CHAPTER 4

CONCLUDING  REMARKS


Since the time this study was initially proposed and undertaken, the “variationist” subfield of OT has developed into a legitimate school of OT research.  Those in favor of a variationist program generally espouse the theory proposed by Reynolds (1994), which has since been developed further by Nagy & Reynolds (1997), Kang (1997), Borowsky & Horvath (1997), Van Oostendorp (1997), Rose (1997), Zubritskaya (1997), Anttila (1997), Anttila & Cho (1998), and others.  These studies collectively argue for a system in which universal constraints are “floating” or “partially ranked.”  Learners of this system posit these incomplete rankings in order to account for patterns of linguistic variation within their dialect, so they can reflect these patterns in their own speech.


Despite the broad scope of some of the studies undertaken so far, none has applied  the FC model specifically to a discussion of speech styles.  It has been maintained throughout this study that speech styles are, in fact, distinct micro-dialects shared among the speakers of a community.  Speakers shift between these micro-dialects much as they would between the grammars of separate languages.  In the theory developed here, language is inherently variable because its users are inherently in control of the constraint system which determines their language.  Language style varies because speakers have, contained entirely within their categorical grammar, a variable grammar within which they may exercise full stylistic control.      


In nonvariationist OT studies, it is sufficient to undertake two tasks: 1) identify the set of universal constraints which is active on the data in question; and 2) determine the ranking relations among these constraints.  In the present variationist study, it is additionally necessary to specify the nature of the rankings, i.e. categorical or variable.  



This study has examined many different constraint rankings, categorical and variable, together.  In general, the constraints examined fall into one of two categories: FAITH(FULNESS) or MARK(EDNESS).  Whereas FAITH constraints monitor input-output correspondence at the segmental and subsegmental (i.e. featural) level, MARK constraints are sensitive to prosodic organization at the suprasegmental level, i.e. spanning one or more segments.  In the interest of consistency, it was maintained that all variably ranked or “floating” constraints - FCs - are MARK constraints.  It is not the case, however, that all MARK constraints are FCs.  Indeed, speakers of a language are more or less free to use any MARK constraint as an FC, or to rank it categorically (non-variably).


To summarize the essential claims of the FC theory laid out in this dissertation, I will review some of the constraint types (MARK, FAITH) and ranking types (categorical, variable) treated in this study.


First, to say that a pair-wise ranking of two constraints is categorical in a language means that the ranking holds uniformly in all speech styles; i.e. the reverse ranking is never attested in that language or any of its dialects.  One example of a categorical ranking which holds across all dialects of Spanish is the relation V-TO-HEAD » STRESS.  This ranking predicts that the shift of word stress (STRESS violation) is permitted provided that such shift is local in nature.  In other words, if due to pressure from a higher constraint the targeted vowel in a word cannot be stressed, then stress may be shifted to a more suitable vowel as long as the targeted vowel is still contained in the stressed syllable.  If stress cannot target the vowel itself, then it must at least target the syllable containing it (see 235).

(235)
Cross-dialectal categorical ranking: V-TO-HEAD » STRESS

/menú # antiguo/
V-TO-HEAD
STRESS

(    a.   me.nwán. …

*

b.   mé.nwan. …   
*!



Because the ranking V-TO-HEAD » STRESS is categorical across all Spanish dialects, there is no situation in any dialect in which the reverse ranking STRESS » V-TO-HEAD obtains, and there are no data to justify such a ranking.  It is therefore never possible, in any dialect, for candidate (235b) to be selected as optimal.  This does not mean that (235a) is optimal in all dialects, because in many dialects, additional constraints intervene and select alternate outputs which are not shown.  Nevertheless, it is sufficient to say that the ranking V-TO-HEAD » STRESS is categorical cross-dialectally in Spanish, because (235b) is not a possible output in any dialect.


There are other constraint rankings which are not categorical for the Spanish language as a whole, i.e. they vary across dialects.  For example, Peninsular Spanish is characterized by the categorical ranking IDENT [high] » MAX-WI-µ.  This ranking states that a word-initial mora may be deleted if such deletion will allow the identity of a feature [high] to be retained.  In Chicano Spanish, this ranking is categorically reversed.  The reverse ranking states that the value of [high] may be changed in order to avoid word-initial gliding.  Note that both rankings are categorical, yet only in their respective dialects (see 236 and 237). 

(236)
Peninsular Spanish ranking: IDENT [high] » MAX-WI-µ: de uvitas

/de # ubitas/
IDENT [high]
MAX-WI-(

(         a.   dew. …

*

b.   dju. …
*!


(237)
Chicano Spanish ranking: MAX-WI-µ » IDENT [high]: de uvitas
/de # ubitas/
MAX-WI-(
IDENT [high]

         a.   dew. …
*!


(           b.   dju. …

*


There are some constraint pairs whose ranking varies not interdialectally (as is the case for MAX-WI-µ and IDENT [high]), but rather intradialectally.  Constraints which are variably ranked within a particular dialect may rank either above or below other constraints, as a function of stylistic control.  For example, in all dialects of Spanish, ONSET is variably ranked relative to MAX-µ.  This means that in the constraint hierarchy of any Spanish dialect, it may be true that ONSET » MAX-µ or MAX-µ » ONSET.  The ranking MAX-µ » ONSET enforces vowel hiatus, and is called the “Largo” (slow/careful speech) ranking.  The reverse ranking effects glide formation, and is called the “Allegretto” (fast/casual speech) ranking (see 238 and 239; only the essential candidates and constraints are shown).

(238)
Largo: MAX-µ » ONSET: te adoro

/te # adoro/
MAX-(
ONSET

(     a.   te.a. …

*

b.   . …
*!


(239)
Allegretto: ONSET » MAX-µ: te adoro
/te # adoro/
ONSET
MAX-(

a.   te.a. …
*!


(      b.   . …

*


In summary, variationist OT allows ranking relations to be classified into three groups: 1) categorical within dialects, categorical across dialects; 2) categorical within dialects, variable across dialects; and 3) variable within dialects.  Examples of each group are enumerated in (240).

(240)
Categorical within dialects, categorical across dialects


a.
Stress shift



V-TO-HEAD » STRESS, MAX-S




Stress shift is local.


b.
Nasal manner/place



IDENT [nasal] » IDENT [place]




Nasals may change place, but not manner.


c.
Lateral manner/place



IDENT [lateral], LAT/COR » IDENT [place]


Laterals may change place within the [coronal] place node, but may not change manner.


d.
Voicing assimilation



IDENT [voice] » LIC-LARYN » *COMP-SEG



Voicing assimilation is partial.

(241)
Categorical within dialects, variable across dialects


a.
Glides at word boundaries



MAX-WI-µ » HNUC (Standard Mexican Spanish)



Only onglides at word boundaries, regardless of sonority.



HNUC » MAX-WI-µ (Peninsular Spanish)



Onglides or offglides at word boundaries, as sonority dictates.


b.
Glide height



HIGLIDE » IDENT [high] (Chicano Spanish)



All glides are [+high].



IDENT [high] » HIGLIDE (Peninsular Spanish)



Glides are faithful to their underlying specification for [high].


c.
Stress and merger



MAX-S, STRESS » MAX-µ » MAX-WI-µ » HNUC (Standard Mexican Spanish)

Stressed vowels cannot be glided; offglides are allowed at a word boundary only after a stressed nucleus, regardless of sonority.



HNUC » MAX-µ » MAX-S, STRESS » MAX-WI-µ (Peninsular Spanish) 


Stress is invisible in glide formation; onglides or offglides are allowed at word boundaries, as sonority dictates.


d.
Vowels at word boundaries



HNUC » MAX-IO , IDENT [high] » IDENT [low] » MAX-WI-µ



(Peninsular Spanish)



Low vowels remain low, mid vowels raise. 



MAX-WI-µ , HNUC , IDENT [low] » MAX-IO » IDENT [high]



(Chicano Spanish)



Low vowels delete, mid vowels raise.




e.
Nasal Neutralization



NAS/X]morph » ONS-PLACE (V-dialects)



Neutralized nasals may be shoved into surface onset position.



ONS-PLACE » NAS/X]morph (A-dialects)




Neutralized nasals never occur in surface onset position.

(242)
Variable within dialects


a.
Syllable merger



ONSET » MAX-µ




No vowel hiatus (enforces glide formation).



MAX-µ » ONSET



No glide formation (enforces hiatus).


b.
Place assimilation



ALIGN » LIC-PLACE



No place assimilation across word boundaries.



LIC-PLACE » ALIGN



Place assimilation is enforced across word boundaries.


c.
Degree of place assimilation






*COMP-SEG » IDENT [place]




Partial place assimilation enforced (no total).



IDENT [place] » *COMP-SEG



Total place assimilation enforced (no partial).


d.
Coda obstruent continuancy



*C/OBS[-cont] » IDENT [cont]




All coda obstruents are [+cont].



IDENT [cont] » *OBS[-cont]


Coda obstruents are realized faithfully to underlying [cont].


e.
Coda obstruent voicing



*C/OBS[+voice] » IDENT [voice]




All coda obstruents are [-voice].



IDENT [voice] » *C/OBS[+voice]




Coda obstruents are realized faithfully to underlying [voice].


f.
Aspiration



IDENT [SG} » *C/[+strident] » IDENT [strident]




Coda [+strident] ( [h].



IDENT [SG] » IDENT [strident] » *C/[+strident]




Coda [+strident] is represented faithfully to underlying [strident]. 




This study has not endeavored to derive probabilistic predictions from the availability of constraint rankings within the grammar, even though such quantifications may be possible. Nor has this study examined in detail the many environmental variables which motivate stylistic variation.  Applications of variationist OT to specific types of speech situations are left to future research.


The present study recognizes interspeaker and intraspeaker variation as two inseparable axes in the description of variable speech.  The FC theory, originally designed to explain facts of interspeaker variation, has been adapted here to account specifically for intraspeaker variation, without any special modification.  The main advantage of the FC model in the description of stylistic data is its ability to accurately describe the interaction of categorical and variable processes.  The resulting grammar is comprehensive.
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