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constraints surrounding contiguity and input moras.
Morphologically specific alignment constraints are not necessary to ensure the suffixes attach to the right

edge of the stem. Instead, a high ranking of the faithfulness constraint on moraic contiguity seen in (8) ensures that
the position of the mora is consistent with the input.

3) Contiguity The moras of S1 standing in correspondence form a contiguous string,
as do the correspondent moras of S2

The tableau in (9) shows this correspondence with the word whek’oo ‘fridge’, and how the constraint
Contiguity and the constraint *STRUC () determine the shape and placement of the nominalizing suffix.

¢ whek’oo  ‘fridge’
whek’s + [nom-i] *STRUC (6) | Contiguity
@ a. whek’00 ¥ :
b. wheek’d *k *1
c. whek’di wrr

The other constraints active in determining the shape of whek’o + [nom-i], are a prosodic constraint
restricting the length of syllables, defined in (10), and a conflicting faithfulness constraint, seen in (11).

(10) *[ppls ‘No bimoraic syllables’

A constraint against bimoraic syllables is justifiable cross linguistically, since in many other languages,
besides Dogrib, ¢v is a less marked syllable than evv. This constraint, however, must be ranked quite low since it
is violated by all optimal forms containing the vocalic suffixes. Max—p, in (11), ensures the realization of
morphemes by discouraging the deletion of moras.

(11) Max-p ‘Every mora in the input must be maximized in the output’

The tableau in (12) demonstrates how this faithfulness constraint must be ranked higher than the prosodic
markedness constraint against bimoraic syllables in order to derive the optimal candidate seen in (12a.).

(12) whek’co “fridge’
whek’d0 + [nom-i] Max -p *[uplo

*

@ a  whek’00
b. whek’o *]

The brief account developed so far in this section has established constraints on syllable structure,
contiguity and moraic faithfulness which can explain why the nominalizing suffix does not usually create a new
syllable when it attaches to the stem syllable. However, in order to account for why it is the suffix vowel that
assimilates to the stem vowel in the case of this suffix, rather than the stem vowel assimilating to the suffix, I turn to
the principles of Positional Faithfulness. According to this theory, there is a cross-linguistic tendency for high
ranking faithfulness constraints surrounding privileged positions such as roots, and especially root-initial syllables.
Affixes belong to the category of non-privileged positions (Beckman 1998). Therefore it follows that the vowel
quality of an affix such as a nominalizing suffix is less likely to be retained than the vowel quality of a stem or root
initial syllable. Of course, this generalization applies to the other suffixes discussed in this paper as well.

3.2 The Possessed Noun and Adverbial Suffixes
3.2.1 Description

The possessed noun suffix, also referred to by Saxon as the suffix for described nouns, has the same output
shape as the adverbial suffix. The adverbial suffix derives adverbs from nouns and verbs in Dogrib and the

possessed noun suffix is used when a noun has a descriptive word or phrase with it, or when possessed (Saxon 1995).
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Both suffixes hold the shape of a mora with low tone and undergo the same processes of assimilation as the
nominalizing suffix, seen above. For the sake of brevity, however, this section focuses on the possessed noun
suffix as the representative of the two, and so does not address the adverbial suffix further. Forms exemplifying
the suffix can be seen below in (13). The suffixed forms are given in the second column and the suffixes
themselves are bolded.

(13) a. yati ‘language’ goyatii ‘our language’
b. soomba ‘money’ gisgombaa ‘their money’
c. dechj ‘stick’ wedechiji ‘its stick’
d. beh ‘knife’ sebee ‘my knife’
e. choh ‘down, feathers’ wechoo ‘its down’ (Saxon 1995)

Despite the fact that the possessed noun suffix has a historical shape of [-&], and in the neighbouring
languages of Slave and Dene Sutiné the suffix still retains this value in many contexts, I do not project any
specification for the quality of this suffix in the input. I assume the input shape is [-J ] since this suffix, unlike the
nominalizing suffix, never surfaces with the specific quality of [-&] unless that is the quality of the stem vowel.
Both the possessed noun suffix, and the adverbial suffix just link to the segmental and nasal features of the stem

vowel when they attach to a stem. It is important to note than none of the suffixes take on the tone value of the
stem vowel, but they all take on the nasal value of the stem.’

3.2.2. Account

As the data in (13) indicates, the possessed noun suffix behaves like the nominal suffix in the way that it
creates a long vowel in the stem syllable by assimilating to the quality of the stem vowel. Two forms stand out
however-- those seen in (13d-e). These forms have a coda in the input stem shape, but once the suffix is attached,
the coda is no longer realized. This is the case if any of the vocalic suffixes attach to a stem with a coda. In all
cases, the coda is dropped and the suffix attaches to the stem vowel. Because the stem syllables of these two forms
have [h] codas, we might expect blocking of the assimilation to occur, but clearly this does not happen. If this coda
were retained, when a vocalic suffix is attached, resyllablification would have to occur, like it does in the
neighbouring language of Slave (see Rice 1989). The coda is not retained, however, and resyllabification does not
occur, so the stem remains one syllable even with the suffix attached. This maintenance of a single syllable stem
shape even with an intervening underlying coda can be seen as further evidence for the highly ranked *STRUC (o)
constraint. It could also be evidence, however, for a constraint against [h] onsets in the language, like that in (14).

(14) *[h] onsets ‘no [h] onsets’

Such a constraint as this is motivated cross-linguistically, as well as within the phonological distribution
of [h] in Dogrib. Although the segment [h] is occasionally heard phonetically in onset position, phonologically it
is not an allowable onset in the language.

Two markedness constraints surrounding syllable structure have thus been introduced, so a general
segmental faithfulness constraint is also needed to create resistance to these constraints. Such a constraint in the
grammar would protect the value of consonants, which, in Dogrib, are never moraic, as well as vowels. For this
purpose, I propose the faithfulness constraint in (15).

(15) Max-seg ‘Every segment in the input has a correspondent in the output’

However, as the tableau in (16) shows, the violation of this constraint is not fatal when the other output
option involves adding a syllable to the output. Once again, according to this account, the constraint *STRUC (0)
prevents the realization of the suffix as an extra syllable in the stem.

2 This is the case unless the vocalic suffix itself has a nasal quality, like in the case of the locative suffix which is
realized as a nasalized mora. In that case the nasality spreads to the stem vowel (see fig.1).
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(16) wechoo  ‘its down’
wetchoh + [poss-&] *STRUC () Max-seg | *[upls
@ a. wechod ** * *
b. wechohe *xE]
c. wechoe *k] * :

The other constraint relevant to these forms is the syllable structure constraint against long vowels, also
ranked below *STRUC (o), however this tableau does not establish a crucial ranking between *[up]; (no long vowel)
and Max-seg (maximize segment).

The presence of tone in these suffixes brings to light the necessity of a constraint that ensures the
realization of underlying tone in the language, and in particular in the realization of the vocalic suffixes. Max Tone,
defined in (17), is therefore necessary to maintain the tonal quality of the morphemes in the output.

an Max-Tone ‘Ever instance of tone in the input must be maximized in the output’

The realization of tone is necessary for the purpose of morphological contrast. Many words in Dogrib are
differentiated only by tone. The possessed noun suffix maintains its tonal value even when it assimilates to the
quality and nasality of the stem vowel. It must maintain its low tone in order to be distinguished from the
nominalizing suffix. However, a syllable with two tone values is a marked syllable in Dogrib, so, therefore, I
propose a conflicting constraint in (18).

(18) *Vr Vs ‘Consistency of tone within a syllable’

This constraint militates against two different tonal values within one syllable. Another prosodic
markedness constraint is relevant here as well—one which ensures a nasal feature in a stem is spread to the suffix.
So, the constraint in (19) ensures nasal spreading within a syllable.

(19) *[VaiVazle ‘Consistency of nasal features within a syllable’

But, due to its high ranking, when there is a difference in tone and/or nasality the ubiquitous *STRUC (o)
constraint prevents the constraints in (18) and (19) from creating a new syllable. It must be noted that tone is
associated to a mora in this language, and so in a bimoraic syllable there may be two tones—one associated with

each mora of the syllable. In Dogrib, the only marked tone is low tone. The contrasting high tone is unmarked.

The tableau in (20) shows how Max-tone must be ranked higher than the prosodic consistency constraint,
in order to preserve the morphological identity of the suffix.

20) wedechji  ‘its stick’

wetdechj + [poss-ji] Max—tone *IViaVaelo | *VnVrlo
@ a. wedechii *

b. wedechij *1

c. wedechii *1 * *

d. wedechii *! *

e. wedechj *1

This tableau in (20) also indicates that consistency of nasality within a syllable is more important than
consistency in tonal value, according to the grammar of the language. This is evident in the output forms of stems
syllables with suffixes incorporated into them, since, as previously mentioned, these vocalic suffixes always
assimilate to the nasal value of the stem, but never the tonal value.

Now, in order to see how these constraints rank in relation to the other constraints introduced so far, we

)

>I)r)Hr )



AT IDIIIDDIIIIIDIIIIDIIDNIODNIIIIAIDIDIIDIIDIDIDIDIDIDIDIDIDIDNIDID D

Maintaining Simplicity in Dogrib Stems 105

look at the tableau in (21) which evaluates possible outputs for the word gisogmbaa ‘their money’. *STRUC(G)
prevents the realization of the possessed noun suffix with a specific quality, but Max-tone and Max-p ensure the
morpheme itself is realized. The optimal candidate, (21a) is the one which violates the lower ranked prosodic
markedness constraints the most times and the *STRUC (G) constraint the fewest times.

(1) gisoombaa  ‘their money’
gi+ sodmba+ [poss-€] *STRUC (0) Max—~tone | Max-p | *[VT,VT,Jo | *[uplo
@ a gispdmbad Kk ' x% E *%
b. gisoombae falaladed * *
c. gisodmba ool *! oo * : *
d. gispdmbaa il *! * *k

The next section will build on this analysis, and these constraints already established to account for the
problematic diminutive suffix as well as some morphologically complex forms where more than one suffix is added
to a stem.

33 The Diminutive suffix

- 3.3.1 Description

The diminutive suffix in Dogrib is very productive, and is used to emphasize the smallness or preciousness
of something (Saxon 1995). As the forms in (22) show, it is clear this suffix does not incorporate into the stem
syllable the way the suffixes discussed above do.

(22) a. di ‘island’ dia ‘small island’
b. & ‘flour, powder’ {ea ‘powder’
c. nezj ‘be good’ nezija ‘it is kind of nice’
d ko ‘house’ koa ‘room, shack’
e. deh ‘river’ dea ‘creek’
f. beh ‘knife’ bea ‘small knife’ (Saxon 1995)

The diminutive does behave like the other suffixes in the way that the coda of a stem is lost with the
addition of it, like in (22e-f), and it takes on the nasality of the stem vowel, like we see in (22c-d). But because it
still creates a new syllable, it still violates *STRUC (o) more frequently than the other vocalic suffixes. This suffix,
therefore, appears to be an important piece of counter evidence to my hypothesis of stem simplicity, and the highly
ranked *STRUC (0) which motivates the suffixes to incorporate into the stem. The diminutive does not incorporate,
nor does it spread its quality regressively to the stem vowel.

Rather than seeing this suffix as counter evidence, however, I propose segment-specific faithfulness
constraint which allows the diminutive suffix to be accounted for easily, even in the face of the *STRUC (o).

3.3.2 Account

Why then does the Dogrib diminutive suffix act so differently from the other vocalic suffixes and not
assimilate into the stem despite the high-ranked *STRUC (o) constraint? In her work on assimilation patterns in
Dogrib, Trisha Causley notes that the Dogrib segment [a] does not assimilate in any context (1995). Based on this
fact, I make the claim that the vowel [a] has special status in assimilation processes. I suggest that it is the
underlying quality of the vowel that impedes its incorporation into the stem, rather than a constraint on the particular
morphological identity of the diminutive suffix. The analysis I present here makes use of a segment-specific
faithfulness constraints and follows from my account of the other vocalic suffixes, above.

Causley attributes only one feature to each vowel within the Dogrib vowel inventory, since only one feature
is needed to mark each vowel and thus distinguish them from each other. The unmarked vowel in the language is



106 Aliki Marinakis

[e], and so Causley does not attribute it with any distinguishing features in the UR:

24) i— [high] a—[low]
e—1] o — [back] (Causley 1995)

Despite the fact that [e] is the underspecified vowel, and the least marked vowel in Dogrib, but the vowel
[a] retains special status in the language as well, due to its sonority. In order to ensure the realization of the low
vowel over the realization of the other vowels, then, I project a simple faithfulness constraint, in (25) that allows the
sonority of [a] to be maximized in the output.

25) Max [low] ‘Every low segment in the input is maximized in the output’

The motivation behind such a constraint being so high ranked in comparison to other identity constraints
on vowel features comes from the sonority hierarchy in which low vowels are the most sonorous (Prince &
Smolensky 1993). Cross-linguistically, then, [a] is also recognized as the most sonorous vowel, as well as within the
Dogrib vowel inventory. The constraint in (25) is relevant to both the segment [a] and the diminutive suffix [-a].

This segment-specific faithfulness constraint, must be more highly ranked than the other feature
maximizing constraints in order to preserve the identity of this specific suffix in the face of *STRUC (o). But
another constraint protecting the integrity of the stem vowel is also necessary. In order for candidate a. to emerge
with its root intact, in the tableau in (27) a distinction must be made between stem faithfulness and affix faithfulness.
The assumption in (26) is necessary to explain the protection of vowel identity of stems, and is exemplified in the
tableau in (27).

(26) Max-root >> MaxIO
(1)) dia ‘small island’
di+ [dim-a] Max-[a] Max-seg-root | *STRUC (0)
@ a dia **
b. dii * *
c. daa *! *
d di *! *

The new faithfulness constraint protecting roots protects the stem vowel from being assimilated by the
suffix vowel. With this assumption in (26), then, and the constraint protecting the quality of [a] ranked more
highly than the constraint against syllable structure, the correct output candidate for the word dig ‘small island’ is
selected.

The other piece of data that should be looked at with regards to the diminutive is the disappearance of the
[h] coda in the stem. In the data in (22e-f) the [h] coda is not realized when the diminutive suffix is added, despite
the face that a syllable is still being created, and despite the fact that it is a root segment. The tableau in (28), with
the input dea ‘creek’, shows how the constraints established so far are still able to select the correct output form.

28)  dea ‘creek’

deh+ [dim-a] Max-[a] | *[h]onset | Max-seg-root | *STRUC (0) | Max-p | Max-Seg
@ a dea * *%

b. dee *1 * *

e. daa **! * *

d. de *1 * * * *

e. deha *1 **

A test of whether these new faithfulness constraints are effective in selecting the correct output must also
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include the suffixes previously discussed. The relevant segment-specific faithfulness constraints protecting the
quality of the other Dogrib vowels are therefore ranked in (29):

(29) Max [a] >> Max [i]

Max [a] >> Max [o]

The tableau in (30) indicates that this ranking can account for other suffixed forms too, like fét’¢ fekoo
‘cake’, which has the nominalizing suffix attached.

(30) fet’é fekoo  ‘cake’

et’e teko + [nom-i] Max-seg-root | *STRUC (6) | Max-p Max- [i] Max- [o] | Max-Seg
« a. ferefekoo ok * *

b. fet’e dekoi *HkkE]

c. feretekii *1 *rokk * *

e. fet’e fekoj i

f. fet’e feko b *} * *

This tableau in (30) demonstrates that the vowel identity constraints do not affect the realization of the

. nominalizing suffix, but the constraint on identity of the stem vowel is necessary here as well in order to ensure the

retention of the stem vowel quality over that of the suffix vowel.
34 Morphologically complex forms
The last set of data this paper addresses are the morphologically complex forms given in (31). These

forms show what happens in Dogrib when more than one suffix attaches to a stem, and how such a circumstance
affects the realization of both the suffixes and the stem shape.

(31) sekekw’00 ‘my toes’ sekekw’0a ‘my little toes’
satsQx00 ‘snare’ satsoxOa ‘wire’
ekw’Qo ‘bone’ ekw’ga ‘dice’ {Saxon 1995)

The analysis of these forms builds on that of the suffixes discussed above, but makes the addition of one more
prosodic markedness constraint—one which prevents the realization of three mora in a row, like that in (32).
32) *3n ‘ no trimoraic syllables’ (Kager 1999, 268)

1 would like to add a further restrictive quality to this constraint, though, one which would not allow three
moraic segments to exist in a string without a consonant, whether or not they are in a syllable. =~ With this new
addition, the constraint ranking in tableau (33) is able to select the correct candidate. The ranking between the
highly ranked markedness constraint, in (32) and the two highly ranked faithfulness constraints remains
unestablished.

(33) sekekw’og ‘my little toes’

sekekw’o [poss -fi]+ [dim-a] *3u Max-[a] | Max-seg-root | * STRUC (c) | Max-p
@ a. sekekw’ga i *

b. sekekw’0da *! b

c. sekekw’0aa *! i

d. sekekw’o0 *! il *

e. sekekw’ad *! L e *
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4. CONCLUSION

The optimal mono-syllabic stem shape of the language is maintained even when a vocalic suffix is added to
a stem in Dogrib, except in the case of the diminutive suffix. According to the account presented in this paper, the
maintenance of simplicity in Dogrib stems is driven largely by the highly ranked constraint against syllable structure
in the language. The high ranking of this constraint in the grammar is the reason the vocalic suffixes are not
realized with a segmental value, and the even higher ranking of Max-[a] is the reason the diminutive suffix retains
its segmental value. The motivation behind the higher ranking of Max-[a] than of Max-[i] and Max-[o] comes
from the nature of the segment [a] itself, since it is the most sonorous vowel of the inventory.
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include the suffixes previously discussed. The relevant segment-specific faithfulness constraints protecting the
quality of the other Dogrib vowels are therefore ranked in (29):

29 Max [a] >> Max [i]

Max {a] >> Max [o}

The tableau in (30) indicates that this ranking can account for other suffixed forms too, like #t'¢ fekogo
‘cake’, which has the nominalizing suffix attached.

(30) fét’¢ fekgo  ‘cake’

fet’e teko + [nom-i] Max-seg-root | *STRUC (6) | Max-p Max- [i] Max- [0] | Max-Seg
= a fet’e fekoo * ook * "

b. {et’e fekoi *okok kK|

c. ¥teiekij * ok . "

e. fet’efekoj L L L]

f. fet’eieko *Ekk *) * *

This tableau in (30) demonstrates that the vowel identity constraints do not affect the realization of the

_ nominalizing suffix, but the constraint on identity of the stem vowel is necessary here as well in order to ensure the

retention of the stem vowel quality over that of the suffix vowel.
34 Morphologically complex forms
The last set of data this paper addresses are the morphologically complex forms given in (31). These

forms show what happens in Dogrib when more than one suffix attaches to a stem, and how such a circumstance
affects the realization of both the suffixes and the stem shape.

31) sekekw’00 ‘my toes’ sekekw’0a ‘my little toes’
satsdx00 ‘snare’ satsoxoa ‘wire’
ekw’g0 ‘bone’ ekw’ga ‘dice’ (Saxon 1995)

The analysis of these forms builds on that of the suffixes discussed above, but makes the addition of one more
prosodic markedness constraint—one which prevents the realization of three mora in a row, like that in (32).

(32) *3n ‘ no trimoraic syllables’ (Kager 1999, 268)

I would like to add a further restrictive quality to this constraint, though, one which would not allow three
moraic segments to exist in a string without a consonant, whether or not they are in a syllable.  With this new
addition, the constraint ranking in tableau (33) is able to select the correct candidate. The ranking between the
highly ranked markedness constraint, in (32) and the two highly ranked faithfulness constraints remains
unestablished.

(33) sekekw’og ‘my little toes’

sekekw’ [poss -ji]+ [dim-a] *3u Max-[a] | Max-seg-root | * STRUC (0) | Max-p
@ a. sekekw’da Frrx *

b. sekekw’00a * o

c. sekekw’oaa *1 i

d. sekekw’Qd *! i *

e. sekekw’al *! e *
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4. CONCLUSION

The optimal mono-syllabic stem shape of the language is maintained even when a vocalic suffix is added to
a stem in Dogrib, except in the case of the diminutive suffix. According to the account presented in this paper, the
maintenance of simplicity in Dogrib stems is driven largely by the highly ranked constraint against syllable structure
in the language. The high ranking of this constraint in the grammar is the reason the vocalic suffixes are not
realized with a segmental value, and the even higher ranking of Max-[a] is the reason the diminutive suffix retains
its segmental value. The motivation behind the higher ranking of Max-[a] than of Max-[i] and Max-[o] comes
from the nature of the segment [a] itself, since it is the most sonorous vowel of the inventory.
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