
Phonology II        Jongho Jun 

음운론연구2 (108.717)       Fall 2019 

Syllabus 

Time Monday 4-7 pm  

Place 2-320  

Office Hours TBA (office: 3-407) 

E-mail/ Phone jongho@snu.ac.kr / 880-6169  

Prerequisite: Phonology I from last semester (or any comparable courses) 

Some basic knowledge of Optimality Theory is necessary.  

Description & Goals 

This is the second half of an introduction to the graduate level phonology. In the first 

half, we discussed several different phonological theories beginning from the early 

generative phonology model proposed in Chomsky & Halle’s (1968) The Sound Pattern 

of English: syllable theory, autosegmental phonology, metrical stress theories, 

underspecification theories, Optimality Theory (OT) and MaxEnt HG.  

 

In this course over the past ten years or so, we discussed topics like morphology-

phonology interactions (Lexical phonology and Prosodic Morphology), exceptions in 

phonology (phonological opacity and Non-Derived Environment Blocking effects), 

correspondence between surface forms (output-to-output correspondence, paradigm 

uniformity, inflection dependence and agreement by correspondence), phonological 

variation/change and harmonic serialism. 

 

In this semester, we will be mainly concerned with phonotactics, focusing on the 

discussion of “learning phonotactic distributions”. The topic of “learning phonotactic 

distributions” will be taught by Professor Adam Albright (MIT) who will be here in 

SNU from Oct 14 through 18. (We need to find out the class times during that period.)  

 

In this portion of the course, we will consider a variety of models for calculating the 

phonotactic acceptability of a string. We will compare models that differ in a number of 

important respects. We will compare models that calculate similarity to existing items 

against those that identify properties of substrings. We will then compare models that 

generate words vs. those that distinguish grammatical/probable from 

ungrammatical/improbable words. Next, we will take on the question of whether 

phonotactic restrictions must be built in, or whether they can be induced from 

distributions in the data. We will also compare models that aim to capture statistical 

distributions in the lexicon vs. those that have additional objectives (priors), such as 

simplicity, or phonological "naturalness".  Finally, time permitting, we will consider 

cumulative effects of phonotactic restrictions. 

Requirements   

 Lead discussion of one paper in the required reading list (30%) 

 A final term paper and its presentation (50%) 

 Readings and class participation (20%) 
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Final term paper   

 Select topic and meet with me by Nov. 5. 

 Submit a one-page outline of the paper by Nov. 18. 

 Paper Presentation: Last week (Dec. 9) 

 Paper Due: Dec. 13 

Tentative Class Schedule 

Week Topics Readings 

1. 9/2 Syllabus  

2. 9/9 

maxent 

stochastic OT 

 

Hayes and Wilson (2008) 

Coetzee & Pater (2011) 

Boersma and Hayes (2001) 

3. 9/16 minimal generalization learner 
Albright and Hayes (2003) 

*Bailey and Hahn (2001) 

4. 9/23 feature-based generalization 
*Albright (2009) 

*Guskova and Gallapher (2019), 

5. 9/30 learning bias 

*Albright & Hayes (2006)  

Wilson (2006) 

*White (2017) 

6. 10/7 super additivity effects 
Albright (2008 ms);  

*Green and Davis (2014) 

   

7. 10/14 
Wordlikeness, acceptability, and phonotactics 

(exemplar models, phonotactic models) 

Bailey and Hahn (2001); 

Albright and Hayes (2003) 

8. 10/15 
Phonotactic probability 

Rule and constraint induction 

Hayes and Wilson (2008); 

Albright (2009), Gouskova and 

Gallagher (2019) 

9. 10/16 

Priors: Simplicity, perceptual similarity, and 

beyond (Regularization in MaxEnt; Bayesian 

priors) 

Albright and Hayes (2006), 

Wilson (2006), White (2017) 

10. 10/17 JK satellite workshop  

11. 10/18 cumulative effects/ganging up 
Albright (2008), Green and 

Davis (2014) 

   

12. 11/18 
(tentative) Non-native sequence 

perception/production 

Dupoux et al. (1999), 

Peperkamp et al. (2008), Berent 

et al. (2007, 2008, 2009) 

13. 11/25 
(tentative) Gradient phonotactic acceptability 

and the lexicon 

Ernestus & Bayeen (2003), 

Becker et al. (2011) 

14. 12/2 (tentative) sonority projection effects 
Hayes (2011), Daland et al. 

(2011) 

15. 12/9 Paper presentation  

 Paper Due (12/13)  
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