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VOWEL HARMONY

Vowel harmony systems occur in 4 wide range of Armenian dialects, from
Marash in Turkey to Maragha in Iran to Shamaxi in Azerbaijan. These harmonic
syslems constrain specifications [or the feature |back] (and occasionally [round]
as well) within two phonological domains: roots and words. A third, local, type of
harmony applies to epenthetic vowels. The dialects in (1a) show root harmony.
according to which rools can possess no more than one contrastive specilication
for [huck]. This harmony type is examined in 3.2. In group (1b). the same restric-
tion on contrastive [back] specifications applies (o the entire word; this harmony
type is discussed in 5.3. Epenthetic harmony. which always involves both [back]
and [round], occurs in the dialects in {1c). This type of harmony. which ditfers
from the other harmony Lypes in being strictly local, 15 considered separately m

3.4

(1} Harmony domains

a. Root
Karabagh
Marash

b, Word
Agulis
Aresh
Karchevan
haragha
Meghri
Shamaxi
Tigranakert
Koy

¢. Epenthetic
Marash
Karchevan
Shamaxi
Maragha

All dialects with epenthetic of word harmony also have root harmonys for
example, there are no Cases where affixes harmonize to the nearest rool vowel but
the roots themselves do nol obev harmony. However, dialects can have rool
harmony without word orf epenthetic harmony; for example, Marash has root and
epenthetic harmony, but affixes do not harmonize.
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Each of the harmony types in (1) manifests several points of linguistic interesy,
which I consider in the course of this chapter. I focus on three case studies thay
serve lo illustrate the three harmony types: Marash for root and epenthetic
harmony. Agulis for word harmony, and Karchevan for word and epenthetic
harmony. Before addressing these questions as they arise in the Armenian da, |
first present my view of the theoretical machinery reguired to deal with attested
vowel harmony systems within the framework of Rules and Representations
Theory (RRT),

5.1. THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS

| assume on the basis of Sicriade’s {1994} work on phonological contrasts that
harmonic systems may allow underlying contrasts. for harmonic feamure
specifications in the following set of ervironments: initial iroot) syllable, root,
word, Languages that allow underlving contrasts only in initial syllables, such
as Wolof (Kenstowicz, 1994), never have disharmonic roots. modulo neutral
vowels. Languages that allow underlying conrrasts only in roots; on the other
hand, allow disharmonic roots but draw suffixal vowels from g limited subset of
their vowel inventory. Examples of this type include Agn (Kenstowice, 1994),
Finnish (Kiparsky, 1981), Turkish, and the Armenian dialects discussed below.
Turkish, for example, draws from the set {a i ¢ 1} in roots, but only the subset [a
tu] in suffixes (Clements and Sezer, 1982 henceforth CS). Similarly, Chumash
contrasts {a i w e o f] in roots but only {a i u) in suffixes (Steriade. 1995}, and
Proto-Bantu contrasts | w £ 2 a| in roots bui only the subset (§ nal in affixes
{Steriade, 1993),

The underlying vocalic inventories of Turkish and Chumash presented here
make use of CS’s theory that harmonic features are floating morphemes
unattached Lo skeletal material in underlying representations, In other words, the
Turkish surface vocalic inventory (aeiiodu ¥}, for example, derives from an
underlying inventory {a {0 u} via the attachment of [+back] morphemes: attach-
ment of [-back] to underlving a produces e, attachment of [+back] te underlving

. f produces ¢, and so on. The Proto-Bantu surface inventory {iut ve o e sal is
similarly derived from underlying (i 1 £ 5 ) via the association of fvating
tATR] morphemes. CS's theory of floating harmonic features has important
implications for the theory of contrast assumed here (see Chapter 1); we consider
these implications at the end of this section,

The treatment of harmony presented here assumes that harmonic processes are
feature-changing, an analysis that is required by the notion of full specification
discussed in Chapter 1. Thus, on the one hand, an underspecification analysis such
as CS assumes that all non-domain-initial segments are unspecified for the
harmonic feature, and receive their surface specification as the result of a feature-
filling rule spreading the harmonic feawre (Fig. 5.1a). RRT, an the other hand,
assumes that all relevant segments are prespecified for the harmonic featre; the
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rule of harmonic spreading therefore must change the feature specifications of all
non-domain-initial segments {Fig. 5.1b).

if F is 4 harmonic feature, &, 7= +, p=—0u
2. underspecification € ¥ i N ELLY
| k4 -

{feature filling) Li

al

b. [ull specification € TS oS [ G

{feature changing) | + | » |
| L |

=

| |
ofF [F yF

Fig. 5.1

Epenthetic harmony, o0 the other hand. must be feature-filling in order to account
for the behavior of the epenthetic vowel in Karchevan, discussed in 5.4, This
assumption is not at odds with full specification, which holds only over underly-
ing representations. RRT allows segments produced by rules of epenthesis at later
stages in the derivation to be incompletely specified.

The theory of harmony proposed here also differs from underspecification-
hased theories in its treatment of disharmonic segments. In the model of C5,
disharmonic segments arc considered to be prespecified for the harmonic feature.
Though this analysis smacks of what Stenade (1995) terms ‘gpportunistic under-
specification’, or underspecification based on one's analysis of a given set of data
rather than on general theoretical prnciples, 1t nevertheless accounts for dis-
harmony in 4 simple manner. RRET, on the other hand. assumes that disharmonic
segments are simply associated with a diacritic indicating that they do not under-
go harmony. This analysis is empirically identical to that of CS, and is mare cou-
sistent with the treatment of exceptions in other modules of phonological theory.

The treatment of neutral segments differs somewhat from that of disharmonic
segments, RET, like other theories of harmony, distinguishes two [ypes of neutral
segments; opague and transparent. Opacque segments are further subdivided into
two types: active and inert. Opague segments fail to undergo harmonic alter-
nations, and do not allow harmonic features to propagate through them. Active
npRguUe SeEments spread their own specification for the harmonic feature to the
next segment in the domain: inert segments do not spread their own specilication,
and the next segment in the domain surfaces with its underlying specification.
Transparent segrients do not undergo harmonic alternations, but allow harmonic
features to propagate through them.

1 assume that the behavior of neutral segments is determingd by three faclors.
The immunity of neutral segments 1o harmonic alternations results from visibility
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conditions involved in harmonic spreading. As we saw in Chapter 1,

universal
marking statements determine which segments are marked and which are con-
trastive for a given featore in

a phonemic inventory, Rules are specified for sensi-
tivity fo the distinctions drawn by marking statements in this way: for example, a
rule sensitive to contrastive features ignores noncontrastive features, Thus, if g
rule of harmenic spreading is specified as being sensitive to contrastive features,
it will not apply 1o segments characterized by noncontrastive specifications for
that feature; these NOOCONITASIVE Segmients constitute (he neutral set with respect
lo the harmonic process in question.

If noncontrastive segments

are invisible to harmonic rulpe sensilive to con-
trastive feature specifications,

ane may then ask why all neutral Sepments are not
ransparent. T assume that the opaque behavior of neurral segments, attested in
many harmony systems including the Karchevan case discussed in 5.3, results
from a locality condition that restricts propagation of harmonic features 1o adju-
cent sylables. The restriction of phonological rules o directly adjacent syllables
is well attested crosshinguistically, and does not add any cost to the gramimar,
One final way in which the RRT treatment of harmony differs from that of C§
lies in the analysis of attachment of harmonic morphemes to the phonological
skeleton. If we assume following €S that harmonic features are stored in the
lexicon as floating featres associaled with but not attached to inclividual
morphemes, we must also have a theory of how and when these fioating featurey
attach to the phonological skeleton in the course of the derivation,

Regarding the guestion of how harmonic features amach, in the €3 tmodel,

where harmonic segmeints are underlyingly unspecified for harmonic features,
one can state that the floating feature attaches to the lefimost (or rightmost,
depending on the language) available segment. The term ‘available’ in this model
meuans that the potential host segment must not possess a specification for the
harmonic feature, and must constitute » legitimate phoneme of the language once
#itached to that feature. Thus, a prespecified segment would not be a legitimate
host, nor would a segment which when combined with the harmonic feature
formed an illegitimate phoneme; the first type constitutes the class of disharmonic
segments, and the second neutral Segments,

RRET, on the other hand, cannot make use of the type of anachment procedure
Just skerched, for all segmcnts are assumed to be prespecified for the harmonic
feature. Nevertheless, the attachment procedure assumed in RRT differs only
slightly. We need only remaove from the definition of ‘uvailability” the require-
ment that the potential host be unspecified for the harmonic feature. The burden
of evaluation then lies on the second component of the C8 definition. which
requares that the segment resulting from attachment of the harmonic feature 1o the
potential host be a legitimate phoneme of the language, In RRT, the evaluation of
this requirement differs anly in the reatment of disharmonic segments, which as
in the case discussed above are simply specified as exceptions to the general pro-
cedure of harmonic attachment.

Let us say that we have the Turkish raat gyl “rose’, for example. In CS's model,
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this root will have a fioating [~back] specification and a vowel unspecified for
backness. Consequently, the floating [—back] feature will be free to attach to this
vowel at a later stage in the derivation. In our model, on the other hand, there is
still a fioating [—back] morpheme. but the root vowel is specified in the lexicon as
u, which is [+back]. According to CS, a vowel prespecified for a harmonic feature
should be disharmonic; in our theory, however, the harmonic [buck] feature is
free to replace the lexical [+back] specification of the u, provided that it does not
result in @ segment that is not part of the surface inventory.

The question of when harmonic features attach is directly relevant to the theory
of contrast presented in Chapter |, The definition of contrast in a given system is
directly related to the inventory of segmenis. When, for example, CS state that
Turkish has the underlying inventory {a i o u}, this presupposes 4 different set of
marking statements defining contrasts than we would have if the underlying
system were identical fo the surface system laeiiopny]. CSs theory of foat-
ing morphemes also requires that contrast be defined on at least two levels, under-
lying and surface. In the underlying Turkish inventory {a i o u, for example, e
[back] specification of [ is net contrastive, whereas in the surface inventory laei
io ¢ u vl it is contrastive. This fact has implications for the behavior of mles
sensitive 1o contrastive specifications; continuing our example, a rule sensitive o
contrastive |back] specifications would ignore £ 11t applied during the portion of
the derivation that employed the underlying definition of contrast. If, on the other
hand, the same rule applied during the portion of the derivation that employed the
surface definition of contrast, il would nat ignore . In the Armenian dialects con-
sidered in this chapter, the rules sensitive to contrastive feature specifications are
assurmned to make reference to surfuce rather than underlying contrast.

5.2. ROOT HARMONY

Let us begin with the dialect of Marash, spoken in Cilicia in central Turkey
{Galustean, 1934). This dialect shows root harmony and epenthetic harmony, but
affixal full vowels do not harmonize. In this section | consider the two rool
harmony systems at work in this dialect, one involving [back] and the other
involving [round].

The workings of the Marash harmony systems crucially depend on the structure
of the vowel inventory, given in Fig, 5.2, The fact that the vowels |e € al lack
their counterparts for backness, | ¥ 4 @] respectively, is crucial to the analysis of
apparent cases of disharmony, as we shall see below. Schwa (#) is placed in paren-
theses because it appears only as a result of epenthesis, and does not belong 1o the
phonemic inventory of the dialect.

The vowels in Fig. 5.2 have the feature specifications in Fig. 5.3. For the pur-
poscs of harmony, these vowels divide into two classes for backness and round-
ing, as schematized in Figs. 5.4 and 5.5 respectively (vowels that do not contrast
for the feature in a given row are enclosed in curly brackets),
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| ¥ L I
€ @ o
oo

i

Fig. 5.2, Marash vowel mventory. (+ Though the best description of Marash dialect,
Galustean (1934), transeribes this vowel as <e:> (ie. [€]), in the speech of my informants
it is phonetically [], Nevenheless, it does not behave phonologically as a low vowel, so

[ follow Galustean's transeription here. )

i ¥ e @ £ a o i
high E - - — = = - 4
low -~ - - - ~ + - -
back - - - - + + +
round - + - + - - + +
ATR + + - - - + +
Fig. 53
[—back] i & £l ¥ a
[+hack] iy o {a)
Fig. 5.4
[-round] & [& i)
[+round] ¥ ¢ [ o}
Fig. 5.5

Thus, we expect the nonround vowels to behave neutrally with respect to
harmonic processes involving backness, and we expect |£ @ o 1] to behave
neutrally with respect to harmonic processes involving rounding,

With these preliminarics inmind, let us tum to the distribotion of Marash roots.
Lexical roots in this dialect conform to the following generalizations:

{2y Root harmeny conditions
a. Roots contain no more than one contrastive [back] specification.
h. Roots contain no more than one contrastive [round] specification.

McCarthy (1988) suggests when considzring a similar constraint on the occur-
rence of laryngeal feaiures in Indo-European roots that conditions of the type in
(2} are driven by the Obligatory Contour Principle (OCP), However, the Marash
fucts sugeest that this analysis 15 incomect. Since the OCP prohibits only adjacent
identical feature specifications (*ofF oF), we should expect sequences such as
| oF fF oF |, which do not contain adjacent identical feature specifications, o be
allowed in OCP-driven svstems, In fact, sequences of this rype are nof allowed in
Marash vowel harmony, As stated in (2), the relevant constraint is rather that a
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given phonological domain (in this case the rooL) cannot contain more than one
;p:;itica[jon {contrastive in this case) for a given feature (in this case [back]).
This formulation lacks the representational appeal of MeCarthy's OCP, but is
required 1o account for the facts,

According 1o the conditions in (2}, roots of the type in (33 are well formed,
whereas those in Fig. 5.6 are not (1 have included the forms produced by one of
my Marash informants (Paren Sanentz (PS)) where they differ from those pro-
vided by Galustean, 1934),

(3  Harmonic Roots

a  |back] Marash Standard Gloss
Kana kani how many/much
Enyr anor his (PS amyr)
frvner fuunar art (PS hyneer)
£ge ajui vineyard (PS ek}
ESER qNes needle (PS wyar)
peten prettak bechive (P8 peiwil)
Erin darjin blood (PS erin)
fige hogi soul (PS fiik'a)
fxirin fForen grain (PS tsirin)
b.  [round] ayer wpser today
Gylyr Grigor Gregory
yinyr jerk var when
wrunog orinak example (PS urnog)
a, [back] *CuCy *CuCy
*CyCu *CyCo
*CoCa *Coly
*CeCa *CoCu
b, [round] *Celly *CiCy
*eCo *CiCe
FopCe *CaCi
*CyCe *CyCi

Fig. 3.6, Disharmonic roots

Roots of the type in Fig. 5.6 are not attested: thus the generalizations in (2)
hold. However, if we knew nothing about the structure of the Marash vowel
system., the set of roats in (4) would appear to contradicr (2).

! The forms in (3) also serve o illustrate some of (he witys in which roots inherited from Common
Armenian, which in their eriginal stale would be dishsrmonic, come o be harmanic, I will not
elaborite on thess historical developments here, however,
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(4} (Apparently) disharmonic roats

Murash
. [back] agif
andzriv
anidz
AGES
arigog
ariv
adin
avetfk"
avil
arerf
afbey
arifin
dzamirog
havetf
Hiru
irgam
frgan
irpor”
tra
froz
ifadog
isdag
izoed
I3am
pirizmon
lat'ir
lewa
lizo
mtatelast
malez
e
mertfon
nugi
barigom
bendsor
bezor
biron
dirtson
udsel
zalip
raxef
FEyand

Classieal
akif
andzrew
anirg
ankejz
arepikn
drew
(It
awary
awel
arad;
ﬂr'_f_'ff.ff
awdyik
dzamernk:

hery
ertkamfunk®)
erekof
erkai”
erki

EFET
Jifatak
[riak

zat

Jam
Berezman
lat'er

lert

lezie

e
rnki
biirekam
{?:Hujjur
beazar
Bercm
derdzan
el
teryalr)f
payind

Gloss

iron shovel for fire or ashes
rain

mit

walnut (PS @ngez)
sun

sun

lime

song (PS aved;)
broom

before (PS ®iErf)
water vessel (PS arbiy)
girl (PS agifin)
wilermelon

hot pepper (PS haveds)
last year

bowels

evening

iron

Do

dream

sOUVenir

clean

separage

church

tomb

clothing

hile

tongue (PS fize)
pilgrim
= hummuos (PS malez)
bae (PS5 ara)

coral (PS mirdzon)
ounce

friend
leaf of white beetroot
bazaar

mouth

tailor
louse (PS utyif)

OO Sprout
sofi-hoiled
hasty-pudding (PS5 plaeseand)

Marash
FeEr
b. [round] sufa
rfvien
arduonk
erdivd;
erp’yfyn
hengyrs
il
lowatfa
rinngs
bedylyr
selyr
r'aso
Vegevyr
yaryud
Fajos
kEryz
Eylep
Eurag
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for fire or ashes
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etl3)

wreet))
| [PS r?rbjzzl

ifim)

(PS5 haveds)
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(PS mualees)
)

nirdyon)

Ae beetrool
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ling (PS plesand)
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Marash Classical Gloss
yeru fefi far
b, [round] sufo - bundle of thread
fajen - soap-wort root that foams in hot water
arduemk®  erdumn oath
erdsyds artfitf lead, bullet, weapon (PS erdiyds)
erpyfym  aprifum silk thread (PS abarfom)
hengyrs hangoji's knot (PS hengyts)
guda gail belt
logatfs - wooden tool for dragging stone-rollers
nrinnpk” = without cause
bedvhyn  patuhan window (PS pend;ere)
selvr salor plum (PS sziyr)
Haso - WOLTY
PEREVYT tagawor king (PS5 t'mkvyr)
yaryud yaryul shaky (PS5 yazgyd)
Fajos FUFOK grape (PS5 yeosyr}
Kerve Karoz sermon (PS Kerez)
Kyleg = wooden basket (PS Evleg)
Kufag kwiak baby donkey

In {4a) we see cases where [+back] and [-back] vowels cooccur in a single root
Tn cach case, however, the [back] specification of one or toth of these vowels is
noncontrastive. For example, though in udsel ‘louse’ the i contrasts in backness
with v, the € is not contrastive for backness: thus the root containg only ong
contrastive [back] specification. In formns such as andzriv ‘rain’, neither vowel
POsSESSEs i contrastive |back| specification,

The analysis presented here crucially depends on the assumption that schwas
are not present at the peint in the derivation where the conditions in (2) are
evaluated. If the schwas in forms such us tazef *soft-boiled’ and zal:ig ‘onion
sprout’ were presental this stage, we would not expect i 10 be nentral with respect
to [back] harmony, nor would we expect i to be neutral with respect to [back]
harmony, for { and 2 would contrast in terms of backness and u and 2 would con-
trast in terms of rounding.” However, it is a relatively simple matter (0 derive the
distribution of surface schwas from principles of epenthesis af the type presented
in Chapter 3; this being the case, the behavior of § and i is not problematic,

Forms such as yefu ‘far’ indicate that the contrastive harmenic specifications
need not be attached to the first root vowel. In this particular form. for example,
the [back] specification of the first vowel, e, is not contrastive, but that of u is. The
same conditions hold for [round]. as shown by the contrast between forms such as
dramirog ‘watermelon’, where the [round] specification of the first root vowel is
contrastive but that of the second is not, and wdel Nouse’, where the [round]
specification of the lirst Tool vowel i¢ not contrastive but that of the second is.

! The fesmure specification of sehwa i msstmed to be [+high, #back, —round], as in Turkish. T pro-
vide evidence for these specifications in the discussion of epenthetic rmaony below.
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3.3. WORD HARMONY

In this section I present two interesting cases of word-level harmony, found in the
dialects of Agulis and Karchevan, One can make the following generalizations
concemning the harmony systems in these two dialects: roots normally share a
single value For [back]; f and e, however, freely oceur in both [+back] and [-back]
rools and are not affected by harmony; and = generally does not play a role in
harmony processes.” The harmonic systems examined here are consistent with the
assumplion that vowel harmony applies iteratively from left to right within words
(both toots and suffixes), and may be blocked by active marking statements,
Propagation of the harmonic feature through the word is strictly local; that is, a
given feature can only affect the immediately following visible feature. This
restriction may be further constrained to immediately following svllables, as we
shall see in the case of Karchevan. Like the projection of metrical boundaries dis-
cussed in 2.3, harmonic spreading oceurs in an iterative fashion; in other words,
ance a given vowel has had the opportunity to propagale its specification for the
harmaonic feature, the next vowel 1o the right gets its chance, and so on for all the
vowels in a waord,

3.3.1. Apulis®

Agulis, a penultimate smress diglect spoken in Nakhichevan, shows [back]
harmony and has the underlying vowel inventory in Fig. 5.7,

[+back] a o 1
[-back] & g ¥ lee 1]

Fig. 5.7

The chart should be interpreted as follows: a occurs in [+back] spreads. and alter-
nates with @ in |~back] spreads, and similarly for o ~ ¢ and u ~ y. The brackets
surrounding { and ¢ indicate that both are neutral, and can occur after [+back] or
[~back] vowels in wards (3a).* but spread [~back] 1o following vowels (3h).

1.1 assume that this epenhelic schwa is underlyingly specified as [+high]. us in Turkish, | employ
the symbol 2 rather than «, however, in order to pressrve the Annenological notation and reflect the fact
that this vowel is epenthetic,

* My analysis of Apulis harmony s hassd on forms collected from Adfarjan {1935) and fA=ldwork
with Ervand Melik-Mussian, & mulive speaker of Agulis dialect born in 1899 whe, sadly, died on
Thanksgiving Day af 1295,

TWithin roots, however, ¢ can only occur after [~back] vowels, except in borrowings from the
Inermry language, e.g, pdiker ‘picture’;

® & regularly radses o7 in final syllables of polysyllabic words,

(3) Underlying form

A gayn
kah-g-1
agandz-nér

b. Avetrs-a
axandz-ner-av

The diphthongs &7, o,
they spread [—back] to
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(5}  Underlying form Surface form Gloss
a.  gayi Felyti belt
keehr-e-1 bedhail® rample
asandz-ner asandzner roast-pl.
b, Aveny-a Avetrsee Avetis (personal name)-gen.

asandz-ner-av argndz-nér-ev’  roast-pl-instr.

The diphthongs ej, of, aj, and 4 pattern with the [-back] vowels; in other words,
they spread [~back] to following vowels, This is to be expected in a lefi-to-right
harmony system. where following vowels see only the right half of the diphthong.
The epenthetic schwa does not play any role in the harmony system. As was the
casa with the Marash schwa discussed in the previous section, this assumplion 15
important for our analysis of the neutral vowels § and e. As discussed in 5.1, 1
assume that all vowels are fully specified in underlying representations, and the
neutrality of front vowels in Agulis is produced by the activity of 4 marking state-
ment disallowing the configuration *[+back, —round] n {-low] vowels. Given
these assumptions, all nonlow front vowels will be specified underlyingly as
[—back, ~low, —round], and spreading of harmonic [+back] to these vowels will be
blocked by the marking statement because it would produce the disallowed
configuration *[+back, —low, —round]. If schwa, which s [+back, —low, —round],
were present in the underlying inventory, we would have to assume that the mark-
ing statement *[+back, —low, —round] was deactivated, and we would be unable to
explain the neutrality of { and e.

Harmony applies iteratively from left to right within roots and suffixes, If the
rule were instantaneous rather than iterative, we would be unahble 1o explain the
spreading of [back] values from neutral vowels following [+back] vowels, as
depicted in Fig. 5.8." The results of harmony within roots can be seen in the fact
that Agulis roots contain only one value for [back] (not including neutral vowels).
However, the specific activities of harmony within roots that lead to this state of
affairs can only be observed by comparison with forms in nonharmonic dislects
such as standard Armenian, Some examples are provided in (6).

(6)  Standard Armenian Agulis Gloss
fjn"ﬂmr'{j{ tfamury raisin
fetur rEpy feather
virfak vitf ek condition

7 Mote that the polysyllahic plural -ner- always bears stress, even when followed by another saffix.
If we assume, 15 in the Kurabagh case, that final stress morphemes such us the -aer- ploral exception-
ally block clish deletion, we might expect the stress 1o move rightward when suffixes are sdded after

rer-. The fact thial -rer- retains siress in such eases indicates that the blocking of clash deletion only
applies on the cyele in which -ner- is added, ond does not parsist in the metrification of subsequent
suffines,

" Mate thar the apparent line-crossing violation in Fig. 3.8a. where the [+back] specification of the
first a crosses the [-back] specification of the ¢, is permitted by our definition of rule sensitivity, which
stales (hat non-contrastive specifications (such as the [-back] component of the ) are not visible o
rules sensitive Lo contrastive featunss,
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hats-er-am ‘bread-pl.-insir.” [hatseram|
4. instantaneous (result: *Aarseram)

h i ty e r a m
‘ < | . 4
| ‘ |
[+back] [~back] [+hack]

b. iterative (result: harserem)

h a ix & r a "
L 4

PR |

[+hack] [=back] [+back]

Fig. 5.8

In this section I do not consider the complex series of historical changes thar ulti-
mately caused all native Agulis roots 1o be harmonic,

However, Agulis also possesses a number of apparently disharmonic words,
Some examples are given in (7),

{7} Form Gloss

i yewan Lable
pegar’ summit
Farezmean tomb
livin couch

b.  germk spring

The forms in (7a) show sequences of a newiral vowel [ollowed by a [+bhack]
harmonic vowel. Given the fact that neutral vowels spread their |—hack]
specification to harmonic vowels in sutfixes, we should expect the same spread-
ing to occur within roots, preducing the incorrect forms *resen, gegmr,
*garezmen, *divwn. Since spreading does not occur, 1 assume (as in the case
of Marash root harmony) that contrastive specifications for harmonic features
within Karchevan roots are not limited to the first syllable. but instead can be pre-
ceded by one or moere neutral vowels,

The form in (7h) is easily dealt with in the framework of C8, where harmony is
feature-filling, harmonic features are underspecified, and disharmonic sEgments
are prespecificd for the harmonic feature. Tn this analysis, both the @ and the i in
(7b) would simply be prespecified for backness. In the theory 1 am developing

here, however, the u
harmeny rule, in the
constdered in the prev
Unlike in the cass
confined to roots, as v
representative allernat

{8) Suffix L
-ar (pl.) i

& O Un

-avan (comp,) d
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-ats (pple.) &

5
£
-am (loc.) 1
a

=iy (1nstr. ) a

h.
i

]

o
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here, however, the u in (7b) is simply specified as an isolated exception 1o the

harmony tule, in the same

considered in the previous section.

Unlike in the case of Ma
contingd to roots, i

(8)  Suffix
-ar {pl.)

-gvan (comp.)

—anuit’s (ord.)

-ats (pple.)

-am (loc.)

- (instr.)

Harmony interacts with
these forms. In stressed final syllable
where (Ob} except before & (9c) and [ (9d).

Underlying form
reo-ar

ki ft-air
dird-ar
dagdz-ar
git-ar

gyg-ar
des-ar
SEENg-ar
oFd-ar
yujl-ar
frajn-ar
dejz-ar

ag-ar
drig-avan
karmir-gvan
kanant[-avan
mujn-antt’y
furk-anuty
hing-anuts
sajr-als
t'ak-ars

sk -ah-ats
sur-ats
gir-ais
Fhn-ats
ifar-am
ajes-am
hais-aik-cam
gir-am

ax-av

ajes-av
hais-onik-av

gir-av

Surface form
feinar

ki frar
dafdar
ddrdzur
grter
wgler
deker
ZEENEEr
gideer
xiifler
hidjneer
défzeer
dg'er
dzig'@van
karmar@vern
kanant{avan
mugineenyy
ffurk'anuts
hang'anyts
Fajreety
t'akars

ask dhats
SIrELS
glarets
FameLs
tfdir-am
efiyeem
harsankum
garym
deay
cjtseey
hafsankiay
garev

way as the disharmonic cases in the Marash dialect

rash. however, vowel harmony in Aguolis 1s not
s we can see in the alternations undergone by suffixes. Some
representative alternations an given in (B).

Gloss

houses
callouses
dregs

IS

rIVeTs

bozoms

drugs

TUsEs

candls

scirrhi

old ones
heaps

females
slightly longer
slightly redder
slightly greener
first

fourth

fifth

loved

mauled
dressed
sharpened
WTItLen

drunk
means-loc.
ooat-loc.
wedding-loc.
letter-loc.
sall-instr,
JEVTLES (ke
wedding-insir.
letter-instr.

a number of independent rules of Agulis phonology in
¢ o becomes i before nasals (9a) and o else-

— e —— L

|
i
I
1
I
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) Underlying form Surface form Gloss
a. Fam Fhm hour
nfan nafiin sign
dudasidn dadasiiin Judgemeni
h. sar Sor mountain
hrat hareir advice
oret-c-f aratol thunder (v.)
& fhs ay sal
s nuly hile
d. sal st dnvil
il tajl hushand's sister

1, 45 we
have already seen in (8), In addition, as in Karabagh, pretonic vowels delete in g
class of ronls, as we can see in forms such as ara1cl (9b) and harsaniiiv (8} On
the basis of alternations such as karmir ‘red” ~ karmareveen ‘slightly red’, we can
deduce that harmony applies before pretonic vowel deletion. It is not clear where
the changes in (9) undergone by stressed g are ordered relative 1o harmony and
vowel deletion. The locative and instrumeneal singular forms of ‘wedding” are
problematic in thag they appear to apply deletion betore hiarmony, Another
important change involved in (8) is the raising of stressed g to e in the past
participle -ars;* we know this rule occurs before harmony, because suffixes
following -ers- are |-back] (e.g. SUr-GIS-GI — Sarefsey ‘cut-past pple.-instr.").
Forms such as garety and FArELF are somewhat problematic, because the penulti-
mate stress system should produce *eires, *wirars. 1 assume that high vowels
can be specified in the lexicon as rlun—{:mcket—prn_giecting, and as a resull do not
nomally receive stress, thereby becoming eligible for high vowel reduction.
Assuming, for example, that the root sur confains a nen-projecting vowel, we
obtain the derivation in (10},

(1) Underlying form Sur-gs
I.  Palatalization N/A
2. Stress assi onment
4. X projection 5 u r it 15
b X
b.  Bracket projection X (x
¢ Edge marking 3 (x)r
d.  Heading (L) line 0 X (%)
line 1 X

* | assome that this RIS Tule is the same 45 we find in the monnsy Uahic ploral suffix -gr-, which
Becomes -er- whep stressed, em aw Ssalt’ « dearr ‘sale-pl.’ : ap-drogy “salt-pl.-instr,*

1 A malis crucially st have RER edge morking in this analysiz, or ¢lse we would Tose the efifects
ol SUppasing that high vowels may not Propect,
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g.  Edge marking  lined b (x)
linge 1 x)

f. Heading (R} line O % ix)
linz 1 %)
line 2 X

3. Raising Sur-dts — Sur-€1s

4. Harmony -

5. Vowel deleton sr-£is

6. Epenthesis saréls

3.3.2. Karchevan

Vowel harmony in Karchevan (Muradjan, 1960; a subdialect of Meghri according
1o the classification in (1)), an Armenian dialect spoken in the southéern finger of
Armenia near the Iranian border and quite close to Agulis, superficially resembles
the Agulis system, but closer examination reveals significant differences of great
theoretical interest. Like Agulis and Karabagh, Karchevan is a penultimate-stress
dialect: words may exceptionally receive final stress, and words containing only
schwas receive initial stress. Karchevan has the following inventory of surface
vowels.

i ¥ a 1t
L el (i
£
[ s a

Fig. 5.9

£ is described as ‘a simple vowel pronounced in a position between & and &
(Muradjan, 1960: 15). Muradjan represents this vowel as <ae>, and in the dialects
af the area that [ am familiar with it indeed sounds at first like the sequence [a&l.
However, closer inspection reveals that this sound sequence is in fact [£] preceded
by a consonsnt with & [+ back] secondary articulation, 1 therefore represent this
phoneme as /gf, which is underlyingly [—high, —low, ~ATR] (the phonetic moti-
vation for this backing and additional reasons for assuming this vowel is [-ATR]
are presented in Chapter 6). According (o Muradjan {1960: 73), the ten surface

vowels fall into the harmonic classes in Fig. 5.10.
[+back] a e i £ |
[~back] 7] i} ¥ I i
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I argue below thar the system in Fig, 5.10),
the surface distribution of vowels, is beter
System in Fig. 5.11,

[+hack] @ a I
[—back] @& g ¥ [e & il
Fig. 5.11. ¢ Actually, | assume for the redsans presented in section 5.7 thar [ v} are
nat part of the underlying inventory, but rather are allophones prodyced by the
dtlachmen| of » [~back] maorpheme 1o underlying {a o i | respectively. The traditional
notition in {22} js simply for convenience, )

The svstem in Fig. 5.11 differs from the one in Fig. 5.10in stating that Karchevan
huas only three pairs of vowels that contrast in terms of backness: @ : &, 0 : o, and
u . Of the four remaining vowels, 2 has been eliminated from the harmonic
system in Fig. 5.11 because it does noy participate in harmonic alternations (with
the exception of epenthetic harmony, which | treal separately in section 4). T his
tollows from the fact that 2 is not part of the underlying phonemic inventory in
Kurchevan, by dppears solely as the prodyct of a rule of epenthesis which applies
aner word harmony in the derivation.

The remaining three vowels l&ei] are placed in brackets 1o
that they are pot contrastive for the harmonic feature [back] in Karchevan,
Muradjan was perhaps misled into assuming that £ and ¢ formed a harmonic pair
because of the alternations found in the Past participle /f~ars/ and the monosyliabic
plural f~ar/, which become [-£¢5-] and [-&r-] respectively when stressed {11}

represent the fact

{11) Underlying form Surface form Gloss
G5 -cits dsary say-pple,
heerb-ars hecrbeety drink-pple.
xm-arg FAMELs drink-pple.
b, isaf-ar tsdirar irees
BLrar Elsar Zoats
IReis-ar [5atser breasts

The first problem with Muradjan's analysis lies in the fact that the
not between ¢ and £ but rather between a and £ Since we know from independent
evidence that a forms a harmonic pair with & it does not make sense that it should
also enter into 2 harmonic relationship with o Furthermore, it should he clear
from the forms in (4) that the alternations in the past participle and the plural
result from an unrelated morphophonemic rule tha s sensitive solely o stress,
and not to neighbonng segmens, | believe the rule whose effects can be seen in
{11} is related 1o the Agulis raising rule discussad in 5.3.1. The alternations in (11)
should therefore nor be viewed as harmonic alternations; for this reason I have
represented e in Fig. 5,11 as a netral [+back] vowel.

The remaining two vowels that are not contrasijve for [back], the front vowels
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(12)  standard Arme
a. lezu
amarn
tfoban
F}’umi{j’
avelulk
b, alevor
Salak
Sfabar"
axves
_1i
agah
aEavnd
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gif(uk)
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¢ and i, interestingly somerimes appear to behave as if they were [+back], and at

other times they do not; | discuss the relevant facts below.

Before considering the problems involving (£ & £}, let us quickly survey the
basic working of Karchevan harmony. As in Agulis, harmony applies to all word
elements, so that roots and suffixes share a single value for [back], with the excep-
ton of neutral vowels, The one prodoctive prefix containing a full vowel, an-
‘un-', does not undergo harmonic alternations. This could be because harmony
applies Trom left to right, or because the prefix is non-harmonic (see (130) ), As in
Agulis, the workings of harmony on roots can only be seen by comparison with
non-harmonic dialects (12a); / and e freely occur in both [+back| and [-back]

roots (126).

{12} swandard Armenian Karchevan Giloss

a lezu fyzy tongue
amarn CImLLS SUMMmer
tfoban fobdn shepherd
{_'il"u.lm'!_'_l"nr {j."r'm r{}f raisin
aveluk yuyilvk dock

b. alevor hilevur old
Jalak Jelak back
Jabat” Jehat" sabbath
aEves elivest fox
= fir@rfep' measure of wing
agal akahr greedy
axavni #hini pigeon
geresman girizman tomb
eihiuk) gihak herd of sheep

Harmony applies to some suffizes (13a), but not others (13b); § and e take

[+back]| suffixes (13c),

(13} Suilix

i -ar- tsar-ar t5far
mLs-ar muitser
onk-ar dnkcar
dezn déeznar
reom-cr tandr
Eis-ar ELRET
ayl-ar gy ler
marmn-ar gorner

mat k-ar mat'ker

L -1 anglzu

Underlying form Surface form Gloss

rees

big ones
eyebrows
wild mints
houses
goats
wolves
sheep-pl.
minds"
walnut-dat.

1 This word derives from Perstan fTra sweet wine’ + Ammenian ffap’ ‘measure’. [ have found no

examples of @ preceded by a front vowel other thin ¢ and ¢ within a root,

12 Palutnlized consonants regularly spread [—back] to immediztely following harmenic vowels;
‘howel-pl-dat." ],

when @ consonant inlervenes spreading does nol OCCUT, .8, GERE-AGr-H
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Suffix Underlving form Surface form Gloss
frvn-u By nest-dat.
angutf-u angatfi ear-dat.
SeIr-i seirn mountain-dar,
ISEr-I st sparrow-dat,
Eeetsin KeEtsny axe-dat
~(r - QRGUI-Nr-1 ANEUTOT wilnut-pl.-dat.
@Fely-ni-n ardiory bear-pl.-da.
bvn-or-u byrgry nest-pl.-dat,
b. ~Mii- klap-na ralaynd head-pl,
fvsvg-n bysving fittle bell-pl.
Seberang febet'ng sabbath-pl,
C. fzn-ar iTrar oxen
befn-ar Bérnar burdens
tfimit'f-nor-u tfimitfndru raisin-pl.-dat.

It initially appears to be difficulr to determine whether i, e, and £ are ransparent
or opague The opumal test case would he of the type in Fig. 5.12

Roar SUFFIX
soals ﬁ"“ﬁﬁ_‘

Harmonic vi YWEL-NEUTRAL VOWEL-HARMONIC vowgL

Fig. 5.12

In this case, mansparent neutral vowels should allow the harmonic feature of the
preceding harmonic vowel o spread to the following harmonic vowel, whereas
vpaque neutral vowels should not. Forms such as fbiregedir-r-n/ ‘together-dat -
det’ — [birgedirun] demonstrare that harmonic values do not spread through
neutral vowels in Karchevan, ~If the neutral vowel [ were ransparent, we would
expect the e in birgwedirun to be able (o spread its [—back] specification through
the neutral vowel i to the following u, producing *[hirgedirvn]. Consequently,
we can conclude that Karchevan neutral vowels are opague.

Furthermore, the [+back] value of the suffixal » clearly cannot have spread
from the [-back] value of the root e preceding the neutral i, | suggest that the best
way Lo account for the fact that the u surfaces as [+back] is 10 assume that
Karchevan neutral vowels are not only opague, but also are inert; in other words,
they block the propagation of harmonie [back] specifications, Consequently, any
vowel following a neutral vowel in Karchevan will surface with its underlying
[+back] specification. Given that the phonemic inventory of vowels in Karchevan
I8 {a 0w e e il (see below for further discussion )y the underlying forn of the
gemtive/dative suffix must be fu/. which is underlyingly specified as [+back] and
surfaces as such in [birgedirun].

Let us now consider the behavior of the nentral vowels { and ¢ in more detail
(leaving out £, whose distribution is severely restricted in the language). The
behavior of these vowels falls inio three pauems:

(143

a.  Can be preceded o
b. Followed by back
€. Spread [—back] 1o
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[back] contrasts are a -
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inventory in Fig. 5.11
cardinal vowels |aeio
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(15) Underlying form

a, fakn
. veera-n
beh-n




(loss
nist-dat,
ear-dat.
mouriain-dat,
sparrow-dat.
axe-dat.

waln 1n-p |.-dat,
bear-pl.-dat.
nest-pl.-dat.
head-pl.

lirtle bell-pl.
sabbath-pl.
oxen

burdens
raisin-pl.-dat.

ri. e, and £ are ransparent
in Fig. 5.12:
SUFFIX
—=silii
REONIC YVOWEL

the harmonic feature of the
2 harmonic vowel, whereas
irgeedir-u-n/ ‘together-dat.
fwes do not spread through
were trunsparent, we would
back| specification through
birgeedivyn]. Consequently,
pague.

clearly cannot have spread
stral i T sugoest that the best

[+back| is to assume that
lso arg inert; in other words,
ficarions. Consequently, any
surface with its underlying
tory of vowels in Karchevan
the underlying form of the
gly specified as [+back] and

owels { and ¢ in more detail
icted in the language). The

VOWEL HARMONY 169

(14)

4 Can be preceded or followed by front or back vowels within roots.
b, Followed by back or neutral suffixes,

c. Spread [~back] to epenthetic vowel.

The facts in ( 14a) follow naturally if we assume that Karchevan harmony spreads
contrastive [back] values iteratively from left to right within a word, and that all
vowels are fully specified underlyingly. Given the system in Fig, 5.11, the only
[back] contrasis are a - @&, 0 7 &, and u - y. The vowels ¢ and £ contrast for [ATR]
but are both [~back], and : has no [+back] counterpart. As in Agulis, the marking
statement *[+back, _round]/_[-low] is active, and blocks spreading of [+back]
from @ o u) to neutral vowels. 1 further assume that roots draw from the vocilic
inventory in Fig. 5.11 (ie. [a o u £ ¢ i1}, whereas suffixes contain only the
cardinal vowels |aeiou| in their underlying representations (for further discus-
sion of this restriction see 5.1). This being the case, we can account for the fact
that both [+back] and |=back] harmonic vowels can follow neutral vowels root-
internally, whereas only cardinal vowels can occur in suffixes after roots ending
in one or more neutral vowels. The insight here is that { and € do not spread
|+back] ta suffixes such as the plural (as Grigoran, 1657 claimed for Meghri, the
mather dialect of Karchevan) but rather do not spread any back value. cnabling
cuffixes to surface in their underlying form. Inertness of this type is also found in
Hungarian vowel harmony {see Ringen 1988, van der Hulst and van de Weijer.
1995}, but differs from Apulis harmony, which spreads all [back] values and con-
sequently allows only [=hack] vowels 1o surface after neutral vowels. We thus far
have seen that Karchevan nentral vowels necd not be [+back] in order to produce
the [+back]| spuuiﬁcu!.ion that surfaces in following vowels. However, we have nat
yet provided evidence that these neutral vowels themselves need to be specified as
[—back]| during the phonological derivation. In the next section I demonstrale that
we in fact have to make this assumption in order (o account for the behavior of

epenthetic harmony.

5.4. EPENTHETIC HA RMONY

5.4.1. Karchevan

Like the other dialects in (1), Karchevan shows epenthetic harmony. according
o which the [back] and [round] speeifications of epenthetic vowels are deter-
mined by neighboring segments under certain conditions. Consider first the noun
+ definite article alternations in (15},

(15) Underlying form Surface form Gloss

a. Jrerk-m ks foot-def.

b, vierd-n werdi rose-def.
bhefh-n béhi spade-def.
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knag-n kaneg'l woman-def.
C myrdsvien mvrdvmy ant-def,

Muradjan (1960: 103 stites that the definite aniple has the allomorphs (2 v}
each of which may be followed by n when preceding a vowel-initial clitic. T
dssume that, as in standard Armenian, these alternations resull from the addition
of & clitic definite article -, which triggers epenthesis and then deletes when nat
followed by a vowel. Karchevan differs from standard Armenian and resembles
Turkish in applying two harmonic processes to this vowel, one tha spreads [back]
and another thay spreads [round). According 1o Muradjan (1960 103), the defingte
aricle surfaces gs [2] after back vowels, [#] after nonround frong vowels and roogs
ending in palatalized consonants or |3 /1 a5 1Y (re.| -anterior| coronals), and [¥]
after roots having ¥ as their last vowel. Though Muradjan does not give examples
of the definite article with roots ending in ¢, we can tell from forms such as badzr
— [.";-;:-'ri:_w'_l ‘high’ that & also spreads [+round] to the epenthetic vowel,
The appearance of » after back vowels (15a, 16a) is noi surprising. The appear-
ance of f after neutral vowels (15h, 16b) is somewhat unexpected, however, since
if the harmony process affecting the epenthetic vowel were the same as that
i 'els, we would not expect neutral vowels 10 spread [-back], The
harmonic process in (15) must therefore be different from the one in | 13}. This
assumption is further justified by the fuct that the harmony rule in (13) applies
before epenthesis, whereas the one in (15) applies after epenthesis, This being the
case. it is a simple matter 1o siale that the post-epenthesis harmony rule spreads all
[back] values,” and the vowels i and e therefore freely spread [=back].
The rounding rule, on the other hand, must spread only marked [round], Since
lround] is marked only in [~back] vowels, o and i are not expected to be triggers,
The alternations in the ordinal suffix -mtiin (16¢) confirm that o and p d

0 [t
spread rounding,

(16)  Underlying form Surface form Gloss
i, ok -mndsi tfak mandsi tourth
Fumg'-nmge‘__:r’ hang mandsi fifth
tasi- gy {asamandszi tenth
b. frik=mnd;i ik -minglsi third
viLs-mndsi vitsmindsi sixth
[+ Jorku-mndsi Jorkumandsi second
Joxn-mudsi Jextamandsi seventh
OF -y o amandsi eighth

The forms “fourth” and *tenth* demonstrate that [back] spreading does not apply
from right to lefi. If | back] spreading did apply from night to left, we would expeci
the final -i of the ordinal suffix 1o spread its [~hack] vowel o the preceding
schwas, which is not the cage,

" One miist stipulate 3 comrebation between [coronal, ~anterior]) and | dursal, I-lieek]} in-order

I account for the behavior of patatals, as has already heep discussed in Cho 2, T retur o this issoe in
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To summarize the above discussion, I propose that in addition to the root
]

structure constraint discussed in 5.2, Karchevan harmony involves the rules in
{17}

deletion

harmony | spread contrastive [back] iteratively L — R
epenthesis

harmony 2 spread all [back] L —= R

harmeny 3 spread marked [round] L = R

{1'h

B oo

The deletion rule in (17a) closely resembles the one discussed above for Auvulis
cerlain vowels are lexically specified as unable to project brackeis, and subse-
guently undergo unstressed vowel deletion. Unlike in Agulis, Karchevan deletion
must occur before harmony in erder to account for alternations of the type found
in(18).

(18) Underlying form Surface form Gloss
. kietsin-u Kty axe-dar.
b. SEFT-I sarii heart-dat,

In ( 18a), [—back] spreads from the e of the root to the dative suffix -n-. It the Toot
i were still present at the time harmony applied, we would expect it to block this
spreading, and the suffix to surface as -u. Similarly in (18h), if harmony applied
before deletion we should expect *sarrv. Given the scheme n (17), harmony
should apply to the miermediate form ®sr-1; sinee the rool contains no con-
trastive [back] specifications. the suffix surfaces in its underlying form,

In my analysis the harmony rules that affect the epenthetic vowel are not
crucially ordered relative to one another. [ assume that both are feature-filling and
therefore apply to the epenthetic vowel, which is only prespecified for the featurs
[+high] {as in Turkish), but do not affect full vowels.

5.4.2,. Marash

The Marash diglect shows an interssting cpenthesis harmony system somewhat
similar 1o the Karchevan system just discussed.™ In this dialect, the vowel pro-
duced by epenthesis can surface as a. i, u, or v, depending on the quality of the
vowel in the preceding syllable. These alternations are exemplified by the forms
of the definite article in (19). The underlying form /~n/ surfaces as such without
triggering epenthests when added to vowel-final roots (194}, but ::1'|Luru.-i:sle
trigeers epenthesis and then deletes, as in Karchevan. If the preceding vowel 1s
[+back, —round], the epenthetic vowel surfaces as 2 (19b); if the preceding vowel
is [-back. —round], the epenthetic vowel surfaces as i (19¢); if the preceding

M This sor of hanmony 15 cammon 1o te speech of Galusiean {1934) and two of my informants,
Lusin Chorhajian and Trikuhi Der Manuchian, but does not occar in the dialeor of my inlermant Paren
Sonentz.
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_I.rnwc] is i-i?hﬂ'i.;k, +round], the epenthetic vowe] surfaces as u (19d): if the preced-
ing vowel is [-back, +round], the epenthetic vowel surfaces as v (19e}

(1% Definite article f-n}

Surface form After Examples
;. -1 vowels daze-n ‘hoy’
! -3 spi
. a manar’f-2 *spinner’
C. -f f & r agif-i
xetf-i ‘cross’
i instr. -gy-f
Surface form Afier Examples
d. =
i i, 1 dagod-u ‘spoon’
Flez-u *fig'
% ¥

¥, yagyr-v *hone’
dor-v “Testival’

Similar altemnations can be observed in the indefinite enclitic /fm/ ( 20 and

imperfective prefix fa/ (21). s

(20} Indefinite aricle /im/
Surface form After Examples
a. iz a fabag ma ‘shirt’

b. mi e g aytfinmi ‘girl’
Ped mi ‘wood®

e mu o, U danog mu *knife’
Hilg my ‘mopse’

d. ny ¥, vagvr my ‘bone’

e my “day’

(21) present prefix /o-/

Surface form Before Examples
a, it vowels g-emim ‘1 do’
b. ga C+a ga hagnam ‘1 wear’
C. Bi C+iee &l sirim *1 love’
d. gt CHou gu Puwum 1 allow’
e Y Cay o [no cases available]

The harmony rule responsible for the alternations in (19-21) also produces intri-

cale systems of alternation in paradigms, as exemplified for the declensions of the
. 77 i o :

wards in (22), to which the definite article ~n/ has been added.

(22) Bynchronic alternations

‘Mather' ‘Man' ‘Brother-in-law’

nolL. UR  mer-n mart-g degr-n
SKE [meri] [moru] [degri]

gen./dat. UR
SR
ahl. R
SR
IMsir. UR
SR
pl. nom, UR
SR

pl. gen./dat. UR
SR
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gen./dat. UR  mgr-n mart"-u-n degr-yifs-n
SR [mery] [rmarein) |degrydsy]
abl, UR degr-e-n
SR |degren]
inser. UR mart-¢v-n  degr-ev-n
SR [rmareevi) ldegrevi]
pl. nom. UR  mer-d-ek™-n
SR [merdckt]
‘Mother

pl. gen/dat.  UR  mer-d-ats-n
5B |merdo zlm |

The analysis of the Marash data just presented is faidy straightlorward. First, just
as in Karchevan, a rule of epenthesis inserts a [+high] vowel under conditions
dictated by the syllable stucture. Subsequently, a feature-filling local harmony
rule, sensitive to all [back] and [round] specifications, spreads the [back] and
[round] values of a neighboring vowel nightward o vowels produced by the
epenthesis rule.

Now, as in the case of Karchevan epenthetic harmony discussed in the previous
section, we are faced with the problem of explaining why Marash root harmony
is sensitive to one set of feature: specifications, whereas epenthetic harmony 15
sensitive 1o a different set. However, in Karchevan. root and word harmony were
sensitive o contrastive [back] and [round] specifications, but epenthetic harmony
was sensitive to all [back] specifications and marked [round] specifications. In
Marash, on the other hand, both [back] and [round] epenthetic harmony are sensi-
tive to all feature specifications. Thus, Marash differs from Karchevan in spread-
ing [+round] from ¢ and x, whose [round] specification is unmarked, to the
epenthetic vowel.

The theory presented in this chapter, which requires that the harmonic pro-
cesses affecting full and epenthetic vowels be independent in the cases discussed
here, by the same token does not require that the rules of epenthetic harmony
found in Karchevan and Marash be identical. 1t is an advantage of the theory pre-
sented here that we can treat the harmonic alternations affecting roots and words
in the Armenian dialects as the results of a common harmony rule that spreads
contrastive [back] specifications; furthermore, we can localize differences
between the various dialects in their systems of epenthetic harmony, Theories of
vowel harmony that do not distinguish root, word, and epenthetic harmony fail o
capture these imporiant generalizations.




