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Romb. = E. I. Rombandejeva, Russko-mansijskij slovat dlja mansijskoj $ko-
ly. Leningrad 1954.

russ. = russisch

s. = siehe

S. = Seite

schwed. = schwedisch

Sg. = Singular

slaw. = slawisch

syrj. = syrjdnisch; [ = IZzma-, IU = unterer Izma-, L = Luza-, LU = unterer
Luza-, Le. = Letka-, P = permischer, PO = ostpermischer, Pr. = Prup-, S
= Sysola-, Pe¢. = PeCora, U(d). = Udora-~, V = Vyclegda-, VO = oberer
Vydegda-, VU = unterer Vycegda-Dialekt

tat. = tatarisch

Ter. = Tere$kin (= Terjoskin)

tscher. = tscheremissisch; (s, Beke, CserNytan.) nyK = Kozmodemjansk-,
kCar = Carevokoks§ajsk-Ceboksary-, kP = (ost)permischer, kUfa = Ufa-,
kM = Malmyz-, kUr. = Urzum-, kE = Bergtscheremissischer Dialekt; ny =
west-, k = ost-

ung. = ungarisch

vgl. = vergleiche

VNGy = Munkacsi Bernat, Vogul népkéltési gyjtemény. I — IV. Budapest
1892 — 1921. 5 .

weps. = wepsisch; E = siidwepsisch, Ma = Matvejanselki-, Si. = Simjérvi-,
So. = Soksu-, Stj. = Soutjérvi-Dialekt; VV V = Vepsa - venihine vajehnik.
Moskva — Leningrad 1936; A = Onegawepsisch

Wied. = Wiedemann

wog. = wogulisch; J od. Jk. = Jukonda-Dialekt, K = Konda-Dialekt, KM =
Dial. an der mittleren Konda, KO = Dial. an der oberen Konda, KU =
Dial. an der unteren Konda, LM = Dial. an der mittleren Lozva, LO =
Dial. an der oberen Lozva, LU = Dial. an der unteren Lozva, N = nérd-
licher Dialekt, Ob = Dial. am Ob, P = Pelymka-Dialekt, Si. od. Sy. =
Sygva-Dialekt, So. = Sosva-Dialekt, T = Tavda-, Tj. = Tavda-Janyckova-,
V = Vagilsk, VN = Nord-Vagilsk-Dialekt, VNK = Kama-Dialekt (am
Nord-Vagilsk), VS = Siid-Vagilsk-Dialekt

wot. = wotisch

wotj. = wotjakisch; J = Jelabuga-, G = Glazov-, K = Kazai-, M = Malmyz-,
MU = Malmyz-Urzum-, S = Sarapul-Dialekt

z.B. = zum Beispiel



Komi Zyryan’s second past tense

In contemporary Komi Zyryan there are four indicative verb
tenses: the present, the future, the first past and the second past.!
Morphosyntactically the second past tense stands apart from the
other three. In the Komi Zyryan literary language, based on the
Syktyvkar dialect, this tense lacks singular and plural forms in the
first person. Perhaps more interestingly, it is morphologically u-
nique in the Komi system of tenses, in that in the negative conjuga-
tion it is the verb which takes the personal suffixes and not the
negative particle. The verb conjugates precisely as it does in the
affirmative. The following table will give some idea of the morpho-
syntactic differences between the first and second past tenses:

First Past Affirmative Second Past Affirmative
The Verb munny ’to go’
1 pers. sg. muni —

2 pers. sg. munin munémyd
3 pers. sg. munis mundma

1 pers. pl. munim —

2 pers. pl. muninnyd munomnyd
3 pers. pl. munisny munémads’

! The Second Past is variously known as: the perfect (B. A. Serebrennikov,
Kategorii vremeni i vida v finno-ugorskikh jazykakh permskoj i volzskoj
grupp, Moscow, 1960, p. 58.) (hereafter Serebrennikov, Kategorii vremeni);
the unwitnessed past (neolevidnoje prosedieje vremja) (D. V. Bubrikh,
Grammatika literaturnogo komi jazyka, Leningrad, 1949, p. 124); the unwit-
nessed resultative past (neoCevidnoje-resul’tativnoje prosedseje) (V. I. Lytkin,
Sovremennyj komi jazyk, Syktyvkar, 1955, vol. I, p. 214).



70 ROBIN W, BAKER

First Past Negative Second Past Negative
1 pers. sg. eg mun —

2 pers. sg. en mun abu munémyd

3 pers. sg. ez mun abu munéma

1 pers. pl. eg (-0j) mundgy —

2 pers. pl. en (-3j) mundj abu munémnyd

3 pers. pl. ez munny abu munomaos’

The first past follows the pattern of verb conjugation seen in the
present and future tenses but the second past formally stands
alone.

Semantically too, the second past is isolated from the basic
tense series of present, future and first past, and it is its semantic
function which we shall review in this article.

In the interests of clarity and succinctness this investigation
shall be conducted from a synchronic standpoint, for our subject
is the usage of the second past in contemporary Komi Zyryan.
Such an investigation is justified, for there has been a marked
reluctance on the part of the Komi themselves to clearly define its
function within the framework of the verbal tense system. This
reluctance is not founded in a low frequency of occurrence of the
second past, for in any corpus of material, whether conversation,
verse, folklore, drama, journalism or literary prose, this tense is
widely employed. The decision to restrict the bounds of the pre-
sent article to a synchronic investigation of function in no way
denies the interest which this tense presents historically. Robert T.
Harms has proposed?® that the existence of a system of two oppo-
sing past tenses in the Permic languages and in Mari is a reflex of a
posited focus-system which operated in the hypothetical Uralo-
Yukaghir Proto language. B. A. Serebrennikov believes that in
Proto-Permian there was no such opposition and that its existence
in Komi and Udmurt is due to parallel development.? However,

2 Robert T. Harms, 'The Uralo-Yukaghir Focus System: A problem in
remote genetic relationship’, in Paul J. Hopper, ed., Studies in Descriptive
and Historical Linguistics, Amsterdam, 1977, pp. 301 — 16. .

>B. A. Serebrennikov, IstoriCeskaja morfologija permskikh jazykakh,
Moscow, 1963. See also V. 1. Lytkin, K. Majtinskaja, K. Rédei, Osnovy finno-
ugorskogo jazykoznanija, Moscow, 1976, vol. 11, pp. 179 — 80.
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because of its frequent incidence in the contemporary language, a
rigorous definition of usage is vital for the student of Komi, and it
is hoped that such a definition will prove to be of wider linguistic
interest also.

II

V. I. Lytkin and D. A. Timushev in their short grammatical
sketch of Komi* devote only the following explanation to what is a
complex and fundamental question for an understanding of the
modern language: PasHuua B 3HaueHUSX NEPBOTO M BTOPOro
fnpouleILIEro BpEMEHH 3aKJI04aeTcs B TOM, YTO MEPBOE OOBIYHO
BbIpaXKaeT JEHCTBUE, COBepIUMBILEECA B NPUCYTCTBUH TOBODA-
1Iero, a BTopoe - IeficTBUE, CBUAETENIEM KOTOPOTO FOBOPALIMH He
Obl, 0 KOTOPOM OH CYJMT 1O pe3yJjibTaTaM AelCTBUS UIIH KaKHM-
1160 KOCBEHHBIM NyTeMm.’

If one takes this explanation at its face value it would be fair to
construe the second past as a tense of renarration, limited to ac-
tion unwitnessed by the speaker. Logically, then, one would expect
it to be used in the writing of historical events which the author
did not personally observe. Even a cursory examination of such
works in standard Komi Zyryan reveals the frequent employment
of the first past alongside the second. One supposes that a basis for
stating that the difference between the two past tenses consists of
witnessed and unwitnessed action lies in the fact that the second
past possesses no first person. This obviously indicates a trend,
but much of its force is lost when one discovers that not only in
Udmurt, but in four® of the ten recognised dialects of Komi Zyr-

* V.1 Lytkin, D. A. Timushev, Kratkij oCerk grammatiki komi jazyka’, in
V. 1. Lytkin, ed., Komi-Russkij Slovar’, Moscow, 1961, p. 886.

* The difference in meaning between the first and second past tenses is
summed up in the fact that the first usually expresses action which has occur-
red in the presence of the speaker, while the second — action of which the
speaker was not a witness and about which he makes a judgment on the basis
of the results of the action or by some other indirect means.

¢ In the Udora and IZma dialects there are forms for all three persons,
singular and plural. In the Letka and Vymi dialects there is a first person
singular second past form. See V. A. Sorvacheva, *Kratkij grammatiCeskij
spravocnik po dialektam komi-zyrjanskogo jazyka’, in V. A. Sorvacheva, ed.,
Sravnitel’nyj slovar’ komi-zyrjanskikh dialektov, Syktyvkar, 1961 (hereafter
Sorvacheva, GrammatiCeskij spravocnik), p. 482.
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yan there are first person forms. Although there is an undoubted
tendency to use the second past in cases of unwitnessed events,
such a conclusion is a very inadequate explanation of its role.

Serebrennikov in his Kategorii vremeni’ takes issue with this
narrow definition and posits that the most important and original
use of this tense is as a pure perfect® which expresses a completed
action, the result of which is evident in the present. This tense
therefore, semantically as well as formally, stands in opposition to
the other three in that it focuses not on the action of the verb itself
but on its end product, and consequently does not stress the tem-
poral factor. Its role in the narration of unwitnessed action he
terms the modal’noje znacenije *'modal meaning™® of the second
past or perfect. We can summarise this position by saying that
whereas the first past tense emphasises the process of the action of
the verb, the second past is concerned with the result and as,
generally, someone who has not witnessed the action cares solely
about its result, the second past is frequently coupled with the idea
of renarration.

Such a conclusion is correct, though only to a certain point. An
examination of Komi material, either colloquial or literary, will
show many instances where the use of the second past is determi-
ned neither by the sense of the pure perfect nor by the modal
meaning. A third possibility, the influence of Russian on the
grammar of Komi Zyryan!'®, can also often be ruled out.

In his grammar of Komi, Bubrikh!! describes another use of the
tense: in impersonal constructions. Often the subject is omitted
and, if not, is usually found in the genitive case. There are many
examples one could cite of this sort of occurrence. The role is of
great interest because not only does it appear to be widely employ-
ed and have clear stylistic value in the contemporary language, but
it also tends to point to an underlying expedient for usage which
links the modal meaning with this impersonal use which, in turn,
widens our perspective of the tense’s focus function within Ko-

7 p.59.

¥ loc. cit.

¢ ibid., p. 65.

1% ibid. pp. 62, 64.

11

op. cit. p. 125.



Komi Zyryan’s second past tense 73

mi.!? In this article we wish to establish the nature of this expe-
dient and ascertain how it determines the use of the second past
tense.

III

Leonard Bloomfield remarked: " The difference between wrote
and was writing is so elusive and differs so much for different verbs
and in different phrases, that the definer, after stating the main
principles, cannot do better than to resort to a demonstration by
means of examples.”!3

Following this pertinent advice we shall turn our attention to
specimen samples from the modern language that illustrate the
various definitions so far discussed regarding usage, and then to
some samples which these are unable to satisfactorily explain.
Vnuya dTap nomMac 33B KbI3 KOJlecaa KaTOKMAalUKMHA WLLILOAO HA
cbbaa ndcTansick achanbTcd, a MOJap noMac HHH MOPT CyATa Iy
KoOtibmadcs. ' * 1

Here very clearly one has the sense that the narrator, involved
in the action of flattening by the steamroller at one end of the
street, is only concerned with the outcome of the digging, that is
the existence of the hole, at the other. In the case of the verb ’to
dig’, the second past primarily emphasizes the pure perfect idea of
result rather than action. Coupled with this is the inference that
the writer did not personally witness the digging in the same way
that he personally observes the flattening of the asphalt. Under-
lying both the perfect sense and the modal meaning is the idea of
the narrator’s subjective non-involvement in the action of digging:
no temporal or spatial involvement, which presupposes no sensory

12 1t should be mentioned here that the second past is the preferred past
tense in constructions using verbs in the involuntary reflexive voice. Such
constructions are always impersonal in form. The subject, when specified,
takes genitive or dative case endings.

13 L. Bloomfield, Language, New York, 1933, p. 280.

14 From a collection of satirical short stories by A. Matvejev, Mikol, Marja
da mukdd’jas, Syktyvkar, 1971, p. 36.

!5 At one end of the street a steam roller with very thick wheels is flattening
out the still darkly shining asphalt, while at the other end they had already dug
a hole as deep as a man.
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involvement in seeing or hearing the work being done, no emoti-
onal connection, nor detailed knowledge concerning how it was
undertaken.

Another example from the same work will further highlight
this: Bondmxo, senodaubinbl Topaelivia muwbékmdéma bICTBIHDBI
Onumnuana Teipunaoc. Melitna? Onumnuaga Bogasa JIyHHac Ci-
Hoc 338 EHa nunaadma.'

Acgain the result of the insult and of the order are being stressed.
The speaker witnessed neither the insult being delivered nor Gor-
dej making his decision to send the miscreant away; the former, we
gather, she discovered by hearsay, the latter by deduction. And yet
once more there is the pervading idea of her own subjective non-
involvement in the whole process.

An example of usage in colloquial speech: CtaB kHurasiccé6 HUH
A61006OMA 300 TEXHUKIIBICE. ' 13

The completion of the action of reading and its intellectual
benefits are here being emphasized. The means and manner of
achieving this end were presumably unobserved by the speaker
but, even if they were in part observed, this is not what is encom-
passed within the focus of the utterance. In the context the stress is
on the speaker’s total non-involvement in the achievement, for she
is contrasting her colleague’s intellectual attributes with her own
lack.

We may now turn our attention to examples where the second
past is featured in impersonal constructions. Such usage, general-
ly, when contextually limited to works of a literary or scholarly
nature, possesses a high stylistic value: MusiH cOOpHUKbBIH HaJIbICh
neuyamatimoma ctaB meacs TOa4aHacO ga 6ypcd, u 6apa x0 nos-
ThACOC nemxddad ma 6v1a 60KCAHD. %20

'¢ It appears that Gordej had ordered that Olimpiada Tyrina be sent for
training. For what reason? Olimpiada had grievously insulted him a few days
earlier. p. 34.

7 ibid. p. 56.

'# She has already read all the books on zootechnics.

V. A. Popov, ed., Komi poezija antologija, Syktyvkar, 1967, (hereafter
Popov, Komi poezija) p. 15.

20 In our collection all their best and most significant works have been
(literally ’it has’) printed and thus the poets have been presented (literally it
has shown’) from every aspect.



Komi Zyryan’s second past tense 75

It could be argued that here we have another case of emphasi-
zing the results of the respective verbs. However, what is a much
more apparent constraint in the use of the second past, given the
formal style of the passage, is the desire to create a distance, for
modesty’s sake, between the writer and his literary creation. A
parallel stylistic device is used in English with the passive and
further with the first person plural we when, in fact, I is meant.
Another example: II. KioukoBnbice TaHi neuaiimdma KbIK
KbIBOYp.2 22

In cases of colloquial usage the second past is employed in
impersonal constructions but, at least superficially, with a diffe-
rent semantic weight. An example quoted by Bubrikh® with a first
person singular subject is: Menam omOnebics aby noadma.?

What interests us here is not the use of impersonal constructi-
ons (which are common in Komi Zyryan as in other Finno-Ugrian
languages), but the effect the verb tense exerts on the meaning of
such utterances. The second past in this example highlights the
almost involuntary relationship between the narrator and the verb
which here expresses his lack of fear. The fact that he did not
experience the expected negative sensation was not owing to a
conscious resolution to be courageous, fear simply did (and by
implication does) not come in such circumstances.

A neutral function of the second past in impersonal sentences,
and one which is widely employed, lies midway between the for-
mal literary and the colloquial use noted above: Juniomarssc
UbLIBICH BHUCHTABJIOHBI, HajJbl 00 KbiBCO cemdmadcs, MeEIBIM
J3eGHbI ACChBIHBIC MOBHBICCH,?>26

Mu BepMaM COMBIH IIYHBI: CIO, MbIH 6dudma KOMH MOI3UABIH
BETBIMBIH BO 40XOH, MYDPTBILTHBI NOO3LTOM bUDKBLIA Ja
TOa4ana. "

2 ibid. p. 13.

22 Only two of P. Klockov's poems are (literally ’it has’) printed here.

3 op. cit. p. 125,

24 Literally "Of me it was not afraid of evil.” (I am not afraid of misfortune.)

2 A. Matvejev, Mikol, Marja da mukéd’ jas, Syktyvkar, 1971, p. 84.

26 They say about diplomats, you know, that they are given the language to
conceal their thoughts.

2" Popov, Komi poezija, p. 16.

2 We can only say this, that what has been done in Komi poetry in the
course of fifty years is immeasurably great and noteworthy.
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In meaning such constructions resemble passives yet, in gram-
matical terms, are active sentences with unspecified subjects. In
such the second past demonstrates to the full the tenuous subject-
verb concord which sets it apart from the other three verb tenses in
Komi. Constructions of this type are, in essence, focus devices
which emphasize once again the detachment and lack of concern
which the speaker has toward the subject of the verb, being chiefly
interested in the end product of the action on its object.

The view that the second past emphasizes the detached nature
of the narrator’s relationship to the action is corroborated by
instances of usage in those dialects where first person forms are
still employed in this tense. From the IZma dialect: Becbxanama
Me M6a1a3%° I turned up in a different place’. From Letka: Me
BOMHacC yeTYBLIIOMA /12 Tawid JoHThULIEMa* *1 must have got up
in the night and fired the stove’. From Udora: Menbim
MbIMOBTYBIHBI KOJI6, Me npocTyauTu6M6>! "I need to sweat, I have
a cold coming on’.

In all of these examples from the non-standard language, the
second past invokes the clear sense of non-involvement which the
speaker feels toward the action which he has committed, or, as in
the last quotation cited, is committed on his person. It creates an
idea of vagueness or passivity in the face of the result between the
narrator and the action. This proposal is far more empirically
sound than saying that the second past is generally only used when
the action has not been witnessed by the narrator. The tense is not
limited to instances where the speaker simply does not visually or
aurally perceive the process of the action.

An examination of its use with two basic verbs, fuZny ’to be
born’, and kuvny ’to die’ will amplify our appreciation of this
determining trend in its application.

In a series of brief biographies of the poets featured in the
publication?? there is an interesting alternation of first and second
past forms with &uZny. Bacunuit Usanosuy Envkun (MBan Back)

2 Sorvacheva, Grammaticeskij spravocnik, p. 483.
0 Joc. cit.

3 oc. cit.

32 Popov, Komi poezija, p. 235.
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uymnic® 1912 Bocs urosb 15 1yHS ChIKThIBKApbIH. >

The immediately preceeding biographical note concerns 1. T.
Cistaljov, who: uyxn6ma 1893 Bosis IToMOcain cHkTEIH *was born
in 1893 in the village of Pomésdin’.

This alternation cannot be explained by the pure perfect theory,
by witnessed-unwitnessed variation, nor by the influence of Russi-
an. An examination of the text reveals that the second past form is
only found where there is an apparent lack of precise data concer-
ning the event described, while the first past occurs both where the
details are exact and, less commonly, where they are not fully
supplied. In other words the tendency once more is to create a
space between the action performed and the narrator, implying an
element of incertitude (and perhaps nonchalance) on his part to-
ward the precise details of the action and, hence, avoiding too firm
a factual commitment.

In a transferred use of cuZny, meaning 'to inherently resemble’,
the second past rather than the first is universally preferred: Kod
kod'én bara te cuzémyd?*® "Whom (in your family) do you resem-
ble?; cuZéma dzik bat’ys kod'. *He resembled his father in every
way.” An analysis of this usage demonstrates the expected trend, a
focusing on the result of the birth, and the speaker’s total non-in-
volvement with the action itself, his sole interest being centred on
its consequences.

One says vyl télys’ ¢uzéma,’® °(the) new moon has appeared
(literally *been born’)’ with the second past but éuzis vy’ movp,’’ ’a
new idea has been born’ with the first past tense. Here surely the
stress is again on the speaker’s uncertainty as to the process which
causes the new moon to arise, whereas the birth of an idea is
within his cognizance.

With the verb kuvny, generally speaking, the second past is used

3% Cuzlyny is the temporary aspect infinitive form of éuzny and is often used
in the past tense in the place of the basic verb. It appears in this context to be a
free variant of duzZny with no especial extension of meaning. Here it is found in
the third person singular, first past tense.

34 Vasilij Ivanovich Yel’kin (Ivan Vas’) was born on 15 July 1912 in Syk-
tyvkar.

3 This example and the one which immediately follows it are found in V. L.
Lytkin, ed., Komi-Russkij Slovar’, Moscow, 1961, p. 752.

3 Joc. cit.

37 loc. cit.
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where vagueness exists regarding the details of the death: vaZdén
kuvtéma,?® *he died a long time ago’. Contrast this with the employ-
ment of the first past in: F. V. Popov kuvs’is zev tomdn, 1922 voyn.*
’F. V. Popov died very young, in 1922 Once again we find that
the pure perfect and modal meaning theories do not suffice in
explaining with the verb kuvny the first past/second past alterna-
tion in usage.

The second past appears?® to be the preferred past tense where
one is speaking of the death of animals: vév kuléma*' *(the) horse
died’, and $yr kuléma *(the) mouse died’. If such is the case, then
the second past is again stressing the detachment, this time of an
emotional nature, between the narrator, on the one hand, and the
action and subject of the verb, on the other.*

v

The examples cited above provide us with a conviction that the
so-called modal meaning of the second past tense, where its usage
is limited to events which the narrator has not personally obser-
ved, though it denotes a tendency, falls far short of explaining the
function of the tense. It is manifest that the second past stands in
opposition, not to the first past alone, but to all three temporal
tenses both in its morphosyntactic characteristics and in its seman-
tic function within the language. We have observed not a few
instances where the second past is employed in situations which
the speaker not only has witnessed, but in which he has participa-

38 ibid. p. 329.

3 Popov, Komi poezija, p. 239.

40 Unfortunately, within our corpus there is no abundance of examples of
animal deaths so we can only indicate what seems to be a trend on the strength
of the agreement in the two instances discovered.

4 This example and the one which follows are found in V. I. Lytkin, ed.,
Komi-Russkij Slovar’, Moscow, 1961, p. 329.

42 It is a common phenomenon in languages that the death of humans is
distinguished from that of animals, presumably for reasons of differing emo-
tional involvement. It is not that the state of death is intrinsically different
between the two, but that one’s attitude is emotionally conditioned. This
distinction can be marked lexically, as in Hungarian (meghal ’die (of hu-
mans)’; mulik *die (of animals)’ and ’pass (of time)’), or morphologically, as
appears to be the case in Komi Zyryan.
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ted. In addition there have been examples where the first past
tense has appeared in terms of action which the narrator has
plainly not personally observed. The loss of first person forms of
the second past tense in standard Komi Zyryan and in many of its
dialects would indicate that there is a tendency for its use in renar-
ration, but further we cannot go. Serebrennikov’s theory that the
second past is a pure perfect tense which is employed to stress the
end product of the action rather than the process of its execution
goes far in explaining the constraints upon its usage. It also shows
us, by implication, that the second past is not a strictly temporal
tense in that it is not primarily concerned with the timing of the
action as such or its completion, but with its results which are, in
fact, evident in the present.*® Because the emphasis is on the acti-
on’s present results it can generally be interpreted as having taken
place in the past. For this reason alone the second past is a past
tense. Thus the unique form of the tense, commented on at the .
commencement of the article, marks the functional isolation of the
second past within the verbal system of Komi Zyryan.

It is also sound to suggest that the modal meaning quite natural-
ly evolved from the emphasis of the tense on the end product of
the action. However, our corpus of examples demonstrates that to
say the focus of the second past is limited to the result and the
conditions in which it occurs is empirically unsatisfactory. The
second past tense is usually concerned to include within its focus
the subjective attitude of the speaker to the action he is reporting.
In the most superficial sense this is a question of his lack of visual
perception as defined in the modal meaning, but its bounds are
much wider. The tense reflects the narrator’s deliberate spacing of
himself from the action of the verb. His reasons for so doing can
be one of many, and so the conditions governing the tense’s usage

43 Often there is a nuance, particularly in its participial usage, that the
second past describes the result of continuous or frequentative action which is
still on-going in the present. Witness this example from A. Matvejev, Mikol,
Marja da mukdod’jas, Syktyvkar, 1971, p. 52: Gétyrys taj oz, tydalo, Sogs’y,
Jjablég kod’ banjéma. *1t appears that his wife is not obviously miserable — she
is so made up she looks like an apple (literally *she has rouged herself like an

apple’)’.
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are correspondingly subjective and complex.* This space, as we
shall call it, can serve the purposes of the narrator in several ways.
In the most formal style it separates the modest author from his
creation and so carries a sense of decorum. In those dialects which
preserve first person forms, there is the underlying idea of ”’I
didn’t know what I was doing, but..”, stressing on behalf of the
speaker the involuntary nature of his action. Linked to this the
space can excuse the speaker his incertitude or his lack of rigor to
the factual detail of his account.

The narrator’s detachment from the action of the verb expres-
sed by the second past tense can be in the spatial/ temporal terms
of not being present when it occurred; in sensory terms of not
being consciously occupied with it, though present; in emotional
terms of being mentally or spiritually unaffected by it. The second
past is preferred when the speaker does not intellectually grasp the
process which produces the result he observes.

We would posit then that the second past tense in Komi Zyryan
is indeed a focus device which primarily demonstrates the uncer-
tain or uninvolved position which the speaker holds toward the
action of the verb and, in particular, consequently points to his
attention being focused on the results of that action rather than on
the way it was performed. From this starting point it can readily
be seen how this aspect of the second past is linked inseparably to
its pure perfect function, which focuses on the end product of the
action even when there is no need to stress the narrator’s position
with regard to it. Such a proposition would plainly subsume the
simple witnessed-unwitnessed’ opposition or the 'modal meaning’
and provide a basis for understanding the drift in the dialects of
Komi Zyryan towards shedding first person forms, and the com-
pensating preference for impersonal construction.

When this definition of use is applied to Komi Zyryan texts
containing passages with varying stylistic values, it is found to
answer many of the problems which were left unresolved by previ-
ous theories. Two examples may be quoted from Serebrennikov,

4 Tt is presumably the complexity and the high degree of subjectivity under-
lying the employment of the second past which has caused reluctance on the
part of the Komi grammarians to define its function.
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Kategorii vremeni in ** which the first past is used where, according
to the pure perfect and modal meaning view, the second would be
expected. However, both are fully contained within the constraints
of our proposition. "TaHi fiupcsdmadcs fa wolivudmadcs, Tamks,
H y3ucHbl,” moHHKTIC ITeTa Aa 33B paanbIpeichk BUA3GANIC €pThIC
BBLIO. 46

The contextual situation is that two boys are endeavouring to
track down a herd of elk and on the evidence of different traces
presume that they have located the spot where the herd stopped
for a period. The transition from the second past to the first in the
course of the utterance indicates Petja’s rising excitement on find-
ing the place and signals his increasing sense of involvement with
the herd, thus closing, in his imagination at least, the space of
non-involvement.

The second example is taken from a folklore tale: JIzwuuc
cannat and. Yoprbiac cilibe xeamumichsr na Menes xap OHac
MOOICHB! KBICKBIHBL. 7

The first past is used here to stress that, although the narrator
did not personally witness the events he is here describing, he is
emotionally gripped by his story and feels himself a part of the
action.

There is an interesting parallel to this in Mari where evidence
exists that a narrator may move from Past II to Past I when he is
renarrating a story at points where his excitement is aroused, re-
verting to the original Past II when this wanes.®

RoOBIN W. BAKER

4 p. 65.

4 »They were grazing and resting here and.. hey! probably they even slept
here!”, Petja whispered joyfully and looked at his companion.

47 The soldier climbed down into hell. The demons seized him and set about
dragging him into the fiercest flames.

48 E, Kangasmaa-Minn, "The So-Called Past Tenses in Cheremis’, in T. A.
Sebeok, ed., American Studies in Uralic Linguistics I, Bloomington, Indiana,
1960, p. 117.



Slavonic influence upon the language
of the Old Permian texts!

I

It is rather surprising that the Old Permian writings have attrac-
ted little attention from philologists and historical linguists in the
English-speaking world. They date back 600 years and constitute
“the oldest literary monuments of any Uralic language except
Hungarian”.? Less specifically, perhaps, they are of interest in that
they represent an attempt to resolve the difficulty which has con-
fronted every translator of literary texts, working on a hitherto
unwritten language, of preserving the character of that language in
a way which its speakers appreciate as natural, while fully expres-
sing the content of the source. The extent to which the Permian
translations satisfy these aims forms the subject of the present
paper. The discussion will be devoted mainly to questions of the
lexicon and orthography employed and to the syntactic parame-
ters of Modifier-Head Noun constructions and the use of conjoi-
ners. The syntactic analysis will concentrate primarily on the Bi-
blical passages found in the corpus of the Old Permian transla-
tions as these can be compared more readily than the purely litur-
gical portions not only with the Church Slavonic source, but also
with the Greek original.

! My gratitude is due to Raija Bartens who read through a draft of this
paper and made several helpful suggestions concerning it. These have been
taken up and are refiected in the final version. I alone, however, bear the
responsibility for such inconsistencies and deficiencies which remain.

2C. A. Ferguson, 'St Stefan of Perm and Applied Linguistics’, in To Honor
Roman Jakobson, vol. I, The Hague, 1967, p. 644.
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II

The term Old Permian is something of a misnomer but is re-
tained here thanks to its long-established and general usage, Old
Zyryan would be more appropriate as the speech variety upon
which the texts were based was the Komi-Zyryan dialect spoken in
the Lower Vychegda region of north-eastern European Russia in
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries,® within the territory refer-
red to in the Russian chronicles as Perm’ Vychegodskaya. Prior to
Russian settlement in the area, commencing in the eleventh centu-
ry, the Vychegda basin was solely the domain of Uralic tribes,
particularly the Komi-Zyryans who spoke a dialect of the Permian
branch of the Finno-Ugrian languages. Extant specimens of Old
Permian are small in number containing only about eight hundred
to nine hundred words of connected text.* However, this body of
material is sufficient to allow conclusions to be reached regarding
the accuracy of the translations and the influence exerted by Sla-
vonic upon them in the fields of lexicon and grammar.

The author of the first Old Permian translations was St Stefan
of Perm’ (Stefan Permskiy, known by Soviet commentators as
Stefan Khrap), a man of remarkable abilities. A Russian, born in
Velikiy Ustyug in the mid-fourteenth century, Stefan learned to
speak Komi-Zyryan in his childhood. According to his contempo-
rary and biographer Epifaniy Mudryy, Stefan, on becoming a
monk, lived in the Rostovskiy Monastry from 1365 to 1379. This
monastry was renowned for its library which contained a wealth
of books in many languages including, of course, Church Slavonic
and Greek, and Stefan acquired a knowledge of the latter at this
time.> He was convinced that his vocation was to conduct missi-
onary work among the pagan Komi and was persuaded that this
could best be realised if certain religious texts were available in the
Zyryan vernacular.® Thus, he set about the creation of an ortho-

* V. I. Lytkin, Istoricheskaya grammatika komi yazyka, chast’ pervaya,
Syktyvkar, 1957 (hereafter V. 1. Lytkin, Istoricheskaya grammatika), p. 31.

*loc. cit.

* G. S. Lytkin, Zyryanskiy kray pri episkopakh permskikh i zyryanskiy
vazyk, St Petersburg 1889 (hereafter G. S. Lytkin, Zyryanskiy kray), pp. 4
—S5.

¢ It is noteworthy in this context that Academician 1. Lepekhin on visiting
the Zyryans in 1771 observed that they appeared “more zealous and diligent
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graphy which would best suit the phonology of Komi-Zyryan’ and
then commenced the task of translating from Church Slavonic and
Greek into Lower Vychegda Zyryan. What will be argued below is
that Stefan, though drawing mainly from Greek in orthography
and lexicon, leaned upon Church Slavonic for syntactic structures
and for providing a theoretical model for his Old Permian transla-
tions.

111

Stefan’s task was daunting; not only was the Zyryan language
ill-equipped to express the semantic range and the syntactic com-
plexity of the source texts, but also the Komi resisted, at least
initially, his missionary efforts. The opposition which he encoun-
tered can be attributed in part to traditional adherence to their
age-old shamanistic beliefs and, in part, to "’a growing opposition
to the Russians who... were now beginning to take a position of
economic and political dominance.”® For these reasons Stefan
most assiduously endeavoured to keep Russian lexical borrowings
and the Cyrillic script, at least explicitly, out of his translations. In
this regard he showed himself more sensitive and conscientious
than many of the Biblical translators of minority languages who
were to follow him in Russia. It is interesting to note in passing the
attitude of the great nineteenth-century pioneer of Finno-Ugrian
studies, A. J. Sjogren, to the translation of Scripture into the
Finno-Ugrian languages through a Slavonic medium: >’Sjogren

in their Christian faith than do the other peoples concerning whom I have had
occasion to write.”” He attributes the origins of this holy zeal to the pioneering
work of St Stefan Velikopermskiy and, in particular, to his achievement in
translating *the most essential religious books into the Permian language’ and
giving to them a writing system. He remarks that the clergy entrusted with the
spiritual oversight of "the Mordvins, Tatars and other idolatrous souls”
would do well to emulate his example. (I. I. Lepekhin, Dnevnyye zapiski
puteshestviya po raznym provintsiyam rossiyskogo gosudarstva v 1771 godu,
vol. I11, St Petersburg, 1780, pp. 241 — 50).

7 According to G. S. Lytkin (Zyryanskiy kray, pp. 4 —S3) this was done in
1372, while his namesake cites 1375 as the approximate date (V. I. Lytkin,
Istoricheskaya grammatika, p. 31).

8 C. A. Ferguson, *St Stefan of Perm and Applied Linquistics’, in To Honor
Roman Jakobson, vol. I, The Hague, 1967, p. 644.
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knew that Gusev had prepared an Olonets Karelian translation of
St Matthew’s Gospel and he hoped to obtain a copy. For four
days they examined the work together and argued about the finer
points of the translation. Sjégren believed that it followed the
Slavonic original too closely in vocabulary and style. As his know-
ledge of Olonetsian rapidly improved he was able to make several
constructive suggestions which were finally accepted by Gusev.”®

The linguistic challenge which faced Stefan is analogous in
many ways to that which confronted the first translators of Greek
texts into Old Church Slavonic. They, like Stefan, were native
speakers of the source language and were required to adapt the
recipient language in such a way as to convey necessarily more
complex syntactic relationships and express semantic notions alien
to the native speakers of that language. According to Josef Kurz!®
the first Old Church Slavonic translators, unlike their successors,
were in the main successful in remaining faithful to the spirit of the
Slavonic linguistic medium while managing to capture the sense of
the Greek. In his view, though the original Old Church Slavonic
texts were influenced by Greek, they were not slavishly modelled
on it. This is not to say, however, that between Old Church
Slavonic and the Macedonian-Bulgarian dialect spoken in the en-
virons of Salonica, which represents its base, we can... place an
equals sign. In order for the first Slavonic language in an appro-
priate form to satisfy the requirements regarding its use, it had to
be reworked in many respects.”!!

This had the consequence of creating a literary medium which

® Michael Branch, A. J. Sjégren: Studies of the North, Mémoires de la
Société Finno-Ougrienne 152, Helsinki, 1973, pp. 79 —80. In the light of the
above it is somewhat ironic to read the comments of a native Komi, G. S.
Lytkin, on Sjégren’s (1823) Zyryan translation of Matthew’s Gospel: A,
Sjogren... peppered his Zyryan translation with Russian words and conjuncti-
ons in such profusity that I, on reading his translation first of all in the 1850s,
did not comprehend the meaning of his Zyryan version and was forced to turn
to the Slavonic text for assistance.” (G. S. Lytkin, Zyryanskiy kray, p. 37). It
ought to be mentioned in fairness to Sjégren that the influence of Russian was
felt much more strongly in Zyryan in the nineteenth century than in Stefan’s
era.

10 3. Kurz, *Problematika issledovaniya sintaksisa staroslavyanskogo yazy-
ka’, in Issledovaniya po sintaksisu staroslavyanskogo yazyka, ed. Josef Kurz,
Prague, 1963 (hereafter Kurz, Problematika’), pp. 8 — 10.

'1ibid. p. 12.
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was not identical to the spoken language. Nonetheless, the achie-
vement of the first translators rests in that the works which they
produced were Slavonic in essence and, as such, were intuitively
understood by speakers of the vernacular language. It was, pre-
sumably, with knowledge of this precedent that Stefan appro-
ached his translations into Lower Vychegda Zyryan.

Iv

Stefan’s first task was the creation of an orthography and in this
he clearly displayed considerations which formed the basis of his
attitude to his work. He could have used the Cyrillic alphabet with
some modification as is the practice with the Komi-Zyryan literary
language today. However, he elected to distance himself from
overtly Slavonic associations as far as possible and, though exploi-
ting the resources of the Greek and Russian Slavonic alphabets, he
developed a writing system which belied this influence.'? It must
be said that Stefan, both in the creation of the orthography and in
lexical innovation, admittedly to a lesser degree, drew more heavi-
ly from the Greek than the Slavonic model. Generally it is only
where Greek does not offer an adaptable equivalent that Cyrillic
characters provide the inspiration for the Old Permian graphemes.
Stefan appears to have worked the Greek and Cyrillic letters in

12 1t should be mentioned in this context that G. Stipa has posited that
certain of the characters in the Old Permian alphabet owe their origin to the
orthographic conventions of Caucasian and Iranic literatures (see Giinter
Stipa, 'Der Ursprung der permischen Schrift’, in Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Morgenlidndischen Gesellschaft, Wiesbaden, 1961, pp. 342 — 64, and G. J.
Stipa, *Der Ursprung der permischen Schrift’, in Congressus Internationalis
Fenno-Ugristarum (Budapest, 1960), Budapest, 1963, pp. 281 —7). This is an
interesting and thoughtful proposal which V. I. Lytkin concedes is a possibili-
ty that cannot be discounted (see V. 1. Lytkin, 'Uber die Geschichte der
syrjdnischer Literatur’, Ural-altaische Jahrbiicher, XXXIV (1962), p. 214. In
the same paper Lytkin suggests the likelihood of some religious works in
Komi prior to the advent of Stefan). Stipa’s findings demand and deserve
greater discussion than they can be afforded in the present article concerned,
as it is, with Slavonic influence. However, it is clear that owing to the lack of
historical documentation compounded with the fact that his account tends to
undermine the veracity of the single contemporary account of the origins of
the Old Permian writing system, viz. that of Epifaniy, it can only be treated as
hypothetical. In any case, it is indisputable that Greek and Cyrillic characters
provide the model for some, if not all, of Stefan’s graphemes.
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such a way as to resemble the pas’’yas of the Komi. These were
markings made mainly on wood which served to signify ownership
in addition to representing magical symbols used in occult rites.!?
According to G. S. Lytkin ’the word pas denotes a sign, a stigma,
a brand, a symbol. They are made on parcels of land, on sacks in
which grain is transported for grinding, on trees in the forest to
mark the existence or direction of a path... also on sticks and
oblong pieces of wood used in various household calculations;
finally these signs were made on the pas or tally itself. The adop-
tion of the pagan tally-calendar in Christian tradition is attributed
to St Stefan.”'4

Thus, although the majority of graphemes were in reality based
on Greek and Cyrillic characters, they were written in a way which
gave them the angular appearance characteristic of the Komi pa-
s”’yas. Stefan’s genius in adaptation can be seen by comparing,
from the table provided by G. S. Lytkin,!’ the pas”yas found on
the ecclesiastical calendar with the graphemes he employed in the
Old Permian alphabet. The impression of visual likeness is remark-
able though closer examination confirms, for example, that the
Greek letter nu provides the model for the symbol representing the
phone » and that Slavonic yat’ is the source of the character which
denotes, according to V. 1. Lytkin, the closed e phoneme of four-
teenth-century Zyryan.!® Stefan’s motive in this harmless decepti-
on was an attempt to distance his mission in the eyes of the pagans
from the baser aspirations of the contemporary Russian colonists
in Perm’ Vychegodskaya and to appeal to their inherent appreci-
ation of the pas’yas as something genuinely Komi.

His success in disguising the ultimate derivation of his alphabet
and in its originality of style is evidenced by the fact that in the
fifteenth century the Old Permian script enjoyed ’a certain popu-
larity”” among Muscovite scribes, who employed it as a means of
secret writing, presumably for amusement.!” As a series of signs

B V. 1. Lytkin, Istoricheskaya grammatika, p. 34.

' G. S. Lytkin, Zyryanskiy kray, p. 21.

'3 ibid. p. 24.

16V, I. Lytkin, Drevnepermskiy yazyk, Moscow, 1952 (hereafter V. I. Lyt-
kin, Drevnepermskiy yazyk), p. 90.

17 ibid. p. 75.
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incomprehensible to the uninitiated among the Russians, this fa-
shion soon died out in Moscow.

In the words of Epifaniy, Stefan’s alphabet consisted of twenty-
four letters, ’in number corresponding to the Greek alphabet, but
in sound to the Permian tongue”.'® Owing to the large inventory of
phonemes in the Komi language at the time, viz. thirty five, some
graphemes were used to represent more than one phoneme. V. .
Lytkin posits that those palatalized consonants which do not ap-
pear to be differentiated from their velar counterparts, were pro-
bably marked as palatalized by a superscript diacritic since Stefan
would have been acquainted with such devices in the Russian
Slavonic orthography.'® It is curious, however, that Stefan was
reluctant to distinguish, for instance, the central vowel represented
in the modern Komi-Zyryan orthography as J from the back vow-
el o, though they were, and remain, separate phonemes. It would
seem that he did not wish to expand his alphabet beyond the
quantitative limits of Greek and was willing to suffer certain in-
terpretative anomalies as a result.

It deserves to be noted, en passant, that the Old Permian scribes
adhered to the Old Church Slavonic orthographic convention of
abbreviating, by means of a superscript diacritic, certain frequent-
ly-used lexemes. Thus, the initial three words of the Old Permian
postscript to the Nomokanon of 1510 (which represents, in fact, the
only dated specimen of Old Permian extant), abbreviate mezose
isus kristose >O Lord Jesus Christ’ to mze iss ske.?° In addition, not
surprisingly, the letters of the Old Permian alphabet held the se-
condary function of denoting numerical values as in Greek.

It is clear from the above that the influence of Slavonic and
Greek on the orthography devised by Stefan was fundamental but
was, nevertheless, deliberately concealed for tactical reasons. Ste-
fan’s underlying loyalty to the traditional norms is evident in the
restriction of his graphemes to twenty-four, inspite of the greater
inventory of phonemes in the Lower Vychegda variety. This pat-
tern of axiomatic, though covert, influence from Slavonic and
Greek, while overtly appearing to eschew such is typical of Ste-

8 Quoted in V. L. Lytkin, Istoricheskaya grammatika, p. 39.
1% V. 1. Lytkin, Drevnepermskiy yazyk, p. 27.
2 ibid. pp. 33, 45.
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fan’s methodology as the studies on the lexicon and syntax of Old
Permian which follow will also indicate.

v

It is in the lexical content of the Old Permian writings that
Stefan’s mastery of the Zyryan language and his remarkable inge-
nuity are best displayed. Obviously, many of the notions encoun-
tered in the Biblical and liturgical passages which he translated,
were alien to the Komi way of life and, as such, had no ready
designations. Guided by the principle of avoiding overt foreign
influence, he set about extending the semantic field of certain
native Zyryan words to embrace new concepts of a sacred nature
and, where this proved impracticable, invented Zyryan morpheme-
by-morpheme equivalents of, mainly Greek, terms, though,
clearly, several of these already possessed Church Slavonic cal-
ques. I presume that Stefan would have compared the Slavonic
versions with the originals as a pre-requisite to inventing Komi
equivalents. A case might be made, on the basis of the sample texts
which we possess, for suggesting that he actually surpassed the
early Slavonic translators in the scope and quality of his calques,
though doubtless this would be weakened owing to the lack of
extant Old Permian material. However, it is instructive in terms of
appreciating Stefan’s skill, to consider the following examples of
Permian lexical innovation, comparing them with the equivalent
Church Slavonic forms. The lexeme burvis’talom ’evangel’ is a
direct calque on New Testament Greek euangelion. 1t is a com-
pound formed from the adjective bur ’good’ and the deverbal
substantive vis’taldm *that which is told’. The form véytlan *bap-
tism’ is likewise modelled on New Testament Greek baptisma. The
morphological constitution of this Old Permian neologism makes,
in itself, an interesting study and demonstrates Stefan’s under-
standing of the agglutinative character of the Komi language. The
verbal root véy signifies *dip, drown’ (compare the cognate form
in Votyak vyyyny ’to become submerged, to drown’). The ¢ mor-
pheme has a causative function thus making the verb transitive
(compare the modern Komi-Zyryan verbs bydmyny 'to grow (in-
transitive)’ and bydtyny ’to cause to grow’). The / morpheme re-
flects the temporary aspect while the suffix -gn is the marker of the
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active participle. Therefore, the literal meaning of the resultant
lexeme is ’the submerging of someone/something for a temporary
period”. This, of course, elegantly captures the sense of the origi-
nal Greek form.

Among those Old Permian calques which have morpheme-iden-
tical counterparts in Slavonic are:

Old Permian Russian

byd kutys’ > Almighty’ vsederzhitel’
vodzsiis’ *prophet’ prorok
mortas’ny "to be made human’ ochelovechit’sya

The word vidzko, still used in Komi in the form vichko, and
meaning *church’, is a compound which represents an instance of
pure innovation, rather than adaptation, on Stefan’s part. The
constituents are vidz 'a fast’ (compare Old Permian vis’ "a sacri-
fice’) and ko ’a dwelling’. Thus, vidzko denoted ’a house of prayer
or sacrifice’.?!

The great Komi-Zyryan poet, I. A. Kuratov, comparing the
policy of Stefan to direct lexical borrowing with that prevalent in
the mid-nineteenth century, commented: ” The contemporary Zyr-
van expresses concepts concerned with the spheres of religion,
jurisprudence, administration, science, art, craftmanship and
trade with words borrowed from other languages, most frequently
Russian or through the medium of Russian. Thanks to St Stefan
and his associates, who translated liturgical works into Zyryan,
certain words dealing with religious ritual were sanctioned in the
Zyryan language such as: pyrts’ém ’baptism’, vis’tas’ém "homily’,
vichko *church’, burvis'talém *gospel’.”

A parallel can also be drawn between Stefan’s accomplishment
and the aspirations of the early twentieth-century Komi intellectu-
als who, in creating the literary language, desired to replace whole-
sale borrowings from Russian with native words which had either

21 For a fuller list of Old Permian calques the reader of Russian is referred
to the glossary provided in V. I, Lytkin, Drevnepermskiy yazyk, pp. 122 — 47,
the Komi-Zyryan reader to V. I. Lytkin, Istoricheskaya leksikologiya komi
vazyka: Komi kyvlon istorichesksy leksikologiya, Syktyvkar, 1979, p. 45.

2 1. A. Kuratov, 'Zyryanskiy yazyk’, in Vologodskiye gubernskiye vedo-
mosti, 1865 — 6 (reprinted as I. A. Kuratov: Lingvisticheskiye raboty, vol. II,
Syktyvkar, 1939), p. 45.
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fallen into disuse or were to be found only in isolated dialects.
Their work, though successful to a degree, was impeded by official
policy. Hence, the modern Komi-Zyryan literary language is all-
pervaded by Russian lexical stock.?® Karoly Rédei asserts that in
the sister Komi-Permyak language ’the number of Russian loan-
words is well over five thousand”.?* A similar parallel could be
drawn between Stefan’s creation of an original orthography and
the adoption, after much debate, of a modified Cyrillic script for
the Zyryan and Permyak literary languages.

The extent of Stefan’s adaptation of the lexicon of fourteenth-
century Lower Vychegda Zyryan becomes apparent with the reali-
zation that in the entire extant vocabulary of Old Permian, as
given by V. 1. Lytkin in Drevnepermskiy yazyk, there are only
sixteen items which are direct borrowings and half of those are
proper nouns of Hebrew or Greek origin, for instance: Avraam,
Sarra, Kristos and the Slavonicized form of Greek Paqulos, Pavel.
A further three are loans from Hebrew, via Slavonic, which ex-
press certain, specifically Biblical concepts: amin’ ’Amen’, serafim
>seraphim’, kheruvim ’cherubim’. The inclusion of the last two
lexemes is curious given Stefan’s penchant for invention, as they
violate Zyryan phonology. Only in the present century, and then
only in those varieties most exposed to Russian influence, does
one encounter the phonemes f and k4 in Komi speech. Their
occurrence is further limited to Russian loanwords. Giinter Stipa,
in his discussion of Rédei’s paper on Russian influence in Komi-
Permyak syntax, states that fand k4 are ’new phonemes in Perm-
yak”.?’ Unfortunately, the manuscript containing these two words
is not an original written Old Permian characters, but a later
Cyrillic transliteration. Thus, it cannot be established that Stefan
originally distinguished these phones.?® The remaining Russian

23 For a more detailed discussion of this question see John G. Coates,
*Aspects of Modern Komi-Zyryan Literature’ (Ph. D. thesis, University of
Cambridge, 1968), vol. II, p. 41.

24 K. Rédei, 'Russische Einfliisse in der permjakischen Syntax’, in Symposi-
on iiber Syntax der uralischen Sprachen, ed. W. Schlachter, Géttingen, 1970,
p. 154.

% ibid. p. 162.

26 1t is yet the more surprising that these foreign lexemes are included when,
for the semantically similar notion of ’archangel’, Stefan created the noun
phrase borda idég, literally *winged messenger’.
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Church Slavonic borrowings are grek ’sin’ (note the replacement
of kh by the corresponding stop k), also found as kreka ’sinful’ in
a later manuscript; ch’as’ *goblet’ from chasha; finally, the co-ordi-
nating conjunctions ¢ ’and, but’, i 'and’, and no ’but’. These three
items constitute an important sub-category of borrowings direct
from Russian, in that they fulfil a uniquely syntactic function.
While a2 and no occur only once respectively, i enjoys an almost
ubiquitous distribution in the corpus. The reason for and signifi-
cance of their usage lead directly to an analysis of the influence
exerted by Slavonic upon Old Permian syntax. It is here that the
pattern observed so far breaks down.

V1

It is a fact, oft-lamented in the literature, that the syntax of the
Permian languages, viz. Votyak, Komi-Zyryan, and Komi-Perm-
vak, has been inadequately researched.?’” Nowhere is this more
applicable than in the case of Old Permian. Less than a pagein V,
I. Lytkin’s Drevnepermskiy yazyk??, the sole monograph on the
subject, is devoted to syntactic questions. However, the Old Per-
mian syntactic system does provide especial interest in that it re-
flects Slavonic influence more clearly than other aspects of the
language found in the writings. In the words of Lytkin; ’In relati-
on to syntax, the Old Permian texts, in many respects, represent a
calque on the Church Slavonic language, therefore it behoves one
to handle the syntactic data carefully. If one discards these cal-
ques, the structure of the sentence (both simple and complex)
appears before us in the same approximate form as it is encounte-
red in the modern dialects of Komi.”?

As mentioned above, our attention will be focused on the two
parameters of conjoiner usage and modifier-head noun construc-
tions. These have been selected because they represent areas
where, in general, Finno-Ugrian languages are at variance with
Indo-European and, in particular, where typically the Permian

27 See, for instance, A. S. Krivoshchekova-Gantman, *Poryadok slov komi-
permyatskogo yazyka v sravnenii s udmurtskim’, Sovetskoye Finnougrovede-
niye, II1, 4, 1967 (hereafter Krivoshchekova-Gantman, *Poryadok’), p. 267.

28 V. L. Lytkin, Drevnepermskiy yazyk, pp. 117 — 18.

2 loc. cit.
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languages are inherently opposed to Slavonic. It is most probable,
however, that a more exhaustive study of Old Permian syntax than
that given here would reveal an even greater amount of calquing,

Turning first to conjoiner usage, it is plain that co-ordinate
conjunctions are fundamentally alien to the Permian languages. T.
1. Teplyashina claims that: ’Conjunctions came into being relati-
vely late in the Permian languages as is shown by the fact that they
do not share a common stock.”*®

While discussing Komi-Permyak (though the same naturally
applies to Votyak and Komi-Zyryan), V. I. Lytkin makes the same
point more forcefully: ’Right up to the Great October Socialist
Revolution the Komi-Permyak language remained a non-literary,
colloquial language. Complex speech constructions were not typi-
cal of it. Hence, there were few conjunctions in Komi-Permyak.
After the victory of Great October... A literary language was for-
med. The Komi-Permyak language experienced robust develop-
ment under the creative influence of the Russian language. A large
number of words were borrowed from Russian, among them con-
junctions... Short, basically simple, sentences were characteristic
of colloquial speech... In spite of the absence of conjunctions,...
there is a link between the sentences but this is not expressed by
conjunctions but by the intonation, pauses and so on.””?! R.M.
Batalova, in her study on Komi-Permyak dialects, maintains the
same position: ”The number of conjunctions in Komi-Permyak
dialects is not large since, in speech, there is a preponderance of
simple sentences, and even complex sentences are usually conjunc-
tionless.”??

The assertion that conjunctions in Komi speech are of fairly
recent origin and are essentially artificial, is borne out by G. S.
Lytkin, writing in 1889. He contends, in his diatribe directed
against Zyryan translations produced by other scholars, that "as
conjunctions are foreign to Zyryan they have taken them directly

% T. I. Teplyashina and V. I. Lytkin, "Permskiye yazyki’, in Osnovy finno-
ugorskogo yazykoznaniya: mariyskiy, permskiye i ugorskiye yazyki, eds. V. L.
Lytkin et al, Moscow, 1976, p. 200.

31V, 1. Lytkin, ed., Komi-permyatskiy yazyk, Kudymkar, 1962, pp. 312
—13.

*2 R. M. Batalova, Komi-permyatskaya dialektologiya, Moscow, 1975, p.
203.
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from Russian, ignoring the fact that in the folk creations of the
Zyryans a unique speech structure exists which does not require
conjunctions. This inattention to the structure of Zyryan has led
translators to create a peculiar Zyryan jargon which could be
termed "Educated Zyryan’ or *Seminary Jargon’.”*?

True as this undoubtedly is, Lytkin’s vociferous brand of Zyr-
yan nationalism causes him to overlook the occurrence of Russian
conjunctions in the Old Permian texts, presumably out of venera-
tion for Stefan whom he lionized. Indeed, he claims that Russian
conjunctions are "’not found in St Stefan’s Zyryan translations” **
However, even a superficial inspection of the data reveals the
frequent use of the Russian conjoiner i, though it appears less
often in the Old Permian translations than in the parallel Slavonic
versions. A word-count of the extant Biblical passages® shows
that i appears forty-four times in the Slavonic text (where it cor-
responds almost exactly with the incidence of the Greek conjunc-
tion kai), while in Old Permian it is used twenty-seven times. For
the remaining seventeen occurrences in Slavonic, Old Permian has
either zero or the native Komi temporal adverb ses’ ’then’. Both
would appear to represent syntactically more natural solutions
with the former being the less 'marked’. The single Old Permian
instance of the conjunction a (in John V, 29) corresponds precisely
to its counterpart in the respective Slavonic passage. In the light of

¥ G. S. Lytkin, Introduction to Zyryanskiy kray, pp. V1 — VIIL

* Joc. cit.

5 Genesis XVIII, 1 — 8; Acts of the Apostles I, | — 4; Matthew VI, 9 —
13; John V, 24 — 30; 1 Thessalonians [V, 13 — 17. I have used V. I. Lytkin’s
decipherment of the Old Permian texts (as found in his Drevnepermskiy
yazyk) for the data base as this appears the most reliable. The parallel Slavo-
nic version for the first and second passages mentioned is, again, that emplo-
yed by V. I. Lytkin: a fifteenth-century manuscript Bible which lies “’closest to
the Old Permian translation”. For the remaining three passages the Slavonic
parallel given by G. S. Lytkin in Zyryanskiy kray is used. Generally, it is only
in orthographic detail that this version departs from the text given in N.
I'minskiy, Svyatoyevangeliye gospoda nashego lisusa Khrista: drevne-slavy-
anskiy tekst, Kazan’, 1889. For the New Testament Greek comparison I have
consulted Alexander Souter, Novum Testamentum Graece, second edition,
Oxford, 1950. The oldest passages of Old Permian Biblical translation are
those inscribed on the icons Troitsa (Genesis, XVIII, 1 — 8) and Soshestviye
Svyatogo Dukha (Acts II, 1 — 4) and are believed to have been produced
during Stefan’s lifetime.
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the above, one would think it an unassailable fact that, if conjunc-
tions were regarded as artificial in Komi speech in the nineteenth
century, they would have been non-existent in the Lower Vycheg-
da variety of the fourteenth. Consequently, their employment by
Stefan must have constituted a literary expedient unsupported by
the vernacular language. This view, held by most scholars, is chal-
lenged by Krivoshchekova-Gantman. Basing her arguments solely
on the syntactic constructions found in the Troitsa and Soshestviye
inscriptions, and chiefly concentrating on the usage of subordinate
conjunctions, she contends that "It would appear that the Old
Permian syntax of the complex sentence reflected the true picture
of the Lower Vychegda varieties’ stage of development. Evidently,
there existed already, at a reasonably advanced level, the analyti-
cal means for conjoining the constituents of complex sentences
—conjunctions.’’3¢

She supports this position by appealing to “the striking similari-
ty between modern Komi and Old Permian in the syntax of the
complex sentence” and by examining the deployment of four ’su-
bordinating conjunctions or conjunctive words”: k¢ ’if’; kodos
*which’; kudz ’as’ and kyton *where’. All four are of Permian ori-
gin.

As for the similarity between Old Permian and modern Komi
the answer must lie in the fundamental resemblance of subordinate
clause syntax in Church Slavonic and Old Russian to that in the
contemporary language. We have already seen how the Russian
language has served as the constant and, practically, exclusive
influence in the creation of Komi literary syntax. The basic syntax
of Russian subordinate clauses has not altered dramatically in six
hundred years (at least in comparison with, for instance, many
Finno-Ugrian languages), and so any modification in Komi has
been in but one direction. Stefan simply did, on the basis of the
fourteenth-century Russian syntactic order, what the twentieth-
century architects of the Zyryan and Permyak literary languages
attempted with the contemporary one. The use of a single, diach-
ronically-connected model on the same recipient should produce
similar results.

3% A. S. Krivoshchekova-Gantman, ’Razvitiye sintaksisa slozhnogo pred-

lozheniya komi-permyatskogo yazyka’, in Voprosy lingvisticheskogo kraeve-
deniya Prikam’ya, ed. A. S. Gantman, vypusk I, Perm’, 1974, p. 8.
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The four native subordinating conjunctions present a no more
convincing argument. Two of them, kddés and kytén, are not
strictly conjunctions. In modern Komi-Zyryan kodds is the accu-
sative form of the relative pronoun kod. It functioned no different-
ly in Old Permian as is evident from the passage (in the Troitsa
inscription) quoted by Krivoshchekova-Gantman: i bos’tis vyy,
ma, yol, kuk, kddés das’tis i pugtis ny vodzyn.”*” In the Authori-
zed Version (1611) of the English Bible the same passage (Genesis
XVIII, 7) is translated: ’And he took butter, and milk, and the
calf which he had dressed, and set it before them.”” In Old Permian
and in modern Komi kytén is an adverb of place meaning *where’.
Krivoshchekova-Gantman cites its usage on the Soshestviye icon:
1 tyrtis bodén kartads, kytdn loinys pukygén.”*® The Authorized
Version renders this section of Acts II, 2: >>And it filled all the
house where they were sitting.”

Yet all of this rather begs the question. The example just quoted
is a word-for-word translation of the Slavonic text (itself a calque
on the Greek): i ispolni ves’ dom, idezhe byakhu sedyashche.”
The Old Permian subordinate clause is made up of the following
members:

kyton where’ (adverb of place)

loinys 'they were’ (3 pers. pl. of past tense of the verb
lony ’to be’)

pukygdn ’sitting’ (verbal adverb formed from the

verb stem puk- ’to sit’)

This type of periphrastic construction, syntactically identical to
its English gloss, would be considered artificial even in modern
Komi. In Stefan’s era it must have seemed absurd. In addition, it is
improbable that subordinate clauses would have been used so
liberally in fourteenth-century Zyryan for, according to Hajdu:
”’One of the common characteristics of Finno-Ugrian languages is
their general preference for participial constructions instead of
subordinate clauses.., In Hungarian such constructions are slowly
(emphasis mine) being replaced by subordinate clauses, but other

3 ibid. p. 7.
3 Joc. cit.
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Finno-Ugrian languages use them in profusion. In Nenets subor-
dinate clauses are unknown, participial constructions being used
in their place.”* Thus, Krivoshchekova-Gantman’s argument
fails above all in that it takes no account of the rudiments of
Finno-Ugrian syntax which would have provided the framework
for Zyryan sentence structures in the fourteenth century. It is safer
to assume that Old Permian subordinate constructions, of the type
under discussion, constitute, in Uriel Weinreich’s terminology,
examples of ’the second type’ of grammatical interference where
*The replica of the relation of another language violates an exis-
ting relation pattern, producing nonsense or a statement which is
understandable by implication.”*°

It appears that Stefan and his associates felt constrained to copy
the sentence pattern found in Slavonic on to their Zyryan transla-
tions without modifying it in any substantive way; though doubt-
less, even modest amendment such as sentence sub-division with
concomitant conjunction deletion would have rendered their ver-
sions more authentic. The resultant structures must be considered
atypical of the syntax of the recipient Zyryan variety and, as such,
at variance with Stefan’s normal methodology. Putative reasons
for this departure will be suggested following an examination of
another syntactic parameter: Modifier-Head Noun word order.

In examining the word order of modifier-head noun constructi-
ons we are, in fact, concerned with the sequence of constituents
within the noun phrase. This appears a promising avenue for re-
search in Slavonic-Old Permian comparison as the basic order of the
Slavonic noun phrase is actually the mirror-image of its Komi
counterpart. Owing to the multiplicity of terms designating the
syntactic status of the main members of the noun phrase found in
the literature, such as determinatum-determinant, adjunci-head and
so on, for the sake of consistency I have chosen to use the labels
adopted by Bernard Comrie in his Language Universals and Lin-
guistic Typology, operator-operand.*'. The table below (following
Comrie*?) categorizes the various ’parts of speech’ relevant to this

3% Péter Hajdu, Finno-Ugrian Languages and Peoples, London, 1975, p. 80.

40 Uriel Weinreich, Languages in Contact, The Hague, 1963, pp. 37 — 8.

4! Bernard Comrie, Language Universals and Linguistic Typology, Oxford,
1981, p. 90.

“ ibid. p. 92.
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discussion according to their syntactic function within the noun
phrase.

Operator Operand
Adjective Noun
Genitive Noun
Noun phrase Adposition

According to Khaburgayev: In all essential respects the Old
Church Slavonic language preserved the features of the ancient
Indo-European sentence... In the Old Church Slavonic sentence,
in conformity with Indo-European syntactic tradition, the subject
normally preceded the predicate, while those words which acted as
attributes to the main members usually followed the determin-
ant.”’*3 Due to the rich system of concord in Old Church Slavonic
the word order within the noun phrase is not rigid. However,
certain generalizations can be made: the adposition (preposition)
precedes the noun to which it relates; the genitive constituent
normally follows the substantive possessed by it; prepositive use of
the attributive adjective is the less usual construction, generally
functioning as a stylistic variant; the basic order is operand-opera-
tor. These generalizations are, of course, also true of Old Russian.

The sequence in Komi-Zyryan, Komi-Permyak and Votyak is
summed up by V. 1. Lytkin in the following rule: ’The determina-
tum precedes the determinant.”** The same is expressed in less
absolute terms in another work: ’The modifier in the sentence
normally stands before its head word”.** Thus, in the Permian
languages the adposition (postposition) invariably directly follows
its noun; in possessive constructions the possessor, often without
any overt morphological marking, usually precedes the noun
which it possesses; the attributive adjective stands before the noun
though, exceptionally, for stylistic purposes it may follow; *¢ the
basic order is operator-operand. There is, however, a tendency at
work within these languages toward greater use of operand-opera-

4 G. A. Khaburgayev, Staroslavyanskiy yazyk, Moscow, 1974, p. 366.

4 V. L. Lytkin, ed., Komi-permyatskiy yazyk, Kudymkar, 1962, p. 10.

45 N. N. Sel’kov, ed., Sovremennyy komi yazyk, vol. II (Sintaksis), Syktyv-
kar, 1967, p. 44.

4 Krivoshchekova-Gantman, 'Poryadok’, pp. 271 — 2.
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tor order in possessive and attributive constructions — a pheno-
menon encountered in many western Finno-Ugrian languages and
which Tauli considers can often be ascribed to Russian influ-
ence.?’ The possibly controversial inclusion of postposition in the
category of operand is amply justified in terms of the Permian
languages and of the Uralic family generally where a postpositi-
onal construction was originally an attributive syntagme of two
nouns in which the determinant was the future postposition.*

It follows that this operator-operand order within the noun
phrase was a feature of the Permian proto-language and most
commentators attribute the same to Proto-Uralic: "’ Another very
important rule of word order can be generalized for the proto-lan-
guage, according to which the rectum (modifier) preceded the
regent (modified) of the construction. In conformity with this rule,
the attribute was placed before the modified word...”*

On the strength of the above, and with the knowledge that only
slowly and, arguably, due to tremendous pressure from Russian, is
this canonical word order being violated in the Permian langu-
ages, it can be assumed that in the Lower Vychegda Zyryan speech
of six centuries ago the operator-operand sequence provided the
universal pattern of noun phrase syntax.

I shall discuss the three pertinent categories of operator-oper-
and order in turn with reference to their reflexes in the Old Per-
mian texts, commencing with that of noun phrase-adposition.
Plainly, what renders this type of construction least susceptible to
change in the Permian languages is the fact that the postposition,
though, generally speaking, originally the operand of a possessive
construction, has forfeited its independent lexical role in favour of
a purely syntactic one. Therefore, it becomes a pure nominal auxi-
liary whose function is to mark the relationship of its operator to
the predicate. It is, then, a part not of the lexical, but of the
syntactic, component of the phrase and, as such, differs from the
remaining two kinds of operands found in the noun phrase. Of

47 Valter Tauli, Structural Tendencies in Uralic Languages, Indiana Univer-
sity Publications Uralic and Altaic Series vol. XVII, The Hague, 1966, pp. 99
— 100.

48 ibid. p. 44.

49 Péter Hajdu, *The Origins of Hungarian’, in The Hungarian Language,
eds. L. Benkd and S. Imre, The Hague, 1972, p. 45.
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course, the same obtains for the prepositions of Slavonic which
are equally non-mobile and non-deletable. In the Old Permian
texts in question there are no instances where the postposition is
moved from its place immediately to the right of its substantive. In
fact, it directly follows the noun in the 'nominative’ (zero-inflec-
ted) form with only the plural morpheme -yds permitted to inter-
vene. The case marking is carried by the postposition. Thus, in the
Troitsa inscription we find the following rendering of Genesis
VI, 7: pyshyi avraam mésyos ordo literally, ’Abraham ran to the
cows’. In modern Komi-Zyryan the operator in postpositional
constructions is normally in the nominative. Clearly, Stefan re-
cognized the vital grammatical role played by postpositions in the
language and did not attempt in any way to modify their function,
position, or form. Obvious though this may seem, actually Stefan
was more perceptive as to the basic structure of the language than
some of his successors. Flyorov, for instance, in his Zyryan gram-
mar attempts to totally conform Zyryan to the model of Russian
grammar, claiming that it possesses prepositions and six cases!*®
Stefan’s strict adherence to the facts of the language can, in this
case, probably find explanation in two factors. Firstly, there could
have been no occasions when, for example, inversion of the post-
position could occur, in contrast to possessive and attributive
constructions where, feasibly, the language would have permitted
slight word order variation for emphasis, thus providing an ex-
ploitable precedent. This supposition finds support in the modern
Permian varieties where, in terms of postpositional operand order
alone, variation is not encountered. Secondly, Slavonic possessed
equally rigid, though plainly not identical, rules governing the
position of prepositions in the sentence.

A very different picture emerges in the genitive-noun relation-
ship. In Old Permian the canonical sequence is so disrupted that it
is difficult to speak of a basic order. It is also impossible for us to
determine whether atypical constructions are attributable to Sla-
vomnic or to Greek influence for in this case often the sequence in
the one language is identical to that in the other, Nevertheless, on
the evidence which has already been considered in the discussion
of Slavonic influence on conjoiner usage, there is some basis for

50 A. Flyorov, Zyryanskaya grammatika, St Petersburg, 1813.
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thinking that it was Slavonic which provided the principal inspira-
tion for non-Uralic operand-operator order in Stefan’s translati-
ons. In the possessive construction of the type under review, it is a
feature of the Permian languages that overt case marking is often
not required on the operator, its function being denoted by its
position in the noun phrase as the following quotation from Old
Permian illustrates: mezds kylon *by the word of the Lord’. Here
mezds takes no case suffix yet is the ’genitive’ constituent of the
construction. Examples of the uninflected genitive are not com-
mon in Old Permian except where the short personal pronoun
forms are used to indicate the possessor. The more frequent pat-
tern involves suffixing the genitive marker -/6n to the operator. V.
I. Lytkin considers the widespread occurrence of this usage of the
genitive marker -/gn in the Old Permian texts idiosyncratic,
though he admits that the situation in Votyak is analogous.’! The
deployment of a morphological expedient to mark possessive rela-
tionships had the effect of relaxing the strict word order which, in
turn, facilitated the postposing of the genitive operator at the
whim of the translator without impairing the semantic or gram-
matical content of the phrase. The samples given below are repre-
sentative,

0dzds vodzyn ch’émlién sylén *Before the door of his tent’ (door
in front of tent of him). The modern literary Zyryan version
would read sy ch’om édzds vodzyn with sy *his’ standing to the left
of its operand and without case marking, likewise ch’om ’tent’
which bears the twin roles of operand (in the construction with sy)
and operator as the possessor of 6dzds *door’. However, the Old
Permian translation is a syntactic replica of the Slavonic pred
dver’mi khramu yego. A combination of typical Uralic with basic
Slavonic order is seen in the phrase from John V, 25: kulémayas
kylasnys gorasé yen pilon literally *The dead shall hear the voice of
God’s son’. Here the primary operator constituent yen pi is post-
posed to the right of the operand (in this instance the direct object
of the sentence) and consequently pi is marked with the suffix -/én;*?

51V, L. Lytkin, Drevnepermskiy yazyk, p. 118.

52 Another idiosyncrasy which Lytkin points out in Old Permian, and which
is related to possessive -/on suffixing, is the use of the genitive suffix on the
operator in possessive constructions when the operand is the direct object of
the sentence. In modern Komi-Zyryan the ablative in -lys’, not the genitive, is
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yen, retaining its anteposition with respect to pi, requires no case
ending, the secondary possessive relationship denoted by word
order alone.

In Old Permian reverse order in possessive constructions com-
monly occurs when the operator role is filled by a personal pro-
noun which then, invariably, takes the appropriate genitive mark-
er: podos tiyan your feet’ (compare Slavonic nogi vasha’); aye
miyan *O our Father’ (compare Slavonic ofche nash); yord yalomé
menam vim ves’ *my judgment is just’ (compare Slavonic sud” moy
praveden”’ yest’). The last example raises a further point. The Per-
mian languages mark personal possession by means of possessive
suffixes on the noun possessed and so obviate the need for a
possessive pronoun. However, in the construction yord’yalémé
menam *my judgment’ both the synthetic device of the first person
singular possessive suffix -6 and the analytical first person singular
personal pronoun in the genitive case are employed. What is not
clear is whether this represents a method of emphasising the pos-
sessor or is simply a case of redundancy due to the desire of the
translator to follow the Slavonic model in using a separate lexeme,
yet feeling uncomfortable about discarding the native suffix.
There is no question, however, that this type of twin expression of
personal possession is more widely found in the Old Permian
writings than in modern Zyryan speech.

It is in the syntax of possessive constructions that Stefan most
freely conformed Old Permian noun phrase word order to the
Indo-European model immediately represented by Slavonic
(though, undoubtedly, Greek too provided a stimulus). In doing
so he, in fact, anticipated a trend which is manifest in Komi today.
Nevertheless, in terms of degree, the extent of genitive case mar-
king on the operator and the concomitant violation of rigid order
in Old Permian remains more advanced than is generally true of
the contemporary Komi-Zyryan language. Some idea of this may

used. Though space does not permit a detailed examination of this question, it
is of interest that in the modern Lower Vychegda variety possessive construc-
tions identical to the allegedly aberrant Old Permian type are found. Thus, in
V. A. Sorvacheva, Nizhnevychegodskiy dialekt komi yazyka, Moscow, 1977,
p. 204, one reads taye nyvidn plat’t'esd myskoma >someone has washed this
dress of my daugthter’. In the literary language the correct form would be
nyvlys’.
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be gleaned simply by looking at possessive constructions in the
modern Lower Vychegda Zyryan dialect as shown in the collecti-
on of texts given by Sorvacheva in her monograph devoted to this
variety.*?

The third word order category is that consisting of attribute and
noun. The attribute class includes, in addition to adjectives used
attributively, numerals and demonstrative pronouns. In the mo-
dern Permian languages it is uncommon for the substantive to
precede its attribute and when this does occur, it is for stylistic
reasons. In contradistinction to the case of possessive constructi-
ons, pressure from Russian in this direction has not been great as
Russian itself prefers, in this instance, the operator-operand se-
quence, the attribute standing in anteposition. Unlike Russian,
Komi has no case or number concord between the two constitu-
ents when the canonical order is observed. In our corpus of
Biblical texts only one phrase exists where the sequence is reversed
and this, again, occurs in the Troitsa passage: kutis ch’ol dshds,
burds 'He chose a tender calf, a good one’. The postposed attribu-
tive adjective takes the -gs accusative’ suffix signalling concord
with its noun.>* Though it is justifiable to assume that this repre-
sents unnatural order, nonetheless, it is not a direct calque on
Slavonic where both adjectives follow the noun. Where numerals
appear in the text they precede the noun and, as is generally found
in the Uralic languages, the substantive is in the singular number.

To summarise our findings on Slavonic influence in noun
phrase syntax, it would appear that where some precedent already
existed for reversing the basic order to a version closer to that of
Slavonic, this was exploited by Stefan. In those constructions
where the operator role was filled by a noun phrase and the role of
operand by an adposition, Old Permian faithfully reflects the true

V. A. Sorvacheva, Nizhnevychegodskiy dialekt komi yazyka, Moscow,
1977, pp. 203 — 25.

4 Raija Bartens considers that bur is, in fact, substantivized and stands in
apposition to the preceding noun phrase as my English gloss suggests. If this is
the case, and there is reason to believe it to be so, then in the Old Permian
passages under consideration, there are no instances of the attribute following
the noun. Nevertheless, on the strength of a single example it is impossible to
be precise particularly as the notion of apposition itself is problematical when
different word categories are involved (see David Crystal, A First Dictionary
of Linguistics and Phonetics, London, 1980, p. 29).
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picture in the recipient language as the Lower Vychegda variety of
that time would have admitted no exceptions. Coupled with this,
the translators evidently sensed the unquestionable importance of
maintaining the canonical order for the grammatical structure of
the sentence. In the case of possessive constructions, on the other
hand, an exploitable precedent already existed not only in possible
stylistic variation, but, I would suggest, in the form of the habeo
construction. In Votyak and the Komi languages the notion of "to
have’ is expressed by the genitive case suffix -/én on the noun
possessor while the entity possessed stands in the ’nominative’
(zero-inflected) form. The relationship between them is conveyed
by the use of the "to be’ copula, which can separate the two consti-
tuents of the construction. The following example is taken from
modern literary Komi-Zyryan: Byd mortlén em aslas shog. "Every
man has his own sorrow’. While bearing a superficial resemblance
to the Russian "have’ construction using the preposition u, actually
the construction in question was already established in Proto-
Permian. The breakdown of the possessor-possessed sequence
through the intervention of the copula and the marking of the
possessor with -/¢n provided a precedent sufficient for further
adaptation of possessive word order in terms of the noun phrase.
The attribute was not subjected to this treatment to the same
degree because, firstly, the motivation provided by Russian was
not so intense and, secondly, disruption of canonical order in
fourteenth-century Zyryan would have been minimal.

Vil

We have seen how Stefan and his associates, for tactical rea-
sons, sought to minimize the appearance of Slavonic influence in
their Old Permian translations. In the areas of orthography and
lexicon ingenious adaptations of the Komi pasyas and of native
lexical roots were produced which disguised the actual Greek and
Slavonic source of the alphabet and neologisms. In the field of
syntax, however, the influence of an Indo-European linguistic
model, particularly that of Russian, is at once apparent. Many of
the syntactic constructions found in the Biblical passages of Old
Permian are manifestly atypical of the Komi-Zyryan language.
There seems to be a methodological contradiction in Stefan’s
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work which scholars have pointed out but not explained. From
the one side, he painstakingly worked the translations so as to
conceal Slavonic influence while, from the other, he was not
averse to the importation of non-Uralic syntactic structures on a
wide scale. We have noted already how Stefan must have found
the work of the first Slavonic translators a source of spiritual and
practical inspiration. I submit the hypothesis that it was their
example which actually shaped Stefan’s attitude to his work and,
thus, provides the reason for the apparent methodological incon-
sistency in his Old Permian creations. Stefan appears always to
have sought a precedent for his work; the Slavonic translators
provided one. They were a spiritual inspiration in that they stood
by the principle of producing liturgical works in hitherto unwrit-
ten languages as an aid for extending Christendom. They offered
theoretical inspiration in creating an orthography and creating a
lexicon capable of expressing religious concepts in a language oth-
er than the sacred tongues of Hebrew, Greek and Latin. On a
practical plane their methods gave Stefan insight in the art of
translation.

Discussing the work of these early Slavonic translators, Kurz, in
the article already cited, admits that the syntactic component of
Slavonic underwent greater adaptation in their translations than
any other aspect of the language. Syntax “’more than other parts
of grammar is subject to foreign influence”.’> Although they were
gifted linguists, their sense of veneration for the religious texts
which they were translating made them cautious about drastically
altering the syntax away from the original Greek model, and,
consequently, certain complex constructions, though comprehen-
sible as Slavonic, actually owe more to Greek than to the Slavonic
vernacular of the area around Salonica. According to Kurz, no-
where is this caution more manifest than in the translation of the
Bible. "In translating the Books of Scripture they endeavoured to
keep exactly to the original (they were governed by an awe for the
sacred texts).”>®

In many respects the analogy with Stefan’s activities is appa-
rent. It seems that, while recognizing the limitations in the work of

5% Kurz, *Problematika’, p. 6.
% ibid. p. 9.
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his forbears, he felt unable to go beyond the bounds which they
set. Although skilfully adapting the Zyryan variety with which he
was acquainted, he evidently felt unwilling to modify or expand
upon the theoretical model established for Old Church Slavonic,
even at the expense of linguistic authenticity. Of course, it is true
that syntactic copying, though appearing foreign to the basically
monoglot speakers of the recipient variety, indicates its origins less
obviously than do lexical borrowing or the transfer of an alphabet.
It may also be the case that a certain proportion of alien syntax
gives an air of holy mystique which is permissible, even possibly
desirable, providing the basic sense is conveyed. These two lesser
factors may have contributed to Stefan’s willingness to allow di-
rect Slavonicisms into his Old Permian syntax. Without doubt,
however, his predecessors were more successful in terms of syntac-
tic rendering in Old Church Slavonic than he was in Komi-Zyr-
yan. This is probably due to the fact that the divide between Lower
Vychegda Zyryan and Slavonic in the field of syntax, particularly
six hundred years ago, was very substantially wider than that
which existed between Macedonian-Bulgarian Slavonic and
Greek. Nonetheless, it is to Stefan’s credit as a linguist that he, in
fact, anticipated developments in the Permian languages which
came about thanks to increasing Russian influence.

Thus, in conclusion, though one can see Slavonic influence at
every level in the Old Permian texts (covertly in orthography and
lexicon, more openly in syntax), its primary role was less directly
linguistic in that it provided a theoretical model possessing eccle-
siastical approbation, which acted as a guiding precedent for
translations into the language of the pagan Vychegda Zyryans.

ROBIN W, BAKER
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bis auf 3, 5
l‘l))(l *Stelle” (117, 849b) aber m)(z (ebd.), tvyl (976b),
vgl -91 (OL 61)
e e emal” ta\’saugen sdugen’ (115) 50 b nicht zu finden,
aber em- 8mal
télay “offen’ (115) 907b nicht zu finden, aber mit [4
6mal
ue'r‘si‘m’ich machte es’ (115, 235a) s. aber uer- (ebd.
9mal) zu den iibrigen angedeuteten 8 e-Belegen s. das

System

e e ler’Strich’ (115, 497a) s. aber lere (1086b 4mal)

€ e lemaxtata‘ ’glessen (115, 484b) das ganze ins Palatale

g verbéssern s. ”(kop.) lema)(tata (ebd )

uodu kul "Fisch’, (118, 699a) aber k wl¢ (380a OL 136)

i A r *Riemen’ (118) nicht zu finden, Aure (626b —
628a, 12mal)
us. im Sudostjaklschen als /i/

i o k‘utk itay 'macht es’ (119, 456a), aber kutk‘a (ebd.)

EDITH VERTES

Zwei Monographien iiber den Dialekt von Sysola

N.A. KOLEGOVA — G.G. BARAKSANOV, Srednesysol’skij dialekt
komi jazyka (Der mittelsysolische Dialekt des Syrjdnischen).
Moskva 1980. 226 S.

Der hier in Frage stehende Dialekt wird an der mittleren Sysola
gesprochen, also siidlich des der Schriftsprache zugrundeliegenden
Dialekts von Syktyvkar bzw. der mittleren Vycegda. Der Dialekt
des Dorfes Lozym ist eine Mischung aus diesen beiden Typen. Im
Stiden grenzt das Areal des Mittelsysolischen an das Obersysoli-
sche an.

Wie lange das Gebiet an der Sysola besiedelt ist, konnte bisher
nicht mit Sicherheit festgestellt werden, da es weder archiologi-
sche Funde noch iltere historische Quellen gibt. Man nimmt je-
doch an, dass die Bevélkerung auf geradem Weg aus dem alten
Kulturzentrum des Kamatals hierhergezogen ist. Dies ldsst sich
jedenfalls aus spateren nachweislich engen Beziehungen zwischen
Sysola und Kama schliessen. In einem Schenkungsbrief von Zar
Iwan III. an die Einwohner des vycegdischen Perm aus dem Jahre
1485 werden allerdings nur zwei Kloster auf mittelsysolischem
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Gebiet erwihnt (von diesen wird die Griindung des Klosters Votca
mit 1384 angegeben — das wire nur finf Jahre nach dem Beginn
der Missionsarbeit unter den Syrjidnen, die Stephan der Heilige,
Bischof von Perm, von Ust’-Vym aus in Angriff genommen hatte),
doch braucht das Alter der Besiedlung deswegen nicht herabge-
setzt zu werden: In den Grundbiichern von 1585—86 werden
schon alle bedeutenderen gegenwirtigen Siedlungszentren aufge-
zihlt. Die Bevolkerung scheint durch natiirliche Vermehrung
standig gewachsen zu sein; jedenfalls sind keine Anzeichen von
Wanderungsbewegungen da. Die Volkszidhlung von 1970 ergab,
dass auf mittelsysolischem Gebiet 22 000 Syrjdnen anséssig waren.
— Der cinleitende Abschnitt der Monographie wird durch eine
Karte des Gebiets ergiinzt (S.6).

Die Behandlung des Dialekts erfolgt in den Abschnitten Laut-
lehre (S.7—28), Formenlehre (S.29—61), Wortschatz (5.62—211)
und Textmaterial (Vorzeichen, Ritsel, Sprichworter, Sagworter,
S.212—223).

Das Phonemsystem des Dialekts umfasst die gleichen 33 Pho-
neme (7 Vokal- und 26 Konsonantenphoneme), die auch die mei-
sten anderen syrjanischen Dialekte sowie die Schriftsprache auf-
weisen. Unterschiede liegen jedoch beziiglich der Phonotaktik vor.
Im Mittelsysolischen kénnen in den nichtersten Silben ausser ¢
und j auch e und i erscheinen. Im allgemeinen liegt hier eine allo-
phonische Variante vor: In der Stellung nach palatalisiertem Kon-
sonanten erscheinen e und i, sonst ¢ und ;. In Lehnwortern treten e
und i jedoch auch unabhingig von der Lautumgebung auf (S.12—
13), i auch im — syrjdnisch seltenen — zweisilbigen auf Vokal
auslautenden Wort (turi, éeri, Sondi). o ist in den nichtersten Silben
hdufiger als in der Schriftsprache; hier scheint eine innermorphe-
mische Assimilation vorzuliegen: o ist Allophon fiir ¢ nach labia-
lem Vokal in der ersten Silbe (S.10). ¢ hat assimilierende Wirkung
auf ¢ und j in der nachfolgenden Silbe, auch iber die Mor-
phemgranze hinaus: 111.Sg. lavkaa ’in den Kaufladen’ (schriftspr.
lavkae); beékaan ’im Fass’ (schriftspr. be¢kain). Von den Vokalen
kann der letzte wegfallen, besonders als Bestandteil des Morphems
e$: olemas ’sie haben gelebt’ (schriftspr. olemaes) (S.8). Eine typi-
sche Erscheinung des Konsonantismus ist, dass / in allen Stellun-
gen auftreten kann; es handelt sich also um einen sog. /-Dialekt.
Das Auftreten von / ist in den syrjinischen Dialekten ja insofern
an das Auftreten von v gebunden, als in allen Dialekten, in denen /
ohne Einschrankungen erscheint, das v im zentralen Wortschatz
nur in der Anfangsstellung vorkommt. Im peripheren Wortschatz,
in Deskriptiv- und Lehnwortern, gibt es diese Beschrankung fiir v
nicht. Gerade dass der Laut im Deskriptivwortschatz erscheint,
weist auf seine Ausnahmestellung hin (uvgini ’rauschen’; ovgini
’quengeln®). In Lehnwértern kann andererseits das v des entlehn-
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ten Wortes durch [/ ersetzt werden: altobus < aesmobyc; laskol,
laskola < aackoeviii, aackoso; sloboda < céobo0a (S.14—). Eine
Besonderheit des Mittelsysolischen, besonders seiner siidlichen
Varianten, und des Obersysolischen ist der Ausfall des / am
Stammende vor auf / anlautenden Morphemen, den Préteritum-
endungen und der Gerundiumendung ig: vistai ’ich erzihlte’
(schriftspr. vistali); juktaig ’beim Trianken’ (schriftspr. juktalig)
(S.16). Die fiir den untervycegdischen Dialekt so charakteristische
Aussprache ¢, d'- vor Vordervokalen pro k-, g- erscheint in vielen
mittelsysolischen Varianten (#'erka pro kerka "Haus’; d'id pro gid
*Stall’) (S.17—). Konsonantenverbindungen am Morphemende
lisst der Dialekt weniger zu als die meisten anderen Dialekte und
z.B. die Schriftsprache: Ein ¢ nach stimmlosem Sibilanten fillt aus
(wie iibrigens auch im Obersysolischen, in den nérdlichen Dialek-
ten des Syrjanischen und auch in den nordrussischen Dialekten).
Konsonantenverbindungen am Morphemanfang, itberall im Syr-
janischen Kennzeichen von Deskriptiv- und Lehnwortern, sind im
Mittelsysolischen dagegen geradezu iibertrieben beliebt (struba,
russ. truba; stabun, russ. tabun; spolnevej, russ. polnyj) (S.27). Die
teilweise mit der Morphemstruktur zusammenhiangenden Allo-
morphvarianten (vor einem grammatischen Morphem auf Vokal
erscheint ein auf j, k, m oder 7 auslautendes Allomorph) sind auch
im Mittelsysolischen bekannt (S.19—; ¢ scheint auch hier nach
Sibilant oder stimmlosem Verschlusslaut zu stehen; die Form wltin
‘unter’ — S.21 — ist kein Beispiel fiir dieses Phanomen, wie die im
Wortschatz aufgefiihrte Flexionsform w/tlasi hinunter’ zeigt , de-
ren Suffixmorphem ja nicht mit Vokal anlautet). Die Assimilation
hat, wie im Syrjinischen im allgemeinen, regressive Richtung,
ausgenommen die Verbindung palatalisierter Konsonant + j, in
der die Assimilation umgekehrt verlduft. j wird dem vorausgehen-
den palatalisierten Konsonanten auch iiber die Morphemgrenze
hinaus angeglichen: pel'f'as *die Ohren’ (pro peljas) (5.23—).

Die Behandlung der Formenlehre beginnt mit den Substantiven
(S.29—). Besonderheiten weist deren possessive Deklination auf.
In Pluralformen mit dem Personalsuffix der 2. oder 3. Sg. verliert
das Pluralkennzeichen (jas) seinen auslautenden Konsonanten:
muzikjaid ’jene Ménner’; rerkajais *jene Héuser’ (S.30; dieselbe
Besonderheit tritt auch im Obersysolischen auf). Das auch in an-
deren Dialekten gebrauchliche Pluralkennzeichen jen kommt im
Mittelsysolischen bei zwei Substantiven vor: pi "Junge’, PL. pijan;
bobe *Liebling’, Pl. bobejan. (Mit dem Substantiv pi als zweiter
Komponente werden auch die Bezeichnungen fiir Tierjunge und
junge Bdume gebildet. Wenn auf S.30 gesagt wird, dass es sich hier
um Nadelbdume handelt, so steht das jedoch im Widerspruch zu
den auf S.35 aufgefithrten Beispielen.)

Im Mittelsysolischen gibt es einen Kasus mehr als in den mei-
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sten anderen Dialekten und in der Schriftsprache. Hier kennt man
den Priklusiv mit der Endung $a, den Kasus der siidlichen Dialek-
te und des Permjakischen fiir komparative Konstruktionen (S.30).
Der Gebrauch der Fille wird erlidutert, soweit Besonderheiten vor-
liegen. Fiir das interessante Phinomen des Subjekts im Genitiv
gibt es auch solche Beispiele, in denen die Genitivform die Rolle
des Agentivs tbernimmt: Jul'alen vojbid kutas otéot veéni *Jul'a
wird die ganze Nacht am Biicherabschluss arbeiten’ (S.31). Der in
den syrjanischen Dialekten hier und da auftretende Gebrauch von
zwel Kasusendungen hintereinander (z.B. Egressiv + Terminativ)
ist auch im Mittelsysolischen anzutreffen, und zwar als Typ Kon-
sekutiv + Elativ: me voji jel-la-$id ’ich ging Milch holen’ (S.34).
Was die Possessivsuffixe anbetrifft, so fallt die Sonderstellung der
Verwandtschaftsbezeichnungen auf, eine auch in vielen verwand-
ten Sprachen bekannte Erscheinung. Wenn sich einer solchen das
Possessivsuffix der 1.Sg. anschliesst, so erscheint letzteres in einer
urspriinglicheren Gestalt — ohne das angeblich diminutivierende
j-Element: bat'e ~ bat'e! Vater!”. Am Paradigma der possessiven
Flexion fillt die Unvollstandigkeit des Paradigmas der Formen
der 1. Sg. ins Auge (S.32—33): hier fehlen bis auf den Approxima-
tiv und den Egressiv die Lokalkasus sowie der Instrumental, also
genau die Kasus, bei denen die Suffixe in der Reihenfolge Kasus-
suffix-Possessivsuffix zu stehen kommen. Die substantivischen
Wortbildungssuffixe (5.35—) werden in zwei Typen eingeteilt, ei-
nen davon bilden die emphatischen (diminutiv-kosenden) Suffixe.
Bei der Behandlung der Ableitungselemente vermisst man jedoch
Angaben iiber das Stammwort oder korrelative Ableitungen.

Der Abschnitt iiber die Adjektive (S.38—) vermittelt niitzliches
Wissen tiber die Adjektivsuffixe; in der Darstellung wird so wie bei
den Substantiven verfahren. Bei den Pronomen werden zuerst die
Personalpronomen behandelt. Die 1. und 2. Pl. haben ausser der
einsilbigen Form (mi, i) auch eine lingere Variante mit dem Pro-
nominalsuffix -je: mije, tije, was fiir das Siidsyrjanische und das
Komipermjakische typisch ist. (Das Pronomen der 3.Pl. geht fast
immer auf a aus: #ia, #ija, nija, naja; in zwei Dorfern nagje — S.41.)
In der 3.Pl. stehen auch hier zwei Typen nebeneinander, die auf
ri-/ni-und die auf ng-; von moglichen Unterschieden in der Ver-
wendung wird jedoch nichts berichtet. (In einigen Dialekten be-
steht hier eine Opposition beziiglich der Entfernung bzw. der In-
timitat.) Die Griindlichkeit der Paradigmentafeln ist anerken-
nenswert und macht die Dominanz der Genitivform im Paradig-
ma anschaulich: Sie kann als Flexionsstamm auch den singulari-
schen Pronomina zugrundeliegen (nur Dativ, Ablativ und Akku-
sativ bleiben ausserhalb ihres Einflussbereichs).

Die Verbalflexion des Mittelsysolischen (S.48—) hat nicht we-
nige interessante Einzelziige. Eine Besonderheit beziiglich der Plu-



234 RA1JA BARTENS

ral-Personalendungen ist die vollige Gleichheit von Indikativ- und
Optativendung in der 1.Pl.: munam, muname, munamej — der letz-
tere Typ ist anderswo ja nur Optativ. In der 2.Pl. erscheint —
eigentlich erwartungsgemiss — der d-Typ (munad). Dieser vertritt
ja die siidliche, beiden permjakischen Dialekten gemeinsame En-
dung fiir die 2.Pl. und erscheint auch im Obersysolischen sowie in
den Dialekten von Luza und Letka. Im Norden ist die Endung bis
zum Mittelvylegdagebiet verbreitet, ausserdem in einem um-
schlossenen Gebiet an der oberen Vycegda. Die bei Stephan auf-
tretende Form adnjd zeigt, dass der d-Typ an der unteren VycCegda
in den 600 Jahren seit Stephan an Boden verloren hat. Im Mittel-
sysolischen ist auch der nérdliche Endungstyp annid in Gebrauch
sowie auch ein Allomorph annj, anj, dessen Schluss man mit der
Endung der 3.Pl. vergleichen kann. Die 2.Sg. des Imperativs hat
phonotaktisch geregelte Allomorphe: jui§ ~ juisti *trinke ein we-
nig!’ (S.52). Von den infiniten Verbformen ist die Infinitivendung
-ng, die in der Region von Votca auftritt, erwdhnenswert (S.48).
Der Infinitiv kann mit einem nominativischen oder akkusativi-
schen Possessivsuffix, ndmlich dem der 2. und 3.Sg., verbunden
werden (-id, -t¢ und -js, -se; gibt es Unterschiede in der Verwen-
dung von Nominativ- und Akkusativendung?) (S.48). Das Mittel-
sysolische kennt die gemeinsyrjanischen Partizipien und Gerun-
dien, auch die auf - auslautenden Partizipien (-ana, -ema) (S.55—).
Dem Abschnitt iiber die Verben ist auch ein Verzeichnis der Verb-
suffixe (S.52—) sowie der — typisch syrjdnischen — Deskriptiv-
verbbildung (S.54—) beigefiigt. Bei den Adverbien fallt die ¢-En-
dung (statt @) der Adverbien der Art und Weise auf: miéae *schén,
in schoner Weise’. (Beide, die illativische ¢- und die adverbiale
a-Endung werden ja historisch als k-Lative interpretiert.) Was die
Partikeln angeht, so vermittelt die Durchsicht der Partikelgruppen
(S.58—) ein anschauliches Bild vom Einfluss der herrschenden
Landessprache. So sind den finnisch-ugrischen Sprachen z.B. ne-
benordnende Konjunktionen urspriinglich fremd. Interessant nun
zu sehen, wie alle 10 nebenordnenden Konjunktionen des Syrjini-
schen dem Russischen entstammen.

Beide Kapitel, sowohl Laut- als auch Formenlehre, haben am
Schluss ein Verzeichnis der typischen Besonderheiten des Dialekts
(S.28 bzw. S.60—). Allerdings hatte der Leser auch gerne etwas
dariiber erfahren, wie sich diese Erscheinungen areal auf dem ge-
samten syrjdnischen Sprachgebiet verteilen.

Der Abschnitt iiber den Wortschatz muss fiir seine Materialfil-
le gelobt werden. Bei den Textproben hétte man sich neben den
vorhandenen oft recht lapidaren Ausdriicken auch laufenden Text
gewiinscht.



Besprechungen 235

T.L. ZILINA, Verchnesysol'skij dialekt komi jazyka (Der obersyso-
lische Dialekt des Syrjdnischen). Moskva 1975. 268 S.

Das Obersysolische hat nur eine kleine Anzahl von Sprechern,
nach Schitzung Zilinas etwa 6000. Von diesen leben die meisten
am Oberlauf der Sysola, einige jedoch auch ganz im Siiden der
Autonomen Sowjetrepublik der Komi, beiderseits des zum Ein-
zugsgebietes der Vjatka gehorenden Flusses Kobra.

Die Region um die obere Sysola ist archidologisch noch nicht
hinreichend erforscht, doch hilt es L.N. Zerebcov, der Verfasser
des ersten Kapitels, in dem die Siedlungsgeschichte dieses Gebiets
behandelt wird, fiir begriindet anzunehmen, dass dieses Gebiet zu
den ersten gehort, auf denen sich die nach Norden abwandernden
Syrjanen ansiedelten. Auf einen alten Zusammenhang zwischen
oberer Sysola und oberer Kama ldsst auch der folgende Umstand
schliessen: Dem &ltesten historischen Beleg (1485) zufolge bildeten
die Gebiete um den Oberlauf von Sysola und Kama, einschliess-
lich u.a. des Gebietes, auf dem die sog. Zjuzdinsker Permjaken
lebten und leben, eine gemeinsame Verwaltungseinheit, ndmlich
den Bezirk Uzga. 1586 wurde der Oberlauf der Kama diesem Be-
zirk ausgeschlossen und kam zu Gross-Perm (Perm Velikaja). In
den Grundbiichern von 1585—86 sind fiir den Bezirk Uzga 66
Hauser verzeichnet, davon allerdings 21 verlassene. In den nich-
sten anderthalb Jahrhunderten ist die Bevolkerung kaum gewach-
sen. Im 18. Jh. wurde der Bezirk etwas vergrossert und der Ober-
lauf der Kobra besiedelt; 1485 war das Kobragebiet noch als den
Permiern von Luza gehorig aufgefithrt worden (v sostav Lyzskoj
permcy’’). Hier haben sich offensichtlich von alters her die Ober-
sysolier mit den Einwohnern von Luza beriihrt. Im 17. Jh. verode-
te die Luza-Permische Gegend arg, und die Bevdlkerung zog von
Luza u.a. in den Bezirk UZga. Aber auch in nordsiidlicher Rich-
tung, vom Miindungsgebiet der Sysola aus, hat nachweislich eine
Einwanderung in Uzga stattgefunden. Die Bevélkerung war eben
in verschiedenen Richtungen in Bewegung, denn vor der oberen
Sysola wanderte sie wiederum an den Oberlauf von Vycegda und
Pecora ab. Auch in Richtung obere Kama wurde gezogen, intensi-
ver gerade in die Zjuzdinsker Gegend. Letztlich hat die obersysoli-
sche Bevdlkerung auch an der Besiedlung Sibiriens aktiv teilge-
nommen. — Zusammenfassend stellt Zerebcov fest, dass die Be-
siedlung dieser Region offensichtlich sehr friith erfolgt ist und dass
ihr eine gewisse Isolierung von den iibrigen komi-syrjanischen
Gebieten nebst gleichzeitiger engerer Bezichung zum Oberkama-
gebiet eigentiimlich ist.

T.I. Zilina, die Verfasserin der Abschnitte iiber den Dialekt, ist
die Leiterin des Forschungsprojekts zur Erfassung des obersysoli-
schen Dialekts, das von der Abteilung fiir Syrjanisch der Akade-
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mie der Wissenschaften der UdSSR in den 50er Jahren ins Leben
gerufen worden war. In diesem Zusammenhang war eine For-
schungsgruppe acht Monate in der Region unterwegs, weswegen
man bei der Lektiire der Monographie auch sehr schnell davon
iiberzeugt ist, dass das Material wirklich reprisentativ ist.

Eine Besonderheit des Obersysolischen ist das Nebeneinander-
stehen zweier o-Phoneme, eines offenen und eines geschlossenen.
Dies ist eine Reminiszenz aus dem Vokalsystem des Gemelnper-
mischen, das nach dem Offnungsgrad der Vokale in vier Phonem-
reihen eingeteilt war (wie Erkki Itkonen und V.I. Lytkin ange-
nommen haben). Mit der Behandlung dieses zentralen Phinomens
wird die Lautlehre (S.14—58) eingeleitet. Zilina gibt u.a. ein Ver-
zeichnis derjenigen obersysolischen Worte, in denen das offene o
der Vokal der ersten Silbe ist (S.21—25). Zilina hat an anderer
Stelle auch ein Verzeichnis der Worter mit geschlossenem o vorge-
legt (Komi filologija. Syktyvkar 1972) und begniigt sich hier mit
einem Hinweis darauf. Es wéare jedoch wiinschenswert gewesen,
wenp dieses Verzeichnis auch hier mit aufgenommen worden wi-
re. Zilina weist auch auf die Fille hin, in denen das obersysolische
¢ einem vo- oder ve- der anderen syrjanischen Dialekte entspricht
(S.25—). Das obersysolische Gebiet schliesst sich auch in dieser
Hinsicht den permjakischen Dialekten an, insofern nidmlich, als
die entsprechenden Woérter in den permjakischen Dialekten yoka-
lisch anlauten. In bezug auf die / ~ v -Frage (S.36—) bringt Zilina
erhellende Beispiele dafiir, wie auch in diesem /-Dialekt das v
expandiert (auch hier Jov *Seele’) bzw. / und v zusammenhéngen
(das v russischer Worter kann durch / ersetzt werden: solhoz <
sovhoz; aber auch umgekehrt / durch v: Zevna < Zelna, kovkoz <
kolchos; in Deskriptivwortern erscheinen am Silbenschluss sowohl
v als auch /: zjlgini, Zevgjni). Neben ¢ und 4’ am Silbenschluss gibt
es manchmal auch jd (S.50). Die Verbindungen sz, §7, § gibt es am
Silbenschluss nicht (bosni 'nehmen’, bos! 'nimm! ~ bosta ’ich
nehme’, S.48). Im Hinblick auf die vier Stammerginzungskonso-
nanten bietet der Dialekt ein buntes Bild, ein und derselbe Infor-
mant kann u.U. zwei Paradigmen nebeneinander verwenden (na/'-
ken ~ nalkjen, S. 44—).

Der Regionaldialekt an der Kobra hat seine eigenen Besonder-
heiten, so z.B. o statt ¢ am Wortende (S.54). Dieser Lautwandel
hat einschneidende Wirkung — er betrifft z.B. die 3.Sg.Pris. und
den Illativ — und gibt dem Kobradialekt ein eigenes Geprige.
Labialvokale in den nichtersten Silben sind dem Syrjdnischen ja
an sich fremd. Der Kobradialekt hat sich iiber russische Lehnwor-
ter auch die Phoneme fund y angeeignet (die syrjanischen Dialek-
te substituieren diese ansonsten bekanntlich durch p und k; da die
Stimmhaftigkeitskorrelation ein wesentliches Element des syrjini-
schen Lautsystems ist, erscheint sie auch hier im Zusammenhang
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mit der Substitution: / «— v, p < ).

Auch im Bereich des Akzents treten die Gemeinsamkeiten des
Obersysolischen und Komipermjakischen zutage. Fiir das Obersy-
solische kann eine morphologisch bedingte Betonung konstatiert
werden: bestimmte Morpheme, besonders Ableitungssuffixe, wer-
den betont (S.56—). Zilina dussert die vorsichtige Vermutung,
dass dies dann geschieht, wenn das Wort im Nominativ oder Infi-
nitiv steht, wiahrend ansonsten die in der Gemeinsprache iibliche
Anfangsbetonung herrscht (S.58; ist die Betonung verschieden, je
nachdem ob die Worter einzeln oder im Satzzusammenhang aus-
gesprochen werden?), y

Was die Lautlehre anbelangt, so halt sich Zilina mit dem Ver-
gleichen der verschiedenen Dialekte ziemlich zuriick. Dies dndert
sich in der Formenlehre (S.59—154), wo Zilina neben einer Fiille
sorgfaltigster Deskription auch areale Gesichtspunkte beachtet;
wiederholt kommt sie auf die Zusammenhinge des Dialekts mit
dem gesamten Sprachgebiet zuriick.

An der substantivischen Kasusflexion (S.60—) fallt auf, dass
der Akkusativ in der Paradigmentabelle als endungslos angegeben
wird. Im Zusammenhang mit der possessiven Flexion wird festge-
stellt, dass nur die 2. und 3.Sg. ein volles Paradigma haben. In den
Plural-Personalformen gibt es iiberhaupt keine possessive Flexion;
in der 1.Sg. gibt es angeblich nur eine Akkusativform, die mit der
Endung ¢s (S.61—). (In den Postpositionalkonstruktionen hat sich
das Possessivsuffix sowohl der pluralischen Personen als auch der
1.Sg. erhalten: as keZanjm ’unter uns, wir beide’; me dirjam ’in
meiner Anwesenheit’.) Der auf gs auslautende Akkusativ der pos-
sessiven Flexion wird angeblich sowohl possessiv (mamges veten
a33ili’ich sah die Mutter im Traum’) als auch determinativ (vi§ises
vidlini *den Kranken besuchen’) gebraucht (S.62). Weil im Syrjéni-
schen der Akkusativ der absoluten Deklination und der Akkusativ
der 1.Sg. der possessiven Flexion im allgemeinen formgleich sind,
so kénnte man auch zu der Auffassung neigen, dass die akkusati-
vische es-Endung im Obersysolischen nicht die possessive Flexi-
onsform der 1.Sg. darstellt, sondern eben die Endung der absolu-
ten Deklination. (Nichts an den Beispielen, die Zilina zum Ge-
brauch der Endung anfiihrt, S.62 u. 67, widerlegt diese Annahme.)
Soweit die Besonderheiten des obersysolischen Kasussystems vom
Gemeinsyrjanischen abweichen, handelt es sich um gemeinsame
Zige der siidlichen Dialekte (der Priklusiv ist typisch fiir das
Mittel- und Obersysolische, die Dialekte von Luza und Letka und
das Komipermjakische; die Dativendung /e ist eine gemeinsame
Variante des Obersysolischen, der Dialekte von Luza und Letka
und des Komipermjakischen). Zilina macht auch Angaben zum
Gebrauch der Kasus (S.66—). Ihre Darstellung enthilt viele inter-
essante Details wie z.B. eine besondere Konstruktion mit Elativ-
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objekt (S.69): In dieser steht immer das Fragepronomen mej, die
Intonation ist nach Zilina fragend [?]: kjltem-omtemsis mej vijan
’warum haust du denn die Kreatur’; mej piZsis dolkjedlanid’warum
schaukelt ihr denn das Boot’. Anstelle der gemeinsprachlichen
Postpositionalkonstruktion wird in gewissen Fillen ein Kasus
verwendet: sakar, sukar vaji pizane *Zucker, Zwiebicke setzte ich
auf den Tisch’ (S.70). Die in der Sowjetunion verbreitete Auffas-
sung, bei den Elementen ¢/ und ed handele es sich nur um einen
einzigen Kasus, wird auch von Zilina vertreten (8.60). Die besse-
ren Argumente sprechen jedoch fiir die Ansicht, es handele sich
um zwei verschiedene Kasus, den Transitiv (-#) und den Proseku-
tiv (-ed), die z.B. Uotila, Laké, Rédei vertreten. Die Formen sind
von threr Funktion her ja nicht kongruent (nur Prosekutiv még-
lich: kjrimedjs kuti *hielt ihn bei der Hand’, S.71). Der Priklusiv
kann auch alleine eine ganze Komparativkonstruktion bilden: ku-
Jim ofa 'mehr als drei Jahre’; polverstasa mehr als ein halber
Kilometer’ (S.72).

Die Ableitung der Substantive (S.72—) wird griindlich und ge-
nau dargestellt, ebenso die Ableitung in den anderen Abschnitten
der Morphologie. Zilina beriicksichtigt die Frage der Produkti-
vitit. Die Ableitungssuffixe werden in produktive, schwach pro-
duktive und nicht mehr produktive eingeteilt; als eigene Gruppe
werden die emphatischen Ableitungen behandelt. Neben dem De-
rivativuam wird immer auch das Grundwort oder das Korrelat
angefiihrt. Zilinas repriasentatives Material enthilt auch in diesem
Zusammenhang hochst interessante Einzelheiten. Greifen wir z.B.
den deverbalen Ableitungstyp auf anka heraus: Dieser wird modal
gebraucht, und so entsteht die Frage, ob die Form als verbal
anzusehen ist, also als infinite Form des Verbs: uZanka #in *man
muss schon schlafen gehen’; taja ded'el'ais po uzalanka ’an diesem
Sonntag muss er angeblich arbeiten’.

Auch eine andere Wortbildungsart, die Zusammensetzung,
wird kurz berithrt (5.85—). [In bezyg auf die determinativen
Komposita erhellt iibrigens auch aus Zilinas Material nicht, wes-
halb die orthographischen Normen in Syrjanischen eine Oppositi-
on Kompositum ~ Konnexion schaffen. Uben bei der Abgrenzung
die entsprechenden russischen Bezeichnungen und deren Moti-
viertheit bzw. Unmotiviertheit einen Einfluss aus? Vgl. $inkim
*brov”’; jur$i’volosy’; éerifieri *rybnik’ (S.86) ~ pu gr *derevjannoje
koryto’; Aur va ’bolotnaja voda’; dozmer $id ’sup iz glucharja’
(5.66).]

Die Adjektive (S.86—) werden in qualitative und relative einge-
teilt. Die Komparation, Kennzeichen der qualitativen Adjektive,
wird genau abgehandelt (S.91), und mit der gleichen Griindlich-
keit werden, zur Freude des Lesers, auch die adjektivischen Ablei-
tungssuffixe behandelt (S.88—, S.94—).
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Die sorgfiltige Darstellung der verschiedenen Gruppen der
Pronomen (S.100—115) hitte der Kritiker nur insofern etwas an-
ders gewiinscht, als die Kategorie der Possessivpronomen, die von
der russischen Grammatik abgeleitet ist und nicht charakteristisch
fiir das Syrjdnische ist, eigentlich nicht hierhergehort (S.111). Bei
den Personalpronomen fallen die Angaben iiber den Gebrauch der
Genitivformen auf. Als Agens des Gerundiums hat das Pronomen
der 1. und 2.Sg. Genitivform: menam loktigen *bei meinem Kom-
men’; tejad vojigen *bei deinem Kommen’ (S.105). Auch in Postpo-
sitionalkonstruktionen kénnen diese Pronomen ausser im Nomi-
nativ auch im Genitiv stehen — wie in den siidlichen Dialekten
von Luza und Letka (S.106). Ein gemeinsamer Zug des Sysoli-
schen, sowohl des Mittel- als auch des Obersysolischen, und des
Komipermjakischen sind die Pronomen der 1. und 1.Pl. vom Typ
mije, tije (S.105). Eine Besonderheit des Obersysolischen ist das
Pronomen der 3.Sg. jeve, eine Entlehnung aus dem Russischen
(S.104).

Was die Flexion des Verbs (S.115—) betrifft, so ist fiir das
Obersysolische, wie auch fiir die anderen siidlichen Dialekte, ty-
pisch, dass die 3.Sg. des Préteritums nur eine Form hat: Es gibt
nur den munis-Typ (S.120). (Im Mittelsysolischen werden dagegen
nach Art der iibrigen Dialekte und der Schriftsprache beide Typen
gebraucht, munis und muni.) Entsprechend geht die Endung der
3.Pl. im Priteritum, sowie auch im Prisens und Futur, immer auf
s aus (S.121). Im Perfekt hat die 3.Pl. nur den -emaes-Typ, der
eigentlich nérdlichen Gepréges ist; das -emni des Mittelsysolischen
und der Dialekte von Luza und Letka ist im Obersysolischen nicht
vertreten (S.121). In der 1.P1. des Optativs erscheint nach der Per-
sonalendung das dem Russischen entlehnte -re, -t'e: munamt'e, mu-
namt'e ’lasst uns gehen’ (S.122).

Die Darstellung der Ableitungsmittel stiitzt sich auch bei den
Verben wieder auf ein breites Material (S.123—). Doch haben die
abgeleiteten Verben im Syrjanischen so viel Problematisches an
sich, dass selbst die sorgfiltige Analyse Zilinas nicht immer restlos
Klarheit verschafft. Gleich zu Beginn wird das Suffix / vorge-
nommen, dessen Funktion so bestimmt wird: 1) Ausdruck der
Momentanitit, 2) Ausdruck der Frequentativitit, 3) Ausdruck fiir
Geschehnisse, die in der Vergangenheit liegen (S.123). Hier geht es
anscheinend um etwas anderes als temporale Verhiltnisse. Viel-
leicht hat sich Zilina bei der Bestimmung der Funktionen biswei-
len zu sehr von der Bedeutung des Grundwortes leiten lassen (auf
diese Weise werden z.B. dem Suffix a/ unwesentliche Funktionen
zugeordnet, S.126). Die Hauptsache bleibt jedoch unangetastet:
dass dem Leser auch in puncto Verbableitung ausfithrliches Mate-
rial zuginglich gemacht wird. Mogen die Schwierigkeiten der
Beschreibung zu kiinftigen von neuen Theorien ausgehenden Ar-
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beiten iiber die verbalen Ableitungen des Syrjidnischen anregen!

Der Abschnitt iiber die Verben schliesst mit einer Beschreibung
der Partizipien und Gerundien (S.134—), nachdem er mit dem
Infinitiv begonnen hatte (S.115—-). Natiirlich hitte geschienen, die
gesamte Verbflexion, also den finiten und den infiniten Bereich,
vor der Behandlung der Ableitungen durchzunehmen. (Beziiglich
des Gebrauchs des an-Partizips wird der sonderbare Gedanke ge-
dussert, dieses Partizip eigne sich zur Charakterisierung der Ge-
schehenszeit, S.134; die Sache ist jedoch hochst einfach die, dass
das agn-Partizip auch als Attribut der Substantive kad, dir *Zeit’
stehen kann.) Der im Mittelsysolischen hiufig verwendete anka-
Typ ist an der Kobra bekannt (S.135); Zilina rechnet ihn also zu
den Partizipien.

Die Beschreibung der Adverbien (S.136—), der Postpositionen
(S.140—), der verschiedenen Partikeltypen (S.147—) und der Kon-
junktionen (S.105—) ist straff und enthilt niitzliche Information.
Zum Abschluss der Morphologie bringt Zilina eine Zusammenfas-
sung, in der sie die Besonderheiten des Dialekts, geordnet nach 36
Punkten, noch einmal zusammenstellt (S.151—).

Der Abschnitt iiber den Wortschatz (S.155—254) beweist mit
seiner Ausfithrlichkeit wiederum, wie reichlich das Material ist,
das der Monographie zugrundeliegt. Und dabei ist nur solcher
Wortschatz aufgenommen worden, der nicht im syrjanischen Dia-
lektworterbuch (Sravnitel’nyj slovar’ komi-zyrjanskich dialektov)
enthalten ist! Ein 10 Seiten umfassender Abschnitt mit Textpro-
ben beschliesst das Werk.

Diese solide Dialektmonographie ist mit ihrem iiberzeugenden
Belegmaterial ein starkes Glied in der Kette der Monographien
iber syrjanische Dialekte. Wenn einmal — auf Veranlassung der
Abteilung fiir Syrjdnisch der Akademie der Wissenschaften der
UdSSR — auch iiber Luza und Letka, Udora und Vym entspre-
chende Arbeiten vorliegen werden, so wird damit eine der bedeu-
tenden Unternehmungen im Bereich der Finnougristik abge-
schlossen sein. Die Forscher auf dem Gebiet der permischen Spra-
chen verbleiben in Dank und Erwartung.

RA1JA BARTENS



Phonostatistical study of
Komi Zyryan vowels and consonants

Phonostatistical investigations deal with more and more Finno-
Ugric languages. Komi Zyryan is one of the major Finno-Ugric
languages, and that is why it too must be studied by phonostatisti-
cal methods.

The stories, plays and novels of famous Komi Zyryan writers
were analysed statistically by computer. The list of authors includ-
ed Ivan Toporov (Regyd das Kvajt. Syktyvkar 1975, 323 pages),
Gennadij F'odorov (Novels. Syktyvkar 1979, 444 pages), F. V.
éerbakov, A. S. Tarabukin, Z. I. Rogova, 1. I. Tarabukin, N. E.
Nikulin (Toly§ Vylo. Stories and Plays, Syktyvkar 1979, 108
pages).

The material was transcribed by E. A. Igu$ev (the author
expresses his gratitude for help received to the Dean of the Philo-
logical Department of Syktyvkar University, docent E. A. Igusev).
The transcription was made according to the accepted Komi Zy-
ryan system of phonemes established by V. I. Lytkin (Lytkin,
1955, 1966). The statistical analysis was made at the Computing
Centre of Novosibirsk University (Computer EC-1033). The total
volume of the sample was 80 168 vowel and consonant phonemes.
This size of sample allowed us to produce statistically valid results
(Tambovcev, 1980).

According to V. L. Lytkin’s system, the following phonemes are
to be found in Komi Zyryan:

1. Vowels i, j, u, e, ¢, 0, a

2.Consonantsp, t, t, k, b, d d, g f, 5. % 4%, 2 2, %, ¢ ¢, é 3 3'
mauanvlLlvrj

Thus there are 36 phonemes: 7 vowels and 29 consonants.

After computing the sample the following ordered series of
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Komi Zyryan phonemes was obtained (Table 1). This series was
divided into three subseries which were called high, middle and
low. Then the absolute mean probability was calculated, which in
this case was found to be equal to 0,00278 or 2,78 %. The middle
subseries comprised the phonemes whose frequency of occurence
was close to the value of the absolute mean probability: e (3,10 %)
and u (2,76 %). The high subseries comprised the phonemes whose
frequency of occurence was greater than 2,88 % —a, ¢, i, 5, i, n, k,
o, 1t I m d v, j These phonemes can be regarded as more
characteristic of Komi Zyryan. The phonemes whose values were
less than 2,56 % were found to be in the low subseries, thus —§, p,
Csgbizl,i7d 15074 fcx

The analysis of Table 1 showed the following regularities in the
Komi Zyryan language:

1. The ratio of vowels and consonants is 2:3 (vowels 41,33 %,
consonants 58,67 %)

2. The ratio of vowels of middle, high and low height was 8:7:5

3. The ratio of vowels of middle, front and back zone was 18:6:5
or 3,6:1,2:1

4. The ratio of prelingual, mediolingual, labial and postlingual
consonants was 6:2:2:1

5. The ratio of the sonants, occlusives and fricatives was
1,6:1,1:1)

6. Komi Zyryan speech is melodical since about 70 % (i.e.
66,84 %) of it is vowels and sonants.

It should be mentioned that Komi Zyryan and Mansi (Tambov-
cev 1977, 1979, 1980, 1981) have some features in common: they
have the same ratio of vowels and consonants (2:3); the order of
the sonants, occlusives and fricatives is the same and the ratio of
them is very similar also; both languages are very melodical and
have a similar frequency of occurrence of vowels and sonants
(Mansi 70 % and Komi Zyryan 66,84 %). The most frequent vo-
wel in both languages is /a/. If one takes into account the fact that
in Hungarian (Jékel, Papp, 1974), in Nenets (Popova, 1978) and in
Selkup (Morev, 1973) the most frequent vowel is also /a/, while in
languages of the Slavonic and Germanic families the most fre-
quent vowel is not /a/, but /e/ or /i/ — in Russian (Jolkina,
Judina, 1964) it is /i/, while in Czech (Ludvikovd, Konikova,
1967) it is /e/ as well as in Polish (Segal, 1972), German (Kucera,



166 JURl A, TAMBOVCEV

Monroe, 1968) and Swedish (Fant, 1954) — then perhaps the
coincidence of one and the same phoneme /a/ as the most fre-
quent in Komi Zyryan, Mansi, Hungarian, Nenets and Selkup
may not be by chance, and some similarity of vowel distribution
can be seen in Finno-Ugric and Samoyed languages.

JURI A. TAMBOVCEV

Table 1
Absolute frequency of occurrence of Komi Zyryan vowels and
consonants, %

1 / 11 / 11

1. a 9,71 16. e 3,10 18. § 2,73
2. ¢ 893 17. u 2,76 19.p 1,78
3. i 7,18 20. ¢ 1,60
4. 5 682 21§ 1,19
5 1 526 22.¢ 1,15
6. n 518 23. b 1,08
7. k 4,83 24. 4 1,05
8. o 439 25.z 0,98
9. r 4,02 2. I' 0,75
10. ¢ 4,00 27. 5 0,73
1.7 3,79 28. 7 0,60
12. m 3,72 29. d 0,52
13.d 3,70 30. r' 0,43
14. v 3,65 31. 5 0,42
15.j 3,35 32. ¢ 0,30
33. £ 0,21

34. f 0,04

35. ¢ 0,03

36. x 0,02

X -80168 -100 %
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