pa.pers
hngulsucs

volume?
1977

K3
V. 2
1777

Laurel Watkins and Ginny Gathercole
Editors
Cover design by Jeanette Gunn

Funded by Student Activity Fees
University of Kansas
Lawrence, Kansas
1977

ROO0OOZ 2224k



The editors are pleased to present this second collection
of papers from the Linguistics Department at the University of
Kansas. In preparing this issue, we have been aided in many ways
by members of the faculty and by our department secretary, Ruth
Hillers. We wish to express our appreciation for their kind

assistance. We are also grateful to Jeanette Gunn for her work

on the cover page.




CONTENTS

Agent, Instrument and Intention 1
Ronald P, Schaefer

Speech Style Shifting in Young Children's Speech 37
Linda Paul

A Study of the Comings and Goings of the Speakers of Four
Languages? Spanish, Japanese, English, and Turkish 6l
Ginny Gathercole

Some Cammon Elements of Muskogean Verb Morphology 95
Karen M. Booker

A Closer Look at Sundanese Phonology 134
Geoffrey Gathercole

A Study of Speaker Sex Identification - 144
Ronald P. Schaefer

A Linguistic Identification for Kansas Volga German 165
Gerald L. Denning

Second Language Acrolect Replacement in Limon Creole 193
Anita Herzfeld




134

A Closcr Look at Sundanese FPhonology

Geof'frey Gathercole

Introduction

1.1. In a series of papers published in the 1950's, Robins(1953a,
1853b, 1957, 1999) has presented an analysis of various aspects of Sun-

danese phonology, morphology, and syntax, within the framework of Brit-

-ish linguistics and particularly the principles of prosodic analysis

as developad by Firth. The purpose of this paper is to review his tre-
atment of some phonclogical processes in Sundanese, compare Anderscn's
( 1972 ) restatement of the processes in a generative framework, and

give evidence for a possible reformulation of the rules, including ad-

ditional rules for some other processes in the language.

1.2. Most of the data presented here are drawn from Robins, but
all were elicited for confirmation from Fudiat Surjadikara, a native
sreaker of Sundanese. Some of the data from Robinsg do not fit with my

observations, and these will be discussed below. -

1.3. The phonemes of Sundanese are these:

Non-syllabics:

bo) t ¢ k
b d J g

s h
W il Y
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Uyllalica:
i ¥ u
e a 9]
d

NHazalizatien

2.1. In Robins 1957, lollowing the Firthian tradition of proso-

dic analysis, vowel nasalization is characterized as a fcature occur-

ring on the word level (i.e. a suprasegmental feature) which, start-
ing at a nasal conscnant, propagates from left to right along a word un-
til it reaches a supraglottally articulated consonant,

Among the data exemplifying this phenomenon are the following:

mere 'give'
Aiar 'seek!
mit&sih 'love'
bynhar '"be rich'

However, as Anderson(1972) points out, this can be satisfactorily
described as a common process of assimilation which prapagates for as
iéhéﬂag the velie is not closed for the articulation of an oral conson-
ant. Thus the notion of the nasal proseody is not necessary for this
case.

Robins, however, has argued that this nasalization needs to be
seen as a prosodic feature (i.e. non-rrocess phencmenon) because of the
following.

There is an infix -ar- (—g;;)l, marking a verb as having a plu-
ral subject or object, which when it occurs in nasalized forms produces

forms like the following:
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moek ¥n "dry ! marocksn pl. 'dry'

nizis 'cool! nariiis pl. 'eool!
1.2, the voyel of the infix is nasalized and nasalization crosses over
the oral conscnant /r/ but does not affert the immediately following
vowel. Note that /r/ usually blocks propagation of nasalization. This
phenomenon is deseribed by Robins as a condition on the application of
the proscdy, and fAnderson again argues that the description is accurate
but fails to characterize the nature of the process at work here. The
point could be made that the proscdic analysis completely fails to cap-

ture the simplicity of the phonetic process. For example,

sunda 'Sundanese’
goren 'be bad'
pondok 'short'

have no nasalization, even though they contain nasal conscnants, because
the articulatory sequence prevents it.

Anderson, having appealed to the logic of articulatory sequence,
then proceeds to create rules to describe the data in a-generative
};ﬁﬁgwork. However we formalize them, the required rules would need to
dirserive (1) nasalization of the root form, (2) infixation, (3) nasaliz-
ation of the infix, and (4) Aenasalization of a vowel following non-nas-
al conscnant. Anderson reviews Langendoen's (1968) proposal that one

L]
“

rule can describe the process, viz.,
[ +Vocalie] -3 [+Nasall / [+Nasal] ( [+Plural] « 1) [—Cons]o

He peoints out that since this rule is intended to nasalize the

vowel of the infix as well as the vowels which follow, but skipping the

k
g
]
i
|

:
1
1
|
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vowel immediately following the plural marker, we would have to inter-
pret the parts of this rule as being conjunetively ordered since both
parts are required to apply in a single derivationz.

Anderson shows that by appealing to the notion of "local ordering",
whereby rules order themselves at any stage in a derivation in such =
way that they feed and counterbleed each other, these rules can be re-
duced to three simple rules. The nasalization rule would apply befeore the
infixing rule, because ctherwise the latter would remove the environ-

- ments which allow the former to apply. Simlarly, the infixing rule would
then apply, thus ecreating new environments for the nasalization rule

- and the denasalization rule.

2.2. This formulation by Anderson describes the data from Robins
1957 and has important theoretical implicaticns, since he uses this as
strong evidence for his loeal ordering hypothesis. However, my own in-
vestigation suggests that for at least some speakers, the nasalization
process works differently. The following are émong the—-data obtained

for verbs and do not represent exceptional cases.

nahd ‘know' naraho pl. 'know'

ni'?is 'cool o'self’ nari?is pl. 'cool o'self!
mytin ‘spend night' mar¥tin pl. 'spend night'
maekn "dry!' maroékyn pl. 'dry'

Aalr 'say' nalair pl. 'say!

fccording to these data, it seems to me that there are three al-

ternatives.

2.3. (i) Since Anderson's rules dealt basically with the inter-
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aclion of inf'ixing and nasalization, we can gimply remove the denasal-
-

ization rule, which iz not otherwise needed in the phonoclogy and retain

; _— X oo ;

the local-ordering concept . (ii) We could accept a proscdic treatment

which would Took more attractive when it required a less questionable
ot 3 R -

condition statement”, (iii) We can return to a revision of the rules

proposed by Howard (1971) and medified by Anderson requiring a morpho-
/
logical environment,viz.,
— ~Cons.
[ +Syllabic] -3 [+Nasal] / [+Nasal] ([+Plural]) ()-sy1l.f)
-High

thus aveoiding the problem by inserting the infix in the input to the P-

rule component. But, as mentioned above, this kind of rule has other-

a

wise been interpreted as disjunctive, whereas it would have to apply

conjunctively in order to yield the desired ocutput. ?
A fourth possibility is to posit underlying nasal vowels. This

has consistently been rejected because, apart from the particular case

under discussion where the plural marker appears, all instances of nas-

al vowels are predictable by the simple iterative rule:
b 8

-Consonantal ]
[+Syllabie] -9 [+Nasal] / [+Nasal] ( |-Syllabic )
-High

Moreover, a rule of nasalization is required independently to nas-
alize the vowel of the infix. Though nasalization of vowels is predict-
able by the correct set of rules, there does seem to be a sense in which
the nasalization of the root is a feature which 'belongs' to it. Whether
thie proper formalism is that suggested by Anderson, or a set of extrin
sically ordered rules, 1. Nasalization of root

2. Infixing
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4. llasalization of affix
it would =zeem desirable to capture the faect that the re=ason nasalization
is allowed to propagate past the /r/ of the plural marker (which we
would expect to block propagation) is precisely that it is already pre-
sent in the fTorm that the infixing rule applies to.
The use of a rule including (+Plural) in the enviromment fails to
explain why nasalized vowels should aprear beyond the oral consconant, in
addition to creating a theoretical problem of the proper application of

rules containing parentheses.

Other Processes

3.1. Anderscn has analysed the process of infixation as a spec-
ial case of prefixation, such that all the prefixes of the form VC (ar-,
al-, um-, in-) appear as prefixes in words beginning with a vowel and
infixes in words beginning with a consonant, e.g.,

ala "take' ar-ala pl. 'take'
dahar 'eat ' d-al-ghar pl. 'eat'__

He suggests plausibly that this process serves to create or con-
serve the preferred syllable structure.

In fact, several rules conspire to conserve or create the CVCVC
structure in Sundanese. (a) the above-mentioned infixing rule, (b) An-

derson's epenthesis rule,
4 -39 a [/ + [-8yllabic] ## [ -Syllabic],

which inserts /a/ when the prefix /n-/ is attached to a root beginning
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-== with a non-vowel; {(c¢) glottal stop insertinn; and (d) suffix reduction.
3.2, Anderson's formulation of (a) infixing and (b) epenthesis

scem to be correct. Robins (1953b) discusses (c) glottal stop insertion

and claims that all instances of glottal stop can be predicted by rule.
Rule (e(i)) inserts = glottal stop between a prefix ending in a nasal

consonant or a vowel and a root beginning with a vowel.

(e(i)) [—Syll
+ -3 7 /¢ +Nas ## [+Syllabic]
[ +Sy11]
e.g.
= asup 'enter' Kayasup 'belong'
idin 'permission' pa?idin 'permission’
entep 'put in order' pa?entep 'lie on top'
indit 'leaye' paniindit 'reason for leaving'
omon 'say! mi /omon 'talk about'

Rule({c(ii)) inserts a glottal stop between two identical vowels

whenever these would come together (i.e. morpheme internally or at a

boundary ) . = o
S, +5y11 +Sy11
aHigh aHigh
(efii)) ¢ -3¢ / |BLow RLow
yBack yBack
SRound 8Round
e o
e.g. ti%is 'cold!
co?c 'look after’
dua 'two! dua?an 'the two'
tafia 'ask' nafia’an 'propose to!
penta ' ask’ menta?an 'ask questions'

Note that this process does nct represent a constraint on all vowel

clustering, as the following data show:

- & "
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dua "two!

poe 'eye'

tilu '"three' tiluan '"the three’
tefijo 'see' nefijoan "look at'

The firat of these rules does not operate across all morpheme boundaries,
but only at the beginning of a root. Further investigation could prove
that the environment is [+Stress ], thus providing a phon-
etic environment for this rule. If it should turn out that the glottal
stop 15 present in some underlying forms, it would require that Ander-
son's epenthesis rule be rewritten so as to overlook the glottal stop
tut not /h/.

3.

. The fourth process (d) works on suffix -an as follows. Suffix

Ll

raeduction can occur with some words yielding a contracted form. Tt

takcs the form

[+5y11 abi{' +Syllabic Ty lebbe
; 0 ==3 ~High &
+High +Low
~Low
1 2 1 S 2
e.g.
impi 'dream'’ impi+an = impen "dream'
tiru 'copy ' tirutan = tiron 'copy"
layu 'wilt' layu+an =layon 'corpse!
sumbu 'wick' pasumbu+an = pasumbon 'touch hole (of
musket)'
pasti 'bhe set- papasti+an = papasten 'fate!
tled'
but, cf. tilu '"three! tilu+an = tiluan the three'

Tt is not clear if this is a minor rule (it is not an optional rule),

since not all forms that fit the structural description underge the

|
]

- & -
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rule,

Conclusion

A complete working description of Sundanese is barely begun. An
inspection of the table of derivational processes in Sundanese present-
ed in Robins 1959 reveals the complexity of the morphology while hiding
to a large extent the processes of the phonology. This has been a small

al.tempt to review some and reveal others with the help of first-hand ev-

idence.

Footnotes

1. The distribution of ar / al is described in Robins (1957). "-al- is
used with forms whose initial conscnant is 1, and with those contain-
ing a following r, except as initial consonant of the second syllable.
Words of any other structure regularly infix -ar- ....".

2. fmong the problems with this rule that A. doesn't mention are: i)
The specification of [-Consonantall, while intended to refer to /h/ and
/) actually includes all the vowels and would thus yield the wrong re-
sults, and 1i) Roert L.Rankin has pointed out to me that this rule vio-
lates the "Adjacency condition” which specifies that po 'vulnerable'

_segment may appear between two segments subject to this kind of assim-

ilatory F -rule.

3. As lHoward pointed out (lloward 1971 - cited by Anderson), this vio.

lates the proper applicaticn of collapsed rule schemata, the parts of
which, according to Chomsky and Halle (1968), should be in a disjunc-
tive relation. Kenneth Miner questions whether any serious attempt has
ever been made ta clarify the ordering of the expansions of these iter-
gtive schemata.

L, Kenneth Miner hat noticed that a further problem with this analysis
is that the infixing rule is a P-rule ordered in the phonolcgical com-
ponent , whereas infixation has previously bteen regarded as belonging
to the input of the P'-rules. This question is not addressed by Ander-
SO

9. lobert L. Rankin points oul that this solution is reminiscent of

~ & =
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Lightner's (19A%) morphens featlres which incorporates harmony feat-
ares into a generabive account of the phonology of Mongolian,

ik li O ai_’:il;.f
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