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Were a language ever completely "grammatical," it would be a perfect engine of
conceptual expression. Unfortunately, or luckily, no language is tyrannically consistent.
All grammars leak.

Edward Sapir, Language. 38
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1. INTRODUCTION

The participles of Komi and Udmurt have been an object of investigation for more than
half a century (e.g. Fokos-Fuchs 1958, Perevoscikov 1959, Stipa 1960, Cypanov 1997,
Kalinina 2001, Ylikoski 2001). Of special interest since Serebrennikov’s monograph is
occupied by the so-called o past tense' in the Permic? languages and its function
(Serebrennikov 1960: 59-66; 118-120).

Whereas the 1* past shares all structural features with present and future tense - it
uses the same verbal endings in both future/present and 1* past, the negation is based on
the use of the negation verb which is marked for tense and person and is followed by the
stem of the main verb - it is opposed to the o past. Although the 2nd past behaves
syntactically as a verb and can take subjects and objects, it is though based historically
on a participle. The 2" past is not marked with the verbal endings, but uses the
corresponding possessive suffixes instead. Further, it’s not negated by the negation verb
but by a negative existential and the main verb remains marked for person. Beside the
structural opposition, both tense forms differentiate in semantic aspects as well. The 1%
past can be classified as a general past and is the preferred coding device for any past
events. The role of the 2™ past is fuzzier and incorporates several different functions: it
can serve as a more distant relative past tense, it can behave as a perfect and it is said to
be the preferred means for reporting not eyewitnessed events.

The interest in the 2" past increased in the last two decades when the notion of
evidentiality became a popular object in contemporary linguistics. Over the last couple
of years, the evidential function of the 2nd past attracted the attention of several scholars,
mostly from Western Europe (e.g. Baker 1984, Leinonen 2000, Leinonen & Vilkuna
2000) with the exception of the native Komi scholar Cypanov (Cypanov 2002). Usually,
the 2™ past was classified as a (resultative) past tense with a certain evidential function
and these results corresponded with the description in SKJ and GSUJ. Still, a finer

distinction was not introduced.

' The 2" past is known under different names, here some examples: Emel’janov 1927: 155
ucmopuuyeckasn ¢opma; Uotila 1937: 55 Perfekt; Bubrikh 1949: 119 neouesuonoe npoweoutee spems,
Fuchs 1954: 152 perfectum historicum; SKJ 1955: 214- npoweowee-pezyromamuene; GSUJ 1962: 202-
emopoe npoweduiee epems. For the sake of clarity T will use the neutral term 2™ past (=2" past tense)
throughout my thesis.

2T do not consider Permjak Komi to be an independent language. Further on I will operate with only two
Permic languages: Udmurt and Komi; Komi comprises both Zyrian Komi and Permjak Komi. If any
phenomenon in Permjak Komi does not match the Zyrian pattern, this will be stated explicitly. Please
note that other scholars usually of Russian origin do not follow this distinction.

12



Two new positions about the function of the 2nd past were introduced recently by
Winkler and Leinonen. In Winkler’s grammar (Winkler 2001: 49-51), the nd past was
separated from its place in the tense system of Udmurt and was transferred to the mood
system. According to Winkler the 2™ past lacks a temporal function and must therefore
be qualified as an evidential which in return is part of Udmurt’s mood system. Also
Leinonen changed her position recently. In 2000 she neither wanted to classify the 2nd
past in a study of evidentiality in Komi (Leinonen 2000: 436-437) or in a tempus study
of the 2™ past in Komi and Udmurt (Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000: 511-512) as purely
evidential. In 2003 Leinonen obviously changed her mind. In her short comparative
sketch of Russian and Komi she states: “Both languages [Russian and Komi F.S.] have
the same moods (indicative, imperative and conditional, the later marked in both
languages by a particle). Additionally, the Komi evidential could be called a mood”
(Leinonen 2002: 200). This is actually the same interpretation as Winkler has proposed
for Udmurt in 2001.

In a review of Winkler’s Udmurt grammar, Napol’skikh severely criticizes
Winkler’s interpretation of the 2™ past as not belonging to the tense system. According
to Napol’skikh the evidential meaning is only attested in folklore (Napol’skich 2003:
298 and p.c.) and Winkler’s interpretation must be considered inappropriate. Bartens’
recent monograph about the Permic languages does not present any own opinion on the
usage of the 2™ past and follows the definition given by SKJ and GSUJ which describe
the 2™ past as a past with further evidential function. (Bartens 2000: 207-208)

1.1. Motivation of this thesis

The aim of this thesis is to reinvestigate the function of the 2™ past. The recent progress
in evidential studies has not yet been applied to Komi and Udmurt, while paradoxically
the Permic 2" past has been used to illustrate the notion of evidentiality rather
frequently.’ This rather schizophrenic situation and the sketch presented in 1.1. should
be motivation enough to justify the need of more detailed research regarding the

function of the 2™ past.

3 Permic is used in Aikhenvald & Dixon 1998, Aikhenvald 2003; Udmurt is used in Bybee et al 1994.
Also the intolerance towards functional interpretations in Uralic needs clarifying, statements such as eg.
Honti 2002 should be abandoned: “Diese Kategorie ist unter vielen Namen bekannt, z.B. d. Narrativ,
Absentiv, indirekte Erlebnisform, engl. inferential, indirectial, russ. Bpems HeoueBHaHOTO neiicTBHsA. Ich
habe nicht die Absicht, mich mit dem terminologischen Durcheinander zu befassen, im Folgenden nenne
ich die behandelte Kategorie ganz einfach Auditiv.* (Honti 2002: 22)

13



1.1.1. Structure of the thesis

The remaing part of chapter 1 discusses the o past’s morphology and constrasts it with
the pre-nominal usage of the m-participle. In chapter 2 the interpretation of the 2™ past
in earlier research is presented and the chapter ends with a short survey of compound
tenses which can be formed with the help of the o past (both finite verbs in o past
and copulas in 2™ past). Chapter 3 consists of several surveys which present and discuss
form and function of the 2™ past as sketched in earlier grammars and in dialectological
research. The discussion ends with several diachronic remarks. In chapter 4, the cross-
linguistic diversity of evidentiality, its possible interpretations and typological
classifications are discussed. The chapter ends with short remarks about the
development of evidentiality and its grammaticalization. Chapter 5 presents the recent
discussion in the study of perfects, anteriors and resultative constructions. Chapter 4 and
5 form the theoretical background for chapters 6 and 7. In chapter 6 the form to function
mapping of the 2™ past is presented. The usage of the 2" past is analyzed separately for
Permjak Komi, Zyrian Komi and Udmurt. In chapter 7, several comparative questions
of the 2" past are addressed. This chapter tries to answer the question, whether the
usage of the 2nd past in Komi and Udmurt is triggered by the same conditions. In the
final chapter 8, I'll define the function of the 2nd past based on evidence from my
database. Most of the examples in chapters 1-5 are glossed, although the glossing
systems vary. Whereas all necessary Udmurt and Komi examples are glossed
morphologically, the glossing of cited examples follows the original glossing and has
not been changed. Examples in chapters 6, 7 and 8 remain unglossed, the original

translation (German and Finnish) is given.4

1.1.2. Some remarks about methodology

The approach used in this M.A. thesis is functional typological following the framework
presented by Lambrecht (Lambrecht 1994) and Givén (Givon 1995; 2001). T do not
deny the importance of historical linguistics but understand its importance rather the
way as sketched by Greenberg (Greenberg 1979) or Bybee (Bybee 1985; Bybee et al
1994). A strict separation of diachrony and synchrony as promoted by Saussure and his

followers has turned out to introduce more obstacles than solutions. Saussure’s idea of a

* The phonetic writing in chapters 6 and 8 is simplified. Generally the writing of consonants remained as
in the orginal publication. Additional vowel quality modifying diachritics have been omitted due to
typographic restrictions. Vowel quality has generally been preserved. These modifications do not affect
the argumentation of my thesis: I’'m not interested in phonetic form but in its meaning.

14



strict separation between these two fields prevents to operate with diachrony to explain

irregularities in synchrony.

1.1.3. The practical organization of the material
The material, which is used for analysis comes from four different sources:

e Syrjinische Texte [-IV [ST] (Uotila - Kokkonen 1989 - 1995)

e Udmurtin murteet [UM] (Kel ' makov & Saarinen 1994)

e Volksdichtung und Volksbriauche der Wotjaken [VVW] (Munkécsi - Fuchs

1952)

e The Turku — VOLGCOMP corpus (http://www.utu.fi/hum/sgr/VolgaPalv.htm)

ST, UM and VVW are used for the first part of the thesis, which concentrates on form
and function of the 2™ past in a particular language. The material of ST and VVW was
sampled randomly, which was necessary because an exhaustive analysis of these texts
would go beyond the scope of a single M.A. thesis. The texts in UM were worked
through completely.

Although the primary aim was to provide a sample with a more or less even amount
of texts from every dialect, this principle had to be abandoned quite early. This is due to
the quality of the collected texts which do not offer the best-possible prerequisites for a
morphosyntactic research. All the texts used for this thesis are indeed older than one
would guess by looking at their date of publication but the age of the material turned out

to become the main problem for this thesis.

1.1.4. Udmurt textual material

VVW represents the language usage of a handful Udmurt POW during the First World
War, which was documented by Munkdcsi in a POW camp in Esztergom, Hungary. Due
to the intensive collaboration between linguists and folklorists in Uralic studies in the
first half of the 20™ century, Munkdcsi’s collection follows this trend and is made up
almost exclusively by folktales, legends, and to a lesser extent by ethnological
narratives. Without any doubt, the value of this collection is higher for folklorists and
dialectologists than for a synchronic morphosyntactic analysis. The analysis is also
hindered by two facts; actually most of the material derives from Southern Udmurt
informants (see appendix) and Munkdcsi has altered some texts in later years (see Fuchs

1952 XXVI-XXX; 535-707). It should be obvious, that a thorough analyze of a tricky

15



category as perfect-evidentiality can not be based exclusively on folklore alone.’
Because of this, the material was enhanced with texts from UM. The order of the
material in UM shows some holes. The missing texts were worked through but due to
the abundance of folklore from VVW I decided not to take more traditional narratives

into the alnallysis.6

1.1.5. Komi textual material

Uotila collected his material from Komi POW in 1942-1943 (see ST I: IX-XI). A small
amount of texts were collected already earlier and derive from Uotila’s trip to a small
Komi community in Petsamo (at this time a part of Finland, nowadays situated in the
Russian Federation) in 1930. (ST II: 168-163)

Perhaps the most significant difference between Uotila and Munkécsi’s collections lies
in the quality of their texts. Uotila’s collection consists not only of folklore but
comprises also all kinds of historical and autobiographic narratives. True, also Uotiala’s
material does not represent all Komi dialects and narrative genres evenly but still offers

a better starting point than VVW.

1.1.6. More on the organization of the material
ST, VVW amd UM are used for studying the 2™ past for each language separately. The
total amount of texts and their origin can be found in the appendixes, the material has

been sorted according to the following pattern:’

Personal narrative (autobiographic mainly in 1* person)
Other narrative (unclassifiable narratives in 31 person)
Ethnographic narratives  (narratives mainly in 3" person)

- hunting

- fishing

- farming methods

- handicraft

Traditional narratives

> This should become more obvious if anyone would try to write a grammar of Estonian which would be
based solely on Kreutzwald’s fairytales.

® The only material which has not been taken into account are songs.

7 Several texts with a dubious story line have been grouped in more than one group, but this is more a
folkloristic problem than a linguistic. The idea for arranging the texts according to this pattern has been
taken from Nakayama 2001.
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- folktales
- legends
Mythological narratives  (this category is typical for Udmurt only)

Dreams

For the comparative study of the o past, parts of the unpublished VOLGCOMP
parallel corpus compiled by the FU Department of the University of Turku were used.®
The material used in this thesis comes from the Pavlik Morozov corpus. The original
Russian version (about 60 pages) and its translation (Zyrian Komi, Permjak Komi,
Udmurt and Finnish) have been divided in 1608 units and should be available as an net-

based corpus in the nearer future.’

1.2. Permic Verb inflection — a short survey

The following survey presents the most important structural features of Permic verbal
inflection with special reference to the 1% and the 2" past. This is appropriate due to
several considerations: both Permic languages, although rich in verbal morphology have
a poor modal system and lack a grammatical passive voice. Komi has only two moods,
indicative and imperative'®, Udmurt has an additional conditional. The Udmurt
conditional comprises both present and past meanings. A separate analytic past
conditional is known, too, but it occurs very infrequent. The 2™ past in Permic can not
be combined with imperative (both Komi and Udmurt) or conditional (Udmurt). That’s
why it is possible to concentrate the following sketch solely on structural features of
verb inflection in indicative (present, past, future). The paradigms presented are taken
from SKJ and GSUJ.

Dialectal features and remarks on the origin of the 2™ past will follow in chapter 3.

¥ The corpus has been kindly provided by PhD Jorma Luutonen; more information can be obtained under
http://www.utu.fi/hum/sgr/VolgaPalv.htm.

? One unit matches at least one sentence but this is no safe generalization when working with the corpus.
'9 Recently, Leinonen proposed an additional conditional Leinonen 2002: 200. As her suggestion for an
independent category of evidentialty, she does not define this category either.
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1.2.1. Komi verb inflection in present, future and 1* past
1.2.1.1. General features
The Komi verb is conjugated two moods (indicative, imperative) and in three tenses
(present, past and future). The imperative paradigm is defective, it lacks both 1* person
forms and inflection for tense.

Komi has only one conjugation class. When inflected affirmatively, the verb agrees
with its subject in person and number. Tense markers are nearer to the stem than verbal

endings, but 1SG is not marked for person in any tense. Due to the fact, that negation

differs considerably, this will be treated separately.

Table 1. 1¥ past, present and future tense in SKJ

TYK-HEI ‘to write’

affirmative negative
p/n 1% past present future 1% past present future
1SG auoic-u audc-a auoic-a 3-2 euic 0-2 2udic 0-2 2udxc
2SG 2UdC-U-H 2udc-a-H 2udic-a-H 3-H 2UHC 0-H 2UXHC 0-H 2UdiC
3SG 2udc-u-c eudic-0 audic-a-c 3-3 2uic 0-3 2UdC 0-3 2UdC
1PL 2UANC-U-M 2udHC-a-m audNc-a-m 9-20 2udc-0tl | 0-20 2udic-ou | 0-20 2udic-otl
2PL 2UDIC-U-HHBIO | 2UNC-A-HHBIO | 2UMC-A-HHLLO | 3-HO 2udic-Otl | 0-HO 2udic-0u | 0-HO 2udc-01
3PL 2UHC-U-CHDBL 2UHC-0-Hbl 2UHC-A-CHbL 9-3 2UDIC-HbL 0-3 2UdHC-HbI 0-3 2UdIC-HbL

1.2.1.2. Present/Future tense

The category future can be distinguished morphologically only in 3SG and 3PL forms,
otherwise it coincidences with the present tense paradigm. "'

In negation, the situation is a little trickier. Komi uses a negation verb (stem o-), this
verb does not take the same verbal endings (Vx) as in the affirmative conjugation,
beside 2SG. In singular negation, the negation verb is followed by the stem of the
negated verb. However, in plural negation, certain stem alternations (1SG sr rux; 1PL
ard rmxoOi) occur which might be attributed to functional overloading on the negation
verb. In 1PL and 2PL, an additional vowel is added to the negation verb (to mark
plurality) but the negated verb is also modified and appears in the imperative 2PL form.
The negation verb for 1SG, 3SG and 3PL is homonym, too. Only the alternation in the
negated verb indicates number. This shows the functional insufficiency of the negation

verb which must encode missing information on the negated verb, too.

" Present tense 3SG & 3PL forms are marked by portmanteau morphemes whereas the future tense marks
tense and number separately.
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1.2.1.3. 1 past

The 1* past is marked with the past tense marker -i- which, besides 1SG is followed by

the appropriate Vx.

The 1* past, too, is negated by a negation verb, which has a suppletive stem for past

in e-. The same functional problems occur in the past, otherwise the paradigm behaves

as in the present tense (see above).

1.2.2. Komi verb inflection in the 2" past

Table 2. 2* past in SKJ

TYK-HBI ‘to write’

p/n | affirmative negative
1SG 0 0

28G | euscombro aby audcomvlo
3SG | euscoma aby eudxcoma
IPL ] 0

2PL | ecusicommwvio | aby eudcommwlo
3PL | euscomadcw | aby eusicomadcs

Already structurally the 2™ past differs considerably from the other paradigms, because

it is built on the participle in -6m and has therefore a nominal nature. In standard Komi

forms for 1SG and 1PL are missing. According to its nominal nature 2" person forms

are marked by the according possessive suffix which differ from the verbal endings. The

-a in 3SG is actually the ending of the adverbial case and no Px'%; in 3PL the adverbial

case ending is followed by the predicative plural marker -s.

In negation the negative existential abu ‘is not’ is used instead of the negation verb

and the negated 2" past remains in its fully inflected form.

Table 3. Vx and Px in standard literatry Zyrian Komi

person Vx Px
1SG 4 -¢J
2SG -n -id
3SG -s (fut); -¢ (pres), -s/ ¢ (1% past) | -is
1PL -m -nim
2PL -nnid -nid
3PL -asni (fut); -osni (pres) -nis

"2 This ending -a is frequently submitted, both in singular and plural.
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1.2.3. Udmurt verb inflection in present, future and 1* past
1.2.3.1. General features
The Udmurt verb is conjugated in three moods (indicative, imperative, conditional) and
in three tenses (future, present, past). The imperative paradigm is defective, it lacks
both, 1SG forms and inflection for tense.'?

Udmurt verbs are usually divided in two conjugation classes, the class can always
be determined by the vowel preceding the infinitive marker. The verbs of the so called

first conjugation end in a high unrounded ilabial back vowel (orthographically realized

as -bI-), the verbs of the second conjugation show an -a before the infinitive marker -umt

As in Komi, 1SG is never marked.

Table 4. 1¥ past, present and future tense in Udmurt -1¥ conjugation

YYKBI-HBI ‘t0 see’ ; CBUIBI-HBI ‘to stand’; MBICEBI-HBI ‘to wash’

affirmative negative
p/n | 1* past | present future 1% past present Future
1SG | yuk-u CbLI-1CbKO MUCHK-0 0-11 yuKbl y-& CblI-UCbK-bl | V-2 MUCbK-bl
2SG | yuk-u-0 CbLI-1iCbKO-0 MUCHK-0-0 0-0 yuKbl V-0 CbLI-iiCbK-bl | V-0 MUCHK-bL
3SG | yuk-u-3 cbla-3 MUCHK-0-3 0-3 yuxe y-e coln-(vl) V-3 MUCLK-bl
1PL | yuk-u-mut | coin-iicoko-m (v1) | Mucvk-o-m (v1) | 0-m yuxe (1e) | y-m Cbli-licok-e | y-M MUCbK-€ (119)
2PL | yuk-u-0w1 | coir-iicbko-0bl MUCHK-0-0bl 0-0 yuke (ne) | y-0 cvla-iicbk-e | y-0 MUCbK-e (13)
3PL | yuk-u-301 | coii-o MUCHK-0-3bl 0-3 yuke (ne) | y-e cvia-o Yy -3 Mucok-e (13)

Table 5. 1% past, present and future tense in Udmurt - 2™ conjugation

10a-Hbl ‘to ask’; yxka-Hbl ‘to work’; Mmanmna-sel ‘to think’
affirmative negative

p/n | 1% past present future 1% past present future
1SG | manna-ii YaHCa-coKo 10a-no 0-U manna V-2 yarca-cok-vl | y-210a
2SG | manna -0 | yorca-cvko -0 10a-10-0 0-0 manna V-0 yoHca-cok-vl | y-0 104
3SG | manna -3 | yorca 10a-10-3 0-3 manna y-2 yorca y-3 wa
1PL | manna-mor | yorca-coxo -m (v1) | w0a-n10-m (vl) | O-m maina-ne | y-m yaica-cok-e | y-m 10a-19
2PL | manna-ovl | yorca-cvro -0bi H0a-10-0vbl 0-0 manna-ie | y-0 coli-licvk-¢ | y-0 10a-19
3PL | manna-3vr | yorca-no 10a-110-3bl 0-3 manna-ne | y-e yaca-io ¥ -3 10a-13

"> Sometimes the 3SG & PL imperative forms are considered to be optatives. In some Southern Udmurt
dialects complete optative paradigms can be found, but these paradigms are not part of standard Udmurt
(see KelI’'makov & Saarinen 1994: 127-126; Kel’makov 1998: 145-146). Winkler 2001: 51 does not

mention a separate optative.
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In affirmative inflection the Udmurt verb agrees with its subject. As in Komi, the
first person is always unmarked and consists of stem and tense marker. In contrast to
Komi, Udmurt has an overtly marked future which is formed with the suffix -0-'*. The
first past is marked with the past tense marker -i- and is followed by the appropriate Vx.

Udmurt, too, uses a negation verb; in present and future tense its stem is u- in the 1%

past ¢-. Although the Udmurt negation resembles the Komi patterns, it’s far away from

being identical.

1.2.3.2. Present tense
The affirmative present tense is marked overtly by the suffix -(i)sko- in both
conjugation. In the 1* conjugation, the tense marker is -isko- , in the 2" conjugation the
-i- is dropped before the stem final -a and therefore the suffix is -Sko-. In the 1
conjugation, 3SG and 3PL are not marked for tense separately, both persons are marked
by a portmanteau morpheme.

Also in the 2™ conjugation, both 3SG and 3PL are unmarked for tense. The
difference here lies in the 3SG which is completely unmarked and represents the bare

stem, whereas the corresponding plural form is marked by a portmanteau morpheme.15

In negation, the situation is a little trickier. The present stem of the negation verb is u-
for both conjugations but as already known from Komi, the Vx of the negation verb do
not match with the Vx of the affirmative besides in 2SG. The negation verb for 1SG,
3SG and 3PL is homonym, the negated verb itself contains the necessary information
which form one is dealing with. In both negations, the negated verb undergoes stem
alternation in 1* and 2™ person forms and changes their final vowels, the 3™ person

forms remain in their affirmative forms.

' Historically, the Udmurt future is the cognate of the Komi present/future tense. The Udmurt present
tense is an Udmurt inovation, the present tense suffix -(i)§ko- is derived from a frequentative suffix.

'* The synchronic interpretation of 3PL forms of verbs belonging to the 2" conjugation attaches no
special function to the -I- of the formant. Therefore one should list it as -/o.

21



1.2.3.3. Future tense
The future tense is marked by the suffix -o- which, beside 1SG is followed by the
corresponding VX.

In negation, the negation verb uses the same stem as for present tense and again the
negation verb’s Vx do not correspond to the Vx as used in the affirmative conjugation.
The difference between future and present tense negation concerns the 3SG which now
differs from the 1SG; but now 3SG is homonym with 3PL. The necessary stem
alternations (2SG yx 10a 2PL yx 10anm) occur also in the future tense negation. In the 1*
conjugation, the negation verb is followed by the so called full verbal stem (Kel’makov
& Hinnikdinen 1999: 27) in singular and by the imperative 2PL form in the plural. In
the 2" conjugation, the negation verb is followed by the stem in singular and the
imperative 2PL stem in all plural forms.'® These forms in -le generalize and are getting

used more and more in the 1* conjugation also. (see parallel forms in brackets)

1.2.3.4. 1% past

The differences in present tense conjugation of 1% and 2" conjugation verbs are realized
in the 1% past as well. Still, the present tense conjugation is more uniform than 1% past
conjugation, both conjugations are marked overtly for present tense. In 1% past, the
situation differs. In general, the formant for the 1* past is -i-.'” In 1* conjugation, the
past tense marker is connected to the short verbal stem and is followed by the
corresponding Vx. For negation, the negation verb uses a supletive stem in ¢- which is
followed by Vx (also here no correspondence!) and as a matter of fact, the negation verb
for 1SG is double marked for past by past stem and past tense suffix. The other forms
follow the same pattern as encountered in future tense negation. (see above)

The 2™ conjugation behaves somehow oddly in the 1* past, only the 1SG is marked
for tense; in all other persons, the past tense marker merges with the stem vowel -a- and
leaves no visible traces.'® To put it differently, only the 1SG of the 2™ conjugation
shows overt marking for past tense, the other forms remain unmarked. In negation, the

same problems as sketched under 1.3.3.3. occur and therefore they will not be repeated.

'® The stem variation is known only in 1 conjugation e.g. MbIHBIHBI "to g0’ = full stem MbiHB = short
stem Mbra. The stem in 2™ conjugation does not change ysxamsr ‘to work’ = stem yixa.

'7"_j in word final position.

' Formally, this would support the interpretation of -a as a portmanteu besides 1SG.
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1.2.4. Udmurt verb inflection in the 2" past

The Udmurt 2™ past, similar to the corresponding Komi 2™ past differs entirely from
the other paradigms mentioned above because it is based on a participle form. In
negation, two different strategies are used: the analytic construction follows the same
pattern as already encountered in the Komi examples and uses the negative existential

evel instead of the expected negation verb. The synthetic construction uses a negation

infix (=caritative suffix).

Table 6. 2™ past in Udmurt -1 conjugation ydksi-HbI ‘to see’

p/n | affirmative negative analytic negative synthetic
1SG | y4Ku-ChK-eM OBOJI YUKMCBKEM YYKHCHKBIMT)

2SG | yuk-em(en) OBOJI yukeM(en) YUKBIMTA€E]]

3SG | yuk-em(e3) OBON yukeMm(e3) YUYKBIMT(€3)

1PL | y9KHCBK-€M-MbI | OBOJ YYKUCHKEMMBI | YYKHCHKBIMTIMBI
2PL | yukmuisim(ab)* | OBOJ yUKHIIIAM(IbI) | YUKHILISAMTA(bI)
3PL | yukmmiamM(3e1)* | OBOJ YUKHIIIAM(3BI)* | YUKHILIISAMTA(3b1)

Table 7. 2™ past in Udmurt - 2™ conjugation Toamams! ‘to know’

p/n | affirmative negative analytic negative synthetic
1SG | TonMa-ceK-eM OBOJ TOOAMACbKEM TOJIMACLKBIMTD
2SG | Ttogma-M(en) OBOI TogMaM(er) TOAMAMTAE],

3SG | Tonm-am(e3) OBOI TomMaMm(e3) ToaMaMTI(e3)

1PL | TogmMachbK-eM-MBI | OBOJI TOAMACBKEMMBI | TOAMACHKBIMTIMBI
2PL | TonmamsimM(aen)™ | OBOJ TOAMAUISAM (IbI) | TOAMALIAMTI(JIbI)
3PL | TomMamasaM(361)* | OBOJ TOAMAILISIM (3BI) | TOAMAIIIIMTA(361)

The structural analyzes of the paradigms reveal surprising facts: "

The 1% person forms consist actually of a combination of a finite and an infinite
element. The -sk- is actually the present tense marker which is followed by the
participle marker.”’ The 1PL form, structurally based on the singular form is the only
form in the whole paradigm which needs obligatory marking for person. 2SG and 3SG
are formed by the participle which can be marked optionally for person. 2PL and 3PL

are only optionally marked for person, buth they can be distinguished morphologically

' In this form, the only difference between the 1% and the 2™ conjugation lies in the realization of the
participle marker. In the 1 conjugation, -em is added to the short stem, in the 2™ conjugation only -m
is added.

20 The present tense marker is without any obvious function.

* The corrcet glossing of these forms end in /’/’-am+Px which is not possible due to the problems of
cyrillic orthography

23



from the singular forms. The stem of the 2PL and 3PL is modificated, before the
participle marker -m the frequentative suffix -1’’- is inserted.”'

The existence of two different forms of negation is conditioned by the fact, that
standard written Udmurt accepts two different dialectal variants: the analytic negation
with evel is typical for the Northern dialects* and the synthetic negation for the Middle
and Southern dialects. I will return to this in the next chapter.

Similar to Komi, the Udmurt 2" past does not use the according Vx but the
necessary Px.”> The formants do not correspond in all persons as can be seen from the

following table:

Table 8. Vx and Px in standard literatry Udmurt

person Vx Px
1SG p “elje
2S8G -d -ed/jed
3SG -z (fut); -e/je (pres 1" conj.) | -ez/jez
¢ (pres 2™ conj.)
-z (1% past)
1PL -m(i) -mj
2PL dj il
3PL - zi (fut & 1* past) -si/7d

-o (pres 1% conj.)

-lo (pres 2™ conj.)

2! This modification is unusual, because the frequentative suffix -/’/’- , besides the stem modification role
in the 2™ past, can’t be attached to verbs of the 1* conjugation. Bartens comments this development like
this: “Ei sinénsd ole ihmeellistd, ettd kdyttoon on otettu frekventatiivisuffiksi silloin, kun ilmaukselle on
haluttu antaa monikollinen merkitys” (Bartens 2000: 205).

** This is a Komi - Northern Udmurt isogloss!

* In standard written Udmurt 2™ past 1SG is not marked with a Px but unmarked.
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1.3. A synchronic description of the m-participle in contemporary Komi and
Udmurt
The m-participle in contemporary Komi and Udmurt has two different functions: in pre-
nominal position it behaves as an attribute, in post-nominal function it occupies the
verbal slot in the clause. When used as pre-nominal modifier, the meaning of the
participle depends on the transitive or intransitive nature of the verb in question.
Participles derived from intransitive verbs show active features; participles derived from
transitive verbs show passive features. This distinction is based on semantic principle,
morphologically the participle is homonym.** Because the pre-nominal use not of
interest here, basic examples will be enough.25 The Komi examples derive from
Cypanov 1997, the Udmurt examples from Kel’'makov & Hénnikdinen 1999 and are

enhanced with own examples.

1.3.1. Pre-nominal use in Komi
In attributive position, the m- participle behaves as any other pre-nominal modifier (1a)
and (1b). As a pre-nominal modifier it can be combined with other modifiers e.g.

numerals (2), adjectives or with other pre-nominal NPs.

a) Intransitive verbs
(la) 60-Oma 103
arrive-PTCP people
people that have arrived (Cypanov 1997: 132)

(1b)  nopwice mopm
old man

an old man

) KbIK 80-OMa MOpm
two arrive-PTCP man

two man that have arrived

* The Finnic languages encode active and passive participles seperately e.g. fi: saapu-nut vieras (active)
"the guest who has arrived’ vs. kirjoite-ttu kirje (passive) a written letter’.

» Further work on participles Cypanov 1997 and Ylikoski 2001 for Komi; Perevoi&ikov 1959 and
Kalinina 2001 for Udmurt.
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b) Transitive verbs

The participle expresses a passive meaning when it derives from a transitive verb (3);

also this construction can be accompanied by pre-nominal modifiers (4):

3)

“4)

2UNC-OM NUCLMO
write-PTCP letter

a written letter

KblK 2UdHC-OM NUCOMO
two write-PTCP letter

two written letters

1.3.2. Pre-nominal use in Udmurt

(Cypanov 1997: 144)

The pre-nominal usage of the participle as encountered in Komi is identical in Udmurt.

In attributive position, the m-participle behaves as any other pre-nominal modifier (5a)

and (5b). As a pre-nominal modifier it can be combined with other modifiers e.g.

numerals (6), adverbs (7) or with other pre-nominal NPs (8).

(5a)

(5b)

(6)

(7)

nozpa-m nUCny
fall-PTCP tree

a fallen tree

uebep nucny
beautyful tree

a beautyful tree

KblK nocpa-m nucny
two fall-PTCP tree

two fallen trees

Kemanacob nocpa-m nucny
long time ago fall-PTCP tree

a tree that fell a long time ago

(Kel’makov & Hénnikéinen 1999: 206)

(Kel’makov & Hénnikdinen 1999: 206)
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(8) MYHHe N0e30-9H JILIKM-3M KYHO (Kel’makov & Héannikédinen 1999: 206)
today train-COM come-PTCP guest
A/the guest who arrived today by train

The participle expresses a passive meaning (9) when it derives from a transitive verb;

also this construction can be accompanied by pre-nominal modifiers (10) and (11):

9) 202CN-3M 20HCIM
write-PTCP letter
a written letter
(Kel’'makov & Hénnikédinen 1999: 206)
(10)  nym-o03a-3 2001cm-2m 2021CoM
end-TERM-PX3sg write-PTCP letter
a finished letter (lit. a to the end written letter)
(Kel’makov & Hénnikéinen 1999: 206)
(11)  kwvIK nyM-038-3 20021CM-9M 2024COIM
two end-TERM-PX3sg write-PTCP letter

two finished letters  (lit. two to the end written letter)

1.3.3. Agentive constructions
In passive meaning the m-participle can also be accompanied by an agent. In Udmurt,
the agent is then marked with the ablative (12), adessive/genetive (13) or nominative

with additional Px (14). (Examples from Kel’makov & Hinnikédinen 1999: 206)

(12)  anati-naco 6yp-em 03pem-e3
mother-ABL sew-PTCP shirt-ACC

a shirt made by mother

(13)  amaii-n3u yn-sm eypm-3-3
father-GEN live-PTCP village-INESS-Px.3SG*

the village where my father lived in

*® The inessive is realized with a portmanteau morpheme and can not be analyzed further.
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(14)  eootcv-5m 2026CcMIM-BEC-bI3
write-PTCP letter-PL-PX3sg

letters written by him (lit. his written letters)

In Komi, agentive constructions can be accompanied by an agent in the

adessive/genetive case (15), in the instrumental case (16) and in the ablative (17):

(15) xopwico cmapykandu cemom cymravic covlivl OYM 8bL1A0 YCU.

beggar-NOM old woman-ADESS give-PTCP bag-Px3SG he-DAT mind on-PP.PX2SG fall-1*
PAST.3SG

"The bag, which was given to him by the beggar came into his mind.’
(Bubrikh 1949: 128)
(16)  zakonen urt’sitem kade
law-INSTR determine-PTCP time

as determined by law

(Wiedemann, cited by Stipa 1960: 109)

(17)  b6ocemic caccs nonvich 8aOM niemo.
take-1* PAST then priest-ABL bring-PTCP lash
‘He took the lash which was brought by the pope.’

(Bubrikh 1949: 131)

1.3.4. The m-suffix as a means of word formation
For the sake of completeness, another function of the m- participle must be mentioned.

Besides its function as a pre-nominal modifier, it can be used as a means of derivation.

ko: velod’¢om ‘learning’ from velod’¢yny ‘to learn’
ud: pukem ‘sitting’ from pukyny ‘to sit’
ud: ujam ‘swimming’ from ujany ‘to swim’

(Bartens 2000: 125-126).
This function is of no importance for the scope of this work. (for further treatments see
Serebrennikov 1963: 299; Cypanov 1997: 128; Bartens 2000:125-126; Kalinina 2001:
84-85)
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1.4. The temporal and evidential usage

Komi: (18)  Kona mopwvim nokm-om.

Kolja arrived yesterday / Kolja seemingly arrived yesterday.

Udmurt: (19) Konas monowu nblkm-Im.

Kolja arrived yesterday / Kolja seemingly arrived yesterday

The usage as seen in (18) and (19) will be the central issue of this work. The first
interpretation ‘Kolja arrived yesterday’ is a proper perfect and states the result of a
former action which has consequences for the present. Still, it has another function,
which indicates that the narrator has not witnessed the event himself but relies on e.g.
hearsay, inference etc. This is a manifestation of evidentiality which will be introduced
in chapter 4. The main question which arose in recent years was the concrete nature of
this grammatical category. Whereas both functions, perfect and perfect with evidential
shading, have been known for quite a long time, the introduction of the notion of

evidentiality has led to questions of the primary function of the 2nd past.
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2. RESEARCH ON THE 2"" PAST

Although the noneyewitnessed use of the o past has been known for more than fifty
years, it has never received a detailed study.”” The first and for many years the only
treatment and interpretation derives from Serebrennikov®® (1960%°) and only recently
Leinonen (2000) and Leinonen & Vilkuna (2000) have started to approach the question
without turning to much attention to Serebrennikov.*® Baker’s approach, although based
on own material, is pretty much a delayed answer to Serebrennikov 1960. The path
followed by Cypanov, who recently published several articles together with Leinonen,
is understandably somewhere in between. Although Winkler’s grammar is normative, I
have chosen to address his argumentation under research, because it is the first concise

Western grammar on Udmurt after Wiedemann.®'

2.1. Serebrennikov 1960, 1963
The main points of Serebrennikov were developed in his analysis of the 2"® past in
Komi (Serebrennikov 1960: 58-66) which he transferred to his treatment of the same
category in Udmurt (118-120). Serebrennikov claims, that the function of the 2" past
must be split up in two functions, the proper perfect and the “modal perfect” (63) which
can be derived from the basic concept of the category perfect. Still, he considers the
function of the 2" past as a perfect as its first meaning, the notions of “modal perfect”
(hearsay, inference) are supposed to be secondary.

As a next step, Serebrennikov’s separates the verb ‘to be’ with its possible 2nd past

form from the perfect. By this, he introduces a new category (perhaps even mood?) in

" T hereby refer only to publications known on an international level. Without any doubts, one will also
encounter publications in proceedings of the Universities of IZevsk and Syktyvkar and local journals, but
due to the fact that questions of morphosyntax and synchrony are widely ignored (at least outside the field
of normative grammar) I have not seen any purpose to start a search for those articles. Besides,
synchronic research in Permic has not abandoned the spirit of Vinogradov’s “Russkij jazyk”. The only
theoretical literature in Kalinina 2001 concerning converbs is still Vinogradov (sic!) and as long as newer
literature cannot be / is not introduced (I'm fully aware of the financial problems, which are connected
with this question) I do not feel the need to take such works with the exception of Cypanov’s into
account.

¥ Serebrennikov’s interpretation became prevailing for the next decades and that’s why it is not
necessary to present OFUJ separately, because its argumentation follows Serebrennikov without any
modification.

1 wish to stress the fact, that the basics of his work are even older, probably from the beginning of the
1950s, because the whole monograph must be based on Serebrennikov’s Candidate of Phillology thesis.
The “avtoreferat” was published in 1956 and was extensively used by Stipa 1960.

0 Aikhenvald bases her entire argumentation on Serebrennikov 1960, but this should be obvious because
Aikhenvald is not a scholar with an Uralistic background.

3! Fokos-Fuchs 1954 and Uotila 1937 can’t be classified as grammars but only as grammatical sketches,
also Kel’'makov & Hinnikdinen 1999 is clearly written for pedagogical usage and they will not be
mentioned here.
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Permic, which he calls absentive. This form occurs in those analytic past tenses, which
are formed with the 2™ past of ‘to be’ and have a narrative function. These forms are
presented in the discussion under 2.8.

Serebrennikov believes that the 2™ past as a perfect is an independent innovation in
both Permic languages and a category perfect did not exist in the Proto-Permic
(Serebrennikov 1963: 258-259). It is very interesting, that Bartens (2000) does not even

mention Serebrennikov’s ideas about the origin of the 2" past at all.

2.2. Stipa 1960

Stipa’s work addresses the 2" past in the overall framework of the usage of non-finite
verb forms in Permic. Also in this work, Serebrennikov’s influence can be seen quite
clearly.*

Stipa states the obvious structural morphosytnactic peculiarities of the 2nd past (73-
76) and finishes his overview about the history of the o past with the question how the
functional differentiation between the nominal and verbal usage could be explained but
does not reach a conclusion (76). Stipa’s treatment of agentive constructions (166-170)
must be mentioned but is not of further importance for the aim of this thesis. Of interest
is Stipa’s account (190-200) which I discuss in more detail. A basic problem for Stipa is
the function of the m-participle in subordinate sentences in Komi or in subordinated

converb constructions in Udmurt which he connects to forms of indirect speech

(1) Udm: soles kyzi ozi luemze um todyske
he-ABL how such be-PTCP-ACC3SG NEG.1PL know

‘wie er so geworden ist, wissen wir nicht’

In this particular Udmurt construction the participle is marked as accusative 3SG which
can’t be attached to the verbal 2™ past and this is not part of my thesis. The situation in
Komi is a little more different and Stipa was not quite sure how to deal with the same
phenomenon in Komi because his example could be interpreted as participle form or as

verb. Here an example from the IZma dialect:

3 Stipa based his argumentation to a large degree on Serebrennikov’s “avtoreferat® from 1956.
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(2) me dumaiti: munema te pising
I think-1* past1SG go-PTCP you wash-INF

‘Ich dachte: du seiest in die Sauna baden gegangen’

Stipa assumed, that munema must be participle and not verbal, because it is not marked
with 2SG. Still, in the [Zma dialect, both -ema and -emid are used for 2SG (see 3.3.3. on
the IZma dialect) and this is a clear case that munema must be considered to be a verb in

2SG. The correct interpretation is:*

3) me dumaiti: munema te pising
I think-1* past1SG go-2" past 2SG you wash-INF

‘Ich dachte: du seiest in die Sauna baden gegangen’

Later Stipa correctly states, that although the Permic “modus obliquus” resembles the
same category in Livonian and Estonian it must be of different origin and connects it
with the perfect and its related meanings (192-200). Still, Stipa does not present own
ideas in this discussion but bases his argumentation solely on Serebrennikov’s

argumentation of perfect and absentive which will not be repeated here.

2.3. Baker 1983
Baker’s article (Baker 1983) was the first time that severe criticism against the common
sense definitions which attributes two functions to the perfect (expressing unwitnessed
events; modal shade) was launched. His conclusion about the usage of the o past has
much in common with the idea of mediativity as promoted nowadays by Guentchéva et
al and Lazard.

“Serebrennikov’s theory that the second tense is a pure perfect tense which is
employed to stress the end product of the action rather than the process of its execution
goes far in explaining the constraints upon its usage. It also show us, by implication,

that the second past is not a strictly temporal tense in that is not primarily concerned

3 This is precisely the same interpretation as presented by Sidorov which has been attacked by Stipa.
This also a perfect case to demonstrate, that the morphological sketches of Uotila and Wichman on which
Stipa relies do not offer anything for syntactic research - syntax cannot be explained by morphology. This
should be obvious by this example, because a simple declarative VP can’t be made up by two infinitive
verbs.
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with the timing of the action as such or its completion, but with its results which are, in
fact, evident in the presence.” (Baker 1983: 79)

Because the action must have already taken place in order to use the 2™ past, it is
sufficient to give it a place in the past tense system — although with a different
prerequisite. The clear connection to mediativity can be seen in this quotation: “The
tense [2™ past F.S.] reflects the narrator’s deliberate spacing of himself from the action
of the verb. [...] The narrator’s detachment from the action of the verb expressed by the
second past tense can be in the spatial / temporal terms of not being present when it
occurred; in sensory terms of not being consciously occupied with it, though present; in
emotional terms of being mentally or spiritually unaffected by it.” (79; 80)

In the course of his article, Baker attaches the same function also to impersonal
constructions with the logical subject in the genitive case and the verb in the 2™ past.
The use of 1* persons is also explained by his idea of creating detachment from the
action and reminds the discussion between DeLLancey and Lazard (presented in 4.4.) or
strictly speaking the psycholinguistic ideas as presented by Aksu-Koc¢ & Slobin (1982),

although the latter have not been mentioned by Baker.

2.4. Cypanov 1991, 1997, 2002

Cypanov is the only native scholar who has taken part in this discussion. His first article
from 1991 is not related directly to the question of usage but is more of a normative
nature. Due to the fact, that many writers introduced forms for ™ persons from their
dialects into standard written Komi, Cypanov argues in favor for the addition of 1*

person forms into new textbooks and grammars:

Table 8. Formants of the 2™ past in Zyrian Komi according to Cypanov (1991: 30)

person | singular plural

¥ -ema -emags

2nd -emid | -emnid/-emnides / -emides
31 -ema -emags / -emas / -emnj

The paradigm is transparent, the 3™ person forms have been transferred to 1** person and
the new forms for 2PL are actually a combination of three different suffixes (PTCP +
Px2PL + adjective plural marker or instead of the Px2PL the corresponding Px2SG).
It’s obvious that both forms must be of secondary origin. The usage of the 1% person

forms is only sketched and offers, beside a handful of examples, nothing new for the
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discussion. Still, his call remained unheard and even in his own textbook (Cypanov
1992) and a textbook which was compiled under his chairing (Cypanov 1999) these
forms were not introduced.

Cypanov’s monograph about the Komi participles (Cypanov 1997) does not add
anything interesting to the synchronic research of the 2™ past (127-157). Cypanov’s
characterization of the 2™ past’s usage is based mainly on Baker (1983), which has been
modified by some minor semantic observations. These observations are concerned
mainly with the semantics of the participle itself and not with its verbal nature. Also the
diachronic aspect offers no new interpretation and relies solely on Serebrennikov 1960
and 1963.

Cypanov’s 2002 article rephrases Leinonen (2000) and Leinonen & Vilkuna (2000).
He groups the findings about the nature of the 2™ past into this table (172):

Table 9. Usage of 1% and 2™ past in Zyrian Komi according to Cypanov 2002

dakropsl rjaroJbl B 1 raaroJbl B 11
npoui. Bp. npoui. Bp.
3BUJICHIINAIBLHOCTE -(+) +
pe3yIbTaTUBHOCTD -+ +
OTUYXKJCHHE TOBOPSIIEro OT IeHCTBUS - +
ryaroya
YBEPEHHOCTH / HEYBEPEHHOCTh + -
JIOBEPUTEIHHOCTH / HETIOMHAS + -
JIOBEPUTEIBHOCTh UCTOUYHUKY
yKa3aHHe Ha UICTOYHHK CBEICHUH O - +
JICNCTBUU

From this table, it is not surprising, that Cypanov, too, explicit rejects the idea of a
dichotomy 1% past (witnessed) vs. 2™ past (noneyewitnessed): “B cOBpeMEHHOM KOMH
SA3BIKC YIKC€ HCJIB3s1 TOBOPUTH 06 SBUACHIIMAJIBHOCTU KakK 06 OCHOBHOM HJIN
€MHCTBCHHOM (DaKTope, OMpEICISIOnEeM YIOTPeOIeHHEe OCHOBHBIX CHHTETHYECKHX

npomeamux BpemeH — I wim Il (tpagunmonno npereputa u nepdekra). (Cypanov 2002:
174)
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2.5. Leinonen 2000

So far this is the only specialized study dedicated to the problem of evidentiality in
Komi. Without any doubt, Leinonen’s merit is her approach far from the framework of
common sense (which means excessive use of those few scattered remarks which can be
found in the relevant literature™*) but relying extensively on a data-driven approach and
an elaborated theoretical background. She demonstrates, that the usage of the o past,
besides modifications which can be attributed to the inherent meaning of the verb itself,
resembles clearly the usage as encountered in Turkic languages (hearsay, inference).
Mirativity in 1* person is, if the according form is missing in the (dialectical) paradigm,
expressed by the 1* person pronoun / noun in the genitive and the participle in the 2
past which is modified with a reflexive suffix.

Leinonen proposes the usage of Larson’s notion of postterminality” for Komi. She
also addresses the problem of compound tenses in Komi. She shows, that the use of ‘to
be’ in 2™ past can only be explained in an evidential framework and this interferes with
analytic pasts which are formed with ‘to be-2"® past’ or ‘main verb-2" past’ + ‘be-1*
past.” Because the research on analytic pasts in Permic is generally very poor, her
contribution to the question of analytic past tenses is not as exhaustive as her

argumentation on the proper 2nd past.

2.6. Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000

Due to a different framework, the question of evidentiality in Permic is addressed only
superficially. Also several questions dealing with comparative aspects of evidentiality in
Komi and Udmurt have been addressed for the first time since Serebrennikov. The
second part of my thesis, the comparative analysis of its usage in Komi and Udmurt has

been inspired by those few lines presented in this article.

2.7. Winkler 2001
As has already been mentioned for several times, Winkler’s interpretation of the 2™ past
is completely new and treats it as a part of Udmurt’s modal system. Winkler

distinguishes three possible usages; examples (4) and (5) are originally from

Serebrennikov 1960:

* Obviously due to her background as a slavist who has acquired command of Komi.

3 “postterminality, the view of the event after the transgression of its relevant limit, presents through the
result, whatever it is, an indirect perspective on the event. The indirect view creates an element of
distance and uncertainty concerning the actual realization of the event.” (Leinonen 2000: 436)
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4) todam liktiz odig frontoviklen veramez. So jarate vilem odig nilez. Soiz, ton
Samen, kil veram. 3ini ar no ort¢ imte muketse Sed’tem.
‘I remembered what a frontline soldier told. It appeared that he had loved a girl.
It turned out that he had given her his word. It appeared that after not even a half

year (lit. a half year hadn’t passed and) he had already found another (girl).’

Winkler calls this category “evidential proper: there is a source having witnessed the
action.” This is the default option for “stories heard from others and in certain folklore
genres like legends or tales” (Winkler 2001: 50). Unfortunately this is a very misleading
labeling and hearsay would have been a better fitting name.

The other categories are identified with the labels inferential and mirative and need
no further commenting, because their semantics correspond to the same categories

elsewhere (see chapter 4).

(5)  3us vad’sﬁ junk ort resetkajo uknojez Sed’tiz...AZlo tatin kladovka vilem,

dse.

S

‘Opposite the plank bed he found by trying a window with a solid iron grille...It

seems, that this here must earlier have been a little room.” ¢

(6)  votved’ kice ton ad ami vilem-ed.
(Russ particles) such you man see-MIR.2SG

‘Well, well, such a man you are!’

2.8. Analytic past tenses with participation of the 2™ past

The situation concerning research of form and function of the Permic past tenses needs
further research and that’s why the following remarks are preliminary. Principally, there
are several analytic past tenses, but not all of them are in the scope of the following
discussion. The importance of the form of the copula for this question has been
underestimated frequently in several Komi sketches and grammars. Uotila did not pay

attention to this at all in his description of what he called Imperfekt. “Das Wort veli (P

vevi) kann auch vor dem Hauptverb stehen. Statt dessen kommt bisweilen die Form

3% A background description would have been appropriate, because a mirative interpretation is also
possible.
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velem oder velema vor” (Uotila 1937:56). SKJ (287-288) calls veli and velem (‘to be’
in 1" and 2™ past) particles which are used to form analytic tenses. Although these
errors were made in Komi grammars, Udmurt has also its peculiarity which have not
been handled comprehensively. Both, the function and the overall number of analytic

past tenses need further research.

2.8.1. Excursus - The ordering of verb and auxiliary

In Udmurt the ordering of verb and auxiliary is rather stable and behaves as one expects
from a typical OV language, the main verb (Vyain) is followed by the auxiliary (Aux)
and person is marked on the main verb only. Principally this is also the case for Komi,
still some modifications have occurred. Although Komi shows many traits of a typical
OV (Gen+N; NP+PP) language, its basic word order in declarative transitive sentences
is VO (SOV is also possible but less frequent). This change has also taken over to
ordering of verb and auxiliary, because both possibilities V+Aux and Aux+V are
encountered. Still, only the main verb receives personal marking and any differences in
meaning have not been attested. The free choice Vpn+Aux or Aux+Vp,, must be
connected to the change from OV -> VO which is conditioned by Russian but
Aux+Vain Of VimaindAux is not a feature of Russian. In several Russian dialects, a
similar possessive resultative Aux+V i (see chapter 5) is known. Whether there is a

direct connection is still unsolved (see Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000).

2.8.2. Analytic past tenses with 2" past copulas

Here I will list only those forms, which have been identified by Serebrennikov 196037,
Leinonen (2000: 433-436) and Kel’makov & Hénnikdinen (1999: 245-246) as having
evidential features.*® The description of their usage is very vague, which reflects the
inadequate state of the art in contemporary research. In some cases, the evidential note
is based on speculations, e.g. Kel'makov & Hénnikdinen present paradigms with both
copulas (1*" and 2" past) but dot report any possible variation in meaning; in this case, I

assume an evidential note due to the use of the copula in the 2nd past.

LT3

77 Serebrennikov’s “absentive*.
% The discussion in Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000 does not offer any additional data of relevance.
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2.8.2.1. Vinain - Pres + copula-2" past

Table 10. The durative evidential past tense in Zyrian Komi and Udmurt

person

Komi

Udmurt®

1.sg

MyHa BOJIOM

MBIHO BbIJIOM

2.sg

MyHaH BOJIOM

MBIHO/J BBIJIOM

3.sg

MYHO BOJIOM

MBIHO3 BBIJIDM

1.pl

MyHaM BOJIOM

MBIHOMBI BBIJIOM

2.pl

MYHaHHBIJT BOJIOM

MBIHOJBI BBIJIOM

3.pl

MYHOHBI BOJIOM

MBIHO3bI BBLJIOM

This form is called the durative past, which has a testified evidential shade as opposed

to the same construction with the copula in 1% past. This paradigm has been discussed

by Serebrennikov (1960: 75-76; 80; 126), Leinonen (2000: 433) and Kel’makov &

Hénnikédinen 1999: 246-247). This paradigm is missing in Fuchs 1954.

Komi: Setéo i dzebs’oma violom Syskyd.

there Prtc hide-Refl-2Pst-3SG Cop-2Pst-3Sg escapee-DefNom

(It appeared, turned out that) there the escapee had hid himself.

(Popov 1994 cited by Leinonen 2000: 435)

Udmurt: Ba3€H JbIPbs TATHIH HYKO3 8bL1IM KPE3bUH.

old-INST time here sit-FUT3Sg COP-2" PAST .3sg

In olden times, the musician used to sit / was sitting here.

(Serebrennikov 1960: 126)

Udmurt has also a paradigm, where the present tense is used. Still, according to the

descriptions presented by Serebrennikov (1960:

132-133) and Kel’makov

&

Hénnikdinen (1999: 245) its function is a relative past, which describes durative but not

long lasting events, integrated in another action.

* The Udmurt present tense marker -sk- is an innovation in Udmurt, this paradigm presented here (based
on the future) is the etymological and functional cognate of the Komi paradigm.
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Table 11. The durative evidential past tense in Udmurt

person | Udmurt

1SG MBIHUCBHKO BBLUIOM
2SG MBIHUCBHKOJ BBUIOM
3SG MBIHD BBUIIM

1PL MBIHUCHKOMBI BHUIAM
2PL MBIHUCHKObI BBUIDM
3PL MBIHO BBUIOM

(Kel’makov & Hiénnikiinen 1999: 245)
2.8.2.2. Vinain - 2" past + copula-2"? past
This form has not been reported for Komi, neither by SKJ nor by Serebrennikov (1960;
1963). According to Leinonen’s survey it has been described in several sketches in later
years and is seen as an evidential pluperfect in contrast to the same category which uses
the copula in the 1% past but the data is scarce.
The cognate form (identical in usage) in Udmurt, too, is far from being transparent.
Compare the following paradigms which have been presented by Serebrennikov (1960:

122) and Kel’makov & Hénnikdinen (1999: 245)

Table 12. The evidential pluperfect in Zyrian Komi and Udmurt

person | Serebrennikov Kel’makov & Héinnikéinen
1SG MBIHUCBKEM BEUIOM MBIHHCBKEM BBLIIM

2SG MBIHUCBKE] BBIIIDM MBIHAME]T BBIIOM

3SG MBIHAM BBLUIAM MBIHAM BBLUIIM

1PL MBIHUCEKEMMBI BBIJIOM | MBIHUCBKEMMEI BEIIIOM

2PL MBIHAM/IBI BBIJIIM MBIHUJIIAMIBI BBUIIOM

3PL MBIHAM3bI BELIIIM MBIHHJUISIM3BI BBIJIOM

Serebrennikov’s paradigm can be explained in a dialectological framework but not 2SG
which must be a printing error. The differences in the main verb’s plural forms will be

addressed under 3.8.2.

2.8.8.3. Negation of analytic tenses
The negation of the compound pasts with non-2" pasts as finite verbs behave uniformly
in both languages and therefore a further presentation in a table is unnecessary. In those
cases, the finite verb is negated according to its usual negation (future, present/future, 1*
past) and uses the usual negation verb.

Constructions containing the o past as finite part of the constructions are more

complicated. First, I'm not aware of a paradigm neither in any Komi grammar nor in
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any article. Standard written Udmurt is reported to negate the 2" past in this
construction exclusively with the caritative. (See Kel’makov & Hinnikdinen 1999: 245
for the paradigm). Note, that in this case 3" person forms are unmarked for person, but

1SG is.

40



3. FORM AND FUNCTION OF THE 2" PAST IN GRAMMARS AND
GRAMMATICAL SKETCHES
There are surprisingly many grammatical sketches for literary Komi and Udmurt
available but although the amount of grammatical sketches and grammars for literary
Komi and Udmurt seems to be even, this is not the case for dialectal studies. Research
in Zyrian Komi dialects is in a favorable state, all dialects have been described and all
descriptions have been published. Unfortunately this is not the case for Udmurt.
Although Udmurt scholars, too, compiled grammatical sketches for different dialects as
Candidate of Philology theses, most of them have never been published. The following
overview is based on the most prominent grammars and grammatical sketches™,  if
possible, the forms are given in the original orthography / transcription.*’ The main
point of interest is the question, (a) whether the ond past has been listed as a verb, (b)

how it has been called and (c) whether its use has been described.*?

3.1. The 2" past in Old Permian

Lytkin’s Old Permian grammar lists the 2nd past under verbal morphology (Lytkin 1952:
113). It is called noneyewitnessed-resultative past - HEOUYEBHUIIHOE TPOIIEAIICES
(pesynsratuBHOE) and forms for 3SG and 3PL are presented. This is of course not
surprising; the bible is narrated in 31 person and the remaining fragments of Old

Permian apparently contained no other forms.

3SG -om 3PL -omuwic

3.2. The 2nd past in grammars and grammatical sketches of contemporary Zyrian

Komi
3.2.1. Castrén 1844

Castrén’s dissertation from 1844, which was based on his fieldwork on the IZma-dialect,
does not list the 2™ past under verbal morphology. He reports a participium passivum in
-dma | *oma, a nomina verbalia actum in -dm / *om (75) and agentive constructions

which uses the participum passivum with the genitive. (86)

%0 This overview is representative but of course not exhaustive.

*! Those sketches in SI3siku Hapogos CCCP or SI3eiki mupa or OFUJ are excluded.

> These prerequisites should not be understood wrongly, even if several grammars have not mentioned
the points in question, this is not meant to tear down their overall importance!
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3.2.2. Wiedemann 1847

Wiedemann’s sketch is actually a little older than Castrén’s but was published later.
Wiedemann mentiones the m-participle but does (Wiedemann 1847: 69-73) not

explicitely state the verbal usage and its function.

3.2.3. Kuratov 1860s

Whether Kuratov’s sketch from 1865-1866 contains the 2" past as an independent
paradigm under verbal morphology has not been reported®’ but for the first time, a
whole paradigm was presented. According to Serebrennikov (1960: 41) Kuratov called
the 2™ past Bropoe mpomrexuree Bpems and forms for 1% persons were presented.

Unfortunatly its function is not mentioned.

Table 13. Paradigm of the 2™ past according to Kuratov 1860s

person | singular | plural
-OM -OMaoce
nd .. ..
2 -OMbLO -OMHBLO
31‘d . .e
-OM -OMHbBL

(Kuratov 1939; cited by Serebrennikov 1960: 61)

3.2.4. Wiedemann 1884

Wiedemann’s second Komi grammar was published in 1884. Whereas Wiedemann’s
first grammar was based solely on bible translations he obtained in earlier years, his
1884 grammar is based on additional material which he collected during fieldwork.**
Concerning the 2nd past, the situation has not changed; it is not presented under verbal
morphology. But, he explicitly states the use of the m- participle as another variety to
express the Prdteritum. Although the usage is known in Komi and Udmurt, it’s more

frequent in Udmurt. (Wiedemann 1884: 165)

> My information is based on Serebrennikov I could not check this data myself.

* Serebrennikov 1960: 42 supposes, that Wiedemann has not been aware of Kuratov’s grammar because
Wiedemann’s intepreation of the past tense system did not mention the idea of the 2™ pasta s a verb as
propagated by Kuratov several years earlier.
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3.2.5. Uotila 1937

Uotila (1937: 57-58) was the first western scholar who listed the nd past in the verbal
paradigm. Uotila did not describe its use at all, but takes dialectal forms into account.

The paradigm, which he called Perfekt, is described as follows:

Table 14. The affirmative 2" past in Uotila’s “Syrjinische Chrestomathie”

Affirmative
person | singular Plural
2" V: munemid ‘du bist gegangen’ | V: munemnid
31 V, S, Peg, L: mungma V, S, Pe¢, L: munegmags
I: munema, I: munemaes;
U: mune-ma; U: mune-ma-g¢s,
S, L, P: munem; L, P: munemas
PO: kerem PO: keremas,
S, L: munemni

Table 15. The negative 2™ past in Uotila’s “Syrjinische Chrestomathie”

negative
person | singular plural
o abu munemid | no example
3" abu munema | abu munemaes,

S: abi munema | S: abi munemnji od. munemaes

PO: obe kerem | PO: obe keremas;

3.2.6. Bubrikh 1949

Bubrikh’s grammar lists the 2™ past as a verbal paradigm (1949:119). Here this form is
called the not-witnessed past - HeoueBuIHOE Tpoieaniee Bpems. Bubrikh mentions that

the 3PL 2™ past has a second variant in -gmweL.
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Table 16. The 2™ past in Bubrikh 1949 - mynHsI ‘to g0’

affirmative negative
person | singular | plural singular plural
2" MYHOMBIO | MYHOMHBIO | A0y MYHOMBIO | ADY MYHOMHBIO
31 MYHOMA | MyHOMadCy | aby mMynoma aby MyHOMAadCcob

Bubrikh explains the use of the 2™ past as follows (124): it is used, when the speaker’s
knowledge has not been directly for instance when he relies on the inferred result or on
someone’s report. 1% person forms are missing, the 1* person speaker(s) is/are always

aware of his/their knowledge and therefore this form is contraindicated.

3.2.7. SKJ 1955

So far, SKJ is the only academic grammar of Komi. Although written almost 50 year
ago, it still has not lost its normative function. Due to the fact, that all later grammatical
sketches, for example the sketches in fA3p1ku HapogoB CCCP or SI3siku mMupa, are based
on SKJ, it is sufficient to concentrate solely on SKJ. This is valid for Permjak Komi

and Udmurt as well.

Also here, the 2nd past is listed under the verbal paradigm (214-216; 219) and is
called the resultative past - mpomenamee pesyiabratuBHOe. One even finds a short
characterization for its usage. The 2™ past often, but not always, denotes action which
was not eyewitnessed or is doubtfully presented. According to SKJ the function of the
2nd past contrasts with the other Komi tenses (future/present, 1 past) because it denotes
the result of an action. As for SKIJ, the form for 1SG and 1PL are not presented. (ruxHbI

’to write’)

Table 17. The 2™ past in SKJ

affirmative negative
person | singular | plural singular plural
2" 2UANCOMDBIO | 2UAHCOMHBIO | a0y 2UNHCOMBLO | AOY 2UNCOMHBLO
31 euxcoma | eudxcomadcw | aby eudcoma aoy 2uxcomasesy
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3.3. THE 2"” PAST IN ZYRIAN KOMI DIALECTS

The 2™ past in all newer grammars and grammatical sketches is defective. This is based
on the fact, that standard literary Zyrian Komi is based on the Syktyvkar dialect, which
has no forms for 1SG and 1PL. This is by no means representative, because other
Zyrian Komi dialects actually have a complete paradigm. Here the paradigms of the
different dialects will be presented in geographic order, starting with the Northern
dialects.” T will not discuss the use of the 2™ past according to the grammars. If there
are any descriptions at all, they do not give any information which would add something
to the scarce description in SKJ. Forms diverging from standard Komi will be followed

by a short commentary. All forms are given, if possible, in original transliteration.

BRI

(OFUJ 1976: 114)

Zyrian Komi: 1 Udora 2 Vym 3 IZma 4 Pechora 5 Upper-Vychegda 6 Middle Vychegda or Syktyvkar
7 Lower Vychegda 8 Middle-Sysola 9 Upper-Sysola 10 Luza-Letka

Permjak Komi: 11 Northern dialect group 12 — 15 Southern dialect groups 12 Kudymkar-Inva
13 Lower Inva 14 On 15 Nerdva 16 Upper Kama or Zjuzdin

17 Jaz’va Komi

45 Wichmann / Uotila 1942, too, offer a sketch of several Zyrian Komi and Permjak Komi dialects.
(Zyrian Komi: Vychegda, Sysola, Pechora, Luza, IZma, Udora; Permjak Komi: Jushva dialect) It seems,
that these sketches are based on textual examples, because even forms for 2™ persons are not presented.
Therefore, I have chosen not to use this material here.

45



3.3.1. Udora dialect

Sorvacova & Beznosikova (1990: 67-68) present a paradigm, where forms for all

persons are present.

Table 18. The 2™ past in the Udora dialect

person | affirmative negative

1SG -0M0, -Oma ao(y) kapoma; ab(y) sapoma

2SG -OMbLO, -OMbLM ao(y) kapomulo; ab(y) spomvio

3SG -OM, -OMma ao(y) kapom(a); ab(y) spom(a)

1PL -OMHBIM ao(y) kapomuwim, ao(y) spoMHbIM

2PL -OMHBIO ao(y) kapomuwlo; adb(y) s3pomMHbLO

3PL -Omubi(c), -Omaac’, -omadc’ | ab(y) kapomusi(c’); ab(y) kapomaac’
ab(y) apommsi(c); ab(y) apomasc’

The second form attested for the 1SG is the form for 3SG, the origin of - is usually
explained, that is a reflex of the Px1SG -gj. Udora is the only Komi dialect, which has
an independent 1SG form. In all other dialects, the 3SG has been transferred to 1SG.
1PL is formed by adding Px1PL to the participle stem, this is also unusual. (See also
Serebrennikov 1963: 259-260; Bartens 2000: 204)

The diversity in the 3PL forms needs some further explanation:
e -omnuvi(c) is formed analogically after the 1% past 3PL form
Hauo eudconic ‘They wrote’ — -Ommbi(c)
e -omaac’ and -omaoc’ use the plural suffix, which can be identified as the same
plural suffix to be encountered in attributive agreement:

noie muua ‘The girl is pretty’ — wwi6wsac muuadcs ‘The girls are pretty’

3.3.2. Vym dialect
Zilina (1998: 119) presents a complete paradigm of the verb mynwinw: ‘to go’.

Table 19. The 2™ past in the Vym dialect

person | affirmative negative

1SG MYH-0OMaA; NYyKm -oma aby myn-oma, aby nykm -oma

2SG MYH-OMBLO; NYKM-OMbLO aby MyH-OMb10; aby nyKm-omulO
3SG MYH-OMQA; NYKm-OM aby MyH-Oma; aby nykm-om

1PL MYH-OMmaoc’; nykm-omaoc’ | aby myn-omaoc’; aby nykm- omaoc’
2PL MYH-OMHBLO; RYKM- OMHBLO | a0y MYH-OMHBIO ; aOy nyKm- OMHbLO
3PL MYH-OMmaoc’; nykm-omaoc’ | aby myn-omaoc’; aby nykm- omaoc’
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The forms for 1SG and 1PL are identical with the forms for 3SG and 3PL. The suffix in
the 3PL -dc’ is the same as in the attributive congruence mentioned for the Udora

dialect.

3.3.3.1zma dialect

Also for the 1Zma dialect a complete paradigm is presented. (Saharova & Sel’kov

1976:80)

Table 20. The 2™ past in the I7ma dialect

person | affirmative negative

1SG -oma aby mMyHsma

2SG -oma (-3mul0) a6y mMynama, ady MyHIMbl0
3SG -oma aby MyHoMma

1PL -omasc’ (-omaac’) aby mynsmaac’

2PL -omasc’ (-amaac’, -oMHB10) | aby MyHaImaac’, aby MyHIMHBIO
3PL -omasc’ (-omaac’, -omuwl) | aby mynamaac’

The forms for 1SG and 1PL are identical with the forms for 3SG and 3PL but if one
takes a closer look, one can identify different paradigms. The forms given without
brackets do not agree in person, just in number. The form used in the singular is a
generalization of the 3SG form. The plural forms (generalized forms of 3PL) in -a¢’ use
the plural suffix encountered in the attributive congruence (see Udora dialect). The
forms in -ac’ instead use the plural suffix of the nominal inflection (ubIBBsC ‘girls’). For
-omnuwl see also Udora dialect. Here the 3PL present tense is used xaiid euswconwst “They

write’.

3.3.4. Pechora dialect

Saharova & Sel’kov & Kolegova (1976: 37) presents a paradigm, which besides 3PL

does not differ from standard Komi.
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Table 20. The 2™ past in the Pechora dialect

person | affirmative negative
2SG -OMbLO m3 aby MyH-OMHbBLO
3SG -oma culia aby MyH-oma
2PL -OMHBLO mu a6y MyH-OMHbIO
3PL -omaoc’, -omaac’, -OMHubl | Hatia aby MyH-OMadc’,
(-omaac’),
Hatia aby MyH -OMHbl

For a discussion of 3PL forms see Udora dialect.

3.3.5. Upper Vychegda dialect

Also in the Upper Vychegda dialect the paradigma is defect and lacks forms for 1SG
and 1PL (SorvatSova & Saharova & Guljaev 1966: 99).

Table 21. The 2™ past formant’s in the Upper Vycgeda

person | affirmative negative

2SG -9MblLO not reported
3SG -oma not reported
2PL -OMHUO not reported
3PL amac’ (-omaac’) | not reported

3.3.6. Middle Vychegda or Syktvkar dialect

The Middle Vychegda dialect is nowadays called the Syktyvkar dialect. The paradigm
for this dialect is presented due to formal reasons; if disregarding it, the presentation
would be incomplete. Still, the presentation is sophisticated, because the Middle
Vychegda dialect is actually the dialect, on which literary Zyrian Komi is based. The
paradigm given below (Zilina & Baraksanov 1971: 131) lacks, as one expects, the forms

for both 1SG and 1PL.
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Table 22. The 2™ past in the Midde Vychegda dialect

person | affirmative negative
2SG MYH-OMbIO aby myH-omvio
nYKmM-OMbl0 aby nykm-omslo
3SG MYH-OMma aby MyH-Oma
nykm —oma aby nykm-oma
2PL MYH-OMHBLO aby MyH-OMHbBIO,
MYH-OMbLOOC’ aby MyH-OmMblOOC
nYKmM-OMHbLO aby nykm-0OmMHbuLO
nYKmM-omvlooc’ aby nykm-omulooc’
3PL MYH-Omadoc’ (myn-oémac’) aby myn-omaoc’
nykm-omaoc’ (nykm-omac’) | (aby myn-omac’)
aby nykm-omaoc’
(aby nyxm-omac’)

3.3.7. Lower Vychegda dialect

The Lower Vychegda dialect was used for the bible translations of Saint Stephan

(Bartens 2000: 27). According to Sorvacova’s description (1977: 48) this dialect has a

form for the 1SG (which is identical with 3SG) but surprisingly no form for 1PL.

Table 23. The 2™ past in the Lower Vychegda dialect

person | affirmative negative

1SG -oma (-oma) aby mynoma

2SG -OMwl0 (-9Mbl0) aby MyHOMbLO

3SG -oma (-oma) aby MyHoMa

1PL not reported not reported

2PL -OMHBLO (-9MHBIO) | AOY MYHOMHBIO (OC)
3PL -omaoc’(-omadc’) | aby mynomaic’

3.3.8. Middle Sysola dialect

The paradigm (meipHbl ‘to enter’) presented by Kolegova & Baraksanov (1980: 49)
excludes 1SG and 1PL forms.

Table 24. The 2™ past in the Middle Sysola dialect

person | affirmative negative
2SG -OMblO abwl, aby nvlpoMblO
3SG -OM, -OMa abwl, aby nvipom, nolpoma
2PL -OMHDBLO, OMbIOOC’ abwl, aby nvlpOMHLLO,
nuipOMbLOOC’
3PL -OMHbL,  -Omac’, -Omadc’, - | abvl, aby neipomHbl, neipomac’, neipomaoc’,
omaac’ nvipomaac’
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3.3.9. Upper Sysola dialect

The paradigm presented by Zilina (1975: 118-119) excludes forms for the 1SG and

1PL. The plural forms are identical and do not agree in person.

Table 25. The 2™ past in the Upper Sysola dialect

3.3.10. Luza-

person | affirmative negative

258G MYH-OMbLO abvl MYH-OMbLO
nYyKm-0Mbl0 abvl nyKm-omulO

3SG MYH-OMa / MYH -OM abvl MyH-OMa / MyH-OM
nykm -oma / nykm -om | abvl nykm -oma / nykm-om

2PL MYH-Omadc’ abwl MyH-Omadc’
nyKm-omaoc’ abvl nykm-omaoc’

3PL MYH-Omadc’ abwl MyH-Omadc’
nyKkm-omaoc’ abvl nykm- omaoc’

Letka dialect

The paradigm presented by Zilina (1985: 77-78) is interesting. According to her

description the Luza variety has no forms for 1SG and 1PL. The Letka variety has a
form for 1SG but not for 1PL.

Table 26. The 2™ past in the Luza subdialect

person | affirmative negative

2SG MYH-OMbLO abbl MYH-OMbLO
NYKM-OMblO abwvl nyKm-omslo

3SG MYH-OM (-Oma) abvl MyH-OM (-Oma)
nykm -om (-oma) abwvl nykm -om (-oma)

2SG MYH-OMHBLO (-OMHBIODC , -OMBLOOC’) | abbl MYH-OMHBLO
NYKM-OMHBIO (-OMHBIOOC, -OMbLOOC’) | abbl NYyKmM-OMHbBLO

3SG. MYH-OMHbL (-OMadc’) abvl MyH-OMHbL (-Omadc’)
nyKm-OMHul (-omaoc’) abwvl nykm-omHul (-omaoc’)
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Table 27. The 2™ past in the Letka subdialect

person | affirmative negative

1SG MYH-OMa abvl MyH-OMa
nyKm-oma abwvl nykm-oma

2SG MYH-OMHBLO abbl MYH-OMbLO
NYKM-0OMavlO abwvl nyKm-omslo

3SG MYH-OM (-OMma) abvl MyH-OMm (-Oma)

1PL 9] @

2PL MYH-OMHBLO abbl MYH-OMHBIO
NYKM-OMHBLO abwvl nyKm-OMHBLO

3PL MYH-OMHbL (-Omadc’) | abvl MyH-OmHbl (-Omadc’)
nyKm-omHul (-omaoc’) | abvl nykm-omusl (-omaoc’)

As for the Letka dialect, 1SG and 3SG are identical.

3.4. The 2" past in Permjak Komi

As already mentioned, Zyrian Komi and Permjak Komi are held to be two different
languages in Russia. That’s why an independent Permjak Komi written standard was
introduced in the 1920s. Although even the native Komi researcher Lytkin did not
recognize Permjak Komi as an independent language but only as a Komi dialect,
Permjak Komi, up till now, is still be seen as an independent language. From a
linguistic point of view, there are no obstacles to unite Zyrian Komi and Permjak Komi
in one written language (see Bartens 2000: 29-32). As already mentioned earlier,

Permjak Komi is not recognized as an independent language outside Russian linguistics.

3.4.1. Rogov 1860

Rogov’s merit for the study of the 2" past in the Permic languages can not be
underestimated. Rogov was the first grammarian, who correctly identified the 2" past
as an own tense (1860: 53-). Besides, he wrote that the 2™ past is used to report
noneyewitnessed events and even gave two examples: omjvip 6aimdnsl, cvija 6OKMOM
‘MIOA TOBOPSAT, OH npnmén’46 and omjelp 6icjmasico, Hvlja GokmdoMmacj ‘MOIA
ckasbiBaiy, oH npuuuty’. Still, Rogov reports only 3™ person forms and according to

him, the choice between 1 and 2" past is only possible in 3™ person. (53-54; 59)

% Orthography is normalized and follows contemporary Russian orthography.
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3.4.2. KPJ 1962

KPJ presents a defective paradigm similar to the one presented in SKJ. In KPJ the o
past is called second past tense - BTopoe mpomenmee. It is added that it is a not
eyewitnessed perfect — HeoueBmmoe, nepdekt. The usage does not differ from the
description presented as in SKJ and as a matter of fact, even the same verb was chosen

for illustration (KPJ 254; 286).

Table 28. The 2™ past in literary Permjak Komi

person | affirmative | negative

2SG udcoOMbIm, | aby eudcomovim;
euxcomam | aby audcomam

3SG SUIACOM; aby eudncom;
2UNCOMA aoy sudcoma

2PL CUNCOMHBIM | abY eUAHCOMACH;

(aby eudsxcomuvim)
3PL audxHcomMacy | aby eusxcomacsy

3.5. The 2" past in Permjak Komi dialects

In Batalova’s dialectological sketch (Batalova 1975: 184-186) no forms for 1% person
were reported. The variation in Permjak dialects is relatively small and these
peculiarities do not offer any spectacular consequences. The 3SG in -6ma seems to be
the default option in Northern dialects, whereas the form in -om is said to be
encountered elsewhere. The variation in the plural forms is more interesting. Most of
the Northern dialects use in both 2PL and 3PL -6mdcs, the literary form -omacs is
typical for the Southern dialects. Batalova does not offer evidence for the use of the
personalized form (with an additional Px) in 2SG and 2PL. This could mean, that in
spoken Permjak Komi the participle does not agree in person but only in number (see

Udora).

3.6. The 2" past in the Jaz’va Komi dialect

The isolated Jaz’va dialect is known for its phonological peculiarities which represent a
more archaic form and therefore it is of great interest for the historical phonology of the
Permic languages. When examining the 2™ pasts morphology, it is a rather typical
Komi dialect and the paradigm does not differ extensively from other Komi dialects.
The paradigm as reported by Lytkin (1961: 67) has no forms for 1SG and 1PL and the

forms do not agree in person, just in number.
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Table 29. The 2™ past in the Jaz’va Komi dialect

person | affirmative | negative

258G MyHeM(a) o00e myHem(a)
3SG MyHeM(a) 006e myHem(a)
2PI MyHemac' 00e MmyHemac'
3PL MyHemac' 06e myHemac'

3.7. The 2" past in Udmurt

3.7.1. Mogilin 1786

The first grammatical sketch of Udmurt (Mogilin 1786) did not identify the 2" past as
verbal category, but the m- participle is listed correctly under [Ipuvacrtie mporr. Bpem. u
cynuayM (Mogilin 1998: 169). Still the 2nd past is not mentioned, whether under verbs

nor under participles.

3.7.2. Wiedemann 1851
Although Wiedemann, too, did not present the o past as verbal paradigm, he was
aware, that it was used verbally in some of the bible translations he worked with.

(Wiedemann 1851: 132-133)

3.7.3. Wiedemann 1884

Later Wiedemann became fully aware, that the m-participle could be used verbally and
that this usage was more dominant in Udmurt as in Komi (165) but he did not present
this as a paradigm. A more important observation in a footnote seems to be completely
ignored in research although it has a severe consequence for the usage of the 2" In
several Southern Udmurt bible translations Wiedemann could encounter the following

usage:

“Offenbar dem Tatarischen entleht ist es, dem Verbalnomen [-(e)m F.S.] noch dyr

anzuhéngen taje dySmon murt karemdyr.* (Wiedemann 1884: 166 footnote)
Indeed, this is a Tatar construction (which has cognates in other Turkic languages) and

this feature plays a critical role. This demonstrates that bilingual Udmurts understood

the function of the Tatar perfect corresponding to the function of the 2nd past in Udmurt
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and marked it with the Tatar copula particle, which has no significant function in

Udmurt.

3.7.4. Aminoff & Wichmann 1896
Aminoff & Wichmann (1896) do not present the 2" past as a verb. It is presented under

verbal nouns in -em/am (40) having different functions. When used as ‘“personal
participle” it expresses a perfect historicum e.g. veram ‘(on) sanonut, sanoi’ or ad’Zem
‘(on) ndhnyt, niki’ (40-41). A complete paradigm is missing. The negation as an own
category is also missing, but Aminoff mentions the verbal noun in -mte (-emte, -amte)

which is the negative form of the -em, -am verbal noun.

3.7.5. Emel’janov 1927
Emel’janovs grammar introduces the 2nd past as a verb. According to my data this was

the first time that the 2™ past was considered to be a verb in a grammar of Udmurt.
Following Aminoff, Emel’janov calls the 2" past historical form — ncropmueckast
dopma. There is one unique feature in Emel’janovs grammar, which besides his
grammar does not exist in any other Udmurt grammar: Emel’janov did not list forms
for 1SG and 1PL. The paradigm given by him (155) presents the following forms
(6aceThIHBI ‘to take, to buy’) but lacks a description for negative forms and description

of usage:

Table 30. The 2™ past in literary Udmurt according to Emel’janov 1927

person | affirmative
2SG bastemed
3SG bastem

2PL bastemdi

3PL bastil'l’am(zi)

3.7.6. Fuchs 1954
Fuchs’ grammatical sketch (1954: 152-153) is based on own work and fragments from
other grammatical sketches. Fuchs presents a verbal paradigm which includes forms for

every person (transcription slightly modified) which he calls Perfectum historicum:

Table 31. The 2™ past in Fuchs’ “Grammatischer Abriss”

person | affirmative

1SG wizikem ‘ich habe geschlafen’
2SG soremed ‘du hast vernichtet’
3SG ad'd’Zem ‘er sah’

1SG gostil'k’jam ‘wir schrieben’
2SG puksil I’amdi ‘ihr setztet euch’
3SG minil'l’jam ‘sie gingen’
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Fuchs does not offer a paradigm for negation (at least no paradigm, which deals solely
with the 2™ past). He just mentioned the verbal noun in -mre/mta (162) but does not
explicitly express, that it negates the 2" past, although he presents some examples, e.g.

ad’d’zil’l’amte ‘sie sahen nicht’.

3.7.7. Perevoscikov 1956

Perevoscikov’s grammatical sketch in RUS was the last grammatical sketch for Udmurt
before the publication of GSUJ in 1962. He presents a paradigm, which shows forms for
all persons as well as for negation (1328-1329). The table shows just forms for the verbs

of the so-called first conjugation (bI-stems) — MblHbIHGL ‘tO 2O :

Table 32. The 2™ past in literary Udmurt according to Perevoi&ikov 1956

person | affirmative negative
1SG MbIH-UCbKEM MbIH-UCHKBL-MIND
‘s én (oxa3pIBaeTCs)’ (08011 MblHUCLKEM)
‘st He mén (OKa3bIBACTCs)’
2SG MbIH-9M-€0 MbIH-bIMMI-€0

‘Tl mEN (OKa3bIBaeTCsA)’ | (0801 MblH-IM-€0)

‘Tel He mEN (OKa3bIBaeTcs)’
3SG MbIH-IM-€3 MbIH-bIMILI- €3

‘o mén (oka3piBaeTcs)’ | (0801 MbiH-IM-€3)

‘oH He mén (oKa3pIBaeTcs)’
1PL MbIH-UCbKeM-Mbl MbIH-bIMHLI-MbL

‘MBI 1K (OKa3bIBaeTCs)” | (08071 MbiH-UCBKEM-MbL)

‘MBI HE 1K (OKa3bIBaeTCs)’
2PL MbIH-IM-0bl MbIH-bIMH1I-0bl

‘BbI IUTK (OKa3bIBACTCH) | (0807 MbIH-IM=-0bL)

‘BBl HE IIUTA (OKa3bIBACTCs)

3PL MbIH-IM-3bl MbIH-bIMH1I-3b1

‘OHM 1K (OKa3bIBACTCS) | (08071 MbIH-IM=3bL)

‘OHH He 11K (OKa3bIBaeTCs)’

In his grammatical sketch, the default negation is said to be the synthetic form.
Comparing the forms to Emel’janov and Fuchs’, one can see that there are discrepancies
between their plural forms. This will be reevaluated a under 3.8.2. The usage is not
explained thoroughly, it is only mentioned that the form can be used, both as perfect and

as a means to report noneyewitnessed actions.

3.7.8. GSUJ 1962
This is the one and only academic grammar of Udmurt so far. Due to its normative fact,

it must take meaning into account and that’s why it has a short characterization for the
use of the 2™ past which is called the 2nd past tense — BTOpoe MPOLIEALICE BPEMs.

The tables show both conjugations:
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Table 33. The 2™ past in literary Udmurt according to GSUJ - 1™ conjugation yuksiss! *to look’

person | affirmative negative analytic | negative synthetic
1SG VUKUCbKEM 08071 YUKUCbKEM VUKUCLKBIMINI
2SG yukem(eo) 08011 yuxem(eo) VUKBIMMIEO

3SG yukem(e3) 08011 yuxem(e3) yuxkvimma(es)

1PL VUKUCLKEMMbL | 080]1 VUKUCLKEMMbl | VUKUCLKIMMIMbL
2PL yuxuiam(ovt) | 0601 yuxuniam(ovl) | yukunismma(0wi)
3PL yukensam(zol) | 0601 yukem(es) VuKenamma(3ol)

Table 343. The 2™ past in literary Udmurt according to GSUJ - 2™ conjugation Toamaus: "to know’

person | affirmative negative analytic | negative synthetic
1SG moomacvkem 08011 MOOMACbKeM | MOOMACbKLIMMND
2SG moomam(eo) 06071 moomam(ed) | moomammaeo

3SG moomam(es) 08011 moomam(es) | moomamma(e3)
1PL moomacvkemmbl | 08071 MOOMACbKEM | MOOMACLKbIMMAIMbL
2PL moomMannam(ovt) | 6601 moomam(ed) | moomaiIAMmaOwvi
3PL moomannsim(ost) | 660n moomam(ez) | moomaniammas(3ol)

According to GSUJ (204-206) the 2™ past is primarily used to present the result of an

action. Besides it reports facts, which were noneyewitnessed by the speaker.

3.7.9. Winkler 2001

Winkler’s Udmurt grammar (Winkler 2001: 49-51) does not contain any other
(morphological) forms than presented in GSUJ. What distinguishes his analysis from
any other analysis done so far is the fact, that Winkler does not consider the 2™ past to
be a past tense. According to him, it belongs to the mood system. Its usage is described

as (a) evidential proper, (b) inferential and (c) mirative.

3.8. The 2" past in Udmurt dialects

It has already been mentioned, that Udmurt dialectology is not as well developed as its
Komi counterpart. That’s why the survey of the 2™ past in Udmurt dialects is
preliminary and has to be taken with a grain of salt. Usually four main dialects, which
split up in additional smaller groups, are distinguished but this problem is not yet

settled. (Kel’makov & Saarinen 1994: 26-28; Kel’makov 1998: 41-44).
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3.8.1. General remarks"’

According to the status quo in Udmurt dialectology, the 2™ past appears dialectically in
two different paradigms which are called the Bavly and the Kyrykmas paradigm. The
Bavly paradigm can only be encountered in a rather small area in the southernmost part

of the Southern dialects (namely in Tatarstan and Bashkortostan):

Table 35. The 2™ past Bavly paradigm

singular plural
1°" | min-em-e min-em-mi
2" min-em-ed | min-em-di
N min-em-(ez) | min-em-zi

(Kel’makov / Saarinen 1994:133; Kel’makov 1998: 151)

7 All verbs in the Udmurt dialectial examples are variations of MbIHBIHBI ‘t0 20’

57



The Bavly paradigm is a straightforward paradigm without defective forms and has

been reported also for the Krasnoufim dialect (also belonging to the Southern dialect

group).

The second paradigm (Kyrykmas-type) is spread in all other dialects, e.g. also in the

Beserman dialect:

Table 35. The 2™ past Kyrykmas paradigm and the 2™ past in Beserman

Kyrykmas Beserman
singular plural singular plural
st A .7 A~ .y - ’ ’ )
1 | man-isk-em | man-isk-em-m3 | mon-s°k-em-e | mon-s°k-ém-meo

d - P, = -
2" | mdn-em-ed | man-il’l’am-d5 | men-em-ed men-ol’l ‘am-de
3rd

man-em man-il’l’am men-em-ez men-ol 1 am-zo

(Kel’makov & Saarinen 1994: 133-134; Kel’makov 1998: 151-152)

Kel’makov stresses the fact, that the Northern dialects do not mark 3PL with the
corresponding Px which is said to be typical for Beserman. Still, this does not tell the
whole story, because although Beserman modifies the stem besides 2SG and 3SG, the

Px marking follows the Bavly type. (1SG marked, 3SG marked)

When focusing on negation, the situation shows even more clearly the well known
Southern traits of Beserman.*® As already mentioned, Udmurt has two different
possibilities for negating the 2nd past. The Northern dialects make up an isogloss with
all varieties of Komi because they use an analytic negation ko: abu ud: evel, whereas
the synthetic construction is preferred in Southern Udmurt dialects. Beserman allows
the usage of both negations (see also Tepl’jaSina 1970:231) but there is a tiny fact that

has more far-reaching consequences as it would be expected:

Table 36. The 2™ past in Beserman after Tepl’jagina

Beserman Southern dialects
2PL | ti menemtede ti minil l’amtedi
3PL | soos menemtezeo | soos minil 1’ amtetj

* Although the Beserman Udmurts live nowadays in Northern Udmurtia, they are of Southern origin.
Their Southern traits can be seen in both language and culture. For further details and literature see
Napolskich 2003: 288-289.
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Kel’makov points out, that the nearest cognates to the negative 2PL and 3PL forms of
Beserman can be found in the Southern dialects Kukmor and So$ma (both spoken in
Tatarstan). There seems to be another reason, why these forms are of peculiar interest.
The component -/ 1’a- which modifies the stem of the 2PL and 3PL is the frequentative
suffix. When comparing the Bavly-type with the positive forms of the Kyrykmas type
and with the 2PL & 3PL negated forms of Beserman, it should be obvious, that the
frequentative suffixes cannot be of old origin - otherwise they would be attested also in
the negative stem. Also the analytic 2PL & 3PL negation in Beserman does not use the
modified stem evel vel 't ‘emed (Tepl’jasina 1970: 231). Also in a smaller subdialect of
the Southern group, a similar pattern can be found (which has not been mentioned by
Kel’makov at all). In the description of the Transkama dialects (3axamckue 2cosopwi)
Nasibullin (1972: 145) shows, that both paradigms are used in plural negation - also in
1PL.

Table 37. The 2™ past in the Transkama dialect

Transkama
affirmative | negative
1PL | miniskemmi | miniskimtemi, minimtemi

2PL | minil 1’amdj | minil 1’amtedi, minimtedi
3PL | minil 1’am minill’amte, minimtezi

Note, that the Bavly type negation marks 3PL whereas the corresponding Kyrykmas-

type is unmarked for person.

3.8.2. Competing paradigms in Udmurt
As far as I know, nobody in Western Uralistics*’ has ever addressed the paradigm
changes which were introduced in GSUJ. Compare the following affirmative paradigms

from three different Udmurt grammars:

49 . . . . . .
I do not have any information for this from Russian and Hungarian sources either.
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Table 38. The 2™ past — competing paradigms

person | Emel’janov | Perevosc¢ikov | GSUJ

1SG. o MbIHIU CbKeM VUKUCbKEM
2SG bastemed MbIHIMED yukem(eo)
3SG bastem MbIHIME3 yukem(e3)

1PL /) MOIHUCbKeMMbL | VUKUCbKEMMbl
2PL bastemdi MBIHIMObL VUKUTLIAM(Ob)
3PL bastil'l’am(zi) | mbiHIM3bL yurennam(3vl)

It is obvious, that in the course of 1927-1962 several different (competing? F.S.)
paradigms have been propagated in Udmurt linguistics. Still, it is impossible to give any
sound explanation for this variation in both stem modification and Px marking.
Emel’janov was born in the Northwestern region of the Kirovskaja oblast (URE 317),
Perevoscikov in the what is nowadays known as Kez district (URE 548). According to
my knowledge of Udmurt dialectology this qualifies both speakers as belonging to the
Northern dialects and according to the above presented sketch one would await a
paradigm close to the Kyrykmas type which is the paradigm as propagated in GSUJ.
The most impressing difference between Emel’janov and Perevoscikov on the one side
and GSUJ on the other side is person marking. The paradigm in GSUJ has besides 1*
person forms only agreement in number but not in person (if one interprets the
frequentative suffix in 2PL and 3PL as plural marking). The forms propagated by
Perevosc¢ikov follow the markedness criteria of the 1* past. Emel’janov’s paradigm is a
curious mixture, his 3" person forms behave as in GSUJ but 2™ person forms are

marked separately.

3.9. The origin of the 2" past — preliminary remarks

The crucial point in the reconstruction of the 2™ past has been the question of the
possible existence for 1% person forms and the origin of the 2™ past. First, I argue, that
the question of the synchronic use of the 1* person forms can not be excluded from the
overall question whether it should be reconstructed or not. Second, typological
considerations must be taken into account, too. That’s why I disagree fundamentally
with the reconstructions of both Serebrennikov (1963) and Cstics (2001). Serebrennikov
proposed that a category perfect did not exist in Permic and that the 2™ past was an
independent innovation in both languages (Serebrennikov 1963: 257-259). Csiics
reconstructs the perfect into Proto-Permic as an inner-Permic innovation but denies the

existence of 1% person forms. Still, this question has an additional areal component,
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namely that fact, that evidentiality is also spread in the other languages of the Volga-
Kama Sprachbund (with the exception of both Mordvinic languages) or to state it
concretely a feature of all Turkic languages which also has spread to several
neighboring languages, e.g. Bulgarian and Tadjik (Johanson 1998). The interpretation
of Serebrennikov, who did not see any obvious connection between the Turkic
languages, the spread of compound tenses and evidentiality in Permic is supported
nowadays by Honti (e.g. Honti 2002). Another Hungarian scholar, Bereczki is the most
eager supporter of the Turkic origin of compound tenses who has published rather
extensively on this subject (e.g. Bereczki 1992 with further references). In some cases
Bereczki seems to be too generous in his contact interpretations but nevertheless, he is
one of the few Eastern European scholars, if not the only, who has questioned
Serebrennikov’s findings rather early. Honti and Bereczki have been criticizing each
other frequently and the interested reader is refered to the mentioned articles of Honti
and Bereczki.”

Returning to Cstics’s approach not reconstructing 1* person forms for Proto-Permic
is perhaps the easiest way to go but not the most appropriate. Perfects can
grammaticalize to evidentials (for a further discussion see chapter 4 & 5), which
obviously has happened in Permic as well. In this case a 1% person has existed earlier
and may have been lost or the system is under rearrangement nowadays. If, and only if
the 2" past has been introduced as (hearsay) evidential already in Common Permic then
Cstcs’s approach is justified. Due to typological facts of grammaticalization and the
areal distribution which clusters around the prominence of Turkic languages I reject
Csucs’s approach.

The last possibility, which to my best knowledge has not yet been proposed (and
which I consider the least convincing) would classify this use of the perfect as an old
trait which can be encountered in Permic and Ob-Ugric. Although Mari has also an

evidential second past, it has a different history (it’s a grammaticalization of a converb)

T personally adopt a point of view which stands closer to Bereczki than to Honti. This has the following
reason: Honti ignores practically Western Turkology at all and operates only with Russian Turkology
from the mid 1960s. It should be obvious, that interdisciplinary research in morphosyntax (both
diachronic and synchron) should not start with the results from mostly pre-structuralist Russian linguistics
but needs newer ideas. The shortcomings should be obvious, usually native scholars do not yet take part
in the study of evidentiality and the value of the findings of evidentiality in older Russian publications for
Komi and Udmurt has been demonstrated clearly in chapter 2. The evidence presented in recent years by
Johanson and others offers new dimensions for interdisciplinary research. The homogeneity of evidential
systems in Turkic and the astonishing similarity in those Finno-Ugric languages which stand in long
lasting contact to Turkic languages is neither a case of pure chance nor a recent phenomenon.
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and must be excluded. Also the Estonian usage of the past participle without a copula
Mees soitnud Tallina ‘A man went to Tallinn’ which has a noneyewitnessed meaning
can’t be included because the Finnic -nUt participle is not the etymological cognate of
the m-participle. The correct cognate would be the Finnish agentive construction hdnen
tekemdnsd tyon/tyotd ‘the work done by him’ which is perfective but still not verbal!
The Lappish participle, e.g. IpN boahtin uses the -ma participle (-ma > -m > -n) but
adds an copula and behaves as the same Finnic constructions. In IpS the copula (and
also in several Eastern Lappish varieties) is not used, but the m- participle has no
documented evidential meaning. Here the discussion leaves the Permic framework and
we enter the complex of questions which is connected with the question of the origin of
compound pasts and this lies outside the horizon of this thesis. (see Bartens 1993 and
Honti 1997 for a furthergoing discussion)

The question of reconstruction and historical development has been scratched here
and I will return to this question only after the synchronic analysis, because I reject
reconstructions which are based on morphological irregularities and not on an integrated

approach MEANING — FORM and its historical development.
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4. EVIDENTIALITY

4.1. Opening remarks

The common sense definition of evidentiality could be paraphrased like this:
evidentiality is an information source concept which codes the evidence the speaker
relies on for his proposition. Although every language has probably some lexical means
for the expression of evidentiality, it is the grammaticalized form of evidentiality which
attracted research in recent years. (e.g. Chafe & Nichols 1986; Guentchéva 1996;
Johanson & Utas 2000; Aikhenvald & Dixon 2003).

According to the general survey presented by Dendale & Tasmowski (2001: 339-
347; especially 339-341) the term evidentiality was coined by Boas in his posthumously
published grammar of Kwakiutl (1947). The term was further mediated by Jakobson in
1957:

“EVIDENTIAL is a tentative label for the verbal category which takes into
account three events — a narrated event, a speech event, and a narrated speech

event [...], namely the alleged source of information about the narrated event.”

(Jakobson [1957] 1971: 135).

Actually, almost half a century earlier the semantic concept of evidentiality has been
described (of course not under the same name) but Dendale & Tamowski’s survey
mentions the first encounters (namely Boas and Sapir) too superficially.”' Still it seems,
that many basic problems concerning evidentiality did actually not arise during the last
decades but seem to be a paraphrasing of Boas’ and Sapir’s findings and that’s the
reason why I wish to emphasize Boas’ and Sapir’s contribution in detail.

Dendale & Tasmowski’s correctly present a passage of Sapir’s statement in
“Language”, when he addresses the urgency of investigating “[...] how frequently the
form expresses the source or nature of the speaker’s knowledge (known by actual
experience, by hearsay, by inference) [..]” (Sapir 1921: 108-109). En passant they
mention “The Handbook of American Indian languages I, too, but Boas’and Sapir’s

important contributions to the problem of evidentiality are ignored completely. In Boas’

3! Already in the end of the 19th century in several grammars of Bulgarian and Albanian the problem was
encountered. Besides Boas and Sapir, also several German Africanists have reported several evidential
categories in African languages about the same time. (Guentchéva 1996: 14-15)
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“Introduction” some evidential features of Kwakiutl were introduced for the first time to
a wider public:

“[...] it will be recognized that in each language only a part of the complete
concept that we have in mind is expressed, and that each language has a peculiar
tendency to select this or that aspect of the mental image which is conveyed by
the expression of thought. To use again the example which I mentioned before,
The man is sick. We express by this sentence, in English, the idea, a definite
single man at present sick. In Kwakiutl this sentence would have to be rendered
by an expression which would mean, in the vaguest possible form that could be
given to it, definite man near him invisible sick near him invisible. Visibility and
nearness to the first or second person might, of course have been selected in our
example in place of invisibility and nearness to the third person. An idiomatic
expression of the sentence in this language would, however, be much more
definite, and would require an expression somewhat like the following, That
invisible man lies sick on his back on the floor of the absent house. [...] If we take
into consideration further traits of idiomatic expression, this example might be
further expanded by adding modalities [my highlighting F.S.] of the verb; thus
the Kwakiutl [...] would require a form indicating whether this is a new subject
introduced in conversation or not; and, in case the speaker had not seen the sick
person himself, he would have to express whether he knows by hersay or by
evidence that the person is sick, or whether he has dreamed it. [my
highlighting F.S.]” (Boas 1911a: 43)

Unfortunately Boas himself did not take his discovery too serious: “It seems, however,
better not to complicate our present discussion by taking into consideration the
possibilities of exact expression that may be required in idiomatic forms of speech [...].

(Boas 1911a: 43)
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In his 1911 Kwakiutl sketch Boas presents some suffixes, which denote ‘“‘source of

information” (Boas 1911b: 496)

-*I(a) It IS SAID [WORD-s.”?]

XE’nLela’l very much, it is said

k-1€’s%lat!a but not, it is said

13’%1aé then, it is said, he-

-Emsk" AS ITOLD YOU BEFORE [WORD-S.]

g-axEmsk" he has come — as you ought to know, since I told you
before

-Eng-a IN A DREAM [WORD-S.]

laE’ng-a in a dream it was seen that he went

- xEnt EVIDENTLY (as is shown by evidence) [WORD-S.]

k-led’saaxEnt evidently nothing

k-le’sxEnt evidently not

Another important fact was observed by Sapir in his Takelma grammar (Sapir 1922).
Whereas Boas reported the function of clitics for the marking of information source in
Kwakiutl, Sapir found that the choice of different tenses can function as a source of
information marking, too. Sapir reported:
“The inferential implies that the action expressed by the verb is not directly
known or stated on the authority of the speaker, but it is only inferred from the
circumstances of the case or rests on the authority of one another than the speaker.
Thus, if I say THE BEAR KILLED THE MAN, and wish to state the event as a
mere matter of fact, the truth of which is directly known from my own or another's
experience, the aorist form would normally be employed:
mena' (bear) yap!a (man) t/omok'wa (it killed him)
If T wish, however, to imply that is not definitely known from unmistakable
evidence that the event really took place, or that it is inferred from certain facts

(such as the finding of the man's coprse or the presence of a bear's footprints in

32 Read: added to the full word (Boas 1911b: 456).
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the neighborhood of the house), or that the statement is not made on my own
authority, the inferential would be employed:
mena' yala domk'wak it seem that the bear killed the man; the bear must
have, evidently has, killed the man

Inasmuch as mythical narration is necessarily told on hearsay, one would expect
the regular use of the inferential in the myths; yet in the great majority of cases,
the aorist was employed, either because the constant use of the relatively
uncommon inferential forms would have been felt as intrusive and laborious, or
because the events related in the myths are to be looked upon as objectively
certain. The inferential is also regularly employed in expressing the negative

future." (Sapir 1922: 158-159)

These two examples from the first encounters with evidentiality have not lost their
actuality at all:
a) How can a language grammaticalize the semantic concept of evidentiality,
e.g. information source marking? Whereas Kwakiutl uses clitics, Takelma

encodes evidentiality in the use of different tenses.

b) Is evidentiality an independent grammatical category or should it be
considered as a subdomain of modality? Boas prefers the modal

interpretation, whereas Sapir’s interpretation seems more reserved.

c) Is evidentiality related to the truth concept of a preposition or is it

concerned with the marking of the speaker’s information?

The fact, that evidentiality has not been encountered in SAE must be considered the
decisive factor why the general interest is of rather recent origin and this goes hand
in hand with the emancipation of other languages in Western European linguistics.”
54

One of the first works, Haarmann’s “Die indirekte Erlebnisform als

grammatische Kategorie — eine eurasische Isoglosse” (1970) which addressed

>3 That means of course other languages than English.

> Perhaps the pragamatic turn in linguistics as a direct reaction to Wittgenstein’s “Philosophische
Untersuchungen” and the Oxford ordinary language philosophy might have influenced this development
as well, but surely only to a lesser degree.
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different aspects of evidentiality from a wider areal perspective was published
actually more than a decade before the rise of general interest after the publication of
Chafe & Nichols 1986. Surprisingly, Haarmann’s work remains almost unknown
outside Uralic linguistics. The strength of Haarmann’s study is not his theoretical
research of what he called “forms of indirect experience” but his systematic
collection of a phenomenon spread all over Eurasia and its different linguistic
families. Besides evidence from Finno-Ugric and Samoyed languages, he presented
similar phenomena from Indo-European, Turkic, Yukaghir, Mongolian, Manchu-
Tungusic and several Caucasian languages. To my best knowledge this work has not
been challenged and waits for a thorough reinvestigation from a more typologically

orientated perspective.

4.2. A survey of evidentiality
Before entering the discussion in the Permic languages, some examples from other
languages shall demonstrate the cross-linguistic manifestation of evidentiality. The

following examples introduce several evidential systems in five genetically unrelated

languages:
Nootka (Wakashan / British Columbia, Canada)
Southern Tepehuan (Uto-Aztecan / Mexico)
Central Pomo (Hokan / Northern California)
Turkish (Turkic / Turkey)
Yukaghir (isolated / Yakutia, Russian Federation)

4.2.1. Evidentiality in Nootka
In the analysis of Nootka morphosyntax, Nakayama (2001) reports a mood which he
calls “quotative” and which is used “to indicate that an action, event or state is reported

by third parties and that the speaker does not have direct knowledge of it.*

quotative indicative
sg pl sg pl
1. -wa- Ikas -wa-’icin 0§ -ni-§
2. -wa- %ick -wa- Gcu.s -Jck -Jeuss
3. -wa-is -wa-? i§ -N-8 -N-8
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(1) waaiAwa- Iick.
wat -[L] -8ik  -wa-%ick
go.home -GRAD -MOM -QUOT .2sg

"[They say] you are going home.’

(2)  hiniwa- %5 q"ayaacéikmit
hin  —in  -wa-?i§ q“aya:éik -mi-t
get.there coming —-QUOT.3 wolf -son.of

"[They say] the son of Wolf came.’

3) tiicmahsamitwa %is cawaak.
ti:¢ -mahsa -‘ap it -wa-N-§ cawa:k
live —wanting.to —CAUS -PAST -QUOT.3 one

’[They say] one [of the warriors] wanted to save his life.
(Nakayama 2001: 32)

4.2.2. Evidentiality in Southern Tepehuan

A more complex system of evidentiality has been reported for Southern Tepehuan by
Willet (1991:161-166). As in the description of Nootkan, evidentiality is mentioned in
the chapter dedicated to epistemic modality. Information source in Southern Tepehuan
is marked according to, whether the evidence was (a) perceived by the speaker (first-
hand knowledge), (b) reported to the speaker (second-hand or third-hand knowledge)55
or (c¢) can be inferred to circumstantial evidence. Southern Tepehuan uses four

grammatical particles which indicate the source of evidence:

dyo - percieved by speaker
sap - reported to speaker, unknown to hearer
sac - reported to speaker, previously known to hearer

vac - inferred

Perceived evidence
If an event is personally attested”® the particle dyo is used. This particle is used normally

in response to a question or a declaration. It may stand after the whole predicate, in this

% as named by Willett.
% personal attestation includes also sensory evidence.
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function it attests the entire situation (4) but is also possible to use this particle as a kind

of focus particle. In this case it stresses only a part of the predication (5).

4) Tujuan-‘ifi  dyo
work-1s PE

(Yes,) I'm working.

(5) Jiri-capiasa dyo  gu cavay tacav — na-ii ca- ‘uhlis.
1s-kick PE ART  horse yesterday SUB-1s TEM-unsaddle
The horse kicked me yesterday while I unsaddled it.

Reported evidence

Two different grammaticalized possibilities for reported evidence are in usage.

The first possibility — the particle sap is in use, when the reported evidence is only
known to the speaker but not to the hearer. This particle can be used in both, everyday
conversation but and in folklore. In conversation it marks the fact that the information
was obtained by the speaker from another person (6) or is supposed to be a form of
general knowledge. The use in folklore extends the conversational usage; in this case

sap means that the source is reliable, e.g. oral tradition, wisdom of the elders etc (7).

(6) Oidya- “-ap gum tat.  Jimi-a’sap  para Védamtam  cavuimuc.
go-with-FUT-2s ART-2s father go-FUT REU  to Mezquital tomorrow
(You) should accompany your father. He says he’s going to Mezquital

tomorrow.

(7) Ma’n mu-pai’ sap  quio gu ma’ncam.
one there-where REU live ART  person.

(It is told that) there once lived a man in a certain place.

The use of the particle sac reminds the hearer, that he already is aware of the
information which is given to him. So, this is a kind of reference to a statement heard by
both participants of the conversation earlier (8) or reminds the hearer of a conversation

of his earlier utterance (9). In this case, it serves as an anaphoric reference.
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& An mi’-fii  dy#r ja’cjim na sac jir Jarax Cham.

Is there-PRE from DIR come SUB REK EXS-crab place

I’'m coming from a place over there called “Crab Place”.

9) Va-jipir gu-m bi na-p sac  tu-jugui-a’.

RLZ-get_cold ART-2s food SUB-2s REK  EXT-eat-FUT

Your food is already cold. (You said) you were going to eat.

Inferential evidence
The particle vac marks the proposition, when the existing evidence is based on the result
of a situation. Note, that the “specific type of evidence upon which this inference is

based, however is not made explicit” (Willet 1991: 165)

10)  Ddman dara-t vac dyi turasno. Pui’ cu-t va” ia’ray gu j#vihl.
shallow sit-P1  INF ART peach.  thus SO-PIthen fell =~ ART wind.
These peach trees must have been planted shallowly. That’s why the wind blew

them over.

Mixed information source marking in Southern Tepehuan

In the end of his chapter on evidentiality, Willet discusses a phenomenon, where both
particles dyo (perceived evidende) and vac (inferred evidence) can be combined. In
most of the cases, dyo behaves as an interjection but he continues: “All those that are
not [cases, when dyo is not used as an interjection F.S.] are used in a situation in which
the speaker is making an inference based on information the hearer has just given him.
He indicates by the presence of vac that his conclusion is in fact an inference but that
since he has just heard the information on which it was based, it is also in a sense based
on perceived evidence. For instance, immediately preceding the utterance given in (11)
[numeration changed according to my theses F.S.], the hearer has just informed the
speaker that it takes a day and a half to walk to his reach from where they are now

talking.”
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(11)

Uh, jir-mic dyo vac.

INT EXS-far PE INF.

Wow, it’s a long way then.

4.2.3. Evidentiality in Central Pomo

An even more complex system of evidentiality can be encountered in Central Pomo.

Due to its richness it plays a decisive role in the theoretical study of evidentiality and

this is also the decisive factor why Central Pomo is represented in this survey.

According to Mithun (1999: 181) Central Pomo uses a set of 7 different evidential

enclitics which are listed below:

(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)

(18)

=7ma general knowledge

=ya firsthand personal experience (usually visual)
= Zdoma/= "do- hearsay evidence

=nme- auditory evidence

=’ka inference

=la personal experience of own action

=wiya personal affect

émul=2ma ‘it rained’ (That’s an established fact.)
thémul:ya ‘it rained’ (I know because I was there and saw it.)
émul=7do- ‘it rained’ (I was told.)

d"émul=nme- ‘it rained’ (I heard the drops on the roof.)
Mémul=%a ‘it rained’ (Everything is wet.)
da-cé-w=la

pulling-seize-PRF-PERSONAL.AGENCY

‘I caught it’ (I know because 1 did it)
da-cé-w=wiya

pulling-seize-PRF=PERSONAL.AFFECTEDNESS

‘I got caught’ (I know because it happened to me)

In the course of Mithun’s chapter on evidentiality she describes also how the notion of

evidentiality has been described in grammars of different Native American languages

(Mithun 1999: 181-186). Mithun’s survey once again shows, that evidentiality has been
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described as a part of the mood system or as a distinctive category of grammar. This

choice bears proof that there are pro and cons for this approach in individual languages.

4.2.4. Evidentiality in Turkish and Turkic

Probably one of the best studied languages concerning evidentiality is Turkish, perhaps
because it was addressed already before the publication of Chafe & Nichols (e.g. Aksu-
Koc¢ & Slobin 1982° 7; Dahl 1985: 149- ) and Turkish as a whole was one of the favorite
non-Indo European languages in earlier years.

In recent years, a new Turkology handbook (Johanson & Csaté6 1998) and a
collection of articles on evidentialty in Turkic and its neighboring languages were
published (Johanson & Utas 2000). Turkish is also represented in several articles in
Aikhenvald & Dixon 2003, especially in Johanson (2003). Also from an Uralic point of
view, at least when speaking about evidentiality it is obligatory to pay attention to the
Turkic language family, because several Uralic languages stood and still stand in
intensive contact with different Turkic languages (Volga-Kama Sprachbund) and

evidentiality in these languages has been linked to Turkic influence.

4.2.4.1. -dI, -mlIs and -ImIy in contemporary Turkish™

Turkish verbal inflection is rich and different tenses can be distinguished
morphologically. Still, evidentiality is no overtly marked category in Turkish and
manifests itself only in past tenses. For a comparison of the usage of -dI and -mls

consider examples (19) and (20):

(19)  Ahmet gel-di.
Ahmet come-PRET-3sg

‘Ahmet came / has come’

(20)  Ahmet gel-mis
Ahmet come-PERF-3sg

‘Ahmet came / must have come’

37 A shorter variant of this paper appeared in Chafe & Nichols 1986 — Unfortunately I could not obtain a
copy of the earlier paper but have to rely solely on Aksu-Kog¢ & Slobin 1986.

% Due to the Turkic vowel harmony, suffixes can occur in different shapes. The capitalized vowel in a
suffix stands for the default vowel, which can change due to the phonological rules of allomorphy. This
writing is essentially the same as in fi: -ssA, -stA, -nA etc.
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Whereas in (19) -dI behaves as a default past the example (20) differs in two respects; -
mls is used when the evidence is:

a) inferential, i.e. the speaker sees a personal belonging of Ahmet in the front hall (e.g.
his coat, his shoes etc) but has not yet seen Ahmet

b) hearsay, i.e. the speaker has been told, that Ahmet has arrived but the speaker has not
yet seen him. (Aksu-Ko¢ & Slobin 1986: 159-160)

The modal copula particle -Imls differs both, semantically and morphologically from -
mlg. Its main function is indirect evidence or inference; it can not be added to verbs and

is temporarily neutral.

(21)  Erol hasta imis
Erol ill mod-COP
‘Erol is supposed to be ill’

(22)  Bu biber amma da actymus.
This paprika really hot-mod-COP
‘This paprika is really hot” (as it turns out)

(Ersen-Rasch 2001:132; Csat6 2000)

4.2.4.2. The historical development in Turkish and other Turkic languages

In recent years, Johanson (1998a; 1998b; 2000; 2003) and Csat6é (2000) have dealt
extensively with the semantics and the historical development of indirectivity’’ and
postterminality in Turkish and Turkic.

Although the formal marking of indirectivity may vary in contemporary Turkic
languages, the semantic concept of indirectivity and its closeness to postterminality can
be observed throughout the hole family, form the earliest time on (see the Old Eastern
Turkic examples in Johanson 2000: 66)*°. Also its syntactic distribution is fairly
uniform: “Turkic indirective marking only applies to asserted sentences, i.e. those with
a contradictable content. It also has a marginal use in certain interrogative sentences. It
does not occur in embedded clauses that are integrated into sentences and thus not

asserted as such.” (Johanson 2000: 61)

% In recent years, inferentiality has been replaced with indirectivity in Turcology. Indirectivity was
coined as a new cover term for hearsay, inferential and admirative. (Johanson 2000: 61)
% Though Azeri is reported having lost the indirect meaning; this is perhaps due to Persian influence.
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Probably the most important fact is mentioned in the end of Johanson 2000, where
he states, that although -mls and -Imlg are “ceraintly epistemic in the sense that they
concern the dimension of experience, but their task is not to express the speaker’s
attitude to the truth of the propositional content or the foreign origin of the speaker’s
knowledge.” (2000: 81-82). That’s why -mls in sentence (23) marks neither foreign
source nor logical conclusion. In (24) it is also possible to state when it is based on

direct perception of the event - in both cases, it’s the postterminal interpretation.

(23)  Corba ¢ok giizel ol-mus.
soup very good be-PERF.3SG

‘The soup is [as I perceive by tasting] very good.’

(24)  Ahmet gel-mig
Ahmet come-PERF.3SG

‘Ahmet came / must have come’

There is still a function of the Turkish perfect to mention. Its interpretation gains more
and more attention due to the growing impact of cognitivism in linguistics and is
directly linked to Aksu-Kog¢ & Slobin’s notion of the “unprepared mind.” The Turkish
perfect can be used in case of surprise [“information is outside the speaker’s

awareness’’] e.g. upon awakening over one’s book:

(25)  Uyu-mus-um.
sleep-PERF.1SG.

‘I must have fallen asleep.’

(Aksu-Kog & Slobin 1986: 160)

4.2.4.3. Excursus: Perfect in Tatar and Chuvash

According to Johanson (see above) the close relation between postterminality and
indirectivity can be encountered in almost all other Turkish languages as well. The
following notices on Tatar and Chuvash are due to their active participation in the
Volga-Kama Sprachbund. The Tatar perfect offers no problems and TumaSeva’s
description corresponds to the Turkish equivalent (Tumaseva 1986: 38-42). Note, that

perfect marker in Tatar is -gan which is then followed by the necessary Vx.
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The situation in Chuvash is somehow more problematic. The Chuvash sketch by
Andreev (1966: 43-65) does not present an independent paradigm for the perfect but it
is listed under participles (55-56). Clark’s sketch (1998) mentions the Chuvash perfect
as a “postterminal with indirective nuances” under which lacks an overtly marked

category for person and number. (Clark 1998: 444)

4.2.5. Evidentiality in Yukaghir
The last language in this small survey is Tundra Yukaghir (Maslova 2003a,b). The finite

verb in Yukgahir takes one of the following Tense-Aspect-Mode forms:

Witnessed: wie-m ‘(s)he made’

Progressive: wie-nu-m ‘(s)he is/was making’
Habitual/Generic: wie-nun-u-m ‘(s)he makes/used to make’
Future: wie-te-m ‘(s)he will make’

Prospective: wie-mori-m  ‘(s)he is (about) to make’
Imaginative: at-wie -m ‘(s)he would make’

Inferential: wie-lel-u-m ‘it turns out that (s)he has made’
Hypothetical: wie- Pel-te-m ‘(s)he probably made’

Yukaghir operates with a morphological opposition between direct realis and inferential
forms (-/’el-). The latter is used to express inference from hearsay or from indirect
evidence (visible traces of the situation) and signals, that the situation has not been

witnessed.

(26)  tany me:me: naha: motlorqo-j-ben=no:-1’el
that bear very  thin-ATTR-NR=COP-INFR(INTR:3SG)

‘That bear was very thin [as can be seen from his traces].’

(Maslova 2003b: 222)

The situation in (27) is a little trickier:
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27) [...]gji:-l’el-u-m, sar goha-s’ [...]
shoot-INFR-0-TR:3 something burst-INTR:3sg

... (then) he shot, something burst... [During a hunting trip, the speaker hears
the sound of shot and infers that his fellow hunter (whom he cannot see at the

time of situation) made a shot.]

According to Maslova this example works on two different levels. “This example is
particulary interesting since the same piece of auditory sensory evidence (the speaker
hears the shot) is conceived of as direct evidence (eyewitness) for one situation, but as
the basis of inference (noneyewitness) for the other. The contrast is determined by the
fact that the verb goha(j)- ‘burst’ signifes a sound, i.e. a situation which can only be
perceived by hearing, which is not the case for the situation of shooting. (Maslova

2003b: 223)

The hypothetical is a combination of the evidential marker (-/’el/-) and the future marker

(-te-) and expresses hypothesis with non-future temporal reference.

(28)  law-je-bun’-ie-I’el-te-j-mut
drink-NR-DESD-INGR-INFR-FUT-INTR-2pl
’You probably want to drink.’

The last form of combination of different mood markers, the inferential can be applied
to imaginative and habitual/generic forms:

(29)  lewej-men ta-yudey i-j-uol-e-r at-am-uo-l’e-n’

summer-TMP DST-DIR go-0-STAT-0-SS 1MG-good-STAT-INFR-INTR (3)

‘It turned out that) it would be good to go there in the summer.’
(both Maslova 2003a: 27)

Yukaghir does not permit other combinations of its TAM markers.
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4.3. Evidentiality and epistemology

As mentioned earlier, evidentiality is linked to the concept of epistemology but that’s
also where common sense ends. The debate can be broken down quite easily into two
quite fundamental positions which will be presented in this paragraph. The first one is
maintained by Palmer (Palmer 2001), according to whom evidentiality must be linked to
mood and modal systems. Palmer claims, that due to the explicit linking between
evidentials and truth concepts, evidentials can’t be distinguished from other moods as
e.g. subjunctives, conditionals etc. The other viewpoint is held by typologically
orientated linguists, who classify the function of evidentiality exclusively as a concept
of information source marking without any obligatory interference with mood and

modality systems.

4.3.1. Evidentiality as a modal concept
According to Palmer, evidentiality has its special place in propositional modality which
he groups as follows (Palmer 2001: 22)
Propositional modality
Epistemic
Speculative
Deductive
Assumptive
Evidential
Reported: Reported (2), Reported (3), Reported (Gen)

Sensory: Visual, non-Visual, Auditory

This is intermingled with Palmer’s basic assumption, that “epistemic and evidential
modality are concerned with the speaker’s attitude to the truth-value or factual status of
the proposition” (Palmer 2001: 24). Palmer has to admit, that it is often hard to draw a
line between several extensions because they can be parts of both systems (see Palmer

2001: 28-29):

(30) John must be in his office now. (deductive)

(31) John will be in his office. (assumptive)
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Still, deductives and assumptives can be part of the evidential system of a language, e.g.
Tuyuca (a Tucano language of Colombia) which marks verbs for visual, auditory,

inferential (32), reported and assumptive (33):

(32) diiga apé-yi.
soccer play+3SG+PAST-APP

‘He played soccer’ (I have evidence, perhaps distinctive shoe prints)

(33) diiga apé-hiyi.
soccer play+3SG+PAST-ASSUMP

‘He played soccer’ (It is reasonable to assume)

Palmer (29) denies the possibilities of mixed systems which may contain markers of
both judgments and evidentials and continues: “It would be reasonable to say that
Deductive and Assumptive can be seen as both judgments and evidentials in that the
relevant judgments are based upon evidence — in the case of Tuyuca from visual
evidence and from what is more generally known. As such these fit into systems that are

primarily either epistemic or evidential.” (Palmer 2001:29)°"'

The last point, in which Palmer’s ideas get into great difficulties, is the role of
declaratives and markedness (Palmer 2001: 64-68). “It is generally the case that in
languages with epistemic modal systems, there is a form that is unmarked for modality,
and which, notionally, simply makes an unqualified assertion. It can thus also be seen as
Realis, while the modal forms are Irrealis” (64). Still, languages with a highly
specialized evidential system have been reported to use the unmarked declaratives (the
boy is eating) very seldom (e.g. Central Pomo, Tuyuca) but indeed mark every
proposition according to its information source. Palmer tries to get rid of this of this
dilemma by stating, that evidentials which are classified as reporting “general
knowledge” are very close to declaratives (66). As the remaining chapter of Palmer’s
description fight with problems of a rather similar kind, essentially this point needs

further research.

®! Recently Haspelmath (2003) has argued, that notions as primary and secondary functions should be
abandoned. Instead the notion of *semantic maps’ and *semantical networks’ could help to solves such
problems, because functions, that are clearly attributed to more than one member of a linguistic structure
are hard to allocate in questions of primaryness and secondaryness. I warmly welcome this theoretical
observation.
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4.3.2. Evidentiality as an independent grammatical category
The opposite position to Palmer’s idea of a modal basis for evidentials is represented
mostly by typologically orientated linguists. Although the typological perspective offers
a broader approach and may produce other results than Palmer, one still has to take the
typological achievements with a grain of salt. First of all, although several conferences
were organized and their proceedings have been published, there is surprisingly little
material which addresses evidentialtiy in a special language in a more comprehensive
way. One of these few exceptions®® is Floyd’s account on evidential categories in
Wanka Quechua (Floyd 1999). Despite the publishing date 1999 it is based on Floyd’s
PhD from 1993 and this becomes obvious in his theoretical treatment of the problem,
which does not represent the state of the art in 1998. Besides, Floyd’s treatment of the
subject from a cognitive point of view does not make it easier to use.

Although the progress in cross-linguistic comparison of evidential systems has led
to the first typological generalizations already more than a century ago (Willet 1988),
linguistic research in this particular area is still rather infantile and Aikhenvald’s
“Introduction” (Aikhenvald 2003) is definitely too optimistic. Still, the recent
approaches show, that evidentiality seems to be more than just a sub-domain of

epistemic modality (Givon 2001 I: 326-329; Aikhenvald 2003a: 1; 23-).

“The phenomenon of evidentialtiy overlaps to quite an extent with epistemic
modality. Still, in many languages the two form distinct grammatical sub-systems.
Rather than pertaining directly to subjective certainty, grammaticalized evidential
systems code first and foremost the source of the evidence available to back up an
assertion, and only then, implicitly, its strength. It is that implicit connection that,
in turn, links evidentiality to subjective certainty.”

(Givon 2001 I: 326)

Givon continues by showing, that evidentials need not be used in all four domains of
epistemic modality; according to his re-definition of classical philosophical
epistemology only realis assertion and negative assertion need additional supporting

evidence, presupposition and irrealis assertion are outside the scope of evidentiality.®®

62 Besides works on Turkish and Turkic.
% Givén concludes, that if irrealis and grammaticalized evidentiality are expressed together the only
possible interpretation can only mean epistemic certainty.
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4.4. Evidentiality vs. mediativity
This paragraph deals with terminological problems that have arisen in recent years.
Whereas evidentiality is the default name in Anglophone linguistics, its look-alike in
Francophone linguistics is called médiatif simply, because the French évidence means
exactly the opposite in English - obviousness. Still, as demonstrated by Guentchéva et al
(1996) and Lazard (1999), the problem is not just terminological but also conceptual.
Evidentiality is concerned with the source of the information, mediativity “focuses on
the special character of utterances mediated by references to the evidence, i.e. on
distances between speakers and what they say” (Dendale & Tasmowski 2001: 341).

In demonstrating the effect of a mediative interpretation Lazard turns back to a well

known Turkish example:

(33)  kizimiz cok iyi piyano ¢al-iyor-mus.
daughter-Px2PL very good piano play-PRES-MIR
Your daughter plays the piano very well.

Wherever the inferential, hearsay or postterminal interpretation is not appropriate, this
should be an instance of mediativity, which means that the event is acknowledged
without specifying how it happened. By these means, abstract distance is introduced to
the discourse which can not been achieved by using the unmarked form (Lazard 1998:
92-95). Still, this distinction is not yet made on a general level and whether mediativity

will be accepted as a new concept remains open.

4.5. Mirativity

Another concept which has been treated under evidentiality is mirativity. Mirativity,
according to DeLancey (1997; 2001) is the marking of unexpected information with
means of evidential categories. Although both categories are linked semantically rather
tightly, there are conceptual reasons, why both categories should be kept apart.
Actually, this is nothing really new, because the linguistic marking of surprise with
evidential means has been documented earlier. A fair amount of DelLancey’s
argumentation is actually based on earlier papers by Aksu-Ko¢ & Slobin and
unsurprisingly DeLancey (1997) starts his discussion with Turkish material.
DeLlancey’s interpretation of (33) stresses the fact, that this would be another form of

the “unprepared mind” or as DelLancey prefers to call it as an instance of “new
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knowledge.” Any form of newly acquired unanticipated knowledge is therefore no
manifestation of evidentiality but a form of mirativity. In the concrete example (33) the
speaker is prepared that the daughter plays the piano well, but the excellence surprises
the estimations of the speaker which leads to this otherwise hard to interpret
construction. A special problem addressed by DeLancey is the status of 1** persons in
these systems, because evidentiality for 1% persons is harder to explain than a mirative
function. There are contexts, where the lack of consciousness (unprepared mind) can not

explain the usage of a 1 person, e.g. Hare (an Athabaskan language):

(34) juhye sa k’inayeda.
hearabout bear walk.around. IMPF

‘There was a bear walking around.’

(35) jithye sa k’inayeda lo

‘I see there was a bear walking around.’

(36)  heee, giihde daweda! ch'ifi dach’ida lo.
hey  up.there sit guy sit mir-particle

‘Heey, (he’s) sitting up there! The guy is sitting up there.’

Whereas in (35) the use of the sentence final particle /6 could be explained as
inferential, in (36) it is impossible and must be mirative.®* The 1** person problem is
even more significant in Lhasa Tibetian, (37) and (38) demonstrate the use of the

existential copulas yod and ‘dug.

(37) nga-r dngul tog=tsam yod.
[-LOC money some exist

‘I have some money.’ (e.g. I brought some with me) = prior knowledge

(38) nga-r dngul tog=tsam ‘dug.
I-LOC money some exist

‘I have some money.’ (quite to my surprise)

% 16 can only be used as a mirative marker with imperfective aspect, its natural explanation with
perfective verbs is evidential.
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Still, this system has severe restrictions. The marking is restricted to first person in
statements and two second person in direct questions. Second and third persons in

statements, as well as first and third person in questions trigger the mirative form ‘dug.

(39)  kho-r dngul tog=tsam ‘dug
he-DAT money some exist

‘He has some money.’

(40)  *kho-r dngul tog=tsa yod

The same phenomenon is also coded in verbal inflection but this leads far beyond the
scope of this survey. Still, DeLanceys ideas have not been unchallenged, Lazard’s
article (1999) is meant as a direct comment to the whole idea of mirativity, which
according to Lazard would be better explained in the framework of mediativity. Curnow
(2000) instead points out, that the difference as seen in (39) and (40) need not be seen as
grammaticalized mirativity and offers an explanation which contradicts DeLancey’s

interpretation.®

4.6. Evidentiality from a typological perspective

4.6.1. The first typological generalizations

The typological research in evidentiality began in the 1980s. The first steps by Chung &
Timberlake (1985: 244-246) have to be mentioned for the sake of completeness, though
their impact was marginal. Also their proposal to call the phenomenon “epistemological
mood” never became generally accepted. More serious attempts by Bybee (1985)
Anderson (1986) and Willet (1988) improved the situation with several basic findings
which still have not lost their importance. Bybee showed that evidentiality modifies the
whole proposition and not only the verb itself. Further, this does not affect the situation
in itself but only the speaker’s attitude (Bybee 1985: 22; 165-). Another important
cross-linguistic finding is the fact that evidentials tend to be less-finite than other verbal
categories® (Bybee 1985: 184).

Anderson, who interpreted all data from the articles in Chafe & Nichols 1986 draws the
following conclusions (Anderson 1986: 274-275):

%1 do not fully understand the argumentation and I will not try to present it here.
% This result comes from a sample of 50 unrelated languages which is used in Bybee 1985.
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a) Evidentials show the kind of justification for a factual claim which is available
to the person making that claim, whether
direct evidence plus observation (no inference needed)
evidence plus inference
inference (evidence unspecified)
reasoned expectations from logic or other facts
and whether the evidence is auditory, or visual, etc.
b) Evidentials are not themselves the main predication of the clause, but are rather
a specification added to a factual claim ABOUT SOMETHING ELSE
c) Evidentials have the indication of evidence as in a) as their primary meaning,
not only as a pragmatic inference.
d) Morphologically, evidentials are inflections, clitics, or other free syntactic

elements (not compounds or derivational forms)

This leads him to several generalizations (277-278)

a) Evidentials are normally used in assertions (realis clauses), not in irrealis
clauses, nor in presuppositions.

b) When the claimed fact is directly observable by both speaker and hearer,
evidentials are rarely used or have a special emphatic or surprisal sense
[nowadays called mirativity F.S.]

c) When the speaker (first person) was a knowing participant in some event
(voluntary agent; conscious experiencer), the knowledge of that event is
normally direct and evidentials are then often omitted.

d [...]

Other aspects of Anderson’s article treat questions of grammaticalizations and
cognitivism, the first will be addressed a little later, the second is outside the scope of
my thesis.

Willet’s article, although concerned more with questions of grammaticalizations
readdresses several findings of Anderson. Still, the most important part of his work is
the first systematic hierarchical presentation of evidentiality, which has been rearranged
only recently by Aikhenvald in 2003. This is Willet’s presentation with slight graphic

changes:
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—> Visual
Direct — Attested - Auditory
—> Other hearsay

Types of Evidence
- Second-hand (2™ + 3" = both hearsay)
Reported - Third-hand
-> Folklore
Indirect

Inferring > Results
- Reasoning

(Willet 1988: 57)

All three approaches (Anderson, Bybee, Willet) start from a similar prerequisite, which
links evidentiality to modality. Wheras nowadays the modal component of evidentiality
gets severly critized, the evidential hierarchy presented by Willet is still valid. (See e.g.
Givon 2001 I: 326-329).

4.6.2. Evidentiality and grammatical dependencies

A significant turn in the study of evidentiality was its emancipation as an independent

grammatical category during he last yeaurs.67 This had several necessary readjustments in

grammatical theory as well as demonstrated by Aikhenvald & Dixon in 1998. Whereas

the dependencies perfect and non-perfects and case marking in several Iranian

languages are known Widely68, Aikhenvald & Dixon addressed the questions, whether

there are any dependencies between evidentials and other categories. Most of their

findings are preliminary® but offer interesting implications (69-71):

1. Tense > evidentialtiy: Some languages may have tenses and evidentiality as
independent systems, with the full set of evidentiality choices made in each tense
(e.g. Quechua). Jawara (a Samoan language) has an eyewitness/noneyewitness
distinction in past tenses only. Tuyuca has five evidential choices for past tense
but only four in present tense (second-hand marking is impossible in present

tense).

%7 This is a bit one-sided, because I have not followed the discussion outside typological linguistics.

% Non-perfects trigger nom-acc case marking, perfects trigger abs-erg case marking. A generally well
known language in this discussion is Pashto.

%1 will not rely on their argumentation which uses evidence form Permic languages because they are
under investigation in my thesis.
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2. Evidentialtiy > {tense and aspect}: Estonian uses four tenses in nonreported
evidentiality (future/present, simple past, perfect, pluperfect) but -vat neutralizes
the past tense distinction and can be used only in present and past tense.”’ A

similar phenomenon is reported for Bulgarian.

3. Evidentialtiy > {person and number}: evidentials are less-finite, Aikhenvald &
Dixon present evidence from Estonian again: -vat can’t be marked for person as

its nonevidential counterparts.

Aikhenvald & Dixon’s dependencies {Tense and evidentiality} > person and
{Polarity, tense and evidentiality} > {person and number} are based solely on

Permic evidence from OFUJ and will not be dealt with here.

4.6.3. The latest classification — Aikhenvald 2003

The ideas represented in Aikhenvald & Dixon 1998 have been elaborated in Aikhenvald
2003. The overall morphosyntactic starting point is as this: “Evidentiality may be
independent of clause type, modality or tense-aspect choice. Alternately, evidentiality
may be fused with a tense-aspect marker; or a choice made in the evidentiality system
may depend on tense, aspect, or clause type. Evidentials may acquire specific uses in
discourse as a means of backgrounding or foregrounding information; the ways in
which evidentials are employed may correlate with narrative genres.” (Aikhenvald
2003: 2)

In the course of her “Introduction”, Aikhenvald proposes a new organization of
evidentiality systems (3-6) which splits up in two broader types called type (I) and type
(II). Type I does not specify the source of information, which means that it was obtained
indirectly. As Aikhenvald notes, this coincides with Johanson’s term indirectivity and is
said to be a characteristic feature of Turkic, a number of Iranian and Finno-Ugric

languages.”' Languages of the type (II) fall into several subtypes, which depend on the

7 Slightly reformulated.

"I This is a very lousy statement by Aikhenvald because she addresses more Uralic languages in the run.
The laymen gets an opinion that seemingly most other Uralic languages have a grammaticalized form of
evidentialtiy. To my best knowledge, Finnish, Votic, Veps, Karelian, Lydian, Sami, Mordva and
Hungarian do not have grammaticalized evidentials — those languages in question here are Mari, Udmurt
and Komi. This should be mentioned explicitely but remains undone.
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specified number and kinds of sources. These again are subdivided by Aikhenvald in

following subtypes:

Al. EYEWITNESS AND NOTEYEWITNESS
Mostly encountered in past tenses, this is said to be the case in e.g. Yukaghir, Godoberi

(North-east Caucasian), Jarawara (Andamese — India)

A2. NONFIRSTHAND AND EVERYTHING ELSE
According to Aikhenvald nonfirsthand covers inference based on visible traces and

reported information. (e.g. Abkhaz — Caucasus, Ob-Ugric, Nenets, Enets and Selkup)

A3. REPORTED (OR ‘HEARSAY’) AND EVERYTHING ELSE

This is said to be the most widespread system in cross-linguistic perspective. There, the
reported term is marked whereas the non-reported (‘everything else’) is not marked.
Besides several South-American languages and Lezgian (Caucasus) also Estonian and

Livonian are supposed to belong to this group.

Because the more sophisticated systems are of lesser importance for the thesis, they will

be mentioned by name only.

Three terms systems:

B1. VISUAL (OR DIRECT), INFERRED, REPORTED
B2. VISUAL, NONVISUAL SENSORY, INFERRED

B3. NONVISUAL, SENSORY, INFERRED, REPORTED

Four terms systems:

Cl1. VISUAL (OR DIRECT), NONVISUAL SENSORY, INFERRED, REPORTED
C2. VISUAL, INFERRED (1), INFERRED (2), REPORTED

C3. NONVISUAL SENSORY, INFERRED (1), INFERRED (2), REPORTED

C4. VISUAL, INFERRED, REPORTED (1), REPORTED (2)

Two points in Aikhenvald need to be mentioned which turn out to be useful. The first
notion is Aikhenvald’s conception of functional markedness. This problem was already

brought about by Palmer in his discussion of markedness. Whereas the classical concept
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of markedness fails in those languages which mark all statements according to the
source of information (Palmer’s interpretation of “general knowledge” as an instance of
unmarkedness), Aikhenvald proposes a concept of functional unmarkedness, which
albeit the formal marking can be considered to be unmarked. (7)

The second notion worth to mention is her idea of “evidential strategies.” Compare the

following Estonian (1a) (1b) and Finnish examples (1b):

(1a)  Sul pidi olema palju raha

“You are said to have a lot of money’

This evidential strategy (the questionier relies on someone else’s information) is

perfectly correct and can be used to replace the proper evidential -vat:

(1b)  Sul olevat palju raha

’You are said to have a lot of money’

Both constructions are not homonymous; the modal shading in (1a) seems to be stronger

than in (1b).

In contrast, Finnish has no grammaticalized evidential but nevertheless it has a

evidential strategy:

2) Hiin on kuulema rikas

‘He is said to be rich’ (lit. to be heared)

4.7. How evidentials grammaticalize

Already in Anderson and Willets articles (Anderson 1986; Willet 1988) the question of
grammaticalization of evidentials has been addressed. Much of their findings have been
corrected or improved and here is not the right place to present all the arguments —
especially when two contemporary hot topics such as evidentiality and
grammaticalization would be combined.”” Several different patterns have been

encountered which have occurred in different parts of the world:

"2 For a survey of grammaticalization the reader is referred to the relevant literature.
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4.7.1. Grammaticalization of verbs of speech or perception

Three examples (all Willet 1988:79) demonstrate the origin of evidential markers form
verbs of speech or perception. Wintu (Penutian — California) marks non-visual
evidentials with -nthEr which derives from proto-Wintun *mut- ‘hear, sense, feel’ plus
*-hEr passive.

The Makah (Wakashan — Washington, USA) non-visual evidential --q 7ad comes from a
verb-like formative suffix description of noises. For reported evidence (third-hand),

Makah uses -waad which derives from waa ‘say’ plus the passive suffix - 7t.

4.7.2. Loan
Wanka Quechua has three different evidentials (-mi ‘direct’, -shi ‘reportative’ and -chri
‘inference’. Still, only -mi seems to be an autochthonous development, both

‘reportative’ and ‘inference’ markers are said to be loaned from the neighboring

language Aymara. (Floyd 1999: 37-39)

4.7.3. From perfects to evidentials

This is the most usual development which has been described frequently. Perfects and
evidentials share a semantic parallel which makes the development transparent. A
perfect presents the result of a past action. “This meaning is very close to the evidential
meaning of an inference from results, which indicates that a past action is known or
inferred on the basis of a current state.” (Bybee et al 1994: 96)

That’s why so many languages in Eurasia use (historical) perfect participles as
evidentials whether we speak of proper evidentials or just of extensional meanings
which are attached on perfect participles (Turkic, Komi, Udmurt, Armenian, some
Iranian languages and several Caucasian languges). This development finds
confirmation from the fact, that evidentials are cross-linguistically less-finite categories

in verbal inflection.
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5. THE PERFECT AND RELATED SENSES

5.1. Introductory remarks

In contrast to evidentiality, the study of T-A-M systems has a long history and that’s
why this overview must be restricted. This survey will be limited to publications of the
last decades (Dahl 1985; Nedjalkov 198873; Bybee et al 1994, Lindstedt 2000) but one
should not forget e.g. Jespersen’s “Philosophy of grammar” or the works of
Reichenbach and Vendler which have not lost their importance.

The study of the perfect has been approached from several angles, but none of the
three publications (Dahl 1985; Nedjalkov (ed) 1988; Bybee et al (1994), has dealt
exclusively with the perfect. The articles in Nedjalkov (ed 1988) focuses on statives,
resultatives and passives which clearly interact with the perfect. Dahl (1985) addresses
the perfect on 34 pages (“The perfect (PFCT) and its relatives” 129-163), Bybee et al
(1994) do the same on 54 pages (‘“Anterior, Perfect, and Related Senses” 51-105). From
a methodological point of view, all three approaches differ from each other. The articles
in Nedjalkov 1988 are based on Nedjalkov & Jaxontov’s questionnaire (1988: 57-62),
on material from fieldwork and on analyze of grammars and earlier articles. Dahl’s
approach relies exclusively on questionnaires (Dahl 1985: chapter 2; 198-206), Bybee et
al (1994) approach the problem exclusively from grammatical descriptions. The uniting

fact is that all approaches are based on a semantic definition of the perfect.

5.2. The perfect as a cross-linguistic valid category

One of one of the major contributions of Dahl 1985 is the finding of a cross-linguistic
valid definition for the category perfect (129-163). Although not all languages have a
perfect, it is still a widely spread category.”* The majority of the languages in Dahl’s
sample mark perfects periphrastically with an auxiliary and a past participle or “with a

similar verbal form” (Dahl 1985: 129).

5.3. Perfect vs. anterior
Bybee et al (1994) do not operate with perfect but with anteriors. “Anteriors (or
“perfects,” as they are often called) differ form completives in being relational: an

anterior signals that the situation occurs prior to reference time and is relevant to the

3 T hereby refer to the English version “Typology of Resultative Constructions®. The English version is
revised and enlarged and differs from the Russian version “Tipologija rezul’tativnykh konstruktsii‘
Leningrad: Nauka. 1983.

™ For statistical data see Dahl 1985: 129-130.
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situation at reference time. Anteriors are typically translated with the English Perfect
and often accompanied by the relational adverbs ‘already’ and ‘just’. Anteriors may
occur with past or with future tense marking.” Bybee et al (1994: 54)

The usage of anterior instead of perfect is explained as a purely terminological
choice. According to Bybee et al (1994: 55) this would avoid any misunderstanding
between perfect and perfective which could be held apart better when using anterior

instead.”

5.4. Cross-linguistic PERFECT vs. language individual perfects
The current common-sense definition of the PERFECT prototype according to
Lindstedt (2000: 366) involves the following points:

1) A past situation must be of relevance from a present point of view.

2) The perfect must be detached form other past facts, i.e. non-narativity.
The second point has a severe implication, which helps to differentiate the gram
PERFECT from the category perfect as it has been used in normative grammar. That
means, the perfect in Latin or Serbo-Croatian grammars is not a valid PERFECT,
because it can be used as a narrative tense. Based on this distinction, the Latin perfect is
a perfective past tense, and the Serbo-Croatian perfect must be classified as a general
past tense (=preterite).

This rather loose framework of the present relevance can be subdivided in several

related notions, which have been discussed comprehensively in Nedjalkov (1988).

5.5. Resultative constructions

The finding, that perfects and resultatives are not synonymous categories has been
overlooked for long years and that is the merit of Nedjalkov (1988) to demonstrate the
need to distinguish between them. The importance of this finding is demonstrated by the
fact, that this monograph has been revised, translated into English and published in
Holland — a fact that has not happened often during the period of the cold war.

The basic definition of resultative constructions needs a more extensive presentation
and it will be introduced more detailed. The following description is based entirely on

Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988.

> In all publications one can encounter the warning that perfect and perfective are not to be mixed. This
warning seems to be of no relevance for Uralic linguistics where both notions have been kept separated.
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5.5.1. Defining the semantic primitives
The basic types of predicated properties, irrespective of their formal encoding in the
languages of the world are:

e Actions (e.g., ‘to build’, ‘to break’)

e States (e.g., ‘to stand’, ‘to be broken’)

e (Qualities (e.g., ‘to be long’, ‘to be kind’)
Actions (and states) are characterized by change in time whereas state and quality are of
a stable unchangeable nature. The basic difference between state and quality are, that
states are not permanent features of an object (thing or person) or its invariable
distinctive characteristics because it has a beginning, and it can end, too. Actions differ
from states, because they need an input of energy; quality is not absolute because it can
possess different degrees. Interactions between these types are possible and predicates

can belong to more than one class (and could also not fall into any of them).

5.5.2. More on states

States can be subcategorized into natural (or primary) and secondary states. Natural
states (‘to lie’, ‘to understand’) come into being by itself, with or without the help of an
agent. In contrast, secondary states are results of actions and activities, and they are
expressed by derived forms. Primary states are neutral to coding.

Another subcategorized of states into temporary (e.g. ‘to sleep’), stable (e.g. ‘to
know’) and irreversible states (e.g. ‘to be ripe’) is also possible. Temporary states may
be acquired repeatedly. They are physical states, which may be discontinued at will or
through interference (e.g. if a sleeping person is woken). Also stable states may come to
an end (‘he knew it, but forgot’) but they are usually terminated after a certain period of
time. Stable states are usually two-actant states (typically emotional, e.g. ‘fo love’, ‘to
be afraid of’) and can be intensified (‘to love very much’). Irreversible states, always
result from action or process, and can not be reversed. They are typically expressed by

derived forms, such as participles or deverbal adjectives.

5.5.3 Terminative and durative verbs vs stative and lexical statives

Terminative verbs (e.g. ‘to sit down’, ‘to fall’) denote transition from one state to
another. Also verbs that denote purposeful actions which cannot continue after the
purpose is achieved (e.g. ‘to peel a potato’) are terminative. Verbs are durative (non-

terminative) if they do not imply a definite purpose (e.g. ‘to sing’, ‘to look’), or express
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a state (e.g. ‘to sit’, ‘to know’). The terminative/durative nature of verbs does not
necessarily correlate with aspect, besides resultatives are usually derived form
terminative verbs.

Stative verbs can be formed by grammatical means (grammatical verb forms,
derived verbs) but also lexically, e.g. verbs (e.g. fo sit), adjectives (e.g. ’afraid’,

aware’). Nedjalkov & Jaxontov restricted themselves only to non-lexical statives.

5.5.4. Statives and resultatives

Statives express a state of a thing without any implication of its origin; resultatives
express both a state and the preceding action it has resulted from. That’s why statives
may denote natural, primary states which do not result from previous events and (1a)

can be replaced by (1b)

(la)  Na stene visit kartina
On wall hangs picture

‘There hangs a picture on the wall’

(1b)  Na stene poveSena kartina
On wall hung-PAST PART-PASS picture

‘A picture is hung on the wall’

But in (1c) the verb visjat ‘hang (are hanging)’ cannot be replaced by the short-form

(predicative) past passive participle.

(1c)  Na vetkax visjat jabloki
On branches hang apples

‘There are apples hanging on branches’

In the following example, there is a past participle denoting a stative meaning, because

there is there no previous event:

(2) The village is surrounded by woods.
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Summing up, the lexical stative in (1a) does not indicate whether there has been any
previous action or not, (1b) expresses a state that has resulted from the previous action
of hanging up the picture. (2) is stative, because there it is not a result of a previous
action.”®

In the end of their basic introductory survey, Nedjalkov & Jaxontov (1988: 7) add,
that it is not always possible to distinguish between resultatives and statives. Both share
a number of important properties and many claims about the resultative are valid for

statives, too. Therefore their use of resultative involves both notions.

5.5.5. Diathesis types of resultatives
According to Nedjalkov & Jaxontov (1988: 8) the following diathesis types can be
distinguished. Types 1-3 are presented separately because they have a higher frequency
than 4-6.

1) the subjective resultative

2) the objective resultative

3) the possessive resultative

4) the oblique-objective resultative

5) the subjective-impersonal resultative

6) the objective-impersonal resultative

5.5.5.1. Subjective and objective resultative
The following examples demonstrate the notion of subjective (3) and objective (4)

resultatives:

(3) John’s eyes have inflamed = John’s eyes are inflamed
4) John has opened the door = The door is opened

In general, the underlying subject of the state is co-referential with either the underlying
subject or the object of the previous action. In (3) the underlying subject of the state is

co-referential with the subject of the preceding action, in (4) it is the same with respect

7® The basic definitions proposed by Nedjalkov & Jaxontov are fairly coherent but when integrating
textlinguistical contexts and leaving the syntactical framwork behind, the situation becomes fuzzy. This
will be demonstrated in the practical part of the work.
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to the object. Subjective resultatives are usually derived from intransitive verbs,

objective resultatives from transitive verbs.

5.5.5.2. Possessive resultative

This form is a little harder to grasp. “A resultative form may be derieved from a
transitive verb and have a subjective diathesis if the underlying object of the previous
action refers to a body part or possession of the underlying subject or to something in
immediate contact with the latter. In these cases the result of the action affects the
underlying subject rather than the immediate patient of the action. This variety of the
resultative is termed here the possessive resultative.” (Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988: 9)
The following examples are not recognized in standard written Russian, but have their

place in dialects and in colloquial usage, the suffix -si/-vsi is attached to the past gerund.

(5a)  On nadel sapku

He put-on hat

‘He has put on a hat’

(5b)  On (byl) nade-vsi sapku
He (was) put-on-GER hat

‘He has put on a hat’

5.5.6. Interaction between perfect, resultative and passive

As seen in example (4) the categories can but need not interfere with other grammatical
categories. In example (4) the object resultive is expressed with a passive form. There
are also other combinations possible, e.g. resultive and perfect are expressed in one
form, resultives exist but a perfect is missing etc. The interaction between different
categories and their theoretical underpinnings are part of the discussion in both
Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988 (37-49) and the monograph Nedjalkov (ed) 1998. Leinonen
(2001) and Leinonen & Vilkuna (2001) have also used Nedjalkov & Jaxontov’s criteria.
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5.6. Some selected paths of perfect grammaticalization

This question has been addressed in both Dahl 1985 and Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988
but only to a minor degree. These questions are addressed comprehensively in Bybee et
al (1994) and their monograph represents the state of the art. I do not see the need to
present all possible forms of perfect grammaticalizations and/or their further
developments. For this I refer to the third chapter of Bybee et al. Only those findings

which shed light on the problems addressed in this thesis will be presented now.

5.6.1. Young vs. old anteriors

As already mentioned in chapter 1, Bybee et al (1994) use Udmurt in their sample. So
far, I have kept Permic languages outside the theoretical part of my work but in this
point, which is also the last major point before I will proceed with an analysis of my
data, I will make an exception. The point of departure is the discussion of old anteriors
vs. young anteriors (Bybee et al 1994: 78- ). According to Bybee et al, the Romance and
Germanic grams which have an attested function of anteriorness are of rather recent
origin and have developed out of resultative constructions (68-69). These anteriors are
called young anteriors and their development could be followed due to the attested long
history of these languages. In contrast, old anteriors “represent an intermediate stage
between pure anterior and past or perfective. These grams have anterior as a use but also
have other uses suggestive of more grammaticized meanings” (78). According to Bybee
et al, the Udmurt 2™ past is an old anterior. The following table presents Bybee et al’s

claim that bound anteriors are older.

Table 39. Percentages of Young and Old Anteriors Written Bound

> languages in sample | Written Free | )’ languages in sample | Written Bound
Young anteriors | 38 69% 17 31%
Old anteriors 11 37% 19 63 %
Perfectives 7 23% 24 78%
Pasts 5 19% 21 81

(Bybee et al 1994: 81 slightly modified)
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5.6.2. Old anteriors and evidentiality

In the sample of languages having old anteriors, Inuit and Udmurt use an anterior as
means of expressing evidentiality. Probably Margi, a Chadic language of Nigeria and
Baluchi, an Indo-Iranian language of Pakistan express evidentialtiy with an anterior. In

all four cases, the anterior is bound.

5.6.3. From anteriors to evidentials

The last important path of grammaticalization has been mentioned already under 3.9.
Whereas the argumentation is sound, Bybee et al conducted a major mistake in their
argumentation. “The development of resultatives or anteriors into evidentials of indirect
evidence is well known in Turkish, Bulgarian, Macedonian, and Georgian and it is
sometimes regarded as an areal phenomenon [...]. However, the same developments
also occur in other parts of the world, as in Tibetian languages [...]. In our sample, we
have evidence for this development in three languages which lie outside the proposed
“area”: Udmurt (west-central Russia), Inuit (Greenland), and Tucano (Columbia). (95)
As a matter of fact, which already has been mentioned under 3.9., Udmurt does not lie

outside the proposed area but rather in the middle!

5.7. Closing remarks — perfects, anteriors and evidentiality or why noneye-
witnessed is not always a case of evidentiality

In relevant literature there is an abundance of examples for perfects and
noneyewitnessness which necessarily must not be interpreted as manifestations of
evidentiality for instance in Sanskrit: “According to the Hindu grammarians, the perfect
is used in narration of facts not witnessed by the narrator; but there is no evidence of its
being either exclusively or distinctively so employed at any period.” (Whitney 1964 §
821)

Also the Swedish perfect has an inferential usage. Example (6) is an evergreen and
can be encountered in almost all major publications from the last decades (here cited
from Lindstedt 2000: 376). Here the inferential perfect is used while investigating a

burglary where footprints beneath a window are visible:
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(6) Tjuven har kommit in genom det hdr fonstret.
Thief-DEF have-PRES come-SUP in throguh DET.NT here window-DEF.NT

The thief entered the house by this window / The thief must have entered the

house by this window.

According to Lindstedt (2000: 376) this usage is possible in standard Finnish, (analytic
perfect) and Estonian uses the analytic past tense in this context, too.”” Summing it up,
nobody would attest a grammatical category of evidentiality in Swedish or Sanskrit
which is based on the secondary reading of the perfect which can be used to express
inferentiality. The problem of the Permic languages is actually not that far away from
this point. In a different context, Lazard has criticized several shortcomings of
grammaticalization theory of evidentials. Lazard, too, warns of too eager evidential
reinterpretations of perfects in Eastern Armenian, Georgian and Zyrian Komi. “These
languages cannot be said to possess a grammatical category of evidential or meditative,
since there is no signifant whose specific signifié would be a reference to evidence. The
evidential meaning is only one of the possible meanings of the perfect, a verbal

inflection which has also other uses.” (Lazard 1999: 98)

77 . . . . . . .
The Estonian -vat is not possible, because it is no 2" hand information but personally perceived
evidence.
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6. THE 2™” PAST IN KOMI AND UDMURT

6.1. General remarks

6.1.1. Texts between TEXT and DISCOURSE

For a better understanding of the following practical part, several theoretical problems
must be mentioned. In several points the used material is located in a linguistic “no-
man’s-land”, between text linguistics and discourse analysis. Although most of the texts
should be classified as colloquial speech, its peculiarities (pauses, intonation, fillers etc)
have not been marked in the texts. Yet, it is not justified to approach both, neither
Uotila’s, Munkdcsi’s nor the texts presented in Kel’makov & Saarinen 1994 from a text
linguistic point of view. The language of the texts is clearly less complex than written
standard Komi or Udmurt. Besides without the slightest doubts, the informants have not
thought about the fact that their narratives would become published and therefore the
encountered texts are stylistically rather simple. As already mentioned under 1.2. some
of the texts in Munkdcsi (1952) have been clearly rearranged and this surely estranges
them from their original composition. Still, the majority should represent a more or less
original state. The results of these rather superficial observations are more complicated
than it is possible to address in this framework. The fact, that it is not always possible to
define the function of the 2™ past in its own context (=in one sentence), the necessary
background must be taken into consideration as well. Unfortunately the background
needs not to be present in the same sentence and this introduces a text linguistic

component into the analysis.

6.1.2. Distribution of the 2" past in different genres

The fact, that the 2" past is more frequent in Udmurt than its equivalent in Komi has
been stated by Wiedemann (“Der Gebrauch des Nomens auf -m fiir das Priteritum ist
auch ein doppelter, ebenfalls im Wotjakischen viel ausgebreiteter als im Syrjinischen.”
1885: 165) and at least since Serebrennikov (1960), the dependencies between different
genres and the frequency of the 2™ past have been known.”® Still, these dependencies
should be seen as tendencies not as laws and text modality (true vs. less true) does not
collide with the use of the 2" past. The relative frequency is higher in Udmurt than in
Komi, but except the usage in traditional narratives where Udmurt uses the 2™ past with

a higher frequency than Komi (almost as a default) the distribution in other genres is

78 Supposably even earlier but I have no evidence for this.
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clearly not corresponding to the question of truth content. This general finding supports
the pragmatic approach according to which evidentiality is a means of information
source marking and not primarily connected to modal concepts of truth — in case if the

2" past is not used as a perfect-like category.

The analysis of the 2™ past for both varieties of Komi follows the order of Uotila’s texts

in “Syrjinische Texte” and starts with Permjak Komi.”

6.2. Function of the 2" past in Permjak Komi

6.2.1. The 2" past as framing

When operating on a textual level, the Permic 2™ past has two major functions. First, it
can be used to frame a whole text/event. This function is mainly used in traditional
narratives; here the opening lines in the 2" past create a framework of distance. This is
a popular stylistic means which can be encountered in both Komi and Udmurt; still, this
framing is less productive in both Komi varieties. (1) and (2) are typical starts for a
Permjak traditional narrative but nevertheless I have encountered several traditional
narratives, where not a single 2nd past could be encountered, although one would await

its use, an example is given in (3):

(1) kor-kg slufitlemas salda-ttez po dvatsak” pjag_geden. i etik slufitem dvatsak”
pjag_godo-v. i sija sluZitem baraba-risikin i le(dzv'gma.s"’ sijg gortas.
Einst dienten alle Soldaten fiinfundzwanzig Jahre. Einer hat fiinfundzwanzig Jahre gedient. Er

diente als Trommler, und er wurde nach Hause entlassen. [NP 12; 14]

(2)  ker-ke ovem d’ere-vnain krest a-nin, bed nak. siven inka kuvema. kol 't 't 'Sem
nivka basek. a d’ere-viaas ovema dova- nivket. no sija nivkais vevema ne--

basek. muZi-k getra-Sem i boStema etg deva-sg. i nivkas muZi-kvis pondem

A
Vv

umel’a vid Zvng assis nivsg verdg jeven i smetanagen.

Einmal lebte in einem Dorf ein armer Bauer. Seine Frau war gestorben. Zuriick blieb ein schones
Midchen. Und im Dorf wohnte eine Witwe mit (ihrer) Tochter. Aber dieses Médchen war nicht
schon. Der Mann heiratete und nahm diese Witwe (zur Frau). (Die Frau) begann fiir die Tochter

des Mannes schlecht zu sorgen. Ihr eigenen Tochter verpflegt sie mit Milch und saurer Sahne

[...] [PS 150; 258]

" An appendix how to find the texts in the original text volumes is given in the end of the thesis.

99



(3)  d’ere-nain ovis muz-ik. siven inka kuvis. kol’t’t’Sisg t Sel’at’_kika, zonka i
nivka.

In einem Dorf wohnte ein Mann. Seine Frau starb. Die Kinder blieben zu zweit zuriick, ein Junge

und ein Midchen. [SP 149;256]

Probably the most decisive difference between the Komi varieties and Udmurt is the
strategy how to continue after an opening framing. Usually the Komi varieties continue
in historical present tense (sometimes even future) or in 1% past. This change is usually

explained as a stylistic means for introducing closeness to the plot.

(4)  kor-kg velemas stari-g_da staru-ka. nilen Soini nem abu velem. stari-k munas
verg. oS kuilg kolo-da bokin.

Es waren einmal ein alter Mann und eine alte Frau. Sie hatten nichts zu essen. Der Alte geht in

den Wald. Ein Bir liegt neben einem Klotz. [NP 14;26]

In this concrete example, the verbs after the break are in the future tense (‘to go’) and in
historical present tense (‘to lie’).

In my Permjak data base, I have encountered only three traditional narratives, which
are narrated completely in 2™ past [SP 61; SP 62; SP 63]. I do not wish to draw sound
conclusions, because all texts come from the same informant. The relative small amount
of Permjak texts and this isolate phenomenon seems to point into the direction, that this
usage is rather untypical.

Summing up the usage of the 2™ past on this level leaves no other possibility than to
classify the usage as 3™ hand/folklore in the framework of Willet (1988). The temporal-
deictic function of the 2" past in this context is rather weak, because the event could
have happened anytime, hypothetically also at the present moment. The distance, which
is introduced when using the nd past in this context, should therefore be seen as its
primary function and especially in this case, the boundaries between temporality and
modality become very fuzzy. In any case, according to the present common-sense

definition of the category PERFECT this usage can’t be classified within this context.
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6.2.2. The 2" past — evidential or perfect?

The second function uses the 2™ past differs from the above presented usage. The
second function has its clear semantic connection with the temporal-deictic use of the
pnd past. Besides it has the well known evidential extension, too. It is used in the
context, when a past action/situation has an implication for the present situation and in
this question we come closer to the category perfect and/or evidential. This means, that
this usage can only be found in smaller units of a text and will be under further
investigation. First I will present those cases, where the interpretation of the 2™ past in

my Permjak database is compelling evidential.

6.2.2.1. The inferential usage

Almost a prototypical case of inferentiality can be encountered in the following short
Southern Permjak narration. The narration reports the quarrel between the narrator and
several boys from the neighboring village. As long as the narrator reports his own
involvement, he uses the 1% past (here underlined). After his uncle hid him in his cellar,
the narrator uses the 2™ past (bold) and reports what he infers what the boys were doing
in this situation (while hiding in the cellar, he can not eyewitness the situation). The
most interesting point in this discussion is the fact, that his inferential interpretation is
ended with the 1% past no ez ad’d ?e (to see’ 1* past NEG-3PI) ’but did not see me.’
The narrator himself notices that his pursuers have not found him and changes into 1"

where, the default past gets a perfect interpretation.

(5) i pondi bai-t't’sini nivkaesket. i sija d ere-vnais zonkaez pondisg meng vartvini.
i d’ad’a meng mezdis, nugtis gortas i d Zebis dZodz-u"g. i zonkaez bitsen meng
kossemas, medemas purttezen vunda-vni, no ez ad’d Ze. d'ad ag vorota

pednavema. i d’ad’a zonkaesg bebe-tem, Sto “s a n k o munis gortas*.

Ich begann mit den Méadchen zu plaudern. Die Burschen dieses Dorfes begannen mich zu
verpriigeln. Der Onkel machte ich los (aus der Rauferei) und brachte mich zu sich nach Hause
und versteckte mich im Keller. Alle Burschen suchten mich, wollten mich mit den Messern
stechen (eigentlich schneiden), aber sie fanden mich nicht. Mein Onkel verschloss das Tor. Der

Onkel fiihrte die Burschen an, (er sagte) dass “Sanko nach Hause gegangen ist.” [PS 185; 295]
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The next example (6) is part of a traditional narrative. In the course of the narrative, the
narrator switches his perspective and speaks for the main character. This change in
perspective introduces also a change in tempus choice. The main character finds a
carcass of a wolf on his way home. Because the carcass is still warm, the main character

infers (in 2" past) that he can’t be dead for long:

(6)  miZi-ktSet’t’Sas dod d’is, bostas rut’s kijas, Su’g: “re vaZen ku’ema, i$Sg
sonjit“
Der Mann steigt vom Schlitten, nimmt den Fuchs in die Hand und sagt: ,,Der ist vor kurzem

gestorben, er ist noch warm. [PS 94; 196]

In example (7) when interpreted as a whole, the inferential usage seems to be the most
plausible interpretation. This is part of a traditional narrative, where a returning soldier
plays the major role. On his way home, he asks for night shelter and enters the house of

a rather unfriendly family. He sits down and sees an owl walking over the floor:

(7) bordis t’Segem. a sijg keZa-/inis vijema.

Sein Fliigel war gebrochen. Und der Hausherr hat ihn geschlagen. [NP 15; 26]

Still, this interpretation holds only when integrating both sentences into the analysis.
The first sentence consists of a possessive resultive (see 5.5.5.2.) and it’s only the
second sentence which explains, how the state (broken wing) has evolved. The context

of the unfriendly family helps to infer, that the host must have beaten the owl.

6.2.2.2. The mirative usage

In the Permjak database, clear examples for miratives were hard to find. The following
example is the only one, where a mirative interpretation is the most likely. It comes
from another traditional narrative which is rather untypical, because it is narrated almost
completely in the 2nd past. The conversational parts, too, are highly untypical, because
the narrator uses the evidential particle pe in almost every sentence of direct speech of
the main characters. Still there is one form, where the mirative interpretation is
appropriate. The twelve thieves come back home and find that their house has been

cleaned, the oven is fired and dinner has been prepared. They start to talk to each other:
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(8) “k’in-ke-pe k ‘er-kuas vevem*

Jemand ist im Haus gewesen. [PS 63; 136]

An inferential interpretation could be possible as well, but the fact that the situation has

been encountered rather unexpectedly favors a mirative interpretation.

In (9), the explanation could be inferential or mirative. I prefer a mirative interpretation
but this case is open for further discussion. The traditional narrative tells the fate of two
children, who ended up in the house of an old woman in the woods. The children are
treated well, but suddenly the old woman decides to roast the boy in the oven. The girl

pushes the old woman in the oven and the witch burns alive.

9) eta staru-ka vevem vovse-bnitsa.

Die Alte war eine Hexe. [PS 149; 258]

The mirative usage of the copula here operates with the idea that the kids were not
aware, that the old lady might be a witch. It is a surprising fact that the nice old lady
who treated them so well suddenly turned out to be evil. The inferential interpretation
operates with the presupposed knowledge that the children already knew, that this nice
old lady might be a witch and the use of the o past is then a means of inference — it
turned out that the old lady was a witch, because she behaved like a witch. Both

interpretations are open, though I prefer the mirative interpretation.

6.2.2.3. The hearsay usage

This is the category, which imposes the most difficult problems in the interpretation. In
case of folklore the situation is clear. In narratives with a higher personal involvement
the situation is fuzzy and the borderline between perfect and evidential is hard to draw.
Another fact has already been mentioned by Leinonen but unfortunately she did not pay
any further attention to the question how transitivity and evidentiality are mixed.
Leinonen states: “Although 2™ past forms are formed from any verb, there seem to be
certain semantically conditioned factors influencing the interpretations. 2" past forms
of telic (terminative) verbs with resultative meaning do not always receive evidential
interpretations, in which case they could be called simple resultatives” (Leinonen 2000:

423). This problem plays a more important role than one believes, because as correctly
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stated by Leinonen almost every 2nd past could be interpreted evidential (424). I wish to
demonstrate this with the following two examples. In example (10) it is clear from the
context that the narrator has not witnessed the action himself. The whole event most
likely has happened; a man lost his horse and finds it killed by a bear. He erects a trap at
this place and hopes to kill the bear. The whole story (the narrator has not seen it
himself) is reported in historical present/future tense besides this small part. After
having spent some days at home, the main character returns to the trap:

(10)  pisa-l’is ossg lijem. oSis viiSem.

-

Die Flinte hat den Béren erschossen. Der Bir ist tot. [NP 49; 118]

SOV in the first sentence has no implications; otherwise this example is very similar to
the example in (7), only the order of the sentences is the other way round. The event has
happened in the past and is noneyewitnessed, that’s why this should be a case of

hearsay.

The next incident has most likely happened but the narrator has not seen it himself. It is
a story about three girls who came to attend a party in the neighboring village. The
narrator knows that after the girls have crossed the creek, the dam was opened and when
the girls tried to cross the same creek in the evening they tumbled and drowned. The
plot of the story is until this moment narrated in 1% past. The last sentence of this
narration, which describes the states of the corpses after they were found, is presented in

2" past:

(11)  nijg kosSisg kik vun vais. si berin tol’ko ad’dZisg. ed 'd e-n voemas nostemes,
bides piktemes.

Man suchte sie im Wasser zwei Tage lang. Erst danach fand man sie. Sie waren sehr hisslich

geworden und alle waren aufgeschwemmt. [PS 142; 246]

The interpretation of the last verbs is without any doubts ambiguous and a resultative
interpretation could be possible. Theoretically it would even be possible to have an
inferential or even a mirative interpretation, but this is again connected to the question
how much context one should integrate into the interpretation. The inferential/mirative

interpretation would be appropriate if the narrator would have been an eyewitness but
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this seems not to be the case. Although intransitive verbs can be easily interpretated as
non-evidential, the whole setting of the story makes the hearsay interpretation the most

likely.

6.2.2.4. The 2" past in dreams

It is known, that languages which have a grammaticalized evidential can use 1* person
evidentials for the narration of dreams. In Uotila’s Permjak texts one dream has been
documented and it happens to be reported in 2" past — unfortunately not in 1% person.
Although the three verbs which occur in 2nd past are intransitive, it is impossible to
interpret the situation as non-evidential. This example is unique and I do not have any

other examples for this usage in any other of the Permic languages.

(12)  muni me pos kuza i k’eres voktis. keres jivg kai. inkaez pukavemas kiken.
mestaas, tet't’sg, vaz idZasvin pukavemas. i keres kruta buzdem. i set’t Sin
sed mu tidavg.

Ich ging iiber eine Briicke, und es kam ein Hiigel. Ich kletterte auf den Gipfel des Hiigels. Da

sassen Frauen zu zweit. Im Platz schienen sie auf altem Stroh zu sitzen. Der Hiigel war steil

eingestiirzt. Dort sah man schwarze Erde. [PS 144; 248]

While working with my Komi and Udmurt informants, no one was comfortable with a
dream narrated in 2" past. The preferred choice would be historical present or the 1%

past plus the evidential particle pe / pe.

6.2.2.5. Critical examples - the narrator’s involvement

In several traditional narratives, I have found pnd pasts in the course of the text and not
in the text organizing function as mentioned under 6.1. The interpretation of these forms
is situated in the no-man’s land between linguistics and literary studies and I’ll not have
to say much about this, because this point is located outside the scope of contemporary
research in evidentiality. The only helping hand I found was Givéon (2002 chap 8) but he
starts from a completely different angle namely perspective change in novels and its
implications for linguistic analysis. The usual difference between 1% person and 3™
person narrators lies in the involvement of the narrator. A 1* person narrator is part of
the plot and the knowledge is reflected by his mind — he knows the hard facts due to

own involvement and this licenses his knowledge. Externally objective contents can be
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accessible to the other participants, but internal states are only characteristic of the
narrator himself. The 3™ person narrator is quite the opposite or in Givén’s words: “An
alternative to first-person narration seems to be for the writer to retain control of the
perspective, then vest it in some omniscient narrator of often murky ontology. That
person has gained access to the hard-core ‘facts’ of the story by some licensing
arrangement entirely outside the narrative itself. Unlike the first-person narrator, who
has clear existence inside the narrative frame, the omniscient narrator resides outside the
frame.” (Givén 2002: 263)

Givén continues with the question, if mental states when expressed in 3™ person
narrations are the mental states of the narrator or the mental states of the participants.
The conclusion he draws attributes the mental states of 3™ person narrators exclusively
to the characters and not to the narrator himself. (Givén 2002: 264)

This has several implications for the analysis of the next examples. When operating
with the idea, that the narrator has complete knowledge of all hard-core facts involved
with the story, any evidential interpretation is superfluous, because the omniscient
narrator would not need them. In this case, the 2™ past should be very close to
anteriorness. I would not exclude the possible stylistic effects, but the narratives I used

are of a rather simple kind and the need for stylistic effects should be very limited.

If Givon’s idea of perspective change is correct, even the following examples can be
interpreted evidentially:*

In the course of this traditional narrative, a fox steals fishes from a sledge. While eating
his prey, he meets as wolf. The wolf asks how the fox got so many fishes. The fox lies
and tells the wolf to go fishing. He should use his tail as a fishing rod as the fox did; he
should sit for a while and then many fish will come. The wolf follows the advice and

sits down and starts fishing:

(13)  vot pukavas keinis t sas, pesvas beZsg, jetsa Sedem t’Seriis.
Der Wolf sitzt eine Stunde lang, priift seinen Schwanz und es sind (erst) wenige Fische

gekommen. [PS 94; 198]

This 2™ seems to be mirative. The wolf relies on the fox, who told him that it is easy to

fish with the own tail. Still, after having been sitting for an hour, he finds out that he has

% Givén’s “mental attitudes* is rendered as general knowledge.
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not succeeded as well as he was told which is clearly surprising. The narration continues
in historical present/future. The wolf gets beaten up badly by women who come to the
river. He is injured so badly, that his brains can be seen. After a while he meets the fox
again — now in the woods. The fox mocks the wolf by telling him, that also he got
beaten up badly and that his brains can be seen as well. This is of course a lie and the

narrator inserts the following explanation:

(14)  (rugt’sis sojem kvasna-Sis nansg i jursg mara-item.)

(Der Fuchs hatte aus dem Backtrog Teig gefressen und seinen Kopf beschmutzt.) [PS 94; 196]

In this case, the information must come from the narrator himself; there is no evidence
for another interpretation. Because the narrator shows his omniscience, this must be a

real anterior!®!

The perspective switch would change the interpretation of the following parts of a
traditional narrative, too. This narrative [PS 149] starts already unusually, because it
opens with 1% past. The content of the narrative is rather simple; the stepmother wants

to get rid of the children. For this she prepares a plan and locks the children into a room:

(15)  no ibe-ssg mat’Seka igna-vem zamo-kvg. i t Sel‘ad ez vermg petnj

Aber die Stiefmutter hatte die Tiir mit einem Schloss verriegelt. Die Kinder konnten nicht

hinausgehen. [PS 149; 258]

This usage here should be classified as inferential. The children know that the new
stepmother does not like them and they inferred that it must have been her, who locked
them in. The narrative continues with the first try how the stepmother wants to leave the
children in the woods but they return because they could mark their way. The children
understand, that this will happen a second time and they try to get something for
marking the way for future cases, too. The next time, they try to mark their way with
breadcrumb but this fails:

v .

(16)  no petni gortanis ez ad’d Zg. nan-kre-Skies_kaijez ektemas, Sojemas

81 Of course, a possible rearangment of the original text would be possible too. But this could be shown
only if working with the original material in Helsinki.
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Aber sie fanden (den Weg) nicht, um nach Hause zu gehen. Die Vigel hatten die Brotkrumen

aufgesammelt und gefressen. [PS 149; 258]

There is not a slightest hint of birds until this part of the narrative. The inferred
interpretation must therefore result the knowledge of the children and not the mental
state of the narrator.

After a longer journey, they finally return home:

(17)  ivoktisg gortanis. a ma t Seka uze- kuvema.

Sie kamen nach Hause. Und die Stiefmutter war schon gestorben. [PS 149; 258]

This should be another instance of inferred evidence; the returning children do not find

the stepmother back home and conclude that she must be dead.

6.3. The 2" past in Zyrian Komi

The following paragraphs deal with the semantic interpretations of the 2™ past in Zyrian
Komi. The discussion of the Zyrian material can be conducted on a very high level,
because Uotila’s textual collections offer material from different genres and is both

quantitatively and qualitatively better than published Udmurt and Permjak Komi texts.

6.3.1. The 2" past as framing
Traditional Zyrian Komi narratives (1) (2), too, can be framed with the ond past. As for

Permjak, this is not obligatory (3):

(1)  jona vaZen saldatin slufitlema§ jez kavf -vit voen. kor-ke et i vo kutas petni saldat
gortas ijJZJ—vit vo saldatin sluZitem bert i.
Vor sehr langer Zeit dienten die Menschen fiinfundzwanzig Jahre als Soldaten. Einmal, in einem

Jahr, beginnt ein Soldat nach Hause zu gehen, nachdem er fiinfundzwanzig Jahre als Soldat

gedient hat. [UVy 16;48]

(2)  kor-kg kik mort etlaasemaes et i ud?_vilin. iz perjemags. sen naja jona
tedmasasni.

Einmal waren zwei Minner mit der gleichen Arbeit beschiftigt. Sie arbeiteten im Steinbruch.

Dort lernen sie sich kennen. [LVy 137; 212]
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3) olis peris mamked m a r t | n. nalen ni-nem iz vey.

Es lebte (einmal) mit seiner alten Mutter der Martyn. Sie hatten nichts.

Whereas I found three traditional narratives narrated in 2" past in Permjak Komi, I have
not encountered this phenomenon in my Zyrian Komi database. Note, that Leinonen,

too, found only one traditional narrative narrated in 2™ past in her database (Leinonen
2000: 425).%

6.3.2. The 2" past with evidential shading

In this paragraph all encountered usages of the 2" past will be discussed. The
encountered material has been sorted according to several semantic domains
(inferentiality, mirativity, hearsay). The paragraph on the usage of 1% person forms and

perspective switching are excluded from this grouping and will be discussed separately.

6.3.2.1. The inferential usage

Under this usage, several semantically related phenomenons can be subsumed. The
main idea of inferentiality is the idea of diagnostic knowledge. The result can be
inferred from sensory evidence (e.g. footprints) and from logical deduction. The 2" past
can encode the semantic concept of inferentiality. It may appear in main or subordinate
clauses, but according to the material from my database, I have not encountered
differences in meaning. The following examples demonstrate how the 2" past encodes

sensory visual evidence:

Example (4) from a traditional narrative tells the story of Ivan who repeatedly robs the
Czar’s bank with his friends. In the morning, the czar goes to his bank, because he was
afraid of another robbery and controls the lock. He sees that the lock has not been

touched:

4) a gosuda-r pondis preveri-tni. i piris. toman abu verZillema.
Aber der Herscher begann die Bank zu tiberpriifen. Und er trat ein. Das Schloss hatte sich nicht

von der Stelle geriihrt. [Pe 162; 210]

82 This traditional narrative came from the Luza-Letka dialect.
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Examples (5) and (6) show again how the evidence is inferred from visible traces. In (7)

the inference is expressed in the main clause and in its complement:

(5) i jona trudng log kor$ni potomu-sto jona olgma i kok-tuinas putaitema assinis
ovmgssg, medim on ad’dZi.
Und es ist schwer zu suchen, weil (sie) dort (lebhaft) gewesen sind, und ihren eigenen

Aufenthaltsort haben sie mit Fusspuren durcheinandergebracht, damit du (sie) nicht siehst. [UVy

83;154]

(6)  me essaad’d’Zilola kok-tui. seti munemaes lola kekja-mis ki-min.

Dann sah ich Elchspuren. Dort waren etwa acht Elche gelaufen. [LVy 176; 296]

(7) munigen et ik kolodaval ‘eZnik vomen, oskid vudZema da vir petema. da mi
tedim, mii oskidli veskalema pul ‘ais.

Unterwegs (sahen wir,) hat der Bir einen windbriichigen Baum iiberquert, und Blut ist (darauf)

gekommen. Und wir erfuhren, dass die Kugel den Biren getroffen hat. [UVy 287;410]

Example (8) seems pretty close to anteriorness (the German translation uses pluperfect)
but the background favors an inferential interpretation. The men shot the bear several
times but were not sure, whether they killed him or not. When they reach the corpse and
see that the bear has fallen on his back (which seems to be a rather untypical position

for a bear) the hunters believe, that they finally must have killed it:

(8) mi munim da oSkid kulema nin mijan | y'emsvrid da gat§ usema koloda boks.

Wir gingen (hin), und der Bir war schon tot durch unsere Schiisse, und er war neben einem

Holzklotz auf den Riicken gefallen. [UVy 287;412]

In (9) and (10) the gathered children assume from the visible traces, that it was a bear
who was hunting their cows. The investigation of the tracks takes some time, and as

long as the investigation is conducted, the 2" past is used:
9) ., kot-ke vetlema kuitsem vod “Ere is-vase kiskema, a jeris etar ponis zev | ok,

ros$si da zev tsekid ponel’. kor gegeriz_gegertim, loktim bi doras da tSel’ad 1

viStalam mukedisli: kot-ke vod 1 vetlema ta-lun.*

110



(10)

,»Wie friih ist doch jemand (hier) gegangen!* Der Tau ist getrocknet, und das eine Ende der
Einfriedung ist sehr schlecht, (dort gibt es) Geholz und sehr dichte junge Fichten. Als wir
rundherum gegangen waren, kamen wir ans Feuer und erzéhlen den anderen Kinder: , Jemand ist

heute frith (dort) gegangen.* [MS 65;98]

asilnad kor kitSoltim, lis-vate veli kiskema. sije velema os. seni i kuile velem
potSez_doras tsekid inas. seSa lun-Ser gegerid meste kutema. kor mests
kutema, oksini kutis. meskis okeste, a osSkis esse edje okeste. seSa kor meskid
loktis, sije 05s is ber minema. loktis zavor dorg. stavis vir. med meskid, g'(dzvr it-
Sera meskid, mezdema.

Am Morgen, als wir (um die Einfreidung) herumliefen, war der Tau getrocknet. Das war ein Bir.
Dort hatte er eben gelegen, neben dem Zaun im Dickicht. Dann hatte er gegen Mittag eine Kuh
angefallen (eigentl. gefangen). Als er die Kuh angefallen (eigentl. gefangen) hatte, begann sie zu
briillen. Die Kuh briillt, aber der Bér briillt noch lauter. Dann, als die (andere) Kuh kam, war die
(erste) Kuh wieder von dem Biren losgekommen. Sie kam ans Gatter. Alles ist voller Blut. Die

andere Kuh, die Kuh mit den grossen Hornern, hatte sie befreit. [MS 65;100]

The children return to the village and tell the adults, that the cows were attacked by a

bear. The adults do not believe and assume that the children were cruel to the cows.

After having a closer look the adults, too, see the traces of the bear (subordinate clause):

(11)

Suveni muZikjas: , ti baluitemnid, pu peredemnid mes vilad.* seSa vidlalisni
burZika. seSa i tedisni, mii giZjalema os.
Aber die Ménner sagen: ,,Ihr habt euch einen Spass gemacht, ihr habt einen Baum auf die Kuh

stiirzen lassen.* Dann sah man genauer nach. Da stellte man dann auch fest, dass ein Bér (die

Kuh) zerschunden hatte. [MS 65;100]

Examples (12) and (13) are taken from a personal narrative where the narrator reports,

how he worked as a lumberjack for the first time in his life. While working, he becomes

aware, that his horse is gone. He follows it, finds it and sees how it became stopped (all

12). Still, he does not reload all timber on the sledge (not quoted here):

(12)

mijan kerte puktiG_kosti menam velei munema. suvedi, suvedi, ne-kid Zi

oG _su. pramo me let t’Si kat i§tSe dored “z. a velei ne-ken abu. velei mungma
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ker-ka-munan tui viti. menam dod’d’in veli kik ker. geniit’sen muni, da velei
sulale, dod-voZjis krukasema puc.

Wihrend wir den Baumstamm (auf den Schlitten) legte, ist mein Pferd (weg)gelaufen. Ich
verfolge (es), ich verfolge (es), ich hole (es) tiberhaupt nicht ein. Ich gehe direkt bis zur
Sammelstelle hinunter. Aber mein Pferd ist nirgends. Mein Pferd ist den nach Hause fithrenden
Weg entlanggelaufen. Auf meinem Schlitten waren zwei Baumstimme. Ich rannte, und mein

Pferd steht da, die Schlittendeichsel ist an einem Baum hiingengeblieben. [UVy 120;202]

In (13) the narrator and his brothers are on the way back to the camp and pass the place,
where the narrator found his horse. The narrator has not told his brothers about the
incident reported in (12). The comment of the narrator’s brother Varlam is therefore not
to be analyzed as a quotative but as a switch in perspective were the narrator utters

Varlam’s inference:

(13) varlamsu'e: “kot-ke kerse kol ema ker-ka loktan tui vile. “

Varlam sagt: ,Jemand hat einen Baumstamm auf dem nach Hause fithrenden Weg

liegengelassen.“ [UVy 120;202]

Auditory evidence and o past were very rare and (14) is the only clear example to

present. Note, that the second auditory evidential is a negated evidential durative!

(14)  mi sultim stavnim da kilzam, velem-ke m a k Sim vateid mijanes tSuksale

mgs-jaite t’el ‘ega puktini. etnasen oz velem vermi da sijen ii ukjedle, t Suksale.

Wir alle blieben stehen und horchten, es schien, Maksim-Vane ruft nach uns, um den Kadaver
der Kuh auf den Wagen zu legen. Allein konnte er (es) nicht, und deshalb macht er auch Huhu,

ruft. [UVy 287;410]

So far, the inference was based on sensory traces but there is another possible form of
inference which is based on logical deduction. I have decided to treat this category
separately, because this kind of logical deduction does not necessarily need sensory
evidence.® In example (15) sensory evidence plays a role in the decision where to start

looking for the hunted bear. Although the concrete location influences the choice, it is

% It looks to me, that logical deduction may somehow be related to the concept of general knowledge, but
I have no proof for this.
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the general knowledge that the bear would take the most appropriate way to hide
himself from the hunters. This is logical deduction, because the hunters reportedly can

not see any direct traces:>

(15)  bat’e su"e: “nave-rne-pe etati koz-veras pisjema“
Der Vater sagt: ,,Wahrscheinlich ist er hier hindurch in den Fichtenwald geflohen.” [UVy
287;410]

Example (16) is also a form of logic deduction; the narrator was told to bring the

neighbor’s dog to the hunters. This takes some time and he is anxiously awaited:

(16)  mene jona nin viD 't 'SiSemas:

Man hat schon lange auf mich gewartet: [UVy 287;414]

Example (17) cannot be explained in any other way than logical deduction, because the

narrator was unconscious and therefore cannot have any sensory evidence:

(17)  menam tSibei bok-vi t suZjistt Sis, da me usi t Sibe vilis da ni-nem oG_pomnit,
pirtema mene mame ker-kag.

Mein Fohlen schlug seitwirts aus, und ich fiel vom Riicken des Fohlens, und ich erinnere mich

an nichts. Die Mutter hat mich dann drinnen ins Haus getragen. [UVy 120;204]

As already mentioned above, the inferential 2nd past can also be used in complements,
too. (See 7). In all these cases I could not find a different meaning than in those
constructions, where the 2™ past is used inferentially in main clauses. All complements
I have found behave rather uniformly and it is appropriate to ask the question, whether
this is pure chance or whether the choice of a complement in o past is conditioned by
semantic factors. To make it short, it’s not chance. After having checked (18)-(22)
within Givén’s framework of verbal complements my examples® follow the pattern of
complementation according to the patterns of PCU verbs (perception-cognition-
utterance verbs). I will not list the syntactic and semantic features which are attributed
to this construction; the reader is referred to Givon (2001 II chap 12) but examples (18)-
(21) behave according to this prototype. Givon does not explicitly address the problem

% Still, the effort of the bear brings him no luck and he gets killed.
% One still could add (7) and (11) to these examples.
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of evidentials with PCU verbs and I will try to enhance his argumentation. From (18)-

(21) it should become obvious, that the main verb which belongs to the semantic class

of PCU verbs is dependent of the state it described. This state is realized in the (object)

complement. Still, the main verb introduces only the means how the narrator became

aware of the evidence. Both events are dislocated in time which is the prerequisite for

the evidential interpretation in Komi.

(18)

(19)

(20)

1)

vidlisni i ad’d Zisni, mii verne seti velem i pirenj.
Sie untersuchten sie und bemerkten, dass sie (=die Diebe) sicher auf jenem Weg

hereingekommen waren. [Pe 162; 212]

me muni, peti verg. me ad 'd Zi, mil munema rut’s, kok-tuisg. i me sije kitsotedi
liZzen kok-tuisg.

Ich brach auf, ging in den Wald. Ich bemerkte Spuren , (die zeigten), dass (dort) ein Fuchs
gelaufen ist. Und ich lief auf Skiern um die Spuren herum. [UVy 103;180]

a mame d Zik-pir i geger-vovis (ponimaitis), mii Zugedema sakarnit sa.

Aber Mutter begriff ja sofort, dass er die Zuckerdose zerbrochen hat. [UVy 115;190]

. e . S . e 8
me muni sija lunjaz_beras bara kiisSni. muni, da nits¢ nollema 6 koD-ke. me

tedmali, nollema os. me d Zik dinas eg mun. teda, os nollema poz vile.

Ich ging nach diesen Tagen wieder auf die Jagd. Ich ging, und jemand hat Moos geschleppt. Ich
wusste, (dass) ein Bir (es) geschleppt hat. Ich ging nicht ganz nahe heran. Ich weiss, der Bér hat

(es) fiir (seine) Hohle geschleppt. [UVy 112;188]

% This of course is no instance of PCU and is outside this discussion. Note, that the following clauses are
eliptic and the complementizer mi; is not realized.
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6.3.2.2. The mirative usage

The mirative usage of the 2" past in Zyrian Komi can be demonstrated better than for
Permjak Komi. This is of course conditioned by the fact, that my Zyrian database is
larger. The mirative interpretation of the 2™ past is possible in both main clauses and
verbal complements. The encountered mirative 2nd pasts have been arranged to three
groups. In examples (22)-(27) the o past expresses mirativity in direct speech. Besides
the mirative interpretation of the 2™ past, several particles (pe, ved, vor - the last two of

Russian origin) stress the mental state of surprise/unexpected information:

4

(22)  “ no-pe, tai-ke-pe vijas, te-pe poliis velemid. “

[ (4

,,Na, der hat mich ja fast getotet, und da warst ein Feigling.* [Pe 164; 226]

(23)  “vidZed ved, leSedemas i dzid geStba.

»Schau doch, sie haben ein grosses Fest vorbereitet.” [UVy 291;444]

(24)  bez_zev jona skermaz_da Su'g: “pisjema! pir-Zg veteda da jursg k’erala. “

Der Wassergeist wird sehr, sehr wiitend und sagt: “Er ist geflohen! Bald hole ich ihn ein und

schlage ihm den Kopf ab.“ [LVy 140; 240]

(25)  “vot, velema kodjas naja asnis!“

Sieh an, sie selbst sind es die hier waren. [LVy 140; 242]

Examples (26) and (27) need some further extra explanation. (26) comes from a
traditional narrative; the son of the fox must marry but wants to take his own mother as
his bride, because he does not see the need to marry someone unknown. The father tries
to explain, why he can’t marry his mother. The young fox still does not get the point,
because he believes that his father and mother have known each other forever and gets
badly surprised when he hears, that also his father and his mother have been strangers.

In this context the young fox utters:

(26)  “kis-ne teDtemtes, te tai-ne tedsaes vajemid ment 'Sim mames “

,,Wieso eine Unbekannte, du hast doch auch eine Bekannte genommen, meine Mutter.” [UVy

291;438]
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In (27) and (28) the mirative is encoded with a PCU construction and I have chosen to
interpret both examples as mirative because the surprise factor dominates over the pure

inferential interpretation.

(27)  “to-pe to, durakid, mii vet Sema!“ iva-n piris da su"€: “no, bat usko, gas-ke
p&E skermin da! “ a bat ‘usko Sue: “ég, kuttsem skermem!

,.ieh doch, was der Tor getan hat.” Ivan trat ein und sagt: ,,Na, Alter, vielleicht bist du ja doch
zornig geworden.” Aber der Alte sagte: ,,Nein, weshalb wire ich denn zornig geworden. [Pe 162;

204]

(28) meaddZa, ur pid’d Vid katedema menam ponjid 03-pi.

Ich sehe, dass mein Hund statt eines Eichhornchens ein Birenjunge hinaufgetrieben hat. [LVy

177; 296]

Mirative 2" pasts could be found in third person narrations as well. (29) and (30) are

definite candidates for mirative interpretation.

(29)  a mijan velis velem jeitale, jeimema.

Aber unser Pferd gebirdet sich wie toll, es war toll geworden. [MS 69;106]

(30)  oskis velema zel gosa. [...]bitsen SenZeni, mii iZtta ps velema mistem
t'SuZemid.
Der Biar war sehr fett. Alle wundern sich, von welcher Grosse das hissliche Gesicht war.

[UVy 287:416]

In several cases it’s the context which gives the appropriate framework for
interpretation. In the following two cases the mirative interpretation is most likely
connected with the narrator’s change of perspective. Both examples (31) and (32) come
from traditional narratives. Already the context refers to a possible mirative explanation.
When I was rechecking these examples with my Zyrian informant, he confirmed my
mirative interpretation because he saw the change in perspective, too. In (31) the
narrator takes part with the main character of the tale, because he has to fulfill an

inhuman task. In deep grief he goes to bed:
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(31) pederasilnastSet't’sis, to eSingdis ad’dZg: so gektar gergma, ke dzgma,
vundgma, vartgma, izgma i peZalgma vil” nan.

Als Peder am Morgen aufstand, da sieht er aus dem Fenster: Hundert Hektar sind gepfliigt, es ist

gesit, geerntet, gedroschen, gemahlen, und ein frisches Brot ist gebacken. [MS 91;152]

This is pretty much the same in (32):

(32) asivnas sar vid Zedg, ni-nem abu, stavis m a r t | nlen vosema.

Am Morgen bemerkt der Zar, (dass) nichts da ist, alle (Besitztiimer) Martyns sind

verschwunden. [LVy 138; 228]

6.3.2.3. The hearsay usage

This usage is the least difficult to determine. In this function, the nd past encodes
second hand knowledge. Due to the abundance of examples, I have chosen 10 clear and
representative examples for demonstration. (37)-(44) show the nd past in main clauses,
in addition (42)-(44) are examples from direct speech. In (45) and (46) the nd past is

part of the complement clauses.

(37) jaran t ‘urmd puksedemas gusasemis. kujim vo nin pukalema.

Eine Samojede wurde wegen Diebstahls ins Gefidngnis gesteckt. Drei Jahre hat er schon

gesessen. [1Z/Pets 136; 170]

(38) kor st’epan perimskel kivtis jem—va kuZais, dZel’a purjen, sili k
0 § sa jezis gorzemaes seki: .St epang, St’ep ang, bara ur-jaitse sojam!*

Als Stephan von Perm auf einem kleinen Floss den Fluss Vym hinabfuhr, da riefen die

Einwohner von Ko$ ihm zu: ,,Stephan, Stephan, wir essen nur Eichkatzenfleisch. [Vy 174; 240]

(39)  seten vasisan nin omel’is ovlema. ne-kuitsem mol itvaen ne perna-pasen siis
oz munni velem poZ. peris jezis velem novieni kusakjas. sije kusakjasnas

7
v

tol kg i velem pOZV’V forsjs mortsg petkedni, kor omel’is sijees kjrjjvfis
tabanitas. si ponda i eni-na zonkasli k ¢ t § — p o n g kg munnj ritin, Zvrepjasad
kole kuSakjas puktini, med svrgd—svror vomenid bura vudini.

Dort wohnte schon seit alters her ein Teufel. Weder mit irgendwelchen Gebeten noch sich
bekreuzigend konnte man dort gehen. Die alten Leute trugen Giirtel. Nur mit diesen Giirteln

konnte man einen Menschen aus dem Bach ziehen, wenn der Teufel ihn vom Steilufer
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(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

hinabstdsst. Aus diesem Grund miissen auch heute die Jungen, wenn sie abends nach Kép&on

gehen miissen, sich Giirtel in die Taschen stecken, um §ed-sor gut zu iiberqueren. [PrS 129; 200]

et ikis sijg izema mel it Sain. a kodir silen izsis, seki veli jona pemid daj sijg
kol't't’Sema uznj set’t’Sg.
Einmal soll er in der Miihle gewesen sein, um (Getreide) zu mahlen. Und als sein (Getreide)

gemabhlen ist, da war es sehr dunkel, und er soll zum Schlafen dort geblieben sein. [MS 41;64]

d’et’i-na kis-kg kivlema so t Selkevei d asija Zg i koras So t Selkevei.
Das Kind hat irgendwo (von) hundert Rubel (sprechen) gehort, und so verlangt es hundert Rubel.
[LVy 138;220]

,marpa-—tekaid te-rit-na ad'd Zilema d ¢ r & vestis Sura bagun, bit 't e-ke
2é i d%id kuk.“
,»Tante Marpa hat erst gestern gegeniiber von Dord(s Haus) ein gehorntes Wasserungeheuer

gesehen, wie ein sehr grosses Kalb.” [UVy 119;198]

nilis Suvg bat “isli: “te pg at’sid si bat ‘ked seg(lase-nije Setlemid, mii pg te
dolZen setni meng si saje.

Das Midchen sagte zum Vater: ,,Du selbst hast mit seinem Vater vereinbart, dass du mich ihm

zur Frau geben musst.“ [LVy 137; 214]

“gabeg, velidjeimema, t Set't’Si edje. kesjeni tene sude Setnj. g arjain
asilnas mesjasse velid kurt't'Salema ked Z —vilinSider—¢endrel

esin ulin. messe kurt't’'salema s era—Stepanlis.ikurtt’Salemasera

—egrees [...]". sesa kutema vetlisni t Sipan beris. sesa t Sipan beris
vett'Semasider—endreileb-ule. set’t’Se pedlalemas. seni eni velid.

kole kailini edjenZik.
Gabo, dein Pferd ist toll geworden, steh schnell auf! Dich will man verklagen. In Garja hat dein
Pferd am Morgen in ked ’Zvl-vj [ unter dem Fenster von S“ider-Ofdrej die Kiihe gebissen. Es hat
die Kuh von S’era-S’tepan gebissen. Es hat auch S’era-Ogro gebissen (...). Dann hat es
begonnen, den Hiihnern nachzustellen. Dann verfolgte es die Hiihner bis unter das Schutzdach

von S’ider-Ondrej. Da hat man es eingesperrt. Dein Pferd ist jetzt dort. (Du) muss(t) schleunigst

hinaufgehen. [MS 69;108]
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(45) peris jez viStavieni, mei abja t’s ojin da dorsa d’ereviajasas velemnj una
tedis-jez, kodjas vod Zg keZlg vermilemni vistavni vil -torjas.

Die alten Menschen erzihlen, dass es in Ab“jacoj und in den nahegelegenen Dorfern viele

Wabhrsager gab, die Neuigkeiten im voraus berichten konnten. [LL 12;18]

(46)  os_kg pg pondi Setni, to vistav, mii tejad bat id menam bat ‘ked setemages
setSem-tg karin seglase-nije popli, mii mi dolZenes etlaasni teked.
Wenn er (dich mir) nicht geben wird, dann erzihle (ihm), dass dein Vater mit meinem Vater in

der und der Stadt dem Pfarrer einen Vertrag libergeben hat, dass wir beide uns zusammentund

miissen. [LVy 137; 214]

6.3.2.4. 2" past and ego

Whereas the system of evidentiality has no sincere problems with 2™ or 3™ person
forms, the role of 1% persons in evidential systems has caused several problems
(Curnow 2001, 2002). Whereas a 1* person dream is perfectly possible in languages
with an evidential system, even this interpretation does not make sense when talking
about real world events. When using a 1% person evidential in Estonian one usually talks
about the opposite e.g. Mul olevat palju raha? Kes sulle seda iitles? ‘I'm supposed to
have a lot of money? How told you this?” This usage (and the necessary intonation)
show, that the opposite fact is true. One can construe other cases, but a simple
declarative Mul olevat raha ‘I'm rich’ is not possible, because I should be aware about
my financial status. That’s why the evidential status of 1% persons is a rather
problematic case.®” In several languages (for a list see Curnow 2002) another possible
interpretation, the so called non-volitionality usage of 1% persons is reported. The non-
volitional idea means, that the speaker is somehow mentally detached from his present
state of mind and that he has no control over the situation. Leinonen (2000) approaches
the phenomenon in Komi formally. She splits the regular 1* person usage where the
subject is represented in nominative from those cases, where it appears in genitive and
is accompanied with a reflexive verb in 31 person (ibd 429-433). In the first case she
speaks of the perfect-like usage, in the latter case she speaks of impersonal evidentiality.
This formal approach is justified, but the semantics are not as clear cut as Leinonen sees
them. Most of my examples follow the pattern, which Leinonen called “impersonal

evidentiality” and I have only two examples (which repeat themselves) for a 2nd past

%7 This is esentially the same arguementation as used by Bubrikh 1949 for Zyrian Komi.
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according to her perfect-like usage. These two “perfect-like examples” (50)-(52) have a
drastic non-volitional shade (several examples of Leinonen’s perfect-like usage have a
drastic non-volitional shade, too e.g. her examples 19-22) and its questionable how
sound the formal interpretation really is. In the same paragraph, Leinonen tried to
subclassify several cases of “impersonal evidentiality” as miratives or inferentials.
Whether such a subclassification is needed remains doubtful. Miratives and inferentials
are both different shades of diagnostical knowledge and I don’t see the need to make
such fine distinctions in this point — the notion of non-volition should do it without
further subdivisions. Otherwise I agree with Leinonen, that there can be 1% person
perfect-like constructions (her examples 23-24), but more examples are needed for
further research before safe conclusions can be drawn.

Coming back to my data, all 1* person examples in my database are products of
non-volitional states and happen to be reflexives. In all examples (47)-(53) the narrator
is non-volitional of the situation. In (47) he sleeps and in all the other cases he is drunk.
In (47)-(49) the subject is in the genitive. Examples (50)-(53) have a subject in
nominative case and the reflexive verb in 1SG (synonym to 3SG) which is interesting,
because according to the grammar of the Middle Sysola dialect, no 1% person forms are

reported.

(47)  sija puksis turin-dod” vile. ne-dir-mist’i menam unmaossema dod d’c. i kinminj
pondi da sad 'mi. menam juris Sapkai usema. me kol i Sapkateg.
Er setzte sich auf den Heuschlitten. Nach einer Weile war ich auf dem Schlitten eingeschlafen.

Ich begann zu frieren und erwachte. Mein Hut war mir vom Kopf gefallen. Ich war ohne Hut.

[UVy 120;200]

4
-

(48)  kesji seni uzZni zavodas vez-ane ordin. no mejam kod'd Zisema da voinas kod-
Jjurnad gorts pondisema let t’Sini. a gortedZZ let t’Sini SiZim vers. me let 't Si.
a let't Semse og prameja tedal, kod'd Zisema da.
Ich hatte vorgehabt, in der Fabrik bei der Patentante zu iibernachten. Aber ich war betrunken,
und in der Nacht begann ich in meinem Rausch nach Hause zu gehen. Aber bis nach Hause hinab
sind sieben Werst zu gehen. Ich ging hinab. Aber ich weiss wirklich nicht, dass ich hinabgehe,

betrunken wie ich war. [MS 68;104]

(49)  gortg vojim da me juji vina. veli menam gudek. mejam jona juSema da gudektg

pazedlissema. mamnimlen sije gudek-torjassg t’Sek verik tir ektema.

(4
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Wir gelangten nach Hause, und ich trank Branntwein. Ich hatte eine Harmonika. Ich war sehr
betrunken und hatte die Harmonika zerbrochen. Unsere Mutter hatte einen viertel Eimer von

diesen Harmonikastiickchen aufgesammelt. [LVy 180; 302]

(50) seSa poskas tangis kel ‘egais da me sad ‘mi, set’t Sed”? pir uzfema karsan is,
ni-nem eK_tedli.
Dann blieb der Wagen auf der Briicke stecken und ich wachte auf, von der Stadt an bis dahin

hatte ich die ganze Zeit geschlafen, ich wusste von nichts. [MS 57;88]

(51) velekas voDt’sema siktil bereg doras, d Zik va doras. sad 'mi da vid Zeda
etarg medare. etaras va. me povZi. “keni me? kid Zi me tatt 'S¢ voji?*
Unterwegs schlief ich am Ufer der Sysola, direkt am Wasser. Ich wachte auf und schaue in die

eine Richtung und in die andere. Auf der einen Seite ist Wasser. Ich erschrak. ,,Wo bin ich? Wie

bin ich hier hergekommen?* [MS 68;104]

7

(52)  “vai gdjgzvr Ik vu(dZed! kinma, pekmell’a bostis. velekas uz.

v

sema.“

“Setze mich nur schneller iiber! Ich friere, ich bin verkatert! Ich habe unterwegs iibernachtet..*

[MS 68;104]
(53)  me su'a: “uZSema velekas, ok ted loktemes.*

Ich habe unterwegs iibernachtet, ich weiss nicht, wie ich (her)gekommen bin.* [MS 68;104]

The last example (54) for 1SG usage is ambigous and my Komi informant and I
disagreed in interpretation. The background offers support for both interpretations and
that’s why I treat it as the last example in this discussion. The story is about a boy, who
went for the first time with his mother out to the fields. When returing home in the

evening he says:

(54)  da drugjas meng ker-ka dorin viD’t Siseni da veZaleni me vilg, maibjirei
vetlema itskini.

Und die Freune erwarten mich beim Haus und beneiden mich, ich Gliicklicher bin (zum

Heu)mihen gewesen. [UVy 116;192]

Whereas I interpreted this utterance as anterior, my informant wanted to see a mirative.
According to his interpretation, the boy himself is still surprised that he went out to the

fields and worked the whole day.
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6.3.3. The 2" past as anterior

This is probably the most critical part of the analysis, because several of the examples
could turn out to obtain an evidential-like shading. The examples presented here have
been labeld anterior because we (my informant and I) could not construe a convincing
evidential background. In several cases this choice became easy, especially when the
verb’s inherent meaning is highly resultive and it appeared additionally in 31 person
forms with a passive reading. Komi has no grammatical passive and 3™ person can
express passive-like meanings. The correlation between resultives and passives has been
mentioned in chapter 5 and this link proves very helping for the determination of the
anterioral use of the 2™ past. If the agent is suppressed it is not of primary importance
who did it but the result becomes important. This diminishes the possible evidential
interpretation; the source of action is of minor importance and that’s where resultatives

and anteriors meet.

Example (55) is the only example for a subjective resultive in my database:

(55) ivan munas t’est ordas niles kaztivni. seten t ’Sukart 't 'Semags “stav redjasis.

Ivan geht zum Schwiegervater, um seiner Tochter zu gedenken. Dort waren alle Verwandten

versammelt. [LVy 137; 218]

Examples (56)-(65) are cases of objective resultatives. I have chosen to present them as
a semantic class, although it would have been possible to present them from a syntactic
point of view, too. In all cases the passive-like character makes it hard to interpret these
cases as evidentials because the systematic surpression of the agent gives rise to the
result and not the way how it became achieved. Besides examples (56) and (57), all
other examples should be understandable from their inherent context. Examples (56)
and (57) derieve from a ethnological narrative, where the narrator told Uotila, how to

erect a traditional Komi tent.

(56) inartala-torjen etla kertalemas

Sie sind mit einem Stiick Wurfschlinge zusammengebunden. [1Z 16; 22]

(57) (nuk, sije vijim ker-voll’is vurema, kekja-mis metra pasta, sizim metra soda,

stavis das-kekja-mis ker-vol l’is vurema, ped hit 't “€ vilas kipednj.)
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(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)

(63)

(64)

(65)

(fwk — das wird aus Rentierfell geniht, acht Meter breit, sieben Meter hoch, aus insgesamt

achtzehn Rentierfellen geniht, das hebt man iiber die (innere) Zeltdecke) [1Z 16; 22]

dodjas tir tevar tet Sema.

Die Schlitten sind vollgeladen mit Waren. [I1Z 27; 36-38]

sett Si giZema: kjk—svlo kekja--miz-das kekja--mis t’fglkeve [ da veti-min ur-don
mijan sultema oskidlen jajis.

Darauf war geschrieben: Ein Preis von 288 Rubel und 50 Kopeken wurde uns bezahlt fiir

Bérenfleisch. [UVy 287;416]

agasjasis vevleni puis, kodlen t Sunjasis vetSema kertis.

Die Eggen waren aus Holz, ihre (eigentl. deren) Zihne sind aus Eisen gemacht. [LL 3;8]

vugraSisjas t Serik_kijeni vugir-sat jasen, kodi vet 'Sema tad Zi: bostema
sunis; sunis ponas kertalema vugir a med ponnas sunisis kertavse Sad -dorg
Die Angler fangen Fische mit der Angel, die so gemacht sind: man hat eine (Angel)schnur

genommen, am Ende der Schnur einen Haken befestigt, und das andere Ende des Hakens

befestigt man an der Angelrute. [LL 5;12]

beslen zev i dZid seni olemjs da suvtedlgma stolbjas, stolb jilas mort-jurjas.

Der Wassergeist hat dort einen sehr grossen Besitz, und (dort) sind Pfdhle aufgestellt, auf den

Pfahlen sind Menschenkopfe. [LVy 140; 238]

veralisid boStis tsentra-lnei-pistsal”. zarad itema ur vilg drebjen.

Der Jiager nahm den Hinterlader. Er war fiir Eichhérnchen mit Schrot geladen. [Ud 189; 318]

ett’Sid addZis, et ik ker-ka eSin ule potSisas eSedemas miSkem keluijas.

Einmal sah er, unter dem Fenster eines Hauses sind auf den Zaun gewaschene Sachen gehingt.

[UVy 291;442]
i asi-vod “F tSett Si-miSti saldatlen d’enga-jastsikid voSema.

Am Morgen, nachdem sie aufgestanden sind, ist die Geldkiste des Soldaten verschwunden. [UVy

16;50]
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Example (66) is the only case of a possessive resultative in my database. It comes from
a traditional narrative where the sentence was uttered in direct speech. The lack of an

agent clearly increases the non-evidential interpretation, it’s the result which is stressed:

(66)  “et’ik Sinmis reZ-ulje bitskislema, veskid Sinmis d Ziked Z birli. [...]
,Ihr eines Auge hat ein trockener Zweig durchbohrt, ihr rechtes Auge wurde vollig zerstort

[...]%[UVy 291;440]

The fact, that intransitive (and resultative) verbs are hard to interpretate evidentially has
been mentioned earlier. This holds for exampled (67)-(69), too. Note that the last

example in (69) is transitive, though.

(67) no nilis kulema nin, oz lolav.

Aber das Médchen war schon tot, es atmete nicht. [LVy 137; 216]

(68)  no babais Su'g: “abu, sija pg mijan kulema nin! “

Aber seine Frau sagt: ,,Nein, unsere ist schon tot!* [LVy 137; 218]

(69) asiv-vod Znas poplen getiris petas mesjaz_ding. mesjas stavis kulemaes. a os
zev jona uze. pob_getir piras ker-kaas da berdemen vistalg popli: ,,stav
mesjasiD_kulemaes!“ pop su'¢: “gospod’i pomilui! mei-ng nali loema? “
Am Morgen geht die Frau des Pfarrers zu den Kiihen. Alle Kiihe sind tot. Aber der Bir schlift

ganz fest. Die Frau des Pfarrers tritt ins Haus und erzidhlt weinend dem Pfarrer: ,,Alle Kiihe sind

tot!*“ Der Pfarrer sagt: ,,Der Herr erbarme sich! Was ist ihnen zugestossen? [LVy 138; 220]

Transitive verbs are said to be harder to interpretate as non-evidential but the following

examples (70)-(72) are nevertheless good candidates for non-evidential anteriors.

(70) ne-Smeika se gosuda-rpukSedema t’Sardake. a taje sar esin utis bid lun
una tiset ’Sa mort preid’ite.

Der Herrscher hat Nesmejka in einen Bodenraum gesetzt. Und unter dem Fenster dieses Zaren

gehen jeden Tag viele Tausend Ménner vorbei. [UVy 16;48]

(71)  “idZid Ze bur tivet ‘Semnid, oskes kijemnid. una meskes nin taje mistem

(13

t’SuZem Sojis.|...]
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(72)

,.Bine grosse, gute (Tat) habt ihr getan, den Biren habt ihr erlegt. Viele Kiihe hatte dieses
hissliche Gesicht schon gefressen. [...]“[UVy 287;416]

prijo-mstsikis petiz_da muZikes medalema os jaite k u l e m — d i ne kiledni.
Der Empfinger kam heraus und stellte einen Mann ein, um das Birenfleisch stromabwirts nach

Kulémdin zu transportieren. [UVy 287;416]

The following examples are my only examples for 2™ past anteriors in complex clauses.

Examples (73) and (74) are from complement clauses (PCU), (75)-(77) have anterior ond

pasts in relative clauses:

(73)

(74)

(75)

(76)

(77)

i premis vistalisni, una-¢ kijemng, mamli vistalisni, i os-kijem vistalisnj.

Sie erzihlten der Mutter, wieviel Beute sie erjagt hatten, und von der Birenjagd erzéhlten sie.

[Pe 163; 220]

kor rud Zeg petas, keZa'in vid Zedle, abi-g kol 'em pustei mestajas. keni
kol’ema, set’t’si bara ked Z¢.

Wenn die Saat aufspriesst, priift der Bauer, ob leere Stellen iibriggeblieben sind. Wo (solche)

geblieben sind sit er erneut [LL 3; 8]

i §u'g: “eni kutan spravit t'sini. kodi babais teng tSikedema, sija pondas ti esin
uvti vetledleni gel iken veZa-"un misti. “

Und sie sagt: ,,Jetzt beginnst du gesund zu werden. Das Weib, das dich verhext hat, beginnt in

einer Woche mit einem Reiserbesen unter eurem Fenster herzugehen.” [LVy 148; 252]

a jaranjas veli pukaleng, kitis vid_duSse vijemnyg.

Aber die Samojeden sassen gerade dort, wo fiinf Stiick getotet worden sind. [Pe 164; 222]

porem nol -pel‘esa pur, keni kertalema tiset Sa kubometr ver.

porem ’Fihre’ ist ein viereckiges Floss, das aus tausend Ster Holz gebunden wird. [LL 14;20]

Summing up the discussion, all presented possible anteriors are clearly outnumbered by

those 2™ pasts with an evidential shading in my database. Whereas I have not presented

all inferential and hearsay ond past, (55)-(77) are all anteriors I could encounter in my
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database. This tendency shows that the temporal o past is by no means the default

option in the texts I have analyzed. This should hold for Komi in general.

6.3.4. The 2" past and pluperfects

As mentioned in chapter 2, the overall description of periphrastic past tenses in Komi
grammars is weak. Since Serebrennikov 1960 it has been generally accepted, that the
rapid loss of periphrastic pasts in Komi must be connected to Russian impact and the
absent of compound tenses in Russian. This argument is sound, but my data can’t
support this finding, because the textual frequency of pluperfects was very low. As
mentioned in chapter 2 the difference in information source concepts for pluperfects
depend on the copula: 1% past copula triggers non-evidential, 2™ past copulas evidential
interpretation. Although this formal argument seems clear, it collides with the semantics
of pluperfects. A distant past is easier to interpreate evidentially than a more recent past
and a lot of the encountered non-evidential pluperfects in my database could be
interpreted evidentially without major problems. In several cases one would expect a
copula in the 2™ past (e.g. in the traditional narrative PE 162), but this is not the case. In
my database I have only one negative evidential pluperfect, this example has been
mentioned earlier.

Because the formal analysis of the pluperfect (main verb 2™ past copula in 1* past)
attributes non-evidential meaning to it, I do not see the need to pay much attention to
additional semantic labeling. Still, examples (78)-(80) differ from the rest of the
examples, because the subject is realized in the genitive case. According to my
informant, this usage adds a slight modal shading on the agent and could be compared
to the Estonian construction tal oli vaja teha midagi "he had to do something’. An

interesting, but isolated case is example (80), were a a 1SG pluperfect is presented.

(78)  a nalen premis kijema veli una kod” nin.

Und sie hatten schon viel Beute erjagt. [Pe 163; 220]

(79)  ivojis voi. naja munisni bank dorg. znat’sit, i v a - nlen veli tedmalema rin,
kiti pirni

Es wurde Nacht. Sie gingen zur Bank. Ivan hatte also schon festgestellt, auf welchem Weg man

hineingehen muss. [Pe 162; 210]
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(80)  menam tad Zi loji oskes kijema. [...] mesa “bat’e, ur pid’d Vid menam b u seid
uvtis oskes. no essa menam tad Zi loji oskes vijema.

So kam ich dazu einen Béren zu erlegen. [...] Ich sagte: ,,Vater, satt eines Eichhornchens bellte

mein Buso nach einem Béren. Na, so kam ich dazu, einen Biren zu téten. [LVy 177; 298]

This is the only intransitive example from my database:

(81)  nalen bat” ez-nin vel, veli kulema.

Sie hatten keinen Vater mehr, er war gestorben. [Pe 163; 218]

(82) and (83) are the only objective resultive in my database:

(82)  bet Ska veli puktema da boke.

Das Teerfass war ja bereits gestellt worden. [Pe 162; 212]

(83)  mijan veli gortin seitSem slu(tSai. t ‘at e veli arestuitema seki.

Bei uns zu Hause ereignete sich ein solcher Vorfall. Der Vater war damals gefangen. [Vy 173;

238]

In examples (84) and (85) the ond past appears with transitive verbs, and in (86) with an
object complement.

UARA
v

(84) iva-n sija kid ZZ bit 't e veli kupet § kisaSema, kid Zi olle kupet’s.

Ivan, (d)er war sozusagen als Kaufmann verkleidet, wie der Kaufmann zu sein pflegt. [Pe 162;

208]

(85) t'eSt’is Zatislen veli ad’d Zema ritja dorse oZ-gu.

Der Schwiegervater meines Schwagers hat gerade gegen Abend ein Birenlager entdeckt. [Pe

164; 224]
(86) peder direzdumaiti stavse viStalis, ku(tsvrgm Sog veli ufgma jur vilas.

Translation: Peder iiberlegte nicht lange, er erzihlte alles, welcher Kummer iiber ihn gekommen

war. [MS 91;150]
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The only example, which has a negated evidential plural (inferential) is repeated for

convinience:

(14)  mi sultim stavnim da kilzam, velem-ke m a k Sim vaneid mijanes tSuksale
mes-jaite t’el ‘ega puktini. etnasen oz velem vermi da sijen ii ukjedle, t Suksale.
Wir alle blieben stehen und horchten, es schien, Maksim-Vane ruft nach uns, um den Kadaver

der Kuh auf den Wagen zu legen. Allein konnte er (es) nicht, und deshalb macht er auch Huhu,

ruft. [UVy 287:410]

6.4. The 2" past in Udmurt

The past tense system of contemporary Udmurt is richer than the system of both Komi
varieties. The usage of compound pasts in Udmurt in more frequent, too. The most
striking difference between Udmurt and the Komi varieties is the fact, that Udmurt has a
proper resultative construction in -(e)min which is based on the m- participle and the
inessive case —jn.gg This construction does not take possessive suffixes. Although
morphologically infinite this resultative construction behaves syntactically as a finite
verb and can be used with compound tenses. It can be formed from both transitive and
intransitive verbs. Although frequently attested in 3" person forms, it can be used in all
persons®’; in this case pro-drop is not possible because the resultative construction is not
marked for person.

As already mentioned earlier, the discussion of the 2™ past in Udmurt could not be
based on a basis as solid as for Zyrian Komi. This is a consequence of the published
material, which is made up overwhelmingly by traditional narratives. The material in
Munkdcsi 1952 is not suited for this discussion and these texts are excluded from the

discussion which deals with qualitative interpretation.

% Stipa’s interpretation of the resultative construction as a another manifestation of the “modus obliquus*
is not correct (1960: 196). According to Stipa, the ending should be analyzed as an instrumental.
Principally this interpretation is possible, too, but I do not intend to go deeper into this discussion.

% The last point is missing in Winkler’s grammar (2001: 58).
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6.4.1. The 2" past as framing

In this case Udmurt differs radically from both Komi varieties. Traditional narratives

are framed and narrated exclusively in 2" past.”

)

2)

3)

okpol uin jegit nil vu ponna kolo¢ ¢ a dori potem, inmin toliz, pe, piste vilem.
Jun urod ulonez, vi-d imo, vilem-a, mara ta nillen. tolizez a3 5 isa Sue, pe:
- e, toliz mumikaje, toliz mumikaje, Fut val ton mone as dorad.
soje kilsa, toliz Jutem. al no a3 5ini lue na tolizis karnanen nilez.
[PM Kez 20; 192]

Kerran yolld nuori tytto ldhti kaivolle vettd hakemaan. Taivaalla loisti kuu. Kovin huonoa, mita
lie, oli ilmeisesti timén tyton elamé. Nihdessddn kuun hén sanoo:
- Voi, emoseni kuu, emoseni kuu, nostaisitpa minut luoksesi. Tdmén kuullessaan kuu nosti hédnet

[luokseen]. Vield nytkin voi ndhdid kuussa tyton korentoineen. [PM Kez 20; 192]

[...] dunne kilduku, soos ogazin pe, uuo vau aj. berat touezli vujomini kuskem
Sundi: ves, pe, jugiteniz usjaske no, a tolez sice, pe, jugit eveu. vot Sundi doris
koSkem so no, soini k, lesa, uj no nunay luil 1’am. | ...]

Maailmaa luotaessa ne elivit vield yhdessa. Sitten aurinko alkoi kylldstyttdad kuuta; aina se
ylpeilee valollaan, mutta kuu ei ole nii valoisa. Niinpi se 14dhti auringon luota ja sen vuoksi

kaiketi syntyivit yo6 ja pdivd. [VM V 44; 220]

tus kemauas pil ‘emjos, pe, tuz uuin viyil 1’am. udmurtjos vesaskikizi,
pi’lemjos, pe, jirazi jetiuizi. kauik soku uue viyem tus kapc’i: inmis uuisjos
muzjem viuti vetlo viuem, ad ‘amijosiz diSetisa. in tuZ ¢ iukit, pe, vau, limg
kad’. adjamijos uyil l"am tuZ umoj.

Oikein kauan sitten pilvet olivat olleet hyvin alhaalla. Udmurttien rukoillessa pilvet koskettivat
heidén pédtdaan. Kansan oli silloin ollut oikein helppoa eldd: taivaan asukkaat olivat kulkeneet

maan pailld opettaen ihmisid. Taivas oli ollut hyvin puhdas, lumen kaltainen. Thmiset olivat

eldneet erittdin hyvin. [EM PP 70; 256-258]

This usage is more than a tendency. I did not check the distribution of tenses in the

folktales in Munkdcsi (1952 chap VI), because I did not feel the need to continue after

having worked myself through chapters I-IV. Still I propose, that these narratives will

% For furthergoing comments see 6.2.1.
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be narrated with more than chance in 2™ past, too. This should become obvious with
reference to the following point. The following table shows the correlations between
traditional narratives and choice of tense based on an analysis of Munkdcsi’s texts in

chapter II “Aus dem Volksglauben” and chapter III “Birenkult und Jagdleben™:”!

chapter Y of texts | Y of texts in 2" past | Y of texts in present and 1* past
IT Aus dem Volksglauben 59 54 5
IIT Bérenkult und Jagdleben | 23 19 4

When choosing a statistical approach, the numbers show a clear correlation: 92% of the
texts in chapter II and 83% in chapter III are narrated in 2™ past. After having examined
those texts which are narrated in non-2" past the correlations become even clearer.
Those 9 texts, which are narrated in present tense or 1% past, have an ethnological
storyline. When these texts are excluded, one ends up with a 100% correspondence.
This is of course not representative, because the database is rather small. Still, even if

one would increase the number of texts the result will most likely remain in the 90s%.

6.4.2. The 2" past with evidential shading
Due to the fact, that Udmurt has a grammaticalized frequent resultative construction, the
inherent meaning of the verb seems to be of lesser importance in the overall
interpretation. In both Komi varieties intransitive verbs were harder to interpret
evidentially than transitive verbs; this correlation seems to be unknown in Udmurt. This
leads to the question, whether there is a possible connection between the rise of the
resultative construction and the absence of this correlation in Udmurt or if this is due to
the smaller database. Unfortunately I can’t give proof to any of these speculations.
Another fundamental difference between Komi and Udmurt must be mentioned,
because this turns out to be the deciding factor for the following contrastive analysis.
Although Udmurt and Komi are highly agglutinating languages, they differ in syntax
and this will become obvious in the discussion of the 2™ past in Udmurt. In contrast to
Komi, Udmurt avoids subordinate clauses with finite verbs and expresses this with
converb constructions. That means, that Udmurt has no relative clause (at least not in its

classical SAE sense) and the frequency of verbal complements is lower than in Komi.

! I beg pardon from folklorists who most surely would not call those texts traditional narratives. My
interpretation is based on linguistic intolerance.
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In the course of the paragraph, the same form-function mapping as for both Komi
varieties will be discussed and a short paragraph on resultative constructions will close

this paragraph.

6.4.2.1. The inferential usage

The usage of the 2™ past for coding inferentially obtained information has been
encountered in the following examples. Most of the cases have not been encountered
isolated; they are part of longer constructions and are accompanied with other verbs in
2" past or other past tense constructions. In several cases, the complete background had
to be integrated.”” Example (4) demonstrates this problem. This is the opening of a
historic narrative (with several elements typical for traditional narratives). The narrative
is dominated by 2" past narration and the example is embedded in a series of 2™ pasts.
Still, there is a switch in perspective which stands completely outside the context and
this seems to be an inferential comment introduced by the narrator. The comment is not
based on any traces but seems to represent the general knowledge diagnose. Wherever

many people live together, some of them must be richer than others:

4) varis, pe, soku zek gurt ni val, kalitkez no tros vilem ni. vi-d’imo, pelazi
uzirjoszizges no vilem. i tin kik bratjos semjajazi ulo vilem.

Bliz-Varyz oli silloin jo iso kyld, vikedkin [sielld] oli jo paljon. Ilmeisesti heiddn juokossaan oli

rikkaampiakin. Ja niin kaksi veljed eli perheessddan. [PM Bal 17; 188]

Example (5) is not clearer but should be interpreted inferentially, too. Although a
hearsay account (heard from the narrator’s mother) could be possible, too. The narrator
and his friend are out and tease a ram. The narrator gets knocked out by the ram and his

friend leaves him lying alone.

(5)  kema gine mon otin kil 1’skem. mame uzantiis vuem no a3 em, pe: gid azin
mon kil l’isko. 50-gak pilatem no korka pirtem. nos kinmesam ali ke no pusez

van na.

%2 This brings examples along, which should be mentioned under another heading later. This was not
possible to avoid.
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Olin maannut sielld melko pitkizn. Aitini oli tullut tydsti ja nihnyt: mind makaan lampolan
edessd. Nopeasti hin oli valellut minua vedelld ja kantanut taloon. Mutta otsassani nytkin vield

on jilki. [VM U; 37; 212]

Example (6) points directly to an inferential interpretation. The villagers infer that the
heavy rain was most likely the wrath of the god Inmar, because the villagers changed
the holy place. The inference seems to be the narrator’s interpretation, because she asks

the neighbour. Interestingly, the question is uttered as an evidential pluperfect!

(6) odik pol, pe, l’ek zor uknoosti pil ilem. vesaskon mestazes vostemzi evel, pe,
lesa, jaram inmarli. parsez no vesan ug le-3 o vilem, lesa, o-te anna?

Kerran voimakas sade rikkoi ikkunat. [Se, ettd] he olivat vaihtaneet uhripaikan, ei ilmeisestikédidn
miellyttanyt Inmaria. Sikaakaan ei varmaan saanut antaa uhriksi, eiko niin, Anna? [VM Sar 50;

226]

The interpretation of (7) as inferential is largely based on formal reasons (see the
remarks at the beginning of this paragraph). A resultative can’t be excluded completely,
but a resultative should be expressed morphologically in this case and the diagnostic

interpretation seems to prevail.

(7) cukaziaz cukna vaz ik sulti no mini. kalikez bazare tros l ‘ukaskem.

Seuraavana pdivdnd aamulla nousin hyvin aikaisin ja 1ihdin. Viked oli kerdéntynyt torille paljon.

[VM Sar 52; 232]

The following example is a stylistically motivated inferential 2" past. The speaker tells
about a strange event which took place on a Monday. The inferential utterance (it turned
out the case, that my Monday was strange, too) creates the frame for a rather strange

story to follow:

(8)  pond’el nikes sekit nunal Suo uk, ozi ik van vilem.

Maanantaihan sanotaan raskaaksi pdiviksi, [ja] sellaisenhan se olikin. [VM Sar 52; 232]

The last example is most likely an inferential 2™ past, too. The narrator tells about her
childhood and about the poverty of the family. Whereas the uncles seem to be richer,

the father had a hard fortune and the following utterance seems to a sudden diagnostic
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flashback into her childhood were the narrator most probably has not understood the

situation in its whole dimension:

(9)  ataje m’nam jun kura3 3 3sa ulem.

Minun iséni eli kovasti kituuttaen. [PE Bess 132; 350]

6.4.2.2. The mirative usage

The mirative usage of the o past can be seen in the following examples. Example (10)
and (11) come from a personal narrative which contains a strong element typical for
traditional narratives. The chosen examples contain these elements, too. The narrator
reports, how he became invited by a man while he was on his way to the market. He
accepts the invitation and in the course of the next lines it turns out, that the man is a
water-spirit. When entering the underwater realm the narrator is surprised, that the
water-spirits live the same life as humans. In both Udmurt and Komi, the 2™ past copula

can be used in inferential or in mirative contexts:

(10)  so mone vu ule pirtiz. otin no sooslen muzjem vilin kad ik ulonzi vilem. vu ulin
mone Sudiz no iZini kosiz.

Hén vei minut veden alle. Siellikin heilld eldmi oli sammanlaista kuin maan pailld. [PM Glaz 6;

168]

The next day, the narrator is brought back to the surface by the water-spirit. The
narrator has spent one night in the realm of the water-spirit (‘to sleep’ is in 1** past) but

to his own surprise he discovers, that one year has passed in the human world:

(11)  mon pajmi: so ik nunal so, so ik ¢ islo no, tol ko arez muket. odig nunal mon so
dorin iZi no, bides ar orcé¢’em.
Mind hammistyin: on sama piivéd, sama [kuukauden] péivi, vain vuosi on toinen. Nukuin yhden

yon héinen luonaan, ja kokonainen vuosi kului. [PM Glaz 6; 168]

The next example is taken from a personal narrative. The narrator reports, how he and

his friend try to court girls. After the first try, they leave for a more distant village and

to their surprise they find, that the local traditions differ from their own:”

% In the following sentences, the narrator repeats once more, that these traditions were a surprise for him.
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(12)  avot keze ken kurani vetlim no, otin obi-c ajjossi vo-kso muketes vilil l’am.

Ja kas Keziin[kin] menimme tyytod kosimaan, mutta sielld tavat olivat aivan toiset. [PM Deb

27;200]

The last example for a mirative interpretation is integrated in a larger context. The
overall interpretation of this part is rather murky. They narrator tells a story about her
aunt who got lost and how she was found some days later. The narrator has not seen the
event personally which would classify the event as a matter of hearsay. Still the first
sentence does not fit into the typical hearsay context, the verbs of the first sentence are
all in 1% past and only the verb vuini "to return’ is in the 2™ past. Based on this and the
use vokso® to emphasize the surprising moment, I would interpret the first sentence as a
manifestation of mirativity. The second sentence is without any doubts a hearsay usage

of the 2" past.

(13)  es Se-t te nokitis no, kuin nunal ucc¢’azi, nos apa vo-kso muket asti vuem, muket
siki’s. soje ujin vajil l’am, nil e-tijaz uje olokni-njos kel al 1’am.
Mistddn [tétid] ei l10ydetty, kolme péivid etsittiin, mutta téiti palasi aivan toiselta suunalta, toisesta

metsistd. Hinet tuotiin yoll4, neljinteni yoni jotkut saattoivat hinet [kotiin].[VM Sar 48; 226]

6.4.2.3. The hearsay usage

This is the usage, which I have encountered the most in my database. The usage of the
2nd past in hearsay interpretation can be used to report 2"9/3" hand knowledge and as
has already been mentioned, folklore. For Udmurt, the folklore usage means mythical
and ritual narratives, too. The following examples have been chosen, because they are
all cases of 2™ hand hearsay and exclude folklore usage. This is a choice of
convenience; the usage in folklore is uniform and offers less interesting material than
the 2" or 3™ hand knowledge. Although the main point in this paragraph are simple 2™
past forms, there are several cases of compounds which could not be left unmentioned;

otherwise too much context would be missing.

%I have found no evidence whether vokso should be anzlyzed as modal adverb or particle, I would prefer
an interpretation based on a particle-like basis.
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Example (14) is an almost prototypic instance of hearsay. From the start (and the choice
of tense) of the narration it becomes obvious, that the narrator still has seen the spruce.

The rest of the story is hearsay and therefore reported in 2™ past.

(14)  gurtmilen pal’l‘an palaz, busi Sorin, aZlo siliz ba3 5 im kiz. SuZit no paskit val
so. al’i evel n ike no, ta intijes kizja nimalo. gurt puksiku, tel‘es koral l’am no
ta odik kizez gine kel til'l’am. suni kutkil l"am soje baz 5 imkiz.

Vasempaan kyldstimme, pellon kekselld, seisoi aikaisemmin iso kuusi. Se oli iso ja leved.
Vaikka sitd nyt endd ole, titd paikkaa nimitetddn kuusen mukaan. Kyldd perustettaessa metsd

hakattiin, ja tdméa yksi kuusi vain jitettiin jiljelle. Sitd alettiin kutusa Isoksi Kuuseksi. [VM V 46;
224]

Examples (15)-(17) further demonstrate the hearsay usage. In example 16 a very
interesting syntactic construction uc ¢ “asa ulil ’am involving the 2™ past demonstrates
ultimately the verbal character of the o past. This is a typical converb construction

» and the 2" past of ‘to live.” Two infinite

which consists of the converb in -sa
constructions as a predicate are not allowed in Udmurt syntax and therefore this clearly

demonstrates the verbal character of the 2™ past.

(15)  graZda-nskoj vojna dirja gurin ulisjos koSkil l’am nuleski. otin vilem jun kuz
no paskit nukez. gurtazi neno-kice Zivotez no even kel til’l’'am, ¢’i-stozes serazi
nuil l’am.

Kansalaissodan aikana kylidn asukkaat menivit metsddn. Sielld oli erittdin pitkd ja leved rotko.

Kyléddn he eivit jittineet mitidin eldimii, kaiken he veivit mukanaan. [PM Kez 23;194]

(16)  ulini liktill"am ¢ epca palas. azlo nuleso mesta, pe, uc ¢ ‘asa ulili-zi. sere
uc’¢’asa ulil’l’am no mesta Settil l'am.

Translation:

Cepcan puolesta on muutettu [tinne]. Ensin on etsiskelty mestiisti paikka. Sitten etsiskeltiin ja

16ydettiin paikka. [PM Kez 25; 196]

(17)  mil’am gurtami tuZ erekc’i ana mitri¢” nimo piosmurt ulem.

Meidédn kyldssamme asui Ana Mitry¢’-niminen mies, suurenmoinen petkuttaja. [VM Sel; 35;

210]

95 . . . _
-sa expresses simultaneity, sometimes anteriority, too.
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The following example is a report about olden times. Besides, the second sentence,

there are no further problems with this example. The overall question is, why is the 2™

past copula used in the second sentence - so ¢’erk maktal vdlem. Whether the kuala

belonged to the Mikon family is of lesser importance and may be marked with o past,

but the existence of a kuala in older times is a hard fact (general knowledge) and the

description of their size is made in 1% past. The only reasonable explanation to offer

would be to call the first vylem anterior, but because this example is isolated one should

not overestimate its importance.

(18)

mar so kuala-ua? so ¢’erk maktal valem. gurtdn zek kuala no peci kuala, pe,
lue val. zek kuala mikonjosnan valem. pec’i kuala po-grep kad” gine val, otan ik
jelvozo. l'ukask3l3l’l’am no sijdsa-judsa ul3lsl’l’am.

Miké se kuala [rukouskota, kesikota, keittokota] on? Se oli ikdidn kuin kirkko. Kyldssd oli iso
kuala ja pieni kuala. Iso kuala oli Mikonin [perheen]. Pieni kuala oli vain kellarin kaltainen,

sielldkin sdilytetddn [kesdlld] maitoa. [Sinne] kerdinnyttiin ja [sielld] sy6tiin ja juotiin. [PM Glaz

8; 170]

Examples (19)-(21) are longer hearsay narratives presented in o past. Please note the

change in perspective at the end of example 19 where the narration switches to 1 past:

(19)

ta gurtin ulisjoslen ko-tkut korikalen val aslaz nimiz [...] vit” korka onc aos
vilil'l'am. vit™ pios. soos pelis odigez vilem kuazen obid ’emez vizZmin no,
kinaren no, imnirin no. solen nimiz onc’a, soini kilém soosli korka nim —
onc’aos. onc’alen vilem na pijez t ‘opan. so zek budem beraz, jun jarate vilem
oxotnikani, ta oxotnik aslestis pize no diSetem oxotnikani. pijezlen nimiz vilem
ol eksan. odik pol o ol eksan gondirli puktem samostrel. puktem beraz, kike-ti
nunalaz, so samostrelas Sedém aslaz ais t ‘opan. 0Zi ol eksan ajize kel tis pittek.
pidze t‘opanles vandi-zi, no sobere so aciz lestilis pu pid, soin vetliliz.

Tissd kylédssi jokaisen talon asukkailla oli oma nimi. Viisi taloa oli On¢ an [sukua]. Viisi poikaa.
Heistd yksi oli jumalan vahingoittama sek jérjeltddn, voimiltaan ettd kasvoiltaan. Hianen
nimensi oli Onc¢a, hiinen mukaansa jéi heille talon nimeksi On¢“a. Onc¢ alla oli vield poika,

T opan. Isoksi kasvettuaan timd rakasti kovasti metsdstdmisti [ja] timéd metsistdjd opetti oman

poikansakin metsidstdimédn. Hinen poikansa nimi oli Ol‘eksan. Kerran Ol eksan asetti karhua
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(20)

1)

varten itselaukaisevan jousen. [Jousen] asettamisen jilkeen toisena pdivind sen jousen eteen
joutui hiinen oma isénsi T opan. Ndin Ol eksan tuhosi iséinsi jalan (’jitti isinsd jalattomaksi’).

T opanilta leikattin jalka, ja sen jdlkeen hén teki itse puujalan [ja] kdveli silld. [PM Jar 1; 156]

iSemez uk to-tki, mali oZi Suo. oti, pe Sibire kel ‘alo vilem, ka-torgaje, al i no
trakez van na. kizi val aj, kat ‘eri-na ftoroj-a, mar-a? so uk, pe, kosem, trak durti
kispu merttin.

Ysemin [kyldstd] en tiedd, miksi sitd niin kutsutaan. Sitd kautta (’sielld’) sanotaan liahetetyn

[ihmisid] Siperiaan, pakkotyohon, vield nytkin [sielld] on maantie. Miten se oli, Katariina II vai

mikd? Hénhidn oli kdskenyt istuttaa maantien varrelle koivuja. [VM JB 54; 234]

so vesaskones korazi. pe-rvoj i kommunisjos ¢ogil l'am — ted’i il 'l 'a no jasa”

l"ogor. jasa” l’ogor vojnais i ‘berimte. bertos susa vozmawo vauy ini, no tini:

//////

kil'l’em* - viltirze ko-pa’ potos bastem.

Se uhripaikka kaadettiin. Ensimmadisend iskivét kirveelld kommunistit: Ted i 11'l’a (’valkea
I1'T"a’virall. Belov) ja L ogor Jasak. Jasakin L ogorhan ei palannut sodasta. Odottivat jo hintid
ajatellen, ettd hin tulee, mutta kas: palatessaan hin haavottui [ja] kuoli. Mutta Ted i 11"1°a kérsi

pitkéddn, métini [eldvaltd] ("paistujen makasi’) — hdnen ruumiinsa oli kokonaan métédpaiseiden

peitossa. [EM PP 65; 248]

The last example (22) consists of several different usages of the 2™ past. The first two

forms in 2" past, though formed from the same verb have different functions. Both

examples are instances of hearsay, but second example is a hearsay-quotative. The third

2" past is most probably a proper anterior and the last 2™ past must be interpreted as an

inferential:

(22)

uaskalajos puksiki, gondir tiros vilem. seje tini al i gondirnik Suo. ac’im uk
to-diski, persataj no, ataj no 0zi Suozi vilem. mil am d ozjoslen, ma, a’Semzi
evel ta palas gondirjosiz. gondirez vilem ik, dir, oZi ej Su-isalzi.

Kun esi-isté asettuivat [sinne, sielld] oli paljon karjuja. Nytkin sitd kutsutaan Karhurotkoksi. Itse
en tiedd, [mutta] isoiso ja isd sanoivat niin. No, meidén ikdtoverimme eivit vield ole nihneet

talla seudulla karhuja. Karhuja oli epdilematti kuitenkin ollut, [muuten sitd] ei niin nimitettdisi.

[PE KT 122; 330]
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6.4.2.4. The 2" past and ego

Three examples for 2" pasts in 1* person will be discussed here; several other
(compound) 1% person examples must be spared for other purposes and will be
demonstrated later.

(23) and (24) are clear instances of non-volitionality.

(23)  uk to-tki, ki i mi umme uskemmsi.

En tiedd, miten me nukahdimme. [VM JB 59; 242]

(24)  suzere obedasa k31 iz. uzonnam veraskin3 kuc’ikiskem.

Pikkusiskoni jédi syoméddn. Unissani aloin puhella. [PE Bess 134; 352]

Example (25) is a little trickier. Let aside the first example, which seems to be a case of

inferentiality, it looks like a series of anteriors.

(25)  sere jiraz liktem, isan dir, ta Susa. aslestiz beriktem disse, ospijezles —
sezel ‘Caze, bukoze. “o-stemmar! “ Suem, puksem ded ijaz no vir§'em.

Sitten juolahti pidhini, ettd se on varmaan paha [haltia]. Itseltéini vaatteet kiifinsin nurin, héralti
setolkan [ja] luokin. “Jumala siunatkoon” sanoin, istuuduin rekeen ja ldhtin liikkelle. [PM Glaz

11; 174]

6.4.2.5. Evidential durative pasts

The interpretation of the so called evidential durative past makes no problem, all cases
are clearly evidential. This form is relatively frequent. Examples (26) and (27) present
affirmative forms, (28) and (29) negative forms — both in 3SG.”® The semantics of the
durative evidential past seems to cover habitual meanings, too. In (26), the first two

sentences present a durative non-evidential and a durative evidential:

(26)  taje minim gil ‘atajzije veraloz val. odik pol gurt viltimi lapektiges gine lobd o
vilem turi d’ad’ed os Sunit pala. utoris zok mikolaj kutem no kel tem odik

d’ad’e’zes.

% Note, that example 29 is a interogative sentence!
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(27)

(28)

(29)

Téstd appeni tapasi kertoa. Kerran kyldamme yli lensi aivan matalalta villejd hanhia [matkalla]
lampimille seuduille. Zek-Mikolaj Nikolaskinon [kyldstd] pyydysti ja piti yhden hanhista.
[PE Bav 113; 304]

Semonen ondien tel in ulo vilem, pu dasasa. 5itaze bertem berazi, gubien Sit
pestini malpal l’am. Suris kot ‘eloken vu omjrtil l’am.

Semon ja Ondi asuivat metsissi puuta kaataen. Illalla palatuaan he ajattelivat keittid sienisti

keittoa. He ammensivat pakkiin vettd joesta. [VM JB 55; 234-236]

N s

ba3 5 3n-ba3 5 an ruleslen Soraz vdlem ba3 5 3n Sur. ta Surlen vuez tuz ¢ 31kt

valem. no-kin ta Surez uk to-d3 v3lem.

Valtavan metsédn keskelld oli iso joki. Sen joen vesi oli erittdin kirjasta. Kukaan ei ilmeisesti

tuntenut téitd jokea. [EM PP 91; 282]

odik pol, pe, l’ek zor uknoosti pil ilem. vesaskon mestazes vostemzi evel, pe,
lesa, jaram inmarli. parsez no vesan ug le-3 o vilem, lesa, o-te anna?

Kerran voimakas sade rikkoi ikkunat. [Se, ettd] he olivat vaihtaneet uhripaikan, ei ilmeisestikédidn
miellyttanyt Inmaria. Sikaakaan ei varmaan saanut antaa uhriksi, eiko niin, Anna? [VM Sar 50;

226]

6.4.2.6. Evidential pluperfects

The database contains only one evidential pluperfect:

(30)

ta nuk dorin kik-kun korkan porjos ulo val. udmurtjosles [ ‘ukiskisa, soosin
teritek, o¢ ¢’i nuk dori koskil l’am. nos bides gurt kilimte ni, lesa. oZi ik

biril'l’am-a, koskil 1’'am-a, uk to-ski ni. korkossi kilem vilem no, soini k

vuZkorkanuk suil l’am.

Tamén rotkon ldhelld eli kaksi-kolme taloa mareja. Udmurteista erottuaan, [kun] eivit olleet
tulleet ndiden kanssaan toimeen, he lidhtivét sinne rotkon ldhelle. Mutta kokonaista kyldd ei
[sinne] ilmeisesti endd muodostunut. En endd tiedd, menehtyivitkd he niin vai ldhtivitko pois.
Heiddn talonsa olivat jddneet, juuri sen vuoksi [paikkaa] kutsutiin VuZvorkanukiksi (’vanhojen

talojen rotkoksi’) [EM AL 80; 248]
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6.4.3. The 2™ past as a proper anterior

Because Udmurt has a productive grammaticalized form for expressing resultativety,
the interpretation of 2" pasts without evidential shading should be instances of
anteriorness. That means that in these cases it’s not the result but the situation as a
whole which has consequences for the ongoing situation. This might collide with the

semantics of the verb as for example in (34).

6.4.3.1. The 2" past as anterior

The following examples (31)-(33) seem to be good candidates for an anterior
interpretation. (31) is a dialogue from a traditional narrative. The anterior interpretation
is mainly based on the two conditionals pegjasal ’1 would cheat” which make no sense in

a mirative or an inferential situation.

(31) - ma otin pukkod? tek pukic coz, mone pe-ja-ka lu-cce kizi ke.

- pejasal, ke, pejasal, dir, no, pejal’l ‘askon pujime gurte kel tiskem. a ton kicci

minkod? [...]
- Miti siind istut? Toimettomana istumisen asemasta petkutapa mielummin minua jollain tavoin.

- Pettkuttaisinpa kuin petkuttaisinkin varmaan, mutta jétin petkutuspussini kotiin. Enti sind?

Minne olet menossa? [PM Kez 22; 194]

Neither in (32) nor in (33) inferentiality seems to be necessary for the interpretation,
because the state of being not-present is described and stressed. This state of course

results from the former leaving, but has no other interference in these cases.

(32) nilme Sotisko val. kalik lac ak suldirjasko: suan bere Suan ni. van rodnami
[ ‘ukaskemin, stanciis pije gine bertimte — jel nusa miniz val.
Naitin tyttdreni. Viked on valtavasti, [kaikki] pitdvit hauskaa: kun kerran on hddt, niin on hddit.

Koko sukumme on kerdcintynyt, poikani vain ei ollut vield palannut asemalta — hdn meni [sinne]

maitoa viemdidn. [PM Kez 24;196]

(33) mon totko na: apa kuin ¢ askin kotirtini minem no isiz.

Muistan (’tieddn’) vield: titi 1dhti kolmelta kokomaan [karjaa] ja katosi. [VM Sar 48; 226]
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6.4.3.2. Non-evidential pluperfects

Only one example for a non-evidential pluperfect could be found in my database. This

happens to be a 1SG, but because of the fact that the copula is realized in 1* past no

evidential interpretation is possible.

(34)

nos gurtmi ke ja-rasal, oto van uolnme no tatin gj o-r¢ ¢’itisal. odig dire
koskini malpam val, nos mon Sures so pala potsa, korka Soram uc ki no tuz zal”
potis korkaje.

Mutta jos en olisi pitdnyt kyldstimme, en ehki olisi vietdnyt koko eldmééni tddlld. Yhteen aikaan

ajattelin 1dhted, mutta mind menin tien toiselle puolelle, katsoin taloani, ja minun tuli kovi sééli

taloa. [VM U; 39; 214]

6.4.4. The resultative construction

As it has been mentioned for several times, Udmurt has a grammaticalized resultative

construction. The frequency in my database is rather low and all examples I encountered

will be presented in the next paragraphs. Interestingly, the basic resultative construction

was the least encountered.

6.4.4.1. The proper resultative construction

The basic resultative construction appears twice in the following short narration and

nowhere else in my database. Although the resultative construction presents only the

result of an action it has some kind of evidential shade in the second example (probably

due to akir ‘certainly’) and not to its transitive meaning.

(35)

vuZ egra gurt karman gurt intiis liktemin. pe-rvoj liktil'l’am atamanovjoslen,

krest ‘anovjoslen viZizi. so vakit tatin pirini luontem sed nules vilem. tolzes

potini balagan porma korka lestil l’'am, so gurezez al i no balagangurez suo. ta

gurtis, akir Lukiskemin vil ‘gurt, pukl o, murkemir. 5 apka vizi Suo val

vannapaljosiz.

Staraja Igran kyla on siirtynyt [tdnne] Karmanovon kylédn paikalle. Ensimmaisini olivat tulleet
Atamanovien [ja] Krestjanovien esi-isit. Siithen aikaain tadlla oli ollut ldpitunkematon synkké
metsd. Talvehtimista varten rakennettiin havumajan kaltainen talo, sitid vuorta [jolla se sijaitsi]

kutsutaan vieldkin. Balagangureziksi ("havumajavuoreksi’). Tastd kyldstd késin ilmeisesti
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asutettiin Vil “‘gurt, Pukl o, Mukem;r. [Kadun] yldpéin asukkaiden sanottiin olevan 5 ‘agkan

sukua. [EM PP 77; 267]

6.4.4.2. The resultative pluperfect

The resultative construction with the meaning of a pluperfect can be encountered in the

following examples. Interestingly all forms are semantically passive.

(36)

(37)

kizne vuim no, soos kortnaskemin ni val.

Saavuimme [Malaja] Kiznaan, mutta he olivat jo lukineet [portin]. [PM Deb 27;198]

tus Suldir val vazen tortimin. ¢ ‘erk azbar kotirtemin val Zel ‘ez-noj zaboren, so

Sa-koj uzorjosin lestemin val. ul ca Sorti kik cur urobo pit’i gine kistiske val,

ul ca bides voz-voZ oZojen Sobirskemin val.

[...] Aikaisemmin Tortymissa oli hyvin mukavaa. Kirkon piha oli ympérdity rauta-aidalla, se oli
koristeltu kaikenlaisilla ornamenteilla. Tien ("’kadun’) keskelld oli vain kaksi rattaanjikien uraa,

koko tie oli vihreédn ruohon peitossa. [PM Kez 26;198]

6.4.5. The evidential pluperfect

The last two examples (38)-(39), are clear cases for an evidential resultative pluperfect.

In both cases it’s an incident of 2" or 3™ hand hearsay knowledge.

(38)

(39)

vortskem gurtme nimalo val juskojil Suisa. solen nimis ponemin vilem jusko
Surlen kutskonnijizli suisa.

Syntymikyldédni nimitettin Juskojiliksi. Sen nimi oli anettu Jusko (’joutsenien’)- joen
alkuldhteen takia. [PM Jar 1; 156]

s

11-§°S 'u Semost Sejsat vosmom godu ustemin vilem torimin pu ¢ erk.

-

Vuonna 1768 avattiin Tortymissa puukirkko. [PM Kez 26;198]
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7. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE 2"” PAST

7.1. Opening remarks

This paragraph introduces a new dimension into the ongoing research on the Permic 2™
past. So far, the interest of recent studies was focused only on the 2" past of the
individual languages but a comparative analysis has been missing.

It has been mentioned in the literature, that the usage of the 2nd past in Udmurt and
Mari resembles each other (Serebrennikov 1960: 65; Cypanov 2002: 168-170) but this
empirical claim has never been proved. The same was claimed for Komi and Udmurt,
too. Cypanov (2002) and Leinonen & Vilkuna (2000) have addressed the problem, but
here one stands in front of the same problem: frequency and usage are two different
possibilities of analysis and frequency does not explain usage. So far contemporary
research has not left the stage of frequency studies. The practical question is how to
conduct a comparative research when both languages are not one’s native languages. In
recent years, the usage of new bible translation has found some popularity, especially in
Finland. Whereas this is a legitimate approach, I have not chosen to go this way; the
new bible translations for Komi and Udmurt have not yet left the trial phase and
revisions of the published trial editions will most probably occur. Besides, the language
of the bible is stylistically highly marked and without any doubts not the most
representative source of concrete language use. This should be borne in mind, especially
if the output of literature is rather small and literacy in the first language is far from
being the standard case. This applies to all Uralic languages spoken on the territory of
the Russian Federation and most probably to the Saami languages, too.

The other possible choice is translated literature and in this case, the problem of
authenticity is existent, too, but probably to a minor extent. Jorma Luutonen and the
Department for Finno-Ugric Linguistics at the University of Turku prepare several
parallel corpuses for different languages of the Volga-Kama area’’ and I have been
granted the privilege to be the first user. I was given two corpuses of the coming
VOLGCOMP parallel corpus: Suomi eilen ja tdnddn and Pavlik Morozov. The coming
corpuses based on the translations of Suomi eilen ja tdnddn (further SET) and Pavlik
Morozov (further PM) are of different quality and after a thorough analysis, I have
chosen to work with the PM corpus. Despite its political background, the PM corpus is
clearly better than the SET corpus. The language use of SET is contemporary, but the

7 http://www.utu.fi/hum/sgr/VolgaPalv.htm
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thorough analysis of the texts has shown, that the translators did not follow the Finnish
version, but often have mixed the Finnish original and the Russian translation. The
decisive problem is the fact, that the Finnish and the Russian version are not 100%
compatible. In several cases, the Udmurt translator translated a passage following the
Finnish original, where the Komi translator has chosen the Russian variant and vice
versa. This inconsistence in translation makes it impossible to use the Udmurt and Komi
variants for a comparative analysis and I had to abandon it.

Putting aside the political background of Pavlik Morozov, the translation is very
good98 and although the book was intended for the Soviet youthgg, its language use can
be deemed suitable for morphosyntactic research. The rare fact, that this book has been
translated into Udmurt, Zyrian Komi and Permjak Komi makes it even possible to shed

light on the usage of the 2™ past in both Komi variants.

7.2. Problems with the Pavlik Morozov corpus

The PM corpus is still in a very basic shape and at the moment it can be searched only
as a .txt or .doc file. For this the texts were transliterated using a different system than
the usual Finno-Ugric transcription. Only by doing so, the compatibility of the
transliteration and .txt/.doc searching function could be guauralnteed.100 This means, that I
had to transform the Turku transliteration once more to obtain a suitable text for further

working. The Turku transliteration guarantees a complete restoration of the text into

% This is obviously due to the content of the book and the time of its translation (1950s).

% Although the content of the book is widely known in former Eastern Europe, the actor Pavlik Morozov
was unknown to me before and that’s why a very short characterization of the main character and the
book’s content is in order:

“If your father or mother had committed a serious crime, would you report it to the authorities? This was
the question that the story of Pavlik Morozov posed to Soviet youth. In 1932, Pavlik Morozov, a fourteen-
year old peasant lad was murdered allegedly in revenge for having denounced his father as a kulak who
had hoarded grain. His murder resulted in a show trial in the Morozovs' village, Gerasimovka, in
Sverdlovsk oblast. Pavlik was lauded as a Soviet hero -- by, among others, Maksim Gorky at the Soviet
Writers' Congress in 1934 -- and adopted by the Pioneers as their patron saint. Statues of the boy were
erected in Soviet towns, his name was invoked at meetings and in oaths, and the story of his martyrdom
was told in inspirational children's books.

According to Iurii Druzhnikov, a Soviet writer who investigated the legend of Pavlik Morozov in the
1970s, almost everything about it was factually inaccurate. Pavlik's father was not a kulak but the
chairman of a remote rural soviet. Pavlik accused him not of having hoarded grain, but rather of having
attested that a recently arrived kulak deportee was a poor peasant from Gerasimovka. Pavlik may have
been motivated to denounce his father not out a(n extreme) desire to uphold Soviet law, but because
Grigorii Morozov had abandoned Pavlik's mother to move in with a younger woman. The bodies of
Pavlik and his younger brother were found in a forest a few months after the arrest of their father.
Whether their relatives had murdered them remains unclear. Finally, Pavlik was not and had never been a
Pioneer.*

http://www.soviethistory.org/index.php?action=L2&SubjectID=1934pavlik& Year=1934

1% The principles can be found under http:/www.utu.fi/hum/sgr/TranslKyr.gif
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their original orthography, but 1 was forced to work with a latinized orthography,
because my software did not support the macros I was given in Turku. That’s why I had
to readjust the latinized Turku transliteration. This lead to the problem, that several
cases of palatalization have not been marked in the texts. After checking the texts for
several times, some errors might have remained and I take the responsibility for these
shortcomings. Still, this inconsistency in phonetic form has no impact on the semantic
analysis of the 2" past. Please note that the transliteration in this chapter differs from
the one used in chapter 6; i has been replaced by y and ¢ by 0, other small adjustings

should explain themselves in context.

7.3. The role of the narrator

The same observations concerning the involvement of the narrator as in chapter 6 apply
for the following analysis, too. In general, Pavlik Morozov is narrated in third singular
from a highly omniscient perspective, but not without several restrictions. The
translation shows several passages, where the perspective of the omniscient narrator has
been reinterpreted by the translators. The clearest example is in the beginning of the
book; in the original text, units 60-69 present a clear flashback — the main characters
pass two crosses, which stand next to the road they follow. The destiny of a merchant
and his wife who were killed while travelling on the same road is reported. There is no
hint in the narration, whether the narrator has seen the incident or not. The Zyrian Komi
translator chose the omniscient perspective which resulted in a 1* past translation. The
Udmurt and Permjak translators interpreted the passage as hearsay and translated it with

the 2" past.

7.4. The presentation of the material

The rest of the paragraph I will discuss the 48 clear cases with the participation of the
2" past (from evidential to pluperfect) which I could find in the corpus. The order of the
examples follows a coherent fixed pattern. The first example comes from the Finnish
translation (S); this is followed by Zyrian Komi (Z), Udmurt (U) and Permjak Komi (P).
The forms which will be discussed are presented in bold letters. The presentation starts
with those cases, where the pnd past has been found in all Permic varieties and
consequently ends with examples for an isolated 2" past usage in individual Permic

varieties.
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7.4.1. All Permic varieties show 2™ past

The nine examples which use a 2nd past uniformly code the same concepts. Examples

(1)-(4) are cases of inferential interpretation. In isolation example (2) could interpreted

as anterior and/or resultative. Still, when taking the context of (2) into consideration, it

must be connected to example (1) and that’s how it receives an inferential shade.

Examples (3) and (4) explain themselves.

1) 857

Z57
us7

P57

2) S70
Z70
U70
P70

3) S531
Z531
U531
P531

Ne olivat lahoontuneet, kallistuneet sateista ja tuulista, mutta yhd vain
PYSyivdit pystyssd.

Sismomados, tov da zer ulyn p('ilyﬂtc"’(')'ma(')'s', no vek na sulalony.

Zor-kot ulyn no tol Soryn sismil’l’am no Sukinal’lam ni, oz 'y ke no, sylo
na.

Sismomas, pb’liﬁtc”’(')'mas’ tovvezsan da zerrezsan, no so eso

sulalony.

- Vasja setd, ristitpd, tuota noin, ovat lahoontuneet...

- D’ad’a Vasa, a od krestjasys, sidz Suny, siSmomadas...
- Vasa agaj, ben kirosjossy sismil’l’am ini uk...

- D’ad’ Vas, a ed kresttez, vidzot, sismomas....

Mutta osottautui, etteiviit asiat Gerasimovkassa olleetkaan kunnossa.
No, volomko, Gerasimovkayn deldjas abu buros.

Nos Gerasimovkayn uZjos usjamones vylymte

No voloma, Sto Gerasimovkayn deloes umol’os.

4) S1212 Joku oli tyontdnyt hinen kaulansa alle palavan kekdleen.
Z1212 Kodko sujoma gol’a ulas lomtysys golovnja.
U1212 solen jyr ulaz kin ke no 3uas seregpum dongem.
P1212 sivi uvtas kinko sujystoma sotcan golovnja.

In example (5), Komi and Udmurt use a 2™ past as a mirative. In this case, the 2" past

is situated in the complement of a PCU construction. This is the only example for a

. . . . . d
mirative, which is realized as a 2" past:

(5) S1013 - Mutta katsopa, mitd hdn loysi tdnddn eteisestd.
Z1013 - A so vidzodly, myj sijo addzoma poszodzys.
Ul013 - Tani ucvrky, mar Sed’tem so tunne korkaz’ys.
P1013 - A vot vidzot, myj sija posddzsis talun adzzoma.

Interestingly, a 2" past in a clear hearsay situation could be encountered only one time

in the whole corpus. As for the mirative construction, it’s embedded in a PCU
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complement. Whereas the situation in the complement is uniform, the form of the PCU
verb ’to hear’ differs in Komi and Udmurt. Both Komi varieties use the 1* past for the

PCU verb but the Udmurt translator has chosen a pluperfect:

(6) S782 - Kuulin, ettd teille on tullut joku piirikomiteasta?
7782 - Me kyvli, rajonys po kodko vooma tijano?
U782 - Mon kylem val, ti dory rajonys kin ke lyktem suysa.
P782 - Me kyli, tijané kinko rajonis loktom ?

The remaining examples were interpretated as anteriors, simply because no evidential
shading could be attributed to it. In example (7), the 2" past stresses the anterior state of
having found a suspicious flyer in the passive-like 3PL. In (8) the boy reports that they
have arrived late, because they were far from home. The Zyrian 1PL is in the usual
reflexive derivation which is needed for 1* person forms in standard Komi, Permjak
must be a transliteration error in the files. If this turns out to be the case, this would be
sensational because no 1* person forms have been reported in literature on Permjak. In
(9), Udmurt describes grandmother’s hunched shoulders with a resultative construction;

the other verbs are in 2™ past as in Komi.

(7) S1035 Kivi eilen naapurissa, niin sielld olivat mydskin loytdneet tillaisia
kirjelappuja.
Z1035 Toryt vetlis sosedjaso, seni tatsom 7o gizodjas addzomads.
U1035 Tolon buskel’jos dory vetliz, soos no syce goZtetjos Sed’til’l’am.
P1035 Sija ton soseddez ordo vetlis, dak setin 1020 setsom zapisk?eso
adzzomas.

(8) S168 - Olimme kaukana, isd...
Z168 - Ylodz munsoma, papa...
Ul68 - Kyd’oke pyriskemmy, ataje...
P168 - Yo pyrimo, t’at’u...

©)) S143  Mummon nend riippuu aito vanhusmaisesti sopottavien huulten
yldpuolella, pdd on painunut olkapdiden vdliin ja hdnen hartiansa ovat
kumarassa.
Z143 Bablon nyrys dzik porysjaslon moz d56déoma tsetskys vomdorjasodzys,
jurys pyroma pel’pomjasas, a myskas - gorb.
Ul43 Pesanajlen peresmysa nyryz no pintem ym doroz’az oSiskem ni, jyryz
pel’pumjosyz visky ySemyn, tybyryz g’ubyrskemyn.

P143 Babyslon nyrys staruhalon moz 6so6tcoma pintom omys vestyn, jurys
kyssoma pel’ponnezas, pel’ponnez sajyn - gorb.
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7.4.2. Komi 2™ past — Udmurt resultative construction

In the following cases (10)-(12), if concentrating solely on Komi, the missing agents
would favor an anterior or respective an objective resultative interpretation. Due to the
fact, that Udmurt uses the resultative construction in these cases, the resultative
interpretation becomes compelling. The passive interpretation of examples (10)-(12) are

based on the semantic transitivity of the used verbs.

(10) S$524 - Se on nyt kumminkin naulattu kiinni.
7524 - Oni sijo povjon tuvjaloma Zo-a.
U524 - So al’i syce ik pytsamyn uk.
P524 - Sija oni vso ravno podnalom.

(11) S673 Sinne on merkitty ndin: keskivarakas Kulukanov Arseni Ignatjevitsh.
7673 Sidzi i giZoma: Arsenij Ignat’evicvr Kulukanov serednjak
U673 0z’y ik goZtemyn: serednjak Kulukanov Arsenij I gnat’evicJ.
P673  Sidz i giZoma: serednjak Kulukanov Arsenij Ignat’evié.

(12)  S§1148 Rintamuksessa on vihred koruompelus.
Z1148 Mordsso vizon vySivajtoma...
Ul148 Gad’ vylyz voZen puZyjatemyn...
P1148 Moros vylas zel’ ondjon serotoma...

The verbs in the Komi translations of example (13) are in the durative non-evidential
pluperfect which overrides automatically the non-evidential interpretation of the
intransitive verb. The Udmurt construction, too, is in a non-evidential past tense,
correctly speaking in the non-evidential durative past resultative. The same holds for
(14). This example shows an important typological difference between Komi and
Udmurt. Whereas Komi can loan Russian verbs, (koZ: panumnur < ru: panums ‘to
become wounded’) Udmurt uses a pro-verb construction which uses the loaned lexeme
(in this case the verb panuth) and adds xapsiner ‘to make’ which fills the verbal

position. ot

(13) 8462 Kokous oli mennyt pilalle.
7462 Sborso voli torkoma.
U462 Sbor kuspeti karemyn val.
P462 Sbor voli dzugom.

"' The same is true for 13 kuspeti karemyn val. but I could no identify the lexeme.
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(14)  S1568 Andrei Tshubar - se sama pitkd, harteikas ukrainalainen, josta jo
aikaisemmin sinulle kirjoitin - hyppdsi ensimmdisend jdadkylmdcdn veteen,
huolimatta siitd, ettd oli haavoittunut jalkaan.

Z1568 Andrej Eubar’ - sijo ydZyd, paskyd pel’pomjasa ukrainecys, kod jylys me
tenyd gizli nin vodzdZyk - medvodz éeééyitis Jjia vaas, sy vylo vidzodtog,
myj ranitéoma vili kokys.

U1568 Mi pilys samoj SuZytez, paskyt pel’ pumo ukrainec - so sarys mon tynyd
az’vyl no goZjaj ini - Andrej Eubar’, pydyz ranit’ karemyn ke no val, jo
kad’ kez’yt vue kot’kinles az’lo tetciz.

P1568 Andrej Eubar’ - sija samoj vylyn mygora, paskyt pel’pona ukrainecys,
koda jylis me giZi ni tenyt odzZyk - pervij Eelloviis Jjya vao, kot i voli
ranitoma kokas

7.4.3. All Permic varieties use a participle in different constructions

Although with minor importance for the actual discussion, example (15) shows the
different time conception of the translators. The construction itself is resultative. Zyrian
uses the simple o past, Permjak a non-evidential pluperfect — both in the relative
clause. Udmurt has no proper relative clause (at least not from an SAE point of view)
and instead of a relative clause two simple clauses are used. The resultative construction

appears in the same semantic position as in Komi.

(15) S1015 Se oli ruudukkaan vihkon lehdestd revdisty palanen, johon oli
koukeroisella kdsialalla kirjoitettu:
Z1015 Tajo voli tetrad’ys kletéatb‘j listlon kusok, kodos gizoma nerovnoj
bukvajason:
Ul1015 So val tetrad’ys kesem kecato listlen judesez. Otyn kyryz-kongyl’
bukvaosyn goZtemyn:
P1015 Eta voli tetradis kletc*’atb'j listok torok, koda vylyn nostom bukvaezon voli

giZoma:

7.4.4. 2" past in both Komi varieties but not in Udmurt

The homogeneity in both Komi varieties is known, but detailed contrastive work in
morphosyntax is missing. Surprisingly, the usage of the 2" past in both Komi varieties
differs more than I expected. Examples (16) and (17) were the only cases, where Zyrian
and Permjak Komi differ from Udmurt. In example (16) the lack of the 2™ past in
Udmurt is due to a different translation (Komi passive participle vs Udmurt

demonstrative pronoun).

149



(16) S810 Annettu kansalaiselle .............couuuee....... siitd, ettd hdn on todellakin
Uralin alueen, Tavdinskin piirin Gerasimovkan kyldn asukas ja omasta
tahdostaan poistuu asuinpaikaltaan.

7810 Setoma tajis graidanin ....... sy jylys, myj sijo dejstvitel’'no javl ’ajtc*'o
Ural’skoj oblast’sa, Tavdinskoj rajensa, Gerasimovka Siktsa olyson, da
aslas kosjom serti mund olan mestasys.

US8I0 Ta graZdanin zemze ik Ural’skoj ob-last’ys,
Tavdivskoj rajonys Gerasimovka seloyn ulis lue no as mylkyd karemezja
ulon intyystyz koske

P810 Setoma grazdaninlo ...... SYY, éto sija dejstvitel’no javl ’ajtc*’O' Ural’skoj
oblastis, Tavdinskoj rajonis, Gerasimovka selois olison, i olan mestasis
mund aslas Zelanno sorti bednjak.

In (17) the necessive construction has been interpreted differently. Both Komi varieties
use an impersonal non-evidential pluperfect, Udmurt uses the necessive particle kule

with the copula in the 1* past which results in a durative.

(17) 8969 Kello kahdeksitoista pdivdlld oli lukutuvalla mddrditty pidettdvdiksi

pioneerien dramaattisen piirin harjoitukset.

7969 Das kyk Eas lun keZlo izba-Cital iad véli indoma pionerskoj
dramkruZoklys repeticija.

U969 Das kyk (:V’asyn nunaze lydgv'on korkan pionerjoslen dramkruZoksylen
repeticiez ortc*'yny kule val.

P969 Lunnas dvenadcat’ éasé izba-Cital ‘nayn voli naz-nacitoma pionerskoj
dramkruZoklon repeticija.

7.4.5. 2" past in Zyrian Komi and Udmurt but not in Permjak Komi

Examples (18) and (19) have a clear evidential shade and it is surprising, why Permjak
Komi uses a different strategy in this cases. Example (18) is a case of inferentiality, the
main character Pavel and his friend Motja want to visit their friend Jakov. They see
Jakov through the window and Motja sees a pale Jakov which leads him to the
conclusion that he must be ill. Why the Permjak translation does not follow this usage is

not clear.

(18) S1003 - Hdn on varmaankin sairas.
Z1003 - Vismoma, burako.
U1003 - Visyny usem, Sodske.
P1003 - Nat’to, Sogavny pondis.

Example (19) is a case of inferentiality in 1SG. Motja lies in bed and tells Pavel about

his stomach-ache. The only possible explanation for the 1* past in Permjak Komi would
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be, that the Zyrian reflexive 1% person construction is not known in Permjak but this has

never been mentioned in the literature.

(19) 81378 - Vatsaa kivistdd , - tunnusti hdn alakuloisesti, - soin liiaksi karpaloita...
Z1378 - Kynomaoj viso,- Sogpyrys vistasis Motja,- vyvtidZyk sojsoma turipuvto...
U1378 - Koty vise, - két3o% pyr veraz Motja. — Nurmul'yez tros Siiskem...
P1378 - Kynomo viso, - vistalis sija Sogon. - Turimol’sé unaov Soji...

Examples (20) and (21) are most likely cases of colliding past tense interpretations.
Usually, the 1*" past is interpreted as the default past tense (because it’s neutral to
aspect) and that’s probably why Permjak Komi uses the 1% past were Zyrian Komi and
Udmurt use the 2" past. In both cases, the interpretation is non-evidential and therefore

(20) and (21) should be regarded as anteriors:

(20)  S1158 - Hdnelle, - Pavel nyokdytti Motjaan pdin, - antoivat tdanddn
kyldneuvostossa luettelon niistd, jotka eivdt halua tdyttdd
viljanhankintatehtdavid.

Z1158 - So syly, - Pavel jurnas indis Motja vylo, - talun sel’sovetyn spisok
setomads, kodi oz kosjy myntyny nan.

Ul1158 - Tini soly, - Pavel Motja pala jyrynyz Sontiz, - sel’sovetyn tunne spisok
sotil’l’am gosudarstvoly nan tyryny pumit luisjoslen nimtulenyzy.

P1158 - Von sylo,-Pavel kaéyknitis Jjurnas Motjalano, - sel’sovetyn talun setiso
spisok, kinnez oz by seto gosudarstvolo nanso.

(21)  S1096 Hiin oli kuin poika, osasipa ampuakin pyssystd: isd oli opettanut.
Z1096 Sijo - bytt’o detinka, vesig ruZ’eys lyjsyny kuZo: bat’ys velodoma.
U1096 So piosmurt kad’, esma pycalen ybyliskyny no bygate: ataez dySetem.
P1096 Sija - kydz zonkaok, nel’ki ruz’jois kuzo lyjsyny: ajys velotis.

Example (22) presents a situation, where all three Permic varieties differ from each
other. The interpretation of the example is a straightforward case of pluperfect. Still,
only Zyrian Komi uses a pluperfect, Udmurt the resultative construction and Permjak

Komi a lexical resultative.

(22) 8874 Kdaymdportti oli lukittu.
7874 Kalitkays voli ignaloma.
U874 fez 'y pytsamyn.
P874 Vorotkays voli podana.

151



7.4.6. 2" past in Udmurt and Permjak Komi but not in Zyrian Komi
Examples (23)-(26) have been mentioned under 7.3. as the encountered flashback

problem and consequently they have to be interpreted as cases of hearsay.

(23) S60  Niitd saapui tinne pohjois-Uralille Jekaterinburgista. He kaupitsivat
helmid, viinaa, halpoja pyssyjd ja ostivat polkuhinnalla metsdstdjiltd
turkiksia.

Z60  Najo volyvlisny tat¢s, Ural vojvylo, Ekaterinburgsan, vuzasisny
sikotsjason, vinaon da dontom ruz’ejason, dontom-donys nobavlisny
voralysjaslys dona zver’ kujas.

Ue6o Tatéy, Urallen ujpalaz, soos vuylil’l’am Ekaterinburgys (tabere
Sverdlovsk), vesjoyn, kabak vinaen, duntem pycaljosyn vuzkaro no
pojsurasjosles pojsur kuosses duntem dunyn basjalo vylem.

P60  Vovlomas nija tatcV’O', Ural severo. Ekaterinburgis (oni Sverdlovsk),
torgujtomas pristeZZezon, vinaon da dontom ruZ’joezon, a Iralissez.
lis dontoma bostalomas pusnina.

(24) 862  Hdn ampui haulikollaan ja murskasi kauppiaan pddn.
762  Lyjis drobovikys da Zugodis kupeélys’ Jjurso.
U62  Pojsuran pycalystyz ybem no kupeclen jyraz jottem.
P62  Lyjoma ohotnic*'érbj ruZ’jois i inmoma kupeclo juras.

(25) 863  Kauppiaan pyylevi vaimo hyppdsi rattailta ja syoksyi pensaikkoon

kauheasti huutaen.

Z63 A kupeélb‘n kyz gotyrys c*’e(:V’cV’yftis telegays da, I’okys gorzigtyr,
uskoddis kustjas povsto.

U63  Nos kupeclen z0k kysnoez uroboystyz tetéem no, simes kuaraen
c*'erekjasa, kuakjos poly peg j’em.

P63 A kupeclon kyz inys Eeélovtima taratajkasis da, bobis gorotlomon,
uskitéoma kusttezo.

(26) S64  Murhaaja saavutti hdanet aukeamalla ja lopetti toisella panoksella.
7264  Mortviys votodis sijos erd vylyn da pomalis mod zarjadon.
U64  Ad’ami viis soe kyr intyysen sutem no kyketi zarjadenyz viem.
P64 Mortvijisys votoma sijo ludovka vylas i vijoma sijo modik zarjadon.

Examples (27) and (28) are probably to analyze as (20) and (21). In case (27) a
theoretical chance for a mirative would be possible, but the context is too weak to
justify this interpretation. (28) is in the same vein, but the anterior looks more natural,

too.

(27) 8345 Hdn on oppinut niin mainiosti laittamaan tiemerkkej.
7345 Vyvti nin bura velalis sijo doroZnoj znakjas puktavny.
U345 Sures vyle todmetjos puktylyny tuz umoj dySem so.
P345  Odd’on ni bura sija doroznoj zkakkeso velaloma kerny.
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(28) S$407 Hin oli niin kalpea, ettd tihedit pisamat hinen kasvoillaan ndakyiviit

entistd selvemmin.

7407 Sijo satsom bled, myj sylon Euzom vylas suk berinjasys tb‘déisny eSS0
JjondZyka mukoddyrsa dorys.

U407 So kyskamenyz jug-jug kosektem, bamystyz nap puzyosyz sin Sory ukata
jun joto.

P407 Sija syrk’jalo i sybura bleddtoma, to sy Cuzom vylyn tSok ponputssez
tydalony eso buraZyk, neZeli pyr.

The last two examples have a clearly resultative shade. In (29), Zyrian Komi uses the

default 1* past, Udmurt a resultative construction and Permjak the 2" past in 3PL.

(30) 8353 Kun suoritettiin nimenhuuto, niin osottautui, ettd ldsnd oli kymmenen
henked.
7353 Kor nuodisny pereklié’ka, tydovtcV’iS, myj sbor vylyn prisutstvujto das
Mort.
U353 Pereklicka ortc*'ytem bere todmo luiz: sbore das murt lyktemyn.
P353 Keriso perekliéka: sbor vylo loktomas das mort.

(30) is a little trickier, in the Zyrian translation, the Russian adjective TpeBOKHBII
‘anxious, uneasy, troubled’ is used, whereas in Udmurt a resultative construction and in
Permjak a participle is used. Semantically all three constructions are subjective
resultative, but only Udmurt and Permjak are morphological resultatives — the Zyrian

resultative is lexical.

(30) S401 Hdnen kasvonsa olivat levottomat.
7401 éuidmys sylon trevoZnoyj.
U401 Solen ymnyryz Suerskemyn.
P401  Sylén Cuzbmys povz’om

In the following paragraphs I will discuss those cases, were only one of the Permic

languages has used a 2nd past and if possible, I try to explain these cases.

7.4.7. 2" past in Zyrian Komi only
Only in one example, (31) a mirative meaning has been translated with the 2nd past in
Zyrian Komi. The other example (32) is an irrealis condition in a conditional sentence,

were the irrealis is marked by a 2" past. This example must be mentioned, but
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otherwise this phenomenon is not part of the discussion in the thesis. All other cases

(33)-(36) are anteriors and are cases as discussed in (20), (21), (27), (28).

31) 81299 Pavel istuutui hinen viereensd, kattoi veljen peitteelld ja ajatteli: "Miten

isoksi Roman on kasvanut!

Z1299 Pavel puksis orécon, Sebrédis voksé eSkynon da dumystis: "KutSoma nin
bydmoma Romkanym!

U1299 Pavel so vozy puksiz, vynze odejaloen Sobyrtiz no malpaz: "Badfym
budiz ni Romka!

P1299 Pavel puksis ordcon, Sebralis vonso odejaloon, dumajtystis:"YdZyta ni
bydmis Romkays!

(32) S1488 - Ette tehneet niinkuin olisi pitdnyt...
71488 - Abu sidzi viéomnyd...
U1488 - Od bygate....
P1488 - Ne sidz udZalit...

(33) 822 Eivdtkd housunikaan ole vield kuivuneet jdrven jdleltd.
722 A menam so gacJO'j abu na kosmoma tyad kotasomys, vidzodly kot'.
U22 Nos mynam, uéky al’i, tyyn kotmem Stanie no 6z kuasmy na.
P22 A menam e$6 ves’jano tyas vadom boryn ez kosmy, vidzot.

(34) S133 llalliselle oli tullut vieraiksi Trofim Morozovin vanhemmat - Serjoga

vaari ja Ksenija mummo ja heiddn kanssaan yhdeksdntoistavuotias
Trofimin veljenpoika Danila.

Z133 Uznajtny voomados gost’jas, Trofim Morozovlon bat’mamys, - Sergej ded
da Ksenija bab, a nakod Trofimlon das okmys ardsa plemjannik Danila.

Ul33 Siskon azely kunoos lyktizy, Trofim Morozovlen anaj-atajjosyz - Serjoga
pesataj no Ksenija pesanaj, soosyn cos ik Trofimlen plemjannikez - das
ukmys aresem Danila.

P133 Utin kezZas loktiso gossez, Trofim Morozovlon ajmamys, - ded Serjoga da
bab Ksenija, a nykot - Trofimlon devjatnadcat’godsja lemjannik Danilo.

(35) 8903 Poika ymmdrsi, mitd varten Serjoga vaari oli tullut ja hinet valtasi
katkera suuttumus.
7903 Detinka gogorvois, myjla vooma Sergej dedys, da ydZyd skorlun Symyrtis
Sijos.
U903 Serjoga pesataezles maly lyktemze pijas valaz no kotyz 50z luiz.
P903  Zonoclka veZortis, myjlo loktis Serjoga dedys, i sija 6dd’on logasis da
obiditCis.
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(36) S1541-1542 Avaamatta sitd hdn katsoo kauan ja litkuttuneena vaaleansiniseen

kirjekuoreen, ikddnkuin yrittden ndhdd sen, joka on kirjoittanut
osoitteen: "Krimi, Alupka, Sevastopolinkatu N° 4, Tatjana Semjonovna
Morozovalle".

Z1541 Pismoso vostytog sijo dyr na volnujtédmb’n vidzodo goluboj konvert vylo,

bytt’6 zil’o suvtodny Sin vodzas Sijos, kodon giZoma tajo adresso:

Ul1541 Soe soku ik iz usty. Kema uckysa uliz 3aryt lyz konvert Sory, adres

goZtisse adgyny turtte kad’:

P1541 Pismoso ostytodz sija dyr i volnujtc%‘mb‘n vidzoto goluboj konvert vylo,

byt’to starajtco adzzyny sijo, kingiZis eta adreslis kyvveso:

7.4.8. The 2" past in Udmurt only

The following examples do not differ from the Zyrian examples in 7.8.1. There is one

clear hearsay o past from the flashback sequence, which surprisingly has been

translated in 1* past in Permjak Komi (37). All other examples (38)-(41) are anteriors,

perhaps a slight shade of inferentiality could be seen in (41) but still this seems not to be

the main function.

37 S67

267
ue67

P67

(38) 885
85

Us85

P85

(39) 888
Z88
Us8
P88

(40) S563
2563
U563
P563

Ja komissarius kirjoitti poytikirjaansa: Puolisot loydettiin murhattuina;
murhaajaa ei ole loydetty".

I protokolas pristav giZis: "Suriny kod todé kodon viom gozja".
Protokolaz pristav goZtem: "Kysnoen karten viemen Sed’temyn, viisez
todmo ovol".

I protokolyn pristav giZis: "Adzzomds vijom kupec. da kupéiha, kin vijis —
todny ego vermao".

Ukrainassa ja Kubanilla talonpojat ovat jo yhtyneet kolhooseihin, mutta
kulakit hdiritsivdt sielld.

Ukrainayn da Kuban’yn muZikjas kolhozjaso nin O'tuvtc*'isny, a kulakjas
mesvajth isny.

Ukrainayn no Kuban’yn krest’janjos kolhozjosy ogazejaskil’l’am ini, nos
kulakjos soosly [’uketo.

Ukrainayn da Kubam’yn muZikkez kolhozzezo otlaasiso, a kulakkez
mesajtiso.

Se on, lapset, oikein tehty!
Deloys, Cel’ad’, pravil’noj!
Soner lestil’l’am!

Deloys, Cel’ad’, pravil’noj!

Veditte miehen kokonaan keskusteluihinne!
Dzikodz manitinnyd mortso!

Vot noril’lam ad’amiez!

Sovsem mortyslo znika od seto!
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41) S1373-

Z1373
Ul373
P1373

S1373-

Z1374
Ul374
P1374

1374 Ensin he poikkesivat Jashaa tapaamaan, hén ei ollut kotona.
Pervoj pyralisny Jakovos nuodny.
Nyrys ik soos Jakovez 6t’yny pyrizy.
Pervo pyraliso korny Jakovos.

1374 Ensin he poikkesivat Jashaa tapaamaan, hén ei ollut kotona.
Sijo ez vov gortas.
Nos soiz doraz vylymte.
Sija gortas ez vov.

7.8.3. 2™ past in Permjak Komi only

Examples (41)-(43) are from another flashback situation, which is unrealized in the

Zyrian Komi and Udmurt translation. These examples are clear cases of hearsay and

need no further explanation.

41) Si145
Z145
Ui45

P45

42) SI46
7146
U146
P46

43) Si147
Z147
Ui47

P147

Nuorena ollessaan, tsaarin aikana, oli Serjoga vaari asunut Vitebskin
ladnissd, palvellut sielld vanginvartijana.

Tomdyrjiys, car’ dyrji, Sergej ded olis Vitebskoj gubernijayn, sluZitis seni
t’uremndj nadziratel’on.

Egit dyrjaz, eksej dyrja, Serjoga pesataj Vitebskoj guberniyn uliz,
t’ur’mayn nadziratel’ val.

Tomnas, car’ dyrni, ded Serjoga oloma Vitebskoj gubernijayn, sluZitoma
setéin t’uremndj nadziratel’ on.

Hdin oli ollut hyvissd vdleissd pddllyston kanssa ja sddstdanyt rahoja.
Olis nacal’stvokod druzndja, Cozis denga.

Nalal’stvoen tupasa uliz, ukso l’'ukaz.

Nacal’stvokét assé vidzoma bura, Cukortoma denga.

Sitten hdn oli siirtynyt perheineen Gerasimovkaan, Uralin asumattomille
maille ja alkanut hankkia itselleen taloutta.

A sessa sem’janas munis Gerasimovkao, pustujtys ural’skoj mujas vylo,
kutis ovmos losodny.

Sobere sem’jaenyz Uralys kustem muzemjos vyle, Gerasimovkae, lyktiz
no hozjajstvo zavod’yny ddjaz.

A sy boryn sem’janas loktoma Gerasimovkad, pustoj ural’ skoj muez vylo,

pondoma zavoditny hozjajstvo.

The last two examples (44) and (45) show an interesting solution in Permjak Komi.

Whereas Zyrian Komi and Udmurt use 1% past, the Permjak Komi translation used a

pluperfect. This shows, that the 2" past as an anterior has a wider range and

incorporates several semantic aspects of more distant pasts in its usage.

156



(44)

(45)

S1017 Pyhdssd Jerusalemin kaupungissa on kuultu herran ddni, ja herra on
sanonut, ettd joka kolhoosiin menee, hdn ei tule saamaan siunausta.

Z1017 Kylo voli svjatoj kar lerusalimyn gospod’lon golos, da suis gospod’, kodi
kolhozo pyras, oz lo syly blagoslovenie.

Ul1017 Svjatoj lerusalim gorodyn inmarlen kuaraez kyliskiz, so suiz kin ke
kolhoze pyriz ke, soe inmar kargaloz.

P1017 Ierusalim svjatoj gradyn voli kyloma gospod’lon golos, i vistalis
gospod’: kin gizsas kolhozo, sylo oz lo blago-slovenno.

S1484 - A-a-a... Kaikki muu tapahtui kuin sumussa.

71484 - A-a-a...Sessa stav’is voli bytt’o tsyn pytskyn.

Ul484 - A-a-a...So nomyr no 0z vala ni. Vanmyz ¢yn poly ysiz kad’.
P1484 - A-a-a...Bydos mukodys voli veztoma kydz byt ’'to tsynon.
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8. THE 2" PAST: A PRELIMINARY DEFINITION

The following definition is strictly speaking preliminary, because it is based on the
material I used in my database. Other, published, findings will be ignored for a moment.
As already mentioned, the corpus is unbalanced both quantitatively and qualitatively.
Therefore the findings are preliminary and do not offer more than tendencies. Still, in a
field of research, where form-function questions have been ignored outside the scope of

normative grammar every contribution should be welcome.

8.1. The 2™ past in Komi
The semantic principles which can be expressed in both Komi varieties are fairly
similar. In simple declarative sentences, both Komi varieties use the 2" past to express

inferentially obtained knowledge (1)—(2)102, mirativity (3)-(4) and hearsay (5)-(6):

(1)  meessaad’d’Zilola kok-tui. seti munemaes lola kekja-mis ki-min.

Dann sah ich Elchspuren. Dort waren etwa acht Elche gelaufen. [LVy 176; 296]

(2)  miZi-ktSet’t Sas dod d’is, bostas rut’s kijas, Su’g: “re vaZen ku’ema, i$Sg
sonjt*
Der Mann steigt vom Schlitten, nimmt den Fuchs in die Hand und sagt: ,,Der ist vor kurzem

gestorben, er ist noch warm. [PS 94; 196]

[ (4

3) “ no-pg, tai-ke-p¢ vijas, te-pg poli lsv velemid.

,Na, der hat mich ja fast getotet, und da warst ein Feigling.” [Pe 164; 226]

4) “k in-ke-pe ker-kuas vevem*

Jemand ist im Haus gewesen. [PS 63; 136]

(5)  et’ikis sijg izema mel hit Sain. a kodir silen izSis, seki veli jona pemid dai sijg
kolt't’Sema uznj set’t Sg.
Einmal soll er in der Miihle gewesen sein, um (Getreide) zu mahlen. Und als sein (Getreide)

gemabhlen ist, da war es sehr dunkel, und er soll zum Schlafen dort geblieben sein. [MS 41;64]

12 5dd = Zyrian Komi; even = Permjak Komi
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(6)  nijg kosSisg kik vun vais. si berin tol’ko ad’dZisg. ed 'd ’e-n vogmas rostemes,
bides piktemes.

Man suchte sie im Wasser zwei Tage lang. Erst danach fand man sie. Sie waren sehr hisslich

geworden und alle waren aufgeschwemmt. [PS 142; 246]

For the usage of 1* person forms, I have no clear evidence from Permjak Komi. The
usages of the 1* person forms in Zyrian Komi were all clear cases of non-volitionality:
(7)  me su'a: “uZSema velekas, ok ted loktemes.*

Ich habe unterwegs iibernachtet, ich weiss nicht, wie ich (her)gekommen bin.* [MS 68;104]

The interpretation of the 2" past as anterior is still possible although these instances
were relatively scarce in my database. Because my Permjak Komi database does not
contain clear examples for this, only Zyrian data will be shown. In many cases, the
anterior interpretation was conditioned by objective resultative constructions (8) which
are expressed with 3™ person forms or by intransitive verbs (9) which have a higher
non-evidential reading than transitive verbs. Still, transitive verbs can obtain a non-

evidential reading, too (10).

(8) dodjas tir tevar tet sema.

Die Schlitten sind vollgeladen mit Waren. [1Z 27; 36-38]

9) no nilis kulema nin, oz lolav.

Aber das Médchen war schon tot, es atmete nicht. [LVy 137; 216]

(10)  “idZid Ze bur tivet ‘Semnid, oskes kijemnid. una meskes nin taje mistem
t'Suzem §lojis. [...]¢
,.Bine grosse, gute (Tat) habt ihr getan, den Biren habt ihr erlegt. Viele Kiihe hatte dieses
hissliche Gesicht schon gefressen. [...]“[UVy 287;416]

Also verbal complements can take extensions in the nd past, and in all cases, theses

verbal complements were cases of PCU complements. The interpretation of 2™ past

with PCU complements is overwhelmingly evidential, in example (11) inferential:
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(11)  me muni sija lunjaz_beras bara kiisni. muni, da nitse nollema’” koD-ke. me

tedmali, nollema os. me d Zik dinas eg mun. teda, os nollema poz vile.

Ich ging nach diesen Tagen wieder auf die Jagd. Ich ging, und jemand hat Moos geschleppt. Ich
wusste, (dass) ein Bir (es) geschleppt hat. Ich ging nicht ganz nahe heran. Ich weiss, der Bér hat

(es) fiir (seine) Hohle geschleppt. [UVy 112;188]

The 2™ past can be used in relative clauses as well, those few examples I have

encountered have a non-evidential usage of the 2" past.

(12)  a jaranjas veli pukalent, kjti§ vid_dusse vijemnj.

Aber die Samojeden sassen gerade dort, wo fiinf Stiick getotet worden sind. [Pe 164; 222]

The 2" past in Komi was found in declarative sentences only. The syntactic distribution
is attested in both main and dependent clauses. Whereas PCU constructions prefer

evidential interpretation, the relative clause is open to both interpretations.

8.2. The 2" past in Udmurt
The 2™ past in Udmurt can be used to code the same semantic concepts as in Komi.

These concepts are inferentiality (13) mirativity (14) and hearsay (15):

(13)  kema gine mon otin kil l’skem. mame uzantiis vuem no a33’em, pe: gid azin
mon kil l’isko. 50-gak pilatem no korka pirtem. nos kinmesam al’i ke no pusez

van na.

Olin maannut sielli melko pitkiin. Aitini oli tullut tydstd ja nihnyt: mind makaan lampolan
edessd. Nopeasti hidn oli valellut minua vedelli ja kantanut taloon. Mutta otsassani nytkin vield

on jilki. [VM U; 37; 212]

(14)  so mone vu ule pirtiz. otin no sooslen muzjem vilin kad ik ulonzi vilem. vu ulin
mone Sudiz no iZini kosiz.

Hén vei minut veden alle. Siellikin heilld elimé oli sammanlaista kuin maan péélld. [PM Glaz 6;

168]

193 This of course is no instance of PCU and is outside this discussion. Note, that the following clauses are

eliptic and the complementizer mj; is not realized.
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(15)  graZda-nskoj vojna dirja gurin ulisjos koSkil l’am nuleski. otin vilem jun kuz
no paskit nukez. gurtazi neno-kice Zivotez no even kel til'l’am, ¢’i-stozes serazi
nuil l'am.

Kansalaissodan aikana kylidn asukkaat menivit metsddn. Sielld oli erittdin pitkd ja leved rotko.

Kyléddn he eivit jattdneet mitdin eldimid, kaiken he veivit mukanaan. [PM Kez 23;194]

The usage of 1% person forms in Udmurt in my database was both non-volitional (16)

and anterior (17):

(16)  suzere obedasa k3l iz. uzonnam veraskand kuc ikiskem.

Pikkusiskoni jédi syomédn. Unissani aloin puhella. [PE Bess 134; 352]

(17) - ma otin pukkod? tek pukic coz, mone pe-ja-ka lu-cce kizi ke.
- pejasal, ke, pejasal, dir, no, pejal’l ‘askon pujime gurte kel tiskem. a ton kicci

minkod? [...]

- Miti siind istut? Toimettomana istumisen asemasta petkutapa mielummin minua jollain tavoin.

- Petkuttaisinpa kuin petkuttaisinkin varmaan, mutta jéitin petkutuspussini kotiin. Ent sind?

Minne olet menossa? [PM Kez 22; 194]

Udmurt can use the 2™ past in PCU complements too (18), otherwise the usage in
subordinated clauses is not possible, because Udmurt uses non-finite converb

constructions and lacks subordinated clauses.
(18) S782 - Kuulin, ettd teille on tullut joku piirikomiteasta?
U782 - Mon kylem val, ti dory rajonys kin ke lyktem suysa.

As for Komi, the 2™ past in my Udmurt database has been found almost exclusively in

. d . .
declarative sentences. In one case, a 2" past has been found in a question.

(19)  odik pol, pe, ek zor uknoosti pil ilem. vesaskon mestazes vostemzi evel, pe,

lesa, jaram inmarli. parsez no vesan ug le-3 o vilem, lesa, o-te anna?

Kerran voimakas sade rikkoi ikkunat. [Se, ettd] he olivat vaihtaneet uhripaikan, ei ilmeisestikdin
miellyttinyt Inmaria. Sikaakaan ei varmaan saanut antaa uhriksi, eiko niin, Anna? [VM Sar 50;

226]
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8.3. The 2" past in Permic — evidential, modal, temporal or something else?

The comparative analysis of the 2™ past shows, that the usage in Komi and Udmurt is
fairly uniform. The 2™ past can be used to express anteriorness and anteriorness with
evidential shadings such as inferintiality, mirativity and hearsay. This is possible in
both main clauses and in PCU complements. The only major difference inside Permic is
the usage in subordinated clauses. Whereas Zyrian and Permjak Komi have finite
subordinated clauses, subordinated clauses in Udmurt are infinite and that’s why the pnd
past can occur only in both Komi varieties. The overall question is the concrete nature
of the 2™ past. Summing up the discussion, Permic has no grammaticalized evidential
system, because the function of the 2" past is not exclusively a means for indicating
evidentiality. There is no one to one mapping of form and function, because the 2™ past
can express three different shadings of evidentiality in one form. The fact that
evidentiality in Permic occurs only in past tense is not a sufficient criteria for or against
an evidential interpretation. The clear form to function mismatch is the main criterion
which speaks against an evidential interpretation (see 5.8. and Lazard 1999: 98). This
means that the 2" past in Permic can be used as an evidential strategy, but it is no
proper evidential. That’s why I support Napolskich’s rejection of Winkler’s idea of a
modal category evidential in Udmurt.

The evidential strategy falls into the first group of Aikhenvald’s new classification
of evidentials and the Permic 2™ past is nothing else than an evidential strategy. This
does not contradict but enhances Leinonen’s interpretation (2000: 436), which attributes
evidentiality in Permic to the particles ko: pe ud; pe and the o past participle of ‘to be’

ko: velem'™

ud: vilem.

8.4. Clearing the terminological chaos - how to call the 2" past and how not

A legitimate question for normative grammar is the fact, how to call the 2" past. This
question is intermingled with the question of grammatical tradition, which in the case of
Uotila, Fuchs and Winkler follows the traditional European tradition of Latin and Greek
grammatical traditions, whereas SKJ, KPJ and GSUJ follow the Slavonic/Russian
tradition. Therefore labeling the 2nd past as perfect, preterite, resultative or any other

similar concept tells much more about the grammarian than the language itself. The

1% In several texts, besides velem a form velem-ke could be found. The later copula consists of the verb

‘to be’ and an interrogative article ke which nowadays is a suffix expressing indefiniteness e.g. korke ‘at
some time’. According to Leinonen 2001 and SKJ, the usage in literary Komi is not synomynous. In my
database however, I could not encounter any differences in meaning.

162



easiest way would be to follow the division of the main past tenses in 1% past and 2™
past, with additional information about its usage. In this context, I want to readdress my
quotation of Honti 2002 from chapter 1. In this article, Honti addresses compound
tenses in the Finno-Ugric languages of the Volga-Kama area. His working definition of
“Auditiv”’ has the same shortcomings as the definitions presented earlier, because this
definition simply does not contain all necessary extensions. For convenience I repeat the
quotation: “Diese Kategorie [semantics of compound pasts F.S.] ist unter vielen Namen
bekannt, z.B. d. Narrativ, Absentiv, indirekte Erlebnisform, engl. inferential, indirectial,
russ. Bpemsi HeoueBHUJHOro aeiictBus. Ich habe nicht die Absicht, mich mit dem
terminologischen Durcheinander zu befassen, im Folgenden nenne ich die behandelte

Kategorie ganz einfach Auditiv.” (Honti 2002: 22)

As has been shown in this thesis “Auditiv” is just one instance of evidential marking. If
the functions of the 2™ past and hereby also the function of the compound tenses with
participation of the 2" past really need labeling, it should be done like Willett (1988)
did. The main semantic concept behind the 2™ past is the concept of information, which

was not observed personally.

- Second-hand (2™ + 3™ = both hearsay)
Reported > Third-hand
- Folklore
Indirect
Inferring - Results
- Reasoning

(Willet 1988: 57)

The status of mediativity in this system will be discussed under 8.6.

8.5. Some notes about the historical dimension

In 3.9. the historical dimension and problems of reconstruction have been mentioned.
The lack of older sources for Komi and Udmurt (Old Permian texts for syntactical
studies of this kind are useless) complicates the situation and evidence from diachronic
typology must be used instead. The fact that anteriors can develop into evidentials is
known (Bybee et al 1994: 97). This development is not straight; usually anteriors
develop first into resultatives or to perfects (in the sense of Lindstedt 2000) which then

develop an evidential meaning. Due to missing older sources for Komi and Udmurt, one
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has to operate with the same concept for Permic too. This means, if the o past is an
autonomous Permic innovation, then 1% person forms must have been known, already in
earlier stages of Permic (not necessarily Proto-Permic). The growth of the evidential
strength of the 2™ past in later times could have led to the loss of 1** person forms in
several Komi and Udmurt dialects. In the latest stage, the first person forms were
reintroduced, in Komi the 31 person forms were transferred to ™ person, in Udmurt a
new irregular (from a morphological point of view) form for 1% person arose. The rise
of this form introduced also the concept of non-volitional usage in 1% person. Whereas
this interpretation sounds convincing, it nevertheless has to accept a challenge from a
dialectological perspective. If the principle of lateral areas is right, than the 1% person
forms in the Komi Udora dialect and the Udmurt Bavly paradigm (both situated at the
opposite ends of the Permic linguistic area) can’t be instances of newly arisen forms but
must be archaisms. This of course tells nothing about their usage but from a
morphohistorical point of view they could be relicts of the old Inner-Permic innovation.
In any case, Csics’s reconstruction of 2" and 3™ person forms only seems very
unlikely, at least from a diachronic typological perspective. Serebrennikov’s idea, that
the modal component of the o past is an independent innovation in Komi and Udmurt
seems very unlikely, too. The evidential strength of perfects would make this
interpretation theoretically possible. Still, Udmurt and Komi are genetically fairly close
and that’s why an interpretation based on common heritage seems more convincing.
This does not mean that the 2™ past existed already in Proto-Permic. Foreign influence
seems to be likely — but this is not in the scope of this discussion.

A clearly autonomous development is the Udmurt resultative construction in -
(e)min which seems to be an answer to preserve the former perfect function of the 2™
past. The drift of the 2" past to a means of evidential strategy resulted in a functional

vacuum. This was filled by the grammaticalization of the resultative construction.

8.6. Evidentiality, mediativity, postterminality and the Permic languages

Since DeLancey’s 1997 article, mirativity is seen as an extension of evidentiality. The
closeness of mirative and evidential marking is striking - many languages express
mirativity with the same means as evidentiality — and this is the case in the Permic
languages, too. Still, there is one discrepancy in this discussion, which seemingly has
not been taken into account. The evidential strategy in the Permic languages allows the

2" past to encode mirativity with the same means, but in this case mirativity differs
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radically from the usual usage of the o past. (20) is an example for mirativity, (21) for

inferentiality:

(20)  “no-pg, tai-ke-pe vijas, te-pe polij§ velemjid. “

,,Na, der hat mich ja fast getotet, und da warst ein Feigling.* [Pe 164; 226]

(21) me essa ad’dZi lola kok-tui. seti munemaes lola kekja-mis ki-min.

Dann sah ich Elchspuren. Dort waren etwa acht Elche gelaufen. [LVy 176; 296]

Whereas both cases are diagnostic, there is a striking difference how the event was
perceived. In (20) it was perceived personally, in (21) the passing of the elks is inferred
from the traces. The personal involvement, which’s result is only understood later is the
crucial point. The fact that the information is not obtained directly unites mirativity and
evidentiality, but mirativity needs personal involvement. And it is this small fact, which
has not been integrated into the overall discussion of mirativity and evidentiality. The
resulting shortcoming still awaits a more thorough explanation in this framework.

The shortcomings of mirativity have been criticized partly by Lazard (1999) who
propagates to abandon this concept in favor of the mediative interpretation. As
mentioned under 4.4. the French concept of mediativity does not specify the origin of
the information source per se, but concentrates on the indirect nature. Therefore the
French approach (Guentchéva et al 1996) seems to concentrate more on the structural
possibilities of how to express the indirect evidence and not how to classify it. The way,
how the Permic 2" past expresses both indirect (inferentiality, hearsay) and direct but
delayed evidence (mirativity) in one form allows the question, whether the French
system of mediativity might not be suited better to describe the Permic o past and all
other languages of the Aikhenvald type I.

Last, the concept of postterminality as coinded by Lars Johanson was introduced to
the description of the o past in Permic by Leinonen. The concept of of postterminality
seems to be close to to the French concept of mediativity. So far, the concept of
postterminality is used in Turkology only, (with the exception of Leinonen 2001) and a
concrete contrastive research mediativity vs. postterminality is needed to get more

insight in the theoretical background.
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8.7. Outlook - the typological dimension

When comparing the Permic 2™ past to other languages in Eurasia, the evidential
strategy of the Permic languages is fairly common. Own typological observations in the
linguistic area of Eurasia confirm this. According to Aikhenvald’s classification,
Eurasia is dominated by type I and type II A systems, which do no contain more than a

maximum of two different markers of evidence.

My closing remark corrects one error in Aikhenvald & Dixon (1998: 71)

“{Polarity, tense and evidentiality} > {person and number} [The choices available in
the person and number system depend on the choices that are made in the polarity,
tense, and evidentiality system]. In Udmurt all three persons and both numbers are
neutralized in past noneyewitness, within a negative clause. (Aikhenvald & Dixon 1998:

71)

Table 40. The 2™ past in Udmurt - 1% conjugation yuksIHbI ‘to see’

p/n | affirmative negative analytic negative synthetic
1SG | y4Ku-CbK-eM OBOJI YUKHUCHKEM YYKHCHKBIMT)

2SG | yuk-em(en) OBOJ yukeMm(en) YUKBIMTI€E]]

3SG | yuk-em(e3) OBOJ yukeM(e3) YUYKBIMT(€3)

1PL | y4kuCbK-eM-Mbl | OBOJ YUKHCHKEMMBI | YUKUCHKBIMTIMBI
2PL | yuknmasaM(apl) | OBOJT YUKHIUTAM(JIbI) | YUYKHIJUISIMTI(bI)
3PL | yukmsuisiM(3b1) | OBOJ YUKHIIIAM(3bI) | YUKHAIUISIMTI(3bI)

When taking a closer look one has to readjust this statement. 1% persons are always
possible to distinguish from each other, because 1PL does not drop the Px in negation
and 1SG is unmarked in any case. Whereas person marking is optional in both singular
and plural, the stem alternations make it possible to distinguish between plural and

singular. Person marking tells not the whole story of the 2™ past in Udmurt!
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APPENDIX KOMI

Distribution of texts according to dialect:

dialect texts in lines ' | %
IZma 354 8%
IZma/Pech 43 1%
Pech 451 11%
Vy 40 1%
LL 195 5%
MS 590 14%
PrS 154 4%
LVy 616 15%
ud 140 3%
UVy 879 21%
Northern Permjak | 400 9%
Southern Permjak | 342 8%

Texts according to genre (Zyrian Komi):

genre texts in lines Y | %
traditional narrative 1722 49%
ethnological narrative 192 6%
other / trad. narrative 29 1%
other narrative 319 9%
personal / ethn. narrative | 30 1%
personal narrative 1178 34%
Texts according to genre (Permjak Komi):
genre texts in lines >’ | %
traditional narrative 500 68%
ethnological narrative | 5 1%
other narrative 46 6%
personal 188 25%
dream 3 <1%
List of used texts:
source dialect text genre lenght
in lines #
STI Northern Permjak | 1 Personal narrative 9
STI Northern Permjak | 2 Personal narrative 11
STI Northern Permjak | 3 Personal narrative 12
STI Northern Permjak | 4 Personal narrative 18
ST1I Northern Permjak | 5 Personal narrative 10
ST1I Northern Permjak | 6 Personal narrative 4
ST1I Northern Permjak | 7 Personal narrative 9
ST1I Northern Permjak | 8 Personal narrative 28
ST1I Northern Permjak | 9 Personal narrative 19
ST1I Northern Permjak | 12 Traditional narrative 93
ST1I Northern Permjak | 13 Traditional narrative 90
ST1I Northern Permjak | 14 Traditional narrative 8
ST1I Northern Permjak | 15 Traditional narrative 79
ST1I Northern Permjak | 49 Other narrative 10
ST1I Southern Permjak | 61 Traditional narrative 28
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ST1 Southern Permjak | 62 Traditional narrative 17
ST1 Southern Permjak | 63 Traditional narrative 39
ST1 Southern Permjak | 88 Ethnographic narrative 5
ST1 Southern Permjak | 89 Personal narrative 5
ST1 Southern Permjak | 93 Traditional narrative 42
ST1 Southern Permjak | 94 Traditional narrative 21
ST1 Southern Permjak | 100 | Personal narrative 10
ST1I Southern Permjak | 122 | Traditional narrative 9
ST1I Southern Permjak | 135 | Traditional narrative 4
ST1 Southern Permjak | 136 | Other narrative 24
ST1 Southern Permjak | 137 | Personal narrative 6
ST1 Southern Permjak | 138 | Personal narrative 9
ST1 Southern Permjak | 139 | Personal narrative 12
ST1 Southern Permjak | 140 | Personal narrative 18
ST1 Southern Permjak | 142 | Other narrative 12
ST1 Southern Permjak | 144 | Dream 3
ST1 Southern Permjak | 149 | Traditional narrative 42
ST1 Southern Permjak | 150 | Traditional narrative 28
ST1 Southern Permjak | 185 | Personal narrative 8
STII 1z 1 Personal narrative 15
STII 1z 2 Ethnological narrative 13
ST 1z 3 Other narrative 3
ST 1z 4 Traditional narrative 3
ST 1z 5 Traditional narrative 2
STII 1z 6 Traditional narrative 1
STII 1z 7 Traditional narrative 3
STII 1z 14 Ethnological narrative 30
STII 1z 15 Ethnological narrative 36
ST 1I 1z 16 Ethnological narrative 8
ST 1z 17 Ethnological narrative 3
STII 1z 26 Personal narrative 10
ST 1z 27 Traditional narrative 89
STII 1z 28 Traditional narrative 113
STII 1z 54 Personal narrative 25
STII 1Z/Pech 135 | Historical narrative 13
STII 1Z/Pech 136 | Historical narrative 26
STII 1Z/Pech 143 | Historical narrative 4
STII Pe 161 | Historical narrative 21
STII Pe 162 | Traditional narrative 226
STII Pe 163 | Traditional narrative 70
ST Pe 164 | Other narrative 29
STII Pe 165 | Other narrative 29
STII Pe 166 | Personal narrative 4
STII Pe 167 | Personal narrative 12
STII Pe 168 | Personal narrative 60
STII Vy 172 | Personal narrative 6
STII Vy 173 | Personal narrative 28
STII Vy 174 | Other / trad. narrative 6
ST III LL 1 Personal narrative 22
ST III LL 2 Traditional narrative 46
ST III LL 3 Ethnological narrative 16
ST III LL 4 Ethnological narrative 19
ST III LL 5 Ethnological narrative 14
ST III LL 6 Ethnological narrative 11
ST III LL 7 Ethnological narrative 9
ST III LL 8 Ethnological narrative 14
ST III LL 9 Ethnological narrative 9
ST III LL 10 Ethnological narrative 8
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ST IIL LL 11 Personal narrative 7
ST IIL LL 12 Other narrative 10
ST IIL LL 13 Other narrative 8
ST III LL 14 Ethnologcial narrative 2
ST IIL US 20 Personal narrative 8
ST IIL MS 41 Other narrative 8
ST IIL MS 56 Personal narrative 25
ST IIL MS 57 Personal narrative 25
ST IIL MS 58 Personal narrative 9
ST IIL MS 59 Personal narrative 9
ST IIL MS 60 Personal narrative 13
ST IIL MS 61 Personal narrative 18
ST IIL MS 62 Personal narrative 13
ST IIL MS 63 Personal narrative 45
ST IIL MS 64 Personal narrative 12
ST IIL MS 65 Personal narrative 41
ST IIL MS 66 Personal narrative 18
ST IIL MS 67 Personal narrative 11
ST IIL MS 68 Personal narrative 18
ST IIL MS 69 Personal narrative 91
ST IIL MS 91 Traditional narrative 234
ST IIL PrS 121 | Traditional narrative 29
ST IIL PrS 122 | Traditional narrative 11
ST IIL PrS 123 | Traditional narrative 10
ST IIL Prs 124 | Traditional narrative 21
ST IIL PrS 125 | Traditional narrative 13
ST IIL PrS 126 | Traditional narrative 4
ST IIL PrS 127 | Traditional narrative* 9
ST IIL PrS 128 | Traditional narrative 11
ST IIL PrS 129 | Traditional narrative 9
ST IIL PrS 131 | Personal narrative 7
ST IIL PrS 132 | Personal / Ethn. narrative 6
ST IIL PrS 133 | Personal / Ethn. narrative 5
ST IIL PrS 134 | Personal / Ethn. narrative 10
ST IIL PrS 135 | Personal / Ethn. narrative 9
ST III LVy 137 | Traditional narrative 98
ST III LVy 138 | Traditional narrative 88
ST III LYy 139 | Traditional narrative 96
ST III LVy 140 | Traditional narrative 191
ST III LVy 148 | Personal narrative 8
ST III LVy 156 | Historical narrative 19
ST III LVy 171 | Other / trad. narrative 8
ST III LVy 172 | Other / trad. narrative 15
ST III LVy 174 | Personal narrative 9
ST III LVy 176 | Personal narrative 19
ST III LYv 177 | Personal narrative 19
ST III LVy 179 | Other narrative 21
ST III LVy 180 | Personal narrative 25
ST III Ud 186 | Other narrative 21
ST III Ud 187 | Other narrative 31
ST III Ud 188 | Personal narrative 27
ST III Ud 189 | Other narrative 21
ST III Ud 190 | Personal narrative 15
ST III Ud 205 | Other narrative 19
ST III Ud 212 | Personal narrative 6
SV IV UVy 16 Traditional narrative 41
SV IV UVy 21 Other narrative 36
SV IV UVy 82 Personal narrative 21
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SVIV UVy 83 Personal narrative 36
SVIV UVy 102 | Personal narrative 5

SVIV UVy 103 | Personal narrative 4

SVIV UVy 111 | Personal narrative 11

SVIV UVy 112 | Personal narrative 20
SVIV UVy 115 | Personal narrative 10
SVIV UVy 116 | Personal narrative 31

SVIV UVy 117 | Personal narrative 18
SVIV UVy 118 | Personal narrative 28
SVIV UVy 119 | Personal narrative 44
SVIV UVy 120 | Personal narrative 77
SVIV UVy 241 | Traditional narrative 159
SVIV UVy 287 | Personal narrative 193
SVIV UVy 291 | Traditional narrative 106
SVIV UVy 352 | Traditional narrative 39
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APPENDIX UDMURT

Distribution of texts according to dialect:

dialect texts in lines Y. | %
Northern Dialect | 505 38%
Central Dialect 307 22%
Southern Dialect | 390 28%
Peripheral Dialect | 22 9%
Besserman 47 3%

Texts according to genre:

genre texts in lines >’ | %
ethno. / ritual narrative | 18 1%
ethno. / trad. narrative | 47 3%
ethnological narrative | 211 15%
historical narrative 93 7%
mythic narrative 38 3%
other / trad. narrative 43 3%
other narrative 145 11%
pers. / ethno. narrative | 29 2%
pers. / hist. narrative 11 1%
pers. / trad. narrative 181 13%
personal narrative 281 21%
trad. / hist. narrative 19 1%
traditional narrative 255 19%

Northern Dialect (Pohjoinen murreryhmén PM)

PM-Jar = Jarin area; PM-Glaz = Glavoz; PM-Juk = Jukamensk area;
PM-Kras = Krasnogorsk area; PM-Bel = Balezin area; PM-Kez = Kez area
PM-Igr = Igra area

Central Dialect (Valimurteet VM)
VM-Sel = Selta area; VM-U = Ufa area; VM-Vav = Vavo? area; VM-Sar = Sarkan
area

VM-JB = JakSur-Bod’ja area

Southern Dialect (Eteldinen murreryhma EM)
EM-PP = Pi¢’i Purga area; EM-Mo = MoZga area; EM-Kiz = Kizner area;
EM-Gr = Grah area; EM-Ki = Kijasa alue; EM-Og = Ogyri¢’alue

Peripheral dialects (Perifeereiset etelamurteet PE)
PE-So8 = So$man dialect; PE-Kuk = Tatarstan Kykmor area; PE-Bav = Tatarstan Bavli
area

PE-KT = Kamatakainen L. Bujin-Tanip dialect; PE-Tat = TatySly dialect
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PE-Bess = Besserman dialect

source | dialect | text genre lenght
in lines #

UM PM-Jar 1 historical narrative 74
UM PM-Jar 2 ethnological narrative 9
UM PM-Jar 3 traditional narrative 12
UM PM-Glaz | 6 pers. / trad. narrative 17
UM PM-Glaz | 7 pers. / trad. narrative 6
UM PM-Glaz | 8 ethnological narrative 16
UM PM-Glaz | 9 ethnological narrative 5
UM PM-Glaz | 10 pers. / trad. narrative 12
UM PM-Glaz | 11 pers. / trad. narrative 43
UM PM-Jak | 12 ethno. / trad. narrative 21
UM PM-Kras | 13 ethnological narrative 18
UM PM-Bal | 14 traditional narrative 50
UM PM-Bal | 16 ethno. / ritual 8
UM PM-Bal | 17 trad. / hist. narrative 19
UM PM-Bal | 18 ethno. / ritual 10
UM PM-Bal | 19 ethnological narrative 9
UM PM-Kez | 20 historical narrative 7
UM PM-Kez | 21 personal narrative 10
UM PM-Kez | 22 traditional narrative 15
UM PM-Kez | 23 historical narrative 6
UM PM-Kez | 24 personal narrative 13
UM PM-Kez | 25 historical narrative 6
UM PM-Kez | 26 pers. / hist. narrative 11
UM PM-Deb | 27 personal narrative 21
UM PM-Deb | 28 personal narrative 8
UM PM-Deb | 29 traditional narrative 6
UM PM-Deb | 30 personal narrative 23
UM PM-Deb | 31 personal narrative 13
UM PM-Igr 32 personal narrative 13
UM PM-Igr 33 ethnological narrative 16
UM PM-Igr 34 ethnological narrative 8
UM VM-Sel | 35 other narrative 9
UM VM-Sel | 36 other / trad. narrative 12
UM VM-U 37 personal narrative 11
UM VM-U 38 personal narrative 10
UM VM-U 39 personal narrative 25
UM VM-U 40 personal narrative 30
UM VM-V 41 other / trad. narrative 10
UM VM-V 42 ethno. / trad. narrative 4
UM VM-V 43 ethnological narrative 6
UM VM-V 44 traditional narrative 7
UM VM-V 46 other narrative 7
UM VM-V 47 ethnological narrative 9
UM VM-Sar | 48 personal narrative 31
UM VM-Sar | 49 personal narrative 19
UM VM-Sar | 50 other narrative 7
UM VM-Sar | 51 personal narrative 5
UM VM-Sar | 52 person. / trad. narrative 26
UM VM-JB 54 other narrative 6
UM VM-JB 55 traditional narrative 8
UM VM-JB 56 person. / trad. narrative 10
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UM VM-JB 57 person. / trad. narrative 11
UM VM-JB 59 person. / trad. narrative 34
UM VM-JB 60 other narrative 10
UM EM-PP 62 ethnological narrative 4
UM EM-PP 63 ethnological narrative 4
UM EM-PP 64 personal narrative 11
UM EM-PP 65 ethnological narrative 32
UM EM-Mo | 66 pers. / trad. narrative 22
UM EM-Mo | 67 traditional narrative 47
UM EM-Mo | 68 other narrative 6
UM EM-Mo | 69 ethnological narrative 7
UM EM-Kiz | 70 mythic narrative 14
UM EM-Kiz | 71 ethnological narrative 11
UM EM-Gr 72 traditional narrative 9
UM EM-Gr 73 personal narrative 7
UM EM-Gr 74 mythic narrative 24
UM EM-Gr 76 other narrative 11
UM EM-Gr 77 other narrative 6
UM EM-Al 78 ethnological narrative 8
UM EM-Al 79 personal narrative 13
UM EM-Al 80 other narrative 5
UM EM-Al 81 ethnological narrative 7
UM EM-Al 82 traditional narrative 9
UM EM-Al 83 ethnological narrative 4
UM EM-Al 84 traditional narrative 9
UM EM-Al 85 ethnological narrative 15
UM EM-Al 86 ethno. / trad. narrative 13
UM EM-Al 87 ethno. / trad. narrative 9
UM EM-Al 88 traditional narrative 44
UM EM-Al 89 traditional narrative 8
UM EM-Al 90 traditional narrative 12
UM EM-Al 91 traditional narrative 8
UM EM-Og |92 traditional narrative 11
UM PE-So§ 96 other narrative 8
UM PE-Kuk | 104 | other narrative 7
UM PE-Kuk | 106 | other narrative 15
UM PE-Kuk | 108 | other/ trad. narrative 21
UM PE-Bav 113 | other narrative 7
UM PE-Bav | 114 | ethnological narrative 23
UM PE-KT 122 | other narrative 8
UM PE-Tat 126 | other narrative 26
UM PE-Tat 130 | other narrative 7
UM PE-Bess | 132 | pers./ ethno.narrative 23
UM PE-Bess | 133 | pers. / ethno. narrative 6
UM PE-Bess | 134 | personal narrative 18
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Dialects according to Munkacsi’s classification

G = Glazov dialect; J = Jelabuga dialect; K = Kazan dialect; P = Perm dialect;
S = Sarapul dialect; Sa/Sam = Samara dialect; U = Ufa dialect; UB = Ufa dialect as

spoken in the area of Birsk

source | dialect | text genre lenght
in lines #
Mun I S 1,1 Ethnological narrative 8
Mun I S 1,2 Ethnological narrative 7
Mun I S 1,3 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I S 1,4 Ethnological narrative 17
Mun I S 1,5 Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I S 1,6 Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I S 2,1 Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I S 2,2 Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I S 2,3 Ethnological narrative 9
Mun I S 2,4 Ethnological narrative 11
Mun I S 2,5 Ethnological narrative 8
Mun I S 2,6 Ethnological narrative 23
Mun I S 2,7 Ethnological narrative 14
Mun I S 2,8 Ethnological narrative 20
Mun I S 2,9 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I S 2,10 | Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I K 3,1 Ethnological narrative 6
Mun I K 3,2 Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I K 33 Ethnological narrative 6
Mun I K 34 Ethnological narrative 6
Mun I K 3,5 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I K 3,6 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I K 3,7 Ethnological narrative 9
Mun I K 3,8 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I S 4,1 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I S 4,2 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I S 4,3 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I S 4,4 Ethnological narrative 9
Mun I S 4,5 Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I S 4,6 Ethnological narrative 3
Mun I S 5,1 Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I S 5,2 Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I S 5,3 Ethnological narrative 6
Mun I S 6,1 Ethnological narrative 7
Mun I S 6,2 Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I S 6,3 Ethnological narrative 8
Mun I S 6,4 Ethnological narrative 4
Mun I S 6,5 Ethnological narrative 8
Mun I S 6,6 Ethnological narrative 19
Mun I S 6,7 Ethnological narrative 11
Mun I J 7 Ethnological narrative 31
Mun I K 8,1 Ethnological narrative 11
Mun I K 8,2 Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I K 8,3 Ethnological narrative 15
Mun I K 9 Ethnological narrative 21
Mun I S 10 Ethnological narrative 5
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Mun I S 11,1 | Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I S 11,2 | Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I S 11,3 | Ethnological narrative 3
Mun I S 12,1 | Ethnological narrative 8
Mun I S 12,2 | Ethnological narrative 11
Mun I S 13,1 | Ethnological narrative 11
Mun I S 13,2 | Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I S 13,3 | Ethnological narrative 12
Mun I S 13,4 | Ethnological narrative 2
Mun I S 14,1 | Ethnological narrative 9
Mun I S 14,2 | Ethnological narrative 7
Mun I S 14,3 | Ethnological narrative 11
Mun I S 14,4 | Ethnological narrative 5
Mun I S 14,5 | Ethnological narrative 10
Mun I S 14,6 | Ethnological narrative 8
Mun I S 14,7 | Ethnological narrative 6
Mun II S 15,1 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II S 15,2 | Traditional narrative 6
Mun II S 15,3 | Traditional narrative 6
Mun II S 15,4 | Traditional narrative 7
Mun II S 16,1 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S 16,2 | Traditional narrative 7
Mun II S 16,3 | Traditional narrative 12
Mun II S 16,4 | Traditional narrative 4
Mun II S 17,1 | Trad/Ethno narrative 4
Mun II S 17,2 | Trad/Ethno narrative 2
Mun II S 17,3 | Trad/Ethno narrative 3
Mun II S 18,1 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S 18,2 | Traditional narrative 4
Mun II S 19,1 | Traditional narrative 7
Mun II S 19,2 | Traditional narrative 6
Mun II S 19,3 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S 19,4 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II S 19,5 | Traditional narrative 7
Mun II S 20,1 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S 20,2 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II S 20,3 | Traditional narrative 18
Mun II J 21,1 | Traditional narrative 7
Mun II J 21,2 | Traditional narrative 15
Mun II J 21,3 | Traditional narrative 6
Mun II J 22,1 | Traditional narrative 10
Mun I1 J 22,2 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun I1 J 22,3 | Traditional narrative 12
Mun I1 J 22.4 | Traditional narrative 5
Mun II G 23,1 | Traditional narrative 6
Mun II G 23,2 | Traditional narrative 11
Mun II G 23,3 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II S 24,1 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II S 24,2 | Traditional narrative 3
Mun II J/S 25,1 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II J/S 25,2 | Traditional narrative 11
Mun II J/S 25,3 | Traditional narrative 14
Mun II J 26,1 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II J 26,2 | Traditional narrative 4
Mun II J 27,1 | Traditional narrative 12
Mun II J 27,2 | Traditional narrative 10
Mun I1 J 27,3 | Traditional narrative 18
Mun I1 J 27,4 | Traditional narrative 4
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Mun II S 28 Other/Trad narrative 12
Mun II S 29,1 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S 29,2 | Traditional narrative 12
Mun II S 29,3 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S/G 30,1 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II S/G 30,2 | Traditional narrative 11
Mun II S/G 30,3 | Traditional narrative 10
Mun II S/G 30,4 | Traditional narrative 2
Mun II S 31,1 | Traditional narrative 6
Mun II S 31,2 | Traditional narrative 7
Mun II S 31,3 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S 31,4 | Traditional narrative 4
Mun II S 32,1 | Traditional narrative 9
Mun II S 32,2 | Traditional narrative 13
Mun II S 32,3 | Traditional narrative 8
Mun II S 32,4 | Traditional narrative 16
Mun II S 32,5 | Traditional narrative 10
MunIIl | J 34,1 | Ethnological narrative 3
MunIIl | J 34,2 | Ethnological narrative 5
MunIIl | J 34,3 | Ethnological narrative 7
MunIIl | J 34,4 | Ethnological narrative 4
MunlIll |J 35,1 | Traditional narrative 4
MunlIll |J 35,2 | Traditional narrative 6
MunlIll |J 35,3 | Traditional narrative 11
MunlIll | S 36,1 | Traditional narrative 7
MunlIll | S 36,2 | Traditional narrative 14
MunlIll | S 36,3 | Traditional narrative 7
MunlIll | S 36,4 | Traditional narrative 8
MunlIll | S 36,5 | Traditional narrative 2
Munlll | G 37,1 | Traditional narrative 13
Munlll | G 37,2 | Traditional narrative 13
MunlIll | G 37,3 | Ethnological narrative 8
MunlIll | S 38,1 | Traditional narrative 9
MunlIll | S 38,2 | Traditional narrative 10
Munlll | G 39,1 | Traditional narrative 6
Munlll | G 39,2 | Traditional narrative 13
Munlll | G 40,1 | Traditional narrative 8
Munlll | G 40,2 | Traditional narrative 13
Munlll | G 40,3 | Traditional narrative 11
Munlll | G 40,4 | Traditional narrative 12
Mun IV S 41,1 | Ritual & Prayer 4
Mun IV S 41,2 | Ritual & Prayer 4
Mun IV S 41,3 | Ritual & Prayer 3
Mun IV S 41,4 | Ritual & Prayer 2
Mun IV S 41,5 | Ritual & Prayer 4
Mun IV S 41,6 | Ritual & Prayer 4
Mun IV S 41,7 | Ritual & Prayer 2
Mun IV S 41,8 | Ritual & Prayer 2
Mun IV S 45,1 | Ritual & Prayer 7
Mun IV S 45,2 | Ritual & Prayer 13
Mun IV S 45,3 | Ritual & Prayer 5
Mun IV J 46,1 | Ritual & Prayer 6
Mun IV J 46,2 | Ritual & Prayer 6
Mun IV K 47,1 | Ritual & Prayer 3
Mun IV K 47,2 | Ritual & Prayer 7
Mun IV G 48,1 | Ritual & Prayer 3
Mun IV G 48,2 | Ritual & Prayer 4
Mun IV J 50,1 | Ritual & Prayer 4

185



Mun IV J 50,2 | Ritual & Prayer 3
Mun IV J 50,3 | Ritual & Prayer 11
Mun IV J 50,4 | Ritual & Prayer 3
Mun IV J 50,5 | Ritual & Prayer 5
Mun IV S1 54,1 | Ritual & Prayer 7
Mun IV S1 54,2 | Ritual & Prayer 5
Mun IV S1 54,3 | Ritual & Prayer 6
Mun IV J 55,1 | Ritual & Prayer 5
Mun IV J 55,2 | Ritual & Prayer 9
Mun IV J 55,3 | Ritual & Prayer 9
Mun IV S 57,1 | Ritual & Prayer 7
Mun IV S 57,2 | Ritual & Prayer 6
Mun IV S 57,3 | Ritual & Prayer 11
Mun IV S 57,4 | Ritual & Prayer 4
Mun IV J 58,1 | Ritual & Prayer 5
Mun IV J 58,2 | Ritual & Prayer 5
Mun IV J 59 Ritual & Prayer 5
Mun IV S 60 Personal narrative 9
Mun IV J 61 Personal narrative 9
Mun IV J 62,1 | Personal narrative 3
Mun IV J 62,2 | Personal narrative 4
Mun IV J 62,3 | Personal narrative 5
Mun IV J 62,4 | Personal narrative 4
Mun IV J 62,5 | Personal narrative 2
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PERMI KEELTE TEINE MINEVIK
VORM, FUNKTSIOON JA VORDLEV ANALUUS TUPOLOOGIA TAUSTAL
Kokkuvote

Kéesolev magistritoo kisitleb permi keelte teist minevikku (SKJ 1955 mpomenmiee-
pesynbratuBHe; GSUJ 1962 BTopoe npoieamiee Bpemst) ja uurib selle funktsioone komi
ja udmurdi keeles nii eraldi kui ka vordlevalt. Viimaste aastate uuringud késitlevad
permi keelte teist minevikku evidentsiaalse kategooriana. E. Winkler (2001) ja M.
Leinonen (2002) on ndinud permi keelte teises minevikus juba koneviisi. Just seda
kisitlust  kritiseeris V. Napolskih (2003) E. Winkleri udmurdi grammatikat
retsenseerides. Ka kédesoleva t60 autor ei néde teises minevikus kdneviisi.

Esimeses peatiikis tutvustatakse t60 iilesandeid, metodoloogiat, permi keelte m-
partitsiipi ning teist minevikku morfoloogia ja morfosiintaksi taustal.

Teine peatiikk annab iilevaate teise mineviku késitlemisest erinevates uuringutes
(Serebrennikov 1960; Stipa 1960; Cypanov 1997; Leinonen 2000; Leinonen & Vilkuna
2000; Winkler 2001). Samuti antakse iilevaade liitaegadest, mida saab teise mineviku
abil moodustada.

Kolmandas peatiikis vaadeldakse teist minevikku vanemates grammatikates ja permi
keelte murretes. Peatiikk 10peb ajaloolis-vordleva kommentaariga.

Neljandas peatiikis radgitakse ldhemalt erinevatest evidentsiaalsuse viljendamise
grammatikaliseerunud vOimalustest. Ndited pirinevad nootka, ldunatepehuani,
keskpomo, tiirgi ja jukagiiri keelest. Evidentsiaalsust kisitleti 1980. ja 1990. aastail tihti
modaalsuse alaliigina, kuid nii funktsionaalse tiipoloogia kui ka pragmaatika taustal
tuleb selline kisitlus tagasi liikkata. Evidentsiaalsus on eelkdige informatsiooni piritolu
moiste ja alles siis see vOib, aga ei pruugi olla seotud modaalsusega. Ka kéesolevas toos
peetakse  evidentsiaalsust informatsiooni moisteks. Neljas peatilkk  10peb
evidentsiaalsuse hierarhia ja grammatikaliseerumise esitamisega.

Viiendas peatiikis tutvustatakse moisteid perfekt, resultatiivsus ja staatilisus (Dahl
1985; Nedjalkov [1983] 1988; Bybee et al 1994; Lindstedt 2000). Alles pédrast V.
Nedjalkovi iildkeeleteadusesse ilmumist hakati resultatiivsust/staatilisust perfektist
eristama. Ka permi keeltes on mdistlik resultatiivsus/staatilisus perfektist lahus hoida,
mida on kidesolevas t60s ka tehtud. Peatiikk 10peb perfekti grammatikaliseerumise

iilevaatega.
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Kuuendas peatiikis uuritakse teise mineviku kasutust permikomi, siirjakomi ja
udmurdi keeles. Materjalina on kasutatud T. E. Uotila ,,Syrjdnische Texte 1-4* ja V.
Kel’makovi ja S. Saarineni ,,Udmurtin murteet®.

Seitsmendas peatiikis uuritakse teise mineviku kasutust vordlevalt. Aluseks on Turu
ilikooli avaldamata Pavlik Morozovi paralleelkorpus, mis sisaldab raamatu ,,Pavlik
Morozov* tolkeid permikomi, siirjakomi ja udmurdi keeles. Tulemus ei paku suuri
iillatusi. Teise mineviku kasutus eri keeltes erineb vaid iiksikutel juhtudel, mis on
pohjustatud ilmselt tolkijate erinevatest tekstikontseptsioonidest. PGhikasutus on siiski
viga iihtlane.

Kaheksandas peatiikis vaadatakse iile tulemused kasutatud materjali pdhjal
(Syrjanische Volksdichtung; Udmurtin murteet; Pavlik Morozov). Nii permikomi kui ka
siirjakomi keeles on kasutus iihtlane. Teise mineviku abil viljendatakse jargmisi
informatsiooni péritolu mdisteid. Teist minevikku kasutatakse, kui informatsioon
pohineb kuulujuttudel (ingl. hearsay), jireldusel (ing. inference) ja imestusel/iillatusel
(ingl. mirativity). Peale nende funktsioonide on teine minevik kasutusel veel ka tavalises
ajalises funktsioonis perfektina. Kasutatud materjalis esines teine minevik komi keeles
nii pea- kui ka korvallausetes. Teist minevikku leiti ainult viitlausetest.

Teise mineviku kasutus udmurdi keeles ei erine komi kasutusest. Teine minevik
taidab udmurdi keeles samu funktsioone, mida komi keeleski. Kuna udmurdi keeles
pole finiitseid korvallauseid, siis erineb kasutus ainult selles punktis. Teist minevikku
leiti udmurdi keeles peamiselt viitlausetest. Materjalis leidunud iihes kiisilauses oli
samuti kasutatud teist minevikku. Kuna kiisilause ja eitatud evidentsiaal ei luba
evidentsiaalset tdlgendust on see konkreetne konstruktsioon seotud episteemilise
kindlusega (nii Givén 2001 I: 327) ja tegemist on retoorilise kiisimusega.

Permi keeled kuuluvad evidentsiaalsuse tiitip I alla (Aikhenvald 2003 jargi), kuid
teine minevik pole puhas evidentsiaal, sest iihel vormil on rohkem kui iiks tdhendus.
Sellepérast peab permi keelte teist minevikku késitlema evidentsiaalse strateegiana.

Kaheksanda peatiiki viimased punktid késitlevad nii keeleajalugu kui ka iildist
keeleteadust. Lahemalt vaadatakse probleeme, mis tulenevad esimese isiku vormide
algpermi keelde rekonstrueerimisega S. Csucsi (2001) poolt ja B. Serebrennikovi (1960;
1963) arvamusest, et teine minevik tekkis iseseisvalt nii komi keeles kui ka udmurdi
keeles. Uldkeeleteaduse taustal tekib kiisimus, kas prantsuse iildkeeleteaduse tarvitatav
moiste mediatiivsus (pr. médiatif) iseloomustaks permi keelte teise mineviku olemust

paremini kui ingliskeelse keeleteaduse moiste evidentsiaalsus.
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