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O Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to discuss and contpareepresentations of coronal and velar
consonants in some phonological theories. The naajoris to argue against the mainstream
view that coronals are phonologically placeles® (Baradis—Prunet 1991) by presenting a
number of approaches to show that there is actunlyniversal agreement that coronals
universally lack a place of articulation. This issis, of course, related to a major claim
according to which it is velars that are placeless.

It is admitted, of course, that for the view todhtthat coronals do indeed have a place
of articulation, the mere fact of presenting a nemdif theories to support this position is not
enough, nevertheless it is instructive to reviewirthdeas, either implicit or explicit. In
particular, it will be shown in this paper (a) théte basic ingredients for the velar
placelessness view are implicit in certain wayseweclassical generative phonology, and (b)
some varieties of feature geometry are equallyimampatible with such views, while (c)
government phonology explicitly claims that velars “empty” and had an interesting debate
in connection with the representation of coronals.

The choice of theories for the present discusssomewhat arbitrary. Only classical
generative phonology, feature geometry and govemhmpionology will be dealt with in
detail. Dependency phonology, for example, woulfinttely be worth including here by
virtue of its well-articulated theory of how segntemre built up from smaller units. At the
same time, theories that take surface markedn&gsres to be basic to their claims, such as
Radical Underspecification Theory, Natural Phonglagnd Optimality Theory, are not
examined here on the general grounds that it istgxmarkedness that is under attack (see
Huber 2006a for details of this argument). Thelyeadlevant question is what theories say
that do not directly incorporate markedness retatim their explanatory machinery. It also
has to be noted that this paper does not intesdgport the segmental representations in any
of these theories — the only point being what tbesy about coronals and velars.

Theoretical issues regarding the placelessnesslafsvor coronals involve, in general,
discussion of the following problems:

a) representation of velars and coronals;
b) epenthesis;
c) markedness relations of places of articulation.

This paper only deals with the first of these, tepresentation of velars and coronals. The
present analysis also draws on the results of @hap{‘From features to elements”) of my
2002 MA Thesis, but this is a more thorough treaim®ther aspects of this issue have been
discussed elsewhere, particularly in Huber 2006a.

" Part of the research for this paper was carrigdbetween September 2005 and January 2006 at
SOAS, London, supported by a grant from the Hurga8tate E6tvos Scholarship.
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1 Representation of velarsand coronalsin SPE terms

The analysis of the representation of velars amdnads will have to begin with a review of
feature-based analyses since they bring out impioctaaracteristics of velars as well as their
structural relations with other major and minorgala of articulation. The argumentation here
is based on the detailed and thoughtful presemtatfahe (“classical”) theory of distinctive
features (DF’s) in Chapter 2 of Durand (1990). ltl ibe discussed in particular what
consequences it has that velars are negativelyifiggedor all place features in classical
featural terms.

One interesting aspect of such a feature theorthas it encodes a number of
connections between velars and other classes aflso&eature theory does not recognize an
independent [velar] place feature in its inventiorghe first place. While in the classification
of DF’s [coronal] is found among primary strictdeatures and [labial] also figures as a lip-
attitude feature — not a feature originally, buetadefinitely by Durand 1990) it came to be
regarded as a place defining feature —, no feanhakes reference to [velar]. Although an
extremely controversial air-stream mechanism featiwelaric] is mentioned by Durand
(1990:58), it is crucially not a place feature. @hsly, velars are marked [-coronal] and
[-labial], which already seems to suggest that tlaeik a phonologically relevant place of
articulation for which they could be specified pgvgly even in feature-based analyses — they
are defined negatively with respect to coronalitg dabiality. This is shown by the feature
specifications below (following Durand 1990):

(2) SPE type features: labials: [+labial]([—coad)
coronals: [+coronal] ([-labial])
velars: [-labial][-coronal]

In SPE every segment had to be specified for aliufes. As for the three major places of
articulation, they were defined in terms of two yorflabial] and [coronal]. In the case of
velars, whatever [labial] and [coronal] stand faglars are negatively specified for them. First,
some consequences will be dealt with of these negatpecifications, and then the
connection between labials and velars in featerah$ will be discussed.

1.1.1 Velars and articulatory features: velars aegatively specified for place features

On the one hand, velars share [-coronal] with lapiavulars and pharyngeals. In fact, as
Durand himself confirms (1990:63), “[-coronal] sdgnare defined negatively e as
involving the absence of a raising of the tongusle!. The feature [labial], on the other hand,
is not part of the SPE inventory proper, but Durangues that it is needed as distinct from
[round] because a number of rules become simpldrraore natural to explain, while an
analysis with [round] only does not bring out whstreally at work. The feature [labial]
stands forconstriction at the lips as opposed to tpeotrusion of the lips associated with
[round]. These articulatory gestures must be kppttaAs an example, Durand cites (1990:49)
a rule from Finnish where a voiced velar fricatlyg becomes a labial fricative [v] between
high round vowels (/u/ and /u/):

(2) y—=>v /[[thigh] __ [+high]
[+round] [+round]
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Durand rightly argues that in the above formulatajrthe rule the actual change does not
receive a natural explanation since why should larveecome labial between high round
vowels — unless there is some more intimate cororebietween them. With [labial] instead

of [round], however, the change boils down to apacase of assimilation:

(3) [ +high] —> [+labial] / [+high] [+high]
[+back] [+labial] [+labial]
[+continuant]

[+voice]

In other words, a [+high] voiced non-labial fricagibecomes a labial between [+high] labial
vowels: an assimilation of [+high] segments in lsidaenvironment. An interesting corollary
of the change itself is the establishing of anotase of interaction between velars and labials,
a phenomenon already treated elsewhere (Huber 2006b

A further point of connection betwen velars andeottlasses of sounds is the feature
[anterior], the other primary stricture featureides [coronal]. Velars share a negative setting
for this feature with palato-alveolars and palatals the one hand, and uvulars and
pharyngeals on the other. It is then not due tamadence that velars often develop to
[+coronal] palato-alveolars/palatals, with which [&high] feature is common as well
(although note the existence of affricates /pf/ @d which are [-coronal]). Again, it is
suggested to be a straightforward case of assianlat the feature [coronal]. It can then be
concluded that velars are negatively specifiedplace features: [-coronal], [-anterior] and
[-labial]. Consequently, assimilation processeddth coronals and labials also receive a
natural interpretation in such a feature systera:abquisition of a positive specification for
these features. Since, however, place specificatame in fact associated with either the
raising of the tongue blade (coronals) or with astoction at the lips (labials), the negative
specification of velars for both these featuressdogan that velars actually lack these
gestures. This situation might then be considenedneouragement to claim placelessness for
velars.

1.1.2 Velars and acoustic features: velars sharayg] with labials

Besides encoding a number of connections betweansvend other classes of sound, feature
theory has a further remarkable aspect, namelyitttmings out a direct connection between
velars and labials in the acoustic feature [gragelvell. The feature [grave] marks labials and
velars (as well as back rounded vowels) positigplgcified. This is the formal recognition of
the observation that not all phonological procesass based on “local” assimilation/
adjustment (articulatory) processes, but a numlighem are actually based on acoustic
similarity of some sort. In establishing this featuone of the main pieces of support was the
recognition that well-attested phenomena thatedkdtials and velars (see Huber 2006b for a
detailed treatment) are rather difficult to explaiith articulatory, that is, “production”
features: “For what affinity is there between thfe desture which defines labials and the
raising of the back of the tongue towards the velumch defines velars?” (Durand 1990:63).
Durand also admits that in a feature-based thdusyphenomenon cannot be explained. In
theories cherishing some form of element theoryttan other hand, such phenomena are
interpreted to be cases of element suppressionroé sort: the labial element is suppressed
and it yields a velar. This issue will be takenlater.
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2 Feature geometry

The next approach to be discussed is feature gepmdiich arranges the features into a tree
hierarchy instead of a matrix format. This approaugpercedes classical SPE in recognizing
the internal structure of segments as well as kshatg the various connections among the
individual features. In feature geometcy Kenstowicz 1994:462), the Dorsal node dominates
both velars and all the vowels since it is undersabthat the [high][back][low] vowel
features reside. Again, velars are defined in tesiigatures which are not unique to them,
but rather they only have a set of features thay tilshare with all the vowels:
[high][back][low]. Implicit in this configuration g that velars have something to do with
vowels, which is indeed the case: take palatabnatof velars and vocalizations, for example.
Pulleyblank (1997:206) in addition claims: “Theentson of a Dorsal node by default into the
empty place node of the vowel root correspondshéoimsertion of 4].” This consideration
seems to agree with the government phonology approaamely that both velars and
reduced vowels (eg, a schwa or yer) are “emptyd tachnical sense. Moreover, according to
one of the two models to be presented, coronale mavreally special status since their
[coronal] feature defines front vowels: it is ngbarely consonantal feature.

In this area, Clements and Hume (1995) is an enfiial article. They present a
constriction-based feature geometry in which thengetry is defined by the combinability of
the various constrictions. They provide an exceéltmparison of two competing models of
feature geometry, their constriction-based modedl that of Sagey’s articulator-based model
(1995:275-7). Their model seems to square bettir atiested phenomena.

As for the connection between the representatibn®wels and consonants, the two
approaches make quite different predictions. Toirbegith, in Sagey’'s model major
consonant places dominate vowel features: for megtal abial dominates [round] in vowels.
In Clements and Hume’s model, on the other handsaaant and vowel places are defined
by the same set of features: [labial, coronal, @bfer both consonants and vowels. From this
a second major difference follows, namely that wizibronality is usually non-distinctive in
vowels (it is reserved for retroflex vowels) acdagito Sagey, it defines front vowels for
Clements and Hume. This is summarized below:

(4a) Sagey’s model Clements and Hume’s model

major C-places dominate vowel features  C-place\apthce are defined by the

same set
labial dominates: [labial, coronal, dorsal]
[round]

[labial] = rounded vocoids
dorsal dominates: [coronal] = palatal (frombrwids
[back] [dorsal] = back vocoids
[high] [ho placg = central vocoids
[low]

coronal is usually non-distinctive in vowels,
it is reserved for retroflex vowels

coronal is not significant for vowels coronal idef front vowels

In consequence, there are also a number of difeserwith respect to what
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phonological interactions can happen among thewartlasses of sound. The most important
difference is what connection there is between alsrand vowels: according to Sagey all
vowels form a natural class with dorsals, whilecaiding to Clements and Hume front vowels
form a natural class with coronals, back vowelfhwibrsals, round vowels with labials. The
second most important difference is that for Sadpagals are opaque, while for Clements and
Hume they are transparent to spreading of vowedlfea. This is summarized below (with
some further differences):

(4b) Sagey’s model Clements and Hume’s model

vocalic [back] and [round] features are
superfluous (> more economical system)

all vowels form a natural class with front vowé&rm a natural class with
dorsals, no other C classes define vowels corpbatk vowels with dorsals, round
on their own ([round] must combine with  vowelgwiabials

a features under Dorsal)

dorsal consonants are opaque to dorsal consoaentransparent to
spreading of vowel features spreading of vowatlres

only dorsal can function as a single unit  all plabnsonants (=major articulation)
(in spreading, for instance) are transparentifes spreading lip
combinations like [back] + [round] cannot roundingh one or more vowel features

Of course, (4a-b) above only concentrate on thatpdhat are relevant for a comparison of
velars and coronals. The most important differdreteveen the two approaches is the relation
of dorsals and vowels, and the possibilities of bmations this relation implies between the
two sets of segments. Overall, Clements and Hureens® be essentially correct for a
number of reasons. For instance, dorsal and otla@r ponsonants tend to be transparent to
spreading of vowel features (eg, in vowel harmongl; vowel features can spread
individually; central vocoids (such as a schwa @r)yare associated with no place
specification. And most importantly for the preseigcussion, according to the Clements—
Hume model coronals have no really special statusghe [coronal] feature is shared with
front vowels. Their insights will be cited later @Il in support for claiming frontness (or
palatality) for coronals.

3 Kenstowicz on the coronal syndrome

Michael Kenstowicz has made his views known in auasi places on what he terms the
coronal syndrome. For example, in the Forewordht 1991 Paradis—Prunet collection he
wrote the following about the specialty of corond891.:xiii): there is “an intuition shared by
most phonologists: that dental (more generally calois the unmarked consonantal point of
articulation.” Nevertheless, he eventually closke Foreword with this phrasing: “...no
definite answer emerges...".

In his Phonology in Generative GrammaKkenstowicz basically draws on the above
work, and summarizes the major observations wipeet to coronality (1994:516-521). First,
he enumerates the main pieces of evidence supgdhinunmarked status of coronals:
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(5) Coronals

(a) are the most frequent on a number of counts;

(b) are the outcome of neutralizations;

(c) are most commonly chosen in epenthesis;

(d) combine more freely;

(e) are more susceptible to place assimilations;

(f) are transparent to transconsonantal vowel-¢cbmplete assimilation) rules.

The above “traditional wisdom” can be captured bgledault rule assigning Coronal to a
consonantal place (1994:517):

(6) Place > Place (default rule)

Coronal

However, Kenstowicz also expresses some doubtshenuniversal validity of coronal
unmarkedness. He points out (1994:519) that “thierea slight inconsistency in the
underspecification approach to the coronal syndrasnene properties require a bare Place
node (...) while others seem to call for no Placegigation at all.” For instance, CC clusters
tend to be of two types, one where CC is a gemifta&), and another where eitheg & G

is a coronal. Both these types can be describeglieving in coronal unmarkedness — with
maximally one Place specification. Clusters of tman-coronal consonants are rare enough
cross-linguistically (although they, significantgp appear in each language where they
should be illicit!). This requires coronals to havbare but existing Place node so that they do
not count. However, no Place node can be assumeall @ cases of vowel harmony
spreading across coronals since otherwise it id ttaexplain why the bare place node does
not take on the spreading vowel specification (daber 2006a:53-55 for a detailed analysis
of this issue). These two interpretations of whad place specification” really means, and the
apparently strong arguments in favour of both atdhme time, casts serious doubts on the
universalityof coronal underspecification.

Finally, Kenstowicz points out (1994:519), followirMcCarthy and Taub’s 1992
review of Paradis—Prunet, that a “more serious lprokarises in the expression of dependent
features.” The coronal syndrome should only be latgd by segments with unmarked
features (such as /s t n/) but not BYAS/, for instance. Again, this is hardly compatiai¢h
the universality of coronal underspecification eiasince some coronals may be unmarked
but others obviously cannot. Moreover, he in fdatnes that underspecification approaches
are probably wrong since rather embarrasingly giregict coronal underspecification even in
languages where the dentals are clearly markepldége (1994:520).

All in in, Kenstowicz claims that the evidence inpport of universal coronal
unmarkedness is not as conclusive as one woulddikave it.

4 Gover nment Phonology

4.1 The mainstream approach

The mainstream approach to the representation ofnats and velars in Government
Phonology can be summarized as follows:
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(7) - velars are headed by the empty element
- labials have U
- coronals have R (see Harris—Lindsey 1995, HA88:A)

These properties of the representation of the rdiffees among the three major places of
articulation incorporate the two basic ideas preplois this paper, namely that (a) velars are
phonologically placeless and that (b) coronals hepéace specification. There have come to
light other approaches, though. These will be regin the sections to follow.

4.2 Other views within GP

There are other views withing GP, which can bed#diinto two groups based on how they
represent coronals: those who argue against cataaing R (Backley 1993), and those who
argue that coronals have an A “lowness” elemenbvdBbent 1991, Cyran 1997, Young-Lee
1998). These approaches are presented and codtbettsv.

4.2.1 Broadbent 1991

Broadbent (1991:299) analyses r-intrusion phenomen@&/Nest Yorkshire) English, and

argues that coronals are headed by the A elemdm.bBsic idea is that “...r-formation

[linking or intrusive-r] occurs when A is the headl a relevant segment [=the preceding
vowel].” Consider the following example where thewel [a:] is represented by an A-head
(underlined) and an empty (v) dependent to makeit

@ O N O N O N

| |\ I I I I
X X X X X X X
I | / I I
S A>S>S>>>>>> v
I
v
sh ah (n of ... “shah of”

In her analysis, A stands for coronality becaugeetlis r-intrusion (or linking) when there is a
preceding vowel which has A in its representatibon.a footnote (1991:300, N21) she
interestingly indicates that she intends this asialyas *“evidence for coronal
underspecification” because it is known that /rtaonal and it is not specified before the
spreading, and here it is also seen that /r/ ha¥Vhere else could the coronality of /r/
originate, she asks? Her conclusion: coronali#y.is

This analysis, however, raises some questionss Ihat immediately clear when
coronality comes into existence: has the emptypecified timing slot been already coronal
before the spreading of A from the preceding voslet had taken place or has it become
coronal by virtue of the spreading itself? Thetfoption would mean all empty timing slots
are coronal — not many seem to have consideredinipications of this possibility.
Apparently, the empty timing slot becomes a cordmatause of the spreading of A. It
remains unclear then how general this representasicsince other coronals, such as /t/ or
even /s/, are not known to get inserted in the sameven similar environments in (any
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variety of) English.

What Broadbent does in fact is to subscribe to malranderspecification simply on
the grounds that the timing slot that will becomlehas originally been unspecified. But she
eventually does propose an element, A, to domicatenals since it is A that makes a
coronal. Probably it had an effect on her analisa$ Paradis—Prunet (1991) was published in
the same year and something had to be said ab@lthibugh she does not refer to the book).

4.2.2 Backley 1993

Backley's article argues (1993: 301) in favour lnd wiew that “coronal obstruents [!] lack an
overt phonological place specification, thus remdgethem inherently less complex than their
non-coronal counterparts.” He points out a problemthe mainstream analysis, namely
lenitions of the type /s/ > /h/. The problem isttlids/ is represented as {Rh"} (as was the
standard representation at the time) then ther8 poessible lenition trajectories:

©) {R%H) > R}
> {n’}
> {0}

Backley brings up the following arguments againgpR 306-307). First of all, the element R
is not active in element harmony processes. Sedbddes not figure either in short-distance
assimilatory or spreading processes. For instame@oints out, coronal NC clusters like /nd
nt/ “do not come about via any place assimilationcpss as such”. Third, there are no
differences in R as head or operator, which makesaeptional among the place-defining
elements {I U A} since these do behave differerittyhead than in dependent positions.
Furthermore, the system overgenerates since R doesombine with the other place-
defining elements I, A and U, which in their turo degularly and meaningfully combine.
Finally, the only real-world “thing” correspondirtg the realization of {R} in isolation is a
tap [r], and it is not apparent in any other segsien

Backley (1993:309) therefore proposes the followiegresentation for [s]: [s] = {h
This element, {f}, functions as operator in obstruents and as heaspecify stridents —
which are coronal by default. Therefore, “we carkena direct association between stridency
and the presence of coronality”. His representatid®93:310) then fall out as follows (last
element is head of expression):

(10) [s] = {\°, 1}
[f={H" K U3
[x] = {h° %}

However, these representations lead to two prob(@8@3:312). First, what is lost in /s/ > /h/
changes if [s] = {f}? In other words, what is the representation §tfien? And second, why
is there a difference between /s/ > /h/ (in syBatddas) and /s/ > /r/ /V_V (intervocalically)?
He goes on to demonstrate the structure of glffittalsing Japanese data. His claim is
that “glottal’ indicates a lack of any lexicallyefined resonance property”. In this way, [h]
can be assigned a representation such 3svfh Notice that this effectively means that
glottals, or [h] specifically, are placeless. Théxeing an empty head position {Jy;, the
elements |, U can readily spread to it. Theseratead attested in Japanese (1993:315):
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(11a) Japanese: [h] > [c]

O N (@) N (@) N
I I I I ||

X X X X X X
I I I I ||

V0 <<< [0 d a r i

b

[cidari]

and also:

(11b) Japanese: [h] D]

| I | |\
X X X X X
I I | |/
V< g 0

b

[®ugoo]

Of course, since his representations above ideftjfiyand [h], “there must be no language
which displays a phonological opposition betweeglatal and a velar fricative.” And he
cites Irish as a possible counterexample, and meitadthat the /h/ <-> /x/ opposition
“indicates the need for more detailed investigataomd | shall leave the matter open.”

Although some problems still remain, Backley codelsi that coronality lies in the
headship of {f. What is particularly noteworthy is that $his not even a place element.
This is taken here to indicate that the assumediapgeof coronals might not actually lie in
place specifications at all.

4.2.3 Repercussion of the alternative views

The two lines of thinking above have found follogjeand it can be said that the standard
view cited in the beginning of this section is nagder strictly adhered to. Cyran 1997 (167ff)
adopts the view, and elaborates it in great detsitg Munster Irish data, that coronals are
headed by the element A. Duck Young-Lee’s (1998&kvam Korean is mainly interesting for
the present purposes because it discusses a cbhppgnach to phenomena from a language
which is very often cited to show a range of pheananof coronal underspecification. He
gives no further justification for choosing A topresent coronals than simply referring to
other works in this framework that have alreadypa€d this view (for instance Cyran 1997).
These two works would merit a more thorough treatime&hich will have to be postponed for
a later paper.

By way of conclusion, it also has to be pointed that while there are more
candidates to head coronals, there are no serrope$als for an alternative element to head
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velars.

5 A further candidate for coronals: frontness/ palatality

In the final section of this paper a further camddis presented to characterize coronals:
frontness. The idea is in fact not new at all, aisvalluded to by Clements and Hume (see 4a-b
above) and also by Kenstowicz (1994:464-5). Thesssiderations are based on the
observation that coronals often interact with freotvels in many phonological systems: take
palatalizations of coronals by a front vowel, ocagional fronting of non-coronals after front
vowels. Clements and Hume (1995) also supportviels since they propose that [coronal]
characterizes front vowels.

There is indeed some evidence for such a claim omamber of languages. Take the
following data from Ancient Greek as an exampletddare included here only for % t,
more examples are cited in Huber 2006b):

(12) Ancient Greek

kY >t

*gah 3?} | [+front]

*g

kY >t *k"e > e ‘and’
*k"is > is ‘who?’
*k"et'ores > ¢ttareskssares ‘four’
*penk’e > peng five’

In Ancient Greek, IE labio-velars turned into démthefore front vowels. The change only
affected the place of articulation, voicing and iegn properties remained constant. The
most accepted and most likely course of events amdollows: the secondary labial
articulation became a front (coronal/palatal) seewy articulation, that is, a palatgl [This
palatal || palatalized the velar to a palatal stop (or effte), which later simplified to a plain
dental stop. Rix (1976:87) has the following chriogy for *k"e > te: [K'e] > [K"e] > [Ke]

> [k’e] > [te] > [te]. Although this may not be the only lodipassibility (and the reduction
of a palatal affricate to a plain stop is slighglpblematic), one different approach at least can
be refuted. It could be argued that in this chatige labio-velars lost their labiality and
palatalized, as is often the case diachronicalg @tem languages where IE plain velars and
labio-velars merged into plain velars), and it weese palatals that simplified to plain dentals
It d /. There is an objection against this course ohtsyenamely that plain velars did not
palatalize before front vowels (Ancient Greek ig¢ acsatem languagef Beekes 1995:110,
too) meaning that only the labio-velars show ther@menon above, plain velars do not.
There would be no way to keep these sets apars. Ahcient Greek change is a true case
where a plain dental incorporates palatality.

Henderson (1985:20) cites a change from Vietnardiedects which is similar enough
to what has been presented from Ancient Greek,tithis at the end of words, however. “In
Southern Vietnamese the fronting of the [final]arehppears to have carried it all the way to
merge with final —t, while there has been markewckredization of the vowel itself...” This
indicates a process where a final velar becamentfrdthat is, dental/coronal) with
concommitant centralization of the preceding vows#ifortunately, it does not appear from
her description whether this process is restrictedelars after front vowels only or is a
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general change to all final velars irrespectivehe preceding vowel. Of course, if it is so
restricted, then there is direct motivation for thenting. If, however, there is no motivating
environment, it would be hard to explain why a vdhkas started to become front. This
scenario is, therefore, less plausible.

It might be interesting to note that the typicakiobe in many Mandarin (such as
Kunming Chinese) varieties where retroflex sounuls into alveolars is described as fronting.
For Kunming Chinese, Gui (2001:72) describes a gbawhere retroflex intitials in Old
Kunming Chinese become alveolars in contemporarmnking Chinese, and he uses the
feature [back] for retroflexes and [front] for ablars.

These examples merely intended to show that theee cases beyond simple
palatalizations where coronality can meaningfully dnalyzed as frontness (palatality). The
aim was simply to draw attention to these phenonamiato encourage further investigation
in this area.

6 Conclusion

This paper intended to review some theories aw/lf@at they hold about the representations of
segments, especially coronal and velar segmentst, Kiwas pointed out that the essential
insight for the view the velars lack a place defghielement of their own can be found in
classical generative distinctive features. Themas shown that Clements and Hume'’s feature
geometry model is not incompatible with the viewattH'coronality” is not unique to
consonants and also that coronals can be mearingssociated with frontness. Finally,
government phonology was reviewed as for its clidiat velars are “empty” and that coronals
actually have some place defining element. One vgwhat coronals are headed by {h}
which is not even a place element. The most wideagpview, however, is that coronals have
something to do with A, “lowness”. It is right taysthen that there is no universal agreement
that coronals universally lack a place of artidolat Lowness or even frontness, for instance,
seems to be a suitable feature to represent caronal
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