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RACT
ry of generative accounts of vowel harmony in Classical Manchy
ging. The early treatments (Vago, 1973; Odden, 1678, Finer, 1979)
he wrong type of vowel harmony (front vs. back rather than relative
armony). Hayata (1980) proposed the correct type, but was unable
pit adequately within the generative framework. These sh oricomings
to deficiencies in the practice of gencrative phonologists. To
strate the correct Lype of vowel harmony in Classical Manchu requires
rations of (1) the actual surface representation and/or (2) facts in
dialects and languages. Neither type of evidence is frequently used in
ice of generative phonologists, although the former is almost always
i theory. An implication is that attempts to improve phonology must
ractice as well as theory.

major battlegrounds between proponents of abstract phonology

oponents of concrete phonology has been the description of vowel

in Classical Manchu. Proponents of abstract phonology have

I that vowel harmony was a living process in this (now dead) language

equires abstract representations to capture the true generalizations.

ents of concrete phonology, on the other hand, have denicd that

ek representations are needed to describe Manchu, with some, but not
enying that vowel harmony is productive in Classical Manchu.

nothing particularly novel in the arguments that have been

with regard to abstractness in Manchu. The same types of claims

inier-claims that have been made in other disputes about abstractness

fi made in this case as well. The purpose of this paper is not to join

i of this battle, but rather to provide meta-commentary on the entire

hat is interesting about the controversy, at least up until Ard (1979)

13 (1980}, is that proponents of both abstract phonology and

Phonology assumed the wrong type of vowel harmony for Manchu

Isast pre-Manchu if the process had ceased to be productive in the

g variety of the language). Vago (1973), Odden (1978), and Finer

il assumed that vowel harmony was of the front vs. back variety, as

Turkish. Ard (1979) and Hayata (1980) point out that the correct

E¥owel harmony in (pre-}Manchu was high vs. low.

it
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As will be demonstrated in detajl below, there is overwhelming eviden
that the type of vowel harmony in (pre-)Manchu was in fact high vs |,
However, the purpose of this paper goes well beyond this into quegj

phonological practice and rhonological methodology. The evidence thy -E!;: ]

crucial for deciding the question is of types that are not generally consid
in generative phonological practice. Furthermore, the types of evidenge ¢
are generally considered in generative phonological practice are not congly
in pointing to one type of vowel harmony rather than the other.

The evidence that is crucial for deciding this question is of two pri
Lypes. One type involves evidence Zwicky (1975) categorizes as “addi
evidence’, evidence that not all generative phonologists consider refe
Here, facts from closely related languages and another dialect of Manchy

paramount. Here one could argue that these facts are ‘external’ to Mmdm i

For example, a speaker of Manchu with no knowledge of these other diale
or related languages would have no access to these facts,

The other type of evidence is clearly internal to Manchu: it concernsthe |

e ©

actual surface (systematic) phonetic representation of Classical Mang i
words. In theory, the surface representation is crucial for phonological thgu;f;
since every phonology contains the surface as one leve] of representationadn .
this regard, Zwicky (1975: 1 54) suggests that all generative pimnuluﬁg
consider the ‘variant shapes of morphemes’ to be among ‘the datz tobe
comprehended by 2 phonological analysis’. Nevertheless, in practice g
ative phonologists have not dedicated much effort to discover the nature of
the phonetics of the surface shape of morphemes, et

If we consider the actual practice of generative phonologists, we notice that
Schane hardly goes beyond an ordinary phonemic notation and that
McCawley in his description of Japanese only includes phonalogical rles,
not feature interpretation rules. Chomsky and Halle. . .on the whole, ..do.
not go any further than an ordinary phonemic level | Fischer-Jargensen
1975: 217).

Indeed, generative phonologists have often taken existing phonemic dﬁ-
criptions of languages and derived a generative analysis only by considzmng
alternations in the phonemic representations of allomorphs. This has bﬁm
especially common in generative reanalyses of American Indian phonologes:

Even though evidence about actual pronunciations is internal to the:

language, it is external to the data which modern phonologists must use il

describing Manchu, namely written texts. The information in the wrilEl:
texts, chiefly orthographic facts and facts about morphological re[ati:}ns]}ipi.
which can be abstracted, is insufficient Lo determine the actual pronunciatiofc
The modern researcher must rely on additional evidence and /or assumpions:
to postulate a pronunciation for a Manchu word.

Hence, the terms internal and external are confi using. To any native Spfﬂkﬂr
of Manchu, including a speaker of a homogeneous speech community,

58

mannciatior
wstemologic
temal ev:
lence base
ow analysis. .
ahatsoever in

be ineffecti
ausually o

fithe Ching ¢

S early twentict]

v problen
Iy how ¢

ven thougl

ik (1966)

those wha

K -L ederation
e Sibe (or Sit

Snot be con



YOWEL HARMONY IN MANCHU

5 uvgrw{xelming SVideng ! ,ﬁw}j pronunciation is an internal fact: it is a part of Manchu and is learned
was in fact high v, [w_-'_'%‘- ,L:mg with the attainment of competence in the language. To a modern
md this intg qumrimﬁﬂé ) olopist analysing Manchu through written texts, the actual pronuncia-
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relevany

dpnmust also be internal to the language, but the phonologists cannat learn
what the pronunciation was without relving on information external to the
! @ts themselves. In other words, to the modern phonologist, the actual
mnunciation could be said to be ontologically internal to Manchy, but
emologically external,
" External evidence from related languages and a related dialect and internal
. gndence based on the actual sounds in Manchu both support the high ws.
jow analysis. As will be discussed in more detail below, there is no evidence
- ghatsoever in favour of front vs. back vowel harmony. Hence the former type
‘efvowel harmony is demonstrably present in (pre-)Manchu. However, the
of evidence generally found in the practice of generative phonologists.
! maphological alternations and the nature of phonological rules, does not
y _'.Féi&,ide compelling evidence in favour of either type of harmony. Hayata
(1980) suggests that these latter types of data do in fact argue for high vs.
Jow harmony but, as will be discussed below, these arguments are not
eEvincing.
 The ascription of the wrong type of vowel harmony to a language would
priainly have to be considered a grievous error. Yet the methods most
‘ammonly used in the practice of generative phonologists have been proven

|

| lobe ineffective at preventing this sort of error from arising, The types of

| dili usually considered are inconclusive, while the conclusive sorts are of the

J tjpe frequently undervalued and under-used.

SRl

i 'EE_E[assicaJ Manchu refers to the language of the Manchu court, the rulers
~tlthe Ching dynasty, which controlled China from the late sixteenth to the
] \ﬁﬂ\r twentieth century. More specifically, the language in particular refers
lo documents written in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Thus

AT ¢ Dassical Manchu by its very definition is a written language, and this creates
n existing phonemic dess
dysis only by considermg |

1y problems for a phonological analysis, For cxample, it is not clear
‘#actly how much dialect mixture and standardisation is involved in the

1 wmiten form,

- Ewen though there are a number of people of Manchu ancestry in China
Bnik (1966) notes that official Chinese figures list 2.5 million), apparently

4 Hlihose who are descendants of clans that formed the original Manchu
formation in the writien &

foafederation now speak only Chinese, There is a group of speakers called
&3111'& {or Sibo), who still speak a language very close to Classical Manchu,
E"Iﬁiﬂ Sibe were not a part of the original confederation, so their language
| Hmot be considered a descendant of Classical Manchu, Scholars disagree
”.'}1?!3‘-’? lo classify Sibe vis-a-vis Classical Manchu. Norman (1974) calls it a
-,.f;ﬁi:hu dialect, while Menges (1971) refers to it simply as ‘gesprochenes
MalE

]




JOSH ARD

Manchu is 4 Tungus language, related most closel
primarily in Siberia. The Tungus languages form one branch of the
controversial Altaic family, The conservative opinion is that Altaic COMify
of Turkic, Mongolian and Tungus languages. Some scholars deny that il

three groupings are genetically related, suggesting that areal faclur5--'ﬁt :
responsible for the resemblances. Other scholars support 2 more inclisie

Altaic family, including Korean and, for many, Japanese.

2. There is clear evidence for residues of vowel harmony in Classical Manchy

orthography. For example, one collective suffix has the variants -saf -sej-m,
another -ta/ re; J

(1) sakdar-sa *old person’ da-ta ‘chief”
gege-se ‘older sister’  eme-te ‘mother’

On the basis of these and other examples, vowels in Classical Mancha i i

be divided into three harmonic classes:

{2) Classical Manchu harmony types
I. &
I, aed
III. {necutral) i u

In general words with vowels of type I require affixes with vowels of ypes:
[ or 111, .and words with vowels of type IT require affixes with vowels of Lypes:
IT or III. The vowel harmony system is further complicated because, for
certain affixes, o is found instead of an expected ¢ due to an additional
requirement of rounding harmony, The details of the vowel requirementsin
affixes are reported in great detail in Avrorin (1976).

The vowel harmony classes are also required in predicting the distribution
of velar and uvular consonants. Velar consonants tend to occur in words
containing vowels of type I, while uvular consonants tend to be found in
words containing vowels of type I1. Consider the adjectivizer affixes -pe/ -saf
=no and -xun/ -ydn,

3} batuxa “brave’ wasiyon “vile’
A
yoroso 'powerful”  weixun *precious’

gexuge ‘brilliant” {Odden, 1978 150, 154_}

Therefore, if we know that a word contains vowels of types I or Tl we cat
predict (i) vowels in affixes and (ii) the presence of velar vs. uvular consonants.

However, no prediction can be made for words containing only neutral vowels
(fand u):

{4) biluxa ‘calm’
mujine “having a heart’

¥ to languages Spokes |

(data from Finer, tojml
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VOWEL HARMONY IN MANCHU

Thereis little doubt that vowel harmony was oncea productive phonological
' es in Manchu. Unfortunately, however, the facts that have been
! _wnled above are insufficient for uniquely determining the precise type of
parmony-

‘jtan (1973) presents the results of a cross-linguistic typology of vowel

<. Vowel harmony systems can be complicated due to various factors
such as differences between harmony in roots and affixes, skewing of vowel
iterns, the presence of neutral vowels, etc. Nevertheless, Ultan was able to
discover three primary types of vowel harmony patterns based on the
ionlar parameter that predicts the kind of vowels found in each of the
garmenic classes. He found that languages distinguished vowels based on the

v "F.ifameierﬁ of (i) frontness, (1) tenseness, and (iii) height. Consider the

(data from Finer, 1goj

15 in Classical Manchu o

{ixes with vowels of types
affixes with vowels of types.
- complicated because, for
e¢d a due to an additional

" the vowel! requirementsin

76).

predicting the distribution
tts tend to ocour in words:
nants tend to ke foundin
djectivizer affixes -pe/ -sa/

{Odden, 1978: 150. 154}

¢ls of types T or 11 wecan

relar vs. uvular consonants:

taining only neutral vowels

follawing examples.

{5) Major types of vowel harmony
A. Froni-back
Kirghiz (Turkic)
L(a) i (bya IL (a)i(b) u
e a a o
(Kirghiz also has rounding harmony: vowels must not only all
be from 1 or 11, but also must all be from (a) or (h).)
B. Tense-lax (a type of horizontal harmony)
| MNzema (Eastern Akan)
L3 u I @
e o E 3
d a
{Careful phonetic studies of the parameters involved in this type
of harmony have been conducted by Lindau (1975) and Jacobson
(1978).)
C. High-low (a type of horizontal harmeony)
MNanai (Tungus)
! L i a IL g o
=1 d

‘Besed only on the symbols in the Manchu words given above it is
mpossible to determine the precise type of vowel harmony that is witnessed
nManchu phonology, The symbols themselves are based on transliterations
¢ fom the Manchu orthographic system, which itself was developed from
Mongolian script. Even this transliteration is controversial, since the Manchu
&t is replete with symbols and diacritics which allow more distinctions than
| anyphonologist has been willing to recognize as distinctive (see Ligeti (1953)
A Melles (1975)). While the transliteration itself is not crucial, the phonetic
- Jilies of the sounds are. Depending on the exact pronunciations of the
= Winds, any of the three types of vowel harmony could be motivated for
| Manchu. For example, if the complex symbol 4 represents a front or central
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which the first two are front and the last two are b
vowels e, a and o, of which only the first is front. Vowel ha
for by the following rule:

gh vowels 7 ; and u,nf

(6) [+syll] - [xback]; +syll:| Ci—
aback

The feature [eback] is also use
4 rule of velar lowering:

i el e

d Lo account for the presence of uyvulars, i

Since the abstract vowels ¢ and & do not appear on the phonetic surface, 2
rule of absolute neutralization is required to eliminate them:
(8) [+syll
+high | + [xback]
around

Finally, a palatalization rule which applies to consonants occurring hefore
surface i (phonetically [i]) is required:

{(9) [+cons] — l:—:r high ] / + syl
—back + high
—back

Extrinsic ordering 1s required for these rules to operate correctly. Dbt'iuu§|Fr
the abstract vowels must be present for the vowel harmony and velar lowering
rules to operate, Similarly, § must be eliminated for the palatalization rue
Lo have the desired effect,

Odden (1978) offers no argument whatsoever that front vs. back is the type
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VOWEL HARMONY IN MANCHU

type of vowel ha:m.:.ny fa

Eﬁ.ﬁwﬂi karmony found in Manchu. In the first paragraph of his analysis
ce d is grouped with the 3

* hon he states "a rule of Vowel Harmony must account for the alternation
ine if the other aj'mhnjs-'[j;_ if .';}'irl suffix vowels”. He presents no argument that a is back and ¢ is front,
IPA cardinal vowe| uamu_j’g Mmlg assumption is necessitated by the rules he offers. Presumably the
bﬁl crucial for dm”m“"“g'.ig. . mﬂrﬂt gssumption is that what is transliterated e is a front vowel, because
onzed Classical M“Hﬂhn'{miféf :fth’ﬂ;jg what ¢ represents in most languages. However, there are several
_ g; i Jnguages where e represents a central vowel. This is especially true for
o _.ﬁg’umgﬂs spoken in the vicinily of Manchu, e.g. Middle Korean (Hayata,
or_ﬂ':_ography underdetermpo | I.??i}r Buryal (Bertagaev. 1968), and MNanai (Avrorin, 1968). Hence, this
original generative treatmenty [mplicit argument bears little force.

found in the language W&s:ﬁl",'-?: Wago (1973) does present some explicit arguments for front vs. back
78) presents & more detaileg i tmmony and suggests yet other implicit ones, but none of these contains
Manchu, his analysis (which | muehforce, either. The two explicit arguments are based on (i) the orthography

letails relevant for this P“Pﬂ'} and (11} the practice of carlier grammarians. Both are incorrect.
8 Vapo asserts (1973: 584) that the vowels transeribed by the vowels i. e. a.

!

wr high vowels 7 7 ang ok

are back; and three non-highy
. Vowel harmony is accountads

pand u ‘have the usual continental sound values’. This could be true if the
continent he had in mind was northeastern Asia, but 1t is definitely false if
te means that Manchu e resembles the cardinal vowel [e]l. Vago gave no
sidence whatsoever that this remark was correct. Modern Manchu scholars
uealmost unanimous in their opinion that the vowel was central. Lie (1g72:
] 43} states that the vowel transliterated e is phonetically [a], analogous to the
4 sfound in other Tungus languages, the languages most closely related to
r the presence of uvilars s | Manchu. Schmidt ( 1932: 557) describes the Manchu sound as ‘ashnlich
| dmenglischen Vokal in but, bipod, does’. Ligeti (1953: 247) agrees. calling
§ i'high, mid-out, back-wide [i.e. central—J.A ], cette voyelle plus ou moins
| lbialisee’. He further states (Ligeti, 1953: 280) that the vowel has much the
| ‘&me value as the 2 in other Tungus languages as described by Cincius (1940:
ir on the phonetic surface, & |8 ‘mixed (“central”) of mid height’. Paskov (1963. 16) seconds this
iminate them: \wmparison, adding that the acoustic value is similar to unstressed &1 in
“Russian, a vowel that is central to back in its pronunciation. Avrorin (1g76:
¢ Blalso classifies ¢ as a central vowel. Virtually the anly grammars that give
tiront value for the vowel are the very carly ones (for example, Adam (1873:
_I._f,_}'s:alcrl that ‘e a la valeur de notre ¢ ouvert’), These early grammars, of
consonants occurring before | @rse, could not be based on nearly as much research and data.

Thus, the consensus among scholars is that the vowel transliterated e did
ot have the value given to it by Vago. Vago's doctrinaire pronouncement
¢ {hatit was a front vowel is even more surprising in that one of the studies
‘#hich discussed the value of ¢ very carefully, Ligeti (1952), is cited in Vago's
tice,
dperate correctly. Obviousl, Vago is also concerned with the phonetic correlate of the vowel translit-
| harmony and velar lowering | Hiled 6. He assumes that it was identical in pronunciation with 1 at the time
d for the palatalization rules SF8classical texts were composed, but that it did have a different sound value
= 8inearlier period, a conclusion shared by most Manchu scholars. He offers
that front vs. back is the type Byiew of the original sound value of 6 as further evidence for his analysis:
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It is perhaps worth noting how the conservative orthographic system ma
give clues to the descriptive linguist. Reecall that.. .phonetic [
represented by two different graphs, namely w and 4. This can be v
asevidence that, at one time, these two symbels had distinet represunm:inﬁ,‘,

being later merged by a diachronic AN rule. Thus orthographic 4 could ..
have been phonetic [ii] and orthographic 4 phonetic [u]. (Vago, 1973 53& !

Vago was rather careless in his consideration of the classical and prmm@;'l
phonetic value of 4: he states, * Ligeti assumes that 4 is realized as g long !
{19737 584). Presumably this comes from a misreading of a passage in whigh
Ligeti discusses carlier views of the sound value of a:

On a interprété o long (= 8), u long (= @), n ouverl, &, une voyelle anfrs
o et u, o d'un timbre spécial, sans songer a cc qu'elle représentait en réafiie:
une simple variante du signe u employé aprés ¢, y, y (Ligeti 1952: 257}

As will be discussed below, the best evidence indicates that o did not haw
a# more back articulation than u.

Vagao's second argument is based on the practice of earlier grammarians:
*According to the traditional grammars, e is classified as front, o 6 a as back,
and { u as neutral.” Vago does not enlighten us as to which tradition
grammars he has in mind, although a following footnote refers to Gabelenlz
(1832) and Budenz (1886), again both very early studies that could not havwe
benefited from an extensive research tradition. Within grammars T have had
access to, the vowels are classified as follows:

weak (i ¢ u) vs. strong (a o 4) (Harlez, 1884: 13):

weak () vs. strong (a o 6) vs. neutral (7 u) (Adam, 1873: 15);
hard (z o 8) vs. soft (i u) vs. () (Paskov, 1963: 16);

hard (a o &) vs. weak () vs. neutral ({ u) (Lie, 1972; 47);
hard (a o ) vs. weak (e, 7, u) (Haenisch, 1961: 33).

Mone of these grammars classifies the vowels according to the labels of * front!
and ‘back’. Therefore, one cannot accept Vago's assertion that fhis
classification is typical of traditional grammars. Thus, the terminology of
traditional grammars cannot be used to support Vago's analysis. :
The most important argument for front vs. back harmony in Vaga's article
is an implicit one. The title of the article is * Abstract vowel harmony systems
in Uralic and Altaic’. The unmentioned assumption is that (i) since there®
evidence for some sort of vowel harmony in Manchu, and that (i) sine
Manchu is an Altaic language, it should have the same type of vowe
harmony as other Altaic (and Uralic) languages. Clause (ii) contains a hiddes
assumption that is false: not all Altaic languages that have vowel harmony
have harmony of the front vs. back type. All of the other Tungus languags
have vowel harmony of the high vs. low or relative height variety. This
of harmony was also found in Middle Korean (Hayata, 1975), In fact, putt
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fnguages (the photographs, however, do correspond to her textual
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;ﬁhere is nothing wrong in using knowledge of related languages to infer

the nature of a lang

- | more helpful this type of information is likely to be. One would expect that
| thesituation in Tungus languages closely related 1o Manchu would resemble
e phenomena of Manchu more closely than would facts of much more
| &tantly related Turkic languages (recall that some scholars deny that the
{ Tirkic and Tungus languages are related at all).

4 Inshort, none of the implicit or explicit arguments in favour of front vs,
back harmony in Manchu supports the case. In fact, a closer examination

tthe evidence milita
Itshould be noted

{1978) was not to argue for the Type of vowel harmony, but rather to argue

that nbstract analyses
Wtally ignore the pass

en involved. indicating presumably that this did not occur to them. Hence,
8y said nothing to convince readers that such an alternative was erroneous.
Therefore, if the arguments for front vs. back vowel harmony as opposed o
fizhvs, low vowel ha rmony were considered in a legal context, the proponents
Hthe former would h

#ords, they have pres

810t type that is required,

ot v back vowel harmony is clearly justified only for the Turkic
ﬁiﬁg“ In many of the Mongolian languages the vowels that should count

,IB;'EH]F Altaic pattern is more properly a Turkic pattern,
estern European and American scholars, since they generally are much

familiar with Turkic languages than with other branches of Altaje.

fegves for Korean do not correspond to the Turkic type:
{{;‘L OF THE OTHER LANGUAGES IN THE ALTAIC FAMILY to which Korean is
:ﬁﬁi;.pnsed to belong possess fairly regular palatal (vertical) [front vs. back]

ﬁ!;._ILajc feature, shouldn’t Korean have had the same in an earlier period?
" {1978: 227 — emphasis added),

VOWEL HARMONY 1IN MANCHU

re in fact central vowels (Sanzcev, 1953): Hence, the

that the Turkic pattern has been taken as the basic one

olars besides Vago have made the same assertion. For
on Korean vowel harmony, Kim notes that the patierns

the palatal vowel harmony is assumed to be a common

even decuses MNovikova (1g60) of mislabelling X-ray

he would expect from his familiarity with Turkic

uage (the caveats in section 5 below must be noted,

tes against front vs, back harmony.
that the primary purpose of Vago (1973) and Odden

are required to capture the true generalizations. They
ibility thata different type of vowel harmony could have

ave entered a de facto "nolo contenders’ plea. In other
ented no case at all that front vs. back vowel harmony
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4.1. An alternative non-abstract analysis of vowel harmony in Manchy pae
been offered by Hayata (1980). Hayata has conducted several phonolpgigy)

studies of East Asian languages. For example, he demonstrated (Havais
1975) that relative height vowel harmony was found in Middie Korean,
Moreover, he had analysed the morphology of the Tungus language Orof
(Hayata, 1979). Given this background in genetically and ll-’pﬂlugmﬂj-

relevant languages, it comes as no surprise that he recognized the CITORG]:
positing front vs. back vowel harmony for Manchu. Manchu in fact hasithe

same type of vowel harmony as does Middle Korean and Orok, Even though
typological considerations presumably influenced his discovery of the type of
vowel harmony in Classical Manchu, these considerations were not used 1
his justifications for his analysis. The justifications he gave were instead those
typical of generative phonology. :

In essence Hayata argues that positing high vs. low vowel harmony i
Manchu allows one to dispense with absolute neutralization and still capture
the true generalizations. Unfortunately, his analysis does not attain thes
goals. :

Hayata proposes to replace the abstract analyses of Vago (1 g73) and Odden
{1978) with a non-abstract analysis. In Hayata's analysis there are also riles
of vowel harmony, velar lowering and palatalization. The last rule is virtually
the same, so it will be ignored, but the first two rules are rather different
Hayata proposes six underlying vowels: two high (7 and u), two non-high and
non-low (¢ and ), and two low (@ and o). In each pair the first member s
[—round] and the second is [+round]. Backness is nondistinctive, but'he
suggests that e is central and that « could vary in frontness according toils
environment,

Given this underlying vowel system, the rules he proposes will necessanly
be very different. Vowel harmony is captured by:

(10) V= [zlow]/C[ V ]+ct—

clow

and velar lowering by

(11) |: C —+[—high] */$— v . where § represents
+back —high a syllable boundary
+round
+low

Note that it is the features [+ low] and [+ high| that are crucial in these s
rather than [+ back], .
Hayata claims that this formulation captures the true peneralizations
without requiring absolute neutralizations, but he can be challenged on
counts. First, let us consider the latter, As has been noted above
consensus position is that in Classical Manchu any earlier distinction betwe!
the sound values of & and 6 had been lost. Hayata gives hittle reason i
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‘%ﬁon the traditional consensus. He mentions remarks made about the
| etic value of @, but these remarks refer to pre-classical Manchu. Further,
footnote he adds: *Hattori & Yamamoto (1956), in their description
gibe [the language closest to Manchu, viewed by many as a Manchu
- see below for more information about Sibe — J.A.] observe no “pho-
opposition between the sounds corresponding to 6 and u. They state
the consonant phonemes /k g x/ give the following vowel an acute
e and correspondingly /q G h/ give a grave timbre’ (Hayata, 1980: 73).
5 mere fact that there is no ‘phonemic’ difference does not imply that
% .':’E, a difference in the surface representation. It is quite likely that there
e measurable phonetic difference between vowel sounds after velars and
' r=, but not just in Sibe. A measurable difference presumably obtains in
} Janguage. For the notion of absolute neutralization to have any value
i. low vowel harmonyin ifgus{ refer to more than just a measurable difference. Otherwise the types
dexamples of absolute neutralization given by Kiparsky (1968) would have
e rejected. In languages like Hungarian the { in words with front vowels
; gsurably different from the [ in words with back vowels. Clearly
of Vago (1973) and Odd Kiparsky (1568) was not discussing the limits of phonetic measuring capability
mfiis discussions of absolute neutralization. Rather, he was discussing sounds
_ : .. stinct that they could not be predicted on general phonetic principles.
rules are rather differzat™ 8§ What Hayata would need to show is that [u] after velars in Sibe is more
i and u), two non-highand® § @iferent from [u] after uvulars than is the case in other languages and than
h pair the first membenis. 8 eould be predicted from general phonetic principles. None of the discussions
Jﬁfﬁ.ﬁibﬂ (Norman, 1974; Kaluzynski, 1973, 1977; Menges, 1971: Hattor &
Yamamoto, 1956) gives indication that this is the case. Hence, there is no
®ason to reject the traditional consensus that the phonetic values of w and
* gareidentical in Manchu. This means that Hayata, who denounced absolute
peutralization, engaged in the process himself by positing & and « as separale
- inderlying segments.
" Hayata differs from the abstract phonologists in which generalizations he
- maards as significant, and thereby worthy of being included in a phonological
analysis. He argues (1g80: 7o—71) that only harmony in INFLECTIONS can be
ﬁfrlﬁsidcred a true phonological process. This might be disputed, but what 1s
| senmore controversial is his choice of what is an inflectional affix. He states
~ '} () that ‘vowel harmony proper. i.e., in inflections, is exhibited only in the
! E;E | ferhal-adjective or participle endings: perfect or preterit...and imperfect or
~ PmEsent.’ On the preceding page we read: ' The so-called plural, or collective
- wﬁm of Manchu are, in my opinion, derivative [presumably derivational -
- J&] forms." This is far from convincing. His rules are inadequate to account
Iﬁi:'_lhe.piurul forms, so it would be convenient if they could be ignorad, but
@sneat dichotomy seems all too facile.
There are certain difficulties in the rules themselves. All grammarians have
]’f.&d a; o and & together in one class as opposed to e. However, there is no
Aigle parameter that can account for this in Hayata's system. They do not
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As far as [ have been able tp

artifact of the analysis. The vowe] h
roundness, but at a substantial cost, determipy
all forms with 4 are marked in the | }tarmnuy_
This in effect will cayse forms with e and 4 to be treated in OPposite ways,
even though the vowe] harmony rule itself treats them the same, This alyg
seems hittle more thap 3 trick.

Hayata

in comparing
Important factor.

An advantage of Hayata’s analysis is that the so-called neutral vowels g
and { share the same valye of the feature that is relevant for vowel harmaony
{in his system [—low]), while in analyses based on front vs. back harmony,
they differ (7 is [—back], u [+ back]). The question remains whether this is
accidental, Isit alwa vs(oreven usually) the case that neutral vowels in a vowel
harmony system agree on the relevant feature? It is certainly not obligatory,
since in many African languages with tense vs. lax harmony, there are both
neutral vowels which are tense and neutral vowels which are lax (cf. Welmers,

1973). Certainly, there are no grounds for assigning great weight to this facet
of Hayata's analysis,

In summary, using onl
much basis for saying th
he wished to overthrow,

sure, but is hardly the mog

¥ the arguments he himself Presents, there is not
at Hayata's analysis is preferable 1o those analyses
those based on an abstract front vs, back harmony:

5. Itcan be established that the argumentsin favour of front vs. back harmony
are not convincing and thai strong arguments can be made in favour of LT:u:_
analysis of high vs. low vowel harmony. However, these arguments are 0ot
of the type that have predominated in the practice of generative phonologists.
They concern (i) the trye Dature of the phonetic surface in Manchu, a5
determined by borrowing, the origin of the Manchy orthographic system,|
facts in closely related languages, and facts in the Sibe dialect of Manchu;

These last two types of evidence are completely external to Classical ﬂ:g
pre-Classical Manchu. External evidence, of course, has rightly he-:ln regard ;
with suspicion by lingnists, Closely related languages and even dialects "‘“-’;
differ in striking Ways. For example, some dialects of LUzbek have [gst F?““f
harmeny. Punjabi has tonal distinctions, which are nat found in Hindk
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hat operage o the: yon, !
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hl..‘ the case, [t Purely
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EPLONS 10 vowe] harm
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i them the same. This

external evidence is never sufficient proof for a phonological analysis.
external evidence is a valuable concern in justifying an analysis. Genetic
dareal typologies are valid statistical (though not absolute) predictors, One
[dexpect a sub-Saharan African language to be tonal, although some like
pfare not. Likewise, one would not expect a Siberian language to be tonal,
guzh Ket is. Any analysis that goes against genetic and areal Lypologies
fcall for more justification than a typologically normal one. Moreover,
analysis that goes against typologies, cspecially genetic ones, calls for an
snation of the divergenee, e.g. how could this pattern have arisen? The
rof the analysis may ignore this problem, but it is still there to he solved,
Furthermore, typological considerations are of paramount importance in
! SEEMENts is of some yajgel discovery of an analysis. It is surely not accidental that Vago considered
g, but is hardly: the m:ﬁé'-? u to be hke the more western Uralic and Turkish lanpuages he was
Al Eniliar with and that Hayata considered it more like other Tungus and
so-called neutral voels, prih-castern Asian languages he was familiar with. This is true even though
slevant for vowel harriess ey did not highlight typological data in their justifications. The languages
n front vs. back ham : ata knew were typologically closer than Vago's languages, so it is not
0 remains whether this sing that Hayata was able to posit the correct type of vowel harmony
at neutral vowels imavowef anchil.
1s certainly not ohij : [n'the next section, T will present the internal phonetic and external
x harmony, there are boj ence for the presence of relative height harmony in Manchu and
which are lax (cf. Welm, Manchu. Then, two analyses of vowel harmony in Manchu will be
IE great weight to this f; : one abstract and one relatively concrete, Both will be based aon
five height as the determining factor. The point of this is to demonstrate
this type of vowel harmony is preferable, whether an abstract or a
bstract analysis is adopted. Indeed, abstractness and the optimal basis
tvowel harmony appear to be completely independent concerns in the
ption of vowel harmony in Manchu. Whatever style of phonology one
ers, relative height harmony is what is required for Manchu.

. these are nop parti ;
lerlying vowelg: few,:nilﬁ{i"{"

15elf presents, there g
referable to those analyses
ct front vs. back harmony.

-of front vs, back harmony
1 be made in favourof th -
r, these arguments are/mob N BE As is mentioned above, most Manchu scholars agree that the phonetic
of generative phonol ] mﬂﬂ of the symbol transliterated ¢ was [a]. This finds further support in the
ic surface in Mancho it that this sound occurs in other Tungus languages in etymologically
ichu erthographic SYSEmE fled words (Sunik, 1968: 57; Cincius, 1949). Moreover, this sound occurs
2 Sibe dialect of M i* 4 Sihe cognate words in the Sibe dialect of Manchu (Norman, 1974). Since
'd Tungus Tanguagesi.hpsﬁl‘?. ~SEvalue is [3] in all of these languages and there is no information to the
1 would greatly complicalet Sl @atrary in Classical Manchu, the assignment of this value to the Manchu
patible with high vs: |} Bmbol e is inevitable. Even the orthography may provide further support.

e

& Vowel that e represents in Mongolian has a central pronunciation in
't Mongolian languages such as Buryat today, and may have been so
x_F!J.‘.lﬂunned in the orthographic system from which Manchu orthography

. has rightly been regarded ™
tges and even dialectsicans ;
of Uzbek hinye lus Sy -phonetic value of the symbol 4 is more controversial. The symbol
are not found in' Hind SEtsents the front rounded (or central rounded) vowels & and @ in
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Mongolian orthography. Schmidt {1932 577) notes that this 5y
sents i in Chinese loan words into Manchu. This would indicate that
originally represented a vowel somewhat more front than 5, Summarizg
various Manchu-internal evidence. Lie (1972) notes that [q], [5]
[o) have been offered as values for é compared to the va

these differences corresponds very well to Vago's suggestion that 4 Was
originally [u] while 1 was originally [ii], since this would require the latter g
be fronter.

Etymological evidence from other Tungus langua E€S sUpports a lower valga
than [u] for the original value of 6. In those Tungus languages which Mmaimtag
a lower u vs, higher w, Manchu 4 corresponds to the lower sound y (Sunik;
1968: 57).

While there is no evidence that the fronting of 6 was distinctive. its presenie
can be explained. As is argued in Ard (1981}, the original difference between
wand g was that the latter was pharyngealized. In several languages with
pharyngealized vowels, the high back rounded pharyngealized vowels ars
ironted, or at least are perceived to be. This has been reported for Caucasian
languages(Catford, 1977:204), for certain African lan guages with tongue-ropt
harmony (Lindau, 1975), and in X-ray photographs of vowels of the Tungus
language Even ( Novikova, 1960).

Based on the orthographic evidence pre-Manchu must have had a vowal
system like the following;

{rz2) 1 u

= o
i

This system is relatively close to that found in the Tungus language Oroé
(Avrorin & Lebedeva, 1968 192), except that in this language there is an extra
neutral vowel & and all vowels exceptl & oceur both short and long.

(13) i u
i
4] (4]

iE

For a system such as this there is little motivation to deC'l“ibF \'D‘P-"f[
harmony in terms of front vs. back vowels. This will be demonstrated in deta
in Section 5.3.

The different harmonic classes of vowels also co-oce ur with different ciﬂ:ﬁﬂ_ﬁ
of consonants. The vowels a, o and 6 oceur with uvular consonants, while ¢
oceurs only with velars. Vago and Odden suggest that it is the difference i
vowel frontness that is responsible, but it is Just as likely that the EnT_ITFI'b““;:g
factor is relative height, especially since the feature Odden uses to distingui
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gurs from uvulars is [+ high]. In Even, the ‘soft’ (i.e. relatively higher)
atls are found with velars, while the *hard’ {i.c. relatively lower) vowels
e found with uvulars (Ard, 1981). Hence, it is just as likely that relative
wghit of vowels is responsible (at least diachronically) for the velar vs. uvular
e,
43 The type of vowel harmony in other Tungus languages is of the high vs.
wor relative height variety. Summaries of the major features are found in
i{ro81) and Comrie (1981, Chapter 2.2.). There is every reason to believe
?{ﬂmc vowel harmony patterns in Manchu developed out of the types of
perns found in closely related languages. A good scenario for the
jelopments in Manchu is found in Avrorin (1976).
“gince the vowel system of Oroé closely resembles that of pre-Classical
j{ﬁchu, a brief description of vowel harmony in this language 15 in order.
#0ro¢ i and & (a vowel of this nature has only been reported for Oroé and
{iihei among the Tungus languages; it is the result of changes irrelevant to
g discussion at hand) are neutral. Harmony class T consists of ¢ and .
fumony class 1T consists of 2 and . Harmony class 111 contains only o.
ifixes can be divided into three categories: type A shows an alternation
di~a~ o, type Ban alternation  ~ g, and type C contains one of the neutral
dniels i and @ and does not alternate. If the root contains vowels of class
fien a type A affix will contain 2 and a type B affix will contain . If the
ot contains vowels of class I1, then a type A affix will contain  and a type
{baifix will contain «. If the root contains vowels of class I11, then a type A
it will contain ¢ and a type B affix y. For example:

Sy 1 ygda+va+n'i *his boat’
. yeda+dy+nii+da ‘and in his boat’

it5) IT xugks+va+n'i *his (sea) boat’
. xugka+du+n'i+ds *and in his (sea) boat’
{t6) III otopgo+vo+n'i *his (one-seater) boat’
ologgo+dy+n'i+da ‘and in his (one-seater) boat’
(MNote that the intervening ¢ and 7 block the requirement of o instead
of a) {data from Avrorin and Lebedeva 1968: 193-4),

Man carlier stage in the prehistory of Manchu (and Oro) there would also
ki been a difference between two front unrounded vowels i and i (lower),
#ihere is in Nanai, UlE, Orok, Negidal and Even.

143 Sibe is undoubtedly the living language most closely related to Classical
¥enchu, being a dialect of Manchu but not a direct descendant of any of the
ijliiﬂts which formed the nucleus of Classical Manchu, Sibe phonology is
Hlidentical to the phonelogy of Classical Manchu, but the patterns of Sibe
ﬂ!ﬁnntogy are the most likely to provide insight as to the nature of Classical
Hanchu itself. Since Sibe is a dialect of Manchu, the phonological system
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of Sibe is likely to be close 1o that of Classical Manchu, At
of Classical Manchu that could be easily extended into
that would also cover the facts of Sibe would he more
that could not be sg extended.

One of the most striking aspects of Sibe phonology is that virtya
of vowel harmony as a productive process have been Jost. All of
thatshowans ~ g ~ oalternation in Classical Manchy have been
primarily to a(Norman, 1974). The only residues of vowel harm
sporadic instances of a velar vs, uvular difference in the co
The conditioning factors seem identical to those found

in Classicgl Manchy.
Even though vowel harmony has ceased to be productive in affiya

morphology. the majority of roots in the language still show the residues of
an earlier period of vowe] harmony.

Another noteworthy feature of Sibe phonology is that assimilatory featyms
have created new front vowels in the language. Front rounded ¢ and i appear,
resulting from an assimilation motivated by an i later in the word. Menges

(1971: 40) states that this is a regular process. Katuzynski (1973: 342) gives
examples of the following sorts:

(17) Sibe Classical Sibe eloss

least, any ana_]- '
A panlecta] analyge

dmis am:si *backwards®

davir’ dobor ‘night’

fonzi fonz “to guestion’

taé tudi ‘to come out’

Palatal (or perhaps palatalized velar) stops are created through contraction
of intervocalic j and sometimes by the monophthongization of ai

(t8) Sibe Classical Sibe gloss

tuak'a tuwakija ‘to watch'
tuk’e tukije ‘to raise’
barg’a  bargija ‘to choose
ga. g8 gai “to take’

These examples are interestin g because they show a real palatalization of hack
consonants independent of the velar vs. uvalar distinction, which Vago and
Odden described as a type of palatalization.

These Sibe phenomena would complicate a panlectal grammar of Manchu
if front vs. back vowe] harmony were postulated for Manchu. In the l:.‘las!‘-_i_'iﬂ]
language and shared classical-Sibe processes, frontness vs. backness woold
condition vowel harmony in roots and affixes and would condition uvulars
vs. velars. In Sibe-particular phenomena, frontness and hackness wnyld have
1o effect on vowel harmony and would condition true palatalization. N0
doubt all of this could be handled given powerful enough ordering mech&i
nisms, but this is unecessary if refative height is the salient factor Fu:tr vowe
harmony in Classical Manchu, Since the frontness or bBackness of vowels
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played 10 role in th_e phonology at all, the creation of new distinctions would
qot wreak havoc with existing phonological processes.

~ Fyen if one were not concerned with constructing a panlectal description
of Manchu, these facts from Sibe would still be valuable in Justifying an
malysis of Manchu. Obviously, Sibe developed from a language very close
o that of Classical Manchu. Furthermore, the developments that occurred
s give rise to the Sibe phonological patterns were not particularly complex.

“psisargued above, the Sibe patterns could easily be related to relative height

parmony, but not front vs, back harmony. Likewise. the Sibe patterns could
pothave arisen diachronically in a straightforward manner from a language
with front vs. back harmony, but could have arisen from language with
wiative height harmony. This adds further credence to the claim that vowel

“harmony in Manchu was based on relative height.

£ Based on all of these facts, better analyses of Manchu vowel harmony

@ be constructed using relative height harmony. This is true for bath
‘abstract and non-abstract analyses. In this section abstract and non-abstract
analyses for early and late Manchu will be offered in which vowel harmony
iaccounted for in terms of relative height.

“These descriptions will be shown to be sli ghtly better at describing the kinds
of relationships covered by Odden and Hayata - vowel harmony, velar
lowering, palatalization and neutralization (if any). The real advantage,
hawever, is in rules not described by Odden and Hayata — phonetic detai
files accounting for extrinsic allophones. As has been demonstrated, espec-
wllyby Hammarberg (1976), these rules are language-particular and must be
apart of the phonology of the language.

In presenting the analyses T will defer an account of these phonetic detail
mizs- until the end, because these rules will be ordered at the end of the
pionological component and will be identical for both the abstract and
e non-abstract analyses.

In these analyses, I will use the symbol 5 and w rather than ¢ and 6. The
RSis for this decision is that phonetic factors are crucial in deciding which
_?-1:1_&1}'515 is best. The symbols 7 and « correspond more closely to the actual
ilrj:!nunl.:-i:uiuns and are thus better choices for o representation. Note, though,
hat the choice of symbols has iconic rather than theoretical consequences.

- Rithin the theory of phonology, the symbols for systematic phonemes have
05tatus at afl, except to abbreviate the collection of distinctive features that
Satcterize each systematic phonerme.,

“The best abstract analysis corresponds to an earlier (surface) pattern in the
;ﬁﬁguage, as is common in generative phonology. There is no direct evidence
EManchu for this pattern, but it closely resembles that found in another
Tangys language, Orok. There are seven underlying vowels: one set of three
W85and u) and one set of four i, a, 1 and o). A feature such as advanced

St root could be used to separate these sets, but given the small number

-
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=
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of vowels, height would suffice. § and j are non-back; the others
a and o are low: u, ¥ and o are round.
The vowel harmony rule will, of course, be based on height:

(1g) [4syll] — [:chigh]j;'(?[ ' :|Cn
) / ahigh

Velar lowering will look more like an assimilation:

. [+§ack:| a highy* ; [a!uhg::'

Falatalization will be simplified , since the height of the vowel is

(21) C—~|:+high] ! T +syll
—back —back

are ]| hap

irreleyant:

The Absolute neutralization rules are simplified, since they do not have o
be ordered with respect to (21). Because { and { merged before our first records

of Manchu, and v and u merged later, there are two separate absolute:

neutralization rules required, one early and one late. In other words, the eaﬂ:.r:

rule applies to pre-Classical Manchu, while the later rule applies to Classical
Manchu:

{z2a) Early neutralization

[+5}rli ]—, [+ high]
—back

(2zb) Late neutralization

J:-i— syl ] — [+ high]

—low

In terms of feature counting, these rules are simpler than Odden's.

In non-abstract analyses there are, of course, no rules of absolute neutrak
1zation, so there is no analogue to (22a, b). The palatalization rule can
remain unchanged. In early Manchu there are six surface vowels: i, 4, @2
a, o, but no {. The features for these vowels can remain as in the abstract
analysis above. Furthermore, the vowel harmony and velar lowering rulescan
remain unchanged, No prediction corresponding to abstract i vs. j can be
made without some sort of lexical feature, of course.

In late Manchu there are only five surface vowels remaining, as u andy

have merged, This mativates a restructuring of the non-abstract phonoiﬂEi';“l

description. i and « are high; 2 is [—high] and [—low]; 2 and o are low; {he
other features are the same. Given these features, the rules of vowel harmony
and velar lowering must be changed as well:

{23) Vowel harmony
[+s¥ll] = [alow]/C [+ syll'] Co—
zlow
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(24) Velar lowering
+1:-_m51 o L'Llﬂlj [* §— [+syll J
|: back { —zxlow

[fa non-bimary height feature could be used, then the relationship between
[m-uﬂ,] and [ —zlow] could be shown more directly. Again, in this non-abstract

description phenomena modelled through the abstract differences between i

gnd | and between » and u could not be captured except through lexical
features.

hlﬂlﬂ“h these descriplions are superior to those based on front vs. back
pamony based just on these rules, the advantage is much more striking when
F'hﬂueu.; detail rules are considered. Since Classical Manchu is no longer
spoken, much aboul the phonetics remains unknown, yet certain facts arc
a-.'mhnle i was the only front vowel. 2 and a were central. u was further front
than # (in early Manchu when these sounds were distinct), though not
mecessarily as far front as the central vowels. ¢ was lower than w, though
probably not as low as ¢. The phonetic values will have to be multi-valued.
Tlang the suggestion of Chomsky and Halle (1968), the maximum value of
apfeature will be labelled /. Here the minimum value will be assigned the
arhitrary label 9. Obviously there are not enough data to justify an exact
sumerical assignment of values to Manchu vowels, but based on the above
dscussion it 15 reasonable to assign i the values [o back, 1 high), w [1 back,
fgh], = [5 back, 5 high], ¢ [3 back, 3 high], o [1 back, g high], a [5 back,
ghigh]. As noted above, rules assigning values to the vowels must be a part
of the phonology. since they cannot be predicted by Manchu-external facts,
Starting [rom the underlying representations given sarlier in this section, these
wssignment rules are simple and non-problematic, but they are complex and
problematic if we start from the kind of underlying representation utilized
ina description such as Odden’s. Let us first consider the rules required for
fissystem. Mote that these rules are ordered at the end of the phonological
eomponent, in particular after neutralization rules. In all of these rules the
sfiected vowels will be listed in parentheses below the structural description
L}fm*'mpu[_ First, the rules for early Manchu in which ¢ and u were distinet
sill be given:

{25) [ +syll
—back
+high
| — round

(i)

—+ [g back, 1 high]

126) [+syll
+back
|+ high

(a{=

—+ [3 back. 3 high]

u in Odden’s terminology))

15
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+syll — [1 back, 1 high]
—back
+high
+round

{(u{=din Odden’s terminology))

{28} [+ syll ] — [5 back, 5 high]

—back
—high

(a (= e in Odden’s terminology))

(29) [ +syll |- [5 back, g high]
+bhack
—high
L—round |
(a)

+syll | = [1 back, g high]
~+back
—high
| +round |

(o)

There are several unfortunate consequences for this analysis. First,‘-"'t.hf
underlying difference between u and ¢ is backness, yet the one that is further

surface, Sgcund, the underlying difference between 2 and a is also backness,
yet there is no difference at all in backness on the phonetic surface. Third,
there are other complex factors in the rules which prevent significant

the values given for each vowel, so there are no generalizations at all.

analysis presented earlier in this scction. First, the rules for early Manchu,

(31) [+syll ] — [g back]
L—hack
i)

+back
| —round
(=, &)

[+ swll J —+ [5 back]

[ +syll J —+ [5 back]

—low
| —high
(w

back in the phonological representation is the one that is further front on the.

generalizations from being made. In fact, the ‘rules’ are really just a list with-

Compare now the rules for early Manchu based on the relative heigﬁ =

) [+5}'I]

+ syl

+ bhack
~+ POLTIC
{+roun
(zhigh)
[—a los
(u. o)

[+ syl

+ back
—low

| —round
(a)

’—:~syl]:|
L+ low

(a, o)

[ syl
+high
{xback)
| (around
(1, u)

—low
—high
()

syl ©
L +high_
(1, u)

| +syll
—high
L —low
(=)
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(34) +s¥ll 71— [1 back]
+ back
== Toumnd
[+ round)
(zhigh)
(—ex low)
T (u, 0)

[Note that the features in parentheses are not required : this rule has been hled
By (33): and therefore does not need to exclude y]

Y (9 [+svll - I high]
= + back

—low

—round

(a)

(36) [+ syll [9 high]
4+ low

{a, o)
Bt | .“{3'.'} +syll =+ [1 high]
this analysis. First, the ™ § = + high
vet the one that is farthee | © (zbaclk)
that is further fronton the' g2 e {around) af
12 and a is also backness, 1 } {1, u) :

: phonetic surface. Third, W
vhich prevent significant [HnIf: that the features in parentheses are not required; this rule has been bled

;" are really just a list with iljf{ﬁ}, and therefore does not need to exclude 3]

eneralizations at all.. = =
ed on the relative heght =& - (38) [+syll T— [3 high]
s rules for early Manche = —Ic_w.r

ik . —high

()

Nm, the rules for later Manchu:

: ={39} |:+5:.'l] :l_. [1 high)
=Rt +high

{1, u)

) [+5}'Ll } — [5 high]

- high
—low
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(41} _+5}'tl:| — [g high]
|+ low
(a, o)

{42) [+syll :|—> [o back]
| —back

(1)

(43) [+svll — [1 back]
<+ back i
_+round_ 3
(u, o)

(44) T +syll — |5 hack]
+bhack
(—round)
{3, a)

[Mote that the informalion in parentheses is not required, since this rule has
been bled by (43)]. 3

These rules are simpler and capture significant generalizations, as most
apply to more than one vowel. Moreover, they do not neutralize or reverse:
differences that are important in the underlying representation. '

In summary, analyses of Manchu which describe the harmony in terms
relative height are preferable for both abstract and non-abstract approaches.
The advantages can be seen both in the types of rules discussed in the past
literature — rules of vowel harmony, velar lowering, palatalization and
neutralization - and in terms of phonetic detail rules which have not
previously been discussed.

6. The situation with regard to the type of vowel harmony found in Classical
Manchu (or perhaps in pre-Manchu) is as follows. (1) The types of eyidence
offered by Vage (1973) in favour of this type of vowel harmony are all

fallacious and a deeper analysis yields evidence in favour of relative height =

harmony instead. (2) There is positive evidence in favour of the relative height
harmony analysis based on (a) the phonetic nature of Classical Manchu, (o)
the nature of vowel harmony in closely related Tungus languages. and (¢)

certain phonological phenomena in the extant Sibe dialect of Manchu:In = =
facts, blﬂ :

theory, certain phonologists accept the importance of phonetic L
reject the relevance of facts from related languages and dialects. In pr_aﬂtlﬂf-‘:_
however, neither type of facts often plays a part in the justifical

considerations typically used Lo compare analyses in the practice of gener:
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ative phonologists, his analysis is not appreciably better than those of Vago
(1973) and Odden (1978).

Presumably, Manchu vowe] harmony is not a unigue example of the
| problems in current phonological practice. Various moves could prevent these
{  types of problems from re-occurring, The most pressing prophylactic move,
1 howewver, is Lo return to the meaning of the first part of phono-logy, to phone,
to sounds. Linell (1982) has argued that modern phonologists are often tog
concerned with the manipulation of abstract (quasi-Jorthographic symbols,
¢ mther than with the sounds they represent. This criticism rings true for the
| analyses of Manchu vowel harmony. If it had been considered important to :
I provide rigid justification for the surface representations, postulations of the

erroneous type of vowel harmony in Manchu would never have arisen, '

A more general conclusion should also he drawn from this discussion, Tt
-i5 insufficient to consider the theory of generative phonology alone in
reflecting upon phonological analyses. Of even greater importance is the
practice of generative phonologists. What matters most is what they do, rather
than what they say they do or what they agree they should do.

ired, since this rule has
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