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In the markedness model of SPE (Chomsky & Halle 1968), redundancy rules lose
their ability to characterize regularities and must convert ‘optimal’ phonemes to
‘real’ ones. Lexical redundancy and low-level segmental redundancy are confused in
the SPE model, in which values are specified for all features in lexical matrices. In
assigning values to features with no phonetic correlates in certain major classes,
absolute marking conventions create unnatural classes and unpronounceable seg-
ments; their output should be expressed in #’s, and interpretive marking conventions
should assign values only to meaningful features.

In this paper I shall discuss two aspects of phonological theory, segmental
redundancy and simultaneous constraints, and the implications for them in the
model of markedness in phonology proposed in Chapter 9 of Chomsky & Halle
1968 (henceforth SPE). I shall not dispute the validity of the model as a theory of
phonology, but I wish to point out certain undesirable consequences of its formula-
tion in SPE, and to give some suggestions for improvement. Section 1 of this paper
is a brief history of previous treatments of segmental redundancy; sections 2-4
discuss its treatment in SPE; and section 5 examines the effects of marking con-
ventions on the co-occurrence restrictions of features.

PRE-MARKEDNESS SEGMENTAL REDUNDANCY

1.1. Until the development of the model of phonology exemplified by Halle
1959, the phonemic level of representation in a grammar could be characterized as
a redundancy-free version of the phonetic level. In classical phonemics, a phoneme
is ‘a class of non-contrastive and phonetically similar phones ... defined by the
quality or combination of qualities present in all its members and absent from all
other phones of the dialect’ (Bloch 1950:90). Any feature not distinctive in a phone
P is ‘not properly part of the definition of the phoneme to which P belongs’ (ibid.)
For instance, in a language with the vowel phonemes /i e u o a/, the allophones of
/e/ might be [e] in stressed syllables and [€] in unstressed syllables. The phoneme
/e[ is then defined by the midness and frontness of [e] and [€]; this is the combina-
tion of qualities, or features, which differentiates them from the allophones of
/iu o a/. If both [e] and [€] are nasalized only before nasal consonants, nasalization
is said to be a CONDITIONED feature in them; the feature [nasal] is not part of the
definition of /e/. The feature [tense], which differentiates [e] from [€], is introduced
by rules and considered DETERMINED in [e] and [€]. Thus [tense] is not part of the
definition of /e/; rather /e/ is defined by the facts (a) that it is not /i/, /u/, o/, or [a/,
and (b) that its allophones are [e] and [¢]—with the defining, determined, and con-
ditioned features mentioned above. Classical phonemes, in the strictest sense, have
no phonetic features associated directly with them. The features are associated
with their allophones; and the rules which describe the relationship between the
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phonemes and their allophones add specifications for all the phonetic features
necessary to characterize the pronunciation of the allophones.!

In early distinctive-feature analyses, phonemic representations were similarly
redundancy-free versions of the corresponding phonetic representations, although
the former were defined in phonetic terms (Jakobson, Fant & Halle 1963:4 fI.,
43-5). In the vowel system described above, the feature [tense] is redundant, since
no vowel phoneme is in a tense-lax opposition with any other. The tenseness of [e]
and the laxness of [g] are supplied by rules adding the redundant features in the
appropriate environments (cf. Stanley 1967:396). It is therefore possible to say
that the phonological rules (however expressed) of both classical and distinctive-
feature phonemics are, in fact, redundancy rules.

1.2. Practitioners of the model of phonology exemplified by Halle 1959 found that,
in order for morphemes to be represented in the lexicon with unique shapes defined
with phonetic features, and in order for these entities to be mapped directly onto
their systematic phonetic variants (alias allomorphs), the power of phonological
rules would have to be extended beyond their previous function of filling in blanks.
They would have to be able to change feature values—adding, deleting, or permuting
entire segments at intermediate levels in derivations. Morphemes were to be
represented lexically without values for the redundant features of the systematic
phonemes by which they were ‘spelled’. These redundant features were to be filled
in (a) by the morpheme-structure rules, which specify the possible shapes for
morphemes in the language, and (b) by the phonological rules, which add redundant
feature values as needed for the operation of other rules.

Morpheme-structure rules, in predicting the values of some features in lexical
matrices, express sequential redundancies. Segmental redundancies—the constraints
on (and thus the predictability of) the co-occurrence of feature specifications in the
paradigmatic environment of one segment—are not codified in a particular place
in the 1959 model, but can be inferred from the phonological rules which appear in
the course of derivations (Stanley, 3967, 398). '

A possible 1959 treatment of the vowel system described in §1.1 would be as
follows. The systematic vowel phonemes, or ‘incompletely specified morphonemes’
(Halle 1959), are /i e u o a/. They are distinguished by the features [high], [low], and
[back].? Ignoring sequential redundancy, they can be represented like this:

1) /i e uo al
High + -+ - -
Low - -+
Back - -+ +

In the course of derivations, phonological rules add feature values to 1, filling in
the blanks—as well as changing and deleting whole segments, of course.

! T am aware that the above is a considerable simplification of the views of Bloomfieldian and
post-Bloomfieldian phonologists; but I believe that this compression of their ideas does not
result in serious distortion,

2 The 1959 model, of course, used other features; but this does not alter the facts under
discussion.
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