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1. Introduction®

This chapter deals with the typology @ford prosodic systemand, specifically,
discusses the notion ‘pitch-accent (language)’ jraskvhether there is such a class of
languages as distinct from the notions ‘stressg(lage)’ and ‘tone (language)’. Several
issues will turn out to be crucial. Firstly, thesehe issue of recognizing (or not) a notion
of accentwhich could be said to underlie both pitch-acaemd ‘stress’ (or indeed stress-
accent), and perhaps even other phenomena whiclofeae not even referred to as
accentual (such as phonotactic asymmetries). SBgotitere is the question as to
whether we wish to distinguish between pitch asoa-distinctiveand thus perhaps
strictly phonetic property (arising phonetic implementatigrand pitch as the exponent
of a phonological category (namebneé. Thirdly, there is the possibility of having tgne
stress and accent (in various combinations) ‘sigeside’ within the same language
which raises the question how these notions intémnaany given language.

The structure of this chapter is as follows: latgs 2 | will introduce the basic
notions and definitions. Section 3 will briefly nem examples of languages that have
been referred to as pitch accent languages, wicesntis apparently realized in terms of
non-distinctivepitch. In section 4, we then examine cases in lwhiome realization or
tone distribution has been said to depend on ag¢oemstress), a class of languages that is
also often included in the pitch-accent type. $&ch and 6 focus on the different ways
in which alleged pitch accent languages have beaiyzed, with or without using the
notion ‘accent’. In section 7, | define the notiomscent and stress as distinct
phonological entities and suggest that stress Egegi may or may not be accentual. In
section 8 | offer some conclusions.

2. Accent, tone and stress: definitions and usage
2.1. Accent and stress

For many languages, researchers have reported lexgtiprominence’, associated with
a specific syllable in the word, which is callettess’ (an English term) or ‘accent’ (the
term, ignoring spelling differences, used in, faample, French or German) (see also
Chapter 43: Representations of Word Stress). Inigndjiterature on the subject both
terms (‘stress’ and ‘accent’) have been used fadvwevel prominence which has lead to
a good deal of confusion, in particular becauseetlage writers who use both terms for

1| would like to thank Carlos Gussenhoven, KeregeRiMarc van Oostendorp and two anonymous
reviewers for valuable comments on earlier drafftthis chapter.



different things. Cutler (1984), for example, redgafstress’ as a property of words and
‘accent’ as a property of sentences. There is éhused for being clear on how these two
terms are used.

2.2. Accent and its cues

On closer scrutiny the informal notion of ‘promimencan be dissected into two distinct
phenomena. On the one hand, we have Itdeation of the prominent syllable
(penultimate; ultimate if the final syllable hadoag vowel, otherwise penultimate etc.)
and, on the other hand, there are the phonetic pahotactic)cuesthat signal the
location of the prominent syllable (Chapter 40:eS& Phonotactic and Phonetic
Evidence). In one (fairly old) terminological trédn, the locational aspect of
prominence is calledccent The characterization of the accent (locationgssentially
sequential (osyntagmatit and is such that only one syllable in the relé\domain can
have this property. This is what Martinet (1960y &arde (1968) refer to as ‘accent’
being contrastive or culminative a term mainly used in Trubetzkoy (1939). The
realizational aspect of prominence is, in a sgraadigmatic(cf. van Coetsem 1996):
there are various (not necessarily incompatiblejngtic and phonotactic means for
cueing the accent. Some languages may favor or@fispeue (for examplepitch or,
duration), but it is not excluded that several cues coestormanifest the accent. This
dissecting of ‘prominence’ correlates with tradm& terminological systems such as
musical accentersusdynamic accenbr (with much the same meaningitch-accent
(systems) versustress-accenfsystems) (cf. Fox 2000: chapter 3 for an exceldemeral
review of the notioraccent also see van Coetsem 1996 and van der Hulst 2249pb).

In each case, the modifier of the head noun (‘afceays something about the way in
which the accent is ‘manifested’ or ‘realized’.ts chapter | will focus on relationships
that involve accent and pitch, whether used distiaty (in terms of contrastive tones) or
non-distinctively. However, | will also have to cider the relationship between accent
and stress.

2.3. Word prosodic types

While in some languages pitch is a property of wom@ll languages use pitch features
within anintonational systema system that aligns ‘sentences’ with a melody dan be
defined in terms of pitch events that mark bouredadf (syntactic or prosodic) units as
well as the informational packaging of the uttemmgth reference to the notion ‘focus’
(Bolinger 1982, Gussenhoven 2004b; Chapter 89: I[seve Configurations and the
Representation of Intonation). At the same timedhare languages that use pitch as a
property of ‘words’. Within this group of language® commonly find the ‘labels’ in
(1b) and (1c). The label ‘stress’ in (1a) is thesearved for languages that need no
specification of pitch at the word level, althoulgte all other languages, they will be
using pitch for intonation purposes.

Q) a. Stress (or stress-accent)



b. Pitch accent
C. Tone

There is, however, a great deal of controversy eonog the use of the terms ‘tone’ and
‘pitch-accent’, and, for that matter, the terméss’ 2

In Hyman (2001, 2006, 2007a) a case is made fobating systems that we label
‘stress® and ‘tone’ the status of ‘prototypes’, meaningt tamguages that belong to one
or the other (or both) type(s) display one or mgpecific defining properties. ‘Pitch-
accent’, according to Hyman, is not a prototypd, father a ‘label’ for a large class of
hybrid systems that mix ‘tone’ and ‘stress’ propertin various ways, or systems that are
plainly tonal, although displaying various resioats on the distribution of tones. In
effect, Hyman regards the notion ‘accent’ as baingecessary, whether as a formal
mechanism in analysis or as a prosodic type. O#sgarchers (such as Gussenhoven,
e.g. 2004) who also reject the idea of ‘pitch at¢enguages’, nonetheless recognize the
notion of accent as an ‘analytic device’. In thimpter these views will be discussed and
compared to views that attribute a fundamental tmkbe notioraccent

2.4. Definitions and use of tone

A traditional way of defining the notion ‘tone’ ia terms of distinctiveuse of pitch’.
Thus, if a language uses pitch to distinguish daifieé otherwise identical morphemes,
pitch has a phonological or contrastive (distinefigtatus. The following often quoted
definition captures what is perhaps the maximalafgstinctive pitch:

“A tone language may be defined as a language bal@xically significant,
contrastive, but relative pitch on each syllableiké 1948: 3)

If tones are distinctive on all syllables (like pisy other properties such as frontness,
height or roundness) we can say that the distobubf tones isunrestricted Most
researchers, however, agree that there is no réadonit the term “tonal language” to
cases in which the distribution of toneseistirely unrestricted (see Chapter 10: The
Representation of Tone). Presumably, all tonalesgstshow restrictions resulting from
tonal spreading or assimilation (Schuh 1977, Hy@@@7b), from using a limited set of
tonal melodies which are properties of morphem#serahan of syllables (Leben 1971;
Goldsmith 1976; Halle and Vergnaud 1982), from teidance of sequences of
identical tones (dissimilatory or ‘OCP’ effects) mdeed from relations between tone
distribution and accent (or ‘stress’) (see sectldh). Also, it is not uncommon to find

2 Typological studies of word prosodic systems arenenous: Trubetzkoy (1939), Hockett (1955),
Greenberg & Kashube (1976), Garde (1968), Meeugk@n2), Goldsmith (1976, 1988), Hyman (1977,
1978a, 1981, 2006, 2007a), Lockwood (1982), Cldr@87, 1988), Haraguchi (1988), Hayes (1995),
Hollenbach (1988), Mock (1988), Odden (1982, 19&3gments & Goldsmith (1984), Beckman (1986),
van der Hulst & Smith (1988), Wright (1988), varr dtulst (1999, 2010), De Lacy (2002), and Duanmu
(2004).

¥ Here Hyman avoids the term ‘stremssent, presumably because he no longer (compared to afym
1977) recognized the label ‘pitch-accent’ as auwlsafie and thus essentially wants to eliminateridigon
accent altogether.



that the full range of contrasts is not found ifixak (as opposed to roots or stems)
(Chapter 112: Root-Affix Asymmetries). Finally, il or final syllables may refuse to
bear tonal contrast (sometimes to leave room fmmational tones or for other perhaps
‘perceptual’ reasons; Chapter 104: Perceptual EffcSince it would be unwise to
maintain the strictness of Pike’s definition (aating to which perhaps not a single
language is tonal), van der Hulst and Smith (1988)te a much more liberal definition
that is provided by Welmers (1973:2):

“A tone language is a language in which both pipttonemes and segmental
phonemes enter into the composition of at leasesmorphemes”

Note the use of the term ‘pitgphoneme (Chapter 4: Phonemes) which suggests that
Welmers requires that pitch is used contrastivalyather crucial point to which | will
return below. This definition includes languageswhich there are tonal contrasts in
certain, or even in only one position in some memas.

With this broader definition, tonal languages d¢enranked on a scale tdnal
density(Gussenhoven 2004), which indicates how many vpositions have how much
tonal contrast. In a sense such a scale indicikesdlativefunctional loadof tone
properties. Stretching Gussenhoven’s notion, wédcsay that relative density arises not
only in the syntagmatic dimension (depending on hmany positions display tonal
restrictions), but also in the paradigmatic dimensi (depending on the number of
contrastive options per position):

(2) Tonal density matrix
T1 + + + + + +
T2 + + + + + +
T3 + + + + + +
X X X X X X (tone bearing-s)i

However, no matter how dramatic the restrictiorssloamg as there is tonabntrast(i.e.
distinctive use of pitch), phonological tonesistbe specified in the lexical entries. The
smallest tonal system would have two tones, H arlddre extensive systems would add
an M tone and possible two different M tones (higld and low mid). In addition,
systems can have contour tones (rise, fall, etchapter 10: The Representation of
Tone).

2.4. Culminativity and obligatoriness

* Suarez (1983: 52): In Huichol and Mazahua themoisone contrast on the last two syllables or #s |
syllable, respectively. In these languages, inHeterical tones are removed to free up space for
intonational tones.

® Strictly speaking this excludes a case in whitdnguage has tonal affixes without having affixesther
morphemes that combine tone and segmental propertie



Another frequently cited term in this context isstricted tone language’ introduced in
Voorhoeve (1973) and Schadeberg (1973). This teonwiould seem to indicate a scale
of restrictiveness, although Voorhoeve introdudeah ithe context of Bantu languages
whose tonal system &0 severely restricted (up to one H per word in a Byktem) that
he started wondering whether an accentual anatysiald be considered (Chapter 124:
Bantu Tone). Indeed, adding syntagmatic and panaatig restrictions on the distribution
of tone together, one could see that a languagsitdehaving a H/L contrast, while
allowing at most one H tone per word could eagbdl to an accentual analysis in which
the H ‘tone’ is regarded as the predictable pitcle of an accent, even in the case in
which there is no indication of any additional, épeéndent cues for this accent.

But what is ‘accent’, precisely, and how is it rf@lly represented? Hyman
(2007a) formulates two necessary properties of wkatall stress and here | will taken
these two as a point of departure for establisiihgt might be seen as characteristics of
accent, if these notions are going to be distifgads One ‘property’ is such that each
‘word’ can have ‘it'at most oncgonly one syllable can be stressed or accented) an
additionally, each word must have at least once These two properties, following
Hyman (2006, 2007a) can be referred to as:

3) a. Culminativity (at most one)
b. Obligatoriness (at least one)

Let us now ask whether the two properties inniB)stbe regarded as necessary properties
of accent. An issue that goes to the heart of whatften seen as problematic for the
notion ‘pitch-accent’ is that languages which adlély have a pitch-accent system, and
thus accent, sometimes have (lexical) words thaeap to beunaccented(see the
discussions of Tokyo Japanese in section 6). Tisyever, is only problematic if
obligatoriness is stipulated to benacessaryproperty of accent. We could investigate a
more liberal understanding of accent and say thani accentual language, unaccented
words are simply permitted. This, of course, hgsdrtant consequences because it opens
the door to using the presence versus absenceeftaas a contrastive option and thus to
analyzing alleged tonal language that have a Hceritrast as fully accentual languages,
seeing H as the exponent of accent and L as tkeofaaccent.

We may then also question whether culminativitg isecessary requirement for
speaking of accent. If culminativity is not requiyeeven ‘H-L’ languages that allow
multiple H ‘tones’could analyzed as fully accentual. Allowing words to éawultiple
accents separates the notions stress and accentneve dramatically than just giving up
obligatoriness for accent. Still, if accent is tiw¢ same thing as stress, there is no a priori
reason for believing that any properties of thietateed to be true of the former. | return
to these issues in section 5.3.

2.5. Representational issues
Answers to the question as to whether or not tlopegaties in (3) are definitional of

accent, have repercussions for, or are implicittire manner in which accents are
formally represented. In one type of approach #ievant syllables are marked with an



‘accent mark’, as is common in dictionaries, andhi@ autosegmental approach (i.e. the
‘star’ in Goldsmith 1975) or in terms of a segméif¢ature as in the phonological theory
of Chomsky and Halle (1968). In this, what | willl; “lexicographic approach” there is
no commitment to culminativity or obligatoriness.

A different formal approach is to provide thersgrof syllables with a headed tree
structure as has been proposed in various versibmdetrical Theory (Liberman and
Prince 1977) and Dependency Phonology (AndersonEavieh 1987) (see also Chapter
42: The Foot). Metrical structures have one deseghaerminal unit, the head of the
word, which counts as the (primary) ‘stress’. Thatation (assuming that all syllables
must be grouped in one structure) implies culmuigti but not necessarily
obligatoriness because it doesn’t follow from thetation that each word must be
provided with a metrical tree.

However, rather than seeing ‘asterisks’ and tesesompeting mechanisms, we
should entertain the idea that they are complemernita that the former represent
accents, while the latter represent stress. Thist g understood in Anderson and Ewen
(1987) who, in addition to headed tree structutses ase asterisks to indicate, what we
might callpotential head$ | will return to this point in section 7.

2.6. Problems with the notion ‘pitch accent’

So far we have been considering a use of the tecendas an abstract mark of a position
that can be cued by various phonetic propertigsess’ being one of them. Beckmann
(1986) refers to languages that aret stress-accent languages, as ‘non-stress-accent’
languages (thus avoiding the term ‘pitch-accenguage’). This, of course, is compatible
with the idea that in many non-stress languageshgig the most salient property of
accent. Van der Hulst (1999, 2010b) points out, tih&e maintain the term ‘pitch-accent
language’, we might then also expect to find lamgsathat can be labeled as ‘duration-
accent’ languages (if duration is the only cue)démthis view,pitch-accent languages
are languages in which accent is (mainly) cuedhmynptic pitch.

There are, in fact, various factors that makeuse of this term problematic. One
factor is, obviously, that people may simply defthe term differently. For example, as
we will learn in section 4.1., tonal contrast iseof limited to specific syllables in the
word and cases of this sort have been analyzedldaytifying a notion ‘accent’ and,
subsequently, the notion that association of tdeeguided by, or dependent on this
accent. While, in this case, theesencef tone can be said to function as a cue of accent,
the cue is not phonetic but rather a phonologiaet (namely the phonotactic distribution
of tones). The fact that the possibility of tonahtrast may signal the accent location is
part of a much more general pattern, found in mManguages, where accented syllables
display contrastive or structural options that @xelusive to the a particular syllable (see
van der Hulst 2010b, Downing 2010Pursuing the terminological path that we entered
above, we might refer to such cases in which taoalrast is limited to the accented
syllable agone-accenf{or tonal accent) languages, rather than pitckeatclanguages. It

® Another formal notation (also proposed in Libernaaml Prince 1977) is the metrical grid which does n
even imply culminativity. See Chapter 43: Represgomns of Word Stress for extensive discussion.
" This relates to the notion of positional faithfesis; cf. Beckmann (1998).



is apparently the case that accented syllablebearferred to by the phonology as well

as by the phonetic implementation system. In factents can be referred to by other
grammatical modules as well, such as for examm@eritonation system. Does that mean
that we can refer to English as an ‘intonation-atdanguage? Languages cannot be put
in a single box when it comes to the question whiobs they have for accent.

Tonal accent systems, then, differ from pitch-atsistems if we agree that in
the latter pitch is not used distinctively. Howev&sme writers (e.g. Downing 2010) use
the term ‘pitch-accent’ foany system in which pitch properties (whether disfietor
not) enter into a relationship with accent or srékhis would include not only what is
called here a ‘pitch-accent’ or a ‘tone-accent gaage, but also another class of
languages that have both tone and accent in whdclna (or ‘stress’) is assigned with
reference to tone. Downing’s use of the term ‘piécicent’ is thus much broader than the
one | suggested thus far.

Finally, we return to Hyman’s (2006, 2007a) usdha relevant terminology. It
would seem that he agrees that systems do exhich pitch could be analyzed as a
predictable phonetic cue of a notion acehtit he argues that systems of that sart
always be analyzed as tonal. He refers to Gussenh(2006) who analyzes Nubi, a
language in which each word has precisely one ldgllavith high pitch. Gussenhoven
argues that Nubi presents a case thatbe analyzed as a pitch-accent or even as a ‘stress
language’, but adds that it is also possible tgppse a tonal analysis. If a tonal analysis
is chosen, it follows that the fact that the higtelpin Nubi is culminative and obligatory
is considered ‘an accident’. It would be said tNatbi is simply on the far end of a
continuum of tonal languages in which the disthdnuitof tones is restricted in various
ways.

We must realize that Hyman (2006, 2007a, this maluas well as Gussenhoven
(2004, 2006) (in line with the approach initiated Rulleyblank 1986; cf. section 4.4.)
adopts a definition of tone that is even more hbe¢han that of Welmers (see Hyman
2001 for first introduction of this definition):

“A language with tone is one in which an indicatmfpitch enters into the lexical
realization of at least some morphemes”

For these authors, then, the notion tone clearlyjomger entails ‘tonal contrast’ (i.e.
distinctivity). For this reason, they maintain tlzatanguage like Nubi, although it could
be analyzed as a pitch-accent system, can alsmbe t

2.7. Intonational pitch accents

Before we examine some cases of (alleged) pitclerdcgystems, let us consider one
other use of the term ‘pitch-accent’. The term Isoaused in the intonation literature
where, following Bolinger (1982), intonational everthat associate tohrasal accents
(usually called phrasal ‘stresses’) are cajdh-accentsin the autosegmental-metrical
tradition of Goldsmith (1981), Liberman (1975), Beu(1977) and Pierrehumbert (1980),
Gussenhoven (2004), Ladd (2009), Chapter 89: LevelsConfigurations and the
Representation of Intonation intonational pitcheatts arephonologicaltones (H, L or

8 This is, in fact, how he uses the term in Hymasi({@).



some combination) and the reason for that is thatany intonational systems that have
been studied within this model, there are taimadtrastsat the intonational level because
different tones or tone combinations have differemanings. However, if in some

language each phrasal accent would associate wéthsame pitch event, it would be

perfectly possible to analyze that pitch events alirect phonetic interpretation of the

phrasal accent without postulating an interveningrlogical toné.

2.8. The issue of distinctivity

Approaches in the autosegmental-metrical tradiéienot, however, so much concerned
with distinctivity (and indeed with a distinctioretween ‘phonological’ and ‘phonetic’
phenomena) and all phrase level pitch phenomenausually analyzed in terms of
‘tones’ (which mirrors Hyman’s general use of torssthe word level, which also
ignores distinctivity).

It could be argued that definitional decisions, graradoxically, not the crucial
issue. Does it really matter whether we ‘call’ Nubitone language or a pitch-accent
language or even a stress language? Wshat importance is how specific systems are
analyzed and which theoretical tools are used. b&isg said, we must also be aware of
the bigger issue regarding how we see ‘phonologydiatinct from and interacting with
‘phonetic interpretation or implementation’. A traonal stance would be to maintain
that using a formal object ‘H’ in the phonology &itg that this unit has a contrastive
function within the linguistic system (Chapter 6or@rast). If pitch is distinctive we deal
with phonologicalentities such as /H/ and /L/, etc. If one setshgsystem of phonetic
implementation by translating a non-tonal propexty(e.g., accent) into a phonetic
property ‘H which gets implemented in terms ofatale FO, we seem to be dealing with
[H] (rather than with /H/}°

Against this background this chapter will exansoene specific cases.

3. Some (alleged) pitch accent systems

In this section | simply provide some referencetatguages that have been analyzed as
pitch accent systems or that have played an impbrtde in the proper treatment of
systems that have pitch or tonal cues correlatirig &ccent.

3.1.  Atour around the world

Van der Hulst, Goedemans and van Zanten (2010ysofiesurvey of word accentual
systems in the world’s languages. | refer hereifipalty to the chapters on languages in

° It may in fact be the case that languages thae een described or listed as word level pitch4atcce
systems may be phrasal pitch accent systems. $lmcatterns listed for words are often based on
elicitation of citation forms we cannot be suretttiee observed word prosodic properties are wovdter
phrase level. See van Zanten, Stoel and Remij<erOfzand Gordon (to appear).

1% Here | refer to Clements (2001, 2009) who defemdsoader justification for recognizing phonolodica
features than only distinctivity. If a phonetic psesty is in some sense ‘salient’ this would, in higw,
justify postulating a phonological feature.



the Americas (Rice 2010, Wetzels and Meira 2010, gear Hulst, Rice and Wetzels
2010) for many examples of languages that have lescribed as realizing accent
exclusively or mainly in terms of pitch. Severaddobnal examples can be found in the
chapter on Papuan languages (Dol and van Zantdd) 200 Asian languages (Schiering
and van der Hulst 2010) and European languages qearHulst 2010a), specifically
Caucasian languages (Kodzasov 1999). Even thowage thurveys do ngrovethat the
category of pitch-accent languages is a genuingaglio type, it cannot be without some
significance thaso many systems have been identified with obligatomg culminative
(and non-distinctive) high pitch.

3.2. Basque and Japaneke

The following two cases differ from the previousesa in making explicit reference to
unaccented words, i.e. lack of obligatoriness. ivieboth cases it would seem that the
alleged accents have distributional properties #ratvery similar to those of stress(-
accent), which support the pitch-accent type ofyama

3.2.1. Basque

The Basque dialects present a great diversity oflypoosodic systems (see Hualde 1999).
Gussenhoven (2004: chapter 9) presents an analyd\wrther Bizkaian Basque with
reference to the Gernika and Lekeito dialects. Bathe accented and unaccented roots,
the former being in the minority. There are inflentl and derivational suffixes that are
accented or pre-accenting. In Lekeito, if a word &a accent, this accent always ends up
on the penultimate syllable. In Gernika, which isreacommon in Basque dialects, the
leftmost (non-final) accent prevails. In Lekeitoagoented words are grouped with an
accented word to their left or right, whereas segas of unaccented words form a single
domain together. Each such domain either has amag@€ it contains an accented word)
or is unaccented. Unaccented domains receive alt&faal accent in certain syntactic
positions, namely at the end of the sentence ooréethe finite verb. Each accent,
whether lexical or default, is associated with a pitch accent. The left edge of the
accentual domain is marked by a LH boundary sequand between the boundary H
and the H of the pitch accent, we get a high plat&ystems of this sort seem obvious
candidates for accentual analyses which, of cobegs the question, whether thayst

be analyzed accentually. One argument that coulehdae for an accentual approach is
that in the various dialects we note a variety afeat locations (ranging from lexical to
rule-governed) which is very reminiscent of thetrasition of ‘stress’ in ‘stress-accent
languages’. The second argument again involvegaittethat pitch is non-distinctive in
Basque dialects. Note that in Basque, unaccentedsvare provided with default accent,
at least in some cases.

1 Another case that is similar to these two langtiagéorean which, in its many dialects, displaysch
variety that is reminiscent of, especially, the al@se situation; see Fukui (2003) and for a summary
Schiering and van de Hulst (2010).



3.2.2. Japanese

Among Japanese dialects we also find a broad asfaword prosodic systems (cf.
Haraguchi 1979). An overarching property of allteyss is the relevance of pitch at the
level of the ‘word’, or, as some researchers prédeput it, the ‘accentual domain’. An
interesting overview in the context of autosegmiletitaory of dialectal differences is
offered by Haraguchi (1979, 1988), who divides d&se dialects into two broad
categories: pitch-accent systems and unaccentddnsys Cross-classifying with this
dichotomy, he suggests a ‘universal’ inventory aflodies (H, L, HL, LH and LHL)
from which a system may pick one or two at mostadidition to the choice of one or
more melodies, the differences among dialects dkpan

(4) a. The location of accent/H: fixed or ftee
b. The spreading of H: no spreading/rightwartlafd

Thus in Tokyo Japanese, the H tone spreads leftWlaaing an initial mora low,
possibly due to a boundary L tone that comes withleft. We will focus on the pitch
aspect of Tokyo Japanese, in section 6.2. Themystelokyo Japanese is such that the
constituents of words (stems, affixes) can be aecear unaccented (or, in the case of
affixes, pre-accented). When more than one acseptasent in the accentual domain
(which can be larger than the word and therefoezla@ careful definition; Gussenhoven
(2004) calls it thex-domain), the first (or leftmost accent) predomasati.e. will attract
the high pitch/tone. If no accent is present, tlgh Ipitch occurs on the last (rightmost)
syllable (and spreads from there). This FIRST/LA®itern constitutes a system that is
reminiscent of so-calledinbounded stress systerftdayes 1995). In fact, Haraguchi
(1988) notes that three of the possible unbounagtnms occur in Japanese dialects (see
also Chapter 129: Japanese Pitch Accent).

(5) a. Systems with unaccented words b. Systeniutitunaccented words

First/First® Kumi First Fukuoka
First/Last Tokyo, Osaka
Last/First - Last -

Last/Last Hirosaki

Note that systems without unaccented words hawefault clause.

Haraguchi (1979, 1988) also recognimesiccented systemse. systems in which
no word is accented. He mentions Sendai, Miyakoaoj Kagoshima. In such systems
the tonal melody is associated either from leftigpt or from right-to-left in his
analysis:

(6) Systems with only unaccented words

121n section 6.2. we will discuss the way accengsdistributed in Tokyo Japanese, which is partkcial
and partly rule-based.

13 This reads as: “Associate a tone with the firseated syllable, or, if no accent is present, withfirst
syllable.”
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First
Last

For these systems, tones are associated to wotdams of association conventions that
make no reference to accents, but rather the woges These same conventions are
invoked for unaccented words in accentual languggesn 5a) which implies that in
such systems tones are associated partly to acaadtpartly in adirect fashion (i.e.
without ‘intervening’ accents).

In all dialects that use just one melody, the tjaescan again be raised whether
this ‘melody’ is a phonological entity or entirely due to phonetic interpretation.
Haraguchi (1999, 1988) does not raise this issuejtlrould be argued, as before, that
only dialects that have more than one word melaodytrally tonal.

3.3. Bantu languages

Many Bantu languages are commonly described asn@aboth tone and accentual
properties, while a few (such as Swahili) have tosie to retain only ‘stress’ (Chapter
124: Bantu Tone). Bantu word-prosodic systems leways been of special interest to
the debate regarding the appropriate analysisdoguages that have both significant
word-level pitch movement and indications that atseplays a role as well; see
Voorhoeve (1973), Schadeberg (1973), Goldsmith §19888), Odden (1988), Hyman

(1978a, 1981, 1982, 1989), Clements and Goldsniil84) and especially Downing

(2010). The accentual analysis of Bantu languages strongly promoted by Goldsmith

(1976, 1984, 1991), although this approach hasgeohistory (see the introduction in
Clements and Goldsmith 1984 for a historical perspe).

4. Systems with accent and tone

Although the focus of this chapter is on pitch etates of accent, we must be aware of
the fact that in systems that display btihe and accent several relations between these
two phenomena are possible (Hyman 1977, van destldad Smith 1988, Fox 2000, De
Lacy 2002, Meira and Wetzels 2010 among others):

(7 a. Accent and tone are independent
b. Accent is dependent on tone
c. Tone is dependent on accent

De Lacy (2002) proposes a system of constraintsaandunt for the different relations in
terms of different rankings. In this section | witicus on the systems in which tone is
dependent on accent; for a discussion of the ath®rcases, see van der Hulst, in prep. In
section 2.6., | have used the temwonal accent system®r system in which the
distribution of tone is determined by accent, bet need to be more precise on exactly
that kind of relationships may exist.
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The distribution of distinctive tones can be restd for a variety of reasons (see
section 2). While the factors that lead to restitd in a specific system may be unrelated
to the notion ‘accent’ (which may or may not bedapdndently present in the language in
guestion), there comes a point where the tonaksys$$so restricted that an analysis is
possible in which a specific syllable can be idesdithat can be called ‘accented’ and, as
such, function as the domain for the associatiotheftonal distinctions. If a notion of
accent was already present on independent grotimelgommon tendency of reduction
of tonal contrast in unaccented syllables may Hasen a factor in the emergence of a
restricted tonal system, in addition to other fextihat may have played a role. However,
the processes that lead to restrictions may alsadantally’ give rise to an accentual
interpretation. Since languages in which accenttand interact are sometimes included
in the class of pitch-accent languages, these casgsour attention in this chapter,

The effect of accent on tonal contrast can bedidofit may lead to reduction and
eventually neutralization of underlying contrast h@pter 84: Mergers and
Neutralization). This is what is callextcent-driven reductianit is commonly claimed
that the elimination of tones in certain positiansMandarin Chinese (Chapter 117:
Chinese Tone Sandhi) is caused by the fact thal tmntrast can only be maintained in
words with accent; see Yip (1980, 2002), Duanm@@@&nd Wright (1983) for analyses
and references. A similar case can be found inljthdanguages (Williamson 1988),

where only the first word in a ‘tone group’ retains underlying tones. In both cases,
unaccented words loose their lexical tones (whuhetheless show up if the words are in
an accented position). In these two examples weé wli¢la accent at the compound or
phrasal level and thus with neutralization of aliés belonging to words that are not in
an accented position.

Reduction of tonal contraswithin polysyllabic morphemes may lead to a
restructuring such that tones formerly associabeghtaccented syllables now either have
disappeared for ever or are attracted to one péatisyllable, the accented syllable. In
either case, the end result is that tonal conwast occurs on the accented syllable.
When a restricted tone system is analyzed withreafse to a notion of accent, we have
accent-driven tonal distribution and the system lbarcalled a@onal accentsystem. A
guestion that arises in these cases is whetheadtented syllable is cued merely by its
attraction of tonal contrast, or, additionally, ther ‘stress-like’ cues. | will turn to this
issue in section 5. | here mention some examptes Buarez (1983), as well as from Yip
(2002) in their surveys of Meso or Middle Ameridanguages. Isthmus Zapotec has two
tones which associate to the accented syllablefieomd there spread rightward. ‘Pre-
stress’ syllables are low-toned. Suarez also mestibothern Pame and Yaitepec
Chatino, as languages that have a tonal contrdgtiorthe syllable that is said to be
‘stressed’ (which is the last syllable in both caggesumably of the stem). This can be
compared to Huautla Mazatec where every syllable lbave contrastive tone. In
between, we find cases where the contrast on nartai-accented syllables is limited. In
Palantla Chinantec, for example, there is no tooatrast on post-stress syllable.

Van der Hulst and Smith (1988) cite the case of $aan Copola Trique that
illustrates how restricted tonal distribution canse historically (cf. Yip 2002, and
Hollenbach 1988). In the Otomanguean family atdawge find a continuum of reduction
of tonal contrast and, interestingly, imereaseof tonal contrasts on the accented syllable.
A case where accent has only mildly influenced ltacantrast is found in Cajonos
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Zapotec (Nelis & Hollenbach 1980). Of the four urigiag tones H, L, HL and M, only
M is disallowed in unaccented syllables. In thisezahen, we do not have a tone-accent
system, but simply a torendaccent system with accent-driven reduction.

Among the languages in which the distribution afieds dependent on accent,
there is a subclass of special cases in which twordrast is limited to, or near accented
syllables, not because in other positions toneg lh@en neutralized, but simply because
a tonal contrast historically developed in thisipos only. In these cases, the accented
syllable, in addition to being an attractor forabassociation, has clear stress-like cues.
Hence languages of this kind are, at the same titness-accent languages and tonal-
accent languages with the proviso that the tones do¢ always associate directly to the
accent syllable but sometimes near it (although #t$o depends on the details of the
analysis). Two well-known cases of this sort am $tandinavian languages and Serbo-
Croatian. For discussions of the Scandinavian typeefer to Bruce (1999) and
Gussenhoven (2004) (see also Chapter 102: Tonaggrfesr Serbo-Croatian see among
others Inkelas and Zec (1998).

We must note that the co-occurrence of stress-a@reha lexical pitch contrast
enforces a tonal analysis of the latter. If theemtavas not manifested in any other way
than forming an anchor for lexical pitch, it coldd argued that the opposition is one
between accented words and unaccented words.

5. The accent debate

5.1.  Accents or no accents

We have so far discussed two possible interactiehseen accent and pitch or tone:
(8) a. Accent = pitch (pitch-accent systems; section 3)

b. Accent = tone (accent-dependent reduction and
distribution; section 4)

The dividing line between the two types is distivity. If pitch is non-distinctive, if there
is no tonal contrast, the system uses pitch toaaoent. But if there is tonal contrast,
tones are at play.

The Bantu systems mentioned in the precedingasetiave been analyzed with
accent and tone. However, the question of whetteeotcurrence of tone contrast on one
specific syllable requires a notion of accent carmeotaken for granted, even when tonal
association seems to be limited to an ‘accent-lgasition. Let us take the case in which
the alleged accented syllable has no independepepy apart from being the locus of
tonal contrast. One could then say that thereyéalho accent at all and instead assume
that the tones, being specified as a property ofphemes, associate to their specific

In his chapter on central Franconian tones, Gissam (2004, chapter 12) discusses the emergemce an
representation of a tonal distinction that is vesiynilar to the Scandinavian distinction; also see
Gussenhoven and Bruce (1999) and Hermans (1994al8tdind a similar contrast (due again to différe
historical factors in Scottish Gaelic; see MacAula992: 234-236)
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locus directly without first assigning an accent that attraces thnes. In this case we
would accept that accent rules and tone associati@s fall under the umbrella of a
general theory ofpositional identification and that the principles for positional
identification are similar, if not the same, forthh@ccent placement and tone association.

(9) a. Indirect (accentual) approach
Step One: Accent goes to position X
Step Two: Tones go to accent

b. Direct approach
Step One: Tones go to position X

If the direct approach is taken, the category efat@ccentsystems reduces to tonal
systems which are then further differentiated immte of different principles of
association (LR, RL, positional). Below we will sttt the direct tonal approach can
also be applied in systems that have unpredictéitde lexically specified) loci for
accents.

The question is to what degree tone placement acenéa placement should be
allowed to overlap. If, for example, a tonal costraccurs on the final syllable if closed
and otherwise on the penultimate syllable, do wetbat there is a quantity-sensitive
accent rule and that tones are attracted to thengcor do we make the tonal association
rules quantity-sensitive? The earlier literaturesgstems in which tone contrast is limited
to specific syllables reflects the viewrot duplicate the theory of accent placement in a
theory of tone placement, so that in these cassmnacs usually seen as placing a role in
tonal association.

On the other hand, Haraguchi (1979, 1988, 1991Wweakave seen in section 3.3.,
makes a sharp distinction between tones that agedad accents and tones that associate
directly to tone-bearing units at edge. In theelattase he only sees strict directional
association (from right to left, or from left tayht). But, if, for example, one would add
the option of making peripheral tone-bearing ut@idratonal’, we extend the set of cases
in which tonal association can be direct. Howewse do not expect direct tonal
association to be dependent on syllable weighindtsbns. Hence if tones are attracted to
positions that reflect weight criteria one would ibelined to associate tones to accent
which are assigned in a weight-sensitive fashion.

Given the inevitable overlap between accent placeémend direct tonal
association, Pulleyblank (1986) launched an attatkhe use of accents and suggested
replacing accents by tones. This approach, disdussehe next section, became the
prevailing trend since then.

5.2.  Giving up accents

The direct tone approach was promoted by Pulle\(a886) mainly for various African
tonal systems and by Poser (1984) for Tokyo Jagameparticular. Of Pulleyblank’s
arguments against stars | here mention the two nmgpertant ones (cf. Blevins 1993:
238). Firstly, using stars and tone makes the systeerly rich in that we now predict
rules referring to stars, to tones and to bothhat game time. Secondly, the inherent
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culminative nature of stars can also be found stesys that are arguably tonal and non-
accentual, i.e. the asymmetry between accent amdaocent find a counterpart in
systems in which H tone contrasts with ‘zero’ (ewgdup as default L). Another argument
that could be mentioned is that accent (if equatigd ‘stress’) is a property of syllable,
whereas ‘stars’ sometimes need to be assigned tasmbinally, as we have already
mentioned, the fact of unaccented words, or indeedls with multiple accents that all
surface, in accentual systems can be regardedbkepratic.

Pulleyblank applied the direct tone approach t@ety of cases, not only cases
in which the position of the tone is predictablet also in those where the former accent
location is lexically specified, and it was subsewfly adopted in much other work
(Hyman 1989, Clark 1988). We note, once more, thet move entailed the use of
phonological features in for non-distinctive, ipgedictable properties. Even though the
location of the alleged tone could be a lexicapredictable property, the phonetic nature
of the entity (high pitch) would nonetheless bedjrble!®

The abandonment of stars implies, firstly, tha fystems discussed in section
4.3, where H tone is restricted (perhaps up topibiet of being culminative), but not
obligatory, are now analyzed as tonal. Howeverurdhér-reaching conclusion is that
‘straight-forward’ pitch-accent systems (discussedection 3) where high pitch is both
obligatory and culminative are also analyzed asltotlespite the fact that pitch is not
distinctive. This may or may not be considered @n¢eptual) problem (cf. Clements
2001, 2009). Another issue is of course that we neeessarily end up having rules for
tonal association which duplicate the theory ofemt@s it is needed for non-tonal accent
systems.

The dismissal of accent, cannot make the Scanidingand Serbo-Croatian) case
purely tonal, since, as mentioned, in these cageseed, the notion of stress(-accent),
independent from the tonal specifications.

5.3. In defense of accents

If accents are rejected for pitch-accent and stli tone languages, the term ‘accent’
can be either abandoned in favor of the term ‘strsr stress-accent languages. Hyman
(2007) adopts this position and reduced the typolaigword prosodic systems to tone
languages and stress languages. In this sectidhfbeus on the use of accents in ‘tonal’
systems and suggest an opposite route to that wiaHs, one which maximizes the use
of accents to the expense of not just non-contastones’, but even to the expense of
(allegedly) contrastive tones.

The issue here does not revolve around langudugs htave obligatory and
culminative high pitch such as Nubi (Gussenhoveb620Here the case for accent could
be considered uncontroversidlone would argue that culminativity and obligatesa
are required to speak of accent (which essentma#gns that one takes accent and stress
to be the same thing). Rather, let us focus ondagegs in which H tones violate one of
these two constraints, or both. My point will batttanguages of that sort can also be

!> This might suggest a ‘compromise’ position in whiaccents’ are regarded as unspecified tonal ‘root
nodes’. In an approach that adopts a wider useadrdas as possible ingredients of stress-accetdrsgs
this idea could not be maintained.
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analyzed as accentual (and thus non-tonal) if walizee that obligatoriness and
culminativity, while perhaps being typical or eveecessary for stress, are not required
for accent. These points were anticipated in se@id.

Let us first consider the type of case in which eyiéable per word is either H or
L, meaning that H is culminative babt obligatory. In an accent-cum-tone analysis we
would postulate an accent and from there we haverakoptions, depending on how we
characterize the tonal contrast (H/L, H/zero, 2erdBut there is also another option. We
can also analyze the contrast as: aceento accent (with accent giving rise to phonetic
high pitch and low pitch as a default). What thieans is that we can analyze these
alleged H/L systems as pitch accent systems as é&mngve ‘allow’ that accentual
languages have a class of unaccented words.

Secondly, even when a ‘H/L’ system allows multigt®n-adjacent) ‘H tones’,
this does not necessarily enforce a tonal analykisoth criteria that Hyman (2007)
proposed for stress, do not apply to accent, tiseme reason why a word could not have
more than one accent.

Concluding, if we push the use of accents to itst$ (to the expense of using
tones), this implies allowing unaccented words lating obligatoriness) and allowing
multiple accents (violating culminativity). With ith liberal view on accent, only
languages that have a more than binary pitch cetin&ni@enecessarilytonal, or, indeed
languages in which culminativity and obligatorineésaccent is independently required
(as in the case discussed in section 4.1.).

One could say that ‘H/L’ systems of are the reabgal cases, where we, as
linguists (or as language learners) have a chateden an accentual or tonal analysis.
There could be certain diagnostics that may tipkakance to either an accentual or a
tonal analysis and we need to make explicit whasehdiagnostics might be. Here, |
admit, more work needs to be done.

An accentual approach is favored when the didiobuof accent squarely falls
within the theory of accent placement that is iredefently needed for stress-accent and
other types of accentual languages. This, perhagakesthose languages suspect in
which accents need to be assigned to moras (ctabe of Somali; Hyman 1981, Biber
1981, Banti 1988). Another tonal diagnostic is tieed to refer to floating tones,
assuming that the notion ‘floating accent’ is susp€hirdly, it could be argued that tonal
spreadingprocesses might suggest tone, but implementatimeghanisms can also be
held responsible for pitch extending over seveydlbles. A fourth potential way to
discriminate between accent and /H/ tone woulddé&ok at the details of phonetic
implementation. One could conceivably argue thag¢ bhonetic pitch target of
phonological categories like /H/ is more specificalefined than the pitch target of
accents. Fifthly, an accentual analysis could bé ®&aaccount for cases in which we
need rule that delete apparent accents in clashthar rules that refer to accents,
irrespective of their pitch or ‘tonal’ correlates.

McCawley (1978) suggested that in some cases ogbtmwant to say that a
system is accentual first and then becomes ton#hencourse of the derivation. The
guestion is, however, whether the tonal end oftdérévation is still part of the phonology
or part of the phonetic implementation.

In this section | have suggested that accentudkmsys should be ‘allowed’ to
have unaccented words or multiple accented wondsyven both. This seems to imply

16



that obligatoriness and culminativity are not nseeg properties of accent and that the
case in which accents are both obligatory and adthie is just one of four possibilities;
see section 7.

6. The case of Tokyo Japanese

A language that is often mentioned as a prime el@mipa pitch accent systems is, in
fact, different from both Nubi and Somali, appahlgsharing properties with either one.
Each words is said to have high pitch, but, atdlmme time, some words are said to be
accented while others are non-accented. Let uscrssider the basic facts (cf. Chapter
129: Japanese Pitch Accent for an extensive tredjme

In Tokyo Japanese, nouns have a specific pitctoconvhich in some but not all
cases involves a LHL contour. In those words tlaaehthe full LHL pattern, the L occurs
on the initial mora. This mora is followed by a Imiglateau, which may drop to low at
some point. After the drop, remaining syllables lave. In some words the initial L, and
in other words the final L is missing. Thus, wedfithe following patterns, taking
trisyllabic nouns to illustrate the possibilities:

(20) a. HLL b. LHL C. LHH L
060 060 006(-0)
inoti kokoro atama
‘life’ ‘heart’ ‘head’

d. LHHH
oo6(-0)
sakana
‘fish’

This system can and has been analyzed in margreliff ways and here we will
specifically focus on accounting for the differermmween (10c) and (10d). For (10a-c)
we have three options and depending on which oosldsen various approaches can be
suggested for class (10d):

(11) (10a-c) (10d)

[ ii iii
a. Accent => /H/ =>[H] default accent /H/ totlagllable  Impl.
b. /H/ /H/ to last syllable  Impl.
C. Accent => [H] Impl.

In (11a), the accent-cum-tone analysis, the (1@deowvould be lexicallynaccented.
Since such words surface with an apparent H tonaugfnout (except for the initial
mora), one could consider assigning a default faadent (case i in 11), which then
triggers an H tone. This analysis encounters alpmebhowever. Words that have no
lexical accent must be identifiable as such inghenetic interpretation because there is a
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phonetic difference between (10c) and (10d). Rough0c) is LHH and (10d) is LHM,
with the stem-final “H” in the latter not quite &ggh as the other Hs in both examples.
The two types of words also have different effemtsfollowing words (or ‘accentual
phrases’) inside the Intermediate Phrase: (10ckesaulownstep, (10d) does not; cf.
Haraguchi (1988); Beckman & Pierrehumbert (1988)ss&nhoven (2004). Alternative
(i), which would use the H tone assignment rulg1f), resolves this issue because it
could be argued that a H tone on an accented tg/lkid a H tone on an unaccented
syllable are interpreted differently (cf. 5a):

(12) Assign /H/ to the firdt accent or, if there is no accent, to the finalable

The difference between (10c) and (10d) could aksonbade if the pitch properties of the
latter class are entirely accounted for in termplafnetic implementation (case iii in 11)
since this system could respond to the presenseis@bsence of an accent.

In the second (tone-only) approach, (10d) shoalddrounted for by method (iii),
since method (ii), available in principle, wouldomgly conflate (10c) and (10d) since
there now is no accent to differentiate betweemmthEinally, the third method 11c
(accent only), both classesustbe differentiated in the phonetic implementatiaocent
is interpreted as high pitch, while lack of acasnrhterpreted differently, although also in
terms of elevated pitch.

| have now briefly discussed three different apphes to a system such as that of
Tokyo Japanese nouns, namely those mentioned )n Alllthree approaches have been
defended in the literature in one form or anotAdre tone-accent approach (although
often called ‘pitch-accent approach’), (11a), comes closesth® analysis offered in
McCawley (1968). Lexically, the language is accahtlbut in the course of the
derivation (presumably at the word level) tone dkled and from that point on the
language is tonal. This approach was adopted dsopdhe autosegmental analysis of
languages like Japanese and other monomelodinsygtd. Goldsmith 1976, Haraguchi
1979, 1988). The tone-only approach, (11b), has laevocated by Meeussen (1972),
Pulleyblank (1986) and Clark (1987), Poser (19849 ®ierrehumbert and Beckman
(1988). Lockwood (1983) is a clear representativid bc), the pitch-accent analysis.

To what extent do these linguists recognize thaipdgies in (11), other than the
one that they propose for Japanese, as valid faerdanguages? Clark (1988) rejects
(11a) as a theoretical option, but claims that Y¥&presents an independent possibility,
next to (11b). She makes a distinction betweerricestl tonal systems, i.e. (11b) and
metrical pitch-accent systems, i.e. (11c). Theedéhce between the two types is claimed
to be that only metrical pitch-accent systems hheecharacteristics that we also find in
non-tonal accent languages with respect to acaeattibns (e.g. influence of syllable
weight) and other phonetic cues that occur as #festation of accent. In her restricted
tonal languages the alleged accent is simply a abewery level of representation (Clark
1988:52). An argument to analyze Tokyo Japaneserad would be the fact that we
have words as in (10d), as distinct from (10c).alnonal analysis this difference is
expected, since words do not have to have a tameinBan accentual analysis, a class of
unaccented languages has been seen as unexpemtedl§s Duanmu 2004). | have

1 Here | added ‘first’ to the rule because if a wertls up having more than one accent, it is alwlags
leftmost accent that attracts the H tone.
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shown, however, that accentless words are not doaeassment if we realize that
accents need not be obligatory.

Let us now ask how the high pitch profile in cl§$8d) could be analyzed ast
resulting from a /H/ tone (supplied by default, option (11ii)), but rather as emerging in
the phonetic implementation (i.e. option 11iii). the approach of Beckmann and
Pierrehumbert (1988) and Gussenhoven (2004) isssiraed that there are morphemes
with lexical accents as well as morphemes that Ewtents. Lexical accents are then
associated with an H*L ‘pitch accent’. So far tliessentially following the accent-cum-
tone approach (i.e. 11a). The high pitch patteror@ccented words (e.g. 10d) is due to
an H ‘boundary tone’. The claim is that the lefgedf ‘words’ is predictably provided
with a LH boundary sequence. The L part of thisroary sequence is responsible for
the low initial mora of words that do not have imitaccent and the H part is responsible
for the high pattern of unaccented words. This kketassociates to the second mora and
from their high pitch decreases toward the enchefword. Thus it is explained that a
word with a final accent and an unaccented wordehavdifferent high profile. In
accentedwords the final syllable is realized in terms ohigh target for its H*L pitch
accent, while an unaccented word’s final syllabtesinot have a H target at all, but
merely reflects the interpolation of the H boundemye (which is on the left) toward the
end of the word (where, in fact, we find the bouyda of the next word, or, if the word
is utterance final, a utterance L boundary tone):

(13) a. X
{ (tatatata) }

I
LH--HL L

{ (tatatata) }
Il -
LH- L

Clearly, this analysis does not require a defaotteat rule for unaccented words (11i),
nor does it appeal to a default pitch accent (11ii)

Before we close this section, let us ask whethisrdnalysis must be regarded as
an accent-cum-tone or can also be interpreted ascaant-only approach. We see
symbols like ‘H’ and ‘L’ in this approach, but thdbes not mean that these entities are
‘lexical’ in any sense. | submit that the pitch ets can be seen as phonetic entities,
hence [HL] rather than /HL/. The tonal entities guart of the vocabulary of the
implementation system. These entities mix in witle tother tonal entities that are
introduced at the post-lexical level, belongingtie intonational system. Intonational
entities themselves may or may not be phonologiBalndary tones that predictably
associate with certain types of boundaries witleressing any specific semantics, are,
likewise, phonetic entities, e.g. [L] or [H]. Phdiceimplementation operates on the
representations that the grammar supplies. Wheaonites to the specification of pitch,
minimally, the following entities are relevant: &m (lexical or intonational), ‘accents’
and prosodic boundaries. We can, if accents gét hiigh, first assign [H] to accent and
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then do the actual implementation. The same apfié®undaries; we can assign a [H]
to the left boundary of a certain type of prosoplzase. Strictly speaking, we only do
this in order to make the implementation rules rédéeonly one type of entity (namely
tonal entities, whether phonetic or phonologicaBtéad of to three different types of
entities (tones, accents and boundaries). It waaldm, in any event, that the pitch
profiles of Tokyo Japanese words do not requireregfce to word-level tones.

7. Accent and stress

A discussion of pitch accent systems forms parthef broader discussion of word
prosodic systems. However, having made referendberpreceding sections to a view
that recognizes both accent and stress as independgons, this section will briefly
discuss their properties and interaction.

We might entertain the idea that the alleged acireiibkyo Japanese are simply
‘marks’ which are to be compared to syllable weighthis comparison holds we might
refer to the accents as ‘diacritic weight marksd an that case there is no reason for
every word to have one such mark, just like langsatat have a contrast between CV
(light) and CVX (heavy) syllables typically do noécessarily demand that each words
has a ‘heavy syllable’. Nor, for that matter, do expect words to have only one
‘accent’, since words also can have more than @ahsyllable. This interpretation of
‘accents’ explains the occurrence of unaccenteddsvand multiple accented words in
specific systems.

A problem with this approach is that weight-ditica have characteristics that are
more reminiscent of ‘stress’ than of heavy syllalsletably predictability. This can be
illustrated by taking a closer look at the accehsiyatem of Tokyo Japanese. | refer to
Chapter 129: Japanese Pitch Accent, where it isishbat the Tokyo Japanese accent
rule is very similar to the Latin-style English act rule.

We now have a new problem. If the Tokyo Japaneserds are like weight why
is their distribution (a) predictable by rule afd fhy is the rule so similar to the typical
‘stress’ placement rules? And why are there aceénsystems in which accent is
culminative and/or obligatory? To resolve thesaiéss van der Hulst (2009, in prep.)
proposes to account for accent and ‘rhythm’, whielditional metrical theories conflate
in one representation, in two different modulese Btcentual module accounts for the
location of the so-called primary accent or primatyess’ in systems where this location
shows influence of lexical factors (exceptions, phmiogical classes, etc.), while the
rhythmic module associates words withetrical structures This separation of tasks
allows a simpler version of the metrical systemahihias van der Hulst shows, cannot
handle all varieties of primary accent locationsbounded systems and is simply not
designed to deal with accent locations in unboursystems.

The theory of accent that has been suggested igtadiyn ‘liberal’ in that accent
is neither required to be culminative not obliggatai/hile this allows four different kinds
of pitch accentual systems, it might be argued weanhow also predict four kinds of any
sort of accent system, whatever the cues for aaentFocusing on the specific case of
stress-accent languages, Hyman (2007a) arguesntisaich systems ‘stress’ is always
culminative and obligatory.
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We can explain the culminativity and obligatorinedsstress by developing a
proper understanding of what is meant by ‘strelkstead of saying that the metrical
module account for the rhythmic structure of womsls,could simply say that it accounts
for stress, thus taking the term ‘stress’ to stiamdhe overall metrical structure of words.
In this view, we place metrical structure on thensdevel as pitch, i.e. as a word-level
property that is assigned to words with referercadcents (if present), whidh this
capacity are, as previously stated, pre-specified metiedds. The difference is that
while pitch is literally anexponentof accent (and thus absence if there is no agcent)
metrical structure is a parametric choice that &lenfor the language as a whole. If a
word has an accent, this accent determines the enamnvhich this metrical structure is
associated to the word. If there is no accent,ntle¢rical structure resorts to a default
mode of association. This means that languageshaae stress without accent (when
stress is fully automatic, and, indeed, often \ed), and they can have accent without
stress (in which case accents has cues such &% pitc

8. Conclusions

In this chapter we have considered the phenomehgitah accent which necessarily
entailed a detailed discussion of the notion ‘atcerhave tried to focus on analytical
issues, i.e. on how definitions of basic notionshsa tone, accent and stress allow or
disallow certain types of analysis. Next to theaidpeat lexical relevance or salience of
pitch is a sufficient condition for tone, we havensidered a more conservative view
which insists on distinctivity. Whereas the formaew essentially can do away with
pitch accent as a prosodic type, the latter viesoimpelled to this notion in cases where
pitch is not distinctive. | then showed that everstems in which pitch appears to
function distinctively can be analyzed in termseas if accents are neither required to
be obligatory nor culminative. There is thus a €lagsystems that is ambiguous between
a tonal and an accentual analysis.

In summary, the two opposing views in this delmt those that maximize the
use of tone (giving up distinctivity as a necessarterion) and those that maximize the
use of accents (which are neither necessarily atdrg not culminative).

By developing a specific notion of accent, we tloemsidered the relationship
between accent and non-pitch properties coverethéymbrella term ‘stress’, making
the perhaps obvious connection between stresshgidimiic or metrical structure. This
view is further developed in van der Hulst (in pjep

Let us finally realize that the status of worddepitch properties is not entirely
unique. All distinctions that we can establish felationships between accent and pitch
can also be established for accent and proper@sas duration and vowel quality. Note
that in these domains, we do not encounter thencthat any word level relevance of
duration or vowel quality automatically entails thleonological categories ‘length’ and
‘tense’. This, then, presents an asymmetry in assest of what is considered to be
phonological: why speak of tone (instead of accénmitch is not used distinctively (and
thus is a predictable cue of accent) if, at theeséime, cases in which accent is cued by

" A case in point would be Indonesian stress; c& @ad van Heuven (2004).
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non-distinctive duration or vowel quality areot analyzed as involving lexical
specification of length or of non-distinctive vowehtures?
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