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The Laryngeal Realism Conjecture

» Small number of systems of laryngeal contrast and patterning of laryngeal features
P Laryngeal specification is fundamentally privative
» The marked pole of the contrast

® Shows greater phonological activity

® Shows invariant phonetic realisation

P Phonetic realisation is defined in terms of phonation, usually measured by VOT

(Honeybone 2005, also e.g. Avery & Idsardi 2001, Beckman, Jessen & Ringen 2013)
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® “QOverspecified” [spread glottis] v. [voiced]: Central Standard Swedish (Pétur Helgason &
Ringen 2008)

® Geminate v. singleton: Alemannic German (e.g. Kraechenmann 2003)

® “Strong” v. “weak”: Finnish, Estonian
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® Fully voiced: Qatari Arabic (Kulikov 2019)

® Short-lag VOT: Icelandic, Danish, Scottish Gaelic (Beckman, Jessen & Ringen 2013,
Nance & Stuart-Smith 2013)

P Changes in types often ascribed to contact (see also Natvig 2019) but otherwise the diachronic
typology not too clear
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® at1 ‘horse-P0OSS.3SG’ = adi ‘name-POSS.3SG’
® otu ‘grass-POSS.3SG’ = odu ‘fire-P0OSS.3SG’
» Generally agreed
® Aspirated |fortis| (Kallestinova 2004)

e Partially voiced/otherwise “weak” |lenis|
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Kyrgyz ‘father’ ‘lake’ ‘guest’

NOM ata kol qonoq
LOC atada  kelds qonoqto

» Common in some parts: intervocalic |lenis| ~ final |fortis|

Gagauz ‘handle’ ‘bottom’
NOM sap dip
POSS.3SG  sapi dibi

PL saplar dipler
LOC sapta dipte

P So far, so aspirating
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*at-I ‘horse-POSS.3SG’  ati ata ati alto a‘ti a‘di
*at ‘name’ ad ait ad at at at
*at-I ‘name-P0OSS.3SG’  a:di arta adi ado adi adi

P In line with the phonological typology of lenition (Balogné Bérces & Honeybone 2012)
but phonetically a bit baffling (Kiimmel 2007)
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® Controversial but possibly linked to [+ ATR] of front vowels and closure voicing of |lenis|
series (Vaux 2009)

P Lenis outcomes after V traditionally described as “Oghuz voicing”
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P Pre-closure glottal activity in |fortis| stops

® Preaspiration: Tukha (Ragagnin 2011), Salar (Tenishev 1976), Western Yugur (Roos 1998),
Uigur (Dwyer 2000)

® Preglottalisation: Tyva (Kunaa 1957), Tofa (Rassadin 1971), Uigur (Yakup 2005)
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Karachai-Balkar, Urum... (Pritsak 1959, Gadzhieva 1996)

® Aspirated |fortis| v. voiceless |lenis| in Salar, Western Yugur: “Amdo Sprachbund”
(Janhunen 2016)

® Geminate voiceless |fortis| v. weakly voiced singleton |lenis| in Chuvash (Savelyev 2020):
the Volga-Kama Sprachbund (Johanson 2000)

Can we make progress on understanding the diachronic typology of laryngeal contrast in Turkic?
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(+ medial lenition of /b, g/)

» Phonology
® Two-way contrast on the surface
® Possibly more complex underlyingly (at least in Turkish and Turkmen)

P Likely extensive dialect variation
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® Vowel backness: front, back

® Position: word-medial, word-final phrase-medial, phrase-final

® Following context: vowel, nasal, pause
P C. 136 test sentences extracted from naturalistic corpora, presented in standard spelling

» VOT/ACT, closure duration, closure voicing duration/proportion, FO in following vowel
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Post-release: Turkish

P Expected aspirating type with final
fortition, which |lenis+ | (mostly)
escapes

|fortis| long-lag

|lenis| short-lag medially,
long-lag finally

|lenis+ | short-lag (mostly)

B et ‘meat’
tat ~ tad- ‘taste’
od ‘fire’

stem-final -V word-final # V. phrase-final
:
E =
=
@ § . I

w&é

1z

[euap

?

fortis

PN

lenis lenis+

Ul S

fortis lenis lenis+

lesiop

0 0T

fortis lenis lenis+
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Post-release: Azeri

stem-final -V word-final # V. phrase-final
P Aspirating type, no final fortition 100
|fortis| long-lag . ' =
|lenis| short-lag & —=
—— e —— —————
M ot ‘meat’ !
%
od ‘fire’ <
§ 400
= (-3
p &
£ . :
8200 ‘ =
2 L.
g . <= - $
400 [
g
o | >
0 - | @ .

fortis lenis fortis lenis fortis lenis
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400

200
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S
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P Aspirating type, no final fortition
|fortis| long-lag
|lenis| short-lag
0} ot ‘meat’
od ‘fire’
P Also: extensive manner lenition

® Some of it already stabilised:
e.g. goy ‘blue’, yox ‘no’,
cf. Turkish gok, yok

® Also in our data: preaspiration,
fricativisation, affrication...
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200
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8

o
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-
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&
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fortis
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Post-release: Turkmen

P Aspirating type, final fortition

|fortis|

|lenis|

[lenis + |
L)

long-lag

short-lag medially,
long-lag finally
short-lag

it ‘dog’

at ~ ad- ‘name’
sud ‘court case’

150

100

50

50

After Closure Time (ms)

stem-final -V word-final # V. phrase-final
i @ :
=
)
| =y
@ g
8
B = L
i E z o
<)
' g
43
fortis lenis lenis+ fortis lenis lenis+ fortis lenis lenis+
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Post-release: Turkmen

[ 2 Aspirating type, final fortition stem-final -V word-final #V/ phrase-final
150

|fortis| long-lag

|lenis| short-lag medially, b ﬁ @
long-lag finall ° )
ong-lag finally P & &= & ®

[eiqe|

|lenis+ | short-lag 0
0 it ‘dog’ £
g
at ~ ad- ‘name’ 100 @ .
sud ‘court case’ 2 . 2
A o
. .. Q
. <
P Also: extensive manner lenition g = |
0
150
b |
=
g
50 =)
LW =
0 U v 0 U T b U v T
fortis lenis lenis+ fortis lenis lenis+ fortis lenis lenis+
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Post-release: Turkmen

P> Aspirating type, final fortition

|fortis| long-lag
|lenis| short-lag medially,
long-lag finally
|lenis+ | short-lag
0 it ‘dog’
at ~ ad- ‘name’
sud ‘court case’
P Also: extensive manner lenition
® oka, ok # V, ok |
® ahlagy, ahlak # V, ahlak |
* boyagy, boyag # V, boyag |
L)

@ 5] I
3 3 3

&
3 o

S
3

After Closure Time (ms)

stem-final -V word-final # V phrase-final
* @ :
g
s
Y (-3
E ]

& - 2 L
&5 :
S
E g
fortis lenis lenis+ fortis lenis lenis+ fortis lenis lenis+
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Closure voicing: Turkish

stem-final -V word-final # N word-final # V phrase-final
g !
E
100
£
L
2 ®
o 50 —
5
2
S A 4 L !
=]
o —L— L
fortis  lenis lenis+ control  fortis lenis lenis+ control fortis lenis lenist control  fortis lenis lenis+ control
stem-final -V word-final # N word-final # V phrase-final
100 = — = =
X
275
k=]
2 50
e
>
E 25
° AL
0
fortis lenis  lenis+  control fortis lenis  lenis+  control fortis lenis  lenis+  control fortis lenis  lenis+ control

P Expected aspirating type with final fortition, from which [lenis+ | is exempt

|fortis| no voicing
|lenis| incomplete voicing medially, even less finally
|lenis+ | incomplete voicing, least phrase-finally
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Closure voicing: Azeri

stem-final -V

word-final # N

word-final #V phrase-final

00

Closure voicing (ms)
o
3

+ ‘ T
i T jJo 8 JL 7 —
fortis lenis control fortis lenis control fortis lenis control fortis lenis control
stem-final -V word-final # N word-final # V phrase-final
100 — — - -
R
27
k=]
S 50
o
<4
5
§ 25
o
fortis lenis control fortis lenis control fortis lenis control fortis lenis control

P Aspirating type with no final fortition

|fortis| no voicing

|lenis| incomplete voicing, almost none phrase-finally
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Closure voicing: Turkmen

stem-final -V word-final # N word-final # V phrase-final
200
Z
~ 150 *
=
£
L
S 100
>
2 -
2 50
B -
© T
o i & 1
fortis lenis  lenis+ control fortis lenis  lenis+ control fortis lenis  lenis+  control fortis lenis  lenist control
stem-final -V word-final # N word-final # V phrase-final
100 = — = =
g —
275
k=]
2 50
e
>
E 25
° I
0 & — L
fortis lenis  lenis+  control fortis lenis  lenis+ control fortis lenis  lenis+  control fortis lenis  lenis+ control

P Aspirating type with final fortition

|fortis| no voicing

|lenis| incomplete voicing medially, none finally

|lenis+ | incomplete voicing, none phrase-finally
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FO effect: Azeri, Turkish, Turkmen

Azeri Turkish Turkmen

\ Category

e — B fortis

— lenis
— lenis+
— control

FO in following vowel (z-score)

0 0 20 3 4 50 0 0 20 3 4 50 0 0 20 3 40 50
Percentage

P Azeri and Turkmen: effect of stop category comparable to other languages (Hanson 2009, Kirby
& Ladd 2016, Kirby & Tan 2023)
|fortis| raised FO relative to control (onset nasal)

|lenis(+)| FO similar to control
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Analysis and discussion
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» Turkmen

® Confirm presence of extensive lenition in /b, g/

e Little evidence for true voicing in unlenited |lenis(+)|

® Final fortition of |lenis(+ ?)| stops

P Azeri and Turkmen, but not Turkish, show an effect of stop category on FO in following vowel
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Phonological architecture and the life cycle

» Proposed analysis within the life cycle model (Bermidez-Otero 2015)

® FOQ effect has phonologised to a phonetic rule in Azeri and Turkmen

but not in Turkish

® Phonologised positional devoicing of |lenis| stops in Azeri
which has stabilised in Turkish and Turkmen

Stage Turkish Azeri Turkmen
Mechanical effect FO — —
Phonologisation — FO, final fortition FO
Stabilisation final fortition — final fortition
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® Split of the old |lenis| category
» Azeri

® No stabilisation of coda devoicing

® More variable timing of glottal opening in |fortis|

® Decrease in closure voicing but the phonologised FO effect persists
» Turkmen

® Stabilisation of coda devoicing

® More consistent early timing of glottal opening in |fortis|

® Decrease in closure voicing but the phonologised FO effect persists
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microvariation across both phonetic rules and phonological patterns

P If the FO effect is driven by active voicing, Azeri and Turkmen show how phonologisation
emancipates phonetic—phonological patterns from their substantive grounding

P Tentative reconstruction: diachronic development from classic “aspirating” systems towards
those with no voicing at all

» Endogenous development perfectly in line with the life cycle: what would appealing to contact
add?
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Summary

» Microvariation in phonological and phonetic patterns across Oghuz
® Generally “aspirating” type
¢ Stabilised final fortition in Turkish and Turkmen but not Azeri
® FO effect in Azeri and Turkmen but not Turkish
P The architecture of the life cycle helps us reconstruct internal trajectories

» More informed approach to evaluating contact hypotheses
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Abbreviations

3 third person
LOC locative
NOM nominative

PL plural
POSS possessive

SG singular
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