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Dresher (in press):

DEFINITIONS:

potential prosodic word = orthographic word

Tiberian word = prosodic word

phonological word

PROGRAMME:

“Cliticization is integral to the entire system, because phrasing is sensitive to the number of words and to the prosodic weight of words, and cliticization affects both.... Therefore, cliticization is woven into the phrasing algorithm; it cannot be regarded as a preliminary step that takes place prior to the division into nested phrases, or conversely, as a late fix up that follows the division of words into phrases.” p. 8 [versus derivational]

“The principles governing cliticization are therefore particularly complex, because, being situated at the interface between word and phrase...” p. 8

Breuer generalizations ~ preference laws (Vennemann) ~ constraints (OT) p. 9

“Thus, tendency to cliticize depends on a variety of factors, including phonological weight, morphological/syntactic class, semantic function, and commonness.” p. 12

higher constraints systematically block p. 13 [therefore ranked higher]

“the principles governing the distribution of prosodic words in the text are bound up with constraints on phrasing that operate at higher levels of the prosodic hierarchy. Earlier proposals for mapping the prosodic structures indicated by the accents from the syntax assumed a derivational approach, whereby prosodic structure is built up in a series of steps.... The above survey suggests that evaluation of candidate forms by means of ranked constraints, as proposed by OT, offers a promising alternative. I will not, however, attempt such an analysis here (though the reader is invited to begin to construct one from the materials presented above).” p. 19

Initial Problem: Nature and Distribution of Tiberian clitics, in particular ki
Initial Solution: ki is a prosodic clitic, initially projecting a prosodic foot (F) at the syntax-phonology mapping, but not necessarily a phonological word (ω); however, since ki has a long open syllable, it tends to receive the conjunctive as if a phonological word.
Background/framework (OT): the actual prosodic output with ki is the result of a complex negotiation between three autonomous modules and their ranked constraints: syntax, phonology, music.

(A) possible phrasings in the prosodic structure:

BinMax  >>  BinMin  >>  AlignR XP >> FaithSyntax
(2)
(ki ω)

(3a)
((ki) (ω ω))
right-recursive

(3b)
((ki ω) (ω))
left-recursive

(B) possible prosodic outputs:


   (a) φ'


(b)   φ


(c)   ω


(d)    F


  φ
  φ

  ω
  ω

  F
  F

  σ
  σ

phrase   ki

word
 ki

foot
 ki

syllable ki
Notes on musical constraints:

(i) *Clash(σ): the output of a syllable-syllable clash is stipulated as figure (d): one less foot is found in the prosody as a result = deletion
(ii) *Conjunctive(CVC): a conjunctive cannot be assigned to a closed syllable, including CVC clitics; therefore, the difference between (b) and (c) with respect to clitics is this: figure (b) is the output with CVV open-syllables like ki, lo, etc.; whereas figure (c) is the output with CVC closed-syllables like et, al, bal, im, etc.

(C) distribution of ki in Proverbs 1-4:

typical output of (A2): prosodic word (conjunctive Bb): e.g., silluq 1:25, 4:8
typical output of (A3a): phonological phrase (disjunctive Ba): e.g., 1:9 
typical output of (A3b): foot (maqqef by compression of left-recursive phrasing): none?
typical output of clash (Bd): syllable only with maqqef 1:29, 4:3, 4:13

musical funny business:

dechi
(2)

munach dechi



Long Words 1:16, 4:17

(2)

metheg/maqqef dechi


Short Words 1:17, 2:6, 3:26, 4:22
clash (2)
mahpak munach dechi

2:3, 3:2, 3:14, 4:2, 4:16

virtual dechi
(2)

metheg/maqqef mereka

2:21
(3a)

mahpak munach munach

1:32 CVV+CV resyllabifies!
(3a)

metheg/maqqef munach munach
2:10 Short Word
clash (3a)
mahpak munach munach

2:18

clash (4)
mahpak mereka munach munach
3:12
revia-mugrash

(2)

metheg/maqqef revia-mugrash
4:23
(D) discussion:

(i) musical variants with dechi and revia-mugrash not terribly interesting, and in all cases where maqqef used, there is a telltale metheg to mark prosodic word.

(ii) clash variants where maqqef replaced by mahpak also predictable and uninteresting; notice that metheg not employed in these cases, creating minimal pairs (4:3 vs 1:17).

(iii) clash deletes foot projection of ki (per note Bi)
(iv) CVVC = long in 1:32 (per long-word study, CVV+CV resyllabifies)
(v) poetry: may vary by counting syllable, foot, word and/or phrase, and drawing a cut-off in different places as well; hence extreme variability in value of clitics possible in poetry (an empirical question of what works in a given poem)
