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ality but zlso because OI some Buperventng phonetic
oy Language 43, principls. Disharmony arising from the latter cause;
which we will call regular, occurs 1n many languages and
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: regular disharmony 1n the Kirghiz language &as described
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7 S 1. [Ihe ¥ T Enl, Kirghliz makes a
Serdal of
i i i n long and short vowels

phonological distincticon hetwean 1

!8-531. ({Reprinted
not from any thecretical conviction

1 ual- = ITry yyrs 4 ey
o TR SRR . For conveniesnce but
we will write long vowels as geminntes, There ars eight

lities:

phonologically distinctive vowel gu

some Turkish LA B
j¢ 45, pp. 3I09-32L. g @& @4 O

However, thess vowsls are fully distinetive only in roots.

i pecessary to distinguish enly fo

underlying vowels: 4, I. 0, Y., Each of these rowels has

realizations whose gselection
in the ward. The rules

dapends on the next prece eding wvowel in

ur

In suffixes it
2 number of alternant surface

governing the realization of 4, I, U can be readily infer-
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examples; sach consisting of a next preceding vow

uffixes -d7 (definite past), subsumes three alt

“HU ywerbdl moua)s of the metavariabl

: 'know! variable,. The rul
'give! lying suffixal wvow

i ; hile PH
"laugh’ tively, while PHo
'sea’ the feature [hask]

'do, perform'

50 i of S
Cradiia senkation ¢

"haldg' from the examples,

gding vowel is u, L

'be; become’
' rounded if the ne:
: For the behavior of ¢ consider the nominalizing suffix -08 i i _ :
| 3 2 et formalize this sit

|
W added to lower numerals, =.g. birdd 'the one'; =kéd 'the

. rule:
i '

5 B Ll

two', 334 'the thres', tértsd 'the four', glioo 'the

1]

2. Farmaif{sation. IE we assume that feature values

which remain constant on the surface are underlying, then

A and 0 must be underlyling nonhigh, I and U must be under-

(| lyingly high, and ¢ and U must be underlyingly round. 4

e
and I have both round and unround realizations but must he

{ underlyingly nonround if thev are to be distinguished £rom = g

t
and . Of the vowsl guality features that have clas

si=
=4 . : ; 3 : 4 < . simple case of rec
! ficatory relevance in Kirghiz, then, only [daek] Still S 2 x
{ 3 b J
remaing of indeterminate underlying walue in suffixal 3. Muliiipie
o
vowels. 1n light of known phonological universals the account for the su

(]

most nmatural fully specified walues of these vowels are ven being mutuall

probably =, ©, o, u, @lthough there is little langauge- examples, ecach car

internal basis for this choice. pheme boundaries ¢
It iz clear from the examples that the surface speci-

ication of the feature [Haoek] in guffixal vowels is gover-

red by & palatal harmony rule PHy formalizable ags follows:

(&1

(PHp) W = [vhack] / [V, vback] Cs fholmAkes Igd

vowel is back or front according
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Flstlng oL 3 next preceding vowel is back or front. The formilation
zfinite past), subhsumes thres alternative rules differing in the wvalue
Jun) . of the metavariable v, which may ke +, -, or a Greek letter

wariable. The rules PH+ -and PH- would presuppose under-—

iving suffixal vowels /2 {rg S and fa & 6wy Tespec-
sively, while FHo would presuppose No particular value of
the feature [bgek] in suffix voweEls.

ac

i}

-

K

O
(a1

m

]

Phe okbher feature that may vary in the sur
gertation of suffixal vowels iz [round]. As can be seen

from the examples, 4 remains unrounded if the next prace-

ding vowel is u, but otherwise fix wvowel becomes

the next preceding vowel is rounded. We can

-

formalize this situation as the following lsbial harmony

rule:
altine ‘the - six'. M 1.~ —
) {LH) W = [+round] / W Cqal
D feature values ahigh :'hiQ"
inder.ying; then ghack
¥ must be undsr- | +round
ngly round. A e T
giy Tound A Condition: (o, 8, ¥ # (+: +, =i

ions but must be
i : P T Pof: ey | B oaiacad L . bein 1 1S edqUenc E
etinquished from The case v uledsuas iCpa , being a consedq & 0O

= - e i < 4 o ‘ -, vat 1t -

A e e T = the structural description of this rule, constitutes a
‘ simple case of regular labial disharmony .

34 tiple sufiis vowsls. The rulss PHy and LH

vowels of disyliabic words without

;58 viwels are even being mutually ordered. Consider now the following
.Ele angauge- axamples, each containing two or more suffix vowels (mor-—

oheme boundaries omitted):
tour horses (accusa-
vowels 1s gover- 'gf the B
= b = F pam s i ]
able as follows: 1+ their winter guar-—
'vou have to be

a 1 S e 1 ‘in the paths'
e d £ i ;= Yoldorunw 'of his paths'
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its tips"
'in the future!
'"the one's

thin 'of his days'

'"to his home!

'gne's cwn'

m r

The harmony rules PHp and LH account for these data too
provided each keeps reapplyving to itz own o
can make no further change

1f PHv

(iterative appli
recedes LH. The necessity for iteration is in—
tlitively obvious in the above axamples but can be demon—

strated more preceisely, Iterative application of PHp

will vield kelddak:d - e v kelafeit

b, a X T LEFEREEa
- P T B O IR e N T 3 E]
and Jelddmndd Joldardd -+ Joldarda; iterative application

of LH then vields Yeoldards -

other hand if each rule aprliss non

14
applying simultansously to all vowsls

ticns of the role;, =ome incorrect

Suppose first that palatal harmony operates properly,

however formulated, but that LH applies

simultanecus fashion. Then *¥oldorda will be derived.

Hence LH must iterate. Now suppose that PHy applies in

noniterative simultansous fashion, though labial harmony,

however formulated, operates ecorrsctly. Then if 4 = = we

must have » = o or +, and in either case *¥oldords will

be derived; but if 4 = ¢ we most have © = o oF -, and

either case *§ ‘akta Wwill be derived.

am

'c see that LH must follow PHy in anv strict linear
gi

o

ordering con

oy laord.

ocne or the other of these forms could not Be derived. if

I = &, then fiyind/ will surface

'its having been lost’

If LH preceded PHv

then fYoyIlgdnI/ w:
which appeared to-l

out to be - ordered 3

4. Simulitane:
underlying suffix -

palatal harmony as
{PES) o= [=]
In other words a s
anywhere at all in
necessarily part oo
than PH but can aj
and noniteratively
kalatakta in a sine
application theref
incorrect foundati
deiterizing palata
lizad +to labial ha
to generalize the
the iterative rule
ting this approach

like the following

(LHX)

Condit

Clearly all conson

ted to ¥ depand on
ables., For eaxampl
word, any vowsl is

+), 1.e. when a se



one g
his Jdays!'

his home'

tera-:ion is in=-

but :an be demon-

tively, even though
ating the condi-

3 must result.

ktes properly,

in neniterative
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then /JoyIigAnl

/ will surface as *Joyulgonu. Thus rules
which appeared to be unordered in the disyllsbic case turn
out to be ordersd when longer segquences ars considered.

raformulations. Given

pnderlying suffi formualate

palatal harmony as
{BHS) V = |-back] / [V, -back] [la
In other words a suffixal vowsl becomss front if

anywhere at all in the word by a front vowsl, which is

necesgarily part of a root. This rule is not cnly simpler

than PHy but can apply to all suffix vowels simultaneously
and noniteratcively, deriving, for example, keladekte from

beladakis in & single step. Our arguments for iterative

on therefore appear to rest on a flimsy, even

applicati
I technique for

incorrect foundation. In faot, though, the
tal harmony cannct be successfully genera-—

deiterizing palsa
1L The essence of that technigue ig

zed to labial harmony.
to generalize the term 0 of the structural description of

the iterative Tule to include some OF all vowels. Attemp=

come up with a labial-harmeny rules

ting this approach we
like the following:
(LHX) I w7
ahigh
5 | " .
v + [+round] / | 8back b i
'_+.':r_11:.-'5d__ | vhigh
Conditions: G B XY 0 ke =]
and X is an appropriate class
af segments.

Clearly all consonants belong to X, but the vowels admit-

ted to ¥ depend on the valuss of +he Greek letter vari-

anies. For example, when B = -, i.e, in a front-harmonic
word, any vowel is allowed in ¥. When o, By ¥) = I+ F

+], 1.e. wnen a seguence e DR g L., L& I guestion, non-
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Duw oo nignl Erom &3

inSHudunun, bl multaneously
rule THX is thus alrsady rather more complex than
ative rule TH. What iz worse, when (o, #;, ¥v) =
=y +, +),; i.e. when a sequence ...eoXsl... 18 involwved,
ere is no coherent way to define the segment class ¥ at

un implies that

implies either

a simultaneou

better than the followling:

Vo [+round] ¢

on the other hand the iterative rule LH will derive all
the correct forms without

The differential suscept

£

to simultansousl

from the different conditions of regular disharmony.
a

Uaual

e 21l front or all back, and no
special conditions exist which block the pr
palatal harmony. The propagation of rounding is regularly
bloeked, howsver, under phonetically definable conditions,

ocking mechanism that creates

i
K
)
Cu
"
™
B
m
it
0
2
y
1]
0
1
il
(=

kg
[
=

such difficulties For a simultaneous formulation of labial

consulted make it
vowels only a is
harmony rules com
aon whether under

rule (ARA) will ma

| Bround
Condition:
This rule must of

rules. In Lack;

unardered redunda

Harmonically

immediatrely bafor

In other words,

=ntirely clesr:




i S U SO ST
is involved,

1 harcmony rules

results entirsly

1able conditions,
n thet creates

1lation of labial

sature [IZow]| sesms

rion of Kirghiz

v the value of

The sourcas
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2]

the nenhigh

rowals only a A ¥ B 3 ] the vowel

harmony rules
st whether underl

will make the necessary changes:

ghiz,; AR might be expected not to preces

s
b
"

unordered reduendancy rule, applying wheneve and whearever
it can. We shall presently disconfirm both views, however.

The fsature [low] could alseo be adjusted by t
(=]

harmony rules themselwves if the underlying repr

af the suffix vowels ware fa ¢ o9 u/:

/o depending

ing 4 is 2 or 2. A single A-adjustment

(1]

= any other

d
rile at all. Alternatively, A& might be thought of as an
r

sentatlon

(BH'} W = [=back; -lowl / (same context as PHwj}

!

(LH'Y v - [+round, -low] / (same contexb as

Harmonically expected @ is Erontsd and somewhat raised

immediately before y. According to Wurm all front

sd vowels are somewhat raised beyond their normal height

LH

unround=

]

in]

Ln

before u, and the partiecular behavior ot o in that context

can therefore be accounted for by the following fronting

rale:

(ay) [V, +low]l = [=back] / ___ ¥

a2 it never applies in

scope of the rule is not

a

n
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initial syllable. At any rate, using ¢ for the fronted

4, we can render some of Worm's examples as follows:

kgnddy 'what kind of', atinday 'like hisz horse', ayipdy

'without saying'. The & of these words, though apparently

s
in the lower mid range, is5:still distinct from the second
e of kelbeyt '"he deoes not come', which has a still higher
articulation.

The fronting of g before y is5 not noted in either the

standard orthography or the phonemic transcription of

Hehert and Poppe, although the sffects of vowsl harmony
are. The implication is that the rule AY which fronts
¢ applies after labial harmony and inm no way interferes
with the derivation ef oy in the harmonically expected
places. The available data is perfectly consistent with
this wviaw. Hebert and Poppe have many examples like

olbpy 'without being' and Wurm gives cfondoy 'like that

)

g

in the dialect described)

uggestion in sither source that

ould -aver be &, 3, or o.
Note, finally, that the adjustment rule AA must pre-
ceds AY if it ig a geparate rule-at all. The reverse
ordering would yield *Randey, *oténdey, *ayipey. The rule
developed in this paper must therefore be seguenced as
follows in & strict linear ordering:

calatal harmeny (FHy or P

lakial harmony {LH or LH")

lowness adjustment (AR; superiluous with PH' and LH']

It can be s=an now that AR can neither be last in the
prdering nor freely applicable at all derivational stages,
and that a surface contrast among threse wvowel heights

exists in the context 4, where ©, e, and 2 211 ocC

i

ur.

4]

B. Pha: &
(1949:101) savs t
normally £ront in
{kdlbagymén. in the
cannot, howsver
representation /&
apnd Halle 1968:34
campletely before
be returned to af
applied by that c©
above would alway
occurent or only
described by Wurm

A natural re
allow certain sst
manner of single
would apply compl
do s0 monvacuousl
nntil it could no
Vacuity of applic
seguEnce as a whc
and the manner of
would be directic

So applied,
will account Ifor
segmant selectior
Iafi tooright diz

considered in pre



it

1 harmony

/ay interferes

illy expected

tle 33 must pre-—

The reverse

aational stages,

211 ooour.
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of AY on the polyeyilabi

vowsls following the derived Hy are

i
he dialect he desecribes:

a
t
(kg lbaymin in the literary language) 'I do not make'. We
cannot, however, derive this example from its underlying

representation Jhkel+bd+y+nin/ on the standard view (Chomsky

and Halle 196E8:34] and passim) that a rule must be appliad
completely before any later rule is considered and canriot
be returned to afier any later rule has in fact applied.
Applied by that econvention, the rule seguence established
above would always yield kslbdymin, which is either non-
pocourent or only a wvariant pronunciation in the dialect
describad by Wurm.
A nmatural revision of the ordering convention would
allow certain sets of rules to apply iterativelwy in the
manner ©of single rules. Thus an iterative rule seguence
would apply completely to some single segment if it could
do so nonvacuously, then to another segment, asnd so on
antil it could not apply noenvacuously to any segment.
Vacuity of application would be tested for the rule
seguence as a whole rather than for any individual rule,
and the manner of selecting a segment at each iteration
would be directionally controlled, say, or perhaps random.
So applied, the rule seguence developed in this paper
will account for the EKirghiz data, slthough the method of
segment selection is partly indeterminate. A strietly
left to right direction corcectly derives all the forms

considered in previous sectiong of this paper as well as

! symin/ but must

ek
Ln )
(o

dirsction can derive E&lbaymin from Skél

E
be excluded because it has the same massive undesirable
s simultaneous

effects on the individual harmony rules a

-
i
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application and the ordering of labial harmonv befors

palatal harmony; note in

o
JoLdogboy.

derive J

seguence

mulation
although
lation,

tality o

particular that

F
depending on whather underlying

#. Observe that become valid g

lag
about surface forms if applied in
i

selection of segments

For example, i1f the underlying suffim

are all back and palatal harmony is FHa, we can

Pi lh

Lt seemsd perfectly wvalid when considered in iso-
In view of it is clear that the pala-

& sufiix vowsl depends sclely on that of the

receding vowel, not on any more distant vowsl ar

feature spread to all suffixes by a
labial harmony, palatal harmony
assimilation of one

the

rowel to

neighboring syllable.

w
tr

Chomsky , N. M. Hq
Harpar
Hebert, R.J. a2nd M. 1]
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Mary-Louise Kean ON @ ThEGl‘}f of Mark-
edness: Some General
Considerations and a
Case in Point

(. Introduction

It would generally be agreed that to talk about distinctions between
grammatical and ungrammatical strings or 1o assign some measure of
varving degrees of grammaticality to strings would be absurd in the
absence of a clear conception of what a theory of grammar is a
theory of. By the zame token, lo stipulate that some rule, string,
etc., is marked or unmarked, or more or less marked with respect to
some other rule, string, ete., would make little sense in the absence of
a coherent conception of what a theory of markedness is a theory of .
While, with increasing frequency, one encounters references to
markedness in the literature, such discussions as there are typically
take place in the absence of any attempt to define what the proper
domain of markedness theories is or 1o characterize their role in
seneral linguistic theory. Rather, what one usually finds is that there
is an implicd assumption that it is well-understood what theories of
markedness are all about. However, consideration of the diversity of
uses encounterad and the tacit assumptions which they entail strongly
sugoests that there is little ground for assuming that the domain of
markedness is in fact well-understood. Lo this paper the question Lo
be addressed is then: what is a theory of markedness a theory of, and
what is the role of such a theory in grammar? Having proposed an
answer to that question, we will then turn to a specific example of a
markedness theory, a theory of intrasegmental structure. Having
outlined that case we will return again to considerations of
markedness theories in general.




