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Non-finite-based remote past in Udmurt: 
Resultative and experiential functions

The article deals with three constructions in Udmurt based on the past parti-
ciple, combined with the past tense copula (valPST1/vi̮lemPST2). The aim of the 
study is to describe the functions of the following constructions: 1) the experi-
ential construction + val/vi̮lem, 2) the resultative construction + val/vi̮lem and 
3) the past participle + val/vi̮lem. These constructions are examined through 
the theory of perfects and pluperfects and whether the constructions carry out 
functions typical of those of a (plu)perfect. The results of the study show that 
the constructions in question carry out functions typical of pluperfects, such 
as past relevance perfect, past experiential and counterfactual functions. The 
construction formed with the past participle is found to be evidentially neutral 
and by and large corresponding to the first finite remote past, albeit declining 
in use and stylistically nuanced. The so-called resultative construction, on the 
other hand, may acquire various meanings depending on the semantics of the 
verb, among them past resultative action, past relevance perfect, and past con-
tinuative. Contrary to previous descriptions, the resultative construction may 
also occur with an external subject argument. Finally, the constructions also 
carry out similar discourse-pragmatic functions as their finite counterparts, 
such as attenuating questions, expressing assertivity, mirativity, and marking 
a pre-mirative context.
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1. Introduction

Uralic languages use a variety of both finite and non-finite verb forms that by 
definition fit clearly into the said categories. However, many forms and con-
structions are more ambivalent in regards to their (non-)finiteness (Ylikoski 
2022: 936). In Udmurt, a central Uralic language of the Permic group, events 
and actions in the past can be referred to by using a variety of synthetic and 
analytic past tenses. The two synthetic past tenses are the first past (1) and the 
second past (2) (see e.g. Bartens 2000; Winkler 2011; Kubitsch 2022), of which 
the former is either evidentially neutral or associated with firsthand knowl-
edge, and the latter an evidential past form. The analytic past tense system 
consists of various combinations of finite or non-finite verb forms and the 
unchanged past tense form of the copula val/vi̮lem, such as the remote past 
constructions with the lexical verb in the first (3) or the second past tense.

(1) Со студент вал.
So stud́ent val.
3sg student be.pst1
‘S/he was a student.’ (non-evidential)

(2) Со студент вылэм.
So stud́ent vi̮lem.
3sg student be.pst2
‘S/he was [apparently, as I have heard] a student.’

(3) Со толон тонэ утчаз вал но, ӧз шедьты.
So tolon ton-e utč́a-z val no,
3sg yesterday 2sg-acc search-pst1.3sg be.pst1 but
e̮-z šed́ti̮.
neg.pst1-3sg find.cng
‘He was looking for you yesterday but did not find you.’ 
(Kelʹmakov & Hännikäinen 2008: 269)

Although the analytic constructions have been mentioned and often briefly 
described in grammars and other studies (see e.g. Serebrennikov 1960; Za-
guljaeva 1984; 1986; Bartens 2000; Kozmács 2002; Tarakanov 2011; Winkler 
2011), the descriptions remain general, offering many options for both form 
and function without an exhaustive insight into when and why certain con-
structions are preferred over another and what the full semantic profiles of 
the individual constructions are. In a recent study, however, the finite-based 
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remote past constructions have been found to carry out temporal, modal, 
and pragmatic functions (Saraheimo 2022). Most prominently, the finite 
remote pasts are used modally to indicate that the event or action deviates 
from or contradicts the course of events in the real world or fails to receive 
an expected continuation, much like in (3), where the action of the subject 
does not result in the intended outcome. Furthermore, the constructions 
cannot be considered as past perfects and should thus be viewed as general 
remote pasts rather than pluperfects (Saraheimo 2022). Additionally, the 
finite constructions have pragmatic functions, such as expressing evidential-
ity, mirativity, and emphasis (Saraheimo 2022; Saraheimo & Kubitsch 2023).

In addition to finite-based constructions, there are similar pluperfect- 
like constructions based on non-finite forms of the lexical verb. These con-
structions are the past experiential construction (4), which denotes an ex-
perience the speaker possesses, and formally consists of a genitive-marked 
subject, a  person-marked past participle, and the existential copula; the 
so-called resultative construction (5) based on the inessive-marked past 
participle, and lastly, the past participle combined with val/vi̮lem (6).

(4) Со музей сярысь мынам кылэме вал ини.
So muzej śari̮ś mi̮nam ki̮l-em-e
that museum about 1sg.gen hear-ptcp.pst-poss.1sg
val ińi.
be.pst1 already
‘I had already heard about that museum.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 6 June 2007)

(5) Нылмурт синмаськемын вал лесниклы.
Ni̮lmurt śinmaśk-em-i̮n val ĺesńik-li̮.
woman fall.in.love-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 forester-dat
‘The woman had fallen in love ~ was in love with a forester.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 21 Oct. 2013)

(6) Мон та сярысь вунэтэм вал ини.
Mon ta śari̮ś vunet-em val ińi.
I that about forget-ptcp.pst be.pst1 already
‘I had already forgotten about that.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 23 Oct. 2009)

The constructions presented above are often mentioned in grammars in 
connection with participles or as for (6), in connection with other analyt-
ic remote past constructions, but without further elaboration on how and 
when exactly the constructions are used and when a certain construction 
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is preferred over another (see e.g. Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000; Šutov 2011; 
Tarakanov 2011; Winkler 2011). The aim of this paper is to describe the 
use of these constructions in which the lexical verb is in a non-finite form, 
more precisely, in the past participle, as opposed to the variants based on 
a finite-conjugated main verb and val/vi̮lem. These analytic constructions 
largely resemble pluperfects, and the categories of the perfect and pluperfect 
will be discussed in terms of the characteristics of the constructions that 
correspond to prototypical (plu)perfects. Furthermore, this study partici-
pates in the ongoing discussion concerning the analytic past formation and 
functions in the Uralic languages of the Middle Volga region, in which sim-
ilar analytic past tense patterns are manifested (see e.g. Spets 2023 for an-
alytic past tenses in Mari). In a broader crosslinguistic context, this article 
adds to the general typological knowledge of the pluperfect, remote past, re-
sultativity, and the use of the ‘be’-verb in analytic past tense constructions.

In the following I argue that in Udmurt, there is no unambiguous gram-
matical category representing the category of a pluperfect, but a variety of 
constructions which carry out functions typical of pluperfects. Although 
the actions are expressed by non-finites, the main functions are, especially 
when combined with val/vi̮lem, typically associated with predicates, and 
the investigated constructions should be considered as participants in the 
past tense predication of Udmurt. As for the resultative construction, the 
study takes into account the recent studies that suggest the construction 
also carries out functions of a present perfect, or even a preterite (Asztalos 
2022; Asztalos & Szabó 2023), and thus the functions and syntax of the 
past resultative might also be affected by reanalysis. The study shows that 
depending on the semantics of the verb, the past resultative construction 
may acquire resultative and continuative meanings and operate on differ-
ent temporal levels. Evidential notions are not found in the construction 
where the unmarked past participle is combined with val, although the 
construction often occurs in a pre-mirative context. On the other hand, 
constructions built around the second past copula vi̮lem carry referative 
and inferential evidential notions and possess a mirative extension.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I present the relevant 
theory and previous studies, reflecting on how the phenomena involved 
have been described in the Udmurt language. In Section 3, I elaborate on 
the data and research methods. The results of the analysis are laid out in 
Section 4, and the conclusions are summarized in Section 5. The analy-
sis shows that the non-finite based remote past constructions do fulfill 
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functions typical and expected of pluperfects, but possess also other note-
worthy and mutually overlapping functions and features which should 
be taken into consideration while performing research on corresponding 
constructions in Uralic and beyond.

2. What is (more than) perfect?

The perfect is an aspecto-temporal category used to express actions in the 
past that hold relevance in the present frame (Comrie 1976; Bybee et al. 
1994; Lindstedt 2000; Comrie 2021). Typically, the actions expressed by 
perfects are completed, although one of the attested Indo-European se-
mantic extensions for perfects includes universal or continuative action 
(Comrie 2021: 5). Perfects have a universal tendency to develop from com-
pletives and resultatives, of which the latter is the most common source for 
perfects in European languages (Lindstedt 2000: 366). Resultatives orig-
inally express a change in the state of the subject (7). The resulting state 
causes the current relevance of the past action (8). The present relevance is 
often morphologically reinforced through an auxiliary, as perfects tend to 
be periphrastic constructions (Bybee et al. 1994; Comrie 2021: 2).

(7) Italian
Siamo andat-i.
be.prs.1pl go.ptcp-m.pl
‘We have gone [and are therefore no longer there].’

(8) English
I have already eaten [and therefore I am no longer hungry].

The perfect is a crosslinguistically attested category (Comrie 2021: 2). Of 
the typical sources for perfects listed by Bybee & Dahl (1989: 67–68), two 
are relevant for Udmurt: first, combining the copula with a past participle 
of the main verb, and second, a possessive construction involving a past 
participle of the main verb. While perfects with an auxiliary ‘be’-verb are 
crosslinguistically common, ‘have’-perfects have been considered by and 
large as an Indo-European phenomenon, although perfect constructions 
with ‘have’-verbs or other possessive constructions have also been attested 
outside the Indo-European family (Comrie 2021). According to Leinonen & 
Vilkuna (2000), Udmurt lacks an unambiguous category of a perfect, but uses 
different inflectional categories to express meanings typically attributed to 
perfects. The events expressed through these forms may be moved into an even 
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earlier frame by combining them with val/vi̮lem, in which case the resulting 
constructions resemble pluperfects in Standard Average European (SAE).

Due to its fluid nature as a category between aspectual and temporal or 
verbal and non-verbal categories, the perfect is particularly susceptible to 
semantic change (Lindstedt 2000: 366). The semantic development of the 
perfect is crosslinguistically very similar. The most frequent extensions of 
the perfect include the experiential (especially in negated clauses, see e.g. 
Dahl 2021), the aforementioned universal or continuative meaning, and 
inferential and reportative evidentiality (Lindstedt 2000; Comrie 2021: 
5–6). As regards Udmurt, the resultative, the experiential, the evidential, 
and as shown in Section 4.3, continuative meanings are relevant.

The pluperfect is a frequent perfect-related category in SAE languages. 
However, the pluperfect has larger variation in its definition and functions, 
and many languages have been claimed to have the category of pluperfect 
even when they do not have an unambiguous category of perfect (Dahl 
1985: 144). Dahl also points out that the pluperfect tends to develop oth-
er secondary or extended uses uncharacteristic of perfects, such as coun-
terfactual modality and less restricted use with time adverbs (Dahl 1985: 
144–146; Comrie 2021). Concerning the counterfactual functions, pluper-
fects crosslinguistically indicate not only that a given situation preceded 
another past situation but emphasize that this situation belongs to another 
temporal plane, separated from the plane of the current narrative. In other 
words, the pluperfect distinguishes events in the discourse that fall outside 
of the main narrative line. Thus, the pluperfect could be said to mark a 
certain mental operation, where a return to a previous time frame takes 
place, breaking the order of event development (Plungjan 2004: 284–285; 
see also Givon 1982 and Plungjan 1998).

In some languages, such as Finnish and Argentinian La Paz Spanish, 
pluperfects are known to have developed referative1 and evidential func-
tions (see Lampela 2004: 27–34 and Pallaskallio 2016 for Finnish; for La Paz 
Spanish, see e.g. Quartararo 2020). In Udmurt, evidentiality and the modal 
aspects are of specific interest, as the second past is by default evidential, 
and the ‘be’-verb in analytic past tenses may inflect in either the first (wit-
nessed information or evidentially neutral) or the second (evidential) past.

1. I choose to use the term referative instead of reported in the context, as past 
perfects are characteristically used to relay the speech of another person, while 
reported evidentials mainly mark the information source as other (Lund 2015: 
64–68; Pallaskallio 2016: 103–109).



Non-finite-based remote past in Udmurt

191

In the following Sections 2.1 and 2.2, I will discuss the categories of per-
fect and other related categories, such as the resultative and the experien-
tial, reflecting on how these phenomena manifest in the Udmurt language, 
such as the pluperfect-like constructions these forms participate in.

2.1. The perfect in Udmurt

Udmurt represents the Permic subgroup of the Uralic languages. Udmurt 
also belongs to the Volga–Kama Sprachbund, which consists of Ural-
ic and Turkic languages spoken in the Middle Volga region. Affected by 
contact-induced processes due to intense and long-standing language and 
cultural contacts, the languages spoken in the area share a remarkable 
amount of common properties, such as rich agglutinative inflection, ev-
idential verbal categories and an SOV word order. An abundant analytic 
past tense predication is also typical of the Volga-area languages (Honti 
2000; Bradley et al. 2022).

In their study on the past tenses of Permic languages from a typological 
perspective, Leinonen  & Vilkuna (2000) present three inflectional cate-
gories which have functions typical of perfects in Udmurt: the evidential 
second past, the resultative construction, and the experiential construc-
tion. Traditionally, the difference between the first and the second past 
tenses is described as evidential (Aikhenvald 2004: 26, 28; Tarakanov 2011: 
189; Skribnik & Kehayov 2018: 539). The first past tense is predominantly 
a general or evidentially neutral past, although contextually it is some-
times associated with eyewitness and direct evidence. The first past may 
also be used to express assimilated knowledge or a higher degree of cer-
tainty and commitment. The second past is used to express actions and 
events based on indirect evidence, most importantly hearsay and infer-
ence, while also marking mirative notions and a lower degree of certainty 
and commitment (Siegl 2004; Kubitsch 2022; see also Leinonen & Vilkuna 
2000). When used in the first person, evidential forms in Udmurt denote 
the speaker’s lack of control, which refers to a semantic content of non-vo-
litionality (Curnow 2003: 42–43; Kubitsch 2022; see Section 4.2).

The Udmurt second past forms derive from the Permic past participle, 
which is also the base of the evidential second past in Komi, a Permic lan-
guage closely related to Udmurt. While Udmurt has developed a particular 
inflectional paradigm for the second past tense (the Ki̮ri̮kmas variant in Ta-
ble 1), the Komi paradigm uses the plain past participle with the adjectivizing 
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Table 1: The two variants of the Udmurt second past in the positive 
conjugation, the Ki̮ri̮kmas variant (standard, widespread) and the Bavli̮  
variant (dialectal, narrow spread) (Saarinen & Kelʹmakov 1994: 132–133).

Ki̮ri̮kmas Bavli̮
1sg mi̮niśkem mi̮neme
2sg mi̮nemed mi̮nemed
3sg mi̮nem mi̮nem(ez)
1pl mi̮niśkem(mi̮) mi̮nemmi̮
2pl mi̮niĺ ĺam(di̮) mi̮nemdi̮
3pl mi̮niĺ ĺam(zi̮) mi̮nemzi̮

suffixes -a (sg) and -ae̮ś (pl) in the third person forms. The Komi paradigm 
resembles the dialectal Bavli̮  variant presented in Table 1, and according to 
the reconstruction of the Permic second past by Csúcs (2005), it is closer to 
the original form. The other inflectional categories with perfect functions 
in Udmurt are based on the same participle. Udmurt has previously used 
the past participle to express resultative past, which is known to have a 
connection with evidentiality through the element of inference, resulting in 
the form grammaticalizing into an evidential past (Asztalos & Szabó 2022; 
Szabó 2022). The grammaticalization of the evidential second past could 
have triggered the marking of other functions of the past participle with ad-
ditional markers to avoid the overlapping of distinct inflectional categories.

For experiential past, Udmurt uses a periphrastic construction based on 
a past participle inflecting for the possessive conjugation (identical to the 
Bavli̮  second past in Table 1) combined with the present existential vań, or, if 
manifesting a past frame, with val/vi̮lem. This construction is mentioned in 
several grammars and studies on Udmurt tenses (Nasibullin 1984; Bartens 
2000: 237–238; Winkler 2001: 47–48; Kelʹmakov and Hännikäinen 2008: 235). 
When formed with a present copula, the construction resembles a (present) 
perfect in an experiential function (9) (Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000: 508).

(9) Тынад кылэмед вань-а революционэръёс сярысь?
Ti̮nad ki̮l-em-ed vań-a revoĺucioner-jos śari̮ś?
you.gen hear-ptcp.pst-poss.2sg be.prs-q revolutionary-pl about
‘Have you [ever] heard about the revolutionaries?’  
(Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000: 509)

Leinonen & Vilkuna (2000: 509) point out that the semantic connection 
to an experiential perfect is clear: the experiential perfect often occurs in 
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languages as a grammaticalized ‘have’ construction, where the speaker is 
considered to possess the experience of having done something. The expe-
riential perfect has also been described as a category that expresses distinct 
qualities of an agent due to past experiences (Bybee et al. 1994: 62; Lindstedt 
2000: 369), and these kinds of attributes are characteristics of the agent.

Should a past participle be used in a predicative position, it displays the 
inessive marker -i̮n. The -(e)mi̮n construction has regularly been referred 
to as the resultative construction or described as denoting the result of 
the action expressed with the verbal head (Bartens 2000: 239; Leinonen & 
Vilkuna 2000: 504; Šutov 2011: 272; Winkler 2011: 115). Prototypically, it is 
formed from a transitive verb and takes on an impersonal meaning: the 
participle then denotes a result of a change in the patient argument’s state, 
as in (10) (Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000: 504–505).

(10) Укно усьтэмын.
Ukno uśt-em-i̮n.
window open-ptcp.pst-ine
‘The window is open.’ (Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000: 505)

In the first Udmurt grammar by Venjamin Pucek-Grigorovics from 1775, 
the -(e)mi̮n construction is not presented (Alatyrev 1975), nor does it occur 
in the first folklore collection by Bernát Munkácsi (1887). In the first gram-
mar, the past participle is claimed to have perfect and resultative meaning, 
and it occurs also in the complement position. During the twenty-first cen-
tury, it has been attested that the perfect and resultative meaning is now 
much more often expressed by the resultative construction compared to 
the second past tense (Szabó 2022: 124–128). The use of the inessive case in 
the resultative construction originates in the essive functions of the Ud-
murt inessive. In addition to its locative meaning ‘in’ (11), the inessive case 
in Udmurt is used in an essive function (‘as’, 12) (Edygarova 2017: 312). The 
essive is a category of a “state of being” or an impermanent state described 
for many Uralic languages. Udmurt has no essive case, but both the in-
essive and instrumental cases are historically and functionally linked to 
essives (de Groot 2017: 2; Edygarova 2017).

(11) Удмуртиын улӥсько.
Udmurti-i̮n ul-iśko.
Udmurtia-ine live-prs.1sg
‘I live in Udmurtia.’
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(12) Дышетӥсьын ужасько.
Di̮šetiś-i̮n uža-śko.
teacher-ine work-1sg.prs
‘I work as a teacher.’ (Winkler 2011: 56)

The meaning of the resultative construction is best described as “being in 
a state”, while also expressing the action leading to the state, which fits the 
typology and definition of resultatives. Another category expressing states 
is the stative, which, as opposed to resultatives, makes no explicit reference 
to the cause of the state (Nedyalkov & Jaxontov 1988: 6). The resultative 
construction may, depending on the semantics of the verb, acquire both 
stative and resultative meaning. This is a consequence of the aspectuality 
of the resultative, as it implies an unlimited or ongoing duration through 
its stative meaning. Thus, the resultative, although often intuitively associ-
ated with completed action i.e. perfectivity, has an affinity to the imperfec-
tive aspect (Nedyalkov & Jaxontov 1988: 16). In Chinese, for instance, the 
marker for resultativity and progressivity is one and the same. A locative 
marker, however, is more prominently associated with progressives (Bybee 
et al. 1994: 128). Such locative progressive markers exist also in some West-
ern Uralic languages (e.g. Finnic, Saami). In the Saami progressive forms 
such as North Saami mannamin (13), the final element -n in the suffix -min 
goes back to the Proto-Uralic locative case marker *-na, the ancestor of 
the inessive and instrumental case markers in Udmurt and the essive case 
marker in Saami and Finnic (Edygarova 2017: 312; Ylikoski 2017: 229).

(13) North Saami
Ovlla ii astan go šlubistit
Ovlla neg.3sg have.time.pst.cng except gulp.down.inf
gáfe ja dalle lei mannamin.
coffee.sg.genacc and then be.pst.3sg go.prog
‘Ovlla only had time to sip the coffee, and then he was already going.’ 
(Kuokkala 2021: 339)

In addition to transitive verbs, the Udmurt resultative construction may 
be formed with intransitive verbs (Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000: 504–505; Šu-
tov 2011: 272). In this case, the construction expresses a change in the state 
of the subject, i.e. the result of an action affecting the subject. The use of an 
intransitive verb in the resultative is demonstrated in (14) through com-
paring the uses of the resultative and the first and the second past.
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(14) a. Мон кынми.
Mon ki̮nm-i.
1sg catch.cold-pst1.1sg
‘I caught a cold.’

2. Unaccusative and unergative are categories used to describe the split of in-

b. Мон кынмиськем.
Mon ki̮nm-iśkem.
1sg catch.cold-pst2.1sg
‘I have caught a cold [apparently].’

 c. Мон кынмемын.
Mon ki̮nm-em-i̮n.
1sg catch.cold-ptcp.pst-ine
‘I have a cold. / I am sick.’ (Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000: 506)

The resultative construction may also appear with the past copula val/
vi̮lem, if located in a past time frame, and it can be negated either verbally 
(using the negative existential e̮ve̮l or, in past tense, e̮ j val) or nominal-
ly using the negative participle -mte (see Section 4.3 for examples). Ural-
ic languages typically use periphrastic non-finite-based negation and, in 
addition to specialized connegatives, negative participles, which can be 
considered either deverbal adjectives or participles (Ylikoski 2022: 942). 
Considering the variation in the negative forms, the synthetic form repre-
sents the Southern type, while the analytic one is considered typical for 
Northern dialects (Saarinen & Kelʹmakov 1994: 134).

There are different views concerning the syntactic properties of the re-
sultative construction. While Šutov (2011) claims that any Udmurt verb 
may occur in the resultative, Asztalos (2022) points out that the choice for 
intransitive verbs is limited. Previously, Asztalos (2011) claimed that only 
unaccusative2 or “semantically passive” intransitives, such as intijaśki̮ni̮  
‘be located’ (15), may appear in the construction.

(15) Солэн Кутоншур нимо вордӥськем гуртэз интыяськемын Як-
шур-Бодья раёнлэн самой пыдсаз.
So-len Kutonšur ńimo vordiśk-em gurt-ez
3sg-gen Kutonšur name.adj be.born-ptcp.pst village-poss.3sg
inti̮ jaśk-em-i̮n Jakšur-Bod́ ja rajon-len
be.located-ptcp.pst-ine Jakšur-Bodja district-gen
samoj pi̮ds-az.
most bottom-ine.poss.3sg
‘His native village called Kutonšur is located at the very end of Jak-
šur-Bodja district.’ (Škljaev 2000: 109)
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Later on, Asztalos (2022) corrected her statement to include peripheral and 
even some core unergatives, which in turn have an agentive (active) sub-
ject. According to Asztalos (2022), the construction accepts peripheral un-
ergative intransitives expressing smell emission, physiological processes, 
and controlled processes of motion such as bi̮źi̮li̮ni̮  ‘run’ (16), while uncon-
trolled, non-motion processes, such as di̮rekjani̮  (‘tremble’) are not accept-
ed. Certain core unergatives, some controlled, non-motion processes such 
as užani̮  ‘work’ (17), may occur.

(16) Анае […] ас вакытаз куасэн бызьылэмын.
Anaj-e […] as vaki̮t-a-z kuas-en bi̮źi̮l-em-i̮n.
mother-poss.1sg self time-ine.poss.3sg ski-ins run-ptcp.pst-ine
‘My mother skied in her youth.’ (Asztalos 2022)

(17) Зоя Ермакова 30 ар ужамын фермаын.
Zoja Jermakova 30 ar uža-m-i̮n ferma-i̮n.
Zoja Ermakova 30 year work-ptcp.pst-ine farm-ine
‘Zoja Ermakova worked 30 years on a farm.’ (Asztalos 2022)

Crosslinguistically, resultativity is typical for unaccusative intransitive 
verbs as well as transitive verbs. During the earliest stages of perfects, 
transitive verbs drop the agent and present the patient in subject position 
(Comrie 2021: 6–7). Extending the formation of resultatives into transitive 
verbs without a change in the diathesis happens in later stages of perfect 
development. It is noteworthy that the Udmurt resultative may also oc-
cur with unergative intransitives, which is untypical of resultatives, as well 
as with some transitive verbs “with an external argument as the subject 
of the -(e)mi̮n- construction” (Asztalos 2022; see Section 4.3). Recently, 
Asztalos & Szabó (2023) have brought up the possibility that the resultative 
construction in Udmurt may be a resultative on the path of grammatical-
ization to a perfect. As mentioned above, and also brought up by Asztalos 
and Szabó, in Udmurt a development from a resultative to an evidential 

transitives into two different types. In short, for unaccusatives, the subject is 
internal, i.e. unaccusative verbs have a patient subject, while unergative verbs 
have an agent subject (for a more detailed description, see Perlmutter 1978). The 
unergative/unaccusative split has been later described to divide further into core 
and peripheral unaccusatives and unergatives, of which the peripheral ones show 
more variance crosslinguistically in how they behave syntactically, whereas the 
core verbs are more uniform in their syntactic properties (Sorace 2000).
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perfect has already happened once, and thus a consequential development 
would not be unexpected. This notion will be taken into consideration in 
Section 4.3, where the past resultative construction is analyzed.

2.2. Remote past categories in Udmurt

Udmurt uses a variety of analytic past constructions. The languages of the 
Volga–Kama region have a particular model for analytic past formation, 
which consists of the main verb in finite conjugation combined with the 
unchanged auxiliary past form of the ‘be’-verb (Honti 2000; Bradley et al. 
2022). In Udmurt, two remote past forms may be formed by combining the 
main verb in the first past with val or the main verb in the second past com-
bined with vi̮lem, or, less frequently, with val. I will refer to these two forms 
as the first and the second remote past, respectively. The auxiliary follows 
the main verb, as the prototypical word order is SOV (Vilkuna 1998; 2022). 
Traditionally, these are referred to as the pluperfects in Udmurt (Serebren-
nikov 1960; Kelʹmakov & Hännikäinen 2008). In the latest Western3 gram-
mar descriptions and textbooks (Kozmács 2002; Kelʹmakov & Hännikäi-
nen 2008; Winkler 2011), the difference between the first and the second 
remote past is characterized as aspectual: the first remote past is described 
as a progressive, whereas the second remote past is allegedly a resultative or 
completive. This claim, however, has recently been tested and shown to be 
incorrect (Saraheimo 2022). The grounds for labeling these forms pluper-
fects have also been scrutinized, as they are clearly not past perfects, and 
their temporal profile corresponds more to those of general remote pasts. 
Additionally, the forms are frequently used in modal and pragmatic func-
tions (Saraheimo 2022; see also Saraheimo & Kubitsch 2023). In addition to 
these forms, the experiential and the resultative construction may combine 
with val/vi̮lem, connecting the actions with a past time frame instead of the 
present, resulting in constructions largely resembling pluperfects.

3. The notion of the grammars and descriptions being “Western” is based on 
the fact that Uralistics have been studied actively both in Russia and Europe, 
while different traditions prevail in European and Russian linguistics. This 
is also due to the language barrier, and it is often visible in the descriptions 
of Uralic languages that some notions and conclusions concerning certain 
grammatical categories are based on erroneous interpretations of source ma-
terials, and then prevail in subsequent works if the description of the category 
is not thoroughly revised.
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Grammars and language descriptions typically include different mor-
phological variants of the two remote pasts in Udmurt. While accounts 
of the first remote past are uniform, the inflectional properties and the 
motivation for the variation of the second remote past are more ambigu-
ous. Table 2 shows variants for the remote pasts in the published Udmurt 
grammars, textbooks, and more specific case studies. As seen in Table 2, 
earlier descriptions label the pst1 + val variant as the second remote past, 
whereas the constructions based on a participle or second past are referred 
to as the first remote past. This could be due to a change in the prevalence 
of different forms, or due to the later studies finding it more consistent to 
refer to the first-past-based forms as the first remote past or pluperfect and 
the second-past-based forms as the second remote past or pluperfect. In 
my study, I refer to constructions based on finite second past forms as the 
second remote past, whereas the construction including first past forms is 
labeled the first remote past.

Table 2: The remote past (pluperfect) structures as presented in previous 
studies

First remote past Second remote past
Serebrennikov 
1960

ptcp.pst(-poss) + val /  
pst2 + vi̮lem

pst1 + val

Zaguljaeva 1984 ptcp.pst(-poss) + val /  
pst2 + vi̮lem

pst1 + val

Kelʹmakov & 
Hännikäinen 1998

pst1 + val ptcp.pst(-poss) + val /  
pst2 + vi̮lem

Kozmács 2002 pst1 + val pst2 + val/vi̮lem
Winkler 2011 pst1 + val ptcp.pst(-poss) / pst2 + val
Tarakanov 2011 pst1 + val ptcp.pst(-poss) + val /  

pst2 + vi̮lem

As Table 2 shows, there are three constructions to which the label second 
remote past has been applied: a main verb in the second past combined with 
either val or vi̮lem, or the past participle (optionally) combined with a pos-
sessive marker, co-occurring with val. Within the scope of this article the 
last variant is relevant, as it is based on a non-finite form of the main verb. 
It cannot go unnoticed that this construction is strikingly similar to the 
past experiential, the only difference being that the subject is marked here 
in the nominative instead of the genitive in the past experiential. Subject 



Non-finite-based remote past in Udmurt

199

marking, however, does not always reveal the construction type, as overt 
subject expression is not required in either case. A possessive-marked past 
participle also resembles the Bavli̮  variant of the evidential second past 
conjugation (see Table 1 in Section 2.1), which is the more archaic second 
past variant. The evidential4 properties of the ptcp.pst(-poss) + val con-
struction are not discussed in older studies, such as Serebrennikov (1960) 
and Zagulyaeva (1984). Both Serebrennikov and Zagulyaeva describe it as 
a variant of the first remote past (pst1 + val), while other grammars, such 
as Tarakanov (2011: 182–184) and Winkler (2011: 100), describe it as a var-
iant of the second remote past, yet neither of them take a clear stance on 
whether the construction is evidential or not, either. According to Bartens 
(2000: 208), the form may be interpreted either as a second-hand eviden-
tial or evidentially neutral. While Tarakanov claims that the evidentiality 
of all the analytic constructions is determined by the inflection of the past 
copula, he also states that the three remote past constructions – pst1 + val, 
ptcp.pst(-poss) + val, and pst2 + vi̮lem – are functionally identical and he 
presents the latter two constructions as variants of one inflectional cate-
gory. Skribnik & Kehayov (2018) claim that the construction is a witnessed 
remote past, but in their description of the analytic past tenses in the Ural-
ic languages, the first remote past (pst1 + val) is not taken into account, i.e. 
only ptcp.pst(-poss) + val / pst2 + vi̮lem are presented.

As mentioned above, Tarakanov (2011) claims that the evidential value of 
the analytic past forms is defined by the tense of the copula. Spets (2023) has 
recently suggested analyzing the ‘was’-element in the formally correspond-
ing analytic tenses of Mari as a retrospectivization particle, one which op-
erates on a clausal level. As such, the element cannot shift epistemic modal 
or evidential values of other clausal elements to the past, as they rank higher 
than time in the scope hierarchy (18) (Aikhenvald 2004: 96; Nuyts 2014: 48).

(18) Scope hierarchy of different TAME values
epistemic modality / evidentiality > time > aspect > state of affairs

It can, however, according to the chosen tense (evidential or non-eviden-
tial) define the evidential value of the whole clause. While the study at 
hand mainly examines each construction as a whole, the status of val and 

4. As pointed out by the reviewer, evidentiality was a lesser-known category in 
the 1960–1980s, but the epistemic properties of the second past as a category 
of second-hand knowledge or inference were already well known by that time, 
and similar characteristics were not described for the construction in question.
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vi̮lem as auxiliaries or particles is subject to debate (see e.g. Saraheimo & 
Kubitsch 2023, and Spets 2023 for Mari), and this observation will be taken 
into account while defining the evidential status of the forms. If this is 
the case, the ptcp.pst(-poss) + val construction should rather be charac-
terized as a variant of the first remote past than the second remote past, 
assuming that the crucial characteristic of the second remote past is evi-
dentiality. In the analysis below, I will scrutinize the evidential values of 
the ptcp.pst(-poss) + val construction in more detail.

The functions of various remote past categories are, as a rule, only briefly 
described in available grammars and other studies. However, as pointed out 
in Section 1, it has recently been shown (Saraheimo 2022) that the finite first 
remote past and the finite-based second remote past are predominantly used 
modally, while also maintaining a temporal function, marking a remote past 
event, typically preceding another past event (past reference time). In the 
predominant modal function, the event shown in the remote past contradicts 
the states of affairs or, more precisely, course of events, in the actual world. 
The action expressed in the remote past, or the result of it, may be annulled, 
is intended but unrealized, or differs from reasonable or presumable expec-
tations (Saraheimo 2022; Saraheimo & Kubitsch 2023). In this function, the 
construction largely resembles the bylo construction in Russian (19) (see e.g. 
Goeringer 1995; Kagan 2011), as well as pre-mirative context marking attested 
in some Turkic and Samoyedic languages (19) (Skribnik 2023). A pre- mirative 
context is a concept used to describe a sequence in storytelling that precedes 
an unexpected event, typically but not exclusively expressed in a mirative 
form (Skribnik 2023). In the Buryat example (20), a terminative converb5 is 
used in a pre-mirative function, while mirativity per se has no dedicated 
miratives, and mirativity is expressed through periphrastic forms with mi-
rative extensions or through marking the pre-mirative context.

(19) Russian
Lena otkry-l-a bylo okno, no tut že
Lena open-pst-f be.pst window.acc but immediately
snova ego zakry-l-a.
again 3sg.acc close-pst-f
‘Lena opened the window but closed it again at once.’ (Kagan 2011: 79)

5. The terminative converb -tAr in Buryat marks a terminal boundary ‘A until B’, 
but also an unexpected succession of events (‘A, until unexpected B’) (Skrib-
nik 2023: 251)
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(20) Buryat
… oj sooguur jaba-na xa. Tiige-že
forest in go-prs[3sg/pl] ptcl.mod v.dem-cvb
jaba-tar-aa, baaxalda-taj uulza-ba xa.
go-cvb.term-refl bear-com meet-pst[3sg/pl] ptcl.mod
[The trickster wanted to hide his mother from the revenge of his 
last victim.] ‘(They) went into the forest. While (they) were walking 
this way, (they) met (lit. with) a bear.’ [The trickster fights with it.] 
(Skribnik 2023: 251)

The first remote past is most frequently used to express abnormally pro-
ceeding events, while the second remote past construction has a mirative 
extension, as also attested for the synthetic second past (Saraheimo 2022; 
Saraheimo & Kubitsch 2023). The constructions have been shown to also 
carry out discourse-interactional and intersubjective functions, such as 
marking emphasis or (un)common ground (Saraheimo 2022; Sarahei-
mo & Kubitsch 2023). The categories investigated in this study, however, 
are syntactically different from juxtapositional finite-based analytic con-
structions, where both the ‘be’-verb and the lexical verb display the same, 
finite tense. Furthermore, in the finite-based analytic past tenses, val/
vi̮lem, originally third person singular forms of **vi̮li̮- (‘be’), remain un-
changed, whereas the analysis shows that in the past resultative construc-
tion, the evidential vi̮lem may inflect for person (see Section 4.3, example 
45). While the evidentially neutral val does not inflect for person, vi̮lem 
has a full paradigm, and some occurrences of third person plural forms 
(vi̮liĺ ĺam ‘they [allegedly] had’) are attested.

The past resultative is not typically mentioned in the descriptions of 
Udmurt remote past or pluperfect categories. According to Leinonen  & 
Vilkuna (2000: 511) it corresponds to pst2 + val, although they do explain 
the restrictions for the use of the resultative earlier in the paper. Bartens 
(2000: 240) describes the past resultative as being marked as a verbal con-
struction rather than a nominal one when combined with a past copula, 
and she claims that the construction is then interpreted as the predicate of 
the clause. In this paper, I will consider both the past experiential and the 
past resultative as possible representatives of a remote past or pluperfect 
category in Udmurt.
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3. Data and research

The study is performed on the basis of material found in newspaper texts. 
The analysis is carried out by examining the functional context of indi-
vidual constructions, with special emphasis on semantic content typical 
of perfects and pluperfects. The textual genre of the data is also taken into 
consideration. Concerning the past resultative construction, I have paid 
special attention to the syntactic properties of the construction.

The study focuses on the Udmurt-language newspaper Udmurt duńńe, 
which mostly uses language considered standard literary Udmurt, although 
dialectal expressions are not avoided. The data is drawn from the Udmurt 
corpus (see References), which consisted of approximately 7.3 million tokens 
altogether at the time the data was drawn (2020–2021). In the event that a 
search in the Udmurt duńńe subcorpus yielded no results, some examples 
of the more infrequent constructions were drawn from other newspapers. 
Newspaper materials constitute 91% of the content, of which Udmurt duńńe 
is the biggest source. For the past experiential and the ptcp.pst + val con-
struction I have performed a search across the whole subcorpus of Udmurt 
duńńe, whereas for the past resultative the search was limited to the year 
2013,6 as the past resultative occurs far more frequently than the other con-
structions. The 2013 subcorpus data comprises approximately 570,000 to-
kens. I have analyzed altogether 922 non-finite remote past clauses: 637 past 
resultatives, 262 past experientials, and 23 ptcp.pst + val constructions. 
This includes all the occurrences found in the specified subcorpus.

As regards certain ambiguous examples, I have consulted three native 
speakers who also have an academic background in studying the Udmurt 
language: Svetlana Edygarova, Natalija Kozlovceva, and Irina Krestjani-
nova. Whenever native-speaker evaluations have been used to supplement 
the analysis, this has been mentioned accordingly.

In the transcription of the examples, Cyrillic (Russian) language data is 
transcribed according to the International Scholarly System, while authors 
and persons (e.g. Plungian, Yeltsin) with an established romanization of 
their names in the field will be referred to accordingly. For transcribing 
Udmurt, the Uralic Phonetic Alphabet (UPA) is used.

6. In cases with a person-inflected vi̮lem, the search consisted of the whole cor-
pus, because the occurrences were rare and a search for solely the year 2013 
yielded only one hit. Some of the older and newer materials yielded examples 
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4. Analysis

The analysis is divided into three parts: first, I will present the findings 
concerning the use of the past experiential construction ptcp.pst-poss + 
val (4.1), then the ptcp.pst + val construction (4.2), and finally the past re-
sultative construction ptcp.pst-ine + val (4.3). Occurrences with both val 
and vi̮lem are taken into consideration in each subsection.

4.1. The past experiential

As expected for an experiential, the past experiential occurs most fre-
quently with perception verbs such as ki̮li̮ni̮  ‘hear’ and adʒ́i̮ni̮  ‘see’. Percep-
tion verbs comprise half of the data: out of 262 occurrences, 129 (49%) are 
formed with perception verbs, as in (21).

(21) Иже вуи нырысьсэ, но та фестиваль сярысь кылэме вал ини.
Iž-e vu-i ni̮ri̮śse, no ta
Iževsk-ill come-pst1.1sg first.time but this
festivaĺ  śari̮ś ki̮l-em-e val ińi.
festival about hear-ptcp.pst-poss.1sg be.pst1 already
‘I came to Iževsk for the first time, but I had already heard of the 
festival before.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 11 March 2011)

In (21), the speaker tells a story in the first past (vui ‘I came’), which is the 
evidentially neutral narrative tense and marks the reference time as past. 
The speaker then refers, in the past experiential (ki̮leme val ‘I had heard’), 
to an earlier experiential event which holds relevance in the reference time. 
The adverb ińi ‘already’ is frequently used with the past experiential.

In addition to perception verbs, mutative intransitive (motion) verbs, 
such as vetli̮ni̮  ‘come’, vui̮li̮ni̮  ‘go, visit’, and pi̮ri̮ni̮  ‘enter’ (22), form a signif-
icant group in the data. Motion verbs are used in 36 clauses, which is 14% 
of the total amount of occurrences.

(22) Та стадионэ азьвыл но пыраме вал. Но туэ нырысьсэ котькуд 
адямилы сётъязы пукон вылэ нимысьтыз шуныт валён.
Ta stadion-e aźvi̮l no pi̮ra-m-e val.
this stadium-ill before ptcl enter-ptcp.pst-poss.1sg be.pst1

with similar verbs used in other relevant examples of past resultatives com-
bining with vi̮lem (see Section 4.3, example 36).
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No tue ni̮ri̮śse kot́ kud ad́ami-li̮  śotja-zi̮
but this.year first.time every person-dat give-pst1.3pl
pukon vi̮le ńimi̮śti̮z šuni̮t vaĺon.
seat over individually warm cover
‘I had been to this stadium before. But this year was the first time 
they gave everyone a warm cover over their seat.’ 
(Udmurt duńńe, 19 Sept. 2008)

Both perception verbs and motion verbs (21, 22) have a clear semantic con-
nection to experientiality, which as an act often involves movement to a 
location or sensory reception, or both: having been to a place can be seen 
as a combination of sensory experiences. The rest of the verbs used in the 
context do not form uniform semantic groups, but one common verb oc-
curring in the past experiential is di̮šetski̮ni̮  ‘study’. In the data, these cases 
most often address the basic education of the referent, as in (23). With the 
verb di̮šetski̮ni̮  the thought of using the past experiential as means of de-
scribing an agent’s qualities, namely whether they have an education or 
not, or to what extent they possess one, is especially imminent.

(23) Соослэн 7–8 класс дышетскемзы вал — со трос.
Soos-len 7–8 klass di̮šetsk-em-zi̮  val – so tros.
they-gen 7–8 class study-ptcp.pst-poss.3pl be.pst1 that much
‘They had studied until grade 7 or 8 – that is a lot.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 29 March 2013)

In (24), the use of both the present and the past experientials is on display, 
which makes this example of particular interest. In two subsequent ques-
tions addressed to the same person, with no apparent switch in the refer-
ence time, the speaker first uses the present experiential and then resorts 
to the past experiential.

(24) Со доры дыртӥзы оже быремъёслэн кышнооссы. «Оло, адӟы-
лэмед вань мынэсьтымзэ? Пленын, тюрьмаын, оло, кылэмед 
вал фамилизэ?»
So dor-i̮  di̮rt-i-zi̮  ož-e bi̮rem-jos-len
he at-ill hurry-pst1-3pl war-ill perished-pl-gen
ki̮šno-os-si̮. “Olo, adǯ́i̮l-em-ed vań
wife-pl-poss.3pl maybe see-ptcp.pst-poss.2sg ex.prs
mi̮neśti̮m-ze? Pĺen-i̮n, t́urma-i̮n, olo,
I.abl-def captivity-ine prison-ine maybe
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ki̮l-em-ed val famili-ze?”
hear-ptcp.pst-poss.2sg be.pst1 surname-poss.3sg
‘The wives of the men fallen in war hurried to him. “Perhaps you 
have seen mine [husband]? In captivity, in prison, maybe, you heard 
his name [spoken]?”’ (Udmurt duńńe, 9 Aug. 2013)

In (24), a man is asked about whether he has seen or heard anything about 
some other prisoners, whose wives have come searching for their husbands. 
As shown in the translation, in this case English would resort to the sim-
ple past tense, as the time window for the event is specified and delimited 
(pĺen-i̮n, t́urma-i̮n ‘[while] in prison, in captivity’). In (23), the delimiting 
temporal adverbial seems to trigger a perspective shift from present to past 
and causes a switch in the tense of the copula. According to native-speaker 
informants Svetlana Edygarova and Natalija Kozlovceva, this is indeed the 
case. Irina Krestyaninova, on the other hand, suggested that the change in 
the form of the copula has the speaker seem less hopeful of a positive an-
swer and leaves more room for the recipient to deny. This can also be viewed 
as the speakers distancing themselves from any assumptions regarding the 
answer, which again links the use of the structure to intersubjectivity.

The past experiential has a clear tendency to be used in a negative form – 
out of the altogether 262 cases of the past experiential, 205 (78%) were neg-
ative. This is a common characteristic for an experiential perfect (and can 
therefore be expected of a pluperfect), which tends to refer to a non-specific 
past, especially in the presence of ‘ever’, as in (25) (Lindstedt 2000: 369).

(25) Кыстӥськи мон скрипка борды. Сое ноку адӟылэме ӧй вал уго.
Ki̮stiśk-i mon skripka bord-i̮. So-je noku
reach.out-pst1.1sg I violin side-ill it-acc never
adʒ́i̮l-em-e e̮-j val ugo.
see-ptcp.pst-poss.1sg neg.pst1-1sg be.pst1 because
‘I was drawn to the violin. I had not seen it before.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 6 May 2008)

(26) Крымын улон ӟеч, вуылэме ӧй вал на.
Kri̮m-i̮n ulon ž́eč́, vui̮l-em-e e̮-j
Crimea-ine life good go-ptcp.pst-poss.1sg neg.pst1-1sg
val na.
be.pst1 yet
‘Life in Crimea is good, I had not yet been there.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 6 May 2008)
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In (25), the speaker talks about how they were drawn to the violin, although 
they had never seen one before (noku adʒ́i̮leme e̮j val ‘I had never seen’). 
The negative past experiential occurs remarkably frequently with the tem-
poral adverb noku (‘never’) which is present in almost every third negative 
past experiential clause.7 Even more frequent is the adverb na ‘yet’ (25).

While the tendency of an experiential to be used in negative form is 
crosslinguistic, it should be noted that some Turkic and Samoyedic lan-
guages use similar constructions (subjectGEN  + ptcp.poss  + existential 
verb) to convey emphatic assertive meaning (‘something happened; so it 
was’) (Skribnik 2005; see also Baranova & Mishchenko 2022 for Turkic; 
Wagner-Nagy 2011 for Samoyedic). Similar use of the negative existential 
verb has been attested in Mari (Klumpp & Skribnik 2023: 1020). The first re-
mote past (pst1 + val) has also been attested in emphatic contexts, and the 
possibility to analyze val/vi̮lem as emphatic particles is currently subject to 
debate (Saraheimo & Kubitsch 2023). In the following example, where the 
evidential existential vi̮lem is used, an emphatic assertive meaning can be 
detected. With the experiential, vi̮lem is mostly chosen in instances where 
the information source is not the speaker himself or herself, which in the 
case of a pluperfect most typically applies to situations where the speaker is 
citing someone else’s narration (27). In (27), the speaker summarizes what 
another person told them about the war. They first use the second past 
(žaĺam ‘he pitied’), and then resort to the past experiential construction 
(di̮šetskemzi̮  vi̮li̮mte ‘they had not studied’) to mark emphatic, assertive 
information (‘they indeed / in fact / really had not studied’). The quotative 
particle pe marks the interviewee as the source of the whole utterance, 
whereas the second past marks the lack of education as something that was 
told to the interviewee by someone else.

(27) Туж жалям ӵош служить карем эшъёссэ, тросэзлэн, пе, дышетс-
кемзы вылымтэ.
Tuž žaĺ-am čoš služit́  kar-em
very pity-pst2.3sg together serve make-ptcp.pst
eš-jos-se, tros-ez-len, pe,
friend-pl-acc.poss.3pl many-def-gen qtv
di̮šetsk-em-zi̮  vi̮li̮mte.
study-ptcp.pst-poss.3pl be.ptcp.neg

7. In addition to noku, I have counted in adverbs with similar meaning, such as 
ogpol no or odig pol no ‘not once, never’.
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‘He really pitied his friends, with whom he went to serve [in the 
army] together, as most of them, he says, [really] had no education.’ 
(Udmurt duńńe, 24 April 2012)

In conclusion, the past experiential construction is used in ways typical 
of experientials: it is mostly used with perception verbs and motion verbs, 
describing experiences the referent had in a given reference time or did not 
have until that moment. Characteristic of experientials, the construction 
occurs most often in the negative form. The construction is composed of a 
past participle of completed action combined with a past copula, and the re-
sults of the action are relevant at the reference time; thus, both formally and 
temporally, it fits the profile of a past perfect, although restricted to experi-
entiality. When used with vi̮lem, the construction has a referative evidential 
meaning. As shown in (24), if the time window for the event is located in the 
past, and it is specified and delimited in the clause – even when not specifi-
cally with a time adverb – Udmurt favors using the past experiential instead 
of the present experiential. According to a native speaker’s judgment, the 
past experiential construction with val may also have a discourse-pragmat-
ic function, in which it attenuates the question. It should also be taken into 
consideration that similar constructions are used in other Uralic and Tur-
kic languages to express assertive emphatic meaning, and according to the 
analysis, this holds true also for Udmurt. The assertive emphatic meaning 
could have given rise to experientiality: assertivity or a higher level of con-
fidence most often occurs at the level of personal experiences.

4.2. Past participle + val

As discussed in Section 2.2, most Udmurt grammars mention the con-
struction consisting of the past participle with, optionally, a possessive 
marker in second and third person forms8 (Serebrennikov 1960; Zagul-
jaeva 1984; Kelʹmakov & Hännikäinen 2008: 268; Tarakanov 2011: 182–184; 
Winkler 2011: 100). The evidential status is not clearly defined in any of 
the studies. Another problem arises in comparison with the experiential. 
When comparing Tables 1 and 2 (in which the Bavli̮  variant follows the 

8. Zagulyaeva gives allomorphs to 2pl and 3pl, which correspond to the finite 
second past conjugation, but does not mention the finite second past as a pos-
sible variant of first person singular or plural.
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model ptcp.pst(-poss), see Section 2.1), it cannot go unnoticed that the 
paradigms of the past experiential and the past participle + val construc-
tion almost entirely coincide, except for the subject being marked in the 
genitive for the experiential. As these constructions differ only by the sub-
ject case marking, and the overt subject expression is not obligatory due to 
the general tendency to omit topical subjects in Udmurt, it is not easy to 
ascribe concrete elliptic examples to one of these constructions.

The data for the analysis of this non-finite based construction was con-
ducted as follows. As pointed out in Section 3, the search for the year 2013 
yielded only a few results for the construction in question, and therefore 
a search was carried out across the whole corpus of Udmurt duńńe. Al-
together 50 possible matches were found. The constructions which had 
the participle marked with a possessive suffix but lacked overt subject ex-
pression all turned out to be experientials and were thus excluded from 
this group. A closer look at the remaining examples shows that some of 
them are first person plurals of -ani̮  verbs,9 where the first past differs from 
the past participle by a final vowel -i̮  which, in fact, may drop because of 
apocope (Edygarova 2010). As there were no occurrences of first person 
plural forms of -i̮ni̮-verbs representing the construction in question, it is 
safe to assume that the aforementioned forms actually correspond to the 
first finite remote past (pst1 + val), which have been excluded from the 
data. Furthermore, as the first-person singular possessive marker -e may 
also drop (Edygarova 2010), and thereby an overlap with the past participle 
results, I monitored the remaining data for 1sg forms with a clearly experi-
ential meaning and excluded them from the data as experiential construc-
tions. The remaining data consists of 23 occurrences, which is significantly 
less than the experiential (262 occurrences) and the second finite remote 
past, for which a search across the whole corpus gives 378 occurrences.

The use of the ptcp.pst + val construction greatly resembles that of the 
first finite remote past as described briefly in Section 2.2. The construction 

9. Udmurt verbal conjugation is traditionally divided into the first and the sec-
ond conjugation. The first conjugation includes verbs with the infinitive in -i̮ni̮, 
whereas the second conjugation comprises of verbs with the infinitive in -ani̮. 
In the -i̮ni̮  conjugation, the -i̮- in the stem changes to -i- in the finite conjuga-
tion, but becomes -e- in the past participle, whereas in the -ani̮  conjugation, the 
vowel -a- in the stem remains unchanged for all forms. This causes syncretism 
between 1pl (-am(i̮)) and the past participle, if apocope takes place. For a more 
illustrative presentation of the Udmurt verbal conjugation, see Winkler (2011).
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typically denotes a remoter past, much like pluperfects in SAE languages: 
it marks an action or event taking place before other past events or actions 
mentioned in the context, as in (28), where the speaker talks about their 
professional aspirations during their school years.

(28) «Комсомольская правда» газетэ гожтэт лэзи юрист луэме потэ 
шуыса, пӧрамме печатлазы. Мон та сярысь вунэтэм вал ини, 
дышетӥсе ӧтиз учительское.
“Komsomolskaja pravda” gaźet-e gožtet leź-i
Komsomolskaya Pravda newspaper-ill letter send-pst1.1sg
jurist lu-em-e pot-e
lawyer become-ptcp.pst-poss.1sg want-prs.3sg
šui̮sa, pe̮ram-me peč́atla-zi̮. Mon ta
comp creation-poss.1sg.acc print-pst1.3pl I that
śari̮ś vunet-em val ińi, di̮šetiś-e
about forget-ptcp.pst be.pst1 already teacher-poss.1sg
e̮t-i-z uč́itelskoj-e.
invite-pst1-3sg teachers.room-ill
‘I sent a letter to the newspaper Komsomolskaya Pravda saying I 
want to become a lawyer, and they published my text. After I had 
already forgotten about that, my teacher invited me to the teacher’s 
room.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 23 Oct. 2009)

In (8), the speaker first refers to how their letter got printed in a newspaper, 
in the first past (pe̮ramme peč́atlazi̮  ‘they published my text’). Again using 
the first past, the speaker then moves on to a later point in time, where 
their teacher invited them to visit the teacher’s room (di̮šetiśe e̮tiz ‘my 
teacher invited’), but first they point out, with the remote past construc-
tion, that by the time this happened, they had already forgotten about the 
letter (vunetem val ińi ‘I had already forgotten’). In this case, the use of the 
remote construction corresponds to a prototypical past-relevance perfect, 
as it expresses an event taking place before another past event, with con-
sequences relevant at the time in which the subsequent event takes place.

The ptcp.pst + val construction often expresses an unfulfilled inten-
tion or expectation, or an initiated action or event, which is either inter-
rupted or fails to receive an expected continuation (29). Thus, it marks a 
pre-mirative context. This function is also predominant for the first finite 
remote past (see Section 2.2).
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(29) Тау карыны шуыса берытскем вал, но мышказ нокин ӧвӧл ни.
Tau kar-i̮ni̮  šui̮sa beri̮tsk-em val, no
thanks make-inf comp turn-ptcp.pst be.pst1 but
mi̮šk-az nokin e̮ve̮l ńi.
behind-ine.poss.3sg nobody neg.ex.prs anymore
‘He turned around to say thanks, but there was no longer anyone 
behind him.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 9 July 2008)

In (29), the action expressed with the ptcp.pst + val construction (beri̮tskem 
val ‘he turned around’) did not lead to the expected result: the speaker turned 
around to express their gratitude, but to their surprise, there was no one to di-
rect the intended thanks towards. For the most part, Udmurt uses the second 
past to convey mirative meaning, but in this case the unexpected revelation 
is expressed through a present negative existential (e̮ve̮l ‘is not’) instead. In 
Udmurt, a narrative present tense or praesens historicum is frequently used 
in past context, and here it conveys the meaning of a vivid immediacy of a 
firsthand account (see e.g. Quirk et al. 1985: 181 for English). The first finite 
remote past (pst1 + val) is often used in a similar context, cf. (30), where the 
pre-mirative context is marked with the first finite remote past, while the 
mirative is marked with vi̮lem (‘be’, pst2), which is used as a mirative particle.

(30) Мон тонэ бадӟым ни кожай вал, нош тон весь анаедлэн вера-
мезъя гине улӥськод вылэм…
Mon ton-e badʒ́i̮m ńi koža-j
I you-acc big already reckon-pst1.1sg
val, noš ton veś anaj-ed-len 
be.pst1 but you always mother-poss.2sg-gen
vera-m-ez-ja gine uli-śkod vi̮lem…
say-nmlz-poss.3sg-adv only live-prs.2sg be.pst2
‘I’ve reckoned you as a grown up, but you always turn out to act as 
your mother says…’ (Saraheimo & Kubitsch 2023: 141)

When used in a clause with the conjunction ke ‘if ’, the construction ac-
quires a counterfactual modal function (31). As opposed to unfulfilled in-
tentions, the counterfactual action or event is not intended or interrupted, 
as it does not take place to begin with.

(31) Я, ӵок, ойдо, ӵок, оломар но мултэссэ супыльтыны кутски кадь. 
[…] Мон ке дорады чылкак мукетыз пумысен лыктэм вал.
Ja, čok, ojdo, čok, olomar no multes-se
okay inj inj inj something ptcl extra-acc
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supi̮lt-i̮ni̮  kutsk-i kad́. […] Mon ke dor-adi̮
chatter-inf begin-pst1.1sg like 1sg if side-ill.poss.2pl
č́i̮lkak muket-i̮z pumi̮śen li̮kt-em val.
completely other-def reason come-ptcp.pst be.pst1
‘Okay, so be it, I like, started talking about something redundant. 
[…] As if I had come to your place for a completely different reason.’ 
(Udmurt duńńe, 17 March 2010)

In order to determine whether the ptcp.pst + val construction has eviden-
tial or evidentiality-connected semantic content, we will take a closer look 
at examples (28) and (29). In (29), the rest of the story is mostly narrated in 
the first past, in which case genre marking or hearsay do not explain the 
use of an evidential – the context, however, is pre-mirative, but pre-mira-
tive contexts also accommodate the use of pst1 + val. In (28), a mirative in-
terpretation is possible: the action of forgetting could be seen as out of the 
speaker’s control, and therefore non-volitional. Here the three native in-
formants were consulted in order to determine whether the constructions 
are interchangeable with the evidentially neutral first finite remote past 
(pst1 + val) and if so, if and how the change affects the meaning. Two of 
them claimed that the constructions are interchangeable without a change 
in the evidential semantic content, and both did find there to be a greater 
(temporal or mental) distance between vunetem val and the reference time 
than vuneti val (first finite remote past, pst1 + val) and the reference time. 
The third informant stated that the ptcp.pst + val variant could be inter-
preted as secondhand information, but not necessarily.

As a whole, the analysis does not support a scenario according to 
which the ptcp.pst + val construction would be evidential. Conclusively, 
the results fit the scope hierarchy of Nuyts (2014) and Aikhenvald (2004) 
mentioned in Section 2.2, as suggested by Spets (2023) for the Volga–Kama 
analytic pasts in general, where the tense of the past copula would define 
the evidentiality of the clause. This, of course, leads us to wonder about the 
combination of ptcp.pst + vi̮lem – a formally challenging question, as 3sg 
forms of the second past are identical with the unmarked past participle, 
and evidential forms in persons other than third persons are rare. A search 
in the corpus yielded no results for a combination of ptcp.pst + vi̮lem that 
would indisputably represent the construction in question. Nonetheless, 
especially concerning the formal correspondence, the function of the con-
struction is similar to the finite second remote past (see e.g. Saraheimo 
2022).
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It should be pointed out, however, that the ptcp.pst + val constructions 
in the data are often found in texts representing poetry or fiction (short 
stories). The functions of the construction in these contexts correspond to 
the ones presented above, as shown in (32) where the use of the construc-
tion is used to mark a pre-mirative context.

(32) Горд кышетэз мон басьтэм вал, 
Горд кышет вуэ бездӥз. 
Чебер пиез яратэм вал, 
Сьӧд, каргам война быдтӥз. 
Из гурезь мон азе куашказ, 
Пыдме куажырак тӥяз.
Gord ki̮šet-ez mon baśt-em val,
red scarf-acc I buy-ptcp.pst be.pst1
gord ki̮šet vu-e bezd-i-z.
red scarf water-ill fade-pst1-3sg
č́eber pi-jez jarat-em val,
beautiful boy-acc love-ptcp.pst be.pst1
śe̮d, karga-m voina bi̮dt-i-z.
black curse-ptcp.pst war kill-pst1-3sg
Iz gurez mon aź-e kuaška-z,
stone mountain I front-ill fall.apart-pst1.3sg
pi̮d-me kuaži̮rak tija-z.
foot-poss.1sg.acc with.a.bang break-pst1.3sg
‘I bought a red scarf,  
[but] the red scarf faded in water.  
I loved a beautiful boy,  
[but] he died in the black, cursed war.  
A mountain of stone fell apart in front of me,  
broke my legs with a bang.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 6 July 2015)

In (32), the speaker refers to two events which did not end the way she 
intended or was expecting: the red scarf she bought (baśtem val) faded 
in water (bezdiz, first past), losing its red color, and the man she loved 
(jaratem val) died in war (voina bi̮dtiz ‘war killed [him]’, first past). In the 
translation, this is illustrated by the adversative discourse particle ‘but’. 
In the rest of the poem, first past is used, although the actions follow one 
another, and thus one precedes the other. Therefore, there must be some 
other motivation for the use of ptcp.pst + val.
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Concerning the negation of this construction, Winkler (2011: 98) does 
not present a negative paradigm, and the negative forms included in Kelʹ-
makov & Hännikäinen (2008), namely the -mte participle with possessive 
markers, are not found in the data. Zaguljaeva (1984) gives the same para-
digm as Kelʹmakov & Hännikäinen, but with the option of leaving the pos-
sessive marker out. Negative constructions like these can indeed be found 
in the data, but when examined more closely, they appear to be negations 
of the past resultative and shall therefore be considered in Section 4.3.

In conclusion, the ptcp.pst + val construction is rare and mostly dis-
plays the same functions as the first finite remote past. In connection with 
the particle ke, the construction may be used counterfactually. As a rule, it 
does not have evidential semantic content and is often encountered in texts 
representing fiction or poetry. As mentioned in Section 2, the construction 
is based on a more archaic variant of the second past and could there-
fore be of more ancient origin. Considering these facts and the analysis 
conducted in this section, the construction can be considered a stylistic, 
declining alternative for the first finite remote past (pst1 + val).

4.3. The past resultative

The resultative construction appears remarkably often with the past cop-
ula val. With 630 occurrences in the corpus, it is overwhelmingly frequent 
in comparison to other remote past constructions, both finite10 and non- 
finite. This section seeks to shed more light on the use of the past resulta-
tive by elaborating on the prototypical use of the construction and, more 
precisely, by noting occurrences where the meaning cannot be described 
as resultative. In order to do so, I will discuss the syntactic properties of 
the verbs which are allowed in the construction, paying special attention 
to untypical occurrences. Lastly, I will take a closer look at how vi̮lem be-
haves in the construction, both syntactically and semantically.

Much like the present resultative, the past resultative is prototypically, 
and most frequently, used in impersonal transitive clauses, where the agent 
is demoted and the object argument (patient) moves to the subject posi-
tion. The resultative denotes the (changed) state of the patient. Temporally, 
the past resultative most typically expresses an action or event happening 

10. In Udmurt duńńe 2013–2014, 122 examples were found for the first remote past 
and 36 for the second remote past (cf. the total amount of 604 occurrences for 
the past resultative) (Saraheimo 2022).
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in the same temporal order as a simple past tense (33), not locating the ac-
tion as prior to another event. Thus, the temporal profile of it differs from 
that of a pluperfect.

(33) Кылсярысь, Ижын тани кык пол ялӥмы нимаз нылпи сад 
усьтонъя конкурс. Та ивор паськыт вӧлмытэмын вал.
Ki̮lśari̮ś, Iž-i̮n tańi ki̮k pol 
for.example Iževsk-ine like.that two time 
jali-mi̮  ńimaz ni̮lpi sad uśton-ja 
announce-pst1.1pl separately child garden open-adv 
konkurs. Ta ivor paśki̮t ve̮lmi̮t-em-i̮n val.
competition that news wide spread-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1
‘For example, in Iževsk such a competition for opening a 
kindergarten was announced twice. The news was spread widely.’ 
(Udmurt duńńe, 25 Jan. 2013)

The past resultative may also be formed from an intransitive verb. In most 
earlier descriptions, it has been claimed that the resultative may only be 
formed from intransitives that result in a change in the subject’s state, i.e. 
intransitives with no semantic subject, that is, unaccusatives, as in (34) (cf. 
Leinonen & Vilkuna 2000; Asztalos 2011).

(34) Нылмурт синмаськемын вал лесниклы.
Ni̮lmurt śinmaśk-em-i̮n val ĺesńik-li̮.
woman fall.in.love-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 forester-dat
‘The woman had fallen in love ~ was in love with a forester.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 21 Oct. 2013)

Asztalos (2022) points out that the present resultative construction also 
accepts a wide range of unergative intransitive verbs, such as the activi-
ty verbs užani̮  (35), veraśki̮ni̮  (36), and kereti̮ni̮  (37). This holds true also 
for the past resultative. With unergatives, the resultative construction 
acquires typically an atelic reading (cf. Asztalos 2022). In (35), the con-
struction would translate to the past perfect progressive in English, and 
in (36), the construction refers to an atelic event prior to another moment 
in the past. In these cases, the construction acquires a continuative read-
ing. In (37), the situation is similar: when the informants were asked how 
the meaning of the construction would change if val were omitted from 
the clause, the informants stated that it would indicate the fight is still 
ongoing. Thus, in these instances, the construction has the meaning of a 
past-relevance perfect, or even a past continuous perfect.
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(35) Та нылкышно кема аръёс ӵоже ужамын вал ни.
Ta ni̮lki̮šno kema ar-jos čože
this woman long year-pl altogether
uža-m-i̮n val ńi.
work-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 already
‘The woman had already been working for many years.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 8 Feb. 2013)

(36) Путинэз пуктӥз Ельцин. Куспазы соос вераськемын вал: азь-
выл президентлэсь командазэ возёно.
Putin-ez pukt-i-z Jeĺcin. Kusp-azi̮
Putin-acc put-pst1-3sg Yeltsin between-ine.poss.3pl
soos veraśk-em-i̮n val: aźvi̮l prezid́ent-leś
they talk-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 former president-abl
komanda-ze voź-ono.
team-poss.3sg.acc keep-nec
‘Putin was put [into his position] by Yeltsin. Among themselves, they 
had discussed: the previous president’s team had to be preserved.’ 
(Udmurt duńńe, 25 July 2008)

(37) Гажанэныды керетэмын вал ке, нырысь вамыш пумитаз лэсьтэ 
асьтэос.
Gažan-eni̮-di̮  keret-em-i̮n val ke, ni̮ri̮ś
partner-ins-poss.2pl quarrel-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 if first
vami̮š pumit-az leśt-e aśte-os.
step against-ill.poss.3sg make-imp.2pl yourself-pl
‘If you have fought with your partner, you shall take the first step [to 
make amends] toward them.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 22 March 2013)

Although the construction is characterized by its predominant resultative 
function, it co-occurs with both unaccusative and unergative verbs, and 
it may refer to continuative events. Thus, it should be taken into consid-
eration whether the construction may be a resultative grammaticalizing 
into a perfect (Asztalos 2022; Asztalos & Szabó 2023; cf. Comrie 2021). As 
outlined in Section  2, Udmurt does not have an unambiguous category 
of a perfect, and the second past has assumedly developed from a resul-
tative past participle (see e.g. Szabó 2022), so a similar development has 
already taken place earlier in the language. A possible way to examine the 
grammaticalization path to perfects is the ‘still’-test (Lindstedt 2000: 367). 
Adverbs of unlimited duration, such as ‘still’, can be used to test whether a 
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construction is grammaticalizing into a perfect. The resultative is consid-
ered a stative or statal variant of the perfect, and therefore, in the event that 
the construction does not permit an adverb of unlimited duration, such 
as ‘still’, it can no longer be considered to express a statal event (Lindstedt 
2000; see also Nedyalkov & Jaxontov 1988; Bybee et al. 1994: 63–68). With 
some unaccusative motion verbs, such as li̮kti̮ni̮  (‘come’), a clause with the 
past resultative indeed does not permit ’still’ (38). This holds true also for 
(36) and (37); with activity verbs, the use of an adverb of unlimited dura-
tion would mean that the structure would acquire an indisputably pro-
gressive meaning. In (38), the syntactic position of the place adverb is also 
unusual, as it typically would appear before the verb. This also supports 
the claim that instead of being understood as a complement clause, the 
past resultative construction indeed acts as a predicate.

(38) a. Тужгес но кыдёкысез лыктэмын вал Туваысь.
Tužges no ki̮d́oki̮ś-ez li̮kt-em-i̮n val Tuva-i̮ś.
most distant-def come-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 Tuva-ela
‘The most faraway [guests] had come from Tuva.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 20 Feb. 2013)

 b. *Тужгес но кыдёкысез лыктэмын на вал Туваысь
Tužges no ki̮d́oki̮ś-ez li̮kt-em-i̮n na val Tuva-i̮ś.
most distant-def come-ptcp.pst-ine still be.pst1 Tuva-ela
‘The most faraway [guests] had still come from Tuva.’

As Asztalos (2022) points out, the resultative construction sometimes, al-
beit rarely, displays transitive verbs with an external argument11 as the sub-
ject, such as (39) and (40). As stated in Section 2.1, extending the formation 
of perfects to transitive verbs without a change in the diathesis belongs to 
the later stages of perfect development (Comrie 2021). While there were no 
such occurrences in the 2013 Udmurt duńńe examples, a search through 
the entire corpus yielded results also for some transitive verbs with ex-
ternal arguments as subjects. Interestingly enough, most of them were 

11. Here the term external argument is applied, as the subject of the resultative 
construction is typically an internal argument: the experiencer if intransitive 
(subject-oriented resultatives), the patient if transitive (object-oriented resul-
tatives). In examples and descriptions given in previous literature, the resulta-
tive construction cannot acquire a subject if it is object-oriented, but as proven 
by the above examples, in some cases this is possible.
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perception verbs, such as adʒ́i̮ni̮  (‘see’), ki̮li̮ni̮  (‘hear’), and še̮di̮ni̮  (‘find, 
feel’), which are commonly associated with experiential meaning and the 
semantic group most often encountered in the experiential construction.

(39) Арми улон сярысь мон зэмзэ ик трос кылэмын вал ни. Уродзэ 
но, ӟечсэ но ӧжыт ӧз вералэ.
Armi ulon śari̮ś mon zem-ze ik
army life about I truth-def.acc emph
tros ki̮l-em-i̮n val ńi. Urod-ze 
much hear-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 already bad-def.acc 
no, ʒ́eč́-se no e̮ži̮t e̮-z vera-le.
also good-def.acc also little neg.pst-3sg speak-cng.pl
‘I had really heard a lot about army life. Bad things as well as good 
things were told a lot.’ (Ošmes, 19 Feb. 2015)

(40) Мон ваньзэ сое ас вылам шӧдэмын (вал).
Mon vań-ze so-je as vi̮l-am
I all-def.acc that-acc self on-ine.poss.1sg
še̮d-em-i̮n val.
feel-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1
‘I (had) experienced [lit. felt] all of it myself.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 28 March 2008; clause altered by the author)

In (39), a man talks about what he had heard about the army before joining it 
himself. Although there is no explicit object, it is implicit; ki̮li̮ni̮  is a transitive 
verb which requires at least an elliptic object, and the adverb tros (‘much’) 
implies the presence of an implicit object, as well as the accusative-marked 
ʒ́eč́se (‘good’) and urodze (‘bad’) in the following clause. In (40), the speaker 
refers to their experience-based competence as a teacher, saying that they 
learned what they know through doing, using the verb še̮di̮ni̮  (‘feel’), and in 
this context, both the external subject and object-marked internal patient 
are present. Val could be added to the clause if it was part of a past narrative, 
and it would not otherwise affect the interpretation of the clause.

The resultative can be negated in two ways, either by using the negative 
participle -mte (41) or an analytic construction where the copula is negat-
ed (42) (see Section 2.2). The analytic construction, which has the North-
ern Udmurt negation pattern, is more common in the data, although the 
synthetic form (Southern type) is presented as primary in grammars. The 
negative participle suffix -mte in the Southern type is a special element 
preserved mainly as the negative counterpart for the past participle, and 
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the negation is understood to act on the level of the whole clause, including 
the predicate, not only on the level of the NP.12

(41) Судьялэн юрттӥсьёсыз но, администраторъёсыз но соку чак-
ламтэ вал.
Sud́ ja-len jurttiś-jos-i̮z no, administrator-jos-i̮z
court-gen assistant-pl-poss.3pl and administrator-pl-poss.3pl
no soku č́akla-mte val.
and then appoint-ptcp.neg be.pst1
‘Court assistants and administrators had not yet been appointed.’ 
(Udmurt duńńe, 22 Aug. 2011)

(42) Бюджетын талы коньдон чакламын ӧй вал.
Bjudžet-i̮n ta-li̮  końdon č́akla-m-i̮n
budget-ine that-dat money allocate-ptcp.pst-ine
e̮-j val.
neg.pst1-1sg be.pst1
‘No money was allocated for it in the budget.’  
(Udmurt duńńe, 23 Aug. 2013)

The resultative construction may also combine with vi̮lem and thereby 
have an evidential meaning, although in the corpus, occurrences with 
vi̮lem are remarkably rarer than with val: whereas with val, a search of the 
2013 Udmurt duńńe subcorpus yields almost 568 results, ptcp.pst-ine + 
vi̮lem occurs only 36 times. Vi̮lem may mark the construction as hearsay 
(43), but it may also have a mirative meaning (44). Thus, the construction 
also functions as a past mirative strategy.

(43) 22-тӥ июне Кам шурын Сарапул палан 19 аресъем егит пи 
быриз, со кудӟемын вылэм но ярдурын эшъёсыныз шутэтскем.
22-ti ijuń-e Kam šur-i̮n Sarapul pal-an 19 ares-jem
22-ord June-ill Kama river-ine Sarapul side-ine 19 age-der
jegit pi bi̮r-i-z, so kudʒ́-em-i̮n
young boy die-pst1-3sg he intoxicate-ptcp.pst-ine
vi̮lem no jardur-i̮n eš-jos-i̮ni̮-z šutetsk-em.
be.pst2 and shore-ine friend-pl-ins-poss.3sg repose-pst2.3sg
‘On July 22, along the Kama River in the Sarapul area, a 19-year-old 
young man died, he was [reportedly] intoxicated and unwinding 
with his friends at the riverside.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 24 June 2013)

12. As pointed out by the reviewers, a question may arise whether the -mte par-
ticiple here should be interpreted as a caritive adjective, corresponding to the 
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(44) Пиез вордӥськиз. Но Алёшалы шудтэм адӟон гожтэмын вылэм.
Pi-jez vordiśk-i-z. No Aĺoša-li̮
son-poss.3sg be.born-pst1-3sg but Alëša-dat
šud-tem adʒ́on gožt-em-i̮n vi̮lem.
happiness-car fate write-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst2
‘His son was born. But [it turned out that] an unhappy fate was 
predestined [lit. written] for Alëša.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 9 Aug. 2013)

In (43), vi̮lem clearly marks hearsay in the construction: it is first stated as an 
evidentially neutral fact that the young man died, while the alleged circum-
stances, his intoxication (kudʒ́emi̮n vi̮lem ‘he had been drunk’) and having 
spent time in his friends’ company (šutetskem ‘relax, repose, unwind’) are 
reported information. In (44), the story of the misfortunate life of a rich 
man’s son is told: while the family was wealthy and well-established in their 
village, their son was, unexpectedly, born disabled and faced many other 
difficulties later in his life. Hearsay is not the motivation for vi̮lem in this 
context, as the rest of the story is told in the first past. In this case, as con-
firmed by the informants, vi̮lem marks the information as counterexpec-
tational relative to the preceding course of events, which is semantically 
connected to mirativity (see Aikhenvald 2012; Saraheimo & Kubitsch 2023).

In a past resultative construction, vi̮lem can inflect for person, although 
there were only a few occurrences to be found in the materials. In all the 
occurrences, vi̮lem inflects in the third person plural form vi̮liĺ ĺam, as 
in (45) (cf. example 43).

(45) Кылем арын Городлэн нуналаз 36 йыртэмась кырмемын вал. 
Та пӧлысь 27-ез кудӟемын вылӥллям.
Ki̮ĺem ari̮n Gorod-len nunal-az 36
last year-ine city-gen day-ill.poss.3sg 36
ji̮rtemaś ki̮rm-em-i̮n val. Ta pe̮l-i̮ś
criminal catch-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst1 that among-ela
27-jez kudʒ́-emi̮n vi̮liĺ ĺam.
27-def intoxicate-ptcp.pst-ine be.pst2.3pl
‘Last year during the city-day celebrations 36 lawbreakers were 
detained. Of them, 27 were intoxicated.’ (Udmurt duńńe, 10 June 2016)

type “prepared” vs. “unprepared”. As pointed out in Section 2.2, negation 
through non-finite elements is not uncommon in Uralic languages, and the 
negative participle suffix -mte in Udmurt is only encountered in connection 
with the past participle and the negative conjugation of the finite second past.
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The past resultative is by far the only remote past construction where vi̮lem 
may inflect for person. The observation is in line with the construction 
favoring the negation to happen analytically through the copula instead 
of using the negative participle suffix. In the finite constructions, it is the 
main verb that inflects for person, and therefore marking person on the 
copula is redundant. Person marking on the copula also speaks in favor of 
describing the construction as an analytic predicate.

As the construction is remarkably rare with vi̮lem, and in some of 
the occurrences vi̮lem acts as a mirative strategy rather than evidential, a 
question arises whether the resultative construction itself has an evidential 
value. The vast majority of the past resultative occurrences do represent 
non-witnessed information, e.g. accounts of political decision-making, 
which could be considered factual and thus common knowledge, but also 
stories from the lives of third parties, which were supposedly not witnessed 
firsthand by the speaker and not considered common knowledge. As men-
tioned in Section 2, pluperfects tend to develop referative, inferential, and 
evidential functions, and this could also be the case for the past resultative.

Conclusively, the analysis shows that the past resultative construction 
may acquire different meanings depending on the semantics of the verb. 
Some of these cannot be described as resultative, as they carry notions of 
continuative action, although the connection of resultatives and imperfec-
tivity is known in typological studies (see Section 2.1). Temporally, the past 
resultative is most often used in a way corresponding to a simple preterite, 
and thus does not act typically like a pluperfect. It may, however, depend-
ing on the semantics of the verb, acquire also a past perfect meaning. With 
transitives and unaccusatives, the construction typically acquires a resul-
tative reading, while with unergatives, the construction tends to acquire a 
past continuative reading. While the possible grammaticalization to a per-
fect should be studied more carefully, paying attention primarily to the use 
of the present resultative, the analysis shows evidence of the construction 
going through the said process. Of especial interest are the cases where a 
resultative construction is formed with a transitive verb in the presence of 
an external subject, as this kind of development is usually associated with 
later stages of perfect development. The use of the construction seems to 
also overlap with the experiential and may thus be acquiring experiential 
meaning.
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5. Conclusions

The analysis above shows that the non-finite-based remote past construc-
tions partially fulfill functions typical and expected of past perfects, and 
thus possess features typical of pluperfects. Temporally, the description 
of the ptcp.pst + val and the past experiential constructions matches one 
of a typical pluperfect: they are most typically used to describe actions or 
events that have taken place and were completed before the reference time, 
which is also located in the past. The constructions may also be used to 
express counterfactuality, and they can be used, and are sometimes even 
favored instead of other forms, in connection with time adverbs – as op-
posed to typical SAE pluperfects, in Udmurt, a delimiting temporal adver-
bial may trigger the copula to switch from present to past.

The past experiential is restricted to express past experientiality and as-
sertivity, while the past resultative may also express experiential meanings. 
Taking into consideration the frequent use of the past resultative, as well as 
other factors mentioned in Sections 2 and 4.3, it should be noted that the 
resultative construction seems to be grammaticalizing into a perfect and 
the past resultative may therefore overlap with other forms with functions 
typical of perfects. The ptcp.pst + val construction should be considered 
as either a witnessed remote past, or as an evidentially neutral remote past 
functionally corresponding to the first remote past (pst1 + val), albeit being 
more rarely used and mostly encountered in prose or poetry. All the con-
structions may combine with both the evidentially neutral or witnessed val 
and the evidential vi̮lem, although concerning ptcp.pst + val, the negative 
occurrences found in the data are identical in form to the second finite re-
mote past. With the past resultative, vi̮lem may also inflect for person, which 
supports analyzing the construction as an analytic verbal form instead of a 
complex predicate. Occurrences with vi̮lem are rare, though, and raise the 
question of whether the resultative itself has reportative or evidential func-
tions – it is known that past perfect constructions tend to have referative 
functions. In connection with the past experiential, the construction may be 
used in questions for pragmatic reasons, as to attenuate the question, and the 
past resultative construction with vi̮lem has a mirative extension. As the con-
structions in question share similarities with SAE pluperfects, but also differ 
from them, the study offers future insights into what should be taken into 
account when studying corresponding categories in other Uralic languages, 
such as Mari, or the Turkic languages of the Volga–Kama Sprachbund.
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Abbreviations

1 first person
2 second person
3 third person
abl ablative
acc accusative
adv adverbial case
attr attributive
car caritive
cng connegative
com comitative
comp complementizer
cvb converb
dat dative
def definitive article
dem demonstrative pronoun
der derivative
egr egressive
ela elative
emph emphatic particle
ex existential
f feminine
gen genitive
genacc genitive-accusative
ill illative
imp imperative

ine inessive
inf infinitive
inj interjection
m masculine
mod modal
nec necessive
neg negative
nmlz nominalizer
ord ordinal number
pl plural
poss possessive
prog progressive
prs present tense
pst1 first past
pst2 second past
ptcl particle
ptcp participle
q question marker
qtv quotative
refl reflexive
sg singular
sup superlative
term terminative
v verb

Primary data sources

Udmurt corpora: Main corpus of literary Udmurt. 
https://udmurt.web-corpora.net/udmurt_corpus/search
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