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Robert M. Vago Theoretical Implications
of Hungarian Vowe] Harmony*

g. Introduction

In this article T give a lormal account of viowel harmony in Hungarian, My purpose is
to relate the proposed analyses to current issues in generative phonological theory,
especially the controversial aspects of the deseription of vowel harmony. In section 1.
I briefly state the salient facts, In section 2. argue against Kiparsky (19753¢c) and
motivate an abstrace analysis. In section 5, [ substantiate Kiparsky's | 1973¢) propaosal
to account for root harmony by morpheme structure conditions and sifix harmony by
the phonological rule(s) of Vowel Harmonv (VH); dismiss Lightner’s (1965) diacritic
markers and Zimmer's l1g67) and Bach's (1968) archiphonemes as a means of
describing vowel harmony: and show that Howard’s (1972) and Jensen’s (1g974)
recently suggested constraints on the intervening material in phonological rules
are too strong. In section 4, I formalize VH. defend the controversia “Elsewhere
Condition™ of Kiparsky \1973b), and support Kiparsky's (1973a) equally disputed
principle restricting certain rules 1o apply exclusively to derived representations,

1. The Facts of Vowel Harmony

Hungarian contains the following underlying and surface vowel system, given in
orthographic representation?:
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According to their vocalic content, root morphemes may be classified as: back
voree! roofs, containing only the back vowels Juv oo ad); front vowe! roofs, containing

only the front vowels [i i e & i 1 8 4/; and mived powel roots, containing the unrounded

front vawels ji{eé plus back vowels. Since unrounded front vowels: may cooccur
with both back vowels and front vowels, we may call them neutral vowels, Rounded
front vowels and back vowels do not cooccur, except in a few obvicous loanwords,

There is also a sullix harmony process, in the sense that most suffix morphemes
have two alternants: one with a back vowel and another with a corresponding front
vowel, The harmonic altérnations are as follows: w/d, gff, 0/8,* 6/8, afe, and d/é. The
vowels 7 and { have invariant phonetic shapes due to the faet that, on the surface,
Hungarian has no unrounded back vowels,

The harmonic shape ol a suffix 15 determined by the harmonic shape of the root
to which it 15 attached.® Back vowel roots and mixed vowel roots take back vowel
suffixes, while ront vowel raots take front vowel suffixes. Note the [ollowing alternations:

(=) =nail (nél tal’ il (6! “from’
a.  haz house’ haznal haztol
hajo “ship’ hajomidl hajotal
b. szivar “cigar’ szivarnal szivartol
radit ‘craser’ radirnal radirtol
c. fald ‘ground’ Fialdlnael foldual
kép ‘picture’ képnel képtdl

Interestingly, about fifty monosyllabic roots containing the neutral vowels ¢, 1, or
¢ take the back vowel alternant of a suffix instead of the expected front vowel alternant.®
For example:

{3) hid ‘bridge’ hidnal hidtil

edl faim’ célndl céleol
I discuss the harmonizing hehavior of these roots immediately below. The remaining
root types will be treated subsequently.

= Actually, there js o three-way alternation here s ofife, The ¢ alternant is derived from the 7 alieroant by a
general rounding asimilation rule thet unrounds § ollowing an unrounded (front) vowel.

! Adter the Brat suffix is harmonized 1o the root, the seeond suffix is harmonized (o the firse sufhix, etc.

Thiss, vinwvel Barmony s an iterative process, peopagating from lefl to cght,
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unrounded hack vowels-instead of unrounded front vowels. Bothoof these roof types naturally governed back
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IMPLICATIONS OF HUNCARIAN VOWEL HARMONY

2. Abstract Vowel Roots

In Vago {1g73) 1 argue that in roots like those in (4) the unrounded hack vowels
iy iy and [ underlie the neutral vowels 1, {, and ¢ respectively. The fact that these
ronts govern back vowel harmony follows wntamarically, After the application ol VH,
a low=lovel rule unconditionally fronts the nnreunded nonlow back vowels tn LT, 0ré,

The underlying seements fAfy fify and [4] ave abstract in the sense of Kiparsky
(1973c): they undergo absolute neutralization so that they never appear on the
surlace, For this reason we may call the root Lypes exemplified in (3) abriract vorwel roots.

The abstract analysis of raots Like ffd is not universally accepted. The most
celebrated eriticism of analyses positing ahstract underlying seements and context-free
neutralization rules was advanced by Kiparsky in a widely circulated 1968 paper,
which has recently been published as Kiparsky (1973c). In the past few years, a
number of publications have sought to show that Kiparsky's original “alternation
condition™ is overly restrictive®; see Vago L1973) for references and arpuments, If the
abstract analysis of some Hungarian roats is corvect, then a strong constraint on the
ahstractness of lexical representations cannot be maintained.

Several other accounts of roots like &fd are possible. Kiparsky (1g73¢) proposes
that these roots are lexieally exempted from conditioning VH: this means that suffix
vowels show up in their underlying representations, Since roots like fild take hack
vowel sulfixes, all alternating suffix vowels liave to be back underlyingly. Suffix
harmony, then, is a fronting process. This analysis can be falsified by demonstrating
that the underlying representation of an alternating suffix contains a front vowel. In
Vago (1973} I mive two such arguments; I summarize these helow.

Lhe directional case morphemes normally function as alternating  suffixes
attached to nominal stems; of, the examples in (2}, However, following a personal
pronoun, the case morphemes function as stems to which a possessive suffix is attached
that agrees with the personal pronoun in person and number; the personal pronoun
may then be deleted. For example, in () mdlam (*undl) ‘ar me’, (én) tdlem (*éntal)
from me’, & is the frst person singular personal pronoun, ndl- and (- are the adessive
and ablative case morphemes that function as stems, and -aml-em is the frst person
singular possessive suffix.

The fact thal some stem forms, like ndl-, have back vawels, but others, like £hil-.
have front vowels is explained quite naturally if we assume that the stem forms reflect
the harmenic shapes of the underlying suflix forms; otherwise, ad hoc statements are
required to specify the harmonic shapes ol the stem forms. In this analysis, the under-
lying adessive and ablative suffixes are /nal/ and [181/,%

It can further be shown that the conditional suffix -na/-ne/-nd/-né has an underlying
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front vowel: T While This ulﬁ:l\' alternates regularly (e.g. fhozndnak ‘they would
bring’, néznének ‘they would see’), in the first person singular indefinite forms only the
alternant -né appears: e.g. oz .l' T would bring’, nézrdk ‘T would see’. These facts
suggest that the underlying form of the conditional suffix is /ne/, which is exempted
from undergoing VH hefore the first person singular indefinite suffix [k/.8

The exception feature analysis of toots like fid fails in all those cases where an

alternating suffix has a front vowel underlyingly. For example: fhid + t6l] = *hidil
[—v]
instead of Mdi! and jir + ne + m/ = *irmem instead of dmdm ‘T would write i,
[ =]

Note that the exception feature/fronting rule analysis docs not explain the [act
that there exist no exceptional rounded front vowel roots. Further, this analysis
reguires a VH rule that assimilates a suflix vowel to the last preceding nonneotral
vowel, or the first neatral vowel if only neutral vowels precede. Thus, in (hig + £ +

[~v]
unk/ higftunk ‘we dilute’ (lit. ‘we cause to be diluted’), the back vowel of -unk is har-
monized 1o the exceptional root fifg and not to the causative suffix -it; otherwise,
*hieltiink would result, 1 will argue in section 4 that if enly neutral vowels precede, VH
assimilates a sullix vowel to the adjacent neutral vawel.

There are two reasons why Kiparsky sets up back vowel suffixes. He is forced to
take this position by claiming that roots like 4id are exceptional; T have just provided
arcuments against this analysis. His second argument is that markedness theory
requires that the unmarked vowel variants be basic; accordingly, the back vowel
variants are underlving, But this i not a forceful argument. Markedness principles
should be invaked only in the absence of direct evidence for basic representation, as in
the case of vowel epenthesis rules, which normally insert back vowels (which are
subisequently harmonized bv VH). However, the empirical evidence for /8], fne/, etc.
supersedes general theoretical considerations. The point here is that markedness dogs
not play an automatic role in setting up underlying representations.

Above I have presented arguments against a nonabstract exception feature
analysis of roots like hid, Another possible analysis is to set up a diacritic marker like
[+ %] that would trigger a backing rule. In section .1 I will present arguments
against postulating diacritic features for vowel harmony.?

7 The long vowe] variants -nd and - are desi el by a gereral rule that le u_ng:L' ns it morphemes final low
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It appears that, excluding the exception fenture an

alysis and the above version of
the diacritic marker analysis

irespectively called the rule feature and morphological
solutions in Vago | 19731 ) most, if not all, other aceounis ol roots like fd would hawve
to entail sctting up abstract seoments. [ will discuss the treatment of vowel harmony
s 10 section 3.1, To the extent
lyses are inadequate, the abstract
analvsis of a subset aof Hungurian roots is substantiated . '® In this light, phonalogical

Proper restrictions (sec Vago (rg73)),
abstract lexical representations and unconditional neutmlization rulesin the gr
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3. Mixed Vowel Roors

In the preceding section T supported the argument that the nenr

al vowel of roots like
hid is abstract at the under Iy

level, It is reasonable to consider now whether the
in mixed vowel roots are also abstrace, Le. [ +back], or
nentral, e, [—hack]. The correct answer bears crucially an the following four
problems concerning the description of vowel harmony. First, are root harmaony and
i5 the value of the !:.‘11'|‘|‘1uni'.:§1|§._{ feature
specified in underlying representations or e it filled in by VH? Third, is VH a
phonological assimilation rule o
[y

neutral vowels thit oecur

suifix harmony the same process? Second,

v does it operate in terms of diacritic markers? And
does VH assimilate a vowel 1o the immediately preceding vowel (ad

jacent
e ] S L g e adinee s oy v 1
assimlation) or does it skip over neutral vowels (nonadjacent assimilation) ? The
answer (o the first three problems will energe

upon examining those mixed vowel
ro6ts in which a back vowel is preceded by a neurral vowel, asin bika *hull® (section s )8
The answer to the fourth problem is abtained by examining those mixed vowel roots
in which a back vewel is followed by & neuatral vowel, as in radiy °

aser’ (section 4.2

34, The Diminutive Evidence
Let us first consider the description of raots represented by bika. Two equally plausible
solutions are available, One passibility is that the neutral vowel is abstr

act underly-
ingly e [bika/. In this framework the abstract vowels /i/,

Afy and faf wonld also
have to be assumed, in addition to (if, for roots like esira ‘cerm’, betyir ‘scamp’, and
heka frog’. The second solution i5 to admit the neutral status ol i, ¢, e;;and ¢ at the
underlying level in that these vowels are specified as [~ back]: e.r. [bika/. Observe
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the crucial point that il this were the case VH would have to be prevented from
applying within roots: [bika/ is realized as bite and not as *hike. 11

Decisive support for the correct analysis is obtained from what T will call the
Lhminutive Evidence. In Hungarian, the diminutive of most proper names is formed by
truncating the root to its initial (C)VC(C) seqquence and adding the diminutive saffix
-t. For example:

(4) Diminutive
a. Terdz Teri
Ferenc Feri
Frzathet Erzsi
b, Klara Klin
Aladir Al
Zsuzsanna Zsuzs

The diminutive suffix -1 can, of course, he followed by other suffixes, such as the
endearing diminutive suffix -fa/-ke, or the case suffixes. As is expected, the suffix
vowel following -i alternates harmonically; it agrees in backness with the vowel
preceding -i. Thus: Erzake, Erzendl, Erzatil, but Kldrika, Hldaringl, Kldritil,

Consider now the diminutive forms of the proper names Tibor “Tiberias® and Eva
"Eve’. If the respective underlying representations are fthior) and [4dva/, then back
vowel suffixes are expected: Tibind! and Fvingl, On the other hand, the underlying
representations ftibor/ and [(éval derive front vowel suffixes: Tibingl and Ezind. In
reality, the correct forms are those with lront vowel suffixes: [tib + i+ nalf =* Tibindl,
ftib + i + ndl/ = Tikind, and so on.

The Diminutive Evidence, thercfore, unambiguously shows thar the neutral
vowel of proper names like Tidor and foa behaves marphophonemically as a front
vowel.'* We thus conclude that in mixed vowel roots a neutral vowel that precedes
2 back vowel is not abstract; that is, it is specified as an underlying front vowel, As
a consequence; VEH does not apply to roots. 1 return to this lopic in section 4.3,

Suffix harmony, then, is deseribed by the phonological rule (or rules) of VEL
Since VH is inoperative inside roots, root harmony has to be described by morpheme
structure conditions. This is the conclusion of Kiparsky (1g73c), who criticizes the
descriptive framework of Lightner, Zimmer, Bach, and athers, all of whom account
for root harmony by a VIT rule.

" WH could apply inside roots il'it treated the vawels ¥, 7, ¢, ind £ as neateals that is, it would assimilate 2
vowel in backness to & preceding vowel that is either round (& & & 8, o, 4, o, d) or low back (g, 2% Thus, il
fbika is the eorrect underlying rop ion of bike, o is not fronted to ¢ because s neither round noe back
and low, This proposal must be reje r the reason that it predicts; incorrecely, that neatral vewel roots take
the u[]dtfl\_.’i!‘l'&_‘: form of a suffix. In particular, & back vowel suffic will not be fronted : e flép + nilf = * dpndl
instesd

.

=% is not restricted to praper niemes. It can also be wsed with certain common nouns to form
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IMPLICATIONS OF HUNGARIAN VOWEL HARMONY

There are obvious differences between harmony in suflixes and roots. Suffix
harmony is manifested in alternations; phonological rules are the appropriate device
to describe regular alternating patterns. Root harmony is static; morpheme structure
conditions are appropriate for stating lexical generalizations. Moreover, root harmony
and suffix harmony have distinet exception classes. There exist borrowed root mor-
phemes that are exceptional with respect to morpheme structure conditions: s,
soffiir *chauffeur” has rounded front and back vowels, However, these exceptional
roots are entirely regular with respect to suffix harmony; for example, sofir takes front
vowel suffixes. In short, there are sound reasons for tl'cnting suffix |j;|.['[[|_t_1]]}' and root
harmony separately,t

The Diminutive Evidence also snggests that vowel harmony should not be
described 1n terms of diacritic features. Lightner (1965) proposes to leave the value of
the harmonizing feature unspecified at the underlying level; the unspecified value is
supplied by VH, which is conditioned by a diacritic marker like [ + GRAVE] on the
root. Thus, Tibor would be analyzed as /tIbOr/; the archiphonemes I and O are

| +erAVE]
converted to i and o by VH, which states that [ + GRAVE] vowels become [ + back],
However, the inflected diminutive forms cannot be derived in this fashion: for example
[tIh ¢ I + k&| becomes * Tibika by first spreading the diacritic feature of the root
[ +ocrave]
to the entire word, then applying VH, and finally fronting i to i,

Several other objections can be raised to the diacritic marker analysis. A theory
that permits diacritic features to condirion phonological rules fails to distinguish
between predictable or phonological processes and unpredictable or morphological
processes. Diacritics ought to be used only when phonological rules cannot be posited,
as in classifving nouns into declension sets, The phonological use of features not
connected witl the speech event is highly undesirable and misses the obvious general-
ization that vowel harmony, for the most part, 1s a phonetically motivated assimilation
phenomenon. Moreover, no single diacritic feature can predict the correct harmonic
shapes of the vowels in roots like sffir, Finally, the fact that the last vowel of these
roots determines sufix harmony 15 rendered accidental,

Archiphonemes and diacritic features are independent descriptive mechanisms.
Zimmer (1967) and Bach (1g68) set up archiphonemes in noninitial syllables; the
vowel of the initial syllable 1 [ully specified, so that there 15 no need for diacritic
features, VH fills in the unspecified values by assimilating to the first vowel, Thus,
Tibar would have [tibOr/ as its underlying representation. (Note that abstract [if has

1 Kipnrsly {rgy36) claims that roots and suffixes have different exceptions'in thar suffix harmony is
entirely regular but root harmony may be viclated. However, in Vago (1073) L present a num
suffix. harmany is viclasted, 1 also show that exceptional toots fai
suffixes e ony i the

bier of eases where

il to cause suffix harmony, but exceptional
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to be assumed.) It s immediately apparent that by pestulating a back vowel in the
ininal syllalle this analysis fals, too: er, ftib + TkA[ becomos * Tibika,

The above discussion sugzests that archiphonemes cannot be used in describing
vowel harmony. Note also that the description of roots like soffiiv is problematic in
terms of archiphonemes. In modern generative theory archiphonemes have to be
excluded on general grounds. As pointed out by Stanley (1g67), Kiparsky (1g73¢],
specified matrices,

I am not aware of any proposal to set up (prosodic) diacritic features on mor-
phemes without also postulating archiphonemes.'® This is a most powerful theory. The
cnore vowel harmony process 1s an accidental assimilation in that there is no inherent
principle to predict the impossibility of rounded ront vowel roots governing back
vowel harmony, and conversely, back vowel roots governing front vowel harmony,

In sum, the arguments presented in this section east doubt on three previous
approaches o vowel harmony @ deseribing root harmony and suffix harmonyuniformly,
permitting arcluphonemes, and positing diacritic markers,

2.0, The Donblel Foidence

Let us now consider the description of roots. exemplified by radir, IT the last syllable of
these roots contains an underlying abstract back vowel, then the backness value ol the
following suffix vowel can be attnbuted to the backness value of the vowel in the final
syllable of the root, In this case, VH most generally assimilates a vowel to the

immediatelv preceding vowel,

If, on the other hand, the neutral vowel of roots like radiv is recognized as such at
the underlving level, that is to say it is specified as [ — back], then VH must assimilate
a suffix vowel to the last preceding back vowel with a built-in provision to disregard
all neutral vowels. The two analyses are summarized in (5), where the root vowel that

determines sullix harmony is it

(5) a. [rader/
b. Jradir/

The crucial evidence for the correct deseription comes from the so-called “doub-
lets”. Some mixed vowel toos that have a newtral vowel in the last syllable may take
either front vowel suffixes or back vowel sulfixes. Mozt of these roots are [airly recent
borrowings. Note for example the harmonizing behavior of dgnes ‘Agnes’; dgnesndl/
Apnesnél, Apnestil| Agnestil. These alternants, or doublets; are in free variation.

Based on the abowve facts, which 1 will call the Doubiet Fuidence, let us consider
=r might he. Clearly, it cannot be

what the underlying representation of the root g

14 Hetzron (1972

seciion g.00,0) e criliciim,

w5 [ully gpecified vowels and a syntagmatic {linear) diacritic marker, See Vago (1974,
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IMPLECATIONS OF HUNGARIAN VOWELEL HARMONY

abstract farnas/! e front vawel alternant of an underlying back vowel suffix could
not be derived. (E.g. fAgnas + nil/ derives Agnesndl but not Apnesndl )

Positing the allomorphs [dgnas/ and fdenes! to sovern back and front vowel
rmony, respectively, is not an acceptable solution for a number of reasons.

First, how 15 the fact that only mixed vowel roors of the type Aznes have doublet

representations {allomorphs) explained ? Furthermore, what is the mativation for the
.

existence of these doublets? The answers to these questions are not very satisfactory.
underlie root morphemes that are addeéd to the lexicon through borrowing. This 1s not
the case ar all. Neutral vowel borrowings consistently govern front vowel harmony:

€.8. Menedlser "manager menedzserndl, *mened zserndl, mened zsertil, ®mened zsertol, Aldso, if

Second, this theory claims that abstract vowels are productive, in that they may

abstract vowels may be assumed for roots havine doublets, then the amitlysis of roots

ke analizes ‘analvsis’ (ol analfzistollanalizistsl) may he indeterminate: fanalizis/ or
analizis/ for front vowel harmony, and /analizis/ or {analizis| for back vowel harmony,
they occur only in unstressed (noninitial) syllables and only il'a back vowel precedes.
Normally, the set of stressed syllable phonemes (underlying segments} is larger than

Third, in this system abstract vowels have a strange distribution in loanwords:

the set of unstressed syllable phonemes. Note further that [af, which need not be
assumed for the monosvllabic abstract vowel roots, now has to be set up for one of the
allomorphs of roots like dgmes.

And fourtls, the allomorphy theory is weak: there is no intrinsic constraint on how
one allomorph can be related to another. 1t is purely an accident that one allomorph

differs from the other precisely in one respect, namely in that one has a front vowel

where the othier has a corresponding back vowel, (Tt would be just as simple to set up

the allomorphs [dgnes/ and [dgnas)

/ for the hypothetical root alternation Agnes/ Aonas,
as the two allomarphs fignes/ and [4gnas/ for the nonalternating root j_:;:.':'.ﬁ'.l} It is alsa
coincidental that this difference is found in the specification of the particular feature
that is harmonized. Furthermore, the lexicon would have to contain a considerably
large hist of allomorph pairs; the fact that each allomarphic alternant differs rom the
other in exactly the same way would not be explained.

The description that I advocate is the follawing. The mixed vowel status of roots
like Agnes is both a surface and a deep phonological fact, The underlying representa-
tion of Agner, namely [dgnes/, is sensitive to two vowel harmony rules, This root takes
back vowel suffixes because one rule skips over neutral vowels and assimilates a vowel
to the last preceding back vowel; it takes front vowel suffixes because another rule
assimilates a vowel to the immediately preceding neutral vowel, I summarize this
analysis in (6] ;2°

il
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(6) a. [dgnes + ndll = 313._:::-:'5:11."!]

b.  Jdgnes + ndlf = Agnesnél

In brief, the Doublet Evidence suggests that in the underlying representation of
some mixed vowel roots a linal neutral vowel is specified as [ — back], We ean general-
1ze this analysis to all mixed vowel roots containing a neutral vowel after a back vowel,
The Diminutive Evidence of the preceding section showed. that = nemiral vowel
preceding a back vowel is not abstract at the underlying level, It is not SUrprising,
then, that a neutral vowel that follows a bick vowel s not abstract either; the
twa facts are related and should be explained the same way, It follows from this
analysis that in mixed vowel roots it is the {last) back vowel that determines the
backness valoe of the [ollowing suffix vowel., Thus, VH disregards the last neutral
vowels of mixed vowel roots,

5.3, Summiry

In sections 3.1 and 4.2 we set out to answer the question: Are the neutral vowels of
mixzd vowel roots morphophonemically neatral or abstract? The conclusion we
reached 1s that they are neutral, LTherclore, the abstract solution, which is needed to
explain the harmonic behavior of roots like hid, is not invoked to explain the harmo-
mizing behavior of mixed vowel roots. (This is empirical confirmation of the proposal
made in Vago (1g973).)

The Diminutive Evidence suggests that the phonological rule of VH does not
apply within roots, The Doublet Evidence shows that in some cases VH does not
assimilate a vowel to the immediately preceding back vowel, but rather, it skips over

the intervening neutral vowels, How these two facts are accounted for formally is the
subject matter of section o4,

4. The Formalization of Vowel Harmony

In the preceding sections, we have examined the harmonizing characteristics of all
nauve roots. We have seen that back vowel roots (including abstract vowel roots) and
mixed vowel roots govern back vowel harmony and [ront vowel roots govern [ront
vowel harmony, We have also looked at arcuments that anly suffix vowels are har-
monized. It would make sense, therelore, if the root vowel that determines suflix
harmony were located in or near the final syllable. Accordingly, we must recognize the

following three rules of vowel harmomny:

ot syl
(7) . [+syll] = [+back] [_l“:'“k] € hagls |G lls=—c
&S —Tround =

+ syl

b, [+svll] = [+ back] J [—ha{'kJ G
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1 lates a suffix vowel Lo the last back vowel of the root: €.8. jradir + 5]} = radirtal,
;c.fz-;m-.-'l, Rule (7b) accounts fur the hﬂz-mun[ziug behavior of hack vowel roots and mixed
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A In this ?f&cur-ln We are concerned with the [ormal properties of vowe| harmony,
A Sj_'n_-n:::'ﬁca;lh', we will explore the [l

stions of how the three rules of (7) can be abbrevi-
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(section 4.2}, and how the rules are prevented from applying within rogts (section 4.3),
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Thus, if only the a-variable notation is made use of, back vowel harmony 1s describec
by rules (7a) and (g}, if € = +: front vowel harmony is described by rule (g),
fe = —.

Hypothesis (c) claims that both co

ventions are relevant and collapses all three
rules as follows:

b sl f [ syl
{10) [+syll] = [eback] -'l ;-i=lqu] (& —back | Gy o=
S —round -

]

Chomsky and Halle would presumably adhére to this solution since in their
theory all relevant abbreviations must be carried out. Incidentally, note that rule (10]
Ha-_'llj‘- over the neutral vowel not only of mixed vowel roots but also of roots like szegdny
‘poor’ and areg ‘old’.

I summarize below the vowel harmony rules of sach of the above hypothetical
E: amimars;

{11} a. b. ¢,
{3y { ol
(&) L7a) e}
(7e] (g

The three hypotheses make different claims as to which abibreviated rule schemata
function together as a unit. To obtain evidence [or the correct claim, we look for roots
that are lexically marked for their exce eptional behavior with regard to vowel harmony.

There is 2 small set of mixed vowel Toots containing a ne autral vowel in the final

to Joseph', novemberben| :ﬂ'_-"-'i'.'*.-u.'.-ru"'fia:\DH.TI'I]JL.T olitdbertil| *-.-'..!raff-:r!-n from Octoher'.
These roots are marked with the exception feature [ —rule x], where rule x refers to

syllable that idiosyneratically take only front vowel suffixes: c.g. Fozvefnek|™ Jdzsefnak

the particular vowel harmony rule that skips over the last neutral vowels of mixed
vowel roots.,

Consider now the underlying representation in (t2), where the root is the trun-
cated form of the exceptional proper name Jézsef, -fis the diminutive suffix, and -til is
the underlying ablatve suffix!®:

([12) [joes + 1 + tél{ ‘from Joe’
| —rule ]
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IMPLICATIONS OF HUNGARIAN VOWEL HARMONY

Hypothesis (a) claims that x = (8), Ifrule (8] does not apply to the string in (12},

the front vowels of the suffixes are not converted to back vowels; since rule | <C) i3
inapplicable, hypothesis (a) predicts the incorrect output * fizsitdl, Hypothesis (o)
claims that x = {10}, Since (10) is the only vowel harmony rule,

predicts incorrect *Fézsitdl, Hypothesis (b) claims that ¥ = (74). Even though this

is still applicable. Hypathesis L), therelore,
predicts fézsitél, which is the correct phonetic representation.

Thus, we siee thiat only hypothesis (b} can he accepte
ol the [acts. Vowel harmony, then, is described by the

hypothesis (c) also

rule is blocked from applying, rule (g)

d as the correct deseri ption
two rules of (7a) and (g).

The validity of the above argument rests on the assumption that lexical features
schemna, but not to its subrules. All things being
equal, a theory that accepts this premise is more restrictive,
theory that rejects it. Bur this argument, b itsell,

may refer to an abbreviated rule

hence stronger, than a
is not very conclusive, One might
I harmony by a single rule schema
like (10}, a'significant generalization is lost. It is incumbent upoll me to show that this
is not the case,

claim, for example, that by not accounting for vowe

By postulating only one rule of VH, one makes the claim that adjacent and non-
adjacent assimilations are evaluated equally. However, a number of facts seem to
indicate that they should not be evaluated equally, As far as [ know, nonadjacent
ssimilation phenomena presuppose adjacent assimilation (cf,

nasalization, voici i,
palatalization, labialization, vowel harmony,

umlaut, ete.) ; the converse is not true.
LThe two processes have different exception classes, as has been demonstrated above,
In loanwords, almost all mixed vawel roots with a final # or ¢

(e.z afér 'affair’) or with
more than one final neutral vowel

\&.2. analizis) have doublets, In most of these cases,
the front vowel variants {adjacent assimilation) developed affer the

hack vowel variants
(nonadjacent assimilation).?

* Moreover, the more final neutral vowels. these roots
]
contain, the gsreater the tendency to prefer the front vowel alternants.
The above facts sugzest that adjacent assimil

ation and nonadjacent assimilation
Are asymmetrical

the former is more prevalent, tends to he preterred; and is simpler
in formalistic terms than the latter, Adjacent assimilation, then, ought @ be more
highly valued; by claiming that adjacent assimilation is more “natural”, we provide
an explanation for the existenee of doublets. and [or the fact that only mixed vowel
roots like dgnes have doublets. But these explanations are possible only if we recog-

mze that adjacent and nonadjacent assimilations are different processes and, con-
sequently, describe them separately.
B

sed on the preceding discussion, it should be apparent that, by postulatng rule
7a) 1o describe e madjacent assimilation and rule (g) to describe adjacent assimilation,
We are capturing, rather than missing, generalizations. For the sake ol convenience, [
fepeat below the two rules I suggzest for the grammar;

M Alsn, roots like Joze

Ordects retain the nos

ef, which govern front vowel harmony, wscd to govesn back vowel harmony. Some
adjacent zssimilstion (e, Fozreftél instoad of iz [

fiel).
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(13)  Vowel Harmonwy (VH)
a. marked ((m)VH)

" ] + syl
[+syll]] = [+back] | [—‘J‘J Cy —hack | Gy =
S — round .

b. unmarked ((u)VH)
[+syll] = [aback] .-'{"’"‘5'” }c:n

ahack

The environment of (m)VH is an abbreviation of the [ollowing schema:

(14)
) M 4avll T +svll
| syl = * ’ 1 y
/ it Cy | —back | Gy | —hack it
+ hack
) | —round | —round

syl [ +sy0
"[ L J Co | —back | G, ——

+ back
L —round |

=

Rules {14a) and (14h) account for the suffix harmony of roots like Aprilis ‘April’ and
radir, respectively.

(13) contains two abbreviated vowel harmony rules. One set of rules, formalized
as () VH, assimilates a vowel to another vowel that is not in the adjacent syllable,
Another set of rules, formalized as (u)VH, assimilates a vowel to another vowel that is
located in the adjacent syllable. 1 call these two types of assimilations merked (m) and
unmarked (u), respectively, to bring out the fact that the latter is a more “natural™ and
seneral assimilation phengmenon than the former.

If the arguments for (m)VH are accepted, then this rule is a counterexample to
the Crossover Constraint of Howard (1972) and the Relevancy Condition of Jensen
(1974). Howard proposes a weak constraint on the operation of phonological rules:
the string that intervenes between the focus (segment(s} undergoing the change) and
the determinant (segment(s) conditioning the change) cannot contain a passible focus,

Jensen's constraing, quoted below, is stronger (1074, Bl0):

(13)  Only frrelepant segments may intervene between focus and determinant in
phonological rules. The class of segments defined by the features common
to the input and determinant of a rule is the class of segments relevant to
that rule, provided that at least one of the common features is a major class
feature. 1 there is no common class feature, then all segments are relevant,

The rule of (m)VH states that a neutral vowel may intervene hetween the focus
anil the determinant, Howard's Crossover Constraint predicts that the intervening
string may not contain any syllabic segment, since all syllabic segments are possible
inputs. Jensen's Relevancy Condition predicts the same: the class of segments that is
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IMPLTCATIONS OF HUNGCARLAN VOWEL HARMONY

relevant to (m) VH is defined by the features common to the focus and the determinant,
namely [ +syll]. Ttappears, therefore, that the Grossover Constraint and the Relevancy
Condition have to be modified in order to allow for rules like (m)VH.=?

It has already been pointed out that neutral vowels cannit be excluded from the
determinant. The same is true with respect to the focus. The neutral vowel ¢ iz har-

monized ] lor example, the underlying datve suffix (nek) (ch nekem 'to me’) shows up

as -#abl-nek, The evidence that the neatral vowel 1, and presumably the vowels § and &
as well, must be harmonized is obtained from underlving representations like the

following: {= 12)

(16)  [jozs + 1 4 el

[—(m)VH]

Due to the exception feature, {m)VH cannot assimilate -6/ to the root. If {u)VH
does not apply to neutral vowels, then it cannot assimilate - to the root; it can apply
to -, but since the preceding vowel is front, -1 retains its front vowel. The expected
cutput, however, is incorrect: * Jdzetal, In order to derive correct Fazsildl, (u)VH has wo
apply first to ~f and then to -#il: (j6zs + 1 + (8] = fjozs + i + il = fjozs + 1 + tdl/
= jozuntdl. Note that if this is the case, the absolute neutralization rule fronting un-
rounded back vowels, which is crucial to the abstract analysis of roots like .":.:'f!, is
Justified independently,

g.2. The Ordering of the Rules
In a theory stipulating that rules apply in a sequential (nonsimultaneous) order,

(m)VH applies either before or aflter (u) VH. If (m)VH follows (1)VH, then the two
rules must apply conjunctively. For example:

fx7) a: jradit < ndl/ b, fradir + ndl/
(w) VH= ¢ () VE ¢
(m)VH i (m)VH
radirnil *radirmél

The ordering in (17) makes a claim that seems counterintuitive. In the derivation
of radirndl the suffix vowel is assimilated to both vowels of the root: first to the neatral
vowel and then to the back vowel, although only the latter assimilation shows up

phonetically. An impartant point is being missed: the assimilation phenomenon
deseribed by (u)VH is irrelevant to the harmonizing behavior of mixed vowel roots
like radir. The rules of (u)VH and {m)VH describe the 5]]2]11]}' different manifestation
ol hasically the same process; in this situation our expectation is that each rule should
apply 1o a distinct set of inputs,

, that his Relevancy Condition should reploce Howard's Crossowver
;ommodate a rule like () VH, the Relevancy

ug, [rom the intervening material,
2 Mo precisely, (0)VH fronts & o 2, which s tmzed to & by a low-level rule.

el that, in order L
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If (m)VH precedes (0)VH, then the two rules must apply digunctively, Far
example:

(18} a. [radir + t&]/ b. fradir + 1al/
(m ) I°H (5] (m)VH 0
() VH - (u)VH 0
radiridl ®radiriil

Disjunctive application is exactly what is expected: it is a formal mechanism ensuring
that only one of the rules applies. i

1he disjunctive application of (m)VH and (u)VH, in the order given, is predicted
by the “Elsewhere Condition” of Kiparsky (rg73h).%% In the Chomsky and Halle
framewark, rules apply disjunctively if they can be abbreviated by certain notational
conventions, Kiparsky replaces this formal requirement on disjunctive application
with the Elsewhere Condition, which he defines as follows (1973h; g4):

(1g)  Two adjacent rules of the form

BB l}_._(:_:"_

C=D/R___5§

are disjunctively ordered if and only if:

a. the set of strings that fit PAQ iz a subset of the set of strings that [it
RC5, and

b. the structural changes of the two rules are either identical or incompat-
ible,

The rules of (m)VH and (u)VH are adjacent; the set of strings that fit the sirue-

tural description (8D) of (m)WVT is a subset of the set of strings that fit the structural
description of (u)VH: the structural changes are identical ife = = in (0)VH. and
meompatible if @ = — in (u)VH. Therefore; (1g) defines disjunctive application for

(m)VEH and {u)VH,

In brief, the more specific rule of {(m)VH applies hefore the more general rule of
(WJVH in a disjunctive manner. The Chomsky and Halle theory of disjunctive
application makes an incorrect claim here, if the areument in the preceding section is
correct; that is, the two VH rules are not abbreviated by any formal mechanism. The
conjunctive application of (u)VH followed by (m)VH misses the well-supported
generalization that a less general rule should precede a related rule that is more
general, The facts thus support the Elsewhere Condition, a recently proposed and
still controversial theory of disjunctive rule application: sec Harris (1974) pro, and
Howard (1975) con.

Two additional points might be mentioned here. Tirst, it is not always obvious
whether vacuous application should count as application (positive] or nonapplication

** See Andersan (rghg), Howared (1992}, Johnzan t1a7a}, and others, for similar proposals,

|;'.|:'g.'1[i
posITIvE
I

{

o |

The wva
arderin

Se
instruci

structiu

|2

T
eExcepli
the apy
5D, dis
lt:l‘['.l:'r_“H
the exc

SC®utr
a3 Th
We has

CONCETT
from th

dismizst
An
the ince

to apph
deseript
maorphe

Th
bounda
[plural
and /ftii

| |'.'.|—|_I Ic i




ctively., For

M EnSuUTing

is predicted
and Halle
1 notational

application

trees that (it

r i.-‘n::_uup.lL-

it the strue-
¢ struciural
u) VH, and
iication for

weral rule of
dizjunctive
1o EeCtion 15
anism, The
l-supported
1at 15 mare
aposed and

t) pro, and

avs olwiaons

application
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(negative], The lollowing fact suggests that vacuous application is interpreted
positively:
{2a) radir + nilf
(m)VH
(w)VH

{vacuous)

radiril

The vacuous application of (m)VH counts a3 application, and, therefore,
ordering automatically prevents () VH fom applying.

Second, the bllowing fact suggests th

disjunctive

at an exception feature is interpreted as an
instruction to disregard not only the structural change |

SC) of a rule; but also it
structural desaripif:m:

(21) [idesef + nal/
[—(m)VH]

(m) VE o

() A 5
Jizreiuél

The input string containg a root that is marked as not conditioning (m)VH. The
exceplion feature hlocks the application of (m)VH; this nonapplication is followed by
the application of (u)VIL. Note that “nonapplication™ cannot be defined as *check
5D, disregard SC™: this instruction is rdentified as vacuous application, which is in-
terpreted as application, and therefore (u)VH could not apply subsequently, Instead,
the exception feature is interpreted as an instruction to “disregard SD, disregard
SC”: in other words, “disregard the rule completely™,

4.5 The Domain of the Rules

We have concluded in section 3-1 that VH does not apply within roots. The central
concern of this section is to discuss the formal mechanism that excludes root vowels
from the domain of VH. T will motivite one mechanism after having examined and
cismissed a couple of others.

Aninput string like [bika/ meets the SD of (u}VH, whose application results in
the incorrect output *Aike. One possible solution is to restrict (u)VH, and also im}VH,
toapply only to suffix vowels by including the morpheme boundary + in the structural
description of the rules before the vowel which is assimilated. Since [bika/ contains no
morpheme boundary, VH is in

appliceble; the output is the correct bita.

There are two basic objections to the explicit mentioning of the morpheme
boundary in VH. First, alternations like voker ‘shrub’ (plural bokrek ) and tiksr “mirror
\plural fikedh are analyzed as containing underfying final consenant clusters (/bokr/
and [tikr/ ) that are broken up by the epenthetic vowel o in word-final position and
before a consonant-initial suffix, This epenthetic vowel is later subject o VH, even
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though no morpheme boundary separates it fram the determining first root vowel:
(bokr| = bokor, |tiikr| = jtitkor/ = tikir, Note in particular that, if the epenthesis
rule inserted a harmonic vowel, it would duplicate the work of VH; this solution,
therefore, misses a generalization. The alternative analysis, namely positing the under-
lying representations |bokor/ and ftitkr/ and a rule of syncope, is less appealing since
a great number of roots would have to be considered exceptional: of, zdper *(rain)
shower’, plural zdperok, *zdprok. (This is the productive paradigm.) In sum; if VH
applied only across morphemes, it would not be able to derive giker from [tikor/
[dgerived from underlying (eikr]),

The second and more obvious problem is that polysyllabic suffixes have alterna-
ting vowels. Cf the verbal derivational suffix -dogdl/-digél/-degél: dll ‘stand’, dlldogdl
‘stand about’; @ ‘sit’, dldizé ‘sit about’. Since no morpheme boundary appears
berween the two vowels of the suffix, the second vowel would not be harmonized.

T'o sum up, the explicit morpheme boundary approach is untenable in two gen-
eral situations: in case a vowel is inserted inside a root whose harmonic shape depends
on the harmonic shape of another vowel in the root, and in case a polysyllabic sullix
allermates harmaonically,

Another possible solution 15 to specify that the vowel undergoing assimilation is
marked with a feature like [ - ROQT], Underlying roat vowels, which are inherently
marked [+ ROOT|, are antomatcally exempted from VH; sullix vowels, which arc
inherently marked as [ — ROO'T], and epenthetic vowels, which acquire this marking
by convention, fall under the domain of VH.

The diacritic feature [ + ROOT], or something like it, has some linguistic
reality: it brings out the natural division of lexical items into roots and affixes. This

diacritic approacly, however, misses a significant point about the general character of

vowel harmony: the explicit mentioning of the [eature | - ROOT] in the vowel
harmony rule(s) ol every language having vowel harmony renders the distinet har-

monizing behavior of roots and allixes accidental. Phonological theory should expl
thig essential distinetion on o universal Dasis,

The Fact that root vowels do not undergo VH but suffix vowels do is explained by
the theory of Kiparsky [1g73a). Kiparsky makes the claim that there is a universal
constraint on rule application snch that rules that neutralize one segment with another
sepment and that are nonautomatic (i.e. that have exceptions) apply only W nonbasic,
or derived, inputs.®® Derived inputs are those that are obtained by affixation or by the
application of phonological rules. Since underlying root vowels are basie; they are
immune to VH. Suffixes are derived through the process of suffixation; suflix vowels
are therefore delined as derived, and underso VH, Similarly, nonunderlving root

vowels thiat owe their existence o the operation of sume phonological rule are consid-

lHeation rules, which

pointsout, the “ponsutomatic’ restriction is needed if absolute noutn
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IMPLICATIONS OF HUNGARIAN VOWLL HARMONY

ered derived; thus, the epenthetic (second) vawel of roots like bokor and fikér is under
the domain of VH,

Since some vowels that appear within roots ure harmonized. we can conclude that
the fundamental phonological opposition is not between root vowels and suffix vowels;
but between derived vowels and basic vowels, The facts of vowel harmeny, then,

support Kiparsky's insightful thesis, which he motivates quite convincingly an
i_.;r-Jt-p-.-mI::m grounds. By comparison, the diacritic approach of positing the feature
[ £ ROOT] lacks explanatory value,

As a matter of fact, evidence can be ohtained that falsifies the dizcritic approach,
In Hungarian, there exists a set of roots LI|;|t exhibic the alternation ufv or ilv; for
example, faly “village’ -'plm"t] Jalvak), tetif®® ‘louse” (pharal tetoek). These roots are
analyzed respectively as [falw/ and Jtetw ! the k:1|.'||.1|_=1+_' alternants are derived by a rule
that converts underlying abstract fw/ to w. In the derivation of fet from [tetw, w is
first syllabified o v, which subsequently is harmonized to the front vowel of the
preceding syllable: [tetw/ = jtetu/ = [tetii/ { = fetii), Observe the critical [act that
even though wis specified as [ + ROOT] (since itis derived from underlying /w/, which
helongs to the root), it undergoes VH.25 Cle arly, the diacritic approach that claims
that only [ —RCJCH] vowels are harmonized cannot be maintained. The facts are pre-
dicted by Kiparsky’s constraint: VH applies to the intermediate representation [teta)
because u is derived by the application of the syllabification rule to underlyi ing "n.

The argument in the preceding paragraph rests crucially on the correctness of
underlying forms like falw/ and [tetw). 1 will now defend this analysis of the ufp and
iifv alternations against three alternative views, 29 (I assume a late neutralization rule
that converts fwf to ; "1: correctness ol underlying fw/ as opposed to v/ is not at
issue here,)

First, deriving v from fu/ or (i} is not possible: the regular phonological rules
cannot derive the plural forms falvat and tetoek from | /falu + kf and [tetii + k/, Besides,
the majority of »- -:lllil di-final roots would have to be "\'u-pLirnllﬂi since thev do not
form their plurals with ». (CF kapn ‘gate’ plm’*] kapuk, *kapoak).

A second solution is to posit a front (i glide for roots like rr{.; Accordingly, the
syllabification rule derives /tetii/ from fte 1u- and [falu/ from ffalw/, and VH need no
lenger apply to the root vowels, But |i.:~ kind of abstractness is not motivated at all.
The segment [w/ would have an extreme ly restricted distribution, occurring only in
posteensonantal, root-final poesition, and only in a few [ront vowel roots. Moreov er, by
positing W/ one makes the bizarre elaim that rounded glides are also harmonic. The
Proper constraints on the absract solution will cor tainly rule out this analysis.

-fnad 615 lenmboened to
athat deti cannot be desived if the morpheme boundary is included o the struetirl deseription

analysis.of the bikorfiokrok and e

] ek slemmations 5 - the same a8 ming, bot his
thenresical conclusions are differents see Vago {tg74).
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A third solution is to admit underlying forms like [falw/ and [tetw/ and to produce
harmonic vowels direetly by the syllabification rule. This rule, however, duplicates
the effect of VH and is therefore unacceptable.

In sum, the fact that VH applies to derived vowels but not to basic vowels provides
empirical support for Kiparsky's constraint on what seem Lo be global rules.®”

5. Conclusion

In this article T have motivated the two rules of (m)VH and (u)VH. These rules apply
to derived representations in a disjunctive manner, The cooccurrence restrictions on
underlying root vowels are accounted for by morpheme structure conditions.®®
(m)VH accounts for the suffix harmony of mixed vowel roots of the type radir, and
(u)VH accounts for the suffix harmony of front vowel roots, back vowel roots (includ-
ing abstract vowel roots), and mixed vowel roots of the type bika. Roots having
doublets are optionally exempted from conditioning (m)VH; a few roots (e.g. Jizsef)
are obligatorily exempted from conditioning (m)VH. Otherwise, vowel harmony isan

entirely regular process in Hungarian.
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Reply to “Theoretical Implications of Hungarian Vowel Harmony*'*
John T. fensen

U. Introduction

Vago (1976) has presented an interesting and provocative analysis of Hungaran vowel
harmony and its theoretical implications. At the heart of his analysis are two voweal
harmony rules: 4 marked vowel harmony rule (m)VH that skips over neutral vowels
(i.e. [+syll, —back, —round, —low]) and an unmarked vowel harmony rule (WVH that
iterates left-to-right, skipping no intervening vowels, In Vago's analysis these rules do
net operate within roats, but only on suffix vowels: Vago therefore proposes that
harmony within roots is the result of morpheme structure conditions, In this reply I
show that, of these devices, only the unmarked vowel harmony rule is needed 1o cover
all the facts adduced by Vago and additional facts as well: | therefore conclude that
Vago's more complex solution is unmotivated and unnecessary and that my solution is
10 be preferred by the simplicity criterion, which Vago accepis.

1. The Faets of Vowel Harmony

To a considerable extent, vowel harmony in Hungarian requires that, within a word, all
vowels must have the same value for the feature [back], except that prefixes are
entirely exempt from undergoing ar influencing harmony and may be assumed to be

* This article has banefiied from eatensive COMIneEnts on

earlier versions by Margarer Stong-Jensen,
Douglas . Walker, lan Mackay, Catherine Ringen, and thres an

CAYMans reviewers of this joumal although
¥ else. A version of this artcle was

none of these individuals necessanly pgress with me, Yago, or anybod
Pressnted al the L3A winter meeting, December 1976, in Philadelphia.
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separated from the rest of the word by an internal
harmonic properties of suffixes depend on those of the
state this fact in the mast straightforward manner as a
tion rule, which I will simply call Vowel Harmony.

(1) Vowel Harmony

[+syll] — [exback] / [;S:SRJ e L (left-to-right iterative)

word boundary.! Because the
root and not vice versa, we can
left-to-right, adjacent assimila-

There are a number of interesting cases where this simple generalization does not hold,

—hack

For one, there are a number of roots with only | —round vowels (the so-called neutral

—low
which invariably take back vowel suffixes; these
(2b), which require front vowel suffixes.

vowels), such as those in (2a),
contrast with the roots in

(2) a. hid ‘bridge’ hidnal hidtal nal/nél ‘at’

cél 'goal’ célnak céltal tolital ‘from’
b. viz ‘water’ viznek viztol
A straightforward approach to this type of example is to assign the lexical items of tvpe
+back
2a) | =low vowels in lexical representation. Because such vowels do not exist as
—round

surface segments in Hungarjan, words of the type (2a) have been called absiracy vowe|
rogis. As underlying back vowels, they will correctly condition back harmony in
suffixes attached to them, by the regular rule of Vowsl Harmony (1). A later rule,

Absolute Neutralization (AN} (3}, converts the abstract vowels to their surface
manifestations, v

(3) Absolute Neutralization
+syll
=round | — [—back]
—low

While it is not an uncontroversial position, there are a number of good arguments for

! There is independent syniaclic motivation {or thiz
prefixes are separated from their roots. For example:
{i} a. Felszdllok a villamosra. ’
'l get an the tram_*
b. A villamosra szallak fal,
‘I get on the tram,’
{ii) a. Felszdllsz a villamosma?
“Afe you getting on the tram?’
b Felf,
"Yes.'
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the “‘abstract’’ analysis of these words (ses Jensen (1972), Vago (1976), among others).
Since Vago and I agree on this analysis, I will say no more about it here.

A second kind of example that appears to contradict the generalization of rule (1)
lies in roots containing both back and neutral vowels; we shall refer to such roots as
mixed vowel roots, For expository purposes it is convenient lo distinguish between rwo
classes of mixed vowel roots. In the first type, the neurral vowel is first, as in bika
‘bull'.

(4) bika "bull’ bikdndl bikdtal

The other type of mixed vowel root has a neutral vowel after a back vowel, as in radir
‘eraser’,

(3) radir ‘eraser’ radirnsl radirtdl

A third class of counterexamples may be called irregular roots: in these the root
vowels differ in the feature [back] but neither iz & neutral vowel, as in soffor
‘chauffeur’.

(6) soffor ‘chauffeur’ soffdrndé] soffardl

2. The Analysis

Vago argues that Vowel Harmaony (1) is inadequate to deal with the cases given in (4)-
{6), and proposes a system of two vowel harmony tules together with a set of
morpheme structure conditions to account for them. 1 will argue that rule (1) alone is
indeed sufficient to deal with these superficial irregularities, given certain plausible
assumptions concerning the underlying forms of (4)-(6) and the exception mechanism
proposed in Chomsky and Halle (1968; hereafter SPE). It follows that the additional :
complications of additional vowel harmony rules and morpheme structure conditions
are Unnecessary. .

Given the possibility of abstract vowels in underlying forms such as hid, a natural
way 1o treat nouns such as bika (4) would be to assign them an abstract underlying
representation such as /bika/. Vowel Harmony (1) could then apply left-to-right 1o a
form such as /bika + 1(0l/, penerating the correct back vowel suffix. Absolute
Neutralization and other rules would follow, giving the correct surface form bikdidl.
Vago rejects such abstract underlying forms on the grounds of what he calls the
diminutive evidence. A subset of this class of examples contains praper names like
Tibor, which like bika is harmonically back. But unlike bika, proper names are subject
o a morphelogical process forming diminutives, which truncates the root to its initial
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(CCNveo syllable and adds -j ® While Tibor is harmonically bacl its diminutive
formed in this way is harmonically front, as shown in (7).
(7) Tibor Tibornal Tiborial
Tibi (diminutive} Tibing Tibitol

But if Tibor is analyzed with ap underlving abstract vowel, parallel to bika, incorrect
dernvations result in the diminutive form, as shown in (§).

(8) a. jtibor/ b. jubor Underlying
ftibi/ ftibi/ Diminutivization
Mtibi + naly fibi + ndall Wi Suffix
fibi + naly tbi + nél VH (twice)
“tibinal tibing] AN

From this Vago concludes that the underlying form of Tibor must contain the neutral
vowel /i/ rather than the abstract vowel /if, He further concludes that Vowel Harmony
must not be allowed 10 apply within this morpheme, or else the incorrect forms *Tiber
and *Tibérnel will be eenerated. These conclusions from the diminutive evidence are
valid. However, I take 1ssue with Vago's fipal conclusion from this argiment, which is
that Vowel Harmony never applies within roots, and that the harmonic properties of
roots should be described by morpheme structure conditions distinct from the phono-
logical rules. This conclusion i1s not warranted far two reasons: (1) Vago has shown that
Vowel Harmony must he prevented from applying within a small subclass of noun
stems in Hungarian. From this it does not follow that Vowel Harmony is prevented
from applying within aii roots of the language. As [ shall argue, Vowel Harmony does
not apply within nouns of the Tibor type because these words CarTy an exception
feature. (2) To state vowel harmony within roots as a morpheme structure condition
misses a generalization, since the marpheme structure condition essentially d'uplicates
the Vowel Harmony rule. Vago argues that the evalualion metric should value this kind
of duplication highly. This assertion denies any empircal content to the evaluation
metnic, which could also he made to value highly the duplication entailed in maintaining
the autonomous phonemic level, thus “proving™ that the autonomous phonemic level
exists {Hooper (1975, 542, footnote &)).

I submit that an alternative analysis is possible without this duplication, For
normal words, Vowel Harmony (1) applies within reots and from roots to suffixes as
well, assimilating all vowels in the word to the backness of the gne preceding, so that
ultimately all vowels assume the same backness value as the first vowel. Nouns like
Tibor are exceptions in that they do not undergo Vowel Harmony; that is, they carry

" There ars same words other than proper names that undergo this Process, e.p.
(i} a. cigareua ‘cigarere’
cigarettiial
B. cigi (diminative)
crgitol
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the morphological feature [—VH]. By convention, this morphological feature is
distributed to all segments of the morpheme (SPE, 374). Thus, given an underlying
faem such as /tibor + tol/, the denvauon proceeds as in (9).

(9) fMibor + ol Underlying
[-VH]

/ VH (blocked within root by exception [eature)
d VH (applies to suffix)

In (9, Vowel Harmony does not apply within the root because of the exception feamre.
Hut the suffix, which carries no such exception feature, is correctly assimilated o the
backness of the final root vowel. Exactly the same exception mechanism blocks root
harmony in the irregular roots of (6), while correctly allowing the suffix to assimilate in
backness to the last vowel of the root. Hence it is not necessary to claim, as Vago
does, following Kiparsky (1968), that “‘root harmony and suffix harmony have different
exception classes,” and are therefore distinet processes. All that is necessary is 10 say
that all suffixes assimilate to the last vowel of a root, but that some roots are
exceptions in not undergoing internal harmony.

The analysis of Tibor in terms of exception features does not resolve the question
of the correct underlying form for bika, since there is no diminutive in - for words of

this type. The underlying form can be either /hika! or /bika/. Both these forms are
[="HI

““marked" in some way: by an abstract vowel in one case and by an exception feamre
in another. [ leave it to the still to be developed evaluation metric to resolve this
question, by providing a principled relative cost to these two types of irregularity.

Nouns of type (5) such as radir are less problematic for the analysis based on ruie
(1). Vowel Harmony propagates rightward, giving the intermediate form radirndl,
which is converted to the correct phonetic form by Absolute Neutralization. The
correct result is obtained with either an abstract vowel /i/ or a neutral vowel /V in the
underlying form. But since the neutral vowel is less marked than the abstract vowel, we
take the neutral vowel underlying form in these cases.

Vago accepts the underlying form /radir/. However, because of his a prior
restriction on Vowel Harmony that it does not apply within roots, he cannot use rule
(1) alone to derive the correct forms of radir, since by his assumptions suffixes on these
wards would incorrectly assimilate to the last vowel of the root and appear with a front
vawel. To account for these furms, Vago posits a second vowel harmony rule, given in
(10}, which he calls marked Vowel Harmony {(m)VH), which is formulated to skip over

neutral vowels.

{10y {m)VH
[ syl

Co (| —back | Cuh 5
—round

+ 5yl J

gy — I :
f+syll] — [+back]/ [Hja.ck
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Vago argues tha {m)VH upplies before (u)vH
that they are disjunctively ordered, as predicted
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(11) Agnes ‘Agnes’ Agnestdl Agnests
szalamander ‘salamander szalamanderzg] szalamanderth|
analizis ‘anajysis’ analizists] analizistp]

Vago argues correctly that the underlving form fApnasl would broduce only the hack
vowel varang !

hand (m)vH does not apply, (u)VH does, skj

resolt, [t is curious thag Vago does not explain specifically how the grammar
determines whether or not 19 apply (m)VH. We might suppose that these forms are
subject to an optional readjustment ruje that provides them with the exception feature
[—(m)VH]. The other wards of the radir class, which are not doublets, are presumably
not lexically marked for this readjustment myje,

The doublet evidence does nat provide a decisive argument for Vapo's 5¥stem

[J:Ec:rpﬂrating two vowe] harmony rules, however, since anp alternative analysis is

available. With (1) as the only vowe| harmony rule

undergo an optional readjustment rufe marking them [—=VH]. If this readjustment rule
does not apply, VH applies throughout the word to give the back suffix. If the

readjustment ruje does apply, the suffix assimilates lo the [—back] character of the Jast
root vowe].?
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3. Theoretical Implications
3.1. The Evaluation Metric

Vago splits the process of vowel harmony into three parts: two rules and a set of
morpheme structure conditions. The original theory of generative phonology placed a
premium on capturing generalizations, formally expressed in terms of simplicity,
technically defined in terms of the number of features required to write a grammar. In
the present case the simplicity metric values more highly the analysis with a single
Vowel Harmony rule and no morpheme structure conditions for vowel harmony.* Vago
(1973) argues convincingly that the simplicity criterion provides 2 basis for choosing the
abstract analysis of vowel harmony systems over the exception class approach. But
there is considerable disagresment over the scope of the simplicity criterion. For
example, Hale (1971), Kiparsky (1971; 1972), and Miller (1970) have brought forth
evidence from linguistic change indicating that the simplicity criterion must be
supplemented by additional criteria including abstractness conditions, opacity condi-
tions, paradigm regularity, and perhaps others of a poorly understood sort. But Vago
has not shown any empirical evidence that would prove his more complex analysis
superior to the simpler one advocated here. In the absence of additiomal evidence, ]
believe the simplicity criterion is the deciding factor in this case.

3.2. Adjacent Versus Nonadjacent Assimilation

Vago claims that his two-rule analysis captures rather than misses a generalization on
the grounds that it evaluates adjacent assimilation more highly than nonadjacent
assimilation. OF the two rules of Vowel Harmony he proposes, the marked one effects
nonadjacent assimilation, and the unmarked one effects adjacent assimilation. But the
only thing that makes (m)VH “‘marked" is Vago's labelling of the rules, There is
nothing in his presupposed metatheory that values either of these rules more highly
than the other. For one thing, Vago has not defined the term *‘adjacent assimilation”’,
The vowels affected by Vowel Harmony are in most cases not adjacent but are
separated by consonants. Loosely speaking, we can say that the consonanis do not
matter in Hungarian vowel harmony, only the vowels do. But in Finnish it's the
consonants and neutral vowels together that don’t matter; only the nonneutral vowels
do. In Jensen (1974) I proposed the Relevancy Condition, according to which only
irrelevant segments may intervene between the segments causing and undergoing a
phonulogical rule. Since Vago rejects the Relevancy Condition, and offers nothing to
- making a relative evaluation of his two Vowel

replace it, he has no nonarbitrary way of _ va Vo
Harmony rules. Further, his statement that adjacent and nonadjacent assimilatons

arian that incorporates 2bstract vowels will nesd
Since this applies equally 1o Vago's analysis and
e two Lheories.

* It seems that any theory af vowel harmony in ]-_iung
same morpheme striciure conditions on their distmbution,
mine it does not bear on the discussion of the companson of th
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“have differant exception classes' (1975, 235} 1s simply an artifact of his minar rule
analysis. When Vowe| Harmony is stated as a single rule, the “different exception
classes™ disappear entirely,

Vago has implicitly given an historical argument in his statement that “in most
cases [referring to the doublet class] the front vowsl variants (produced by adjacent
assimilation) developed after the back vowel variants (produced by nonadjacent
assimilation)"" (1976, 255). And some roots, like Jézsef, which used to govern back
harmony, now govern front harmony. Vago cites this as evidence that the less marked
form of assimilation is taking over cases formerly governed by the more marked form.
He further claims that a theory with only one rule of Vowel Harmony cannot make this
generalization,

In the absence of an independent criterion for the “markedness’ of a rule, thjs
statement is vacuous. But in any case, there is a natural way to capture this historical
change in the theory with one Vows| Harmony rule, This is to say that forms like
Jozsef have acquired the exception feature [—VH], and that forms like dgnes have
acquired this exception feature optionally. While this appears to represent an increase
in complexity, a number of cases of increased complexity, measured by the traditional
evaluation metric, are accompanied by a decrease in opacity, as shown by Kiparsky
(1971), In the one-rule theory, Vowel Harmony (1) is opague with regard te surface
forms like Jézsefiol, where the suffix veowel is in the environment of a front vowel ¢
and looks as if it should have undergone fronting by Vowel Harmony. The change to
Jdzsefiol reduces this opacity. In Vago's theory, both Yowel Harmony rules are
transparent: (m)VH is transparent by Jozseftal: (u)VH is ransparent by Jozsefial. Thus
Vago cannot appeal to the principle of opacity to explicate this historical change.

3.3. The Elsewhere Condition

Vapo claims that his analysis provides evidence for Kiparsky's (1973b) Elsewhere
Condition, since the only ordering of his 1wo rules that works is the one predicted by
this condition. The analysis using one Vowe| Harmony rule provides no evidence one
way or the other for this proposed condition.

3.4, The Revised Alternation Condition

Vago claims that his analysis provides evidence for Kiparsky's (1973a) revised
(weakened) Alternation Condition, according to which nonautomatic neutralization
rules apply only to derived forms. My analysis violates this condition, since | reject the
position that vowel harmony within roots should be accounted for by different means
than harmony in suffixes.

3.5, The Relevancy Condition

Vago's rule of marked Vowel Harmony violates my (1274) Relevancy Condition, and
he takes this as evidence agamst the condition and Howard's {1972} weaker Crossover

Condition,
that Vago ad
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Condition. T have presented evidence here showing that the additional complications
that Vago advocates are by no means flecessary to account for the data. [t is perhaps
not aceidental thar the simpler analysis is also i accord with the Relevancy Condition.
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Exceptions and Vowel Harmony in Hungarian
Elaine Phelps

Hungarian vowel harmon ¥ as described by Vago (197a)
rules and the application of twg controversial innov
“Elsewhere Condition” that induces disjunctive
certain conditions (1373b), and the constraint that
nonautomatic phonological rules (1973a). The account of vowel harmony that will be
presented here resembles Vago's in that it includes abstract vowels along with a rule of
absolute neutralization. But exceptions are treated in accordance with proposals made
by Coats (1970) and Kisseberth (1970), and the consequences are significant. [t
becomes Unnecessary to assume two rules of Vowel Harmony or to prevent Vowel
Harmony from applying to roots; as a result, the innovalions proposed by Kiparsky are
not supparted by the analysis,

Vago gives the following chart of phonetic vowels, using Hun

requires two Vowel Harmony
ations proposed by Kiparsky: the
ordering of adjacent rules under
nonderived strings cannot undergo

garian orthography.

i1 Short Long
Front  Back Front  Back
High i u i Tl
Mid ] o g 0 i)
Low a a a

Suffixes exhihit front/back voealic alternations that are condj tioned by the vowels
of the roots to which they are affixed (all data are from Vaga).

(2) ndiinél ‘at’ <dlito! ‘from’
hdz ‘house' hizna| haztal
haié *ship’ hajonal hajatdl
fold ‘pround’ foldnél faldtol
kep ‘picture’ képnél képtdl

Vago shows that the suffixes are underlying -ndl, with a back vowel, and -rol, with
a front vowel, The following rule ( Vago's (9)) accounts for the above alternations.®

(3) Vowel Harmony

+syll
+ —
[+syll] = [eback] / [abath Y]

There are other farms that appear to be exceptions to this rule, either because the
root contains both front and back vowels (*'mixed vowel roots™), or because a front
vowel conditions back vowel harmony, ar both.

' Hereafier, all references ta Vago not specified by date refer lo this artcle,
* Further rules, not to be discussed here,
phonetic form; see Vaga (1975),

apply to the sutput of Vowel Harmony 1o derive the Correct

(4

Vi
with al
the bac

(3)

He
vowels
the foll
a root,

(6)

Th
Yowels
with mi
not apg
invekin
questio
has bee

Wa,
conditic
okidber
feature
over the
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rules (3
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provide
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Idenucal,
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(4) szivar ‘cigar’ szivarnal szivartal
radir ‘eraser' radirnal radirtal
hid *bodge’ hidnal hidtal
cél *aim’ célnil céltal

Vapo argues persuasively that the last two roots in (4) are underlying /hid/ and /cil,
with abstract back vowels that correctly condition back vowel harmony, after which
the back root vowels are converted to front vowels by a rule of absolute neutralization.

(3) Fronting
+svlil
-low —+ [— back]
—round
However, in order to account for radirndl, radiriol, where the suffixes show back
vowels despite the fact thar the last vowel of the root is a front vowel, Vago proposes

the following rule (his (7a)), which harmonizes a suffix vowel to the last back vowel of
a root, skipping over intervening front unrounded (*'neural'') vowels.

i +5vll A
i@y [+syll] — [+back] { [T]iil:k] Gy | | —back: G, | —
—rotnd re

The main motvation for this rule denves from Vago's assumption that abstract
vowels are restncted to monosyllabic roots, which means that there are many roots
with mixed vowels, like radir. He therefore contends that the Vowel Harmony rules do
not apply to rool vowels, and that the only way to account for this resmriction is by
invoking Kiparsky's constraint on the applicability of nonautomatic rules.” The
question of underlying representations will be considerad after the evidence for rule (8)
has been examined.

Vago points out that there are some roots with mixed vowels which, unlike radir,
condition front vowel harmony: Jézsefnek ‘to Joseph', novemberben ‘in November',
oktabertdl “from October’. He states: “*These roots are marked with the exception
feature [—rule x], where rule x refers to the particular vowel harmony rule that skips
aver the last neutral vowels of mixed vowel roots™ (254). On the assumption that there
cannot be exceptions to a subrule of an abbreviated rule schema, Vago argues that
rules (3) and (6) must be separate rules, since the forms cited above are exceptions o
rule (8) but not 1o rule (3). He tres to show that the rules must nevertheless apply
disjunctively, with (6} preceding (3), and appeuls 10 Kiparsky's Elsewhere Condition to
provide this ordering.

11 is not correct 1o assume, a5 Vago does (260), that vowel harmony in roots is universally different
from vowel farmony in affixes, In Kasem, a language of West Africa, vowel harmony in roots and affixes 15
idenucal,
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There is an alternative way of dealing with mixed vowel roots that condition front.

vowel harmony, and that is to mark the nonharmonizing front vowel of the root as an
exception to the focus (the segment to the left of the arrow) of the Vowel Harmony rule
(3), but not as an exception to the context of the rule. Let us call this a Focar
EXCEPTION, In contrast to a CONTEXTUAL EXcEFTION. Although the vowel will not
itself harmonize to a preceding vowel, it will induce harmony in vowels that follow it.
This distinction 15 not novel—see Coats (1970) and Kisseberth (1970), who present
convincing evidence that exactly this distinction between the two kinds of exceptions is
needed in unrelated languages and for a vanety of rules.

There may also be segments that are exceptions to only the context of a rule,* as
well a5 segments that are exceptions to both the focus and the context. The e in Sdzsef
its marked as a focal exception to Vowel Harmony (3), but not as a contextmal
exception, which means that although it will not be subject to the change, 1t will
condition front vowel harmony in succeeding vowels.

Mote that Vago tacitly uses a similar distinction as well.® If, as he arpues, a
universal principle prevents the application of Vowel Harmony to roots, what motiva-
tion would there be to mark a root as an exception to a rule that cannot apply to it in
the first place? Vago states: *'the exception feature is interpreted as an instnuction to
‘disrepard 5D, disregard SC°; in other words, 'disregard the rule completely’ ™ (239).
Clearly, the instruction to disregard the structural change is redundant if all roots are
automatically exempted from undergoing the rule, Therefore, the only idiosyneratic
information provided by the exception feature is that Jézsef is an exception to the
context of rule (6).

It is not necessary to assume, as Vago does (254, fn. 8), that exception features are
properties of entire roots rather than of segments, although this is the convention
proposed by Chomsky and Halle (1268, 376). Rule exception features are different from
diacritics that designate lexical or syntactic categories. It is quite appropriate to treat
such diacritics as properties of formatives. However, it is a segment, not a formative,
that conditions or is subject to the change specified by a phonological rule, unless the
rule is lexically or syntactically restricted. We must allow for the possibility, especially
in loanwords, that different segments in 2 given formative may depart from the rules in
varying ways.

in Vago's analysis, the exception feature i5 associated with the entire root, so that
not only is Jazsef marked as an exception to rule (6), but the abbreviated root, jozs-,
which occurs in the diminutive fdzsitdl, is also an exception to rule (6). This means thal

' A reader for Linguistic lnquiry points out that it may not be desimable to allow exceptions that are
contextual hut not foeal. So far. 1 have not found any such exceptions, and thers may be a universal
constraint such that | —context| implies | =focus], but for the present [ leave the question open.

* e siates (262} that Jozsef is “nbiigatodly exempted from condiboming'” rule (6), and in Vago (1975,
237 he suggests that this disunction explains the difference between Stem and suffix excepions with respect
to vawel harmony.
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the diminutive, which shows back vowel harmony instead of the front vowel harmony
of the full root, is also subject only to rule (3).

The same result obtains if we recognize the distinction between focal and
contextusl rule exceptions, and associate the exception feature with the segment rather
than with the formative. Jozsef contains a segment, e, that is a focal exception to rule
{3), The diminutive Jdzsitd! lacks the exceptional segment and therefore conditions
back vowel harmony, as in the following derivation, which is identical to the derivation
in Vago (257).

(7 jozs + i + tdl
VH (3 jozs + i 4 tol
VH (3) jozs + i + tol

Fronting (3) jozs + i + tél

Thus, in both analyses, it is rule (3) that accounts for the front vowel harmony of
Jozsefnek and the back vowel harmony of Jézsirdl. These forms do not argue for the
inclusion of rule (6) in the grammar—exceptions to a rule cannot be used to show that
the rule exists—but only that rule (6), if it is a rule, must be kept separate from rule (3).

If Vowel Harmony (3) is allowed to apply to root vowels, the same denvational
sequence shown in (7) will also account for radiradl, radirtél, without rule (6). Rules (3}
and (3) will also account for the following diminutive forms.

(BY Terez Ter
Ferenc Fen
Erzsébet  Frzsi Erzsike Erzsinél Erzsitdl
Klira Klan  Klarka Klarnnal Klaneol
Aladir Al

Zsuzsanna Zsuzsi

The last kind of evidence adduced in support of rule (6) consists of the " doublets™,
alternants in free variation. Vago states: “*Some mixed vowel roots that have a neutral
vowel in the last syllable may take either front vowel suffixes or back :vuwel suffixes.
Most of these roots are fairly recent borrowings’’ (250). He cites dgnes “Agnes’,
AgnesndliAgnesnél, AgnestéliAgnestél. Vago discusses several possible ways of ac-
counting for these alternants, rejecting ail but the one that posits two rules of Yowel
Harmony, with (3) accounting for the front vowel vanants and (&) for the back vlnwul
variants. Vago states: **Roots having doublets ére optionally exempted from condition-
ing (m)VH™ (262); (m)VH is rule (6).

Let us consider the implications of this account. Vago points out (234, fin. 19) that
mixed vowel roots such as Jézsef, which presently govern front vowel harmony,
formerly poverned back vowel harmony. This means that atan parlier siage, Jozsef was
not an éerp:iun to rule (6], and only later became an obligatory exception (o the rule.
However. more recent borrowings such as Agnes, which freely alternate between
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Eoverning back and front vowe| harmony, are freated as optional exceplions to ruls (6).
The claim seems to be that the Mare recemnt hnn'nwf.ngs are better assimilated 1o the
native phonology than are the older borrowings, since the newer ones may optionally
undergo rule (g), while the plder opes like Jozsef never do.

A mare satisfactory explanation for the difference in be
the newer borrowings would show that the later ONEs are more exceptional, [ess
assimilated, than the older ones. Such ap account is available if we adopt the
conventions for ruje eXceptions advocated here, The e of Agnes js marked as a focal

exception to Vowel Harmony, [=VHf], and i5 also marked as an optionaj contextuaj
exceplion [(—VHc)) to the rile, which must he revised as follows,

havior of the older versys

T | +syil +5yil -

©) Loyl = fabacky/ [+ ] (Lw{c] cu)n el o

The rule now states that if a vowe] is marked
Harmony, that vowe| js skipped over in determining the harmonje behavi
vowel that follows it_® Observe that rule (9) contaj
that assimilation that is controlled by a vowel in a nonadjacent syllahje js exceptional,
occurring only when an intervening vowel is idiusyncr&tica.l]y marked as not condition-
ing vowe| harmiony. This conforms 1o Vago's view that rule (6) is a [ess natural rule
than rule (3), H OWever, to say that a rule is jess natural, or “‘marked" (255-256), does
nol explain why, if it is part of the native srammar, nonnative additions to the language
should first condition the rule and only later become EXCEplions to it. We should expect
sxactly the opposite development.

Given rule (9), the difference between older and later borrowings is accounted for
by the fact that older borrowings, having at first conditioned back vowel harmony,
contained segments marked [—VHF, —VHe|, which subsequently became less excep-
tional and lost the marking [—VHc]. Since they retain [—=VHI], they condition frant
vowel harmony. Later borrowings vacillate between [—VHF, —VHe] and [~ VHI], that
is, they are [—VHE, {(—=VHc)]. When the e of Agnes is treated as [=VHE, —=VHe], the
back vowel alternants of the suffixes will emerge; when the ¢ is anly [— VHI], the front
vowel alternants are produced,

We should ask why it is thar only, but not all, front unrounded vowels in mixed
vowel| roots are marked [—VHe]. A possible explanation 15 the following., After the
merger of back unrounded vowels with front unrounded vowels, some phonetic front
vowels conditioned front vowel harmony while others conditioned back vowel har-

" In arder 1o harmonize mare than one sUffix vowel, both rule (6) (Wago's nile) and thae proposed rule (9)
require the same canventions for the gpplication of iterative rules that contain subzeripted terms, Thn_:s:
conventons cannot be the ones thay are usually assumed (disjuncrive applicavon, longest expansion applying
first), since longer expansion of (6} or (%) may have to apply ar an =arfier point in a g‘:_vm denivation, _wh:_]c a
sharer expansion may aiso have to apply at a later paint to another part of the Sming in the same derivation.
For the conventions that | assume for such rules, see Phelps (1973, chapter 1), where subseripled segments
are dizcussed; the zame= conventon should be extended 1o subscripted strings,
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mony. Native roots retained the earlier underlying representations, which conformed to
the requirements of vowel harmony. Nonnative roots need not, although they may, so
conform. Those that do nol conform may alternate between the two patterns, formally
expressed as described in the preceding paragraph. The ultimate resoluton of the
ambiguity favors front vowel harmony because this is adjacent assimilation, which is
preferred,

Vago points out that the evidence from the diminutives of Tibor and Eva shows
that the first vowel in each is an underlying front vowel. According 10 the analysis
being proposed here, the second vowel of the root is an exception to the strucrural
change of Vowel Harmony (9). The second vowel does not occur in the diminutives,
and we get Tibinél, Evinél, with front vowel harmony.

Because he is able 1o show that some front anrounded vowels in mixed vowel
roots must be underlying front vowels, Vago concludes that all such vowels are
underiying front vowels and that vowel harmony does not apply in roots. MNeither
conclusion is justified. He offers no evidence that szivar and radir {4), for example,
which condition back vowel harmony, cannot be underlying szévar and radir. In Vago's
analysis, abstract vowels are resincted to monosyllabic roots, a highly skewed, and
therefore suspect, distribution. AL two points in his artcle, Vago uses skewed
underlying distmbution as an argument against positing certain underlying representa-
tions (251, 262), but he does not discuss the distribution of the abstract vowels in his
analysis.

Since abstract vowels and the Fronting rule (5) are needed in the grammar
independently of the mixed vowel roots, we can assume that many of the front
unrounded vowels of such roots are underlying back unrounded vowels unless they
condition front vowel harmony. As a result, the disuibution of the absmact vowels
parallels that of other vowels, occurming in polysyllabic toots as well as in monosyllabic
roots, in both initial and noninitial rool syllables.” This means that there are far fewer
mixed vowel roots and exceptions to Yowel Harmony than there appear to be on the
surface, which sugpesis that root vowel harmony and suffix vowel hammony are not
mdependent phenomena.

Vago proposes to account for root vowel hammony by morpheme soucturs
conditions, but he does not offer a formal description of these conditions.® There is.thus
no way for us to assess his statement (249 that “‘root harmony and suffix harmony

! Absiract vowels are not posited for suffixes, but it is also true of other languages that a prester varery
of vowels can occur in stems than in affixes. [n Kesem nominals, for example, {, o, and g appear tn stems and
affizes. but » and o are restnicted to stems.

In Vago's full analysis {1975), from which the article onder discussion i5 drawn, all underdying vowels
accur in pairs, one long and one shor, except for /47, which has no short counterpart. By assuming faf in
same mixed vowel roats, this anomaly is eliminated. The Frontng rule (5) converts /u/ to /ef, & mud vowel,
and another rule, independenty needed, convens this to |z, which is the phonetic value of orthographic e.
Interestingly, Vaze states (1973, 15) that there was a merger in Standard Hunganan of [¢f and [=], and that
the distinction is still preserved in other disiecis.

*The statws of morpheme struciure conditions is open to question {Clayton (1976); Pheips (1973). It
may well be that they are entrely dervative, without independent significance,
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have distinct exception classes'. In the apalysis proposed here. there are some root
vowels marked [—VHf], and some marked [—VHI, (=VHg)], all of the latter in
comparatively recent borrowings. Since the set of affixes in a given language is far
more resistant to additions by borrowing than the set of roots, we should not expect to
find suffix vowels in Hungarian marked [—VHc], and. so far as [ am able to tell, this is
indeed the case. Thus, both roots and sufiixes contain vowels marked [—VHE], but only
roots contain vowels marked [—=VHc] because [—VH::] QCCUrs Dn]y in recent borrow-
ings. and all of the recent borrowings are roots.?

Most languages that have been investigated in some depth reveal a partition of the
lexicon into nmative and nonnative forms, although the synchronic partition does not
necessarily reflect the history of each item. On the basis of the small sample that Vago
presents, it would appear that all of the roots that can be shown to have mixed vowels
in their underlying as well as in their phonetic representations are borrowings. If this is
correct for the language in general, then the underlying representations of native roots
conform to the requirements of Yowel Harmony; allowing the rule to be applicable to
roots explains this relationship.

It has been shown that it is not necessary or desirable to prevent Vowel
Harmony from applying to roots. All data are accounted for without this restriction and
without an additional Vowel Harmony rule. The present analysis is therefore incompat-
ible with the proposal that nonderived strings cannet undergo nonautomatic phonologi-
cal rules, and it does not suppart the Elsewhere Condition on disjunctive ordering. The
simplification of the grammar is made possible by adopting the distinction between
focal and contexmal exceptions to rules (a distinction that is attested by other rules in
other languages), and by assigning rule exception features to segments rather than to
formatives.
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restnction on all | —context] exceptions,
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Another View of the Theoretical Implications of Hungarian Yowel Harmony™
Catherine . Ringen

1. Introduction

In a recent issue of this journal, Vago (1976) defends an abstract analysis of Hunganan
vowel harmony and claims that this analysis has implications for several important
issues in phonological theory. The purpose of this article is to demonstrate that Yago's
analysis is incorrect and hence cannot support the theorerical implications he draws
from it,

The facts pertinent to the discussion are as follows: Hungarian has fourteen
surface vowels, seven long and seven short.!

(1) Short Lang
Front Back Front Back
[—round] [+round] [-+round] [—round] [+round] [—round] [+round]
High i 1] u i il il
Mid i o é 0 a
Low e = [£] a = [a] i

Yowels participate in front-back harmony. The vowels i, {, and ¢ are neutral and occur
freely with both front and back vowels: rdnyér “plate’, mivész "arust', radir ‘eraser’,
hika 'bull’, példa ‘example’. There is some disagreement about the status Gfa.j ([e]).
Vago (1974; 1976) and Stong-Jensen (1973) classify this vowel as neutral. [ will argue
below, however, that this vowel is best viewed as a harmonic front vowel.* _
Front and back harmonic vowels do not cooceur in native noncompound Hungar-

* [ am grateful to G. N. Clements, K, Houlthan, A. Koutsoudas, E. Momvesik, L. Schwartz, R. 'v'ng_a,
and W, Wood for reading and commenting on earlier drafts of this article. Although they don't necessanly
apres with everything in it, the aricle has benefited greatly from their helpful comments and suggestions.

© i Following Vago (19761, [ give the vowels in their orthographic representations. Throughout this
article, farms enclosed in stashes (f /1 zre underlying or inlermediate representabions, forms that are
in italics are orhographic representations, and forms enclosed in square brackets ([ [)'are phometic

represemiiiions. : ]
* Esrrergar (1971) also suggests that ¢ is 2 harmonic vowel.
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tan words. Suffix vowels alternate depending on

the backness of the harmonijc vowels
in the roots.® For example:

(2) -nakinek “to’ -ndlingl *at’ -tailftal ‘from’
haz *house’ hdz-nak hdz-n4| héz-tal
vdros ‘city’ varos-nak varos-ndl VAros-tol
fald ‘earth’ fald-nek fold-nei fald-tol
témeg ‘crowd’  témeg-nek tomeg-nél tomeg-tal

Vowels in suffixes following roots with only neutral vowels (that is, i, i

. and #) ara
usually front, as illustrated by the forms in (3):

(3} viz ‘water' viz-nek viz-nél viz-toj
ver ‘blped’ vér-nek vér-nel vEr-tol

There are, however, about fifty neutral vowel roots that require back suffixes:

(4) hid ‘bridge’ hid-nak hid-ndl hid-tal
cél ‘poal’ cél-nak « cel-pdl cél-1a]

When a root has both neutral and harmonic vawels, the harmonic vowel determines the
harmonic quality of the suffix vowel: tdnyér-nak, példd-nak.

Loanwords often violate the vowel harmony restrictions. For example, the
following loanwords contain both front and back harmonic vowels: soffor ‘chauffeur’,
Jddzsel ‘loseph’, amdba ‘amoeba’, okidber ‘October’. Harmonic vowels in suffixes
attached to such disharmonic loanwords usually agree in backness with the last
harmonic vowel in the root: saffor-nek, Jdzsef-nek, amobd-nak, oktiber-idl. However,
some loanwords, such as Agnes ‘Apnes’ apd dzsungel ‘jungle’, can have either front or
back vowel suffixes. These Vago calls doublets: Agnes-nekiAgnes-nak. dzsungel-benf
dzsungel-ban.

Diminutives are formed by adding the suffix -7 to the initjal (CIVC(C) sequence of
proper names. For example:

{3) Teréz =>Ten Jozsef = Jazsi Tibor = Tibi
Klara >Klan  Aladir > Alj Eva > Evi

2. Vapo's (1976) Analysis

Wago (1976) defends an abstract.analysis of the fifty neutral vowel roots that require
back vowel suffixes. That is, he posits /hi:d! and Jfea:l! as the underlying representa-
tions of kid and cél, respectively, and assumes a rule of Absolute Neutralization that

* Bome suifixes have three alternates, for example, the suffix hocthezihoz “loward” has the form Aoz

afier back vowel stems and her or gz after front vowel siems, depending on whether the nearest preceding
vowel is round or unrounded: hdzhorz, foldhdz, vishes.
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applies afier his vowel harmony rules have applied:

(6} Absolute Neutralization (AN)
W
~low — | —back]
—round
Yago argues that root and suffix harmony are separate processes in Hungarian,
and that the former is accounted for by 2 morpheme structure rule and that the latier is
accounted for by rwe phonelogical rules, marked Vowel Harmony and unmarked
Vawel Harmony, ordered as follows:

(7} (Marked) Vowel Harmony (m)VH

syl ] +5vll

[+syll] — [+back]/ |:+hack Co | —back | G,
—round
(8) (Unmarked) Vowel Harmony (u)VH
il +syll
[+syll] — [aback] / [ahack] G

(m}VH skips over neutral vowels and accounts for the backness of suffix vowels
following the so-called mixed vowel roots (i.e. roots with both neutral vowels and back
vowels): ftainyerr+ta:ll > rdnyérol, fradisr+nek/ > radirnak. (WVH assimilates a
vowel to the backness specification of the preceding vowel, accounting for suffix
harmony in forms such as Mha:z+nekl = hdznak, fkert4+na:l! = kerrndl, fhizd+nek/ >
/hi:d+nakf = hidnak (by AN),

Vago argues that (m)VH and (u)VH cannot be collapsed into a single rule as in (9).

(9) (udkm) Vowel Harmony

+syll
aback

+svll
]C‘,[ —round | CyJy

[+5yll] = [xback] ! [
—back

His argument is based on forms such as Jdzsef and oktdber, which take only front

vowel suffixes (e.g. Jdzsefnek, “Jozsefrak). He argues that only if Yowel Harmony is”
split into {(m)VH and (0)VH can the behavior of suffixes following a form such as Jozsef

and its diminudve Jozsi be accounted for. In parucular, if (m)VH and (U)VH are

separate rules, he argues, Jozsef can be marked [—context (m)VH], which will prevent

(m)VH from applying to fjo:Zef+nekd, but (u)¥YH will apply regularly to denve inflected

diminutive forms such as Jézsinak from jjo:Z2+i+nek/?

'Acmally, Yago uses [—mule X], whereas [ have used [—context mule X] in summarnizing his argument.
Since marking a root such as Jdzsef [—(m)YH] will not block the application of (m)VH to suffiv vowels
fallowing this root, | assume that Vago must mean 10 mirk Jozsef [—context (m)VH] mther than [={m)VH].
For arguments against the context rule feature, see Iverson and Ringen (1976,
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(10 ljo:zef + nckf fjo:Z + i + nek/
[—context {m)VH]| [—context
(m)VH]
() VH (vacuous) ' P
{u)VH a
AN i
Jazrefnek Jozsinek

Vago proposes that the doublets (e.p. 1gncrr:ek,,1gnenmi} can be accounted for if
roots such as Agnes are marked as optionalfy conditioning (m)VH.

To recapitulate: Vago assumes that the fifty neutral vowel roots that govern back
vowel harmony have underlying abstract back unrounded vowels, He posits two suffix
harmony rules—one that assimilates a vowel to the specification for backness of the
preceding vowel, (u)VH, and another that skips over neutral vowels and assimilates a
vowel to the closest preceding back vowel, (m)VH: a morpheme structure condition to
account for root harmony; and a rule of Absolute Neutralization.

3. Objections to Vago's Analysis

In Vago (1973), where the abstract analysis of Hungarian vowel harmony is advocated,
we find the following statement:

(11} Crothers 1971 demonstrates that, in general, it is possible to come up with
non-abstract alternatives to abstract analyses. If everything else remained the
same, there would be no controversy. The problem is, though, that by giving
up the abstract solution we also have to give up some generalizations and the
simplest account of the facts. For instance, the abstract analyses discussed in
this paper can be disposed of by breaking up VH, positing extra rules, giving
up generalizations about the underlying shape of a lexical item, or simply by
substituting the morphological solution. (p. 5397

Ironically, however, what Vapo (1976) demonstrates when he makes his abstract
analysis of Hungarian vowel harmony explicit is that his analysis involves “breaking up
WH, positing extra rules, giving up generalizations’'. In this section I will show (i} that
Vago's separation of root and suffix harmony is unmotivated, {ii) that his separation of
suffix harmony into two rules is unmotvated, (iii) that an abstract analysis of the fifty
neutral vowel roots that govern back harmony denies rather than captures the
exceptional nature of these forms, and (iv) that Vago's analysis is empircally
inadeguate,

3.1. Root and Suffix Harmony

WVago gives three reasons for separaling. root and suffix harmony. The first is as follows
(1976, 247-248);
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(12} Let us first consider the description of roots represented by bika. Two egually
plausible solutions are available. One possibility is that the neutral vowel is
abstract underlyingly: e.g. /bika/ ... The second solution is to admit the
neutral starus of {, §, e, and ¢ at the underlying level in that these vowels are
specified as [—back]: e.g. /bika/. Observe the crucial point that if this were the
case [which he subsequently argues it must be/CR] VH would have to be
prevented from applying within roots: /bika/ is realized as bika not *bike.

But this argument depends on the assumption that neutral vowels can condition vowel
harmony—which is, of course, not true a pricri. Vago rejects the position that neutral
vowels do not condition vowel harmony because, he claims, any such analysis would
incorrectly predict that all-neutral-vowel roots take the underlying form of the suffix.
But this is simply false, It would be possible on this analysis to posit a separate rule or
niles 1o deal with suffixes following all-neutral-vowel roots. Forms like bika ‘bull”
could, thersfore, just as well be taken to show that vowe| harmony cannot be
conditioned by neutral vowels, for if it were, then the vowel harmony rule would have
to be split into a root harmony rule and a suffix harmony rule.”

Vago's second reason for the separation of root and suffix harmony is as follows
(1976, 249):

(13} There are obvious differences between harmony in suffixes and roots. Suffix
harmony is manifested in altemations; phonological rules are the appropriale
device to describe regular alternating patterns. Root harmony is static;
morpheme structure conditions are appropriate for stating lexical generaliza-
tions.

But Vago does not tell us why phonological rules are more appropriate to describe
regular aliernating patterns and morpheme structure conditions more appropriate for
stating lexical generalizations. Furthermore, there is a good reason for nor separating
root and suffix harmony: vowel harmony restrictions are the same within morphemes
as across morpheme boundaries. If there is a single rule that applies both to roots and
suffixes, then this fact is explained. If, on the other hand, we assume two separate
processes, there is no reason 1o expect that the two processes will resemble one
another at all, and the fact that they state identcal restrictions is claimed to be
accidental.
Vago's third argument {1976, 249) 15 given in (14):

{14) There exist borrowed root morphemes that are cxceptional with respect to
morpheme structure conditions: £.g. soffér ‘chauffeur’ has rounded front and
back vowels, However, these exceptional roots are entirely regular with
respect to suffix harmony; for example, soffér takes front vowel suffixes.

* Wiparsky (1968} argues thac in Finnish, root and suffix harmony are separafc processes. For
demonstration that neither of his argements 15 valid, see Ringen (1975).
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This argument, ike Kiparsky's (1968 argument for Finnish on which it s modeled, is a
nonsequitur. It is perfectly possible to account for the behavior of harmonic vowels in
suffixes attached 1o disharmonic loanwords without POSIling separate rujes. Dishar-
monic loanwords ean simply be marked as exceptions to the vowel harmony ruje,
The lexical entry for the loanword saffér, far example, can be assigned the ruie feature
[—Vowel Harmony], which indicates that this item does not obey the vowel harmony
restriction. By general canvention such exception features are distributed tg Bvery
scement in the lexical itermn, thereby preventing the vowels of this item from undergoing
the Vowe| Harmony rule. However, the Vowel Harmony ruje applies freely to vowels

SEEments. Vago's arguments, therefore, do not establish that “there are sound reasons
for treating suffix harmony and root harmony Separately' (1976, 249).

3.2, Suffix H, armony

As noted in section 2, Vago claims that {(m)VH and (u)VH cannot be collapsed, because
i they were, forms such ag Jdzsefnek and Jézsinak could not both he derived. Bur hisg
argument depends on the neutral status of .7 If as ] have suggested, ¢ i35 not a neutral
vowel, but rather a front harmonic vowel, then the fact that {disharmonic) loanwords
such as Jozsef require front suffixes and that the diminutive S5z requires back vows|

suffixes is totally predictable: it is the backness of the last harmonic vowel in the root
that determines the backness of the suffix vowels,

There are a number of indications that ¢ js ot a neutral vowel. First, of the fifty
neutral vowel roots that reguire back vowel suffixes (e p. hid), there are none
containing ¢. Second, there are no invanable suffixes with e; suffixes with underlying
fe/ always undergo vowel harmony. In cantrast, there are invariahle suffixes with the
neutral vowels / and & (e.g. -ig, -ik, -kénr, =¢rt). Third, the behavior of harmonic vowels

':\:'!::eriug to the theorv of exceptions sketched in Chomsky and Halle (1968), ench lexical item is
sither [~ruls X] nr | +rule X] for all rufes in the grammar, A general convention distriboges such features 1o
svery segment of a lexical jlam (not of a word). A rule » cannot apply ta a segment marked [—rule nj.

"An anonymaous reviewer for this journal insisis that Vago's argument dganst collapsing (myVH and
UIVH does not depend crucially on the newtral stams of ¢ because the same conclusion can be derived from
the existence of roots that have doublers such as Agnes and analizis, | can think of only two possible
arguments 2nd neither of them works. The first argument is that i {u)VH and (mIVH were collapsed, then
the doublets and the diminutives of the forms with doublets could not be derived correctly by mirking the
lorms with doublets s aptionally conditaning the (collapsed) VH rujs. Specifizally, anafiztsngdl could not be
derived from ‘fanalizzis+mal and the incormeet "Aeird! could be derived from fLg+i+al. This argument iz
eircular: Vago's account af the doublets depends crucially on thers being two VH rufes; hence, the faet thar
this analysis cannor be maintained if the VH nyjes are collapsed cannot be used as svidence against collapsing
the riles; The second argument is that unless thers ars twa VH rules, the doubjers cannot be accounted for at
all. This argument is invalid. Assuming a single VH rule (Vago's (10). my (9}, the doublets could be denved
inat least twa diffearent ways: (i) & separate (optional) mule could be fonmulated or (i) the forms with doublets
could be marked with an exception feamre, no more ad hoc than the gne Vago adoprs, stagng that these
forms are eptonally exempted from esrain subniles of the collapsed VI Mule—namely, those that involve
=xpansions of the matedal inside the { ).
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in suffixes that follow the so-called mixed vowel roots containing ¢ indicates thate isa
harmonic vowel. If ¢ were a neuwtral vowel, there would be roois containing a back
vowel followed by e that required only back vowel suffixes (cf, raxi "taxi’ raxiban,
=raxiben; radirnak, *radirnek; kdvé ‘coffee’ kdvéban, "kdveben). But there are few, if
any, such forms; roots with back vowels followed by e generally fall into one of two
classes. Either like Jézsef they take only front vowel suffixes, or like Agnes they take
both front and back vowel suffixes. Notice what Vago's analysis entails: All roors with
back vowels followed by the putative neutral vowel e are sxceptions; there are no
regular forms of this rype in Vago's analysis. Either like Jozsef such forms are marked
[—context (m)VH], or like Agnes they are marked as optionally exempted from
conditioning (m)VH. If, as Vago claims, ¢ were a neutral vowel, there would be some
forms in which it behaved like a neutral vowel; since there are none, there is only one
possible conclusion: ¢ is not a neatral vowel, it is 2 harmonic vowel. I conclude that
what forms like Jézsef and okzéber indicate 1s nor as Vago suggests that suffix harmony
must be accounted for by two separate rules, but rather that e is a harmonic vowel.®

3.3. The Trearment of Exceptions

Additional objections can be raised to Vago's treatment of exceptons. The first
invalves his treatment of the fifty neutral vowel roots that condition back vowel
harmony: Vago claims that this is a closed set of exceptional forms. But to posit
underlying abstract vowels is to deny the exceptionality of the forms and to claim that
they are regular “‘at some deeper level”. In no sense can positing abstract segments be
considered an exception mechamism as Vago (1973, 600) claims: it i5. An abstract
analysis denies that the set of neutral vowel stems requiring back vowel suffixes is
exceptional, and hence such an analysis Is incapable of explaining why these forms
constitute a closed set and why “‘recently borrowed roots containing only neutral
vowels take front vowel suffixes’ (Vago (1974, 91)).

An ever more serious objection can be raised to Vago's treatment of the doublets.
Recall that Vago suggests that “‘roots having doublets are optionally exempted from
conditioning (m)VH™ (1976, 262). Vago apparently intends to mark forms such as

* Although ¢ acts fike a harmonic vowel in suffixes. it acts like 2 neumal vowel in some roots: there are
native Hungaran reots in which e occurs with a back vowel (2.8, beryar *scamp’), This ambiguous stas of ¢
it a resuit of the merger of harmonic [£] with neutral {e] as [¢] in Modermn Standard Hungarian. The fact that
rool @ and suffix ¢ benave differentdy could be taken as evidence that root and suffix harmony are sepamte
processes, since olherwise all roots like bervdr must be marked a5 [—Vowel Harmony]. However, such
seprration is unnecessary since the excep tiopality of & in roots s predictabls by 2 rule of the form:

v
+low
—long
—round
—back
+ROOT
Thiz rule claims that all #°s within roats are; prediciobly, exempled from undergoing Vowel Harmooy,

= [=Vowel Harmaony|
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fa:gnes! with an exception featurc indicating that they optionallv condition the otherwise
obligatory rule of (m)VH. While it is possible that such an exception device could be
well motivated, neither Vago nor anyone else has provided such motivation, As it
stands. Vago's account of the doublets depends crucially on a totally ad hoc exception
mechanism. ;

3.4. Empirical Adequacy

The final objection to Vago's analysis is that it is empirically inadequate. Vago claims
that his rules are ordered (m)VH before (0)VH and that Kiparsky's (1973b) ' Elsewhere
Condition'" predicts their correct disjunctive application. Specifically, if (m)VH ap-
plies, then (u)VH is skipped. This application is illustrated in (15). Vago also notes that,
in his analysis, vacuous application must count as application as far as the Elsewhere
Condition is concerned, for if it did not incorrect outputs would result. This is
illustrated in (16):

(15) fradi:r-+ta:l (16) fradi:r+na:l/ fradi:r+na:lf
() VH radizr+to:l (mjVH (vacuous) {vacuous)
(w)lVH  (skupped) (w)VH  (skipped) radi:r+ne:l

radirtal radirnal *radirnél

Consider now the form vdr-nd-tek “vou (pl.) would wait'. Vago (1973; 1574} argues
that the underlying form of the alternating conditional suffix na/ne/ndiné must be imes.®
Vago (1974) also shows that the underlying form of the (indefinite) second person plural
suffix is /tok/. Thus, the underlying form of vdrndrok is fvarr+ne+tok/. As can be seen,
Vago's analysis makes the incorrect prediction in this case:

(17) fvarr+ne+tokS
(mVH  (vacuous)
{u)VH  (skipped)
other rules'® va:r+ne:+tok
*wdrnetok

1t might appear that, if the domain of disjunction were defined only with respect to

a given focus, this problem would be solved. While this modification of the Elsewhere

Condition would work in this one case, it cannot be maintained in general. For

example, the English stress rule, ¥V — [1 swess] / ____ G,(VCy)#, cited by Kiparsky
- |

{1973b), would incorrectly derive *edir if the domain of disjunctivity is assumed to be

the focus. (See Howard (1975) for a fuller discussion of the problem of defining the

domain of disjunctvity for the Elsewhers Condition.)

® Yapo (1974} shows that there is a general rule lengthening a low vowel that 1s immediately followed by

a sufiix: [Tltﬂlj — [+long| | — + [+seg).
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Notice also that this difficulty cannot be overcome by simply reversing the order of
{m)VH and (u)VH. Although varndtok could be correctly derived if the order of these
iwo Tules were reversed, incorrect surface forms would result in other cases. In
particular, incorrect surface forms would be derived whenever a mixed vowel root was
followed by a suffix containing /e/, /e:f, /a/, or [a:/ that was, in tum, followed by another

harmonic vowel.

4. ‘The Diacritic Analysis

Up to this point I have concentrated on the inadequacies of Vago's abstract analysis of

Hungarian vowel harmony. [ would now like to consider the argument that led Vago to

conclude that an abstract solution is the only tenable analysis of Hunganan vowel
harmony in the first place. Vago claims that there are three types of analyses of
Hungarian vowel harmony: rule feature, diacritic, and abstract. He argues for an
abstract analysis by arguing against the rule feature analysis and against the diacritic
analysis. According to the rule feature analysis, which was proposed by Kiparsky
(12683, all harmonic suffix vowels have underlying back vowels, and vowel harmony is
a rule that froots suffix vowels after roots containing only front vowels. Forms such as
hid are marked with 2 rule feature that prevenls them from conditioning vowel
harmony.

Vago argues that Kiparsky's rule feature analysis is untenable because the
harmonic vowels in certain suffixes cannot be analyzed as having underiying back
vowels as Kiparsky's analysis requires.” In particular, certain suffixes occur as
independent stems Lo which personal suffixes are attached; for example:

(18) tol-em ‘from me’ nek-em “to me’ ndl-am ‘at ma'
tol-ed ‘from you'  nek-ed ‘to you' nil-ad ‘at you'

This is good evidence that the underlying forms of these suffixes are /to:l/, /nek/, and
/ma:ll, respectively. Now consider what this means for Kiparsky's rule feature analysis:
if the underlying form of nekinak is /nek/, and roots such as hid are marked as
[—context VH] as Kiparsky suggests they should be," then *hidnek and *célnek would
be derived. If these forms are not so marked with a rule feature, exactly the same
incorrect forms would be derived. Vago thus correctly concludes that Kiparsky's rule
feature analysis must be rejected.

Vago argues against the diacritic analysis of
notes that the diminutive evidence shows that
harmony 15 untenable.’* In particular, according to

vowel harmony as follows. First, he
Lightner's (1963) analysis of vowel
Lightner's analysis of vowel

(1973} and Esztergar (1971),
should be marked [=Vowel Harmonyl; as noted  in
the application of that fule to suffices
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harmony, all vowels are unspecified for backness in the lexicon and a morpheme-sized
diacritic is associated with each root. This diacrtic feature is distdbuted to each
segment in a word and, by a quasi-phonological rule, determines the specification of the
phonalogical feature [+back] for the vowels in the word., Thus, for example, the
underlying representation of Tibor would be “’{fﬂ'ﬂ'{fﬁr where capital letters indicdte

segments unspecified for the feature [xback], and [+GrAVE] is a diacritic marker
associated with the oot As Vago notes, Lightner’s analysis makes the wrong

redictions about the inflected diminutiv : - = *Tibi
p e forms £1+01£EVE] [+kAS Tibika rather

than Tibike. Second, Vago argues that “‘the phoneological use of features not connected
with the speech event is highly undesirable and misses the obvious gencralization that
vowel harmony, for the most part, is a phonetically motivated assimilation phenome-
non™ (1976, 249) [emphasis added]. Third, he claims that *'no single diacritic feature
can predict the correct harmonic shapes of the vowels in roots like soffor' (1976, 249),

But Vago is setting up a straw man here. The problems with Lightner's analysis
are well-known and, as far as | know, no one today would defend such a use of
diacntics, Lightner included.* What is at issue is nor whether the phonetically
conditioned aspects of vowel harmony should be accounted for with a diacritic marker,
but whether that part of vowel harmony that is nor phonetically motivated is
appropriately handled with a diacritic marker, i.e. whether the neutral vowel roots that
require back vowel suffixes should be marked with a diacrtic that conditions the
backing of harmonic vowels in their suffixes. Vago has not shown that this is not a
viable alternative analysis of Hungarian vowel harmony. For discussion of such an
analysis, see Ringen (to appear).

5. Conclusion

| have shown that Vago's analysis involves an unmotivated proliferation of vowel
harmony rules, that his account of the exceptional fifty neutral vowel roots is
inadequate, and that his analysis makes incorrect empirical predictions. T have also
shown that Vago has not demaonstrated the inadequacy of a diacritic analysis of forms
like #id. For these reasons, | conclude that (i) the question of how Hungarian vowel
harmony should be characterized remains completely open and (ii) Vago has not
provided support for the theoretical implications he claims to have established,
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Some Controversial Questions Concerning the Description of V

owel Harmony*
Robert M. Vago

1. Introduction

Jenszn (1978), Phelps (1978), and Ringen (1978) are welcome contrbutions to the
debate concerning vowel harmony in Hungarian, which has significant import for the
general descnption of vowal harmony.

The purpose of this reply is to refute the criticisms of Vago (1976) raised by these
authors, and to amplify the analysis and theoretical implications proposed in my 1975

article.! It will be concluded that except for a possible minor revision, no major
modifications need be made.

2. Root Harmony

One of the crticisms shared by Jensen. Fhelps, and Rin
Evidence does not conclusively establish that
(henceforth VH) does not appl
conditioned by neutral vowels: n

gen 18 that the Diminutive
the rule (or rules) of Vowel Harmony
¥ to basic root vowels, Ringen's VH mule is nat
eutral vowel roots trigger a separate fronting rule, The
analysis is developed fully in Ringen (to appear). My evaluation of Ringen's nonah-
stract approach is inciuded in Vago (to appear). He

ere | will react 1o Jensen's and
Phelps's claim that vH accounts for root harmony as well as suffix harmony.2

To prevent the fronting of back voweis in mixed vowel roots like Tibor that have
diminutive forms, Jensen and Phelps posit a focal exception feature: Jensen's feature is
morpheme-sized (e.g. /tibor/) Phelps's is segment-sized (e.g- /tib o /). In both

- VH] {~=vH]
cases, the back vowel determines harmony in suffixes and the front (neutral) vowel
determines harmony in diminutives,

For mixed vowel roots like bika ‘bull’ that have no diminutive forms, Jensen and
Phelps assume an abstract back vowel in the initial syllable; Jensen allows for the
possibility of a focal exception feature. If one js interested in a grammar that produces
the correct surface forms, then sither of these analyses will do. However, if one is
concerned about a grammar that, in addition to producing the correct forms, is
“psychologically real”, i.e. reflects the intuition of native speakers, then neither the
abstract nor the exception feature analysis is acceptable.

As for the first alternative, it is bizarre 10 crucially base the underlying representa-
tion of a root on the pCcurTence ar nonoccurrence of the related diminutive, A pertinent
exampie is isi, which some school-aged children use for iskola “school’; the case
inflections are isibe, isitad, and so on. What should the underlying representation of

* | am indebted 1o Catherine Ringen for commene, :
" For the sake of conunuity and the maost efficzcious evaluation. it is advisabie 1o read Vago ([976) firse,
lensen’s, Phelps's, and Ringen's replies next. and this rejoinder last.

* Since Jensen and Phelps are not opponents of abstract phonalogy, I leave this issue aside,
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ivkola contain? An exception feature in case the grammar has {5/, an abstract vowel
otherwise? Closely related dialects should not be described this way: But more
significantly, if native Hungarian speakers were to construct hypothetical diminutives
for mixed vowel roots like bika, the diminutives would govern frant harmony. Thus, ail
speakers would say isibe and not *isiba. This shows that the initial neutral vowel is
front underlyingly.

The second altermative is more consistent: every mixed vowel root that contains a
neutral vowel in the initial syllable 1s a focal exception to VH. However, in that case
the lexicon would contain a very large number of exceptions, since roots like bika are
numerous. Also, in no sense do native speakers consider these roots aberrant.

Jensen and Phelps (as well as Ringen) claim that disharmonic roots like saffor
‘chauffeur’ are focal exceptions to VH. But the claim that roots like bika and soffér are
both exceptional runs counter to the native intuition. While disharmonic roots are
certainly felt to be “awkward" or “‘foreign’’, mixed vowel roots are felt ta be JUSE as
“acceptable" or “regular’ as front or back vowel roots.

In bref, if one accepts the arguments presented above and in Vapgo (1976) against
assuming abstract back vowels for mixed vowel roots like Tibor and bita. then the
underlying and surface vowels of these roots Have the same value for backness. In that
case these mixed vowel roots can be analyzed as regular or exceptional. Now it is
reasonable to mainlain, indeed it is customarly acknowledged, that one opts for
regularity over exceptionality, wnless (a), there is independent evidance for the
exception analysis, or (b), there is independent evidence against the regular analvsis,

There are no arguments of which I am aware that roots like bika must be analyzed
as focal exceptions.” Mor is there any evidence that T know of against claiming that
these roots are perfectly regular. Therefore, the noninitial vawels of mixed vowel roots
like bika are not focal exceptions. As a consequence, VH does not apply to basic root
vowels,*

As mentioned above, there is no positive evidence for allowing VH to apply to roat
vowels. Only disconfirming evidence exists: mixed vowel roots and disharmonic rosts.
I claim these roots reveal a generalization; Jensen and Phelps claim these facts are
exceptions. What they have done is to show that the less restrictive theory is possible.
But that is trivial and uninteresting, as long as a case can be made for the more
restrictive theory.

In the more restrictive theory, roat harmony is described by a morpheme structure
condition. Critics, including Jensen, Phelps, and Ringen, claim that this theory misses a
generalization: the morpheme structure conditon duplicates VH, However, when
examined more closely, there is no duplication at all: the effects are the same, or nearly
the same, the contents are not. The morpheme structure condition simply states that

? Positive evidence for allowing VH 1o apply 0 root vowels would be rule-governed sitematons Tike
TibarTibor; these would be optional exceptions. But such forms are nanexistent.
" This s novan 4 prior restncnon, as Jeasen clalms: it is ex post fzcto,
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morphemes may not have both back vowels and rounded front vowels.® This negative
condition is suppiemented and reinforced at the word lavel by VH in a positive manner.
Note in particular that neutral vowels are irrelevant to the morpheme  structure
condition; as for VH, neutral vowels may be the focus or the determinant. or they may
intervene between the focus and the determinant,

It is not unusual for morpheme structure conditions and phonological rules to
“conspire” to yield representations obeying some phonotactic constraint. Mote that
constraints on underlying representations have to be expressed in any theory that
distinguishes between an underlying level and a surface level. If morpheme structure
conditions are real, then they can be utlized to ex press generalizations about
underlying representations.

Last, root harmony differs from suffix harmony in at least three respects:®
intramorphemic cooccurrence restrictions on vowels can be violated in roots (dishar-
monic roots) but not in suffixes: roots but not suffixes may be contzxtual exceptions:
and suffix vowels alternate harmonically, (basic) root vowels do not. If root harmony
and suffix harmony are different phenomena, they should be described differently.

3. Exceptions

To account for exceptions to vowel harmony, Fhelps postulates two types of exception
features: focal and contextual. These exception features are assigned 1o segments, not
morphemes.

A theory that allows only morpheme-sized exception features is clearly more
restrictive than a theory that allows segment-sized exception features: it makes the
strong claim that the segments of a morpheme must all be either regular or exceptional
with respect to a rule.” In order to relax this restriction, it must first be proven false,
The most obvious way to falsify the morpheme-sized exception feature theory would be
to show that there exist morphemes of the form +ABC+, where at least two of the
segments A, B, C are potental foci to a phonological rule, and where in fact the rule
applies 1o only one of the segments.

As for exceptions to VH, root morphemes are not the best examples: the treatment
of roat harmony is controversial. And | know of no polysyllabic suffix, in any vowel
harmony system, where VH must be prevented from applying to only one of the

*The formal description of this condition, which Phelps wants me fo provide, can be found in Vago
(1974}, a source Phelps consulied.

* Begarding Fhelps's fn. 3: | cannot find any statement on p. 260 of Vapo (1976) to which Phelps’s
comment is relevant. [f she has the sentence '“Moreaver, ronot harmony and suffix harmony have distinst
exception classes™ (p. 249 in mind, and this is the only smtement in my (976 2nicle that is pertinent to
Phelps's comment, then. clearly, Pheips's infersnce that **vowel harmony in roots is wmiversaliy different
from vowel harmony in aflixes™ (emphasis mine), which she attributes 1o me, is HOpToper.

*In claiming that it is not **necessary’ to assume that excepbon features are mompheme-sized, Phelps
implies that the less restrictive position is possible. Rather, it is necessary for Fhelps 1o show that the more
restricive pasition 15 100 RAMTOW.
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vowels.* As for exceptions to other rules, | know of no exception that cannot be
claimed to be morpheme-sized. 1 submit, therefore, that Phelps's powerful treatment of
genuine exceptions is not justified.

In mixed vowel roots, Phelps's focal exception feature must be assigned to the first

back vowel following a neutral vowel, but to the last neutral vowel following a back

vowel. For example, the lexical representations of the proper name llona (diminutive

{li, predictably governing front harmony) and the vacillating root agressziv "aggressive’

must be as follows, where [—VHI] is a focal exception, and ([—VHcl) is an optonal
contextual exception to Phelps's VH rule, which [ state in (2):°

1 W

—WHI

|.(—VHc)

5 +5yll +syll
(2) [+syll] = [aback] / [ub";ck]cu([_“;,l_k]cu)u

The representations in (3) are also possible, but not probable, since the additional

(I o na BETESSE
[—VHI]

exception features are unnecessary:

4Br e 582 {0
[[==MHE ( = VHI |
{{—¥Hc}| |(—VHe)]|

The representation in (4), where the last vowel of the root 15 not marked as a

contexiual exception, is not possible since it would not allow the back vowel alternants

(5] 160 | SR SRS V|
[-VHI] [~VHI]

of doublets:

(4) agr e 5571V
—WHFE 7
I:i_—‘-.’HcJJ
On the other hand, in disharmonic roots that contain successive disharmonic vowels,
gach but the frst vowel must be marked as a focal exception.

There is no explanation for the highly skewed distribution of the exception fearures
in Phelps's framework. Note also that exception fearures are included in the formula-
tion of VH, Postulating exception features to condition phonological rules is an entrely
novel approach, one that blatantly misuses the notion of exceptionality and needlessly

adds power to the theory,

* The Turkish progressive morpheme -ivorfivoriuvoriiyar is excepuonal in two respects: the first vowel
alternates but the second does not, and the rounded vowel o occurs in 2 noninitial syllable. There are two
possitle solutions. 1f we assume the underlying shape fgyor or fugyor, the word boundary blocks the
application of VH 1o the vowel o; o following suffix carrecly harmonizes to o, Alternatively, we may assume
two YH rules: the first assimilates o high vowel in both backness and rounding, the second assimilates a
nonhigh vawel in backness anly. We mey then assume the underlying shape fiyor/ or fuyor, which 15

exempled from undergoing the second YH rule. )
*The vowel & in ggressziv undergoes YVH and determines back harmony, Absuract s/ should not be

gusumed: there ire no abstract vowel roots containing 2 short mid unrounded back vowel, Althaugh the noun
derékiderek- ‘walsl' governs back harmony, /af need not be posited; see Yago (ms).
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Last, Phelps's theary of exceptions is too rich. She allows both focal and |

contextual exceptions for roots: in fn. 9, she allows the same for suffixes, As for
suffixes, the evidence in Hungarian (Vago (1974: ms}) and, more broadly, in Uralic and
Altaic languages {(Vago (1973)) suggests that only focal exceptions accur, f root vowels
dre not foci to VH, then it seems possible to maintain a narrower set of exceptians:
root exceptions are contextual and suffix exceptions are focal, at least as far as vowe]
harmony is concerned, 1

lensen’s account of the optionally exceptional vacillating roots is simply observa-
tionally inadequate. His VH rule is the same as my (u)VH, reproduced in (7) below: ail
his exceptions are focal. Thus, roots like Jozsef are obligatorily exempted from
undergoing VH: a suffix vowel, therefore, assimilates 1o the last (front) vowel of the
root, Vacillating roots like Agnes are optionally exempted from undergoing VH:
opuonality results in doublet suffixes.

Two problems come immediately to mind, First, in vacillating roots VH incorrectly
converts the low vowel ¢ 1o g (in backing environments). For exampie:

this

(5) a. fdgnes+nek/ — Apnesnet
{—VH]
b. ldgnes+nek/ — *Agnasnak
Mote that the vowel ¢ must be low: it is the source of the a/e alternation in s0me
suffixes (including -nakinek), 1 A mid & would alwavs show up as front by the Absolute
Meutralization rule Jensen assumes,

Second, Jensen does not account for the harmonizing behavior of vacillating
disharmonic roots: These roots contain a back vowel, a fromt rounded vowel. and a
neutral vowel in the final syllable. For example, rokamié (rekamié¢) ‘sofa bed,
convertible sofa’ and foderariv (ederativ) or foderdiis | federdlis) ‘federal’ can have

doublets. The same is true for foreign words like Chevalier, where the first vowel is
pronounced as 3.

The problem is that disharmonic roots are obligatory exceptions to VH while
vacillating roats are oplional exceptions. The obligatory marking does not allow the
denivation of the back vows alternants of doublets, and the optional marking allows,
incorrectly, assimilation to the first vowel, 2

Inasmuch as Jensen's one-rule analysis of a set of mixed vowel roots is untenable,
the theoretical points he raises (section 3} are moot, ™

" This theory is assumed in Vago (1973).

" The arguments for underiying front vowel suffixes are given in Jensen (1974) and Vago (1973),

= I mixed vowel roois do not conmain initial absiract vowsls, then vacillating roats like Tihamer (proper
namel, fingncier, and Chevraler are also problemavcal. The last pan roats are obviously nonnative, It woold
be unreasonable 1o claim that these have sbstract vowels,

% n section 3.2, Jensen wonders what I'mean by “‘adjacent assimilation®'. 11 is obvious that for VH,
adiacency refers to svilables, Furthermare. Jensen interprets my approach as a “minee rule amalysis" in
reafity. | assume no minor rules or minor rule featires. The confusion has 1o do with my analvsis of
vacillating roots. which | mark with a feature oprionally exempung them (not conditioning them, as Finpen
States in section 2) from Servimg as context to (mIVH: cf, Vago (1976, 2671,

Ring
with my
vowel ro
some sen
an excep
absiract
surface f
streciura
that cau:
mechanis
possible
abstract
neutraliz:
exceplior

Seco
contextu:
(miVH fc
exceplion
are likely
S2EMS Wi
and Vag
mdepend
are discy
harmoniz
the rule «
(m}VH ¢

4. Domai

In Vago
Hungana

(6 (r

1-|'F|' {14
|'_

I argue 0
show tha

applies vz




th focal and ,

Tixes, As for
in Uralic and
f root vowels
f exceptions:
far as vowel

nplvy observa-
(7) below: all
empted from
vowel of the
ying VH; this

H incorrectly

ition in some
the Absolure

of vacillating
vowel, and a
) ‘sofa bed,
ral’ can have

first vowel 1s

to VH while
not allow the
irking allows,

s untenable,

o (1973).
Tthamer (proper
noative. 1t would

ony that for YH,
ute analysis'’. In
1 my analvsis of
them, as Ripgen

REMARKS AND REPLIES

Ringen voices two objections to my treatment of exceptions, The first has to do
with my analysis of neutral vowel roots that govern back harmony; I call these abstraet
vowel roots. It is undeniable that the surface facts render these roots exceptional in
some sense. Ringen states: "'In no sense can positing abstract segments be considered
an exception mechanism as Vago (1973, 600) claims it is.” [ submit though that the
abstract analysis does not deny exceptionality. Exceptionality is inferred from the
surface facts. Let us define an exception as 2 phonetic substring that matches the
structural description of an obligatory rule. Let us further define an analytical device
that causes the derivation of exceptional surface representations as an “excepuon
mechanism’, Now the trearment of (surface) exceplions is a separale problem, One
possible analysis is to posit lexical exception features. Another possibility is to posit
abstrzet underlying segments. Since these segments necessarily undergo absolute
neutralization, the abstract analysis denves su rface exceptions; hence, it i5 am
gxception mechanism.

Second, Rinpen claims that no motvation has been advanced for an optionzl
conlextual exception feature. 1 posit such an exception mechanism with respect o
(m)VH for vacillating roots like Agnes. It is not clear if Ringen objects to contextual
exceptions or optional exceptions. Relatively detailed analyses of phonological patterns
are likely to yield examples of contextual exceptions. In fact, this type of exceptonality
seems well established; see for example Kenstowicz and Kisseberth (1977, 114-122)
and Vago (ms). Optional exceptonality 1s more controversial. 1 cannot adduce
independent motivation for this type of exceptionality in this space; sufficient examples
are discussed in Vago (ms), [ will merely pomnt out that if the argumenis aganst

harmonizing root vowels are accepted, then the doublets provide evidence not only for
the rule of (m)VH but also far optional (contextual) exception fearures. Alternatively,
(m)VH can be an optional rule; | return to this possibility in section 6.

4. Domain of Disjunction and Rule Application
In Vago (1976) 1 posit the following two mles 1o account for suffix harmony in
Hungarian:

(&) (mVH

+svll A

[+5yu]_-.i+buc5;];'[:ﬁk]cﬂ[ = T [
\ [ —round /

(N () VH

[+syll] — [eback]/ l Fsyll .LC

aback | —

eding (WYH. 1 also

[ argue further that these rules apply disjunctvely, (m}VH prec
VH in case (m)VH

show that the disjunctive relation prevents the application of (4
applies vacuously.
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Ringen claims that the above analysis derives a set of incorrect surface forms. Ta
use Ringen's example, if (m)VH is checked for applicability in the well-motivated
underlying representation /vir+ne+tok/ “you {pl.) would wait’, it applies vacuously to
{ftok/; disjunctivity prevents the application of (U)VH to /ne/; afier the lengthening of
morpheme-final e before the suffix /tok/, the incorrect form *vdrnétok is produced.

Ringen notices that a possible solution is to claim that disjunctivity is invoked if
gnd only if both rules are applicable to the same focus (= segmental disjunction). Thus,
in /radir+tol/, after (m)VH backs the vowel of the suffix, (u)VH cannot apply to the
same vowel, but in f'vir+ne+tok/, after im)VH applies vacuously to the vowel of /tok/,
(W)VH can still apply to the vowel of /me/. But in that case, Ringen goes on.
disjunctivity does not obtain in the assignment of stress in English. Thus, the rule V —
[1 stress] / Ty (V32 would incorrectly stress both vowels aof edir.

However, Ringen errs in drawing the conclusion that the dumain of disjunction
should be the same for the vowel harmony rules in Hunganan and for the subrules of
the English stress assignment rule. In the same section. she refers to the work of
Howard (1975), but apparently overlooks Howard's statement concerning the domain
of disjunction if Kiparsky's **Elsewhere Condition'" is accepted (p. 124): “With stress
rules, the domain of disjunction cannor be segmental disjunction; but with non-accent
rules, the domain of disjunction must be segmental disjunction.” In this view, the
shorter subrule of the English stress rule can be prevented from applying if the longer

subrule has applied, but in Hungarian, (u)VH can follow (m)VH, provided that the two
have different foci. Thus:

(8) {vdr+ne-+tok!
(r)VH 0 (vacuous}
(e )VH a
Later Rule i

varndrok

There is yet another difference between the Hungarian and the English rules:
(W)VH and (m)VH are rightward directional (the focus is to the right of the determi-
nant), but the stress assignment rule is lefiward directional (the focus is to the left of
the determinant}, in the sense of Howard (1272). It appears that rightward and lefrward
directional rules that are disjunctively related are expanded differently. In the case of
leftward directional rules, the most specific (sublrule applies first. In the case of
nightward directional rules, that (subjrule is applied first which is applicable 1o the
leftmost focus in the string, ™ ;"-.n;r_-u'r-:!ing to this view, (U)VH backs the vowel of /ne/,
and applies vacuously to the vawel of /tok/,

"* If more than one (subjrule can apply to the lefimost focus, then the most specific one applies, The
above proposal is justified in Vago (19770,

¥ 1t is also possible to modify (m)VH so that it disregards only those newtral vowels that belong to 2
root.
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In any case, there is no problem of empirical inadequacy with (m)VH and (u)VH in

the grammar,

5. Meutral Yowels

Ringen presents three arguments against considering ¢ to be a neutral vowel. These
arguments purport to show that ¢ patterns differently from the “penuinely’ newral
vowels i, i, and é. The conclusion is that e isa harmonic vowel.

The first argument 5 that neutral vowel roots that govern back harmeny contam I,
i and &, but not e. In the abstract analysis, the underlying vowels of these roots are
back. not neutral. At any rate, this **gap’’ has a historical sxplanation. All but two of
the abstract vowel roots conmtain i/ or /if; the two that contain (4/ are secondary
developments. When the fronting of unrounded back vowels is supposed to have taken
place, Hunganan is presumed to have had /¢ but not {al: long /i cames from /i/ by the
loss of final reduced vowels with concomitant compensatory lengthening.

The second argument is that invariable suffixes contain i and &, but not e.'* But
there is a principled reason why e always alternates. In the abstract analysis, there are
no exceptional front vowel invariable suffixes: suffixes with i and é undergo VH and
the alternants with < and 4 are fronted by the Absolute MNeutralization rule. In this
system an invarable e would have to be derived from /a/, since /el alternates with 4.
However, there is no independent justification for fad.

The third argument is that almost all, if not all, mixed vowel roots containing ¢ in
the final syllable, unlike those containing §, i, or é, are either optional or obligatory
ontextual exceptions. But this is a specious argument, since if ¢ 15 a harmonic vowel,

¢
and a back vowel are focal exceptions, 2 disastrous

then all roots containing e

consequence.
In brief, while it is true that the harmonizing behavior of e differs in some respects

from that of i, i, and &, the conclusion that £ is 2 harmonic vowel is not warranted. It
seems to me that the proper conclusion to draw is that the criterion for neutral vowel
status is not harmonizing behavior, but rather cooccurrence with mumally exclusive
harmonic sets. Another criterion might be possible occurrence between the focus and
the determinant of the assimilation process. In both regards, e is a neutral vowel,

6. Loanwords

There are indications that adjacent assimilation is preferred after mixed vowel Toots
or more than one neutral vowel in the final syllables. MNewer
loanwords like bankerr ‘banguet', kabaré ‘cabaret’, and aszpirin ‘aspirin’ vacillate, with
preference for front vowels, by and large. As Ringen observes, roots containing a back
vowel followed by e in the final syllable generally govern front harmony exclusively, ar

that contain a final ¢ or ¢

# | fuct, | does not occur underlyingly enher.
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vacillate between front and back harmony,

single occurrence of | or ¢ after a back vowe|. always or nearly alwavs govern back
harmony exclusively. Older roots (native or borrowed) like tanyer ‘plate’ and kéve
‘coffee’ povern back harmony exclusively,

The above facts seem to indicate that (mIVH is becomin
conditions. The motivation for this change seems to be preference for the mare tatiral
adjacent assimilation. The explanation for the fact that 3 single occurrence of i or
resists adjacent assimilation, most of the time, may very well be found in the
distribution of neutraj vowels in mixed vowel roots. The older layer of the vocabulary
conlains numeraus roots of the shape back vowel followed by a single / ori. A switch
in the harmonizing behavior of these roots would invoive extensive "relearning’’, Also:
the quintessential neutral vowe| in back/front vowel harmony systems is front, high,
and unrounded; this vowel is kept truly neutral. Perhaps these facts explain why the
back harmony character of abstract vowel roots is stable.

Phelps is right in claiming that older borrowings should be more assimilated to the
native phonology than newer borrowings. But comparing the pattern of Jdzsef 1o that of

Agnes is not reasonable: excepuonal patterning should not be compared (o peneral
patterning.

g optional under certain

If (m\VH is obligatory, then. among older loans, J5
behave exceptionally. " Other loans, like kdvé, are entirely regular: that is. they govern
back harmony. When compared lo the vacillating newer loans, which are opticnally
exceptional, the older ones are indeed mare assimilated.

If (m)VH is optional, then we have a different picture. Roots like
L.e. exceptions. The change from obligatory 1o
including a single final i or 7 in the root) affects primarily new additions 1o the
vocabulary. In this light, relative degree of assimilation is not the appropriate
comparison 1o make between pider and newer loanwords. Rather, the native vocabu-
lary and older borrowings resist an innovation, hardly an atypical example.

zsef, movember, and oktober

Kdvé are relics,
optional application of (m)VH (not

7. Conelusion

[ have suggested that under certain conditions (m)VH might be an optional rule in the
present state of Hungarian. The harmonizing charac
incidentally, foreign and nonsense words) SECm Lo
have found nane of the arguments presented b

teristics of recent loanwords (and,
support this revision. Otherwise, |

¥ Jensen. Phelps, and Ringen compelling
enough o retract the analyses and conclusions proposed in Vago (19768),

Une final comment about basic research methodology. 1 adhere to the position that
in making claims about the structure of a lan
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of the theoretical controversies and debates concerning the analysis of individual
languages we witness on the pages of reputable publications can be laid to rest by this
basic principle. Accordingly, as far as 1he Hungarian vowel harmony system is
concemned, the strongest and stll observationally adeguate theary dictates that the
independent or pronominal forms of case suffixes and the truncated diminutives be
taken as evidence for the harmonjc class of nonsuppletive case suffixes and untrug-
cated nouns;™ that the Diminutive Evidence be generalized to all mixed vowel roots
with an initial neutral vowel; that exceptions may not refer to the subrules of a ruje
schema; and that exceptions may not be segment-sized, 4 theory short of these claims
reduces otherwise general and regular sound patterns to mere happenstance.
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" There exist suppletive relations, For example, the suppressive case suffix -on/dafen ‘on tap of" has
the independent farm rafr- (rattim “on top of me’', ee,); the dimiputve ol the proper name Gvargy is Gyur.




