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Accordingto whatmightbetermedtherecevedview, final laryngeaheutralisation
(a.k.a. final devoicing’) in Dutch andmary similar languagess to be modelled
asanoperationthatturns[+voice] (syllable or word) final obstruentsnto their [-
voice] counterpartsThus,the processs regardedasa fundamentallyasymmetric
phenomenoithat targetsonly oneof the memberof a binary lexical opposition.
Whenit occursin languagesvith final laryngealneutralisationregressie voicing
assimilation(RVA) is usuallyconceved of asan equallyasymmetrigprocesghat
tamgets[-voice] obstruentdefore[+voice] obstruentgplosivesin Dutch)only, and
transformstheminto their [+voice] counterpartsin clustersendingin a[-voice]
obstruentassimilationis assumedo applyvacuouslyor notatall, sincethe poten-
tial targetsare‘already’ [-voice].

(1) Derivationof <breedbandg and <klaptafet
UR  /bre:d/ + /band/ /klap/ + /ta:fol/

FN  /breitbant/ N/A
RVA  /bre:dbant/ N/A
SF [brel:dbant] [Klapta:fol]

As illustratedin traditionalderivationalfashionin (1), theseasymmetriccon-
ceptionsof laryngeaheutralisatiorandRVA entailthatwhilst bothprocessetaget
the medialclusterin aword like <breedband, broadband (underlying/bre:d/ +
/band/), neitherof themareactive in the productionof <klaptafel>, folding ta-
ble (underlying /klap/ + /ta:fol/): UR = underlyingrepresentationfFN = final
neutralisationSF = surfaceform.

Especiallyin its recentautosgmentaland non-dervational incarnationsthis
model of final laryngealneutralisatiorand RVA is penasie in the literatureon
the topic. It is reflectedin transcriptioncorventions,and hasspavned theories
aboutthemonovalentnatureof the [voice] feature(e.g. Lombardi1l994).1t is even
adoptedn muchof theexperimentaliteratureon (Dutch)voicingassimilatione.qg.
Slis 1986;Menert1994),which generallyignoresthe phoneticof [-voice][-voice]



clusters.Only recentlyhastheview thatlaryngealneutralisatioris anasymmetric
processegunto be challenged Hsu (1996), Steriade(1997),and specificallyfor

DutchErnestug2000),have aguedon phoneticgroundsthatlaryngealneutralisa-
tion is a symmetricprocesghat affectsboth [+voice] and[-voice] obstruentsand
transformstheminto a third classof obstruentghatis surface-underspéeed for

[voice] (in the senseof PierrehumberandBeckman1988).

This papermountsa similar challengeagainstthe asymmetricconceptionof
RVA in Dutch. This challengeis basedon acousticdatafrom a experimentcon-
cerningthe productionof word final obstruentlusters.As partof this experiment,
4 speakrs producedsequencesomposedf word final /ps/ followed by a word
initial phonologicallyvoicelessplosive (/p, t/, voicedplosie /b, d/, /m/, /h/, or
alexical vowel (usuallyprecededy aphonetic[?]). Thesesequencewerepartof
noun+ nounor adjectve + nounconstructionandembeddedn carriersentences
designedo attractnuclearstresson the secondvord. Thewordfinal /ps/ clusters
alwaysconsistef a stem-final/p/ followed by a possesse or adjectval suffix
/s/ (e.g./kap/ + /s/, of, from, pertaining to the Cape).

Although this experimentwas originally designedto testthe claim by e.g.
Brink (1975) that no regressie assimilationoccursin Dutch obstruent+ frica-
tive + [+voice] plosive clusters,its resultshave ramificationsthat stretchbeyond
thisissue.For example,/ps/ clustershave the greatesamountof phoneticvoicing
before/b, d/, thesmallestefore/p, t/ (aswell as/h/, [?]), andanalmostexactly
intermediateamountof voicing before/m/ (cf. theleft panelof figure 1). Thelat-
tersggmentis traditionallyassumedo be phonologicallyinactive’ with respecto
RVA andis thereforeexpectedto patternwith /p, t, h/, [?] underthesortof model
illustratedin (1). For anumberof reasonsthe moststraightforvard interpretation
of thetreeway voicing effectrevealedby the experimentis that /ps/ assimilateso
/p, t, b/, [?] aswell as/b, d/. In otherwords,theresultsof theexperimentndicate
that Dutch RVA is symmetricratherthanasymmetricwith regardto the +voice]
feature.

Oneof the amgumentdfor this interpretatiorfollows from the acousticdatait-
self, which indicatesthat Dutch RVA is a gradient,coarticulatoryi.e. phonetic
procesgelatedto the productionof phonetic(de)wicing ratherthana phonolog-
ical procesghat operateson a lexical [voice] feature(cf. Barry & Teifour 1999;
Ernestus2000). For example,the phoneticvoicing of /ps/ clustersis affectedby
the natureof afollowing soundin a differentway thantheir duration(seetheright
panelof figure 1), whilst the durationof the precedingvowels shavs no effect at
all. Thismismatchof phoneticvoicing anddurationalparameterss (broadly)con-
sistentwith acoustiaddataconcernindRVA to Englishfricatives(Jansetin progress)
andHungarianvoicingassimilationJanser& Toft to appear)If RVA indeedstems
from thecoarticulatiorof voicing-relatedarticulatorygesturesthethree-vay voic-
ing effectbefore/p, t/, /h/, [?] vs. /m/ vs. /b, d/ follows naturallyfrom articula-
tion: /p, t/ arelikely to beactively devoicedand/h/, [?] have a negative effecton
phoneticvoicing by virtue of their glottal articulation(abductionandconstriction
respectrely); /b ,d/ areactively voiced,probablythrougha variety of articulatory
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Figure1: Segmentaldurationand voicing of /ps/ clusters(C;C;). Left panel:
meansggmentaldurations(ms) of C; (bottomsegments,dark grey fill) andC,
(top segments Jight grey) before[-voice] stops,[+voice] stops,/m/, /h/, and/V/
(precededby phonetic[?]). Rightpanel:voicing durationdms)of C; (bottomseg-
mentsdarkgrey fill) andC, (top segmentsJight grey) in the samesetof contets.
Note how thereis a mismatchbetweenthe threeway contrastdefinedby C; C,
voicing (/p, t, h, V/ vs. /m/ vs. /b, d/) andC; C, duration(mainsplit betweeryp,
t/ andtherest;subsidarysplit betweernym, h/ and /b, d, V/).

mechanismge.g. Stevens1998), whilst /m/ is the only categyory that lacksall
voicing-relatedyesturesindis thereforepredictedto actasa neutralcontext.

Standard‘agreement’rules or spreadingoperationsreferring to a (lexical)
[voice] featureon the other hand, are fundamentallyincapableof capturingthe
datauncoreredby the experiment,and shouldthereforebe abandoned.If Hsu's
(1996) and similar analysesof final neutralisationare correct, this meansthat
<breedband and <klapdeur- are equally affectedby both final neutralisation
anda symmetricphoneticprocesof regressie voicing assimilation.
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