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Carole Paradis and Jean-Francois Prunet (eds.) (1991). The special
status of coronals : internal and external evidence. (Phonetics and Pho-
nology 2}, San Diego: Academic Press. Pp. xvii+231.

John MecCarthy
Alison Taub
University of Massachusetts, Amherst

Coronal consonants are phonologically special.* This collection of papers
provides a comprehensive view of the special hehaviour of coronals, relating
their statues to many Important issues of current intecest in phonology.

The introduction by Paradis & Prunet is 2 superb overview, a highlight of the
book and an excellent resource. 1t nor only outlines the ways in which coronals
are special but also establishes connections with the theory of feature geametry,
underspecification theory, the relationship of markedness to underspecificarion
and the relationship between consonant and vowel representations. Seldom
does an introduction to a volume of papers lay ourt its subject as clearly and
comprehensively as Paradis & Prunet have done, making a genuine contribution
to our understanding of the patterns of special behaviour displayed by coronals.

The collected papers focus tightly on the topic, with a helpful unanimity of
basic assumptions complemented by a healthy independence in the details.! The
stated goals of the book are to look ar the special status of coronals from as wide
an empirical base us possible, thus serving as a basic and thorough reference on
coronal behaviour; and o back up the widespread but largely unproven idea that
coronal is the "unmarked " place of articulation. In many respects it succeeds in
achieving this ambitious programme.

Evidence contributing to the claim that coronals are unmarked includes
relatively high frequency in speech or in the lexicon, occasional appearance via
epenthesis, freer distribution than non-coronals, susceptibility to place as-
similation, and transparency to vowel-vowel assimilation. The conzensus of the
contributors to this volume is that coronal unmarkedness follows from under-
specification of the feature [coronal] (Kiparsky 1985; Broselow 1985; Avery &
Rice 1989; Paradis & Pruncr 198%a, b). Because they are underspecified for
place, coronals are less complex than other consonants (accounting for the
frequency and. epenthesis biases), potentially invisible to rules (hence the
distributional bias and transparency), and potential targets of feature-filling
place assimilation rules. Underspecification of [coronal] s assumed to hold at
underlving representation and o contnnue until the [coronal] defaulr rule fills it
in-at some later point in the derivation, ranging from very early (the cvclic
lexical phonelegy in Fula: Paradis & Prumet 1989b) to very late (phonetic
implernentation in English: Avery & Rice 1989).2

Equally imnportant as evidence for the unmarked nature of coronals is the fact
that they are extremely common in phonemic inventories, where they occur
with grear richness of contrast. In the first paper of the volume, Keating
describes the many possible contrasts of manner and place that coronals exhibir,

363




e — e
T T —

—
R

364 Reviews

reflecting the many degrees of freedom of the tongue tip and blade articulatary
systemn. This phonetic diversity of coronals s representecd rhonologicaily by
SEERIE up a variety of :imm_m::n-e hauaure_n that are dt:rlL‘nL!i._!nL on the feature
fcoronal]. These dependent fearures include at least [anteriar] and {distributed)
r:nr Place (Sagey 1986: Steriade 1986) and possibly also [lateral] und [strident]
f0F manner (respectively Levin 1988 and the paper by Shaw in this vaolume), A
dependent fearure like [distributed] can only be marked on = segment that is
marked for its head, fcoronal]. Thay gh other articulators have dependent
features, none has the variety attributed o [coronal], accounting for the
frequently obsérved coronal bias in inventories and the greater cross-linguistic
richness of coronal COnLrasts,

As explanations for different aspecrs of coronal unmuarkedness, under-

specification and dependent features are distinet or even mutuslly incompatible.
By the logic of dependency, a segment that is specified for g dependent featyre
like [unterjor] must alse be specified far the corresponding head fearure
[_r_-nmn:-.]}.LEm example, even if the English plain alveolars ¢, & | » and n are
unc_ivrspui:tlfnd for [coronal|, the dentals 8/4 and palato-alveolars i/ &/ 3 must
be fully specified to support the dependent fearyres [distribured] and [anterior],
As a consequence, the dentals and palato-alveslars should not participate in the
syndrome of properties attribiited to [coronal | underspecification, and con.
versely, the plain alveolars should nat function as & natugal elass with the other
coronals until application of the [coronal] defaulr rile® |

The real tension betwern underspecification of alveolars and full specification
of other coronals becomes evident when we look more clostly at English
phonology. Severs] cuntributions in this volume note that coronals are by Far the
MOST COMMON consonanis i English, both in the dictionary and in corpora (cf,
Wang & Crawford 1960; Denes 1963).° Davis argues that coronal consonants
cin cooccur where pther homorganic consonants are prohibited because
[coronal] is underspecified, Specifically, coronals gscape a constraint prohibiting
sC,VC, when €, and C, are homorganic, so ®*speb is bad but sted is not. Yip
likewise shows that corunals acr gs though they have no specified place feature
with respect to a constraint prohibiting more than one place specification in
consonant clusters, so sk or ff are permitted but f# iz not. Because [is specified
as [coronal] to support the dependent feature | —anterior], f&1s ruled out as wel|
Stemberger & Stoel-Gammeon present evidence that coronals are underspecified
in on-line processing. (Béland & Favreau reach a similar conclusion based on
evidence drawn {rom French aphasies.) Finallv, Avery & Rice (1989 have
proposed that the coronal nasal is g preferved target for postlexiea) place
assimilution because it is underspecified for place: iyl Kingston ws. from
Kingston,

Taken as & whole, this evidencs suggests a role for [coronal] underspecification
throughour the derivation in English, tanging from very early constraints on
morpheme structure or Level | syllabification up through postlexical phonolagy
and production. Not all of the evidence is unimpeschable — in particular,
postlexical assimilation of # seems to be pestural hiding rather than true
assimilation (Browman & Goldstein 1989: 214f; Padgett 1991)— but on the
whole, the case seerms convineing. It is therefore remarkable that there is slsoa
considerable body of evidence thar corenals, even plain alveolars like ¢ or n.
must actually be specified for [coronal] in English phonology:

—In American English, initial coronal +yu is prohibited iBorowsky 1986:
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285f). This regularity encompasses marled and unmarked coronals: * G,
*yi.

Syllable-initial clusters of coronal+! are prohibited, #s both Yip and
Mohanan (1991: 315) note. Bath unmarked alveolars like ¢ and marked dentals
like 1 are affected. (As usual in English, 5 is exceptional,)

— The diphthong gz can be followed only by coronals, marked or unma rked
(mouthie), mouse, lout, Douge, gronuch, Bausch),

— Under the influence of loanwords, the ser of initial «O clusters is being
extended to [C as well: schmaltz, shpiel, sehiock. shiick. But this extension is
incompatible with [coronal] underspecification as an explanation for the special
status of &

— The syllable appendix is restricted to caronals, both marknfi and uTmark:d
(Fudge 1969 Halle & Vergnaud 1980; etc.): rind, range, *riajlmp, ""“"]’.”lr.'

— Borowshky (1987) argues that vowel fzero alternations in the plural, genitive
and pretecite suffixes follow from the Obligatory Contour Principle (3O,
uﬁ‘ut;ing consonants that agree in manner and place. This account relies on
specification of [coronal] in both alveolars and palato-slveolars: busies, fuses,
churches, judees.

— Borowsky (1986: 199} arpues that morpheme-internal superheavy syllables
are permitted only when the coda shares place, including [coronal]: chaméber,
danger, flounder; Hampton, plankton, antler. . ‘ ",

- Mohanan (1991: 315) cites the Level T phonological rules of s-voicing
(resume vs. refer) and alveolar stop spirantisation (divisive) as referring to the
clags of coronals. : N

— Aronoff (1976: 98f) notes that the suffix -tion has allomorphs ~iot and -itton
when affixed to coronal-final verbs: coerce, rebel, apine, abrade, revise, pervert,
admonish. Yip (1988: 88-89) artributes this to the OCP applying to coronal
sequences and finds a similar effect involving the prefives ad- and ab-.

Revfers

The most striking observations are those like the first six, Ev'ni-ch treat plain
coronals like 1 and marked ones like fu_r I‘_;"a,_: a ngmrnl_::last. Unless I_r:nrnnai]_n:
!-u”],.' S]jf;cj_ﬂEfi, reference to such a class is impnssible. (See Lumuntagnc 1992 far
further discussion,)

This evidence, drawn from constraints on morpheme structure or Level ]
syllabification and rules of the lexical phonology, shows that [coronal] J..'.I.‘ILI.SE.]JL‘
Sijti:lﬁﬂd quite early in the derivation naI'En_r_ﬂ'lsh. But early [F?mt%ﬂl] :sp_::mﬁu.mun
15 nbviously incompatible with the claim that uﬂdETH[}I:‘L'IfICHt'IErn of [E{IFHTI:_.I]f
persists into the postlexical phonology, und even ar the earJg..' stages of the
derivation, [coronal] underspecification could be problematic. It may be
possible, by careful rule ordering, to ensure L]F!Lu the morpheme ﬁtru.::tull'::
constraints discussed by Davis and Yip apply I:ur:n_jre the [l:r]_.rD]'Iﬂ]I Ij.‘EfElIJ]; .—ulu
and thar the other constrants listed ﬁbmff: applyv after the default rule, bur such
an ordering will sometimes be quite arbitrary. . oy

One striking case is the difference between the restrictions on corrla .ccmannﬁmb
following the diphthongs aw and oy, The aw _nrnll-ubm-_-n '-.\'r.:-u]_r:i. hav L'J:n _!.-U 'Tw
[coronal] fill-in since all t|:|_1'|:|nu]s L I::I:}I::iu pt:!s:._mn._..b] :-.u:mdnr
restriction on oy, though, singles out. only the :L]I:'EL:]:ilr';: a5 pos,ﬂ‘ e u:: ,3,-_?
(adroit, choice, coin, *cotth, ®coich, ®cotp, "m.nﬁ':l and so it 5-h.t-mm b urumj,
before the [coronal] defoult rule. Yet except for h.nu.' IIF]_].E"_E.’ dtur]:_: up r.n‘r{l_}na s
these rules are essenually the same; so the putative difference in ordering is

MySterious,




T T —wtsgy

T g—

366 Rewiews

Thus, though [coronal] underspecificarion explaing much about Englizh
phonology, ivalse Encounters significant diffi culties. Clearly, furure wark on the
topic must seek o reconcile these conflicting indications, There is 5 penuine
need for studics thar rake 8 comprehensive look at the phonology of -!:-nrnnuls
within a single language and that contend with potential obstacles to [coronal]
underspecification. [n this volume, the only sustained #ttempt to deal with an
apparent counterexample is Cho's analysis of Korean Place assimilation. Plage
assimilation in Korean FArgets not just coronals but, under some conditions,
labials and palatals oo Cho proposes that Korean organises place of articulation
in SPE fashion with [+ anterior, *+coronal], so bath [ +coronal] (alveslars and
palatals) and [ +anterior] (alvealars and labials) can be underspecified.

Several contributions address the issue of the richness of eoronal contrast
within- phonemic systems. Shaw's analysis of consonant harmony in the
Athabaskan language Tahlran establishes some important results about the
representation of intracoronal contrasts Tahltan has five series of coronals, the
d stop series and the difl, dafs, dzfz and 43/ affricate/fricative serjes. A
harmeny rule, 10 which dand dl are transparent, affects the d4, dr and dy series,

Thus, sequences like ds.i(dyiioo or d. (0...df are possible, but not
e otdly

At least ewa fearures, [anterior] and [distributed], participare in this harmony
process. By the basic assumption of feature geometry, a rule can assimilate two
features only by spreading the node that dominates bath of themn, in this case
[coronal], But then the o and 4 series must be underspecified for [caronal] to
be transparent to the harmony rule. Underspecification of the o series is g
straightforward mateer, bur underspecification of the dl serips is incomparible
with Levin's (1988) influential proposal that [fateral] is a [coronal]-dependent
feature, By close examination of the phonological behaviour of phonetic velar
laterals, Levin demonstrates that al] laterals are underlvingly coronal. This
follows from the logic of dependency if [lateral] is a [coronal] dependent. Shaw's
analysis of Tahlwan is the maost compelling argument vet advanced apainst this
claim.®

Rice & Avery, who also argue that [lateral] is not a [coronal] dependent, seek
a different explanation for the limitation of [lateral] specification to coronals,
They propose that the feature [lateral] is a dependent of a new class node,
Spontaneous Voice (3V), which marks sonorant consonants, Their idea iz that
the coronality of laterals follows from a restriction on the combined complexity
of the Place and SV nodes within & segment: if SV is specified (hy [lateral]), then
Place cannot be: if Plage e specified (in non-coronals), then 5V cannot be,

This proposal is coupled with several far-reaching revisions in the narure of
phonological rules and of the teature hierarchy, most of which remain to be
studied, The following questions for future resesrch (the latter two mentioned
by Rice & Avery) seem most pressing

— Are global measures of the structural complexity of segments justified in
general f For example, could we limit VOICINE to cornnals ?
T [lateral] is & dependent of SV, and if SV marks sonorants, then how are
lateral obsrruents represented 7

How are retroflex or palato-alveolar laterals represented ? Since consonanes

marked for [anterior] or [distributed] must also he specified for [coronal], it
should not be possible for them to be lateral as well. This last question is directly
vonnected with the theme of coronal underspecification.
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There remains one final respect in which [coronal] might be special, Shaw's
survey of consonant harmony rules (defined as long-distance consonant—
consonant assimilation or dissimilation) reveals a bias in favour of rules
involving coronals over other places of articulation.” This bias cannot be
explained by underspecifving [coronall, since the harmony rule must affect
teatures dependent on [coronal]. Instead, Shaw proposes an explanation based
on a kind of transderivational blocking of labial or dorsal consonant harmony,
1f the features [labial] and [dorsal] are specified on a vowel intervening berween
two consonants, then they will block [labial] or [dorsal] harmony between those
consonants. Transderivational blocking says that [labial] and [dorsal] consonant
harmony are always avoided because they are sometimes blocked in this Wiy,
But since [coronal] is not involved in the representation of vowels, Shaw argues,
there is no transderivational blocking of coronal consonant harmony. A similar
explanation, attributed by Paradis & Pruner to Halle and Kenstowicz, has been
proposed for the transparency of coronals to total vowel-vowel sssimilation.

This proposal encounters two significant difficulties. The first problem,
which Shaw also notes, is that the vowel features may not be disjoint from
[coronal]. Much of the literature on palatalisation, beginming with Clemenss
(1976} and continuing through Lahiri & Evers’ contribution to this volume,
relies on the assumption that [coronal] marks front vewels. In particular, Lahiri
& Evers propose that front vowels are both [coronal] and [—anterior], with
either feature able to spread to a nearby consonant, Spreading of [ —anterior]
palatalises a [coronal], while spreading of [coronal] palatalises a velar, ( Lahiri &
Evers analyse a third type of palatalisation, secondary palatalisation in DY, R,
asspreading of [ +high] from vowel to consonant.)

The second problem is that there is much conceprual distance from the
observation that, say, labial consonant harmony would be blocked by round
vowels to the claim that labial harmony is transderivationally blocked even
when non-round vowels intervene. Phonological rules normally apply in all
conditions where they ar¢ not prohibited; transderivational blocking requires
that a rule never apply because it is sometimes prohibited. Furthermore, as
Shaw points out, [round| vowel harmony should alsa be avoided beeause of
transderivational blocking by intervening fabial consonants. Yet in several cases
cited (Warlpiri, Igho, Tulu), round vowel harmony does occur but is blocked
precisely when it encounters a labial consonanrt.

The explanation for the frequeney of coronal harmonyv seems to lie instead
with the feature geometry of dependent features like [round], [distributed] and
[anterior]. Because of familiar locality considerations, long-distance consomant—
consonant assimilatiol L i lependent features, But as we have noted,
the feature [coronal] has more dependents than the other articulator fearures (at
least inj{mmummt&}l. Moreover, the palato-ilVeolar seements, which are repre-
sented with [coronal] dependents, occur with great frequency in phonemic
inventories. These phservations combine to ;_:E:d'iun on purely smtstical

grounds, that long-distance coMsonant-consonant sssirmilation will be over-
whelmingly corpnal.

All told, the contributions to this volume call on one or more of three separate
explanations for different aspects of special coronal behaviour:

— Underspecification of [coronal], which accounts for some aspects of coronal
unmarkedness : trransparency 1o rules, susceptibility to assimilation, epenthesis,
high frequency in the lexicon and corpars, and behaviour in on-line processing,
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- Variery of features dependent on [
legical diversity af cormnals and their ur
their special affinity for palatalization,

— Independence of [coronal] from vowel features,
prevalence of coramal consonant harmony,
If the last explanation is incorreet

coronal], which sccounts for the typg.-
marked status in InVEntories, as well as

which accounts for the

and the prevalence of corona harmony is
actually i special case of coronal diversity, as argued above, then we are still lefr

with twa very different Dropositions. Sometimes coronal consonants are special
By virtue of phonological inactivity or invisibility, and thege cases form the core
of evidence thar [coronal] is underspecified. In another Stt of cases, the special
behaviour of coronals requires actpal specification of [coronal] to SUpport
dependent fearyres and to engage in assimilation, These conflicting demands
have not vet heen successfully reconciled

Clearly this review cannot represent the de
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its own goal of SErVing as a reference wo
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MOTES

*  We are prateful to Tuliette Blevins, Stuart Diavis, Michael Kenstowics, Grep
Lamuntr:gme_. Linda anhnrdi,_ Armin Mester, Jave Padgett, Carnle Paradis,
Jean-Frangpis Prunet, Keren Rice and Elisabeth Sellirk for their comments on
adrafe of this review,

[1] The contributors and their articles are; Py
articulation 't Srace Dravis, *Coron
consonants in English”; Muojra Yip, ™
condition'; Adit Lahir & Vincent E

triciz A. Kesting, *Caranal places of
als and the phonotactics of nonadjacent
Coronals, consonant clusters, and the coda
vers, 'Palatalization and coronality ' Kerep
Rice & Peter A very, 'On the relationship hetween Interality and coronality *;
Patriciu. A, Shaw, *Consoniint harmany systems: the special stutia of coronal
harmony*; Young-mee Yu Cho, *On the universality of the coronal articulator '
Joseph Paul Stemberger & Carnl Stoel-Gammon, *The underspecification of
coronals:evidence from language ACqUISItion and performance errors’: Hende
Beland & Yves Favreay, 'On the special status of coronals in aphasia
[2] Underspecification of [eoronal] is ebviously an mmportant source of evidence for
underspecification theory more generally. Underspecification of only redundant
feature values (Steriade 1987 Mester & It 198%) entails that [coronal] is
underspecified only when it is truly predictable, ae it jo with the English liquids,
Mester & Ito support this approach with an analvsis of & Japanese palatalisarion
rule that applies to al] of the coronals except (underspecified) r. In contrast, all of
the contributors o this volume adopt a version of Radijeal Underspecification (zee
Archangeli 1988), where [coronal] is specified only when it is needed to SUppOrt
2 dependent fearure, (Avery & Rice 1989 PTOpose & variation on this, accepred also
by Béland & Favreau,)
But underspecification of [coronal] differs profoundly from underspecification
of other features, Suppose, for instance, that | —buek] is underspecified. Then a
default rule []—=I —hack] supplies this feature value to segments that 4re not
already [+hack]. In this rule schema, [ | means [@ back]. Bur the dr:fau]_t rule
[]+[eoronal] must have an entirely  differens imﬁrp:r_::a:jun —it applies to
segments that are [I Place] (not [# coronal]). This difference has important
tmplications thut have yet to be explored: [coronal] underspecification s
impossible for multiply-articulated consotiants like lahialised coronals or coronal-
dorsals (cf. Sagey 1986); and place functions [ike an r-ary distinctive fearure
whose default value is coronal {ef. McCarthy 1988),
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[3] Other guestions are rpised by the division of the eoromnil FEEMENts . into
underspecified and specified classes, In many langusges, the number of coronals
in the phoneme inventory is greater than the nurmber of consonants at other
places of articulation, Taking just the example of English, there are thirteen
corenal consonants, five labizal consonants and three velars (ot including plides).
However, when we divide coronals into apecified and underspecified, there are
seven underspecified coronals and six specified eoronals. Fither underspecifi-
cation is not relevant to the grearer inventory fr equency of coronals, since both
specified and underspecified varieties oumumber their counterparts: st other
places of articulation, or the 'markedness' seems [ogs compelling, fince seven
unmarked consonants are not strikingly more than six marked ones,

[4] Evidence of lexical or corpus frequency needs further study. 1t has not been

established whether the prevalence of coronals in 3 corpus or the lexicon of

English iz a direct consequence of [coronal] underspecification or instesd 2 side-

effect of some other property: the frequency of coronals in English funcrional

categories, the relatively free distribution of coronals, or the richness of the
coronzl phoneme syatem.

This account presupposes that the ds series, though alvenlar, is specified for

[coronal]. Shaw proposes that the d= serics is marked by a [coronal]-dependent

feature [+strident], which then requires specification of [coronal] iwself. Buc

under the assumptions of Radical Underspecification, which Shaw adopts, there
is no reason to specify the fricatives s and = as [+strident].

[6] The survey of consonant harmony has some gaps. It cites un Arabic restriction on
the conccurrence of labials bur unaccounsably disregards similar restrictions at
all other places of arciculation. The English prohibition on SCVC, sequences s
described us [coronal] {disharmony when, s we Tave seen. Davis armies that
coronals alone are immune, The survey also overlooks the abiovelar harmony
rule of Mokilese (Mester 1986; MceCarchy 1988) and the pharynigeal tonsonant
Tarmony rule of Neo-Aremaic (Hoberman 1985),

pamay
Ln
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