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ABSTRACT

The present study investigates the use and development of demonstratives that follow head
word, postposed demonstratives, which are characteristic of eastern Finnic and North Russian
dialects. Some previous studies regard these postposed demonstratives as definite articles,
while other recent studies identify additional functions related to information structure and
discourse. Given that postposed demonstratives are not a feature common to all East Slavic
languages, several studies propose that this characteristic feature of North Russian could have
resulted from language contact with the Uralic-speaking population who adopted Russian as
their second language, particularly Finnic speakers.

The main goal of the present study is to answer three research questions:

1) How do postposed demonstratives function as grammatical markers?

2) What does the development of demonstratives tell us about the history of Finnic and
Slavic languages?

3) Do postposed demonstratives result from a Finnic substratum in North Russian dialects?

For this purpose, the present study examines spoken language data comprising thirteen
Finnic and two North Russian varieties which have been in contact during the latest
millennium, as well as Novgorod birch bark documents from the 11th—15th centuries. The
typological analysis identifies properties and functions of postposed demonstratives from
various perspectives: word order, host attachment, syntactic and pragmatic functions. The
analysis also combines results with geographical data, which shows the correlation between
the speaking areas and linguistic similarities among varieties.

The results achieved in the present study justify the following conclusions. First,
postposed demonstratives function as grammatical markers with a basic function to organise
information structure. At the same time, the properties of information-structural uses as topic
and focus markers have secondarily extended to contexts of use in which postposed
demonstratives co-occur with definite referents, and are used to code the speaker’s evaluation.
The functional extension is particularly common in North Russian dialects and adjacent Finnic
varieties in the east. Second, the development of demonstrative systems from Proto-Finnic to
modern Finnic languages is influenced by later contacts among Finnic sub-branches that share
areal features. Based on these isoglosses, the Finnic demonstrative system can be classified
into four groups: 1) western Finnic (Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian), 2) central
Finnic (Votic and Ingrian), 3) Karelian Finnic (Olonets Karelian and Northern Lude), and
4) eastern Finnic (Southern Lude and Veps). Third, the postposed demonstrative “-f0” and its
variants in North Russian dialects do not result from the Finnic substratum, but from the
adstratum. Through mutual reinforcement with the Veps demonstrative “se”, the indeclinable
“-to” inherited from the Central dialect of Middle Russian has developed further properties to
inflect and co-occur more often with definite referents. Such a developed pragmatic use later
also spread to Lude and Olonets Karelian.

Keywords: demonstrative, Finnic languages, North Russian dialects, substratum, language
contact, areal typology, definiteness, information structure



TIIVISTELMA

Tamd tutkimus Kkésittelee kayttokontekstin ja kehityksen ndkokulmasta péddsanan
jélkiasemassa kéytettdvid demonstratiiveja, ts. padsanan jalkeisid demonstratiiveja, jotka ovat
itdisten itdmerensuomalaisten ja pohjoisvendjdn murteiden tunnusomainen piirre. Osa
alemmista tutkimuksista pitdd pddsanan jdlkeisid demonstratiiveja méérdisind artikkeleina,
kun taas toiset tuoreemmat tutkimukset tuovat esiin myos muita funktioita, jotka liittyvét
informaatiorakenteeseen ja diskurssiin. Sen perusteella, ettd tima piirre ei ole yhteinen kaikille
itdslaavilaisille kielille, muutamat tutkimukset esittdvit selityksen, jonka mukaan tima
pohjoisvendjédn ominaispiirre juontuisi kielikontakteista uralilaisen, erityisesti itdmeren-
suomalaisen véeston kanssa, joka on omaksunut venéjén toisena kielena.

Tutkimuksen tavoite on vastata seuraaviin kolmeen tutkimuskysymykseen:

1) Miten pédsanan jélkeiset demonstratiivit toimivat kieliopillisena merkitsijani?

2) Mitd demonstratiivien kehitys kertoo itdmerensuomalaisten ja slaavilaisten kielten
historiasta?

3) Ovatko péddsanan jilkeiset demonstratiivit pohjoisvendjdssd syntyneet itdmeren-
suomalaisesta substraattista?

Tavoitteen saavuttamiseen tdmé tutkimus tarkastelee puhekielen aineistoa, joka koostuu
kolmestatoista itdmerensuomalaisesta ja kahdesta pohjoisvendjidn varieteetista, jotka ovat
olleet kontaktissa keskenddn viimeisen vuosituhannen aikana, samoin Novgorodin
tuohiasiakirjoja 1000—1400-luvuilta. Typologinen analyysi maéirittelee pddsanan jilkeisten
demonstratiivien ominaisuuksia ja funktioita sanajéirjestyksen, pidsanaan liittimisen seké
syntaktisten ja pragmaattisten funktioiden ndkokulmista. Analyysi yhdistdd tulokset myos
maantieteelliseen tietoon, joka osoittaa puhuma-alueiden ja kielellisen samankaltaisuuden
vastaavuussuhteen.

Tutkimustulokset johtavat seuraaviin johtopdétoksiin. Ensiksi péddsanan jélkeiset
demonstratiivit toimivat kieliopillisena merkitsijand, jonka peruskayttd liittyy informaatio-
rakenteen jdsentdmiseen. Samalla informaatiorakenteen kaytto topiikki- ja fokusmerkitsijéna
on toissijaisesti laajentunut kiyttokonteksteihin, joissa péddsanan jilkeiset demonstratiivit
esiintyvat médraisten tarkoitteiden kanssa ja niitd kiytetdén merkitseméan puhujan arvioinnin.
Kyseinen laajennus on havaittavissa erityisesti pohjoisvendjin murteissa ja vierekkdisissé
itimerensuomalaisissa kielissd iddssd. Toiseksi demonstratiivijarjestelmédn kehitykseen
kantasuomesta nykykieliin ovat vaikuttaneet myohdisemmét kontaktit niissa kielihaaroissa,
joissa esiintyy yhteisid areaalipiirteitd. Ndiden isoglossien perusteella itimerensuomalainen
demonstratiivijarjestelmd voidaan luokitella neljdén ryhméén: 1) ldntisiin (liivi, eteldviro ja
pohjoisviro), 2) keskisiin (vatja ja inkeri), 3) karjalaisiin (aunuksenkarjala ja pohjoislyydi), ja
4) itdisiin (eteldlyydi ja vepsd). Kolmanneksi pohjoisvendjdn pddsanan jilkeinen
demonstratiivi ”-f0” variantteineen ei ole syntynyt itimerensuomalaisesta substraatista vaan
adstraatista. Keskindisend vahvistuksena vepsédn demonstratiivin ”se” kanssa keskivendjian
keskisestd murteesta periytynyt taipumaton péddsanan jélkeinen demonstratiivi ”-f0” on
alkanut taipumaan seké esiintyméidn useammin maééréisten tarkoitteiden jéljessd. Sellainen
kehittynyt pragmaattinen kéyttd mydhemmin levisi myds lyydiin ja aunuksenkarjalaan.

Avainsanat: demonstratiivi, itdimerensuomalaiset kielet, pohjoisvendjan murteet, substraatti,
kielikontaktit, areaalitypologia, médréisyys, informaatiorakenne
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SAMMANDRAG

Denna forskning behandlar anvandningen och utvecklingen av demonstrativer som foljer sitt
huvudord, dvs. efterstdllda demonstrativer, som ar kdnnetecknande for Gstliga ostersjofinska
och nordryska dialekter. Nagra tidigare forskningar ser dessa efterstillda demonstrativer som
bestimda artiklar, medan senare forskningar ocksa identifierar andra funktioner kopplade till
informationsstruktur och diskurs. Eftersom efterstéllda demonstrativer inte dr kinnetecknande
for alla ostslaviska sprék, foreslar flera forskningar att detta fenomen i nordryskan kan vara
ett resultat av sprakkontakt med den uraliska, sérskilt Ostersjofinska, befolkning som antagit
ryska som andrasprak.

Malet med denna studie ar att svara pa foljande tre fragor:

1) Hur fungerar efterstéllda demonstrativer som grammatiska markoérer?

2) Vad berittar utvecklingen av demonstrativer om de dstersjofinska och slaviska sprakens
historia?

3) Ar efterstillda demonstrativer i nordryskan ett resultat av ett finskt substratum?

For att besvara dessa fragor undersoker denna studie talsprakskorpusar omfattande tretton
Ostersjofinska och tvé nordryska varianter, samt Novgorods ndverdokument fran 1000—1400-
talen. Den typologiska analysen identifierar egenskaper och funktioner hos efterstéllda
demonstativer ur olika perspektiv: ordfoljd, fastsdttning pa huvudordet, syntaktiska och
pragmatiska funktioner. Analysen kombinerar ocksa resultaten med geografisk information,
vilket visar korrelationen mellan lokaliseringen av spraksamhillen och sprékliga likheter
mellan varianterna.

Resultaten foreslar foljande tre slutledningar. For det forsta fungerar efterstéllda
demonstrativer som grammatiska markorer vars grundfunktion dr organisationen av
informationsstruktur. Samtidigt har de som informationsstrukturella markdrer for topik och
fokus sekundirt ocksa utvidgats till kontexter diar de forekommer efter bestdmda referenter
och anvinds for att markera talarens utvirdering. Denna funktionella utvidgning patréffas
sdrskilt 1 nordryska dialekter och intilliggande Ostersjofinska varianter i dster. For det andra
har utvecklingen av demonstrativsystemet fran urdstersjofinska till moderna sprék paverkats
av senare kontakter mellan Ostersjofinska undergrenar som delar areala drag. Utgéende fran
dessa isoglosser kan det Ostersjofinska demonstrativsystemet klassificeras i fyra grupper:
1) vistliga (liviska, nordestniska och sydestniska), 2) centrala (votiska och ingriska),
3) karelska (olonetskarelska och nordludiska), och 4) dstliga (sydludiska och vepsiska). For
det tredje dr den efterstéillda demonstrativen -0 och dess varianter i nordryska dialekter inte
ett resultat av ett Ostersjofinskt substratum utan av ett adstratum. Genom den gemensamma
forstarkningen med den vepsiska demonstrativen “se” har den obdjliga demonstrativen -10”,
som &rvts fran den centrala dialekten av mellanryska, utvecklat ytterligare bojningsegenskaper
samt borjat forekomma oftare efter bestimda referenter. S&dan avancerad pragmatisk
anvindning spreds senare ocksa till ludiskan och olonetskarelskan.

Nyckelord: demonstrativ, dstersjofinska sprak, nordryska dialekter, substratum, sprakkontakt,
arealtypologi, bestéimdhet, informationsstruktur
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PE3IOME

Hacrosimiass paboTa wmccienyeT pa3BHTHE W yNOTpeOIeHHEe XapaKTepHOTO sl BOCTOYHBIX
npubanTUiicKO-PUHCKUX M CEBEPHOPYCCKUX MAHAJIEKTOB THIIA YyKa3aTENbHBIX MECTOMMEHHH, Tak
Ha3bIBAEMBIX IOCTIIO3UTUBHBIX JIEMOHCTPATHBOB, OTIMYAIOIIUXCS MO3UIMEH MOCHE ONpeNesieMoro
cinoBa. B panHell Hay4HOU TUTEpaType MOCTHO3UTHBHBIE JEMOHCTPATUBBI CYUTAIUCH ONPEACIEHHBIMU
APTHKISIMH, TOT/Ia KaK JajJbHEHIINe HCCIeAOBAHUS MO3BOJIMIN YCTAaHOBUTH (DYHKIHH, CBSI3aHHEIE C
aKTyaJIbHBIM WIEHEHUEM U TUCKYPCOM. Tak Kak MOCTIO3UTUBHBIE IEMOHCTPATUBbI HE BCTPEYAIOTCS B
JIPYTUX BOCTOYHOCJIABSHCKHUX $3bIKaX, MPEJIarajoch OOBSCHUTh UX HaJIMYHE B CEBEPHOPYCCKHX
JIMaJIeKTaX KOHTAKTHBIM BIIMSIHUEM MPUOANTUICKO-(QUHCKHX S3BIKOB.

OcHoBHBIE 331241 paOOThI 3aKIIFOYAIOTCA B CIEAYIOIINX BOIIPOCAX:

1) Kakumu rpaMmaTHYecKMMH (QYHKIMSMH OO0JAaIaloT IOCTIO3UTHUBHBIE JEMOHCTPATHBEI B
HCCTIeIyEMBIX SI3bIKax?

2) Yto MOXHO CKa3aTh 00 HCTOPHM HCCIEAYEMBIX S3bIKOB B CBETE JAHHBIX O Pa3BUTHH
JIEMOHCTPaTHBOB?

3) CBsi3aHO 11 IPOMCXOKICHUE MOCTIIO3UTUBHBIX IEMOHCTPATHBOB B CEBEPHOPYCCKUX JTMAJIEKTaxX
¢ npubanTUHCKO-pUHCKUM cyOcTpaTom?

MarepuasioM Ui HCCIIEAOBAHUS IMOCIY)XKWIM peueBble KOPIYChl TPUHAIUATH NpUOaiITHiicKo-
(GHMHCKHX U IBYX CEBEPHOPYCCKHX BAapHAaHTOB, a TAKKe HOBTOPOJCKHE OepecTsHble rpaMoThl XI-XV
BEeKOB. B paboTe aHanM3MpyrTCA C THUIOJOTMYECKOW TOYKM 3pPEHHUS TaKHEe XapaKTEPUCTHKU
MOCTIIO3UTUBHBIX J€MOHCTPATHBOB, KaK JIMHEWHBIN MOPSAJOK, THII CBS3U C ONpPEIESIEMbIM CIOBOM,
CHUHTaKCHYECKHE U IparMatndeckue GpyHKuuu. Pe3ynbTaThl TUIONIOTHYECKOTO aHAIN3a CBA3BIBAIOTCS
¢ reorpaMYECKUMHU JaHHBIMH C TEM, YTOOBI NPOCIEAUTH B3aHMMOCBS3aHHOCTH TIeorpaduyecKoi
OIM30CTH U A3BIKOBBIX CXOACTB MEX/Y HCCIIEAyCeMbIMU BAPUAHTAMHU.

PesynbraThl HacTosIeH paboOTHI cieaylomye. Bo-nepBbiX, OCHOBHAs rpaMMaTHyeckas (yHKIHS
MOCTIIO3UTUBHBIX JEMOHCTPATHBOB CBS3aHA C aKTyaJbHbIM YICHEHHEM HpEII0KEHHs, OJHAKO B
CEBEPHOPYCCKHX  IHAleKTaX M COCENHHX BOCTOYHBIX HPHOAITHUHCKO-QHHCKUX BapHaHTax
HaONIONAIOTCSI W BTOPHUYHBIE (YHKIHH, COYCTAIONIMHCS C ONpeHeNEHHBIM pedepeHToM U
yIOTpeOIISIOIMiicS KaK MapKepbl OLIEHKH TOBOpsIIEro. Bo-BTOphIX, pa3BuUTHE NparpuOaITHCKO-
(UHCKOW CHCTEMBl JEMOHCTPAaTHBOB B S3bIKAX-IIOTOMKAaX YCIOXHSJIOCH KOHTaKTaMU MEXIY
OTJEIbHBIMU NPUOANTHICKO-(QUHCKUME SI3bIKaMH, MPUOOpETaBIIMMHU 00lIMe apeanbHble 4epThl. Ha
OCHOBE HaOIONABIINXCS HM30TJIOCC IpeiaraeTcs KIacCH(UKALMs NPUOaNTHHCKO-QUHCKUX CHCTEM
JIEMOHCTPATHBOB Ha YEThIpE IPyMIibl: 1) 3anagHylo (JIMBCKUH, F0)KHOICTOHCKUI, CEBEPHOACTOHCKU),
2) UeHTpaJbHYIO (BOJICKHH, WXXOPCKHiA), 3) KapenbCKylo (OJOHELKUH, CEBEPHOJIOIUKOBCKUIM) H
4) BOCTOYHYIO (F0XKHOJIFOIUKOBCKHUH, BEIICCKUil). B-TpeTbuX, MOCTHO3UTUBHBIN IEMOHCTPATHUB «-TO» U
CBSI3aHHBIE C HUM ()OPMBI B CEBEPHOPYCCKHUX NHAIEKTAX HE SIBIAIOTCS PE3YJIbTATOM HPHOaNTHHCKO-
¢uHCKOTO CcyOCcTpaTa, a ckopee aacTpara. [1oJ1 B3aMMHBIM BIHMSHHEM BEIICCKOTO JIEMOHCTPATHUBA «SE»
W YHAcJEJOBAaHHOTO U3 IIEHTPAJIBHOTO JHMajJeKTa CPEeIHEPYCCKOrO s3bIKa HEH3MEHSEMOTro
MECTOMMEHHUS «-TO» IOCIEAHEee MOCTENEHHO NPHOOpeno GOopMbl CKIOHEHH, a TAaK)Ke HayaJo yalre
codeTaThesi ¢ ompenen€HHBIM pedeperToM. Takas jxe mparmarudeckas (QYHKIHS BIIOCIEACTBHU

pacmpocTpaHUIach U Ha JIFOJUKOBCKHUI U OJIOHEIKHUA S3BIKH.

KiroueBbie cioBa: YKa3aT€JIbHbIE MECTOUMCEHMUS, HpH6aHTHﬁCKO-(I)PIHCKHC SI3BIKH, CEBEPHOPYCCKUE
JAUAJICKTEI, Cy6CTpaT,H3HKOBHe KOHTAKTBI, apcajibHas THUIIOJIOTHS, OHpeﬂeHéHHOCTB, AKTYaJIbHOC

YJICHCHUC
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1 INTRODUCTION

The present study examines the uses and development of “postposed demonstratives”,
a term which stands for demonstratives that are used in a position following the head
word of a phrase, e.g., Khmer t'jai neh, Malay hari ini, Thai wan® ni:* ‘today’
(literally ‘day/sun this’). This phenomenon has been previously reported from
languages in the area of Northwest Russia such as in eastern Finnic (Larjavaara 1986),
especially Veps (Kettunen 1943) and Lude (Pahomov 2011), as well as North Russian
dialects (Kuz’mina & Nemcenko 1962; Trubinskij 1970; Leinonen 1998), for
instance, Veps leib se and North Russian hleb-ot literally ‘bread that’'. This
constituent order pattern is atypical because it does not follow the canonical head-final
syntax in Finnic and Slavic languages, making this phenomenon attractive for a
number of scholars in the past as well as in the present.

1.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS, CONTEXT AND GOALS

In earlier studies, the use of postposed demonstratives has often been compared with
definite articles, for instance, in Scandinavian and Balkan languages (Kettunen 1943;
Miklosich 1883; Kiparsky 1967; Vahros 1951). However, more recent studies
(Kuz’mina & Nemcenko 1962; Trubinskij 1970; Leinonen 1998) have shifted the
interpretation from the referential domain of marking definiteness towards the non-
referential domain involving information-structural and discourse-pragmatic
functions. In fact, the remarkable advances in theoretical frameworks of information
structure and interactional linguistics during recent decades have shed light on actual
uses of postposed demonstratives, which have extended to such contexts of use that
are typical of topic, focus and discourse markers. For instance, such multifunctionality
of postposed demonstratives is illustrated in the double use of demonstratives as in (1)
and (2).

Central Veps
(1)  migiit  silaaz om Jjo torvut se se?

now 2SG.ADES  be.3SG  already  phonograph DEM DEM

‘Have you already got the phonograph now?’ (Kettunen 1943: 402)

! Due to different conventions for transcription in Uralic and Slavic linguistics, postposed demonstratives will
be written as separate words in Finnic examples (leib se), but being separated from a host word with hyphen in

Russian examples (h/eb-ot) throughout the whole work.
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North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
2) a escé  svékor-ot-to escé  Zenilsja na  drugoj.
but  still father_in_law-DEM-DEM  still marry.PST.MASC  on  other.LOC

‘But still, the father-in-law got married again.” (Russian National Corpus = RNC)

In both examples, the first postnominal demonstratives in torvut se and svékor-ot add
a definite reading to ‘phonograph’ and ‘father-in-law.” Meanwhile, the second
demonstratives have other non-referential functions such as marking question in (1)
and clause topic in (2), or can generally be regarded as devices to gain the addressee’s
attention. These examples show that the uses of postposed demonstratives in these
languages involve more than just one functional dimension.

To participate in the ongoing discussion, the first goal of the current study is to
describe the uses of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian by
applying several perspectives such as referentiality, information structure, and
evaluation (see the further description of methods in Section 1.2). This approach will
provide understanding of the functions of postposed demonstratives from multiple
areas of grammar, and not only from a single perspective of definiteness or topic
marking, which was the case in a number of previous studies.

Apart from synchrony, the current study also investigates the emergence and
development of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian. Especially for
Finnic, the understanding of how demonstrative pronouns have developed into
postposed markers involve various changes in the demonstrative system, as previously
discussed for western Finnic in Pajusalu (1999) and eastern Finnic varieties in
Larjavaara (1986). By tracing changes that have taken place from the Proto-Finnic to
modern Finnic languages, the investigation can also provide useful information, which
can be used for improving the subgrouping of Finnic languages that has been primarily
based on evidence from historical phonology and morphology (Sammallahti 1977;
Viitso 1985, 2000; Koponen 1991; Kallio 2014). Additionally, demonstrative systems
can reveal a number of contacts between sub-branches and areal features, which are
responsible for the formation of present-day “areal genetic units” (a term introduced
by Helimski 2003) within the Finnic branch of the Uralic language family.

As for North Russian, an issue concerning the source of postposed demonstratives
has been controversially discussed by scholars since the mid-20th century. On the one
hand, scholars familiar with Uralic languages often consider postposed demonstratives
as a Uralic substrate influence in North Russian dialects (Veenker 1967: 88-90;
Kiparsky 1969: 25-26). On the other hand, this language feature is also considered by
some scholars of Uralic languages as a Russian superstrate influence in heavily
Russified eastern Finnic languages such as Veps (Larjavaara 1986: 321-323), while
other scholars of Slavic languages have argued that it is ultimately a Slavic archaic
feature retaining in North Russian dialects (Vahros 1951; Vaillant 1977: 265-266).
Towards the end of the 20th century, recent studies have suggested that it is the product
of a bidirectional contact-induced change (Leinonen 1998; Kasatkina 2007, 2008),
which is ultimately due to an areal tendency in the linguistic area of the Russian North
(Stadnik-Holzer 2006). In any case, few previous studies have taken an empirical



approach, and the language comparison often concerns a pair of a Uralic language and
a North Russian dialect. Given this situation, the current study examines this matter
by taking into consideration all Finnic varieties that have been more closely or
remotely involved in contacts with North Russian dialects during the 2nd millennium
(see description of the data in Section 1.2). This approach will shed light on the
question whether it was a contact with the Finnic-speaking population that gave rise
to the multifunctional postposed demonstratives in North Russian dialects.

Given the research contexts described above, the main goal of the current study is
to answer the following questions:

1. How do postposed demonstratives function as grammatical markers?

2. What does the development of demonstratives tell us about the history of Finnic
and Slavic languages?

3. Do postposed demonstratives result from a Finnic substratum in North Russian
dialects?

In the present study, I will argue that postposed demonstratives in Northwest
Russia are not definite articles, but they can be used to express various types of
identifiability, which are characteristic of definite articles, as discussed in a number of
previous studies of preposed demonstratives in Finnic such as in Estonian (Pajusalu
1997a), Finnish (A. Hakulinen 1985; Laury 1991, 1996, 1997; Vilkuna 1992; Dasinger
1995; Juvonen 2000), and in Votic (Agranat 2015), as well as Slavic languages such
as in Upper Sorbian (Berger 1999; Breu 2002; Marti 2012), Polish (Bacz 1991;
Mendoza 2005; Bartnik 2015), Czech (Cummins 1998), Slovene (Marusi¢ & Zaucer
2006), Bosnian/Croatian/ Montenegrin/Serbian (Trenki¢ 2004), and Belarusian
(Laryénava 2016). I will also argue that the use of postposed demonstratives does not
show a strong tendency of becoming grammaticalised definite articles, which
corresponds to a similar idea earlier proposed for spoken Estonian (Pajusalu 1997a:
172-173) and spoken Finnish (Juvonen 2000: 196—198), in contrast to the idea that
preposed demonstratives in Finnish will eventually become definite articles (Karlsson
1975: 62), or have already become definite articles (Laury 1996: 178, 1997: 264).

From a historical-comparative perspective, I will show that unlike phonological
and morphological evidence used for the subgrouping of Finnic languages
(Sammallahti 1977; Viitso 1985, 2000, 2008; Koponen 1991; Kallio 2014),
demonstratives are not genealogically stable grammatical elements. Instead, later
contacts between sub-branches that took place after the diversification of Proto-Finnic
play an important role in the development of the demonstrative system in individual
languages and their subvarieties.
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1.2 DATA AND METHODS

The language data used in the present study geographically is taken from the areas
between Courland in North Latvia and Arkhangelsk Oblast in Northwest Russia,
including thirteen Finnic and North Russian varieties from Vologda and Arkhangelsk
Oblasts, as shown in Figure 1.

@ Livonian

© south Estonian
© North Estonian
© Votic (Western)
© Votic (Eastem)
© Ingrian (Soikkola)
© Ingrian (Heva)

£ Karelian (Olonets)

Jyvaskyla

Finland
Lude (Northern) Mikkell

Tampere
Lude (Southern)
© Veps (Northern)
© Veps (Central)
o Veps (Southern)
[P North Russian

ahti

Porvoo
Helsinki *

‘Ilinn

Estonia
arnu Ta

Figure 1 Geographical distribution of the Finnic and North Russian varieties under
investigation

The reason for this language selection is the primary focus on geographical
distribution and continuation of a historical Finnic-Slavic contact zone, to which Slavs
arrived from the south. Considering that the speaking areas of modern Finnish and
Karelian proper are results of later migration from the Finnic core zone of present-day
eastern Estonia (see Saarikivi & Griinthal 2005; Janhunen 2014a; Frog & Saarikivi
2015), these Finnic varieties in the north do not belong to the east-west continuum
illustrated in Map 1 and, therefore, are left out from the scope of the present study.
Despite a number of Russian loanwords also found in eastern and southeastern Finnish
varieties (see Ruoppila 1986), these borrowings date back further in the history and,
thus, are also common to other Finnic branches. Moreover, since the Soviet era, the
Russian language has been present in Finland mostly in its standardised form, so
(North) Russian vernaculars no longer played an important role in the Finnic-Slavic
contact that has taken place behind the Finland-Russia border during the most recent
century.

The data is comprised of online language corpora and written sources, from which
all the occurrences of demonstratives *tdmd, *se, and *foo in Finnic, and éfo and to in
North Russian dialects as pronouns and proadjectives (excluding adjectival and
adverbial demonstratives such as Estonian selline ‘such’ and seal ‘there’ or Russian



takoj and tam id.) are collected by the search engine tool within and thorough reading
of the texts, respectively, and then classified according to their constituent orders and
other morphosyntactic and semantic-pragmatic behaviours. The reason for choosing
these particular corpora is an emphasis on non-standard varieties and spoken form of
these languages. The data sampling concentrates on the varieties that by their location
and ethnic history represent each dialectal group best. However, the corpora for each
variety are not the most comparable by size and genre ideally, but this is what the
currently available resources provide. Table 1 summarises the information on data of
each Finnic and North Russian variety by source, size and genre.

Language Variety Source Size Genre
Livonian Maigiste 2006 ca 25,000 words Narrative
South Estonian Estonian Dialect Corpus 168,587 words . .
- Narrative, dialogue
North Estonian (EDC) 38,427 words
Western Kettunen & Posti 1932; ca 10,000 words
Votic The Archives of Estonian Narrative
Dialects and Kindred
Eastern Languages ca 10,000 words
) Soikkola ca 5,000 words ) )
Ingrian Laanest 1966 Narrative, dialogue
Heva ca 12,000 words
Karelian Olonets Makarov & Rjagoev 1969 ca 35,000 words Narrative
Lud Northern Ojansuu et al. 1934 ca 40,000 words Narrative
ude
Southern Pahomov 2011 ca 30,000 words | Narrative, dialogue
Northern .
Veps Central Kettunen & Siro 19.35; ca. 70,000 words Narrative
Korpus vepsskogo jazyka
Southern
North Vologda Kasatkina 1991;
R or Russian National Corpus ca 300,000 words Narrative
ussian | Arkhangelsk (RNC)
Table 1. Language corpora used in the present study

As a remark, the South Estonian data is represented by Voro and Seto varieties
whereas the representative varieties of North Estonian are spoken in Ambla, Keila and
Kose. Throughout the entire work, the order of varieties presented both in the tables
and charts is based on a geographical continuum from the southwest to the northeast
as organised in Table 1. Beyond modern languages, data of an attested Slavic variety
earlier spoken in the Russian North between the 11th and 15th centuries, Novgorod
birch bark documents (Zaliznjak 2004), also falls under the investigation and
discussion of the current study to provide a diachronic perspective.

The main approaches to the research questions of the current study are historical-
comparative linguistics, study of language contacts and areal typology. This means
that the aforementioned linguistic varieties in contact, both related (Finnic languages)
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and unrelated (Finnic vs. Slavic), are placed into comparison both synchronically and
diachronically. This comparison is based on identification of similarities and
differences in the use of a grammatical element across the contact zone under
investigation. In this case, it concerns the behaviour of postposed demonstratives in
Finnic and North Russian speaking areas in Northwest Russia. This comparative
analysis also places the micro-areal context of Finnic and North Russian contact zone
onto a larger-scale theoretical framework of linguistic typology. Supplementing these
approaches, an additional typological framework touches on several domains that
serve as tools for analysing the uses of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North
Russian. Among others, concerned areas of linguistics are word order typology, word
class, deixis, definiteness and referentiality, information structure and evaluation.
The data analysis is a combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches,
which yields better understanding, concerning behaviour of postposed demonstratives
and their geographical distribution on this micro-areal scale. The areas which can be
quantified are morphology and syntax as well as referentiality and information
structure, while the analysis of evaluative uses is limited to a qualitative level. The
analysis also integrates achieved results with geographical data, which shows the
correlation between the speaking areas and a degree of similarities between varieties.

1.3 STRUCTURE OF THE WORK

The present study is divided into eight chapters. Following the introductory remarks
in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 provides background information on the history and
language sociology of Northwest Russia during the past two millennia as well as on
the position of Finnic and North Russian in the Uralic and Slavic taxonomies,
respectively, while also introducing the Finnic and Slavic demonstrative systems,
which share some historical connections. Chapter 3 introduces three primary fields
and methods of linguistics to investigate development of language features from the
perspectives of internal reconstruction, language contacts and areal tendency.
Chapter 4 discusses characteristics and properties of demonstratives from a
typological perspective involving morphosyntax and semantics, grammaticalisation,
referentiality, information structure and evaluation. Based on this understanding of
demonstratives on the theoretical level, Chapter 5 brings information from Finnic and
North Russian as well as their cognate Uralic and Slavic languages into the discussion
of how the typological properties and functions discussed in Chapter 4 have been
understood and are concretely encoded in these languages. Chapter 6 applies various
criteria developed on the basis of previous theoretical (Chapter 4) and empirical
studies (Chapter 5) to the analysis of the Finnic and North Russian as well as Old
Novgorod data from multiple perspectives: constituent order and position, host
attachment and parts of speech, syntactic functions and pragmatic functions. Chapter
7 uses results from the data analysis in Chapter 6 to answer the three research questions
addressed in Section 1.1. Chapter 8 summarises the findings in the current study and
suggests particular issues which remain open for further investigation in the future.



Throughout the entire work, unless the sources are otherwise indicated, language
examples are own elicitations. The transliteration of Russian language examples in
Cyrillic scripts principally follows the ISO/R 9 standard (with one deviation: Cyrillic
x = Latin & pro ch). As for the Proto-Slavic reconstruction and ancient Slavic
languages, the reduced vowels # and 7 are transcribed in their Cyrillic forms » and »,
following the convention in Slavic linguistics, which emphasises their origin as
vowels. Other noteworthy symbols are ¢, standing for the Cyrillic & (yat), the reflex
of the Early-Proto-Slavic diphthong *ai and later the Proto-Slavic long mid front
vowel *¢; and the nasal vowels ¢ and ¢, used for transliterating the Cyrillic A (small
yus) and & (big yus), respectively. Meanwhile, examples from other languages are
presented as published in the original sources unless mistakes are observed and
corrected.
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2 FINNIC AND SLAVIC LANGUAGES AND
PEOPLES OF NORTHWEST RUSSIA

Northwest Russia is ethnographically and linguistically a diverse area where two
major speech communities, Uralic and Slavic-speaking populations, have been
cohabiting over a millennium. The present study defines Northwest Russia as an area
stretching from Novgorod in the southwest to the Ural Mountains in the east,
illustrated as the red zone in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 Northwest Russia as defined in the current study

Given this geographical context, this chapter discusses various aspects that provide
a foregrounding understanding of how people were living and what languages have
been spoken in Northwest Russia. Section 2.1 presents a historical background of the
area from the ethnographic, sociopolitical and sociolinguistic perspectives. Section 2.2
introduces the taxonomic classification of Finnic and Slavic languages, while Section
2.3 discusses contact scenarios evolving between Finnic and Slavic-speaking
populations, which have taken place during the past two millennia. For the context of
postposed demonstratives and the question of Finnic substratum, the present study
primarily focuses on contact scenarios that have taken place between Finnic and Slavic
in the first half of the 2nd millennium and the later contacts in the second half of the
2nd millennium primarily in the east, while the west of the Finnic continuum is only
briefly discussed. To connect the regional history to the linguistic phenomenon under
investigation, Section 2.4 presents the history of demonstrative systems in Finnic and
Slavic languages to illustrate similarities and possible historical connections of the
systems, especially between Finnic and East Slavic.



2.1 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF NORTHWEST
RUSSIA

The language situation and contacts in Northwest Russia can be approached from
several aspects, such as the ethnic background of the speakers (Section 2.1.1), the
political power competed for and distributed among different political units (Section
2.1.2), as well as the language competence and repertoire of the local inhabitants
(Section 2.1.3).

2.1.1 ETHNOHISTORY

In a larger horizontal dimension, Eurasia is neatly divided into a northern and southern
belt in terms of the ethnolinguistic setting and this division also applies to Northwest
Russia. The former covers Tundra and Taiga zones, where the majority of Uralic
languages, as well as extinct Paleo-European languages have been spoken, and the
latter lies along the Steppe zone where Indo-European and Turkic languages, above
all, have been extensively spoken (Nichols 1992; Janhunen 2014b; Saarikivi, in press).
Considering the historical settlement, there is a remarkable amount of non-Indo-
European toponyms in the northern belt mentioned in early written sources by both
Scandinavian and Slavic chronicles as well as by foreign explorers (see, e.g., Aikio
2004; Saarikivi 2006: 26—-39; Saarikivi & Lavento 2012).

As a territory in which the demographics and ethnicity have been continuously
changing during the second millennium AD, Northwest Russia exhibits numerous
traces of language and culture shifts of indigenous non-Slavic tribes to Slavic
(Bjernflaten 2006). In this respect, we can talk about “Slavicisation” of the erstwhile
inhabitants rather than hybridisation of the Slavic community, because an emerging
multiethnic and multilingual society has inherited the practices of the Slavic language
and culture, even if it may have been modified or disrupted after the interaction with
erstwhile non-Slavic inhabitants (Timberlake 2013). Previous studies of toponyms
have shown that the Russian North has been resided by Uralic-speaking populations
for a long time prior to the arrival of Slavic-speaking population (e.g., Ahlqvist 1998,
2006; Helimski 2006; Saarikivi 2004, 2007b). Most notably, several studies have
identified lexical evidence in favour of contacts of Permic with Finnic and potentially
also with other western Uralic languages, all which predate the Russification of the
Russian North (Bartens 2000: 16—17; Saarikivi 2006: 33-38, 2018).

Ethnolinguistic data of the present-day Northwest Russia indicates that the only
zone in which Uralic-speaking communities are missing from the northern Eurasian
continuum is Arkhangelsk Oblast and the eastern part of Vologda Oblast (see Figure
3). Assuming that Uralic speakers used to be indigenous residents of the Russian
North, this would imply that the speakers of vanished Uralic languages in the areas
have shifted their language and identity to Slavic (e.g., Ahlqvist 1998, 2006; Mullonen
2007; Saarikivi 2007b).
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Figure 3

Language shift of non-Slavic populations to Slavic, which has continued over the
past millennium since the arrival of Slavs in Northwest Russia after the 5th century,
is a crucial factor in the development of East Slavic languages (Lindstedt & Salmela
2020). This shift scenario is also supported by genetic data, as the Slavic-speaking
population in Northwest Russia is genetically close to the Finnic-speaking neighbours
(Khrunin et al. 2013; Kushniarevich et al. 2015: 3). In the same vein, the Slavic variety
spoken in Northwest Russia is famous for its non-Slavic features transmitted from
Uralic substrate languages. This particular topic of the Uralic substratum in North
Russian dialects, therefore, is one of the essential topics in both Slavic and Uralic
linguistics, as well as the studies of substratum in general.

Regarding the Uralic substratum in Russian, scholars have been focusing on many
aspects from historical sources (Gippius 1997; Lind 2006) and toponyms (Mullonen
2002; Myznikov 2003; Saarikivi 2006; Rahkonen 2013; Kuzmin 2014) to language
structure (Veenker 1967; Kiparsky 1969; Vostrikov 1990). In any case, the Uralic
substratum in Northwest Russia is not a homogenous phenomenon in various areas
because each North Russian variety illustrates distinct sets of characteristics that point
to different Uralic substrate languages (Ojanen 1988; Sarhimaa 1992, 1995, 1999: 18;
Myznikov 2003: 33).

2 Note that the label “FO5 Estonian™ in the map stands for two distinct languages: South vs. North Estonian.
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Figure 4 Principalities of Kievan Rus’ (1054-1132)
(Wikimedia Commons: commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=12573422)

A description of the sociopolitical situation in Northwest Russia by Schenker
(1995: 53-54) discusses the East Slavic “Primary Chronicle” (Old Rus’ Nacalbnaja
letopisv, ak.a. “Tale of Bygone Years” Povéste vremenvnyhw létv, or “Nestor’s
Chronicle” Nestorova letopisv), originally compiled in Kiev in 1113. This early
historical source mentions a number of presumably Slavic-speaking tribes who
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migrated from their hypothetical Slavic homeland in the headwaters of the Dnestr and
Prut to the north of the Carpathians (see Barford 2001: 47-55). Several dominant
groups among those tribes were Slovians (Old Rus’ Slovéni) who settled by Lake
[lmen around Novgorod, and Krivichians (Old Rus’ Krivi¢i) who occupied the head
waters of Volga, Dvina and Dnieper with Smolensk functioning as their centre of
political power. Compared to the West and South Slavs, the sociopolitical
environment surrounding the East Slavs had fewer conflicts, smaller population
density, and less stable communities. This calmer political climate was maintained,
partially thanks to peaceful Baltic and Finnic neighbours to the north, while the Turkic
neighbours in the east were mainly interested in trade rather than waging war. At the
same time, the Vikings were living in adjacent areas in the west and their appearance
among the East Slavs played an important role in the establishment of the first political
unit of the East Slavs, Kievan Rus.” The only threat for the East Slavs was a great
wave of migration and movement in the southern border of Kievan Rus’, which did
not, in any case, directly affect those tribes living in the north.

A dozen of local populations and principalities mentioned in the Primary Chronicle
shows that the medieval Northwest Russia was politically not unified as a single
organisation, but rather a territory where many political units, with Ancient Novgorod
among others, were competing for power and domination of the Russian North, as
illustrated in Figure 4. A noteworthy detail of Figure 4 is the labelling of an ethnic
group “Chud” who resided in the northeastern territory of the Ancient Novgorod
principality. The use of this ethnonym in Russian historical sources often makes
association to Finnic tribes, with the exception of Livonian that has never been
associated with this term (Griinthal 1997: 150). Its Early-Proto-Slavic etymology
*tjudji ‘nation’ (~ Gothic piuda, German deut-sch) has received a new meaning in the
Russian Cud’ ‘foreigner, stranger’ (see also Vasmer [1950—-1958]1987: 4378), which
has spread over the Russian North and Siberia as a term that Novgorodians, for
instance, used to call ethnic groups of an unknown origin (Popov 1973: 69).

2.1.2 SOCIOPOLITICAL SITUATION

As a political centre in the northern part of Medieval Russia, Novgorod was
historically significant in terms of language contacts between Finnic and Slavic-
speaking populations. These early contacts have left traces as early Slavic loanwords
in Finnic (discussed further in Section 2.3.1). In the studies of Finnic-Slavic contacts,
it is also crucial to understand the political climate of the early-2nd millennium when
the interaction between Finnic and Slavic tribes was the most early attested. The
following description of the sociopolitical situation in Novgorod up to its fall and the
adjacent regions is a summary from Schaeken (2012: 13—15).

The earliest archaeological evidence dates Novgorod as an early (medieval) urban
centre back only to 910, while the first mention of Novgorod as a town dates back
already to the oldest Russian chronicle (859/862 AD). A part of the chronicle mentions
the arrival of Rurik, the founder of Rurik Dynasty that was in reign until 1598. In 947,
Olga who was the wife of Novgorod’s ruler, Igor, enlarged the territory of Novgorod
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during the reign of Igor. In 988, the grandson of Igor, Vladimir I, succeeded the throne
and named loakim as the first bishop of Novgorod in 989.

In the beginning of the 11th century, the son of Vladimir I, Jaroslav, established
settlement in Novgorod’s area for trading purpose and consequently named the place
Jaroslav’s Court after himself. In 1034, Pskov was also attached to the Novgorod
principality. During this period, the Novgorodians wrote the “Novgorod Codex” that
can be regarded as the oldest book found in Russia, predating the famous “Law Code
of the Rus’ (Old Rus’ Russkaja pravda) in 1018, the oldest Slavic manuscript on
parchment, “Ostromir’s Gospel Book” (Old Rus’ Ostromirovo evangelie) in 1056—
1057 and “The Primary Chronicle” in 1113.

Later in the beginning of the 12th century, the first monastery was constructed in
Novgorod. During this period of time, Novgorod also received merchants from Visby
and Gotland, which also led to more contacts with Scandinavian-speaking
populations. In 1136, the Novgorod state crowned Vsevolod Mstislavi¢ of Pskov its
ruler who turned the Novgorod principality into a republic. Towards the end of the
12th century, Novgorod governors constructed Peterhof (a.k.a. Latin curia sancti
Petri), which functioned as a bureau for German merchants and Hansa Union’s traders
during the centuries that followed.

Between 1237-1242, the region of Kievan Rus’ was invaded by the Mongol
soldiers, but Novgorod remained outside the immediate area impacted by the invasion
(see also Vlasto 1986: 303). During the same period of time, Novgorod’s ruler,
Alexandr Nevskij, won battles, first against the Swedes in 1240 around the area of
Lake Neva, which may have also involved Finnic-speaking tribes, and then against
the Germans in 1242 in Pskov. In the mid-13th century, Novgorodians started writing
“The First Novgorod Chronicle” (Old Rus’ Novgorodskaja pervaja létopiss) that
reports the events taking place during the years 1016-1477. As of 1478, Novgorod
was subsumed and attached to Moscow, which ended the period of Novgorod as an
independent political unit and its history writing. Slightly later, in 1494, Ivan III also
terminated the business in Hansa Union’s bureau in Novgorod Peterhof.

The writing tradition of birch bark documents probably terminated at the end of
15th century, which is chronologically the latest date of the birch bark documents
found on the archaeological sites in Novgorod and its neighbouring areas. In place of
birch bark, the Novgorodians must have switched to paper at the latest in the 16th
century. In 1570, Ivan IV of the Grand Duchy of Moscow (a.k.a. Ivan the Terrible)
and his troops invaded and robbed Novgorod, droving the inhabitants out of the town.
Eventually, between 1611 and 1617, Novgorod fell under the reign of the Swedish
Kingdom, after which it has never gained back its status as an independent
principality.

As is clear from the overview on history of Novgorod by Schaeken (2012), the
Slavic Novgorod principality was not always the dominating polity in the medieval
Russia. The power changed from one to another principality frequently during the
medieval era. Therefore, Novgorod as a political unit experienced both rises in power
as well as falling under other principalities’ reign over periods of time, unsurprising
given the political history. From the linguistic point of view, it is also notable that the
ruling class of Northwest Russia between the late-1st and early-2nd millennium was
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mostly Scandinavian-speaking, despite the principality being a multilingual society,
which also comprises of a large group of Slavic-speaking and a smaller group of
Finnic-speaking population (see Saarikivi 2007a). As a linguistic implication, the fall
of Novgorod and its vernacular also seems to relate to the formation of the modern
Russian dialect continuum, which began in the 16th century (discussed in Section
2.2.2). The sociolinguistic situation of the medieval Northwest Russia is discussed
next.

2.1.3 LITERACY AND LANGUAGE SOCIOLOGY

Fortunately enough for the studies of language contact in Northwest Russia, modern-
day scholars still have access to literary evidence of the Early Slavic variety, that is,
the famous Novgorod birch bark documents. The Slavic variety written in these
documents is relatively distinct from that of the Kievan Rus’ (see Zaliznjak 2004;
Nuorluoto 2006, 2007, and further discussion in Section 2.2.2). This entails that the
surrounding language sociology, which also includes an early interaction with Finnic-
speaking population, is also relevant for the present study and worth discussing with
further details.

The majority of birch bark documents contain texts written down by scratching
with pen or stylus, in the local Slavic variety and in the Cyrillic script. The age of these
documents is estimated to be of the period between the 10th and 15th centuries. The
discovery of this cultural treasure dates back to 26 June 1951, when a member of
Russian archaeologist team, Nina F&dorovna Akoelova, found the birch bark
document Nel (Nosov et al. 1993: 49; Schacken 2012: 84), as shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5 Novgorod birch bark document Ne 1 (ca 1380-1400)
(Russian Academy of Sciences: gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/1/)

Thus began a new multidisciplinary field of archaeological and language studies
named “berestology” (Russian berestologija, a term derived from beresta ‘birch bark”)
(Schaeken 2012: 7-8).

The literacy of Ancient Novgorod inhabitants was relatively advanced and
fascinating. As discussed in previous studies (Nosov et al. 1993: 49-55; Schaeken
2012: 29-30), birch bark was an affordable and easily accessible writing material for
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ordinary people, in contrast to parchment, which was expensive. More importantly,
the birch bark was usually about the size of half of A4 paper size, which facilitated
portability and made written communication widely possible to the citizens of
Novgorod and neighbouring areas. This is particularly relevant for historical
linguistics, as written sources are most commonly carefully composed texts, while the
Novgorod birch bark documents provide valuable and rarely accessible information
on vernacular language use (cf. an issue with historical data in Labov 1994: 11,
discussed in Section 3.1.1).

Schaeken (2012: 31) calls the writing tradition of birch bark documents as “throw-
away literacy,” the reason being that the contents consisted of messages ranging from
informal financial and personal issues to formal juridical events and religious services.
This fact reflects the education of the Ancient Novgorod society, and that it was
common for people to learn reading and writing. Documents Ne 200 (Figure 6), Ne 202
(Figure 7) and Ne 206 (Figure 8) from the 13th century in particular are school
homework of a young boy named Omfim who practiced writing the Cyrillic alphabet
and drew a picture of himself and his classmates.

200

Figure 6 Novgorod birch bark document Ne 200 (ca 1240-1260)
(Russian Academy of Sciences:
gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/200/)

202

Figure 7 Novgorod birch bark document Ne 202 (ca 1240-1260)
(Russian Academy of Sciences:
gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/202/)
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Figure 8 Novgorod birch bark document Ne 206 (ca 1240-1260)
(Russian Academy of Sciences:
gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/206/)

Such birch bark documents are good evidence for an organised education at the
community level in the medieval era (see also Nosov et al. 1993: 51).

From the sociolinguistic viewpoint, the birch bark documents illustrate both the
low and high registers of a language. In other words, the use of language can be as
formal as the Church Slavonic style or as informal as a “superregional” language use
(Schaeken 2012: 40), which seemingly also allowed writing in other languages such
as Greek, Latin or Finnic (see the Finnic document Ne292 in Section 2.3.1). This claim
of diglossic language use is supported by the spreading area of birch bark writing
tradition. For instance, Nosov et al. (1993: 49-50) identify relatively broad areas
which include also territories of the present-day Ukraine, Belarus and even Moscow,
as shown in Figure 9. This observation suggests that more birch bark documents are
likely still lying under the muddy ground in the areas more to the south and east from

Novgorod.
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Figure 9 Locations where birch bark documents are found
(Russian Academy of Sciences: gramoty.ru/birchbark/maps/towns/)
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In any case, Nosov et al. (1993: 50) also remark that in the end, birch bark is not
an exotic writing material in Europe. In addition to Northwest Russia, birch bark
inscriptions have also been found in Central and Western Europe, particularly in areas
ranging from Germany to Sweden today. Evidence suggests that they were created by
the Vikings, dating back to a century prior to the documents found in Novgorod. One
significant difference between the birch bark writing tradition of the Slavs and
Vikings, however, is that the Vikings primarily wrote with ink. In any case, the shift
from birch bark to paper was likely taking place during the 15th century, when the
production of birch bark documents also ends, according to the latest archaeological
finding (discussed in Section 2.1.2).

Given the important role of Vikings in Northwest Russia, it is possible that the
birch-bark writing tradition was introduced to Slavs by Scandinavian or some other
Germanic-speaking peoples. Considering the etymology of the Slavic word for
‘alphabet, letter, book, document,” the Early-Proto-Slavic reconstruction *bitku is
proved as a borrowing from the Germanic *b6k- id. (Vlasto 1986: 5—6; Pronk-Tiethoff
2013: 79-81). Moreover, the semantic field also extends to ‘beech’ in Slavic, and to
‘beech, oak’ or ‘birch bark’ in some Germanic languages. This etymological
comparison shows a correlation of semantic fields and their extension in Slavic
recipient-languages and Germanic donor-languages. Thus, words related to writing
skill, such as ‘alphabet’, ‘letter’ and ‘book’, in these languages might have been
originated from a word referring to wood or certain types of tree, which would suggest
that the innovation of writing skill had ultimately spread from Germanic to Slavic
peoples. This direction of spread might be partially related to the fact that many
societies in early Russia were led by a Scandinavian elite, despite Slavic being the
main language of (written) communication (discussed in Section 2.1.2).

2.2 TAXONOMY OF FINNIC AND SLAVIC LANGUAGES

The data used in the present study is comprised of two geographical peripheries of two
language groups. On the one hand, Finnic languages are spoken on the western edge
of the Uralic speaking areas (see Figure 3), while North Russian, on the other hand,
was historically the easternmost extent of the Slavic-speaking areas.

2.2.1 FINNIC AS A WESTERN URALIC SUB-BRANCH

A subgrouping of the Uralic languages has been a topic of discussion over a century
and various types of models have been proposed including a binary model (Janhunen
2009: 65), a bush model (K. Hakkinen 1984) and a comb model (Salminen 1999,
2002). In any case, the latest investigation of the Uralic language family by J.
Hékkinen (2012), which takes into account both direct subbranching and later family-
internal convergence, results in the tree structure illustrated in Figure 10.
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Figure 10  Subgrouping of the Uralic languages (J. Hakkinen 2012: 16)

Based on the tree in Figure 10, Finnic languages are classified as geographically
western in the Uralic context, and are genealogically closer to Saami and Mordvinic
languages. This idea is also reflected in earlier studies that regard Finnic and Saami
languages as having derived from a common “Early-Proto-Finnic” ancestor (T.
Itkonen 1998; Sammallahti 1999). This proposal has been recently questioned and
criticised, however (see Saarikivi & Griinthal 2005: 124; Kallio 2007). In any case, J.
Hikkinen’s model is also debatable and it is not the purpose of the current study to
discuss the Uralic tree structure beyond the Proto-Finnic stage, so our interest is
turning to the Finnic branch next.

In the similar principle as J. Hékkinen (2012), a tree structure that takes into
account both sub-branch-specific innovations as well as later contacts across Finnic
sub-branches is proposed by Kallio (2014) who largely applies the model from earlier
studies by Sammallahti (1977), Koponen (1991) and Viitso (1985, 2000, 2008),
illustrated in Figure 11. It is worth remarking that the idea of South Estonian being the
first offshoot of Proto-Finnic goes back to Sammallahti’s proposal (1977: 133).
Kallio’s criteria that result in the proposed intermediate stages are primarily based on
historical phonology (see Viitso 1985, 2000, for morphological evidence). For
instance, the first diversification stage from Proto-Finnic to Inland Finnic (South
Estonian) is based on five regular sound correspondences.

Proto-Finnic Coastal Finnic Inland Finnic
*kt, *pt > ¥y ~

*_pi, *-pi [PRS.3SG] >  *-pi, *-pi ~ 0

*c > ke ~  *ee>ts, ds
*ke, *pc > *ks, *ps ~ Fee>ts

*ck > ¥k ~ tsk
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Finnic
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Finnic Finnic
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Estonian Finnic Finnic
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Livonian .. ..
Finnic Finnic
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Inerian Proto- Proto-
& Karelian Veps
Soikkola Heva Karelian Olonets Northern Southern Veps
Ingrian Ingrian proper Karelian Lude Lude proper

Northern Central Southern
Veps Veps Veps

Figure 11  Subgrouping of the Finnic languages (adapted from Kallio 2014: 163)

Then, the branching of Coastal Finnic to Gulf of Riga Finnic (Livonian) is based
on two sound correspondences, which are shared isoglosses with South Estonian.

Proto-Finnic Gulf of Finland Finnic Livonian & South Estonian
*e-di > e-d ~  *G-d
*ai > *eig ~  *qi

In the stage when Central Finnic languages (Votic and North Estonian) arguably
diverged, four main sound changes and non-changes have been identified.

Proto-Finnic North Finnic Central Finnic
*é > e ~ *(=0)

*V [ +ront]-0 > *Vitfong-0 ~  *V|[tfron-0

*-ksi [COND] > Ksi ~  *ksi

*Rh > *Rh ~ *R
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Beyond this point, the divergence of Ladogan Finnic (Karelian, Veps, Lude and
Ingrian) involves more recent changes, and complex contacts between Finnic sub-
branches. The status of Lude in particular is worth remarking upon.

In a number of studies (Turunen 1946, 1947, 1950; Kettunen 1960; Kallio 2014),
Lude is regarded as a mixed variety of Karelian and Veps. Given an areal-linguistic
approach, the present study emphasises the equal contribution of all Finnic varieties,
and treats Lude as independent varieties in the same way that Salminen (1998) does.
Based on descriptions for an independent status of Lude by a number of scholars
(Kujola 1910: 162-163; Setdlda 1922: 730-731; Virtaranta 1972; Pahomov 2011,
2017), the current study maintains a working hypothesis that Northern Lude is a
descendent of Proto-Karelian with Veps influence, whereas the southern variety is a
Karelianised variety of Proto-Veps.

Following the proposed structure of the Finnic sub-branches presented above, the
current study also takes data from the Finnic demonstrative systems into discussion,
to supplement phonological evidence investigated in previous studies (discussed in
Section 7.2.2).

2.2.2 NORTH RUSSIAN IN A HISTORICAL-COMPARATIVE SLAVIC
CONTEXT

The speaking area of a Slavic variety called North Russian has changed over the course
of time. This means that some specific regions that are reported to have been part of
the North Russian dialect continuum a millennium ago might no longer be so today,
and similarly, the dialect continuum might have expanded to new territories. As
illustrated previously in Figure 4, the Medieval Novgorod was a political centre of the
Russian North, and supposedly also the centre of the Old Novgorod Slavic language.
As for the present-day situation, Novgorod falls out of the North Russian speaking
area, seen in Figure 12. Additionally, the North Russian dialect continuum itself is not
a homogenous area, and variation among North Russian varieties is expected, such as
the distribution of akanje vs. okanje dialects (see also Avanesov 1958: 181).

Despite being classified as a dialect of Old Russian (i.e. Old East Slavic), some
scholars have also proposed an unorthodox classification, in which Old Novgorod
would not belong to the East Slavic sub-branch but rather form a separate “Northeast
Slavic” (Ivanov 1990) or “North Slavic” sub-branch (Zuravlev 1994). For instance,
the Slavic second and third palatalisations have, exclusively in Old Novgorod, taken
place in different sound environments from the rest of Slavic languages due to a later
date of monophtongisation of Proto-Slavic *ai > *é > ¢ (yat), resulting in kél» vs. Old
Church Slavonic céls < Proto-Baltic *kailos ‘whole’ (Vermeer 1986: 507-509). This
isogloss reportedly still has some remnants in modern Northwestern Russian dialects
(Zaliznjak 2004: 43). Another phenomenon of cokanje, meaning the merger of ¢ [ts]
and ¢ [gs] toc [tAS] such as ewto/ceto vs. Old Church Slavonic ¢vto ‘what’, is also unique
for Old Novgorod, which is often regarded as an adstrate/substrate influence from
Finnic (Vermeer 1986: 510; Vlasto 1986: 333-334).
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Figure 12  Russian dialects (an English version of Kasatkin 1999: 96)
(Wikimedia Commons: commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=17591408)
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Meanwhile, there are also several sound changes, in which Old Novgorod overlaps
with West Slavic, e.g., the development e > o (jokanje) and the realisation of the Late-
Proto-Slavic *o and *i (see Mikkola 1894; Kalima 1956; Bjernflaten 2006; Nuorluoto
2006, 2007; Frog & Saarikivi 2015: 76).

However, the current study follows conventional classifications, treating Old
Novgorod as having branched off from Proto-East Slavic, as positioned in Figure 13.

Proto-Slavic

A4
Common
Slavic

West Slavic

South Slavic East Slavic

/]

Slovene Bosm.an Macedonian Bulgarian
Croatian
Montenegrin
Serbian
Slovincian
\4
. , Old
! Polabian Old Rus Novgorod
Czech Slovak Sorbian Polish

y

Rusyn Ukrainian Belarusian Russian Nor_th

Russian
Figure 13  Subgrouping of modern Slavic languages

As a remark to the tree model in Figure 13, a recent study by Lindstedt and Salmela
(2020) proposes the idea that the diversification of South Slavic sub-branches took
place independently, meaning that no common intermediate proto-language, Proto-
South-Slavic, can be reconstructed. Meanwhile, it is more certain that all West and
East Slavic languages derive from common Proto-West-Slavic and Proto-East-Slavic,
respectively. Alternatively, Slavic languages can also be classified as northern vs.
southern groups, divided by the Hungarian speaking area. Namely, several isoglosses
are shared exclusively by West and East Slavic, while South Slavic has taken a
different direction of change, e.g., the reflexes of the Proto-Indo-European ending
*-ens > northern Slavic *-¢ vs. southern Slavic *-¢ (R. Kim 2019).

East Slavic languages in the early-2nd millennium can be roughly divided into two
major dialectal groups based on the literary tradition: northern (Old Novgorod) vs.
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southern (Old Rus’) (see also Sahmatov 1915; Vlasto 1986: 303). At the same time, a
dialectal comparison of phonology, morphology, and lexicon by Gorskova (1972:
136-142) points to even a more fine-grained classification of five distinct ancient
dialects:

1. Northwestern I (Novgorod)

2. Northwestern 11 (Pskov)

3. Northeastern (Rostov-Suzdal’)

4. Western (Smolensk-Polock)

5. Southern (Kiev, Cernigovo-Severskij, Gali¢-Volyn)

Among these ancient East Slavic dialects, the western dialect later became Belarusian,
while the southern dialect has continued its Kievan Rus’ heritage as Ukrainian (Vlasto
1986: 336).

The modern Central Russian dialects go back to a variety of the ancient
northeastern (Rostov-Suzdal’) dialect spoken around the Moscow area in the
transitional zone between northern and southern dialectal belts during the 13th—15th
centuries (Vlasto 1986: 33-34, 323-324). This period of time corresponds to the
emergence of Middle Russian and the formation of three East Slavic literary
languages: Belarusian, Russian, and Ukrainian (Filkova 1973: 92-93; Saurio &
Nuorluoto 2016: 16). Later in the early-16th century, an admixture with the Western
(Smolensk) dialect, a direct source variety of literary Belarusian, gave rise to the
vernacular, serving as the basis for literary (Moscow) Russian and has continued its
life as Standard Russian today (Vlasto 1986: 336).

Vertically, modern North Russian dialects are sometimes thought to be direct
descendants of Old Novgorod (cf. Figure 13). Due to continuous language shift to
Russian, formerly non-Slavic speakers, particularly multilingual speakers with Finnic,
Saami, and Permic background, have constantly been influencing the development of
North Russian (see also Vlasto 1986: 301). However, the dialects in the north today
might not have necessarily derived from Old Novgorod. Considering Moscow’s
invasions of Novgorod in the 15th and 16th centuries (discussed in Section 2.1.2), the
Central Russian dialects must have shaped dialectal frontiers, influencing the local
varieties of the north. For instance, the variety spoken in Novgorod today belongs to
the Central Russian dialect group (shown in Figure 12), not the Northern.

The genealogical status of North Russian dialects and their relation to Central
Russian is also crucial for explaining the emergence and development of multi-
functional postposed demonstratives. As a starting point, the current study maintains
the idea of modern North Russian dialects being descendants of a Central (Moscow)
dialect of Middle Russian, which absorbed the Old Novgorod substratum after the fall
of the Ancient Novgorod principality, in addition to the Uralic substratum (see further
discussion in Section 7.3). This given scenario also entails a chronology that the
diversification of modern North Russian dialects from Central Russian should have
started in the 15th—16th centuries, after the assimilation of the erstwhile Old Novgorod
speakers (see also Gorskova 1972: 144—-146, 153—154; Vlasto 1986: 358, 363).
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From an areal perspective, Russian, especially North Russian dialects, exhibit
many features that distinguish them from the Slavic languages of the Standard
Average European Sprachbund (a linguistic area proposed by Whorf [1939]1956,
whose idea was later advanced by Haspelmath 2001). A number of previous studies
have investigated potential Uralic substrate influences in the development of Russian,
particularly in North Russian dialects (see also a similar comparison between Russian
dialects in Vlasto 1986: 304—313), as shown in Table 2.

Uralic Slavic
Feature
.. - North ntral Proto-
Mordvinic Finnic or Ce . oto BCMS
Russian Russian Slavic
. initial initial initial mobile mobile mobile
1 Accentuation
stress stress stress stress stress stress
2 Unstressed o o o o/a a/2 a o/a
3 Diphthongisation 0 0o/uo/oa uo/oa 0 a 0
of stressed 0 & e ‘e iefia/ce le/ia ‘é @, @ ¢/jélije
o 5 ¢ >) e = g
4 | Palatal sibilants ¢ ¢ (cv )e _ ¢ G
A s ($>)s=s S, s
Grammatical .
5 no gender syncretism 3 genders
gender
6 Comparative os o
form of noun Y
Clitic forms of
7 the personal no yes
pronouns
Object case .
.. L . " . accusative .
8 marking in nominative partitive partitive-genitive . accusative
. nominative
negation
o nominative | nominative L .
Nominative " .. nominative accusative
9 . genitive genitive . .\
object . . accusative genitive
ablative partitive
Predicative . HAVE-
10 . BE-possession .
possession possession
Possessive
11 perfect no yes no
construction
Postposed !
. . less
12 demonstrative yes : no
. i developed
(p)article !
Table 2. Potential Uralic substrate features in Russian

Most previous studies primarily focus on what has changed in the development from
the Proto-Slavic to modern Russian under the impact of Uralic-speaking language
shifters, such as Features 1-8 (Veenker 1967; Vostrikov 1990; Saarikivi 2000). In
contrast, other studies also show that certain archaic Slavic features have been lost in
other Slavic languages such as in Bosnian/Croatian/Montenegrin/Serbian (BCMS),
but have been retained in the Russian language due to contact with the neighbouring
Uralic languages that use similar construction patterns, such as Features 9 (Timberlake
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1974) and 10 (Grkovi¢-Major 2011; McAnallen 2011; Mazzitelli 2015; Yurayong
2019).

In addition to the two contrastive interpretations, innovation vs. retention, there are
also cases in which the language speakers, still within a Uralic-Russian bilingual stage
prior to the shift to Russian monolingualism, have developed and introduced a new
contact-induced language feature to both the Russian and Uralic languages as a mutual
reinforcement, such as Features 11 (Serzant 2012) and 12 (Leinonen 1998; Stadnik-
Holzer 2006). As the current study primarily deals with Feature 12, previous studies
suggest that the approach of contact and areal linguistics is needed for understanding
the development of postposed demonstrative (p)articles in North Russian dialects. By
considering all three aforementioned aspects, we can better understand the direction
of development that the Russian language and its northern variety have taken in
diverging from other Slavic sister languages.

2.3 FINNIC-SLAVIC INTERACTIONS IN NORTHWEST
RUSSIA

The present study follows a view already proposed by a number of scholars in the 19th
century (e.g., August Schleicher, Karl Brugmann, and later Jerzy Kurylowicz, André
Vaillant) that Slavic languages form a sub-branch under the Baltic branch of the Indo-
European family (see Comrie & Corbett 1993: 62). Therefore, the earliest contacts
between Finnic and Slavic-speaking populations can be said to have taken place prior
to the branching of Proto-Slavic from Proto-Baltic (Viitso 1990a; Koivulehto 2006).
Meanwhile, the early Slavic contacts refer to the stage between Common Slavic and
Old East Slavic (Old Novgorod, Old Rus’) whereas recent Slavic contact covers the
periods from Middle to Modern Russian.

Taking into account the emergence of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and
North Russian, the aforementioned historical contexts, in which language contact
could have produced such a mutual language feature, are discussed in this section. As
the scope of the present study is limited to the Slavic contacts as of the Sth century,
the preceding Baltic contacts between the late-2nd millennium BC and the 5th century
will not be discussed here (see, e.g., Thomsen 1893; Koivulehto 1983, 2006; Junttila
2016; Lang 2016, for a thorough discussion of Finnic-Baltic contacts). The focus of
this section is to describe contact scenarios from different periods of time, while a
detailed description of various contact scenarios (adstratum, superstratum and
substratum) will be discussed later in Section 3.2.

2.3.1 EARLY FINNIC-SLAVIC CONTACTS AS ADSTRATUM

The Slavic influence on Finnic languages represents the third layer of the Balto-Slavic
contacts with Finnic in chronology, following the periods of Pre-Baltic (an Indo-
European satom dialect) and Proto-Baltic (see also Viitso 1990a: 140). Slavs migrated
from their proposed homeland in the north of Carpathians towards the erstwhile non-
Indo-European areas in the northeast. This migration route follows the Dnepr, leading
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to the encounter with the Baltic tribes and then later the Finnic-speaking population
who had earlier arrived from the east (see Timberlake 2013: 337). The first wave of
migration and encounter with Finnic must have taken place at the earliest during the
5th century, prior to which historical sources provide no reliable information about
Slavs (Birnbaum 1979: 5-6; Timberlake 2013; Lindstedt & Salmela 2020). The
contact with Mordvinic and Permic-speaking communities would have happened
later, after the expansion of Slavic-speaking population to the east and north,
respectively.

After the Slavs established of multiethnic fortified settlements, in order to take
control over the trade networks towards the east, they gradually began to Slavicise the
areas. Frog and Saarikivi (2015: 75-76) propose that one crucial factor was a
disruption of silver trade in the mid-10th century, which reduced population
movement and consequently could have reinforced stable settlements and the process
of Slavicisation. Along with trade, the introduction of Christianity by Slavs to the
neighbouring Finnic-speaking population towards the end of the 1st millennium AD
was another important event, which has established a stable Slavic contact ever since,
especially in Karelia as the easternmost part of Finnic dialect continuum where
Ladogan Finnic was spoken.

Even though not all Finnic groups were immediately baptised after the arrival of
Christianity to their speaking areas, religious vocabularies still made their way into
these languages, in which a lexical category of religious terms was still lacking. For
instance, the Finnic population residing in Karelia in the east must have borrowed
Slavic vocabularies related to Christianity already in the second half of the 1st
millennium AD despite the archaeological evidence dating the widespread adoption
of eastern Christian practices as late as the 13th century (A. Koivisto 2006). The same
applies to Livonians in the west, whose language inherits Christian terminology from
the eastern Christian tradition already long before adopting the western form of
Christianity in the 13th century (Griinthal 2015b: 105, 132—-133). Interestingly, the
earliest phase of Finnic-Slavic contacts seems to correlate with the spread of the
eastern Church from the east to the west.

The division of western and eastern Church also crucially divides the Finnic-
speaking community into two different cultural areas, which have continued up till the
present day. Catholicism and Protestantism were introduced later in the 16th century
by Germanic-speaking peoples in the west, and the Eastern Orthodox Church was
introduced by the Slavs in the east. Given different degrees of Slavicisation among
different Finnic-speaking populations (see T. Itkonen 1971; V. Koivisto 1990: 20,
discussed further in Section 2.3.2), a similar variable distribution is also expected to
be reflected also in the demonstrative system (see empirical evidence and further
discussion in Chapters 6 and 7).

In the Russian North between the 11th—15th centuries, there were several
principalities which took control over the others in turns (discussed in Section 2.1.2).
Among the Slavic-speaking population, these economic centres were not a unified
political unit neither a totally Russian-speaking community. In addition, the
archaeological and genetic evidence shows that those centres also comprised many
erstwhile residents with other ethnic backgrounds, above all, Uralic and Baltic-
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speaking tribes (Tvauri 2007; Timberlake 2013: 337-338). Thus, the linguistic
situation was accordingly very versatile. However, the diversity-favouring stage
gradually started to vanish away after the invasion of Mongol troops in the 13th
century, and later in the 15th century under the rise of the Moscow state, which took
control over Slavic political units in the north and began the Pan-Slavic campaign (see
further discussion in Section 2.3.2).

Archaeological evidence suggests that there were at least two migration waves of
Slavs toward the north, dating between the 5th and 8th centuries (Birnbaum 1979;
Sedov 1990; Kallio 2006; Kallio & Laakso 2020). Linguistically, the first Slavic wave
can be connected to the Proto-Slavic stage, while the second one being connected to
the Late-Proto-Slavic stage. The earliest contacts between Finnic and Slavic can be
observed in Slavic loanwords, which still display the phonological shapes prior to
several fundamental sound changes in East Slavic (Mikkola 1894; Setdld 1929;
Kalima 1952, 1956; Ariste 1958; Kallio 2006; Saarikivi 2007b: 44, 2009: 114-116),
as shown in the following three earliest Slavic loanwords in Finnic.

1. Old Russian zsrds ‘bar’ ~ Finnish hirsi ‘beam’
Early-Proto-Slavic *girdi-
> Proto-Slavic *3irdi- — Early-Proto-Finnic *$irti > Late-Proto-Finnic *hirsi > Finnish Airsi
> Old Russian Zordb

2. Old Church Slavonic igo (izesa [PL]) ‘yoke’ ~ Finnish ies (ikeet [PL]) ‘id.’
Early-Proto-Slavic *juga: jugesa
Proto-Slavic *jsgo: jegesa ? — Proto-Finnic *ikese- > Finnish ies: ikee-
> Late-Proto-Slavic *jigo: jizesa ? — Proto-Finnic *ikese- > Finnish ies: ikee-
> 0Old Church Slavonic igo: iZesa

3. Old Russian ¢emels ‘bumblebee’ ~ Finnish kimala(inen) ‘id.’
Early-Proto-Slavic *kimeli
> Proto-Slavic *komelo — Proto-Finnic *kimala- > Finnish kimala-

> Late-Proto-Slavic *¢emeln

(Kallio 2006: 157-159)

This is the primary linguistic evidence to support that the Slavic language in early
contact with Finnic cannot be yet identified as a dialect of Russian, but rather some
sort of Slavic variety in between East and West Slavic (discussed in Section 2.2.2).

On the Finnic side, some evidence of a medieval eastern Finnic language still
survives up till today, namely birch bark document Ne 292 (Figure 14) (see Jelisejev
1961; Arcihovskij & Borkovskij 1963; Vermeer 1991; Laakso 1999, for interpretation
attempts).
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Figure 14  Novgorod birch bark document Ne 292 (ca 1240-1260)
(Russian Academy of Sciences:
gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/292/)

As pointed out by Vermeer (1991: 334-340), some Finnic elements are also attested
in two birch bark documents, for instance, the words moa (moa) < Proto-Finnic *maa
‘land’ (line 1 in document Ne 56, Figure 15) and kackn (keski/ii), xanaaa (hapala) <
Proto-Finnic *kdske-u ‘order’, *hapa- ‘sour’ (bottom left of document Ne 403, Figure
16).

Figure 15 Novgorod birch bark document Ne 56 (ca 1240-1260)
(Russian Academy of Sciences:
gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/56/)
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Figure 16  Novgorod birch bark document Ne 403 (ca 1360—1380)
(Russian Academy of Sciences:
gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/403/)

Besides these documents, Finnic substrate elements concerning phonology,
morphosyntax, lexicon and toponym are also observed in the Novgorod Slavic variety
written on birch bark documents (Helimski 1986; Laakso 1999; Saarikivi 2006: 30).
For instance, Saarikivi (2007a: 240-242, 2017) suggests that among a thousand of
birch bark documents, there are at least 40 certain and 20 uncertain Finnic personal
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names, which form a relatively large part of the name substance in the Novgorod birch
bark corpus.

In this early phase of Finnic-Slavic contacts, there is no strong evidence that Slavic
would have become a dominant language in Northwest Russia immediately after the
arrival of Slavs. Instead, Slavicisation of the erstwhile Finnic-speaking areas would
have taken place still in a slow pace from an initial adstrate scenario, in which both
Finnic and Slavic speakers learned and spoke both languages, and consequently
became multilingual, especially through intermarriage. This contact on the household
level has given rise to a variety of Slavic with Finnic admixture that was later
transmitted to the following generations of speakers and ultimately reached the
community level (Timberlake 2013: 338).

2.3.2 RECENT FINNIC-SLAVIC CONTACTS AS SUBSTRATUM AND
SUPERSTRATUM

This phase of Slavic contacts takes place in the stage after the transformation from the
Old East Slavic (Old Novgorod, Old Rus’) into Middle Russian during the 14—15th
century (discussed in Section 2.2.2). Following the Mongol invasion and withdrawal,
Novgorod was subsumed under the Grand Duchy of Moscow (discussed in Section
2.1.2). In any case, these historical events did not appear to have affected the
multilingual environment in the eastern Circum-Baltic area in a significant way.

Maintaining the idea that modern North Russian dialects are possibly not direct
descendant of Old Novgorod but rather of Central Middle Russian with the Old
Novgorod and Uralic substratum (discussed in Section 2.2.2), the major area of recent
Finnic-Slavic contact must have concentrated on the eastern part of Finnic dialect
continuum, rather than the area adjacent to the historical centres Novgorod and Pskov,
which hosted the earlier Finnic-Slavic contacts (discussed in Section 2.3.1). This view
is supported by the fact that Russian varieties spoken in Novgorod and Pskov today
are not classified in Russian dialectology as North, but rather Central Russian dialects
(see Kasatkin 1999, illustrated in Figure 12).

Regarding various Uralic substrata in North Russian dialects (as discussed by
Sarhimaa 1992, 1995, 1999; Myznikov 2003), there are at least four obvious types of
Finnic substrata emerging in language contacts and shift from (i) Veps, (ii) Karelian,
(iii) Votic, and (iv) South Estonian. Elsewhere, the recent influence from Russian such
as loanwords, on the one hand, primarily concerns literary languages, such as the case
of Estonian between the 18th—20th centuries (Migiste 1962; Blokland 2005),
considering that only 160 out of 2000 items have been identified as pre-18th-century
Russian loanwords in Estonian dialects (Must 2000). Ultimately, the Russian
loanwords may only be casual loans transmitted through other languages, such as from
Russian through Latvian, or from Russian through Estonian to Livonian, a Finnic
language which has never been in direct contact to Russian (Winkler 2002; Griinthal
2015b: 100, 138). Among these substrata, Veps and Karelian contact with Russian
have continuously stayed the most intense since the Ladogan Finnic stage. Meanwhile,
Votic and South Estonian contact with Russian can be traced back to the Ancient
Novgorod state, but large-scale assimilation and language shift of Votic-speakers to
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Russian must have started only in the 18th century (Ariste 1981: 77). Consequently,
the degree of Russian interference in these Finnic speech communities is thought to
be higher in the east and gradually decrease towards the west, meaning that Veps is a
Finnic language that has undergone the heaviest Russian influence (see T. Itkonen
1971; V. Koivisto 1990: 20). The abovementioned contact scenarios are relevant for
the diachronic investigation of demonstrative system, as they have taken place along
the southern frontier of Finnic-speaking areas from the east (Veps) to the west (South
Estonian), adjacent to the Slavic speaking areas (see Figure 1, Figure 3 and Figure 4).

Sarhimaa (1992, 1999: 43-50) describes that in the beginning of Slavic contact,
most Uralic people preserved their languages alongside the acquisition of local
Russian varieties, which created a stable multilingual practice and an interesting
Sprachbund scenario between these languages in contact (see also Ariste1981: 49).
For this reason, Sarhimaa as well as Veenker (1967: 41) and Vostrikov (1990: 10-11)
identify the early Finnic-Russian contact situation in Northwest Russia as an adstrate
type (see Timberlake 2013, discussed in Section 2.3.1), which continued until the 18th
century, at which point the language policy and practices of the Russian Empire
changed in favour of Russian.

Thereafter, due to the stabilisation of the literary Russian language, the (even
stronger) Russifying language policy of the Russian Empire, and the attempt to create
a multiethnic nation state, the literary Russian language was promoted as an official
state language. Given this dominant sociolinguistic position, Russian eventually
became a socially more powerful language of the contact scenario (Kappeler 2001:
247-248). Following the revolution in the 1910s at the latest, the circumstance of
Finnic-Slavic adstratum dramatically collapsed and Russian became a superstrate
language to all minority languages of the Soviet Union (see discussion of superstratum
and substratum in Section 3.2). This sociopolitical change also decreased the role of
Turkic languages, most notably Chuvash and Tatar, as influential languages of traders
in Central Russia.

Consequently, Russian interferences have been even more powerfully infiltrating
into minority languages, not only to non-Slavic but also to Slavic varieties themselves
such as Ukrainian and Belarusian as well as Russian regional varieties. Language shift
to Russian occurred massively in the 1960s thanks to a rapid urbanisation, which had
attracted people from suburban areas to come and work in bigger economic centres.
Moreover, the socioeconomic situation inside the Soviet Union also forced many
people to move and relocate themselves away from their home region to new areas
where it was not possible to speak their native languages, only Russian (Lallukka
2001). This has turned even more minority languages into substrata of local Russian
varieties, especially in several Uralic language communities investigated by Lallukka:
Finnic (1990), Mari (2003) and Komi-Permyak (1995).

Sarhimaa (1999) also observes from her Karelian-Russian-speaking informants
that in the transition period towards a Russian monolingual environment, language
shift gave birth to many temporary Russian varieties, which illustrate obvious
language features transmitted from regional substrate languages. In any case, these
substrate features become subsequently extinct and levelled according to the norm of
the Central (Standard) Russian, at latest in the following generation of speakers (see
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also Vaahtera 2009 for a similar case of levelling in the phonology of Vologda
variety). This shows that the language shift of the formerly Uralic speakers towards
Russian proceeded in several steps and at different rates, which make various Uralic
substrata distinct from one another according to individual local history (discussed
above). Sometimes, the final phase preceding a complete language shift also causes
significant changes, for instance, in the verb system in Finnic languages on the verge
of extinction (Kehayov 2017; Jantunen 2019, forthcoming). This scenario is also
expected to be the case for changes taking place in demonstrative systems (see further
discussion in Section 7.2.2).

For the present study, the historical background discussed throughout this chapter
provides useful information as a chronological parallel in dating the emergence of
changes in demonstrative systems of Finnic languages in contact with Russian (see
further discussion in Sections 2.4, 7.2 and 7.3).

2.4 HISTORY OF DEMONSTRATIVES IN FINNIC AND
SLAVIC LANGUAGES

The linguistic phenomenon under investigation in the present study are
demonstratives, the system of which has taken various development paths from Proto-
Finnic and Proto-Slavic to modern Finnic and Slavic languages. Cross-linguistically,
demonstratives can be organised differently in terms of proximity contrasts and
morphosyntactic behaviours, even among genealogically related languages (see
further discussion in Chapter 4). The following presentation will show that there is a
tendency for both increasing and decreasing contrasts as well as semantic shifts of
certain demonstrative series, while individual languages may also modify or build new
series of demonstrative by applying additional deictic intensifiers or emphatic
elements.

2.41 DEMONSTRATIVES IN FINNIC LANGUAGES

Across the Finnic languages, there is no single pattern of demonstrative system that
would apply to all modern Finnic languages, as illustrated in Table 3 as pairs [singular]
/ [plural]. The following data is taken from literary languages (Laanest 1982: 196—
199), while the actual spoken data of the present studies will be presented later in
Chapter 6. Table 3 shows that the only etymological base that is still preserved in all
Finnic languages is a series based on the roots s- in singular and #- in plural.
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Demonstratives 3rd person
Language - -
Proximal — Distal pronoun
.‘ wimd | niimd
West Livonian sie / ne ama nfl m a
(ta / ndd)
South sjoo / njoo taa / naa tuu / nuu timd / nimdq
Estonian v yood 4 a4 (tid / nidiq)
North tema / nemad
. see / need
Estonian (ta / nad)
. wimd | niimiid
Votic kase / kane se/ned ama m.z.rnfz
/ navad
Ingrian tamd / ndmdt se /net too / noot hdn / he
héin / h
Finnish tamd / ndmd se/ne tuo / nuo anrhe
(se /ne)
Karelian e L, hidn / he
tamd / ndmd Se / ne tua / nua .
proper (Se /ne)
Olonet se / net tua / nuat
oners tiimd / ndmit _ héii / hiio
Karelian nece / nenne
se /ned tuo / nuod hdin / hiié
Lude timdi / idmdd ° | B amn 7o
nece / nene (se / ned)
East Veps nece / nene - se/ne hdn / hii
Table 3. Demonstrative system in Finnic languages

(modified from the basis of Laanest 1982: 196—199)

Based on the evidence from modern Finnic languages, Larjavaara (1986: 69-75)
identifies four etymological roots, three of which he includes in the following tripartite
demonstrative system for Proto-Finnic (including my reconstruction for the plural
forms).

Semantics ~ Singular Plural

1.  Proximal *tdmd *namd(t)
2. Medial *se < *Sej  *ne(t)
3. Distal *too *noo(t)

Notice that Kallio (2020) reconstructs the Early-Proto-Finnic singular medial series as
*$ej. This is, on the one hand, based on the inflectional forms in modern Finnic
languages, which have a long vowel -ii- in the stem, e.g., Finnish se [nominative],
siind [locative], sithen [illative], and siitd [elative]. On the other hand, this is compared
to cognate forms in other Uralic branches, such as Proto-Mordvinic *$d and Proto-
Khanty *¢i. As some but not all Finnic languages also mark the plural forms with a
Proto-Uralic plural suffix *-z (shown in Table 3), the Proto-Finnic forms may or may
not have the plural marker, the issue of which remains for further investigation in
future studies.
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Several remarks concerning significant changes from the Proto-Finnic to modern
Finnic languages can be made. First, the Proto-Finnic proximal series *tdmd/nédmdi(t)
has functionally shifted to mark 3rd persons in the western Finnic languages
(Livonian, South Estonian, North Estonian and Votic). Synchronic 3rd person
pronouns thus have two forms, full and shortened (in parentheses), the functional
distinction based on marking emphasis or contrast (see Pool 1999; Kaiser & Hiietam
2003; Pajusalu 2005).

Second, the Proto-Finnic medial series *se/ne(t) has been preserved across the
modern Finnic languages. In some languages, however, it has taken over other spatial
spheres, such as the reduction of the demonstrative system into a unipartite one in
Livonian and North Estonian, or the semantic shift to a proximal demonstrative in
South Estonian (see Pajusalu 1996a; Tomingas 2018). In other Finnic languages with
the original tripartite distribution (geographically from Ingrian to Lude), *se/ne(?)
remain as medial®. Meanwhile, in some languages, *se/ne(t) also become 3rd person
pronouns in a spoken variety of Finnish, Karelian proper and Lude (see Saukkonen
1967; Laitinen 2002, 2005; Pahomov 2011; Priiki 2017). Due to the renewal of
demonstrative paradigm into a bipartite system, the Proto-Finnic medial series
*se/ne(t) has become distal, while the proximal series *fdmd/ndmd(t) has been
replaced by newly emerged compound demonstratives kase/kane in Votic and
nece/tiene in Veps. In Veps, this new compound series is reportedly continuing to
replace the synchronically distal demonstratives se/ne and consequently leading Veps
towards a unipartite system (Griinthal 2015a: 277). In any case, the contrast is still
occasionally observed in Veps as in (3).

Northern Veps

3) i do si-da kdit-t an-nu,
NEG.3SG already that-pTV hand-PTV  give-PTCP.PST
andj-i neci-n kéde-n.

give-PST.3SG  this-AcC  hand-AcCC

‘She did not give that hand but gave this hand.” (Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 34-51)

3 Other studies in the framework of interactional linguistics and discourse analysis (e.g., Laury 1997; Seppénen
1998; Etelamaki 2006, 2009; Priiki 2017; Reile et al. 2019) may pay a closer attention to such delicate factors like
inclusiveness between the speaker’s and addressee’s referential spheres and thereby classify the semantics of the
Proto-Finnic medial demonstrative series *se/ne(?) in the mentioned modern Finnic languages as “addressee-
centred” (vs. “speaker-centred”) or alike rather than as “medial” (situating in between “proximal” and “distal”) in
the traditional spatial-based classification (e.g., Larjavaara 1986, 1990). As the current historical-comparative
study is primarily oriented towards a structuralist approach, I choose to use the simpler distance-based triad:
“proximal”, “medial” and “distal”, for the sake of comparability with the equivalent demonstratives in Slavic
languages, while reserving awareness of the aforementioned interactional-linguistic-oriented classification (see

also a comparison between different approaches in Dixon 2003: 86—89).

33



Finnic and Slavic languages and peoples of Northwest Russia

As shown in (3), the two demonstratives se and 7iece can be used in parallel to create
a contrastive reading between ‘that’ and ‘this’, even though the context of parallels is
not frequently observed.

Third, the other Proto-Finnic medial series *faa/naa(t) is exclusively observed in
South Estonian (Pajusalu 2015) and marginally in some North Finnic varieties
(Larjavaara 1986: 93—102). There has been a controversial claim by Larjavaara (1986:
73-75) that it could be a Baltic borrowing to Late-Proto-Finnic (cf. Latvian tas/ta,
Lithuanian tas/tai/ta and Old Prussian stas/sta), which has later partially merged with
the Proto-Finnic proximal *tdmd/ndmd(t), resulting in the short back-vowel form of
the proximal series ta from tdmd in Livonian and from tema in North Estonian (see
also Pajusalu 2015: 188; Tammekénd 2015).

Fourth, the Proto-Finnic tripartite system was reduced to a bipartite system
(proximal vs. distal) in Votic and Veps. The new compound demonstratives derived
from combinations of an emphatic element ka- (< a particle ‘well”) or re- (< a particle
ndged ‘you see’) and the Proto-Finnic medial demonstrative *se/ne(?): Votic
kase/kane and Veps nece/nene ‘this, that, it / these, those, they’ (see also Kettunen
1943: 403). The presence of the demonstrative series rece/fiene in Olonets Karelian
and Lude, the languages which mainly use the riece-series as medial or distal, is often
regarded as result of borrowing from Veps (Larjavaara 1986: 154—155). This also has
a parallel in Russian, in which the proximal demonstrative étot is a combination of a
deictic intensifier ¢é- and the Proto-Slavic medial demonstrative *t»(tv) (see also
Suhonen 1990: 95-96, and further discussion in Section 2.4.2). Furthermore, the
Pinega variety of North Russian also has a new demonstrative series, having emerged
from the combination of a particle nu ‘well’ and the Proto-Slavic medial demonstrative
*tv(tv), resulting in the proximal demonstrative nutot ‘this’ (KTTGN 1970). Given
these parallels, the formation of Finnic compound demonstratives may have
eventually been motivated by the Russian model (see Blokland 2012 for a tendency
of pronoun borrowings in Uralic languages, and further discussion in Section 7.2.2).

2.4.2 DEMONSTRATIVES IN SLAVIC LANGUAGES

Identical to Central (Standard) Russian, North Russian dialects have a bipartite
demonstrative system with the proximal éfot and distal series fot. However, a
compound series nutot, (as mentioned in Section 2.4.1) is also observed in the
Arkhangelsk variety of North Russian (see concrete data in Section 6.1.5). Similarly
to the divergence among Finnic languages, Slavic demonstrative systems do not have
a homogenous pattern either, as shown in Table 4 as triads [masculine] / [neuter] /
[feminine] of the singular forms. Here, demonstrative systems of the extinct Slavic
languages, Polabian and Slovincian, are also taken into account.
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Demonstratives 3rd person
Language " "
Proximal ——) Distal pronoun
. sb/se/si onw/ono/ona
0Old Church Slavonic tv/to/ta onv/ono/ona Z? o
ovwv/ovo/ova Jvljelja
Slovene ta/to/ta tisti/tisto/tista oni/ono/ona on/ono/ona
8
Z BCMS ovaj/ovo/ova taj/to/ta onaj/ono/ona on/ono/ona
172
=
= . . . . on/ono/ona
3 Macedonian ovoj/ova/ovaa toj/toa/taa onoj/ona/onaa .
7] toj/toa/taa
. tozi/tova/tazi
Bulgarian Oz_l val a'zz onzi/onova/onazi toj/to/tja
(toja/tuj/taja)
Polabian SQ/sti/so to/tii/to vdn/vano/vdana
. tien/tuo/ta
Slovincian ) yuon/vuono/vuona
nien/nuo/na
o Polish ten/to/ta tamten/tamto/tamta on/ono/ona
=
<
= . tamny/tamno/tamna , , ,
» | Lower Sorbian ten/to/ta 'y ) ) won/wono/wona
B wony/wéne/wona
= tamny/tamne/tamna
Upper Sorbian ton/to/ta ) won/wono/wona
wony/wone/wona
Crech ten/to/ta tamten/tamto/tamta on/ono/ond
tenhla/tohle/tahle onen/ono/ona
ten/to/ta tamten/tamto/tamta
Slovak on/ono/ona
tento/toto/tato henten/hento/henta
Old Novgorod, se)sv/se/sja
£ R ( ) . J (to)tv/to/ta onv/ono/ona
Old Rus (sej/sije/sija)
Rusyn Sys /syse/sysja tot/toto/tata vin/ona/ono
Q
3
7! Ukrainian ce/ce/cja to/te/ta vin/vono/vona
2
m .
Belarusian gety/geta/getaja toj/toe/taja én/jano/jana
Russian etot/eto/eta tot/to/ta on/ono/ona
Table 4. Demonstrative system in Slavic languages

Based on Old Church Slavonic and modern Slavic languages, scholars usually
reconstruct a tripartite system for Common Slavic, i.e. Late-Proto-Slavic (e.g.,
Leskien [1871]1955: 96-101; Babi¢ et al. 2003: 122-123), which has a partial
connection to the Proto-Indo-European (PIE) system (Kortlandt 1983; Derksen 2008).

The system is organised as follows.
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Semantics Form  Etymological remark

1.1 ' *$b < Proto-Balto-Slavic *$is < PIE *ki- ~ Hittite kas, Gothic hina
Proximal
1.2 *ove < PIE *hseu-o- ~ Avestan ava
. < Proto-Balto-Slavic *fos/tod/ta? < PIE *so/tod/seh;
2. Medial *1b ) ,
~ Sanskrit sa/tad/sa
3. Distal *onv < Proto-Balto-Slavic *anos < PIE *hen-o- ~ Greek dn, Latin an

Several changes that have taken place in later Slavic languages are worth mentioning.
First, the bipartite system, with a dichotomy proximal vs. distal, is predominant in
West and East Slavic languages, while the tripartite system is still retained in most
South Slavic languages except Standard Bulgarian. However, Lorentz (1903: 275—
278) reports a unipartite system for Slovincian in which two demonstrative series ¢-
and n- (~ Old Church Slavonic nsné/nsnja ‘now’) cover both proximal and distal.

Second, the Proto-Slavic proximal series *s», which was present in Old Church
Slavonic, Old Novgorod and Old Rus’ (Vlasto 1986: 127-128; Dolgova &
Maksimova 1996; Zaliznjak 2004: 125), has become obsolete in the majority of
modern Slavic languages, while leaving some trace in the Standard Ukrainian and
Rusyn systems as well as Polabian (Polanski 1993: 812). Nevertheless, it still survives
today in several fossilised adverbial phrases such as an adverb ‘now’ in Russian sejcas,
BCMS sad(a), Bulgarian/Macedonian sega.

Third, the other Proto-Slavic proximal series *ovs is exclusively observed in South
Slavic languages except Standard Bulgarian. It remains questionable whether this
proximal series is simply a case of loss in other West and East Slavic languages, or a
South Slavic innovation. In any case, Vaillant (1958: 380) regards this demonstrative
series as secondary development, which replaces the original Proto-Slavic proximal
series *s» in South Slavic languages.

Fourth, the Proto-Slavic medial series *f» is retained in all modern Slavic
languages. In a number of languages (Bulgarian, Polish, Czech, Slovak, Slovene,
Belarusian and Russian), it can receive additional deictic intensifiers, such as tam-
‘there’ in West Slavic languages, which help clarifying the spatial sphere contrast
(Marusi¢ & Zaucer 2012; Simik 2016). Meanwhile, Vasmer ([1950—1958]1987: 4523)
proposes that the East Slavic deictic intensifier (g)é- possibly traces back to the
particles évo and éna ‘here, well, see!’ (cf. BCMS evo id.), which also give variants
evtot and entot ‘this’ in dialects (see the similar etymologies for Votic and Veps, given
in Section 2.4.1), while double use of demonstratives is also found in the dialectal
form éstot < *é-se-tot (*se < the Proto-Slavic proximal *s»). As discussed in Section
2.4.1, the formation of modern Russian proximal demonstratives with a deictic
intensifier é- and the Proto-Slavic medial demonstrative *#»(t»), which emerged in
spoken language no later than the 16th—17th centuries (Vlasto 1986: 129), seemingly
provided a model for the Votic and Veps compound demonstratives (see further
discussion in Section 7.2.2). In any case, the use of such deictic intensifiers in Polish,
Czech, Slovak, Belarusian and Russian is obviously a secondary development
motivated by the simplified paradigm, which only uses a demonstrative element from
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the Proto-Slavic medial series *#». The intermediate stage after the neutralisation of
proximity and before the application of deictic intensifiers to the demonstrative
paradigm is seemingly portrayed in the Slovincian unipartite system.

Fifth, the nominative and accusative form of Proto-Slavic distal series *onws has
shifted to mark 3rd persons in most modern Slavic languages, but, for instance, not in
Standard Bulgarian, which has instead shifted the Proto-Slavic medial series *#» to
3rd person pronouns tozi/tazi/tova ‘he/it/she.” In any case, the Proto-Slavic distal
series *onw has a suppletive paradigm, consisting of *on» only in nominative (and
inanimate masculine accusative), while the rest of paradigm is based on the old 3rd
person pronouns *js/je/ja, which are scarcely attested in Old Church Slavonic, but
later mainly survive as suffixes of long adjective forms -»-jb/-0-je/-a-ja (see further
discussion in Section 5.2.1). One important remark is that the use of *on®s as a distal
demonstrative has seemingly become obsolete already during the Proto-East-Slavic
period, resulting in the absence of the *onw series from modern East Slavic
demonstrative systems (cf. Dolgova & Maksimova 1996: 219).

The introduction of demonstratives has shown a parallel tendency that the original
medial series *se/ne(t) in Proto-Finnic and *t» in Proto-Slavic are retained in all
modern languages, although their semantics could have radically changed. This strong
tendency of retention together with its dynamic of semantic change could be one factor
that favours the functional extension of these erstwhile medial demonstratives to
marking of definiteness, information structure and discourse, a phenomenon which
will be discussed further in Sections 5.1 and 5.2.
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3 METHODOLOGICAL TRIANGULATION:
LANGUAGE CHANGE, CONTACT AND
AREA

This chapter introduces the essential methodological components of the present study.
The ultimate goal in the study of language change, contact, and area is to identify what
is the motivation of a certain change or non-change in a language: internal
development vs. contact influence. Given this goal, the present study combines
methods from historical, contact, and areal linguistics, which are inseparable and
complementary subfields in the studies of language change (as demonstrated in
Campbell 1998). The advantage of this triangular approach is that languages in contact
and contact-induced features can be understood in a vertical (language history),
horizontal (language contact) as well as gradual scale dimension (areality). Section
3.1 introduces the methods, some issues, and key factors in the studies of language
change, particularly in the area of morphosyntax. Section 3.2 classifies various types
of language contact scenarios, as well as their characteristics and influences on
language change. Section 3.3 extends the question of language change to a broader
areal context, involving structural similarities and diffusion.

3.1 HISTORICAL LINGUISTICS

Since the 19th century when comparative linguistics was introduced by the
Neogrammarian school as a scientific branch, the science of history is generally
regarded as a field of research that describes general conditions of the existence of an
object developing historically, as well as the nature and operations of the elements that
remain constant throughout the changes (Paul 1880: 1). This understanding makes an
analogy for languages as living organisms, which form themselves based on particular
laws, evolve, and die off (Bopp 1827: 1). Based on this idea of life cycle of language,
a diachronic approach can provide better understanding of how a language and its
related phenomenon under investigation have become what they are today.

3.1.1 RECONSTRUCTION AS A METHOD TO STUDY LANGUAGE
CHANGE

Contemporary studies of language change focus on three different stages of
development: (i) origin, (ii) process, and (iii) results (Wiemer & Walchli 2012: 9-14).
In this scheme, the context of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian
as examples of language change can be regarded as a phenomenon involving all the
mentioned stages. In a similar principle, historical linguistics also aims to discover
attestations of a specific linguistic phenomenon in different periods of time, which
makes identification and chronologisation of changes possible (Meillet 1921: 19).
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However, in reality, very few languages have been recorded long enough, e.g. Greek
and Romance, in contrast to the majority of the world’s languages. Thus, the
investigation of language history, including that of Uralic languages, is often based on
the reconstruction of missing information of the past (see Ross 1998; Spriggs 1998;
Saarikivi & Lavento 2012). The ultimate goals of this method are to understand the
history of individual languages, i.e. internal reconstruction, based on which instances
of genealogical relatedness among languages can be identified, i.e. the historical-
comparative method (Harrison 2003: 214). For instance, through these methods,
Finnish and Hungarian have been identified as descendants of a common ancestor, the
Proto-Uralic language.

Assuming that genealogically related languages evolve from a common ancestor
language, i.e. proto-language, language change can be associated with two scenarios:
(i) inheritance, and (ii) innovation. The former stands for retention of a language
feature that has been continuously present, whereas the latter stands for an evolution
from the proto-language stage. However, when comparing genealogically related
languages, it is often difficult to determine which scenario is applicable for individual
branches of a language family (Meillet 1921: 43). This is due to the uncertainty of
how the proposed ancestor language eventually looked like, since a grammar of the
attested language can easily be an admixture of two different language sources
(Meillet 1928: 102; see also Tkacenko 1989, discussed in Section 3.2). For instance,
modern Standard Finnish has an integrated grammatical system of both western as
well as eastern varieties.

Innovations can either be an independent language-internal innovation or
motivated by a language-external force, which analogously corresponds to the classic
dichotomy drift vs. selection in Darwinist evolutionary biology (Darwin 1859, 1871).
Drift refers to an internally-motivated change emerging from variation within the
language system, which reorganises itself as ‘compensation for something that was
weakening within [a language]’ (Sapir 1921: 170). Due to its inversive characteristics,
drift often applies to languages spoken in isolated communities, such as Iceland, Faroe
Islands and the islands in Oceania (e.g., Ross 1998: 155; Trudgill 2011: 6).
Meanwhile, selection applies rather to majority of the world’s languages because
‘there is no evidence that any languages have developed in total isolation from other
languages’ (Thomason 2001: 8). Given the social nature of human beings, community,
interaction, and communication generally lead to contact between languages, in the
environment of which language resources from various sources are introduced,
selected, and adopted to individual languages in contact (e.g., Dixon 1997; Kusters
2003; Trudgill 2011). Accordingly, language contact is crucially one of the most
influential factors in language change because it can, for instance, guide the direction
of change and selection of pre-existing structural variants in a language (see a
variationist approach in Milroy & Gordon 2003, discussed in Section 3.1.2).

Given that studies in language history are diachronic by their nature, availability
of data from different stages of a language is one of the main issues in historical
linguistics. Qualitatively, what is available from the earlier periods might not
necessarily represent the language entirely but only partly. In this vein, Labov (1994:
11) claims that many historical sources are only random collections or fragments of
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text, which often show a bias towards language correctness and against vernaculars.
Worse than that, the sociological background of the authors is poorly described, if
available at all, and there is no method to prove what kind of features could be
considered distinctive vernacular forms in regard to the normative language (see also
Fox 1995: 2-3). These methodological challenges shape the Labovian view of
historical linguistics as follows.

‘Historical linguistics can then be thought of as the art of making the best use of bad data. The
art is a highly developed one, but there are some limitations of the data that cannot be

compensated for.’

(Labov 1994: 11)

This is particularly true for Finnic languages, the written attestation of which dating
back no further than the 13th century (see Novgorod birch bark documents with Finnic
elements discussed in Section 2.3.1). This shortcoming of data in Finnic and Uralic
languages in general highlights the importance of the application of historical-
comparative methods and reconstruction.

3.1.2 GRAMMATICALISATION AS A TOOL TO RECONSTRUCT
MORPHOSYNTACTIC CHANGE

Among different domains of language, scholars tend to agree that morphosyntax (not
to mention pragmatics) is one of the most difficult areas to reconstruct, due to its
internal complexity and abstractness (Harrison 2003: 221). Compared to phonology,
morphosyntactic patterns such as word order can be easily replaced, leaving very little
(if any) trace of its origin and earlier stage (Ravila 1966: 110; Fox 1995: 104-109,
190-194; Nichols 2003: 304—305). In any case, Campbell (1998: 251) is of the opinion
that morphosyntactic reconstruction is not an impossible mission. For instance, despite
the shift to SVO word order, Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Uralic SOV word order
has left traces in the verb-final relative clause of several modern Germanic languages
such as Dutch and German, while still being identifiable in the predominant head-final
constituent order in noun and adposition phrase of Finnic and Saami languages.

In this regard, neighbouring languages play an important role in providing
information on possible development tendency (see Campbell 1998: 244-246). This
follows from the assumption that neighbouring languages, regardless of their original
typological profile, tend to become structurally more similar to each other, i.e.
converge, over the course of time, as is the case of languages in the Balkan and
Circum-Baltic Sprachbiinde (see also Romaine 1988: 80-81; Lindstedt 2000; Wiemer
& Wilchli 2012, and further discussion in Section 3.3). Therefore, the reconstruction
of morphosyntax often takes place after the genealogical relation between languages
has already been established, primarily on the basis of regular sound correspondences
(Harrison 2003: 225).
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Another characteristic of morphosyntactic features is variation, because one
function can be expressed by multiple morphosyntactic construction patterns which
coexist in a language, without having to be dialectal features (Wilson & Henry 1998).
This variationist approach operates on the idea that morphosyntactic changes emerge
from the selection of variants (see also Nichols 2003, and earlier discussion in Section
3.1.1), and discusses how constructions with a shared function compete for the status
of primary construction in a language (Milroy & Gordon 2003: 190). For instance,
definite articles emerging in Slavic languages involve the selection of constituent
position in which demonstratives are placed: postnominal position in Bulgarian,
Macedonian and Southeast Serbian vs. prenominal position in other Slavic languages
(see further discussion in Section 5.2.1). Often, the judgement is based on frequency
of use, which implies that even a foreign construction can become domesticated and
replace the erstwhile construction when the speech community has used the newly
imported construction with a higher frequency than the erstwhile alternative (Pintzuk
2003; Heine & Kuteva 2005: 47).

The issue of selection also touches upon the contrast between notions of
characteristic and marked features, which define what is, respectively, a canonical and
non-canonical structure in a language system. The difference between characteristic
and marked features in a language can be illustrated, for instance, with Talmy’s (1985)
example of a verb construction.

‘Any language uses only one of these types for the verb in its most characteristic expression of
Motion. Here, “characteristic” means that:

1. It is colloquial in style, rather than literary, stilted, etc.

2. It is frequent in occurrence in speech, rather than only occasional.

3. It is pervasive, rather than limited, that is, a wide range of semantic notions are expressed in

this type.’

(Talmy 1985: 62)

This implies that the process of becoming characteristic takes place in gradual steps,
the final stage of which is the achievement of characteristic expression. For instance,
several studies have shown that the development of prenominal demonstratives to
definite articles is an unfinished process, because of optionality in their usage (e.g., in
Estonian by Pajusalu 1997a: 173; in Finnish by Juvonen 2000: 196; and in Votic by
Agranat 2015: 51). This further implies that the use of this feature is still regarded as
a marked construction, i.e. an unfinished process of grammaticalisation. The notion of
characteristic feature is also a determining factor in contact-induced language change
(Thomason 2001: 7677, see further discussion in Section 3.2.2).

In the reconstruction of morphosyntax, grammaticalisation plays a significant role
as a method, which helps in identifying and predicting morphosyntactic changes
through “undoing grammaticalisation” and cross-linguistic information provided by
the field of language typology (DeLancey 1994; Harrison 2003: 226; Heine 2003: 596,
598). The term “grammaticalisation”, introduced by Meillet (1912: 132), refers to
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development pathway in which a lexical element has semantically bleached or lost its
original lexical meanings, being reanalysed and acquiring a new non-lexical
assignment to express grammatical functions (see also Lehmann 1982; Hopper &
Traugott 1993; Bybee et al. 1994). The change via grammaticalisation is more
commonly thought to be unidirectional, as the lexical origin of a certain grammatical
element is frequently, although not always, visible, whereas a lexical element
generally does not illustrate any grammatical function beyond its part of speech
(Hopper & Traugott 1993: 16—17; Heine 2003: 582-583).

However, there is also scepticism against grammaticalisation as a theory and its
unidirectionality, because grammaticalisation is not a process per se but rather a by-
product and ultimate outcome of semantic change and morphosyntactic reanalysis,
which can also result in grammatical elements becoming less grammatical (Campbell
1998: 241-242, 2000; R. Janda 2000; Joseph 2000; Newmeyer 2000). For instance,
French derriere has changed from the adverb ‘behind’ to a noun ‘buttocks’, while New
Mexico Spanish -mos has changed from a 1st person verbal suffix to clitic -nos (R.
Janda 1995). A similar degrammaticalisation process has given rise to the North Saami
postposition haga ‘without’ and derivational morpheme -naga ‘stain, stained with,’
which originate from Proto-Uralic cases suffixes, abessive *-pta and locative *-na,
respectively (Ylikoski 2016). Taking a cautious approach, the present study does not
treat the notion of grammaticalisation as a process, but as a result of morphosyntactic
reanalysis, functional extension, and semantic bleaching of the erstwhile meaning,
which are observed in particular language elements such as demonstratives (see the
three stages of language changes, origin, process, and result, discussed in Section
3.1.1).

In terms of historical reconstruction, undoing grammaticalisation is often
conducted by “profiling” various domains of changes that have taken place in a certain
morphosyntactic construction from a morphological, lexical, and semantic to syntactic
profile (see a detailed description of the “profiling” method in Serzant 2015). Such a
fine-grained structural analysis can capture changes and predict stages in the history
of a language when certain changes started to occur. However, undoing
grammaticalisation as a method has its own inadequacies in several aspects. Namely,
it cannot provide information for establishing an absolute chronology, nor can it help
in justifying subgrouping of cognate languages, as cross-linguistic similarities
observed through this method may eventually be a result of massive diffusion
(Harrison 2003: 220-221; Heine 2003: 598). As the present study investigates Finnic
and Slavic varieties, the genealogical position of which is not controversial, the issue
of genealogical relation is not generally relevant. Meanwhile, the subgrouping of
Finnic varieties cannot be classified only on the basis of the reconstruction of
demonstrative system, a morphosyntactic area of language. Therefore, the method of
undoing grammaticalisation is applied to supplement an earlier subgrouping, which
has been established on the basis of historical phonology that applied the conventional
comparative method involving sound correspondences and changes (cf. Campbell
1998: 307-308, and see concrete application of this method in Section 7.2).
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3.2 CONTACT LINGUISTICS

Every language has its own history. Such histories are more well known for a few
languages, and less documented for the vast majority of the world’s languages. As
language changes take place in consecutive steps, each stage of change always leaves
their trace and forms a “stratum” (literally ‘layer’). Analogous to the use of tree rings
to identify the climatological history in dendrochronology (e.g., Fritts 1976), each
layer of language changes and non-changes can provide information on the space and
time of when the language has been spoken. Most layers generally contain information
on language contact, because a language that has developed in total isolation from
other surrounding languages is rare (see Campbell 1998: 69; Thomason 2001: 8, as
mentioned in Section 3.1.1). Such is not the case for Uralic and Indo-European
languages. Therefore, language contact is methodologically considered an important
clue for reconstructing language sociology of a certain speech community in specific
periods of time.

3.2.1 STRATIFICATION OF LANGUAGES AS TRACES OF LANGUAGE
CONTACTS

Language contact as an external input always affects the language repertoire of every
speech community member and their languages in some way (Thomason 2001: 10). It
can add more languages to their language repertoire, i.e. multilingual practice, or cause
them to give up one language for another, i.e. language shift. The two aforementioned
scenarios, multilingual practice and shift, are often related to the notions of
substratum, superstratum and adstratum, which have been present and have played an
important role in the development of languages in Northwest Russia, since the arrival
of Slavs and their encounter with the Finnic-speaking population (discussed in Section
2.3).

The term “substratum” (literally ‘lower layer’) appeared for the first time in the
linguistic scholarship in the investigation of substrate influences in Ibero-Romance
languages by Ascoli (1870). As an antonym to substratum, von Wartburg in 1932
(1951: 155) introduces the term ‘“superstratum” (literally ‘upper layer’). This
dichotomy does not concern only language (2 Thomason 2001) but crucially also the
sociolinguistic and sociocultural situation in a speech community. All of these
contribute to the dialectal diversification of the Russian language (see also Gorskova
1972: 70). Accordingly, a superstrate language of the upper layer is spoken by elites
who are in a number of cases newly arrived conquerors in the speech community, e.g.
Russian, while a substrate language of the lower layer is more often a language of
erstwhile inhabiting commoners such as Finnic and Saami languages in Northwest
Russia (Veenker 1967: 8—11; Saarikivi 2006).

Applying these terms to language contact scenarios leads to the discussion of the
possible source or motivation of language change after the language shift has taken
place (e.g., Veenker 1967: 13—17). Substratum is used to describe the situation in
which commoners adopt the elites’ language, while superstratum refers to the opposite
setting in which the elites adopt the commoners’ language. Concretely, language
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change in a substratum scenario is an influence from an abandoned substrate language
to a target superstrate language, for instance, from the extinct Iberian substrate
language to the superstrate Latin, which results in modern Ibero-Romance languages
(Ascoli 1870), or from the Uralic substrate languages to the superstrate Russian
(Veenker 1967; Vostrikov 1990). In contrast, superstratum refers to the motivating
force coming from the opposite direction, i.e. influence from an abandoned superstrate
language to a target substrate language such as the French superstrate vocabularies in
English (Fischer 2003: 107).

From another dimension of contact, “adstratum” (literally ‘side layer’), a term
introduced by Valkhoff (1932: 17, 22), is often considered as an early stage of contact
preceding substratum or superstratum, which maintains a socially equal circumstance
and stable multilingual environment to speakers of languages in contact. This
indirectly also entails that the adstratum scenario typically emerges in a smaller speech
community and vernacular languages, rather than a larger society with a dominant
literary language and a greater pace of assimilation to the majority culture (Vostrikov
1990: 3—15; Myznikov 2003). In other words, enlargement of society is one of the
factors that favour the weakening of adstratum, and faster linguistic (and also cultural)
assimilation towards one particular speech community, i.e. “denationalising” (German
Denationalisierung, Veenker 1967: 16). This is indeed the case in Northwest Russia
discussed earlier in Section 2.3.

Another concept in the stratification of language is “perstratum” (literally ‘over
layer’), which does not concern contact on the speech level, but rather on the literary
level. In other words, perstrate language is an administratively, socio-politically, or
religiously prestige literary language that gives model or influences the vernacular
languages, such as Latin in European academia, German in Habsburg, Russian in the
Soviet Union or Chinese in Korea and Japan. Therefore, Vostrikov (1990: 10-11)
considers perstratum as an unnatural contact between written languages, unlike the
other three types of contact discussed above, which are natural contact situation at the
speech level. In any case, the perstratum scenario does not necessarily have to involve
languages of different origins, but it can also concern (closely) related language, e.g.
the influence of Classical Chinese on Chinese vernaculars, or Old Church Slavonic on
the literary Bulgarian and Russian languages (see also Vlasto 1986: 346-347). This
scenario resembles the case of literary Finnic minority languages and Standard
(Moscow) Russian, that have been levelling language features in spoken Finnic and
North Russian which deviate from the written norm (see further discussion in Section
7.1.1).

The ultimate goal of studies of language contact of the substrate type is to identify
and understand the language structure of substrate languages. Individual cases of
language contact and shift manifest different degrees of substratification, which
Tkacenko (1989: 25) and Myznikov (2003) grade in two degrees: (i) a perfect
substratum, and (ii) an imperfect substratum. A perfect substratum refers to a situation
in which speakers of a substrate language have completely assimilated to the language
and culture of elites, for instance, the Meryans who were mentioned in Russian
chronicles and have left toponymic traces in Central Russia (Matveev 1996, 1998,
2001; Ahlgvist 1998, 2006). Meanwhile, an imperfect substratum is a more common
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scenario widely observed in Northwest Russia, in which speakers of the Uralic
substrate languages have not totally abandoned their native language yet, such as the
Veps who are shifting to Russian but still maintain a Veps-Russian diglossia, despite
the domain of use of Veps language becoming significantly restricted in recent
decades (Puura et al. 2013: 23-29).

In the case of perfect substratum, supporting evidence for identifying substrate
languages is often insufficient, and scholars need to rely on reconstruction (see a
similar issue in historical linguistics, addressed in Section 3.1.1). Therefore, the degree
of success in identifying a substratum varies from case to case, as in the following
classification based on Veenker (1967, see also similar classifications in Saarikivi
2006; Rahkonen 2013).

X = substrate, Y = superstrate

1. Extinct languages: the genealogical identity of language X is uncertain and can be identified
only by the external historical sources or on the basis of external reconstruction, and the
direction of influence is uncertain whether X — Y or Y — X, e.g., the Iberian substratum in
Spain, the Etruscan substratum in the Italian Peninsula, or the Thracian and Illyrian substrata

in the Balkans.

2. Languages of the conquered nations: language X has disappeared from the area conquered
by speakers of language Y, but still survives elsewhere as a result of earlier expansion or
migration of the speech community, e.g., the Celtic substratum in Great Britain and France or

the Saami substratum in Southern Finland.

3. Attested languages: language X which is attested with a handful of written sources, e.g.,

the Latin substratum in Dalmatia.

4. Abandoned languages: the genealogical identity of language X is uncertain, but the
language itself can be reconstructed on the basis of its attested or surviving cognate language(s)
more distantly related, e.g., the Meryan substratum in Central Russia that can be reconstructed

on the basis of other attested western Uralic languages (Finnic, Mordvinic and Saami).

5. Fragment or tendency from the substrate languages: individual features in language Y,
which can be associated with the ones in language X and its cognate languages, e.g., lexical
items with unknown etymologies in Germanic, Saami and Finnic languages, which point to

earlier indigenous Paleo-European substrate languages.

(based on Veenker 1967: 14)

Fortunately, the current study is dealing with a context in which the substratification
has not been completed, so information on the Finnic counterpart in contact with North
Russian is still relatively well accessible.
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3.2.2 CONTACT-INDUCED LANGUAGE CHANGE IN GRAMMATICAL
SYSTEMS

All of the contact scenarios discussed in Section 3.2.1 can lead to various outcomes in
the process of language change, which is termed “contact-induced change”. Despite
her statement that contact-induced change is nearly unpredictable, Thomason (2001:
Ch. 4) provides social and linguistic predictors as tools for understanding language
changes due to contact. The social factors concern intensity of contact and degree of
success in acquisition of a target language (L2). Contact intensity can be measured by
its duration and the sociolinguistic relationship among speakers of the languages in
contact. Meanwhile, given that language shift mostly occurs with adult speakers, the
degree of success in L2 acquisition is expected to be significantly lower than in child
language acquisition. Regarding the situation in Northwest Russia, the acquisition of
Russian for the most part involved adult language learners.

Thomason (2001: 66-76) defines that imperfect L2 learning, often observed with
adult L2 speakers, may cause a “shift-induced change”, which tend to transfer
language structures from their native (L1) to target language (L2), such as the case of
Karelian-Russian contact described by Sarhimaa (1999, discussed in Section 2.3.2).
On this particular issue, Bakker and Matras (2013: 4-9) explain the mechanism in
which adult L2 speakers with limited resources of the target L2 (or “truncated
multilingualism” in Blommaert’s term 2010: 23—24) have no other solution than to
replicate the structural model of their L1 while substituting lexical elements with those
of the L2 (see also Weinreich [1953]1974). In contrast, imperfect learning is
insignificant in the scenario of “borrowing”, which more often concerns vocabulary.
These patterns are likely due to the borrowing scale in which vocabulary is typically
borrowed more easily in a casual and less intense contact, before the borrowing of
language structure that occurs in a more intense contact situation (see Tkacenko 1989;
Thomason 2001: 70-71). This also raises the issue of the linguistic factor: the
structural or typological similarity between contact languages (see also Stolz 1991;
Thomason 2001: 7677, discussed further in Section 3.3). For instance, it is reasonable
to assume that with a higher possibility, Uralic as agglutinative languages could
borrow and accommodate structural elements from the likewise agglutinative Turkic
more smoothly than from the fusional Slavic languages (see also Hesselbédck 2001;
Stadnik-Holzer 2006, for examples of a similar idea).

Given that substrate influence emerging from language shift usually causes a
change on the language-structural level, Tkacenko (1989: 34, 73) presents an idea that
two language systems are merged into one system whereby the lexical resources of
the L2 are retained, but the grammatical structure is influenced or borrowed from the
abandoned substrate L1. When discussing structural borrowing, we deal not only with
form but function as well, as a language might not necessarily borrow the whole
package, including form and function (or “metatypy” in Ross’ term 1996), from
another language. Instead, the speakers may attempt to replicate L1’s “structural
model” (in Weinreich’s term [1953]1974) or “conceptual templates” (in Heine and
Kuteva’s term 2001: 410) by applying lexical resource of L2.

In terms of language acquisition, we might rather assume that L2 speakers with
imperfect acquisition still use the grammar of their L1, while taking the lexical
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resource from the target L2, which can be regarded as a “lexifier language” (A. Bartens
2013: 67-68). This mechanism of “polysemy copying” has been described in many
accounts (Weinreich [1953]1974; Tkacenko 1989; Heine & Kuteva 2005; Wiemer &
Wailchli 2012), the idea of which is portrayed in Table 5.

Function a Function S

Model language (native L1) Form a Form a

Replica language (target L2) | Foomb ——————» Formb

Table 5. Polysemy copying from model to replica languages

In the mechanism shown in Table 5, the model language provides a pattern, in which
Form a can encode both Functions o and f. By copying this polysemy pattern, the
replica language applies and extends the usage of Form b, which initially encodes only
Function «, also to Function f. As result, both model and replica languages can, in a
similar way to each other, code Functions o and f with single forms a and b. For
instance, the coding of expression ‘to like’ differs between the Tatar varieties spoken
in Finland and Tatarstan as they correlate with different model languages, Finnish and
Russian, respectively. In Finnish, the verbs pitdd and tykdtd ‘to like’ require an object
in the elative case -st4 (Form a), so Finland Tatar replicates this polysemy of
locational case and extends the locational use (Function a) of the ablative case -TAn
(Form b) to mark also the object of liking (Function ). Meanwhile, the construction
of liking in Russian is formed by an experiencer in the dative case (Form «a) with the
intransitive verb nravit’sja ‘to like’, so Kazan Tatar likewise extends the locational
use (Function a) of the dative case -Ka (Form b) to encode also the person who likes
(Function p).

In an intense contact scenario, such polysemy copying may affect the entire
grammatical system, the phenomenon of which is termed “resyntactification”
(Romaine 1988: 80-81). Such a high degree of convergence can ultimately achieve
“intertranslatability”, which means that clauses can often be translated morpheme-by-
morpheme across the languages in contact. A good example of such advanced contact-
induced development is, for instance, the Balkan Sprachbund, as stated in Kopitar
(1829).

nur eine Sprachform herrscht, aber mit dreyerley Sprachmaterie
‘only one structure is produced, but with three language materials [Albanian, Bulgarian,

Romanian]’ (the author’s translation)

(Kopitar 1829: 86)

Apart from the Balkans, a number of similar examples of heavy resyntactification
across languages in contact have been identified and empirically examined, for
instance, in Amdo-Qinghai (Janhunen 2007), India (Masica 1976), Japan-Korea
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(Yurayong & Szeto 2020), Mainland Southeast Asia (Enfield 2005) and Meso-
America (Campbell et al. 1986). In the cases mentioned, a high degree of
resyntactification has resulted in structural convergence among languages that
together form linguistic areas (discussed further in Section 3.3).

3.2.3 IDENTIFICATION OF SUBSTRATE LANGUAGE FEATURES

Studies of substrata as a research method have provided satisfactory results that shed
light on unattested languages and their speech communities. The method has been
advanced particularly in the field of toponyms, in which a large number of Uralic place
names have been identified in Northwest Russia, pointing to earlier settlements prior
to Slavicisation (Matveev 1996, 1998, 2001; Mullonen 2002; Ahlqvist 1998, 2006;
Saarikivi 2006; Rahkonen 2013; Kuzmin 2014). Given the functionality of this
method, studies of substrata can also contribute to a diachronic investigation of
language structures in the current study.

As languages in contact are assumed to share a large number of structural
similarities, substrate languages in the proposed contact area, be they extinct or still
healthy, are not an exception in this respect. In the cases where the substrate language
or its cognate languages have been attested (see the classification in Section 3.2.1), we
can apply Saarikivi’s parameter (2000) for the identification of substrate language
features, as shown in Table 6.

Marked feature in the shift-target Characteristic feature in the shift-target
language language
%’ Common among the substrate Common among the shift-target =
= language and its cognate languages language and its cognate languages é
S Ex i P
= Py pected language-internal 2
= Rare language-internal development development =
Typologically rare Typologically common
among the world’s languages among the world’s languages
Table 6. Characteristics of substrate features (Saarikivi 2000: 398-399)

The first criterion focuses on the status of the suspected substrate feature in the
shift-target language, and whether it is a characteristic or marked construction in the
grammatical system (see the discussion of characteristic feature in Section 3.1.1).
Unless the feature has become well domesticated in the grammar of the shift-target
language, the possibility of substrate influence can be considered as high (see also a
similar idea for areal features in Muysken 2008: 8).

The second criterion concerns how common the candidate substrate feature is
among the cognate languages of both sides. The less common it is in the shift-target
language, the more likely it is a substrate feature and vice versa (see also Meillet 1928:
122-123). However, it is more difficult to apply this criterion when comparing cognate
languages in contact (e.g., investigation of Uralic-internal substrata in Helimski 2003)
or typologically similar languages such as Uralic and Turkic (e.g., Janhunen 1977;
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Roéna-Tas 1988), which can make the justification of a contact-induced feature less
probable (Stolz 1991). In particular, such features that have similarly been lost or
retained in cognate languages either within or outside the proposed contact area can
make a contact explanation less convincing. This emphasises the point made by
Thomason (2010) that the explanation of language change should primarily be based
on internal reconstruction, before applying a contact explanation.

The third criterion examines how probable it is that the substrate feature is a
language-internal development: that is, how stable and resistant towards change the
behaviour of the language feature is in the contact situation. Meanwhile the fourth
criterion concerns the question of how common or rare the proposed substrate feature
is, cross-linguistically represented in a larger micro-areal, macro-areal, and cross-
linguistic context. The latter two criteria are mostly based on typological surveys and,
consequently, set a requirement for scholars to go beyond their specific contact
scenario into a wider areal perspective, as well as look at language-universal questions
(shown in Muysken 2008). For instance, the Eurasian linguistic area introduced by
Trubetzkoy (1923) can have considerable significance for the studies of language
contact in the Slavic sphere and Northwest Russia (e.g., Stadnik-Holzer 2004a, 2006).

This parameter will be used to evaluate the probability of the multifunctional
postposed demonstratives in North Russian dialects as resulting from the Finnic
substratum (see Section 7.3.1).

3.3 AREAL LINGUISTICS

Regarding the substrate type of contact-induced change, especially in the context of
Finnic-Slavic contact in Northwest Russia, areal linguistics is an important
supplementary aspect to language contact. Apart from the implication on how to
reconstruct and subgroup a language family (Campbell 1998: 307-308), the areal-
linguistic approach serves as a reminder that any proposed substrate feature can
eventually be also an areal feature (discussed in connection to many proposed Uralic
substrate features in Russian by Veenker 1967). Such an areal feature could have been
spread from a more remote centre of innovation, or ultimately emerged as a mutual
development without a clear source of borrowing (e.g., an example of Eurasian
patterns that also have influenced Russian in Skalicka 1933—1934). General conditions
and effects of areality on languages participating in a particular contact zone will be
discussed throughout this section.

3.3.1 LINGUISTIC AREAS AS VENUES OF LARGE-SCALE LANGUAGE
CONTACT

The notion of a “linguistic area” goes back to the early 20th century when Trubetzkoy
(1923) introduced the concept in Russian jazykovoj sojuz ‘language union’ (German
Sprachbund) to explain language contact, above all for a micro-area of the Balkans as
well as even larger proposed macro-areas such as the Mediterranean and Ural-Altaic
unions. This term refers to an area where multiple languages, which are not necessarily
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related genealogically, are spoken, and the languages under this interaction
structurally become closer to each other, i.e. converge (see also Campbell 1998: 299—
300). In contrast to the historical-comparative method, such convergence in language
structure, in any case, does not prove the genealogical tie between languages in the
same way as regular sound correspondences do. Instead, the structural convergence
can potentially be also result of analogy, i.e. an attempt to level asymmetries in the
language system, which might coincidently happen in a similar way across languages
(Meillet 1921: 26-27, 36-37). Therefore, it is never enough to declare Uralic and
languages of the Altaic type, for instance, as cognate only on the basis of their
agglutinative morphosyntax (cf. the “Ural-Altaic hypothesis” in Castrén 1839, 1850).

As aid tools for the studies of human history, mutual features, i.e. isoglosses,
emerging among the languages in a contact area can provide interesting and valuable
pieces of information about the local history and sociolinguistic situation. Treating
languages as dynamic populations (or living organism in Bopp’s 1827 term), Nichols
(1992, 1998) discusses the relation between geographical factors, population
movement and language diversity in the sense that the core area of a language family
is stable and better maintains family-internal unity. At the same time, peripheral areas
such as Northwest Russia tend to favour emergence of non-canonical structures, that
is, structural divergence from the core zone through borrowing, stratification, or
language mixing from genealogically unrelated languages in contact, which may
typologically be distant such as in the case of Finnic-Slavic contact (discussed in
Section 2.2). This idea correlates with the location of substrate areas, which are
primarily observed in remote micro-areas, i.e. “contact superposition zone” (a term
used in Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wilchli 2001: 624-629), such as Arkhangelsk region
in the Russian North (see Saarikivi 2007b).

Muysken (2008: 3-9) discusses six criteria which are crucial for defining a
linguistic area. First, we assume a certain “geographic area”, in which a language
contact hypothetically has taken place. Second, we identify “three or more languages”,
which are spoken within the proposed area and potentially have had intense and long-
lasting interactions. Third, we investigate “shared structural features”, which behave
similarly or identically in all or the majority of languages in the proposed area. Fourth,
we look at “contact situation” among languages from both the historical and
sociolinguistic viewpoints in order to identify contact types (discussed in Section
3.1.2) and possible multilingual practices within the contact zone. Fifth, we consult
cross-linguistic data whether the suspected mutual features, i.e. isoglosses, among the
languages in the proposed area are probabilistically stable and resistant to contact
influence, or unstable and prone to contact influence, in order to exclude the possibility
of “similarity by chance” (see Janhunen 2014b, discussed in Section 3.3.2). Sixth, we
try to identify whether convergent features are borrowed from a specific language in
which the features can be considered as “inherited” from an ancestor language of the
source language, or emerges through the mechanism of mutual reinforcement as a new
feature among the languages in the proposed area (see Lindstedt 2000, discussed in
Section 3.3.2). Together, these six criteria can provide sufficient information
concerning the profile of a linguistic area in focus.
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In the aforementioned principles, a number of linguistic areas have been proposed
and investigated, especially the Balkan Sprachbund (e.g., Kopitar 1829; Sandfeld
1926; Trubetzkoy 1928; Lindstedt 2000), among others. Uralic languages have also
been included in various linguistic areas. The largest are two macro-areas: Eurasia
(e.g., Trubetzkoy 1923; Jakobson 1931; Skalicka 1933-1934; Stadnik-Holzer 2004b),
in which most Uralic languages except Finnic and Saami participate, and the later
dichotomy of European Uralic vs. Rossic Uralic languages (Helimski 2003: 157-158).
On a smaller scale, Haarmann (1977) and Helimski (2003) have proposed numerous
micro-areas with Uralic members, as follows.

1. Danube (Carpathia): Hungarian, Slovak, Czech and German

2. Baltic (Hansa): Votic, Estonian, Livonian, Latvian, North Russian, Swedish, Danish and
Low German

. Volga-Kama: Permic, Chuvash, Tatar and Bashkir

. Volga-Oka: Merya, Muroma, Me$¢era, Mari and Mordvin

. Core/Central Uralic: Mordvin, Mari, Permic, Ugric

. Onogur: Old Hungarian, Bolgar-Turkic, Ossetic and Avar

. Ostyakia (Ob-Yenisei): Khanty, Selkup and Ket

. Ob-Ugra: Hungarian, Mansi, Khanty

. Eastern Uralic: Ugric and Samoyedic
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. Upper Yenisei (Yenisei Qyrghyz): Kamas, Mator, Khakas and Shor
10. Yenisei: Samoyedic, Yeniseic, Tuva and Tofalar

11. Peripheral Uralic: Finnic, Saami and Samoyedic.

Among these proposed micro-areas, the status of linguistic area has been investigated
and supported by satisfactory empirical evidence mainly in the first three cases
(Danube, Baltic and Volga-Kama), while the rest are still speculative. For instance,
Baltic as a focused micro-area in the present study hosts Finnic, Baltic and Germanic
languages as well as East Slavic (especially North Russian) that manifest a number of
morphosyntactic isoglosses, on the basis of which Baltic can be considered as a proper
linguistic area (Zeps 1962; Mathiassen 1985a, 1985b; Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wiélchli
2001; Klaas-Lang & Norvik 2014). Similarly strong empirical evidence has been
presented for the Danube (Pilarsky 2001) and Volga-Kama linguistic areas (Bereczki
2007). Regarding the current study, Danube, Baltic and Volga-Kama are such areas,
in which the Uralic languages with demonstratives as a marker of definiteness are
spoken, i.e. Hungarian, Finnic, Saami and Mordvinic (see further discussion in Section
5.1).

In each linguistic area, the intensity of contact may vary between the core and
periphery areas, such as the case of the Baltic area, to which Finnic and North Russian
belong. Based on this idea, Giildemann (2008) describes a contact zone in Northern
Sub-Saharan Africa by classifying three types of concentric circles generally observed
in a linguistic area: (i) areal hotbed, (ii) core circle, and (iii) periphery. In this
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classification, density and number of similar language features that are shared between
neighbouring languages are expected to be the highest in the areal hotbed and
gradually decrease towards the periphery. Regarding the use of postposed
demonstratives in Northwest Russia, this model can also be applied to clustering of
properties and functions, i.e. isoglosses, observed in each variety, which will give a
better picture of Northwest Russia as a linguistic area (see further discussion in
Sections 7.2 and 7.3.2).

Concerning the consequences of contact-induced changes in a larger areal context,
scholars still debate whether the convergence towards genealogically unrelated
languages has made a language more or less complex. Contrasting the
complexification view by Nichols (1998), McWhorter (1998, 2001, 2005) uses a
development tendency from a synthetic towards an analytic morphosyntax (as
observed in the Balkan Sprachbund, for instance) as an argument that language in
contact does not become more but rather less complex. Namely, the analytic
morphosyntax can level controversial and complex synthetic construction models that
manifest variation across languages in contact (Lindstedt 2000). In any case, no
ultimate answer has been proved because language complexity can be measured from
different aspects such as epistemic, ontological and functional perspectives (Miestamo
et al. 2008). Regardless of the disputable issue of language complexity, we can still
certainly say that there is clearly a unified pattern and tendency of (non-)change
between languages that are spoken in the adjacent areas (see further discussion of
shared tendencies among Finnic varieties in Section 7.2.2).

3.3.2 LINGUISTIC SIMILARITIES DUE TO AREAL CONVERGENCE
AND DIFFUSION

The picture of language change in contact situation is not always black and white, but
it often takes place in a gradual scale across the contact zone, meaning that certain
varieties may be affected by areal diffusion more than others. Based on this principle,
areal linguistics as a discipline in linguistics operates on the comparison of language
features that behave and/or look alike in several languages of the adjacent area.
Aikhenvald and Dixon (2001: 1-4) discusses five factors that can explain similarities
between languages: (i) universal properties vs. tendencies, (ii) chance resemblance,
(iii) borrowing vs. diffusion, (iv) genealogical retention, and (v) parallel development
vs. convergent development (see also Harrison 2003: 215).

First, a Greenbergian approach to language typology assumes that every language
shares a number of comparable “universal properties” (Greenberg 1963) and
eventually “universal grammar” in a formalist framework (Chomsky 1965). However,
languages do not necessarily share a common tendency how they concretely encode
particular meanings, but their speakers rather share common human cognition and
physiology that can still produce cross-linguistic diversity in the grammatical
encoding on the language-surface level (Evans & Levinson 2009). This principle is
applicable to the question of contact-induced features, irrespective of whether
languages in the proposed contact area share the use of grammatical features such as
definite articles only in function, or also in form (see also the discussion on matter and
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pattern borrowing, e.g., in Sakel 2007). For instance, several previous studies have
compared two different grammatical elements: (i) the North Russian postposed
demonstrative, and (ii) the possessive suffixes in eastern Uralic languages, and have
identified a shared functional range between them (e.g., Leinonen 1998, discussed in
Sections 5.2.2 and 5.3).

Second, similar-looking lexical and grammatical elements might be similar in
several languages only by chance resemblance without any historical connection. In
this respect, Janhunen (2014b: 318) discusses the degrees of structural similarities as
tools for the identification of contact-induced features. The cases with no probability
of areal contact can be either an “accidental similarity” that randomly occurs without
any historical reason (no areal adjacency, genealogical relationship, or contact), or
they can be a “secondary similarity” that can be successfully explained by the internal
reconstruction method in any case. Meanwhile, a case with a higher probability of
areal diffusion is “shared drift”, meaning that languages of unrelated families attempt
to express the same grammatical function with the same pattern, but still use their own
lexical resource. One such case is the North Russian postposed demonstratives and
Uralic possessive suffixes mentioned above (see also Weinreich [1953]1974; Heine &
Kuteva 2001, discussed in Section 3.2). Such degrees of convergence seem to be a
minimal requirement for declaring a certain geographical area as a linguistic area.
Nevertheless, a case with the most intense contact and the highest probability of being
an instance of areal diffusion is a “borrowing of inflectional suffixes”, which means
languages in contact copy the same construction in both form and function (whole-
sale borrowing), such as the case of the Turkic borrowings in Mari (Hesselbédck 2001).

Third, the investigation should speculate whether there is a clear evidence of
borrowing from a specific language or a result of “diffusion”, meaning that languages
have converged without any identifiable source. In certain cases, such as in the Balkan
Sprachbund discussed by Lindstedt (2000), there is not necessarily any trace of a
source language as in Weinreich’s model ([1953]1974), but all the languages
participating in contact can be simultaneously replica languages that have converged
(see Table 5, discussed in Section 3.2.2). The driven force in such areal diffusion is a
multilingual practice of people in contact, in which they express their ethnic and
religious identity by maintaining their native language, but cannot resist strong
influences from the structure of other languages in their daily repertoire (see the case
of the Balkans in Lindstedt 2016, and the discussion of “resyntactification” and
“intertranslatability” in Romaine 1988, discussed in Section 3.2.2). For conventional
historical linguists with an emphasis on phonology, such an idea of regular
morphosyntactic correspondences might not exist because it does not operate as
systematically as regular sound correspondences, due to possible variation and
instability in language contact (discussed in Section 3.1.2).

Fourth, “genealogical relationship” between the languages in contact can make the
identification of contact-induced features difficult since cognate languages
presumably tend to inherit the same grammatical categories and their forms from a
common ancestor language, a challenge addressed by Stolz (1991) and Thomason
(2001: 76-77). In the cross-family contact scenarios such as the Finnic-Slavic case,
Curnow (2001: 422-425) discusses a problem, namely that applying a contact-based
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explanation to the data might not suffice for discovering the whole story, without
taking into consideration the force of internal development as well. Methodologically,
a contact-based explanation should be applied only after internal reconstruction
reaches its limit (Thomason 2010, as mentioned in Section 3.2.3). For instance, this
has led several scholars (e.g., Veenker 1967; Kiparsky 1969) to consider the Russian
intransitive predicative possession, BE-type, as a shift-induced change under Uralic
contact, even though internal reconstruction shows that this is actually a case of
retention in Russian by the reinforcement from Uralic (and Turkic) neighbouring
languages which have the same structural model. Meanwhile, the majority of other
Slavic languages have shifted to the transitive HAVE-type, following the tendency in
Standard Average European Sprachbund (Grkovié-Major 2011; McAnallen 2011;
Mazzitelli 2015; Yurayong 2019).

Fifth, genealogically related languages naturally share an inner dynamic, which
results in a common direction of change, i.e. a “parallel development”. However,
unrelated neighbouring languages which belong to the same contact zone may also
adopt such a tendency, and follow the trend as a “convergent development”. For
instance, the Balkan languages might not have been originally so similar in their
morphosyntactic structure, but due to the long-lasting advanced multilingual practices
of the inhabitants, speakers of all languages in contact have reached the point where
they created a unified set of grammatical templates for all languages (see Romaine
1988, discussed in Section 3.2.2, and Lindstedt 2000, discussed above). In the Finnic-
Slavic context discussed in the present study, the scenario of parallel development in
the demonstrative system across the Finnic dialect continuum will be discussed in
Section 7.2.2, while the convergent development between Finnic and North Russian
will be discussed in Section 7.3.

These six factors will be taken into consideration when discussing the similarities
between the uses of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian in Chapter
7, which evaluates whether postposed demonstratives in North Russian dialects should
be regarded as a Finnic substrate feature or areal convergence in Northwest Russia.
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4 FUNCTIONAL DIMENSIONS OF
DEMONSTRATIVES

This chapter discusses the theoretical background and provides a typological
perspective for the analysis of Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives.
The discussion starts from the definition and identification of types (Section 4.1), as
well as exploring scenarios of change from demonstratives to grammatical markers
such as definite articles (Section 4.2). The investigation is then divided into three
different aspects relevant for understanding the use of postposed demonstratives in
Finnic and North Russian: referential domain (Section 4.3), information-structural
domain (Section 4.4) and evaluative domain (Section 4.5).

4.1 DEFINITIONS AND TYPES OF DEMONSTRATIVES

Demonstratives are considered a universal grammatical category across the languages
of the world, even though their form and function vary greatly in individual languages
(Diessel 1999a: 1). The use of demonstratives touches on various grammatical
domains such as syntax, semantics, and pragmatics.

In terms of syntax, demonstratives can either modify a noun or function
independently by itself as a pronoun or as a locational adverb. Based on this division
Anderson and Keenan (1985), and Diessel (1999a: Ch. 4; 1999b: 2—18) define three
syntactic categories of demonstratives: (i) pronoun, (ii) determiner, and (iii) adverb,
illustrated in the following examples (4) to (6).

Finnish (Finnic, Uralic)

@)  sa-i-n tinddn  kirjee-si. Pronominal demonstrative
get-PST-1SG today letter-Px2SG
lue-n se-n huomenna
read-1SG it-ACC  tomorrow

‘I got your letter today. I will read it tomorrow.’

(5) timd kirja  on paksu. Adnominal demonstrative
this  book be.3SG  thick
“This book is thick.’

(6) mitd mind  sielld tek-isi-n? Adverbial demonstrative

what 1SG there do-COND-1SG

‘What would I do there?’
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The pronominal demonstrative (4) is an independent noun-like demonstrative used to
avoid a repetition of a previously mentioned noun, while the adnominal demonstrative
(5) is a modifier of a head noun, and the demonstrative often shows agreement in case,
number and/or gender with the latter. Meanwhile, the adverbial demonstrative (6) can
express the location, time, or manner, in which the action takes place (see Etelaméki
2006). Related to the latter type, demonstratives can be used to express perspectives
of an action or state-of-affairs such as horizontal or vertical, direction, manner, quality,
degree, temporal aspects as well as conditional, causal and concessive (see Konig
2012, 2015, 2017; Konig & Umbach 2018). For instance, degree adjectivals are
expressed with manner demonstratives in Finnish ndin/niin/noin ‘like this/that, so’ and
in English/German so, e.g., niin hyvd ‘so good/so gut’, while quality can be expressed
with adjectival demonstratives like Finnish tdllainen/sellainen/tuollainen ‘this/that
kind of, such,” or English such and German solche.

In addition to these, Diessel also discusses another category, an identificational
demonstrative as in (7).

Russian (Slavic, Indo-European)

(7a) eto moi druz’ja. Identificational demonstrative
this.SG.NEU my.PL friend.PL

Serbian (Slavic, Indo-European)

(7b) ovo su moji  prijatelji.
this.SG.NEU be.3PL my.PL friend.PL

German (Germanic, Indo-European)

(7c) das sind meine  Freunde.
this.SG.NEU be.3PL my.PL friend.PL

‘These are my friends.’

The definition of this type of demonstrative is somewhat fluid, as it may also look like
a pronominal demonstrative in an identificational predication, which may explain why
it has also been labelled in many other ways, e.g. deictic predicator, predicative
pronoun, existential demonstrative, deictic identifying pronoun. Its primary function
is to serve as a clause predicate in place of verb, usually observed in a nonverbal clause
such as in Russian (7a) where a copula is not used in the present tense, or a copular
clause such as in Serbian (7b) and German (7c). The identificational demonstrative
differs from the pronominal one in that no case/number/gender agreement between
demonstrative and predicative is required as the demonstrative remains immutable.
For example, the identificational demonstratives éfo, ovo and das ‘this’ in (7) remain
in singular neuter, regardless of the predicative moi druz ja, moji projatelji and meine
Freunde ‘my friends’ as well as the predicates su and sind ‘are’, which are all in plural.

Regarding the adnominal type, Dryer (2013a) surveys variation in constituent
order with demonstratives in the languages of the world, shown in Figure 17.
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Demonstrative-Noun

Noun-Demonstrative

Demonstrative prefix

Demonstrative suffix
Demonstrative before and after Noun

Mixed

Figure 17  WALS Feature 88A: Order of Demonstrative and Noun (Dryer 2013a)

As can be seen in Figure 17, languages of Eurasia and the Americas largely prefer
prenominal demonstratives, e.g., Dutch dit boek, Uyghur bu kitap ‘this book.” In
contrast, postnominal demonstratives are predominant in Africa, Southeast Asia, and
Oceania, e.g., Malay buku ini [book this]. This speaks in favour of the fact that
postposed demonstratives are not expected structural patterns in languages of
Northwest Russia. Nevertheless, a free(r) constituent order within noun phrase, typical
for a number of Indo-European languages, such as in Slavic (see Vaillant 1977: 266—
267), receives no attention in Dryer (2013a).

Semantically, demonstratives often express a deictic contrast with regard to the
distance between an entity in focus and the deictic centre (see the discussion of “origo”
in Section 4.3.1). The expression of deictic contrast being a prototypical function of
demonstratives, we find a great deal of variation in relevant deictic dimensions across
the world’s languages. Concerning the adnominal type of demonstrative, a survey with
simplified classification by Diessel (2013a) shows that some languages have no
distance contrast, whereas others distinguish between two to five or even more values
of distance, as shown in Figure 18. It is worth keeping in mind that distance is not
always horizontally unidimensional, but a vertical dimension, such as different height
levels “up’ and ‘down’, can also come into play.
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No distance contrast
Two-way contrast
Three-way contrast

Four-way contrast

Five (or more)-way contrast
. . e

Figure 18  WALS Feature 41A: Distance Contrasts in [Adnominal] Demonstratives (Diessel
2013a)

In addition to distance contrasts, adnominal demonstratives also have additional
functions, related to discourse pragmatics rather than spatial use, and are sometimes
synchronically classified as definite article in language descriptions, e.g., English the
and Egypt Arabic 7/ (Halliday 1994: 180-186; C. Lyons 1999: 17-21).

In terms of pragmatics, the primary function of demonstratives is to draw a joint
attention between the interlocutors and establish a spatial relation to a referred entity.
At the same time, the demonstrative guides the addressee’s attention to objects or
locations, often as medium for pointing gesture in the deictic sense as in (3) and (8).

(8) I asked you to bring me that cup, not this cup!

Such referential uses are termed “exophoric” (Diessel 1999a: 93) or “situational” use
(Himmelmann 1996, 1997). In addition to these functions, demonstratives play an
important role in the organisation of discourse, as they keep track of the information
flow as in (9).

(9) We had an organisation reform in our university in 2015.

This reform was driving everyone crazy!

In Himmelmann’s term (1996: 224-229), (9) illustrates a propositional use, which is
common in discourse when the speaker refers to the whole propositional content of
the preceding statement. Such uses of demonstratives in a non-spatial sense are termed
“endophoric” (Diessel 1999a: 93) or “tracking” use (Himmelmann 1996, 1997), which
relates to concepts such as anaphora and definiteness (discussed in more details in
Section 4.3).
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4.2 GRAMMATICALISATION OF DEMONSTRATIVES TO
DEFINITE ARTICLES

Diachronically, demonstratives play a role in terms of being a source for a number of
grammaticalisation targets, particularly definite articles (e.g. Lehmann 1985; Hopper
& Traugott 1993; Harris & Campbell 1995; Diessel 1999a; Heine & Kuteva 2002).
Heine and Kuteva (2002: 106—-116) mention eight possible targets for demonstratives:

1. Complementiser ‘that’

. Clause connector ‘and, then’

. Copula ‘that (is)’

. Definite article ‘the’

. Focus marker ‘so, just/only this’
. 3rd person pronoun ‘he, she, it’

. Relative pronoun ‘that’

0 N AN D AW

. Subordinator ‘when’

What is relevant for the purposes of the present study are definite articles and focus
markers, both of which will be discussed in more detail in Section 4.3. At the same
time, definite articles can originate from various lexical sources, above all, personal
pronouns, demonstratives, numerals or even case suffixes. However, the current study
primarily focuses on the grammaticalisation path from demonstrative to definite
article, which is said to be taking place in some Finnic and Slavic languages (see the
literature review in Chapter 5).

From the perspective of their morphosyntactic properties, Schroeder (2006) gives
the following definition for definite articles:

‘[Definite articles are] a morphological device (free morpheme, enclitic morpheme, or affix)
with the primary function to denote the definiteness of noun phrases with anaphoric and/or

non-anaphoric reference.’

(Schroeder 2006: 553)

Meanwhile, a functional approach in Epstein (2001) defines functions of definite
articles as follows:

13

. speakers select the definite article for a number of reasons: to distinguish (identify)
discourse entities, certainly, but also to convey the prominence of a discourse entity, an entity’s

status as a role function, or a shift in point of view.’

(Epstein 2001: 335)
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Considering these aspects of definite articles, the present study adopts the following
concise definition by Becker (2018):

‘An article [both definite and indefinite] is a marker that systematically occurs with a noun and

whose primary function is to indicate the referential function of the noun.’

Becker (2018: 25)

This notion will become crucial when defining the Finnic and North Russian
postposed demonstratives, which violate the systematic occurrence with noun (see
further discussion in Sections 6.2 and 7.1.1).

Signs of grammaticalisation from demonstratives to definite articles can be
observed in different areas of grammar. Diessel (1999a: 118) proposes that at least
some of the following changes typically take place when demonstratives start
developing to definite articles, as shown in Table 7.

Change Area of grammar
1. They may have undergone a process of phonological reduction.
Phonology
2. They may have coalesced with other free forms.
3. They are usually restricted to the distal or, less frequently, the proximal form.
— - Morphology
4. They may have lost their ability to inflect.
5. Their occurrence is often restricted to a particular syntactic context. S
- . - . yntax
6. They are often obligatory to form a certain grammatical construction.
7. Grammatical items that developed from demonstratives are no longer used to
focus the addressee’s attention on entities in the outside world. Pragmatics
8. They are deictically non-contrastive.
Table 7. Changes evolving in the grammaticalisation from demonstratives to definite articles

(Diessel 1999a: 118)

The previous diachronic descriptions of this grammaticalisation path (e.g., Hawkins
1978: 149-157; Diessel 1999b: 19-20, 25; C. Lyons 1999: 17-21; Givon 2001: 468—
469) state that articles are often (but not always) a phonologically reduced or
weakened form of the demonstrative that is originally a free morpheme but later loses
stress and turns into a bound morpheme. Syntactically, a wide range of contexts of an
adnominal use of demonstratives is narrowed to specific contexts where the use
becomes obligatory (see also Greenberg 1978: 61). Often, but not always, the position
of articles seems to be identical to the independent adnominal demonstrative in the
earlier stage (see also C. Lyons 1999: 63-64). For instance, postnominal
demonstratives in Scandinavian languages have turned into enclitic articles, as in
Swedish huset ‘the house’ (< hus ‘house’ + *hit [DEM]). Semantically, the
grammaticalised demonstrative loses the ability to match a linguistic referent with
some identifiable object on the basis of visibility or shared knowledge (Hawkins 1978:
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154-157; Dixon 2003: 68—69). Therefore, the definite articles, as opposed to the
demonstratives, tend to lose an ability to express a proximity contrast between a
referred entity and the interlocutors, i.e. deixis, but has shifted to non-deictic functions,
above all, tracking reference to its antecedent and establishing new referent, i.e.
anaphora and cataphora (discussed further in Sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3).

Across the world’s languages, articles are not universally attested as widely as
demonstratives are, nor in the same way. As pointed out by C. Lyons (1999: 48-51),
some languages might have both indefinite and definite articles, e.g., Germanic and
Romance languages, while other languages might only have one type of articles, e.g.,
definite article in Irish and Ancient Greek vs. indefinite article in Turkish and Mam.
In any case, most of the world’s languages do not have such a lexical category at all,
including the Ural-Altaic type of languages spoken across Northern Eurasia (see Dryer
2013b). This variation of articles becomes clear when comparing different grammar
traditions. As described by Kramsky (1972: 13-29), articles were initially considered
a grammatical category in the Stoic grammar (the 3rd century BC) and its follower
traditions (e.g., Dionysius Thrax, the 1st century BC) under the category drthron,
including articles and relative pronouns. However, the article was later either excluded
from the grammar (e.g., Remnius Palemon 5-65 AD), merged with pronoun under
the notion pronomen articulare (e.g., Varron 116-27 AD), or even treated as attribute
or determiner (see also the application of a term “definite determiner” in Juvonen
2000; Pajusalu 2001).

Although there are several types of articles as classified by Becker (2018), the
current study only discusses properties and functions of definite articles. The
geographical distribution of definite articles across the world’s languages has been
investigated by Dryer (2013b), as shown in Figure 19.

@ Definite word distinct from demonstrative

@ Demonstrative word used as definite article
@ Definite affix
<> No definite, but indefinite article

Figure 19  WALS Feature 37A: Definite Articles (Dryer 2013b)
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From Figure 19, we see a tendency of not having definite or indefinite articles in
Northern Eurasia. Nevertheless, Dryer (2013b) includes two red dots under the label
“definite affix” for Mordvinic and Komi; however, the lexical source of the definite
affix in Komi is not a demonstrative, but rather a possessive suffix (see the literature
review of the phenomenon in Uralic languages in Chapter 5).

The most common view is that the primary context, in which demonstratives occur
and which can lead to their grammaticalisation to definite articles, is through
adnominal use (Greenberg 1978: 69; Diessel 1999a: 128). In any case, the current
study presents another type of example from Northwest Russia, in which definiteness
marking observed in postposed demonstratives does not necessarily emerge from the
adnominal use, but more plausibly from pronominal use as phrase markers involving
topicalisation and focalisation (see further discussion in Section 7.1).

4.3 DEMONSTRATIVES AS A REFERENTIAL DEVICE

Studies concerned with demonstratives may focus on the deictic use as well as other
properties beyond spatial deixis such as anaphora, identifiability, and discourse
organisation (see Dixon 2003). As for non-deictic aspects of demonstratives, some
scholars also emphasise the relevance and role of demonstratives with definiteness, in
topic or thematic structure (e.g., Givon 1983: 5; Curl 1999; Epstein 2001; Ihsane &
Puskas 2001; Gernsbacher & Robertson 2002). In the scholarly history, definiteness
has since the era of Ancient Greek been included as a part of an article’s
characteristics. This section will discuss the notion and importance of deixis, anaphora
and identifiability, which help to understand the use of demonstratives as markers of
definiteness in the languages under investigation.

4.3.1 DEIXIS

A prototypical function of demonstratives is to indicate spatial deixis, that is, the
concrete proximity relation between the speaker and an entity to which the
demonstrative refers to on the basis of visibility (Hawkins 1978: 155). From the
viewpoint of language evolution (e.g., Levinson 2004: 98; Diessel 2013b), such deictic
characteristics are one of the most fundamental properties of human language, as
gestures can be considered as one of the most primitive strategies in human’s
communication. In terms of human language acquisition, a baby obviously starts to
acquire the sense of deixis first by pointing, which it later replaces by speech after
having acquired necessary vocabularies. Diachronically, this basic spatial-oriented
function of demonstratives later gives rise to other secondary uses, in which the
concrete space transforms into an abstract field in the discourse (Brugmann 1904: 7—
8; Biihler 1934: 390; J. Lyons 1977: 671; Diessel 1999a: 109-113).

As a matter of terminologies, the concept of “deixis” by Biihler (1934) is parallel
to “indexicality” by Peirce (cited in Buchler 1940, see also Silverstein 1976) and the
selection of term varies according to scholarly traditions. Deixis is in a widely spread
concept in linguistics, whereas indexicality is more frequently used in philosophy
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(Nunberg 1993: 2). Levinson (2004), however, considers deixis as a narrower aspect
of indexicality. As the current study does not focus on theory and the use of
terminology, but rather how it is concretely realised in languages, the term “deixis”
will be used henceforth.

In the discussion of deixis, the focus usually falls on the relation between entities
in a shared deictic field, which minimally always comprises two major components:
(1) the “origo” (also “ground zero”), and (ii) the object referred to. In Biihler’s sense
(1934: 107), the origo is the deictic centre, from the perspective of which a narrator
views the external world. This approach assumes that deixis is always subjective, and
any objective attempt to describe the spatial orientation will fail because a certain
statement can become false as soon as person, time or space of the origo changes. For
instance, the statements (10) to (12) are true only if they are uttered by me (not you),
on Friday (not on Saturday) and in Moscow (not in P ’yongyang), respectively.

(10)  She has called me.

(In
(12)

Today is Friday.

Viadivostok is very far from here.

In contrast, if statements (10—12) are uttered by you (not me), on Saturday (not on
Friday) and in P’yongyang (not in Moscow), respectively, the truth value of the
original statement immediately changes.

Furthermore, Diessel (1999a: 41) and Dixon (2003) also emphasise that visibility,
elevation, geography, and movement play an influential role in the encoding of spatial
deixis such as a height-based system in Lak (13), or a system which includes visibility
distinctions in Muna (14).

Lak (Northeast Caucasian)

(13) Demonstrative  Deictic value

aha close to speaker
hava farther from speaker, but on the same level
ho higher or lower than the speaker

Muna (Austronesian)

(Khaidakov 1966: 12)

(14) Demonstrative  Deictic value
aini near speaker
aitu near addressee
amaitu away from speaker and addressee, but nearby
awatu far away, lower than or level with point of speaking or orientation
atatu far away, higher than point of speaking or orientation
anagha not visible (may be audible), unspecified for time
awaghaitu not visible, was in view but no longer is

(van den Berg 1997: 199-201)
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As demonstratives are often regarded as a universal linguistic property (see Diessel
1999a: 1, mentioned in Section 4.1), deixis as the primary semantics of demonstratives
is consequently also considered universal. Despite that, Levinson (2004: 112) presents
a counter argument that not all languages necessarily express deictic categories in their
grammar, since some languages might lack contrast in personal pronouns, motion
verbs, tenses, or spatial demonstratives. Instead, it is the expression of deictic
categories that is universal because even speakers of a language without the
aforementioned contrastive person, temporal and spatial category will find a way to
express deictic contrasts by another grammatical or lexical strategy. For example,
Nimboran (a Papuan language spoken in Nimboran District, Jayapura Regency,
Indonesia) has no spatial distinctions in demonstratives. It only has one demonstrative,
which can be adverbial manner, locative, referential, or function as a modifier, making
it very multifunctional (Don Killian, p.c.).

Previous studies on the functional dimensions of demonstratives provide various
approaches to categorise the usage of demonstratives. The most basic classification by
Levinson (1983) and Himmelmann (1996, 1997) operates on the contrast between two
main uses. First, a usage of demonstratives to indicate reference to an entity in a speech
situation is termed “deictic” or “exophoric” (& Levinson) or “situational” use (a
Himmelmann). Second, a strategy to track elements in the ongoing discourse on a
more abstract level is termed “non-deictic” or “endophoric” (a Levinson) or “tracking”
use (2 Himmelmann). In a similar vein to Levinson, Diessel (1999a: 93—109) extends
Levinson’s classification into four categories by further splitting the endophoric use
into three subfunctions: (i) anaphoric use, (ii) discourse deictic use, and (iii)
recognitional use. Later, Levinson (2004) remaps the overall functional possibilities
of demonstratives onto a more fine-grained scheme operating on the dichotomy of
deictic vs. non-deictic uses, as shown in Figure 20.

deictic exophoric
gestural
contrastive
non-contrastive
symbolic
transposed
\ discourse deictic
non-deictic anaphoric
anaphoric
cataphoric
empathetic

recognitional

Figure 20 The distinct uses of demonstratives (Levinson 2004: 108)

Contrasting earlier descriptions by Himmelmann and Diessel, Levinson’s
classification is more extensive as it goes further in distinguishing more uses under
the exophoric and anaphoric uses (see concrete examples in connection to
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identifiability in Section 4.3.3). However, a recent study by Talmy (2017) argues that
the exophoric and endophoric uses of deictic indexicals cannot be always
distinguished and there is often no need to do so. Therefore, he rather considers both
functional categories present in Levinson’s classification as a single system called
“targeting” (see also a review of Talmy’s approach in Huumo & Sivonen 2020).

From a cognitive perspective, Biihler (1934) views the origo as a specific kind of
co-ordinate system as follows:

... das Koordinatensystem der , subjektiven Orientierung*“, in welcher alle Verkehrspartner
befangen sind und befangen bleiben.
‘... the co-ordinate system of the subjective orientation, in which all the interlocutors are

encompassed and become encompassed.’ (the author’s translation)

(Biihler 1934: 102-103)

This idea of the subjective orientation is also partially reflected in the theory of
“Situation Semantics” (Barwise & Perry 1983), which propose three steps of
processing in the interpretation of the utterance. First, the speaker maps a set of indices
for both the interlocutors as well as the time and space of the utterance into intentions
to foreground an utterance situation, i.e. an utterance is performed by whom, when,
and where. Second, a speaker determines what other references (such as anaphora) are
present in the context to establish a resource situation, i.e. what kinds of entities are
present at the time of utterance. Third, a speaker places the propositional content into
the real world to create a described situation, i.e. placing the right information to the
utterance, e.g., [ wrote this book is transferred into Jeng wrote this book. It is clear
here that deixis often coexists with anaphora to the same referent, which can give a
two-fold interpretation. Particularly for discourse deixis expressed by demonstratives,
deictic interpretation is often mixed up with the anaphoric reading in interpretation
(Nunberg 1993).

As discussed earlier, gesture and deixis, in general, are attentional, intentional and
subjective (see also discussion on intersubjectivity in Section 4.5.1). Across the
world’s languages, there is a wide range of variation and complexity of deictic
systems, in which the cultural and environmental setting plays a significant role (see
also Dixon 2003; Sidnell & Enfield 2017). Assumedly, languages in the same
linguistic area with a common cultural and natural living environment would also
share similar deictic systems in the areal-typological sense, while the genealogically
cognate languages might not necessarily do so (see concrete examples from the Finnic
languages in Section 7.2.2).

As mentioned in the previous section, demonstratives without deictic values also
exist in the world’s languages which can also relate to the emergence of a definite
article (Halliday 1994: 180-186; C. Lyons 1999: 17-21). In the grammaticalisation
path from demonstrative to definite article, one of the major changes in semantics is
the weakening or loss of deictic uses of demonstratives (C. Lyons 1977: 653-654;
Hawkins 1978: 149-157; Anderson & Keenan 1985: 280), which is, to a certain
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degree, observed in the case of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian
(see further discussion in Section 6.4.1). Therefore, it is crucial to discuss also other
non-deictic uses of demonstratives, especially anaphora, which is one of the main
functions of definite articles.

4.3.2 ANAPHORA

As opposed to the concrete spatial orientation in deixis, anaphora relates to a reference
strategy on the abstract level in the discourse. Huang (2000: 1-3) discusses the notion
of anaphora, the term which goes back to Greek anaphord, meaning ‘carrying back’
because anaphora refers to a relation between two linguistic elements. A target of the
interpretation, i.e. “anaphor”, can be syntactically expressed by gap or empty category
(15), pronoun (16), reflexives (17), and names (18). The anaphoric element (ANA) is
to be identified by the other preceding element in the context or discourse, i.e. by its
“antecedent” (ANT).

(15)  Stevejant) comes from America and D\ana likes baseball.
(16)  Stevejant) comes America and hejana) likes baseball.
(17)  Steveiant said that Stephanie|antz) hit himjana/herselfianaz).

(18)  Steve|anty thinks Steve|ana) is smart.

What can be referred to in the language might not necessarily only be a concrete object
in the “real world”, but also fictional or non-existent entities, as long as they exist in
the “universe of discourse” (Givon 2001: 438; Carlson 2004: 94-96). Two syntactic
categories that tend to host anaphora are nominal expressions and verbs. As the present
study only focuses on the use of demonstratives, the anaphora within verb phrase such
as person and tense marking will not be discussed here.

As for discourse reference-tracking systems in general, a high degree of variation
in morphosyntactic marking is observed in the world’s languages. This, again, returns
to the question of universality as discussed earlier in the previous section in connection
to deixis. Similarly to the claim by Levinson (2004: 112) about deictic categories,
anaphora being expressed by grammatical markers is likewise not universal, but the
expression of anaphora is common among all the human languages. Some languages
may encode anaphora by a strategy such as gender/class system in Bantu languages,
whereas the others may encode anaphora onto verbs such as the phenomenon of
incorporation in Paleo-Siberian languages (e.g., Ainu and Chukotko-Lamchatkan) and
objective conjugation in Uralic languages (see also discussion on Mordvinic and other
eastern Uralic languages in Section 5.1.3).

When discussing the anaphoric use of demonstratives and definite articles, it is
also important to justify different types of anaphor that demonstratives and definite
articles can express. From the semantic perspective, Huang (2000a: 5—7) distinguishes
four types of anaphora, in which pronouns and definite articles, especially, are among
the primary encoding devices. This understanding of different anaphora types
illustrates a connection between gesturing properties of demonstratives (deixis in
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Section 4.3.1) and their extended uses as markers to encode identifiability (discussed
in Section 4.3.3).

First, a “referential anaphor” refers to a unique fixed entity by establishing a co-
reference to its antecedent in the same discourse, as in (19).

(19)  Gorbachev|ant) knew that hejana) would be remembered as the architect of perestroikajana).
(Huang 2000: 5)

In (19), a constituent ‘the architect of perestroika’ refers to its first mention
‘Gorbachev’ (see identifiability by anaphora in Section 4.3.3).

Second, if the anaphor lacks reference to a specific entity in the external world, the
anaphor can establish a discourse-internal co-reference to its antecedent, i.e. “bound-
variable anaphor”, which is ‘interpretable by the virtue of its dependency on some
quantificational expression’ (Huang 2000a: 235). This type of anaphor can be
expressed by similar strategies to (15-18) as well as by inference (20).

(20)  Every doctoral student|ant) thinks that the supervisoriana is intelligent. (Huang 2000: 6)

In (20), the bound-variable interpretation emerges from an inference that every
doctoral student has a supervisor, i.e. the existence of ‘supervisor’ is affirmed by its
dependency on the existence of ‘doctoral student’ (see a similar reading for a
“situationally unique referent” in Section 4.3.3)

Third, “lazy anaphor” is a device for a repeated linguistic form, which does not
refer to the same entity as the antecedent does, such as the repetition of ‘paycheque’
in (21).

(21) The man who gave his paycheque to his wife was wiser than the man who gave it to his

mistress. (Huang 2000: 7)

In (21), a pronoun of laziness it does not refer to same paycheque as mentioned
formerly, as they are two different entities in the external world and, thus, have no
coreferential relation, unlike the types of referential anaphor or bound-variable
anaphora discussed above.

Fourth, “bridging cross-reference anaphora” also creates an association to some
preceding expression in the same clause or discourse segment. However, it does not
operate by direct reference to a certain antecedent (as in the first two types) but by the
unambiguous semantic link between the antecedent and the bridging referent (also
termed “anchoring set” and “trigger”, respectively, in Birner and Ward 1998), such as
the inference in (22) that a concert is usually decorated by chandeliers.

(22) John walked into a concert halliant). The chandeliersiana) were magnificent. (Huang 2000: 7)

Interesting and relevant to this study, Huang states that bridging cross-reference
anaphor, particularly, is mostly encoded as a definite noun phrase (see similar views
from the perspective of definiteness and identifiability in Section 4.3.3).
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4.3.3 IDENTIFIABILITY AS A PROPERTY OF DEFINITE ARTICLES

Demonstratives and articles are closely tied to the notion of definiteness, such as the
dichotomy of the indefinite and the definite article observed in the Standard Average
European languages (Haspelmath 1998: 274). The current study adopts the definition
by Sperber and Wilson (1986) that definiteness relates to the interlocutors’ mutual
identifiability and commitment to that knowledge. In discourse, an entity that is
encoded as definite often refers to shared knowledge between the interlocutors (see
also “Common Ground” in Krifka 2008, discussed in Section 4.4.1), while an
indefinite expression is speaker-oriented information that is new or previously
unknown to the addressee (Christophersen 1939: 28; Prince 1992).

Various studies have indicated what kind of grammatical elements are used for
coding definite referents. As illustrated by Carlson (2004: 122—-123), besides proper
names and pronouns, a noun phrase can receive marking by a demonstrative (¢his,
that), a definiteness marker (the), a possessive marker (my, your, etc.), a quantifier
(all, every, etc.), a numeral classifier (one piece of), and a generic index when the
context requires the expression to be definite (see Westerstdhl 1985; Ariel 1988, 1990;
Prince 1992; Birner & Ward 1998). As the current study only concerns the definite
use of demonstratives, the indefinite domain will be excluded from the remainder of
this study.

The use of definite articles entails reference to an entity which is unique and
identifiable in a given context (Konig 2018: 168). Abbott (2004: 125) also claims that
the marking of uniqueness correlates with the contrast between definite and indefinite
description, of which the definite one is usually unique referent. Concerning
identifiability in the discourse, the speaker often evaluates whether the addressee could
identify a unique referent that they are about to code in a definite form and utter. This
emphasises the addressee-oriented relation of definiteness and identifiability
(Andrews 2007: 148), while Eteldmaiki (2006: 25) also argues for the importance of
speaker-oriented viewpoint, i.e. the speaker’s mental proximity to information.
Ultimately, both interlocutors make their contribution to interpretation (Gibbs 2017:
321). Nevertheless, these two different views show that the use of definite articles is
based on the interlocutors’ intersubjectivity how accessible a piece of information is
to both interlocutors (see Etelaméaki 2009, and further discussion in Section 4.5.1).

Definite articles are devices to identify a unique entity and can appear in various
contexts in which they are identifiable. Such contexts have been discussed by Hawkins
(1978: 106—130), C. Lyons (1999: 3—7), Becker (2018: 76—82) and Konig (2018: 169),
among others. However, the mentioned previous studies often use different names for
what are actually same concepts, so the discussion below will also take the difference
in the choice of terminologies into account.

First, “situational” identifiability refers to knowledge that the addressee acquires
only in the situation of utterance as in (23).

(23)  Pass me the salt. (Konig 2018: 169)

This type of identifiability often contains a gesturing meaning that points to an entity
in a visible range of the interlocutors, corresponding to what Diessel (1999a) refers to
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as an “exophoric” use of demonstratives and what Becker (2018) classifies as a
“deictic” use.

Otherwise, identifiability can also come from “general background knowledge” of
the world that the interlocutors possess, as in (24) and (25).

(24) Today the sun is shining.
(25) The Pope will come to Paris. (Konig 2018: 169)

This kind of referent is usually a unique entity and unambiguous by itself, so Becker
(2018) also names this context as an “absolutely unique referent” (see also “generic
index” in Section 4.4.2).

On the discourse level, identifiability can emerge through “anaphora” (discussed
in Section 4.3.2), i.e. the information that has been earlier mentioned or presented in
the discourse, which Prince (1992) would classify as “discourse-old” as in (26).

(26) Somebody stole my bike yesterday but they have already found the thief. (Konig 2018: 169)

In (26), ‘the thief’ refers to its antecedent ‘somebody’, both of which stand for
identical referents in this particular context and interpretation.

Similarly to anaphora, a term “bridging reference” (introduced by Clark 1975) also
involves reference-tracking. However, in this case, the definite referent is not identical
to its antecedent but creates some associative relationship to the antecedent, or an
inferable relation (in Birner’s term 2006), such as part-whole or action-instrument (see
also a detailed definition in Schwarz 2013: 536), for instance as in (27).

(27)  We laid out the picnic. The coffee was still warm. (Konig 2018: 169)

This nature of association and inclusiveness between the unidentical referent and
antecedent might be the motivation for a synonymic term “associative anaphora” by
Hawkins (1978, see also C. Lyons 1999; Fraurud 2001; Koénig 2018). C. Lyons (1999:
4-5) regards this type of identifiability as a functional combination of general
background knowledge and discourse anaphora because in order to be able to connect
unidentical entities, the speaker must have general background knowledge about the
associative relationship, e.g., that people usually drink coffee when going picnic as in
(27). The definiteness effect in possessive suffixes is also thought to have emerged or
been inherited from associative anaphora (Fraurud 2001). As discussed in Section
4.3.2, Huang (2000a) states that bridging reference is one of the properties that has
been developed under the grammaticalisation of demonstrative to definite article.
Another anaphora-like context is “larger situation” use discussed by Hawkins
(1978: 115-123). Becker (2018: 80) rather names this as “situationally unique”
referent because the referent is unique and identifiable through inference and an
unambiguous link to the discourse situation, in which the speaker and the addressee
are situated. Often, the coreferential link concerns a larger context of time or space
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such as a construction, village, city, or country in which the discourse situation takes
place as in (28).

(28) A real estate agent is showing a house to customers. Once they enter the house, one customer asks:

Where is the kitchen?

Given a context in which the customer is in the house when uttering this question, it
is unambiguous that ‘the kitchen’ in (28) refers to the one located in that house.
Becker (2018) and Konig (2018) also discuss two other uses that are not included
in C. Lyons’ classification (1999). The first one is a “cataphoric” use, or “establishing”
referent in Hawkins’ terminology (1978). Unlike anaphora, the speaker introduces a
new referent completely new to the discourse which subsequently becomes
identifiable through elaboration with more description afterwards as in (29).

(29) The book I bought yesterday is under discussion for the Nobel Prize. (Konig 2018: 169)

Hawkins (1978: 150) and Himmelmann (1997: 93-101) argue that establishing
reference, particularly in relative clauses, is one of the characteristic abilities of
definite articles, something not typical for demonstratives.

Another context is “recognitional” use (also called emploi mémoriel in Konig
2018), in which definite articles do not create identifiability through the discourse but
through personal memory with partial description as in (30).

(30) You remember the restaurant we went to recently. That is where I found a wallet.
(Konig 2018: 169)

However, Becker (2018: 86—87) does not regard the recognitional use as a decisive
context to identify definite articles as her typological database of articles in the world’s
languages shows that some languages can have one type of article that is exclusively
reserved for recognitional, but not for other referential uses.

As is clear from the discussion above, scholars have given different names for the
same contexts of use. As a solution, the present study chooses to adopt Becker’s terms
(2018), given that she has successfully used these terms to analyse articles in the
world’s languages (cf. the language coverage consisting of only English in Hawkins
1978, and mostly European languages in Konig 2018).

Regarding the matter of grammaticalisation, a grammatical element can be
considered as a grammaticalised definiteness marker when it develops a minimal
capability to encode (i) anaphoric contexts, (ii) bridging contexts, (iii) situationally
unique contexts, and (iv) establishing referent contexts (Becker 2018: 86), even
though it may also encode (v) deictic, and (vi) recognitional referents (Konig 2018:
169). More importantly, the use of definite articles should be compulsory when
expressing these reference relations, in order to claim the complete process of
grammaticalisation (Greenberg 1978: 61). The present study will investigate whether
the postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian can fulfil this qualification
of definite articles (see Section 6.4.1).
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At the morphosyntactic level, there is a variable tendency in which syntactic
function a definite expression is more likely to occur. Givon (2001: 473—474) proposes
that such syntactic functions like subject, indirect object and comitative (‘with
someone’) are more often definite due to their topichood and animacy in most cases;
the definiteness status of direct object, in contrast, rather depends on context (see
discussion on “differential object marking” in Comrie 1978; Aissen 2003; Dalrymple
& Nikolaeva 2011). Besides these core arguments, adverbial functions such as
location and time are often coded as definite; in natural discourse, these referents set
a specific background for the conversation (see Birner & Ward 1998, and also “scene
setting” in Chafe 1976, and “frame setting” in Kritka 2008, discussed in Section 4.4.1).
This assumption will also be tested in the current study on whether it also applies to
the use of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian (see Section 6.3).

As demonstratives and definite articles can also function in other non-referential
uses (see Chesterman 1991: 142-148, 187), the next section will discuss how
demonstratives can be used to modify information structure.

4.4 DEMONSTRATIVES IN INFORMATION STRUCTURE

More recently, a new functional and discourse analysis approach to demonstratives
and definite articles has identified many other non-referential uses of demonstratives
and definite articles for modifying information structure. Lambrecht (1994: 1-13)
defines information structure as the interrelation between linguistic forms and the
interlocutors’ state of mind: how they organise old and new pieces of information in
discourse. Therefore, the information structure approach considers speech as
communication activity. The similar view is shared by Dalrymple and Nikolaeva
(2011) who give the following definition of information structure (see also a similar
definition in Mati¢ 2015):

‘We view exchange of information as the main function of language. Information structure is
the level of sentence organisation which represents how the speaker structures the utterance in
context in order to facilitate information exchange. Specifically, it indicates how the
propositional content of an utterance fits the addressee’s perceived state of knowledge at the
time of utterance. In human communication, new information is normally added to the already
existing store of knowledge in the addressee’s mind. The distinction between familiar
knowledge and the informational contribution of an utterance is manifested linguistically:
propositions can receive different formal expression (are “packaged”) in accordance with what

the speaker assumes to be old or new information for the addressee.’

(Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 45)

Given this nature, the term information structure is also called “information
packaging” by some scholars (e.g., Chafe 1976: 28).
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Apart from the knowledge-based description, information structure also relates to
the dichotomy “old” vs. “new” information (Lambrecht 1994: 61), which can be
regarded as synonymic to “theme” vs. “rheme” (Halliday 1994: 299-302). In
discourse, a speaker makes an assumption whether the information they are going to
utter is old or new in the discourse and to the addressee (see a similar process within
“identifiability”, discussed in Section 4.3.3). Alternatively, information structure is
also viewed as a codification of information updating. This view uses an analogy of
file construction, in which file cards correspond to different referents in the discourse,
and each file card bears record on the information about referents they represent,
whether the card is new or old (see Karttunen 1969, 1976; Vallduvi & Engdahl 1996;
Erteschik-Shir 1997, 2007).

Regardless of the description manners, all the aforementioned descriptions
commonly emphasise that the encoding of contents and referents in the information
structure are also reflected in their grammatical marking at the language interface.
Morphosyntactically, familiar knowledge is usually coded in speech as definite, while
new information is coded as indefinite. In discourse, the speaker can manipulate this
basic principle by information-structuring devices, a strategy to rearrange the
information packaging. Significant components in information structure are the
concepts of topic, focus, and contrast, which are discussed next.

4.41 DEFINITIONS AND BEHAVIOURS OF TOPIC, FOCUS, AND
CONTRAST

The existence of topic in the discourse has been previously defined by a number of
dichotomies: topic vs. comment (Andrews 2007), theme vs. rheme (Halliday 1994),
given vs. new information (Dik 1989), presupposition vs. assertion (Lambrecht 1994),
background vs. completive (Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011), or link vs. tail (Vallduvi
1992). Importantly, this information-structural distinction also plays a crucial role in
the morphosyntactic encoding in Uralic languages (Vilkuna 1998) and Russian
(Grenoble 1998), in which demonstratives, among others, can function as marking
devices for such purposes (see Chapter 5).

Despite the differences in naming conventions, the majority of the aforementioned
frameworks point to the core function of topics, which is to define what a statement
uttered in a certain moment is “about”, and relates a referent to its proposition (see
Strawson 1964; Reinhart 1982; Dik 1989; Lambrecht 1994; Dalrymple & Nikolaeva
2011). Given that topics correspond to the core of an utterance, some scholars even
claim that any utterance without topic is meaningless, while an utterance with multiple
topics is fine (Givon 1983: 5-6; Erteschik-Shir 2007: 16—17). In any case, a topic need
not be present in a clause, because the situation where a statement is uttered can
already be considered as a given topic (Marty 1884).

Topics can also be regarded as devices which manage the interlocutors’ shared
state of knowledge or “common ground” (a term introduced by Reinhart 1982),
defined by Krifka (2008) as follows.
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‘The topic constituent identifies the entity or set of entities under which the information

expressed in the comment constituent should be stored in the C[ommon]G[round] content.’

(Krifka 2008: 265)

From this definition, we also see that a close relation between the topic and “comment”
(see further discussion below). Due to this characteristic, topics are sometimes seen as
“scene setting” (Chafe 1976). However, Lambrecht (1994: 118) points out a problem
that the scene-setting function only applies to certain types of languages which often
use clause-initial adverbial phrase, such as Chinese. Due to this language-specific
characteristic, Krifka (2008: 269) does not treat such “frame setters” as topics but
rather as information that instructs how the following expression should be
interpreted, e.g., adverbial phrases like ‘health-wise’, ‘spiritually’ and ‘financially.’ In
any case, this background-setting characteristic of topics also motivates Haiman’s idea
(1978: 564) that topics are semantically equal to conditionals because ‘[they both] are
givens which constitute the frame of reference with respect to which the main clause
is either true (if a proposition), or felicitous (if not)’ (see concrete examples from
Russian in Section 5.2.2).

As the typical place in the clause for topic and subject is similarly clause-initial
position in non-verb-initial languages (Li & Thompson 1976; Keenan 1976), the
behaviour of topics has often been discussed in parallel to subjects. Among others, Li
and Thompson (1976: 461-466) give the following seven aspects where differences
between topics and subjects can be found.

1. Definiteness

. Selection relation with verb
. Determination by verb

. Verb agreement

. Semantic role

. Clause-initial position

~N AN L B~ W N

. Grammatical processes

First and foremost, a topic is often, but not necessarily always, definite (see also Givon
2001: 472-473) as the speaker evaluates that the topic entity is identifiable to the
addressee, i.e. ‘an existing representation in memory’ (Gundel 1985, 1988), while a
subject need not do so and can be indefinite. In terms of their relation to verb, a topic
needs not have a selectional relation with any verb or predicative in the clause, i.e. be
a verb argument, which also means that it is neither necessarily determined nor agrees
with verb, while a subject is always a verb argument that is controlled by a verb.
Semantically, a topic maintains a constant semantic role across clauses, as it provides
a frame setting (in Krifka’s term 2008) for the main predication to take place (see also
Chafe 1976). Syntactically, the default place for topic is clause-initial position (see
also Keenan 1976), while a subject in languages with less strict word order, such as
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Finnic and Slavic, can move (see, e.g., discussion of the free word order in Finnish by
Vilkuna 1989). Last but not least, a topic does not involve grammatical processes such
as reflexivisation and passivisation, which have a direct effect on subject.

Two relevant aspects of topics for the present study are definiteness and clause-
initial position. Definiteness as a semantic characteristic of topics indicates that they
are always identifiable, based on any of the criteria discussed in Section 4.3.3.
Meanwhile, clause-initial position as a syntactic characteristic of topics, for instance,
implies that topichood may also create other non-referential uses for the postposed
demonstratives in the clause-initial topic constituents, such as evaluative uses
(discussed in Section 4.5.2).

In contrast to topics that contain identifiable information, foci usually give “new
information” (Halliday 1966; Selkirk 1984) that does not belong to the
“presupposition” (Jackendoff 1972) with no “semantic antecedent,” and thus is not
actively in the addressee’s attention (Rochemont 1986). While topics usually involve
information packaging, foci rather create a scope of relevant alternatives from which
an entity is selected (Jacobs 1983, 1988; Rooth 1985; Konig 1991: 46). A similar
definition based the set of relevant alternatives is given by Kritka (2008) as follows.

‘Focus indicates the presence of alternatives that are relevant for the interpretation of linguistic

expressions.’

(Krifka 2008: 247)

Based on the characteristics given above, foci are unpredictable and non-recoverable
elements in the utterance (Lambrecht 1994: 207), but they capture the addressee’s
attention for the new information (Erteschik-Shir 1986). This shows that the degree of
identifiability within foci is considerably lower than that of topics, implying that foci
are less frequently definite.

Foci also behave differently from topics in a clause. The position of a referent in
focus in a clause varies, and depends on the constituent which receives focus marking
(Konig 1991: 12), such as different stress patterns shown in (31).

(31a)  Surprisingly, George is RUNNING to Brooklyn.
(31b)  Surprisingly, George is running to BROOKLYN. (Konig 1991: 12)

Due to different places of stress, the foci in both examples clearly differ in their
meaning in that the reason for being surprised focuses on the action ‘running’ in (31a),
but on the destination ‘Brooklyn’ in (31b).

The discussion above shows that the presence of topic and focus also entails their
complementary parts: “comment” and “presupposition”, respectively (or
“completive” and “background” in Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011). Typically, both
topic and focus constituents point to a single referent, but comment and presupposition
can cover a larger unit of information, e.g., a complete verb phrase (see Konig 1991:
11; Andrews 2007: 148—151). In any case, this view is challenged by Lambrecht
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(1994) who claims that focus can also be a lexical unit larger than a single phrase.
Interestingly, Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2011: 102-106) argue that the topic-
comment structure is morphosyntactically an unmarked information structure (cf.
Lambrecht 1994), which, at the same time, seems to entail that presupposition-focus
structure should be, then, a marked construction. This might be true for such languages
in which topics do not receive special morphological marking but foci do, such as in
Germanic languages (see Konig 1991).

Similarly to the definition of focus discussed above, “contrast” also concerns the
selection and exclusion of an entity from other members of the set, as defined by
Neeleman et al. (2009) as given below.

‘Constituents that are contrastive are understood to belong to a contextually given set out of
which they are selected to the exclusion of at least some other members of the set. Both topics

and foci can be interpreted contrastively.’

(Neeleman et al. 2009: 17-18)

Moreover, contrast excludes an alternative, which is predicted or previously stated
(Halliday 1966: 206), by presenting a “restricted universe” (Longacre 1996: 55). This
exhaustive characteristic of contrast is frequently observed in the so-called it-cleft
construction, as in (32).

(32) It was a HAT that Mary picked for herself. (Umbach 2004: 159)

In (32), ‘a hat’ presents ‘a subset of the set of contextually or situationally given
elements for which the predicate phrase can potentially hold’ and ‘it is identified as
the exhaustive subset of this set for which the predicate actually holds’ (Kiss 1998:
45). Compared to the referential domain, the exhaustive and selective characteristic of
contrast resembles the use of situationally unique referent (see Section 4.3.3). In any
case, the difference from focus is that contrast is not necessarily a category of
grammar, but ‘the result of general cognitive processes referred to as conversational
implicatures’ (Lambrecht 1994: 291).

Contrast can emerge from several factors, as discussed in Umbach (2004). In order
to be contrastive, an entity should be similar or dissimilar from other members of the
set, as in (33).

(33) John bought the beer, and/but Mary bought the port. (Umbach 2004: 162)
In (33), ‘the port’ is understood as belonging to the similar set with ‘the beer’, that is,
a drink (similarity), while simultaneously creating a contrast to the other interpretation

of ‘harbour’ (dissimilarity). Moreover, contrast also involves exclusion of an entity
from the other possible alternatives in the set, such as in (34).
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(34) A:  Mary made the salad, and Anna made the hamburgers.
B:  RONALD made the hamburgers. (Umbach 2004: 164)

The exhaustive characteristic of contrast uttered in B makes the statement stronger
than in A, which gives the interpretation of B being “correction” of A.

As contrast can play a role in the interpretation of topics and foci, a number of
scholars (e.g., Vallduvi 1992; Vallduvi & Vilkuna 1998; Frey 2001; Neeleman et al.
2009; Neeleman & Vermeulen 2012) treat contrast as a category that involves the
formation of information structure, as summarised in Table 8.

Topic Focus
Aboutness topic [topic] New information focus [focus]
Contrast Contrastive topic [topic + contrast] Contrastive focus [focus + contrast]
Table 8. Information structural system (Neeleman et al. 2009: 15; Neeleman & Vermeulen

2012: 5)

As amotivation for this parameter, Neeleman and Vermeulen (2012: 25) argue against
the previous studies that do not treat contrast as a grammatical category, leading to the
indifferent treatment between new information and contrastive focus (cf., e.g.,
Lambrecht 1994: 291; Kritka 2008). Based on their parameter, contrast as a
grammatical category can be combined with topic and focus to create a new type of
contrastive topic and focus. However, this semantic approach does not provide enough
information on pragmatic uses of topics and foci, as well as ignoring many other
characteristics of topic and focus such as definiteness and delimitation of a set of
relevant alternatives discussed above. Therefore, the following sections will discuss
different types of topic and focus, which have been proposed on the basis of cross-
linguistic studies, by paying close attention to the pragmatics of topics and foci.

442 TYPES OF TOPICS

As discussed in the previous section, topics are often definite because they refer to an
entity identifiable to the addressee as given information. Givon (1983) also
emphasises the nature of “predictability” and “continuity” of topics. This entails that
one of the most typical functions of topics is to track referents from earlier mention in
the discourse, comparable to anaphoric use in the referential domain (discussed in
Section 4.3.3). These functions of topic are named “expected topic” (Erteschik-Shir
1997: 18; Andrews 2007: 149), “given topic” (Dik 1989: 267), “continuing topic”
(e.g., Pixabaj & England 2011; Jun 2015), or “theme” (Halliday 1994), meaning that
the topic refers to a type of referent that the addressee, based on earlier mention,
expects to hear as topic in the following utterance, as in (35).

(35) We built a new house over ten years ago. The house needs renovation now.
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In (35), ‘anew house’ is mentioned and still being active in the discourse, so it can be
promoted to topic in the following expression. When occurring in the first utterance
of discourse, a starting topic often refers to the first and the second person sphere,
because the speaker and addressee are always participants of the discourse that need
no background setting (Erteschik-Shir 1997: 18).

Another type of topic involves “switch of topic”. One may include this as a subtype
of “contrastive topic”. However, the present study emphasises the aspect of pragmatic
use and prefers to use a name that describes the function best: that is, “switch-topic”
(Andrews 2007: 149). This type of topic can, on the one hand, mark switch of topic
from a previous discourse context or, it can also reintroduce a previous referent that
has been idle in the discourse for a period of time, which the addressee does not
necessarily expect to hear (cf. expected topic discussed above), as in (36).

(36) Bill mentioned about his brother’s wedding to Emily who is also coming. After their long
conversation on other topics, Emily wants to make sure that she remembers the date of the
wedding correctly, so she asks Bill:

By the way, the wedding is next Saturday, right?

In (36), ‘the wedding’ is reintroduced again but is still identifiable to Bill after not
being mentioned for a long time in the discourse.

In addition to the expected topic and switch-topic, a “generic” index can often be
a topic regardless of context, because they are unique entities in the real world (Givon
1983: 10). This type of topic resembles the absolutely unique referents in the
referential domain (see Section 4.3.3) as it usually concerns encyclopaedic knowledge
or significant historical events as in (37).

(37) The Sun is so large that a million Earths could fit inside it.
(An article in Quora: quora.com/Why-is-the-sun-so-powerful)

In (37), ‘the Sun,’ as general knowledge that is identifiable to the interlocutors, can be
a topic without any foregrounding context. Due to this characteristic, Erteschik-Shir
(2007: 17) also gives a term “permanently available topic” for such generic indices.

Sometimes, a clause can also contain “multiple topics”, meaning that an utterance
is about multiple entities, such as in (38).

(38) A:  Didyou see Peter yesterday?
B:  Yes, I saw him at school. (Erteschik-Shir 2007: 22)

Given that topics inform what a clause is about, both pronouns in B are the topics
about which the answer is informing. This raises the question of “primary” vs.
“secondary topic”, of which the former is pragmatically more salient than the latter
(Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 53-57). Nikolaeva (2001: 26) defines the secondary
topic as ‘an entity such that the utterance is construed to be ‘about’ the relationship
between it and the primary topic.” To explain this topic chain, Vallduvi (1992) applies
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a link-tail model, in which “link” refers to a stable topic that only presents the given
aboutness without requiring additional information, while the “tail” is open for
completing or modifying by additional information, i.e. comment (see also Erteschik-
Shir 1997, 2007).

4.4.3 TYPES OF FOCUS

Apart from topic, an utterance is expected to have at least one focus that adds new
information to the presupposition, and such obligatory focus of the clause is termed
“(new) information focus” (Gundel & Fretheim 2004: 181-183; Neeleman &
Vermeulen 2012), “non-contrastive focus” (Erteschik-Shir 1997: 11-13), or “semantic
focus” (Gundel 1999). In (39), the answer in B simply gives new information to the
question in A without creating any contrast to other possible alternatives.

(39) A:  What did John read?
B:  Heread THE SELFISH GENE. (Neeleman & Vermeulen 2012: 6)

This is the only use of focus that does not involves the notion of contrast (see Table
8) because it ‘indicates covert questions suggested by the context’, such as What
happened? What was there? or What did she do? (Krifka 2008: 251). Gundel (1999)
states that the information focus is higher in the relevant hierarchy than contrastive
focus, because each clause must have an information focus as an essential truth-
conditional element in information processing. The contrastive focus, on the other
hand, is optional, and its overt marking depends on the speaker’s intention (see also
“Contrast-Hierarchy” in Molnar 2006: 211). Supporting evidence for this statement is
the use of intonation, in which clausal stress primarily falls on the information focus
(cf. Schmerling 1976; Gundel 1978; Selkirk 1984; Zacharski 1993; Vallduvi &
Vilkuna 1998).

As discussed in Section 4.4.1, focus usually implies a set of alternatives. Most of
the functions beyond the information focus relate to contrast. A similar issue with the
case of topic is the category of “contrastive focus”, which does not satisfactorily
describe the exact pragmatic uses observed in the actual language use. Instead of using
such a broad umbrella term to cover a wide functional range of focus (as in Gundel
1999; Neeleman et al. 2009), the current study adopts the pragmatically more fine-
grained classification by Krifka (2008), who treats contrastive focus as just one type
among many uses, which is observed only in the context where the current utterance
can really be contrasted.

Pragmatic uses of focus can be observed in various contexts, which involve the
characteristic function of delimiting a set of relevant alternatives. First, foci can
“correct” or “confirm” information previously mentioned, as in (40).

(40) A:  Mary stole the cookie.
B:  (No,) PETER stole the cookie!
B":  Yes, MARY stole the cookie. (Krifka 2008: 252)
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In B, the answer differs from the context proposition in A so it gives a corrective
interpretation, while the answer in B” gives a confirmative interpretation as the context
proposition is identical to A.

Second, foci can “highlight parallels” which evoke the immediately surrounding
contexts, as in (41).

(41a) MARY stole THE COOKIE and PETER stole THE CHOCOLATE.
(41b) An AMERICAN farmer talked to a CANADIAN farmer, ... (Krifka 2008: 252)

In (41), the foci create alternatives as they often do, but the alternatives ‘Peter’ and
‘the chocolate’ in (41a) and ‘a Canadian farmer’ in (41b), in this case, are also evoked
in the surrounding contexts.

Third, foci can “delimit” the utterance to the constituent in focus, which gives an
instruction to the addressee how an utterance should be interpreted, as in (42).

(42) In MY opinion, JOHN stole the cookie. (Krifka 2008: 252)

In (42), the frame setter part informs the addressee that the scope of the uttered
statement is delimited to ‘my opinion.’

Beside these main pragmatic uses of focus, Kritka (2008: 257-259) also discusses
other focus types, several of which are worth discussing, as they have been reported
from Finnic and North Russian (see further discussion in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.2).
First of all, Krifka divides the pure contrastive uses of focus into “closed” and “open
focus”. This use involves the alternative set, which can be restricted to few alternatives
provided, such as in (43).

(43) A:  What do you want to drink, tea or coffee?
A’ What do you want to drink?
B:  Iwant TEA. (Krifka 2008: 258-259)

The question in A restricts a set of alternatives to ‘tea’ and ‘coffee’, while the question
in A’ leaves a possibility open to the addressee to choose any kind of drink. Due to
the restrictive nature of focus in this context, Erteschik-Shir (1997: 12—-13) also names
a similar type of focus as “restrictive focus”.

Another noteworthy type of focus is the “exhaustive focus”, which is often
observed in itz-cleft construction as in (32). Equally worth discussing is the “scalar
focus”, which highlights the least or greatest element in the context, and this use is
often found with scalar particles like even and at least in (44).

(44) Even/At least WILD HORSES wouldn’t drag me. (Krifka 2008: 259)

This type of construction establishes a scalar focus ‘even/at least’ to accompany a
strong polarity item, ‘wild horses.’
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As foci can appear more than once in a clause, a focus expression can be a
combination of “complex foci” or “multiple foci”, which give different interpretations,
as shown in (45).

(45a) John only introduced BILL to SUE.
(45b)  John only introduced BILL only to SUE. (Krifka 2008: 258)

In (45a), the focus marker ‘only’ restricts a complex focus chain as ‘Bill’ being
introduced ‘to Sue.’ In contrast, the two focus markers in (45b) establish a multiple
foci construction, which highlights the introducing of someone ‘to Sue’ and that
someone must only be ‘Bill.’

4.4.4 INFORMATION-STRUCTURAL STRATEGIES WITH
DEMONSTRATIVES

Strategies for encoding information structure vary across the world’s languages,
related to noun phrases such as the use of articles, demonstratives, or topic and focus
markers (Givon 1983: 35), as well as morphosyntactic mechanisms such as case
marking, agreement, word order, phrase structure position, and suprasegmental
strategies like prosody (Dalrymple and Nikolaeva 2011: 67). For the context of
postposed demonstratives in Northwest Russia, it is worth discussing a few strategies
that have been previously reported in the literature, above all, those that concern noun
phrase: articles, demonstratives, or topic and focus markers.

One issue concerning information-structuring markers is a question whether topics
and foci always need to be explicitly marked. For this matter, it is worth borrowing
Haspelmath’s idea (2019: 315) that ‘deviations from usual associations of role
meanings and properties of referring expressions tend to be coded by longer
grammatical forms.” This can be applied to the marking of topics, which are not always
marked due to their given saliency and predictability in the discourse. In contrast, foci
are more often marked, due to their restrictiveness and exhaustiveness. Combining
this idea with the typology of topics and foci discussed in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3,
non-contrastive use of topic and focus such as “expected topic” and “information
focus” may not require any explicit marking, while other uses which involve contrast
such as “switch-topic” and other types of focus more often do.

As discussed in Section 4.2, there have been a number of studies showing that in
many of the world’s languages demonstratives are etymological sources for definite
articles, topic marker, and focus markers (see Heine & Kuteva 2002: 109-112).
Moreover, there are a number of grammatical descriptions that identify information-
structural uses of demonstratives.

To begin, demonstratives are observed functioning as topic markers, for instance,
in a number of Southeast Asian languages such as Green Hmong (Kunyot 1984: 121),
Eastern Cham (Brunelle & Han 2019: 544), Mon (Jenny 2009, 2014: 576), Thai
(Warotamasikkhadit 1997; Singnoi 2004: 651-656; Iwasaki & Ingkaphirom 2005:
361), Hakha Chin (Barnes 1998), and some Karenic languages (Kato 2003: 635; Shee
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2008: 135), all of which have adnominal demonstratives in a postnominal position
(see also a cross-linguistic survey of topic markers in Wailchli, forthcoming). Their
function can be seen, on the one hand, as a marker a boundary between topic and
comment expressions, i.e. “information chunks” (in Mati¢’s term 2003), and, on the
other hand, as a marker of dislocation constructions, so the typical place for this
marker is in the clause-second position after the first constituent, such as in (46) to
(48).

Hmong Njua (Hmongic, Hmong-Mien)

11 35 35

(46) crang®”® cra"' nua® k¥ yud®  tua

41

24 kg’ tua*'.

tao
[cLF knife DEM] 1SG buy come at market come
“This knife, I bought it from the market.” (Kunyot 1984: 121)

Mon (Monic, Austroasiatic)
@47) hmop  Palowi?  koh num ko krva.coh  hnok tao  pus.ma.lon  ra?.
[king Alawi  DEM] exist OBL glory big stay  exceedingly FOC

“This king Alawi was of great glory.” (Jenny 2014: 576)

Pwo Karen (Karenic, Sino-Tibetan)
(48) P-  yein® no>  ja- L' 2e%,
[his house DEM] 1SG go NEG

“To his house, I did not go.” (Kato 2003: 635)

In (46) to (48), the demonstratives separate the new information, i.e. comment, from
the entities in left periphery ‘knife’, ‘king Alawi’ and ‘his house’, which are given
information and, thus, topics of the clauses.

As for focus marking, demonstratives also appear as etymological sources for
focus markers in a number of languages (Diessel 1999a: 148—149; Heine & Kuteva
2002: 111-112). Consider, for instance, the Ambulas and Mokilese examples (49) and
(50) in which such focal use is observed on demonstratives.

Ambulas (Sepik, Papuan)
(49) véte dé wak a wan méné  kaapuk  yéménén.
and:see he said ah [DEM you] not you:went

‘He saw him and said, “Ah, so you did not go”.” (Wilson 1980: 157)

Mokilese (Micronesian, Austronesian)
(50) ioar Wilson ma pwehng  ih mehu
[DEM  Wilson] REL  told him  that

‘It was Wilson who told him that.” (Harrison 1976: 311)
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In (49) and (50), the Ambelam distal demonstrative wan ‘that’ and the Mokilese
demonstrative-based deictic marker ioar are used to emphasise the referents ‘you’ and
‘Wilson’ that follow. A factor that favours the functional extension of demonstratives
to focus marking is likely due to their nature of gesturing proximity, which could
highlight the restrictive and exhaustive characteristic of focus (as discussed earlier in
Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.3).

Beyond information structure, demonstratives can also be used for evaluative
purposes such as stancetaking and expressing the speaker’s attitudes towards a state-
of-affairs, discussed in the next section.

4.5 DEMONSTRATIVES IN EVALUATION

The functions of demonstratives discussed so far have shown that they are used for
various communicative purposes, from creating identifiability to organising
information structure. Beyond these aspects, however, demonstratives may also serve
as devices for establishing intersubjectivity, as well as for coding evaluation and
stancetaking, reported from in studies of individual languages in recent decades, as
well as a theoretical framework discussed by Du Bois (1980). Therefore, it is also
worth discussing and understanding how demonstratives behave in the evaluative
domain. Previous observations from languages with rich demonstrative systems and
robust evaluative uses of demonstratives can help in exploring more functional
dimensions of postposed demonstratives, and provide good tools for the analysis of
Finnic and North Russian data later in Section 6.4.3.

4.5.1 INTERSUBJECTIVITY, STANCE AND EVALUATION

Language as a communicative tool between social actors contains the notion of
“intersubjectivity”, which can be understood as ‘the relation between one actor’s
subjectivity and another’s’ (Du Bois 2007: 140). This entails that intersubjectivity is
based on the interaction between individual social actors’ subjectivities on how they
perceive sociocultural values.

This social act gives rise to “stance”, which emerges through an individual’s
evaluation by assertion or inference. Importantly, stance can often be expressed by
demonstratives in a number of languages (see further discussion in Section 4.5.2). In
Du Bois’ framework of a stance triangle (2007), stance can be defined as follows.

‘Stance is a public act by a social actor, achieved dialogically through overt communicative
means, of simultaneously evaluating objects, positioning subjects (self and others), and

aligning with other subjects, with respect to any salient dimension of the sociocultural field.’

(Du Bois 2007: 163)
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According to Du Bois, stancetaking involves three participant components: (i) the
stancetaker, (ii) the act of positioning or evaluating, and (iii) the object of stance, as
illustrated in (51).

Speaker Stance subject Positions/Evaluates Stance object

(51) JAMIE; [ like this song. (Du Bois 2007: 153)

In (51), a stancetaker, Jamie, performs the stance action by positioning himself as
‘liking this song’, while also simultaneously evaluating that ‘this song’ is good in his
opinion. In a dialogue with multiple participants, the stance action can also represent
their individual subjectivities, which may match or collide, such as in (52).

Speaker Stance Positions/  Stance
subject Evaluates  object
(52) SAM; 1 don’t like those.
ANGELA; [ don’t either.
CINDY; 1 like it, though.  (based on Du Bois 2007: 159)

In (52), Sam’s and Angela’s subjectivities are “aligned”, while Cindy’s subjectivity is
“disaligned” with the negative pole ‘don’t like” shared by Sam and Angela. By adding
this process of “alignment” to the three components of stancetaking, Du Bois proposes
the following cartography in Figure 21, which describes the mechanism of
stancetaking.

Subject 1

< aligns »

Object

Subject 2

Figure 21  Du Bois' stance triangle (2007: 163)

Previous studies have shown that stance can be the outcome of several
sociocognitive processes. The most central notion in terms of stancetaking action is
“evaluation”, used for three communicative purposes described by Hunston and
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Thompson (2000). First, evaluation can express “the speaker’s opinion” and reflect
the value system of that person and the community they belong to. This is often the
case of a communal or cultural-specific ideology, which instructs whether a certain
matter should be regarded, e.g., as good or bad, acceptable or unacceptable, true or
untrue. Cognitively, the speaker’s evaluation can emerge from their affect (emotion),
judgement (ethics, norms) or appreciation (aesthetics, social value), according to the
“Appraisal framework” (see, e.g., White 2015). Second, evaluation can construct and
“maintain interactional relations” between the speaker and addressee through
manipulation, hedging, or politeness, which can be associated with the act of face-
saving (see also Fraser 1990). Third, evaluation can “organise the discourse” by
creating solidarity within a mental sphere in which the speaker and addressee
assumedly share common attitudes, values, or reactions to a specific state-of-affairs.

Stancetaking and evaluation are closely related to epistemic states of the
interlocutors under the notion of “evidentiality”, which deals with information source
and the speaker’s access to it. In other words, the focus is on how the speaker has
acquired information before transmitting it to the addressee, i.e. by personal
experience or observation through senses, such as visual, sensory, inference,
assumption or reported information (see, e.g., Aikhenvald 2004; Tournadre & LaPolla
2014). Applying this framework to the evaluation mechanism, we can say that the
speaker’s opinion and value presented to the addressee can evolve from either the
speaker’s personal experience or observation, which the speaker can use for
maintaining interactional relations and organising the discourse.

In addition to the epistemic aspect, stancetaking and evaluation also involve the
interlocutors’ attentional states. An empirical observation from Andoke, a South
American language, by Landaburu (2007), followed by a theoretical account by Evans
et al. (2018a, 2018b), introduce a framework of “engagement”, which stands for ‘a
grammatical system for encoding the relative accessibility of an entity or state of
affairs to the speaker and addressee’ (Evans et al. 2018b: 142). In the concrete
discourse, the speaker simultaneously takes a stance and evaluates the addressee’s
state of knowledge, whether the information uttered is only in the speaker’s attention,
or shares joint attention for both sides (compared to identifiability discussed in Section
4.3.3). A symmetry evolving in the interlocutors’ states of knowledge and attention
can also be utilised as a means for the speaker to take or give epistemic authority to
the addressee (Evans et al. 2018a: 118). Previous theoretical studies have emphasised
that this aspect of the interlocutors’ attention is also crucial for understanding contexts
in which the use of definite articles, for instance, is required (see, e.g., Clark &
Marshall 1981; Epstein 1997).

The aforementioned functions related to evaluation can be coded with various
lexical and grammatical elements, among which the use of demonstratives is also
observed in a number of languages, especially those spoken in Southeast Asia and
Papunesia (see Section 4.5.2) as well as in Finnic and North Russian (see Section
6.4.3). This matter of grammatical encoding will be discussed with concrete examples
in the next section.

84



4.5.2 DEMONSTRATIVES AS AN INDEXICAL OF STANCETAKING AND
EVALUATION

Various linguistic elements, including demonstratives, are used to express a speaker’s
stancetaking and evaluation. Hunston and Thompson (2000: 14) discuss a number of
lexical items that establish stancetaking in the discourse, such as various kinds of
adjectives (splendid, terrible, etc.), adverbs (unfortunately, interestingly, etc.), nouns
(failure, triumph, etc.) and verbs (doubt, win, lose, etc.). What is more interesting is
the case when stance is expressed by grammar, i.e. a marker of stance. Such marker
can have their root in noun or verb phrases which develop into fixed expressions of
stance such as adverbs (for sure, really, sort of, etc.), conjunctions (while, though,
since, etc.), or longer verb phrases (all being well, whatever that means, I did wonder
if..., etc.), for instance (see Labov 1972; Stubbs 1986; Biber & Finegan 1989).
Moreover, markers of stance can emerge from pre-existing grammatical elements,
which have extended their original semantics to pragmatic uses such as
demonstratives, among others.

Most importantly, the pragmaticisation of demonstratives to devices for
stancetaking and evaluation has been reported from Papuan languages (Kratochvil
2011; Schapper & San Roque 2011), Burmese (Simpson 2008), Thai (Iwasaki &
Dechapratumwan, forthcoming), Vietnamese (L& 2002; Adachi 2016, forthcoming),
as well as several Austronesian languages (Cleary-Kemp 2007: 336-337) such as
varieties of Malay (Ernanda & Yap, forthcoming) and Tagalog (Nagaya 2011), or even
in Finnish (Yurayong & Kittild, forthcoming). Here, proximity distinctions across
demonstratives play an important role in the development of versatile evaluative uses
in the reported languages.

A good example can be taken from the description concerning the use of
demonstratives as clause-final particles (CFP) in Vietnamese by Adachi (2016,
forthcoming), in which several demonstratives are associated with specific evaluative
uses, illustrated in Table 9.

. Medial Distal .
- Proximal . . Medial
Deixis (independent) (independent & (independent & (adnominal)
P adnominal) adnominal)
P A kia / d'y /
Form ddy day co (reduced form) y (reduced form)
Clause-final use | Speaker-centred | Addressee-oriented | Counter-expectation | Shared knowledge

Table 9. Clause-final uses of Vietnamese demonstratives (adapted from Adachi,
forthcoming)

The first contrast is found between the speaker-centred and addressee-oriented
demonstratives, which indicate whether a statement is based on the speaker’s personal
evaluation (53), or new information that should be relevant to the addressee (54).
Otherwise, the demonstratives can also express whether a statement is assumed as a
counter-expectation to the addressee (55), or as shared knowledge between the
interlocutors (56).
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Vietnamese (Vietic, Austroasiatic)

(53)

(54

(55)

(56)

The proximal demonstrative ddy in (53) expresses the employee’s stance emerging
from her direct experience, and the evaluation of the difficulty of the assignment.
Meanwhile, the medial demonstrative ddy in (54) expresses the mother’s inference
that the news should interest and be highly relevant to her daughter. In (55), the distal
demonstrative co expresses the mother’s evaluation that the information she is telling
may not be familiar, and should come as a surprise to the father. In Konig’s term
(1991: 181), the expression of counter-expectation creates “inconsistency” between
the truth and previous assumption (see also a similar notion of “mirativity” in
DeLancey 1997, 2001). As for (56), the other adnominal medial demonstrative y

An employee complains how difficult the assignment that she is working on is.
bai nay kho diy.
assignment  DEM.PROX.ADNOM  difficult = DEM.PROX.CFP

“This assignment is difficult as far as I can see.” (L& 2002: 60)

The mother is telling a news to her daughter about her friend being transferred to
another class, which the mother assumes that her daughter might not know about this.
a, Huong, no bi chuyén lop diy.

INT]  Huong she  PASS  transfer to class DEM.MED

‘Ah, Huong, she was transferred to another class which you may not know about,

but may be interested to know.’ (Adachi, forthcoming)

The mother is telling the father about their mutual friend’s son going to New Y ork

and how expensive his parents had to pay for the flight tickets.

cdi kia dat lam.

CLF DEM.DIST.ADNOM  expensive  very

nhitng  hai nghin may co.

some two  thousand several DEM.DIST.CFP

‘(In fact,) that ticket was very expensive. It cost more than 2,000 (US dollars),

more expensive than you would expect.’ (Adachi, forthcoming)

The mother is talking to the father about popular Vietnamese souvenirs among
Japanese tourists. As they have many Japanese friends in common, she assumes

that he will understand what she means.

nguoi Nhat thich an  pho,
people  Japanese  like eat  rice_noodle
phé an lién 7.

rice_noodle  eat instant DEM.MED

‘The Japanese like rice noodle, to be exact, instant rice noodle, you know.’

(Adachi, forthcoming)
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expresses the mother’s evaluation that the information she is telling should also be
familiar and shared with the father. A similar functional distribution of demonstratives
as discourse particles are also reported from languages in the neighbouring areas of
Southeast Asia and Papuanesia, especially in Thai (Iwasaki & Dechapratumwan,
forthcoming), Tagalog (Nagaya 2011), Abui (Kratochvil 2011) and several other
Papuan languages (Schapper & San Roque 2011).

In addition to clause-final uses, demonstratives in other clausal positions can also
perform stancetaking when they are syntactically used as “place holders” or “lexial
fillers”, and a similar evaluative use of demonstrative is also observed with the
postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian dialects (see Section 6.4.3). A
typological investigation by Podlesskaya (2010) shows that pronouns, particularly
demonstratives, are typical lexical items that have further developed into place
holders. Hayashi and Yoon (2006: 490) define place holders as ‘a referential
expression that is used as a substitute for a specific lexical item that has momentarily
eluded the speaker’, such as in (57).

Korean (Koreanic)
(57) ne ce-ke cwu-lkka?  chicukheyikh?
you DEM.DIST-CLF  give-shall cheesecake
“You, would you like to have that (thing)? Cheesecake?’ (Hayashi & Yoon 2006: 492)

In (57), the speaker was momentarily lost in her own mind on what she was going to
give the addressee. While searching for the referent from her memory, the speaker
temporarily fills the required syntactic slot with a place holder ‘that (thing)’ before
elaborating afterwards that it was ‘cheesecake’ that she was going to offer to the
addressee. According to Hayashi and Yoon, the place holder use of demonstratives
can be paralleled to the recognitional use in the referential domain (discussed in
Section 4.3.3), in which the identifiability is similarly arrived to through personal
memory.

In any case, demonstratives in the place-holder position can also perform other
evaluative uses such as expressing “avoidance” as in (58) and “hesitation” as in (59).

Lao (Tai, Tai-Kadai)

(58) The speaker is checking whether the addressee’s mother is still in a good health.

33 53 33

me: caw®®  pap®  boB  Pan'3-nan> Ju: 1i:3?
mother  2SG still  NEG  CLF-DEM.MED stay PTCL
“Your mother is still not that (thing) [getting better/cured from sickness], right?

(Enfield 2003: 108)

In (58), the speaker may feel it impolite to mention that the addressee’s mother is sick,
so she avoids such an utterance by using the medial demonstrative filler 2an'>-nan®
‘that (thing).’

87



Functional dimensions of demonstratives

Japanese (Japonic)
(59) His teasing K, who once unthinkingly took off her short pants in front of a crowd after running
in a 100-meter race.
H:  iya konkai ano hashi-tte-mo,
well this time  DEM.DIST run-CVB-even
‘Well, this time, ano [=um], even if you run in a race,’
ano gooru shi-ta ato ni,
DEM.DIST  goal do-psST after LOC
‘ano [=um], after you enter the goal,’
nanka ano tanpan o nuga-nai y(h)oon(h)i.
like DEM.DIST  short pants 0 take off-NEG.IMP  INTJ
‘like, ano [=um], do not take off your short pants.’
K:  nan desu ka sore wa?
what Ccop Q DEM.MED TOP
‘What on earth are you talking about?’ (Hayashi & Yoon 2006: 508)

In (59), while hesitating what to say next, the speaker uses the distal demonstrative
ano for extra time for thinking, and to keep reminding the addressee about her
embarrassing memory, so that she would pay attention and react. Similar uses of
demonstratives as place holders, as described above, are also reported in Estonian
(Keevallik 2010) and Finnish (Etelamaki 2006).

A similar hedging effect is also observed in manner demonstratives such as
German so, when occurring in a non-gradable expression (Umbach & Ebert 2009).
For instance, the speaker uses the demonstrative so in (60) as a hedging device to
widen the tolerance range of ‘three o’clock,” as she does not memorise the precise
moment when Marie came.

German (Germanic, Indo-European)
(60) Marie kam so um drei.
Marie come.PST.33G DEM  about three
‘Marie arrived at about three o'clock.” (Umbach & Ebert 2009: 162)

The examples from the languages presented above imply that the deictic nature of
demonstratives could have motivated their pragmaticisation to devices for
stancetaking and evaluation. These examples can be related to the classification of
evaluation by Hunston and Thompson (2000) as well as to evidentiality (Aikhenvald
2004) and engagement (Evans et al. 2018a, 2018b). First, we see that the proximal
demonstrative puts the focus on the speaker’s stance and personal experience, thereby
giving them epistemic authority as the attention is not shared with the addressee (53).
Meanwhile, medial demonstratives can maintain interactional relations between the
interlocutors by expressing the speaker’s consideration of the addressee’s stance and
attention, i.e. affiliation and inclusiveness, through thoughtfulness and politeness,

88



which hand epistemic authority to the addressee (54, 56, 58). At the same time, the
distal demonstrative organises the discourse by establishing joint attention and stance
based on the speaker’s evaluation (55), or by expressing the speaker’s hesitation and
allusion that invite assertion from the addressee (57, 59).

Apart from demonstratives, languages across Eurasia can also use other
grammatical elements to convey stancetaking and evaluation, such as possessive
suffixes in Khalkha Mongol (Brosig et al. 2018), Malay (Englebretson 2003, 2007,
Yap 2011), and Uralic languages (see Section 5.3).

Khalkha (Mongolic)

(61) en-cin’ yaa-san xtind ~ we!
this-Px.2SG  do_what-PTCP.PRF heavy Q
‘How heavy this is!” (Brosig et al. 2018: 83—-84)

In (61), the use of the 2nd person possessive suffix -cin’ familiarises the addressee
with a disagreeable ongoing situation, often used for dealing out blame (‘just to let
you know how hard I have to lift this thing’) or for insistently asking for assistance
(‘could you possibly help me?’). This shows that the functional resemblance of
possessive suffixes and demonstratives is not only related to referential uses
(discussed in Section 4.3.3) but also to evaluative uses (see also Section 5.4).

This section has illustrated that evaluative uses of demonstratives obviously
became very robust in languages with rich demonstrative systems, seen in the
languages mentioned above. At the same time, it is also interesting to see whether a
similar pragmaticisation of demonstratives would also be observed in Finnic and
North Russian, which show less complex demonstrative systems (see the discussion
in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.2).
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5 MARKERS OF DEFINITENESS AND
INFORMATION STRUCTURE IN URALIC
AND SLAVIC LANGUAGES

This chapter presents state of the art of research on postposed demonstratives in Uralic
and Slavic languages. The discussion will show how the theories and mechanisms
described in Chapter 4 are concretely realised in these two language groups.

Uralic languages prototypically do not possess articles, although certain
contemporary languages have developed definiteness marking strategies on nouns,
such as articles in Hungarian and definite declension in Mordvinic. Since articles are
a less common category among the Uralic languages, we have to look at other
grammatical elements that serve a comparable function to articles, such as
demonstratives and possessive suffixes. Synchronically, the possessive suffix is a
common marker of definiteness and topicality among the majority of Uralic
languages, while postposed demonstratives are only observed in the western Uralic
languages, Finnic, Saami, and Mordvinic. Nevertheless, the use of Finnic postposed
demonstratives has not been as extensively investigated as the non-possessive uses of
possessive suffixes in other Uralic languages. Therefore, this chapter will show that
semantic and pragmatic tools used to analyse possessive suffixes in previous studies
are also applicable to the analysis of postposed demonstratives in the current study.

Apart from demonstratives and possessive suffixes, Uralic languages may also use
other morphological and syntactic strategies to encode a meaning expressed by the
opposition between definite and indefinite articles, or between topics and comments.
In the case of Finnish and Russian, for instance, E. Itkonen (1966: 258), L. Hakulinen
(1968: 509-512), Wexler (1976) and Chesterman (1991: 113-116, 183—184) also
consider the following strategies:

1. Subject case marking: nominative vs. partitive

2. Object case marking: accusative vs. partitive

3. Conjugational number of predicate: singular vs. plural
4. Voice: active vs. passive

5. Word order: unmarked/canonical vs. marked/non-canonical.

These strategies are also applicable to the majority of Uralic languages, which have
been previously discussed elsewhere (see general overview on information structure
in Skribnik 2001; Sosa 2017, differential object marking in Klumpp 2012; Virtanen
2013, and word order variation in Vilkuna 1989, 1998).

In any case, this chapter will delimit the scope to demonstratives (Sections 5.1 and
5.2) and possessive suffixes (Section 5.3), as well as highlight the relevance of
possessive suffixes to the studies of postposed demonstratives (Section 5.4).
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5.1 POSTPOSED DEMONSTRATIVES IN URALIC
LANGUAGES

As mentioned in Section 4.1, the typical place for demonstratives in the head-final
Uralic languages is a prenominal position. Meanwhile, the use of demonstratives in
postnominal position is likely an areal feature, observed among the languages in
Northwest Russia. This includes Ladogan Finnic languages (Karelian, Lude, and
Veps), as well as eastern Saami languages (Kildin and Ter Saami). In addition, the
discussion in this section also includes Mordvinic languages, in which a definite
declension has also developed from a postposed demonstrative. Hungarian also uses
a definite article d(z) that has developed from demonstratives (see, e.g., Egedi 2014),
but its position in a noun phrase is prenominal. Given also that the speaking area of
modern Hungarian itself represents another type of Slavic contact, mainly with the
Slavic languages in neighbouring areas (Slovak, Slovene, BCMS, Rusyn and
Ukrainian) but without a direct connection to Northwest Russia, Hungarian is
excluded from the discussion in the present study.

5.1.1 DEMONSTRATIVES AS MARKERS OF DEFINITENESS AND
INFORMATION STRUCTURE IN FINNIC LANGUAGES

An adnominal use of demonstratives in Finnic languages has often been compared
with the use of definite article in other European languages (Kettunen 1943: 130-131;
E. Itkonen 1966: 257; A. Hakulinen 1985: 342; Nordlund et al. 2013). Diachronically,
E. Itkonen claims that such a phenomenon should have emerged in Finnish through
the literary language, in which Mikael Agricola introduced in the 16th century a
construction with prenominal indefinite yksi ‘one’ in (62) and definite article se ‘that’
(63) and (64) as a replication of Swedish (and potentially also other Western European
languages).

Old Finnish
(62) ydhen oijkea-n aija-n Indefinite ‘one’
one-GEN right-GEN time-GEN

‘at a right time’ (E. Itkonen 1966: 257)

(63) sille wimeijs-se domio peijwe-lle Definite demonstrative
DEM.MED.ALL last-GEN judgement day-ALL
‘to the last Judgement Day’ (E. Itkonen 1966: 257)

(64) sihen cunniallis-ehen  hdd waatte-hen
DEM.MED.ILL  last-ILL wedding dress-ILL

‘in(to) the honourable wedding dress’ (E. Itkonen 1966: 257)
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In the spoken language, however, L. Hakulinen (1968: 509-512) also points out that
there is a sign of language-internally motivated article formation by means of lexical
elements like se ‘that’ and other (attributive) pronouns timd ‘this’, tuo ‘that’, erds
‘one’, joku ‘some’, muu ‘other’, such as in (65) and (66).

Spoken Finnish

(65) on-ko se isdntd koto-na?
be.35G-Q DEM host home-ESS
‘Is the landlord home?’ (L. Hakulinen 1968: 509)

(66) maa-sta se pieni-kin ponnista-a.
land-ELAT  DEM small-PTCL  push-3SG
‘Even the little one will take off from the ground.” (L. Hakulinen 1968: 509)

Later researches (e.g., Laury 1997: 250-264; A. Hakulinen et al. 2004: §1418) have
also confirmed this tendency in spoken Finnish.

Towards the end of 20th century, an interactional linguistic approach brought a
new perspective, which does not regard the use of Finnic prenominal demonstratives
as definite articles proper. Instead, demonstratives rather share functions that are
characteristic of definite articles, as has been discussed for South Estonian fuu
(Pajusalu 1998, 2006), North Estonian see (Pajusalu 1997a, 1997b, 2001; Sahkai
2016), Finnish se (A. Hakulinen 1985; Chesterman 1991; Vilkuna 1992; Dasinger
1995; Sundbéick 1995; Juvonen 2000; Etelamaiki 2006), and Votic se (Agranat 2015),
and as a shared tendency among Standard Estonian see, Finnish se and Russian étot
(Pajusalu 1996b; Hint et al. 2017). Most studies do not deny that demonstratives still
primarily function in a deictic use, typical for demonstratives, but expected to weaken
when they grammaticalise to definite articles (discussed in Section 4.2). More
importantly, the use of demonstratives is still optional in most contexts (cf. a criterion
of obligatoriness in Greenberg 1978), especially absolutely unique, recognitional,
bridging and situationally unique referents, in which the use of grammaticalised
definite articles would be obligatory (see the minimal requirement of definite articles
in Becker 2018; Konig 2018, discussed in Section 4.3.3).

Although preposed demonstratives in Finnish are claimed to become definite
articles in the future (Karlsson 1985: 62), or have already become definite articles
(Laury 1991, 1996, 1997), language use of individual speakers show significant
variation, pointing to the article-like uses of prenominal demonstratives se (and also
tdmd) being sociolinguistically motivated (Juvonen 2000: 195-197). In the case of
North Estonian, on the other hand, article-like uses might not be on the rise but rather
on the decline, potentially due to a decreasing degree of German influence during the
latest century (Pajusalu 1997a: 173). In any case, language contact might not
necessarily be fully responsible for the development of demonstratives towards
marking definiteness in Estonian and Finnish. The phenomenon and tendency could
have also existed in the language prior to the contact with Germanic languages
(Nordlund et al. 2013), and we can also talk about a language-internal “forced
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grammaticalisation” (from the original German term Zwangsgrammatikalisierung,
introduced by Nau 1995) that has given rise to such development (Metslang 2011).

However, little has been discussed about functions of demonstratives in the
postnominal position, which are mostly observed in easternmost Finnic languages
(Karelian, Lude and Veps). Meanwhile, the postnominal use as adverbs has been
discussed for Estonian siin and seal (Pajusalu 1997a), for Finnish tdssd (Etelamaki
2006) and from a comparative Estonian-Finnish perspective (Reile et al. 2019). A
description of Veps by Kettunen (1943: 130-131, 399-403) defines four contexts of
use for postposed demonstratives se/ne ‘that/those.’

1. Definite article
2. Being used in the place of possessive suffixes which are becoming obsolete
3. Clause adverbial

4. Question particle

As also being proposed by other scholars, namely that Finnic demonstratives can take
functions equivalent to definite article, in Veps the postposed demonstratives can do
the same, as shown in (67), where the demonstrative is marking a bridging referent
‘spirit’ as belonging to ‘corps.’

Southern Veps
(67) hibja-n  kop-ha  pano-bad, a henk  se kdulo-b
corpse  tomb put-3PL but  spirit DEM  move-3SG

‘A corpse is put into a tomb, but the spirit is moving around.” (Kettunen 1943: 400)

Due to the use of possessive suffixes becoming obsolete in Veps, the replacement by
postposed demonstratives is also observed, as in (68) in which ‘ass’ refers to that of
the writer of the message himself.

Central Veps
(68)  kirjuta-b kirjaize-n  perske-le  se ka  jda-b siloi ...
write-3SG  letter-ACC ~ ass-ALL DEM so remain-3SG  then

‘He writes a letter (and puts) to his own ass, so it (the information) then remains

(unknown to the officers).” (Kettunen 1943: 401)

Often when occurring in a phrase expressing time, manner, or location, postposed
demonstratives can mark adverbial phrases as a scene setter (in Chafe’s term 1976),
or as a frame setter (in Krifka’s term 2008), such as ‘spring’ in (69).
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Central Veps
(69) kevade-1 se iStu-i-n
spring-ADES DEM  sit-PST-1SG

‘During the spring time, all I did was sitting.” (Kettunen 1943: 401)

Apart from using a rising intonation in a Russian-like manner, Veps also uses
demonstratives in the clause-final position to indicate a question, as in (70).

Central Veps [identical to (1)]
(70)  nmiigiit  silaaz om jo torvut se se?
now 2SG.ADES  be.3sG  already phonograph DEM DEM

‘Have you already got the phonograph now?’ (Kettunen 1943: 402)

In (70), a clause-final demonstrative appears to indicate an interrogative mood, while
the preceding demonstrative expresses definiteness of the noun phrase ‘phonograph.’
Interestingly, the functional parallel to the aforementioned uses in Veps is also
observed with North Russian -fo, which points to a contact-induced development (see
further discussion in Section 5.2.2).

Nevertheless, the concept of “definite article” later receives less support and recent
descriptions tend to classify postposed demonstratives as “emphatic focus particles”
(Griinthal 2015a: 279-281, see also a similar case of North Russian in Section 5.2.2).
Meanwhile, the use of a postposed demonstrative se is also reported from Southern
Lude, which Pahomov (2011: 54) regards as a modal particle with similar discourse
functions to Finnish -24n (see also a thorough description of Finnish -24#n in Duvallon
& Peltola 2012; Duvallon 2014; Lieflainder-Koistinen 1989). In any case, discussion
in Chapter 6 will show that we still cannot ultimately ignore the notion of definite
article as the data also illustrate the use of postposed demonstratives as definiteness
marker besides other pragmatic uses that are more typical for discourse markers.

Concerning the areal distribution among the Finnic languages, a thorough
investigation of (eastern) Finnic demonstratives by Larjavaara (1986: 307-310), and
a micro-areal investigation by Yurayong (2020), divide the use of postposed
demonstratives into three types, with different degrees of morphosyntactic restrictions.
The first type is observed in the Finnic languages of the outer ring, including all Finnic
languages except Karelian, Lude and Veps. In these outer ring languages, the Proto-
Finnic medial demonstratives *se/ne(?) occur only once in a clause-second position,
i.e. Jakob Wackernagel’s law (1892), as a kind of a marker to separate a topic from
comment, or as a marker of left dislocation constructions (see the case of Finnish in
Vilkuna 1989: 145-147; Priiki 2015, 2017, Estonian in Amon 2015, and the discussion
in Section 4.44 with similar examples from Southeast Asian languages).
Morphologically, they decline in the same form as the head noun, or remain
indeclinable after other nominal parts of speech (pronoun and name). Ojansuu (1922:
82), Kettunen (1943: 399—400), E. Itkonen (1966: 257), and L. Hakulinen (1999: 45)
report occurrences in Eastern Finnish in (71) and (72), as well as in the literary
language of Agricola in (73).
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Eastern Finnish
(71)  poika se

boy DEM

laula-a.

sing-3sG

‘The boy is singing.” (Kettunen 1943: 399)

(72) poja-t ne

boy-PL

DEM.PL

marsi-t.

march-3PL

‘The boys are marching.” (Ojansuu 1922: 82)

Old Finnish
(73) Herra se
Lord DEM

‘The Lord gave and took.” (L. Hakulinen 1999: 45)

There is also a suggestion by Kiuru (1990) that this topical use of postposed
demonstrative se alongside the postposed 3rd person pronoun /4¢n in Old Finnish bible
translations by Agricola was motivated by the early modern Swedish original text. In
Swedish, namely, in the 3rd person pronouns san ‘he’ and hon ‘she’ are used in the
clause-second position as resumptive pronouns of (seemingly) definite referents, such

Herra

lord

antoi,

give-3SG.PST

as parallel examples in (74) and (75).

Early Modern Swedish
(74a)  Herren han

lord.DEF  3SG

Old Finnish
(74b) HERRA  hen
lord 3sG

‘The Lord knows those people’s thoughts.” (Kiuru 1990: 289)

Early Modern Swedish

(75a)  men kerleken
but love.DEF

Old Finnish

(75b)  mutta  rackaus
but love

‘But love will ameliorate.” (Kiuru 1990: 289-290)

This observation suggests that in Agricola’s dialect, the demonstrative se was already
used as a 3rd person pronoun (mentioned in Section 2.4.1), which makes the
alternation in this topical use possible. Nevertheless, the current study will not discuss
the development of the Proto-Finnic 3rd person pronouns *hdn/he to discourse

weet menniskiernes

know.PRS  man.PL.DEF.GEN

tietd ninen wijsasten
know.3SG  DEM.PL.GEN  man.PL.GEN

han  forbdtrar.

3sG ameliorate.PRS

se ylesrakenda.

DEM  ameliorate.3SG
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markers, instead limiting the scope to that of demonstratives (see a detailed description
of morphosyntactic and pragmatic functions of the enclitic particle -24n in Finnish by
Laitinen 2002, 2005; Yurayong & Kittild, forthcoming).

The second type is observed in Karelian, in which the Proto-Finnic medial
demonstratives *se/ne(?) can also appear with non-nominal parts of speech, such as a
verb in (76) or interrogative pronoun in (77). This extends the context of use, making
the demonstratives less article-like. However, the morphosyntactic and pragmatic
behaviour of the Karelian postposed demonstratives does not deviate from the outer
ring Finnic type discussed above.

Karelian proper

(76) en Se mie ole kaunis, ...
NEG.1SG DEM  1SG be.CNG  beautiful
‘I am not beautiful.” (Konkka 1963: 120)

(77 ka midid  Se mid roa-n?
well what DEM  ISG do-1SG
‘Well, what do I do?” (Konkka 1963: 135)

In (76), the demonstrative follows a negative verb en ‘(I am) not” while follows an
interrogative pronoun midd ‘what’ in (77).

The third type is observed in Veps in which the postposed demonstratives have a
free host attachment, meaning that the demonstratives can follow any part of speech
(see also the description in M. Zajceva 1981: 170, 298-299; Griinthal 2015a: 279—
281). Morphologically, the demonstratives agree with the head noun in number but
not in case, and always remain in the singular form se after other parts of speech.
Consequently, Veps speakers only use two forms, se for singular and ne for plural,
e.g., kodizespei se ‘from the house’, praznikeized ne ‘the feasts’ and om se “(it) is.’
Syntactically, there is no restriction on which position in the clause the phrase with
demonstrative can occur. Additionally, they can occur multiple times in the clause, as
shown in (78).

Central Veps
(78) aka-l se muzik se Piteri-§
wife-ADES ~ DEM husband DEM  Saint Petersburg-INES
‘The husband of the lady is in Saint Petersburg.’ (Kettunen 1943: 166)

As a side remark, the demonstrative se can also be used to form indefinite pronouns
in Veps, e.g., ken-se [who-DEM] ‘someone’, mi-se [what-DEM] ‘something’, which is
considered as a polysemy copying of the Russian model, cf. Russian kzo-to ‘someone’,
¢to-to ‘something’ (see also N. Zajceva 1995: 104-105; Karjalainen 2019: 73-77).
The same pattern is also observed in Estonian with the interrogative pronouns kes
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‘who’ and mis ‘what’, as in kes-se ‘someone’ and mis-se ‘something.’ In any case, this
type of postposed demonstrative will not be discussed any further in the present study.

Compared to the four contexts of use identified by Kettunen (1943), the more
recent studies by Larjavaara (1986) and Yurayong (2020) define three pragmatic
functions for all the three types of Finnic postposed demonstratives presented above.
Commonly, Finnic postposed demonstratives can encode either referential uses such
as anaphor in (79), non-referential uses such as topicalisation or focalisation in (80),
and discourse-pragmatic uses such as expressing surprise in (81) (see also Yurayong
& Kittild, forthcoming, for a discussion on the extended dimension of pragmatic
functions).

Central Veps

79) lu-d ne kaik hdnou dt-tud oli-ba.
bone-PL DEM.PL all 3SG.ADES leave-PTCP.PASS  be.PST-3PL
mina Iu-d ne kogo-ho  tacl-i-n.
1SG bone-PL DEM.PL pile-ILL throw-PST-1SG

‘All the bones of his were left. | was throwing those bones to a pile’.
(Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 173-176)

(80) lapse-d ne voike-ta-s, so-da paki-ta-s,
child-pL DEM.PL  cry-PASS-PST food-PART ask-PASS-PST
a leiba-t ei-le. a staruh se pagize-b: ...
and  bread-PART NEG.3SG-be.CNG and old_man DEM  say-3SG

“The children cried, craved for food, there is no bread. The old man says: ...’
(Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 187-188)

Finnish
(81) sind se osaa-t timd-n.
28G DEM can-2SG  this-ACC

‘(Wow), you can do this. (You really can.)’ (Yurayong & Kittild, forthcoming)

Based on the contexts of use and functions preliminarily provided by the previous
studies above, the current study is capable of diving deeper into pragmatics, and
identifying even more fine-grained domains of use of Finnic postposed demonstratives
(see the data analysis in Chapter 6).

Regarding contact between Finnic sub-branches, Larjavaara (1986: 2-9, 307-323)
states that Karelian and Veps lost contact with other Finnic languages to their west
after the formation of Proto-Ladogan-Finnic (see Figure 11 in Section 2.2.1).
Consequently, the primary contact switched to Russian, which has remarkably
separated Karelian and Veps from their western sister languages in the whole language
system. Particularly with regard to the use of postposed demonstratives, Russian is the
most relevant contact language to investigate. Given that Larjavaara considers the
postposed demonstrative as a borrowing from Russian to Karelian and Veps, this also
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implies a chronology that the postposed demonstrative could hardly be reconstructed
to Proto-Ladogan-Finnic, when Karelian and Veps separated themselves from East
Finnish, in which no productive use of the same construction is observed.

Nevertheless, Larjavaara does not pay attention to the fact that this language
feature is not common in Central and Southern Russian dialects, nor in fact in the
majority of Slavic languages. Thus, this is likely not a unidirectional contact-induced
phenomenon, but rather a bidirectional reinforcement between North Russian dialects
and adjacent Finnic languages (see Yurayong, 2020, and further discussion in Sections
5.2.2 and 7.3.2). Given that Kettunen also associates the use of Veps postposed
demonstratives to possessive suffixes, this makes a good parallel with the uses of
possessive suffixes in other Uralic languages in the east (see the discussion in Section
5.3).

5.1.2 POSTPOSED DEMONSTRATIVES IN SAAMI LANGUAGES

The use of demonstratives as articles is usually not considered in descriptions of Saami
languages without intense Slavic contact (cf. Bergsland 1950; Nickel & Sammallahti
2011; Wilbur 2014; Feist 2015; Ylikoski 2020). However, E. Itkonen (1966: 257) does
mention a North Saami variety spoken in Finnmark, where the prenominal
demonstrative ddat ‘this’ is used in an article-like function, presumably copied from
Norwegian. As for demonstratives in the postnominal position, the observation of such
phenomena is often given by scholars who have themselves observed from speakers,
especially in eastern Saami languages of the Kola Peninsula (see, e.g., T. Itkonen
1958: 583-585). Kildin Saami, for instance, uses the proximal demonstrative fedt
‘this’ after the head noun in an article-like manner (Kert 1971: 224-225). This is most
likely a polysemy copying from the use of the postposed demonstrative -fo in North
Russian dialects. The (North) Russian -fo has also been borrowed into Kildin Saami,
and used in the same function as in Russian (RieBler, in press).

Reports from language fieldworkers imply that the tendency of demonstratives
becoming a postposed article has spread further to the northern part of Northwest
Russia as an areal feature (see also Bartens 1999: 83). One characteristic that eastern
Saami languages share with Indo-European languages in contact is an absence of
possessive suffixes, the use of which has become obsolete, especially in Kildin and
Ter Saami, partially due to apocope of word-final vowels that also took place in Finnic
languages in the south. The obsoletion of possessive suffixes entails that no other
grammatical element is competing with demonstratives for the postnominal position
(see the similar case in Finnic discussed in Section 5.1.1). In any case, the frequency
of use in the mentioned Saami languages varies enormously between speakers (see
also a similar sociolinguistic variation in Finnish in Juvonen 2000: 195-197, discussed
in Section 5.1.1). Some informants abundantly use postposed demonstratives, while
others do not use them at all. The general assumption for this variation is relative to
the degree of competence and exposure to the Russian language among individual
Saami speakers (Michael RieBler & Rogier Blokland, p.c.).

In Kildin Saami, concretely, the initial consonant in the proximal demonstrative
tedt may also assimilate into d according to the phonological environment where the
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final syllable of head word ends with a vowel or voiced consonant (Kert 1971: 224).
This obviously indicates the loss of accent and cliticisation of demonstratives (see
RieBler, in press, and earlier discussion in Section 4.2). For instance, the language
archive of Kildin Saami (RieBler et al. 2005+) contains examples for the use of the
postposed demonstrative in singular nominative in (82) and accusative form in (83).

Kildin Saami
(82) kas't tedt gaz-dedt el’ke? gaz aps!
wherefrom DEM.PROX  gas-DEM.PROX  son gas  smell.3SG

‘Where does this gas (smell) come from, my son? The gas does smell!’
(RieBler et al. 2005+, sjd20070421kudckullj.eaf)

(83) pennga  kuennt sirmass-tenn.
dog carry.3SG  ring.ACC-DEM.PROX.ACC

‘The dog carries the ring.” (RieBler et al. 2005+, sjd19750000asf-piennemoajnas.eaf)

Example (83) shows that the Kildin postposed demonstratives also morphologically
agree with the head noun. The use observed from this Kildin Saami material seems to
be related to definiteness marking. Ultimately, this might be due to change in
constituent order, in which postnominal demonstratives have simply become more
frequent in eastern Saami languages, as a similar tendency is widely observed also in
Akkala, Skolt and Ter Saami (see also T. Itkonen 1958: 583-585), resembling the
ongoing constituent order shift in Finnic languages spoken in Russia (see Ojanen
1985: 230-235).

In addition to the referential use above, the information-structural use of a proximal
demonstrative dat in a clause-second position as topic marker, similar to the Finnish
examples (70), (71), (72), and (74), is also reported from North Saami by Fernandez-
Vest (2009: 49) as well as eastern Saami languages such as Akkala, Skolt and Ter
Saami (Markus Juutinen, p.c.), shown in (84) and (85).

North Saami
(84) moai  Andi-in dat oinn-ii-me su Guovdageainnu-s.
1DU Ande-cOM  DEM.PROX  see-PST-1DU  3SG.ACC  Guovdageaidnu-LOC

‘It was I and Ande who saw him/her in Guovdageaidnu.” (Fernandez-Vest 2009: 49)

Skolt Saami
(85) ton tot kudhttlas-n’ouc.
2SG  DEM.PROX  pretender
‘You (are) such a pretender!’ (T. Itkonen 1958: 583)

Clause-second demonstratives in North Saami appear to be indeclinable as in (84), but
the plural forms are also attested in eastern Saami languages, e.g., Skolt Saami oummu
t6k ... [human.PL DEM.PL] ‘people, they ...” (T. Itkonen 1958: 583). Furthermore, the
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clause-second demonstrative dat in North Saami can also be substituted by the enclitic
particle -han borrowed from Finnish -44n, as in (86), or a Saami 3rd person pronoun
-son as, in (87) (see Toivonen [1955]1987: 98).

North Saami
(86) ahcci-han nu muital-ii.
father-HAN  so tell-PST.3SG
‘Father told (us) so.” (Toivonen [1955]1987: 98)

(87) mii-son go in gavnna?
how-3sG when NEG.1SG find.CNG
“What if I cannot find (it)?” (Toivonen [1955] 1987: 98)

This topical use of demonstratives in the sense of Wackernagel’s law may be common
across Saami languages (see the similar tendency across the Finnic languages
discussed in Sections 5.1.1 and 7.2).

5.1.3 DEFINITE NOMINAL DECLENSION IN MORDVINIC LANGUAGES

When it comes to the question of the postposed demonstrative as a marker of
definiteness, the most representative Uralic branch is Mordvinic. As opposed to
Hungarian, which only uses prenominal indefinite and definite articles, Mordvinic
languages are the only Uralic branch to have a complete definite nominal declension,
which can even be considered as the most representative language group of an areal
phenomenon of the postposed demonstrative, observed in Northwest Russia (see R.
Bartens 1996, 1999: 8§3-88).

Morphologically, the Mordvinic definite declension comprises of four types of
elements depending on number and case, as the Erzya example in Table 10 shows. In
the nominative form, a medial demonstrative se is attached to noun as -s. R. Bartens
claims that there is no trace of a separate accusative form of se since Proto-Mordvinic.
For this reason, other case suffixes in singular are formed by a combination of genitive
marker -7 and a proximal demonstrative fe, which gives the suffix base -7if-. As for
locational cases, the suffix base is a distal pronoun e- and its derivational stem ez-,
e.g., Moksha eza ‘there to’, esa ‘there’ ja esta ‘there from.” The last group of suffixes
is found in plural forms, whose marker is the medial demonstrative e attached to the
plural suffix -7, yielding the suffix base -#1ie-. Case suffixes are attached after this base,
e.g., Erzya vele-t-fie-ste [village-PL.NOM-PL.DEF-ELAT] ‘from the villages.” However,
several locational cases can be alternatively constructed by a genitive form and
postposition, e.g., ¢jste for elative, ejse for inessive, ezga for prolative and ejska for
comparative. Raun (1988: 101-102) also concludes that apart from the definite
nominative -§ or -¢ (after 7), genitive -# and allative -#i in Moksha, the rest of the cases
are considered as postpositional suffixes in Moksha grammars (see also grammars by
native speakers, Moksha by Aljamkin et al. 2000, and Erzya by Cygankin et al. 2000).
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Case Singular Plural
Nominative -§ -I-he

Genitive-Accusative -h-f --he-1
Dative-Illative-Allative -i-t-er -t-fie-rien
Ablative -dE-n-t -i-fe-de
Inessive -sE-#-f -f-fie-se
Elative -stE-h-f -f-Re-ste
Prolative -valKa-n-t -t-he-va

Translative GEN + [adso ‘in a manner’ GEN + ladso ‘in a manner’
Comparative -Ska-n-¢ -t-he-5ka
Abessive -(WtEmE-n-t --he-vieme
Table 10. Erzya definite declension

In the language system, the choice between prenominal demonstrative se and
suffixed demonstrative -§ in the definite declension is based on an addressee-related
pragmatic function, that is, the former bears a restrictive and contrastive reading, while
the latter functions as a marker of definiteness (R. Bartens 1999: 83—84). As for the
definite declension, it can also encode establishing a referent (in Becker’s term 2018)
which is discourse-new, to be elaborated on in a later statement. This type of
cataphoric use is characteristic of definite articles in the criteria by Hawkins (1978:
150) and Himmelmann’ (1997: 93—101). Generally, a definite subject tends to get
definiteness marked directly on the noun, while a definite direct object is more
frequently marked through the object conjugation of a verb, rather than the definite
declension on noun (cf. Finnic languages in which the definiteness of a direct object
is controlled by differences in case marking, accusative vs. partitive, mentioned in the
beginning of Chapter 5).

From a diachronic viewpoint, Mordvinic languages tend to maintain a relational
system of definite direct object marking. That is, if there is a definite nominal
declension, there will also be an objective conjugation, with both having
simultaneously developed side-by-side (Keresztes 1999). Keresztes identifies the
demonstrative se as a source of the suffix -s in the objective conjugation, and uses this
scenario to explain a parallel in Hungarian, Mansi, Khanty, and Samoyedic, in which
the equivalent suffix is etymologically a set of person possessive suffixes (see also a
similar description of Nenets definite verbal conjugation in Sebestyén 1976).

Keresztes also describes the co-occurrence of possessive suffixes and objective
conjugation, which shows a similar tendency among Mordvinic, Mansi, Khanty, and
Samoyedic languages, in which a nominal declension has extended to verbal
conjugation. Keresztes even suggests that the use of 3rd person possessive suffix to
express definiteness in verbs might have already occurred in Proto-Uralic, still
preserved in modern Mordvinic and possibly also in Permic languages. To a certain
degree, this hypothesis is possible because several branches of Uralic languages,
including the geographically removed Hungarian, still use such objective conjugation
forms today. The exception is Finnic and Saami, which do not have the objective
conjugation. Whether this is due to Germanic contact, or a misinterpretation by
Keresztes about the archaism of this construction, is subject to further investigation.
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5.2 DEMONSTRATIVES AS MARKERS OF
DEFINITENESS AND INFORMATION STRUCTURE IN
SLAVIC LANGUAGES

Grammaticalised definite articles are not observed in all Slavic languages, although
the Balkan type of enclitic definite articles in Bulgarian, Macedonian and in the
majority of Torlak dialects (transitional between Bulgarian and Macedonian, on the
one hand, and Serbian, on the other) is well-known in the literature on definiteness. In
any case, a variety of studies have tried to identify the grammaticalisation of
demonstratives across Slavic languages (Section 5.2.1), particularly Russian
postposed demonstrative -fo (Section 5.2.2).

5.21 THE DEVELOPMENT OF ADNOMINAL DEMONSTRATIVES IN
SLAVIC LANGUAGES

A question of adnominal demonstratives as definite articles in Slavic languages has
been disputed for over two centuries. Kurz (1937-1938) gives a comprehensive
summary of the state of knowledge achieved until the Second World War. Kurz
mentions two remarkable names, Josef Dobrovsky and Jernej Kopitar, who conducted
initial work on this research question. In their early language descriptions, Dobrovsky
(1792: 68) and Kopitar (1808: 214-215) simply regard the article-like use of preposed
demonstratives in Czech and Slovene, respectively, as a replication of Germanic
syntactic model. This idea persists today as well (see, e.g., Miklosich 1883: 115-130;
Vaillant 1977: 266; Trovesi 2004; Marusi¢ & Zaucer 2006).

Later, Kopitar (1857: 230-243, 320-323) familiarised himself with the Balkan
Sprachbund and observed that postposed demonstratives are used in languages from
multiple Indo-European branches: Albanian, Bulgarian, and Romanian. As this feature
is not attested in Latin, he proposed an idea that the Romanian postposed article could
have been a substrate feature acquired from the Paleo-Balkan languages such as
Illyrian, Thracian or Gothic (also Dacian in Gebaura & Gebauer 1874: 43-56). To this
newly proposed idea, Dobrovsky (1818: 24-25; 1822: 608-611) also brought Old
Church Slavonic to the discussion, as he began to recognise the use of article-like
element in long (i.e. definite) forms of adjectives, to which the anaphoric pronoun *js
is attached, e.g., nove/novo/nova [INDEF] VS. nove-jb/novo-je/nova-ja [DEF] ‘new.” A
similar observation is made by Meillet (1921: 37-38) who proposed that the definite
paradigm of adjectives should have already emerged in Late-Proto-Slavic, as he
observed such occurrences in many recensions of Church Slavonic. Of course, the
paradigm is not preserved in all modern Slavic languages. Most languages have, at
least, however, lost the indefinite paradigm. Consequently, only the definite paradigm
survives, which explains why the adjectives are a formally separate class in Slavic.

A generalisation of the use of articles in the entire Slavic language branch by
Miklosich (1883: 115-130) and Vaillant (1977: 265-266) suggests that articles might
have already been present in the Proto-Slavic stage. Miklosich argues that Baltic
languages, such as Old Lithuanian, also show a similar construction, supporting the
idea of articles in Slavic being an old feature. He even considers an extreme scenario
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in which the use of articles could be reconstructed to a higher level of intermediate
proto-language, namely Proto-Germano-Balto-Slavic. However, the classification of
intermediate proto-languages based strictly on articles is not sufficient to verify such
a wide hypothesis on genealogical relationship, and we know from a Germanic case
that the definite article is a recent innovation which has secondarily developed from a
demonstrative. Moreover, the presence of such a tendency in Baltic and Slavic
languages does not necessarily imply any Proto-Baltic inheritance, but rather a
“parallel development” (see the definition in Section 3.3.2), which would have taken
place after the branching of Proto-Slavic from Proto-Baltic.

Still in the same study, Miklosich lists occurrences of articles in different Slavic
languages. In any case, he only considers a postnominal relative pronoun js-zZe ‘who’
(and its whole declensional paradigm) as the only per se article in Old Church
Slavonic, while never regarding the adnominal demonstrative #» as a proper article.
He suggests in conclusion that the use of articles is likely adopted through language
contact. For instance, articles in Slovincian and Sorbian are a replication of German
model, as well as Bulgarian articles as a structural copy of Illyrian (see a similar idea
of copying in Dobrovsky 1792; Kopitar 1808 and later studies mentioned above). In
any case, the most crucial thing in his work, directly related to the current study, is
that Miklosich was the first scholar to publish his finding that North Russian dialects
also use postposed articles, in a similar way to postposed definite articles in Bulgarian.
Nevertheless, articles in Slavic languages had not been studied in a systematic way
until Leskien (1879: 163, 522-523) who discussed article-like uses of all three series
of demonstratives in the Balkan Slavic languages: -s/v- (proximal), -¢- (medial), and
-n- (distal).

A speculative claim by Mileti¢ (1887: 305-331) argues for a connection of another
s- article in Bulgarian dialects to Indo-European masculine nominative suffix *-s,
which had been reduced and dropped out already in the stage of Proto-Slavic, e.g.,
Proto-Slavic *vilku-@ ~ Proto-Baltic *wilko-s ~ Sanskrit vika-s < PIE *ulk”-o-s ‘wolf’
[NOM.SG.MASC]” (Derksen 2008: 536-537). However, this attempt is far from
convincing, and I shall reject this idea of archaism, as the Proto-Indo-European case
ending suffix -s must have been dropped at the latest in Late-Proto-Slavic, so the
article -s- in Bulgarian dialects must have secondarily developed from the proximal
demonstrative *so.

Furthermore, Mileti¢ claims that after the loss of case inflection, Bulgarian dialects
develop an analytical article phrase, where a short genitive form of the 3rd person
pronoun (e)ge ‘him, it’ is placed after the head noun, e.g., dete go ‘the child (lit. child
ofits).” This is an interesting parallel with Uralic and Turkic languages, among others,
which use possessive suffixes to express definiteness (discussed in Section 5.3).

Mileti¢ also points out such fossilised forms in Old Church Slavonic as gradoss
‘the town’ and donste ‘the day’, which indicate phonological reduction and
cliticisation of the demonstratives toward the head noun. Vaillant (1977: 265-266)
also discusses similar contexts, in which a demonstrative is cliticised to its head noun,
the final reduced vowels »/6 of which becoming vocalised, e.g., Old Church Slavonic
dvnwvss (cf. Bulgarian/Czech dnes and BCMS danas ‘today’). A similar mechanism
lies behind the development of enclitic articles in eastern South Slavic languages. The
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grammaticalisation of the Old Church Slavonic demonstrative #- to an enclitic definite
article was becoming consistently more productive in Middle Bulgarian texts from the
13th century, e.g., zlvjiotv rabe ‘the bad servant’ (Svane 1961, 1962, and see a
discussion on the absolute chronology in Lindstedt 2014).

In any case, the status of adnominal demonstratives as articles is ultimately
difficult to justify, because Old Church Slavonic texts are usually written without
space, and words are put together word after word. To prove that a phonological
reduction had already taken place by that time, the eternal question of how word
prosody works in Old Church Slavonic plays an important role, for which there is
unfortunately no longer any native speaker for us to consult with. Another issue
discussed by Vaillant (1977: 259-260) as well as Vahros (1951) is contact influence
from Greek in Old Church Slavonic syntax, especially in the use of clitic words.
Nevertheless, Slavic languages tend to replicate the Greek model only in the use of
clause-second particles, i.e. Wackernagel’s clitic.

Based on his quantitative analysis of all demonstratives in a corpus of Old Church
Slavonic, Kurz (1939-1946: 286-287) states that postposed demonstratives are not
articles, and their position in noun phrase is interchangeable, later illustrated by
Vecerka (1993: 82—85) with an example ‘this good man.’

AN W B~ W DN

. 86 dobrujb mozo
. 86 mozb dobrujb
. dobrvjb sb moze
. mozb sb dobrujb
. dobrujb mozv sb

. mozv dobryjb sb

[DEM good man]
[DEM man good]
[good DEM man]
[man DEM good]
[good man DEM]

[man good DEM]

The set of possibilities presented above can be divided into three main types of
demonstratives: preposed (1-2), interposed (3—4), and postposed (5-6). In a similar
quantitative manner to Kurz, Vecerka reports the frequency of these patterns in Old
Church Slavonic with the ratio 3:2:6:2:2:4. A striking observation here is that the use
of interposed demonstratives in pattern 3, as in modern Balkan Slavic languages like
Standard Bulgarian dobrijat maz [ADJ.DEF + NOUN], is the most frequent. Despite
obvious influence from Greek syntax, Vecerka attempts to describe interposed
demonstratives as semantically unstressed components, usually found in noun phrases
that contain more words. Meanwhile, pattern 1 resembles a frequent construction in
West Slavic languages which are in contact with Germanic. In the end, this simply
seems to be a question of syntactic variation and stylistics, by which Kurz describes
the postnominal use of demonstratives as “expressive reading”. Functionally, all these
demonstratives still carry a prototypical anaphoric use, that is, referring to a previously
mentioned referent, but no discussion of other referential uses (discussed in Section
4.3) has been given for Old Church Slavonic.

The uses of preposed demonstratives in modern Slavic languages have been
discussed rather extensively more recently. For instance, the use of German definite
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articles der/das/die [MASC/NEU/FEM] is said to have introduced a similar model of
prenominal demonstratives in West Slavic, e.g., Czech fen/to/ta and Upper Sorbian
ton/to/ta (identically corresponding to German), as well as in Baltic, such as in Old
Prussian stas (Vaillant 1977: 266; Nau 1995: 122). Despite there being various
approaches and criteria to identify the emergence of definite articles, the general line
of thinking still remains the same, and does not consider such adnominal
demonstratives as articles proper, but rather as demonstratives with extended
referential uses, e.g., in Upper Sorbian (Berger 1999; Breu 2002; Marti 2012), Polish
(Bacz 1991; Mendoza 2005; Bartnik 2015), Czech (Cummins 1998), Slovene
(Marusi¢ & Zaucer 2006), BCMS (Trenki¢ 2004) and Belarusian (Laryénava 2016).
As for modern South Slavic languages with postposed demonstratives as definite
articles, Lindstedt (2009: 81-82, 2014) regards the use of such enclitic articles in
Balkan languages not only as a syntactic device to form a definite noun phrase in
phrase-second position, but also to mark the status of a noun phrase in a thematic
structure of a clause such as topic (see the connection between topicality and
definiteness in Givon 2001: 472-473, discussed in Section 4.4.1). This implies that
the uses of postposed demonstratives in Slavic languages cannot be understood only
on the basis of referential uses related to definiteness and specificity (cf. Mladenova
2007). Instead, other non-referential uses involving information structure (particularly
topicality) must also be considered (see a similar line of thinking on the uses of
postposed demonstratives in Finnic in Section 5.1.1, and in Russian in Section 5.2.2).

5.2.2 POSTPOSED DEMONSTRATIVES IN RUSSIAN

Following the mention of article-like uses of postposed demonstratives -fo in North
Russian by Miklosich (1883), Vahros (1951) also discusses a similar use in the Old
South Russian chronicle. Kiparsky (1967: 148—152) even observes such uses across
the entire declensional paradigm in an autobiography of Avvakum (1620/21-1682),
an Orthodox priest from the area of present-day Nizhny Novgorod. This written source
has arguably imitated Avvakum’s actual speech, which contains a productive use of
demonstratives after head noun, as reconstructed by Kiparsky in Table 11. This article-
like use of the North Russian postposed demonstratives has also gained attention from
scholars working on definiteness marking in a typological framework (Kramsky 1972:
187; C. Lyons 1999: 48). From a functional viewpoint, however, Mendoza (2011)
does not regard these demonstratives in Avvakum’s autobiography as articles but
rather as “articloids”, i.e. definite articles statu nascendi (in Voge’s term 1958).

Regardless of their controversial status as definite articles, Kiparsky (1969: 25—
26) compares the North Russian paradigm with the Mordvinic definite declension
(discussed in Section 5.1.3), proposing that it is unlikely that the North Russian
postposed demonstratives would have been imported from South Slavic (cf. Vahros
1951 who believes in the ultimate possibility of Balkan influence coming through the
Church Slavonic literature to Russian), but rather that this is a Uralic substrate feature.
Kiparsky uses the geographical argument that Avvakum is known to have resided in
areas only a hundred kilometres away from Mordvinic speaking regions, and this
could have influenced his Russian vernacular.
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Case Nominative | Accusative Genitive Dative Locative Instrumental
-0-1b
MASC A
-e-to -a-togo \tomu -e-toms -omuv-témn
g -o-to -a-tovo -i-tomdv -emv-témyv
=) NEU
4 -e-to
- -a-ta -u-tu -y-toj -é-toj -oju-toju
= FEM . S L
= -ta -O-tu -i-toj -i-toj -iju-toju
on
=
»n MASC -oe-1v >
L . v
= -ago-1t0go -omu-tomu -omv-tomvp* -imv-temv
=
& | NEU -0e-t0
=
< oj-toj oj-toju*
FEM -aja-ta -uju-tu vt U=t *
-aj-toj -ej-toju
-y-te -y-té
MASC > e
-i-te -i-te -ovo-téhn
g NEU -a-té / -a-te -ej-téhv -amu-témmv -ahv-tého -ami-témi
2 -ja-té / -ja-te* -jamv-téms | -jahv-téhs* -jami-témi
- FEM -i-te y-te “o-teho
s -i-te -ej-téhv
=]
= L sk
A MASC Vye-te et
° -ije-te -ljje-te
>
1 NEU -yje-té* -yho-téhv -ymu-témwv -yho-téhs * -ymi-témi*
= -ije-1&* -iho-téhv* | -imv-témv* | -ihvo-téhy -imi-témi*
< ot .
FEM ete yatte
-ije-te -jja-te
Table 11.  Paradigm of definite declension in Avvakum's Russian (* = the author’s

supplementary reconstruction)

Another fact that might support the Uralic substrate hypothesis is the distribution
of postposed demonstrative -fo, which is only observed in Russian, predominantly in
the northern variety, with less frequent occurrences in central and southern varieties.
There is no trace of the postposed demonstrative fo in any other East Slavic language
without intense Uralic contact, i.e. Belarusian, Rusyn, and Ukrainian (Vlasto 1967:
305, 312; Kasatkina 2007: 109; information confirmed by data in the parallel corpus
of Slavic languages Parasol, Ruprecht von Waldenfels, p.c.).

Sharing the same thought, Angere (1956: 223), Serebrennikov (1956: 54), Veenker
(1967: 88-90), and Kusmenko (2008: 118-119) even present a speculative idea that
the use of possessive suffixes in Uralic languages could have motivated the functional
extension of postposed demonstrative in North Russian, considering that the non-
possessive pragmatic uses of the possessive suffixes have developed in many Uralic
branches such as Mari, Permic, Mansi, Khanty, and Samoyedic (see also Tauli 1966:
148; R. Bartens 2000: 122—-123). This idea of a parallel to the Uralic possessive
suffixes frees scholars from the restricted notion of definiteness, and opens a new
territory in the discussion on the functions of the North Russian postposed
demonstratives (see a similar trend change in Uralic linguistics in Section 5.1).
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Discourse-pragmatic uses of the postposed demonstrative -fo in Central (Standard)
Russian has been discussed in many accounts. Functionally, Russian -fo can be
regarded as a discourse marker that contributes to information structure through
topicalisation and delimitation of a set of alternatives (i.e. focus and contrast), or
expresses the interlocutors’ state of knowledge such as familiarity or surprise (as
previously discussed in Rathmayr 1985; Bonnot 1986, 1987, 1990, 1991; Zybatow
1990; Grenoble 1998: 199-200; McCoy 2001, 2003; Bolden 2008). Diachronically,
Gvozdanovi¢ (2019: 126) argues that -fo could have originated from the use of the
demonstrative to(v») as a connective particle to separate main clause from conditional
(or temporal) subordinate clause in a formula: X, fo Y ‘(if/when) X, then Y’, as attested
in Old Rus’ (88) and Old Novgorod (89).

Old Rus’
(88) aze  ubvetv muze  muza, to mostiti bratu brata ...
if beat.3SG  man man.ACC DEM  avenge.INF  brother.DAT  brother.ACC

‘If one freeman kills another, (then) a brother may avenge his brother ...’
(Russkaja Pravda, in Vlasto 1986: 237)

Old Novgorod
(89) prisvli kuny. oze i ne prisvlesi  to ti vb  poly.
send.IMP.2SG ~ kuna.PL if PTCL NEG send.2SG DEM PTCL to half.DU

‘Send the money. If you do not send [the money], it [the loan] will become half
[at 50% interest rate].” (document Ne 915 1050—-1075, Zalinznjak 2004: 243)

In (88) and (89), the connective particles fo separate the acts of freeman killing others
and not paying the debt as conditional subordinates from the main clauses providing
a parallel of vengeance between brothers, and a consequence of delayed payment,
respectively (see also Kopotev 2006 for a historical and typological analysis of a
similar construction with the manner demonstrative fak ‘so’: X tak X ‘(if/when) X, so
X’). Typologically, such clause connectors are also one of the more common
grammaticalisation targets of demonstratives mentioned in Heine and Kuteva (2002:
107-108, discussed in Section 4.2).

Gvozdanovi¢’s postulation above also corresponds to the proposal by Haiman
(1978, discussed in Section 4.4.1), namely that topics are conditionals. Interestingly,
this construction dates already back to the very beginning of the East Slavic literary
tradition, as it was already attested for instance in (88), which originates from the law
text Russkaja Pravda written in the 11th century (Vlasto 1986: 237), as well as in
Novgorod birch bark documents written between the 11th—15th centuries, seen in (89)
(Zaliznjak 2004: 192). Ultimately, the development of 7o from a connective particle to
a postposed demonstrative might have related to the narrowing of its use, from
marking a subordinate clause to the separating of individual shorter phrases, i.e.
information chunks (2 Mati¢ 2003), which can also be regarded as a strategy to
maintain speech rhythm, i.e. “rhythmic-syntactic barriers” (see also Zaliznjak 2008:
47-51).
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In a parallel to Russian, the use of the demonstrative fo in clause-second position
as an information-structuring device in spoken language is also reported from Czech
(Simik 2009) and Polish (Tabakowska 1989; Huszcza 2000; Ceglowski & Tajsner
2006; Rutkowski 2006), For example, the demonstrative o may be used to mark the
topicalisation of clause-initial elements, such as those seen in (90) and (91).

Czech

90) v  kolik hodin Jste mu ho to
[in how_many hour.GEN.PL be.2PL  3SG.MASC.DAT 3SG.NEU.ACC DEM]
tam  tehdy chteli dat?
there then want.PST.PL  give.INF

‘At what time did you want to give it to him there then?” (Simik 2009)

Polish

(91) Waterloo to wydaje sig by¢ zwyciestwo.
[Waterloo DEM] seem.3SG REFL  be.NF victory
‘Waterloo seems to be a victory.” (Rutkowski 2006: 171)

Syntactically, Wackernagel’s law is applied to the use of to in Czech in (90), as it is
the final constituent of a clitic chain, following the other clitics such as the auxiliary
verb jste ‘to be’, and personal pronouns mu ‘to him’ and 4o ‘it.” In contrast, Polish fo
is not a Wackernagel’s clitic, but rather a marker of dislocation constructions, as it
does not form a single clitic chain with the reflexive pronoun, i.e. **si¢ fo in (91), but
rather exclusively marks the topicalisation of Waterloo. In terms of stancetaking,
Simik (2009) also makes a remark that the Czech demonstrative o can also express
the speaker’s surprise towards the mentioned state-of-affairs, i.e. mirativity (see
evaluative uses of demonstratives discussed in Sections 4.5.2, and 5.1.1 for Finnic, as
well as observation from the Finnic and North Russian data in Section 6.4.3).

In addition to referential uses (definiteness and specificity), other aspects of
information structure and evaluation have also made their way into a discussion of the
North Russian postposed demonstratives (see Kuz’mina & Nemcenko 1962: 4;
Serebrennikov 1963: 129-133; Avanesov & Orlova 1965: 197; Leinonen 1998;
Kasatkina 2007, 2008; Ahlborn 2018). This has resulted in scholars of the late-20th
century and early-21st century no longer calling the North Russian -fo an article but
rather an “emphatic focus particle” (see the same solution for the Veps -se/-ne by
Griinthal 2015a, discussed in Section 5.1.1), or as a “pseudo-article” (in Kasatkina’s
term 2007, 2008). Again, the data discussed in Section 6.4.1 will show that the article-
like use of the North Russian -#o cannot be totally ignored.

A quantitative investigation by Trubinskij (1970) of the Pinega variety spoken in
Arkhangelsk Oblast gives a good overview on variation in both form and function of
the postposed demonstrative -fo. In terms of form, despite being observed in the entire
Russian dialect continuum (with some exception with dialects spoken near the borders
of Belarus and Ukraine), an inflectable postposed demonstrative, e.g., dom-ot ‘the
house’, is geographically restricted to North Russian and is observed already in
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dialectological materials at the end of the 19th century (Kuz’mina 1993: 184-187;
Mendoza 2011: 249). The form of demonstrative does not always match its head word
in case, but often has an identical vowel to the preceding syllable, i.e. the last syllable
of head word, the phenomenon which Trubinskij (1970: 66) and Mescerskij (1972:
250) name as “harmonisation”, e.g., na beregu-tu ‘on the shore’, bez soli-ti “without
the salt’ and na reke-te ‘on the river.’

From the functional point of view, Trubinskij (1970) provides six contexts of use
where the postposed demonstratives are observed in the Pinega variety (see also a
similar description in Leinonen 1998: 77-84). Interestingly, many functions resemble
those observed in Veps by Kettunen (1943: 399403, discussed in Section 5.1.1).

1. Emphatic marker
2. Anaphoric marker
3. Contrastive marker
4. Question particle
5. Insertive marker

6. An equivalent to the Standard Russian adverb daze ‘even, though’

The first two contexts are referential uses, in which a postposed demonstrative can
emphasise and refocus an accessible new or old referent, i.e. a topic in (92), or a
previously mentioned referent in (93). Leinonen (1998) observes a pattern for the
emphatic use in which the demonstrative follows the phrase (vot) etot NOUN ‘(so) this
NOUN’ as in (92).

North Russian
92 ...i v Severodvinss vyzvili vot  eta  doci-ta Olgja-ta ...
and to Severodvinss  call.PST.PL  so this  daughter.ACC-DEM  Ol'ga-DEM

¢... and to Severodvinss, the daughter OPga was called, ..." (Leinonen 1998: 78)

93) muzik da zénka Zili. muzik-ot i pomeér.
husband and wife live.PST.PL husband-DEM  also  die.PST.MASC
‘There were a husband and wife. The husband has died.’
Zénka-ta zale muzika-ta i placé, i placé VSE ...
wife-DEM  regret.3SG ~ husband.ACC-DEM and cry.3sG and cry.3sG all

‘The wife mourns the husband (‘s passing away) and keeps on crying.” (Leinonen 1998: 78)

The other four contexts, however, do not relate to referentiality, but rather non-
referential uses with other discourse functions (see also Leinonen 1998; Kasatkina
2007, 2008). In such non-referential uses, the postposed demonstratives can mark a
contrast between a pair of entities as in (94), or emphasise a question as in (95).
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North Russian

(94) odna-to  defka iSo, deféénka  byla,
one-DEM  girl still — girl be.PST.FEM
a druga-ta uz zen’cina  byla.
and other-DEM  already woman be.PST.FEM

‘One was still a girl, the other was already a lady.” (Leinonen 1998: 79)

(95) skols djon-ta?
how many day.GEN.PL-DEM
‘How many days?’ (Trubinskij 1970: 56)

The use as a question particle is potentially related to a characteristic of North Russian,
which lacks the dynamic intonation common to other Russian dialects, forcing a
compensation through some other morphological marking, in this case the postposed
demonstrative -to (Serebrennikov 1963: 131; Stadnik-Holzer 2006: 350; Kasatkina
2007: 106). Two other contexts of use concern the insertion of a noun which follows
a pronoun of the same referent as in (96), or an “additive” use (in Kénig’s term 1991),
equivalent to the Standard Russian adverb daZe ‘even, though,’ as in (97) (see also a
similar use of “scalar focus” in Krifka 2008, discussed in Section 4.4.3).

North Russian

96) u nej u  sverkovi-te
at 3SG.FEM.GEN  at  Sverkova.GEN-DEM
‘at her place, at Sverkova’s’ (Trubinskij 1970: 56)

97 dy ja adnago-tv nja  vynmjancila
and 1SG one.GEN-DEM  NEG stitch.PST.FEM
‘And I have not stitched even a single thing.” (Trubinskij 1970: 56)

An important characteristic of the latter four contexts of use is that -zo can also follow
non-nominal parts of speech, such as verbs (primarily infinitives) and adverbs, making
it less article-like (Mescerskij 1972: 249-251). Strikingly enough, the contexts in
which postposed demonstratives are used in North Russian are very similar (if not
identical) to the case of Veps se/ne (discussed in Section 5.1.1), in addition to similar
functions of Komi possessive suffixes identified by Leinonen (1998, 2006). This leads
to further discussion concerning the comparability to the use of Uralic possessive
suffixes (discussed in Section 5.3), and, ultimately, the emergence of multifunctional
postposed demonstratives in both Finnic and North Russian.

Retaking the Uralic substrate hypothesis in the light of new interpretation of the
data, the discussion concerning emergence of the inflectable North Russian -fo has
been extended to the framework of areal linguistics. Among others, Leinonen (2002)
highlights that the postposed demonstrative and likewise a “possessive-definite suffix”
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are a widespread areal feature, observed not only in Russian and Uralic but also in
Turkic languages of the area, which share common functions as marker of emphasis,
discourse prominence and definiteness. Leinonen pays special attention to the contact
zone of Veps, Komi, and North Russian as a potential “epicentre” of this micro-area
(see also a similar idea in Stadnik-Holzer 2006: 352). Supporting the argument are
historiography and toponymy, which illustrate early contact between Finnic and Komi
speech communities (see Saarikivi 2006: 33-38, 2018, discussed in Section 2.1).

Stadnik-Holzer (2006: 352-353) argues that this is unlikely an internal
development in Russian. Instead, the construction was rather introduced to Russian
from the neighbouring Uralic languages which robustly use grammatical suffixes as
postposed elements. A similar idea was earlier proposed also for borrowing the
adnominal possessive construction of possessive suffixes from Turkic to Balkan
Slavic, e.g., Turkish baba-m [father-Px.18G] and Bulgarian basta mi [father 1SG.DAT]
‘my father’ (Stadnik-Holzer 2004b: 11; Yurayong 2016: 147). A statistical study by
Tommola (1998) also speaks in favour of an areal effect being more significant than a
genealogical inheritance regarding the emergence of articles across European
languages. The question of the origin of the North Russian postposed demonstratives
will be discussed in the light of the data of the present study in Section 7.3.2.

5.3 NON-POSSESSIVE USES OF POSSESSIVE
SUFFIXES IN URALIC LANGUAGES

Possessive suffixes share a number of functional properties with demonstratives
regarding the marking of definiteness, identifiability as well as stancetaking (as
already discussed briefly in Sections 4.3 and 4.5). In the same vein, many scholars
state that the Uralic possessive suffixes can also express non-possessive functions such
as definiteness marking and therefore regard them as equivalent to definite articles
(Collinder 1960: 203; Tauli 1966: 148; R. Bartens 2000: 122—123; Fraurud 2001;
Kiinnap 2004; Schroeder 2006; Gerland 2014). This phenomenon is particularly
common among central and eastern Uralic branches (Collinder 1960: 203; Abondolo
1998: 22), for instance, in Mari (Collinder 1957: 251; Alhoniemi 1988: 90;
Kangasmaa-Minn 1998: 229), Permic (Collinder 1957: 276, 301; Rédei 1988: 118;
Cstics 1988: 137, 1998: 285; Hausenberg: 1998: 313), Mansi and Khanty (Collinder
1957: 322, 349; Honti 1988: 168, 194), and Samoyedic (Castrén 1854: 207; Collinder
1957: 426, 459, 494; Sebestyén 1976; Helimski 1998: 496; Siegl 2013: 371-377).
Interestingly, Castrén (1854: 207) already observes the use of the 3rd person
possessive suffix as a marker of definiteness in Samoyedic languages as early as the
mid-19th century, during his pioneering fieldwork. Given its wide distribution,
Janhunen (1982: 32), Kiinnap (2004), Stachowski (2010), and Gerland (2014) propose
that the use of 3rd person possessive suffixes as definiteness markers could even be
traced to Proto-Uralic. However, these attempts do not provide satisfactory empirical
evidence, relying instead on shallow generalisations in descriptive grammars of each
Uralic language. Furthermore, they do not take any further account of individual
languages and other dimensions of functional extension beyond the marking of
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definiteness. Given this problem, several studies have investigated functional parallels
between Komi possessive suffixes and the North Russian -fo, showing that their use
extends beyond definiteness, to the marking of information structure (see Batalova
1975: 203; Leinonen 2002, 2009: 315; Blokland 2012: 5).

A number of previous studies have reported non-possessive uses of possessive
suffixes beyond definiteness, for instance, in Mordvinic (Feoktistov 1963), Mari
(Kokla 1963; Bereczki 1990), Permic (Serebrennikov 1963; Kel’'makov 1996;
Leinonen 2006), Mansi and Khanty (Nikolaeva 2003; G. Janda 2015), and Samoyedic
(Terescenko 1979; Hajdu 1982; Kuznecova et al. 1980; A. Kim 1987; Wagner-Nagy
et al. 2002; Siegl 2013; Zayzon 2015). Based on theoretical grounds discussed in
Chapter 4 and empirical evidence from these Uralic languages, two domains of use
can be classified: (i) refential and (ii) non-referential uses, summarised in Table 12.

Functions Geographical distribution Forms Host attachment
Deictic, Mordvinic, Mari, Permic,
. . . 3rd person
. Recognitional | Mansi, Khanty Samoyedic
Referential - - - - Noun
Anaphoric, Mari, Permic, Mansi, ond / 3rd verson
Situationally Khanty, Samoyedic P
Topical Mari, Permic, Mansi, any person
P Khanty, Samoyedic yP
Non- Noun or
. Contrastive Mari, Permic 3rd person . .
referential v P Free (Mari & Permic)
. Mordvinic, Mari, Permic,
Evaluative . . 1st/ 2nd person
Mansi, Khanty, Samoyedic
Table 12. The uses of possessive suffixes in non-possessive functions

Table 12 illustrates observations from each Uralic branch by showing the functional
range of different person-marking suffixes, host attachment possibilities, and the
distribution across the Uralic languages. This comparison also shows that there is a
specific functional distribution between different personal pronouns, and different
types of usage can break the host attachment boundary. Next, each function will be
elaborated on with concrete examples.

5.3.1 REFERENTIAL USES

Resembling the use of demonstratives, many Uralic languages employ 3rd person
possessive suffixes for referential uses. Several functions are observed of the
classification of referential uses of definite articles by Becker (2018) and Konig (2018)
as discussed in Section 4.3.3.

First, possessive suffixes can carry a “deictic” function that contains gesturing
expression such as ‘the grass that is on the field (not elsewhere)’ in (98) and ‘the
ground in the swamp (not elsewhere)’ are present in (99).
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Udmurt (Permic)
98) guzdor  vyl-yn turyn-eg Ceber.
field on-INES  grass-Px.3SG  beautiful
‘The grass on the field is beautiful.” (Alatyrev 1970: 85)

Forest Enets (Samoyedic)

99) modin lota ne-on dodi-ya-i morga-di-n
IDU swamp  on-PROL g0-FREQ-1DU  cloudberry-BEN-Px.ACC.PL.1DU
pe-ya-i morga koo-b’ da-da pul’ naldi-ya

search-FREQ-1DU  cloudberry  find-SG.1SG ground-Px.3SG  very be red-FREQ.3SG
‘We (two) walked along the swamp. We were looking for cloudberries. I found cloudberries.

The ground was very red.” (Siegl 2013: 374)

Additionally, Komi can use different person suffixes to create a spatial contrast in a
cognitive setting (see E. Itkonen 1996: 258; Nikolaeva 2003; Kiinnap 2004; Leinonen
2006). In such strategy, the 3rd person suffix would be addressee-distant as in (100),
whereas the 2nd person is suffix addressee-close as in (101).

Komi (Permic)
(100) véra-s lymjy-s syl-oma nin
forest-Px.3SG  snow-Px.3SG  melt-PST.3SG  PTCL

‘In the forest, the snow has already melted (I am telling you).’

101) véra-d lymjy-d syl-oma nin
forest-Px.2SG ~ snow-Px.2SG  melt-PST.3SG ~ PTCL
‘In the forest, the snow has already melted (you already heard that).” (R. Bartens 2000: 122)

In (100), the referents are entities that are psychologically remote to the addressee,
while the counterparts in (101) are psychologically close to the addressee (see also
evaluative uses of demonstratives discussed in Section 4.5.2). Nevertheless, Leinonen
(2006: 101) also shows that this strategy can even express a concrete spatial contrast,
as in (102).

Komi (Permic)

(102)  Palad  poc-yd-lon matynsyk kerka-ys, da seté-0,
Palad  aunty-Px.2SG-GEN  closer house-33G and  it-ILL
‘Aunty Palad’ has a house closer here, and she ...’
konko mun-is. mi ord-o oz nin lok. acis
probably  go-pST.3SG  1PL  place-ILL NEG PTCL come.CNG  self

‘...probably went there. To our place, she no longer comes.’
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movpyst-is ‘med  Palad  pocé-ys oz nersy daj.
think-PST.3SG  then Palad’ aunty-Px.3SG NEG  insult.CNG  PTCL

‘He thought to himself: may they not insult Aunty Palad’.’
(Kozlova 2002: 7, in Leinonen 2006: 101)

In (102), the 2nd person suffix indicates that ‘aunty Palad” is, in general, living close
to the addressee, whereas at the time of utterance ‘aunty Palad” was not around in the
addressee’s sphere, and was therefore referred to with the 3rd person suffix.

Second, possessive suffixes can express “recognitional” referents that arise from
shared knowledge between the interlocutors, as in (103) and (104).

Forest Enets (Samoyedic)

(103)  tu-da ciki  ibleigo-n cuo.
fire-Px.3SG  this  little-PROL  burn.3SG
‘The fire, it burned a little bit.” (Siegl 2013: 374)

Nganasan (Samoyedic)
(104)  siiri-oii donii-?o.
snow-Px.3SG  melted-3SG.PST
‘The snow has melted.” (Teres¢enko 1979: 95)

In (103) and (104), ‘fire’ and ‘snow’ are natural phenomena that both the interlocutors
can identify without necessarily being mentioned previously in the discourse.

Third, possessive suffixes are used to mark “anaphora”, which refer to their
antecedent in the discourse as in (105) and (106), in which the referents ‘park’ and
‘boat’ are mentioned again.

Komi (Permic)

(105) vazsa bazarnej  plossad vyl-e Sod-isny park.
old market square top-ILL make-PST.3SG  park
‘At the old market square, they have made a park.’
interesne  kucem loe park-ys.
interesting  which be.FUT.3SG  park-Px.38G

‘Interesting, what will become of the park?’ (Serebrennikov 1963: 129)

Selkup (Samoyedic)
(106) gqoltyt  ganyg-qyn  anty  tot-ta. anty-ty lapy-ko:l ema.
river bank-on boat  stand-3SG  boat-Px.3SG  oar-without  be.3SG

‘A boat stands on the riverbank. The boat doesn’t have an oar.” (Kuznecova et al. 1980: 187)

In addition to the 3rd person suffix, anaphoric use of the 2nd person suffix is also
observed. As in the case of the deictic use discussed above, the 2nd person suffix adds
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a privative and intimate connotation towards the referent, such ‘the old woman,” and
‘the girl’, towards which the speaker feels sympathy in (107) and (108).

Nenets (Samoyedic)
(107)  puxacyako  yilyewi’. puxacyako-nt® syidya sowa nyu-da.
old woman live.NARR.3SG old woman-GEN.Px.2SG two nice  son-Px.3SG

‘There is an old woman. The old woman has two nice sons.” (Nikolaeva 2003: 137)

Nganasan (Samoyedic)
(108) baarba-ouny  hon-ti kobtua. kobtua-ra Cetuami  neanianku
master-GEN ~ have-AOR.3SG  girl.ACC  girl-Px.2SG  very pretty

‘Their master has a daughter. The girl is very pretty.” (Teres¢enko 1979: 95)

Possessive suffixes can also mark “situationally unique” referents, which have not
been previously mentioned but are unambiguous from the context as in (109), where
it is unambiguous that ‘four’ refers to the group of ‘65 households’ mentioned in the
previous phrase.

Komi (Permic)
(109) tajé  grezdja-s-as volé-ma 65  ovmos,
this  village-INES-3SG ~ be-PST.PL 65  household
‘In these villages, there were 65 households, ...’
nol-ys na pOvst-ys tyrtém.
four-Px.3SG  piece  they-ELAT empty
‘... four of them are empty, ...” (Bondarenko et al. 2000: 52, in Leinonen 2006: 105)

As for “bridging” referents, possessive suffixes with their possessive use by default
can establish such an association on the basis of inference from a part-whole or action-
instrument relation (see Fraurud 2001, discussed in Section 4.3.3), so no further
detailed discussion is needed here.

5.3.2 NON-REFERENTIAL USES

Beyond referential uses, other discourse-pragmatic uses are observed in connection to
possessive suffixes in Uralic languages (compared to the non-referential uses of
demonstratives in Finnic and Saami, discussed in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2). First,
possessive suffixes can function as “topic markers”. On the one hand, they anchor one
entity to another previously mentioned in the discourse similarly to the anaphoric use.
On the other hand, they also organise information structure which specific entity is to
be raised as topic. Apart from keeping track of an active topic, this encoding often
involves the switching of topic from one clause to another, as in (110) to (112).
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Mari
(110)  vastaresy-zy officer Sinc-a ... ruki vverx!  kyckyr-em,
in_front of-Px.3SG  officer sit-3SG [hands]  [up] shout-1SG
‘An officer was sitting in front (of her). ‘Hands up’, I shouted.’
vintovk-em vikt-em ... sade officer-em Sul-ys.
gun-Px.1SG aim-1SG this  officer-Px.1SG  melt-PST.3SG
‘I aimed my gun. The officer got frightened (lit. melted).” (Tuzarov 1987: 68)
Khanty
(111) amp elti palta-moam Xojat  xont-as.
dog from frighten-PTCP man  run-PST.3SG
‘The man who was frightened of a dog ran away.’
amp  xotalt-as liw elti  palta-mom xojat-al xont-as.
dog get up-PST.3sG  3SG from frighten-PTCP man-Px.38SG  run-PST.3SG
‘The dog got up. Frightened of it, the man ran away.” (Nikolaeva 2003: 138)
Nenets (Samoyedic)
(112) mony° syan® po-h tyuku® to-h Xew-xona xanye-d‘m.

1SG many year-GEN this lake-GEN  near-LOC  fish-1SG
‘I have gone fishing for many years in this lake.’

tyiki®  to-xena-nyi xalya-da noka neesyati.

this lake-LOC-Px.1SG fish-Px.33G  many be.3sG

‘There are a lot of fish in the lake.” (Nikolaeva 2003: 139)

Given that the possessive markers are used to organise information structure, it has
also been reported that this function is observed in clauses with a (reversed) marked
word order, i.e. dislocation (R. Bartens 2000: 122; Leinonen 2006: 102—104).

Second, the use of possessive suffixes can create a “contrast” between parallels in
the discourse, (i.e. “highlighting parallels” in Kritka’s term (2008), discussed in
Section 4.4.3) and shown in (113) to (116)

Mari
(113)  iit-56 jog-a, ser-ze kode-s.
water-Px.3SG  run.3SG bank-Px.3SG  remain-3SG

‘The water is running (and/while) the riverbanks remain.’ (Bereczki 1990: 43)

Komi (Permic)
(114) karandas  me neb-i, a rucka-se eg neb.

pencil 1SG  buy-PST.1SG  but  pen-Px.ACC.3SG  NEG.ISG  buy.CNG
‘I bought a pencil, but as for a pen, I did not buy it.” (Nikolaeva 2003: 140)
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Udmurt (Permic)

(115)  uli-zy vyl-i-zy kyk brat-jos,
live-PST-33G ~ be-PST-3SG  two brother-PL
‘There were two brothers, ...’

pokéi-ez kuaner, byzym-ez

uzyr.

younger_brother-Px.3SG poor older_brother-Px.38G  rich

‘... the younger one was poor, the older one was rich.” (Serebrennikov 1963: 133)

Khanty
(116)  ulla-yon kat niy sar ur mor ur kutna.
be-3DU two woman thick  forest tight forest in
‘There are two women in a thick forest.’
i niy-al nur  atsam, i niy-al nur nomsay.
one woman-Px.3SG  very stupid one woman-Px.3SG  very clever

‘One woman is very stupid, while another woman is very clever.” (Nikolaeva 2003: 134)

The parallels in contrast can be both marked as in (113), (115), and (116), but
sometimes only one entity of the parallel is marked, as in (114).

Third, possessive suffixes can have an “evaluative” use that determines how a
referent is psychologically related to the interlocutors on the basis of affectedness
(discussed in Section 4.5.1). It points to the fact that this function can be expressed
only in the dimension of the speaker and addressee, that is, by only the 1st or 2nd
person possessive suffixes (see Kel’makov 1996), illustrated in (117) to (120).

Komi (Permic)

(117) oj, ylym ed sije  Kijev-yd, musa
oh far be.3sG it Kiev-Px.28G  dear
‘Oh, Kiev is far, dear girl.” (Serebrennikov 1963: 135)

Udmurt (Permic)
(118) ton Ceber apaj-e!
28G  beautiful  sister-Px.1SG
“You, my beautiful sister!” (Nikolaeva 2003: 135)

Khanty

(119)  wanta tam  masinaj-en  jowra  man-as.

nylej.
girl

see.IMPR.2SG  this  car-Px.2SG awry go- PST.3SG

‘Look, that car went awry.” (Nikolaeva 2003: 136)
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Selkup (Samoyedic)
(120) ti-lj: é:ymyli:!
fire-Px.2DU  make.IMPR.2DU
‘Make (you two) a fire!” (Kuznecova et al. 1980: 188)

In (117), (119), and (120), 2nd person suffixes express that the referents are important
for the addressee, while 1st person suffix in (118) shows the speaker’s affectedness

towards his ‘sister’ (see also Halm 2018 for similar examples in Hungarian).

Note that the possibility of host attachment of the possessive suffixes as markers
of topic, contrast, and evaluation in Mari and Permic languages is not restricted to
nouns, and they can occur with any part of speech. For instance, possessive suffixes
are observed after pronouns in (121), adjectives in (122) and (125), finite verbs in

(123), and non-finite verbs and adverbs in (124).

Mari
(121) tyj-Ze kuze ila-s tiinal-at?
28G-Px.38G  how live-INF begin-2SG

‘And how are you going to live?’ (Tuzarov 1987: 67)

(122)  Sonyy-$t-viak port wokten Sinca-t,  rwezy-§t-viak

mody-t.

elderly-Px.3PL-PL  house near sit-3PL young-Px.3PL-PL  play-3PL

‘The elderly people sit by the house, (whilst) the young people play’ (Nikolaeva 2003: 141)

(123) a vy  kuze  jorat-et-Se?
and 2SG how  love-2SG-Px.3SG
‘And how do you love?’ (Bereczki 1990: 43)

Komi (Permic)

(124) me od og kuz bord-ny-sé.
1sG  you know  NEG.1SG can.CNG  cry-INF-Px.3SG
‘I, you know, cannot cry.’
da kydzi ber-se menym tat-es
and  how back-Px.3SG  1SG.DAT  here-ELAT
‘And how should I go back from here?’ (Leinonen 1998: 86)

Udmurt (Permic)

(125)  buskel-jos-len badiym-ez pi-zy armi-ys bert-yz

neighbour-PL-GEN  elder-Px.3SG  son-3PL  army-ELAT  return-PST.3SG

‘The elder son of the neighbours has already returned from army service.’

(Kel’makov 2001: 179)
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This functional characteristic implies that the Mari and Permic possessive suffixes
have developed from nominal suffixes to clitics which can also attach to other parts of
speech than noun. This makes a good parallel to the use of postposed demonstratives
in eastern Finnic and North Russian (discussed in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.2).

Regarding the function of emphasis and contrast, Nikolaeva (2003) speculates
about the possibility of contact-induced change, as this function is not common in
other Uralic branches. It is common in neighbouring Turkic languages in the Volga
basin, however, namely Tatar and Chuvash (see also Serebrennikov 1963: 133).
However, 1 will also add that both referential as well as non-referential uses of
possessive suffixes are not limited only to the Volga basin, but are also observed in
other Turkic, Mongolic, and Tungusic languages across Northern Eurasia (see also
Grenbech [1936/1979]1997: 92; Johanson 1998: 51; Fraurud 2001; Nikolaecva &
Tolskaya 2001; Leinonen 2002). Ultimately, a contact-induced change shared with
Uralic, especially with Samoyedic, is definitely possible (Stachowski 1998; Pakendorf
2007a, 2007b: 242-270).

Particularly, these languages of the Altaic type exhibit the use of possessive
suffixes in the following contexts: (i) topicalisation or marking of unique referents
such as ‘the snowdrops’ in (126), (ii) nominalisation of adjectives such as ‘the
youngest (brother)’ in (127), and (iii) expressing the interlocutor(s)’s close
psychological relation to referents such as ‘your Sergei (who is possibly the
addressee’s relative or close person)’ in (128).

Yakut (Lena Turkic, Turkic)
(126) nurguhun-a ol da buol-lar erde tays-ar
snow- Px.3SG  that also  become-COND early  go_ out-PTCP.PRS

‘The snowdrops, nevertheless, come out early.” (Pakendorf 2007b: 242)

Khalkha (Mongolic)
(127) tom ah zoloo¢, dund ah edijn zasag¢, baga nj barilgacny.
big brother drive middle brother economist small Px.3SG labourer

‘the eldest brother is driver, the second brother is economist, the youngest (one) is labourer.’
(course material, Pratique orale du mongol 1, INALCO, autumn semester 2015)

Udege (Orochic, Tungusic)
(128) i Sergej-pi: 2-s’2 mamasa-la?
2SG  Sergei-Px.ALN.1/2SG  NEG-PRF  wife-VBLZ

‘Has not your Sergei got married?’ (Nikolaeva & Tolskaya 2001: 139)

This similarity observed in Turkic, Mongolic, and Tungusic languages shows that non-
possessive uses of possessive suffixes in Uralic languages are not unique, from an
areal-typological perspective.
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5.4 CONCLUSIONS OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW

As illustrated in this chapter, both Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives
as well as central and eastern Uralic possessive suffixes can similarly serve not only
referential but also in non-referential uses. Based on observations in previous studies
discussed above, both grammatical elements share the usage as anaphoric and topic
markers. Given that the use of possessive suffixes has become remarkably less
productive or even obsolete in most spoken Finnic varieties, it is not surprising that
another grammatical element, a demonstrative in this case, would functionally take
over the slot where the possessive suffix had erstwhile occupied.

Figure 22 illustrates the distribution of these two grammatical elements used for
similar pragmatic purposes among Uralic languages in Russia. A contact-based
explanation suggests that the contact with Russian plays an important role in the
development of postposed demonstratives, particularly for the eastern Finnic
languages.

URALIC LANGUAGES

F Finno-Ugric S Samoyedic
FO Baltic-Finnic FS Sami languages FP Finno-Permic SN Northern Samoyedic
FO1 Finnish FS1 Western Sami FP1  Komi-Zyrian SN1 Nenets
FO2| Karelian FS2 Central Sami FP2| Komi-Permyak SN2 Enets
FO3 Veps |FS8 Eastern Sami FP3 Udmurt SN3 Nganasan
Ingri FU Ugri
ig; Engirlab Y FQJ:: i X FW Finno-Volgaic SS Southern Samoyedic
stonian ungarian
. ' g. FW1. Mari SS1. Selkup
Votic FU2 Mansi WAl Morduini
ordvinic
[EG7A Livonian FU3 Khanty

FS2

FS1

F"?\.\; | fFo4 FO3

FO7

FU1

Figure 22  Marking of definiteness and information structure in the Uralic languages (a
modification on Figure 3)
blue circle = postposed demonstrative, red circle = possessive suffix

Preliminary observation of this functional parallel confirms and suggests that the
investigation of Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives and their uses
should apply similar criteria as that of possessive suffixes found in other Uralic
languages (in the same spirit as Leinonen 1998, 2006). As this chapter has shown,
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postposed demonstratives have not been studied as extensively as possessive suffixes
in non-possessive functions. Therefore, this approach can help defining both
referential and non-referential uses of postposed demonstratives with more fine-
grained categories. The data analysis in Chapter 6 will add further concrete evidence
to the discussion.
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6 MICRO-AREAL INVESTIGATION OF
FINNIC AND NORTH RUSSIAN

This chapter investigates the primary data of the present study, giving an overview of
the functions of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian from different
grammatical perspectives. Sources of the data are text collections and online corpora,
as described in Table 1. As stated in Section 1.2, the current study only uses data of
spoken language registers, which assumedly exhibit pragmatic and discourse uses of
postposed demonstratives better than that of the written language registers.
Additionally, the use of postposed demonstratives as adverbs, as in Estonian see maja
seal ‘the house there’ and Finnish tdmd talo tissd ‘the house here’ (discussed in
Pajusalu 1997a; Etelaméki 2006; Reile et al. 2019), is not included in the current study,
which only pays attention to postposed demonstrative pronouns and proadjectives.
The aim is to identify in a quantitative manner whether there is an areal signal that
accounts for a particular phenomenon in this micro-area.

Due to the fact that dialects spoken in the surroundings of historical urban centres
of Novgorod and Pskov today as well as those in the Saint Petersburg area do not
belong to the North but rather Central Russian dialect continuum (see the classification
of Russian dialects in Kasatkin 1999: 96, shown in Figure 12), the diffusion of modern
Finnic and North Russian dialects are more likely to have taken place after Moscow’s
invasions of Novgorod during the 15th—16th centuries. Therefore, this more recent
contact, which likely affected the demonstrative system, must have been concentrated
in Vologda Oblast rather than Novgorod (see earlier discussion in Section 2.3.2).

As discussed in van Gijn and Wahlstrom (forthcoming), various measures have
been employed in the studies of dialectal diversity and language contact, such as
“elevation” involving mountain ranges (Nichols 1992, 1997; Bickel & Nichols 2006;
van Gijn 2014; van Gijn & Muysken, in press), “bodies of water” such as river
networks, particularly influential in Amazonia (Hornborg 2005; Eriksen 2011),
“traveling time”, which looks at the types and speeds of transportation within specific
speaking areas (Gooskens 2005), and “ecological circumstance” such as the degree of
risk to have natural disasters (Nettle 1999). The current study conservatively employs
a basic measurement of a straight-line “geographical proximity” between the varieties
under investigation. The reason for this choice is that cartographic data is easily
accessible and able to be organised well for a quantitative analysis of this particular
contact zone. Given the dialectological information above, Vologda Russian as the
westernmost North Russian dialect today is selected as the nexus, from which the
distance of each variety as a single data point is calculated as shown in Table 13.
Distances are based on average of minimal and maximal extend of speaking areas by
using coordinators (x = longitude, y = latitude) acquired from Google Maps tools. The
distance values are calculated in the Pythagorean theorem Xaverage’ + Vaverage® =
distance’. The results of the centralised speaking locations of each Finnic and North
Russian variety in Table 13 is transferred to Figure 23.
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Distance

Language Variety West East Xaverage South | North Yaverage from
Ximin Ximax Ymin Ymax Vologda
Livonian 22.10736 | 22.58818 | 22.34777 | 57.62027 | 57.74244 | 57.681355 960 km
South Estonian 26.20057 | 27.77222 | 26.986395 | 57.59418 | 58.13252 | 57.86335 698 km
North Estonian 24.38439 | 25.8513 | 25.117845 | 59.1507 | 59.40401 | 59.277355 754 km
. Western 28.34904 | 28.75136 | 28.5502 59.582 | 59.65441 | 59.618205 556 km
Votie Eastern 28.88292 | 29.01633 | 28.949625 | 59.67448 | 59.72888 | 59.70168 532 km
. Soikkola 28.48579 | 28.48579 | 28.48579 | 59.78919 | 59.78919 | 59.78919 547 km
Ingrian Heva 29.18358 | 29.36949 | 29.276535 | 59.86463 | 59.89912 | 59.881875 512 km
Karelian Olonets 32.23022 | 33.48588 | 32.85805 | 60.7794 | 62.17141 | 61.475405 349 km
Northern 33.61694 | 34.23417 | 33.925555 | 61.55941 | 62.56158 | 62.060495 339 km
Lude Southern 33.73074 | 33.80237 | 33.766555 | 61.00199 | 61.05568 | 61.028835 284 km
Northern 35.04835 | 35.51798 | 35283165 | 61.28755 | 61.45086 | 61.369205 235 km
Veps Central 3423242 | 36.49177 | 35.362095 | 60.24753 | 60.71418 | 60.480855 181 km
Southern 34.86347 | 35.13555 | 34.99951 | 59.78206 | 59.99781 | 59.889935 193 km

North Vologda 36.00001 | 40.92166 | 38.460835 | 59.03583 | 60.86759 | 59.95171 0 km
Russian | Arkhangelsk | 38.44537 | 43.72107 | 41.08322 | 60.86665 | 64.54725 | 62.70695 338 km

Table 13.  Distance from the areal nexus, Vologda (in kilometre)

@ Livonian

° South Estonian
o North Estonian
© Votic (Westein)
°Votic (Eastern)
© Ingrian (Soikkola)
© Ingiian (Heva)
) Karelian (Olonets) el
Lude (Northern) Finland
Lude (Southern) Mikkel
© Veps (Northern)
© Veps (Central)
° Veps (Southern)
Q North Russian (Vologda)

[P North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
kholm

Porvoo
ALY St Petersburg
ZaH|

Tallinn

Estonia

Yaroslavl
Apocnasi

Riga

Latvia : Nizhny

Novgorod L
Map data ©2020 Google, Imagery ©2020 TerraMetrics

Figure 23  Centralised speaking areas of the Finnic and North Russian varieties under
investigation

As mentioned in Section 1.2, Finnish and Karelian proper are not taken into account
in the present study, due to their speaking areas which lie outside the Finnic-Russian
contact zone under investigation.
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The data analysis applies a functional-typological approach using various
categories from syntax, morphology, semantics, and pragmatics, motivated by
previous studies of postposed demonstratives and possessive suffixes in Uralic
languages and North Russian dialects (e.g., Kettunen 1943; Trubinskij 1970; Leinonen
1998, 2006; Nikolaeva 2003, among others). Table 14 illustrates the criteria and their
categories used for analysing the uses of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North

Russian varieties.
Criteria Categories
Constituent Preposed / Postposed / Independent
order p P P
C tituent . . .
Ons.l. en Clause-Initial / Clause-medial / Clause-final
position

Parts of speech

Nominal: Noun / Pronoun / Name / Adjective / Numeral
Others: Verb / Adverb / Adposition

Agreement with

Case / Number / Gender / Phonological harmonisation

head word

Syntactic Subject / Direct object / Indirect object / Verb / Adverbial / Determiner /

functions Predicative
Referentiality D.eictig / Recogl.litional / Abshol%ltely unique / Anaphoric / Bridging /

Situationally unique / Establishing
Information Continuing topic / Switch-topic / Beginning topic / Highlighting parallels /
structure Afterthought
. Subjective evaluations: Affection / Surprise & admiration

Stancetaking

Intersubjective evaluations: Shared knowledge / Counter-expectation /

and evaluation o . .
Hesitation / Warning & reminder

Table 14.  Typological criteria used for the data analysis

Profiling the uses of demonstratives in each perspective (in Serzant’s terms (2015))
can bring better understanding of the functional dimensions and development of the
demonstratives in question, as previously discussed from a theoretical perspective in
Chapter 4.

“Constituent order” and “position” give a picture of how non-canonical the use of
postposed demonstrative can be in certain languages in terms of word order typology,
and how freely postposed demonstratives can move around the clause (Sections 6.1).
“Parts of speech” illustrate how demonstratives can extend the possible range of what
type of host they attach to, ranging from a prototypical use attached to a nominal to
other parts of speech such as verb of adposition (Section 6.2). “Agreement with head
word” sheds light on how demonstratives can develop into a bound morpheme of a
lexical unit by such process like cliticisation and suffixation (Section 6.2). “Syntactic
functions” help understanding the tendency of various verb arguments that are either
more or less likely to co-occur with demonstrative such as subjects, direct and indirect
objects, and adverbials (Section 6.3).
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In terms of pragmatics, three criteria are used for data analysis. First,
“referentiality” shows how a demonstrative can extend its prototypical deictic function
towards other uses of identifiability typical for definite articles, including anaphoric
reference, bridging reference, situationally or universally unique reference,
recognitional reference, and establishing reference (Section 6.4.1). Second,
“information-structural uses” provide another perspective beyond definiteness
marking, by illustrating the information flow on whether the host word followed by
demonstrative keeps track of the continuation of a previously active topic, switches to
another topic, introduces a primary topic, creates a contrast between several entities,
or expresses the speaker’s afterthought (Section 6.4.2). Lastly, “evaluative uses”
explore other functions beyond conventional uses of definite articles, topic markers,
and focus markers, such as different ways of stancetaking, and intersubjectively
evaluating the state of knowledge between interlocutors (Section 6.4.3). Each of these
categories will be discussed further, with concrete examples from Finnic and North
Russian varieties under discussion.

Apart from the evaluative uses, which can be open to alternative interpretations,
other morphosyntactic and pragmatic properties discussed in this chapter will also be
quantified and integrated with the geographical data presented above (Table 13 and
Figure 23). Where possible, the Fisher’s exact test (the ¥ algorithm from Fisher 1922)
will also be performed to check statistical significance and dependence of certain
properties of demonstratives.

A diachronic comparison is also made with two demonstrative series observed in
the Novgorod birch bark documents (Zaliznjak 2004): 1) s» and 2) t» as well as the
clausal particle # that potentially derived from a demonstrative (Section 6.5). Despite
a Finnic text fragment also being attested in the Novgorod birch bark corpus (shown
in Section 2.3.1), there is not a single occurrence of a demonstrative, so our current
knowledge of how demonstratives behave in that particular Finnic dialect is still
lacking for the time being. The analysis throughout this chapter will provide general
patterns among the languages examined as well as some exploration on what kind of
syntactic and pragmatic contexts or conditions the use of postposed demonstratives
would be expected (Section 6.6).

6.1 CONSTITUENT ORDER AND POSITION

Among the types of demonstratives discussed in Section 4.1, the current study
primarily focuses on dependent demonstratives that can be seen as accompanying
another host word. Therefore, independent demonstratives without a possible head
word before or after are excluded from the analysis of grammatical (Sections 6.2 and
6.3) and pragmatic uses (Sections 6.4). As some constructions, particularly left
dislocation (discussed in Amon 2015 for Estonian; in Vilkuna 1989: 145-147; Priiki
2015, 2017 for Finnish), can often put the interpretation of morphosyntactic
dependence on the borderline, I also treat such demonstratives that follow the clause-
initial element as Wackernagel’s clitics (such as in (71), (72), (73), (75b) and (81)) as
dependent demonstratives. This follows from the working hypothesis in the present
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study that this type of syntactic context is the preceding stage prior to the extension to
other syntactic positions, as will be illustrated in Section 6.1.6, as well as various
pragmatic uses discussed in Section 6.4 (see also a development path proposed in
Section 7.2.1).

As for the dependent demonstratives, classification of constituent order is based
on the position of a demonstrative in relation to its host word. In a head-preceding
construction, the demonstrative is labelled as “preposed” in (129a), (130a), (131a),
and (132a). Meanwhile, a demonstrative in a head-following position is labelled as
“postposed” in (129b), (130b), (131b), and (132b) (see also Dryer 2013a, illustrated
in Figure 17). At least one of the two possible orders in the following examples is
observed in the actual data, while the other may be constructed examples to illustrate
the two possibilities.

South Estonian Heva Ingrian
(129) a. n’eoq motsa-q (130) a. ne karhu-t
b. motsa-q  n’eoq b. karhu-t  ne
DEM.PROX.PL forest-PL DEM.PROX.PL DEM.MED.PL bear-PL DEM.MED.PL
‘these/the forests’ ‘those/the bears’
Northern Lude North Russian (Vologda)
(131) a. se  dragun (132) a. to seno
b. dragun  se b. seno-to
DEM.MED dragon DEM.MED DEM.DIST.NEU hay-DEM.DIST.NEU
‘that/the dragon’ ‘that/the hay’

The constituent order of demonstratives in a phrase has a varying distribution across
the Finnic varieties. Moreover, each set of demonstratives also shows different
tendencies of constituent order. Among the Finnic demonstratives discussed in Section
2.4.1 (Table 3), the most divergent series is the Proto-Finnic medial *se/ne(?), while
the other Proto-Finnic series (proximal *tdmd/ndmd(t), distal *foo/noo(t), and
compound demonstratives) follow a more unified pattern across all Finnic varieties.

Chart 1 shows the proportion of all demonstrative series observed in the data. The
fourth series *faa/naa(t) is exclusively observed in South Estonian and it has become
synchronically confused with the short forms of the 3rd person pronouns ta/nad (a
diachronically proximal series) borrowed from North Estonian (see Larjavaara 1986:
310-311; Pajusalu 2015: 188, discussed in Section 2.4.1). For this reason, the South
Estonian series taa/naaq is not taken into the comparison, as it is not directly relevant
for the Finnic-Russian contact.
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Livonian South Estonian North Estonian Western Votic Eastern Votic

10%

34%

66%

| *se/ne(t)
W *tdmd/ndmd(t)
M *too/noo(t)

Soikola Ingrian Heva Ingrian Olonets Karelian Northern Lude

19% 11%

53

compound
26%
64%
89%
Southern Lude Northern Veps Central Veps Southern Veps
‘ ,
Chart 1 Proportion of the different series of demonstratives observed in the Finnic data

At this point, we can observe obvious micro-areal patterns across the Finnic
varieties. For instance, Livonian resembles North Estonian, possibly due to recent
intense contact between fishermen towards the end of the 19th century (see Ariste
1981: 78). As for Lude, the northern variety clearly behaves similarly to Olonets
Karelian, while the southern variety behaves similarly to Veps (see also Pahomov
2011: Ch. 3, discussed in Section 2.2.1), given that the use of tdmd/ndmdt in Southern
Lude is comparable to the compound demonstratives rece/niene in Veps. Parallels
between the different varieties will be discussed further from a historical-comparative
perspective in Section 7.2.2.

Beginning from less complex cases, the data analysis begins by initially showing
the occurrences of the Proto-Finnic series *tdmd/ndmd, *too/noo(t), and compound
demonstratives, before discussing a more complex issues with the series *se/ne(z), and
a comparison with the North Russian demonstratives éfot and fot. To avoid the
confusion of proximity contrast, which can vary between the proto-language and
modern varieties, such as the case of *se/ne(?) in Finnic, the demonstrative series will
be henceforth labelled only according to their stems as in Chart 1.
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6.1.1

FINNIC *tima/ndma(t)

As discussed in Section 2.4.1, the Finnic series *tdmd/ndmd has been lost in Veps, so
the geographical distribution of this series ends in the Lude-speaking area, shown in
Table 15 for the singular and Table 16 for the plural forms.

Demonstrative | Language | Variety Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Livonian 12 1.68% 1 0.14% | 703 98.18% | 716
South Estonian 13 0.70% - 1837 99.30% | 1850
North Estonian 2 0.38% - 527 99.62% | 529
Votic Western 2 0.64% - 312 99.36% | 314
Eastern 1 0.38% - 263 99.62% | 264
*tamd . Soikkola | 21  48.84% - 22 51.16% 43
Ingrian
Heva 12 37.50% - 20 62.50% 32
Karelian Olonets 34 29.06% | 9 7.69% 74 63.25% | 117
Lud Northern | 253  73.76% | 10  2.92% 80  23.32% | 343
ude
Southern | 291 49.91% | 32 5.49% | 260 44.60% | 583
Veps - - - -
Table 15.  Frequencies of the Finnic demonstrative *tama
Demonstrative | Language | Variety Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Livonian 21 23.08% - 70 76.92% 91
South Estonian 2 0.36% - 560  99.64% | 562
North Estonian 1 0.54% - 185  99.46% 186
Votic Western 2 2.00% - 98  98.00% 100
Eastern 3 4.55% - 63  95.45% 66
*ndamd(t) . Soikkola | 6  60.00% - 4 40.00% 10
Ingrian e 100% | 1
- - (1]
Karelian Olonets 6 4286% | 2 14.29% 6 42.86% 14
Lude Northern | 9 56.25% - 7 43.75% 16
Southern | 169 66.27% | 18  7.06% 68  26.67% | 255
Veps - - - -

Table 16.

Frequencies of the Finnic demonstrative *nama(t)

The only occurrence of the Finnic demonstrative *#dmd after a noun in Livonian is the
case of a synchronic 3rd person pronoun fa ‘he, she,” functioning as a resumptive
pronoun that marks a left dislocation of the topic ‘grandmother’ in (133).

Livonian

(133)

iza

father.GEN

jema

mother

ta

3sG

vol

be.PST.3SG

diondnika

‘Grandmother was a person from Dundaga.” (Mégiste 2006: 2)
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However, this example is not an attributive use of a demonstrative to modify a head
noun, but rather an information-structural use to mark a clause topic (see further
discussion in Section 6.4.2). As for Finnic varieties in the east, the occurrences of
postposed *tdmd/ndmd(t) are largely attributive, in which demonstratives agree with
head nouns in number and case, e.g., Olonets Karelian kolhozas tis [kolkhoz.INES
DEM.PROX.INES] ‘in this kolkhoz’ (Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 194), and Southern
Lude ruaduud ndmiid [work.PL.PTV DEM.PROX.PL.PTV] ‘these works’ (Pahomov
2011: 82).

On a dialect continuum scale, Chart 2 shows a clear difference in distribution
across the Finnic varieties.
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Livonian  South North  Western Eastern Soikkola ~Heva  Olonets Northern Southern Veps
Estonian Estonian  Votic Votic Ingrian  Ingrian Karelian  Lude Lude
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--------- Linear (Preposed) sesseeeee Linear (Postposed)  ¢:ee:-<-- Linear (Independent)

Chart 2 Constituent orders of the Finnic demonstratives *tdmé&/ndmé(t) across modern Finnic
varieties

Chart 2 illustrates that preposed attributive use of demonstratives *tdmd/ndmd is
primarily observed between the speaking areas of Ingrian and Lude. The southwestern
Finnic languages (Livonian, South Estonian, North Estonian and Votic), on the other
hand, mostly use demonstratives *tdmd/ndmd(t) as independent pronouns.
Functionally, they have replaced the Proto-Finnic 3rd person pronouns *hdn/he ‘he,
she/they,” shown in (134).

North Estonian

(134) ta metsa-s oli.
3sG  forest-INES  be.PST.3SG
‘She was in the forest.” (EDC)
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This semantic change within the Finnic demonstrative systems results in a contrast
between the predominant attributive use in the east and a pronominal use in the west,
as the trendlines in Chart 2 (Linear) indicate.

From a typological viewpoint, this micro-areal feature is, however, a relatively rare
case of change, as 3rd person pronouns more commonly derive from medial or distal
demonstratives, as in the case of the Proto-Slavic distal *onws/ono/ona in most modern
Slavic languages (cf. Greenberg 1978: 61; Givon 2001: 226; Diessel 1999a: 161; Bhat
2013). Nevertheless, the Bulgarian 3rd person pronouns foj/fo/ta (and Macedonian
toj/toa/taa) synchronically share the same roots as proximal demonstratives
tozi/tova/tazi, or toja/tuj/taja in short forms, despite their etymologies ultimately going
back to the Proto-Slavic medial series *tv/to/ta, as discussed in Section 2.4.2.

Despite this semantic shift from the Proto-Finnic proximal demonstrative to 3rd
person pronouns in Finnic varieties in the west, there are still several cases of
attributive use observed in the data. First, the occurrences of preposed demonstratives
in South Estonian are possibly due to the confusion of the short forms of the Finnic
demonstratives *tdmd/ndmd(t) and South Estonian taa/naaq as ta/na (discussed in
Section 2.4.1, and earlier in this chapter), e.g., tast Tallinast [DEM.PROX/MED.ELAT
Tallinn.ELAT] ‘from this Tallinn’ (EDC). A few cases of prenominal use in North
Estonian are sporadic occurrences however, e.g., North Estonian talle karjatselle
[DEM.PROX.ALL cattle.ALL] ‘to these cattle’ (EDC). In addition to Estonian, Livonian
and Votic speakers still used the Finnic demonstratives *tdmd/ndmd in the non-
personal function in several time and manner adverbial expressions, e.g., Livonian
tim 60dog [DEM.PROX.GEN evening] ‘this evening’ (Magiste 2006: 160), and (both
western and eastern) Votic td-nd vo-na [DEM.PROX-ESS year-ESS] ‘this year’
(Kettunen & Posti 1932: 2, 130).

6.1.2 FINNIC *too/noo(t)

The data of the present study do not contain many occurrences of the Finnic
demonstratives *too/noo(t), which occur only in South Estonian (129 cases), Olonets
Karelian (8 cases), Northern Lude (1 case), and Southern Lude (3 cases). Furthermore,
the plural forms *noo(?) are only observed in South Estonian. This possibly relates to
the disappearance and transformation of the Proto-Finnic distal demonstratives into a
marker denoting human referent (see Pajusalu 2006). On the other hand, the low
frequency of *foo/noo(t) might simply be due to genres of text in the data, which are
more monologue than dialogue.

Due to the lack of empirical evidence, it is difficult to give a firm generalisation.
Although the South Estonian data contains over a hundred of occurrences of
demonstratives fuu/nuu(q) ‘that/those’, none of them occur after a head noun, and
likewise with the Olonets Karelian and Lude data.
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6.1.3 FINNIC COMPOUND DEMONSTRATIVES

Compound demonstratives in Finnic varieties cannot be compared as such, because
they derived from different combinations of source elements. In any case, the data still
shows interesting insights about tendencies with word order, shown in Table 17 for
singular forms, and Table 18 for plural forms.

Demonstrative | Language | Variety Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Livonian - - - -
- South Estonian - - - -
North Estonian - - - -
. Western 8 80.00% - 2 20.00% 10
kase Votic
Eastern 102 64.97% | 3 1.91% | 52 33.12% 157
Ineri Soikkola - - - -
ngrian Hova . . . .
Karelian Olonets 12 4138% | 3 10.34% | 14  48.28% 29
netse Lude Northern 6 50.00% - 6 50.00% 12
Southern - - 7 100% 7
Northern | 164 79.23% | 15 7.25% | 28 13.53% 207
nece Veps Central | 365 74.34% | 28 5.70% | 98  19.96% 491
Southern | 78  80.41% | 8 8.25% | 11  11.34% 97
Table 17.  Frequencies of singular compound demonstratives
Demonstrative | Language | Variety Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Livonian - - - -
- South Estonian - - - -
North Estonian - - - -
. Western 1 100% - - 1
kane Votic
Eastern 82  7593% | 2 1.85% 24 22.22% | 108
. Soikkola - - - -
- Ingrian
Heva - - - -
Karelian Olonets 70.00% | 1 10.00% 2 20.00% 10
Lude Northern 83.33% - 16.67% 6
u
, Southern - - - -
nene
Northern | 31  81.58% | 1 2.63% 6 15.79% 38
Veps Central 107 82.31% 3.08% 19  14.62% | 130
Southern | 10 66.67% | 3 20.00% 2 13.33% 15
Table 18.  Frequencies of plural compound demonstratives

Chart 3 shows the distribution of compound demonstratives across Finnic varieties.
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Chart 3 Constituent orders of compound demonstratives across modern Finnic varieties

The trendlines in Chart 3 show that postposed demonstratives are observed more
frequently towards the eastern end of the Finnic dialect continuum, while Votic
varieties always use compound demonstratives before a head noun, aside from a
handful of postposed compound demonstratives, such as Eastern Votic lehmd-d
kannee [cow-PL DEM.PL] ‘these cows.” This areal trend becomes even clearer when
we discuss the uses of the Finnic series *se/ne(?).

6.1.4 FINNIC *se/ne(t)

Unlike the other demonstrative series, the Finnic demonstratives *se/ne(t) are well
preserved in all modern varieties. At the same time, however, they behave distinctly
across the different varieties. As discussed earlier in Section 2.4.1, *se/ne(t) have
become proximal demonstratives in South Estonian, neutral in Livonian and North
Estonian, remained as medial demonstratives in varieties with a tripartite system in
the east, and changed into distal in the renewed bipartite system of Votic and Veps
(see Table 3). In terms of frequency, this is the most used demonstrative series in the
majority of Finnic varieties (see Chart 1). Table 19 and Table 20 illustrate the
frequencies of *se and *ne(?), respectively, in different constituent orders.
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Demonstrative | Language | Variety Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Livonian 455 46.57% | 10 1.02% | 512 52.41% | 977
South Estonian 278 40.88% | 6 0.88% | 396 58.24% | 680
North Estonian 376 35.04% | 13 1.21% | 684 63.75% | 1073
Votic Western | 89  46.84% | 13 6.84% 88  46.32% | 190
Eastern 14 29.79% | 4 851% | 29 61.70% 47
Ineri Soikkola | 74  45.68% | 4 2.47% 84 51.85% | 162
ngrian
*se & Heva 71 33.02% | 12 5.58% | 132 61.40% | 215
Karelian Olonets 63 23.86% | 51 19.32% | 150 56.82% | 264
Lude Northern | 217 42.88% | 48 9.49% | 241 47.63% | 506
u
Southern | 68  18.94% | 131 36.49% | 160 44.57% | 359
Northern | 14 7.11% | 113 57.36% | 70 35.53% | 197
Veps Central 40 8.28% | 317 65.63% | 126 26.09% | 483
Southern 7 5.93% 84  71.19% | 27 22.88% | 118
Table 19.  Frequencies of the Finnic demonstrative *se
Demonstrative | Language | Variety Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Livonian 74 21.64% | 6 1.75% 262 76.61% | 342
South Estonian 92 29.87% | 6 1.95% 210 68.18% | 308
North Estonian 107 32.03% | 5 1.50% 222 66.47% | 334
Voi Western 10 55.56% - 8  44.44% 18
¢ MEastern | 6  3529% - 11 6471% | 17
Inerian Soikkola | 30  52.63% | 1 1.75% 26 45.62% 57
*ne(t) & Heva 16 38.10% | 4 9.52% 22 52.38% 42
Karelian Olonets 17 28.81% | 8 13.56% 34 57.63% 59
Lude Northern | 50 45.46% | 9 8.18% 51 4636% | 110
Southern | 22 40.74% | 6 11.11% 26 48.15% 54
Northern 2 2222% | 6 66.67% 1 11.11% 9
Veps Central 1 3.13% | 31  96.87% - 32
Southern 2 1538% | 11 84.62% - 13
Table 20.  Frequencies of the Finnic demonstrative *ne(t)

Transforming these data into a graphic illustration with the geographical distribution,
we can notice from the trendline in Chart 4 that the uses of postposed demonstratives
are observed increasingly more towards the east.
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Chart 4 Constituent orders of the Finnic demonstratives *se/ne(f) across modern Finnic
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There is a direct correlation with the use of preposed demonstratives decreasing as one
moves towards the east. This tendency obviously entails that something is happening
in the eastern end of the Finnic dialect continuum (discussed further in Section 6.1.6).
From this point onwards, the investigation will focus on the use of the Finnic
demonstratives *se/ne(?), the main object of the present research.

6.1.5 NORTH RUSSIAN etot and tot

The Russian language has a bipartite demonstrative system, consisting of the proximal
etot and the distal rof (discussed in Section 2.4.2). Regarding constituent order, the
data shows a distinct contrast between the two series of demonstratives. The éfot series
is predominantly used preposed, seen in Table 21.

Demonstrative Region Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Vologda 91 37.29% 8 3.28% 145 59.43% | 244
Arkhangelsk | 306  47.59% 30 4.67% 307 47.74% | 643
Total 397 44.76% 38 4.28% | 452 50.96% 887

eto

Table 21.  Frequencies of the North Russian demonstrative étot

On the other hand, the tof series has a strong tendency for being postposed, seen in
Table 22.
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Demonstrative Region Preposed Postposed Independent | Total
Vologda 17 5.31% 268  83.75% 35 10.94% 320
tot
Arkhangelsk | 56 8.08% 526 7590% | 111  16.02% 693
Total 73 7.21% 794  7838% | 146 14.41% | 1013
Table 22.  Frequencies of the North Russian demonstrative tot

In addition to these basic demonstratives, compound demonstratives mentioned in
Section 2.4.2 are also observed in three cases in the Arkhangelsk variety: independent
nuto ‘that’, as well as preposed nuti nizki-ti ‘those lower ones’ and nuti varezki-ti
‘those mittens’ (RNC). These forms are used alongside tof in a non-proximal sense
with a lower frequency, and do not appear to create a separate additional series of
demonstratives at this stage. This type of demonstrative, however, is not attested in
the Vologda variety.

6.1.6 AREAL SIGNALS OF CONSTITUENT ORDERS AND POSITIONS
Previous sections already provide a hint of the areal effect that influences the
distribution of constituent orders within certain series of demonstratives across the
Finnic varieties. This section tests whether areality is a trigger, by also taking the North
Russian fot into comparison with the Finnic *se/ne(t). Table 23 describes the
proportion of preposed and postposed demonstratives occurring in the data.

Preposed + Tendency of Tendency of Distance

Language Variety Postposed preposed postposed from
demonstratives | demonstrative | demonstrative Vologda
Livonian 545 529 | 97.06% 16 2.94% 960 km
South Estonian 382 370 | 96.86% 12 3.14% 698 km
North Estonian 501 483 | 96.41% 18 3.59% 754 km
Votic Western 112 99 88.39% 13 11.61% 556 km
Eastern 24 20 83.33% 16.67% 532 km
Ingrian Soikkola 109 104 | 95.41% 5 4.59% 547 km
Heva 103 87 84.47% 16 15.53% 512 km
Karelian Olonets 139 80 57.55% 59 42.45% 349 km
Lude Northern 324 267 | 82.41% 57 17.59% 339 km
Southern 227 90 39.65% | 137 | 60.35% 284 km
Northern 135 16 11.85% | 119 | 88.15% 235 km
Veps Central 389 41 10.54% | 348 | 89.46% 181 km
Southern 104 9 8.65% 95 91.35% 193 km

North Vologda 285 17 5.96% 268 | 94.04% 0 km
Russian | Arkhangelsk 582 56 9.62% 526 | 90.38% 338 km

Table 23. Tendencies of preposed vs. postposed demonstratives
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Chart 5 visualises the correlation between the tendency of postposed demonstratives
and the distance from Vologda, the areal nexus.

Liv Livonian 100.00%
SEst South Estonian S) gs NRus(v) NRus(A) ’
NEst North Estonian NVeg/ ps [ ]
WVot  Western Votic P [ ] 90.00%
EVot Eastern Votic
8 Sing Soikkola Ingrian
-E Hing Heva Ingrian 80.00%
© OKar Olonets Karelian
+ NLude NorthernLude
g Stude  Southern Lude 70.00%
€ NVeps  Northern Veps SLude
o CVeps  Central Veps N
O SVeps SouthernVeps R?=0.7213 60.00%
8 NRus(V) Vologda Russian
3 NRus(A) ArkhangelskRussian  SIng 50.00%
= °
%]
g 40.00%
o
(o]
o 30.00%
S
o NLude
c 20.00%
(]
'_
. 10.00%
Liv
[ ]
0.00%
-1000 -900 -800 -700 -600 -500 -400 -300 -200 -100 0 100 200 300 400
Distance from the areal nexus (Vologda = 0) in kilometre
Chart 5 Tendency of postposed over preposed demonstratives

An exceptionally high value of R? = 0.7213 is seen in Chart 5. This means that the
correlation covers approximately 72% of the data, confirming that the geographical
location of each variety is a crucial factor in explaining the distribution of postposed
demonstratives in the data.

Another factor to be investigated from an areal perspective is the position in the
clause where the phrase accompanied by the postposed demonstrative can be found.
The classification focuses on three contexts: clause-second position after the first
stressed constituent of the clause in (135), clause-medial position in (136), and clause-
final in (137).

Northern Veps
(135) no, MaSa se kodi-§ ndg-i, kut baba kiita-b.
but MasSa DEM  home-INES  see-PST.3SG  how  grandmother  cook-3SG

Well, Masa saw at home how her grandmother was cooking.” (Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 31-34)

ka  ho

3PL

sod-he,

eat.PST-3PL

sod-he,

eat.PST-3PL

sod-he,

eat.PST-3PL

(136) nu miska-d  ne

but
‘Well, they kept eating dishes (of meat).” (Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 34-51)

SO dish-pPL DEM.PL
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(137)  potom  do

then

already

ho

3pPL

ldm-ha

warm-ILL

ma-ha

land-ILL

ldhto-ba,

leave-3PL

siiguze-l

autumn-ADES

‘Then, they (the geese) will already be leaving for a warm place in the autumn.’
(Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 34-51)

se.

DEM

The frequencies of each position across the varieties are summarised in Table 24 and

Chart 6.
Postposed Tendency of Tendency of Tendency of | Distance
Language Variety demonstratives clause-second | clause-medial clause-final from
position positions positions Vologda
Livonian 16 16 100% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 960 km
South Estonian 12 10 | 83.33% 2 16.67% 0 0.00% 698 km
North Estonian 18 16 | 88.89% 1 5.56% 1 5.56% 754 km
Votic Western 13 13 100% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 556 km
Eastern 2 50.00% 0 0.00% 2 50.00% | 532 km
Ingrian Soikkola 5 5 100% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 547 km
Heva 16 15 | 93.75% 0 0.00% 1 6.25% 512 km
Karelian Olonets 59 50 | 84.75% 6 10.17% 3 5.08% 349 km
Lude Northern 57 36 | 63.16% | 14 | 24.56% 7 12.28% | 339 km
Southern 137 50 | 36.50% | 72 | 52.55% 15 | 10.95% | 284 km
Northern 119 72 | 60.50% | 31 26.05% 16 | 13.45% | 235km
Veps Central 348 190 | 54.60% | 114 | 32.76% | 44 | 12.64% | 181 km
Southern 95 52 | 54.74% | 19 | 20.00% | 24 | 25.26% | 193 km
North Vologda 268 111 | 41.42% | 89 | 33.21% 68 | 2537% 0 km
Russian | Arkhangelsk 526 213 | 40.49% | 222 | 42.21% 91 | 17.30% | 338 km
Table 24.  Frequencies of postposed demonstratives in different clausal positions
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The trendline in Chart 6 shows that the frequency of using postposed demonstratives
in other positions than clause-second gradually increases as one moves towards the
east. Chart 7 visualises the correlation between the tendency of demonstratives in non-
clause-second positions and the distance from Vologda, the areal nexus.
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Chart7 Tendency of non-clause-second over clause-second positions

A relatively high value of R? = 0.5868 is seen in Chart 7. This means that the
correlation covers approximately 59% of the data, once again speaking in favour of
the geographical location of each variety being an important factor.

As demonstrated in this section, the correlations based on the distance from
Vologda clearly point towards language contact, and a stronger degree of diffusion
with North Russian on the eastern end of the Finnic dialect continuum (discussed
further in Section 7.3.2).

6.2 HOST ATTACHMENT AND PARTS OF SPEECH

Another important factor for the investigation of the uses of postposed demonstratives
in Finnic and North Russian is the part of speech of the host word to which the
demonstrative attaches. Prototypically, the demonstrative functions as determiner in a
noun phrase, as seen in examples (129) to (132). In the current study, noun phrases
are classified according to their morphological structure, namely case, number and
gender. Note that gender is a category only used for Slavic languages, not Uralic.

138



In Votic, Ingrian, Olonets Karelian, and Lude, postposed demonstratives agree in
case (138) and number (139) with the head noun. However, in Veps, postposed
demonstratives agree with their head noun only in number, not case, as in (140).

Eastern Votic
(138)  anto-vad ndvdad  poigaa sennee Petter-ii, Jjuhd zavod-aa.
give.PST-3PL  3PL boy.ACC DEM.ACC  Saint Petersburg-ILL leather factory-ILL

‘They gave the boy away to Saint Petersburg, to a leather factory.” (Kettunen & Posti 1932: 132)

Olonets Karelian
(139)  iiksikai poija-t net kod'i-h to-i.
one-by-one  boy-PL DEM.PL  home-ILL  bring-PST.3SG
‘One-by-one, he brought the boys (teddy-bears) home.” (Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 141)

Central Veps

(140)  nu, a vell-i-le ne tariz  oli naida.
but and  brother-PL-ALL DEM.PL need  be.PST.3SG  get married.INF
‘Well, and the brothers also need to get married.” (Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 182—-184)

Several examples, particularly from Southern Lude and Veps, show a conflict in

number agreement between the head noun and the postposed demonstrative, seen in
(141) and (142).

Southern Lude
(141)  vot samvaruo-d, samvara-t se ol-di-he mednuo-d.
well  samovar-PL.PTV samovar-PL  DEM.SG  be-PST-3PL  brass-PL.PTV

‘Well (as for) the samovars, the samovars are made from brass.” (Pahomov 2011: 230)

Central Veps
(142)  priha-d  se vihdn  jii-i-ba.
guy-PL  DEM.SG little drink-PST-3PL

‘The guys drank [wine] a little bit.” (Gerd et al. 2002: 70-72)

Truncation of number and case agreement in the eastern end of the dialect continuum,
namely Southern Lude and Veps, suggests that internal agreement in the noun phrase
has weakened, as demonstratives move to after the head noun. This might also explain
why the use has extended from nominal to non-nominal parts of speech. With non-
nominal hosts such as pronoun, verb and adverb, postposed demonstratives remain in
their basic singular form se, as in (143) and (144).
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Olonets Karelian

(143)  nu hdi  se oli vai 60  iimbdri  kond-ie-n tappa-nut.
but 3G DEM  be.PST.3SG only 60 around  bear-PL-GEN  kill-PTCP
‘Well, he had killed only about sixty bears.” (Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 140-141)

Central Veps
(144)  ihastji-n se ka  surmha-zesei,  surmha-zesei  ihastji-n.
rejoice-1SG  DEM  so  death-TERM death-TERM rejoice-1SG

‘I will, indeed, rejoice until the end of my life.” (Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 133—138)

The North Russian data, in contrast, shows a higher degree of variation in
agreement. As mentioned in Section 5.2.2, postposed demonstratives can agree in
case, number, and gender with their head noun as in (145), or they can remain in the
nominative singular neuter form 7o as in (146), which they also do with non-nominal
hosts, such as with the adverb teper’ ‘now’ in (147). Moreover, we also encounter the
phenomenon of a type of phonological agreement, a.k.a. “harmonisation” (Trubinskij
1970), in which demonstratives copy the vowel of the immediately preceding syllable
as in (148), regardless of whether there would be a conflict in agreement with the head
noun.

With agreement No agreement

(145)  koljosa-te (146) voda-to
mill.NEU.PL-DEM.PL water.FEM.NOM-DEM.NEU.NOM
‘those/the mills’ ‘that/the water’
Non-nominal host Harmonisation

(147)  teperito (148)  malo mjasa-ta
now-DEM.NEU.NOM little meat.NEU.GEN-DEM.FEM.NOM
‘now’ ‘little of meat’

These four contexts of agreement found in the data also correspond to earlier
descriptions by Kuz’mina (1993: 186) and Mendoza (2011: 249).

As mentioned previously, Finnic varieties of the east as well as North Russian also
use postposed demonstratives after other non-nominal parts of speech. Apart from
nominal categories such as nouns, pronouns, proper names, adjectives, and numerals,
demonstratives can also follow verbs, adverbs and adpositions. All these are possible
in Central and Southern Veps, as well as North Russian, seen in Table 25. Moreover,
this does not seem to be affected by the number of syllables, as postposed
demonstratives can attach to short as well as long words.
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Part of speech

Central Veps

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)

Noun DEM vezi se ‘water + DEM’ voda-ta ‘water-DEM.FEM’

Pronoun DEM mina se ‘1SG + DEM’ ja-to ‘1SG-DEM’

Name DEM Misa se ‘Misa (Mikhail) + DEM’ Misa-to ‘Misa (Mikhail) -DEM’

Adjective DEM ldm’ se ‘warm + DEM’ teplo-to ‘warm-DEM’

Numeral DEM kaks se ‘two + DEM’ dva-ti ‘two-DEM.PL’

Verb DEM eldn se ‘live.1SG.PRS + DEM’ Zivete-to ‘live.2PL.PRS-DEM’

Adverb DEM niigde se ‘now + DEM’ teper’-to ‘now-DEM’

Adposition DEM | kuzon au se ‘spruce.GEN + under + DEM’ | vperéd-to ljudej ‘ahead-DEM + people’
Table 25.  Postposed demonstratives attaching to different parts of speech

A noteworthy point here is the contrast with preposed demonstratives, which never
modify any other part of speech than nominal (noun, pronoun, name, adjective, and

numeral).

Table 26 shows the occurrences of different parts of speech which precede a
demonstrative of the same phrase unit.

Part of speech
Nominal Other
Language Variety - E | o | 2 B - 2 g Total
£17 12|72 <z
Livonian 14 - - 2 - - - - 16
South Estonian 8 1 1 2 - - - - 12
North Estonian 17 - - 1 - - - - 18
. Western 13 - - - - - - - 13
Votic
Eastern - - - - - - -
Ingrian Soikkola 5 - - - - - - - 5
Heva 15 - 1 - - - - - 16
Karelian Olonets 53 4 1 1 - - - - 59
Lude Northern 50 - 5 - - 2 - - 57
Southern 58 21 18 8 4 11 | 17 - 137
Northern 95 6 12 1 1 3 1 - 119
Veps Central 269 7 10 6 4 13416 | 2 348
Southern 73 6 1 1 1 9 3 1 95
North Vologda 147 | 25 12 | 20 1 §43 | 20 - 268
Russian Arkhangelsk | 315 | 22 | 15 | 30 9 |76 | 58 1 526

Table 26.
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Table 27 shows the contrast between tendencies of nominal and non-nominal hosts
across varieties.

. Postposed Tendency of Tendency of Distance

Language Variety . . non-nominal from

demonstratives | nominal hosts

hosts Vologda
Livonian 16 16 100% 0 0.00% 960 km
South Estonian 12 12 100% 0 0.00% 698 km
North Estonian 18 18 100% 0 0.00% 754 km
Votic Western 13 13 100% 0 0.00% 556 km
Eastern 4 4 100% 0 0.00% 532 km
Inerian Soikkola 5 5 100% 0 0.00% 547 km
& Heva 17 17 100% 0 0.00% 512 km
Karelian Olonets 59 59 100% 0 0.00% 349 km
Lud Northern 57 55 96.49% 2 3.51% 339 km
ude Southern 137 109 | 79.56% | 28 | 20.44% 284 km
Northern 119 115 | 96.64% 4 3.36% 235 km
Veps Central 348 296 | 85.06% | 52 14.94% 181 km
Southern 95 82 86.32% 13 13.68% 193 km

North Vologda 268 205 | 76.49% | 63 | 23.51% 0 km
Russian | Arkhangelsk 526 391 | 74.33% | 135 | 25.67% 338 km

Table 27. Tendency of nominal vs. non-nominal hosts

From Table 27, it is interesting to see that the easternmost Finnic languages, Veps and
Lude, are as productive as North Russian in using postposed demonstratives with non-
nominal parts of speech. Both Northern Lude and Northern Veps show a low
frequency, however, deviating from their cognate varieties further to the south. The
case of Northern Lude might be due to the genealogical connection to their Proto-
Karelian root, which could have maintained the same tendency of not using
demonstratives with non-nominal hosts across different Karelian varieties. At the
same time, a low frequency in Northern Veps might simply be due to the difference in
text genres, even though areal adjacency and contact with Northern Lude along with
Karelian proper could also be used as explanation.

Chart 8 transforms the numeric data in Table 27 into a scale of geographical
distribution. A high value of R? = 0.6843 is seen in Chart 8. This means that this
correlation covers approximately 68% of the data, confirming that the geographical
location of each variety also affects the frequency of use of postposed demonstratives
with non-nominal hosts (similar to the two other cases discussed in Section 6.1.6).
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In many examples, it is not clear whether a postposed demonstrative only marks
its preceding constituent or the entire preceding phrase. This is observed in Lude,
Veps, and North Russian, i.e. varieties which can use postposed demonstratives with
non-nominal parts of speech, seen in Table 26 and Table 27. As it is often ambiguous,
and difficult to judge whether the range of marking covers the whole phrase, the rest
of this section will not discuss this issue quantitatively, but rather present several
examples which illustrate the phenomenon hand (see also Hayashi & Yoon 2006 for
the discussion of this interpretation problem).

First of all, postposed demonstratives might not follow only an adjacent noun, but
might in fact follow several preceding nouns, in a comitative construction consisting
of two people such as ‘mom and dad’ in (149) and ‘we with our granny’ in (150).

Central Veps

(149)  no, tat da mam se koud-i-he,
well dad and mom DEM die-PST-3PL
a gd-i hii-le kuume  hdrgd-d.
but  remain-PST 3PL-ADES three 0X-PTV

‘Well, mom and dad passed away, but three of their oxen remain.’
(Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 178—182)
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North Russian (Vologda)

(150) u nas byla korova teléenok i desjat  ovec,
at IPL.GEN  be.PST.FEM cow calf and ten sheep
my s babusei-to vot  kogda Zili.
1pL  with  granny.INSTR-DEM so when live.PST.PL

“We had a cow, a calf, and ten sheep when we were living with granny.” (RNC)

Meanwhile, postposed demonstratives can also highlight not just the preceding verb,
but the whole preceding verb phrase, as in (151) and (152).

Central Veps
(151)  hebo-u aja-nu se, ka  heboine tanha-u.
horse-ADES  ride-PTCP.PST DEM so horse yard-ADES
‘I came riding a horse, the horse (stood) in the yard.” (Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 104-107)

North Russian (Vologda)

(152) ak kak mama tviirit-to vet’ ja ne znaju.
but how mother make-DEM after all 1SG  NEG know-1SG
‘But how (my) mother made (it), I do not know.” (Kasatkina 1991: 96)

This observation hints that postposed demonstratives in Southern Lude, Veps, and
North Russian might have extended their constituent marking function into more of a
phrase marker. From a certain perspective, it has started to behave somewhat similarly
to topicalising demonstratives in some Southeast Asian languages, which generally
highlight the entire chunk of information uttered before the demonstrative marker
(discussed in Section 4.4.4). This functional parallel with other languages is discussed
further in Section 7.1.4.

6.3 SYNTACTIC FUNCTIONS

The use of postposed demonstratives as modifiers of head words can occur in various
syntactic functions in Finnic and North Russian. This section investigates the relation
between the positions where the phrases containing demonstrative are observed in a
clause (clause-second vs. other positions), and the syntactic functions in which the
observed phrases are employed (subject, direct object, indirect object, verb, adverbial,
determiner, and predicative). The reason for separating clause-second position from
other clause positions (Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.2) is that the marking of syntactic
functions, along with their distribution, may be partly affected by clause position, due
to some effects like subjecthood (discussed in Givon 2001: 473-474).

144



Andrews (2007: 152—193) classifies three main groups of syntactic functions:
(i) nuclear functions, (ii) oblique functions, and (iii) external functions. First, the
nuclear function consists of a “subject” in (153), a “direct object” in (154), and an
“indirect object” in (155), which semantically and structurally belong to intransitive,
transitive, and ditransitive verbs.

Southern Veps
(153)  mams§ se nagra-b, dei  basi-b:
old_lady DEM laugh-33G  and  speak-3SG
‘The old lady laughs and speaks: ...” (Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 240-241)

(154) oi, nagrhude-n se voi-b otta.
oi turnip-ACC DEM  can-3SG  take.INF

‘04, the turnip can be taken already.’ (Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 228-232)

Olonet Karelian
(155)  hdi  meil’e se tavari-a and-u.
3G 1PL.ALL DEM  goods-PTV  give-PST.3SG

‘He gave some goods to us.” (Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 25)

Second, oblique functions are an addition to the nuclear function presented above.
This group consists of adverbials expressing semantic roles such as “instrument” in
(156), “manner” and “location” in (157), and “time” in (158).

North Russian (Vologda)
(156) sejcas  nikto igrat-to ne umeet na  garmoske-to.
now no one play-DEM NEG  know.3SG on  accordion-DEM

‘Now, no one knows how to play the accordion.” (RNC)

(157) a potom  on otosél i my-to: ur-ra-a,
but  then 3sG leave-PST.MASC  and 1PL-DEM  hurray
da begom-to do Skoly-to.

and run.INSTR-DEM till school.GEN-DEM

‘But then, he left and we (cried): hurray, and we ran to school.” (RNC)

(158) a Jja-to konesno dak  ne vidala snacjala-to.
but  1SG-DEM definitely  so NEG  see.PST.FEM initially-DEM
‘But I definitely did not see (it) at first.” (Kasatkina 1991: 91)

145



Micro-areal investigation of Finnic and North Russian

In addition to the categories mentioned above, | also add to the oblique function
two additional categories, not included in Andrew’s classification. The reason for this
addition is that postposed demonstratives can also be observed after a “determiner” of
a phrase in a genitive construction ‘Y is of X’ in (159) and (161), and “predicative” of
a copula phrase ‘Y is X’ in (160) and (162).

Southern Lude

(159) i tamd  Ziida-n se-n luod,  oi!
and  this heck-GEN DEM-GEN islet oh
‘And this damn islet, oh!” (Pahomov 2011: 156)

(160)  Siifda-Ipic  hdin  om ninkuune  se da.
Syrja-ABL 3G be.3sG  such DEM  yes

‘He is such a person from Syrjd.” (Pahomov 2011: 198)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)

(161)  vot Y podpol dveri-to
well in  underground door.GEN-DEM
‘Well, on the underside of the door.” (RNC)

(162)  vot eto byla Nikifiriha-to.
well  this  be.PST.FEM Nikifiriha-DEM
‘Well, it was that Nikifiriha.” (RNC)

In the predicative function, postposed demonstratives normally can accompany
predicate adjectives (160) and nouns (162), but no instance of a postposed
demonstrative in a predicate locative construction is observed in the data (see also the
typology of predicative in Payne 1997: 114-123).

Following the report of syntactic function assignment in each variety (Sections
6.3.1), statistical tests will be conducted to show whether there is an effect of clausal
position influencing subject and direct object marking (Section 6.3.2), and the
correlation between differences in the constituent orders of demonstrative (preposed
vs. postposed) and distribution of different syntactic functions (Section 6.3.3).

6.3.1 CLAUSE-SECOND VERSUS OTHER CLAUSAL POSITIONS

In all clausal positions shown in (135) to (137) (see Section 6.1.6), the subject is the
syntactic function that most often co-occurs with demonstratives, seen in Table 28 for
clause-second position (i.e. Wackernagel’s law), and Table 29 for other clausal
positions (clause-medial and clause-final).
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Syntactic functions
b1 — o )
s | 25, 5 | 2| £
Language Variety 2| % 28| 2 2 g 3 | Total
= © = =| 9 ) £ 2
2|2 E%|”7 |2 £|¢
a (=] -
Livonian 14 2 - - - - - 16
South Estonian 9 1 - - - - - 10
North Estonian 17 - - - - - - 17
. Western 12 1 - - - - - 13
Votic
Eastern 2 - - - - - - 2
Ineri Soikkola 4 - - - 1 - - 5
narian Heva 2| 3 | - A T
Karelian Olonets 35 9 2 - 4 - - 50
Lud Northern 25 6 1 2 - - 34
ude
Southern 22 12 1 - 13 - 2 50
Northern 55 4 1 2 10 - - 72
Veps Central 115 | 24 2 8 41 - - 190
Southern 32 10 1 1 8 - - 52
North Vologda 44 18 7 11 31 - - 111
Russian Arkhangelsk 96 30 3 10 72 - 2 213
Table 28.  Syntactic functions co-occurring with postposed demonstratives in clause-second
position
Syntactic functions
3] — . o
- 2, B - S g 2
Language Variety g 2 o9 = 2 'S = | Total
gl g |85 2| 2|5 |2
2| E|E°| 7|2 % |¢
= < =
a =] -9
Livonian - - - - - - - -
South Estonian 2 - - - - - - 2
North Estonian 1 - - - - - - 1
. Western - - - - - - - -
t
Votie Eastern - 2 - - - - - 2
. Soikkola - - - - - - - -
Ingrian
Heva - 1 - - - - -
Karelian Olonets 5 - - 2 - - 9
Lude Northern 8 8 - 1 6 - - 23
u
Southern 28 9 11 32 1 6 87
Northern 15 18 2 1 11 - - 47
Veps Central 32 41 1 26 55 1 2 158
Southern 8 7 2 8 17 - 1 43
North Vologda 33 27 5 32 54 - 6 157
Russian Arkhangelsk 57 69 4 66 | 106 2 9 313

Table 29.  Syntactic functions co-occurring with postposed demonstratives in non-clause-
second positions
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Table 28 and Table 29 show that there is an obvious west-cast division across the
dialect continuum. In the Finnic varieties in the west, from Livonian to Ingrian,
generally, postposed demonstratives occur in core functions (e.g., subject or direct
object primarily in clause-second position), with some sporadic occurrence in
adverbial phrases. At the same time, in eastern Finnic varieties and North Russian,
postposed demonstratives occur in constituents in all syntactic functions, and in any
clause position in the clause.

6.3.2 CLAUSAL POSITION EFFECTS IN SUBJECT AND DIRECT
OBJECT MARKING

In terms of information structure, clause-initial position is the default place for subject
(see, e.g., Keenan 1976). On the one hand, the subject is generally prominent enough
that it needs no overt morphological marking. On the other hand, a direct object is
more prone to be marked in general, especially when occurring in the topic position
(see, e.g., Onishi 2001 for a theoretical discussion, and Ceglowski & Tajsner 2006 for
the case of a topicalised object marking with the demonstrative to in Polish).
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20.00%
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R R P N N VL A A I R S
N S & 5 R @ e e & e 2> A
FFEE FEECEFESITE TS
R R R O P
&
M Clause-initial subject B Non-clause-initial subject
M Clause-initial direct object Non-clause-initial direct object
Chart9 Co-occurrences of demonstrative with subject and direct object in clause-initial and

other positions

Based on the proportion illustrated in Chart 9, the Fisher’s exact test is conducted to
see whether the difference between demonstratives that mark subjects and objects in
clause-second and other positions is statistically significant. The hypothesis to be
tested is whether marking of subjecthood is dependent on clausal position; that is,
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subjects would still co-occur with demonstratives more frequently than direct objects
in clause-initial position, as shown in Table 30.

Clause-initial | Other clause
position positions
. Statistical significance
Language Variety > - s - . ,
o 29 2 29 Fisher’s exact (greater)
s E2| 5 | £
& (=P Z =
Livonian 14 2 - - p =1 (not significant)
South Estonian 9 1 2 - p = 1.0 (not significant)
North Estonian 17 - 1 - p =1 (not significant)
Voti Western 12 1 - - p =1 (not significant)
otic
Eastern 2 - - 2 p =0.17 (not significant)
. Soikkola 4 - - - p =1 (not significant)
Ingrian —
Heva 12 3 1 p = 0.25 (not significant)
Karelian Olonets 35 9 2 5 p = 0.013 (significant)
Lud Northern 25 6 8 8 p = 0.034 (significant)
ude
Southern 22 12 28 9 p =0.90 (not significant)
Northern 55 4 15 18 | p=10.00000054 (significant)
Veps Central 115 24 32 41 P =10.0000000096 (significant)
Southern 32 10 8 7 p =0.093 (not significant)
North Vologda 44 18 33 27 | p=0.050 (significant)
Russian Arkhangelsk | 96 30 57 69 | p=10.00000037 (significant)

Table 30.  Does subject co-occur with demonstrative more than direct object in clause-initial
position?

The degrees of significance as tested and shown in Table 30 suggest that in the clause-
initial position, a postposed demonstrative co-occurs with a subject more often than a
direct object in Finnic varieties in the east and North Russian. However, due to
insufficient data, the dependency test cannot provide a reliable result for such a
tendency in Finnic varieties in the west. Nevertheless, the numbers of occurrences in
Table 30 alone already indicate that clause-initial position is almost certainly the place
for subject, regardless of the presence of postposed demonstrative, confirming the
tendency of definite subject marking discussed in connection to Mordvinic definite
declension in Section 5.1.3 (see also Givon & Li 1976). In any case, the reason for a
subject co-occurring with a postposed demonstrative more often than a direct object
co-occuring with a postposed demonstrative in clause-initial position may not be
related to a subjecthood effect, but rather to a factor involving information structure
(cf. Onishi 2001; Ceglowski & Tajsner 2006, discussed above).

To summarise the findings thus far, in western and central Finnic varieties, subjects
and direct objects in clause-initial position tend to co-occur with postposed
demonstratives more often than in eastern Finnic and North Russian, possibly due to
the main pragmatic use of topicalisation (discussed in Section 6.4.2). Meanwhile, in
eastern Finnic and North Russian, referents can freely co-occur with postposed
demonstratives, regardless of their clausal position. Therefore, it is possible to claim
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that the use of postposed demonstrative around the areal nexus (Vologda) has moved
beyond the clausal position effect, likely related to their other evaluative uses beyond
referentiality and information structure (discussed further in Section 6.4.3).

6.3.3 DISTRIBUTION OF SYNTACTIC FUNCTIONS AMONG
PREPOSED AND POSTPOSED DEMONSTRATIVES

Another interesting factor to test statistically is the distribution of clausal constituents
between nuclear vs. other syntactic functions co-occurring with preposed
demonstratives (Table 31), in comparison to postposed demonstratives (Table 32). As
some Finnic varieties still prefer preposed demonstratives, the test is limited to those
Finnic varieties and North Russian, where the frequency of postposed demonstratives
outnumbers that of preposed ones (see Table 19, Table 20, and Chart 4).

Syntactic functions
Nuclear Other
Language Variety § = S : Total
= o= B - = = =
212 EEls |5 |2 ¢
~— - o — S .-
AR BRI
A <lAa | =
Lude Southern 22 13 - - 50 5 90
Northern 4 3 - - 8 - 1 16
Veps Central 7 5 1 - 27 1 - 41
Southern 3 - - 5 - - 9
North Vologda - - - - 17 - - 17
Russian Arkhangelsk 7 2 - - 46 - 1 56
Table 31.  Distribution of syntactic functions among co-occurrences with preposed
demonstratives
Syntactic functions
Nuclear Other
Language Variet E = g : Total
u iety - = >N s = =
212 2Ele 5|5 Z
~— — o— S o
2|2 Bl |2 |2 ¢
a a -»
Lude Southern 50 21 1 11 45 1 8 137
Northern 70 22 3 3 21 - - 119
Veps Central 147 | 65 3 34 96 1 2 348
Southern 40 17 3 9 25 - 1 95
North Vologda 77 45 12 43 85 - 6 268
Russian Arkhangelsk | 153 | 99 7 76 | 178 2 11 526

Table 32.  Distribution of syntactic functions among co-occurrences with postposed
demonstratives
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Chart 10 clearly shows that among the varieties that use postposed demonstratives
more than the preposed demonstratives, the division of labour is very similar. Namely,
there is a common tendency that postposed demonstratives are more likely found with
nuclear syntactic functions, whereas preposed demonstratives more often mark other

functions.
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Chart 10

The Fisher’

Southern Northern Central Southern Vologda Arkhangelsk
Lude Veps Veps Veps Russian Russian

B Nuclear functions + Preposed DEM B Nuclear functions + Postposed DEM

B Other functions + Preposed DEM Other functions + Postposed DEM

Co-occurrences of nuclear functions and other functions with preposed and
postposed demonstratives

s exact test is conducted in Table 33, in order to test the validity of the

correlation.
Preposed Postposed
demonstratives demonstratives
Language Variety . 2 oz . 2 3z Statistical significance
2.8 3 .S S .2 ) Fisher’s exact 2-tail
2E| 88| 28| B¢
z g g | 2& =
Lude Southern 35 55 72 65 p =0.057 (not significant)
Northern 7 9 95 24 p =0.0037 (significant)
Veps Central 13 28 215 133 P =0.00033 (significant)
Southern 4 5 60 35 p = 0.30 (not significant)
North Vologda - 17 134 134 | p=0.000015 (significant)
Russian | Arkhangelsk 9 47 259 267 | p=0.00000098 (significant)
Table 33.  Statistical test on the correlation between syntactic function types and constituent

orders
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The values of some varieties in the Fisher’s exact test are p < .01, suggesting that the
correlation between constituent order and assignment of syntactic function is highly
significant in these varieties. The correlation is not statistically significant in Southern
Lude and Southern Veps, but this might be due to insufficient data, or the genre of the
language data.

6.4 PRAGMATIC FUNCTIONS

From a pragmatic perspective, the use of postposed demonstratives can add various
meanings to their host words. As introduced in Section 1.1, the working hypothesis of
the current study is that the functions of postposed demonstrative can be compared
with those of markers of definiteness, topic, focus, and discourse (discussed in Chapter
4).

Interestingly, the Veps and North Russian examples (163) and (164) below even
show stacking of two postposed demonstratives, which seemingly carry different
functions.

Central Veps [identical to (1) and (70)]
(163)  miigiit  silaaz om jo torvut se se?
now 2SG.ADES be.3SG already phonograph DEM DEM

‘Have you already got the phonograph now?’ (Kettunen 1943: 402)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk) [identical to (2)]

(164) a eScé  svékor-ot-to escé  Zenilsja na  drugoj.
but  still father_in_law-DEM-DEM  still marry.PST.MASC on  other.LOC
‘But still, the father-in-law got married again.” (RNC)

These examples are obvious evidence showing that postposed demonstratives may
carry more than one pragmatic dimension. Hypothetically, the former demonstratives
se and -ot have a referential function, whereas the latter demonstratives carry some
other non-referential meaning, such as an interrogative mood in (163) and the
speaker’s evaluation in (164). An extreme case is seen in (165), which contains a
multitude of postposed demonstratives in a single clause.

North Russian (Vologda)

(165) wot ta-to wot Sco-to to-to to-to goworila.
well DEM.FEM-DEM well  what-DEM DEM-DEM  DEM-DEM  speak.PST.FEM
‘Well, she, uh, talked about something this and that.” (Kasatkina 1991: 100)

Functionally, the first instance, fa-to, marks a topic ‘as for her, she ...". The second
use is as an indefinite pronoun §co-te ‘something’ comparable to Standard Russian
cto-to. The third and fourth uses might have something to do with referentiality and
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evaluation. This, again, is an indication that the use of postposed demonstrative is
decidedly multifunctional in North Russian, thus it is interesting to see whether
comparable uses are also observed in Finnic varieties of the neighbouring areas.
Given the challenges in determining some of the meanings in the examples above,
it would appear crucial to investigate the different uses of postposed demonstratives
from multiple perspectives. Section 6.4.1 discusses postposed demonstrative usage in
relation to different reference relations, while Section 6.4.2 focuses on different uses
from an information-structural perspective of information structure. As there could
potentially be other pragmatic uses which do not relate to referentiality or information
structure, Section 6.4.3 introduces evaluative uses, which need yet another type of
approach, which takes into account factors like stancetaking and epistemic modality.

6.4.1 REFERENTIAL USES

Discussion of definite articles in previous studies usually touches on the notion of
referentiality (discussed in Section 4.3). Adopting the classification by Becker (2018)
and Konig (2018), reference relations which postposed demonstratives (as potential
definite articles) can express are classified into seven categories: (i) deictic, (ii)
recognitional, (iii) absolutely unique, (iv) anaphoric, (v) bridging, (vi) situationally
unique, and (vii) establishing (described in Section 4.4.3). Referential uses primarily
concern noun phrases, so phrases in which demonstratives follow non-nominal parts
of speech (i.e. verb, adverb, and adposition) are excluded from the analysis in this
section.

The focus of this section is mainly to identify article-like uses of postposed
demonstratives, not their obligatoriness (cf. Greenberg 1978: 61), so a comparison of
similar contexts with and without postposed demonstratives will not be discussed here.
Moreover, this section takes such stringent criteria, paying attention only to the
semantics and referential relations per se, without consideration of information-
structural effects, discussed later in Section 6.4.2.

Resuming the discussion of Section 4.3.3, any grammatical marker of definiteness
should be able to express, at the very least, anaphoric referents, bridging referents,
situationally unique referents, and establishing referents, in order to be called a definite
article (see Becker 2018: 87; Konig 2018: 169). In particular, a demonstrative by itself
can mark deixis and anaphora by default (see Hawkins 1978: 149-157; C. Lyons 1999:
331-332; Dixon 2003), so an extension to bridging referents, situationally unique
referents, and establishing referents, for example, is decisive for determing whether a
demonstrative has developed into a definiteness marker (see also Himmelmann 1997:
93—-101; Huang 2000, discussed in Sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3). The following examples
can shed light on whether the Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives are
functionally comparable to definite articles.

A deictic referent is frequently new information identifiable in the situation of
utterance through its visibility, shared knowledge, or a restrictive relation in regard to
previously mentioned referents (Hawkins 1978: 155; Dixon 2003). Deictic referents
still show a gesturing expression, distinguishing an entity from others of its kind, for
instance, spatially, as in (166) and (167).

153



Micro-areal investigation of Finnic and North Russian

Northern Veps
(166) A wedding cortege was moving on the road along the river shore. Suddenly the bride screamed.
no, siga druska-d ne i kuuliste-the.
well there friend-PL  DEM.PL also hear-PST.3PL
sanu-tas:  mii nece  kidosta-b se?
say-3PL what  this scream-3SG DEM

‘Well, those friends over there also heard her. They say: Who is this screaming?’
(Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 34-51)

North Russian (Vologda)

(167) my  vot tam na senokose na
IpL  well there on hay time.LOC  on
u nas po ozeru-to vot,
at IPL.GEN  around lake.LOC-DEM well

rec’ke byli,

river.LOC  be.PST.PL

tut tako nissko mesto.

here so low place

‘We were there by the river during the hay time. Our place around the lake was low land.’
(Kasatkina 1991: 91)

Based on these examples above, we can say that postposed demonstratives indicate a
concrete location of entities in the real world: ‘the friends over there in the wedding
cortege’ in (166), and ‘the lake around our place’ in (167).

A recognitional referent usually concerns information that has not been mentioned
in the discourse but is nonetheless identifiable through common or shared knowledge
or experience between the interlocutors, as in (168) to (170).

Olonets Karelian

(168) it kiimmenen

then ten
rosSia-h ...
Russia-ILL

liikd-ttih,

konzu

when

yuvve-n

year-GEN

meidii

overthrow-PASS.PST

1PL.PTV

stiddme-h
heart-ILL

kerenskoi-n

cotai

tul-i

pravitelstvu

Kerensky-GEN  government.ACC  be born-PASS.PST

-ttih

regard-PASS.PST

come-PST.3SG

timd  revolucii

this revolution
rodi-ih,
Tsar

bolSevieko-i-kse.

Bolshevik-PL-TRANSL

cuari

meile,
1PL.ALL
se

DEM

“Then for ten years came this revolution to us, to Russia ... When the Kerensky government

emerged, the Tsar was overthrown and we were regarded as Bolsheviks.’

(Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 164)

Southern Veps
(169) A: mis-ak
where-PTCL
lambaz,

sheep

lambas

sheep

san,

say

om,

be.3SG

se
DEM
a

but

minu-n?
1SG-GEN

busis-t

ii-le.

lamb-PTV  NEG-be.CNG
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A: mihe-k hin  kado-0?
where-PTCL ~ 3SG  disappear-3SG

A: ‘Where are my sheep?’

B: ‘There are, say, sheep, but there is no lamb.’

A: ‘Where did they disappear?’ (Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 228-232)

North Russian (Vologda)
(170)  An old lady was sitting and pondering how she would live at the old age. She talked about

her daughter-in-law whom she was not pleased about.

skazet:  “mamka ne nado”.

say.3sG mommy NEG neccessary
a bog znaet, snohi-ti kakie.
but  God know.3SG  daughter_in_law.PL-DEM.PL.  how.PL

‘... she [the daughter-in-law] will say: “Mommy, please do not [interfere my affairs]”.

But God knows how daughters-in-law are.” (RNC)

In (168), both interlocutors shared an experience witnessing the Russian Revolution,
so it was obvious which of the Russian Tsars they were talking about. In (169), the
speaker was certain that the addressee had seen his sheep before and knew exactly
which sheep he was asking about. In (170), the speaker assumes that the addressee
shares the same thought with her, that her daughters-in-law are annoying and
unpleasant, typical for daughters-in-law in the interlocutor’s community.

In relation to information structure, recognitional referents can be considered
identifiable without a foregrounding context, due to their strong status as common-
ground knowledge shared between the interlocutors (Kritka 2008, discussed in Section
4.4). Moreover, as recognitional referents usually involve shared knowledge that the
speaker presents, the postposed demonstratives in (168) to (170) above can also be
substituted by first person possessive suffixes, e.g., ‘our Tsar’, ‘my sheep,” and ‘our
daughters-in-law’ (see further discussion of “shared knowledge” in Section 6.4.3).

An absolutely unique referent stands for such an entity that there is no contrast
with another referent. There are cases which can be considered being such referents,
e.g., a language name ‘the Russian language’ in (171), the religious concept ‘God’ in
(172), a specific date or historical event such as ‘the Victory Day’ in (173), and a
natural phenomenon ‘the Sun’ in (174).

Southern Lude
(171)  ka “kdps”, kapkan meil, vena-ks se “kapkan”  om.
so trap[Lude] trap[Rus] 1PL.ADES Russian-TRANSL DEM trap[Rus] be.3SG

‘So kldps is a trap metal at our place. In the Russian language they say kapkan.’
(Pahomov 2011: 206)
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Central Veps
172) a jumou  se pagasta-s teda-b, kudam min  moli-Se.
but  God DEM  church-INES  know-3SG  how who  pray-3SG

‘But God in the church knows the matters that people pray about.’
(Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 130-132)

North Russian (Vologda)
(173) v  den’-ot pobedy my Sl v akkurat iz domu
in day-DEM victory.GEN IPL come.PST.PL to precision from  house.GEN
i vstretili poctalona (utrom rano  na valgu
and meet.PST.PL  postman.GEN morning.INSTR early to Valga
sél-ot poctalon).
come.PST.MASC-DEM  postman
‘On Victory Day, we had just come out of our house and met a postman (every morning the

postman came early to Val'ga).” (RNC)

(174)  uz i solnysko-to  saditsja
already also  sun-DEM set.3SG

‘Already now, the Sun is also setting ...” (RNC)

In (171) to (174), the referents accompanied by postposed demonstratives are
unambiguous by themselves, without earlier mention or a foregrounding context.
From an information-structural perspective, this unambiguity and uniqueness may be
due to the fact that these are permanently available topics (see Erteschik-Shir 2007:
17, discussed in Section 4.4.2).

In any case, the use of postposed demonstratives in the context of the absolutely
unique referents above may not in the end be purely referential, but rather due to
topicality, as the majority of examples for absolutely unique referents show an
occurrence of demonstratives in clause-second position, where the use of
demonstratives can alternatively be interpreted as a marker of topicality (see the
approach taken in Section 6.4.2). Given that there are also cases in which language
names as in (171), ‘God’ as in (172), and ‘the Sun’ as in (174) do not co-occur with
demonstratives, the data implies that the use of postposed demonstratives with such
referents is rather motivated by topicality effect, rather than being a true referential
use.

An anaphoric referent, in contrast to recognitional and unique referents, refers
back to an antecedent, i.e. an entity previously mentioned in the discourse, as in (175)
to (178).

Livonian
(175)  iza iza Vol David, nim David.

father.GEN  father be.PrST.3SG  David name David
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iza iza se vol Pizanika  risting.
father.GEN  father DEM be.PST.3SG  Piza.GEN  person

‘My grandfather was David, his name was David. My grandfather was from Piza.’
(Mégiste 2006: 4)

Western Votic

(176)  vott-i tamd  naisiuzii. sa-i ene-le tivdd
take-PST.3SG  3SG marry.PST.3SG  get-PST.3SG  self-ALL  good.ACC
ilozaa naizoo. a sene-1 naizo-11(6) oli varjo.
joyful,ACC woman.ACC  but that-ADES  woman-ADES  be.PST.3SG  mirror
varjo se oli mokoma  ettd se pajatt-i.
mirror DEM  bePST.3SG  such that it  talk-PST.3SG
‘He (the emperor) took (a woman) and married (her). He got himself a good joyful woman.
But that woman had a mirror. The mirror was such a thing that it could talk.’

(Kettunen & Posti 1932: 58)

Olonet Karelian
(177)  oli sie kowme  vel’les-tii. nu vel’lekse-t net ero-ttih.
be.PST.3SG  there three brother-pTV  but  brother-PL.  DEM.PL separate-PST.3SG

‘There were three brothers. But the brothers got separated.” (Makarov & Rjagojev 1969: 177)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
(178)  ja zapomnila u  nas tatja-to prisél s germanskoj

1SG remember.PSTFEM at 1PL  dad-DEM  come.PST.MASC from  German.GEN

vojny es¢é vojna-ta vot byla germanska, ne eta-ta ...
war.GEN still war-DEM well  be.PST.FEM  German NEG this- DEM
perva vojna, ak on  prisél s vojny-ta.
first war so 3SG come.PST.MASC from  war.GEN

‘I remembered that our father came back from the German war, still, the war was the one against

Germany, not this first war, so he came back from the war.” (RNC)

Omitting postposed demonstratives in these contexts does not cause
ungrammaticality, but it may interrupt the identifiability for the addressee (see a
similar thought on the optionality of Finnish prenominal demonstratives in Larjavaara
1990: 146; Chesterman 1991: 102—103; Juvonen 2000: 193). The anaphoric use can
be a short-distance reference, as in (175) to (178), but a long-distance reference that
reactivates an entity mentioned earlier (over a 50-200 word gap) is also observed (see
further discussion on topic continuing and switching in Section 6.4.2).

A bridging referent usually establishes an associative relation to antecedent, which
is not identical to the referent as in the anaphoric cases (175) to (178), but inferable
through inalienable relations, as in (179) to (182).
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North Estonian

(179)  ja Siis pdrast,  vihku kirju-ttud ... aga etteiitlemese
and then after instalment  write-PST.PTCP  but prompt.GEN
kiri se oli ikka tahvle pia-1 ja ...
note DEM  be.PST.3SG  still table.GEN head-ADES  and

‘And then after, an instalment agreement was written ... but the note of prompt payment

was still on the table and ...” (EDC)

Southern Lude

(180)  “mechiine om siga”  da. “kivelo-b” da. a vett,
forest_angel be.3SG  there yes walk-3SG yes but  well
d’ilgi-i-d se ni ken  ei ndah-nu. san-daze  om, aa.
footprint-PL-PTV  DEM  NEG who NEG.3SG  see-PST.PTCP say-PASS be.3sG  ah
‘The forest angel is there yes. He roams, but well, no one saw the/his footprints,

they only say that he exists.” (Pahomov 2011: 212)

Central Veps
(181)  siicas  kol-i, ka  hibj se, ndge-d,  zdrogai-b
now die-PST.3SG so corpse DEM see-2SG  shiver-3SG

‘Now, he (your friend) has died, so the/his corpse, you see, was shivering.’
(Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 91-93)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)

(182)  wymyli, tudy  odin-to zalez, grob-to stal
dig up.PST.PL  here one-DEM  climb_up.PST.MASC coffin-DEM  become.PST.MASC
otkryvat, nu vot,  krySku-to svernul,
open but well lid.ACC-DEM turn.PST.MASC

‘They dug up, one (of them) is climbing up here, the coffin started to open and then he turned
the (coffin’s) lid, ...” (RNC)

As discussed in Sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3, inalienable relations can emerge between
components of a process ‘instalment payment’ > ‘note of prompt payment’ in (179),
producer/production and product ‘walking’ > ‘footprint’ in (180), event and
participant ‘dying’ > ‘corpse’ in (181), or construction and its inseparable part ‘coffin’
> ‘lid” in (182).

A situationally unique referent is similar to bridging referent in that it creates an
associative anaphoric relation (Hawkins 1978, discussed in Section 4.3.3). However,
it need not be an inseparable entity from its antecedent. Instead, the context is clear
enough to indicate that the referent is related to an antecedent in the given context,
despite being its first mention in the discourse, as in (183) to (185).
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Northern Lude

(183)  knagin ende ventSa-d vie-dau keiiliiti i Siid
bride before wedding-PTV  bring-PASS  sauna.ILL and then
hdlldi hibd>  se kai  maido-n pes-tau.

3SG.ADES  body DEM all milk-ADES ~ wash-PASS
‘A bride, before a wedding, is brought to the sauna, and then all the/her body is washed
by milk.” (Ojansuu et al. 1934: 261)

Northern Veps
(184) no,  ajaskat-he randa-d se vert mdéto dorog se,
well drive.pST-3PL  bank-PTV  DEM  along  with road DEM

‘Well, they [the wedding cortege] were moving on the road along the riverbank.’
(Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 34-51)

North Russian (Vologda)

(185) i vot etih .. kozlovyh kranov, tam v Ponizov’e-to
and well this.PL.GEN  gantry PL.GEN crane PL.GEN there in Ponizov’e.LOC-DEM
u  nas-to este na ploscadke-to dak  vot.
at 1PL.GEN-DEM  be.PRS.3SG at platform.LOC-DEM so well

‘And well, these ... gantry cranes, there in Ponizov’e we have them at the assembly site, right.’
(RNC)

In (183), the referent hibd’ ‘body’ is unpossessed, but it refers to the body of the knagin
‘bride.’ In (184), the speaker does not talk about just any old road, but rather a specific
road in the village that goes along the riverbank. In (185), the speaker indeed refers to
gantry cranes located at the assembly site in the town of Ponizov’e, not those of any
other town.

In a way, both bridging and situationally unique referents in other Uralic languages
can be marked by possessive suffixes as the semantics are closely related to possession
(see Fraurud 2001, discussed in Section 4.3.3), and omitting the possessive suffixes
may sometimes cause ambiguity in interpretation. In any case, most Finnic varieties
no longer use possessive suffixes productively, so it might be the case that postposed
demonstratives have inherited such uses from obsolete possessive suffixes (see earlier
and further discussion in Sections 5.1.1 and 7.2, respectively). This connection can be
tested in translation by substituting the demonstratives with possessive determiners,
which indeed would still keep the same sense of bridging and situationally unique
reference, at least with the animate antecedents, for instance, ‘his footprints’ in (180),
‘his corpse’ in (181) and ‘her body’ in (183).

An establishing referent usually concerns new information that is mentioned for
the first time in the discourse but which points to a clarifying statement that is shortly
after the mention revealed as a cataphoric relation, as in (186) and (187).
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Northern Veps
(186) ... kaik mise tulde-iz mdrice-m-ha héinel
all so_that come-COND.3SG  try on-INF-ILL  3SG.ADES
nene  predmeta-d  ne: kol¢as-t  basmako-d i Sldpd-d.
these object-PL DEM.PL ring-PL boot-PL and hat-PL

‘... so that everyone would come to try on the objects: rings, boots, and hats.’
(Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 34-51)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)

(187) u  nas doma darmoedov-to mnogo, sestra ostalas nezamuzna,
at 1PL home sponger.PL.GEN-DEM many sister  stay.PST.FEM unmarried
brat es’ moloZze  menja Cerez brata, huden ’koj,
brother be.3SG  younger 1SG.GEN  through brother.GEN  slim
es¢cé dvoé. a  ja, goorju,  ja iso ostanus’ tretja.
still ~ two but 1SG say.1SG 1SG PTCL  become.lSG third
‘In our house, there are many of the spongers. My sister is still unmarried. My brother is younger
and slimmer than me. There are still two. But I say: I will, you see, become the third [sponger].’

(RNC)

In both examples (188) and (189), the referents nene predmetad ne ‘the objects’ and
darmoedov-to ‘the spongers’ are introduced to the discourse for the first time, before
being elaborated on in the following phrase, to what the objects to be tried on are in
(188), and as to who the spongers in the family are in (189). As Hawkins (1978: 150)
and Himmelmann (1997: 93—-101) consider this establishing use as decisive for
identifying definite articles, this criterion, interestingly, is also met in Finnic varieties
in the east and North Russian.

Table 34 summarises the occurrences of nominal phrases, in which postposed
demonstratives are used in each variety. From Table 34, it is clear that the use of
postposed demonstrative to with recognitional referents, absolutely unique referents,
bridging referents, situationally unique referents, and establishing referents is
observed mainly in the easternmost Finnic varieties, Lude and Veps, together with
North Russian. This areal distribution, again, might be strongly related to the
replacement of possessive suffixes by postposed demonstratives (see further
discussion in Sections 7.1 and 7.2).
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Referential uses
= >
. 3 ,E % @ E = = © Eﬂ
Language Variety 5 E E 2| £ S g £l =z Total
2 | ® | 2E| 5| F | SE| %
=) S 20| = & 23| &
g | < | = 7 | &
Livonian 8 - 8 - - - 16
South Estonian 7 - - 5 - - - 12
North Estonian 10 - - 7 1 - - 18
Votic Western - - - 13 - - - 13
Eastern - - - 4 - - -
. Soikkola 1 - - 4 - - - 5
Ingrian
Heva 5 - - 11 - - - 16
Karelian Olonets 15 2 - 40 2 - - 59
Lude Northern 3 - - 51 1 1 - 55
Southern 30 5 3 65 3 2 1 109
Northern 16 1 - 88 - 9 1 115
Veps Central 41 6 2 213 5 29 - 296
Southern 8 2 - 65 2 5 - 82
North Vologda 68 17 7 86 3 22 2 205
Russian Arkhangelsk 67 15 3 212 17 73 4 391

Table 34.  Contexts of referential relation observed with postposed demonstratives

Considering the constituent order change assumed for Finnic varieties in the east,
it is also interesting to compare the range of reference relations found with postposed
vs. preposed demonstratives. In a similar manner as Section 6.3.3, referential uses in
varieties which use postposed more than preposed demonstratives are compared in
Table 35.

Referential uses
R 2 | e | F 2
: 2 S 28| & ] Sg| =
Language Variety < =i s 2| = 5 EE| = Total

o = 'E' o= =9 = == —_—

) on > = < - o = =

= S s = = & 35| £

S | < < @ =
Lude Southern 22 2 1 55 1 9 - 90
Northern 6 - - 9 - - 1 16
Veps Central 12 - - 26 - 2 1 41
Southern 3 - - 6 - - - 9
North Vologda 9 - - 6 - 2 - 17
Russian Arkhangelsk 31 - 1 24 - - - 56

Table 35.  Contexts of referential relation observed with preposed demonstratives

The proportion of deictic vs. other non-deictic references co-occurring with preposed
and postposed demonstratives are shown in Chart 11.
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Chart 11 Proportions of deictic and non-deictic uses of preposed and postposed
demonstratives

Fisher’s exact test was conducted to see whether there is a significant correlation
between deictic vs. referential uses and constituent orders, shown in Table 36.

Preposed Postposed
demonstratives demonstratives
Language Variety . . . . Sta-tistical signiﬁcan-ce
:g é 7:» g é ?: Fisher’s exact 2-tail
2 |73 8 | 73
Lude Southern 22 68 30 79 p =0.75 (not significant)
Northern 6 10 16 99 p = 0.029 (significant)
Veps Central 12 29 41 255 p = 0.020 (significant)
Southern 3 6 8 74 p =0.074 (not significant)
North Vologda 9 8 68 137 p = 0.12 (not significant)
Russian | Arkhangelsk 31 25 67 324 | p=0.0000000037 (significant)

Table 36.  Deictic vs. other non-deictic uses of preposed and postposed demonstratives

Table 36 shows that the correlations between constituent orders and deictic vs. other
non-deictic uses are significant (p < .05) in Northern and Southern Veps as well as
North Russian, despite some deviation in Southern Veps and Vologda Russian due to
insufficient data for preposed demonstratives. Nevertheless, the Southern Lude data is
sufficient but still gives a negative result for this correlation, which might imply a
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lower degree of pragmaticisation of postposed demonstratives. In any case, we can
say that the shift from preposed to postposed demonstratives has decreased the
functional load of spatial deixis of demonstratives, which indeed corresponds to the
criteria for identifying grammaticalisation from a demonstrative to a definite article
(given in C. Lyons 1977: 653—654; Hawkins 1978: 149—157; Anderson & Keenan
1985: 280; Diesssel 1999a: 129; Dixon 2003, discussed in Sections 4.2 and 4.3).

This section has shown that based on referential uses observed in the data, the use
of postposed demonstratives in Finnic varieties of the western and central areas do not
fulfil the typological criteria of definite article in the classification by Becker (2018)
and Konig (2018), while eastern Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives
can appear in most reference relations characteristic of definite articles. More
crucially, postposed demonstratives have shifted from the deictic domain, which
remains the prototypical use for preposed demonstratives, to other non-spatial
references. In any case, several contexts of use for postposed demonstratives discussed
in this section can also be explained by non-referential uses, which will be discussed
in the following section.

6.4.2 INFORMATION-STRUCTURAL USES

As shown in Section 6.1.6, postposed demonstratives in all Finnic and North Russian
varieties under investigation are found in clause-second position, in which they mark
a clause topic, resembling left dislocation constructions. As discussed in Section 4.4.2,
various types of topic and topicalisation strategies are observed across the world’s
languages. This section focuses on the information flow, on whether the constituent
co-occurring with a postposed demonstrative continues a referent currently active in
the discourse, switches to a new referent, switches to a referent previously mentioned
in the discourse, or starts a new narrative. This parameter has been previously applied
to spoken Russian by Grenoble (1998: Ch. 5), and to Komi and North Russian by
Leinonen (1998, 2006), among others. As the focus of this section is on topic marking,
the first part of this section will only discuss demonstratives in clause-second position,
generally considered the default place for topic markers in subject-prominent like
those found in the like Finnic and Slavic languages, as discussed in Section 4.4.1.

A continuing topic continues the referential sphere by tracking the referent that
remains active in the discourse, and the speaker thus assumes it to be expected by the
addressee (discussed in Section 4.4.1). Accordingly, the distance between the
antecedent and the referent is usually no longer than an interval of two clauses, usually
less than 50 words, such as the close anaphoric reference seen in (175) to (178).

A switch-topic causes an interruption in the referential sphere in the ongoing
discourse, and draws the addressee’s attention to a referent that is not at the highest
level of identifiability (discussed in Section 4.4.1). The referent can be old information
that the speaker reintroduces to the discourse as an anaphoric referent. Often, a
postposed demonstrative is used to help the addressee keep track of multiple
protagonists in close context, which might become ambiguous over the course of a
narrative or reported dialogue, as in (188).
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Northern Veps

(188) A bride has arrived to the house of the groom’s godmother previously.
do nece  Zenih i tul-i. hdn  niihai-b i sanu-b:
already this groom  also come-PST.3SG  3SG  sniff-3SG  and  say-3SG
“bozusko,  reska-n hengen duhh  om.” a adiv  se
godmother fresh-GEN  breathe-GEN  smell be.3SG  but girl DEM
Skap-ha peit-nu-ze. prihd  se tul-i ka i sanub:
closet-ILL  hide-PST.PTCP-3SG  boy DEM  come-PST.3SG so and say-3SG
“reska-n henge-n duhh  om silei.” iga-ks zal
fresh-GEN  breathe-GEN  smell  be.3SG ~ 2SG.ALL  all-TRANSL  shame
liino-b, adiv  se hivd  ol-i. a boiz se
be.FUT-3SG girl DEM good be-PST.3SG but godmother  DEM
i sanub: “ka tul-nu om.”
also  say-3SG S0 come-PTCP.PST be.3SG

“This groom has also arrived. He sniffs and says: Godmother, there is a fresh smell. But the
girl [bride] goes hiding in the closet. The boy [groom] came and said [to his godmother]:
You really have a fresh smell. It would be a shame as the girl was a good person. But the

godmother also says: She [the bride] has already arrived.” (Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 74-77)

This strategy observed in Finnic varieties in the east and North Russian is common in
narratives where the narrator switches the from one protagonist to another. A similar
use is also reported in from Komi (Leinonen 1998) and Forest Enets (Siegl 2013: 371—
373), in which protagonists are marked with possessive suffixes.

The length of absence from the discourse (see Givon 1983: 11) does not seem to
play a role. In the data, an antecedent can be found much further prior to the referent,
with a distance over a hundred words in between the referent and its antecedent, as in
(189) and (190).

Olonets Karelian

(189)

A daughter of the Tsar has been mentioned in the beginning of the story. The story runs

for over intervening 100 words before the Tsar’s daughter enters the scene again saying:

“vuata, sano-n jdlles,”  titir se sano-w,
wait.IMP  say-1SG  after daughter DEM  say-3SG
“Vuata, sano-n jdlles.”

wait.IMP  say-1SG  after

‘Wait, I will tell you after — says the daughter — I will tell you later.’
(Makarov & Rjagojev 1969: 45)
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North Russian (Arkhangelsk)

(190) A lady is telling about how they celebrated weddings in the village. The word ‘marriage’
was mentioned early in the discourse, but was idle for over 100 words before being
mentioned again.
dak vot f  svad’bu-tu bolno  krepko guljali,

S0 well in  marriage.ACC-DEM painful hard walk.PST.PL
poplacét, poplacét,
cry.3SG cry.3SG

‘So, in the wedding, it was painfully tight for them to walk, she [the bride] cries and cries,

...” (RNC)

In (189) and (190), ‘the daughter’ and ‘the wedding’ are reactivated to the discourse
again, after having been idle. Nevertheless, the target of switching can also be new
information that the speaker introduces to the discourse for the first time, such as the
contexts with deictic, recognitional, and absolutely unique referents in (166) to (174).

Among the cases of switch-topic, a context of “highlighting parallels” in Krifka’s
(2008) term (or “contrast marking” in Leinonen’s term 1998), in which several entities
are set in contrast, is also observed in Heva Ingrian, eastern Finnic, and North Russian
(see the similar uses of possessive suffixes in Section 5.3.2). This use resembles

switch-topics, but there are always two or more referents in the immediate sequence
as in (191) and (192).

Heva Ingrian

(191)  metsdi karhu-d ne on suure-b.
forest.GEN  bear-PL DEM  be.3SG[/PL]  big-PL
a kagra karhu-d  ne on pikkarais-t. ~ just nigu  koira.

but o0at.GEN bear-PL DEM  be.3SG[/PL]  small-3PL just  like dog

‘Forest bears are big. But bears in the oat field are small. Just like a dog.” (Laanest: 1966: 49)

North Russian (Vologda)

(192) tam dak, okopnjat opjat. na  zawstre-tu prigotovjat,
there  so dig up.3PL  again on  morning.LOC-DEM cook.3PL
a vecerom-tu ze idut, my  spat legém.
but  evening.INSTR-DEM  PTCL go.3PL  IPL  sleep.INF lay down.lPL
‘There, they start digging [hay] again. In the morning, they make food, but in the evening,
they go [haymaking, while] we lay down to sleep.’ (Kasatkina 1991: 96)

In both (191) and (192), a contrast is created between two types of bears and two
different times of day, respectively. This use of highlighting parallels is observed in
several varieties, particularly in the east, but ultimately it may also be possible in the
entire Finnic dialect continuum, given that it is used in the clause-second position.
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A beginning topic is typically observed in the first clause of a narrative, such as in
(193) and (194). For a North Russian example, see ‘the Victory Day’ in (173), which
is the first word of the discourse.

Livonian

(193)  brini se um selli  farb, briini verm. niemo-d  at
brown DEM be3SG  such  colour brown colour  cow-PL be.3PL
brinis  kara-ks, langé  painu-b briinizo-ks, briini verm.
brown  hair-TRANSL thread  paint-3SG  brown- TRANSL ~ brown  colour
brini kara  ibizo-n pa-1o, se jumal  um tdmmao-n
brown  hair horse-DAT  up(on)-ADES DEM god be.3SG  this-DAT
ando-n briinis-t arno-d ibizo-n.
give-PTCP.PST  brown-PL  cloth-PL  horse-DAT
‘Brown is such a colour. Cows have brown hair. Thread is painted in brown. Horses have

brown hair. God has given brown clothes to it, to the horse.” (Mégiste 2006: 126)

South Estonian

(194)  kiild sii oll vks  rikass  kiild
village DEM be.PST.3SG  one rich village
joba siin  olli-va,  joq, pomba-kaavo-q, jahh.
already here  be-EVT well pump well-PL yes

‘This village was a rich village where there were already pump wells.” (EDC)

The referent is new information being mentioned in the discourse for the first time
and, therefore, has no alternative reading, in contrast to a switch-topic with a new
referent, as seen in (166) to (174).

Table 37 summarises the distribution of topical functions in different varieties, as
described with the examples above. Based on the results in Table 37, Chart 12
illustrates the proportions of topic continuing and switching functions across different
varieties. Chart 12 shows that the division of labour does not differ across varieties in
any significant way. However, Estonian and eastern Finnic varieties (Southern Lude
and Veps), as well as North Russian do appear to use postposed demonstratives to
mark topic switching more frequently. This implies that towards the east, in particular,
postposed demonstratives have, in addition to continuing the flow of information, also
become a device for gaining the addressee’s attention. The opposite, meanwhile,
applies to central Finnic languages (Votic and Ingrian), in which postposed
demonstratives generally serve as a device for carrying on the flow of discourse.
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Topical functions Continuing Switching to | Switching to Beginning Total
old referent | new referent
Livonian 6 2 4 4 16
South Estonian 3 - 6 1 10
North Estonian 4 2 11 - 17
Votic Western 9 4 - - 13
Eastern 1 1 - - 2
Ingrian Soikkola 3 1 1 - 5
Heva 8 3 4 - 15
Karelian Olonets 23 8 15 - 46
Lude Northern 19 13 2 - 34
Southern 22 14 12 - 48
Northern 26 32 14 - 72
Veps Central 63 70 53 1 187
Southern 15 27 13 1 56
North Vologda 34 24 63 1 122
Russian | Arkhangelsk 54 51 107 1 213

Table 37. Topical functions across Finnic and North Russian varieties
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Chart 12 Proportions of topic continuing vs. topic switching
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In addition to topic continuity, it is worth investigating whether given or discourse-
old referents (discussed in Section 4.4.1) tend to co-occur with demonstratives more
than demonstrative with new referents. Chart 13 illustrates the proportion of old and
new referents in the topic position.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
&

< < < &
o(\\ o(\\ 0(\\ Qo Qo Qé\ Qé\ J\Q}\ \/ N2 \AQ’ Q© (j\ &
ORI N SR A NG A N I R S S
o & S 2 2 @ A & & & S & A
I &FFHFE @ FLEFE S P
: o S o
R R o P S & &(\%
&
v

M Old topic H New topic

Chart 13 Proportions of old vs. new topics

Chart 13 shows that South Estonian and North Estonian more often use postposed
demonstratives as a device for gaining the addressee’s attention, when introducing a
new topic. This is possibly due to the fact that the postposed demonstratives in South
Estonian and North Estonian are very rare compared to other Finnic varieties (see
Chart 4) and their use in such a marked construction of left dislocation is able to
capture the addressee’s attention more strongly (see also the discussion in Amon 2015:
126). At the same time, some other Finnic varieties predominantly use postposed
demonstrative with old referents, regardless of whether this involves topic switching.
Meanwhile, an almost equal proportion in North Russian implies that there is no
predominant tendency of postposed demonstratives to more often mark new or old
referents.

Based on the proportions in Chart 12 and Chart 13, we can claim that the primary
information-structural functions of postposed demonstratives in Finnic varieties in the
west (South Estonian and North Estonian) is for gaining the addressee’s attention
when switching or introducing a new topic, whereas they serve as a device for keeping
the information flow in Finnic varieties of the central area (Votic and Ingrian), as well
as Olonets Karelian and Northern Lude. Meanwhile, postposed demonstratives in
eastern Finnic varieties (Southern Lude and Veps) along with North Russian are used
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to gain the addressee’s attention when switching topics (see a similar interpretation
for standard Russian in Bolden 2008), most commonly between old referents in Finnic.
There is no strong tendency of any particular function in Livonian, as the proportions
of continuing and switch-topics, as well as new and old referents, are equal.

Thus far, the functions described above mainly concern demonstratives in clause-
second position, which can also be alternatively viewed as a construction of left
dislocation. Meanwhile, in clause-medial position, the speaker can also use postposed
demonstratives when “listing” more than two things, as in (195) and (196).

Southern Lude

(195) An old man is telling that in Paloniemi, they always took water from the lake for various purposes.

lautuu-lpia@  vezi ot-tihe duo-da i Siio-da i,
wharf-ABL ~ water  take-PASS.PST  drink-INF  and eat-INF and
st’itaa-da se, pes-ta se, kus-ta se, i kaik.

wash(cloth)-INF  DEM  wash(body)-INF DEM pee-INF DEM and all

‘... from the wharf, we took water to drink, eat, wash clothes, wash up, to pee, and everything.
(Pahomov 2011: 154)

North Russian (Vologda)

196) a kogdy malo  weto e bylo
and when little well this  be.PST.NEU
tak  masyn-to tozo  Svejnyh-to, fsé  rukami
S0 machine.PL.GEN-DEM  also  sewing.PL.GEN-DEM all hand.PL.INSTR
Syli-to, fsé  etv-ot polotenca-tv, fsé  rukami-te
g0.PST.PL-DEM  all this-DEM  towel.GEN-DEM  all hand.PL.INSTR-DEM
‘And when there were only a few sewing machines, we did everything by hand, all these

towels were made by hand.” (Kasatkina 1991: 97)

In (195) and (196), the speakers realise that they are telling too many things in series
and do not want the addressee to miss any of the them, so they emphasise each lexical
unit with a postposed demonstrative. Even though this use is only observed in
Southern Lude, Central Veps, and Vologda Russian, it seems to be possible in all Veps
and North Russian varieties.

Another information-structural strategy observed in the data is the “afterthought”,
or “right dislocation”, that follows or falls in between a main clause and an additional
phrase. This use concerns mainly demonstratives in non-second positions, i.e. clause-
medial and clause-final. It can simply be “additional information” that the speaker
wants to give as a clarification to the immediately preceding statement, as in (197) and
(198). The preceding contexts in (197) and (198) are given that the speakers kept
switching forth and back between two referents. At some point, they realise that the
addressee might no longer be able to keep track of who the speakers are referring to.
Therefore, the speakers clarify by inserting the subjects in the middle and at the end
of the clauses, respectively.
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Northern Lude
(197)  Once upon the time lived two brothers: one was rich and one was poor. The rich one
had a lot of everything: good houses, good horses, a lot of cows, and the poor one only
had a wife and children.
muzik  eld-u, kouh  mies Se, ei tieda
man  live-33G  poor man DEM NEG.3SG  know.CNG
kus suo-da i kui laps-ii-d stio-tta-dd.
where.INES  get-INF  and how  child-PL-PTV  eat-CAUS-INF
‘A man, the poor man, does not know where to get [houses, good horses and cows] and

how to feed his children.” (Ojansuu et al. 1934: 149)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
(198) A boy is going home, but his father has already gone to work in the office.

i vot idét, got, igraét-to
and  well £0.38G say play.3SG-DEM
v garmosku-to i igraét, paren’-ot.

in accordion.ACC-DEM  and  play.3SG  boy-DEM

‘And well he goes, say, he keeps playing the accordion, that boy.” (RNC)

This afterthought use more often reintroduces or elaborates on an old referent
(anaphoric), or introduces a new referent related to the previously mentioned entity

before the afterthought phrase (bridging and situationally unique referent).

In the afterthought use, the speakers can also use postposed demonstratives to mark
a phrase on the left, which they then “repeat” as confirmation after recalling that the

utterance is true, as in (199) and (200).

North Estonian
(199)  ja noo  maade-tiadus-t voi  me  sellal  ii-ti
and well land-PL.GEN-science-PTV or IPL  then call-PASS.PST
keugrahvija ... keugrahvija  sie oli Siis kaa.
geography geography DEM  be.PST.3SG  thus o)
‘And well, earth science or we called it then geography ... geography it was.” (EDC)

Olonets Karelian

(200) jo nenga  sova-t ol-lah:  kowfta-t, fowftat net jongoi, ...

already such cloth-pL  be-3PL  blouse-PL.  blouse-PL. DEM-PL  already

‘[At home,] there are already such clothes: blouses, the blouses, ...’
(Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 208)
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The repetition can also be a strategy to conclude the previous statement in order to
carry on the story and, at the same time, may imply and entail a switch of discourse
topic, such as switching from ‘the son going home’ to ‘the father’ in (201).

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
(201) ... garmon’ vzjal i posél domoj. idét domoj-ta,
accordion  take.PST.MASC and go.PST.MASC  home 20.33G  home-DEM
a v kontore, otec-ot v kontore uz robotaet, ...
but in office.Loc  father-DEM in office.LOC  already work.3SG
‘... he [the son] took the accordion and went home. He goes home, the father has already gone

to work in the office, ...” (RNC)

Postposed demonstratives in (199) to (201), from the referential aspect, can be
simultaneously regarded as co-occurring with anaphoric referents.

In addition to the contexts above, the repetitive use of postposed demonstratives
also appears in a pattern of double prepositional phrase observed in North Russian. In
this construction, members of the same constituent are separated by an extra
preposition, as in (202) and (203).

North Russian (Vologda)
(202)  wvyssli vot sb étovo z bolwta-ta tudy, i nacevali.
exit.PST.PL  well from this.GEN from swamp.GEN-DEM there and camp.PST.PL

‘We, well, came out from this swamp to there, and did camping.’ (Kasatkina 1991: 93)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)

(203) vrode  govorili, ¢to  narod  plohoj byl zdes’
sort of say.PST.PL that people bad be.PST.MASC  here
v derevnjah-to v étih.
in village.PL.LOC-DEM  in this. PL.LOC

‘They sort of say that people were really bad in these villages.” (RNC)

In (202), the second component of the noun phrase ‘swamp’ is followed by a
postposed demonstrative, and vice versa in (203). On the one hand, these patterns can
be regarded as marking of a repetition of the same noun phrase but, on the other hand,
also as “repairing” expressions. The repairing use is observed when a speaker of Finnic
first pronounces a word in Russian, but then corrects it to their native language,
marking the repaired part with a postposed demonstrative, as in (204).
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Central Veps
(204)  pajoiz-idenke  kivel-tas  ulica-dme, kujo-dme se, kaike-n  gulei-ba.
song-PL.COM walk-3PL  street-PROL  street-PROL DEM  all-GEN  walk-3PL

‘While singing, they walk along the street [Russian], the street [Veps], walk all the way.’
(Gerd et al. 2002: 70-72)

Otherwise, the repairing expression can be a correction of something that the speaker
has previously said incorrectly but realises afterwards, e.g., the correction of
preposition choice from ot ‘from’ to na ‘on’ in (205).

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)

(205) s’ vot eto ficja, Zic’ka, eéto ot motuski,
PTCL  well this life life this from thread.GEN
Zicja-ta na motuski da.

life-DEM  on thread.LOC  yes
‘You see, well, this is life, a life, it is from the thread, [I meant] the life on the thread, right.” (RNC)

In both (204) and (205), the postposed demonstratives seem to highlight that the
information in the afterthought phrase is not part of the main statement.

In terms of geographical distribution, the afterthought use is observed primarily in
the eastern end of the Finnic dialect continuum, Lude and Veps, as well as in North
Russian. It also sporadically appears in other Finnic varieties in the west, more likely
to appear in truncated speech such, as in the following North Estonian example (206).

North Estonian
(206)  An old lady is telling about her life. After explaining many things, she concludes the story with
a ¢ est la vie type of ending phrase.
sis  nii kd-i-b se elamine  se ...
SO like this  go-PST-3SG DEM  living DEM

‘... well, that was my story that was ...” (EDC)

In (206), many events had been mentioned previously and, in the end, ‘the living’
summarises the story. However, the phrase ends with another demonstrative that
marks the interruption of discourse, and that the speaker is running out of things to say
and willing to hand the speech turn to the addressee.

For certain cases, however, explanations based on referentiality and information
structure might not be satisfactory, so a missing link could be obtained from a
discussion of evaluative uses of postposed demonstratives, discussed next.
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6.4.3 EVALUATIVE USES

Beyond referentiality and information structure, postposed demonstratives can also be
used to convey intersubjectivity and interaction between the interlocutors, such as by
expressing subjective attitude of the speaker towards a mentioned state-of-affairs, or
the speaker’s intersubjective evaluation of the addressee’s state of knowledge, in a
similar mechanism to the “stance triangle” in Du Bois (2007), discussed in Section
4.5.1. As these evaluative uses greatly depend on the interpretation and context, and
the prosodic dimension of the data also need to be explored. This preliminary
investigation is restricted to a qualitative level, and explores possible contexts for
different evaluative uses, leaving the possibility to perform a quantitative analysis for
future studies. In this section, my interpretation of the implicature of utterances is
quoted as bold text in parentheses, which accompanies the translation of language
examples.

Concretely, a speaker can use postposed demonstratives to express their stance
towards a state-of-affairs, which can be based on affection, judgement, or appreciation
(White 2015). From the speaker’s perspective, they can express their own stance,
which can emerge from the speaker’s subjective evaluation based on “affection”
towards a state-of-affairs, as in (207) to (209).

Olonets Karelian
(207)  An old man is telling how hard working in the forest was in the old days. He concludes with
the following statement.
oli jugei  ruado  se.
be.PST.33G  hard  work  DEM
‘The work was hard (I was really suffering)!’ (Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 174)

Southern Veps

(208)  el-ii-maa tihtes perti-§ tos-tmu velje-mu i toraz-ii-maa
live-PST-1PL  together  house-INES  other-COM  brother-cOM and  quarrel-PST-1PL
golu. muzik  se mi-n sa-i, sen i jo-i.
much man DEM  what-ACC  get-PST.3SG ~ it-ACC  also  drink-PST.3SG
‘We were living together with my other brother, and we fought a lot. That jerk (as far as

I saw), what he got, he drank it all.” (Kettunen & Siro 1935: 5)

North Russian (Vologda)
209) a u nas otec-to vo vremja vojny ... ved umer-to.
but at IpL father-DEM in time war.GEN indeed  die.PST.MASC-DEM

‘But our father during the war time ... indeed he died (that made us very sad).” (RNC)

In (207), the speaker expresses his frustration and suffering from a hard work in the
forest. In (208), the speaker is annoyed by his brother, and even emphasises his
irritation with a postposed demonstrative meanwhile addressing his brother as ‘jerk.’
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In (209), the speaker emphasises her sorrow by using a postposed demonstrative to
mark the phrase where she is mourning the death of her father during the war.

Moreover, affection can also emerge from the speaker’s “appreciation”, typically
through exclamation, such as the admiration of Saint Petersburg in (210), or through
nostalgia in (211).

Central Veps
(210) oi om Piteri-§ se ka coma.
oh be3SG  Saint Petersburg-INES DEM so beautiful
‘Oh, how beautiful Saint Petersburg is.” (Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 25-27)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
(211) kak  horoso-to  bylo ran’se, ooj!
how good-DEM be.PST.NEU earlier oh

‘How good it was in the old days, oh (I miss those days)!’ (RNC)

In (210), the speaker emphasises his exclamation about the beauty of Saint Petersburg
he has witnessed himself. In (211), the speaker expresses a nostalgic feeling towards
life in the old days by emphasising ‘good’ with a postposed demonstrative. In addition
to affection, a speaker can also express their “surprise” towards a state-of-affairs as in
(212) to (214).

Olonets Karelian

(212) A story about three brothers who have departed from family and live their own separate life.
One of the three brothers, livan Tuhkimus, is the one with the most fortune. Comparing
individual lives of the three brothers, the narrator summarises the story:
ga tdndpdi-gi  eld-w: mucoi-n  nai da las-tu sa-i,
so today-also  live-3SG ~ wife-GEN marry.PST.3SG and  child-PTV  get-PST.3SG
da tuhku-iivan se on bestrasiimoi
and Tuhkimus-livan DEM  be.3sG  without_effort
‘So even today, he is alive: he married a woman, got a child, and that Iivan Tuhkimus (I really

wonder how on earth) without effort, has also become rich!” (Makarov & Rjagojev 1969: 177)

Northern Lude
(213) A conversation about etiquettes in the party. Ladies and gentlemen normally dance for a while
before starting to kiss. Two gentlemen are discussing how to kiss the ladies.
A: ka mihi Ze Cumoit-ettau?
well whereILL ~ PTCL  kiss-PASS
B:  ka kdde-i.
well hand-ILL
‘Well, where do people kiss [ladies]? — Well, on the hand.’
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A:  no ka mink  kddei neicu-t C¢umoite-ttau?

but well why hand-iLL lady-PTV  Kkiss-PASS

v'ed ei kéde-i se pidd-u huule-i  cumoita-da  se,
well NEG.3SG hand-ILL DEM  have to-3SG  lip-ILL  Kkiss-INF DEM
mite om vailise midrd-tti se Cumoitus  se.

how  be.3sG  only order-PTCP.PASS DEM  Kkissing DEM

‘But, well, why do people kiss ladies on the hand? It should not be the hand, but rather
kissing on the lips. How can kissing be defined only like that (I am surprise to hear)?’

(Ojansuu et al. 1934: 294)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk) [identical to (2) and (164)]

(214) A villager is telling about her life, living with her husband, father-in-law, and two cows.
The mother-in-law had passed away long ago. As the father-in-law is already old, they
were not expecting him to remarry, until he actually did.
a escé  svékor-ot-to escé  Zenilsja na  drugoj.
but  still father in law-DEM-DEM  still marry.PST.MASC on  other.LOC

‘But still, the father-in-law (against all our expectations) got married again.” (RNC)

In the three examples above, the speakers express their surprise towards unexpected
information they have heard or experienced: the effortless good life of livan Tuhkimus
in (212), a humble way people kiss in a party in (213), and a father-in-law’s remarriage
despite his old age in (214). The use of postposed demonstratives in these examples
can be regarded as marking “inconsistency” between what the speaker’s
presupposition and what they actually experienced, in Konig’s term (1991), or
“mirativity” in DeLancey’s term (1997, 2001). As the three contexts discussed above
relate to the speaker’s stance, the speaker is the one who takes the epistemic authority,
subjectively without consideration of the addressee’s stance.

Apart from the speaker’s stance, a speaker can use postposed demonstratives in
the intersubjective evaluation, considering also the addressee’s attention and state of
knowledge, such as highlighting “shared knowledge” between the speaker and the
addressee. This use can be observed in a context where a speaker expresses their
confidence in (215), concern in (216), or hedging in (217) in a situation, the outcome
of which is also evident to the addressee.

In (215), the narrator took the role of the old man who emphasises his boast, while
the rich man in (216) expresses his concern and tries to help the poor man to overcome
his poverty problem. Meanwhile, the speaker in (217) does not want to humiliate the
interviewer about being unfamiliar with the church practice, but formulates the
information as a thing that the interviewer should nonetheless know. These cases may
also be regarded as a speaker’s face-saving strategy (see Fraser 1990, discussed in
Section 4.5.1), corresponding to the evaluation type, in which the speaker maintains
interactional relations with the addressee by establishing affiliation and inclusiveness
of stancetaking (Hunston & Thompson 2000, discussed in Section 4.5.1).
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Livonian

(215) A story about a boy who left his house and went searching for his fortune: On his journey,
he met an old man who promised to help the boy only if he would bring the old man to a
sauna. After going to the sauna, the old man disappeared. After a long adventure, the boy
found his fortune near the lake, a daughter of the king with who he later married. He was
living happily in the palace doing no work, simply walking in the garden with the king’s
daughter all day long. One day he visited home, and everyone was very delighted about his
fortune. The boy told his father: ‘If you have a hard time living with these two brothers, go
traveling with me.” His father replied: ‘Thank you, son, I will just stay in this village, go
with your fortune and live a happy life.” This was all thanks to the old man (who possibly
had magical power). As an ending phrase to the story, the narrator quotes the speech of the
old man who was there behind the scene:
sin von se léb mo
28G.POSS fortune DEM  g0.3SG  along

“Your fortune (as I have told you earlier) will go with you.” (Mégiste 2006: 191)

Olonets Karelian

(216) A rich man is telling a poor man what he should do to overcome his poverty.
omu-a se pidd-s ruadu-a.
own-PTV DEM must-COND  work-PTV

“Your own work, you have to do it (you surely know that)!’ (Makarov & Rjagoev 1969: 119)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
(217) A villager is interviewed about how they perform baptism in their village’s church.
A:  kak  krestjat?
how baptise.3PL
‘How do they baptise?’
B: nu vot  tak kak  krestik-ot.
but well so how cross-DEM

‘Well, with the cross (you must have seen it before).” (RNC)

When the information does not directly come from the speaker’s private
knowledge, nor from the addressee’s, a speaker can create joint attention anew with
the help of postposed demonstratives. In this context, the speaker intersubjectively
evaluates whether the information to be uttered exceeds or conflicts with the
addressee’s expectation, i.e. “counter-expectation”, as in (218) to (220).
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Northern Veps

(218) A baby was growing up till the age that she may start talking at any moment. That day has
arrived, but the parents were not home and went out to the forest. The baby woke up and
started crying so loud that even the goat nearby could hear her.
a kozeine se i kuul-ist.
and goat DEM also hear-PST.3SG

‘And the goat even heard it (she cried louder than you would think).’
(Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 27-31)

Central Veps

(219) elo-tihe endo  Celj kanz: tat da  mam, oli
live-PST.3PL  earlier whole family father ~and mother be-PST.3SG
‘Once upon the time, there was a family: father and mother,’
hijou kuume poiga-d. no tat da  mam se kou-dihe,
3PL.ADES three = boy-PTV  but father and mother DEM die-PST.3PL
‘They had three sons. But the father and mother passed away (you might not expect that
as the story has just begun).’
a gd-i hiile kuume  hdrgd-d.
and remain-PST.3SG 3PL.ALL three = OX-PTV

‘And they still had three oxen.” (Onegina & Zajceva 1996: 178—182)’

North Russian (Vologda)

(220) A lady was asked why she often comes to Karacunovo. The person asking may think she
likes this place, but the truth is that she just goes there for grains.
da  sjuda idti, v Karacunovo, zamuz? da i dorogi-to net!
and here go.NF to KaraCunovo married and also way.GEN-DEM no
my  pryezzali sjuda za  zernom byvalo.
IPL  come.PST.PL here for  grain.INSTR happen.PST.NEU
‘To come here to Karacunovo to get married? No way (it is not what you think)!

We used to come here just for grains.” (RNC)

In (218) to (220), the proposed stance is promoted from the speaker’s evaluation,
according to which the addressee would not expect such things to happen, so the
speaker emphasises such pieces of information with postposed demonstratives.

As for joint attention, a stance can emerge from the speaker’s “hesitation” over a
situation in the discourse, for which they seek confirmation from the addressee, as in
(221) and (222). In (221) and (222), the speakers express their uncertainty, and
indirectly seek confirmation, in case the addressee knows the answer to their doubt.
The two examples can be considered as corresponding to “the interjective hesitation
use” described by Hayashi and Yoon (2006: 507-513, presented in Section 4.5.2).
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Southern Lude

(221)  An old gentleman was asked how many families were living in Joensuu earlier. He cannot
remember exactly but tries to think about it.
ka en-tdda mii olii, ka olii do.
SO NEG.1SG-know.CNG how many be.PST.33SG so be.PST.3SG already
koumekiiment se olii naerno kod'i-d.
thirty DEM  be.PST.3SG  probably  house-PTV

‘So, I cannot remember, but there were about thirty households probably.’
(Pahomov 2011: 200)

North Russian (Vologda)

(222) A lady is telling about the process of weaving a rope, but she uses an old Turkish measuring unit,
argin, about which she is not sure what the correspondence in metric system is.
ne znaju métrom-to us on velik li  dolok [li  budit.
NEG know.3SG  metre.INSTR-DEM really 3SG high Q long Q  be.FUT.3SG

‘T do not know whether it [one arsin] will really be a metre high or long.” (Kasatkina 1991: 89)

In a similar sense, the speaker may create joint attention by presenting a “warning”
in (223) and (224), or a “reminder” in (225) to the addressee about the situation, for
which the speaker seeks confirmation to arrive at a shared stance.

Central Veps

(223) ala g'o neci-da vet. huba  vezi se.
NEG.IMP  drink-CNG  this-PTV ~ water.PTV  bad water  DEM
‘Do not drink this water. It is bad water.” (Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 280-284)

Southern Veps
(224) Kosta,  ndahtase-k, kondi  se jo taganaa!
Kosta look-IMP.2SG ~ bear DEM  already behind
‘Kosta, look, the bear is already behind (you)!” (Zajceva & Mullonen 1969: 222-223)

North Russian (Arkhangelsk)
(225) A villager is complaining that younger people nowadays just drink too much alcohol and
go clubbing. It was better in the old days when there was still no club.
a rane-to it, klubu-tu i ne bylo, vsé na  ulici.
and earlier-DEM  well club.GEN-DEM also NEG bePST.NEU all on  street.LOC
‘And in the old days, well, there was no club either, so everything [the entertaining activity]

was happening on the street.” (RNC)

In (223), the speaker knows that ‘water’ is bad and, therefore, warns the addressee not
to drink it, while in (224), the speaker urgently needs to establish joint attention, so
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the addressee will not get attacked by a bear. In (225), the speaker reminds the
addressee about the old lifestyle without alcohol and clubs (see also the encoding of
warning and reminder with clause-second demonstratives in Finnish in Yurayong &
Kittila, forthcoming). In case of reminders, this evaluative use can also be compared
to the recognitional use from the referential domain (an idea proposed in Hayashi &
Yoon 2006), as the information does not come from the discourse but rather from the
addressee’s personal memory. In intersubjective contexts with the addressee’s stance
and joint stance, the speaker hands epistemic authority to the addressee to react and
confirm the uttered statement.

Based on the observation from the data, Table 38 illustrates a qualitative survey
on what kind of evaluative uses of postposed demonstratives are possible in each
Finnic and North Russian variety. Given that the evaluative uses are crucially
dependent on the text genres, and highly unequally distributed among the Finnic
varieties, the distinction is only made on a binary scale: — (not observed) vs.
+ (observed). This means that the productivity with a more accurate rate of occurrence,
is not considered, but rather only a single occurrence is regarded as + (observed).

Subjective Intersubjective
evaluation evaluation
Speaker- Addressee-
oriented oriented Creating joint attention
Language Variety functions functions
= 5 iy £ = . =
S | 2S 3 e 52| & | 23
E=} =l ] - ® - ==
2 .= CRES =1 S £ .=
a o = = g = 8 o= 1= E
< = .s w2 S & k] S 3
< @3 £ x| = =
Livonian - - + _ _
South Estonian - - - _ T _
North Estonian - - - - + _
. Western - - — - — _
Votic
Eastern - - — - — _
. Soikkola - - — - _ _
Ingrian
Heva - - - — — —
Karelian Olonets + + + — _ _
Northern - + - - — _
Lude
Southern + + + - + +
Northern - + + + + +
Veps Central + + + + + +
Southern + + + + T
North Vologda + + + + + +
Russian Arkhangelsk + + + + + +

Table 38. Evaluative uses of demonstratives observed in the Finnic and North Russian data

As is clear from Table 38, evaluative uses of postposed demonstratives are very rare
in Finnic varieties of the western and central areas. They are, meanwhile, more visible

179



Micro-areal investigation of Finnic and North Russian

in eastern Finnic and North Russian, in which the use of postposed demonstratives is
morphosyntactically and pragmatically more flexible in terms of referential and
information-structural uses, as has been discussed throughout this chapter so far.

Nevertheless, there is an issue of genre, because such extensive pragmatic
functions are expected from dialogues, available in the current study mostly for
Southern Lude (see Table 1 in Section 1.2). From the perspective of engagement,
(Landaburu 2007; Evans et al. 2018a, 2018b, discussed in Section 4.5.2), it is unclear
whether the postposed demonstratives, especially in those varieties in the east,
primarily encode speaker-asymmetry (speaker’s attention) or speaker-symmetry
(addressee’s attention), as contexts of both types occur in the data. This suggests that
the interactional aspect of language use deserves more attention from the fields of
Finnic and North Russian dialectology, and a systematic investigation missing from
the majority of previous studies (discussed in Chapter 5) is definitely needed.

6.5 OVERVIEW ON THE OLD NOVGOROD DATA

Old Russian demonstratives s» (proximal) and #» (distal) occur attributively in 43 birch
bark documents, with a total of 49 occurrences. Concerning constituent order, the
demonstratives can be both prenominal as in (226) and (228), and postnominal as in
(227) and (229).

Old Novgorod
(226) a pro sei celoveko my  jego ne znajemo.
but about DEM.MASC man IPL  3SG.ACC  NEG know.1PL

‘But about this man, we do not know anything.” (Pskov 6 1260—1280, Zaliznjak 2004: 515)

227 i krstvy  sb postavhu.
and cross DEM.MASC put.AOR.1SG
‘And this cross, I erected it” (Sterz Cross 1133, Zaliznjak 2004: 344)

(228) u togo Zb Zebée Nosa prijehavseé ...
at DEM.MASC.GEN PTCL  Zab’.GEN  Nos.GEN  come.IMP.3SG
‘From the very same Zab’ Nos came ...” (document Ne 249 13801400, Zaliznjak 2004: 623)

(229)  ceto  esi prisale dova  celoveka te pobegli
REL  be.2SG  send.PST.MASC two man.DU  DEM.MASC.DU run_away.PST.PL
a kone ne vedaju gde poimavosi.
but horse NEG know.1SG  where take.IMPF
‘Those two men whom you sent have run away; as for the horse, I do not know where they

have taken to.” (document Ne 582 1280-1300, Zaliznjak 2004: 514)
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In the majority of the cases, the demonstratives modify nouns, as in (226), (227) and
(229), while cases of attributive use with a name are also observed as in (228). The
use of demonstratives with non-nominal parts of speech, as mentioned previously fo
modern North Russian dialects, is completely absent from the Old Novgorod data. As
for their morphosyntactic behaviour, the demonstratives always agree with their head
nouns in case, number, and gender.

Table 39 summarises the occurrences of demonstratives s» and #» in the Novgorod
birch bark documents according to their constituent orders.

Number of Number of
. Preposed Postposed documents with birch bark
Period
Total | the occurrence documents
(years) of attributive found in the
Sb 1y Sb tv . .
demonstrative period
1025-1050 1 - - 1 2 1 4
1050-1075 - - - - - - 12
1075-1100 1 - - - 1 1 15
1100-1120 - 3 - 2 5 3 29
1120-1140 - - - 1 1 1 43
1140-1160 - - - - - - 74
1160-1180 - 3 - 1 4 4 105
1180-1200 - - - 1 1 1 117
1200-1220 - 4 - - 4 3 38
1220-1240 - 3 - - 3 2 25
1240-1260 - 1 - - 1 1 49
1260-1280 - - 1 - 1 1 22
1280-1300 - - - 1 1 1 47
1300-1320 - - - - - 32
1320-1340 - - - - - - 38
1340-1360 1 2 1 2 6 5 34
1360-1380 - 4 - 1 5 5 96
1380-1400 - 5 1 - 6 6 60
1400-1410 1 1 - 1 3 3 28
1410-1420 - 1 - 1 2 2 25
1420-1430 - 2 - - 2 2 19
1430-1450 - 1 - - 1 1 9
1450-1500 - - - - - - 1
Total 4 30 3 12 49 43 922

Table 39.  Occurrences of adnominal demonstrative in Novgorod Birch Bark Documents

Based on the results in Table 39, Chart 14 shows the frequency of both preposed and
postposed demonstratives s» and ¢» over different periods of time. Chart 14 shows no
significant diachronic change in frequency. One noteworthy remark here is that
postposed demonstratives are, in general, less frequent than preposed demonstratives,
and they show no sign of becoming more frequent during these five centuries.
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Chart 14 Occurrences of adnominal demonstratives in Novgorod birch bark documents

This is strong evidence supporting the view that the predominant use of
demonstratives in a head-following position, as observed in modern North Russian
dialects (shown in Section 6.1.5), has no link to the Old Novgorod period.

Out of 922 birch bark documents that belong to the data of the present study, we
find the use of the clause particle # in 74 documents (8.06%), the origin of which may
be connected to the Proto-Slavic medial demonstrative root *¢- (Zaliznjak 2008: 32).
In many documents, # occurs multiple times in a clause, although its regular position
is clause-second, i.e. Wackernagel’s clitic. Unlike the Old Church Slavonic equivalent
particle #i ‘and’ (Leskien [1871]1955: 115), this Old Novgorod particle is usually
translated as ‘then, in that case’ (see Dekker 2018: 54), as its primary function is to
topicalise a preceding lexical unit, which can a variety of different be parts of speech,
including pronoun in (230) and verb in (231). Ultimately, Zaliznjak (2004: 196) claims
that # can follow any type of preceding word except imperative verb. Interestingly,
this resembles the function of topic marking in modern North Russian as well as Finnic
languages in general (discussed in Chapter 5 and earlier in this chapter).

Old Novgorod
(230)  ‘Gather your money and food.’
jazv ti  pridu po velike doni.
ISG TI come.lSG  after great.LOC day.LOC
‘I will come after Easter.” (document Ne 380, 1140-1160, Zaliznjak 2004: 301)
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(231)  ‘Greetings from Danil to brother Ignat.’

brato popecelise o mne.
brother.voCc  take care.IMP about 1SG.LOC
hozju ti nago ni metle ni  inogo cego.

go.1sG  TI naked neither cloak.GEN nor other.GEN what.GEN
‘Brother, take care of me. I have been going around as if I was naked, being without any
cloak or anything else to put on. Send me a brown-red cloak and I will give you money.’

(document Ne 765, 1240—1260, Zaliznjak 2004: 480)

Table 40 shows the frequency of use for each period of time, as well as with the part
of speech of the host words. The last column marked with “?” stands for such cases in
which the interpretation is not possible, due to truncation or unreadability of the text
on the birch bark.

Preceding word Documents
@ with the
[P} .- —
Period | o | B\ E) ) o 21 5] 2| B 5| | T orasTotm | Chamcee
(years) 2 = 3 5 by > ) El &~ 5| = [ d ¢ occurrence
Zz Sl = 2| > 3 E 3| 2] © ocun.len S
~ | < £ & found in the
= period

1025-1050 | - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 1/4 25.00%
1050-1075 | - - - - - - - - - 2 - 2 2/12 16.67%
1075-1100 | - - - - - - - - - - - - -/ 15 0.00%
1100-1120 | 1 3 1 - 1 - 1 - - 3 - 10 5/29 17.24%
1120-1140 | - - - - - 1 - - 1 1/43 2.33%
1140-1160 | 1 1 - - 2 - 1 - - 4 - 9 9/74 12.16%
1160-1180 | 5 2 1 1 6 1 1 1 2 12| 1 33 20/ 105 19.05%
1180-1200 | 2 - 3 1 4 1 9 1 - 5 - 26 17/117 14.53%
1200-1220 | - 2 - 1 - 3 - - 4 1 11 7/38 18.42%
1220-1240 | - - - - 1 - - - - - 1 1/25 4.00%
1240-1260 | 1 - - - 1 - - - 3 - 5 4/49 8.16%
1260-1280 | 1 - - - - - - - - 1 1 3 2/22 9.09%
12801300 | - 1 - - 1 1 - - - - - 3 1/47 2.13%
1300-1320 | - - - - - - - - - - - - -/32 0.00%
1320-1340 | - - - - - - - - - - - - -/38 0.00%
1340-1360 | - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1 1/34 2.94%
1360-1380 | - 1 - - - - - - - 1 1 3 2/96 2.08%
1380-1400 | - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1 1/60 1.67%
1400-1410 | - - - - - - - - - - - - -/28 0.00%
1410-1420 | - - - - - - - - - - - - -/25 0.00%
1420-1430 | - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1 1/19 5.26%
1430-1450 | - - - - - - - - - - - - -/9 0.00%
1450-1500 | - - - - - - - - - - - - -/1 0.00%
Total 11 10| 5 2 1174 (16| 2 |2 |38 4 | 111 75/922 8.13%

Table 40.  Occurrences of the clause patrticle ti in Novgorod birch bark documents

The results from Table 40 are converted to a timeline seen in Chart 15.
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Chart 15 Occurrences of the clause particle ti in Novgorod birch bark documents

Chart 15 shows the striking fact that the use of clause particle # was relatively frequent
between the 11th and 13th centuries, after which the frequency radically drops,
disappearing in the 15th century (as also pointed out earlier by Zaliznjak 2004: 197).
For further studies, it would be interesting to investigate whether the decreasing
frequency of the particle #i was due to any of the following factors. First, it could be
related to replacement of # by other clause-second particles, such as Ze. Second, it
could be due to a change in syntax which led to the obsoletion of clause-second clitics,
i.e. Wackernagel’s clitics, in Middle Russian. Ultimately, it could be influenced by the
development of literary standard in which discourse particles become less frequent.

To summarise the contribution of the Old Novgorod dialect, it provides historical
evidence in favour and against several phenomena which occur in modern North
Russian dialects. First, it shows that there was no default constituent order for
demonstratives, as both preposed and postposed demonstratives are used, even though
this could ultimately be controlled by information structure (cf. the Old Church
Slavonic examples in Kurz 1939-1946; Vecerka 1993, discussed in Section 5.2.1).
Second, it was not possible to use a demonstrative with non-nominal parts of speech,
unless the particle # would ultimately be an element etymologically derived from a
demonstrative. Third, the tendency to use a clause-second marker, in Wackernagel’s
sense (1892), was already present in Russian long ago, considering that Wackernagel
reconstructs such syntax even to the Proto-Indo-European stage (see the discussion of
demonstratives and Wackernagel’s law in Slavic languages in Section 5.2.2).
Nevertheless, the clause-second use of the particle #i might also have a literal function,
facilitating reading by marking the beginning of a clause in the same manner as the
particle Ze in Old Church Slavonic. This is true particularly given that written sources
of these Ancient Slavic languages do not always put or mark interval between words,
as illustrated in the Old Novgorod example with Tu () in Figure 24, and the Old
Church Slavonic example with a3 (Ze) in Figure 25.
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Figure 24  Novgorod birch bark document Ne731 (ca 1160—1180)
(Russian Academy of Sciences:
gramoty.ru/birchbark/document/show/novgorod/731/)
Red = clause boundary, Blue = clause-second particle ti
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Figure 25 Codex Assemanianus (the early-11th century)
(kodeks.uni-bamberg.de/AKSL/media/Assemanianus/Assem07.jpg)

Red = clause boundary, Blue = clause-second particle Ze
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In any case, the use of #i is generally not used in religious texts of the Novgorod birch
bark document corpus, which suggests that this type of Wackernagel’s particle was
more common in the spoken language register, considering the colloquial nature of
the Old Novgorod data (discussed in Section 2.1.3), unlike the literary standard, which
does not favour the use of such clause particles.

In the end, if any association is to be made between Old Novgorod and modern
North Russian dialects, it is the topical use of the particle #, rather than the adnominal
demonstratives s» and 7.

6.6 CONCLUSIONS OF THE DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter has shown many correlations across different categories. Such
correlations can be cross-categorical interaction within the grammar, such as the effect
of subjecthood in topicalisation, which equally applies across the dialect continuum.
At the same time, variation among varieties is related to the geographical location of
speaking areas, which further determines the usage of postposed demonstratives in
each variety in an unequal but areally consistent degree, such as tendencies of head-
following constituent order, non-second clausal positions, and the frequency of non-
nominal hosts, which increases as one moves towards the east.

In all varieties under investigation, postposed demonstratives are primarily used
for topic marking, but they also have other additional referential, focal, and evaluative
functions, seen in Section 6.4. A number of factors that favour the use of postposed
over preposed demonstratives have been identified for those varieties in which the use
of postposed demonstratives is more frequent, as given below.

1. The use of preposed demonstratives is restricted to nominal parts of speech
(noun, pronoun, name, adjective), whereas postposed demonstratives also co-occur
with non-nominal parts of speech (verb, adverb, adposition).

2. Preposed demonstratives can only modify their following constituent noun
phrase, whereas postposed demonstratives can mark an entire verb phrase.

3. Preposed demonstratives more often attach to noun phrases which mark
adverbial phrases such as time and location, whereas postposed demonstratives co-
occur with noun phrases which more often mark nuclear syntactic functions (subject,
direct object, indirect object).

4. Deictic use is more frequently found in the use of preposed demonstratives,
whereas anaphoric and other referential uses are more common for postposed
demonstratives, suggesting a decreasing functional load of deixis for demonstratives
that follow a head noun.

5. Topic-switching tends to entail the use of postposed demonstrative in clause-
second position.
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6. Postposed demonstratives in Finnic varieties in the east (Olonets Karelian, Lude,
and Veps) along with North Russian are robustly employed with evaluative use, which
is only sporadically observed in Finnic varieties in the west (Livonian, South Estonian,
and North Estonian), and totally obsolete in Finnic varieties of the central area (Votic,
Ingrian).

After comparing the Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives from
different perspectives, only a few common features apply to the entire area under
investigation. However, several distinct micro-areas can be identified. The only
unified feature across the entire contact zone under discussion is that postposed
demonstratives function as topicalisers in clause-second position (see also a
confirmation from Finnish by Vilkuna 1989: 143—-147). Nevertheless, unified patterns
across categories can be found among (i) Finnic varieties around the Gulf of Riga
(Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian), (ii) Finnic varieties in the central area
(Votic and Ingrian), (iii) Finnic varieties of the Karelian type (Olonets Karelian and
Northern Lude), and (iv) Finnic varieties in the eastern end (Southern Lude and Veps)
along with North Russian dialects. This areal division will also participate in
discussion of whether the demonstrative system can contribute to the classification of
Finnic languages (see Section 7.2).

From a diachronic point of view, the Novgorod birch bark documents do not show
a strong sign of continuation to modern North Russian dialects, as there are not many
morphosyntactic and functional properties shared between Old Novgorod and modern
North Russian dialects. This speaks in favour of the modern North Russian dialects
being a descendant of Central Middle Russian (originating from the ancient Rostov-
Suzdal’ dialect), rather than originating from Old Novgorod (a hypothesis discussed
in Section 2.2.2).

At the methodological level, the quantitative approach applied in this section
appears fruitful, helping in maximising and solving data impairment issues. It makes
possible comparison of languages with different sizes of corpora, and enables
discovery of both language-internal as well as language-external factors influencing
the use of postposed demonstratives. Without a quantitative approach, many important
details would have been overlooked in the current study.
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7 DISCUSSION

This chapter brings the results from the data analysis in Chapter 6 into discussion,
addressing the main research questions introduced in Section 1.1:

1. How do postposed demonstratives function as grammatical markers?

2. What does the development of demonstratives tell us about the history of Finnic
and Slavic languages?

3. Do postposed demonstratives result from a Finnic substratum in North Russian
dialects?

The chapter is divided into three sections. Section 7.1 clarifies the status of Finnic and
North Russian postposed demonstratives as grammatical markers by discussing three
perspectives and a wider areal typological comparison with languages in Eurasia as
tools. Section 7.2 applies the method of undoing grammaticalisation, to understand
how postposed demonstratives could have evolved language-internally, and connects
changes observed within demonstrative system with the taxonomical classification of
Finnic. Finally, Section 7.3 attempts to provide various arguments for and against the
idea of Finnic substratum in North Russian, which have been continuously discussed
for many decades.

7.1 FUNCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF POSTPOSED
DEMONSTRATIVES

The data analysis in Chapter 6 showed that postposed demonstratives are grammatical
markers which are functionally close not only to definite articles but also to topic,
focus, and evaluative discourse markers. Depending on the perspective and variety,
postposed demonstratives can be typologically classified in multiple ways. As the aim
is to identify what the postposed demonstratives are in each variety, this section
discusses the phenomena according to four theoretical perspectives: grammatical
profiles (Section 7.1.1), information structure (7.1.2), stancetaking and evaluation
(7.1.3), and areal typology (7.1.4).

7.1.1 PARALLELS BETWEEN DEMONSTRATIVES AND DEFINITE
ARTICLES

This section focuses on grammatical changes in the use of postposed demonstratives,
and whether they illustrate expected patterns of grammaticalisation from
demonstratives to definite articles (discussed in Sections 4.2 and 4.3). Based on
Diessel’s criteria (1999a: 118), Table 41 compares the visibility of grammatical
changes in each Finnic and North Russian variety under discussion.
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Change in the use of
demonstratives

Livonian

South Estonian

North Estonian

Votic

Ingrian

Karelian

Lude

Veps

North
Russian

Western

Eastern

Soikkola

Heva

Olonets

Northern

Southern

Northern

Central

Southern

Vologda

Arkhangelsk

1. They may have
undergone a process of

phonological reduction.

+

2. They may have
coalesced with other
free forms.

3. They are usually
restricted to the distal

4. They may have lost
their ability to inflect.

5. Their occurrence is
often restricted to a
particular syntactic
context.

6. They are often
obligatory to form a
certain grammatical
construction.

Table 41.

Morphophonological and morphosyntactic changes observed in each variety

(Diessel 1999a: 118)

At first glance, the varieties of the east show a stronger sign of demonstratives
becoming definite articles, in terms of grammatical changes. However, it is also worth
discussing each point addressed in Table 41 at a deeper level.

In terms of phonology, there is no strong evidence of phonological reduction, as
the Proto-Finnic demonstratives *se/ne(?) remain in their full forms all of Finnic.
Ultimately, only further investigation with suprasegmental details could reveal
whether stress has been lost from demonstratives. In any case, postposed
demonstratives in North Russian can be regarded as phonologically reduced, such as
the masculine singular form -ot from fot. Moreover, they never receive stress in
comparison to the stressed full form of the demonstrative fot. This also leads to the
second point, that postposed demonstratives in Finnic varieties in the east along with
North Russian have coalesced with other free forms, leading the majority of previous
studies to attach demonstratives to their head with a hyphen (mentioned in Section
1.1).
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Based on the description in Section 2.4.1, the Proto-Finnic demonstratives
*se/ne(t) can be synchronically regarded as proximal in South Estonian, neutral in
Livonian and North Estonian, and as distal in Votic and Veps. Meanwhile, *se/ne(?)
in the rest of Finnic varieties, which retain a tripartite demonstrative system, is neither
proximal nor distal. At the same time, modern North Russian ot clearly belongs to the
distal category, both synchronically and diachronically in Old Russian. As for
inflection, we can say that the Veps and North Russian postposed demonstratives have
partially lost their ability to inflect, considering that the Veps postposed
demonstratives can no longer agree with a head noun in case, but only in number, se
for singular and ne for plural. North Russian postposed demonstratives no longer
inflect in polysyllabic forms, such as the masculine/neuter genitive fogo or dative
tomu. Moreover, the vowel harmonisation with the head word in North Russian speaks
in favour of a development towards suffixation. At the same time, postposed
demonstratives in Votic, Ingrian, Olonets Karelian, and Lude can inflect in number
and case, and there is no occurrence of postnominal demonstratives in other cases than
nominative in Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian. Most importantly, in
Southern Lude, Veps, and North Russian, the host attachment of postposed
demonstratives has extended to non-nominal parts of speech (verb, adverb, and
adposition), but the use of preposed demonstratives remains restricted to nominal
classes, as in other Finnic varieties to the west (discussed in Section 6.2).

At the syntactic level, demonstratives in most Finnic varieties still occur more
frequently before head nouns, although there is a clear tendency that demonstratives
se/ne in Southern Lude and Veps predominantly occur after a head noun in a similar
manner to North Russian (see Section 6.1.4). Moreover, postposed demonstratives in
Southern Lude, Veps, and North Russian co-occur more frequently with nuclear
syntactic functions (subject, direct object, indirect object), while preposed
demonstratives are more often found in adverbial phrases (discussed in Section 6.3.3).
As the majority of adverbial phrases observed in the data often involves deictic uses,
i.e. gesturing of time and location, this division of labour also implies that the
functional load of deixis in preposed demonstratives is higher than in postposed
demonstratives, which are more commonly found in non-deictic uses, co-occurring in
noun phrases representing nuclear functions. In any case, there is no evidence of
obligatory use of postposed demonstratives to form a certain grammatical
construction, one of the most decisive criteria for grammaticalisation in Greenberg’s
definition (1978: 61).

Apart from the morphophonological and morphosyntactic aspects, referentiality is
also a decisive domain of use for identifying the development of definite articles
(discussed in Section 4.3.3). Applying the criteria in Becker (2018) and Ko6nig (2018),
Table 42 compares the contexts in which postposed demonstratives co-occur with
different referential types, based on the data analysis in Section 6.4.1. As a definite
article usually encodes anaphoric, bridging, situationally unique, and establishing
referent functions (Becker 2018: 86), the data shows that postposed demonstratives
behave more like definite articles as one moves towards the east. According to this
parameter, Southern Lude and North Russian can use postposed demonstratives for all
types of referential use mentioned in Table 42.
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Table 42.  Contexts of referential uses observed with the use of postposed demonstratives

By excluding the establishing referential function, which is not necessarily decisive in
Becker’s classification, postposed demonstratives can be treated as functional
equivalents to definite articles in the entire Lude and Veps dialect continuum.
Postposed demonstratives in other Finnic varieties to the west, meanwhile, are used in
a more restricted set of referential use. The reason for this might be due to the fact that
in these varieties, the suspected functional extension of demonstrative to definite
article only concerns preposed demonstratives, as observed in Estonian (Pajusalu
1999: 64), Votic (Agranat 2015), as well as in other West and South Slavic languages
discussed in Section 5.2.1.

Based on the discussion of grammatical changes in this section, postposed
demonstratives exhibit the characteristics of definite articles more strongly in Lude,
Veps, and North Russian, where the grammatical changes and referential uses
characteristic of definite articles (given in Diessel 1999a; Becker 2018; Konig 2018)
are observed. Nevertheless, the use of postposed demonstratives in these varieties is
optional, as omitting them does not make a clause ungrammatical (similarly to the case
of Finnish prenominal demonstratives in Larjavaara 1990: 146; Chesterman 1991:
102-103; Juvonen 2000: 193, discussed in Section 6.4.1). Considering the criterion of
the obligatory use in specific constructions (Greenberg 1978: 61; Diessel 1999a: 118),
postposed demonstratives in Lude, Veps, and North Russian cannot be regarded as
definite articles proper. For instance, the co-occurrences of demonstratives and
absolutely unique referents as in (171) to (174) (shown in Section 6.4.1), which would
obligatorily require markers of definiteness, are motivated by topicality rather than the
definiteness of referents.

This observation implies that the definiteness effect in postposed demonstratives
in eastern Finnic and North Russian has not conventionally emerged from the
determiner use, such as in the case of other western Finnic, Mordvinic, and Slavic

191




Discussion

languages (discussed in Sections 5.1 and 5.2). Instead, it has more likely emerged from
information-structural uses as topic markers, which have later extended to contexts of
use involving definite referents (see the relation between topicality and definiteness in
Givon 2001: 474, and a similar idea for North Russian in Gvozdanovi¢ 2019: 126). To
a certain degree, this also resembles Kasatkina’s (2007, 2008) idea of “pseudoarticles”
in North Russian dialects (see also the idea of “articloid” in the 17th century Russian
texts in Mendoza 2011). This follows because the grammaticalisation of definite
articles has not taken place completely, but what is observed instead is only a
functional extension of demonstrative towards the marking of definiteness, without
the bleaching of the erstwhile information-structural uses (see the definition of
grammaticalisation in Section 3.1.2).

Unlike the proposed idea of preposed demonstratives as definite articles in situ
nascendi (in Voge’s term 1958) in a number of Finnic and Slavic languages (discussed
in Chapter 5), I do not expect postposed demonstratives in Northwest Russia to
develop further, into an obligatory definite article. Apart from the predominant
information-structural uses that have not been weakening, sociolinguistic factors such
as vitality as well as influence from perstrate literary languages do not favour, or may
even halt the grammaticalisation process. First, the vitality of Lude and Veps as
language communities is currently very much of concern (see Lallukka 1990, 2001;
Puura et al. 2013, discussed in Section 2.3.2 and 3.2.1), and evidence suggest a rather
pessimistic outcome, namely that language shift to Russian would happen before any
further significant development in the language structure would be reached. Second,
the emergence of literary languages for Finnic minorities in Russia as a perstratum-
like scenario (discussed in Section 3.2.1) is also removing this language feature, as it
is often negatively perceived as Russian interference. Instead, the model for
developing standard language is more preferably taken from cognate state languages
such as Estonian and Finnish, which do not use such multifunctional postposed
demonstratives. Something similar can also be said for North Russian speakers, whose
deviating language use becomes over time more and more levelled by the Central
Russian standard (see, e.g., the levelling of the North Russian phonological system in
a younger generation of speakers in Vaahtera 2009).

7.1.2 DEMONSTRATIVES AS TOPIC AND FOCUS MARKERS

As discussed in Section 6.3, postposed demonstratives can occur in clause-second
position throughout the entire Finnic and North Russian dialect continuum. Their use
resembles boundary markers previously reported from other languages, especially
those in Southeast Asia (discussed in Section 4.4.4). As boundary markers
functionally separate topics from comments, it is reasonable to claim that a general
function of postposed demonstratives in all varieties under discussion here is the
marking of topicality, rather than the marking of definiteness. This follows because
definite referents do not obligatorily require the presence of postposed demonstratives
in a phrase (discussed in Sections 6.4.1 and 7.1.1). Supporting this classification is the
observation of functional dimensions that are typical for topic markers, discussed
below.
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As the data analysis in Section 6.4.2 has shown, postposed demonstratives can be
used to mark both continuation and switch of topic in all varieties. Given these
contexts, the use of postposed demonstratives as topic markers also fits into the simple
model in Neeleman et al. (2009) as “aboutness topics” and “contrastive topics” (see
Table 8). However, frequencies vary according to the areal distribution. Postposed
demonstratives tend to mark switch of topic more often in South Estonian, North
Estonian, Southern Lude, Veps, and North Russian but continuation of topic is
preferred in other Finnic varieties (see Chart 12). Meanwhile, new referents are often
marked as topics in South Estonian, North Estonian and North Russian, while old
referents are more often observed before postposed demonstratives in other Finnic
varieties (see Chart 13). This observation shows that clause-second demonstratives are
more often used as devices to gain the addressee’s attention when switching topics in
Southern Lude, Veps, and North Russian, as well as in South Estonian and North
Estonian. At the same time, they function as devices to keep track of active topics in
the discourse in other Finnic varieties. This functional characteristic could also explain
more developed focal uses of postposed demonstratives of eastern varieties.

In terms of focus marking, “information focus” is not usually marked in Finnic and
North Russian, likely due to newness, indefiniteness, and unidentifiability. In case
focused referents are marked, they are frequently identifiable referents and, thus, are
often regarded as a case of referential use of postposed demonstratives, rather than
focus marked. Meanwhile, other focal uses of postposed demonstratives, adapted from
the description in Krifka (2008) as examined in Section 6.4.2, are observed in the data
as shown in Table 43.
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Table 43.  Focal uses of postposed demonstratives observed in each variety

193




Discussion

Considering the first four functions as characteristic of focus markers in Kriftka’s
classification (discussed in Section 4.4.3), postposed demonstratives in Southern
Lude, Veps, and North Russian function very similarly to proper focus markers
(described in Section 6.4.2). Namely, they can be used to correct and confirm an
utterance, to highlight statements in parallel, and to delimit the addressee’s focus to a
specific constituent. At the same time, focal usage of postposed demonstratives in
Olonets Karelian and Northern Lude only occasionally occurs, and could be still
regarded as underdeveloped. Focal use of postposed demonstratives is very rare in
general in other Finnic varieties to the west.

The discussion in this section suggests that the use of postposed demonstratives in
Finnic and North Russian can also be viewed as marking of topicality, which I regard
as an erstwhile context that further motivates acquisition of the definite article-like
uses (see the discussion in Sections 7.1.1 and 7.2.1). Furthermore, Southern Lude,
Veps, and North Russian also frequently use postposed demonstratives for focus
marking, given that their syntactic contexts cover not only the clause-second position,
but also other clausal positions, a feature rare in other Finnic varieties to the west of
Olonets Karelian (shown in Chart 6 and Chart 7 in Section 6.1.6).

7.1.3 DISCOURSE-PRAGMATIC USES OF DEMONSTRATIVES

A preliminary survey in Section 6.4.3 discusses the possibility of postposed
demonstratives used as markers of stance in discourse. This type of function is closely
related to the speaker’s stancetaking and evaluation, which relate to the interlocutors’
state of knowledge, attention, and intersubjectivity. Three types of interlocutor-related
orientation can be expressed with postposed demonstratives, as shown in Table 44.
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Table 44.  Evaluative uses of postposed demonstratives observed in each variety

In the evaluative domain, the speaker-oriented function, which includes the speaker’s
subjective evaluations such as affection and surprise, can be expressed by postposed
demonstratives only in the varieties from Olonets Karelian eastwards. The same areal
distribution applies to the addressee-oriented function, which concerns the
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interlocutors’ shared knowledge. At the same time, joint attention as the speaker’s
intersubjective evaluation can be created by postposed demonstratives in South
Estonian and North Estonian, as well as Finnic varieties from Southern Lude
eastwards. The North Russian postposed demonstratives can mark all of these
evaluative uses.

The functional distribution in Table 44 may partially have its root in demonstrative
systems of individual languages. For instance, the versatile evaluative uses of
postposed demonstratives se/ne in Veps could be related to the loss of a proximity
contrast (discussed in Section 2.4.1), which would no longer distinguish spheres of
discourse, i.e. the speaker’s sphere vs. the addressee’s sphere, still being present in
most other Finnic varieties. In South Estonian and North Estonian, however, the use
of postposed demonstratives to establish joint attention is likely to be due to left
dislocation, which pragmatically evokes a function similar to interjective hesitators
(see further discussion in Section 7.2.1).

Based on the description above, postposed demonstratives in Finnic varieties in
the east along with North Russian clearly show a tendency to function as discourse
markers beyond the referential and information-structural domains. This versatile
pragmatic use of postposed demonstratives in eastern varieties appears to correlate
with their high degree of syntactic mobility, which is remarkably more restricted in
other Finnic varieties in the west.

The multiple ways of interpretation from different perspectives, as discussed thus
far, also appear to relate to the optionality of use, meaning that postposed
demonstratives have not become fully accommodated and, are therefore not obligatory
in any specific grammatical construction. In any case, it is interesting to note that the
degree of development gradually decreases towards the west, confirming that the
geographical proximity between Finnic and North Russian varieties, together with
areal-particular contact situations, is one of the most significant factors responsible for
the pragmaticisation of demonstratives in Finnic.

7.1.4 AREAL-TYPOLOGICAL CONSIDERATION ON A GRAMMATICAL
CATEGORY OF POSTPOSED DEMONSTRATIVES

Even though functions and properties of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North
Russian can be defined (previously discussed in Sections 7.1.1, 7.1.2, and 7.1.3), it
still remains unclear what kind of grammatical category postposed demonstratives
typologically represent (see the issue of cross-linguistic comparability discussed in
Haspelmath’s approach 2010). For instance, the use of postposed demonstratives in
Lude, Veps, and North Russian falls between borderlines, as they are capable of
serving not only as markers of definiteness and topicality, but also as focus and
discourse markers, the interpretation of which depends on both the contexts as well as
the perspective chosen to analyse the data. For this reason, it is also worth comparing
postposed demonstratives with grammatical elements in other languages across
Eurasia, which reportedly behave in a similar way, and serve similar functions (see
Chapters 4 and 5). This approach may potentially give a clearer picture of how to
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define a grammatical category of postposed demonstratives in the languages of
Northwest Russia.

For the sake of macro-areal comparison, this section will compare the profile of
postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian to the following grammatical
markers.

Definite articles

- Scandinavian (Dahl & Kortmann 2004)

- Balkan: Bulgarian (Mladenova 2007; Lindstedt 2014), Macedonian (Koneski 1967),
Romanian (Dobrovie-Sorin 2013)

- Mordvinic: Erzya (Cygankin et al. 2000), Moksha (Aljamkin et al. 2000)

Postposed demonstratives

- Western Finnic: Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian

- Central Finnic: Votic and Ingrian

- Karelian: Olonets Karelian and Northern Lude

- Eastern Finnic: Southern Lude and Veps

- North Russian

Possessive suffixes

- Komi (Leinonen 1998, 2006; Gerson Klumpp, p.c.)

- Ural-Altaic: Eastern Uralic (Nikolaeva 2004), Turkic (Stachowski 2010), Mongolic (Brosig
et al. 2018)

Topic markers

- Japanese-Korean (Vermeulen 2009): Japanese (Martin 2004), Korean (Sohn 1999)

Demonstratives

- Mainland Southeast Asian: Burmese (Simpson 2008), Eastern Cham (Brunelle & Hin 2019),
Green Hmong (Kunyot 1984), Hakha Chin (Barnes 1998), Mon (Jenny 2014), Thai
(Iwasaki & Ingkaphirom 2005), Vietnamese (Lé 2002; Adachi 2016, forthcoming), and
Karenic languages (Kato 2003; Shee 2008)

Through a combination of consultation with language descriptions and personal
knowledge of individual languages, selected features are compared cross-
linguistically. Unless otherwise indicated, the source of information is based on the
primary data of the present study. The division of four Finnic groups (western, central,
Karelian, and eastern Finnic) is based on the conclusions of the data analysis in Section
6.6.

To facilitate data illustration, a computational-aided phylogenetic tool is employed
here. Putting aside the matter of obligatory use in Greenberg (1978), the following 24
properties in Table 45 are investigated. This set of properties is converted to a NEXUS
format with binary data: 0 vs. 1 (Maddison et al. 1997), and fed to SplitsTree4, version
4.16.1, built 19 May 2020 (Huson & Bryant 2006).
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Features

Grammatical domains

. Preposed bound position

. Postposed bound position

. Free morpheme

Constituent order

. Clause-second position

. Clause-middle position

. Clause-final position

Constituent position

. Phonological reduction and coalescence with head word

. Agreement with head word

O |0 Q||| B[W|IN|—

. Full inflectional paradigm

Form

10. Hosted by verb

11. Hosted by adverb

12. Phrase marking

Host attachment

13. Marking new/unidentifiable referents

14. Marking bridging and/or situationally unique reference

15. Marking establishing reference

Referentiality

16. Continuing topic

17. Switch-topic

18. Marking left dislocation

Topicality

19. Correction and confirmation

20. Highlighting parallels

21. Marking afterthought/right dislocation

Focality

22. Marking the speaker’s stance

23. Maintaining the interlocutors’ interactional relation

24. Creating the interlocutors’ joint attention

Discourse

Table 45.

Typological features used in the cross-linguistic comparison

Each property is binarily evaluated: 0 = absent, 1 = present. The distribution

properties under discussion is shown in Table 46.

Language type Label 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Scandinavian Scandinavian 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 01 1 11 0 0 10 0O0O
Balkan Balkan 01011111 100O0O0O0T1111110010000
Western Finnic WFinnic 11111101 100O0O0OO0O0O0O01T11111010 11
Central Finnic CFinnic 1111010110001 00111010000
Karelian Karelian 11111101 1000111101111111111¢00
Eastern Finnic EFinnic 1111110101111 111111111111
North Russian NRusssian 1111111101111 1111111111111
Mordvinic Mordvinic 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 01 1 1 0 0 O 1 0 O O O
Komi Komi 010111100111 11101111011111
Ural-Altaic UralAltaic 0 12 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 011 1011111
Japanese-Korean JapKor 0101001001111 111111011000
Mainland Southeast Asian MSEA 0111110001111 11111111111111

Table 46.

197

Typological profiles of grammatical markers in the selected groups of languages



Discussion

Operating on the NeighborNet algorithm (Bryant & Moulton 2004), the SplitsTree
software visualises the distance between profiles of the grammatical markers in
comparison as a network diagram in Figure 26.

01 0 . . .
. Functional NRusssian EFinnic

Karelian i .
dimension

CFinnic

Grammatical
WFinnic dimension

UralAltaic

Pronoun/

Proadjective Komi

Discourse

. marking
Suffix

Definiteness
marking

Topicality
marking

Balkan
Scandinavian

Mordvinic

Figure 26  Functional distance between grammatical markers in different language groups

This network diagram shows that there are significant gaps lying on two dimensions,
grammatical (blue) and functional (red) properties which determine the clustering of
language types. The difference in grammatical properties 1-12 (vertical dimension) is
due to the morphophonological and morphosyntactic behaviour of the markers, as the
clades on top represent demonstratives which can be used as “pronouns” or
“proadjectives”, whereas the clades on the bottom primarily include “suffixes”. In
terms of functional properties 13-24 (horizontal dimension), the difference is
determined by the functional range and domain in which each grammatical marker is
predominantly used.

Based on this quantitative approach, several interpretations can be made about
postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North Russian.

1. Postposed demonstratives in western and central Finnic, as well as Karelian
Finnic, have not extended their functionality towards the domains of
definiteness or discourse marking. Accordingly, the use of postposed
demonstratives can be regarded as “dislocation markers”, which only mark the
boundary between information chunks in the discourse, and are often employed
in clause-second position to mark topics in left dislocation constructions.
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2. The use of postposed demonstratives in eastern Finnic and North Russian is very
close to that of the demonstratives in Mainland Southeast Asian languages, as
they have developed versatile uses in the discourse beyond definiteness and
topicality marking.

3. The use of postposed demonstratives in eastern Finnic and North Russian also
resembles that of possessive suffixes in Komi and other Ural-Altaic languages,
mainly in the areas of information-structural and discourse functions. The main
difference between the postposed demonstratives and the possessive suffixes
is due to grammatical properties, such as the ability to stand independently as
free morphemes, phonological reduction, and inflection.

4. The use of “discourse markers” differs from “definiteness markers” in
Scandinavian, Balkan, and Mordvinic types, and from “topicality markers” in
the Japanese-Korean type. They differ from the Japanese-Korean type in terms
of grammatical and discourse functions, and from markers of definiteness of
the Scandinavian, Balkan, and Mordvinic type in that definite articles do not
play a significant role in stancetaking. However, topic marking uses observed
in “discourse markers” make them closer to “topicality markers” of the
Japanese-Korean type.

From the typological point of view, this comparison has shown that postposed
demonstratives in eastern Finnic and North Russian do not exclusively correspond to
either 3rd person pronouns, definite articles or noun class markers, focus markers or
boundary markers, all of which are regarded as potential typical targets of
grammaticalised demonstratives (see Diessel 1999a: Ch. 6; Heine & Kuteva 2002:
106—116; Jenny 2009, discussed in Section 4.2). Instead, it seems that properties of
these expected targets are combined onto the use of postposed demonstratives, which
also resembles the phenomenon of “polygrammaticalisation” (Craig 1991), and
partially the idea in computational pragmatics that ‘a single functional segment may
express more than one dialogue act’ (Bunt 2017: 336). From the grammatical point of
view, they behave as pronouns or proadjectives used to mark discourse-pragmatic
functions related to stancetaking. Given that their functions are closely related to
demonstratives in Mainland Southeast Asian languages and possessive suffixes in
Ural-Altaic, which some previous studies (Leinonen 1998; Nikolaeva 2004; Adachi,
forthcoming; Iwasaki & Dechapratumwan, forthcoming) also label as “discourse
markers”, it is likewise also reasonable to treat postposed demonstratives in eastern
Finnic and North Russian as devices for discourse functions, particularly with
information-structural and evaluative uses, in an areal-typological context.

The discussion in this section confirms the idea presented in Section 5.4 that the
investigation of Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives should not be
restricted to identifying them as definiteness markers (as had been previously done
until the mid-20th century), but that their uses as topicality and discourse markers must
also be taken into account. Accordingly, a comparison of postposed demonstratives
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with grammatical elements which are functionally rather than formally similar could
yield more fruitful results. Next, the discussion continues from synchrony to
diachrony, concentrating on the question of how postposed demonstratives emerged
and evolved.

7.2 HISTORY OF FINNIC DEMONSTRATIVES IN
CONTACT WITH SLAVIC

This section is divided into two parts. The first part (Section 7.2.1) uses the method of
morphosyntactic reconstruction, i.e. undoing grammaticalisation (DeLancey 1994;
Harrison 2003; Heine 2003, discussed in Section 3.1.2), to postulate pathways of how
postposed demonstratives emerged in different Finnic varieties, also with reference to
parallel development in North Russian dialects. The second part (Section 7.2.2) uses
an areal-linguistic method to capture areal diffusion (discussed in Section 3.3.2)
among Finnic varieties by bringing together various features and changes in modern
Finnic demonstrative systems. These shared features and changes which have been
observed in the current study could shed light on the diversification and language
contact which took place later across the branches. As result, the discussion given in
Chapter 6 along with these subsections also propose an areal subgrouping of Finnic
varieties into four areal genetic units: (i) western Finnic (Livonian, South Estonian,
and North Estonian), (ii) central Finnic (Votic and Ingrian), (iii) Karelian Finnic
(Olonets Karelian and Northern Lude), and (iv) eastern Finnic (Southern Lude and
Veps).

7.21 GRAMMATICAL CHANGES IN THE FINNIC DEMONSTRATIVES
IN COMPARISON TO NORTH RUSSIAN

Given that all Finnic varieties possess this feature, I propose that the first functional
extension of the postposed Finnic demonstratives *se/me(?) started from a
“dislocation” construction (more often left dislocation), which places demonstrative
pronouns after a head word as a boundary-marking element. As a device for the
syntactic dislocation is closely related to such uses like avoidance and hesitation
(discussed in Section 4.5.2), this property appears to develop demonstratives further,
to functions involving stancetaking and evaluation. Meanwhile, typical uses of non-
proximal demonstratives in this domain are maintenance of interactional relations
between the interlocutors, and the organisation the discourse (shown in Section 4.5.2).
Consequently, this characteristic would seem to give rise to a boundary-marking
function between topic and comment, stabilising the use of postposed demonstratives
in clause-second position. Until this stage, the use of postposed demonstratives as
“topic markers” is able to be found across the entire Finnic dialect continuum. Beyond
this stage, however, differences between Finnic varieties start to emerge.

The most remarkable change in the following stage is that Karelian Finnic and
eastern Finnic start using multiple postposed demonstratives in a clause to divide
constituents in focus. This extends the syntactic range to clause-medial and clause-
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final, indicating the ability of demonstratives to move to a particular position
according to the speaker’s information-structural strategy. This movability is a
syntactic characteristic of “focus”, in contrast to topic, which is usually tied to a
specific position (Kiss 1995: 6), such as clause-initial position in Uralic and Slavic
languages more generally (see, e.g., Vilkuna 1998). The extension from demonstrative
to focus marking is expectable in a number of languages (Heine & Kuteva 2002: 111—
112, discussed in Section 4.2), and postposed demonstratives have acquired under this
extension additional functions characteristic of focus, such as delimiting a scope and
establishing contrast in a set of alternatives (see Section 4.4.1). Simultaneously, the
development of focal uses seems to also reinforce the usage domain of “discourse
marking”, as we observe more versatile evaluative uses in Karelian Finnic (Olonets
Karelian and Northern Lude) and eastern Finnic (Southern Lude and Veps), compared
to western Finnic (Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian) and central Finnic
(Votic and Ingrian), where the evaluative uses of demonstratives are remarkably less
visible (discussed in Section 7.1.3).

Given that topics are generally definite (Li & Thompson 1976: 461, discussed in
Section 4.4.1), the combination of definiteness with focality-oriented functions
delimiting a scope and establishing contrast in a set of relevant alternatives seems to
motivate the furthest stage, in which postposed demonstratives arrive from the
topicality domain to “definiteness marking”. In a relative chronology, this
development would have taken place during the weakening and obsoletion of the use
of possessive suffixes in eastern Finnic varieties. In any case, the functional extension
towards definiteness marker is less advanced in Karelian Finnic, while remaining
unfinished in eastern Finnic, as it has not reached a point in which the use of
definiteness marker would be obligatory in any specific grammatical construction. The
grammaticalisation of obligatory definiteness markers is likely halted by the other
non-referential (information-structural and evaluative) uses, which maintain
optionality in a number of contexts of use (discussed in Section 7.1.1). Given this
language-structural obstacle, I suggest that unless these varieties start to employ other
grammatical elements for non-referential uses and reserve postposed demonstratives
only for referential uses involving definiteness marking, a complete semantic
extension to definiteness markers is unlikely.

Based on the description above, | propose that the functional extension from
demonstrative pronouns towards definiteness markers in Finnic varieties has advanced
according to the following scheme in Figure 27. As a remark for Figure 27, I adopt
the idea of pragmaticisation by Norde (2009: 23) that ‘movement towards discourse
is genuinely different from movement towards grammar, and the two are therefore
best kept separate,” and in this vein treat the functional extension of demonstratives
towards a marker of definiteness (grammar) and towards a marker of discourse as two
parallel development paths. Furthermore, the progress in each Finnic group and North
Russian is also indicated under the scale, which can be seen as a formation of different
concentric circles in Gilildemann’s framework (2008, discussed in Section 3.3.1),
including an “areal hotbed” (EFin, NRus), a “core circle” (Kar), and the “periphery”
(CFin, WFin) (see discussion of individual isoglosses in Section 7.2.2).
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> Discourse

+ marker
. Dislocation . Focus .
Demonstrative Topic Definiteness
marker marker
pronoun marker marker

NRus
CFin WFin Kar EFin

Figure 27  Functional extension of postposed demonstratives towards markers of definiteness

This grammaticalisation path is by no means intended to be a description of a universal
tendency, but rather a language-specific tendency in the context of Finnic and North
Russian postposed demonstratives. For instance, the function of definiteness marking
in Finnic preposed demonstratives has not emerged through this mechanism, but rather
from the adnominal use as a determiner (cf. Laury 1996, 1997; Pajusalu 1997a;
Juvonen 2000; Agranat 2015, discussed in Section 7.1.1). Instead, this scenario of
postposed demonstratives in eastern Finnic varieties is an empirical example of the
mechanism on how markers of definiteness can develop from the non-referential
domain of topic and focus marking (see a similar idea in Givon 2001: 474, versus the
opposite development direction from referential to non-referential uses of definite
articles in the Philippine type of Austronesian languages in Nagaya 2011). Hereby, I
also propose this scheme as a model of polysemy copying shared between eastern
Finnic and North Russian, in which the Finnic-Slavic contact has been the most intense
and continued the longest (as described in Section 2.3.2).

Ultimately, the topicality effect in the Russian -fo could have gone back to the
connective use in the construction X, fo Y ‘(if/when) X, then Y’ (see Gvozdanovié
2019: 126, presented in Section 5.2.2), which I regard as one of several functions in
the stage of dislocation use. This development from a device for dislocation in
conditional or temporal constructions to a topic marker corresponds to Haiman’s idea
(1987, discussed in Section 4.4.1) that conditionals are semantically comparable to
topics. In any case, this connective use of demonstratives is not observed in Finnic,
not even in the easternmost varieties, Lude and Veps, which may speak in favour of
the proposal above, that the pronominal use as a clause connector is only one of several
pragmatic functions of a dislocation marker, prior to the rise of a topic marker.

Beyond the scheme in Figure 27, it is also worth discussing changes and
behaviours of postposed demonstratives in each Finnic variety, which appear to be
connected with various changes that have taken place in demonstrative systems from
the Proto-Finnic stage.

In western Finnic (Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian), the Proto-
Finnic proximal series *tdmd/ndmd(t) shifted to 3rd person pronouns, and pulled the
Proto-Finnic medial series *se/ne(t) to fill the proximal domain. The new proximal
series was used alongside the distal *too/noo(t), before the new proximal started
replacing the distal series and eventually taking over all deictic spheres (Pajusalu
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1995, 1998, 2006). However, the new proximal series se/ne, when used in postnominal
position, does not show referential uses typical for definite articles, such as bridging
and establishing referential relations. Instead, they only function as dislocation
markers when occurring after a head noun (see Amon 2015), compared to the article-
like uses of preposed demonstratives see in Livonian and North Estonian, and fuu in
South Estonian (see Pajusalu 1997a, 1998). In terms of evaluative uses, it seems that
the erstwhile semantics of proximal deixis restricts the scope to the speaker’s sphere,
and thereby gives epistemic authority to the speaker. In this vein, the earlier proximal
postposed demonstratives in western Finnic varieties are primarily used to establish
joint attention with the addressee by offering a stance from the speaker’s sphere
(shown in Section 6.4.3). Ultimately, the additional pragmaticisation of postposed
demonstratives in western Finnic may also be disfavoured by the coexistence of other
discourse markers frequent in spoken language. Such discourse markers in
competition are, for example, Finnic manner demonstratives siis ‘so, thus’, nii(n) ‘in
this way, like this’, or a speaker-symmetry particle ju ‘of course’, which is likely a
Germanic borrowing, either previously from Gothic ju, or later from Swedish ju,
consider a particle jo in Votic, Finnish, Ingrian, Karelian, and Veps (Metsmaigi et al.
2012).

The encoding of joint attention observed in western Finnic is absent from Votic,
despite the fact that a similar change from proximal demonstratives to 3rd person
pronouns has also occurred in Votic. This is possibly due to the renewal of the
demonstrative system according to the Russian bipartite model which has taken place
in Votic and Veps (see Table 3). In this renewed system, newly emerged compound
demonstratives kase/kane in Votic have filled the empty proximal slot, while keeping
the Proto-Finnic medial series *se/ne(?) away from becoming proximal in the model
of western Finnic. Therefore, the use of Votic se/ne rather belongs to the central Finnic
type, in which postposed demonstratives are only involved in clause-second use as a
marker of left dislocation, marking the continuation of topic. Given that the
demonstratives se/ne(t) are non-proximal both in Votic and Ingrian as well as in
Karelian and Lude, the focus of attention falls on the addressee rather than the speaker.
This addressee-oriented property seems to favour the use of maintaining interactional
relations between the interlocutors, by highlighting the information in the addressee’s
sphere. Therefore, continuing topics, which are generally more identifiable and active
in the addressee’s attention, can often co-occur with postposed demonstratives in
central Finnic and also Karelian Finnic, as well as in Finnish (see Etelaméki 2009).

Unlike less advanced pragmatic uses of postposed demonstratives in western and
central Finnic, Karelian Finnic and eastern Finnic have reached the stage of
definiteness marking. The main difference that splits these two groups is due to deixis,
which plays a crucial role in the evaluative uses. As Proto-Finnic demonstratives
*se/ne(t) remain as medial with a contrast with distal *too/noo(t) in both Karelian and
Lude, their evaluative uses are more restricted than in Veps. Section 6.1.4 showed that
postposed demonstratives se/ne in eastern Finnic primarily occur after the head word,
which may have been affected by a more relaxed constituent order in noun phrases.
Eastern Finnic and North Russian, in particular, use postnominal determiners
considerably more often than other cognate languages (see Ojanen 1985: 230-235,
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and also a similar case of constituent order shift in eastern Saami discussed in Section
5.1.2). This structural renewal suggests that the Veps demonstrative system is
gradually becoming unipartite, with a single series of proper demonstratives
nece/nene, which will eventually turn postposed demonstratives se/ne into deictically
neutral demonstratives (as estimated by Griinthal 2015a: 277, discussed in Section
2.4.1). Ultimately, I consider the obsoletion of distal se/ne and neutralisation of the
deictic contrast as a consequence of the weakening of deictic uses in se/ne, due to the
shift towards more pragmatic uses. This reorganisation of the demonstrative paradigm
could explain a wider range of evaluative uses in eastern Finnic, compared to the
Karelian Finnic (observed in Section 6.4.3).

The description above is mainly drawn on Finnic-internal evidence, but influence
from North Russian dialects as an external factor of language change is discussed
further in the following subsections.

7.2.2 CLASSIFICATION AND DIVERSIFICATION OF FINNIC
LANGUAGES IN THE LIGHT OF DEMONSTRATIVES

The diversification of Finnic languages is a result in distribution of innovations in an
earlier Finnic dialect continuum. As development in the demonstrative systems has
also yielded a number of innovations in particular groups of Finnic, it can contribute
to the improvement of the Finnic family tree. A number of dialectal variations
discussed in Chapter 6 can be included to several stages of branching off. The
following discussion concerns nine isoglosses, of which Isoglosses 1-5 relate to the
organisation of demonstrative systems, while the use of postposed demonstratives is
discussed in connection to Isoglosses 6-9.

Isogloss 1: The development of the demonstratives *tdmd/ndmd(t) to 3rd person
pronouns

This isogloss is an areal feature shared between the western Finnic languages
(Livonian, South Estonian, North Estonian, Votic), as shown in Table 3 (presented in
Section 2.4.1) and in (134) (presented in Section 6.1.1). It could be dated to a stage
after the split of Central Finnic from other North Finnic languages, in which the
semantic shift from proximal to personal pronoun is not observed widely, with the
exception of Finnish, which has developed the 3rd person deixis involving all
demonstrative series timd, se and tuo (see, e.g., Seppanen 1998; Varteva 1998; A.
Hakulinen et al. 2004: §1425; Priiki 2017). The areal status of this semantic shift can
also be supported by typological uncommonness (see a parameter for contact-induced
change by Saarikivi 2000, in Table 6), as the source of 3rd person pronouns is
typologically more often a distal demonstrative (Greenberg 1978: 61; Givon 2001:
226; Diessel 1999a: 161; Bhat 2013), such as in the majority of Slavic languages
(discussed in Section 2.4.2).
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Isogloss 2: The neutralisation of deictic distinctions by the demonstratives *se/ne(?)

This isogloss is a shared areal pattern in the Estonian area (see also Pajusalu 1996a;
Tomingas 2018), as shown in Table 3. Hypothetically, the Proto-Finnic medial
demonstratives *se/ne(?) must have replaced the proximal series, which subsequently
became 3rd person pronouns (Isogloss 1). While maintaining the proximal status, the
Proto-Finnic distal series *foo/noo(t) started to disappear from the language, and has
eventually freed the entire deictic sphere for *se/ne(t) to take over (see also Pajusalu
2006).

From an areal perspective, this isogloss seemingly spread from North Estonian
(possibly the Insular dialect) to Livonian, at the latest, towards the end of 19th century
through intense contact between fishermen across Gulf of Riga (see Kettunen 1938;
Ariste 1981: 78; Griinthal 2015b: 127-137). This separate contact scenario that later
took place between Livonian and North Estonian is also supported by studies on
shared lexicon (see Koponen 1990, and comments in Viitso 1990b) and a lesser degree
of contact between Courland Livonian and South Estonian (see Ariste 1954: 260).

The neutralisation of the demonstrative paradigm in Livonian and North Estonian
resembles that of Slovincian as an intermediate stage, before the application of deictic
intensifiers in most other West Slavic languages, as well as Belarusian and Russian,
in which only the Proto-Slavic medial series *f» is used throughout the paradigm
(discussed in Section 2.4.2). Given these parallels, the Livonian and North Estonian
systems might have been influenced or motivated by the model in earlier West Slavic,
or western East Slavic languages spoken along the southern coast of Baltic Sea. This
potential areal influence is also supported by the fact that this isogloss is absent from
South Estonian spoken inland further from the maritime trade routes, as well as from
East Slavic languages in the south (Rusyn and Ukrainian), which maintain other Proto-
Slavic demonstrative series.

Moreover, contact with Swedish, which also uses deictic intensifiers in the
neutralised demonstrative paradigm det hdr ‘this’ vs. det ddr ‘that’, a phenomenon
which is not observed in Danish or Norwegian, should also be taken into account. In
regard to contact history, Scandinavian-speaking populations, initially Viking traders
later peasants and fishermen, have been present in the islands of the Gulf of Riga and
the northwestern coast of Estonia since the second half of the 1st millennium until the
20th century, which resulted in contact with North Estonian and Livonian neighbours
(see Griinthal 2015b: 118-126, 139).

Ultimately, this areal feature could have extended even as far as to Votic and Veps.
In these languages, namely, the intermediate stage before arriving to the bipartite
system (Isogloss 4) with compound demonstratives (Isogloss 3) could have resembled
a unipartite system in Livonian and North Estonian. This change could happen in a
very similar pattern to the Slavic parallel, in which only the Proto-Slavic
demonstrative stem *f» is retained, and serves as the base for new compound
demonstratives. Nevertheless, this contact hypothesis requires further empirical
investigation.
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Isogloss 3: The emergence of compound demonstratives

This development is only observed in Votic and Veps, likely a consequence of the
renewal of the demonstrative paradigm into a bipartite system (Isogloss 4) according
to the Russian model (discussed in Section 2.4.1). In any case, the Votic and Veps
cases are not mutually related, as deictic intensifiers derived from different lexical
sources, Votic ka ‘well’ vs. Veps ndged ‘you see’ (see Kettunen 1943: 403). In parallel
to this, the modern Russian proximal éfot emerged in the language only in the 16th—
17th century, suggesting that the emergence of the Votic and Veps compound
demonstratives as replications of the Russian model should not have taken place
before the 16th century, or possibly even later, after éfor was accepted to the literary
norm in the 18th century (see Vlasto 1986: 129, discussed in Section 2.4.2).

In a similar scenario to Isogloss 2, the emergence of compound demonstratives
may also have involved Swedish contact. At the same time, the occurrence of étot in
Russian could have spread from Belarusian (or even further from a West Slavic
language), given that the Standard (Moscow) Russian, with an admixture of the
western (Smolensk) dialect evolved in the 16th century (discussed in Section 2.2.2),
matching the earliest attestation of éfot in Russian.

Meanwhile, the occurrence of nece/nenne in Olonets Karelian and rnece/nene in
Lude can be seen as a spread from Veps. In any case, the dating is still uncertain, but
could be thought to have taken place after the split of Ladogan Finnic (cf. postposed
demonstratives as focus and definiteness markers in Isogloss 7).

Isogloss 4: The renewal of deictic distinction of demonstratives to a bipartite system

As discussed in Section 2.4.1, the renewal towards a bipartite demonstrative system
in Votic and Veps was potentially motivated by the Russian model, which only uses
the Proto-Slavic medial series *f» with a modification by the intensifier e-.
Consequently, the newly emerged compound demonstratives in Votic and Veps
replace the obsolete Proto-Finnic proximal series *tdmd/ndmd(t), while the Proto-
Finnic medial series *se/ne(t) remains as non-proximal, so they have become distal in
the newly rearranged paradigm. In any case, the distribution of constituent orders (see
Table 19 and Chart 4 in Section 6.1.4) shows the tendency for the Veps distal
demonstratives se/ne to be predominantly postposed, and more often used for other
extended pragmatic uses (Isogloss 7) than as determiners. Consequently, the use of
compound demonstratives riece/niene is gradually taking over the prenominal position,
which may eventually lead to the neutralisation of deictic distinctions, towards a
unipartite system (as stated in Griinthal 2015a: 277, discussed in Section 2.4.1),
parallel to Livonian and North Estonian (Isogloss 2). Elsewhere, tripartite systems are
retained, while Livonian and North Estonian have neutralised the Finnic series
*se/ne(t) to initially cover proximal, and later all deictic spheres. This can also be
regarded as an areal feature, as discussed in Isogloss 2.

Worth mentioning is also the South Estonian system, in which the demonstratives
taa/naagq are currently reported to be disappearing from the spoken language, reducing
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the paradigm to a bipartite system, with proximal see and distal oo based on the
Standard Estonian model (Pajusalu 2015; Tammekénd 2015). Meanwhile, the issue of
South Estonian proximal sjoo/njooq and distal tuu/nuug, resembling Old East Slavic
(Old Novgorod and Old Rus’) demonstrative stems s» and #» in forms and meanings,
is also interesting, as pointed out by Pajusalu (1996a: 150—151). Despite the fact that
their etymology is problematic, the series faa/naaq has been proposed as a borrowing
from Baltic to Late-Proto-Finnic (Larjavaara 1986: 73-75). In such a scenario, the
series taa/naaq can be considered as a later addition to the Inland Finnic system, in
which the Proto-Finnic proximal and distal series had been reorganised into a bipartite
system according to a similar model observed in Old Novgorod and Old Rus’.

These parallels of bipartite demonstrative systems might imply that Slavic contact
with South Estonian took place earlier than contact with Veps and Votic, and the
dating could even trace back to the first wave of migration of Slavs in the 5th—8th
century (discussed in Section 2.3.1). For instance, Ariste (1981: 85-86) suggests that
Livonian and South Estonian were the first Finnic groups to receive Slavic loanwords,
before spreading them to North Estonian and elsewhere. This also relates to evidence
that old Slavic loanwords are found in Estonian more than in other Finnic languages
(see also Must 2000). Whether this parallel to Old East Slavic languages is due to a
very old contact-induced change remains for future studies to investigate.

Isogloss 5: Distribution of frequency of use among different demonstrative series

Based on the information in Chart 1 (presented in Section 6.1), Livonian shares the
similar distribution with North Estonian but not with South Estonian (Isogloss 5.1),
which might also strengthen the claim about their intense contact as in Isogloss 2.
Meanwhile, Lude is clearly divided into two groups: the northern variety forms a
parallel with Olonets Karelian (Isogloss 5.2), whereas the southern variety with Veps
(Isogloss 5.3). This also supports the idea concerning the formation of Lude discussed
earlier by Pahomov (2011: 10-12) that Northern Lude emerged from Karelian while
Southern Lude has a Veps base (discussed in Section 2.2.1).

Isogloss 6: The clause-second use of the demonstratives *se/ne(t) after topics

This feature is observed in all Finnic varieties under investigation, seen in (188), (189),
(191), (193), and (194) presented in Section 6.4.2. A previous investigation by Vilkuna
(1989: 145-147) also confirms this tendency in Finnish. As the development of
demonstratives into dislocation markers, eventually topicality markers, is also
typologically expectable (Podlesskaya 2010), it is possible that this feature was
already present as early as in Proto-Finnic. Given that this tendency of Wackernagel’s
clause-second clitic is widely present in Indo-European languages since ancient times,
including Old Church Slavonic and Old Novgorod (illustrated in Section 6.5), I
propose that an early date can also apply to the Finnic case (see also a discussion on
Wackernagel’s law in Uralic languages in Nevis 1988: 104-108).
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Isogloss 7: The use of the demonstratives *se/ne(?) after focused and definite referents

This feature is present only in Finnic languages which allow the use of postposed
demonstratives also in clause-medial and clause-final positions (shown in Sections
6.4.1 and 6.4.2). This includes Olonets Karelian, Lude, and Veps, all of which derive
from Proto-Ladogan-Finnic and have undergone intense contact with North Russian
dialects. The extension of functional range, as discussed in Section 7.2.1, seemingly
correlates with the degree of Russian influence and adjacency to the nexus of the
Finnic-Slavic contact in Vologda: Karelian < Lude < Veps (see T. Itkonen 1971; V.
Koivisto 1990: 20, discussed in Section 2.3.2). Chronologically, the development of
these pragmatic uses should have taken place after the branching of Proto-Ladogan-
Finnic, but no later than the late 19th century, when this was first observed by field
linguists (e.g., Kettunen 1943: 399-403), approximately between the 16th and 18th
centuries (see further discussion in Section 7.3.2).

Isogloss 8: The co-occurrence of postposed demonstratives with non-nominal parts of
speech

The results in Table 26 and Table 27 (presented in Section 6.2) show that most Finnic
varieties to the west of Lude only use postposed demonstratives with nominal parts of
speech (nouns, pronouns, names, and adjectives). Meanwhile, eastern Finnic (Lude
and Veps), together with North Russian, also allow postposed demonstratives to occur
after non-nominal parts of speech (verbs, adverbs, and adpositions). This points to a
later innovation, a shared areal feature between eastern Finnic and North Russian.

Isogloss 9: The co-occurrence of postposed demonstratives with adverbials,
determiners and predicatives

The results in Table 28 and Table 29 (presented in Section 6.3.1) show that postposed
demonstratives in western and central Finnic varieties (Livonian, Estonian, Votic, and
Ingrian) can mainly co-occur with subjects and direct objects. Meanwhile, Karelian
and eastern Finnic varieties (Olonets Karelian, Lude, and Veps) together with North
Russian, also allow postposed demonstratives to co-occur with non-nuclear syntactic
functions (adverbial, determiner, and predicative). This feature seemingly points to
the branching of Proto-North-Finnic. However, Finnish does not allow this possibility
either, so the feature must be a later innovation, a shared areal feature among eastern
Finnic varieties spoken in Russia along with North Russian dialects.

Based on the discussion above, each isogloss can be placed onto the Finnic family
tree (Figure 28) according to the following distribution.
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Figure 28 Diversification of Finnic languages and innovations in demonstrative systems
(a tree modified from the basis of Kallio 2014: 163)

Figure 28 shows that most isoglosses concern Finnic sub-branches, suggesting that
changes in the Finnic demonstrative systems must have taken place more recently as
areal features and, thus, do not affect structure of the proposed Finnic tree. This speaks
in favour of the idea that demonstratives are an unstable area of grammar
genealogically (see a similar tendency of divergence among Saami languages in
Ylikoski 2020), prone to the environment of speech communities and contact-induced
changes (see also Sidnell & Enfield 2017). Some of the isoglosses discussed above
are clearly due to Russian influence, which provides a model for the development in
demonstrative systems. Given that Isoglosses 3 and 4 only concern Votic and Veps,
which supposedly came into contact with Slavs earlier than Karelian, these cases likely
predate Isoglosses 7, 8, and 9 which only concern Olonets Karelian, Lude, and Veps.

In terms of areal distribution, these isoglosses can be place to a cartographic
illustration, seen in Figure 29.
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Figure 29  Geographical distribution of isoglosses concerning development of the Finnic
demonstrative systems

The map shows that the development of demonstrative systems is clearly divided into
two main micro-areas, west vs. east, the boundary which could go back as far as the
Ancient Novgorod period (see Figure 4), correlating with the division of the western
and eastern Church (discussed in Section 2.3.1). As for the isoglosses which concern
the use of postposed demonstratives (6, 7, 8, and 9), they clearly concentrate in the
eastern zone, forming a “core circle” which includes Olonets Karelian, Lude, and
Veps. The rest of Finnic varieties in the west (Livonian, South Estonian, North
Estonian, Votic, and Ingrian), meanwhile, remain in the “periphery” (in Giildemann’s
term 2008). Another notable remark is that Ingrian can be considered relatively
conservative, as it shares but one isogloss (6) with other Finnic languages, even with
Votic, despite their geographical adjacency. This is likely due to a later migration of
Ingrian speakers from the northeast, after the diversification of Proto-Ladogan-Finnic.

Geographically, several isoglosses cross through the isthmus between Lake Onega
and Lake Ladoga, corresponding to an areal division based on toponymic evidence,
which suggests a later migration of Karelians from the west towards the Onega
isthmus during the 14th century (discussed in Pimenov 1965: 184-185; Mullonen
1989, 1990). Moreover, onomastic evidence from census books of Novgorod during
the 15th—16th centuries discussed by Raunamaa and Kanner (forthcoming) also
suggests a similar geographical division along the border between historical Vodskaja
and Obonezskaja Pjatinas (Russian pjatina ‘fifth’, referring to the five administrative
divisions in the Ancient Novgorod principality).

The relation between demonstrative systems and the Finnic taxonomy discussed
above shows that this study not only provides relevance for descriptive and areal-
typological linguistics, but also historical-comparative studies concerning later contact
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between the Finnic sub-branches. In the end, most isoglosses do not look old enough
that they would go back to intermediate proto-languages, but rather in the majority of
cases points to areal features.

7.3 DO POSTPOSED DEMONSTRATIVES RESULT
FROM A FINNIC SUBSTRATUM IN NORTH RUSSIAN
DIALECTS?

One of the main goals of the current study is to discuss whether postposed
demonstratives are a Finnic substratum in North Russian dialects, as claimed in
previous studies (Veenker 1967; Kiparsky 1969). The following subsections discuss
two approaches for identifying whether postposed demonstratives should be regarded
as a substrate feature (Section 7.3.1), or as an areal feature (Section 7.3.2).

7.3.1 EVALUATION OF THE FINNIC SUBSTRATE HYPOTHESIS

This section will apply four criteria to identify substrate features in Saarikivi (2000,
discussed in Section 3.2.3), which examine whether a feature under investigation is (i)
characteristic or marked construction in a shift-target language, (ii) common among
cognate languages of the shift-target language, (iii) expected language-internal
development, and (iv) typologically unique (shown in Table 47 towards the end of this
section).

First, it is crucial to identify the characteristics of postposed demonstratives present
in North Russian but not in Central (Moscow) Russian. These are cases in which
influence from Finnic can be considered. Comparing to the indeclinable -7o in Central
Russian, North Russian postposed demonstratives express a higher degree of
coalescence with their head word through vowel harmonisation (see Kuz’mina 1993:
184-187; Mendoza 2011: 249, and the discussion in Section 6.2). Otherwise,
postposed demonstratives in both varieties behave in the same way
morphosyntactically, particularly with a wide range of host attachment and clausal
positions (see Sections 6.1.6, 6.2 and 6.3). The main difference, however, is found in
their pragmatic functions. Central Russian primarily uses -fo as a device to convey
thematicization or topicality, contrast, and turn-taking (Rathmayr 1985; Bonnot 1986,
1987, 1990, 1991; Zybatow 1990; Grenoble 1998: Ch. 5; McCoy 2001, 2003; Bolden
2008, discussed in Section 5.2.2), equivalent to topic and focus markers in many other
languages (illustrated in Section 7.1.4). This use is also observed in North Russian
(see Section 6.4.2). Evaluative uses still need to be investigated more in Central
Russian and other varieties, however, in order to make a holistic comparison. In any
case, there has not been any report that postposed demonstratives in Central Russian
would cover all the referential uses characteristic of definite articles, which North
Russian postposed demonstratives are able to do do (see Section 6.4.3). A usage-based
approach in Talmy’s terms (1985: 62, discussed in Section 3.1.2) suggests that the use
of postposed demonstratives in North Russian can be considered, to a certain degree,
marked construction. It deviates from the context of Russian in general, given that

211



Discussion

postposed demonstratives are (i) colloquial in style rather than literary, (ii) frequent in
speech rather than occasional, and (iii) pervasive with a wide range of semantic
notions expressed in this type. However, the fact that postposed demonstratives are
optional indicates that they have not been fully grammaticalised into part of a specific
construction. As the criteria discussed above do not strongly speak in favour of
postposed demonstratives as a characteristic of Russian, | regard the degree of
markedness as moderate.

Second, there are a number of properties in postposed demonstratives which
distinguish North Russian from other Slavic languages. However, the same properties
also distinguish eastern Finnic from other Finnic varieties to the west. For instance,
the head-initial constituent order of demonstrative violates the canonical head-final
syntax of Finnic and Slavic languages (see Dryer 2013a, discussed in Section 4.1).
However, postnominal demonstratives are not completely unknown to Slavic
languages, which also tolerate interchangeable constituent orders in the noun phrase
(see Kurz 1939-1946; Vecerka 1993: 82-85, discussed in Section 5.2.1). In any case,
the flexibility of demonstratives to co-occur with non-nominal hosts (adverbs, verb,
and adpositions), breaks and extends the domain of use from determiner to topicality
and discourse marking, a phenomenon which is not observed in other Finnic and
Slavic languages. In any case, this functional extension of postposed demonstratives
is also observed in Central Russian, and it clearly distinguishes Russian from other
Slavic cognate languages, including the closely related Belarusian and Ukrainian. At
the same time, a similar development of postposed demonstratives into markers of
definiteness has its parallel in enclitic definite articles of the Balkan Slavic languages,
so it is not totally unique in the Slavic context (see Section 5.2.1). Meanwhile, the
development from prenominal demonstratives to markers of definiteness is also
reported in Finnic varieties in the west (see Section 5.1.1). According to the discussion
above, particular properties of postposed demonstratives are not always common in
Slavic and Finnic cognate languages. Based on this observation, I consider postposed
demonstratives moderately common among cognate languages of both substrate
(Finnic) and shift-target languages (Slavic).

Third, the development from demonstrative into a marker of definiteness and
topicality is not rare among the world’s languages (see Heine and Kuteva 2002: 109—
112, discussed in Section 4.2). In some areas, this development may be related to
language contact, such as the cases of the Balkan Sprachbund, or Western Continental
Europe more generally. In other cases, however, the functional extension of
demonstratives to topicality and discourse marking may not necessarily result from
language contact (cf. Mainland Southeast Asia, Papua New Guinea, and Finnic
varieties in the west, see Sections 4.4, 4.5 and 5.1.1). Given the parallels in other areas,
I regard the possibility of postposed demonstratives being a language-internal
development as relatively high.

Fourth, there are many languages in non-adjacent or remote areas to Northwest
Russia, in which postposed demonstratives are morphosyntactically and pragmatically
employed in a similar manner to eastern Finnic and North Russian, such as in
Mainland Southeast Asia (see Sections 4.4 and 4.5). Similar pragmatic functions can
also be coded with other grammatical elements such as possessive suffixes, widely

212



observed in Northern Eurasia (see Section 4.5 and 5.3). This shared property among
grammatical elements indicates that the phenomenon under discussion is not
typologically rare among the world’s languages.

Based on the discussion above, the four criteria are evaluated as given in Table 47.

More likely to be substrate Moderate Less likely to be substrate
Marked feature in the shift- . Characteristic feature in the
target language (Russian) shift-target language (Russian)
Common among the substrate Common among the shift-target
language and its cognate + language and its cognate
languages (Finnic) languages (Slavic)
Rare language-internal N Expected language-internal
development development
Typologically rare " Typologically common
among the world’s languages among the world’s languages

Table 47.  Likelihood of the Finnic substrate influence on the North Russian postposed
demonstratives (applied to the parameter by Saarikivi 2000: 398-399)

Based on the criteria introduced in Table 47, it can be argued that the use of postposed
demonstratives in North Russian displays more characteristics of an adstrate feature
shared with Finnic. This suggests that the North Russian postposed demonstratives
have not purely developed from the Central Russian -zo, through language shift by the
erstwhile eastern Finnic-speaking population to Russian in a vertically-oriented
substrate scenario. More plausible is that the development has taken place in a
horizontally-oriented adstrate scenario, in which Finnic-Russian bilingualism was
stable, pointing to areal diffusion being a more important factor.

7.3.2 UNDERSTANDING THE EMERGENCE OF POSTPOSED
DEMONSTRATIVES IN AN AREAL CONTEXT

Given the arguments presented in Section 7.3.1, it is not likely that postposed
demonstratives can be simply claimed as a Finnic substrate feature in North Russian
dialects. Instead, the story definitely involves a larger areal tendency in a particular
contact zone of Northwest Russia. Recalling each factor that may give rise to
similarities between languages (given by Aikhenvald and Dixon 2001, presented in
Section 3.3.2), several points are worth discussing on the basis of the data used in the
present study, particularly the issues of universality, borrowability, and convergence.

First, it is reasonable to begin the discussion by eliminating cases of similarities
by chance or genealogical retention. For the former issue, the quantitative analysis in
Chapter 6, and the decoding of the functional extension discussed in Section 7.2.1,
have shown that the further east a Finnic variety is spoken, the more its demonstrative
system resembles that of North Russian. This geographical correlation suggests that
eastern Finnic and North Russian must have definitely undergone mutual
reinforcement under long-standing intense language contact (discussed in Section
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2.3), which results in postposed demonstratives only resembling each other in function
but not in form, i.e. pattern borrowing (in Sakel’s term 2007, discussed in Section
3.3.2). In other words, these languages in contact have copied polysemy from a shared
structural model (Weinreich [1953]1974; Tkacenko 1989; Heine & Kuteva 2005;
Wiemer & Wilchli 2012, discussed in Section 3.2.2). As for the latter, the discussion
in Section 7.2 illustrated that the use of postposed demonstrative in modern Finnic
varieties and North Russian could not go back much further than several centuries ago,
so genealogical retention is unlikely. This leaves three factors for further
consideration: (i) universality, (ii) borrowability, and (iii) convergence.

The earlier discussion in Section 7.1.4 has shown that Eurasia manifests a tendency
of marking definiteness, topicality, and discourse functions with several specific
grammatical elements, particularly demonstratives and possessive suffixes. Even
though this tendency might not be ultimately common worldwide, it is present in this
particular macro-area of the world. The realisation of this areal tendency is also
divided into micro-areas, such as postposed demonstratives in Northwest Russia,
possessive suffixes in Central Russia, and demonstratives in Mainland Southeast Asia
(discussed in Chapters 4 and 5).

As for identifying the source of borrowing, the situation becomes challenging,
particularly when the feature under investigation is not common among cognate
languages, such as the case of multifunctional postposed demonstratives (previously
discussed in Section 7.3.1). Regarding the direction of borrowing, the data presented
in Chapter 6 does not imply a strong unilateral influence from Finnic to Russian,
proposed in some previous studies (cf. Kiparsky 1967; Veenker 1969), nor does it
imply the opposite direction (cf. Vahros 1951; Larjavaara 1986). It points to a more
complex story, in which postposed demonstratives in Northwest Russia can be
regarded a result of areal diffusion.

The interpretation of areal diffusion suggested in the current study is motivated by
the observation in Chapter 6 and discussion in Chapter 7, that such inflectable and
pragmatically robust postposed demonstratives are not productively observed in other
western and central Finnic, nor in Russian varieties of other dialectal zones. Despite
the fact that this contact-induced feature should have emerged in the adstrate
environment through balanced and stable bilingualism between Finnic and Russian
prior to the Russian Empire and Soviet era (discussed in Section 2.3.2), it is not
impossible to propose Russian as the source language, given that the connective use
in conditional clauses as a potential ultimate source construction was already attested
as early as the 11th century’s Old Rus’ (Vlasto 1986: 237). As there is a general
tendency for at least the neuter form of the postposed demonstrative -fo to be currently
used across the entire Russian dialect continuum (#» in southern and Siberian dialects),
this Russian conceptual template should have allowed additional pragmaticisation
more easily than the Finnic system, in which the use of demonstrative after a head
noun, other than for clause-second topic marking, was relatively rare prior to Russian
contact.

Such a claim would not have to entail that the development of postposed
demonstratives completely originated and was totally transmitted from Russian. North
Russian postposed demonstratives are pragmatically relatively different from those of
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Central Russian (discussed in Section 7.3.1). There are several properties that North
Russian postposed demonstratives resemble parallels in eastern Finnic subsequently
evolved without Central Russian interference, such as the ability to inflect, or vowel
harmonisation and the functional extension to contexts in which they co-occur with
definite referents (discussed in Chapter 6). The deviation from the Central Russian
model, and convergence with eastern Finnic, speaks in favour of a development
through mutual reinforcement, favoured by the long-lasting advanced multilingual
practice of inhabitants in the area of contact (discussed in Sections 2.1 and 2.3).

As an answer to the key research question of the current study, the data of the
current study does not support the idea of postposed demonstratives being a Finnic
substrate feature in North Russian, but rather speaks in favour of a shared adstrate
feature between eastern Finnic and North Russian, illustrated in Figure 30.

Olonets Northern Southern
Karelian Lude Lude

borrowing between
cognate languages

Veps North Russian discourse and definite
se/ne -to/-ta/-tu/-ti/-ty/-te marking advanced

19th century

A

ability to inflect emerged,

. contact-induced focus marking advanced,
17th—18th centuries . : .
development discourse marking reinforced,
definite marking emerged,
16th centu Proto-Veps pattern North Russian Veps demonstratives replicated
Y se/ne borrowing -to the Russian bipartite model
15th century inheritance compound demopstratwe etot
and focus marking emerged
14th century Centra} t]EO{uSSIan topic marking emerged
inheritance
Old East Slavic marker of conditional and
11th century .
to temporal subordinate clause

Figure 30  Borrowing and the development of postposed demonstratives in the Northwest
Russian context

To elaborate on Figure 30, I regard this whole phenomenon as having its root at least
in the indeclinable Russian postposed demonstrative -fo, inherited in both form and
function from Central (Middle) Russian to North Russian. Nevertheless, the earliest
attestation of topical use of -fo in Central Russian, and the ultimate origin of the Old
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East Slavic connective demonstrative fo in conditional constructions, remain open for
further investigation.

Regarding the stability of bilingual practices which were potentially also
responsible for the renewal of a demonstrative system in Veps according to the
Russian model (discussed in Section 2.4.1), 1 consider the use of postposed
demonstratives as a borrowing of the Russian conceptual template with the distal
demonstrative fot, substituted by the Veps distal demonstratives se/ne. This conceptual
template and lexical substitution may also relate to the tendency of constituent order
shifts from prenominal to postnominal determiners, which favours the use of
postposed over preposed demonstratives, observed in the Southern Lude, Veps, and
North Russian data illustrated in Section 6.1.4 (see also Ojanen 1985: 230-235,
discussed in Section 7.2.1). Chronologically, this scenario of pattern borrowing from
North Russian to (Proto-)Veps should have taken place no earlier than the 15th—16th
centuries for two reasons. First, Central Russian speakers were imported to the
erstwhile Old Novgorod-speaking areas primarily after the fall of Novgorod State in
1447, and the invasion of Ivan IV of the Grand Duchy of Moscow in 1570 (discussed
in Section 2.2.2). Second, provided that the emergence of postposed demonstratives
in Veps is closely related to the renewal of the demonstrative system according to the
Russian bipartite model, with the application of intensifiers applied to the Proto-Slavic
medial series *#»(1v) (discussed in Section 7.2.2), the emergence of Russian étot itself
did not take place until the 16th century, so it is unlikely that pattern borrowing into
(Proto-)Veps would predate this change in Russian (see Vlasto 1986: 129, discussed
in Section 2.4.2).

In this particular language ecology, Veps and North Russian had started to develop
further referential uses as a “shared drift” (in Janhunen’s term 2014b) that were not
present in Central Russian. In Giildemann’s classification (2008), the particular
contact between Veps and North Russian can be regarded as an “areal hotbed” of
innovation concerning the versatile use of postposed demonstratives. Given that this
language phenomenon was already observed in Lude and Veps in the late 19th and
early 20th centuries by a number of linguists (e.g., Lauri Kettunen and Heikki
Ojansuu) and it was likely emerging in the Finnic-Russian adstrate scenario (as
discussed thus far), the evolution of multifunctional postposed demonstratives in
eastern Finnic should have taken off in the 17th century at the earliest. This dating is
chronologically situated in between the fall of Novgorod State, and the rise of the
Russification policy of the Russian empire in the 18th century, which turned the
Russian adstratum into a superstratum of Finnic.

North Russian becoming an established regional variety of Russian, Veps, and
potentially also North Russian introduced this language feature to adjacent Finnic
varieties, Olonets Karelian and Lude. In Giilldemann’s parameter (2008), Karelian and
Lude would not belong to the areal hotbed but rather the “core circle”, given that the
functional extension of multifunctional postposed demonstratives is less advanced in
Olonets Karelian and Northern Lude (shown in Section 7.2.1). The borrowing from
Veps, thus, must have taken place at the earliest not long after the 17th century, in
which advanced referential uses were still in the process of development. The
topicality marking was inherited from Central Russian, and could ultimately also be a
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pre-existing tendency of Wackernagel’s clitics in Finnic (see Nevis 1988: 104-108,
discussed in Section 7.2.2). Meanwhile, postposed demonstratives in Southern Lude
have acquired as many extended functions as in Veps and North Russian. On the one
hand, this suggests that Southern Lude has continued more intense contact with Veps
and North Russian, due to the geographical adjacency of their speaking areas. On the
other hand, this could also be used as an argument for the idea that Southern Lude was
a Proto-Veps variety which later became Karelianised (Pahomov 2011). As it
currently stands, the former case of longer, intense contact between Southern Lude,
Veps, and North Russian seems more plausible. Ultimately, further studies on dating
the diversification of Olonets Karelian and Lude varieties from Proto-Karelian and
Proto-Veps could also bring us closer to the absolute chronology of postposed
demonstratives.

Concerning the potential influence of Avvakum’s Russian vernacular in the 17th
century (Kiparsky 1969: 25-26, discussed in Section 5.2.2), I do not see a direct
connection to modern North Russian dialects. In terms of functions, postposed
demonstratives of Avvakum primarily involve the domain of referentiality, and
information-structural and evaluative uses, such as those observed in modern North
Russian, have not been reported (cf. Voge 1958, Mendoza 2011). In case there would
have been a connection with Avvakum’s vernacular, the chronology of Avvakum’s
texts would change nothing, merely supporting my dating of mutual reinforcement in
Veps and North Russian to the 17th—18th centuries, as proposed above.

On the theoretical level, this contact scenario has shown that the language
sociology and ecology of this micro-area, in particular stable bilingualism, was a
crucial sociolinguistic factor, playing an important role in the development of such a
marked language feature more generally.

7.4 SUMMARY OF THE DISCUSSION

This chapter has presented a number of observations, arguments and conclusions,
regarding the use and history of postposed demonstratives in Finnic and North
Russian. The discussion from various perspectives has formulated answers to the three
main research questions of the present study, as given below.

1. How do postposed demonstratives function as grammatical markers?

Throughout all Finnic and North Russian varieties, postposed demonstratives are used
in clause-second position to mark topics. However, in eastern Finnic and North
Russian, they have also extended the host they attach to non-nominal parts of speech,
and extended their use to contexts involving definite referents and evaluation,
resembling markers of definite and evaluative discourse markers, respectively. Even
though postposed demonstratives in these eastern varieties are found in all referential
relations characteristic of definite articles, the functional extension towards definite
articles stays as a (permanently) unfinished process for a few reasons. First, the use of
postposed demonstratives remains optional, and has not been narrowed down
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exclusively to the marking of definiteness. Postposed demonstratives still retain robust
information-structural and evaluative uses. From an areal-typological perspective,
eastern Finnic and North Russian postposed demonstratives show many similar
properties with the use of demonstratives in Mainland Southeast Asian languages, as
well as with the possessive suffixes in languages of the Ural-Altaic type, and can
functionally be regarded as a type of discourse marking.

2. What does the development of demonstratives tell us about the history of Finnic
and Slavic languages?

The development of multifunctional postposed demonstratives is primarily
concentrated on the eastern part of the Finnic dialect continuum (Veps), whereas the
functional extension of prenominal demonstrative determiners to definite articles takes
place in the west (South Estonian, North Estonian, Votic, and Finnish). A number of
isoglosses observed in modern Finnic demonstrative systems also point to four areal
genetic units: (i) western Finnic (Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian),
(i1) central Finnic (Votic and Ingrian), (iii) Karelian Finnic (Olonets Karelian and
Northern Lude), and (iv) eastern Finnic (Southern Lude and Veps). Regarding the use
of postposed demonstratives as an innovation, eastern Finnic and North Russian form
an areal hotbed in the core circle which also extends to Karelian Finnic, while western
and central Finnic remain unaffected in the periphery. One of the most important
factors that influence the development of demonstrative systems in Finnic languages
is language contact with Russian and the degree of Russification, which is higher
towards the east, and correlates with geographical proximity to the Russian-speaking
area. This areal grouping also corresponds to results from studies on onomastics and
toponyms of Northwest Russia.

3. Do postposed demonstratives result from a Finnic substratum in North Russian
dialects?

Postposed demonstratives, as multifunctional markers of definiteness, information
structure, and evaluation, are not a Finnic substrate influence in North Russian
dialects, but rather a shared adstrate feature, absent from western and central Finnic,
and less developed in Central and Southern Russian dialects. This phenomenon has its
root in the indeclinable postposed demonstrative -fo as an information-structuring
marker, inherited from Central (Middle) Russian to North Russian dialects, which
provided a model to (Proto-)Veps. Together with Veps, North Russian dialects have
developed two properties not observed in the equivalent form in Central or South
Russian dialects: (i) the ability to inflect, and (ii) co-occurrence with definite referents.
During this process of mutual reinforcement, Veps as well as potentially North
Russian have introduced the extended use of postposed demonstratives to
neighbouring Finnic languages, Lude and Karelian.

These ideas are the main findings of the present study, which will hopefully provide a
good ground for future studies to continue the discussion.

218



8 CONCLUSIONS

In the present study, I have analysed the use of postposed demonstratives in a dozen
Finnic and North Russian varieties spoken in Northwest Russia. By applying both a
qualitative as well as quantitative approach to the language data, I have described the
typological profiles of the postposed demonstratives in each variety from different
grammatical perspectives, which serves as the basis for reconstructing
morphosyntactic changes and semantic extensions (in the similar spirit to DeLancey
1994; Harrison 2003; and Heine 2003). Through qualitative comparison and
quantification of their typological profiles, I identified an areal nexus in Vologda, the
direction from which the linguistic influence has arrived from North Russian to the
Finnic speech communities. The functional profiles of postposed demonstratives in
eastern Finnic resemble North Russian the most, and the degree of similarities
gradually decreases as one moves towards the west, confirming the idea of different
levels of Russian influence across the Finnic dialect continuum (as suggested in T.
Itkonen 1971, and V. Koivisto 1990: 20). Based on this finding, I have shown that
geographical proximity is the single most overriding factor which explains the degree
of language change and development in each variety under investigation. Further
studies might also test whether other measures, such as travel time (as proposed by
Gooskens 2005), would be significant for the context of Northwest Russia.

Based on the comparison of typological profiles of postposed demonstratives in
Finnic, I divide the Finnic dialect continuum into four areal units: (i) western Finnic
(Livonian, South Estonian, and North Estonian), (ii) central Finnic (Votic and
Ingrian), (iii) Karelian Finnic (Olonets Karelian and Northern Lude), and (iv) eastern
Finnic (Southern Lude and Veps). Unlike the classification that applies more
conventional comparative methods to historical phonology and morphology (as in
Sammallahti 1977; Viitso 1985, 2000; Koponen 1991; and Kallio 2014), this
classification does not indicate the branching of Proto-Finnic in a genealogical sense,
but instead focuses on areal diffusion, i.e. areal genetic units (in Helimski’s term 2003)
of different Finnic sub-branches from the perspective of demonstratives.

Diachronically, I have also shown that there is no direct continuation from Old
Novgorod to modern North Russian in terms of the demonstrative system. Most
importantly, the Novgorod birch bark data do not have more postposed than preposed
demonstratives, and do not show contexts of use in which the demonstratives co-occur
with non-nominal parts of speech (verb, adverb, and adposition), all of which are
possible in modern North Russian dialects. This ultimately supports the idea of Old
Novgorod being an extinct language which left traces as a substratum in modern North
Russian dialects, which rather have their root in the Central (Moscow) dialect of
Middle Russian (cf. the description by Gorskova 1972: 153—154, and Vlasto 1986:
363).

As a contribution to the ongoing discussion of the Finnic substratum in North
Russian dialects, the analysis shows how postposed demonstratives have emerged and
later acquired various syntactic and pragmatic functions. Through the methodological
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triangulation that includes historical, contact, and areal linguistics, I have arrived to
the conclusions about three matters: (i) the grammatical category of postposed
demonstratives, (ii) the functional extension of the postposed demonstratives, and
(iii) contact-induced change through mutual reinforcement between Finnic and North
Russian dialects.

From a typological perspective, I identify the Finnic and North Russian postposed
demonstratives as grammatical markers which can express various functions beyond
prototypical deictic uses of demonstratives. Across the Finnic varieties,
demonstratives occur in clause-second position serving as markers of topic,
developing from a left dislocation construction. In western Finnic, Karelian Finnic,
and eastern Finnic, the topical use more often marks a switch of topic, while central
Finnic demonstratives primarily mark a continuation of topic. This topical use is also
observed in North Russian and Central Russian, speaking in favour of Wackernagel’s
law being active in both Finnic and Russian (supporting the claim by Nevis 1988:
104-108).

This functional extension involved a morphosyntactic change, when postposed
demonstratives started to move around the clause in Karelian Finnic and eastern
Finnic, eventually becoming clitics which can follow nearly any part of speech in
eastern Finnic (as seen in Table 25 presented in Section 6.2). This syntactic mobility
and free host attachment extend the contexts of use from clause-initial topic to clause-
medial and clause-final focused referents, emerging from right dislocation
constructions. The topic is usually definite (as stated by Li & Thompson 1976: 461),
while focus typically delimits a scope and establishes a contrast in a set of relevant
alternatives (defined by Krifka 2008: 247) as well as intensifies a referent (as shown
in Konig 1991: 181). This functional combination that postposed demonstratives
inherited from earlier contexts of use have extended from information-structural uses
to contexts where they co-occur with definite referents (similarly to the emergence of
definiteness markers from topic constructions, as given in Givon 2001: 474). This
development has allowed postposed demonstratives to appear with various types of
identifiability, most notably anaphoric, bridging, situationally unique, and establishing
referents, which are characteristic of definite articles (as given in Becker 2018, and
Konig 2018).

The functional extension from non-referential uses to definiteness marking has
been preliminarily speculated for North Russian (as discussed in Gvozdanovié¢ 2019:
126). In other case studies, referential uses have extended to non-referential uses, such
as in the Philippine type of Austronesian languages (shown by Nagaya 2011). At the
same time, preposed demonstratives in other western and central Finnic languages
have acquired definiteness marking from adnominal use of determiners (as shown in
Laury 1996, 1997; Pajusalu 1997a; Juvonen 2000; and Agranat 2015). Therefore, the
present study leaves the question for further typological studies on whether a reverse
functional extension from non-referential (topic and focus marking) to referential uses
is also found in connection to other grammatical elements, and in other areal contexts.

In any case, the functional extension towards marking definiteness has not been
completed in Karelian Finnic, eastern Finnic, or North Russian, as the most important
property that the postposed demonstratives lack is that they must be obligatory in
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certain constructions (cf. a criterion of Greenberg 1978: 61, and Diessel 1999a: 118).
This is a familiar case previously also observed in prenominal demonstratives of
Estonian, Finnish, and Votic, in which the demonstratives cannot be regarded as
obligatory grammaticalised definiteness markers (as argued in Pajusalu 1997a: 173;
Juvonen 2000: 196; and Agranat 2015: 51). In any case, | do not consider the
postposed demonstratives to be able to develop much further, given both the structural
context and the sociolinguistic situation of eastern Finnic and North Russian. In terms
of language structure, the use of postposed demonstratives with information-structural
functions remains considerably more productive than the co-occurrence with definite
referents. Furthermore, absolutely unique referents as a characteristic context of
definite articles do not evoke obligatory marking in these varieties.

From a sociolinguistic perspective, language vitality and language planning of
eastern Finnic are not going into a direction that would favour the complete
grammaticalisation. Considering the language sociology of Finnic minorities in Russia
(as described in Lallukka 1990, 2001, and Puura et al. 2013), it would appear more
likely that language shift to Russian would happen first, with the language authority
meanwhile constantly trying to remove Russian-like structures from the written
language of Finnic minorities. At the same time, North Russian dialects as a non-
standard variety continually become assimilated to the Central Standard Russian norm
(such as the case study of phonology examined by Vaahtera 2009). Given the
circumstances, the current study shows that not only are languages endangered, but
particular language features can also be in danger of vanishing or levelled by the norm
of literary language as a perstratum.

Considering the use of postposed demonstratives as an innovation, the areal-
genetic classification of Finnic can be placed in three concentric circles (in
Giildemann’s framework 2008), in which eastern Finnic and North Russian form an
areal hotbed in a core circle which also includes Karelian Finnic, but this innovation
does not reach western and central Finnic which lie more in the periphery (confirming
the observation by Larjavaara 1986: 307-310, and Yurayong 2020). Further studies
on other grammatical elements would likewise provide more evidence for tracing
contact between Finnic sub-branches.

Regarding the role of language contact in the development of postposed
demonstratives (or perhaps the demonstrative systems in general), the Russian
language both in the present as well as in the past has been responsible for a number
of changes in Finnic languages. More recently, the bipartite demonstrative paradigm
with compound demonstratives in Russian has provided a model for Votic and Veps.
Further back in time, the Old East Slavic (Old Novgorod and Old Rus’) model with
the proximal s» and distal 7» could have also influenced the South Estonian system,
which similarly employs sjoo as proximal and tuu as distal (as speculated by Pajusalu
1996a: 150-151). This awaits further investigation, however, on tracing their ultimate
etymological connection. In contrast, the functional extension of preposed
demonstratives towards definiteness marking in Finnic varieties in the west does not
necessarily involve language contact in a similar fashion as in the situation in the east,
but the change could have well emerged from a language-internal grammaticalisation
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path which subsequently became reinforced under contact with Germanic (as
proposed in Metslang 2011, and Nordlund et al. 2013).

In Veps, the Russian influence continued to the area of postposed demonstrative,
a grammatical element which North Russian has inherited from the Central (Moscow)
dialect of Middle Russian, before introducing it to (Proto-)Veps. In intense contact
with stable multilingualism, North Russian -fo and Veps se/ne started to converge
through polysemy copying (in the same model described by Weinreich [1953]1974,
among others) and developed additional properties which significantly deviate from
the Central Russian -fo, such as the ability to inflect or co-occurrence with definite
referents in an article-like manner. Given that such multifunctional postposed
demonstratives are not common in other Finnic languages, I have ruled out the
possibility of this phenomenon emerging from Finnic, or to be precise, from the Veps
substratum in North Russian (cf. the substratum explanation in Veenker 1967: 8890,
and Kiparsky 1969: 25-26). Instead, this contact scenario rather points to a contact-
induced change by mutual reinforcement (in the same vein as Leinonen 1998; Stadnik-
Holzer 2006; and Kasatkina 2007, 2008), a similar contact phenomenon to what has
been previously identified in the linguistic areas of Amdo-Qinghai (Janhunen 2007),
the Balkans (Kopitar 1829 and Sandfeld 1926), India (Masica 1976), Japan-Korea
(Yurayong & Szeto 2020), Mainland Southeast Asia (Enfield 2005), and Meso-
America (Campbell et al. 1986), among others.

In the abovementioned mechanism of convergence, Veps and North Russian have
been approaching a common structural model (as described in Weinreich [1953]1974)
or conceptual templates in their grammar (as defined in Heine & Kuteva 2001: 410).
Most notably, the constituent order shift from prenominal to postnominal determiners
has been active over a relatively long period of time during the contact between eastern
Finnic and North Russian (as reported by Ojanen 1985: 230-235). In regard to this
matter, it would also be interesting to conduct further quantitative investigation on
how extensively this syntactic shift has affected the adjectival system, and other
different semantic categories of adjectives in eastern Finnic and North Russian, not to
mention Saami languages spoken in Russia. This structural convergence may
eventually reach the stage of intertranslatability (in Romaine’s term 1988: 80-81),
unless complete structural convergence would simultaneously mean language death
through language shift (such as in the case study of mood and modality by Kehayov
2017).

As an epilogue to close the current study, I hope that the treatment of a language-
specific and area-specific phenomenon in Northwest Russia can provide empirical
evidence for relevant topics in the theoretical framework of historical, contact, and
areal linguistics. Equally important, I anticipate that the results in the current study
could also motivate new research questions in Uralic and Slavic linguistics, which
would challenge and refine our understanding of language history and contact in the
Uralic and Slavic linguistic spheres.
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