CHAPTER TWELVE

On the Alleged Correlation
of Markedness and Rule-function

Jonathan Derel Kave

In their contribution to this volume Houlihan and Iverson (H & 1)
claim that “phonologically-conditioned neutralization rules converl refa-
tively marked segments into relatively unmarked segments™ (page 61).
As a corollary to this principle they further claim that “phonologically-
conditioned rules which produce cxclusively marked segments from
relatively unmarked ones are allophonic™ (page 61). Sanders in his
paper (also found in this volume), states, “gxcept for a few minor
differences, mostly non-substantive, Houlihan and Iverson’s constrainis
seem cssentially related as the segmental counterparis of the representa-
tional constraints on derivational function determined by Maximaliza-
tion of Terminality and the Law of Unmarked Terminality” (emphasis
mime,/JDK, page 88).

In this paper | will show that the above claims of H & [ are false.
It should be noted that to the extent that these claims fall out as auto-
matic consequences of Sanders’ equational phonology, that theory is also
in peril. 1 would also like to suggest that the view of language which
prompted the line of research undertaken by Houlihan, Iverson and
Sanders is equally unfruitful and leads inevitably to the mist aken claims
to be found in the current discussion.

A discussion of the counterexamples which I am about to present
would be pointless in the absence of a competing theory which could
handle them as well as the evidence cited by the authors to support
their position, In the absence of such a theory one would merely relegate
these examples to the ample class of linguistic facts which remain
mysterious, with the expectation that some eventual modification to the
theary will render them comprehensible. In fact, most of the positive
evidence cited in H & T follows from the theory of markedness de-

Py .

Jonathan De

veloped in
Hé&Iinm
these data
examples 8
known theo
theories in
To resun
which com
neutralizatic
similar to i
A - B /C
class of inp
form or ma:
tion of the
allophonic.
The fact
ments is ha
and Halle
ject in this
Since the p
the presenc
rules that t
phonologic:
the claim th
rules follow
quently ang
phonemes ©
applying be
H & T's prit
favour. The
between ma
in the set of
to be false.
1 will firs
to unmarke
from Algor
ventory of U
underlymg
assumes, as
forms unde



on

an Derek Kaye

rson (H & 1)
5 convert rela-
5" (page 61).
honologically-
egments from
wanders in his
a few minor
n's constraints
he representa-
¢ Maximaliza-
ty™ (emphasis

& I are false.

1 out as auto-
theory is also
nguaee which
. Tverson and
istaken claims

it to present
¢ which could
i3 1o support
werely relegate
which remain
fication to the
if the positive
arkedness de-

Jonathan Derek Kaye 273

veloped in Chomsky and Halle (1968). The principles proposed by
H & I in no way follow from this competing theory. T maintain that
these data which 1 am about to present constitute genuine counter-
examples rather than mysterious unexplained cases compatible with no
known theory and should, accordingly, result in the abandonment of all
theories in which they play an essential role.

To resume bricfly the claims involved here, H & T state that rules
which convert marked segments into unmarked segments must be
neutralization rules. They follow the definition of a neutralization rule
similar to that of Kiparsky (1976), According to this definition, a rule
A= B /C D is neutralizing if the string CBD is found in the
class of inputs to this rufe. CBD may exist as a part of an underlying
form or may be created by a rule which must apply prior to the applica-
tion of the rule in guestion. All rules which are not neutralizing are
allophonic.

The fact that neutralization rules generally result in less-marked seg-
ments is hardly surprising given the notion of markedness (Chomsky
and Halle 1968, chapter 9; see also Waugh's comments on this sub-
ject in this volume) and the above definition of a neutralization rule.
Since the presence of marked sepments in a language typically implies
the presence of their unmarked counterparts, it is to be expected that
rules that result in unmarked segments will do so in the context of a
phonological inventory that already contains these segments. Similarly
the ¢laim that rules resulting in relatively marked segments are allophonic
rules follows from the fact that marked segments are found less fre-
quently and are thus less likely to be found among the underlying
phonemes of a language or as the output of another phonological rule
applying before the rule in question. It follows, then, that the fact that
H & I's principles are generaily true is in no way an argument in their
favour. The one original point of their analysis is that the correlation
between markedness and neutralization tules plays some constraining role
in the set of possible phonologics. It is precisely this point that T will show
to be false.

I will first discuss a case in which a rule converting marked segments
to unmarked ones is an allophonic rule. This example involves a rule
from Algonguin which creates segments that already exist in the in-
ventory of underlying segments. It is not a neutralization rule since these
underlying sepments are not present in the context of this rule. If one
assumes, as do H & T for similar examples, that even non-alternating
forms undergo this rule, then the rule is allophonic. T agree with H & I's
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analysis of these cases (i.c., the fact that such cases do not involve
neutralization rules). Since such cases remain problematic for a num-
ber of phonologists, T will first present a structurally identical case from
Quechua which involves a rule changing unmarked segments into
marked ones. H & I's principle will handie the Quechua case only if the
rule is considered allophonic; but then they cannot handle the Algonguin
case, If, however, one should treat this rule as neutralizing, the Algonguin
case is no problem but the Quechua one no longer works. T remain con-
vinced that both rules are allophonic and that it is the Algonguin one
that poses the problem for H & 1. In any event there is no way oul

The Ouechua data are taken from Sold and Parker (1964} and from
discussions with my colleague Claire Lefebvre. Originally Quechua had
a three-vowel system given in (1),

(1) Original Quechua vowel system included:

i u
a

and a rule which lowered high vowels to mid in the environment of a
post-velar:

(2) Lowering [+ voc] — [— high] % [+ cons, — high, + back]
(% = mirror image)

This is exactly as H & I would have it. Rule (2) converts unmarked sep-
ments (f,u) into marked ones (e.0). Tt is clearly allophonic since ¢ and
@ arise only as the result of this rule.

In the post-contact era Quechua has acquired an enormous number
of loan words primarily from Spanish. Many of these words contain the
mid-vowels ¢ and o in non-post-velar contexts. Tt js generally assumed
that these two vowels have been incorporated into Quechua’s inventory
of underlying phonemes, and accordingly Quechus now has the system
shown in (3).

(3) Present Quechua vowel system

Forms such as those in (4) show that e and o are no longer predictable
variants of their corresponding high vowels. Further, the word for ‘mourd’
shows that these vowels may also appear in words of Quechua origin.
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(4) puru ‘feather’ pero ‘but’
poro ‘gourd pirure  ‘whorl’

The lowering rule (2) must still be assumed to he present in Quechua
because of alternations such as those in C5).

(3) taki-y ‘tosing’ take-q ‘singer’
tusu-y  ‘to dance’ tuso-g ‘dancer’

Assuming that all morpheme-internal instances of ¢ and o in the
context of g as in mogo ‘knee', gena ‘quena,’ roga- ‘spit (v)°, megoF
‘better’, are derived from /iu/ (this is the position of Sold and Parker
(1964:10) as well as that assumed implicitly in H & T), one may main-
tain rule (2) as an allophonic rule since e and o would not show up in the
conlext of g in underlying forms. A problem may arise in morpheme-
final position (Quechua has no prefixes). There appear to be no Quechua
verb stems in -o. Thus an alternation such as takiy - takeq would not
contrast with hypothetical takey - takeq and the allophonic status of the
rule may be preserved. This precisely parallels the Algonguin case to be
discussed below. Nouns, however, may end in -¢ or -0 although they
appear to be relatively rare; poro ‘gourd’, koso ‘large corral', klase
‘type’. There i an enclitic that contains an initial -g, viz. the topic
marker -ga. IF this enclitic triggers lowering, ie., masu-ga [masoqgal,
then we may have to alter the status of lowering to that of a neutralization
rule because of the contrastive situation shown by such forms as koso -
kosoga vs. masu - masoga. i such were the case, this would violate
H & I's principle from the other direction—a rule converting unmarked
segments to marked ones would be a neutralization rule. Let us assume
that we can maintain (2) as an allophonic rule and that Quechua does
not provide a counter-example to H & I's principle. We have now pre-
pared the groundwork for considering the Algonquin case.

Algonquin consists of a series of dialects spoken near the Ontario-
Québec border. These dialects belong to the Ojibwa complex of the
Algonguian (note the spelling difference) family. Many of these dialects
have a rule which devoices initial obstruents (I will deal with data from
Lac Simon; David Jones has reported a similar phenomenon at Man-
iwaki). This initial devoicing rule turns relatively marked segments
(voiced) into relatively unmarked ones (voiceless) and ought to be a
neutralization rule following H & I's principle. In fact, it is an allophonic
rule. Although both voiced and voiceless obstruents exist in Algonquin,
only voiced obstruents occur in word-initial position—the context in
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clusters which developed into the fortis consonants (aspirated and voice-
less) are now the voiceless consonants, This situation is illustrated in
(10} with the reguired modification to the WSC shown in (11,

(1) Eastern Ojibwa-Algonquin Obstruents
voiced (former simple) bdj gz s
voicelesy (former aspiraied) pto ks g

(11} Eastern Ojibwa-Algonquin WSC
No word may begin with a cluster or a voiceless consonant.

It is worth noting here that the historical developments described here
are neither unnatural nor, in themselves, uncommon. Constraints against
initizl clusters, simplifications of consonant clusters, and changes from
an aspirated-unaspirated distinction to a voiceless-voiced distinction are
each well attested in diachronic studies. What is erucial here 1s that the
confliuence of these events results in a synchronic system where a voiced-
voiceless distinction which is contrasiive elsewhere does not exist in
word-nitial position. Only voiced obstruents are found there, (This is
a case of “static neutralization” in H & I's terminology.) This contrast is
nat neutralized in this position; it is simply absent.

This brings us to the Algonguin situation. The picture here is as de-
scribed for Eastern Qjibwa-Algonguin. The one difference is that several
Algonquin dialects have added a rule of initial devoicing. Data illustrat-
ing this rule are given in (12) below (these data are my own from the
Lac Simon dialect).

(12) a. tigosin  ‘hearrives’ kidigo%in  ‘vou arrive
fiima:n  ‘canoe’ kijitma:n  ‘your canoe’'
ki:miba: ‘he slept’ kigizmiba: ‘vou slept’

b. kitiga:n  ‘cultivated field’ kika:t ‘vour leg’

The data of {12a) show the alternation betwesn an initial voiceless and
4 non-initial voiced consonant. In (12b) we see the direction of the
rule: it must be an inifial devoicing rule and not a non-initial voicing
rule. MNon-initial voiceless consonants abound morpheme-internally:
kitiga:n, and morpheme-initially; &ikast (-ka:t ‘leg’ is a dependent noun
and is obligatorily preceded by a prefix. It does not constitute a viola-
tion to the WSC). The initial devoicing rule is completely transparent.
There are no word-initial phionetic voiced obstruents. Inmitial devoicing,
while not as common as final devoicing, seems a reasonably natural
process. It is reported in Tiibatulabal, Mordve Erza and Kirghiz, And
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In all other respects the rule is unchanged. Notice, however, that the
results of this rule are identical to the already existing affricates. Along-
side of chip ‘( potate, poker) chip,’ cheap ‘stingy; of poor quality,” djobbe
‘job’, juke-box ‘jukebox’, there are words like jir (<dire), péit (< petite),
sardir { <sortir). Furthermore, this affrication must be considered a rule
because of alternations like [paréir] ‘to leave', [parte] ‘vou (pl) leave'
Rule (15) is then a neutralization rule, since underlying & and j occur
in similar environments ([swide], [skrade]). Algonguin French affrica-
tion is a rule which changes unmarked segments to marked ones and is
{contra H & I) a neutralization rule.

This does not appear to be a unique case of this type. Fruntful areas
of investigation are languages which have at various points in their
history undergone a palatalization process only to have a second palatal-
ization process come into the language, which has not yet been rendered
opaque by subsequent developments, The Montagnais dialects (the
eustern branch of the Cree complex of the Algonguian family) contain
underlying & (or ¢) as a result of a Proto-Algonguian palatalization rule
{t— &) which has since become quite opaque. Thev subseguently under-
went velar palatalization (k = ¢; £ has changed to ¢ in some dialects,
i.e., those that have ¢ also as a result of the first palatalization). The
exact status of velar palatalization in modern Montagnais is not clear
and so cannot be considered a counter-cxample to H & T in the absence
of further research.

Cajun and Acadien French have two palatalization processes: velar
palatalization before some front vowels and dental palatalization before
the palatal glide. These two processes are stated informally in (16).

(16) Cajun-Acadicn French Palatalizations

a, Velar [E] — HJ i _front vowel

w

b. Dental [:Lj-l—? [T] A, |

Note that the y drops after the application of (16b). Examples of the
first process taken from Acadien include these: dejgle < déguenler
‘vomit', dejize < dépuisé *disguised’, & < qui ‘who’. Dental palatalization
is illustrated in akaj? < Acadien, jp < dieu ‘god’, ¢E< tien ‘yours'. The
former process is quite opaque and probably does mot function as a
synchonic rule of these dialects, If this is so, palatalized velars are to
be represented as such in underlying forms. The latter process, dental
palatalization, appears to be more regular, If this proves to be the case,
and more research is needed in this area, then dental palatalization would
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be a neutralization rule. This would constitute another violation of H & I's
principle.

In this paper | have attempted to exemplify violations of H & I's prin-
ciple: rules creating relatively unmarked segments which are allophonic
(Algonquin) and rules creating relatively marked segments which are
neutralizing (Algonguin French}. T wish to emphasize that the fact that
H & I's principles generally hold is completely beside the point. This fact
follows from general notions of markedness such as those discussed in
Chomsky and Halle (1968). Tt is clear that the sorts of principles pro-
posed by H & T play no role in constraining the class of possible pho-
nologies. The fact that Algonquin had no voicing contrast in word-
initial position did not prevent an initial devoicing rule from arising in
that language. The fact that the underlying alveo-palatal affricates
existed in Algonquin French (perhaps also in Acadien-Cajun) did not
block the entry of a subsequent palatalization Tole.

The above examples also show how events occurring in the course
of the history of a language may lead to seemingly peculiar synchronic
states. Approaches to phonological structures based on principles of
the sort discussed here (sce also Sanders’ contribution to this volume)
appear hopelessly simplistic. Language change is triggered by a variety
of factors, It is far from clear that these factors operate in harmony.
Mor is it to be expected that they will produce umiform resilts, The
failure of H & T's principle should come as no surprise.

I wish to thank my colleagues Debbie Clifton, Diane Daviault, Lynn
Dirapeau and Claire Lefebyre for their aid on certain points ¢contained in this

paper. They are, of course, not responsible for any faults that may be found
therein,

CHAPTE

Som
“Sub
in Na

Ediror's )
mitted in
Hooper's
which has
sion perio
quotation:
not necess

Joan Hu
[ hencefori
justice o ;
ment long
present vo
to reflect t
patible wil

I take it
presentatic
Hypothesis
ably one ¢
said to be
ternalized §
synchronic
where add
visions tha
morpholog
fortunately
logical thee



