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In Pursuit of Vowel Harmony in a Specific Trabzon Dialect of Turkish

1. Introduction

The Trabzon dialect is spoken in Trabzon located in the Eastern Blacksea region of Turkey. The dialect
has various subdialects which behave as an identity marker. In this study, | analyze a specific Trabzon
dialect (henceforth TrbD) spoken in the central district, Ortahisar. | aim to find out whether there is any
vowel harmony in this dialect or not based on the theoretical framework of Government Phonology
(GP). Moreover, | investigate some puzzling cases in this dialect and suggest different analysis

approaches for these structures.
2. General Overview of Data

| obtained my data from the recorded naturally occurring speeches of the TrbD speakers. Besides, |
consulted my informants to confirm the acceptability of the further forms to provide such a table below
for the purpose of understanding the vowel sequences as well as capturing the similarities and

differences among the suffixes in this dialect:

Table 1:
Elements in
e stems {}A) {}D {}V) {3
Morphemes
V+PAST+1SG kalk-du-m glt'dl'm tut-di-m sik-du-m
V+PAST+3SG kalk-di git-di tut-di sik-di
VHPAST+3PL Kalk-di-ler git-di-ler tut-di-ler sik-di-ler
V+IMPERF+15G kalk-ayr-im gid-iyr-im tut-ayr-im sik-ayr-im
V+ABI+NEG+ kalk-a-ma-yr- id-e-Mi-vr- wt-a-ma-yr- | 4 o avr
IMPERF+1SG im 9 yrim im ! yrm
V+IMPERF+3SG kalk-ay gid-iy tut-ay sik-ay
V+NEG+ it-mi
IMPERF+3SG kalk-ma-y grmiy ey ey
V+FUT+IPL kalk-ac-uk gid-ec-uk tut-ac-uk sik-ac-uk
V+OPT+IPL kalk-a-lum gid-e-lum tut-a-lum sik-a-lum
“to stand up”’ “to go” “to hold” “to squeeze”
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Elements in {A}D {ArY) CUS) (A1} V)
e stems
Morphemes
V+PAST+1SG gel-di-m kos-du-m diis-du-m sok-du-m
V+PAST+1PL ge|-du-k kOS'dU‘k dﬁg-du-k sok-du-k
V+PAST+3PL gel-di-ler kos-di-ler diig-di-ler sok-di-ler
V+IMPERF+1SG : iis-i Ok-i
gel-iyr-im kos-ayr-im diig-1yr-im sOk-1yr-im
V+ABI+NEG+ kos-a-ma-yr- sok-e-mi-yr-

IMPERE+1SG gel-e-mi-yr-im m diis-e-mi-yr-im m

V+IMPERF+3SG

gel-iy kos-ay diis-1y sok-1y
V+NEG+ : . et
IMPERE+3SG gel-mi-y kos-ma-y diig-mi-y sok-mi-y
VAHFUT+IPL gel-ec-uk kos-ac-uk diis-ec-uk sok-ec-uk
V+OPT+IPL gel-e-lum kos-a-lum dis-e-lum sok-e-lum
“to come” “torun” “to fall down” “to rip off”

*The table is split for the sake of the paper form; it does not serve to my analysis. For a decent form see Appendix.
**The stress patterns are indicated by the boldfaced vowels.

The table reveals that TrbD involves eight vowels in its inventory; namely a, i, u, 1, €, o, i, 5. When we
analyze these vowels within the framework of Element Theory (Kaye, Lowenstamm & Vergnaud, 1985;
Harris & Lindsey, 1995) we can conclude a table as below:

Table 2:

Vowel a i u 1 e 0 u 0

Elements | ({}A) | (3D | {}V) | (}) | HAYD | {AYY) | {1}Y) | ARY)

This table shows that we do not have any operators without a head since we do not have any long vowels
in TrbD. Moreover, elements A, I, and U can occur in the head position within a constituent; however,

there are some constraints which determine the occurrence of the complex phonological expressions:?

11 should indicate that there may be difference in some vowels in some environments; however, | leave this issue for a further
study for simplicity since the consonants may play a crucial role in this difference.

2 However, things are not quite easy in a dialect such TrbD. Even though my focus is on the external vowel harmony processes,
I should indicate that we observe disharmony in the verb stem most of the time.
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e Element A becomes head when there is no other element within the vowel.
e Element | becomes head when there is no U element within the vowel.
e Element U becomes head whenever it occurs in a vowel. The ultimate position for element U is

the head position within a constituent.

These constraints for TrbD vowels share the same pattern with the licensing constraints proposed for
Standard Turkish by Charette and Goksel (1996). Based on their analysis, we can further claim:

e Element A is not a licenser; the operator position must be empty when element A is the head.
e Element U is not an operator; the operator position is never occupied by element U.

e Element I can function as an operator and a licenser.

However, it is crucial to realize that these eight vowels of TrbD are allowed to occur only in roots and
stems. The vowels in the suffix forms are restricted to a, i, u, 1, e. The further analysis will present the

reason for this restriction on the occurrence in relation to these licensing constraints of the dialect.
3. Analysis

As my data reveals, 1 am going to focus on the vowel harmony processes on the verbal inflections
throughout my analysis. | am going to follow the vowel harmony definition by Charette and Goksel
(1996) which explains “harmony as an instantiation of an element licensing itself in a position it governs
(p.1). For this analysis, the suffix types carry importance to understand the vowel harmony processes.

Table 1 shows that there are two types of suffixes in TrbD:

e A-type suffixes which includes non-high vowels®
e |-type suffixes which includes high vowels
3.1. A-type suffixes

The data shows that A-type suffixes undergo vowel harmony. If the final vowel of the verbal stem
involves element I, this element spreads to the vowel in the suffix; therefore, this process yields an

output as below:

a) 01 Ri 0O R2 O3 Rs O4 R4

N1 N> N3 N4 gid-e-lum’
| |
X J( X X X X X J(
g i d a I u m
I A U

3 | used the SPE terms to give a more explicit definition.
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b) O] R1 (O] R2 O3 R3 O4 R4

N1 N2 N3 Na ‘kos-a-lum’
| | | |
X X X X X X X X
0 S a I u m
A A U
U

We do not observe any spreading processes when the final vowel of the verbal stem involves element A
or element U. This fact overlaps the constraints on TrbD vowels which we discussed earlier. To reword,
element | spreads to the vowel in the suffix when this suffix includes element A; however, element U

does not spread under the same circumstances. Therefore, we can conclude:
Element | spreads into the vowel in the suffix when the suffix is A-type
Element U does not spread into the vowel in the suffix when the suffix is A-type.

Although I have mentioned the non-problematic nature of A-type suffixes, we realize a problem in the
data. The structures in the form of V+IMPERF+1SG appear to have both A-type and I-type suffixes as
in the examples kos-ayr-um and gel-iyr-zm. However, such an argumentation would be arbitrary and
unmotivated; therefore, it would be against Non-Arbitrariness Principle which argues for a direct
relationship between a phonological process and its environment (Kaye et. al, 1990, p. 194). For this
reason, | argue that IMPERF suffix is underlyingly A-type which undergoes vowel harmony when the

required circumstances are set.

I argue the structure is formed as below based on the analyses of Charette (2004) which proposes that
words are composed of domains (p.11) and Charette (2008) which proposes “concatenation takes place

in the form of movement of the suffix into the final (C)V positions of the root” (p.61):

C) O1 Ri O2 Rz O3 Rs  O4 Ri Os Rs

N1 N2 N3 N4 Ns ‘gel-eyr-im’
| | | | |

X X X X X X (x) X X X

g e I e y (r)* m

({A}D) ({1}3A)
A A
| |

N7

4 The representation will be briefly discussed in the previous parts.
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Element | spreads into the A-type suffix since processes apply whenever their conditions are met
according to Minimality Hypothesis (Kaye, 1995). However, the output which this process yields does
not correspond to the one we have in the data. Therefore, | argue that this dialect may have vowel
reduction process which is the loss of certain properties under conditions such as being in an unstressed
position as Péchtrager (2016) indicates (p.26). To rephrase, the element delinks itself from the node it
is associated when the vowel which involves this element sits on an unstressed position. A clear example
comes from Turkish:
(D) agla + (Hyor > agliyor ‘S/he is crying.’
cry + IMPERF
This is an obligatory process in Standard Turkish. Furthermore, Balci (2006) claims the palatal sound
‘y” which involves element | as its head (represented as ({ } 1)) causes A-reduction in the verbal stem it
attaches (p.177). However, we have examples in which A-reduction is not mandatory but optional in a
similar environment in Standard Turkish:
2 agla + (y)acak > aglayacak ‘Sthe will cry.’
cry + FUT
As representation reveals, the process is obligatorily applied when the palatal sound occurs in the core
of the suffix. When it occurs as a floating consonant as Charette (2008) identifies, it is an optional
process. To sum up, element A in the final vowel of the verbal stem delinks itself from its node when a
purely palatal in the core of suffix immediately follows element A due to its interaction with this palatal

sound. Therefore, the node has left with a null element which is pronounced as 1.

In TrbD, this process does not require unstressed positions to apply; on the contrary, we observe
reduction in the stressed positions as can be seen in the Table 1. Moreover, it seems that the vowel
reduction process applies partially in this dialect as | am going to discuss in a moment. As seen in the
representation (c), after element I in the final vowel of the verb stem spreads to the operator position of
A-suffix (the only available place to sit on), the vowel N3 has an internal structure as ({I1}A). This output
does not reflect the vowel in an accurate way. The same problem is discussed in the study by Charette
and Goksel (1996); they claim this situation can be fixed by means of the switching process in which
“element is forced to change its role from head to operator”. However, they further claim that the
switching process does not hold for Turkish since the absence of switching process enables us to exclude

U harmonization with A. Therefore, they argue there are two representations for the vowel ‘e’ (p.12).

In the light of their analysis, | argue that TrbD has switching process and it does not create any problems
for any other processes since the licensing constraints of the dialect have adequate power to eliminate
any undesired outputs. I claim that ({I}A) does not represent the vowel ‘e’ in this example. Moreover,
element A is in the licenser position which is ruled out by the constraints. Therefore, we should apply

the switching process.
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d) O: Ri O R O3 R3 Os4 R4 Os Rs

N1 N> N3 N4 Ns ‘gel-iyr-im’
X X X X X X (x) X X X
g e I e y (r) m
({A¥D G @D
A A I

| argue that due to I-headed onset immediately following the vowel, element A loses its link to the node
during the switching process. | suppose I-headed ‘y’ attracts the element I in the immediately preceding
vowel and provokes it to become the head of the vowel as ‘y’ is itself. It is apparent that we need more
information to explain the actual motivation of the palatal sound for this behavior; however, this
explanation enable us to understand the reduction process for this dialect. For example, when we
compared ‘gel-iyr-im’ with the corresponding form ‘kos-ayr-im’, we realize that there is no vowel
reduction process in the latter form. The only difference between these forms is the element inventory
of the vowels in the suffixes. | argue that element A delinks itself from the nucleus node when there is
an element | under the same nucleus node since in this case they must undergo the switching process in
which the palatal sound kills element A for element | to save its head position. This argument is also not
well-formed; however, it is way better than two different suffixes argument. Moreover, it can explain
the forms with element U.

e) O: Rt O R O3 R3 O4 R4 Os Rs

N1 N> N3 N4 Ns ‘kos-ayr-im’
X X X X X X (x) X X X
k 0 $ a y () m
({ArY)
A A
U

We do not expect element U to spread into the A-type suffix as we concluded before. Since there is no
element I in the vowel to be interacted by I-headed onset ‘y’, element A does not need to delink itself
from its nucleus node. Furthermore, the other A-type suffixes provide evidence favoring the tight
relation between the vowel reduction and ‘y’ sound. For example, we do not observe reduction with the

optative marker -A (‘gid-e-lum’) and the future marker -Ac (‘gid-ec-uk’) as my informants indicate.
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Therefore, this evidence shows that this explanation is non-arbitrary. Further examples show that ‘y’ in

the suffix not only targets the preceding vowel of the suffix but also the final vowel in the verb stem:

Table 3:

V+IMPERF+3SG
oyna | oynay ?0yniy ‘to play’
uyu uyiy *uyay ‘to sleep’
ise isiy *isey ‘to pee’
st sty 7isty, ‘to be cold’

*isey
observed form

These verb stems differ from the previous examples; they have vowel at their final positions. In this
case, | suppose the imperfective marker is ‘-y(r)’ since my data indicates in this way. In the table, we
observe a similar pattern related to the reduction process discussed above. Furthermore, this data shows
that ‘y’ can target not only the vowel within the suffix but also the vowel of the verb stem when there is
no intervening element. This property may indicate the morphologically non-analyticity of the word for

phonological processes.

The most interesting case among these forms is for ‘uyu’ (sleep) which has a vowel involving element

U as its final sound. We can analyze the structure as below:

f) O: Rt O R3 Oa4 R4 Os Rs Os Re®
5 | |
|‘\|1 i |L3 N4 i N5 I\L
| § | | | |
X X X X X X X X X
u y u y (n
GV (D

Following Charette (2004), | argue that Turkish words consist of domains which includes two pairs of
onset and rhyme and the domain final nuclei in Turkish are always empty (p.7). Therefore, we have a
structure as in (f) for “uyiy’ (s/he is sleeping). Due to the morphological nonanalyticity | mentioned

above, | start to insert the suffix immediately after the final pronounced skeleton of the verb stem within

5 The dashed lines indicate the domains.
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the same domain. | argue that Rz and R4 are p-licensed since they occur in the domain final positions of
their domain as ECP requires (Kaye, Lowenstamm & Vergnaud, 1990, p.219). Furthermore, R and N3
are subject to the reduction process in which “a p-licensed empty nucleus followed by a pointless onset
are removed from any phonological representation in which they occur” (Charette, 2004, p.13). Thus,

we have a structure as below:

9) O1 Rt O Rs Oa4 Ra Os Re

N1 N3 N4 Ns
| | | |
X X X X X X X
u y u y (n
@V (&)

I argue that, since Rs and O4 occur within the same domain, the power of I-headed onset becomes
radicalized; it wants the immediately preceding rhyme to have I-head even though there is no element |
in the vowel. This time ‘y’ sound makes element U delink itself from the nucleus node then it itself
spreads to the preceding node. Therefore, the output is ‘uyiy’. Based on this analysis, | argue that the

interaction between the nodes are sensitive domain boundaries.

Another analysis can suggest that the non-initial vowel Rz involves null element. In a similar way, ‘y’
sound spreads to the empty nucleus; it blocks element U to spread since element U only spreads to the
empty nucleus. However, | cannot provide evidence for whether TrbD has null elements in non-initial

vowels as Turkish system does; therefore, | favor the former analysis with respect to this process.

To sum up, the analyses | have presented above lead us to come with this conclusion: A-type suffixes

in TrbD undergo vowel harmony in general.
3.2. I-type suffixes
I-type suffixes show variation with respect to their reaction to the vowel harmony:

e Rebels against vowel harmony
o Free alternants

e Subjects of vowel harmony

The past tense marker {-DI} occurs as -di (including element I) with the 3™ person marker {} regardless
of the elements in the final vowel of the verb stem as in ‘kalk-di-@’, ‘diis-di-@’, ‘kos-di-@’, etc. | argue
that the vowel in the suffix does not agree with the final vowel of the verb stem and remains unchanged;
therefore, it fits in the category of rebels. In a similar way, 1% person plural marker {-uk} does not show

any alternation in different environments such as ‘gel-ec-uk’, ‘diis-du-k’, ‘s6k-du-k’, etc. Brendemoen
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(2004) also argues that this marker {-uk} does not undergo any harmony processes. Concerning these
rebel suffixes, | argue that they do not involve null element in their vowels. Since the constraints of the
dialect require element A not to spread and element U to spread only to empty nucleus, we do not expect
any vowel harmony processes. At this point, | argue that these suffixes are frozen forms and opaque to

the vowel harmony since they already have elements.

The rest of the I-type suffixes, on the other hand, occurs as free alternants unless there are any constraints

as in the examples:

‘geldim’ ‘geldum’ ? ‘geldim’
BUT
‘glildum’ ? ‘giildim’ *‘giildim’

» Degradiation in acceptability

This representation above shows that in TrbD for the past tense occurring with 1% person singular marker
one can choose between the forms -dl, -dU, and -d_ only when there is no element U in the final vowel
of the verb stem. It is important to note that the informants tend to indicate degradation in grammaticality
when the output is identical to the form used in standard Turkish. Surprisingly, it is possible to observe
this type of occurrence in the naturally occurring speech. Within the scope of this analysis, | will focus

on the most acceptable and unacceptable forms.

h) 01 Rt 0O R2 O3 Rs O4 R4

N1 N> \E Na ‘gel-di-m’
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘gel-du-m’
X X X X X X X X
g e I m
A

In this case, | argue that the vowel position of the suffix (N3) has empty nucleus; therefore, we can apply
ECP operations on this form. N4 is p-licensed since it is the domain final nucleus; hence, it can stay
unpronounced. Due to its unpronounced nature, it cannot govern N3 properly; therefore, N3 should be
pronounced. The pronounced Nz is not p-licensed; hence, it can govern N, properly and N2 can remain
unpronounced. This process yields the output ‘gel-di-m * since element | in the verb stem, interestingly,
does not spread to the empty nucleus of the vowel in the suffix. On the other hand, ‘gel-du-m’ is a
possible utterance in the dialect. This free alternant ‘ge/-du-m’ does not have empty nucleus and it is

opaque to the vowel harmony as rebels do.
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)] 01 Rt O R2 O3 Rs O4 R4

N1 N2 N3 N\ ‘giil-du-m’
| | | |
X X X X X X X X
g i} 1 m
U

In a similar way, the p-licensing processes apply for the structure above. Due to the licensing constraints
of the dialect, element U must spread to the empty nucleus in the vowel of the suffix; therefore, the
process yields the output ‘gzil-du-m’. Owing to the same constraint, the form ‘giil-di-m’ is ruled out.

When we come to the occurrence of the suffixes with the vowel involving element | as in ‘giil-di-m’,
‘tut-di-m’, ‘gel-di-m’, | argue that any suffix involving element | as its head is a frozen form and cannot
be produced by means of vowel harmony since element | cannot spread to the empty nucleus in TrbD.
Based on this analysis, | claim that for the cases except for rebel suffixes, it is possible to find suffix -di
and -du in any environment without unacceptability. The suffix -d1 is ruled out when the final vowel of

verb stem has element U. Therefore, we can conclude that:
Element U must spread to the empty nucleus in TrbD.
Element | does not spreads to the empty nucleus in TrbD.

These properties of element | explain the licensing constraints of the dialect. Element | is a good licenser
and it spreads to the vowel in the suffix only when there is an element it can license. Since A is not a
good licenser, it is the most suitable one for element | to occur with. On the other hand, element | does

not occur with element U since U must be the head all the time. We can sum up with a table as follows:

Table 4:
Elements
A I U
Spread t
Head - - {3v)
Operator - {13A) -
o | spreads only to the operator | U spreads only to head
Findings A never spreads . .
position of A head.® position.

6 Please recall the switching process which enables element | to be the head.
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It is noteworthy to indicate that there is another issue in TrbD apart from vowel harmony. This issue
becomes obvious when we compare V+IMPERF+1SG ‘kos-ayr-um’ and V+IMPERF+2SG ‘kog-ay-sin .
Do we suppose to assume the existence of another IMPERF suffix ‘-Ay’? In relation, do we suppose to
conclude the 1% person singular marker is -rim? As Charette (2004) indicates, there are floating
consonants which attach to a pointless empty onset in the structure. The floating consonants can survive
only if they can find a proper onset to associate with. In the case of TrbD, | argue that IMPERF suffix
has a floating consonant and it is pronounced when the necessary conditions are satisfied. In the previous
examples, | have represented -r in parenthesis to indicate its being floating consonant.

)i O: R1 02 R2 O3 R3 Oy R4 Os Rs

N1 N> N3 N4 Ns ‘kos-ayr-um’
| | | | |
X X X X X X (x) X X X
k 0 $ a y (r) m
A A
U

In the structure (j), the empty nuclei become silent or pronounced with respect to the p-licensing
processes. The domain final Ns remains unpronounced since it is p-licensed by its nature; therefore, it
cannot govern N4 properly. Therefore, N4 must be pronounced and it can p-license its preceding nucleus;
therefore, Nsremains silent. At this point, | argue that O4is the position for the floating -r. My assumption
is that the realization of a floating consonant in a structure depends on the pair relations of this unit.
When the peer of the onset is not governed properly, the onset is realized and pronounced. In other

words, -r in the suffix is pronounced when the following nucleus is pronounced.

K) O: Rt O R O3 R3 O4 R4 Os Rs Os Re

N1 N2 N3 N4 Ns Ns

| | | | | |
X X X X X X X X X X X
k 0 S a y ) S n

On the other hand, the process for the structure (k) is not identical to the reduction process which we
discussed in the previous pages (Charette, 2004). The domain final Ng remains unpronounced since it is
p-licensed by its nature; therefore, it cannot govern Ns properly. Since Nsis not properly governed, it
must be pronounced; hence, Ns p-licenses its preceding nucleus; therefore, N4 remains silent. Based on
my analysis for the example (j), | claim when the peer of the onset is not pronounced, the floating onset

cannot be realized and this unpronounced pair undergoes reduction. However, we observe an asymmetry
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between the reduction indicated by Charette (2004) and the one related to the IMPERF suffix -Ay(r). In
this specific process (R-reduction), the p-licensed empty nucleus and its preceding pointless onset are
reduced while the p-licensed empty nucleus and the following pointless onset are reduced in the previous
examples. Anyway, the reconstructed structure gives an accurate output after p-licensing process:

) O1 Ri O Rz Os Rs Os Rs Os Re

N1 N2 N3 Ns Ne

| | | | |
X X X X X X X X X X
k 0 $ a y S n

The R-reduction which shows asymmetry when compared to the reduction process indicated by Charette
(2004) must be applied in this structure since we receive an ungrammatical output without this process.
Therefore, | claim that TrbD has a R-reduction process which reduce O-N pair in the environment of a

pointless onset and immediately following p-licensed empty nucleus.

To sum up, I-type of suffixes undergo vowel harmony only when the suffix includes empty element.

Moreover, the licensing constraints of the elements determine this process.
4. Results and Conclusion

People tend to compare the Trabzon dialect to the Standard Turkish and they mistakenly come up with
the conclusion that TrbD has a disharmonic nature. In the light of this analysis, | conclude that there is
a vowel harmony process with unique constraints on the contrary to this general opinion which occurs
in the environment of A-type suffixes and to a restricted area in the environment of I-type suffixes. We
can argue that A-type suffixes undergo vowel harmony in terms of frontness while I-type suffixes
undergo vowel harmony in terms of roundness. We do not observe any harmony operation related to
frontness-backness with I-type suffixes. We can explain this gap by the characteristics of element |
which spreads into a position where only element A occurs. With such an explanation, we cannot expect

to have any /ii/, /i/, or /6/ sounds in the suffixes of TrbD as a result of vowel harmony.

Moreover, | conclude that any suffix pronounced as /i/ in TrbD is a frozen form and it has an element I;
in other words, it is not an empty nucleus. It cannot occur due to the p-licensing processes since the

element | lacks the ability to spread into the empty nucleus.

To sum up, it is apparent that we talk about the constraints on the vowel harmony in TrbD rather than
the possibilities. These constraints give some information about the dialect and its sound inventory. |
should indicate the consonants may have play role in the vowel harmony to some point. For further

studies, the nature of the consonants will be proper tool to handle this issue.
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