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1. Introduction

This dissertation deals with non-finite adverbial subordinate clauses
in Udmurt (Uralic; Permic). My goal is two-fold: firstly, to provide a
description of the various non-finite adverbial clauses in Udmurt with
special reference to their morphosyntax and syntax. Secondly, | aim
at analyzing the Udmurt data using the tools of generative grammar.

The detailed description is needed since Udmurt is an endangered and
understudied language from a syntactic point of view. Thus, the in-
depth description of non-finite adverbial clauses makes an important
step towards the syntactic analysis of the Udmurt language. Non-finite
adverbial clauses have received much less attention in comparison to
relative and argument clauses in recent studies on Udmurt (cf.
Serdobolskaya et al. 2012; Brykina & Aralova 2012; Klumpp 2016;
Dékany & Tanczos 2015, 2017). So far the only existing monograph
dealing exclusively with non-finite adverbial clauses is
Perevoshchikov (1959). This dissertation is meant to overcome this
void on both a descriptive and a theoretical level. | aim at laying out
some foundations based on which more detailed theoretical accounts
can be built in the future.

In this dissertation | use a large amount of data collected during four
fieldwork trips in Udmurtia between 2013 and 2016. The fieldwork
methodology used in this dissertation relies on a mix of techniques,
such as semi-structured interviews and elicitation tasks. The elicited
examples are particularly important since they provide information
about ungrammatical patterns. Furthermore, | also use corpus data
based on the Udmurt Corpus, Udmurt Social Media Corpus and
Turku-lzhevsk Corpus in order to provide information about
frequency of certain non-finite clauses and/or morphosyntactic
patterns.

The dissertation has six chapters. After the introduction in Chapter 1,
Chapter 2 provides general background about the Udmurt language:
the genetic affiliation, sociolinguistic situation, language varieties,
writing system, the transliteration systems, resources and basic



grammar with special reference to morphology and syntax. Chapter 3,
4 and 5 contain the main research questions investigated in this work.
Chapter 3 presents a general description of non-finite clauses in
Udmurt, with special reference to adverbial clauses. This chapter is
written in a (fairly) theory-neutral framework. | take into account the
main advances of the typological literature, specifically, | make use
of the typological classification of adverbial clausal relations
proposed by Kortmann (1996). In Chapter 4 and 5, | take a closer look
at several syntactic phenomena related to non-finite adverbial clauses.
The tools used in these two chapters come from the Chomskyan
generative grammar. Chapter 6 sums up the thesis. Below |
summarize the main results presented in Chapter 3-5.

2. Non-finite clauses in Udmurt (Chapter 3)

Chapter 3 provided a detailed description of non-finite clauses in
Udmurt. The following questions were addressed:

(i) the notion of finiteness, and the criteria for distinguishing finite and
non-finite clauses in Udmurt;

(ii) the classification of Udmurt non-finite verbs, with special
reference to nominalizations;

(iif) non-finite relative, argument and adverbial clauses.
2.1 (Non-)finiteness in Udmurt

The traditional approach to finiteness implies that finiteness is a
property of the verb. This is the standpoint advocated in traditional
grammars of Udmurt as well. In the typological literature, finiteness
is viewed as a scalar concept, determined by a cluster of parameters.
These include the loss of verbal properties (such as TAM and
agreement morphology) and presence of nominal properties (case-
marking, use of determiners, reduced argument structure, etc.). In
generative syntax, the notion of finiteness has been viewed as crucial
for the licensing of nominative case on the subject (Chomsky 1981).
In recent publications, finiteness is viewed as a sentential property



(Bianchi 2003; Adger 2007). Moreover, it has been proposed that
finiteness is associated with the complementizer domain (and not the
inflectional domain).

In unison with recent theoretical studies on finiteness, | proposed that
finiteness is a clausal property in Udmurt. It was shown that Udmurt
non-finite and finite clauses differ in a number of morphosyntactic
and syntactic properties. These include: tense morphology, obligatory
agreement, the case-marking of the subject, negation (with negative
verb), word order, question formation, use of modal particles/clitics.
Thus, it seems that non-finite clauses differ from finite clauses with
respect to the inflectional domain, as well as of the complementizer
domain.

2.2 The classification of non-finite verb forms

Traditionally, non-finite verb forms in Udmurt have been divided into
three main types: participles, converbs and the infinitive (GSUJa |
1962; Winkler 2001; Bartens 2000; Kelmakov & Hannikéinen 1999).
In this dissertation, | depart from this traditional classification at
several points. Firstly, | propose is that the -m-non-finites and
the -n-non-finites should be included in order to complete the
classification of Udmurt non-finite verb forms. These two suffixes are
usually discussed in the chapters on derivational morphology,
together with other deverbal nominalizers (GSUJa | 1962). However,
they crucially differ from all other deverbal nominalizers since they
have clausal properties.

| took a closer look at the two nominalizations, formed with the
suffixes -(e)m and -(o)n, and refined several claims made in previous
studies regarding their temporal meaning, argument structure, and
syntactic distribution. For instance, | claimed that both nominalizers
can be used to form “‘event’ and ‘non-event’ nominalizations, and only
the latter can be pluralized. | also showed that -(e)m-nominalizations
have a perfect/anterior meaning, while -(o)n-nominalizations have a
prospective meaning, thus, the temporal differences between them are



aspectual. As for their syntactic distribution, both nominalizations can
be used as in relative (1), argument (2) and adverbial clauses (3).

(1) Relative clause
[Peta-len  tue mertt-em] pispu-ez
Petya-GEN  this.year plant-NMLZ  tree-3SG
‘the tree planted by Petya this year’

(2) Argument clause
[Disetis-les  urok-ez pir-poé¢  valekt-em-ze]
teacher-aBL  lesson-AcCc  in.detail  explain-NmMLZ-3SG.ACC
‘[ know] that teacher explained the lesson in detail.’

(3) Adverbial clause!
[eke-mi  kematek  skripka-ze kuti-le-mte-isti-z]
son-1pL  long.time violin-3sG.ACC  touch-FREQ-NMLZ.NEG-ELA-3SG
‘because our son hasn’t/doesn’t touch his violin for a long time’

One possible approach to (1)-(3) is to distinguish between
homonymous ‘participles’, ‘deverbal nouns’ and ‘converbs’,
respectively. | argued against this approach, and suggested that the
division between clause types, i.e. relative, argument and adverbial
clauses, proves to be more accurate than the division between
participles, converbs and nominalizations. Furthermore, | proposed
that the morphosyntactic and syntactic differences are to be explained
with the structure of the three different clause types.

2.3 Non-finite relative, argument and adverbial clauses

I took a closer look at the three major clause types: relative, argument
and adverbial clauses. Although the discussion of relative and
argument clauses was rather brief, it provided background for
comparison between relative and argument clauses, on the one hand,
and adverbial clauses, on the other, in terms of their morphosyntactic

! The example comes from the Udmurt Corpus (Y amypt aynne 2008.05.06).
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properties. These include the case-marking of the subject and
agreement.

With respect to relative clauses, | pointed out that the existing studies
make very different claims about the possible morphosyntactic
patterns in non-subject relative clauses, thus, the questions regarding
non-finite relative clauses are far from settled in the literature.
According to one of the patterns, the subject of the relative clause
bears genitive case and agreement is marked on the head noun (this
pattern poses problems in terms of locality) (1). As for argument
clauses, they seem to be nominalized, in other words, they look like
possessive constructions: their subject is genitive/ablative and there is
agreement on the non-finite verb (2) (Dékany & Tanczos 2017;
Georgieva & Otott-Kovacs 2016; Serdobolskaya et al. 2012).

Before turning to non-finite adverbial clauses in Udmurt, | provided
an overview of adverbial clauses from cross-linguistic perspective,
based on Kortmann (1996), Givén (2001), Hetterle (2015) and
Thompson et al. (2007). Additionally, the main properties of converbs
were discussed.

Non-finite adverbial clauses in Udmurt are formed with the two
nominalizations when they are selected by semantic cases and
postpositions, as in (3), as well as with converbs. With respect to their
morphosyntax, it was shown that the most common pattern in non-
finite adverbial clauses with independent subjects is when the subject
bears nominative case and there is no agreement. However, other
patterns are also attested: ‘hominative subject and agreement’ or
‘genitive subject and agreement’.

The detailed description of adverbial clauses revealed several features
of theirs, previously unrecognized in the existing literature, both with
respect to their functions and morphosyntactic properties. For
instance, | showed that the -(e)men-clauses used as subcategorized
adverbials preferred the nominalized pattern (i.e. their subject is
genitive), whereas that the -(e)men-clauses used as cause/reason
adjunct have nominative subjects. | discussed one curious and



previously undescribed case: -(o)nja-clauses. | showed that these
temporal clauses imply that the event described by the adjunct clause
not only happens simultaneously with the event denoted by the matrix
clause, but it is also required that the two events happen at the same
place, thus, a spatial mismatch is excluded. This observation was
made for the -(0)nja-clauses in the Middle Cheptsa dialect, and similar
facts have been presented for the Beserman Udmurt -(o)ririga-clauses
(Usachova & Serdobolskaya 2015). The discussion of -(0)nja-clauses
also touched upon the status of the so-called ‘adverbial case’, for
which | argued that there is compelling evidence to analyze it as (an
allomorph of) the inessive/illative marker (at least when used in
certain non-finite clauses).

3. The internal structure of Udmurt non-finite adverbial clauses
(Chapter 4)

In this chapter, | addressed on two questions regarding adverbial non-
finite clauses in Udmurt. Firstly, I raised the question of how many
converbs are to be distinguished in Udmurt. Then, I discussed the size
of the extended verbal projection in these clauses.

With respect to the first question, | demonstrated that most adverbial
clauses are syntactically postpositional phrases, i.e. non-finite clauses
selected by a semantic case or postposition. Thus, | argued that
number of converbs can be reduced to one (its marker is -sa).

It has been observed in the literature that non-finite clauses often lack
certain clausal projections. The truncation analysis has been proposed
for nominalizations, gerunds, infinitives and converbs (Kornfilt &
Whitman 2011; Pires 2006; Wurmbrand 2001; Weisser 2015, a.0.).
Thus, the main question was whether Udmurt non-finite adverbial
clauses have a full-blown CP, and if not, at which clause level does
truncation takes place. | demonstrated that we find solid evidence for
the VP domain (based on arguments, various adverbials, causative
constructions, low aspect morphology in these clauses), cf. (4).



(4)
[Peta pinal-jos-iz kiiga lid5i-ti-li-ku]
Petya child-pL-Acc  book[AcC] read-CAUS-FREQ-when
‘when Petya made the children read a book (several times)’

With regard to the inflectional domain, one of the most interesting
question was whether the presence of nominative subject suggest that
its case is licensed by a T head. This is a very debated question in the
generative literature, with two main proposals on the market: (i)
nominative case is licensed structurally or (ii) nominative as a
default/unmarked case. | argued that even if we do not adopt the
structural approach to nominative case, an inflectional domain must
be present. This is motivated with the temporal properties of adverbial
clauses (which express relative tense, i.e. aspect) and the possibility
of episodic interpretation. In the case of the proper converb -sa, |
argued that it heads a VVoiceP when used as a manner adverbial, while
temporal -sa-clauses have an inflectional domain. | argued that we do
not find convincing evidence for a CP layer in the Udmurt non-finite
adverbial clauses, thus, | proposed that they are truncated at the TP
level.

4. Subjects, agreement and adjunct control (Chapter 5)

In this chapter | discussed several topics related to subjects of non-
finite adverbial clause, such as subject agreement, the variation
between null and overt subjects, and adjunct control.

I touched upon some problematic issues with respect to the agreement
used in non-finite adverbial clauses. These included the abundance of
morphosyntactic patterns in non-finite adverbial clauses formed with
nominalizations, for which the existing theoretical approaches do not
provide a satisfactory account, and the optionality of agreement in
non-finite adverbial formed with non-finite forms traditionally called
converbs.

Furthermore, | discussed the variation between null and overt
subjects. | drew parallels with other languages in which similar



variation is found. The existing studies make very different proposals
with respect to the nature of the null subjects in non-finite adverbial
clauses and their interpretive properties. | argued that there is
compelling evidence for analyzing the referential dependency
between the null subject and its antecedent as a control structure and
not as (accidental) coreference.

Null subjects of adverbial clauses were analysed in light of adjunct
control. In the generative literature, two types of control structures are
assumed: obligatory and non-obligatory control (Williams 1980).
Adjunct control has been largely understudied in comparison to
complement control (Hornstein 2001; Williams 1992; Kawasaki
1993; Landau 2013, 2017). Generally, it has been observed that the
relevance of pragmatic factors plays a bigger role in adjunct control
than in complement control.

Based on the well-established tests for distinguishing obligatory from
non-obligatory control, | showed that null subjects of (certain) non-
finite clauses show obligatory control. However, non-obligatory
control is also found in Udmurt. Non-obligatory control into adjuncts
is triggered by several factors, such as lack of (suitable) controller,
logophoricity, experiencer thematic role and world knowledge. |
argued that at least two of these factors should be present in order for
non-obligatory control to obtain. Thus, the interpretation of the null
subject is by no means free, but at the same time, the Udmurt data
prove that a very restrictive analysis of adjunct control cannot be on
the right track either since non-obligatory control into adjuncts is
attested in a number of cases.
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