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BpemeHnHo# 0103 Kak:
CHHXPOHUSI, MUKPOANAXPOHHUS U THIIOJIOTHSA

©2024 Ouarbra EsrennesHa Ilekenuc

Poccuiickuii rocynapcTBeHHBIN r'yMaHUTapHBIN yHUBEpcUTeT, Mocksa, Poccus;
HanvonanbHbli HcCIen0BaTeIbCKUA YHUBEPCUTET «BbICIast MIKOIa SKOHOMUKIY,
Mocksa, Poccus; opekelis@gmail.com

AHHoTanus: B crarse uccnenyercs pa3BUTHE COKO3a KK BO BpeMEHHOM 3HaueHuu nocie XIX B. Ha ma-
Tepuane HannonamsHOTro KopIyca pyccKOro si3bIKa BEISBIISIOTCS CEMAaHTHUECKHE U ()OpMAaIbHBIE Orpa-
HHUYEHUS], OTPEAENAIOINe YIOTpeOIeHHE KaK B COBPEMEHHOM SI3bIKE, H AEMOHCTPHPYETCSI, UTO €lIie
JIBa BeKa Ha3aJ{ MHOTHE U3 3THX OrpaHMYEeHHH OTCYTCTBOBaIH. [Ipomn3omenme n3MeHeHus1 00001ma-
I0TCS Ha YPOBHE CEMAHTHKHU M TpaMMaTuKi. CeMaHTHYECKyI0 IPUINHY H3MEHEHHH MBI BUIUM B TOM,
yT0 nocse XIX B. kak moTepsul ciocoOHOCTh BBOAUTH BPEMEHHON OPHEHTHP IS [JIABHOM CUTyaluu.
C TOuKU 3peHHs] TpaMMaTUKU U3MEHEHUS NIpeJIaracTcs HHTepIPeTUPOBATh KaK CABUL B CTEIICHU CHH-
TaKCHUECKOI MHTETpaIliy BBOAUMOU COIO30M KaK KJIay3bl: OT TECHOM MHTerpanuu Kk cnaboii. [locmen-
HsIsl MHTEPIIPETALUs TIOBEPracT COMHEHUIO PACIIPOCTPAHEHHOE MPEJICTAaBICHUE O TOM, YTO BPEMEH-
HBIM KJIay3aM B Pa3HBIX A3bIKaX CBOMCTBEHHA BBICOKAsl CTENIEHb UHTEIPALUU.

KiiroueBbie ci10Ba: qUaxpoHUs, IIOQINHEHUE, IPUIATOYHBIE 00CTOATEILCTBEHHEIE, pyCCKHH s3bIK XIX B.,
CJI0)KHOE NPEATOKEHHE, COIO3BI

BaaronapnocTu: ABTop GraronapuT y4acTHHKOB KOH(epeHIHH «CBs3b NMPONO3HUIMOHATBHBIX €INHHI]
B IIPEJIOKEHUH U B TEKCTEY, COCTOsIBIIIEHCs B MIHCTHTYTE s13bIK03HaHMsA PAH B centsaope 2023 t., 3a mio-
JOTBOPHOE 00CY)KAEHNE MaTepPUAJIOB, JICTIINX B OCHOBY HACTOSALICH CTaThbu. ABTOP TAK)Xe NPU3HATE-
JICH aHOHUMHOMY PELIEH3CHTY JKypHaia «Bomnpocs! s3bIk03HaHUA» 32 LICHHBIC 3aMEUaHUs U KOMMEH-
Tapuu. VccnenoBanue BEIOIHEHO MU moaepxkke rpanta PHO Ne 22-18-00120.

Jis nurupoBanus: Ilexkenuc O. E. BpeMeHHOI c0103 kak: CHHXPOHUSI, MUKPOIHAXPOHUS M THUIIOJOTHSL.
Bonpocul azvikoznanus, 2024, 5: 7-24.

DOI: 10.31857/0373-658X.2024.5.7-24

Russian kak as a temporal conjunction:
Synchronic, diachronic and typological perspective

Olga E. Pekelis

Russian State University for the Humanities, Moscow, Russia; HSE University, Moscow, Russia;
opekelis@gmail.com

Abstract: The paper deals with the evolution of the Russian temporal conjunction kak after the 19™ cen-
tury. Based on data from the Russian National Corpus, the paper investigates the semantic and formal
restrictions that determine the use of kak in modern Russian but that were absent from the Russian lan-
guage of the 19" century. The changes that have occurred are interpreted from both semantic and gram-
matical points of view. Semantically, they can be attributed to the fact that after the 19" century kak lost
the ability to introduce a time reference for the main situation. Grammatically, I argue that the changes
are due to a shift in the degree of syntactic integration of the clause introduced by kak: from tight inte-
gration to a weaker one. The latter interpretation challenges the widespread idea that temporal clauses
tend to be tightly integrated cross-linguistically.
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Keywords: adverbial complements, complex sentence, conjunctions, diachrony, subordination, 19"-cen-
tury Russian
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BBenenune

Cor03 kak BO BpEMEHHOM 3Ha4E€HHH MINPOKO YIIOTPEOIsICs B IpeBHEPYCCKOM si3bIke [JIaBpoB
1941: 96 u cn.], Ho nocye XVIII B. mocTeNeHHO yCTYMII MECTO COI03Y K020d KaKk OCHOBHOMY
n HanOosee HEHTpaTbHOMY MapKepy ajaBepOHalbHBIX BPEMEHHBIX Kiay3 [Bunorpanos, IlIse-
moBa 1964: 152]. B coBpeMEeHHOM SI3bIKE BPEMEHHOMN KaK BCE €IIle NCIONIb3yeTCs, HO 3aHIMMAaeT
nepudepuitHoe MonoxeHue. Bo-NepBeIX, K@k TATOTEET K Pa3rOBOPHBIM M IIPOCTOPEUHBIM TEK-
cTam, T. €. CTHIIMCTHYecKu MapkupoBaH [Kobo3esa, ubkoBa 2018: 232]. Bo-Bropsix, xax 6omnee
OIpaHMYEH B CBOEH MUCTpUOYLUH, YeM Koeda. Harpumep, B OTIIMUUE OT K020a, Kak He yIOoTpe-
OmsteTcst A7l BBIpaXKEHHsI HEMIOIHON OJJTHOBPEMEHHOCTH OTHOKPATHBIX cutyarui [ Tam xxe: 233],
cp. (1) u (2) . Takue nmpuMepsI ¢ Kak BCTpedaroTcs B TekcTax XIX B., HO yCTapel ¢ TOUKHA 3pe-
HUSL COBPEMEHHOUN HOPMBI.

(1) Kak 52 6x00un, mue nOCALIUANOCH, YMO 8bl U360AUME 2080pums 0 cobakax [M. H. 3aro-
ckuH. MockBa u mockeru (1842—1850)].

(2) Koeoa s 6xooun, mne nociviutanocs ...).

B Hacrosmeit pabote uccnemyeTcst B0 BpeMeHHOT0 Kak mociie XIX B. MBI cTpeMuMcst
HE NIPOCTO BBISIBUTh U3MEHEHUS B CBOMCTBAX 3TOT0O COK03a, HO U NPEUIOKUTh UM UHTEpIpETa-
IIUIO, T. €. OOHAPYXKUTH 00IICe COMCPIKAHUE IPOU3OIICIIICTO C KaK caABUTra. Mbl hopMyIupyeM
3TO coziepkKaHMe B IBYX INIOCKOCTAX: CEMAaHTUKH U rpaMMaTuki. C ceMaHTUUYEeCKOH TOUYKH 3pe-
HUS 32 U3MEHEHUSIMU, IPOU30LIEIIUMHE C KaK, CTOUT, Ha HAIll B3I, OTEPS COI030M KAK CIO-
COOHOCTH MapKHpPOBATh 3aBICUMYIO CUTYAIIHIO KaK BPEMEHHON OpHEHTHP I I1aBHOH. Ty ke
HCI0, HO B TPAMMAaTHIECKIX TEPMHIHAX, MBI (POPMYIHApPYEM C OTIOPOIl Ha THUIIOJIOTHIECKH OpH-
€HTHUPOBAHHYIO KIACCH(UKAIMIO aJlBEpOHATBHBIX KJIay3, TPOTHBOIIOCTABIAIOMIYIO KIIAy3bl
M0 CTENEHN CUHTAKCUYECKOW MHTETpalvy ¢ TIIaBHOUM Kiay3oi. C 3TOM TOYKU 3pEHUS Kiay3bl
¢ kax nocye XIX B. 5BOJIONMOHUPOBAIN OT TECHO HHTEIPHUPOBAHHBIX K cl1a00 WHTErPUPOBaH-
HbIM. Vcnionb30BaHMe IpU UHTEPIPETAIMM KAK TUIIOJOTHUECKU OPUEHTUPOBAHHOTO MOHITUH-
HOTO arnapara Mo3BOJISIET HE TOJIBKO OMUCATh B 3TUX TEPMUHAX KAK B €T0 CHHXPOHHOM COCTOSI-
HUU, HO ¥ 3aCBUICTSILCTBOBATh JUAXPOHUIECKHIA CABUT BHYTPHU KITaCCU(PUKAIIAHN 2.

! ITpumeps! ¢ yka3aHHEM UCTOYHHUKA, €CIIM HE CKa3aHO MHOE, 3aMMCTBOBaHbI B HallmoHabHOM KopIyce
pyccxkoro s3pika [HKPA].

2 Coro3 Kak MOXKET COUCTaThCs ¢ KoppensaTaMu mak (1) uimi mo. OT OMHOMECTHOTO KaK JIByMECTHBIC KAK ...
MaxK v Kax... mo oTIn4aTcs cemanTndeckuMu [Kobozera, IHpkoBa 2018: 220] 1 rpaMMaTHye CKIMHA
[Tecrenen 2001: 263] cpoiictBamu. B HacTosmielt paboTe IByXMECTHBIE COYETAHHS C KAK HE paccMa-
TPUBAIOTCS.

(1) Llupsundos kax npuwen, mak cpasy Ha bepexcok cen {...y [[puropuii T'opun. Uponudeckue me-
Myaps! (1990-1998)].
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Pabora nmeer crenyronryro CTpykTypy. B pasnene 1 onuceBaroTcs CBOHCTBa COBPEMEHHOTO
Kax ¥ U3MEHEHHS B 3THUX CBOWCTBAxX IO CpaBHEHUIO C s3bIkoM XIX B. B pa3nene 2 m3naraercs
U 000CHOBBIBaeTCs 00lee CEMaHTHIECKOE COJlepKaHue IIPOM30IIeIero casura. B paznene 3
BBOJISITCSl OCHOBHBIE IIPHHITUITEI KITacCH()MKANK a/IBEpOHaIbHBIX KiIay3 110 CTENEHN CHHTAKCH-
YECKOH MHTETrpaluy U B 3TUX TEPMHUHAX ONPEAEIAETCS COI03 KaK.

1. CBoiicTBa BpeMEHHOI0 KAK B CHHXPOHHMH U THAXPOHHUHA

B HacrosimeM pazzene OMUCHIBAIOTCS M3MEHEHHUS B CBOMCTBaxX kax 3a mocienuue 200 yeT.
W3ygyaemble cBOWCTBa U ynoOCTBA M3JIOKSHHMS pa3/ielieHbl HA JIBa Kiacca: acleKTyaJlbHO-
TemnopansHbie (pa3nen 1.1) u mpoune coiicTra (pazgen 1.2).

1.1. AcnekTyaIbHO-TEMIIOPAJIbHBIE CBOIICTBA

MBI paccMOTPHM OTPaHUYEHHS Ha YIIOTPEOICHNE KaK C TOUKH 3PEHUSI ABYX CEMaHTUIECKUX
MapaMeTPOB: THUI TAKCHCHOTO OTHOIICHUS MEXIY CUTyallUsIMH, COSTUHIEMbIMH [TOCPEICTBOM
Kak, ¥ acleKTyaJlbHO-TeMIIOpalbHBIN THI cuTyauui. IIpennaraemMoe onucanue onupaercs
Ha KaTaJIOTU3alUI0 pa3HBIX yMOTPeOIeHui Kak B 3THX TEPMHHAX, OCyIIeCTBICHHYIO B [Ko-
0o3eBa, MapKoBa 2018: 215-235]. Benen 3a aBToOpamMu 3TOH pabOTHI, MBI BEIICIISIEM J[BA THIIA
TaKCHCHOTO OTHOIIECHUS, TOCTYITHBIX [UIS KAK: TIPEANIECTBOBAHUE U OJHOBPEMEHHOCTD, a JUIS
MOCJIEHETO Cllydasi — IOJHYI0 U HEMOJIHYI0 OJHOBPEMEHHOCTh®. IIpy MoiHON OfHOBpEMEH-
HOCTH TIEpHOABI CYIIECTBOBAHUS JIBYX CUTyaIlMi COBIAIAIOT, IPU HETIOJHON — OJlHA U3 CUTYya-
LU 33J]a€T BpeMEHHOI NIepHo/I, paMKaMH KOTOPOTO orpaHnyueHa BTopast cutyanus ([Kobozesa,
WubkoBa 2018: 232-233], cm. Taxke [XpakoBckuid 2009: 20]). PeneBanTHOE U1 KaK acIeKTy-
AIBHO-TEMIIOPAIbHOE pa3rpaHUuCHHUE KacaeTCsl TPOTHBOIMIOCTABICHNS SIM30IMUYECKUX CUTYa-
LU, T. €. JOKAJIN30BaHHBIX BO BPEMEHH, U NTEPATHBHBIX — MOBTOPSIONINXCS HEOIIPEAEIEHHOE
KOJIMYECTBO pa3 B HEONpPEEICHHBIC MOMEHTHI MIIH Tieprosl ‘. Hare n3noxenue cxeMaTnaHO
Y OTBJIEKAeTCs OT TOHKOCTeH (0 KoTophix cM. [KobozeBa, ubkoBa 2018]) B ymoTpebienun xak
B Pa3HBIX CEMaHTUYECKUX YCIIOBHUAX, HO, B COOTBETCTBUH C HAIIUMU 33Jja4aMHU, COCPEIOTOYEHO
HAa MPOU3OIIEAIINX C KAK MUKPOAUAXPOHUUECKHUX CABUTAX.

[IpenmecTBoBanue, no gaHHbIM [Tam sxe: 232], BcTpeyaeTcsi B KOHTEKCTE BPEMEHHOTO KaK
3aMETHO Yallle, YeM OTHOBPEMEHHOCTh. IIpy 3TOM orpaHnveHuit Ha acIeKTyaIbHO-TEMIIOPATb-
HBII THII CUTYallud B COBPEMEHHOM SI3BIKE HET: KaK MOXKET COEAMHSITh M 3nu3oandeckue (3),
U UTEepaTUBHBIC CUTYaINH (4).

(3) Kak npudeme, npoumeme 0ge cmpanuysl mexcma ...y [Mama Tpay6. Jomuk Ha FOre
(2009)].

(4) Muxanxos xax npuesdicaem, cnewum na oxomy Ha ceoem Odxcune «Tuepy (...) [Komco-
MoJbCKast Tipasaa, 27.07.2007].

3 BpeMeHHOH kak BCTPEYaeTCs M B MONUNPEANKATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIUX CO 3HAYEHHEM CI€A0BaHMU, CP.:

.. .OHA MONBLKO-MONLKO NPUBLIKILA K THOMY, YMO OHA — NAHU, KAK HEOHCUOAHHO OKA3ATI0C, YO OHA euje
u madam! [Taresina Yerunona. [Toapyra ocoboro HazHadenus (2003)].

OT0 ynotpebieHne CTOUT 0COOHSIKOM, IIOCKOJIBKY HPOSIBIAET IPU3HAKH COYNHUTENBHON KOHCTPYK-
i [[lekenuc 2022], u B HacTosIeit paboTe HE paccMaTpuBacTCs.

4 B [Ko6o3eBa, lnpkoBa 2018] urepariBHbIe CUTyalny 0003HAYAIOTCS KAaK TEMIIOPAIbHO HE JIOKaIN30-
BaHHEBIC.
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Taxkoe ke monoxkeHue aen Habmonanoch U B sa3bike X VIII-XIX BB., cp. B (5) xax B KOHTEK-
CT€ AMHU30ANYECCKUX CUTYyaluil U B (6) — B KOHTEKCTE UTEPATUBHBIX:

(5) Kax Ceamocnas npuexan ¢ Hosepao, nosozopooywi (. ..) Pocmucnasa FOpuesuua svicianu
[B. H. Tarumes. Uctopus poccuiickas B cemu ToMax. ToM BTopoit (1750)].

(6) Kakv HOub Hacmynaems mo OHU CKObKO UXb HU eCTib 8b 0epesHhIs, cOepymcs b 00HY 8a-
maey, 015 MOIUM8Ebl HAZHAYEHHYI0, U MAMb Cb noa yaca moaamea ...y [@. A. Omun. He-
noctosiHHas popTyHa wiH nmoxoxkzaeHie Mupamonaa. Y. 2 (1763)].

OIHOBPEMEHHOCTh COBMECTHMA C KK TIPEXKIIC BCETO B TOM CIIy4ae, €CITU CUTYaI[H HTEPATHB-
Heie. [Ipu 3TOM B KOHTEKCTE HEMOIHOI ogHOBpeMeHHOCTH (7)—(8) Takoe ymorpeOieHue mpe-
CTaBysIeTCst O0Jiee ECTECTBEHHBIM, UM MPH MOIHON ofHOBpeMeHHOCTH (9)°.

(7)  Kak u3 wxonel udem, 8cecoa scmpedaem HAwUx manvyuuex [MonnuIIpOBaHHBINA KO-
ITyCHBINA IpuMep].

(8)  Kak suma, obsizamenvno npocmuigaio ...y [HezaBucumas razera (npuioxkenue «Kynuca
HI'»), 13.11.1999].

(9) Kak npenapam egooumcs, uoem HebonbUIOU 601€80U dhhexm, MeHblUle MUHYMbL, U OH
yxooum [PUA Hosocth, 05.12.2020].

B xoHTeKCcTE OTHOBPEMEHHBIX SMH30IMUECKUX CUTYaLUi YIIOTpeOIeHHe KaK, TI0-BUANMOMY,
ycrapeo. s city4ast HElOJIHOM OIHOBPEMEHHOCTH 3TOT (haKT, WILTFOCTPUPYEMBIH IIPUMeEpamMu
(1) u (10), HeogHOKpaTHO oT™Mevaics (cM., Hapsay ¢ [Kobozesa, MubkoBa 2018: 233], Takke
[PT" 1980: 549]).

(10) Kaxv s wenv 0omoli Cb puIHKY, NONALCA MHTS HABCMPToYY Mot yuumens ...y [©. A. DMuH.
Henocrosinuast popryHa wiu moxokaenie Mupamonna. U. 2 (1763)].

[TonHast oTHOBPEMEHHOCTH SMU30JMIESCKUX CUTYalui, 1o MHeHuIo [Kobo3esa, HbpKoBa 2018:
232], BeIpa)kaeTcsl ¢ HOMOULIbIO KaK U cerofHs. ONHAKO MUTIOCTPUPYIOIIKE 3Ty TOUKY 3pEHHUS
mpumepsl, cp. (11), Bce otHOCATCS K XIX B.:

(11) Kak nocneonuii pas sudenucs ygena mul, kaxk maxos ygem ...y [I1. 1. Mensuukos-Ileuep-
ckuii. B necax. Kuaura nmepsas (1871-1874)].

HamoMHMM, 9TO B COBPEMEHHBIX TEKCTaX BPEMEHHOMN KaK CUNTAETCS CTUIINCTUYECKU MapKH-
POBaHHBIM HE3aBUCHMO OT CEMAaHTHUKH KOHTEKCTA. DTO OCIOXKHAET Au((epeHInannio coBpe-
MEHHBIX 1 HECOBPEMEHHEIX yroTpeOnenuil. Hama Touka 3peHus 06 apXxandHOCTH HCIIONTH30Ba-
HUS KaK JJ1s1 BRIPAXKEHUSI TIOTHOM OHOBPEMEHHOCTH STH30MYCCKUX CUTYaINH NOIIePKUBACTCS
xoHTpactamu tuna (12) u (13). Heymaunsie npumepsl (12a) u (13a) BeipaxatoT (OTHYIO) OJHO-
BPEMEHHOCTB, a nnpuemiieMble (126) u (136) BeIpaxatoT MpeAliecTBOBaHHE.

(12) a. "On kax 6xodun, spomro nex.
0. %%On kax eowen, 2pomro nozdoposancs.
(13) a. "Onu kax winu obpammuo, enu Mmopovucenroe.
0. “®Onu xax eepuynuco 0omoil, cvenu no MopoNCeHOMY.

B s3p1ke X VIII-XIX BB. orpanudenuii Ha ynorpeoOieHne xax Npyu OMHOBPEMEHHOCTH CHTYa-
Ui, TOMOOHBIX coBpeMeHHBIM, He Ob110. B HKPS BeTpeuaroTes mpuMepsl BCeX YeThIpEX JIOTH-
YEeCKH BO3MOXKHBIX KOMOMHAIMN: HETIOJIHASL ¥ TIOJTHAsI OMHOBPEMEHHOCTD 3ITU30ANIECKUX CHTY-
arui, yxe npomntioctpuposanusie B (10) u (11), cootBeTcTBeHHO, 1 nonmHas (14) 1 HenonHas
(15) onHOBpPEMEHHOCTh BHEBPEMEHHBIX CUTYaIIUH.

5 MBI GrarogapuM aHOHHMHOTO PELieH3eHTa 3a 3TO HaOMIoIeHHe.
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(14) Kax s scnomunaro menepb, mo euxcy, ¥mo mHozoe ...y 6vi10 nHeyoobHo u msaxceno {...)
[JI. H. Tonctoit. Cemeitnoe cuactbe (1859)].

(15) Kak yneii casicaem, 6o2ossnenckou 800oii eco kponum... [B. . Hemuposwa-/lanueHxko.
Caarsie Topsl (1880)].

Jannsie B Tabnune 1 00001maioT ckazaHHOe 00 OrpaHWYEHUsIX Ha ynoTpeOlieHHe BpeMeH-
HOTO KaK B COBPEMEHHOM SI3BIKE.

Tabruya 1
AcCNeKTyaJIbHO-TeMIOPAJIbHbIE OTPAHUYEHHS HA YIOTpPedIeHHe KaK B COBPEMEHHOM SI3bIKe

Tun curyanuu

Takc. oTHOLIEHHE Snu3onuyeckne HreparuBHble
MpeaIeCTBOBAHUE + +
IOJIHAs = =
OIHOBPEMEHHOCTh
HEIOoJIHAs - +

1.2. /Ipyrue cBoiicTBa

Hacrosinmii pazzaen nocssiieH 6onee popMaIbHBIM CBOHCTBaM Kiay3bl C KaK: OTPAaHUYEHHSIM
Ha BpeMeHHY0 pedepeHnnio (pasnen 1.2.1) 1 koMMyHHKaTuBHBIN cTaryc (1.2.2), coyeraeMocTH
C COOTHOCHTEIEHBIMU ciioBaMU (1.2.3) 1 KOHTpacTHBHEIMH YacTHIaMu (1.2.4).

1.2.1. Bpemennas pedepeHuus

B coBpemeHHOM sI3bIKE KIlay3a C BpEeMEHHBIM KaK dalie pedepupyer K Oyayiemy, 4eM K Ipo-
nutoMy. sl IPEeno3UTHBHBIX Kiay3 OOHApy»KHBAeTCs 3HaYMMOeE Mpeobiaganue pedepeHunn
K OyaymeMy Haja pedepeHuued K NpoILuIoMy 110 CPABHEHUIO C KiIay3aMH, BBOIXMMBIMH COFO30M
Ko20a (cM. Tabnuity 2; TByCTOPOHHHUH BapHaHT TogHOTO Kputepus Pumrepa, P<0,05). s mocr-
Y UHTEPIIO3UTUBHBIX KJIAy3 3HAYMMOTO OTIIMYUS OT Ko2da He ObLIO BBIABIEHO (CM. Tabmwuiry 3).
Tem He MeHee KOPIyCHBIE JaHHbBIE U B 3TOM ClIy4dae He IPOTUBOPEYAT MPEAIONIOKEHHUIO O TIpe-
o0naaHuy cpeqy Kiays ¢ kak peepeHInH K Oymyniemy.

Tabruya 2
YacTtoTHOCTH (hOPM NpouIeANIero H Gyaylero BpeMeHH 1J1arojia B KOHTEKCTe
Mpeno3uTHBHBIX Kak U koz0a (Iloaxopnyc 1980-2020 rr. OcHoBHoro kopnyca HKPSI)®

Fut Praet Bcero Joas praet
Kax 17 8 25 0,3
Koeoa 50 153 203 0,8

¢ Obpaser 3ampoca: Kak, first -okazarbcst & -BBIICHUTECS & -Ipennonaratbesi & -yMeTb & -Moub, V &
indic & praet, Ha paccrossHun oT 1 10 1 o CnoBa 1 v & indic & praet, acomma, Ha paccTosTHUH OT 1
1o 1 or Criosa 2. IIpumepsl 0TGHUIBTPOBAHBI BPYYHYIO.
Bo Bcex mpumepax BBHIOOPKH B 3aBHCHUMOI! KJIay3e OTCYTCTBYET BBIPRKCHHOE ITOUIeXKalee, I10-
CKOJIBKY TaKoe yIoTpeOlieHre XapaKTepHO U COBPEeMEHHOTO kak. Cp. KoHTpacT B (1)—(iii):

(i) ...om, kax noopoc, cman cmoponumscs ee [Muxan Lnmmxns. Beex oxuaer omaa Houb (1993-2003)].
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Tabnuya 3
YacToTHOCTH OpM NpoIeIuiero U Oy1yuero BpeMeHH riaroJa
B KOHTEKCTE MOCTIO3HTHUBHBLIX U HHTEPIO3UTHBHBIX KAK M K020a
(IMoakopmnyc 1980-2020 rr. OcuoBHoro kopnyca HKPSI)’

Fut Praet Bcero Joas praet
Kaxk 8 2 10 0,2
Kozoa 67 58 125 0,5

1.2.2. KoMMyHHUKATHBHBII cTaTyC

Hcnonp30BaHne BPEMEHHOTO KaK B COBPEMEHHOM SI3bIKE 3aTPYAHEHO B Clydae, €Cld 3a-
BUCHMasl Kjlay3a IMeeT KOMMYHUKAaTHBHBIA CTaTyC PeMBbI, IPX ATOM M 3aBUCHMas, U IIaBHAs
CHUTYyalluH JIOKaJIN30BaHbl B rpornioM. Cp. koHTpacT B (16)—(19). B npuemiiemsIx npuMepax
(16), (18) u (19) mepeuncnennrlie ycinoBus He BeIONHEHHL: B (16) u (19) 06e cuTyaruu J1oka-
nu30BaHbl B OymymieM, a B (18), XOTs cUTyaIluu JIOKaJIM30BaHEI B MPOILIOM, 3aBHCHMAsl KJia-
y3a Ipeno3uTHBHA U BBRICTyMaeT B poiu TeMbl®. Hanportus, B npumepe (17), Mano ynaqaom
B KOHTEKCTE COI03a KaK, YCIIOBUS BBITIOJIHEHBI: KJIay3bl pe(epUpyIOT K MPOILIOMY, 3aBUCHUMAasI
KJIay3a COOTBETCTBYET peMe. [y cpaBHEHUsI, COI03 K020d YMECTEH BO BCEX YETBIPEX IpPHUMe-
pax, Burodas (17).

(16) Kopoue, nossonuwn/, kax (°“xoz0a) npouyxaewncs\ [Exarepuna 3aBepiunesa. BricoTka
(2012)].

(17) <—Kozoa xce on noseonun?>— "Iozsonun/, kax (*“xoz0a) npouyxancs\.

(18) Kax (°*k020a) npouyxancs/, nozeonun\.

(19) Kax (°*k020a) npouyxaewncs/, nozeonuws).

B (17) rmaBHas 1 3aBUCUMasi CUTyallUH ABIISIOTCS SIU30ANYECKUMH U CBSI3aHbI OTHOIIEHUEM
TIPEIIECTBOBAHMS, T. €. TAKMM OTHOILICHUEM, C KOTOPBIM, BOOOIIE TOBOPS, COBPEMEHHBIN KaK CO-
BMecTUM (cM. paszen 2.1). JIpyras pa3HOBUIHOCTb IPHEMIIEMOTO JJIsl COBPEMEHHOT'O KaK OTHO-
IIEHHS — HETOJIHAast OMHOBPEMEHHOCTh NTEPATUBHBIX cuTyanuil. [Ipumep (20) nemoHCTpHpYeT,
YTO U 3TO OTHOILICHUE CTAHOBHUTCS] HEBO3MOXKHBIM JUIS Kak (HO HE AJISl K020a) TIPU BCTYIUIEHUH

(ii) "Kax on noopoc, cman cmoponumucs ee.
(iii) °®Kozda on nodpoc, cman cmoponumscs ee.

Kpome Toro, mockoibKy B BEIOOPKY ¢ OyAyIIUM BpEMEHEM aBTOMATHUYECKH IO TOIBKO TIIATrOJIbI
COBEPIICHHOTO BU/IA, & TAKXKE [IIAr0J OblMb, TIAr0Ibl HECOBEPILIEHHOTO BU/IA, OTIIMYIHBIC OT Obiib, ObLTH
TAKXXEC UCKJIFOYCHBI U3 BblGOpKl/l C IIPpOLICAIIUM BPEMEHEM. Ka]( CJICACTBUC, B Bbl60pKaX OTCYTCTBOBAJIU
MPUMEPBI C OTHONICHUEM OJTHOBPEMEHHOCTH MEXKIY CUTYAIUSIMH.

7 O6paser 3ampoca: Cinoso 1: v & indic & praet & first CnoBo 2: xorma & acomma Ha paccTosHHA 1
ot CrnoBa 1 CnoBo 3: -oka3atbest & -BBISICHUTBCA & -TIpennonararbest & -ymers & -Modb & v & indic
& praet Ha paccrossHud 1 oT CnoBa 2. CM. Takke KOMMEHTAapHU B IPEeIBbIAYILIEH CHOCKE.

8 CumBONaMu «/» u «\» 0003HaUEHBI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BOCXOMISALINHA aKIEHT, aCCOLUUPYEMBIH ¢ Te-
MO, ¥ HUCXOJSIIIIMIA aKLIEHT, aCCOLMMPYEMBIH C PEeMOH, COTNIaCHO HOTALMHU, pUHATON B [SHKO 2001:
36-37].
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B CIJTy YKa3aHHBIX yCJIOBUI: PEMaTHYHOCTH 3aBUCHMOM KJIay3bl B peepeHIHs K IpOonuiomy’.
Monudukarus 3toro npumepa B (21), rae pedepeHius K IpoinuioMy 3aMeHeHa Ha pedepeHIInio
K OymyuieMy, okuaeMo Oosiee yiauHa.

(20) On pabomaem c KOHCMPYKMOPOM, U MOHCHO OBLIO NOOOUMU, NOCIYULAMb, CAMOMY 8Me-
wamscs: «Cepeetl Braoumuposuy, éom max nyuwie...» — «/la, npasuivho... /lasaii
max...». [lozeonan, xoeoa ("xax) suden, umo ne npocmo pomosetinuuaeurs [Oemnkc Uyes.
Wnprommun (1998)].

(21) °Oésazamenvro noseonum, Kax yeuoum, 4mo mol He RPOCHO POMO3CUHULACULD.

OTMeTHM TaKXe, YTO B Hallel KOPITyCHON BBIOOPKE C KaK Y PA3HBIMH THUIIAMH BPEMEHHOMH
pedepentmu (cM. pazgen 1.2.1) Bcero aBa mpumepa, riae Kiays3a ¢ Kak OTCHUIAET K IPOILIOMY
Y [IPY 9TOM HE MIPENO3UTHUBHA, T. €. HO3UIMOHHO HE TSTOTeeT K TEMAaTUIHOCTH (Cp. IaHHBIC B Ta-
omure 3). [TokazaTenbHO, YTO B 00OMX MpUMEpPAx dTa Kiay3a— Tema (B 3TOM ciydae 3ayaap-
Has), a He peMa:

(22) B Jlenunepaoe xynun, 6 komuccuonxe. Obomnen \, kax ysuoden, u He coepxcancsa [ AHapen
Jmutpues. [aru (1987)].

(23) Coeean\, kax omkpwinace, 6 1agouxy, nusa et npurec ...y [Enena Xaerxkas. Cuaue ctpe-
ko35l BaBmitona (2004)].

Mesxny Tem eie B X VIII B. oTMedeHHOE OrpaHUYeHHEe OTCYTCTBOBAJIO WK IEHCTBOBAJIO Me-
HEe CTPOTO: BPEMEHHOH KaK MOT BBOAUTH PEMY B TOM UHCIIE ¢ pedepeHImeil K mporuiomy. Taxk,
00a ycmoBus coOmroneHs! B (24) u (25); 0 peMaTHYecKoM CTaTyce 3aBUCHMOI KIlay3bl CBUJIC-
TEIBCTBYET HE TOJBKO aKIEHTHBIM MAaTTEePH, HO M TO, YTO 3Ta KJIay3a MOCTIO3UTHBHA M BBOIUT
HOBYO HH(OPMAIIHUIO:

(24) HUsan-xyneueckuii coli CHAL C pYKU NePCmMerb U nooaem CMapuxy, Ho euje 601buLe npeic-
Hezo yousuacs /, kak ysuoen, umo cmapuxa vem \ [Cka3ka msitast o MiBaHe-Kynedeckom
cerae (1787)].

(25) Tpyouo ysHams ceoto npupody, a uyxcyro no3Hame U moz2o mpyoHes. Y3uaeut, 0a no3oHo.
Yepenaxa owubky novyscmeosaia /, kax navaia remems | [I'puropuit CkoBopona. Pas-
TOBOD, Ha3bIBaeMbli AndaBut win byksaps mupa (1760-1775)].

1.2.3. CoueTaeMoCTh C COOTHOCHUTEJILHBIMHA CJI0BAMH

COBpeMeHHLIﬁ KAk BECT Ce6$[ I/I36I/IpaTeJ'IBHO Ipr COYETAaHNU C COOTHOCHUTCIIBHBIMU CJIOBAMU
B COCTaBe TIABHOM KJiay3bl. K COOTHOCHTEIBHBIM CIIOBaM, C KOTOPBIMU CETOMIHS KAK COYETAETCs,
OTHOCSITCA 8ceeda, menepb, unozoa. Cp.:

(26) Kopouye, /lantowxe meneps, kax [[yca nomepna, nonodcena namas yacme [«Apyxba Ha-
pomos», 1998].

(27) Hnozoa, kak 6cnOMHIO 51, 00UEHbKA, YMO Mbl MAK OALEKO, HA ceéepe, U OOHA CPEOU YYHCUX
modeu, mo u naakams mue xouemcs [b. JI. Topbaros. [Toequnox (1936)].

(28) Bceeoa, kax npuesacana Kpans, Muwenvka menvro Xo0un no KOMHAmMam u n002is0bléal,
NOOCIYWUBAT UX pA32080pbl, coinan npokaamus [«Bomray, 2015].

B (20) oka3pIBatoOTCs COBMELICHHI peepeHIHs K MPOIUIOMY U TO, YTO MBI Ha3BaJIM UTEPATUBHOCTHIO:
C OJIHOHM CTOPOHBI, Peub UJIET O IOBTOPEHUH CUTYallUH HEOIPEASJICHHOE KOJIMYECTBO pa3 B Heolpee-
JIEHHBIE MOMEHTHI, C JIPYTOH CTOPOHBI — 3TO TIOBTOPEHHE OTPAHNIEHO MPOIIIBIM.
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HampoTuB, COOTHOCHTENBHBIE CIIOBA 110204 U 00HAMCObL, & TAKKE CHHOHUMUTHOE 00HANCObL
BBIpa)KeHI/Ie oduH pas, B KOHTCKCTC KakK CCTrOaHs HpaKTI/I‘-ICCKI/I HC I/ICHOJ’IB?)YIOTCH. O}IHaKO OHU
BcTpedaroTcs B TekcTax XIX B. Cp.:

(29) Ileub Hacpesaemcs u Hazpesaem He 8 MO 8peMsl, K020a MONUMCSL, d M020d, KaK 3aKpOIom
mpy6y [H. A. Bectyxes. [Tucemo 1. 1. CeusizeBy (1851)].

(30) Oomasicowl, kak bamiowika U MAMYUIKA yexaiu 8 20Cmu Ha yevlil 0eHb K 00HOMY cma-
POMY POOCMBEHHUKY, {...) 80pye OMEOPSAIOMCsL 08€PU U BXOOUNM IMOM MOA0O0U YENI08EK
6 conpogooicoenuu Hanu [M. I1. IToronun. [Ipectymuuna (1830)].

(31) Ooum pas3, xak 51 6b11 8 c60€ll KOMHAME, BOULLA KO MHe {...) JiceHa Dbleuieco Moe2o mosa-
puwa, c ee douepwio [B. T. Hapexwnsrit. Poccuiickuit XKunbmnas, nim [ToxoxaeHus KHI35
I'aBpmer CumonoBmua Ynctsikosa (1814)].

3aMeTuM, 4TO TI0 CBOUM TEMITOPATLHO-aCMIEKTYaIbHBIM XapaKTePUCTHKAM IO KpaitHel Mmepe
HEKOTOPHIE M3 TAKMX IPUMEPOB OTBEYAIOT COBPEMEHHBIM TPEOOBaHMUSM, TaK YTO IPUYUHA TOTO,
YTO OHM HE HCIIOIB3YIOTCS, KPOeTCS MMEHHO B COOTHOCHTENBHOM cioBe. Tak, B (29) curya-
IIMM CBSI3aHbI OTHOLIEHUEM IIPEALIECTBOBAHMS, KOTOPOE CETOIHS B KOHTEKCTE KK JOIyCTUMO
(cMm. pazgen 1.1). He ciygaifHO Ipu SJIIMMUHALINE 71020a TIPUMEP CTAHOBHUTCS TIPUEMITEMBIM:

(32) Kax saxporom mpyoy, neuvb HazpeeaemcsL.

JlaHHBIE O YACTOTHOCTH COUETAHUS KAK C M020d, 00HAaNCObl U 00uH pa3 HaunHas ¢ X VIII B.
oTpakeHbl B Tabnuie 4. MOXKHO BHAETb, YTO U3 COBPEMEHHOTO S13bIKa BCE TPU COYCTAHHS YIILTH.

Tabruya 4
YacTOTHOCTB COYETAHMSA KAK € M020d, 00HAX*CObl U 00UH pA3 MO NePUOAAM
(OcHoBHoii kopnyec HKPS) 1©

1701-1800, 1801-1850, 1851-1900, 1901-1950, 1951-2023,

o0bem 00beM 00beM 00beM 00beM
noaKopmyca noaKopmyca nojKopmyca NoAKopIyca MOAKOpIyca
6629 622 17 755589 62 454 587 99404501 291031591

cj1oBa CJ10B CJI0B CJ10BO CJ10BO
ipm N ipm N ipm N ipm N ipm N
moeaoa, Kax 5 35 4 79 1 79 0,2 15 0,007 2
00HANHCOb, KaK 0 0 0,3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
O0UH pas, Kaxk 0 0 0,06 1 0,05 3 0,01 1 0,003 1

1.2.4. CoueTaemMoCTh ¢ KOHTPACTUBHBIMH YaCTHIIAMH

CoBpeMEHHBIN KaKk HE COUETAETCS C KOHTPACTUBHBIMU YACTULAMU MOIbKO, UMEHHO, KAK
paz u T. 1. OHAKO TaKue coueTaHust oOHapyxwuBarorcs B Tekerax X VIII—nagama XX B. Oc-
HOBHOTO Kopryca HKPS. Bo BcTpeTHBIIMXCS IpUMEpax € moabko U UMeHHO JacTHIa Moanu(hu-
IIUPYET COI03 He HEMOCPEACTBEHHO, a Yepe3 COOTHOCHTEIBHOE CIIOBO mo2od, Kak B (33) u (34).

(33) Ionuxero necue cmano monvko moeda, kaxk ox viexan 3a 2opoo [JI. H. Toncroii. ITonu-
kymka (1863)].

10 O0pasikl 3ampoCOB AOCTYITHBI MO cchlTkaM: https://ruscorpora.ru/s/eVZAo, https://ruscorpora.ru/s/
dN102, https://ruscorpora.ru/s/aO98R. B mensx penpe3eHTaTUBHOCTH B BBIOOPKE CO CIOBOM 11020d
OT KaXXJIOTO TEKCTa ObLIT 0TOOpaH ofuH mpumep. B BEIOOpKaX ¢ 00HadcObl U 00Uk pas, B CUITy UX O4CHb
MaJICHFKOTO 00beMa, TaKOH (YHIBTPAIH He IIPOBOJIIIOCE.


https://ruscorpora.ru/s/eVZAo
https://ruscorpora.ru/s/dN102
https://ruscorpora.ru/s/dN102
https://ruscorpora.ru/s/aO98R
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(34) ...6e0b Ha00OHO dtc, YUMOO IMO CAYYUAOCL UMEHHO M0o20d, KAK 5 8 OMCYMCmeuu
[M. 1O. JIepmonToB. ['epoii Hamero Bpemenu (1839-1841)].

B coderaHusx ¢ 4acTuIel kaxk pa3 YaCTHIA MOTUGUIMPYET COr03 0e3 y4acThsi COOTHOCH-
TEJIBHOTO CJIOBA:

(35) Kax pas, kak mebe npocnymscsa, nocneem [H. H. Anexceen. 3amopckwmii Berxozer (1900)].

(36) Toeoa 5 6351 cebst 8 pyKu u pewiun moabKo ¢ NPUYeLy Cmpeisims U KaK pasz Kak peuiun euvl-
nemen dynens [M. M. [lpumiBun. unesHuku (1927)].

Bcee Takue OPUMEPHBI MPOMU3BOAAT BICYATIICHUC apXaWYHbIX.

1.2.5. CBoiicTBa Kak: 00001eHHE

Mgl MMPOACMOHCTPUPOBAJIN OAHY COUCTACMOCTHYIO TCHACHIIUIO U TPU 3allp€Ta Ha CoYCTaC-
MOCTb COBPEMEHHOI'O BpEMEHHOI'O KAK:

— KJIAy3BI, COEIMHSIEMBIE C TIOMOIIBIO Kak, Jalle peeprupyroT K OyIyIieMy, 4eM K TPOILIOMY;

— KJIay3a, BBOIMMAsl C TIOMOIIBIO KAk, HE MOXKET HMETh OJHOBPEMEHHO CTATYC PEMBI U pe-
(EpEHIIHIO K MPOIILIOMY;

— KJIay3a, BBOJUMAs C TOMOIIIBIO KaK, HE COYETACTCS C COOTHOCHTEIIBHBIMHU CIIOBAMH 10204,
00HAXICObL B O0UH Pa3;

— KJ1ay3a, BBOJUMAs C TIOMOIIBIO KaK, HE COUETAETCS C KOHTPACTUBHBIMH YACTUI[AMH.

B s3pike XVIII-XIX BB. nepeuncieHHbIE 3apeThl HE AeHCTBOBAIM .

2. BpeMeHHOM Kax: HHTepIpeTalus MPOU30LIeAIIEero CABUra

B HacTosmeM paszerne npeanpruHATa MONBITKa CHOPMYITHPOBATh COACPIKaHHUE CIBUTA, IPOH30-
HIEIIET0 ¢ BpeMEHHBIM Kxak mocie XIX B. (pa3men 2.1). OCHOBHBIM JI0BOAOM B IIOJIB3Y Mpeiia-
racMom HUHTEPHPETALNU CITYKHUT €€ 00BSICHUTEIbHAS CHJIA: O6’I)5[CHCHI/IC IOJTy4aroT, KaK MbI CTpE-
MHMCS TIOKa3aTh, N3MEHEHUS U B CEMaHTUUECKHX, H B ()OPMaJIbHBIX CBOMCTBaX xak (pazzaen 2.2).

2.1. Oduiee coepskaHue cABUTa

MB&I ipezmonaraeM, 4YTo CABHI, MPOU30IIEANNH ¢ kak nociie XIX B., umeeT cneayromiee 00-
11ee cofep)kaHue: COI03 KaK BO BpPEMEHHOM 3HAYEHUH ITOTEPSUT CIIOCOOHOCTh BBOIUTH BPEMEH-
HOW OPHEHTHp /IS IIaBHOW cuTyauuu. Kak ciencTBue, kak yTpaThil CO4€TaeMOCTh C KOHTEK-
CTaMH, KOTOpPBIE MIOJUYEPKUBAIOT Y 3aBHCHUMOI1 KJlay3bl CTaTyC BPEMEHHOTO OPHEHTHPA.

IMosicanM, YTO MBI TOHUMAEM I107] BpEMEHHBIM OPHEHTHPOM. B Hanbosnee mpo3padyHoM city-
yae BPEMEHHOI OPHEHTHUP BBIPAXKAETCS C MMOMOIIBI0 0OCTOATEECTBA BPEMEHH B COCTaBe IMpo-
CTOro mpemnoxkenus, cp.: On npuexan 6 7 uacoé. B coctaBe NONUIPEINKATUBHON KOHCTPYK-
LMY BPEMEHHOI OpUEHTHP — 3TO MpEeXkJe BCEro Takas Kijay3a, KOTopas OTBEYaeT Ha BOMPOC
Koeoa?, cp. Ou npuexan, koeda bwvino 7 yacos. Knay3a-opueHTHP MOXET U HE COJCpKaTh yKa-
3aHHS Ha KOHKPETHOE BPEMs, HO OHa BCE PAaBHO JOJDKHA OTBEYATh Ha (SIBHBIN I MOJpa3yMe-
BaeMbIit) Bompoc koeda?. Cp.:

' Bonpoc o oM, neiictBoBana i B s3bike X VIII-XIX BB. ynomsHyTas TeHACHIMS, OCTAeTCS 3a paM-
KaMH paboTHI N3-3a TEXHHUECKUX TPYAHOCTEH, CBS3AHHBIX C €T0 NCCIIET0BAHUEM.
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(37) Bosmoorcno, on npuexan, kozoa s yoce yexan (Google).

Takoro poma KOHTEKCTHI, COIIACHO HAIlleH MHTepIpeTanuy, nocie XIX B. ynumn u3 cdepsl
yIOTpeOIEeHUS KaK.

3aKOHOMEPEH, OJJHAKO, BOIIPOC, B YEM K€, €CIIM HE B BBIPAKCHUH BPEMEHHOTO OPHEHTHUDA,
COCTOUT (PYHKITMSI COBPEMEHHOT'O BPEMEHHOTO Xak? MBI IymMaeM, 9T0 B KOHCTPYKIIUH C KaK BBI-
pakaeTcsl yIopsA0ueHHOCTh CUTYaIiil Ha BpeMEHHOI! OCH, T. €. TO, KaK COOTHOCSITCS CUTyalluu
T10 cBOEH BpeMeHHOH Jokanu3aiun. Harpumep, B (38) roBOPHUTCS O TOM, YTO CHTyanus ‘OH IpH-
ezleT’ HaCTYIHT T0CiIe CUTYyaluy ‘OyaeT rnoreruiee’.

(38) Ilpuedem, xax 6yoem nomennee (Google).

[IpaBna, Takoe mpouterne B (38) He ABIAETCS €MUHCTBEHHO BO3MOKHBIM: HUYTO KaK OyITO
HE MeIIaeT CUYNTATh CUTyalnio ‘OyIeT moTemiee’ OTBETOM Ha Bompoc Kozda ou npuedem?,
T. €. CYUTATh BPEMEHHBIM OPUEHTUPOM JUIsl CUTyanuu ‘nipuenet’. To, 4To coro3 Kax, TeM HE Me-
Hee, ucnonb3yercs B (38), oOBsICHACTCSI, Ha Halll B3MVIAJ, HEUTpalIU3alel pa3nuianii MexIy
JIByMsI TIPOYTECHUSIMU: KOHTEKCT B (38) momyckaeT 00a MpoYTeHNUs], M B 3THX YCIOBHUIX COBpE-
MEHHBIH kak nonyctuM. Ho ecTh U Takue KOHTEKCTHI, TI¢ HHTEPIpeTalys 3aBUCHMOI KJiay3bl
KaK BPEMEHHOTO OpHEHTHpa MPEANIOYTHTENbHA, ¥ TOTIA KaK OKa3bIBAeTCsl HEYMECTEH C TOUKH
3peHHsI COBpEMEHHON HOPMBI. (37) Kak pa3 OTHOCHUTCS K TaKUM KOHTEKCTaM, Cp. HEBO3MOXK-
HOCTb 3aMEHBI K020d Ha KAK:

(39) "Bosmooicro, on npuexai, Kax s yice yexai.

OroBopuMcsl, 4TO HEHTpaNIu3anus ABYX MPOYTCHHH MOXXET BO3HUKATh M B KOHTEKCTE Mpsi-
MOTO BOIIPOCa CO CJIOBOM K020d. B 3TOM cilyyae OTBETHTH Ha TaKOH BOIPOC OKA3bIBACTCS BO3-
MOKHBIM C TIOMOLIBIO COI03a KaK:

(40) Koeoa vt guixooume? — Kax cmemneem [ipuMep aHOHUMHOTO PEIICH3EHTA].

BwmecTo kiay3sl ¢ kax B KauecTBe oTBeTa B (40) MOXHO HCIIOIB30BaTh COUMHUTEIBHYIO KOH-
CTPYKLHIO, cp. (41). B KOHTEKCTE COUMHEHNS MPOYTCHNE B 3HAYCHUH YIOPSI0UYCHHOCTH HE ITPO-
CTO YMECTHO — OHO BBITECHSET MPOYTCHNE B 3HAYCHUH OPHEHTHPA.

(41) Koeoa vt gvixooume? — Cmemneem, 1 cpazy evliioem.

[Touemy, B orinume ot Bonpoca tuna (40), B koHTekcte Tuna (39) 3HaueHne BPeMEHHOTO
OpPHEHTHpa OKa3bIBAETCSI €AIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHBIM? DTO CBsI3aHO C TeM, 4To B (39) He mpo-
CTO TTOJpa3yMeBaeTCsl BOIIPOC C K020d, OTBETOM Ha KOTOPBIH CIYXKHT KJlay3a ¢ KaK, — 3TOT BO-
IIPOC K TOMY K€ ABJIAETCS KOHTPACTHBHBIM, T. €. IPEIONAraeT CPaBHEHNE JBYX MOTCHIHATb-
HBIX BPEMEHHBIX OpPUEHTHPOB (‘OH MpHeXal, KOraa s yxKe yexan vs. ‘OH IMpHexal B KaKoH-TO
npyroit MoMeHT’). KoHTpacTUBHBIH BOIIPOC € k020a?, TaKUM 00pa3oM, OJHO3HAYHO Mpeaonpe-
JIeTSIeT IPOYTEHUE OTBETa B 3HAYEHUHM OPHEHTHPA M MCKII0YAaeT BO3MOXXHOCTH MCIOJIB30BATh
COI03 KaK C TIO3UIMH COBPEMEHHOI HOPMBI.

3ameTHM, HaKOHELl, YTO ITPOTHBOIIOCTABIICHHE ABYX TPOYTCHUH — BPEMEHHAs! OpUCHTALHS VS.
YIOPSI0YMBaHNE Ha BPEMEHHOI 0CH — HE SIBISIETCSI HOBBIM U JJISI OITHCAHHS BpPEMEHHBIX KIay3
y’Ke UCIIONb30BaJIOCh. B 3THX TepMuHaX mpeaiaranoch pa3indars, HalpHIMeEp, PyCCKHE BPEMEHHBIC
COIO3BI npedicoe yem u neped mem xkax [bapenrcen, [Tyneaun 1999: 113; Xpakosckuit 2005: 37].

2.2. BpemeHHO¥ Kak: 00bsicCHEeHHE CBOMCTB

[Iponomxast pa3rpaHuueHHe, IPUHITOE B pa3zesie 1, B HACTOSIIEM pa3jielie Mbl [pejiaraeM
00BSICHEHHE CHaYasa JJIsl aCleKTyalbHO-TEeMIIOPAILHBIX CBOUCTB Kak (pasmen 2.2.1), a 3areM
JUISl OCTANIBHBIX (pazaen 2.2.2).
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2.2.1. AcneKTyajabHO-TeMIIOPAJIbHbIE CBOIiCTBA

3a nocnenaue 200 JIeT kak MOTEPSUT CIOCOOHOCTh COSTUHATH MU30AMYCCKHIE CUTYAITIH B KOH-
CTPYKIIMH CO 3HAYCHHEM OTHOBPEMEHHOCTHU (cM. momapobHee pasznen 1.1). Hanporus, ¢ smm30-
TUYEeCKUMHU CUTYalUsIMHU B KOHCTPYKIIUHU MPEANISCTBOBAHMSA, a TAK)KE C UTEPATUBHBIMHU CHTYa-
OUSMH HE3aBHCHMO OT THIIA TAKCHCHOTO OTHOIICHUS MEXTy HIMH, KaK UCIIONIB3yeTCs 1o cei
JieHb (TIpH OTHOBPEMEHHOCTH, MPEATIONIOKHUTENILHO, PEXE, YeM MPU NPEIIIeCTBOBAHUH, a IPU
MOJIHOW OZIHOBPEMEHHOCTH — PEXe, YeM NpH HernoyiHoH). Takum 0Opa3oM, COBpEMEHHBIH KaK
MIPE/NOYeIT MPEANIECTBOBAHNE OHOBPEMEHHOCTH, @ UTEPAaTUBHBIC CUTYALH SITH30IHUECCKIM.

Hawm xaxeTcs, 94To 3TO HalpaBJICHUE 3BOIOLUH ITOy4aeT OOBSICHEHUE, €CITH Pa3BUTHE KAK
HHTEPIIPETUPOBATH KaK IIOTEPIO CIIOCOOHOCTH 0003HaYaTh BpeMEHHOH opreHTHp. B camom nere,
KakK pa3 Te KOMOMHAIINN aCIEeKTyalbHO-TEeMITOPANbHBIX MIPU3HAKOB, KOTOPBIC YIIIN U3 cepsl
yIOTPeOIeHNs1 KaK — OJIHOBPEMEHHOCTb M 3MU30AMYHOCTh — B HAMOOJIBIIEH CTEIIEHH MOTYT
ACCOLIMUPOBATHCS C MTOHATHEM BPEMEHHOTO OpHeHTHpa. Cp. IPOTOTUIIHMYECKYIO KOHCTPYKIIUIO
C BpeMEeHHBIM OpUeHTHpOM On npuuien 8 7 4acog: CUTyallus ‘HacTyIuiIo 7 4acoB’, BO-NIEPBbIX,
UMeeT KOHKPETHYIO BPEMEHHYIO JIOKAIU3AIHIO, T. €. SIBISCTCS MU30INICCKON B HAIIIMX TEPMHU-
HaX, a BO-BTOPBIX, 3Ta CUTYAIHsI IIPOU30IILIA OMHOBPEMEHHO C CUTYyallueH ‘OH MpHIIeN’, I KO-
TOpOH OHA CIIY)KUT BPEMEHHBIM OPHEHTHPOM. M TipeniiecTBOBaHNE, U HTEPATUBHOCTH IIPE/ICTAB-
JISIFOT COOOM OTCTYIUICHHsI OT MPOTOTUIIMYECKOrO BPEMEHHOTO OPUEHTUPA U TI03TOMY JOJbIIIE
COXpaHSIOTCS B cepe ynoTpeOIeHus Kax.

B KoHTeKcTe UTEPaTHBHBIX CUTYaIMA, KAaK MBI IIPETIOIOKHUIIN, HEMOJIHASI OJTHOBPEMEHHOCTh
COXpaHMIACh B COBPEMEHHOM SI3BIKE JTyUIlle, YeM IOTHAst. DTy TCHACHIIUIO TOXE MOXHO CBSI-
3BIBAaTh C MOTEPEH COI030M KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH BBOAWUTH opueHTHp. [lomHas oqHOBpeMEHHOCTH
MIpEIIoNIaraeT COBNaIeHIE ABYX CUTYalllil BO BpeMEeHH. DTO COMMKAET 3aBUCHUMYIO CUTYAITHIO
C BPEMEHHBIM OPHEHTHPOM, HECMOTPS Ha UTEPATUBHOCTh. HanpoTuB, py HEMOIHOM OIHOBpE-
MeHHOCTH (cp. Kak 3uma, 06s3amensHo npocmydicaroch) 3aBUCUMAasi CUTYalusl CIIY)KUT CBOETO
pona GpoHOM /IS ITIaBHOW, HO HE BPEMEHHBIM OPHEHTHUPOM. B KauecTBe oprueHTHpa OHa HE MO-
JKET KBUTH(HUIIPOBATHCS TOTOMY, YTO B HEKOTOPBIC MOMEHTHI 3aBHCUMAas! CUTYAIHsI HIMEET MECTO,
a aBHas — HeT (Kak 3uma, 0653amenvHo npocmyscaiocs He 03HaYaeT ‘s IPOCTYKEH BCIO 3UMY ).

2.2.2. ipyrue cBoiicTBa

B coBpeMeHHOM sI3bIKE BPEMEHHOH KaK Yallle BBOJHUT CUTYaINH ¢ pedepeHnuei k Oyaymemy,
4yeM ¢ pedepeHnneil K mponuioMy, a Ipyu PeMaTHYECKOM CTaTyce 3aBUCHMOM KiIay3bl— BOBCE
HE yTIOTPeOsIeTCs C CUTYaIHAMH, JIOKaJTH30BAHHBIMHE B IIPOIILTIOM (CM. IToApoOHee pazaemst 1.2.1
n 1.2.2). Ilocneqauii 3anpet 10 XX B. OTCYTCTBOBaN. Kak KaxeTcsi, BCe 3TO — CIIEZICTBUE TOTO,
YTO KaK TOTEPSUT CHOCOOHOCTh BBOIUTH BpEMEHHOI opreHTUp. B camom Jiesne, BpeMeHHO# opu-
SHTHP I10 OIPEJICNICHNIO OTBEYAET Ha BOIIPOC K020a?, IOATOMY JIOJKEH IOJTYUUTh CTAaTyC PEMBI.
Pedepenmust k mpoIioMy ToXe IpeApacnonaraeT K IIPOYTeHUIO Kilay3bl, BBOAUMOH KaK, B 3Ha-
YEeHWH BPEMEHHOTO OPHEHTHPA: CHUTyallnuH, peepupyromue K NpoIuIoMY, YK€ MPOU30ILIN
U UMEIOT KOHKPETHYIO BPEMEHHYIO JOKaIH3alui0. MOKHO HPEATIONOKUTh, YTO COUETAHNE
3THX JBYX NPU3HAKOB — pePepeHIns K MPOIUIOMY U CTaTyC PEMBI — BMECTE MPEIONPEHACIISIOT
MIPOYTEHHUE 3aBUCUMON KJiay3bl KaK BPEMEHHOTO OPUEHTHPA [T IMIaBHOH. DTO HECOBMECTUMO
CO CBOWCTBaMM COBPEMEHHOIO KaK, HO HE 3ampemianoch B s3bike XIX B.

W36uparenbHOCTh Kak MIPU COYETAaHWH C COOTHOCHUTEIILHBIMU CIIOBAMH TTOJIy9aeT TaKoe Ke
0OBSICHEHHE: KaK HE COYETACTCS C TEMH COOTHOCHTEIBHBIMH CIIOBAaMH, KOTOPBIE MPEAOIpeie-
JISIIOT MHTEPIIPETAIMIO BBOAUMON KaK Kiay3bl KAK BPEMEHHOTO OPHEHTHpa AJIs [IaBHOW. 3a-
KOHOMEpHBIM 00pa3oM, B s3bIke XIX B. aHAJIOTMYHBIX 3alIpeTOB Ha COYETAEMOCThH HE OBLIO.
HamoMHMM, 4TO K COBMECTHMBIM C KaK OTHOCSITCS CIIOBA menepb, uho2dd U 6ce2dd, K 3ampe-
LICHHBIM — CJIOBA M020d, 0OHAMCObL U BBIpAXKEHHE 00ur pas (cM. moapoOHee pasmen 1.2.3).
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B xoHTekcTe mo2da BpeMeHHas Kiay3a ¢ He0O0XOIMMOCTBIO BBOJUT BPEMEHHOMH OPHEHTHD
it maBHO#. Tak, B (42) kinay3a ¢ koeoa ONMCHIBAET MOMEHT, B KOTOPBIN Hacmynum pasHoge-
cue cucmemsl. TlokazatesabHo, YTO M020d, Ko20a MOYKET BBOIUThH OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O BPEMEHH —
C BOTIPOCHUTENIBHBIM CIIOBOM Ko2oa (43) wim 6e3 Hero (44).

(42) Pasnosecue cucmemvbl Hacmynum moz2oa, koeda 0agieHue 00bl 8 YUTUHOPAX HA OOUHA-
KO8bIX ypo6HsX 6ydem oounakosuim [Bnagumup Jlykamuk, Enena MBanoBa. COopHuK 3a-
nad o ¢usuke. 7-9 k. (2003)].

(43) Tax xo20a Bvl mue gvioaoume oymazy? — obpamuics A 6H08b k Poiukuny. — Toz0a, koeda
notidy myoa, eoe ona nexcum, —omseemun 2pyoo ox [B. . MakcumoB. JIHEBHUK Hayd-
HOTO coTpynHuka (2004)].

(44) — A oonoucen denams 9mo kadxcowvii denv? — Tozoa, ko2oa 6ydem nomywamvcs camo.
Ho eecvma sicenamenvro, umobs 3mo noayuanocs camo kaxcowviti denv [Buxrop Ilene-
BuH. S.N.U.E.F (2011)].

COOTHOCHTEITEHOE CIIOBO 00HAXCObL B BEIPAYKEHUE 00UH pa3 3aAaI0T BPEMEHHYIO JIOKAIN3a-
MO TTIAaBHOH KJIay3bl, KOHKpETH3aNnell KOTOPOH CITy KUT 3aBUcHMast kiay3a. Hampumep, B (45)
TOBOPHTCSL, UTO babka-Ejcka noonpeieHyna om 310cmu OXHAXIBI, a IMEHHO TOTZIA, KOTIa uep-
6AK CAUMKOM 2poMKo 3axpanen. TakuMm 00pa3oM, 00Has#Obl U €r0 CHHOHHMBI TOXE ITOAYESPKH-
BAIOT POJIb 3aBUCUMOM KJIay3bl KaKk BPEMEHHOTO OpPHEHTHpA ISl TIIaBHOM.

(45) Ho som 00nadicovl, K020a YepesK Yic CIUUKOM 2POMKO 3axpanel 60 cHe, babka-Edcka

HOONPBIZHYIIA HA MeCme Om 310CMU U NPUHALACL KOLOMUmMb Kynakamu ¢ cmenky [«Myp-
3uikay, 2001].

OT1oT 3P EKT CBA3aH B TOM YHCIIE C TEM, YTO 00HAX*CObL U 00UH pa3 caMu 1o cebe 0003Ha-
Yal0T HEONpeIeTICHHYI0 BPEMEHHYIO JIOKAIH3AIHUIO, I09TOMY 3a]a4a YTOUYHHUTH 3Ty JIOKaJIH3a-
MO LIEITMKOM JIOKUTCS Ha BPEMEHHY0 Kiiay3y. Eciti BMECTo 00HaoicObl NCTIONB3YeTCs KOHKPET-
HOe 0003Ha4YeHNe BPEMEHH, OrpaHWYCHHUs Ha yrnoTpebnenue kax ociadmstores. Cp.:

(46) Tot Haunewtv cnyck uepes nonuaca, kax s yuoy x nepesainy [Cepreit Haymos. Ha paccros-
Huu Kpuka (1978)].

CoBMecTHUMBIE C BpDEMEHHBIM KK COOTHOCHUTEIILHBIE CII0BA Meneps, UH020d U 6ce20d OTIINYa-
I0TCSL OT 0OHAIICObL B 0OUH pa3 KaK Pa3 TEM, UTO HEe HaBA3BIBAIOT KJIAy3€ C KaK (MM HaBSI3BIBAIOT
B MCHBIICH CTENICHN) POJIM BPEMEHHOTO OpUEHTHPA. MHo20a M 6ce20d, B OTIIUIUE OT 0OHAHCObI,
BOOOIIIE HE YKA3bIBAIOT Ha OJHOKPATHYIO JIOKAIN3AIHIO INIABHOH cUTyanun. Tenepb yKa3blBaeT
Ha COBIIAICHNE CUTYaIlMd C MOMEHTOM PEUYH WJIM MOMEHTOM MOBECTBOBAHUS, T. €. C TAKUM MO-
MEHTOM, JIOKaJU3anusi KOTOPOTo M3BECTHA M MOITOMY He TpeOyeT yTOYHEHHS B TOM CMBICIIE,
B KaKOM €€ TPEOYIOT 00HACObL I 0OUH PAS3.

Haxkownen, noxoxxee 00bsSICHEHHE TIOJTyYaeT 3allpeT Ha COYETaHNe KAK C KOHTPACTUBHBIMHU Ya-
CTULIAMH, IEUCTBYIOLINI B COBPEMEHHOM sI3bIKe U oTCcyTcTBOBaBUIM B si3bike X VIII-XIX B.
(cMm. pazzmen 1.2.4). Kak u3BecTHO, IpH KOHTPACTE MPOUCXOAUT COIIOCTABIICHNE BBIAECICHHOTO
AIIEMEHTa C MHO)KECTBOM JIPYTHX, aHAJIOTHYHBIX JIEMEHTOB (CM., Hanpumep, [uko 2001: 47]).
B ciryuae ¢ BpeMEHHBIM KaK 3THM JIOCTHTAETCsl COIMOCTABICHNE MOMEHTA, B KOTOPBIH MPOH-
301112 3aBUCHMAs CUTYAIVsl, C HEKOTOPEIMH JpyTUMU MoMeHTaMu. Hampumep, B (47) (=(36))
TOBOPHTCS, YTO Oyneib 6bliemei, KOTIa s peulus CImpeisams, a He B KaKOH-TO APYrol MOMEHT.
B pesynbrare BpeMeHHasi OpHEHTAlMs IIIaBHOM CUTyallMn OTHOCHUTEIBHO 3aBUCHMOI IOITy-
YyaeT MOAKpeIuIeHne (0 KOHTPACTUBHOCTH KakK CIoco0e IMOoI4epKHYTh 3HaU€HHE OPUEHTHpa
cM. Taxoke pasmen 2.1).

(47) pewun{...) cmpensimo ...y u kax pas kax pewun gviiemen oyneas [M. M. [IpumsuH. JlHeB-
Huku (1927)].
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3. BpeMeHHOI Kak ¥ THIIOJIOTHS aIBEPOUAIBHBIX KJay3

Harma uzaest o Tom, 4To 3BOJTIOLIKS BpEMEHHOTO Kxak 3a nociegaue 200 jet cocrosia B HoTepe
CIIOCOOHOCTH BBOAHUTH BPEMEHHOM OPUECHTHUD, ITOKA YTO OTOPBAHA OT OOIIMX — TEOPETUIECCKIX
1 THIIOJIOTHYECKUX — MPEACTaBICHNH 00 aBepONaIbHBIX, B YaCTHOCTH BPEMEHHBIX, KJIay3ax.
B HacTosimem paszzesne MbI CTPEMUMCS BOCIIOIHUTE 3TOT MPOOETI, MPEUIOKUB HHTEPIIPETAITHIO
MIPOHU3OIICIIIETO CABUTA B TEPMHUHAX OOIICTIPUHATOMN, TUITOJOTMUSCKH OPUCHTHPOBAHHOM KJTac-
cu(UKaINY aaBepONaIbHBIX KiIay3. B pa3mene 3.1 onmrcaHbl OCHOBHBIC TApaMETPhI TAKOM Ki1ac-
cuduKanmy, pasiei 3.2 MOCBAIICH OMUCAHUIO B 3TUX TEPMUHAX BPEMCHHOTO KAK.

3.1. O THIOJIOTHYeCKH OPHEHTHPOBAHHOI KJaccupukanun
aJBepOMaIbHBIX KJIAY3

B reneparuBHOI nMUTEpaType MPUHATO BBIACIATH TPH THIA a/IBEPOHAIBHBIX Kiay3, pa3inya-
IOLIIXCS CTETIEHBI0 MHTETPAINH C TTIAaBHOHM KJIay30ii: HeHTpajabHble Ki1ay3sl (central adverbial
clauses) — mHTErpHpoOBaHHBIC HanbONEe TeCHO, Nepupepuiinble K1ay3sl (peripheral adverbial
clauses), MPOMEKYTOUHBIE 110 CTENICHU UHTETPALMY, 1 HEHHTErPHPOBaHHbIE Kiay3bl (non-inte-
grated adverbial clauses), reMoHCcTpHpYtOlTHE camyto cialyro urTerparmio ([Frey 2012; 2016;
Endo 2012; Badan, Haegeman 2022] u ap.). HTerpanus kiuayssl onpeaenseTcs mo3unue, 3a-
HHMAaeMOH €10 B CHHTaKCHYECKOH CTPYKType: YeM HIJKE PacIIoyIoKeHa ITO3ULHUS MIPUCOSIHE-
HUSL KJIay3bl B COCTaBe INIaBHOM KiIay3bl, TEM BBIIIE CTETIEHb MHTErpanuy. LleHTpanpHble Kia-
y3Bl, KaK IPUHSITO CUNTATh, IPUCOEAUHSIOTCS (attach) k TIaBHOM Kiay3e Ha ypOBHE NMPOEKIMN
T(ense) P(hrase), mepudepuiitbie Ki1ay3bl — BBIIIIE, HAa YPOBHE IPOCKIMH HIIIOKYTUBHOM CHIIBI
(Force), Torna kak HEMHTETPUPOBAHHBIC KJIAy3bl HE 00pa3yIOT C TIIABHOM KJ1ay30i €MHOM CHH-
TaKCHUUYECKOM COCTaBJISIONICH, a COeIMHSAIOTCA ¢ Hel TonbKko cemanTruecku [Frey 2012; 2016].
Ota KapTUHA OCHOBBIBACTCS Ha IIPECTABICHUX O PAaCIIMPEHHOM npoeknny riarona (48) [Rizzi
1997: 297; Cinque 1999: 106, 124; Krifka 2013: 5].

(48) Force > Modality gsemic > (Negation) > TP > (Negation) >VP

ba3oBoe CHHTaKCHYECKOE Pa3IHuue MEXIY KJIay3aMHU Pa3HbIX THIIOB IPOSBISCTCS B pa3iiv-
YW UX CEMAaHTUYECKUX M (POPMATEHBIX CBOMCTB. Tak, TONBKO IICHTPAIBbHBIC KIIAy3bl COYCTAFOTCS
C KOHTPACTHUBHBIMH YACTUI[AMU U CIIOCOOHBI CITY)KUTh OTBETOM Ha 4acTHBIH Borpoc. Hampumep,
MPUYHHHBIE COI03BI ommoeo ymo (50), (52) u nomomy umo (49), (51) obnagaror obonmMu CBO¥-
cTBamMH. HarpoTuB, mpuauHHEIH coro3 160 (49), (50), (53) e obnagaeT HU OIHUM H3 CBOICTB,
a 3HAYWT, BBOJMMAs UM KJiay3a HE MOKET OTHOCHTBCS K KJIacCy IEHTPAIbHBIX.

(49) «Hy nouemy aice nem-mo?» — «llomomy umo (*ub0) ynusumenoho, u 60pye Kmo-mo 3na-
Kombili 8 macazun npudemy [Arops CaxHoBckuid. JleBouku ¢ ymrkamu (2015)].

(50) — Omuezo noaubno yapcmso Y? — Ommozo, umo (*"ub0) mMrozo 60e6ano u mHozo nobe-
arcoano [«3Hanne — cunay, 2005].

(51) A 6 mom 2opooke oxazancs uMeHHO HOMOMY, ymo ObL1 uHxiceHepom ousuzuu [A. A. bym-
koB. J[Beph B 4ykylo oceHb (cOopHHK) (2015)].

(52) Mpur npocuynucy monvko ommozo, Ymo OHU MONAIU KAk clousl [«belbCcKkue MpoCcTOphI»,
2013].

(53) A mue éce-maxu ouenv npasames ce nawiu npenoowl, (monvko, uMenHo) ubo 5 nampuom
Hauwiell MaieHvKoll, Ho 2opootl kagedpwt [Ilepenucka B icq Mexay agd-ardin u Komtounit
apyr (16.01.2008)].
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3amerum, uro B [Belyaev 2015] oba cBoiicTBa 00CyXaaroTcs B APYTUX TEPMHHAX — COUH-
HCHUS U NOAYHUHCHHA: COUCTAEMOCTh C YaCTULIaMU U CHOCO6HOCTB OBITH OTBETOM Ha BOITPOC
MIPU3HAIOTCS MTPU3HAKAMU CEMaHTHYECKOTO (IPOTHBOMOCTABICHHOTO CHHTAKCHYECKOMY) TOJI-
yrHeHHs. C OJJHOM CTOPOHBI, 3TO OMMCAHUE 110 CBOEH CYTH IIOXOXKE Ha ONHCAHUE B TEPMUHAX
LEHTPAJIbHBIX, IEpUPEPUIHHBIX 1 HEMHTETPHPOBAHHBIX KJIAy3: OTIMYNE COYMHEHUS OT OMUNHE-
HUSI TOXE KacaeTcsl cTeneHu naTerpanui. C Apyroi CTOpPOHBI, OAHAKO, OCMBICTIEHHE YKa3aHHBIX
CBOMCTB KaK pa3/INuuil BHYTpPH KJlacca aJBepOnalIbHBIX — T. €. IOAYMHEHHBIX — KJIay3, KaK Ka-
JKETCs, JTy4llie BIMCHIBAETCS B Oojiee o0myto kapTuny. Tak, cormacHo [Belyaev 2015: 41], Takoe
M3BECTHOE CBOWMCTBO MOAYMHHUTEIBHOTO COI03a, KaK CIIOCOOHOCTh 3aHUMAaTh IMO3HIIMIO B Haualle
CJIOXKHOTO TIpeIUTOKeHus (CM., HarpuMmep, [ Tectener 2001: 262]), curHamu3upyeT 0 CHHTaKCHYe-
CKOM Tot4rHeHnH. Ho Ipu cMCTEMHOM BOIUIOLIEHHH 3TOTO MOAXO0AA OKa3bIBAETCS, YTO HEKOTO-
pblie 6a30BbIE aBEpONATBHBIE COI03bI B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE YCTPOEHBI TPOTHBOIOIOKHBIM 00pa3oM
Ha ypOBHE CEMaHTHKH U CHHTaKcuca. Hanpumep, coro3bl xoms U pa3: CEMaHTHIECKUA OHH COUYH-
uutensusie (cp. “Ilpudy, monvko pasz npuerawaeuts; " TIpudy, umenno xoms moi u He NPUNAULA-
euw), a cuHTakcH4ecku nopuunutensusie (“Pas npuanawaews, npudy; °“Xoms mor u ne npu-
enawaeuv, s npudy). ITOT BBIBOJ IPOTHBOPEUUT MHTYHIINH: PACXOXKICHNE B CEMAaHTHIECKUX
1 CHHTAaKCHYECKHX MPH3HAKaX OIIYIAeTCs KaK UCKIIIOUUTENBHOE CBOMCTBO, a HE CBOMCTBO Ya-
CTOTHBIX 0a30BBIX eanHML 2. OnHcaHue B TEPMUHAX LICHTPATIBHBIX, NEPU(PEPUIHHBIX 1 HEHHTE-
TPUPOBAHHBIX KJIay3 MO3BOJIET M30eKaTh 3TOTO MPOTUBOpedrs (cM. Oojiee mOAPOOHYIO apry-
menTanuio B [Pekelis 2022]).

K cBoiicTBaM IeHTpaJbHBIX KJIay3 OTHOCHUTCS TaK)Ke CIIOCOOHOCTH COI03a MOMEIIATHCS
B cepe neiicTBUS oreparopa MUCTEMHYECKOH MOJAIBHOCTH, BXOJSIIETO B COCTAB IIaBHOU
kiay3sl [Haegeman, Schonenberg 2023: 136]: cooTBeTCTBYIOIIAs IPOEKIHS PACIIONOKEHA BBIIIIE
B cTpyKType (48), dem mpoekuus TP, cunrtaromasicss MECTOM MPUCOCTUHEHHS IEHTPATBbHBIX
kiay3. Tak, COI03bI nOMOMY YUMo U OMMO20 4Mo CHOBA BEAYyT ce0sl OIMHAKOBO B ATOM OTHOIIIE-
uun: B (54) u (55) oba HaxomsaTcs B chepe neiicTBus omneparopa seposimruo. B (54) npemnmnoso-
JKEHUE, BBIPAKAEMOE 8epOsiMHO, KACACTCs IPUYHMHBI TOTO, YTO OHHM HEJIOBKO ce0sl 1yBCTBOBAIIU
(TIpH pacroJIoKeHNH coto3a BHE cepbl AeHcTBUs seposamnuo (54) Bbipaxano Obl, HA000pOT,
MIPUYMHY TpeanoyiokeHus). Tak xe u B (55) npeanonoXeHne OTHOCUTCS K NPUYUHE TOTO, 9TO
JIPYT PEIKO ITUIIET.

(54) Onu, seposimno, HenosKo cebst yy8CMBOBALU, OMMO20 YMO BNEPEble eXAU 6Meche, Od euje
He oonu [Bragmmup Beiconkmit. [me Hentp? (1975)].

(55) Kaxoti-mo eeapouu matiop, ocemun, NblMaics yXanrcusamv 3a MHOU U CIMapancs 0oxa-
3amv, 4mo, 6eposMHO, MOt Opy2 peoKo nuwem, nomomy ymo Hawen opyeyio [«/3Bectus»,
21.06.2002].

OO0parHOe COOTHOIIEHUE — PACIIOJIOKEHHE COI03a BHE C(ephl ASHCTBUS Oleparopa dIH-
CTEMHUYECKOH MOAAIBbHOCTH — CBHUJIETEIBCTBYET, HA000POT, 0 Oosiee ci1aboil MHTETpanuH,
YeM Ta, KOTOpas CBOWCTBEHHA IIEHTPAIbHBIM Kilay3aM. Takoe ynorpeOiieHHe coro3a, Hasbl-
BaeMoe snucreMuaeckuM [Sweetser 1990], cunraercs npusHakoM nepudepuitHbIX aaBepOon-
anpHBIX Kiay3 [Frey 2016; 2023]. Cp. snuctemMudeckoe ynoTpeOlIeHHEe COI03a HOMOoMY Umo
B (56). 3amMeTuM, 4TO 0mmozo umo K TaKOMY YIoTpeOieHnIo He criocobeH (56), T. €. B 3TOM
OTHOUICHUH OTINYAETCS OT HOMOMY 4mo. ITO TOBOPHUT O TOM, UTO OMMO20 UmMo BCETna BBO-
JUT LEHTpaJIbHBIE KJIay3bl, & NOMOMY 4mo MOXeT BBOIUTH U nepudepuiinsie. [locnennee
00CTOSATENBCTBO MILTIOCTPUPYET OTCYTCTBHE OIHO-OJHO3HAYHOTO COOTBETCTBHS MEXIY TH-
IaMH KJIay3 M aBepOHaIbHBIMU COIO3aMH: HEKOTOPHIE COIO3bI (HAIpPUMED, HOMOMY YMO)

12 Hanpumep, K CeMaHTHYECKH MOTYMHUTEIbHBIM U CHHTAKCUYECKHM COYMHUTENbHBIM, 0 AaHHBIM [Cu-
licover, Jackendoff 1997], oTHOCHTCSI KOHCTPYKITUSI C AHIIHICKUAM COIO30M and B YCIIOBHOM 3HAYCHHH,
cp. You drink another can of beer and I'm leaving.
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MOTYT BBOJAWTH KJIay3Bl Pa3HBIX THUIIOB; APyTHE (HAIPHUMEP, 0O/Mmo20 4mo) CIenHaIn3upy-
FOTCSl HA KAKOM-TO OJTHOM THIIE KIay3.

(56) ...onu, nasepnoe, ewe oba xKypuau, nomomy umo (*ommozo umo), ko20a on eouien, Kom-
Hama 6vina cunas om ovima [FO. O. JlomOpoBckuii. Xpanurens apesHoctei / [Ipnumoxe-
Hue (1964)].

K cBoiicTBaM cO030B, BBOISIIMX HEHHTEIPHPOBAaHHBIE KIIay3bl, OTHOCHTCS CIIOCOOHOCTb CO-
103a yrmoTpeOnaTscs wutokyTuBHO [Frey 2016; 2023], T. €. coenuHATH MPOTIO3UIIHIO OJHOH Kila-
Y3bI C WIJIOKYTUBHOW MOMATLHOCTBIO, BXOJAIIEH B cMBIC Apyroi [Sweetser 1990]. Tak, coro3
nomomy 4mo JONyCKaeT WUIOKYTHBHOE yIIOTpeOeHne, B OTIn4ne oT ommozo umo (57). 1o
elle pa3 MOATBEPKACT TECHYIO HHTETPALMIO KIIAy3 C 0Mmmo20 ymo U 00OHapy>KUBAET CII0CO0-
HOCTb HOMOMY 4mo BBOAWUTH (HE TOJBKO IIEHTPaIbHBIE U NepuQepHuiiHble, HO M) HEMHTETPUPO-
BaHHbBIC KJIay3bl.

(57) 3anacumecwv waem ¢ newenvramu, nomomy umo (" ommozo umo) smom penopmadgic 6yoem
maxotl Jce OnunHbL, Kak u Hebockped [Vpuna [TneitkeBnd. Kak crpoutcs HeOOCKpebd
Jlaxra Lentp (24.08.2017)].

Ba)kHBIM ZIOBOJIOM B I0JIb3Yy OMHCAHHOW KJIACCU(DHKAINY a/IBEPOUABHBIX KJIay3 CIYKUT TOT
(aKT, 9TO CBOMCTBA, aCCOLMHUPYEMBIE C PA3HBIMHU TUIIAMH KJIay3, KOPPEIUPYIOT APYT C IPYTOM.
Tak, KOHTpaCTUBHOE BBIZIETICHUE HE XapaKTEPHO JUIS COI030B, YITOTPEOIEHHBIX SIIUCTEMUYECKH,
MIOTOMY YTO CIIOCOOHOCTH K KOHTPACTY CITYKHT HPHU3HAKOM IIEHTPAIBHBIX KJIAy3, a CIIOCOOHOCTh
K 3MHACTEMUYECKOMY YIOTPEOIeHUIO — Mpu3HakoM nepudepuitapix. Hampumep, B aHTIIHi-
CKOM SIHCTEMHUYECKOe YIOTpeOiieHne coro3a because He COBMECTUMO C KIe()TOBOH KOHCTPYK-
et [Sweetser 1990: 76-77], cp. (588)—(58r), XOTs BHE KIC(PTOBOIH KOHCTPYKIIUU BCTpEUa-
ercs, cp. (58a)—(580).

(58) a. John came back because he loved her.
0. John loved her, because he came back.
B. It was because he loved her that John came back.
r. It was because he came back that John loved her.

AHaJIOrU4HO COI03 NOMMOM) YMO HE COYETACTCS C KOHTPACTUBHBIMH YaCTHIIAMHM, B TOM YHCIIE
C OTpHIIAHHUEM, TIPH YCIOBHUH AIHCTEMHUYECKOTO YIOTpebieHus, cp. (59a)—(590).

(59) a. Acghanom mokputil, He nomomy wmo 00HCOb NPOULEN, A NOMOMY YO C KPbluU Kanaem
(npumep u3 [Belyaev 2015: 54]).

6. oocob npowen, He nomomy umo acanem MOKpbIi, @ NOMOMY YO C KDbluill Kandem
(npumep u3 [Ibid.: 55]).

[Toxoxum 006pa3oM KOppeTupyroT MEXIY COOOH CIIOCOOHOCTE YIOTPEOIATHCS SIMTUCTEMUYIe-
cKH (MpHU3HAK MepruepuiHBIX Kiay3) U CIIOCOOHOCTh CIYKUTh OTBETOM Ha YaCTHBIH BOMPOC
(npu3HaK LEeHTpaJbHBIX Kiay3). Tak, Kiay3a ¢ nomomy umo, ynorpeOieHHas dMUCTEMHYECKH,
Kak B (60a), MeHee yaauyHa B KadecTBEe OTBETa Ha YacTHHI Bompoc (600), yeM HeanmucTeMude-
cku yrorpeOnenHas knaysa (61). B [3auka 2019: 24] 3Ta 3aKOHOMEPHOCTh OTMEYACTCS KaK TH-
TIOJIOTHYECKH PACHPOCTpaHEHHAs.

(60) a. Hesan doma, nomomy umo 6 e2o OKHe 20pum ceem.
6. — Iouemy Usarn doma? — "Tlomomy umo 6 e2o oKne 2opum ceen.

(61) — IHouemy Hsan ooma? — Ilomomy umo on npubonen.
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3.2. IBoJonMsI BpEMEHHOT0 KAK: THMOJOTHYECKHI paKkypc

HammomHuuM, 4To Mpou3omenmunii ¢ xax CIBUT MBI MIPEATIOKIIN HHTEPIPETUPOBATH KaK I10-
TEpIO CIIOCOOHOCTH BBOANTH BpEeMEHHON opueHTHp. B TepMuHax kinaccudurkanmm aasepOnaib-
HBIX KJIay3, OOII¥E TPUHIUITEI KOTOPOH N3JI0XKEHBI B IIPEIBIAYIEM pa3zieie, 3Ta HHTepPIpeTanus,
KaK MbI [yMaeM, paBHOCUJIbHA CIIEAYIOLIEi: B si3bIke XIX B. Kiay3bl ¢ KAk OTHOCHIIUCH K KJIacCy
HCHTPAJIBHBIX, @8 B COBPEMCHHOM A3BIKC CTCIICHb UX MHTErpallu CHU3MUJIaCh — CETOJHA KaK BBO-
T niepudepuitHbIe I Ja)ke HeWHTEIPUPOBaHHBIE KIay3bl 1.

[IpuBenem apryMeHTHI B TIOJIB3Y TaKOTO MPEIoIoKeHHs. Bo-IIepBbIX, C POIBI0 OPHEHTHPA
MBI CBSI3bIBAEM CIIOCOOHOCTH BPEMEHHOM KJIay3bl OTBEYATh Ha (SIBHBIHM MM MOIPa3yMEBaeMbIii )
BoTIpoc koz20a?. Takast CIOCOOHOCTh OTpaHUYEHA Y COBPEMEHHOTO KaK (ITOITOMY KaK HE BBOIUT
KJIay3y-peMy C JIOKaJIM3aIliel B MPOIIJIOM ), HO IPUCYTCTBOBaJA y KaK B s13bIke XIX B. (cM. moz-
pobHee pazmen 1.2.2). Mexay TeM CIyXHTh OTBETOM Ha YaCTHBIN BONPOC MOTYT UMECHHO IICH-
TpanbHbIe Kiay3sl (cM. pazzaen 3.1).

Bo-Bropsix, nociie XIX B. ki1ay3a ¢ kax yTpariia CHoOCOOHOCTh K KOHTPAaCTUBHOMY BbIJIeNe-
HUIO (cM. pa3znen 1.2.4) — emie oJHO CBOMCTBO LEHTPATBHEIX Ki1ay3 (cM. paszmen 3.1).

B-TpeTbnx, COBpEMEHHBIIN Kak HE MOXKET MTOMEIIATECS B cepe ASUCTBUS omepaTopa dIIH-
CTEMUYECKOH MOJAIBHOCTH, YTO CBOMCTBEHHO €200 MHTETPUPOBAHHBIM (HE IIEHTPATIbHBIM)
kiay3am. [loaToMy kax HEyMECTeH BMECTO ko2oa B (62a), Tae BEIpaXxaeMoe k020a BPEMEHHOE
OTHOILIEHHE TIOMelIeHo B cepy aeiicTBusl oneparopa r#ageproe. OOpaTuM BHUMaHUE, YTO CH-
Tyanuu B (62a) cBS3aHbI OTHOILICHUEM NPEALIECTBOBAHUS, T. €. TAKCHCHBIM OTHOILIEHUEM TAKOTO
THIIa, KOTOPBIA BOOOIIIE TOBOPSI C COBPEMEHHBIM Kak coBMecTHM (cM. pazaen 1.1). Cp. mpumep
(626) — ¢ xak 1 6e3 IMUCTEMUIECKOTO OIepaTopa .

(62) a. Ho nuuezo, 3anesy, nasepnoe, 6 600y, ko20a ("'kak) ona ysice 3ayeemem (Uymxa)
[[Tucemo neBymkn u3 I[lepmu cectpe B Mocksy (2001)].

0. “3anesy 6 600y, xax 3ayeemem.

Haxowery, B-ueTBEpTHIX, O CIIA00H HHTETPAIIH KJIay3 C COBPEMEHHBIM KaK CBUICTEIbCTBYET
TOT (aKT, 9YTO Kax JOITycKaeT ymorpebienue, 6mm3koe muIoKyTuBHOMY [KoGo3era, HbpKOBa
2018: 234], cp. (63). Takoe ymnoTpebaeHHE, HATOMHAM, aCCOLMUPYETCS C HEMHTETPUPOBAHHBIMH
kiay3amu (cM. moapoOHee pasnen 3.1).

(63) Kax eotioeme, etinas keapmupa ciesa, npsmo mym [Jlapes JloHnosa. Yxa u3 3010Toi
pBI0oKH (2004)].

3akjouyenue

B pabote npeanpuHsATa MOMBITKA MPOCIECAUTH 3BOJIOIIIO BPEMEHHOTO COI03a KaK TIOCIe
XIX B. 1 0000IHTE 3Ty IBOIMIONHIO B CEMaHTUYECKUX M TPAMMATHYECKUX TepMUHAX. MBI

13 C uneeit o ToMm, 4TO B HoJIee paHHUE UCTOPUYECKHE IIEPUOABI KAK MOT BBOIUTH TECHO MHTEIPHPOBAH-
HBIE KJIay3bl, CONIACYeTCs CHOCOOHOCTD KaK YIOTPEOIAThCS B Kiay3ax ¢ IPHIACTHSIMU B JIPEBHEPYC-
cKkoM si3bike. Cp.:

...4 Kako 0ocnbeo (aeicts. mpud.) 6yoy (bepectsanas rpamora 68 (1240-1260)).
‘51, KaK TOJNBKO YIIPaBIIOCH, Mpueny’ (IIepeBo ¢ caiita www.gramoty.ru).

14 Ecnu Halle mpearnoioyKeHHe 0 MPOU3O0IIE/IIIEM C KaK CABUTE CIPaBeINBO, B a3bike XIX B. xax mon-
KeH ObLT BCTpeyarhcsi B KOHTEKCTax Tumna (62a). YTBep)KAaTh 9TO YBEPEHHO Mbl HE MOYKEM, TIOCKOJIBKY
00HapyXUTH OITBEPXKJAIOMNE IPIMEPHI B KOPITyCe HaM HE YAaI0Ch.
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BOCIIOJIb30BAJIUCh CEMAHTHIECKUM TIOHATHEM BPEMEHHOTO OPUCHTHUPA, IIPEAIIONI0KHUB, ITO MO-
cie XIX B. kax moTeps1 CHOCOOHOCTH BBOIUTD TaKOH OpHEeHTHD. [ pammaTuyeckoe 00001IeHe
OMUPANOCh Ha KiIacCH(UKAIMIO a[BepONalIbHBIX Kiay3, H3BECTHYIO U3 JIUTEPATypHI 110 TEOPUU
rpaMMaTHKH U THIIOJIOTHH: B 3TUX TEPMUHAX, KJIay3bl C KK 3a MOCJIEAHUE [1Ba BEKa TpaHC(Op-
MHPOBAINCH U3 TECHO MHTETPUPOBAHHBIX B C1ab0 mHTErprpoBaHHele. [Ipeanaraemoe ommca-
HHE MTOAJICP)KUBACTCS] TEM, YTO TIO3BOJISIET OOBSICHUTh MHOTHE CBOMCTBA M COBPEMEHHOTO KAK,
U kak B a3bike XIX B., T. €. IPOJIMBAET CBET HA 3BOJIOLIUIO 3THUX CBOMCTB.

BbIBOJ1 0 pa3BUTHH Kak B CTOPOHY OCJa0lieHNs] HHTETPAllMy CTaBUT U HEKOTOpbIe Oojiee 00-
111e BOMpPOCkl. BpeMeHHbIe Ki1ay3bl MPUHATO OTHOCUTH K TECHO HHTETPUPOBAHHBIM, B OTIIMYHE,
HanpuMep, OT IPUYUHHBIX, YCTYIUTEIbHBIX UM CONOCTAaBUTENbHBIX Knay3 [Haegeman 2003;
Badan, Haegeman 2022]. [IpencraBicHHBIC JaHHBIE O COFO3€ KaK MPOTHBOPEYAT 3TOU TOUKE 3pe-
HUS ¥, BO3MOXHO, TPEOYIOT ee IepecMoTpa.

OTaenpHBIN BONIPOC KacaeTcs MPUYMH MPOU3OLIEAIIEro ciBura. Marepualn craTbu He I10-
3BOJISIET IPOJBUHYTHCS B ITOMCKE OTBETA, MTOCKOJIBKY PACKpPhIBACT HE MPUUYHHEI, & TOJIBKO CO-
Jiep>kaHue caBura. Borpoc o npudmnHax, B CBOIO 04epe/b, SBISETCS YacThio Oosiee o0mero u,
HACKOJIBKO HaM M3BECTHO, MAJIOUCCIIEA0BAaHHOTO BONIPOCA O 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSAX CEMAaHTHUECKON
9BOJIIOLUN KOHHEKTOPOB.
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1. BBenenue

B pabote paccmarpuBaercst uctopusi GopMHUpOBaHUs JBYX OIM3KOPOJCTBEHHBIX CEBEpHOCA-
MOAMNCKHUX WAMOMOB: JIECHOTO ¥ TYHJIPOBOTO SHEIKOTO (B TOM Clly4ae, eClld Hafio 0003HauUTh
00a nanoMa, TaKkxKe UCTIONB3YEeTCsl TEPMUH «IHELKH»). CeBepHas HOArpyIina CAMOJUNHCKHX SI3bI-
KOB COCTOMT M3 3aHUMAIOIIEr0 000C00IeHHOE MOI0KEHNE HFaHACAHCKOTO M O0BEIHHSIOIINXCS
B IIPOMEXXYTOYHYIO MOATPYIITY JECHOTO ¥ TyHAPOBOTO HEHELIKOTO, IECHOTO ¥ TYHAPOBOTO 3HEII-
Koro u Matopckoro, cM. [Helimski 1997/2022]. He yrmy0nsasce B AUCKyCCHU O COOTHOIICHUU
A3BIKOB BHYTPH HEHEIIKO-IHEIIKO-MaTOPCKOM IOATPYIIEI, IOAYepKHEM Hanbonee BaKHBINA IS
JTaHHOU paboThI PakT (KOTOPHII OTpaXKaeTCst ¥ B IPYTUX KIIaCCU(BHUKALUSIX, HATPUMED, PEIIO-
seHHbIX B [Katz 1987; Janhunen 1998]): HranacaHckuii B TMHIBHCTUYECKOM OTHOIICHUH HAXO-
JIITCS AAJIbIIE OT SHELKOT0, YeM HeHenKuil. B nanHoii paboTe nprBOASTCS apryMEHTHI B ITOJIB3Y
TOTO, YTO UCTOPHS (POPMUPOBAHUSI FHELIKOTO MOIJIA OBITH CIOKHEE, Y€M JUBEPTEeHIIHS 00IIEero
HEHEIIKO-3HEIKO(-MaTOPCKOT0) Mpasi3blka. DHEIKHH S3BIK MOT c(hOpMUPOBATHCS B TIpOIIECCe
mepexoa ¢ s3bIKa, OJU3KOr0 K HraHACAHCKOMY, Ha S3bIK, OJH3KUH K (TYHAPOBOMY) HECHEIIKOMY:
B psijie CIy4aeB yaaeTcs MoKa3arh, 4YTo 0oJiee paHHee PEKOHCTPYUPYEMOE COCTOSTHUE SHEIIKOTO
JIEMOHCTPUPYET OOJIbIIIee CXOACTBO C HraHACAHCKUM.

BwmecTe ¢ Tem B reorpaduueckoM OTHOIICHWH 3HEIKHN 3aHMMAeT (M 3aHMMaJl B HCTOpHYe-
CKH 0003pMO€ BpeMs1) POMEKYTOTHOE MOIOKEHHE MEK/Ty HEHELIKUMU WANOMaMH 1 HraHacaH-
CKUM W Pa3BHBAJICS B TOCTOSHHOM KOHTAaKTe ¢ HUMH. [103TOMy Ha KapTHHY HEPBUYHBIX SHEII-
KO-HraHACaHCKHUX M30II0CC CyOCTPaTHOro Xapakrepa (a Takke Ha MacCHUB HEHEIKO-DHEI[KUX
aJICTPaTHBIX M30IVIOCC, KOTOPbIe M 00YCIOBIUBAIOT OTHECEHUE DHEIKOTO K OJHOW MOATpyIIIe
C HEHEI[KUM) HaKJIaJbIBAIOTCS BTOPUYHBIE KOHTAKTHBIE N30IVIOCCHI, CPEH KOTOPBIX — 00111ed-
HEIIKO-HraHacaHCKue, a Takke Ooiee Mo3aHue, OObEIMHAIONINE TYHIPOBbIA YHEIKUH ¢ HraHa-
CAHCKHM H JICCHOHM 3HEIKUH — C TYHIPOBBIM HEHEIKUM. MBI COCPEIOTOYNMCSI Ha HraHAaCaH-
CKO-DHEIKHX U30rIoccax ((pOHOIOTHIECKUX, MOP(OHOIOTHIECKIX, MOP(HOIOTHUECKUX) U MX
CTpaTI/Iq)I/IKa[H/II/I Ha IMIEPBUYHBIC Cy6CTpaTHBIe 1 BTOPUYHBIC KOHTAKTHBIC.

2. Uctopuyeckasi poHeTHKA:
BJIMSIHHE HFAaHACAHCKOIO cy0cTpara

2.1. Coxpanenue Ju¢TOHIOB

BrusHEEeM HraHacaHCKOTO CyOCTpaTa MOXKHO OOBACHHUTE Pe(IICKCAIIUIO B HEIIKOM ITPacaMo-
JIUHCKIX BOKAIMICCKHX MOCIIeIOBaTeIbHOCTEH BUua *V3 ~ *V5 B mepBomM ciore. U3 Bcex camo-
JUACKHX S3BIKOB (HE TOJIBKO CEBEPHOCAMOANHCKIX ) TAKHE BOKATMIECKHE ITOCIIEIOBATEIFHOCTH
B BHJIE TU(TOHTOB COXPAHSIOTCS B IBYX SI3bIKaX — B YHEIIKOM M HTaHACAHCKOM. B HEHenkoM »Tu
BOKaJIMUECKHE MOCIEN0BATEILHOCTH YIIPOCTUIINCH, TPYTHE CAMOIUHCKNE S3BIKH, B TOM YHUCIIE
CEIIbKYICKUI U KAMACUHCKUM, TAKXKE YKa3bIBalOT HA UX UCTOPUUYECKYIO HEYCTOMUUBOCTD, CP.:

*kds- ‘ymepets’ > 9H. kaa-, HT. Kya-, HO T. HEH. Xd-, Cp. TaKXKe CK. kil-, KM. k ‘u-';

! [lpacamoauiickue peKOHCTPYKUUH mpuBoxasATcs mo [Janhunen 1977] ¢ ydeToM M3MEHEHUH B pEKOH-
CTPYKIIMH NpacaMoauiickoro Bokanuama, npeaiaokeHubix B [Helimski 2005]. Marepuaisl 1o otaesnsb-
HBIM CaMOJIMHCKHM SI3bIKaM IIPUBOASTCS T10 CIIETYIOINM HCTOYHUKAM: TSI HTAHACAHCKOTO U SHEIIKOTO
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*podj ‘ron’ > 3H. pua, HT. Xyo, HO T. HEH. po, Cp. TAKXKe CK. po, KM. p e;

*Wo3j ‘OCTPOB’ > 3H. nu0, HT. Hyail, HO T. HEH. )0, CP. TaKXKe CK. ko;

*pud- ‘mosagu’ > 3H. puo, HL. Xy0, HO T. HEH. pii, CP. TAKKE CK. pil, KM. p U-, pi-;

*i5 ‘006maxo’ > 3H. tio-7i, HT. Yuu-py, 4ua-3y, HO T. HEH. ¢yi-r°, cp. TaKXKe CK. 11, KM. 1i;
*ted ‘MOMAIHUH OJIEHb > 3H. fia, HT. mad, HO T. HEH. i, Cp. TaKXKe KM. ¢ 0;

*1idj- ‘pyKaB’ > 5H. tio-jo, HT. yuu-de, HO T. HEH. tyu, CP. TAKKe CK. fi-nary, KM. {ul.

Monenbs UBEPreHIMN TPOMEXYTOYHBIX MPas3bIKOB MpeArosarana 0bl HE0OXOIUMOCTD pe-
KOHCTPYHPOBaTh BOKAJIMYECKHE MOCIEN0BAaTEAbHOCTH AJI HEHEIKO-IHEIKOro S3bIKa C Moce-
JIYIOIINM yCTPaHEHNEM HX B HEHELIKOM M COXpaHeHneM — B dHeIKoM . C HaIleil TOUKH 3peHust
(xKoTOpYIO MBI HafieeMcs OATBEPANTH COBOKYIHOCTBIO PACCMOTPEHHBIX B CTaThe (DaKTOB), JIO-
TMYHEE TPAKTOBATh COXPAHEHHE TAKUX MOCIIE0BATEIBHOCTEH B 3HEIIKOM KaK 4epTy, yHACIe0-
BaHHYIO 3THUM SI3BIKOM OT CyOCTpaTa HraHaCaHCKOTO THIIA.

2.2. Paznuyenue peduiekcoB *a
B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT CHHTAPMOHHY€ECKOro psijia cJ10Ba

CyliecTBeHHOE YTOUHEHHUE B MTpaBuIia peduieKcaliy AByX NMPacaMOIUICKUX TIACHBIX — *d
u *a (*e u *d B pexoncTpykuuu [Janhunen 1977]) Osum BHeceHBI B pabote [['yce 2022], tae
MOKA3aHO, YTO KAXJIBIA U3 ITHX [TACHBIX MOXET UMETh B PsJIe CAMOAMICKUX S3bIKOB (HraHa-
CaHCKOM, CEIbKYIICKOM, KAMACHHCKOM H, BO3MOXXHO, MAaTOPCKOM) 110 /Ba peduiekca— B 3aBH-
CUMOCTH OT CHHI'APMOHHUYECKOTO PsiJia CJIOBA, KOTOPBIA MOXXHO ONPEIEIUTh M0 CHHTapMOHH-
YECKOHM XapaKTEepUCTHKE KOPHS B HraHacaHCkoM®. IT0CKoJIbKY pa3nBocHHE PedeKcoB *a u *d
MPE/ICTABIICHO B SI3bIKAX JIBYX BETBEH — B HFaHACAHCKOM M I0XKHOCAMOJHHUCKUX — ITO SIBIICHUE
B HFAHACAHCKOM CJIEAYET pacCMaTpPHBaTh KaK apXam3M, a €ro OTCYTCTBHE B HEHELIKOM U JHEll-
KOM — KaK OOIIIYI0 HHHOBAIUIO*,

OpnHaKo B JJECHOM DHEIIKOM B TPEX MO3UIAX poTHBoNocTaBieHue pediekcoB *a (U) u *a (I)
(hOHOOTU3UPOBAHO.

BO-HepBBIX, OTO aHJIayTHAasA MO3UIUA:

(1) a. mepenHepsiaHbIC pedIeKCh
*ar- ‘XOIWUTH 3a BOIOW > II. 3H. erir-, cp. HL. Hawl?- (1);
*at3- ‘Bepx’ > 1. 3H. edo, cp. HT. Hauu- (1) ‘BEIIIE TIO peke’;
*al-td- ‘pagoBarbes’ > 1. 3H. ede-, cp. HI. Haimbi- (I);

HCIIONB30BANIMCH HEOMyOJIMKOBaHHBIE CiI0BapH, cobpanHble E. A. XenuMckuM (111 HTaHaCaHCKOTO
TaKKe JOMOJHUTEIBHO ciioBaph [Koctepkuna u np. 2001]), mi1st TyHApoBoro HeHenkoro — [Salminen
1998], nist matopckoro — [Helimski 1997], aust cenpkynckoro — [Alatalo 2004], asst KaMacHHCKOTO —
[Donner, Joki 1944] (unorna ¢ nononaaenusmy 1o [Castrén 1855]).

2 B HeHelKOoM, IO-BUIMMOMY, COXPAHUIUCh B ONPEICICHHBIN EPUOA TOJIbKO BOKAJIMYECKHE MOCIEN0-
BaTEJILHOCTH C MEPBBIM INIACHBIM BEPXHET0 IObEMa, O UM CBHAETEIbCTBYET J0JIT0Ta INTACHEIX B CIIy-
Yasix THUMA T. HeH. #yi-r° ‘o0naKo’, pu ‘mosaan’, tyu ‘pykaB’ (OTMETHM, YTO B HEHEIIKOM B TaHHOM CIIy-
Yyae UMEeT MECTO MOHO(TOHTU3ALHs, HeXapaKTepHas AJIsl HTaHACAHCKOTO M HEIKOT0, COXPaHSIOIINX
pa3HOE KauecTBO IEPBOT0 M BTOPOTO NIACHOTO B BOKAJIHYECKUX ITOCIEIOBATEILHOCTSX), CIIEIOB CO-
XPaHEHHS MHBIX BOKAJTMIECKUX MTOCIEA0BATENFHOCTEH B HEHEI[KOM HET.

3 TToatomy [uist 0003HAYCHHUS] CHHTAPMOHHYECKOTO Psijia CJIOBa MBI yIOTpebiisieM 0003HAYCHUS, IPUHSI-
Thle A7 HranacaHnckoro: (I) —nepenuepsinasie ocHOBEI, (U) — 3a1HepsaHbIE OCHOBBI.

4 BeposITHO, 3TO SIBIIEHHE CYIL[ECTBOBAJIO B CTaTyce auI0()OHMYECKOTO BAPbUPOBAHUS, U B SI3BIKAX, YTPa-
THUBLIMX CHHIAPMOHHM3M, [IPOU30IILIO BEIPABHUBAHUE, & B S3bIKaX, CHHIAPMOHHU3M COXpaHUBLINX, — (o-
HOJIOTM3alysl 9TOTO IPOTUBOIOCTAaBICHHUS.
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b. 3agHEpsAIHBIC PePIEKCHI
*amts ‘por’ > 1. 5H. nado (pH T. 3H. edo), cp. HT. yamma (U);
*apt5 ‘ne3sue’ > 1. 3H. nado (Ipu T. 3H. edo), cp. HL. yaue (U);
*ay ‘por’ > 1. 3H. na? (TIpU T. 3H. e?), cp. HL: yay (U);
*anta-ma- ‘B3MOIMTHCS > J1. 9H. nadoo- (IpH T. 3H. edoo-), cp. HT. yanmama- (U).

Bo-BTOpBIX, 3TO MO3UIMA TOCIIE aHIAYTHOTO *j:

(2) a. mepemHepsiHBIC peIEKCHI
*jald ‘nenw’ > 11. 3H. d ere, cp. HT. Osbl (1);

b. 3amHepsgHBIC pedIIeKCH
*iafke ‘mpiM’ > 1. 5H. d aki (Tak xe T. 5H.), cp. HL. daxaza (U);
*japkajw- ‘He UMeThCA’ > I1. 3H. d ‘agu- ‘He uMeThes’ (T. 9H. d ‘igu-), cp. HL. dayeyii- (U);
*jat(3)- ‘BBIKOBATH > J1. 3H. d ‘ado- (T. 3H. d 'edo-), cp. HL. 9s7- (U).

B-TpeTbux, 3T0 MO3MIHSI MTOCIE aHIAyTHOTO *#. JIJist 9TOM MO3UINU HE HAWJIEHO TPUMEPOB
CJIOB, OTHOCAIIUXCS K MEPETHEPSIHOMY TapMOHHYECKOMY KJIACCy®, HO 3TO M HE TaK BaXKHO:
JUTSL Hac HamboJslee CYIIECTBEHHO TIOKa3aTh, YTO B TPEX PACCMATPHUBAEMBIX TIO3MIHSIX pediek-
canust *a B 33JHEPSITHBIX CIIOBAX B JICCHOM DHEIKOM OTIMYACTCS OT CTAHAAPTHOM (KOTOPOW SIB-
JsieTCs epexo *a > 3H. e):

(3) 3amHEepsAHBIC PeQICKCH:
*nay- “TOJICTBIA > JI. 3H. naus- ‘OBITH TOJCTHIM (B T. 9H. KOTHATHOTO CJIOBA HET), CP. HI.
nsauezaa (U),
*1anyd- ‘TOMBIN; IBICEIA > II. 3H. nae-xa (T. 3H. e0-00), HT. Haada (U);
*napa-rd ‘mesnpa’ > 11. 3H. naara (T. 3H. eara), cp. HL. Hsayapy (U).

Ecnu ocraBathes B paMKax CTAaHAAPTHOW MOJIETH JUBEPICHIMH S3bIKOB CEBEPHOCAMOIMI-
CKOW MOATPYIIbI, ()aKThl JICCHOTO 3HEIIKOTO JOJDKHEI ObUTH OBI 3aCTaBUTh HAC PEKOHCTPYHPO-
BaTh TAPMOHUIO TJIACHBIX, BIUSBIINYIO HAa pedrekcanuio *a, qaxe Ui nepruoa Mocie THaIeKT-
HoM uddepeHnnanmy IPOTOIHEIKOTO.

OmHako OMHOBPEMEHHO MBI HaOonaeM B 000MX PHELKHX HAMOMAax mepexol *a B mepen-
HUH TJIACHBIN (BHE 3aBHCHUMOCTH OT CHHTapMOHHUYECKOW XapaKTEPUCTUKH KOPHS) — MEPEXOI,
XapaKTePHBIN JUIsl HEHEIIKOTO, HO HE I HraHACaHCKOTO. B 4aCTHOCTH, B HEITKOM, KaK U B He-
HEITKOM, TIepel] *a B CJI0BaX JIIDGOr0 CHHTApMOHHYECKOTO PS/Ia TPOUCXOINT miepexon *k > s,
CM. 0 HEM B CIICIYIOIIEM ITOpa3ee.

B utore MBI JOIDKHBI IPU3HATH, YTO B JIECHOM DHEIIKOM COCYIIECTBYIOT, C OHOW CTOPOHEL,
npotuBomioctaieHne pedruexcoB *a (U) u *a (I) kak 3aaHEPSIHOTO U IEPEAHEPITHOTO TIIACHBIX
(B Tpex Mo3HIMSIX), C IPYTOil CTOPOHBI— MEPEX0A *a B MEpeAHEPsAHBIN IIACHBIN BHE 3aBUCH-
MOCTH OT CHHI'ApMOHHUYECKON XapaKTePUCTUKU KOpHs. [IepBbIii mepexo/] mpy 3TOM MpeAroia-
raeT COXpaHeHHEe TapPMOHUH [IACHBIX BIUIOTH JO ATara He3aBUCUMOTO CYIICCTBOBAHHUS JIECHOTO
1 TYHAPOBOTO SHELKOTO, BTOPOI — YCTpaHEHUE TAPMOHUHY TNIACHBIX U MTPOJBIDKCHIE JIKO00T0 *a
BIIEpE]] €IIe Ha Talle THIIOTETHIECKOTO OOMEHEHEIIKOYHENKOTO. IHBIMHU CITOBaMH, MBI HaOIIIO-
JTaeM B SHEIIKOM JIBa ICTOPHIECKHA HECOBMECTHMBIX JIPYT C IPYTOM SIBICHUSI.

3Ty CUTyallu0 MOXHO 06’L${CHI/ITB, €CJIN UCXOAUTH U3 HAIICTO MPCAITOJIOXKEHUA O TOM, YTO
SHENKHIA chOPMUPOBAJICS B PEe3yIIbTAaTE MEPEX0/ia C sS3bIKa THITA HFAHACAHCKOTO Ha SI3BIK THIIA
HEHEIIKOTO: B DHEIIKOM Ha mepudeprn COXpaHsIIOTCS HEKOTOPEIC CyOCTpaTHBIC SBICHUS, TCHE-
TUYECKH 00IIHe ¢ HaOIIJaeMbIMH B HTAHACAHCKOM, U OJJHOBPEMEHHO IMPEICTABICHEI IPOAYK-
THBHBIC SBICHUS, 00BEIUHSIONINE €T0 C HEHEIKHM.

5 BipoueM, B OTCYTCTBHE FOXKHOCAMOAUICKIX COOTBETCTBUI MBI HE MOYKEM OIIPEICIUTS J1. 3H. edo ‘BepX’,
cp. HT. Hauu- (1) ‘BbIIIe 1O peKe’, U J1. 9H. ede- ‘pamoBatbes’, Cp. HI. Hstmol- (1) ‘pamoBaThes’, Kak CIIOBa,
TIPEICTABIISIONINE BOKAIHMIESCKUH aHIayT WIIH aHIayTHBIH *7i-.
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2.3. TpakToBKa *ii KaK 3aJHEPATHOTO NIACHOTO U pa3BuTHE *k

B HranacaHckoM — eJMHCTBEHHOM M3 BCEX CAMOJMHCKMX — IIIACHBIA *ii BeneT ce0sl Kak 3a-
JHEPSIIHBIHN (IPH COXPAHSHUH MIEPEIHEPSTHOH FrApMOHUYECKOH XapaKTePUCTHKU KOpHs). B yact-
HOCTH, aHJIAyTHRIA *k miepen *ii BemeT ceds Tak ke, KaK B 33JHEPSIHBIX CIIOBaX, TO €CTh HE Tie-
pexonuT B CHOWIAHT, cp. *kiidy (*kiiy B [Janhunen 1977: 79]) ‘myn’ > T. HeH. syuh, T. 3H. s u?,
CK. $O1, KM. §dp, $dn, HO HL. Kuuy.

VYcoBus mepexoia aHIayTHOTO ¥k B CHOMJISIHT B DHEI[KOM M HEHEI[KOM COBIAIAI0T, HO OT/IHYa-
I0TCSI OT NIPE/ICTABICHHBIX B HTAHACAHCKOM, TJI€ 3TOT IEPEX0/l HE TOJIBKO HE MPOUCXOANT Iepest
*ii, HO ¥l 4yBCTBHUTEJICH K CHHTADMOHUYECKOMY PsIy CJIOB € *d U *a, cM. Tabnuiy 1.

Tabnuya 1
Hepexon *k > s/$ nepea nepeIHUMH IJIACHBIMU B CAMOIMICKHMX A3BIKAX
F'l:;;]::;:" Henenkmii DHenKMii Hranacanckuii Ceabkynckuii Kamacunckuiit  Maropckmii
sya- se- ka- ka- ka- k-
syal°h seri? xanu® kalin k'andy (cp. kddor-
*a (U) ‘MOAMBINIKA’  ‘MOAMBIIMIKA®  ‘TIOAMBIIIKA’  ‘TIOAMBINIKA’ — ‘TIOAMBIINIKA’ — ‘YuXaTh’
[Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen
1977: 63] 1977: 63] 1977: 63] 1977: 63] 1977: 63] 1977: 63])
Se-
g 3 seral’em
sa- = syo- .. ‘CTBIIUTHCS ?
CApbIMCYL Sorasi- .
*a (I) sya-° se- ‘YCTBIOUTHCS’  ‘CTBIIUTHCS’ %I;ﬁ:(c):_ HET JaHHBIX
[Janhunen [Janhunen )
1977: 68] 1977: 68] capIans
[Janhunen
1977: 68]
sye- se- ka- ka ka- HET JIaHHbIX
syesar/cy® sesana- Kacwipca katay
‘oryparp’ ‘OIypuiaTh’ ‘IIypuIaTh’ ‘uHen’
[T'yces [Cyces [T'yces [Alatalo
2022: 47] 2022: 47] 2022: 47] 2004: 273]
syedyah kaday
‘uHen’ ‘MIepBBIN
[Alatalo cuer’ [Alatalo
%G (U) 2004: 273] 2004: 273]
syempye(sy°) T.3H. kampa- ‘mua-
‘IepKaThCs sebetu? ~ BaTh Ha I10-
Ha MOBEepXHO- sebotu?, BEpPXHO-
CTH, HE TIPO-  JI. 3H. seboru? ctu’ [Alatalo
BaJIMBasICh’,  ‘TIOIUIABOK’ 2004: 1836]
syempyad®
‘IOTIaBOK’
[Alatalo
2004: 1836]

6 JTy1s1 9HELKOTO M HeHELKOrO HeT MPUMEPOB, MTO3BOISIIOIIIX TT0 HTAHACAHCKOMY COOTBETCTBHIO ONPEICITHTE
CIIOBO € *@ KaK OTHOCSIIIEECS K [IepeJHEMY PsIIY, HO HET OCHOBAHHU# PEKOHCTPYHUPOBATh HHBIC Pe(IICKCHI.

7B [Janhunen 1977: 68] BoccTanaBiuBaercs *ker-, HO HraHaCaHCKHUH (M KOWOANBCKHM, CM. B sTYEHKE Ka-
MAaCHHCKOTO Marepuaia B JaHHOH CTpOKe TaOHIIbl) YKa3bIBAIOT Ha *kdr-.
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TnacHblii

T Henenxmii JHeUuKuH Hranacanckuii Ceabkynckuii Kamacunckmii  Maropckmii
sye- se- Se- Se- Se- ke-
syera(sy°) sero- cepaou ser- ‘HameTh’  Seral’em ker- ‘Hagets’

*i (1) ‘HaJeTh’ ‘HajeTh’ ‘HaueTh’ [Janhunen ‘HajeTh’ [Janhunen
[Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen 1977: 68] [Janhunen 1977: 68]
1977: 68] 1977: 68] 1977: 68] 1977: 68]
syi- s’i- si- si Si- ki-
syiq 5 'i00go0 ‘TeHb  Cbl?, Cbl3oHK2 Si- OCHOBA Simda ‘x10?”  kim (? kim)
‘momobue’ JKHBOI'O ‘TeHb )KUBOTO aKKy3aTHBa < *ke- ‘k10?’ < *ke-
[Janhunen cymiecTna’ cymecTBa’ JIMYHBIX [Helimski [Helimski

*e 1977: 62; [Janhunen [Janhunen Mectoumennii  2005: 30] 2005: 30]
Helimski 1977: 62; 1977: 62; [Janhunen

2005: 33] Helimski Helimski 1977: 62;
2005: 33] 2005: 33] Helimski

2005: 33]

syi- si- Si- Si- Si- ki-

% syidya ‘nBa’  s’ide ‘nBa’ cumi ‘nBa’ Sito ‘nBa’ Side ‘nBa’ kide ‘nBa’
[Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen
1977: 71] 1977: 71] 1977: 71] 1977: 71] 1977: 71] 1977: 71]
syu- Su- ki- Sii-, S0~ Sii-, SV- kii-

%ii syuh ‘myn’ s'u? ‘mym’ Kuuy ‘mym’ $6n ‘mym’ Sdy, Say ‘myn’ kijj ‘mym’
[Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen [Janhunen

1977: 791 1977: 79] 1977: 79] 1977: 79] 1977: 79] 1977: 79]

OjiHaKo HEMPOAYKTUBHbBIE TUMHUHYTHBHBIE CY(D(UKCHI MOKA3hIBAIOT B YHELIKOM U HEHELIKOM
JIpyTHE YCIIOBHS Tepexosa *k B cMOWISHT. B 9HEKOM npencTaBieH HENpPOAYKTUBHBIN JHMU-
HYTHBHBIH cyduKc, IMEIOIHii 1Ba TApMOHMYECKUX BapHaHTa!

9H. -igu < I[ICC *-jepko (U) ~ 3H. -id 'u <*-jensé < IICC *-jenké (I)
JIJIst HEHEIKOTO TAK)KE MOYKHO PACCMOTPETH HENPOILYKTUBHEIN JUMHUHY THBHBIN Cy(QhHKC:
T. HeH. -yeko < TICC *-jer’ko (U) ~ -yecyo <*-jef'sé < IICC *-jer’ké (1).°

B Tabmunax 2 u 3 mpuBOAMTCS pacnpenesieHue IByX aJuIoMOp(OB TUMHHYTHBHEIX Cy(HHK-
COB B DHEIIKOM M HEHEIIKOM B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT KOPHEBOTO IJIACHOTO (B TOM CIIydae €CJI KOTHaT-
HOE CIIOBO MIMEETCSI B HTAHACAHCKOM 1 M3BECTHA €TO CHHTapMOHHWYECKas! XapaKTEePUCTHKA, TIPH
CJIOBE YKa3bIBACTCS] CHHTAPMOHUYIECKHUH psint).

8 B [Janhunen 1977: 79] nana npadopma *kiiy, coBpeMeHHBIE 3alTUCH TO3BOJISIOT YTOYHUTH Mpadopmy
B BUzE *kiidy.

° B Hranacanckom nepexona *k > s B cyddukcax Her. COOTBETCTBYIOMINE TUMUHYTHBHBIE Cy(H(HUKCHI
BCEra BBICTYNAIOT B HraHacanckoM B opme -4 PKU, 6o -ADKU,,. Ipu sTom *k coxpaHsieTcsi B HraHa-
CAHCKOM TaK’Ke M B TeX NepeAHEePSIHBIX auioMopdax cyhPUKCcOB, IIACHBII KOTOPBIX B HHOM CIydae —
B aHJIayTe CJIOBa — BBI3BIBACT Mepexox *k > HIL. s, cp. capy-kanu (1) [cTBIO-CARIT] ‘OeccThikuitl’ < *kars-
kali (I). ITockosbKy B OIHOM M TOM e (POHETHIECKOM KOHTEKCTE B aHjayTe KopHs nepexon *ka (I) >
HI. s'a IPOKMCXOJINT, HO B cy(uKce mepexojia HeT, MOYKHO TIPEMOIOKUTE, YTO B HTAHACAHCKOM TPO-
M30IIJI0 BTOPUYHOE BhIPAaBHUBaHHE B CyQhUKCe Ul yCTPaHEHHs! CITUIIKOM 3HAYHTEIBHOTO Pas3InyHs
Mexay aioMopdamu (3armaBHBIMU OyKBaMHM 371eCh M Jjajiee 0003HaYaeTcss MOp(POHOIOrnIecKas 3a-
MHCh HraHACAHCKUX Mopdem).



A. 1O. YpmanumneBa 31

Tabruya 2
KopHeBoi¥i IJ1acHbIii 1 TapMOHUYECKHUIl Ps/l €/10Ba ¢ AMMUHYTUBHBIMH cydduxcamu
-igu ~ -id’u B TYHIPOBOM HEI[KOM

riz;’:{':ﬁ Cydduxec T. 3H. -igu Cydduxc T. 31. -id’u

*q patud-igu (U) ‘pBIXJIBIA CHEKOK’

*3 T. 3H. kol-igu, 1. 3H. kor-igu (U) ‘smuyex’

*3 et’-id’u “Mononoii’ (COOTB. T. HEH. yacy°®) 10

*a (U)  med-igu (U) ‘aymux’

*a (1) HET MIPUMEPOB

*iG (U)  enet’e-igu (U) ‘denoBeyek’

*i (I) d’eddos’i-id’u (1) ‘Enunceitunk’

*¢ (U)  usu-igu (U) ‘cycraBunk’

*e (D sir-id’u ‘commuua’ !

*0 poder-igu (U) ‘msamouxa’

*u tud-igu (U) ‘canpne’

*ii s u-igu (1) ‘mynouex’; d ur-igu (1) ‘corenka’

*j HET MPUMEPOB

*i ni-id’u (1) ‘umeuxo’

*e cp. bid-it’u ‘Bogmuxa’ 2

Jlnst HeHeKoro TakXke pacCMOTPHM JIBa BapHaHTa AUMHHYTUBHOTO cydhuxca -yeko ~ -ye-
€y0, TOTIOJHUTEBHO BHECS B TaOnuIyy 3 Taxke MH(GOPMAIHNIO O APYTUX JCPUBALIMOHHBIX Cy(-
¢uKcax ¢ MogoOHBIM aNIOMOP(PHUIECKUM BapbUPOBAHHEM.

Tabruya 3
KopHeBoii riacHblii 1 rapMOHUYecKuil psaa cioBa ¢ cyhppuxcamu ¢ *k nan *Ck,
HMEKOIIMMHU BAPUAHT C T. HeH. k 1o ¢

= J:;;]::ﬁ Cydduxkc ¢ T. HeH. k Cydduxc ¢ 1. wen. ¢
*q xad-yeko (U) ‘enp’

*3 HET TPUMEPOB

*5 xcebyi-cy® (I) ‘kopoTkuii’

*a (U)  myad-yeko (U) ‘auymux’
*a (I) yal-yeko (1) ‘cepsrii’

*i (U)  nyenecyi-yeko (U)‘uenopeuex’

10 Ha sTMoormyecknii mepefHui psJ| yKka3bIBaeT depefoBanue yo // ye B popMe ACC.PL B HEHEIKOM.

! 3pavenus ‘nexn’, ‘coip’ M ‘OeNblii’ MepearoTCcs B CEBEPHOCAMOIMHCKUX S3bIKaX OHUM KOpHeM. B me-
pEAHEpsSTHOM BapHaHTe — Hapsay ¢ 0ojiee pacrpoCTpaHECHHBIM 3aJHEPSIHBIM — OHO BCTPETHIIOCH
B HIAaHACAHCKUX TEKCTaX M CIOBAapHBIX MaTepHajiiax B (opMax cuipmbi ‘€Tro COlb’, Cbipmbl ‘€ro Jien’,
coipuanviPola ‘Oenecwit’, colpuaiicu ‘6enbIit’, coipaua ‘NEASHON , OYKB. ‘TOIBKO Je .

12B 3TOM cJIOBE MHpEACTABICH IepeIHEePsIHbIH BapUaHT -it ' Pyroro AMMUHYTHBHOTO cyddukca,
9H. -tku (U) ~ -it 'u (I), HO B SHEIIKOM CJIOB C HUM TIOYTH HET.
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r']:;;l::;:ﬁ Cydduxc ¢ T. HeH. k Cydduxc ¢ 1. HeH. ¢
d (I) nyer°-cyu-na (1) ‘panpure’

*e (U)  wen-yeko (U) ‘cobaka’

*e (D yeda-ncyo- (1) ‘3ammmarscs’

xor-yeko (U) ‘mpupydeHHBIH MOJIOAO0M

*0 ;
OJIeHb
*u HET IPUMEPOB

tyur°-cyuq- ‘AMeTh 4TO-JI. OTIOPOH,
*ii HCIIONIb30BaTh YTO-JI. B KAYECTBE ONOPHI’;
nytidye-cyuq- ‘TalluTh, BOJIOYUTH 33 CO00it’

min-yeko ‘Tepoii, OT IUIa KOTOPOTO BeAETCS
¢ apaby’

*i yud-yecyo (1) ‘necstox’

*e yid-yecyo (1) ‘Boquuxa’

MOKHO BUZIETh, YTO BBIOOP OHOTO M3 BapHaHTOB cy(ddukca (C BEISPHBIM HIH C CUOWIISH-
TOM) U B HEHELIKOM, ¥ B 9HELIKOM CKOPPEJIHPOBaH C CHHIapMOHHYECKHM KJIACCOM CJIOBA B TIpa-
camonuiickoM: cioBa ¢ *e, *a, *i n *o (*5 (U) ~ *5 (I)) coxpaHSIOT B 9TOM Cily4ae pazindue
JIByX CHHTapMOHHYECKHX KJaccoB. B aHEIKOM, 0/1HaK0, 0COOBIM 00pa3oM BezieT ceOsl ITacHbIH
*1i: XOTS 9TO, HECOMHEHHO, TIepeTHEPSTHBIN TIIACHBIH, IIPH OCHOBAX C KOPHEBBIM *7i BEIOMpaeTCs
3aTHepSAAHbIN BapuaHT cyhukca: >H. s u-igu (1) ‘mymouex’; d ‘ur-igu (I) ‘corenka’. B Henen-
KOM B CJIOBax ¢ *ii yrmoTpeOseTcs nepeJHepsaAHbli BapuanT cydhdukca, cp. UMIepPeKTHBHbIC
[J1aroJibl {yur®-cyuq- ‘MMETh YTO-JI. OTIOPOH, HCIIONB30BATh YTO-JI. B KAYE€CTBE OINOPHI’; nyudye-
cyuq- ‘TalmuTh, BOJIOYHUTH 3a COOO0I .

JIMMHUHYTUBHBINA SHEIKUH CyPPUKC -igu ~ -id ‘u He IMEeT Mapajuiesiei B HEHEI[KOM, HO HaXo-
JAT STUMOJIOTHYECKOE COOTBETCTBHE B HraHACAHCKOM -A LK U,. JIorn4HO MpeAroaokuTs, 9To
sHenkuid cyhdrKc B JTaHHOM cIIydae COXpaHSAeT apXandHOe pacrpeieieHne amaoMopdos cyo-
CTPaTHOTO HraHacaHCKOro cy(dukca, BIOCIEACTBUN YTPATHBIIETO alIOMOp(UIECKoe Bapbu-
POBaHKE 3TOTO THIIA B HTAHACAHCKOM.

Urak, ucropus pa3BUTHA *k Tak)Ke MO3BOJSET BBLICIUTH B DHELKOM JBa XPOHOJIOTHYE-
ckux 1racta. K Oosiee NHHOBAIIMOHHOMY OTHOCHTCSI M30IJI0CCa, 00BbEINHAIOMAs HEHEll-
KHH C PHEIKUM: IEePEX0]l aHJIayTHOTO *k B CHOWIISAHT, 3aBUCAIINHA OT KadecTBa INIACHOTO,
HO HE OT CHHTapMOHHYECKOH XapaKTepucTUKH KopHs. VcciaenoBanue moseaeHus *k B cyd-
(uKcax B HHEIIKOM U HEHELKOM IO3BOJISIET BBISIBUTH OoJiee apXanvyHOe COCTOsIHUE (IIeproja
COXpaHEeHHs] TApPMOHHMH TJIACHBIX), B KOTOPOM IO OJHOMY W3 MapaMeTpPOB YHEIKHUI JEMOH-
CTPUPYET CXO/ICTBO yXKE C HFaHACAHCKUM: 3TO COXpaHEHHUe BeJsipHOro B cioBax ¢ *i (1) B au-
MUHYTHUBHBIX cydurcax.

3. Uctopuyeckasi GpoHeTHKA: JHEIKHE HHHOBALIMH,
BO3HMKILNE M0 BTOPUYHBIM BJIMSIHUEM HIAHACAHCKOI'O

MB&I paccMOTpUM DPsIT COOCTBEHHO PHEIKUX MHHOBAIWHN B chepe UCTOPUICCKON (POHETHKH
" 1nocrapacMmcs 1mokKasaTrb, 4TO l'[pI/I‘II/IHOf/'I HX 3apOXACHHA MOIJIN CTaTb BTOPUYHBIC KOHTAKTHI
C HraHACaHCKHUM S3BIKOM. DHEIKHE CHCTEMHbIE HHHOBAIMK KacaloTCs MPEeX/ie BCEro KOHCO-
HaHTHU3MA.
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3.1. Cynb0a MHTEpPBOKAJIbHBIX KJIAaCTEPOB

WuTtepBoKanbHast MO3UIMs OOHApY)KMBaeT HanOoIIbIIIee CBOE0Opa3e SHELKOTO B CPABHEHUHT
C HCHELIKMM M HraHACAHCKUM: B DHCIIKOM YCTPaHEHbI BCE HHTEPBOKAIbHBIC KIIACTEPEI, Cp., Ha-
npumep: *kdmpa > HI. KOHX), T. HEH. Xampa, HO T. 3H. kaba ‘BomHa’.

Pa3BuTHE KITaCTEPOB B TPEX CEBEPHOCAMOIMICKHX SA3bIKaX MPEICTABICHO B Tabmuie 4 (11t
HIaHAaCaHCKOTO TAK)Ke MPUBOISATCS PE3yNIbTaThl YePEAOBaHUS IO PUTMHUYECKOH U CIIOTOBOI Tpa-
JalHK, 0 KOTOPBIX MOAPOoOHee CM. Iocie TaOIuIIbl):

Tabnuya 4
HNHTepBOKAIbHBIE KIACTEPHI B CEBEPHOCAMOAUICKHUX SI3bIKAX
ncc Tynaposbiii IJHeUuKHuH Hranacanckmii
e | an, | o Menfn T entas
KJIACTePHI, IPHHAMAIOLIE YYacTHe B YepelOBaHUHU CTyNeHeil
*mp mb b ph (< mp) “h (<p) mb
*nt n d/dd» nt t nd
*pk vg g/gg yk k vg
*ns nce d’ s ns Cs nd’
KJIACTEPBHI, He MPUHUMAIOIIHNE YYACTHSI B YePeIOBAHNM CTyEeHei
*It / d/dd It
*mt md d/dd mt
*nt nd d/dd Jt’
*rk rg g/gg rk
*rs re d’ s rs
*rm rm m rm
*rw w m rb
*ps bs t’ s
*pt bt t pt

BeposTHO, ynpolieHne KIacTepoB NMPOHU3OLUIO B SHELUKOM OTHOCHUTEIBHO HEJABHO:
u I ®. Munnep, u M. A. Kactpen nocieoBareinpHO 3allUCHIBAIOT YABOCHHBIE COTJIACHBIC
Ha MECTE psiia KIIACTepoB, cp. *sntaj ‘moaxa’ > oddu (. ®@. Mumnep), oddu (M. A. Kactpen);
*drkd ‘conpmoit’ > agga (I. ®@. Munnep, M. A. Kactpen). Sl Gnaromapio perieH3eHTa 3a yKa-
3aHHE Ha TO, YTO JBOMHBIC COIVIACHBIC HA MECTE KJIACTEPOB B TYHIPOBOM JHEIKOM (DHKCHPO-
BaJx emre K. U. Jlabanayckac Bo Bropoii mooBuHe XX BeKa (CM. MaTepHallbl, OIyOJIHNKOBAHHEIC
B [JTabanayckac 2002]).

Takoe ynporuieHne GOHOTAKTHKH B 3HEIKOM sI3bIKE caMo 10 cebe cTpaHHO: reorpaduye-
CKH DHEIKHI 3aHMMAeT [EHTPANbHYIO MO3UIIHUI0 B THIIOTETUYECKOM KOHTHHYYME JAUAICKTOB
MpaceBepHOCAMOIUICKOT0, TAK YTO CKOpPEee Mbl OXKUAANU Obl OoJiee UM MEHee KOHCePBATHB-
Hoe pasButHe. Kak kaxercs, Takas paauKaibHas MepecTpoika Moria ObITh CIPOBOLMPOBaHA
«CTOJIKHOBEHHEM» B CUTYALlHH SI3BIKOBOTO KOHTAaKTa JIBYX Pa3IMYHBIX MOP(POHOIOTHIECKUX

13 Tlocne 3HaKa/ MPUBOAMTCS BapUAHT 3allUCH 3TUMOJIOrHYecKoro kinacrepa y I ®@. Mumepa (Marepu-
anel XVII B., cM., Hanpumep, B mybnukanuu [Donner 1932: 36-50]) u M. A. Kactpena (matepuaibt
XIX B. [Castrén 1855]) B ToM cirydae, eciy 9TH BapHaHTHI OTIIMYAIOTCSI OT COBPEMEHHBIX.
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CHCTEM — CHCTEMBI S3bIKa, y’Ke YTPATHBIIETO YepeJoBaHNE (THIIA HEHEIIKOTO) U CHCTEMBI SI3bIKa
C YepeOBaHUEM CTYICHEH COITacHBIX (HraHACAHCKOTO TUIIA).

CyTb HraHacaHCKOTo uepesioBaHus cTyrneHer (cM. [Xemumckuit 1994: 195-198]) cBogurcs
K TOMY, 4TO PsiJl OJMHOYHBIX COTIACHBIX M KJIACTEPhl BUA «TOMOpPTaHHbIC HAa3aJIbHBINH + IIyM-
HBIID) pean3yroTCs I0-pa3HOMY B 3aBHCUMOCTH, BO-TIEPBBIX, OT YETHOCTH / HEYETHOCTH CJIOTa
(puTMHYecKas Tpaganus, Cp. peaH3alnio KjaacTepa *nf mocirie He4eTHOTO B TOCTIe YeTHOTO KO-
JIMYECTBA CIIOTOB: HA-HM2 [APyr-GEN.2] ‘TBOETO Npyra’ Vs. HI0O0-ma [peOeHOK-GEN.2] ‘“TBOETO
pebeHka’), BO-BTOPBIX, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT OTKPBITOCTH / 3aKPBITOCTH CJI0Ta (CJIOroBasi rpajarus,
Cp. peayM3aIuio KiacTepa *nt nepeq OTKPBITBIM M IIepe]] 3aKPBITHIM CIIOTOM B (hOpMax BCIIOMO-
raTeNIbHOTO OTPHIATEIEHOTO [IAr0NIa: Hu-Hmbl my-? [NEG-PRAES.S3 IPUATH-CN| ‘HE TIpUIIIEI’ Vs,
HU-HObL P my-? [NEG-PRAES.S3PL IpUUTH-CN] ‘HE MPHUILTA ).

[Ipu yTpate uepeqoBaHus CTyTICHEH CHCTEMA YIIPOIIASTCS 32 CUET 000OIIEHHSI OHOTO H3 aJl-
soMopdoB KOpHS 100 cyddukca (Kak IpaBUIIO, CHIIBHOCTYTIEHHOT0): YepeIOBaHNE CTyTICHEH
HMeeT ypaibckoe mpoucxokacuue [Xemumckuii 1995/2000], ogHako U3 BCeX ypaabCKHX SI3bI-
KOB OHO COXPaHHUIIOCH TOJIKO B ITPUOAITHICKO-(DMHCKUX (TIPEXKIE BCErO B YaCTH CJIOTOBOI Ipa-
JIalliK), CAaMCKOM M CaMOJMHCKHUX, TPUYEM U3 CAMOANHCKHUX — TOJIBKO B HTAHACAHCKOM U KET-
CKOM JTHAIICKTE CEIBKYIICKOTO.

Ha mamr B3msiz, ciokHee 1e10 MOXeT 00CTOSTh HIMEHHO B TOM CITydae, KOT/a sS3bIK 0e3 de-
peIoBaHuUs CTYNICHEH HCITBITHIBACT BIMSHUE CO CTOPOHBI POIICTBEHHOTO SI3BIKA C UePEIOBaHIEM
CTyHeHeﬁ. MoxHO MMPEANOI0KUTh, YTO B CUTyallU OHCIKO-HTaHACAHCKOI'O 6I/IJ'[I/IHFBI/I3M8. HO-
curesn sHerKoro (L1) ucrbsIThIBaIN 3HAYNTEIbHOE KOTHUTHBHOE JIaBJIeHUE, Koraa B s3bike L1
HE YepenyIoTCs Te JKe CaMble KlacTephl, KOTOPbIE YePEayIOTCs B «MOICIIEHOMY HraHACaHCKOM
s3p1ke (L2). @oHOTaKTHYECKOE YIPOIICHNE HHTEPBOKAIEHOW TTO3HUIIMU B YHEIIKOM MOTJIO OBITH
CII0co00M pa3petIiTh STOT KOH(IUKT: €CIIA U3 CUCTEMBI YCTPaHAETCS KJIacTep, OH MepecTaeT
OTOXIECTBIIATHCS C TAKUM e KITaCTEepOM HIAaHACAHCKOTO SI3BIKA. DTOT CIOCO0 yCTpaHEeHNUS KJla-
CTEpOB 3aTeM, BEPOSITHO, PACHIPOCTPAHIIICS U HA HEUEPEAYIOUTHECs KIIacTephI.

OTMeTHUM, YTO CXOJHBIN MpOIECC «JIeHa3adu3alnm» KIacTepoB CK. mp, nt, nc, yt, mt, yk
MPOIIEN — JOCTATOYHO MO37AHO, B XIX—XX BB.— B HU)KHEKETCKOM U BEPXHECOOCKOM CEJlb-
KYTICKOM. DTO TaK)Ke KOHTaKTHasl 30Ha, B KOTOPOW BCTPEYAIOTCS [IBA HIMOMA, Pa3IHYAIOIIACCs
HanmnIreM (KeTCKUH CeNbKYIICKHI) VS. OTCYTCTBHEM (BEPXHEOOCKON CETBKYIICKUI) YepernoBa-
HUS cTyneHel cormacHbiX. s kerckoro auanexra M. A. Kactpen ¢ukcupyeT CHIIBHOCTYTICH-
HbIe (POPMBI CIISAYIONIMX KIACTePOB: *ncé (siindde ‘uyTtpo’), *nc (kondsze ‘xopens’), *nt (anddu
‘nonka’), *nt (aydde ‘ne3mue’), *mt (aindde ‘por’). B ceBepHOI 4acTH BEpXHEOOCKOI THAIICKT-
HOH 30HBI U B HIDKHEKETCKOM MMEEM JIeHa3aln30BaHHbIe (opMbI THIIA BepXHEOOCKoro fan ad-
dokayat ‘x TBOeMy obnacky’ < tan andokayant, cMm. [@ummnmosa 2011: 83].

To, 9TO yIpOIIEeHHIO KJIaCTEPOB MOXKET CIIOCOOCTBOBATH TAKXKE caM (haKT MHTEHCUBHBIX SI3BI-
KOBBIX KOHTAKTOB, MO’KHO TIOATBEPIAUTE OoJiee AaJIeKoi aHaIOTHe — MCTOPHEH IpaypatbCKUX
KJIACTEPOB B SI3bIKaX Pa3IMYHBIX BETBEH ypanbCKOH sI3BIKOBOM ceMbu. Kitacteps! Buaa «HO-
COBOM + CMBIYHBII) ITOJBEPIIINCH JEHA3ANIN3AIMN B TPEX S3bIKax: MparepMCKOM, BEHI€PCKOM
1 (CIIOpaIndecKu) B MAPHIICKOM, Cp.:

Tabnuya 5
HHTepBoKaIbHBIE KJIACTEPHI B BEHIEPCKOM, IPANEPMCKOM U NPaMapHiicKoM
my Benrepckuii IIpanepmckuii IIpamapuiickuii
*mp *kompa ‘Bonua’ > hab *kumpi ‘xouka’ > *gib|dd *ldmpi ‘Terbiit’ > *liwa
*mt  *tumti ‘3HaTH’ > tud *kamti ‘xpeimka’ > *kud (HO *kamti ‘xpbimka’ > *komdas)
i orar € s ky
*nt  *jdnti ‘TetuBa’ > ideg *ktinti ‘TymaH, neiM’ > *kid (ﬁ L(l)nillane;f]?ZezT I/{ ! ﬂa*ykdn &)
. *ponci ‘XBOCT; pyuKa’ > *kiinci ‘korots’ > *kiic:

* * 5 ¢ - 4
né onci ‘XBOCT; pyuka’ > far . L N
p Py i *buiz (HO *kiincd- ‘mapanars’ > *kunca-)
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my Benrepckuii Mpanepmckuii I[pamapuiicknii
*né  *kunci ‘voua’ > hugy *undi ‘moua’ > *kiix *kundi ‘moua’ > *kuiz
*né  *dncéd ‘oson’ > legy *ldycd ‘oBon’ > xomu o3’ ?

*ys  *joysi ‘moknonH’ > ij ? ?

*dpyi ‘nen’ > jég
*yk (npayropckuii *pk < *vépka ‘pydka’ > *vug
npaypaibCKoro *p)

*idpkd ‘0omoro’ > *jdgir
‘GOJIOTUCTHII Jiec’

Benrepckuii OTHOCHTCS K YTOPCKOH BETBH, PANICPMCKHUI 1 TIPAMAPUICKUH KaXKIbI 00pa3yroT
OTICJIbHBIE BETBH NMPa(UHHOIEPMCKOTO SI3bIKa, TO €CTh B T€HETHYECKOM OTHOIIECHHU BCE
3TH SI3BIKK JANIEKH APYT OT JIpyra, ¥ UX HE OOBECIUHSACT HUKAKON NMPOMEXYTOUHBII Mpasi3bIK,
K KOTOPOMY MBI MOIJIM Obl OTHOCHUTH JICHA3aJU3aLHMI0 KIIACTEPOB KaK CHEIU(PUIECKYIO
WHHOBAIMIO. DTH SI3BIKM 00bEINHSIET MEXIY COOOH Npyroe — BOBJIEUEHHE B Cepy BIMSIHHS
OyJIrapckoro rocy/apcTBa U KOHTAKThl ¢ HOCHUTEISIMH SI3bIKA MIIH SI3BIKOB OyJITapcKOro THIIA
(cm., Hammpumep, [Hamomsckux 2006/2018] ¢ aHanu3oM pereBaHTHOM TuTeparypsl). [Ipu 3Tom
camo 1o cebe HaTmgne KIIacTepOB TIOPKCKOH (DOHOTAKTHUKE HE MIPOTUBOPEUUT; TAKUM 00pazoM,
€CJIM ¥ B 3TOM CJIydae CBS3bIBAaTh yNpOIICHNE (POHOTAKTHKHU B MEPEUHUCICHHBIX yPaTbCKUX
SI3bIKaX C SI3bIKOBBIMU KOHTAKTaMH, TO B KQ4€CTBE NPUYUHBI TAKOTO YIPOILEHHSI MbI IOJDKHBI
paccMarpuBaTh He KOITUPOBaHHE KaKOW-TM00 KOHKpeTHOH ((pOHOTaKTHYECKO) MonenH s3bika L2,
a caMy KOHTaKTHYIO CHTYallMIO KaK TaKkoByI0. MIHTepecHO Tarkke 00paTUTh BHUMaHHE Ha TO, YTO
B BEHI'€PCKOM YIPOCTHIICS LETIBII PSI APYTUX MPAYPaIbCKUX KIACTEPOB, Cp.: *mocki- ‘MbITh’ >
mos-, *nickd-‘TaHyTE’ > nyes-, *meksa ‘nedeny’ > mdj (Taxke npanepMm. *mus), *¢ilmd ‘tnaz’ >
szém, *wajyi ‘gpnmare’ > vagy, *mdlki ‘tpyms’ > mell (Tarxoke ipaMapHuiick. *mil, npamepM. *mel),
*purki ‘mypra’ > forr (Taroke nparnepM. *pir- ‘mypxuth’) u T. 1. [1o urciy ynpocTuBIIMXCS Kia-
CTEpPOB BEHTEPCKUH SBISIETCS] «UEMITMOHOMY» CpPeAr (PUHHOYTOPCKUX SI3BIKOB, YTO COCTABIISIET
PE3KHUIl KOHTPACT JaXke C TeHETHYEeCKN Hanbosee OJIM3KMMHU €My MaHCUICKAM M XaHTBIHCKUM:
00CKO-yropckue S3bIKH €/1Ba JIM HE CaMble KOHCEPBAaTUBHBIE CPEAN YPAIbCKUX C TOUKH 3PEHUS
COXpaHEHHsI KOHCOHAHTHBIX COYETaHNHA. BO3MOXHO, 3TO paIiKaIbHOE YIPOIIEHHE KIacTepOB
B BEHT€PCKOM OBIJIO PE3yIBTATOM TOTO, YTO BEHI'€PCKHUH SBIACTCA «IEMITMOHOM) CpeIH (hHMHHO-
YTOPCKHUX SI3BIKOB TAK)KE U IO CIIOKHOCTU M MHTEHCUBHOCTH SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB.

3.2. Yrpara Ha3a/IbHOM NMPoTe3bl

B HeHelKoM 1 HraHacaHCKOM B CJIOBaX, STUMOJIOTMYECKH UMEBIINX BOKAJIMYECKUH aHayT,
IpefcTaBieHa HazallbHas IpoTe3a: 7 00 7. YCIOBUS paclpeesiCHUs IPOTETHIECKUX H U 1)
B 000X SI3bIKaX MOJHOCTBIO MIOBTOPSIIOT YCIIOBUS PAa3BUTHS *k: TIepes TeMH IIIaCHBIMH, Iiepent
KOTOPBIMH B JAHHOM SI3bIKE POU30ILEN ITepexol *k > s, ynorpedisercs IpoTeTuIeCKHi 1, a Te-
peI TeMH IIaCHBIMH, NIepe KOTOPBIMU B IAHHOM sI3bIKe *k coXpaHseTcs, ynoTpeoiseTcs npo-
TeTu4decKui y'.

B sHenxoM Ha3ajabHOM NMPOTE3bl HET: OHA, HECOMHEHHO, OblIa MpeJCTaBIeHa (CM. apryMeH-
TaIMIO HW)KE), HO BIIOCIIEICTBUH ycTpaHeHa. [IporeTndyeckuil #- MoxeT (He 00534TeNbHO) CO-
XPaHATHCS B DHEIIKOM B CJIOBaX, TPEOYIOINX «YCHIICHUS» (POHETHIECKOH CTPYKTYPhI — TOJIBKO
B KOPHSIX, KOTOpbIe MHade uMenu 061 Bux V(VV), cp. T. 3H. pa, 1. 3H. yo ‘Hora’ < *dj (? *adj

14 BO3MOXHO, IPOTETHIECKUM Ha3aJIbHBEIM UCXOIHO BO BCEX CITydasX ObUT *7, KOTOPHI BIIOCIEICTBHN
OBLT MajaTaln30BaH B *71 B TeX jke KOHTEKCTaX, B KOTOPBIX MPOU30LIEN mepexon *k > s (HamoMHUM,
YTO YCJIOBHS 9TOTO HEPexosia Pa3InyHbl B CEBEPHOCAMOIUMCKHX S3bIKAX — KaK Pa3JIMYHbl U KOHTEK-
CTHI pacpeeNneHns IPOTeTHIECKHX # U 71). [l Hac He SBISIETCS CYIECTBEHHBIM BEIOOP MEXIY ABYMS
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[Janhunen 1977: 17)); T. 3H. yaa, 1. 3H. ya ‘oroza, 60T’ Cp. HI. Y0 C TEM XKe 3HAYCHHUEM; T. JH.,
1. 9H. yu ‘mect’ < *yj [Ibid.: 29]; T. 3H. yuuo, 1. 3H. yuu ‘Tpasa’, cp. T. HEH. yum ‘TpaBa’ U T. 1.
Yto KacaeTcs MPOTETHUECKOTO 4, OH TaKk:Ke ObUT YCTPaHEH B DHEIIKOM — 33 OJIHUM HCKITIOUe-
HHUEM: OH COXPAHSETCS B JICCHOM DHEIKOM B ciioBax ¢ annayTHbiM *a (U):

. 3H. nado ‘por’ (IpH T. 3H. edo), cp. HT. yamma (U), T. HeH. nyamd,

9H. nado ‘ne3sue’ (IpH T. 3H. edo), cp. HT. yaue (U), T. HeH. nyand,

9H. na? ‘potr’ (pH T. 3H. e?), cp. HT. yay (U), T. HEeH. nyah;

9H. nadoo- ‘B3MonuThes’ (TIPH T. 3H. edoo-), ¢p. HT. yaumama- (U), T. HEH. nyanam-;

. 9H. nee ‘TOT, APyroi’ (TakXke T. OH. ee- B eesaa ‘NEBAThH’, Cp. JI. H. neesaa), Cp. HI. ya-
muau (U), T. HeH. nyaby.

SRR

Kax MOXHO BHIETb, IPOTETHYECKHH /1 B JIECHOM SHELIKOM B JJAHHOM CIIydae AeIalaTaIn30BaH
(4TO M IIPHUBEIIO K €r0 COXPaHEHHUIO, CM. HHUXKE O TaJICHUH aHJIay THOTO /1) — OJIHAKO ATO UIMEHHO
MIPOTETHYECKHH 71, KaK B HEHEIIKOM, a He MPOTETHYECKUH 7, KAK B HFAHACAHCKOM. TakuM 00-
pa3oM, cucteMa MpOTETHYECKHX Ha3aJbHBIX B YHELKOM COBIIajaja ¢ HEHELKOH, a He ¢ HraHa-
CaHCKOM, Jayke HECMOTPSI Ha TO, YTO pedieKkcalys IACHBIX B 9THX CJIOBaX B JIECHOM JHEIIKOM
3aBHCUT OT TApMOHUH, KaK B HFAHACAHCKOM (TO €CTh MBI HMEeM HaJIOKeHHE aJCTPATHBIX Xa-
PaKTEPHCTUK Ha CyOCTpaTHEIE).

Jenanaranu3aiysi MpOTETHYECKOTO /1 B HEIKOM CKOPPEJIMPOBaHa C JienajjaTaiu3anuei *1.
B sHenkoM *71 nenanaranusyercs rnepen 3aAHepsIHBIMU TTIACHBIMH, HAIIpUMep: T. 3H. naba ‘3asit’
(B 1. 5H. Haba — OYEBUIHO, 1101 BTOPUYHBIM BIMSHHEM HEHENKOT0) < *7idmd; H. niga ‘TalnbHUK’
< *nerkd n T. 0. [lepen STUMOIIOTUYECKIMH TIEPEIHUMHE TIIACHBIMH IMaJaTalbHOCTH 7 (M TPO-
TETHYECKOTO, 1 STUMOJIOTHYECKOTO) COXPAHSAETCs. XPOHOIOTHYECKH 1OCHIe AenaiaTaln3aum
71 B SHEIIKOM IPOM30IIIIO YCTpaHEHHE Ha3aJIbHOM MPOTE3H! (A U 4); BMECTE C MPOTETHYECKUM
71 B 9HELIKOM OTIaJl TaKkKe */ mepel TeMH INIACHBIMH, MePe/l KOTOPHIMH OH COXPAHSUI Majara-
JU3anuIo (COXpaHeHHe JIenaNaTain30BaHHOTO POTETHYECKOTO 72 B JIECHOM DHEIIKOM B CJIOBaX
TUNA JI. 3H. nado ‘por’ < nado < *dmt5 CBUACTENBCTBYET O TOM, YTO HCKOHHO Ha3albHAS MPO-
Te3a ObLIa XapaKTepHA U JUIS SHELKOTO):

Tabruya 6
VYerpanenue 7 (IPOTeTHUECKOT0 H ITHMOJIOIMYECKOT0) B YHEIIKOM

TICC DHeuKuii Heneuxuii Hranacanckmit

IIporeTnyeckuii n *amd (1) ‘marp’ ee nyebya HeMbl

T. 3H. ere-, T. 3H.,

ITUMOJOTHYECKHIT *1i1  *Aidra- (1) ‘mepenHsis 4acTh’
JL. 3H. 010-

nyer°- Hepa-
T. oH. ed ‘u-ir-,

*1lensa- ‘CKOJIb3UTD’ .
II. DH. esu-ir-

nyenco-r- HAHCIO-

OmHAM U3 BOBMOXHBIX OOBSICHEHUH YCTpaHSHHS Ha3aJIbHOM MPOTE3HI B SHEIIKOM, BO3MOYKHO,
SIBIISTIOTCSI BTOPHYHBIE KOHTAKTHI C HTAHACAHCKHAM: CHCTEMa Ha3aIbHBIX IIPOTE3, COBITAIA0MIAs
C aJCTPaTHOW HEHEIKOH, OTIINYajach OT CUCTEMBI, IPEICTABICHHON B HraHACAHCKOM (CM. Ta-
Onuity 7), Tak 4TO BOCCTaHOBJICHHE BOKINYECKOTO aHJIayTa MOXKET pacCMaTpUBAThCs KakK CII0-
c00 ycTpaHUTh KOHGQIIUKT JBYX CUCTEM, yOpaB Te COMIACHBIC B aHJIAyTe, KOTOPHIC HE COBIAIAIOT
B DHEIIKOM M HraHACaHCKOM chcTeMax '°.

MOJCISIMH BOSHUKHOBCHHS Ha3aJIbHOH IIPOTE3bI: C ABYyMs Ha3aJIbHbBIMU *U U *1 WM ¢ OJHHM Ha3allb-
HBIM *U, najaTaJlu30BaHHBIM B 71 B psiA€ KOHTEKCTOB.

15 JTOMy CIIOCOOCTBYET TO, UTO B HEHELIKHX AHATEKTaX MPOTETUIECKUI HA3aIbHBIH TaKXKe MOJKET B pell-
KUX CIIy4yasX YyCTpaHsAThbCs (CM., HAIPUMEp, CIIOBa C BOKAJMYECKUM aHiayToM B cioBape [Lehtisalo
1956]), Tak 4TO B OIpEAEIEHHOM CMBICIE 3TH (POHEMBI, BEPOSITHO, OTIMYAINCH OT IOJTHOIEHHOTO
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Tabnuya 7
IIporeTHyeckne Ha3aJIbHbIE HEHELIKOI0 U HIAHACAHCKOIO0
Hranacanckmii TyHAPOBBIH HeHelKHit
*4 7
*q (U) 7 7
*q (I) 7
*ii (U) 7 7

*d (I)

% %
|} N
SN S S,

%
~
N

*i 7
*o U
*u y
*j 7 7
*5//5 n

Bo3MoxHO, OJHAKO, YTO YCTPaHEHNE HAa3aIbHON MPOTE3HI BHI3BAHO U BHYTPEHHUMH IPHUH-
HaMH: HEJNb3s1 HTHOPHUPOBATH TOT (DAKT, YTO KOH(IUKT MEKAY CHCTEMaMH €CTh TOJIBKO B TPEX
HCTOPUKO-(DOHETHIECKIX KOHTEKCTAX U3 TPUHAALATH PACCMOTPEHHBIX B TaONUIIE 7, U, HAIIPOTHB,
B OJIHOM U3 CIIy4aeB, IJIe TaKOi KOH(IHUKT €CTh, — CP. T. HEH. nY0, HT. Jua ‘ABEPb’ — IHEIKUI
COXpaHUII IPOTE3Y, CP. 71 B IECHOM (710 U3 00JIee PaHHETO 710) U i B TYHAPOBOM (7ia). [lockonbky
(hopMa B JIECHOM 3HELIKOM TIPH 3TOM TIPOIIIIA Yepe3 AenalaTali3aliio HayallbHOTO 71, OHa, BEPO-
STHO, HE MOXKET OBITh OTHECEHA K HEJaBHUM 3aMMCTBOBAHHSM (XOTS JIeHaaTaIN3alNIo B 1aH-
HOM CJIy4ae MOXXHO ObIIO ObI OOBSICHUTH W BTOPHYHBIM BEIPABHUBAHNUEM IPU 3aMMCTBOBAHUH:
B DHEIIKOM CJIOB Ha /0 HeT). 5] Garofapro pereH3eHTa, yKa3aBIero MHe Ha BO3MO)KHBIE TPYIHO-
CTH MHTEPIPETAIMN YCTPAHEHHS HA3AJIbHOM IPOTE3bl KAK KOHTAKTHO 00YCJIOBJICHHOTO SIBJICHHS.

3.3. Hanaraau3anus COrJIACHBLIX B YHEIKOM

BTOpI/I‘IHI:-IMI/I KOHTaKTaMH C HraHaCaHCKHUM, BEPOATHO, MOXKHO O6’I)$[CHI/ITB " yCJIOBHUA €UIC
Ooee Mo3aHErO Mpoliecca — ManaTain3aliiy COMIACHBIX B SHEIKOM. [l TaTHPOBKHU 3TOTO IPO-
1iecca CymecTBEHHO, YTO MBI MOJKEM T10Ka3aTh, 4TO B IEPHOJ] YCTPAHCHUS HA3aIbHOM MTPOTE3bI
B 9HCLIKOM COIVIACHBIC TIepe]] IIepeIHUMH TIIACHBIMH HE NAJIATaIM30BaJIMCh: *1 (HeralaTallbHbI)
nepes NepeAHIMH NIACHBIMH B 9TOT IIEPHOJ B SHEIIKOM HE COBIIAM C *7i, TO €CTh B YHELIKOM *71
HE OTMHajaeT mnepes MepeIHIMHU TITaCHBIMU (B OTIIMYHE OT *71 M MPOTETHUYECKOTO 71), CP.: *nim ~
*niim ‘uMs’ > COBp. T. 3H. 1i? (He **i7).

BrusiHue HraHacaHCKOTO Ha MPOLIECC MaJlaTaIu3al[K CONNIACHBIX B DHEIIKOM MOYKHO BHUIETh
B JIByX MOMEHTaX. Bo-TiepBbIX, B DHEIIKOM, KaK U B HraHACAHCKOM, IMAJIaTaIM3YIOTCS TOJIBKO
JCHTAJIbHBIC COIVIACHBIC f, 71, S, | (B HEHELIKOM Manaranu3yrrcs Bee). Takum o0pa3oM, HHBEH-
Taphb COINACHBIX ()OHEM B JHELKOM OJIMKe K HraHACAHCKOMY, YeM K HEHEeLKOMY. Bo-BTODEHIX,
Ba)KHO MPOMHTEPIPETHPOBATH CICAYIONIYIO CHUTYallHIO: KaK y)ke€ TOBOPHIOCH BBIIIE, *a U *d

KOHCOHAHTHOTO aHJIAyTa MEHEE TECHOM CBA3BIO C KOPHEM (CKOPEE C TOUKHU 3PEHUs BHYTPHCUCTEMHOM,
HEXEJN COOCTBEHHO (DOHETHICCKON).
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HUCTOPHUYECKH BeAyT ceOs B HEIIKOM KaK MepeIHHe ITIacCHbIe — KaK B HEHEIIKOM: Mepea HUMHU
MIPOUCXOAUT Tepexoll *k > s ¥ ynoTpediseTcs poTeTHYecKuil /1 (IipaBia, Aenanarain3y oIunics
B JI. 3H. iepen *a (U)). OnHako B COBPEMEHHOM SHEIKOM JICHTAIBHBIC TIEpE] 3TUMH [IaCHBIMU
HE TaJIaTaIn3yIoTCs.

Tabnuya 8
IManaTaju3anus COIIACHBIX B CEBEPHOCAMOIMIICKUX A3bIKAX: MPUMEpPHI ¢
I(C)C Hranacanckuii DHenKHiH TyHApOBbIi HEHEU KU
*a (U)  *andjw ‘mano’ tan‘a tene tyanyo
*a (I) *tajbs ‘Oproxo’ t'ajba teo tyiw®
*a (U)  *sdpkd ‘KonmokojgpuuK’ sanku sego syenka
*d (I) *tind- ‘3HaTh’ t'eni- tene- tyenye-
*i *tirdmd ‘ppiObst HKpa’ t'irimi t’iree tyiryebya
*tetd ‘nans, MITaaIIAN s . .
*e i X a titid'a t’ide tyidya
Opar marepu
*ii *liro ‘mocox’ t'iro t’'uro tyur®
Tabnuya 9
Manaranu3anusi COMTACHBIX B CEBEPHOCAMOIUICKAX A3BIKAX: 0000menue '’
(c)C Hranacanckmii DHenKHii TyHApPOBBIH HeHenKHii
*a (U) HIT
HIT II
*a (I) I
*d (U) HIT
. HIT II
*a (I) II
*j I
*e HIT II
*ii I

JleHTasIBbHBIE, TAKNM 00pa30M, TAIaTaTIN3YIOTCS B SHEIIKOM TOJIBKO Iepex *i (a Takke nepen
COBITABIIMM C HUM B HEHELIKOM U 9HELIKOM *e¢) 1 repex *i. [Ipu 3ToM B SHEIIKOM MaKCHMaJIbHO
YIpPOLIEHA Ta 30Ha, B KOTOPOIl HraHACAaHCKUH YCTPOEH CIOXKHEE, YEM HEHELKHH: HEHELKOMY
C’e (< *d) moryT cootBeTcTBOBaTh U HT. C’e, 1 HT. Ca, Henenkomy C’a (< *a)—wu ur. C’a, v HL.
Ca. B »He1KOM — eIMHCTBEHHOM — He TOJIBKO COBIIA/IAIOT pedieKChl *a 1 *d, HO U coIIacHbIe
riepesl HUMH He MaJlaTalnn3yloTcsl (IOCKOJIBKY B HTAHACAHCKOM Pe(IIeKChI 3THX TIIACHBIX MOTYT
U T1aJ1aTaai30BaTh, U HE MalaTali30BaTh COIIACHBIC).

3.4. BeiBoabI

HTak, MOXHO MIPETOKHUTH CIMHOOOpa3HOE O0BICHEHNE TPUIHH BOSHUKHOBEHUS B SHEITKOM
SI3IKe OCHOBHBIX WHHOBAIUil B chepe (HOHETHKH, OTIMYAIOMINX SHEIKUH KaK OT HEHEIIKOTO,

16B Ta6m/1uy BHECCHBI TOJILKO T€ INTACHBIC, IIEPE] KOTOPHIMHU COTVIaCHBIN najaaTajiu3yeTcs XOTs ObI B on-
HOM U3 sA3BbIKOB.

17O603nayenus B Taduie: HI1— Henanaranu3oBaHHbId, [1— manarann30BaHHBIN.
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TaK ¥ OT HraHacaHckoro. @oHeTHYECKasi CUCTEMa YHELKOTO M3HAYalbHO, KaK MbI IIPEAToa-
raem, OblJia B IIeJIOM OJIM3Ka K HEHEIIKOH (B pe3yibTaTe mepexoja ¢ sA3bIka THIAa HTaHACAHCKOTO
Ha SI3bIK THIA HEHEIIKOT0). 3aTeM B KaKOH-TO MEepHOJl SHEKUI BOLIET B CUTYaI[HIO CHIBHOTO
BTOPUYHOTO KOHTAKTa C HraHaCaHCKUM, B KOTOPOH HraHaCaHCKHUH BBICTYHAJl KaK «MOJIEITBHBII
SI3BIK-JIOHOP, & PHELKHH — KaK S3bIK-PELUINCHT. JTa KOHTAKTHAs! CUTyalus CIIPOBOILPOBAIIA
BO3HHKHOBEHHME PAIa HHHOBALIMH B TEX CIyJasX, B KOTOPHIX CHCTEMa HIaHACAHCKOTO OKa3alach
CJIOXHEE CUCTEMBI «HEHELKOTo THMay. [Ipy 3TOM BCe 3TH HHHOBAIMU UMEIOT OJIUH OOIIMH BEK-
TOP: PaAMKaIbHOE YIpOIIeHHe (pparMeHTOB PHELKOH CHUCTEMBI, BEyIIee K UX MAKCUMAIIbHOMY
pacrono0IeHHIO ¢ COOTBETCTBYIOLIMMH 00JIee CIOKHO YCTPOSHHBIMU (hparMeHTaMy HraHacaH-
CKo#i cucTeMsl 'S, BaxkHO elie pa3 mog4epKHyTh, YTO OTHOCHTEIbHAS IAaTHPOBKA STHX MHHOBAIHH,
TO €CTh OTHECEHHE X K IIEPHOy BTOPUYHOTO KOHTAKTa SHENKOTO U HIAHACAHCKOTO, a He K 00-
Jiee paHHEMY NEPHOIY Nepexosia ¢ sI3bIKa THIA HFAaHACAHCKOTO Ha SI3BIK THIA HEHEIKOTO, OC-
HOBAaHO Ha CIeIyIomeM cooOpaxeHnu. [IprnanHOM 3THX NHHOBALUI, HAa HAII B3IV, SIBIACTCS
MMEHHO YCTpaHEHHE psiJia «IIPOOJIEMHBIX» COOTBETCTBUI MPHU CTOJIKHOBEHHHU OoJiee MpoCTon
CUCTeMBI (HEHELKO-IHELKOTO THIa) ¢ Ooiiee CII0KHOW CUCTEMOH (HraHaCaHCKOTO TUIA), B CH-
Tyaluu JKe TIepexoia, HalpoTHB, OoJIee CII0XKHAsI CHCTEeMa 3aMEHsUIach OoJiee IPOCTOH, TaK 4To
BCE MepeyrciIeHHbIe (POHOIOTHUECKIE KOHTEKCTHI MTOTCHINAIBLHOIM IPOOJIeMBl B 3TOM CIIydae
HE co37aBaiu Obl. DTH BTOPUYIHBIC KOHTAKTHI (KaK M IEPBUYHBIC) OTHOCHIIACH K OOIIIEIHEIKON
ATI0XE, TO €CTh 3aTPOHYIHU M OyIyIIHid JIeCHOH, 1 OyayIuid TYHAPOBEII SHEIKUIl (cenapaTHbIe
KOHTAKThI TYHJJPOBOTO 3HEIKOI'O C HFAaHACAHCKUM B CTaThe HE paCCMaTPHUBAIOTCH).

K 00bsicHeHHI0, aneupyIoeMy K CUTyalliH S3bIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB, HAC TIOJTAJIKUBAET U 00-
nee ob1iee cooOpasKeHue: IHEIKIH 3aHUMAaeT LICHTPAIBHOE TI0JIOKEHHE B KOHTHHYYME OJIM3KO-
POZCTBEHHBIX S3BIKOB ', TIe OXKUIAIACH OBl CKOpee KOHCEpPBANUs SI3BIKOBBIX SIBJICHUH, TaK 4TO
3HAUUTENbHBIC N3MEHEHHS B c(epe UCTOPHUECKOW (POHETHKH BPSM JIM MOXHO OOBSCHHUTH HC-
KIIFOYUTENBHO BHYTPUCTPYKTYPHBIMH COOOPaXEHUSIMU.

18 31ech B Ka4eCTBE aHAJIOTUHM MOXHO NIPUBECTH aHAJIU3 Pe3ysIbTaTa KOHTAaKTOB POJCTBEHHBIX HIMOMOB,
npeanoxeHssnii FO. K. Kyspmenxko: «IlosiBieHHE TepMaHO-KeIBTCKO-UTATMICKON TPOCOANIECKON H30-
mioces! ((uKcamus yaapeHus Ha Kopae. — 4. V.) MOXKHO IpeacTaBuTh cebe U Kak sBICHHE, CBI3aHHOS
C KOHTaKTaMH POJCTBEHHBIX SI3BIKOB T€PMAHCKOTO, HTATMHCKOTO M KenbTckoro (1o IepBoro nepe6os
1 3akoHa BepHepa, n 0 MHOTHX APYTHX T€PMAHCKHX M3MEHEHHMIT), KOTZa IPOTOTepPMaHCKHH, IPOTO-
WUTATUMCKUN U IPOTOKEJBTCKUI €111€ HE CIUIIKOM OTIMYAIMCh APYT OT Apyra. Moaenb ux KOHTaKTOB
Moria ObI COOTBETCTBOBATH MOJIEIH, MPEIUIOKEHHON ISl OOBSICHEHUS penyKIun (uiekcuii B aHmnii-
CKOM s13bIKe, KoTOpas o Ecrepceny Obuta mpemonpesesieHa CXOACTBOM KOPHEH 1 HECXOJCTBOM OKOH-
YaHUH B APEBHEAHITIMICKOM M CKaHAMHABCKOM B 3M0XYy JATCKOTo 3aBoeBaHus AHmuH. [Ipudem sti
KOHTAKTbI IIPEJIONPEAEIUIN 1aXKe HE CTOIBKO PeIyKIIUI0 OKOHUaHUH, CKOJIBKO BBIAEICHUE KOPHEBOI
Mopdemsl. THITONOrHIecKkn CXOMHBIH POIECC BBIACIEHNS KOPHS MPU KOHTAKTE POIICTBEHHBIX SI3HIKOB
CO CXOJHBIMH KOPHSIMHU OBII XapakTepeH H JUlsl I0’KHOIATCKO-CeBEPO(PU3CKO-HIDKHEHEMELIKON KOH-
TakTHOH 30HHI Ha lore IOmmangun [Ky3smenko 1995]. MoxHO IpeanonoXuTh, 4TO NOR0OHbIE PO-
IIECCHI MMPOUCXO/IIIN U NIPH T€PMaHO-UTaNIO-KEIBTCKUX KOHTAKTaX B TO BPEMsI, KOT1a MHOTHE KOPHU
COXPAaHSIU CXOZCTBO, TaK YTO ObLIa BO3MOXXHA ceMUKOMMYyHuKanus» [Kyssmenko 2011: 43]. B nannom
cllydae MHTEPECHO 00paTHTh BHUMAaHHUE Ha BBIJICJICHHYIO TCHACHIUIO: IIPH CEMUKOMMYHHUKAIH HOCH-
TeJIed POJICTBEHHBIX S3BIKOB COXPAHSIOTCS CXOJHBIE JIEMEHTHI CHCTEMbI M YCTPAHSAIOTCS Pa3INIHBIE.
VIMeHHO ¢ MposBIeHNEM 3TON TEHJECHIMH, KaK KaXKeTCsl, MOKHO CBS3aTh BOSHUKHOBEHHE COOCTBEHHO
JHEIKHX UCTOPHKO-(OHOJIOTUIECKUX HHHOBALMH — MaKCHMaJIbHOTO YIPOIIEHHUS TeX ()parMeHTOB CH-
CTEMBI, B KOTOPOI HraHACAHCKUH YCTPOEH CIOKHEE, YeM HEHEIKUI (M HACIEAYIOIIUI eMy SHELKUH ).
DT0 UIMEHHO Te CITy4aH, KOIlla pa3iniKe B CHCTeMax HauboJiee O4eBUAHO: C OJHON CTOPOHBI, CHCTEMBI
(10 BO3HHKHOBEHNSI MHHOBALUH) JOCTaTOYHO CXOXKH, YTOOBI MEXITy HUMH OBIJIO BO3MOXXHO OTOXIECT-
BIICHHE, C APYTOH CTOPOHBI, N3-3a MPHHIMIHAIBHO O0JIee BEICOKOH CII0KHOCTH HraHACAHCKOM CHCTEMBI
B 3THX CITy4asX MOJHOE OTOKAECTBIEHHE (B YACTHOCTH, 32 CUET «IIEePecueTa» MeXIy CUCTEMaMHU) He-
BO3MOKHO.

19970 MONOKEHUE [ICHTPATBHO reorpaduuecKi, HO HE JTMHIBHCTUYCCKHU: ICHTPOM 3apOXKACHHUS U pac-
MPOCTPAHEHUS] MHHOBAIINH SHENKUI HEe MOT OBITh B CHIJTY MAJIOTO YHCJIA TOBOPSIIUX.
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HHTepecHO Takke OTMETUTh, 4To M. A. KacTpeH ¢pukcrupoBai ajsi SHEIKOTO Mepexoj] aH-
JayTHOTO *p > f, aHAJIOrMYHO HraHACAHCKOMY TOTO Meproja (B COBPEMEHHOM HraHaCaHCKOM
MIPOM30ILIEN AalbHeHIINH iepexox *p > > h). B coBpeMEeHHOM 9HELKOM f BO3MOXKEH KaK Map-
TMHAIBHBII BapUaHT, HO OCHOBHBIM SIBIISICTCS p — KaK B HEHEIIKOM. JTO, B YaCTHOCTH, €IIe pa3
MIOATBEPKIAET, YTO SHEIKUH — BEPOSTHO, B CHITY reorpauuecKy HEeHTPATBHOTO HOJIOXKEHHS
1 OJHOBPEMEHHO MAJIOYHCIIEHHOCTH HOCHTENEH — Ha MPOTSHKEHUHN BCEH CBOCH MCTOPHH HCTIBI-
TBIBAJI BIMSHUE COCETHUX UIMOMOB: HTaHACAHCKOTO M HEHEIKOoro. [IpiueM B CHITy 9KCTpaluHT -
BUCTHUYECKUX TIPHUYUH OH JIper(oBall MKy ITUMH JABYyMs LIGHTPAMU MPHUTSDKEHHUS, YTO MOIJIO
MEHSATBH BEKTOP Pa3BUTHS OTIEIBHBIX (pParMeHTOB SHELKOH S3bIKOBOI CHCTEMBI.

4. MopdoHnonornieckue cyocTpaTHbie SBJICHUS

B »HELKOM M HraHaCaHCKOM IIPENICTaBIEHO ()OHETHYECKH HEMOTUBUPOBAHHOE Pa3BUTHE
psiia HEMPOAYKTUBHBIX CY(P(PUKCOB C TEepPEKTUBHBIM 3HaUE€HHEM, OKAHYHMBAIOIINXCS COTTIac-
HBEIM, cp. MaTepuai B Tabnume 10. [Ipubasnenue rimacHoro mocie 3tux cyddurcos (1o kpaii-
Heil Mepe JIBa U3 HUX SBJIIOTCS 00IIecaMOIHUHCKIMHI) He MOTHBHPOBAHO 3aKOHAMH UCTOpUYe-
CKOI1 ()OHETHKHU HU Iyl HFaHACAHCKOTO, HU JUIs 3HenKoro. KpoMe Toro, He Kaxabli cypdukc
TakoW (POHETHYECKON CTPYKTYPhl pa3BUBAETCS TaK B HFAaHACAHCKOM M DHELKOM: HHU MMIIEp-
(bexTuBHbIA *-r (3H. d ‘adu-r-, HT. 0€3)-p- ‘XoauTh’), HU cyddukc *-m, 0Opa3yromuil OTHIMEH-
HBIC TJIATOJIBI C MHICITHBHBIM 3HaYCHUEM (9H. d ‘eri-m-, HT. 0sid-M- ‘PacCBECTH’), Tak ceOs
HE BENyT.

Tabruya 10
HcTopuyeckn HeMOTHBHPOBAHHOE Pa3BUTHE Psi/ia HENMPOLYKTUBHBIX cydpuKcoB
*(CV)C-> (CV)C3- B 3HENKOM M HFAHACAHCKOM

Cydduxc 3HayeHue Heneuxuii DHenKHii Hranacanckuii
¢
MIPOHHUKHYTh;
R P yIbs pakal- pokoro- XOKana-
*-kor ‘cemenbdaxTun’ 3aiity (0 COHLE)
‘IepHYTH’ nekal- nekoro- HAKA-
‘3anps4p’ podyer- pooaro- Xymypa-
*-r ‘nepdexTuB’ ‘o0recarp’ syabar- seboro- —
‘obompars’ xobor- — Kaxapa-
‘HAYaTh XOIUThH yadal- d’aduro- 0€é3yna-
*-] ‘unxoarup’ , ) )
‘Ha4YaTh KHUTh yilyel- irero- HUbLIE-
‘B3MOJIUTBCS’ nyanam- edoo- Hanmama-
*-m ‘MOMEHTATHB’ ‘B3IVISHYTH; )
s xceda-m- kido-o- Kawemo-
3aMETHUTh

5. AmenHoe c10B0OOpa3oBaHNne: CyOCTPATHBIE SIBJICHUS

B Tabmune 11 npencraBneHs! JUMUHYTHBHBIC ITOKA3aTEIH CEBEPHOCAMOANNCKUX SI3BIKOB 2.

20 PIx anmmoMopdsl 00cyxIamuch B paszerne 2.3 BBIIIE.
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Tabruya 11
JIMMMHYTHBHBIE II0KA3aTe/IN CEBEPHOCAMOIUICKHX SI3bIKOB
nccC Hranacanckuii TyHapoOBbIi HEHelKU DHenKuit
. -iku
*jefko -01;‘;?:;0 ‘my4ok’ (opyxue) ;‘;efz{; eko ‘aymMuK’ buiiiku “cobava’,
oy Py yady y tiniku “xunka’
-igu
. medigu ‘ayMuK’ < me? ‘aym’
*ionk -ADKU, bexirigu ‘conouka’ < bexi?
-jenko MaZayKy “TyMHK’ (?<r) ‘comka’
_ko -ku

sirako ‘cHexOK’ < sira ‘cHer’  siraku ‘cHEXOK’ < sira ‘cHer’

DOHeUKUH HEeNpONyKTUBHBIA TUMUHYTUBHBIH NOKa3arenb -igu (~ -id 'u) sBusercs 00-
IeCaMOJUNHCKUM, Cp. IUMUHYTHB OT CJIOBa *mdt ‘dyMm’: HI. Mazayky, T. DH. medigu, CK.
madunga “aymuk’. [loka3arenpHO, 9TO B SHEIKOM (KaK B HTAaHACAHCKOM) 3TOT CY(PPHUKC B Ka-
YEeCTBE HEMPOAYKTUBHOTO COXPAHAETCs, TOT/IA KaK B HEHEIIKOM HET HU cjefa JaHHOTO II0-
Kazarenst. XapaKTepHUCTHKa, O0bEIUHSIOMAsA YHEIIKNI C HTaHACAHCKUM, MOXKET paccMaTpHu-
BaThCs TOJBKO KaK apXau3M, HO HE KaK BTOPUYHOE KOHTAKTHOE BIHMSIHHE (B YHEIIKOM 3TOT
cythduke, Bo-epBBIX, HENPOIYKTHBEH, BO-BTOPBIX, HIMEET CIIOKHOE U apXandHOe pacrpe-
Jenenne annoMopdos, o0cyxiaBmieecs Boinle). TeopeTnaeckn, KOHEUHO, MOXKHO OBLIO OB
TOBOPHUTH M O HE3aBHCHMOM COXPAaHEHUH YHACIIEJOBAHHOTO OT Npasi3bika cypukca, HO CO-
BOKYITHOCTh PACCMOTPEHHBIX SIBJICHUH, KaK KaXXeTcs, AenaeT 0osee JIOTHYHONH TPAKTOBKY
3TOTO COBMAJCHUS MEX/ly HTAaHACAHCKUM U SHEI[KOM B paMKaX MOJIEJIN CMEHBI A3bIKa, TIPE-
JIO)KCHHOH B JJaHHOU CTaThe.

6. UmenHoOe cJ10BO0O0pa30BaHMe:
BTOPUYHOE BJIMSIHHE HTAHACAHCKOTO

CroBa, cozepxaniye arpuOyTHBHBIN MOKa3arellb *-j3, 1eMOHCTPUPYIOT B SHEIIKOM JIBOSIKOE
(oHeTHUECKOE Pa3BUTHE MOCIEA0BATENLHOCTEH *-V-j5. DTa Mmocie10BaTeIbHOCTh Pa3BUBACTCS
B OJIMHOYHBIH IIACHBIH MPEXK/IE BCETO B COCTaBHBIX Cy(h(HKCAIBHBIX MOp(eMax, cp. TOKa3aTeIH
MTACCUBHOTO MeP(PEKTUBHOTO MPUIACTHUS *-md-jd > 3H. -i, T. HEH. -Wi°, HT. -M22 WIH CYyPPHKC 1T0-
PSAAKOBBIX YACITHUTEBHBIX (POACTBEHHBIA HMITEP()EKTHBHOMY IPUIACTHIO) *-ntd-j5, Hanpumep,
B 9H. nexo-de, T. HeH. nyax°ram-tey°®, HT. Hacom-myo ‘TpeTuit’. MOXXHO BUJETh, UTO 3Ta MOHO-
(TOHrM3aLUs B LIEJIOM MOBTOPSIET HEHEIIKYIO MOJIENb: BO-TIEPBBIX, H3MEHEHUsI IJIACHBIX IepeN
aTpuOyTHBHBIM cy(pdurcoM (*5 > i, *d > e) coBmamaroT B 3TUX JABYX S3bIKax, BO-BTOPHIX, B HE-
HEIIKOM 3TH IOCIIE0BaTeIbHOCTH TaKkKe MOHO(TOHTM3UPOBaHbI (MOCIEAHUH ITTacHBIN B abco-
JIIOTHOM aycliayTe peayLHpyeTcs, a IIPH CIIOBOM3MEHEHNH BOOOIIE OTIIA/IaeT).

OnMHOYHEIH ITaCHBIN BRICTYIIAET B YHEIIKOM TAKKe IIPH yTpare aTpuOyTUBHBIM CyPPHKCOM
cTaryca OTJelIbHOM MOP(EMBI, TO €CTh B JICKCHKAIM30BaBLIIMXCS (hopMax. ITO HE3HAUUTEIBHOE
KOJIMYECTBO CTapbIX CyOCTaHTHBHPOBAHHBIX TIPON3BOAHBIX THIA ha?i ‘3amMeHa’ T bala ‘MecTo’
WJIM Sire ‘IBYXTOJl0BaJiasl BaXKeHKa OT Sira ‘3uma’.

Harporus, *-V-j5 coxpaHsieTcsi B 9HEIIKOM B BHJIE BOKAJIMYECKOM MOCIIENOBATEIILHOCTH B TOM
ciry4dae, ecii Mopdema *-j5, mpubaBIssACh HEMOCPEACTBEHHO K OCHOBE, COXPAHIET aTpUOyTHB-
HOE 3Ha4eHHE, CP.:

T. 9H. baroo ‘KpaliHUii; Kpaii, 6eper’, cp. T. HeH. wari® ‘KpaiiHuii’ 1 HT. 6apaa ‘Oeper’, mpo-
W3BOJHBIC OT T. 9H. baro, T. HEH. war, HT. 6apa ‘Oeper, Kpaii’;
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T. 3H. ud’aa, 1. 3H. 0sae ‘MHOTO KyIIAIOIINHA, HEHACHITHBIA ; T. HEH. #amcey® ‘OTEUHBIH,
HE3ZI0POBO TIOJHBIN (0 4eJIOoBeKe)’, HI. yaMcyo ‘MACHON — BCe TPH CIIOBA SIBIISIOTCS Ce-
MaHTHUYECKU Pa30MICANIMMHUCS MPOU3BOIHBIMH OT CJIOBA T. 3H. ud 'd, J. dH. 0Sd, T. HEH.
yamca, HT. yamcy ‘ena’;

T. 9H. d ‘erio, T. HeH. yalyey®, HT. Ostiblo ‘ THEBHOW TIPOU3BOAHBI OT T. 9H. d ‘ere, T. HEH. ya-
lya, HT. 051161 “IEHB.

Urak, B ToM ciiy4ae, Korna aTrpuOyTHBHBIA cy(p(dUKC MMEeT OTYETIUBYIO CIOBOOOpa-
30BaTeNbHYI0 (YHKIUIO, peduiekcanus B YHENKOM ClIeAyeT HraHACaHCKOMY THILY, C CO-
XpaHEHHEM BOKAJIMYECKOH rocienoBaTenbHOCTH. OmnpesesieHHo 0ojiee cTapbIMH BBITIIS-
5T Mopdosornyeckue KOHTEKCTHI, Tle aTpuOyTHUBHBIH Cy((OUKC ykKe yTpaTHNl CTaTyc
OTIEJIEHOTO CIIOBOOOPA30BATENEHOTO MOKAa3aTeNsl M IIe pedIeKcoM SBIsSeTCs OXUHOY-
HBIH TacHbIil. COOTBETCTBEHHO, B PA3BUTHH MOJEIH C BOKAJINYECKOH MOCIEeN0BaTEIbHO-
CTBIO MBI MOXEM BHJIETh BTOPUYHOE BIHUSHUE HIaHACAHCKOI'O: PE3aMMCTBOBAHHME aTPH-
OyTuBHOTO cy(dukca (KOTOPHII B HraHACAHCKOM SIBJISIETCSI COBEPIICHHO MPOIYyKTUBHBIM
IoKaszarejieM) C COXpaHEHHEM €ro HraHaCaHCKMX MOP(OHOIOTHMYECKHX OCOOEHHOCTEH.

7. AmeHHOE cJIOBOM3MEHEHHUE:
cyOcTpaTHoe BJMSIHUE HTAHACAHCKOTO

B MMEHHOM CKJIOHCHUH HHTEPECHO PACCMOTPETh Pa3inymsl B 00pa30BaHUH (OPM JIOKATHBHBIX
aiekeil BO MHOKECTBEHHOM YHCiIe (OTpakaromiee Kak CyOCTpaTHOe, Tak M BTOPHIHOE BITHSTHHC).

[Toxa3zarenn JOKaTUBHBIX MaJeXel B CEBEPHOCAMOIMICKUX S3BIKAaX COCTOST M3 Koaddukca
*-k5 (> HeH. -xa, 3H. -X0, HT. -KO) b0 *-nt5 (> HeH. -na, 3H. -do, HT. -NTO) u nokasaress coo-
CTBEHHO JIOKaTHBHOTO MMaJIeXka yPaIbCKOTO MPOUCXOXKIEHUS (LAT *-7, LOC *-nd, EL *-£5):

LAT.SG *-nt3-5 > T. HeH. -na-h, T. oH. do-?, ur. -NTO-5;
LOC.SG *-k3-nd > 1. HEH. -xo-na, T. dH. -xo-ne; *-nt3-nd > ur. -NTO-NU.

MHOKECTBEHHOE YHCIIO B (HOpPMAax JIOKATHBHBIX MaekKell MapKAPYETCSI B TIO3HIIHH MOCIIE KO-
ad¢ukca: *xoaddukc + *-jt + mokazarTesab JOKATHBHOIO Majaexa, ¢p. GopMbl LOC.SG U LOC.PL:

Tabnuya 12
Oo0pa3oBanue noka3aresieil JOKATUBHBIX NMajie:Keil MHOKeCTBEHHOT0 YMCJIa
B CEBEPHOCAMOIMIICKHUX A3BIKAX: MPUMeP

Henenxwuii DHeuKui Hranacanckuii
*-kd-nd > *-nts-nd >
LOC.SG
-Xo-na -xo-ne -NTO-NU
*-kd-jt-nd > *-nts-jt-na >
LOC.PL )
-Xo-q-na -xi-ne -NTI°-NU

B sHenkoM npencTaieH OTKIIOHSIOIIUICS OT 9TOH MOJIEIIH II0Ka3aTeb JIaTHBA MHO)KECTBEH-
HOTO YHCJIa -Xido:

Ecnu ObI B 3HEIIKOM TMOKa3aTeib LAT.PL pa3BHBAJC U3 mpadopMbl *-k5-jt-y (Kak B HEHEII-
KOM), 3TUMOJIOTHIECKH KOPPEKTHOH OblIa OBl (hopMa -xi? (COOTBETCTBYIOWIAs T. HEH. -Xaq),
1 OHA, CKOpee BCero, CoOXpaHmuachk Obl B 3HEIIKOM. OqHAKO, ecnu opMma J1aTHBa OblIa aJanTu-
PpOBaHa 3HCUKUM H3 a}ICTpaTHOI‘/’I CHCTEMbI HCHCIIKOT'O THUIIA (HpI/I NEPEX0I€ C A3bIKa TUIIA HI'a-
HACaHCKOTO, /1€ B JIATHBE HCIIONB3YyeTCs Ipyroil koahdukc!), BO3MOXKHO, MPETSTCTBUEM JUIS
€e 0CBOEHHS MOCIYXHi1a Mopdosorniyeckasi HEUWJICHUMOCTD 3TOi (OPMBI B HEHEIIKOM: B CHITY
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Tabnuya 13
JlaTMB MHOKECTBEHHOI'0 YHCJIa B CEBEPHOCAMOAUNHCKHX SI3bIKAX
Henenxknii DHeUKHui Hranacanckuii
*-nto-y >
LAT.SG c
-no-h -do-? -NTO-
*ko-jt-y > 77? *_nts-jt-n >
LAT.PL .
-xaq -xido -NTI?

3aKOHOB UCTOPUYECKOM (POHETUKH B 3TOM (popMe HE MPeCTABIICH [IOKa3aTellb JIaTHBA T. HeH. -/
(< *-p). [TosTOMY, BEpOATHO, TIPH OCBOCHHUH 3TOH (POPMBI K Hell ObLT MpHOaBICH IUIEOHACTHYE-
CKHH TTOKa3aTeslb COOCTBEHHO JIaTHBA *-77: MPOTO3H. *-kit (COOTBETCTBYET T. HEH. -Xaq) + *p >
*_kit-3-n > npoto3H. *-kido-? > 3H. -xido? > 3H. -Xid0.

8. Umennoe ciioBou3sMeHeHHUeE:
BTOPMYHOE BJIUSIHHE HTAHACAHCKOI0

Psn nmpyrux w3MeHEeHU# B cyOmapaaurMe JIOKaTHBHBIX Mae:Kell MHOXKECTBEHHOTO YHCa
B DHCIIKOM MOXXHO OOBSICHUTH, HAIIPOTUB, BTOPUYHBIM BIUSHUCM HI'aHACAHCKOTO.

Kak BugnOo 13 Tabnui 12 u 13 BhIe, Ha CHHXPOHHOM YPOBHE Ia/ICXKHBIC ITOKA3aTeNId MH. .
OTIIMYAIOTCS] B DHEIIKOM M HTaHACAHCKOM OT TIOKa3aTeliell COOTBETCTBYIOMINX IMAIeKel eanH-
CTBEHHOTO YHCJIa M3MEHEHHEM I1acHOro B kKoadduxce. [Ipu 3TOM B HraHACaHCKOM Hapsay
CO CTaHAAPTHBIM MOKa3areneM EL.PL -KI°TO (COOTB. T. HEH. -Xa-to U3 *-xa-q-12, T. 3H. -Xit0) He-
HPUTHKATENLHOTO CKIOHEHHS MPECTABIEHBI OKa3aTeny HI. -KICTI? (B HENMPUTSKATEILHOM
CKJIOHEeHMH) ¥ HT. -KICTIC (B NpHUTSXaTeIbHOM CKIOHEHMH, TIE 9TO €IMHCTBEHHBIH BapHAHT).
B »THX mokazaTensx MHOKECTBCHHOE YHCIIO MAPKUPYETCS ABAXK/IBL: TIOcie KoadpHuKca U mocie
MAICKHOTO TI0KA3aTeNIsl, 9YTO Ha CHHXPOHHOM ypPOBHE JIETKO OIPEACIHTH IT0 M3MECHEHHUIO Kade-
CTBa TJIaCHOTO. B HraHacaHCKOM OCHOBAaHHEM ISl pa3BUTHA Takux (opm abmaruBa Moryia mo-
CITY’KUTh YMCTO (pOpMasIbHAs aHATIOTUS C TIOKa3aTesIeM JIATHBA MH. 4., CP. (HOPMBI IPUTSIKATEITb-
HOTO CKJIOHEHWUsI C IoKa3ateseM 1SG oT cioBa kuhu ‘mikypa’ B Tadbmuue 14. Kak MoxHO BHIETH
M3 CONOCTABJICHUS MPHUBEACHHBIX HIDKE CIIOBO(OPM, MIPH pa3IHIuu TITyOHHHO-MOP(HOHOIOTH-
YECKOTO TPEACTABICHUS (M STHMOJIOTHH CTOSIIUX 32 HUM IOKa3areneil) Ha (DOHOIOTHIECKOM
YpoBHE B 3THX (hOpMax Mepes MPUTHKATEIEHBIM IT0Ka3aTeleM B eIUHCTBEHHOM YHCIIE BBICTY-
MaeT CErMEHT 12, BO MHOXKECTBEHHOM — CETMEHT /fi/:

Tabnuya 14
@opMbl 1aTHBA U 20/1ATHBA NPUTSIAKATEIbHOT0 CKIOHCHHUS
¢ nokasaresem 1SG HL. kuhu ‘mikypa’

@ DoHOJIOTHYECKOE MopdoHonornyeckoe
opma

npeacraBjIeHUe npeacTaBjJdeHUue
LAT.SG-1SG kubutana < KUHU-NTO-NO
LAT.PL-1SG kubutino < KUHU-NTI®-NO
EL.SG-1SG kuhugatona < KUHU-KOTO-NO
EL.PL-1SG kuhugitina < KUHU-KI‘TI®-NO-

B sHe1KOM TakKe eCTh aHAJIOTHYSCKUe (l)OpMLI C IBOMHBIM MapKUPOBAHUEM MHOKCCTBEHHOT'O
qucia B HpPITH)KaTeHI)HOﬁ napagurme (TO €CTh C HeperﬂaCOBKOﬁ TJ1IaCHOr0 HEOCPECACTBCHHO
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mepe] MPUTHKATeIFHBIM TT0Ka3aTesieM). B sHeIKoM OHM MpeACcTaBleHBl B MapaaurmMe oosiee
ITUPOKO — ATO HE TOJIBKO abnatuB (H. -Xiti, B TO4HOCTA COOTBETCTBYIOIIMIA HraHACAHCKOMY ),
HO TaK)Ke ¥ JIOKaTHB U npoiaruB. Tak, B 3amucax M. A. KacTpena B mpuTsKaTteqIbHOM CKIIO-
HEHUH TIPEJICTABIICHBI T0Ka3aTean LOC.PL -Xini U PROL.PL -oni /-ini. B 1ecHOM 3HEelKoM Takue
MTOKA3aTeNId COXPAHMIINCH IO HACTOSIIETO BPEMEHH — BO BCSKOM CITydae, 3TOT BapHaHT B IIPH-
TSHKaTETFHOM CKIIOHEHHH SIBIISICTCSI HAMOOJIee YaCTOTHRIM B TEKCTaX Ha JIECHOM dHenkoM B [Co-
pokuHa, bormaa 2005]. B sHerkoM mosiBieHne TakuxX (OpM BHYTPEHHUMHU IPUYUHAMH (aHAIO-
THYECKUM BBIPAaBHHBAaHHEM BHYTPH IapaJMIMbl) 0OBbSICHUTH HEBO3MOXKHO. BeposiTHee, 4To 31O
BTOpWYHAs aJanTanysl IBOHHOTO MapKHpOBaHMS M3 HraHacaHCKMX (opM abnaThBa U JlaTUBa
C NATBHEHIIINM PACIIPOCTPAHCHUEM Ha JIPYTHE HEIKUE ITaJICKH.

WHTepecHO 00paTuTh BHUMaHUE HA €IIe OJHY UCTOPUYECKH aHAJOTHYECKyr0 (GopMy IMmapa-
JUTMBI IMEHHOTO CKJIOHSHHS B 3HeIKoM. Dopma IponaTiBa ¢ mokasaTeneM *-mdnd uMeeT mo3I-
Hee, MOCJeNIoKHOe TporucxokaeHue. B 3amucsax M. A. KactpeHa B 9HEIIKOM IMOKa3arenb Mpo-
JlaTHBa MH. Y. IMEET JIBa BapHaHTa: JUIs HENPHUTSHKATEIbHOTO CKIIOHEHHUS -mone U -mine, st
TIPUTSDKATENLHOTO — -moni n -mini. Hac B aHHOM city4ae OyneT MHTepecoBaTh IIaCHBIH mep-
BOTO CJIOTA B IOKA3aTeNAX -mine u -mini. [Ipu cpaBHCHUH 3TUX BapHAHTOB MOKA3aTes Mpo-
JaTUBa MH. 4. C 3ITUMOJIOTHYECKU KOPPEKTHEIM -70ne OYEBUIHO, YTO B JHEIIKOM IIepBasi 4acTh
JIBYCJIOKHOTO TTOKa3aTelIs IpoJIaTuBa OblIa peMHTEPIIPETHPOBaHa — IO aHAJIOTHH C TIEPBOM Ya-
CTBIO JIBYCJIOKHBIX MTOKa3aTenel TIokatuBa 1 abnaTnBa — Kak Koad(uKc, mocie KOTOporo Tpe-
OyeTcs pUCOeMHEHHE TT0Ka3aTelsl MH. 4., Cp.:

Tabruya 15
Peuntepnperanus nokasareis NpoJiaTUBa MH. 4.
MO0 AHAJIOTMH C MOKA3aTeJSIMH JIOKATHBA U a0JIaTHBA MH. Y. B JHELKOM
(HenpuTsAKATEJIbHOE CKJIOHEHHE)

SG PL
LOC -xone -xine
EL -x000  -xito

AHAJI0THYECKHUI IPOJIATUB -mone  -mine

Urak, B mapagurMe MIMEHHOTO CKJIIOHEHHS MH. 4. UIMEHHO JUISI HELIKOTO MBI HAXOIUM Hau-
0OJIBIIICE YHCIIO HCTOPUICCKH HEMOTHBHUPOBAHHBIX AaHATIOTUICCKUX U3MCHEHHH (JBOMHOE MapKU-
pOBaHKE MH. 4. B IPUTSDKATEIIEHOM CKIIOHCHUH, PEHHTEPIIPETALNS ITEPBOM YaCTH MPOJIIATUBHOTO
mokazarens kak koaddukca). [[BoliHOe MapKUpOBaHWE MH. 4. B MIPUTHKATEIFHOM CKIOHCHHUU
MOYXHO JOCTaTOYHO YBEPEHHO OOBSICHUTH BTOPUYHBIM BIMSHHEM HIaHACAHCKOTO. B 1emom xe
aHOMaJIBHO OOJIBIIOE — B CPABHEHUH C HEHELIKUM M HraHaCaHCKUM — YHCII0 UCTOPHYECKH He-
MOTHBHPOBAaHHBIX aHAJIOTHYCCKIX M3MECHEHUI B MapaJurme, MPUBOJSINNX K YCUICHUIO Map-
KHPOBaHHOCTU TPAMMATHUCCKUX 3HAYCHUN, MOXKHO, BEPOSTHO, pACCMATPUBATh KaK PE3yJabTaT
SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB.

WHTepecHo, 4TO yCTpaHeHHEe TaKUX aHATOTHICCKUX (JOpM B TYHAPOBOM HEIKOM (TIe Ceii-
yac UMeeM LOC.PL B IPUTSHKATENBHOM NIapagurMe -xine, a He -xini, PROL.PL -mone, a He -moni
WIJIN -mini) COBNAJIAET MO BPEMEHH C YCTPAaHEHHEM BO3ZHHKIIETO 110]] HFAHACAHCKUM BIIUSIHUEM
nepexona *p > f'3a cuetr BoccTaHoBIeHUs p. To €CTh 3TH CKOPPETUPOBAHHBIE BO BPEMEHH TIPH-
3HAKH TPEOJOJICHUS BTOPHYHOTO HI'AHACAHCKOTO BITUSHUSI, BEPOATHO, COBIANAIOT ¢ Oojee ak-
TUBHBIM Pa3BUTHEM JHEIKO-HCHEIIKOTO OMIMHTBU3Ma. IHaue TOBOPS, IPOUCXOMUT OdepeIHas
CMEHa IICHTPa NPUTSDKEHHSI B HICTOPHH PAa3BUTHUS SHEIKOTO (O peKOHCTPYKIIMUA MYIBTU- U Ou-
muarBr3Ma Ha Huxaem Enncee cm. [Khanina 2021]).
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9. I'tarosibHOE CJI0BOOOPa30BaHUE:
cy0cTpaTHoOe BJIUSIHHE HTAHACAHCKOIO

9.1. lepuBanmnonHbie cypdurchbl 00pa3HbIX N1areJioB

Oco0eHHOCTEI0 00pa3HBIX ITIATOJIOB B CAMOIMMCKUX S3BIKaX SBISIETCS TO, YTO OHH OO0Ja-
JIAOT COOCTBEHHBIM PEIIEPTYapoM JICPUBAIMOHHBIX MOp(eM (JIJIsi HEHEIKOTO 3TH TOKa3aTelln
nmosipoOHo onrcankl B [ YpmanuueBa 2020], 31eck npuBeaeM HHGOPMAITUIO O PETICBAaHTHBIX JJIs
HAC MOKA3aTesix).

B sHenkom npencraBnensl uMnepdekTuBHbIE 00pa3Hble maronsl ¢ cyddukcom -na. OHU
HUMCIOT COOTHOCHMEIC Kay3aTHUBHI (-na 3aMCHSETCS Ha -nfa) W TMPOU3BOJHBIC OT STHX Kay3aTH-
BOB CTaTHBHO-/ICKAY3aTUBHbIC [IIAT0JIbI ¢ CyduKcom -nti:

kirana- ‘opats, BU3XKaTh , kiranta- ‘1OBeCTH 0 TuIada’, kiranti- ‘TuTakaThb MOCIE TOTO, KaK
pasapa3HuiIn’;

sesana- ‘TIeNECTETh, IIypIIaTh’, sesanti- ‘OpeHYaTh, MO3BSIKUBATH;

tojana- ‘OBITH TBEpABIM, )KECTKUM, fojanta- ‘ nenath TBEPIBIM;

tujana- ‘cTydarty’, tujanta- ‘3aCTaBIIATh U31aBaTh CTyK , fujanti- ‘U31aBaTh CTYK ;
d’irana- ‘namars’, d’iranta- ckpuneTs’, d iranti- ‘U31aBaTh CKPHIT .

YacTb U3 9TUX DIIArojoB MIMEET KOPPEIATHI B HEHELIKOM — HO Kak ¢ cy(hpUuKcoM -a-na (ses-°na-
‘IIypIIaTe’, yir-°na- ‘CKpUIIETh, MAIIATE ), TaK U ¢ CyHHUKCOM -na ~ -ana ~ -yena (toy-ena- ‘ObITh
TBEPIBIM ), HEKOTOPBIE COOTHOCHMBIX IJIarojIoB HE MMEIOT. [1pn 3TOM MeX Iy HEHELIKIM U DHEll-
KM HeperyIsipHbl COOTBETCTBHUS IVTACHBIX HE TOJNBKO B cy(dukce, HO U B MPEALIECTBYIOIIEH
cypduKCy mIacHON BTOPOTO CIIOTa, YTO TOBOPUT O BTOPUYHOM XapaKTepe TAaKUX COOTBETCTBUI.

KaysaruBsl Ha -nfa (1 COOTHOCHMBIE C HUMHU CTaTHBHO-/IEKay3aTUBHBIC TIPOM3BOIHBIC TIAr0JIbI
Ha -7ti) TAaKXKe SIBISFOTCS B SHELIKOM MO3HIMH BTOPUYHBIMU 00Pa30BaHHSAMU: TS SHELKOTO HE Xa-
PaKTepHO HU CHHKOITMPOBAHUE IIIACHOTO Nepel Kay3aTUBHBIM cy(puKcoM, HH TeM Ooriee Kiactep nt.
Taxoe KoJIM4ecTBO (POHETHYESCKHX, MOP(OITOrHIeCcKNX 1 MOP(OHOIOTHIECKHX HEPETYIPHOCTEH
TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO B SHEIIKOM 3Ta rPyIia 00pa3HbIX TJIAr0JIOB MMEET MO3/HEE TIPOUCXOKICHHUE.

B sHeukoM M HraHacaHCKOM y psila 00pa3HBIX OCHOB HaXOAHMM CIIOBOOOpa3oBaTelIbHbIC
rueszia ¢ cyddukcamu Hr. -CTU, oH. -da (nenepexoanbie ummepdeKkTussl), HT. -MUS, 5H. -us
(mHUIEnTHBHI) U HT. -MOBTU, 3H. -ota (Kay3aTHBHI C HHIICTITUBHBIM 3HAYCHUEM ).

Tabruya 16
CroBooGpa3oBaTe/ibHbIE THE31a 00Pa3HBIX [VIAT0JIOB B HTAHACAHCKOM M YHEIIKOM
IIpadopma . ”
pagop Hranacanckuit DHeNKHi
cyppuxca
e -TU -da
-ntd ] , ) ‘ )
0s6a?myca ‘KpacHETb; ObITh KPACHBIM d’areda- ‘CTOATH HAKIIOHHO
.. -us
-MUS 5
*-mus d’areus- ‘crath Ha OOK’

osba?myca ‘TIOKPACHETH’ . s
naguus- ‘CTaTh KPaCHbIM

-MOBTU -ota
*-mabtd  0s6a’vobmyos ‘cnenarb KpacHBIM; d’areota- ‘mocTaBUTH Ha OOK’
MTOKPacHETh’ naguota- ‘caenarb KpacHbIM

Takum 06pa30M, B DHEIIKOM COCYHICCTBYIOT ABC CUCTCMbI Cy(b(l)I/IKcaHI/II/I 06pa3HHX IJ1aroJioB:
0/lHa — IO MHOTUM MPU3HAKAM JOCTATOYHO MHHOBAIMOHHAA — HAXOAUT MapaJljICIu B CUCTECME
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cyhukcarur 00pa3HBIX TIAr0JI0B HEHEIKOTO S3bIKa (T. HeH. UMIIep(eKTUBHI ¢ cyddukcamu -na
U -na ~ -ana ~ -yena), BTopasi ke MOJHOCThI0 N30MOp(hHA MOACUCTEME aCIeKTyalbHbIX Cy(hhHUK-
COB 00pa3HbIX IVIaroJIoB HraHACAHCKOTO SI3bIKA.

9.2. JlepuBanuonnbie cyppukchbl HEOOPA3HBIX [VIAr0J10B

B miaronax, He OTHOCSIIMXCS K TPyIIe 00pa3HbIX, OOJBIIMHCTBO acleKTyalbHBIX Cy(OUK-
COB B TPEX CEBEPHOCAMOJMICKUX SI3bIKaX COBIIAIAET, OAHAKO HEKOTOPBIC Pa3IMUMUs €CTh KaK
B HabOpe acmeKTyalbHbIX Cy(Q(HHUKCOB, TaK U B yOTPEOICHUH M IPOAYKTUBHOCTH COBIIAJAI0-
IIUX MapKepoB.

PasurensHee Bcero pasznmyus B cepe mokazaTeneit myparusa (ummepdexTuBa). Y Hemepe-
XOJHBIX IJIArOJIOB BO BCEX TPEX CEBEPHOCAMOAMNCKHX S3bIKaX HMCIOJIB3yeTCsl 00IIecaMoanii-
CKHU TIOKa3aTenb *-ntd, Cp. T. HEH. Jom-ta-, 3H. §o0-do-, HT. Hyom-ma- ‘COOUPATHhCs, 0ObEAU-
HATBCS . B HeHelkoM, oHako, Oosiee MPOAYKTHBEH MOKa3arenb *-1k3, KOTOPBIH OTCYTCTBYET
Kak B 9HELIKOM, TaK U B HTaHACAHCKOM.

CucrteMa nMnepQeKTUBHBIX MOKa3aTelel MEePEeXOAHBIX ITIarojioB B HEHEIIKOM OTIMYaeTCs
OT CHCTEM, IIPEACTABICHHBIX B HTAHACAHCKOM U SHEILIKOM.

B HeHenkoM MPOAyKTHBEH 00IEeCaMOAMUCKUIN MMOKa3areib AypaTHBa-pe3y/IbTaThBa T. HEH.
-mpa < *-mpaw (COOTB. 3H. -be). [IprcoenHsIACH K TIIaroJIbHBIM OCHOBaM C TIEPEXOHON ceMaH-
THKOM, OH COXpaHseT UX MOJIEJIb YIpaBJieHus. B HraHacaHCKOM 3TOTO 1OKa3aTesst HEeT, B YHEIl-
KOM OH He yIoTpeOiseTcs pH NEepeXOHbIX Iaroiax. Y HEMepexoAHbIX [VIaroioB 3TOT Cy(hhHKe
HETIPOIyKTHUBEH KaK B HEHEIIKOM, TaK U B HEIIKOM, B HTaHACAHCKOM OH OTCYTCTBYeT. B HeHen-
KOM 001IIecaMOANHCKU ITOKa3aTenb UMIIEPPEKTHBA T. HeH. -n2 < *-ntd (3H. -do, HT. -NTO) npu
MIPUCOEIMHEHUH K MEPEXOHBIM TJIaroyiaM OJOKUPYET BOZMOKHOCTh BBIPAXKEHUsI TIPSIMOTO J10-
TIOJTHEHHMSI, XOTSl IJIaroJl ¥ COXPaHseT CEMAaHTUKY IIEPEXOHOM CUTYaIHH.

[Toxaxem Ha npuMepax ynoTpebieHne 3TUX cqu(pI/H«:OB B HeHelkoM. Paccmotpum sia npu-
Mepa C TIIATOJIOM fewa- ‘TPUHECTH, puTamuTh’: (1) ¢ z,b’,l?an ninne n’alloda tiéfPa-bi-n [mpu-
TAIMTH-DUR.AOR-OPL1] ‘s Tauty ux, nomss Ha xusore’ [Lehtisalo 1956: 294b] u (2) pakkotse
§aﬂﬂa-na [[PUTAIITE-IPFV.AOR.S3], [ékkolSe maftord ‘manouxa HeceT, KOCTOUKA peskeT’ (3arajka
npo JOKKy 1 3yobl) [Ibid.: 231a]. B nepBoM nmpumepe raron ogopmieH cyddukcom -mpa (B 1aH-
HOM ciiy4ae bi) 1 UMeeT NpsMOe JIOMOJIHEHUE, BEIpaXKEHHOe ()OPMOH OOBEKTHOTO CIIPSKEHUS,
BO BTOPOM TIpHMepe T1aron odopmiieH cypPpHUKCoM T. HEH. -#a (B JaHHOM ciy4ae -1d) < *-ntd
1 IIPSIMOTO JOTIONTHEH U IpH cebe He mperosaraeT. B sHenkoM 1 HranacaHcKoM cy(QuKCHI 3H.
-do, HT. -NTO He 0Ka3bIBaIOT BIHMSIHUS Ha MOJEIb yIIPABICHHS IJIaroJa.

Eme omma nMmepdekTHBHBIN OKa3aTens T. HeH. -i7ko < *-pkoj (3H. -gu) co 3HadeHUeM ‘3a-
HUMAaThCS YeM-JI.” B HEHEI[KOM BEZIET Ce0sl TaK XKe, KaK -12: COXPaHsIeT CEMaHTHKY TIEPEXOHOTO
JICHCTBUS, HO OJIOKMPYET BBIPAXKCHUE MIPSIMOTO JIOMIOIHEHUS: syurtyenko- ‘00XomuTh, 00bE3IKATh
KpyroM (HemepeX.)’ «— syurte- ‘000iTH, 00beXaTh KpyroM 4To-JI. (mepex.)’. B sHenkoM cyd-
(UKC -gu He OKa3bIBACT BIMSHMS Ha MOJIEIb YIIPABICHHS IJ1arojia: Ou3 mo3a-2a [NpUHECTH-DUR.
AOR.S3], nA30a mo3a-za [MpUHECTH-DUR.AOR.S3] ‘BOIy eMy HOCHT, ApoBa emy Hocut [Copo-
kuHa, bonnaa 2005: Teker 20, mpemt. 7).

B HranacanckoM MpeACTaBJICH MOKa3aTellb aypatuBa HT. -KU,J < *-koj, KOTOpBIH TaKkxe
HE BIIMSACT HA MOJICNb YIIPABJICHUS IJIaroia, Cp. cetiMbl-M-mbl 0simabmy-2yu-csi [[1a3-ACcC-3 Ha-
MIPaBUTH-DUR-INF| ‘CIIETUTH 3a 4eM-T0’ (OYKB. “HaNpaBiIiTh CBOH Iv1a3”) (M3 HraHACAHCKUX TEK-
CTOB, JTFO0E3HO MMPEAOCTABIEHHBIX B Moe pacnopsbkenne B. 0. ['yceBbim).

JlaHHBIE, KpaTKO OMMCAaHHBIE B TEKCTE 1 CyMMHUPOBaHHbIE B Tabnuie 17, CBUAETENbCTBYIOT
0 TOM, 9TO Pa3BUTHE CUCTEMBI AypPaTHBHBIX CY(P(HHKCOB B IHEIIKOM IEMOHCTPUPYET CYIIECTBEHHO
0O0JIBIIIYIO OOIIHOCTh C HFAHACAHCKUM, Y€M C HEHELIKUM. Bo-TIepBbIX, B 9HEI[KOM, KaK U B Hra-
HACaHCKOM, — HO He B HEHEIIKOM — yTpadeHa MpOAyKTHBHOCTh cyddukca *-mps. Bo-BTophIX,
B HEHEIIKOM pa3BUTHE JYPATHBHBIX CY(QQPHUKCOB IIIO TAKUM ITyTEM, YTO OJIM3KUE 110 3HAYCHUIO
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Tabruya 17
JlypaTuBBI OT NepPeXoHbIX [JIAr0J0B B CEBEPHOCAMOAMIICKHX SI3bIKAX

Hpousnom-lue 1arojbl MMEKOT 3HAYCHUE

Hpomsoum,le 1aroJjbl He MEHAIOT MOJE/Ib ‘ 5
3aHUMATHCHA YeM-JI.” 1 HE IPUCOCAUHAIOT

ynpaBJIeHUS
NpPAMOro X0MoJTHEHUHA
Henenxuii *-mpaw *_nts *-pkoj
DHenKui . on *-pkoj
. -nto .
Hranacanckuii *_koj

obmecamomuiickue CypOUKCH *-mps u *-nt5 Okazaiauch B UTOTE B 3HAYUTEIHHOHN CTETICHU pa3-
BE/ICHBI B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT MOZEIH YIPABICHUS KaK HCXOJHOTO, TaK U IPOU3BOJHOTO ITIaroJoB;
TaK Xe, Kak *-nt5, Bener cebs B HEHEIKOM *-pkoj. B HraHacaHCKOM M SHEIKOM IypaTHBHBIC
cyhduKCH MOJIENb YIpaBJISHHUS TJIAr0JIOB HE 3aTparuBaoT. [Ipy 5TOM SHEIKHiA oKa3aTelb /1y-
paruBa -gu, XOTsl U COOTBETCTBYET MaTepHaIbHO T. HEH. -i7ko, sIBIsieTCs] (PYHKIIMOHAIBHO TOX-
JIECTBEHHBIM TOKa3arento Hr. -KU,,J.

OOpariuM BHUMaHHE Ha TO, YTO B HEHEI[KOM M DHEIKOM, KaK y»e TOBOPHIIOCH, B CY(DPHK-
cax B EPEIHEPSAHBIX OCHOBaX IIPOU3OLLIA IIEPEXONBI *1°k > *£s u *pk > *ns. B HeHEIKOM 5TO
YepeZoBaHNE COXPAHMIOCH B (hopMax ¢ AUMHUHYTHBHEIM cypdurcom (vidy-ecyo ‘Bommdka’)
U C IypaTUBHBIM MOKa3areiaeM *-nkoj (neda-ncyo- ‘3amuimarbes’), a B SHEIIKOM miepexon ¥k >
*ns > ou. d’, *£k > *s > 5. ¢’ IPEACTaBIEH TONLKO B (OpMAX C JUMHHYTHBHBIMH TTOKa3are-
nsmu (pi-id’u ‘ropHOcTail’, bid-it’u ‘BogMuKa’), apXandHOCTh KOTOPBIX MBI 00CYX/1aJu B pa3-
nene 5. Hu ogHOM JIeKCHKaIM30BaBUISHCS (POPMBI C TypaTHBHBIM IIOKa3aTelIeM C TAKUM Mepexo-
JIOM HE HaieHO. DTO TaKX€ MOXKET MOATBEP)KAATh BTOPUIHOCTh, NHHOBAIHOHHOCTD JaHHOTO
MIOKa3aTelNs B 9HEIKOM — BEPOSITHO, OH aJalTHPOBAH U3 a/ICTPATHOTO SI3bIKa THUIIA HEHELKOTO,
HO yTOTpeOIsSeTcs M0 MOJAETH CyOCTpaTHOTO HraHACAHCKOTO TOKa3zarens (K TOMYy K€ J0CTa-
TOYHO OJM3KOTO (DOHETUUCCKH).

3aTpoHeM TaK)Ke pa3IM4Hsl MOKa3aTesiel acleKTyaJbHbIX KaTeropuil B CEBEPHOCAMOJUII-
CKHX sA3bIKax. B nokasarene xabutyamuca Hr. -MUMHAC (myny-mymba-mym [cKa3aTb-HAB-
s1sG] ‘s Bcerna (Tak) roBopio’), 3H. -mobi (d’adu-mobi [XogUTH-HAB.S3SG] ‘TIOCTOSHHO XO-
JUT’) BBIJIENAETCS] KOMIOHEHT, KOTOPBIH, BEPOSATHO, HCTOPUIECKH SBIIAETCS] 00CYXKIaBIINMCS
BBILIE TTOKa3aTejIeM qypaTtuBa *-mpaw? — B 3TOM cilydae ero MCUe3HOBEHHE U3 perepryapa
MPOXYKTHUBHBIX TJIArOJIbHBIX MTOKA3aTesiel B JHELKOM M HraHACaHCKOM KaK pa3 MOXeT 00bsc-
HATHCS €r0 rpaMMaTHKajIn3aluell B COCTaBHOM IoKa3arese xaburyanuca. B HeHenkoM mo-
KazaTtenb xaOuTyajinca UMeeT BUA -Sy2qfa, U 3TOT MOKa3aTelb HUKAK HE CBS3aH C SHEIKHM
Y HraHacaHCKUM. MOXKHO TPEAIOI0KNTh, YTO ITOKa3aTelb XaOuTyaarnca B SHEIKOM yHAaCIe-
JIOBaH OT CyOcTpara HraHACaHCKOTO THIA: €CIIU Obl OH OBUI 3aMMCTBOBAH M3 HIAHACAHCKOTO
B pE€3yIbTaT€ BTOPUYHBIX KOHTAKTOB, 3TO BPsAJ JIM OKa3ajio 6])1 BJIIMSITHUEC HaA Cy}lb6y AyparuB-
HOTO ITOKa3areisi B SHEIKOM, OJIHAKO M B SHEIIKOM, ¥ B HFAaHACAHCKOM yTpara JypaTHBHOTO
rokazareisi *-mpaw W BOSHUKHOBEHHE XaOUTyaJIbHOTO TIOKa3aTelsi MOT'YT PaccMaTpHBaThCs
KaK B3aHMOCBSI3aHHBIE TIPOIIECCHI.

21 Tloka3arenb QypaTnBa UMeET B 9HELKOM BUJ -be, MOKa3aTens xaburyannca— BHUJ -mobi. Pazauma
B TVIACHOM (e WiIH i) OOBSCHSETCS TE€M, YTO XaOUTyallc He BXOAUT B JIEKCHYECKYIO OCHOBY IJIarosna,
TO €CTb ABJIACTCA I'paMMaTU4Y€CKHUM, a HE ICPHUBALlUOHHBIM I1OKA3aTCICM. COOTBCTCTBCHHO, B OTJIMYUC
OT AEPUBAIIOHHOTO JIypaTHBHOTO ITOKA3aTelIsl, MBI BUIUM €T0 TOJIBKO B cocTaBe GMHUTHBIX (opm. Kak
MOKa3bIBaECT HraHacaHCKasg popMa MyHy-uymoOa-mym [TOBOPUTb-HAB-S1SG] ‘s Bcerna (Tak) TOBOpPIO’,
nocje XabUTyaabHOTO MoKa3aTelis yInoTpeOIseTcs moka3areiib Kakoro-mioo BpeMeHH (MIH HaKJIOHE-
Hus). B sHenkom HamnGonee wactoTHas GUHUTHAS hopMa— aopHCT. JTa Gopma oOpasyercs OT aypa-
THUBHBIX TVIar0JIOB TIEPETIACOBKON e — i: edebe- ‘pagoBarscs’ — edebi-do [pamoBaTbes.AOR-S1] ‘pamy-
10cb’. MOXKHO MPE/NONIOKUTD, YTO XaOUTyalIbHBIN TT0Ka3aTeNb -mobi npencTasisier codoi pe3ynbrar
rpaMMaTHKaJIM3aliH TaKOH a0pUCTHON (GOpMBI.
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10. I'marojabHO€e CJI0OBOM3MEHEHME:
HraHACAHCKOE CyOCTpaTHOe BJIUSTHUE

10.1. O6pa3zoBanne aopucra

O0pasoBaHKe a0prcTa HETIEPEXOJHBIX [TIAr0JI0B B SHELIKOM JIEMOHCTPUPYET IPOTHBOIIOCTAB-
JIEHHE HraHaCaHCKOTo CyOcTpaTa M HeHEIKOTO aJICTpara. AOPUCT — OfiHA M3 00IIeCaMOTUICKUX
TEMITOpaIBbHBIX (opM (TpeseNnbHbIe TIarojibl B a0PUCTE UMEIOT 3HAYEHUE MPOILIEANIEro Bpe-
MEHH, HeTIpeieNIbHbIe — HacTosIero). B snenkom opma aopucra oT HENPOU3BOJHBIX HEEpe-
XOIIHBIX TJIAT0JI0OB C OCHOBAMH Ha 3H. 0 (< *3) 1 -a (< *d) obpa3syercs nByms ciocobamu. [ep-
BBIH CIIOCO0 — HEarrmoTHHATHBHEIN: TIOKa3aTeh A0PHCTA - (B pe(IEKCUBHOM CIPSIKESHUH -€)
BBITECHSCT (PMHAIBHBIN MIACHBIH OCHOBBI: ado- ‘cecTh’ — AOR.R3 adedo?, koda- ‘nedn cnarth,
YCHYTH’ — AOR.R3 kodedo?. Bropoli crioco0 — armiOTHHATUBHBIN: BBIIIEHa3BaHHbBIE TIOKa3a-
TENN TPHOABIISIIOTCSI TTOCIie (PMHAIBHOTO ITIACHOTO OCHOBBI: kofo- ‘IaBath’ — AOR.S1 kotaado?,
AOR.S3 kotaa, d’ogo- ‘oTmenuthcs’ — AOR.R3 d’0goedo?.

B croBaprbIx Matepuanax, cooupasmuxcs B 1970-e roxst E. A. XenuMckuM 1o TyHIPOBOMY
sHenkoMy U B 1990-e — Hamu 110 JIECHOMY SHELIKOMY, HaiiIeHO 28 HeTlepeXOJHbIX I1arojioB, 00-
Pas3yIoIUX a0PUCT MEPBBIM CIIOCOOOM, U3 HUX 20 UMEIOT COOTBETCTBHE B HFAaHACAHCKOM U He-
HEIIKOM, YeThIpe — B HEHEIIKOM, HO He B HFaHACaHCKOM (HO TP M3 HHX, BEPOSTHEE BCETO, 00-
II€CaMOJIMICKHE), YEThIPE NMEIOT COOTBETCTBUE B HTAaHACAHCKOM, HO HE B HEHEILIKOM.

Hatineno 35 HenmepeXoAHBIX TIIAroiIoB, 00Pa3yIOIINX a0PHCT BTOPEIM CITIOCOOOM, U3 HUX 28
HMMEIOT COOTBETCTBHE TOIHKO B HEHEIIKOM (YETHIpe — O0IIIeCaMOAUHCKHUE), TPH HIMEIOT COOTBET-
CTBHS B 000MX SI3bIKaX, 1Ba — TOJIBKO B HTAHACAHCKOM, JBa HE MIMEIOT COOTBETCTBHH.

HpI/I 9TOM BCC NEPEXOAHBIC II1AaroJjbl Ha -a U -0 B DHCIIKOM M BCC Cy(b(bI/IKca.]'IBHBIe TJ1aroJjbl
00pa3yoT a0pUCT HearTIIOTHHATUBHO: bata- ‘BIUTH’ — S3 bata, TO €CThb 3TOT cr1ocod obpa3zo-
BaHMS a0pHCTa COXPAHSIET B DHEIIKOM IPOYKTUBHOCTB. TakKe clielyeT OTMETHTh, YTO HHU B OJI-
HOM CaMOJAMHCKOM SI3BIKE ITpaBUiIa 00pa30BaHMS a0pUCTa HE Pa3IMYarOTCs VIS IEPEXOIHBIX
1 HeMepexXoHbIX I1aroioB. [louemMy ke B 3HEIIKOM Y psfa HETIEPEXOAHBIX ITIarojoB Ha -a U -0
aopucT o0pasyeTcs ImyTeM MpUOaBICHUS TIIaCHOTO -a? MOXHO 0OHAPYKUTh BTOPUIHYIO CBSI3b
9TOrO0 ajioMopda a0pUCTHOTO TI0KA3aTeNsl C HEMEPEXOJHOCTHI0. ATTIIIOTHHATHBHBIN asioMopg
-a BBICTYIAET TOJIBKO B IVIarojiax, B KOTOPBIX 3TOMY MOKA3aTellto MPEANIeCTBYET y3KHI ITaCHBIH:
-i 160 -u. IIpu 3TOM B DHEIKOM BCE IVIarojibl Ha -U W MOJABJIsIoniee OONBIIMHCTBO TJIaroyioB
Ha -i SIBJISIFOTCS! TPOM3BOIHBIMHM TJIAr0JIaMH CO CTaTHBHO-/I€Kay3aTHBHOW CEMaHTHKOM:

(kae- ‘ocraButh’ —) kai- ‘octarbes’ — S3 T. 3H., 1. 3H. kai-a;
(bano- ‘neun (00 onene)’ —) banu- ‘nexars (00 onene)’ — $3 T. 3H., JI. 3H. banu-a.

CrartuBHO-/IeKay3aTUBHBIEC TJIArojbl BCe — HENEePEeXOoIHbIe, TAKUM 00pa3oM, (hopMupyercs
KOHTEKCTyaJIbHasi CBSI3b ayioMop(a aOpHCTHOTO IMOKAa3aTeNs -a C HEMEePeXOMHOCThIO, YTO, BE-
POSITHO, M CIIOCOOCTBYET €r0 PacHpOCTPAHEHUIO KaK a0pPUCTHOTO MOKa3aresisi B TPyIIIe Helepe-
XOIIHBIX d-OCHOB U 0-OCHOB.

CymiecTBeHHO 00paTUTh BHUMAHUE Ha TO, YTO B IPYIIE HEMEPEXOAHBIX d-OCHOB M 0-0C-
HOB 3TOT cOC00 00pa30BaHMsl A0PHCTA PACIIPOCTPAHSETCS MPEXKJIE BCErO Ha IVIaroJibl, UMEIo-
M€ napajuieib B HEHEIIKOM, HO He B HI'AaHACAaHCKOM. T0 €CTh aHaJIOTHYeCKOe BHIPaBHUBaHME
AOPHCTHON MapaJurMbl HEMEPEXOAHBIX [TIAr0JIOB MO MapaJurMe CTaTUBHO-/AEKay3aTUBHBIX He-
TIEPEXOHBIX IJIaroJIOB COIPOBOX/IAET TOJIBKO «OCBOCHHE» OTCYTCTBOBABIIMX B CyOCTpaTHOM
SI3bIKE (HFaHACAHCKOTO THIIA) [VIaroj0B HEHEIKOTO A3bIKAa U HE PacIpOCTPaHAETCS Ha OCHOBBI,
MIPE/ICTABICHHBIC B CYOCTPaTHOM SA3bIKE.

BakHo Takke 0OpaTuTh BHUMaHHUE Ha CIIy4au, KOTJa IJIaroJl sBisieTcs 00IIecaMOIUiCKuM,
HO OTCYTCTBYET B HIFAaHACaHCKOM. TaKuX CIy4aeB ISITh, U B YEThIpeX M3 HUX DHEIKHUil rmmaroin
00pa3yeT aOpUCT HE ITUMOJIIOTHUECKUM, & aHAJIOTHYECKUM CIIOCOO0M:
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muja- ‘pa3nuThes (0 Bogoeme) — AOR.S3 mujaa;

pora- ‘cropetb’ — AOR.S3 poraa;

teka- ‘cnpsTarbes’ — AOR.S1 tekaado?,

T. 3H. $0a-, JI. 3H. Suja- ‘pomuThesa’ — AOR.S1 T. 3H. s6aado?, 1. 3H. sujaado?;

puda- ‘OBITH MOXOKUM — AOR.S3 puda.

3T0 BO3MOXKHO O6’E>$[CHI/ITI:|7 TOJIBKO €CJIM MMPUHATH TUIIOTE3Y O CMECHE A3bIKa: €CJIN 6])1 DHEII-
KU DBOJTIOIIMOHUPOBAIT HE3aBUCUMBIM 00Pa30M KaK OJIMH U3 THAJIEKTOB CEBEPHOCAMOUHCKOTO
Mpas3biKa, STH TIIATONbI, COXPAHUBIIHECS OT MPAsA3bIKOBOTO COCTOSIHUS, HE CMEHHIU ObI THUII
obpasoBanus aopucta. Ho, eciti B mepro mepexoia ¢ «sI3bIKa THITa HTaHACAHCKOTO» Ha «SI3bIK
THIA HEHEIKOTO» B «A3BIKE THITA HTAHACAHCKOTOY» STH TIATOJIBI OBUTH YTPAueHBI, 3TO O3HAYAET,
YTO B SHEIKOM OHH SIBJISFOTCS BTOPHYHBIM MPHOOPETEHHEM U TIOTOMY 00pa3yloT aOpHCT aHa-
JIOTHYECKUM 00pa3oM.

10.2. CucteMa npu4acTHbIX (hopM

OCHOBHBIE ITPUYACTHBIE (POPMBI CEBEPHOCAMOIMICKUX SI3BIKOB TIPEICTAaBIICHBI B TabmLe 18;
€CITH TT0Ka3aTelIH SIBIISFOTCS 3THMOJIOTMYECKH TOXAESCTBEHHBIMHU, Pa3/IenTelb B TAOIHIE HE CTa-
BuTcs. CrucreMa (opM JI€CHOTO YHEIIKOTO COBIAJaeT C CHCTEMON TyHAPOBOTO HEHEIKOTO, a CH-
cTeMa (JOpM TYHIIPOBOT'O IHEIIKOTO — C CHCTEMOH (pOpM HraHACaHCKOTO.

Tabnuya 18
IIpuyacTusi B ceBePHOCAMOAUICKHUX SI3bIKAX
. JI i T i .
Heneuxmit ecnopi yl-l[lpOBl:ll/l Hranacanckmii
JHEKHH JHENKHH
ITlaccuBHOE IpUYACTHE , .. ..
P -mi® -mi ~ i -mi ~ i -MOo
MpoLIe/lIero BpeMeHH
AKTHBHOE IpUYaCTHE .. . s
P sii (< -se-i)  -SUD(-D’99)
NMPOLIEAIIero BpeMeH:H
IIpuyacTie HACTOSIIETO
p m -na -nta -de -NTUO
BpPEeMEHH
ITpuyactue 6 ero 9
p YAy -manta -mode -t'udo SUTO

BpeMeHU

OO6cyauM pasuuus IpHYacTHBIX (JOpM IpOIIeIIero BpeMeH:. B HeHelkoM 1 J1eCHOM dHell-
KOM 00111eceBepHOCaMOIMICKOE IPUYACTHE C MTOKa3aTeneM *-md-jo (> T. HeH. -mi°, 3H. -mi, HT.
-MOO) aBIAeTCA 3aJI0TOBO HEUTPAIEHBIM, B TYHIPOBOM SHEIIKOM M HTAaHACAHCKOM ATO TIPHYacTHE
HMMeEeT TOJIBKO ITACCHBHOE 3HAYEHHE, B aKTUBHOM yIIOTpeOsieTcs npuyactie Hr. -SUOD-D ‘00, 3H.
-se-i. Jlexcukanu3zoBairecs (GOpMbI BTOPOTO ITPUYACTHS (C ITOKa3aTeNeM T. HeH. -sey°, COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIIMM T. 3H. -se B -se-i, HT. -SUO B -SUO-D 'O0) nipu 3TOM 00HAPYKUBAIOTCS U B HEHEII-
KOM: temta-sey® ‘TIOKyTIKa, KyIUICHHas BEWb’, pya-sey® ‘mai, nons nooerun’ (< pya- ‘Havarsp’),
talye-sey® ‘kpaxa’, xanye-sey° ‘noosrda’ (< xanye- ‘OXOTHThCS), pire-sey° ‘BapeBo’. ITO O3Ha-
YaeT, YTO MPUIACTHE T. HEH. -sey°, T. 3H. -Se, HT. -SUO ObUI0 paBHBIM 00pa30M HPHUCYIIIE BCeM
TPEM CEBEPHOCAMOAUICKNM si3bIKaM. COOTBETCTBEHHO, CUCTEMA MPHUYACTHBIX (OpM MpoiIes-
LIEr0 BPEMEHH TYHJPOBOTO SHELKOI0 M HIraHACAHCKOro Ooliee apXauyHa, U yCTpaHEHHUE MoKa-
3aTess T. HeH. -sey° U3 CUCTEMBI IPUYACTHBIX (OPM — 3TO COOCTBEHHO HEHEIKask MHHOBAIHS
(BTOpHYHO pacrpoCcTpaHMBILIAsICs Ha JICCHON dHelKHH). [IprMedaTensHo, 9To B IECHOM SHEIIKOM
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TaKHX JIEKCUKAJIM30BaBIINXCS (JOPM HET, 3TO MOATBEPXK/IACT, YTO CHCTEMA IPETEPUTANIBHBIX MPH-
YHYaCTHbBIX q)OpM HEHCIKOI'O THIIa B 3TOM A3BIKC — BTOPUYHOEC KOHTAKTHOC ABJICHUEC: €CJIM B HE-
HEIIKOM 3TO MPUYACTHE BBIXOAWIO U3 YIOTPeOIeHNs IOCTEIIEHHO, C COXPaHEHUEM HEKOTOPBIX
(OpM B KadeCTBE JIECUKATN30BABILIUXCS, B JICCHOM 3HEIIKOM TaKUe ()OPMBI JIEKCHKATU30BaThCs,
10 BCeH BUIMMOCTH, HE YCIICIIH.

Paznuams B mpuaacTHBIX popMax Oymymiero BpeMeHH MOXKHO TPOKOMMEHTHPOBATH CXOXKAM
o6paszom. Bo-TiepBBIX, TOKa3aTenu 3H. - 'udo, Hr. -?SUTO (< *-F-psuts) nMer0T 0011IecaMmouii-
CKOE MIPOUCXOKICHHE, CP. CEIbKYIICKOE NEOMTUBHOE IPUYACTHUE -psoral’, TOTIA KaK MOKa3aTesn
T. HEH. -manta, 1. 3H. -mode He UMEIOT KOTHATOB B JIPYTHX sI3bIKaxX. Bo-BTOPBIX, B TYHIPOBOM He-
HEIIKOM €CTb JIEKCUKaJIN30BaBIInecs GopMbl peedabcod® ‘10, BO 4TO MOXKHO BBICTPEIIHTH, 1IENb’,
pyiryebcod® ‘To, 94TO TIpeAHA3HAUCHO LTS Bapesa’, xayebcod® ‘To, 4TO ye3KaromeMy CIeayeT
OCTaBUTh Ha MAMATh TeM, KTO OcTaeTcs’, xet°hcod® ‘To, 9TO cleyeT cKa3arh’ U T. 1. B-TpeTsux,
MMOJOOHBIX JIEKCUKAIN30BABIINXCS (HOPM B JIECHOM JHEIIKOM He 0OHapyeHo. ITH (haKThI 1o-
3BOJIAIIOT HaM BBICTPOUTH TY K€ LIETIOYKY PACCY>KIEHUH, YTO U U MPETEPUTAIBHOIO IIpUYa-
CTHSI: CHCTEMa, IPE/ICTaBIeHHAasl B TYHJPOBOM DHEIIKOM M HI'aHACaHCKOM, Oojiee apXxauvHa, Io-
SIBJICHUE TIPUYACTHsI Ha -/Mmanta B TYHAPOBOM HEHEIIKOM — COOCTBEHHO HEHEIIKasi HHHOBAIHS,
SHELKHI1 He 3aTPOHYBIIAs, MTOSBICHHUE 3TOTO MPUYACTHUS B JIECHOM SHELKOM UMEET BTOPUYHYIO
KOHTAKTHYIO TIPHPOLY.

10.3. IBuaeHIHAIBHBII TOKa3aTe/Ib HH(EPEeHTHBA-PENOPTATUBA

B HerenkoM mpezacTaBieHa eauHas HH(EPEHTHBHO-PETIOpTaTHBHAS (hopMa C ITOKa3aTesieM
-wi®, BocXoasImas K nepPeKTUBHOMY IpHUYacTHio. B sHenkoM Takke mpencTaBieHa ¢popma
¢ nH(pEPEHTUBHO-PEIIOPTATUBHBIM 3HaU€HUEM, HO €€ MoKa3areib -bi He COOTBETCTBYET He-
HelUKoMy. B HraHacaHCKOM CeMaHTHYEeCKHE ONIO3UIIMK BHYTPU BHJCHUINAIBHON 30HBI
YCTPOEHBI MHAYE: B HTaHACAHCKOM €CTh Clielialn3npoBanHas ¢popma nadepentusa -HA-TU
U JIBa PETIOPTATUBHBIX ITOKa3aTess, U3 KOTopsIX -HA-MHU ucnonb3yercs B yTBEpIUTEIbHBIX
MIPEIIOKEHUAX, a -HA — B BOIIPOCHUTEIBHBIX (3HAYCHUE ITOTO ITOKA3aTEeNsI — ‘MEHS 110 N
CIIPOCHUTH, BepHO 1K P’ mubo ‘BepHO 1, 4TO, KaKk ToBopsAT, P?’). BonpocurensHas Gpopma
pernopTaTuBa oka3biBaeTcs Mopdosoruyecku 6onee IPOCTOH, 4eM yTBepAUTeIbHas (hopMa;
B [['yceB 2006] Ob110 NOKa3aHO, YTO KIMEHHO -HA 1 OBLIIO HCXOIHBIM CY(QPHUKCOM IBUACHIU-
aNbHBIX (hopM. DTOT cypuKCc B yKazaHHOW paboTe BO3BOIUTCA K npadopme *-pe U cormocTas-
JsieTcst ¢ SHeUKuM -bi. Mtak, SHeIKni 1oKa3arenb MOKET OBITh yHacleloBaH U3 cyocTpara
HraHAaCaHCKOTo ThNa. TpakToBKa €ro KaKk BTOPUYHON KOHTAKTHOM 3HELKO-HI'AHACAHCKOM UH-
HOBAI[MU MaJOBeposTHAa?2. B 3TOM ciydae ciemoBaio Obl mpeanoarath, 4To Oojee paHHSA
OHCIKasA CUCTEMA 3BUACHIMAJIBbHBIX (bOpM COoBIIagaaa C HeHeHKOﬁ U B KaUCCTBC I/IH(bepeH-
THUBHO-PENOPTATHBHOIN (OPMBI HCIIOJIE30BAIOCH MEPHEKTUBHOE IPUYACTHE C ITOKA3aTelIeM
*-m3-j5. OIHAaKO BBIIIE TP aHAJTU3E CUCTEMbI IPUYACTHBIX ()OPM MBI IOCTAPAJIMCh IIOKA3aTh,
4yT0 OoJIee apXanyHasi CHCTEMa NMPUYACTHBIX (JOPM B SHELIKOM, BEPOSITHEE BCET0, COBIIaiaIa
C HTaHACAHCKOW, a B ATOW CHCTEME MPUYACTHE C MoKazareleM *-m3d-j5 ObLIO OrpaHUYCHO
MIACCUBHBIMH YIOTPEOICHUSIMHU (B OTIIMYHE OT HEHELKOTO, IJI€ OHO HEWTPAIbHO B OTHOIIE-
HuH 3aora). [Ipu TakoM 3aJI0T0BOM OIpaHHYEHHH MAJIOBEPOSTHO, YTO 3Ta opMa ycresna Obl
rpaMMaTHKaJIN30BaThCs B NH(PEPEHTHB-PENOPTATHB AKTHBHOTO 3aJ10Ta, HO TI03KE TIOJIHOCTHIO
HCYE3HYTh U3 ynoTpeOieHus.

22 Kak ¥ ¢ IpyTHMH apXau3MaMH, U3 JIByX BOSMOKHBIX OOBSICHEHHUH (HE3aBUCUMOE COXPAHCHHUE apXanu3ma
9HELKMUM U HFaHACAHCKUM VS. HaclleIoBaHUE (POPMBI SHEIKIM H3 CyOCTpaTa HraHACAHCKOTO THIIA) MBI
BBIOMpAcM BTOPOE IMOTOMY, YTO OHO MPEICTABIACTCS HaM 0oJiee BEpOITHBIM Ha (hOoHE APyrux (hakToB
CyOCTpaTHOTO BIUSHHUS, POAHATM3UPOBAHHEIX B CTaThE.
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10.4. ®opMBbI ¢ KOHBIOHKTUBHO-ONTATUBHON CEMAHTHKOMN

B HeHEIKOM 1 3HEITKOM MPECTABIICH 00IIeCaMOIMICKUN TOKa3aTelb KOHBIOHKTHBA: T. HEH.
-yi, 1. 3H. -Ai, T. 3H. -i / -7/ -ni, B HTAHACAHCKOM 3TOT IIOKa3aTellb KOHBIOHKTUBA HE COXPaHMUIICH,
OITHAKO TPEACTABIEHBI IBE APyrHe GOPMBI ¢ HHTEPECYIOINM HAaC 3HaYeHHEM: KOHBIOHKTHB
¢ mokazareneM -HA -4, (4) u nyburatus ¢ mokaszarenem -LJ. JlyouraTus ynorpebnseTcs B 3Ha-
YEHUH aBEpPTHBA, T. €. B 3HAYCHUH ‘CMOTPH He caenait uto-i.” (5)—(6), B 3HaYeHUHU dIHCTEeMUYe-
CKOM BO3MOXKHOCTH (7), B pUTOPUIECKHX BOIpocax o oyayrieM (8)—(9)%:

4) ai?  komo-baa-m tona koma-baa-m.
EXCL TOWMaTh-OPT-1SG TBLACC  TMOHMaTh-OPT-1SG

‘Ox, moiimark Obl MHe TeOs1!” [Wagner-Nagy 2018: 247]
(5) owviz0 05 uanada-noi-y!

BOJA.GEN K yHacTb-DUB-S2

‘CMOTpH, B BOAY HE KyBBIPKHHCH!’
(6) Ounoa-Pky-mo HeiiKka-nbl-pol-au?!

JIYK-DIM-ACC.]  HCHOPTUTH-DUB-O2PL-EXCL

‘CMOTpHTE, JIy4OK-TO MOH He ucnoprure!’

(7)  oma-nui-2 ma  Kapura-Ha OAZUKY-MIHY  CUPKI-Hbl-pbL?
9TOT-LOC-ADJ  BOT XOpeH-GEN.l1SG K-PROL BBIKOIATh-IMP-2PLS/O
maa-6ans  unu-9.

YTO-TO OBITB-DUB.S3

‘KomaiiTe o HanpaBJIeHUIO TOTO, KaK XOpeH MOM BOTKHYJICS, YTO-TO TaM OyJIeT, rmojarao’.

(8) Ky-0y-mu HA-MMY yoma-nv1-0?
KOTOpBIA-SPEC-1DU  TOBapuII-ACC.3SG  HalTH-DUB-S3

[dasait urpars B npstku!] ‘KoTopsrii ke 13 HaC MepBBIM TOBapHIa HaliAeT?’

Q) To xya-cjo-na Kya-? HU-vl-pu, maa-m-cyma-2?
a M033aJU-TO-LAT.] yMepeTb-CN  NEG-DUB-S2DU  YTO-VDN-FUT-S3

‘A mocne MeHsl BB pa3Be He yMpeTe, uTo [uHoe] npousoiiner?’

B »HeIKOM, TOMUMO 001IIECaMOUHCKOTO KOHBIOHKTHBA (KaK B HEHEIIKOM), €CTh JIBE PEIKUC
(dopMEI: hopMa onTaTHBa ¢ TIOKa3aTeneM -bi (COXpaHHUIACh TONBKO Y OTPHULATEIBHOTO IJIaroia
B JiecHOM 3HerkoM, cM. (10)—(11)) u ¢popma ¢ mokazarenem -ri. [Tokazarens -7i 3adpuKCHpOBaH
B HEOITyOJIMKOBaHHBIX TIOJIEBBIX IpaMMaTHUECKUX Marepuanax E. A. XemuMcKoro, B caMoCToO-
SITEILHOM YTIOTPEOJICHUH B €T0 MaTepraiax OH mepeBesieH kak aBeptus (12), kak ontarus (13),
B COUCTAHMU C TIOKa3aTejIeM IPeTeprTa — Kak Bompoc Kk Oyayiiemy (14). B marepuanax mo nec-
HOMY JHEIIKOMY BCTPETHIIOCH OJHOKPATHOE YIOTPEOICHUE B COCTaBe OBITUIHOTO Taroia (Ima-
paaurMa KOTOpOro MOXKET, BEPOSTHO, COXPAHITh HEKOTOPBIC apXau3Mbl) B COYCTaHUH C ITOKa3a-
TeJeM IpeTepuTa B 3HAUCHUH BOTIpoca o OyxymeM (15):

(10) ossyu-0a meon u-ou-3 Kaup
ClIeA-GEN.3  B.PROL NEG-OPT-S] IOWTH.CN
‘mo ero cienam noiiay-ka’ [Copokuna, bonuna 2005: teket 45, npen. 30]
(11) Tazvibe-3u’, MaHa, u-ou-pa masza-’
mIamMaH-DESTPL.]  CKa3aTb.AOR.S3  NEG-OPT-S2PL  JIaThb-CN
‘[llamanoB MHE, TOBOPHT, npuBesu 0b1’. [Copoknna, boimaa 2005: Teker 6, mpean. 19]

23 [IpuMepsl 6€3 CChUIKM Ha HCTOYHHK BHIOPAHbI U3 HTAHACAHCKHUX TEKCTOB, JTF00E3HO MPEI0CTaBICHHBIX
B Moe pacnopsikenue B. 0. I'yceBbim.
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(12) d’u-li-bo
MOTepATH-DUB-01
‘He MoTepsTh ObI MHE’

(13) moga-xone a-ri-6o?

Jec-LOC OBITB-DUB-S1
‘xopo1o Ob1 MHE OBITH B JIeCy’
(14) s’i-i? koma-ri-0-s’i

pron.ACC-1  mIOOUTH-DUB-S3-PRAET
‘OyIeT JI OH MEHS JIFOOUTH?’

(15) Omou H29 mane MOObI-3-34, KVHb  9-pu-0-¢o
HaCTOﬂH_H/II‘/'I JKCHIIMHA BOpPOBAaTh.INF CMOTpeTB-AOR-O3 Kak OBITE-DUB-S3-PRAET

‘OHKa yKpaJKoi Ha Hee (= Ha BeIbMY) CMOTPHUT, uTo aanbine oyaet’. [CopokuHa, bonnna
2005: rekct 12, mpenn. 60]

DHeuKnit nokasareinb -bi, 04eBUIHO, MO)KHO OTOXKECTBUTD MO YIOTPEOICHUIO C HraHAaCaH-
CKUM TIOKa3aTesneM onrarusa -HA-A,, SHeUKuii 1mokaszareinb -7 — ¢ HraHACAaHCKHM II0Ka3are-
neMm nyourtartuBa -L]. B pesynbrare mMeeM CIeIyIoNnIyio CUCTEMY (GopM.

Tabnuya 19
CucTeMa KOHbIOHKTHBHO-ONITATUBHBIX (JOPM CEBEPHOCAMOINICKHX SI3BIKOB

— -bi (1.91.)  -HA-4,

-yi -ni —

KoHBbIOHKTHB

JdyouraTus — -ri -l

B sHEnKoM 3TH MoKa3aTeln ecTeCTBEHHEE TPAKTOBATh Kak IpeJCcTaBismonue cyocrpar
HraHacaHckoro tumna. [loka3zatens onrtarusa -bi SBisgeTCs MOPPOIOTHIECKUM PEITUKTOM, CO-
XPaHUBUIMMCS TOJBKO B MapajurMe OTPHIATENIBHOTO IJ1aroja B €AMHCTBEHHOU HIMOMATH-
3UpPOBAaHHOW KOHCTPYKIHH ‘He caenaTs i P, Xopormro 051 caenars P’, To ecTh 0H BO BCSKOM
cilydae He BBIINISIAMT 00Jiee MOJIOJBIM 3JIEMEHTOM CHCTEMbI B CPABHEHHH C OOIIECaMOIHIA-
CKUM KOHBIOHKTHBOM, ITPOAYKTUBHBIM 00Pa30M BBIPAXKAIOIIUM 3TO 3HAYCHHUE B COBPEMEH-
HOM 3HenkoM. [Tokazarens qyOuTaTHBa, CyIs 10 BCEMY, COXPAHSET B DHELIKOM TaKKe TOJIBKO
penuKToBEIe ynorpebnenus. [Ipn 3TOM BO3MOXXHOCTB €ro COYETaHHs C MOKa3aTesieM Ipe-
TepuTa B 000UX 3Henkux auanekrax (cMm. (14) u (15)) mo3BonseT paccMaTpuBaTh 3TOT IIO-
Ka3arenb Kak cyOCTpaTHBIN JIEMEHT, MOJYYHUBIIUI B JHEIKOM CaMOCTOSITEIbHOE Pa3BUTHE
B KOHCTPYKI[UH C aJICTPaTHBIM MOCT(HUKCATIBHBIM [TOKa3aTeleM MPETepHuTa, a He KakK Mo3/-
Hee KONMPOBaHNWE HIraHACAHCKOI KOHCTPYKIMHU (B HFraHACAHCKOM MOCT(HKCaIbHOTO MOKa3a-
TeJsI IPETEPUTA HET).

11. Ilepudepusi rpaMmmMaTHYeCKON CHCTEMBI:
HIAHACAHCKOE cy0OCTpaTHOe BJMAHHE

11.1. JInuHBIe MeCTOMMEHHUS

B 3HEIKOM SI3BIKE JIMIHBIC MECTOMMEHUS | ¥ 2 JIUIA C BBICOKOW BEPOSITHOCTHIO OIIU3KH
K TeM ke TpadopMaM, KOTOPbIe MIMEIOT B HTAHACAHCKOM JIMYHbIE MECTOMMEHHSI SM(aTHUECKOM
cepud (Cp. B 0COOEHHOCTH (POPMBI HESTMHCTBEHHOTO YUCTIa TUTIA 3H. mod ini? “MbI 1Boe’ < *man-

sia-nij, HT. minsioni ‘Mb1 1BO€’ < *men-sia-nij), cM. Tadmuiy 20.
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Tabruya 20
JIM4HBIe MECTOMMEHHSI CEBEPHOCAMOAMIICKHX SI3bIKOB
. . Hranacanckuii
Henenxuii DHeNKHi
M. TPOCT.
1sc many° mod’i minsiona mana
1pu monyih mod ini? minsioni€ mii
1pL manyaq mod’ina? minsioni? miy
ir° ~ padar°~ "
2s¢ P op - tod’i tinsioto tona
pad®yer v
2d°ryih v g e ..
2pu P4 tod’idi? tinsiatic tii
piry°h :
2d°ra o R .
2PL padraq tod’ida? tinsiati? tiy
piraq © ©

BMmecTe ¢ TeM 3HEIKHMH I€MOHCTPHPYET HEKOTOPBIE OTIIMYHS OT HraHACAHCKOTO, KOTOpBIE
TOBOPAT CKOpee 00 OMpe/IeIEHHOM NEPUOAE HE3aBUCUMOr0 pa3BUTHS (DOPM B SHEIIKOM U HIa-
HACAaHCKOM, YeM O HEJaBHEM KOIMPOBAHWH, YTO MO3BOJSET HAM OTHOCHTH OTH MECTOMMEHHS
B 9HELIKOM K cyOcTpaTHOMYy cioro. Hinke npuBeneHs! mpadopMbl MECTOMMEHHH B HTaHACAHCKOM
Y DHELIKOM U IIPOKOMMEHTHPOBAHO MX Pa3BHUTHE.

1SG: HT. *men-sio-na, 3H. *mdn-sio (B HraHACAHCKOM HCIIOJIb3YETCs CICIHaIbHAS OCHOBA
JIMYHOTO MECTOMMEHHS C 0CO0OI OTNIACOBKOM, B SHELIKOM OTCYTCTBYET JIMYHO-IPUTSNKA-
TEJIbHBIH MOKa3arenbs >, B cyddukce mpon3onuio cokpanieHue AupToHra).

IDU: HT. *men-sio-nij, oH. *mdn-sio-nij.
1PL: HI. *men-sia-ndt, 3H. *mdn-s iao-ndt.

2SG: HI. *ten-sio-nta, 3H. *ton-sia (B HraHACAHCKOM HCITOJIB3YETCsl ClelHaIbHasi OCHOBA
JMYHOTO MECTOUMEHHS C 0CO00 OITACOBKOM, B DHEIIKOM OTCYTCTBYET JIHYHO-IIPUTSIKA-
TEJIbHBII [TOKA3aTENb).

2DU: HT. *fen-sia-ntiy, 3H. *tin-sio-ntiy.

2PL: HI. *ten-sio-ntat, >H. *ton-sio-ntdt.

11.2. BonpocuTe/ibHbIE U YKa3aTeJIbHble MECTOMMEHHS

B sHenKoM npezacTaBieHo HECKOJIBKO OCHOB BOIPOCHUTENBHBIX JJOKATUBOB M ICHKTHYECKUX /
aHa(OPHUECKUX MECTOMMEHHH:

24 PoHETUYECKHE BAPHAHTHL.

25 3T0 MOKHO OOBSICHHTB KaK pa3 MepexooM Ha SI3BIK THITA HEHEIIKOTO: B HEHEIIKOM MECTOMMEHHs 1DU
u IPL Tak e, KaKk U B 9HELKOM, [O-BHIUMOMY, 00pa30BaHbl OT MECTOMMEHHS 1SG, YTO MOKA3bIBACT
(dbopma ¢ IMMUTATUBHON HHTPAKIIUTUKOM 7Vi T. HEH. many°-ryi-naq ‘TOIbKO MbI’, TA€ many° COBIaaaeT

[SP]

C MECTOMMCHHUEM T. HCH. mony - ‘s .
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a) yncTas OCHOBA:

IIpagopma T. HEH. T. 3H. J1. 3H. HL
BOIIP. *ku- xu-d° ‘otkyna?’ ku-do ‘otxyna?’ ku-to ‘otkyna?’
aJIbLHHI .. tah ‘Tor’ too(?) ‘Tyma’
! " *t5- @ . TYI’I too ‘ToT’
JEHKCHC 100 "TOT
eo? ‘aror’ <« omo-C ‘ryma’
OmmsKHII s ;
. am(3)- omoone oma-anj
AEeHKCHC ¢ ¢ -
— 10 ATOMY 10 ATOMY

Mmecty’ MecTy’

6) ocHoBa + *-£k5(j3)

IIpadopma T. HEeH. 3H. HIL
ku-ke ‘xT0, KOTOpPBIA?’
BOIIP. *ku-rkV ku-ko-xorio-ne ‘xoTb
e’
AaNbHUI oy tyi-ki® ‘Tor’ t’i-ke ‘Tor’
o tl-tjkV . o ¢ B I 3 )
JIeHKCHC tyi-ka-xad® ‘orTyna t’i-ko-xodo ‘otTyna
. -ke ‘a10T’
*5m(3)-£kV e-ke aror”
OmKHUIIT e-ko-xodo ‘orTyna
nAeiikenc kY tyu-ku® ‘atot’, tyu-ko-

xad® ‘ortyma’

B) OCHOBa + *-11i(3)
IIpagopma T. HeH. T. 9H. J. 9H. HI.

ku-u=no-ne ku-u=ne-ne ‘rue?

BOMNP. *ku-ni- . ku-ni-ni ‘tne?’
P ‘rne? ku-ni-ne ‘rne?’ 4« A

AanbHUI v s te-i=no-ne te-i=ne-ne ‘ram’ 59 8 G
. to-ni- A 5 . a > & ta-ni-ni ‘“TaM

JEHKCHC Tam to-ni-ne ‘ram

OJIVMKHU I g s i-i=no-ne ‘ram i-i=ne-ne ‘Tam oma-ni-¢ ‘Tyna
. Sma-ni- , ) >

JEHKCHC HETIoZIaIeKy HETIONIAJIEKY B CTOPOHKY

Cepus a) sBnserca Haubosee apxangaoil. Cepus 0), 04EBUIHO, BOSHHUKIIA B YHEIIKOM IIOJT
BTOPUYHBIM BIIUSIHAEM HEHEIKOTO: BO-TIEPBBIX, MBI BUANM, YTO 3TOT CYy(PHUKC aHATIOTHIECKU
pacripocTpaHuiICs Ha OOJbIIee YUCIo (GOPM, YeM B HEHEI[KOM, BO-BTOPBIX, B SHCIIKOM OH (o-
HETUYeCKHU Oolee peryssipeH (peryisipHa ornacoBka cypQukca kak B HOMUHATHBE, TaK U B (op-
MaxX KOCBEHHBIX MaJISKEH, 32 CYET Yero HeT MPSMOTr0 HCTOPHUECKOTO COOTBETCTBHS HEHEIIKMX
n sHeukux ¢opm). Cepust B), OUEBUIHO, OTpaXKaeT CyOCTpaTHOE BIMSHNAE HIaHACAHCKOTO: B He-
HEUKOM IoJ00HBIX (hopM HET. [IpokoMMEHTHPyeM HECKOIIBKO HanOoIee HHTEPECHBIX MOMEHTOB:

1) Cnemyer oOpaTuTh BHUMaHUE HA OOIIN IJIsI HTAHACAHCKOTO M 3HEIIKOTO KOPEHb MECTOH-
MEHHI OJIM3KOTO JeiKenca *5m(3)-, OTCYTCTBYIONIHI B HeHEIKOM. Ha To, 94TO 3TOT 3JIEMEHT SB-
JsieTcsl CyOCTpaTHBIM, YKa3bIBaeT, BO-IIEPBBIX, 0C000e (hOHETHUECKOe pa3BUTHE GOPM C ITUM
KOPHEM B DHEIKOM (@HJIayTHBIH e-, i- BMECTO PETYJISIPHOTO 0-), YTO OBUIO OBl HEBO3MOXKHO TPH
BTOPUYHOM 3aMMCTBOBaHUH. BO-BTOPBIX, B MECTOMMEHUSIX CEPUH B) MBI BUIMM CIICIA(DHUECKH
SHENKYI0 MOP(OJIOTHIECKYIO CTPYKTYPY MECTOUMEHHH (T. 3H. i-i=no-ne, 1. 3H. i-i=ne-ne ‘TaMm
HETIOJANeKy — U3 CTSHYBIIEHCS MOCIEI0KHON KOHCTPYKIIUH), UTO TAK)KE YKAa3bIBACT HA OTIpeE-
JIEJICHHBINA BO3PACT ATUX ()OPM B IHELIKOM.

2) Ha 1o, 4to cepus 0) oTpakacT BTOPHYHOE BIMSHUE HEHEIIKOTO a/ICTpara, yKa3blBaeT TaKKe
MECTOUMEHHE e-ke ‘ITOT’, e-ko-xodo ‘OTTyHa’: NCTOPUYECKH KOPPEKTHOH Oblta Obl popma
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*te-ge, **e-go-xodo (< *3m-k3-j3, *5m-k3-x5t3), onHaKo B TaHHOM ciydae Cy(pUKC mproaBis-
€TCsl KO BTOPHUYHOM, BHIYJICHEHHOW 10 aHAJOTWH OCHOBE, MPE/ICTABICHHOMN B IPyTHMX MECTOH-
MEHHUSX C ITHM KOPHEM B SHELIKOM.

3) Ha To, uTO cepus B) OTpakaeT HraHacaHCKOE CyOCTpaTHOE BIMSHHE, YKa3bIBaeT MPEXIC
BCETO CIIOKHOE (POHETHYIECKH HEepPEeTyIIpHOS Pa3BUTHE STHX (opM B SHEIIKOM. MeCTOMMEHUS
SIBIISTIOTCSI KBA3UTPAMMAaTHYECKAMH SJIEMEHTaMH, 32 CUET YeTro 3aTparnBaromiie ux (HoHeTHIe-
CKHeE TIPOIIECCHl MOTYT OTIMYATHCS OT T€X, KOTOPBIE XapaKTEPHBI I OCHOBHOTO MacCHBa JIeK-
CHKH. 3aMETHUM, 4TO, €CJIH B CIIy4ae BTOPUYHOM cepuu 0) sHenKue GopMbl MAKCUMAJIBHO Pery-
JSIPHBI (Y4TO OTIIMYAET UX OT (POHETHUECKH HEePEryJspHBIX HEHEIKHX), B Cllydae CyOCTpaTHON
CepUH MBI BUIUM (POHETUUECKH HEPETYISIPHBIE (JOPMBI YK€ B CAMOM DHEIIKOM:!

*ku-ni- > 1. 9H. ku-u=no-ne, 1. 3H. ku-u=ne-ne BMECTO OKHUIAEMOIO T. OH. **ku-i=no-ne,
1. 9H. **kuy-i=ne-ne;

*t3-1i- > T. DH. te-i=no-ne, 1. 3H. te-i=ne-ne BMECTO OKHIAEMOTO T. 3H. **f0-i=no-ne, 1. 3H.
**to-i=ne-ne;

*35ma-ni- > T. OH. I-I=no-ne, 1. dH. i-i=ne-ne BMEeCTO 0KUIAEMOIO T. 3H. **e-i=no-ne, 1. 5H.
**e-i=ne-ne.

4) B 1ecHOM HHETIKOM COXPAaHMJIMCH BOSHHUKIIHUE ITO]] BTOPHYHBIM HTaHACAHCKHAM BIIUSHUEM
(hopMEBI, KOTOpBIE HE IEMOHCTPHUPYIOT HUKAKUX HEperyIsipHOCTeil (Takue hopMbl 0003HaUEHBI
B Tabnuie crpenakamu). Hanbosee mokasaresibHa Gopma JI. 9H. omoone ‘1o 3ToMy MecTy’ (co-
OTB. HI. 2/M2-21i), B KOTOPOH KOPEHb *3m(3)- y>Ke NMEeT PerysipHbIN aHlIayTHBIN O-.

MecTonmMmeHus ‘kakoil?’, ‘Takoi’ UMEIOT CIEIYIOUIUI BUJl B CEBEPHOCAMOAUNCKUX S3BIKAX:

T. HeH. JI. 3H. T. 3H. HL.
‘KaKoii?’ xurka kurse T kuroe kurad’i
‘Takoii’ torcya —» torse toroe torad’i

MecTtoumeHus ‘kKakoi?’, ‘Takoil’ B JJECHOM HELKOM, BEPOSITHEE BCEr0, BOZHUKIIU MOJ
MIO3JTHAM CETIapaTHBIM BIHMSHHEM TYHIPOBOTO HEHEUKOro. Bo-mepBhIX, KiIacTephl HE JOJKHBI
OBLTH OBI COXPAaHUTHCA, €CIIN OBbI 3TH (POPMBI PEACTABISIIN COOO0M Pe3yIbTaT HCTOPHUIECKH pe-
TYISIPHOTO pa3BUTHA 00ILEi ¢ HeHelKUM npadopMbl. Bo-BTOpBIX, OYEBUAHO, YTO U3 HEHEIl-
KOTO OBUIO 3aMMCTBOBaHO MECTOMMEHHE T. HEH. farcya > J1. 9H. torse ‘TaKoi’, 3aTeM B YHEIIKOM
U3 9TOTO0 MECTOMMEHHMS OBbUI BEIWIEHEH CY(QHKC JI. 9H. -7se, C TOMOIIBI0 KOTOPOTO MO aHallo-
r'un OBUTO 0OPa30BaHO MECTOMMEHHE kurse ‘Kakoii?’: cyQduKc 1. 5H. -7se COOTBETCTBYET T. HEH.
-rcya, KOTOPBIH, B CBOIO OYEpEb, SIBISETCS BHICTYMAIONINM B IIEpETHEPSITHBIX OCHOBAX BapHaH-
TOM cy(p¢ukca T. HeH. -rka. OTHAKO OCHOBA MECTOMMEHHSI ‘KaKOW SIBIISIETCS] STUMOJIOTUICCKI
3aJJHEePSIIHO# (Cp. ITUMOJIOTMYECKH KOPPEKTHOE T. HeH. xurka). Hanpotus, T. 3H. toroe u kuroe
TOYHO COOTBETCTBYIOT HT. forad i v kurad i, Tak 4TO MO>KHO ITPEAIIONAraTh, YTO B OOIIEIHEIIKOM
OBUTH TIpe/ICTaBIICHB IMEHHO 3TH MECTOMMEHHS] HTaHACAHCKOTO CYOCTPaTHOTO TUIIA, KOTOPBIE
1103%e OBIIIM BTOPUYHO 3aMEHEHBI B JICCHOM JHEIIKOM.

BompocurenpHoe MecTOMMEHHE ‘UT0?” IMEET CICAYIONIHI BUIT B CEBEPHOCAMOIUICKIX S3BIKAX:

T. HeH. J1. 3H. T. 9H. HL.
nom-ke
amka-ryi "

‘yro?’ b "y obu mii? (P<r) maa

(cp. Taxoke yawol/cy®
* I71sL KAKOH LIEJTH CITY KUTB )

MectonmMenue ‘4To?’ JIECHOTO OHCUKOT0 POACTBEHHO HCHEIIKOMY, OTHAKO BBITVISIAUT KaK BTO-
pyUvHad agantanus (B X04€ CMCHBI SI3I)IKa) OCHOBBI GEN.PL HCHCIIKOI'O MECTOMMCHHUS: JI. OH. obu —
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T. HeH. #awoq (opma GEN.PL OT yom-ke). [lapannenn3M OCHOBHI T. HEH. U JI. 3H. OOHAPYKHBa-
€TCsI TAKOKE B J1. 9H. 0bu-ru [4T0-LIM] ‘Betd’, Cp. T. HEH. Joworyiq [4To-LIM-GEN.PL] ‘Beriu’. Me-
CTOMMEHHE T. 3H. mii? (7 <r) ‘4T0?’ IBHO POACTBEHHO HI. Maqa ‘“4T0?’; HTaHACAHCKHUH OTpakaeT
npadopmy *med, 1. 5H. — npadopMy *mes-r ¢ NONOITHUTEIBHON NeperiacoBKor *2 > i mepen
ayciatHbeIM cyddukcanbHbIM 7. Pasmiuure MOpQonornyeckoil CTpyKTypbl MECTOMMEHHI Hra-
HACAHCKOTO ¥ TYHIPOBOTO JHEIKOTO 3aCTaBISICT PACCMATPHBATH ATy Mapajuiedb MEXIY ABYMs
HIMOMaMH He KaK CIy4aidl BTOPHYHOTO KOHTAKTHOTO BIMSHUS HIaHACAHCKOTO, a KaK COXpaHe-
HUE 00IIero apxan3Ma — B IPOTUBOBEC CONMIKEHHIO JIECHOTO SHEIKOTO C HEHELKUM, O BTOPUY-
HOCTH KOTOPOTO CBHUJIETEIBCTBYET aJaNTalsi SHEIKMM MOP(HOHOIOTHYECKH U Mopdooruye-
CKH Oosee ynoOHOH GopMbI MECTOMMEHHST GEN.PL%.

12. 3akiaouenue

MO’KHO 3aMETHUTb, YTO NPAKTUUECKH HUKOTIa NCTOpHUecKast pOHETHKa He ToMoraia HaM OT-
JICTUTH B SHELIKOM HM HIaHACaHCKHE CyOCTPATHBIC SIBJIICHHS OT HEHEIKUX a/ICTPATHBIX, HU pe-
3yJIbTaThl BTOPUYHOTO BIIMSIHUSI HTAHACAHCKOTO OT XPOHOJOTHYECKH OOJee paHHHX SBICHUM:
JUIS BCEX PACCMOTPEHHBIX MaTepHalbHBIX €AWHHI BBIIOIHIIOTCS BCE UCTOPHUYECKHE (OHETH-
YEeCKHE 3aKOHBI, KOTOPbIE MbI 3HAEM JIJIsl SHEI[KOTO. B CBS3M ¢ 3TUM MHTEpEeCHO clieytoniee Ha-
omonenue: E. A. XenuMckuii pacckasbiBaji B JIMUHOW Oecele, YTO OAMH M3 JIYUIIUX €ro MH-
(OpMaHTOB O TYHJIPOBOMY dHeukoMmy, Xomo HukonaeBnu Karumh, Takke B COBEpIICHCTBE
BJIIEBIINI HEHENIKUM, HHOTIa MOT BBIJIaBaTh «(aHTOMHBIC) SHELKHE CIIOBA, CYIIECTBOBAHHUE
KOTOPBIX HE HOATBEP)KAATH ITOTOM JIPyTHE KBaMN(UINPOBAHHBIE HOCHTENIHN TYHAPOBOTO JHEII-
xoro. [lemno B Tom, uto E. A. Xenumckuit cobupan ot X. H. Kammna nexkcudaeckne MaTepraisl,
npudeM Xomo HukonaeBudy (KOTOPBIH HE BiIaIe]l CBOOOTHO PYCCKHM SI3bIKOM) OBLIO TPOIIE pa-
00TaTh HE C PYCCKUMH CTHUMYJIaMH, a ¢ HeHelkuMu (u3 cioBaps [ Tepemenko 1965]). Obcyxna-
tonyecs «(paHTOMHBIE) CIIOBa BO3HUKAIIM Kak MMOOOYHBIN pe3ysbTaT TaKoi padoTHI: KaK oKa3a-
nocs, uta X. H. Karumaa Ob110 ecTecTBEeHHO epecunTarh, Kak (POHETHUECKH OKHA ObLita ObI
BBIIVIAZECTH HHENKas (hopMa, COOTBETCTBYIONIAsT HEHEIIKOMY CTHMYITY (XOTSI B pEaTbHOCTH TaKOTO
SHEIKOTO CJIOBA HE OBLIO).

[Ipu 3TOM B 3aBepIlICHHE CTAThU HAM XOTEJIOCh Obl 00CYIUTD OJTUH IIPUMED, OKA3bIBAFOIIHH,
YTO B CUTYallMH TaKoTro IMPEAIoIaraeMoro «OMIIMHIBI3Ma C TIEPECUeTOM» H3pelKa Jaxe JIeK-
CHYECKasl U rpaMMaTHyYecKasi 4aCcTH OHOTO M TOTO K€ CJI0Ba MOTYT OBITh «00pabOTaHbI» pa3-
TUYHBIM 00pa3oM. Pazbepem ciyuaii ¢ HazBaHHeM MaMOHTa (cM. Takxke [Kaxertnen 2022], roe
00CyKIIaeTcs UCTOPHS ITOTO CIIOBA B CAMOIUICKIX S3bIKax). T. 3H. kari-a “)KUBOH MaMOHT CO-
OTBETCTBYET HT. kala-yu ‘KUBOW MaMOHT’, a T. 3H kari-i ‘MaMOHTOBasi KOCTh’ COOTBETCTBYET HI.
kala-d’ 22 ‘mamonToBast kKocTh’. Cy(h(duKCh 000MX CIIOB, O€3YCIOBHO, MPOIIEC OOBSICHUTH B Hra-
HACaHCKOM, YeM B DHEIIKOM, cp. cypuKcHI B HT. Aulu-yu ‘Kopryc HapThl', hora-yu ‘0OBEKT py-
TaHW, OCIIapUBAEMBIH 00BEKT , MoH2-HY ‘IIAMAHCKOE IIEHHE, TIECEHHOE KamilaHue’ (TIpH MoHI-MY
‘coBeT, pekoMeHaausA’) U cyGpPUKC IMEHHOTO TIpeTepuTa B baba-d s ‘ObiBIIce MecTO (Ha KO-
TOPOM TIPEX/IE€ HAXOAMIICA KaKOH-TO MPEAMET, paHbIle CHIEI YEIOBEK, JeXKal ONEHb U T. I1.):
B HFaHACAHCKOM IEPBBIi cy(h(HUKC HETPOLYKTHBEH, BTOPOH IPOAYKTUBEH, B SHELIKOM MIEPBOTO
cybdukca HeT BOoOIIE, a BTOPOil HEIIPOIYKTUBECH.

[Tapanokc 3THX CIIOB COCTOHT B TOM, YTO COOTBETCTBHSI IVIACHBIX B KOPHEBOW YacCTH T. 3H. kari-
U HT. kala- BEITISAIAT Kak OYEHb 1T03/1HHE (MCTOPUYECKOTO COOTBETCTBUS T. H. @ = HI. d B TIEp-
BOM ciiore HeT). OJTHaKo COOTBETCTBHS B CyQ(UKCATBHOMN YaCTH T. 9H. - = HI. -JuU U T. 3H. -i =
HT. -d 20 BBIIIAIAT KaK HCTOPHUYECKH KOPPEKTHBIE, MOATBEPKAASICh U OCTAIBHBIM MACCHBOM

26 JTUMONIOTHST 00EMX OCHOB TaK)ke€ TOBOPHUT B TOJIb3y MMEHHO TaKOH TPAaKTOBKH: MECTOMMEHHE *5m-
MMECT HeHAICKHYIO Mapajjiesb B kamackHCKoM [Janhunen 1977: 17], Mecroumenue *me-5- uMeeT Ha-
JIeKHBIE o0mecamoauiickue mapamtenu [Ibid.: 17].
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nexkcuku. B [Kaxeitnen 2022] BbIcKa3bIBaeTCs MPEATIONIOKEHNE, YTO IHEIKOE CIIOBO 3aUMCTBO-
BaHO M3 HIAaHACAHCKOTO (B HFAHACAHCKOM, JICHCTBUTENBHO, HCTOPUYECKUM IIPOIOJDKEHUEM Ca-
MOJIMICKOTO CIIOBA CO 3HaYE€HHEM ‘MaMOHT  SIBISIETCS HT. koliiy ‘kut’). OZHAKO 3TOMY NPOTH-
BOpeYaT /1Ba 00CTOSTENBCTBA: BO-IIEPBBIX, OCHOBaHUI Mpe/oaraTh IPOU3BOJHOCTh 3THX CIIOB
Ha DHEIIKOH MOYBE HET — B YHEI[KOM HET OCHOBAHHI BBIIEISTH [T0A00HbBIE Cy(D(DHUKCHI, TOTIA KaK
W3 HraHACAHCKOTO MaTepiiia UX MPOU3BOIHOCTD OOBSCHSETCS BIIOJHE ECTECTBEHHO. BO-BTOPBIX,
HAJISKHBIX IPUMEPOB 3aUMCTBOBaHHIA U3 (TYHIPOBOTO) SHEIIKOTO B HraHacaHckuil HeT. Tak uro,
KaKuM ObI HH OBIII MICTOYHHUK HIaHACAHCKOTO CJIOBA, B DHCIIKOM 3TO CJIOBO BBITTIAAWUT TaK, 4YTO KO-
peHb, 00pa3Ho roBOpSI, IPECTaBIsIET COOOH CiTydai 3aMMCcTBOBaHMs Oe3 IepecyeTa BOKaJIn3Ma,
a cypdukcel — ciydaii 3aMMCTBOBaHHMS C IIEPECYETOM BOKAJIM3Ma. Takue mapajgoKchl, BEpOsITHO,
MOPOXKAAIOTCS CUTYalMeil OUIMHTBU3MA.

CIIMCOK COKPAII[EHUIA

1,2,3—1, 2, 3 aurmo IMP — MMIIEPaTUB
ACC — aKKy3aTHB INF — UH(QHHUTHB
ADJ — aTpHOyTUBHBIH [TOKA3aTeIh IPFV — UMIep(eKTuB
ADV — IIOKa3aTeNy Mafexel, ynoTpeOsomuecss  LAT — JIaTUB
B HAPEUMAX U MOCIIENIorax LOC — JIOKaTUB
AOR — Q0PHUCT NEG — OTPHIATENLHBIH [J1arol
CARIT — KapHUTHB 0 — 00BEKTHOE CTIPSDKEHUE
CN — KOHHETaTuB OPT — ONTAaTHB
COND — YCIJIOBHOE JICeTIPUIACTHE PL — MHO)KECTBEHHOE YHCIIO
DEST — JE€CTHHATHB PRAES — HacCTOsIIIlee BPeMs
DIM — TUMHHYTUB PRAET — TIpOILIEIIee BpeMs
DU — JBOIMCTBEHHOE YHCIIO PROL — IPOJIATHB
DUB — IyOUTHB PRON — JIMYHOE MECTOMMEHHE
DUR — ypaTHB R— peQIIeKCUBHOE CIPSDKCHUE
EL — abnatus S— CyOBEKTHOE CIPSDKCHHE
EXCL — BOCKJINIIaHHE SG — EIJMHCTBEHHOE YUCIIO
FUT — Oyzy1iee BpeMs SPEC — BBIICNUTENbHAsT popMa ‘OANH U3 HECKOJb-
GEN — I€HUTHUB KHx’
HAB — XaOuTyaiuc VDN — cy(uKc, 00pa3yronuii OTBIMEHHbIE [IIaroibl
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This issue includes papers by specialists working on Uralic languages spoken in Russia
from both descriptive and typological perspectives. Uralic languages as the second largest lan-
guage family in Europe have been attracting the interest of linguists for several centuries al-
ready [Stipa 1990], but the level of their description differs greatly. On the one hand, there are
long-standing grammaticography traditions for national languages like Finnish, Hungarian, and
Estonian, partly with their own slightly idiosyncratic terminology [Bakrd-Nagy et al. 2020].
On the other hand, for minority languages modern typological grammars are scarce, although
in recent years there has been a rise in theoretical research on them, see, e.g., the recent vol-
umes on Moksha Mordvin [Toldova, Kholodilova (eds.) 2018] and Hill Mari [Kashkin (ed.)
2023] published at the Department of Theoretical and Applied Linguistics of the Lomonosov
Moscow State University as a result of numerous field trips, continuing the tradition established
by A. E. Kibrik, see [Fedorova et al. (eds.) 2014]. Extensive data on these languages is also
analyzed in the recent handbooks on Uralic languages [Bakro-Nagy et al. (eds.) 2022; Abon-
dolo, Valijarvi (eds.) 2023].
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The majority of papers in this issue represent what has been called “an information structural
turn in Uralic studies” [Blokland et al. 2023: 241]. A striking feature of some Uralic languages
is the significant influence of information structure on the expression of grammatical catego-
ries, such as voice, object agreement, and non-possessive uses of possessive markers. Of course,
many older grammars took note of these phenomena, introducing different descriptive terms for
them (e.g. “logical stress”, “definite conjugation”, “possessive suffixes as definite articles”, etc.).
Nevertheless, the systematic study of the way Uralic languages use morphosyntactic means to ex-
press information structure started only after the development of the general information struc-
ture theory (see, e.g., [Lambrecht 1994; Krifka 2007; Aissen 2023]). In fact, it follows the more
general tendency: from the definition of a linguistic sign as a form-semantics pair through the
triangle of form, semantics, and function to the more recent understanding of it as a combina-
tion of form, semantics, syntactics, and pragmatics. Otherwise, a definition of, e.g., voice cannot
be seen as complete if it is defined only as a rearrangement of syntactic functions and semantic
roles, as it was done in the 1970s, without an explanation of its function.

The aforementioned “information structural turn” in Uralic studies began with the Ob-Ugric
languages, as they present a unique case of grammatical systems heavily governed by informa-
tion structure. The idea of pragmatic sentence organization with topichood as a central notion
first appears in [Nikolaeva et al. 1993], followed by [Nikolaeva 1999], though foundations for it
were laid out already in [Rombandeeva 1979] and [Kulonen 1989]. It is claimed that in Khanty
and Mansi varieties a whole range of phenomena is largely determined by the information-struc-
tural status of the core situation participants. Among them are voice [Kulonen 1989; Skribnik
2001; Filchenko 2006; Virtanen 2015; 2023; E. Kiss 2019; Urmanchieva, Plungian 2021; Mura-
vyev, Zhornik 2024], object agreement [Nikolaeva 1999; Koshkareva 2002; Skribnik 2004; Vir-
tanen 2015; E. Kiss 2019; Klumpp 2023], differential object marking [Virtanen 2015; Klumpp
2023], syntax of ditransitive constructions [Virtanen 2015; Bird, Sipdcz 2017], use of posses-
sive markers in non-possessive functions [Janda 2015; 2019], and constituent order [Virtanen
2023]. This systemic combination of morphosyntactic means was aptly defined as “commu-
nicative sentence paradigm” in [Koshkareva 2002], see also similar notions in [E. Kiss 2019;
Klumpp, Skribnik 2022].

This approach was promptly applied to other branches of Uralic. For Samoyedic, research
on Enets ditransitive constructions [Khanina, Shluinsky 2020], Nganasan passive [Leisié 2006],
Nenets object agreement [Dalrymple, Nikolaeva 2011; Nikolaeva 2014] and passive [Stenin
2023] was carried out. An interesting attempt to combine a generativist approach with the infor-
mation structure theory is presented in [Dabritz 2021], which analyzes the data of five North-
West Siberian languages, three of them Uralic (Nganasan, Enets, Khanty).

Regarding Mordvin languages, studies on differential object marking (DOM) [Toldova 2017]
(see also a more general work on DOM in Finno-Ugric [Serdobolskaya, Toldova 2017] and
another one on the information structure of direct object in general [Serdobolskaya, Toldova
2016]) and passive in Moksha Mordvin [Stenin 2018] were performed. For Mari languages, we
find recent works on DOM [Serdobolskaya 2015], discourse particles [Kozlov, Zakirova 2023],
and possessive marking in non-possessive function [Khomchenkova 2022]. For Komi and Ud-
murt, publications appeared on the interaction of DOM with information structure and other pa-
rameters, see [Klumpp 2012; 2014] for Komi and [Serdobolskaya 2020] for Beserman Udmurt.

As for the Western-most Finno-Ugric languages, pragmatic sentence organization has long
been considered relevant for Hungarian and Finnish grammaticography, mainly in connection
to constituent order, cf. the characterisation of Hungarian as a “discourse configurational lan-
guage” [E. Kiss 1995] and the description of “discourse conditioned word order” in Finnish
[Vilkuna 1989]. However, as far as we know, such systemic descriptions are still lacking for
Fennic and Saami languages of Russia.

Three papers presented here continue this approach. Nikita Muravyev’s article discusses the
influence of internal possessors on information structure in Northern Khanty. The study deals
with a number of contexts in Northern Khanty, in which the presence of an internal possessor
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in the noun phrase of one of the core arguments influences the choice between active and pas-
sive voice; three hypotheses explaining this behavior are considered. The paper by Daria Zhornik
considers different grammatical categories that are influenced by information structure in North-
ern Mansi, giving an overview of the previous research on them and suggesting additional pa-
rameters to complement the existing information-structural approaches to these phenomena.
Johannes Hirvonen in his paper provides a first descriptive overview of information structure
in Meadow Mari, focusing on the types of morphosyntactic marking which interact with the in-
formation structural notions of focus, topic, and contrastive topic. The results of this research
confirm previous claims about Meadow Mari information structure but at the same time show
a more varied picture of the available information structure marking strategies.

This issue also contains articles on Uralic syntax. Irina Khomchenkova’s article is dedicated
to conditional and concessive constructions with Russian conjunctions es/i ‘if” and xotja ‘al-
though’ in Hill Mari speech. The author examines the possibility of duplication of the Russian
conjunctions with the corresponding Hill Mari conjunctions and shows that it is possible for the
conditional conjunctions, which exhibit incomplete structural congruence, but not for the con-
cessive one. Finally, the issue includes Natalia Serdobolskaya’s review of “Clause linkage in the
languages of the Ob-Yenisei area: Asyndetic constructions” [Behnke, Wagner-Nagy (eds.) 2024],
arecent collection of articles dealing with clause linkage in Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic languages,
among others, with focus on constructions with non-finite dependent clause. This special issue
continues the recent series in Voprosy Jazykoznanija, following the issues Ne 5/2022 and Ne 6/2023.
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AHHoOTanus: B mccnenoBaHny paccMaTpUBAIOTCS KOHTEKCTH B CEBEPHOXAHTHIMCKOM S3bIKE, B KOTOPBIX
HaJIM4YKe BHYTPEHHETO II0CeCCopa B MMEHHBIX IPYIINaX SASPHBIX YYaCTHUKOB BIIMSIET HA KOJUPOBAHHE
ITHX aKTaHTOB. Ha 0CHOBE KOPIyCHBIX HaHHBIX Ka3bIMCKOTO JIMAJIEKTa XaHTHIMCKOTO paccMaTpuBa-
I0TCSI KOHTEKCTBI, B KOTOPBIX IPHCYTCTBUE TOMHKAIBHOTO TI0CECCOPa TPETHETO JINIIAa B UMEHHOH IpyTime
areHca WiM IalueHca NPUBOJUT K ITOHIKEHUIO areHca M IaccuBM3aluu. B crathe npoBoaurcs aHa-
JIM3 TaKUX KOHTEKCTOB C TOYKH 3PEHHS B3aUMOIEHCTBUS JUCKYPCHBHON 3HAYMMOCTH U 3()(EKTHBHO-
cTr 00pabOTKN pedr. YCTaHOBIEHO, YTO ITACCUBHBIN 3aJI0T UCTIONB3YeTCsl KAK CTPATETHs pa3penieH s
HEOHO3HAYHOCTH, KOT/Ia B IIPE/IOKEHHUH NPUCYTCTBYIOT HECKOJIBKO HEMapKHPOBAHHBIX YUaCTHHKOB,
a TaKkXKe KOorja MOKET BOSHUKHYThH peepeHIINaIbHBIH KOH(INKT U3-32 HEOJHO3HAYHOH pedepeHun
aHa(OPUIECKOTO MOCECCUBHOTO MapKepa. JTa cTpaTerusi NpUMEeHseTCs, KOTJa areHC MeHee JUCKyp-
CHBHO 3HauMM, 4eM MaIMeHC WU OCECCOp MalMeHca, HIIH KOT/Ia TPUCYTCTBYIOT IIOCECCOPHI M areHca,
1 HaIeHca, u 00a OCHOBHBIX apIyMEeHTa 3aHIMAIOT HI3KYIO ITO3UIUIO HA HePapXUsIX OyIIEeBICHHOCTH,
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areHTUBHOCTH U TOIMKaJIbHOCTH — B JAHHOM CJIy4ae UCIIOIb30BaHUE TACCHBHOTO 3aJ10Ta 00yCIOBICHO
HE MX HepapXUIeCKO MO3HIKEH, a COOOpaKECHUSIMH YI00CTBA BOCIIPHSTHS.

KuroueBble cji0Ba: apryMeHTHas CTPYKTYpa, 3aJI0T, TACCHB, IOCECCHBHOCTh, CEBEPHOXAHTBIICKHI S3BIK,
YPaIbCKHE A3BIKH
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Introduction

Any discussion of morphosyntactic coding will primarily focus on the properties of the core
clausal arguments, namely S(ole) argument of an intransitive clause, A(gent), or transitive subject,
and P(atient), or transitive object, following Dixon’s [1972] SAO model. One such property
that is rarely if at all considered is whether or not a core argument has an internal possessor.
In Northern Khanty (< Ob-Ugric < Uralic), the presence of an internal possessor of A and/or P
triggers the use of passive voice, as in example (1) below, which does not straightforwardly
follow from the identity and status of either of the two core arguments or the event itself.

(1) saita mewal nepek-al pox-al-an Siwala-s-i
then chest paper-Poss.3sG  son-POSS.3SG-LOC  see-PST-PASS[3SG]

‘Then his; (the old man’s) son saw his; chest paper.” (NHC', The eagle: 18)

This study explores the idea that such use of the passive voice is due to morphological
ambiguity between overt unmarked core arguments (here A ‘his son” and P ‘his chest paper”)
and their possessors, as well as referential ambiguity of possessive markers. It is suggested
that the passive voice resolves this ambiguity by distinctly marking A with an oblique locative
case, thus reducing by one the number of unmarked clausal arguments. Based on the corpus
data of Kazym Khanty, I determine the exact conditions under which such ambiguity-resolving
passives appear.

1. Argument coding in Northern Khanty

Northern Khanty belongs to the Ob-Ugric branch of the Uralic language family. It is spoken
in the western part of Northern Siberia, in the Khanty-Mansi and Yamalo-Nenets Districts,
by approximately 13,900 speakers, according to the All-Russian Population Census of 20202.
Case marking in Northern Khanty follows the neutral/accusative alignment [Nikolaeva 1999].
Full noun phrases as core transitive arguments are always unmarked (2), while personal pronouns
distinguish between the unmarked nominative form for the S- and A-arguments and the marked
accusative form for the P-argument (3).

! The example is taken from the Northern Khanty corpus.
2 Available online at: https://rosstat.gov.ru/vpn/2020.
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(2) pox an  Sukat-as
boy cup break-psT[3sG]

‘A boy broke a cup.’ (elicited)

(3) Auw manti yatsa-s
he L.acc  hit-psT[35G]
‘He hit me.’ (elicited)

Verbs in Northern Khanty obligatorily agree with the S/A-argument in person and num-
ber. Transitive verbs show non-obligatory agreement with P in number, determined primar-
ily by information structure and/or givenness [Nikolaeva 2001; Koshkareva 2002; Dalrym-
ple, Nikolaeva 2011; E. Kiss 2019; Débritz 2020; Muravyev 2023]. In typological literature,
this phenomenon is referred to as differential object indexing, see [lemmolo 2011; Haig 2018].
Morphologically, verbs that index only the S/A-argument are inflected for subjective conju-
gation, whereas verbs indexing both A and P arguments take a separate objective conjugation
paradigm. Compare a subjective form in a clause with a new and/or focused P-argument (4a)
and an objective form with a given and/or topical P-argument (4b). The person-number affix
follows the tense marker.

(4) a. juwan pe:tra re:sk-as | *re:sk-as-li
John Peter hit-pST[35G] hit-PST-35G>SG

[Whom did John hit?] ‘John hit PETER.’

b. luw pe:tra re:sk-as-li. | *re:sk-as
he peter hit-pPST-35G>SG hit-psT[35G]
[What did John do to Peter?] ‘He HIT Peter.” [Nikolaeva 2001: 29-30]

In addition, Northern Khanty has a passive voice that is used whenever the A-argument is
not given or topical [Kulonen 1989; Nikolaeva 2001; Koshkareva 2002; E. Kiss 2019]. The
P-argument appears in the subject slot and is indexed on the verb by means of the subjective
conjugation, while the A-argument is either unexpressed or, if overt, coded as a locative oblique,
cf. (5). The passive marker -a(j) appears between tense and person-number affixes, with a non-
word-final allomorph -aj and word-final -a [Kaksin 2010: 112—114]. In some Northern dialects,
an additional pair of allomorphs, -i(j), is used with vocalic verb stems.

(5) kalan  xoj-na  we:l-s-a? — Juwan-na we:l-s-a
reindeer who-Loc  kill-PsT-Pass[3sG] john-LocC kill-PST-PASS[3SG]

‘Who killed the/a reindeer? — JOHN did.’ [Nikolaeva 2001: 25]

Together, the passive voice and both conjugation types form a hierarchical alignment
system based on animacy, givenness, and topicality (see [Muravyev 2023]). In languages with
hierarchical alignment, the subject slot is accessed by the highest-ranked core argument [Nichols
1992; Thompson 1994; Zuiiiga 2006]. Whenever A outranks P, neutral direct construction is
used, as in example (6a) from Plains Cree with Speech-act participant (SAP) A > 3™ person P.
Otherwise inverse construction is used, as in (6b) with 3 A> SAP P.

(6) a. ni-wapam-a-w b. ni-wapam-ikw-w
1-see-DIR-3 1-see-INV-3
‘I see him/her.’ ‘He/she sees me.’ [Zaiiga 2006: 2]

Assuming active voice to correspond to direct and passive to inverse, we get a similar person
contrast in Northern Khanty. In SAP A > 3 P contexts, active, as in (7a), is obligatory, because
there are no locative forms for personal pronouns, which makes a passive construction impossible.
On the other hand, in 3 A> SAP P contexts, passive is strongly preferred (7b), yet active, as in (3),
may also occur if A is highly topical.
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(7) a. ma wasaj-en xdtsa-s-am
I Vasya-P0ss.2sG ~ hit-pST-1sG
‘I hit Vasya.’
b. ma wasaj-en-on xatsa-s-ij-om
I Vasya-pP0sS.2SG-LOC  hit-PST-PASS-1SG

“Vasya hit me.’ (elicited)

There is often a further distinction between “proximate” (discourse-prominent, hierarchically
high) and “obviative” (non-prominent) third-person arguments, see Section 2.3 for further details.
For example, (8a) and (8b) from Plains Cree illustrate a proximate- and obviative-marked ‘dog’,
respectively.

(8) a. nmiwapamaw  atim b. pakamahwew  napew atimwa
see(1-3) dog(3) hit(3-3’) man(3) dog(3’)
‘I see the dog.’ ‘The man hits the dog.” [Aissen 1997: 707]

In most dialects of Northern Khanty, there are no formal distinctions in the domain of third
person. However, Kazym Khanty employs a 2sG possessive affix (cf. (9a)) as a salient article,
which specifically marks prominent or “proximate” arguments [Mikhailov (to appear)]. This
salient article follows the proximate uniqueness principle proposed in [Goddard 1990] and
[Aissen 1997; 2001] for languages with obviation marking. For instance, in (9b), only one noun
phrase is compatible with the proximate reading of the 2sG possessive marker.

9) a. amp-en Aow  Suwal-as
dog-pPoss.2sG  bone  see-PST[3sG]
‘The dog saw the bone.’
b. amp-en Aow-en Suwal-as
dog-Poss.2sG  bone-P0SS.2sG  see-PST[3SG]
‘The dog saw your/*the bone.” (elicited)

2. Passive and ambiguity resolution

Passive constructions in Northern Khanty are highly frequent in texts and have a variety of uses,
some of which may seem counterintuitive at first. Consider the following pair of examples:

(10) mos poxatur  imij-a ma-s ar sorni  wox,  pox-le
Moshch  hero woman-DAT  give-PST[3sG] much gold money  boy-DIM
wu-s-le pa  joxAi pela  man-ti pit-as
take-PST-3sG>SG ADD  backwards to ZO-NFIN.NPST  AUX-PST[3SG]

‘The Moshch hero gave the woman a lot of gold and money, took her son and went back.’
(NHC, The hero: 29)

(11) si  kut-on  ime-A nox Weri-as pa  jos-al
DEM gap-LoC  wife-P0ss.3sG  up wake-PST[3sG] ADD hand-poss.3sG
jira  katal-s-a
to.side grab-PST-PASS[3SG]
‘Meanwhile his wife woke up and grabbed his hand (lit. “his hand was grabbed”).” (NHC,
Three wise words: 70)

In (10), the same actor is expressed throughout the passage as the subject. In contrast,
in (11), the actor is first mentioned as the subject but then demoted in a passive construction.
Typologically, A-arguments performing successive actions normally continue to be expressed



Nikita A. Muravyev 69

in the subject slot (see [Givon (ed.) 1983]), as in (10). Thus, the use of the passive in (11) seems
out of place. The only obvious difference between the contexts is the presence of an anaphoric
third-person possessor ‘husband’ in the nominal expressions ‘his wife’ and ‘his hand’ in the
latter example. One may wonder what the link is between expressing a possessor and using the
passive voice.

The idea I argue for in this paper is that the passive, as seen in (11), is used to resolve
ambiguity, similar to the use of the inverse in Tlapanec to disambiguate between subjects
and possessors [Wichmann 2007]. Northern Khanty tends to avoid overt expression of core
arguments and instead uses zero-anaphora or pronominal expressions. Combined with the
presence of a possessor in (11), this creates ambiguity: it is unclear, especially without contextual
support, who grabbed whose hand. The passive efficiently resolves this ambiguity by a) demoting
the agent ‘wife’ so that it can no longer be interpreted as the antecedent of the third-person
possessive marker on ‘hand’, and b) keeping NPs with coindexed third-person possessors in the
subject slot to ensure that their possessor is interpreted as the same referent, ‘husband’.

If this analysis is correct, we would expect the passive to resolve ambiguity in the
presence of a possessor in most or all of the available corpus data. My research questions
are as follows:

1. Does passive resolve ambiguity between A, P, and possessors?
2. In what contexts does the ambiguity resolving passive apply?

The first question can be answered by examining a sample of transitive clauses with possessors
and determining the ratio of passive to active examples. If all or nearly all examples are passive,
then the passive can be viewed as a dedicated means of ambiguity resolution. Otherwise, the
passive is just one among several ambiguity-resolving means, and its use is restricted to certain
contexts, which the second question aims to identify. Identifying these contexts requires an in-
depth analysis of the event properties and all participants involved.

My general proposal can be formulated as follows:

Under conditions that require morphological ambiguity resolution in clauses
simultaneously containing a) core arguments A and P, and b) possessor(s) of A and/
or P, such ambiguity is fully or partially resolved by passivization, which demotes A
to a locative oblique.

The main research objective was to identify the exact conditions for morphological ambiguity
resolution. The following three hypotheses were considered:

— Processing efficiency hypothesis: Obligatory A-demotion and passivization occur
whenever a clause contains more than two participants from the set {A, P, PsrA,
PsrP}.

— Possessor affectedness hypothesis: Obligatory A-demotion and passivization occur
whenever P’s possessor is affected by the event and needs to be morphosyntactically
integrated into the proposition.

— Proximate hypothesis: Obligatory A-demotion and passivization occur whenever either
P or its possessor is more prominent in the current discourse than A.

To test these hypotheses, all 1,035 transitive clauses, including 350 examples with possessors,
were extracted from the Kazym dialect subcorpus of the unpublished Northern Khanty corpus
(42,174 tokens), compiled by Egor Kashkin. For general purposes and to test the first hypothesis,
the corpus examples were manually annotated for active and passive forms of the verb, the
presence/absence of possessors on A and P, their formal expression (i.e., full NP or person-
number index on the head), and whether they correspond to A, P, a speech-act participant,
or another discourse referent. To test the second hypothesis, the examples were annotated
according to whether the possessor of P is affected by the event. Annotation for the third
hypothesis included parameters that are typologically relevant for hierarchical systems: person
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(1, 2, 3), animacy (human, animal, inanimate), definiteness (definite, indefinite specific, indefinite
non-specific), and topicality (topical > non-topical). Additionally, some field examples collected
in the village of Kazym (Russia) in 2022 were used for illustration purposes.

2.1. Processing efficiency hypothesis

According to this hypothesis, the passive voice occurs in transitive clauses when A and P
are present along with a possessor of either one or both, without any further conditions. The
underlying assumption is that, since neither of the non-pronominal participants is case-marked,
the simultaneous presence of these participants creates parsing difficulties. In his discussion
of efficiency and complexity in English relative clauses, J. Hawkins [2004] demonstrates that
similar parsing difficulties can be addressed by diversifying the coding in a clause, which he
calls the “Maximize On-Line Processing” principle.

For example, in a “garden-path sentence” (12a), the hearer cannot unambiguously assign
a grammatical function to the NP the boy before the sentence is finished. In contrast, (12b)
resolves the issue by explicitly introducing the dependent clause with a complementizer that.

(12) [Hawkins 2004: 51]
a. I p[realize g,[the boy knows the answer]].
b. I p[realize g,[that the boy knows the answer]].

In Northern Khanty, the passive voice appears to serve the same purpose by distinctly
coding A as a locative oblique, as in (13) below. This allows the hearer to process the sentence
as early as possible, avoiding erroneous role assignments and referential conflicts. First, such
use of passive signals that neither of the unmarked participants is the agent. Second, it helps
to avoid confusion of the antecedents of the two possessive markers: the former, on A xgj-a1-an
‘man’, referring to the topical set of characters, and the latter, on P tepal-aA ‘belly’, to the overtly
expressed possessor sort ‘pike’. This is similar to the concept of precluding referential conflict
[Fedorova 2014] and the idea of passive as a “deconflicter” in A. Kibrik’s [2011] terms. In the
majority of the annotated examples, the passive voice is indeed chosen as predicted.

(13) saita in  pupi sox-ap Xgj-aA-an in  won sort
then DEM bear  coat-PROPR man-PoOsS.3sG-LOC DEM  big pike
tepal-al pelki - somarma-s-i

belly-poss.3sG  apart  crush-pPST-PASS[3SG]

‘Then the Man in the Bear Coat crushed the belly of the large pike.” (NHC, Younger
daughter of the sun: 80)

On the other hand, there are still plenty of examples in the active voice. For instance,
A-arguments that are speech-act participants, as ‘we’ in (14), are never demoted from the subject
slot. This can be explained by the fact that first and second persons are easily distinguished from
third persons, so no ambiguity occurs.

(14) Saj jansi omas-s-om, S$2§-at  jayx-mat-s-at, kus muy
tea  drink:NFIN.NPST  sit-PST-1SG drake-pL  walk-PNCT-PST-3sG  though we
Auw  noxe-A ant le-l-ew

they  meat-POsSS.3SG  NEG  eat-NPST-1SG>SG

‘I sat down to drink tea, the drakes flew in, even though we don’t eat their meat.” (NHC,
A gunless hunter: 10)

However, even third-person A-arguments can sometimes remain in the subject slot in the
presence of a possessor, as shown in (15) and (16) below.
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(15) Aow-al Sonx-s-alle
horse-p0ss.3sG  kick-PST-35G>SG

‘He; kicked his; horse.” (NHC, God given wealth: 19)

(16) ike-A Aad’-a  Aesat-s-a, ime-1 Aow
husband-p0ss.3sG ~ war-DAT prepare-PST-PASS[3SG]  wife-P0ss.3sG  horse
panan to-s-ie

with.oneself  bring-PST-3sG>SG
‘They sent her husband to war; he took his wife’s horse with him.” (NHC, Golden
horse: 42)

Examples like (15) with zero A acting on P ‘his horse’ do not pose serious problems for
interpretation, as A and the possessor of P are coreferent, meaning that there are only two
participants involved, not three. In such contexts, the active voice is the only available option
in the corpus. Note that in a mirror-image setup with A ‘his wife’ acting on zero P where P and
the possessor of A are coreferent, as in (17), only the passive voice is used. Examples of this
kind with non-distinct possessors will be briefly mentioned in Section 2.3 but otherwise remain
outside the scope of this study.

(17) joxi  Jlop-as, ime-A-an insas-A-a
home enter-pST[3sG] Wwoman-P0SS.3SG-LOC  ask-NPST-PASS[3SG]
‘He; came home and his; wife askes him,.” (NHC, The eagle: 55)

Examples like (16) with zero A acting on P ‘his wife’s horse’, on the other hand, do pose
a problem for the first hypothesis. They suggest that certain properties of the arguments either
block the use of the passive voice or make it unnecessary. In the following sections, I will
discuss other factors potentially influencing the use of passive, namely whether P’s possessor
is affected by the event (see Section 2.2 on the possessor affectedness hypothesis) and whether
A is prominent/topical (see Section 2.3 on the proximate hypothesis). Table 1 below presents
corpus counts for the processing efficiency hypothesis. All instances of overtly expressed
or anaphorically marked possessors of A and P (including cases of multiple embedded possessors,
as, e.g., in (16)) were counted as PsrA and PsrP respectively.

Table 1
Active and passive with different sets of arguments
Active Passive
A, P 722 200
A, P, PsrP 18 43
A, P, PsrA 22 19
A, P, PsrA, PsrP 1 10
Total with possessors 41 72
Total 763 272

In contrast to sentences without possessors of core arguments, in which the active voice clearly
dominates in frequency, the presence of possessors gives the passive voice some advantage’. The
passive voice appears twice as often as the active voice with A, P, and a possessor of P, and ten
times more often than the active voice with A, P, and both possessors. However, with A, P, and
a possessor of A, the active voice has a slight edge. Hence, the processing efficiency hypothesis
needs further elaboration.

3 The Fisher exact test statistic value is < 0.00001. The result is significant at p < 0.05.
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2.2. Possessor affectedness hypothesis

Since the simultaneous presence of A, P, and possessor(s) alone cannot account for the
use of the passive voice, there must be additional factors at play. One potential factor is the
affectedness of the possessor, which triggers passivization, as in example (18) below from
Japanese. Such construction is usually referred to as adversative passive [Kortlandt 1992;
Shibatani 1994], as typically the promoted participant is negatively affected by the event.

(18) JapanEsk [Kortlandt 1992: 99]
John wa dareka ni e 0 yakareta
John TOP someone DAT house ACC  burn.pass.pST

‘John’s house was burnt by someone; John was negatively affected by it.’

In this example, John is the owner of the house and suffers the loss of his property.
To emphasize the effect of the burning event on the possessor, the verb appears in the passive
voice, and the possessor is topicalized. Northern Khanty exhibits a similar passive construction;
however, the affected possessor, as ‘Masha’ in (19) and the speaker in (20) below, remains
internal and is promoted to subject along with its host.

(19) masaj-en xot  yojat-an Aoy-s-a
Masha-p0ss.2sG  house Who.INDEF-LOC  enter-PST-PASS[35G]

‘Masha’s house was entered by someone.’ (elicited)

(20) xot-em Xojat-an nox wu-s-i
house-pPoss.1SG ~ who.INDEF-LOC ~ up take-PST-PASS[3SG]

‘My house has been taken by someone.” (NHC, Little chipmunk: 13)

However, examples of the active voice with an affected P’s possessor, such as (21) below
with zero A acting on P ‘the front door of the Vein-making woman’s house’, are also found in the
corpus, which questions the possessor affectedness hypothesis.

(21) men kim  &t-as, Siw man-as pa
daughter-in-law out  appear-pST[3SG] DEM.LAT go-PST[3SG] ADD
Aon_werti_ime-n xot  ow-al tut-an
vein_making woman-pP0ss.2sG  house door-poss.3sG  fire-LoC
pon-s-alle

put-PST-3SG>SG
‘The daughter-in-law came out, went there and set the front door of the Vein-making
woman’s house on fire.” (NHC, Vein-making woman: 11)

Moreover, in both active (see (16) repeated below as (22)) and passive (23) examples with
possessed Ps ‘his wife’s horse’ and ‘the son of those man and woman’ respectively, the possessor
of P is not affected by the event. Examples with A, P, and A’s possessor but no P’s possessor are
also left unaccounted for.

(22) ike- Aad’-a  Aesat-s-a, ime-2 Aow
husband-P0ss.3sG ~ war-DAT  prepare-PST-PASS[3SG] ~ wife-P0ss.3sG  horse
panan to-s-Ae

with.oneself  bring-psT-3sG>sG

‘They sent her husband to war; he took his wife’s horse with him.” (NHC, Golden horse: 42)
(23) salta ime-pon—ike-yon  pox Siw i wox-s-a

then woman-DU—man-DU  boy DEM.LAT FOC  call-PST-PASS[3SG]

‘Then they called the son of those man and woman.” (NHC, Younger daughter of the
sun: 46)
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Table 2 below presents corpus counts for the possessor affectedness hypothesis.

Table 2
Active and passive with different sets of arguments
with an affected and a non-affected possessor of P

PsrP affected PsrP not affected

Active Passive Active Passive
A, P, PsrP 8 23 11 11
A, P, PsrA — — 22 19
A, P, PsrA, PsrP 1 3 0 6
Total 9 26 33 36

The passive voice does correlate clearly with the affectedness of the P’s possessor*. It appears
three times more often with A, P, and the possessor of P, as well as with A, P, and both possessors.
Yet, many examples without an affected possessor of P or without such a possessor are left
unexplained by the possessor affectedness hypothesis. Hence, other conditions should also be
taken into consideration.

2.3. Proximate hypothesis

Another potential factor is the relative ranking of A, P, and possessor(s) in terms of discourse
prominence. Here I understand prominence in the sense of [von Heusinger, Schumacher 2019:
119] as “a relational property that singles out one element from a set of elements of equal
type and structure”. Based on the conventions for describing languages with hierarchical
alignment, I will distinguish two prominence statuses: proximate, or discourse-prominent,
and obviative, or non-prominent. Proximate is the highest ranked argument among all the
arguments in a clause with respect to the hierarchies of animacy, topicality, agentivity and
with possessors preferred over possessees [Aissen 2001: 6]. Proximate assignment obeys
the Proximate Uniqueness Constraint stating that there can only be one proximate argument
per obviation span which is minimally a clause [Ibid.: 12]. All other arguments are assigned
obviative status.

In languages with hierarchical alignment, possessors are often treated on par with core
arguments. Possessors can be either proximate or obviative, and proximate possessors have
distinct coding from obviative ones [Aissen 1997]. In some languages, proximate possessors
can even compete with A and P for the subject slot [Nikolaeva et al. 2019]. In a closely related
Uralic language, Tundra Nenets, proximate possessors show indexing on the head, whereas
obviative ones do not [Barany, Nikolaeva 2019; Nikolaeva, Barany 2019]. Compare (24), where
the previously mentioned referent ‘“Wera’ is assigned proximate status and is thus obligatorily
indexed as a possessor, with (25), where the new referent ‘Petya’ is assigned obviative status
with no indexing on the head.

TUNDRA NENETS

(24) [Why did Wera hit you?]
man®  Wera-h  masina-m” (-ta) taxabta®-dom-¢
1 Wera-GEN  car-ACC-3SG break-1SG-pST

‘I broke Wera’s car.” [Nikolaeva, Barany 2019: 232-233]

4 The Fisher exact test statistic value is 0.0356. The result is significant at p < 0.05.
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(25) [Where is your cup?]
Peta-h  wenako(-“da) taxabta®-da-$°
Petya-GEN  dog-3sG break-3sG>SG-PST

‘Petya’s dog broke it.” [Ibid.]

Similar contrast is observed in Kazym Khanty, cf. pet’aj-en xot-a/. [Petya-p0ss.2sG house-
P0ss.3sG] ‘Petya’s house’ where the indexed possessor ‘Petya’ is proximate and pet 'aj-en xot
[Petya-Poss.2sG house] where it is non-indexed and obviative. Moreover, proximate possessors
do participate in the hierarchical coding system alongside core arguments. Thus, settings with
obviative A acting upon obviative P with a proximate possessor in almost all of the examples lead
to passivization. In both examples below, passive is used, because the main characters appear
as proximate possessors of obviative P-arguments, ‘feet’ (26) and ‘wife’ (27), while A-arguments
‘those people’ and ‘Seven Canopies, Big Canopy’ are obviative as well.

(26) kur-A-ak Xosmalt-A-aj-at, isa potor
foot-PL-P0SS.3SG ~ warm.up-NPST-PASS-3PL  UQ  speech
o8- antom

mind-P0Ss.3SG  NEG.EX
‘(Those people) are warming up her feet, she can’t speak at all (from fear).” (NHC, Woman
with children abandoned: 67)

(27) [When he traveled, he used to leave his heart at home. While he was once driving through
the forest, a man named Seven Canopies, Big Canopy, comes to his house.]
ime-1 Si  Aipat-s-a
wife-P0ss.3SG  FOC  pester-PST-PASS[35G]
‘He clung to his wife [— Where is his heart?].” (NHC, Younger daughter of the sun: 56)

In settings where an obviative A with an obviative possessor acts upon a proximate P,
as shown in (28) below, passive also occurs without exceptions. Here P ‘the small box’ is
assigned proximate status because it is more topical in the current stretch of discourse than the
possessor of A, ‘father’.

(28) pox-al-on aj Aaras nox puns-s-a
boy-P0oss.3sG-Loc  small box up open-PST-PASS[3SG]|

‘His son opened the small box.” (NHC, The eagle: 16)

On the other hand, contexts where a proximate A acts upon P with an obviative possessor,
as illustrated in (29) below, consistently demonstrated the use of the active voice in all attested
cases. The obviative status of the possessor ‘husband’ is supported by the fact that it is not
indexed on the head noun ‘heart’. Therefore, the higher prominence of A compared to the
possessor naturally explains the preference for the active voice over the passive.

29) in  ne pakan-al pa Si  ma-A-de
DEM woman be.scared-NPST[3SG] ADD FOC  give-NPST-3SG>SG
ike-A sam

man-poss.3sG  heart
‘The woman gets scared and gives her husband’s heart.” (NHC, Younger daughter of the
sun: 40)

Importantly, examples (15) and (17) with non-distinct possessors discussed earlier
in Section 2.1 also fit naturally into this proposal. The obligatory use of the active voice when P
is possessed by A and the obligatory use of the passive voice when A is possessed by P are due
to the possessor always being more prominent than its possession, as described by the principle
“possessor is proximate, possessee is obviative” [Aissen 1997].

One problematic context arises in sentences where both A and P have possessors. Under
a hierarchical analysis, both A and P in such cases should be assigned obviative status, hence
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no preference for either active or passive voice is expected. However, in reality, we observe
a surprising dominance in the use of the passive voice. There are isolated examples in the corpus
where there are two distinct possessors, with only one being proximate, as in (30) where the
possessor of P ‘its sound’ is proximate and A ‘our adults’ has a first-person possessor, which
has no obviation status, since speech-act participants do not participate in obviation [Goddard
1990; Aissen 1997; 2001].

(30) man-am Sij-A won  ot-A-am-n i x9lA-s-a,
O-NFIN.PST  sound-P0ss.3sG  big thing-PL-POSS.1SG-LOC ~ FOC  hear-PST-PASS[35G]
ma isa xol  pakon-s-om
1 UQ away be.scared-pPST-1SG

‘The noise with which she flew away was heard by adults; I was completely scared.” (NHC,
The tackle: 22)

However, in the majority of examples like sentence (1) repeated below with A ‘his son’ acting
on P ‘his chest paper’, A and P share the same proximate anaphorically expressed possessor, and
in this case, passive invariably occurs.

(3l) saita mewal nepek-al pox-ai-an Siwala-s-i
then chest paper-poss.3SG  son-Poss.3SG-LOC  see-PST-PASS[3SG]

“Then his; (the old man’s) son saw his; chest paper.” (NHC, The eagle: 18)

This results in an asymmetrical situation where a possessed P is promoted to subject
whenever A is obviative, whether possessed or not, while a possessed A can fill the subject
slot only if P is obviative and has no proximate possessor. One possible explanation for
this asymmetry, which again involves the processing efficiency hypothesis, is that when
a clause contains a full set of A, P, and their possessors, there is no clearly proximate, zero,
or pronominal expression of A. It becomes too difficult to keep track of all the roles and
possessive relations of the participants; hence A is demoted to oblique via passivization.
Table 3 presents corpus counts for the proximate hypothesis. Relative prominence of arguments
and possessors was assessed based on their respective positions on the animacy, agentivity,
and topicality hierarchies.

Table 3
Active and passive with different sets of arguments
and varying prominence of the arguments
A/PsrA>P/PsrP A/PsrA <P/PsrP PsrA = PsrP
Active Passive Active Passive Active Passive

A, P, PsrP 17 0 1 39 — —
A, P, PsrA 20 0 0 18 — —
A, P, PsrA, PsrP 2 0 0 1
Total 39 0 1 58

The proximate hypothesis successfully accounts for almost all of the available data®. Active
voice consistently appears when A is hierarchically higher than P or its possessor, and the use
of passive voice when A is lower than P or its possessor is also almost without exception. Hence,
this hypothesis is accepted. The only category of examples not accounted for are sentences with
both hierarchically low A and P where only passive voice is used.

5 The Fisher exact test statistic value is < 0.00001. The result is significant at p < 0.05.
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3. Summary and discussion

The Northern Khanty data presented here demonstrates that, although possessors are not
verbal arguments, they still belong to the morphosyntactic core of the system. Similar to A- and
P-arguments, they are not marked for case and are indexed for person and number on the head,
with the distinction that this indexing occurs inside the noun phrase rather than on the predicate.
Functionally, treating possessors in this manner serves the purposes of discourse status tracking
by signalling that the current core arguments are linked to a more prominent discourse referent.

On the formal side, however, this treatment of possessors creates ambiguity that is challenging
to resolve without proper morphological support. As demonstrated above, this role is fulfilled
by the passive voice. First, in the passive construction A is coded as a locative oblique, which
clearly distinguishes it from other unmarked noun phrases. Second, even in the absence
of an overt A, passive form of the verb signals that none of the unmarked noun phrases is the
A-argument. Third, by demoting A from the subject slot, the anaphoric third-person possessor
of P can no longer have A as its antecedent.

However, the decision of whether to passivize the clause or not is not solely based on formal
considerations when ambiguity arises, but rather depends on the relative prominence of A, P, and
their possessors. A prominent A-argument retains the subject position regardless of the presence
or prominence of the possessor of the P-argument. If A is not prominent and the possessor of P
is prominent, then A is demoted. The prominence of the possessor on A does not seem to play
arole, except to signal that A itself is non-prominent and should be demoted when P is prominent.

The treatment of possessors in the system of Northern Khanty raises several questions. First,
why is disambiguation achieved through passivization? The answer to this question lies in the
central role of topicality in the morphosyntax of Northern Khanty, in contrast to the role-based
morphosyntax found in many European languages. In languages where core arguments are
distinguished by case marking, such as German or Russian, core arguments and possessors are
coded with distinct cases or postpositions depending on their roles. Prominent possessors can
also be integrated into the clause as participants in their own right, for example, receiving the
dative case (see, e.g., [Shibatani 1994]).

In Northern Khanty, participants are primarily distinguished by whether they are topical or not.
If a topical participant is not A, it is then promoted to the subject slot through passivization. Unlike
languages with dedicated possessor case markings or postpositions, dative in Northern Khanty
appears limited to marking ditransitive recipients and directional participants. Therefore, a possessor
can only be indirectly promoted through the promotion of its host, the P-argument, via passivization.

Second, why do we need a broader notion of discourse prominence for Northern Khanty rather
than simply adopt the idea of discourse topicality and topic maintenance® proposed in [Givon
(ed.) 1983] and applied in [Filchenko 2012; Sosa 2017] to Eastern Khanty and by [Koshkareva
2002] to Northern Khanty data? Corpus data show that, although this idea is in most cases
applicable, there is evidence that discourse topicality is not always the primary factor in subject
selection. Consider in (32) below the context of the earlier cited example (29) in more detail:

(32) [When he traveled, he used to leave his heart at home. While he was riding through the
forest, a man named Seven Canopies, Big Canopy, came to his house. He clung to his
wife. “Where is his heart? Show me,” said the man named Seven Canopies, Big Canopy.
“If you don’t show it, I’1l kill you right here.”]
in ne pakon-al pa Si  mad-A-le ike-1 sam
DEM woman be.scared-NPST[3SG] ADD FOC  give-NPST-3SG>SG ~ man-Poss.3sG  heart
‘The woman gets scared and gives her husband’s heart.” [The man took the heart and threw
it into the waters of the Ob river.] (NHC, Younger daughter of the sun: 40)

¢] thank the anonymous reviewer for pointing out this competing explanation.
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In this passage, four discourse participants are involved: the husband, his heart, the wife, and
a sudden visitor named Seven Canopies, Big Canopy. The heart is globally topical, as it is not
only repeatedly mentioned in this passage but is also important for the remaining part of the
story. The woman and the visitor are both local discourse topics. The visitor, being the main actor
throughout the fragment, is more topical than the woman. Since the woman is the least topical
out of the three referents, we would expect the verb ‘give’ in the target sentence to be passivized
and the A-argument demoted to oblique, much like in the example (11) discussed earlier. Yet
we see an active clause which seems to be motivated by the fact that not only A ‘the woman’ is
to certain extent topical but also that it outranks P ‘heart’ in animacy and also holds the subject
pivot from the immediately preceding clause, hence being broadly discourse prominent rather
than simply topical. Thus, the discourse prominence approach has a slightly better explanatory
potential, though it remains yet to be systematically tested on the available data.

Third, what prevents prominent A from being demoted in the presence of possessor(s) and
under threat of multiple ambiguity? In the majority of cases, prominent A is referred to with
zero-anaphora or takes a pronominal form, i.e. personal pronoun or verbal indexing, whereas less
prominent P and its possessor need more expressive material and thus are referred to with full
NPs. Such a difference between A and other participants prevents the ambiguity, hence no need
for the disambiguating passive.

P’s possessor can potentially be mistaken for an overt A, as ‘Vein-making woman’ in example
(21) repeated below. However, were it for the topic shift, ‘Vein-making woman’ would have
probably been stressed prosodically, segmentally and/or with word order.

(33) men kim  &t-as, Siw man-as pa
daughter-in-law out  appear-pST[3SG] DEM.LAT go-PST[3sG] ADD
Aon_werti_ime-n xot  ow-ak tut-an  pon-s-aile

vein_making_woman-p0ss.2sG  house door-poss.3sG fire-LoC put-PST-3SG>SG
‘The daughter-in-law came out, went there and set the front door of the Vein-making
woman’s house on fire.” (NHC, Vein-making woman: 11)

No clear cases of active examples with a prominent A expressed as full NP and with
a possessed P are found in the corpus. There are still cases like sentence (11) repeated below
that opened our discussion in Section 2, where both A ‘wife’ and P’s possessor ‘husband’ are
prominent and zero or pronominally expressed.

(34) si  kut-on  ime-A nox weri-as pa  jos-al
DEM gap-Loc  wife-P0ss.3sG  up wake-pPST[3sG] ADD hand-Poss.3sG
jira  katal-s-a
to.side  grab-PST-PASS[3SG]
‘Meanwhile his wife woke up and grabbed his hand (lit. “his hand was grabbed”).” (NHC,
Three wise words: 70)

In such cases, regardless of A’s prominence, it is demoted via passivization. This appears to be
the only effective strategy to avoid referential ambiguity between zero A and the possessive marking
on P’s ‘hand’. Therefore, applying J. Hawkins’s “Maximize On-Line Processing” principle to the
choice between active and passive in Northern Khanty is constrained to instances deviating from the
canonical setting where A is zero/pronominal and P’s possessor is overt. These situations include
cases where A is overt and P’s possessor is pronominal, or where both A and P’s possessor are
equally overt or zero/pronominal, posing a high risk of role misassignment and referential conflict.

There are at least two directions for further research. First, it is necessary to expand the
investigation into possessors and possessive marking in Northern Khanty and Uralic languages
in general. These categories can be examined from a discourse perspective, focusing on anaphora,
reference, and narrative structure. Specifically, it would be valuable to explore when a possessive
noun phrase is chosen as a referential expression, how anaphoric links between possessors and
their antecedents are established, and how topical chains involving possessors are constructed.
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Second, gaining a deeper understanding of ambiguity resolution involving possessors requires
a comprehensive study not only of morphological cues such as passive voice and objective
conjugation, but also of other factors including word order, prosody, and semantics. For instance,
it could be hypothesized that overtly expressed possessors are prosodically integrated with their
head nouns, lacking their own intonation contour and featuring shorter pauses compared to other
constituents, which facilitates their recognition as possessors.

All of the above topics would also be intriguing to explore within the realms of typology,
historical linguistics, and language acquisition.

Conclusion

The study examines transitive clauses that include core arguments and their possessors. The
presence of at least one possessor alongside A and P simultaneously creates ambiguity, which is
resolved through various means such as passive voice, which is in focus of this investigation. The
passive ambiguity-resolving strategy is employed when A is less prominent than either P or its
possessor. Additionally, passive is used to resolve ambiguity when both possessors of A and P
are present, and both core arguments are hierarchically low, a condition driven by considerations
of processing efficiency rather than relative prominence. Affectedness of P’s possessor also
influences the choice of passive, although it is considered a secondary factor.

ABBREVIATIONS
1,2,3—1%, 2" 3" person Loc — locative
ACC — accusative NEG — negation
AUX — auxilliary NFIN — non-finite
ADD — additive PASS — passive
DAT — dative pL— plural
DEM — demonstrative PNCT — punctive
DIM — diminutive POSS — possessive
DIR — direct PROPR — proprietive
DU — dual PsrA—possessor of A
EX — existential PsrP—possessor of P
FoC — focal PST — past
GEN— genitive SG — singular
INDEF — indefinite TOP — topic
INV— inverse UQ —universal quantifier
LAT — lative
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Introduction

The aim of this article is to provide an overview of grammatical phenomena influenced by in-
formation structure in Northern Mansi (< Ob-Ugric < Ugric < Finno-Ugric < Uralic'). Ob-Ugric
languages present a unique case of grammatical systems heavily governed by information struc-
ture? [Klumpp, Skribnik 2022]. It is reported that in Khanty and Mansi varieties, voice [Skribnik
2001; Filchenko 2012; Virtanen 2015; 2023; E. Kiss 2019; Urmanchieva, Plungian 2021; Mura-
vyev, Zhornik 2024], object agreement [Nikolaeva 1999; Koshkareva 2002; Skribnik 2004; Vir-
tanen 2015; E. Kiss 2019; Klumpp 2023], syntax of ditransitive constructions [Virtanen 2015;
Bir6, Sipécz 2017], and use of possessive markers in non-possessive functions [Janda 2015;
2019] are determined at least in part by the information-structural status of the core participants.

A recent overview of information structure in Uralic [Klumpp, Skribnik 2022] lists the fol-
lowing phenomena related to information structure in Northern Mansi: possessive marking (3sG
in non-possessive function), object agreement, passive as a “heavy-duty topicalizer”, dative shift,
pro-drop (3™ person). The main research question with regard to these categories is to determine
how speakers make the choice between different categories (e.g. subject vs. object conjugation
for describing the same situation) and what factors influence this choice.

In this paper I will, on the one hand, provide an overview of existing literature on informa-
tion structure in Northern Mansi and Mansi in general. On the other hand, I will describe some
of the phenomena connected to discourse structure in Northern Mansi that have not been pre-
viously studied as well as suggest a broader approach encompassing both information struc-
ture and a wider range of discourse-related parameters. The space allocated to each phenome-
non in this article reflects the significance of their impact on the whole discourse system as well
as the availability and thoroughness of previous research on the topic.

The structure of this article is as follows: In Section 1, I briefly introduce the Northern Mansi
language. In Section 2, I discuss object agreement, passive voice, and variation of participant
coding in ditransitive constructions. In Section 3, I describe phenomena that have been less re-
searched, such as non-possessive uses of 3sG possessive marker and prosody, or not studied at all,
such as zero-reference and particles ta and #i. In conclusion, I present a summary of the gram-
matical phenomena that interact with information structure in Northern Mansi and propose di-
rections for future research in this domain.

1. The Northern Mansi language

The Northern Mansi language is the only living Mansi variety. Together, Khanty and Mansi
languages form the Ob-Ugric subgroup of the Ugric branch of the Finno-Ugric language group
within the Uralic language family. Previously, three other Mansi varieties existed: Eastern Mansi,
Western Mansi, and Southern Mansi. Each of these languages had an individual history of lan-
guage contact, and they had significant phonetic and grammatical differences (e.g. in the number

! This genealogical affiliation represents the traditional views on the existence of the Ob-Ugric and Ugric branches,
as in [Honti 1998], see, however, [Skribnik, Laakso 2022] for a discussion of the validity of this grouping.

2 In this article, I understand information structure in terms of [Krifka 2007] as local management of com-
mon ground, which includes the notions of topic, focus, and givenness, mostly analyzed at the level
of a single utterance. According to [Lambrecht 1994: 131, 213], topic is defined as “whatever the propo-
sition is about”, while focus is “the semantic component of a (...) proposition whereby the assertion
differs from the presupposition”. In contrast, I use the term “discourse structure” to refer to a broader
system of speech/text organization, including global common ground, narrative strategies, discourse
topicality in terms of [Givon (ed.) 1983], etc.
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of cases), leading to limited mutual intelligibility. There are different views on the exact number
of Mansi languages. Some researchers distinguish only two or three based on lexicostatistical
data, see [Koryakov 2017: 94; Koryakov et al. 2022: 74-75; Fedotova 2021].

Northern Mansi is spoken in Russia, in two neighboring regions of Western Siberia: Khan-
ty-Mansi Automonous Okrug (Yugra) and Sverdlovsk Oblast’. According to the latest 2020 All-Rus-
sian Population Census?, 1346 people claimed Mansi* language proficiency and 1008 reported
Mansi language use. Native speakers and local researchers® estimate that the real number of speak-
ers is unlikely to be higher than a thousand, possibly, it is even lower. Northern Mansi is consid-
ered a critically endangered language, see, e.g., [Skribnik, Koshkaryova 1996; Bird, Sip6cz 2009].

The Northern Mansi language is divided into several dialectal varieties: Upper Lozva, Sosva,
Sygva, and Ob’. In this article, I will provide examples from two Northern Mansi varieties: Up-
per Lozva and Sosva. Information structure and the grammatical phenomena in question are
quite similar in different Northern Mansi varieties (although there is variation across Mansi lan-
guages, see, e.g., a study on Western Mansi passive in comparison with other Mansi varieties
in [Urmanchieva, Plungian 2021]), so the exact choice of dialect is not crucial for this paper.
The main source of examples for this paper is Valery Chernetsov’s archive [Ryndina et. al 2022],
containing Northern Mansi narratives from 1925-1938. Apart from that, examples from my per-
sonal field data®, studies on Mansi syntax and information structure, as well as published folk-
lore collections [Rombandeeva 2005; Popova, Rombandeeva 2010; Kumaeva 2015] are used.
The exact source is cited next to the translation of each example, except for the elicited ones,
and the spelling of the original source is preserved.

2. Argument expression
2.1. General information

Ob-Ugric languages have an argument coding system which includes differential object agree-
ment, passive voice, and variation of participant coding in ditransitive constructions. Existing
works assume that these phenomena are governed to a significant degree by information struc-
ture and that different coding options represent various information-structural configurations.
In Sections 2.2-2.3, I will explore previous research in this area and discuss factors responsible
for the choice of argument expression strategies.

Object agreement is expressed morphologically in a dedicated subject-object agreement para-
digm (2), distinct from the subject paradigm (1).

(1) am xul puw-s-um
Isc  fish  catch-psT-1sG
‘I was fishing /I caught a fish.’
2) am ti xal ta puw-as-l-um
Isc  this fish PprcL  catch-PST-SG.0-1SG.S

‘I finally caught this fish.’

3 Available online at: https://rosstat.gov.ru/vpn/2020 (Volume 5, Table 5).
4 In all Russian documents and sources Northern Mansi is referred to simply as Mansi.

5 The results of surveys carried out by the Ob-Ugric Institute of Applied Research and Development
in Khanty-Mansiysk can be found at: https://ouipiir.ru/content/MOHUTOPHHT.

¢ Texts, as well as limited elicitation, were gathered during my fieldwork on the Upper Lozva dialect in the
villages of Ushma and Treskol’je of the Ivdel’ District of the Sverdlovsk Oblast’, Russia, in 2017-2021.
Examples taken from these texts are marked with ULMC (Upper Lozva Mansi Corpus).
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In a passive construction, the O-participant’ is promoted to subject and controls verb agree-
ment, the verb receives the passive marker -we, and the A-participant is optionally expressed
in the lative case, cf.:

(3) am  ti-xotal  alpal kwal-s-um kwal-tt-uwe-s-um rue
1sG this-day morning get.up-pPST-1sG ~ get.up-CAUS-PASS-PST-1SG ~ Russian
ply-na

youngster-LAT
‘Today I woke up in the morning, the Russian guy woke me up.” [ULMC: AEJ] DZh
SP 310118 myday]

Passive in Ob-Ugric is very productive, even intransitive verbs can be passivized and par-
ticipants other than those expressed as the direct object in an active construction can be pro-
moted to the subject position, as in (4), where a participant with the role of location is promoted
to subject.

(4) a. x@tnut néyl-ap-as man  él-i-pal-uw-t
wolf appear-MOM-PST[3sG] ~ 1pL front-ATTR-side-POSS. 1 PL-LOC

‘A wolf appeared in front of us.’

b. man xajtnut-n  néyl-ap-awe-s-uw
1pL wolf-LAT appear-MOM-PASS-PST-1PL
‘A wolf appeared in front of us’ (lit. “We were appeared by a wolf”). [ULMC: AAA_
DZh SP 300118 wolfs]

The third coding alternation involved in this system is the so-called “dative shift” in ditran-
sitive constructions, where there is variation in participant encoding, see [Bir6, Sip6cz 2017].
One option is to mark the recipient as a direct object, with the theme receiving instrumental case
marking; the other is to mark the theme as a direct object, and the recipient as an indirect ob-
ject in the lative case. This also interacts with the choice of subject vs. object agreement: in the
first case both subject and object agreement can be used (in both cases S-I0-DO and S-DO-IO
word orders are possible), see (5a)—(5b) from [Nikolaeva 2001], while in the latter case the ob-
ject agreement is usually preferred, as in elicited (5c).

(5) a. am nanon-n sip jant-eéy-am [Nikolaeva 2001: 24]
1SG  2SG.OBLS-LAT  shirt sew-NPST-1SG
b. am siap napon-n jant-i-l-um  [Nikolaeva 2001: 24]
I1sG  shirt 2SG.OBL-LAT  Se€W-NPST-SG.O-1SG.S
c. am nayon sup-al  junt-i-l-um
1SG  2SG.0BL  shirt-INs SEW-NPST-SG.0-15G.S
‘I sew a shirt for you.’

Ditransitive verbs can also occur in a passive construction, and in this case the recipient is
promoted to subject and the theme bears oblique case marking; the agent is usually omitted, see:

7Here I introduce the notions of A- and O-participant, which refers to the syntactic roles of the constit-
uents in a construction with two core arguments. The A-participant is either a subject of an active con-
struction or a demoted participant (usually the agent) in a passive construction. The O-participant is ei-
ther a direct object in an active construction or a subject in a passive construction.

8 In Northern Mansi, there is no accusative case markers, and the “accusative” forms of personal pro-
nouns are formed by attaching a possessive marker of the same person and number to the stem of the
personal pronoun, e.g. the “accusative” form of faw [3sG] would be faw-e [35G-P0ss.3sG]. All other
marked cases are formed by attaching the case marker to the “accusative” form of the personal pro-
noun, which we gloss as an oblique form.
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(6) n’al-al  war-we-s jowt-al war-we-s
arrow-INS  make-PASS-PST[3sG]  bow-INS make-PASS-PST[35G]
‘An arrow and a bow were made for him.” [Kalman 1976: 68]

Thus, in the case of constructions with ditransitive verbs we have at least four syntactic op-
tions of participant encoding. As we will see in 2.2, previous research indicated that the choice
of a particular construction in each case is determined at least in part by pragmatics.

2.2. Previous research

Recent research claims that the coding system outlined above is largely pragmatically driven.
This view arose around the 1960—70s. The Ob-Ugric voice has attracted attention of researchers
since the first half of the 20™ century, see, e.g., [Bouda 1936]. The first accounts of Ob-Ugric
and Mansi passive voice [Lavotha 1960; Honti 1982; Schiefer 1985] tried to approach this phe-
nomenon from a semantic standpoint and determined different types of constructions depend-
ing on semantic roles of the core participants, most notably, see [Kulonen 1989]. In the stud-
ies of Evdokiya Rombandeeva, a native Mansi speaker and linguist, we find the first ideas that
the choice of voice and agreement may be affected by definiteness of the constituents and the
emphasis put on them, see [Rombandeeva 1979]. The early 2000s marked the beginning of the
information-structural turn in Uralic studies, starting with the works of Irina Nikolaeva [1999;
20017, where she introduced the notion of secondary topic and tied passive and object agreement
to the information structure in Khanty. This approach was developed by Elena Skribnik [2001;
2004] specifically for Mansi, as well as by Natal’ya Koshkareva [2002] for Khanty. This line
of analysis ties agreement, voice, and variation of participant coding in ditransitive construc-
tions into a single system, which allows for a more comprehensive description of argument ex-
pression in Ob-Ugric.

According to this line of research, argument coding in Ob-Ugric is closely tied to informa-
tion structure, and different coding options represent various information-structural configura-
tions. An active construction is used when the main topic of the utterance corresponds to the
A-participant. Subject agreement is used when the O-participant is in focus, while the object
agreement is triggered when the O-participant bears the information-structural role of second-
ary topic in Nikolaeva’s terms. Passive voice is used when the O-participant, not the A-partici-
pant, is the most topical constituent in a clause; this category is viewed as the main topicalizing
device in Ob-Ugric. When analyzed more broadly, beyond the scope of a single clause, passive
can be viewed as a means of maintaining the current discourse topic by promoting the topical
participant to subject when it is not agentive, as in (7).

(7)  {The heroes were hunting in the forest on their own, then they met Mis-hum®’ and he de-
cided to bring them to his village.}
ta=kos poxt-as-iy  misxum ta=min-i ta=tot-awe-y
PTCL=CONC  hold-pST-3DU  Mishum  PTCL=go-NPST[3SG]  PTCL=carry-PASS-3DU
‘They held tight (onto Mishum), Mishum is going, and they are being carried (to his vil-
lage).” [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 2]

Variation in ditransitive constructions is explained in the same terms. The coding can change
depending on the alternations of information structure, as in the following example from [Kalman
1976: 68] cited in [Biro, Sipdcz 2017], which demonstrates three consecutive utterances in a nar-
rative. In (8a), there is no topical object, thus subject agreement is used. In (8b), the recipient is
topical and promoted to direct object, which triggers object agreement. In (8c), the main hero

® Mis-hum is a Mansi mythological creature, a man living in the forest.



Daria O. Zhornik 85

(the mythical ekwa piyrie, who is asking for an arrow and a bow) is the most topical constitu-
ent; thus, he is promoted to subject via passive voice.

(8) a. akwekw anom-n n’al war-en jowt war-en
aunt 1SG.OBL-LAT arrow make-IMP.2sG bow  make-IMP.2SG

‘Auntie, make me an arrow, make me a bow.’

b. n’al-al  war-i-l-om jowt-al  war-i-l-am
arrow-INS ~ make-NPST-SG.0-15G.S  bow-INS make-NPST-SG.0-15G.S

‘I will make you an arrow, I will make you a bow.’

c. ja-t'i n’al-al  war-we-s jowt-al war-we-s
well-pPTCL2  arrow-INS  make-PASs-PST[3SG] bow-INs make-PASS-PST[3SG]
‘Well, an arrow and a bow were made for him.” [Kalman 1976: 68]

After these theoretical developments, numerous works on various Khanty and Mansi lan-
guages have appeared, where the authors analyze the phenomena of active vs. passive voice,
object vs. subject agreement and variation in ditransitive constructions. Apart from Irina Niko-
laeva’s work on Obdorsk Khanty [Nikolaeva 2001; Dalrymple, Nikolaeva 2012], the main re-
search in this domain for Khanty varieties was carried out by Andrey Filchenko [2006; 2007;
2012] based on Eastern Khanty data. Studies on Mansi languages are even more numerous: Su-
sanna Virtanen [Virtanen 2015] tied all the aforementioned phenomena into a unified system for
Eastern Mansi, Anna Urmanchieva and Vladimir Plungian analyzed passive in Western Mansi
based on archival data gathered by Artturi Kannisto in 1901-1905 [Urmanchieva, Plungian 2021].
Bernadett Biré and Katalin Sip6cz performed extensive research on ditranstive constructions
in Ob-Ugric in general [Sipdcz 2015] as well as specifically in Mansi with main focus on North-
ern Mansi [Biro, Sipécz 2017]. Finally, Katalin E. Kiss analyzed voice and agreement phenomena
in Ob-Ugric from a generative standpoint, see, e.g., [E. Kiss 2019] for an analysis of the passive
as a means of demoting the [-topic] highest argument and promoting a [+topic] internal argument.

These works sought to apply the information-structural approach with topic-promotion as the
main mechanism behind the phenomena in question to data from individual Ob-Ugric variet-
ies or to describe the interaction between various parts of the argument coding system in more
detail. In recent years it became apparent that, even though the information-structural approach
has immensely deepened the understanding of argument coding in Ob-Ugric, there are numer-
ous exceptions to the topic-promotion rule, at least in some Ob-Ugric varieties, specifically
in Northern Mansi. For example, (9) is the first sentence of the text, where there is no topical
constituent whatsoever, and still, passive is used. This might be explained by the need to de-
mote an unknown or irrelevant A-participant in a generic context. However, such contexts are
not described in the literature which considers topic-promotion to be the main function of the
passive as existing exceptions.

9) sapkwaltap  jiw-al war-awe
sankwyltap wo0d-ABL  make-PASS[NPST.35G]

‘A sankwyltap ' is made of wood.” [ULMC: ASN_DZh SP 310717 sankwiltap]

In (10) we see an example from a similar type of text, where generic actions during differ-
ent holidays are discussed. The “wedding” is mentioned for the first time and is still promoted
to subject via passivization.

(10) tuwal os  puri puri war-awe
then ADD wedding wedding make-PASS[NPST.35G]
[Also a holiday is celebrated when a child is born.] ‘Then also a wedding is celebrated.’
[ULMC: BTP_DZh 140217 prazdniki]

10 A Mansi musical instrument.
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Even though existing literature did not suggest any differences in the use of passive voice
among various genres, we might suspect that texts with generic instructions function differently
than narratives, and most of the examples in the existing literature come from narrative texts.
However, non-topical subjects of passive constructions are found in narrative texts as well. Ex-
ample (11) contains the first clauses of a narrative text, and in the third clause we find passive,
although the subject “sable” is also mentioned for the first time and cannot be topical, whereas
the omitted agent is topical, as the two forest men who chased down the sable are the main he-
roes of the text.

(11) kit wor xum ol-é-y Wor-n min-as-iy akw  ma-t
two forest man  live-NPST-3DU forest-LAT ~ go-PST-3DU  one place-Loc
n’oxs xapxt-uwe-s
sable  chase.down-PASS-PST[3SG]
‘Two men live in the forest. They went to the forest. In one place they chased down a sa-
ble.” [They killed the sable and went further. In one place they chased down another sa-
ble.] [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 2]

Such examples are not that rare, and they suggest that the information-structural status of the
core participants is a very significant but not the only parameter influencing the choice of argu-
ment coding in Ob-Ugric. In the most recent works, attempts to identify other parameters were
undertaken, in [Muravyev, Zhornik 2023; 2024] for passive in Ob-Ugric, in [Muravyev 2023] for
passive in Northern Khanty, in [Klumpp 2023] for differential object marking in West Mansi''.
We present this new line of analysis in the next section.

2.3. Parameters complementing the information-structural approach

The recent approach to studying argument coding in Ob-Ugric outlined in [Klumpp 2023],
[Muravyev 2023], and [Muravyev, Zhornik 2024] considers information structure to be an im-
portant factor but also stresses the need to include other parameters for a more comprehensive
analysis. This is in line with recent typological developments, such as in [Just 2024], where dif-
ferential A- and O-indexing is analyzed cross-linguistically with regard to identifiability, ani-
macy, and topicality of the core arguments. For Finno-Ugric direct objects, a similar set of pa-
rameters was outlined in [Serdobolskaya, Toldova 2012] and [Toldova, Serdobolskaya 2017].

In [KIumpp 2023], we find a broader set of parameters, including (but not limited to) posses-
sor marking, givenness, animacy, the syntactic function of the antecedent, distance from it, and
word order. Applying frequency analysis, the author concludes, for example, that dative-lative
marking in West Mansi appears on given objects referred to with a full noun phrase and occurs
significantly more often with referents of high animacy and referents with direct givenness (and
not, e.g., givenness via a given possessor). Such conclusions are not possible within a purely
information-structural analysis, and a broader set of parameters might account for the “excep-
tions” we encountered earlier. In [Muravyev 2023], a similar set of parameters is used for ana-
lyzing the choice of voice in Northern Khanty. The author concludes that at least givenness and
animacy, apart from topicality, influence the use of passive voice, and that other parameters may
be added in the future to enable more comprehensive studies of these phenomena in Ob-Ugric.

11 West Mansi is unique among the Mansi languages in that it has a category of dative-lative objects, which
are described in [Klumpp 2023]. Northern Mansi lacks differential object marking because the accusa-
tive case is absent in the language, and the dative-lative case is not used to mark direct objects. Thus, all
objects in Northern Mansi bear the unmarked “nominative” form, except for personal pronouns which
have an “accusative form”, and the differential object marking is carried out only by subject vs. object
agreement. Eastern and Southern Mansi possess DOM via nominative vs. accusative marking.
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In [Muravyev, Zhornik 2023], we made a first attempt of creating a parametric voice model
in Ob-Ugric, where we introduced the parameters of animacy, definiteness, and topicality (dis-
course topic as described in [Givon (ed.) 1983]) for both A- and O-participants, as well as vo-
litionality for the A-participant and affectedness for the O-participant. However, it was lacking
some important parameters accounting for the use of voice in Ob-Ugric. In [Muravyev, Zhornik
2024], we modified this approach by adding a more fine-grained set of parameters related to the
referential status of the core participants, see parameters in [Gundel et al. 1993], as well as defi-
niteness according to [Roberts 2003], and specificity according to [von Heusinger 2002]. We
concluded that the use of passive is driven not by information structure alone but by a com-
plex interaction of various properties of both core arguments. This approach can explain cases
of A-demotion when A is specific indefinite, non-specific indefinite, generic, or definite new and
P is not topical; hence, it has no apparent reason to be promoted. We also discovered that differ-
ent parameters have various significance for the A- and O-participants, for example, animacy is
a more significant parameter for the A-participant than for the O-participant. Based on the com-
bination of all relevant factors, we proposed the following hierarchy of passivization for Ob-Ug-
ric (the higher a participant is on the hierarchy, the more likely it is to be promoted in case of P
or demoted in case of A):

A-demotion cline: Inanimate > Non-specific or generic > Specific indefinite > Definite
non-topical > Topical > Speech act participant

P-promotion cline: Speech act participant > Topical > Episode-central > Definite > Weak
definite > Specific indefinite > Non-specific or generic

This hierarchy is a preliminary attempt to unify within one scheme all the relevant parame-
ters, namely person, animacy, topicality, definiteness, and specificity, resulting in a combination
of the prominence hierarchy (see prominence hierarchies'? in [Aissen 2003]) and the referential
hierarchy * (see [Gundel et al. 1993]), which also accounts for the fact that some parameters are
more relevant for one participant than the other.

Moreover, we noticed that text genre plays a significant role in argument coding. In (9) re-
peated below as (12), we encountered an example from a procedural text, containing instruc-
tions on how to create a traditional Mansi instrument.

(12) sapkwaltap  jiw-al war-awe
sankwyltap wood-ABL  make-PASS[NPST.35G]

‘A sankwyltap is made of wood.” [ULMC: ASN_DZh SP 310717 _sankwiltap]

In this text, there is no definite A-participant, and the O-participant is generic, as well as the
actions described in the text, and the discourse structure is significantly different from the one
we encounter in narratives. Our recent research suggests that in narratives such factors as ep-
isode boundaries, narrative roles of the participants (protagonist, antagonist, etc.), and other
plot characteristics may influence argument coding. However, this is a topic for future studies.

Thus, the current goal of further research on argument coding in Ob-Ugric is to determine the
set of factors that influence the choice of voice and agreement and to provide a comprehensive
description of the mechanism discussed in this section. This type of research requires a unified
annotation for Ob-Ugric narrative texts, which would then facilitate a qualitative analysis. Since

12 Aissen [2003] proposes two prominence hierarchies:

a. Animacy scale: Human > Animate > Inanimate
b. Definiteness scale: Personal pronoun > Proper name > Definite NP > Indefinite specific NP > Non-spe-
cific NP
3 In [Gundel et al.1993], the following givenness hierarchy is proposed to represent the cognitive sta-
tuses relevant for the choice of referring expressions in discourse:

in focus > activated > familiar > uniquely identifiable > referential > type identifiable
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text type influences argument coding, it would seem fruitful to zoom in on the use of these phe-
nomena in narratives, as they are the most abundant type of material for Northern Mansi and
Ob-Ugric in general, and then expand the analysis to other genres, such as dialogues and pro-
cedural texts.

3. Less-researched phenomena

Phenomena described in this and the next section have received much less attention than
Ob-Ugric argument coding, and they probably exert less influence on the whole linguistic system.
Nevertheless, they are important for understanding the general discourse structure of Northern
Mansi and are mentioned in the overview [Klumpp, Skribnik 2022]. These categories include
non-possessive uses of the 3sG possessive marker, zero-reference, discourse particles, and pros-
ody. With regard to prosody, an analysis of audio data is required, hence I am not able to provide
any insight into that domain as of yet. Some initial research results specifically on the prosodic
marking of focal constituents in Northern Mansi were outlined in [Pokrovskaya 2022], where it
was concluded that the focal constituent is marked by pitch rising on the stressed syllable of the
corresponding word. Apart from that, no research on the interaction between Northern Mansi
information structure and prosody has been carried out.

3.1. Non-possessive functions of P0ss.3sG

Northern Mansi, as other Uralic languages, exhibits a set of possessive markers for each per-
son and number combination. They can be used to express the usual range of possessive seman-
tics (13). However, the poss.3sG marker -(?)e is also used in so-called “non-possessive” contexts,
see [Janda 2015], where the presence of the possessive marker is determined by the informa-
tion-structural context and no possessive relation is present (14):

(13) 1ay-ayi-te ker  sali-in um-1y ons-i-t-e
elder-girl-poss.3sG iron reindeer-animal man-TRANS have-NPST-SG.0-35G.S

‘His sister has the Iron Wolf as her husband.’ [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

(14) {The Iron Wolf wants to eat the main hero. The main hero was in the bathhouse.}

kon ta=kwal-ap-vs, sar  lasal,
outside  PTCL=go.out-MOM-PST[3sG] HORT slow
ul-e nupal  law-i

animal-poss.3sG  towards say-NPST[3SG]
‘He went outside, “Wait a moment”, he says to the beast.” [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

This function of possessive suffixes is attested in most Uralic languages (see [Janda et al. 2022;
Fraurud 2001; Nikolaeva 2003; Simonenko 2014]). However, the range of contexts where such
possessives are used as well as which person and number markers can be used in a non-posses-
sive function differ, see, e.g., [Khomchenkova 2022] for Hill Mari or [Serdobolskaya et al. 2017]
for Beserman Udmurt. In Northern Khanty, the poss.2sG marker can be used outside of posses-
sive contexts [Mikhailov 2023; 2024], while in Northern Mansi such uses are only possible for
the poss.3sG marker, see [Janda 2015]. Previous research referred to these non-possessive uses
as definiteness marking, see [Gerland 2014]. In [Janda 2015; 2019], however, it is concluded
that the Northern Mansi Poss.3sG marker is a referential device used for information structure
purposes. In some other Uralic languages (e.g. Hill Mari, see [Khomchenkova 2022]) posses-
sive markers are used to denote selection from a set, and in Northern Mansi we also find such
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contexts, see (15) adapted from [Janda 2015], where in (15a) and in the text before this sentence
two men are considered as a set, and in (15b) only one member of this set is being referred to:

(15) a. kittiy ta=min-as-iy
apart ~ PTCL=go-PST-3DU
“They went their own ways’.
b. man’ei janiy ajka-te noms-i
Mansi big man-pPoss.3sG  think-NPST[3SG]
‘The big Mansi man is thinking.’ [Janda 2015: 254]

It seems important to further research the connection between non-possessive uses of the
P0ss.3sG marker and the information structural status of the constituents, as well as determine
other parameters relevant for the use of P0ss.35G.

3.2. Zero-reference to 3"-person participants

In Northern Mansi narratives, full noun phrases and even pronouns are quite rarely used for
referring to a participant, and zero-reference is common (see [Klumpp, Skribnik 2022: 1033] for
a discussion of this phenomenon in Uralic under the notion of “pro-drop”). Full noun phrases
are usually used to introduce a participant for the first time (16), to reactivate it when it has not
been mentioned for a long time (17), or to distinguish between participants when several of them
perform actions in the current episode (18).

(16) {As the first sentence of the text:}
a an  yum iay-ayi-ten-tol al-ery
so one man elder-girl-Poss.3DU-INS  live-NPST.3DU
‘So one man lives with his sister.” [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

(17) {The Iron Wolf was mentioned once over 100 clauses ago.}
tay ker sali i1-n ta=al-awe-m tay
FUT iron reindeer animal-LAT  PTCL=Kill-PASS[NPST]-1SG ~ FUT
‘(It seems that) the Iron Wolf will kill me.” [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

(18) {The animal companions are trying to remove a fang which killed their master from his
ear and change turns. 4}
a. sdrup Stka ta=sipy-i
moose man  PTCL=suck-NPST[3sG]
‘The moose is sucking (the fang out).’
b. ey 1swer sipy-i
lion animal  suck-NPST[3sG]
‘The lion is sucking (the fang out).’

c. tuwal ras Stka sipy-unkwe pat-s
then Ilynx man  suck-INF begin-pPsT[3sG]

“Then the lynx started to suck (the fang out).” [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

The 3™ person pronouns are used even rarer, usually to put emphasis on the participant,
e.g. to contrast it with another participant, see (19).

14 The whole story is published with Russian glossing and translation in [Zhornik 2020].
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(19) {The hero is washing in the bathhouse to delay being eaten by the Iron Wolf. A raven comes
to tell him that his animal companions are coming to save him, and he needs to buy a lit-
tle more time. }
yulay-e ta=min-as tau ta=loyt-yat-i
raven-poss.3sG ~ PTCL=go-PST[3SG]  3SG  PTCL=wash-REFL-NPST[35G]

‘The raven left, and he (the main hero) continues to wash himself.” [Chernetsov’s archive
50, text 1]

Thus, most of the topical and activated participants in a Northern Mansi narrative are referred
to with zero-reference. In the literature, it is usually suggested that topical constituents enable
such reduced referential means. However, in Northern Mansi both participants of a transitive
clause are frequently referred to with zero-reference, and the participants are only encoded within
the verb form via subject and object marking, as in (20).

(20) kolas nakw-al ta=titt-i-t-e ti=titt-as-t-e ti=pusm-as
flour dust-INs  pTcL=feed-NPST-SG.0-35G.S PTCL2=feed-PST-SG.0-35G.S  PTCL2=recover-PST[3sG]
‘(The brother) is feeding (his sister) with flour dust, (he) fed (her), (she) recovered (from
her illness).” [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

In Northern Mansi, zero-reference is a means of tracking a highly activated or topical ref-
erent and it is intertwined with the system of voice and agreement (see also [Toldova, Volkova
2021] for Northern Khanty), whereby, for example, a topical constituent can be promoted to sub-
ject in passive construction and also be referred to with zero anaphora to signify its highly ac-
tivated status, see (21).

(21) {The main hero was killed by his sister.}
1ay-ayi-te-n ta=tot-we-s kusnes palt
elder-girl-P0ss.3SG-LAT ~ PTCL=bring-PASs-pST[3sG] blacksmith to
‘His sister brought him to the blacksmith (to put him inside a barrel).” [Chernetsov’s ar-
chive 50, text 1]

Thus, it is important to research the connection between the choice of voice and agreement
and referential means used to refer to the participants.

3.3. Particles ra and #i

Another phenomenon in Northern Mansi possibly pertaining to information structure in-
cludes some of the particles. Northern Mansi has a large number of various particles, and it
has been suggested that some of them attach to focal constituents, see examples (22) and (23)
(cited in [Klumpp, Skribnik 2022: 1021]), where the conditional particle =ke is attached to the
elements under focus:

(22) am=ke  sart tayint-i nay mdjt-an am lewat-éy-am
Isg=conDp first fill-NpPST[3SG] 2sG  liver-poss.2sG 1sG  pull.out-NPST-1SG

‘If MINE (yarnwinder) will be pulled first, I will pull out your liver.” [Kannisto, Liimola
1951: 205]

23) juw joxt-ey-an ak*-an mat-as=ke
to.home come-NPST-2SG aunt-pP0SS.2SG  age-PST[3SG]-COND
manar  war-i-l-an
what do-NPST-SG.0-28G.S
‘When you come home, if your aunt has become old, what will you do (with her)?’ [Cher-
netsov’s archive 44, text 5]
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However, in this case only the position of the particle is determined by the information struc-
ture, not its presence or absence. In my research, I encountered other particles that may be de-
pendent on certain information-structural, or at least broader discourse properties of a clause
or a chunk of text where it appears. Two particles exhibit this behavior: ta, which is very fre-
quent, and ¢, which is significantly rarer. These particles are diachronically connected to the
demonstrative pronouns ta ‘that’ and # ‘this’. However, the pronouns and particles can be dis-
cerned by their position. The demonstratives appear as dependents in a noun phrase, while the
particles usually appear as proclitics before verbs, as in (24), and they even can be inserted be-
tween a preverb and a verb, see (25).

24) I’5py  yosit  ti=tot-ima
this way along PTCL2=bring-MIR.PASS[3SG]
‘He was brought along this way.’ [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

(25) tuwal tan xot=ta=tip-s-ot
then 3pL  off=pTCL=get.lost-PST-3PL

‘Then they got lost.”

Particles are barely mentioned in existing literature on Northern Mansi: grammars [Rom-
bandeeva 1973] and [Riese 2001] only provide a short list labeling them as “specifying”. In the
latest overview [Bakro-Nagy et al. 2022], they are not mentioned at all. Several pages in [Say-
nakhova 1966: 179-185] are dedicated to the particles za and #i. However, examples given in the
dissertation include the demonstrative pronouns #a ‘that’ and # ‘this’ and do not provide a clear
picture of the functions of the particles.

My analysis showed that the particle ta is extremely frequent in narrative texts: in the narra-
tives from Valery Chernetsov’s archive (containing mostly Mansi texts from 1925-1938), fa is
present on average in 25 % of clauses'®. One of the more frequent contexts where it appears in-
cludes two consecutive clauses, which are usually identical except for the presence of fa in the
first one, see (26) and (27).

(26) a. aku 10t 1uy ta=min-as-1y
one coM to.home PTCL=go-PST-3DU

‘(They) went home together.’
b. 1y min-as-1y, un  yil-s-1y
to.home go-psT-3bU  home  stay.overnight-pST-3DU
‘Went home, spend the night at home.’ [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

(27) a. uw=ta=salt-s-at
home=pPTCL=enter-PST-3PL

‘(They) went inside.’
b. wwu salt-s-at, ur-an-e kolkan-na  10l=ta=yui-liyt-as-at
inside  enter-pST-3PL  animal-PL-P0ss.3sG  floor-LAT down=pTCL=lie.down-MOM-PST-3PL

‘(They) went inside, his animals laid down on the floor.” [Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

These instances can be classified as recapitulative bridging linkage constructions [Guérin,
Aiton 2019], which include verbatim or very close repetition of the preceding clause before
a new chunk of narrative. In this case, fa marks the beginning of a bridging construction,
which might signal a turn in the narrative or a beginning of a new episode. However, this is

15 Ten narratives from Valery Chernetsov’s archive (ranging from 300 to 900 clauses) were split into
clauses, for each text I counted the total amount of clauses and the amount of clauses containing ta and
calculated the percentage of clauses with the particle for each text and the average percentage for the
ten texts.
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only one type of context where ta can appear and further research on the role of this parti-
cle is needed. Rarely, such repetition is possible without the particle ta, but in most cases it
is present. It seems that in cases where the particle is absent, we find a more stative, non-per-
fective situation, see (28).

(28) a. iay-ayi-te wun 3l-i
elder-daughter-poss.3sG  at.home be-NPST[3sG]
‘His older sister is at home.’

b. wn al-i, akw  eér-t ker sali-iuz
athome be-NPST[3SG] one moment-Loc  Iron reindeer-animal
sarit-ime aras-n  tuy  min-as

burn-pTCP.RES fire-LAT there  go-PST[3SG]

‘(She) is at home, at one point she went to the fire where the Iron Wolf was burnt.” [Cher-
netsov’s archive 50, text 1]

The particle # is much rarer, ranging approximately between 5-7 % of the clauses, e.g. in a text
“The tale about the Iron Wolf” from Valery Chernetsov’s archive among 390 clauses there are
122 instances of ta and 24 instances of #i. The functions of # (see (29)) are even less clear than
those of fa and require further investigation.

(29) {The hero’s sister got sick and sent her brother to find a special type of flour to heal her.}

an  1ay-ayi-te in  aym-apy, kolas  nakw-al
now elder-girl-Poss.3sG  still illness-ProP  flour dust-INs
ta=titt-i-t-e, ti=titt-os-t-e, ti=pusm-as

PTCL=feed-NPST-SG.0-35G.s PTCL2=feed-PST-SG.0-35G.S  PTCL2=recover-PST[3SG]

‘Now his sister is still sick, he is feeding her with flour dust, he fed her, she recovered.’
[Chernetsov’s archive 50, text 1]

Further analysis of both of these particles is needed to figure out their functions and types
of contexts where they are used. The next step of analysis could be to figure out whether these
particles specifically interact with other phenomena discussed in this article.

Conclusion

Northern Mansi, as other Ob-Ugric languages, has a multitude of grammatical phenomena
that are at least partially conditioned by information structure. This peculiarity has attracted
the attention of many researchers over the years and most of their efforts were aimed at inves-
tigating the argument coding system and its connection to information structure proper, that
is, to the notions of topic, focus and, in some instances, givenness. Recent research shows two
possible pathways of development in this area. First, categories related to argument expression,
such as choice of agreement, voice and participant coding in ditransitive constructions might
be to some degree influenced by other factors, such as the referential status or animacy of the
participants. It seems beneficial to combine them with the information-structural status of the
constituents into a single comprehensive analysis. Secondly, it is important to understand that
the argument coding system does not function independently from other phenomena in the lan-
guage. Some of these phenomena, e.g. referential means, non-possessive uses of possessive
markers and discourse particles have been reported to be influenced by information structure
as well, see [Klumpp, Skribnik 2022]. At first, more research on specific phenomena is needed
to understand their functions and the parameters affecting their choice more clearly. The next
step could be to unify all the phenomena mentioned above, including the argument coding sys-
tem, into a single analysis, where the discourse structure of Northern Mansi would be analysed
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as a whole comprehensive system. A significant challenge at this stage is dealing with differ-
ences among text genres in Northern Mansi. Narratives should be analyzed differently from texts
containing generic descriptions and instruction. However, the general direction of such research
looks promising and a step-by-step approach to gradually covering more ground within the do-
main of Northern Mansi information structure and discourse might be successful.

ABBREVIATIONS
1,2,3—1%,2% 39 person MOM — momentative
ABL — ablative NPST — non-past
ADD — additive 0—object
ATTR — attributive OBL — oblique
CAUS — causative PASS — passive
COM — comitative pPL— plural
CONC — concessive POSS — possessive
coND — conditional PROP — proprietive
DU — dual PST — past
FUT — future PTCL — particle ta
HORT — hortative PTCL2 — particle i
IMP — imperative PTCP.RES — resultative participle
INF — infinitive REFL — reflexive
INS — instrumental s— subject
LAT — lative SG — singular
Loc — locative TRANS — translative
MIR — mirative
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AHHoTanus: B crartee mpencranieH 0630p MOPGOCHHTAKCHYECKNX CTPAaTernii MapKHpOBaHUS HH(POPMa-
IIMOHHOM CTPYKTYphl B COBPEMEHHOM JIyTOBOM MAapHiCKOM SI3bIKE, OCHOBAHHBINM Ha SIUIIUTUPOBAHHBIX
1 KOPITyCHBIX JJAaHHBIX. MBI ONMCHIBaeM CHHTAKCHYECKUE CTPATErny MapKHPOBAHHS (OKyCa, TOITUKOB
1 KOHTPACTHBHBIX TOIIMKOB B si3bIKe. POKYC MOXKET ObITh BBIPAXKEH in Sifu, B IEPBOH MPEATIaroIbHOM
WJTH 3ar71aroJIbHON MO3HUIIMH WITH C TIOMOILBIO IIceBRoKIe(Ta. [JaHHbIe CTpaTerny pa3InyatoTCs «MapKHu-
POBAaHHOCTBIO», B TOM CMBICIIE, 4TO O0JIee MapKHPOBAaHHEIE CTPATEr UK BEIPKAIOT TAKUE ITOIMHOKECTBA
THUIOB (POKyca, KOTOPBIE BRIPAXKAIOT M MEHEE MapKUPOBAHHbIE CTPATerni. TeM He MeHee HH OJIUH U3 TH-
1oB (hoKyca He Ipe/roaaraeT 0coboro cpencTra BeipaxkeHus1. TOIMMKK HAXOAATCS Ha JIeBOH nepudeprn
K71ay3bL. [IOMHMO YKA3aHHBIX CTpaTeriii MApKMpOBAHHs HH(POPMALIHOHHOM CTPYKTYpbL, cybduxc -ZE
OITUCBIBAETCS KaK MOp(eMa, MapKUPYIOIIasi BEIOOP MHIMBHAA U3 0OBEMITIONIETO MHOKECTBA M OTHO-
LIeHUe KOHTpacTa ¢ IpyrUMU UHAUBUAAMHU — IO CYTH MapKepOM KOHTPACTUBHOIO TONHKA. Y YUThIBAs
[IAPOKYIO IIEPCIICKTHBY, CTaThs 3aKJIa IbIBACT OCHOBY IS CPAaBHUTEIIHHOTO U3y4eHHs! HH(POPMAIIMOHHOI
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CTPYKTYPBI B JIyrOBOM MAapHHCKOM U JPYTMX YPAIbCKUX S3bIKAX, & TaKKe 1JIst 6oJiee AETAIBHOTO HC-
ClIeI0BaHUsI HH(POPMALIHOHHOW CTPYKTPYPhI B CAMOM JIYTOBOM MapHHCKOM.

KioueBble €JI0Ba: KOMMYHHUKATHBHAS CTPYKTYpPa, KOHTPACT, MAPHHCKUE A3BIKH, TOCECCHUBHOCTb, TOMHK,
ypasbCcKue S3bIKH, HOKyC

Jas murupoanus: Hirvonen J. The information structure of Meadow Mari. Voprosy Jazykoznanija,
2024, 5: 97-115.

DOI: 10.31857/0373-658X.2024.5.97-115

1. Introduction

Although it has previously been recognized that information structure is an important factor
governing variation in word order in Meadow Mari, e.g., in [Chkhaidze 1941: 29-31; Pengitov
1961: 122; Vilkuna 1998; Saarinen 2022: 463], information structure marking in the language
has not been systematically described so far. This paper provides a first descriptive overview
of information structure marking in contemporary Meadow Mari, based on both elicited and
corpus data. At the center of this investigation are types of morphosyntactic marking which in-
teract with the information structural notions of focus, topic, and contrastive topic.

For focus marking, Meadow Mari employs four different strategies: (1) prosodic in-situ marking,
(2) immediately preverbal constituent focus and clause-initial verbal focus, (3) postverbal focus, and
(4) focussing via pseudocleft. The focus marking strategies differ in terms of their “markedness”,
in the sense that more marked strategies encode subsets of the types of foci which the less marked
strategies encode: constituent focus is mostly marked in situ; the immediately preverbal and postver-
bal positions have restrictions as to when non-object constituents may appear there (e.g. in correc-
tion contexts); and finally, pseudoclefts as the structurally most complex type of focus marking are
employed only for identificational focus. Furthermore, focussed verbs can appear in a left-periph-
eral position. These facts show that Meadow Mari does not have a designated focus position, and
that no type of focus requires a certain strategy. Topics are located in the left periphery. This is true
for both aboutness topics and contrastive topics. The most important morphological means of in-
formation structure marking is the morpheme -ZE.! This suffix has several discoursive functions,
which include the selection of an individual from a superset and triggering a contrastive interpreta-
tion. In this function -ZE is used for marking contrastive topics and the shift to new aboutness topics.

The paper is structured as follows: After a short description of the data sources in Section 2,
I discuss focus, (contrastive) topics, and the functions of the morpheme -ZE in Sections 3, 4,
and 5, respectively. In Section 3, I describe focus marking via the four available strategies (in-
situ focus, immediately preverbal, immediately postverbal placement, pseudocleft) and inves-
tigate their functions. Section 4 contains a short overview of the placement of topics in the left
periphery of the clause. In Section 5, I examine the discoursive functions of -ZE in more detail.
Section 6 summarizes the most important findings.

2. Data

The variety investigated in this study is contemporary (written and spoken) Meadow Mari.
Meadow Mari is a Uralic language with 318,495 speakers, according to the 2020 All-Russian
Population Census?, spoken mainly in the titular republic Mari El in the Russian Federation.

1 ZE in capital letters is used as a shorthand for various allomorphs of the suffix, e.g. -Ze, -25, -Se, etc.
(see Section 5).

2 Available online at: https://rosstat.gov.ru/vpn/2020 (last accessed 04.07.2024).
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The data for this study comes from different sources: First, I draw from already existing work
on Meadow Mari, including data gathered for my Master’s thesis on the same topic [Hirvonen
2023]. Another source of data were corpora of Meadow Mari. These were used mainly for the
investigation of topic marking and the functions of the morpheme -ZE. The largest corpus
of Meadow Mari which allows to display context is the Corpus of Contemporary Written Lit-
erary Meadow Mari [Arkhangelskiy 2019]. This corpus has a size of 5.53 million tokens and
mostly consists of contemporary newspaper texts. Context can be shown up to four sentences
before and after the target sentence. A similar corpus is the Corpus of Social Media in Meadow
Mari which consists of 3.59 million words of written text from the social network “VKontakte”
[Ibid.].? In addition to these corpora of written Meadow Mari, there are two more important
sources of contemporary spoken Meadow Mari: a small printed corpus of data from the village
Staryj Torjal collected in the year 2000 [Serdobolskaya, Toldova 2012], and the larger Spoken
Corpus of Meadow Mari, consisting of data from 2000-2004 and 2018 gathered in the same
village [Volkova et al. 2024].* The section on topics in this paper relies mostly on the smaller
printed corpus. Thirdly, for data on all types of information structure marking investigated in this
paper, I worked with a native speaker consultant. My consultant is a female speaker of Meadow
Mari in the age group 40-50 and grew up in the central Meadow Mari (Morki/ Sernur) dialect
area. Most data in this study is elicited.

3. Focus

This section deals with strategies of focus marking in Meadow Mari. Focus is understood
here as indicating the presence of alternatives relevant for the interpretation of the marked lin-
guistic expression, see, e.g., [Krifka 2008]. In the descriptively oriented approach taken here,
I investigate the marking strategies in different contexts known to trigger focus marking. Rel-
evant contexts include the expression answering a wh-question or alternative question (1), and
correction contexts (2). The expression marked with focus is formatted with SMALL CAPITAL
LETTERS:

(1) — What do you put in your pasta sauce? | Do you put tarragon or thyme in your pasta sauce?
— I put THYME in my pasta sauce. [Biiring 2009: 178—179]

(2) I put THYME in my pasta sauce, not tarragon. [Biiring 2009: 179]

The focus marked expessions can be of different sizes, e.g. whole clauses in the case of clausal
focus, subconstituents, or single constituents, as in the previous examples. Another special
type investigated here, verum focus, targets the truth value of a sentence. Presentational focus,
as in (3), has been explained as indicating a covert question around which discourse is struc-
tured, such as What was there?, see, e.g., [Krifka 2008; Biiring 2009; van der Wal 2016; 2021].

(3) Once upon a time, there was a PRINCESS. [Kritka 2008: 251]

Finally, the last distinction I make here is the distinction between information focus and iden-
tificational focus (sometimes also called exhaustive or contrastive focus) [E. Kiss 1998]. The
latter identifies the subset of elements for which the predicate can hold, and thus excludes the
other alternatives.

3 These two corpora are available online at: https://meadow-mari.web-corpora.net/ (last accessed 04.07.2024).

4 Available online at: http://lingconlab.ru/spoken_meadow_mari/ (last accessed 04.07.2024). I want
to thank one of the creators of the corpus, Aigul Zakirova, here for sending me the whole corpus data.
The data in this corpus includes part of the data from Serdobolskaya and Toldova [2012], but I cited
the source where I initially found the respective example.
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It has long been recognized that the position of foci, and to some extent topics and
backgrounded constituents, is associated with the word order type, viz. the headedness
of a language. In head-final languages, constituent foci are typically found in the immedi-
ately preverbal position, see, e.g., [Dezsé 1978; Kim 1988; Herring 1990], among others,
and the postverbal position is often occupied by some type of backgrounded material, al-
though there is much variation [Pregla 2024]. Meadow Mari exhibits a number of charac-
teristics typical of a rigid head-final language: nouns follow their modifiers, compounds
are head-final, the language employs postpositions, modal verbs follow lexical verbs, and
clausal complements generally precede the main clause. The neutral word order is SOV
with the dative object typically preceding the accusative object. Time and place adverbi-
als are usually placed left in the clause; they may occur before or after subjects or topical
constituents. Irrespective of their position relative to other parts of the sentence, time ad-
verbials precede place adverbials [Chkhaidze 1941: 29-31; Pregla 2024: 23]. In the Uralic
context, Meadow Mari word order has been characterized as “quite flexible” SOV as re-
gards possible word order variation [Vilkuna 2022: 950], but as rigid in terms of argument
reordering for focus purposes [Pregla 2024: 92]. A clause showing the word order in a neu-
tral context is given in (4).°

(4) Tace kolxoz pasu-Sto vic rveze traktor dene mlanda-m udarno
today  kolkhoz field-iNe  five lad tractor  with  land-acc enthusiastically

kural-at.

plough-3pL

‘Today on the kolkhoz field, five lads enthusiastically plough the land with a tractor.’
[Chkhaidze 1941: 30]

Previous research indicates that focussed constituents in Meadow Mari, including both sub-
jects and objects, can either occupy the preverbal position, see, e.g., [Chkhaidze 1941: 29—
31; Pengitov 1961: 122—-123; Pregla 2024: 92-95], or the same position as in the unmarked
clause, i.e. stay in situ [Nelson et al. (to appear); Saarinen 2022: 463; Vilkuna 1998: 195].
Additionally, two studies have found that “contrastively” focussed constituents may occupy
a clause-final position as well [Vilkuna 1998: 195; Pregla 2024: 176—177]. In this section,
I will discuss focus, paying attention to the interpretational effect of different morphosyntactic
marking strategies. There are four different strategies employed to express focus: (1) in-situ
focus, (2) immediately preverbal focus and clause-initial verbal focus, (3) postverbal focus,
(4) usage of a special pseudocleft construction. Taking these four constructions as a starting
point, this section discusses the focus marking strategies and makes an attempt to delimit the
discourse contexts in which they occur.

3.1. In-situ focus marking

In Meadow Mari, focus can be marked prosodically. In the case of constituent focus, the mark-
ing involves a rise on the stressed vowel of the focussed expression, see the discussion in [Hir-
vonen 2023: 51-54]. In-situ focus via prosodic marking is a versatile strategy: it can be employed
for both clausal focus and constituent focus, in answers to wh-questions, and in correction con-
texts. Furthermore, this marking strategy is underspecified for the type of focus and can mark
both information and identificational focus. My consultant preferred in-situ focus in most con-
texts, but accepted preverbal answer and correction foci if presented with them.

Full clausal focus after all-new questions involves only the canonical word order without any
special prosodic marking:

5 Abbreviations used in the glosses are given at the end of the paper.
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)

(6)

Mo  toste? — UDoRAMAS JOSKAR ARAKA-M JU-ES.
what  here woman red wine-Acc  drink-3sG

‘What’s (going on) here? — THE WOMAN IS DRINKING RED WINE.’ (elicited)
Mo  toSte kaj-a? — RVEZE MECE DENE MOD-ES.

what here  go-3sG boy ball with play-3sG

‘What’s going on here? — THE BOY IS PLAYING WITH A BALL.’ (elicited)

For constituent focus as answers to wh-questions, my consultant preferred prosodic in-situ
marking (and answering the question only with the focussed constituent, or together with the verb).

()

(®)

Ko tace wuna-lan  kockas-om  kond-en? — MaskA  tace (una-lan
who today guest-DAaT  food-Acc bring-psT2.35G bear today guest-DAT
kockas-om)  kond-en.

food-acc bring-pPsT2.35G

“Who brought the guests food today? — The BEAR brought the guests food today.’ (elicited)

“Mo-m  maska kond-en?”  ur Jjod-o. “Maska KOCKaS-oM
what-Aacc  bear bring-pst2.3sG  squirrel ask-psTl.3sG  bear food-acc
kond-en,” krab vasest-as.

bring-psT2.3sG  crab  answer-pST1.35G
““What did the bear bring?” asked the squirrel. “The bear brought the Foop,” answered
the crab.’ (elicited)

Focus in correction contexts is realized just like other types of information focus. Both sub-
jects and objects are preferrably placed in the same position as in the unmarked clause:

(€))

(10)

Maj toj dec=at  Suka-rak  kogalo-m aSt-en  kert-am. — Uke,
IsG  2sG  from=ADD much-CMPR  pie-ACC do-cvB  can-1sG no
MaJ  Suko-rak  kogala-m aSt-en  kert-am.
IsG much-cMPR  pie-acc do-cvB  can-1sG

‘I can bake more pies than you.— No, 1 can bake more pies.’ (elicited)

[“In the garden, is the woman hitting a girl?”]
Uke, sad-aste  iidoramasS RVEZo-M Sel-es.
no garden-INE  girl boy-acc  hit-3sG

‘No, in the garden, the girl is hitting a BoY.” (elicited)

Note, furthermore, that prosodic marking can express identificational focus as well, where
focus identifies the exhaustive subset of which the predicate phrase holds [E. Kiss 1998] (for
another strategy see Section 3.3):

(11)

[In a situation where only Mikhail is holding a rifle:]

MixaiL  pacal-om  kuc-a.
Mikhail  rifle-acc hold-3sG

‘MIKHALL is holding the rifle (and not anyone else).’ (elicited)

3.2. Ex-situ focus marking

3.2.1. Immediately preverbal and clause-initial verbal focus

The second strategy of constituent focus marking is placing a focussed constituent in an im-
mediately preverbal position, illustrated with elicited data from Pregla [2024]. The preverbal
position is a marked position for non-object constituents as immediately preverbal subjects are
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only acceptable when focussed, and not in neutral contexts (12). As mentioned above, my con-
sultant consistently used in-situ focus for subjects but accepted preverbal subject foci if pre-
sented with them.®

(12) Ikece  jal-aste  joca-lan jomak-viak-om Kova / *kova ojla-s.
recently village-INE ~ child-pDaT  tale-PL-ACC grandmother grandmother tell-psT1.35G
‘GrRANDMA / *Grandma recently told stories to the children in the village.” [Pregla 2024: 94]

Importantly, Pregla [2024] has shown that what matters for the focal interpretation of a con-
stituent is not the absolute position in a clause, but the relative position immediately preceding
the verb. The focus-verb string can either appear in the clause-final position or clause medially,
with the preceding constituent in focus:

(13) PoSkudo TEDGECE ERDENE pua-$ joca-lan  port-asto  paras-am.
neighbor  yesterday morning  give-psT1.3sG child-DAT  house-INE  cat-acC

‘The neighbor gave a cat to the child in the house YESTERDAY MORNING.’ [Pregla 2024: 176]

In a related construction, clause-initial placement of a finite verb also allows focussing the
verb itself [Hirvonen 2023: 50-51]. This placement marks types of focus associated with finite
verbs, e.g. verum focus targeting the truth value of the sentence (14)—(15).” This construction is
commonly associated with correction contexts. Note, however, that for verbal focus a prosodic
realization is possible as well, cf. [Hirvonen 2023: 50].

(14) Tenij maj Budapest-aske $-om kaj. — Kuar-a8-aC¢  toj  tenij
this.year 1sG  Budapest-iLL NEG.PSTI-1SG  g0.CNG go-psT1-2sG  2sG  this.year
Budapest-aske!

Budapest-1LL

‘I did not go to Budapest this year.— You DID Go to Budapest this year!’ (elicited)

(15) Vrac joca-lan em-am Jiikta-$. — oS JUKTO
doctor child-pDAT  medicine-acc  give.to.drink-psT1.3sG NEG.PST1.3sG  give.to.drink.cNG
vra¢  jocCa-lan em-om!
doctor child-pAr  medicine-Acc
‘The doctor gave the child medicine to drink. — The doctor DID NOT GIVE the child med-
icine to drink!” (elicited)

This phenomenon can best be illustrated with data from verb clusters involving displacement
of one part of the cluster only, cf. [Georgieva et al. 2021: 463]. The following examples involve
a verb cluster consisting of the modal verb kerz- ‘can’, the negation auxiliary, and the lexical
verb aste- ‘do, make’. The order of these three verbs in a neutral context is lexical verb > nega-
tion > modal (16).% As in example (15), the negation auxiliary is inflected and selects the invari-
ant connegative form of the modal verb, which in turn selects the converbial form of the lexical

¢ A reviewer raises the question of whether there are any restrictions on the usage of preverbal focus. My
consultant did not categorically refuse a preverbal placement of constituents under focus in wh-ques-
tion contexts, but consistently preferred and chose in-situ placement. I did not discover any strict con-
straints on the usage of preverbal constituent focus. The reasoning made here, that the preverbal position
is a more marked position, thus comes from the preference for in-situ focus in wh-contexts and the gen-
eral observation that the preverbal position is not available for non-focussed subjects, as shown in (12).

7In example (15), the negation auxiliary occupies the clause-initial position together with the lexical
verb in the connegative form. See the discussion and references in the remainder of this subsection for
more detailed information on this phenomenon.

8 The order negation auxiliary > finite verb is unexpected in a head-final language, but found across Uralic
languages [ Yurayong et al. 2024: 736]. The relevant part for the argument made here is that the negation
auxiliary and the verb in the connegative form cannot be separated from each other, but can be sepa-
rated from a third verbal form. See Georgieva et al. [2021] for an in-depth analysis of this phenomenon.
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verb. The negation auxiliary and the verb which it selects form a cluster in which nothing can
intervene,® but for focussing purposes this cluster can occupy the clause-initial position while
leaving the lexical verb behind in a clause-final position (17):

(16) Msj tido-m  niguze asSt-en o-m kert.
Isé  this-acc no.way do-CvB NEG-1SG can.CNG
‘I cannot do this in any way.’ (elicited)

17) O-m KERT maj tido-m  niguze aSt-en.
NEG-1sG  can.cNG  1sG  this-acc  no.way do-cvB
‘I canNNOT do this in any way.’ (elicited)

In sum, the position immediately preceding the verb is associated with constituent focus
marking, irrespective of where in the clause the verb is placed. Clause-initial placement of the
verb is associated with verbal or verum focus. What unites these constructions is that the im-
mediately preverbal position can be employed for constituent focus, and that the verb receives
a focussed interpretation if the verb itself is not preceded by any other constituent. In these con-
structions the number of postverbal elements is in principle unlimited and their ordering is the
same as in the neutral context. Furthermore, the pre-focal elements do not receive any special
information structural interpretation, cf. [Pregla 2024].

3.2.2. Postverbal focus

Immediately postverbal constituent focus is a more specialized strategy and is available mainly
in two contexts — presentational focus and correction focus. My consultant dispreferred post-
verbal constituent focus in answers to wh-questions. A subtype of information focus, presenta-
tional focus indicates a covert question in the discourse. This strategy is typically employed in
Meadow Mari to introduce a referent which is then continued as an aboutness topic (see Sec-
tion 4 on topics) in the following clause, cf. klat ‘shed, barn’ in example (18), and a person called
Zina in example (19). The new topics are indicated by boldfacing:

(18) Memnan pért voktene ale tagaj KLAT. Vot klat... pusta klat,
2SG.GEN  house besides  be.psTl.3sG  such shed see  shed empty shed
nigo tusto il-en og-al. Tide klat iimbake kiiz-en
nobody there live-CNG NEG.3SG-BE.CNG this shed onto climb-cvB
Sinc-an-am no.

sit.down-psT1-1SG  PTCL

‘Next to our house there was this SHED. Well, a shed... an empty shed, nobody lived there.
This shed, I climbed up and sat down on it.” [Serdobolskaya, Toldova 2012: 712]

(19) [“T had a hard time learning to knit.”]

Mbaj porla  tunem-an-na ZINA dene, Morkinskij rajon-et, tudo pes
IsG  together learn-psT2-1PL Z. with M. district-px2sG ~ 3sG very
cot  pid-eS ale. Tuda-n den tunem-am maj tunem-as... pid-on-am,
much knit-3sG  Aux 3sG-GEN  with learn-psTl.1sG  1sG  learn-INF knit-psT2-18G

tudo maj-om  tunakt-en.

3sG IsG-acc  teach-pST2.35G

‘I learned together with Zina from Morkinskiy district, she used to knit a lot. With her
I learned, to learn... I knit, she taught me.’ [Volkova et al. 2024: Biografiya Z. I. E. (Part 2)]

? Jeremy Bradley (p.c.) remarks that this is not entirely as clitics like the additive clitic =af can indeed
intervene, e.g. o-m=at kert [NEG-1SG=ADD can.CNG]. Georgieva et al. [2021] discuss the same phenom-
enon for Udmurt. In any case, the argument made here is not affected by this additional complication.
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Additionally, constituents in an immediately postverbal position can receive a focussed in-
terpretation in correction contexts [Pregla 2024]: 1

(20) (Uke,) erdene joca-lan  port-asté  poras-om  pu-as ASNaSE ~ PORJED!
no inmorning child-par  house-INE  cat-AccC give-psT1.3sG  caring person
‘(No,) A CARING PERSON gave a cat to our child in the house in the morning [and not the
neighbor]!” [Pregla 2024: 186]

(21) Asmase pérjen joca-lan pért-astd  paras-om  pu-as ERDENE!
caring  person  child-DAT  house-INE  cat-AcC give-psT1.3SG  in.morning
‘A caring person gave a cat to our child in the house IN THE MORNING [and not in the eve-
ning]!’ [Pregla 2024: 187]

Postverbal focussing appears to be more marked than in-situ focus, as it is available mainly
for presentational and correction focus. Furthermore, the strategy is positionally more restricted
as only the focussed constituent is allowed to appear after the verb. The more constituents ap-
pear after the verb, the more the sentences are degraded. In the following clause, parasam ‘the
cat’ occurs in the immediately postverbal position and receives a focussed interpretation. If the
verb is further left (and the number of constituents between the verb and the focussed constituent
increases), the sentence is degraded (22). This is a clear difference to preverbal focus, where the
number of postverbal elements is in principle unlimited (see Pregla [2024] for further discussion).

(22) Poskudo (' pu-a5) erdene  (“pu-as) joca-lan  (*pu-as) pOrt-a5to
neighbor  give-psT1.3sG yesterday  give-psT1.3sG child-pDaTr  give-psT1.3sG  house-INE
(pu-as) PIRIS-IM.
give-psT1.3sG  cat-AccC

‘The neighbor gave A CAT to the child in the morning.’ [Pregla 2024: 187—-188]

3.3. Pseudocleft

In addition to the strategies of focus marking underspecified for the type of focus, there is
a more marginal strategy to mark exhaustive focus, namely a pseudocleft. This construction in-
volves a clause with a wh-phrase in subject position, followed by the determiner tide ‘this” and
the focussed constituent. Pseudoclefts are only felicitous if a sentence provides the exhaustive
extension of the predicate. Consider the following examples. When the context indicates that
there is only one individual for which the predicate holds, usage of a pseudocleft is felicitous
(23). However, when the context indicates that a predicate holds of more than one individual
in a given situation, usage of a pseudocleft is not felicitous. This is shown in example (24) where
the predicate “holding a bottle” is true of all people: "

(23) [In a situation where only Mikhail is holding a rifle:]
Ko pacal-am  kuc-a, tide MIXAIL.
who rifle-acc hold-3sG  this  Mikhail

‘It is MIKHAIL who is holding the rifle.” (elicited)

10In my previous work, I reported judgments about postverbal focus being dispreferred in correction
contexts [Hirvonen 2023: 49]. The factors influencing the different judgments are not clear to me, but
in light of the available evidence for postverbal focus in correction contexts in Vilkuna [1998] and
Pregla [2024], I reject my earlier claim for it being dispreferred in this context.

' Note that these examples were not produced spontaneously, but elicited. My consultant did not con-
sider the construction very natural, but their judgments about its felicity were very clear. For the paral-
lel Russian construction see, for example, [Burukina et al. 2024: 31-32].
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(24) [In a situation where three people are holding one bottle each:]
#Ko  butolka-m  kuc-a,  tide JavaN.
who  bottle-acc hold-3sG  this  Jovan

‘It is JovaN who is holding the bottle.” (elicited)

3.4. Summary of focus marking strategies

In sum, there are four different strategies of constituent focus marking: prosodic in-situ mark-
ing, immediately preverbal constituent focus and clause-initial verbal focus, immediately postver-
bal focus, and focussing via pseudocleft. Prosodic in-situ marking is a versatile strategy for focus
marking on any constituent, and, furthermore, underspecified for the type of focus as it can encode
both information and identificational focus. Preverbal constituent focus is more marked for sub-
ject focus, for example, but does not categorically mark a different type of focus. Postverbal focus
is commonly employed for presentational focus and in correction contexts. Finally, the pseudo-
cleft is felicitous only for identificational focus. There are no strategies specific to clausal focus.

Importantly, no focus marking strategy discussed in this section is required by any type of fo-
cus. For example, correctional focus can be marked with the constituent in a postverbal position,
but both the preverbal position and in-situ marking are available marking strategies as well. The
focus marking strategies are characterized by increasing “markedness”, in the sense that more
marked strategies encode subsets of the types of foci which the less marked strategies encode.
Constituent focus is mostly marked in situ; the immediately preverbal and postverbal positions
have pragmatic restrictions as to when non-object constituents may appear there; and finally,
pseudoclefts as the most complex type of focus marking are employed only for identificational
focus. The distribution conforms to the markendess scale of structural complexity of focus mark-
ing by Skopeteas and Fanselow [2010], which predicts that more marked types of focus require
more marked strategies. In the broader typological picture, the data shows that Meadow Mari
behaves like a rather typical SOV language, since it allows preverbal focus. But at the same
time, it is not a strict-position focus marking language, as an alternative in-situ marking strat-
egy exists, cf. [Biiring 2009].

4. Topics

Information is not added to the discourse in an unstructured way. Rather, speakers attempt
to organize this information and give hints about how it is to be classified. Reinhart [1981] ar-
gues that the discourse context is not an unordered set of propositions, rather it is structured
into subsets of propositions, which are stored under defining entries, for example, propositions
about individuals — this is the notion of topic. In example (25a), the new information provided
by the sentence is stored as information about Aristotle Onassis, and in example (25b) it is
stored as information about Jacqueline Kennedy, the respective topic. Topical constituents are
marked by boldfacing:

(25) [Krifka 2008: 265]
a. Aristotle Onassis married Jacqueline Kennedy.
b. Jacqueline Kennedy married Aristotle Onassis.

The most influential approach to topics, Reinhart [1981], defines topics as the part that a given
sentence is “about”, e.g. an individual, as illustrated above. Such topics are usually called about-
ness topics. In relation to the discourse context, topics can serve different purposes. For example,
some topics continue reference to previously introduced, given referents, while others are newly
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introduced into the discourse or mark the shift to another topic. Givon [1983: 9] characterizes
topics like the latter as “newly-introduced, newly-changed or newly-returned” topics, and like
the former ones as “continuous topics”. Similar classifications have been made by many schol-
ars, see, e.g., [Erteshik-Shir 2007; Frascarelli 2018; Frascarelli, Hinterh6lzl 2007; van der Wal
2021], and while these proposals differ in their details, all these scholars usually make a distinc-
tion between some form of continued (or familiar, backgrounded) topics and shifted (or switch)
topics. After the discussion about topics in this section, I will argue in Section 5 that the Meadow
Mari suffix -ZE can mark a topic shift, but not a topic continuation.

Another notion which is commonly distinguished is that of contrastive topic. I follow the defi-
nition by Biiring [2003; 2016], which states that contrastive topics trigger a conventional impli-
cature that there is an identifiable alternative question including the referent of the contrastive
topic expression. 1> Typical contexts that evoke sequences with contrastive topic and focus are
multiple wh-questions, single wh-questions containing plurals, or implicational topics (26). This
third type, like presentational foci, indicates additional questions such as Where was the cook?
Contrastive topics are boldfaced in the examples.

(26) [Biiring 2016: 68, 70]
a. (Which guest brought what? —) Fred brought the BEANS.
b. (Where do your siblings live? —) My sister lives in STOCKHOLM.
c. (Where was the gardener at the time of the murder? —) The gardener was in the HOUSE.

In Meadow Mari, aboutness topics and contrastive topics are located in the left periphery
of the clause, while expressions referring to given individuals can appear postverbally. There
does not seem to be a designated structural position for topics, however, as they can be preceded
or followed by various adverbs, as in example (29) below. In addition to topics which are part
of the clause, Meadow Mari has left-dislocated aboutness topics as well. In the former case, the
topics necessarily have a corresponding gap in the clause (e.g. the position for objects in the
unmarked order), other than left dislocated topics. For aboutness topics, two main diagnostics
can be employed: Most importantly, non-subjects as topics in a topic progression are preposed
and located in the left periphery, e.g. objects in an OSV order (if preverbal subject focus is not
the reason for reordering). In this case, they can still be preceded by adverbs. The second di-
agnostic, the classic aboutness-test, see, e.g., [Erteshik-Shir 2007: 19-20], reveals that about-
ness topics are preferred in a position left of the verb and dispreferred in a postverbal position. *

In a clause uttered in a neutral context, subjects occupy a left position in the clause, and the
subject functions as sentence topic as well. But if a non-subject becomes the topic of a clause
in the sense that the clause is “about” the non-subject, the constituent can be placed in the
sentence-initial position to express the progression, that is, the shift to this new topic. These
topics may receive a contrastive interpretation, but not obligatorily. In example (27), the first
sentence tells about what happened after a charity concert and introduces ‘200 000 rubles’.
The following sentence describes what happened to that money, and the accusative-marked

12 Note that Biiring [2003; 2016] considers contrastive topics as independent of topics, in contrast to, e.g.,
Krifka [2008], who considers them a combination of topic and focus. Regardless of that fact, I discuss
contrastive topics in the section about topics.

13 Based on data from Bradley and Hirvonen [2022], I previously suggested another diagnostic for the
topichood of left-peripheral constituents — that placing a constiuent in the clause-initial position in-
creases its acceptability as antecedent for a null subject in the following clause [Hirvonen 2023: 64—
66], based on the hypothesis that in consistent null-subject languages like Meadow Mari, null subjects
are resolved with respect to the aboutness topic, see, e.g., [Holmberg 2010; Frascarelli 2018]. While
there is indeed a small effect in the data, and topichood thus could play a role for null subject resolu-
tion, null subjects and preposed aboutness topics regularly occur together in the same clause. Therefore,
null subject resolution and topichood are likely two different phenomena. I will not further discuss the
availability of this diagnostic in this article.
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phrase ‘this money’ occupies the sentence-initial position before the subject of the clause,
in an OSXYV order. Similarly, in example (28), belletristic books are continued as topic ‘such
books’ in an OSXV order:

(27) Tunam, koncert ertara-me dene kok siido  tizem  teyge
then concert  carry.out-PTCP.PASS ~ with  two hundred thousand ruble
pogan-en. Tide Sijvunda-m murazo onkologij Cer dene
be.gathered-ps12.3sG  this money-ACC singer oncology illness ~ with
Cerlana-se joca-vlak-am  eml-as  kusar-en.
be.sick-pTCcP.ACT  child-PL-ACC cure-INF  transfer-ps12.3sG

‘In the course of the concert 200 000 rubles were gathered. This money, the singer do-
nated to the treatment of children with cancer.” [Arkhangelskiy 2019, Journal Kidser
(26.03.2016)]

(28) Salnamut-an kniga-m  avtor-vlak Ske  kiises ale sponsor polsamo dene
literature-apy ~ book-acc  author-pL own at.expense oOr sponsor  help with
vele  lukt-at. A tagaj kniga-m pisatel-vlak en ondak uzal-as
only publish-3pL  but such.kind.of book-acc — writer-pL sup before  sell-INF
tars-at  (...).
try-3pL

‘Belletristic books, the authors only publish on their own expense or with the support
of sponsors. But such books, the writers first of all try to sell {...).” [Arkhangelskiy 2019,
Newspaper Marij El (27.05.2005)]

The classic aboutness-test can also be applied. Example (29) shows that subjects as aboutness
topics are preferrably placed left in the clause, and the acceptability of a sentence degrades if
they appear further right. Such subjects were not accepted in a postverbal position by my con-
sultant. Only expressions referring to given individuals can be located there. This example also
shows that the aboutness topic can be preceded by adverbs, cf. [Hirvonen 2023: 67-68].

(29) [*“Have you heard anything about Serge?”]
(Serge), piales, (Serge) u pasa-m  (“Serge) mu-an, (*Serge).
Serge fortunately  Serge new work-acc  Serge find-ps12.3sG ~ Serge
‘Fortunately, Serge has found a new job.’ (elicited)

Mere givenness does not explain the left-peripheral placement of a given constituent alone,
as given constituents can also be located elsewhere in the clause. This can be observed in the
first clause of example (28) above, where the topic precedes the given subject (pisatel-viak
‘the writers”), and in the following newspaper example (30) about the capital of Mari El, Yosh-
kar-Ola. Here, parts of the city are introduced in the first sentence and referred to by a phrase
headed by the proximal demonstrative #o ‘this’ in the next sentence. The phrase is placed after
the subject in the clause:

(30) Patartas zap-aste Joskar-Ola-Ste u mikrorajon-vlak  pisa-n kusk-at:
last time-INE  Yoshkar-Ola-INE  new microdistrict-PL quick-INS  grow-3pL
Festivalnaj, Mirnaj, Molodeznaj, Sportivnaj. Jey-viak to  kundem-aste
F. M. M. S person-pL  this  area-INE
pacer-am nal-at, posnak  samoarak-viak.
apartment-acc  buy-3pL especially young-PL
‘In recent times, new microdistricts in Yoshkar-Ola are growing fast: Festivalnoj, Mirngj,
Molodeznaj, Sportivnaj. People are buying apartments in these areas, especially the young
ones.’ [Arkhangelskiy 2019, Newspaper Marij EIl (20.03.2017)]

Contrastive topics are located in the left periphery of the clause as well. This is true for sub-
jects (31) and objects as contrastive topics (32):
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(31) [“Where do your siblings live?”’]
Iza-m MOSKVA-STE, a  SiiZar-em JOSKAR-OLA-STE.
older.brother-px1sSG  Moscow-INE but little.sister-px1sG  Joskar-Ola-INE

‘My older brother (lives) in Moscow, and my little sister (lives) in YOSHKAR-OLA.’ (elic-

ited)

(32) A Irina kok tarelka-m vele musk-an Sukto-S. Kums$o tarelka-Zo-m
but Irina two plate-acc  only  wash-cvB manage-psT1.3sG  third plate-ZE-AcC
tudo musk-an 2§ Sukto.

3sG wash-CVB  NEG.PST.3SG =~ manage.CNG

‘But Irina only managed to wash two plates. The third plate she did not manage to wash.’
(elicited)

One indication for a topical interpretation of left-peripheral non-subjects is the restricted avail-
ability of non-subject negative indefinite pronouns in this position. They cannot receive a topical
interpretation because they do not refer to any individual. This can be observed in example (33)—
an object negative indefinite pronoun cannot appear in a topical position even if the structure fa-
vors the clause-initial placement of the object in contrast to the topic in the preceding clause: 4

(33) Araka manmaste, tudo-m iktaz-ké  jii-on mo? — Araka-m
vodka  about 3sG-ACC  INDEF-who  drink-ps12.35G  Q vodka-acc
iza-m Jti-anm, a {*nimo-m} solom
older.brother-px1sG  drink-ps12.3sG and  nothing-acc  younger.brother.px1sG
{nimo-m} jii-an og-al.

nothing-Acc  drink-CvB  NEG.3sG-be.CNG

‘What about the vodka, did anybody drink it? — The vodka my older brother drank, but
my younger brother drank nothing.’ (elicited)

Apart from topics in the left periphery of the clause, Meadow Mari allows for left-dislocated
topics outside of the core clause as well. Example (34) shows such a topic (which is addition-
ally marked with -ZE, see Section 5). It is not part of the clause as the topic is in the nominative
case like a subject, but the finite verb does not agree with it. Instead, the verb shows 3pL mor-
phology agreeing with a 3pL null subject, which is typical for generic statements, cf. [Bradley,
Hirvonen 2022]. These topics can optionally be introduced by the phrase manmaste “as regards,
concerning’ (35). Optionally, a resumptive pronoun within the core clause (e.g. tudo ‘it, this’)
can refer back to this topic.

(34) Marij televidenij-Ze tido-m=ak vele oncokt-at kuze ubiratl-at.
Mari  television-ZE this-acc=eMpH only  show-3pL  how  harvest-3pL
‘Mari television, they only show such stuff, how they harvest crops.’ [Serdobolskaya, Tol-
dova 2012: 731]

(35) [“Before Mil’a returns from work, she’s really busying herself(...).”]
Pasa manmaste, Sergej nimonar=at jara ok Since oo
work  about Sergej  no.amount.of=ApD idle NEG.3SG  sit.CNG
‘Speaking about work, Sergej does not sit around idly either (...).” [Arkhangelskiy 2019,
Newspaper Marij EI (01.09.2007)]

After the discussion about positions for topics in this section, and foci in Section 3, a short
remark about the other positions in the Meadow Mari clause is in order. The aboutness top-
ics and contrastive topics discussed so far are located left in the clause. Section 3 on focussed

14 Note, however, that non-subject negative indefinite pronouns can be found in the initial position in cor-
pus data, but the exact contexts have yet to be investigated. As contrastive topic in example (33), the
negative indefinite was not accepted in any case.
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constituents showed that if constituent focus is realized by positioning, then the constituent is
placed in the immediately preverbal or postverbal position. Besides the left periphery as a place
for topics, and the immediately preverbal and immediately postverbal position for focussed con-
stituents, the other parts of the clause do not appear to receive any special interpretation. Pregla
[2024: 92-95] noted this for constituents preceding focus. Regarding the postverbal field, Hir-
vonen [2023: 73-84] showed that it is a heterogenous place in the Meadow Mari clause, and
that constituents can end up there for various reasons, including: (1) as afterthoughts and com-
pletions of a clause, containing expressions referring to given individuals;'® (2) constituents can
epiphenomenally appear to the right of the verb when the verb itself occupies a left-peripheral
position for verbal focussing purposes; (3) prosodically heavy constituents can be extraposed
to a right-peripheral position; (4) genre-specific reasons. Furthermore, presentational and cor-
rective constituent focus can appear postverbally (see Section 3.2.2). Therefore, constituents
can appear in the postverbal field for various unrelated reasons, and do not necessarily receive
a certain interpretation. Reason (2) was described already in Section 3.2.1, and for (1), (3), and
(4) I refer the reader to the discussion in Hirvonen [2023: 73—-84].

Summarizing, the place for topics in the Meadow Mari clause is the left periphery. Aboutness
topics and contrastive topics are located in that part of the clause, and this is most clearly visible
when non-subjects appear as topics. Furthermore, Mari employs left-dislocated topics for topic
shift. The postverbal field can be filled for various unrelated reasons, and the remaining positions
in the clause do not appear to serve any specific functions related to information structure marking.

5. Functions of the morpheme -ZE

Besides syntactic means of marking information structure, Meadow Mari also has at its
disposal some morphemes interacting with information structure, including focus particles
(vele, gona ‘only”), the additive clitic (=at ‘also, even’), and the morpheme -ZE, which will
be described in this section in more detail. In contemporary Meadow Mari, this morpheme
is used in two main distinct discoursive functions: it can mark the selection of an individual
from a superset, including contrastive topics (36) and a topic shift, and it marks uncontrover-
sial information (37), cf. the category of “enimitive”, introduced by Panov [2020]. This sec-
tion is mainly concerned with the former usage. The relevant parts of the sentence are high-
lighted by boldfacing in this section.

(36) No piirtiis-Se pes saj, a uslovij-Ze saj  ogal il-as.
well nature-ZE  very good but condition-ZE good NEG  live-INF
‘Well, nature is very pretty (there), but conditions aren’t good to live.” [Serdobolskaya,
Toldova 2012: 728]

(37) Tace tolat  nimogaj muna-m kond-en o-m kert.
today 2sG.paT no.kind.of egg-acc  bring-CvB NEG-1SG  can.CNG
Ravai-§e covo-na-m kock-an.
fox-ZE chicken-px1pL-ACC  eat-PST2.3SG

‘I cannot bring you any eggs today. The fox has eaten our chicken, you see.’ (elicited)

-ZE is used as a shorthand for the suffix’s various allomorphs that appear as the result of processes
like voicing assimilation (e.g. -Ze vs. -Se), avoidance of consonant clusters (e.g. -oZe vs. -Ze) or vowel

15 In Hirvonen [2023] I treated familiar topics separately from afterthoughts and completions. However,
it has not been systematically investigated yet whether there are any prosodic or syntactic differences
that justify treating familiar topics in Meadow Mari as a separate descriptive category, instead of treat-
ing them simply as given elements (thanks to Andreas Pregla for discussion).
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harmony (e.g. -Ze, -Zo, -26) [Alhoniemi 1993: 72; Riese et al. 2022: 46-48]. A homophonous suffix also
serves as the possessive suffix of the third person singular, but due to differences not only in meaning
but also in distributional properties (and for ease of exposition), it is reasonable to treat these func-
tions separately. This is also reflected in the glossing. -ZE as discussed here has the following distri-
butional properties differing from the 3sG possessive suffix usage, cf. also [Georgieva 2022; 2024]:

1) Possessive suffixes agree with the possessor in person and number, but -ZE is invariant.
This is visible most clearly in cases of ellipsis where the antecedent involves a non-3sG
possessor, but the remnant bears the suffix -ZE and thus does not agree with the posses-
sor. The remnant can still receive a non-3sG interpretation:

(38) [“You have one heavy and one light bag.”]
Nele  sumka-t iistembalne, a  kustalgo /' kusStalga-Zo polka-sto.
heavy bag-px2sG on.table but light light-Zg shelf-INE

“Your heavy bag is on the table, and your light one is on the shelf.’ [Georgieva 2022: 4]

2) The suffix can be stacked onto other possessive suffixes, in which case -ZE follows the
possessive suffix and does not agree with any constituent, cf. [Georgieva 2022; Tuzharov

1987: 67; Simonenko 2014]:

(39) [“What food do your pets like to eat?”’]
Pij-em(-Ze) pozo-m  kock-as jorat-a, paras-em(-Ze) kol-om  kock-as jorat-a.
dog-Px1SG-ZE meat-ACC  eat-INF love-3sG  cat-Px1SG-ZE fish-acc  eat-INF love-3sG
‘My dog likes to eat meat, (and) my cat likes to eat fish.” (elicited)

3) In the enimitive function it can mark other constituents as well. In example (40), -ZE at-
taches to a whole PP:

(40) [Araka de¢ posnal-Ze veselitl-as ok lij mo?
vodka from separate-ZE have.fun-INF NEG.3sG  be.CNG Q

‘Can’t you have a good time without alcohol?’ [Arkhangelskiy 2019, VKontake]

The suffix has been described before as a marker of definiteness, e.g., in [Alhoniemi 1993:
75-76], identifiability [Nikolaeva 2003], specificity [Georgieva 2022; Simonenko 2017], contrast
[Riese et al. 2022: §9.1.5; Tuzharov 1987: 67—68; Nikolaeva 2003; Simonenko 2014], contras-
tive topics [Georgieva 2024; Hirvonen 2023; Yurayong 2020: 115], topic shift [Hirvonen 2023],
as a marker establishing reference to previously mentioned individuals in the discourse [Riese
etal. 2022: §9.1.5; Saarinen 2022: 445], or some other kind of emphasis [Riese et al. 2022: §9.1.5;
Tuzharov 1987: 67]. Georgieva [2022: 6] notes that some Meadow Mari speakers also allow usage
of the suffix in anaphoric contexts. For closely related Hill Mari, Khomchenkova [2022; 2023]
has argued that the suffix marks topics and has a contrastive use with topics, but less with focus.

Here 1 show that the main syntactic and interpretational properties of discoursive, non-en-
imitive -ZE are as follows: (1) it attaches to the very right of any nominal constituent; (2) the
marked constituents are mostly left-peripheral; (3a) it expresses the selection from a superset and
a contrast, but (3b) its usage is optional if the context already provides a superset and a contrast;
(4a) it can mark a topic shift; and (4b) marking a shift with -ZE appears to have an adversative
function, or expresses unexpectedness. In contemporary usage, the suffix, furthermore, seems
to mirror usage of the Russian discourse particles Ze (orce) (including the enimitive) and -fo (-mo),
cf. [Hirvonen 2023: 109-115], but these functions will not be discussed here.

Property (1), the attachment to the very right of a nominal constituent, is visible most clearly
in cases where the suffix follows other possessive suffixes, e.g. in (39). In most cases where the
suffix appears on another phrase, it receives an enimitive interpretation, as in, e.g., (40). Prop-
erty (2), the left-peripheral placement of the marked constituent, is indicative of the fact that
-ZE often marks constituents which receive a topical interpretation, since these constituents are
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placed in the left periphery (see Section 4). This can be seen in most examples in this section
as well. Of special interest are sentences with topical objects in sentence-initial position preced-
ing subjects, cf. example (32) repeated below, as they show this very clearly. This example also
illustrates that both of the contrasted expressions need not be marked at the same time, cf. [Hir-
vonen 2023: 112-113; Georgieva 2024: 13]:

(41) A Irina kok tarelka-m vele musk-an Sukto-S. Kumso tarelka-Zo-m
but Irina two plate-acc  only  wash-cvB  manage-psT1.3sG third plate-ZE-AcC
tudo musk-an  a§ Sukto.

3sG wash-CVB  NEG.PST.3SG =~ manage.CNG
‘But Irina only managed to wash two plates. The third plate she did not manage to wash.’

(=(32))

Most commonly, the suffix marks a contrast between referents of a superset which is contextu-
ally available (property 3a), cf. [Simonenko 2014; 2017; Georgieva 2022]. But importantly, nei-
ther superset nor contrasted referent have to be explicitly introduced in the context. Property (3a)
can be shown in contexts which typically elicit sequences of contrastive topic and focus, namely if
a superset is introduced in the wh-question setting the context, and the answer provides a pair-list
reading, e.g. (39). When the context provides the superset, its usage is optional, however (property
3b)—in example (39) my consultant did not express a preference for using or omitting the suffix.

Summarizing so far, the suffix marks that, from an available superset, one alternative is cho-
sen and contrasted with another. This happens mostly with topics, and marking is optional if
the context already provides the superset. The pragmatic effect of actually using the morpheme
can be illustrated best with cases in which the context neither provides nor excludes a super-
set. In such a context, the suffix implies the presence of a contrast, although the contrast does
not have to be known to the speaker (42). This is a typical property of contrastive topic mark-
ers [van der Wal 2021: 36]:

(42) Masa kockas-om jamdal-en mo? — Siir-¥2-m tudo Solt-en.
Masa  food-acc prepare-psT2.35G  Q SOUp-ZE-ACC  35G cook-PST2.35G
Ves  kockas-om tudo jamdal-en ale uke— o-m pale.
other food-acc 3sG  prepare-PsT2.3SG  or NEGEXIST NEG-1SG  know.CNG

‘Did Masa prepare food? — The soup she cooked. Whether she cooked other food, I don’t
know. (But some other food was cooked [by some one else] as well.)’ (elicited)

The suffix also marks the shift to a topic which is newly introduced, newly changed, or newly
returned to (property 4a). Here, a superset could be understood as the set of discourse participants
or possible topics, of which then one is chosen as an aboutness topic for the clause (cf. [Khom-
chenkova 2022; 2023] on Hill Mari). In the following dialogue example, speaker A introduces
pamas ‘springs’ into the discourse in their turn. Speaker B shifts the aboutness topic in the sen-
tence to this previously introduced constituent. But then, speaker A again rapidly shifts the topic
to srege ‘wild strawberries’. In both cases, the topic is marked with -ZE:

(43) A.Pamas Suko wulo  tusto, srazu pamas go¢  viid-om  numal-at.
spring  many exist there at.once spring  from water-acC carry-3PL

‘There’s lots of springs, people just go right away to get some water from the springs.’

B. Memnan pamas-aZe nimat kod-an  og-al (o)
1PL.GEN spring-ZE nothing stay-CVB  NEG.35G-be.CNG

‘At our place, springs, there is nothing left (...).’

A. Snega-Ze vet cot Suko wulo, Soldara mdre gaj.
wild.strawberry-ZE see very much EXIiST large garden.strawberry  like
‘(And) wild strawberries, you know, there’s lots of, like large strawberries from the
garden.’ [Serdobolskaya, Toldova 2012: 729]
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Again, its usage appears to be optional in this function, as most topic shifts are not marked
with -ZE. But if the suffix is used, it may mark adversativity or unexpectedness in topic shift
contexts (property 4b). In the beginning of the narration which the following example is taken
from, a shed (saraj ~ levas ‘shed, barn’) is introduced. The shed is mentioned a few times, but
only in the last clause it becomes the sentence topic and is marked with -ZE, which, in turn,
stresses the unexpectedness of the events:

(44) [“Once, there was a brick factory besides this spring. In addition to the brick factory, they
built a shed near the spring.”]

No ikana Sorgakt-en  joga-mo Soso  viid saraj-om muSk-an
but once beat.down-cvB flow-pTcp.pASS spring water shed-acc ~ wash-cvB
nangaj-en. Tidde¢  vara levas-om ves  vere Con-en-at.

take.away-ps12.3sG  from.this then  shed-acc  other to.place build-psT2-3PL

Revolucij zap-aste kermac jamdolomas Ccarn-en-at.  Saraj-Ze Suko Zap
revolution  time-INE  brick production stop-psT2.3PL  shed-ZE much time

eSe Sinc-en.

still  sit-psT2.35G

‘But one time the wildly flowing water in spring washed away the shed. After that
they built the shed in a different place. After the Revolution they stopped making
bricks. The shed, however, was still standing for a long time.’ [Serdobolskaya, Tol-
dova 2012: 724]

Usage of the suffix is not felicitous if the context does not allow the construal of a superset,
and thus violates property (3a), cf. [Georgieva 2022: 5; Hirvonen 2023: 101-106]. Consider ex-
amples (45)—(46). Above I argued that -ZE can mark a topic shift, and Section 4 discussed that
these topics are typically placed in the left periphery. Conversely, expressions referring to known
individuals, including topics, can be encountered in the postverbal position. In example (45),
-ZE marks a constituent in the postverbal position and the context does not provide or even al-
low the construal of a superset. My consultant did not accept marking this kind of expression
with -ZE. However, if the context provides a superset and/or a contrast or allows its construal
superset and/or a contrast (e.g. a cat and a dog), such marking is felicitous (46):

(45) [“What about your lost cat— did you look for it?”’]
Da, i mu-an  lukt-on-am, Daras-em-om | *paras-em-Za-m.
yes and find-cvB lead.out-pST2-1SG  cat-PX1sG-AcC cat-PX18G-ZE-ACC

“Yes, and I did find (him), my cat.’ (elicited)
(46) [“What about your lost cat and dog — did you look for them?”’]

Da, i mu-on  lukt-on-am, Daras-em-am | paras-em-Za-m.
yes and find-cvB lead.out-pST2-1SG  cat-PX1SG-AcCC cat-PX18G-ZE-ACC
A pij-em-om eSe mu-an  om-al.

but dog-pxlsg-acc yet find-CvB  NEG.1sG-be
“Yes, and I did find (him), my cat. But my dog I have not found yet.” (elicited)

Summarizing, the morpheme -ZE has two main functions: It marks uncontroversial infor-
mation, serving as an “enimitive” marker, cf. [Panov 2020], or selects an individual from a su-
perset while implying a contrast to the other members of the set. In the latter function, the suf-
fix is commonly used with topical constituents, including contrastive topics and a topic shift,
or in contexts of unexpectedness and adversativity. Importantly, the suffix is optional in this
function in the sense that the semantic well-formedness of the sentence does not depend on the
morpheme.
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6. Summary

This paper provided an overview of the morphosyntactic strategies of marking topic, focus,
and contrastive topic in Meadow Mari. In this section the most important findings are summa-
rized. Constituent focus can variably be marked by prosodic in-situ marking, immediately pre-
verbal or postverbal positioning, and marginally, a pseudocleft construction. Importantly, no type
of focus requires a certain strategy, and any type of focus can be marked prosodically, but the
marking strategies increase in “markedness” — postverbal focus, for example, is available only
in a subset of in-situ focus contexts. Aboutness topics and contrastive topics are placed in the
left periphery of the clause. Furthermore, left-dislocated topics can be employed for a topic shift.
Finally, the morpheme -ZE marks the selection of an individual from a superset while imply-
ing a contrast to the other members. The morpheme is commonly used with contrastive topics
and for topic shift.

As regards focus, Meadow Mari behaves like a rather typical Eurasian SOV language, since
it allows preverbal focus. But at the same time, it is not a strict-position focus marking language,
as an alternative in-situ marking strategy exists, cf. [Biiring 2009]. Of further special interest
in a comparative Uralic context is the suffix -ZE, since a number of other Uralic (and Altaic)
languages also employ possessive suffixes in discoursive functions, see, e.g., [Nikolaeva 2003;
Simonenko 2014; Gerland 2014; Yurayong 2020: 115-119], among many others. This overview
of information structure in Meadow Mari contributes to the growing comparative body of work
on information structure marking in the Uralic languages, see [Suranyi et al. (to appear)], and
lays the foundation for more detailed studies on topics in Meadow Mari information structure.

ABBREVIATIONS

1,2,3—the 1%, 2™, 3" person NEG — negation auxiliary or constituent negation

ACC—accusative case
ADD — additive clitic
ADJ—adjectivizing suffix
CMPR — comparative

CNG — connegative verb form
cvB— converb

EMPH — emphatic clitic
EXIST — existential copula
1iLL — illative case

INDEF — indefinite prefix
INE — inessive case

INF — infinitive

INS — instrumental

NEGEXIST — negative existential predicate
pPL— plural

psT1 —first past tense

pPST2 — second past tense

PTCP.ACT — agent relativizing participle
PTCP.PASS — passive participle

PTCL — particle

PX — possessive suffix

Q—polar question marker

SG — singular

Sup — superlative

7E— Mari discourse marker -ZE
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AHHoTanms: B ropHomapuiickoil peuu BCTpeyaroTcs Kak MUCKOHHBIE COIO3BI (Hampumep, gon’'(3) ‘ecan’,
gdn’dit “XoTH’), TaK ¥ 3aMMCTBOBaHHbIE U3 PyCCKOTO (HalpUMep, eciu, xoms). Mbl paccMOTpENHN yCTpOoi-
CTBO YCIIOBHBIX M YCTYIIUTEIBHBIX KJIay3 B TOPHOMAPHHCKOM SI3BIKE U CPABHIIIN HX C PyCCKUMU KOHCTPYK-
1usiMu. CTPYKTYPHO 3TH KOHCTPYKLIMH B PyCCKOM U TOPHOMapHiicKoM OoXoxkH (punuTHAs Gopma miarona,
HaJIM4Ue CO03a), OTIIMYAESTCSI JIMIIH MTO3UIHNS Coro3a. Ha 0CHOBE KOPITYyCHBIX JaHHBIX MBI IOKa3aJIH, 94TO
B TOPHOMApPHHCKOI pedr cOI03 ec/iu yIOTpeOIsieTCst IPEHO3UTHBHO, KaK M B PyCCKOM, BO3MOXKHO TaKKe
ero ayonupoBaHue Cor30M gon’(ecau. .. gon’). Coro3 Xoms B HAIIMX JaHHBIX IPOLYOIUpPOBaH He ObUT; OH
TaKoKe B OOJBIIMHCTBE CIIy9aeB YIOTPEOIeTCs IPENO3UTUBHO. MBI IPOJIEMOHCTPHPOBAJIHN, YTO BEIOOD
PYCCKOTO VS. TOPHOMapHHCKOTO COI03a 3aBUCHUT OT KOHKPETHOTO HOCHUTES (KOPPEIISIHi ¢ KAKUMHU-THO0
COLIMOJIMHIBUCTHYECKUMH T1apaMeTpaMHy BhIABIEHO He Ob110). Takoke oTMeueHa TeHAeHIus K Oonee ya-
CTOMY YHOTPEOIEHHIO PYCCKHX COIO30B IO CPAaBHEHHMIO ¢ 0oJee PaHHUMH JAQHHBIMU JAPYTHX HCCIEN0-
Bareneit. MBI mpeAmnonaraeM, 9To UCIONB30BAHNE PYCCKUX COI030B MOXXHO OOBSCHUTH CTPYKTYPHOH
KOHTPYIHTHOCTBEO MLy CTPATerHsAMH O(OPMIICHHS YCIIOBHBIX KJay3 B S3bIKE-PELUITHEHTE (TOPHOMa-
pHiickoM) U si3bIKe-10HOpe (pycckoMm). [Ipy 3TOM KOHIpyIHTHOCTB IOJKHA OBITH HEMOJTHON — TyOIMpoBa-
HHE COI030B BO3MOXKHO, IIOCKOJIBKY JUISl PYCCKOTO COI03a OCTAETCSI HE3aHATHII CIIOT B Ha4aJle IIPOTaTHCa.
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Abstract: In Hill Mari speech, there are both native conjunctions (for example, gin’'(3) ‘if’, gén’dt ‘al-
though”) and borrowed Russian conjunctions (for example, esli ‘if’, xotja ‘although’). I examined the
structure of conditional and concessive clauses in Hill Mari and compared them with the Russian ones.
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Structurally, these constructions are similar in Russian and Hill Mari (finite verbs, presence of a con-
junction), only the position of the conjunction differs. Based on corpus data, I showed that in the Hill
Mari speech, the conjunction es/i ‘if” is used prepositively, as in Russian, and can also be duplicated
by the conjunction gsn’ (esli... gén’). The conjunction xotja ‘although’ was not duplicated in my data;
it also tends to be used prepositively. | have demonstrated that the choice between the Russian and Hill
Mari conjunction depends on the speaker (no correlations with sociolinguistic parameters were found).
A tendency towards more frequent use of Russian conjunctions was also noted in comparison to ear-
lier data of other researchers. I assume that the use of Russian conjunctions can be explained by struc-
tural congruence between the strategies of conditional clause formation in the recipient language (Hill
Mari) and in the donor language (Russian). At the same time, the congruence should be incomplete —
duplication of conjunctions is possible, since there is an unoccupied slot at the beginning of the prota-
sis for the Russian conjunction.

Keywords: concessive, conditional constructions, conjunctions, language contacts, loanwords, Mari, Rus-
sian, syntax, Uralic
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1. BBenenune

TopHOMapHCKHUiT A3BIK — OIUH U3 MAPUHCKUX SI3BIKOB (HAPSITy C JIYTOBBIM MapUHCKIM), OT-
HOCSIIIUICS K (UHHO-YTOPCKOM rpyIie ypaibckol ceMbr. OH NMEET BBICOKYIO CTEIIEHb COXpaH-
HOCTH: TIepeaeTcsl AETsIM, UCIIONB3YeTCsl B KaueCTBE OCHOBHOTO sI3bIKa OOILEHUSI B OBITOBOM
KOMMYHHKAIHH (B TIEPBYIO OYEepeIb CTApIIUM U CPEHUM MTOKOJICHUSIMH), cM. [L11aObikoB 1 1p.
2020; Kamkun 2023a: 3—4].

Mapuiickue S3bIKH HaXOJSITCSl B TECHOM KOHTAKTE C PYCCKHM S3BIKOM yKe fosroe Bpemst. On-
HHUM M3 PE3yJbTaTOB 3THX KOHTAKTOB CTAJIM MHOTOYHCICHHBIE PYCCKHE 3aHMCTBOBAHHUS, IIPO-
HUKIIIAE B MAPHICKYIO JIEKCHKY, CM. TToipobHoe uccienoBanne B [CaBatkoBa 1969]. Bombuias
4acTh MapHHIEB SIBISETCS OWJIMHIBAaMU — COIVIacHO mepenucy HaceneHus 2020 r.!, pycckum
SI3BIKOM BIaeroT 98 % mapuiinie (416087 uenosek n3 423803). [ToMuMO pyCCKMX 3aMMCTBOBa-
HU, B MapUICKON PeYr MHOTOYMCIICHHBI CITydaH MEPEeKII0YEeHHs KOJOB, KOTOPBIE pacCMaTpH-
BaloTCs, HapuMep, B [[aBpmioa 2013; psukos 2020].

B yacTHOCTH, B MapuiicKOil peun BCTpedaroTcs pycckue corosbl. B. I. ['aBpunosa npuBoaur
HECKOJIBKO MJUTIOCTPALIUIA 13 JIyTOBOT'O MAPUHCKOTO S13bIKa, B TOM YHCIIE U3bSICHUTEILHBIH COF03
wmo, yCIOBHBIH COI03 eciu, LENEBOI CO03 wimobbl 1 MPUUNHHBIA COI03 nOMOMY Uimo, U OT-
MEYaeT, 4TO «HEKOTOPBIE BU/IbI CJIOKHBIX MPEATIOKEHNH CTPOSTCS 110 MOJIEIISIM PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa,
7100 C MCIOIB30BaHUEM TOJIBKO COI030B PYCCKOTO S3bIKA, JINOO OMOIHUTEIBHO €ro ayonupo-
BaHUEM Ha MapwiickoM s3b1ke» [[aBpriosa 2013: 18].

A. A. CaparkoBa cpeau 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIX HOAYHHUTEIBHBIX COI030B B TOPHOMAPUHCKOM
SI3BIKE YIIOMUHAET bIUUMOGYL, bILUMBIGLL “UTOOBI’, NOMOMY wimbl ‘TIOTOMY 4TO’, X0mb, xoms [Ca-
BatkoBa 1969: 70], cm. Taxke [CaBatkoBa 2002: 258]. U. C. T'ankun [1964: 179] npuBoaut co-
03B X0mb U nomomy umo. Ilepedncnsiorcs pycckue coro3bl, 3aMKCHPOBAHHBIE B PA3IIMYHBIX
UCTOYHHUKaX, U B pabote [Cubarposa 2016: 36-38].

! Utoru Beepoccuiickoii nepenucu HaceneHus 2020 1. tocTymHBI IO ceblike https://rosstat.gov.ru/vpn
popul (Tom 5 «HarroHa bHBIN COCTAB U BIaJCHUE A3bIKaMu», Tabu. 3. Hacenenue mo HannoHanbHON
TIPUHAAJIEKHOCTH, BIAJIEHUIO PYCCKHUM S3BIKOM U €T0 MCIOJIB30BaHUIO).
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OOBEKTOM HaIIeTro NCCIIEN0BAHUS SIBISIIOTCS YCIOBHBIE U YCTYITUTENIbHBIE KOHCTPYKIIUH C PyC-
CKUMH COI03aMHU eciu’ u xoms (xoms). Takue KOHCTPYKIHUU COCTOST U3 JBYX YacTel: mpoTta-
cuca (WIM aHTeIeJICHTa) U aroocuca (Wi KOHcekBeHTa). Hapumep, B peioxenuu Eciu 6y-
oem connye, Mbl Notioem 8 napk NepBast Kilay3a sBJISeTCs IPOTACHCOM, a BTOpasi — allol0CHUCOM.

B kadecTBe MarepnasnoB Ul aHaJIM3a MBI HCIOJIB30BAIM KOPITYC TOPHOMApPUICKOTO SI3bIKA
(manee I'K; Ha TeKymiiii MOMEHT OH BKJIodaeT 63522 crmoBoynorpebneHus, cM. hillmari-exp.
tilda.ws/corpus), cobpanusiii komutekrusoM 3kcnenuiun OTullJl MI'Y mon pykoBoacTBOM
E. B. Kamkwuna B ¢. Ky3HeroBo u 6nu3nexanux 1epeBHAX [ opHoMapuiickoro paiioHa pecmy-
omuxu Mapwuii O B 2016-2019 rr. Kopryc Takxke BKIFOYaeT OTHOCSIIITHECS] K TOMY )K€ TOBOPY
TEKCTHI, OITyOuKoBaHHBIC B [AkmopuH 1991] (ron 3amucu — 1965°) u [CaBareesa 2005] (roma
3armucu — 2003 u 2005).

YcnoBHBIE KOHCTPYKIMU OBUIN BEIOPAHBI ISl HCCIIEOBAHMS, TOCKOIBKY 10 aOCOIIOTHOH 4a-
CTOTHOCTH 3a()MKCHPOBAHHBIX PYCCKHX COI030B B KOPITyCE ec/iu sIBIsIeTCs Hanboliee pacpocTpa-
HEHHBIM (TaK, YCJIOBHBII COI03 ec/iit BCTPETHIICA B /IBA pasa dalre, 4eM IeJICBO COI03 umoobbl).
IIpu 3TOM, HECMOTPSI Ha TO YTO COIO3 XOms HE ABJSETCA YacTOTHBIM (88 BXOXKIECHUH eciu MIpU
7 BXOXK/ICHHSX XOMsl), MBI pacCMaTpUBaeM M yCTYIHTENbHbIE KOHCTPYKIUH, TaK KaK TOpHOMa-
PHUICKHIA YCTYIUTEIBHBIN COI03 g3n 'dt ‘XOTs’ 00pa30oBaH OT YCIOBHOTO CO03a gin” ‘ecin’ ¢ To-
MOIIBIO aJIUTHBHON YAaCTHIBI; B TEKCTAX BCTPEYACTCA M YHOTpeOIeHNE gon ‘Gt ¢ KOMIIO3UIIH-
OHAJIPHBIM 3HaUCHUEM ‘maxe ecnu’. TakuM 00pa3zoM, paccMaTpUBATh YCIOBHBIE KOHCTPYKIIUH
B OTPBIBE OT YCTYIHTENIBHBIX HE SBISETCS 1IEIeCO00Pa3HbIM.

Bormpoc 0 3auMcTBOBaHMY (ITOAYHHUTENBHBIX) COI030B 00CYXIaeTcs B psije paboT, cM., Ha-
npumep, [Maiiturckast 1982: 102; Thompson et al. 2007: 268-269; Grant 2012: 350]. C yue-
TOM HAOJIOICHUH, MPEICTABICHHBIX B HUX, HA MaTepuaie TOPHOMAapUICKOTO SI3bIKa MBI I10-
poOyeM OTBETUTH Ha BOTIPOC, MMOYEMY 1 KaK IMEHHO S3bIK MOXKET BKJIIOYATh B CBOIO CUCTEMY
HEUCKOHHBIH CO03.

B [Maiitunckas 1982] paccmarprBaeTcsi HAJIMYKE PYCCKUX COIO30B B peur Hocutenei (GuH-
Ho-yropckux s3bikoB. K. E. MaiituHckas oTMedaeT, yTo B (DMHCKOI W BEHI'€pCKOHM pedn 3a-
HMMCTBOBaHHBIEC COIO3BI MPAKTUYECKH HE BCTPEYAIOTCS, TIOCKOJIBKY B SI3BIKAX, (JINTEPATYPHBIC
BapUaHTHI, a TAK)KE MUCHBMEHHOCTh KOTOPBIX Pa3sBUBAIMCH OTHOCHTEIBHO PAaBHOMEPHO M TIO-
CTENEHHO B TEYEHHE MHOTHX BEKOB, CPEICTBA CBSI3H MEXIY NMPEAIOKEHHAMI-KOMIIOHEHTaMHU
(hopMHUpPOBANHCH TIOCTENICHHO 10 MEepe HEOOXOIMMOCTH O0(OPMIICHHUS CIIOKHBIX CHHTaKCHYe-
CKUX KOHCTPYKIHH, 0COOEHHO XapaKTEpHBIX I MHCEMEHHOTO JINTepaTypHOro s3bIka. B “ro-
TOBBIX” CPE/ICTBAX CBSI3M CPOYHOI HEOOXOAUMOCTH HE BO3HUKAIIO, CJIOBA COOCTBEHHOTO SI3bIKA
B COBPEMEHHBIC COIO3HI MTPe0Opa30BEIBAUCH MocTeneHHO» [Tam xe: 102]. 3anMcTBOBaHHBIC
COIO3BI YacTO BCTPEYAIOTCS B SI3bIKAaX, «KOTOPbHIE Pa3BUBAJIMCH 110]] OCOOCHHO CHJIBLHBIM BITHSI-
HHUEM OKPY>KarOIIHX SI3BIKOB M JINTEPATyPHBIC BAPHAHTEI,  TAK)KE ITNCHMEHHOCTh KOTOPBIX OBLTH
cmabo pa3Buted» [Tam xe].

Amnanornunoe paccykaenue npooautcs B [Thompson et al. 2007: 268-269], rne obcyxaa-
10TCsI a7iBepOnalbHbIE Kilay3bl pa3IMuHbIX THIIOB. ABTOPBI MPEIIONAratoT, YTO S3bIKH, JIUIIECH-
HBIE CTICLMAIN3UPOBAHHBIX CPEJICTB JUIS COSAMHEHUS KJlay3, OyAyT X 3aMMCTBOBATh NPU KOH-
TaKTax C SI3bIKaMH, B KOTOPBIX TaKHE CPEJICTBA €CTh.

OnHaKo 3THM MOXXHO OOBSICHHTB CITydad 3aMMCTBOBAHHS TAKHUX COIO30B, JUI KOTOPBHIX HET
aHAJIOTOB B SI3BIKE-PELUITUECHTE, HAapuMep nomomy umo (1). YCIoBHBIE U yCTYyNIUTEIbHBIE CO-
03bI )K€ B TOPHOMAPUHCKOM MPHUCYTCTBYIOT.

(1) a krol'ik juk-5m=at a-k 15k potomu  §to
a  KpPOIMK 3BYK-ACC=ADD  NEG.NPST-3 W3BJEKaTb [OTOMY  4TO

2B [CaBatkoBa 2002: 258] Takke YHOMHHAETCs YCIOBHBIN €003 ras (PYCCK. pa3), OMHAKO MPUMEPbI
He IPUBOJISTCS; B HAIIMX JaHHBIX OH HE OBLT 3aCBU/ICTENECTBOBAH.

3 TekcThl U3 3TOTO UCTOYHUKA HE BKIIFOYAIHM YCIOBHBIX U YCTYNUTEIbHBIX KiIay3; TAKMM 00pa3oM, MbI
paccMarpuBaeM TOJINBKO COBPEMEHHBIE TEKCTHI.
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tdd3 vosp’itanndj 3l-dn.
TOT BOCIIUTAHHBINA OBITH-PRET
OJIMK HE W3/1aeT HU 3BYKa, IOTOMY 4YTO OH BOCIIMTaHHBIN . : «Ilepeckas MynbT-
‘A K , >, [TK: «IT
¢ubma o Bunnu-ITyxe», 83]

B pa6ore [Grant 2012] mpuBoauTcs cienyromiee 0000MIeHHE: «...MEHEe YaCTOTHBIC TIOKa3a-
TEJN 3aBUCHMBIX KJIay3, T0-BHIMMOMY, 3aMMCTBYIOTCS Jallie, ueM Takue Gpopmsl, kak ECJIN nn
ITOTOMY YTO, koTopble MOXHO CUUTaTh Oojiee 6a30BBIMHU, TIOCKOJIBLKY OHH SIBIISTIOTCS “TIPO-
TOTHIUYECKUMH™ MapKepaMu CBOMX THIIOB 3aBUCHMBIX Kilay3 (YCIOBHBIX U MPUYHUHHBIX COOT-
BETCTBEHHO)»*. OJTHAKO TOPHOMAPHUHCKHIA 3aMMCTBOBAII «0a30BbIN YCIOBHBII COI03 eciu, He-
CMOTpSI Ha HAIMYHE HCKOHHOTO CO03a.

B [Thompson et al. 2007: 269] nmpuBoOmUTCS €IIe 0MHO 000CHOBaHUE 3aWMCTBOBAHHS COIO-
30B: OHO MPOMCXOJHT, TOTOMY YTO HOCHTEJIN-OMIMHTBBI CTPEMSATCS «CO3aBaTh MATTEPHBI B Of1-
HOM M3 HX S3BIKOB, KOTOPbIE CTPYKTYPHO MapauIeNbHbl TEM, KOTOPBIE €CTh B IPYTOM SI3BIKE» °.
MbI 00CYyAMM YCIIOBHBIE M YCTYMHUTENbHbIE KOHCTPYKIUU C PYCCKUMHU COIO3aMH C 3TOH TOYKH
3pPEHUS, UCTIONB3YS HJICI0 (MH)KOHTPYSHTHOCTH MEXy CTpaTerusiMu opOpMIICHHS STHX Kilay3
B SI3bIKE-PELUIHIEHTE (TOPHOMAPUICKOM) U B SI3BIKE-IOHOPE (PYCCKOM).

[ToHsATHE KOHTPYIHTHOCTH YIIOMHHAIOCH emle B [ Weinreich 1953]: «...coBepmieHHO sICHO, 9TO
HaJm4re OONBIIOI KOHTPYIHTHOCTH B CTPYKTYpe 00JerdaeT nepenecenne Mophem, noo CHIIbHO
CBsiI3aHHAs MOp(eMa HACTOIBKO 3aBUCHUT OT CBOEH rpaMMaTHuecKoil GyHKIMH, 4TO, €CIH B 1y-
JKOH cHcTeMe [Tl Hee He OKaXKETCsl TOTOBOM (PyHKIIMHU, 3Ta MOpheMa OKaKETCs TaM Oecrosies-
HOI» ¢ [BaiiHpaiix 1979: 65]. O6 3TOM HOHATHH KaK O MEXaHU3ME PETYJIHPOBAHUS CTPYKTYPHBIX
OTpaHMYCHHH Ha KOHTaKTHO-00yCIIOBJIeHHBIe (heHOMeHBI cM. Takxke [Harris, Campbell 1995:
123-125; Aikhenvald 2007; Sebba 2009; Besters-Dilger et al. (eds.) 2014].

MgI onumieM ciocoOBI BEIPaKEHUS YCIIOBHOM M yCTYNIUTENFHONW CEMaHTHKH B TOPHOMAapHIA-
CKOM $I3bIKE U 00CYITUM, KaK PYCCKHE COIO3bI BCTPAUBAIOTCS B CYIIECTBYOIIYIO CHCTEMY, CpaB-
HUB HAIIIM JJAHHBIC C IPUBEICHHBIME B paboTax [Riese 1984] u [["aBpuora 2013].

2. IToka3artesu € yCJIOBHOM / yCTYNIUTEJbHON CEMAHTHKOM
2.1. Coro3wl gin’(3), gon’dt

B ropHOMapuiickoM si3bIKe B YCIOBHBIX KJIay3aX YHOTPEOIsIeTCst COr03 gin ’ (MMEIOIINiT TakxKe
dbopMy gin '3, KOTopas ¢ HUM B3aUMO3aMeHsIeMa; ajiee MPUBOANUTCS TONbKO BapuaHt gin ') [Ca-
BatkoBa 2002: 258], cp.:

2) a-t cuc gin’s, madsds gic ldkt-dt.
NEG.NPST-2SG ~ NOTaAaTh  €CIH urpa EL BBIXOAUTBH-NPST.2SG
‘Ecnu He momagents — u3 urpsl Beriiaems’. [['K: « Arper-5», 175]

4 «Less frequently used dependent clause markers seem to be borrowed more readily than forms such
as IF and BECAUSE, which can be considered to be more basic inasmuch as these are ‘prototypical’
markers of their kinds of dependent clauses (conditional and causal respectively)» [Grant 2012: 350].
(3mecs u nanee nepesoy Ham. — /M.X)

5 «...to create patterns in one of their languages which are structurally parallel to those found in the other»
[Thompson et al. 2007: 269].

¢ «It stands very much to reason that the transfer of morphemes is facilitated between highly congruent
structures; for a highly bound morpheme is so dependent on its grammatical function (as opposed to it
designative value) that it is useless in an alien system unless there is a ready function for it» [Weinre-
ich 1953: 35].
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B ropHomapuiickoM KOpIryce BCTPETHIOCH 85 YCIOBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIHI C COIO30M gdn .
B GoabIIMHCTBE CllydaeB 3TOT COIO3 pacrojiaracTcs Ha MpaBoi mepudepuu Kiayssl (mpora-
cuca), kak B (2). JIumib B IBYX CITydasiX OH OKa3aJICs B IPEAMOCISIHEH Mo3uIu — B (3) 32 HUM
cnenyet yactuna molo ‘eme’, B (4) — OTPUIIATEIIEHOE MECTOUMEHHE C 3JATHBHBIM MOCIICIIOTOM.

: s 1 g ‘g ..
(3) i vot vara ves tel’ezk-m  Cdl’-en ke-d,
" BOT II0TOM L[pyl"Oﬁ TCICKKa-ACC TIPpUBA3BIBATb-CVB I/I[[TI/I-NPST.3SG

kém  tiZzem csvd  gin’ molo.
TpHU ThICSYA Kypunoa ({1058 cie

‘U BOT mOTOM TIPUBS3BIBACT APYTYIO TenexkKy, eciu TaMm 3000 xypun’. [['K: «[Itumnedad-

’

pukay, 41]

4 a a-t liid gon’ n’i-ma  gic=dt,
a  NEG.NPST-2SG  00SITbCS eclM  NEG-YTO  EL=ADD
cild nel5-m=ok sang-ds li-es.

BECh  TSKEJIBIM-ACC=EMPH 1'[06C>KI[a.TI>-INF CTaHOBUTBCS-NPST.3SG

‘A ecu He OOMIIIBCS HUYETO, TO MOXKHO OCHINTD Bee TpyaHoctu’. [['K: «Onucanue ¢oto-
rpaduii», 42]

[HogpobHoe onmcanne KOHCTPYKIUi ¢ gén’ moctymHo B [Riese 1984]. T. Puze taxxe otme-
YaeT, YTO gin’ pacloyaraeTcs CTporo Ha IOCHeHEM MECTe NPOTacUca, U UCKIIIOUEHHsT HEMHO-
rouncienssl [Ibid.: 174-175].

OT yCIIOBHOTO COr03a g5n~ 00pa30BaH yCTYNHUTEIBHBIHN coto3 gon ‘dt ‘xots’ (5). CornmacHo [[an-
kuH 1964: 182], oH BKJIFOYaeT aIJUTUBHYIO YaCTUIy =at (=¢t IOCIIe TIePEIHUX TIIACHBIX B COOT-
BETCTBHH C MTPABHJIAMHA CHHTapPMOHI3Ma); TaKasi MOJIENIb O0Opa30BaHUS YCTYIHTEIBHBIX COI030B
TUTIIONOTHYECKH pactpocTpaneHa [Konig 1991: 82]. 10 mpumepoB ¢ coro3oM gan Gt B KopIryce
HAMEIOT YCTYIIUTEIbHYIO0 CEMAHTHKY.

(5) mdn’-5n SSkal-em uls  kdzit=dt Sket-em=ok
SI-GEN KOpOBa-POSS.1SG  EXST celdyac=ADD B_OAMHOYKY-POSS.|SG=EMPH
dl-am gon’=it.

OBITE-NPST.1SG  eciu=ADD
‘51 mo cux mop nepky KopoBy, XoTh 1 ogHa’. [I'K: «B crapuny», 88]

B HeckoNbKUX CiTydasix COUETaHUE COr03a gin’ W YacTHIBI =af IMEET KOMIIO3UIIMOHAIBHOE
3HAYCHUE ‘J]aXKe €CIIN’, KOTOPOE THIOIOTHYECKH YacTO SIBISIETCSI HCXOIHBIM JJIsl COI030B CO 3Ha-
YEHHEM ‘XOTs’, IMEIOIINX TaKyto cTpykTypy [Konig 1991: 82]. Korctpykuuu Takoro Trma (‘even
if’) Ha3BIBaIOTCS YCIOBHBIMH yCTYNHTEIBHBIME (concessive conditionals), cm. [Haspelmath,
Konig 1998; Xpakosckuit 2004]. B 3TuX KOHTEKCTax B TOPHOMAPUICKOW PEIHN HU OWHOYHEIH,
HU [IPOIyOIMPOBAHHBIN PYCCKUH COIO3 ec/iu YIOTpeOsIeH He ObLI. B KopItyce BCTPETHIIOCH MATh
MIPUMEPOB C COYETAHUEM YCIIOBHOT'O COI03a g5n’ W aJJIITUBHOM YacTHUIIBI =af B YCJIOBHO-YCTY-
MTUTENBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX, CM., Harrpumep, (6). IIpu aToM B IBYX ciydasix 3Ha4e€HHE YaCTUIIBI =at
YCHITUBAJIOCH PYCCKOM JIEKCeMOo dadice, Kak B (7).

(6) ves-3-vld-m=dt par-t-as li-es vara
prrOﬁ-FULL-PL-ACC:ADD BXOOUTH-CAUS-INF CTaHOBUTLCI-NPST.3SG IIOTOM
cild-n-3st3-m, kii-vld-m  vySybaj-en 15kt-5n-5t
BECh-FULL-POSS.3PL-ACC  KTO-PL-ACC ~ BBIIIMOATh-CVB  H3BIEKaThb-PRET-3PL
gin’=it  t3d5-m pir-t-as li-es.

€CIM=ADD  TOT-ACC BXOHHTB-CAUS-INF  CTaHOBHTBCS-NPST.3SG
‘Ipyrux myckatb MOXXHO, BCEX, KOTO IYCTh M BBIIIMONIN, UX IMyckarh MoxHO . [['K:

«UrpeI-2», 34]
(7) dazs m’insk motocikdl r’eg’istr’irévanndj agdl gin’=it.
naxe MMUHCK  MOTOIMKI  3apETUCTPUPOBAHHBII NEG  €CIH=ADD
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[Tam Huxaxoro A HeT, mpaB He HAI0, MOXKHO KaTaThCs MIPOCTO Tak.] ‘Jlaxe ecnu MoTO-
uuka “MuHck” He 3apeructpupoBan’. [['K: «Motomuxn “MuHCK”», 29]

2.2. Mapkep ycJOBHOW KOHCTPYKIWUH dlgecs

B xopmyce BcTpeTnics OMH IpUMEp C MoKaszareneM dlgecd ‘COND’ (8); OH yIoMHHaeTcs
B [CaBarkoBa 2002: 258], cm. Takxke [Riese 1984: 191]. Ora enuuuma npencrarpiser cooon
¢dopmy koHIUIMOHANA (YCIOBHO-COCTIAraTeIbHOTO HAKIIOHEHUS) OT miarona 3las ‘ObITh’. D10
HakoHeHHe omuckBaeTcs B [Alhoniemi 1993: 116-117; CaBarkosa 2002: 195-197], onHako
OHO HE HCIIONB3YeTCs B paccMaTpuBaeMoM rosope [Mopmamosa 20236: 350]. 3acteBmast popma
dlgec3 cTaHmapTHO UCIIONB3YETCS B KOHCTPYKIMAX CO 3HAYCHHEM HppeabHoro ycioBus. [Ipu
yIOTPEOJICHNH CO03a gdn’ B TaKUX KOHTEKCTaX HEepeaJbHOCTh MapKupyercs: (hopMoii Herpo-
IIeIIET0 BPEMEHHU C MoKa3zarejaeM peTpocnekTuBHoro casura (9) [Mopaamosa 2023a: 343].
(8) masindg man-5n-at dlgecs, pdil-em alon  sraza.
MallliHa  TOBOPUTH-PRET-2SG ~ COND 3HaTb-NPST.1SG RETR2  cpasy
‘Ecnu OBI cka3ana, Ha MammuHe, 51 061 y3HaI cpasy’. [['K: «Urpa B mosamy-2», 142]

9) irgod-om askal-om  a-m orols 31’5  gin’,
3aBTPAIIHUNA_JICHb-ACC ~ KOpOBa-ACC  NEG.NPST-1SG mactu  RETRl  ecim
mén’ ti don-da  pdsd-l-em al’s.

s BBl C-POSS.2PL pa00OTa-DENOM-NPST.ISG RETRI

‘Ecnu OBI 51 3aBTpa He mmacia KOpoB, st ObI ¢ Bamu mopadortana’. [Mopaamosa 2023a: 343]

2.3. Coro3 dok

Taxoke B KopITyce BCTPETHIICS OIWH IpUMep ¢ mokazareneM dak (10). B dopme 03k / 05k on
ynomuHaercs B [Casatiosa 2002: 258] npu mepednciieHnn YCIOBHEIX coro30B. CornacHo [Riese
1984: 177], coro3 tok / dok ynotpebiisieTcst B SIPAHCKOM U BETIIY)KCKOM JHUATIEKTax (KOTOphIe 00b-
EIUHSIOTCSI B PaMKax «CEBEpO-3ala HOTO HapeyHs MapUICKOTO S3bIKa»), cM. Takxke [/BaHOB,
Tyxapos 1970: 200]. T. Pu3e oTMeuaert, 4To B 3THX JAUATICKTaX HE UCIIONB3YETCs CO03 kan (CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIUI ropHOMapuiickomy gdn’). Coro3 dik Takxe pacriojaraercsi Ha IpaBoil NepH-
¢depun nporacuca [Riese 1984: 177]. B [Ibid.: 178—179] mpemnmonaraercsi, 9To 3TOT COI03 pas-
BUWJICSL U3 PYCCKOM 4acTHULIBI 71aK. BO3MOXHO Takke COMOCTaBIECHUE ITON €IMHULIBI C YACTHLIEH
dak, pacpOCTPaHEHHO! B CEBEPHBIX PYCCKHUX JTUAJIEKTaX, CM., HAIpuMep, 00CYKAEHHE YCIIOB-
HBIX M BPEMEHHBIX KOHCTPYKIHii ¢ dak B kamacuHcKo# peun [['yceB 2020].

(10) suds kosk-en dsk®  t3d5-m Sdor-as kel-es.
TpaBa COXHYTb-PRET Tak OH-ACC  COOHMpaTh-INF  OBITb HY)KHBIM-NPST.3SG
‘Ecnu ceHO BBICOXJIO, Ha/IO ero crpebars (Hamo merath ctora)’. [['K: «B crapuny», 78]

CornacHo [[ankun 1964: 182], d5k moxeT ynoTpeOnsaTbes B yCTYIUTEILHOM 3HAUCHNH B CO-
YETaHWU C YAaCTHUIICH =af; B CeBepe-3alalHOM Hapeunu 3a(MKCUpOBaHa Takxke Gpopma dskdndt,

7 donema, ob6o3Hauaemas kak /d/ B 'K u B Tekyimeit pabore, MOXKET peau30BbIBaThCs Kak 3yOHOH [d]
(B OONBIIMHCTBE CIy4aeB) U Mex3yOHBIN [d] 3Byku. OHa cooTBeTcTBYeT (oHEMe /O/ o [Alhoniemi
1993; CaBatkoBa 2002]. Cm. o cucreme 3anucu [Kamkun 20230].

8 OTMeTHM, YTO B 3TOM IPEIUIOKEHUH MBI HE MOXKEM JI0Ka3aTh, YTO dok HAXOOUTCS B KOHIIE IPOTACHUCA,
cp. Ceno svicoxno, max e2o cobupams nado. Llutupyemsiii TekcT omyonukoan B [CaBareea 2005:
293-295] u He COAEPKUT ayIUO3aIIHCH.
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MIpeCTaBIIOmas cO00W coueTanne enuHul dok u gin’dt. B [CaBarkoBa 2002: 259] Taxxe
YIOMHHAETCS YCTYIUTENbHBIA COW03 dokat / d5kiit, OMHAKO B HAIIIEM KOPITyCe TaKHE CIUHHUIIBI
He ObUTH 3aUKCHPOBAHEI.

2.4. Ilpoune cnocoObI BbIPAsKeHUs YCIAOBHOM / yCTYNUTEIbHOH CEMAHTUKH

VCII0BHOE 3HAUCHUE MOXKET UMETh JEeelpUYacTUe Ha -mdkd ‘CVB.ANT’, KOTOPOE YHOTpeOs-
eTCsl B KOHTeKcTaxX npeuectBoBaHus (11). Takux mpUMepoB (C CEMaHTHKO# YCIIOBHSI) B KOpITyce
15, cm., Hanpumep, (12)—(13). Hanmaue ycimoBHOTO 3HAYCHUS Y -m5k3 B TOPHOMAPHIICKOM SI3BIKE
takke ¢pukcupyercs B [Riese 1984: 185-186] («an adverbial infinitive being used in a condi-
tional sense»). B [Thompson et al. 2007: 257] ormeuaeTcs, YTO B HEKOTOPHIX S3bIKaX YCIOBHEIC
(«‘if’ clauses») u BpemeHHbIe (« ‘when’ clauses») kiay3bl HE pa3IM4YalOTCs.

(11) da jat  li-m3ks t5-sks  par-en vaz-at.
u HOYb CTAaHOBHUTLCA-CVB.ANT TOT-ILL BXOOUTH-CVB JIO)KUTBCSA-NPST.3PL
[Cebe samy komatoT.] ‘U, koraa HacTymmiIa HOYb, Tyna oxkarcs . [['K: «/IBa crapukay, 9]

(12) tol-msks-st5 kogo-n Susu li-dm
MIPUXOJUTH-CVB.ANT-POSS.3PL  OOJBIIONH-ADV ~ BECENblif  CTAHOBUTBLCSA-NPST.1SG
dl-ne-z3.

OBITh-DES-POSS.35G
‘Ecnu mpuenyT, 0611 Ob1 0ueHb pan’. [['K: «Pa3roBopsr 0 xu3Hm», 32]

(13) kdzst-55 sravn’ivajs-makd  kiz5t-$5 3l5-mds-dm
celyac-ATTR  CPaBHUTB-CVB.ANT cellyac-ATTR  KHMTb-NMLZ-ACC
sravn’ivajs-maka voops’e kdzdt ¢ orcupy becames.
CPaBHHUTH-CVB.ANT BooOIIE  celuac
‘Ecnu cpaBHMBATH C TEM, YTO cedac, eClIM CpaBHUBATH C )KHU3HBIO celdac, ceifuac BooOIe
c xupy oecarcsa’. [['K: «buorpadpus», 33]

Opnnaxo B [MypaBbeB 2023: 778—779] nanuune y -mks yCIOBHOTO 3HAUYCHHS OCIIApHUBACTCS:
«...TaKoe ymoTpeOIeHue -mks SIBASCTCS CIEACTBUEM OTHECCHHOCTH KOHTEKCTa K IUIaHy Oymy-
IIEro ¥ BCE PaBHO TOJJPa3yMeBaeT OTHOLIEHHE MTPEALIECTBOBAHUS MEK/ITY COOBITUSIMU, TIOTOMY
HE MOXKET OBITh PU3HAHO CAMOCTOSITEIBHBIM 3HAYEHUEM», CM. HerpaMMaTH4HbIN npumep (14),
e COOBITHE aroI0CUCa MPEANIECTBYET COOBITHIO ITPOTACKCA.

(14) *vas’a to-k5-z5 tol-maks t3d3-m anzd-c  kolt-en-3t.
Bacsa JOM-ILL2-POSS.3SG ~ HPHXOAUTB-CVB.ANT ~ OH-ACC  Ilepel-EL IOCBhUIaTh-PRET-3PL
Oxunaemoe 3HaueHue: ‘Eciu Bacst mpumen 1oMoi, 3Ha4UT €ro paHbIle OTIyCTHIN . [My-
paBbeB 2023: 779]

B BocbMH ciydasix B pycCKUX MEPEBOAAX MPEIOKEHUH, HE COAEPIKAIINX HUKAKUX yCITOBHBIX
TToKa3aresei, ObLUTH MCIIONB30BaHbI YCIIOBHBIE KOHCTPYKINH, CM., HarpuMmep, (15). Takue npu-
Mepbl paccmarpuBaroTes 1 B [Riese 1984: 182]. Bo Bcex 3THX cirydasx mpeacTaBiIeHa IMOCIeno-
BaTeJIbHOCTh COOBITHI, IOATOMY JaHHAsl CTPATET s TAK)KE HE SIBJISETCS COOCTBEHHO YCIIOBHOM.

(15) kol’ca-s  cama-m popaz-skt-at kac-at vara.
KOJBIO-ILL  JKepeOEHOK-ACC  TOMAAATh-CAUS.DIST-NPST.3PL  JIepKaTh-NPST.3PL  [TOTOM
‘Ecnn monaanm sxkepeGeHKOM B KONBIIO0, TO UX Torna JoBmwin . [I'K: «Axpsamy», 8]

VYCII0BHYI0 CEMaHTHKY MOXHO YCMOTPETh U B HEKOTOPBIX IPYTUX IMPUMEPaX, T B PYyCCKOM
IIepeBoJie He HCIOob3yeTcs coio3 ecau. Hanpumep, B (16) «B mepeBoze Ha PycCKUil» MOXKHO
nepepa3upoBaTh KaK «eCciu IepeBOJUTh Ha pycCKuii», a B (17) B mepeBozie MOXXHO JJ0OaBUTH
ec/iu — «eCIM cKa3zaia ObI».
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(16) rus-la-ska sdrs-maks «/lonuna menvnuyy man-alt-es.
PYCCKHIA-SIM-ILL  Bpamarb-CVB.ANT TOBOPUTH-MED-NPST.3SG

‘B nepeBoze Ha pycckuii Oynet «JonmnHa menpauiy’. [I'K: «O Baknniane», §]

(17) vdkslap-3st5  rovotaj-en man-dn — srazu  pdl-em al’s.
Bsaxniman-IN paboTaTh-PRET TOBOPHTH-CVB ~ Cpa3y  3HAaTh-NPST.1SG RETRI
‘Ckazaina Obl, uT0 «B Bsikinane paborana» — cpasy nonsut 061’. [['K: «Wrpa B musimy —
2», 152]

B HEKOTOPBIX CiIyyasX pyCCKHUE NEPEBOABI IOXOKUX MPEII0KEHUA MOTYT BKJIFOUaTh KaK yC-
JIOBHBIH cot03 ecu (18), Tak 1 BpeMeHHOH ¢or03 kozda (19).

(18) drz-dlt-es, arava-za drz-dlt-maks kace
TPACTU-MED-NPST.3SG ~ TeNera-poss.3SG  TpSCTH-MED-CVB.ANT  Kak
man-alt-es?
TOBOPUTH-MED-NPST.3SG
‘“Tpsicercs, ecinu Koneco Tpscercs, Kak HazbiBaeTcs?’ [['K: «Mrpa B nuistmy-3», 132]

(19) t'el’ega, arava-zs drz-dlt-m3ks kéce man-alt-es?
TeJera KOJIECO-POSS.3SG TPACTU-MED-CVB.ANT Kak FOBOpHTL-MED-NPSTSSG

‘Tenera, korga Koneco Tpsicercs, kak Ha3biBaerca?’ [I'K: «Urpa B muisimy-3», 133]

Takum 00pa3oM, MBI UCKITFOYaEM U3 PACCMOTPEHHS CITOCOOBI BBIPAXKEHUS YCIIOBHON CEeMaH-
TUKH, OIICAHHBIC B 9TOM pa3Jielie, MOCKOIbKY HA3BaHHBIC CTPATETHH HE SBIISIOTCS COOCTBEHHO
YCIIOBHBIMH, & TAK)Ke SIUHUILY d5k, BBUIY HEOMHO3HAYHOCTH €IUHCTBEHHOIO MpUMepa ¢ Hell.
B KavecTBe aHAIOTOB YCIIOBHBIX KIIay3 C ec/it MbI Oy/IeM pacCMaTpUBaTh KOHCTPYKIIUH C gon '(3)
‘ecm’ (85 mpumepoB) u dlgec3 ‘COND’ (1 mpumep), a IPH OMHUCAHUN YCTYIMUTEIBHBIX KIIay3
C Xoms — KOHCTPYKIUH ¢ gon 'dt ‘xotsa’ (10 mpumepoB).

3. KOHCTPYKIUH ¢ PYCCKHMHU COKO3aMH eCiu U XOm s

CTpyKTypa YCIOBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUIT B pyCCKOM U TOPHOMApHHCKOM SI3bIKax pazindaeTcst 11o-
3WIHMEH coro3a: ec/iu 3aHMMAeT HauyaJIbHYIO TTO3HMIHIO B KJay3e, a gn ' — KOHEYHYIO.

B ropHomapuiickoM kopiryce 3ahMKCHpPOBaHbI 88 YCIOBHBIX Kilay3 ¢ PYCCKUM COKO30M ecii,
cM., Harpumep, (20).

(20) a jesl’i teve d’iab’et’ik-vid saxsr-om  kack-5t nséns jasdlan-at.
a  eciu BOT MabeTUK-PL caxap-ACC  €CTb-NPST.3PL OHH 00JIEeTh-NPST.3PL
‘A ecmu BoT muabeTnku caxap exsr, onu 6oneror’. [['K: «3umoBbe maem», 40]

Tax:ke BO3MOKHO COUETAaHHE PYCCKOIO M TOPHOMAPUHCKOIO COI03a B OJHOM MpEAJIOAKE-
Huu (21); Takne npumeps! npuBoasaTcs U B [[aBpuiosa 2013: 18] s myroBoro MapuicKoro
a3bIKa. «CMEIIaHHBIX» ITPUMEPOB B KOPITyce BCTpedaeTcs: 36 — IMPUMEPHO MOJOBHHA OT BCEX
MIPUMEPOB € pyccK. ecau. («CMenranHble» TPUMEpPhI BKJIIOYAINCH B KATETOPUIO TPEIUIOKECHUH
C PYCCKHMH COI03aMH UM HE YUHTHIBAJIUCH MIPU IOJCUETE OOIIETO KOJINYECTBA IPUMEPOB C TOp-
HOMapUHCKUMH COI03aMH. )

(21) jesl’i  c3ds-n dl-at gon’s ik igra vele  prosta.
eciu MaJlo-FULL ~ OBITb-NPST.2SG  €CIIH OMH UIpa  TOJBKO IPOCTO
‘Ecnu Majio Hapomy, To Tonbko ofgHa urpa npocto’. [I'K: «rps1-7», 20]

Co103 eciu MOXKET PacIioararbCs He TOJIBKO B aOCONIOTHOM Hadalle IIPOTacuca, HO ¥ BO BTO-
poit mO3UIUN:
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(22) tids-m jesl’i  jsr-z3 kac-as gon’s,
TOT-ACC  €CIHM  BOKpPYI-POSS.3SG  JIepXarTb-INF  eCii
véc m’etsr dd pels kel-es.

MATh  METp u MMOJIOBHHA  OBITh_HY>KHBIM-NPST.3SG

[Ho B Hameit nepeBHE ecTh Takoe AepeBo, ay0.] ‘Eciu ero o0XBaTUTH BOKPYT, HYKHO IISTH
¢ ooBuHO# MeTpoB’. [I'K: «/Iy6», 6]

B oxHOM mpumMepe BCTpeTHIIOCh AyOnupoBaHue gin’ B cepenuHe mpotacuca (23). B mpy-
TOM e MpUMepe COr3 gin’ ObLT TaKke MPOoayOIUPOBaH, OIHAKO paCIoyiarajicsl B Havyasje Mmpo-
Tacuca mocie corosa ecau (24).

(23) jesl’i 5l-ds tumaj-edd gin’ ti vdr-3st=ok gon’s,
€Clin JKUTb-INF uymaTb-NPST.2PL €CJIN 3TOT MECTO-IN"EMPH €CJIn
to karem tor-es sola-m $dnd-3dd.

TO OBpar HOHepCK-LAT [[CpCBHSI-ACC Ca)KaTL-IMP.zPL

‘Ecnu mymaete )XHUTh Ha 9TOM K€ MecTe, TO CTaBbTe JepeBHIo nonepek oBpara’. [I'K: «Xo-
3stiicTBOY, 112]

(24) jesl’i gin’ mdc-3m  Su-en kolts-m3, 13, kom... prot’iv... ma,
ecim €CIIn MAY-ACC 6pOCI/ITL-CVB IIOChbUIAaTb-NMLZ TOT 4qTO
plos’adks-st5  edem xvat’-a gon’, sv'ecki-m xvat’-a

IUIoIIaAKa-IN YCJIOBCK XBﬂ.TaTI)—NPST.:’;SG ({1058 CBEUYKa-ACC XBaTaTL—NPST.3SG

gén’,  znacit (...).°

ecim 3HAYUT

‘Ecnu, xorma OpocHiTi Ms9, 4eTIOBEK, KOTOPHIH Ha IUIOIMAAKE, TIOHMAET, €CIIA oHMaeT

CBEUKY, 3HAUUT, [3TO, CINTAETCA, 3Ta KOMaH/a IPOUTPHIBAET, MecTamu MeHsrotes| . [[K:
«Hrpe1», 26]

B koprryce ecTh UL OJUH IPUMEP C KOHCTPYKIUEH CO 3HaUCHHEM HPPEaIbHOTO YCIIOBUS,
COJICpKAIINIA PYCCKUiA coto3 eciu (25)!°. B CBsI3U ¢ OrpaHHMYEHHBIM KOJHYECTBOM MPHUMEPOB,
10 KOPITYCHBIM JTAHHBIM HEJIb3sI CIeIaTh BBIBOJ O BO3MOXHOCTH COYCTAHHS COK03a eC/ii U /M-
HUIIBI Slgecs, KOTOpast THIIMYHA B TAKUX KOHTEKCTaX (cM. paszmen 2.2).

(25) projekt semdn’ teve ti Str’ixujo-m var-vld-m cisti
IIPOCKT oo BOT OTOT 3alITPUXOBATB-PTCP.PASS MECTO-PL-ACC COBCEM

potop3-sas-Idk  5l5n, jesl’i  cCeboksarsk’ij ges-dn
3aTONMUTH-OPT-DEST ~ RETR2  €CIH Yebokcapckuit  ['DC-GEN

urov’en’-z5-m kud  lu kénddks-s5  otm’etks  jakte
ypOBeHL-POSS.3SG-ACC eCTh JECATH BOCEMb-ORD OTMCTKa J0
litkt-dil-5t 3l’3.

TOJHUMATh-ATT-NPST.3PL  RETR1

‘TIo mpOeKTy BOT 3TH 3aIlITPUXOBAHHBIC MECTA BCE JOJIKHBI ObLIH OBITH 3aTOIUICHBI,
eciu 061 ypoBeHb Yebokcapcekoit 'IC momasumu o 68-it ormeTkn’. [['K: «Kapray, 55]

B pycckoM si3bIke yCIOBHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMHU C ecid MOTYT BKIIFOYaTh YacTHIYy Mo (O pas3iu-
YMAX MEXKIY YCIOBHBIMU KOHCTPYKIMSMH C 3TOW dacTuiet u 6e3 Hee cM., Hanpumep, [Ilexe-
muc 2015]). B ropHOMapuiickoM KOPITyCe BCTPETHIINCH MPUMEPHI C YACTHIIEH 70 (CM., B 4acT-
HocTH, (23)). B 12 ciyyasx ObLI Takke UCIIOIb30BaH TOPHOMapUICKHi CO103, Kak B (26), B 13
CiTy4asix OH OTCYTCTBOBa (27). DTH JaHHbBIE NIPE/ICTaBICHBI B Ta0MI. 1.

° B 9TOM IpHMepe Mbl YYUTBIBAIN KOHCTPYKIHIO jes! i gon’... gon’ Kak npoayOIupOBaHHYIO PYCCKYIO,
a rmocnenHee BXokaAeHue gin’ (sv’'eckdm xvat’a gén’ ‘ecnu moiiMaeT’) Kak 4acTh TOPHOMAPHICKON KOH-
CTPYKIIHH.

10 MippeasibHOCTh B TaHHOM KOHTEKCTE IepenaeTcsi GMHUTHBIMU [VIarojdbHBIMHM (OpMaMK B COYETAHUH
C IOKa3aTesIMU PETPOCIIEKTUBHOTO CABUTA 3/5n 1 31’5, cM. [Mopnamosa 2023a: 343-344].
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(26) jesl’i samdn’ keles-di gin’, to vidi-s3 vastalt-es.
[S{ea105¢ HCTIpaBUJIBHO rOBOpI/ITL-NPST.3SG €Cln TO BECTH-PTCP.ACT MEHSATBCS-NPST.3SG
‘Ecau HenpaBUIIbHO CKaXKeT, TO Bexyumit mensiercst’. [I'K: «rpsi-6», 35]

27) jesl’i  Sokss  li-es to cild pospej-en
eciu TEIUIbI  CTAHOBUTBHCA-NPST.3SG TO  BECh  IOCIEBaThb-CVB
So-kt-a kazdsj  i-n.

JIOCTHraTB-CAUS-NPST.3SG KaX bl Ton-GEN
‘Ecnu Oyner Terio, To Be€ yemneeT nmoctiets Kaxkapiid rox’. [['K: « AHTepBbIo 0 X035 CcTBeY, 36]

Tabruya 1
T'opHomapmuiickue IpuMepbl ¢ PYCCKUM COI030M eciu
EcTtb yacTtuua mo Her yacTuusi mo Bcero
Her coro3a gin’ 13 39 52
EcTtb coro3 gin’ 12 24 36
Bcero 25 63 88

MOKHO OBLITO OBI MPEAIIOIOKUTD, YTO YACTHIIA MO OYyIeT MEHBIIIE UCIIOIb30BAThCSl B KOH-
CTPYKIIUH C AyOIMpOBAHHEM, OJJHAKO B HAIIIMX JTAHHBIX TaKas 3aKOHOMEPHOCTD HE HAOIOIAETCSL.
Boiee Toro, B KopIyce BCTPETHIOCH JIBa TIpEMepa ¢ TOPHOMAPUICKIM COKO30M gn’ U 4acTH-
et mo 6e3 pycckoro corosa eciu, cM. (28) u (29). OtmernmM, BrpodeMm, 9to B (29) ymorpebie-
HHUE gin’ KaXeTcsl N30BITOYHBIM, CP. HAMYUE COI03a kdnam W MepeBojl ITOro npumepa (KoTo-
pHBI HE BKITIOUAET (DabCTapThl U TMAY3HI).

(28) jarat-5kt-a, a kid-et poka liid-m3-Z5...
JMIOOUTh-CAUS.DIST-NPST.3SG @  pyKa-POSS.2SG ~ IOKa  OOSThCA-NMLZ-POSS.3SG

v A

liid-5n kolt-en kddal-5n gin’, to bol’ss
00ATbCA-CVB  IOCBUIATB-CVB  O€XKaTb-PRET  €CIIH TO Oonblie

kac-as a-k li t3ds-m.

J€pKaTh-INF NEG.NPST-3 CTAaHOBUTHLCA TOT-ACC

[[Tomackaemrs, eciiu ycrmeenrs pykoi JOTpOHYThes. | ‘JlaeT cebst moraauTh, a €CIH UCITY-
rajcs pyku u yoexan (OykB. “Tioka OOSI3Hb... HCIYTaBIINCh, yOexkal eciu’), To Oonbliie
He noiimMaents ero’. [I'K: «Komkuy, 24]

(29) kdénam 35l-5n p’ecnoj otopl’en’ij gdn’, to t'et’d-vid, kazdsj tet’d
Korzaa OBITH-PRET ~ IEYHOH  OTOIUICHHE  €CIU TO peOCHOK-PL KaXIblii  peOeHOK
kok kubdm’etr rdds pu-m pil’-en, Sel-3n pu-en.

JABa Ky6OMCTp 1o AE€PEBO-ACC ITHJIIUTH-CVB packajibiBaTb-CVB J1aBaTh-PRET

‘Korza ObLJI0 Ie4HOE OTOIUIEHHUE, TO IETH, KaXKIbli peOeHOK 10 J1Ba KyOoMeTpa JpoB ITH-
qun ¥ xonon’. [I'K: «Ilstast uerBepTh», 37]

CornacHo [CaBatkoBa 2008: 48], nekcema gin ' MOXKET yIOTPEOISITHCS HE TONBKO KaK yCIOB-
HBIA COIO3, HO M KaK YCHIINTENbHas JacTuma (siuke ebinb ‘caMm xe’). B xoprmyce BcTpeTmiics
OIIUH TIPUMeED, TJIe gon 'He UMEET SIBHOTO ycIoBHOTO 3Ha4eHUs (30), KOTOPBI MBI HE yUUTHIBATIH
B 1ozicueTax. MoXHO NMPEIIOoN0XKUTb, 4T B (29) gdn’ Takke MOXKET UCIIONb30BaThCs HE KakK yc-
JIOBHBIN COMO3.

(30) dnde  ik-ti lu=at kdm i ta-ma rovotaj-del-am
Tenepb  ONUH-INDEF2  JIECATH=ADD  TpH ron INDEFl-uTo paboTaTh-NEG.PRET-1SG
gin’s  kolxoz-35t5.

[S{ea105¢ KOJIXO3-IN

‘Tenepp, HaBepHOE, JIET TPHHAALATH MPOIILIO, KaK He paboraina, B konxose’. [['K: «B cra-
puny», 11]
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WHTepecHo, 4TO B MaTepranax, npoaHaau3npoBaHHbIX B [Riese 1984: 181], pycckuii coro3
ecnu OBUT 3aCBUIETEIHCTBOBAH TOJIBKO B KO3BMOJIEMBSIHCKOM TOBOpE (T. €. B TOPHOMapUIiCKOM
si3bike). T. Pri3e IPUBOIUT HECKOJIBKO IPUMEPOB, COJCPIKAIINX KOHCTPYKIIHIO C 1yOIUPOBaHUEM
(ecau... gdn’); coro3 ecu 63 COX03a g5n’ BCTPETHIICS JIUIIE OIUH Pas3.

B [T"aBpumnosa 2013: 19] npuBOasSTCS KOMTHYECTBEHHBIC JaHHBIE 00 MCIIOIB30BAHUHU COIO30B
2blH W eC/ii B PEYH HOCHUTEIICH JIYTOBOTO MAapUHCKOTO SI3BIKA: «...COI03 2biH B CIIOHTAHHOW pedn
ucnone3ytoT 51,6 % cTyneHToB, co1o3 eciu— 24,2 %, ecau. .. 2bin— 24,2 %y, a TaxKe o Ipeamo-
YTEHUU OMPOIIEHHBIX CTYJAEHTOB: ebii — 28,5 %, eciu— 14,3 %, ecau. .. eoin—57,5 %. B. T T'aB-
PHJIOBa A€NaeT BHIBOJ O TOM, YTO Ha TEKYIIHH MOMEHT B PEe4H MpeodiIagaeT Co3 ebiH, HO COI03
eciu TaKkKe paclpoCTPaHEeH U MOKET BBITECHUTD 2biH.

O00061meHne mpencTaBieHo B Tadn. 2. CpaBHEeHHE TOPHOMAPHIICKHAX JAHHBIX U3 TEKCTOB pa3-
HBIX KOpIrycoB (boiee cTaporo, mpoananmsupoBanHoro T. Puze!!, u coBpemennoro, I'K) moxka-
3BIBACT, UTO CTPATETHS C PYCCKUM COI030M ec/iu cTana 0ojiee paclpoCTpaHeHHO; OHa BCTpeya-
eTCsl B PeUH dallle, YeM «CMEIIaHHas» KOHCTPYKIMS C AyOnupoBaHHEM COro3a. Takke MOXHO
OTMETHUTB, YTO PYCCKUH COI03 eciu IPOHUK U B pyrue roBopsl: B [Riese 1984] ormeuanock, 4to
eciu YIOTPeOIsIeTC s JIUIIb B TOPHOMAPUHCKOM S3bIKe, OTHAKO, coracHo [["aBpumosa 2013], o
HCTONB3yeTCsS M B IIyTOBOM MapuiickoM. Taroke B [Riese 1984] He oTMedaeTcst BOSMOXKHOCTH
HCTIOJTB30BAHMS YaCTHIIBI 710 B YCIIOBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHAX, KOTOpasi BCTPEYACTCS KaK B HAIIHX
JIaHHBIX, TaK ¥ B 1aHHBIX B. I'. 'aBpunoBoii.

Tabnuya 2
Ycii0BHbIE KOHCTPYKIMH B MAPUHCKHUX S3BIKAX
[Riese 1984] T'K [FaBpuiosa 2013]
(ropHomapmuiickmii (ropHomapuiickuii (J1yroBoii MapuiiCKuii
A3BIK) SI3BIK) SI3BIK)
Mapuiickuii coro3 MHOI'O 49,7 % (87 mpumepos) 51,6 %
CMmeliaHHas cTpaTerus BCTpeYaeTcs 20,6 % (36 mprMepoB) 24.2 %
Pycckmnii coro3 Maio 29,7 % (52 npumepa) 24,2 %

Takxe MOXKHO IPEIOIIOKNUTD, YTO UCTIOIB30BAHUE PYCCKOTO / TOPHOMAPHUIICKOTO YCIIOBHOTO
coro3a OyZeT BappHpOBaTh B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT HocuTens. K coxaneHuto, HaJie)KHbIe CTaTUCTHYEe-
CKHE BBIBOJIBI C/IEIaTh HEBO3MOXKHO BBHJLy OTPaHUYEHHOTO 00BbeMa KopIryca. Mbl paccMOTpUM
JITaHHBIE 110 CEMH HOCHTEJISIM, B TEKCTaX OT KOTOPHIX OOJIBIIE BCETO BXOXK/ICHUH YCIOBHBIX KOH-
CTPYKIIHIA, CM. HOPMHPOBAaHHYIO THCTOTpaMMy ¢ HakorureHueM (puc. 1, c. 127).

U3 puc. 1 BUAHO, YTO HOCUTEIM MPENNIOYUTAIOT pa3Hble cTpareruu. Hampumep, Hocutenu
¢ kogamu H1 n H2 game apyrux ncmonb3yioT ropHOMapHiickue coro3sl. B peun Hocurens H3
4acTO BCTPEYAIOTCS TOPHOMAPHUHCKUE COKO3bI M KOHCTPYKIHMH C AyOIMPOBaHHUEM, B OTIHYHUE
OT PYCCKHX COI030B, a B peurt Hocutenst H4 — ropHomapuiickue u pycCKue COoo3bl, B OTIIHYHE
OT KOHCTPYKIMH ¢ ayonupoBanueM. Hocurens HS ucnonb3yer Bce TpH cTpareriy IpuMEpHO
¢ oguHakoBoi yactotoi. Hocurenn H6 1 H7 B 0CHOBHOM HCIIOJNIB3YIOT PYCCKUE COIO3BI.

PaccMoTpuM HEKOTOpBIE COLMOMMHTBUCTHIECKHE MTApaMETpPhl, IPEICTABICHHBIE B Ta0M. 3
(HOCHTENH YHOPSIOYCHBI IO TOy POXKICHHUS).

Koppensiiiuu ¢ ronoM pox/eHusl B HAllIMX JIaHHBIX He HaOmonaercs. CaMblil MOJIOZO# HOCH-
Tenb B 3ToH BeIOOpKe (1980 1. p.) H6 meficTBUTENBHO YacTO YHOTPEOIsIeT pyCCKHE COIO3bI; O/
HAKo 3T0 cBoWcTBeHHO U HocuTento H7 1948 1. p. IIpu atom Hocutens H1 1974 r. p. npaktuue-
CKH HE HCIIONIB3YET PYyCCKUE COIO3bI B CBOCH pedn.

YpoBeHb 00pa30oBaHus TaKKe HE BIUACT Ha BEIOOP CO03a: BCE HOCHUTENH B BRIOOPKE UMEIOT
BEICIIEe oOpa3oBaHme (3a McKiIoueHneM Hocuteneid H2 mw HS co cpegnmm cnemmansHBIM

11 B [Riese 1984] murupyrorcst mpuMeps! U3 Takux pabor, kak [Ramstedt 1902; Wichmann 1916; Beke 1938].
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Puc. 1. KonmuuecTBO yCIOBHBIX Kilay3 B Pe4r KOHKPETHBIX HOCHTEIICH: TOPHOMAPHHUCKUI
coto3 (hm), pycckuii coro3 (ru), FopHOMapHHCKHI U pyCcCKuii coto3 B ofHOM kiay3e (double)

obpazoBanuem). Hocurens H4 ¢ puonornyeckum o0pa3zoBaHreM 4acTo UCIIOIB3YeT CMEIIaH-
HYIO CTPATETHIO, a HE TOJIKO TOPHOMAapHICKUE COI03bI, KaK MOIJIO ObI OXKHUAATHCSI.

MecTa, B KOTOPBIX HOCHUTENH MPOKUBAIIN paHee, TAKXKE OJHO3HAYHO HE ONPEAEISIOT UC-
MOJTb30BAaHNE PACCMOTPEHHBIX cTparernil. C oMHON CTOPOHBI, MPEBATMPOBAHUE PYCCKUX COTO-
30B B peun Hocutelnss H7 (1948 1. p.) MOXeT 0OBACHATLCS TEM, YTO OH IPOBEJ MHOTO BPEMEHH
3a npenenamu PecnyOnuku Mapuii On ¥ B TOBCEAHEBHON peUYM 4acTO MCIOJIB3YET PYCCKUI
sa3b1K. C apyroit croponsl, Hocutens H1 (1974 1. p.), KoTopHIit Taxke BbI€3kKall 3a MPeAessl pe-
CIyOJINKH, IPEANIOYNTaeT TOPHOMAPHIUCKUE COIO3BI.

Bwmecre ¢ TeM (nBYX) HOCHTENEH, IPEAMIOYUTAONINX PYyCCKUE COIO3HI (CTparerus ru), o0b-
eANHSET 00JIee YacTOe HCIIONB30BAHNE PYCCKOTO SI3BIKA B MTOBCETHEBHOM oOmieHnn. OTHOCH-
TEJIbHO MPOYHX HOCHUTENEH C APYTUMH CTPATETUSIMU OJHO3HAYHBIX BBIBOJOB C/ENATh HE MpPE]-
CTaBJISIETCSl BO3MOYKHBIM.

Tabnuya 3
ConnonuHrBUCTHYECKAst HH(POPMALHMA 0 HOCHTENISAX
H HCNO0/Ib3yeMble HMH CTPaTeruu B BbIGOPe COI030B

Kon Toa poxnenuss JnuTenbHbie Bble3Abl SI3bIK MOBCEIHEBHOTO 00ILICHHS Crparerus

H6 1980 HET pycckuii ru

H1 1974 na TOPHOMAapPUHCKUN hm

H4 1968 HET TOPHOMapUHCKIH hm/double

H2 1963 HET TOPHOMapHHCKHii / pycckuit  hm

HS5 1958 HET ropHoMapuiickuii / pycckuii  ru/hm/double
H3 1953 HET TOPHOMAapUUCKUI hm/ru

H7 1948 na pycckuit/ ropHOMapuiickuit  ru

Pycckwii coro3 xoms 6b11 ynorpebner 6 pa3. OH MOXKET pacnoiarathcsi Ha aOCONIOTHOH Jie-
Boii nepudepun (4 nmpumepa B Kopryce), Bo Bropoii no3uuuu (1 ciaydail B kopiyce), cM. pH-
Mmep (31), KoTopblil WILTIOCTPUpPYET 00€ 3TH CTpaTeruy, a Takxke Ha npaBoi nepudepun (2 npu-
Mepa B Kopiryce), cM. (32).
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(31) xot’a skal-et al-an. — Skal-em xot’a 35l-on.
XOTst KOpOBa-POSS.2SG  OBITH-PRET KOpOBa-POSS.1SG  xoT4 OBbITH-PRET
[— JleTeli MONOKOM He TIOMJIH, ITOWJIA KHCIIBIM MOJIOKOM M BCE, OOJIbIIIE HUYETO HET... ]
‘— Xots y Te0st kKopoBa Obl1a. — X015 y MeHs KopoBa Obua’. [['K: «J{uanor o xu3am», 33-34]

(32) kdzdt  jazo xot’a: karem-35t3 Suds-m  kack-3t.
ceifyac XOpOI_HI/Iﬁ XOTA oBpar-IN TpaBa-ACC €CTBb-NPST.3PL
[V Kxoro kakasi CKOTHHA €CTb, 32 BCEMH BOT YXa)KHBACIIIh: 3alMAPacIllh, KopMHUIIb. | ‘Celiuac
XOPOIIIO XOTsI: B OBpare €T TpaBy (uto, 3enenyro tpasy)’. [['K: «Paboray, 58]

HecmoTps Ha aHAJIOTMUYHOE CTPYKTYpHOE YCTPOMCTBO YCIOBHBIX M YCTYHMHUTEIbHBIX KOH-
CTPYKIIHIA, B KOPITyCe HE BCTPETIIINCH «CMEIIaHHBIE» CITydau, KOTOPBIE CoepKaiy ObI 00a co-
103a. BripodeM, 3T0 MOKeT OOBACHATHCS MEHBIIAM KOJIMYECTBOM yCTYIHTEIBHBIX KOHCTPYK-
it (17 mpumepoB) 1Mo cpaBHEHHIO ¢ yciaoBHEIMH (174 mpumepa). OgHaKo IPH STOM MMEHHO
B YCTYIUTEIBHBIX KOHCTPYKIMAX BCTPETHIICS MOPSAIOK C PYCCKAM COIO30M Ha MOCIENHEM Me-
cre (32). B ycloBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIUSAX COIO3 ecii BO BCEX MMPUMEPAX pacrojarajcs Ha JIeBOH Ie-
pudepun. Bmecre ¢ tem, cormtacHo [Kamkun 2023a: 4], B pycckoil peunt HOCHTeNeH ropHomMa-
PHUICKOTO sI3bIKa B YCIOBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUAX OBLI OTMEUCH MOPSIOK C MMOCTIIO3UTHBHEIM eC/Iu:
OH HeMHOMCKO HAYUMAHHBIU PeOEHOK eClU, OH NPABUILHO COCMABUM U NPEOTONCEHUE U 8CE.

4. O0cy:kaeHue: crparerus ¢ 1y0JMpoBaHHEM

Kax mpI okazanu B pazzene 3, mouaru 50 % ycnoBHbIX KoHCTpyKuii B I'K BKimtogaroT pyccknit
co103 (29,7 % — KOHCTPYKINH C PYCCKAM COI030M BMECTO ropHOMapuiickoro, 20,6 % — c nyonu-
pOBaHHEM TOPHOMapPHUICKOTo coi03a). «CMelIaHHasy CTpaTerus OKa3bIBaeTCs TOCTYIHOM, Mo-
CKOJIBKY MEKJTy CTpaTerusiMi O(OpMIICHHS yCIIOBHBIX KJIay3 B TOPHOMapHHCKOM M PYCCKOM SI3bIKE
HaOIOaeTCsl KOHIPYSHTHOCTb, U YACTOTHOM, MTOCKOJIBKY 9Ta KOHI PYHTHOCTB SIBJISIETCS YACTHYHOM.

T'oBOpS 0 KOHTPYPHTHOCTH, A. AHXEHBaJIb/I OTMEUYAET, YTO «3aNMCTBOBAHHE ITPOMCXOANT IO-
paso gaie MeXAy CTPYKTYPHO CXOKHMH CHCTEMaMH, YeM B IPyTHX cinydasx. Eciyu KoHTakTH-
PYIOIIHE S3BIKH MMEIOT CX0XKHE KOHCTPYKIIMHI, OHM YCHIIMBAIOT IpyT apyray [Aikhenvald 2007:
32]'2. B xauecTBe IMpUMepa OHA MPUBOIUT 3aMMCTBOBAHHE PE(YUKCOB U3 S3bIKA KAPAMOIIKOHT
B s3BIK JIAOBOP (HHIIOTCKas ceMbs) [Storch 2007], 4To BO3MOXKHO Oiiarofapsi CyIeCTBYIOIIEMY
CIIOTY A7 IPE(UKCOB.

CTpyKTypa yCIOBHBIX KJIay3 B PyCCKOM M TOPHOMApHIHCKOM COBIIQIAET 10 ABYM IapaMeTpaM:
HAJIMYHE COI03a U UCIONb30BaHue (B 00mieM ciydae) GUHUTHBIX TIaroibHBIX Gopm. Pasmiaa-
€TCsI TOJIBKO TTO3UIHS CO03a — MPETIO3UTHBHASA B PyCCKOM («‘€CIIi’ _ ») W MOCTIIO3UTHBHAS
B TOpHOMapHiickoM («__ ‘ecnu’»). B HammeMm ciyuyae pyccKuii COI03 ec/ii BCTaBISETCS HMEHHO
B HE3aHATBII» CIIOT, 4TO OTIIMYAETCS OT puMepa A. AiixeHBaib/. Takue cilydan MOKHO TaKkKe
aHaNM3UPOBATh KaK CIIydau OHOBPEMEHHOTO 3auMcTBOBaHus Marepuaina (MAT (ter)-borrowing)
u monenu (PAT (tern)-borrowing) B TepmuHonoruu [Matras, Sakel (eds.) 2007], T. €. MAT&PAT 3a-
nMctBoBaHue 1o [Gardani 2020: 272].

MBI cunTaeM, 4TO MOJTHAS KOHIPYIHTHOCTh MOXKET, HA000pOT, OJIOKMPOBATh yHOTpeOneHne
pycckux cioB. OZHUM U3 apryMEHTOB MOXET CIY)KUTh ClieAyromee. B ropHoMapuiickoMm ecTb
BpPEeMEHHOI1 co103 kdnam ‘xorma’. OH sABIAETCS MPEMO3UTUBHBIM M yHOTpebmsercs: ¢ GUHUT-
HBIMH DJIaroIbHBIME (popMamH, cM. (33). [Ipu 3ToM B Kopryce HU pa3y He BCTPETHIICS PyCCKHUH
COI03 K020a, TIPEIIIONIOKNATEIHHO U3-3a CIHMIIKOM OOJNBIION KOHIPYSHTHOCTH — KOHCTPYKIIUU
COBITA/IAIOT C TOYHOCTHIO JIO TIO3UIUH CO03a.

12 «Cross-linguistically, borrowing is much more frequent between structurally similar systems than
otherwise. If languages in contact have similar constructions and patterns, they reinforce each other»
[Aikhenvald 2007: 32].



H. A. XoMueHKOBa 129

(33) # ajo-m m’edv’ed’ev-vii-n semn’d tumaj-en  [5kt-5n,
OTOT MOpPa3aHUK-ACC Me[[BeHCB-PL-GEN CEMbs AyMaTb-CVB N3BJICKAaTh-PRET
konam m’edv’ed’ev pr’ez’ident 35l-5n.

Koraa Mensenes MIPE3UACHT OBITH-PRET

‘OTOT Mpa3gHUK NMpUAyMala ceMbsi MeaBeneBbIX, kKorna MenBeneB ObLT IPE3UICHTOM .
[TK: «J/leHb ceMbn», 2]

MexaHH3M COBMEIIIEHHS CTPYKTYP JIBYX 3bIKOB 00cyxaaercs B [Hicks 2012]. TTonxon, npen-
crapieHHbli B [Hicks 2012], ocHOBBIBaeTCs Ha TEOPHHM aBTOJIEKCHYECKOro cuHTakcuca [Sadock
1985; 1991], rne paznuuaroTcst MOP(HOJIOTHUECKUN M CHHTAKCHYSCKUI MOy, cM. puc. 2. Ha-
JIYHE IBYX OTJENBHBIX MOyJel, H300pa’keHHBIX Ha pHC. 2 CBEPXY U CHH3Y, U SBISETCS OCHOB-
HOW uzeei, kotopas pa3suBaercs B [Hicks 2012].

w
AN
N V ADV  Morphology
| |
John s here
John s here
| |
N V ADV
|
NP VP Syntax
\S/

Puc. 2. Mopdocunrakcuueckuii nuTepdeiic B aBronekcnueckoM cunrakcuce [Sadock 1985: 385]

PaccmorpuM ananm3 «cMemanHbIx» cTpykTyp no [Hicks 2012] Ha nmpumepe. B (34) npencras-
JICHO aHIIMHCKOE MTPEATIOKEHNE U3 PEUN SIMOHCKO-aHIIIMICKOTO0 OMIIMHIBA, B KOTOPOM IIPEAJIOT
Jfor ‘nnst’ npoxyOMupoBaH SAMOHCKHM IOCJIEIOTOM /i ¢ aHAJIOTHYHBIM 3HadeHueM. [l aHanmm3a
TaKuX «TyOIMPOBAaHHBIX)» 3JIEMEHTOB MPEJIAracTCsl HCIOJIb30BATh MTOIXO/ C OTACIBbHBIM MOAY-
JIeM Ut Kakoro si3eika. Ha puc. 3 (c. 130) u3o0pakeHa CHHTaKCHYECKas CTPYKTypa IpuMepa
(34): BepxHsisl 4aCTh MPEACTABISET COOOM CTPYKTYpY aHIIIMHCKOTO, a HIXKHSS — SIIOHCKOTO.
B angnoxHOM rpymme ecth 0AMH OOIIMIA 2IIeMEeHT — UMeHHas rpynmna Sean ‘lllon’, 6iaronaps
3TOMY OOIIEMY JIEMEHTY CTPYKTYPHI SI3bIKOB MOT'YT COBMeIIaThesl. BOKpyT 3TOTO 211€MeHTa ecTh
JIBa CJIOTa — CJICBA AJISl aHIIIMICKOTO TIPeJyIora, CIpaBa JUIs SITOHCKOTO MTOCIIENora.

(34) ...look at the things she buys for Sean ni.
‘[TocMoTpu Ha Bely, koTopblie oHa nokynaet aist [lona’. [Nishimura 1986: 140]

B ropHOMapHiicKOM SI3bIKE TAKXKE BCTPEYAIOTCS OXokKe Ha (34) mpumepsl, cM. (35). OnHako
orn enuHUYIHEI (cM. [[Ipsaxos 2020: 279]); B (35) Takxke mpeacTaBiIeHs pedeBbiec cOon. Mamno-
YHCICHHOCTh TAKUX MPHUMEPOB O0BSACHICTCS HHKOHTPYSHTHOCTBIO CTPYKTYP: TOPHOMAPHICKHE
Ta/Ie)KHBIE TTOKA3aTeH MPHCOCIUHSAIOTCS K OCHOBE (CM. 7yl cd-§t3 [KpbUIBIO-IN| ‘Ha KPBUIBIIE’),
UX MPUCOEANHEHUE K PYCCKOM MPEIUIOKHOM IpyIiIe 3aTPyAHEHO, TIOCKOJIbKY CYIIECTBUTEILHOE
BBICTYIIA€T B Pa3lIMUHbBIX MaJeKHBIX (opMax, B (35) — B IpeIIOKHOM Najexe (Ha Kpbvlieuke).
TakuMm 00pa3oM, pyCCKIE KOHCTPYKIIUH C MPEIOTaMH B TIOIABIIAIOIIEM OONBIIIMHCTBE HE MTPUCO-
SIIUHSIOT HU TOPHOMAPUHCKHX TTaIC)KHBIX ITOKa3aTele, HH MOCIIENIOroB (CyIIeCTBUTEIFHOE B TIO-
CIIeTIOKHOM KOHCTPYKIIMU B TOPHOMAPHICKOM SI3bIKE CTOMT B HOMUHATHBE), cp. (36a) u (360) —
«CMEIIaHHOW» KOHCTPYKIINH 00 80LiHbl jakte MBI B TAHHOM CITydae HE OXKHIACM.

(35) tixen’ ma postol-35t5, [na kryl’eCk3)-§ta, kryl'cd-sts, kryloc...
TaKoi 910 HO[[O6HO-IN Ha KPbUICYKE-IN KPbLIIbLO-IN
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nu, port anzsl-na.
Hy  JIOM  IIepei-IN2

‘JIexXUT Ha UeM-TO TIOXOXKEM, Ha KpbIJIeuKe, Ha KpbUIble, HY, nepe foMoM’. [I'K: «rps1-7»,

50-51]
(36) a. p’educil’is’e  5l-3n, 0o eouinbl  tids  cild
neayuuIvie OBITE-PRET 3TOT BECh

‘brino meayumutie, 10 BoHbI 310 Bee’. [I'K: «lmamor o mpoGiemax», 68]

0. thmansola znacit 3l-5n vojna jakte=ok ece
TromaHoBO 3HAUUT OBITH-PRET  BOWHA  JO=EMPH SIS

‘HepesHs TromaHOBO, 3HAYHUT, ObLIa emie A0 BoWHBI . [['K: «Xo3siicTBo», 97]

C‘P
C/
/\
C 1P
/\
NP I
PN
she 1 VP
|
V/
/\
A% PP
buys ‘

P
N

NP
Jor A

Sean
=_=
NP P
\P/
|

PP

Puc. 3. J[BoiiHas cTpyKTypa NpeUIoKEeHNS U3 PEYH aHIJIO-SIITOHCKOTO OMIIMHIBa
¢ nyomuposanHbM autoroM [Hicks 2012: 52]

Yro KacaeTcst COI030B, TO B CIIy4ae MHKOHTPYIHTHOCTH OKUAAETCSI, YTO UX YaCTOTHOCTH Oy-
JIeT He TaK BbIcOoKa. Harmpumep, B HaHAHCKOM SI3bIKE YCIOBHbIE KOHCTPYKIMH BKJIIOYAIOT (HU-
HUTHYIO IJIarojbHYI0 ()OPMY M TOCTHO3MTHUBHBINA COIO3 OSseni, B TO BpeMs Kak JJIsl BpEMEH-
HEIX KOHCTPYKIIMH MCIIOIB3yeTCs clielinann3npoBannas HepuanuTHas Gopma [Khomchenkova,
Stoynova 2023: 11]. Pycckuii coro3 6oree 94aCTOTEH B YCIOBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUSAX (C YACTUIHOM
KOHT'PY?HTHOCTBIO), Y€M BO BPEMEHHBIX (C HHKOHIPY3HTHOCTBIO), cM. Tabi. 4 (c. 131) u npu-

MepsI (37). Paznuuns Mexy 1ByMs KOHCTPYKLMSMHU CTaTUCTHUECKH 3HAYMMBI (TOYHBIN TECT
@umepa, p = 0.0001).

Hawnarickuii [Khomchenkova, Stoynova 2023: 11]
(37) a. jesli boum-bas wa-ri
€CIM  JIOCb-ACC ~ yOMBaTh-PRS
‘eCJii OHM YOBIOT Jocsl. ..
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6. kogda 3ang’ ar-i-do-i

Korga CYAUTH-PTCP.PRS-DAT-REFL.SG
‘xora [oH] cyauT...’

B 11lecHOM 3HELKOM SI3BIKE B YCIOBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHSIX YIIOTPEOINISIeTCS CIEHaIN3HpOBaH-
Hoe neenpuyactre (501 mpumep B kopmyce). B 22 ciyqasx (5,3 %) 310 aeenpuyactue yrnorpe-
OmsieTcs BMeCTe ¢ PyCCKUM COro30M eciu (38a), HecMOTpsl HAa HHKOHTPYSHTHOCTb. B ere MeHb-
mem KonudecTBe cirydaeB —B S (1 %) — MpoucxoauT n3MeHeHNe KOHCTPYKITUH B COOTBETCTBHH
C KOHCTPYKILIMEH pyccKoro si3bIka («ecau + punuTHAs popma miaronay) (386), cm. [Khomchen-
kova, Stoynova 2023].

JIecHOM »HELKUN [Khomchenkova, Stoynova 2023: 21]
(38) a. jesli wna-za boa e-bu-ta
ecnmi  HEDO-NOM.SG.3SG  IJIOXOH  OBITH(IPFV)-CVB.COND-OBL.SG.3SG
‘eciy moroja Ijaoxas’

0. jesli osa-d koma-d
€CIM  MSCO-DAT.SG  XOTeTh(IPFV)-2SG.S
‘ecyi Xo4enb msca’

OTO MOXKET TaKXKe CIyHUTh apryMEHTOM B IOJIb3y TOTO, YTO PYCCKHH COIO3 ec/iy pacipo-
CTpaHeH B TOPHOMapUIiCKOH peu (Kak B yOIMPOBaHHOM, TaK U B €AMHHYHOM YIIOTPEOICHHH),
MIOCKOJIBKY YCJIOBHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMH B ATUX JIBYX SI3bIKaX N3HAYaJIBHO TIOXOXKH M HE TPeOyIOT ce-
PBE3HON IEPECTPOUKH.

5. 3akiaoueHnue

Wrak, Ha OCHOBE KOPITYCHBIX JJAHHBIX MBI [TOKa3aJI1, YTO B TOPHOMApHICKOI peun BCTpeya-
I0TCSI PyCCKHUE COIO3BI eC/ii ¥ XOmis B YCIIOBHBIX M YCTYIHUTENIBHBIX Kilay3axX, Hapsiy ¢ TOpHOMa-
PHUICKIMU cOI03aMu g3n '(3) ‘X0oTs’, gdn 'dt ‘X0oTs’, a Takke d/gecd ‘COND’. COI03BI eciiu 1 Xoms
YHOTPEOIAIOTCSA B OONIBIIMHCTBE CIIyyacB MPETO3UTUBHO; ecii TAKKE MOXET AyOnupoBaTbes
TOPHOMAapUHCKUM COI030M gon .

3anMCTBOBaHHE ITHX COI030B HENb3s 00BICHUTH «3arnoiHeHneM ynakyn» ([Thompson et al.
2007: 268-269]) BBy HaIN4IHsI HICKOHHBIX COI030B. [10-BHAMMOMY, UCTIONB30BAHUE €U U XOMms
00yCIIOBJIEHO YCHIICHHEM BIIHSIHUS PyCCKOTO SI3bIKA, CP. TEHICHIHIO K O0iee 4acToMy yrnoTpeo-
JICHUIO PYCCKUX COI030B IO CPABHEHMIO ¢ OoJiee paHHUMH JaHHBIMH JPYTHX HCCIIEN0BaTEICH.

B03MOXXHOCTB cOdeTaHMs ByX COIO30B B OIHOM KJIay3€ U €€ paclpOCTPAHEHHOCTh MOXKHO
OOBSICHUTD CTPYKTYPHO# KOHI'PY3HTHOCTBIO MEX]TY CTpareriusiMu o(hOpMIICHHS YCIOBHBIX Klay3
B sI3bIKE-pELUIUEeHTe (TOPHOMAPHICKOM) U s3bIKe-0HOpe (pycckoM). Pycckast yciaoBHast KOH-
CTPYKLHMS «‘€clii’ _ » ¥ TOpHOMapHiickas «  ‘e€cli’» COBMEILIAIOTCS 3a CUET CXOAHOIO
YCTPOMCTBA, 3aKIFIOYAIOIIETOCS B HAJIMINH «00IIei» YacTi — QUHUTHOM Kitay3sl. B pesynbrare
MOTy4YaeTcst KOHCTPYKIIHS C ABYMSI CIIOTAMH JIISL YCIIOBHOTO cofo3a: «‘ecan’  ‘ecim’™». Coot-
BETCTBEHHO, TOPHOMAPHIICKOE MPEATIOKEHIE MOYKET BKIIFOYATh PYCCKUH COI03 (IIPETIO3UTHBHBIN),
TOPHOMAapPHUICKHI CO03 (IIOCTIIO3UTUBHBIN ) MO0 00a COI03a B ZIBYX MO3ULIUSX. MBI Ipe/ionaraem,
YTO UMEHHO TaKasi «HETIONHas KOHTPYIHTHOCTh CIOCOOCTBYET MCIOJIb30BaHHIO PYCCKHUX COIO30B.

ITo nMerommMMcs TaHHBIM MOYKHO TaKyKe CJIENaTh IpeiBapHTEIbHbINA BBIBOZ O TOM, YTO CTPYKTYp-
Hasl KOHIPYIHTHOCTb BaXKHEE, UeM CeMaHTH4eCKas (ec/iu M ko20d COOTBETCTBYIOT 10 3HAYCHHIO T10-
CTIIO3UTHBHOMY COI03Y gdn’ ‘eci’ ¥ IPENO3UTUBHOMY kdnam ‘Koraa’, HO ec/ii B KOPITyCe 9aCTOTEH,
a Kkoeda He ynoTpeoieH HH pasy). s Bepudukamy 3Toro NpeanoNoKeHns B JadbHEHIIeM 1ia-
HHUPYETCsl TOAPOOHBIN aHAIM3 MPOYMX PYCCKHX COIO30B, BCTPEUYAIOIIMXCS B TOPHOMAPHICKOH PeUH.

HHTepeceH Takke BOIPOC CPaBHEHHS CBOWCTB KOHCTPYKIUI ¢ 3aMMCTBOBAaHHBIMH COIO-
3aMH B Pa3HBIX si3bIKax (cM. HekoTopble nanHble B [Khomchenkova, Stoynova 2023]). I1epBas
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MacmtabHas monbITKa ObuTa caenana B [Stolz, Levkovych 2022], ograko B 3T0#t pabore npuBo-
JATCA JaHHBIC U3 TPAMMAaTUYCCKUX ONMCaHuM A3BIKOB; KOPIIYCHBIC JAaHHBIC HE IPUBJICKAIOTCA.
[IpoBenenue NOAPOOHOTO aHAI3a KOPITYCHBIX TAHHBIX, TOOOHOTO MPECTABICHHOMY B HACTO-
SIEH cTaThe, U IPYTUX COKO30B U IPYTUX S3BIKOB TIOMOXKET JIyUIlle TIOHATH POJIb CEMaHTHYC-
CKO# U CTPYKTYPHOU (MH)KOHIPY?HTHOCTH IIPU 3aUMCTBOBAHUHU COIO30B C YYETOM COIIMOJIMHI-
BUCTHUYECKOTO CTATyCa SI3bIKA.

CIIMCOK COKPALIEHUM

1,2,3—1, 2, 3 numo INDEF1, INDEF2 — HeonpeieIeHHOE€ MECTOUMEHHE
ACC — aKKy3aTUB INF — HH(VHHUTHB
ADD — aJUINTHBHAS YacTHIA IPFV — UMIIepPEKTUB
ADV — ajiBepOHanu3aTop LAT — JIATHB
ATT — aTTEHyaTHB MED — ME/IMOIIaCCHB
ATTR — aTpuOyTHBHU3ATOP NEG — OTpHIIaHHUe
CAUS — Kay3aTHB NMLZ — HOMHHAJIU3ALHs
CAUS.DIST — JUCTaHTHbIH Kay3aTuB NOM — HOMHHATHB
COND — MapKep YCIOBHOH KOHCTPYKIIMH NPST — HETpoLIeniee BpeMs
CVB— JIeenpruvacTue OBL — KOCBEHHBIH ITaJIeX
CVB.ANT — JIeeNIPHYACTHE C CEMAHTUKOM Ipe/mie- OPT — ONTaTHB

CTBOBAHHMS ORD — MOPSIIKOBOE YHUCITUTETBHOE
DAT — [IaTHB PL — MHOXXECTBEHHOE YUCIIO
DENOM — OTBIMEHHBIH I1arosn POSS — IIOCECCUBHOCTH
DES — JIe3U/IepaThuB PRET — IIPETEPUT
DEST — II0Ka3aTeNb NpeAHa3HadeHNs (IECTHHATUB) PRS— HACTOSIIEE BPEMs
EL — DJIaTuB PTCP — IIPUYACTHE
EMPH — 5M(aTrueckas yacTuia PTCP.ACT — aKTUBHOE TIPHYACTHE
EXST — I0Ka3aresib C SK3UCTCHIMAIBHOM CeMaH-  PTCP.PASS — IIACCHBHOE IIPUYACTHE

TUKOH REFL — pedIeKcHB
FULL — 1oiHas popma RETR1, RETR2 — TOKa3aTeNb PETPOCIIEKTUBHOTO
GEN — I'€HHTHB caBura
ILL, ILL2 — WJUIaTUB S— CyOBEKTHOE CIpSUKEHHUE
IMP — HMITEPaTUB SG — eIUHCTBEHHOE YUCIIO
IN, IN2 — HHECCHB SIM — CHUMUJISITHB

CIIMCOK JIUTEPATYPbI/REFERENCES

AxuoprH 1991 — Axriopus B. A. Mapuiickuii ponsknop. Mugbei, nezenovi, npedanus. Momkap-Oma: Ma-
puiickoe KHIKHOE U3i-Bo, 1991, [Aktsorin V. A. Mariiskii fol ’klor. Mify, legendy, predaniya [Mari folk-
lore. Myths, legends, traditions]. Yoshkar-Ola: Mari Book Publ., 1991.]

Baitapaiix 1979 — Baitapaiix V. fA3zsikosvie konmaxmel. Cocmostue u npodiemul ucciedosarus. Kiyk-
teHko 1O. A. (mep. ¢ anm.). Kues: Buma mxona, 1979. [Weinreich U. Yazykovye kontakty. Sostoyanie
i problemy issledovaniya [Languages in contact: Findings and problems]. Zhluktenko Yu. A. (trans.
from English). Kyiv: Vishcha shkola, 1979.]

TI'aBprumoa 2013 —I"aBpuriosa B. I Mapuiicko-pycckoe nepeKiTiodeH e ¥ CMeIeHNe KOfoB. Becmuuk Yomypm-
ckozo yHugepcumema. Cepus «HMcmopus u unonoeusny, 2013, 2: 16-22. [Gavrilova V. G. Mari-Russian code-
switching and code-mixing. Bulletin of Udmurt University. History and Philology Series,2013,2: 16-22.]

Fanknn 1964 — Tankun U. C. Hemopuueckas spammamura mapuiickozo azvika. Mopgonoaus. Y. I. Mom-
kap-Ona: Mapuiickoe KHIKHOE U31-Bo, 1964. [Galkin L. S. Istoricheskaya grammatika mariiskogo yazyka.
Morfologiya [Mari historical grammar. Morphology]. Part 1. Yoshkar-Ola: Mari Book Publ., 1964.]

I'yceB 2020 —TI'yces B. }0. O xaMacHHCKOM NOCTHO3UTHBHOM YCIIOBHO-BPEMEHHOM coro3e dak. Tpyout
Hnemumyma pycckoeo sizvika um. B. B. Bunoepadosa, 2020, 4: 76-89. [Gusev V. Yu. On the postposi-
tive conditional-temporal conjunction dak in Kamas. Proc. of the V. V. Vinogradov Russian Language
Institute, 2020, 4: 76-89.]



H. A. XoMueHKOBa 133

JpsaxoB 2020 — [psuxoB B. B. CTpyKTypHBIE U COLIMOTMHIBUCTHYECKUE XaPAKTEPUCTUKN TOPHOMAPHUHi-
CKO-PYCCKOTO TEePEKIIIOUeHHUS KOJIOB: MMMIOTHOE MCCICAOBAHUE. Tpyobl UHCIMUMYMA PYCCKO2O s3bl-
ka um. B. B. Bunocpaodosa, 2020, 4: 273-288. [Dyachkov V. V. Structural and sociolinguistic features
of Hill Mari— Russian code switching: A pilot study. Proc. of the V. V. Vinogradov Russian Language
Institute, 2020, 4: 273-288.]

Hpanos, Tyxapos 1970 — HMeanos H. I, Tyxapos I. M. Cesepo-3anaonoe napeuue maputicko2o A3vixa.
Womkap-Ona: Mapuiickoe kHmxHOe m31-Bo, 1970. [Ivanov 1. G., Tuzharov G. M. Severo-zapadnoe
narechie mariiskogo yazyka [Northwestern dialect of Mari]. Yoshkar-Ola: Mari Book Publ., 1970.]

Kamkun 2023a— Kamkun E. B. O0miue cBenenns 0 TopHOMapUiACKOM si3bIke. COIMOIMHTBICTHYCCKAS
CUTYaLMs. DIeMeHmMbl 20PHOMAPULICKO20 A3biKa 8 munonocuyeckom ocseujenuu. Kamkun E. B. (oTB.
pen.). M.: Byku Benu, 2023, 1-5. [Kashkin E. V. General information about Hill Mari. Sociolinguis-
tic situation. Elementy gornomariiskogo yazyka v tipologicheskom osveshchenii. Kashkin E. V. (ed.).
Moscow: Buki Vedi, 2023, 1-5.]

Kamkun 20236 — Kamkun E. B. ®@oHonorust. Dnemenmol 20pHOMAPUIICKO20 S3bIKA 8 MUNOLOSULECKOM OC-
sewyenuu. Kamkun E. B. (otB. pex.). M.: Byku Benu, 2023, 6-11. [Kashkin E. V. General information
about Hill Mari. Sociolinguistic situation. Elementy gornomariiskogo yazyka v tipologicheskom osve-
shchenii. Kashkin E. V. (ed.). Moscow: Buki Vedi, 2023, 6-11.]

Maiitunckas 1982 — Maiitunckas K. E. Cnyorcebnvie cnosa 6 punno-yeopckux szvikax. M.: Hayka, 1982.
[Maytinskaya K. E. Sluzhebnye slova v finno-ugorskikh yazykakh [Function words in Finno-Ugric lan-
guages]. Moscow: Nauka, 1982.]

Moppamosa 2023a— Moppnamosa [l. JI. PerpocnieKTUBHBIN CIBUT. Dremenmyvl 2OPHOMAPUTICKO20 S3bl-
Ka ¢ munonocuyeckom ocgeujernuu. Kamkun E. B. (otB. pen.). M.: Byku Benu, 2023, 336-349. [Mor-
dashova D. D. Retrospective shift. Elementy gornomariiskogo yazyka v tipologicheskom osveshchenii.
Kashkin E. V. (eds.). Moscow: Buki Vedi, 2023, 336-349.]

Moppamosa 20236 — Mopaamosa /. JI. Cpencrsa BeIpaXeHUS MOIATEHOCTH. DeMeHmbl 20pHOMApUli-
cKko20 A3viKa 8 munonocudeckom oceewenuu. Kamkun E. B. (otB. pen.). M.: byku Benu, 2023, 350—
398. [Mordashova D. D. Means of expressing modality. Elementy gornomariiskogo yazyka v tipolog-
icheskom osveshchenii. Kashkin E. V. (ed.). Moscow: Buki Vedi, 2023, 350-398.]

MypasbeB 2023 — MypasseB H. A. O6cToATENCTBEHHBIE KOHCTPYKIMU C ACENPUYACTHSIMU HaA -mdkd
u -mesk3. Dnemenmol copHomapuiicko2o A3vika 6 munonocuyeckom oceewjenuu. Kamkun E. B. (oTB.
pen.). M.: Byku Benu, 2023, 775-794. [Muravyev N. A. Adverbial constructions with participles end-
ing in -msk3 and -mesk3. Elementy gornomariiskogo yazyka v tipologicheskom osveshchenii. Kash-
kin E. V. (ed.). Moscow: Buki Vedi, 2023, 775-794.]

Iekenuc 2015 —ITekenuc O. E. TTokasarens mo Kak CpeiCcTBO aKLEHTyallld HMIUIMKaTHBHOTO OTHOLIE-
HUs (Ha TIPEMeEpe Co03a eciu... mo). Bonpocet sizbikosnanus, 2015, 2: 55-96. [Pekelis O. E. The mark-
er fo as a means for highlighting implicative relations (case study of es/i... fo ‘if... then’ conjunction)].
Voprosy Jazykoznanija, 2015, 2: 55-96.]

Cagareepa 2005 — CasareeBa I. A. Jlexcuueckue ocobennocmu npasooepesicvix 2060p06 20pHOMAPUl-
ckoeo sazvika. Jluc. ... kaua. ¢unon. Hayk. Monikap-Ona: Mapwuiickuii rocynapcTBeHHbIN yH-T, 2005.
[Savateeva G. A. Leksicheskie osobennosti pravoberezhnykh govorov gornomariiskogo yazyka [Lexical
features of the right-bank dialects of Hill Mari]. Candidate diss. Yoshkar-Ola: Mari State Univ., 2005.]

CasarkoBa 1969 — CaBatkoBa A. A. Pycckue 3aumcmeosanus 6 maputickom azvike. Nomkap-Ona: Ma-
puiickoe KHIDKHOE n3.-Bo, 1969. [Savatkova A. A. Russkie zaimstvovaniya v mariiskom yazyke [Rus-
sian borrowings in Mari]. Yoshkar-Ola: Mari Book Publ., 1969.]

CagarkoBa 2002 — CasatkoBa A. A. [oproe napeuue maputickozo szvika. Szombathely: Berzsenyi Daniel
Féiskola, 2002. [Savatkova A. A. Gornoe narechie mariiskogo yazyka [Hill dialect of Mari]. Szom-
bathely: Berzsenyi Daniel Fdiskola, 2002.]

CasarkoBa 2008 — CaBatkoBa A. A. Crnosaps copromapuuckoeo azvika. Momkap-Ona: Mapunuckoe KHUX-
Hoe m31-Bo, 2008. [Savatkova A. A. Slovar’ gornomariiskogo yazyka [Hill Mari dictionary]. Yosh-
kar-Ola: Mari Book Publ., 2008.]

Cubarposa 2016 — Cubarposa C. C. Pycckue 3anMCTBOBaHUS B CUCTEME COIO30B MapHUIICKOTO si3bIKa. Eoice-
200HUK hunno-yeopckux uccreoosanuii, 2016, 10(3): 30-41. [Sibatrova S. S. Russian borrowings in the
system of conjunctions of Mari. Yearbook of Finno-Ugric Studies, 2016, 10(3): 30—41.]

XpakoBckuit 2004 — Xpakosckuii B. C. YerynuTenbHble KOHCTPYKLMH: CEMaHTHUKA, CHHTAKCHUC, THIIOJIO-
rust. Tunonoeus ycmynumenvhoix koncmpykyuii. Xpaxosckuit B. C. (pen.). CII6.: Hayxka, 2004, 10-91.
[Xrakovskij V. S. Concessive constructions: Semantics, syntax, typology. Tipologiya ustupitel 'nykh
konstruktsii. Xrakovskij V. S. (ed.). St. Petersburg: Nauka, 2004, 10-91.]

[a6b1xoB 1 ap. 2020 — la6sikoB B. 1., Kynpssuesa P. A., 3opuna 3. I'. Craryc ropHOMapHIACKOTO 53bI-
Ka B coBpeMeHHOM obtiectBe. Coyuodunamuxa, 2020, 4: 74-84. [Shabykov V. 1., Kudryavtseva R. A.,
Zorina Z. G. Status of Hill Mari in modern society. Sociodynamics, 2020, 4: 74-84.]



134 Bonpocs! s3b1k03HaHAA 2024. Ne 5

Aikhenvald 2007 — Aikhenvald A. Y. Grammars in contact: A cross-linguistic perspective. Grammars
in contact: A cross-linguistic typology. Aikhenvald A. Y., Dixon R. M. W. (eds.). Oxford: Oxford Univ.
Press, 2007, 1-66.

Alhoniemi 1993 — Alhoniemi A. Grammatik des Tscheremissischen (Mari). Hamburg: Helmut Buske Ver-
lag, 1993.

Beke 1938 — Beke O. Tscheremissische Mcrchen, Sagen und Erzihlungen. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilain-
en Seura, 1938.

Besters-Dilger et al. (eds.) 2014 — Besters-Dilger J., Dermarkar C., Pfander St., Rabus A. Congruence
in contact-induced language change: Language families, typological resemblance, and perceived sim-
ilarity. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2014.

Gardani 2020 — Gardani F. Borrowing matter and pattern in morphology. An overview. Morphology, 2020,
30: 263-282.

Grant 2012 — Grant A. Contact, convergence, and conjunctions: a cross-linguistic study of borrowing
correlations among certain kinds of discourse, phasal adverbial, and dependent clause markers.
Dynamics of contact-induced language change. Chamoreau C., Léglise 1. (eds.). New York: Mouton
de Gruyter, 2012, 311-358.

Harris, Campbell 1995 — Harris A., Campbell L. Historical syntax in cross-linguistic perspective.
Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1995.

Haspelmath, Konig 1998 — Haspelmath M., Konig E. Concessive conditionals in the languages of Eu-
rope. Adverbial constructions in the languages of Europe. van der Auwera J. (ed.). Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter, 1998, 563—640.

Hicks 2012 — Hicks C. A dual-structure analysis of morphosyntactic doubling in code switching. Studies
in the Linguistic Sciences: Illinois Working Papers, 2012, 37: 44-57.

Khomchenkova, Stoynova 2023 — Khomchenkova 1., Stoynova N. Adverbial clauses with Russian con-
junctions in three languages with different subordination strategies. Talk at the 56™ Annual Meeting
of the Societas Linguistica Europaea (SLE, 29.08-01.09.2023, Athens, Greece).

Konig 1991 —Konig E. The meaning of focus particles: A comparative perspective. London: Routledge,
1991.

Matras, Sakel (eds.) 2007 — Matras Y., Sakel J. (eds.). Grammatical borrowing in cross-linguistic perspec-
tive. Berlin, New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 2007.

Nishimura 1986 — Nishimura M. Intrasentential code-switching: The case of language assignment. Lan-
guage Processing in Bilinguals: Psycholinguistic and neuropsychological perspectives. Vaid J. (ed.).
Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1986, 123—144.

Ramstedt 1902 — Ramstedt G. J. Bergtscheremissische Sprachstudien. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen
Seura, 1902.

Riese 1984 —Riese T. The conditional sentence in the Ugrian, Permian and Volgaic languages. Wien:
Studia Uralica, 1984.

Sadock 1985 — Sadock J. M. Autolexical syntax: A proposal for the treatment of noun incorporation and
similar phenomena. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory, 1985, 3: 379—439.

Sadock 1991 — Sadock J. M. Autolexical Syntax: A theory of parallel grammatical representations.
Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1991.

Sebba 2009 — Sebba M. On the notions of congruence and convergence in code-switching. The Cambridge
handbook of linguistic code-switching. Bullock B. E., Toribio A. (eds.). Cambridge: Cambridge Univ.
Press, 2009, 40-57.

Stolz, Levkovych 2022 — On loan conjunctions: A comparative study with special focus on the lan-
guages of the former Soviet Union. Susceptibility vs. resistance: Case studies on different structur-
al categories in language-contact situations. Levkovych N. (ed.). Berlin; Boston: Walter de Gruy-
ter, 2022, 259-392.

Storch 2007 — Storch A. How long do linguistic areas last? Western Nilotic grammars in contact. Gram-
mars in contact: A cross-linguistic typology. Aikhenvald A. Y., Dixon R. M. W. (eds.). Oxford: Oxford
Univ. Press, 2007, 94—113.

Thompson et al. 2007 — Thompson S. A., Longacre R. E., Hwang Shin Ja J. Adverbial clauses. Language
typology and syntactic description. Vol. 2. Shopen T. (ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press. 2007,
237-299.

Weinreich 1953 — Weinreich U. Languages in contact: Findings and problems. New York: Linguistic
Circle of New York, 1953.

Wichmann 1916 — Wichmann Y. Syrjdnische Volksdichtung. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seu-
ra, 1916.

Honyueno | received 13.08.2024 Ipunamo | accepted 24.09.2024



2024. Ne 5 BONMPOCHI A3BIKO3HAHUA C./pPp. 135-153
Voprosy Jazykoznanija

William Croft’s approach to constructions in comparison with
the system of constructions in the Russian Constructicon

©2024 Valentina A. Zhukova
UiT The Arctic University of Norway, Tromse, Norway; valentina.a.zhukova@uit.no

Alexander B. Letuchiy

HSE University, Moscow, Russia; Vinogradov Russian Language Institute,
Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, Russia; alexander.letuchiy@gmail.com

Abstract: In this article, we discuss the approach to description of constructions adopted in William
Croft’s monograph “Morphosyntax. Constructions of the World’s languages” (2022) and compare it
to the approach to description and classification that is used in the Russian Constructicon. We conclude
that Croft’s system and the Russian Constructicon show several substantial differences. First, Croft’s ap-
proach is based on the notion of Comparative Concepts and on an a priori classification of grammati-
cal domains. By contrast, in the Russian Constructicon, a bottom-up approach is taken: it presupposes
collecting the most representative inventory of constructions and, then, creating a system for classify-
ing them. Second, the Russian Constructicon represents properties of constructions as a system of tags,
where a construction can bear multiple tags, while Croft does not discuss cases of multiple tagging
or grammatical class intersection. Finally, Croft’s system focuses on the core of grammar and includes
mainly those values that are grammaticalized, while in the Russian Constructicon, attention is given
not only to grammatical constructions, but also to constructions that can be termed ‘quasi-grammatical’
or ‘lexicalized’— they have narrow semantics and combinational properties (here belong, for instance,
iterative / frequentative constructions, such as to i delo ‘frequently’, and constructions with the termi-
native / resultative meaning, such as svoé otguljal ‘[he] is done with having fun’).

Keywords: survey, Construction Grammar, constructions, Russian Constructicon

Acknowledgements: We are grateful to Ekaterina V. Rakhilina, Laura A. Janda and other colleagues from
the Russian Constructicon group for their valuable help and discussion of the text. We also thank the
anonymous reviewers for valuable remarks and questions.

For citation: Zhukova V. A., Letuchiy A. B. William Croft’s approach to constructions in comparison with
the system of constructions in the Russian Constructicon. Voprosy Jazykoznanija, 2024, 5: 135-153.

DOI: 10.31857/0373-658X.2024.5.135-153

Monxoxn Yuubsima Kpodra K onMcaHUI0 KOHCTPYKIUIA
B CPABHEHHMH C CUCTEMOM MPeICTABICHUA KOHCTPYKIMH
B PycCKOM KOHCTPYKTHKOHE

Banentuna AJsiekcanapoBHa 7KykoBa

Yuusepcurer Tpomcé — Apkruueckuil yausepcurer Hopserun, Tpomcé, Hopserus
valentina.a.zhukova@uit.no

Anexcanap bopucosuu Jleryumii

HanmonanbHbIi Hccae10BaTeNbCKUN YHUBEPCUTET «BhIcias 1mikoaa S5kKOHOMUKH», MockBa, Poccus;
MHcTutyT pycckoro si3bika uM. B. B. Bunorpanosa PAH, Mocksa, Poccus; alexander.letuchiy@gmail.com



136 Voprosy Jazykoznanija 2024. Ne 5

AnHoTanus: B crarbe Mbl 00Cy)kIaeM MOAXOA K ONMHMCAHUIO KOHCTPYKLHUH, NPUHATHIA B MOHOTpaduu
Vunesama Kpodra “Morphosyntax. Constructions of the World’s languages” (2022) u conocrasisiem
€0 C TIOAXO0/IOM K OIHCAHMIO U KIIacCH(UKALMU KOHCTPYKLHM, IPUMEHSIEMBIM B “PycCKOM KOHCTPYK-
THKOHe”. CpaBHEHHE MO3BOJISIET HaM TPUITH K BBIBOIY, YTO MEX/Y JByMsI METOJAMH ONMCAHHS €CTh
CylIecTBeHHbIe pa3nnuus. Bo-nepBrix, nogxon Kpodra omupaercs Ha «CpaBHHTEIBHBIE KaTETOPUID)
KaK OCHOBY THIIOJIOTHYECKHX UCCIICIOBAHUH U allPHOPHYIO K1acCH(HKALIMIO 3HAYCHN I U KOHCTPYKIIUH.
Hanpotus, B «PycCKOM KOHCTPYKTHKOHE» OIMCaHHE BEACTCS «CHHU3Y BBEPX»: CHadaja COCTaBIIACTCS
KaK MO)KHO OoJiee peACTaBUTENbHbII HHBEHTaph KOHCTPYKIHH, a YK€ IOTOM CO3JaeTCsl CUCTeMa IS
ux Knaccudukarmu. Bo-Bropsix, B «PycCKOM KOHCTPYKTHKOHEY CBOMCTBA KOHCTPYKIIMH MPe/ICTaBICHbI
B BHJIE CHCTEMBI [IOMET, KOTOPBIX y Ka)K/10i KOHCTPYKIIMH MOKET OBITh HECKOJIBKO, TOTJd KaK B OIH-
cannu Kpodra He 00cyxaaercs BOSMOKHOCTD IIPUHAUISKHOCTH KOHCTPYKIMU Cpa3y K HECKOIBKUM
kinaccaM. HaxoHen, cuctema Kpodra opueHTHpOBaHa B MEPBYIO OYepeb Ha sACPHBIC 30HBI rpaMMa-
THKH U BKJIIOYAeT B OCHOBHOM 3HAa4CHUs, PAMMaTHKAIM30BaHHbIE B TEX MJIM MHBIX SA3bIKaX, TOTAA KaK
B «PyccKkoM KOHCTpPYKTHKOHE» BHHMaHHUE YIEISETCs He TOJIBKO IpaMMaTHYECKUM, HO M «KBa3HUTPaM-
MaTHYECKUM» U «JICKCHKAIM30BaHHBIMY» KOHCTPYKIUSIM — JaHHbIC KOHCTPYKLHU 00J1a1at0T y3KOif ce-
MaHTHKOH M COYETaeMOCTBIO (K HUM, B YACTHOCTH, OTHOCHUTCS KJIACC KOHCTPYKLMH MOBTOPSEMOCTH,
TaKUX KaK mo u 0elo, WIM KOHCTPYKIHS CO CIIOBOM C80€ W TNIAroJIOM C MPHCTaBKOW om-, HAIIpUMeED,
€60¢ omeynsn, 0003HaYaoIass OKOHYaHHE HEKOTOPOTO 3aHATHS X HEBO3MOXKHOCTB €TI0 MPOJIOJDKCHUS).

KiroueBble cj1oBa: 0030p, rpaMMaTiKa KOHCTPYKIUH, KOHCTPYKLUHU, PYCCKHH KOHCTPYKTHKOH
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U3 KOJUIEKTHBA «PyCCKOr0 KOHCTPYKTHKOHA» 3a LIEHHBIC COBETHI H 00CykaeHue Tekcra. Kpome aToro,
MbI OJ1aroJjapHbl AaHOHMMHBIM PELICH3EHTaM 33 Ba)KHbIE 3aMEYaHHs M BOIIPOCHI.
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1. Introduction

The monograph by William Croft “Morphosyntax. Constructions of the World’s languages”
[2022] describes various language phenomena from a constructivist perspective. The book takes
on an ambitious task to discuss very different phenomena, their function, form, and semantics
in a typologically-oriented manner.

The monograph has a twofold aim that combines language theory and linguistic typology.
The author seeks to review the main domains of grammar, to describe questions, ambiguities,
and trouble spots they pose for a researcher and, at the same time, to show the variance of for-
mal organization in the given domain across languages.

A comprehensive understanding of a language is impossible without discovering the lan-
guage-specific patterns of its syntax, morphology, and semantics. The idea of understanding a lan-
guage on its own terms dates back to the structuralist tradition (cf. [Boas 1911]). A reasonable
question, however, is whether it is possible to create a cross-linguistic classification that would
be universally applicable and meaningful. William Croft [2022] has made an attempt to pro-
vide such a universal inventory of Comparative Concepts (CCs) that could be employed to de-
scribe the morphosyntax of any language and, therefore, would provide grounds for cross-lin-
guistic comparison of constructions in the world’s languages. He takes a Comparative Concept
to mean “a concept that can be used to compare the morphosyntactic structure of different lan-
guages” [Ibid.: 676].

In this paper, we describe the general principles adopted in the book and its specific features
and compare its approach with the practically-oriented framework used in the Russian Con-
structicon. !

! The resource is available online at https://constructicon.github.io/russian/about/.
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2. Organization and characteristic features of the book

The book covers both well-described topics that have become the subject of descriptive, the-
oretical, and typological studies and problems and areas of grammar that are rarely considered
to be relevant for this domain. The former include complex clauses and voice alternations, while
among the latter there are speech act constructions (their relation to modality is often dealt with
in discussions of grammatical semantics but not of morphosyntax), as well as nonpredicational
clauses, as in (1) and stative complex predicates, as in (2).

(1) Tiwi (isolate, Australia)
Purukupaali  mauntina
Purukuparli boss

‘Purukuparli is boss.” [Croft 2022: 295]
(2)  We painted the door red. [Ibid.: 432].

The language phenomena and semantic domains analyzed in Croft’s book are divided into
several groups that correspond to the parts of the monograph.

Part II “Argument phrase structure: reference and modification” describes mechanisms used
to refer to an entity and to its specific properties: referential accessibility; specificity; types
of modification; classifiers; anaphora. In Part III “Clause structure: predication and arguments”
the author focuses on phenomena that are usually regarded as simple clause phenomena: voice
and transitivity; argument coding and valency; nonverbal predication; complex predicates.
Among topics that are rarely included in the discussion of simple clauses are speech act typol-
ogy (exclamatives, hortatives, and so on), salience of the participants of the situation, and in-
formation packaging. Finally, Part IV “Complex sentences” deals with not only canonical prob-
lems related to complex sentences and clause combining (syntactic typology of clauses: relative,
complement, and adjunct clauses; the opposition of balanced and deranked clauses), but also
topics regarding semantic and discourse relations in complex sentences (reference tracking, zero
expression of arguments).

Apart from these phenomena-oriented descriptions, the monograph contains an introduc-
tory Part I consisting of two chapters: the first one outlines the structure of the book and the au-
thor’s approach to cross-linguistic comparison, and the second one discusses the constructivist
orientation of the book.

A special feature of the book is the absence of a clear boundary between main levels/ ar-
eas of language, such as semantics, syntax, morphology, and discourse. As a consequence, top-
ics generally believed to be mainly syntactic (transitivity, clause combining) are analyzed side
by side with semantic (motion events, stative verbs) and discourse phenomena (reference, sa-
lience of participants). This approach has its strengths and weaknesses. On the one hand, it al-
lows the author to demonstrate links between the various levels of language, usually identified
only for individual language categories (cf., e.g., studies by Hopper and Thompson [1980] and
Tsunoda [1985], which present semantic grounds of syntactic transitivity opposition). However,
this approach makes the monograph heterogeneous: for instance, the rather narrow issue of sta-
tive predicates is given a separate chapter, while another chapter focuses on the complement
clause typology, which is a much broader topic.

The reader finds some lacunas in the set of topics. For example, the monograph does not
contain a detailed discussion of tense and aspect typology: the grammaticalization of tense,
aspect, modality, and polarity is only touched upon in sections about complex sentences
and complex predicates. Similarly, categories like nominal case and number are not ana-
lyzed in detail. The reason seems to be that the author, due to the constructivist approach,
adopts (implicitly and, to some extent, also explicitly) the following hierarchy of linguis-
tic description:
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1) the semantic / functional domain that the phenomenon represents;
2) its impact on the syntactic relations / the whole construction;
3) properties of elements of the constructions.

To illustrate, the domain of voice is given much attention because voice meanings affect the
whole sentence, including information structure types, discourse relevance of participants, and
syntax of the clause/ sentence (2) above). By contrast, case is a category marking a dependent
element, but it does not affect the features of the head. This is why case is, so to say, “not very
morphosyntactic” (that is, not directly related to the syntax of the whole constituent) and is pe-
ripheral to the approach adopted in the monograph.

This choice, resulting from the perspective taken by the author, is not free from disadvan-
tages: some phenomena that could be relevant for the syntax of languages are either not ana-
lyzed or scattered across different parts of the book. For instance, case has been shown (e.g.,
by Wierzbicka [1980] and Kittild [2002]) to be relevant for categories of the whole sentence,
such as transitivity — which, in turn, have to do with constructions and information structure —
however, in Croft’s monograph, case, argument structure, and information structure are consid-
ered in different chapters, and their relations are not explicitly mentioned. This is why, in some
cases, it would have been useful (especially for readers specialized in typology of grammati-
cal categories) to emphasize in each chapter relations between close phenomena or phenomena
with similar functions, including head- and dependent-related categories.

Some descriptions of specific phenomena also call for questions and comments, for example,
Chapter 6 on transitivity and argument structure. The point of view that transitivity should be
described as a prototype and a set of peripheral phenomena that do not fully correspond to the
prototypical description is adopted by many linguists. However, many current studies also seek
to answer another question: why is it the transitive construction (and not, for instance, the one
with a dative object) that is so important for our description of the syntactic structure? It seems
that the answer to this question requires a plurifunctional approach that takes into account the
(1) semantics of events (e.g., breaking/change of state) and of participants (see the treatment
of animate / inanimate participants by Hopper and Thompson [1980] and Tsunoda [1985]);
(ii) formal properties of the transitive construction; (iii) behavior of the transitive construction,
including available voice alternations. In other words, Croft’s chapter on transitivity and argu-
ment structure lacks some theoretical depth that is needed to describe the class of transitive verbs
and their role in the grammatical theory.

The last point, the properties of constructions and / or their elements, is not always given
sufficient attention throughout the book. A case in point is Chapter 10 “Nonprototypical
predication and nonpredicational clauses”. Since the type of clauses under analysis lacks
an explicit predicate form, an a priori classification of nonpredicational clauses is problem-
atic. At the same time, Roy [2013] and Testelets [2008] show that some aspects of syntactic
behavior differentiate predicational, presentational, thetic, and other types of nonpredica-
tional clauses. Croft, however, mainly takes into account semantic and contextual features
and suggests a classification mainly based on (im)possibility of a particular interpretation
in the given context. Of course, it is impossible to consider the whole range of syntactic
tests used for delimitation of types in one study. However, if some examples of syntactic
contrasts were given, this would have made the classification of nonpredicational clauses
more empirically founded.

A notable feature of the book is the wide use of quantitative data, see the statistics on word
order in Chapter 6 “Event structure and argument coding: semantics, transitivity, and alignment”
and Table 8.4 on argument expression in Huallaga Quechua in Chapter 8 “Argument coding
and voice: discourse factors”. On the one hand, the prominence of statistics gives the language
data a new perspective and distinguishes the book from many previous typologically-oriented
descriptions. On the other hand, it seems that the statistical data are not always accompanied
by an explanation.
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Another important feature of Croft’s monograph is that the domains of grammar are de-
fined on different grounds. While some of them are defined semantically (for instance, Chap-
ter 15 “Temporal and causal relations between events” illustrates various means for expression
of the same semantic and pragmatic relations, see also Chapter 12 “Speech act constructions”
and Chapter 14 “Stative complex predicates, including manner”), others are based on formal
grounds (in Chapter 10 “Nonprototypical predication” the absence of a verb or another type
of predicate serves as the sole defining factor). This asymmetry is, to a large extent, an integral
part of today’s syntactic and semantic typology. It results from the core-periphery structure that
current theory assigns to grammar. For example, the core (canonical) sentence has a verb / pred-
icate, and this is why the presence of the predicate goes without a comment; verbal sentences
are semantically and syntactically classified into stative and dynamic, transitive and intransi-
tive, and so on. By contrast, the absence of a predicate makes a clause / sentence noncanonical:
this formal feature serves as the basis for further description of semantic or pragmatic distinc-
tions, e.g., between ‘possession’, ‘qualification’, ‘identification’. Roughly speaking, when we
classify grammatical phenomena in various frameworks (including Croft’s), we tend to classify
them by the most visible and most unusual properties, even if these properties belong to differ-
ent aspects of grammar and levels of language (semantics, syntax, illocutionary force, and so on).

We turn next to the concepts and principles proposed by the author and assess their strengths
and weaknesses.

3. Constructivist orientation

A key feature of the book, as mentioned above, is its constructivist orientation. This perspec-
tive makes the task carried out by the author even more ambitious because constructions are
more complicated to compare across languages and to distinguish from each other than, for ex-
ample, grammatical markers.

It should be noted that Croft regards the construction as a basic concept of language organi-
zation and a basic instrument for language description. One of the key assumptions he puts for-
ward in the introductory part is that “the proper unit for grammatical analysis is a (morphosyn-
tactic) construction, such as the numeral modification construction” [Croft 2022: 4-5]. Word
classes are also defined on constructivist grounds: the author states that “word classes are defined
not by their semantics but by their occurrence in constructions — more precisely, a word’s oc-
currence in a particular role in a construction” [Ibid.: 8]. This strength of the constructivist ap-
proach is that Croft emphasizes the importance of empirical analysis of basic elements of gram-
mar (such as words and word classes) on the basis of contexts they are compatible with, instead
of postulating an a priori classification or using vague semantic formulations, such as ‘adjec-
tives denote properties’. At the same time, this broad notion of a construction as a basic element
of grammar does not provide results significantly different from notions of ‘verb class’ or ‘syn-
tactic relation’ of standard grammatical typology. For instance, instead of saying that an adjec-
tive is a word that occurs as a modifier in a noun-modifier construction and in the predicate po-
sition in a copula construction, we can formulate it in a standard syntactic way: “An adjective
can be a modifier of a noun or pronoun or the second argument of a copula verb”. In this sense,
Croft’s construction is an instrument of description which does not provide results crucially dif-
ferent from those provided by formal or functional syntactic analysis.

Another possible problem of Croft’s type of constructional analysis, is the lack of clear
boundaries between different constructions. To illustrate, in Modern Standard Arabic, the nu-
meral wahidun ‘1’ agrees in case and gender with the noun, the numeral falatun ‘3’ subcatego-
rizes for genitive case and takes the gender opposite to the gender of the noun, and khamsiina
50’ does not have gender and requires the accusative case form (see [Grande 2001; Aoun et al.
2010] for a detailed discussion). Does this mean that ‘1’ belongs to one word class and ‘3 and
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‘50’ to another one (because the latter, but not the former, assign case to the noun) or that all
three numerals are of different classes?

As mentioned above, Croft [2022] elaborates on the idea of comparative concepts and pro-
vides an arguably exhaustive list of them based on the typological analysis of constructions
on the level from phrases to clauses and complex sentences. Let us repeat Croft’s definition:
a comparative concept is “a concept that can be used to compare the morphosyntactic struc-
ture of different languages” [Ibid.: 676]. The taxonomy of Croft’s CCs includes several hun-
dred CCs that are divided into four types: construction (cxn), semantic content (sem), in-
formation packaging (inf), and strategy (s¢r). This four-dimensional distinction corresponds
to the basic structure of a construction proposed by Croft. The notion of comparative con-
cepts, i.e. theoretical constructs for typological comparisons, was introduced by Haspelmath
[2010], who suggested differentiating COMPARATIVE CONCEPTS from language-specific DE-
SCRIPTIVE CATEGORIES. The reason behind this differentiation is that “crosslinguistic compar-
ison of morphosyntactic patterns cannot be based on formal patterns (because these are too
diverse), but has to be based on universal conceptual-semantic concepts” [Ibid.: 665]. This
idea is not new and follows the Greenbergian tradition of typological research, cf. [Greenberg
1963; Comrie 1989; Croft 2003].

Information packaging in Croft’s terms is contrasted to strategy. Strategy refers to the set
of specific means used to convey a given meaning. By contrast, packaging refers to the role
of information in discourse. As Croft [2022: 13] puts it, “any semantic content can be packaged
in any information packaging function”. The main packaging functions are reference, modifica-
tion, and predication. For instance, the property ‘tall’ can be predicated in That tree is tall, used
to modify a referent in a fall tree and used as a referent in the tallness of the tree.

According to Croft [2022: 5], each construction is a combination of form and function. The
form refers to the morphosyntax of the construction (i.e., strategy), while the function is further
subdivided into semantic content (i.e., meaning) and information packaging, suggesting that
any meaning can be packaged differently, see Figure below. Thus, four types of CCs correspond
to the three end nodes (inf, sem, and str) and the root node (cxn) in the structure.

construction
function form
information semantic morphosyntax
packaging content

Fig. The basic structure of a construction [Croft 2022: 5]

Croft’s broad notion of a construction calls for a comparison with other, more practically
oriented approaches to constructions. Recently, linguists’ interest in constructions has acquired
anew, applied dimension, namely, the creation of constructicons (databases of constructions that
contain their semantic and structural description, as well as annotation of relations between them,
both formal and semantic). This is why the monograph under analysis is also important as a po-
tential starting point for creating an inventory of grammatical constructions (as well as gram-
matical markers) and compiling new constructicon resources.

Constructicons are created for a limited number of languages, among others, for English, Ger-
man, Japanese, Swedish, Brazilian Portuguese, and Russian. While the majority of constructi-
cons are based on corresponding FrameNet resources (cf. [Fillmore 2008])2, the Russian Con-
structicon is built independently from FrameNet and uses its own set of syntactic and semantic

2 Available online at https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fndrupal/.
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types to describe the constructions. In what follows, we compare Croft’s approach to that ad-
opted in the Russian Constructicon.?

4. Constructions in Croft’s account and
in the Russian Constructicon: a comparative account

The construction is a notion that is, on the one hand, very useful in current linguistic studies,
and, on the other hand, rather challenging. Almost everyone recognizes the importance of con-
structions, at least in some of the senses used in linguistics and to some degree. At the same
time, the great diversity of approaches and definitions points to the fact that different authors
may employ the same notion differently — and, thus, several construction-oriented descriptions
may in fact be technically and theoretically different.

A comparison across various approaches to constructions is of particular relevance because
Lyngfelt et al. [2022] propose the application of Croft’s CCs to the emerging field of multilingual
constructicography, which aims to compare constructions across various languages. However,
cross-linguistic comparison of constructions presents a challenge, particularly for typologically
distinct languages (cf. an exploration of the alignment of constructions in English and Japanese
via interactional frames in [Ohara (forthcoming)]). This difficulty extends even to typologically
close languages, as differences in the choice of linguistic material across constructicon resources
and variations in the granularity of grammatical constructions pose obstacles to cross-linguis-
tic comparison. CCs are supposed to map constructions in different languages to conceptual do-
mains, but that does not mean finding constructional equivalents [Lyngfelt et al. 2022].

But can we apply the set of CCs developed by Croft to the constructions in the Russian Con-
structicon? Are the two systems compatible? What is the conceptual overlap of the two classi-
fications and how are they different? We address these questions below.

It is necessary to note that the notion of constructions used by Croft is not identical to that
used in the Russian Constructicon. The main difference is that for the Constructicon, a construc-
tion is an empirical object, while for Croft’s description of morphosyntax, a construction is
a theoretical object. The following formulations illustrate each approach:

Croft: the main instrument for language description are constructions, and many aspects
are easier to analyze in the construction-based description. The constructional mechanism
is equally used in the description of the core grammatical mechanisms (e.g., complement
clauses) and narrow quasi-grammatical phenomena (e.g., copula constructions).

Russian Constructicon: the class of constructions is heterogeneous, some of them are
lexicalized (semantically and syntactically close to lexemes and/ or peripheral grammati-
cal markers with narrow combinational properties), and others belong to a core grammat-
ical domain.

Of course, many language elements can be described as constructions in both frameworks.
For instance, the Russian éfo-construction that marks the real participant of the situation as con-
trasted to other, hypothetical, participants is a construction in both senses:

(3) Eto Vasj-a razbi-l okn-o.
this-NOM.N.SG  Vasja-NOM.SG  break-pST.M.SG ~ window-ACC.SG
‘It was Vasja who broke the window.’

3 The Russian Constructicon is the result of many joint efforts; among the major contributors are Anna
Endresen, Daria Mordashova, Ekaterina Rakhilina, Laura Janda, Olga Lyashevskaya, as well as over
40 students from both UiT The Arctic University of Norway and HSE University in Moscow.
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In this case, not only the presence of éfo, but also its linear position (it typically appears in the
leftmost position), and the intonational emphasis on the argument following éfo mark the contrast
between Vasja and other possible participants. The construction functions as a complex multi-
word unit and thus calls for a Construction Grammar analysis. The same seems to be the case
with stative complex predicates, discussed in Chapter 14 of [Croft 2022], as well as by [Gold-
berg 1995; Himmelmann, Schultze-Berndt (eds.) 2005], among many others.

However, many constructions, such as transitive clause constructions; constructions with ad-
junct embedded clauses; complement clause constructions, and so on, are covered in the mono-
graph but definitely feel to be less lexicalized and closer to the grammatical level in the proper
sense. The reason is that Croft regards constructions as a convenient theoretical instrument for
describing various types of constituents, mainly because elements of almost any constituent
type are interconnected: for instance, though complementation is very often marked by a ded-
icated syntactic element (complementizer) or morphological form of the embedded verb (in-
finitive or another embedded form), its description also requires appealing to the main clause
properties: Which classes of main predicates take complement clauses? Why do some quasi-syn-
onymous predicates differ in ability to take complement clauses or in the type of complement
clauses they take? How are the main and the embedded event in the complement clause con-
struction situated in time?

By contrast, in the Russian Constructicon constructions are regarded as an empirical phe-
nomenon. In this sense, Croft’s broad notion of a construction is too theoretical to be directly
applied to a constructicon. The Russian Constructicon team considers constructions a heteroge-
neous class of elements that include ‘core grammar’ as well as lexicalized constructions (‘qua-
si-grammar’) and lexicon.

For the ‘quasi-grammatical’ and ‘lexical’ subclass of constructions, the two key fea-
tures that are often described are the absence of markers and/ or non-compositional use
of markers and lexicalization. A construction may, for example, (i) not contain an element
whose main or only function is to connect other (meaningful) elements and (ii) the link be-
tween elements may be stronger than in most language structures of similar type (as is the
case with the depictive construction: the link between the depictive and the main clause is
stronger than between the clauses in a complex sentence, which leads to non-predictable se-
lective restrictions). To illustrate, the construction to i delo ‘often’ with the meaning of fre-
quency is semantically very close to a grammatical iterative marker. Furthermore, it con-
tains several word forms and is not interpreted compositionally, based on the meaning of the
words fo ‘that’ and delo ‘business’.

By definition, such a class of lexicalized / quasi-grammatical constructions cannot contain
subtypes of “Transitivity expression” or “Voice expression”. In general, voice mechanisms and
transitivity features are systemic phenomena that characterize the language system as a whole,
are marked in a standard way (e.g., voice markers, direct object case markers), and are far from
being lexicalized. At the same time, some transitivization patterns, such as those with the word
svoé ‘one’s’ (on svoé otbegal ‘he cannot run anymore’, lit. ‘he his own out-ran’) can be included
in construction databases due to the peculiar and non-compositional use of the transitive verb
in combination with the reflexive possessive pronoun.

Some of the phenomena discussed by Croft should be assigned a peripheral position in a con-
structicon, because they show no sign of constructionalization in the narrow sense (they are inter-
preted compositionally, and their elements are productive grammatical markers or syntactic ele-
ments). This means that the conditional construction with if in English or the purpose construction
with ¢toby in Russian is not a core element of the constructicon (they are elements of ‘big’ syntax,
namely, principal types of conditional and purpose subordinate clauses). On the contrary, con-
structions where grammatical elements are used in a noncanonical way, such as the “order” con-
struction with ¢toby (Ctoby ja tebja zdes’ bol Se ne videl ‘I order you to never come here again!’
(lit. ‘that I would never see you here!”)) are core elements of a constructicon: ¢toby is here nei-
ther a subordinator, nor a marker of the purpose meaning, and the properties of this construction
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type (such as the absence of the main clause) characterize the construction as a whole, rather
than the word cfoby, which serves here as a quasi-grammatical marker of imperative.

Let us now describe the general makeup of constructicons (based mainly on the example of the
Russian Constructicon) in more detail and compare it to Croft’s proposal. The Russian Construc-
ticon is an electronic linguistic database that consists of more than 2200 grammatical construc-
tions of Russian (https://constructicon.github.io/russian/). The constructions in the resource are
supplied with elaborate semantic, syntactic, and stylistic annotation, definitions translated into
English and Norwegian, corpus-based example sentences, common fillers for construction slots,
and constructional equivalents in English and Norwegian. Although constructicons are often de-
scribed as “dictionaries of grammatical constructions” [Lyngfelt et al. 2022: 101], a construc-
ticon is emphatically not a list but a structured network of constructions that are linked to each
other [Fillmore 1988: 37; Goldberg, Herbst 2021: 286] or even a “set of networks” [Langacker
2008: 237]. Identifying the links between constructions makes it possible to model horizontal
and vertical relations between them and to group constructions into families, clusters, and net-
works. The elaborate description of the semantic classification of constructions in the Russian
Constructicon as well as the family-based expansion of the constructicon is available in [Janda
et al. 2023] and [Endresen et al. (forthcoming)].

4.1. Bottom-up approach to classification

The semantic, syntactic, and stylistic classification of constructions in the Russian Construc-
ticon has resulted from a bottom-up approach and emerged together with the expansion of the
database. In practice, this means that constructions were added and annotated at the same time.
Oftentimes the decisions about the annotation had to be reconsidered several times during the
process when more data were added and constructions were analyzed in groups.

The bottom-up approach means collecting a maximally inclusive inventory of constructions
and analyzing them on their own terms, thus allowing patterns to emerge from the data. The
bottom-up approach is opposed to the top-down approach that presupposes a predefined system
in which more granular distinctions are formed later.

This bottom-up approach means that the starting point for a Constructicon is always the data
of an individual language. Not only may the items and meanings of a given semantic zone be
very different across languages, but also the set of domains and subdomains in different lan-
guages can also be incomparable, meaning that its analogues cannot be found in other languages.
This makes the “cross-constructicon” comparison problematic, which means that the items col-
lected for each language and each domain have to be further checked for their membership
in one or another small domain. In this sense, typological research based on the data of construc-
ticons is “post-hoc”, built after and upon the individual-language descriptions. On the contrary,
Croft’s typology and typological studies, e.g., by Dahl [1985], Comrie [1989], Shopen [2007],
from which Croft inherited many systemic features is mostly pre-hoc: they are built on broad
(but not so finely distinguished and described) semantic zones and syntactic phenomena types
that are often assumed rather than emergent from language data.

4.2. Semantic classification

Constructions are defined in Construction Grammar as conventionalized form-meaning
(or function) pairings [Goldberg 2006: 5] (see also [Goldberg 1995; 2013]). Semantic types identi-
fied in the Russian Constructicon characterize the latter aspect of constructions, i.e. their meanings.
As mentioned above, Croft’s types are not always defined on semantic grounds: very often, their
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classification is based on salient syntactic and/ or morphological features. The semantic classifica-
tion in the Russian Constructicon comprises 55 major semantic types and 182 more specific sub-
types. Semantic types of constructions form larger units: subclasses and classes. All major seman-
tic types are illustrated in Table 1 as bullet points. If a semantic type has subtypes, it is illustrated
with a plus symbol next to the type. For example, the semantic type Addressee has four subtypes
(Core addressee, Audience, Beneficiary, and Maleficiary), while the semantic type Possession
has no subtypes. The description of all semantic types and subtypes is available on the Instructions
page of the Russian Constructicon website* and in [Janda et al. 2023]. The larger units (classes
and subclasses) are illustrated with numbered black and blue categories in the table respectively.

Table 1
Semantic classification of constructions in the Russian Constructicon:
55 main semantic types included

1. Qualia

1.1. Situation structure

e Timeline +

e Taxis +

e Actionality +

o Pluractionality +
e Phase of action +
e Result +

e Actuality

1.3. Situation modifiers

e Spatial expressions +
e Temporal expressions +
e Manner

2. Modality and its
neighborhood

2.1. Core modal
meanings

® Root modality +
e Epistemic modality +

1.2. Major roles

o Addressee +

o [nstrument

e Possession

e Comitative

o Caritive

o Non-standard subject +

3. Subjectivity

o Assessment +

o Attitude +

e Polarity value +

o Source of opinion +
e Mirative

1.4. Logical relations

e Cause

e Purpose

o Consequence
o Condition

e Concession +

1.5. Properties

e Salient property +
e Temporary

characteristics +
o Comparison +

4. Discourse

4.1. Discourse
organization

e Discourse structure +

e Intersubjectivity
o Objectivity

1.6. Sets and elements

o Additive

o Inclusive

e Exceptive

¢ Exclusive

o Subset

e Options

e Quantification +

1.7. Magnitude

e Non-existence +
e Measure +
e Calculation +

5. Parameters

e Degree of intensity +
e Degree of accuracy +

e Source of information

2.2. Neighborhood 4.2. Discourse clauses

¢ Volition

o Causation +

e Prohibition +

e Threat

e Request

e Apprehension +
e Curse

e Reaction to the
previous discourse +
e Routine +

Importantly, the principles of classification adopted in the Constructicon and in the mono-
graph under analysis are different. Croft begins the classification from sentence types: for him,

4 Available online at https://constructicon.github.io/russian/semantic-types/.
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a construction is a ‘type of utterance/ sentence’. This does not mean that only whole-sentence
categories are discussed; however, for example, voice is more likely to figure in Croft’s study
than, for instance, case-marking or prepositional expression of the argument. The semantic clas-
sification of the Russian Constructicon works as a system of tags, and a construction can be as-
signed more than one semantic type. This is different from the system adopted in constructicons
based on FrameNet classification (i.e., of semantic frames), where semantic multiple motiva-
tion of constructions is not allowed. The system of tags adopted in the Russian Constructicon is
useful to capture the complex semantics of a given construction and is fruitful for modeling the
horizontal relations across constructions. The combination of semantic and syntactic classifica-
tion reveals a structured network of constructions.

In the Russian Constructicon, the semantic types are identified based on shared semantic prop-
erties of constructions. The structure of the semantic type, therefore, resembles a radial category
with more prototypical members and a semantic periphery. For instance, both constructions (4)
and (5) express the cause of some action. Therefore, they bear the semantic tag Cause. How-
ever, while (4) introduces a cause, (5) is a question to the addressee about the cause of his/her
actions. Thus, (5) can be considered less prototypical than (4). The construction in (5) addition-
ally conveys the speaker’s dissatisfaction with some action by the interlocutor and is also tagged
as Attitude with the subtype Dissatisfaction. This additional semantical component places the
construction in (5) even further away from the prototype.

(4) 1D 53 vvidu togé, ¢to Cl, Cl ‘due to the fact that...’

Izdatel stv-o objazan-o  vyplati-t’ avtor-u vs-e
publishing_house-NOM.sG  obliged-N.SG  pay-INF author-nDAT.SG  all-acc

100% gonorar-a widu t-ogo, ¢to  rukopis’
royalties-GEN.SG ~ due_to that-GEN.SG that manuscript.NOM.SG

otklonen-a uze posle  odobreni-ja.
rejected-F.sG  already  after approval-GEN.SG

‘The publishing house is obliged to pay the author 100 % of the royalties due to the fact
that the manuscript was rejected after approval.’

(5) ID 353 €ego (eto) NP-Nom VP? ‘why...’

C-ego ét-o ty lez-is’
what-GEN.SG ~ thiS-NOM.N.SG you.NOM  lie-PRS.2SG
‘Why are you lying here?’

In Croft’s classification, (4) and (5) would definitely belong to different classes. While (4)
and similar constructions are classified as a type of complex clauses (more precisely, adjunct
clause constructions), (5) would be described as a question. Croft’s approach is in fact conve-
nient for cross-linguistic comparison. The most visible and most accessible for formalization are
aspects of language related to marking. While the utterance like ‘He left because he felt tired’
very often contains only a marker of cause, a question of the type ‘Why are you lying here?’ is
often marked as a question (questions being in most languages more derived and more marked
than affirmative utterances).

The radial structure of semantic zones, adopted in the Russian Constructicon, is not conve-
nient for a typological study and is not used in his book. Croft’s semantic labels aim to be more
clear-cut and well differentiated from each other for the sake of typological comparison. Fur-
thermore, Croft’s book relies on the convenience of syntactic radial categories, for instance, for
description of voice and transitivity.

Contrary to the Russian Constructicon, Croft’s study does not feature a detailed semantic
classification. The wider the typological sample, the more the semantic description gets reduced
to generalized domains and semantic types.

The semantic classification obtained using a bottom-up approach is, nevertheless, verified
by typological studies, reflecting the types of meanings that are encoded grammatically in other
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languages. In the Russian Constructicon, many semantic types correspond conceptually as well
as terminologically with typologically attested grammatical categories. For instance, the con-
struction that indicates the absence of a secondary agent or the absence of an object possessed
by the main participant of the situation bears the semantic tag Caritive borrowed from the typo-
logical literature, see, e.g., [Plungian 2011: 125]. The semantic approach to constructions in the
Russian Constructicon, however, often distinguishes more subtypes and includes more values
than the typological approach as it has to deal with complex multiword constructions and not
just grammatical affixes. The semantic classification also includes semantic types that are not
attested in the typological literature, such as Calculation or Curse.

4.3. Syntactic classification in the Russian Constructicon

Unlike the semantic classification that works as a system of tags assigned to a construction,
the syntactic classification of constructions adopted in the Russian Constructicon resembles
a system of boxes, into which the constructions are distributed during the classification pro-
cess. This means that, as a rule, one construction can belong to only one syntactic type. How-
ever, the syntactic annotation is four-dimensional to capture the complex structure of multi-
word constructions.

First, there is a Syntactic type of construction. This annotation category describes construc-
tion as a whole. Second, Syntactic function of anchor describes the syntactic function only
of the fixed elements of the construction. Third, the anchor itself can be a complex entity, and
thus we need to have Syntactic structure of anchor category for annotation. Finally, all anchor
elements of construction are annotated according to Part of speech of anchor.

To illustrate, the example (4) can be analysed as shown in Table 2. The construction as a whole
is a Connection construction because it contains a combination of words that perform as a con-
junction. This combination of words is an anchor part of the construction and it functions
as a Subordinator. Since this is a not a single word conjunction, vidu togo, cto is annotated
as a Multiword Conjunction. If we decompose this multiword conjunction, we will see that it
consists of a preposition (vvidu), a pronoun (t0gd), and a conjunction (¢zo).

Table 2
Syntactic annotation of constructions ‘ID 53 vvidu togé, ¢to Cl, CI’
and ‘ID 353 ¢ego (éto) NP-Nom VP?’
C Syntactic type Syntactic function Syntactic structure Part of speech
Xn .

of construction of anchor of anchor of anchor

. . Preposition
ID 53 Connectlp n Subordinator Mu}tlwo_r d Pronoun

construction Conjunction . .

Conjunction

ID 353 Clause Modifier Not applicable Pronoun

Construction (5) is less structurally complex because its anchor part does not comprise a com-
plex entity. Thus, as a whole this construction is a Clause, where the anchor cego functions
as a Modifier. It has an optional element éfo which performs an emphatic function. Structurally,
¢ego and efo do not comprise one complex entity; therefore, the syntactic structure of an anchor
is not characterized for this construction (tag ‘Not applicable’). Both cego and efo are Pronouns,
which is reflected in the part of speech annotation.

While the semantic system is organized as a system of tags to capture the complex seman-
tics of multiword constructions, the syntactic system is organized as a four-dimensional system
of types in order to capture the complex syntactic structure of constructions.



Valentina A. Zhukova, Alexander B. Letuchiy 147

The most complicated type of formal classification is the classification of constructional pat-
terns. While within one language (and one constructicon) it is possible to describe the techniques
a language uses to make constructions from what used to be free combinations, this cannot be
achieved in the typological perspective and, thus, is not so crucial for Croft’s project. How-
ever, in some examples it is useful to describe constructional patterns even in typological stud-
ies. For instance, what Croft describes as constructions with stative predicates is in fact a result
of the widespread process of constructionalization. Here belongs the resultative construction
like We painted the door red [Croft 2022: 432], which, according to [Goldberg 1995], made its
way to a construction through constructionalization of the combination of a verb like paint and
an adjective denoting the final state, such as red.

4.4. Communicative types

Unlike the large semantic and syntactic annotation systems, the system of communicative
types in the Russian Constructicon is rather small. This is due to the fact that this annotation
system is only applicable to those constructions that form a clause or a combination of clauses.
The system of communicative types has only four categories: Declarative, Interrogative, Ex-
clamatory, and Interrogative/Exclamatory. The names of the types are mostly self-explana-
tory, with the exception of the Interrogative/Exclamatory type, which means that the construc-
tion combines two types at the same time. This generally refers to constructions that function
as rhetorical questions and in fact express negative attitude of the speaker towards the actions
of the addressee, as the construction represented in (5).

5. Two classifications combined

In this section, we describe differences between Croft’s model and the Russian Constructi-
con, applied to individual examples and generalized semantic domains. Croft’s four-part model
might be expected to fit neatly with the annotation model of the Russian Constructicon since
the latter is also divided according to form-function distinctions. Presumably, one would search
for the associative links between

— the semantic types in the Russian Constructicon and the semantic content (sem) type of the CCs;

— the syntactic types in the Russian Constructicon and the strategy (s#r) type of the CCs;

— the communicative types in the Russian Constructicon and the information packaging cat-
egory (inf) type of the CCs.

Construction (cxn), which is the fourth type of CCs, is a more complex comparative concept
since it consists of both form and function.

Let us first apply Croft’s CCs to an already discussed example from the Russian Construc-
tion. If we look at the construction (5) from Section 4.2, we can characterize its semantic con-
tent as causal (sem), which Croft [2022: Appendix] defines as “the semantic relation between
two events where one event causes the other”. An additional semantic CC that is applicable here
is cause (sem), defined as “a semantic role including participant roles for a participant, usually
an event, that causes the event expressed by the predicate” [Ibid.: Appendix]. As we can see, this
CC is related to a semantic role of the subordinate element (the pronoun cego) in the construc-
tion. The annotation of the Russian Constructicon also includes a set of semantic roles. They are
assigned to the constructional slots and are marked in the definition of construction and in ex-
ample sentences. Example (4), therefore, is annotated in the resource in the following way (6),
with a Situation and a Cause filling the slots:
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(6) 1D 53 vvidu togé, ¢to Cl, Cl ‘due to the fact that...’
[Izdatel stv-o objazan-o vyplati-t’ avtor-u vs-e
publishing house-NOM.SG ~ obliged-N.SG ~ pay-INF author-DAT.SG  all-acc
100%  gonorar-algyahem VVidu t-ogo, ¢to  |[rukopis’
royalties-GEN.SG due to that-GEN.sG that manuscript.NOM.SG
otklonen-a uze posle  odobreni-ja.] cause
rejected-ESG  already  after approval-GEN.SG
‘The publishing house is obliged to pay the author 100 % of the royalties due to the fact
that the manuscript was rejected after approval.’

Syntactically, the most relevant CC from the list for construction (4) is adverbializer (s¢r) de-
fined by Croft [2022: 664] as “a morpheme that overtly expresses the semantic relation in an ad-
verbial clause construction”. Croft has an extended understanding of a morpheme and lists, for
example, English because as a morpheme. Therefore, it seems legitimate to extend this terminol-
ogy to the Russian vvidu togo, ¢to complex conjunction. Adverbializer is a subtype of conjunc-
tion (str) CC, “a free morpheme or clitic that encodes the relation between the events denoted
by the two clauses in a complex sentence construction” [Ibid.: 680]. In Croft’s terms, construc-
tion (4) would also be considered an instantiation of an adverbial clause construction (cxn),
which is a CC defined as “a complex sentence construction with a figure—ground construal / in-
formation packaging of the relation between the events denoted by the two clauses” [Ibid.: 664].
As we can see, this CC is still predominantly form-oriented rather than function-oriented.

Zooming out from the level of individual constructions to the level of semantic types within
the Russian Constructicon, a broader perspective reveals systematic correspondences between
these semantic types and Croft’s Comparative Concepts. A comprehensive comparison at this
level seems rather promising, as the two systems demonstrate a substantial level of compatibil-
ity because they refer to similar conceptual domains. Thus, 22 out of 55 semantic types in the
Russian Constructicon fully overlap with the CCs identified by Croft and 10 semantic types ex-
hibit partial overlap with the set of CCs. We deliberately compare the semantic types and the
CCs on a conceptual level because they can be distinct terminologically. For instance, we con-
sider Apodosis (cxn/sem) [Croft 2022: 668] to fully correspond to the semantic type Conse-
quence in the Russian Constructicon as they both denote the consequences of an action. Over-
all, full and partial overlap with CCs is attested for approximately 58 % of the semantic types
in the Russian Constructicon.

Interestingly, for some semantic subclasses, Croft’s approach is more compatible with the ac-
count adopted in the Russian Constructicon than for others. For instance, the subclass Logical
relations of the semantic class Qualia shows the highest degree of overlap between the system
of the Russian Constructicon and Croft’s system (100 %), while the subclass Discourse clauses
of the semantic class Discourse shows no overlap at all (0%). The degree of overlap between
the two systems is exemplified in Table 3. The table shows the semantic annotation in the Rus-
sian Constructicon (with types, subclasses, and classes). The dark green highlighting is used for
semantic types that have a corresponding Comparative Concept in Croft’s classification. The
light green highlighting shows that there is a partial correspondence between the classifications.
For example, the semantic type Actuality in the Russian Constructicon has six subtypes: At-
tenuative, Cumulative, Distributive, Gradual development, Punctual, and Saturative, but
in Croft’s classification only punctual (sem) is listed as a Comparative Concept.

The clearest difference between Croft’s classification and the Russian Constructicon is ob-
served in semantic domains that contain many values not coded by grammatical markers. Com-
pare, for instance, the aspectual domain: while the opposition of resultative and non-resulta-
tive is often coded by verbal inflectional markers, this is rare for saturative. This means that
in Croft’s approach resultative or punctual has a greater chance to be classified as a typologi-
cally relevant constructional pattern, relevant for the whole-sentence level (punctuality is rele-
vant for the semantic transitivity degree, cf. [Hopper, Thompson 1980], and resultative is closely
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related to passive). By contrast, saturative only has a chance to be represented in constructicons
due to the existence of individual constructions like On napilsja v drova/v nol’/ ... ‘He is very
drunk’ (lit. ‘He got drunk to the firewood/to zero’, and so on).

Table 3

Overlap of the semantic classification of constructions
in the Russian Constructicon with Croft’s Comparative Concepts

1. Qualia
1.1. Situation structure

e Timeline +

o Taxis +

e Actionality +

o Pluractionality +
e Phase of action +
o Result +

o Actuality

1.3. Situation modifiers

o Spatial expressions +
o Temporal expressions +
e Manner

2. Modality and its
neighborhood

2.1. Core modal
meanings

® Root modality +
¢ Epistemic modality +

2.2. Neighborhood

e Volition

o Causation +

o Prohibition +

e Threat

e Request

e Apprehension +
o Curse

1.2. Major roles

o Addressee +

o Instrument

e Possession

o Comitative

o Caritive

o Non-standard subject +

3. Subjectivity

o Assessment +

o Attitude +

e Polarity value +

e Source of opinion +
e Mirative

1.4. Logical relations

e Cause

e Purpose

o Consequence
e Condition

e Concession +

1.5. Properties

e Salient property +

e Temporary
characteristics +

e Comparison +

4. Discourse

4.1. Discourse
organization

e Discourse structure +
o Intersubjectivity
¢ Objectivity

e Source of information

4.2. Discourse clauses

e Reaction to the
previous discourse +
e Routine +

1.6. Sets and elements

o Additive

o Inclusive

* Exceptive

e Exclusive

o Subset

e Options

¢ Quantification +

1.7. Magnitude

e Non-existence +
e Measure +
o Calculation +

5. Parameters

o Degree of intensity +
o Degree of accuracy +

The second major finding from a comparison on the level of semantic types is that the seman-
tic classification in the Russian Constructicon is often more granular than Croft’s CCs. For ex-
ample, the Epistemic modality type in the Russian Constructicon has two subtypes: High de-
gree of certainty and Low degree of certainty, while the corresponding CC called epistemic
modality (sem) has no subtypes. One would expect this from a large-scale typological classifi-
cation which aims to cover a fully inclusive inventory of meanings rather than elaborate on fine-
grained nuances of meanings. A more fine-grained analysis is, however, beneficial for describ-
ing constructions of a particular language.

The difference in the nature of semantic classification allows us to describe Croft’s system
as a grammar of constructions (not in the conventionalized sense ‘construction grammar’, but
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denoting ‘the system representing the most general semantic domains, relevant for grammati-
cal marking and features of the whole sentence’) and a constructicon as a grammatical dictio-
nary of constructions (that contains much information about the behavior of constructions but
includes very fine classification, characteristic of lexical descriptions).

The system of communicative types in the Russian Constructicon exhibits almost full corre-
spondence with Croft’s CCs, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4
Communicative types compared to information packaging CCs
Communicative type in the Russian Constructicon Comparative Concept [Croft 2022]
Declarative declarative (inf/cxn)
Interrogative interrogative (or question) (inf/cxn)
Exclamatory exclamative (inf/cxn)

Interrogative / Exclamatory =

The description of parts of speech poses a problem in both approaches. The Russian Con-
structicon includes a special feature Part of speech of anchor —however, problematic cases
where the part of speech is not obvious are not addressed in a systematic way. In Croft’s ap-
proach, parts of speech are partially covered by the description of strategies (str) for a given
semantic domain. For example, in Chapter 4, numerals and quantifiers (Section 4.1.3) are con-
sidered separately from nominal modification constructions (Section 4.1.4), and the descrip-
tion of comparatives and equatives in Chapter 17 distinguishes strategies employing a parti-
cle (English than, Latin quam) and those employing a preposition, a postposition, or a case
marker (Mundari ete ‘from’, Breton wid ‘for’). However, Croft’s monograph does not answer
the question whether the Comparative Concept approach is sufficient to describe basic syntac-
tic notions, such as parts of speech.

6. Possible relationships between the two approaches

The comparison between Croft’s monograph and studies used for building constructicons
reveals a difference of approaches — both may be adequate, but their domains of use and the
range of tasks they are appropriate for are different. In particular, Croft’s approach, which builds
on the a priori classification of grammatical and discourse phenomena, is not very convenient
for building the constructicon of a specific language. Moreover, using an a priori classification
may result in missing some peripheral (for grammatical typology) language phenomena, which,
however, are richly represented by lexicalized constructions.

At the same time, it seems that adopting Croft’s approach can be useful on some stages
of building a constructicon — not as the only source of language phenomena classification, but
rather as a starting point. The most adequate approach seems to be to switch between the typo-
logical approach and individual language studies and, then, to analyze their results in a cross-lin-
guistic perspective. A possible strategy is demonstrated below.

1) Croft’s approach can be used as a source point for constructicons, as it identifies a possi-
ble range of phenomena that could presumably be used for a constructicon. The list of no-
tional categories and language elements proposed in the monograph is necessary, but not
sufficient: domains of grammar mentioned by Croft should be included in any constructi-
con (or at least checked for being really ‘constructional’ in the language under analysis),
though there are many domains and elements missing from Croft’s system.
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2) Each of the domains proposed by Croft can be tested against the data of a particular lan-
guage. This testing makes it possible to add new elements to any domain. Due to the fact
that many of Croft’s domains are labeled formally (e.g., “Nonpredicational clauses”),
many resulting groups and entries of a constructicon may get a two-part description: for
instance, the construction # + NP-GEN + NP-NOM (U Pet-i gripp-@ [by Petja-GEN.SG flu-
NOM.SG] ‘Petja has the flu’) can be semantically classified as a construction that marks
a person’s physical state. On the other hand, on the basis of syntax, it can be described
as a construction with a zero copula (nonverbal predication). Similarly, the construction
PRAEDIC + NP-ACC + V-INF (Neobxodimo ét-o sdela-t’ [necessary.PRAEDIC this-ACC.N.SG
do-INF] ‘It is necessary to do it”) is semantically a modal construction, and syntactically,
a nonverbal predication with a predicative neobxodimo.

7. Conclusions

Let us sum up our conclusions based on the comparison of the two approaches. Analysis of the
semantic and syntactic classification in the Russian Constructicon suggests that it exhibits con-
siderable overlap with the system of Comparative Concepts introduced by Croft. Conceptually,
the structure of annotation in the Russian Constructicon is compatible with Croft’s system, sug-
gesting that Semantic types predominantly correspond to Semantic content (sem) type of CCs,
Syntactic types represent the Strategy (str) type of CCs, while Communicative types correspond
to Information packaging (inf) type.

However, the semantic classification in the Russian Constructicon is much more detailed than
that in Croft’s system, while the communicative types are less developed compared to Croft’s in-
formation structure types. Although this comparison provides a preliminary overview, further
investigations are required for a more comprehensive analysis of the compatibility of two sys-
tems, especially on the level of individual constructions.

A bottom-up classification based on data from a single language and a full-scale typologi-
cal classification based on multiple genetically distinct languages arrive at similar results, thus
cross-validating each other. The complementary categories that are present in one system and
absent from the other are a fruitful source for the expansion of the constructicon resource as well
as for updating the list of Comparative Concepts. This also suggests that a closed universal list
of categories may not be sufficient to capture the semantic types of many language-specific con-
structions. However, a list of Comparative Concepts can indeed be a useful first step for a mul-
tilingual mapping of constructions.

What is definitely missed by Croft’s analysis or a similar approach built on Comparative Con-
cepts is the difference between constructions organized as core grammatical phenomena (for in-
stance, adjunct and complement clauses, voice, and so on) and constructions that include a closed
set of elements and are closer to lexical (or quasi-grammatical) phenomena, such as saturative
(on napilsja ‘he is drunk, he has drunk enough’) or special types of terminative (on svoé otbe-
gal ‘he cannot run anymore’, lit. ‘he his own out-ran’). Comparative Concepts are not suitable
to distinguish between these levels of constructional description. The bottom-up approach to clas-
sification makes it possible to differentiate between ‘grammar’ and ‘quasi-grammar’/ ‘lexicon’
in the description of constructions.

Although some technical and theoretical solutions proposed in Croft’s monograph are not un-
controversial, the book will be of great use both for descriptive studies and for linguistic typol-
ogy and theory. The monograph covers a great deal of linguistic phenomena that either have not
received much attention or have rarely been systematically described, with phenomena of dif-
ferent types and different languages put together. In this sense, Croft’s monograph is not only
a significant contribution to Construction Grammar and linguistic typology, but also a potential



152 Voprosy Jazykoznanija 2024. Ne 5

starting point for many studies and projects, lying at the crossroads of grammatical description,
typology, and construction grammar.

The combination of Croft’s Comparative Concepts and the constructicon technique devel-
oped by the Russian Constructicon provides a way for further development of constructional ap-
proaches. One of the questions that arise is whether a two-faceted approach is possible: on the
one hand, constructions can be classified on the basis of argument marking and semantic roles
of arguments (as well as a more fine-grained semantic classification), on the other hand, labels
of the general constructional typology can be used.

A more ambitious task is to elaborate an opposition of assertive / non-assertive or head / non-
head semantic components that form the meaning and the formal make-up of constructions. For in-
stance, how formally and semantically different are constructions that are marked as questions and
those that are questions only in the discourse level, but not formally marked as questions? What
can help us to decide whether most features of a given construction result from it being ‘a ques-
tion construction’ or ‘a causal construction’? This research problem is waiting to be addressed.

ABBREVIATIONS
2 —2" person N—neuter
ACC — accusative case NOM — nominative case
DAT — dative case PRAEDIC — predicative (nonverbal predicate)
F— feminine PRS— present tense
GEN — genitive case PST— past tense
INF — infinitive SG — singular
M — masculine
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Clause linkage is a domain of syntax that does not often receive much attention in reference
grammars. [t often happens that in a short 200-pages grammar more than half of the book is ded-
icated to morphology and grammatical semantics and less than 30 pages to syntax, where sub-
ordination is represented by singular examples. As far as Uralic and Altaic languages of Rus-
sia are concerned, this problem is reinforced by the fact that traditional grammars written in the
USSR times and earlier were oriented towards the description of lexical subordinators and con-
junctions, while non-finite subordination was scarcely mentioned in chapters devoted to ver-
bal non-finite forms. It is only in the 1980s when the Novosibirsk linguistic school elaborated
a model of non-finite subordination [Cheremisina 1980; Ubryatova, Litvin 1986] that linguists
started to systematically consider non-finite clauses as a subtype of subordination. Given that
in the Uralic and Altaic languages non-finite subordination is the only or at least the prevailing
model (though in some of them it has been recently replaced by finite subordination with lexical
subordinators), such an approach resulted in inadequate description of subordination as a whole.

In light of that, the volume on clause linkage in the languages of the Ob-Yenisei area is highly
welcome, since it provides a large amount of new interesting data, a great deal of which has been
previously ignored by the typological and theoretical literature. A noteworthy feature of the book
is the use of the unified format of language description throughout the volume for every exam-
ined language. Each chapter is organized along a specific scheme and provides, first, information
about the language, second, details about non-finite verbal forms, and third, a sketch on clause
linkage, including coordination, adverbial subordination, relative clauses, and complementation.
The book comprises sketches of 9 languages: Enets, Tundra Nenets, Evenki, Ket, Eastern Khanty,
Mansi, Selkup, Chulym Turkic, and Kamas (some of them represented by two or more varieties).

The languages under discussion show a number of common properties in the domain of clause
linkage, that is:

— extensive use of juxtaposition of clauses as a means of coordination and for some typically
subordinate semantic relations, such as reason (Ob-Ugric, Selkup), purpose (Ket, Evenki),
time (Khanty, Selkup), condition (Mansi, Selkup, Chulym Turkic), and complementation
with utterance and mental verbs;

— clause chaining (Chulym Turkic, Evenki, and Southern Samoyedic);

— converbs (all the languages except for Ket);

— specific forms encoding purpose and dependent clauses as complements of manipulation
and speech causation verbs, i.e. infinitives and/or supines (all the languages except for
Ket, see the arguments against the term “infinitive” for the Ket action nominal in Andrey
Nefedov’s chapter; in Evenki, Enets, and Nenets the general converb is used in this func-
tion, which may be termed as “infinitive”, see the remarks in the corresponding chapters);
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— use of possessive markers to signal agreement with the subject of the dependent clause,
at least in some subordination types (all the languages studied in the volume, with a reser-
vation that in Chulym Turkic the possessive occurs on the head noun of a relative clause;
Ket is an exception, since it lacks the nominal possessive paradigm, which is found in the
neighboring languages; some subordinators, though, require for the possessive augment,
whose function is unclear, see footnote 14 on p. 221);

— use of participles in relative clauses (all the languages, except for Ket).

An interesting feature of the languages under discussion is the fact that, when differentiating be-
tween same-subject and different-subject constructions, possessed subjects, especially bodyparts
and some other objects of possession, may be treated in the same way as the same subjects. For
example, Enets manner clauses with the general converb are mostly same-subject; however, the
bodypart of the subject of the matrix clause is also possible in the subject position in a converb clause:

(1) ENETS
seta odie te?inaad’u?, teino? badotia.
[se-ta ozi-e teli-naad 'u-?],
face-0OBL.POSS3SG  be.seen(IPFV)-CVB  Up-ADV-LAT.ADV
teino-? bazotia

there-LAT.ADV  lie(IPFV).3SG.S

‘She is lying there face up.’ [Shluinsky, Wagner-Nagy 2024: 69]

Another remarkable feature of the languages under examination is the possibility to combine
wh-morphemes with non-finite verbal forms in one dependent clause. This is largely observed
in indirect questions in Enets (219), (220), Evenki (30c), Eastern Khanty (20), (42a) (see [Ser-
dobolskaya et al. 2012] on similar constructions in Finno-Ugric languages).

Some languages of the Ob-Yenisey area demonstrate headless relative clauses (Enets, Eastern
Khanty, Ket, Chulym Turkic), correlative constructions (Enets, Eastern Khanty, Evenki (30b),
Chulym Turkic (28), Selkup). The authors explain the use of the correlatives by Russian influ-
ence; however, it must be noted that Standard Russian lacks definite correlative constructions
of the who... that type (only constructions with universal reading are possible, Kto ne rabotaet,
tot ne est ‘The one who does not work, does not eat’; see [Belyaev, Haug 2020]). Hence, such
generalizations should be tested based on the data of neighboring Russian dialects.

Many languages under consideration have a rich and elaborated domain of temporal adverbial
clauses and purpose clauses, while adversative, contrastive, and reason clauses may not receive
a specific encoding, and the corresponding relations are often inferred from the context and a specific
linear ordering of the clauses. With reason clauses, this pattern is observed in Enets, Tundra Nenets,
Evenki, and Eastern Khanty. Adversative relations may also be encoded by conjunctions borrowed
from Russian, while Tundra Nenets, Selkup, Khanty, and Mansi have native adversative conjunctions.
The contrastive relation is not encoded by native conjunctions in either of the languages in question.

The terminology that is generally used for non-finite forms by most linguists presumes that,
in a given language, they can be clearly differentiated on the basis of subordinate clauses they
introduce. That is, converbs are expected to introduce adverbial clauses, participles are used
in relative clauses, and infinitives and nominalizations head complement clauses. This idealis-
tic picture, however, finds its exceptions in most cases. Especially Uralic and Altaic languages
have a large number of non-finite verbal forms that may be assigned two or even three different
labels, even if we only consider their functions. In this respect, the descriptions offered in the
book under discussion offer valuable comparison of terminological labels used in different gram-
mars and provide important discussions of the terminology. See, for example, overviews of par-
ticiples, action nouns, and converbs in Nikolett Mus’s chapter on Tundra Nenets. However, we
cannot fully adopt the motivation behind the choice of some terms in this and some other chap-
ters. For example, when discussing a form that shows the properties of both infinitives and con-
verbs, the author uses a functional motivation only: “Additionally, certain verbs and adjectival
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predicates can take converbs as their complements (either as a subject or as an object) in Tun-
dra Nenets (...). This might lead us to categorize them as infinitives, i.e., they appear as clausal
complements just like infinitives do” (p. 142). However, infinitives are termed as such on the
basis of both their function and morphosyntactic properties: lack of person/number agreement,
tense and mood distinction, sometimes also voice and aspectual distinctions, see [Iljevskaya,
Kalinina 2002]. Therefore, a functional criterion is not enough to call a verbal form an infinitive.

Another weak point of many existing grammars, in what concerns clause linkage, is the fact
that many authors hardly ever give examples of different-subject constructions. However, it is
crucial for description, because many languages make use of specific markers for same-subject
structures (e.g. Russian converbs), while other markers can be used irregardless of the same-sub-
ject vs. different-subject differentiation. The chapters in the book under consideration analyze
all verbal forms in detail and consistently comment on the possibility of expressing the subject
different from that of the matrix clause overtly, as well as the possibility to express other argu-
ments and adverbials. This is another problematic point in many reference grammars: exam-
ples of “full” non-finite clauses, that is, clauses containing all the arguments and adjuncts of the
non-finite predicate are often absent from the grammars. Sometimes it is accidental; however,
in some cases it is a result of the lexicalization of considered forms, which do not introduce full
clauses, but tend to be used to refer to a situation without expressing its participants. An exam-
ple is found in Shoksha Mordvin, where participles are hardly ever used in relative clauses and
may be termed “deverbal adjectives” (Aralova, Brykina, p. c.).

An important point is the differentiation of purpose constructions with motion verbs and pur-
pose constructions with other types of matrix verbs, which is made in the volume, see the chapter
on Enets (p. 70), in Ket (p. 226), Mansi (pp. 322 and 338), Kamas (p. 436). These constructions of-
ten demonstrate different morhosyntactic properties, whereas the contexts of function, e.g. “a rag
for cleaning the floor”, and that of “give” often behave in the same way as that of motion verbs.

All these issues are covered in the book under review, thus offering valuable information for
typological generalizations.

A similar problem occurs in the description of coordination: when illustrating the use of coordi-
nating conjunctions, many grammars only provide examples of phrases (John and Mary, here and
there), and the reader remains uninformed about the ability of certain conjunctions to coordinate
clauses. It must be said that in some chapters of the discussed book, coordination, especially con-
junction, is illustrated mostly by examples of coordinated verbs (or other types of phrases), while
examples of whole clauses are scarce. Meanwhile, in some languages it is crucial, since conjunc-
tions coordinating singular verbs or verb phrases (“He arrived, opened the door and started work-
ing”) are different from those that coordinate clauses (“The sun is up and the birds are singing”).
In a book dedicated to clause linkage more examples of coordinated clauses would be expected.

I should make a special mention of the chapter on Enets by Andrey Shluinsky and Beata Wag-
ner-Nagy, which offers a meticulous and fine-grained description and contains many valuable
remarks revealing the morphosyntactic properties of subordinate clauses and their functions. All
the types of subordinate clauses are characterized at length; each type is covered in tables pro-
viding information on relevant morphosyntactic parameters. Enets is rich in purpose construc-
tions, which receive a minute description, and the authors give a meticulous examination of com-
plement-taking verbs and the constructions they govern. It is important that the authors clearly
show the difference between mere juxtaposition and the direct speech construction (based on in-
terpretation of indexicals) with utterance verbs, which is not examined in full in other chapters.
All the generalizations are carefully formulated separately for Forest Enets and Tundra Enets.

The book opens with an introduction written by Anja Behnke and Beata Wagner-Nagy, which
gives background information on clause linkage and an overview on morphosyntax, the func-
tions and use of non-finite forms in various types of complex sentences in the discussed lan-
guages. The introduction contains interesting generalizations, in particular on different types
of converbs. The authors propose to distinguish between converbs with verbal and nominal
properties. The “verbal” converbs do not take possessive and case markers; these are attested
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in Khanty, Selkup, Kamas, and Chulym Turkic. Converbs with nominal properties are found
in Northern Samoyedic languages (Enets, Nenets), Evenki, and Mansi. It could be further sug-
gested to differentiate between converbs that regularly introduce full clauses with all the verbal
arguments and adjuncts vs. converbs that tend to be used in same-subject constructions, in peri-
phrastic modal and aspectual constructions and as a part of a complex verb. Such forms are found
in Kalmyk (converbs in -ad and -5a, according to [Mischenko 2009; Say 2009]) and in Eastern
Mari (the converb in -an, see [Arkhipov 2000]). The Mari converb may occasionally introduce
full clauses; however, it is most often used to denote a background situation modifying the sit-
uation described by the matrix verb, which is foregrounded (e.g. “He entered the room laugh-
ing”, “He left grudging”), while full adverbial clauses are most often headed by other converbs.

However, it looks surprising that some important generalizations made in the introductory
paper are scarcely followed by the authors of language sketches. For example, the differentia-
tion of various types of converbs is hardly ever referenced to.

Although the book’s merits outweigh its drawbacks, there are some points that deserve fur-
ther discussion. In a volume dedicated to a linguistic area it would be appropriate to provide
a summary of contact-induced vs. native constructions in each chapter. At least, a comparison
with neighboring languages suggests itself, given that all the necessary information is provided
in the same book. However, such a summary is only given for Ket, Eastern Khanty, and Selkup,
while other chapters merely mention Russian influence on the syntax of complex sentences and
notice that particular conjunctions and subordinators are borrowed from Russian.

In discussions of complementation, it seems that some authors do not distinguish between in-
direct wh-questions, complementation, and sometimes also actor nominalization, cf. examples
(9), (81)—(83) in the paper on Tundra Nenets, (31), (34), (38) on Evenki, (35a)—(35¢) on Chulym
Turkic, and (28a) on Selkup. It has been previously shown in typological studies that indirect
question constructions may be formed differently from other types of complement clauses
[Kahrel 1985; Morozova, Serdobolskaya 2020]; note that typological works on complementation,
such as [Noonan 1985] and [Dixon, Aikhenvald 2006], do not consider indirect questions at all.
In some languages indirect wi-questions may have morphosyntactic properties similar to rela-
tive clauses (Basque, Adyghe), unlike other complementation types. In languages with objective
conjugation the whi-word in an indirect question is expected to trigger object agreement on the
matrix verb, unlike clausal complements. Consider the following example from Tundra Nenets:

(2) TuNDRA NENETS
nisa-nd xa’ma?-ma-m? namda-ra-s?
father-GEN.POSS2SG  say.what-ACTN.CTMP-ACC  hear-25G.SG.0-PST

“You heard what your father said.” [Mus 2024: 166]

The object agreement marker in this example could be attributed either to the theme of the
verb ‘say’ (the words of the father), or to the complement clause as a whole. The first interpreta-
tion is more expected on general grounds, as entities are more likely to trigger agreement than
situations; in any case, this question deserves more attention.

Interestingly, the languages under discussion make extensive use of direct quotation also
in context of complement-taking verbs that do not involve speech, e.g. knowledge and percep-
tion verbs. However, in the book this claim is often not supported by examples showing that
these verbs take the direct quotation construction, that is, examples with indexicals, exclama-
tives, or vocatives. For example, the paper on Eastern Khanty has persuasive examples with ut-
terance verbs, but no examples with indexicals are given to show that cognition and perception
verbs also take the same construction as a complement. For Mansi, an example intended to il-
lustrate direct quotation (64) has the 3™ person plural form referring to the subject of the matrix
clause and, hence, showing indirect quotation.

The use of the term “action nouns” throughout the book seems infelicitous. This term has
been suggested in Koptjevskaja-Tamm’s thesis [1988] and covers only (de)verbal nominals de-
noting action, while (de)verbal nouns denoting uncontrolled situations and states are excluded.
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Thus, the use of this term imposes a restriction on the deriving verbal stem, which is conceiv-
ably absent from (at least some of) the languages under discussion.

When considering nominalizations, most authors give a very detailed account of the use
of possessive and case marking with the nominalized verb. Another interesting piece of infor-
mation would be the use of nominal plural marking with nominalizations. As all the chapters
demonstrate, case marking and the use of adpositions with nominalizations is usually a way
to express various adverbial relations (in adverbial subordination) or may be governed by the
matrix predicate (in complementation). Possessive marking is most often used to encode agree-
ment with the subject of the embedded clause. Therefore, both these properties, although show-
ing the presence of the nominal head, are functionally reanalyzed as clausal properties. As op-
posed to these two parameters, the use of the nominal plural usually signals to what extent the
nominalized form is semantically close to non-derived nominals.

In the sections dedicated to complementation, the authors scarcely ever mention the use of ob-
jective conjugation with clausal arguments:

(3) Manst
kasal-as-anal, matapris juw
notice-PST-3PL.0  mouse COme.PRS.35G.S

‘They noticed that the mouse was coming.’ [Biro 2024: 343]

According to the sources cited in [Ibid.], the objective conjugation marker in this example
refers to the situation introduced by the complement clause. Given that many languages un-
der consideration have objective conjugation (Tundra Nenets, Enets, Eastern Khanty, Mansi,
Selkup, Ket), it is important to specify whether certain complementation strategies require/allow
cross-reference by the 3™ person objective markers on the matrix verb, see the discussion of the
Mansi example (3) above and the remarks in the discussion of morphosyntax of Ket action nom-
inals in Section 3.2 of Chapter 4 by Andrey Nefedov. In Enets, this agreement pattern is found
with verbs ‘understand’ and ‘know’ shown in (192) and (194), respectively; it is absent in case
of ‘think’ in (193) and ‘say’ in (190)—(191). Compare also (88) and (90) from Tundra Nenets, (76)
and (74) from Eastern Khanty, (57) and (58) from Mansi. Comments on the semantic factors be-
hind this agreement pattern would be highly welcome. It could also be interesting to see whether
there are examples with plural agreement (with multiple clausal arguments), given that the 3sG
marker might be used as a default agreement marker or even reanalyzed as a complementizer.

In what concerns Selkup, the distribution of the subjective and objective conjugation should
definitely be commented on, since the glosses are not transparent here. It could be made more
clear that the gloss “0” only signals the presence of the direct object in a clause, without indi-
cating its person and number (for example, “15G.0” (19¢) or “3sG.0” (16b) does not refer to the
1 or 3™ person singular object, but rather denotes agreement with the 1% or 3 person singular
subject in the presence of the direct object). It is remarkable that the variation between subjec-
tive and objective conjugation in Selkup is sometimes attested with one and the same comple-
ment-taking verb, see examples (36a)—(36b) with ‘know’, and sometimes with the verbs having
similar semantics, e.g. ‘think’ in (28c) and (40a)—(40b). The choice of conjugation type with
various complement-taking verbs may puzzle the reader.

A remarkable feature of Uralic and Altaic languages is the presence of participles that can rel-
ativize several discontinuous positions on the Accessability Hierarchy (S > DO > IndO > Obl >
Gen > OComp [Keenan, Comrie 1977]), see [Brykina, Aralova 2012]. This is also observed
in the languages discussed in the book, see the examples from Chulym Turkic, where the parti-
ciple in -GAn may be used to relativize direct objects and obliques such as a time adjunct below:

(4) CHuLyMm TURKIC
a. sur-ya-y epci-n
ask-GAN.PTCP-POSS2SG ~ woman-POss2sG
‘the woman you have asked for’



H. B. Cepmobonsckas 159

b. tu-yan kiin
be.born-Gan.pTCP  day

‘birthday’ [Débritz, Karakog 2024: 392]

It must be noted that the question of the availability of various relativization positions for each
of the participles is not discussed in detail in many of the chapters. As far as Mansi, Kamas, and
Selkup are concerned, the examples of relativization are scarce, the reason apparently being the
lack of sources. The Mansi and Selkup examples only feature subject and object relativization,
while for Kamas an example of adjunct relativization is given as well (“the land which I walked”).

All the comments above do not affect the overall high assessment of the book and contribute
to the future studies of various topics it addresses. The volume brings up new data relevant for
typology and theory of clause linkage, and the results of the nine studies carried out by the au-
thors open new and deeper perspectives to studying coordination and subordination construc-
tions in the languages of Siberia. The book is therefore highly welcome to the domain of lan-
guage-specific studies as well as the typologically-oriented research on clause linkage.

ABBREVIATIONS
2,3—2M 3" person GAN.PTCP — participle in -GAn ~ POSs— possessive
ABL — ablative case GEN — genitive case PRS— present
ACC—accusative IPFV — imperfective verb PST — past
ACTN — action noun LAT — lative case s—subject
ADV — adverb 0—object SG — singular
CTMP — contemporaneous OBL— oblique
cvB— converb pL — plural
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The title of the monograph under review, Syntax on the Edge, may sound misleading to gen-
erative syntacticians. Within the Minimalist program, there is the concept of the left periphery,
or edge, of a phase, as opposed to the complement of a phase with respect to the accessibility
of its material for the higher heads [Chomsky 2000; 2001; 2008]. Any constituents that must
move out of the phase head’s complement carry relevant edge features and are attracted to the
edge of the phase. In this sense, the term edge is actively used in minimalist syntax; cf., e.g., the
title of Svenonius’ [2004] On the edge. In the monograph under review, however, edge is a term
from graph theory —a directed or undirected arc that connects vertices (or nodes) in a graph.
The term has been used in linguistic models representing sentence structure as a system of depen-
dencies, such as Relational Grammar [Perlmutter (ed.) 1983] and its successor Arc Pair Gram-
mar [Johnson, Postal 1980], as well as, perhaps, the better-known in Russia Meaning <> Text
Model [Mel’¢uk 1974; 1988]. This understanding of edge is represented, for example, in Edge-
based clausal syntax [Postal 2010], as well as—not taking into account the idiomatic reading—
in the monograph under review. And while the specific term edge is not universal to the entire
class of dependency-based grammars, the idea of syntactic structure as a set of nodes with the
dependency relation is at its core—as in Word Grammar, a unified approach treating the lex-
icon, morphology, and syntax as networks of nodes connected by links [Hudson 1984; 2021].

Here we have another syntactic theory based on the dependency relation. What is the moti-
vation for a new syntactic model provided by the author, who primarily works with data from
English and Spanish— languages whose syntax has been analyzed very thoroughly within the
framework of existing grammatical theories? As Diego Krivochen himself writes, this is an at-
tempt to answer a “what if...?”” question, that is, a theoretically motivated study of available op-
tions in choosing a model for natural language. The main idea is to try to simplify the syntactic
description by reducing the number of entities (projections, null categories, traces) and increas-
ing the number of connections between terminal nodes. This idea is opposite to the direction
of development observed in generative grammar, where the relations are minimized (strictly bi-
nary branching) at the cost of increasing the number of syntactic objects. In principle, both ap-
proaches are equally viable in a situation where the object being modeled does not impose the
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presence of either multiple entities or multiple relations on the model. The former does not seem
to be the case when it comes to modeling natural language syntax; in particular, maximal pro-
jections of syntactic categories are not a concession to the formalism that minimizes the num-
ber of local relations, but rather entities objectively represented in the language system and act-
ing, along with heads, as subjects of grammatical rules.

Let us now summarize the main provisions of the proposed approach. The theory of grammar
envisioned by the author includes a definition of basic expressions; a definition of derived ex-
pressions; and a set of constraints over graphs. Using this characterization, analyzing sentences
of a natural language boils down to “the identification of basic and derived expressions and re-
lations between these, and the formulation of admissibility constraints” (p. 61).

A graph is defined, as commonly accepted, as a pair (E, V), where E is a set of vertices (nodes)
and V'is a set of edges (arcs). The structures used throughout the monograph are directed graphs
(digraphs), whose edges are ordered pairs of vertices. This yields a binary asymmetric relation
“immediately dominates”, denoted as p; p(v,, v,) means “v, immediately dominates v,” and is
true iff there is an arc from v, to v,.

The dominance set, or p-set, of a graph G is the set of all immediate dominance relations
in G. Predicates always directly dominate their arguments, and p-sets are ordered with respect
to a hierarchy of grammatical functions (p. 165), which allows predication and grammatical func-
tions of arguments to be read off the edges of the graph. Furthermore, p-sets allow repetitions
to accommodate parallel edges, which technically makes these data structures ordered multi-
sets. These p-sets serve as structural descriptions of sentences. Linearization of graphs — map-
ping structural descriptions to strings —is explicitly (p. 58) taken to fall outside of the scope
of the monograph.

Nodes in a graph correspond to basic expressions of the language, drawn from some set Exp.
Each node is assigned a unique address that points to its semantic value and allows it to be re-
ferred to unambiguously. The building blocks of the grammar are elementary graphs, which
are a special case of an arbor, a single-rooted directed graph. An elementary graph includes the
smallest set of connected nodes that contains a predicative lexical basic expression (referred
to as the elementary graph’s anchor), its functional modifiers (such as tense and aspect), and its
arguments. Single-rooted graphs, and elementary graphs in particular, can be composed into de-
rived graphs by means of one or more common nodes. This is formally defined as graph union;
given two graphs G, = (V,, E,) and G, = (V,, E,), their union is given by (V, U V,, E, U E,). Any
nodes with the same address are collapsed into a single node (called a linking node), providing
a built-in implementation of structure sharing.

Further characteristics of the model being developed partly follow from the main idea of min-
imizing syntactic entities, and partly are independent of it and specified as axioms. Minimiza-
tion of entities is achieved due to the fact that the same unit can be a dependent in more than one
relation (that is, one node can have more than one incoming arc). Thus, the author discards the
single mother condition (SMC); moreover, for non-elementary syntactic structures, multiple root
nodes are also allowed. The theory is constructed as model-theoretic, as opposed to proof-theo-
retic or derivational (which is characteristic, for example, of minimalism). As a model-theoretic
approach, the theory must offer a way of mapping a linguistic expression to some representation
and formulate constraints over such representations that characterize the grammar of a given
language or natural language in general. Since the proposed representations are digraphs (i.e.,
directed graphs), it is necessary to determine which elements of the linguistic expression corre-
spond to nodes of the graph and under which circumstances two nodes are connected by a di-
rected edge. Grammatical phenomena are modeled in terms of constraints on graph structure:
the availability of a trail between the two nodes representing variables in a syntactic rule.

Many axiomatic requirements for syntactic trees appear in a weakened form (and it is not
entirely clear whether this is a consequence of the inevitable sketchiness of the first version
of a large model or a fundamental feature of the model). Only categorematic expressions appear
as nodes, which have a corresponding semantic interpretation that varies (or may vary) across
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models. Syncategorematic expressions like articles, complementizers, grammatical prepositions,
etc., are not represented. Moreover, only lexical predicates can serve as an anchor of an elemen-
tary tree, whereas nominal arguments are represented as single nodes without internal structure
(with the exception of dependent clauses embedded in a noun phrase and wh-determiners and
quantifiers they are headed by). Finally, there are multiword expressions, which constitute a sin-
gle node, e.g. act like, Spanish ser asesinado ‘be killed’, etc.

Edges are directed from a predicate to its arguments. Functional elements, like lexical aux-
iliaries, and adjuncts take predicates as their arguments. That is, the basic structure of an ele-
mentary tree closely resembles the semantic representation of the Meaning <> Text Model. And,
as in the Meaning < Text Model, different linguistic expressions can correspond to the same
semantic structure. Thus, Krivochen rejects the idea of a one-to-one correspondence between
a linguistic expression and its structural description.

To summarize, instead of a model that permits nodes that are not represented in a linguistic ex-
pression, a model is proposed where the number of nodes does not exceed the number of words,
but which departs from a whole slew of restrictions observed by traditional models: the princi-
ple of complete representation (all linguistic units are represented in the structural description),
the further indivisibility of terminal nodes, the principle of distinctiveness (a linguistic expres-
sion can be unambiguously restored from its structural description, and vice versa).

One question that is likely of much interest to the more computationally-minded among the
linguistic community is the expressive power of this theory. In Chapter 4, the author claims that
the proposed formalism is capable of expressing context-free patterns, such as nested depen-
dencies in Turkish, as well as mildly context-sensitive patterns, such as the crossing dependen-
cies in Swiss German [Shieber 1985] and Dutch [Joshi 1985]. This is illustrated with the (unor-
dered) p-set representation (1b) of a famous Dutch example (1a).

(1) DurcH
a. Jan Piet Marie zag helpen zwemmen.
Jan  Piet  Marie saw  help swim

‘Jan saw Piet help Mary swim.” (p. 149; from [Joshi 1985: 245])

b. p= {(zag, Jan), (zag, Piet), (zag, helpen), (helpen, Piet), (helpen, Marie), (helpen, zwem-
men), (zwemmen, Marie)} (p. 153)

As in the rest of the monograph, the author steers clear of the problem of linearization. How-
ever, without a defined algorithm of linearizing the graphs, the formalism is unable to distin-
guish between strings containing the same terminal symbols (basic expressions) in different order.
The author does point this out, stating (on p. 154) that, if the p-sets encoded word order (which
is what distinguishes cross-serial dependencies from center embedding and tail-recursion), they
would differ between the Dutch example and its Turkish and English counterparts; however, this
is the path taken in the present work (which we take to imply that in the current version of the
theory they are indeed the same modulo the content of the basic expressions).

Without further clarification, this discussion seems to fall prey to the subset fallacy. While
the formalism will certainly produce representations of strings with crossing dependencies, it
cannot describe just these strings to the exclusion of others. Citing [Mohri, Sproat 2006: 434],
“if a language L contains a subset L’ which is at position P’ in the Chomsky hierarchy, in gen-
eral this tells us nothing about the position P of L in the hierarchy.” For example, {a, b, c}",
the language of all strings over the alphabet {a, b, c}, does contain the mildly context-sensitive
language of strings {a"b"c" | n > 0} as a subset. However, {a, b, c¢}" itself is not a mildly con-
text-sensitive language, since it contains all the other strings that do not belong to this mildly-
context-sensitive set.

At the same time, this formalism seems capable of expressing some complex patterns. For
instance, it should be able to generate the context-free language {w | w € {a, b}" & |w|, = |w/,
> 0} (all strings consisting of an equal number of a’s and b ’s), but not the context-free language
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{a"b" | n > 0} (all strings consisting of a string of a’s immediately followed by a string
of b’s of equal length). With this in mind, another path the author could have taken— and one
that could align well with his desire to remain agnostic on the issue of linearization — would
be to state that languages generated by this formalism are not sets of strings but sets of multi-
sets of terminals. There exists work in formal grammar theory introducing a Chomsky-like hi-
erarchy for sets of multisets [Kudlek et al. 2001]; examining it with respect to natural language
syntax could potentially lead to an interesting direction of research.

One can certainly see the advantages of a graph-based approach that allows for multidomi-
nance (including multiple roots) and parallel edges; and certain traditionally challenging phenom-
ena can be described in these terms quite naturally. To give a few examples, graphs are a good fit
for representing constructions such as anchored parentheticals and amalgams, which involve oth-
erwise apparently independent clauses sharing a common element. The node addressing system
treats coindexation simply as node identity, allowing the author to recast binding in graph-the-
oretic terms. This solution deals with the basic examples rather elegantly — for instance, re-
flexives boil down to multiple arcs of the same predicate terminating at the same node. While it
is not immediately clear how other cases (e.g., reciprocals, split antecedents) would work, this
problem can probably be overcome with a more nuanced definition of what the nodes in a graph
correspond to; the possibility of altering “the level of granularity at which nodes are defined
(basic expressions, features or feature bundles, roots, etc.)” is mentioned by the author on p. 83.

Moving on to a critical assessment of the model, it should be emphasized that we have be-
fore us a partial model of the syntactic structure of a sentence, reflecting only those of its prop-
erties that follow from the definition of Relational Grammar: “A clause consists of a network
of grammatical relations” [Perlmutter, Postal 1983: 9]. Accordingly, we should not expect
to learn anything new about the structure of nominal constituents, prepositional phrases, or ad-
jectival phrases. Incomplete representation of sentence structure leads to the fact that restric-
tions on representation in such an impoverished structure can be formulated only for a certain
range of phenomena and, in general, are unable to distinguish grammatical sentences from un-
grammatical ones. For example, the representation of (2a) looks like (2b). At the same time,
this formalism is apparently unable to express the difference between grammatical (2a) and
ungrammatical (2c¢).

(2) a. What did Sue say?
b. p =((what, say), (say, Sue), (say, what))
c. *What said Sue?

The issues discussed in the monograph relate to two important areas: the establishment of hi-
erarchical grammatical relations within a clause (that is, an elementary tree) and ways of com-
bining elementary trees into a derived structure corresponding to a complex sentence.

In both cases the model is vulnerable to criticism. In the structure of an elementary tree, we
observe the consistent use of the direction of the semantic relationship between predicate and
argument to determine the direction of syntactic dependence. However, since the time of Otto
Jespersen [1924] a distinction has been made between syntactic dependencies that coincide
in direction with semantic ones (nexus) and those opposite in direction to semantic ones (junc-
tion). Models based on semantic relationships between concepts use special rules that “reverse”
the direction of dependency in syntagmas with junction at the syntactic level. The lack of dis-
tinction between nexus and junction leads to expressions with different meanings receiving the
same representation (and, apparently, the same interpretation):

(3) a. Ilike my tea strong.
b. Ilike my strong tea.
(4) p={(like, I), (like, tea), (strong, tea)) (for (3a) (p. 195) and (3b))
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The author explicitly rejects labeling the arrows (p. 162), suggesting that their interpretation
is uniquely determined by the order of the relations listed in the p-set. However, it should be em-
phasized that the presence of an edge (v, v;) between the vertices of the graph is used to encode
relations of different levels: semantic relations (that is, hierarchies at the level of the thematic
structure), grammatical relations (that is, hierarchies at the level of syntactic functions), logical
relations (that is, the relationship between the antecedent and the anaphoric element, for exam-
ple, in the identification of a wh-pronoun and a resumptive pronoun, or between an operator and
the head of its nuclear scope, such as a wh-pronoun and a predicate). The need to distinguish be-
tween these hierarchies and the possibility of discrepancies in the ranks of arguments at differ-
ent levels has been widely discussed in the syntactic literature. Some models, such as Lexical
functional grammar (LFG), map multiple representations to linguistic expressions and formu-
late rules connecting argument structure, functional structure, and constituent structure. In other
models, such as generative grammar, hierarchical relationships can be established within ex-
tended verb projections of different levels (vP, TP, CP). In the monograph under review, there
is no articulated distinction between the levels to which specific relations belong, which, in our
opinion, will cause serious problems when modeling phenomena oriented towards different hi-
erarchies (cf. [Manning 1996] on the need to distinguish between the subject of argument struc-
ture and the subject of grammatical relations).

Furthermore, even if all edges in an elementary graph represent grammatical relations, their
ordered sets do not solve the problem of identifying a particular relation. In the fundamental
absence of null and syncategorematic units in the representation, the first relation in the tuple
is inevitably interpreted as the subject, and the second as the direct object. This makes it diffi-
cult to analyze impersonal constructions (such as lenient passives), intransitive verbs with two
arguments, and many other cases where a gap occurs in the hierarchy of grammatical relations
(SU > DO > 10 > Oblique). All of the above leads to the idea that one of the basic dichotomies
of the monograph — that between transformations that change and those that do not change the
grammatical relations — turns out to be an epiphenomenon of the adopted formalism.

Let us now turn to derived structures. Biclausal constructions are formed by combining ele-
mentary graphs; possible methods of unification are through a root node (nesting one tree into
another) and through a non-root node (in which case a multirooted graph is formed). According
to the author, the ways of connecting graphs distinguish between English infinitive construc-
tions and control and raising (p. 203). Thus, the ECM-construction in (5a) receives the repre-
sentation (5b) which includes a relation between the matrix and nested predicate (see also the
ordered p-set in (5¢)), while the control configuration (6a) is represented as (6b)—(6¢), where the
dependent and main clauses are connected only through a common argument.

(5) a. The judge believed John to have committed the crime.

b. believe —» commit
judge John crime
C. Puerivea = ((believe, judge), (believe, John), (believe, commit), (commit, John), (commit,

crime))

(6) a. Mary told John to shut up.
b. tell shut up

Mary John

o

. Pderivea = {(tell, Mary), (tell, John), (shut up, John))
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Without disputing the validity of such a solution (it seems to us that the dependent clause is
an argument of the matrix predicate both in the case of control and in the ECM-configuration),
we note that the proposed model does not in any way limit the configurations in which predicates
can have a common argument, and does not place any limitations on which arguments can be
shared. It appears that this model can represent any combination of control/raising and shared
argument, non-local control, hyper-hyperraising, and other ungrammatical configurations that
are consistently constrained, for example, in generative models of control and raising. Note also
that when connecting graphs by means of a non-root node (as in (6b)), it is impossible to read
the status of the main vs. dependent clause off the representation, so (5b) could also be the graph
of the completely ungrammatical John; shut up Mary to tell e,. From a broader perspective, the
model seems capable of representing both natural language expressions and those that are not
characteristic of natural languages. Constraints on graphs are intended to distinguish between
them, but there are surprisingly few such constraints in the monograph, and for the complemen-
tation constructions under consideration they are absent.

The scope of the review does not allow us to dwell in detail on all the grammatical phenomena
considered in the monograph, which are quite diverse and include, for example, clitic climbing,
wh-movement, restrictive and appositive relative constructions, and anaphora. However, despite
a rather sophisticated analysis and the involvement of a huge amount of relevant literature from
a variety of theoretical frameworks, one cannot avoid the impression that the model being devel-
oped does not allow us to learn anything fundamentally new about language. The monograph out-
lines a number of interesting ideas but stops just short of developing them, highlighting a (legiti-
mately hard) challenge inevitably faced by any newly introduced linguistic formalism: the need for
a balance between compatibility with different competing analyses vs. making specific decisions
to enable the theory to make specific predictions. Traditional questions of the research program
of formal linguistics about the human language ability, the acquisition and origin of language, the
universal and specific in language, the parameters and limits of linguistic variation can hardly be ad-
equately posed within the framework of the proposed model. The author explicitly rejects this view
of the theory of language (pp. 437—438) and proposes to model the relational structure of linguistic
expressions an und fiir sich. One can only hope that this research program will find its followers.
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