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FINNISH VOUEL HARMDNY AS A PRESCRIPTIVE alD
DESCRIPTIVE RULE: AN AUTOSEGMENTAL ACCOUNTH
Riitta Valipaa-Rlum
The Ohio State University

The rule for Fianish vowel harmony states that :n the root
only either front or back vowels mavy occur and the last
non-neutral roet vowel datermines the front/bach quality of the
suffi. vowel. Additionally there are two neutral vowels, [i) and
te), which co-occur with all vowels. Many loan words, however,
are axceptional and these have been explained by, e.g., adding
[v) to the neutral vowels., 1In fact, there 1s free variation 1n
these loans 50 that they appear w:th both frost and back suffia
vowels depending on the context but this 1s usuall; omitted 1n
treatments of Fianish vowel haracny. However, since the
vacillation is rather axtensive we shculd describe both
varicats. 1In this paper, | propose two rules, ore descripiive
and one prescriptive., CSose seemingly problesatic faras arz shown
tc be prosodic coampsunds in which case theyobey the descriptlive
harasny rulz. The prescriptive rule allows harmony only from
back vowels and thus it treats a1l front vowelz as neutral. The
vies is adopted here that since neutral vowsls da not undergo the
hargonic process their value is underlyingly specifizd 1n the
segrmental icre. Autosegmental spreading ships thesz vowels on
the assuaption that a sagaent may act have more than one value
for the same feature. Additionally, I propose a defauit rule for
thos2 vowels left unspecified 1n the harmony process. I suggest
the default rule instead of spreading at two lavels, as Vago has
{1985) proposed, bacause two-level spreading does noct generate
beth of the frez variants.

THE HARMONIC FACTS AND RULES

Finnish has both root and suffix harmony 1n vowels. The
forger requires that within a root, only vowels from one cr the
other of the two sets below co-occur:

t. Front: [y, &, &1 Back: [u, o, al

The neutral vowels [i] and [e) occur with both seis. The domain
of harmony is the word and thus in compounds the last word
determines the suffix value. The vowel harmony rule applying 1n
suffixes in native veocabulary 1s that suffix vowels agree 1n
frontness with the root vowels; if there are only neutral vouwels
in the root the suffix has a front vowel. This 1s also the
content of the prescriptive rule that 1s learned at school wshich
Wwe can express as follows:

n)
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2. The prescriptive rule: if there is s back vouwel 1a the roal,

take a back vowel 1a the suffi1a., too; otharwise us? fraont -owsls
H 3

in suffixes.

This is a prescriptive rule in the szase that it 15 enplicit in

the ninds of Fianish spealers,

The following 11lustrate the

hersonic processes in native words:

F. Front vowels caly

syddan+ta ‘cf the beart’
poydda+lla ‘on the table’
hdyry+ssa ‘in the steam”’

4, Front veowels with neutral

vowel e

3idislza ‘troa mother’
pimedtssa ‘in the dark’
ilked+sta ‘from the naughty’

5. Rack vowels snly

poudatlla

‘in suany suamer weather’

kuokat+lla
kukatssa

‘with a hoe’
‘in the flower”

6. Back vowels with neutral vousls

‘of the soldier’
‘in Finland*’
‘cn the ant’

sotilas+ta
Sucmatssa
kusiaisetlla

7. Only neutral vowels

neiti+a ‘of the miss’
tietlld ‘on the road’
eines+ta ‘of prepared food’

8. Compound words

virsi#kirjatssa
tarha#kddrme+tti
yo#tyg+ta

“in the hymn book’
‘of the garden snake’
‘cf night work’

Loan words may violate root harmony, as one might expect,
but these may also violate the sut 1x rule given above. The
following tokens exemplify these cases. The roots have both
front and back vowels but the suffix vowels are not [+back].

ERIC
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9. afaidri+a of the atfair’
vulgadri+a
kamyy+ta

t is probably dat

hese that inspirad kiparsiy to
formalize the followi 7 :

[~
=)

=%
Ll
-
[

1¢. [+backl ---2 Kbachl / fXback] (Co [-round] Colo # X
~lox o

This rule essentially states that the last non-neutral vowel
deteraines the suffix vowel; if there are no non-neutral vewels,
take the {first vowel ia the word. Kiparshy states in this
connection that evea if reot harmony has exceptions, "fA3ffix
harmosy...is a totally regular process” (ibid.}. In other words,
we expect nc exceptions to the rule in (19}, However, there are
numerous loans which do not foilow this rule:

1i. fakuiteetti+3 ‘cf the faculty-’
arkkitehti+na ‘as an architect’
ateisti+3 ‘of the atheist”

12. hypoteese?j+3 ‘hypotheses’
dynamiitti+ad ‘as dynamite’
hyasintte+j+a  ‘hyacinths’

The forms in {11) do not violate root harmony since the root has
only back and neutral vowels but suffi. ho mony is not cbayed -
the expected final vowel by rule (10! ;3 [al; those 1n (12)
violate both harmories: the roots have both {ront and back vowels
and the suffix dces not agree in frontness with the last
non-nautral vowel.

Hords of the type given in {11) and (12) have been explainad
in terms of "prosodic compounds”. Sadeniem: (1949) suggests that
speakers analyze these words into compound words. This
explanation has been accepted recently by, e.g., Karlsson {1982}
and Levomaki (1972b). Evidence for this analysis 15, according
to Sadeniemi (1949:75) the fact that 1n these forms there 15 a
tixed secondary stress at the beginning of the second prosodic
"morpheme" like in any compound word (e.g. kirjadkduppa
‘bookstore’);

~ S e Ny ‘ e >~
13. apoelsiini ‘orange’, karamelli ‘candy’, dynamiitt:

Sadeniemi alco notes examples like the word [mellil from
[karamellil and [liskol ‘lizard’ probably from [sisiliskod ‘kind
of lizard’ whizh support the prosodic analysis proposed.

Lehiste (1964) has studied junctures or phonologically
manitested boundaries in Finnish, She compared, e:.g., following
types of pairs:

Q -
0
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14, a. lintuansa ‘his bird, part.’
lintu-ansa ‘bird trap’

b, rantautus ‘to land to the shore’
ranta~utua ‘shore-mist, part.’

There were ciear phonelic cues ("differences 1n phonetic guality,
segaental duration, vocal %old activity, and nasaiization" 1ibid.,
178-179} present 1n tha compound words that distinguishad them
from the nen-cuspounds. The prediction of the proscdic compound
analysis would be that thesze same cues are preseat ia those forms
which are prosodically analyzed 1ato compounds even 1f
morphologicelly they are monomcrphemic.

The strongest e.idence at this poiat for the prosodic
conpound analysis cosmes from vowel harmony 1iself. Consider
again words like those in {11}: there 15 no reasor why we should
not have back vowels in the suffiies since the roots confornm to
root harmony but we, nevertheless, have front vowels there. All
words in both (11) and (12) behave prosodically as :f they were
compound words:

11, faluldteetli+d
arkkigtehti+a
ate#isti+d

12°, hypofiteese+j+d
dynalmiitti+nd
hyalisintte+j+3

Now these obey Kiparsky’s rule, A fact that further adds
plausivility tc the compound treatment 15 that native Finnish
roots are typically disyllabic and thus 1t would be natural for
Finnish speakers to analyze these long loans into dimorphemic
compounds. Also, the original words 1n the source language,
usually Swedish, the first syllable of the second part carries
primary word stress, which in Finnish marks the beginning of a
word, Thus it would only have been natural that the borrowers
would also originally, in the borrowing context, have treatad
them prosodically as two separate morphenes.

Next I want to introduce the free variation that can be
observed in loans, The following form has appeared 1n recent
works like®in Vago (1985) and Levomdhi (1972b) with a bach suffix
vouwel:

15, analyysita

There is a tradition in Finnish linguistics that {y] is a neutral
vowel in loan vocabulary and this explanation 1s the one avoked
by Vago (though not fully accepted by Levomak.). Thus [a] in the
suffix of (15) seems to follow a regular pattern as 1t is
deterained by the last non-neutral vowel,
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My own intuition suggests famalyysital for !1S5). Levomah:
(1972a) did a rather e.tensive surve, about the harmonic behavior
of suffixes in loan words snd found free variatios 1n ail of the
words given above. He gave esact percentages for each free
variant of the words studiad, In fanalyysivad, for examplay the
frant vowel cccurrad in 81.4% of the casas {ibid., 285), For
cther forms the percentage ranged between 4.2% {artihhele+itssal
and 984 (konduktobri+d). Thus, free variation clearly 15 a
reaiity to be acceunted for.

i propose that this variation 1s due to the application of a
prescriptive or a descristive rule whose choice 15 determined by
the social conte t, as Campbell (1977} has also suggested. Forns
like those in (16) would result from the application of the
prescriptive rule given in (2) in more formal styles where one
is to some extent conscious of one‘s own linguistac
performance. MNote here that sufyix harmony propagates across
non-neutra' [yl, [&] and {81 as well as th2 noutral [;3 and [e):
15, synonyyne+j+a ‘synonyms’
vulgddri+a ‘of vuigar’
sutenfbrita ‘of a pimp’
appelsiine+jta ‘oranges’

The front variante in (17) would occur in more casual spaech
contexts where "how things are sai1d" is no!l so central:

17. synollayyma+j+3
“vul#gddri+}
sutednddri+a
appelisiine+j+i

To describe this free alternation I propose to retain the

rule formalized by Kiparshy as the descriptive rule
conplemented by the prosodic compound analysis. The
formal~-style rule is that given 1n (2) which can be

which 15
prescriptive,
forralized as

{18}, This rule would then pake every front vowel neutral, 1.e.,
not just [i) and [e] but also [yl as ia [analyysital, [o] as in
Lijorgldbre+j+al and [al as in [vulgddre+;+al,

v Y
18. V ---3 [+back) / [+backl...+(Co) —
There are some derivational suffixes which do not generally
alternate but which on their turn determine the front-back
dimension of the following vowels; these have for the most part
back vowels (Karlsson, 1982, 103). The forms in (19) 1llustrate
these morphemes; they are followed by inflectional suffixes whose
vowel frontness they determine.

O
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19, hehitkkotjta ‘trames”’
mysti+kho ‘a mystic’
mentot j+a ‘expenses’
liit+os+ta ‘of the cohnection’
tok+aisetna ‘said abruptly’
pestu ‘washing’

It is not entirely clear whether these are stil!} synchronically
productive. Karlsson (ibid.) suggests that for the most part
these have been lexicalized with a back vowel and thus do not
undergo suffix harmony.

AN AUTOSEGMENTAL DESCRIPTION

The descriptive rule with the prosodic conpounds 3s a rule
that reflects a deep analysis of one’s native language 1n terms
of both prosody and morphology. In some sense the prescriptive
rule also reflects a real situation i1n Finnish: it follows the
suffixal behavior of the fully pative vocabulary. Because of
these similarities I will atiempt to give a relatively uniforam
autosegmental account of boih rules.

I adopt the following well-formedness conditions (Poser,
1982, 124):

20.A, No association lines may cross
B. All segments must be fully specified

The first condition must hold all through the derivation but
(20.B) is an output condition. A value of a segment may be
specified in three ways:

21.A. The value is specified in the segnental core and
it does not participate in the prosodic processes
B, The value is obtained through autosegmental
spreading
€. The value is assigned by a late default rule

These conditions are naturally highly relevant to the
\ treatment of neutral vowels: are these associated to the
autosegmental tier or not. I they are, how does dutosegmental
spreading skip them in order to avoid crossing of lines; if they
are not, how do the neutral vowels get their value. Consider the
example below:

* +R.-B -B
I R T
22, na ise+11%a ‘with the woman’
o o)

LRIC ’




The aeutral vowels are associated to the autosegmental tier but
how do we get the back value to the suifix without trossing of
lines? We may leave out the associations from the [:1] and {el
but then the question is how do they get assigned a valua.

Vago (1985) reviews three basic appreachas tec ncutral
vowels., In treatments where these vawcls are not seen as
P-bearing units they can get their values by erther a late
default rule as, e.g., Van der Huist (1984) suggests or by an
carly redundancy rule appl,;ing on the segmental level, as Vage
(19835} advocates. 1In what follows T will adopt a hybrid of these
two views. 1 reject part of Vago’'s proposal since 1t does not
deal satisfactorily with the the problem of free variation.

Following Van der Hulst (1984) I propose that there is a
late default rule which supplies [-back) value for those vewels
which have not yet received any specification 1n the course of
spreading. The form of this rule would be 1nformally as follows:

23, Late default rule: [~backl
{

vowel

! also assume that since neutral vowels do not undergo the
harmonic process they are specified for the front/back feature 1n
the segmental core. Clements (1980) and Steinberger and Vage (in
press) use similar assumptions. Since one segmeat may not have
more than oie association for the same teature, autosegmental
spreading ships over neutral vowels. Vago (1985) makes this sanme
assumption,

The decision made here is that [-back] is the default value
in the harmony system. What kind of evidence might bear on that
choice? The strongest support comes from the fact that 1t is a
tfront vowel that is epenthesised 1n loan words which violate the
native morpheme structure, In Finnish there may occur
word-finally only one consonant and it nust be [t n s 13 or [r],
and when a foreign word violates this an (i) is 1nserted to the
end.

24, trenni Kentti etydi kirahvi Nyy Jorkki
“tread”  ‘Kent’  ‘etude’ ‘giraffe’ ‘New York’

Even if the loan ends in an "acceptable” consonant, 1t will have
an epenthetic [i] in other cases than nominative or 1f 1t is
monosyllabic (as also was the case above):

25, Eedea ‘Eden”’ - Eedenitssd ‘in Eden’
plankton ‘plankton’ - planktonitssa ‘in plankton’
[sili)  ‘Gilles’ (fin

There is also a linking vowel [e) in many native words,
Consider the following:

ERIC 9
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isare*n ‘of sister’

26- slsar sic\e ERY
a 3 T =
.‘avele*” 0' nlelody’

sdvel ‘melady’ -

There have been arguments for and against [e)-insertion 1g
Finnish in general (e.g., Campbell, 1975) but the fact i. that in
stea-foraation 1t is [el that 1s involved. Stem-formation
typically invelves also consonant changes, like in [tennis) -
(tennikse+nl, but the vowel is [e), Thus, 1n Lboth borrowing and
in stem-fornation a front vowel, [i] or [e), is used (which also
happen to be tha neutral vowels in vowel harmony). 1 take this
to be evidence forthe default status of [~backl: when nothing
else is specified, take the front value.

To recapitulate: neutral vowels are underlyingly specifind
in the front/back dimension and spreading does not attach any
value on them since they are already specified; ihose vowels left
unspecified in this process will get thair value by a late
default rula,

An alternative would be o have all front vowels receive
their value by default. This is, Sowever, excludad by forms like
[afddri+d) where the suffix would be assigned a back vowel! 1§ [a]
were to be specified by default after spreading. A second
hypothesis would be that all neutral vo.els have their value by
' default. This is rejected because it would complicate the

prescriptive rule. I will return to this below.

Mext 1 will give examples of the operation of the two rules
involved. 1In (27) and (28) we will look at the descriptive
rule. The values immediately under the exaaple words represent
the segmental specification of neutral vowels. 1In (27.e) the
suffix has been assigned a value by the default rule since there
is no spreading involved in words which only have neutral vowels.

P

27. ~B -B -B,_ +B +B 4B
b SSC .
(a) pd ydda+1l1l3d (b) po uda+?1:
-B__ +B +B_
o S~a N
(¢) aiti+a (d) Su ompe+ssa
-B -B -B
(e} vi ide+ss 3
-B -B -B |
-B

The following show how this rule operates in an ordinary
compound word (28.a) and in prosodic compounds (28.b-d).

28. + -

B\
N
a+ssa ‘in the hymn book’

(a) virsi#kiri
~-B ~B -B
Q
ERIC g
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+B +B
b eea L

th) restodrantti+a ‘of arestaurant’

~-B -B

+E +R -B =B

b oIS~ ~al

fc) aaadly ysi+ssi ‘in the analysis’
~-B
-B +B. .

*hypotheses”

In (29) we swe the operation of the prescriptive rule which
assigns [+hack] value in the suffix whenever the raot has at
least one buzk vowel. This rule simply considers all front
vowals to be specified :n the segeental core.

29. +B,

l ..\‘s
(3) hypote esi+a
-B -B -B -B
B +B._ _ !
I ] h\\N_‘
(b) analy ysi+7a
-B -B ~-B
11:

T
l -~

{c) sutend Bre+j+a
-B -B -B -B

If we were to specify neutral vowels by the default rule, it
would not work in the prescriptive case 1n (29) where all front
vowels are neutral., Hhen autosegmental spreading takes place we
could prevent it from attaching values to [i] aad (el (as in
29.a) by requiring that spreading is structure preserving because
there are no corresponding unrounded back vowels. This solution
would not work for the other cases, though: spreading would make
all of the non-neutral front vowels in (29 b-d) into back vowels
and #e would have forms like #[analuusi+al, #¥(sutencore+j+al and
\;f"ulgaari-a].

ERIC 11
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Those suffins which do nat alternate are preasscciated to
the harnoric Lier and thus are epague.  They blachk tha spreading
froa the left bub spread thair value to their right:

3G, -2 +B
] 1\\
D) pykn:i+LLots
~-B
+B
I"~~_
b) pes+u+ss™a
=B

Vago's (1983) own ‘segaental analysis’ of neutral vowels
involves lexical prespecification of the #1ont/back dimension of
these vowels on the segmental tier, as is the case 1n th:s
paper. The difference between the analysws lies -n the fact that
where 1 have a late default rule, in Vagu s analysis there 1s
spreading also on the segagntal tier. This spreading applies “by
convertion® after spreading on the the antosegmental lier and it
takes place only if the autozegmental sgoeadifg has left
something unspecified. Vago ireats the Finnish [yl as neutral
and gives the following derivation tibid,, 14);

3. +2 === B
NG -

AnfAlyysi-scta analyysi --s t a
\ ! t A l
-8 =-B - ~B

Here [+back) attaches to the suffis skipping the prespecified
neutral vowels and since after this all vowels are specified,
there is no spreading on the segaental level,

If [yl is neutral then we would never get [»nalyysi+stdl by
this account. The spreading which tckes place first at the
autosegaental level would necessarily specify the final vowel as
(al. To solve this Vago could always say that {yl is not peutral
in these instances and the issue is settled. But itn Words where
there are only “true“ neutral vowels, i.e., [i) and [el, afterthe
non-neutral ones, Yago's analysis would have more serious
problens:

32, -B +B
{ {
hypoteesi+a
\ }
-B -B

Do

ERIC 1




This configuration woulid olways give a finsl back vowel 14 Vago's
iramework. To der:ve front vowel in the suffi. Vags would ha
to say
- either that sometimes (1) is not noutral but is
instead associated to the harmon:c tier or

- that the order of the seagaental and autosagmental
spreading can alternate depending on the gase,

|
1
Neither of these is desirable and therefore a defaslt analysis is
preferred,

SUNNARY

Fianish vowel haracny invoives two rules, one prescrigtive
and cne descriptive, and these 'wc rasult 15 socially couditioned
alternation, The prescriptive rule requires a bazkh vowel 1n the
suffix whenever there is & back vowel in the root; the
descriptive rule lets the value of the last non-neutral vowel
spread to the suffin and additionally 1avolves an analysis of
lo6g loan words into prosodic compounds. In the autcsegsental
framework, the former rule treats all! front vowels as neutra. :a
the Larmonic process while the latter follows the "aative line"
and there are only two neutral vowels, The neutral vowels get
their frout value by segmental prespecification. Those suffia
vowels left unspecified after spread:ing have their front-value by
a late default rula. This default value 15 supported by the fact
that also epenthetic vowels in Finnish are [-backl.

It has been suggested ‘Holman, 1985) that consonant
gradation in Finnish has become semasiolugized as 1t, e.g.,
divides "the lexicon into strata charactericed by specific
functional-stylistic valencies” (ibid., 290), It seams that the
two vowel harmony rules have done tne same: “*hey divide the
le: sn into two and the alternating cases codify socially
significant information.

NOTE

*] wish to thank David Odden for his generous help during the
preparation of this paper.
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