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ATTRIBUTIVE POSSESSION IN UDMURT LANGUAGE

Abstract. Until now only two types of patterns have been regarded in the frame-
work of attributive possession in Udmurt languages: NN+N, N-GEN+NPX.
The pattern NAbl+NPX was considered as the variant of the latter. In the present
paper I deal with possession in a wider sense which can be presented by wider
range of patterns. Attributive constructions with elative, inessive also express
possession. Furthermore, I observe attributive phrases with adverbial, instru-
mental, and dative which are not yet grammaticalized as possessive, but which
have the tendency to express possessive relationships. The usage of these construc-
tions depends on semantic and syntactic specificities as inalienable/alienable,
inanimate/animated, whole/partial, indefinite/definite possession, and indirect/
direct object function of the possessee.

Keywords: Udmurt language, possession, attributive possession, possessive
phrase, possessor, possessee.

1. Introduction

1.1. Traditional view of the problem

Attributive possession in Udmurt language is traditionally presented by
two primary patterns of adnominal phrases.
(1) The combination with the former in the form of nominative (possessor)
and the latter is without compulsory suffixes (possessee) (PerevoYikov
1957 : 75—76, 81; GSUQ 1962 : 78; GSUQ 1970 : 11, 13, 17, 159—160;
Vahruöev 1970 : 81—86; 1980 : 132—143):

korka ≠es (house-NOM door-NOM) ’a door of a house’

(2) The former (possessor) is in the form of genitive or ablative (in cases
when the possessee is direct object) and the latter (possessee) has obliga-
tory possessive suffix which applies to the person of the possessor (plus
marker of accusative in the case of ablative) (GSUQ 1962 : 77—79; GSUQ
1970 : 9—13; PerevoYikov 1957 : 71—92; Vahruöev 1970 : 78—106; 1980
: 130—168; Kel’makov, Hännikäinen 1999 : 73, 81—83 etc):

so-len eçs-ez (he-GEN friend-3SG) ’his friend’

so-leÉs eçs-s-e açÉ#çÉ#iÉsko (he-ABL friend-3SG-ACC see-PRS/1SG) ’I see his friend’
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In certain circumstances one grammatical marker can disappear as
(1) genitive ending:

aÉsme gurt-m≈i (our(REF) village-1PL) ’our own village’

mon ki-ja-m (I-NOM hand-ILL-1SG) ’in my hand’

(2) possessive suffix:

pijaçs-len m≈ilk≈id (boy-GEN mood-NOM) ’boy’s mood’

soos-len gurt (they-GEN village-NOM) ’their village’

According to components relation the first type is considered as
parataxis. The second type has different terminology such as ’agreement’
(Konœhova 1953 : 7; Teplqöina 1966 : 275); ’possessive forms of words
relation’ (PerevoYikov 1957 : 71, 75); izaphet (Pozdeeva 1949 : 3; GSUQ
1970 : 9, 12; Vahruöev 1970 : 78, 81, 86). Izaphet is known as an adnominal
phrase in the Turkic languages which expresses possessive relationships
and has specific morphosyntactic appearance. However, the usage of the
term izaphet is not the same in Udmurt grammar, while in the Turkic
languages nominative phrase is called izaphet III or I (Majzelx 1957 : 13,
15—17; Qzyki 32), in Udmurt linguistics only genitival phrase and its vari-
ants are meant as izaphet (GSUQ 1970 : 9; Vahruöev 1970 : 78—79).

The content and usage distinction of nominative and genitival phrases
is usually explained by indefinite character of the former (GSUQ 1962 : 78;
GSUQ 1970 : 11; PerevoYikov 1957 : 76—77). Furthermore, V. Vachru çsev
finds other points of difference as accented possessor and emotional char-
acter of the second type (Vahruöev 1970 : 82—86).

1.2. Aims and objects of the study

Materials of Udmurt language demonstrate that the traditional classifica-
tion is not enough in studying the present problem. First, the attributive
possession in Udmurt language is expressed by a more extensive range of
the possessive patterns. Second, the observation of phrases we have now
actually does not describe all their specificities and essence. Third, the
study of ’possession’ concept has been advanced and acquired wider notion
in recent researches which extent the framework of attributive possession.
The main aim of the present study is to find attributive phrases in Udmurt
language which are involved in the category of possession, and to describe
their general meanings and usage specificities.

For that, materials of comprehensive literal Udmurt language were
researched. The study is based on mass-media sources like newspapers
”Udmurt dunne” and ”ùeäbur!”, magazine ”Invowo”, and television
”Mynam Udmurtie”. In these materials (No. 1—21), following attributive
phrases were found:

Basic possessive phrases:
(1) Noun-Genitive+Noun-PX (NGen+NPx):

pisatÍelÍ-jos-len sojuz-z≈i (writer-PL-GEN union-3PL) ’writers’ union’ (No.
10 : 33)

(2) Noun-Ablative+Noun-PX-Accusative (NAbl+NPxAcc):

çsur-leÉs Ónim-z-e Ésot-em (river-ABL name-3SG-ACC give-PRET2/3SG) ’he/she
gave the name of the river’ (No. 16 : 167)
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(3) Noun-Nominative+Noun (NN+N):

çskola azbar-≈in (school-NOM garden-IN) ’in the school garden’ (No. 19 :
10)

Furthermore, materials demonstrate that there are attributive phrases
which have locative modifier and have similar possessive meaning. These
combinations can be synonymous in usage with phrases above. They will
be called alternative phrases:
(4) Noun-Elative+Noun (NEl+N):

uÓniverÉsitÍet-≈iÉs instÍitut (university-EL institute-NOM) ’institute of the univer-
sity’ (No. 2 : 4)

(5) Noun-Inessive+Nominal Participle (NIn+NP):

centr-≈in uçzaÉs-jos (centre-IN worker-PL) ’workers of the centre’ (No. 3)

In addition, we will briefly observe attributive phrases which are not
yet grammaticalized as possessive patterns in Udmurt language, but which,
first, have potential or tendency to express possessive relationship and;
second, correspond to possessive phrases in other languages. They will be
named potential phrases:
(a) Noun-Adverbial+Noun (NAdv+N):

kreÉzgur-ja urok (music-ADV lesson-NOM) ’the lesson of music’ (No. 3)

(b) Noun-Dative+Noun (NDat+N):

udmurt k≈il-l≈i d≈içsetiÉs (udmurt-NOM language-DAT teacher-NOM) ’teacher
of Udmurt language’ (No. 17 : 25)

(c) Noun-Instrumental+Noun (NIns+N):

galstuk-en piosmurt (tie-INS man-NOM) ’man with tie’ (No. 9 : 28)

These attributive patterns are the main object of the present study.
They will be (1) described; (2) grammatical means by which they are
expressed will be analyzed, and concrete cases when they express/tend to
express possessive/alternative relationships will be found; (3) their func-
tional differentiation and usage specificities will be observed.

1.3. Theoretical background

The present article is the first stage in the study of attribute possession in
Udmurt language. At the beginning descriptive method will be used to
find out all kinds of constructions of attributive possession and their usage
specificities. For that we will deal with findings in this paragraph.

Possession is a semantic category which expresses possessive relationships
between two objects: possessor and possessee. In particular as possessive
relationships are distinguished concepts like ’possession’ and ’belonging’.
Sometimes partitive relationship is also thought as a kind of possession
(Chinchley 1996 : 100). Languages make a difference between these two
concepts, and each one applies to the specific morphosyntactic combina-
tions which are symbolized as ’have’- and ’belong’-constructions. It is
argued that in the former constructions there is ’emphasis’ on the possessor
and therefore the possessee is indefinite; in the latter it is the possessee
that receives ’emphasis’ and therefore has definite character.
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Another classification distinguishes two main types of linguistic construc-
tions: predicative and attributive (Kategoriq 133, 164; Chinchley 1996 : 101;
Heine 1997 : 25). These two types have (a) morhosyntactic and (b) semantic
specificities.

The former has specific restricted meanings, while the latter expresses
more common and wide possessive relationships, e.g. predicative type is
not used to express inalienable and partial relationships, but which can be
widely expressed by attributive possession. While predicative construction
has clausal syntax, the latter has phrasal syntax and the focus on how two
nouns are linked, in particular on the word order of constituents and
morphologic means.

On the semantic level possession has following notion: (a) animated
possession (the possessor is human being or animated entity); (b) inani-
mate physical possession (the possessor and possessee are concrete inan-
imate and separable entities); (c) inalienable possession (the possessee is
inalienable entity of the possessor, e.g. body-part, whole-part, kinship terms
etc.); (d) abstract possession (the possessee is abstract concept, sometimes
negative possession is also treated in this group) etc. Inalienability is
considered as a special type of possessive relationships, which has the
most ancient ways of expression; it involves a tighter structural bond
between possessor and possessee, and tends to be not marked; it consists
of a closed set nouns, which is presented mostly by attributive possession.
In every language the range of inalienable entities can consist of different
word classes, mostly they are kinship, body/part, whole/part, physical
and mental state entities (Kategoriq; Heine etc).

Possessive constructions can also be classified by basic and secondary
possessive meaning or by major and minor usage (Kategoriq 13; Heine
1997 : 157). Several possessive constructions can coexist in one language:
basic ones have possession as a main meaning and express more common
possessive relationships; minor constructions express specific meanings as
an inalienability or inanimate possession and have restricted usage.

In the present article we will not deal with the diachronic aspect of
the problem, the ways of grammaticalization. We will observe these ques-
tions only briefly. Historical development, cognitive aspects of the attribu-
tive possession in Udmurt are seen as a perspective of the present study.

2. Basic possessive phrases

Phrases which are used in general to express possession, and which have
possession as a major function are considered here as basic.

2.1. Combination NGen+NPx

The most basic combination to express attributive possession is NGen+NPx
which has two grammatical means: the possessor has genitive ending -len
and precedes the possessee; the possessee follows the possessor and has
personal suffix which applies to the person of the possessor. Here the pres-
ence of two markers is necessary; there are variants with one marker, but
they have no general character and they will be not observed in the present
article. The phrase has typical ’possessor specification’ order. But the speci-
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ficity of Udmurt construction is that thanks to double marking the word
order of the phrase can be free: components can be separated by other
words, the order can be reversal vs. anaj-ez so-len s≈içce ug diÉsaÉsk≈i (mother-
3SG he-GEN such dress NEG/PRES/3SG) ’her/his mother does not dress such a
way’. The phrase expresses ’belonging’ or more exactly it has complete
belonging nuance. The combination in priority expresses animate posses-
sion, but also marks all other kinds of possession as well. The pattern
participates in predicative possession with copula vaÉn. It is interesting to
know that in Komi language in the same pattern with genitive ending -l≈en
(a) the personal suffix is optional, and (b) the pattern is used only with
animate possessor (Sazhina 2005 : 73—74).

The possessor has suffix -len which has the function of genitive. As
genitive attribute it occurs in nominal phrases as studÍent-len kÉniga-jez
(student-GEN book-3SG) ’student’s book’, korka-len lÍipet-ez ’the roof of the
house’; in phrases with latter -(e)m-participle and following personal suffix
as pijaçs-len veraÉsk-em-ez (boy-GEN speak-PART-3SG) ’boy’s speaking’, t≈in-ad
k≈irçÉ#a-m-ed (you-GEN sing-PART-2SG) ’your singing’; and in other phrases with
noun-like components as kion vuz-em-len matekt-em-ez (wolf-NOM howl-
PART-GEN approach-PART-3SG) ’approaching of wolf’s howling’.

It appears as complement in verbal constructions as a ’have’-construc-
tion studÍent-len kÉniga-jez vaÉn (student-GEN book-3SG EX/PRS) ’The student
has a book’.

tilÍ-ad semja-d≈i ≠ev≠el (you-GEN family-2PL NEX) ’You do not have family’
(No. 10 : 46)

And in other verbal constructions such as:

Agnessa-len vaÉnm-≠iz p≠erme (PN-GEN everything-3SG turn out-PRES/3SG)
’Agnessa arrives to do everything’ (No. 10 : 32)

pijaçs-len piÉn-≈iz viÉse (boy-GEN tooth-3SG be sick-PRES/3SG) ’Boy has
toothache’ (No. 9 : 41)

There are phrases based on -(e)m-participle which combine modal
expressions of wish and capability. The subject of the action is presented
by -len genitive.

pijaçs-len lÍeçÉcçÉcik lu-em-ez pote (boy-GEN pilot-ACC(zero) be-PART-3SG leave-
PRS/3SG) ’Boy want to be pilot’ (No. 12 : 39)

vu-len ug lu≈i b≈iÉz-em-ez (water-GEN can-NEG/PRES/3SG flow-PART-3SG)
’Water can not flow’ (No. 12 : 24)

Genitive modifier with -len appears also as nominal copula in ’belong’-
constructions ta kÉniga studÍent-len ’The book is student’s or belongs to
student’.

The possessee has possessive suffix: if the possessor is presented by
pronouns of 1st and 2nd person it is has endings -(j)e/- ≈i (1SG), -(j)ed/- ≈id
(2SG), -m≈i (1PL), -d≈i/t≈i (2PL); if the possessor is 3rd person or noun suffixes
-(j)ez/-≈iz (3SG), -s≈i (3PL) appear. Some researchers propose to observe the
possessive suffix in this case as a definitive marker. Actually the posses-
sive suffix does not play here the role of definite marker, but determina-
tive and simply indicates the possessor vs. studÍent-len kÉniga-jez vaÉn ’The
student has a book’.
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We can consider the phrase as attributive possessive when the geni-
tive modifier has the role of an attribute in the sentence.

In Udmurt language the same possessive template NGen+NPx in
attributive level expresses ’belonging’ and in predicative level when the
genitive modifier is complement — ’possession’, and when it is nominal
copula — ’belonging’.

Examples from below demonstrate that in the function of complement
the suffix has a similar meaning with adessive. Historically genitive func-
tion of suffix -len derived from adessive. In the past the suffix had only
locative function and signified location at somebody’s place or something’s
place (Szinnyei 1910 : 73—74; Osnovy 1976 : 149). B. A. Serebrennikov
states that at the same time the suffix had ’not only location meaning, but
it also meant being under somebody’s possession’, the latter meaning gave
rise to the genitive function (Serebrennikov 1963 : 53). It seems that the
suffix in some conditions keeps its primary function in comprehensive
language as well. I suppose that meaning transition ’adessive’ ‹ ’genitive’
happened from predicative ’have’-construction to attributive construction:
adessive modifier (perhaps at the beginning only animate entity) in ’have’-
construction with development of sentence parts in the position before
subject or not direct object drifted apart from the intransitive predicate
and became genitive attribute. This historical circumstance explains why
(a) the possessor has emphasised character; (b) the usage of Udmurt genitive
is more restricted than Finnish -n genitive; (c) attributive genitive pattern
tends to express animated possession (in Komi even only animated
possession); (d) the phrase has meaning nuance as complete belonging.
Thus, in Udmurt language predicative possession schema became a source
schema for attributive.

Concerning usage specificity, first of all, the pattern NGen+NPx as a
basis of verbal and modal construction never has synonym patterns.
Second, the phrase tends to express animated possession where the
possessor is a person, group of persons, ’animated’ entity or pronoun.

V. SadovÉnikov-len no M. TroÉnin-len pjesa-≈iÉst≈i-z≈i poÉçctalÍjon (PN-GEN and
PN-GEN play-EL-3PL postman-NOM) ’the postman from V. Sadovnikov’s
and M. Tronin’s play’ (No. 4)

pisatÍelÍ-jos-len sojuz-z≈i-len jozÉçci-jez (writer-PL-GEN union-3PL-GEN member-
3SG) ’member of the writers’ union’ (No. 10 : 33)

UdmurtÍi-len RoÉsÉsi-je p≈ir-em-ez (PN-GEN PN-IL enter-PART-3SG) ’Udmurtia’s
entering to Russia’ (No. 6)

Italmas-len uçz-ez (PN-GEN work-3SG) ’Italmas’ (famous Udmurt ensemble)
work’ (No. 12 : 44)

Examples with pronouns:

aÉsme-len gurt-a-m≈i (REF-GEN village-IN-1PL) ’in our own village’ (No. 15
: 66)

so-len bus≈i-os-a-z (he/she-GEN field-PL-IN-3SG) ’on his fields’ (No. 12 : 26)

t≈in-ad Ésulm-≈id (you-GEN heart-2SG) ’your heart’ (No. 16 : 166)

The phrase is widely used to express inanimate possession as well and
has the following usage peculiarities.
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(1) As many researchers state the phrase expresses possession of definite
entities. Indeed, it is influenced by the structure of the phrase. In one hand,
as in ’belong’-construction the possessee is definite.
(2) In the other hand, the possessor is emphasised and definite by specific
meaning of the suffix -len, in particular by combination of genitive and
historically adessive meanings.

XVI daur-len çsor-a-z (NUM century-GEN middle-IL-3SG) ’in the middle of
16th century’ vs. korka çsor-≈in ’in the middle of house’ (No. 15 : 56)

Emphatic character of the possessor on the one hand, and definite
meaning of both constituents on the other, raise complete belonging; the
phrase has content like the possessee is completely under the power or
control of the possessor. Let us see examples:

(a) fakulÍtÍet-len dÍekan-ez LÍubov Petrovna Fjodorova (faculty-GEN dean-3SG
PN-NOM) ’the dean of the faculty Lubov Petrovna Fjodorova’ (No. 17 :
24)

(b) uÉniverÉsitÍet-≈iÉs d≈içsetiÉs, docent ZagulÍajeva B. ÇS. (university-EL teacher-
NOM associate professor-NOM PN-NOM) ’teacher, associate professor of the
university Zaguljajeva B. ÇS.’ (No. 17 : 25)

In (a) case the possessee (dean) is the only unique object and factual
controller of the possessor (faculty). In (b) example the pattern with elative
tells us that the possessee (teacher) is one of several objects of the possessor
(university). If we use genitival pattern for both examples, the latter will
have meaning ’university has the only teacher’ or ’university is taught/
controlled by teacher’. Thus, complete and partial possession is distin-
guished and marked by different patterns: complete possession is marked
by genitive phrase and partial is expressed by elative phrase. The pattern
usage depends on semantic significations of possessee and possessor. In
such a way, complete belonging has a place in the following cases.
(1) The possessee is a unique alienable object of the possessor.

RoÉsÉsi-len kikbokÉsing-ja Éçcempion-ez (PN-GEN kickboxing-ADV champion-
3SG) ’the champion of Russia in kickboxing’ (No. 21 : 1)

(2) The possessee is an inherent object of the possessor. Here the usage of
term ’inalienable’ is not acceptable, because the concept of inalienability
has restricted character in Udmurt language and it is used with other
patterns (see below p. 2.1.3). Inherent entities include words like content,
specify, beginning etc.

kreÉzgur-len puçstros-ez-l≈i (music-GEN content-3SG-DAT) ’for the content of
music’ (No. 3)

kulÍtura-len ramka-os-≈iÉst-≈iz (culture-GEN frame-PL-EL-3SG) ’from the frames
of culture’ (No. 13 : 30)

(3) The possessee is factual controller, owner, and creator of the possessor.
As factual controllers, animate words like director, dean, president, pro-
prietor, creator, author etc can be used.

pjesa-len avtor-ez (play-GEN author-3SG) ’the author of the play’ (No. 4)

kulÍtura jurt-len kivaltiÉs-ez (culture-NOM house-GEN director-3SG) ’the
director of cultural establishment’ (No. 3)
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gurt admiÉnistraci-len j≈ir-≈iz (village-NOM administration-GEN head-3SG)
’the head of village administration’ (No 2 : 6)

(4) The possessee is whole object or expresses all amount of the possessor.
This meaning mostly occurs when the object of the possessor is plural:
Énules-len p≠ejçsur-jos-≈iz (forest-GEN animal-PL-3SG) ’(all) animals of the forest’
and Énulesk-≈is p≠ejçsur-jos (forest-EL animal-PL) ’(indefinite number of) animals
of the forest’.

2.2. Combination NAbl+NPxAcc

The former has ablative ending -leÉs and the latter has possessive suffix
with a following accusative ending. This phrase is considered as a kind
of NGen+NPx phrase because it has the same semantic significations as
previous, but appears only when the possessee has syntactic function of
direct object. The specificity of the phrase is that the pattern has verbal
subordination. The same pattern is known in Komi language with -l≈iÉs
ending and expresses only animated possession (SKQ 141; Ånciklopediq
1998 : 391). In other Finno-Ugric languages this phenomenon is not found.

The possessor has suffix -leÉs which has the following functions: (1) abla-
tive, (2) genitive, and (3) other specific functions.
(1) Ablative function appears in verbal constructions where the ablative
modifier subordinates directly to the verb and obtains the syntactic func-
tion of compliment in the sentence.

çzug-çzag-leÉs so-je tazatono (weed-ABL it-ACC treat-PART) ’it should be
treated from weeds’ (No. 10 : 38)

jurt-ed-leÉs palen-e kuçstono (house-2SG-ABL side-IL throw-PART) ’it should
be thrown far away from your house’ (No. 11 : 14)

(2) Genitive function occurs when only the possessee subordinates to the
verb; in this case ablative modifier became an attribute.

udmurt kal≈ik-leÉs pi-z-e sil≈i kar≈in≈i (udmurt-NOM people-ABL son-3SG-ACC

glorify-INF) ’to glorify the Udmurts’ son’ (No. 10 : 38)

eçs-ez-leÉs vetl-em-z-e k≈il≈i-sa (friend-3SG-ABL go-PART-3SG-ACC hear-GER)
’when he heard that his friend went’ (No. 11 : 62)

Sometimes ablative and genitive functions of the ending coincide, in
particular in sentences with transitive copula, where the possessee is direct
object and the possessor is complement.

kolhoz-leÉs muzjem-z-e arenda-je baÉst-i-m≈i (kolkhoz-ABL land-3SG-ACC

rend-IL take-PRET-1PL) ’We leased the land from/of kolkhoz’ (No. 15 : 37)

In such sentences possessive suffix appears when the possessee is
thought to be under the control of the possessor or as inalienable entity of
the possessor, in other cases it does not occur vs. eçs-e-leÉs goçztet baÉst-i
(friend-1SG-ABL letter-ACC(zero) get-PRET/1SG) ’I got a letter from my friend’.
(3) The suffix is used to express comparison, cause, from what material
something is done, or as a verb government etc.

vitÍton-leÉs uno (fifty-ABL more) ’more than fifty’ (No. 10 : 33)

basma-leÉs leÉst-em arberi-os (cloth-ABL make-PART thing-PL) ’things which
are made from cloth’ (No. 15 : 68)
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so-leÉs çzadÍ-em (he/she-ABL be tired-PRET2/3SG) ’(he) got tired with him’
(No. 11 : 40)

To explain the phenomenon of genitive form alternation the history of
patterns should be observed. As was already said above, in Udmurt
language predicative possession preceded to attributive possessive construc-
tions. It seems that at the same time with predicative ’have’-construction
’expropriate’-construction existed as well (vs. baÉst≈i so-leÉs purt ’take the
knife from him’ or ’take his knife’). The latter was also thought as a kind
of possession and had specific structure: ablative modifier occurred with
verbs which had semantic restriction and transitive character. With the
development of sentence parts the ablative modifier in the position before
direct object drifted apart from the predicate and obtained genitive func-
tion. Thus, ‘expropriate’-constructions became source schemas for attribu-
tive possession with direct object possessee.

The pattern NAbl+NPxAcc first of all is used only when the possessee
is a direct object in the sentence. All other usage specificities are the same
as -len genitive pattern has.

Animate possession:

artÍist-leÉs uçz-z-e tod-em-ez ≠ej val (artist-GEN work-3SG-ACC know-PART-
3SG NEX/PRET) ’he didn’t know the artist’s job’ (No. 12 : 9)

avtor-leÉs malpan-z-e vala-mon-ges kar-e (author-ABL idea-3SG-ACC under-
stand-PART-COMP do-PRES/3SG) ’it makes the author’s idea more under-
standable’ (No. 13 : 29)

Complete belonging:

(a) Vorçcçca gurt-leÉs poçctalÍjon-z-e (PN-NOM village-ABL postman-3SG-ACC) ’the
postman of Vortçca village’ (No. 5)

(b) uÉçckiÉs-jos voÉzma-z≈i çÉ#≈it-leÉs kutsk-em-z-e (spectator-PL wait-PRET/3PL
evening-ABL begin-PART-3SG-ACC) ’spectators waited the beginning of the
evening’ (No. 12 : 4)

(c) korka-leÉs kuÉzo-z-e çsetÍt-i-z≈i (house-ABL owner find-PRET-3PL) ’(they)
found the owner of the house’ (No. 7)

(d) Énules-leÉs p≠ejçsur-jos-s-e (forest-GEN animal-PL-3SG) ’(all) animals of the
forest’

2.3. Combination NN+N

The former noun is in nominative form and the latter noun does not have
obligatory markers. In this phrase possession is expressed by syntactic
means: the word order determines that the first element possesses the
second. The word order is rigid; components cannot be separated. The
phrase tends to express inalienable possession, but it can have other
possessive meanings as well. The combination is considered as the most
ancient possessive phrase and known in most of Uralic languages (Ravi-
la 1941 : 90; Sebestyén 1957 : 339; Kokla 1963 : 279; Anduganov 1992 : 26
etc).

The former element of the phrase is expressed by the form which is
here called nominative. Actually this form has specific characteristics as it
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does not obtain grammatical markers of plurality, cases etc., and it has no
reference meaning. A. Feoktistov states that the form is to express attributive
function of nominative case (Feoktistov 1963 : 48). Today we know a
different term variation to call this form: nominative, absolute form, primary
form, nominativus absolutus, indefinite form etc.

In nominal phrases where the former is expressed by nominative (or
absolute) form the first component can be: (1) adnominal adjective: çsor
ulÍçÉca ’middle street’; (2) the first element of composite word: çsorkar (’middle’
+ ’city’) ’capital’, bakçÉca Ésijon (’kitchen garden’ + ’food’) ’vegetable’); (3) noun
with the following postposition: ton çsor-≈i uçÉckiÉsko (you-NOM POSTP-IL look-
PRES/1SG) ’I am looking at you’, ç#≠ek v≈il-≈in (table-NOM POSTP-IN) ’on the table’;
(4) noun in the function of possessor: korka çsor ’the middle of house’; (5) noun
in the function of agent of the process which is expressed by -(e)m-participle
in the latter part: uçc≈i Éçcird-em (nightingale-NOM sing-PART) ’the singing of
nightingale’, çsund≈i pukÉs-em (sun-NOM set-PART) ’sunset’.

This group of possessive phrase is semantically confined. Among all
cases above only samples (4) and (5) can be considered as possessive
phrases. Several composite words and postposition phrases have the same
principle, but in this article they will be not treated as possessive phrases:
first, they are not the same syntactic item as possessive phrase; second,
they have different syntactic and grammatical functions, and constituents
have other salient relationship than possession.

Another problem in the phrase distinction is the coincidence of adnom-
inal adjective and nominative form of noun. In Udmurt language one word
can signify different parts of speech, e.g. zarÉni can be translated as ’gold’
and ’golden’, kulÍtura as ’culture’ and ’cultural’. Hence, it is questionable
if phrase like tÍeatr ulon ’theatre life’ should be treated as possessive or
ordinary adjectival.

To answer the question, researchers usually give us semantic classifi-
cation of phrases when they can be considered as possessive (Vahruöev
1980 : 134—138; Anduganov 1991 : 27—28); they also classify similar situ-
ations when there is no possessive relationship in concerned phrases (Feok-
tistov 1963 : 53—54; Anduganov 1991 : 54—62; Vahruöev 1980 : 138—
140). Researchers give us around 10 semantic groups to each meaning. I
suppose that it is possible to give more universal classification for possessive
cases:
(1) The latter component is the inalienable entity or part of the former
whereas in opposite order the former has adjective function:

korka puçs-s≈i (house-NOM inside-3PL) ’the inside of a house’ (No. 15 : 83),
but
puçs ÉsulmaÉskon-jos-≈i-leÉs (inside-NOM concern-PL-1SG-ABL) ’from my inward
concerns’ (No. 10 : 38)

(2) The first part is the agent of the process which is expressed by the
second part:

kion vuz-em (wolf-NOM howl-PART) ’a wolf’s howling’ (No. 13 : 67),

zarÉni kulesm-em (gold-NOM diminish-PART) ’gold lessening’,
but
zarÉni zundes ’gold ring’

Svetlana Edygarova

110



(3) The former component keeps noun properties and semantically the
constituents can have possessive compatibility.

É çcugun Ésures stanci-≈iÉsen (cast iron-NOM road-NOM station-EGR) ’at the
railway station’ (No. 2 : 4)

In the last example concepts like railway and station have semantically
possessive compatibility, but in the phrase É çcugun Ésures ’cast iron’ + ’road’
cast iron and road do not have it.

In concerned cases it is possible to change possessive phrases by
genitival combinations, constructions with adjective are usually not possible.
If we change them, the phrase loses its permanent meaning.

As it was said already above the present pattern has a tendency to
express inalienable possession. In Udmurt language the following concepts
belong to this category:
(1) Body-part expressions: val j≈ir ’horse’s head’, ç#≠ek kuk ’leg of a table’.
(2) Whole-part expressions when the part has spatial properties: gureÉz
j≈il-≈in ’on the top of the mountain’, gurt pum-≈in ’in the end of the village’,
v≈içsk≈i puçsk-≈i ’inside (ILL) of the barrel’.
(3) Parts of clothes: derem sajes ’sleeve of a dress’, palÍto s≠ezul ’skirt of a
coat’, çstan bird≠i ’button of trousers’.
(4) Physical and mental states: adÍami Ésam ’character of a person’, pispu
vuçzer ’shade of a tree’.
(5) Words which can be meant as an inalienable property of the other
entity: kÉniga dun ’the price of a book’.
(6) Kinship terms. Not all kinship terms belong to the group of inalien-
ability. Only terms with salient relative meaning can be regarded as inalien-
able: ’son’, ’daughter’, ’wife’, ’child’, ’younger brother’, and ’younger
sister’: Mikta k≈içsno ’Mikta’s wife’, Pet≈ir pi ’Peter’s son’, Maçsa ken ’Masha’s
daughter-in-law’ (No. 10 : 42).

Other terms as ’aunt’, ’uncle’, ’elder brother’, ’elder sister’, ’mother’,
and ’father’ in the same case with personal name express address and
name: Rabig apai ’aunt Rabig’, KolÍa agai ’uncle Kolya’ (No. 2 : 8). To
express possessive relationships of these terms the pattern with genitive
is used: Pet≈ir-len agaj-ez ’Peter’s uncle/elder brother’, Maçsa-len anaj-ez
’Masha’s mother’.

Two personal names without markers mean that the first person is the
mother or father of the second person: Mikolai VaÉsok ’Nikolai’s son Vassili’
or lit. ’Nikolai’s Vassili’ (No. 14 : 66). In the past it was the way of personal
name creation; today this method is changed by the Russian way. Today,
kinship relations have a tendency to be presented by genitive pattern:
Mikta-len k≠içsno-jez, Pet≠ir-len pi-ez, Maçsa-len ken-ez.

Inalienability in Udmurt language is expressed not only by syntactic
means, but also morphologically by using marker -≠i, while alienable content
is marked by -e: ki-≠i ’hand-my’, pum-≠iz ’end-his’, Ésam-≠id ’character-yours’,
n≠il-≠i ’daughter-my’ and kÉniga-je ’book-my’, ç#≠ek-ed ’table-yours’, pispu-ez
’tree-his’. Actually in Udmurt language semantic groups of inalienability
do not have exact distinction, hence, most researchers regard alternation
-e ~ -≠i only as phonetic phenomenon, and deny the occurrence of inde-
pendent category of inalienability in Udmurt language (Fokos-Fuchs 1963
: 217; Vászoly 1967 : 37; Kelxmakow 1969 : 267; Lytkin 1970 : 233—234).
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The pattern NN+N can also express all other possessive relations. In
those cases the pattern has the following usage and functional specifica-
tions:
(1) According to most researchers, the phrase has indefinite meaning.
Actually the absolute form by which the possessor is expressed, is used
as a means to express indefiniteness or no reference denotation. On the
other hand, as typical ’belonging’-meaning phrase it has definite possessee.

gurt kal≠ik-ez ≠eÉçcÉçca-z (village-NOM people-ACC invite-PRET/3SG) ’(he) invited
village people’ (No. 2 : 6)

(2) For the same reason the phrase obtains adjectival character.

n≠il j≠ir ponon ’girlish head-dress’ (No. 14 : 18)

çskola bakÉçca ’school garden’ (No. 19 : 10)

gurt admiÉnistracija ’city administration’ (No. 2 : 6)

n≠ilk≠içsno ogaÉzejaÉskon-jos (women-NOM union-PL) ’women unions’ (No. 2 : 1)

(3) The phrase has a generalized character and can be grammaticalized as
composite word or pattern with postposition. There are examples where
the phrase tends to express one concept, but components still keep concrete
denotation.

n≠ilpi sad-e vu≠i-lo (children-NOM garden-ILL arrive-PRES/3PL) ’(they) come
to kindergarten’ (No. 18 : 5)

Keremet gureÉz j≠il-e korka pukt-i-z (PN-NOM mountain-NOM top-IL house-
ACC(zero) build-PRET-3SG) ’He built house to the top of Keremet moun-
tain or on the Keremet mountain’ (no. 19 : 10)

The pattern NN+N has a tendency to be changed by NGen+NPx and
it is used less and less.

3. Alternative phrases

Above the basic patterns of attributive possession were regarded. They are
major patterns and known in Udmurt linguistics. Furthermore, other
patterns of attributive possession exist. In Udmurt language, several loca-
tive cases can be involved in the category of possession. Materials demon-
strate that elative and in particular situations inessive can be used as posses-
sive markers of the possessor. These phrases do not have a direct posses-
sive purpose, but in certain situations they obtain similar possessive
meaning and can be synonyms of basic possessive constructions. In this
group the elative pattern has a major usage and is a serious concurrent of
preceding constructions.

3.1. Combination NElat+N

The former has an elative ending -≠iés and the latter does not have obliga-
tory suffixes. This combination is known as adnominal (GSUQ 1970 : 21,
160; GSUQ 1962 : 109; Kel’makov, Hännikäinen 1999 : 46; Bartens 2000 :
106; Winkler 2000 : 26), but had never been regarded in the framework of
possession. The pattern expresses inanimate alienable partial belonging.
The phrase is also known in Komi, Estonian language: Est. naissoo-st õpe-
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taja linna-st, Kom. kar-≠iÉs n≠ivbabjas-iÉs vel≠ed≠iÉs ’woman teacher of the city’
(Sazhina 2005 : 89). Usage of elative as a general marker of possession is
known in many other European languages (of, van, de).

Today we know the following functions of the suffix -≠iÉs: (1) elative,
(2) other, (3) genitive.
(1) Elative adjunct is used as adverbial modifier in verbal constructions.

Deri joros-≠iÉs konkurs-e 4 kolÍlÍektiv vu-em (district-EL competition-ILL NUM

ensemble-NOM arrive-PRET2/3SG) ’Four ensembles arrived to the compe-
tition from Deri district’ (No. 2 : 4)

(2) It is used with several verbs in example like

uçza-m-≠iÉs ≠e-z dugd≠i (work-PART-EL stop-NEG/PRET/3SG) ’(he) didn’t stop
working’ (No. 2 : 3)

(3) It has a genitive function in adnominal phrases. This function is not
distinguished in Udmurt linguistics but it is found in several researches
(Serebrennikov 1958 : 195; 1963 : 51—52; Osnovy 166—167).

aÉçciz tabere kol˛oz-≠iÉs vukoÉçci (REFL now kolkhoz-EL miller-NOM) ’he is
now miller of the kolkhoz’ (No. 14 : 67)

pjesa-≠iÉs lÍuket-s-e çsud-i-m≠i (play-EL part-3SG-ACC play-PRET-1PL) ’we played
part of the play’ (No. 14 : 30)

One of the main criteria of the combination usage is that the pattern
expresses inanimate belonging. As a possessor can be (1) any inanimate thing
which can obtain spatial function (book, novella, thought etc); (2) concrete
place like a geographic place or an establishment and a building. Rarely
the possessor can indicate time and origin. The possessee is always an
alienable entity which has ability to be inside of the possessor.

B≠igi-≠iÉs kulÍtura jurt (PN-EL culture-NOM house-NOM) ’cultural house of
Bygi village’ (No. 3)

uÉniverÉsitÍet-≠iÉs instÍitut-len muÉzej-a-z (university-EL institute-GEN museum-
IN-3SG) ’in the museum of institute of university’ (No. 2 : 4)

t≠imet-≠iÉs çÉcor≠ig (lake-EL fish-NOM) ’fish of the lake’ (No. 14 : 66)

ç#≠ek-≠is ç#açz≠i (table-EL shelf-NOM) ’shelf of the table’ (No. 8 : 15)

piçÉci d≠ir-≠iÉs nunal-jos (small time-EL day-PL) ’days of childhood’ (14:36)

Omga v≠içz≠i-≠iÉs ken (PN-NOM root-EL bride-NOM) ’the bride of Omga clan’.

As a typical ’belong’-construction the phrase has definite possessee,
and marks partial belonging which appears in following situations.

(1) The possessee is one inalienable object among several; the phrase
distinguishes one entity from the group of entities etc.

kun duma-≠iÉs dÍeputat (state-NOM duma-EL deputy-NOM) ’the deputy of
State Duma’ (No. 3)

çskola-≠iÉs pioÉnervoçzatoj (school-EL pioneer leader-NOM) ’pioneer leader of
the school’ (No. 14 : 68)

fakulÍtÍet-≠iÉs nauçÉcnoj metodÍist (faculty-EL scholar-NOM) ’the scholar of the
faculty’ (No. 14 : 26)
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(2) The possessee is partial object or partial/indefinite amount of the
possessor.

ta ogaÉzejaÉskon-≠iÉs jozçÉci-os (DEM union-EL member-PL) ’members of this
union’ = indefinite number of members (No. 20 : 2)

IremelÍ gureÉz-≠iÉs bamal-jos (PN-NOM mountain-EL side-PL) ’sides of IremelÍ
Mountain’ = several sides of the mountain (No. 14 : 64)

3.2. Combination NIn+NP

The former component has marker of inessive - ≠in. The latter is presented
by participle with ending -iÉs/-És formed from the verb which needs ines-
sive government. In a concerned phrase only those participles can appear
as possessees which are meant as a noun: d≠içsetiÉs ’teacher’, vuz kariÉs ’seller’,
d≠içsetskiÉs ’pupil’ etc.

The usage specificity of the pattern is similar with elative combination:
(1) it expresses inanimate belonging to the place and (2) partial belonging.
The usage difference is that the possessee is always in verbal accordance
with the possessor. The present pattern can be used as a synonym with
elative pattern, and in extended possessive phrases help to avoid the
repeating of combinations.

centr-≠in uçzaÉs-jos (centre-IN worker-PL) ’workers of the centre’ (No. 3)

lÍicej-≠in udmurt k≠il-l≠i d≠içsetiÉs (lyceum-IN udmurt-NOM language-DAT

teacher-NOM) ’teacher of Udmurt language of lyceum’ (No. 17 : 25)

Tartu uÉniverÉsitÍet-≠in d≠içsetskiÉs (PN-NOM university-IN student) ’the student
of Tartu University’ (No. 17 : 26)

Éseminar-≠in uçzaÉs-jos Ésertifikat baÉst-i-z≠i (seminar-IN worker-PL certificate-
ACC(zero) get-PRET-3PL) ’workers of the seminar got certificates’ (No. 17
: 26)

4. Potential phrases

This group unites adnominal phrases which do not have possession as a
major function, but have contiguous meaning with possession. These
phrases express specific relationships between two objects. Very often they
correspond to genitival phrases in other languages and in some languages
they can be used as a major pattern of attributive possession.

4.1. Combination NAdv+N

The attribute is presented by noun with the adverbial ending -ja. The phrase
is widely used in comprehensive language to express the property of entity
by its specialization or purpose. This meaning in certain sense concerns
the concept of possession as well. The phrase is known only in Udmurt
language.

tÍeatr-jos-ja festÍivalÍ (theatre-PL-ADV festival-NOM) ’theatre festival’ (No. 3)

folÍklor-ja kruçzok (folklore-ADV work-shop-NOM) ’folklore work-shop’
(No. 3)
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naci-os-≠in uçzan polÍitÍika-ja miÉnistÍerstvo (nation-PL-INST work policy-ADV

ministry-NOM) ’ministry of national policy’ (No. 3)

udmurt drama-ja tÍeatr (udmurt-NOM drama-ADV theatre-NOM) ’Udmurt
dramatic theatre’ (No. 4)

RoÉsÉsi-≠iÉs ulos-jos-t≠i aÉzinton-ja instÍitut (PN-EL region-PL-ACC development-
ADV institute-NOM) ’the institute for development of Russia’s regions’
(No. 3)

4.2. Combination NDat+N

The attribute is marked by dative ending -l≠i. In the function of datival
attribute it expresses the target of purpose and the head noun expresses
the object of purpose. The object which supposes to achieve the target has
potential to belong in the future. Dative is also marked as ’possessive case’
in Komi language (SKQ 1955 : 141). In Hungarian this kind of pattern is
used as the basic combination to express possession: A hÉaz-nak tete-je van
’The house has roof’ and a hÉaz-nak tete-je ’roof of the house’, where genitive
-nak historically comes from dative.

udmurt k≠il-l≠i d≠içsetiÉs (udmurt-NOM language-DAT teacher-NOM) ’teacher
of Udmurt language’ (No. 17 : 25)

muv≠ej pottiÉs-jos-l≠i çsutetskon int≠i-os (oil-NOM breadwinner-PL-DAT rest-
PART place-PL) ’places for rest for oil breadwinners’ (No. 2 : 3)

n≠il-≠iz-l≠i kuÉz≠im (daughter-3SG-DAT present) ’present for his/her daughter’
(No. 1)

4.3. Combination NIns+N

The head noun is expressed by instrumental ending -(j)en/-≠in. The ending
has the function of instrumental and comitative, the latter has the meaning
of accompaniment. Comitative function appears in phrases with animate
head noun like oçÉcki-jen piosmurt ’man with glasses’. Meaning overlap with
possession is evident: the example oçÉcki-jen piosmurt can be rephrased as
piosmurt, kudiz-len oçÉcki-ez vaÉn ’the man who has glasses’. This pattern
became the main source scheme to express possession in several African
languages (Heine 1997 : 53—58, 75).

saÉz j≠ir-≠in reçziÉsÉser-leÉs (cheerful head-INS producer-ABL) ’from producer
with bright intellect’ (No. 17 : 77)

És≠ed iÉz≠i-jen piosmurt (black hat-INS man-NOM) ’man with black hat’ (No.
8 : 43)

Conclusions

As the main conclusions of the study it is possible to mark the following
states:
1. Possessive phrases regarded above express ’belonging’ concept, whereas
’possession’ occurs in predicative possession. Nevertheless, attributive
’belonging’-construction NGen+NPx with -len marker historically arose
from predicative possession; hence, the comprehensive phrase has empha-
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sised possessor and complete belonging meaning. Furthermore, the pattern
NAbl+NPxAcc indicates that ’expropriate’ concept is considered by the
Udmurts as possession domain as well, or at least it was considered in
the past.
2. Udmurt language is typical possessor-possessee language, where the
possessee follows the possessor. In phrases with genitive marker and
possessive suffix, the reversal position of constituents is possible. In these
phrases endings of subjective cases as genitive -len and ablative -leés, and
locative cases as elative -≠iés and rarely inessive -≠in can be used as
morphologic markers of the possessee; in genitive case the possessor is
marked twice by possessive suffixes. In the phrase NN+N the possessor
is expressed by nominative form, reversal position of nouns is not possible.
3. The attributive possession in Udmurt language is expressed by a big
amount of phrases as NGen+NPx, NAbl+NPxAcc, NN+N, NEl+N, NIn+N
where the three first combinations are considered as basic, because they
have possession as a major function, other alternative phrases have
possession as a secondary function. Further, potential phrases exist too
which do not express possessive relationship, but which have an overlap
meaning with possession: NAdv+N, NDat+N, NIns+N.
4. Usage and functional distinction of concerned phrases depends on their
semantic content. Thus, genitival phrases tend to express animated, defi-
nite, and complete belonging; the combination NN+N has as a major
meaning of inalienable and indefinite belonging; locative patterns mark
inanimate and partial belonging. Phrases can create semantic opposition
pairs such as definiteness (NGen+NPx) — indefiniteness (NN+N), inalien-
ability (NN+N) — alienability (NEl+N), animation (NGen+NPx) — inanima-
tion (NEl+N), complete (NGen+NPx) — partial belonging (NEl+N). Abla-
tive construction is also distinguished according the syntactic role of the
possessee.
5. Diachronic processes of the formation of attributive possession contributed
a big variation of patterns as well. Thus, ’have’- and ’expropriate’-construc-
tions of predicative possession were grammaticalized as attributive patterns
to express definite animate belonging and expropriate relations which
caused variation NGen+NPx ~ NAbl+NPxAcc, on the one hand, and varia-
tion NGen+NPx/NAbl+NPxAcc ~ NN+N to distinguish definite and indef-
inite relations, on the other. It seems that for the reason of emphasised
and animate possessor in genitival phrase, an elative pattern was gram-
maticalized to express definite partial and inanimate belonging: NGen+NPx
~ NEl+N. Nouns which arose from participles similarly with elative cases
keep verbal govern of inessive: NIn+N ~ NEl+N.
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SVETLANA ED\GAROVA (Tartu)

ATRIBUTIVNAQ POSESSIQ V UDMURTSKOM QZ\KE

Do sih por tradicionnyj podhod v ramkah atributivnoj posessii rassmatrival
tolxko dva tipa konstrukcij: NN+N, NGEN+NPX, priäem konstrukciq s abla-
tivom NABL+NPX oboznaäalasx vsego liöx kak variant genitivnogo slovosoäe-
taniq. V dannoj statxe termin ’posessiq’ primenqetsq v öirokom znaäenii, äto
daet vozmownostx v ramkah atributivnoj posessii rassmatrivatx mnowestvo
drugih konstrukcij. Tak, serxeznuœ konkurenciœ osnovnym posessivnym slovo-
soäetaniqm mogut sostavitx konstrukcii s formami ålativa, inessiva. Krome
togo, v dannoj statxe opisyvaœtsq takie slovosoäetnaiq (v forme adverbialq,
instrumentalq i dativa), kotorye na sovremennom åtape eYe ne grammatikali-
zirovalisx kak posessivnye, no imeœt takuœ tendenciœ i v nekotoryh situaciqh
sozdaœt konkurenciœ drugim konstrukciqm. Upotreblenie i funkcionirovanie
rassmatrivaemyh konstrukcij zavisit ot ih semantiäeskih i sintaksiäeskih
osobennostej, a imenno: vyrawaœt li oni otnoöeniq neotäuwdaemoj/otäuwdae-
moj, neoduöevlennoj/oduöevlenny,äastx-celoe, neopredelennoj/opredelennoj
posessii, a takwe imeet li obXekt posessora funkciœ prqmogo ili kosvennogo
obXekta.

Svetlana Edygarova

118


