LINGUISTICA URALICA XLIV 2008 3

doi:10.3176/lu.2008.3.02
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ON THE 3rd PERSON VERBAL MARKER *-sV AND
THE DEFINITE CONJUGATION IN URALIC LANGUAGES*

Abstract. There may be three conjugations in Uralic languages: indefinite,
definite and reflexive. The primary determinator of the choice between the
indefinite or definite conjugations in Uralic was intransitivity/transitivity —
intransitive verbs were used without and transitive verbs with the 3P marker.
A consonant alternation of the 3P verbal marker Finno-Permic and Hungarian
s ~ Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic t is usually explained in Uralistics by the change
of s > t. But typologically the change s > t is a rare case. László Honti has
recently considered it as possible to suppose, in case of this congruity, the
descent of both of those sounds from an earlier common source — an original
voiceless dental fricative †. The source for the 3P verbal marker was a demonstrative (definitive) suffix, identical to the 3P possessive suffix, or possibly two
different demonstrative suffixes — in Finno-Permic *-ésV and in Ob-Ugric and
Samoyedic *-tV. Discussing the choise of the indefinite and definite conjugations we need to point out that there is no common set of rules valid for the
whole Uralic language group. Discrimination of indefinite and definite conjugations and a concomitant reference to the number of an object (in Mordvin,
Ob-Ugric and Northern Samoyedic) as well as to the person of an object (in
Mordvin and partly in Hungarian) are a phenomenon that is inherent to the
whole of Northern Siberia.
Keywords: Uralic, 3rd person verbal marker, definite conjugation.

The problematics of the 3rd person verbal marker *-sV and the definite
conjugation have continuously been dealt with in Uralistics. This article is
going to additionally address the problematics.
1. There may be t h r e e c o n j u g a t i o n s in Uralic languages:
indefinite, definite and reflexive (or indeterminative, determinative and
reflexive-medial; for a long time the same conjugations have been known
in Uralistics as subjective, objective and reflexive ones). Erika Körtvély has
recently offered a systematic overview of Uralic languages, focusing on
the number of conjugations in each one of them. Based on the use of various
conjugations, E. Körtvély distinguishes four types in Uralic languages. 1) With
one conjugation only. Actually, the determination of respective languages
is rather problematic. It is quite common in both definite and reflexive
* This article is supported by the Estonian Ministry of Education and Research, targetfinanced project No. 0182124s02.
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conjugations that a language does not have a full paradigm. They have
only a few and often regional verb forms which signal (at least partially)
the existence of the conjugation. E. Körtvély writes that the only Uralic
language with just one conjugation is Saamic. However, she will also
consider the Finnish, Karelian, Mari and Permic languages as belonging
to this group. 2) Distinguishing between indefinite and definite conjugations: Mordvin, Ob-Ugric (Mansi, Hanti), Southern-Samoyedic (Selkup,
Kamass, Mator) languages. 3) Distinguishing between indefinite and
reflexive conjugations: some Finnic languages, and more distinctly Southern
Estonian and Veps. 4) Distinguishing between all three conjugations:
Hungarian and Northern-Samoyedic (Nenets, Enets, Nganasan) languages
(Körtvély 2005 : 27—42; cf. also Pusztay 1995 : 89—92; Keresztes 1999 :
12—14). As we see, it could not have been easy to make the distinction
nor is its result distinctly univocal. Péter Hajdú has summarised the incidence of the 3P verbal marker *-sV in Uralic, pointing out that the suffix
has widely spread in the languages with a definite conjugation. In the
languages that lack the definite conjugation the distribution of the suffix
is confined to some more limited sphere of conjugation, e.g., to some forms
of transitive or reflexive verbs; besides, in that case the suffix often occurs
in the imperative, optative or desiderative and conjunctive forms (Hajdu
1985 : 329).
2. Observing t h e i n c i d e n c e of the definite conjugation and the 3P
verbal marker *-sV in Uralic, we can get the following picture. Finnic
languages have no definite conjugation (see also Körtvély 2005 : 31—32),
however, Lauri Posti has brought out that in case of these languages the
verb in 3P may occur both with the (*)s-material (s ~ z ~ h ~ çs ~ j) verbal
inflection and without it (Posti 1980). The incidence itself is rather inconsistent and varied in various languages. We can see that in Southern
Estonian such an incidence is divided between different verbs, e.g. jag^a
’s/he divides’ : jag^a-va¿ ’they divide’ ~ kazva-s ’s/he grows’ : kazva-ze¿
’they grow’, as well as between different verbal derivatives, e.g., näg^e ’s/he
sees’ ~ reflexive näü-s ’s/he is seen’. From among 3P verbal inflection sforms modern Northern Estonian generally knows only three näüs-type
verbal reflexive derivative forms: näik-se ’can be seen’, kuuluk-se ’can be
heard’, tunnuk-se ’can be felt’. Traces of the (*)s-material suffix can be found
also in Vote, e.g., eittiªı ’s/he threw her/himself down’ (< *heitti-hen). In
Finnish eastern dialects and Veps the personal ending of the (*)s-material
presents an independent paradigmatic reflexive conjugation, e.g., Finnish
panee ’s/he lays’ ~ panek-sen ’s/he lays her/himself’, Veps pez≤e-b ’s/he
washes (something)’ ~ pez≤e-s≤e (peÉzi-h™) ’s/he washes her/himself’ (Laanest 1975 : 87—99; Posti 1980; Mikola 1984 : 398—400; Dahl, KoptjevskajaTamm 1992 : 22; cf. also Tauli 1966 : 166). L. Posti writes that in some
Ingrian dialects in the 3P present the personal endings in reflexive verbs
differ from those in other verbs, e.g., vºattªı-he ’s/he dresses’, lÍägä-jän ’s/he
speaks’ (Posti 1980 : 135—137; cf. Mikola 1984 : 399), cf. lukkºo ’s/he reads’
(Laanest 1975 : 92). The same we see in Karelian, e.g., lugo-u ’s/he reads’
~ haikostele-h ’s/he yawns’. L. Posti also indicates that ”The third person
ending of the middle verbs -(k)sen, -hen is also found in Finnic as a passive
ending, which in Late Proto-Finnic had the forms (pres.) tºo-∂a-k-sen,
(imperf.) tºo-t-i-hen ’to bring’ ” (Posti 1980 : 113; cf. also Körtvély 2005 : 31—
2*
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32, 38—39). In Finnic L. Posti sees traces of the onetime reflexive conjugation that was provided with 3P verbal inflection (Posti 1980 : 111—112).
Saamic languages have no definite conjugation either (see also Körtvély
2005 : 29), however, Mikko Korhonen indicates that a 3PSg/Du/Pl verbal
inflection -s (identical with a respective possessive suffix) occurs in them
only in the imperative, e.g., mºalºesta(h) ’boil the meal’ : mºalºestu-s ’let her/
him boil the meal’ (< Proto-Finnic-Saamic *-sa/sä, Korhonen 1981 : 260—
263, 273, 279, 284).
We find only one language group in Finno-Permic languages, containing
both the indefinite and definite conjugations — Mordvin (see also Körtvély
2005 : 36—37). A verbal form of the definite conjugation, as a rule, indicates the person and the number of an object. E.g., indet. conj. pali ’s/he
kisses’ ~ det. conj. pala-si ’s/he kisses her/him’ : pala-siÉnÉze ’s/he kisses us’
(Majtinskaq 1974 : 318—319; Feoktistov 1975 : 314; Pusztay 1995 : 89—
91).
However, the traces of the 3P verbal marker *-sV exist also in those
Volgaic and Permic languages that lack a separate definite conjugation —
in Mari, Komi and Udmurt (see also Körtvély 2005 : 30—31). In Mari, in
the 3PSg of the indicative present we find the variation -a ~ -eçs. This variation is divided among various verbs, e.g., kola ’s/he dies’ ~ tole-çs ’s/he
comes’ (Alhoniemi 1985 : 108—131). Generally, here the suffix -çs is not
considered as a trace of the 3P verbal marker *-sV but as a trace of an old
preterite (or perfect participle) suffix *-ÉsV (Majtinskaq 1974 : 324). The
trace of the marker *-sV is observed in the Mari suffix -çsV, -çzV, primarily
in case of the imperative and optative (desiderative), e.g., wi∂»˝-çz»˝ ’let
her/him lead’ : wi∂»˝ne-çz»˝ ’s/he wants to lead’. Together, alternating with
each other, the 3P verbal inflections -çs and -çsV, -çzV occur rather generally
in the whole of the Mari verbal paradigm. In most western Komi dialects
some of the verbs are used in the 3P present/future singular without any
inflection, some others — with the s-inflection, or with both variants, e.g.,
k≈il≠e ’s/he hears’ ~ adÉç#a-s ’s/he will see’, mun≠e ’s/he goes’ ~ muna-s ’s/he
will go’. Udmurt uses the 3P verbal inflection *-sV > -z not in the present
tense but in the future tense, e.g., m≈ino-z ’s/he will go’ (the present tense
with -z is lacking in Udmurt altogether). (See e.g. Sovremennyj komi qzyk
1955 : 213—221; Grammatika sovremennogo udmurtskogo qzyka 1962 : 194—
219; Teplqöina, Lytkin 1976 : 173—174; Hajdu 1985 : 245—246, 323;
Hausenberg 1996 : 181; Csúcs 2001).
In all Ugric and Samoyedic languages the definite conjugation does
really exist (see also Körtvély 2005 : 32—36, 39—42). In Hungarian are
apparently no univocally interpretable traces of the 3P verbal marker *-sV,
although this suffix has been supposed to be a starting point for the 3P
verbal inflections -a, -e, -ja, -je, -i that occur in the Hungarian definite
conjugation, e.g. indef. conj. nÉez ’s/he looks’ ~ def. conj. nÉez-i id., indef.
conj. lÉat ’s/he sees’ ~ def. conj. lÉat-ja id. (Majtinskaq 1976 : 394—399; Helimskij 1982 : 72; Hajdu 1985 : 327; Keresztes 1999 : 50—52; but cf. e.g.
Rédei 1966 : 118—127; Pusztay 1995 : 89).
In Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic the 3P verbal inflection of the definite
conjugation is (*)t-material (t ~ d ~ ∂ ~ r ~ l). In Ob-Ugric (Mansi and
Hanti) and Northern- Samoyedic (Nenets, Enets and Nganasan) languages
the verbal form indicates also the number of the object. E.g., Mansi indef.
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conj. toti ’s/he carries’ ~ def. conj. toti-te id. (one object) : totija-¸»˝ id. (two
objects) : totija-ne id. (many objects) (Guq, Rombandeeva, Öal 1976 : 298—
300; Körtvély 2005 : 33), Hanti indef. conj. werl ’s/he makes/works’ ~ def.
conj. werl»˝-li id. (one object) (Guq, Rombandeeva, Öal 1976 : 326—328);
Tundra Nenets indef. conj. madºa ’s/he cuts’ ~ def. conj. madºa-da id. (one
object) : madºa-˛aju-da id. (two objects) : madºa-j-da id. (many objects) (Castrén 1854 : 388; Körtvély 2005 : 41), Forest Nenets indef. conj. dÍatºañºa ’he
shot’ ~ def. conj. dÍatºañºa-ta id. (one object) (Sammallahti 1974 : 87), Enets
indef. conj. mota ’s/he cuts’ ~ def. conj. mota-ra id. (one object) (Castrén
1854 : 595—518; Künnap 1999a : 25—26), Nganasan indef. conj. ko∂ut»˝tu
’s/he kills’ ~ def. conj. ko∂ut»˝tu-∂u id. (one object) (Körtvély 2005 : 41);
Selkup indef. conj. tüña ’s/he arrives’, cç oº nde ’s/he covers’ ~ def. conj. cç oº nde-d
id. (Castrén 1854 : 519—544), Kamass indef. conj. nerºelÍe ’s/he fears / is
afraid’ ~ def. conj. pºarg»˝lÍa-t ’s/he carves’ (Künnap 1999b : 21—22). Drawn
from a relatively scanty material of Mator, the 3P verbal infection is lacking
(Helimski 1997 : 166).
3. A fairly complicated question arises in discussing the choice of the
indefinite and definite conjugations in one or another Uralic language.
Despite a long-term and many-sided study of the issue no unanimous
opinion has been reached. (Often a definite object is mentioned in this
connection, however, the definite object has not been determined more
specifically, see Gulya 1995 : 96—98). There is n o c o m m o n s e t o f
r u l e s valid for the whole Uralic language group (see also Tauli 1966 :
168—172). Various researchers have admitted that definite rules about the
use of the Ob-Ugric definite conjugation seem to be lacking and in different
dialects one can find only certain tendencies with numerous deviations
(see first of all Honti 1987 : 34). Irina Nikolaeva believes that the use of
the definite conjugation in Ob-Ugric languages is related to topicalisation
(focusation) and is similar to the respective use in Samoyedic (Nikolaeva
2001 : 456—471; see also below in 4).
In connection with Northern-Samoyedic languages P. Hajdú has mentioned
that in Nenets the choice principles of the indefinite and definite conjugations seem to be inconsistent (see Wickman 1997 : 87). Pekka Sammallahti writes about Forest Nenets regretting that semantic differences
between the two conjugations are not clear to him (Sammallahti 1974 : 67).
Recently E. Körtvély stated, and obviously with a good reason as she has
carried out respective tests with native-speaking informants, that the views
spread in Samoyedology to the effect that the choice of the indefinite and
definite conjugations in Tundra Nenets — as if the definite conjugation
can be used with the transitive verbs when, first of all, the logical emphasis
or the syntactical focus is on the predicate — are e r r o n e o u s by
nature already (Körtvély 2005 : 114—115, 118—119; cf. also Wickman 1997
: 78—83). E. Körtvély believes that the higher the transitivity of the situation in which the verb occurs, the greater the probability that it will be
conjugated in the definite conjugation (Körtvély 2005 : 152; about the transitivity see Hopper, Thompson 1989; cf. also Dahl 1984).
For example, the analysis of two Tundra Nenets sentences from E. Körtvély’s work: 1) tÍoÉnakomda ÉnertÍevanÉz pedara pomna irtÍ salÍam vajerta-da (def.
conj.) ’In order to pass the fox, in the forest he roved straight over the
land at the bend of the river’. In this sentence there is a h i g h l e v e l
181

Ago Künnap

of transitivity: the sentence reports on a change; its subject can be considered
human, the situation is dynamic; the sentence is a statement, is realistic,
it does not formulate a question, the verb is of perfective aspect and telic;
the object is concrete, countable, identifiable and definite (Körtvély 2005 :
150, 155). 2) çsaÉrevi halÍam’, ÉpiÉrev≈i halÍam meÉnen? (indef. conj.) ’Do you like
fried fish or cooked fish better?’ In the sentence there is a l o w l e v e l
of transitivity: its subject is not an agent, the situation is not dynamic; the
sentence is not a statement but a question, the verb is of imperfective
aspect and in the present tense; the object is not concrete or countable
(Körtvély 2005 : 155).
Until further investigations provide new and more reliable findings,
E. Körtvély suggests that just the high level of transitivity in Tundra Nenets
be accepted as the explanation for the use of the definite conjugation in a
linguistic situation (Körtvély 2005 : 157, 160). Since NatalÍja Tereçsçcenko
assumes that in all Northern-Samoyedic languages the choice principles
of the indefinite and definite conjugations are essentially the same (TereYenko 1973 : 185—199), a working hypothesis could be put forth to the
effect that E. Körtvély’s conclusions about Tundra Nenets can be transferred also to other Northern-Samoyedic languages — Forest Nenets, Enets
and Nganasan —, i.e. that the high level of t r a n s i t i v i t y evokes
in them the need for use of the definite conjugation.
It is not easier in case of clarifying the application principles of the
definite conjugation for the two Southern-Samoyedic languages — Selkup
and Kamass (there is no sufficiently relevant evidence for the third language
— Mator). E. Körtvély notes that in Selkup the two existing conjugations
are connected, first of all, in accordance with the intransitivity or transitivity of the verb or the linguistic situation, e.g., intrans. verb tüña (indef.
conj.) ’s/he comes’ ~ trans. verb w˝cc™nty-ty (def. conj.) ’s/he takes’ (see
Kuznecova, Helimskij, Gruökina 1980 : 8, 44). However, the choice principles of the conjugations have actually not been found out for the Selkup
language. In Kamass, mainly the indefinite conjugation is used. The definite conjugation occurred very rarely even in case of the transitive verb.
E.g., intrans. verb üzülije (indef. conj.) ’s/he prays’ ~ trans. verbs ¸ulia
(indef. conj.) ’s/he looks’, piºerije-t (def. conj.) ’s/he shows’ (Künnap 1999a
: 22—23, 41; Körtvély 2005 : 34—35; cf. also Künnap 1978 : 11, 25—26, 28).
If a supposition that the high level of transitivity evokes the use of the
definite conjugation in them is true concerning Northern-Samoyedic
languages, then it denotes a significance in the choice of conjugations of
the transitive level characteristic of verbs on the one hand, and in the
relationship of verbs and their objects, on the other. In that case, in a more
generalised manner, the Northern-Samoyedic choice criteria are obviously
also valid in Southern-Samoyedic, at that more in Selkup than in Kamass.
T e m p o r a l c h a n g e in the choice principles of conjugations
can be illustrated by the fact that those were not necessarily the same rules
of choice of the indefinite and definite conjugations in Old Hungarian as
in Modern Hungarian. János Gulya has given examples of two Old
Hungarian sentences with their equivalents in Modern Hungarian and we
can see that the present-day definite conjugation is used instead of the old
indefinite one, and the present-day indefinite instead of the old definite
one. J. Gulya has also mentioned that the rules of use of the Hungarian
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definite conjugation are no match for the Hanti language, otherwise relatively close to Hungarian (Gulya 1995 : 97—98; see also Marcantonio 1985).
One of the examples of the variety of choice principles shows that in
Mordvin the definite conjugation is used mainly in t h e p e r f e c t i v e
aspect even when used with a definite object (Grammatika mordovskih
qzykov 1980 : 283; Alhoniemi 1996 : 68; Keresztes 1999 : 14).
4. Speaking about the a p p l i c a t i o n p e c u l i a r i e t i e s of
the Uralic 3P verbal marker *-sV it is essential to note that Finnic 3P verbal
inflection *-sen (? < *-sV) primarily occurs in the easternmost Finnic
languages and dialects. Traces of the North-Eastern European i n t e r r u p t e d l a n g u a g e c h a i n have been supposed because it is
in the languages locating farther east — Mari and Permic — that we can
find the application of the 3P verbal marker *-sV, a rather similar one with
that of the Finnic easternmost languages (see Hausenberg 1996; 2001 : 314,
317; Künnap 2004c : 137—140). Besides, a supposed etymological equivalent of the Finnic suffix *-sen can possibly occur in Northern-Samoyedic
reflexive conjugation (Mikola 1984 : 402—403; 1988 : 255; see also below
in 6).
In Mordvin the object conjugation expresses a n o b j e c t in all
three persons, in Ugric and Samoyedic this conjugation occurs, as a rule,
when an object is in 3P (see e.g. Joki 1944 : 169; Tauli 1966 : 168—169).
Use of verbal forms with the Uralic 3P marker *-sV in Mordvin and
Mari in the i m p e r a t i v e / o p t a t i v e meaning attracts attention. No other mood marker needs to be used in the 3P verbal forms of
imperative/optative because the 3P verbal inflection itself has become to
express imperative/optative. In Mordvin it is one of the optative (in fact,
hortative) forms, primarily used instead of the 3P forms of the imperative,
spread also in the form of the z-material suffix into the 1P and 2P forms
of the optative, e.g. mora-za-n ’let me sing’ : mora-za-t ’let you sing’ : moraza ’let her/him sing’. In Mordvin the imperative lacks a paradigmatic
marker altogether, cf. the only forms with the original imperative k-marker
(2PSg), e.g. mora-k ’sing’, mora-ka ’come on, sing!’ (Feoktistov 1975 : 317—
318, 320; cf. also Volodin, Hrakovskij 1986 : 21). In Mari an analogical
phenomenon can be found in the imperative that also lacks a paradigmatic
marker in that language. But in Mari the 3P verbal inflection -çsV, -çzV
has not spread into imperative verbal forms of other persons, e.g., Meadow
Mari puro ’come in’ : pur≈i-çzo ’let her/him come in’ (Kovedqeva 1976 : 70—
71).
In Finnic, Saamic, Northern-Samoyedic and Selkup (partly also in
Ugric?) where the verbal inflection is also made use of in the imperative/optative, the respective imperative verbal forms are, in turn, provided
with specific imperative/optative markers preceding a 3P verbal inflection,
e.g., Finnish tule(-’) (< *tule-k) ’come’ : tulkoon (< *tul-ko-hen) ’let her/him
come’ (k-marked imperative), Saamic lºe-kku-m ’let me be’ : lºe-kku-s ’let
her/him be’ (k-marked imperative) (Korhonen 1981 : 260), Nenets madarawa-u ’I could cut’ : mada-rawa-da ’s/he could cut’ (rawa-marked optative; Castrén 1854 : 370, 394), Selkup qo-lä-m ’I would be able to could
find/see’ : qo-lä-t£ı ’s/he would be able to could find/see’ (lä-marked
optative) (Kuznecova, Helimskij, Gruökina 1980 : 245—246; Helimski 1998
: 568).
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Mordvin, Komi and Udmurt share a common peculiarity in that that
instead of expected present meaning the 3P verbal marker *-sV expresses
only or in most cases the f u t u r e meaning, whereby any other future
marker is lacking in Mordvin and Komi because the 3P verbal inflection
itself has become to express the future tense, e.g., Mordvin kund≈i ’s/he
catches’ : kunda-s≈i ’s/he will catch’ (Majtinskaq 1974 : 318—319), Komi
mun≠e ’s/he goes’ : muna-s ’s/he will go’ (Kovedqeva 1976 : 175). In Udmurt,
however, it is preceded by a paradigmatic future marker -o-, e.g., m≈ine
’s/he goes’: m≈in-o-z ’s/he will go’, cf. e.g. m≈in-o-d ’you will go’. Supposedly, earlier the -o- designated also the present tense (the present-future,
in fact). Considering the latter, at the diachronic level the Udmurt language
with its z-suffixal future forms is consistent with Mordvin and Komi
(Kovedqeva 1976 : 173—174) (in Permic languages the 3P verbal inflection
occurs in other verbal forms also: in Komi only in the preterite tense but
in Udmurt almost overwhelmingly).PowerfoxPowerf
I suppose that it would be only natural to see a definite connection
between the above listed cases of peculiar uses of the 3P verbal marker *-sV
as imperative-optative on the one hand, and the future tense, on the other.
Namely, it is known typologically that viewed from the temporal aspect
the imperative/optative is related to the future (see e.g. Volodin, Hrakovskij 1986 : 21). In case of Uralic languages Nadeçzda Kuznecova has
observed the connection in Selkup. She gives examples about re-rendering
Selkup optative forms as future forms, e.g., h≈ir≈iﬁ nadem me-ﬁa˚i ’(we two)
will make a girl from snow’ (a ﬁa-marked optative 1PDu form in the future
meaning), likewise, adhering optative forms with the imperative paradigm,
e.g., nop peld≈i-la ’God help’ (a ﬁa-marked optative 3PSg form in the
imperative meaning) (Kuznecova 1991 : 260—261; see also Kuznecova, Helimskij, Gruökina 1980 : 245—246; cf. TereYenko 1973 : 153 ). Consequently, the peculiar and supposedly mutually related cases of application of the 3P verbal marker under observation in the imperative/optative
and future cover the whole Volgaic-Permic linguistic area.
Boris Serebrennikov has indicated that the re-rendering of the optative
as the future tense takes place also in some Turkic languages (Serebrennikov 1974 : 242). The Volgaic-Permic linguistic area demonstrates a strong
mutual influence between Finno-Ugric and Turkic languages (see first of
all Berecki 2005; the same could be said also about the Southern-Samoyedic
(Selkup, Kamass, Mator) language area). Therefore I would not exclude
the Turkic influence in case of such a peculiar application of the future
tense or inclusion of optative forms into the imperative paradigm in
Volgaic-Permic languages. However, I would draw attention to the fact
that a paradigmatic application of the primary imperative marker is lacking
in Mordvin while in Komi and Udmurt the primary imperative marker is
lacking altogether (see e.g. Majtinskaq 1974 : 312). I believe the fact might
help to explain the peculiar application of the future tense under observation in those languages: as if, at the expense of missing imperative forms,
there were space for this particular application of the future, semantically
related to imperative or even need for such a ”replacement”. It should not
be forgotten that the imperative is linguistically one of the oldest and most
central moods (see e.g. Volodin, Hrakovskij 1986 : 18—19) whose unmarked
occurrence in Mordvin, Komi and Udmurt could have brought about
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m a r k e d r e p l a c e m e n t s. I fail to fully open the ”replacement
mechanism” but apparently it exists. Deviations from the use of Selkup
verbal forms proposed by N. Kuznecova may be related to the fact that
consistent paradigmatic future and imperative markers are partially lacking
in Selkup (Künnap 1978 : 96—100, 133—134; Kuznecova, Helimskij,
Gruökina 1980 : 239—240, 247—248).
As far as the application of the 3P s-material verbal inflection is
concerned only in the i m p e r a t i v e in Saamic it could be quite a
different phenomenon in comparison with the above in the Volgaic-Permic
linguistic area. If namely the supposition that the imperative marker of
the Saamic 3P forms originates from the imperative marker *-ko(˚i)- of the
Finnic 3P forms, e.g., Saamic lºe-kku-s ’let her/him be’ (Korhonen 1981 :
260, 264; see also Rédei 1982 : 8—9), is valid then it is fully possible to
suppose that the marker was actually included into Saamic together with
the Finnic 3PSg verbal inflection *-sen that follows it, cf. Finnish lieköön
’let her/him perhaps be’ (< *lºe-kö-hen < *-zen < *-sen). At that the proof
for the change of the Finnic 3PSg *-sen > Saamic 3PSg -s would be provided
by a phonetically identic equivalence of the change — the phonetic evolvement of the Saamic imperative 3PDu verbal inflection, e.g., tapp°o-s ’let them
(two) shut’ (< *-sen, where -n is a dual marker) (Korhonen 1981 : 279).
According to M. Korhonen, the Saamic verbal inflection has exact equivalents in Mordvin and Mari imperative/optative, e.g., Mordvin pala-zo ’let
her/him kiss’ and Mari ›^ıë∂˝-çz˝ ’let her/him lead’, similarly, a close
equivalent in the Finnic imperative, e.g., Finnish lukekoon ’let her/him
read’ (< *lukeko-hen < *-zen < *-san) (Korhonen 1981 : 273). If the 3P verbal
inflection -s of the Saamic imperative has really been obtained from Finnic,
it probably began to be used in Saamic accidentally and it has no relationship with application of the inflection in imperative/optative in
Mordvin and Mari.
Reference to t h e n u m b e r o f a n o b j e c t in the verbal
forms is a linking feature for Mordvin, Ob-Ugric and Northern-Samoyedic
languages. Besides, in Mordvin verbal forms a reference is made to t h e
p e r s o n o f a n o b j e c t. References to the person of an object
in a verbal form can also be found in Hungarian in the form of the inclusive
-lak, -lek conjugation, although here it is only confined to the object of the
2PSg/Pl, e.g., nÉez-lek ’I look (at) you’ (see e.g. Körtvély 2005 : 39—40; see
also in 2).
Observing the incidence of the 3P verbal marker *-sV in Uralic with
an emphasis on t h e i n t r a n s i t i v i t y / t r a n s i t i v i t y of
verbs, we can get the following picture. One could note that Finnic
languages prefer using the verbal inflection under discussion in case of
intransitive and reflexive verbs, e.g., Southern Estonian pala-^s ’s/he burns’,
lö∑vvü-s ’s/he is found’, Veps kumarda-s≤e ’s/he bows’, Karelian pessäk-çse
’s/he washes her/himself’ (see above in 2, but cf. Hajdu 1985 : 246). In
Mordvin transitive verbs must be used instead of the finite conjugation in
the indefinite one if an action is not perfective (Feoktistov 1975 : 314; Alhoniemi 1996 : 68; Molnár 2001 : 68—91).
P. Hajdú refers to B. Serebrennikov’s viewpoint, according to which an
essential amount of Mari verbs provided in the 3P with the suffix -çs are
mainly transitive and the verbs lacking the suffix are largely intransitive.
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True, P. Hajdú regards this point of view as questionable (Hajdu 1985 :
246). As a rule, the Komi preterite uses a variant without -s with intransitive verbs and with -s — with transitive verbs, e.g., muni ’he went’ ~
boÉsti-s ’he brought’ (Hajdu 1985 : 245—246). In Udmurt the suffix -z adheres
to both indefinite and definite verbs (Grammatika sovremennogo udmurtskogo qzyka 1962 : 194—219).
As was mentioned above, E. Körtvély suggests that just the high level
of transitivity in Tundra Nenets be accepted as the explanation for the use
of the definite conjugation in a linguistic situation. I gave two Tundra
Nenets sentences by way of examples, along with reasons for applying
definite or indefinite conjugations, all borrowed from her work (see in 3).
The reasons show that among the indicators to denote a high or low level of
transitivity of the sentences there are also p e r f e c t i v e or i m p e r f e c t i v e aspects of the verb, respectively. Against the background of
the fact I suppose it is easier to understand why in Mordvin the definite
conjugation occurs mainly in perfective aspect (there are numerous deviations from the latter rule, at that to a different extent and manner in Ersa
Mordvin and Moksha Mordvin — see Alhoniemi 1996).
J. Gulya has paid attention to the fact that if the Nenets direct object
is expressed by a p e r s o n a l or demonstrative p r o n o u n, the
indefinite conjugation is used instead of the definite one (Gulya 1995 : 99;
see also Wickman 1997 : 218; Pusztay 2001 : 72). But this rule is valid as
far as the personal pronouns for all Northern-Samoyedic languages —
Nenets, Enets and Nganasan are concerned, e.g., Nenets Ésita (3P) kolhozanda••
ñ„es≈in• hana•• (indef. conj.) ’drive him to the kolkhoz village’, Enets modÍ si•• (1P)
m„ogad kada•• (indef. conj.) ’drive me to the forest’ (TereYenko 1973 : 191—
192), Nganasan mana••kü s≈it≈i (3P) kaçÉcemi••˝m (indef. conj.) ’I just saw him’
(TereYenko 1979 : 186). And in case of the 1P and 2P personal pronouns
also in Hungarian, e.g., kÉer (indef. conj.) engem (1P) ’s/he asks me’ (Majtinskaq 1976 : 395), in Selkup, e.g., t˝p çs≤inty (2P) qontyrt™nta (indef. conj.)
’he will see you’ (Kuznecova, Helimskij, Gruökina 1980 : 234—235), and
only as a tendency in Ob-Ugric languages, e.g., Hanti luw jir˝s (indef. conj.)
manem (1P) ∑anta nañen (2P) ’he tied me, not you’ (Nikolaeva 2001 : 464,
470—471). I. Nikolaeva notes the situation in Ugric, ”Ein direktes Objekt
der 1. oder 2. Person Personalpronomen ist [---] selten ein Topic; wenn es
vorhanden ist, trägt es wahrscheinlich einen Fokusstatus. Dieses widerspricht dem Verhalten des 3. Person Personalpronomens, das ein sehr häufiges (in der Tat das typischste) sekundäre Topic ist. Wenn die subjektive/objektive Konjugation dahingegehend analysiert wird, dass sie Fokus
bzw. Sekundären Topicstatus des Objekts markiert, [---] ist es klar, dass
sie die 1. und 2. Person Objektpronomina dazu neigen, mit dem subjektiven Verb zusammen aufzutreten, während das 3. Person Objektpronomen
dazu tendiert, mit dem objektiven Verb zusammen vorkommen” (Nikolaeva 2001 : 470—471). The Northern-Samoyedic use of the indefinite conjugation in the case of the 3P personal pronoun is an exception from this
tendency (see also Helimskij 1982 : 84—85).
5. As far as t h e o r i g i n of the Uralic definite conjugation and the
3P verbal inflection *-sV are concerned, by way of an ordinary explanation Klara Majtinskaja has offered the following. In the Common-Uralic
period there were preconditions for the emergence of two conjugations
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whereby the main precondition consisted in the fact that there were two
variants in creating the 3PSg: intransitive verbs without a verbal inflection
and transitive verbs with a verbal inflection (Majtinskaq 1974 : 319; see
also Künnap 1978 : 80—81). 3P verbal inflection descends from a personal
pronoun with the 3P possessive suffix as an intermediate stage (Majtinskaq 1974 : 321—322). As a result of versatile observation and from novel
aspects at that, J. Gulya comes to a conclusion that there were intransitive
and transitive conjugations in Proto-Uralic. The definite conjugation is a
secondary (area-related?) phenomenon (Gulya 1995 : 99; but cf. Rédei 2002
: 279). P. Hajdú also shares the view that Proto-Uralic had already had
two possibilities of the formation of the 3P for the verbs: with and without
a verbal inflection. His opinion is that then already the 3P verbal inflection indicated a definite object and apparently originated from a personal
or demonstrative pronoun with an accusative meaning (Hajdu 1985 : 247).
In the Finnic material presented above (see 2), L. Posti first and foremost sees traces of the onetime Finnic reflexive conjugation that was
provided with 3P verbal inflection *-sen (in sg. and *-set in pl.) (Posti 1980
: 111—112; see also Itkonen 1966 : 273—274). Tibor Mikola supposes that
the inflection comes from the derivative suffix of deverbative adjectives
(Mikola 1984 : 400). P. Hajdú believes that the inflection comes from the
Proto-Finnic 3P personal pronoun *sen, and only thereafter obtained the
meaning of a reflexive pronoun (Hajdu 1985 : 244—247). But we should
not hurry with the supposition that in Finnic the personal pronoun *sen
has turned into a personal suffix. The Finnic 3PSg personal suffix *-sen,
due to its final component *-n, is not a common personal suffix in Uralic
languages, yet its initial component *-se- does not exclude a link with the
common Uralic suffix *-sV. More so, the varying application manner of
the 3PSg personal suffix *-sen in Finnic verbs — partly without the suffix,
partly with the suffix — is similar to the analogous application of the 3P
verbal inflection *-sV in Mordvin, Mari and Komi languages.
Besides, the Northern-Samoyedic reflexive conjugation has presumably
also had an n-ending 3PSg verbal inflection *-ten (see for it lower in greater
detail in 6). On the other hand, however, if the Finnic 3P verbal inflection
*-sen can etymologically be linked with the supposed 3P verbal inflection
*-ten of the Northern-Samoyedic reflexive conjugation, then the fact that
the preference use of the suffix *-sen with reflexive verbs in Finnic is noted
can support the supposition of P. Hajdú and T. Mikola to the effect that
both the Finnic and Northern-Samoyedic suffixes come from the 3P pronoun
*sVn (Hajdu 1985 : 244—247; Mikola 1988 : 255). Besides, a tendency appears
in Finnic to use the suffix -sen primarily with i n t r a n s i t i v e and
r e f l e x i v e verbs, in Mordvin, Mari and Komi — the suffix *-sV with
transitive verbs, in the first place.
In the case of a number of Finnic languages — Finnish, Karelian, Ingrian,
Veps — we have to mention a p o l y f u n c t i o n a l p a r t i c l e
-han, -hän etc. (probably also Saamic and Mordvin -son, -h$an etc.) which
adheres to verbs also, e.g., Finnish syö-hän nyt jotakin ’now eat something,
will you (”eat-will-you”)’ (Saamic jogo-son ’is (it) already rightaway (”alreadyrightaway”)’) (SSA 1 1992 : 192; Larsson 1998). In Finnic its source is seen
in the 3P personal pronoun *sen, cf. Finnish hän ’s/he’ (here the relationship with the Finnic 3P verbal inflection at any rate). Probably in this case
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Julius von Farkas sees non-personal nature of the use of the Finnish particle
(and consequently also the 3P personal pronoun *sen), quite credible in
every way (Farkas 1954a : 57).
Whatever has been supposed about the development of the 3P verbal
inflection in the Mordvin definite conjugation, the traces of the 3P verbal
suffix *-sV are clearly there, particularly emphasised by P. Hajdú (Hajdu
1985 : 327—328; see also Korhonen 1980 : 273, 284; cf. also Keresztes 1999
: 53—66, 105—106). J. Gulya (1995 : 96) thinks that the whole Mordvin
system as such has nothing to do with the actual definite conjugation
occurring in Uralic languages and, at the utmost, it could only be compared
with the Hungarian inclusive -lak, -lek conjugation, an argument that I
can hardly agree with. In Hungarian, — if the subject is 1PSg — the inclusive
-lak, -lek conjugation expresses the 2PSg/Pl object, e.g. indef. conj. nÉeze-k
’I look’ ~ def. conj. néeze-m id. and nÉez-lek ’I look (at) you’ (Körtvély 2005
: 39—40). Similarity between Mordvin and Hungarian does show here, yet
in case of Hungarian it confines itself to a single 1PSg verbal form whose
object can only be 2PSg/Pl (see also Rédei 1966 : 127).
P. Hajdú is ready to consider the possibility that in Mari the -çs (see
about this suffiks above in 2) is a trace of an original 3P verbal inflection
and not that of the preterite/perfect marker (Hajdu 1985 : 246, 320, 327).
Besides, as far as the Mari language is concerned, what makes me also
tend to support the view that -s is an original personal suffix and not that
of preterite/perfect, is the fact that t h e p r e t e r i t e / p e r f e c t
s u f f i x *-ÉsV cannot have spread in Uralic languages too widely, being
inherent perhaps only to the easternmost Uralic languages — Ob-Ugric
and Samoyedic (see first of all Künnap 2000 : 33—37). J. Gulya writes that
the supposedly similar system to the Hungarian inclusive -lak, -lek
conjugation or Mordvin definite conjugation in Komi must be secondary
(Gulya 1995 : 96). Probably he must mean, in a way, an earlier assertion
that the definite conjugation is or has been used in Komi (see e.g. Körtvély
2005 : 30).
According to P. Hajdú, the development at the end of the Hungarian
3P verbal inflection is as follows *s > *† > *h > *˚i (Hajdu 1985 : 327). Principally, a similar phonetic development has also been supposed in case of
the Hungarian 3P possessive suffix (see first of all Farkas 1954b : 65—79;
Hajdu 1985 : 312). Károly Rédei writes that in Mansi the 3P possessive
suffix which descended from the Finno-Ugric sV-initial personal pronoun
became the 3P verbal inflection (Rédei 1966 : 128—129). In Hanti the lmaterial verbal inflection descended from 3P personal pronoun and verbal
inflection -˝t, -et from the 3P possessive suffix (129—130). Besides, the
suffix -jÉa-, -i- indicates an object (not a subject!) in the 2PPl verbal forms
of the Hungarian definite conjugation, followed by the 2PPl verbal inflection -tok, -tek (indicating a subject), e.g., indef. conj. lÉa-tok ’you (Pl) see’ ~
def. conj. lÉat-jÉa-tok id (see first of all Pusztay 1995 : 89), cf. def. conj. 3PSg
verbal inflection -ja, -i, e.g., lÉat-jÉa ’s/he sees’. In Mansi the 3P verbal
infection *-tV has taken the form of the -lV and penetrated into the 1P and
2P verbal forms, thus becoming a marker of the definite conjugation there,
e.g., rºati-l„e-m ’I beat (it)’ : rºati-l„e-n ’you beat (it)’. The reason was the use
of (identical to possessive suffixes) similar 1P and 2P verbal inflections
both in the indefinite and definite conjugations in Mansi that did not allow
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their mutual discrimination without an additional marker for the definite
conjugation (Rédei 1966 : 128—129). All the above-said indicates in the
direction of a possibly common origin of the 3P verbal inflection and 3P
p o s s e s s i v e s u f f i x and testifies to a close intertwining of their
use.
It should also be mentioned that the origin of the Samoyedic imperative t-material (t ~ d ~ r) 2PSg verbal inflection as adhered to the verbal
stem, e.g., Tundra Nenets tola-d ’read it’, Nganasan matu-da ’cut it’, Kamass
pºarg∑e-t id. (Mikola 2004 : 127), is not clear. This suffix cannot etymologically be connected to the supposed 3P verbal inflection *-tV due to the
differences both in their consonant and vowel material (at least in NorthernSamoyedic, see in greater detail Mikola 2004 : 117—118, 127). I see a verbal
noun suffix as the source for the 2P verbal inflection of the imperative
because as is known, a number of Samoyedic verbal noun suffixes have
turned into future, conjunctive, optative, adhortative and imperative
markers (Künnap 1978 : 100—111, 193—196; cf. also Mikola 1988 : 246—
249; 2004 : 111—116).
A c o n s o n a n t a l t e r n a t i o n of the 3P verbal marker
Finno-Permic and Hungarian s ~ Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic t is usually
explained in Uralistics by the change of s > t (see e.g. Majtinskaq 1974 :
325; Hajdu 1985 : 327—328). But typologically the change s > t is a rare
case (see also Helimskij 1982 : 123—125; Künnap 2004c : 137—140). Eugen
Helimski has offered a versatile analysis to the alternation s ~ t under
observation and eventually considers the development s > † > t as possible,
connecting it with a similarly supposed development in one of the WesternSiberian non-Uralic language — in Yenissey Pumpokol (Helimskij 1982
: 119—125). P. Hajdú considers the proceeding from the t-initial demonstrative pronoun as a possible case of t-type 3P verbal inflections of
Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic languages (Hajdu 1985 : 328). Likewise, a demonstrative pronoun has been regarded as the source for the Komi 3P verbal
inflection -s when comparing it with the pronoun sij≠e ’s/he, younder’
(Sovremennyj komi qzyk 1955 : 217; see also Majtinskaq 1974 : 319).
It could consequently be conceivable to take into account the descent
from two independent old demonstrative pronouns *ÉsV and *tV. It should
be viewed in connection with its determinative function in case of a
possessive suffix and the use as a personal inflection of the finite conjugation and its *s-initiality in Finno-Permic languages (but not in Hungarian
as there *És > s) and *t-initiality in Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic languages.
Such a supposition leads to the determinative function of the 3P possessive suffix as a more indigenous one (see for it also Künnap 2004c : 137—
140). In the forms of *ÉsV and *tV those are demonstrative pronouns that
Juha Janhunen has reconstructed for Proto-Uralic. For intermediate protolanguages he has reconstructed Proto-Finno-Permic ? *Ésa- (e.g. Finnish se)
~ Proto-Samoyedic *sV- and Proto-Finno-Permic *tV(-) (e.g. Finnish tämä,
tuo) ~ Proto-Samoyedic *tV(-). (Janhunen 1981 : 269). At the same time it
should be mentioned that László Honti has recently considered it as possible
to suppose, in case of congruity of the Finno-Permic *s ~ the Ob-Ugric and
Samoyedic *t, the descent of both of those sounds from an earlier common
source — an o r i g i n a l v o i c e l e s s d e n t a l f r i c a t i v e
† (e.g. *†ulka > Finnish sulka ~ Hungarian toll ’feather’) (Honti 2004). If
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L. Honti’s idea is true then we have an option at hand that the *s- and *tinitial variants of the 3P personal suffix in Uralic languages are mutually
etymologically related, and both may be descending from the original
*-†V.
6. As we have been able to see from above, in case of the observation of the
definite conjugation we often rely on the data about t h e r e f l e x i v e
c o n j u g a t i o n. An earlier or current existence of the conjugation
has been brought forth in case of Finnic (see above 2). It is interesting
what T. Mikola has said in connection with the Finnic 3P verbal inflection
sg. *-sen, pl. *-set. T. Mikola regarded the comparison of the Finnic and
Northern-Samoyedic reflexive conjugations as relevant. He admits that in
Northern-Samoyedic languages a reflexive conjugation has taken shape that
is formed by means of the reflexive suffix -j-. It started in the verbal forms
of 3PSg and 3PPl that are provided with verbal inflections *-tVn and
*-tVt, respectively. According to T. Mikola, the latter descend from the
Proto-Uralic pronouns *sVn ’s/he, that’ and *sVt ’they’. The verbal inflection *-tVn has yielded in Nenets -¿, e.g., Tundra Nenets toérej-±¿ ’he pastures’,
in Forest Nenets taewaj-¿ ’he came’, in Enets -ro¿, -do¿, in Nganasan -¿, -∂˝.
(Mikola 1984 : 402—403; 1986; 1988 : 255; 1990; 2004 : 124—127; see also
Katzschmann 1999—2000 : 117—121; in Forest Nenets also -t — Lehtisalo
1938 : 25). In the light of T. Mikola’s considerations the contact between
Finnic and Northern Samoyedic is conceivable in every aspect, it can truly
be expected that the reflexive conjugation occurs only in NorthernSamoyedic languages which are located geographically closer to the area
of Finnic than Southern-Samoyedic languages. Primarily, of course, in this
case when the Finnic suffixes *-sen, *-set can etymologically be linked with
the Northern-Samoyedic suffixes *-ten, *-tet (s ~ t!). But even without any
etymological link there is a possibility that the use of the suffixes *-ten,
*-tet in Northern Samoyedic developed on an example of the use of the
Finnic suffixes *-sen, *-set (see also Künnap 2000 : 49—50).
Yet in case of Tundra Nenets (and substantially also Forest Nenets)
E. Körtvély mentions that the supposition of such an origin based barely
on a glottal stop -¿ as the form of a personal ending is not unproblematic
since such an extensive deletion of the material is unusual even in a wordfinal position. E. Körtvély considers the onetime existence of two functionally completely identical 3PSg verbal inflections — *-tVn and *-k — as
possible in the Northern-Samoyedic reflexive conjugation as well as the
preservation of different traces of these suffixes in Nganasan (Körtvély
2005 : 90—91). E. Helimski has reconstructed the 3PSg verbal inflection
of the Samoyedic reflexive conjugation in the form of *-k, proceeding
at that from a respective dialectal suffix -k, -ñ of the Selkup indefinite
conjugation (Helimskij 1982 : 81). In my turn I have reconstructed the
Nganasan 3PSg verbal inflection -¿ (see e.g. TereYenko 1979 : 185) in the
form of *-tV (Künnap 1978 : 46, 60) and I cannot support the proceeding
presumably from a secondary Selkup suffix -k, -¿ (see for Toivo Lehtisalo’s opinion about an exceptional origin of the latter in Künnap 1978 : 34—
35; cf. also Forest Nenets -t).
An equivalent to that reconstructed Samoyedic personal inflection *-k
has been attempted to find in Hungarian (Helimskij 1982 : 82—83).
Namely the reflexive conjugation is represented in Hungarian by ik190
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conjugation (with an element -ik in the 3PSg), e.g., 1PSg kÉese-m ’I am late’ :
kÉes-ik ’s/he is late’ (see e.g. Mikola 1984 : 400—401; Körtvély 2005 : 40).
In the given case there is no reason to speak about any etymological
correspondence between Samoyedic and Hungarian languages if the
supposition about the common Samoyedic personal inflection *-k is erroneous (see Künnap 2007).
7. In c o n c l u s i o n, as far as the Uralic language group is concerned,
n o o r i g i n a l t r a c e s o f t h e o c c u r r e n c e of the
3P verbal marker *-sV need necessarily not be found in Finnic and Saamic
(see 3 and 4), conceivably not even in Hungarian (the Hungarian supposed
development *s > *† > *h > *˚i as well as the lengthening of the preceding
vowel are not so very convincing — see 2 and 5). Among other Uralic
languages without the definite conjugation besides Finnic and Saamic the
marker is used in Mari and Komi, with transitive verbs in the first place,
but in Udmurt such a preference is not observed (see 4). My supposition
is that in all Northern-Samoyedic languages the high level of transitivity
evokes the use of the definite conjugation, naturally with the 3P verbal
marker *-tV. I also suppose that the same principle is valid in SouthernSamoyedic languages too, more clearly in Selkup (see 3). All these facts
make the supposition according to which the primary determinator of the
choice between the indefinite or definite conjugations in Uralic languages
was i n t r a n s i t i v i t y / t r a n s i t i v i t y only too probable:
intransitive verbs were used without and transitive verbs with the 3P verbal marker.
In this connection a question is well-founded: what was the marker *-sV
o r i g i n a l l y like? In Finnic and Lapp the 3P possessive suffix is used
instead of the 1P and 2P possessive suffixes, but not the other way round.
In Volgaic, Permic, Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic both the 3P and 2P possessive suffixes are used in the non-personal definitive function. Thereby,
in Volgaic, Permic and Ob-Ugric the 3P possessive suffix is used in the
non-personal definitive function more often than the 2P possessive suffix.
The 3P possessive suffix occurs in the non-personal definitive function also
in Turkic and Tungusic languages (Tauli 1966 : 148; Pusztay 1975 : 364).
Based on the use of (Northern-)Samoyedic languages one could imagine
that in a number of Uralic languages the text meant for the addressee (=
the 2nd person) sounds natural when determined by means of the abovementioned 2P possessive suffix, meaning something like ’the matter heard
by you’ (in case of the Permic 2P possessive suffix János Pusztay emphasises the function of expressing a mutual contact, or intimacy of the contact,
between the speaker and the listener, see Pusztay 1975 : 363). The 3P
possessive suffix usage is here related to a more general definiteness (in
Samoyedic languages in case of the concepts ’sun’, ’moon’, ’sky’, ’earth’
etc., since these phenomena are determined by their unique and universal
nature already, not by the listener’s hearing; J. Pusztay also adds Mordvin
to this group, see 1975 : 363; see also Künnap 2004a).
Thus, it may be supposed that a non-personal general definitive function has always been inherent to the Uralic 3P possessive suffix. One could
also assume that the 3P possessive suffix in the mentioned general-definitive function has been used in those Finnic languages in which the traces
of the 1P and 2P possessive suffixes are practically lacking — in Estonian
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and Livonian (see for it more closely in Künnap 2001 : 123—128). In those
two languages the 1P and 2P possessive suffixes may never have been in
general use, and the use of the 3P possessive suffix may have originated
from the possibly primary non-personal general-definitive function of the
3P possessive suffix. The source for the 3P verbal marker was a d e m o n s t r a t i v e s u f f i x, identical to the 3P possessive suffix (or possibly
two different demonstrative suffixes — in Finno-Permic *-ésV and in
Ob-Ugric and Samoyedic *-tV). Namely, it is principally possible that
primarily there was no 3P possessive suffix / 3P verbal personal suffix in
the Uralic language group (that is easier to conclude in case of the
possessive suffix, based on the data of modern languages than in case of
a verbal personal suffix). As far as the Uralic 3P possessive suffix is
concerned, Julius von Farkas has pointedly noted that the 3P ownership
relationship is seldom expressed by formal elements and that is why the
3P possessive suffix could have preserved its original determinative function for a very long time, up to date (Farkas 1954a : 58). I also agree with
Hajdú’s points of view that from the start already the Uralic 3P verbal
inflection indicated a definite object (Helimskij 1974 : 321; Hajdu 1985 :
247; as the 3P possessive suffix indicated a primarily definite possession;
see also 5).
Discussing the choice of the indefinite and definite conjugations we
need to point out that there is no common set of rules valid for the whole
Uralic language group. However, the rules have never been consistently
cleared up in the Uralic language subgroups and individual languages. It
goes without saying that we need further in-depth research. Regretfully,
even after such a research there is always a possibility of not getting a
picture about how the choice was made sometime earlier. For example, in
Modern Hungarian the definite conjugation may be sometimes used instead
of the indefinite one in Old Hungarian and vice versa (see 3).
A peculiar use of the verbal forms provided with the 3P verbal marker
*-sV can be noted in the forms of i m p e r a t i v e / o p t a t i v e ~
f u t u r e in the whole Volgaic-Permic linguistic area. Besides a possibility of an influence of Turkic languages we probably need to take into
account the application of a defective occurrence or lacking of a paradigmatic imperative marker in the majority of Volgaic-Permic languages
that could have been a consequence of ”replacement” forms of imperative/
optative or the future tense, semantically close to imperative/optative
(see 4).
Discrimination of indefinite and definite conjugations is a phenomenon
that is inherent to the whole of Northern Siberia and, besides Uralic
languages occurs in Yukaghir and in many Paleosiberian languages —
Yenissey, Eskimo-Aleutic and Chukotka-Kamchatkan language groups (see
Pusztay 1995 : 89—91; cf. also Klesment, Künnap, Soosaar, Taagepera 2003
: 378). A concomitant reference to to the number of the objects in the verbal
forms (in Mordvin, Ob-Ugric and Northern Samoyedic) as well as to a
person of the object (in Mordvin and partly in Hungarian) occurs first of
all in Northern-Siberian languages, in a number of Paleosiberian languages,
among them (see Pusztay 1995 : 91—93). It is hard to imagine that reference to the number and person of an object in Uralic languages would
have developed in Uralic language subgroups or single languages completely
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independently, without mutual or any other contacts. For this the phenomenon under observation is far too peculiar.
Undoubtedly, it is an extensive a r e a l p h e n o m e n o n, as a
general rule, represented in Uralic languages the stronger the more eastern,
closer ones to Paleosiberian languages we have in mind (reference to the
person of an object in verbal forms occurs also in Basque, some Caucasian
languages and Amerindian languages — see Tauli 1966 : 169). The
discrimination of those two conjugations and reference to the number as
well as person of objects in the verbal forms have not been made use of
independently in Uralic languages, in isolation from non-Uralic Siberian
languages. (In a number of cases, on the part of some specialists in Uralistics, one can observe a tendency to explain the origin of whatever
phenomena in those languages through genuine reasons, avoiding the
consideration an influence of other languages at any cost. Such ”patriotism” will do no good to science).
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AGO KŒNNAP (Tartu)
O GLAGOL≤NOM POKAZATELE 3-GO LICA *-sV
I OPREDELENNOM SPRQWENII V URAL≤SKIH QZ\KAH
V uralxskih qzykah imeetsq tri sprqweniq: neopredelennoe, opredelennoe i
vozvratnoe. Analiz upotrebleniq opredelennogo sprqweniq i glagolxnogo
pokazatelq 3-go lica *-sV v uralxskih qzykah daet sleduœYuœ kartinu. V
pribaltijsko-finskih qzykah Lauri Posti obnaruwil sledy bylogo vozvratnogo sprqweniq s glagolxnym pokazatelem 3-go lica *-sen. Po mneniœ Petera Hajdu, åtot pokazatelx proishodit ot liänogo mestoimeniq *sen pribaltijskofinskogo praqzyka. V saamskih qzykah glagolxnyj pokazatelx 3-go lica -s
upotreblqetsq tolxko v povelitelxnom naklonenii. Esli predpolowenie o tom,
äto saamskij pokazatelx povelitelxnogo nakloneniq proishodit ot pribaltijsko-finskogo pokazatelq povelitelxnogo nakloneniq *-ko(˚i)-, verno, to vpolne
vozmowno, äto *-ko(˚i)- voöel v saamskij qzyk vmeste s liänym glagolxnym
pokazatelem *-sen, kotoryj v pribaltijsko-finskih qzykah sleduet za pokazatelem povelitelxnogo nakloneniq.
Ätoby ni govorilosx o mordovskom glagolxnom pokazatele 3-go lica, qvno
odno: sledy glagolxnogo pokazatelq 3-go lica *-sV v nih naliäestvuœt. V drugih
uralxskih qzykah bez opredelennogo sprqweniq (krome pribaltijsko-finskih
i saamskogo) glagolxnyj pokazatelx 3-go lica v marijskom i komi upotreblqetsq
s perehodnymi glagolami, v udmurtskom we takogo predpoäteniq ne nablœdaetsq. Vydvinuto predpolowenie, äto vo vseh samodijskih qzykah vysokij
urovenx perehodnosti v predlowenii obuslavlivaet upotreblenie opredelennogo sprqweniq. Osnovnym kriteriem vybora mewdu neopredelennym i opredelennym sprqweniqmi v uralxskih qzykah iznaäalxno sluwila neperehodnostx/perehodnostx: perehodnye glagoly vystupali s pokazatelem 3-go lica,
neperehodnye — bez nego.
Äeredovanie soglasnyh v glagolxnom pokazatele 3-go lica — fin.-perm.,
veng. s ~ ob.-ug. i samod. t obyäno obXqsnqetsq perehodom s > t. No s toäki
zreniq tipologii perehod s > t — redkoe qvlenie. Nedavno Laslo Honti vyskazal
predpolowenie, äto åti soglasnye mowno vozvesti k obYemu istoäniku — k
perviänomu gluhomu zubnomu öelevomu †. Evgenij Helimskij rekonstruiroval
obYesamodijskoe glagolxnoe okonäanie 3-go lica vozvratnogo sprqweniq v vide
*-k, opiraqsx na sootvetstvuœYij dialektnyj suffiks selxkupskogo neopredelennogo sprqweniq -k, -ñ. Net osnovanij govoritx ob åtimologiäeskoj svqzi
mewdu samodijskim i vengerskim glagolxnymi pokazatelqmi 3-go lica -k, tak
kak predpolowenie o sootvetstvuœYem obYesamodijskom pokazatele *-k, nesomnenno, oöiboäno.
Istoänikom glagolxnogo pokazatelq 3-go lica byl ukazatelxnyj (opredelitelxnyj) suffiks, towdestvennyj liäno-pritqwatelxnomu suffiksu 3go lica, ili, vozmowno, dva otdelxnyh ukazatelxnyh suffiksa — v finnopermskih qzykah *-ésV, a v obsko-ugorskih i samodijskih *-tV. Kasatelxno
upotrebleniq neopredelennogo i opredelennogo sprqwenij sleduet otmetitx,
äto zdesx net obYego pravila dlq vsej semxi uralxskih qzykov. Krome togo,
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kriterii vybora togo ili inogo sprqweniq ne vyqsneny dawe dlq uralxskih
qzykovyh grupp i otdelxnyh qzykov. Svoeobraznoe ispolxzovanie glagolxnyh
form s pokazatelem 3-go lica *-sV otmeäaetsq v povelitelxnom/welatelxnom
naklonenii ~ buduYem vremeni vo vsem volwsko-permskom qzykovom areale.
Krome vozmownosti vliqniq tœrkskih qzykov, zdesx sleduet uäityvatx takwe
defektivnostx ili otsutstvie ishodnogo paradigmatiäeskogo pokazatelq povelitelxnogo nakloneniq v bolxöinstve volwsko-permskih qzykov, äto moglo vyzvatx upotreblenie «zamenitelxnyh» form povelitelxnogo/welatelxnogo nakloneniq ili form buduYego vremeni, semantiäeski blizkogo povelitelxnomu/welatelxnomu nakloneniœ.
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