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 Describing a phonological process generally requires specifying the domain within which 
it applies; for example, “stress the last syllable of a word”, or “demote a stress when it clashes 
with a following stress in the same phrase”. Selkirk (1980 & ff.), Nespor & Vogel 1986, and 
others argued for a model of syntax-phonology interaction in which syntactic structure projects 
phonological domains belonging to a set hierarchy, and each phonological process refers to a 
specific level of that hierarchy. 
 This model has had much empirical success (e.g., Kaisse 1985, Inkelas 1990, Inkelas & 
Zec 1990, Truckenbrodt 1995, Peperkamp 1997, Hall & Kleinhenz 1999, Kager & Zonneveld 
1999, Ito & Mester to appear, and many others), but has its challengers too. Bickel, Hildebrandt, 
and Schiering (2007) argue that the idea of the p-word (phonological word or prosodic word) as 
a domain for phonological processes is undermined by the widespread existence of languages in 
which more than one domain needs to be defined somewhere between the foot and the 
phonological phrase—that is, where difference processes seem to require slightly different 
domains. In their sample of 62 languages, the modal number of domains needed was 2, with 3 
not far behind (the mode was even higher if patterns were not required to be lexically general). 
Raffelsiefen 1999 proposes that the p-word, at least, is a domain for prosodic phenomena only, 
such as syllabification, footing, and stress, and not for purely segmental phenomena, such as 
vowel harmony or place assimilation. 
 This talk aims to make an empirical contribution to the debate by reviewing phenomena 
with apparently word-sized domains in Palauan, Tagalog, Samoan, Malagasy, and Javanese, with 
attention to (i) whether each language can be characterized as having a single p-word domain, 
(ii) whether there are any truly segmental phenomena with the p-word as their domain, and (iii) 
how many phenomena alternative analyses are available for. 
 The phenomena to be considered are prefix allomorphy, nasal substitution (drawing on 
Finer 1985), and OCP phenomena (drawing on Łubowicz to appear) in Palauan; tapping (work 
with Kevin Ryan), vowel height, [�]/Ø alternations (work with James Pannacciulli), and prefix 
stress in Tagalog; stress, diphthongization, and vowel coalescence in Samoan (all work with 
Robyn Orfitelli and Kristine Yu), as well as vowel raising in Samoan; vowel coalescence, stress, 
and vowel raising in Malagasy (all drawing on Albro 2005, and also Martin 2005 for stress); and 
vowel alternations in Javanese (drawing on Tang to appear). 
 The overall conclusion will be that these languages, at least, are fairly well-behaved: their 
p-word domain is consistent—which, given Bickel et al.’s findings, makes them typological 
outliers—although often subject to frequency or lexicalization effects. And although few of the 
phenomena can be characterized as purely segmental, at least some can. Many of the phenomena 
are subject to analyses involving derivational levels or output-output correspondence—rather 
than a prosodic domain—but not all are. 
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