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PHONOTACTIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ENGLISH
AND BOSNIAN/CROATIAN/SERBIAN: A DEPENDENCY

PHONOLOGY APPROACH TO “ONSETS”

Summary
This paper gives an overview of consonant pairs that may or may not appear

in onsets of English and Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian syllables, focusing on pairs that
are allowed in one language, but impossible in the other. It also provides a possible
explanation of the fact that the number of permitted pairs is vastly larger in BCS
compared to English; and it shows how some pairs that seem exceptional with respect
to the Sonority Principle (Clemens 1992) can be reanalyzed and justified in the light of
Dependency phonology (van der Hulst 2011, Ritter 2006 & Charette 2003). Finally, it
illustrates that some words in BCS that contain ’the syllabic /r/’ cannot be covered by the
Dependency phonology framework unless a couple of additional assumptions are made.

Key words: Onset, Rhyme, the Sonority Principle, minimal sonority distance,
license, syllabic /r/

Sažetak

Ovaj rad daje pregled dozvoljenih i nedozvoljenih parova suglasnika na početku
engleskih i bosanskih/hrvatskih/srpskih slogova (u ‘onsetu’), poklanjajući posebnu
pažnju parovima koji su dozvoljeni u jednom, a nisu u drugom jeziku. Pored toga se
pokušava objasniti zašto je broj dozvoljenih parova značajno veći u b/h/s jeziku nego
u engleskom jeziku, kao i pokazati kako se uz pomoć ‘fonologije zavisnih odnosa’ (van
der Hulst 2011, Ritter 2006 i Charette 2003) mogu objasniti neki parovi koji, naizgled,
odstupaju od ‘principa sonornosti’ (Clemens 1992). Završni dio rada pokazuje da je
potrebno nekoliko dodatnih pretpostavki da bi se ovom teorijom mogle objasniti riječi iz
b/h/s jezika koje sadrže slogotvorno /r/.

1. Introduction
1.1. Units and licensing of marked constituents

Two fundamental units of phonotactic representation in
Dependency/Government phonology (van der Hulst – 2011, Ritter
2006 & Charette 2003) are Onset (O) and Rhyme (R), i.e. words are
assumed to be sequences of Os and Rs. Onsets and rhymes can
consist of a single, or more than one phoneme (I will refer to this
as ‘branching’.). Both of these units have heads, and these are
their left-most segments. In some cases the head of the R can be
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left empty. The unmarked case is the situation where these units
contain a single segment (phoneme); both ‘branching’ and ‘empty-
headedness’ need to be licensed by another element in the word.
Neither Os nor Rs can have more than two segments. The head of
the Onset is typically the least sonorous segment, an obstruent;
however, in the absence of an obstruent, another consonant can
fill this position. On the other hand, the most sonorous segment
(the vowel) is the head of the Rhyme, and under this approach only
a vowel can appear in this position, or it can remain empty under
certain conditions. Even though there are notions such as ‘syllabic
consonants’ in the literature on phonology, they are not placed into
the head position of the Rhyme under this account.

As mentioned above, marked units (‘empty-headed Rs’, and
‘branching Os and Rs’) cannot exist unless they are licensed by other
units in the representation of the word. Below is a list of basic rules
of licensing (van der Hulst 2011):

(1) a- An empty-headed R must be followed by a contentful
O and a contentful R, unless this R is word-final, in which
case it is allowed by ‘final licensing’.
b- Branching Rs that end in a coda consonant must be fol
lowed by a contentful R.
c- In addition to (b) above, a branching R must also be fol
lowed by a contentful O, which is considered to be “Coda li
censing”.
d- Branching Rs with long vowels do not have to be followed
by an overt O.
e- Branching Os do not have to be followed by an overt O.
f- The head of a branching O has to be governed by the fol
lowing R to be able to license its sister (the dependant).

1.2. Sonority and syllabification

Traditionally, words are assumed to consist of syllables that
are further split intoonsets and rhymes. Consonants at thebeginning
of a syllable represent the onset, while the rhyme consists of the
nucleus, which accommodates the vowel in the syllable, and the
Coda, which accommodates consonants at the end of the syllable
(if there are any). What determines the organization of segments
within the syllable, according to Clemens (1992), is the Sonority
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Cycle. Segments are ranked based on their degree of sonority; they
are more or less sonorous (see table in (2)). Those segments that are
more sonorous appear closer to the syllable peak, so vowels, as the
most sonorous segments, are placed in the head of the rhyme (i.e.
the syllable peak = nucleus), while consonants are ordered within
the onset in such a way that the least sonorous consonants come
first, and those that are more sonorous are closer to the nucleus.
Clemens (1992, p.65) classifies segments into four classes with
respect to sonority:
(2)

Some authors make
a further distinction,
and place plosives
and fricatives at
different levels on

the sonority scale (Radford et al. 2009). Another important restriction
in the syllable structure concerns the syllable boundary. In fact, when
words are split into syllables, those places that contain consonant
clusters are broken in such a way that consonants are placed into the
onset rather than into the rhyme (i.e. coda) of the preceding syllable.
This tendency is formalized as the Maximal Onset Principle (Selkirk
1982). Within the onset, consonants are combined in a way that
they also tend to be separated by a minimal sonority distance (Clemens
1992), i.e. they are not followed by consonants from the immediately
following group on the sonority scale, but rather from the one after
that. For example, Obstruent+Liquid constitutes a good onset cluster,
while Obstruent+Nasal, or Nasal+Liquid do not.

2. “Onset” clusters in English and Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian

InthissectionIwillpresentpossibleconsonantpairsin“onsets”1 inEnglish
and BCS. The two tables on the following pages present all theoretically
possible combinations of two consonants in English and BCS. Black cells
represent combinations that are excluded by the Sonority Principle. Grey
cells represent combinations that exist in these two languages. Pairs of
two identical consonants can be ignored (cells with the diagonal pattern)
1 The word onset here refers to what is traditionally considered to be an onset.
However, as it will be illustrated, many consonant pairs that can appear initially
in words in these two languages violate the Sonority principle, especially in
BCS, so these pairs need to be reanalyzed.
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because when it happens that some morphological and/or phonological
process creates a word with two identical consonants side by side, one
of them is dropped, as in the word bešuman – ‘silent’ in BCS: /bez+ʃuman/
> /beʒ+ʃuman/ (place assimilation: z->ʒ) > /beʃ+ʃuman/ (voicing assimilation:
ʒ->ʃ)> /beʃuman/ (ʃʃ->ʃ).

Unacceptable combinations in white cells (see Table 1&2) are
those that are not excluded by the Sonority principle, but for which
I did not find examples.

As we can see from
this summary of
numbersofallowed
and disallowed
combinations of
consonants at

the beginning of the word, BCS has a considerably larger variety of
combinations than English. Both languages have consonants that
do not exist in the other language2. It is true that BCS has more
theoretically possible combinations because it has one consonant
more than English, but the consonants that are present only in the
BCS inventory do not contribute a lot to the number of acceptable
combinations, so the difference between these two languages with
respect to ‘onset’ clusters is indeed significant.

2 English consonants absent in BCS:/θ, ð, ŋ, v/, BCS consonants absent in English:/
ts, tɕ, dʑ, ɲ, ʎ/. – Note: BCS /v/ is not a fricative but an approximant.

Summary of consonant pairs: English BCS
Theoretically possible 552 600
Ignored 24 25
Unacceptable 511 496
Excluded by Sonority Principle 350 358
Acceptable 41 104
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2.1. Differences between English and BCS

The reason for BCS havingmore possible combinations of two
consonants in the onset than English cannot be due to the different
number of consonants in these two languages. A more likely reason
why this is so is that BCS seems to be more relaxed in combining
consonants than English. Below I will outline the key points where
these two languages diverge and where they are similar.

While in English it is impossible to combine two plosives, BCS
allows four such combinations: /ptitsa/ - ‘bird’; /bdio/ - ‘stayed.masc
up/kept.masc awake’; /tkati/ - ‘weave’; /gdje/ - ‘where’.

In English, there is one combination of a plosive and a fricative
(kvetch /kvetʃ/), while in BCS there are two such combinations: /
ptʃela/ -‘bee’; /ksenofobija/ - ‘xenophobia’.

Plosive-nasal combinations seem to be nonexistent in
English, while BCS has eight combinations of this sort illustrated
by the following examples: /pneumonija/ - ‘pneumonia’; /tmuran/
- ‘gloomy’; /kɲiga/ - ‘book’; /dno/ -‘bottom’; /dɲepar/ - ‘name of a
mounain’; /gmizavats/ - ‘reptile’; /gnusan/ -‘loathsome; /gɲida/ -‘nit’.

Combinations of plosives followed by approximants are
productive in both languages. English has nineteen such pairs: /
plʊərl/; /blɜ:r/; /kleptəmeIniə/; /gloʊbl/; /praIs/; /braIt/; /traI/; /dreın/;
/kræk/; /grædʒʊeıt/; /twıst/; /dwɔ:rf/; /kwız/; /gwa:nəʊ/; /pju:/; /
bju:təfl/; /tju:n/; /dju:k/; /kju:t/; while BCS has twenty-three: /pla:v/
- ‘blue’; /blije:d/ - ‘pale’; /tla:k/ - ‘(blood, air) pressure’; /dlan/ - ‘palm
(of a hand)’; /kli:zati/ - ‘slide’; /gla:va/ - ‘head’; /pʎatʃka/ - ‘robbery’;
/bʎedotʃa/ - ‘paleness/pallor’; /kʎu:tʃ/ - ‘key’; /gʎiva/ - ‘mushroom’;
/pjevati/ - ‘sing’; /bjeʒati/ - ‘run (away)’; /tjerati/ - ‘chase’; /djevo:jka/
- ‘girl’; /tvoj/ - ‘your’; /dva/ - ‘two’; /kvaka/ - ‘handle/knob’; /gvoʒdʑe/
- ‘iron’.

Additionally, BCS has six plosive-trill pairs: /pra:vo/ - ‘law/right’;
/brat/ - ‘brother’; /tra:g/ - ‘trace’; /drama/ - ‘play’; /kru:g/ - ‘circle’; /
gro:ʒdʑe/ - ‘grapes’.

Both languages allow /s/ to precede plosives (English: /spın/; /
stei/; /skıp/), but in BCS plosives can also be preceded by /tʃ, ʃ, z, ʒ,
h/. Voiced fricatives precede voiced plosives and voiceless fricatives
precede the voiceless ones: /tʃkaʎa/ - name/den/lair (folk speech); /
spuʒva/ - ‘sponge’; /ʃpanija/ - Spain; /zbosti/ - ‘stab’; /ʒbuka/ - ‘daub/
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plaster’; /stati/ - ‘stop’; /ʃta/ - ‘what’; /htio/ -‘want.3rd.masc.past’; /
zde:nats/ - ‘draw-well’; /ʒderati/ - ‘gobble’; /skotʃiti/ - ‘jump’; /ʃkola/
- ‘school’; /zguʒvati/ - ‘crumple’; /ʒgoʎav/ - ‘runty’.

A combination of two fricatives is not very usual in English (/
sfiər/; /svɛlt/), while BCS has five possible combinations of this kind:
/stsena/ - ‘scene’; /ʃtʃepati/ - ‘grasp’; /ʃtɕutɕuriti se/ - crouch; /
sfera/ - ‘sphere’; /shodno/ - ‘according to’.

Fricative-nasal pairs are also more productive in BCS: /
tsmakati/ - ‘smack’; /tʃmula/ - ‘earthenware jug for wine or water
(folk speech)’; /smije:x/ - ‘laughter’; /zmija/ - ‘snake’; /ʃmi:nka/ -
‘make-up’; /ʒmi:riti/ - ‘have one’s eyes closed’; /hmeʎ/ - ‘hop’
(plant); /snije:g/ - ‘snow’; /zna:ɲe/ - ‘knowledge’; /ʃna:la/ - ‘hair
grip/pin’; /sɲeguʎitsa/ - ‘Snow White’. English pairs of this kind
are: /smaıl/; /snɔ:r/; ?/(h)m/.

Fricative-approximant pairs are productive in both languages
(English: /floʊ/; /sloʊ/; /frɔg/; /θroʊ/; /ʃrıŋk/); however, BCS has a lot
more possible combinations of these consonants: /tʃla:n/ - ‘member/
article’; /flaʃa/ - ‘bottle’; /slaviti/ - ‘celebrate’; /zla:to/ - ‘gold’; /ʃla:g/ -
‘cream’ ; /ʒlije:b/ - ‘groove’; /hla:dan/ - ‘cold’; /sʎepotɕa/ - ‘blindness’;
/ʃʎiva/ - ‘plum’; /ʒʎezdani/ - ‘glandular’; /hʎeb/ -‘bread’; /tsjevanitsa/
- ‘shin’; /fjord/ - ‘fiord’; /sja:jan/ - ‘brilliant/shiny’; /zja:piti/ - ‘gape’; /
tsvijet/ - ‘flower’; /tʃvor/ - ‘knot’; /svijet/ - ‘world’; /zvijezda/ - ‘star’; /
ʃvitsarska/ - ‘Switzerland’; /ʒvakati/ - ‘chew’; /hvaliti/ - ‘praise’.

Fricative-trill pairs in BCS are: /tsrije:vo/ - ‘intestine’; /fra:za/ -

‘phrase’; /sresti/ - ‘meet’; /zra:k/ - ‘air’; /hra:bar/ - ‘brave’.
Noneof thetwo languageshasnasal+plosiveornasal+fricative

combinations. English also does not have nasal+nasal combinations,
while BCS has one such combination: /mnogo/.

English has one nasal+approximat pair (/mju/), while BCS
has three (/mla:d/ - ‘young’; /mʎekara/ - ‘dairy’; /mjese:ts/ - ‘moon/
month’), and a nasal+trill pair (/mra:v/ - ‘ant’). It is interesting to note
that only the bilabial nasal combines with approximants, possibly
because its place of articulation is not too close to the place of
articulation of approximants that it combines with.

Approximants are the least expected consonants to be
placed initially in a two-consonant onset, and as both English and
BCS show, there are no onsets that have an approximant followed
by a plosive, fricative or nasal. However, BCS has one combination
of a trill followed by an approximant: /rjetʃni:k/ - ‘dictionary’, two
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combinations of two approximants: /vla:da/ - ‘government’; /vjera/ -
‘faith/religion’, and one approximant-trill pair: /vra:ta/ - ‘door’.

From the outline of the possible consonant pairs in the
onset, it can be observed that English is more sensitive to the
minimal sonority distance than BCS is. English consonants tend to
combine with consonants that are at least two levels apart on the
Sonority scale, while BCS is much more flexible when it comes to
combining consonants even from immediately adjacent levels.

2.2. The reanalysis of “onsets”

The previous section shows that both in English and BCS,
clusters at the beginning of the word can sometimes (and in BCS in
many cases) violate the Sonority Principle, and have a more sonorous
consonant in the left-most position preceding a less sonorous
consonant or the one with the same degree of sonority. I will try to
explain these combinations, assuming that there are no exceptions
to the Sonority Principle, by appealing to Dependency/Government
Phonology. Let us consider some examples of these apparent
‘exceptions’:
(3)

The example in (3) illustrates the
phenomenon in English that fricatives
can precede plosives. Instead of

considering this cluster one onset, we can analyze it as two onsets
separated by an empty rhyme position. As it was mentioned in the
introductory section, empty constituentsmustbe licensedby someovert
material. In (3) we have two such units, and both of them are licensed.
The empty rhyme at the end of spin is licensed by ‘final licensing’, and
the rhyme between /s/ and /p/ is licensed by the following rhyme that has
content: /I/.

If we would want to keep the generalizationmade for English
that the ‘minimal sonority distance’ between two consonants in an
onset is two levels, then we could also reanalyze those seemingly
exceptional cases (fricative-nasal and nasal-approximant) in the
same fashion as these fricative-plosive clusters, and assume that
the pairs of consonants that are at adjacent levels of sonority do
not form one onset, but rather two onsets separated by an empty
rhyme, as in the words: smoke, snore, mew.
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In this way we could capture all the English onsets by these two
rules: sonority in the onset must raise (the Sonority Principle), and the
second consonant in a branching onset has to be two levels higher on
the sonority scale than the first one (minimal sonority distance).

For BCS, on the other hand, it might not be a very good
idea to assume that plosive-fricative, plosive-nasal, fricative-
nasal and nasal-approximant pairs in fact represent two onsets
split by a rhyme because these combinations are very productive
in the language, therefore the reason for their existence
may be something else. It can be argued that the difference
between these two languages is in the minimal sonority distance
that they impose on two consonants in the onset. BCS may
be assumed to allow consonant pairs in which the second
consonant is equally sonorous or one level more sonorous
than the first one. Many words in this language begin with
pairs of consonants of the same degree of sonority: plosive-
plosive, fricative-fricative, and nasal-nasal. Even though there
are twelve fricative-fricative pairs, it might still be reasonable
to assume that all of these pairs represent two onsets split by
an intervening rhyme because, independently of this, fricatives
seem to be exceptional by themselves. They can precede not
only fricatives, but also plosives and nasals, as well as pairs
of consonants forming three-consonant clusters (htjeti, sprava,
splav, štrudla, zdravlje, ždral, smjeti). On the other hand, if we
would still consider these pairs of equally sonorous consonants
as one onset, then we would need to assume that BCS does not
impose the minimal sonority distance at all.

3. “Vowel shortage” in BCS – problematic cases

BCS is traditionally considered to have the syllabic /r/
consonant that can appear in the nucleus. As it was pointed out
in van der Hulst (2011), dependency/government phonology
does not place syllabic consonants into the nucleus position,
but rather into the coda of an empty-headed rhyme. This
syllabic consonant can appear both in stressed and unstressed
syllables in BCS.

Let us assume this /r/ to be in the ‘coda’ and consider some
examples from BCS.
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(4)

The requirement that a branching rhyme be followed by
a contentful rhyme is met here, as well as the requirement that
an empty-headed rhyme (=empty nucleus) must be followed by a
visible onset and a visible rhyme.
(5)

The first problem we encounter
with words containing a
‘syllabic /r/’ is illustrated by the
words in (5). These words end in
a consonant, which means that
they have a final empty rhyme

(For arguments motivating empty Os and Rs, see van der Hulst 2011
and references therein). This rhyme is licensed by being at the end of
the word (‘final licensing’). However, if we would assume that there
is also an empty nucleus preceding the /r/, then we would also have
to assume that in this language even finally-licensed empty rhymes
have enough power to license another empty rhyme adjacent to
them, which is a slight departure from the adopted framework.

The previous proposition does not look so good, and the
following examples seem to add more to the problem.
(6)
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In section 2.2. fricative-fricative and fricative-plosive pairs were
analyzed as two onsets split by an empty rhyme. This means that /z/ in
(6 a-c) is followed by an empty rhyme that needs to be licensed. If we
also keep the assumption followed so far that the ‘syllabic /r/’ is placed in
the coda of an empty-headed rhyme, than we have an obvious problem.
Looking from right to left, the first empty rhyme would be licensed by
the contentful final rhyme in all of these words. However, if we would
permit this empty rhyme to license another empty rhyme, than it would
seem as if anything can license anything, with no restrictions. In (6d-
e) we have another problem. Fricative-nasal and fricative-approximant
pairs were assumed to form felicitous onsets in BCS, so there is no need
to assume that there is an empty rhyme between the fricative and the
approximant/nasal. Both of them can be placed under one O, forming a
‘branching onset’ (see the diagram illustrating (6e) on the previous page).
But a branching onset has to be followed by a contentful rhyme that
empowers the head of the onset to govern its dependant. So in this
case the branching onset would not be licensed because /a/ is too far
away, and the head of the rhyme immediately following /sm/ is empty
and incapable of licensing. I will return to this problem after illustrating
some further problems that arise in these ‘vowelless syllables’.

BCS has words parallel to the ones in (6), the only difference
being that they do not even have a final vowel.
(7)

As in the previous set of
words, /s/ in (7d) couldbe
assumed to be followed
by an empty rhyme. The
fricative-approximant
pair in (7a), and fricative-
nasal combinations
in (7b) and (7c) would
represent branching
onsets. Both of these
deviationsneedlicensing
by an immediately
following contentful

rhyme. Thesewords end in a consonant, so there has to be another empty
rhyme at the end of every word in (7), which is finally licensed. In these
cases, even if we allow for the final empty rhyme to license the empty
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nucleus that precedes the ‘syllabic /r/’, we would have a situation just like
in the previous cases in (6). If we do not allow for this possibility, then we
have an even bigger problem with these examples, because neither the
nucleus preceding the /r/, or the empty rhyme following /s/ in (7d), or even
the branching onsets in (7a-c) would be licensed.

To add more complication to the whole story, the following
examples can also be added.
(8)

These twowords
end in /st/, which
means that, by
the assumptions
made previously,
they should end
in an empty

rhyme. Besides, /s/ and /t/ should be split by an empty rhyme because of
their sonority profile. The phoneme /r/ is also supposed to be preceded
by another empty nucleus. In this case even if we adopt the assumption
that the final empty rhyme has licensing power, we would still have an
unlicensed rhyme preceding the /r/.

And finally, let us consider the following word in BCS:
(9)

The problem here is that the branching
onset /ʒɲ/ intervenes between the final /a/
and the empty nucleus of the preceding
branching rhyme, preventing the latter to
be licensed by /a/.

4. Discussion

In the previous section, I have
illustrated problematic cases of BCS words

that seem to allowmore freedom in licensing empty units in syllables.
What this shows is that it is necessary to make some additional
assumptions to deal with these cases, and one way of doing that
might be to posit a different analysis of consonant pairs that begin
with a less sonorous phoneme; an analysis that does not assume that
these are split by an empty rhyme. However, even if wewould do that,
there would still remain a lot of problems. Even without these empty



210

A N G L I S T I K A

rhymes, other cases were illustrated where empty rhymes could not
be licensed because they were followed by empty rhymes (see (7-8)).

A second optionmight be to assume that the position preceding
the /r/ is not actually empty, but filled by a schwa-like3 vowel. In this case,
the position preceding /r/ would not even need licensing, which would
take care of the problematic cases in (5) and (9). In (5) we would not
need to assume that the final empty rhyme licenses the empty nucleus
preceding /r/, in (9) as well this position would not need to be licensed
and the branching onset preceding /a/ would not represent a problem
anymore. If we also assume then that this position can license the rhyme
preceding it, then cases in (6) and (7) would also be covered. However, to
deal with cases in (8) we would still need to assume that the final empty
rhyme is capable of licensing the empty rhyme preceding it.

Another possible view could be to assume that the ‘syllabic /r/’ is
actually placed in the onset and that is ‘spreads’ to the preceding rhyme
(For a description of consonant ‘spreading’, see Scheer 2003; van der
Hulst 2008). If we assume that this rhyme does not need to be governed
for the /r/ to spread to it, and that this position has the capacity to license
an empty rhyme that precedes it as though it was filled by a vowel, then
this option covers the same cases as the previous one: in (5), it would not
be necessary for the final rhyme to govern an empty position any more;
in (6) the empty rhyme between the fricative and the plosive/fricative
at the beginning of the word would be licensed; in (7), we would still
need to assume that the final empty rhyme is capable of licensing an
empty rhyme preceding it, but this empty rhymewould not be preceded
by another empty rhyme; (8) and (9) would still remain problematic. In
(8a), repeated here as (10), we would still need to assume that there
are three empty rhymes: final, and two rhymes preceding it. This would
againmean that there is an unlicensed rhyme, even ifwe assume that the
final rhyme is capable of licensing the rhyme before /t/.
(10)

3 I am not suggesting schwa because ‘syllables’where this /r/ appears are usually
stressed.
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In (9), repeated here as (11), there is another problem.
If we assume that /r/ is in an onset, spreading to the preceding
rhyme, it would still need to be followed by an empty rhyme that
separates it from the following onset. This onset is /ʒɲ/, and this pair
represents a felicitous onset in BCS, so we can assume that both
consonants are placed in a branching onset. A branching onset has
to be followed by a contentful rhyme, in order for the head of the
onset to license its dependant. This disables the rhyme following a
branching onset to license anything else, so the empty rhyme that
precedes this branching onset in (9/11) is not licensed (this case was
not problematic under the ‘schwa-like vowel’ assumption).
(11)

As we can see
from the different
analyses of the
examples, all the
three proposals
are problematic
for the syllabic /r/
cases in BCS. It

has been demonstrated that if we avoid putting the syllabic consonant
into the nucleus position in a rhyme, following assumptions under the
Dependency/Government phonology framework, we encounter a lot
of problems. Let us now see what happens if we do place /r/ into the
nucleus. Examples in (4) turn out to be without any empty position that
needs licensing. Those in (5) would only have a final empty rhyme that
would be licensed by the mere fact that it is final. Words in (6) that were
problematic for the approach that placed /r/ in the coda of an empty
headed rhymewould not be problematic anymore because /r/, being the
head of the rhyme now, would be able to license the preceding empty
rhyme between the fricative and the plosive in (6 a-d), as well as the
branchingonset in (6e). The samewouldhold for (7) and,on topof that, it
wouldnotbenecessary toassumethat the final rhyme licenses theempty
rhymepreceding it. The example in (9)would alsobeunproblematic now
because there would not be an empty rhyme in front of the branching
onset that needs licensing. However, examples in (8) would still remain
problematic. If we keep the analysis that a pair ‘fricative+plosive’ cannot
be an onset due to the Sonority Principle violation, we would need to
assume that there is an empty rhyme between them. But, the words in
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(8) have this pair of consonants at the very end of the word, so we also
need to assume that there is an empty rhyme placed in the final position
after them. Thus, again we have a situation where we need to assume
that the final empty rhyme can license an empty rhyme preceding it.

Having looked at these words in BCS that appear to lack vowels
from four different angles, the last one seems to be the least problematic.
Placing the syllabic /r/ into the nucleus covers the same range of cases as
the proposal to have a ‘schwa-like’ vowel in the nucleus preceding the /r/
in the coda. But the latter analysis had an additional complication in that
these syllables with the syllabic /r/ can bear stress, so a schwa should not
appear in them. Therefore, it seems that the syllabic /r/ in BCS can be the
head of the rhyme, and license empty and branching units preceding it.
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