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WHY PARAMETERS SHOULD BE ENCODED IN THE SOFTWARE, 
RATHER THAN IN THE HARDWARE  
 
(1)  in a nutshell 
 a. Government Phonology makes the claim that all word-final consonants in all 

languages belong to an Onset whose Nucleus is empty. This is Kaye's (1990) Coda 
Licensing. 

 b. phonologists know since ever that word-final consonants indeed sometimes do not 
behave like Codas. They are then held to be extrasyllabic. 

 c. however, they do not behave like Codas only sometimes. At other times, they do 
behave like Codas. This is thus a binary parameter across languages. 

 d. Piggott (1991,1999,2003) and Rice (2003) adduce a number of cases where word-
final consonants 1) behave like Codas or 2) do not behave like Onsets in order to 
show that Coda Licensing is a parameter, rather than a principle: only some 
languages have final empty Nuclei. 

 e. my take: 
  1. Piggott and Rice are right: Coda Licensing cannot be hard principle 
  2. Kaye is right, but for the wrong reasons: all word-final consonants are followed 

by an empty Nucleus 
 e. the research programme of Government Phonology is to lateralise structure and 

causality: syllable structure and phonological processes are expressed by lateral 
relations among segments (Government and Licensing), rather than by arboreal 
structure. Standard Government Phonology (the 1990 model) ran out of breath half 
way: only some structure was lateralised, and only some processes were said to 
have a lateral cause. The result is a hybrid model. 
==> the desperate situation that Coda Licensing faces is a direct consequence of the 
hybrid character of Standard Government Phonology: the parameter at hand can 
only be encoded by contrasting structure (C# is an Onset vs. a Coda), not by 
contrasting lateral relations. That is, Standard GP has failed to lateralise Codahood. 

 f. CVCV (Lowenstamm 1996, Scheer 1999,in press, Szigetvári 1999) has gone down 
all the road: constituent structure boils down to a strict sequence of non-branching 
Onsets and non-branching Nuclei. Syllable structure is expressed in exclusively 
lateral terms. 

 g. on this analysis, you can have your cake and eat it: 
  1. all word-final consonants in all languages are followed by an empty Nucleus. 
  2. the parameteric variation is due to the Licensing ability of final empty Nuclei 

(FEN): they may (C# behave as Onsets) or may not (C# behave as Codas) 
license. 

 h. parameterising the lateral actorship of constituents is actual a genuine tradition of 
Government Phonology. The case of Coda Licensing shows that, here again, 
Standard Government Phonology has run out of breath half way: parametric 
variation must be encoded by contrasting lateral abilities, rather than by contrasting 
arboreal structure. That is, 
cross-linguistic variation should be expressed by the computational component 
of the grammar, which operates on universally invariable syllable structure. 
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(2)  Coda Licensing (Kaye 1990) 
 Codas need support from a following Onset in order to exist 

 a. word-internal Coda: well-formed b. word-final Coda: ill-formed 
  R        R      
  |        |      
 O N  O N    O N      
 | |  | |    | |      
 x x x x x    x x x     
 | | | | |    | | |     
 C V R T V    C V C     
                
                
  Coda Licensing     Coda Licensing   

 
Empirical situation: word-final consonants may or may not behave like Codas 
 
Example from static distributional generalisation 
(3)  TYPE 1 language: __C ≠ __# 

EasternOjibwa (Piggott 1999) 
 a. only possible internal clusters: 
  1. homorganic NC 

ombibidee 
 
it flies up 

   mindido he is big 
   baŋgisin it falls 
  2. s+C  
   biiskaabii he returns 
   waabiʃka it is white 
   aʃpaa it is high 
 b. in word-final position: the full range of sonorants, fricatives and stops occurs freely 
  1. aagam snowshoe 
   waabimin apple 
   neegaw sand 
   waabooz rabbit 
   nindib my head 
   askig seal 
   ninik my arm 
 c. this is the typical Coda Licensing pattern: restricted distribution in Codas (= word-

internally), against free distribution word-finally because word-final consonants do 
not belong to Codas. 

 
(4)  TYPE 2 language: __C = __# 

Selayarese (Piggott 1999, 2003) 
 a. only possible internal clusters: 

homorganic NC 
lampa 

 
to go 

ʔondaŋ invite 
tinro sleep 

  1. 

laŋkasa tall 
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geminates 
sappo 

 
missing front teeth 

battu come 
tukkaŋ walking stick 
ballo beautiful 

  2. 

bannaŋ thread 
glottal stop + C 
laʔba 

 
lack of salt 

taʔmuri smile 
sahalaʔna his/ her profit 
taʔgaraŋ get stained 
seʔre one 

  3. 

seʔla saddle 
 b. only word-final consonants (a copy of the preceding vowel is added after other 

consonants: /katal/ → [katala] etc.) 
  1. the glottal stop  
   toboʔ stab 
   barroʔ eagle 
  2. the velar nasal  
   bataŋ driftwood 
   sokoŋ to support 
 c. analysis 
  Codas cannot license place. 

Hence, only placeless consonants (ʔ and ŋ) can occur in Codas, except when the 
Coda consonant sucks out place features from the neighbour to the right: 

  1. true geminates are just one chunk of melody which sits in the Onset and spreads 
onto the Coda. Hence, the place specification comes from the following Onset. 

  2. homorganic NC clusters are nasal geminates that receive place from the 
following Onset. 

  there are no word-final NCs or geminates because nobody is there to inject place. 
 d. hence pre-consonantal and word-final consonants are subject to the same 

distributional restriction: they cannot have their own place specification. 
==> internal Codas = final Codas 

 
Example from a process: l-vocalisation 
French: in pre-consonantal, but not in word-final position 
(5)  TYPE 1 language: __C ≠ __# 

Internal ≠ final Coda: French l-vocalisation (diachronic event) 
 Onset Coda 
 #__ C__ V__V __# __C 
 lamina lame plaga plaie vela voile sal sel alba aube 
 levare lever flore fleur mula mule mel miel talpa taupe 
 luna lune *implire emplir dolore douleur caball(u) cheval sol(i)dare souder 
 lepore lièvre fab(u)la fable valere valoir fil(u) fil poll(i)ce pouce 
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Brazilian Portuguese: both in pre-consonantal and in word-final position 
(6)  TYPE 2 language: __C = __# 

Internal = final Coda: Brazilian Portuguese l-vocalisation 
 V__V V__# V__C 
 Bras.  Europ.  Bras.  Europ.  Bras.  Europ.  
 sa[ł]eiro sa[ł]eiro salt cellar sa[w] sa[ł] salt (noun) sa[w]-gar sa[ł]-gar to salt 
 ca[ł]adu ca[ł]adu who is 

silent 
ca[w] ca[ł] lime ca[w]sa ca[ł]sa trousers 

 ma[ł]a ma[ł]a suitcase ma[w] ma[ł] badly ma[w]-vado ma[ł]-vado nasty 
 mu[ł]a mu[ł]a mule su[w] su[ł] South su[w]co su[ł]co furrow 
 vi[ł]a vi[ł]a town vi[w] vi[ł] mean fi[w]tro fi[ł]tro filter 
 
(7)  Coda Licensing is too rigid indeed 
 a. it predicts that there are only type I languages. 
 b. the Government Phonology literature has either eluded this issue, or tired to discuss 

type II languages away: Harris (1994:202), Gussmann & Harris (2002:21ss). 
 
(8)  this is a vital issue for Government Phonology 
 a. demoting Coda Licensing to a parameter is giving up on a central device of 

Government Phonology. The foundations of the model would be seriously attacked. 
 b. parameterising Coda Licensing is a parameter on a lateral relation, but whose 

consequence concerns arboreal constituent structure: the word-final consonant will 
end up in a Coda. 

 c. therefore, Coda Licensing is but a lateral mirage: it suggests that things are laterally 
driven, but in fact the real variation is on arboreal constituent structure as before. 

 d. if there were languages with word-final Codas, the concatenation of vowel-initial 
suffixes would imply resyllabification, something that is ruled out in Government 
Phonology. 

 
(9)  what is Government Phonology? 

its core identity is defined by its research project: the lateralisation of structure and 
causality.: 

 a. successful lateralisation 
  1. vowel-zero alternations. Classical: vowels occur in closed, zeros in open 

syllables. SGP: vowels occur when escaping Government, zeros occur when hit 
by Government. 

  2. consonants before a vowel that alternates with zero are always Onsets, even 
when the zero surfaces: C1 is an Onset in VC1vCV and VC1øCV. 

  3. condition on Codas: the decision whether a consonant will be a Coda or an 
Onset is made by a lateral relation: Coda Licensing. Classical: by a sonority-
based syllabification algorithm. 

  4. Government Licensing 
Charette (1990) explains the stability of schwa after consonant clusters CCəC 
by the fact that schwa has a job to do: it must license the head of the preceding 
cluster. Traditional: if schwa were not there, the cluster would be 
unsyllabifiable. 

  5. syllable structure is a function of lateral relations in Standard GP: Constituent 
and Interconstituent Government. Traditional: sonority-based syllabification 
algorithm. 
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 b. Standard Government Phonology has run out of breath half way 
remaining arboreal structure causality 

  1. branching constituents: Onsets, Nuclei, Rhymes 
arboreal structure and lateral relations are redundant: Takahashi (1993). They 
express two times the same dependency relation/ the same co-occurrence 
restriction. Either a TR cluster is bound together because of Government, or 
because it is hosted by a branching Onset. Not both. 

  2. definition of a Coda: a consonant that is the daughter of a Rhyme. 
  3. definition of a closed syllable: a vowel that occurs before a Coda. 
  4. Coda effects (lenition etc.): because the Coda is "weak". 
  5. closed syllable effects: Binary Theorem/ Prosodic Government, both are 

arboreal. 
(10) CVCV 

[Lowenstamm 1996, Scheer 1999, in press, Szigetvári 1999] 
has gone down all the road: full lateralisation of structure and causality 

 b. syllabic constituency boils down to a strict consecution of non-branching Onsets and 
non-branching Nuclei. Some basic phonological objects: 

 closed syllable    geminate long vowel [�C#] "branching Onset" 
 O  N  O  N 

 |    |    |    | 
C  V   R  ø 

 O  N  O  N 
                 | 
       C      V 

 O  N  O  N 
  | 
 C        V 

�O  N 
     |    | 
    C   ø 

O  N  O  N 
 |         |    | 
T   ø   R  V 
 

 c. instead of being translated into the familiar arborescence, syllabic generalisations are 
described by two lateral relations: 
1. Government (destructive) 
2. Licensing (supporting) 
cf. Ségéral & Scheer (2001)  (R = any sonorant, T = any obstruent) 

 d. lateralisation of structure: 
structure is exclusively defined in lateral terms. 
identity of the Coda: a consonant belongs to a Coda iff it occurs before a governed 
empty Nucleus. 

  a. internal Coda  __.C  b. final Coda  __# 
     Gvt      Gvt  
                 
                
  � V C V C V �  ... V C V    
   | |  | |   | |     
   V R  T V   V C  #   

 e. lateralisation of causality: the reason for the existence of syllable-related processes 
are lateral relations. 
WHY are Codas weak? Because they are ungoverned and unlicensed, viz. the Coda 
Mirror (Ségéral & Scheer 2001).  

   
CODA: ungoverned and unlicensed 

  internal Coda  __.C  final Coda  __# 
    Gvt       Gvt    
                 
                
  � V C V C V   ... V C V #   
   | | | | |   | | |    
   V R ø T V   V C ø    
                
                
    Lic      Lic    
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  ONSET: governed and licensed 
              
    PG            
                 
                 
  ... V C V ...           
   | | |            
   V C V            
                 
                 
    Lic            

 
(11) expression of Codahood in CVCV 
 a. ==> in CVCV Codahood depends on whether the consonant in question is licensed 

(and governed): 
  1. C is licensed = it is an Onset 
  2. C is not licensed = it is a Coda 
 b. internal empty Nuclei are "dead": they have no lateral power ever. Hence 

consonants preceding them, i.e. internal Codas, will always be unlicensed and 
ungoverned, hence true Codas. 

 c. but the lateral actorship of FEN is parameterised: 
  1. in type I languages (Coda Licensing languages like Ojibwa), FEN can license. 
  2. in type II languages (anti-Coda Licensing languages like Selayarese), FEN 

cannot license. 
 
(12) a genuine tradition in Government Phonology since Kaye (1990): cross-linguistic 

variation is expressed by a parameter on lateral relations, rather than on syllabic 
constituency. 
This is a logical consequence of the theory: you use the devices that you have. Lateral 
relations exist only in GP, so they could not be used elsewhere in order to express cross-
linguistic variation. 

 a. Kaye (1990) 
variation: languages that admit consonant-final words (English) vs. languages that 
don't (Italian). 
classically: word-final Codas are (English) or are not (Italian) tolerated. 
lateral parameter: final empty Nuclei (FEN) are licensed (English) or not (Italian). 

 b. Charette (1990, 1992) 
variation: consonant clusters 

  language FEN are 
licensed 

FEN can 
gvt-license 

internal empty 
Nuclei can gvt-
license 

C# RT# TR# �TRC�

  Italian no no no no no no no 
   yes no no yes no no no 
  English yes only directly no yes yes no no 
  French yes directly and 

indirectly 
no yes yes yes no 

  Polish yes directly and 
indirectly 

yes yes yes yes yes: 
trwać 
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 c. Cyran (2001,2003), Scheer (1998,2000,2001,forth,in press), Rizzolo (2002) 
there are four categories of nuclear objects 

    Cyran: Licensing scales; 
only force: Licensing. The 
category can license 

 Scheer, Rizzolo: two 
forces: Governemnt 
and Licensing. The 
category can gvn 
and/ or license 

  1. full Nuclei (phonetically 
expressed) 

yes  yes 

  2. FEN parameterised  parameterised 
  3. schwa parameterised  parameterised 
  4. internal empty Nuclei parameterised  no  
 
(13) example I 

variation: the two patterns of vowel-zero alternations that exist in nature. Common to all 
systems 
vowels occur in closed syllables: Czech loket, loket-ní 
zero occurs in open syllables: Czech lokøt-e 
variation: 

 a. Havlík: in case of two alternating vowels in a row, the first alternation site is not 
vocalised: Old Polish pøs-ek    (compare with pies, pies-k-a) 

 b. Lower: in case of two alternating vowels in a row, the first alternation site is 
vocalised: Modern Polish pies-ek   (compare with pies, pies-k-a) 

 Government is responsible for vowel-zero alternations: the vowel surfaces iff the 
alternation escapes Government; zero surfaces iff the alternation site is governed. 
Government inhibits the segmental expression of its target. 

 
 Czech "elbow" 

a. lokt-e  GENsg 
 
b. loket  NOMsg 

 
c. loket-ní  adjective 

    PG     PG     PG   
                       
                       
 O N O N O N  O N O N O N  O N O N O N O N
 | | | | | |  | | | | | |  | | | | | | | |
 x x x x x x  x x x x x x  x x x x x x x x
 | | |  | |  | | |  |   | | |  |  | | 
 l o k  t e  l o k  t   l o k  t  n í 
           e       e     
                       

 parameter: vowels that alternate with zero (= schwas) may (Havlík) or may not (Lower) 
be able to govern. 

 lateral actorship of schwa 
   schwa (yers) can govern 
 Havlík i.e. Old Czech, Old Polish, French, 

German, Moroccan Arabic 
yes 

 Lower i.e. Modern Czech, Modern Polish no 
  

lexical representations (careful: alternation sites are not empty Nuclei) 
 a. full vowel b. empty Nucleus  c. alternation site 
 O N O N  O N O N   O N O N  
 | | | |  |  | |   |  | |  
 C V C V  C  C V   C V C V  
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 a. Old Polish ps-ek b. Modern Polish pies-ek 

  Gvt     Gvt    
               
               
 O N O N O N  O N O N O N  
 | | | | | |  | | | | | |  
 x x x x x x  x x x x x x  
 |  | | |   |  | | |   
 p  s e k   p  s e k   
  ie       ie      

 
(14) example II 

variation: languages do or do not tolerate word-final obstruent clusters. 
parameter 
classical: extrasyllabicity on (TT# ok) vs. off (*TT#). 
here: FEN can (TT#ok) vs, cannot (*TT#) govern. 

     Gvt          
                
                
 C V C V C V          
 | | |  |           
 f a c  t   English fact  
  

in case the FEN cannot govern, the above structure is ill-formed because the empty 
Nucleus enclosed in the final cluster remains orphan. 

 
(15) conclusion: how to have you cake and eat it 
 a. all phonological theories must be able to express the parameter regarding word-final 

consonants, which may or may not behave as internal Codas. 
 b. Coda Licensing cannot accommodate this variation. Not talking about it or 

discussing it away is not a good idea. 
 c. the reason why Standard Government Phonology cannot accommodate the variation 

at hand is the fact that Coda Licensing is a fake lateral relation: it does not transform 
arboreal into lateral structure. Rather, it imposes a lateral condition on the old 
arboreal structure. Therefore, parameterising Coda Licensing initiates a domino 
effect that produces resyllabification. 

 d. this is one effect of the hybrid arboreal-lateral identity of Standard Government 
Phonology. 

 e. CVCV lateralises until the end. Parameterising a lateral relation in CVCV is doing 
this and nothing else: no domino effect with an arboreal result. 

 f. Kaye (1990) was right for the wrong reasons: all consonant-final words in all 
languages end in an empty Nucleus. 

 g. cross-linguistic variation should be expressed by parameters on the software (lateral 
relations), rather than on the hardware (constituent structure). 
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