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Central claims. On the basis of Stockholm Swedish, I argue that tonal oppositions in so-
called tone accent languages do not derive from the presence of lexical tone in the lexicon. 
Instead, I show that it is more insightful to analyze the tonal oppositions as surface contrasts 
that derive from differences in the metrical / foot structure of words. This talk contributes to 
ongoing discussions about the phonological nature of tone accent systems and, from a more 
general perspective, the abstractness of phonological representations / generalizations. 
Background – the phonetic / phonological nature of word stress. The phonetic correlates 
of word stress (such as pitch, duration, vowel quality, and intensity) are considerably 
complex and variable, across and within languages: at least for the Germanic languages, 
however, it is widely accepted that the presence of an intonational pitch accent on a stressed 
syllable takes precedence over other correlates. In phonology, the study of stress has 
benefitted significantly from the insight that stress derives from an abstract linguistic unit, the 
metrical foot, which can have varying realizations on the surface (e.g. Hayes 1995). So far, 
the concept has been particularly fruitful for the study of rhythmic alternations across 
syllables. In recent years, however, there is growing evidence that the notion of the foot can 
also be responsible for contrasts within stressed syllables; in particular, this holds true for so-
called tone accent oppositions (e.g. Morén 2007, Morén-Duolljá 2013 for Scandinavian; 
Author 2011, to appear, Kehrein to appear, Van Oostendorp to appear for Franconian). 
Tone accents in Stockholm Swedish. Tone accents are binary, tone-based oppositions 
between words; they are widespread in the Scandinavian languages (usually referred to as 
Accent 1 vs. Accent 2), with Stockholm being the most studied variety. In Figure 1, I provide 
a minimal pair from the dialect, accompanied by a) idealized tonal contours in phrase-final 
focus position, b) syllable structure, c) moraic structure, and d) the mapping of phonological 
tones; the figure includes a (grey-shaded) preceding syllable (the high tone preceding Accent 
1 is absent in isolation). Tonal contours are represented as sequences of high (H) and low (L) 
level tones, a cornerstone in Autosegmental Phonology (Goldsmith 1976); in the theory, pitch 
movements are attributed to interpolation between tonal targets. 

Minimal pair [1and-əәn] ‘duck-the’ [2andəә-n] ‘spirit-the’ 
Accent type σ  Accent 1 σ  Accent 2 

Tonal contour 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  

Syllable structure σ σ σ  σ σ σ  
Moraic structure µ µ µ µ µ µ µ µ 
Tonal mapping  H L H L  H L HL 
Segmental structure  a n dəәn  a n dəәn 

Figure 1. Tonal contours for Accent 1 and Accent 2 in Stockholm Swedish. 

In theoretical treatments of the accent contrast, the opposition is traditionally assumed to be 
based on the presence of lexical tone – in some frameworks, one accent is regarded as 
underlyingly tonal (e.g. Riad 1996), other scholars have argued that both accents are lexically 
marked for tone (Bruce 1977, Gussenhoven 2004). While these approaches manage to 
account for the tonal contours, they fail to express that the opposition is largely predictable. 
That is, the accents in (underived) words are distributed across accent classes according to 
straightforward principles (Morén-Duolljá (2013)): if both vowels of a (disyllabic) word are 
underlying, the word receives Accent 2; if only one vowel is underlying, the word receives 
Accent 1 (abstracting away from some cross-dialectal variation). Along these lines, [1and-əәn] 
has Accent 2 (the suffix vowel is epenthetic), and [2andəә-n] has Accent 2 because both 
vowels belong to the stem (monosyllabic items always have Accent 1). 



Distinctive tone is not always lexical tone: 
A foot-based analysis of the tone accent contrast in Stockholm Swedish 

Björn Köhnlein (Leiden University) 
A foot-based analysis. I argue that the tonal opposition derives from differences in the foot 
structure of the accents, rather than from the presence of lexical tone: the same tones link 
differently to diverse types of metrical structure. The analysis is based on the framework 
developed in Köhnlein (2011) for Franconian, but it is compatible with Morén-Duolljá’s 
(2013) treatment of Götaland Swedish: I assume that Accent 1 is a monosyllabic, moraic 
trochee (the first mora of the stressed syllable is the foot head, the second mora is the 
dependent); Accent 2 is a syllabic trochee (the stressed first syllable is the foot head, the 
second syllable is the dependent). This difference in headedness (first mora versus first 
syllable) affects the distribution of tones across the word; the tonal mapping for the accent 
patterns in Figure 1 is provided in (1):  
(1) Tonal mapping in Stockholm Swedish, phrase-final focus position 
          Accent 1          Accent 2 

 F     F 
 
    σ      σ     σ+    σ- 
 

 µ+µ-  µ    µ+ µ+µ- 
 
       (H%)L*HFocL%             H%L*HFocL% 
I decompose the four tones as follows: H% is a foot-initial boundary tone (= a tone that 
signals a prosodic edge), L* is a tone marking word stress; HFoc signals focus, and L% is a 
phrase-final boundary tone. The crucial difference between Accent 1 and Accent 2 is the 
association of L* (as I discuss, other tones associate depending on the location of this tone): 
in Accent 1, L* links to the first mora; in Accent 2, L* links to the second mora. The 
different locations of the tone derive from the interaction of two conflicting principles: in 
general, low tones tend to be banned from metrically strong positions (de Lacy 2002); yet at 
the same time, L* is a ‘stress tone’ in Stockholm, i.e., it inevitably has to be licensed by the 
foot head. In Accent 1, the first mora is the foot head (superscript plus) and the second mora 
the dependent (superscript minus), so L* must go to the first mora. In Accent 2, the first 
syllable is the foot head, and both moras in the stressed syllable are dominated / licensed by 
this head (indicated with superscript pluses in (1)). Consequently, two moras are potential 
hosts for L*. The tone associates with the second mora because a) it is still licensed by the 
foot head, but b) it avoids the syllable head (the first mora). This maximally prominent 
position (foot head and syllable head) cannot be avoided in Accent 1, however: only one 
suitable mora is available (the second mora is the foot dependent). 
Implications. My foot-based approach shows how it is possible to analyze tone accent 
oppositions without lexical tones. Crucially, the analysis captures not only the tonal mapping 
but also directly accounts for the largely predictable distribution of the accents (unlike 
competing tonal analyses). From a more general perspective, this shows that surface contrasts 
need not necessarily reflect underlying representations in a one-to-one fashion: while this 
insight is widely accepted for the realization of word stress at the syllable level, it seems to 
apply in similar ways to prosodic contrasts within syllables. 
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