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Prosodic	Phonology
• Prosodic	phonology	concerns	itself	with	phonological	constituent	
structure	and	provides	an	account	of	the	organisation	of	
phonological	structures	above	the	segmental	level.

• Phonological	representation	is	contructed	from—but	not	
isomorphic	with—its	morphosyntactic	representation

• cf.	Inkelas	and	Zec	(1990);	Selkirk	(1986,	1996)

• Hierarchically	organised	prosodic	constituents	generated	by	the	
phonological	module,	with	each	unit	functioning	as	the	domain	of	
particular	phonological	rules	and	contraints



Prosodic	Hierarchy

After	Nespor	&	Vogel	(1989)



Prosodic	Hierarchy
• Each	unit	dominates	those	immediately	below

• The	‘head’	(strong	branch)	of	a	constituent	has	greater	
prominence	than	the	‘dependent’	(weak	branch)

e.g.	‘strong’	σs	are	the	heads	of	Fs	&	the	most	prominent	F	carries	main	stress.

• The	Clitic	Group	is	superfluous	and	rejected	by	standard	theory
cf.	Wheeldon	&	Lahiri	1997;	Selkirk	1986;	and	Itô	and	Mester	2009

• For	approaches	to	phrasing	at	lower	levels	of	the	hierarchy,	see	
Lahiri	&	Plank	(2022)



Prosodic	Hierarchy
• Strict	Layer	Hypothesis:	no	recursivity
• Principle	of	‘exhaustivity’:	constituent	n	may	only	dominate	n-1

Selkirk	1984;	Nespor	&	Vogel	1986

• However,	the	need	for	recursion	within	the	prosodic	hierarchy	is	
increasingly	recognised	

cf.	Gussenhoven	1986;	Zec	&	Inkelas	1991;	Itô	&	Mester	[1992]/2003;	McCarthy	1993;	
Booij	1995;	Selkirk	1996;	Wiese	2000;	Lahiri	&	Plank	2010	(amongst	others)

• Exceptions	to	exhaustivity	are	similarly	well-documented
cf.	Itô	and	Mester	[1992]/2003;	Kager	1989;	Selkirk	1996,	190

• BUT:	lower	constituents	can’t	dominate	higher	ones,	e.g.	*(ω	ω)F



Prosodic	Hierarchy

a)	blackbird	e.g.	((blæk)ω(bɜːd)ω)ω	
cf.	Booij	1995,	2002;	Wheeldon	&	Lahiri	1997;	Wynne	et	al.	2018

b)	bird	e.g.	(bɜːd)ω

c)	Selkirk’s	(1996)	‘affixal	clitic’	e.g.	((kan)ω=zə)ω	‘can=she’
see	also	Itô	and	Mester	[1992]/2003;	Wheeldon	and	Lahiri	1997;	Lahiri	and	Plank	2010;	

Bögel	2021;	Booth	2023



Prosodic	Hierarchy

where-n=I.NOM=he.ACC
‘where	I	[...]	him’

go-3SG.PRES=he.NOM
‘does	he	go	[…]’

can-3SG.PRES=she.NOM
‘can	she	[…]’

resyllabification
(domain	=	ω)

(Optional)	Swabian	n-insertion
Can	only	occur	between	a	ω	and	a	
preceding	or	following	clitic



Prosodic	Hierarchy
• Structures	such	as	(σ	ω)φ—where	a	constituent	is	dominated	by	
n+3,	i.e.	a	‘free	clitic’	in	Selkirk’s	(1996)	terminology—have	also	
been	proposed	to	account	for	certain	clitic	structures	

cf.	Hall	1999;	Kabak	and	Schiering	2006	

• However,	it	is	unclear	that	this	is	necessary,	as	Itô	and	Mester	
(2009)	argue
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