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Introduction

Diachronic accounts of the emergence of vowel harmony typically posit that
harmony evolves from phonetic coarticulation.

The question is how does simple vowel-to-vowel coarticulation yield the sort of
harmony found in Turkic, where words can be very long.
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Introduction

Barnes (2000) posits that initial strengthening plus coarticulation yielded the
phonologization of backness harmony in the history of Turkic.

However, he writes (p. 198):

All the foregoing, however, buys us no more than a single sound change: Vowel 2
assimilates to Vowel 1 in frontness/backness in Pre-Proto-Turkic. But this alone cannot
be the fully story. | am also less than sanguine about the plausibility of an analysis in
which word-domain harmony is brought about gradually by the methodical creep of
palatality across from left margin to right in the word. Rather, the sound change
described here must account for only the first step in the rise of Turkic vowel harmony.



Introduction

Barnes’ concerns are reiterated in Hyman (2013)

Attempts to attribute VH to the phonologization of vowel coarticulation (Ohala 1994b;
Beddor & Yavuz 1995; Przezdziecki 2005) must account for why VH is typically
unbounded and word-delimited.



Introduction

In this talk we examine the history of rounding harmony in Turkic to better
determine the nature and pathways of the emergence and decay of harmony.
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Introduction

In this talk we examine the history of rounding harmony in Turkic to better
determine the nature and pathways of the emergence and decay of harmony.
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The emergence of harmony

In the Orkhon inscriptions and Uyghur manuscripts (roughly 7th to 10th century
CE), morpheme-specific rounding harmony is present

Class Examples

[-round] tilky-nin ‘fox-GEN’ (HT 53) gl-ti ‘die-PST.3" (KT E20)
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The emergence of harmony

In the Orkhon inscriptions and Uyghur manuscripts (roughly 7th to 10th century
CE), morpheme-specific rounding harmony is present

Class Examples
[-round] tilky-nin fox-GEN’ (HT 53) gl-ti ‘die-PST.3’ (KT E20)
[+round] ki-gyr ‘clothe-CAUS’ (KC E8) bol-ma-zun ‘be-NEG-IMP.3’ (KT E25)

Alternating kyff-lyg ‘force-NMLZR’ (O4) gl-yr-yp ‘die-AOR-CVB’ (BK S7)



The emergence of harmony

In addition to lexical factors, phonological constraints still appear to exist

e No alternations in word-final position
o Modern Uyghur: kgl-i ‘lake-POSS.3’ but kal-y-ni ‘lake-POSS.3-ACC’



The emergence of harmony

In addition to lexical factors, phonological constraints still appear to exist

e No alternations in word-final position
o Modern Uyghur: kgl-i ‘lake-POSS.3’ but kal-y-ni ‘lake-POSS.3-ACC’

e Harmony may be blocked by two intervening consonants
o CVB usually alternates, ol-ur-up ‘be-AOR-CVB’
o But after CC harmony may falil
m beel-gyrt-ip ‘appear-CAUS-CVB’
m lli Turki: un-i(n) ~ un-u(n) ‘3S-POSS’ but qol-din ‘hand-ABL’
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The emergence of harmony

In addition to lexical factors, phonological constraints still appear to exist

e No alternations in CV suffixes

e Optionality - especially as distance from the initial trigger increases
o kyn-lyg ‘day-NMLZR’
o kyff-lyg ~ kyt-lig ‘force-NMLZR’
o  kyndyz-lik ‘daytime-NMLZR’
o  This kind of optionality is also mentioned in Kazakh
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Literary Colloquial Translation

Iterativity gorqusi gorqusu “fear of”
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The emergence of harmony

Viguier’s (1790) compendium notes a difference between literary and colloquial
Ottoman Turkish

Literary Colloquial Translation
Iterativity gorqusi gorqusu “fear of”
*[+rd]# quh qulu “servant”

yolsiz mi yolsuz mu “roadless?”

Lexeme-specific

behavior dostin dostun “your friend”



The emergence of harmony

In Old Turkic and Ottoman Turkish we see the following properties of emerging
rounding harmony

e Lexeme-specific behavior

e Phonological factors
Non-iterativity

Ban on harmony word-finally
Blocking by intervening CC
Optionality

(@)
(@)
(@)
(@)
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The decay of harmony

Not much work on the decay of harmony (see McCollum 2015, 2019; Sandstedt
2019, 2020)

Specifically for Turkic, it has been argued that the decay of vowel harmony, both
backness and rounding, depends on sociolinguistic and phonological factors

e Uzbek: the loss of harmony is affected by contact with Persian (Laude-Cirtautus 1977,
Harrison et al. 2002)

e \West Rumelian Turkish: the loss of harmony is derived from contact-induced change
(Dombrowski 2013)

e Vowel harmony may be inherently unstable, and that diachronic loss of harmony may
be the cumulative effect of smaller, often phonetic tendencies rather than the result of
external forces (Binnick 1991)
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The decay of harmony: Kazakh

The weakening of harmony in Kazakh is associated with a contraction of the
harmonic domain (McCollum 2015).

Variable contraction of the harmonic domain of rounding harmony in Noghay
dialects (Baskakov 1940):

/kyn-lAr-Imlz-GA/ ‘day-PL-POSS.1P-DAT’ [kynlerimizge]  (the first syllable only)
[kynlgrimizge] (the first two syllables)
[kynlarymyzge] (all syllables)

These three types of rounding harmony are not just characteristic of Noghay, but
of the larger family
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Radlov (1870): consistent rounding of all non-initial high vowels and non-high
front vowels

/30l-Imlz-nl/ [30l-umuz-du] ‘road-POSS.1P-ACC’



The decay of harmony: Kazakh

Radlov (1870): consistent rounding of all non-initial high vowels and non-high
front vowels

/30l-Imlz-nl/ [30l-umuz-du] ‘road-POSS.1P-ACC’

Melioranskij (1894) reports that harmony may not affect later vowels in a word, but
also transcribes iterative harmony in the only text he records



The decay of harmony: Kazakh

Balakaev (1962): harmony extends rightward only one syllable

/qol-Imlz-nin/ [gol-umwiz-dwn] ‘hand-POSS.1P-GEN’



The decay of harmony: Kazakh

Balakaev (1962): harmony extends rightward only one syllable

/qol-Imlz-nin/ [gol-umwiz-dwn] ‘hand-POSS.1P-GEN’

We can thus characterize the change in Kazakh as being from iterative to
non-iterative harmony.



Some Kazakh consultants
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Crimean Tatar: a case study

Belongs to the West Kipchak branch of the Northwestern subgroup of the Turkic
family

Spoken in Crimean peninsula and in Uzbekistan, Russia, Bulgaria, Romania, and
Turkey

Three main dialects: Southern, Northern, Central



Dialects of Crimean Tatar

As described by A.N. Samoilovich (1916)
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Crimean Tatar (Radlov 1896)

Syllable 2 Syllable 3 Syllable 4 Total

[+high, +round]

affer [+round) 4,559 946 105 5,610
[+high, -round]

after [+round] s o . 5
Total 4,693 1,000 111 5,804
Percent [+high, +round] 971 94.6 94.6

after [+round]

Table 1. Counts of harmony and disharmony aggregated over the Crimean Tatar corpus in Radlov (1896)



Crimean Tatar (Radlov 18906)

Syllable 2 Syllable 3 Syllable 4

Town Region Counts Percent Counts Percent Counts Percent

harmony harmony harmony
Asau Southern | 128/167 | 76.6 35/35 100 4/4 100
Baggisarai Central | 587/604 | 97.2 | 145/155| 93.5 9/10 90
Biyiik lambat
(Malyi Mayaky | Southern | 428/439 | 97.5 | 104/107 | 972 | 16/16 100
Biyik xojalar |\ perm | 7377762 | 967 | 141153 | 922 9/9 100
(Dolinnaya)
Deir (Yantarnoe) | Northern | 47/48 97.9 6/6 100
Istile Central | 345/351 | 983 64/69 | 92.8 4/4 100
(Lesnikovo)
Kefe (Feosodia) Central | 300/301 99.7 50/54 92.6 8/8 100
Kozleve
(Kezlev; Northern | 181/184 |  98.4 45/49 | 91.8 4/4 100
Evpatoria)
Misxor Southern | 435/446 | 97.5 75/80 | 93.8 6/7 85.7
Ozen-bas Central | 193/199 | 97.0 | 4444 | 100 | 5/5 100
(Schastlivoe)
Qprglez Central | 395/397 | 99.5 86/90 | 956 | 15/15 | 100
(Zalesnoe)
Qrinst azar Central | 621/628 | 989 |121/127| 953 | 18/18 100
(Belogorsk)
sl Southern | 162/167 |  97.0 30/32 | 93.8 77 100
(Privetnoe)

Table 2: Counts and percent
harmony for each town and syllable
number in Radlov (1896)



Contemporary Crimean Tatar

Contemporary Crimean Tatar exhibits three stages of the decay of rounding
harmony

Data

o Descriptive sources

o Fieldwork in Crimea (2001-2019; 78 speakers born in 1913-1980)

o A phonetic investigation (2016): 4 speakers of the Southern dialect (2 females, average age:
59 yrs, age range: 51-67 yrs) and 5 speakers of the Central dialect (5 females, average age:
64.6 yrs, age range: 60-77 yrs)
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Southern Cimean Tatar

Rounding harmony affects all consecutive high vowels in a word; the most
conservative dialect

a. dost-um ‘friend-POSS.1S’
tuzluy-um ‘salt shaker-POSS.1S’
syrgyn-lyk ‘deportation-ADJ.SUF’

tykyr-yn-mek ‘spit-PASS-INF’

b. dost-lar-wum ‘friend-PL-POSS.1S’



Northern Crimean Tatar

Rounding harmony is lost, with rounding licensed in initial syllables only (a)
and with optional unrounding of high vowels (b)

a. bojwn ‘neck’ (cf. southern/central [bojun])
dost-wm ‘friend-POSS.1S’ (cf. southern/central [dost-um])
b.  burwn ~ bwrwn ‘nose’ (cf. southern/central [burun])

bulamwq ~ bwlamuwq ‘a type of cereal’



Central Crimean Tatar

Rounding harmony operates only in the first two syllables of a word

a. dost-um ‘friend-POSS.1S’
Kyz-lyk ‘autumn-ADJ.SUF’
bul-un-maq find-PASS-INF’

b.  burun-um ‘nose-POSS. 1S’ (cf. southern [burun-umy)
tuz-luy-wum ‘salt shaker-POSS.1S’ (cf. southern [tuz-luy-um])
syrgyn-lik ‘deportation-ADJ.SUF’ (cf. southern [syrgyn-lyk])
tykyr-in-mek ‘spit-PASS-INF’ (cf. southern [tykyr-yn-mek])
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2 initial syllables are not a prosodic domain

o Stress is final
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2 initial syllables are not a prosodic domain
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2 initial syllables are not a morphological domain

o Harmony extends one high vowel rightward regardless of morphology, e.g., within a root,
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Non-iterative harmony in Central Crimean Tatar

2 initial syllables are not a prosodic domain
o Stress is final

2 initial syllables are not a morphological domain

o Harmony extends one high vowel rightward regardless of morphology, e.g., within a root,
[burun] ‘nose’; root to a suffix, [tuz-lug] ‘salt-NMLZR’

2 syllables do not have to be initial

o Harmony extends from a suffix to another suffix, [aff-uv-u] ‘open-GER-POSS.3S.’



Non-iterative harmony in Central Crimean Tatar

Rounding harmony is truly non-iterative in the Central dialect, and not derivable
from other, independent patterns in the language

Given that harmony is fully operative in all of Radlov’s texts, the contraction of
the harmonic domain in the Central dialect must be construed as a recent
development.

When the three dialects are compared, we see three stages in the decay of
harmony: full harmony, non-iterative harmony, and no harmony.



Suffixes with invariant harmony in Crimean Tatar

Gloss Contemporary CT Radlov (1896)

‘3S-ACC’ o-nwi o-nu (Kefe, p. 134)

‘water-ACC’ suv-nuw su-nu (Suliman paigambar, p. 191)
‘word-ACC’ S@z-ni s@z-ny (Qarasu bazar, p. 166)
‘friend-GEN’ dost-nwin dost-nun  (Kozleve, p. 235)
‘water-GEN’ suv-nwin su-nun (Corba batir, p. 127)

‘word-GEN’ S@z-nin kyn-nyn  (Cora batir, p. 174)



Suffixes with invariant harmony in Crimean Tatar

Gloss Contemporary CT Radlov (1896)

‘3S-ACC’ o-nwi o-nu (Kefe, p. 134)

‘water-ACC’ suv-nuw su-nu (Suliman paigambar, p. 191)
‘word-ACC’ S@z-ni s@z-ny (Qarasu bazar, p. 166)
‘friend-GEN’ dost-nwin dost-nun  (Kozleve, p. 235)
‘water-GEN’ suv-nwin su-nun (Corba batir, p. 127)
‘word-GEN’ S@z-nin kyn-nyn  (Cora batir, p. 174)

The invariance of these suffixes is due to decay, not incomplete development, of
harmony.
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Phonological restrictions (Uyghur, Ili Turki)

o O O O



Discussion

Harmony is not an all-or-nothing process

There are possible intermediate stages between Stage 1 (no harmony) and Stage
2 (full harmony):

Lexically-specific harmony (Old Turkic, Chaghatai)
Non-iterativity (Crimean Tatar, Kazakh)

Optionality (Kazakh)

Phonological restrictions (Uyghur, Ili Turki)

o O O O

Also attested in the evolution of harmonies in other languages, e.g., increasingly
optional height harmony in Old Norwegian



Thank you!



References

Anderson, GD S. 1996. On the morphological nature of vowel harmony in Old Turkic. Eurasian studies yearbook 68:
119-131.

Balakaev, M. B. 1962. Sovremenniy kazaxskiy jazyk: Fonetika i morfologiya. Alma-Ata: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk
Kazaxskoj SSR.

Baski, Imre. 1986. A Crimean Turkic-Tatar glossary from the 17th century. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae 40(1). 107-172.

Barnes, Jonathan. 2006. Strength and weakness at the interface. De Gruyter Mouton.

Baskakov, Nikolaj Aleksandrovic¢. 1940. Nogajskij jazyk i ego dialekty. Grammatika, teksty i slovarj. Moskva—Leningrad.

Beddor, Patrice Speeter, and Handan Kopkalli Yavuz. 1995. The relation between vowel-to-vowel coarticulation and vowel
harmony in Turkish. In Proceedings of the 13th International Congress of Phonetic Sciences 2:44-51.

Binnick, Robert I. 1991. Vowel harmony loss in Uralic and Altaic. In Studies in the historical phonology of Asian languages,
35-52.

Bogoroditskii, V. A. 1933. Dialektologicheskie zametki V. O krymsko-tatarskom narechii. Kazan.

Dombrowski, Andrew. 2013. Phonological aspects of language contact along the Slavic periphery: An ecological approach.
The University of Chicago PhD dissertation.

Duman, Musa. 1999. Klasik Osmanli Turkgesinde Konusma Dili. Uluslararasi Tiirk Dili Kurultayi, 331-358.

Erdal, Marcel. 2004. A grammar of Old Turkic. Vol. 3. Brill.

Harrison, K. David, Mark Dras, and Berk Kapicioglu. 2002. Agent-based modeling of the evolution of vowel harmony. In
North East Linguistics Society 32.1.



References

Hyman, Larry M. 2013. Enlarging the scope of phonologization. In Origins of sound change: Approaches to phonologization,
3-28.

Izidinova, Sevile Refatovna. 1997. Krymskotatarskij jazyk. In Jazyki Mira, 298-309.

Jankowski, Henryk. 2012. Rounded-unrounded vowel harmony in Turkish. Studia Uralo-altaica 49: 253—-264.

Kavitskaya, Darya. 2010. Crimean Tatar. Lincom Europa.

Kavitskaya, Darya. 2013. Segmental inventory and the evolution of harmony in Crimean Tatar. Turkic languages 17
86-114.

Kondrat'ev, V. G. 1981. Grammaticheskii stroi iazyka pamiatnikov drevnetiurkskoi pis' mennosti (VIII-XI vv.). Leningrad:
Izdatelstvo Leningradskogo universiteta.

Laude-Cirtautas, llse. 1977. On the development of literary Uzbek in the last fifty years. Central Asiatic Journal 21.1: 36-51.

McCollum, Adam G. 2015. Labial harmonic shift in Kazakh: mapping the pathways and motivations for decay. In
Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society, vol. 41.

McCollum, Adam G. 2018. Vowel dispersion and Kazakh labial harmony. Phonology 35.2: 287-326.

McCollum, Adam. 2019. Gradience and locality in phonology: Case studies from Turkic vowel harmony. University of
California, San Diego PhD dissertation.

McCollum, Adam G., and Si Chen. 2021. Kazakh. Journal of the International Phonetic Association 51.2: 276-298.

McCollum, Adam G. to appear. On how and why harmony decays. In The Oxford Handbook of Vowel Harmony, Nancy
Ritter and Harry van der Hulst (eds). Oxford University Press.



References

McCollum, Adam G. & Darya Kavitskaya. 2021. On the status of non-iterativity. https://ling.auf.net/lingbuzz/006232

Melioranskij, Platon M. 1894. Kratkaja grammatika kazak-kirgizskago jazyka. 1. Fonetika i étimologija. Tipografia
Imperatorskoj Akademii Nauk.

Memetov, Aider. 1993. Krymskie tatary: istoriko-lingvisticheskii ocherk. Andiurt.

Nadzhip, Emir Nadzhipovich. 1971. Modern Uigur. Nauka Publishing House, Central Department of Oriental Literature.

Ohala, John J. 1994.Towards a universal, phonetically-based, theory of vowel harmony. In Third international conference on
spoken language processing.

Przezdziecki, Marek A. 2005. Vowel harmony and coarticulation in three dialects of Yoruba: phonetics determining
phonology. Cornell University PhD dissertation.

Radlov, Vassiliy V. 1870. Obrazcy narodnoi literatury turkskih plemen, zhivushih v uzhnoi Sibiri i Dzhungarskoi stepi.
Sankt-Peterburg. Tipografia Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk.

Radlov, Vassiliy V.. 1896. Obrazcy narodnoj literatury severnych tjurkskich plemen. T. VII: Nareéid Krymskago poluostrova.
Sankt-Peterburg. Tipografia Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk.

Samojlovi¢, Aleksandr Nikolaevi€. 1916. Opyt kratkoj krymsko-tatarskoj grammatiki. Boraganskij.

Sandstedt, Jade Jgrgen. 2019. Feature specifications and contrast in vowel harmony: The orthography and phonology of
Old Norwegian height harmony. University of Edinburgh PhD dissertation.

Sandstedt, Jade J. 2020. Vowel harmony decay in Old Norwegian. Papers in Historical Phonology 5: 11—48.

Sevortian, Ervand. 1966. Krymskotatarskii iazyk. In Baskakov, N. et al, (eds.), lazyki Narodov SSSR 2. Moskva: Nauka.
234-2509.



https://ling.auf.net/lingbuzz/006232

References

Tenishey, E. P. 1984. Sravnitelno-istoricheskaya grammatika tyurkskix yazikov. Fonetika.[Comparative-historical grammar of
Turkic languages. Phonetics.] Moscow: Nauka.

Useinoy, S., V. Mireev, and V. Yu Sahaciyev. 2005. Qirimtatar tilini 6grenifiiz. Odzhak.

Viguier, Pierre-Francois. 1790. Elémens de la langue turque. |'imprimerie du Palais de France.

Xiangru, Zhao, and Reinhard F. Hahn. 1989. The Ili Turk people and their language. Central Asiatic Journal 33.3/4:

260-289.



