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Introduction

-

This third volume of the Kansas Working Papers in Linguistics
covers a diversity of topics which range from general linguistic theory
to child language. To provide coherency, we have, therefore, grouped
the papers into a number of major sections as reflectfed in the Table of
Contents. What follows is our attempt to capture the major point of
each paper, organized according to those sections.

The first paper is Ken Miner's "On the Notion 'Restricted Linguis-
tic Theory': Toward Error Free Data in Linguistics." Miner maintains
that linguistic theories must be more firmly grounded on secure data
bases. He contends that the attempt to construct theories based on
limited data from a few languages leads to serious errors. Rather than
seekinag to construct general theories, Miner advocates that we should
limit ourselves to "resfricted theories" which may be confined to one
language family.

The Phonetics-Phonology section contains four very different
papers. Geoff Gathercole's research demonstrates that instrumental
evidence can play a crucial role in phonological analysis. His instru-
mental research on strong and weak stops in Kansas Potawatomi clearly
._indicates that the underlying contrast between these series is preserved
even in final positions, not neutralized as heretofore supposed. In
addition, the paper provides evidence for the interaction between sfress
and the syntactic structure of Potawatomi.

Mehmet Yavas' paper on the implications of borrowing for Turkish
phonology provides a modus operandi for the analysis of languages which
have lexicons replete with loan words. In the case of Turkish, previ-
ous analyses, though recognizing fthe importance of loan words, have
neglected to incorporate them into ftheir descriptions. Drawing evidence
from borrowing, Yavas proposes that current treatments of vowel and con-
sonant harmony should be drastically revised: consonant harmony plays
the pivotal role in determining the vowel choice, not conversely. By
so analyzing Turkish, he is able to account for a wide range of data
unaccounted for by treatments which assume the primacy of vowel harmony.

Robert Rankin's study of Quapaw as a dying lanauage suppoerts the
evidence fromchild language acaouisition, aphasia, and comparative lin-
guistics tThat there exists a universal hierarchy of sound-type complex-

ity. As Quapaw functioned less and less as a native language, prin-
cipled changes occurred in its phonology: the types of series lost and
the order in which they were lost were determined by their relative
complexity, with the most marked being lost first.

Code-mixing is the topic of Maria Dobozy's paper. Taking a letter
written by a bilingual American-Hungarian as her data, Dobozy describes
the phonological rules that are operating in such a code-mixina, with
special emphasis on vowel harmony. She demonstrates that vowel harmony
is an important process in the system and plays a central role in fthe
rendition of English words by such speakers.

The first paper in the Syntax-Semantics section is Gerald Den-
ning's, "Meaning and Placement of Spanish Adjectives." Denning attempts
to clarify the problems of the differences in the meaning and treatment
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of restrictive adjectives in three dialects of Spanish. He argues that
a strict generative semantic approach will not handle the data and sug-
gests an analysis within the framework of pragmatics.

Virginia Gathercole provides a cross-linguistic study of the use
of the deictic verbs "come'" and "go." She formulates the uses of "come"
and "go" in eleven languages byextending Talmy's (1975) model for verbs
of motion fo include a presuppositional component. Gathercole divides
the contexts in which "come" and "go" are used into (a) immediate deixis
and (b) extended deixis. Her goal is To characterize fthe use of deictic
verbs of motion in the eleven languages studied by a |imited number of
assertional and presuppositional components and thus suggest a possible
universal framework for such verbs.

Whereas Dennina and Gathercole focus on language related issues,
Juan Abugattas takes a more general, philosophical approach in his dis-
cussion of speech acts. He claims fthat previous speech act analyses
used the sentence as the basic unit. Abugattas believes, however, that
we must go beyond the sentence: "social reality" dictates that we cate-
gorize sets of senfences into speech acts, which he calls "complex acts."

Kurt Godden's paper, "Problems in Machine Translation Between
Thai and English Using Monftague Grammar," brings us to a specific lan-
guage oriented concern: how to mechanically translate sentences, in
particular those containing restrictive relative clauses, from one lan-
quage to the other. He enumerates the problems related to such a task
and proposes a solution involving meaning postulates and context within
a Montaque framework.

Historical and Comparative Linguistics is represented by Karen
Booker's "On the Origin of Number Marking in Muskogean.'" Booker re-
constructs two proto-Muskogean number markers, one dualizer and one
pluralizer which were first used with intransitive verbs of location and
then generalized to locative transitives. Later these markers spread to
intfransitive non-locatives. Booker maintains that the highly complex
suppletive verb system of Muskogean arose when theze markers lost Their

“original meaning.

Three papers, Esther (Etti) Dromi's analysis of the acquisition of
locative prepositions by Hebrew children, Gregory Simpson's study of
children's cateqorization processes, and John More's review of relative
clause research, constitute the Child Lanquage Acquisiftion section of
the working papers. Dromi's study, which is one of the few published
works in the acquisition of Hebrew, compares the order of acquisition of
Hebrew locatives with Brown's (1973) order for English and also with
Slobin's (1973) universals. Among her findinas, Hebrew al ("on") is ac-
quired later than English on. Her findings for Hebrew locatives are
particularly interesting in that they allow a comparison of the acquisi-
tion of prefixes with that of full prepositions. Her conclusions point
to the pivotal role that morphological complexity plays in the order of
acquisition of locatives in Hebrew.

Gregory Simpson's major concern has to do with the process by
which children form conceptual catecories. He argues, on the basis of
experimental data, That overextensions should not be taken as evidence
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-for category formation. His data sugaest a distinction between concept
formation and object naming, a distinction not made in previous studies.
"Function," what objects can do or what can be done to them, determines
how that object is conceptualized, but an object's perceptual properties
may determine the name given to it. Therefore, "the child may know that
two objects don't really belong together, but gives them the same name
until he has more evidence."

The acquisition of relative clauses has been a topic of great in-
terest among psycholinguists. John More presents a valuable critical
review of the recent |iterature with special emphasis on the debate
between Dan Slobin (1971), Amy Sheldon (1974), Michael Smith (1975),
Tavakelian (1977), and deVilliers et al. (1976). The Minimal Distance
Principle, the Noun-Verb-Noun Strategy, the Parallel Function Hypothesis,
and Slobin's operating principles are compared, along with tThe formu-
lations of deVilliers and Tavakolian.

Five major topic areas are represented in this third volume of the
Kansas Working Papers in Linquistics. Each paper in its own way is
a contribution to linguistic scholarship: some provide evidence in new
areas of inquiry, others brinag new evidence toc bear on old questions,

- while still others suggest future courses of research.

Anthony Staiano and Feryal Yavas

Editors
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BORROWING AND ITS IMPLICATIONS
FOR TURKISH PHONOLOGY !

Mehmet Yavas

In tinguistic chanage we have a window
on the form of linquistic competence
that is not obscured by factors llke
performance.
P. Kiparsky

Borrowing, it has been claimed, provides evidence for the phonolo-
gist who seeks psychological verification of his Thory in order to confirm
him in the correct solutions. The main motivation for the analysis of
borrowing is the possibility that the phonological properties of a lanquaae
largely determine both the phonological shape and tThe phonological realliza-
tion of a loan-word. Thus, by analyzing occurring borrowed forms and/or
conducting tThe necessary tests on foreiqn sound percepfion, various aspects
of speakers' internalized phonology can be determined. This would be a
further test for the internally motivated rules of the phonological com-
ponent of the target lanquaae: if the rules of nativization do not corres-
pend to the internally motivated rules of the lanquaae, it could raise
serious doubts about previous formulations of the phonological component
of the language in question. Or, lookina at it from another perspective,
the lack of such a correspondence would open to question the very assumption
that borrowina can reveal facts about the native phonoloqgy.

In this paper | shall examine certain borrowings into Turkish-- words
with initial and final consonant clusters-- and try to show that the treat-
ment of these borrowings has serious implications for the phonology of
Turkish, a '

Before gqoing into detailed discussion of the nativization of the
foreign forms, a brief summary of the relevant portions of Turkish phonology
is necessary. The vowel system of contemporary standard Turkish consists
of eight vowels, usually defined by the distinctive features back, high
and round.

=

a e o u + i
back + - + - —+ = -+ -
hlgh - - - - s e + +
round = = + - -+ + - -

A rule of vowel harmony makes all vowels in the same phonological word
agree for the feature [ back] , while another rule applies only to high
vowels, making them agree in rounding. The two rules are sometimes written
in collapsed form:

l. X back +syl.
%:?gh% ) (P rgﬁnd> ‘ / oc;:ck B
e = ] <?round>

The rule applies iteratively.
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-+t has been customary to say that words with back vowels also have back,or
velar, variants of the lateral liquid and velar stops; whereas words with

front vowels have palatal laterals, and velar stops become

the correspond-

ing nonstrident palatals. A mass of data of the followina type suggests
that a single rule ought to account for both vowel!l and consonant harmony.

A, k'irpik 'eyelashes' kay+k 'boat'
heyk'el' 'statue' sakal "beard'
g'el'ir 'comes' qalat 'mistake'

The rule posited would then look something like the following:
v
K }—= |:o< baclq in some environment

Lees (1961) tries to capture the above facts in such a single rule fo
account for both vowel and consonant harmony. Foster (1969) criticizes
Tthis analysis and sugaests that it is much more beneficial
consonant harmony as a phenomenon separate from vowel harmony. He believes
that consonant palatalization has little directly to do with vowel harmony.

His arqument is supported by the followinag examples.

to look at the

'rice pudding'
"from snow'
Yfrom profit!

'movement’

- B.- | 'ak+rd+ "word' | "amba "lamp'
| 'ahana 'cabbaqe' | 'apa
kar "snow' kardan
k'ar 'profit! k'ardan
G. dak'ika "'minute’ harek'et
hak'ikat "truth!' Eeftal'i

'peach'

In group B, the vowels of the words all obey the constraints of the vowel

harmony rule, but some of /K/'s and /|/'s are exceptional.

In qroup C, the

converse obtains: the vowels are exceptional but the backness of the velars
and /1/ seems to be predictable on the basis of the adjacent vowel. To
capture this generalization Foster posits a rule which he-calls 'Velar and

Laterat- Assimilation'.

{T 5 | & back | / I__Q(bng] o)

where the environment statement is an abbreviation for the
ordered environments:
VC

v

aono oo

v

Of course this would be a repetition of a significant part
harmony rule such as Lees', but there is no reason why the
velar stops and /1/ in group A would not be derived by the
Lateral Assimilation' rule. Since we must have this latter

following

of a general
forms of the
above 'Velar and
rule to account

for the words in C, the forms in A will be derived correctly if we order

it to follow the harmony rule. We can simplify the harmony

rule by making
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it apply only to vowels (consonants in qroup B whose backness is contrary
to that predicted, will of course be exceptions to the Velar-lLateral
Assimilation rule). Foster concludes that the above considerations are
strong enouagh to force the separation of consonant assimilation from vowel
harmony.

Now let us look at some examples of more recently borrowed vocabulary.

D. French Turkish
arip 'influenza' gtrip
gl'iserin 'alycerine' g+l'iserin
arev "strike' g+rev
ki'akss  'horn' k+!'akson
krem 'creme! k+rem
kredi 'credit! kiredi
pl'aZ 'beach’ piltaZ
pl'an 'plan' piltan

E. spiker 'announcer' sipiker
smakin 'dinner jacket!' stmokin
tramvay "trolleybus' ti+ramvay
tre "train' tiren
priz "plug! piriz
kravat 'tie!' k+ravat
fre 'brake' firen
aram 'aram' gtram

The syllable structure condition of Turkish which can be stated as

+ (Esyl:l) syl (Esvid)  (Esv1d) +
does not permit initial consconant clusters. The incoming foreian words have
been modified in accordance with this condition. Holden (1972), looking at
several languages which exhibit identical restrictions with regard tfo
_initial consonant clusters, comes to the conclusion that the replacement
of this unpermitted sequence is a lanquage specific phenomenon.“ 1n modern
Turkish epenthesis of a high vowel is used exclusively.”
| f we examine the words borrowed into Turkish with original consonant
clusters, we immediately realize that the epenthetic vowel in the words in
group D does not conform to the backness harmony, while in group E it does.
As far as group E is concerned there is no problem: we can posit a high
vowel whose backness would be determined by the vowel harmony rule.? This
is exactly what Foster would like tfo do, for his assumption is that in The
vast majority of the cases the epenthetic vowel agrees in backness and
rounding with the vowel following it, and that fthe words in aroup D are
merely exceptional cases. However, this assumption does not hold for modern
Turkish, for there is a multiplicity of cases which do not conform to
vowel harmony. To attempt to account for the rounding and backing of
epenthetic vowels by using only the vowel harmony rule is simplistic and
doomed to failure.
There are two things to account for. The first is the choice of the
epenthetic vowel. Considerations from markedness would tell us to choose /i/

&
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for next to /a/, /i/ is the most favored vowel.? The second task is to
find an explanaflon for the words in aroup D. Clearly, if there is a
“Constraint in the lanquage that only certain vowels can follow or inter-
vene between certain consonants, then the epenthesis rule must be sensitive
to this constraint. This is what | would like to suggest. Note that,

accerding to Foster's formulat

ion with the vowel harmony and Velar-

Lateral Assimilation rules, the words in group D must be treated as
exceptions. |f, however, we reverse our perspective with regard to
consonant harmony, assigning certain consonants a pivotal role, and
assume that these consonants are the decisive elements for the occurrence
of certain vowels, all of the apparent exceptions can be accounted for.

We would need a rule which wou

|d determine the backness of the epenthetic

vowe | according fo the preceding velars. Moreover, such a velar condition-
ing rule would have to be ordered after the Vowel Harmony rule, so that

the latter will not undo its effects.
Velar Conditioning Rule
+ syl 5 & back /#’ o
[;jhlqh [: -J [ﬁba:E]
Thus the following derivations:
i /arip/ 'flu’ /krem/  'creme'
Ep. Vow. girip kirem
Vow. Har. R
Vel. Cond. q+rip k+rem
atrip k+rem

This analysis gains further su
borrowed into Turkish, There i

pport when we examine certain Arabic words
s a problem in the borrowing of Arabic /qi/

because of the fact that the sequence contains a voiceless uvular stop

followed by a front vowel. In
replaced in Turkish by a back

Arab. /gibla/  [Qibl#]
T /qidam/  |gQid=m)
/qisma/ |91 sm=]

such borrowings the front vowel /i/ is
vowel /%/, as in the following examples:

'direction of Mecca' Turk. kible
"seniority!' k+dem
'destiny' k+smet

However, when we look at some further examples with initial CC
sequences, we observe that the above mentioned Velar Conditioning Rule

alone is inadequate.
Fr. pl'an 'plan'
pl'taZ 'beach’

In order to account for these
call the Lateral Conditioning
+syl.

_thigh_ §

Turk, pil'an
pil'aZ

examples we need one more rule which | shall
Rule:

& back| / # C I

[«back |

This Lateral Conditioning rule is to be ordered after the Vowel Harmony rule
and before the Velar Conditioning rule. Thus, the following derivations:7

=~



/kltap/ 'elub!

Ep.Vow. Kil'up

VYow.Har. kul'up

Lat.Cond.

Vel.Cond. kul *Up
kul 'lp

Note the need for separation of Velar Conditioning from Lateral Conditioning
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/kl"ima/ "heatina' /kl'akson/ "horn'
kil'ima kil'akson
kil'ima k+!|'akson

kil'akson
ktl'ima k+l'akson
k+l'ima k+!'akson

rule although it is very tempting fo collapse them. As is obvious from
the examples such as kul'lip, k+!'ima etc., there is a clash between these

two rules, and velars win in this conflict, That is the reason for the

rule ordering given above.8

We should also mention that there is another piece of suggestive

evidence for this Lateral Conditioning rule. |f we look at the Vowel Harmony

rule operating on suffixes, we observe certain exceptional cases. The so-
called exceptional casesto otherwise very reqular suffix harmony? can be
explained in terms of the stem final /1'/:

gol! 'qoal!
hal! 'state!

qol 'l 'his goal'
hal'i 'his state!

I think fthat assigninn the pivotal role to /1'/ is the only possible
explanation for this irreqularity because, regardless of the preceding
vowel /1'/ is followed by a front vowe! in suffixation. Of these two

rules, Velar Conditioning rule is much more widespread in The lanquaoce, for
it is in conformity with a very large portion of the native vocabulary. The

Lateral Conditioning Ts restricted: it operates rearessively for the
epenthetic vowel, and proqressively for suffixation. Another point fto be

made relates to the exceptionality of /I'/ in the group B words. Since all
word initial laterals are /I'/ and can be followed by any vowel, there is

no need to treat these consonants as exceptions in the words mentioned in

group B.

To sum up what | have said so far, the rules of Lateral Condifioning
and Velar Conditioning, as formulated, can successfully account for almost

all the relevant borrowing naturalizations into Turkish. Moreover, fthese

rules are internally motivated. Thus, it is my contention that we can

achieve a lot more by giving up Foster's formulation which makes the
assumption that backness of the velars and the laterals is determined by

the adjacent vowels,

This would, of course, bring up the question of whether the claim of

having two underlying sets of velars and laterals holds for the native

vocabulary, | think this question can only be answered after another related

problem- namely the definition of native versus borrowed vocabulary- has
been solved. No matter how hard one tries to avoid this question, sooner

or later he has to cope with it.

set of properties exhibited by the morphemes of the lanquage prior to the
intfroduction of the mass of Arabic loan words, then we are bound to describe
eleventh century Turkish. Any subsequently borrowed words would vicolate the
system thus defined, not only before their adaption, but also after their

| f we define the native system as that

adaption because our reference point is still eleventh century Turkish.
Although the etymological argument would make sense for historical
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reconstruction, it definitely fails to account for the synchronic state of
~she language. Any study of loan-words will show that in many instances the
adaptation to the native system is incomplete and that there remain phono-
logical features which do not fit the system. For a certain period of time
would be felt to be strange or 'foreign', but sooner or later,
with increased usage and the introduction of many other borrowings showina
the same peculiarities, native speakers would no longer feel the forms
to be unusual and would begin to employ them in everyday situations with
the same facility as the so-called native words. Thus, the new features
In corder to account for
this change in the native system, a definition of 'foreian' should include
the judgment of the native speakers, for we have no way of telling what
the system is without the judgment of the native speakers. Thus, | go
along with Holden and define a word as 'foreian' if it is felt by native
speakers to be in violation of any of the phonological, morphological,
syntactic or semantic constraints of the native system at a particular
. | f we agree with the foreqgoing discussion, then the
answer to the above question, whether we could have two sets of underlying
velars and laterals, would be 'yes', for the words exhibiting the contrasts
in group A,B and C have been in the languaqe for several centuries and
~-are judged as native by the speakers of the language. One might araue,
however, that this analysis would create more underlying segments and
| do not adhere to the
general ly accepted view in Generative Phonology, which aims to reduce the
number of underlying segments for the sake of 'economy', because | do not
believe that such an attempt could account for the facts exhibited in
our data. |f our priority is merely 'elegance', then of course 'economy'
is justified. However, if we are interested in describing present-day
Turkish, then, no matter how awkward the analysis may look, we should be
faithful to the facts. Moreover, there has been no evidence of any sort
suggesting that having one, two or more additional phonemes and rules

these words

becoeme an integral part of the native system.

-.point in time

rules than other investigators have proposed.

will overly tax human linguistic ability.
Let us now turn to words with final clusters.

Here we see a

--re]é+ively more complex situation. |t seems that we have fwo competing

solutions, namely 'epenthesis' versus 'syncope'.

examp les.

FArab. ilm
nutq
wasf
qusr

Turk.

'science'
'speech'
"quality'
"defect'

Consider the following

Nominative

beyin
boyun
al+n

burun

Nominative Accusative Ablative
Turk. ilvim il'mi il'imden
nutuk nutku nutuktan
vas+f vasf+ vas+ftan
kusur kusru kusurdan
Accusative Ablative
'brain' beyni beyinden
"neck' boynu boyundan
'forehead' alnt al+ndan
"nose! burnu burundan

In group F, in the nominative case, the unpermitted consonant clusters
are modified and a vowel appears. But in the accusative case(or for that
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matter with any suffix that begins with a vowel) the vowel of the nominative

stem is not seen. Turning to group G words, we observe a similar pattern
of alternation. The last vowel of the nominative forms is not found in
the corresponding accusatives. We may hypothesize that the words in G,
as well as those in F, have underlying forms with consonant clusters and
these clusters are then broken up ,with the following epenthesis rule:

3 —> i // g C {g
However, a second way of looking at the same data might suggest having
underlying form with a vowel, that is, with the consonant cluster already
broken, and positing a vowel dropping rule.

% W / ve cv
L+high]
But we have forms [ike
Nominative Accusative Ablative
Turk. kad+n Twoman' kad+n+ kad+ndan
domuz 'pig’ domuzu domuzdan
koyun 'sheep! koyunu koyundan

in which the second vowel does not alternate, and these support the
epenthesis analysis. However, the following forms would tell us that
epenthesis is restricted to certain phonologically definable cluster types.
Turkish permits certain final clusfers.

H. sarp 'steep! sarpt sarptan
halk "folk! halk+ hal ktan
atk Yove! a%kt a%ktan

These and many other examples indicate that the permiftted final clusters
are describable with the following if-then condition:

[ [; syl. ;] [: sylzj *‘_
Then: D son. | E son]
1 | = son.

+ cont,
+ strid. L; del . rel.’
-~ voice -

That is, syllable final C| Cp is permitted only if C| is a sonorant and
Cy is an obstruent, or if C| is /s/ or /¥%/ and Cp is a stop. 10

Foster rejects the epenthesis arqument because of the following
clash with the Vowel Harmony rule. Consider the following:

Arab. wakt "tTime! Turk. vak'it Acc. wvakti
bahs 'discussion' bahis bahsi
aks 'reflection' ak'is aksi

He argues that if we assume the underlying representation of 'time' fo be
/vakt/ and /vakt-i/ and insert the high vowel into the former, we will have
a hard time explaining why these forms are exceptions to the Vowel Harmony
rules. Therefore, he prefers syncope. The words in group G are all native

- &
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Turkish words and refer fto body parts. Foster formulates his syncope rule
~kn terms of a semantic grouping.

+ hiah
V — > @ G Ebody par’rE] C + V
v

He has further justification for this kind of restriction, for we have the

following contrasting pairs:

koyun 'sheep/chest! ogul
koynu "his chest!' oglu
koyunu  'his sheep' ogulu

'bee swarm/son’
'his son!
'"his bee swarm'

However, as we have seen, the words in group F, which have nothing to do
with body parts, follow the same route. | think the epenthesis solution
is more explanatory and can deal with the above variations in a much better

way. By positing underlying forms with consonant clusters we will be able
to predict the suffixed forms in the following way,
boyn boyn-i kad#n kad+n-i
Epen. boyin
Vow.Har. boyun boynu kad+n+
boyun boynu kad+n kad+n+
If we have the underlying form with a second vowel, i.e., with the cluster
broken up already, we will have no way of knowing what the form of the
root before a vowel will be. Consider these examples.
deniz 'sea' isim 'name'

Here we cannot tell whether 'to the sea' should be ¥denze or denize, or

whether '"his name' should be ismi or #*isimi,.

It is true that, according to this analysis, vakti 'his time', bahsi

"his discussion' etc., would seem to be exceptions to the harmonic constraints,

but | believe that the occurrences of exceptional vowels in the suffixed
forms as well as in the nominative forms could be explained with reference
to stem final palatalized consonants. One may argue that, even if we
concentrate on these palatalized consonants, this would only help to

. -explain the non-harmonic suffixed forms while for the nominative forms we

are still in the dark. But this is not the case. Note that we have already
shown that /1'/ conditions the frontness of epenthetic vowels.

pl'an 'plan' Turk., pil'an

pl'a¥ 'beach' pil'a¥

We observe the same thing with final clusters.

Arab. nakl' 'transportation' Turk.
qaul' 'agreement'

nak'i|"' Acc. nakl'i
kavil' kav!'i

| tThink that the same principle can account for the exceptional vowels that
we find following /t/ and /s/ in bahis-bahs!, vak'it-vakti. That is, similar

to /1'/, the consonants in question have fronting effects to the non-

harmonic vowels. In alternating forms like saati-saat+ 'his watch', hakikati-
hakikat+ 'his truth' the author clearly feels that there is articulatory

and auditory difference in stem final consonants. To attribute this difference
to the accusative ending /i/ would not help, for one can find the same
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difference in the nominative forms. One should realize, however, that we
need a detailed phonetic analysis of these consonants before pushing this
idea too far: what | suggest is only tentative in the light of cur present
knowledge. |t does fit the Turkish spoken by the author however.
Considering the advantages to be gained from ocur formulation, namely

a nearly uniform ftreatment of cluster restrictions, predictability of the
suffixed forms and the reduction in fthe number of exceptions, this formu-
lation should provide a tenable basis for the revision of the analysis
given by Foster. What | have said in this paper with regard to final
clusters has been discussed also by Lees, Pyle, Swift and Mc Carthy, the
first two being proponents of epenthesis and the last fwo agreeing with
foster. However, there has been no detailed account of initial cluster
modification. Neither has there been any sort of uniform treatment of the
similar consftraints which apply to both initial and final clusters found
in the modern language. This analysis points up the need for a thorough
reconsideration of the interaction of Vowel Harmony and Consonant Harmony.
In the light of the evidence presented here, we should think a lot more
about what Menges (1968, p.80) said:

Vocalism and consonantism are condiftioned upon

each other, so that it is impossible to speak

of vowel harmony alone -- as is usually done in

grammars of Turkic languages--, the fterm sound

harmony as applied to the entire sound system

is the proper expression.

Footnotes

I | am indebted to Dr. Robert L. Rankin and Dr. Kenneth Miner for their
many helpful comments and criticisms, | bear the responsibility for

whatever errors remain.

2 Replacement of unpermitted consonant clusters is done by a) epenthesis:

Hawaiian, Kazakh, Turkish, Japanese, b) prothesis: Kazakh, Turkish,
c) simplification: Finnish, Japanese, Hawaiian.

3 It is evident from earlier borrowings that Turkish formerly used
prothesis rather than epenthesis for initial CC sequences. Just exactly
how and when the prothesis rule was replaced by epenthesis is not known
to the author.

Although the replacement of unpermitted conscnant clusters is lanquage
specific in nature, if vowel epenthesis is involved there is an almost
uniform pattern in lanquaaes in favor of high vowels.

4 It should be mentioned that the rule posited for vowel harmony would
not be able to handle the examples in group E, for it assumes that the
harmeny is progressive., These examples, although they are reqressive,
should not suggest something entirely different from the harmony rule
posited. That is, the bidirectional character of the vowel harmony does
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not effect the pivotal function of the first underlyina vowel in the word,

~Hecause the epenthetic vowel agrees with that first vowel again. At any
rate, | think, it is reasonable to assume that the vowel harmony is
functionally the same for the regressive and the progressive cases. The
rule for epenthetic vowel agreement for the initial CC sequences would be
like the following:

e ]— Gty | [—5 | &k
b

<5round>%

“high
—round
a'-—.._l

Condition: if a then b
This condition is needed in order to account for the cases |ike k+rom
'chrome', stmokin 'dinner jacket' etc., for the epenthetic vowel in
-~-these examples does not agree in rounding with the following vowel.

5 Evidence from child languaqge acquisition as reported by Jakobson
suggest that /i/ is more basic than /u/, and emerges as the second vowel
..after /a/. On the other hand, markedness as presented by Chomsky and Halle
11968) makes no preference between /i/ and /u/, for they are of equal
comp lexity with respect to one another(both are assigned the complexity
measure |). However, one can find arquments in favour of /i/ in the
literature. As Zimmer has pointed out there is some evidence that front
vowels should be considered as less marked than non-low back vowels.
Historically, fronting of back vowels appears to be more common fhan
backing of front vowels. Furthermore, William Wang, as reported by Zimmer,
has pointed out that the tongue positions for front vowels such as (i)
and (e] are, on the whole, closer to the rest position than those for
back vowels like [u] and (ol .

6  McCarthy argues that /e/ in the second syllable in these Turkish-

examp les shows that, according fto vowel harmony, the first vowel was

- oriainally a front vowel /i/ rather than a back vowel/%#/. However, it
should be noted that [&) is an allophone of /e/ in Turkish. It is therefore
perfectly natural that these vowels should be borrowed as /e/. McCarthy's
examples have no implications for fthe earlier status of /i/.

7 The word bul'uz 'blouse' would be an exception to my formulation, for
the rules wouTd give bul'uz.(This form occurs in some dialects)

8 McCarthy in his examples of /1'/ conditioning the surrounding vowels-
similar to his velar examples menticned in 6- again ianores the phonetic
closeness of Arabic ) to Turkish /e/ in the following words.
Ar. /al'am/ [a!'®m]) 'despair' Turk. el'em
/wal'wal'a/ [hel'wal'éj 'outery! veltvel'e

9 The only exception is the progressive suffix -yor in this case. As for
the other noted exceptions |ike saati 'his watch', s+hhati 'his health etfc,
which are mentioned during the discussion of the final clusters, reference
to the stem final consonants is necessary., This point will be discussed in
a forthcoming paper.




M. Yavas 44

10 Foster overlooks the fact that these clusters are describable in terms
of natural classes and would freat the forms under H as exceptions to
epenthesis analysis.

Chomsky, N,
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