *C(C) | *MIDex.1 | MAX-V

® a. po.tfet ' i : k|
b. potft *) * *
= c. ptfet * *
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The result is incorrect, but this is unlikely to be a problem. Given that cloned con-
straints can be multiplied at will and that there is no limit on how much lexical in-
dexing a grammar can bear, there is surely a way of repairing the evaluation in (30).
The solution suggests itself when we consider the data in (31). As before, the prob-
lematic candidate appears after the arrow and the rightmost column documents the
alternation.

3D berek [berek] — *brek ‘tag’ (nom.sg.) berk+a (gen.sg.)
korek [korek] — *krek ‘cork’ (nom.sg.) kork+a (gen.sg.)
derk—+a [derka] — *dreka ‘blanket’ (nom.sg.) derek (gen.pl.)
pert+a [perta] — *preta ‘pearl’ (nom.sg.) peret (gen.pl.)
szelk+a [[elka] — *szleka ‘suspender’ (nom.sg.) szelek (gen.pl.)
bert+4-o [berto] — *breto ‘scepter’ (nom.sg.) beret (gen.pl.)

The current system of the constraints is unable to eliminate the undesired winners
in (31), as shown by the evaluation of berek ‘tag’ in (32). The APPENDIX constraints
are omitted as none is applicable. The morpheme berek is indexed in two ways. First,
it carries Lex-1 in order to be within the purview of *MIDy 1 that accounts for the
e—zero alternation. Second, it carries Lex-3 because it belongs to the class of words
in (23) that are within the purview of *(CC)Cpex-3-

(32) /berekyex-1, Lex-3/ — [be.rek] (no change; failed evaluation)

SSG | *COMPLEX-Coda | *MIDyex.1 | MAX-V

® a. be.rek **|
b. berk *| * *
= c. brek * *

The winner *[brek] is a perfectly well-formed syllable, with an ideal sonority slope
in the onset, and yet it is the incorrect output. The only possibility to exclude *[brek]
is to bring in *COMPLEX-Onset. Clearly, this cannot be the generic *COMPLEX-
Onset as not only onsets such as br- but also more complex onsets such as pstr- [pstr]
in pstry ‘gaudy’ and brzd- [b3d] in brzdgc ‘kid’ abound in Polish. The solution is to
clone a lexically indexed version of *COMPLEX-Onset.

(33)  COMPLEX-Onset; ex.4

No complex onsets in morphemes indexed Lex-4.

To complete the analysis, we need to make two further stipulations. First, morphemes
of the class exemplified in (31) are lexically indexed to COMPLEX-Onsety x-4 and,
second, COMPLEX-Onsety ¢x_4 is ranked above *MIDy ex.1.
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(34) /berekyex-1, Lex-3, Lex-4/ — [be.rek] (no change)

SSG | *COMPLEX-Coda | COMPLEX-Onsety cx4 | *MIDpey1 | MAX-V

= a. berek ok
b. berk *1 * *
c. brek *| * *

The evaluation in (34) suggests a solution to the problematic data in (29). All that
needs to be done is to assign the Lex-4 index to these morphemes. The input poczet
‘retinue’ in (30), now equipped with both Lex-1 and Lex-4, is within the purview of
COMPLEX-Onset ¢x-4, Which eliminates the troublesome candidate *[pt[et], leaving
[potfet] as the winner, the correct result.

Given the intricate system of the appendix constraints and lexical indexing, the
question is whether Lexical Indexing Theory is falsifiable. The answer is posi-
tive. There are three morphemes in Polish that the theory cannot deal with:'® me
ander ‘meander’, poliester ‘polyester’ and oleander ‘oleander’.”’ The morphemes
belong to the Lex-1 class because they exhibit an e—zero alternation in meander
(nom.sg.) — meandr+a (gen.sg.), polyester (nom.sg.) — poliestr+u and oleander
(nom.sg.) — oleandr+a (gen.sg.).”! Given the ranking *MIDp¢x.; 3> MAX-V, the
theory predicts incorrectly that meander, poliester and oleander should surface as
*mander, *polister and *olander, with the first e deleted by *MIDy ¢x.1. To exclude
the candidates *[mander], *[poljistsr] and *[olander], we need to find a constraint
from which to clone an exception constraint and rank this lexically indexed con-
straint above MAX-V, so that the first e in meander, poliester and oleander, lexically
indexed to the exception constraint, can be retained. The problem is that there is
no constraint that could be used for cloning. The ea and ie violate ONSET (sylla-
bles must have onsets), so we would need a constraint that mandates the violation
of ONSET: *ONSET (syllables cannot have onsets). The cloned version of this con-
straint, *ONSET] ¢x-5, ranked above MAX-V, would avert the selection of *[mander],
*[poljistsr] and *[olander] as the winners. But OT does not have the *ONSET con-
straint, so the derivation of *[mander], *[poljistsr] and *[olander] cannot be blocked.
This is a problem because, even though Lexical Indexing Theory is a theory of

19The situation just described refers to simplex words containing vowel clusters. As I point out below,
Lexical Indexing Theory is not only violable but in fact does not work in both inflectional and derivational
morphology.

20Thanks to a reviewer for drawing my attention to this example. The morpheme polyester ‘polyester’ is
actually pronounced [poVijester], with j-insertion solving the [ie] hiatus. The insertion of [j] is entirely
automatic if one of the vowels in a cluster is [i]. See Rubach (2007) for an analysis.

21 A reviewer points out that these morphemes are borrowings. This, however, does not matter as many
other yer morphemes are borrowings as well. Native speakers are unable to tell whether a given morpheme
is a borrowing or not, particularly if the morpheme has developed a yer alternation pattern, a hallmark of
assimilation to the native stock of the vocabulary.
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exceptions to exceptions, there are morphemes that do not succumb to any analy-
sis.

Lexical Indexing Theory runs into empirical difficulties in both inflectional and
derivational morphology. The examples in (35) illustrate the difficulty that arises in
inflectional morphology.

(35) nom.sg. gen.sg.
kartofel [kartofel] ‘potato’  kartofl+a
farfocel [farfotsel] ‘scrap’  farfocl+a

The problem is how to block the deletion of the first mid vowel in the root mor-
phemes, making sure that the winners are [kar.to.fel] and [far.fo.tsel] rather than
*[kar.tfel] and *[far.ftsel]. The latter forms would be well-formed from the syllabic
point of view because the onsets [tf] and [fts] are attested in Polish, for example,
twdj [tfuj] ‘your’ and wcale [ftsa.le] ‘quite’. It appears that COMPLEX-Onsety ex-4,
applying to designated morphemes can solve the problem. To save space, I omit the
candidate with an extrasyllabic final [1] which is eliminated by the *C(C), a constraint
against final appendices.

(36) /kartofel [ ex-1, Lex-4/ — [kar.to.fel] (no change)

SSG | *COMPLEX-Coda | COMPLEX-Onsetrex4 | *MIDpex.1 | MAX-V

= a. Kar.to.fel e
b. kar.tfel § | *| * *
c. kar.tofl o * * *

The success is short-lived because the evaluation fails in inflected forms. In (37),
I'look at kartofl+a, the gen.sg. of kartofel ‘potato’.

37 /kartofel4-a pex-1, Lex-4/ — [Kkar.to.fla] (failed evaluation)

SSG | *COMPLEX-Coda | COMPLEX-Onsetiexs | *MIDjex.1 | MAX-V

= a. kar.to.fela o

® b. kar.to.fla *| * *

c. kar.tfe.la ) * *

Similar difficulties arise in derivational morphology. The data in (38) are a sample
of diminutive forms based on a subset of examples given earlier in (31).
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(38) berek ‘tag’ berecz+ek [be.re.tfek] (dimin. nom.sg.)
berecz+k+a [bere.tfka] (dimin. gen.sg.)
korek ‘cork’ korecz+ek [ko.re.tfek] (dimin. nom.sg.)

korecz+k+a [ko.re.tfka
derk+-a ‘blanket” derecz4-ek [de.re.tfek
derecz+k+a [dere.tfka

]
]
]
] (dimin. gen.sg.)

] (dimin. gen.pl.)

] (dimin. nom.sg.)

Of interest are the forms with the ending —a, in which the /¢/ of the diminutive
suffix /ek/ has been deleted. The tableau in (39) evaluates berecz+k-+a. I ignore the
constraints responsible for the palatalization of /k/ to [t[] and omit *COMPLEX-
Coda, which is inapplicable.

39) /bEreK] ex-1, Lex-3, Lex-4+€k+a/ — [be.re.tfka] (failed evaluation)

SSG | COMPLEX-Onsétiexs | *MIDyex.1 | MAX-V

koksk
= a. be.re.tfe.ka

® b. bere.tfka *! *k *
c. ber.tfka *1 * ok
d. bre.tfka *1 * ok

The onset [t/k], containing an affricate and a stop, is well-formed since, as noted ear-
lier, Polish suspends SSG for the class of obstruents. Consequently, we see the onset
[t/k] in words such as czka¢ [tfkate] ‘have a hiccup’ and paczka [pa.tfka] ‘packet’.

The failure in (37) and (39) shows that COMPLEX-Onset; ¢x.4 cannot be the cor-
rect constraint. The problem is that it is exactly this constraint that we need in order
to arrive at the desired results in the evaluation of words such as berek in (34) and
poczet in (30). I conclude that the analysis does not deliver the correct result.

A further problem is that Lexical Indexing Theory cannot deal with yer chains.
The difficulty is illustrated by pies + ek [ples+¢k] (nom.sg.), the diminutive of pies
[p'es] dog’, which is a Lex-1 morpheme because e deletes in the gen.sg. ps+a [psal.
The evaluation in (40) omits the APPENDIX constraints because none is applicable.

40) /piesLex_l +ek/ — [pjessk] (failed evaluation)

SSG | COMPLEX-Coda | *MIDycx.1 | MAX-V

® a. pe.sek ax

b. plesk *| * *

= ¢. psek
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The result is incorrect since (40a) is the attested surface form.2? Notice that bring-
ing in COMPLEX-Onsety ¢x-4, the failed constraint, would not salvage the analysis.
While COMPLEX-Onsety ¢x-4 would correctly exclude candidate (40c), it would also
exclude the desired winner ps+a /p’€SLex-1, Lex-4+a/, the gen.sg. of pies ‘dog’, ana-
lyzed in (41).

41 /p"ssLex_l’ Lex-4+a/ — [psa] (failed evaluation)

SSG | COMPLEX-Coda | COMPLEX-Onsetiex4 | *MIDpex.1 | MAX-V

= a. ple.sa

® b. psa

To conclude, Lexical Indexing Theory is problematic in two ways. First, it expands
OT by introducing a battery of new constraints. These are listed in (42).

(42)  a. *MIDpex 1
b. Simple APPENDIX *(C)C
c. Simple APPENDIX ¢x.2 *(C)ClLex-2
d. APPENDIX/COMPLEX *(C)CC
e. Branching APPENDIX *(CC)C
f. Branching APPENDIX| ¢x 3 *(CC)ClLex-3
g. Postconsonantal Simple APPENDIX *C(C)
h. Branching APPENDIX/COMPLEX *(CC)CC
i. COMPLEX-Onsety ¢x.4

Second, it is unable to account for the full range of the attested facts in Polish in
both simplex words, such as meander ‘meander’ and kartofl+a ‘potato’ (gen.sg.),
and complex words, such as berecz + k +a ‘tag’ (dimin. gen.sg.) and pies + ek ‘dog’
(dimin. nom.sg.). These problems call into question the claim of Lexical Indexing
Theory that vowel—zero alternations involving yers can be analyzed in terms of the
exception properties of whole morphemes rather than in terms of the special (or ex-
ceptional) properties of the yer segments themselves.

The Whole Morpheme Hypothesis predicts that all mid vowels of a morpheme
should exhibit yer behavior and is in this sense more restrictive than the excep-
tional segment approach. However, neither in my data nor in Gouskova’s analysis
of Modern Russian is there a single example supporting this prediction. On the con-
trary, there are many counterexamples. In order to account for these counterexam-
ples, it is necessary to activate the MAX-RT-INITIAL constraint and introduce a host

22The candidate *[psk], not considered in (40), is eliminated by *PEAK (Consonant), a standard OT
constraint that bans consonants from syllable nuclei (Prince and Smolensky 2004).

@ Springer



1160 J. Rubach

of exception-to-exception constraints. Paradoxically then, instead of reaping benefit
from the Whole Morpheme Hypothesis, the analytical effort is spent on averting the
negative consequences of this hypothesis, which puts the analysis on its head.

If the Whole Morpheme Hypothesis is abandoned, the question is how segment
exceptionality should be implemented in phonological analysis: does the solution lie
with diacritic marking of segments or with making exceptional segments representa-
tionally different from non-exceptional segments? The answer to this question awaits
further research.
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