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assimilationof the latterto the former ratherthan vice-versa. | proposeto
circumvent the majority ruleffect by invoking the local conjunctionof co-
relevant markedness and faithfulness constraintkcal conjunctionof this
type is asymmetricallyviolated by a mapping from an unmarkedfeature
valueto a markedone, andis universallyrankedaboveits conjuncts— its
faithfulnessconjunctin particular— therebyheadingoff the apparentprob-
lem induced bythe symmetryof faithfulness. This solution yields the suc-
cessful description of an attested pattern, assimilation to the unmueithiet,
is furthermoreclaimedto correspondto the pattern of dominant-recessive
vowel harmony.
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markedin combinatiorwith particular values of other featureSor instance,
non-high [+ATR] and non-low [ATR] vowelstendto be markedby virtue of

the combination of articulatorily antagonistic feature values. As &aHall

(1980:207)note: “as the tongueroot is movedforward[i.e., in the imple-
mentationof [+ATR] — EB], the tongue body is compressednd therefore
raised. Conversely,asthe tongueroot is retractedi.e., in the implementa-
tior:j cﬂ [-ATR] — EB], the tonguebody is pulled down and thereforelow-

ered.’

The constraint responsible for the dominance affRt vowels thusmay
not be *[-A] &, IDENT[A], with a markedness conjunct violated &l [-ATR]
vowels, but rather something more like ¢[-A] &, IDENT[A], with a multi-
ple-featuremarkednesgonjunctviolated only by antagonistically-specified
[-Lo, —ATR] vowels. Theempiricalimpact of this choiceis subtle but sig-
nificant: *[-L,—A] is not violated by a [0, -ATR] vowel, meaningthat the
local conjunction*[—L,—A] &, IDENT[A] is not violated by a changefrom a
[+LO, +ATR] vowel [e] to a [+LO, —ATR] vowel [a]. The resultis that a
[+LO, +ATR] vowel is predicted never to be dominant, as shown in (19).

(19) Input: V[-ATR] * [+LO, +ATR]

Candidates AGRA] ' *[-L,—A] &,ID[A] | ID[A]
a. V[-A] * [+L,+A] 1o

b. &  V[-A] e [+L,A] | *
C. V[+A] ¢ [+L,+A] ! *

As it happensmany if not most of the languageswith dominant-
recessiveharmonyhaveno [+L0, +ATR] vowel in their inventory, making
this distinctionirrelevantin thosecases. Kalenjin doeshave [+L0O, +ATR]
vowels, but only as a result of assimilation to atR] (dominant) vowel;in
other words, it is a fact of Kalenjin that there are no dominanviomels. |
take this fact to be significantly non-acciderdaat thereforeproposethat the
relevant local conjunction is indeed t[-A] &, IDENT[A].

5 Summary

In this paperl explain how an apparenproblemariseswhen one considers
input forms with unevenratios of the valuesof an assimilatoryfeature. If
the usual positional considerationf assimilationare irrelevant, then an
effect dubbed ‘majority rule’ emerges. Majorityle is a pathologicalconse-
guence of the vertical symmetry of input-output faithfulness wheaelarbi-
trarily better-representef@aturevalue overrulesthe othervalue, resulting in

* This passage is also cited by Archangeli & Pulleyblank (1994:175).



| claim that the dominant-recessivbarmony patternof Kalenjin is a
consequencef the low rank of the constraint usually responsiblefor
root/stemcontrol. The pertinentagreementonstraint, AGREHA], together
with an appropriatdocal conjunctionof markednessand faithfulness,con-
spire to alway9referthe candidatewith assimilationto the unmarkedwhen
assimilationis necessarythatis, whenthe vowels of a word underlyingly
disagreen termsof [ATR]; otherwise faithfulnessto both valuesof [ATR]
prevails.)

For this to work for Kalenjin andfor the many other languageswvhere
[+ATR] is the ‘dominant’ harmonicfeaturevalue® the ‘recessive’ harmonic
feature value [ATR] must be the markedne, yielding *[-A] &, IDENT[A] as
the appropriatdocal conjunction. Given a choice betweenassimilationto
[+ATR] and assimilation to [aTR], the local conjunction prefers the former.

This is shownby the tableauin (18) for a simple bimorphemiccase
with a [-ATR] recessiveroot anda [+ATR] dominantsuffix. The faithful re-
alization of this input, shown in (18a), is summarily disposktly undomi-
natedAGREHA]. The candidatein (18b), with assimilationto the marked
[-ATR] value of the stem, is ruled out by the local conjunction,*[-A] &,
IDENT[A]. This leavesthe candidatan (18c), with assimilationto the un-
marked, as the winner — despite its lack of control.

(18) Input: V[-ATR] * [+ATR

Candidates AGR[A] ! *[-A] &,ID[A] | ID[A]
a. V[-A] * [+A] 1!

b. V[=A] * [-A] | * | *
c. = V[+A][+A] : *

This ranking thus properly defines a dominant-recedsarenonysystem
like Kalenjin, in which allvowelsin a word assimilateto any vowel of the
word that bears the dominant — understood here as unmarkealue of the
harmonic feature. It is important to note in this context theh not neces-
sarily making a claim about the markedness of the values ééahae[ATR]
in isolation. Asis well known andunderstoodseein particularArchangeli
& Pulleyblank 1994:172), the valuesof [ATR] aretypically markedor un-

¥ | thank the respondents to an electrogi®ry| postedon the Optimal List and
the LINGUIST List (Summary: Issue9.776.1) — RodericCasaliin particular—
for their help in cataloging a representativeset of examples of dominant-
recessive harmony systemdhe typological fact that theseall seemto involve
[ATR] rather than other vowel featurests my knowledgenot explained, nor ex-
plainable, byany theory of assimilation. | will not makeany vain attemptsto
make sense of this fattere;this is of coursenot to say that it is not worthy of
attention.



positional constraint is low-enough rankedsitalmostas good as rendering
it irrelevant. | claimthat whatis known as dominant-recessiveowel har-
mony is an instance of precisely this restit.

Root- or stem-controlledszowel harmonysystemsare by far the better-
known examples of vowdlarmony. In suchsystemsthe harmonicfeature
value of a word is systematically determined by a vowel in the steaffixat-
tion. In the less well-known examples of dominant-recessive voarehony
systems, the harmonic feature value of a word seels determinechot by
a particularmorphemeor classof morphemesut rather by the underlying
presence in any morpheme of a vowel with a particular valtigediarmonic
feature. Thus, in a dominant-recessive vowel harmony system, vowhts in
root/stem may in some cases change to agree with an affix vowel.

For instance,n Kalenjin (Hall et al. 1974, Halle & Vergnaud1981,
Ringen 1988), words generallyconsistexclusivelyof [+ATR] vowels or of
[-ATR] vowels. The presenceof a [+ATR] vowel anywherein the word re-
quires all other vowels the word to be [+ATR]; otherwise,all vowels sur-
face with their underlyingalue of [-ATR]. The examplein (17a)is a word
with all [-ATR] vowels underlyingly, and it surfaces as such. The example
(17b) replaces the fFR] root /ker/ ‘shut’ with the [+ATR] root /ke:r/ ‘see’,
causingall the othervowelsin the word to shift to [+ATR]. The sameis
shownin (17c); here,it is the [+ATR] noncompletivesuffix /e/ that causes
the shift of allvowelsto [+ATR], including the root vowel* Note the fact
that as many—ATR] vowels as necessanare changedo agreewith a single
[+ATR] vowel (17b,c), despitethe fact that [-ATR] is otherwisecontrastive
(17a); that is, there is no clearly no majority rule.

(17) Kalenijin [aATR] harmony (adapted from Hall et al. 1974:247)

a. /kz e a-e vker / - krager

DIST. PAST* 1SG * shut ‘I shut it’
b. /kz e g« vkeir * m / ~  kiege:rin

DIST. PAST* 1SG* see * 2G ‘I saw you (sg.)’
C. /kr»a=evkerse/ - kiegere

DIST. PAST* 1SG ¢ shut sNONCOMPL ‘I was shutting it’

' Lombardi (1996) analyzes ‘bidirectional devoicing’ in Swedish (Hellberg
1974) in just this manner. Coda obstruentsndd necessarilyagreewith follow-

ing onset obstruents in Swedish; if either the coda or the @mseticelessunder-
lyingly, an obstruent cluster surfaces voiceless. Thagg/ ‘high’ but ho/ktJid

‘festival’, with assimilationto the onsetin voicelessnessand/dJag ‘day’ but
tifst]Jag ‘Tuesday’, with assimilation to the coda in voicelessness.

2 A bullet * denotesa morphemeboundaryand the radical symbol ‘v’ denotes
that the following morpheme is the root. THmcritics underthe vowel symbols
indicate their respectivenfr] values for ease of reference.



(83.2). Violation of the faithfulnessconjunct— in this case,IDENT[V] —
does not aid andbetin the violation of the markednesgsonjunctNOCODA.
In other words, simply removing the relevabeNT[V] violation from a can-
didate that violates DICODA &, IDENT[V] does not thereby result the satis-
faction of NoCoDA; a coda remains, whether it’s voiced or voiceless.

The conjuncts of *[¥] &, IDENT[V], on theotherhand,are co-relevant.
Removing the relevantIDENT[V] violation from a candidatethat violates
*[+Vv] &, IDENT[V], for example,guaranteeshe satisfactionof *[+v] since
the resultis a [-voice] obstruent. The faithfulnessviolation is in a sense
responsiblefor the markednessiolation in the caseof *[+V] &, IDENT[V],
but not in thecaseof local conjunctionslike NOCoDA &, IDENT[V]."® The
local conjunction relation must thus befinedsuchthat a local conjunction
of markedness and faithfulness is necessarily co-relevant.

4 Dominance

As has been noted throughout this paper, assimilation to the unmarkes
case of voicing assimilation results whemset-specifidaithfulnessis irrele-
vant. One might ask whether this is a fact ahamiting assimilationalone;
| suspect that it is not, arttlat thereis assimilationto the unmarkedwhen-
ever positional considerations of particular assimilation processesndered
irrelevantdueto onereasonor another. Unfortunately,this is not easyto

test, as may havebeennotedin the caseof voicing assimilationitself: in

order to garner any evidence from actual alternations, a languagatfeast
have obstruent-finatems,suffixes consistingof nothing otherthan an ob-
struent(or obstruents)andthe ability to toleratethe resultingtautosyllabic
obstruent cluster — each a taller order thaniéisé Indeed,evenwhen such
a language is in evidence, as in the case of Yiddth&neareinsufficient data
to truly see the full range of possibilitie$.haveno doubtthat Lombardiis

right in her suspicion that no language could have the equivafiémtajority

rule,” but it would seem that this is not really possible to know for sure.

Other assimilation processes do not seem to offer any solace. dasthe

of vowel harmony, for instance,positional considerationscould never be
rendered irrelevantThereis alwaysa root, androot-specificfaithfulness(or

whatever is responsible for root/stem control; see Bé&kdorthcoming)will

always be there to select thesition-controlledcandidate. Or will it? This
is OT, after all, and constraintsare rankedand violable. If the relevant

' The conjunctsof the local conjunctions invoked by Lubowicz (1998) to ac-
count for phonologically-derivedenvironmenteffects are unproblematically co-
relevant, but those of the onesinvoked to accountfor morphologicallyderived
environmenteffectsarenot. This discrepancyis not addressedhere; see Burzio
1998 for an alternative approach to both types of derived environment effects.



candidate in (15as, asusual,ruled out by its fatal violation of AGREHV].
The majority rule, assimilation-to-the-markedandidatein (15b) correctly
loses to thalesiredassimiliation-to-the-unmarkechndidatan (15c), because
the former fatally violates the universally higher-rankedlocal conjunction
*[+V] &, IDENT[V] while the latter only violates the (in this caselevantly)
lower-ranked symmetrical faithfulness conjurmtNT[V].

(15) Input: [+voice] [+voice] [-voice]

Candidates AGR[V] 1 *[+V] & ID[V]| ID[V] | *[+V]
a. [+V] [+V] [-V] 1 * %
b [+v][+V] [+V] T [
c.= [V[-V][-V] ! fll

This local conjunctionsolution to the majority rule problem supports
andreflectsLombardi’s insight that markednessvins the day when onset-
specific faithfulness is not at stake; i.that thereis assimilationto the un-
marked, regardless of the relatipercentagesf markedand unmarkedvalues
of [voice] in the input. Still, there is a residual issue left to be addressed.

It6 & Mester (1998:82.2) argue against tbeal conjunctionof marked-
nessand faithfulnessconstraints. As theseauthorsshow, there are some
undesirable consequences that result when ceraikednesand faithfulness
constraintsare locally conjoinedwith eachother. For instance,the local
conjunction of the markedness constr&iliCoDA (violated by closedsylla-
bles) andthe faithfulnessconstraintiDENT[V], rankedwith respectto other
constraintsasin (16), cangeneratea languagein which obstruentsmay be
voicedonly in the coda of a syllahl¢he reverse of what is typically found.

(16) Syllable-initial devoicing? (It6 & Mester 1998:14-15)
NOCODA &, IDENT[V] » *[+V] » IDENT[V]

The argument proceeds fidlows. Voiced obstruentsarein generalde-
voiced due to the ranking of *# over IDENT[V] — except incodas,because
codasviolate NoCobpA andthereforedevoicing(more generally,any change
in voicing) in the coda violates the top-ranked looahjunctionNOCODA &
IDENT[V]. The result is a voicing contrashly in the codaor, moreor less
equivalently, voicing neutralization only in the onet.

As Alan PrinceandAnia Lubowicz (p.c.) havepointedout to me, the
problem withlocal conjunctionslike 1t6 & Mester'sNOCODA &, IDENT[V]
is that its conjunctsare not co-relevantjn the specific sensedefined earlier

° This argumentpresupposeshat codasaren't otherwise dealt with in the lan-
guage by, e.g., deletion or epenthesis; see 1td & Mester 1998 for these details.



conjunction of aconstraintwith itself (‘local self-conjunction’;seeSmolen-
sky 1995,Alderete1997, 1t6 & Mester1996, 1998, Spaelti1997), because
the effect of A & A would be the same as the effect of A alone.

Varioustypesof constraintsmay be locally conjoined. For instance,
Kirchner (1996) arguesthat the proper analysisof synchronicchain shifts
involves the local conjunction of faithfulness constraints,Itd & Mester
(1998) show how positionaharkednesgffectscanbe analyzedwith the lo-
cal conjunction of markednessnstraintsand Lubowicz (1998) proposego
account for derived environment effects with the |lamaljunctionof marked-
nessand faithfulness. | specifically adopt Lubowicz’'s proposalhere, and
assume local conjunctions of the form in (14).

(14) *[+v] &, IDENT[V] — An output segmentmust not be specifiedas
[+V] if its input correspondent is not also specified ag.[+

Note that the conjunctsf the local conjunctionin (14) arerelevantto
each othein the sensethat eachconjunctmentionsa particularfeaturealso
mentionedby the otherconjunct. | referto suchlocal conjunctionsas co-
relevant® The net effectof a co-relevantlocal conjunctionof markedness
andfaithfulnessis to specifically prohibit the unfaithful introduction of a
markedsegment. *[+V] &, IDENT[V] is not violated by just any [+voice]
obstruent in the output; is violated only if suchan output obstruentis in
correspondence with a [-voice] obstruent in the input — in atloeds, only
if the output vowel isunfaithfully [+voice]; only if it is [+voice] by virtue
of its unfaithfulnesso the input value of [voice]. (I return the importance
of the concept of co-relevance futher below.)

*[+Vv] &, IDENT[V] is almost exactly thsameas the featurevalue faith-
fulness constrainDENT[—-V]: both areviolated by a voiced obstruentin the
output that is in correspondence with a voiceless obstruent inghe The
importantdifferencebetweenthem s that *[+Vv] &, IDENT[V] is universally
higher-ranked than each of its conjunctsv{-and DENT[V], accordingto the
universalranking element(13c) of the theory of local conjunction. There-
fore, the asymmetricdbcal conjunction*[+Vv] &, IDENT[V] will alwaysget
evaluative priority over its symmetrical faithfulness conjunct IDENT[V],
eliminating the majority rule problem.

This is shown in (15), where the input is the saméhe one considered
in (9) and (12), with two voiced obstruents angoicelessone. The faithful

Fukazawa 1997, 1t& Mester1998, andLubowicz 1998). The concensuseems
to be thanot any two constraints shoulde conjoinable, andthere are thus vari-
ous proposals for properly restricting the somewhat broad definition in (13a).
8| thank Ed Keer, Ania Lubowicand Alan Prince for discussion,both direct and
indirect, of the significance of the concept of co-relevance defined here.



the choice betweethe two possiblecandidateshat survive AGREHV] never
actually fallsto the problematicallysymmetricallDENT[V]. Like the forced
tie approach (82.1), the local conjunction solution correctly prediganila-
tion to the unmarkedin the absenceof onset-specifidaithfulnessconsidera-
tions. The proposedsolution thus incorporatesall of the benefitsandnone
of the drawbacks of the other two solutions.

Smolensky (1993, 1995, 1997) proposesthat besidesthe constraint
dominationrelation‘»’, thereexistsanotherrelationthat may hold between
the constraintsof UniversalGrammar: the local conjunctionrelation ‘& .
Two constraints A and B may be locally conjoined, creatitigrd constraint
A &, B that is violated whenever both A and B are simultaneously vioiated
some local domaih Local conjunctionsarein generalmotivatedby situa-
tions in which it appearghat A andB areindividually violable in order to
satisfy some conflicting constraint C, but when satisfaotibhoth A andB
within somelocal domainis at stake,C is forcedto be violated instead.
Such an interaction of constraints is simply not possible ustriet domina-
tion; if C dominates A and B, then either A or B or both are violatadas/
times as necessaryo satisfyC. In order for the coincidentalviolation of
both A andB to ‘gangup’ on C, alocal conjunctionA &, B that in turn
outranks C is necessary.

The elements of the theory of local conjunction thassumeare as fol-
lows (adapted from It& Mester1998:11). Notein particularthe universal
rankingthat is assumedo hold betweenlocal conjunctionsand their con-
juncts, statedin (13c), to the effectthatit is universallyworseto violate a
local conjunctionthanit is to violate eitherof its conjuncts. This compo-
nent of the theory plays a crucial part in my proposal, as | make clear below.

(13) Local conjunction
a. Definition: Let A andB be membersof the constraintset Con.
Then their local conjunction A 8B is also a member &fon
b. Interpretation The local conjunctionA &, B is violated if and
only if both its conjuncts AandB areviolatedin the smallestdo-
main evaluable by A and B.
c. Ranking(universal): A&B» {A, B}

| follow Lubowicz (1998) in assuming that the lociimainl of a local
conjunctionis alwaysthe smallestdomain evaluableby its conjuncts,as
noted in (13b). This restrictionpreventssomeof the potential proliferation
of local conjunctions, because two locanjunctionscannotdiffer solely by
their domainof application’ It also appeardo renderineffectualthe local

" A considerable amount of attention is paictlie literature on local conjunction
to the questionwhetherany two constraintsare conjoinable (seee.g. Miglio &



The majorityrule problemis avoidedunderthis proposalby taking the
symmetryout of featural faithfulness. When onset-specificfaithfulnessis
not at stake, the ‘trigger’ of assimilation is determined by the reladiveng
of IDENT[+V] and DENT[-V]. If IDENT[+V] dominatedDENT[-V], thenit is
preferable tanaintainany underlying[+voice] specificationson the surface,
regardless of how many [-voice] specifications need tchaegedn orderto
ensure agreement. BENT[-v] dominated DENT[+V], on the otherhand,it
is preferableto maintain any [-voice] specificationsand any number of
[+voice] specifications may be sacrificed in order to achieve assimilation.

This is shown in (12). The input considered herdéssameas the one
considered in (9), with two voiced obstruents anaigelessone. The faith-
ful candidaten (12a)violatesundominatedAGREHV] andis thus ruled out.
This leaves the usual twassimilatedcandidates(12b) and (12c¢), the former
being the majority rule, assimilation-to-the-markedandidateand the latter
being the desiredassimiliation-to-the-unmarkedandidate. The former cor-
rectly losesto the latter, due to the former’s single but fatal violation of
higher-rankedDeNT[-Vv] compared tdhe latter’s doublebut irrelevantviola-
tion of lower-rankeddENT[+V].

(12) Input: [+voice] [+voice] [-voice]

Candidates AGrV] ! ID[-v] | ID[+V] | *[+V]
a. [+V] [+V] [-V] x| *x
b. [+V] [+V] [+V] |
c. = [V][-V][-V] : i

This is the correctresult, but it is boughtat a seriousprice. As men-
tioned earlier, the fundamentalinsight behind Lombardi’'s analysisis that
when onset-specifidaithfulnessis not at stake,thereis predictedto be as-
similation to the unmarked. This predictioncanat best only be stipulated
assumingfeaturevalue faithfulness. For instance,in this particular caseit
must be stipulated thabeNT[-V] universallydominated DENT[+V] in order
to avoidgeneratingan unattestedanguagein which thereis assimilationto
the marked[+voice] when onset-specificfaithfulnessis irrelevant. Sucha
universal ranking statement would in effect duplicateinkdependentlyneces-
sary role of markedness, with significant explanatory loss.

3 Local conjunction

My own proposedsolution to the apparenfproblemof ‘majority rule’ is to
recognizethe local conjunction(Smolensky1993, 1995, 1997) of marked-
nessandfaithfulnessconstraints(Lubowicz 1998). Like the featurevalue
faithfulness approach (82.2), the result of this solution to the proislehat



2.2 Feature value faithfulness

In the context othe proposaljust reviewed,Lombardi (1996) alludesto so-
called Max[f] constraints,on which see Lombardi 1995, 1998, Causley
1997, andWalker 1997, among others? In the Correspondencéheory of
faithfulness, M is a constraint that requir@sput elementso haveoutput
correspondents; M[v] would thus be a constraintthat requiresan underly-
ing instance of [voice] to be preserved in theput. Variousrefinementsof
this basic idea have been proposed in the literature, and each d&tpartly
designed to get around the fact that an underlying instarjcef pican techni-
cally be in correspondenaeith an output instanceof [-af], becausemper-
fect correspondence is still correspondénce.

It seemshenthat MAX[f] constraintsmust somehowrequire feature
value identity not just featural preservationOneway to achievethis is to
assumehat (some)featuresare privative, suchthat binary distinctions like
“voiced” vs. “voiceless” are capturedby the presencevs. absence respec-
tively, of somemonovalentfeature [voice] (see Lombardi 1991, 1995 and
references therein on the privativity of [voice]). ThugyyV] would require
preservatiorof voicing, while the counterpartconstraintDEAv] would re-
quire preservationf voicelessnesby penalizingoutput instancesof [voice]
with no underlying correspondents.

This is the secondcandidatefor the redefinition of featural faithfulness
constraintsto consider: one which distinguishesbetween,e.g., voiced-to-
voicelessand voiceless-to-voicedhput-outputmappings. To avoid various
technicalproblemswith the specificsof the MAX[f]/DEFf] approach(for
instance,the fact that additional constraintsare neededto prevent features
from freely floating around,on which see I1td, Mester, & Padgett1995,
Myers 1997, amongothers),l considerinsteadthe proposalfound in Pater
1995, McCarthy & Prince1995, 1997, and Butska1998, amongothers—
equivalentin presentlyrelevantrespectso the Max[f]/DeEAf] approach—
in which the featural faithfulness constraititiat haveso far becomefamilar
here are redefined as follows (cf. (2a)).

(11) Feature value faithfulness
a. IDENT[+V] — If an output obstruentis [+voice], then its input
correspondent in the output is also [+voice].
b. IDENT[-V] — If an output obstruent is [-voice], then itgut cor-
respondent in the output is also [-voice].

® Seealso Kirchner 1993, Myers 1994, Itd, Mester, & Padgett1995, and many
others on the analogous#sE[f] constraints of pre-Correspondence OT.
® See Bakowi 1999 and references therein on imperfect correspondence.



The intended resulh this particularcaseis clear, but the detailsof the
proposalareleft largely unaddressetly Lombardi,andthereis at least one
unintendedconsequencehat must be addressed.If it really is the casethat
IDENT[V] is violated exactly once by any number of chanigegoicing, then
a bizarresituationis predicted. Recallthat in Yiddish, thereis voicing as-
similation in clusters but a voicing contrast otherwi3dwe basiccontrastis
dueto the ranking of IDENT[V] over *[+V], which allows both voiced and
voicelessobstruentgo surfacefaithfully, andthe assimilationin clustersis
due to theranking of AGREHV] over IDENT[V] (putting asidethe onset/coda
asymmetry). This much has alreadgenestablished. Now considera form
with botha cluster and a single obstruefithe outcomeshouldbe assimila-
tion in the clusterandan independentontrastin the single obstruent. But
this is not necessarilythe result under Lombardi’'s proposalwhen taken at
face value. Since any numbefr changesn voicing receiveonly oneviola-
tion of IDENT[V], what is predicted is assimilation in toRisterand neutrali-
zation to voicelessness in the single obstruent, as shown if (10).

(10) Input: [+voice] [-voice], [+voice]

Candidates AGREHV] | IDENT[V] | *[+V]
a. [+V] -], [+V] * 1 **

b. & [~ ][], [+V] * * |

c. ® [-v[[-V].[-V] *

A faithful rendition of the clusterfatally violates AGREHV], as shown
by the candidaten (10a); one memberof the clustermust assimilateto the
other. Giventhis, therearetwo relevantcandidatedeft to consider: what
shouldbe the actual Yiddish outputin (10b), in which the single obstruent
remains voiced, and the output(itOc), in which the single obstruentis de-
voiced. Both of thestatter two candidatesnvolve a changein voicing; the
first involves one change(assimilation),the secondinvolves two (assimila-
tion and devoicing). Taking Lombardi's proposalliterally, this integral dis-
tinction is as irrelevant in this case as it needs to be inh@efore,(10c) is
expected to win, contrary to fadvhat's really going wrong hereis that the
voicing contrast othe single obstruentshouldnot dependat all on whether
there is a cluster elsewhere in the form, ibudoes. UnlessLombardi’s pro-
posal can somehow be purged of thisntendedconsequencahile retaining
the desired result in (9), it must be rejected for this reason.

* The input consideredn this tableaurepresentsa form with a voiced-voiceless
cluster (linked by a tie bar) and a single voiadistruent(separatecy a comma).
To put aside the onset/coda asymmetry, only candidhtdssatisfy ONS-IDENT[V]
are considered; this means that the single obstruent must be word-final.



final obstruentsasin (8), two of which arevoiced (the first two here, but
this detail is technically irrelevant). faithful renditionof this input fatally
violates AGREHV], as shown by (8a); the two remaining candidates ar¢deft
be comparedby IDENT[V], which prefersone changefrom [-voice] [+voice]
(8b) rather than two changes from [+voice] to [-voice] (8c).

(8) Input: [+voice] [+voice] [-voice]

Candidates Acr[V] | ID[v] | Ons-ID[V] | *[+V]
a. [+V] [+V] [-V] * | i 25
b. = [+Vv][+V][+V] ! il
c. & [-V][-V][-V] |

As Lombardi(1996) notes,no phonologicalprocesds knownto work
in this way, caringoneway or the other about the relative percentagesf
feature values in the input- a pathologicalsituation| referto as‘majority
rule.” Lombardi proposes tavoid the erroneousmajority rule predictionby
redefining featural faithfulness constraintdny suchredefinition hasconse-
guenceseyondthe caseat hand,of course,andin 82 immediately below |
review two potential candidatedor the redefinition of featural faithfulness
constraints and reject them based on their respective adverse conseqlrences.
83 afterthat, | offer my own proposal,the local conjunction (Smolensky
1993, 1995, 1997) of markedness and faithfulness (Lubowicz 1998).

2 Two Faithfulness Makeovers
2.1 Forcing the tie

The logic of Lombardi’s own proposal runs as follows: it is the lafck tie
on IDENT[V] that yields thewrong resultin (8); therefore this constraint—
or, moregenerally,all featuralfaithfulnessconstraints— must be redefined
such that theres a tie in this case. Lombardi propogbkat IDENT[V] should
be redefinedn sucha way that any numberof changesn voicing receivea
grand total of exactly one violation agNT[v]. The result, as desired, fisr
the candidate comparison in (8) to be corrected as shown in (9).

(9) Input: [+voice] [+voice] [-voice]

Candidates AGR[V] | 10-ID[V] 1 ONs-ID[V] | *[+V]
a. [+V][+V][=V] * | ' *

b. [+V] [+V] [+V] ] x| xx
c. = [-V][=V][=V] *




(5) Input: [+voice] [-voice]

Candidates AGR[V] | Ip[v] Ons-ID[V] “[+vl
a. [=v] [+V] * | *
b. [+Vv] [+V] * * | %
c. = [=v][-V] *

*[+v] cannotbe rankedjust anywhere;jit must be crucially rankedwith
respect tdboth of the faithfulnessconstraints. For example,ONS-IDENT[V]
must dominate*[+ V] to accountfor assimilationof a voicelesscodato a
voiced onset, as shown in (6) (cf. (3)).

(6) Input: [-voice} 4, [+Voice],

Candidates AcGR[V] | ID[V] ONs-ID[V] | *[+V]
a. [=V] coga [FV] opger * ! *
b. = [+V]cosa[*V]one * * *
C. [V]coda [~V]onser * * |

IO-IDENT[V] must also dominate*[+ V] in orderto accountfor the fact
that single voiced obstruentdi.e., not in clusters)are generallycontrastive,
as shown in (7). (Théact that ONS-IDENT[V] dominates'[+ V] is not suffi-
cient to account for this fact, since theicing contrastobtainsin word-final
codasaswell asin onsets. The potentially extraneousviolation of ONs-
IDENT[V] is therefore indicated in the tableau by a parenthesized asterisk.)

(7) Input: [+voice]

Candidates || Acrlv] | Ip[v] 1 OnsIp[v] | *[+V]
a = [+v] | . *
b. [-v] I ()

The significant insight behind this proposal is that insrkednesshat
decidesbetweentwo AGREHV]-satisfying candidateswhen onset-specific
faithfulnessis not at stake. This makesthe interestingprediction that all
else beingequal,therewill be assimilationto the unmarked to wit, in the
case of Yiddish, assimilation tmicelessness.This seemso be the correct
result in general: there are apparently no languagesiich thereis assimi-
lation to the marked value ¥} when onset-specific faithfulness is irrelevant.

Nevertheless, the ranking in (7) predicts that sirang of threeor more
obstruents irfinal position (thatis, when ONS-IDENT[V] is irrelevant)what
will emergewill not dependon markednesshut ratheron the relative per-
centagesf [+voice] and[-voice] in the input. Take an input with three



(2) Constraints
a. IDENT[V] — An output obstruentandits input correspondentnust
have the same value of the feature [voice].
b. ONs-IDENT[V] — An output onsetobstruentand its input corre-
spondent must have the same value of the feature [voice].
c. AGREHV] — Adjacent outpubbstruentamust havethe samevalue
of the feature [voice].

AGREHV] enforcesvoicing assimilationin obstruentclustersdueto its
rank abovelDENT[V]; no matter where the onset-specificONS-IDENT[V] is
ranked with respect to these, it decides in favor of assimilation to the onset.

(3) Input: [-voice} g [+Voicely e

Candidates AGR[V] | ID[V] ONs-ID[V]
a. [V]coda [+V]oner *!

b. &= [+V]coga[*V]one *

C. [V]coda [~V]onser * *

Thereare obstruentclusters,however,in which neitherobstruentis an
onset and thus to whichN&-IDENT[V] is technicallyinapplicable. Take, for
instance, final clusters created by affixatioracfuffix consistingof a single
obstruentto an obstruent-finalroot. If eitherof the obstruentsis underly-
ingly voiceless, the cluster surfaces as voiceless.

(4) Final obstruent clusters in Yiddish (Katz 1987:127-131)
[+voice] [-voice] » [-voice] [-voice]
[zog] ‘say! (familiar)’ [zokt] ‘say! (formaly’

Since Ns-IDENT[V] is irrelevantin final clusters,it cannotbe the con-
straint that breaksthe tie betweenthe two potential AGREHV]-satisfying
candidates. Lombardiattributesassimilationto voicelessnes$o a marked-
ness constraint against voiced obstruentsy}:f+ This is depicted in (5).

> There are no examplesin Yiddish of a voiced obstruent suffix. Lombardi
(1996:28) claims that thigap is “more or less expected’becausé‘'such suffixes
would always devoice” — but this is clearly not the case. Such a suféixpected
to devoice only when attached to a root with a final voicetdssgtruent,but since
word-final voicing is otherwisecontrastivein Yiddish (see(1)), it is otherwise
expected to faithfully surface voiced. (There also seem taobexamplesof final

voiced clusters,polymorphemicor otherwise, but Lombardi provides one from

Serbo-Croatian, which is parallel to Yiddisfigrozd] ‘bunch of grapes’.)

® Lombardi’s constraint is called **Lar’, amounting to the same thing here.



Assimilation to the Unmarked’
Eric Bakovi
1 Control and its Loss

Assimilation is oftercontrolledby asegmentin a particularposition. For
instance, vowel harmony is ofteaot- or stem-controlledmeaningthat the
value of the harmonicfeaturein the root morpheme(more accurately,the
stem of affixation) remains constamhile the value of the featurein affixes
alternatedo agreewith the root. Similarly, in voicing assimilation,the
value of [voice] often remains constant in@msetwhile a codaalternateso
agreewith the onset;voicing assimilationis thus often onset-controlled
An exampleof onset-controlledvoicing assimilationcomesfrom Yiddish
(Katz 1987, Lombardi 1996). Final obstruents contrast in voidingadopt
a following initial obstruent’s value of the feature in compounds.

(1) Obstruent clusters in Yiddish (Katz 1987:29-30)
a. [+V0ice]00da [_VOicel)nset - [_VOicelioda [_VOicel)nset

[vog] ‘weight’ [vokfol] ‘scale’
[briv] ‘letter’ [brifiregor]  ‘mailman’
[ajz] ‘ice’ [ajskastn] ‘icebox’

[fantaz] ‘blackmail [fanta/jtik] ‘blackmailing tactics’
b. [—voicelyga[tVOiCelhnset » [TVOICE)oga[TVOICEnset

[bak] ‘cheek’ [bagbejn] ‘cheekbone’
[bux] ‘book’ [buygofeft]  ‘bookstore’

[zis] ‘sweet’ [zizvarg] ‘candy products’
[kop] ‘head’ [kobvejtik] ‘headache’

[vajt] far’ [vajdzeavdik] ‘farsighted’

Lombardi (1996) proposesto accountfor onset-controlledvoicing as-
similation through the interaction amotiyeetypesof constraintsfaithful-
ness (McCarthy & Prince 1995, 1990nset-specifidaithfulness(Beckman
1998), and agreemeni{Lombardi’s own proposalin theseworks; seealso
Butska 1998). Tokens of these constraint types thateteeantto obstruent
voicing are defined in (2) below.

" This paper is a heavily edited version of Chagtef my dissertation(Bakovic,
forthcoming). I'd like to thank Akin Akinlabi, Ed Keer, Linda Lombardi, Ania
Lubowicz, John McCarthy, Alan Prince, Hub@ntuckenbrodt,and the audienceat
PLC 23 for useful comments and suggestions on this material. Errors are mine.
! Theterm ‘onset’ is usedhereas a shorthandfor a consonanttautosyllabically
released into a sonorant (see Lombardi 1991; cf. Steriade 1997).



