FINNISH
VOLUME 35:2022 JOURNAL OF
LINGUISTICS

EDITED BY MARIANN BERNHARDT, TIINA EILITTA, EMMI LAHTI,
LAURI MARJAMAKI, OLLI O. SILVENNOINEN




Finnish Journal of Linguistics is published by the Linguistic Association of Finland (one issue
per year).

Notes for Contributors

Policy: Finnish Journal of Linguistics welcomes unpublished original works from authors
of all nationalities and theoretical persuasions. Every manuscript is reviewed by at least two
anonymous referees. In addition to full-length articles, the journal also accepts short (3-9
pages) ‘squibs’ as well as book reviews.

Language of Publication: Contributions should be written in English, French, German,
Finnish, or Swedish. If the article is not written in the native language of the author, the
language should be checked by a professional in that language.

Style Sheet: Finnish Journal of Linguistics follows the Generic Style Rules for Linguistics,
with complementary house rules, which can be found at https://journal.fi/finjol/about/
submissions.

Abstracts: Abstracts of the published papers are included in Linguistics Abstracts and
Cambridge Scientific Abstracts. The published papers are included in EBSCO Communication
& Mass Media Complete. Finnish Journal of Linguistics is also indexed in the MLA
Bibliography.

Editors’ Addresses (2022):

Mariann Bernhardt, Department of Finnish and Finno-Ugric Languages, FI-20014 University
of Turku, Finland

Tiina Eilittd, Research Unit for Languages and Literature, English, Faculty of Humanities, P.
0. Box 1000, FI-90014 University of Oulu, Finland

Emmi Lahti, Department of Finnish, Finno-Ugrian and Scandinavian Studies, P. O. Box 3,
FI-00014 University of Helsinki, Finland

Lauri Marjaméki, Department of Languages, FI-00014 University of Helsinki, Finland
Olli O. Silvennoinen, Department of Languages, FI-00014 University of Helsinki, Finland

Editors’ E-mail: sky-journal(at)helsinki(dot)fi
Publisher:

The Linguistic Association of Finland
Suomalais-ugrilainen kielentutkimus
Héameenkatu 1

FI-20014 Turun yliopisto

Finland

http://www.linguistics.fi, http://journal.fi/finjol

The Linguistic Association of Finland was founded in 1977 to promote linguistic research in
Finland by offering a forum for the discussion and dissemination of research in linguistics,
both in Finland and abroad. Membership is open to anyone interested in linguistics. The
membership fee in 2021 was EUR 30 (EUR 15 for students and unemployed members).

‘ VERTAISARVIOITU
k KOLLEGIALT GRANSKAD
' PEER-REVIEWED

www.tsv.fi/tunnus



Finnish Journal of Linguistics

35

Suomen kielitieteellisen yhdistyksen aikakauskirja
Tidskrift for den Sprakvetenskapliga foreningen i Finland
Journal of the Linguistic Association of Finland

Editors:

Mariann Bernhardt
Lauri Marjamaki

Layout:
Tommi Nieminen

Advisory editorial board:

Werner Abraham
University of Vienna

Auli Hakulinen
University of Helsinki

Marja-Liisa Helasvuo
University of Turku

Juhani Hirma
University of Helsinki

Meri Larjavaara
Abo Akademi University

Urpo Nikanne
Abo Akademi University

Mirja Saari
University of Helsinki

Jussi Ylikoski
University of Turku,
Sami University of
Applied Sciences

Tiina Eilitta
Olli O. Silvennoinen

Arto Anttila
Stanford University

Jaakko Hémeen-Anttila
University of Edinburgh

Anders Holmberg
Newcastle University

Fred Karlsson
University of Helsinki

Jaakko Leino
University of Helsinki

Martti Nyman
University of Turku

Ulla Tuomarla
University of Helsinki

Jan-Ola Ostman
University of Helsinki

Emmi Lahti

Kimmo Grangqvist
Sodertorn University

Martin Haspelmath
Max Planck Institute for
Evolutionary Anthropology

Tuomas Huumo
University of Turku

Leena Kolehmainen
University of Turku

Matti Miestamo
University of Helsinki

Krista Ojutkangas
University of Turku

Maria Vilkuna
University of Helsinki

The editors wish to acknowledge the invaluable work of the advisory editorial board and to

express their gratitude to those leaving the board this year, to those continuing to serve in the

board as well as to those now joining the board.

2022



ISSN: 2814-4376



Contents

Reviewers of Finnish Journal of Linguistics 35 (2022). . ... ......... 5
LaszIo Fejes

N A general characterisation of

vowel harmony in Uralic languages . ... ... ................. 7-50

Tomas Lehecka & Jan-Ola Ostman
2 What should everyone know about language?
On the fluidity of important questions in linguistics. . . .. .. ... ... 51-80

Minerva Piha
Y Ohtoseni, ainoseni, mesikimmen kdciroseni: Suomen kielen
johdosmuotoisten karhunnimitysten rakenteesta ja semantiikasta . . . 81—-128

Veijo Vaakanainen & Minna Maijala

Y Das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial finnischer Lernender:

Die Verwendung der Konnektoren in L3-Deutsch

und -Schwedisch. . . . ... .. .. .. 129-167

Squibs:
Tommi Jantunen
M What is “showing” in language? . .................... 169184

Book reviews:

Mary Dalrymple & John J. Lowe & Louise Mycock (eds.). 2019.
The Oxford reference guide to Lexical Functional Grammar.
Reviewedby YidaCai. ... ....... ... ... ... ..., 185-195

Ray Jackendoff & Jenny Audring. 2020. The texture of the lexicon.
Relational morphology and the parallel architecture.
Reviewed by Markus Hamunen. . . .. ................... 197-209






Reviewers of Finnish Journal of Linguistics 35 (2022)

Andreea Calude (University of Waikato), Ulla-Maija Forsberg (University of
Helsinki), Mikko Heikkild (UiT The Arctic University of Norway, Tampere
University), Sampsa Holopainen (University of Vienna), Sonja Kuosmanen
(University of Helsinki), Ella Lillqvist (University of Vaasa, University
of Helsinki), Urpo Nikanne (Abo Akademi University), Karl Pajusalu
(University of Tartu), Mariann Skog-Sddersved (University of Jyvéskyld),
Johanna Vaattovaara (Tampere University), Myriam Vermeerbergen (KU
Leuven), Helena Wedig (University of Antwerp)

The editors are most grateful to all the scholars who have acted as reviewers

for Finnish Journal of Linguistics in 2022, including those who wish to remain
anonymous and are therefore not listed here.

Finnish Journal of Linguistics 35 (2022), 5






A general characterisation of
vowel harmony in Uralic languages

Laszl6 Fejes
Hungarian Research Centre for Linguistics

Abstract

This study gives a systematic overview of the phenomena labeled as vowel harmony
observable in Uralic languages. Here, the different vowel harmony systems are
arranged into a loose network due to their holistic similarity instead of following the
family tree, the geographical position of languages or arbitrary parameters. The paper
suggests distinguishing three groups of vowel harmonies. The most widespread ones
are canonical front/back harmonies, typical for many of the Uralic languages (dialects)
belonging to different branches. Although they show considerable differences when
compared to each other, they are strikingly similar when compared to other vowel
harmony systems. The second group includes quasi-canonical harmonies, resembling
canonical harmonies in some way but differing both from them and from each other
in some other aspects. Finally, there are non-canonical harmonies, which consist of
two distinct categories, one of which can be labeled vowel harmony only on historical
grounds.

Keywords: vowel harmony, umlaut, vowel assimilation, typology, Uralic languages

1 Introduction

This paper aims to give a general characterization of vowel harmony systems
in Uralic languages. Although not all types of vowel harmonies can be
traced back to the protolanguage, a kind of vowel harmony is reconstructed to
Proto-Uralic as well. Former overviews, such as Koizumi (1959), Collinder
(1960: 208-215; 1965: 65-66) or Comrie (1988: 454-457), give important
insights into harmony systems of various Uralic languages, but the overall
picture remains somewhat obscure. This paper offers a systematic overview
of the various vowel harmony systems of the Uralic languages. This task has
two basic difficulties.
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8 LASzLO FEJES

First, vowel harmony (VH) is an umbrella term labelling various
phenomena. The disagreement on the existence or lack of VH in an idiom
(henceforth, idiom is used as an umbrella term for dialect, language and
group of languages) many times goes back to a disagreement on what VH
is, not on whether a given phonological and/or morphological phenomenon
exists. For example, Tamas (2006: 7) criticizes Batori (1976) for denying
the existence of VH in Saami. However, Batori (1976: 279-281) is clearly
aware of the existence of what Tamas labels “regressive height harmony”,!
but he calls it “umlaut”, and he even argues that the emergence of this umlaut
caused the disappearance of (progressive) VH.> Some researchers are even
more exclusionary: Sammallahti (1980: 3—4) argues that while Turkish vowel
harmony is “real harmony”, Finnish and Hungarian vowel harmonies are
“pseudoharmonies” since some of the vowels are neutral.

The description of VH in this paper attempts to be as inclusive as possible,
and it aspires to discuss all the instances which have been called VH in the
literature on Uralic languages. It even addresses phenomena that are similar
to a given phenomenon labelled VH in one Uralic language, but which have
never been categorized as that. The minimal requirement for accepting a
phenomenon as VH is the agreement between two vowels in at least one
feature (nonetheless, phenomena not fulfilling this requirement but labeled
as VH will also be discussed). Typically, VH can be observed in vowel
alternation, i.e. when a morpheme has different allomorphs with different
vowels, and the alternants are used depending on the quality of vowels in
another (typically neighbouring) morpheme.? The alternating vowel is called

I Rédei (1986: 200), debating with Batori (1976), argues that umlaut is VH “in a wider sense”.
Rédei also states that Batori denies the possibility of height harmony, labelling it as umlaut.
However, Batori (1976: 273) defines VH as progressive distant assimilation, while he defines
umlaut as a regressive process (Batori 1976: 278). Nonetheless, he accepts the term regressive
VH. This indicates that (contrarily to Rédei’s claims) the opinions of the two researchers are not
as distant as Rédei suggests.

2 This argumentation can be rejected easily by the counterexample of Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty,
which also exhibits umlaut but preserved progressive front/back harmony.

3 Theoretically, it is also possible to speak about morpheme-internal, typically stem-internal VH.
In this case, vowels inside a morpheme must share a given feature. Thus, even a language
completely lacking affixation could exhibit VH, but in such a language it would be impossible
to ascertain which vowel is the trigger and which is the target. Additionally, it is practically
impossible to determine what proportion of the morphemes (stems) should obey the expected
regularity to declare that the given language exhibits VH. On the contrary, if there is just one
morpheme in a language that has an alternating vowel, which assimilates to a vowel in another
morpheme, that language has at least a marginal VH.
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target, whose quality depends on another vowel, the trigger.

Second, Uralic languages exhibit diverse VH systems, which can be
differentiated according to the vowel systems they are based on, the features
concerned, the length of the harmonic domain, the direction of harmony, the
set and the behaviour of neutral vowels, or the role of consonants etc. Very
different types of VH may be observed in closely related languages or dialects.
Nevertheless, geographically and historically different languages may exhibit
similar types of VH. According to Saarikivi (2022: 31-32), 7-9 branches of
the Uralic language family can be undoubtedly distinguished: 1. Saamic, 2.
Finnic, 3. Mordvinic, 4. Mari, 5. Permic, 6. Ugric: a. Hungarian, b. Mansi, c.
Khanty, 7. Samoyedic. There is no consensus on how the family tree branches
before reaching these nodes. Concerning the Ugric group, it is contested
whether it is a branch or a Sprachbund. In all the seven groups there are
idioms with or without VH — or at least some phenomena labeled as VH in the
literature (see § 4).

To overcome these difficulties, this paper offers a network model, focusing
on various types of vowel-induced vowel alternations. As a consequence,
different harmonic phenomena of the same idioms are discussed in different
parts of the paper, and similar phenomena of various idioms are discussed
together. Three main concentric groups of VHs are distinguished here (see
Figure 1 at the end of the article).

The central type is canonical vowel harmony (§ 2), in which vowels are
divided into two harmonic classes by a certain feature, and the members of
different classes cannot co-occur inside a domain (typically the word, i.e. a
stem with suffixes). In canonical VH, feature agreement can spread across
more than two vowels (i.e. syllables). As the assimilation process is iterative,
some vowels can be targets and triggers at the same time. Canonical VH
is central in two senses. First, this is the most widespread type in Uralic,
and it mostly originates from the Uralic protolanguage. Second, and that is
why it is labeled canonical, it is the phenomenon originally labelled as VH.
One of the earliest accounts of VH in Uralic is from Castrén (1854: 23),
who defines VH as the regularity according to which the initial vowel of the
stem determines the quality of the subsequent vowels in the word (and his
explanation suggests that these vowels are either back or front). This double
centrality is not a coincidence: as Castrén mentions as well, the concept of
VH comes from the grammars of the “Altaic” languages (which was a term
for languages classified today as Uralic, Turkic or Mongolic at that time).
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Quasi-canonical harmonies (§ 3) form a loose zone around the central
group. In these, the harmonic domain can extend to more than two syllables,
i.e. assimilation is iterative, but some peculiarities of the harmony systems
show deviation from the canonical type in very different ways. Thus,
quasi-canonical harmonies are quite different from not just canonical VHs but
also each other. While cases of canonical harmonies can be quite similar in
different, not necessarily closely related languages, there are no similar cases
of quasi-canonical harmonies in different languages.

Non-canonical harmonies (§ 4) are cases of vowel-to-vowel assimilations:
these are not iterative, and no harmonic classes can be distinguished. Two
basic subtypes of such cases can be distinguished, and for one of them it
is questionable whether one can speak about VH, i.e. about vowel-to-vowel
assimilation (which can be supposed historically, but cannot be detected
synchronically).

In this classification, certain peculiarities are ignored or play a minor
role. First, idioms may be different from the perspective of how many of
the potentially alternating vowels actually alternate or which vowels trigger
alternation. E.g. Wiik (1988: 49-161; 1989: 43—72) demonstrates that vowel
alternations due to harmony in Estonian and Veps dialects show a kind of
hierarchy with respect to the size of the territory they occur in. The alternation
/a/ : /&/ is the most widespread one, and it occurs everywhere, where VH
occurs. The alternation /u/ : /y/ is less widespread, but it is present in all the
areas where the alternation /o/ : /@/ (and /e/ : /o/ in Estonian dialects) is present.
These alternations can be triggered by different vowels: triggers show areverse
hierarchy: /&/ is the weakest and /e/ is the strongest trigger of front vowels.

Another peculiarity ignored in the classification is that VH can be
more or less morphologized. In various languages, only some morphemes
show a given type of alternation. In Hungarian, suffixes containing /i/
usually do not alternate, except for certain verbal suffixes, cf. /ne:z-i/
[look-3sG.DO| vs. /la:t-jp/ |see-3sG.Do|. In Finnish, only the illative suffix
undergoes total harmony (i.e. its vowel is completely assimilated to the
preceding vowel, see §4.1.5). In other cases, otherwise alternating vowels
do not alternate: e.g. Hungarian /ot-kor/ (*/et-ker/) |five-TEMP|, /he:t-kor/
(*/he:t-ker/) |seven-TEMP|, although suffixal /o/ usually participates in an /¢/ :
/o/ : /o/ alternation due to front/back and rounding harmony. Similarly,
it can also be morphologically (and lexically) determined whether vowels
in certain morphemes can be triggers. E.g. in Hungarian, /i:/ behaves as
a trigger in /vi:z/ ‘water’ (/vi:z-nek/ |water-DAT|) but not in /hi:d/ ‘bridge’
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(/hi:d-nok/ |bridge-pat|). This fact cannot be explained on phonological
grounds. Potentially, every language could be characterized by the proportion
of the suffixes undergoing VH as opposed to those that do not. If the number
of such suffixes is not balanced, it could be determined which behaviour is the
marked (exceptional) one. However, these parameters can be very different
for individual vowels within a given language (cf. Rebrus—Torkenczy 2016).
Moreover, the vowel systems also considerably differ from each other. Thus,
there is no obvious way of doing such a comparison.

The present paper is based on various sources. The harmony systems of
the various Uralic idioms have not been explored to the same extent. Some
grammatical sketches or comprehensive grammars give good descriptions of
the most important traits of the VH systems, but others lack basic information.
There are papers or even monographs on the VHs of some languages, but not
for others. The purpose here is to refer to the most informative sources on
the parameters discussed. There are also sources in which information on
some kind of VH is available, but the details remain obscure, and there are no
better sources on the phenomenon. Such sources are referred to, but the cases
mentioned in them are ignored in the analysis.

2 Canonical vowel harmony

Canonical front/back VH is typical for the Uralic languages. It occurs in
Hungarian, in variants of Finnic, Mari, Udmurt, Mansi, Khanty and Kamas.
Canonical harmony is usually defined as a limitation of the co-occurrences
of given phonemes within a word* (cf. Lightner 1965: 244; Archangeli
& Pulleyblank 2007: 354). This means that phonemes (in the case of
VH, vowels) can be classified into two groups, so-called harmonic classes,
and the members of one class typically do not co-occur with vowels of
the other class. The members of the two classes are usually (but not
necessarily, see e.g. Anderson 1980: 7-9) divided by a phonetic feature (such
as frontness/backness, roundedness, height), and the harmony itself is named
after that feature (front/back or palatal harmony, rounding harmony, height
harmony etc.). The limitation can be interpreted as an iterative assimilatory
process, spreading from syllable to syllable. Still, not all the vowels must
belong to one of the two harmonic classes: some vowels can combine with
the members of both classes. E.g. in Finnish, /i/ and /e/ can co-occur both

4 Compound constituents usually count as distinct words.
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with /u/, /o/ and /a/ on the one hand, and /y/, /@/ and /&/ on the other hand;
nonetheless, the members of the latter two groups cannot co-occur inside the
domain. The vowels remaining outside the opposed harmonic classes are
referred to as neutral vowels.

In all likelihood, there is not a single language in which the given
limitation is always applied to the full word. The harmonic domain, i.e.
the sequence in which vowels belonging to different harmonic classes do not
combine, can be shorter than the word owing to several factors: foreign words
are not always adopted to the regularities of VH; neutral vowels can be opaque,
i.e. they can appear after any vowel, but after them a vowel belonging to one
of the classes can or even must occur, irrespective of the vowel preceding it;
the vowels in some morphemes may be exempt from harmony (despite that
the same vowel otherwise harmonizes) and begin a new harmonic domain;
even some consonants can intervene in VH.

Languages in which the length of the harmonic domain may be shorter
than the whole word only due to specific factors mentioned above can be
labelled as languages with a word-long harmonic domain. However, if the
harmonic domain cannot (or does not necessarily) reach the third or fourth
syllable under given circumstances (e.g. depending on the quality of the
trigger and the target, or sometimes even the consonants between them),
the language has a shortened harmonic domain. For example, in Southern
Veps (Wiik 1989: 54-72), /&/ usually occurs (instead of /a/) in the third
syllable after a second-syllable /&/, /y/ or /@/. On the contrary, /&/ occurs
only exceptionally in the fourth syllable after a third-syllable /&/. The same
suffixes generally contain /a/, but /&/ may occur only if it is separated from
the target by only one consonant, usually /h/. After the fourth syllable, /a/
never occurs. Thus, the length of the harmonic domain is restricted to the first
three-four syllables of the word in Southern Veps. Actually, it is even shorter
for /y/ and /@/, which never occur after the second syllable. They can occur
only after a first-syllable /y/ or /@/, but not /&/.

The exceptionality or usuality of cases when the harmonic domain is
interrupted is gradual. Therefore, it is more practical to define canonical
harmony in a way that there are harmonic classes, and the harmonic domain
can spread further than two neighbouring syllables. All canonical harmonies
in the Uralic languages are front/back harmonies. §2.1 discusses canonical
VHs of the Uralic languages in respect of the length of the domain, while § 2.2
presents the distribution of some vowel types in different languages.
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2.1 Domain length

The harmonic domain is usually the (phonological) word in Hungarian
(Torkenczy 2011: 2965, 2981), Finnish (Hakulinen et al. 2004: §16-18),
Karelian, Votic (Ariste 1968: 4—6; Lauerma 1993; Markus & Rozhansky
2017: 30-34), Voru/Seto (Kiparsky & Pajusalu unpublished), Western (Hill
and North-Western) Mari (Alhoniemi 1993: 24-25; Ivanov & Tuzharov
1970: 46-57), Southern Mansi (Kannisto 1914) and Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty
(Tereshkin 1961: 17-20; Gulya 1966: 37-39; Filchenko 2007: 9-16).

Kamas front/back harmony can also be mentioned here. There was only
one kind of alternation: /a/: /e/, and other vowels could prevent the harmonic
domain from being stretched along the whole word.> Nonetheless, the main
point here is that even if the domain is interrupted, a new domain begins, and
it stretches to the end of the word — or until another non-alternating vowel
occurs. The alternation of harmonic vowels is not restricted by their position,
e.g. by standing too far from the initial syllable. Even if the word is not a
single continuous domain, all its syllables must be considered as a part of a
harmonic domain (even this might be not straightforward when looking at any
given form, but it is clear from a comprehensive view).

As for Finnish, the harmonic domain can even cross word boundaries and
spread to enclitics (/ko/ : /ke/ ‘whether’, /ka:n/ : /kaem/ ‘neither’, /han/ :
/heen/, /pa/ : /pae/ (discourse particles with various modal functions), etc.).

In some languages, the harmonic domain is shorter than the word, but
does not have a fixed length (e.g. three syllables). The length can depend
on the quality of the trigger and target vowels and can also vary under the
same circumstances (vacillation). The further we get away from the first
syllable, the less likely it is that the vowel will harmonize with the preceding
one (harmonicity slope, see Fejes 2021c). These types of harmonies are
usually not distinguished from harmonies typically spreading along the whole
word and could hardly be. This is the case in Veps and many dialects of
Estonian (Wiik 1988; 1989), in which back rounded and low vowels are
preferred over front ones more and more with each syllable. In addition, only
rounded triggers can cause the fronting of rounded targets (and usually not
behind the second syllable), and /&/ also occurs rarely in the fourth (or third)
syllable and after. These harmony systems form a gradual transition between

5 Urmanchieva (2019: 97), relying on an unpublished manuscript of Jarmo Alatalo states that
there is [&] : [o] alternation due to VH in Selkup as well. However, some other sources (e.g.
Helimski 1998b: 553) deny the existence of VH in Selkup.
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the variants of Finnic such as Standard Finnish or V&ru/Seto, in which the
harmonic domain is the word, and such as Standard Estonian, in which VH
is completely missing, and front rounded and low vowels are practically
prohibited in non-initial syllables (the exceptions are foreign words and some
obscured compounds).

The case is similar in Khanty. While Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty exhibits
a quite regular VH system with the word as the harmonic domain, the
Southern dialects, extinct in the middle of the 20th century, exhibited VH
with harmonicity slopes (cf. Vértes 1977; Fejes 2021c: 134-137).

In Southern Khanty, in contrast to Finnic, front vowels were preferred
in non-initial syllables. The harmonicity slope had no strict boundaries as
in some Finnic variants, in which front rounded and low vowels are simply
prohibited after the third or fourth syllable. Based on Southern Khanty texts
collected by Karjalainen, Vértes (1977: 65-85) states that the switch from
back to front vowels could happen only under certain circumstances. It is
regular after palatalized consonants or /j/. It may occur after /i/ or /e/ following
back vowels, in two ways. Either these vowels are realized as front ones
and can be followed by just front alternants of harmonic vowels; or they are
realized as allophones [#] and [9], respectively, and they can optionally be
followed by just front alternants of harmonic vowels.® In the last syllable
/&/ can occur instead of /a/ without any reason. Based on some Konda texts
collected by Paasonen, Vértes (1985: 5-6) claims that back vowels can occur
in the second syllable only if the first syllable is open (to put it in another way,
consonant clusters block harmony), and in the third syllable only if there is /x/
or/l/ in the second syllable.” (Switching from front to back vowels occurs only
with the past 3sG ending -/ot/, which cannot be followed by anything.) As a
consequence, Vértes (1977: 95-96) could not find any words containing only
back vowels and being longer than four syllables at the same time. (We must
add that the proportion of the five- and six-syllable-long words containing
only front vowels is also extremely low, less than half a percent in all of the
dialects.)

Surgut Khanty, spoken in the territory between the Southern and the
Vakh—Vasyugan dialects, exhibited VH similar to the Southern dialects at the
beginning of the 20th century, but lost it by the second half of the century:

6 Vértes (1977: 157-162) analyzes these as phonemes, but her arguments are weak (cf. Fejes
2021c: 135). In initial syllables, these back unrounded vowels occur only next to velar
consonants, while in non-initial syllables, they appear due to VH.

7 She apparently means that on the boundary of the second and third syllables.
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today, only front vowels occur in non-initial syllables (Vértes 1999). By all
probability, the fate of Southern Khanty VH could have been similar as well.

Harmonicity slopes can occur also in emerging harmony systems, as
in the Tatyshly, the Krasnoufimsk® and probably in the Tashkichi dialects
of Udmurt. Unfortunately, the research on these harmony systems is not
satisfactory. Harmony in the Tatyshly and Krasnoufimsk dialects is addressed
by Kelmakov (1977; 1998: 72—73) and Fejes (2019), but even these accounts
are based on small sets of data. Tashkichi harmony has not been analyzed in
detail. According to the available sources, VH appeared due to the influence
of Tatar/Bashkir and Mari in the above three dialects, while it does not occur
in other variants of Udmurt.” In these dialects, front rounded, low and
reduced vowels'? can optionally be followed by similar vowels, against which
similar back vowels are preferred in non-initial syllables. The further we
get from the initial syllable, the less probable it is that we find a front low,
rounded or reduced vowel. There are also differences between the vowels,
e.g. although /o/ is attested in initial syllables, it never occurs in non-initial
ones (nonetheless, /o/ does occur, so rounded mid vowels are not prohibited
in general).

Finally, some idioms without VH can be mentioned here. In variants of
Finnic with harmonicity slopes, the probability for low or rounded vowels
to be back rather than front is increasing with each syllable. Idioms without
VH, such as Standard Estonian, can be considered as an extreme example
(cf. Comrie 1988: 455-456). In such systems, front rounded and front low
vowels are so strongly dispreferred that they are practically prohibited. Such
languages are completely different from the languages without VH, in which
any vowel can follow any other vowel. In these cases, only one member of
the potentially alternating pairs of vowels can occur in non-initial syllables.
This means that VH could be reintroduced to these languages without causing

8 Probably extinct.

9 Front/back harmony occurs in the easternmost dialects of Mari as well (Bereczki 1990a).
However, due to the lack of detailed description, it will be ignored in this paper.

10 The term reduced is used in this paper as usually in Uralistics: it does not refer to
vowels reduced due to their positions, but vowels which are generally shorter (overshort) than
non-reduced full vowels, which are not necessarily long but can be lengthened. Although the
main difference is in length, the full-reduced opposition can be distinguished from the short-long
opposition, as reduced vowels are marked: in a vowel system with a full-reduced opposition there
are more — but, in any case, not less — full than reduced vowels, and there are less oppositions
between reduced than full vowels. In addition, full vowels are more frequent (at least in initial
syllables). Furthermore, reduced vowels are usually centralized compared to full vowels.



16 LASzLO FEJES

any communication difficulties (i.e. homonyms). In the Hill Mari orthography
used before 1994, the frontness of low and rounded vowels was indicated only
in the initial syllable, because the frontness of these vowels was unequivocal
in non-initial syllables if they were preceded by front vowels (cf. Krasnova
et al. 2017: 46). As a consequence, Hill Mari, exhibiting a fairly regular
and strict front/back VH, could have been considered similar to Estonian in
respect of the lack of harmony based on written texts, if the reader was not
familiar with this spelling rule.

Systems similar to the Standard Estonian can be considered as cases of
“suppressed” (or “negative” or “hidden”) harmony, which are specific cases
of canonical harmony. Because of the lack of any assimilation or agreement,
these cases cannot be labeled as harmony in the literal sense of the term,
obviously; nonetheless, they strongly resemble canonical VH in the sense that
a feature, contrastive in initial syllables, does not function as a contrastive one
in the subsequent syllables. In real harmonies, the feature value is determined
by the preceding vowel, while in “suppressed harmonies”, it is determined by
some other rules (e.g. back, if rounded or low, front otherwise).!!

2.2 Vowels in non-initial syllables

In all the Uralic languages with canonical front/back VH, low unrounded
vowels alternate with each other i.e. /a/ (/v/) : /a@/ (/¢/). In Standard
Hungarian, which has no long front low vowel, the low back vowel alternates
with a long front mid vowel: /a:/ : /e:/. (As demonstrated below, /e:/ can
also be non-alternating.) There are no front low rounded vowels in any of
the Uralic languages with canonical front/back VH, with the exception of
Hungarian, which has a back low rounded vowel /n/.!> This vowel alternates
with /e/ (which can also alternate with /o/ and /e/, see §§2.1.2 and 3.1).
Low unrounded vowels alternate with each other in all the other languages
belonging here: /a/ : /a&/ (/€/).

! There are also languages, such as Western Mari, Komi, Mansi or Khanty, in which rounded
vowels are practically prohibited in non-initial syllables. Theoretically, these could be analyzed as
languages with ,,suppressed” rounding harmony. However, since there are no comparable systems
of real canonical rounding harmony in Uralic, it is less interesting for us now. Nonetheless,
such languages with “suppressed” rounding harmony could be important for a cross-linguistic
comparison of rounding harmonies.

12 The vowel /o/ is also higher than /a:/. Tt is approximately of the same height as /e/, although
lower than /o/ in languages like Frenchy; it is closer to the vowel in /ot than in north in RP.
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Non-low vowels exhibit a different behaviour in non-initial syllables.
It is worth distinguishing two groups of non-low vowels: unrounded and
rounded ones (discussed in §§2.2.1 and 2.2.2, respectively).'* The aim of
the following overviews is to highlight the diversity of the harmony systems
among the ones belonging to this type of harmony, but these will not give a
complete picture of the situation of all the Uralic languages with canonical
front/back VH.

2.2.1 Non-low unrounded vowels in non-initial syllables

Among non-low unrounded vowels, we should distinguish three types: high,
mid and reduced ones. Practically, all Uralic languages with canonical VH
have high and mid unrounded vowels, but just some of them have reduced
ones.

Most Uralic languages with canonical VH have only one high unrounded
vowel (front /i/): the exceptions are Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty, in which /i/ and
/i are in opposition in initial syllables, and they alternate due to harmony in
non-initial syllables; and Seto, in which /i/ and /#/ are in opposition in initial
syllables, but only /i/ occurs in non-initial ones. In addition, in Southern
Khanty, there was no phonemic /#/, but /i/ also had an allophone [#], which
could occur in non-initial syllables due to VH (Fejes 2021c: 135). Hungarian
is a specific issue, since there is no /i/, but /i/ can exceptionally alternate with
/jo/ (/ne:z-1/ |look-3sG.DO| : /la:t-jp/ [la:cep] |see-35G.Do|) or /ja:/ (/ne:z-ik/
[look-3pPL.DO| : /la:t-ja:k/ [la:cca:k] |see-3PL.DO)).

Similarly, most languages have no back unrounded vowel (/s/) among
mid vowels: the exceptions are Seto and Votic, in which /e/ and /o/
are in opposition in initial syllables, and they alternate due to harmony
in non-initial ones. (In Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty, there is no /o/, and /e/
occurs only in initial syllables.) Again, in Southern Khanty, there was
no phonemic /s/, but /e/ also had an allophone [9], which could occur in
non-initial syllables due to VH (Fejes 2021c: 135). Standard Hungarian
is peculiar again, since /e:/ sometimes stays away from alternation, and
sometimes alternates with /a:/ (depending on the suffix: /ke:r-ne:k/ both
|ask.for-coND.1sG| and |ask.for-coND.3PL.DO|, but /kpp-ne:k/ |get-COND. 1G]

13 Since Mansi VH is described in Kannisto (1914), written before the concept of phoneme
became general, and no reliable phonematization is available, (Southern) Mansi VH will be
ignored. It is noteworthy that back members of the alternating pairs are usually lower than their
front counterparts — it is not clear whether the difference is phonemic or phonetic.
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and /kop-na:k/ |get-conND.3PL.DO|). In dialects preserving /e/, it alternates with
/o/ due to front/back harmony, but in a front environment, it also alternates
with /¢/ due to rounding harmony (/ke:z-hez/ |hand-ALL|, /la:b-hoz/ |foot-ALL|,
/fyl-hez/ |ear-ALL|). In Standard Hungarian, in which /e/ and /e/ were merged,
/e/ participates in the same alternation (/ke:z-hez/ |hand-ALL|), in addition to
the /e/ : /o/ alternation (/kert-ben/ |garden-INE|, /ha:z-bon/ house-INE|).

In languages in which /i/ and /e/ are not alternating due to VH, these
phonemes behave in various ways as triggers. Triggers might act in two ways:
as sources and triggers with respect to other sources (cf. Rebrus & Torkenczy
2016: 240). In the former case, the question is whether they can or must be
followed by the front members of vowel pairs alternating due to VH when they
are in the initial syllable. In the latter case, the question is about transparency:
whether they must or can be followed by an alternating vowel belonging to
the same class as the one preceding them.

As for triggers as sources, one of the extremes is Udmurt,'# in which
/i/ and /e/ never trigger the frontness of the alternating vowels — which
is not surprising, as there is also vacillation after low and rounded front
vowels. The other extreme is Western Mari, in which /i/ and /e/ are
practically never followed by back vowels. Other languages are usually
between the two extremes in their own way. E.g. in Southern Khanty,
/i/ and /e/ could optionally be followed by back vowels only when they
occurred with their back allomorphs (see Fejes 2021c: 134—137 for details).
In Finnish, stems containing only non-low unrounded front vowels must be
followed by the front allomorphs of inflectional morphemes (except for the
cases of /ver-ta/ [blood-PART| and /mer-ta/ |sea-PART| — see Fejes 2021d for
an explanation), while derivational morphemes can appear both with their
front or back allomorph — usually depending on the suffix; sometimes even
vacillation is possible. In Hungarian, monosyllabic stems with /i/ or /i:/ can be
suffixed either with front or back suffixes, depending on the stem (/hi:d-nok/
|bridge-DAT|, /vi:z-nek/ |water-Dart|). There are some stems with /e:/ as well
which take back allomorphs of harmonizing suffixes (/tse:1-npk/ target-DAT|),
and also some exceptional stems with /e/ which are vacillating between front
and back allomorphs (/[vejts-ben/ ~ /[vejts-bon/ |Switzerland-INE| — also
/fva:jts-bon/).

As for triggers with respect to other sources, Udmurt and Western Mari can

14 Below, Udmurt is always understood as the dialects of Udmurt exhibiting VH, especially
Tatyshly and Krasnoufimsk Udmurt, the VHs in which are described in Kelmakov (1975; 1998:
72-73) and Fejes (2019).
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be again considered as two extremes: in Udmurt, /i/ and /e/, which can follow
any vowel, are always followed by the back members of alternating vowel
pairs and in Mari with the front ones. However, these vowels are neutral in
the sense that they can follow any vowel. In Western Mari, these vowels can
be analyzed as neutral to the left but front harmonic to the right. Conversely,
in Udmurt the analysis that they are neutral to the left but back harmonic to the
right (despite being front phonetically) would be misleading. In Udmurt, there
is a harmonicity slope favouring back vowels, and a third-syllable front low or
rounded vowel is rare even after two front low or rounded vowels in the initial
syllables. Finnish can be considered as a third kind of extreme, since non-low
unrounded front vowels are always transparent.'> Hungarian is special again,
since a single /i/ or /i:/ in the stem!© is always transparent (although see Fejes &
Rebrus 2019), an /e:/ is transparent or vacillating, and /¢/ is opaque (followed
by front or back vowels) or vacillating (the phenomenon is often referred to as
height effect, see Hayes & Cziraky Londe 2006). In addition, front suffixation
is more probable in those cases, where more of these vowels follow each other,
e.g. /oli/ “‘Ali’ takes back suffixes, but /plibi/ ‘alibi’ can take both front and
back suffixes (the phenomenon is often referred to as count effect, see Hayes
& Cziraky Londe 2006).

In the case of Kamas, the problem of transparency is a bit obscure. There
is an /a/ : /e/ alternation (Klumpp 2016: 41), and forms like /msnd3r-bi-al/
[look-pPsT-2sG| (Klumpp 2016: 30) suggest that /i/ is transparent, or at least
it can be transparent. Still, the existence of an additional phoneme, /a&/
is also possible (Klumpp 2016: 40). If /&/ exists, we must suppose an
/a/ : /ae/ alternation instead of /a/ : /e/. In this case, the behavior of /e/ is
unclear. According to Castrén (1854: 36), /e/ can be transparent, but his
example (saderfam ‘erschiittern’, |shake(?-FUT-15G)|) seems to contain [3]: cf.
sador-i-m |shake-FUT-15G| — Klumpp 2016 : 70).!7

15 For vacillating foreign stems like adverbi ‘adverb’, arkkitehti ‘architect’, ateisti ‘ateist’,
karamelli ‘candy, caramel’, it is more likely that front suffixation is a result of analyzing them as
compounds (cf. Kuznetsova 2006).

16 In suffixes, non-alternating /i/, /i:/ and /e:/ are always transparent, while /i/ and /e:/ in alternating
suffixes are always followed by the front allomorphs. Stems containing a final-syllable /i/, /i:/, /e:/
or /¢/ preceded by a back vowel differ in whether they take just back or front alternating suffixes,
or, if they vacillate, how much they prefer front or back suffixation — even stylistic parameters
can play a role, see Forro (2013).

17 The identification of the two forms with each other is problematic, mainly because Castrén
(1854) fails to define the form of the verb (erschiittern most probably must be interpreted as the
infinitive, that is, as the base form of the verb). However, according to Klumpp (2016: 51) “The
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Some of the Uralic languages with canonical front/back VH, such as
Western Mari, Udmurt, Southern and Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty and Kamas,
also have unrounded reduced vowels, and in all cases, front and back ones
are opposed: /&/ vs. /5/.'®% In all the languages except for Kamas, the two
phonemes alternated due to VH in non-initial syllables. In Kamas, there was
just one reduced vowel /3/ in non-initial syllables (although, it underwent total
harmony after rounded vowels, see § 4.1.2).

2.2.2 The behavior of non-low rounded vowels in non-initial syllables

While front non-low unrounded vowels occur in non-initial syllables in all the
languages with canonical VH, back non-low rounded vowels are sometimes
restricted in this position. In Hill Mari and Khanty, rounded vowels in
non-initial syllables are practically prohibited. In Northwestern Mari, rounded
vowels can occur in non-initial syllables due to rounding harmony (see
§3.5),!° in Kamas, due to total harmony (see § 4.1.2). In most of the Estonian
dialects and in Udmurt, the distribution of back rounded vowels in non-initial
syllables is restricted in another way: there is no opposition between the
high and mid vowels. In most of the Estonian dialects, only /u/ occurs in
non-initial syllables (and in some dialects it alternates with /y/).2 In Udmurt,
only /o/ occurs in non-initial syllables, but it never alternates with /¢/. In some
other languages, e.g. Finnish or Hungarian, rounded vowels, both back and
front ones, are common in non-initial syllables (see also § 3.1 on Hungarian
rounding harmony).

most frequent future tense marker is -LA; less often, and only with transitive verbs, occurs -Lji”.
Additionally, “in the »Fat dialect« [...] the initial / is dropped in the present tense of r-stems, e.g.
miinor-ie-m ‘1 beat’ (< miinor-lie-m)” (Klumpp 2016: 56). These claims support the assumption
that, despite the phonetic differences, the grammatical forms are identical. Consequently, the
vowel marked as e by Castrén (1854), which he claims to be transparent, is a schwa.

18 In Kamas, the traditional transcription for them is i vs. & (Klumpp 2016: 40), which suggests
a considerable difference in height as well.

19 Based on the texts published by Bereczki (1971: 39-47), the situation is similar in the Lipsha
dialect.

20 According to Kiparsky & Pajusalu (unpublished: 2), /o/ occurs in non-initial syllables in Seto,
in the Northeastern and the Northern Tarto dialects, but it alternates with /e/ only in Northern Seto
and the Northeastern dialect. Nevertheless, according to Wiik’s map (1988: 153), the isogloss
between the Seto dialects with and without /o/ : /¢/ alternation runs from north to south. Kiparsky
& Pajusalu (unpublished: 5) also state that in “Western Seto (where our field work was done),
the front vowel ¢ is restricted to initial syllables”, but in the footnote they contrast Western Seto
with Northern Seto.
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3 Quasi-canonical vowel harmony

In quasi-canonical harmonies, harmonic classes can be distinguished, and
harmony can spread to several syllables; however, quasi-canonical harmonies
show considerable differences from canonical ones.  Quasi-canonical
harmonies in the Uralic languages are very different from each other, every
type represents a very distinctive system of VH. In the following sections, the
Hungarian rounding harmony (§ 3.1), the Nganasan quasi-rounding harmony
(§3.2), the Mordvinic vowel-consonant harmony (§ 3.3), the Eryza height
harmony (§ 3.4) and the Mari strengthening harmony (§ 3.5) are discussed in
more detail.

3.1 Hungarian rounding harmony

Only /¢/ (or dialectal /e/) and /o/ alternate in rounding harmony. Their long
counterparts /e:/ and /@:/ do not show a similar alternation, despite that they
are phonetically more similar to each other than /¢/ and /a/). All front vowels
(1, 1icd, [el, lel vs. Iyl, Iy, l9/, /@:/) serve as triggers, but back vowels are
neutral, as they do not alternate and do not serve as triggers.

The domain of Hungarian rounding harmony is limited by the restricted
set of harmonizing vowels: otherwise, rounding harmony can spread along
even whole multisyllabic words such as /ter-etek-hez/ |square-2pPL-ALL| Vs.
/to:r-otok-hoz/ |dagger-2pPL-ALL|. In suffixes exhibiting /e/ : /o/ alternation,
there is also an allomorph with /o/: /tor-otok-hoz/ [wake-2PL-ALL)|.

However, it would be misleading to say that rounding harmony is
parasitic?! on frontness: this could be said if there was at least one back
rounded : unrounded pair of potentially alternating vowels, which would not
participate in rounding harmony. Similarly, it cannot be stated that rounding
harmony is parasitic on midness, since high front rounded vowels /y/ and /y:/
also trigger the roundedness of the short front mid vowels.

3.2 Nganasan quasi-rounding and front/back harmony

Nganasan has two different VH systems: quasi-rounding and front/back. Since
the latter is stated to depend strongly on the former, they are discussed together.

21 As it is defined in Steriade (1981): a harmony due to a given feature is parasitic on another
feature if harmony works only if both the trigger and the target share a given value of that other
feature.
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In the quasi-rounding harmony (Fejes 2018; 2019), two harmonic classes
can be distinguished: U class?? contains all the rounded vowels, including
the diphthong /ua/ (provided it is not an allophone of /a/, cf. Fejes 2018) and
/a/; the T class?® contains the unrounded vowels, except for /o/, which does
not belong to either class. Since the two classes do not clearly correspond
to phonetically rounded vs. unrounded vowels, the term quasi-rounding
harmony is reasonable.

The vowel /o/ never alternates with any other vowel in suffixes, and the
two other mid vowels, /e/ and /o/ never occur in suffixes (and generally in
non-initial suffixes). All the other vowels, i.e. /i/, /#/, /u/, /y/, /a/, and the
diphthongs, /ia/ and /ua/, occur in suffixes both alternating and not alternating
due to VH. The alternation can be restricted to rounding (/i/ : /u/, /i/ : /y/, and
in the alternating part of diphthongs /ia/ : /ua/), affecting both height and
rounding (/i/ : /a/, 4/ = /a/, /i/ @ Jaa/, /i/ :© /ud/), and can be manifested in
diphthongisation with partial fronting (/ia/ : /a/).

It is generally held that it is a lexical feature of the stem which allomorph
it is suffixed with (although there is no absolute consistency due to historical
processes, mainly language loss). However, Fejes (2018) demonstrated that
the harmonic class of the stem can be predicted with high probability based on
the vowels in the stem, and even those cases can be well defined in which the
harmonic class of the stem is not predictable. If a stem contains exclusively
vowels belonging to the U or I class (more than 70% of the stems are such),
in the overwhelming majority of cases (> 90%) the stem belongs to the same
class. The case is similar if we just look at the last two syllables of the stem
containing vowels belonging to different vowel classes: if the last two vowels
belong to the same class, the stem belongs to that class in the overwhelming
majority of cases. Still, if the last two vowels of a stem (being bisyllabic or
longer) belong to different classes, or both vowels are /o/, it is completely
unpredictable which class the stem belongs to (50-50%). If the last two
syllables contain a vowel belonging to a harmonic class and an /a/, the stem
will belong to the same class in 60-70% of the cases.

22 In the sources on Nganasan earlier than Fejes (2018), e.g. Helimski (1998a: 492), Vérnai
(2002: 57), stems were classified as belonging to either class U or class I. Instead of that,
Wagner-Nagy (2018: 78—-80) uses the term [+back] and [-back] stem classes, based on whether
they contain historically back or front vowels. In this paper, vowels are also classified as
belonging to either class U or class I, according to the type of stems they occur in. In harmonic
suffixes, they occur after stems belonging to the given class.

23 Or I (Varnai 2002) or I (Fejes 2018) class, depending on the transcription used.
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The Nganasan quasi-rounding harmony exhibits many unusual
peculiarities. There are many non-alternating suffixes with vowels belonging
to one of the harmonic classes (that is alternating in other suffixes). There
are relatively many antiharmonic stems (which belong to the opposite class
instead of the one expected based on the quality of their vowels). Not even
/o/ is neutral in the way vowels are in other harmony systems: while it is
neither transparent, nor opaque, it does not tend to any of the harmonic
classes. It can spoil harmony even when it does not stand between the
harmonic vowel of the stem (the trigger) and the vowel of the suffix (the
target), but before both of them. Consequently, it is questionable whether
it is well-grounded to analyze the Nganasan quasi-rounding harmony as
a (morpho)phonological process. Maybe it is more reasonable to say that
predictability is just a historical relic of a vanished VH system, which has no
significance in synchronic phonology.

In addition, Nganasan exhibits front/back harmony, which occurs when
both the trigger and the target are high. This means that if final-syllable /i/ or
/y/ are followed by a suffix harmonizing in quasi-labial harmony, showing /i/ :
/u/or /4 : /a/ alternation, /i/ appears instead of /#/, and /y/ appears instead of /u/
in these suffixes. The assimilation happens even when there is no agreement
in rounding: /bahi-dy/ |reindeer-3sG| (Wagner-Nagy 2018: 80). Besides /i/
and /y/, /e/ is the only front vowel, occurring only in initial syllables, thus it
has not got much chance to trigger the fronting of a suffix.

Based on the data presented in Fejes (2019: 110-114), it can also be
concluded that front/back harmony is a strong tendency even inside stems. In
62% of bisyllabic stems containing high vowels, the two vowels are the same (in
the case of even distribution, it would be 25%), and in the 80—100% of the cases
both are front or back (while the correlation in roundedness is lower, 44—77%).

3.3 Mordyvinic (Erzya) vowel-consonant harmony

The literature usually speaks about VH in Mordvinic (Keresztes 1990: 37;
Bartens 1999: 66-67; Kabaeva 2001; Polyakov 2012: 262),?* although some

2 1In the literature in Russian, in addition to eapmonus enacuwix ‘vowel harmony’, the
term cuneapmonusm (~ synharmonism) is used. It is not always clear whether these
terms are used as synonyms or they indicate distinct phenomena. Polyakov (2012) defines
cuneapmonusm as “MOpP(OHONOTHY. SBIEHHE, COCTOSILEE B €AMHOOOPA3HOM BOKaIHY. (MHOTAA
1 KOHCOHAHTHOM) odopmieHuH cioBa” (morphophonological phenomenon, consisting in a
uniform vocalic (sometimes consonantal) construction of the word). Kabaeva (2001: 5)
also writes that “B MOpHOBCKHX SI3BIKAX CHHTAPMOHHM3M OTIMYAeTCs OT FAPMOHHH IVIACHBIX
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researchers argue against it (Bubrikh 1953: 36).

As for Moksha, the phenomena labelled VH can hardly be accepted as
cases of VH, since the trigger is always a consonant: e.g. /kal-ga/ |fish-ProOL| :
/kali-ga/ |willow-PROL|. There are only some marginal dialectal phenomena
which can be analyzed as vowel-to-vowel assimilation, e.g. the alternation in
the abessive case suffix /-ftoma/ [-ftama] : /-ftiomae/ [-fitiomiae] (or : /-fitimae/
[-fitimie]) (Kabaeva 2001: 10), although it remains unclear even in this
case whether the assimilation happens directly or through the allophonic
palatalization of the consonant in between.

In the case of (Standard) Erzya, it seems to be more justified to speak
about front/back VH, because there are cases when undoubtedly vowels
trigger vowel alternation: /kudo-so-nzo/ |house-INE-3sG| : /velie-se-nze/
|village-INE-3sG|. In such cases, consonants do not participate in the
alternation either as triggers or targets. At the same time, palatalized
word-final consonants trigger the palatalization of suffix consonants: /kal-t/
[fish-pL| : /kal-t/ |willow-pL|. The two processes are in such a strong
interaction that they can be considered to be different manifestations of
the same phenomenon. On the one hand, the frontness of a last-syllable
vowel triggers the palatalization of the suffix: (/kudo-t/ |house-pL| : /velie-t/
[village-PL|; on the other hand, the palatalizedness of the consonant triggers the
frontness of the harmonizing vowel, either directly or through non-alternating
consonants: /kal-on¥/ |fish-GEN| : /kali-eni/ |willow-GEN|; /kal-so/ [fish-INE] :
/kali-se/ |willow-INE|. Both the palatalizedness of the stem-final consonant
and the frontness of the last-syllable vowel can trigger both the palatalization
of the suffix consonant and the fronting of the suffix vowel: /kudo-vtomo/
|lhouse-ABE| : /velie-vtieme/ |village-ABE|; /kal-do/ |fish-ELA| : /kali-die/
|[willow-ELA|. As a consequence, it is more appropriate to speak about
vowel—consonant harmony than VH. Nonetheless, as it can function as a
simple VH as well (see the first example in this paragraph), it is reasonable to
discuss this phenomenon in an overview of VHs in Uralic.

Among the consonants, only alveolars are in opposition with respect to
palatalizedness: /t/ vs. /ti/, /d/ vs. /d¥/, /s/ vs. /si/, /2] vs. /i, fts/ vs. /tAsJ'/, m/ vs.

JpYruxX (UHHO-YTOPCKHMX S3BIKOB. [...] MOpPIOBCKas IapMOHHs IJIACHBIX TECHO CBsI3aHa C
nayjaranu3anueil cormacHeix [...]” (Synharmonism in Mordvinic languages differs from VHs
in other Finno-Ugric languages [...] Mordvinic VH is closely related to the palatalization of
consonants). Thus, we can conclude that at least some researchers use these terms as synonyms.
Instead, Rédei (1976: 422) defines synharmonism as the agreement of consonants and vowels
(both palatalized/front or velarized/non-palatalized/back), i.e. vowel-consonant harmony.
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/mi/, /I/ vs. /i/, and /t/ vs. /ri/. All other consonants are neutral and transparent
for harmony (although some of them can be palatalized phonetically). In
inflectional suffixes, the alternations /t/ : /ti/, /d/ : /di/ and /n/ : /n¥/ are attested,
while /s/ and /z/ never undergo harmony, and even prevent the palatalization
of other consonants in the same cluster, even though they are transparent
for VH. Alveolar affricates, laterals and trills are not attested in inflectional
(or undoubtedly productive derivational) suffixes. But as Fejes (2021a)
demonstrated, for laterals and trills, and also stops, there is a strong tendency to
undergo harmony inside stems, while for sibilants and affricates this is not true.

Standard Erzya has a five-vowel phoneme system, but only /e/ and /o/
alternate with each other. It is noteworthy that the alternants differ both in
frontness/backness and rounding. The vowel /u/ never occurs in suffixes and is
rare innon-initial syllables; the vowel/i/is alsorare in non-initial syllables, but it
occurs in suffixes, above all in some inflectional suffixes of verbs. Conversely,
/a/ is quite frequent in non-initial syllables, and it can follow any other vowel.
Non-harmonizing vowels are always opaque for front/back harmony.

There are some dialects in which there is an /u/ : /i/ alternation in all the
positions where there is /o/ : /e/ alternation in Standard Erzya.

3.4 Erzya height harmony

Erzya also has dialects in which both alternations due to vowel-consonant
harmony /o/ : /e/ and /u/ : /i/ occur. It depends on other vowels of the word
whether high or mid vowels occur at a given position (Bubrikh 1953: 8-11;
Cyganov 1959; Kabaeva 2001: 13—14). In some of these dialects, usually high
vowels alternate with each other, but if the vowel in the initial syllable is mid,
all harmonizing vowels are also mid vowels: /kudu-su-nzu/ [house-INE-35G|,
but /velie-se-nze/ |village-INE-3sG|. In some other dialects, /o/ : /e/ is the
default alternation, but if the first vowel is high, it is followed by high
harmonizing vowels, except for the last one: /kudu-su-nzo/ house-INE-35G]| :
/velie-se-nze/ |village-INE-35G|.2> These phenomena can be analyzed as height
harmony, and in the latter case, the harmonic domain spreads until the
penultimate syllable.

25 In both cases, high vowels are followed by high vowels, and mid vowels are followed by mid
vowels. The default alternant is the one that is attested after /a/. However, when we find mid
vowels after /a/, a possible analysis is that the default high vowel was lowered after a non-high
vowel.
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In other dialects, in which /o/ : /e/ is the default alternation, we find /i/ :
/u/ alternation when alternating vowels are followed by /a/: /kenigilii-tiano/
instead of Standard Erzya /kenigelie-tiano/ |lie-prs.1pL|. Cyganov (1959)
refers to this phenomenon as regressive assimilation. Still, it is clearly a
dissimilation process, thus we cannot speak about harmony, despite that the
phenomenon is obviously related to the ones presented above. It could be
possible to analyze the process as follows: the rising of the vowel in the
syllable before /a/ is dissimilation, but the rising of the preceding vowel(s)
is regressive harmony. In this case, we should explain why similar rising does
not happen before /i/ segments not derived by the assimilation process (but
being ,,underlying”).

3.5 Meadow Mari strengthening harmony

Meadow Mari has seven full (/i/, /y/, lu/, e/, /9/, /o/, /a/), and one reduced
vowel (/3/). It is a unique phenomenon that /3/ is the only harmonizing vowel,
but only word-finally. In all other cases it is not just neutral (does not undergo
harmony), but it is also transparent (in fact, the only transparent vowel):
[kudo] ‘house’ : [kud3-fto] |house-INE| : [kud3-[t3-30] |house-INE-3sG|.20
When the last full vowel is rounded, the word-final vowel is rounded and
agrees in frontness/backness with that vowel: we find [o] after /u/ and /o/, and
[o] after /y/ and /@/. (As rounded vowels usually do not occur in non-initial
syllables in Mari, when the word-final vowel is round, the trigger is in the
initial syllable, and all the other vowels can be only /3/s, as in the example
above.) In every other case, the word final vowel is [e], independently of
whether the trigger is front or back.

This [e] : [o] : [@] alternation can be compared to the Hungarian /¢/ :
/o/ : /e/ alternation. A striking difference is that while there is /o/ in a
suffix after a stem with a final-syllable unrounded back vowel in Hungarian
(/moskva:-hoz/ [Moscow-ALL|), [e] appears in a similar position in Meadow
Mari ([moskva-fte] [Moscow-INE|). This can be interpreted as front/back
harmony is dominant over rounding harmony in Hungarian, and rounding
harmony applies only when front/back harmony makes it possible, i.e. when

26 According to Bereczki (1990a: 28-29), there are dialects in which all /3/s are assimilated to the
preceding rounded front vowel. In a subdialect of the Vyatka dialect, they become front rounded
(marked as i, by all probability, IPA [¥]); in the Ufa dialects, they are completely assimilated to
/y/ (they are also realized as full vowels), while they are realized as 6 [5] after /o/. However,
Bereczki does not discuss what happens after back rounded vowels.
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the vowel is front. On the contrary, in Meadow Mari, rounding harmony is the
dominant one, and front/back harmony applies only when rounding harmony
makes it possible, i.e. when the vowel is rounded.

Above, the phonetic transcription is used for Mari data, because it is not
straightforward that Meadow Mari VH is phonemic. First, the assimilated
vowel is usually shorter, and its articulation is not as clear as that of the
phonemic /o/, /@/ or /e/. Second, in Standard Meadow Mari the stress is
always on the last full vowel, but never on [0], [¢] or [¢] emerging due to VH.
(The weaker articulation can also be explained by the unstressed word-final
position.) In eastern dialects, mostly spoken in Bashkortostan, it is always
the last syllable that is stressed (Bereczki 1990b: 15); therefore, it is more
reasonable to see harmony as phonemic in these dialects.

The harmonic domain in Meadow Mari can be longer than two syllables in
avery special way: when the trigger and the target are separated by transparent
vowels. These transparent vowels differ from the target only in one aspect:
position.

As harmony does not manifest on word-internal /3/s, it seems that the
main point of the phenomenon is not the spreading of an articulatory or
perceptual feature, but the strengthening of the word final /3/. The word-final,
characterless /3/ takes features from the closest full vowel to sound more
characteristic. As strengthening is unusual in a word-final position, where
rather weakening could be expected, it seems that this process has functional
reasons. It is sure that some word forms are distinguished only by the word
final /3/, e.g. [kuda-ft] |house-3pPL| : [kud3-[to] (in dialects without VH:
[kuda-[t3]) |house-INE|. Since the loss of /3/ in this case would result in
homonymy in the paradigm, the strengthening of the /3/ is reasonable. This
issue needs further investigation.

As in Meadow Mari /3/ is realized as [e] word finally after all
unrounded vowels, including word forms with no other vowels than /3/ (e.g.
[j3lm3-[t3-3¢e] |language-INE-35G]), it is questionable whether these cases can
be called harmony (assimilation, agreement). An alternative explanation for
the unrounded realization can be that /3/ is unrounded itself. If so, we can
speak about harmony in the case of rounded vowels (but then about front/back
harmony at the same time).

In Northwestern Mari, in addition to front/back harmony, there is also a
type of harmony which is similar to the Meadow Mari one (Ivanov & Tuzharov
1970: 44-54). In Northwestern Mari, [0] or [o] are attested after rounded
vowels word-finally in morphemes where a reduced vowel occurs otherwise.
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However, after unrounded vowels, [€] or [3] is attested both word-internally
and word-finally (instead of word-final /e/ in Meadow Mari).?” (The two
reduced vowels /&/ and /5/ occur usually in the same position as /3/ in Meadow
Mari; but they are in a front/back opposition in initial syllables, and their
distribution is controlled by front/back harmony in non-initial ones.)

4 Non-canonical cases of harmony

In non-canonical harmonies, vowels assimilate to each other, but there are
neither harmonic classes, nor iterative assimilation. This section also presents
cases in which vowel-to-vowel assimilation must or at least can be supposed
historically but is not observable synchronically. § 4.1 discusses the cases of
total harmony and § 4.2 describes alternations in initial syllables (umlaut).?

4.1 Total harmony

In total harmony (TH), all the features of the trigger spread to the target, and
there is full correspondence between the features of the vowels in the harmonic
domain, i.e. the same vowel is attested in all the syllables of the domain. If
all the vowels were triggers, and the domain was the word, every word could
contain just identical vowels. Additionally, each vowel would form their own
harmonic class. It is no wonder that, at least in the Uralic languages, usually
just a restricted set of vowels trigger and undergo harmony, and the domain

27 Bereczki (1990b: 13—14) argues that the Yoshkar-Ola dialect, classified as transitional between
western and eastern dialects by Mari linguists, belongs to the western ones due to the greater
proportion of western features. He mentions the lack of front/back harmony among the eastern
features but does not mention the existence of rounding harmony. Nonetheless, the example
text for the dialect (Bereczki 1990b: 84-85) shows the existence of rounding harmony (labeled
as strengthening harmony in this paper). Furthermore, Bereczki (1963: 49) states that in the
villages Petyal and Azyal, rounding harmony is stronger than in other Yoshkar-Ola subdialects.
In some suffixes even (non-final) /e/ alternates with /e/ after front rounded vowels. In addition,
/3/ is realized as [0] after any rounded vowel (including front ones). In any case, the VH systems
of Mari dialects need further investigation.

28 According to Urmanchieva (2019: 97-98), there is another type of non-canonical vowel
harmony in the Narym dialect of Selkup, different from any harmony systems discussed here.
As she states, /e/ appears in verbal personal suffixes after tense or mood markers containing front
vowels, while no vowel appears otherwise. This seems to be related to the historical optative
suffix */lae/. The form with /e/ is synchronically attested after back vowels as well. Additionally,
Urmanchieva states that a similar phenomenon is attested in Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty, but she does
not present any examples or references.
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of TH is usually not longer than two syllables, i.e. the trigger and the target
are in two adjacent syllables.

The Uralic cases of TH are very different from each other. In Lule Saami
(§4.1.1), only two phonemes take part in it. In Kamas (§4.1.2), only one
phoneme can be the target, but a phonologically determined set of vowels can
be triggers. In Tundra Nenets (§ 4.1.3), practically any vowel can be a trigger,
but just a restricted set serves (or can serve) as targets. In Nganasan (§ 4.1.4),
in more regular cases it occurs as the diphthongization of the target, and it
seems to be highly morpheme-dependent. In Finnish (§ 4.1.5), any vowel can
be the trigger, but the phenomenon is restricted to one morpheme, and it is
almost impossible to determine what the target vowel is.?’

4.1.1 Total harmony in Lule Saami

Tamas (2006) devotes her paper to prove that there is VH in Lule Saami.
She argues for no less than two different types of VH, a progressive and a
regressive one (for the latter, see §4.2.4). She labels the progressive one
as &-harmony (Tamas 2006: 19-21), according to which initial-syllable /o:/
cannot be followed by a second-syllable /a:/, but an /o:/ appears instead.>”
In Northern Saami words, corresponding to Lule Saami words such as
/po:rioit/ |eataNF|, /lo:hk:o:t/ read/learn.NF|, /to:1:0:/ [fire.NOM.SG|, /jo:hko:/
[river.NOM.SG|, /o/ is attested in the initial and /a/ in the second syllable
(/por:at/, /lohkat/, /tol:a/, /johka/, respectively). In Lule Saami paradigms,
where there is an /e:/ : /a:/ alternation in the second syllable otherwise
(e.g. /koahte:/ |tent.sG.NOM| : /koahta:j/ |tent.SG.ILL|), /e:/ : /o:/ alternation
arises after initial-syllable /2:/: /mo:sk:e:/ [Moscow.sG.NOM| : /mo:s:ko:j/
[Moscow.sG.ILL|. Although Tamas does not state it explicitly, her data suggest
that second-syllable /o:/ occurs only after an initial-syllable /5:/. According to
Tamas (2006: 20-21), /o:/ never occurs in further syllables.

29 Based on Helimski (1998b: 553), Selkup also seems to have TH: “While there is no vowel
harmony in Selkup, non-Northern dialects tend to assimilate the reduced vowels in their phonetic
quality to the vowel of the first syllable: Ket” suurom [suurim] ‘animal’, Tym elogu [elégu]
‘to live’, and this creates an effect similar to vowel harmony”. According to Helimski, the
phenomenon is optional. As Helimski (1998b: 553) denies the existence of VH in Selkup, he
apparently does not consider this assimilation as VH. Due to the lack of details, Selkup is ignored
in this paper.

30 Based on footnote 4 in Tamés (2006: 8), this phenomenon occurs only in the northern and
central dialects of Lule Saami.
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This is a case of vowel-to-vowel assimilation undoubtedly, but just one
vowel assimilates another vowel totally. Although this phenomenon could
be described as rounding harmony,! only /o:/ triggers it, and only /a:/ can
be its target. The harmonic domain is strongly restricted to the initial two
syllables of words. Although it is well-grounded to label this phenomenon VH
in the sense of vowel-to-vowel assimilation, this assimilation process strongly
differs from the canonical cases of VH, and also deviates from other cases of
TH in Uralic languages.

4.1.2 Total harmony in Kamas

Due to the deficient documentation of Kamas (cf. Klumpp 2016: 12-31),
many questions of Kamas phonology remain open. Based on the description
of Klumpp (2016: 41), there was TH in Kamas: the realization of /o/ was
identical with the realization of the preceding vowel if that was rounded:
/téme-bd/ [théme:b3] |rope-3SG|, /sima-bd/ [sima:b3] |eye-3SG|, /bii-bd/
[bubu] |water-3SG|, /ulu-bd/ [ulubu] |head-3SG|, /ko?bdo-bd/ [kPobdo:bo]
|daughter-3SG|. Nonetheless, it is unclear how we know that stem-internal
second syllable rounded vowels (e.g. /ulu/ ‘head’, /ko?bdo/ ‘daughter’) were
not the realizations of /3/. It seems that rounded vowels usually occurred
in non-initial syllables when the initial syllable contained a similar vowel.
Although the second syllable rounded vowel sometimes differed from the one
in the initial syllable, as in /ty3e/ ‘cow’, and rounded vowels also occurred after
unrounded ones in initial syllables, as in /mazdro/ ‘smokehole’ or /mdndo-/
‘see’ (Klumpp 2016: 55), these seem to have been rather exceptional.

The case is complicated by the statement of Castrén (1854: 36-37),
according to whom [o] and [@] never occur in non-initial syllables, and only
[u] or [y] can occur following an initial-syllable [o] or [¢], respectively.

4.1.3 Total harmony in Tundra Nenets

Salminen (1997: 36) distinguishes four degrees of vowel length in Tundra
Nenets: in addition to plain and stretched vowels (which can be interpreted
as short and long vowels), there is a “reduced vowel” (in Salminen’s

31 Tamas (2006: 8, 19) analyses it as rounding and height harmony. However, according to
Figure 1 (Tamas 2006: 10), /a:/ is the only ,,Jowest” vowel, which is not contrasted to any ,,low”
unrounded back vowel. That is, height difference is phonetic, but there seems to be no reason to
analyze it as phonemic.



A GENERAL CHARACTERISATION OF VOWEL HARMONY IN URALIC 31

transcription: ¢, IPA /8/) and a “schwa” (in Salminen’s transcription: °, IPA
/)32 The reduced vowel is overshort, and schwa may be even shorter or
unrealized.

According to Salminen (1997: 33-34; 1998: 521), any vowel can trigger
TH, but only the ,,reduced vowel” and ,,schwa” and rarely /a/ can serve as a
target. However, TH occurs only when the trigger and the target are separated
by /x/, or rarely /?/. Salminen argues that the phenomenon is phonetic, since
although the target is qualitatively assimilated, there is still a quantitative
difference between an assimilated and a plain or stretched vowel: the ones
arising due to harmony are shorter than their plain and stretched counterparts
(and assimilation is optional in the case of /a/).33

4.1.4 Total harmony in Nganasan

Although the descriptions of Nganasan do not mention TH, Fejes (2021b:
249) discusses a case in Nganasan which can be considered as TH. Based
on the corpus data of Brykina et al. (2016), there is an adverbalizer
and a homonymous pronominal lative suffix, both of which show similar
alternations. While their form is /?a/ following an /a/, it is /?ia/ following
an /i/ or /i/,>* and /?ua/ following an /u/. (These suffixes are not attested after
any other vowel.) This phenomenon can also be considered a case of TH,
although the target is not fully assimilated to the trigger: it is diphthongized,
and the first element of it is the same quality as the trigger, while the second
element of it retains its quality.

Fejes (2021b: 249) also discusses an augmentative suffix with similar
allophones but not so regular alternation: both /?ua/ and /?a/ occur following
an /u/.

32 1t is not easy to use IPA symbols for Tundra Nenets vowels, primarily because there is no
front/back opposition: they are front after palatalized consonants, but back after non-palatalized
ones, except for the diphthong /ee/, occurring only after palatalized consonants. Burkova (2022:
679) differentiates basic and long vowels, while she labels Salminen’s “reduced vowel” as short
and uses the IPA symbol /a/ for it. She labels Salminen’s “schwa” as reduced and uses the symbol
/°/ for phonemic transcription (although it is not an IPA symbol) and [3] for phonetic transcription.
See Burkova (2022: 678) for further details on the history of terminology.

33 Bereczki (1990a: 28-29) also mentions phenomena which strongly resemble TH, see footnote
27 in §3.5. Additionally, Zsofia Schon (p.c.) claims that in Surgut Khanty, especially in the
Yugan dialect, schwa is usually totally assimilated to the preceding (rounded?) vowel — however,
many details are unclear.

34 After /i/, it also occurs in the form [?ia], although [ia] is considered to be an allophone of /ia/.
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Fejes (2021Db) fails to mention another suffix sporadically undergoing TH.
The perfective suffix usually occurs in the form /?a/ or /?1/ practically after
any vowel, but also in a form /?a/ after /a/, /?ia/ after /i/, sporadically /?y/ or
non-phonemic [ya] after /y/ (/?y/ even after /u/). Although one can hardly speak
about a regular alternation, the phenomenon shows some resemblance to TH.

4.1.5 Total harmony in Finnish

Collinder (1960: 208-209) states that “total vowel harmony is found in
Finnish and in Yurak?®® after #”. Ultan (1973: 48—49), based on the evidence
of Finnish and other languages, argues that laryngeal consonants are “by far
the least resistant to the pervasion of vocalic assimilatory features”,’® and
suggests that the reason for TH to occur in the illative suffix in Finnish, in
which only front/back harmony is attested in other constellations, is that the
illative suffix begins with /h/.

This statement is not convincing. First, there is not always TH after /h/.
There is another morpheme similar to the illative suffix -/hVn/,>’ the clitic
/han/ : /heen/ (used in various modal functions), which undergoes front/back
harmony but not TH. Thus, TH seems to be rather morphologically than
phonologically conditioned. (The possibility that the suffixes and clitics
behave differently regarding VH cannot be testified, since there are no other
cases similar to this.) Second, the illative suffix has an allomorph -/se:n/,
occurring after polysyllabic stems ending in long vowels (cf. Hakulinen et
al. 2004: §93): /vapa:-se:n/ |free-ILL|, /tarpe:-se:n/ |need-ILL|, /triko:-se:n/
[tricot-ILL|, /alue:-se:n/ |area-ILL| etc. In the plural illative, the stem-final long
vowel changes into a diphthong with a second constituent /i/ (the quality
of the first constituent is the same as that of the long vowel in the singular

35 Nenets, see §4.1.3.

36 This assumption is supported by TH in Tundra Nenets and Nganasan, see also the discussion
on Veps in § 2. However, we have to mention that Tundra Nenets /x/ is not a laryngeal (glottal)
but a velar consonant, but it is even less “resistant to the preservation of vocalic assimilatory
features” than the glottal stop /?/.

37 This allomorph is used after monosyllabic stems, usually ending in long vowels or diphthongs
(the exceptions are pronouns, in the case of which we cannot speak about productivity). The
other allomorph of the illative suffix is -/Vn/, used with polysyllabic stems ending in a short
vowel: in this case, the creation of the form can be analyzed as adding /n/ and lengthening the
preceding vowel. Harms (1964: 58) claims /h/ is inserted after monosyllabic stems, which can
hardly be supported synchronically (/h/ is not an intrusive consonant in Finnish). Diachronically
speaking, this assumption is definitely wrong, since the form with /h/ is older, and /h/ was lost
after polysyllabic stems.
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forms). This /i/ can be identified with a plural marker usually present in plural
forms, and the illative suffix /si:n/: /vapa-i-si:n/ |free-pPL-ILL|, /tarpe-i-si:n/
[need-PL-ILL|, /triko-i-si:n/ |tricot-PL-ILL|, /alue-i-si:n/ |area-PL-ILL| etc. This
can also be analyzed as TH, restricted to plural forms. The alternation in these
allomorphs also suggests that TH is morphologically and not phonologically
conditioned. However, it cannot be excluded that the development of the
allomorphy of the case suffix is related to the suffix-initial /h/ present in some
allomorphs.

4.2 Initial-syllable alternations

Although theoretically it is possible to set up harmonic classes in systems
with initial-syllable vowel alternation (henceforth ISVA), vowels cannot be
classified into harmonic classes in the existing systems: in some cases, the
target is never identical with any possible trigger; in other cases, the same
vowel can occur both among the forms with and without the trigger in
the second syllable. Moreover, in all cases discussed — Livonian (§ 4.2.1),
Pite (§4.2.2), Skolt (§4.2.3) and Lule Saami (§4.2.4), and Eastern Khanty
(§4.2.5)—, the trigger is synchronically missing in most of the cases, although,
supposedly, the alternation historically emerged due to the influence of the
vowel in the second syllable.3®

4.2.1 Umlaut in Livonian

Livonian exhibits ISVAs, which strongly resemble Germanic umlauts. Kallio
(2016: 51-54) differentiates two kinds of umlaut in Livonian: one of the
non-high front vowels (rising) and one of the back vowels (fronting — the
latter exclusively through labial and velar consonants). As the original */a/s
did not merge with the original */e/s, the former change must have preceded
the latter. Both changes were triggered by second-syllable /i/s, and since
similar changes had happened before /j/, umlaut must have happened through
the palatalization of the consonants (similarly to Germanic): */lempi/ >
*[leemibii] > /lem/ ‘warm’; */velje/ > */velia/ > /ve:li:a/ ‘sparse’; */tam:i/

38 ISVA due to height is also suggested for Permic by Rédei (1968: 42; 1975; see also Rédei
1976: 421-422), who labels it as horizontal harmony. As he supposes this phenomenon for the
era when stem-final vowels were present, it is improbable that the effect of the second-syllable
vowel led to alternation (cf. Batori 1976: 278). Additionally, we have no such alternations in
Permic nowadays.
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> *[tamii] > /teem/ ‘oak’; */topi/ > *[tobii] > */tebi/ > /te?b/ ‘disease’; */lumi/
> *[lumii] > */lymi/ > Old Livonian /lym/ > /lu?m/‘snow’ etc.

As stem-final /i/s were in alternation with /e/, and word-final phonemes
were dropped, umlaut had the possibility to be grammaticalized, thus the
difference in the vowel of the initial syllable gained the role of differentiating
various grammatical forms of the same lexeme: */tam:i/ oak.NoM| : */tam:en/
|oak.GEN| > */tem:i/ |oak.NOM| : */tam:en/ |oak.GEN| > /teem/ |oak.NoM| : /tam/
|oak.GEN|. Intra-paradigmatic analogy could delete the traces of umlaut, as in
the case of /lu?m/ ‘snow’.

As the examples show, umlaut is not phonologically conditioned in
Modern (20th century) Livonian. As it is not a vowel-to-vowel assimilation
in any sense, it can hardly be labeled VH. It is also questionable whether it
was ever a synchronically active, regular morphophonological phenomenon.
It is not clear to what extent it was possible to consider it as VH, if it could
have been triggered only through a palatalized consonant.

4.2.2 Vowel harmony and “umlaut” in Pite Saami

Two kinds of ISVA occur in Pite Saami according to Wilbur (2014: 78-81),
one of which is labeled VH by him. This phenomenon is characterized by the
following vowel alternations both in verbs and nouns: /e/ : /i/, /e/ : /i/, fua/
nl, lol : hu/, fa:/ : e/, /a/ : lu/. In addition, the following alternations occur in
verbs: /a/ : /i/, /a:/ 1 /i/, /a/ : /e/; while the /a/ : /¢/ alternation occurs only in
nouns. The second alternant is always higher than the first one, but the degree
of rising is varying. Additionally, in some alternations, the simplification of
the syllable structure can also be observed (besides long /a:/ and the diphthong
/ua/ above, /e/ and /o/ are also realized as a rising, although short diphthongs
in initial syllables).

The label VH can be justified by the argument that the second vowel /i/ or
/e/ of the stem triggers the change in the first one. However, in some cases,
it is doubtful whether the change is assimilation. For example, in the case of
/pasa/ [wash.Prs.2sG]| : /pis:e/>® |wash.psT.25G| (Wilbur 2014: 80), a high-mid
vowel would change the target from low to high. In cases like /atnet/ |have.INF|:
/etne/ |have.PST.2sG|, the alternation cannot be triggered by the vowel of the
second syllable, since it is the same in both forms. Furthermore, alternations
show a quite chaotic picture; and it seems to be a lexicalized property of the

39 The form /bis:e/ is a typo by all probability, as there is no phoneme /b/ in Lule Saami according
to Wilbur (2014: 37, 41-45).
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stem which alternation it displays. The alternating vowels cannot be classified
into harmonic classes: /e/ and /e/ both occur in the first and second alternants.
Wilbur (2014: 79-80) also states that the second alternants appear in given slots
of the paradigm, i.e. they are morphologized. Consequently, vowel-to-vowel
assimilation can be observed only from a historical point of view, although
it remains obscure whether these alternations were ever purely or dominantly
phonological, or they have been strongly morphological all the time.

The other initial-syllable alternation discussed by Wilbur (2014: 78-79) is
labelled “umlaut”™: /e/: /e/ and /ua/ : /o/. Wilbur emphasizes that this type of
alternationis nottriggered by the phonological environment but occurs between
givenslots ofthe paradigm. Itisalso strongly connected to consonant gradation:
usually, the first alternant occurs in the strong grade, while the second alternant
in the weak one. It is not clear why the term umlaut was chosen by Wilbur,
since it is generally used for alternations caused by vowels (Matthews 1997:
388); the common term for similar but phonologically unconditioned, purely
morphological alternations is ablaut (Matthews 1997: 2).

4.2.3 Pseudo-metaphony in Skolt Saami

A similar phenomenon to Wilbur’s (2014) Pite Saami “vowel harmony” is
presented by Feist (2015: 90-94) in Skolt Saami. Height alternation is much
more regular in Skolt than in Lule Saami: one alternant is always lower by one
degree than the other: /i/ : /e/, /o/ : /e/, /u/ : /o/, o/ : /3/. The only exception
is when the difference is in frontness/backness, and the “high” alternant is
a back /a/, while the “low” alternant is a front /&/. Height alternation also
occurs among diphthongs: /ia/ : /ee/, /ua/ : /ue/; but there are cases with a
simultaneous back/front alternation: /ie/ : /ea/, /ua/ : /uae/.

Feist (2015: 93-94) criticizes the literature using the term metaphony for
the presented vowel alternations.* He argues that in contemporary Skolt
Saami it is impossible to speak about metaphony as the presumed one-time
triggers were lost, and the alternation occurs between forms lacking any suffix
vowels. This argument holds against the use of the term VH as well.

40 Tt must be mentioned that the only source Feist refers to is Sammallahti (1998: 61), where
Sammallahti speaks about metaphony in Proto-Saami, but he does not use the term for any
contemporary Saami language.
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4.2.4 Regressive vowel harmony (umlaut) in Lule Saami

Tamas (2006) aims to prove that there is VH in Lule Saami (cf. §4.1.1).
She argues for the existence of a kind of regressive VH (in addition to
a-harmony). According to her (Tamas 2006: 18-19), the alternation is
not triggered by the height of the second-syllable vowel, but a change in
the height of that vowel (“coordinated height shift or covariation”): /e:l:0/
|wild.deer.sc.Nom[*! : /e:l:uj/ |wild.deer.PL.GEN| is an example for rising,
/pe:s:et/ |escape.INF| : /peisa:/ |escape.PRS.3sG| is an example for lowering,
and /piehket/ |slide.INF| : /pe:ka:v/ |slide.1sG| for lowering by two degrees.
According to Tamas (2006: 18), Nyste & Johnsen (2001/2: 165-166) labels
the same phenomenon “umlaut”.

Although this kind of alternation affects the phonological features of the
vowels in the two initial syllables, it is not assimilation: the vowels do not
agree in features, but their features change simultaneously. However, the
alternation is phonologically conditioned, and differs from the typical cases
of morphologized umlaut.

4.2.5 Stem-vowel alternation and progressive height harmony in
Eastern Khanty

In Eastern Khanty, there are two kinds of height alternations: one in stems and
one in suffixes. According to Filchenko (2007: 29-35), in Vasyugan Khanty
we find the following stem vowel alternations:

* innouns: /a/ : /u/;

« inverbs: /a/: (fu/:) /i/, /ol 2 /8], Jel : [€/, /5/ : /o/ (the latter only in one
verb);

* both in nouns and verbs: /&/ : /i/,/0o/ : v/, /el : Iy/, e/ : I&/.

Alternation may affect height, roundedness or fullness/reducedness or more
than one feature at a time (but frontness/backness is never concerned, which
can be related to front/back harmony). Alternation is morphologically
conditioned, and ISVA can occur even when the second syllable vowel
does not change: /ot-tia/ |swim-INF| : /ut-a/ |swim-IMP.2sG|. Even the
direction of the alternation can vary: /t5y-ta/ ~ /tSya-ta/ [throw-INF| : /toy-5m/

41 In other sources ‘reindeer herd’, cf. Ylikoski (2022: 142).
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[throw-PST.15G|; /wos-ta/ [jump-INF| : /w3s-a/ [jump-MP.2SG| (Filchenko 2007:
30). Additionally, in many stems there is no alternation at all (although
this occurs mostly with polysyllabic stems). Based on these facts — and
similar descriptions of Vakh (Tereshkin 1961: 20-23) and Surgut (Csepregi
1998: 17-18) Khanty — no phonological reason for the alternation can be
determined.*?

The height alternation can also be observed in some of the suffixes.
According to Filchenko (2007: 29-35), the suffix vowel rises to high when
there is a high vowel in the stem: /joyl-am/ |hunting.bow-1sG|, but /sir-im/
|part-1sG|. However, examples like /jo-s-5m/ |walk-pST-1sG| and /w3l-s-im/
[live-psT-1sG| pose the question whether /5/ counts as a high vowel in this
system (or maybe high as a trigger, but non-high as a target?). If there is vowel
alternation in the stem, in some word forms the suffix vowel is adjusted to the
original, but not the altered stem vowel: /aﬂ‘/ ‘sheep’ : /uﬁ-ém/ |sheep-1sG]|
(although the stem vowel is higher here than in the allomorph -/am/). In some
cases, the stem and suffix vowels alter together: /al-ta/ |install-INF| : /it-1/
|install-1MP.2sG| (but also /wani-ta/ |gather-INF| : /winit-a/ |gather-iMp.25G|).*3
Although in the alternation of suffix vowels there are traces of vowel-to-vowel
assimilation, it is rather a morphological phenomenon. Tereshkin (1961) does
not discuss this process, but it is clear from the description of possessive
suffixes (Tereshkin 1961: 33-42) that a similar phenomenon occurs also
in Vakh Khanty. Based on Honti (1977) and Csepregi (1998), no similar
phenomenon is attested in Surgut Khanty.

For a detailed history of the Khanty stem-vowel alternation, see Honti
(1973; 1982: 73—103), Helimski (2001) and Zhivlov (2019). For an overview
of these alternations, see Honti (1984: 31-34).

5 Conclusion

If one tried to typify Uralic VH systems based on parameters like the vowel
systems they are based on, the features concerned, the length of the harmonic
domain, the direction of harmony, the set and the behaviour of neutral vowels,
the role of consonants etc., the result would be quite a chaotic picture.

42 Filchenko (2007: 32-35) claims some alternation types are accompanied by stress shift,
although it remains unclear what the cause is and what the effect is if we can speak about causality
at all.

43 The segmentation is based on Filchenko (2007: 34). As Filchenko (2007: 47) describes,
“morpheme-final stops preceding other morpheme-initial consonants are [...] frequently deleted”.
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Harmony systems can resemble each other to a higher or a lower extent, but
their similarities and differences can manifest themselves in very complex
ways, and these relations are difficult to picture. Presenting these systems in
a spatial arrangement gives a clearer image. In this model, the relations of the
VH systems are conceptualized as a loose network, like the relations of the
neighbourhoods in an urban area.

City centers are dense, the neighbourhoods are close to each other,
although they can be very different from one another. Similarly, canonical
front/back VHs in Uralic, if compared, differ greatly (and in various
aspects), but compared to other harmony systems, they are strikingly similar.
Somewhat paradoxically, similarity is manifested in the way how various
harmony systems can be compared with each other: for example, the
questions which vowels are neutral and whether they are transparent or opaque
cannot even be addressed to non-canonical harmonies, and they are less
unequivocally answerable with quasi-canonical harmonies. The iconic places
of the city, which usually represent the whole city in the media, are usually
found in the center. The iconic examples of Uralic VH, Finnish and Hungarian
systems also belong there.**

As downtowns are wusually relatively densely surrounded by
neighbourhoods closely belonging to them, Uralic front/back canonical
harmonies can be divided into a central group (inner core) and a satellite
group (outer core). VHs with a whole word harmonic domain may be
considered as the inner core, while VHs with harmonicity slope belong
to the outer core. Abandoned quarters can also occur near downtowns:
“suppressed” harmonies can be compared to them.

In cities, there are neighbourhoods which are out of the city center, but
belong to the city, and they are not on the periphery. They can be relatively
far from the center and each other, separated by non-urban areas (meadows,
forest belts, rivers, etc.). Among Uralic harmony systems, quasi-canonical
harmonies belong to this group. They show considerable differences from all
canonical front/back harmonies and from each other and are also very different
from non-canonical harmonies.

44 This fact is also driven by the relatively advantageous sociolinguistic situation of these
languages. Nonetheless, choosing Hill Mari or Vakh—Vasyugan Khanty front/back harmony to
represent Uralic VH would be much more agreeable than the choice of Erzya or Meadow Mari
systems (let alone non-canonical ones), because they resemble other systems less than the former
ones.
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Figure 1. A schematic representation of the VH systems in Uralic languages

The city borders are usually sparsely inhabited, and the neighbourhoods can
lie fairly far from each other, sometimes forming tight or loose assemblages.
Sometimes it is not clear whether such a neighbourhood is an integral part
of the city or rather functions as an independent settlement. Non-canonical
Uralic VHs are very different from each other, but they form two loose
clusters, those of total harmonies and those of vowel alternations in the
initial syllable. The former group is clearly related to canonical and
quasi-canonical harmonies in the sense that they exhibit vowel-to-vowel
assimilation. However, the latter group fails to show such kind of assimilation
(feature agreement); therefore, they must be placed outside the border.

Finally, in order to give an overview also from a taxonomical point of
view, the seven groups of Uralic languages distinguished by Saarikivi (2022:
31-32) can be characterized as follows.
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* None of the Saamic languages exhibits canonical or quasi-canonical

VH, but TH and ISVA occur at least in some of them. However, it is
completely morphologized and can be labeled as VH only historically.

Most varieties of Finnic exhibit canonical front/back VH, although the
harmonic domain stretches along the word in Finnish, Karelian, Votic
and Voru/Seto, while it is shortened in Veps and in several Estonian
dialects. Canonic VH is completely missing in several varieties of
Estonian, including Standard Estonian, but they exhibit “suppressed”
harmony. Additionally, Finnish exhibits a very marginal case of TH
and Livonian ISVA, although the latter can be labeled as VH only
historically.

Among Mordvinic dialects, most of the wvarieties of Erzya,
including the standard, exhibit vowel-consonant harmony with a
front/back alternation among mid (or, dialectally, high) vowels and
palatalized/unpalatalized alternation among alveolar consonants.
Additionally, some dialects have height harmony as well. Moksha
lacks VH, only some extremely marginal cases exist in some dialects.

The varieties of Mari exhibit two kinds of VHs, a canonical front/back
one, which is typical for Standard Hill Mari, and a quasi-canonical
rounding and front/back one, which is typical for Standard Meadow
Mari. Some of the dialects, e.g. Northwestern Mari, have both kinds of
harmonies. Additionally, by all probability, some dialects exhibit some
kind of TH as well.

In general, Permic languages lack VH. In some Udmurt dialects, a kind
of canonical front/back VH with a shortened domain emerged.

All the Ugric languages exhibit canonical front/back VH, although
not all the dialects of the Ob-Ugric languages. Southern Mansi had
a canonical front/back harmony, a restricted variant of which could
also be attested in Western Mansi. Harmony was lost in Eastern and
Northern Mansi. Since only Northern Mansi is still spoken today,
we can say that contemporary Mansi exhibits no VH. In Eastern
and Southern Khanty, canonical front/back VH was witnessed at the
beginning of the 1900s. The Vakh—Vasyugan group of Eastern Khanty
dialects preserved it until today. The Surgut group of the eastern
dialects, in which harmony was already vanishing, VH was lost during
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the twentieth century. Southern Khanty became extinct before losing
harmony. In Northern Khanty, canonical VH was never documented.
Eastern Khanty also exhibits ISVA which can be considered VH only
historically; additionally, the traces of a historical progressive height
harmony are also observable. Hungarian, additionally to canonical
front/back VH, also exhibits quasi-canonical rounding harmony.

* Most of the languages of the Samoyedic group lack VH. The exceptions
are Nganasan with its quasi-canonical quasi-rounding and restricted
front/back harmony, and Kamas with its restricted canonical front/back
and non-canonical TH. Sporadically, very restricted cases of VH are
also reported from Selkup.
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Abbreviations

1 first person

2 second person
3 third person
ABE abessive

ALL allative

COND  conditional
DAT dative

DO definite object
ELA elative

FUT future

GEN genitive

ILL illative

IMP imperative
INE inessive

INF infinitive
ISVA initial-syllable vowel alternation
NOM nominative

SG singular

PART partitive

PL plural

PROL  prolative

PRS present

PST past

TEMP  temporal
TH total harmony
VH vowel harmony
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Abstract

This contribution examines whether there is agreement within the global community
of linguists on what should constitute common knowledge about language among
the general public. We report the results of a large-scale survey study where we
asked established linguists around the world (n = 552) to rate 15 language-related
questions with respect to how important it is that the public knows the answer to
them. We analyze the ratings in relation to the demographic data that we collected
from the respondents. Using ordinal logistic regression models, we show that the
opinions regarding what is important for everyone to know vary between linguists from
different parts of the world as well as between linguists working in different subfields
of linguistics. The study provides an empirical starting point for a broader reflection
on the field of linguistics and the variation therein with respect to views about science
communication and public outreach.

Keywords: common knowledge, discipline of linguistics, global survey, public
outreach, science communication

1 Introduction

What do we linguists have to offer to the world? In addition to furthering
our knowledge about language through meticulous analyses of the structure,
meaning and function of various kinds of communicative behavior, we also
need to inform the general public about our findings and insights. First,
because the general public has, either directly (e.g. through donations) or
indirectly (e.g. through taxes), supported our research; and second — and
more importantly — because a deeper understanding of how language works
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is crucial in close to all spheres of life. But do we know in what respects
and in what areas people might need education about language? And can
we linguists all agree on what would be important for everyone to know
about language in the first place? Linguistics is a broad field encompassing
a number of “competing” theoretical factions and methodological practices.
This study therefore asks whether linguists in general — despite their different
dispositions, theoretical stances and methods with respect to research — still
share a common outlook on what constitutes the core of linguistic knowledge
for the purposes of science communication and public outreach.

We are at present directing a large-scale research project that aims to
find out what the general public knows — and does not know — about
language; in other words, what linguistic realities people are (un)aware of,
what misconceptions there exist, and how prevalent these misconceptions
are among the general public. The project is inspired by recent efforts
in several other scientific fields (e.g. medicine, sociology, environmental
science) examining laypersons’ perceptions of the state of the world and their
awareness of scientific facts and phenomena (e.g. Lorenzoni & Pidgeon 2006;
Duffy 2018; Rosling et al. 2018; De Figueiredo et al. 2020). The ultimate
aim of our project is to examine existing policies of common practices in
teaching about languages and linguistics, and to suggest modifications to these
practices based on our findings. However, the first step in our endeavor is to
determine what the general public actually should know about language. To
do this, we need to examine what type of knowledge and which set of facts
could have the largest impact on the well-being of individuals and societies.
While there may not exist any definitive, objective measure to judge the
impact of individual facts, employing the judgment of a multitude of experts
—i.e. basing the judgment on the consensus among the scientific community
— seems the most appropriate way to get a handle on this issue. To this end,
we carried out a global survey study among experts in linguistics asking what
they perceive as the most important facts about language that everyone should
be aware of.

In this contribution, we present the first results of this global survey
study with 552 participating linguists from around the world. In particular,
we present the results from a rating task included in the survey where the
participants rated the importance of 15 language-related questions from the
perspective of what should constitute common (linguistic) knowledge among
the general public. The set of questions include, for example, “How many
languages are there currently in the world?”, “What brain regions control
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our language?”, and “How can social status and power be expressed through
language?”. The main objective of the present study is to examine the ratings
in relation to the demographic data that we collected from the respondents.
Hence, this study seeks to answer the following primary research questions:

i. Is there universal agreement within the linguistics community about what
is important for the general public to know about language?

ii. Ifnot, what are some of the main demographic characteristics that predict
the variation with respect to how important certain topics are perceived?

We use ordinal logistic regression models to analyze how the perceived public
importance of the 15 questions varies between linguists from different parts
of the world as well as between linguists working in different subfields of
linguistics, while also controlling for age and gender.

To our knowledge, this is the first large-scale study of linguists’ views
on what the general public should know about language. Given that the
15 questions cover only a small portion of the potentially infinite set of
questions that could be asked about language, the ratings examined in this
study constitute by no means an exhaustive examination of the extent to which
linguists’ views on the issue vary. Rather, the study should be seen as a first
exploration of the current views on the issue within the linguistics community.
At the same time, the aim of this study is to inspire, and to provide an empirical
foundation for, a more systematic scholarly debate on what would be good for
everyone to know about language. We consider this an important debate to
have for anyone interested in the value of linguistics in society in general, and
for those invested in educating the public about language in particular.

2 Related work and theoretical background

Several decades ago, Richard Hudson compiled a list of statements about
linguistics and language “which are likely to be accepted by virtually all
linguists, irrespective of what they think about all the many issues on which
linguists disagree” (Hudson 1981: 333). He compiled the list at the suggestion
of the Committee for Linguistics in Education in Great Britain in order to
facilitate a discussion on the relevance of linguistics to schools. The list
contains 83 statements that Hudson groups thematically into three broad
categories: (i) the linguistic approach to the study of language, (ii) language,



54 Tomas LEHECKA & JAN-OLA OSTMAN

society and the individual, and (iii) language structure. The list was compiled
based on several rounds of comments from altogether 46 linguists from 15
different linguistics departments in British universities. While Hudson’s list
shows that there are some issues in linguistics on which many linguists agree
from a factual standpoint, it is unclear whether linguists also agree on how
important or relevant the respective issue is for the purposes of the general
public. This is a question that the present study sets out to examine.

While ours is the first survey study that deals explicitly with what linguists
think everyone should know about language, one can infer some existing
views on the matter from books that have been written specifically with the
general public in mind (e.g. Bauer & Trudgill 1998; Crystal 2010; Napoli &
Lee-Schoenfeld 2010; McWhorter 2011) as well as from linguistics-themed
syllabuses designed for primary and secondary education (see e.g. Johansson
et al. 2013; Lidz & Kronrod 2014; Honda & O’Neil 2017; Larson et al.
2019). However, most such resources are the product of individual authors
or of relatively small working groups, leaving open the question to what
extent views vary among the linguistics community at large. Furthermore,
even the issues that are included in such resources may not all be considered
equally important by the authors themselves. Therefore, a more systematic
investigation of the current views among linguists is warranted.

Identifying what the general public should ideally know about a scientific
topic makes up a crucial part of the process of science communication. Indeed,
from a theoretical standpoint, we position the present study in the growing
field of science communication research. According to the mental models
approach to science communication (Bruine de Bruin & Bostrom 2013), the
process of developing communication materials and activities consists of the
following four components: (i) identifying what people need to know to
make more informed decisions, (ii) identifying what people already know and
how they make their decisions, (iii) designing communication content, and
(iv) testing the effectiveness of the created content (see also e.g. Fischhoff
2013). The present study focuses on the challenges associated with the first
component of this process by comparing how linguists around the world rate
a number of specific questions about language in terms of how important it is
that laypeople know the answer to them.

Theorists have proposed several conceptual models that represent how
science is, or should be, communicated (for overviews, see e.g. Burns et al.
2003; Brossard & Lewenstein 2009). Historically, science communication has
been primarily predicated on the so-called knowledge deficit model. Here,
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science communication is driven by what experts perceive as a deficit of
scientific knowledge among the target audience, and the communication is
implemented as a top-down transmission of information from experts to the
public. The knowledge deficit model has been widely criticized (see e.g.
Sturgis & Allum 2004; Nisbet & Mooney 2007; Cortassa 2016; Simis et al.
2016) because it seems to overlook the effects of the cultural context as well
as of the social and personal schemas that shape the way people interpret
information. Furthermore, according to the critics of the model, science
communication needs to move away from the linear top-down transmission
of information and, rather, include the public in the communication as active
partners in a dialogue about the perceptions, concerns and needs with regard
to science (e.g. Wynne 2006; Bucchi 2008; Trench 2008). Nowadays,
many science communicators also encourage scientists to include laypeople
in producing new knowledge (a practice known as citizen science), e.g. by
having them collect observational data (e.g. Bucchi & Neresini 2008; Bubela
et al. 2009; Canfield et al. 2020).

It should be noted that some scholars perceive these recent trends in
science communication practices as complementing, rather than replacing,
the practices traditionally associated with the knowledge deficit model (e.g.
Wright & Nerlich 2006; Trench 2008; Suldovsky 2016). Testing the public’s
knowledge by means of large-scale surveys — a practice that has often been
used in projects operating within the knowledge deficit framework — is still an
essential means for determining the prevalence of different views and beliefs
on scientific issues among the public (Bruine de Bruin & Bostrom 2013;
Fischhoff 2013). Such surveys can reveal what themes and topics science
communication will do well to focus on, irrespective of what communication
strategies one considers most appropriate. Moreover, such surveys are still
one of the few methods to meaningfully evaluate the outcomes of science
communication efforts, i.e. to evaluate whether the target audience displays
an improved understanding of a topic after having taken part in a given
communication event (Bauer et al. 2007; Bauer 2009; Weingart & Joubert
2019). Naturally, the findings of survey studies always depend on what items
or questions the surveys include. We see the present study as an opening in a
scholarly debate on whether there exists some set of facts about language that
all linguists could agree is crucial for the general public to be aware of, and
that — consequently — could constitute meaningful survey items for evaluating
the level of the public’s knowledge about language.
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3 Methods

3.1 The survey and the respondents

We collected the data for the present study using an online survey that
was open for three months in the fall of 2020. The survey was hosted on
the SoSci Survey platform (Leiner 2019). The survey consisted of both a
rating task and open-ended questions concerning the respondents’ views on
what everyone should know about language. In the present study, we focus
exclusively on the results from the rating task.! Here, we asked respondents
to rate 15 language-related questions in terms of how important it is that
the general public knows the answer to them. By asking all respondents
to rate a fixed set of pre-formulated questions, we were able to carry out a
rigorous quantitative analysis of the potential variation between the responses
of different demographic groups. Figure 1 shows a screenshot of the rating
task with the 15 questions. All 15 questions were presented on the same survey
page, and they were presented in a random order across respondents in order
to reduce potential question order bias. As the instruction sentence at the top
of the figure indicates, the rating task was given after the respondents had
been asked to supply their own suggestions for questions about language that
everyone should know the answer to; cf. Lehecka & Ostman (submitted[b]).

Given that our main objective was to determine if there exists any variation
in linguists’ perceptions of what is important for the general public to know
about language, the set of 15 questions selected for the rating task could have
been more or less arbitrary. Nevertheless, we selected the 15 questions partly
based on Hudson’s (1981) list of 83 issues that linguists commonly agree on
(see § 2), while also selecting topics that are typically covered in introductory
textbooks in linguistics (e.g. Dawson & Phelan 2016; Akmajian et al. 2017).
At the same time, we strived for a reasonable spread of topics covered by the
questions, and we also included questions that, based on our own intuitions,
vary in terms of their importance to the general public. The ratings were
collected on a three-point scale (“not so important”, “quite important” and
“very important”). We restricted the number of questions to 15 based on the
feedback to a pilot study that we carried out among our linguistically trained
colleagues (n = 15) at our universities (Abo Akademi University and the
University of Helsinki), where many felt that rating a larger set of questions

! The findings regarding the open-ended responses are reported in Lehecka & Ostman
(submitted[a],[b]).
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In addition to your spontaneous responses, we would appreciate it if you could rate a few sample questions
regarding how important you think they are.

Please rate the questions on a 3-point scale from “Not so important” to “Very important”.

Not so Quite Very
important  important  important

Do words have objectively correct meanings?

What is the relationship between standard language and dialects?

Is English more closely related to Hebrew or to Persian?

What brain regions control our language?

What percentage of the world’s adult population can neither read nor write?
Which three languages have the most native speakers in your country of residence?
Which six languages have the most native speakers in the world?

How many different words for ‘snow’ are there in the Inuit languages?

What is a morpheme?

How can social status and power be expressed through language?

What percentage of the world population has at least a basic knowledge of English?
Is sign language identical in all countries of the world?

What is the difference between a consonant and a vowel?

How many languages are there currently in the world?

What portion of the world’s languages typically place the subject in front of the verb?

Figure 1. A screenshot of the survey page with the rating task

was too tedious. Similarly, we chose to use a three-point scale based on the
feedback to the pilot study, where respondents argued that rating questions on
a more fine-grained scale was too difficult and too time-consuming.

In order to gather responses from as many linguists as possible, we sent
out survey invitations to the linguistics departments of the 300 highest ranked
universities on the OS World University Rankings of Linguistics (QS 2020)
asking them to distribute the survey link among their academic staff and
associates working in linguistics and language studies. Also, we made the
survey link available through LinguistList as well as through many other
linguistics fora (e. g. different national and international associations). In total,
we received over 600 (anonymous) responses to the survey. Out of these, we
included the responses from 552 respondents for detailed analysis. Based on
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the background information we collected from the respondents (in particular,
their academic rank, affiliation, and what linguistic subfields they work in), we
feel confident that these 552 respondents are, indeed, established academics
in the field of linguistics, scholars with expert knowledge in linguistics or
language studies, or they are employed in a linguistic profession. By contrast,
we excluded those respondents from the sample who had indicated that they
are undergraduate students or that they do not work professionally with
language.

The sample of respondents is geographically diverse. All continents
except Antarctica and at least 51 different countries of residence are
represented in the sample (23 respondents preferred not to disclose their
country of residence). The largest number of respondents comes from
the U.S.A. (82), followed by Germany (56) and the U.K. (48). At the
opposite end of the spectrum, countries like Algeria, Kazakhstan, Kuwait,
Macao, and Uruguay are represented only by single individuals. There is a
certain over-representation of respondents from the countries where we are
ourselves active (viz., Sweden, Finland, and Switzerland). It should also be
noted that the number of responses from South America, Asia and Africa
is relatively low, and that most of the respondents from Africa come from
Nigeria. Additionally, our sample is probably influenced by the fact that the
language of the survey was English; we are aware that some communities may
rather favor participating in studies in their own (national) language or in the
language most often used for studies in their subfield of linguistics.

The sample is also diverse with respect to the respondents’ affiliations.
The sample includes respondents from at least 247 different universities
or institutes (105 respondents preferred not to disclose their affiliation),
with Stockholm University being the most well-represented university in
the sample (15 respondents). With respect to academic rank, the largest
respondent groups in our sample are PhD candidates (124)%, assistant or
associate professors (110), and full professors (101). The sample includes
more female (320) than male (193) respondents, with 11 respondents
indicating other gender identity, and 28 respondents preferring not to indicate
their gender. Detailed tables showing the distribution of the respondents
according to the demographic variables can be found in Appendix A.

When choosing what demographic variables to collect from the

2 We included PhD candidates in the sample based on the fact that PhD candidates publish
academic research (thus contributing e.g. to the QS-ranking of their affiliation) and that being
a PhD candidate is a full-time profession in many countries.
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respondents, we restricted the selection to variables with a relatively
straight-forward structure (in terms of variable levels or values) that are easily
applicable in the global context (gender, age, etc.). For this reason, we left
out some other “typical” demographic variables (such as class or race) which
are relatively context-dependent. We also did not ask how much experience
the respondents have with science education or science communication, partly
because we assume that many respondents would have a hard time quantifying
their experiences, and partly because scholars have different views on what
counts as science communication (see § 2, see also Burns et al. 2003).

Because there exists no reference data regarding the demographics
of the global population of linguists, we cannot make claims as to the
representativeness of our sample. However, in view of the large number of
responses and their considerable dispersion in terms of affiliations, we do feel
confident that our data can be used to draw some preliminary conclusions
about the “general feeling in the field” and about some of the variation that
the field includes. Naturally, we regard the very willingness of these 552
linguists to participate in our study as indicating that they are interested in the
topic of the survey, and thus, in communicating findings about language to
the general public.

3.2 Regression analysis and categorizations

In order to examine how the perceived public importance of certain questions
in linguistics co-varies with specific background variables relating to the
linguists-as-respondents, we analyzed the responses to our survey by means
of ordinal logistic regression models. These allow the estimation of the effect
of multiple individual variables on the ratings even though the distribution
of the respondents across the different levels/values of those variables is
uneven (see § 3.1 and Appendix A). We built the models using the ordinal
package (Christensen 2015) in R (R Core Team 2020). For each question, we
built a model where the ratings of the perceived importance of the question
constituted the dependent ordinal variable, while gender, age, region and
linguistic subfield affiliation constituted the independent variables. Given that
this is the first study on linguists’ views of what is important for everyone to
know about language — and given that our aim is to determine whether there
exists variation in these views between different groups of linguists — we chose
to include such independent variables in the regression models that, based on
other lines of research, give us a reasonable chance to find significant effects
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on the ratings. In what follows, we briefly present the motives for including
the four variables in question (gender, age, region and subfield affiliation) as
independent variables in the regression analysis, and we also describe how we
operationalize these variables in the analysis.

Gender and age are two of the most well-researched variables in human
science. As for the former, there is a plethora of evidence from psychology
indicating that there are significant gender differences with respect to what
interests people have (e.g. Su, Rounds & Armstrong 2009; Lippa 2010), and
it is plausible that different interests may translate into different perceptions
of what constitutes important knowledge. In the regression models, we
operationalize gender as a binary categorical variable (female/male; subjects
who indicated a different gender identity were not included in the models due
to their low number in the data). Similarly, age has been shown to have a
significant effect on people’s interests, attitudes and behavior (e.g. Twenge,
Campbell & Freeman 2012; Oh & Reeves 2014); therefore, it is reasonable
to assume that age could also influence people’s views on what should be
part of common knowledge. However, in the context of the present study,
age should not be regarded as merely a biological/cognitive variable, but
also as a linguistics-cultural one; a linguist’s age may reflect the theoretical,
methodological and thematic trends in linguistics that their thinking has been
influenced by during their careers (for overviews on trends in linguistics, see
e.g. Robins 1997; Newmeyer 2019). Such trends may then, in turn, influence
linguists’ perceptions of what constitutes core linguistic knowledge. In the
regression models, we treat age as a continuous variable.

In addition to linguistic trends changing and evolving with time, different
linguistic trends are (and have been) dominant in different parts of the world
(see e.g. Koerner & Asher 1995). We include the variable region in the
regression analysis in order to explore potential regional differences regarding
the perceived importance of the questions in the rating task. Specifically,
this variable refers to what part of the world a respondent resides in. Due
to the considerable geographical dispersion of the respondents (see § 3.1),
we grouped the respondents’ countries of residence into three categories
for the purposes of the regression models. These categories are: (i) the
Anglosphere (encompassing the U.S.A., U.K., Ireland, Canada, Australia and
New Zealand), (ii) Europe (excluding the U.K. and Ireland), and (iii) Other
regions. Our categorization is motivated partly by theoretical reasons (the
Anglosphere has to a certain extent been influenced by different theoretical
currents than continental Europe; see e.g. Joseph 2002), partly by the fact
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that the main language in the Anglosphere is the same as the language of
the survey (i.e. English), and partly by the number of respondents from
each region. Unfortunately, the category Other regions is both the smallest
in terms of the number of respondents and the most heterogeneous in terms
of the geographical area it covers. Therefore, we do not make any claims as
to the representativeness of this category but treat it merely as an interesting
point of comparison for the other two, more well-represented regions. We also
carried out regression analyses to check for potential differences in the ratings
by linguists from the U.S.A. and the U.K. (the two most well-represented
countries of residence within the Anglosphere category). We acknowledge,
of course, that a person’s country of residence does not always coincide with
where they have received their linguistic training, but we think this variable
can, nonetheless, be regarded as a broad approximation of a respondent’s
linguistics-cultural background.

Finally, the variable subfield affiliation refers to what subfield(s) of
linguistics a respondent is actively working in. Different subfields of
linguistics have, almost per definition, different priorities with respect to
linguistic methods and theory, which is why subfield affiliation seems an
obvious choice to include in the current analysis. In the survey, respondents
were asked to indicate their fields of research/work from a list of 29 linguistic
subdisciplines used by the Open Language Archives Community (OLAC).
Respondents were free to choose more than one subdiscipline (the median
number of subfields selected was 3), and they could also write in additional
subdisciplines if they felt that the pre-set choices were too restrictive. While
the OLAC list of linguistic subfields can no doubt be criticized for some of
its categorization, the list provides a useful, independent baseline to work
with. Of OLAC’s 29 subdisciplines, sociolinguistics (173), applied linguistics
(162), and language acquisition (119) were checked off by the largest numbers
of respondents in our sample. By contrast, fields such as history of linguistics
(7), mathematical linguistics (7), and forensic linguistics (5) were indicated by
only a few respondents each. For the full table indicating subfield affiliations,
see Appendix A.

For the purposes of the regression analysis, we needed to operationalize
subfield affiliation as a manageable number of macro-fields represented by a
comparable number of respondents. However, we did not just want to rely
on our own intuitions regarding how the different subfields relate to each
other. Therefore, we asked for help from five internationally well-known
professors of linguistics (from five different countries) who were kind enough



62 Tomas LEHECKA & JAN-OLA OSTMAN

to suggest groupings of the 29 subfields into four to six macro-fields which
they considered appropriate. Comparing the different groupings, we could
conclude that, for the most part, the five individuals were relatively unanimous
in what fields bear the most resemblance to each other. We then used these
groupings as a starting point to create five macro-field categories which we
used in the regression analysis. In order to further validate this grouping, we
carried out a hierarchical cluster analysis of the subfields based on the survey
responses; specifically, we clustered the subfields based on the likelihood
that respondents represent subfield A, given that they also represent subfield
B (more accurately, we used the Jaccard similarities between the binary
yes/no-responses concerning whether respondents work in given fields).
The resulting clusters provided additional support for the soundness of the
macro-field categorization we used in the regression models (especially in
instances where the groupings made by the five professors differed from one
another), while also minimizing the risk of potential high associations between
the individual subfield variables causing problems for the regression models.

The labels we give the five macro-fields in our analysis are:
General (encompassing, among others, general linguistics, typology, and
language documentation), Grammar (phonology, morphology, syntax,
etc.), Function (sociolinguistics, pragmatics, discourse analysis, and
anthropological linguistics), Cognition (psycholinguistics, neurolinguistics,
language acquisition, etc.), and Applied (applied linguistics, translating and
interpreting, lexicography, etc.); see Appendix B for the grouping of all
subdisciplines. Obviously, these macro-fields are not mutually exclusive
categories; i.e. a person can be active in several macro-fields. Therefore,
in the regression models, we operationalize subfield affiliation as a set
of five binary variables (using the values “yes”/“no” for each of the five
macro-fields), and we apply Bonferroni correction to the p-values concerning
the effects of these macro-fields on the ratings of the questions.

Due to space constraints, we report the results of the regression models in
a single table (Table 1), and we only report statistically significant effects of
the independent variables on the ratings. The results reflect values obtained
from regression models that do not include any interaction terms between
the independent variables. We think including interactions in the models is
unwarranted for two reasons. First, there exists no prior evidence pointing
to potential significant interactions of the independent variables with respect
to the perceived importance of a question or a topic. Second, and more
importantly, the variables region and subfield affiliation are constructs created



Table 1. Summary of the results of the ordinal logistic regression models

# | Question Mean (n) Age Gender Region Linguistic macro-fields
General Grammar Function Cognition Applied
1 | How can social status and power be expressed | 2.67 (552) F>M Y >N
through language? (.007) (.012)
2 | What is the relationship between standard | 2.64 (550) A>0 Y >N Y <N
language and dialects? (.032) (<.001) (.002)
3 | Do words have objectively correct meanings? | 2.52 (547)
4 | Is sign language identical in all countries of | 2.38 (549) A,O>E
the world? (.014)
5 | Which three languages have the most native | 2.34 (551) A,O<E Y>N
speakers in your country of residence? (.002) (.014)
6 | What percentage of the world’s adult | 2.32 (552) A<E
population can neither read nor write? (.027)t
7 | What is the difference between a consonant | 2.16 (550) A<E
and a vowel? (.003)
8 | How many languages are there currently in | 2.12 (550) F>M
the world? (.004)
9 | Which six languages have the most native | 2.02 (550) A<E
speakers in the world? (.035)
10 | What brain regions control our language? 1.80 (551) A,E<O
(<.001)
11 | What percentage of the world population has | 1.77 (549) A<O Y <N Y >N
at least a basic knowledge of English? (.004) (.008) (.015)
12 | What is a morpheme? 1.72 (550)
13 | Is English more closely related to Hebrew or | 1.50 (549) Y <N
to Persian? (.010)
14 | What portion of the world’s languages | 1.41 (550) AE<O
typically place the subject in front of the verb? (<.001)
15 | How many different words for ‘snow’ are | 1.39 (548) F>M
there in the Inuit languages? (.020)

Questions are ordered according to their average perceived importance. “Mean” represents the average rating when the ordinal variable is transposed to an integer scale of 1-3. Region codes:
“A” = “the Anglosphere”, “E” = “Europe”, “O” = “Other regions”. For linguistic macro-fields, “Y” = “Yes, subject indicates they represent at least one subfield in the macro-field”, “N” =
“No, subject does not represent any subfield in the macro-field”. Values in brackets represent p-values obtained by means of Wald tests, except for the variable region, for which p-values were
obtained by a likelihood ratio test of the full model with the effect of region against a model without that effect. P-values concerning the linguistic macro-fields are Bonferroni-corrected for
multiple comparisons.

fWithin the Anglosphere, respondents from the U.S.A. give significantly lower ratings than respondents from the U.K. (p =.012).
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for the purposes of the present analysis and they have a very complex internal
structure (see above). Interpreting potential interaction effects between such
variables would be cumbersome and of questionable value in view of our
research questions (see § 1). When we describe the effects of the independent
variables on the perceived importance of a question (in § 4), we often refer to
the predicted probability of a given outcome (e.g. the predicted probability
of question (1) being rated as “very important” by female linguists). The
predictions are generated by a regression model by holding the non-focal
independent variables (in this case, age, region, and subfield affiliation)
constant while varying the focal independent variable (in this case, gender).
We used the ggemmeans function from the R package ggeffects (Liidecke
2018) to estimate the predicted probabilities.

4 Results

Table 1 gives a summary of the results regarding the ratings of the 15 questions
in our survey. In the table, the questions are ordered according to how
important, on average, they were considered to be by our respondents. Before
examining how the views about the importance of the individual questions
vary between different respondent groups, it is worth making a few short
observations about the ratings of the questions in general.

Of the 15 questions, the questions that were considered most important
by the respondents are (1) “How can social status and power be expressed
through language?” (73% of all participants rated this question as “very
important”), (2) “What is the relationship between standard language and
dialects?” (68%), and (3) “Do words have objectively correct meanings?”
(62%). It may be noted that these questions have also for decades occupied a
prominent position within linguistic research, which speaks to their complex
nature. For example, the details of the relationship between social status,
power, and language (as referred to in question (1)) are still widely debated.
Similarly, how linguists answer question (2) may vary quite substantially
depending on what theoretical framework they happen to be working within.
As for question (3), linguists may be fairly unanimous in giving a negative
answer to this question, but that answer inevitably requires a fair amount
of non-trivial explication and elaboration. It seems, then, that topics that
linguists consider to be of the highest public importance are also topics that
are at the forefront of much of ongoing research in linguistics.
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By comparison, the three questions that were rated as least important
by our respondents are (13) “Is English more closely related to Hebrew
or to Persian?” (only 9% of the participants rated this question as “very
important”), (14) “What portion of the world’s languages typically place the
subject in front of the verb?” (5%), and (15) “How many different words
for ‘snow’ are there in the Inuit languages?” (5%). The fact that question
(15) received low ratings is understandable from a theoretical point of view
— after all, the lexicon in Inuit languages has very little impact on most
people’s lives — but at the same time, this is the kind of question that, based on
anecdotal evidence, typically interests the general public. In a similar vein,
the fact that the respondents felt that question (14), despite its unquestionable
position in all traditional textbooks on linguistics, is not very important for
the general public to know about may be taken as an indication that the
respondents were, indeed, thinking outside of the purely linguistic perspective
when rating the questions. As for question (13), evaluating the importance
of knowing about the historical relationships between languages is probably
influenced by which languages one specifically mentions. In some ways,
however, this question is similar to question (15) in the sense that etymology
and the historical relationships between languages tend to be quite salient in
laypeople’s minds when they talk to linguists (Stollznow 2018), but they are
not prioritized by linguists for the purpose of the issues in this study.

After these general observations, we now move on to examining how the
ratings of the 15 questions co-vary with the background variables relating to
the respondents. Table 1 illustrates, separately for each question, the results of
the ordinal logistic regression models. We only report statistically significant
effects in the table. For these effects, the table indicates what variable levels
predict lower or higher ratings of the question when all the other variables
are kept constant. As Table 1 demonstrates, we find significant effects of
the independent variables on the ratings for all but two of the questions.
With respect to questions (3) and (12), there are no statistically significant
differences in the ratings that are due to the background variables included in
the models. For all other questions, the ratings co-vary with at least one of
the independent variables. In what follows, we describe the effects in detail
separately for each variable.
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Age

We do not find any significant effects of age on the ratings. This means
that none of the questions was rated as more important by younger linguists
compared to older linguists, or vice versa. Given that the rating task only
consisted of 15 questions, we cannot conclude that age never plays a role in
linguists’ perceptions of what constitutes important linguistic knowledge. For
example, had the task included a question about new technologies or about a
linguistic theory associated with a specific time period, it is not inconceivable
that we might see an effect of age on the ratings. Nevertheless, the results
of our study strongly suggest that, with respect to most issues, linguists’
perceptions are not influenced by age — especially when compared to gender,
region and subfield affiliation.

Gender

We find a significant effect of gender on the ratings of three of the questions:
(1) “How can social status and power be expressed through language?”, (8)
“How many languages are there currently in the world?”, and (15) “How many
different words for ‘snow’ are there in the Inuit languages?”. Specifically,
female respondents rated these questions as more important than what male
respondents did. Based on the regression model for question (1), the predicted
probability of a female linguist rating this question as “very important” is
75 %, while the probability of a male linguist doing so is 65%. This difference
may not be surprising from an historical or feminist perspective, but we think
it is important to recognize that such a difference still exists in the implicit
attitudes of male and female linguists. In short, the issue of language and
power, and its implications for the general public, are prioritized by women
to a greater degree than by men.

In comparison with question (1), the gender effects concerning questions
(8) and (15) are perhaps less expected. The predicted probability of a female
linguist rating question (8) as “very important” is 44 %, while the probability
of a male linguist doing so is 32%. Question (15) received relatively low
ratings overall, but the predicted probability of a female linguist rating it as at
least “quite important” is 40 %, while the probability of a male linguist doing
so is 28 %. Our data do not tell us why these gender differences exist, nor why
we find such a difference for question (8) but not, for example, for questions
(5) and (9), given that they concern relatively similar topics. Be that as it may,
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we think it is crucial to recognize that gender is a factor in relation to what
linguists consider important for the general public to know about language.

Region

We find significant effects of region for nine of the 15 questions. In this sense,
region is the most “significant” of our background variables, i.e. region is
the variable that most often yields a significant effect on the ratings of these
questions. As we noted earlier (see § 3.2), due to the uneven geographical
distribution of the respondents, the most interesting and reliable effects of
region have to do with differences between the Anglosphere and Europe.
Therefore, we describe these effects first. After that, we turn to effects that
pertain to comparisons with Other regions.

To begin with, respondents from the Anglosphere (and Other regions)
rated question (4) “Is sign language identical in all countries of the world?”
as more important than what respondents from Europe did. Based on
the regression model, the predicted probability of a respondent from the
Anglosphere rating this question as “very important” is 54%, while the
probability of a respondent from Europe doing so is 42%. By contrast,
questions (5), (6), (7), and (9) were rated as more important by linguists
based in Europe than by those based in the Anglosphere. For question (5),
“Which three languages have the most native speakers in your country of
residence?”, the predicted probability of a respondent from the Anglosphere
rating this question as “very important” is 39%, while the probability of a
European linguist doing so is 53 %. For question (6), “What percentage of the
world’s adult population can neither read nor write?”, the predicted probability
of a respondent from the Anglosphere rating this question as “very important”
is 35%, while the probability of a European linguist doing so is 47%. For
question (7), “What is the difference between a consonant and a vowel?”,
the corresponding predicted probabilities are 29 % and 44 %, and for question
(9), “Which six languages have the most native speakers in the world?”, the
corresponding probabilities are 21 % and 29%, respectively.

We acknowledge, of course, that the notion of “the Anglosphere” is not a
linguistics-theoretically homogeneous grouping. This is why we also carried
out an additional ordinal logistic regression analysis of our data aiming at
identifying possible differences in the ratings between respondents from the
U.S.A. and the UK., the two largest countries (as far as the number of
respondents goes) within the Anglosphere. Interestingly, here we found a
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significant difference for only one of the questions, namely, question (6)
“What percentage of the world’s adult population can neither read nor write?”,
but this difference is substantial. The predicted probability of a respondent
from the U.K. rating this question as “very important” is almost twice as high
(48%) as that of a respondent from the U.S.A. doing so (27%).

With respect to questions (2), (10), (11), and (14), the significant effect
of region concerns the difference between the Anglosphere (and sometimes
Europe) on the one hand, and Other regions on the other hand. As we
noted in § 3.2, the number of respondents from Other regions is small and
very unevenly distributed, which is why the effects concerning this category
should be considered tentative. They do, however, provide some additional
perspective on the ratings from the Anglosphere and Europe, and hopefully
these tentative results will inspire future confirmatory studies with a higher
number of subjects from Africa, Asia and South America. It is, for example,
intriguing that the relationship between standard language and dialects was
judged to have more public importance by respondents from the Anglosphere
than by respondents from Other regions (the predicted probability of a
linguist from the Anglosphere rating question (2) as “very important” is
71%, whereas the probability of a linguist from Other regions doing so
is 53%). Similarly, it is intriguing that the results suggest a substantial
difference in the opposite direction for question (10) “What brain regions
control our language?” in that respondents from Other regions rated this
question as more important than what respondents from the Anglosphere
or from Europe did (the predicted probabilities for rating this question as
“very important” are 14% for respondents from the Anglosphere, 11% for
respondents from Europe, and 30% for respondents from Other regions).
An even larger difference is found for question (14) “What portion of the
world’s languages typically place the subject in front of the verb?”, where the
predicted probabilities of being rated as at least “quite important™ are 28 % for
linguists from the Anglosphere, 33 % for linguists from Europe, and 62 % for
linguists from Other regions.

Subfield affiliation

We find significant effects of subfield affiliation for five of the 15 questions.
In the regression models, comparisons are made between those respondents
who work in a given macro-field and those who do not (see § 3.2 for details).
Looking at the effects of subfield affiliation in Table 1, it appears that some are
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in line with what one might expect based on the traditional foci of the respective
macro-fields. Forexample, it is not surprising that respondents who work in the
macro-field Function rated question (1) “How can social status and power be
expressed through language?” as more important than what other respondents
did. After all, the macro-field Function does encompass such subdisciplines
as sociolinguistics, discourse analysis and pragmatics, which are traditionally
interested in issues of status and power. According to the regression model for
question (1), the predicted probability of a linguist working in the macro-field
Function rating this question as “very important” is 78 %, while the probability
of linguists not working in this field doing so is 62 %.

Similarly, the effects of subfield affiliation on the ratings of question
(2) “What is the relationship between standard language and dialects?” are
not totally unexpected. Here, respondents who work in the macro-field
Cognition rated the question as less important than what respondents not
working in this field did (the predicted probability of a linguist working in
Cognition rating this question as “very important” is 56 %; for others 70%).
This is understandable given that the subdisciplines in this macro-field (such
as psycholinguistics, neurolinguistics and language acquisition) traditionally
have not primarily focused on issues of social prestige or language planning.
At the same time, respondents who work in the macro-field Grammar
(encompassing subdisciplines like phonetics, phonology, morphology, syntax
and semantics) rated question (2) as more important than what respondents
not working in this field did. The predicted probability of a linguist working
in Grammar rating this question as “very important” is 72%, while the
probability of other linguists doing so is 55%. Again, this is not entirely
unexpected in light of what role concepts like grammaticality and variation
occupy within these subdisciplines. We do find it interesting, however, that
there is an effect of the macro-field Grammar for question (2), rather than
an effect of the macro-field Function, even though this question is implicitly
concerned with language and power, i.e. a topic similar to the one addressed
in question (1).

With respect to question (5) “Which three languages have the most native
speakers in your country of residence?”, we find that linguists working in
the macro-field Applied (encompassing e.g. applied linguistics, translating
and interpreting, and lexicography) rated the question as more important than
what linguists not working in this field did. The predicted probability of a
respondent working in the macro-field Applied rating this question as “very
important” is 50 %, while the probability of other respondents doing so is 37 %.
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Perhaps this result reflects the focus by applied linguists on real-life problems
such as communication and education in multilingual settings. However,
if that is the case, then it is slightly surprising that we do not also find a
similar effect with respect to e.g. question (11) “What percentage of the world
population has at least a working knowledge of English?”, given that it, too,
concerns multilingualism (but from a global perspective). Instead, for question
(11), we find that respondents working in the macro-field Function rated the
question as more important than what other respondents did (the predicted
probability of a linguist working in the macro-field Function rating this
question as “very important” is 21 %; for others 9%). In addition, respondents
working in the macro-field General rated question (11) as less important than
what other respondents did (the predicted probability of a linguist working in
the macro-field General rating this question as at least “quite important” is
54%, while the probability of other linguists doing so is 69 %).

Last, with respect to question (13) “Is English more closely related to
Hebrew or to Persian?”, we find that respondents who work in the macro-field
Applied rated this question as less important than what respondents not
working in this field did. The predicted probability of a respondent working
in Applied rating this question as at least “quite important” is 35%, while the
probability of other respondents doing so is 50%. We find this effect, much
like the one regarding question (11), relatively unexpected.

5 Discussion

In this study, we have examined whether there is universal agreement within
the linguistics community about what is important for the general public to
know about language. The data we have presented in this study are the first
of their kind in that they come from an empirical, large-scale survey to the
international community of linguists. In the survey, we asked respondents to
rate 15 language-related questions in terms of their public relevance. The 15
questions cover only a small portion of the topics that linguistics deals with,
but even this limited sample of questions is enough to demonstrate that there
is disagreement among linguists regarding what is important for the general
public to know. We have analyzed the variation in linguists’ views on this
issue by means of ordinal regression models, which show that the variation
can — at least to a certain extent — be explained (i.e. statistically predicted)
with reference to certain demographic variables. Specifically, the perceived
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importance of a question often varies between linguists from different parts
of the world as well as between linguists working in different subfields of
linguistics. For a few questions, we also find a significant effect of gender.
By contrast, we do not find any effect of age on the perceived importance of
the questions included in our study.

We consider the present study a first exploration of the present-day opinions
within the global linguistics community regarding what should constitute
common knowledge about language. Implicitly then, the study raises questions
about what (current and future) efforts in science communication and public
outreach in linguistics should focus on, and whether linguistics should be
striving toward a unified view on this issue. Linguistics today is a very broad
field, and the “outer borders” are not easy to draw against e.g. communication,
education, sociology and psychology. The 552 respondents in our survey study
have all come forth as linguists, albeit that their research focus and interests
vary considerably. It is clear that linguistics encapsulates an abundance of
different theories and views, but, for the purposes of public outreach, we might
still like to see that there is a common understanding of what is important in
linguistics, what our major findings are, and what facts and realities the general
public should be aware of.

Further research is needed to determine the underlying reasons for
the differences we find between the views of different respondent groups
regarding what is important for everyone to know about language. After all,
having knowledge of these reasons is a prerequisite for being able to judge
to what extent the variation in linguists’ views on this issue is something
that should be remedied, or whether such variation should, in fact, be seen
as something positive. If the variation is simply the result of differing
theoretical or linguistic traditions that are prevailing in different geographical
regions or subfields of linguistics, one might argue that a more unified view
of what counts as important knowledge about language should be pursued,
putting what is most beneficial for the general public at the center when
planning science communication and public outreach. This conclusion would
be especially easy to draw if one were to adhere to the knowledge deficit
model of science communication, which assumes that there is a set of basic
facts that everyone should be aware of, irrespective of specific geographical or
social contexts (see § 2). If, however, the differences in linguists’ views reflect
that the general public has varying needs for language-related knowledge
in different parts of the world or in different sub-groups of the public, the
diverse views of linguists about what the general public should know about
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language can be seen as benefitting the discipline. This conclusion would be
in accordance with models of science communication that stress the role of
social context. We do not know how the linguists that participated in our
survey think about science communication from a theoretical perspective,
nor what opinions they have on the practices of science education or public
outreach in general (e.g. top-down vs. dialogic communication). We also do
not know who they were primarily thinking of as the target audience for the
questions in the rating task: everyone in the world/in their own country/in a
specific community? Concepts such as ‘the general public’ or ‘knowledge’
are complex (see e.g. Burns et al. 2003), and large-scale quantitative studies
such as the present one cannot take all this complexity into consideration.

It is important to acknowledge that the results presented in this study
concern only the 15 questions included in the rating task, i.e. the results
cannot be generalized to other questions about language. It is also likely that
the ratings of perceived importance given by the linguists (with regard to the
individual questions) were influenced by how the questions were worded and
framed. Similarly, it is possible that the overall findings, in terms of what
demographic variables are significant predictors for the ratings of the largest
number of questions, would look different had we selected a different sample
of questions for the rating task. Furthermore, adding a larger number of
demographic variables (or variable levels) might reveal different or additional
patterns regarding linguists’ views about the perceived public importance of
the questions. From the standpoint of the science communication framework,
one variable worth examining by future research is the level of experience
(and/or interest) that the respondents have in science communication and
public outreach. We think such a variable is difficult to operationalize in
a short global survey such as ours (as we argue in §3.1), but it could be
worthwhile to include it in more qualitatively oriented follow-up studies with
in-depth interviews of a smaller sample of linguists.

Finally, we do want to argue that the present study demonstrates that
surveys investigating one’s own field of science are important as they reveal
that the dominant opinions and priorities in the field might not always be
what we think they are. We hope this study may inspire not only linguists,
but scholars in other fields as well, to discuss what type of knowledge
about language could have the largest positive impact on the well-being of
individuals and societies.
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Appendix A Distribution of survey participants
by demographic attributes

Academic rank n Age n
PhD candidate 124 21-30 89
Assistant/Associate professor 110 31-40 158
Full professor 101 41-50 116
Lecturer/Instructor 81 51-60 98
Research associate (post-doctoral) 48 61-70 49
Other 41 71— 30
Retired 35 Prefer not to say/NA 12
Prefer not to say/NA 12 TOTAL 550
TOTAL 552

Gender n Region n
Female 320 Europe 290
Male 193 Anglosphere 157
Other 11 Other regions 82
Prefer not to say/NA 28 Prefer not to say/NA 23

TOTAL 552 TOTAL 552
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#  Country of residence n?

1 United States 82

2 Germany 56

3 United Kingdom 48

4 Sweden 42

5 Finland 39

6  Switzerland 32

7  Nigeria 29

8  Belgium 23

9  Denmark 16
10 Netherlands 13
11 Canada 12
12 Norway 12
13 Australia 11
14 Japan 10
15  Brazil 9
16  Russia 9
17  France 8
18  Italy 7
19  Estonia 5
20  Malaysia 5
21 Czech Republic 4
22 Portugal 4
23 South Africa 4
24 Spain 4
25  People’s Republic of China 3
26  Greece 3
27  Treland 3
28  Israel 3
29  México 3
30  Austria 2
31  Chile 2
32 Croatia 2
33 Hungary 2
34  Latvia 2
35  Philippines 2
36  Poland 2
37  Serbia 2
38  Taiwan 2

TOTAL 552

2 Altogether 50 different countries of residence. The table includes all countries represented by at least 2
respondents.
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#  Primary affiliation n?
1 Stockholm University 15
2 University of Helsinki 14
3 University of Berne 12
4 University of Amsterdam 10
5 University of Turku 10
6  Universitit Konstanz 9
7 Universiteit Antwerpen

8  Uppsala University

9  Copenhagen University
10 Universitdt Koln
11 Danish Language Council
12 Friedrich-Schiller Universitit Jena
13 Linnaeus University
14  Ohio State University
15 University of Arizona
16  University of Bergen
17 University of Oulu
18  University of Tartu
19 Orebro University
20 Universidade de Lisboa
21 University of Fribourg
22 University of Tromse
23 Ghent University
24 None
25  Shanghai Jiaotong University
26 Tomsk State University
27  Univ. Nacional Auténoma de México
28  University of California, Los Angeles
29 University of Ibadan
30  University of Joensuu
31  University of Melbourne
32 University of Queensland
33 University of York

WWWWWWWWWWWERAERRDRDROUEILLOUELLEOLEOL WL LN AN O O

TOTAL 552

2 Altogether 247 different universities/institutes. The table includes all universities/institutes represented
by at least 3 respondents.
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#  Linguistic subfield (OLAC) n?
1 Sociolinguistics 173
2 Applied linguistics 162
3 Language acquisition 120
4 Discourse analysis 118
5 Pragmatics 115
6 Semantics 89
7  Syntax 81
8  Text and corpus linguistics 81
9  General linguistics 78
10 Other 76
11 Psycholinguistics 72
12 Phonology 64
13 Historical linguistics 60
14 Anthropological linguistics 55
15  Morphology 54
16  Phonetics 54
17  Cognitive science 51
18  Linguistic theories 50
19  Typology 45
20  Computational linguistics 41
21  Translating and interpreting 38
22 Language documentation 36
23 Linguistics and literature 25
24 Philosophy of language 19
25  Lexicography 17
26 Writing systems 17
27  Neurolinguistics 8
28  History of linguistics 7
29  Mathematical linguistics 7
30  Forensic linguistics 5

4 Respondents indicated between 0 and 16 subfield affiliations (median = 3).

Linguistic macro-field® n
Function 28
Grammar 27
Applied 22
Cognition 21
General 15

# Categorization used in the regression models
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Appendix B Categorization of the linguistic subfields
into macro-fields

Applied Cognition Function

Applied linguistics Psycholinguistics Anthropological linguistics
Translating and  Neurolinguistics Discourse analysis
interpreting

Lexicography Cognitive science Pragmatics

Linguistics and literature Language acquisition Sociolinguistics

Forensic linguistics
Writing systems

Computational linguistics

General Grammar
General linguistics Phonetics
Typology Phonology
Language documentation Morphology
Linguistic theories Semantics
History of linguistics Syntax

Mathematical linguistics
Philosophy of language

Text and corpus linguistics
Historical linguistics
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Ohtoseni, ainoseni, mesikiimmen kiiroseni':

Suomen kielen johdosmuotoisten karhunnimitysten
rakenteesta ja semantiikasta

Minerva Piha
Nord universitet

Tiivistelma

Tassd artikkelissa tutkin suomen kielen ’karhua’ merkitsevid sanoja eli karhunnimi-
tyksid sananmuodostuksen ja semantiikan ndkokulmasta. Artikkelin aineistossa on
298 suomenkielistd karhunnimitystéi. Tarkastelen aluksi, kuinka paljon aineistossa on
perussanoja, johdoksia sekd sanayhtymid, ja keskityn sitten tutkimaan johdosmuotoi-
sia karhunnimityksid. Selvitdn, mitd johtimia karhunnimityksissd on sekd millaisia
merkityksid ja rooleja johdosmuotoisilla nimityksilld karhulle on annettu. Tarkastelen
myos, milld tavalla johdosmuotoiset nimitykset jakautuvat eri aineistotyyppeihin eli
murre-, kansanruno- ja vanhan kirjasuomen aineistoihin.

Karhunnimitykset olen kerdnnyt Suomen kansan vanhoista runoista, Suomen
murteiden sana-arkistosta ja Suomen murteiden sanakirjasta seki Vanhan kirjasuo-
men sanakirjasta. Ndkokulmani on siis vanhahkoissa karhunnimityksiss, joista moni
on yhdistettivissa historiallisista 14hteisté ja kansanrunoista tunnettuun suomalaiseen
karhurituaaliin, jossa karhu kaadettiin ja sydtiin ja lopuksi karhun paékallo palautettiin
metsdin.

Olen jakanut aineiston perussanoihin, johdoksiin sekd sanayhtymiin eli yhdyssa-
noihin ja sanaliittoihin. Johdoksiin olen laskenut paitsi yhden leksikaalisen morfeemin
sisdltdmat johdokset myds sanayhtymidmuotoiset johdokset eli sanayhtymit, joiden
edusosa on johdos. Johdosmuotoisia karhunnimityksié on aineistossa 89. Johdosmuo-
toisista nimityksisti olen analysoinut johtimen ja sen antaman merkityksen karhulle.

Tutkimuksen perusteella karhulle on johdoksen avulla haluttu antaa nimitys, joka
kulloiseenkin tilanteeseen ja kéyttdkontekstiin sopii. Erityisen suosittu johdin karhun-
nimityksissd on affektiivinen -(i)nen-johdin, ja nimityksissé esiintyy muitakin affek-
tiivisia johtimia. Niilld karhulle on annettu positiivisia nimityksié; halventavat nimi-
tykset puuttuvat ldhes taysin. Suurin osa affektiivisista nimityksisté sisiltyy kansanru-
noaineistoon. Toinen esiin nouseva johdin on tekijdnnimijohdin -j4, jonka siséltavit
nimitykset korostavat karhun aktiivista roolia menneisyyden ihmisten uskomuksissa.

! Esim. SKVR XI12/6522.
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Koska karhu on ollut monella eldménalalla, esimerkiksi karjantappajana, metséne-
ldiimend ja mytologisen maailman olentona, keskeinen eldin, nimityksid on kertynyt
valtava maara.

Avainsanat: karhurituaali, mytologinen sanasto, sananjohto, sananmuodostus, suo-
men kieli

Abstract

In this article, I study the words that have a meaning ‘bear’ (from now on called
bear names) in the Finnish language. The perspective is that of word-formation and
semantics. There are 298 bear names in Finnish. First, I will examine how many
simplex words, derivatives and compound words there are in the data, after which
I will concentrate to studying the derivative-formed bear names. I will examine which
derivative affixes are used in bear names and what kind of meanings and roles the
derivative-formed bear names have given to the bear. I will also explore in which
ways the derivative-formed bear names are divided between datatypes i.e. dialectal,
folk poetry and old literary Finnish data.

The bear names have been collected from the database of old Finnish folk poetry
Suomen kansan vanhat runot, Word Archive of Finnish Dialects, the dictionary of
Finnish dialects Suomen murteiden sanakirja and the dictionary of old literary Finnish
Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirja. Thus, my perspective is in the oldish bear names,
of which many may be connected to the old Finnish bear ritual that is known from
historical documents and folk poetry. In the ritual, the bear was hunted, killed, eaten,
and at the end, the skull of the bear was returned to the forest.

I have dealt the data into simplex words, derivatives and compound words. The
derivatives include both, those words that include only one lexical morpheme, and
those compound words that have a derivative as the head. There are 89 derived bear
names. In the article, I will analyse the derivative affixes and the meanings they give
to the bear.

According to the results, a name that fits in with the respective situation and using
context has been given to the bear. Particularly popular derivative affix is the affec-
tive -(i)nen, and also other affective derivative affixes are much used. The affective
derivations have been used to give positive names for the bear; there are hardly any
negative affective derivations. Most of the affective derivations are found in the folk
poetry. Another significant derivative affix is the -j4 that expresses agent noun. They
highlight the active role of the bear in the beliefs of the past Finns. Because the bear
has been a central being in many areas of life, e.g. as animal of the forest, killer of
domestic animals, a being of mythological world, an enormous amount of bear names
have been accrued.

Key words: derivation, bear ritual, Finnish, mythological vocabulary, word-formation
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1 Johdanto

Tassi artikkelissa tarkastelen suomalaista karhuperinnetti sanastontutkimuk-
sen nikokulmasta. Karhu on keskeinen eldin suomalaisessa uskomusperin-
teessd, ja sitd on tutkittu paljon esimerkiksi folkloristiikan ja uskontotieteen
nékokulmista. Uskontotieteen piirissd Juha Pentikdinen on myds kartoitta-
nut suomen kielen ’karhua’ merkitsevid sanoja, joita hin laskee olevan noin
200-300 (Pentikdinen 2005: 9; 2007: 93). Sanastontutkimuksen nidkdkulmas-
ta karhua merkitsevié sanoja, joita tdssé tutkimuksessa kutsun karhunnimityk-
siksi, on sen sijaan tarkastellut vain muutama tutkija (Nirvi 1944; Oksanen
2007; ks. tarkemmin § 1.3).

Laajempi karhunnimitysten tarkastelu sananmuodostuksen ndkokulmasta
on toistaiseksi ollut tekemattd. Téllainen ndkokulma on kuitenkin kiinnos-
tava, silld karhunnimityksissd on runsaasti mielenkiintoisia sanarakenteita,
jotka kertovat paljon siitd, millaisena olentona karhu on sananmuodostuksen
menetelmin esitetty.

Tassa artikkelissa® luon katsauksen karhunnimitysten rakenteeseen —
ovatko nimitykset perussanoja, johdoksia, yhdyssanoja vaiko sanaliittoja — ja
tarkemmin tarkastelen johdettuja karhunimityksii. Aineistoanalyysini pohjal-
ta vastaan seuraaviin tutkimuskysymyksiin:

1. Kuinka paljon aineistossa on perussanoja, johdoksia sekd yhdyssano-
ja ja sanaliittoja? Miten karhunnimitysten sananmuodostus vertautuu
muiden sana-aineistojen sananmuodostukseen?

2. Millaisia johtimia karhunnimityksissa on?

3. Millé tavalla johdosmuotoiset nimitykset jakautuvat eri aineistotyyp-
peihin — murre-, kansanruno- ja vanhan kirjasuomen aineistoihin?

4. Millaisia merkityksié ja rooleja johdosmuotoisilla nimityksilld karhulle
on annettu?

Tutkimus on merkittdvd suomen sananmuodostuksen ndkdkulmasta, silld sa-
nanmuodostusta ei juuri ole tutkittu rajatusta semanttisesta kategoriasta, kuten
tietyn eldimen nimityksistd. Siksi on kiinnostavaa tarkastella, miten rajatun

2 Kisilld oleva artikkeli on osa Karhu kielessd, mielessd ja maisemassa -projektia, jossa tutkim-
me suomalaista karhuperinnettd sanastontutkimuksellisista, arkeologisista ja psykoanalyyttisista
nikokulmista. Tutkimuksen puitteissa olemme tutkineet inventoinneilla ja koekaivauksilla kar-
huperinteeseen liittyvid karhunkallopuita arkeologisena aineistona (Moilanen ym. tulossa).
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sanaryhmén sanojen rakenne vertautuu suomen kielen sanojen rakenteeseen
yleisesti.

Nékokulmani on tdssd artikkelissa erityisesti nykykieltd vanhemmassa
kielessi eli sellaisessa kielessd, jossa vield on nidkyvissd nykykieltd enem-
mén viitteitd vanhaan suomalaiseen karhunpeijaisperinteeseen ja siihen liit-
tyvadn karhun kunnioitukseen ja pelkdéimiseen (ks. karhuperinteestd § 1.1).
Aineistoinani ovat Suomen murteiden sanakirja (SMS) ja Suomen murteiden
sana-arkisto (SMSA), Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirja (VKS) sekd Suomen
kansan vanhat runot (SKVR) karhurunojen osalta (ks. tarkemmin § 2). Seka
perussanoja, johdoksia ettd yhdyssanoja ja sanaliittoja — joita kutsun téssé
yhteiselld nimelld sanayhtymiksi (ks. Koivisto 2013: 328) — on aineistossa
runsaasti, ja yksityiskohtaisen tarkastelun mahdollistamiseksi keskityn téssé
artikkelissa vain johdoksiin; sanayhtymid késittelen erillisessd artikkelissa
(Piha tulossa). Otan artikkelissa esiin esimerkkejd kerddmaisténi aineistosta,
mutta koko aineisto on néhtévissa liitteissd A-D.

Suomalaisella karhuperinteelld tarkoitan tdsséd tutkimuksessa suomenkie-
listd perinnettd. Suomalaiseen perinteeseen on yleensd laskettu kuuluvak-
si my0s karjalainen karhuperinne (esim. Pentikdinen 2007: 63—-107; Piludu
2019), mutta téssa artikkelissa en tarkastele karjalankielisid karhunnimityksié.
Tallainen rajaus on tarpeellinen, koska suomi ja karjala ovat eri kielii, joten
niiden sananmuodostuskeinoissa voi olla eroja.

Nykyisen Suomen alueella myos saamelaisilla on ollut omat karhuun liit-
tyvit perinteensd (ks. esim. Pentikdinen 2007: 43—-62). On my&s mahdollista,
ettd Suomen alueen ruotsinkieliselld vdestdlld on ollut omat karhukésityksen-
sd ja -perinteensd, joskin télld hetkelld suomenruotsalaisista perinteisté ei liene
tutkittua tietoa (Karolina Kouvola henk. koht. tiedonanto 2021).

Artikkeli etenee seuraavasti: ensimmaéisessé luvussa esittelen lyhyesti suo-
malaista karhuperinnetti (§ 1.1) ja aiempaa karhuun ja muuhun suomalaiseen
mytologiaan liittyvdd sanastontutkimusta (§ 1.2). Toisessa luvussa kuvaan
aineistoa sekd sen keruutapoja ja kdyttdmidni analyysimenetelmid. Kolman-
nessa luvussa analysoin aineistoani eri ndkokulmista: Tarkastelen karhunni-
mitysten méérad ja jakautumista perussanoihin, johdoksiin ja sanayhtymiin
ja vertailen niitd muihin sana-aineistoihin (§ 3.1), minké jélkeen keskityn
analysoimaan johdosmuotoisia karhunnimityksid (§ 3.2). Selvitdn my®os joh-
dosmuotoisten karhunnimitysten kdyttokonteksteja ja tutkin, millaisia roo-
leja johdosmuotoisilla nimityksilla karhulle on kdyttokontekstissaan annettu
(§3.3). Viimeisessd, neljannessd, luvussa tiivistin tutkimuksen tulokset ja
pohdin jatkotutkimuskysymyksia.
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1.1 Suomalainen karhuperinne lyhyesti

Karhulla on suomen kielessa runsaasti nimityksiéa siksi, ettd se on monella ta-
valla ollut merkittavé eldin suomalaisessa kulttuurissa. Karhua on kunnioitettu
ja pelatty, karjantappajana myds vihattu. Karhun kaikki merkitykset tulevat
esiin karhunnimityksissé, ja siksi karhunnimitysten analyysissani kiinnitdn
huomiota myds nimitysten kontekstiin karhuperinteessa.

Karhun metsdstys on menneind aikoina ollut tirkeé rituaali ja osa karhu-
perinnettd koko pohjoisella pallonpuoliskolla (ks. Sarmela 2006: 42 ja ldhteet
sielld). Karhun kulttuurinen tutkimus on suomalaisesta nikokulmasta ollut
vilkkainta folkloristiikassa ja uskontotieteessd, joissa on tutkittu erityisesti
vanhoja karhuperinteeseen liittyvid tarinoita, runoja ja lauluja sekd vanho-
ja historiallisia kirjoituksia, joissa kuvataan karhuperinnettd. Viime aikoina
karhurituaalia on tutkittu myds arkeologisesta ndkdkulmasta (Moilanen ym.
tulossa).

Saatavilla olevista perinne- ja kirjallisista aineistoista piirtyy suomalai-
nen karhunmetséstys ja -peijaisrituaali, jonka tarkoituksena oli muun muassa
korostaa karhun ja ihmisen ldheistd suhdetta ja taata metsdstdjille jatkuva
pyyntionni. Kolmeen péijaksoon jakautuva rituaali késittdd karhun kaadon,
karhun juhlan ja karhun palautuksen. Yhteison michet kaatoivat karhun nou-
dattaen tiettyjd sdéntdja ja puhdistautumisrituaaleja. Kaadon jélkeen kyldyh-
teisOssd pidettiin karhun juhla, joka noudatti monilta osin perinteisten héépi-
tojen kaavaa ja jossa karhun liha sy6tiin. Erityisesti karhun paén syominen ja
puhdistaminen oli tirked osa karhun juhlaa. Syémisen jidlkeen karhun kallo
palautettiin metsdin: se ripustettiin niin kutsutun karhunkallopuun oksalle.
Kallon palautuksessa on viitteitd hautajaisjuhlasta, peijaisista. Uskottiin, ettd
karhu paisee palaamaan taivaalliseen alkukotiinsa, kun sen kallo ripustetaan
puuhun. Karhurituaalissa korostuvat karhun kunnioitus ja pelko. Karhua ei
kutsuta sen oikealla nimella, koska sen peldtdédn kostavan kuolemansa. Rituaa-
lisiin runoihin kuuluu monesti myos vakuuttelu siité, ettd eivéit ihmiset karhua
tappaneet, vaan karhu on itse aiheuttanut oman kuolemansa. Kunnioituksen
ja pelon lisdksi karhurituaalissa nidkyy ihmisen ldmpimét tunteet karhua koh-
taan. Ne nikyvit erityisesti hellittelevissd nimityksissa, joita runoissa esiintyy.
(Karhurituaalista esim. Haavio 1967: 15—41; Pentikdinen 2005; 2007; Sarme-
la 2006: 41-47; Piludu 2019; ks. myds Moilanen ym. tulossa.)

Edelld kuvattua karhunmetséstysrituaalia on harjoitettu perinneaineiston
perusteella laajalla alueella Suomessa ja Karjalassa, ja se ajoittuu kirjallisten
lahteiden mukaan 1600—1700-luvuille (esim. SKVR 1X4/1096 [Viitasaaren
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teksti]; Ganander 1789 [1960] s.v. kouwwon-pddlliset; s.v. ohto). Karhupe-
rinne on monikerroksellista, ja siind on elementtejd, jotka periytyvét esihisto-
rialliselta ajalta. Uusimmassa arkeologis-historiallisessa tutkimuksessa tode-
taan kuitenkin, ettd karhuun liittyvissd kansanrunoissa kuvattava karhunkallo-
puurituaali ajoittuu aikaisintaan 1600-luvun loppupuolelle. Tété perustellaan
muun muassa kallopuiden iéll ja vuonna 1647 méaératylld karhuntapporahal-
la. Karhuja maérattiin tuolloin tapettavaksi haitallisina petoeldimind. Koska
karhu oli kuitenkin kunnioitettu eldin, sen tappamiseksi tarvittiin rituaali,
jonka avulla tappaminen oikeutettiin. (Moilanen ym. tulossa.)

Edelld kuvatun monivaiheisen karhurituaalin ja sithen kuuluvien runojen
lisdksi karhuperinteeseen kuuluu runsaasti kirouksia ja taikoja. Niiden tarkoi-
tuksena oli suojella karjaa karhuilta ja estdd karhua hyokkaamastd ihmisten
kimppuun (esim. Sihvo 1986: 27-35).

1.2 Karhunnimityksiin liittyvi aiempi tutkimus

Suomalaiseen karhuperinteeseen liittyvat karhunnimitykset kuuluvat suurelta
osin mytologiseen sanastoon, silld vaikka karhu onkin metsédneldin, se on
myos olento, johon on liittynyt runsaasti mytologisia késityksid ja rituaa-
lista toimintaa. Suomalainen mytologinen sanasto on kiinnostanut tutkijoita
jo satoja vuosia, ja ensimmaéisid mytologista sanastoa selittidvid teoksia oli
Christfrid Gananderin vuonna 1789 julkaistu Mythologia Fennica (Ganander
1789 [1960]).

Kielitieteellinen tutkimus suomalaiseen mytologiaan liittyvistd sanoista
on ollut yllattdvéan vahaistd (Heikkild 2012: 93-94 ja ldhteet sielld) verrattuna
sithen, miten paljon suomalaista mytologiaa on tutkittu esimerkiksi uskon-
totieteen ja folkloristiikan piirissd (ks. kuitenkin Haavio 1967, joka tosin
kasittelee my6s mytologisia sanoja ja niiden etymologiaa). Viime aikoina suo-
men mytologista sanastoa on kuitenkin tutkittu etymologisista (esim. Heikkild
2012;2013; Hikkinen 2012: 88-92; ks. my6s Kulonen 1990)° ja paikannimis-
ton niakokulmista (esim. Mallat 2007; Aalto 2019: erit. s. 163—164, 239-240).4

Laajahkoa sananmuodostuksen ndkékulmaa mytologiseen sanastoon —
tarkemmin mytologiassa esiintyviin olentojen nimiin — on ottanut Yana

3 My®s yleinen etymologinen sanakirja Suomen sanojen alkuperd (SSA) esittid useiden mytolo-
gisten sanojen etymologioita (ks. myos Heikkila 2012: 93).

4 Liséksi uskontoon tai mytologiaan liittyvid sanoja ovat suomalais-ugrilaisten kulttuurien piiris-
sd tutkineet mm. Marianne Bakro-Nagy (1979) teoksessaan obinugrilaisten kansojen karhukultis-
ta, Annika Setild (2010) pro gradu -tutkielmassaan marilaisen luontouskonnon osalta ja Minerva
Piha (2020; 2021) artikkeleissaan eteldsaamelaisten alkuperdisuskonnosta.
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Borodulina pro gradu -tutkielmassaan (2016), vaikka hianenkin keskeisin tar-
koituksensa on tutkia suomalaiseen mytologiaan kuuluvien olentojen nimitys-
ten alkuperdd. Borodulinalla on aineistonaan Lauri Simonsuuren teos Myytil-
lisid tarinoita (1999 [1947]) ja tavoitteenaan hinelld on luoda Simonsuuren
teoksen mytologisista olennoista luettelo lyhyine olentokuvauksineen ja nimi-
tysten etymologioineen. Etymologioidessaan nimityksid hén on analysoinut
my0s nimitysten sananmuodostusta, kuten sanojen alkuperin tutkimukseen
kuuluu. Lisdksi hdn on kuitenkin tarkastellut sanamuodostusta tarkemmin:
hin toteaa, ettd hidnen mytologisen sanaston aineistossaan yhdyssanoja on
eniten, tosin myds perussanoja, johdoksia ja sanaliittoja ilmenee (Borodulina
2016: 114). Borodulina ei késittele lainkaan karhunnimityksia.

Karhunnimityksid on kielitieteellisilld menetelmilld tutkinut R. E. Nirvi
(1944), joka luettelee kymmeniéd karhunnimityksid. Han on kerdnnyt aineis-
tonsa vanhoista sanakirjoista, kansanperinteestd (esim. Suomen kansan mui-
naisia taikoja ja Suomen kansan vanhat runot) ja murreaineistosta, jota hin
kartutti my®0s itse (Nirvi 1944: 26). Nirvin ndkdkulma on karhunnimitysten se-
mantiikassa ja alkuperdssd. Semantiikan osalta tutkimukseni laajentaa Nirvin
tutkimusta, silld késilld oleva aineisto on hdnen aineistoaan laajempi. Nimi-
tysten sananmuodostukseen Nirvi ei syvenny sen enempdé kuin yksittdisten
sanojen etymologioinnin kannalta on tarve.

Nirvin (1944: 74) mukaan syyt karhunnimitysten runsauteen liittyvit sa-
nankieltoon: Karhu suuttui ja saattoi tappaa karjaa tai hyokéta ihmisten kimp-
puun, jos sitd kutsuttiin sen oikealla nimelld. Toisaalta karhu piti siité, ettd
sitd kutsuttiin sille mieluisilla nimill4, ja joitain nimityksié se totteli paremmin
kuin toisia. Karhunnimitykset ovat siis eufemismeja, kiertoilmauksia. Karhun
kiertoilmaukset Nirvi (1944: 78-79) jakaa kolmeen eri ryhméén: viittaaviin
nimityksiin, mielistelynimityksiin ja lasten pelottelusanoihin. Viittaavilla ni-
mityksilld Nirvi tarkoittaa esimerkiksi karhun kutsumista jonkin ruumiinosan,
elintavan, liikkkumistavan tai elinpaikan nimelld, esimerkiksi leilipdd mies
(ruumiinosa) ja metsdldinen (elinpaikka).> Mielistelyilmauksia ovat suku-
laisten nimitykset, esimerkiksi dijd, paillikkdyteen liittyvit nimitykset, esi-
merkiksi metsdnkuningas, ja erisnimet, kuten Pekka.® Lasten pelottelusanoja

3 leilipdii mies: Nirvi 1944: 33-35, 61; SMS s.v. mesikimmen; VKS s.v. karhu, leilipdd.
metsdldinen: Nirvi 1944:29-30; SMS s.v. metsdldinen, otso; VKS s.v. metsd, metsdldinen, karhu.
6 dijd: Nirvi 1944: 33-35; SKVR XI112/6511; SMS s.v. metsdndijd; mesikdmmen.
metsdnkuningas: Nirvi 1944: 30-31; SMSA s.v. kuningas, s.v. metsdnkuningas, s.v. otso; SKVR
XI12/6460; X112/6556; V12/4926; V115/3401.

Pekka: Nirvi 1944: 36; VKS s.v. pekko.
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ovat muun muassa morké ja poppé,’ ja niilld on saatettu viitata muihinkin
pelottaviin asioihin tai olentoihin kuin karhuun. (Nirvi 1944: 78-79.)

Karhunnimityksié on uskontotieteellisestd ndkdkulmasta tarkastellut Juha
Pentikdinen (2005: 9—14; 2007: 93—101). Han on arvioinut karhunnimitysten
madrdn suomen kielessd olevan noin 200-300 (2005: 9; 2007: 93). Hén ei to-
sin mainitse, misté ldhteistd han on tarkastelemansa karhunnimitykset keran-
nyt, minké takia en ole kdyttdnyt hdnen sanalistaansa ldhteenéni kerdtessani
omaa aineistoani (ks. aineistosta § 2.1).

Etymologisista sanakirjoista 16ytyy yleisimpid karhunnimityksid, kuten
karhu ja otso (SSA s.v. karhu, ohto'; Hakkinen 2004 s.v. karhu; otso). Niiden
mukaan karhu on vanha kiertoilmaus, joka merkitsee ’karhua’ ja on korvan-
nut sanan ohto (< *oksi < *okti : *okte-, ks. Nirvi 1944: 69), jota pidetdan
alkuperdisend *karhua’ merkitsevéna sanana. Otso puolestaan on alkuperdisen
sanan ohto hyperkorrekti muoto (Nirvi 1944: 69; SSA s.v. ohto). Karhunni-
mityksid on tutkittu etymologisesti myos yhdessd pro gradu -tutkielmassa:
Auli Oksanen (2007) tarkastelee karhunnimitysten karhu, kontio, ohto ja otso
alkuperédd. Koska suurin osa perussana- ja johdosmuotoisista karhunnimityk-
sistd on jo etymologioitu, tissd tutkimuksessa en keskity karhunnimitysten
etymologiointiin. Liséksi karhunnimitysaineistoni sisdltdd runsaasti sanayh-
tymid, joiden alkuperis ja ikds on vaikea tutkia.®

2 Aineisto ja menetelmit

Téassé luvussa esittelen tutkimuksen aineiston ja sen keruutavat (§ 2.1) seké
kayttdiméni menetelmat (§ 2.2).

2.1 Aineistonkeruun periaatteet

Tutkimuksen aineiston olen kerdnnyt Suomen kansan vanhojen runojen verk-
kopalvelusta, Suomen murteiden sana-arkistosta ja Suomen murteiden sa-
nakirjasta siltd osin kuin se on saatavana sidhkoisend internetissi (aineiston
kerdédmisen aikaan verkossa oli julkaistu aakkosvili a—l6overi) sekd Vanhan
kirjasuomen sanakirjasta siltd osin kuin se 10ytyy internetistd (aakkosvéli
a—perstauta). Vanhan kirjasuomen aineistosta kerdtyt karhunnimitykset ovat

7 morks: Nirvi 1944: 51-53; SMS s.v. karhu; SMSA s.v. metsdnmorks; mossi.

poppo: Nirvi 1944: 49-51; SMSA s.v. mdssi, s.V. poppo.

8 Ks. kuitenkin yhdyssanojen etymologisesta tutkimuksesta suomessa Hikkinen (2012); Boro-
dulina (2016) ja eteldsaamessa (Piha 2020: 117, 132).
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peréisin vanhoista sanakirjoista (Ganander I; Ganander II) ja muista vanhan
kirjasuomen teksteistéd (Forseen 1738; Ganander 1789; Juslenius 1968 [1745];
Juslenius (Porthan) 1968; Kreander & Canstrén 1917; Lencqvist 1782). Lisék-
si olen kdyttinyt R. E. Nirvin (1944) tutkimusta sanankielloista karhunnimi-
tysten osalta. Aineistossani on yhteenséd 298 suomenkielistéd karhunnimitysta.
Koska aineistoni karhunnimitysten méaré on lahelld aiempaa arviota — Penti-
kaisen (2005: 9; 2007: 93) 200-300 karhunnimitysté — on perusteltua pitdd to-
denndkdisend, ettd aineistoni kdsittd4 suurimman osan suomen kielen "karhua’
merkitsevistd sanoista, jotka on tallennettu arkistoihin ja arkistomateriaaliin
perustuviin muihin kdyttamiini 1&hteisiin.

Olen kerdnnyt aineistoa hiukan eri periaatteilla eri aineistoldhteisté.
Suomen kansan vanhoista runoista olen kdynyt ldpi suomalaiseen karhu-
perinteeseen liittyvét runot (SKVR XI12/6458—6575 [Pohjois-Pohjanmaal;
14/1189-1267 [Viena, Arkangel, Vienanmeri]; VI2/4883-4926 [Etela- ja
Pohjois-Savo]; VII5/3364-3403 [Raja- ja Laatokan Karjala, Pohjois-Karjala];
VII5/346-350 [Viarmlanti]’; 1X4/1096-1101 [Vanha Hime, nyk. Pohjois-
Savo ja Keski-Suomi]'?). Olen kerénnyt kaikki karhuun viittaavat nimitykset
paitsi itse runoista my®ds runojen selitteisti silloin, kun ne ovat runon kertojan
ilmaisuja eivétkd muistiinmerkitsijan kuvauksia.

Toisinaan runon kontekstista on ollut vaikeaa tulkita, mikd on karhunnimi-
tys ja mikd jonkin muun (uskomus)olennon nimitys. Esimerkiksi sopii tima
ote erddstd runosta:

Metiin kultainen kuningas,

Metiin ehtoinen emiinta,

Saata sille soarekselle,

Kuleta sille kunnarelle,

Josta soalis soatasihin,

Metin vilja vietésihin,

Aina akoille iloksi,

Kotivéelle kaunoseksi!

(SKVR XI12/6473; lihavoinnit minun)

9 Virmlannista, Ruotsissa asuvien metsisuomalaisten karhurunoista olen ottanut mukaan vain ne,
jotka on merkitty muistiin suomeksi, koska tutkin suomenkielisid karhunnimityksié; joukossa on
my0s aineiston ulkopuolelle jadneitd, ruotsiksi kadnnettyja runoja.

10 Karhuun liittyvid runoja on satunnaisesti muuallakin Suomen kansan vanhoissa runoissa, ja
néisséd runoissa voi olla nimityksié, joita ei 16ydy aineistostani. Olen kuitenkin rajannut aineistoni
keskeisimpiin karhurunoihin. Jos kuitenkin jostain muusta kdyttdmasténi ldhteestd 10ytyy viittaus
karhunnimitykseen sellaisessa SKVR:n runossa, joka ei muutoin ole aineistossani, olen sisallyt-
tédnyt nimityksen ja runossa mahdollisesti esiintyvat muut karhunnimitykset osaksi aineistoani.
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Tulkintani mukaan runossa on viisi mahdollista karhunnimitystd, jotka
olen merkinnyt lihavoinneilla. Kaksi ensimmaéistd nimitysta voi kuitenkin tul-
kita uskomusolennoiksi, joilta pyydetddn apua karhunmetséstykseen: metdin
kultaista kuningasta ja metdn ehtoista emdntdd pyydetiédn saattamaan ja kul-
jettamaan metséstijét paikalle, josta karhu eli ”soalis [saalis] soatasihin, metin
vilja vietdsihin”. Toisaalta erityisesti metsdn kuningas, kultainen kuningas
ja metsdn kultainen kuningas ovat runoissa toistuvia nimityksié, joilla usein
selkedsti viitataan karhuun. Juuri timén runon kahta ensimmadisté nimitystd en
ole laskenut karhunnimityksiksi, koska tulkitsen ne ennemmin metsistyksessa
avustaviksi olennoiksi kuin metsistyksen kohteeksi karhuksi. Olen siis tar-
kastellut jokaista runoa erikseen ja tulkinnut nimityksen karhunnimitykseksi,
jos sellainen tulkinta on kontekstin perusteella mahdollinen. Loput kolme
lihavoitua sanaa olen laskenut karhunnimityksiksi. Osa aineistoon ottamis-
tani nimityksistd on siis tulkinnanvaraisia, ja joku toinen runojen lukija voi
tulkita niiden merkityksen toisin. Myos konteksti, eli se, ettd kysymyksessa
on karhuruno, vaikuttaa tulkintaan: esimerkiksi soalis voi olla muutakin kuin
karhu, mutta koska nimityksen konteksti on karhun metséstyksesté kertovassa
runossa, runoa laulettaessa lienee ajateltu juuri karhua.

Suomen murteiden sanakirjan sahkoisestd versiosta ja Vanhan kirjasuo-
men sanakirjan verkkopalvelusta poimin sanoja merkityksenselitteelld kar-
hu*' sekd Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirjan osalta myos metsd*. Lisdksi etsin
kummastakin l&hteestd hakusanahaulla tai hakusanan osalla kaikki Suomen
kansan vanhoista runoista 16ytdméni karhunnimitykset. Samoin kévin lapi
Suomen murteiden sanakirjasta 16ytyneiden nimitysten osalta Vanhan kirja-
suomen sanakirjan ja toisin péin. Joissain hakemissani sana-artikkeleissa oli
viittauksia myo6s muihin karhunnimityksiin, jotka niin ikdén otin mukaan.

Suomen murteiden sana-arkistossa on kahdeksan miljoonaa murresa-
natietoa (Kotus). Vaikka niistd aakkosvili a—lodveri'? 16ytyy sdhkoisesti,
sana-arkiston laajuuden vuoksi en kdynyt arkistoa sanalippu sanalipulta 14pi
vaan etsin vastineita Suomen kansan vanhoista runoista ja Vanhan kirjasuo-
men sanakirjasta 10ytdmilleni nimityksille. T4ta tyota tehdesséni vastaani tuli
joitain muitakin nimityksié, jotka siséllytin aineistooni. Mukana aineistossa-
ni on sdhkdisendkin 16ytyvastd sana-arkiston synonyymikortistosta (SMSA

11 Asteriski hakusanan perissi katkaisee hakusanan niin, etti tulokseksi saadaan kaikki sanamuo-
dot, joiden alkuosana hakusana on.

12 Suomen murteiden sanakirja on timin tutkimuksen kirjoitushetkelld laajentunut niin, ettd
verkkopalvelusta 16ytyy sana-artikkeleita sanaan mndd asti. Ehdin kerdté aineiston ennen verk-
kopalvelun laajentamista, joten verkkopalvelua olen kdyttinyt vain sana-artikkeliin /66veri asti.
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synonyymikortisto) hakusanojen s.v. karhu, kontio, ohto ja otso siséltimit
karhunnimitykset (yhteensd 14 nimitystd). Lisdksi olen tdydentényt aakkos-
ten loppupuolta R. E. Nirvin (1944) tutkimuksen karhunnimityksilld, joita
hin on kerénnyt tutkimuksen tekoaikana valmiina olleesta suomen murteiden
sana-aineistosta.

Suomen murteiden sanakirjassa ja murresana-arkistossa on karhunnimi-
tyksid joka puolelta suomen kielen puhuma-aluetta: niin nykyisen Suomen
alueelta kuin nykyisen Vendjén ja Ruotsin alueilta. Olen sisdllyttédnyt kaikki
suomen murteiden puhuma-alueet aineistooni. Koska tarkoitukseni ei kui-
tenkaan ole tutkia murteellista variaatiota vaan yleisemmin suomenkielis-
ten karhunnimitysten sananmuodostusta, tissa artikkelissa en lajittele sanoja
murrealueiden mukaan. Olen myds yleiskielistanyt sekd murteelliset variantit
niin runoista kuin murreaineistosta ettd vanhan kirjasuomen mukaiset muodot
nykysuomea vastaaviksi.'3

En laske aineistooni mukaan karjalankielisid karhunnimityksid, koska
keskityn suomen kieleen. Karjalankielisid nimityksié tapasin kdydesséni lapi
Suomen kansan vanhoja runoja, jonne on keratty aineistoa niin Suomen alu-
eelta kuin Vendjan puolelta Karjalan tasavallan alueelta. Karjalaan on muut-
tanut suomenkielistd vdestod ainakin 1800-luvulta ldhtien, vaikka suomen-
kielisten maird ei alkujaan ollut kovin merkittdvé (Takala 2017: 120, 127).
Niinpé Karjalasta on kerdtty myos suomenkielisié runoja. Suomen alueelta
tunnetaan liséksi hyvin samanlaisia suomenkielisid karhuun liittyvié runotoi-
sintoja kuin Karjalasta tunnetaan sekd suomeksi etté karjalaksi. Néistd syistd
aineistossani on mukana suomenkielisid karhunnimityksid myds (Vendjin)
Karjalan alueelta. Toisaalta on kuitenkin muistettava, ettd suomenkielisiltd
ndyttdvit runot voivat olla runojen kerddjien suomenkielistdmia. Jéalkikateen
tosin on vaikea erottaa, mitkd runoista on suomenkielistetty ja mitkd ovat
alun perin suomenkielisid. Téhédn artikkeliin olen sisdllyttinyt ne Karjalasta
perdisin olevat runot, jotka ovat selvésti suomenkielisi.

Aineiston olen kerdnnyt tietokantaan, johon olen merkinnyt seuraavat
tiedot kustakin nimityksesti: sanan rakenne (perussana/johdos/yhdyssana/sa-
naliitto); huomioita sanarakenteeseen; nimitykseen liittyvid semanttisia huo-
mioita (esim. viittaako nimitys naaras- vai uroskarhuun tai karhun ikééan); mui-
ta huomioita (kuten nimityksen konteksti runossa tai nimitykseen liittyva se-
litys SMS:ssa); maantieteellinen alue, jolta nimitys tunnetaan; aineistoldhteet.

13 Artikkelissa esittimissini nimitysten kiyttokonteksteissa, kuten runoesimerkeissé ja murreai-
neiston virke-esimerkeissd, kdytdn alkuperdistd ortografiaa, ellei toisin mainita.
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Lisiksi tietokannassani on tilaa sanojen kielihistorialliselle tarkastelulle, mutta
sanojen etymologiseen tarkasteluun en téssé artikkelissa juurikaan puutu.

2.2 Menetelmit

Tutkimukseni keskeinen menetelmd on sananmuodostus. Olen jaotellut ai-
neistoni karhunnimitykset neljadin ryhmiin: perussanoihin, johdoksiin, yh-
dyssanoihin ja sanaliittoihin. Kustakin ryhméstd olen tarkastellut kutakin
karhunnimitysté yksityiskohtaisesti saadakseni tarkempaa tietoa nimityksen
rakenteesta, mutta téssé artikkelissa keskityn tarkastelemaan erityisesti joh-
doksia. Johdoksista analysoin kantoja eli sitd, mitd sanaluokkaa mikin kanta
edustaa. Analysoin myds kantoihin liitettyjen johtimien funktioita.

Aineistoa késitellesséni olen havainnut rajankdyntid perussanan ja joh-
doksen vililld, mikd vaikeuttaa sanojen tulkitsemista perussanoiksi tai joh-
doksiksi. Synkronisesti jokin sana saattaa ndyttdd perussanalta, koska esi-
merkiksi merkitysyhteys kantasanaan on katkennut, johdoksen kanta esiintyy
vain vartalona, ei-itsendisend sanana tai sanalla ei ole lainkaan kantasanaa.
Diakronisesti sana kuitenkin saattaa olla johdos. (Koivisto 2013: 307-308;
VISK § 149.) Tutkimuksen ndkdkulmasta ja tavoitteista riippuu, tulkintaanko
tdllainen hdmartynyt sana johdokseksi vai perussanaksi.

Karhunnimityksind esiintyy useita diakronisesta nakékulmasta johdoksik-
si tulkittuja sanoja, joita nykykielenkéyttdjd ei endd ymmarrd johdoksiksi,
koska ne ovat leksikaalistuneet (VISK § 166). Tiedetddn esimerkiksi, ettd
sana karhu'* on historiallisesti johdos sanasta karha, josta on muodostettu
myés karhea'® (esim. Nirvi 1944: 65-66'¢; Hikkinen 2004 s.v. karhu; Heik-
kild 2021: 37 alav. 128; ks. kuitenkin karhun mahdollisesta indoiranilaisesta
alkuperastd Holopainen 2019: 114-115), mutta synkronisesti tarkasteltuna
kyseessé on perussana, koska nykykielessd se harvemmin ymmaérretién joh-
dokseksi. Lisdksi epédselvén johtimen, jollainen sanassa karhu on, analysointi

4 Esim. SKVR XI12/6461, 6462, 6466, 6474, 6481, 6489, 6490, 6491, 6492, 6493, 6493a,
6495, 6496, 6498, 6499, 6501a, 6501b, 6502, 6502a, 6503, 6504, 6504a, 6505, 6506, 6508,
6509, 6510, 6511, 6512, 6513, 6514, 6515, 6516, 6516a, 6517, 6518, 6519, 6521, 6542, 6548,
6555; SKVR VI12/4884, 4888, 4893, 4900; SKVR VII5/3365, 3389; SKVR 1X4/1097; SMS s.v.
karhu, mesikdmmen; VKS s.v karhu. Nimitys karhu mainitaan niin monessa vanhan kirjasuomen
lahteessd, etten ldhde eritteleméén niité tissd. Kaikki ldhteet 16ytyvat VKS:sta hakusanalla karhu.
15 Samantyyppinen sana on urho < urhea, joka sekin on yksi suomen karhunnimityksisti (SKVR
X112/6544, 6545) ja jonka olen tulkinnut perussanaksi.

16 Nirvi (1944: 66) esittid, ettd sanan karhu loppu-u on sama johdin, joka nikyy myds eldinten
nimissa kirppu ja sirkku.
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ei ole olennaista, koska yksittéisista diakronisista esiintymistd ei voi pédtelld
johtimen merkitysti. Niinpd hdméra johdin ei voi vastata kysymykseen siité,
millaisia rooleja karhulle johtamalla annetaan. Siksi tdssd tutkimuksessa olen
tarkastellut hamirtyneiti johdoksia perussanoina.'’

On vaikea tietdd, ovatko johdokset olleet hdmartyneitd jo tutkimuskoh-
deaikana, koska tiedossani ei ole, ettd suomen kielen johto-oppia karhun-
nimitysten osalta olisi selvitetty tutkimuskohdeaikana. Ndhdékseni monet
aineiston perussanoilta néyttévét historialliset johdokset on voitu ymmartda
perussanoiksi jo silloin, kun vanhoja karhurunoja merkittiin muistiin pafasias-
sa 1800-luvulla (SKVR) ja Suomen murteiden sana-arkistoon alettiin kerata
aineistoa 1900-luvun alkupuolella (Kotus).

Toiseksi sanayhtymidmuotoisissa nimityksissd on jonkin verran sellaisia
nimityksié, joiden edusosa on johdos (ks. Koivisto 2013: 334-335). Téssé tut-
kimuksessa tarkastelen niité johdoksina, joita ne ensisijaisesti ovat myds Vesa
Koiviston mukaan (2013: 335). Toisaalta otan ne mukaan myos sanayhtymia
kisittelevadn tutkimukseeni (Piha tulossa).

Karhunnimityksid analysoidessani olen kéyttinyt l&htokohtanani Ison
suomen kieliopin (VISK) kuvausta suomen sananmuodostuksesta. Isossa suo-
men kieliopissa on varsin perusteellinen katsaus suomen kielen sananjohtoon.

3 Johdosmuotoiset karhunnimitykset, niiden kayttokon-
tekstit ja nimityksiin liittyvi semantiikka

Tassé luvussa tarkastelen ensin aineistoni karhunnimitysten jakautumista ra-
kenteensa perusteella perussanoihin, johdoksiin ja sanayhtymiin (§ 3.1). Sen
jélkeen tarkennan huomioni johdosmuotoisiin karhunnimityksiin ja tutkin,
millaisilla johtimilla karhunnimityksid on johdettu (§ 3.2). Viimeisessé ala-
luvussa (§ 3.3) pohdin johdosmuotoisten karhunnimitysten kédyttokonteksteja
ja sitd, millaisia merkityksid karhunnimityksiin on saatu eri johtimilla. Léh-
teet, joista karhunnimitykset ovat perdisin, esitetdan alaviitteessé, kun nimitys
mainitaan ensimmaisen kerran.

17 Perussanoiksi olen laskenut myos sellaiset lainasanat, jotka ovat ehkd lainanantajakiclessi
olleet johdoksia mutta joita ei ole johdettu suomen kielen johtimilla. Perussanana piddn myos
sanoja ohto, joka on diakronisesti diminutiivijohdos sanasta *oksi, ja otso, joka on diakronisesti
ohto-sanan hyperkorrektio (SSA s.v. ohto).
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Taulukko 1. Karhunnimitysten méérét erirakenteisten sanojen ryhmissé. Johdosten
kohdalla sulkeissa on sanayhtymit, joissa on johdosmuotoinen edusosa, ja kaikkien
johdosmuotoisten sanojen kokonaismééra. Niitd ei ole merkitty nimitysten yhteisméa-
rddn, silld ne siséltyvit myos sanayhtymien méaardan.

Nimityksen rakenne =~ Mé&érd Prosenttia (%)
koko aineistosta
Perussana 72 24,16
Johdos 52 (+37=189) 17,45 (412,42 =29,87)
Sanayhtyma 174 58,39
Yhteensa 298 100,00

3.1 Karhunnimitysten rakenteiden ja méirien vertailu
muihin sana-aineistoihin

Taulukossa 1 on esitetty erirakenteisten karhunnimitysten méaarat. Karhunni-
mitysten kokonaismaéraksi tulee 298 (ks. liitteistd A—D kaikki aineiston kar-
hunnimitykset sananmuodostustavan mukaan eriteltynd). Eniten aineistossa
on sanayhtymi, joita on ldhes 60 prosenttia koko aineistosta. Seuraavaksi
eniten on perussanoja, joita on reilut 23 prosenttia koko aineistosta. Johdok-
sia on véhiten, pari prosenttiyksikkod vajaat 20 prosenttia. Taulukossa 1 on
kuitenkin esitetty sulkeissa myds sanayhtymat, joiden edusosana on johdos.
Yhteen laskien kaikki johdokset niitd on melkein 30 prosenttia aineistosta.

Borodulinan (2016: 114) mytologisten olentojen nimitysaineistoon ver-
tailtaessa huomataan, ettd kisilld olevan tutkimuksen aineiston nimitysten
prosentuaaliset osuudet ovat hyvin — jopa yllattdvan — samanlaisia: Sanayh-
tymid on Borodulinalla 1dhes saman verran, 58 %, kuin karhunnimitysaineis-
tossa. Johdoksia hin on ilmoittanut aineistostaan 18 %, mutta tutkielmasta ei
kay ilmi, onko hén laskenut johdoksiksi vain sellaiset sanat, jotka eivét liséksi
ole sanayhtymii. Perussanoja Borodulinalla on 23 %.

Suomen sanaston rakenteesta on sanakirjojen sanojen mééran avulla esi-
tetty arvioita. Keskikokoisessa, muutaman kymmenentuhannen sanan sana-
kirjassa sanoista 44 % on yhdyssanoja ja toiset 44 % johdoksia. Jakamattomia
perussanoja on 12 %. Suuren aineiston siséltdvassd sanakirjassa puolestaan
65 % on yhdyssanoja ja 26 % johdoksia; perussanoja on siis vain 9 %. (Hak-
kinen 1990: 84; Koivisto 2013: 50-51 ja ldhteet ndissd).

Mytologisessa sanastossa painottuvat sanayhtymaét ja perussanat; johdok-
sia on huomattavasti vdhemman kuin yleissanakirjoissa silloinkin, kun joh-
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doksiksi lasketaan johdosmuotoiset sanayhtymait. Perussanojen suuri maéra
liittynee aineiston pienuuteen: mitd isompi aineisto, sitd pienempi on perus-
sanojen madrd (Hékkinen 1990: 84). Toisaalta on huomattava, ettd karhun-
nimitysaineiston sanayhtymien maird on ldhes yhtd suuri kuin sanakirjoissa
huolimatta siité, ettd perussanojakin on paljon. Yhdistiminen néyttéé olevan
suosittu sananmuodostuskeino mytologiaan ja uskomusperinteeseen liittyvis-
sé yhteyksissd. Toisaalta yhdistdminen on yleisesti ottaenkin produktiivisin
sananmuodostuksen keino (Koivisto 2013: 50), joten on odotettavissa, ettd
se on produktiivinen myds mytologiaan ja uskomusperinteisiin liittyvassa
sanastossa.

Johdoksia aineistossa on yhteensd 89, joista 37 on sanayhtymid. Loput
ovat johdoksia, joissa on vain yksi leksikaalinen morfeemi. (Taulukko 1.) Ni-
mityksissé on pddasiassa nominikantaisia johdoksia, eniten substantiivikan-
taisia. Joitain adjektiivikantaisiakin johdoksia tavataan. Lisdksi aineistossa
esiintyy erityisesti verbikantaisia tekijannimi. Nimitykset ovat luonnollisesti
pédasiassa substantiiveja, mutta myos -(i)nen-johtimella ja VA-partisiipin tun-
nuksella johdettuja adjektiiveja on jonkin verran, mutta ne voidaan ymmaért4a
my0s substantiiveiksi kdyttdyhteyden tai tulkinnan perusteella (ks. partisii-
peista johdoksina VISK § 297).

3.2 Johdokset

Seuraavaksi esittelen johdostyypit, joita karhunnimityksissé esiintyy. Aloitan
késittelyn aineiston ylivoimaisesti suurimmasta ryhmisti eli affektiivisista
johdoksista (§ 3.2.1). Sen jélkeen tarkastelen tekijannimi- (§ 3.2.2) ja adjek-
tiivinjohdoksia (§ 3.2.3), joita on kumpiakin melko paljon. Viimeiseksi esit-
telen muita johdoksia (§ 3.2.4) seki epdselvid johdoksia (§ 3.2.5). Kéyn nimi-
tyksié ldpi johdin kerrallaan. Luvun lopussa esitén yhteenvedon johdoksista
(§ 3.2.6). Kaikki aineiston johdokset on esitetty liitteessi B ja johdosmuotoiset
sanayhtymdt liitteessi C.

On huomattava, ettd monien aineiston lekseemien paamerkitys ei suinkaan
ole ’karhu’ vaan ne saavat karhu-merkityksensa vasta kéyttokontekstissaan.
Tallaisia lekseemeja aineistossani ovat muun muassa emdntd, isdntd, kunin-
gas, lintunen ja vieras.'® Artikkelissa tarkastelen siis sellaisia johtimia, joilla

18 kuningas: SKVR 14/1253

vieras: SKVR XI12/6479, 6480, 6542, 6549, 6553, 6554, 6555, 6561, 6562, 6569; SKVR
VI12/4910; SKVR 14/1206, 1219, 1219a, 1219b, 1220, 1222, 1222a, 1223, 1224, 1225, 1228,
1230, 1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1238, 1240, 1241, 1242, 1243, 1245, 1246, 1249,
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on muodostettu karhuakin merkitsevid sanoja, ja sellaisia sanoja, joilla on
nimitetty my06s karhua. Aineistossa on toki my0s sanoja, joiden padmerkitys
on ’karhu’, kuten karhunen tai ohtonen.

3.2.1 Affektiivisia merkityksii kantavat johdokset
-(i)nen

-(i)nen-johtimella johdetaan deminutiivisia eli hellittelevia tai pienuutta ilmai-
sevia taikka muulla tavoin affektiivisia eli tunnepitoisia sanoja (VISK § 207;
Kielitoimiston sanakirja s.v. affektiivinen, deminutiivinen). Affektiivisia ovat
myos kyseisen johtimen siséltdvét karhunnimitykset. -(i)nen-johdoksia on
45 eli noin puolet kaikista johdoksista. Mukaan on laskettu myos kaik-
ki -(i)nen-loppuiset yhdysjohtimilla (-hinen, -idinen, -jdinen, -(O)kAinen,
-lainen, -(U)rAinen, -(e)rOinen, -tUinen) muodostetut nimitykset (ks. VISK
§ 207, 208, 210, 213) lukuun ottamatta ei-affektiivisia adjektiivinjohtimia
-llinen ja -(i)nen, joita késittelen omina ryhmindén (ks. § 3.2.3).

-(i)nen-johdokset ovat usein adjektiiveja, mutta johtimella on mahdollis-
ta tehdd myds substantiiveja (VISK § 261). Substantiivit johdetaan yleensa
i:ttdbmind, mutta jos kanta on kolmitavuinen, johtimessa on mukana i sana-
luokasta riippumatta (VISK § 207). Tama sé@ant6 on kuitenkin uusi, silld alun
perin -(i)nen-johtimessa oli aina i. Se on sittemmin painottomissa tavuissa
usein kadonnut, kuten painoton i muissakin konteksteissa. Kyseistd sdantoa
ei ollut vield tutkimuskohdeaikana.'

Kaikki karhunnimityksind esiintyvit -(i)nen-johdokset on tulkittavissa
substantiiveiksi, vaikka ne olisikin muodostettu i:1lisind ja muunlaisessa kon-
tekstissa ne voisi ajatella adjektiiveiksi. Nditd ovat muun muassa kaunoinen ja
kultainen.?® Niiden substantiivius on paiteltivissi ensinnikin siité, ettd izhin
liittyvad sddntdd ei tutkimuskohdeaikana vield tunnettu. Toiseksi substan-
tiiviudesta kertovat konteksti ja possessiivisuffiksi: Runoissa i:n siséltavilla
-(i)nen-johdoksilla puhutellaan karhua tai ne ovat subjektin, objektin tai ad-
verbiaalin asemassa (ks. VISK § 625). Karhunnimityksiin on usein lisétty pos-
sessiivisuffiksi, esimerkiksi kaunoiseni, ja Ison suomen kieliopin (§ 626) mu-
kaan substantiivisesti kdytettyihin adjektiiveihin lisdtdén possessiivisuffiksi

1251, 1253, 1254, 1256, 1260, 1265, 1266.

19 Kiitin Mikko Heikkild4 tidstd huomiosta.

20 kauno(i)nen: SKVR XI12/6466, 6471, 6474, 6520; SKVR VI2/4913; VII5/3394; SKVR
1X4/1096.

kultainen: SKVR XI12/6479, 6480; V12/4926.
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melko harvoin. Esimerkiksi possessiivisuffiksillisesta adjektiivista annetaan
muun muassa rakas (rakkaani), johon monia karhunnimityksidkin voi vertail-
la. Esimerkit (1a) ja (1b) havainnollistavat i:llisen ja i:ttdmén -(i)nen-johtimen
kayton horjuvuutta:

(N a.  Ohtoseni, lintuseni,
Mesikdmmen, kaunoseni (SKVR XI12/6466, lihavointi minun)

b.  Ohtoseni, lintuseni,
Mesikdmmen kaunoiseni (SKVR X112/6471, lihavointi minun)

Toisaalta on mahdollista, etté jalkimmaéisen runon (1b) kaunoinen on sittenkin
adjektiiviattribuutti sanalle mesikdmmen (kaunoiseni mesikidmmen ’kaunoi-
nen mesikdmmeneni’), jolloin se ei ole erillinen karhunnimitys. Possessii-
visuffiksillinen miérite on mahdollinen runokielessd, jossa sikeesséd tulee
olla kahdeksan tavua ja neljd kaksitavuista runojalkaa. Jos possessiivisuffik-
si olisi sanassa mesikdmmen, sikeessd olisi yhdeksin tavua, eikd se silloin
olisi kalevalamitan mukainen. Samanlainen kalevalamittaan liittyva ratkaisu
esiintyy tdmaén artikkelin otsikkoon valittuun sékeeseen: Ohtoseni, ainoseni,
mesikdmmen kédrdseni”. Possessiivisuffiksin takia olen kuitenkin tulkinnut
sekd sen ettd kaunoisen substantiiviksi ja siten erillisiksi karhun nimityksiksi.

Ensimmaéisessi runossa (1a) puolestaan mesikdmmenen ja kaunosen erot-
taa pilkku, eli runonlaulaja on pitanyt tauon sanojen véliss, ja télloin kyseessa
on lista eli kaksi erillistd nimed. Jalkimmadiseen on runon muistiinmerkitsija
jattanyt kirjoittamatta pilkun eli ndyttda siltd, ettd muistiinmerkitsijé ei ole
kuullut runossa taukoa kyseisten sanojen vililld ja on siten tulkinnut ne yh-
deksi adjektiiviattribuutilliseksi karhunnimitykseksi.

Néiden runojen muistiinmerkitsija on sama henkild, Kaarle Krohn. Voikin
pohtia, onko muistiinmerkitsijillé itselldén jo tiedostamaton tai tiedostettu ta-
ju siitd, ettd i:ttomaét -(i)nen-johdokset ovat substantiiveja ja i:lliset useammin
adjektiiveja. Se voi selittdd my0s sitd, miksi Z:ttdméén runoon on merkitty
pilkku (kaunonen on substantiivi, erillinen karhunnimitys) ja i:lliseen ei (kau-
noinen on adjektiivi, toimii mesikdmmenen adjektiiviattribuuttina).

Aftekti nikyy monissa -(i)nen-johdoksissa. Edella esiteltyjen lisdksi luon-
teeltaan hellittelevid tai mielistelevid nimityksid ovat muiden muassa /ullo-
nen ja lallonen, kidronen ~ kddrd(i)nen, metsdn kultainen ja metsdn kulta-
nen kikonen seki metsin ohtonen kikonen.*' Johdostyypilld on tehty vain

21 lullonen ~ lallonen: SKVR XI12/6479, 6480, 6481
kédrénen ~ kddrd(i)ynen: SKVR X112/6522, 6524, 6526; SKVR VIIS Metsdsuomalaiset/347;
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myoOnteisen affektin saavia nimityksié; negatiivissavytteiset karhunnimitykset
puuttuvat -(/)nen-johdoksista taysin (ks. tarkemmin § 3.3.2). Monissa affektii-
visissa nimityksissd on runokontekstissa myds possessiivisuffiksi, joka tekee
nimityksestd entistd affektiivisemman, kuten seuraavassa esimerkissi (2):

2) Lulloseni, Lalloseni,
Omenani, Ohtoseni! (SKVR XII2 6479)

Kiinnostavia ovat my®0s -idinen-johtimiset nimitykset. Niitd ovat esimerkiksi
kuusiainen, mauriainen ja mesidinen.?2 Ainakin mauriainen (’muurahainen’,
SMS s.v. mauriainenl) ja mesidinen (’mehildinen; kimalainen; ampiainen’,
SMS s.v. mesidinen) viittaavat hyonteisiin, niin kuin usein télld yhdysjoh-
timella muodostetut sanat (VISK § 197). Nimitys on voinut tulla karhun
ruokavaliosta — karhu sy0 niin muurahaisia kuin mehildisten valmistamaa
mettd — mutta kyseessé voi olla myds kiertoilmaus: karhua on kutsuttu monien
muidenkin eldinten nimilld (§ 3.3.2).

Ison suomen kieliopin (§ 261) mukaan -(7)nen-johdostyyppi on lekseemi-
madréltddn yksi suurimmista. Se selittdd osittain, miksi kyseiselld johtimel-
la muodostettuja sanoja kéytetddn myos karhunnimityksind. Toisaalta karhu
on ollut ihmisille hyvin térked eldin, sitd on kunnioitettu ja se on haluttu
pitdd suopeana ihmistd kohtaan. -(i/)nen-johtimen suosio karhunnimityksissé
perustunee siis tarpeeseen muodostaa affektiivisia nimityksid karhulle. Sen
yleisyys karhunnimityksissd voi tosin johtua my®0s siité, ettd se sopii hyvin
tavumiirin tasaukseen kalevalamittaisissa runoissa,® joissa esiintyy suuri
osa aineiston -(i/)nen-johdoksista. Johdostyypin suosio muiden affektiivisten
johdinten joukossa perustunee johdostyypin produktiivisuuteen.

-0

Nimitykset sykkd ja metsin kikko kéllerinen®* voivat kuulua affektiivisiin

-O-johdoksiin (VISK § 209). Jalkimmaéisen, sanayhtymédmuotoisen nimityk-

SKVR VII5/3383, 3388

metsdn kultainen: VKS s.v. kontio; kultainen

metsdn kultanen kédkonen: SKVR 14/1239 metscn ohtonen kéikonen: SKVR 14/1257.
22 kuusiainen: SKVR X112/6479, 6480, 6481.

mauriainen: SKVR X1I12/6479, 6480, 6481.

mesidinen: SMS s.v. mesidinen.

23 Kiitén anonyymia arvioijaa tistd huomiosta.

24 sykko: SKVR 14/1191; VII5/3403.

kékko: SKVR 14/1239.
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sen edusosa on kdkkd (metsdn killerdinen kikko”). Johdoksella ei ole tiedos-
sa kantasanaa. Kdkko esiintyy vain yhdessd runossa. Se voi olla johdoksen
kiké (< kiki) tilapdinen rinnakkaismuoto,?® miti tukee runon edellinen sie,
jossa puhutaan kéestd (“metsin kultanen kidkonen”, SKVR 14/1239).

Sanalla sykké on korrelaatti, sykkyrd, mutta ei kantasanaa. Esimerkiksi
Kalevalassa (Kalevala, runo 26, sde 691) sykko merkitsee kdarmettd. Sykolld
el Suomen murteiden sana-arkiston mukaan ole yhteyttd karhuun tai kaar-
meeseen, vaan Suomen murteiden sana-arkistosta 10ytyy sana sykkd merki-
tyksessd ’syli’.

Toinen vaihtoehto sykolle on, etti kyseessé on laina karjalan kielesta. Kar-
jalassa nimittdin on sana sykkd, jonka merkitystd Karjalan kielen sanakirja
(s.v. sykkd) ei tosin anna. Esimerkkilauseena Karjalan kielen sanakirjassa
annetaan “tieded sykka synnyndisijan va_ei pei kadala kavondasijoa tiija”.
Leena Joki (henk. koht. tiedonanto 2022) arvelee, ettd sananparsien keruun
aikaan sanan sykké merkitystd ei endd tunnettu, vaan sitd kaytettiin synnyn-
td-alkuisten sanojen alkusointuparina. Vuokkiniemesté kerétty runo puoles-
taan kuuluu ndin: ”’Siiné on, sykko, synnyntési, / Maan kamala, kasvantasi!”
(SKVR 14/1191). Pielisjarveltd tunnetaan seuraava runo: “Miss’ oot, sykkd,
synn[ytelty], / Karvajalka kasvateltu?” (SKVR VII5/3403). Karjalankielisen
ilmaisun ja runon kontekstit ovat melko samanlaiset verrattuna erityisesti
Vuokkiniemen runoon, joten suomenkielinen nimitys ja sitd runossa ympa-
roivit sikeet lienevét yhteydessé karjalan kieleen. Koska molemmat toisinnot
on keritty runoista Karjalassa, laina-alkuperd on hyvin mahdollinen. Tassa
tapauksessa sykko ei olisi suomessa johdos lainkaan.

-(i)kkA ja -UkkA

Affektiivisia -(i)kka ja -UkkA-johdoksia (VISK § 199) esiintyy jonkin verran
varsinkin sanayhtymémuotoisissa karhunnimityksissi. Aineistossa on kaksi
-UkkA-johtimellista elukka-edusosaista nimitysta, petoelukka ja metsdineluk-
ka,?® joista molemmat ovat sivyltidn pejoratiivisia. Molempia on kiytetty
muistakin metsin eldimista.

-ikkA-johtimen siséltivid erauspenikkaa®’ ei ole aineiston mukaan kay-
tetty runoissa eikd siten vélttimattd mytologisessa yhteydessd. Se viittaa

25 Kiitos anonyymille arvioijalle huomiosta.

26 petoelukka: SMSA s.v. petoelukka.

metsdnelukka: Nirvi 1944: 55-57; SMSA s.v. metsdneldin.
27 SMS s.v. erauspenikka.
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tietynikdiseen karhuun, joka on eronnut tai eroamassa emostaan. Se lienee sé-
vyltiddn neutraali, vaikka edusosa voi viitata lievésti pejoratiiviseen ilmaisuun.

Savyltddn hellittelevid ja diminutiivisia -(7)kka-johdoksia ovat sen sijaan
ainakin mossikkd ja ehki metscin konnikkd.*® Konnikkd viittaa yleensd kom-
peldon tai isokokoiseen ihmiseen, ja sanasta on tehty karhunnimitys lisda-
malld genetiivimuotoinen méériteosa metsdn. Metsdn konnikkd voi olla myds
haukkumanimitys edusosansa perusmerkityksen perusteella; toisaalta se voi
myo0s kuvata raskasrakenteisen karhun liikkumista metséssi (vrt. alempana
metsdn kympyrd). Semanttisesta ndkokulmasta metsdin kénnikkd rinnastuu
my®6s karhunnimitykseen kontio® (< kontia vrt. kontic).° Méssikké on johdos
lapsenkielisestd mdssista’!, joka niin ikdin on karhunnimitys. Mdssikén kiy-
tostd ainoastaan lapsenkielisend karhunnimityksené ei ole Suomen murteiden
sana-arkistossa tietoja.

Mikéén -(i)kka ja -UkkA-johtimellisista sanoista ei ole muodostettu varta
vasten karhua nimittdméén, vaan ’karhun’ merkityksen sanat ovat saaneet
vasta karhuun viittaavassa kiyttokontekstissaan. Nimityksid metsdn konnikkd
ja erauspenikka kaytetdan kylld vain karhuista, mutta edusosat kénnikkd ja
penikka ovat kaytossd muissakin kuin karhuun liittyvissd yhteyksissd; ndméa
johdokset ovat saaneet ’karhun’ merkityksen yhdistdmisen eivitki johtamisen
keinoin.

-(U)yr4

Affektiivinen -(u)ra-johdin (VISK § 213) esiintyy kahdessa karhunnimityk-
sessi: metscn kympyrd ja nend nykdrd.>> Metsdiin kympyrd tavataan ainoastaan
vanhan kirjasuomen aineistossa ja nend nykdrd yhdessa runossa.

Nend nykdrd on synekdokee, jossa karhun kuono on siirtynyt nimittimaan
koko karhua. Nimitys kommentoi myos karhun kuonon muotoa. Se on johdos
sanasta nykd, jonka merkitys Suomen sanojen alkuperdn (s.v. nykd) mukaan
on ’pieni tylppéd veitsi’. Samassa Suomen sanojen alkuperdn artikkelissa

28 mossikke: Nirvi 1944: 62—63; SMSA s.v. metsdldinen, s.v. mossi, s.V. POppa, s.v. otso.

metsdn konnikkd: SMS s.v. konnikkd.

29 Nirvi 1944: 69-73; SKVR XI12/6482, 6520, 6523, 6555; SKVR VII5/3377; SMS s.v. kontio,
kontion, s.v. mottopdd, s.Vv. otso, s.V. kontia; VKS s.v. kontio.

30 Kiitin anonyymia arvioijaa tistd huomautuksesta.

31 Nirvi 1944: 62—63; SMSA s.v. metscldinen, s.v. méssi, s.V. POppa, 8.v. otso.

32 metsin kympyrd: VKS s.v. metsd; kympyri.

nend nykdrd: SKVR X112/6549.
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mainitaan myos nykdrd ja nykerd, joiden merkitys on ’pieni ja tylppd’. Nimi-
tys on sévyltiédn hellitteleva.

Metsdin kympyrdn edusosalla ei ole kantasanaa, vaan nimitys on muo-
dostettu leksikaalittomasta kantavartalosta. Kympyrd voi kuitenkin olla sanan
kompura kiyra, vaira, kiero; kompeld® variantti.’* Kompurallahan on muita-
kin dénteellisid variantteja: kampura ja kompyrd (SSA s.v. kdmpyrd). Savyl-
tadn metsdn kympyrd on nadhdékseni tulkittavissa kielteiseksi nimitykseksi.
Merkitystensé perusteella kdmpyrd ja sen variantit ovat selvésti negatiivisia.
Toisaalta metsdn kympyrd kuvailee myos varsin neutraalisti sitd, miltéd raskas-
rakenteisen karhun liitkkuminen metséssé nayttaa (vrt. metsdn konnikkd yll3).

-rO

Johdin -rO 16ytyy vain yhdestd karhunnimityksesti: sinisaparo®*. Nimitys
esiintyy kuitenkin useammassa runossa, tosin vain yhdellé alueella, Pohjan-
maalla. My®s -rO on affektiivinen substantiivinjohdin, ja kantasanana on ollut
sapa *hantd’ (SSA s.v. sapa). Luonteeltaan sinisaparo on hellittelevé nimitys.

Toisaalta saparo ei vilttimittd ole johdos lainkaan. Sen on ehdotettu
olevan suomessa lainaa kantabaltin sanasta, jota edustaa nykylatviassa sana
stabaras (SSA s.v. sapa; Junttila 2015: 95). Santeri Junttila (2015: 73) huo-
mauttaa, ettd tdllainen lainasanojen ja johdossuhteiden rajankdynti on varsin
yleistd ainakin balttilainojen yhteydessé. Jos sana saparo on laina kantabal-
tista, sana sapa voi olla takaperoisjohdon tulosta (Junttila 2015: 189). Tall6in
sinisaparo ei kuulu johdosmuotoisiin karhunnimityksiin.

3.2.2 -jA-tekijinnimijohdokset

Aineiston tekijannimimuotoiset karhunnimitykset ovat -j4-johtimellisia. Ver-
bikantaisia -j4-tekijainnimijohdoksia on aineistossa 11. Suurin osa -j4-
johtimen siséltévistd karhunnimityksistd, kuusi kappaletta, on perdisin Suo-
men kansan vanhoista runoista. Vain kaksi on perdisin Suomen murtei-
den sanakirjasta ja kolme Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirjasta. Useimmat
jA-johtimelliset nimitykset esiintyvét vain yksittdisissé runoissa.

Kaikki tekijdnnimijohdokset saavat merkityksen ’karhu’ vasta kéyttokon-
tekstissaan. Nditd ovat muiden muassa seuraavassa tarkasteltavat hevosen

33 Kiitan artikkelin anonyymia arvioijaa ehdotuksesta.
34 SKVR XI112/6466, 6479, 6480, 6481, 6489.
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syojd, hopeinen hallitsija, kivijd, lehmdn kaataja ja luoja.>® Murreaineistosta
16ytyvaa ja Nirvin (1944: 27) mukaan karhua merkitsevad metsdnhaltijaa taas
ei vilttimittd kiyttokontekstissaankaan (“metihhaltija kilv rdeskimdissi (=
rdyhdéméssd) ihan tuossa haassa”, SMS s.v. metsdnhaltija, Konginkangas;
myo0s Nirvi 1944: 27) voi yhdistdéd karhuun, mité ei ole Suomen murteiden
sanakirjassa tehtykédan. Olen sen kuitenkin ottanut mukaan aineistooni, koska
kontekstin perusteella kyseessd voi olla karhu, joka on kdynyt tappamassa
karjaa.

Karhun nimittdminen kdvijdksi liittyy karhuperinteen siihen osaan, jossa
karhu tuodaan kylién karhujuhlaa varten. Téssé tilanteessa vieras on runoissa
kdvijdd yleisempi nimitys karhulle (esimerkki 3a); kdvijd esiintyy runoissa
vieras-nimityksen kertosanana (3b):

3) a. Minne nyt viettd vierahanne?
Tuonne viemme vierahamme
Petdjdiseen pesdin,
Matalaiseen majaan
(SKVR XI112/6549, Suomussalmi; lihavoinnit minun)

vrt.

b. Ténne viemme vierahamme
Koyttelemma kéviimme,
Tuohon leitedn lintuseni
(SKVR XI112/6549, Suomussalmi; lihavoinnit minun)

Kiinnostava on myos nimitys /uoja, joka tuo mieleen kristinuskon Jumalan,
ja siten nimitys kuulostaa varsin kunnioittavalta ja mielisteleviltd. Sitd on
kuitenkin kidytetty loitsun kontekstissa: “Kitke kynnet carvohifi / Hambat
ikenihili / Lucko Luojan fuun eteen” (SKVR 1X4/1096, Viitasaari; lihavointi
minun). Loitsulla halutaan tehda karhu vaarattomaksi, mutta samalla kuiten-
kin viestittdd, ettd karhua kaikesta huolimatta kunnioitetaan. Ainoa selkeésti
mielistelevad -jA4-tekijainnimijohdos on hopeinen hallitsija, joka lausutaan ru-
nossa, jossa esitetdan useita muitakin karhua mielistelevid nimityksia.

33 hevosen sydji: VKS s.v. kissa.
hopeinen hallitsija: SKVR VI12/4901.
kavija: SKVR XI12/6549, 6555.
lehmdinkaataja: SKVR XI112/6540.
luoja: SKVR 1X4/1096.
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Tekijannimijohdoksia ei ole kdytetty minkddn tietynsdvyisten karhunni-
mitysten muodostamiseen, vaan tekijinnimimuotoiset nimitykset ovat olleet
merkityksiltddn ja sdvyiltddn hyvin heterogeenisid. Jonkinlaista samansavyi-
syyttd on kuitenkin nimityksissd lehmdn kaataja ja hevosen sydjd, joissa
molemmissa nousee esiin karhun vaarallisuus kotieldimille. Leimdn kaataja
tunnetaan Suomen kansan vanhoista runoista, mutta hevosen syojd esiintyy
vain Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirjassa, johon se on kerétty Lencqvistin (1782:
78) suomalaista mytologiaa kisittelevésta viitoskirjasta.

3.2.3 Adjektiivijohdokset
-vA-adjektiivinjohdin verbi- ja substantiivikantaisissa johdoksissa

Joissain karhunnimityksissé on -v4-adjektiivinjohdin, jolla verbeistd ja subs-
tantiiveista muodostetaan adjektiiveja. Verbikantaisten kohdalla on kyse
VA-partisiipin tunnuksella varustetuista sanoista (ks. partisiipeista johdoksina
VISK § 297). Aineiston kaikki neljd nimitysti ovat sanayhtyméamuotoisia, ja
niiden edusosana on -eldvdi («— eldd). Nimityksind -v4-johdokset eivét kui-
tenkaan ole adjektiiveja vaan kéyttaytyvit substantiivisesti (esimerkit 4 ja 5):

(4)  ja sitte (nainen) oli sanonu et iso eldva tappo heiltd seittdmén eri
elukkaa noit niinkun, nautaelévii, juu se sano sik karhun isoks elidviks.
(SMS s.v. eldvd, Somero; lihavoinnit minun.)

) [Runon selite:] Akislompolan Jussa sanoi kun karhu péille yritteli:
Al4, mettiin eldvi, miesti revi! (SKVR XI12/6503; lihavointi minun.)

-eldvi-johdoksen siséltdvit karhunnimitykset ovat perdisin Suomen murtei-
den sanakirjasta; vain yksi niistd 10ytyy myos Suomen kansan vanhoista
runoista, eikd sekdin esiinny kalevalamittaisessa karhunpeijaisperinteeseen
liittyvdssa runossa, vaan suojasanoina karhua vastaan.

Aineistossa on yksi epédproduktiivisella substantiiviin liittyvélld -vA4-
johtimella varustettu karhunnimitys: metsén vikevi®®. Adjektiivi véikevd on
johdettu sanasta vdiki, ja se on Ison suomen kieliopin (VISK § 290) mukaan
leksikaalistunut. Metsdn vikevd on mielisteleva tai kunnioittava kiertoilmaus.

36 SKVR VI2/4924; VKS s.v. ohto.
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-(i)nen

Kaikki -(7)inen-johdokset eivit ole affektiivisia, vaan johtimella muodoste-
taan myos adjektiiveja, jotka ilmaisevat possessiivisuutta, kuuluvuutta tai
paikallisuutta (VISK § 261, 585, 606). Téllaisiin -(7)inen-johdoksiin kuuluvat
karhunnimitykset metsdinen, metsdldinen ja ehkid myos ohtolainen®’ | jotka
karhunnimityksind ovat substantiivin kaltaisia. Metsdldinen kertoo kuuluvuu-
desta tai paikallisuudesta eli viittaa olentoon, joka asuu metséssa (ts. metsélds-
sd; -I4A-johdoksista ks. VISK § 186). My0s metsdinen viittaa metsdian kuulu-
vaan asiaan (Kielitoimiston sanakirja s.v. metsdinen), eli karhunnimityksena
se kertoo karhun kuuluvan metséan.

Ohtolainen mainitaan vain yhdessd runossa. Ohtolainen on tulkittavis-
sa joko affektiiviseksi ilmaukseksi tai olennoksi, joka asuu karhujen asuin-
paikassa eli ohtolassa. Ensimmadisessd tapauksessa johdin olisi affektiivinen
-(U)lAinen, vrt. hiirulainen ja sopoldinen (VISK § 213). Runokontekstin
perusteella ohtolainen voi viitata olentoon, joka asuu ohtolassa, koska sanaa
kaytetddn yhteydessd, jossa puhutaan my0s “tasakarjen tantereesta” eli karhun
asuinpaikasta (esimerkki 6).

(6) Kaypé tuonne ohtolaisen olille,
Tasakérjen tantereelle —— (SKVR X112/6463)

-llinen

Aineistossa on yksi -llinen-johtimellinen karhunnimitys: metsdllinen®3.

-llinen-johtimella saadaan possessiivisia ja kuuluvuussuhdetta ilmaisevia joh-
doksia (VISK § 276), ja sellainen on myds aineiston metsdllinen. Se kuvaa
karhua metsidn omistajana tai metsddn kuuluvana. -Ilinen on adjektiivinjoh-
din, mutta karhunnimityksend metsdllinen on laskettavissa substantiiviksi
kuten monet -(i)nen-johtimelliset adjektiivimuotoiset karhunnimitykset (ks.
§3.2.1).

Merkitykseltddn metsdllinen on luettavissa kunnioittavaksi, varsinkin jos
tulkitaan nimityksen tarkoittavan karhua metsén omistajana. Néilla perustein
se on ymmadrrettdvissd myos affektiiviseksi ilmaukseksi. Olen kuitenkin luo-

37 metsdiinen: Nirvi 1944: 29-30; SMS s.v. metséhinen.

metsdldinen: SKVR XI12/6463.

ohtolainen: Nirvi 1944: 29-30; SMS s.v. metsdldinen; otso; VKS s.v. metsd; metsdldinen; karhu.
38 Nirvi 1944: 29-30, 55-57; SMSA s.v. metsdllinen.
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kitellut sen ei-affektiiviseksi, koska kyseiselld johtimella ei tavallisesti johdeta
affektiivisia sanoja.

-u

Kuulu®® («— kuulla) tunnetaan vain runokielests, ja karhua nimettiessi sitd
kéytetddn substantiivisena. Nimitystd kdytetdén runotoisinnoissa laajasti, ja se
liittyy siithen karhurituaalin osaan, jossa karhu kuljetetaan kohti kyldad kaadon
jélkeen, kuten esimerkissé (7):

@) Minnekké vienen vierahani
Kunne kuuluni kuletan?
(SKVR XII2/6553, Suomussalmi; lihavointi minun.)

Nimitykselld on mielistelevéd sdvy — kaadetulle karhulle halutaan kertoa, et-
td karhu on kuuluisa vieras. Toisaalta nimityksen muodostamisen tarkedna
motivaationa on myds kalevalamittaiselle runolle tyypillinen alkusoinnun ja
tavuméadrin vaatimus.

Komparatiivi- ja superlatiivijohdokset

Iso suomen kielioppi toteaa, ettd adjektiivin komparaatio voidaan lukea paitsi
osaksi adjektiivien taivutusta myos osaksi sananjohtoa, silla komparaatiota
ilmaiseva suffiksi sijoittuu johtimen paikalle ja voi saada jélkeensa taivutus-
tunnuksia samoin kuin muut johdokset (VISK § 62; ks. myods § 300). Siksi
olen laskenut aineiston yhden superlatiivi- ja yhden komparatiivimuotoisen
karhunnimityksen johdokseksi.

Nimitysti metsdnvanhin®® tavataan vain Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirjassa
ja Suomen murteiden sana-arkistossa, ei lainkaan kansanrunoissa. Metsin van-
himpaan liittynee ajatus viisaudesta ja elamankokemuksesta (vrt. kyldnvanhin,
jonka synonyymind kdytetddn myds sanaa oltermanni, esim. Kallio 1982: 11
alav. 1), joten superlatiivijohtimellinen nimitys on hyvin kunnioittava.

Komparatiivimuotoinen nimitys isompi*' 16ytyy vain Vanhan kirjasuo-
men sanakirjasta, ja sen lisdksi Nirvi (1944: 58) mainitsee sen. Kuten ni-

39 SKVR XI12/6535, 6536, 6549, 6553, 6554, 6555, 6562, 6569; 14/1209, 1211, 1214, 1219,
1219a, 1219b, 1222, 1222a, 1225, 1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 1238, 1240, 1241, 1241a, 1242,
1243, 1245, 1246, 1249, 1253, 1254, 1266.

40 SMSA s.v. metsinvanhin; VSK s.v. kultakimmen.

41 Nirvi 1944: 58; VKS s.v. karhu.
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mitystd metsdnvanhin my0s nimitystd isompi voi pitdd varsin kunnioittavana
nimena.

3.2.4 Muut johdokset

Teonnimijohdin -us verbikantaisissa johdoksissa

Teonnimijohtimellisia karhunnimityksid on vain yksi: eraus** ’eroaminen’

(«— erota) (johdostyypistd ks. Kangasmaa-Minn 1983: 30-31; VISK § 233).
Eraus tunnetaan karhunnimityksend Suomen murteiden sanakirjassa vain
Rovaniemeltd, mutta eraus- on my6s méadriteosana kolmessa murreaineiston
yhdyssanamuotoisessa karhunnimityksessd (SMS s.v. erauspenikka, eraus-
pentu, erauspoika). Eraus-johdos ja eraus-méiériteosan siséltdvét yhdyssa-
nat merkitsevét ’toisella vuodella olevaa karhunpentua, eméistién eroamassa
olevaa t. eronnutta karhunpoikaa’ (SMS s.v. erauspoika). Eraus ei siis ole
mytologinen sana, vaan se liittyy karhun eldménkiertoon luonnossa. Nimitys
kertoo kuitenkin karhun merkityksestd ihmiselle, koska tietyn ikdisiin karhui-
hin viittaavat nimitykset on néhty tarpeelliseksi.

Nimitys lienee syntynyt eraus-elementin siséltdneiden sanayhtymémuo-
toisten nimitysten pohjalta: yhdyssanan edusosa on jétetty pois ja on alettu
kéyttdd teonnimimerkityksistd johdosta tietynikédisen karhun merkityksena.
Talloin kyseessd on samantyyppinen synekdokee kuin nimityksissé, joissa
jokin karhun fyysinen ominaisuus on ruvennut merkitsemiin koko karhua,
esimerkiksi sanaliitossa nend nykdrd. Erauksen tapauksessa teonnimi on ru-
vennut merkitsemdan koko karhua, joka on eroamassa didistaan.

Substantiivinjohdin -kkO

Aineistossa on yksi sana, jossa on -kkO-johdin (ks. VISK § 198, 210): nok-
ko. Nimitys esiintyy seuraavassa runossa 1. persoonan possessiivisuffiksilla
varustettuna (8):

(®) Nouse, nokkoin, norossa,
harvahammas, havon alla,
kiirasilma, kiven alla,
tidl on mies uottamassa
(SKVR VII5/3381, Korpiselkd)

42 SMS s.v. eraus
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Suomen sanojen alkuperdn (s.v. nokko) mukaan suomen kielessd on nel-
j& nokko-homonyymia: nokon merkityksid ovat ’tarpeeksi, kyllin’, *heini-
kasa’, ’vesipisara, tippa’ sekd mahdollisesti deminutiivinen johdos ’naatia’
tai ’soopelia’ merkitsevisti nois-sanasta (vrt. esim. viron nugis 'naita’), jo-
ka ei esiinny suomessa appellatiivina vaan ainoastaan paikannimien osana.
Karhunnimitys voisi olla perdisin viimeksi mainitusta 'né&taa’ tai ’soopelia’
merkitsevastd nokko-sanasta, koska karhua on kutsuttu useiden muidenkin
eldinten nimityksilla. Toisaalta sanan nokko ’soopeli; nditd’ olemassaolo on
epdvarmaa, koska siitd ei ole mitdéin murretietoja eikd kyseisté eldinté tavata
Suomen alueella (SSA s.v. nokko). Sanat nokko ’heindkasa’ ja ’vesipisara,
tippa’ puolestaan ovat johdoksia sanasta nokka ’kérki, nipukka’ (SSA s.v.
nokko). Runossa nimitys voi viitata karhuun kokonaisuuden osalla eli karhun
turvalla.

Esimerkin (8) runo on peréisin Laatokan Karjalasta, joten nokko voi olla
myo0s karjalainen lainasana tai karjalasta vaikutteita saanut sana. Karjalan
kielessd nokko merkitsee *kylliksi, riittdvasti’ (KKS s.v. nokko), mutta Karja-
lan kielen sanakirjasta haettaessa hakusanalla nokko, hakutulos antaa myos
sanan nokko ~ nokka ’eldimen nend tai turpa’. Niinpd karhunnimityksen
nokko alkuperd on pikemmin nendén tai turpaan viittaavassa sanassa kuin
hypoteettisessa ’soopelia’ tai *niétda’ merkitsevéssd sanassa. Sanavalintoihin
on vaikuttanut myos sékeen allitteraatio.

Substantiivinjohdin -0 sanassa metso

Substantiivinjohdin -o 16ytyy karhunnimityksesti metso.*> Se on johdos tai
kansanomainen muunnelma metsd- tai mettos-sanasta (Hakkinen 2004 s.v.
metso; SSA s.v. metso). Karhunnimityksen taustalla voi olla joko sana met-
sdi tai tiettyd lintua merkitsevd metso. Sanaa metsd nimityksen taustalla voi
perustella silli tiedolla, etti karhua on nimitetty my&s metsdksi**, esimerkiksi
eri murteissa viitataan kulkevaan karhuun, kun sanotaan ”metsén litkkkuvan”
(ks. SMSA s.v. metsd). Tassé tapauksessa nimitys on sévyltdén kunnioittava
synekdokee, jossa koko metsd henkil6ityy karhuun ja sen liikkkumiseen.
Lintua merkitsevd metso taas sopii karhunnimitykseksi siksi, ettd kar-
hua puhutellaan runoissa muidenkin metsineldinten nimityksilld. Karhua on

43 metso: SKVR X112/6466, 6539, 6554; SKVR VI2/4913; SKVR VII5/3365, 3379.
4 Nirvi 1944: 27-29; SKVR XI12/6466, 6539; SKVR VI2/4913; SKVR VII5/3365, 3379; SMS
s.v. metsd; VKS s.v. metsd; karhu.
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kutsuttu esimerkiksi ilvekseksi, haukaksi ja hirveksi.*> Taustalla on sellainen
kiertoilmaus, jolla on haluttu liittdd karhu johonkin toiseen eldimeen ikédin
kuin olisi haluttu vakuutella karhun koston pelossa, ettd ei tdssd karhua ole
pyydetty vaan ihan muu eléin.

-e : -ee-johdin verbikantaisissa johdoksissa

Aineistossa on yksi verbikantainen -e : -ee-johdos: erdn toive.*® Sanayhtymén
edusosa foive on johdettu o-vartaloisesta foivoa-verbistd (VISK § 241). Ilmaus
liittyy karhun metséstdmiseen ja on karhunnimitys: ”Josta saalis saatasikki,
Erin toive tuotasikki!” (14/1193, Pistojdrvi). Erdn toive on usein samanlai-
sessa runokontekstissa kuin nimitys erdn toimi (ks. alla).

Nollajohto

Nollajohto tarkoittaa sitd, ettd uusi lekseemi muodostetaan ilman morfologi-
sen aineksen lisddmistd (VISK § 171). Aineistossa on yksi nollajohdolla muo-
dostettu karhunnimitys, josta on muutamia erilaisia variantteja: erdn toimi,
erdntoimi ja erdtoimi.*’
%) Saalis suuri saahaxeni,

Mesi kimmen kéitixeni.

Josta saalis saatasihin,

Erin toimi tuotasihin,#12

Sini sucka [6yttésihin.

(SKVR XI12/6479, Suomussalmi, Pohjois-Pohjanmaa)

Erdn toimi ja edelld kasitelty erdn toive ovat ndhdékseni karhunnimityksia,
koska karhua on selvisti kutsuttu niilla ilmauksilla rituaalisessa karhunmet-
sdstyksessd. Tama kdy ilmi esimerkin (9) runosta, jossa kerrotaan kolmella
eri tavalla saaliin, erdn toimen, sinisukan — eli siis karhun — metsistadmisesta.

4 jlves: esim. SKVR XI12/6554, 6555, 6557, 6558.

haukka: SKVR 14/1242.

(metsdn) hirvi: SKVR 14/1220; SKVR VI2/4924.

46 SKVR 14/1193, 1234, 1246.

47 SKVR XI12/6465, 6471, 6477, 6479, 6480, 6481; 6553, 6554); SKVR VI2/4889, 4894, 4922;
SKVR VII5/3376.
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Kutsuttaessa karhua erdn toimeksi karhu néhdidén metsistyksen kohteena,
syyné siihen, miksi metsddn mennéin aseiden kera.

-ntA

-ntA on marginaalinen johdin, koska se on suomen kielessé vain kahdessa
sanassa: emdntd («— emd) ja isdntd («— isd). Ndmé molemmat sanat esiintyvit
myo0s karhunnimityksind sekd yksinddn ettd sanayhtymien edusosina muun
muassa nimityksissi metsdn ehkid emdntd ja metsdinisintid.*® Sanayhtymit
esiintyvét padasiassa runoissa, emdntd ja isdntd runon selitteessd: “Ei sitd
nimeltd sanottu karhuksi, jopa kaiketi, vaan kun sitd isdnnéksi puhuteltiin ja
emanndksi sen kylla sitte.” (SKVR XI12/6461.) Isdntd karhun nimityksend
tunnetaan my0s Ilomantsissa puhutusta murteesta: ”’nyt se jo isénté liikkuu’
sanottiin, kun karhu elamoi metsédssa” (SMS s.v. isdntd). Sanat emdntd ja isdn-
td siséltavit karhunnimitykset ovat sdvyltddan kunnioittavia tai mielistelevid
kiertoilmauksia ja esittdvit karhun metsén omistajana. Nimitykset kommen-
toivat myds karhun sukupuolta.

-tAr

Sukupuolta kommentoi myds feminiinijohdin -t4r, joka 10ytyy kahdesta
karhunnimityksesti: hongatar ja luomatar.*® Karhunnimityksind nima ovat
aineistossani satunnaisia, silli molemmat esiintyvat vain yhdessd runossa.
Runon kontekstin perusteella olen tulkinnut, ettd kummallakin nimitykselld
puhutellaan karhua (esimerkki 10). Runossa puhutellaan karhua ensin monilla
nimilld ja sen jidlkeen vakuutellaan, ettei runonlaulaja tai hdnen toverinsa
olleet niitd, jotka karhun tappoivat.

(10) Hongatar, metdn eménta.
Luomatar, metidn minié,
Metin ukko, halliparta,
Metin kultainen kuninkas,

48 emdintd: SKVR XI112/6461.

iscntd: Nirvi 1944: 30-31; SKVR XI12/6461; SMS s.v. isdntd.
metsdn ehkid emdntd: SKVR VI2/5425; VKS s.v. maa.
metsdnisdntd: SKVR XI12/6484, 6558.

49 SKVR VI2/4901.
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Hopeiinen hallihtia — —
(SKVR VI2/4901; lihavoinnit minun.)

Hongotar-nimisté olentoa on pidetty karhujen esiditin ja suojelijana (lyhyesti
esim. Kouvola 2021: 74—77), joten on mahdollista, ettd runossa ei viitata
karhuun Hongatar-nimitykselld. Tétd tukee my®0s se seikka, ettd runossa Hon-
gattaren mainitseva ensimmadinen sde on erotettu muista sdkeistd pisteelld,
joka voi merkitd esimerkiksi sitd, ettd kohdassa on ollut pitempi tauko. Muut
sékeet on puolestaan erotettu pilkuilla, eli runon muistiinmerkitsijé on niissa
ehké kuullut lyhyemmaén tauon, mika antaa mahdollisuuden tarkastella naita
sékeitd ldheisempénd kokonaisuutena: listana karhunnimityksid. Varmuutta
Hongattaren merkityksesti runossa on kuitenkin vaikea saada.

-tAr-johtimellisissa nimityksissid on varsin kunnioittava sévy, silld kiyt-
tdmélld feminiinistd johdinta karhu on liitetty mytologisten naishahmojen,
kuten Paivéttiren, Kuuttaren ja Kekrittdren, joukkoon. Kunnioitus tulee esiin
my0s nimitysten kayttokontekstista, jossa karhua kutsutaan muillakin kun-
nioittavilla nimilla.

Kyseisessd runossa karhua kutsutaan sekd uros- ettd naaraskarhuun liitet-
tavilla nimityksilla, miké tekee runoista yleispatevid sikili, ettd samoja runoja
voi ndin kdyttdd kaadetun karhun sukupuolesta riippumatta (ks. Kannisto &
Liimola 1958). Toisaalta sekd urooksi ettid naaraaksi kutsuminen voi myds
kuvata karhun sukupuolineutraalia asemaa.

Henkilonnimijohdin -(e)rvO

Aineistossa on my6s karhunnimitys onnervo,>® jossa on vanha henkilonnimia
muodostanut johdin -(e)rvo,’! jota ei 16ydy Isosta suomen kieliopista. Sama
johdin 16ytyy myds muun muassa sellaisista henkilonnimistd kuin Kalervo
ja Kullervo (Nimipalvelu s.v. Kalervo, Kullervo). Sukunimeni tunnetaan
muun muassa Sinervé (Nimipalvelu s.v. Sinervo). Digi- ja vdestotietoviraston
Nimipalvelu (s.v. Onnervo) kertoo, ettd my6s nimed Onnervo on annettu
etunimeksi, tosin alle viidelle ihmiselle (vuosien 1900-1919 vilisend aikana).
Onnervo voisi viitata onneen ja onnellisuuteen.

0 SKVR VII5/3381.
31 Kiitén artikkelini anonyymia arvioijaa tiedosta.
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3.2.5 Epaselvit johdokset

Aineistossa on lisdksi kaksi johtimeltaan epédselvdd mutta johdokselta néyt-
tavad sanaa: halli ja nalli>* Nimitys halli esiintyy aineistossa itsendiseni
ja sanayhtymissd metscin halli.® Halli on joko johdos balttilaisperiisesti
lainasanasta halla, joka merkitsee "harmaata virid’ tai ehkd paremmin “har-
maaturkkista eldintd’, tai sitten se on suora laina balttilaisesta sanasta, jota
nykyisin edustavat latvian salnis ja liettuan Salnis ’kimo’ (SSA s.v. halli').
Koska en ole 16ytanyt nimitykselle sopivaa johdinta, voi olla, ettd kyseessa
tosiaan on erillinen balttilaisperdinen laina ja titen perussana.

Nalli tarkoittaa Suomen sanojen alkuperdn (s.v. nalli) mukaan 'naaras-
puolista karhua’ tai ’kissaa’. Nalli 16ytyy murre- ja vanhan kirjasuomen ai-
neistoista mutta ei Suomen kansan vanhoista runoista. Kyseessd voi olla
naaras-sanan epasaannollinen variantti (vrt. sanaparia kolli ja koiras). (SSA
s.v. nalle; nalli; ks. m. Hékkinen 2004 s.v. nalle.) Nimityksella ei ole Isosta
Suomen Kieliopista 16ytyvaé johdinta. Sana on kuitenkin verrattavissa ylla
olevaan i-loppuiseen halliin ja my06s kolliin. Kyseessa voisi olla vanha epa-
produktiivinen -//i-johdin, jota ei endd tunnisteta johtimeksi.

3.2.6 Yhteenveto

Karhunnimityksissé esiintyy kaikkiaan 22 eri johdinta, joista yksi on epé-
varma (hypoteettinen ja epiproduktiivinen -//i-johdin) (taulukko 2). Suuri
osa johdosmuotoisista karhunnimityksistd on merkitykseltdén affektiivisia:
téllaisia nimityksid on yhteensd 51. Niissd eniten on -(i)nen-johdoksia ja
sellaisia yhdysjohtimellisia johdoksia, joissa toisena johtimena on -(i)nen.
Seuraavaksi eniten on adjektiivinjohtimellisia nimityksié, yhteensd 12, ja
-jA-tekijannimijohtimellisia nimityksié, joita on 11. Muita johtimia sisélta-
vissd luokassa nimityksid on 14. Viimeksi mainitun luokan nimitysten maaraa
liséa se, etté -ntA-johdoksen siséltévit emdntd ja isdntd ovat varsin suosittuja
karhunnimityksina, seké itsendisind ettd sanayhtymén edusosina.

52 halli: SMS s.v. halli.
nalli: Nirvi 1944: 36; SMS s.v. nalli; VKS s.v. kontio, nalli.
33 SKVR XI12/6464.
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Taulukko 2. Johtimet, joita karhunnimityksissi esiintyy.

Johtimen merkitys

Johdin

Maéra

Affektiivijohtimet

Tekijannimijohdin

Adjektiivinjohtimet

Muut johtimet

Epéselvd johdin

-(i)nen
-0
-(i)kka
-(U)rd
-rO

-jA

-vA (verbikantainen)

-vA4 (substantiivikantainen)
-(i)inen

-llinen

-u

-in (superlatiivijohdin)
-mpi (komparatiivijohdin)

-us (verbikantainen teonnimijohdin)
-kkO (substantiivinjohdin)

-0 (substantiivinjohdin)

-e:-ee- (verbikantainen)

nollajohdin (verbikantainen)

-nt4

-tAr

-ervO (henkilonnimijohdin)

_1li (halli, nalli)

—
—_ — N N =

e B N

— N O\ — —m o
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3.3 Karhunnimitysten kontekstit ja nimitysten avulla
karhulle annetut roolit

Téassd luvussa tarkastelen, missid aineistoissa johdosmuotoisia karhunnimi-
tyksid on kaytetty: runoissa, murteissa vaiko kirjakielessd (§ 3.3.1). Pohdin
samalla myds sitd, miksi johdosmuotoisia karhunnimityksid on juuri néissi
kéayttokonteksteissa. Sen jalkeen tutkin, millaisia merkityksié ja rooleja joh-
dosmuotoisilla nimityksilld karhulle on annettu (§ 3.3.2).

3.3.1 Johdosmuotoiset nimitykset runoissa, murteissa ja
vanhassa kirjasuomessa

Aineistossa on 56 johdosmuotoista Suomen kansan vanhoista runoista ke-
riattyd karhunnimitystd, Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirjassa johdosmuotoisia
nimityksid on 15, ja Suomen murteiden sanakirjassa, Suomen murteiden
sana-arkistossa ja Nirvin (1944) tutkimuksessa johdosmuotoisia nimityksid
on yhteensi 43. Viimeksi mainituista nimityksisti yksi, kdmmenen imiji,>*
16ytyy vain Nirvin tutkimuksesta eikd lainkaan Kotimaisten kielten keskuksen
murreaineistoista. Sen Nirvi on 18ytinyt Christfrid Gananderin sanakirjasta
Nytt Finskt Lexikonista (1937-1940), ja se on myos késilla olevan tutkimuk-
sen vanhan kirjasuomen aineistossa.

Enin osa johdosmuotoisista karhunnimityksistd on perdisin Suomen kan-
san vanhoista runoista. Nimitysten maédrdd vanhoissa runoissa selittdd niin
kutsuttu kerto, jossa runon péékésitettd, tdssé tapauksessa karhua, toistetaan
useilla eri synonyymeilla (ks. kerrosta esim. Anttonen & Kuusi 1999: 83). Osa
ndistd nimityksistd on varmasti muodostettu ainoastaan tayttdmaan runojen
rakenteiden tarpeita, kuten kertoa tai alkusointua; téllaisia voivat olla sanayh-
tymit, kuten metsdn ehkic emdntd.>® Johtamalla on myds verrattain helppo
tayttda kalevalamittaisen runouden tavumairdvaatimuksia.

Osa runojen karhunnimityksistd 10ytyy myds murreaineistosta, joten ne
ovat saattaneet syntyi alun perin arkikielessi,*® josta ne on otettu runokieleen.
On mahdotonta varmasti sanoa, mikd nimitys on ollut alun perin kaytossa mis-
sdkin kontekstissa, mutta voi spekuloida, ettd monimutkaiset alkusoinnulla

54 Nirvi 1944: 60; VKS s.v. kdmmenenimijd.

35 On my6s huomattava, etti sanayhtymien, tai tarkemmin sanaliittojen, suuri mézr4 runoaineis-
tossa verrattuna VKS:an ja SMS:an johtuu siité, ettd kaksi viime mainittua sisiltdd pddasiassa
lekseemeja (kiitdn anonyymia arvioijaa tdstd huomautuksesta). Esittelen aineiston sanayhtymid
laajemmin mydhemmin julkaistavassa artikkelissani (Piha tulossa).

36 Tarkoitan tissa arkikielelld muuta kiyttd4 kuin runonlaulua tai muuta runomittaista perinnetts.
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varustetut nimitykset on alun perin muodostettu runoja varten ja yksinker-
taissmmat, lyhyemmat nimitykset, joilla on myds arkipdivdinen konnotaatio,
ovat valuneet arkikielestd runokieleen. Jalkimmadiset ovat johdosrakentees-
taan huolimatta varsin yksikertaisia: otsonen, (metsdn) isdntd ja metsdn eldvd
ovat téllaisia arkipéivéisid karhunnimityksid, jotka l0ytyvit sekd runo- ettd
murreaineistosta. Toisaalta on mahdollista, ettd perussanamuotoinen otso on
johdettu muotoon otsonen runokieltd varten ja sieltd se on palautunut johdos-
muotoisena arkikieleen.

Vanhan kirjasuomen aineistoihin pédtyneitd johdosmuotoisia karhunni-
mityksid 16ytyy niin runoaineistosta kuin murreaineistosta: Metsdn vikevd
ja metsdn ehkid emdntd esiintyvét niin runoissa kuin vanhan kirjasuomen
aineistossa. Sekd murre- ettd kirjasuomiaineistossa esiintyvit puolestaan met-
sdldinen, metsdnvanhin ja nalli. Lisdksi kirjakielessd on kahdeksan johdosta,
joita ei ole muissa tutkimuksen aineistoissa. Niitd ovat esimerkiksi sevosen
syojd, metsin kympyrd ja metsin mehkonen emdntd,”’ joista viimeinen lie-
nee rakenteensa perusteella perdisin runosta. Vanhan kirjasuomen aineisto on
voinut sdilyttdd sellaisia karhunnimityksié, joita ei endd murre- tai runomate-
riaalin keruiden aikana ollut kidytossa tai jotka eivdt muuten jostain syysté ole
padtyneet murre- ja runoaineistoon.

3.3.2 Karhun merkitykset ja roolit sananjohdon nikokulmasta

Lahes kaikki aineistoni johdosmuotoiset karhunnimitykset saavat karhuun
viittaavan merkityksensd vasta johdoksina kéyttokontekstissaan; johdosten
kantasanoilla tai johtimilla ei siis ole ’karhun’ merkitysti. Ainoat poikkeukset,
joissa kantasanalla on *karhun’ merkitys ovat karhunen®® («— karhu), otsonen
(« otso), ohtolainen (< ohtola tai ohto). Karhunen ja ohtolainen esiintyvit
molemmat ainoastaan yhdessd runossa, ofsonen yhdessi runossa ja liséksi
murreaineistossa. Karhunen ja otsonen ovat molemmat karhun hellittelevid
ilmauksia, mutta ohtolaisen merkitys on tulkinnasta riippuvainen: ohtolaisen
voi ajatella viittaavan my0s olentoon, joka eldd karhujen asuinpaikassa ohto-
lassa (ks. VISK § 186, 625). On myos mahdollista tulkita nimitys affektiivi-
seksi -(U)/Ainen-johdoksiseksi sanaksi (VISK § 213).

Monet nimitykset ovat tunnistettavissa karhuun viittaaviksi sanoiksi vain
kontekstissaan, silld ndiden johdosten paddmerkitys on aivan muu kuin "karhu’.

ST VKS s.v. kontio.
58 SKVR XI12/6467.
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Tallaisia ovat esimerkiksi iscntd, kuulu, metsdldinen, méttonen,> ja erityisen
selkednd esimerkkind on mainittava muiden eldinten nimitykset, jotka vain
karhurunon kontekstissa viittaavat karhuun, esimerkiksi metso. Samanlaisia
nimityksid on lisdd perussanamuotoisissa nimityksissd, joita en kisittele tés-
sd. Pentikdinen (2007: 100) toteaa, ettd esimerkiksi linnunnimitykset kar-
hunnimind ovat 18htoisin vanhoista eldinseremonioista ja kolmikerroksisen
maailman késityksestd, jossa noita matkasi maailmojen vililld apuhenkinédin
erilaiset eldimet, kuten linnut ja kddrmeet. Téllaiset kdsitykset noitien apuhen-
gisté ovat ndhdikseni kuitenkin kuuluneet vahvemmin saamelaiseen kuin suo-
malaiseen uskomusperinteeseen (ks. Pulkkinen 2011: 247-248; Kaikkonen
2020). Yksinkertaisempi selitys on, ettd karhua on kutsuttu muiden eldinten
nimityksilld esimerkiksi siksi, ettd on haluttu uskotella karhulle, ettd ei tdssé
karhua olla keittdmédssd vaan ithan muuta metsénriistaa.

Affektiivisia nimityksid on johdosmuotoisista nimityksistd eniten, ja ne
ovat ldhes kaikki positiivissdvyisid. Affektiivisilla johtimilla muodostetuilla
karhunnimityksilld onkin pédasiassa haluttu kunnioittaa (metsdn kultainen),
mielistelld ja kehua (kaunis karvaréyhetyinen,®® kaunoinen) tai hellitelld (ai-
nonen, karvalallonen)®' karhua. Nirvi (1944: 79) toteaa, etti tillaisilla ni-
mityksilld karhua on kutsuttu karhun vélittomassa laheisyydessa ja varsinkin
karhua metséstettdessd. Samassa yhteydessd hin huomauttaa myos, etté kai-
kenlaiset positiivissdvyiset affektiiviset nimitykset ovat mielistelynimityksia.
Sanassa mielistely on kuitenkin negatiivinen sivy,%? eiké kaikkia karhunni-
mityksid voi siksi tulkita mielisteleviksi. Nahdédkseni on todennékdistd, ettd
karhun positiivissévyiset affektinimet kuvaavat my6s karhun ja ihmisen suh-
teen ldheisyyttd: ne kertovat lampimisti tunteista, joita ihmisilld karhuun on
(ks. Laalo 2001: 71).

Toisaalta karhu on ndhty my0s karjan tappajana, mikd on aiheuttanut
pelkoa ja huolta toimeentulosta, ja siksi myonteisilld nimityksilld on myds
haluttu hyvitelld karhua ja pyytés, ettei karhu tappaisi karjaa. Téllainenkaan
nékokulma ei ndhdikseni vaadi ndkemadn jokaista positiivissdvyistd karhun-
nimitysti Nirvin (1944: 79) tapaan mielistelynimitykseni. Karhua kohtaan on
voitu tuntea seké ldheisyyttd ettd kunnioittavaa pelkoa, minka takia esimer-

59 SMSA s.v. méttonen.

60 SKVR 14/1257.

61 ginonen: SKVR 14/1228, 1242; karvalallonen: SKVR 14/1225, 1238.

2 Mielistely on nominijohdos verbistd mielistelld. Kielitoimiston sanakirja antaa verbin merki-
tyksiksi “tavoitella jkn suosiota (liioittelevasti) kehuen, imarrellen, lichitelld, hannystelld, nuo-
leskella”.
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kiksi yhdessé ja samassa runossa karhua voidaan kutsua monilla erisdvyisilld
karhunnimityksilla.

Affektiivisilla johtimilla muodostetut nimitykset ovat suosituimpia ru-
noaineistossa, mika ei liene yllétys, silld karhurunoja laulettiin nimenomaan
metséstyksen ja siihen liittyvien muiden rituaalien yhteydessé, joiden tehtéva-
nd oli karhun ja ihmisen suhteen vahvistaminen. Huomattakoon, ettd moniin
affektiivisiin nimityksiin on runoaineistossa lisdtty yksikon — tai joskus mo-
nikon — ensimmaéisen persoonan possessiivisuffiksi. Se vahvistaa nimitysten
hellittelevédé sdvya ja kertoo ihmisen ja karhun ldheisestd suhteesta: Mihin
heitédn hempuseni / Lasken karvalalluseni?” (14/1238, Vuokkiniemi, lihavoin-
nit minun). Murreaineistossa myoOnteissivyisid affektiivisia johdoksia ovat
konnikdinen,%® mommokdinen, mossikkd ja otsonen.

Affektiivisia johdoksia ei juurikaan ole kdytetty karhun haukkumiseen tai
halventamiseen. Ainoat poikkeukset ovat petoelukka ja metsinelukka seké
ehkd metsdn kénnikkd ja metsdn kympyrd, joilla voi olla pejoratiivinen savy
edusosansa perusmerkityksen perusteella (konnikkd *kompeld t. isokokoi-
nen ihminen’; kympyrd *kéyra, véird, kiero; kompeld’). Edellisessd kappa-
leessa mainitun nimityksen kénnikdinen kantasana on kénnikkd, mutta olen
kuitenkin laskenut kénnikdisen myonteissévyiseksi, koska siithen on lisdtty
-(i)nen-johdin, jolla on muodostettu lihes yksinomaan myonteissavyisid kar-
hunnimityksid. Vahintdén konnikdinen on savyltdin lievempi pejoratiivinen
ilmaus kuin metsdn konnikkd. Toisaalta metsdn kénnikkdkddn ei valttimétta
ole pejoratiivinen vaan hellittelevd. Se voi my6s varsin neutraalisti kuvata,
miltd karhu néyttdd liikkkuessaan metsdssd. Negatiivissdvyisistd nimityksis-
td yksikddn ei esiinny runoaineistossa, vaan ne kaikki on kerdtty Suomen
murteiden sana-arkistosta. My6skdin vanhan kirjasuomen aineistossa ei ole
affektiivisella johtimella muodostettuja pejoratiivisia nimityksia.

Aineistosta 10ytyy ei-affektiivisella verbikantaisella -v4-adjektiivinjohti-
mella johdettu nimitys petoeldivi,* joka on tulkittavissa pejoratiiviseksi, jos
nimityksen méériteosaa pefo- pidetdéin negatiivissdvyisend. Kéytetty johdin ei
kuitenkaan tee nimityksestd halventavaa. Samaa nimitystd on kaytetty muis-
takin metsén petoeldimistd (SMSA s.v. petoelukka). Mairiteosan merkitys ei
kuitenkaan valttimattd ole negatiivissdvyinen vaan neutraali kuvaus karhusta
ja muista metsin saalistajista.®®

63 Nirvi 1944: 26; SMS s.v. konnikdinen

%4 SMSA s.v. petoelukka.

65 Aineiston nimitykset, jotka kuvaavat karhua riistana ja joita on kiiytetty myos muista riistaeldi-
mistd, kertovat my0s siité, ettd karhu on ndhty myos aivan tavallisena riistacldimend, joka ei juu-
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Aineistossa on runsaasti nimityksid, jotka voisivat muussa kontekstissa
olla adjektiiveja. Karhunnimityksind ne kuitenkin viittaavat olioon, eli ne ovat
nimisanoja, siis substantiiveja (ks. adjektiivisista substantiiveista karhunnimi-
tyksind § 3.2.1). Tastd huolimatta adjektiivia muistuttavissa nimityksissa on
keskeistd niiden kuvaileva tehtdvé: ne kuvailevat karhua jonkinlaiseksi, esi-
merkiksi eldvdksi (esim. petoeldvd, metsdn eldva), kauno(i)seksi, kulta(i)seksi
tai véikevdksi. Nimitys kulta(i)nen liittyy karhun turkin viriin,®® mutta silld on
voinut olla myds abstraktimpi ’rakkaaseen’ vivahtava merkitys. Tahdn kuu-
luu myds superlatiivimuotoinen metsdnvanhin. Monet adjektiivimuotoisista
nimityksisté ovat paitsi kuvailevia myos affektiivisia.

Tekijainnimijohtimellisilla nimityksilld on annettu karhulle tekijan rooli.
Tekijannimijohdokset ovat suhteellisen paljon kéytettyjd karhunnimityksissa,
mika kertoo siitd, ettd karhua on pidetty aktiivisena toimijana. Tekijannimi-
muotoisia karhunnimityksié on niin murre-, runo- kuin kirjasuomen aineistos-
sa, ja ne ovat sdvyltdin monenlaisia: paitsi aktiivista tekijyyttd ne ilmaisevat
karhun roolia kotieldinten tappajana (lehimdn kaataja, hevosen syojd), toimeli-
aana metsinasujana (metsdnmyyrtdjd, maanruopija),®’ (ihmisten luona) vie-
railijana (kdvijd) ja kunnioitettuna valtiaana tai uskomusmaailman olentona
(hopeinen hallitsija, luoja, metsdnhaltija).

My®0s nimitys erdn toive on varsin kiinnostava. Nimitys liittyy tiiviisti
karhun metséstykseen, silld nimityksessé karhu henkildityy toiveeksi saaliista.
Erdn toimi puolestaan tekee karhusta metsastyksen kohteen.

Karhunnimityksilld on haluttu antaa karhulle nimitys, joka kulloiseenkin
tilanteeseen ja kdyttokontekstiin sopii. Kun karhu on ollut monella eldména-
lalla — kuten karjantappajana, metsineldimend, mytologisen maailman olen-
tona — keskeinen eldin, on nimityksidkin kertynyt valtava maara.

rikaan poikkea muista metsastettavista eldimista (ks. riistannimityksistd Illoméki 2002: 139—-140).
Téllaisia nimityksid ei kuitenkaan tavata johdosmuotoisista nimityksistd, mutta perussanoista
hyvd esimerkki on nimitys saalis, jota tavataan karhua puhuttelevista ja karhusta kertovissa
runoissa ja joka siksi on mukana karhunnimitysaineistossa.

66 Karhun turkin viri voi vaihdella mustasta kellanruskeaan ja kellanharmaaseen (https:/www.
suurpedot.fi/lajit/karhu/tuntomerkit.html, luettu 29.4.2022).

7 metscinmyyrtiji: SMSA s.v. metsanmyyrtija.

maanruopija: SKVR X112/6540.
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4 Lopuksi

Olen téssé tutkimuksessa tarkastellut johdosmuotoisia suomen kielen ’kar-
hua’ merkitsevid sanoja eli karhunnimityksid. Téssd viimeisessd luvussa
vastaan lyhyesti johdannossa esittdmiini tutkimuskysymyksiin ja pohdin
jatkotutkimusaiheita.

Johdosmuotoisia nimityksid on yhteensé 89, eli noin 30 % koko karhun-
nimitysaineistosta, joka késittdd myds perussana- ja sanayhtymédmuotoiset
karhunnimitykset. Johdosmuotoisista nimityksistd 35 on sanayhtymii, joiden
edusosa on johdosmuotoinen. Yhteensa aineistossa on 298 karhunnimitysta.

Karhunnimitysaineiston sananmuodostus ei juurikaan poikkea muiden
sana-aineistojen koostumuksesta. Perussanojen méaaré tosin korostuu yleissa-
nakirjoihin verrattaessa, mutta se liittyy siihen, ettd karhunnimitysaineisto on
verrattain pieni, jolloin perussanojen osuus sanaston koostumuksessa koros-
tuu. Muiden sananmuodostuskeinojen osalta karhunnimitysaineiston koostu-
mus ei eroa yleissanakirjojen sana-aineistojen koostumuksesta.

Vertasin karhunnimitysaineistoa my6s Borodulinan (2016: 114) myto-
logisen sanaston koostumukseen, joka on hyvin samanlainen kuin késilld
olevan tutkimuksen aineiston koostumus. Borodulinan aineiston ja karhunni-
mitysten perusteella ei ole néhtivissé, ettd mytologiaan ja uskomusperintee-
seen liittyvisséd sanastossa suosittaisiin yhtd sananmuodostuskeinoa muiden
kustannuksella.

Karhunnimityksissé esiintyy yhteensé 22 eri johdinta, joista kdytetyin on
-(i)nen ja sen sisdltidvit yhdysjohtimet. Lahes puolessa kaikista johdoksista on
tdma merkitykseltdén affektiivinen johdin. Muita karhunnimityksisté 16ytyvia
affektiivijohtimia ovat muun muassa -(i)kkA ja -(U)rA. Affektiivijohtimel-
liset nimitykset ovat ldhes yksinomaan positiivissdvyisid — hellittelevia tai
kunnioittavia. Pejoratiivissdvyisié affektiivismerkityksisid johdoksia on vain
muutama. Ne 10ytyvét suomen murteiden aineistosta; suomalaisessa runope-
rinteessé johdokset ovat yksinomaan positiivissavyisia.

Adjektiivien substantiivinen kiytté on hyvin yleistd karhunnimityksissa.
Monet varsinkin -(7)nen-johtimella muodostetut nimitykset olisivat nimittdin
toisessa kontekstissa adjektiiveja, mutta karhunnimityksind ne ovat selvésti
substantiiveja. Niiden tehtdvd on kuvailla karhun ulkondkéd, luonnetta tai
muuta piirrettd, ja siten niissd on néhtévissd myds adjektiivisuus.

Toinen aineistosta nouseva johdostyyppi on -j4-tekijinnimijohtimella
muodostetut karhunnimitykset. Niiden avulla karhulle on annettu aktiivinen
tekijén rooli; karhu ei ole ollut vain saalis, peto tai abstrakti perinteessa eldva
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hahmo vaan my®0s aktiivinen toimija, jolla on ollut kanssakdyntid ihmisten
kanssa.

Eniten johdosmuotoisia karhunnimityksid on Suomen kansan vanhoissa
runoissa, ja vanhan kirjasuomen aineistossa nimityksid on véhiten. Moni-
mutkaisimmat nimitykset, kuten johdosmuotoiset sanayhtymét, 16ytyvét usein
runoaineistosta, kun taas murreaineistosta 16ytyy enemmaén yhden leksikaali-
sen morfeemin siséltédvia johdosmuotoisia nimityksid. Niitd 16ytyy toki myos
runoaineistosta. Joka tapauksessa murrekielessd karhunnimitykset ovat huo-
mattavasti runokieltd arkisempia, ja nimityksiin kuuluu runsaasti eri ikdisiin
karhuihin viittaavia nimityksié, jotka eivét ole suoranaisia mytologisia nimi-
tyksid. Néistd tosin suurin osa on johtamattomia sanayhtymia, joita ei kasitella
tassd artikkelissa (ks. ndistd lisdd Piha tulossa).

Varsinkin kalevalamittaisissa runoissa karhunnimitysten muodostamisen
motivaationa on usein ollut runomitan sddnt6jen, kuten kerron, alkusoinnun,
viskurilain ja tavuméirén, noudattaminen. Yhtd keskeinen motivaattori on
ollut muodostaa runon kontekstiin semanttisesti sopiva nimitys. Vanhaan kir-
jasuomeen on padtynyt niin runo- kuin murreaineistosta tunnettuja nimityksia,
mutta sieltd 16ytyy myos joitain sellaisia karhunnimityksié, joita ei 16ydy
muista tutkimuksen aineistoista. On mahdollista, ettd vanhoissa kirjallisissa
dokumenteissa on sdilynyt sellaisia karhunnimityksié, jotka eivdt endd olleet
kaytossd murre- ja runoaineiston kerddmisen aikaan. Toisaalta on muistettava,
ettd runokieli on monesti vanhakantaista ja kiteytynyttd, joten kansanrunoissa
on voinut sdilyé sellaisia muotoja, jotka eivit sdily esimerkiksi puhekielessa.

Olen keskittynyt tdssé artikkelissa johdosmuotoisiin karhunnimityksiin,
mutta myds sanayhtymi- ja perussanamuotoiset karhunnimitykset tarjoavat
antoisan tutkimuskohteen. Sanayhtymamuotoisia karhunnimityksié tarkaste-
leva tutkimus on jo tekeilld (Piha tulossa), ja perussanamuotoisia karhunni-
mityksid késitteleva tutkimus suunnitteilla.

Téssé tutkimuksessani kdyttdmaéni aineistot ovat varsin vanhoja: olen ke-
rannyt karhunnimitykset Suomen kansan vanhoista runoista, Suomen murtei-
den sanakirjasta ja Suomen murteiden sana-arkistosta sekéd Vanhan kirjasuo-
men sanakirjasta, joista erityisesti runokielen ja vanhan kirjasuomen aineistot
ovat jopa samanaikaisia karhuperinteen kanssa. Tulevaisuudessa olisi kiin-
nostavaa tarkastella nykykielen karhunnimityksid esimerkiksi etsimalld kar-
hua merkitsevid sanoja Suomi24-korpuksesta (ks. https://www.kielipankki.fi/
aineistot/suomi24/) ja tutkimalla, millaisia sanoja nykyain on kaytossé, mil-
laisia rakenteita niissd on ja miten Suomi karhuista puhuu (ks. myos Illoméki
2002). Téllaisen tutkimuksen avulla voitaisiin saada kiinnostavaa tietoa siité,
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millainen suomalaisten suhde karhuihin kielen ndakékulmasta nykydén on.
Karhu on vanhassa suomalaisessa perinteessd yksi keskeisimmistd eldi-
mistd, mutta moniin muihinkin eldimiin liittyy perinnettd. Olisi antoisaa tar-
kastella my6s muiden eldinten nimityksid. Millaisia nimityksid esimerkiksi
hirvi, hylje, kettu, susi tai tarkeét riistalinnut ovat saaneet ja kuinka paljon
nimityksid on? Nirvi (1944) on tarkastellut muiden eldinten kiertonimityksia
samaan tapaan kuin karhunnimityksid, mutta tutkittavaa riittdd yha, koska
esimerkiksi Suomen murteiden sana-arkiston sanalippujen méérd on kasva-
nut Nirvin ajoista. Liséksi kiinnostavaa olisi pohtia, miten muiden eldinten
nimitysten maird suhteutuu karhunnimitysten méérédén. Karhua on kutsuttu
monien muiden eldinten nimityksill4; onko muita eldimié kutsuttu karhuksi,
ja mitd kutsuminen tai kutsumattomuus kertoo ihmisen ja karhun suhteesta?

Kiitokset

Kiitdn Marja-Liisa Olthuisia keskusteluista liittyen tdmén tutkimuksen tut-
kimuskysymyksiin sekd Kaija Aho Eerolaa, Mariann Bernhardtia, Mikko
Heikkilad, Silja-Maija Spetsid ja anonyymia arvioijaa hyvistd ehdotuksista
artikkelin aikaisempiin versioihin.

Lihteet

Aineistolidhteet

SKVR = Suomen kansan vanhat runot. SKVR-tietokanta — kalevalaisten ru-
nojen verkkopalvelu. Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.
(https://skvr.fi/) (luettu 26.5.2021).

SMS = Suomen murteiden sanakirja. (Kotimaisten kielten keskuksen verkko-
julkaisuja 30). Helsinki: Kotimaisten kielten keskus.

(https://www kotus.fi/sanakirjat/suomen_murteiden_sanakirja) (luettu
26.5.2021).

SMSA = Suomen murteiden sana-arkisto. Helsinki: Kotimaisten kielten kes-
kus.

SMSA synonyymikortisto = Suomen murteiden sana-arkiston synonyymi-
kortisto. Helsinki: Kotimaisten kielten keskus.

(https://www kotus.fi/aineistot/sana-aineistot/suomen_murteiden
sana-arkisto/kortistot ja luettelot) (luettu 20.5.2022).
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VKS = Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirja. Verkkojulkaisu. Helsinki: Kotimais-
ten kielten keskus, Koneen S&itio. (https://www.kotus.fi/sanakirjat/
vanhan kirjasuomen_sanakirja) (luettu 26.5.2021).

Vanhan kirjasuomen sanakirjasta 16ytyneet karhunnimitykset on kerétty
VKS:an seuraavista lahteista:

Forseen, Samuel (suom.) 1738. Ruotsin valtakunnan laki. Késikirjoitus, Hel-
singin yliopiston kirjasto. Vanhan Kirjasuomen Sanakirjasta haettu.

Ganander, Christfrid. 1784: Uudempia Uloswalituita Satuja. Wasasa 1784.
Pipping 1532.

Ganander, Christfried. 1789. Mythologia Fennica. Abo 1789. Pipping 1622.

Ganander I = Ganander, Christfrid. 1937-1938. Nytt Finskt Lexicon 1 [A—K].
Nikoispainos. Porvoo.

Ganander II = Ganander, Christfrid. 1938. Ny#t Finskt Lexicon 11 [L-R].
Nékoispainos. Porvoo.

Juslenius, Daniel. 1968 [1745]. Suomalaisen Sana-Lugun Coetus. Stockholm
1745. Pipping 693. Nékoispainos. Porvoo.

Juslenius (Porthan) 1968. = Juslenius, Daniel. 1968. Suomalaisen Sana-Lugun
Coetus. Henrik Gabriel Porthanin kappaleen vililehtiin ja sivuihin
tehdyt lisdykset. Nakoispainos. Porvoo.

Kreander & Canstrén. 1917. Lisdyksid Jusleniuksen Sana-Lugun Coetukseen.
Julkaissut A. V. Koskimies. Suomi IV:16. Helsinki.

Lencqvist, Christianus Erici. 1782. De Superstitione Veterum Fennorum
Theoretica Et Practica. Aboae. Pipping 1497.

Kirjallisuus

Aalto, Tiina. 2019. Tutkimus ukko-elementin sisdltavistd nimistd. Helsinki:
Helsingin yliopisto. (Viitoskirja).

Anttonen, Pertti & Kuusi, Matti. 1999. Kalevala-lipas. Uusi laitos. (Suoma-
laisen Kirjallisuuden Seuran Toimituksia 740). Helsinki: Suomalaisen
Kirjallisuuden Seura.

Bakro-Nagy, Marianne. 1979. Die Sprache des Bdrenkultes im obugrischen.
Budapest: Akadémiai kiado.

Borodulina, Yana. 2016. Suomalaisten uskomustarinoiden yliluonnolliset
olennot ja niiden nimityksien alkuperd. Turku: Turun yliopisto. (Pro
gradu -tutkielma).
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Ganander, Christfrid. 1937-1940. Nytt Finskt Lexicon, I-111. (Uusi suomalai-
nen sanakirja). Nakoispainos. Porvoo.

— 1789 [1960]. Mythologia Fennica. (Suomalainen mytologia). Jouko
Hautalan esipuheella varustettu nékdispainos. Helsinki: Suomalaisen
Kirjallisuuden Seura.

Haavio, Martti. 1967. Suomalainen mytologia. Porvoo: WSOY.

Heikkila, Mikko. 2012. Kaleva and his sons from Kalanti — on the etymology
of certain names in Finnic mythology. SKY Journal of Linguistics 25.
93-123.

—  2013. From surging waves to the spirits of waves. On the Germanic and
Sami origin of the proper names Akti and Vellamo in Finnic mythology.
SKY Journal of Linguistics 26. 71-86.

— 2021. *Ettd siutuis omain riidat, vaikenisit vetten vdyet — kieli-,
historia- ja kansanrunoustieteellinen tutkimus lempééldisesté kirkkoai-
heisesta runosta ja sen yhteyteen kuuluvasta suorasanaisesta kerto-
musperinteestd. Teoksessa Miakinen, Anssi & Mékinen, Ilkka (toim.),
Aimalan kirkko palaa. Lempddldin 1750-luvun pitdjinkuvaukset ja en-
simmdinen kirkko, 7-50. Lempaald: Lempéadld-Seura.

Holopainen, Sampsa. 2019. Indo-Iranian borrowings in Uralic. Critical over-
view of the sound substitutions and distribution criterion. Helsinki:
Helsingin yliopisto. (Viitdskirja).

Hékkinen, Kaisa. 1990. Mistd sanat tulevat. Suomalaista etymologiaa. (Tie-
tolipas 117). Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.

—  2004. Nykysuomen etymologinen sanakirja. 3. painos. Helsinki:
WSOY.

— 2012 (toim.). Mikael Agricolan runokirja. (Wanhan suomen arkisto 6).
Turku: Turun yliopisto.

Ilomdki, Henni. 2002. Animals in people’s mind and in the language
of folklore. Folklore 21. 138-146. (https://www.folklore.ee/folklore/
vol21/animals.pdf)

Junttila, Santeri. 2015. Tiedon kumuloituminen ja trendit lainasanatutkimuk-
sessa. Kantasuomen balttilaislainojen tutkimushistoria. Helsinki: Hel-
singin yliopisto. (Vaitoskirja).

Kaikkonen, Konsta. 2020. Contextualising descriptions of Noaidevuohta.
Saami ritual specialists in texts written until 1871. Bergen: University
of Bergen. (Viitdskirja).
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Kalevala = Lonnrot, Elias. 1849. Kalevala. 32. painos. (Suomalaisen Kirjalli-
suuden Seuran Toimituksia 14). Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden
Seura.

Kallio, Reino. 1982. Pohjanmaan suomenkielisten kylien oltermannihallin-
to: tutkimus vuoden 1742 kyldjdrjestysohjeen toteuttamisesta. (Studia
historica Jyviskyldensia 23). Jyvéskyla: Jyviskyldn yliopisto. (Vaitos-
kirja).

Kangasmaa-Minn, Eeva. 1983. Derivaatiokielioppia 2: verbikantaiset nomi-
nijohdokset. Sananjalka 25. 23-42.

Kannisto, Artturi & Liimola, Matti. 1958. Wogulische Volksdichtung IV. band.
(Suomalais-Ugrilaisen Seuran Toimituksia 114). Helsinki: Suomalais-
Ugrilainen Seura.

Karjalan kielen sanakirja = Torikka, Marja. 2009. Karjalan kielen verkkosa-
nakirja. (Kotimaisten kielten tutkimuskeskuksen verkkojulkaisuja 18).
Helsinki: Kotimaisten kielten keskus. (https://kaino.kotus.fi/cgi-bin/
kks/kks_etusivu.cgi) (paivitetty 25.11.2021; luettu 14.12.2021).

Kielitoimiston sanakirja. Helsinki: Kotimaisten kielten keskus. (https:/www.
kielitoimistonsanakirja.fi/) (péivitetty 11.11.2021; luettu 29.4.2022).

Koivisto, Vesa. 2013. Suomen sanojen rakenne. (Suomi 202). Helsinki: Suo-
malaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.

Kotus = Aineistot. Suomen murteiden sana-arkisto. Pédkokoelma. Koti-
maisten kielten keskus. (https://www.kotus.fi/aineistot/sana-aineistot/
suomen_murteiden_sana-arkisto/paakokoelma) (luettu 27.5.2021).

Kouvola, Karolina. 2021. Pohjolan jumalattaret. (Kirjokansi 247). Helsinki:
Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.

Kulonen, Ulla-Maija. 1990. Miten suomalaiset kiroilivat ennen
kristinuskoa?  Kielikello  1/1990.  (https://www kielikello.fi/-/
miten-suomalaiset-kiroilivat-ennen-kristinuskoa-)

Laalo, Klaus. 2001. Diminutives in Finnish child-directed and child speech:
morphopragmatic and morphophonemic aspects. Psychology of Lan-
guage and Communication 5(2). 71-80.

Lencqvist, Christianus Erici. 1782. De Superstitione Veterum Fennorum
Theoretica Et Practica. (Muinaisten suomalaisten teoreettisesta ja kéy-
tannollisestd taikauskosta). Aboae: Pipping 1497.

Mallat, Kaija. 2007. Naiset rajalla. Kydpeli, Nainen, Naara(s), Neitsyt, Mor-
sian, Akka ja Ammd Suomen paikannimissd. (Suomalaisen Kirjallisuu-
den Seuran Toimituksia 1122). Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden
Seura.
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Moilanen, Ulla & Muhonen, Timo & Piha, Minerva & Rantanen, Janne &
Tiilikkala, Jasse. (Tulossa). Historiallinen karhunpeijaisperinne ja kar-
hunkalloménnyt arkeologisina kohteita. (Ké&sikirjoitus).

Nimipalvelu. Digi- ja véestotietovirasto. (http://verkkopalvelu.vrk.fi/
Nimipalvelu/default.asp?L=1) (luettu 14.12.2021).

Nirvi, R. E. 1944. Sanankieltoja ja niihin liittyvid kielenilmiditd itdmerensuo-
malaisissa kielissd. Riista ja kotieldintalous. (Suomalaisen Kirjallisuu-
den Seuran Toimituksia 223). Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden
Seura.

Oksanen, Auli. 2007. Karhu, kontio, ohto ja otso. Karhun nimitysten kielel-
lisilla 14hteilld. Etymologinen tutkimus. Helsinki: Helsingin yliopisto.
(Pro gradu -tutkielma).

Pentikdinen, Juha. 2005. Karhun kannoilla. Metsdnpitdji ja Mies. Helsinki:
Etnika.

—  2007. Golden King of the Forest. The lore of the northern bear. Hel-
sinki: Etnika.

Piha, Minerva. 2020. Archaeological and lexical perspectives on South Saami
indigenous religion. Teoksessa Aikis, Tiina & Lipkin, Sanna (toim.),
Entangled beliefs and rituals. Religion in Finland and Sapmi from
Stone Age to contemporary times, 110—157. (Monographs of the Arc-
haeological Society of Finland 8). Helsinki: Suomen arkeologinen
seura.

—  2021. Comments on the origins of some South Saami words within the
domain of indigenous religion. Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher 28. 23—43.

Piha, Minerva. (Tulossa). Suomen kielen karhua merkitsevien yhdyssanojen
ja sanaliittojen rakenteesta, semantiikasta ja kayttokonteksteista. (K4-
sikirjoitus).

Piludu, Vesa Matteo. 2019. The Forestland’s Guests. Mythical Landscapes,
Personhood, and Gender in the Finno-Karelian Bear Ceremonialism.
Helsinki: University of Helsinki. (Viitdskirja).

Pulkkinen, Risto. 2011. Saamelaisten etninen uskonto. Teoksessa Seurujirvi-
Kari, Irja & Halinen, Petri & Pulkkinen, Risto (toim.), Saamentutkimus
tanddn. (Tietolipas 234). Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.

Sarmela, Matti. 2006. Karhu ihmisen ympéristossa. Teoksessa Clive Tolley
(toim.), Karhun kannoilla. In the footsteps of the bear. Karhun kannoil-
la symposiumi, Pori 11.—13. marraskuuta 2005, 42—83. (Kulttuurituo-
tannon ja maisematutkimuksen julkaisuja IX, Satakunnan Museon jul-
kaisuja 14/2006). Turku — Pori: Turun yliopisto — Satakunnan museo.
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Setéld, Annika. 2010. Marilaisten luontouskonto ja siihen liittyva sanasto.
Turku: Turun yliopisto. (Pro gradu -tutkielma).

Sihvo, Pirkko (toim.) 1986. Mull on kourat kontiolta. Loitsuja ja taikoja.
Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.

SSA = Suomen sanojen alkuperd. Etymologinen sanakirja 1-3. 1992, 1995,
2000. Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura — Kotimaisten kiel-
ten tutkimuskeskus.

Takala, Irina. 2017. Finnish language in Russia: history and destiny. Teoksessa
Tuomarla, Ulla & Piechnik, Iwona & Bir6, Bernadette (toim.). Finland
Suomi 100: language, culture, history, 120—138. Krakova & Helsinki:
Jagellonian Library & Helsingin yliopisto.

VISK = Hakulinen, Auli & Vilkuna, Maria & Korhonen, Riitta & Koivisto,
Vesa & Heinonen, Tarja Riitta & Alho, Irja Alho. 2004. Iso suomen
kielioppi. Verkkoversio 2008. (Kotimaisten kielten tutkimuskeskuk-
sen verkkojulkaisuja 5). Helsinki: Kotimaisten kielten tutkimuskes-
kus, Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura ja Helsingin yliopiston suomen
kielen ja kotimaisen kirjallisuuden laitos. (https://kaino.kotus.fi/visk/)
(luettu 26.1.2021).

Liite A Perussanamuotoiset karhunnimitykset

ahma hyvd kontio
autuas hén koppelo
erd ilves koranus
haukka itse kouko
herra juoni kulta
hiisi juutas kuningas
hirvi karhu kuntsa
hopea koira kurki
kanto ohto raha
lintu omena rakki
mesi orava saalis
metsi 0Smo saukko
mies otso se
Murri otto turpa
muuan otus tototoo
maéssi outo ukko

mommo Pekka urho
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monni peto uros
morko piika uuho
morri poika vaari
mord poppo vanha
mossi popd vieras
nalle pOsso vilja
nend poykaéri aija

Yhteensi 72 nimitysta

Liite B johdosmuotoiset karhunnimitykset

aino(i)seni
elanteja
emantd
eraus

halli
hempu(i)nen
hongatar
isompi
isdntd
karhunen
kauno(i)nen
kirmija
kulkija
kultanen
nokko
ohtolainen
onnervo
otsonen

kuulu menninkdinen
kuusiainen mesidinen
kallerdinen metinen

kavija metso
kéaara(i)nen metsdhinen
kéadroseni metsdjdinen
konnikdinen metséllinen
lintu(i)nen metsildinen
luomatar metsi(i)nen
lallonen mommokainen
Iullonen monni(n)kdinen
luoja mossikkd
mauriainen motténen
mehtonen nalli
pikkarainen veitonen
satanen velinen

sykko

ukkonen

Yhteensi 52 nimitysti

Liite C Johdosmuotoiset sanayhtymiit

erauspenikka
erdtoimi, erdntoimi
erdn toive

hevosen sydja
hopeinen hallitsija

maanruopija metsin konnikkéd

metsdn ehkid emantd metsdn mehkonen eménta
metsén ehtonen isinti metsainmyyrtaja
metsdnelukka metsdn ohtonen kdkonen
metsin eldva metsidn vanhin
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housueldva
iso elava
isokullanen
karvalallonen

kaunis karvardyhetyinen

kdmmenen imija
lehménkaataja
lempilintunen

Yhteensi 37 nimitysta

metsin isdntd

metsén halli
metsénhaltija
metsikukkoinen

metsdn kultainen

metsdn kultanen kdkonen
metsdn kympyrd

metsdn kakko kallerdinen

metsén vikevd
nend nykard
petoelukka
petoeldvi
pikkusilménen
sinisaparo

Liite D Sanayhtymimuotoiset karhunnimitykset

ahokarhu
aikakarhu

aika mies

aika poika

aino soini
ampu-lintu

ehto soini

elon toimi
emikarhu
karvahassi
karvahassu
karvahalli
karvajalka
karvaressu
karvaturpa
kesdkarhu
kesélintu
kiirasilma
korpien kuningas
korpikarhu
korven karhu
korven kontio
koverakoura
kultainen kuningas
kultakdmmen
kummunkukka
kuostopoika

kuu kuusen juurellinen

erauspentu

erauspoika

eran tuoni

hallavanahka

halliparta

harvahammas
harvakarva

havulintu

hiiden honka

metsolan metinen muori
metsineldin

metsdnen

metsén jumalan vilja
metsén hippa

metsin hippahattu
metsén hulli pikkarainen
metsén hyva

metsin kaunis

metséin kissa

metsédn kiivas

metséin kulta

metsén kultainen kuningas
metsdnkuningas

metsin kurki

metséin kuuluisa kuningas
metsdn kimmen
metsidlehma

metsdn mieluisa minid

hilliparta
isokurki, isokurki
isometsd

iso &ija

jalopeura
jumalanvilja
kakara karvallinen
karhunpoika
karstakorva
metsén vahti
metsdnvieri
metsén vilja
metséndija

musta perkele
mikikarhu
mottopaa
naaraskarhu
nallepoika
nokinen poika
nostokontio

ohto poika

paha peto
petoeldin
petoeldva
poikani poloinen
puhdas metsd
pyhéjoen putaan mies
paistirkarhu
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kéyrin poika

leilipdd mies

liha lehden alainen
luukyrpé

maakontio

maan kamala

maan valio

maan valju

maan varpa
mahiaiskarhu
maitopoika
marjaiskarhu
mehtoiseni halliparta
mesikdmmen
mesikapald

tdtini poika
uroskarhu

vaimo valkova-verinen
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metsdnmies

metsan myro

metsdn malli

metsdn malvi
metsinmorko
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Abstract

Die vorliegende Untersuchung geht der Frage nach, wie Lernende mit Finnisch
als Erstsprache ihr mehrsprachiges Bedeutungspotenzial nutzen, wenn sie auf
Deutsch oder Schwedisch schreiben und logische sowie semantische Relationen
zwischen zwei Sdtzen innerhalb eines Satzkomplexes ausdriicken. Das mehrsprachige
Bedeutungspotenzial wird als eine Féhigkeit definiert, Bedeutungen in mehr als
einer Sprache auszudriicken. Als Datengrundlage werden 29 deutsche und 29
schwedische Texte verwendet, die von denselben InformantInnen verfasst wurden. Das
Material wird mithilfe der Analysewerkzeuge der systemisch-funktionalen Linguistik
(SFL) untersucht. Die Analyse zeigt, dass der Konnektorengebrauch der Lernenden
in beiden Sprachen iiberwiegend &hnlich ist. Im Deutschen kommen allerdings
héufiger kausale Konnektoren vor. Im Schwedischen verwenden Lernende oft som
(der/die/das), wihrend die deutschen Aquivalente der, die, das in Lernendentexten
nur selten vorkommen. In Zukunft sollte die spracheniibergreifende Verwendung
der Konnektoren auch longitudinal untersucht werden, um die Entwicklung der
satzverkniipfenden lexikogrammatischen Ressourcen besser zu verstehen.
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Abstrakt

Syftet med foreliggande studie ar att undersoka hur finsksprékiga inlérare utnyttjar
sin flersprakiga betydelsepotential ndr de skriver pa tyska och svenska och uttrycker
logiska samt semantiska relationer mellan tvd satser inom en satskomplex. Den
flersprakiga betydelsepotentialen definieras som en forméga att uttrycka olika
betydelser pa fler dn ett sprak. Materialet i undersdokningen bestar av 29 tysksprakiga
och 29 svensksprékiga texter som dr skrivna av samma informanter. Analysen visar
att inldrare i stort sett anvdnder konnektorer pad samma sitt pd bada spraken. I
tyskan forekommer dock oftare kausala konnektorer. I svenskan anvénder inldrare ofta
konnektorn som men dess tyska motsvarigheter der, die, das anvénds bara séllan i
inldrartexterna. I fortsdttningen borde anviandningen av konnektorer pa dessa sprak
dven studeras longitudinellt for att kunna o6ka forstdelsen om utvecklingen av den
flersprakiga betydelsepotentialen i konnektorbruket.

Nyckelord: tyska som andrasprdk, svenska som andrasprdk, konnektorer,
systemisk-funktionell lingvistik, tredjespraksinlarning

1 Einleitung

Es ist unumstritten, dass Mehrsprachigkeit in der heutigen Gesellschaft
deutlich héufiger als Einsprachigkeit vorkommt (Sanchéz 2020).
Individuen verfiigen immer Ofter iiber das Potenzial, mehrsprachig zu
werden (Hammarberg 2018). Durch die Globalisierung und moderne
Technologie ist die Welt mehrsprachiger denn je,? weshalb das Arbeitsleben
Kenntnisse in mehreren Sprachen erfordert (Galante 2020; Pirhonen 2021).
Mit anderen Worten: Sprachlernende des 21. Jahrhunderts sollten eine
plurilinguale Kompetenz entwickeln, um verschiedene Sprachen fiir diverse
Kommunikationszwecke verwenden zu koénnen.

Um eine funktionierende plurilinguale Kompetenz entwickeln zu kdnnen,
benétigen die Lernenden sog. mehrsprachiges Bedeutungspotenzial, also
die Fahigkeit, Bedeutungen in mehr als einer Sprache &uflern zu kdnnen
(Matthiessen 2018: 93). Nach Matthiessen sollte das mehrsprachige
Bedeutungspotenzial ndher untersucht und beschrieben werden, um zu zeigen,
welche Bedeutungen die mehrsprachigen Lernenden ausdriicken konnen.
AuBlerdem wird ein Modell des mehrsprachigen Bedeutungspotenzials

21In einigen Regionen der Welt ist die Mehrsprachigkeit allerdings riicklaufig. Kleinere
Sprachgemeinschaften integrieren sich immer mehr in die vorherrschenden Kulturen der
Mehrheitssprachen (siehe z. B. Romaine 2003).
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benotigt, damit das Lernen der Fremdsprachen besser beschrieben und
verstanden werden kann. Die vorliegende Untersuchung versucht zu dieser
Diskussion beizutragen.

Es existieren einige Studien, die das Schreiben in der Erst- und
Fremdsprache vergleichen (siche z.B. Matias 2017; Egli Cuenat 2016;
Schoonen et al. 2011). Nach derzeitigem Kenntnisstand gibt es jedoch
bislang keine Studien iiber Schreibfertigkeiten von Lernenden mit Finnisch
als Erstsprache, die zugleich L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch lernen. Die
L3-Sprache ist nach Hammarberg (2010: 97) eine ,,non-native language
which is currently being used or acquired in a situation where the person
already has knowledge of one or more L2s in addition to one or more
L1s”. Demzufolge ist L3 eine Unterkategorie der L2 mit Bezug auf die in
der jeweiligen Situation aktive Sprache; die anderen L2-Sprachen fungieren
in einer Kommunikationssituation als sog. Hintergrundsprachen (ebd.). In
der Tertidrsprachenerwerbsforschung ist nach unserem Kenntnisstand das
Zusammenwirken von zwei oder mehreren Fremdsprachen (L2/L3) beim
Schreiben ein bisher wenig erforschtes Gebiet.

Deutsch und Schwedisch wurden als Gegenstand der vorliegenden
Untersuchung gewihlt, weil sie zu derselben Sprachfamilie (germanische
Sprachen) gehdren und typologisch sehr @hnlich sind. Dadurch weisen
auch deren Konnektorsysteme nur sporadische Unterschiede auf. Aulerdem
nehmen diese beiden Sprachen traditionell eine starke Stellung im finnischen
Bildungssystem ein. Trotzdem ist die Mehrsprachigkeit in diesen drei
Sprachen (L1-Finnisch, L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch) wenig erforscht
worden.

Vor diesem Hintergrund wird in der vorliegenden Studie untersucht,
wie die Lernenden mit Finnisch als Erstsprache ihr mehrsprachiges
Bedeutungspotenzial zum Ausdruck bringen, wenn sie auf Deutsch
bzw. Schwedisch schreiben. Es wird analysiert, wie die Lernenden
ihre holistischen sprachlichen Ressourcen verwenden, um logische und
semantische Relationen in Texten zu realisieren. Mit anderen Worten wird
die Verwendung der Konnektoren in ihren Texten untersucht. Es wird den
folgenden Forschungsfragen nachgegangen:

1. Wie wird das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial der finnischen
Lernenden in ihren Texten instanziiert® wenn sie logische und

3In der SFL-Terminologie bedeutet die Instanziierung die Verwirklichung des abstrakten
Systems (Bedeutungspotenzial) in konkreten Texten (Smirnova & Mortelmans 2010: 64).
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semantische Relationen in L3-Deutsch bzw. -Schwedisch ausdriicken?

2. Welche Ahnlichkeiten bzw. Unterschiede gibt es im Gebrauch der
Konnektoren in L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch?

Wie Schoonen et al. (2011: 33) konstatieren, tritt beim L2-Schreiben oft
eine grofe interindividuelle Variation auf. Die Forschungsfrage 1 wird
deshalb sowohl auf Gruppen- als auch auf Individualniveau erforscht, um
die interindividuelle Variation in der Verwendung der Konnektoren zu
beriicksichtigen.

Der Artikel besteht aus sechs Kapiteln. In Kapitel 2 werden der
theoretische ~Referenzrahmen der vorliegenden Untersuchung, die
systemisch-funktionale Linguistik (SFL) und der Begriff des mehrsprachigen
Bedeutungspotenzials ndher erldutert. Danach wird eine Definition der
Konnektoren gegeben sowie auf frithere Studien zur Verwendung der
Konnektoren in Deutsch und Schwedisch als Fremdsprache eingegangen
(Kap. 3). Kapitel 4 beschreibt den Untersuchungskontext sowie das Material
und die Vorgehensweisen der vorliegenden Untersuchung. Die Ergebnisse
der Studie werden in Kapitel 5 ndher ausgefiihrt. Die Arbeit abrunden wird
Kapitel 6 mit einer Zusammenfassung der wichtigsten Ergebnisse und einer
Diskussion in Bezug auf frithere Untersuchungen.

2 Systemisch-funktionale Linguistik und
das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial

Kontrastive Analysen kdnnen aus mehreren theoretischen Ausgangspunkten
durchgefiihrt werden und im Prinzip wire es auch moglich, die Konnektoren
ausgehend von der traditionellen syntaktischen Beschreibung zu analysieren.
Im Fall des Sprachpaares Deutsch-Schwedisch ist dies jedoch problematisch,
da die Beschreibungen der Konnektoren in diesen Sprachen zum Teil von
unterschiedlichen linguistischen Ebenen ausgehen. Im Deutschen werden die
Konnektoren traditionell von syntaktischen Merkmalen ausgehend analysiert
(siehe z. B. Pasch et al. 2003), wihrend die Konnektoren im Schwedischen
in erster Linie durch semantische Merkmale beschrieben werden (siche z. B.
Hellspong & Ledin 1997; Nystrom 2001).

Auch um diese Probleme zu vermeiden, werden die Konnektoren
in der vorliegenden Untersuchung mithilfe der systemisch-funktionalen
Theorie (SFL; Halliday & Matthiessen 2014) erforscht. Die Vorziige der
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SFL bei kontrastiven Untersuchungen zu zwei oder mehr Sprachsystemen
werden dariiber hinaus von Elorza, Arts-Hita und Bartlett (2021: 5)
hervorgehoben (siche auch Troyan et al. 2022). Fiir eine kontrastive Analyse
der Konnektorenverwendung eignet sich die SFL wegen der systematischen
und detaillierten Beschreibung des Konnektorsystems (sieche unten und z. B.
Vaakanainen 2018 fiir genauere Information). Auflerdem werden weitere
Studien bendtigt, die die SFL in anderen Sprachen als Englisch einsetzen
(Butler 2017). Im Schwedischen ist die SFL in der L2/L3-Forschung bisher
nur spiarlich verwendet worden (siche jedoch Magnusson 2012 als eine
Ausnahme).

Der SFL zufolge ist Sprache ein komplexes und anpassungsfiahiges
System (Matthiessen 2009; vgl. Ellis & Wulff 2015). Die SFL zeichnet
sich dadurch aus, dass Sprache als ein Potenzial verstanden wird,
Bedeutungen auszudriicken (Gruber 2012; Smirnova & Mortelmans
2010). Die SFL betrachtet Sprache gleichzeitig aus zwei verschiedenen
Perspektiven: einer systemischen und einer funktionalen. Geméal der
systemischen Perspektive besteht Sprache aus Netzwerken der verschiedenen
sprachlichen Systeme (z. B. logische Bedeutungsrelationen, Satzmodus, vgl.
Halliday & Matthiessen 2014), zwischen denen die SprachbenutzerInnen
in verschiedenen Sprachverwendungssituationen wéhlen konnen (Asp
2017). Die funktionale Perspektive dagegen bedeutet, dass die praktische
Verwendung des Bedeutungspotenzials in der Theorie betont wird (Smirnova
& Mortelmans 2010): Die Systemnetzwerke einer Sprache entstehen und
entwickeln sich weiter in konkreten Gebrauchssituationen. (Halliday 1985:
Xiii.)

Die Realisierungsmdglichkeiten der Konnektoren innerhalb eines
Satzkomplexes werden in der SFL mit dem System der logischen
Bedeutungsrelationen beschrieben. Ein Konnektor kann zwischen den
Sétzen entweder eine Expansion oder eine Projektion ausdriicken.
Eine Expansionsrelation kann durch Hinzufiigung, Spezifizierung oder
Entwicklung ausgedriickt werden. Im Fall der Projektion hingegen handelt
es sich entweder um eine Projektion der Gedanken oder der Rede. (Halliday
& Matthiessen 2014: 443-549.) Hinzufiigungsrelationen werden im
Deutschen/Schwedischen hauptsdchlich mit additiven, adversativen oder
alternativen Konnektoren, wie und/och, aber/men, oder/eller ausgedriickt
(Vaakanainen 2018; Karlsson 2011). Im Fall der Spezifizierungen geht es
um sog. Einleiter der adverbiellen Nebensétze, wie weil/eftersom, wenn/ndr
oder obwohl/fast. Die Relation der Entwicklung wird am héufigsten mit
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Hinzufligung

Erweiturung Spezifizierung ]

Entwicklung

Logische
Bedeutungsrelationen

Abbildung 1. Das System der logischen Bedeutungsrelationen

Relativpronomina realisiert. Die Relation der Projektion der Gedanken
kommt mit Verben vor, die mentale Prozesse (z.B. denken, glauben)
ausdriicken und die Relation der Projektion der Rede mit Verben, die verbale
Prozesse (z.B. sagen, behaupten) beschreiben. Die Projektion wird dabei
fast exklusiv mit dem Konnektor dass/att zam Ausdruck gebracht. Im Fall
der L2-Sprache Schwedisch werden die logischen Bedeutungsrelationen
nidher bei Vaakanainen (2018) prisentiert. Das System der logischen
Bedeutungsrelationen wird in Abbildung 1 illustriert.

AuBer der systematischen und funktionalen Perspektive unterscheidet die
SFL zwischen der Sprache als Systemnetzwerk und Sprache als Instanz.
Das Systemnetzwerk Sprache besteht aus den Ressourcen, die fiir konkrete
sprachliche AuBerungen in verschiedenen Situationen gebraucht werden.
Diese werden auch als ein Bedeutungspotenzial verstanden (Smirnova &
Mortelmans 2010: 64). Die Sprache als Instanz bezieht sich dagegen auf
die konkreten AuBerungen, in denen das Bedeutungspotenzial genutzt wird.
Die konkreten Instanzen des Bedeutungspotenzials sind miindliche oder
schriftliche Texte. Es ist wichtig anzumerken, dass System und Instanz nicht
zwel unterschiedliche Phdnomene sind, sondern ,,ein und dasselbe Phdnomen,
das aus zwei unterschiedlichen Perspektiven betrachtet wird (ebd.).

Fiir Lernende einer Fremdsprache bedeutet dies, dass das Ziel des
Lernens die Expansion des Bedeutungspotenzials ist (Byrnes 2019: 517).
Um das jeweilige personliche Bedeutungspotenzial (engl. personalized
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meaning potential, Matthiessen 2009) erweitern zu konnen, ist eine
lexikogrammatische* Komplexifizierung der Lernersprache nétig (Praxedes
Filho 2013). Das Bedeutungspotenzial wird wiederum in einzelnen konkreten
(gesprochenen oder geschriebenen) Texten instanziiert. Gleichzeitig geht das
Bedeutungspotenzial (die Sprache als Systemnetzwerk) aus den konkreten
Instanzen der Sprachbenutzung hervor (Halliday 2007: 274). Wie bereits in
der Einleitung erwéhnt, wird beim Fremdsprachenlernen ein mehrsprachiges
Bedeutungspotenzial (engl. multilingual meaning potential) entwickelt,
das die verschiedenen linguistischen Ressourcen aller Sprachen eines
Individuums enthélt. Matthiessen (2018: 108) beschreibt es deshalb als
Netzwerk der Netzwerke, in dem die Sprachsysteme der verschiedenen
Einzelsprachen als Subsysteme, die sich teilweise auch iiberlappen,
vorkommen.

Nach  Matthiessen  (2018: 93) kann das  mehrsprachige
Bedeutungspotenzial in konkreten Sprachverwendungssituationen auf
drei verschiedene Arten instanziiert werden. Erstens konnen sich die
SprachbenutzerInnen nach der Sprache ihrer KommunikationspartnerIlnnen
sowie deren Bedeutungspotenzialen richten. Zweitens konnen die
Bedeutungen in zwei oder mehreren Sprachen gleichzeitig gedufert
werden, wenn alle Teilnehmerlnnen mehrsprachig sind. In diesem Fall
handelt es sich um Code-Switching oder Translanguaging: Die Sprachen
konnen sich bei der Benutzung iiberlagern oder die SprachbenutzerInnen
konnen in der Kommunikation zwischen den Sprachen wechseln. (Garcia &
Wei 2013.) Als drittes ist das Ubersetzen bzw. Dolmetschen zu nennen. Fiir
die vorliegende Untersuchung sind insbesondere die beiden ersten Fille des
mehrsprachigen Bedeutungspotenzials relevant.

3 Die Definition der Konnektoren sowie friihere Studien
iiber die Verwendung der Konnektoren in Deutsch und
Schwedisch als Fremdsprache

Im Folgenden werden die Konnektoren néher definiert (Kap. 3.1.), zudem soll
auf die fritheren Untersuchungen zum Gebrauch der Konnektoren auf Deutsch
(Kap. 3.3) und Schwedisch (Kap. 3.2) als Fremdsprache eingegangen werden.

4 In der SFL wird keine Distinktion zwischen Lexik und Grammatik gemacht, sondern sie formen
eine Einheit, die als Lexikogrammatik bezeichnet wird.
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3.1 Definition der Konnektoren

Konnektoren konnen Worter, Phrasen, Sdtze oder Satzgefiige miteinander
verkniipfen (Hellspong & Ledin 1997). In der vorliegenden Studie werden
jedoch nur solche Konnektoren analysiert, die innerhalb eines Satzkomplexes
vorkommen (siehe Konnektorkategorie 1 in Vaakanainen 2018). Diese
Untersuchung beschrinkt sich also auf solche Konnektoren, die in der
traditionellen Grammatik als Konjunktionen und Subjunktionen bezeichnet
werden. AuBlerdem werden relativsatzeinleitende Pronomina sowie von der
Zielsprachennorm abweichende sprachliche Mittel, die als Konnektoren in
den Texten verwendet werden, zu den Konnektoren gezihlt. Der Fokus liegt
auf diesen sprachlichen Ressourcen, da frilhere Studien (z. B. Vaakanainen
2016a) zeigen, dass derartige Konnektoren hdufig in Texten von Lernenden
vorkommen.

Die Satzverkniifpung mit Konnektoren bereitet den Lernenden héufig
Probleme (siehe z.B. Thiine 2004). Dennoch ist die Verwendung der
Konnektoren in Lernendentexten noch weitestgehend unerforscht (Carlsen
2010), insbesondere auBerhalb des englischen Sprachraumes und im
Anfangerbereich auf den GER-Niveaus A1-Bl. Die bisherigen Studien
konzentrieren sich zumeist auf die Verwendung der Konnektoren im
akademischen Schreiben fortgeschrittener Englischlernender (z. B. Granger
& Tyson 1996; Hu & Li 2015). Aufgrund dieser Umstinde stehen die
Konnektoren im Fokus der vorliegenden Untersuchung.

3.2 Konnektorenverwendung in Deutsch als Fremdsprache

Als relevante frilhere Untersuchung ist hier vor allem Maxim (2021)
zu nennen, die eine longitudinale Studie iiber die Entwicklung der
L2-Schreibkompentenz in Deutsch darstellt. Darin wurde auch der
Konnektorengebrauch aus systemisch-funktionaler Perspektive analysiert.
Ausgewertet wurden drei Texte, die zu drei verschiedenen Zeitpunkten
von drei Informantlnnen verfasst worden waren. Nach Maxims (2021)
Ergebnissen dominieren die spezifizierenden Konnektoren, wie wenn, als
und weil, in den Anfangsstadien des L2-Schreibens. Diese Konnektoren
wurden verwendet, um temporale und kausale Spezifizierungsrelationen
auszudriicken. Auflerdem driickten die Lernenden Entwicklungsrelationen
mithilfe des Konnektors und Hinzufiigungen mit aber aus. Die von
den Lernenden ausgedriickten Projektionen sind im ersten Text, den die
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InformantInnen verfassten, fast ausschlieBlich Projektionen der Gedanken;
im zweiten Text jedoch steigt die Anzahl von Projektionen der Rede.

Andere Studien, die die Verwendung der Konnektoren in L2-Deutsch
untersuchten, gingen von den Kategorien der Schulgrammatik aus. Thiine
(2004) analysierte Texte fortgeschrittener DaF-Studierender aus Italien und
fand heraus, dass die Studierenden insbesondere bei der Benutzung von
Konnektoren sowie Modalpartikeln und -adverbien sehr unsicher waren. Das
Ausdrucksrepertoire der italienischen Studierenden war eingeschrénkt und
bestand weitgehend aus kausalen Strukturen. Breindl (2016) untersuchte die
Konnektorenverwendung fortgeschrittener Deutschlernender (GER-Niveau
B1-B2) aus Schweden, China und Weillrussland. Im Vergleich zum
muttersprachlichen Kontrollkorpus stellte sich heraus, dass Unterschiede
in der Konnektorenverwendung zwischen Erstsprachlerlnnen und
DaF-Lernenden auftreten. Dabei zeigte sich auch, dass die Lernenden,
die Chinesisch als L1-Sprache hatten, den Muttersprachlerlnnen am néchsten
kamen. Insbesondere schwedische DaF-Lernende benutzten selten kausale
Konnektoren in argumentativen Texten.

Die Studie von Egli Cuenat (2016) ist eine der wenigen Untersuchungen,
in denen die Verwendung sprachiibergreifend in zwei verschiedenen
Fremdsprachen analysiert wurde. Hier wurde die Textproduktion der
Lernenden mit Deutsch als LI-Sprache, in der Schulsprache Deutsch
und in zwei Fremdsprachen (Englisch und Franzdsisch) im schulischen
Fremdsprachenunterricht untersucht. Anhand der von insgesamt 192
Schiilerinnen und Schiilern geschriebenen Raumbeschreibungen in Briefen
wollte sie herausfinden, wie die Textkompetenzen in den Fremdsprachen
bei der schriftlichen Produktion miteinander verbunden sind. Die Lernenden
benutzten mehr Konnektoren in der Schulsprache Deutsch und mehr in
der besseren Fremdsprache Englisch als im Franzosischen. Die Studie
machte deutlich, dass zwischen dem Deutschen als Schulsprache und dem
Englischen als Fremdsprache ein stirkerer Zusammenhang bestand, wahrend
die Wechselwirkung zwischen den Fremdsprachen Englisch und Franzosisch
etwas schwiécher war.

3.3 Konnektorenverwendung in Schwedisch als Fremdsprache

Die Verwendung der Konnektoren in Schwedisch als Fremdsprache
wurde aus verschiedenen Perspektiven untersucht. Zum einen liegen
Untersuchungen vor, die den Fokus auf die Konnektorenverwendung der
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finnischen Schwedischlernenden legen (Vaakanainen 2016a; 2016b; 2019;
Bergstrom 2002; Merildinen 1997). Zum anderen existieren Studien iiber die
Verwendung von Konnektoren bei Schwedischlernenden, deren L1-Sprache
eine andere Sprache als Finnisch ist (z. B. Wijers 2018; Viberg 1993; 2001).
In diesen Studien wurde die Zielsprache groftenteils in der natiirlichen
Umgebung erworben, was bei den finnischen Lernenden der vorliegenden
Studie nicht der Fall ist.

Die frilheren Untersuchungen zeigten, dass die Anzahl der Konnektoren
insbesondere zu Beginn des Schwedischlernens steigt. Vaakanainen
(2016a; 2019) untersuchte die Verwendung der Konnektoren der finnischen
Lernenden auf verschiedenen Fertigkeitsniveaus (A1-C1) und konnte
quantitative Unterschiede in der Konnektorenverwendung zwischen den
niedrigeren GER-Niveaus A1, A2 und B1 ausmachen; zwischen den héheren
Niveaus sind die Unterschiede zum groten Teil qualitativ. Der additive
Konnektor och (und) ist der am héufigsten vorkommende Konnektor auf
allen Fertigkeitsniveaus.

Dariiber hinaus zeigen die Ergebnisse von Vaakanainen (2019), dass die
fortgeschrittenen Lernenden die Konnektoren ungefahr auf dieselbe Weise
wie die L1-SprecherInnen verwenden. Dagegen benutzen die Lernenden auf
den Niveaustufen A1 und A2 auch Konnektoren, die nicht zielsprachendhnlich
sind, z. B. Konnektoren aus anderen L2-Sprachen wie Deutsch oder Englisch.
Das Repertoire der Konnektoren ist auf Anfidngerniveau auflerdem stark
begrenzt, was auch Wijers (2018) Untersuchung iiber die Verwendung
der Nebensitze in Texten der Schwedischlernenden mit Niederldndisch
als L1 verdeutlicht. Die Ergebnisse von Vaakanainen (2016a) wurden
teilweise von Lindstrom & Lubinska (2019), die die Verwendung der
Konnektoren auf Niveau Al longitudinal untersuchten, bestitigt. In ihrer
Untersuchung schrieben Universitédtsstudierende, die iiber ein Semester
an einem Anfingerkurs in Schwedisch an einer schwedischen Universitit
teilnahmen, vier beschreibende Texte. Auch in dieser Untersuchung zeigte
sich och deutlich frequenter als die anderen Konnektoren. Weitere hiufig
vorkommende Konnektoren waren z. B. men (aber) und som (der/die/das).
Die betreffenden Informantlnnen verwendeten jedoch nur wenige nicht
zielsprachendhnliche Konnektoren.

Der Konnektor och tritt auch in Bergstroms (2002) Dissertation
zur Konnektorenverwendung der finnischen Lernenden, die am
Immersionsunterricht auf Schwedisch teilnehmen, gehauft auf. Andere stark
verbreitete Konnektoren in Bergstroms Untersuchung waren ndr (wenn) und
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att (dass). Diese Konnektoren wurden frequent auch von den Lernenden
in Wijers (2018) Untersuchung verwendet. Hier trat zusétzlich auch der
Konnektor som, der Relativsitze einleitet, vermehrt auf. Die InformantInnen
in Bergstroms (2002) Untersuchung hatten jedoch Schreibschwierigkeiten,
was eventuell die Ergebnisse beeinflusst.

Frithere Untersuchungen haben weiterhin bewiesen, dass einige
Konnektoren den Lernenden Schwierigkeiten machen. Merildinen
(1997) untersuchte in seiner Dissertation Konnektoren in der finnischen
Abiturpriifung und konnte feststellen, dass die Lernenden insbesondere mit
den schwedischen Konnektoren men (aber), fast (obwohl) und utan (sondern)
Schwierigkeiten hatten. AuBerdem zeigte die Analyse eine Uberverwendung
von kausalen Konnektoren dérfor (deswegen) und ddrfor att (weil). Dariiber
hinaus scheinen die temporalen Konnektoren, wie sd (so) und dd (dann), den
Lernenden schwerzufallen, zumindest in der miindlichen Produktion (Ekberg
1997; Viberg 1993).

4 Forschungsdesign

In der vorliegenden Studie wurden die Daten, also die Lernendentexte, in drei
Sprachen (Englisch, Deutsch, Schwedisch) im Kontext eines Deutschkurses
erhoben. Das Material wurde im Rahmen des Forschungsprojekts Formulaic
sequences and metalinguistic awareness in three morphologically distinct
learner languages, das von Svenska kulturfonden (2016-2020) finanziert
wurde, gesammelt. Zum Zeitpunkt der Datenerhebung nahmen die Lernenden
an einem fakultativen facheriibergreifenden universitiren Deutschkurs auf
dem Niveau A2 des GER teil. Die Teilnehmerlnnen (N = 29) waren
Studierende aus verschiedenen Fakultdten, die neben ihrem Hauptstudium
Deutsch bzw. andere Sprachen lernten. Neben Deutschkenntnissen verfligten
sie auBlerdem {iiber Kenntnisse in Schwedisch, das sie in der Schule als
obligatorisches Fach {iber mindestens fiinf Jahre lang gelernt hatten.

In Finnland gibt es zwei Nationalsprachen, Finnisch und Schwedisch,
was bedeutet, dass sowohl die finnisch- als auch die schwedischsprachigen
SchiilerInnen verpflichtet sind, jeweils die Sprache in der Schule zu lernen, die
nicht ihre Erstsprache ist. Dariliber hinaus miissen alle Hochschulstudierenden
eine Sprachpriifung in der jeweiligen anderen Sprache ablegen. Die meisten
SchiilerInnen mit Finnisch als Erstsprache kommen mit Schwedisch erst in
der Schule in Kontakt, was die Sprache praktisch zu einer Fremdsprache
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macht (Sundman 2011). Aus diesem Grund unterscheidet sich der Lernkontext
in Finnland in der Regel von dem in Schweden, wo sich die Lernenden
Schwedisch in der natiirlichen Umgebung als Zweitsprache aneignen.’

Wiéhrend Schwedisch an finnischen Universitdten eine sog. Pflichtsprache
darstellt, wird Deutsch aus verschiedenen Griinden (Studium, Arbeit in den
deutschsprachigen Landern etc.) freiwillig studienbegleitend gelernt. Weil die
Daten im Rahmen eines fakultativen Deutschkurses erhoben wurden, kann
davon ausgegangen werden, dass die Studierenden ein besonderes Interesse
an der deutschen Sprache und Kultur haben.

4.1 Datenerhebung

Lernendentexte werden in empirischen Forschungen zum Schreiben
in der Fremdsprache oft als Datenquelle verwendet (Schramm 2018).
Die Untersuchung von Textiiberarbeitungen am Computer wird
heute von verschiedenen Programmen unterstiitzt, die Tastatur- und
Bildschirmprotokolle aufzeichnen konnen (siche z.B. Linnemann
2017). In der vorliegenden Studie wurde das Material mithilfe des
Keylogger-Programms ScriptLog (z. B. Wengelin et al. 2019) gesammelt.
Das Programm zeigt durch das Tastaturprotokoll, wie der Text entstanden ist
(vgl. Schramm 2018). Die Untersuchung legt den Fokus auf die Endprodukte
des Schreibprozesses, die aus dem ScriptLog kopiert und als docx-Dateien
gespeichert wurden.

In der vorliegenden Studie wurden als Untersuchungsmaterial 29 deutsche
und 29 schwedische argumentative Texte gesammelt, die von denselben
Studierenden geschrieben worden waren. Die Studierenden wurden gebeten,
drei Texte in den Fremdsprachen Deutsch, Schwedisch und Englisch zu
verfassen. Es werden dennoch nur die Texte auf Deutsch und Schwedisch
analysiert, weil das Fertigkeitsniveau der Lernenden in diesen beiden
Sprachen etwa gleich (A2-B1) ist. Im Englischen befinden sich die
Lernenden auf deutlich héherem Niveau (B2/C1), und wie Egli Cuenat
(2016) feststellt, interagiert die stirkste Fremdsprache Englisch stirker mit der
Erstsprache als mit schwicheren Fremdsprachen. Die Produktionsreihenfolge
war Deutsch, Schwedisch, Englisch. Pro Text waren circa 30 Minuten

5 An dieser Stelle sei darauf hingewiesen, dass etliche Finnischsprachige in ihrer Umgebung
taglich Schwedisch horen und lesen und deshalb in diesen Fillen bestimmte Ahnlichkeiten mit
dem Lernkontext in Schweden auftauchen. Dies ist jedoch nicht der Fall bei den InformantInnen
der vorliegenden Studie.
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Schreibzeit vorgesehen. Die Texte wurden von Studierenden in Einzelarbeit
ohne Hilfsmittel (wie etwa Internet oder Lehrperson) produziert. In den
Schreibaufgaben sollten die Informantlnnen die Wichtigkeit des Deutschen
und der vielfiltigen Sprachkenntnisse diskutieren (siche Anhang A).
Das Material besteht insgesamt aus 8063 Wortern. Das schwedische
Korpus ist etwas grofler als das deutsche (Schwedisch: 4140 Worter,
Deutsch: 3923 Worter). Die Fertigkeitsniveaus der Texte wurden im
Rahmen des Projekts nach GER bewertet. Die durchschnittliche Textlinge
betrdgt 135 Worter auf Deutsch und 143 Worter auf Schwedisch. Alle
TeilnehmerInnen unterzeichneten eine Einverstdndniserkldrung, dass die
Daten fiir Forschungszwecke verwendet werden diirfen.

4.2 Methode

In der Analyse werden alle lexikogrammatischen Ressourcen, die verwendet
worden sind, um zwei Sdtze innerhalb eines Satzkomplexes zu verkniipfen,
manuell exzerpiert und in die oben (siche Kap. 2) genannten Kategorien
(Hinzufiigung, Spezifizierung, Entwicklung und Projektion) eingeteilt.
Danach werden die Frequenzen der verschiedenen Kategorien und der
einzelnen Konnektoren errechnet. Weil die deutschen und schwedischen
Teilkorpora unterschiedlich groB sind, werden die Frequenzen der
Konnektoren pro 1000 Worter errechnet. In der quantitativen Analyse
wird das Tabellenkalkulationsprogramm Microsoft Excel benutzt.

Der zentrale Teil der Analyse ist das Konnektorenrepertoire in Deutsch
und Schwedisch, also das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial. Es wird
analysiert, von wie vielen Informantlnnen (N = 29) die verschiedenen
lexikogrammatischen Ressourcen verwendet werden, um Hinzufiigungs-,
Spezifizierungs-, Entwicklungs- und Projektionsrelationen auszudriicken. Die
verwendeten Konnektoren in diesen Funktionen werden zwischen den beiden
Sprachen verglichen.

Zuletzt wird die Verwendung der Konnektoren in den Texten der
einzelnen Individuen analysiert. Es wird erdrtert, ob einzelne Informantinnen
Konnektoren auf eine voneinander abweichende Weise verwendeten. Ziel ist
es, die Instanziierung des persdnlichen Bedeutungspotenzials der Individuen
zu analysieren.
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Tabelle 1. Die Frequenz der Konnektoren, Konnektoren pro 1000 Woérter und
Konnektoren pro Text in L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch

Deutsch ~ Schwedisch

Worter 3923 4140
Worter/Text 138 147
Konnektoren 357 419
Konnektoren/1000 Worter 91,0 101,2
Konnektoren/Text 12,3 14,4

5 Ergebnisse: Das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial in
der Konnektorenverwendung der finnischen Lernenden

In diesem Kapitel werden die zentralen Ergebnisse der vorliegenden
Untersuchung prisentiert. Zu Beginn steht ein quantitativer Uberblick
iber die Verwendung der Konnektoren in Deutsch und Schwedisch
als Fremdsprache. Danach werden die verschiedenen logischen
Bedeutungsrelationen (Hinzufiigung, Spezifizierung, Entwicklung und
Projektion) néher behandelt. Zuletzt wird die Verwendung der Konnektoren
auf Individualniveau in den Texten der einzelnen InformantInnen erldutert.

5.1 Ein Uberblick iiber die Konnektorenverwendung in
L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch

Im weiteren Verlauf geben wir zunéchst einen Einblick in das holistische
Bedeutungspotenzial der Konnektorenverwendung im gesamten Material.
Es wird quantitativ gezeigt, wie hoch die Frequenz der Konnektoren
in L3-Deutsch bzw. -Schwedisch ist. AnschlieBend werden die
Vorkommenshéaufigkeiten der verschiedenen logischen Bedeutungsrelationen
einzelsprachlich und im Vergleich zueinander betrachtet. Danach wird
die Aufmerksamkeit auf die lexikalische Varianz der Konnektoren im
Deutschen und Schwedischen gerichtet. Zuletzt werden das mehrsprachige
Bedeutungspotenzial der Konnektoren und die Frequenzen der einzelnen
Konnektoren im Material prasentiert.

Wie aus Tabelle 1 hervorgeht, kommen in L3-Deutsch etwas weniger
Konnektoren als in L3-Schwedisch vor. In deutschen Texten verwendeten
die InformantInnen 357 Konnektoren und in den schwedischen Texten 419
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Die Anteile der verschiedenen logischen Bedeutungsrelationen in L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch

Logische
Bedeutungsrelation
W Projektion der Rede
M Projektion der Gedanken
M Entwicklung
M Spezifizierung
Hinzufigung

Deutsch

Sprache

Schwedisch

0 0 a0 & a0 100
Der Anteil der logischen Bedeutungsrelationen

Abbildung 2. Die Anteile der verschiedenen logischen Bedeutungsrelationen in
L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch

Konnektoren. Das bedeutet, dass die Frequenz der Konnektoren pro 1000
Worter 91,0 im Deutschen und 101,2 im Schwedischen betrdgt. Die deutschen
Texte enthalten durchschnittlich 12,3 Konnektoren und die schwedischen
Texte 14,4 Konnektoren.

In Abbildung 2 werden die Anteile der logischen Bedeutungsrelationen
im gesamten Material quantitativ prasentiert. Wie Abbildung 1 zeigt, stellt
die Hinzufiigung die frequenteste Kategorie in beiden Korpora dar. In den
deutschen Texten betrdgt ihr Anteil 50 % und in den schwedischen Texten
45 %. Die zweithdufigste logische Bedeutungsrelation in beiden Sprachen ist
die Spezifizierung (36 % in deutschen und 30 % in schwedischen Texten).
Der grofite Unterschied zwischen den Sprachen zeigt sich im Anteil der
Entwicklung. In den deutschen Texten ist der Anteil (3 %) wesentlich geringer
als in den schwedischen Texten (13 %). Der Grund fiir diese Divergenz
wird in Abschnitt 5.3 ndher betrachtet. Im Fall der Projektion konnten keine
Unterschiede herausgestellt werden: Der Anteil der Projektion der Gedanken
ist in beiden Sprachen gleich (11 %) und die Projektion der Rede kommt nur
selten vor (1 % im Schwedischen gegeniiber 0,3 % im Deutschen).

Tabelle 2 illustriert die durchschnittlichen Frequenzen der verschiedenen
Konnektorkategorien pro 1000 Worter. In der Tabelle ist zu sehen, dass die
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Tabelle 2. Die Frequenz der Konnektorkategorien pro 1000 Woérter in L3-Deutsch und
-Schwedisch

Deutsch  Schwedisch

Hinzufligung 45,6 45,4
Spezifizierung 30,8 30,4
Entwicklung 23 7,7
Projektion 5,9 5,1

Tabelle 3. Die lexikalische Varianz in der Verwendung der Konnektoren in den Texten
der InformantInnen (N = 29)

verschiedene Konnektoren  Informantlnnen

(von 29)
mehr in L3-Deutsch 6
mehr in L3-Schwedisch 16
eine gleiche Anzahl 7

deutschen und schwedischen Texte im Durchschnitt ungeféhr dieselbe Anzahl
von Hinzufiigungs-, Spezifierungs- und Projektionsrelationen enthalten. Im
Fall der Entwicklung betrdgt die Anzahl der Konnektoren pro 1000 Worter
im Deutschen 2,3 und im Schwedischen 7,7. Es kommen im Schwedischen
also mehr Entwicklungsrelationen pro 1000 Wérter vor als im Deutschen.

Tabelle 3 veranschaulicht die lexikalische Varianz in der Verwendung der
Konnektoren in L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch. Es wird ersichtlich, dass 16
der 29 Informantlnnen ein umfangreicheres Repertoire von Konnektoren in
ihrem schwedischen Text verwendeten. Die Mehrheit der Lernenden scheint
insofern im Schwedischen eine gréf3ere lexikalische Varianz der Konnektoren
zu haben als im Deutschen.

Der Tabelle 4 ist zu entnehmen, mit welchen lexikogrammatischen
Ressourcen die Lernenden verschiedene logische Bedeutungsrelationen
ausdriickten, also wie das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial in den
Texten der Lernenden instanziiert wurde. In der Tabelle sind sowohl die
absoluten Anzahlen als auch die Frequenzen pro 1000 Worter der einzelnen
Konnektoren présentiert. Tabelle 4 zeigt, dass die additiven Konnektoren
und/och in beiden Sprachen die am hiufigsten benutzten Konnektoren sind.
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Tabelle 4. Das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial der Konnektoren in L3-Deutsch
und -Schwedisch, die Anzahl der verschiedenen Konnektoren sowie die Anzahl der
Konnektoren pro 1000 Worter

Deutsch Schwedisch
Hinzufiigung und (137/34,9) och (127/30,9)
oder (27/6,9) men (34/8,2)
aber (15/3,8) eller (19/4,6)
und* (5/1,2)
det — det (1/0,2)
oder* (1/0,2)
Spezifizierung veil/weil/weill/wel (37/9,4) om (42/9,9)
wenn (30/7,6) nér (22/5,2)
ob (12/3,0) an (17/4,0)
dass (7/1,7) eftersom/eftersome (14/3,3)
als (6/1,5) sd/so* (12/2,8)
wann (6/1,5) att (4/0,9)
om* (6/1,5) darfor att (4/0,9)
wie (6/1,5) fast (2/0,5)
als (5/1,2) sd att (2/0,5)
so (3/0,7) dven om (2/0,5)
fast (2/0,5) darfor (1/0,2)
fiir (2/0,5) for (1/0,2)
nér* (2/0,5) for att (1/0,2)
obwohl (1/0,2) som (1/0,2)
darum (1/0,2) varfor (1/0,2)
nicht nur — sondern auch (1/0,2)
viel (1/0,2)
Entwicklung wo (4/1,0) som (40/9,4)
wie (4/1,0) till exempel/t.ex. (6/1,4)
die (2/0,5) att (3/0,7)
wem (2/0,5) vem/wem (2/0,5)
welche (1/0,2) exempelvis (1/0,2)
(jotka)* (1/0,2) vad (1/0,2)
vilken (1/0,2)
an (1/0,2)
Projektion dass (37/9,2) att (45/10,6)

(Gedanken/Rede)

att* (1/0,2)




146 VEIIO VAAKANAINEN & MINNA MAIJALA

Andere hdufig vorkommende Konnektoren im Deutschen sind dass, weil,
wenn und oder. Im Schwedischen dagegen werden die Konnektoren att
(dass), som (der/die/das), om (wenn/falls) und men (aber) hiufig verwendet.
In Tabelle 4 ist auch zu sehen, dass einige sprachliche Ressourcen beiden
Sprachen gemein sind: Die Konnektoren und, oder, om, ndr (wenn), so und
att werden in beiden Sprachen verwendet. In diesen Fillen handelt es sich um
zwischensprachlichen Einfluss oder Transfer. Die transferierten Konnektoren
sind in der Tabelle mit Asterisk (*) markiert.

Wie Tabelle 4 zeigt, verwendeten die Lernenden auch solche sprachlichen
Ressourcen als Konnektoren, die weder im Deutschen noch im Schwedischen
eine satzverkniipfende Funktion haben. Im Deutschen wurde viel
beispielsweise als kausaler spezifizierender Konnektor (statt weil) verwendet,
und im Schwedischen kommt einmal der hinzufiigende Konnektor det — det
(statt ju — desto [je — desto/umso]), wahrscheinlich nach dem englischen /e
— the, vor.

Im Folgenden werden die lexikogrammatischen Realisierungen der
verschiedenen logischen Bedeutungsrelationen ndher diskutiert und die
Instanziierungen im Deutschen und Schwedischen miteinander verglichen.

5.2 Hinzufiigung

Hinzufiigungsrelationen betrafen solche Verhiltnisse, in denen die
Konnektoren verwendet wurden, um etwas hinzuzufiigen. Hinzufiigungen
koénnen ,reine* Hinzufiigungsrelationen sein, die mit den Konnektoren
und/och ausgedriickt werden, aber auch adversative oder alternative
Relationen. Diese Relationen werden im prototypischen Fall mit den
Konnektoren aber/men bzw. oder/eller realisiert.

Wie bereits erwéhnt, kommt die Hinzufligung als Konnektorkategorie
in beiden Sprachen mit hochster Frequenz vor, und der additive Konnektor
und/och wird in den Texten am héufigsten verwendet. Diese Konnektoren
kommen in fast allen Texten des Korpus vor. Im Deutschen ist in allen
29 Texten zumindest ein Beleg von und zu finden, und der schwedische
Teilkorpus enthélt nur einen Text, der keine Belege von och vorweist. Die
Anzahl der Informantlnnen, die die verschiedenen Hinzufiigungsrelationen
mithilfe der Konnektoren ausdriickten, ist in der Abbildung 3 illustriert.

In Abbildung 3 wird zudem deutlich, dass mehr Lernende den Konnektor
oder in ihren deutschen Texten verwendeten als den Konnektor eller
(oder) in ihren schwedischen Texten. Andererseits wurde eine adversative
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20 Schwedisch
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und/och oder/eller aber/men und (in oder (in det—det

Schwedisch) Schwedisch)

Abbildung 3. Die Anzahl der InformantInnen, die hinzufligende Konnektoren in ihren
Texten verwendeten

Hinzufiigungsrelation o6fter im Schwedischen mit dem Konnektor men
realisiert als die entsprechende Relation im Deutschen mit aber ausgedriickt
wurde. Im Fall der Konnektoren aber/men ist der Unterschied etwas grofler
(11 im Deutschen und 19 im Schwedischen).

Aus Abbildung 3 geht auflerdem hervor, dass die Lernenden im
Schwedischen auch lexikogrammatische Ressourcen des Deutschen nutzen.
Vier von 29 Informantlnnen nutzten den deutschen Konnektor und
anstelle des schwedischen Konnektors ock, um eine Hinzufiigungsrelation
auszudriicken. AuBlerdem realisierte eine Person die alternative Hinzufiigung
mithilfe des Konnektors oder.

Es konnte auch festgestellt werden, dass die lexikalische Varianz in den
schwedischen Texten etwas hoher ist. In deutschen Texten variieren zwdolf
Informantlnnen héufiger zwischen einer groferen Anzahl hinzufiigender
Konnektoren als im Schwedischen. Neun Lernende zeigten eine &hnliche
Varianz der hinzufiigenden Konnektoren in beiden Texten und acht Lernende
zeigten eine hohere Varianz der Konnektoren im Deutschen.

5.3 Spezifizierung

Im nédchsten Schritt werden die Spezifizierungsrelationen in den
Lernendentexten behandelt. Diese Spezifizierungen konnen in verschiedene
semantische Teilgruppen eingeteilt werden. In einem Text konnen
beispielsweise kausale, temporale oder konditionale Spezifizierungen
vorkommen.
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Abbildung 4. Die Anzahl der InformantInnen, die spezifizierende Konnektoren in
L3-Deutsch verwendeten
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om nér in sa/so  eftersom dérforatt  fast saatt dvenom andere

InformantInnen

Abbildung 5. Die Anzahl der Informantlnnen, die spezifizierende Konnektoren in
L3-Schwedisch verwendeten

Die Abbildungen 4 und 5 zeigen, wie viele Informantlnnen die
verschiedenen Konnektoren, aus denen das Bedeutungspotenzial der
Spezifizierung besteht, verwendeten. Wie die Abbildung 4 zeigt, ist der am
haufigsten vorkommende Konnektor im Deutschen der kausale Konnektor
weil, der von 18 der 29 Informantlnnen benutzt wurde. Im Schwedischen
dagegen ist der konditionale Konnektor om in den Texten am stéirksten
préasent (17 von 29 InformantInnen).

Bei den Frequenzen der Konnektoren konnen viele interessante
Unterschiede zwischen den beiden Sprachen festgestellt werden. Wie
erwahnt, kommt weil in deutschsprachigen Texten hdufiger vor als die
entsprechenden kausalen Konnektoren in den schwedischen Texten. Der
Konnektor eftersom kommt in acht Texten und der Konnektor ddirfor att
in vier Texten vor. Es iiberrascht, dass die kausalen Beziehungen in den
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schwedischen Texten nicht auf dieselbe Weise wie in den deutschen Texten
dominieren, obwohl es sich um einen argumentativen Text handelt.

Konditionale Beziehungen werden relativ hdufig auch im Deutschen
ausgedriickt. Der Konnektor wenn wird von 14 der 29 Lernenden benutzt,
aber nicht alle InformantInnen verwenden den Konnektor in der konditionalen
Bedeutung. In einigen Belegen driickt dieser Konnektor auch temporale
Relationen aus. Im Beispiel (1) steht der Konnektor wenn in konditionalem
und im Beispiel (2) in temporalem Gebrauch. Auch ambige Fille treten
auf, wie im Beispiel (3). In diesen Fillen sind die Belege als konditionale
Spezifizierungen kategorisiert.

(1) Deutsch ist eine sehr gute sprach, wenn du international bekommen
wiirde. (DE_4023)

(2) Besonders jetzt, wenn EU so groB ist, braucht man Deutsch mehr und
mehr. (DE_4027)

(3) Man kann wirklich etwas verloren oder vergessen, wenn man immer nur
Englisch spricht. (DE_4010)

Wenn es um konditionale Spezifizierung geht, muss auch angemerkt werden,
dass der Konnektor ob von acht Lernenden verwendet wurde, um eine
konditionale Spezifizierung auszudriicken. Hier steht der Konnektor in einer
von der Zielsprachennorm abweichenden Bedeutung, weil der Konnektor
ob indirekte Fragesétze einleitet und keine konditionale Bedeutung hat. In
Beispiel (4) ist eine solche abweichende Verwendung des Konnektors 0b zu
sehen.

(4) Ob man anderen Kulturen interessanten findet, es wire wichtig
Fremdsprachen zu lernen. (DE_4025)

Dass ob in dieser Funktion vorkommt, ldsst sich als Einfluss des
Schwedischen erkldren. Der schwedische konditionale Konnektor om, der
auch der am héufigsten vorkommende konditionale Konnektor in den
schwedischen Texten war, dhnelt stark dem deutschen Konnektor 0b.
AuBerdem wird auch der schwedische Konnektor om neben der
konditionalen Funktion als Einleiter der indirekten Fragesdtze verwendet.
Wabhrscheinlich gehen die Lernenden davon aus, dass die Konnektoren om
und ob alle Funktionen miteinander teilen. Die Verwendung von ob in
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den deutschen Texten bietet ein konkretes Beispiel, wie das schwedische
Sprachsystem die Konnektorenverwendung des Deutschen beeinflusst. AuSer
ob kommt auch der schwedische Konnektor om in drei deutschen Texten vor.
Insgesamt werden sie also von 11 InformantInnen verwendet. Moglicherweise
ist die Multifunktionalitdt von wenn fiir die Lernenden problematisch; sie
sehen den Konnektor vor allem als temporalen Konnektor und verwenden ob
oder om, um konditionale Verhéltnisse auszudriicken.

5.4 Entwicklung

Entwicklungsrelationen werden in Texten am hdufigsten mit Relativsdtzen
ausgedriickt. AuBerdem konnen die Entwicklungsverhéltnisse auch mit
Exemplifizierungen realisiert werden.

Die Abbildungen 6 und 7 stellen die Frequenzen der verschiedenen
Konnektoren, die Entwicklungsrelationen ausdriicken, im Schwedischen
und Deutschen dar. Wie der Abbildung 4 zu entnehmen ist, kommen die
Entwicklungsrelationen nur selten in L3-Deutsch vor. Auch die haufigsten
Konnektoren in dieser Kategorie werden nur von einzelnen Lernenden
verwendet. Die deutschen Entwicklungsrelationen erreichen demnach nicht
das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial, das man auf dem Fertigkeitsniveau
A2/B1 erwarten wiirde.

In den Entwicklungsrelationen manifestiert sich auch der grofite
Unterschied im Gebrauch der Konnektoren zwischen diesen beiden
Lernersprachen. Wihrend die Entwicklung im Deutschen kaum vorkommt,
ist der schwedische relativsatzeinleitende Konnektor som der dritthdufigste
Konnektor im gesamten Material und wird von 18 InformantInnen verwendet.

In den deutschen Texten versuchten manche Informantlnnen auch
Entwicklungsrelationen mit von der Zielsprachennorm abweichenden
Konnektoren auszudriicken. Im deutschen Korpus kommen z.B. wem
und (jotka) als entwickelnde Konnektoren vor. jotka ist ein finnisches
Relativpronomen, das die betreffende Person in Klammern setzte. Damit
signalisierte sie, dass sie eine Entwicklungsrelation ausdriicken mochte,
jedoch den richtigen Konnektor auf Deutsch nicht kennt. Diese Verwendung
ist in Beispiel (5) zu sehen:

(5) Fastalle Englisch sprachen, es gibt viele Leute in der Welt (jotka) [die]
nicht English sprachen oder findet es schwerig zu Englisch zu sprachen.
(DE_4008)
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wie wo die wem welche  (jotka)

InformantInnen

Abbildung 6. Die Anzahl der Informantlnnen, die entwickelnde Konnektoren in
L3-Deutsch verwendeten

30
25
20

10

som till exempel att vad wem vem exempelvis vilken an

InformantInnen

Abbildung 7. Die Anzahl der Informantlnnen, die entwickelnde Konnektoren in
L3-Schwedisch verwendeten

5.5 Projektion

Projektionen werden ausschlielich mit den allgemein subordinierenden
Konnektoren dass bzw. att ausgedriickt. Sie treten in den Texten relativ
hiufig auf: Die Projektion wurde im Deutschen von 22 Informantlnnen
durch den Konnektor dass und im Schwedischen von 21 Informantlnnen
durch den Konnektor at#t ausgedriickt. Zusitzlich gebrauchte eine Person den
schwedischen Konnektor a#f im deutschsprachigen Text.

In den meisten Belegen fiir die Projektion handelt es sich um die
Projektion der Gedanken. Diese stellen in der Regel Meinungen der
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Lernenden dar und werden z. B. mit den Konstruktionen Ich finde, dass / Ich
bin der Meinung, dass (auf Deutsch) und Jag tycker att (auf Schwedisch)
ausgedriickt. Hingegen kommt die Projektion der Rede nur selten in den
Texten vor.

Im Allgemeinen realisieren die Lernenden die Projektion in beiden
Sprachen &hnlich, sowohl was die Konnektorenauswahl als auch die
Frequenzen betrifft.

5.6 Personliche mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenziale im Vergleich

In den vorherigen Abschnitten wurde das mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial
der Lernenden in L3-Deutsch und -Schwedisch auf Gruppenniveau
beleuchtet. Dadurch wurde ein Uberblick iiber die Verwendung der
Konnektoren in diesen Sprachen gegeben. Dabei wurde jedoch nicht die
interindividuelle Variation in Bedeutungspotenzialen beriicksichtigt. Deshalb
wird in diesem Abschnitt die Verwendung der Konnektoren im Deutschen
und Schwedischen in den Texten von vier Informantlnnen, die Konnektoren
jeweils unterschiedlich verwendeten, présentiert. Diese Informantlnnen
wurden gewdhlt, weil sie vier verschiedene im Material vorkommende Typen
der Konnektorenverwendung reprasentieren.

5.6.1 Informantin 4002: Viele verschiedene Konnektoren in beiden
Sprachen (Fertigkeitsniveau B1 in beiden Sprachen)

In den Texten der Informantin 4002 werden Konnektoren in beiden Sprachen
vielfiltig verwendet. In beiden Sprachen driickte sie die Hinzufligung
und Spezifizierung mit vielen verschiedenen Konnektoren aus. AuBlerdem
realisierte sie die Projektion der Gedanken mit den Konnektoren dass bzw.
att. In ihrem schwedischen Text brachte sie auch die Relation der Entwicklung
mit dem Konnektor som zum Ausdruck. Das personliche Bedeutungspotenzial
der Informantin und die absoluten Frequenzen der Konnektoren sowie die
Frequenzen pro 1000 Worter sind in Tabelle 5 illustriert.

Wie aus Tabelle 5 hervorgeht, dominieren die Hinzufiigungsrelationen
mit den Konnektoren und bzw. och auch in ihren Texten, es kommen
aber auch viele andere Konnektoren in beiden Sprachen vor. Bei
Hinzufiigungsrelationen kommen auch adversative (aber/men) und
alternative (oder/eller) Konnektoren vor.
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Tabelle 5. Das personliche mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial der Informantin 4002,
die Frequenzen der verschiedenen Konnektoren sowie die Frequenzen pro 1000 Worter

4002 Deutsch Schwedisch
(Textldnge 175 Worter) (Textldnge 248 Worter)
Hinzufiigung und (10/57) och (9/36)
aber (2/11) men (3/12)
oder (1/6) eller (1/4)
Spezifizierung  wenn (3/17) nér (1/4)
weil (2/11) an (1/4)
nicht nur — sondern auch (1/6)  sé (1/4)
om (1/4)
dven om (1/4)
att (1/4)
Entwicklung som (6/12)
Projektion dass (2/11) att (4/16)

Auch Spezifizierungen sind in beiden Sprachen vorhanden, aber im
Schwedischen zeigt sich hier eine groBere Variation. Im deutschen Text
verwendete die Informantin die Konnektoren wenn und weil sowie den
zweiteiligen Konnektor nicht nur — sondern auch. Im schwedischen Text
tauchen z.B. eine temporale Spezifizierung mit ndr, eine konzessive
Spezifizierung mit dven om (obwohl) und eine konsekutive Spezifizierung mit
sa auf. Gerade bei Spezifizierungen verfiigt die Informantin {iber ein breiteres
Bedeutungspotenzial als viele andere InformantInnen.

5.6.2 Informant 4003: Variation im Schwedischen, nicht im Deutschen
(Fertigkeitsniveau A2 in beiden Sprachen)

Im Vergleich zur Informantin 4002 zeigte sich beim Informanten 4003
ein klarer Unterschied zwischen den zwei Sprachen. Er versah seinen
schwedischen Text mit einer betrdchtlichen Anzahl diverser Konnektoren, den
deutschen aber nur mit dem frequentesten Konnektor und.

Tabelle 6 zeigt das Repertoire der Konnektoren in den Texten des
Informanten sowie die Frequenzen der verschiedenen Konnektoren und die
Frequenzen pro 1000 Wérter in seinen Texten. Im deutschen Text verwendete
er dreimal den Konnektor und, um Hinzufiigungsrelationen auszudriicken. Im
Schwedischen dagegen benutzte der Informant die Konnektoren vielseitiger.
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Tabelle 6. Das personliche mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial des Informanten 4003,
die Frequenzen der verschiedenen Konnektoren sowie die Frequenzen pro 1000 Worter

4003 Deutsch Schwedisch
(30 Worter) (82 Worter)

Hinzufiigung und (3/100)  och (3/37)

men (1/12)
Spezifizierung eftersom (1/12)

fast (1/12)

an (1/12)

om (1/12)
Entwicklung
Projektion att (1/12)

Auler der Hinzufiigung kommen im schwedischen Text auch Spezifizierung
und Projektion vor. Im Fall der Spezifizierung realisierte der Informant vier
verschiedene semantische Relationen. Mit dem Konnektor eftersom driickte
er eine kausale Spezifizierung aus und den Konnektor fast verwendete er,
um eine konzessive Spezifizierung zu bewirken. AuBlerdem kamen auch eine
komparative (mit ¢n) und eine konditionale (mit om) Spezifizierung vor.

Im Schwedischen steht dem Informanten also ein vielseitiges sprachliches
Repertoire zur Verfiigung, um verschiedene logische Bedeutungsrelationen
auszudriicken. Im Deutschen dagegen scheint das Bedeutungspotenzial des
Informanten viel begrenzter zu sein. Es muss dennoch hinzugefiigt werden,
dass seine Sprachkenntnisse in beiden Sprachen auf Niveau A2 bewertet
werden. Dies bedeutet, dass die groBere Variation in der Verwendung der
Konnektoren nicht automatisch auf eine hohere Qualitit des Textes schlielen
lasst. Auch andere Faktoren kdnnen dies beeinflussen.

5.6.3 Informant 4026: Variation im Deutschen, nicht im Schwedischen
(Fertigkeitsniveau A2 in Deutsch, A1 in Schwedisch)

Der Informant 4026 steht im Gegensatz zum oben prasentierten Informanten
4003, dessen sprachliches Repertoire im Schwedischen viel breiter war als
im Deutschen. In Tabelle 7 wird die Verwendung der Konnektoren in seinen
Texten illustriert.

Wie aus Tabelle 7 hervorgeht, benutzt der Informant mehr Konnektoren im
Deutschen als im Schwedischen. Im deutschen Text driickt er Hinzufiigungen
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Tabelle 7. Das personliche mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial des Informanten 4026
und die Frequenzen der verschiedenen Konnektoren sowie die Frequenzen pro 1000
Worter

4026 Deutsch Schwedisch
(155 Worter) (26 Worter)

Hinzufiigung und (9/58) und* (1/38)

oder (2/13)
Spezifizierung  weill (2/13)

wann (2/13)
Entwicklung som (1/38)
Projektion dass (1/6)

und Spezifizierungen sowie eine Projektion aus. Der additive Konnektor und
tritt am haufigsten auf, aber auch andere Konnektoren wurden verwendet. Die
Variation im Gebrauch der Konnektoren ist jedoch nicht so grofl wie z. B. im
schwedischen Text des Informanten 4003.

Weiter ist anzumerken, dass die Verwendung der Konnektoren im
Deutschen nicht hundertprozentig der Zielsprachennorm folgt. Der
Informant driickte temporale Beziehungen mit dem Konnektor wann
anstelle des standardsprachlich richtigen Konnektors wenn aus. Diese von
der Zielsprachennorm abweichende Verwendung von wann ist in Beispiel (6)
zu sehen.

(6) Wann du haben anderen Sprachen und Kultur gelernt, es ist auch leider
zu reisen, studieren oder leben in diese Landen.

Im Schwedischen ist das Konnektorenrepertoire des Informanten stark
begrenzt, was auch dadurch erkldrt werden kann, dass das Fertigkeitsniveau
seines Texts als Al bewertet wurde. Im Text kommen nur zwei Belege
der Konnektorenverwendung vor: eine Hinzufligung und eine Entwicklung.
AuBlerdem nutzte der Informant den deutschen Konnektor und, um die
Hinzufiigungsrelation auszudriicken. Er hat also sprachliche Mittel des
Deutschen in seinem schwedischen Text benutzt. Im Folgenden wird eine
Informantin préisentiert, in deren Texten das Deutsche und das Schwedische
noch stirker miteinander interagieren.
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Tabelle 8. Das personliche mehrsprachige Bedeutungspotenzial der Informantin 4006
und die Frequenzen der verschiedenen Konnektoren sowie die Frequenzen pro 1000
Worter

4006 Deutsch Schwedisch
(159 Worter) (153 Worter)

Hinzufiigung und (6/38) och (3/20)
oder (2/13) und* (2/13)
oder* (1/7)
Spezifizierung  om* (3/19) eftersom/eftersome (2/13)
weil (2/13) om (2/13)
dass (2/13) so* (1/7)

so (1/6) att (1/7)
als (1/6)
Entwicklung som (1/7)
Projektion att (2/13)

5.6.4 Informantin 4006: Deutsche und schwedische sprachliche Mittel
in der Interaktion (Fertigkeitsniveau A2 in beiden Sprachen)

Die Betrachtung der Texte von Informantin 4006 ist besonders
interessant, weil ihre Verwendung der Verkniipfungsmittel Merkmale
des zwischensprachlichen Einflusses aufweist. In ihrem Repertoire der
Konnektoren stehen die beiden Lernersprachen in Interaktion miteinander.
Die Konnektoren im deutschen und schwedischen Text der Informantin und
die Frequenzen sowie die Frequenzen pro 1000 Worter werden in Tabelle 8
zusammengefasst.

Wie Tabelle 8 zeigt, verwendete die Informantin den schwedischen
Konnektor om, um konditionale Verhiltnisse in ihrem deutschen Text
auszudriicken. Dieser Konnektor kommt dreimal im Text auf Deutsch
vor, und die Informantin wéhlte ausschlieSlich den schwedischen
Konnektor, um diese Relation auszudriicken. Insofern scheint der
zielsprachendhnliche konditionale Konnektor wenn nicht Teil ihres
personlichen Bedeutungspotenzials zu sein.

Umgekehrt ist auch der Einfluss des Deutschen im schwedischen Text
zu sehen. Die Informantin driickte Hinzufiigungsrelationen mithilfe der
deutschen Konnektoren und bzw. oder aus. An dieser Stelle sollte jedoch
darauf hingewiesen werden, dass die Informantin aufer dem deutschen
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Konnektor auch das schwedische Aquivalent och verwendete. Sie nutzte also
sowohl den deutschen als auch den schwedischen Konnektor, um dieselbe
logische Bedeutungsrelation auszudriicken.

Warum die Informantin die beiden additiven Konnektoren in dhnlicher
Funktion gebrauchte, ist schwer zu erkléren. Es ist allerdings mdglich, dass bei
und ein Sprachenwechsel ohne identifizierbare pragmatische Funktion (vgl.
Williams & Hammarberg 1998) vorliegt. Eine andere Moglichkeit besteht
darin, dass die deutschen sprachlichen Ressourcen noch aktiv in ihrem Gehirn
verankert waren, da sie den deutschen Text zuerst geschrieben hatte (Green
1986).

Der Einfluss des deutschen Sprachsystems ist im schwedischen Text
der Informantin nicht nur im Repertoire der Konnektoren zu erkennen,
sondern auch in der fiir das Deutsche typischen Verbletztstellung bei
nebensatzeinleitenden Konnektoren. In Beispiel (7) ist die syntaktische
Verwendung der Konnektoren zu sehen:

(7) Du behover ocksd engelska in utomlands, om  du ndgot kopa
Du brauchst auch Englisch in Ausland  wenn du etwas kaufen

vill.
willst.

,Du brauchst auch Englisch im Ausland, wenn du etwas kaufen willst.

6 Zusammenfassung und Diskussion

Die Absicht der vorliegenden Untersuchung war es, herauszufinden, wie
die finnischsprachigen Lernenden ihr mehrsprachiges Bedeutungspotenzial
in deutschen und schwedischen Texten nutzen, wenn sie logische und
semantische Verhiltnisse zwischen zwei Sétzen in einem Satzkomplex
ausdriicken wollen. Es wurde ermittelt, welche Ahnlichkeiten und
Unterschiede zwischen den Sprachen in der Verwendung der Konnektoren
existieren. Verglichen wurde der Konnektorengebrauch sowohl auf Gruppen-
als auch auf Individualniveau.

Die Analyse hat ergeben, dass die Lernenden die Konnektoren
mehrheitlich auf dieselbe Weise in beiden Sprachen verwenden, besonders
in Hinblick auf die Frequenz der Konnektoren und Konnektorkategorien.
Dass die Instanziierungen des Bedeutungspotenzials in beiden Sprachen
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dhnlich sind, ist wenig {iberraschend angesichts ihrer nahen Verwandtschaft
und den daraus resultierenden typologischen Ahnlichkeiten, die sich auch
im System der Konnektoren niederschlagen. Wie u.a. Ringbom (2007)
feststellt, unterstiitzen die typologisch dhnlichen Sprachen einander beim
Sprachenlernen.

Sowohl auf Deutsch als auch auf Schwedisch bildeten Hinzufligungen
mit den Konnektoren und bzw. och die grofite Gruppe unter den erforschten
Relationen. Damit wurden Ergebnisse fritherer Studien (Vaakanainen 2016a;
2019; Lindstrom & Lubinska 2019; vgl. Maxim 2021) bestétigt bzw. es wurde
gezeigt, dass sie auch fiir den mehrsprachigen Kontext verallgemeinerbar
sind.

Die Analyse brachte auch einige interessante Unterschiede zutage: Wenn
die Lernenden Spezifizierungen im argumentativen Schreiben ausdriicken,
verwenden sie teilweise unterschiedliche Ressourcen. Im Deutschen kommen
die kausalen Spezifizierungen durch den Konnektor weil vor, wihrend im
Schwedischen die konditionalen Spezifizierungen mit dem Konnektor om
(wenn/falls) dominieren. Dies konnte moglicherweise auch mit Unterschieden
in den argumentativen Strukturen der Sprachen zusammenhingen, da auch
die schwedischsprachigen Deutschlernenden in ihren argumentativen Texten
dazu tendieren, kausale Konnektoren nur wenig zu verwenden (Breindl 2016).
Dies steht im Gegensatz zu Merildinen (1997), der zufolge die Lernenden mit
L1-Finnisch kausale Konnektoren iiberverwenden.

Ein weiterer Unterschied zeigt sich in der Verwendung des deutschen
Konnektors ob in konditionaler Bedeutung. Die Lernenden driicken
konditionale Spezifizierungen teilweise mithilfe von ob statt wenn/falls
aus. Sowohl die lautliche Ahnlichkeit von om und ob als auch ihre
funktionale Asymmetrie — das Schwedische benutzt denselben Korrektor fiir
Konditionalsdtze und indirekte Fragen, das Deutsche nur fiir die letzteren
— fuhrt hier zu einem zwischensprachlichen Einfluss. Deshalb scheinen
Lernende oft davon auszugehen, dass die Konnektoren ob und om reine
Aquivalente sind.®

Der grofite Unterschied zwischen Deutsch und Schwedisch zeigt sich
allerdings in der Realisierung der Entwicklung. Im Deutschen kommen
Entwicklungsrelationen nur sehr selten vor, wiahrend die Lernenden sie im
Schwedischen hiufig durch Relativsétze mit dem Konnektor som ausdriicken.
Im Deutschen ist die Verwendung der Relativsétze in dem Sinne komplexer,

6 Ringbom (2007) behandelt solche Strukturen als , kontrastive Ahnlichkeiten.
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dass die Relativpronomina im Deutschen nach Genus, Numerus und Kasus
flektiert werden; daher konnen die Lernenden Entwicklungsrelationen in
ihren Texten nicht auf dieselbe Weise wie im Schwedischen ausdriicken.
Dies bedeutet, dass die sprachlichen Ressourcen zum Ausdriicken von
Entwicklungsrelationen nicht zum Bedeutungspotenzial der Lernenden
in L3-Deutsch gehoren. Im Schwedischen stehen den Lernenden also
lexikogrammatische Ressourcen zur Verfiigung, die sie im Deutschen nicht
besitzen. Es bleibt jedoch noch zu erforschen, wann die Lernenden beginnen,
Entwicklungsrelationen auch im Deutschen zu verwenden.

Im Vergleich zu den Ergebnissen von Maxim (2021) ist hier ein deutlicher
Unterschied festzustellen, da in seiner Untersuchung Entwicklungsrelationen
relativ oft vorkommen. Dies kann jedoch dadurch erkldrt werden, dass die
Belege mit und in seiner Untersuchung als Entwicklungen analysiert wurden.
Fiir die vorliegende Arbeit wurden entsprechend Halliday & Matthiessen
(2014) und Karlsson (2011) und/och als hinzufiigende Konnektoren
betrachtet.

Die Verwendung der Konnektoren wurde auch auf Individualniveau
erforscht, weil frilhere Untersuchungen aufzeigten, dass eine grofle
interindividuelle Variation im L2-Schreiben vorliegt (Schoonen et al.
2011). Auch die vorliegende Untersuchung konnte diese Tatsache bestitigen.
Das personliche Bedeutungspotenzial wird auf unterschiedliche Weise
von den einzelnen Informantlnnen instanziiert. Einige Informantlnnen
weisen ein groBes Konnektorenrepertoire in beiden Sprachen auf und
konnen verschiedene Bedeutungsrelationen sowohl auf Deutsch als auch
auf Schwedisch vielseitig ausdriicken. Andererseits gibt es InformantInnen,
die eine grofere lexikalische Varianz in einer Sprache als in der anderen
aufweisen. Sie konnen entweder auf Deutsch oder auf Schwedisch vielseitige
logische Bedeutungsrelationen ausdriicken, verfligen aber in der anderen
Sprache nur iiber begrenzte Ressourcen. Dariiber hinaus besitzen einige
InformantInnen {tiberlappende sprachliche Ressourcen. Sie verwenden
deutsche Konnektoren, wenn sie auf Schwedisch schreiben und schwedische
Konnektoren, wenn sie auf Deutsch schreiben.

Wie aus dem Bisherigen ersichtlich wird, stellt die systemisch-funktionale
Linguistik ein sinnvolles theoretisches Gefiige fiir kontrastive
Schreibstudien dar. Die Ergebnisse der vorliegenden Untersuchung bieten
aulerdem Potenzial flir die Mehrsprachigkeitsforschung. In zukiinftigen
Untersuchungen sollten die plurilingualen Schreibkompetenzen mithilfe der
SFL genauer erforscht werden: Wie auch Matthiessen (2018) betont, wiirden
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besonders longitudinale Untersuchungen bendétigt, in denen die graduelle
Expansion des mehrsprachigen Bedeutungspotenzials in zwei oder mehreren
Sprachen beschrieben ist. Zukiinftige Studien sollten sich mehr auf die
lexikogrammatische Komplexifizierung des Konnektorengebrauchs in der
Lernersprache (Praxedes Filho 2013) konzentrieren.

In Zukunft sollte die Realisierung der Konnektoren in verschiedenen
L2/L3-Sprachen nicht nur in fertiggeschriecbenen Texten, sondern
auch wihrend des Schreibprozesses analysiert werden. Der
systemisch-funktionalen Linguistik zufolge wird das mehrsprachige
Bedeutungspotenzial durch die Verwendung der Sprache in konkreten
Kommunikationssituationen entwickelt (z.B. Matthiessen 2009). Gerade
unter diesem Gesichtspunkt sollte genauer erforscht werden, wie die
Lernenden Texte konstruieren und welche Rolle die Konnektoren in der
Textproduktion der Lernenden spielen.

Mehrere Studien belegen, dass das Schreiben in einer L2/L3-Sprache
einen hochst komplexen Prozess darstellt (siche z. B. Knospe et. al. 2019;
Schoonen et al. 2011). Aus diesem Grund werden noch mehr Studien, die
das Schreiben und die Entwicklung der Schreibkompetenzen erforschen,
bendtigt. Nur so kann ein besseres Verstdndnis dariiber erlangt werden,
wie sich die plurilingualen Schreibfdhigkeiten und das mehrsprachige
Bedeutungspotenzial der Lernenden entwickeln. Gleichzeitig konnte auch die
mehrsprachige Schreibpddagogik dazu beitragen, die Schreibfahigkeiten der
Lernenden zu fordern.
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Anhang A Schreibaufgaben

Deutsch:

Schreibe bitte 150-250 Worter zum folgenden Thema. Du kannst die
Uberschrift selbststindig aussuchen. Du hast 30 Minuten Zeit. [in
finnischer Sprache].

Die Sprachkenntnisse der Studierenden werden immer einseitiger. Fast
alle kénnen Englisch, aber Kenntnisse in anderen Fremdsprachen, wie
Deutsch, sind in den letzten Jahren weniger geworden. Deswegen mochte das
Goethe-Institut die Erfahrungen der Deutschlernenden héren. Warum sollte
man Deutsch lernen? Warum ist es wichtig, Fremdsprachen zu lernen? Bitte
schreiben Sie Thre Meinung und begriinden Sie sie. Die Uberschrift Ihres
Textes konnen Sie selbst bestimmen. [in Zielsprache Deutsch]

Schwedisch:

Schreibe bitte 150-250 Worter zum folgenden Thema. Du kannst die
Uberschrift selbststindig aussuchen. Du hast 30 Minuten Zeit. [in
finnischer Sprache].

Att studera engelska dr populdrt och ndstan alla i Finland ldser engelska
i skolan. Rdiicker det enbart med kunskaper i engelska i dagens studier
och arbetsliv? Ta stillning till och diskutera sprdakvalen. Kom ihdg att
motivera dina dsikter. Skriv en argumenterande text som ingdr i kampanjen
om mangsidiga sprakkunskaper som Gymnasister i Norden har startat. Sdtt
rubriken sjdlv.

[Englisch zu studieren ist populdr und fast alle in Finnland lernen Englisch
in der Schule. Reichen Englischkenntnisse im Studium und Arbeitsleben
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von heute aus? Nehmen Sie Stellung zu dieser Frage und diskutieren Sie
die Sprachwahlen. Bitte denken Sie daran, Ihre Meinungen zu begriinden.
Schreiben Sie einen argumentierenden Text, der zu einer Kampagne iiber
vielfiltige Sprachkenntnisse, welche die Organisation Gymnasister i Norden
[Studierende an der gymnasialen Oberstufe im Norden] ins Leben rief, gehort.
Die Uberschrift Ihres Textes konnen Sie selbst bestimmen.
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What is “showing” in language?

Tommi Jantunen
University of Jyviskyla

Abstract

In this squib, I discuss the issue of showing meaning in language. I consider showing to
form a continuum with telling (traditional language use with lexico-grammatical units
and processes) and define showing in its purest form as a way of signaling meaning
through depiction. For this purpose, showing makes use of relatively gradient and
non-conventional means which are not typically considered to belong to language
proper. I situate showing together with telling in ontology in which language is
conceived as being simultaneously a physical, cognitive and social activity on a par
with other such types of activities. In mainstream linguistics, showing has been
marginalized and set aside from the focus of research. However, I suggest that
accepting showing as an inherent part of language and its use has, after closer empirical
scrutiny, not only theoretical but also practical implications.

Keywords: language, meaning, showing, telling, ontology, sign language

1 Introduction

Ludwig Wittgenstein published his Tractatus logico-philosophicus one
hundred years ago, in 1921. In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein aimed to clarify the
relationship between language and the world and to explicate the boundaries
of language. As the seventh and last section of the Tractatus, Wittgenstein
(1961) wrote: Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent. In
everyday interpretations, this sentence has even been understood as a moral
instruction, which is misleading. What the sentence actually refers to are the
limits of language, which Wittgenstein understands in the logical-positivist
sense, and the range of its capabilities in delimiting and defining the
phenomena found in the world. In practice, Wittgenstein concludes that there
are mystical things in the world which cannot be reached meaningfully by
means of speaking-based propositions defined by truth values (perhaps most
importantly the propositions themselves but also, for instance, the structure of
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Figure 1. Examples of depicting signs (a, b) and instances of constructed action or
enactment (c, d) extracted from the Corpus of Finnish Sign Language (http://urn.fi/urn:
nbn:fi:1b-2019012321). Frame a) has a sign depicting the size and shape of an object
(‘ball’); b) depicts the autonomous motion of a single entity (‘a four-legged animate
object’); in c) the signer enacts the ‘handling a small, flat object’ with his hands as
part of a larger bodily constructed action; and in d) the signer enacts the meaning ‘the
character is asleep under the blanket’. In the frames a—c, the white lines and arrows
indicate the shape and direction of the movement(s) of the hand(s). In the frame d),
there is no motion.

thinking, the meaning of emotions etc.). In the philosophy of the Tractatus,
these things can only be “shown”, which meant for Wittgenstein that they are
not proper or suitable matters for philosophical debate (Glock 1996: 330).
About seventy years after the Tractatus was published, from theoretical
underpinnings completely different from Wittgenstein’s, several signed
language researchers began to investigate showing — concretely, the use of
pointing signs, depictive signs and constructed action (see Figure 1) — in
several different signed languages (e.g. Vermeerbergen 2006). For example,
in France, Christian Cuxac made a distinction between “signing with and
without showing” in the analysis of French Sign Language discourse (in
English, see Cuxac 1999). In the United States, Scott Liddell and Melanie
Metzger (1998) drew perhaps the first parallels between showing in signed
and spoken language communication in terms of constructed action. And in
Australia, Dorothea Cogill-Koetz (2000) raised discussion about the nature
of depicting signs in Auslan (the signed language used in Australia) as visual
templates instead of highly grammaticalized word-like structures. Finally,
about ninety years after Tractatus’ first publication, Australian-based signed
language researchers Trevor Johnston, Lindsay Ferrara and Gabrielle Hodge
began to use video corpora to investigate the use of various semiotic resources
in Auslan, and directly encapsulated as their main finding that in language —
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including spoken language — meanings are conveyed not only by telling but
also by showing (e.g. Ferrara & Johnston 2014; Hodge & Johnston 2014).
Their view was and still is grounded strongly on the idea that linguistic
utterances are multimodal composites (Enfield 2009) — aggregates whose total
meaning is the sum of semiotic signals produced with different articulators.
Because of how the notion of composite utterance has been applied to signed
language utterances containing constructed action, the idea of showing with
language (as opposed to telling with language) has subsequently spread widely
in the field of signed language research (e.g. Cormier et al. 2015; Jantunen
2017; Hodge & Cormier 2019; Puupponen 2019; Beukeleers 2020).!

In this squib, I discuss showing as one means of conveying linguistic
meaning: What does showing entail from the point of view of an utterance
(mostly resembling a word or clause-like unit in its duration) and into what
kinds of internal characteristics can it be further analyzed? Further, how
is showing situated within language from an ontological perspective? My
ultimate motivation for this discussion may be signed language-specific but
I nevertheless reflect upon the topic on a general level, also taking into
account spoken languages. Dealing with the topic of showing equally in both
signed and spoken languages is important not only from the point of view
of deriving, on the basis of data, a unified linguistic theory (including both
types of languages) but also from the point of view of future applications
of the theory. Examples of the latter are, inter alia, language teaching and
learning: from my personal experience I have noted that the practices of
spoken language teaching and learning have traditionally ignored showing.
In addition, a unified theory of language fully acknowledging and including
aspects of showing could also contribute to the practices of translation and
interpreting: for instance, it could be argued that utterances that show are best
translated and interpreted between signed and spoken languages by means of
utterances that show, not by means of those that tell.

! In the fall of 2021, a multimethodological research project focusing on Finnish Sign Language
has been launched on the topic of constructed action and showing at the University of Jyvaskyld
(see https://jyu.fi/showtell). This squib is motivated by this project.
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- ~ - Telling the meaning via
Showing the meaning via lexical units (words)
bodily actions

Telling the meaning via
lexical units (signs)

Figure 2. The Finnish Sign Language (left) and Finnish (right) utterance ‘The
snowman and the boy are sitting in a car [in the manner shown].” The example
in Finnish Sign Language comes from ProGram data (http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:
1b-2016031101), and the Finnish example comes from University of Jyvéskyld, Sign
Language Centre (https://vk-oppimateriaali.jyu.fi).

2 Showing as a part of linguistic utterances

What does the linguistic activity characterized here as showing mean most
concretely and perhaps also at its simplest? The answer to this question is
demonstrated in Figure 2, which presents one video frame from an utterance
produced in both Finnish Sign Language and Finnish. The meaning of the
utterance in both languages is ‘The snowman and the boy are sitting in a car
[in the manner shown]’. In both languages, the language user articulates a
lexico-grammatical unit meaning ‘sit’: in Finnish Sign Language this is the
lexical sign SIT (bent index and middle finger of the dominant hand placed
with short single movement upon straight index and middle finger of the
nondominant hand), in Finnish this is the dictionary word istua. However,
the language users do not use lexico-grammatical means to tell the manner of
sitting. Instead, they express this with non-conventionalized bodily actions,
including particular facial expressions and upper-torso postures. In other
words, while both language users exploit lexico-grammatical units to tell or
report the character’s action, they also at the same time engage in physical
actions to show other dimensions of the sitting activity, in particular, the
manner in which the sitting is done, in their opinion.

Concerning the examples in Figure 2, it must be emphasized that,
in this squib, all telling and showing activities in the two utterances are
considered to be language. This does not correspond to the approach
in mainstream linguistics, in which there is a clear demarcation between
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linguistic communication and non-linguistic (pseudo- or paralinguistic)
communication. The existing distinction (according to which only the sign
SIT and the word istua are part of language in Figure 2) has its history
in research on spoken languages, where it has been easily justified by
reference, for example, to the difference between the oral-auditory channel
and the gestural-visual channel: linguistic communication has been primarily
associated with the voice, and non-linguistic communication with other bodily
behaviors. However, signed language (and gesture) research has shown that
bodily behaviors (other than those producing voice) can also be linguistic (but
perhaps not always are, cf. fidgetting as an example), and it is therefore
not feasible to rely on channel in order to make linguistic/non-linguistic
distinctions (cf., Liddell 2003; see e.g. Johnston & Ferrara 2012; Ferrara
& Hodge 2018). The same research has further shown that even within the
gestural-visual channel it is impossible to draw a sharp line between linguistic
and non-linguistic behaviors. All types of intentional, communicative action
can be assigned linguistic meanings (see below), which are all necessary to
understand the total meaning of the utterance. The question then becomes
the following: If a clear distinction between linguistic and non-linguistic
communication cannot be made in signed language, why should such a
difference be made in spoken language, where the strategies used in bodily
showing are the same as in signed language? Ergo: It is possible to interpret
bodily showing as meaningful language in just the same way as is done with
telling produced with the hands or the voice. Of course, this line of thinking
is not new in spoken language research either; it has been well developed
especially within subfields that focus on the interplay between speech and
gesture (McNeil 1992; Kendon 2004; Enfield 2009; Streeck et al. 2011; Floyd
2016; Dingemanse 2018; Ladewig 2020).

Based partly on the semiotic theory of Charles S. Peirce (1955), Clark
(1996) presents a theory of language use in which he distinguishes three ways
for a linguistic utterance to signal meaning. These are description (obeying
a “rule” to connect the form with a referent), indication (locating the form

2 Related to the discussion here, one reviewer asked if all manual and nonmanual behavior
accompanying speech—often termed co-speech gesture — should be considered language (even
if it occurs without speech)? The answer that this whole text is putting forth is ‘yes’ in many
cases. Notable exceptions, mentioned briefly in the body text too, are perhaps many involuntary
movements not occurring clearly with communicative intents of any kinds. The other argument
this text is pursuing is that language cannot be fully demarcated from other types of phenomena
and activities (including not only communicative but also e.g. eating dinner, dancing — i.e. all).
This argument will be elaborated in later sections.
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Indication

Depiction

Description

Figure 3. Linguistic utterance as a threefold combination of description, indication
and depiction

to the referent spatio-temporally) and depiction (or demonstration; showing
the referent through partial resemblance with the form). Following Peircean
language philosophy, it can be conceived that these three ways to signify
meaning are not categorically distinct but intertwined and that, from the point
of view of conveying meaning, the linguistic utterance is always built to
include description, indication and depiction (see also Enfield 2009; Ferrara
& Hodge 2018). This threefold nature of the linguistic utterance is presented
schematically in Figure 3.

From the perspective of signaling meaning, description is most purely
represented with lexico-grammatical units such as signs and words that
typically have representations as lexemes in dictionaries. Both signed and
spoken language also describe with emblems, that is, with conventionalized
cultural gestures (McNeil 1992; Kendon 2004). But not all lexemes only
describe. For example, in spoken language, certain deictic elements such as
pronouns have dictionary forms, but they are still best seen as units mostly
exemplifying indication. In spoken language, indication is also associated
with the use of manual pointings (with or without vocalization), and this is
also the most common way to signal indication in signed language (direct
equivalents of spoken language-type pronoun systems have not been found in
signed language, see Johnston 2013a; 2013b). In signed language, indication
is also strongly present in multidirectional content signs (i.e., indicating signs
other than pointings), in which part of the meaning emerges contextually via
directing these signs toward abstract or concrete referents (e.g. Liddell 2003;
Jantunen 2018). Users of signed and spoken languages also indicate with
different body movements and postures, such as with head nods and torso
leans (e.g. Enfield 2009; Ferrara & Hodge 2018; Puupponen 2019).
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Signaling meaning with indication is one dimension of showing.
However, content-wise, signaling meaning with depiction is often a more
effective, and it is at least a more typical, way of showing. Many strategies and
elements which emphasize depiction are channel-dependent: onomatopoetic
words (e.g. Dingemanse 2018) or prosodic alternations of words (e.g. Clark
1996; Okrent 2002) are examples of units and ways in which depiction can be
done with the voice. Strongly iconic depicting signs or iconic modifications
in the movements of signs are, in turn, examples of the same in signed
language (e.g., Ferrara & Halvorsen 2017; see Figure 1). But more generally,
when meaning is signaled with depiction, there are fewer differences between
signed and spoken languages: in both channels depictive utterances are
produced frequently and with movements and postures of the body and the
face. This is precisely what is shown in Figure 2.

Description, indication and depiction are present in all utterances in one
way or another (e.g. Beukeleers 2020) but, as has been hinted above, some
utterances give priority to and emphasize one of the three ways to signal
meaning. These prioritizations and emphases form utterance (word/sign,
clause; process) prototypes which, in accordance with Peirce’s original theory,
can be classified into symbols (utterances emphasizing description), indices
(utterances emphasizing indication) and icons (utterances emphasizing
depiction) (see Clark 1996). Some (e.g., Beukeleers 2020) have argued
that thinking of utterances as such prototypes is an oversimplification of the
complex process of signaling meaning. However, on the other hand, we might
find that it has its benefits, for example, in demonstrating the similarities and
differences between signed and spoken language on the level of both units and
processes, some of which are illustrated in Figure 4.

In addition, Figure 4 also underscores the continuum-like relationship
between showing and telling, where the showing end of the continuum
emphasizes depiction as the main means of signaling meaning. Figure 4
also shows that the differences between signed and spoken languages at this
showing end of the continuum are reduced to a minimum — or even virtually
disappear in some respects. The idea behind this can be easily captured by
considering the Finnish Sign Language examples in Figure 1 from the point of
view of spoken language: in an appropriate context, each of the four examples
(a—d) could be manifested also in the language use of a non-signing person.
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TELLING
+

Signed language
o Signed lexemes (e.g. DOG, SIGN); emblems
® Person and location denoting pointings

Descriptions
(symbols)
I

Indications
o Other pointing signs (incl. verbs) (indices)
® Depictive signs; with modified movement

© Depictive gestures Depictions

e Enactment (icons)

© Gesticulation. ..

Spoken language

© Spoken lexemes (e.g. dog, talk; emblems)

© Pronoun words

e Manual pointings

© Onomatopoetic words; iconically modified prosody
© Depictive gestures

e Enactment

o Gesticulation. ..

SHOWING

Figure 4. Differences and similarities between signed and spoken language set on
a continuum between telling and showing. Each row presents comparable units or
processes. Note that all units and processes are best analysed as composites of all
three signaling methods. In the figure, “enactment” corresponds to the phenomenon
of “constructed action”. It should be noted that the border between depicting signs and
depicting gestures is extremely fuzzy, perhaps even artificial (see Liddell & Metzger
1998; Johnston & Ferrara 2012).

3 Toward the place of showing in ontology

Regardless of how the meaning is signaled in an utterance, the utterance
is always a combination of form and meaning. However, the connection
between the form and the meaning can vary in several ways, two of the most
important of which from the point of view of showing are, it has been claimed,
categoriality and conventionality (see Clark 1996; McNeil 2000; Wilcox &
Xavier 2013; Jantunen 2017).

To use general linguistic terminology (e.g. Karlsson 1994), a categorical
form—meaning relationship refers to the one form, one meaning relationship
in a linguistic sign. More precisely, categoriality means that both the form
and the meaning are discrete and determined in their parts. A simplified
example of the categorical form—meaning relationship is the fact that the
invariant word-form cat and the sign CAT always denote the referent ‘cat’.
Categoriality is a very prominent characteristic of telling in general and of
description in particular (cf. Peircean symbols). The opposite of categoriality
is gradience. Again, in general terminology, a gradient form—meaning
relationship can be characterized as a relationship of many forms, many
meanings. More precisely, gradience is about fuzziness and the indeterminacy
of both the form and the meaning (cf. Liddell 2003). In practice this means ad
hoc variability of the form and the meaning, captured by the example that the
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language-specific forms for “cat” can denote ‘cat’, ‘violin’ and ‘table’ without
any real pre-existing agreement. The gradience of the form and meaning is
emphasized in showing in general and in depiction in particular (cf. Peircean
icons).

The above example on gradience contains a seed of the ridiculous because
of the paradox that the forms for “cat” can refer to ‘violin’ and ‘table’.
However, this is exactly what happens in showing. For example, the
movements and postures of the body and face of the signer and speaker in
Figure 2 are variant and different in their basic nature (cf. “cat”) but still both
refer to the (manner of the) same ‘sitting activity of the boy’ in the story that
is being told. In some other story or context, these same forms could mean
something else, for example ‘the way a vase is placed on the table’ or ‘how
the language user himself is walking on the street’ (cf. meanings ‘violin’ and
‘table’). It must be added though that the connection of forms and meanings
can never fully be free and that it is reasonable to expect at least some kinds
of conventions in connecting the two even in the most gradient expressions.

To say that the form—meaning relationship of an utterance is conventional
means that the way the utterance is used by one individual conforms to the
way other individuals use the same utterance. Technically the convention —
an unspoken social agreement — is that everyone knows x and everyone knows
that everyone knows x (Clark 1996; the technical form of the convention can
also be expressed with the help of three conceptual levels, that is, I know that
you know that I know x, e.g., Itkonen 1997). The conventional link between
the form and the meaning is the foundation of telling and language use
based on description. The opposite of conventionality is non-conventionality
(for lack of a better term). To say that the form—meaning relationship is
non-conventional means that the way an utterance is used by one individual
does not conform to the usage of others. Technically this is the negation of the
previous positive proposition (cf. no one knows x and no one knows that no
one knows x). The non-conventionality of the form—meaning link — or at least
the lack of strong conventions — is a characteristic of showing and language
use based on depiction.

Categoriality and gradience on the one hand and conventionality and
non-conventionality on the other do not define utterances in an either-or or
binary manner. Rather, in previous research (e.g. McNeil 2000; Jantunen
2017), they have been conceptualized as forming continua of their own. The
reasons for this type of thinking are undoubtedly many. One is very likely the
fact that utterances can never be classified into purely describing, indicating
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w3 Shared conventions formed on the basis of individual actions and conceptions. Conventionality

Individual(ly entrenched) conceptual activity.

Wi Physical (facts about) activity and between indivi and envi . Non-conventionality

Figure 5. Schematic representation of Popper’s three-world ontology (left) and the
place of linguistic utterances in it (right)

and depicting types (i.e., even symbols, indices and icons only emphasize
these ways of signaling meaning). This general elusiveness in utterances
causes their form—meaning relationships to be elusive and continuum-like,
too. Another reason is probably the fact that it is practically impossible to find
either a truly categorical/gradient or a truly conventional/non-conventional
form—meaning relationship in a natural language. Thus, the idea of purely
categorical or gradient and conventional or non-conventional utterances is
theoretical (in computer language the situation would be different).

Many utterances which can be defined as categorical (e.g., tokens of
lexical words and signs) can also be defined as being conventional (i.e.,
they are Peircean symbols). Similarly, many utterances which are defined
as gradient (e.g., tokens of depicting signs and onomatopoetic words,
depicting gestures, enactment) are also non-conventional (cf. Peircean
icons). However, this does not mean that the continua of categoriality
and conventionality are mutually aligned and exist on the same ontological
level. Rather, it is possible to think (e.g., Jantunen 2017; Jantunen et
al. 2020) that the continuum of categoriality is primarily attached to the
individual and exists as a part of the individual’s cognitive reality. The
continuum of conventionality, on the other hand, is positioned with respect
to both the momentary actions and behaviors of individuals as well as the
norms maintained by groups of individuals. This way of thinking is based
on Popper’s three-world ontology (Popper & Eccles 1977), a schematic
representation of which is presented in Figure 5.

Popper’s three dimensions of existence are the world of states and
processes on the level of physical facts (W1 in Figure 5), the world of mental
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states and processes on the level of cognitive schemas (W2) and the world
of the socially shared products of individual (physical and) mental activities
(W3). In W1 there exists all the physical reality which may be measured
and analyzed, for example, in terms of atoms and molecules. W2, in turn,
is our inner world which includes, for example, our individually varying
experiences of feelings and emotions. Finally, W3 contains everything we
share and which is not dependent of our individual existence. The classical
example is the concept of a unicorn which has no physical counterpart. W1
is the foundation of all existence and W2 and W3 are dimensions of “being”
that have emerged out of W1 (and W2, obviously). In the context of time,
W3 and W2 affect back to W1, although the content of W3 and W2 cannot
be accurately reduced to the same physical facts of W1 from which they may
have originated (cf. the unicorn). Traditionally, language has been seen as a
phenomenon operating at the interface between W2 and W3, in which case
it is identified mostly as de Saussure’s (1959) langue, an abstract, socially
shared language system. The actual individually varying form of language —
de Saussure’s parole, the executive part of the communicative circuit in which
psychological concepts are mapped to concrete physical units on an individual
level — has been identified as operating at the interface between W1 and W2.
However, in this squib, language has been defined as a wider phenomenon
than has traditionally been assumed, and seamlessly covers all three worlds.
In this sense, language is identifiable mostly as de Saussure’s langage, the
totality or even the “chaos” of linguistic reality (cf. Nyman 1995).

One consequence of this view of language is that it cannot be demarcated
from other types of individual and social activities that we contemplate and
carry out in the real world (see also Keller 1994). In other words, according
to this view, it is not possible to say where language begins and where it
ends. In fact, language, as a concept, itself is best treated as an instance
of family resemblance, as introduced by Wittgenstein in his Philosophical
investigations (1967). We are all familiar with the core meaning of language
but nevertheless we use the concept differently, even under different pressures
(e.g., tradition, politics etc.), to cover different aspects of reality. In this squib,
language has been approached relatively broadly and the concept has been
extended to include bits of reality traditionally dealt with in the context of
communication studies.

Another consequence of this broader view of language is that there is
a constant link between in situ physical actions and activities performed
by individuals and their more abstract conceptualizations. According to
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the ontological stance, this is a feature of existence that eventually makes
it possible to show meanings. In Figure 5, an utterance that shows is
positioned prototypically between W1 and W2. In W1, it is represented
as a concrete but isolated form of meaning-making activity and in W2, as
a momentary and gradient conceptual linkage of form and meaning. A
prototypical utterance that shows does not reach as far as W3, because it is
definitionally non-conventional. On the other hand, an utterance that tells
also exists in W3, because of its conventionality and so forms a part of the
shared reality of the group. Obviously, an utterance that tells has a similar
connection to W1 as one that shows, but in W2 the telling utterance occupies
the more discrete and determined end of the categoriality continuum.

4 Conclusion

In this squib I have focused particularly on showing as one means of
conveying linguistic meaning. Traditionally, linguistics has focused on
langue, thus marginalizing the connections that meaning making has in
concrete activity and physical facts. This approach has had its roots in the
attempt to define the object of the study as accurately as possible but at the
same time the approach has resulted in overemphasizing the role that telling
has in language, both signed and spoken. This has led some to suggest
that signed and spoken languages are very different. Such a strong claim is
clearly visible, for example, in the fact that linguistic textbooks, as a rule,
only discuss spoken (and written) language. Only after showing has been
included in the conception of language has it been possible to make fruitful
generalizations concerning the similarities and differences between signed
and spoken languages.

I have defined showing, at its purest, as a way of depicting meaning
by relying on relatively gradient and non-conventional bodily actions in
the construction of the Peircean icon. Its opposite, telling, I have in turn
defined, at its purest, as a way of describing meaning by relying on relatively
categorical and conventional units such as lexical signs and words, i.e.,
Peircean symbols. Both showing and telling have their place in an ontology
where language is seen as simultaneously a physical, cognitive and social
activity, connected seamlessly to other such activities.

The present review of showing has been philosophical, even conceptually
analytical. However, in order to truly understand the phenomenon of
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showing, it must also be approached empirically, by measurements. After
our theoretical understanding of showing has been backed up with enough
empirical evidence, we are expecting that it will be possible to start to extend
the new knowledge we have gained also to the more applied fields of language
studies, like teaching, learning, translating, and interpreting.
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Dalrymple, Mary & Lowe, John J. & Mycock, Louise (eds.). 2019. The
Oxford reference guide to Lexical Functional Grammar. Oxford University
Press. Pp. 835.

Reviewed by Yida Cai

1 Introduction

The Oxford reference guide to Lexical Functional Grammar is an edited
volume offering wide-ranging and detailed information about Lexical
Functional Grammar (LFG). Each chapter is designed such that the information
provided progresses from basic to deep, and the chapters contain references
to prior LFG research related to their respective topics. Therefore, not only
does the book give the necessary information on how linguistic structures are
represented in LFG and how to do linguistic analysis within the framework, it
also provides an up-to-date introduction to its historical development.

The work consists of an introduction and three parts, comprising 18
chapters in total. The aim in the Introduction (Chapter 1) is to give readers
an overview of the historical roots and development of LFG. It also includes
guidance on using the book. The first chapter in Part I introduces the
most significant representations of syntactic structures in LFG, namely the
functional (f-structure) and the constituent (c-structure). In the subsequent
chapters, the authors explicate the correspondences, relations and constraints
of these two structures. Part I focuses on non-syntactic linguistic structures,
namely semantic, argumentative, informational, prosodic, and morphological.
Part IIT gives a comprehensive guide to the use of syntactic and semantic
LFG structures for explaining various linguistic phenomena. This review is
divided into three parts, corresponding to the parts of the book. Given that the
f-structure and the c-structure are the cornerstones of LFG, I will discuss the
chapters focusing on them in relatively more detail than in the other chapters.

2 PartI Syntax

Chapter 2. The first chapter in Part I introduces the f-structure. First, however,
the authors clarify the grammatical functions (e.g. SUBJ, OBJ) in LFG, and their
respective categories. They also demonstrate the benefits of LFG in terms of
solving problems in traditional approaches to linguistic analysis. For instance,

Finnish Journal of Linguistics 35 (2022), 185-195
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the PREDLINK function is useful for analyzing predicative constructions
including a copular verb or a linking, such as the following sentence (p. 32):!

(1) The problem is that they yawned.

According to PREDLINK analysis, the copular predicate is in Example (1)
selects for the problem and that they yawned. In contrast, it is assumed in
the traditional approach that the copular predicate selects xcomp. However,
XCOMP is an open grammatical function whose subject is specified externally
to its phrase, but in Example (1), that they yawned has a different subject
from the subject of is. Therefore, the traditional approach is problematic. This
problem does not manifest in PREDLINK analyses of the LFG framework.
The f-structure, the abstract level of representing the functional syntactic
organization, is presented as a set of attribute-value pairs that describe
functional syntactic structures. These attributes consist of grammatical
functions (e.g. SUBJ, OBJ) and features (e.g. PRED, TENSE, DEF), each of which
has various values. For instance, TENSE could have the value PST (past tense).
The presentation starts from the basic level, then step-by-step more complex
f-structures are introduced. The following example (Example 2) shows the
f-structure of The man yawned in which f-structure y contains f-structure m

(p- 45).

2) The man yawned.

PRED ‘YAWN(suBI)’
TENSE PST

{ PRED ‘MAN’ }
SUBJ

DEF  +

Readers are also familiarized with the three essential conditions of
well-formedness (completeness, coherence, consistency) that guarantee the
acceptability of a certain f-structure if it complies with them. For instance,
the reason why the sentence in Example (3) below is wrong is that it does not
satisfy the Completeness Condition, because in Example (4), the predicate
devour governs suBy and 0By, but Example (3) lacks the oy (p. 50).

! Unless specified otherwise, page numbers mentioned in the text refer to the volume under
review.
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(3) *David devoured.
(4)  [preD ‘DEVOUR (sUBJ, OBJ)’]

The introduction of all the grammatical functions and their features mentioned
above provides a solid basis on which to understand the grammatical functions
described in the f-structure. These features are described extensively in a very
clear and systematic fashion.

Chapter 3 focuses on another essential structure, the c-structure, which is
the syntax tree used in LFG for representing its constitution. In other words, it
describes the linear and hierarchical organization of words on the syntactical
level. The following is the c-structure of the clause “David is yawning” (p. 99).

(5)  David is yawning.

IP
N
T Tw
bt 6y
yaw‘ning

The chapter points out the defects in several traditional arguments for a
constituent structure. For example, the authors present proof that the
tests administered by Radford (2009: 58-69) were not successful, which
demonstrates the flaws in the testing of constituency in transformation-based
theories. They also point out, for instance, that the fragment test discussed
by Radford (2009: 62—63) does not suffice for examining constituency (pp.
91-93).2 Example (6) (pp. 92-93) sheds light on this issue. The answer in
(6b) shows that there are constituents that cannot appear as sentence fragments,
whereas according to the answer in (6¢), some parts that are not constituents can.

(6) a.  Q: What has Chris written?
A: A best-selling novel.
b.  Q: What has Chris done?
A: *Has written a best-selling novel.

2 The authors slightly modified what Radford originally discussed. Radford (2009: 63) defines
the fragment condition for constituency thus: “Only a maximal projection can serve as a sentence
fragment.” The authors’ modification (p. 91) is “only (some) constituents can serve as sentence
fragments (that is, valid free-standing expressions that are not complete sentences).”
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c. Q: Who did you see?
A: Chris yesterday, and David today.

The authors begin their discussion on the organization of the c-structure
by suggesting several categories of phrases, such as lexical (noun,
preposition, verb, adjective and adverb) and functional, namely inflection
(I), complementizer (C) and determiner (D). They also mention that LFG is
based on X-bar theory. Inflectional (IP) and complementizer (CP) phrases
are introduced briefly as examples in describing basic c-structures. Although
students of syntax should be familiar with X-bar theory and all these lexical
and functional categories, they are nevertheless explicated here.

Another basic concept introduced in Chapter 3 is the syntactic string
(s-string), which represents the string of linearly ordered syntactic units. It
is explained in a very clear and accessible way: not only do the authors define
it, they also explain why it is necessary for analyzing certain forms of syntactic
organization. They show, for instance, that some syntactic phenomena relate
to the s-string in particular. One such phenomenon is the theory of “Lexical
Sharing”, according to which a certain unit in the s-string could possibly relate
to two terminal nodes of the c-structure (p. 114). The authors also give very
clear examples from French (Examples 7—11 below) in demonstrating their
discussion (pp. 114—115). In Example (7), the preposition and the determiner
are two separate words, but in Example (9) they form a single word. In the
c-structure of a la fille (Example 10), a and /a are associated separately with
the P and D terminal nodes of the c-structure. However, in the case of au
garcon (Example 11), the au is associated with both the P and the D terminal
nodes, which relate to each other on the linear level.

(7)  alafille
to the girl
(8) *ale garcon
to the boy
9 au gargon
to.the boy
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(10)  alafille

to the girl
‘to the girl’
PP
/\
P DP
/\
D N‘P
N
t
a la fille
to the girl
(11)  au garcon
to.the boy
‘to the boy’
PP
/\
P DP
/\
D NP
|
N
T
au gargon
to.the boy

Chapter 4. The formal correspondence between the f-structure and the
c-structure is explained in this chapter, which introduces the ¢ function for
this purpose. Example (12) shows how this function maps the c-structure to
the f-structure of the word yawned (p. 117). In addition, the authors examine
various regularities in the mapping of the c-structure to the f-structure, such
as how complements of functional categories in the former should correspond
to the latter.

\Y
(12) ‘ \d)’{ PRED ‘YAWN (susJ)’
TENSE ~ PST
vawned

Chapter 5. The main purpose of this chapter is to show how to describe
the process of notational mapping from the c-structure to the f-structure.
Comprehensive notations are presented with detailed examples in a logical
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way, moving from the simple to the complex. In addition, various languages
are used as examples to demonstrate that grammatical functions need to be
encoded in different ways, depending on the language.

Chapter 6 offers more comprehensive information about the constraints
of the c-structure and the f-structure, introducing concepts such as regular
language, functional uncertainty, and sets. A major part of the chapter is
devoted to introducing several new devices for describing the c-structure
and the f-structure in more depth and more widely. Furthermore, various
relations between f-structures are defined with the help of examples, described
in a logical structure that gives a clear picture in terms of deciphering their
respective conditions. For instance, by way of explanation, the authors
describe subsumption as a relation between two f-structures f and g if g is
the same as f or contains some structures that f lacks (p. 240).

3 Part II Beyond syntactic structures

The aim in Part II is to offer a comprehensive means for analyzing languages
in terms of non-syntactic linguistic structures. First, Chapter 7 gives some
general information about non-syntactic linguistic levels, after which various
non-syntactic structures are introduced chapter-by-chapter (Chapters 8—12),
proceeding from basic to more complicated formulations.

Chapter 7 gives a general picture of how non-syntactic linguistic structures
relate to the f-structure and the c-structure. The concept of “modularity” is
emphasized, meaning that different aspects of linguistic structures should be
viewed as distinct from each other. For instance, one problem in the analysis
of a certain linguistic phenomenon arising from the conflict between various
structural levels (e.g. between syntactic and semantic structures) does not
appear in LFG. Modularity also facilitates the generalization of analyses to
any language. The chapter also introduces the concepts of description by
analysis and co-description in defining relations between linguistic structures.
The former refers to basing the description of a structure on an analysis
of another structure (e.g. describing the semantic structure of an utterance
based on the properties of the f-structure), whereas the latter means describing
different structures at the same time.

Chapter 8 introduces the concept of semantic composition and how
it relates to syntax from the LFG perspective. The authors refer to
some previous studies, pointing out the essential properties of semantic



Book REVIEwS 191

compositions (pp. 279-280). They focus on the glue approach, which they
introduce step-by-step. The discussion proceeds from assessing the need
for prerequisite knowledge (e.g. expressing meanings by means of predicate
logic) to describing how the glue approach works, including how to use linear
logic to assemble meanings.

Chapter 9 focuses on argument structure and mapping theory. Various
influential studies on the relationship between the roles of semantic arguments
and grammatical functions in LFG are discussed chronologically. The
classification of arguments is supplemented with examples. Specifically, the
features restricted (4-R) (suBs and oBy)/unrestricted(—R) (0BJg and 0BLg) and
objective(+O) (sus and 0BLg)/nonobjective(—O) (0BJ and OBJg) regarding
grammatical functions as proposed by Bresnan & Kanerva (1989) have central
positions in the classification.’

Chapter 10 mainly concerns how the information structure (i-structure)
has been treated in LFG during its history. According to the authors, it
refers to the sentence organization in contexts of exchanging information.
They present problems arising from descriptions of information structures
in previous LFG studies, including the granularity problem between the
f-structure and the i-structure: “f-structure constituents are often either too
small or too large to define information structure roles” (Dalrymple &
Nikolaeva 2011: 92). The authors also explain how these problems have been
solved in earlier research.

The focus in Chapter 11 is on prosodic structure (p-structure). The
authors point out how prosody could affect the way in which utterances are
understood, moving gradually to current approaches in LFG. Their description
of prosodic structure reflects findings from previous studies suggesting
various approaches to its representation. In a discussion of the prosody-syntax
interface, they draw attention to Dalrymple & Mycock’s (2011) study and its
suggestion about the s-string and the phonological/prosodic string (p-string)
for analyzing linguistic signals on the levels of syntax and prosody. P-string
refers to “the parsing of a signal into minimal phonological or prosodic units”
(p- 407). Various features are chosen for explaining the relation between
the c-structure and the p-structure, especially in connection with the node
relations between them.

Chapter 12 focuses on morphological structures, with a particular
emphasis on how the morphological features relate to the c-structure category

3 9 refers to the thematic role that is associated with the argument (see p. 11 in the book).
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and functional descriptions. The authors first define the most significant terms
that might cause confusion, namely lexical entry and lexemic entry. When
they introduce the Lexemic Index, they distinguish it from the semantic form
so as not to confuse readers. The clear explanation of terms in this chapter is
praiseworthy and facilitates understanding of the following content.

4 Part II1 Phenomena

This final part of the volume showcases LFG analyses of different types of
linguistic phenomena. The focus in Chapter 13 is on the syntax and semantics
of modifications, exemplified by adjectival modification. This is presented
from a comparative perspective, and not only on the assumption that the
function of the modifier is to contribute meaning to the phrase it modifies, but
also from the perspective of recursive modification. These two assumptions
are described thoroughly, and the explanation flows smoothly between them.

Chapter 14 moves to different binding constraints, which are discussed
cross-linguistically with the help of f-structure representation. The authors
introduce positive and negative binding constraints to clarify various
anaphoric situations: the former are constraints that prescribe the syntactic
relation that an anaphor must have with its antecedent (e.g. the reflexive
pronoun in English himself)) (p. 503), whereas the latter are non-conference
constraints such as him in *Chris; nominated him;. (p. 510).

Chapter 15 starts with a description of anaphora, and then turns to the issue
of control within LFG. Functional and anaphoric control are introduced with a
focus on semantic and syntactic properties. The authors use a raising verb (e.g.
seem) and an equi verb (e.g. try) as examples of differences in co-reference
constraints between the verb types (David seemed to yawn vs. David tried
to leave). They also point out in detail the difference between two types
of anaphoric control construction, namely obligatory and arbitrary anaphoric
control. The equi verb is brought in following the introduction of obligatory
anaphoric control. Furthermore, control in adjuncts is discussed in terms of
functional and anaphoric control, with the help of meaning constructors.

The focus in Chapter 16 is on coordination structures. After introducing
simple clausal coordination, the authors divide the sample utterance into
smaller parts and discuss their coordination, then they bring in predicate
coordination. They further discuss the semantics of clausal and sub-sentential
coordination and point out the need for a certain theory of resource
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management. They take up noun-phrase coordination at the end of the chapter,
specifically its semantic contribution.

Chapter 17 gives a comprehensive introduction of long-distance
dependency (LDD): “Constructions in which a constituent appears in a
position other than the one with which its syntactic function is usually
associated.” (p. 652). The authors categorize different constructions based
on their similar features, such as relative clauses. The grammatical function
of displaced phrases and other relating elements is described clearly in terms
of various constraints and paths. Resumptive pronouns, or morphological
forms that mark LDD, are chosen as distinct constructions for discussing the
phenomenon, unlike previously introduced constructions. Kikuyu and Irish
are used as examples in the book, having totally different ways of causing
certain LDD paths. The authors also bring in other proposals for a more
thorough representation of the constraints of displaced constituents in LDD.

Finally, the last chapter of the whole book, Chapter 18, offers a perfect
ending in taking up research that was not discussed in the previous chapters.
The authors emphasize the roots of LFG: linguistics is dedicated to accounting
for psychological reality. They discuss the contribution of LFG in other
theories, too. It has been implemented as a basic aspect of processability
theory in studies on second language acquisition, for example. The diachronic
developments have also been discussed within the LFG framework. The
relevance of LFG to computational linguistics is raised through an example
of parsing and generation. The authors describe the implementation of
the algorithmic results, briefly explaining how LFG grammars work in
computational tools.

5 Conclusion

As a reference guide, the book provides very thorough information on how
LFG works. The discussion covers not only its cornerstones, namely the
f-structure and the c-structure, but also all other linguistic levels with the
framework. All necessary terms are explained in detail and in a clear fashion.
Therefore, even readers who have no previous experience of LFG should be
able to follow the arguments. The most significant previous studies in this
area are introduced and compared. Given the logical design of topics and the
detailed introduction of each one, readers will easily become familiar with
certain structures and areas, and they should find the necessary information.
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In Part I of the book in particular, the authors point out areas in which
transformational theories or traditional approaches have not been working
successfully. Meanwhile, they demonstrate that suitable resolutions can be
found by using LFG approaches. For example, the PREDLINK function
fares better than the traditional approach in the analysis of predicative
constructions. They also draw attention to flaws in transformational theories,
such as that the fragment test for defining constituency is not relatively
successful, but the c-structure proposed in LFG works well in this context.

The main point in Parts I and III is to show how other linguistic levels can
be represented within LFG. As a framework, LFG does not focus exclusively
on the syntactic level: other non-syntactic structures may also be analyzed
and relate to the syntactic level, each level having already been systematically
developed.

All in all, The Oxford reference guide to Lexical Functional Grammar
offers a comprehensive resource for acquiring information about LFG. I
believe that anyone working in the LFG field should enjoy reading the book
as much as I did.
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Abbreviations

C complementizer

CP complementizer phrase

D determiner

DEF definite

I inflection

P inflectional phrase

LDD long-distance dependency
LFG Lexical Functional Grammar
OBJ object

OBL oblique

PRED predicate

PST past tense

SUBJ subject

XCOMP  open predicate complement
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Jackendoff, Ray & Audring, Jenny. 2020. The texture of the lexicon.
Relational morphology and the parallel architecture. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. Pp. xiii + 312.

Reviewed by Markus Hamunen

1 Introduction: the basic architecture of the theory

Jackendoff and Audring’s book (RJ&JA henceforth) proposes a descriptive
theoretical representation of an individual’s synchronic knowledge of
language. Adopting an explicitly mentalist perspective (p. 6)! the book
analyzes how linguistic long-term memory is structured, how it works to
generate utterances, and how it is acquired and maintained. The Texture
of the Lexicon is not a basic coursebook on morphology but closer to the
representation of full-blown linguistic theory. Consequently, the reader
benefits greatly from some background knowledge of domain-oriented
linguistic tradition (phonology, morphology, syntax), especially of its
theoretical evolution with linguistics (at least since Chomsky).

The book is written in an instructive and logical manner; dedicated readers
will easily follow the storyline. Central terms appear in the title of the book:
texture, lexicon, Relational Morphology and Parallel Architecture. Next, 1
introduce the book’s basic ideas.

First, according to RI&JA, language is located in an individual’s brain
and cognition. The name for this “place” is lexicon, and language is simply
a structured and constantly restructuring warehouse of different kinds of
linguistic items (i.e. words, idioms, phrasal syntax, and various schematic
items). Making a sharp distinction between lexicon and grammar is not novel
(e.g. “[g]ransen mellan grammatiken och ordboken kan inte dras pa nagot
allmangiltigt sitt”; Collinder 1943: 10-11)%, but it highlights one of the
main differences between the view of mainstream generative grammar and
RJ&JA’s theory (more on dichotomies, p. 5). Traditional linguistic domains
do not constitute separate modules but locate in one place, in the lexicon. The
motivation for the term is that the lexicon traditionally stores items without
any derivative processes, as in mainstream generative grammar. However, it
can be called something else as well (cf. constructicon in Lyngfelt et al. 2018).

! Plain page numbers (or other references) refer to the book under review.
2 “The line between the grammar and the lexicon cannot be drawn in a universally applicable
way.”

Finnish Journal of Linguistics 35 (2022), 197-209
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Second, RJI&JA’s view of language is declarative and holistic rather than
derivational and modular in the sense of mainstream generative grammar,
which can be explicated by RJ’s Parallel Architecture (e.g. Jackendoff 1997).
It puts together domain-specific features of linguistic items into one ensemble
but separates tiers connected with interface links (some modularity, after all).
Examples will illustrate this (see pp. 14—15, ex. 8-9).

(1a) Semantics: [LIKE (CHILDg); SILLY, IMMATURE]y;
Morphosyntax: [sNjg aff7];
Phonology: Mtfarldyg 17/11

(1b) Semantics: [LIKE (FOOLq 12)]13  (lc) Semantics: FOOL,
Morphosyntax: [sNj 12 aff7]i3 Morphosyntax: Nj (or [y N];)
Phonology: Mucly 12 17713 Phonology: /fu:l/;

(2) Semantics: [LIKE (Xx)ly

Morphosyntax: [sNy aff;]y
Phonology: /..xUaly

Now, examples (la) and (1b) represent instances of English -ish words,
childish and foolish, respectively. The principle of Parallel Architecture is
demonstrated in a notational convention to mark linguistic information on
semantics, morphosyntax, phonology, and possibly other relevant information
(e.g. orthography, register, metrics) to separate tiers, each tier having its
primitive units and combinatorial principles. Other -ish words include
devilish, doggish, sheepish, thuggish, etc. with mutatis mutandis similar
notational composition. Example (2) illustrates the schema: a generalization
over the set of N-ish words in English. Crucially, in RI&JA’s theory, schemas
are like any other stored lexical items, be they productive or unproductive
(Chapter 2.5-2.6).

The correspondences marked with indices in these examples represent
the functional mechanism within the Parallel Architecture: interface links
and relational links. The examples connect structural elements and wholes
between tiers (e.g. coindex 10 between CHILDg — Ny — /tfaild;o/) within
a lexical item making up Saussurean-type signs, i.e. form—meaning pairs.
As mentioned, signs can also be schematic, as in example (2), which has
abstract notations or empty slots to fill (category label X, coindex variables x
and y, and the stem’s phonological string unexpressed with three dots). The
latter linking type represents correspondences between two or more lexical
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items; see coindex 1 between fool (1c) and foolish (1b). These linking
mechanisms explicate Relational Morphology’s essence, representing how
individual linguistic items are composed to form signs and how signs connect
with each other in the lexicon. Eager readers can examine RJ&JA’s theoretical
description and notational solutions in full.

RI&JA (p. 6-7) explicitly associate their theory with several other
schema- and constraint-based frameworks (vs. rule- and derivation-basing
in mainstream generative grammar) such as Construction Grammar,
Construction Morphology, and RJ’s own previous work on Conceptual
Semantics (see also Nikanne 2018) and simpler syntax, and moreover, the
authors call for “a major reconceptualization of linguistic theory” (p. 3).
However, skeptical readers may wonder if there is still room to say something
original. As Cognitive Linguistics consists of more or less closely connected
theoretical “dialects” (or cousin theories) with several shared interests, it is
healthy to ask whether individual approaches are basically compiling the same
jigsaw puzzle. With this slight reservation, I may highly recommend the
book especially to those scholars working as specialists within some close
framework to stimulate further discussion.

2 The overall composition of the book

The book is divided into three parts with three chapters in each part; most
chapters have compact and informative summaries at the end. I will next give
a brief chapter-by-chapter summary, raising notable issues according to my
subjective reading.

Part I (“The theory”) with Chapters 1-3 sets out the fundamentals. In
Chapter 1 (“Situating morphology”) RJ&JA present the theoretical rudiments
behind the model, locate the theory in the current Cognitive Linguistics sphere
and introduce notational conventions.

Chapter 2 (“The functions of schemas”) outlines the difference between
mainstream generative grammar type derivational/irregular distinction, which
is the version of lexicon—grammar dichotomy. Convincingly, RI&JA break
this distinction down with schemas, both productive (-ish schema in ex. 2)
and nonproductive. The former corresponds to procedural rules in mainstream
generative grammar, the latter to irregularities or lexical redundancy rules.
RJ&JA’s productive schemas have close parallels in Construction Grammar
(i.e. constructions) and Cognitive Grammar (i.e. constructional schemas).
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The mechanism of unification in Construction Grammar is also the same (p.
29); one structure (e.g. 1¢) is superimposed over the other (e.g. 2), preserving
their unique features without feature duplication. Nonproductive schemas are
not for producing novel instances. Instead, they capture common features
among listed items in the lexicon. One example of non-productivity in a
scheme can be seen in (3) (see p. 42, ex. 18a).

(3) Semantics: [GEOGRAPHICAL FEATUREy; Name: Yy ],
Morphosyntax: [N Ny N I,
Phonology: liy .oxlz [€.g. Loon Lake, Salty Mountain, Deep River]

In (3), the double underline represents the open variable which can actualize
as “whatever” — it is an actual name part, and productive — but the single
underline represents the closed variable — it is limited set of geographical or
topological terms, and, hence, nonproductive (see more, pp. 3638, 40-46).

The crucial principle behind productiveness of schemas, presented by
RJ&JA, is the Relational Hypothesis: “A4// schemas can be used relationally.
A particular subset of them, the productive one, can also be used generatively”
(p- 52, bolding omitted; see also p. 4). For example, schema (2) has both a
generative role in that a language user can produce novel items with it (e.g.
lemonish, kittenish, schoolmarmish) and a relational role in that it maintains
relations between particular -ish words on one hand and between stems or
bases (e.g. lemon, kitten, schoolmarm) and the [ 5 ...-ish] scheme on the other.
This relational principle is a serious, and cordially welcomed, attempt to reach
for internal horizontal network relations in the lexicon, as well. Moreover,
in their theory, RI&JA (p. 52-54), specifically highlight relational roles as
central notions over generativity.

Chapter 3 (“Motivation in the lexicon”), closing part I, sheds light on some
cognitive background behind the technical apparatus sketched previously.
Motivation as a central theme divides into inheritance and relational links.

First, inheritance, well-known in Cognitive Linguistics, refers to
“vertical” relationships between a general schema and its specific instances,
that is, how a schema supports instances. For example, (1a) inherits the
properties of (2) — parts, their combinatory principles and linking — but as it
fulfills the schematic blueprint, it emerges to be more than just an instance
of a schema and the sum of its parts. This can be seen in (la) from the
idiosyncratic meaning ‘silly, immature, one who behaves against normative
expectations.’ Invoking psycholinguistic phenomena such as processing and
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acquisition, RJ&JA argue against impoverished entry inheritance (Chapter
3.3), which means that instances (e. g. foolish) just point to their “progenitors”
(i.e. fool, -ish) without repeating their information (storage compression
strategy). RI&JA also argue against exemplar theories (Chapter 3.4.1), that is,
in the extreme version, every single experience would be recalled (maximal
token memorizing strategy). Instead, RI&JA favor full entry inheritance
which does not restrain stored information between peers or progenitors and
descendants but merely supports redundant information and repetitive storage
strategy as an optimal functional mechanism for cognition (Chapter 3.4).

Second, as demonstrated above, relational linking (Chapter 3.5) takes
care of “horizontal” relationships between items, and according to RI&JA,
cognitive motivation here is based on associative connections of relative
sameness or contrast between lexical items. Connections are redundant as
in inheritance, and mutually symmetrical motivation holds.? Inheritance is an
inherently domain-general cognitive relation, and RJI&JA suggest so-called
same-except relations as domain-general for relational linking, as well. If not
earlier, here some readers may recall analogy (NB p. 77; see also § 3.2 in this
review). All in all, chapter 3 represents a clearly articulated argumentation
founded on the idea that items in the lexicon are connected both in “vertical”
and “horizontal” linking, which form richly textured and redundant network
with moderate cognitive load. Each item sort of ignites its near milieu in the
network. This holds the lexicon together.

Part II (“Using and refining the tools”) with Chapters 4-6 digs deeper
into the empirical morphological phenomena. It elaborates the fundamentals
in Part I and serves as a test field for genuine linguistic phenomena. In
Chapter 4 (“Formalizing morphological phenomena’) RI&JA focus mainly
on diverse topics in derivational morphology such as canonical derived
suffixal or prefixal words (Chapter 4.1, e.g. wide — widen); zero morphology,
such as conversion (Chapter 4.3, e.g. buttern — buttery); base-modifying
morphology, such as blends (Chapter 4.9, e.g. spoon + fork = spork) and
truncations (e.g. math ‘mathematics’); stem allomorphy (Chapter 4.10, e.g.
gooseg; — goosep); infixation (Chapter 4.11, e.g. Tagalog: sulat ‘write’ —
sumulat ‘write’ Agent focus); and reduplication (e.g. Warlpiri: kurdu ‘child’
— kurdukurdu ‘children”).

3 The relation between schema and instance is bidirectional but not symmetrically mutual, i.e. a
schema permits an instance, while an instance implements a schema.
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I will, again, leave most of the details for the reader. However, I offer
two examples from RI&JA’s toolkit to demonstrate how theory and notation
evolve. First, according to Relational Morphology, different linking relations
are at the core of the theory. Terms such as sister words (e. g. altruism — altruist)
and sister schemas (e.g. [N X-ism] — [n X-ist]) are coined for the lexical items
that cannot be understood as derivational cognates or structures for each other
(Chapter 4.8). They share structure but not fully. Consistent with principles of
Relational Morphology sister schemas are, nonetheless, linked to each other in
a parallel way, like sister words, as in (4) (cf. p. 108, ex. 47).

(4) Semantics: a. IDEOLOGY b. [ADHERENT (IDEOLOGYj)],
Morphosyntax: [N —affy ]g [N —affio ],
Phonology: /...q 1Zom /g /..o 18ty /7

In (4a) and (4b), a and B are linked variable coincides standing for relational
links between variables in schemes (cf. x, y, z, etc. between words). This
notational solution expresses the theoretical principle that links serve equally
between words, words and schemas, and schemas.

Second, (5) shows a notational example for the same-except relation in
English Umlaut cases (p. 118, ex. 70).

(5) Semantics: a. GOOSE, b. [PLUR (GOOSE))]»
Morphosyntax: Ni {Ny, PL},
Phonology: /g*uw*s/| /g*i*s/1 5

The star notation (* *) in (5) denotes that in two or more lexical items,
phonological strings outside the stars are the same, whereas between the stars
they differ. Here again, descriptive notation consistently follows theoretical
principles.

The topic of Chapter 5 (“Formalizing inflection”) is apparent. Inflection
(e.g. gender, number, case, tense, etc.) uses the identical morphophonological
mechanisms as derivation (see Chapter 4), but certain notational clarifications
are made in morphosyntax. From the inflectional point of view, the word
Jfool’s (1c) morphosyntax is {N1, SG2, NOM3 }4 and phonology /fu:l; 5 3/4 with
respective interface links. Two innovations can be seen. First, inflectional
classes are presented as feature values (cf. category labels, e.g. [y N] in 1¢)
shown within curly brackets (also 5b). Second, as the word fool is a clear
portmanteau, values can be in an unordered set shown by commas. This much
fixing is justified when taking into account morphological characteristics of
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inflection. However, as RI&JA (p. 139) admit as well, this leads to the slight
notational peculiarity that suggests category labels are part of the feature set
in inflected derivatives such as the word instructions: morphosyntax {[NV19
affo]21, PLg } 22 and phonology / /instruct;g ionyg/2188/22 (see p. 139, ex. 14).
This could perhaps be corrected by representing the whole morphosyntax as
categories, some having alternative values; converting categories to values;
or representing morphosyntax twice, as categories and as values connected
by interface links. There is no straightforward solution to this.

Inflection differs from derivation in two important ways: by forming
relatively tight structural matrixes (paradigms) and by having an organic
connection to phrasal syntax (p. 133-134).* According to the principles of
Relational Morphology, RI&JA illustrate the internal cohesion of paradigms
by sister words and sister schemas. Furthermore, sisters are connected
by symmetrical relational links and mothers and daughters (schemas and
instances) by inheritance and unification. Configurational principles are
demonstrated by English (regular and irregular) and German (weak and
strong) verb paradigms (Chapter 5.3-5.4). The message is straightforward:
the paradigm is a linked web or matrix of schemas having important relational
and generative roles, not derivation in form-by-form manner from a stem
(the authors express some agnosticism, though; see p. 157—-159). Again, if
not earlier, here one aware of the history of morphology would ask for field
theories (see § 3.1 in this review).

On the descriptive level, the inflection—syntax interface (external
morphosyntax) remains somehow scarce (p. 134—135, 140). Also, concerning
many-to-many mappings within form—meaning pairings (signs), allomorphy
remains untouched while polysemy gets some attention (Chapter 5.7).
However, theoretical mechanisms such as relational sameness, splitting the
interface semantics—morphosyntax—phonology in two or more depending on
a relation type (polysemy, homonymy, allomorphy), seems justifiable in
RI&JA’s description.

Chapter 6 (“Morphologically conditioned phonological alternations™)
focuses on some separate and selected morphophonological alternations
(devoicing in Dutch and German: [pa:rt] ‘horse’ but [pa:rdon] ‘horses’

4 To be precise, derivation also has connections to syntax — e.g. valence changing verbal
derivation has a straightforward influence on a verb’s ability to unify certain argument structure
constructions that represent blueprints for syntax. Of course, this is a connection to syntax from
a distance or different angle than inflection. Inflection depends more directly on usage context
and derivation depends on conceptual structure.



204 MARKUS HAMUNEN

in Chapter 6.5, vowel alternation in English: harm[a]ny : harm[a]nic :
harm[ov]nious in Chapter 6.6, etc.). With these phenomena RJI&JA
aim at assuring readers that the combination of Parallel Architecture and
Relational Morphology forms a valid approach to the unified linguistic
theory. Nevertheless, RI&JA here take a fearless leap between system (e.g.
phonology) and usage (e.g. phonetics).

As phonology is about theory of discrete units in a single language
system or langue (phonemes, syllable templates etc.), phonetics is about
gradient and analog phenomena in individuals’ performative idiolect or parole,
to stretch the difference between system/usage distinction. Hence, the
phonology—phonetics interface is remarkably different from that of intra-sign
interfaces such as phonology and other tiers, or they represent different
“worlds” while still somehow the same entities (sounds). RJ&JA’s solution
is that phonetics includes both physical acoustic and articulatory features (p.
171-172), and phonology and phonetics are connected by interface links.
Moreover, generally, certain phonetic space is divided into respective regions
in phonological space (e.g. closed articulator <> [—continuant]). Hence,
the leap from phonetics to phonology (comprehension) is made through the
digitization of phones (p. 171) while the leap from the opposite direction
(production) would by similar logic be made through the analogization of
phonemes. These leaps might require some more philosophical consideration,
but they still open the interesting gate to performance, for example, indexical
(in the Peircean sense) phonetic features or “phonosemantics” in dialog. That
could be a relevant extension to test PA.

Part III (“Beyond morphological theory”) with Chapters 7-9 concludes
the book. In Chapter 7 (“Language processing and language acquisition
through the lens of Relational Morphology”) RI&JA offer some external
evidence for the Parallel Architecture and Relational Morphology framework
by examining the brain, a clear continuation of the system—usage interface of
the previous chapter. First, RI&JA set out some crucial processing operations
(production and comprehension) such as long-term and working memory,
general promiscuity of processing, and lexical access (activation, priming;
Chapter 7.2-7.3). They suggest that, as descriptive composition, mental
computing of language would also be parallel, for example, as decomposition
and whole-word retrieval work simultaneously either reinforcing each other
or competing (Chapter 7.4). Chapter 7.5 is especially illustrative in
demonstrating how four different lexical item types might be mentally
processed.
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Second, according to RJ&JA, acquisition (Chapter 7.6-7.9) is
usage-based and follows the same argumentative lines as in Cognitive
Linguistics in general: learning is opportunistic and progressive. First,
learners recognize similarities between words to propose sister groups. Then,
they hypothesize possible schemas and, finally, figure out the productivity of
each schema. Structural similarities provoke relational links and build the
language network. Here, RI&JA coin the new term Structural Intersection
for the procedure behind schema building (p. 224). Skeptical readers may
ask whether it is the learner or, better, the linguist who “warrants” (p. 225)
a schema, post hoc. In other words, RI&JA do not address the degree of
learner consciousness in schematizing.

Chapter 8 (“Applying the tools to other domains”) brings more evidence
from outside the strict morphophonological sphere, namely from syntax
(Chapter 8.1-8.2), spoken language varieties (Chapter 8.3), and even
orthography (Chapter 8.4) and metrics (8.5). The trick is to establish new
relevant tiers with their own primitives and combinatorial principles. Interface
links do the rest. Associations to music, geography, and the physical and social
worlds are offered (Chapter 8.6). Even though this last substantive chapter is
very preliminary, it encourages testing Parallel Architecture-cum-Relational
Morphology machinery in other domains.

Chapter 9 (“Coda: What have we done?””) summarizes well the RI&JA’s
message. However, it is not a quick shortcut to the book: the reader should at
least familiarize themselves with Part I of the book before reading the coda.
RJ&JA respond to some stated constraints of the theory, such as possible
falsifiability (not effective in a Popperian sense), local failures (fixable by
theoretical innovations), and the theory’s applicative scope and limitations
(mostly for future research). The coda could also have offered discussion on
RJI&JA’s linguistic method, the nature of data in more or less autonomous
linguistics, and general ontological and epistemological issues concerned
(e.g. what language such theories actually describe).

3 Some further remarks

Next, I will note several wider topics that emerged during my reading process
and might position RI&JA’s work into broader context within linguistics.
I consider these deficiencies of the book, since its goal was to develop a
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thoroughly “unified linguistic theory” (p. 197). However, it is impossible to
fit every, even every theoretically crucial, aspect into one single book.

3.1 History dismissed?

It is characteristic for Cognitive Linguistics to position itself strongly as
a linguistic counter to mainstream generative grammar and to promote its
theoretical innovations against it. Such positioning is seen also in RI&JA’s
book. However, this leads to a broader historical context and previous
research remaining totally or partially absent and hence to lack of historical
continuity. I will raise three prominent historical lines that deserved to be
mentioned in RJ&JA’s book.

First, the descriptive tradition of morphology includes three lines
of thinking. Chronologically, these are Word-and-Paradigm (WP),
Item-and-Arrangement (IA) and Item-and-Process (IP). The classic
presentation for IA and IP is Hockett (1954) and for WP it is Robins
(1959; see also Matthews 1991: Chapter 10; Karlsson 1985). RJI&JA’s book
is one version of the clash between WP and IP models. The book would have
benefited from bringing this general setting forth, first, to shed some light on
the historical canvas, and second, to demonstrate how the rule vs. schema
approach connects to the rivalry between IP and WP. Moreover, RI&JA’s
Parallel Architecture and Relational Morphology model is a clear derivative
from WP (even though it has, definitely, features from IA and IP, as well), as
are all schema-based morphological models (e.g. Booij 2010). It would be
profitable to advance WP tradition by explicating this connection.

Second, as links and relations are as, if not more, crucial than items
themselves in RJ&JA’s model, another scholarly predecessor deserved to
be mentioned. Namely, Kenneth (and Evelyn) Pike’s tagmemics use
metaphorical terms particle (1A), wave (IP) and fields (WP), respectively, to
describe different aspects of linguistic structure and structuring (Pike 1967:
Chapter 12, 14; 1982: Chapter 3-5). Since RI&JA’s theory emphasizes
relational links and redundant network of the lexicon, the field metaphor is
a very apparent connection to relevant previous studies. In fact, in the 1970s
and 80s, a promising but somewhat scattered orientation towards field theory
existed, in morphology and in general (see, e.g. Anttila 1975; 1977b; 1980;
1985, and references therein). Anttila’s output is topically very relevant,
and, moreover, his papers are exceptionally knowledgeable, sensible and
informative of the history of linguistics.
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Third, Pike’s notation in tagmemics has certain clear parallels to notational
fashions in RJ&JA’s book and in some other branches in Cognitive Linguistics
(see e.g. Pike 1982: 75), even though overall conception of the language in
tagmemics slightly differs from that of Cognitive Linguistics. Furthermore,
RJ&JA anchor to the Saussurean sign. Why not Peircean? These issues could
be clarified more clearly in order to attach RI&JA’s work to the broader history
of linguistics. Here, attention must be drawn to the Gestalt tradition in general
and linguistics specifically (see Anttila above), which would deserve more
attention, not only from RJ&JA but in the Cognitive Linguistics paradigm
in toto. In this respect, Anttila (1991) is still remarkable both topically and
educationally to anyone with an interest in scholarly revival. An impressive
illustration for a Gestalt/cognitive linguist to knowing one’s background is
von Slagle (1974, and references therein).

3.2 Analogy: the central concept dismissed?

Along with forgotten research history, the concept of analogy (see Anttila
1977a) has not really achieved the status it would deserve. I would suggest
that especially cognitivist readers check the term analogy via the index (of
subjects and authors) in RI&JA’s book and then take a couple of prominent
books within Cognitive Linguistics to do the same exercise. Readers will
probably discover — assuming the term even occurs in the text — that analogy
has been understood mainly proportionally within the Cognitive Linguistics
approach.

However, most of the central concepts and some other wordings
in RJ&JA’s theory point straight to analogy: schema (productive or
non-productive), relational role, generative role (of the item), paradigm,
pattern, redundancy, same-except relation, sameness, similarity, sisters and
sister groups, full entry inheritance, Structural Intersection. Briefly, the
point is that always, when there is conceived analogical relation (whatever
relative similarity between two or more entities or phenomena), there is also
an invariant level that compresses that sharedness. Now, as the proportional
chain grows longer, it is impossible to draw the demarcation line in any other
way than by artificially choosing whether the analogical relation has been
conceived proportionally (“horizontally” comparing, e.g. individual words)
or by invariance (“vertically” instantiating by a schema).

In cognitive psychology, this has been understood perhaps better than
in current Cognitive Linguistics, for example, “schema induction can be
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viewed as the final step in analogical transfer” (Holyoak 1985: 69)
and “analogy-making and categorization are just two names of the same
phenomenon” (Hofstadter & Sander 2013: 100). The literature on analogy is
vast, but at least two references are worth mentioning in this context. Itkonen
(2005) demonstrates the importance of analogy for linguistics in general.
Becker (1990) is a straight-forward application of analogy, particularly in
morphology, including crucial theoretical parallels with RI&JA.

4 Conclusions

RJI&JA’s book is smoothly written. It has a consistent progression for
even novice readers to keep up. The proofreading and editing have
been excellent, as understanding strict formal descriptions requires a clean
copy. Representing horizontal relations between items beside vertical
schema-—instance relations, the book emphasizes the rhizome- and chiasm-like
character of the language system. It demonstrates, for its part, how current
cognitively oriented langue-linguistics sees the system. In that respect,
RJ&JA’s book is a representative instance of that schema. For the readers’
benefit, the book is not *grabbish but very much grabbable.
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