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Abstract

Some vowel harmony systems have neutral
vowels, which need not agree along the harmo-
nizing dimensions of vowel quality. Neutral
vowels differ in whether other vowels in turn
harmonize with them: those that are harmo-
nized with are opaque while those that are not
are transparent. Prior artificial language learn-
ing studies have found opaque vowels to be
more readily learned in laboratory settings than
transparent vowels. This was initially thought
to be because transparent vowels intervene be-
tween harmonizing vowels on a vowel tier,
making harmony non-local. However, subse-
quent computational work has demonstrated
that vowel harmony is typically tier-strictly-
local, even with transparent and opaque vow-
els, indicating that there may be less differ-
ence between them than once believed. I pro-
pose an explanation for the different learning
results between transparent and opaque vow-
els by making use of a recent learning model
that proposes learners create tier-like represen-
tations in response to being unable to suffi-
ciently generalize without them, as measured
by the Tolerance Principle. I demonstrate how
the representations that this model constructs
make sense of different learning results be-
tween transparent and opaque vowels, despite
their shared formal properties.

1 Introduction and Background

Vowel harmony involves non-local dependencies,
as vowels agree along the harmonizing dimensions
across intervening consonants. In the following ex-
ample (1) from Turkish, the underlined suffix vow-
els harmonize in backness with the vowel to their
left (Nevins 2010, p. 28; Kabak 2011, p. 3).

(1) [dal-lar-wn] branch-PL-GeN
[jer-ler-in] place-PL-GEN
[ip-ler-in] rope-PL-GEN

In some vowel harmony systems, a subset of
vowels are not required to harmonize—they are

neutral. These neutral vowels are coarsely grouped
into two categories: opaque and transparent.
Opaque vowels participate in harmony in that other
vowels harmonize with them. For example, in addi-
tion to backness harmony, Turkish high vowels [i,
y, w, u] also harmonize in roundness (2a). Low
vowels [e, @, a, o] are neutral to the rounding
harmony (2b), but high vowels nevertheless harmo-
nize with them opagquely (2c).

(2) a. [ip-in] rope-GEN
[jyz-yn] face-GeEn
[ktuz-wn] girl-GeEx
[buz-un] ice-GEN

b. [kuz-lar] gril-PL
[buz-lar] ice-PL

c. [el-in] hand-GenN
[;(zjz_—yn] word-GEN
[sép—?xm] stalk-GEN
[ ol—uz] road-GEN

Transparent vowels, on the other hand, are inert,
neither harmonizing nor being harmonized with.
For instance, while Hungarian has backness har-
mony (3a), the vowels [i, e:] are transparent, with
the DaT vowel skipping them to harmonize with the
next vowel to the left of (3b; examples from Benus
and Gafos 2007).

(3) a. [¢rom-nek]
[morkuf-nok]

joy-DAT
squirrel-DAT

b. [emiir-nek] emir-Dat
[popir-nok]  paper-Dar
[my:vers-nek] artist-Dar
[kaivernok]  coffee-Dat

The development of autosegmental theory
(Goldsmith, 1976) allowed for treating vowel har-
mony as local on a vowel tier (Clements, 1976,
1980). Opaque vowels do not harmonize with
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the preceding vowel on a vowel tier, but their fea-
tures take over the harmony, so all remains lo-
cal. However, vowel harmony must cross transpar-
ent vowels, which introduces non-locality even on
a vowel tier (Goldsmith, 1985; Bakovic and Wil-
son, 2000; Hayes and Londe, 2006; Finley, 2009).
Finley (2015) hypothesized that this makes trans-
parent vowels harder to learn than opaque vowels
and tested this hypothesis with a series of artifi-
cial grammar learning (AGL) experiments. Finley
found that adults indeed succeeded at learning the
behavior of an opaque vowel but failed to learn the
behavior of a transparent vowel under equivalent
conditions. Only by increasing the amount of ev-
idence of the neutral vowel’s transparency, by in-
creasing the amount of exposure to items that un-
ambiguously indicated transparency, did learners
eventually succeed at learning transparent vowel
behavior. Chen (2024) found compatible results:
when adults were trained on an artificial harmony
system with a neutral and a transparent vowel, they
either failed to learn the harmony system altogether
or appeared to treat both the opaque and transpar-
ent vowels as opaque (depending on the presenta-
tion of the training stimuli).

However, work in computational phonology has
found that from a formal-language-theoretic per-
spective, neither opaque nor transparent vowels
meaningfully change the computational character
of vowel harmony: vowel harmony is typically tier-
strictly-local (k = 2) (Heinz et al., 2011), with
or without opaque and/or transparent vowels (Bur-
ness et al., 2021). Learners could project a tier
that excludes transparent vowels along with the
consonants, and this renders all relevant depen-
dencies local on the tier. Moreover, as Finley
(2015) observed, transparent vowels must be learn-
able, since they appear in numerous natural lan-
guage harmony systems. Indeed tier-strictly-local
constraints and processes are provably efficiently
learnable (Jardine and Heinz, 2016; Jardine and
McMullin, 2017; Burness and McMullin, 2019)
and Finley (2015) did find that under the right con-
ditions, transparent vowel harmony can be learned
in the lab. Similarly, Ozburn et al. (2016) found
that adult Canadian French speakers succeeded at
learning the behavior of a transparent vowel in an
artificial vowel harmony system built around the
French vowel inventory.

Given that vowel harmony with opaque and
transparent vowels shares a fundamental underly-
ing computational structure and both must be learn-
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able in natural languages, it is worth revisiting
what might underlie the picture from experimental
results that vowel harmony is harder to learn with
transparent vowels than opaque vowels.

To do so, I build on my prior work (Belth, 2024),
where I proposed that humans learn phonological
alternations by tracking dependencies between al-
ternating segments and the segments adjacent to
them—using the well-attested ability to track adja-
cent dependencies over many kinds of representa-
tions (Saffran et al., 1996, 1997; Aslin et al., 1998;
Saffran et al., 1999; Fiser and Aslin, 2002). In
that proposal, if adjacent dependencies are not suf-
ficiently predictive of the alternation, where suf-
ficiency is measured by the Tolerance/Sufficiency
Principle (Yang, 2016), learners use the same sen-
sitivity to adjacent dependencies to form a new
representation that excludes any adjacent segments
that led to incorrect predictions. The resulting
representations can be interpreted as tiers, which
are constructed in dynamic response to the input.
In Belth (2024), I implemented this proposal as
a learning model. The model succeeded at learn-
ing natural language harmony processes, including
Turkish vowel harmony, in which low vowels are
opaque to rounding harmony, and Finnish vowel
harmony, in which, similarly to Hungarian, [i, €]
are transparent to backness harmony (Ringen and
Heinamaéki, 1999). In Turkish, the learner con-
structed a vowel tier and in Finnish it constructed
a tier that excluded the transparent vowels. Thus,
the proposal already accounts for the learnability
of vowel harmony with opaque and transparent
vowels in natural languages. In this paper, I will
demonstrate that it simultaneously accounts for the
difference in experimental settings between artifi-
cial vowel harmony systems with opaque vs. trans-
parent vowels.

Consider a transparent vowel harmony system,
such as the artificial one from Finley (2015), where
a suffix vowel harmonizes in backness with the fi-
nal vowel of the stem (4a), but where the vowel [€]
is neutral (4b)-(4c). Since the neutral vowel is it-
self front, only when the penultimate stem vowel
is back (4b) do we get unambiguous evidence that
[e] is transparent.

(4) a. [budok-o]
[degib-e]

b. [doteb-0]

c. [tedet-e]

It is thus possible that the learner treats the neu-



tral vowel as opaque and handles the cases like
(4b), which contradict this, as lexicalized excep-
tions. If, during learning, enough of these excep-
tions accumulate that the learner’s harmony gener-
alization is no longer tenable with them as excep-
tions (which, as in Belth 2024, will be measured
with the Tolerance principle), then the learner will
again change representations, excluding the neutral
vowel because it is no longer sufficiently predictive,
thereby rendering it transparent. Thus, transparent
vowels can for a time be tolerated as opaque vow-
els with lexicalized exceptions. This is the main
idea underlying my proposed explanation for the
observed experimental differences in learning.

In the next section § 2, I introduce the model
from Belth (2024) (D2L) in more detail. In § 3, I
survey prior experimental work on learning trans-
parent and opaque vowels. I then demonstrate
how D2L accounts for these experimental results,
as conceptually described above, and also demon-
strate that a number of other models fail to account
for them § 4. I conclude with a discussion § 5.

2 Model

The model from Belth (2024), named D2L, was
based on the developmental trajectory of children’s
ability to track adjacent and non-adjacent depen-
dencies. Children show evidence of tracking ad-
jacent dependencies at a younger age—as young
as 8 months (Saffran et al., 1996, 1997; Aslin
et al., 1998)—than tracking non-adjacent depen-
dencies, which appears to develop around 15-18
months (Santelmann and Jusczyk, 1998; Gémez,
2002; Gémez and Maye, 2005). Tracking of adja-
cent dependencies has been observed over a range
of different kinds of structures, linguistic and non-
linguistic, including shapes (Fiser and Aslin, 2002)
and non-linguistic tones (Saffran et al., 1999).
These results serve as evidence of a language-
independent psychological mechanism—the abil-
ity to track adjacent dependencies—that could un-
derlie the learning of phonological alternations.

D2L implements the proposal that when learn-
ing a phonological alternation, a learner’s attention
is drawn to the alternating segment, and they begin
tracking segments adjacent to it. I will use Finley
(2015)’s artificial vowel harmony system as an ex-
ample (see § 3) to describe the model as it pertains
to the present paper. In (5), the underlying /-V/ suf-
fix alternates between [-¢] ~ [-0].!

ISee Belth (2023a,b) for a proposal on how learners might

45

(5) /budok-V/ — [budoko]
/degib-V/ — [degibe]
/gemit-V/ — [gemite]
/kukop-V/ — [kukopo]
/tedet-V/ — [tedete]
/doteb-V/ — [dotebe]

D2L’s attention is centered around /-V/ and the
segments adjacent to it—here, the stem-final seg-
ments. D2L attempts to enforce harmony using the
final segments, but since they are all consonants,
the harmony fails. The learner then creates a new
representation, excluding any adjacent segments
that harmonizing with fails to yield the observed
surface form for /V/—here /k, b, t, p/. D2L at-
tempts to form a natural class for these segments, in
this case [—syl]. The new representation is the com-
plement of this deletion set, namely [+syl]. Clearly,
this has the interpretation of a vowel tier (6).

(6) /uo-V/ — [uoo]
lei-V/ — [eie]
lei-V/ — [eie]
/uo-V/ — [uoo]
lee-V/ — [ege]
loe-V/ — [oge]

D2L then tracks segments adjacent to /-V/ on
this new representation. The vowel [€] here is
opaque, so harmonizing with the adjacent vowel on
this representation yields the expected surface re-
alizations of /-V/ and D2L has succeeded in form-
ing a representation and generalization that suffi-
ciently accounts for the alternation. Following the
notation from Belth (2024), (7) shows the gener-
alization, where the vowel /V/ agrees in the value
for feature [back] with an adjacent [+syl] segment
after projecting vowels.

(7)  Acree(V, [back]) / [+syl] __ o proj([+syl])

If, on the other hand, the vowel [¢] were trans-
parent, the surface form of /doteb-V/ would be
[dotebo], in which case enforcing harmony on the
new representation would yield the wrong surface
form for /-V/: *[e] instead of [o] (8).

(8) /oe-V/ — *[oee]

In this way, stems where a back vowel precedes
a transparent front vowel will be exceptions to the
generalization D2L forms on the new representa-
tion. D2L changes representations whenever the

come to attend to learning an alternation in the first place, and
where the underlying forms might come from.



BB
FN
FF BN
Opaque Transparent

Figure 1: B = Back, F = Front, N = Neutral (opaque or
transparent, depending on condition). The black circle
represents the stems that are predictable from an adja-
cent vowel once D2L has constructed a vowel tier. The
blue circle represents stems where the adjacent vowel
is neutral. The orange sub-circle represents the only
stems for which the suffix is not predictable from the
tier-adjacent vowel.

generalization it forms over its current representa-
tion fails to sufficiently account for the alternation.
D2L uses the Tolerance Principle (TP; Yang 2016),
which has been evaluated in experimental settings
(Schuler et al., 2016; Shi and Emond, 2023), to de-
cide whether the generalization can sustain a par-
ticular number of exceptions (9).

(9) Tolerance Principle: a rule applying to
n items with e exceptions is productive iff

n
eslnn

Thus, D2L will only change representations
again if the number of exceptions due to harmo-
nizing with the transparent vowel, relative to the
total number of alternating items, rises above the
TP threshold (9). If the number of exceptions fall
below the threshold, then D2L lexicalizes the ex-
ceptions and may overextend harmony with the fi-
nal vowel (7) to new words with a final transpar-
ent vowel. On the other hand, if the number of
exceptions grows too large, D2L will recursively
construct a new representation, this time excluding
the vowel [e]—the culprit behind the exceptions—
in addition to the consonants, as (10) shows.

(10)  Acreg(V, [back]) / [+syl] __
o proj([+syl] \ {e})

This core idea is visualized in Figure 1. Once
D2L has constructed a new representation that
excludes consonants (i.e., a vowel tier), the suf-
fix vowel is entirely predictable from the newly-
adjacent vowel if the neutral vowel (N) is opaque.
This set of stems, for which the suffix is adjacently
predictable, is represented by the large black circle.
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Table 1: The four basic kinds of training items in Fin-
ley (2015)’s study. B = Back, F = Front, N = Neutral
(opaque or transparent, depending on condition). The
right two columns give the suffix corresponding to the
condition (only the BN items differ between conditions)

Kind Types Example Opaque Transparent
BB 8 [budok] [-0] [-o]
FF 8 [degib] [-e] [-e]
FN 4 [tedet] [-e] [-e]
BN 4 [doteb] [-e] [-o]

On the other hand, if the neutral vowel is transpar-
ent, only BN words are not adjacently predictable
(the orange sub-circle). But if the orange part of
the diagram is small enough, then it may be rele-
gated to lexicalization, at least for a time.

3 Prior Experimental Studies

Finley (2015) carried out a series of artificial gram-
mar learning studies with adults, involving opaque
and transparent vowels. Finley first compared each
of two experimental groups—one OPAQUE and one
TrRANSPARENT—tO relevant control groups. The ex-
perimental groups were trained on CVCVC nonce
words, each of which could be suffixed with ei-
ther front [-e] or back [-0]. The artificial language
also had the vowels [i, u] and the neutral vowel [g],
which only occurred as the final vowel. The choice
of suffix was based on harmony with the final stem
vowel, except for the words in the TRANSPARENT
condition that had the transparent [¢] as the final
vowel; for these the choice was based instead on
harmony with the penultimate vowel. This is sum-
marized in Table 1. There were 8 stems each with
two harmonizing vowels (8 BB and 8 FF), 4 stems
with a front vowel before the neutral [¢] (FN), and
4 with a back vowel before it (BN).

In the OpaQUE condition, if learners choose the
suffix based on the final stem vowel, they would ac-
curately generalize to test words of all four kinds.
In the TraNsPARENT condition, however, accu-
rate generalization to test BN words would require
learning the transparency of [¢]. In other words,
because [¢] is front, only BN words show unam-
biguous evidence that [€] is transparent rather than
opaque. Finley’s first experiment, which presented
each stem-suffixed pair 5 times, suggested that the
participants in the OPAQUE condition learned vowel
harmony, including the behavior of the opaque
vowel. However, participants in the TRANSPARENT



condition learned the basic vowel harmony pattern,
but showed no evidence of learning the behavior of
the transparent vowel.

Finley then attempted to find conditions in
which participants would succeed at learning the
transparent vowel’s behavior. In a second experi-
ment, the 4 FN words, for which it is ambiguous
whether the [-e] vowel is harmonizing with the fi-
nal or penultimate vowel (which are both front),
were replaced with 4 additional BN words (all tak-
ing [-0]). This decreased the learners’ test perfor-
mance across the board. One interpretation is that
because the suffix [-0] became more dominant—
now occurring with 2/3 of training items—Iearners
failed to attend to learning the alternation at all.

Finley then returned to the original setup (bal-
anced items between FN and BN), and tried replac-
ing the neutral vowel [€] with [1]. The participants
again learned the overall harmony pattern, but not
the transparent vowel. In another experiment, each
word was presented 10 times instead of 5. This
led to an increase in performance on the transpar-
ent vowel, but the increase over the control group
was not statistically significant. The next experi-
ment added 6 additional unambiguously transpar-
ent (BN) stems, with all words being presented 10
times. This also led to an increase, though not sta-
tistically significant, in performance on the trans-
parent vowel. Finally, increasing the number of
presentations of the BN stems to 20, while keep-
ing the others at 10, led to an increase in perfor-
mance on the transparent vowel that was signifi-
cantly higher than the control group’s.

The overall picture is that under some condi-
tions where adults will learn a vowel harmony sys-
tem with an opaque vowel, they will fail to learn
a transparent vowel. But, if sufficient exposure
to words that demonstrate the transparency of a
vowel is available, adults will succeed at learn-
ing its transparency. While this overall picture is
clear, the precise conditions in which learning a
transparent vowel will or will not succeed are less
so. In multiple of Finley (2015)’s experiments,
the results showed a numerical increase in perfor-
mance that was not statistically significant. The
number of participants in some experiments was
small (often < 20 per condition), thus warranting
a level of caution in drawing strong conclusions
from any particular significance test. The study
involved adults, but we also know that children
acquire vowel harmony systems with transparent
vowels (MacWhinney, 1978; Gésy, 1989; Leiwo
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et al., 2006; Gonzalez-Gomez et al., 2019). More-
over, the stimuli were presented in auditory form
only, with no accompanying image. It is difficult
to know in such a scenario whether participants
treated multiple tokens of the same type as in fact
being part of a single word type or of multiple.
Consequently, the relative role of type and token
frequencies is not entirely clear.

Furthermore, Ozburn et al. (2016) note that Fin-
ley’s artificial language used the English vowel
inventory, which leads to both roundness and
backness alternating ([-e] is front, unround; [-0]
back, round), which is not typical in natural lan-
guage backness harmony with transparent vowels.
Ozburn et al. trained adult Canadian French speak-
ers in a similar setting as Finley’s, but using har-
mony centered around the French vowel inventory,
which includes front rounded vowels, allowing for
the rounding dimension to stay fixed. Ozburn
et al.’s participants did show evidence of learning
vowel harmony transparency in this setting. How-
ever, whether this difference in results from Fin-
ley’s was due to the difference in stimuli and partic-
ipant populations or to difference in type frequency
is not clear: Ozburn et al. do not report how many
items of each kind they used in their experiment,
but they do say that 1/4 of the items were unam-
biguously transparent (BN), which is a higher pro-
portion than in Finley’s experiments (1/6 to 1/5).

In a related study, Chen (2024) trained adult
speakers of Taiwan Mandarin on an artificial vowel
harmony pattern with both an opaque and a trans-
parent vowel. The study was primarily interested
in a possible “starting small” effect—whether pre-
senting bisyllabic stems before trisyllabic stems,
and a disproportionate number of bisyllabic stems,
would yield better learning than presenting a bal-
anced number all at once. In the results, only
in the “starting small” condition did participants
show evidence of learning the vowel harmony
pattern. However—more relevant to the current
discussion—even in this condition, participants
only showed learning of the non-transparent vow-
els. They appeared to treat the transparent vowel as
also opaque. Thus, while this study deviates sub-
stantially from the prior two in goals and design,
the results largely corroborate the big picture of
Finley (2015)’s study: opaque vowels are learned
more readily by adults than transparent vowels.



4 Evaluation

To evaluate whether D21 makes sense of the ex-
perimental results on opaque and transparent vow-
els, I tested whether D2L learns an opaque vowel
in conditions where it does not learn a transparent
vowel (§ 4.2), and whether increasing the amount
of training on items showing transparency eventu-
ally leads it to learn a transparent vowel (§ 4.3).
First, I will introduce the setup (§ 4.1).

4.1 Data and Setup

I used data from Finley (2015)’s study for training
and evaluation. As the base training set, I used the
same 24 stem-suffixed pairs that Finley, p. 22 re-
ports; these are summarized in Table 1.

In experimental settings (as in natural language
learning), participants likely do not learn every
word they are trained on. Yet it is over the
words that are learned that generalizations can be
formed.> To simulate this variability in attained
vocabulary, I carried out 30 simulations with dif-
ferent samples of training words. For each, I sam-
pled an integer n from a Gaussian distribution with
mean 20 and standard deviation of 4 to represent
the vocabulary size. I then sampled » unique words
from the 24 training words, weighted by frequency.
In the first experiment (§ 4.2) all words were given
equal frequency, so the sampling was uniform. In
the second experiment (§ 4.3), where the amount
of exposure to unambiguously transparent (BN)
words is increased, this sampling procedure allows
for manipulating the saliency of BN words, as Fin-
ley (2015) did, by increasing their relative token
frequency.

For testing, I used the novel stems from Finley,
p- 23. These include 8 stems with two harmonizing
vowels (BB or FF) and 11 ending in the neutral [£].
Of the latter, 9 are BN.

4.1.1 Comparison Models

In a study of vowel harmony in Hungarian, Hayes
and Londe (2006) proposed two harmony con-
straints, applying over a vowel tier. The first, local,
constraint incurred a violation whenever a front
vowel immediately followed a back vowel on the
vowel tier, and the second, distal, constraint in-
curred a violation whenever a front vowel followed
a back vowel anywhere on the tier. The distal con-
straint was necessary because of Hungarian’s trans-

2Sec—:, for instance, Schuler (2017, ch. 4) for discussion of
this point for artificial language learning with children.
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parent vowels. Finley (2015) reasoned that the dis-
tal constraint is more complex than the local con-
straint, and thus could make harmony more diffi-
cult to learn when transparent vowels are present.
This forms the first comparison model: I trained
a Maximum Entropy Harmonic Grammar model
using distal and local constraints like Hayes and
Londe’s. The model learns to map underlying
forms (e.g., /doteb-V/) to surface forms, using a
Maximum Entropy model, as described by Gold-
water and Johnson (2003). For each underlying
form, two candidates are generated—one with [-0]
and one with [-e]—and the number of violations
of local and distal harmony constraints are used as
the features of each candidate. I will call this model
He&L, as an homage to Hayes and Londe (2006).
While H&L learns a Maximum Entropy gram-
mar with provided constraints, it is also possible
for constraints to be learned. Indeed, building on
Hayes and Wilson (2008)’s model, Gouskova and
Gallagher (2020) proposed a Maximum Entropy
model that automatically learns to project tiers and
form phonotactic constraints over the resulting tier
projections. I used the model publicly available
from the authors.? T will call this model G&G.
Lastly, vowel harmony can typically be charac-
terized as 2-Tier-Strictly-Local (2TSL), whether
described as phonotactic constraints (Heinz et al.,
2011) or processes (Burness et al., 2021).* This
is usually true even when opaque or transparent
vowels are present. Formal learning algorithms
have been proposed that allow for proving the effi-
cient learnability of 2TSL languages and functions
(Jardine and Heinz, 2016; Burness and McMullin,
2019). However, while these learnability results
apply to vowel harmony with opaque or transpar-
ent vowels, it does not necessarily imply that lan-
guages with either of these kinds of neutral vow-
els will be learned at equal rates. Like D2L, the
Jardine and Heinz (2016) and Burness and Mc-
Mullin (2019) models start with a representation
where all segments are present, and iteratively re-
move segments to create new tiers. Unlike D2L,
they use the formal properties of TSL to deduce
conditions where removing segments is provably
correct. Thus, I use TSLIA (Jardine and Heinz,
2016; Jardine and McMullin, 2017), which is pub-
licly available (Aks€nova, 2020), as an additional
comparison model. Formal models of this family

3 github.com/gouskova/inductive_projection_learner
4See Mayer and Major (2018) for an example of a harmony
pattern than cannot be characterized as TSL.



often benefit from collapsing pattern-irrelevant dif-
ferences among segments (Aksé€nova, 2020; John-
son and De Santo, 2023), which simplifies the
learning problem and makes it more likely that the
characteristic sample (the information needed in
the training data for convergence onto an appropri-
ate grammar) will be present. Following this line
of work, I collapsed all consonants into the symbol
C, back vowels to B, non-neutral front vowels to F,
and neutral vowels to N. This collapsing was only
applied to TSLIA’s input, not the other models’.

For D2L, I used the implementation publicly
available in the Python package algophon.’

In the experiments, each test stem has two pos-
sible suffixed forms: [-e] or [-0]. I compute a
model’s accuracy based on the fraction of stems for
which it produces/chooses the form consistent with
the relevant vowel harmony pattern. Specifically,
the correct choice for BB and FF is the vowel that
agrees in backness with the final stem vowel. In
OpraQuE conditions, the correct choice for neutral-
vowel-final stems is [-e], while in TRANSPARENT
conditions, it is the vowel agreeing with the penul-
timate stem vowel. I report overall accuracy and
neutral-vowel accuracy, which is computed over
only the neutral-vowel-final test stems.

This scheme can be interpreted as either learn-
ing an alternation (mapping a stem with underly-
ing /-V/ to the surface form) or a phonotactic pat-
tern (learning where [-e] and [-0] can/cannot oc-
cur). D2L and H&L learn alternations, while G&G
and TSLIA learn phonotactics. At test time, the for-
mer are probed to produce a surface form for a stem
with the underlying suffix /-V/ and the produced
form is taken as the choice. Meanwhile, the phono-
tactic models are asked to score the two choices
and the one with the better well-formedness score
is chosen. This setup is identical to Belth (2024)’s.

4.2 Opaque vs. Transparent

The first experiment evaluates whether D21 and
the comparison models show a difference in gener-
alization between an OpaQuE vowel harmony con-
dition and a TRANSPARENT condition (learning the
former better). The experiment uses the training
data described above (§ 4.1), training 30 models in
each of the two conditions, where the number of
words for each simulation is n ~ Normal(20, 4).
Figure 2 shows the accuracy on all test words
(All) and accuracy on test words where the final

3 github.com/cbelth/algophon/tree/main/algophon/models
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vowel is neutral (Neutral). D2L’s accuracy, in both
cases, is higher for the OpaQUE condition than the
TrRANSPARENT condition, consistent with the over-
all picture that humans are better at learning har-
mony with an opaque vowel (§ 3). D2L shows this
asymmetry because, in most TRANSPARENT sam-
ples, the number of exceptions introduced by BN
stems does not rise above the TP threshold (9), so
D2L does not create a new representation.

No other model shows this pattern. H&L and
G&G learn both kinds of harmony equally well.
Thus, while Finley (2015) conjectured that the
added complexity of Hayes and Londe (2006)’s
distal harmony constraint might translate into dif-
ficulty learning transparent harmony, when tested
on even this quite small amount of data, there
is enough input to assign a weight to the distal
constraint large enough for the transparent vowel
to be learned. Perhaps surprisingly, even G&G,
which learns to project tiers and learns its con-
straints, also fails to show any difference between
conditions. In the OpaQUE condition, G&G consis-
tently finds a trigram constraint that marks vow-
els differing in backness across another segment.
This is sufficient to learn the harmony pattern. In
the TRANSPARENT condition, G&G learns a simi-
lar constraint, but only specific to the harmoniz-
ing (non-neutral) vowels. G&G then projects a tier
that includes only the vowels in that constraint—
the non-neutral vowels. Then, on this projection,
G&G learns a new constraint that marks dishar-
mony between vowels on the tier—which excludes
the transparent vowel. Thus, G&G learns trans-
parency in conditions where humans do not.

TSLIA does not learn either harmony pattern.
This indicates that there is no characteristic sample
present in the data. This is true even though I col-
lapsed irrelevant differences among segments (e.g.
all consonants were mapped to the symbol C, as de-
scribed in § 4.1.1), which simplifies the learning
problem and in some cases leads learners of this
sort to succeed at learning (Aksé€nova, 2020; John-
son and De Santo, 2023). Running the model with-
out collapsing segments yields the same results.

4.3 Eventual Learning of Transparent

In the second experiment, I evaluated whether D2
and the comparison models get better at learning a
transparent vowel as the amount of training expo-
sure to words that unambiguously show the trans-
parency of the vowel increases. This follows the
same setup as the TRANSPARENT condition above,
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Figure 2: The distribution of accuracies (over All test words and over Neutral test words) of each model in Opaque
and Transparent conditions. Only D2L shows a difference in accuracy between conditions, as humans do.

but varies two parameters: the number of BN (un-
ambiguously transparent) types (4, 6 or 8), and
the relative token frequency of those types (1x,
2x, or 5x the token frequency of non-BN types).
Since the number of words for each simulation
is n ~ Normal(20,4) and the choice of those n
words is based on a sample weighted by token fre-
quency, varying the relative token frequency of the
BN words increases the probability that they enter
into a particular learner’s vocabulary. Thus, the to-
ken frequency also influences the type frequency
of BN words, but in a different way. Increasing the
type frequency was accomplished by replacing FN
words with BN words (so the total number of words
available was always 24). Combining these varia-
tions means there are 9 conditions per model. I ran
30 simulations (different seeds) for each model in
each condition.

Figure 3 gives the results, where the top row
of heatmaps is accuracy over all words and the
bottom row is accuracy over words with neutral
vowels. If a model mirrors the basic pattern of
humans, who get better with transparency as ex-
posure to BN increases, then accuracy should in-
crease (darker colors) as the type frequency in-
creases (rightward movement) and/or relative to-
ken frequency increases (downward movement)—
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in other words if more rightward and lower cells
are darker. This is the case for D2L, but no other
model. Increasing the prevalence of BN excep-
tions eventually leads D2L to form a new rep-
resentation that excludes [¢]. H&L and G&G are
dark in all cells, mirroring the above results where
they learn transparent vowels when humans do not.
TSLIA is again at chance across the board. D2L’s
performance is tied to increases in type frequency,
which is consistent with arguments and evidence
that type frequency, rather than token frequency,
plays the primary role in the formation of lin-
guistic generalizations (Aronoff, 1976; MacWhin-
ney, 1978; Baayen, 1993; Elman, 1998; Pierrehum-
bert, 2001; Albright and Hayes, 2003; Endress and
Hauser, 2011; Yang, 2016).

5 Conclusion and Discussion

Do opaque and transparent vowels do different
things to a vowel harmony system? From one per-
spective, transparent vowels introduce non-locality
that opaque vowels do not (Goldsmith, 1985;
Bakovic and Wilson, 2000; Hayes and Londe,
2006; Finley, 2009). From another perspective,
neither opaque nor transparent vowels change the
kind of information needed to capture the harmony
generalization: in both cases there is a set of seg-
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Figure 3: Heatmaps showing the accuracy of each model when trained on a vowel harmony pattern with a transparent
vowel. The top row shows accuracy across all test words; the bottom shows accuracy across words where the
final vowel is transparent. Matching the trend from human learners in laboratory settings would yield an accuracy
gradient that increases as the type and/or token frequency of words exhibiting unambiguous transparent vowel
harmony increases. D2L matches this general trend. The same cannot be said of any other evaluated models.

ments that can be projected (a tier) that renders all ~ dren’s learning and acquisition—would be of great
the dependencies local (Heinz etal.,2011; Burness  value. For instance, D2L predicts that, if the con-
and McMullin, 2019). One way to approach this  ditions are right, there could be a stage of acquisi-
question is to take the perspective of the learner.  tion where learners incorrectly harmonize alternat-
In Belth (2024), I proposed that learners construct  ing vowels with preceding transparent vowels. In
new representations only when the ones they are  the limited number of developmental studies on the
currently generalizing over let them down. The  acquisition of vowel harmony systems with trans-
results in that article demonstrated that in natu-  parent vowels (MacWhinney, 1978; Gdsy, 1989;
ral language harmony systems, this approach leads ~ Leiwo et al., 2006), I am not aware of reports of
to accurate generalization to test words. Trained  such errors (see Goad and Ozburn 2024 for a re-
on a few hundred words from Turkish, where cent survey). However, if such a stage exists, D21
low vowels are opaque to rounding harmony, or  predicts it to be transient, since accumulating ex-
Finnish, where [i, e] are transparent to backness  ceptions would lead to recursive creation of a new
harmony, D2L constructed representations that al-  representation. Moreover, it is only a subset of
lowed for forming a successful harmony general- words (BN stems in the languages discussed here)
ization. In this paper, I have demonstrated that in  that have the potential of showing such overgener-
Finley (2015)’s setting, the same model constructs  alization. And over-application of generalizations
a vowel tier and only when a transparent vowel in-  to a particular word is influenced by the strength of
troduces enough exceptions does the model again ~ the word’s lexical representation, which in turn is
construct a new representation, then generalizing  influenced by its token frequency (Hooper, 1976;
to transparent vowels. Thus, in this proposal, there ~ Bybee, 1985; Marcus et al., 1992; Bybee, 1995).
is a difference between opaque and transparent  Errors are thus more likely on low-token-frequency
vowels—but only for a time. words, which are less represented in child speech.
Consequently, identifying whether this is indeed a
developmental stage would likely require studies
aimed precisely at this question.

Further research into the factors influencing hu-
man leaning of vowel harmony in the presence of
opaque and transparent vowels—in particular chil-
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