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DOMINANCE AS AN ACCENTUAL (PROSODIC)
PROPERTY OF MORPHEMES"

The term dominance / domination (Fr. dominance / domination, Germ.
Dominanz, Domination, Dominierung) has a relatively long tradition of
usage in linguistics. It has been and is still used in various meanings,
sometimes lacking precision (cf. Gotab et al. 1986, 130). The primary
meaning of this term seems to be connected with the domination of one
element or some elements as compared with any other element(s) in
opposition, e.g.: vowels dominate consonants in syllables, X dominates
Y in tree diagrams, left nodes are dominant in ‘left-dominant’ feet (see
Knobloch 1986; Crystal 2008, 155f.), etc.

It seems that Louis Hjelmslev was the first to introduce dominance to
morphology, giving the term a narrower meaning. He considers dominance
to be one of the functions of morphemes that establish correlations,
the members of which are in relation of complementary distribution
(“Dominance = fonction qui établit une corrélation. Les membres d’une
telle corrélation sont complémentaires”, Hjelmslev 1959[1938], 163),
e.g. the Lith. nominal suffix -imas dominates the allomorph -ymas because
the latter is added only to the nouns derived from -yti, -0, -é verbs, cf.
buvimas (< bivo, biiti), keliavimas (< kelidvo, keliduti) and sakymas
(< sake, sako, sakyti).

Jerzy Kurytowicz interprets morphological dominance as a phenomenon
characteristic of affixes that determine the phonetic shape of the root
of a word, causing apophony or assimilation in it (see Kurylowicz
1960[1938], 60ff.). The Lith. nominal ending -is causes apophony in the
root of paradigmatic derivatives, cf. Sitk-is and Saiik-ti, Saiik-ia, Saik-é
(cf. Urbutis 1978, 230f; 22009, 272). In the North Zemaitian Tel3iai

* T am obliged to Professor William R. Schmalstieg, dr. Biruté Ryvityté and Jayde
Will for the corrections of this text.
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subdialect, the closed (narrow) or half-open character of high stem vowels
/i/ and /u/ depends on the quality of the vocalism of endings (the so-called
assimilation of vowels, or vowel harmony), cf. e.g. nom. sg. kinis and gen.
sg. ké'ne ‘nest’; acc. pl. musis and nom.sg. mgses ‘fly’ (Girdenis 1962).
In this case, endings dominate roots. However in agglutinative languages,
roots dominate suffixes because of the fact that the vocalism of the suffixes
is determined by root vocalism (this phenomenon is called vowel harmony,
cf. BuBmann 2008, 782; Gotab et al. 1986, 132). Thus, Kurylowicz
interprets dominance as a phenomenon of morphonological influence of
some morphemes upon other morphemes: e.g. suffixes exert influence
on the roots of derivatives or derived forms causing alternations in them.
Kurytowicz’s morphonological dominance of affixes can be interpreted as
a phenomenon parallel to valency, which is characteristic mostly of verbs
determining the behaviour of subjects and objects in a sentence’.

Paul Garde has introduced dominance to accentology as a term for the
accentual power of suffixes (Garde 1976; 1980; in the earlier version of his
theory, Garde used the term accentual power, Fr. force accentuelle [Garde
1968], inthe meaning of the later term accentuation). Garde treats dominance
as an accentual property of derivational suffixes, which neutralises the
accentual properties of base stems. Therefore, the placement of stress in
derivatives is predetermined exclusively by dominant suffixes, which are
classified into auto-accented, pre-accented and post-accented. Dominance
is used by Andrej Zaliznjak (e.g. 1985, 35f.) and Werner Lehfeldt (e.g.
2003, 64£f.; 2006, 91ft.) in a similar way, while Dybo in this case uses the
term categorical accent (kategorial’nyj akcent) (see Dybo 2000, 9), and
interprets dominance as Garde’s accentuation (see footnote 1).

Garde, Lehfeldt, Zaliznjak and other accentologists interpret dominance
(or categorical accent in the case of Dybo) as a syntagmatic phenomenon
which determines the place of the stress of derivatives, while Aleksas
Girdenis (1985; 1994; 1997; 2005; 2006) first of all emphasizes the
paradigmatic character of dominance (relative accentual value according

I Vladimir Dybo uses the term accentual valency (akcentnaja valentnost’) dis-
tinguishing between dominant (+) vs. recessive (—) morphemes in the meaning of
Garde’s accentuation covering accented vs. non-accented morphemes (see Dybo
1981, 260ff.; 2000, 11ff.).
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to his terminology), distinguishing between strengthening and weakening
suffixes in nominal derivation. Girdenis’ classification is based on the effect
dominant suffixes have on the accentuation, i.e. the paradigmatic accentual
property, of base stems. Antanas Pakerys (2008, 28), on the contrary,
argues that “the classification of nominal suffixes into strengthening and
weakening ones should be based on the effect these suffixes make on the
stems of the derivatives rather than on the stems of the base words” (for
more about different interpretations of dominance see Rinkevicius 2010,
13-20). The strengthening suffixes are then classified into strong (accented),
weak (non-accented) and neutral (their relation to stress depends on the
accentuation of base stems) according to the place of stress, a syntagmatic
accentual property (see Girdenis, op. cit.).

The author of this paper (Stundzia 1995, 15f.) develops Kurylowicz’s
conception of dominance as a morphonological influence of suffixes over
base stems by adding metatony to the phenomena, for which dominant
affixes are responsible, thus distinguishing between metatonic and non-
metatonic non-accented (weak) affixes.

This paper is an attempt to show that by understanding prosodic
dominance as a morphonological property of affixes, which influences all
prosodic properties of base stems (i.e. place of stress, tone, and accentua-
tion) and thus determines the prosodic shape of derivatives, and by taking
into account both syntagmatic and paradigmatic aspects of dominance, a
scholar is able to carry out a more thorough investigation of the history of
accentuation systems.

All languages with free stress and a paradigmatic accentual system
possess two accentual properties that are characteristic of all morphemes,
i.e. place of stress and accentuation. As far as Lithuanian is concerned, we
need tone as a property of stem morphemes with a long stressed syllable.
The place of stress and tone are syntagmatic accentual properties, while in
the case of root or stem accentuation is a paradigmatic accentual property.
Dominant affixes exert influence upon all accentual properties, i.e. place of
stress, tone and accentuation. The influence on place of stress and tone of a
base stem can be illustrated by the Lith. paradigmatic derivatives? vasdris 2

2 Or inflectional derivatives (Lith. galiiniy vediniai) according to Lithuanian lin-
guistic tradition (see Urbutis 1978, 283ff.; 22009, 333ff.).
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‘February’ < vasara 1 ‘summer’ and puodzius 2 ‘potter’ <& puodas 1
‘pot’. In these cases the influence of dominant affixes has been realised
on a syntagmatic level: the first derivative is characterised by the shift of
stress one syllable further, i.e. to the penultimate syllable, with the second
derivative having undergone circumflex metatony, while accented roots of
base words remain accented also in derivatives. There are also derivatives
with double dominance, i.e. including the change of accentuation of the
base stem as well, e.g. pieméné 2 ‘shepherdess’ < piemenj (acc.sg.),
piemuo 3? ‘shepherd’ (the stress has shifted one syllable further, i.e. to the
penultimate syllable, and the non-accented base stem has become accented
in the derivative), vilké 1 ‘she-wolf” < vilkas 4 “wolf’ (acute metatony and
change of non-accented base stem to the accented one in the derivative).

The influence of dominant affixes upon accentuation, a paradigmatic

property of base stems, is realised in two ways.

1. Non-accented base stems are substituted for accented ones in deriv-
atives (a), while accented base stems do not change their property
(b), e.g.: a) bérnas 3 = bérniskas, -a 1, vilkas 4 = vilkiskas, -a 1;
b) vyras 1 = vyriskas, -a 1, miéstas 2 = miéstiskas, -a 1. The place of
stress and tone of base stems are preserved in the derivatives, while
non-accented base stems of bérnas and vilkas have become accented
in the derivatives in question.

2. Accented base stems are substituted for non-accented ones in
derivatives (a), while non-accented base stems do not change their
property (b), e.g.: a) dmzius 1 = dmZinas, -a 32, Sinkslé 2 = Siukslinas,
-a 3% b) méslas 3 = méslinas, - a 32, laikas 4 = laikinas, -a 3°. The
place of stress and tone of the base stem have been preserved in the
derivatives, while accented base stems of amzius and Siuksle have
become non-accented in the derivatives in question. Besides, there
are derivatives with double dominance, i.e. including the change of
tone as well, e.g. dntis 1 ‘duck’ = aritinas 3° ‘drake’.

As stated above, the influence of the suffix -iskas, -a is realised by
substituting non-accented base stems for accented base stems in derivatives
in standard Lithuanian. On the basis of data taken from old writings and
dialects, it is evident that the dominant character of suffix -iskas, -a is an
innovation, cf. Old and dialectal Lith. vyriskas, -a 1 < vyras 1, miéstis-
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kas, -a 1 <2 miéstas 2 (accented stems both in base words and derivatives)
and bérniskas, -a 32 < bérnas 3, vilkiskas, -a 3 < vilkas 4 (non-accented
stems both in base words and derivatives). On the syntagmatic level, the
accentuation of derivatives follows the basic accentuation rule, i.e. stress
falls on the first accented morpheme. When all morphemes are non-accented,
stress falls on the first (i.e. root) morpheme. On the paradigmatic level, or,
as far as the accentual property accentuation, or accentual power, of stems
is concerned, it seems that the accentuation of derivatives has been based on
the accentuation of base words (cf. Girdenis 1971).

According to Aleksas Girdenis, suffixes did not receive stress in Old
Lithuanian (and most probably in Baltic) nominal accentuation, and it was
de Saussure’s Law that shifted stress from circumflex or short stems to the
adjacent acute suffixes®, e.g. Old Lith. *'lapiiotas, -d 1 (< *lapas 1) —
*la'piiotas, -a 1 — modern Lith. lapiiotas, -a 1. Contrary to Girdenis,
Vladimir Dybo reconstructs two classes of suffixes, characteristic of Proto-
Slavic, Balto-Slavic and Baltic accentuation. The behaviour of the suffixes
of the first class corresponds to the reconstruction by Girdenis, while the
suffixes of the second class receive stress in cases when base stems are non-
accented, cf. Old Lith. téviske 1 < tévas 1, dvariskis < dviras 2 (accented
stems both in base words and derivatives) and berniské 2 & bérnas 3,
namiskis, -é 2 <& namai 4 (accented stems in derivatives vs. non-accented
stems in base words). On the syntagmatic level, the accentuation of
derivatives with the second class suffixes (according to Dybo’s terminology)
follows the basic accentuation rule, i.e. stress falls on the first accented
morpheme, while on the paradigmatic level, non-accented base stems are
in contrast with accented stems of derivatives. The accented character of
stems of derivatives is predetermined by the suffix -iskis, -¢, the dominance
of which is manifested on the paradigmatic level. The dominance in this
case seems to be an innovation as well, and it has a connection with the
development of accentuation of -ijo, -é stem derivatives in general. As
far as pairs of suffixes ending in hard and soft consonants are concerned
(cf. -iskas, -a and -iskis, -é, -inas, -a and -inis, -é, etc.), it has to be said
that the ‘hard’ suffixes are more archaic than the ‘soft’ ones. The origin

3 A more correct formulation would be as follows: the stress shifted from circum-
flex or short stem syllable to the adjacent acute syllable of the suffix.
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and development of the two types of dominance, i.e. paradigmatic and
syntagmatic dominance, will be the topic of my next article. This time I
wanted to draw attention to different interpretations of dominance as an
accentual (prosodic) property of morphemes, as well as to the importance of
distinguishing between syntagmatic and paradigmatic aspects of dominance
both from the synchronic and diachronic point of view.

DOMINACIJA KAIP AKCENTINE (PROZODINE) MORFEMU SAVYBE
Santrauka

Terminas dominacija kalbotyroje vartojamas i$ seno jvairiomis reikSmémis ir ne
visada preciziskai. P. Garde’as, jvedes §j terming j akcentologija, dominacija supranta
kaip afiksy (paprastai priesagy) sintagmine akcenting savybe, neutralizuojancia
pamatinio kamieno akcentines savybes ir salygojancia vedinio kircio vieta, tuo tarpu
A. Girdenis, vartojantis platesnés reikSmés terming santykiné akcentologiné verté,
pirmiausia pabrézia paradigminj dominacijos pobtdj (plg. jo skiriamas stiprinancigsias
ir silpninancigsias vardazodziy darybos priesagas, keic¢iancias pamatinio kamieno
akcenting vertg).

Sio straipsnio autorius, plétodamas J. Kurytowicziaus idéjas, anks¢iau yra isdéstes
platesnj pozitrj j akcenting, tiksliau — prozoding, dominacija kaip morfonologing afiksy
savybe daryti jtaka visoms pamatinio kamieno prozodinéms savybéms, t. y. kircio
vietai, priegaidei ir akcentuacijai. Dominacijos jtakg pamatinio kamieno kircio vietai
ir priegaidei rodo tokie lietuviy kalbos galtiniy vediniai kaip vasdris 2 < vasara 1
it puddzius 2 < puiodas 1 (pirmo vedinio kirtis yra pasislinkes i§ pradinio skiemens
| penultima, o antras vedinys yra patyres cirkumfleksing metatonijg). Dominaciniy
afiksy poveikis pamatinio kamieno akcentuacijai (akcentinei vertei | galiai) yra
dvejopas: 1) nekirciuoti (silpnieji) pamatiniai kamienai vediniuose tampa kirciuoti
(stiprieji), o 2) kir¢iuoti pamatiniai kamienai, atvirksciai, vediniuose tampa nekirciuoti,
plg.: vilkas 4 (nekir&iuotas kamienas) ir vilkiskas, -a 1 (kirGiuotas kamienas), dmZius 1
(kir¢iuotas kamienas) ir amzinas, -a 32 (nekir¢iuotas kamienas). Priesagos -iskas, -a
dominacinis pobiidis laikytinas inovacija, plg. sen. ir tarm. lie. vilkas 4 ir vilkiskas,
-a 3P (ir pamatinis, ir iSvestinis kamienai yra nekir¢iuoti). Vediniai §iuo atveju
kir¢iuojami pagal pagrinding kirCiavimo taisykle: kirtj gauna pirmoji (kirCiuota /
stiprioji) morfema (sintagminis aspektas), tuo tarpu paradigminiu lygmeniu vediniy
kir¢iavimas greiciausiai yra buves grindziamas pamatiniy zodziy kiré¢iavimu.

Kreipiant démesj ne tik | sintagminj, bet ir paradigminj afiksy prozodinés
dominacijos vaidmenj galima visapusiskiau iSnagrinéti kiréiavimo sistemy raida.
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