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0. Introduction. Palato-velar harmony is a law that requires value
agreement among vowels with regard to the feature [Back]. It is common
to all Turkic languages and is usually accompanied by language-specific
types of consonantal harmony based upon the features [Back] or [High).
Labial harmony requires value agreement among vowels with regard to
the feature [Round]. In Turkic it is languages-specific in occurrence and
diverse in manifestation. The fact that all Turkic lanpuapes have harmonic
principles but at the same time seem to tolerate various types and degrees
of disharmony has been complicating the formulization of harmonic roles
in specific Turkic languages.

The basic argument offered in Lhe following? is that Turkic harmony
applies regularly and that the apparent violation of harmonic rules is “reg-
ular™ in the extended sense of Johnson's (1980) term. Regular disharmony
will be shown to be due to any of four main factors among which one con-
stitutes a regular response to lexdealized disharmony, one is a superstratal
{or postlexical) process, and two define applicability.

Moreover, it will be shown implicitly that results of synchronic,
language-specific analyses can be confirmed by means of comparative and
etymological data, Diachronic data may help to corroborate the synchron-
ically based identification of remaining underlying distinetions. A compar-
ative approach enables one to gain a clearer insight into the evolution and
development of harmonic systems, particularly within a language group
that is as close-knit as Turkic,

Modern Standard Turkish has hitherfo received by far the greaftest
amount of attention in Western publications dealing with Turkic harmony.

1 This presentation is a revised version of a manuscript eited in Hahn
1991, forthcoming, Lindblad 1990, and Zhao & Hahn 1990: 282. Ablahat
Ibrahim and Litip Tohti occasionally served as Uyghur langnage informants,
and Vern Lindblad shared some of his research findings with me and made
some valuable suggestions.
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DIACHRONIC ASPECTS OF REGULAR DISHARMONY

Here, Modern Uyghur?® data are entered into the discussion, since this lan-
guage on the one hand is relatively conservative with regard to suffix cre-
ation and labial harmony development but on the other hand is innovative
with regard to phonological nentralization, both of which characteristics
contribute to a considerable degree of apparent disharmony. Data taken

from other Turkic languages serve to illustrate developmental tendencies
and scopes,

1. Harmonic Principles

1.1. Vowel Phoneme Distinctions. The vowel phonemes of Standard
Uyghur are divided into two identically structured main groups that are
distinct on the basis of the feature [Back]. Each of these two groups has
three height levels and is subdivided into two vertical colomns that are
distinet on the basis of the feature [Round|. Furthermore, the phonemes
have binary quantitative distinction,®

(1) Modern Uyghur vowel phonemes (extended inventory)

[~Back] [+Back]

[~Round] [+Round] [-Round] [+Round]
[~Leng] [+Long] [-Long] [+Long] [~Long] [+Long] [~Long] [+Long]
i i ii i 1 1 1 uu
(&) {ee) i B (¥} [v¥) o oo

i aa & aa

* Modern Uyghur (formerly “East{ern) Turki") serves as a first-learned
language primarily in China’s Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region (for-
merly “Eastern Turkestan” or “Chinese Turkestan”), to a lesser extent in
the neighboring Soviet republics, Afghanistan and Outer Mongolia. In Xin-
jiang, it also serves as an official lingna franca among many of those non-
Uyghur inhabitants whose first-learned language is not Chinese. In the
following, “Modern Standard Uyghur” (hereafter “(Standard) Uyghur™)
collectively refers to the standard “literary” variety of China and of the
Soviet Union, unless specified otherwise.

3 (Hahn 1991, forthcoming, Hafim & Mixri 1986, Polat 1984.) None of
the modern orthographies observes this underlying quantitative distinction:
e.g., [tir/ = tdr ‘sweat' va. [tidr/ = tdr ‘complexion’. (Although its word-
initial status remains debatable, a glottal stop (/2/ = ') is here assumed to
be phonemic in all positions.)
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‘The native vowel phoneme inventory has been augmented by means of
the loan-specific phoneme pairs fe/ # fee/ and [v/ # fvy/* (In native
contexts, [e] can occur only as a distributional variant of any unrounded
vowel; Hahn 1986: 43-48; 1991; forthcoming; Zhang & Meng 1982: 59; see
also 2.2.3.). Other Turkic vowel phoneme inventories have been angmented
differently,® if at all. In a few Turkic languages, the distinction in the
non-high front (usually /ele)/ # /id(&)/) also applies in what appear to be

* Ifollow Lindblad 1990: 8-8 in assuming a back counterpart to fe(e)/ to
account for back-vocalic response to what is orthographically represented as
e in certain loanwords; e.g., Chinese gangshé > Uyghur guyse ‘commune’
— gupse+da (not *gupfe+dd) ‘at the commune’, Russian universitet —
Uyghur ‘uniwersitet ‘university’ — ‘wniwersitet+ta (not *'uniwersitet-£id)
‘at the university’.

“ In Modern Standard Turkish, for example, loan roots may contain
vowels that orthographically equal back vowels but trigger off front-vocalic
harmeny response. Amang these vowels, only a = [u]~|a] may differ phe-
netically from back a = [af; e.g., Arabic hal > hal = |ha:l] ‘condition’ —
hali = [hah] (not *hah = *fhedi]) ‘its condition’ (cf. dal = [ded] ‘branch’
—+ dalt = [dodi] ‘its branch’). Yavag (1980) argues that in this case front-
vocalic response is due to the palatality of an adjacent consonant (ie.,
Jhaalif ve. /dah/). While this seems justified at least regarding initial
anaptyxis (e.g., French club = [klib] > /Kliib/ — kulifp = [kuliip] ‘club’),
it is disproven where front-voealic response to « oceurs across other kinds
of consonants in non-initial anaptyxis as well as in suffixation; e.g., Arabic
gabr > kabir (not *kabir) ‘tomb’ — kabri (not *kabri) ‘his tomb’ (Lewis
1978: 19), Arabic zird@‘al > ziraet = [araiat] ‘agriculture’ (ef. Uyghur
fziraa’it/ — zira'@t ‘agricultural product’) — ziraati (not *ziraat:) ‘its
agriculture’. Thus, the only possible solution seems to be to assume loan-
specific phonemes, such as fa(d)/. which are treated front-vocalically like
fA(&)/, as distinct from back-vocalic fa(a)/: /kibr/, [ziraa'it/ ete, (Al
ternatively, one might represent the set [8(&)/ # fa(a)/ # [fala)/ as [e(e)/
# [a(d)/ # [a(a)/ respectively.] Loan-specific rounded vowel phonemes
cannot be posited, since front-vocalic response after v and o appears to be
consistently due to consonant feature assimilation (e.g., after front /1/), as
suggest by Yavas (1980); e.g., Arabic nukil ‘denial’ > /niilkuul/ — nikail
‘retraction’ — nidkild 'its retraction’ (cf. Arabic nufis ‘souls’ > /miifuus/
— ndfus ‘population’ — ndifusu ‘its population’}, French réle > rol ‘zole’
—+ rolii ‘its role’ (cf. French record > rekor ‘record’ — rekoru ‘its record’).
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native roots,® which appears to represent a secondary development.”

In the absence of angmentation and quantitative distinction, the Stan-
dard Uyghur vowel phoneme inventory is that shared by all known Turkic
languages., It has only two height levels. The mid-level and the low level
together constitute a single low level.® This basic low-level structure is
perfectly symmetrical in conjunction with the high-level structure in an in-
ventory each of whese three categorial criteria rely upon binary distinction.

(2) Modern Uyghur vowel phonemes (hasic inventory)

[~Back] |[+Back]
[-Round] [+Round] [-Round] [+Round]
[—Low] i il 1 u
[+TLow] i i a o

It is this simple inventory and its distinctive feature categorization that
constitutes the basis for Turkic suffix vowel assignation.

1.2. Harmonic Processes. In all Turkic langnages. native morphological
derivation and syntactic funclion marking rely solely ipon postpositive
devices, namely upon the adding of postpositions, compound elements,
enclitics and suffixes to roots and stems. With regard to vocalic structure,
postpositions, compound elements and enclitics are discrete units. while
suffixes must be adapted to the roots and stems to which they are attached

® For example, in Qazaq (Kazakh), native (and Common Turkic) FET
(— e = [g]) is distinct from [a/ (— d = [a]; alternatively e/ # fi/). The
latter ocours in a few kinship terms, otherwise in loanwords; e.g., Arabic
hawd' > dwa ‘air’, Farsi har > dr ‘each’. Russian pal’io > palto ~ [p'=lie]
‘overcoat’ {Geng & Li 1985: 205, 207, 215). In Azerbaijani, this distinction
exists within the native lexicon; e.g., el ‘nation’ vs. al ‘hand’ {Amirpur-
Ahrandjani 1971: 46-47, Poppe 1960: 105).

" Poppe (1960;: 102-106) assumes that the development of mid-level e/
took place in both Mongolic and Turkic after the separation of these two
Altaic branches, since fe/ # [4/ distinctions do net correspond between
them. He considers it possible that e/ was derived from /i under the
influence of an adjacent palatal and a following (subsequently deleted)
vowel,

¥ Based upon the commonly held assumption that [+Low] is marked, and
taking into account Uyghur vowel raising as a manifestation of reduetion in
light syllables (i.e., [+Low] — [-Low]), mid- and low-level vowels are here
combined under the label [+Low| rather than under the label [—High].
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and with which they form units that upon the basis of their phonological
integrity are defined as “words.”  Suffix adaptation is characteristically
based upon harmonic principles thal determine feature value assignation to
all vowels and to certain consonants. Harmonically responsive segments are
assumed to be derived from archiphonemes (i.e., underspecified phonemes)
and as such are here and elsewhere represented by means of capital letters.
Vocalic archiphonemes are minimally distinet in height. Harmonic backness
value assignation applies mandatorily and uniformly during suffixation in
all Turkic languages, while harmonic roundness assignation is language-
specific regarding applicability and conditioning,

1.2.1, Palato-Velar Harmony. The term “palato-velar harmony” de-
notes the concomitance of vocalic backness harmony with one of several
backness-conditioned consonantal harmony variants. Palato-velar harmony
manifests itself in virtually all known Turkic languages. More precisely
stated, it applies consistently in all modern spoken Turkic languages {with
a few exceptions, such as certain varieties of highly Iranized urban Uszbek)
and in most modern written Turkie languapes. Certain remnants of it sur
vive in those varieties that have been regarded as having lost harmony.
Palato-velar harmony iz attestable in all known pre-modern Turkic lan-
guages as far back as in the varieties recorded in the eatliest extant Early
Written Turkic (Le.. Kék Turkic and Old Uyghur) documents. Distinelions
both among vowel symbols and among certain consonant symbols serve
as clear indicators in Old Uyghur manuscripts from as early as the ninth
century C.E. (Gabain 1974, Nasilov 1963). Categorial distinction among
vowel-carrying consonant symbols has been obzerved in the “runic® Turkic
epitaph inseriptions of the Orkhon and Yenessei areas, which go back to the
seventh century C.E. and possibly much earlier. These arthographic differ-
entiations are understood as indicating the existence of harmonic backness
distinction in the earliest known varieties of Turkic { Abduraxmanov & Rus-
tamov 1982, Ajdarov 1971, Erimer 1969, Gabain 1959, 1974, Malov 1951,
Meyer 1965). There ought to be little doubt about this distinction being
voealie, since rounded back and front vowels are distinguished also in the
absence of vowel carricrs, and vocalic backness harmony is attestable only
some one hundred years later. If and to what desree this distinction was
also consonantal (namely affecting b, d~t, 5, n, [, , g~k and y) remains
to be determined.

1.2.1.1. Palato-Velar Vowel Harmony. As mentioned earlier, in
the Turkic langnages at least height value is predetermined in vocalic
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archiphonemes that undergo backness harmony assignation: high (I} (-
non-labial /if ~ /i/, labial [if =~ fuf) and low JA/ (— non-labial i/ ~
faf, labial [/ ~ Jo/). Within a language-specific, synchronic context, this
could be argued to be the case in languages such as Turkish, namely in
languages in which labial harmony applies consistently to all high vowels,
Vocalic archiphonemes may have predetermined roundness value as well:
M U/, JAS, 1O/ e.g., Standard Uyghur /If — fif ~ fif, fU} — Jif ~
fufy JAf = f&i] ~ fa/. This is most clearly evident in Turkic languages
in which a suffix may have an inherently round vowel that does not un-
dergo delabialization where labial harmony applies: e.g., Oirghiz (Kirghiz)
W [ o B [§f ~ fuf, [U] — [i] ~ faf, [ = (3] ~ fa] o
f6] ~ fof, O} — {6/ ~ fof. Fundamentally, namely in the absence of
superstratal disharmonization and root-internally toleratod disharmony, all

vowels within and not beyond the boundaries of a word (#) agree with each
other in backness value:

(3} Palato-velar vowsl harmony

r r
# Co EOE\.IIK:]J (Cy Ir:r]]"ack] Jo Co #

1.2.1.2. Palato-Velar Consonant Harmony, Within native contexts,
consonantal harmony requires certain consonantal phonemes to conform to
the backness value of the assigned vocalism within a word. In Karaim,
this applies to all consonants (Musaev 1966, Pritsak 1959a). In South-
western Turkic languages, such as Gagauz (Pokrovskaja 1966), Azerbaijani
(Amirpur-Ahrandjani 1971, GadZieva 1866) and Western Turkish dialects,
velars associate with back vowels, while their palatal or palato-alvenlar
tounterparts associate with front vowels (/1) # A, (&l # [el, [E] #
/%/). In most other Turkic languages (including Modern Uyghur), palatal-
ization may be encountered as a secondary feature, the basic manifesta-
tion of consenantal harmony being harmonic distinction amiong back eon-

sonants, namely between velars and nvulars (/e/ # [a/. &/ £ [q}, ln] £
Ia'INf}.n

(4) Palato-velar consonant harmony

o1 v C ; v
laBack] % [eBck] 20 [—aHigiL]- % [aBack]

® A back nasal pair (always 5 in the official orthographies) is here as-
sumed included in the harmony-sensitive series, (The allophone [#] oceurs
with back vowels and uvulars, )
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Under (3}, regular manifestations of palato-velar harmony are illns-
trated by means of corresponding morphemic forms in Turkish and Qazaq
(Geng & Li 1985, Kenesbaev and KaraSeva 1966, Xinjlang Weiwuer Zizhiqu
Wenzi Gongzuo Welynanhui 1983).

(5} Regularly applying palato-velar harmouy

Turkish Cazan
FEly-im—it-ntdand Fkiy-imn-H-+n-+nan# “rom his clothing’
Flwtitntdand et rnnanst ‘Hrom hiz daughter’

Fasik+lar+imiz-+isE  FFAsik+tar+imiztgid# ‘to our donkeys’
Fayak+lar+ume+ad# fayagttartimiricad Cto our feet’

1.2.2. Labial Vowel Harmony. The term *labial {vowel) harmony”
collectively denotes all variants of & law that requires word-internal voealic
roundness agreement. This type of harmonic agreement shares itz domain
of application partially'® or entirely with palato-velar harmony, but usu-
ally does not exceed it.12 Although the application of labial harmony in its
various forms tends to be more prevalent in one Turkic subproup than in
another, and the possibility that langonage contacts account for its spread

W Menges (1947; 61) describes a Qaragalpaq dialect in which labial har-
mony does not apply bevond the first controlled syllable; e.g., kdllérindd
(ef. Qirghiz kélddrindd) ‘in its lakes”, tomdanddgi (ef. T Turki femanddq
[Zhao & Hasim 1985: 28]) ~ tédmdnddgs (cf. Qirghiz tdmdnddki) *(that)
which iz (shown) below’ (“on the above, on high” [sic.], Menges 194T: 61).

1 A rare instance of low labial harmony applying in the absence of palato-
velar harmony is found in I Turki (Hahn 1990, Zhao & HaZim 19835),
for example with regard to the collective numerative marker ... (ajuw ~
coofd)u (ef. Old Uyghur .. {@)gi ~ ... {aleu, Xinflang Qazag ... [dlw -~
coofeju), In I Turki, unrounded non-high vowels are phonetically distinct
with regard to backness, while the rounded vowels surface neutralized as
medial allophones. Attached to & root whose last vowel is unrounded, the
morpheme in question acts like an enclitic in that it remains back-vocalic
even after front-vocalic stems (e.g., bef+aw ‘the five of them together’),
but it does respond to labial harmony (eg., ué+dw ‘the three of them
together'). Another such rare instance is the Turkish attributive marker
ookl which acts like a postposition (i.e., does not undergo harmony and
voicedness assimilation); e.g., fimdiki (not *fimdigi) ‘current’, yarinki (ot
fraringt) ‘tomorrow’s’. However, it does respond to front labial influence;

e, (#FbugHiind£Ei# this day's’ ») buginkd (nol Fhuginki) today’s
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cannot be ruled out, its presence and typology do not appear to be definable
as solely genealogically or areally based. Labial harmeny and its typology
can be dialectally based and can be quite diverse within the same genealogi-
cilly defined language, as is the case for example in Modern Uyghur (Cheng
1984, Gappariwa 1080, Hahn 1986: 36-42, Jarring 1933: 67-89, Li 1986,
Mixri 1984, Osmanop 1983, Pritsak 1959b, Sadvakasov 1970, 1976, Tenigev
1963) and in Qazaqg (Geng & Li 1985: 4, Poppe 1960: 150). So far, the two
main types “high labial harmony” and “general labial harmony” have been
discussed in some detail in relevant publications.

1.2.2.1. High Labial Harmony. The type of labial harmony that
consistently and exclusively affects the realization of high vowels has bean
analyzed and discussed mainly within the context of Turkish (e.z., Clements
& Bezer 1982, Crothers & Shibatani 1980, Kardestuncer 1982a, 1982b.
1983, Lees 1961, 1966a, 1966b, Pierce 1966, Zimmer 1967). This type
applies also in other Turkic languages, primarily in those used on the
western periphery of the Turkic-speaking area, for example in Azerbaijani
(2.2, Amirpur-Ahrandjani 1971: 69-T3, GadZieva 1966), Turkmen (e.g.,
Agimov et al, 1966, Hanser 1977), Gagauz (e.g., Pokrovskaja 1966), Kumyk
(e.g.. Magomedov 1966), Karachay-Balkar (e.g., Xabicev 1966), Karaim
(e.g., Musaev 1066, Pritsak 195%) and Chulym Turki (Dul'zon 1966).
Barly tendencies toward this type are evident in medieval Eastern Turkic
literature, including the Qarakhanid text Quiadsu bilig of the eleventh
century C.E. (Doerfer 1985 19-20, Minzu Wenxue Yanjiusuo 1084), as
well as in Qypchaq and Ottoman literary works from between the 13th and
13th centuries C.E. {e.z., Doerfer 1085).

Under (8), this type of roundness agreement of every high vowel with
the nearest vowel (usually with the immediately preceding vowel in iterative
application) is illustrated in the case of Standard Turkish, juxtaposed with
cognate forms in Written Qazaqg, a language in which no type of labial
harmony applies.

{6} Extent of high labial harmony

Turlkish Qazag

44 g5liimiiz4-fingt #kbl-+imiz+din ‘of our lake’
Feol+lar+imiz4-ingt fkol+dir+Himiz+diggf  ‘of our lakes’

#Ehotumue+uns #Fgolfimiz+-ding ‘of our arm’
#Hkot-+Htarimiz+mds #qolddardimizdding Cof our arms’

#ifin-rlimiiz4+iindg #kin+imiz4ding# ‘of our day’

™
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#Elin+lar+imizings skiintdar+imiz+dig#  ‘of our days

#hus+umuz-Luns Frus-Hmz-Hdiedt ‘of our bird’
FlusHartmiz+ing  #qusttartimiz+din#  ‘of our birds®

1.2.2.2. General Labial Harmony. In another major type of labial har-
mony, roundness agreement affects also low vowels under various languape-
specific constraints, Low labial harmony has been assumed to bea relatively
more recent development than is high labial harmoeny from which it has been
traditionally distingnished by means of the label “labial attraction™ (e.g.,
in Menges 1947: 60-64, and Poppe 1958: 675, 1960: 150). A simultaneous
rule application treatment has been proposed for Qirghiz (Johnson 1980;
see 1.3.).

In this type of labial harmony, high vowels are ordinarily affected
consistently. Usually, all low vowels can be labialized as well, except where
/a/ is controlled by /u/, which is the case for instance in Qirghiz (e:z.,
Axmatoy 1970, Axmatov et al. 1975, Hehert & Poppe 1963, Hu 1086,
Junasaliev 1966), as illustrated in juxtaposition with Turkish cognates
inder {7).

(7) Extent of general labial harmeony

Qirghiz Turkish
Fhill+Hibiig+déns FrEol+limiiz4-dind ‘from our lake’
Fkil+dor+ihiiz--dongt tahl - lar+Himiz4-dingt ‘rom our lakes’

Fgottubuz+dandt #hol+umuz-dansk “from our arm’
#Fool+dor+ubnz+-dan#  #kol+tartimzt+dan#®  ‘from our arms’

#blin+iibiizfdingt FElind-dmiz-+din# “from our day’

Fkiint+dér+ibiiz+ding  #gin+lir+imiz+ding  ‘from our days’
Faquifubuz+dan Fhuitumus+dans “from our bird’
srqus+larHibimtdand #kuitlar+umztdan#  “from our hirds'

The same rule applies in Lopneri (which is officially considered a Mod-
ern Uyghur dialect)!? and in certain dialects of Altay (Menges 1947 60,63,

12 Gappariwa 1980: 25-26, Hahn 1986: 38, Mixri 1984, Osmanop 1983,
Pritsak 1959 540, Tenidev 1963: 147-150, Zhao & Zhu 1985: 200-201;
e, whol+lord (cf Standard Uyghur #kél+lir#) ‘lakes’, #qoy+lor# (cf.
Standard Uyghur #qoy+largt) ‘(various) sheep', iiz+zdr# (cf. Standard
Uyghur #yiiz+larg) ‘faces’, but #lop++tug+tarZ (ef Standard Uyghur
#lop++lug+lar#) ‘people of Lop' {(Mixri 1984: 57,59).
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Pritsak 1959¢: 577-578). In Yakut, low vowels can be labialized only by
a preceding non-high, short, rounded vowel13 In Bashgir—a language in
which, as in its close relative Tatar (Chen & Téen 1986, Zakiev 1966), most
Common Turkic high- and mid-level vowels have switched levels—low labial
harmony is confined to the mid-level and is controlled by non-high vowels
(Juldafev 1966, Poppe 1965: 182). Its passive constraints thus, strictly
speaking, equal those of high labial harmony, since common Turkic hLigh
suifix vowels have heen lowered, and low suffix vowels are exempted from
labial harmony. Its causative constraints, however, belong to the same
category as those in Yakut. TIn Standard Altay, underlying high vowels
tend to be labialized within lexicalized stems only and then only after a
high round vowel: B.g., Fsilizingt ~ ##siiliziin# “fox’ (Pritsak 1959¢: a7,
However, usually only underlying low vowels are labialized by preceding
non-high vowels; e.g,, #qol+dor# ‘arms’, vs. #qol+1# “his arm’ (Poppe
1965; 183, Baskakov 1966). Certain non-standard varieties of Shor show a
tendency toward general labial harmony, but low labialization is restricted
to front-vocalic sequences.™ A rare case of unrestricied general labial har-
mony application is found in spoken Standard Turkmen: e.r., wlumsirarmak
= [ulumBuromoq] ‘(process of) boasting’ (Hanser 1977: 15).

1.3. Formulization. Vowel harmony in Altaie (i.e., Turkic, Mongolic and
Tungusic) and Uralic (ie., Finnic, Ugric and Samoyedic) languages has
been widely regarded as being generated by means of iteratively applying
metaphonic or specificatory rules. In recent years, models for simultane-
ous rule application have been proposed, such as Clements antosegmental
treatment (e.g., Clements 1976, 1980, Clements & Sezer 1982), and tliese
have been variously rejected within a Ural-Altaic context (e.g., Anderson
1930, Johnson 1980; 93-04, Vago 1980Db),

It is not intended to enter into any lengthy discussion about various
descriptive approaches within the limited scope of this presentation. The
definition of the domain of mandatory harmony application and the identi-
fication of regular disharmonizing processes and conditions presented here
implicitly point toward the consistent application of harmonic rules in Tur-
kic, and they throw further doubt upon the practice of positing disharmony

¥ For instance #rDoro+1ors# ‘wolves', #o+lor# ‘those’, but FHuutlard
‘waters', Ftil+lar ‘dreams’, #uol +Har# ‘sons’, #kidldlirZ ‘Jakes’
(Poppe 1959: 676).

'* For instance #sbs+tin4 ~ 7rsda+ton# ‘from the word’, #kir——zi
~ sFkir——zdg# Yif he sees® (Pritsak 19504 632)
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labels and opaque constituents such as those vsed particularly in simulta-
neous application models. Tpso focto, they contribute to the invalidation of
hitherto expressed objections to linear application models, at least within
a Turkic context.

For the purpose of the present discussion then, it is assumed that
Turkic harmony manifests itself by way of feature value assignation rules
that operate on a co-occurrence resiriction basis and apply progressively,
i.e, cyclically, to their own output: an added suifix i= assimilated to the
nearest relevant segment. Crothers & Shibatani's (1980) basic analysis
within a Turkish context is here taken as being fundamental also within
a more general Turkic context. In this analvsis, morpleme structure con-
straints and phonetic constraints are assumed to be, by and large, identical
co-occurrence restrictions, the former defining well-formed lexical represen-
tations, and the latter defining well-formed words (Crothers & Shibatani
1980: 77). Native and fully nativized roots and lexicalized stems have un-
dergone harmonizing processes in this fashion, while phonological adap-
tation of loanwords as Turkic roots does not include internal harmonic
assimilation. All roots are lexicalized [ully specified with regard to level,
backness and roundness, be they internally karmonic or disharmonic. Only
a root- or stem-final syllable is relevant fo further harmonization in that
it initially determines at least the backness category of the remainder of a
word, Suffixes used for free derivation and for syntactic function marking
contain segments with archiphonemic representation that undergo feature
value assignation rules. This implies a greater degree of abstractness than
in Kiparsky's (1973) model in which also vowels in productive suffixes are
fully specified in their “least marked” form before they undergo harmonic
assimilation.

This model appears to be viable at least within a synchronie con-
text. For example, it allows palato-velar harmony (1.2.1.) and high labial
harmony (1.2.2.1.) applying to underlying vowels to be captured within
one confiated rule statement, assoming that there are only the two vocalic
archiphonemes whose backness and roundness values are to be determined,

{8} Palato-velar harmony and high labial harmony

vV v
#Back aBack 7 ;.
; - cllack C C
+High [{ Alound >| o
IR.ound
Vowels within roots and lexicalized stems canmot nndergo this rule, since
they are fully specified, namely have no blanks (§). Alternatively, mor-

< FRound =
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pheme boundary specifications would have to be incorporated into the rule,
which would be problematic, because within contemporary, synehronic con-
texts suffixes may be disyllabic as a result of contraction (e.g., Turkish
[-Il+# /17 discussed below).

In most Turkic langnages, only the feature [Back] has indeterminate
value, while labial harmony involves labialization but not delabialization
(see 1.2.1, above). Thus, the vowel in the (Jirghiz habitual participial suffix
J-EU+#/.19 for example, undergoes palato-velar harmonization but retains
its inherent roundness under all conditions; e.g., #min-ciigt ‘(habitually)
riding’, #bar-fu# ‘(habitually) going (and arriving)’ (Hu 1986: 121). In
contrast, the vowels in the Turkish equivalent [-IjT4-22/ (< */-AZEI44/
< F-AFEU4#/T) surface in two unrounded and two rounded variants;
e, FaeHiif ‘crushing’, ‘overwhelining’, #ak-ji#t ‘Huent’, #Eildi-ijis
(“causing to langh” =) ‘amusing’, #Fuyuitur-ujuft (“benumbing” =) ‘in-
toxicating’ (Hatiboglu 1974: 75-T6, Lewis 1978: 220). Johnson (1980: 91),
assuming iterative rule application, caplures Qirghiz general labial har-
mony (see 1.2.2.2.) within a single labialization rule according to which
non-application of low labialization after fu/ constitutes a case of regular
labial disharmony.

(9} Johmson’s Qirghiz labialization rule

'ﬁk?'
- ; crHigh
V — [+Hound] / FBack o [:'-ﬁT,h]
+Round

Condition: (o 05180+ +.—]

1.4. Diachronic Implications. Assuming on the basis of langnage-
specific data that labial harmony is & labialization process within the en-
tire Turkic context would be too sweeping a generalization, even though
comparative and historical data strongly tempt one to regard labialization

1% Consistently with Western Turcological conventions (Gabain 1974),
the symbols + and - in morphemic representations indicate nominal and
verbals suffix boundaries respectively. TIn this presentation (as in Hahn
1991, this has been extended to final position where further suffixing is
possible. PFurther suffiving is mandatory in the absence of a final word
boundary {#).

1% QI Traditionally Written Mongolian imperfect converbial i ~ —ju ~
-0l re 0wy e, kele-Ji saying’, abéu ‘taking’, (Gabain 1974: 116G, Poppe
1964: 96G).
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of fully specified unrounded phonemes as being an carlier developmental
stage whose principle is still underlying. Within a purely Turkish context.
for example, such diachronic considerations ought not stand in the way of
capturing the ntmost depree of abstractness, as that of the archiphonemie
Turkish suffix vowel inventory /L, JA/. In analyzing harmonic systems
within purely synchronic contexts, only language-specific domanial con-
straints, degrees of abstractness and rule statements are relevant,

Within a comparative, diachronic context, a significant implication of
the development from specification to underspecification regarding round-
ness, in conjunction with the identification of historically word- and enclitic-
derived suffixes (see 2.1.). is that Turkie suffixization is essentially an ab-
straction process. If one goes along with Crothers and Shibatani's defense
of the permissibility of blanks in harmonic system descriptions (Crothers
& Shibatani 1980: 70~72, Shibatani & Crothers 1974: 268), one would Lave
to conclude that this type of affixization, as an essential part of a develop-
ment from phonological discretenesz o phonological dependency, signifies
the loss of unconditional feature value specification and thus the evolution
of archiphonemes,

Consistently with this conclusion, one would not simply state that an
inherently rounded vowel in a word- and clitie-derived suffix has undergone
delabialization in a language without Jabial harmony and still undergoes
delabialization where in a labial harmony system non-lahial variants are re-
quired. Rather, one would have to state that the positive roundness feature
value has been deleted and a blank has been created in the course of affix-
ization. For example, in some Turkic languages, the Early Written Turkic
aoristic verb form #tur-2r3t ‘stand(s)’, ‘persist(s)’ (Gabain 1974: 126, Lewis
1978: 96, Risinen 1957: 172-173) has been developed into a literary or cat-
egorical statement expression or into & progressive tense marker. In certain
languages it developed into an enclitic:!? e.g., in Troki {Lithuanian) Karaim
(Muszev 1966: 264), Western Uyghur (“Yellow Uyghur,” Chen & Lei 1985)
and Modern Uyghur (*#tur-"r# > [oodtdurdt /). In other languages, such
as Turkish, it developed into a prestressed suffix (Lewis 1978: 96-98, *#tur-
“r# > [ A+dE#)S Asan enclitic, it undergoes voicedness assimilation
but does not undergo harmonic assimilation. As a suffix, it is affixed after
stress assignment, but it still undergoes harmonization. surfacing either in
two varants (i.e., where labial harmony does not apply) or in four variants

" A single word boundary () separates a clitic (Kardestuncer 1982b:
ses 2.4,

% A double suffix boundary separates a prestressed suffix (see 2.4.).
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(i.e.s where lahial harmony applies to underlying vowels).
(10) Enclitic vs, suffix
Uyghur Turkish

Fgiilfduri #gil++diicgt s (indeed) 1 flower’
lotEturdt #ot -+ turd ‘is (indead) an herh?
#?ﬁr#dur# #ﬁr++di]‘# ‘15 {indeed) o male’
#Tal#turit FRatF i ‘is (indeed) a horse’
Lecognition of this evolutionary process in conjunction with compara-
tive analyses within a Turkic and generally Altaic context may facilitate and
corroborate the identification of words as sources of enclitics and suffixes,
This might prove to be beneficial also to langnage-specific, synchronic anal-
yees, given the fact that suffixes that can be attested as being word-derived
tend to be phonologically distinguished from other suffixes.

2. Regular Disharmony. The Modern Uyghur harmony system has
been described as being inconsistent and thus as occupying in this respect
& categorial pesition somewhere between that of a2 “harmonie? langnape,
such as Qirghiz, and that of a “non-harmonije" language, such as Uzbek
{Kajdarov 1966: 368). Evidently, this view is based solely upon phonetic
surface manifestations and variously distorting orthographic conventions.
Harmonic processes apply underlyingly in virtually all Turkic lanpuage,
even though it might be true to say that the system is moderately to
highly flawed in a few varieties, such as Standard Uzbek (Sjoberg 1962).
With regard to alleged harmonic inconsistencies in Modern Uyghur, it is
possible to argue that whatever appears to be disharmonic is attributable
to specifie, regular constraints and processes that are identified as follows:
(11) Disharmeny factors in Modern Uyghur

{1) Root-final disharmony

(2) Phonological neutralization

(3) Labialization constraints

(4) Domanial constraints

Orthographic disharmony cannot be dismissed as entirely irrelevant in
all cases, considering that, due to a usually high degree of prestige of the
written language, orthographic conventions tend to become interpreted as
generally preseriptive and thus tend to influence spoken forms to varous
degrees. This is the case in Mod ertt Uzbek where a written Tranized urban
dialect with a somewhat abstract orthography tends to reinforce phonetic
neutralization in prestigeous spoken varieties (Menges 1968: T0-80).
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2.1. Root-Final Disharmony. As mentioned earlier (1.2.1.), dishar-
mony is tolerated inside o Turkic root. The type of disharmaony one en-
counters in a few apparently native roots, particularly in kinship ferms
and onomatopoetic forms, tends to be limited to a vowal and & consonant
belonging to different harmonie categories; e.g., Uyghur ‘aka (not *'dkéd
or *'aga) ‘elder brother'. Any type of harmony violation may be encoun-
tered within roots that have been derived from foreign words: e.x., Chinese
dirué > Uyghur /#dasSéo+a#/ — dudi ‘(Chinese) college’, Farsi qubrestan
> Uyghur /[qibristaant#/ — giwristan ‘graveyard’. What delermines
the harmonic category of the remainder of a given word is the root-final
syllable, in the vast majority of cases the final vowel; e.g., ‘ska+da by the
elder brother', dafo+da ‘at the (Chinese) college’, gawristan-+da ‘at the
graveyard'. Where in Uyghur a vowel happens to be followed by a root-
final consonant of the opposite harmonic category, and the following suffix
begins with a harmonically sensitive consonant, suflix-internal disharmony
is created, since the root vowel determines the suffix vowel category, while
the root-final consonant determines the category of the immediately adja-
cent suffix consonant (Hahn (forthcoming), Lindblad 1990; 28-29). This is
muost clearly illustrated by means of the dative-directive suffix JHGAHS
which under ordinary cirenmstances has the front allomorphs JApirdtf
/+ki++#/ and the back allomorphs /+Ga4#/ ~ /+qa++#/, but which un-
der certain conditions may also have the disharmonic allomorphs [l

and [4katgt/.
(12) Suffix-internal disharmony in Uyghur

Arabic raly >#xilgt#  ‘pation” —#xilgtgit#  ‘to the nation’

Farsi  kdvdk>#kawak+4# ‘pit’ —Fhkawak+ka+# ‘to the pit’

Arabic farg >#SArq+#  ‘east’ —#Eirgtgit# ‘to the east’
taktakt32 ‘clapper’'—#taktak+ka+# ‘to the clapper’

2.2. Phonological Neutralization. Among the Turkic languages, vowel
neutralization is an innovative, apparently eastern areal Teature. In Mod-
ern Uyghur, neutralization is created by fronting. The innovative features
of umlauting and raising in conjunction with fronting lead to regular oc-
currence of any unrounded vowel as ¢ or ¢ in light syllables. As in gener-
ally better-known cases such as Standard Russian and Iberian Portuguese,
Uyghur vowel raising is associated with weakness and thus may be consid-
ered a manifestation of *vowel reduction.”

Certain types of superstratal nentralization seem to lLave existed al-
ready in early Eastern Turkic varieties, probably as eardy as in Old
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Uyghur dialects (Gabain 1974: 45-46), thus a good millenium ago, Menges
(1968: 79) assumes it to have existed also in Chaghatay (“Old Uzbek,”
which served as a literary language between the 15th century C.E. and
1921), but this has not been recognized by others (e.z., Eckmann 1966,
Séerbak 1962), Menges gencrally attributes neutralization to foreign in-
fluences, particularly to Iranization, namely to a Tajik stratum. Vowel
neutralization and signs of perhaps more deep-seated harmonic pertuba-
tions are well-known charactenstics of modern urban Uzbek varieties, in-
cluding Standard Uszbek (in which neutralization has been artificially en-
hanced by way of orthographic rules). These characteristics too have been
attributed to a significant Iranic stratum, not only to external Iranic in-
fluences (i.e., Tajik langnage proficiency among Uzbeks) but also to the
adoption of Uzbek among former Tajik speakers. Vowel neutralization ap-
pears to occur as an areal feature among the Turkic languages. It is more
or less restricted to the eastern regions of Central Asia, and it has affected
also Turkic varieties, such as Salar dialects,!® that had been imported from
Western Turkie regions in which neutralization never gained a foothold.

2.2.1. Fronting. Outside neogrammarian circles, neutral vowels in Turkic
languages have been widely regarded as being indicative of fundamentally
flawed harmonic systems. Zhao & Zhu (1985: 20-21), for example, ap-
pear to interprete phonologically neutralized vowels in Modern Uyghur as
phonemes (ginwei). Unlike for instance in certain Uralic languages and in
post-medieval Mongolic varieties, accept Moghul (Poppe 1960: 112-113),
neutralization in Turkic is, by and large, attributable to superstratal (or
postlexical) rules, namely they are preceded by harmonization. In Stan-
dard Uyghur, the high unrounded vowels are neutralized (i.e., fronted) to
t, but any following morpheme is predictably harmonic,

(13) High-level fronting and harmony in Uyghur

#kii4+# #qs-m+4 H#iAn i+
V. Harmony E T R
Anaptyxis Fqs-1m+#
Plural #hifi+lAr+# #qeumlAr+# #ig++EHATHE

V.Harmony #kifi+lir+# #Foqsam+lar-e#  #Fjag4+L8ilari#

¥ Linguistic evidence points toward Salar belonging to the Western or
Oghuz Turkic group. Salar acquired varions Eastern strata in the wak
of its speakers’ eastward mipration into areas located in today’s Xinjiang,
Qinghai and Gansu. Neutralization in Salar may be attributable to me-
dieval Chaghatay-Turkic influence (Hahn 1988).
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Fronting FEqis-imelar+#
kisildr gistmlar Jangdilar
‘people’ ‘sections’ ‘warriors’

Neutralization by way of fronting takes place also on the mid level,
which, as noted above, is occupied by loan-specific front fe(e)/ and back
J¥(¥)/, both being orthographically rendered as e,

{14) Mid-level fronting and harmony in Uyghur
Ftiybey+4# Fruniry4# Fxwvbyy 3
Locative Ftiybey+dA4+s# Fpundvv-bdA+# Frvvbvy+d A+
V.Harmony #tiyvbey+dit FrunivyHdat# #Frvvbyy+dat£

Fronting frgundeetdat+#  dxecheytdat
Taybeydi guySedn Xebeyda
‘at Taibei' ‘al the commune’ ‘at Hebei’

The label “fronting” may be considered somewhat too general, This
type of neutralization, in which back vowels come to share a set of al-
lophones with its front counterpart, takes place only in neutral types of
environments, namely in environments in which either front vowels or back
vowels may occur. Back-vocalic allophones still oceur in typically back-
vocalic environments, namely adjacent to uvulars.

2.2.2. Vowel Raising. In the standard dialect and in other northern
dizlects of Modern Uyghur, the low unrounded vowels (i.e., /i/ and /af)
are transformed into high unrounded vowels (Le., ¢ and 1 respectively) in
' non-initial and non-fnal light (ie., unstressed CV-type) syllables. This is
| represented consistently in the official orthographies, except where it applies
word-finally in connected speech. Vowel raising follows harmonization and
‘ precedes neutralization (see 2.2.1.); ie., raised vowels are neutralized to i,
| and a following suffix is predictably harmonic.
J

(15) Uyghur vowel raising

#balatlar+1+##kil-ma-dig _, [balilirikdlmidi]
#child+er+-d+##come--nEG-rasTdH ‘His children did not come.’

#1iBdg-Fitpi+#Hbar-—sa-Niz+4 . [tiEiyiyiBarsigiz]
sdonkey+3+par+F#po--cown-2ron+# if you go o his donkey?

SHETE brinhi

2.2.3. Umlauting. In many Uyghur dialects, including the standard
dialect, vowel raising and fronting are preceded by an umlauting rule that
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creates what is orthographically represented as 2 in a word-inital light
syllable followed by a syllable with (i or f1f, a low unrounded vowel {i.e.,
Jaf or fa/) is raised to mid-level (ie.. to ¢ or v respectively).

(16) Uyghur unmlauting (I)
skilin+ i — FlelinLpi-La#

|

kelingd  ‘to the bride’
beligga  ‘to the fish’

#balictaat+d  — fFbhvlictoat# —
HlatFiddi+E = HletHibdi+FE — efidd ‘in its flesh’
Hlat+H1+dat+F# - FEivtdifdadF — elida “n its name’

H#bdr-if4mipt# — Hber-if+migt# — bemsmdk ‘giving together’
#bar-it+mac+# — #byvr-itmac+# — berismag ‘going together’

Being of the type VV (i.e., ViV;, where i = j} and thus rendering a
syllable *heavy,” long vowels cannot be umlanted.

(17) Uyghur umlauting (IT)

FtarFi4#E — feri  ‘his sweat’
FHitdar+i+z£ — tirt ‘his complexion’

FRather than writing a single umlanting role that raises and fronts,
Lindblad {1990: 9-12) describes umlanting as “initial vowel raising,” which
precedes fronting. His solution has been facilitated by his identification of
a back mid-level vowel phoneme,

2.3. Labialization Constraints, At first glance, labial assimilation
among vowels in Standard Uyghur appears to be inconsistent in comparison
with its manifestations in most other Turkic languages. Uyghur ronndness
response most closely resembles the type of high labial harmony that is
prevalent among Western Turkic languages (see 1.2.2.1.), but since round-
ness is archiphonemically specified (i.e., [U/), this response would, theoret-
ically, be identifiable as a high-level labialization process (i.e., [~Round] —
[+Round]) rather than as a truly harmonizing, namely feature-specifying,
process (i.e., [0Round] — [+Round]). What tends to baffle the casual
observer about Standard Uyghur vowel labialization is that only certain
morphemes within the harmonization domain (see 2.4.) take on rounded
vowels.

(18) Labialization in Uyghur
Feaazr+im--3#F ‘my goose’

Ehdl+lim+# ‘my lake’ #Hxilg-+im+-# ‘my nation’
#Ftuzrt++lugtF salty’ dqar+-+lig4# ‘:Encrwy’
#giit++Hlik+# ‘dairy .. #tiam-+lik+#  fasty’

(2) #yol+umisgt  ‘our way’ #eaaz-timiz+#  ‘our goose'
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FhilHimiz+# four lake’ Fxilg+imiz4# ‘our nation’
fFlon+undidt  ‘tenth’ #Flogsaan+indi+# ‘eightieth’
#HCHindi+#  “third® #histingie g Hfifth'

(3) #yol+nmint 4 “of the way' #Gaaz+nin+#  ‘of the goase’
#hildnig+#  ‘of the lake' Fxilg+nin42 ‘of the nation’
#T.uz-i-+siz+# “salt-free! Frard4siz 4 ‘snow-fres’
Falit+Fsint £ ‘non-dairy” Ftiddmpaiz+4 “Lusteloss’

(1) #yol+it ‘its way’ #caaztit# ‘its goose’
eldl 44t ‘its lake' sExaln i fits nation’
Fiuntnif ‘the salt’ ace, Fogar+nit ‘the snow’ ace,
eildnid A ‘the milk' ace. FFLAAm Lni+ ‘the taste’ ace,

Groups (18.1) and (18.2) contain ooly very small samples to illus-
trate that labialization response after a stem-final rounded vowel OCCHrs
only in certain cases. In suffixes of the type shown in Group (18.2) (ie.,
[EVCVC(2)4/, eg.. Fyoltumiz-+#), the first vowel is represented as §in
the official orthographies (e.g., yolimiz), but most speakers labialize it after
2 rounded stem vowel (e, [volumiz]}. Some speakers will apply labializa-
tion to suffixes of the type shown in Group (18.3) (i.e., /£CVC(£)#/, e,
#Eyol+nuns#), but thisis hardly acceptable in the standard language. Labi-
alization will never he applied to suffives of the type shown in Group (18.4)
(Le, JE(CIWV(Z)#/, ez, *yolu), except in dialects that are considered far
removed from Standard Uyghur.

The degree of what at first seems to be inconsistency among the
Uyghur data becomes all the more apparent in juxtaposition with cognates
in Literary Qazaq and Uzbek, in which lahialization does not apply, as well
as with cognates in Modern Standard Turkish, in which labial harmony
applies to any high vowel,

{19) Lahialization in Qazan, Uzbek, Uyghur and Turkish
Qazaq Ugbek Uyghur Turkish

(1) fjohm  gyolim  yolum yolurn ‘my way'
kdlim  kolim  kélim  gélim ‘my lake’
fuzd:  fuzh tuzlug  tuzlu ‘salty’
sutly sutll suthik  sithi ‘dajry . ..0

(2) jolirniz  yolimiz yolumiz yolumur ‘our way'
kitimiz kolimiz kélimiz gélimiiz ‘our lake'
omndt  omingi  'onundl onunju  ‘tenth’
tsnsi  udindi  dfimd ucingti  ‘third'
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(3) joldiy  yolniy yolnigp  wyolun ‘of the way’
kdldin  kolnip  kélnip  gdlin ‘of the lake'
fuzstz  fussiz fussiz tuzsur  ‘salt-free!
stifsiz  sulsie  sulsiz slitsilz ‘non-dairy’

(4] jobh yali yoli yalu ‘its way’
kals kali kil galt ‘its luke’
tuzds  tuznd tuzni f1ezu ‘the salt’ acc.
suitti sulm: o sutm siibi ‘the milk” ace.

Standard Uyghur vowel Iabialization can be explained reasonably only
on the assumption that it applies exclusively to epenthetic vawels, specif-
ically to anaptyctic vowels,”” namely to vowels that are inserted to create
a desirable CVC-type sequence (e.g., tuzdum ‘my salt’) where the union of
two morphemes would otherwise create an undesirable CC-type Sequence
(e.g.. Ttuz+m). The only inherent feature specification of an epenthetic
vowel (which we represent as /°/) is [-Low]; in other words, it is high,
and the respective values of its features [Back| and [Round] come to be
harmonically specified upon its insertion. In contrast, an underlying high

regard to the features [Low] and [Round] (ie., /I/, [T/, JA/), and only the
value of its feature [Back] comes to be harmonically specified (ie., /I/ —
fif =~ f U = faf ~ [uf, JA] = [&] ~ faf).

This analysis is, by and large, consistent with the identification of
what is commounly known as “linking vowels” (German Bindevokale) among
Turcologists. In fact, the same type of harmonic labialization applied
already in Old Uyghur (Gabain 1074: 47-48, Poppe 1960: 150), a language
from which Modern Uyghur descended partly.

Since CC-type suffixes do not exist (e, ¥&Etug-+-+lg-+#4), and there
is no need for anaptyxis hetween a consonant and a CV-type sequence
[e.r., #kil+din+# (not *kéi+iddin) ‘from the lake’), a problem appears
to exist wis-d-vis suffixes of the types [£COVC{£)#/ (e, #Ftus-t+lug+#
‘salty’) and [£VCOVC{£)#/ (e.g., F#kolHimiz+3 ‘our lake'). These types
of suflizxes, though being considered indivisible in the modern language,
may be fairly safely assumed to be compounds of two or more suffixes.
For example, the attributive suffix /++1°G+#/ (as in #Ftuz++lug+#)
scems to be composed of adjectival /+-+1+#/ and [+G+#/ (Gabain

W In Uyghur, other types of epenthetic vowels do not undergo labial-
ization; ie., prosthesis: Russian sport > Uyghur tsport (neither fusport
nor anaptyctic fsuport) 'sport’; post-final epenthesis: Russian Tomsk >
Uyghur Tomsk: (neither *Tomsku nor anaptyctic *Tomu/suk) "Tomsk".
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18974: 60.65.76), and the third person plural possessive markar f+ mlz
(as in #kbl+iimiz+#) appears to be derived from first person singular pos-
sessive [+m4#/ (as in kil Him+# ‘my lake’) and the ancient dual or
plural marker (fHm+#] =) /4 e+#/, i, from J+m+z+#/ in which
case the second anaptyetic vowel became underlying and the first remained
anaptyetic.

The ideniification of anaplyxds is corroborated by the fact that the
type of vowel in question accurs, wherever possible, in alternation with
zero; e.g., #yol+um# ‘my way' vs. Fbalatm# ‘my child’, Most con-
vincingly, the same type of labialization and V~@ alternation occurs where
anaptyxis converts attestahle foreign CC-type sequences to Uyghur CVC.
type sequences,

(20) Uyghur anaptyxis

‘ez ‘mouth’ ( ‘nczim ‘my mouth’)

kgt ‘heart' (kdplim  ‘my heart)

‘oeul  ‘son' {‘oelum  ‘my somn’)
Arab.  Fubr > guklr  C‘gratitude’ (Sikeim ‘my gratitude’)
Arab. mulk > malgh ‘property’  (milkim ‘my property’)
Russ, fitr = litir liter! (fitr Qliter of it}
Russ. trakier > tiraktor ‘tractor’

Russ. truba > turuba ‘pips’

At this juncture, there appears to he no definitive answer to the ques-
tion in which direction Turkic vowel assimilation has heen developing: to-
ward labialization or away from it. As with most problems in diachronic
Turkic phonology, Early Written Turkic documents (i, Kék Turkic and
O1d Uyghur inscriptions) and virtually all other Pre-contemporary written
Turkic works do not provide sufficient relevant data: they represent only
a small handful of varieties at relatively late historical stages, and their
orthographies do not provide for consistent vowel representation. If the
development is assumed {o have moved toward labialization, the type of
labial assimilation we have identified in Modern Standard Uyghur would
represent the earliest stage: anaptyctic labialization. Labial harmony of
high underlying vowels would represent a major intermediate stage, and
the various types of general labial harmony together would represent the
latest major stage. Epenthetic labialization, or labial assimilation apply-
ing to underlying and epenthetic high vowels, is assumed to he contained
in high and general labial harmony systems. On the basis of this general
model, degree of power to canse and resist labialization is found to be de-
pendent upon degree of specification and markedness: minimal /*/ ([—Low,
(Back]), and maximal /a/ (|+Low, +Back]).
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(21) Types of Turkic labial vowel assimilatinn

Labialization Vowel Sample Langnage
Type Labializing Labialized
(1) — NONE. .. ..., ., none Uzbek
(2) Anaptyetic BV sy s o Uyghur
(3) High any .......... high Turkish
(4) General (1) 31 .:- high Yakut
bW v aey low
(2 anyins e high (Jirghiz
any but u.. ... low
(Bany oo any Turkmen

2.4. Domanial Constraints, Above {1.2.1.,
that Tarkic harmony is restricted in applicability to the span of a word.
ar, more precisely stated, to all derivative and syntactic suflixes up to the
nearest following word boundary. Disharmony has come to be tolerated on
the root level, being common in foreign words that have been converted
to Turkic roots. In any case, it is the sterm-final syll
the harmonic calegory of the remainder of 2 Eiven w
created only where the final vowel and consonant belong to different cate.
gories (see 2.1.). Under ordinary circumstances, this applies also to labial
harmony, except that in this case a non-qualifying segment (e.g., faf after

/u/) may terminate the process before the nearest word boundary has been
reached.

Ld.) it has been mentionad

able that determines
ord, disharmony being

Given this analytical model,

any morpheme that does not conform to
the palato-velar harmony

specification of an immediately preceding mor-
pheme and whose noncenformity cannot be attributed to superstratal (or
postlexical) factors is identified as being preceded by at least one word
boundary. Two discrete words are separated by two word boundaries,
acrogs which only s¥ntactically conditioned connected speech rules apply.
Compound elements and enclitics are separated from a preceding word by a
single word boundary, which permits th

e application of veicing assimilation.
devecalization and vowel truncation but not the application of harmonic

assimilation. Within the framework of lexical phonology, these sets of pro-
cesses would be attributed to different strata,

This basic analysis is, also within a general Turkic context, consis-
tent with the one Kardestuncer (1982a, 1982b, 1983) proposes specifically
for Turkish. On this basis, the Turkish gerundive marker .. dyory(.. . ), for

example, which in other analyses is considered a disharmonie, opaque suf-
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fix (e.g., Clements 1980, Clements & Sezer 1082), is identified as being
an enclitic (“gerundive compound component,” Kardestuncer 1983) whose
palatal glide raises the converbial suffix (/-Az] —) -d ~ -a; ep., #gal-
afftyor# — geliyor ‘is coming’ consistent with #EA-E#bil-r# — gelebilir
‘can come’. Compared with the potential marker ., biliry, L. ), which is
derived from the aorist form of the verl Bl “to Enow’, it appears that
coeyorf.. ) lacks the asrist suffix [/-Pr4dt) —) -ur besides the fact that
in Modern Turkish *yor- does not exist as a verb from which a gerun-
dive marker could have been developed. Further research indicates that
-..¥or{...) is a contracted form of gerundive Fyor-*r# (consistent with
#iur-"r#, see 1.4.), and that yor1)- is attested as an Barly Written Tur-
kic verb denoting ‘to walk’, ‘to go on’, ‘to progress’ ((Gabain 1974: 388,
Lewis 1978: 108, Risinen 1957: 224-225, 1969 207}, being preserved in
the causative form for instance in Old Ottoman Turkish (yori- “to canse
(animals) to go' >7) “te go (on)’, ‘to travel’, Dilgin 1983), Modern Uzbek
(yort-'to travel at a steady, fast pace’) and Modern Uyghur {yort- to trat?).

Kaisse (1986) has identified in Turkish another morphemic stratum
between the suffix and enclitic strata. Such “prestressed suffixes” (or “non-
harmonizing enclitics”) exist also in Modern Uyghur and other Turkic lan-
guages. Morphemes agglutinated on this stratum are within the harmo-
nization domain but outside the word stress assignment domain: i.e., they
surface as harmonic but never take on primary siress.?!

(22) Prestressed suffixes
Turkish Uyghur

#g&lﬁ——mﬁ-@# #kiéj——mi—ﬂl# ‘don’t come!’
ftkit——ma-dim# #Fqil——mi-dim# T did not stay’
#sﬁt++iﬁ¢# #sfit—!—+11'ik+# ‘containing milk’
Ftiz++suz+#  #tiz++siz+# Csalt-free’

The identification of this prestressed stratum is relevant also within a
comparative Turkic context. Certain prestressed suffixes in one language
correspond to enclitics in another language, and some of these enclitics
appear to be word-derived. This leads to the conclusion that Turkic af-
fixization, specifically suffixization (ie., the development of a bound mor-
pheme or even a separate heteromorphic structure into an underspecified,

*1 Primary stress is assigned to the last heavy syllable (i.e., QVV, CVC,
CVVC, CVCC) in ultimate or penultimate position; where no such syllable
iz encountered, primary stress is assigned to any final syllable (Hahn 1991,
farthcoming).
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harmonizing suffix in the process of changing into a bound morpheme),
involves the shift from the word stratum via the enclitic stratum to the
prestressed suffix stratum. Movement from the prestressed suffix stra-
tum fo the stressed suffix stratum does not seem to he attestable, wun-
less one considers for instance the development of prestressed negalive
[——mA-/ {eg., Uyghur #har——mA-d®m# — bdrmidim ‘T did not go’)
to stressed [-mAy#/ in the course of fusing with [-A#/ (Le., */——mA-
AFl > [-mAy#/, eg, Uyghur #bar-mAy#mindt — barmdymdin T do
not go').

{23) Turkic eliticization and affdzation??

Moaorpheme Boundary Fhonology Pevelopment
1. Root foot-formalion

2. Suffix 1 o — word stress

3. Suffix 2 Lt o — harmony (T)

4, Fnelitic 4 connected speech rules 1 T

3. Word dEt connected speech rules 2 I

The entire attestable development can be followed in the case of the Early
Turkic verb - ‘to attach’, whose converbial form il-d came to serve as
a comitative or instrumental marker. In Modern Standard Turkish, it is
used both as a postposition (ie., word) and as a prestressed suffix. Tabrizi
Azerbaijani (Householder & Lotfi 1965) treats it as an enclitic, while Soviet
Standard Azerbaijani (Gadzieva 1966, Householder & Lotfi 1965: 79) treats
it as a prestressed suffix that differs from its Turkish counterpart in that
vowel truncation is complete.
{24} Development of %il-d *attaching’ = ‘with’
(1) Word-level:
Turkish: FatEAIIES  with the horse’
FatdHFilaz# ‘with the father’
{2) Enclitic-level:
Tabrizi Azerbaijani: FFatfiladt ‘with the horse’
gtatigyli# ‘with the father'
{3) Prestressed-suffix-level:
Turkish: #at++lazt  ‘with the horse
Fati++ylaF ‘with the father
Soviet Azerbaijani: #Eat4++lads - Cwith the horse’
datd++laZ “with the father’

2 Roughly based upon Kaisse's stratification model (1986: 237).
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Modern Uyghur retains on the enclitic level a number of morphemes
that in other Turkic lanruages have progressed to the prestressed suffix
level, This will be illustrated by means of the following example.

The prestressed equative suffix [++dAy++7/ in some Turkic languages
corresponds in Standard Uyghur to the enclitic /#dig+4#/ after nominals
and to the prestressed suffix /++dAG+#/ after pronominals.®

{25) Equative marking

(1) Nominal

Uyghur Cazag

#kiiz-LH#dik# #kiiz+4-day# ‘autumn-like’
HEis+iaks  Htis++tay#  ‘dream-like’
#oar+#dik#  Fqiart++days# ‘snow-like’
H#ois+Htakd  Foust+HtavFE  ‘hird-like”

{2} Pronominal

Uyghur Qazag
£ad+n++daqy #qitnt++day# ‘like what?’
#ii4+n++dag# #sotnttdayy like that”

In the wake of re-nativization efforts among language planners, the
cognate equative enclitics [#dig++#/ and [F#digin+3#/, still being used
in certain dialects, have been promoted to replace the postposition {Arabic
gadr ‘equivalent’ =) kadar as the Standard Turkish equative marker (Lewis
1978: 88). Gabain (1974: 64,146) recognizes the suffix /4+4-dAG#/ in Old
Uyghur but also identifies tdg as a separately written postposition. It is
tempting to follow Zhao (1984) in linking these forms to the verb tag-
‘to approach’, ‘to reach’ (*> ‘similar’, ‘equal’). Yet, just as well worth
considering within an Altaic context are the Mongolian forms feg ‘level
(place)’ > tegsi “equal’. In any of these cases, a suffix ought to be assumed
dropped (e.g., converbial /-n43#/ or locative /+n#/; Gabain 1974: 141-
142, 392-393), being preserved in the dialectal Turkish forms. Alternatively,
one might go along with the theory that this marker has been derived from
the verb td- ‘to say’ (which as converbial /#di-b+#/ — dip is extensively
used as a marker of purpese) nominahzed by /[-G+#/ (see e.g., Riisinen
1957: T1-72).

2 Voiced consonants are assumed to be underlying in cases of [£Voiced]
alternation, since only devoicing, not voicing, is attestable in Uyghur (Hahn
19%1),
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Verbal cliticization occurs in Modern Uyghur verb compounding,
specifically in the use of aspectual verbs, like Turkish [ A-Fvor-/ men- ;;
tioned above. For example, the verb yat- ‘to settle down’, ‘to be seftled’, i
‘to be in a prone position', has come to serve as a eliticized aspectual verb
denoting progression, i

(26) Uyghur yai- as an aspectual enclitic

1
#abzli-b#tyat-A#min _. | Khotan sozlduydtimin i
#speak-conv#asp-vitlsg# Standard sdzlfwdtimdn i ﬁ
T am speaking.' | i—'
i
By contrast, cliticization is ahsent where, in the same type of converhial
construction, yai- occurs in its orginal function as an independent verb, ]
(27) Uyghur yat- as an independent verh
srsozli-h##yat- Afming

dspeak-convitlie-vitlsa sdzlap ydttmin I
‘T speak and le down.’ |
Thus, strictly speaking, apparent disharmony that is due to domanial
constraints does not fully qualify as a form of disharmony. A lack of | ]
conscious awareness of these domanial definitions and a lack of orthographic
distinctions have led to the widespread perception of it as dizsharmaony.

2.5, Conditional Transparency. The general argument so far has been
that in Modern Uyghur, as in virtually all other Turkic languages, har-
mony may be observed to apply quite regularly once seemingly perturbing
superstratal (or postlexical) processes and domanial (or stratal) definitions
have been identified. The implication has been that the inherent degree of
feature specification within a given morpheme on a given level is constant.
This is correct in all cases examined so far. However, one exception de-
serves some mention at this point: the Modern Uyghur postnominal enclitic
[#ci+4#/, whose function might be summarized by the label “modal” {e.g.,
manner: ‘uyeurcd ‘(in the) Uyghur (manner/language)’, equative: tacdid
‘lone) as big as a mountain’, diminutive: kitapéd ‘booklet’, approximative:
'oncd ‘mbout ten').** Quite predictably, this enclitic triggers front-vocalic
response in a following suffix, as long as the /&/ does not occur in an open

* Initial &/ does not alternate. In Uyghur, suffix- and enclitic-initial
voicing assimilation involves only the native pairs /d~t/, fe~k/ and
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syliable, i.e,, does not undergo raising to i. As soon as it is raised, it turps
transparent, namely it conses to function as a harmonie deturmix.ml:]l, thc;
result being that any following suffix harmonizes with the syllable preced-
Ing /+E&+#/ (Hahn 1991, Lindblad 1990 44-48, Sinjay 'Uyeur *Aptonon
Rayonlug Mill&tlar Til-Yeziq Xizmiti Komiteti 1085: 25-27).

(28) Transparency of .. &5 in Uyghur

(1) j#ni}'+#ﬁﬁ+mw—dx‘t+#," + naycdmdd  ‘in my little fule’
f#kitaabL #5mdA +#/ — kitapéimdd Sn my booklet'
{2) lf"#nﬁy+#ﬁq"i+d.-"|.—'—#,."' — nayéida in the little flute’

,."#[-:_it:mb—#r?i—'d.i‘g+#..-’ — kitap&ide  ‘in the booklet!

It might be proposed that this is a case of feature erasure, namely
a type of rule that changes the specification [~Back] to [(Back] (i.e., fif
to fA/)) after rasing has changed fif to i It is tempting to regard this
case of conditional underspecification namely a case in which a morpheme
wavers between two levels—as alfording us a glimpse at lustory in the malk-
ing: ashift from the enclitic stage to Lhe prestressed suffix stape, which is a
development that in other Turkic langnages has been completed: e.t., Tark-
ish tirkéd (ef. Uyghur #irkéd) *Turkish’, uygurja (cf, Uyghur ‘wycurdd)
‘Uyghur'. However, considering that it is a language-specific rule (i.e., vowel
raising} that provides the condition in this unique case of “conditional trans-
parency” (or “quasi-transpareney”). serions consideration seems to be due
to Lindblad’s (1990: 47 48) proposed explanation: upen raising, /#EA+#/
comes to be indistinguishable from the agent marker [++Cl+#/, which, he-
ing a prestressed suffix, is harmony-sensitive (c.g., [Fxizmat+ L Ar s
— zizmatdilir ‘service employees’, | Flarwat+ClHATH# ) — Saruidilar
‘herders'),

2.6. Conclusion. By outlining harmonic principles within a general
Turkic context and hy identifying four factors that create whal on the
surface appears to be disharmony, the Modern Uyghur harmony system

/e~q/. (Labial stops do mot occur in such positions,) The phonemes
/1E/, fz s/ and (7 §/ do not function as pairs (i.e. /Ef, [s/ and [/ do not
undergo alternation), because the respective voiced counterparts are loan-
specific as onsets. Other Turkic languages have extended their alternation
systems to include some or all of these: e.g., *fsit++El4+#/ > Turkish
stitéii (ef. Uyphur i) ‘milk vendor */taab++E14+#/ > Turkish auj
{ef. Uyghur ‘swéi) ‘hunter’, *Jkbr——sA+#/ > Shor kirza (cf. Uyghur
kdrsd) 4l he sees’.
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has been described as being a regularly applymg set of processez whose
evolution can be understood by means of comparative data.

Uyghur disharmony occnrs within roots that have been based upon
phonologically adapted loanwords. in which cases nativization does not
involve harmonization. Where a root-final VC-type sequence happens to
consist of two segments of opposite harmaonic categories, an immediately
following suffix beginning with a CV-type sequence will be disharmonic if
both segments are harmony-sensitive.

Uyghur vowel neutralization consists of a set of superstratal (or
postlexical) rules of raising and fronting. In non-final light (i.e., CV-type)
syllables, low, unrounded vowels are raised. In initial light syllables, they
are shifted to the mid level by a following high, unrounded vowel, In any
non-initial light syllable, they shift to the high level. All unrounded non-low
vowels are then fronted to e and i respectively.

Labial harmonization in Uyghur has been shown to be restricted to
anaptyctic vowels. Assumedly, this is the earliest type of labial harmony in
Turkic: high labial harmony represents an intermediate stage, and general
labial harmony represents the final stage in this development. The degree
of yocalic labialization in Turkic has been identified as being related to the
degree of feature specificalion: the more specified and marked a vowel, the
greater its power to cause and resist labialization.

Cine of the reasons why traditional analyses created the common im-
pression that the Uyghur harmony system is greatly flawed is that do-
manial constraints (i.e., rule applications on various morphological strata)

had not been understood. We have identified three types of agglutinative
morphemes in Uyghur, and this may well be extensible to other Turkic
languages: (1) suffixes, (2) prestressed suffixes (or “pnon-harmonic enelit-
ics"), and (3) enclitics. In the course of outlining this argument, some
evidence has been presented to show that Turkic bound morphemes may
develop from being phonologically discrete to being phenologically depen-
dent by way of cliticization and affixization. Affixization—which in Turkic
is restricted to suffixization—has been argued to be a type of abstraction
process that involves a shift from full specification to nndergpecification,
namely a shift from resistance to susceptibility in terms of harmonization.
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