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1 1 liver her eulogy. People

Coast in a storm 1n order to de \ .
g%r:gzw her as an effervescent, self-effacing, c(:ionsmter}t fforci:teil ’f;)lr1

i d a turbulent time eased our grie w
good in a small town an s O oF two
i d a very public DO
outpouring of memories an e s hon Dyer.
i ble people. We are grateful to Feli oles, Do
i;r: I;;zeind zﬁl t}rl)e generous contributors for providing thllls foruwrrrll
in whi;:h she can be remembered as a scholar by Er n(éver
community of fellow linguists. It is an honor hthat she w}?l;,s e
i s muc

cted, but one I know would gratify her as

}}llzregerzfet;ul family of Beth, Elliott, Pamela, Jennifer, and baby

Arachne Rebecca.

NOTES

i i on, February,
! Open Doors oral history interweV\{ with Rebecc.a 1Lgr<ill1eectli\ggzetJ'D. Wmiazs
2003, Open Doors Collection, Archives and Special Co o Fc;rd P
ib , the University of Mississippi. Thank you to Jennifer o ey
s this recording. For additional context see James ‘a 1966),'
aC?eS.Sm_g i+ The Closed Society (New York: Harcourt, Brage & .Wo.r s p thé
MlsS’;S’p gi’.espino In Search of Another Country: Mzmz;sngt an2007).
JC(‘);:Eervative Cm;nterrevolution (Princeton:'Prmceton Umve;s.tll';yan;st;,e Batﬂé
and William Doyle, 4n American Insurrection: James Mere 1\;1 g
Mississippi, 1962 (New vork: Anchor, 2001). My ol
of Oufors te. however, that Doyle mistakenly asserts that no one was )
;)vra:)r;tecr:rll;ezlofg(r) fk’le riots. Ir; fact, Al Moreton was among those who mounted a

federal case against them.
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Prosody-Morphology Interaction in English Diphthong Raising
in a Mississippi Dialect

Elliott Moreton:
University of North Carolina Chapel Hill

Allophony in vocoid height conditioned by consonant voicing recur in
geographically dispersed English dialects. Cross-dialectal consistency in the
phonetic details of the patterns is due to their being recent or ongoing
phonologizations of the same phonetic precursor. This paper asks whether a
shared phonetic precursor can cause uniformity in the effects of more abstract
factors. Diphthong Raising is described in a Mississippi dialect across three
generations of speakers, systematically and orthogonally varying the
morphological and prosodic context. Results are compared with published
accounts of dialects in Virginia, Ontario, and the Inland North. Diphthong
Raising is found to interact with stress, morphological structure, and the free vs.
bound status of stems, and to do so in different ways across dialects.

1. Introduction: English Diphthong Raising

Around the English-speaking world, synchronic phonological
alternations are found in which the height of a vocoid differs
depending on whether it precedes a voiced or voiceless coda
obstruent. The best-known case is Canadian Raising, in which [ar1]
and [au] are raised to [a1] and [au] before a voiceless coda
consonant; e.g. tight [tart] vs. tide [taid]; lout [laut] vs. loud [lavd]
(Joos 1942, Chambers 1973, Paradis 1980). However, patterns
meeting this criterion—"English Diphthong Raising"—recur in
multiple geographically and historically separated varieties of
English, as shown in Table 1. The scattered geographic
distribution, the rarity of English Diphthong Raising in the British
Isles, the phonetic diversity of the vocoids from one dialect to

‘This paper is a much-expanded version of a University of Massachusetts
manuscript (Moreton 1999). It has benefitted from comments by Joe Pater,
Katya Pertsova, Jennifer Smith, Erik Thomas and participants in the UNC-
Chapel Hill Linguistics Department's weekly phonetics/phonology caucus. I owe
a special debt to Rebecca Larche Moreton (Speaker RLM, July 27, 1937-
January 18, 2016), who first introduced me to linguistics and, indeed, to
language itself. This paper is dedicated to her memory.
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another, and the relative recency of Diphthong Raising in some

dialects indicate that at Jeast some of the instances are independent

innovations (Labov 1963, Chambers 1989, Britain 1997, Moreton

and Thomas 2007, Fruehwald 2016).
All patterns meeting the criterion share a number of properties
in addition to the criterion itself: the higher and lower vocoids are

always found before voiceless and voiced obstruents, respectively;

never the other way around. Before sonorant codas, and in open
r. The affected

syllables, the lower vocoid is found, never the highe
vocoids always include at least one of historical /ai/ and /aw/. What
creates this consistency across independent innovations, and
maintains it in the face of historical change, seems to be that
Diphthong Raising arises from the phonologization (Hyman 1976)
of a consistent phonetic precursor—a phonetic  pre-voiceless
peripheralization process that involves all English vocoids, and
that affects diphthongs more the bigger the articulatory difference
between their nucleus and offglide (Thomas 2000, Moreton 2004,
Moreton and Thomas 2007). Diphthong Raising thus provides a
clear, well-documented, and historically on-going illustration of
how the interaction between 2 phonetic precursor and cognitive
mechanisms of generalization can skew phonological typology by
steering language change.
A few dialects have been studied in more detail, with the result
that two other main factors have been found to affect Diphthong

Raising: the prosodic environment of the segmental trigger and the
e 1925, Chambers

morphological structure of the word (Shewmak
1973, Paradis 1980, Vance 1987, Fruchwald 2016). These
properties are much more abstract than the phonetics of the
diphthongs or of the segmental trigger, and far less is known about

how their effects vary between speakers Of change over historical

time.
This paper describes an underknown instance of Diphthong

Raising in the English of 20" century educated European-
American speakers from Mississippi.
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Tab . .
able 1. \P/Ie}ght Alternation in Historical /ai/ Conditioned B
oiceless (-) versus Voiced (+) Coda Obstruents g

Al al ag ag 9 a: DlaleCtS
North'central U. S . D l y '()

East coast of U.S. (Labov 1
S. 963, 2001; B
Josey 2003; Fruehwald 2016) + Blake and
IFjasterg Virgina (Shewmake 1925)
ow Country of South Caroli i
(Kurath and McDavid 1961) e and Georgle
South.{\tlantic islands (Trudgill 1986)
Haw?u'l (Vance 1987: 208)
) N ISEngl;lsh Fens (Britain 1997)
outheastern U.S. (Greet 1
VoDaeid 19615 ( 931, Kurath and
Eastern Virginia, northe
) astern N i
) N (Kurath and McDavid 1961) o Carolina
IS{(;l]lfhf;Zt;m U.S. white (Edgerton 1935; J. S
; Sl ; '1986-
1992) edd 1966; Pederson et al. 1986—
N + ; .
érf}rllcan-Amerlcan English, many varieties
,(q omas and Bailey 1998; Thomas 2001; B
A nderson 2002; Knight and Herd 2015) S
S;Jlg[heastern U..S. white speakers (Evans 1935;
He d 1966; Ballley et al. 1991; Bernstein 1993i
Dazen 2h000; Knight and Herd 2015) ’
evonshire (Ort ;
o8 (Orton et al. 1978; P. Anderson
Humberside (Trudgill 1999: 72)

- + Texas African-Ameri
-America i :
Thomas 1998) n English (Bailey and

(Other environments, su
, such as nasal and zero cod
sources.) Enlarged from Moreton and Thomas (280;'S,T‘:lflree lr)IOt reported by ol

Ltr ;r;z::tg;es the prosodic and. morphological conditioning of the
et (Shecomplzires them with those reported from dialects in
Lopnta (Oh w11119a e 1925, 1943, 1945), Ontario (Chambers 1973
Daﬂe,y O'Cailli s 9860), and the U.S. Inland North (Vance 1987,
ey ’ ). The present study goes beyond the Virginia,

, and Inland North studies in systematically anci
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morphology across a wider

orthogonally varying prosody and
stress

range of contexts, revealing  interactions between
environment, morphological environment, and free vs. bound

status.
Section 2 of this paper gives basic information about the dialect
study. Section 3 uses

and the speakers whose data is used in this
the author's judgments of words in each observable cell of the

prosody—morphology matrix to describe the productive Diphthong
Raising alternation in this dialect. Section 4 compares the
conclusions of Section 3 with recorded productions of two
speakers in the previous generation and of two speakers in the
generation before that, confirming the stability of the pattern over
time. Section 5 presents 2 formal analysis in the framework of
Harmonic Grammar (Legendre, Miyata and Smolensky 1990), and
discusses problems posed by overapplication of Diphthong Raising
to affixed free roots like Hittitology. Section 6 discusses lexical
exceptions and apparent exceptions in the four dialects. Section 7
compares the regular Diphthong Raising pattern in focal
Mississippi dialect with the focal Virginia, Ontario, and Inland
North dialects. Qection 8 lays out what is known about the
historical development of Diphthong Raising in the focal
Mississippi dialect. The main findings and their significance are

discussed in Section 9.

2. Dialect and Speakers

The focal dialect for this study is that of educated white speakers 1n
{1l distinguish it from other

Mississippi born in the 20" century. I wi

Mississippi dialects by calling the nihe focal Mississippi dialect,"
since it is the focus of this study. The other three dialects will be
likewise referred to as the "focal Ontario" (Chambers 1973 et

seqq.)s "focal Virginia" (Shewmake 1925 et seqq.)s and "focal

Inland North" (Vance 1987, Dailey-O'Cain 1996) dialects.

Data comes from five speakers. Speaker RLM was born in

Jackson, Mississippi, 1 1937 and raised in a middle-class

monolingual English—speaking white family in that city. Her father,

who had some college, was an engineer for a gas company. Her
mother had completed college and was a housewife. Speaker AM,
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spouse of RLM, was born in New Orleans i
spose o : ans in 1934 ised i
diff;l:ft c;)llzscsesmonﬁhngual English-speaking wh?tr;d rleriﬁ? T
o eatey Servzg I et }f}ulf Coast. Neither of his parents atte}r]ldelill
in Norfolk, Virginig. goi-sg&VYai?HAgﬂ R
. . atten i
f}ile‘tﬁlccicrlrlloi);f.dBoth matriculated at Millsaps Coll(ci};(e1 i;v}}ﬁlgnly
eorees at}:heeU .unde?rgraduat.e .and graduate or professiozni
e Alﬁ/ersny_ of Mississippi, in Oxford. They lived ian
Rl I%)Iractlced law, cc?ntinually thereafter except for
e e an § aven, Connecticut, one year in Cambrid
Ny an,d AMO(I;rnc}llears in Wash.ington, D.C. Speaker EM song:%
Weshineton D a(lilthOI‘ of .thls article) was born in 19’68 near
as middle,_ Cléss., and was raised from the age of 1 in Oxford in
fher middle mono!mgual English-speaking white family. EM
dame rcif[grgtetd pubhc schools. g
: ata is entirely from EM, d
- . , drawn partly fi
R]f)M asrlllgdlgl\%lwc ;?na;lu;crlpt (E. Moreton 1999).pRec};rdri(1)1§s ?)1}
RLM and AM come (;om a twp-hour oral-history interview
about the integratilc?;l of theb(yInI;:\I/\gr,siltr; ‘(’)fo} f/lh h'e i'nterViewed e
reco]{iléggavrvzils. made on audiotape, which wa;ScSI;Sl(;i:}[?zpeldniln129()6 125 the
. (ped:r Slg/al 1\S;Ipeakefs fI‘OH:l the Linguistic Atlas of the Gulf
o o s rn, N cDaniel, Bglley and Bassett 1986) were chose
based on ngrap ical and §001a1 similarity to RLM and AM Botﬁ
were 2 bu Waso]?: rr%e’neratlon older, and both were white. S[;eaker
e g0 of e o 12 the tom of Madison, near Jackson, and at
the age of fhree ve 1 to that c1'Fy, where she later taught ’school
hootine Wenf ; his old when interviewed in 1972. Her owri
oot Th ough CQIICge, and would have been in white
o Mp3 fe recording was made on audiotape and late;
o b ho_rmat. Speaker LAGS-546 was born in Burge
v ‘)‘/henpi;lte erc is at.)out 12 km from Oxford, and was 80 }%e:rss’
olc when inter {iwecil? 1n.19.74.. He attended Oxford High School
et Tow 'si }(f) of Mississippi (both white-only at that time)
practiced law 1;1 . xford, and served as a circuit court judge ir;
oot i at:teRiupreme Court judge in Jackson. He was a
amiliar nelgt ) M,. AM, and EM until shortly before th
, when the M family moved to a different part of Oxforde
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The recording was made on audiotape and later digitized in MP3

format.
AM and EM's speech is consistently rhotic. RLM's dialect is

variably non-rhotic in unstressed final syllables; €.8. prior,
grammar sometimes end in [2], sometimes in {21 LAGS-592
consistently has [o] in place of syllabic [o] and also in place of
syllable—ﬁnal [1]; e.g. fire is [fow], but andiron, where the [1] is not
syllabic-ﬁnal, is [endoan].

For all of these speakers, the unraised /ai/ is a low

monophthong, back of [e] but considerably less back than [a]. Itis

near, but slightly less back than, the [a] of Boston car- Here it will
be written [a], following R. L. Moreton (pers. comm., 1999). The
raised allophone is [ai]. For typographical simplicity, and to
facilitate comparison across Diphthong Raising dialects, examples
will be written in English orthography, with primary and non-
primary stress marked on the vowels, and raised (™) or unraised ()
/ai/ marked at the end:  balalaika”, Hokkaido_, éyesight "
Variable judgments are indicated with a slash: hypénthium’\/_.
Different dialects are, where necessary, disambiguated with
abbreviations: tiger"ms_va means that tiger 1s raised in the focal
Mississippi dialect, but unraised in the focal Virginia dialect (it 1s
pronounced [taiger] in both dialects). Flapped /t/ or /d/ 1s

underlined: lighter”.

3. Speaker Judgments

Speakers of the focal Mississippi  dialect, like those of other
Diphthong Raising dialects, have definite and stable judgments
about whether the raised or unraised vocoid occurs in 2 given Wor

(Vance 1987: 197, 703-204; Idsardi 2006). This section of the

paper describes the judgments of a single speaker (the author,

Speaker EM). Although doubts have been raised about the
productivity of Diphthong Raising in Ontario (Mielke et al. 2003:
132), Diphthong Raising in the focal Mississippi dialect is fully
productive for this speaker. Names, loan words, and other new
lexical items with surface [ai] in the source language are
lexicalized with the context-appropriate alternant. Thus Shanghai_,

Hokkaidd , daikon , kaiten , Kai_, Kigiber , (Karl) May _,
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(Frankfurt am) Main £1 s
- , Baikal all h
Méissen”, Réi > . L all have [a], whi i
have [alj R%isner/\, Reith®, Leith”, balalaika® ]Reincelzl’Ea (I;A'lsgh/\,
ovoeoti - 1he pattern has lexical exceptions and flebus)
"lP ons, which are discussed in Section 6 apparent
wo main factors were investi '
estigated: the 1 )
structu . : the local m,
Diphthi)e andR tirc stress environment. Following previcc)):};hologlca1
1982 Vralflce allglélg (Chambers 1973, Kiparsky 1979 Mvdgjrk En
neutr,al" and ”nozl),st\r?\/e distinguish two classes of af’ﬁx "s:::ssy
: -stress-neutral." Th : . ’ -
follows e classification
determinsifggflafﬁéi, Wllllere they are called "Class L" gie'flstr};rse
; : . ass ,n or ”non'StI‘ ) > 5 -
is cl ¢ ess-determining."
baseass;frigd as stress-rreutral if it does not perturb th;nireAn ?fﬁx
sn tipérticleexc?g;‘ POI)S§$1}I t)>y usurping main stress; €.g a;:i Oast}ilrei
X . _ . article or -er a . ,9 -\. _
méonlight” : _ s in mobonlighter*
e.g. bz’fg h:s).iril\ ré’aﬁﬁu is classified as non-stress-neutraigottiirw'(Cf:
eiteny, 1 writelt" fisg; (cf. théism) or -ee as in invitée" zief’
a non-stress-neutral '
stress- ral bound i
boun dneutrétl or compound boundary, and "|" fora?rll, ?ii fd)r y
to thslry e'xisyiamPle words were chosen to minimize amybi e of
Erctododdh ence and location of the morpheme b Euly o
speaking al,ltflor exa,rnplc, is rnonomorphemic to the nori)-u\)rilfd?rl};.
dospite its oy ni)ri Vltarrnn’\ is synchronically monomo h: e
but psychélo ology (Vlt- + amine), and biplane _ is dimo rph mic
about whichggiorﬁhiﬁblgtﬁous, e o instale ntions
. e the o belongs to. Three ki
env .- . ee k
D 1Srtonrnent were used in this study. They are listed 'lndf of stress
res/s Cenvrronments used in this study o (1)
a. v — stressed /ai/ i
, VO
b nucleus; e.g. siphon” iceless consonant, unstressed
. VICV2 — stre i
ssed /ai/, voiceless
. > co
. {1,1;%%118 that is less stressed than /ai/; e.g ges’ti)l?;m’ shressed
: — stressed /ai/ Voicele’ = iy
. > SS COonsoIx
Examplr;u‘ovleuds that is more stressed than /ai/; e.g Tai;élit’ stressed
b ;;r nrsn Z&I'lc[relcghp;en to minimize ambiguity in the critical
. e second nucl i
stressl eus was Int
redu:eedss,nflhca;t stres_slessness had to be demonstrable bilne(:iiiﬁer[(z >
crisis?, rifle” e(lllliitol.e/; [2], [1], or a syllabic consonant (mi(;ae)ll\a
) ™) or (b) a preceding flap (Aphrodite™). If thé
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second nucleus Wwas intended to be non—primary-stressed, its
syllable had either to be closed or to have a tense nucleus other
than [i], [ul, and [00].1

In preparing the lists, 1 found that I could not reliably
distinguish levels of stress of /ai/ itself at any finer granularity than
"main" Vs. "other." For example, the first syllables of tycoon_ and
Saipan_ sometimes seemed to have a Jower level of stress than that
of Taipéi_, but the judgment Was not stable from one self-
consultation to the next. For that reason, the stress of /ai/ 18 scored
only syntagmatically, as greater than OF Jess than that of the
following nucleus. That judgment was stable; e.g. the first syllable
of tycoon_ always seemed less stressed than the second. In non-/ al/
nuclei, 1 use * 10 mark primary Stress and ° to mark non-primary
stress, without distinguishing between secondary and less-than-
secondary stress.”

The three stress categories (VCy, V1CV2, and V2CV1) were
factorially combined with the three levels of morpheme-boundary
strength (compound, stress-neutral, and non-stress-neutral) 0
create the basic design. Cells were populated from several sources,
mainly previous publications 01 other Diphthong Raising dialects
(especially Chambers 1973, Vance 1987, Idsardi 2006), the list of
headwords from Webster's Second New International Dictionary
(1934) in the Unix /usr/share/dict/words file, the CELEX lexical
database (Baayen and Piepenbrock 1995), the cMU Pronouncing
Dictionary, Version 0.7a (Wiede 1996), the current on-line edition
of the Oxford English Dictionary, and my own active vocabulary.
Many of the words thus found were unfamiliar to me (e.g. dikage”,
Picramnia”, thpénthium’\/_). 1 also used productive derivation to
conjecture words, then searched the World Wide Web via Duck
Duck Go or Google to find the ones that actually existed (€-8-
Fightology” Nightarium”, WrightesqueA). The pronunciation in
every case is my OWI-

To anticipate, the descriptive generalization that emerges IS
stated in (@) The remainder of Section 3 justifies the
generalization on the basis of the data.

(2) /ai/ 1s raised if and only if it 1s immediately followed by an
underlyingly voiceless consonant (Section 3.1) which

. helonos fo the same morpheme (Section 3.2) and of which
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b.
'c'ilt ilteillst one of the following is true (Section 3.3):
. it does not precede a stressed nucleus, or V

1. Ip s

iii. it ends a free morpheme

3-1- , ,

In final stressed s
: yllables of monom i
are in . orphemic word
counds ;?lfélp[l(jinerlltaryh distribution, with [ai] bre;(;re[:a]vir'ld l[al]
elsewhere. Onl . 1celess
g);a[r}lpées are shown in (3) and ?4}), fai/ alternates; /au/ does not
nderi )
gripZ’r\wgi Woid-ﬁnal iyllat?les: [a1] before voiceless se
ke s Spil}(’gf ,S;i}"lfe/\, gllpes/\, light”, right®, site” %g; el?et/s\
. ? > 1Ke"™, ife” ; . > T >
“ IvjlseA’ rice”, Christ®, heist® ife”, wife”, rife”, Reith®, price?,
) thrilglfrw:? }\ivord—ﬁnal syllables: [a] elsewhere: I , e |
(igh.. gh-. why_, Nikola bribo. . tribe. . Slide o
L TS _, shrive_, thrive_, tith Torithe  Tithe
riz ; : — uthe_,
gyrrfe_’ g(l;lrsie_’ Nige (dim. of Nigel)_, oblige._ :V;;,t:rlle;_’ i?the—’
i Tl style [ - a5 sgn_, blind . mind_
Miles [molz] Gil 1, style [stall_ aisle [ol]_, child [ifald]
[mau]_, byre_[’bot1 es [dsalz]., fire [fou] , wire [wou) m'—,
file, wire, iron Ic]et_é O:rr:, [oaz]_ (sic), iron [am). (N(;t’e tlllz
thequisyllables.) . monosyllables, not disyllables or
en a - .
appropriagofrci f/gl-al /t/ is flapped, the /ai/ allophone is the
raised allophon ; e.g. in bite" a cactus, or night" after night" e
North, and Vi ¢ [ar] is found. As in the focal Ontari g, the
VOicir;g of thelrfglmla dialects, the allophone continues tol}gil injend
v ina cpnsonant as it undergoes morphoph: ;’W.the
f n: e.g. Akmvgs_, wives_, lives_ (the n . . Oglcal
’ -, advise_, incise_,

strive , and die_ (n.).
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the /ai/

1 1 ] Mississippi dialect.
difference in the foca (

S n(;t tO_nfﬂ Tala:;l: 2 show that when the segmgntal tt;lgeiert }112
i e)iilclll%zin the /ai/ by any of these three boundary pes,
separa

1 ironments.
unraised / ai/ is found 1n all three stress enviro

hone Before Heteromorphic Voiceless

Table 2. The Unraised Allop
Consonant

[ol: biconvex_, sifghf_ul_,
gyesome _, tricentenm,al‘_,.
biconditional_, dis.ylla?c,
trichromatic_, antisterility _

[od: high-performance_,
fly_ collection; éye_
protector_

[o]: éyesore_, éyetf‘:e'fh_,
gyefull_ (noun), bypasrs_t,1
spycam_, flypaper_, hig ,
school_, High Point_, fr’y
cook_, dr)'/-prbcess_,rRye
House; tri-State_ dry-
clean , éyestrain
ﬂyspgck_, skyscr%lper_,
spyproof_, pie-plate__

[od: high-concept_» bi‘-
carious_, high-fi_, SPY-
séldier_ (dvandva, hlfe
singer-séngwriter); high-
profile_

bifurcate_,
trisomy_,
bitheism_

[o]: tritone_, dipole_,
tricodlor_, iPhone_,
bifocals_, bicycle
['ba, sikl], disyllable’; ‘
biceps; biplane_, Tristar_

[al: bipartisan_, biséxual_,
bitémporal_, dihédrz}l_,
antitnk _, multifamily _,
antisocial _, sémi- .
fictional_, antiparticle_,
dipositive; bicﬁspifi;
dichloride_, antitrast_,
semitrépical_, Antichr}st_,
anticlimax _, Diprétodon
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The unraised allophone is likewise found before the two
subsyllabic suffixes -th, in the deadjectival noun dryth" (a real
word, listed in the OED and Webster's Second New International
Dictionary), and in Idsardi (2006)'s ordinal examples like i-th_, y-
th , x-th_, n-th_ (which are raised in Idsardi's dialect). The two -
ths are syllabified as codas. I am unsure of the syllable affiliation
in the V|Cv non-stress-neutral examples like bitheism and
bifurcate . In all other cells of Table 2, the C is syllabified as an
onset.

3.3. Further Stress and Prosodic Conditions on the Segmental
Trigger

Not every tautomorphemic voiceless consonant triggers Diphthong
Raising. In order for Raising to happen, the consonant has to
satisfy at least one of Conditions (2b-i-iii).

Condition (2b-i) is that the segmental trigger does not precede
a stressed nucleus. Word-final voiceless consonants do not precede
a stressed nucleus, and we saw in Section 3.1 that they trigger
Raising in examples like life®, Christ®, sight®, etc. When a
voiceless consonant falls between /ai/ and a tautomorphemic
nucleus, the raised allophone is found if and only if the second
nucleus is unstressed.

For instance, the raised allophone is found in the VCv words
crisis” and mica”, but not in the V1CV2 words icon_ and Baikal ,
nor in the V2CV1 words critérion_ and Taipéi . The medial C is
ambisyllabic in the VCv context, as shown by the occurrence of
[c]. Both [o] and [ar] are found before [r] in this environment,
depending on whether the flap is spelled <d> or <t> (e.g. fdle_ vs.
Eitel®). In the VICV2 and V2CV1 contexts, the C is exclusively
an onset and no flap occurs. Examples are shown in Table 3.Some
words have both a VCv and a V1CV2 pronunciation; i.e. the post-
/ai/ syllable can bear either no stress or secondary stress. In the
former case /ai/ is raised, and in the latter it is not: stipend can be
either ['starpnd] or ['sta,pmd]. Python the snake is ['paifon],
Python the programming language is ['pa,8an], and Monty Python
can be either. Other such examples include icon and Ripon. In
these cases the stress level of the final syllable is clear from the
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reduced vs. full status of the nuclear vowel and from the aspiration

of the intervocalic consonant.

Table 3. A Tautomorphemic Voiceless Consonant Triggers Raising

Unless It Is Followed By a Stressed Nucleus.

Context Examples
vC [a1): gripe”, Skype”, stype”, cripes”, light”, right”, site”, ignite”, tyke”,
spike”, shrike”, knife”, wife, rife”, Reith”, price”, vise”, rice”, Christ?®,
heist”
VCv [ar]: siphon™, license”, crisis”™, rifle”, bison”, mica®, cycle”, disciple”™,
Titan”, Eiffel”, Micah”; icon”, Ripon®, python”, stipend (when
pronounced with unstressed final syllable), hypocaust”, hyperspace”;
title™, niter”, Aphrodite”, Titus™; cypress”, Cyprus”, méister”,
Eisteddfodd”, Lycra®, picra®, Dijkstra®
(Contrasting [o]: bridle, spider, cider)
VviCcV2 [a]: lysine_, Cambysés_, Lysol Nikon_, fcahn_, Mysore_, Baikal_,
ICOR_; icon_, Ripon_, python_, stipénd_ (when pronounced with
stressed final syllable); Nyquil_, Myeroft_, Nyquist_, Pykrete_
[o)/[a1): cycad_/,
[a1}/[a]: Pblynic‘es"/_,micr‘on’\/_
V2CV1 [a]: Taipéi_, Nicéea , Hypatia_, Lyséander Prytania_, Mycéne
[, ma'sini], Ticonderéga_, tycoon_, typhoon_, Saipan_, critérion_,
itinerary_; hypotenuse_, hyponymy_, litotes_; nystagmus_,
Picramnia_

Once the prosody is fixed, Diphthong Raising applies
normally; hence, these words are not exceptions to Diphthong
Raising.2 As in other Diphthong Raising dialects (Chambers 1973),
when a stress-shifting affix moves Stress within a morpheme, the
/ai/ realization changes to match, e.g Triton~Tritonian_,
Titan~Titanic_, license ~licéntious_.

A few V1CV2 words have both /ai/ pronunciations without any
apparent difference in stress: cycad /", Polynices™_, micron’™/_.

The difference could be due to the availability of an alternative

bimorphemeic parse: cyc-ad (like mon-ad, tri-ad, Ili-ad, Dunci-ad,

jeremi-ad), Polynic-&s (like Socrat-es, Pericl-es, Aristophan-es),
micr-on (like electr-on, neutr-on, decathl-on), which would move
the word into the class discussed in the next section.

Condition (2b-ii) is that the segmental trigger precedes a less-
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stressed nucleus in the next morpheme

bouridary follows the segmental r}[)rigger; ?}ﬁl ir;isflec;n ;’lrl%hcfllogwg

El?agl;lleaﬂz}l’ found in the VC|v and VIC|V2 contexts. The exalznoln <in
are cc?mposed entirely of bound morphem p Thee

morpherpes are discussed in the next section. The C?l’)l th e\j’ ree

context is an onset rather than ambisyllabic, as shown be 1C[v2

of flapping, but triggers Raising nonetheless. Y the lack

Table 4. f&r Yoiceless Cf)nsonant at the End of a Bound Morphe
riggers Raising Only If It Is Followed By ;P Lersr:

Stressed Nucleus.
Context | Compound Stre
ss-neut
St utral Non-stress-neutral affix
VClv al: 1 vi :
1[}',c]amhr(‘)peA [a1]: vital® [a1]: Eutychian®, Héracléitean”
o Sbaikian”, spicous” ,
— [a1]: lipase”, ai]: phytoid”, ficoi
D tisen. nirate” [a1]: phytoid”, ficoid®
V2C[V1 : : vitali
| l[;L(]:émhm [o]: vitality [a]: litation , micétion ;
py_ E‘I]/'[a]:' phytology ,_cytc')logy -
A A 7 - —
ypanthium”/ _ r{lycology_; psychiatry_; risérial
riparial - ~

gtf)r;dltfﬁré (125)(;;1})1 ;rsn ‘;hatt ﬁf the.seg,mental trigger occurs at the end
, the raise i

fielégearéii{[e’ss/\ Oiﬁle’ strfss environment?lil(;pzll?:\inl?n r"f‘g}lalll:ﬂSy V{?ul:ld
Surfacecﬁm,s()dlfette ,‘arrl.d Réichésque™ (V2C|V1) have tﬁe stn:
surface proso y I:15 Talpel'_ (V2CV1), but the V2C+V1 words have
the ratsed o 013\ on(ei, v‘vhlle’ :che V2CV1 words have the unraised
one. Bik ha%y t }alln nghterlaA, with the same surface prosody as
crter et;,,m - et elgalsed allophone instead of the unraised one. In
e _:)lflca Y2C|V1 words—citation_, typélogy”/ a.md
plpene _Wordse Ilrllnr:hseccla :elloph(;lne is found, as if they_’were
aspiration and lack of glottaliz’alti‘gnes:[}l:ziv gﬁ? 1tillre (ojrof? )ifggﬁi\;)rllfiil,

s

syllabified as an onset. N
X . Noneth ; . .
some items like Bytedlogy”. cless, an optional flap is found in
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Table 5. A Voiceless Consonant at the End of a Free Morpheme
Triggers Raising Regardless of Morphological or
Prosodic Environment.

oo [compomd_|

[ar]: wipe-
away”, spice
assortment”;
flight
attendant”,
right-of-way”,
right-about”

[a1): knife-
edge”, pipe-
organ;
whiteout”,
night-owl”™,
Brighteyes”,
light-armed”

[a1]: vice-
aAdmiralty”:
Bakuninite-
Owenite™”"

Stress-neutral affix Non—stress-neutral affix

[a1]: archetypal”, paradisal”,
Wweinréichian; recital”,
Wainwrightian”, pyritous”,
aconital”; mitral™; writative”

[ar]: wiper”, dikage”,
icy”, ripen”, wifish”,
bikeathon”, likeable™;
pléywrightess’\,
writer®, knightage”,
recital”, mighty”,
nightie”, lighted”™;
Christathon”,
Christish™

([ot): rider_, glidage_,
tidal widish )

[a1]: amanitine”, aconitine”,
ammonitoid”, satellitoid

[a1]: citée”, invitée”,
indictée”, knifée”, knifétte”,
writation”, Spikétte",
stripation”, Spicétte'\,
Reichésque”, Bikeology”,
Hittitology: Bytéria™,
Lightéria (both with
unflapped 1) Spritéttes”,
Wrightésque”, Byteology”,
Fightology, lightality (all
with optionally flapped t);
Bikeography”, byteography:
Christésque”, Christology
[ar)/[a]: pipétte”/_,
typology™/_

[a]: citation_
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4. Recorded Pronunciati
B ions (RLM, AM, LAGS-592, LAGS-

1‘? ﬂclgec:ttzh:[:l typicalit.y of the author's judgments, and the stabili
seamhsd o a;-lcligss time, thc;~ recordings of the four speakers v:/:z
: a set of words that exempli
. . f
;ﬁ:lrrganrrlr;e:)l}st,hand lwere as sqmlar as possible acrcf)s; ’:}elg srz{eal:/am
R e e relevant environments, no tokens could bg fouerj:
1o e dr ;ﬁ:tcgl]cézdtVCﬂ:i words like paradisal”®. The tok:n;
re ¢ , o, and transcribed by EM .I
E?J%?t}[/a?]f czses, each token could be unambig}lllousl)./ crllasth?f S as
transcribed. . few tokens had intermediate offglides wlslzcl}?d o
ere as [ae]. Examples are shown in Figure; 1,2 anf;r g

in the form of s
. Spectrograms made with P
Weenink 2016) using an 0.005-ms Gaussian Wi;?;w(B oersma and

Figure 1. Di ising i
gU rzhpt?\tli?%\ R-msmg in Word-Final Stressed Syllables:
. , life”, side , size (2500 ms x 4000 :
oRLM. Hz). Speaker
," " -
fil)

[1a 1 t] [la 1 f] [s a d] [s

a z]

Figure 2. Di ising i
gu Diphthong Raising in Word-Final Stressed Syllables:

resigned , while , retired . .
4000 Hz). Speaker is RLM. society_, pie_ (4000 ms x

rooB o,

[1az a nd J[hwalJfxat

aid][sas a ri][p a ]
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stripe  al striped a1 gripe  ai
M _[voiceless]# rig.ht al right a1 bite al right aia
Figure 3. Crisis" and Lycéum Pronounced by RLM and by A twice ar slice a1 |Price ai
1 . N
& (3200 ms X 4000 Hz). Nasal + ninetée a1 |— ninetée a1 |ninetée ar
W m voiceless n n ar  |npint ai
e i ninetée ar
k |
i .
| ‘ ’ /k‘ ninth
! l ‘ l. | -‘ . . .
| ‘ \ i | ‘ m i‘ Morphophone | life al — knife al, ae | life ai
\ | ) t f i mic lives « knives « lives
R o B B B
1 als{; ] [‘l osiom] [karsis ] L lfuui lr:(?:n]'ded VCv crisis  ar crisis  ar — cypres ai
Tgkble ¢ shows the parallel examples from the %0 license i s
speakers. VIC#V2 — — tricycle a —
: ication of V2CV1 Lycéu a |Lycéu a — —
Table 6. Examples HWIETRS tIEle RSegl:xll;a;rsAXﬁh‘c;ords are my my
o isi ross Four Spe :
Diphthong l.{alsmg acStress Is Indicated. /t/ in VCv night  nairo |indicte mndarrr | lightere laira- | writer iaire-
Monosyllabic Unless of v d d d d mighty mair
Has flapping? |yes yes yes yes
/au/ alternates | no no no no
too?

fodine
fire

Where comparable data exists, the four recorded speakers agree
with each other, and with the EM judgments, except in the
following cases: In the non-raising environment, LAGS-546
sometimes produces a diphthong with a low onset and an non-high
offglide, here transcribed as [a€] and illustrated in Figure 4.

_[voiced
obstruent]#

Figure 4. High, July and five Pronounced by LAGS-546,
[llustrating [ag].

iron

andiron [oun]

S o
[ounz

]

m“l»
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This diphthong occurs in about half of the word-final cases, and is
also found in some final voiced-obstruent cases as well. LAGS-546
also produces a monophthongal [a] in one of five tokens of right.
LAGS-592 has [ag] in one of the two tokens of knife in her data.
Aside from those instances, all five speakers are in agreement.

The data suffices to confirm that the phonetic identity of the
vocoids, and the set of segmental triggers, remained stable across
seven decades. The opaque interaction with flapping is also
confirmed, as is the effect of stress in the tautomorphemic context.
One datum, LAGS-592's unraised tricycle_, corroborates EM's
judgement that raising does not occur in the VIC#V2 context.
However, the contexts which put morphological structure in
conflict with stress did not occur in any of these multi-hour
samples, which shows that they are rare relative to the other

contexts.
5. Formal Analysis of the Regular Pattern

The regular, productive pattern in this dialect, given above in (2),
is restated here as (2" for convenience, and illustrated with
examples in Table 7.
(2) /ai/ is raised if and only if it is immediately followed by an
underlyingly voiceless consonant (Section 3.1) which
a. belongs to the same morpheme (Section 3.2) and of which
b. at least one of the following is true (Section 3.3):
i. it does not precede a stressed nucleus, or
ii. it precedes a less-stressed nucleus in the next morpheme,

or
iii. it ends a free morpheme

Following Paradis (1980), we begin by assuming that the critical
prosodic condition for Diphthong Raising is that the voiceless
consonant be a syllabic coda to the /ai/, either exclusively or
ambisyllabically. (This assumption is supported by intuitions and
objective diagnostics such as aspiration, except in the cases to be
discussed in the next section.) There are several proposals as to the
constraints that choose the appropriate allophone once the prosody
is given (Myers 1997, Moreton 1999, Bermudez-Otero 2003,
Hayes 2004, Pater 2014); here we discuss instead the problem of
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getting the right syllabification.

Table 7. Effects of Morphology and Stress on /ai/ Preceding a
Singleton Voiceless Consonant (EM judgments).

Base is free All morphemes are

bound
Tautomorphemic —
x(cjv li,feA, ghr,ist" (2a, b-i) metabolite”™ (2a, b-i)
oloher , l{censeA, cypress” (2a, b-i) hypocaust® (2a’b-i
\\ggzi icon_, Baikal_, Nyquil (2a) = s
typhoon_, Taipéi_, nystagm itiners itéri
sntions (o0 _, nystdgmus_,  itinerary_, critérion_ (2a)
VClv ?;/iper’\, archetypal”, mitral”* (2a, b- Eutychian®, spicous” (2a
l 2 &4
! b-i)
V1C|V2 aconitine”, amanitine” i
onit , e” (2a, b-ii) lipase”, nitrate® ii
V2C|V1 Hltt}tologyA, stripation”, cjljtéloéynltrl?;[:ti()(z b
Christésque” (2a, b-iii) risorial éa) -
Heteromorphemic
x’C dryth , i-th
Cv sighﬁ?l tricolon bifurca
V1|CV2 tritone_, biplane Eg;csateai' tféiomy_
V2|CV1 biséxual_, dichléride 3 Dion

bictispid , Diprétodon

Bold = raised, roman = unraised.

We assume the constraints in (3):
(3) Constraints

a. Ijr(l);l(;d;: "No syllﬁble has a coda." Assign one violation
or every syllable which h. i
smplensky 5932004, as a coda (after Prince and
b. tSfolnc1de (C, stressed syllable): "Every consonant must
felong to a stressed syllable." Assign one violation mark
Sgressvedry sllllrft;aice cf(insonant which is not syllabified into a
ed sylla i

i C/Stres}sl. e (after Zoll 1996, 1998, 2004). Abbreviated

c. C[())limde (C, maio-stressed syllable): "Every consonant must
e ol?g to a main-stressed syllable." Assign one violation
mar for every surface consonant which is not syllabified

into a main-stressed syllable (after Zoll 1996, 1998, 2004)
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Abbreviated as C/main.

d. Align (morpheme, R, syllable, R): "The right edge of every
morpheme should be aligned with the right edge of some
syllable." Assign one violation mark for every surface
segment that is immediately ~ followed by a
heteromorphemic segment in the same syllable (after
McCarthy and Prince 1993, McCarthy 2003). Abbreviated
as Align-R.

NoCoda makes rightward syllabification of an intervocalic
consonant into the default. Diphthong Raising occurs when the
other constraints, singly or in combination, overpower NoCoda and
put a voiceless consonant into the coda (i.e. making the consonant
either an exclusive coda, or ambisyllabic). The constraints act
additively, as we will see; hence, this analysis is couched in the
framework of Harmonic Grammar (Legendre, Miyata and
Smolensky 1990; for a recent review, see Pater to appear). The
basic cases——tautomorphemic VCv, VICV2, V2CV1, and their
heteromorphemic counterparts VClv, VIC|V2, and bound-stem
V2C[Vi—will be dealt with briefly before we turn to the
complications presented by free-stem words like Fightology”.

The role of the two Coincide constraints is to explain how
come the medial C is syllabified as a coda when the stress of the
preceding nucleus (the /ai/) is greater than that of the following
nucleus. In both tautomorphemic VCv cases like siphon™ and
heteromorphemic VC|v cases like spiclous”, the medial C
syllabifies as a coda to the stressed syllable in order to avoid
belonging exclusively to the unstressed one. Hence W (C/stress),
the weight of the C/stress constraint, exceeds W (NoCoda). In
tautomorphemic V1ICV2 icon_, the main-stressed initial syllable
does not attract the medial consonant into coda position, because
C/stress can be satisfied by syllabifying the C as an onset to the
final (secondary—stressed) syllable. But in heteromorphemic
V1C|V2 liplase”™, the medial C is syllabified as a coda. Thus
C/main is too weak to overcome NoCoda by itself, but can do so
when assisted by Align-R: w (NoCoda) > W (C/main), but W
(C/main) + W (Align-R) > w (NoCoda). However, Align-R by
itself is not sufficient to overcome NoCoda, since the medial C is
an onset, not a coda, in heteromorphemic V2C[V1 cyt/6logy_; thus,
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W (NoQoda) > w (Align-R). A set of weights satisfying these
criteria is shown in the summary tableau in Table 8.

Table 8. Interaction of Morphology and Stress

C/stress NoCoda Align-R C/main H

7 6 5 3
a. siphon® — VCv -1 -6
V.Cv -1 -1 -10
b spicjous® — VClv -1 _6
VCyv -l -1 -1 -15
c. fcon_ VIC.V2 -1 -6
— VI1.CV2 -1 -3
d. lipjase®  — VIC|.V2 -1 -6
V1.C|V2 -1 -1 -8
e. typhéon_ V2C.V1 -1 -1 -9
— V2.CV1 0
f. cytjology_ V2C|.V1 -1 -1 -9
— V2.CjV1 -1 -5

In.Ta}ble 8, Example.s (a) and (b), the generic stressed /ai/ is
comc1denta}ly t1_1e main-stressed syllable, but that is not crucial to
the analysis, since the correct candidate's margin of victo

exceeds the contribution of C/main. i

Table 9. Align-R and NoCoda Combine to Overcome Coincide.

C/stress NoCoda Align-R C/main H

7 6 5 3
a. siphon® — VCuwv -1 -6
V.Cv -1 -1 -10
b sigh|ful VICv -1 -1 -11
— V|.Cv -1 -1 -10
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The same constraints and weights also account for the cases in
which a morpheme boundary precedes the potential segmental
trigger. In those cases, as shown in Table 9, Align-R and NoCoda
combine to make the medial consonant syllabify as an onset,
against the opposition of the Coincide constraints.

If the final sound of dryth and i-th_ is analyzed as an
appendix to the prosodic word, outside the syllable, then the same
analysis extends to the two subsyllabic -th affixes: In dryth_,
Align-R and NoCoda combine to force the -th suffix into the
appendix, whereas in life®, NoCoda alone is not strong enough on
its own to overcome the opposition of the Coincide constraints (or
even of C/stress). This is shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Extension of the Model to Subsyllabic Affixes

C/stress NoCoda Align-R C/main H

7 6 5 3
a. lifer — VC -1 -
R - S
b drylth VIC -1 -l B

- V|.C -1 -1 -10
This analysis does not distinguish between free and bound bases,
and hence incorrectly predicts no difference between Fightology”
and cytology_. The weighted constraints correctly syllabify the
two words alike, as shown in Table 11, Cases (2) and (b); however,
in Fightology”, the /ai/ allophone does not match the surface
syllabification.

This difference between Fightology” and cytology_ cannot be
captured by any mechanism whose effect is to preserve intact the
entire surface form of the free base in the affixed form, because
only base-final /ai/C sequences are protected. The free base Titan”
is raised like the free base Fight”, but the suffixed form Titanic_,
though prosodically parallel to Fightology”, is not raised (19 b, ©).
For example, an Output-Output Faithfulness constraint (Benua
1995, 1997) enforcing identical vowel height in a free base and its
affixed form would correctly compel Fightélogy” to faithfuly copy
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the raised /ai/ of Fight®, while cytd

, vtology would be exempt d
lack of a free basc? to be faithful to. However, the same c%ns;Zig‘)[
would copy the raised /ai/ of Titan” to yield *Titanic*

Table 11. The .Model Correctly Predicts the Syllabification of the
%/I.edlal C as an Qnset in all Three Cases, But the
iphthong Height in Case (b) Is Unexpected Given That

Syllabification.
C/stress NoCoda Align-R C/main H
7 6 5 3
a. cyt/dlogy_ V2C|.V1 -1 -1 -9
— V2.C|V1 -1 =5
b Fight|6logy” V2C|.V1 -1 -1 -9
— V2.CV1 -1 -5
c. Titanlic_ V2C.V1 -1 -1 -9
— V2.CV1 0

The same difficulty would afflict an account based on cyclic rul
application. The problem again is that Fightélogy” andyTitémrE:e
have the same underlying morphological structure, a free root pl 1S
a LeYel 1 suffix, and the same surface prosodic st;'ucture V2Cle;S
Starting frf)m non-raised underlying representations, the f,'lrst cycl .
would assign stress and syllabification and raise tiqe /ai/ in k}),ot}i
rooti, yielding [[Fight*]ology] and [[Titan"]ic]. The second cycle
zgslg Ezr{(e)(c)tlly;teeﬂtc:; t}zlq s}'irﬁss and syllabification, but by then it
: ; the diphthong in both
raised, pr.edicting Fight6logy” a%ld *Titénzg.rdEsv‘gr(l)lﬂfdvjér?gr}; l;e
}fllilpo?hesme an additional rule of Diphthong Lowering whosz
nctlpn was to lower raised /ai/ in the elsewhere environn’lent the
ge;t;ltmgqudel*w?uld,again fail by treating both words alike,’this
o é)re 1ct1ng. Flg}?tology_. anfi Titanic_. An example derivation
sed on the discussion of titanic in connection with Philadelphi ,
&-Tensing by Kiparsky (1988:401), is shown in Table 12 4 -
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Table 12. Cyclic Derivation of Cytology, Fightology, Titanic
predicts wrong allophone of Titanic

eytology  Fightology Titanic

Input /sat-aladzi/ /fot-alad3i/ ftaten-1k/
Cycle 1Syllabification AN N /NN
and stress [ so'taled3i] [[ fat]aladzi][[ taten]ik]
Diphthong Raising— N NN
[[ fart]alad3i][[ tarteen] 1k]
Cycle 2Syllabification ~ — A IM) /] 1]\
and stress [ far'taled3i] [ tar'tenik]
Diphthong Raising— — —
Output AN A /| IV 1) i

sa'talad3i  far 'talodzi  * tar'tenik

A combination of Output-Output faithfulness (Benua 1995, 1997)
with Positional Faithfulness (Beckman 1997) offers a solution.
There is independent evidence that features in final syllables are
phonologically privileged, i.e. they resist synchronic changes that

affect the same features elsewhere (Barnes 2002, Walker 2005,

Kaplan 2015), and Walker (2005) has proposed Input-Output

faithfulness to vowel height in final syllables in order to explain

metaphony in Italian dialects. The theory of Output-Output
faithfulness predicts the existence of an Output-Output version of

the same constraint, relativized to Level 1 affixes (see Benua 1997,

Chapter 5) and stated in (4). A large weight on OO1-Ident ([high],

final-o) will cause the /ai/ allophone in Fightélogy” to copy the

height of /ai/ in Fight”, in spite of the lack of a voiceless coda. It
will have no effect on cytology , because there is no output (no
free base) to be faithful to. Finally, it will also have no effect on

Titanic, because the relevant /ai/ is not in the final syllable of the

base Titan.

(4) 0O1-Ident ([high], final-o): "Preserve vowel height of the final
syllable." Give one violation mark to an affixed candidate for
each segment which 00-corresponds to the vowel of the final
syllable of the base, but differs from it in height.

This analysis, while serviceable, does not explain why OO1-

Ident ([high], final-c) would have such a high weight. A learner
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could infer the weights of the syllabification constraints in (10)-
(13)—not necessarily those exact weights, but weights that would
achieve the same effect—by observing the syllabification of
common words, including words which have no /ai/ in them at all.
In contrast, opportunities to learn the high weight of OO1-Ident
([high], fmal-c) are few and far between, being dependent mainly
on the infrequent invitee and novelties like Fightélogy. Since
initial syllables are cross-linguistically a "strong" position
(Beckman 1998), there is just as much theoretical reason to posit
0O01-Ident ([high], initial-c) as OO1-Ident ([high], final-c). Why
should the former be too weak to do to Titanic_ what the latter is
strong enough to do to Hittitélogy"? One sus—pects that a more
interesting explanation awaits discovery.

6. Exceptions and Apparent Exceptions

Raising in the focal Mississippi dialect, at least as spoken by EM
is regular and productive. There are many apparent exceptions tha‘;
can be re.analyzed as regular application to an underlying
representation other than the one suggested by orthography or
etymology. There is also a small residue of outright exceptions.

6.1. Apparent Exceptions

When an underlying nasal-plus-voiceless-stop cluster is syllabified
as a coda, speakers may realize the nasal phonetically not as an
independent consonant like in pine, but as nasalization on the
vowel (Malécot 1960, Cohn 1993), and may interpret the cluster
phf)nologically as a sequence of a nasalized vowel followed by a
v01ce1?ss stop, as shown by naive spellings (Treiman, Zukowski
and Richmond-Welty 1995). This explains the apparent exception
that [a1] occurs in pint”, tée-ninecy” ([tinditsi] 'very small'), ninth”®
ninetéen(th)/ninetéen(th)”, Reince”, and in Mainz" and H,einz’\ i%
thp orthographic <z> is pronounced with its German value of [ts].
Slnce the actual consonant following the vowel is voiceless, [a1] is
in fact the regularly expected allophone: pint” is [pait] or,[pe”ﬁ?]'
nineteen” is [n&it.tin] or [na7?.tin] (RLM, LAGS-592, LAGS-546’
EM; no data for AM). Examples are shown in Table 5: Nineteen’z
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has the raised allophone, while nine_ has the unraised one.
However, in ninety, RLM and LAGS-592 have [a1], while EM has
[a]. Neither pronunciation is unambiguously an exception to
Diphthong Raising, as they are the expected outputs for the
underlying representations / ‘nonti/ and /'nani/, respectively.
Variable raising in pint has been reported in the Inland North by
Dailey-O'Cain (1997). In Ontario, pint is variously reported as
raised (Idsardi 2006) or unraised (Chambers 2006), while ninth and
nineteen were found to be raised by K. C. Hall (2005).

Figure 5. Diphthong Raising before underlying nasal consonants.
Nineteen” sixty-nine_  (RLM); ninety” (RLM);
nineteen”-ninety _ (EM). (3000 ms x 4000 Hz.)

ik M P

i

W ,,l \ I "ﬂ!l 'W"

] . |
i; [ ' o
o e T - W .,mww

[nd nt ins 1kstin a n] [ndini] [n@intt inn ani]

As noted in the discussion of the V2C|V1 structure above, familiar
words, like citation_ and pipétte”/_, may have unraised /ai/ as if
they were monomorphemic V2CV1 words, whereas less-familiar
words like indictée” or Fightology” have the raised /ai/ of their
familiar free roots indict” and fight*. The same thing happens with
the two subsyllabic suffixes -th. The regular pattern of no raising
before a morpheme boundary is obeyed in the unfamiliar
deadjectival noun dryth, and in ordinal examples like i-th, y-th, x-
th, m-th, but the familiar ninth® has a raised /ai/ as if it were
monomorphemic like pint. Idsardi (2006) describes the same
phenomenon in an Ontario dialect.

Tidy /* can be either [tori] or [tarri] (EM). As with ninety, the
variation can be accounted for as fluctuation between two
underlying representations, /tati/ and /tadi/. Vance (1987) reports
variable pronunciations for colitis, neuritis, cider, idle, spider, all
of which are open to the same analysis as tidy. Shewmake
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(1925:492) reports unraised spider in Eastern Virginia, confirmed

E by Tresidder (1947: 95). In the focal Mississippi dialect, spider is

also unraised (EM judgments; LAGS-592's three tokens of
spiderweb).

6.2. Genuine Exceptions

A small residue of genuine exceptions remains that cannot be
derived by Diphthong Raising from any underlying representation.
Specifically, /g/ has the same raising effect as a voiceless
consonant in words which begin with /tag/ followed by a rhotic.
Thus we have unexpected VCv tiger®, tigress”, Tigris" and
V1C|V2 tigroid”, but regular V2C|V1 tigrélysis_ . The exceptional
behavior is confined to the environment /#t_ga~/:_Géiger , Néiger ,
Eigles , Kutrigur_, migrant_are all unraised. Even Stéig_er \ where
/ai/ occurs in the same immediate environment as in ti_ger", is
unraised. Taiga /* can be pronounced with either diphthong (EM).
In a handful of words that have a consistent VCv stress pattern,
an unraised pronunciation is nonetheless possible in the focal
Mississippi dialect: diaper”/_ is ['daiper] or ['dape], fsis™/ is
[‘asis] or ['asis]; likewise Dyson”/_, Tyson”/_, Dréyfus /. Each
of the last three may be explained by free variation between a
mono- and a dimorphemic parse, but not diaper”/_ and Isis®/ .

7. Comparison with Other English Diphthong Raising Dialects
7.1. Segmental Triggers and Affected Vocoids

Iq the focal Mississippi dialect, the segments which condition
plphthong Raising are the underlyingly voiceless consonants,
including flapped /t/. Only /ai/ is affected, alternating between [a]
al}d [gl]. Ample data is available about triggering vs. non-
tr.lggermg segments in the other focal dialects. The focal Virginia
dialect is described as having the same segmental triggers,
although no examples are given for /r/ (Shewmake 1925, 1943
1945). In that dialect, /au/ and /ai/ both alternate ([a1]~[a1] ané
[2}0]~[A0]). Shewmake gives niter’va and vital“va alongside
clpher’\va and viper“va as instances of the raised diphthong in a
voiceless environment, suggesting that /t/ in the VCv environment
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was not flapped in East Virginia at that time. Independent
corroboration for this conclusion comes from an 1881 description
of American English by James Mercer Garnett, who was born in
1840 in Virginia, and was on the University of Virginia faculty at
the time of writing. He notes both the Diphthong Raising and the
lack of Flapping:

The common narrowing and shortening of the diphthongal

sounds i, ei (ai), and ou (au), as in mite, night, sleight, and

house, mouse, grouse, is not noticed by Storm, nor, I believe,
by Sweet, as perhaps it does not prevail in England, but being
so common in this country, phonetists should make note of it...

(Garnett 1881: 489).

In Storm's symbols it would be, I suppose, [moit] and [maus], not
[mait maus]; writer = [raito] and rider = [rai'ds] show the
distinction, also house = [hous] and hound = [haund].

Shewmake's  generalization  therefore holds  without
qualification in the focal Virginia dialect: The raised diphthongs
are only found before sounds that are voiceless.’

As described by Chambers (1973, 1989, 2006), Diphthong
Raising in the focal Ontario dialect is likewise triggered by
underlyingly voiceless consonants, including flapped /t/, and
affects both /ai/ and /aw/ ([ar}~[a1] and [av]~[av]). It is thus nearly
identical in these respects to the focal Virginia dialect, except that
the Ontario dialect has Flapping. In the focal Inland North dialects
described by Vance (1987) and Dailey-O'Cain (1997), only /ai/
alternates regularly ([ar]~[a1]). The set of segmental triggers
consists of underlyingly voiced consonants (including flapped /t/)
plus /1/ and /a/ (Vance 1987: 200-201). This pre-rhotic raising is
unambiguously a foot-based rather than a syllable-based process
(see Section 9 below), since raising occurs before both VCv /1/
(iris”, irony”) and unstressed syllabic /a/ (iron”, ire”), and but not
in V2CV1 (irénic_) or V2C|V1 (irate) contexts.

7.2. Effect of Stress and Morphology
Judgments of the full matrix of stress environments crossed with

morphological environments, as in Section 3, is not available for
the other focal dialects. Only a subset of cells can be compared,
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and non-primary stress is sometimes not available.

The focal Mississippi pattern is indistinguishable from the focal
Virginia one with respect to the effects of stress and morphology,
but that may be due only to lack of relevant data. Shewmake's
description runs as follows:

In typical Eastern Virginia speech, diphthongal i is given the

dialectal sound represented by [i]° under two conditions: (1)

when the diphthong is immediately followed in the same

syllable by the sound of a voiceless consonant; and (2) when
the diphthong occurs at the end of a syllable which is
immediately followed in the same word by an unaccented
syllable beginning with the sound of a voiceless consonant and
containing an obscurely pronounced vowel. Under all other

conditions standard i is employed (Shewmake 1925: 491).
Stress is not transcribed, but if standard dictionary stress is
assumed, the examples given (1925: 491-2; 1945) are consistent
with the description: VCv cipher®, hyphen®, hypodermic”,
license”, rifle”, stifle®, viper®, niter", and nitrogen” are raised,
V1CV2 typhoid_ is not, nor are V2CV1 Hyperion_, nitrogenous_,
licentious_, licentiate , citation , and vitality . The implication is
that morphological structure is irrelevant, but supporting examples
(like Taipéi vs. knifée) are lacking.” Citation_ is unraised, but it
could be exceptional in focal Virginia as in focal Mississippi.
Shewmake notes nitrate”™ as exceptionally raised, and suggests that
“the presence of r before a leaves the voiceless t free to influence
i” (1925: 491, fn. 6); however, nitrate™ is regular with respect to
(2). Since all of Shewmake's actual examples behave exactly the
same way in both dialects, it is possible that (2) applies to the focal
Virginia dialect as well.

In the focal Ontario dialect, Chambers (1973) and Paradis
(1980) agree that Raising occurs in the VICV2 context, unlike in
the focal Mississippi dialect; i.e. word-internally, /ai/ is raised if
and only if it is followed by a voiceless consonant that precedes a
less-stressed nucleus. The evidence that Raising occurs in the
V1CV2 context consists of icon”, psycho”, Psyche”, all described
as having secondary stress on the final syllable, and microbe”,
nitrate”, and nitro(glycerine)”, described as having tertiary stress
on the final syllable (Chambers 1973: 126-127). In focal
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Misssissippi. icon_ is VICV2 and unraised; nitrate”" and microbe”
are raised; psycho”, Psyche”, and nitro” are raised, but their final-
syllable stress is uncertain (see Section 3.2 above). Thus icon is the
only datum distinguishing the two dialects. Chambers (1989: 79-
80) attributes to stress the apparent blocking effect of morphology
in the VI#CV2 and V2#CV1 contexts (bifocals_ and bicuspid )
versus no blocking in V+Cv, which implies that raising is not
universal in V1CV2 contexts, but examples to corroborate this are
lacking.®

In the focal Inland North dialect, Vance found consistently
raised /ai/ in the VCv environment (with a few exceptions like
bison_ [baisn], p. 200), but conflicting judgments for many
V2CV1 and VICV2 words, e.g. itinerary was judged as raised by
one speaker, unraised by another, and "uncertain” by the third (pp.
198ff.). The crucial icon is noted as exceptionally unraised (p.
200), implying that VICV2 words are normally raised in the
Inland North, but examples of the normal pattern are lacking.’
Vance (1987: 199) argues that stress-neutral and non-stress-neutral
morpheme boundaries have different effects in the focal Inland
North dialect. He gives examples of unraised diphthongs in a
V#Cv context: bicentennial , trisyllabic_, anti-Semitic , and an
example of a raised diphthong in a V+Cv context, bicycle®. The
focal Mississippi dialect likewise has no raising in V#Cv, but has
no raising in V+Cv either (e.g. bitheism_).

All of this adds up to evidence that prosodic and morphological
conditioning can differ between Diphthong Raising dialects, but
leaves us with little knowledge of specifics, aside from the
difference in the V1CV2 environments.

7.3. Exceptions

Diphthong Raising in all four dialects is categorical enough that
there are lexical exceptions and minimal or near-minimal pairs
(Mielke et al. 2003, Hayes 2004, Pater 2014). Notably, tiger is
exceptionally raised in the focal Mississippi dialect (Section 5.2
above) and in the focal Inland North (Vance 1987, Table 5), but it
is unraised in focal Ontario (Chambers 1999: 119) and focal
Virginia (Shewmake 1925: 492). In Ontario, K. C. Hall (2005) has
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observed several similar clusters of exceptions involving specific
phoneme sequences that are not morphemes.

Diaper”/_ and Isis"/_ were noted above as isolated exceptions
in the focal Mississippi dialect. Vance found exceptionally
unraised nice in two of three Inland North speakers (1987, Table
3), but nice is regular in the focal Mississippi dialect.

There is also variation across dialects in the apparent
exceptions, but those can be accounted for by assuming different
segmental, prosodic, or morphological representations for
individual words. For example, spider*in ms va (Vance 1987:
201, Shewmake 1925: 492) could reflect a difference between the
underlying representations /sparte/ and /spaide/, rather than a
lexicalized exception to Diphthong Raising. High school, which is
raised by some Ontario and Inland North speakers (Chambers
1973: 116-117; Vance 1987: 198), could be another case of a
familiar bimorphemic word behaving as if it were monomorphemic
(see Section 3.3 above).

Two dialects are unlikely to share an exception or variant by
chance, but no clear historical picture emerges from the pattern of
sharing in these four dialects.

8. Abrupt Appearance of Diphthong Raising in the Focal
Mississippi Dialect

The most direct testimony we have about the English of North
Mississippi suggests that neither Diphthong Raising nor Flapping
had yet taken hold there even in the late 19th Century, and that /ai/
had not developed into a monophthong in any context. In an 1893
University of Mississippi doctoral thesis, H. A. Shands undertakes
to describe the speech of speakers both educated and uneducated,
both black and white. Of /ai/, he writes (p. 10):
Long i (ai) is nearly always correctly pronounced, and seems to
follow no rule in those changes that it does undergo. There is
no group of related or similar words in which it suffers any
regular change. In a few isolated examples there is incorrect
pronunciation of this i, but nearly all of these are old words and
owe their present forms to etymological spelling or assimilative
change. Long i (ai) is changed to (1) in (blidgd) for obliged, to
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(8) in (tféni) for china, to (au) in (mauti) and (maut) for mighty

and might. All of these pronunciations indicated by the

phonetic spelling have been, at some time in the past, current in

England.

Shands says nothing of Flapping, and transcribes t in CVc¢ contexts
as [t] (e.g. kritter is transcribed as [krito], p. 47; school-butter as
[skil-bets], p. 55, see also mighty in the above-quoted
paragraph).10 Grandgent (1891), surveying written self-reports
from readers of Modern Language Notes, reports that:

In many parts of the South the case is quite different. Before a

voiceless consonant ai is &i, ai, or &i, and au is &u or bu; before

a voiced consonant or at the end of a word, ai is ae or ao, au is

au or (occasionally) ®u. According to the answers I have

received, this distinction is universal for both diphthongs in
eastern Virginia and North Carolina; for ai it is common also in

Kentucky, Tennessee, and South Carolina, and less general in

Maryland and central and western Virginia; for au it occurs (I

cannot tell how frequently) in Maryland, Kentucky, Tennessee,

and central and western Virginia (Grandgent 1891: 460).

Since  Grandgent's  Southern  respondents  included
representatives of Mississippi and Louisiana, the failure of those
States to appear in the quoted list provides some corroboration for
Shands's claim that /ai/ did not alternate in Mississippi among
adult speakers in the early 1890s, i.e. speakers born before about
1870. Yet Speakers LAGS-592 and LAGS-546, born within ten
years of Shands's writing, into the demographic group with which
Shands was likely most familiar (educated white speakers from
near Oxford or Jackson), had both Diphthong Raising and Flapping
as adults, with the usual opaque interaction between the two
processes. Once established, the pattern remained stable across the
three generations represented by the speakers in this study. Thus, a
short period of rapid change was followed by a long period of
apparent stasis."

I am not able to say whether focal Mississippi Diphthong
Raising is historically cognate with, or independent of, the other
three dialects. Where the development of Diphthong Raising has
been observed over time, it seems to take about three generations
to move gradually from a subtle phonetic alternation to a large
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phonological one (Labov 1963, Moreton and Thomas 2007,
Fruehwald 2015). Its sudden appearance in Mississippi may
therefore mean that it was not phonologized locally from the
common phonetic precursor, but imported already phonologized
via contact with speakers in the other areas mentioned by
Grandgent (1891), or elsewhere.'?

9, Summary and Conclusions

Although the focal Mississippi dialect is based on the same
phonetic precursor as the focal Virginia, Ontario, and Inland North
dialects, it differs from them in several ways. One is the phonetic
identity of the allophones of /ai/. That is not especially surprising,
as Diphthong Raising dialects vary widely in this respect (see
Table 1 above). Another is the set of segmental triggers, but there
it is the Inland North dialect, with its pre-rhotic raising, that is the
outlier. More interesting is the difference in prosodic conditioning
in tautomorphemic contexts: V1CV2 words like icon are unraised
in the focal Mississippi dialect, but raised in the focal Ontario and
Inland North dialects.

Perhaps the most surprising finding is the interaction between
prosody and morphology in the focal Mississippi dialect, analyzed
above in Section 5. There are two main hypotheses about how
stress affects Diphthong Raising in other Diphthong Raising
dialects. One is that Diphthong Raising happens only if /ai/ and the
segmental trigger are in the same syllable (Shewmake 1925,
Paradis 1980, Chambers 1989, Moreton and Thomas 2007, Idsardi
2008). The other is that raising happens only if they are in the same
foot (Kiparsky 1979, McCarthy 1982, Jensen 2000, Bermudez-
Otero 2003). Both of these hypotheses correctly predict Raising in
VC and VCyv cases like life"ms and license”ms, and no Raising in
VICV2 and V2CV1 cases like icon_ms and critérion_ms. But in
V2C|V1 cases with a free base like Hittitélogy”ms, stripation"ms,
and invitée’ms, Raising occurs even though the segmental trigger
is an onset to a stressed syllable and hence neither a coda nor foot-
internal. In V|C examples like like dryth ms and i-th_ms, and in
V|Cv examples like sighful ms and bifurcate_ms, a voiceless coda
or foot-internal segment fails to trigger Raising. Only in
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cytélogy ms, litdtion_ms, and other V2C|V1 words lacking a free
base does prosodic affiliation trump morphological affiliation.
Chambers (1989: 79-80) has proposed that in the focal Ontario
dialect, morphology affects Raising indirectly, via its effect on
surface prosodic structure, but that proposal does not explain the
differences in the focal Mississippi dialect between pairs of
prosodically identical contexts which differ in morphological
structure and in Diphthong Raising, e.g. icon"ms and lipase_ms
(VICV2 vs. bound VIC|V2), or critérion ms and invitée“ms
(V2CV1 vs. free V2C|V1), or litation_ms and stripation”ms
(bound V2C[V1 vs. free V2C|V1).

What could cause multiple phonologizations of the same
phonetic precursor to differ in the effects of relatively abstract
factors like prosody and morphology? One possibility is that
before phonologization, the dialects' grammars already differed in
ways that automatically extended to the phonologized pattern. For
example, the focal Mississippi and Ontario dialects may have
already differed in their prosodification of tautomorphemic
VICV2 strings, so that when speakers in both dialects
phonologized the same phonetic precursor as raising before
voiceless codas, the outcomes automatically differed in that
environment. If that is what happened, then these grammatical
differences should be detectable in data not involving Diphthong
Raising; e.g. /t/ in the VICV2 environment should be aspirated in
the focal Mississippi dialect, and flapped or glottalized in the focal
Ontario dialect. Even if the grammatical difference is a "hidden
ranking," difficult or impossible to observe in ordinary linguistic
data, it may still be detectable experimentally (Davidson 2001).

An alternative possibility is that the phonologized patterns are
different because the phonetic precursors were different. Both
prosodic and morphological structure can affect low-level phonetic
phenomena such as vowel duration and hyper- Vs.
hypoarticulation, and can do so differently in different languages
(Maddieson 1984, De Jong 2004, Frazier 2005, Keating et al.
2004, Sugahara and Turk 2009). The prosodic and morphological
effects could thus have been phonologized faithfully from subtly
different phonetic precursors. In that case, the differences should
still be detectable in the unphonologized residue of the precursor.

Diphthong Raising / 49

Phonetic pre-voiceless raising affects all tense English diphthongs
to a degree proportional to the articulatory difference between the
nucleus and offglide (Moreton 2004). This precursor is
phonologized most often for /ai/, the diphthong with the greatest
nucleus-offglide difference, less often for /au/, and rarely or never
for /oi/ and /ei/. The unphonologized phonetic raising of /oi/ and
/ei/ in the VICV2 environment is therefore predicted by this
hypothesis to be greater for focal Ontario speakers than for focal
Mississippi speakers.

Most of the contexts used in the present study have not been
systematically investigated in other dialects or, indeed, other
idiolects. Many of the most informative words, like invitee,
Fightology or dryth, have almost no chance of occurring
spontaneously in a sociolinguistic interview, and are not
represented in even the most detailed phonological-judgment
studies. Morphological structure and non-primary stress can be
hard to judge accurately. Consequently, we do not know yet know
how much even the focal dialects differ in the subtleties of the
interactions between Diphthong Raising, prosody, and
morphology. Since Diphthong Raising is frequently re-innovated,
it can be observed at many different stages of the phonologization
process, and the relevant data will not be hard to get from living
speakers.

NOTES

! These three tense vowels can occur word-finally with or without stress
(Chomsky and Halle 1968, Hammond 1997), creating ambiguity in the prosodic
environment that is reflected in both flapping and Diphthong Raising: Plato
(Tito, vibrato, etc.) can be either ['pler, tou] or ['pleicouv]; likewise, taiko can be
sither ['ta kou] or [ 'tatkou].

Vance (1987: Table 3) reports within- and between-speaker variation in icon,
python, and stipend in the Inland North. Secondary stress is not indicated, so it is
glot clear whether the variation in /ai/ is due to variation in lexical stress.

Citation is not historically derived from cite in English (Oxford English
4Dictionary, at citation).

It is possible that although the -ology of cptdlogy_is a Level 1 suffix, attaching
to bound roots and affecting word stress, the -ology of Fightélogy™ and
Hittiteélogy”™ has some other status X—a Level 2 suffix, an element of a
compound, part of a lexical blend, etc. In order for this possibility to serve as the
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basis for an alternative analysis, we would have to ascribe the same dual nature
to -ation (of stripdtion”), -ality (of lightdlity™), -ee (of invitée™), etc., but not to
-ic. Suppose we did so. That would not solve the current problem that
Diphthong Raising applies too early to Titdnic_. Whatever X may turn out to be,
it can only change the analysis by delaying the application of Diphthong Raising
to Fightélogy” (since, in the current analysis, Diphthong Raising applies to
Fightélogy” on the very first cycle) — and doing so would either leave the
output unchanged, or derive *Fightdlogy_.

5 Primer (1890) likewise transcribes Eastern Virginian (Fredericksburg) kettle as
"[kitl] or [ketl]," with a voiceless [t]. Twenty years after Shewmake, the
Tidewater Virginia subgroup of the college students studied by Tresidder (1943)
had very frequent voicing of /t/ in the flapping environment.

® The transcription is Shewmake's. He states (p. 491) that [p] is the vowel in but,
and [i] the vowel in pin.

7 As in Mississippi, the first nuclei in biceps (Shewmake 1925: 492) and
eyesight (Shewmake 1945: 153) are unraised, but that proves nothing about
sensitivity to morphology, since the unraised nuclei are adequately explained by
their V'CV? stress.

8 McCarthy (1982: 586) mentions a dialect in which Diphthong Raising is
blocked in a VC#v context, e.g. bicenténnial, trisylldbic, but it is not clear
whether it is the same dialect described by Chambers (1973, 1989). Chambers
(1989: 79-80) does not mention these examples in discussing the V'#CV? and
VH#CV! contexts.

® Vance (1987) does not mark secondary stress, but does say that words are
chosen to have the same stress patterns as those of Chambers (1973: 124-127). 1
therefore mark secondary stress on Vance's words following Chambers.

! The focal Mississippi and Virginia dialects are not unusual in lacking
Flapping in the late nineteenth century. MacMahon (1998) notes its absence
from several detailed phonetic descriptions of American English dialects dating
from 1860 to 1895. The style sheet of Dialect Notes, Volume 1 (1896)
transcribes [t] in words that today would be flapped, as do Emerson (1896: 76f.)
and Grandgent (1896). Yet less than twenty-five years later, Krapp (1919: 9,
100), describing "standard English in America," notes regular voicing of /t/
between a stressed and an unstressed syllable. Less than two decades later,
Haugen (1937) mentions "the sound commonly known as 'voiced T, and
linguists writing in the 1940s and later assume that flapping is familiar to their
readers (Bloch 1941, Joos 1942, Trager 1942, Oswald 1943). Lehmann (1953:
271) comments that "this phenomenon is of considerable interest because it is
one of the first sound changes that is being observed and documented by
linguists in its successive stages."

! Other dialects seem to have gone directly from /al/ to /a/ or /a/ regardless of
consonant voicing, without ever passing through a stage of Diphthong Raising.
Eber Carle Perrow (1912), describing southern Appalachian speech of the late
19" Century—Perrow, born in 1880, says on pp. 140 and 144 that he moved to
Eastern Tennessee as a child and spent twenty years there—states categorically
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that speakers have only non-alternating /a1/ (pp. 139-140). But in the late 1930s,
j. S. Hall (1942: 43) found that adult speakers in the mountains of eastern
Tennessee and western North Carolina had only non-alternating [a'] or [a] in all
environments.

12 At the time of its first appearance in Mississippi, it could have been an
alternation between two diphthongs. In Southern dialects which had Diphthong
Raising, monophthongization of the elsewhere diphthong ("Southern Glide
Weakening," Thomas 2005) seems to have set in among speakers born towards
the end of the 19 Century. Both black and white Texans born in the 1890s had
[ar] before voiceless consonants and nearly pure [a] before voiced ones (Bailey
and Thomas 1998). William Read, of Louisiana State University, described
voicing-conditioned Diphthong Raising in "the South,” but said nothing of
monophthongization (1909: 73-74). A quarter-century later, his LSU colleague
C. M. Wise (1933, 1936) reported monophthongization of the unraised
diphthong. Writing in 1931, Greet says of the Williamsburg, Virginia dialect
that "[a1] tends towards [a] or [a] in I, mind, find, my, while, and by it but of
course the sound seldom entirely loses its diphthongal character” (p. 166).
William B. Edgerton (born 1914 in North Carolina) writes that "Southern long i
is not, however, simply [a]. There is a scarcely perceptible glide towards [1]"
(1935: 190). Thus the fact that late-19th-Century attestations of Diphthong
Raising in the South refer to two diphthongs, rather than to a diphthong and a
monophthong like Diphthong Raising in the focal Mississippi dialect, does not
preclude the possibility that the focal Mississippi dialect borrowed Diphthong
Raising from another Southern dialect and then monophthongized the lower
diphthong.
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Being Specific and More Specific: On Information Packaging,
Determinedness and Intonation in Bulgarian and Other
Languages

Donald L. Dyer
University of Mississippi

Dedication

I met Rebecca Larche Moreton in late July of 1988 when I came to Oxford,
Mississippi, to interview for the position of assistant professor of Russian. I had
recently interviewed for the position of language training coordinator at the
Foreign Service Institute in Washington, D.C., and my resume stated I had Level
4 FSI skills in Bulgarian. Becky knew what that meant, having worked at FSI as
an LTC herself in Lao years earlier, and she wanted to know why I had such
information on my c.v. After I took the job, Becky and I became fast friends,
sharing a common love for all kinds of linguistics and a desire for the
Department of Modern Languages at the University of Mississippi to raise its
game at the teaching of language. Among other things, she was in large part
responsible for bringing Japanese-language instruction to UM through her
involvement with the Hokkaido Foundation in the 1990s, for over three decades,
she taught French, phonology and grammar courses in our department. After she
went to Tulane University to complete a Ph.D. in Linguistics and returned to
Oxford in semi-retirement, we spent much time talking about language
pedagogy and various topics in linguistics, including my work on Bulgarian
word order and definiteness. I hereby offer what follows as my personal tribute
to Becky Moreton, a truly wonderful mind and a more wonderful person, in the
hopes that she would have enjoyed reading it (and later asking me questions
about the material!). I should note that in the material from which I derived
some of this article,' I thanked Becky for help with the translation of some
French material on definiteness into English. It is thus truly fitting that this
material make its way back into print in a volume dedicated to her many years
later. In fact, if this is the last time someone "cites" Becky in print, I would be
honored to be that person!

1. Determinedness in Bulgarian

Nominal material (nouns, pronouns and the like) in Bulgarian can
be determined’ morphologically, syntactically or phonologically.
The language's robust system for the specification of nouns
includes pre-posed and post-posed articles and other



