
UniversalsExplain Change,ChangeExplains TypologicalGeneralizations
Structuraland generativetheorieshaveattemptedto derive generalpropertiesof language

changefrom structuralprinciples. An older view, recentlyregainingpopularity, reversesthe di-
rectionof explanationby derivingputativeuniversals,recastastypologicalgeneralizations,from
recurrentpatternsof languagechange(BlevinsMS). Its moreconservativeversionsdrawonhistor-
ical explanationasakindof supplementto theformaltheoryof grammar,whichexplains“marked”
or evenanomalousstructuresthat fall outsidetheremit of UG. Themoreradicalversionsseekto
explainawaytheuniversalsthemselvesasby-productsof change.

Reconcilingtheseopposingprogramsfor historicalandsynchroniclinguisticsrequiresdemar-
catingtheexplanatoryrole of each,by distinguishingtrueuniversalsfrom typologicalgeneraliza-
tionsin aprincipledway. I arguethatthiscanbedoneby thefollowing criteria.

• Universalshaveno exceptions(for whatdoesnot ariseby changecannotbesubvertedby it
either).

• Universalsareprocess-independent.

• Universalsaremanifestedin TETU effects(Prince& Smolensky1993).

• Universalsareembeddedin grammarsasconstraintsandcaninteractwith otherconstraints.

• Universalsconstitutepathwaysfor analogicalchange.

• Universalsaremanifestedspontaneouslyin languageacquisition.

I thenapplythesecriteriato twophonologicaluniversalswhichhavebeenclaimedtobeepiphe-
nomenaof change,andshowthatthecriteriaconvergeto identify themastrueuniversals.

(i) Codaneutralizationof placeandmannerfeaturesin favor of unmarkedvalues.I arguethat
thismarkednessasymmetryreflectsaUG constraint(asassumedin OT, amongothers),againstthe
claimthatit simplyreflectstheputativehistoricalfact thatsoundchangecandevoicecodasbutnot
voicethem(BlevinsMS, Yu 2004).

First, thehistoricistargumentoverlooksthatsynchroniccodavoicingcouldoriginateby com-
monsoundchangesin manyotherwaysthanby a codavoicing soundchange.If a languagewith
a singleseriesof obstruentsanda geminationcontrastwith codadegeminationundergoesa le-
nition processthat transposesthegeminate/singletoncontrastinto a voiceless/voicedcontrast(as
in Romance),theresultwould befinal voicing. Thereasonsuchhypotheticalscenariosarenever
realizedmustbethatsomeconstrainton languagedesignpreventsit.

NextI rebutYu’sproposal(Language2004)thatLezgianhassynchronicsyllable-finalvoicing.
Rather,it hasthe samephonologicalsystemas its closerelativeGeorgian,but with a seriesof
underlyinggeminateswhichundergodegeminationandfortition in onsets.Sincenootherapparent
casesof codaneutralizationin favor of markedfeaturevalueshavebeenfound, it seemsthat the
markednessasymmetryin codaneutralizationis exceptionless,hencea trueuniversal.

Independentsupportis thatthesameasymmetryarisesin otherwaysthanby thesoundchange
of codadevoicing;e.g.in Konni, voicing assimilationis blockedjust whenit would voicea coda,
in which casea vowel is epenthesizedinstead(Cahill 1999).Furtherevidencecomesfrom TETU
effectsandfrom codadevoicingin youngchildren(Smith1973,Ingram1976,Yavas1994).

(ii) I makea parallelcasefor stress/weightsolidarity. Specifically, I provideevidencethatthe
generalizationthat stressseeksheavysyllablesandsonorousvowels,asdefinedby the familiar
sonorityscale(deLacy2002)is a trueuniversalby eachof theabovecriteria.


