UniversalsExplain Change,ChangeExplains Typological Generalizations

Structuraland generativetheorieshave attemptedto derive generalpropertiesof language
changefrom structuralprinciples. An older view, recentlyregainingpopularity reverseghe di-
rectionof explanatiorby deriving putativeuniversalsrecastastypologicalgeneralizationsfrom
recurrenpatternf languagehangdgBlevinsMS). Its moreconservativerersiongdrawon histor-
ical explanatiorasakind of supplemento theformaltheoryof grammarwhichexplains‘marked”
or evenanomaloustructureghatfall outsidethe remit of UG. The moreradicalversionsseekto
explainawaythe universalghemselvesasby-productf change.

Reconcilingtheseopposingorogramgor historicalandsynchronidinguisticsrequiresdemar-
catingthe explanatoryrole of each by distinguishingirue universaldrom typologicalgeneraliza-
tionsin aprincipledway. | arguethatthis canbe doneby thefollowing criteria.

¢ Universalshaveno exceptiongfor whatdoesnot ariseby changecannotbe subvertedy it
either).

Universalsareprocess-independent.

Universalsaremanifestedn TETU effects(Prince& Smolenskyl993).

Universalsareembeddedn grammarsasconstraint@andcaninteractwith otherconstraints.

Universalsconstitutepathwaydor analogicakhange.

Universalsaremanifestedspontaneouslin languageacquisition.

| thenapplythesecriteriato two phonologicaliniversalsvhich havebeenclaimedto beepiphe-
nomenaof changeandshowthatthe criteriaconvergeo identify themastrue universals.

(i) Codaneutralizatiorof placeandmannerfeaturesn favor of unmarkedvalues.l arguethat
thismarkednesasymmetryeflectsa UG constrain{asassumeadn OT, amongothers)againsthe
claimthatit simply reflectsthe putativehistoricalfact thatsoundchangecandevoicecodashut not
voicethem(BlevinsMS, Yu 2004).

First, the historicistargumenbverlooksthatsynchroniccodavoicing could originateby com-
monsoundchangesn manyotherwaysthanby a codavoicing soundchange If alanguagewith
a single seriesof obstruentsand a geminationcontrastwith codadegeminatiorundergoes le-
nition procesghattransposeghe geminate/singletonontrastinto a voiceless/voiceadontrast(as
in Romance)theresultwould be final voicing. Thereasornsuchhypotheticalscenariosare never
realizedmustbe thatsomeconstrainton languagedesignpreventst.

Nextl rebutYu’s proposalLanguage2004)thatLezgianhassynchronicsyllable-finalvoicing.
Rather,it hasthe samephonologicalsystemasits closerelative Georgian,but with a seriesof
underlyinggeminatesvhichundergadegeminatiomndfortition in onsets Sinceno otherapparent
casexf codaneutralizationn favor of markedfeaturevalueshavebeenfound, it seemdhatthe
markednesasymmetryin codaneutralizations exceptionlesshenceatrue universal.

Independensupportis thatthe sameasymmetryarisesn otherwaysthanby thesoundchange
of codadevoicing;e.g.in Konni, voicing assimilationis blockedjust whenit would voice a coda,
in which casea vowelis epenthesizedhstead(Cahill 1999). Furtherevidencecomesfrom TETU
effectsandfrom codadevoicingin youngchildren(Smith1973,Ingram1976,Yavas1994).

(i) I makea parallelcasefor stress/weighsolidarity Specifically | provideevidencethatthe
generalizatiorthat stressseeksheavysyllablesand sonorousvowels, as definedby the familiar
sonorityscale(de Lacy 2002)is atrue universalby eachof the abovecriteria.



