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il & & +F
0. UK

SEMOEROERIE, ZREFNRDFFENH D phoneme inventory 12 & S
%o BIZIX, KpelleFF coronal fricative (% /s/ DM7IHT, HEEIZIZ /18, /f), 16/ D
ZOWHET B, EIZIL, coronal DT, stop vs. fricative ) contrast (/s/ vs. /t/)
IR L DEIE/ICRE 5N 555, strident vs. non-strident (/s/ vs. /8/) @ & 3 % contrast
EFOTREAFERICINTH D, SOL) R HDOMEGRIE, FEHLEVIES
TRINTVZ, ALV EEEROTHIRBLTBEV) ERLHFET 275,
MIFLFLOETRAEVE S, AIZBED b marked (HHD) THBESNE,
(4 L EEMOBEFHOEVIZ DV TIE, Maddieson (1984) ¥ SRS
Vo)

DL ZHARTHICRONIEXOFADB R ED L) R AHZX AT
BRICHARATHPRERICL YV EL 2, A TIE, £% 5 framework O
BT, BEDMOBE R LD L) CHET 20D, F0OAHNZXLIZOVTR
ET 5o

(1) Markedness DIEEZREEAMOAETIEEZbDOTIRE(, +OMOSHRAR, KER
RIZORo6NDB, BI2IE, John [gave a book to Mary]. D & 3 12220 complements % BU2 @
FH)TIX, NP PPDH A John [gave Mary a book]. @ & 5 7 NP NP DO & 1) b unmarked T3
2tans,
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1. Feature Geometry I2g%

1980 £48 4%, phonological feature {3 % EAI 2 BEEHEE % 2+ £ 9, Feature
Geometry D¥E35 (Clements 1985, Sagey 1986, McCarthy 1988) ASigl§ X h7-, =
DEEROTIZRBHDIE, BFIIIRL LRED V- UDBEET LD, FONY
TILRBBESAOCNLEVIHETH L, HROKALTHCEOhIFH
BEERFT D L, assimilation % EWBWT, FELEESEV%T 5 feature D
TIN—=THHbIEBRDE, £72, ThbHD L — 7%, Obligatory Contour
Principle %, deletion 2 L'ICBVTHFE LIRAZFVE2TEIEHEDTH S,
# Z T, Feature Geometry BB T3, D& 5 LB % feature 1258 B BB
WiENDH 5 LIRET S EIZL W HEB LA, (1)1 Feature Geometry D—H T2
5,

(1) Feature Geometry

Root = [consonantal, syllabic]

Larygeal SV

[continuant]
[voice] [SG] [CG] [nasal] [lateral]
Place

Labial Coronal Dorsal

[round] (strident] [anterior] [distributed] [front] [low] [high]

(2) (1)) geometry ix McCarthy (1988) @ Root Features, Avery & Rice (1989), Piggott (1992)
12 X % SV-hypothesis ¥ KB L 7= b D T&H D, Pharyngeal features H L EBE L 7=,
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B2 1E (1) I2F81T 72 geometry T, [voice], [SG], [CG] £ Vv*3 =250 feature
2%, Laryngeal £\29) 1O® node ICXFENBILIZE), FU—F{LENT
Wb, CORBEHEICLD, ThE300 feature A7 assimilation, deletion D F

3)

BHARIBVWCALNY Y DORZBVETIILEHBTE OO TH 2,

1.1 Feature Acquisition Model
ERYED Feature Geometry 2 {KE L7388, FHOFTEFBIZIIUTO
I BEODRBMTREMIEZ L b, (Rice & Avery 1991, 1995; Brown 1998)

(2) Feature Acquisition Models

a. BT feature L EDERE NI, T4bb geometry DL TH
Universal Grammar 12k W &£ Fho& 53 b hTw3

b. 2T feature & WHITEBHTIIH L5, 55 —THM, feawre D
LEMERBRTEA Ty RS ORLITRIEED feature i3HEER
&b, (feature-pruning model)

c. Geometry DEEHDA UG IZE W52 6hTHY, FHiz1 7 b
2 &Y 2% feature 721} % project 3%, (feature-building model)

QDS LEFNEERELHE, ETOFTEICLTO feature AL ¢
HATRERTHEEN) LItk D, 20BE, REBEICIEELLVWEEN
VORMEFTIFL2ICBVTHELVOD (FRREARLOD) 2HBPTEL
o

(2b) & (2} DE TN DBEIIHEANCLTO feature H52 HNTVB DD, #
ITLRVPDBNTH), BEFEZLLTOXENTREINTHIED feature
BECHLTRALHERETRET 5. AEOBLHIEILI 0TEBBTOHES
Frehid2 o, FWMTERBR L2V OLL, 200 feature-building model

(3) Laryngeal feature ASE Rtz /%% > % B4 5 = L {2 Klamath, Ancient Greek %, #i4 %S5
BWTALNSB, Laryngeal 12T 2342 MR 1L, Lombardi (1991) %28,

4) BETOfeature DHEN L2 THOMEMTICEBE S5 25 LidBrown (1998) I25WT
%F&%éh‘tw6o
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FIREY %0

(20) D & 3 %€ 7V %R 5E L 7= Feature Geometry H3R T3, & 5 574 grammar
TIXEDEFEICIFTIET S contrast DFFNLEE SN D feature &, £ D feature
% dominate % node D—HAFIHEL, ZOMOD feature IFEL 2V LIZh
%o BIZIE, fs/vs. 18/ D X 5 7% contrast HFETEL 2V HAKFETIE [strident] o
projection % #FR¥ % 721} D positive evidence #35- 2 b 1Y, £ feawre i3 HA
FEBEHED grammar 12 5 geomenry (LRI LTV S EEX HN D,

1.2 Distributional Markedness

FlZH 72 X 912, Feature Geometry FiRid feature DFRAR THOIRS F W
PHETHEIL LI TR0 THo/, LL, ZORBHEIERESMIC
BUTL—EDREEFOLDTH DB 21E(1) D geometry 12BN T
Coronal #% [anterior], [strident], [distributed] &\>9 3D feawre % XHELY 5
BEICRoTWE, T0DL ) LREBIEENITTTIE, sub-coronal feature % project
F % #1213 Coronal O projection %A1 & %5, T4+ b, sub-coronal feature 2
X % contrast D FiE 121343 Coronal 1= & % contrast BT 5. 4%, it
B Tl3 %\ & v distributional markedness % Fill T 5D TH 5,

COFiNE, HEIBRERBINCEEEZRATEODOTH S, AIBD/s/ vs.
168/ @ contrast LBHIFHIZLAROh G VEW) HER, MEFONKICLEL
AN 3 [strident] A%, WEMENHTRICMEBT2DT, £0 LB IZH 5 feature,
node |2 X % contrast & ) & marked 2D TH 5B L) FRFKY LODTH
%,

2. BEMIEER

1990 EERA BN SFHRAR L HH OB UEH L THRAL £ L+ 5 REAKER
(Optimality Theory) (Prince & Smolensky 1993) DA TIE, D EFFEIZBIT

(5) %I BREONSAYVHN, RUBLAVGABLEZFECBVTRIORY Ciks
(A
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% phoneme DHHEE b HHDOMEFIZE o THBATH2H A DA SND, 62138
WO & 51202 7FEI i non-strident  coronal fricative Td 5 [0]AVKIF T 3
DU LD, ZhiE*0E) L) HIIBILIHBLTWEAETHE L)
DTH%, LB A, ZO L) 2hl#HizZ NN phoneme % phonological atom
EHRBTEDTHY, ThOEDHPOBEFALTVWIHEZ L EISHEL
phonological feature DA FHEIZ L % constraint 1B XM ZLERRTRLT
V2%, (cf. Ito & Mester 1995) ¥ 7% b & B (2 FE1T, *6 & v ) $l#1%, *[Coronal,
continuant, -strident] &\ = & 12 % % RN

DL BHBHOETEX ZHVT, %5, v TETOBOIHFE 2N
£ OT framework TFHHIE, (3,4) Dk l:&:%’:;

(3) *[Coronal, continuant, strident] >> MAX [strident]m

input =/6/
*[Coronal, continuant, -strident ] MAX [strident]
= a. <6> *
b. © * *

(4) MAX [strident] >>* [Coronal, continuant, -strident]

input =/8/
MAX [strident] *[Coronal, continuant, -strident]
a. <0> *
=4 b. 0O *

(6) Tk IEEI binary-feature system 2L EL T2 LD THY, Shein & Steriade (1986)
X & ¥ % feature privativeness DFMAISB DL VS DTHB, b L, privativeness % i
RL, Is D& [srident] 2HBET 5 L FLBE, 0/ L0 b unmarked TH B0 Jo/
DIRTE feature B RBEWVIT LIS o TLFE I, markedness & feature 395 % BIE A
TTEZDHE, 0/ Dfeanre HEE LD L 5128 ML L TR,

{7) MAX, DEPi%, Faithfulness constraints & & LA KD —ETH Y, input & output DF—
EREIETBLNDTHS, Faithfulness family (3, input iS5 b Didourpue i< b FTE
LRHRIERLGRVETHEMAX LY, inputiCBEWV D D% output IZIFAT 2 2 L #8814 2
DEPA* L% 5, (Prince & McCarthy 1994)

(8) C;r;—ﬂ&fi‘]&lableaux FELIZH\, constraint violation % *E), unparsed segments % <> i &

L7
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(3)dR¥ & 512, Coronal, [continuant] & [-strident] 2SiEET 2 & %2
i3 % *[Coronal, continuant, -strident] 2%, #RFND feature ® MAX constraints
EhdEINBTHEETHE, 0lid@FshiwI L3 (not phonetically
realized) o RAHIZ, (4)ICAHNB & 2, MAX constraints %° co-occurrence
constraint & Y b LSBT A2HETIX, [0]8FEhasZLEld, ZDES
2, BEMERO framework TEEZERSMIIGHOEFOEY TH S LFER S
nNHNTH5,

2.1 Markedness and Acquisition in Optimality Theory
BEMER TR T ESND markedness 123 ED LD hBHEN L ENEL
BIM LR EIIC, DIBFHETOTRDOREIX EDOFHELBHY 5 feature
? co-occurrence constraint £ LTINS L) TH5, (*[a, Bl)
RRMEER OB A T constraints (IKE 220D 7V —TFIZ3HENnS,
faithfulness constraints & markedness constraints T %, EtHH® constraints T,
MAX constraints 2SR 123 72 ¥, co-occurrence constraints A EFIZH 7= %0 BEIC
H 7= & 3 7 distributional markedness % = DR THIET 5 512i1E, markedness
constraints D2 H 5B Eranking DEAE X MART AT L LV, T4bb,
marked % segment % %5 % constraint I ZF N L ) & unmarked %2 d O EFHHT
% constraint & ) b FICWAICHET S L) HEAINBELRLDTH S,
T, TOEIBYATLATRERBRRILOL) 270 AERINTH
A e ATFD(5)IZRT DL, markedness constraints & faithfulness constraints
NTVXYIHFHINIBEOETVCH D,

(5) markedness constraints {A, B, C, D, E} "
A>>B>>C>>D>>E

4= faithfulness Constraints

(9) STk, &1 marked %2 B % HET S constraint (TETMIZT ¥ 2 ERTWB LV
EWoTnd, T4bb, AD constraint 21— marked 2 EHHT 2D CHB, =2
TOI 71, WBOLHCBRU»PSATEATVELNLL, BT v & 72
& 1 universal markedness * & ¥ o
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LOG)TRLABBET VTR, LIBBORAOKRMTIZIL T marked-
ness constraints 2* faithfulness constraints & ) d B IZMIBT 5 LIRET 2, 2L
TEEMNELICON, SEOBRET— ¥ DANIZHE - T faithfulness constraints
ERMIEETF TV DTH B, (ABOEFNIE, 15 & Mester (1995) #%loan-
word phonology (ZH L THREMERB L) DL RIRECETTIE, $2
B CBWYT marked ZERIFETNIEENL D D unmarked 2 HRLHFELET
%, B, MIRETId% Vv, L\ distributional markedness % BB 2 = & #5C
&3,

Tz, )DL REFNIZ, FE—FEBBIIBVTIE unmarked % b D55
marked % b DNEFBHFEATHL LV, ELSFARL ATV BIRSIC
BEILZ2bDTHBENVR B,

3. Comparison

BAEIZRT& /& 512, Feature Geometry (¥ phoneme inventory @ distributional
markedness %, HEM L feature DBYBHEIC L o THEMT 77O —FTHh
0, HBMEFEFRI markedness constraint D—HT& % co-occurrence constraints O
BE7 XY 71k WBEHTOIDOTH B,

L2L, BEFHBRCBILIBELELHbEL L, HEOZIHL,E
%%o BRIZHAL7: Brown (1998) OEERTIY, HAEBEFEIRELE
Rt LTEBT A, BAEICIE L VWHEFED phonemic contrasts % 220D 7 I
— 7B TFIDBOTNV—FTHBH, Mbvs. v, It vs. 0/ DFRNIZ,
ETNTN2OHOEENFBHETHLAREBICIREL TV, BIZHETH
5 HFREDOERDRXFNICHEH E N T 5 phonological feature ([continuant]) =
T THE, ThHL, 22HDT V=7, Nvs.t, Isvs. O/ DRFNIIEE
DREVHBHDIME, HERBEOTHEBRECRILEL SRR\ feaure (FREFH
(lateral], [strident]) ALEL R B LNTHD, B SHL L THEL20H
FEBBFEE LT, 57y FEBCREETLIFBECREELEVE
IRBERNLEINLZODI V=T, Tibb, QFENLERNT 200
FHREUZLBEDLORML TS 7V — 7, QFHEERBAKIRELET B,
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ZOBEELEABTLOOHAEDEFDARIML TWB TV — T3 720
TH %, Brown (1998) TRINOGDOEFXEREZFCHEDOARNE T Haskzfro
R, OO V—TFIZBT 5 “ban” vs. “van”, “tin” vs. thin” DFFA5, QD
V=7, “lip” vs. “rip”, “sin” vs. “thin” & ) bEETH 2 L WIHERIHE S
TWwa,

COFERIE, 1112872 Feature Geometry {237 < acquisition € 7V Tid 4R
FREAYOLDTHD, QDTN — TORICIBIBEIZBFEOLEIFET S
feature (0% ) HFED geometry IZAFIDBD feature BFMLET 3) 2FHLT
FRATEELZ DR L, QDTN —TTRAFICHER feawre PBFFNLEIC
BRFELTVEDTHD, &R, QO NV—TORDEHFBRETH L LWV
HRITFHME NS,

T, BREBHER T IO NV - THOERIFBLESL S », HIZIX
IAl, B} LW FENERER [ B, [y, 8] LW IFEBTRENBLT S
E, ADBLHFELLZVWEIETIE, *[a, Bl, *[x, 8] &9 Hl#HIE RIZHIE
+ % faithfulness constraints & 0 bE{IISB LTS L 8D, EL L LHLE
LEWEETHIE, TOZOo0kMB0I) bELLRULICH S DD IXBE
DF=F b TIREEL LI W%, TNhbHO co-occurrence constraints TR 7
¥ 7%, markedness (26 L C universal {(CEE LTI OMEIZFRT:
T2, LoL, BAE 0/ v & Db marked ThHD I & ERTHA LORE
BHFEELE, £oT, 16/ & W ¥ 5 co-occurrence constraints % EE 7 ~ ¥
YT A ERBBOLVWI ELDTH D, o T, co-occurrence constraints
FBATHI LI L > THEFRORELHBIL &) L 57 70— FIZIIMEN
HHLEEZ S,

{10 Feature Geometry D7 70— Fi3, #h Bl BEEELORFEIHATEL W,
Phoneme inventory 12347 312 & o T Feature Geometry ¥ ]85 LTV, 7l contrast-
driven @7 70— FTid, BEZHROKRERI VDT (BAROEW] & %5h, LT
{2 co-occurrence constraints % € ¥ 2 LENDH %,
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4. Conclusion

KB TIIR L 2 ZoOHE O distributional markedness (2313 2 3588 % L
T &7z, Feature Geometry {237 7 70— F L BEMEBR CHOT S0 —F1it,
Z £ phonemic contrast-driven 7 72— F, phomene-driven # 7 71— F-
ERTIENTEDZLIILEDNRD, ELLDT7T7U—FTTLHLEH
distributional markedness % HBA$ 2% Z L HRETIEH 24, 3o THELA- LS
2, L2 BECOERERERIZAS L, BROBREMERTCOT7 Fu—FIC
GREDHEEEX B, bbHA, MEIIREAL LTORERERIZHL0
Ttk {, FEENDKR% % phoneme-driven THBEL LI T 27 u—F1dh %,
4-1%, phonemic inventory {281} % contrast (2T - BEIER 4 RSB O
A AND LWL ETHLLBDNS,
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