
Bakró-Nagy, Marianne & Laak-
so, Johanna  & Skribnik, Ele-
na (eds․). 2022. The Oxford Guide 
to the Uralic Languages. Oxford 
University Press. LV + 1115 pp.

The book under consideration is 
so vast that it would be impossible 
to write an expert review on every 
chapter in it. Therefore, the choice 
of chapters to review was based on 
the expertise and current research 
interests of this reviewer, and it ul-
timately comprises Chapters 3–6 
from Part I pertaining to sociolin-
guistics and related issues, Chap-
ters 7–13 (on Saami), 23 (on Mord-
vin), 24 (on Mari), and 25–27 (on 
Permic) from Part II, and Chap-
ters 44 and 50 considering adverbi-
al marking, 48 on non-finites, and 
51–52 on atypical predication.

I have decided to focus on 
things that I find problematic, or 
what is more often the case, things 
that are interesting and would ben-
efit from more extensive discus-
sion. This approach makes the re-
view seem at times rather negative, 
but I would like to assure the read-
er that anything I do not mention 
in the text is on point and does not 
require any comment. In the end, 
this comprises the majority of the 
reviewed chapters.

1.	 Sociolinguistics and 
language policy

The handbook’s one aim is to pay 
attention to issues pertaining to 
language endangerment, lan-
guage policy, and sociolinguistics 
that have been ignored in previ-
ous handbooks of Uralic languag-
es (p.  lv). This is achieved mostly 
in the chapters on individual lan-
guages in Part II of the handbook, 
where the sociolinguistic situation 
of each language is outlined in its 
respective chapter. In addition to 
these outlines the handbook in-
cludes four chapters that cover is-
sues related to language endanger-
ment, language policy, and socio-
linguistic questions. These chapters 
deal with important issues, as most 
of the Uralic languages are spoken 
in contexts where bilingualism, op-
pressive language policies, etc. af-
fect their use on a daily basis.

1.1. The making of the Uralic 
nation-state languages

Chapter 3 by Johanna Laakso is a 
concise overview of the history of 
the nation-state languages Finn-
ish, Estonian, and Hungarian. The 
chapter introduces the histori-
cal and political forces that have 
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affected the development of the na-
tion-state languages. Their history 
is traced from the oldest writings 
in these languages right up to the 
modern era, the emphasis being on 
more modern times. The delimi-
tation is justified, as the history of 
the languages prior to their writ-
ten traditions is discussed in Chap-
ters 1 and 2. Furthermore, a chapter 
on the development of Finnish, Es-
tonian, and Hungarian should be 
of interest to linguists who are not 
experts on Uralic languages (and 
maybe even to ones who are), as 
the histories of the respective writ-
ten standards help to explain some 
properties of these languages that 
are not easily explained by pure-
ly historical, typological, or cogni-
tive factors. This kind of historical 
overview is especially important 
for the nation-state languages for 
two reasons. Firstly, these languag-
es are used most often as examples 
by linguists who do not specialize 
in Uralistics and thus do not nec-
essarily know about how language 
planning has interfered in the lan-
guages themselves. Secondly, these 
languages themselves have been 
shaped by language planning the 
most among the Uralic languages.

The chapter starts from the 
emergence of the first texts. One 
important remark made about 
the oldest Uralic texts is that 
the Novgorod birch-bark letter, 

sometimes referred to as the oldest 
Finnish text, is not in fact Finnish, 
and thus does not belong to the his-
tory of written Finnish (cf. Laakso 
1999). On the other hand, the lack of 
texts in Finnish or Estonian in the 
fifteenth century is not explained. 
Even though the explanation is as 
simple as that the languages were 
not written back then (cf. e.g. Häk-
kinen 1994: 37–43 for Finnish), this 
could have at least been mentioned. 
What caused the written standards 
to form could also have been elab-
orated on more (cf. e.g. Ising 1970: 
126–215; Linn 2013 for general Eu-
ropean trends).

Next, Laakso considers the de-
velopments in the seventeenth cen-
tury. This period marks the begin-
ning of the written use of Finnish 
and Estonian in addition to Hun-
garian. The developments are in-
troduced well, but the small corpus 
of texts that were written in Finn-
ish before Mikael Agricola could 
have been explicitly mentioned, in 
order to show that a Finnish lit-
erary standard did not suddenly 
spring into existence (cf. Häkkinen 
1994: 79–80).

For the development of Finn-
ish and Estonian nation-state lan-
guages this period includes two 
important phenomena which are 
mentioned by Laakso but merit-
ed being underlined more. This is 
namely the fact that the standards, 
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especially old written Finnish, had 
their basis in one dialect, and that 
most of the oldest texts were trans-
lations which were related to the 
doctrines of the Church and there-
fore were translated very faithfully 
(cf. e.g. Häkkinen 1994: 79–90). In 
addition, as mentioned in the chap-
ter, the first Estonian writers were 
mostly German-speaking clergy-
men that had no (good) command 
of Estonian and could not write the 
language in concise way (p. 60). It 
is important to acknowledge that in 
the beginning, the written stand-
ards of Finnish and Estonian were 
not standards for the whole lan-
guage but rather for some (artifi-
cial) part of it. This is to some ex-
tent reflected in the modern writ-
ten standards as well.1

Following the chronology, the 
chapter discusses the nation-state 
languages in the nineteenth cen-
tury. Laakso discusses all the main 
developments regarding institu-
tional possibilities, e.g. the status 
of the language at the time and the 
possibilities to change it, the or-
thographical developments at the 
time, vocabulary planning, as well 
as the codification of the languages. 

1.	 This is of course not a unique de-
velopment for Finnish and Estoni-
an (cf. e.g. Linn 2013), but one that 
seems to be forgotten from time to 
time.

The differences between the situa-
tions of the nation-state languages 
are shown in the chapter well, but 
the similarities are left undisclosed, 
even though it is a reasonable as-
sumption that they also affect-
ed the development of the written 
standards. The final section of the 
chapter discusses the modern-day 
nation-state languages. This sec-
tion, the longest of the chapter, cov-
ers all the important aspects of the 
twentieth- and twenty-first-cen-
tury developments. Undoubtedly 
there would have been more to say 
about the matters, but for a hand-
book-sized chapter there is enough 
information.

All in all, Chapter 3 is a good 
overview of the development of the 
Uralic nation-state languages and 
the forces that have affected them 
in the past. One could have hoped 
for an even more thorough account 
of the pre-twentieth-century de-
velopments, as these affected the 
structures of the written standards, 
which are today mostly the object 
of study of linguists working with 
Hungarian, Finnish, or Estonian. 
Understanding the history of the 
written standards could shed light 
on problems with seemingly no an-
swer. Also, some kind of timeline 
could have made it easier to under-
stand the sequence of the events ex-
amined in the chapter.
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1.2. The Uralic minorities

The theme of Chapter 4, written by 
Annika Pasanen, Johanna Laak-
so, and Anneli Sarhimaa, consid-
ers endangerment and revitaliza-
tion of Uralic minority languag-
es. The chapter functions as a nice 
crash course (or repetition) of the 
main issues of the Uralic minori-
ty languages. The chapter is based 
on a previous paper by one of the 
authors (Pasanen 2008) which has 
been translated and updated (p. 78). 
It is evident that the chapter is not 
a mere translation but actually in-
corporates research done after the 
publication of the first version, as 
the chapter refers to research pub-
lished in the years since (e.g. Laak-
so et al. 2016; Sarhimaa 2017), and 
it makes use of what was then the 
latest Russian census data of 2010. 
The similarities between Pasanen 
(2008) and the chapter under re-
view serve as a grim reminder of 
the fact that the intervening ten 
years had not seen any drastic im-
provement in the situation of most 
Uralic minority languages.

The chapter begins with a sec-
tion on the problem of demar-
cating minority languages. It de-
fines two problems of demarcation, 
namely the problem of endanger-
ment in different areas, domains 
of use, etc., and the differentiation 
between a language and dialect or 

variety. Even though both issues 
affect also Uralic languages, and 
the language-or-dialect-problem 
is elucidated by the situation of a 
number of Uralic varieties (p.  68), 
the demarcation problem should 
be basic knowledge for any socio-
linguist and thus should not need 
the amount of discussion dedi-
cated to it in a handbook of a sin-
gle language family. The next sec-
tion deals with more theoretical is-
sues of endangerment and revital-
ization. This section is less tight-
ly tied to Uralic minority languag-
es per se. Here Pasanen et al. intro-
duce the theoretical notions of lan-
guage shift and reverse language 
shift (e.g. Fishman 2013). This sec-
tion, like the previous one, seems 
a bit unnecessary, as any sociolin-
guist should be familiar with lan-
guage-shift theory. The theory is, 
however, linked somewhat to the 
reality of Uralic languages by dis-
cussing the situations of Aanaar 
and Kildin Saami, and with a nod 
to the reality of many Uralic mi-
norities in Russia (p. 69). Maybe the 
first two sections could have been 
merged into one, and the theoret-
ical content explained more con-
cisely via the Uralic examples.

The following section also 
has a somewhat theoretical back-
ground. Here Pasanen et al. discuss 
the most common ways of assess-
ing endangerment, i.e. the different 
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scales of endangerment that have 
been put forward in the literature. 
These include GIDS (e.g. Fish-
man 2013: 484–489), EGIDS (Lew-
is  & Simons 2010), the UNESCO 
framework (UNESCO 2003), and 
EuLaViBar (e.g. Laakso et al. 2016: 
33–48), among others. Like with the 
previous section, the discussion of 
the assessment tools seems a bit un-
necessary, as they should be com-
mon knowledge for those interest-
ed. However, after explaining the 
general mechanism of the assess-
ment tools, Pasanen et al. give ex-
amples of seven common criteria 
with Uralic minorities, which ties 
the general discussion to the sub-
ject matter of the book.

Following the general overview 
of typical criteria for assessing en-
dangerment, Pasanen et al. take 
a more thorough look at two cen-
tral phenomena. Firstly, Pasanen et 
al. discuss intergenerational trans-
mission of different Uralic minori-
ty languages. Especially interesting 
is seeing a figure on how intergen-
erational transmission is present 
in different Uralic minority lan-
guages (p. 73) and comparing it to 
a similar one in in Pasanen (2008: 
61). For example, it seems that Lule 
Saami is slowly starting to regain 
the intergenerational transmis-
sion it had once lost, whereas Kare-
lian has lost such intergeneration-
al transmission between the two 

publications. Secondly, Pasanen et 
al. review the role of the education-
al system in assimilation or revital-
ization of minority languages with 
regard to different Uralic languag-
es. These tie the Uralic reality nice-
ly to the general research tradition 
of language endangerment. The ex-
amples Pasanen et al. have chosen, 
show that there are similar forc-
es affecting the minority languag-
es that have been shown to be pres-
ent also in non-Uralic contexts, but 
also that one cannot blindly apply 
the results of other research to the 
Uralic minority languages.

The chapter ends with a sec-
tion on how language assimila-
tion and revitalization are con-
stantly in competition. This takes 
the form of four theses which can 
be read as guidelines for those who 
are involved in preservation and 
revitalization of minority languag-
es, including professionals and lay
people alike. The theses describe 
the different steps that are vital to 
revitalization, but also underline 
the responsibilities different parties 
must take. The theses discuss very 
important matters, but I still won-
der whether the handbook under 
review is the best place for such a 
call to action. The section does not 
discuss mostly Uralic languages 
but rather a general situation, and 
it does not describe a phenomenon 
but rather actions that ought to be 
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taken. Nonetheless, the matter re-
ally is important, and hopefully it 
will find the right audience from 
the pages of this handbook.

1.3. Language policy in Russia

The subject of Chapter 5 by Kon-
stantin Zamyatin is the language 
policy in Russia. This is a justified 
choice, as most of the Uralic lan-
guages are spoken in Russia. Fur-
thermore, the Uralic languages in 
Russia are more or less endangered 
minority languages there, and as 
such are strongly affected by what-
ever language policies are imple-
mented in Russia. However, a men-
tion of a source on the language 
policies affecting Uralic minorities 
in Western Europe, e.g. Laakso et 
al. (2016), could have been provid-
ed for those who are interested in 
the status of Uralic minorities else-
where. The chapter represents a 
synthesis of almost a decade of the 
author’s research on language pol-
icy in Russia (e.g. Zamyatin 2012; 
2020), and thus is a reliable over-
view of the phenomenon.

The chapter begins with a rath-
er brief portrayal of Russian lan-
guage policies from the tsarist era 
through the Soviet regime until the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union. 
In principle, there were no clear 
language policies in place for most 
of this time, and of course there is 

no sound documentation of their 
effect even when some policies were 
implemented, but there were some 
periods, most notably the 1920s and 
the first half of the 1930s, when the 
policies enabled the development of 
minority languages. These periods 
are mentioned (p. 79), but a some-
what wider discussion would have 
been interesting. For example, the 
discussion of the language policy of 
the 1920s and 1930s with regard to 
individual Uralic languages that is 
presently scattered across different 
publications (e.g. Ivanov & Moisio 
1998: 18–112 on Mari) could have 
been summarized here. Otherwise, 
the choice of focusing on the pres-
ent is well founded.

Zamyatin has divided the main 
discussion into four parts. First, the 
language policies of Russia in the 
1990s are discussed at length. The 
language policies of the 1990s serve 
as a good starting point for survey-
ing the present-day language poli-
cies and the changes in the status of 
minority languages in Russia. Next, 
Zamyatin discusses the language 
policies in the 2000s. This era has 
overall been a dark time for all mi-
nority languages of the Russian Fed-
eration, and Zamyatin manages to 
highlight the key points of the fresh 
decline in minority-language rights 
that occurred and is still occurring. 
This section is divided into two sub-
sections, the first of which discuss 
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the changes of the early 2000s, and 
the second focuses on the period 
from 2014 to the present. The gen-
eral part is comprehensive, but sim-
ilarly to Chapter 4 (see above), the 
focus is on rather general phenome-
na. Even though the average poten-
tial reader probably does not know 
a lot about the language-political 
situation in Russia, in a handbook 
about Uralic languages the general 
part seems a bit too long.

After the chronological review 
Zamyatin turns to the general ten-
dencies of regional language poli-
cies in Russia. He shows that previ-
ous language-revival attempts have 
not been successful, and the attitude 
of minority-language speakers in 
Russia seems to be that the govern-
ment should take care of language 
transmission. Finally, Zamyatin 
gives an overview of the situation 
of the Uralic minority languages in 
their titular areas (republics or au-
tonomous districts). This part goes 
through the problems of language 
policy with regard to the Uralic 
languages well, but it could have 
been even more thorough at the ex-
pense of the general overview. All 
in all, Zamyatin manages to show 
the problematic reality of policies 
and the status of minority languag-
es rather well, pointing out the gap 
between the official (theoretical) 
status of the languages and the ac-
tual reality.

1.4. The orthographies of 
Uralic minority languages

The subject of Chapter 6 by Johanna 
Laakso is the graphization and or-
thographies of Uralic minority lan-
guages. The chapter complements 
Chapter 3 in those parts where the 
development of the written stand-
ards of the Uralic nation-state lan-
guages is discussed. The end of the 
chapter discusses briefly the scien-
tific transcriptions used with Uralic 
languages. Chapter 6 is a concise but 
welcome overview of the develop-
ment of written standards for Ural-
ic minority languages. The chapter 
nicely rounds off the section on so-
ciolinguistic and language-political 
issues. It also summarizes well the 
history of the written standards of 
Uralic minority languages, as this 
is scattered across publications that 
might not be easily accessible to an 
international audience (e.g. Korho-
nen 1981: 53–65 for the Saami Lan-
guages; Bartens 1999: 22 for Erzya; 
Bartens 2000: 24–25, 27–28, 30–31 
for the Permic languages; Moisio et 
al. 2020: 24–31 for Mari; all in Finn-
ish). In addition, the information 
given in the prior literature is typi-
cally rather scanty.

First, Laakso goes over the Saa-
mi and Finnic orthographies. The 
development of the different Saa-
mi orthographies differs greatly, 
as the languages are spoken in four 
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different countries. Thus, the discus-
sion raises the question of whether 
the complexity of the orthography 
poses problems for e.g. language 
teaching. Even if this is not the main 
topic of the chapter, a brief commen-
tary or maybe some relevant refer-
ences could have been given (here 
and in other places in the chapter). 
The Cyrillic alphabets of the Uralic 
minorities are discussed more thor-
oughly, which is a good choice, be-
cause the Cyrillic alphabet and espe-
cially the Russian spelling rules tend 
to yield rather complex phoneme–
grapheme correspondences. This 
discussion also raises an important 
point for the student of Uralic lan-
guages not familiar with the history 
of these languages’ standardization. 
One should always first familiarize 
oneself with the writing system and 
its phoneme correspondences.

The final section of the chapter 
introduces the scientific transcrip-
tions for the Uralic languages. The 
focus is on the Finno-Ugric Tran-
scription (FUT), but some others 
are also mentioned. In my opinion, 
FUT is so important to any scholars 
wanting to familiarize themselves 
with the Uralic languages that the 
explanation of the system should 
not have been buried in a chapter 
on orthographies in general. The 
ASCII-based system developed 
by Tapani Salminen for (Tundra) 
Nenets is mentioned (p. 99), but it 

merited a little more discussion, as 
some central works in Nenets stud-
ies (e.g. Salminen 1997) use this sys-
tem. In addition, Salminen’s sys-
tem seems to cause confusion even 
within the Samoyedist communi-
ty (Siegl 2013: 33, fn. 7). The chapter 
ends with a brief discussion of the 
effects of digitalization on the Ural-
ic minority orthographies. This 
discussion could have been even 
longer, as the difficulties in using 
orthographies with special charac-
ters and diacritics pose a real prob-
lem in the digital world.

2.	 Some language groups

2.1. Saami languages

The handbook contains six chap-
ters on individual Saami languag-
es, namely South, Lule, North, Aa-
naar, Skolt, and Kildin, as well as a 
general introduction to the history 
of different aspects of Proto-Saami. 
The languages have been chosen 
from different parts of the Saami 
continuum and represent the dif-
ferent types of Saami languages 
rather well. The only slight short-
coming is that the easternmost 
Saami language, namely Ter Saa-
mi, lacks a description. This is of 
course understandable, as the lan-
guage is scarcely described, rath-
er remote, and lacks large amounts 
of data necessary for description. 
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However, it would have been in-
teresting to have both ends of the 
Saami continuum described in the 
handbook.

2.1.1. The history of the 
Saami languages

Chapter 7, written by Eino Kopo-
nen, is a general introduction to 
Saami languages. Such a chapter is 
much needed, as the standard in-
troductions to Saami languages 
and linguistics (e.g. Korhonen 1981; 
Sammallahti 1998) are somewhat 
outdated. Koponen seems to be of 
the opinion that all the Saami va-
rieties, i.e. South, Pite, Ume, Lule, 
North, Aanaar, Skolt, Kildin, Akka-
la, and Ter Saami, are languages in 
their own regard, even though some 
of them, e.g. South and Ume Saami, 
are sometimes conflated (p.  103). 
Considering all Saami varieties to 
be languages seems a good approach 
for the classification of the varieties, 
as it gives each variety a certain sta-
tus. The discussion also highlights 
the important point that the Saami 
languages represent a continuum.

The same section also moti-
vates the choice of the languages 
described in the following chap-
ters of the handbook. The chosen 
languages seem to be represent-
ative examples of the continuum 
and, as an additional feature, they 
have codified written standards. 

Opinions can differ on this matter, 
for after all also Pite and Ume Saa-
mi have a written standard, and Ter 
Saami would probably also be rep-
resentative of one end of the con-
tinuum. Due to the constraints of 
space, and possibly because of the 
lack of competent researchers in 
one or the other language, the se-
lection still seems adequate.

The descent of the Saamic group 
is also touched upon briefly, as is the 
internal division of the languages. 
The former is discussed more thor-
oughly elsewhere in the handbook, 
and therefore it does not necessitate 
a longer consideration, but the lat-
ter issue is interesting, and, in my 
opinion, Koponen could have ex-
amined it a little further. This issue 
pertains to the fact that the Saami 
languages can be divided into two 
groups, a western one compris-
ing North Saami and the languag-
es west of it, and an eastern group 
comprising the languages spoken 
east of North Saami. North Saami, 
however, shows both western and 
eastern traits in various areas of 
its language structure. The reason 
for this and the classification itself 
merited more consideration.

The first part of the actual his-
torical description concerns pho-
nology. The Saami languages exhib-
it diverse and sometimes extremely 
complex patterns of morphopho-
nological alternation, and therefore 
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this section is of utmost impor-
tance for anyone interested in the 
Saami languages. The word struc-
ture of Proto-Saami is discussed 
in its own section, which is a good 
choice as the system is somewhat 
complicated, and many of the pres-
ent-day languages show similari-
ties to it. Koponen also introduces 
the traditional terminology of the 
parts of a foot in the text (p. 106; cf. 
Sammallahti 1998: 39). The use of 
discipline-internal terminology in 
a handbook could be criticized in 
itself, but in this case a bigger prob-
lem is that the discussion is unnec-
essary as the terminology is not re-
ally used in the handbook. A typ-
ical feature for most Saami lan-
guages, namely consonant grada-
tion, is briefly summarized. Kopo-
nen mentions that the background 
of the phenomenon is still unclear 
(for a previous explanation, cf. Kor-
honen 1996 [1969]), but as the phe-
nomenon is one of the most preva-
lent features across the Saami lan-
guages, a more thorough discus-
sion would have been in order.

Koponen also discusses the 
morphology and syntax of Proto-
Saami. Both sections are rath-
er concise overviews. However, as 
most of the chapters on individ-
ual Saami languages exhibit the 
same structure as the introducto-
ry chapter, it is possible to compare 
the reflexes of the Proto-Saami 

structures in the modern-day lan-
guages. Therefore, it is good that 
even a small amount of informa-
tion has been offered here.

2.1.2. South and Lule Saami

Chapters 8 and 9 by Jussi Ylikoski 
concentrate on two of the less-spo-
ken Western Saami languages, 
South and Lule Saami, respective-
ly. These languages are part of the 
western arm of the Saami contin-
uum, specifically the westernmost 
Saami language (South Saami) 
and the easternmost Saami lan-
guage before North Saami (Lule 
Saami). Therefore, these languages 
serve as representative examples of 
the Western Saami languages. The 
languages are really similar, how-
ever, so maybe one chapter cover-
ing both would have been enough. 
Such a choice has been made with 
regard to the Mordvin languages 
(Chapter 23) in the handbook.

Both chapters begin with an 
overview of the sociolinguistic sit-
uation and the dialectal division 
of the languages. The most impor-
tant feature in this field is the prob-
lem of delimiting one language 
against the neighboring Saami lan-
guages. The discussion makes it 
clear why the different Saami va-
rieties have been regarded as dia-
lects rather than languages. Ylikos-
ki demonstrates that the languages 
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have a linguistically distinct core, 
and based on this core the languag-
es can be defined (cf. also Salminen 
2007: 212), and he discusses which 
varieties of each language are easy 
to classify, and which are not. These 
overviews will most likely be useful 
for students of the Saami branch in 
the future.

The next section of both chap-
ters describes the phonology. The 
sound system of Lule Saami is com-
pared to North Saami, which is 
closest to it (p.  132). This solution 
partly works: on the one hand, the 
comparison to a comparably more 
well-known language helps to see 
the similarities and peculiarities 
of the system. On the other hand, 
the reader must have some kind of 
command of North Saami phonolo-
gy, or resort to looking at the system 
as presented in Chapter 10 of the 
handbook, which can be somewhat 
annoying. Moreover, the phonolog-
ical system of a language should be 
presented independent of any com-
parisons in a handbook chapter.

The next section in both chapters 
is the section on morphology. The 
discussion is structured very simi-
larly in both chapters, and Ylikos-
ki even uses exactly the same text 
in some places of the description 
(cf. e.g. pages 119 and 137). In gen-
eral, the discussion of nominal in-
flection is good, but some things are 
mentioned too briefly, or omitted 

altogether. The same applies to pro-
nouns, of which only personal pro-
nouns are mentioned, as well as 
numerals. Some of the informa-
tion one would expect to find in the 
morphology section, is found un-
der syntax instead, like the discus-
sion on the semantics of cases and 
inflection (pp. 144–145), and of de-
monstratives and numerals (p. 144) 
in Chapter 9. This makes the chap-
ter somewhat difficult to use.

Verb inflection is discussed at 
greater length in both chapters. 
Most interesting is the discussion 
of non-finite verb forms, where 
Ylikoski comments on the al-
leged non-finiteness of some of the 
forms of South Saami (p. 123). Yli-
koski also highlights the symme-
try of the periphrastic aspect forms 
of Lule Saami (p.  141; cf. also Yli-
koski 2016a). The proposal to name 
the South Saami mood previously 
known as the “potential” the “du-
bitative” (p.  124) seems warranted 
and the analysis of the Lule Saami 
potential as a future tense (p. 139) is 
an interesting proposal.

All in all, both chapters are a 
good description of the respective 
languages. Ylikoski focuses on the 
peculiarities of each language, and 
the reader gets a good picture of how 
the Saami languages differ from 
each other. This approach also un-
derlines that each Saami language 
can indeed be regarded as a distinct 
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language. The decision to describe a 
lot of the structure of the respective 
languages by comparing them to 
other Saami languages, on the other 
hand, is a bit questionable. There are 
a lot of commonalities between the 
Saami languages, but if these lan-
guages are viewed as independent 
entities, also their structure should 
be described independently.

2.1.3. North Saami

Chapter 10, by Luobbal Sámmol 
Sámmol Ánte (Ante Aikio) and Jus-
si Ylikoski, focuses on the biggest, 
most researched, and probably in-
ternationally most well-known Saa-
mi language, namely North Saami. 
The chapter is the most comprehen-
sive of all the chapters describing 
the Saami languages, and one of the 
longest chapters in the part of the 
handbook describing the various 
Uralic languages. This is warranted 
only to the extent that North Saa-
mi functions as a kind of default for 
the structure of the Saami languag-
es in the handbook, so that many 
typically pan-Saami phenomena, 
e.g. consonant gradation, are de-
scribed in more detail in this chap-
ter. The handbook could also have 
been structured so that there would 
be no need in other chapters to re-
fer to Chapter 10. In its present form 
the chapter is rather overwhelming 
and taxing to read.

The chapter begins, as is typical 
for the chapters of the handbook, 
with an overview of the sociolin-
guistic situation and dialectal divi-
sion of the language. In Chapter 10 
this section seems to be somewhat 
shorter than in other chapters on 
Saami languages. It is easy to find 
additional information on these 
matters (e.g. Pasanen 2008; Aikio et 
al. 2015), but having all the informa-
tion in one place would be helpful. 
Especially considering the overall 
length of the chapter, the brevity of 
this section is remarkable.

After the introduction, there is a 
section on phonology. This section 
begins with a disclaimer saying 
that the phonology of North Saa-
mi is very hard to describe within a 
grammatical sketch, and that only 
the main features of the phonology 
of the main dialects are discussed 
(p. 148). The section is long, and it 
discusses a wide variety of phono-
logical phenomena in North Saa-
mi. The analysis sometimes even 
goes into unnecessary detail, for 
example when discussing margin-
al phonemes and allegro shorten-
ing of certain word forms. Even the 
discussion of differences in phono-
logical systems between dialects 
can be considered superfluous in-
formation for a handbook chapter.

Next up is the section on mor-
phology. The inflectional categories 
of nominals are discussed in greater 
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depth than in Chapters 8 and 9, and 
for example the functions of the 
cases are explored in detail. A mi-
nor but nonetheless interesting 
comment comes in the discussion 
of the locative case (p.  159). As is 
well known, the North Saami loc-
ative (and its counterparts in more 
eastern Saami languages) exhib-
its a typologically highly uncom-
mon syncretism, namely location–
source syncretism (cf. e.g. Creissels 
2009; Pantcheva 2010). This syncre-
tism can cause problems in com-
prehension in some situations, and 
Aikio and Ylikoski mention that 
the adverb eret ‘away’ is used to dis-
ambiguate source from location. To 
my knowledge this is the only de-
scription of any Saami language 
that has a locative case, where such 
a device is mentioned, and it will 
probably prove very useful for fu-
ture research. At the end of the sec-
tion on nominal inflection there is 
a rather long list of nominal deri-
vational suffixes, which seems un-
necessary, as it only lists deriva-
tional morphemes. After nominal 
inflection, the verbal inflection is 
discussed. In general, the section 
discusses verbal inflection in suffi-
cient detail for a handbook chapter, 
i.e. neither too little nor too much, 
but the discussion of non-finite in-
flection seems disproportionate-
ly large. As there are studies focus-
ing specifically on this matter (e.g. 

Ylikoski 2003), this section could 
have been shorter. The section on 
verb inflection ends with a rath-
er long subsection on verbal deri-
vation that, like its nominal coun-
terpart, seems unnecessary in the 
context of a handbook chapter of 
this magnitude. The final section of 
the chapter covers syntax, includ-
ing word order, phrase and clause 
structure, and clause combining. 
This section is short compared to 
the other sections, which gives an 
unbalanced feel to the chapter.

Chapter 10 describes the struc-
ture of North Saami in detail, so 
that this chapter can be used as a 
reference for the chapters on the 
other Saami languages. The chap-
ter focuses disproportionately on 
phonology, and even though North 
Saami phonology is highly complex 
and needs much explanation, some 
things discussed in the chapter 
seem to be too specific for a hand-
book chapter.

2.1.4. Aanaar, Skolt, and 
Kildin Saami

The last three chapters on Saami lan-
guages describe three Eastern Saa-
mi languages, namely Aanaar Saa-
mi (Chapter 11 by Taarna Valtonen, 
Jussi Ylikoski, and Luobbal Sámmol 
Sámmol Ánte [Ante Aikio]), Skolt 
Saami (Chapter 12 by Eino Kopo-
nen, Matti Miestamo, and Markus 
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Juutinen), and Kildin Saami (Chap-
ter 13 by Michael Rießler). As men-
tioned above, the range of the Saami 
languages discussed in the hand-
book does not reach the eastern-
most end of the branch, i.e. Ter Saa-
mi. The easternmost language de-
scribed is Kildin Saami. Although 
it would have been interesting to 
have in the handbook chapters on 
both the westernmost and eastern-
most Saami languages, the choice is 
justified: there simply were not any 
linguists available who focus on Ter 
Saami. On the other hand, the num-
ber of linguists focusing on Kildin 
Saami is also very small, so it is great 
that even this Saami language is in-
cluded in the handbook. The ob-
vious easy route would have been 
to exclude all the Saami languages 
spoken in Russia. Furthermore, the 
sample of Eastern Saami languages 
include two languages, namely Aa-
naar and Kildin Saami, which lack 
a modern grammatical description. 
Therefore, the selection of Eastern 
Saami languages in the handbook 
should be considered as compre-
hensive as possible.

All the chapters begin with a 
concise overview of the dialec-
tal and sociolinguistic situation 
of the respective languages. Aa-
naar and Skolt Saami are interest-
ing examples from a sociolinguis-
tic perspective, as Aanaar Saami 
almost went extinct but has been 

since revitalized (cf. also Pasa-
nen 2008: 61–63), and Skolt Saami 
speakers suffered from the effects 
of World War II because they were 
forced to leave their original home 
region and resettle in present-day 
Finland. Such events naturally af-
fect the structure of a language, and 
the discussion functions as a useful 
backdrop for the rest of the respec-
tive chapters.

Following the sociolinguistics 
section, every chapter has a section 
on phonology. A typologically inter-
esting phenomenon is the distinc-
tion between palatal and palatalized 
laterals and nasals in Kildin Saami, 
which Rießler describes in detail 
(pp. 221–222). Chapter 12 seems to 
be the only one (except for the in-
troductory Chapter 7) to employ the 
traditional analysis of Saami word 
structure (cf. Sammallahti 1998: 39), 
which underlines the lack of utility 
in discussing it in Chapter 7. A con-
siderable amount of space is given 
to the description of morphopho-
nological alternations, as these are 
so pervasive in these languages. In 
Chapter 13, the discussion is, how-
ever, hidden in the subsection on 
prosody (pp. 223–224). To facilitate 
comparative and typological re-
search, a separate section on mor-
phophonological processes would 
have been a better idea.

Following phonology is a section 
on morphology, which is  divided 
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into nominal and verbal morpholo-
gy. The emphasis in these sec-
tions seems to vary according to 
what is deemed most complicated 
in a certain language. For exam-
ple, in Chapter 11 adjectival inflec-
tion is named one of the most com-
plex areas of Aanaar Saami inflec-
tion (p. 187), which probably moti-
vates the rather lengthy analysis of 
this part of speech. The description 
of morphology is somewhat uneven 
in the chapters. For example, the in-
flection of the copula and negation 
are discussed separately and only in 
the main text in Chapter 12, where-
as in Chapter 11 the inflection is pre-
sented in tabular form, and Chap-
ter 13 has a table of the inflection of 
the copula, but generally a very short 
and rather unclear discussion on ne-
gation (pp. 228–229). Such differenc-
es are of course due to the fact that 
the chapters have different authors, 
but the editors could have main-
tained some kind of coherence with-
in the descriptions of Saami lan-
guages. This applies, naturally, also 
to the chapters discussed above.

After morphology there is a sec-
tion on syntax in every chapter. Ne-
gation in Kildin Saami is treated un-
der syntax (p. 235). This decision is 
somewhat confusing, as all the oth-
er chapters on Saami languages in-
clude the discussion in the section 
on morphology. In all chapters the 
semantics of cases is, somewhat 

unintuitively, discussed in the sub-
section on clause structure. The same 
was not done, for example, with the 
semantics of moods or non-finite 
forms. All the Eastern Saami lan-
guages have the syncretic locative 
case combining the expressions of 
location and source, which is very 
rare in the languages of the world (cf. 
e.g. Creissels 2009; Pantcheva 2010). 
Unfortunately, even though many 
typologically interesting aspects of 
these languages are described in this 
chapter, there is no comment on this 
rare phenomenon.

All the chapters on Eastern Saa-
mi languages are very good, and 
cover all the important aspects of 
the languages, even though their 
emphases differ somewhat. The 
chapters are a bit uneven in the way 
that they discuss the same or sim-
ilar phenomena differently. As the 
Eastern Saami languages do exhib-
it similarities, a bit like the West-
ern Saami languages do, an ap-
proach similar to that employed in 
Chapters 8 and  9, i.e. to compare 
the languages more to each oth-
er, could have yielded more insight 
into the structure of the languag-
es. Occasionally this is done, and 
it is a solution that works. Final-
ly, a minor comment on the gloss-
ing conventions of Chapter 13 is in 
order. The chapter employs glosses 
like “tenn [disc.sg.gen|acc]” and 
“liejb [bread\acc.sg]”. The use of 
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the symbols | and \ is not immedi-
ately clear, especially for someone 
not acquainted with the structure 
of Kildin Saami, and therefore it 
should have been explained.

2.2. Languages of the 
Volga-Kama area

The handbook includes a chapter 
on all Uralic languages spoken in 
the Volga-Kama area, namely Er-
zya and Moksha, Mari, Komi, and 
Udmurt. In addition, there is an in-
troduction to the history of the Per-
mic branch. The division of the lan-
guages into chapters, i.e. that the 
Mordvin languages and Mari va-
rieties get one chapter each where-
as both Permic languages get their 
own chapters, is justified, as the 
Mordvin languages and Mari va-
rieties are more closely related 
among each other than the Per-
mic languages. However, the deci-
sion to not include separate chap-
ters on the history of the Mordvin 
languages and Mari seems not to 
be in line with the general organi-
zation of the volume, as every oth-
er branch has such a chapter. May-
be a combined chapter on the his-
tory of Mordvin and Mari would 
have been in order? Another de-
tail that could have been imple-
mented differently is the chapter 
titles for Mari and Komi. As there 
are two literary standards for Mari 

and Komi, respectively, which do 
exhibit differences (see below), the 
chapters could have been titled 
Mari (Hill and Meadow Mari) and 
Komi (Zyrian and Permyak), as was 
done with the Mordvin languages.

2.2.1. The Mordvin languages

The chapter on the Mordvin lan-
guages by Arja Hamari and Rigina 
Ajanki treats Erzya and Moksha as 
different languages. This has not al-
ways been the case, as the authors of 
the chapter also point out (p. 392). 
The languages are discussed side by 
side, which clearly shows that the 
Mordvin languages should not be 
considered as dialects of one lan-
guage, as has been done in a great 
deal of previous research (e.g. Raun 
1988; Zaicz 1998). Considering that 
other languages that have tradi-
tionally been regarded as dialects 
of one language, e.g. Estonian and 
Võro, the Mansi languages, and 
the Khanty languages, have got-
ten their own chapters in the hand-
book, one could ask whether Erzya 
and Moksha would have also mer-
ited two chapters, and maybe even a 
chapter on Mordvin in general, like 
Chapter 25 on the Permic languag-
es. In my opinion, the decision in 
the handbook is well thought out, 
even though a chapter on Mordvin 
in general could have added some 
historical insight on the evolution 
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of the languages from Proto-Mord-
vin. However, there exist previ-
ous treatments of the history of the 
Mordvin languages that are not 
hard to find, e.g. Zaicz (1998) and 
Bereczki (1988: 316–331; somewhat 
obsolete) in previous handbooks, 
so this is not a big deficiency.

In general, the different aspects 
of grammar are treated well in the 
chapter. However, it could have 
been pointed out more strong-
ly why the voiceless fricatives 
/f ʟ ʟʹ ʀ ʀʹ ᴊ/ in Moksha can be con-
sidered phonemes and not mere al-
lophones. The discussion (p.  395) 
seems to point to the direction that 
at least /f/ is an allomorph of /v/ be-
fore /t/. This otherwise minor thing 
catches the eye, because the pala-
talization opposition in dental-al-
veolars is clearly argued for (p. 394).

The morphology of nouns and 
verbs is discussed at length in the 
chapter, but other word classes, es-
pecially adjectives, numerals, and 
quantifiers do not get much more 
than a mention. Personal pronouns 
are discussed hastily, but other such 
forms like interrogatives, indefi-
nites, or demonstratives are lack-
ing. I  assume that this choice was 
based on length restrictions, but 
Hamari and Ajanki could have at 
least noted that the aforementioned 
word classes mostly behave like 
nouns. Postpositions and relational 
nouns are discussed at slightly more 

length. The series of “locative post-
positions” (p. 407) could have been 
termed inflection, as they parallel 
nominal inflection in spatial cases, 
and the series can be seen as rudi-
mentary inflectional paradigms.

The discussion of the cases of the 
Mordvin languages describes the 
case systems of the languages well 
and uses sufficient tables to illus-
trate the complexities of this mor-
phological category. The discussion 
of the status of certain cases de-
serves special mention. Firstly, the 
explanation that the causative has 
only recently been grammatical-
ized and alternates, to some extent, 
with the original postposition nice-
ly shows that the case system is a dy-
namic entity, and not a static whole 
like it is too often described. Howev-
er, the question of whether the caus-
ative is a case or not could have been 
raised. The causative is semantically 
rather narrow, which is less typical 
for cases (cf. e.g. Malchukov & Nar-
rog 2009: 518), and as mentioned, it 
alternates sometimes with the post-
position. The discussion would have 
benefited from an assessment of the 
productivity of the case in compar-
ison to the postposition. Secondly, 
the status of the comparative and 
the abessive is considered and dif-
ferent views are compared. The el-
ative has a similar double function 
as an adverbial derivational suffix, 
but this is not mentioned until the 
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discussion on derivation, which is 
somewhat strange.

The rest of the discussion of cas-
es is good, but the semantics get too 
little mention. For example, the da-
tive is given six meanings in Bartens 
(1999: 93), but only two are men-
tioned in the chapter here (p. 399). 
The same goes for the spatial cas-
es, e.g. the illative can be shown to 
express up to ten distinct mean-
ings (Erkkilä 2022b), but they are 
not mentioned at all. In the same 
vein, labeling the illative as a goal 
case and the lative as a direction 
case is a big oversimplification of 
the semantic interplay of these cas-
es (cf. Erkkilä 2022a). All in all, the 
discussion seems to rely a little too 
much on the use of terms as mean-
ings and readers’ knowledge of the 
semantics of cases, which can lead 
to different kinds of trouble.

The definite and possessive de-
clension is discussed from the point 
of view of morphology and mor-
phosyntax, but the functions of 
these declensions are not discussed 
at length. The function of the pos-
sessive declension to mark pos-
sessor and possessee is mentioned 
(p.  402), but the functions of the 
definite declension are comment-
ed on only minimally. As definite-
ness covers a large ground of no-
tions tied to the givenness of a ref-
erent in the Mordvin languages 
(cf. Bernhardt 2021: 26–27), a brief 

comment on the matter would have 
been helpful.

Hamari and Ajanki cover the 
verbal inflection of the Mordvin lan-
guages well. The converb in -do (E), 
-da  (M) which is frequently used 
with posture verbs could have been 
discussed further, as expressions of 
location and their variation is a top-
ic of frequent attention in typology 
(cf. e.g. Levinson & Wilkins 2006; 
Vallejos  & Brown 2021). In gener-
al, the section would have benefited 
from an additional historical over-
view which would explain the ori-
gins of different verbal morphemes 
and their development, as the ver-
bal inflection system of the Mord-
vin languages is rather complex.

The section on syntax is the 
shortest, as is often the case in hand-
book chapters. Nevertheless, the au-
thors manage to treat all the most 
important and typologically most 
relevant properties of the Mordvin 
languages. While discussing the ob-
ject marking in Mordvin languages, 
the authors do not take up the re-
cently proposed analysis of the ines-
sive as a marker of antipassive (Koz-
lov 2018: 422–428). The analysis pre-
sented by the authors in the hand-
book and argued for by Bernhardt 
(2020) is, of course, more tradition-
al, but also better argued for than 
the alternative analysis. However, 
the alternative analysis could have 
been mentioned and then dismissed.
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2.2.2. Mari

Chapter 24 by Sirkka Saarinen 
concerns the Mari varieties. Saa-
rinen discerns four dialect groups 
for Mari (p.  432). Later she voices 
the opinion that the two main di-
alects, Hill and Meadow Mari, un-
derlying two literary standards 
are not wholly mutually intelligi-
ble (p. 432). This raises the question 
of whether the “dialects” would be 
better analyzed as separate lan-
guages. However, this decision is 
of minor practical concern in this 
chapter, as the author consistently 
presents both main varieties side by 
side, and comments on their differ-
ences where it is necessary. From a 
sociolinguistic point of view, how-
ever, a more neutral expression like 
“variety” would have been justified 
(I will follow this convention).

Saarinen has decided to take 
a diachronic point of view in ad-
dition to a strictly synchronic de-
scription. This choice is justified, as 
there is no separate chapter on the 
development of the Mari varieties 
(cf. e.g. Chapter 25 on Permic), and 
it gives an interesting insight into 
the matter. However, in some plac-
es Saarinen seems to refer to some-
what outdated views (e.g. Proto-
Finno-Ugric, p. 443).

Following the introduction 
there is a section on phonology that 
covers all important aspects of the 

phonology of Mari varieties. From 
a typological perspective the dif-
ferent types of vowel harmony are 
an interesting phenomenon which 
probably would have merited even 
a longer discussion (cf. Kangas-
maa-Minn 1998: 223–224). Further-
more, Saarinen uses the term schwa 
for the reduced vowels of the Mari 
varieties (pp. 433–434). For Meadow 
Mari this choice works well enough, 
but as Hill Mari has two reduced 
vowels, another term like “reduced 
vowel” could have worked better.

Next up is a section on mor-
phology, which starts with a de-
scription of nominal morphology. 
The discussion of case is good, but 
there are a few things that should 
have been considered more. First-
ly, the inclusion of the modal and 
comitative among the case para-
digms is not unproblematic. Both 
exhibit morphosyntactic behavior 
that is not typical for cases. Second-
ly, the categorization of the lative as 
a spatial case could be disputed; it 
could also be analyzed as a primar-
ily semantic case expressing change 
of state which has secondary spatial 
functions. On the other hand, Saa-
rinen’s choice to discuss the unpro-
ductive spatial cases alongside the 
productive ones is exceptionally 
good, as it illustrates the paradig-
matic nature of the unproductive 
series and makes visible the con-
tinuum nature of productive and 
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unproductive inflection in Uralic 
relational nouns. Thirdly, the au-
thor draws a parallel between the 
Finnic and Permic l-cases and the 
dative of the Mari varieties (p. 437), 
but this was unnecessary as none of 
these have any relationship beyond 
a superficial similarity in the form 
(cf. Ylikoski 2011: 258–261). Other 
minor problems are the imprecise 
terminology used in the descrip-
tion of the non-possessive uses of 
the genitive (pp. 438–439), which 
could be described as well as part–
whole or metonymic relations in-
stead of “more abstract kinds of 
inclusion and affiliation”, and the 
comment that the illative is used 
only spatially (p. 441) when the ex-
amples show that this is clearly not 
the case. However, the author has 
discussed the semantics of the cas-
es exceptionally well, and such a 
presentation would have enhanced 
many of the other chapters on lan-
guages in the handbook.

The section on possessive inflec-
tion covers the morphosyntactic 
phenomena and most of the seman-
tic phenomena well. The only thing 
lacking is a listing of all the types 
of possession that can be expressed 
by possessive suffixes instead of giv-
ing only two examples (p. 443). The 
section on nominal inflection ends 
with a discussion of morpheme or-
der, which is undoubtedly one of 
the typologically most interesting 

phenomenon in the Mari varieties. 
As is well known, morpheme order 
is typically claimed to be rigid (e.g. 
Matthews 1991: 212–213) The author 
presents all the possible variants and 
quickly discusses the parameters af-
fecting them, but a longer discussion 
with examples would also have been 
in order.

The section on verbs discuss-
es all the important phenomena 
in the verbal inflection of Mari. 
The semantic analysis of the tens-
es, especially the compound tens-
es, is very thorough, which has not 
always been the case in treatments 
of Mari (cf. e.g. Kangasmaa-Minn 
1998: 238–239). In the section on 
the non-finite forms, the discus-
sion of the necessitive infinitive is 
especially interesting, as such mod-
al expressions are potentially ty-
pologically interesting (cf. Narrog 
2014). There are a few minor prob-
lems in the section, however. First 
of all, the author says that the or-
igin of the infinitive suffix is in 
the lative *-s (p. 455). This analysis 
seems rather dubious, as the whole 
existence of the *s-lative is ques-
tionable (cf. Ylikoski 2016b).

Clause structure is considered 
at length, but otherwise the section 
on syntax is a bit compact. Howev-
er, this section, and especially the 
part regarding clause combining, is 
thorough and discusses all the im-
portant matters.
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2.2.3. The history of the 
Permic languages

The three chapters discussing the 
Permic languages have a clear divi-
sion of labor: Chapter 25 by Gerson 
Klumpp discusses the history of the 
Permic languages from Proto-Per-
mic to the present-day languages, 
whereas the other two chapters, 26 
and 27, focus on Komi and Udmurt, 
respectively. There is some overlap 
between the chapters, but this is not 
a problem as in this way the read-
er can get all the necessary informa-
tion on one language in one chapter.

Chapter 25 starts with a concise 
review of the language-sociological 
situation of the Permic languages, 
including a section on the histo-
ry of literary languages. The treat-
ment of Old Komi, though brief, 
is interesting, as this language va-
riety is sometimes confused with 
Proto-Permian (which it is not) and 
has one of the oldest Sprachdenk-
mal among the Uralic languages, 
a fact that, for some reason is not 
brought up in the chapter. From a 
language-sociological point of view 
the rather brief mention of mod-
ern Permic varieties used on so-
cial-network sites (p.  474) is inter-
esting, but the matter could have 
been considered more thoroughly.

The discussion of the dialects of 
the Permic languages is comprehen-
sive enough, but the classification of 

Komi varieties is left open. Instead, 
Komi is portrayed as consisting of a 
continuum of dialects (p. 472). This 
raises the question of the status of 
especially Komi Permyak, which is 
mentioned as having its own literary 
standard (p.  471) and comprising 
two dialect groups and three dialect 
areas (pp. 472–473). If Komi (Zyrian) 
and Komi Permyak are dialects of 
the same language, it is a bit strange 
to talk about dialects of dialects. 
Furthermore, the dialect view is the 
dominant view at least in western 
scholarship on the Permic languag-
es (Baker 1985: 50–72; Riese 1998: 
250–251; Bartens 2000: 29–32), and 
it is the stance taken in the chapter 
on Komi in the current handbook. 
Thus, the chapter should have com-
mented on the matter more strong-
ly, or at least referred to the relevant 
section in the chapter on Komi (at 
the end of the chapter, on page 484, 
the author refers to “Komi languag-
es”, which seems to be at odds with 
the initial treatment).

The section on morphology be-
gins with a comment on the mor-
phological structure of Komi and 
Udmurt, i.e. that it is highly agglu-
tinating with only minor stem al-
ternations and a few portmanteau 
morphemes in the possessive de-
clension. The Permic languages 
could have been compared to oth-
er Uralic languages in order to ad-
dress the common misconception of 
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a purely agglutinating structure be-
ing the major Uralic inflection type, 
however. In addition, the history 
of the stem alternation could have 
been considered at greater length.

The section on nominal and pro-
nominal inflection clearly shows 
that the categories of inflection (cas-
es and possession) are semantically 
practically identical but differ for-
mally between the languages. The 
so-called approximative cases of 
Komi are mentioned as being in the 
process of being introduced into the 
literary language (p. 479). Whether 
they can be considered cases at all 
should have been discussed, how-
ever (cf. Baker 1985: 230–231). The 
chapter shows the Komi prolative as 
having two allomorphs (-e̮d and -ti). 
This is incorrect, as these forms are 
not in complementary distribution, 
but rather they have their own se-
mantic and morphosyntactic prop-
erties, as well as different dialectal 
distributions (cf. e.g. Partanen  & 
Erkkilä 2022). Another somewhat 
problematic claim is that the Permic 
elative is implied to have cognates 
in other languages (p. 479). If such a 
view has been presented somewhere, 
it should be referenced. For example, 
Ylikoski (2016), the presently most 
comprehensive treatment of (west-
ern) Uralic spatial cases, does not 
even mention such a possibility.

The possessive cases of Komi 
and Udmurt (genitive, ablative, 

and dative) are historically com-
pared to the similar case series of 
Finnic languages. The comparison 
is old and based on the fact that 
structurally the case series in both 
branches consist of a “coaffix” -l- 
and material reminiscent of spatial 
cases. The explanation that the cas-
es are structurally similar is cor-
rect, but the section seems to sug-
gest that the l-element is cognate 
with the Finnic element (p.  479). 
This is wrong, as already Ylikos-
ki (2011: 258–261) shows that the 
l-element in Permic languages is 
probably a parallel development 
from a different postposition than 
the l-element in Finnic languages. 
In addition to the above-mentioned 
cases, only the history of the accu-
sative is touched upon, even though 
a wider look at the development of 
the Permic cases would have been 
warranted.

Unlike nominal inflection, ver-
bal inflection in Komi and Udmurt 
does differ, which is clearly stated at 
the beginning of the section on ver-
bal inflection (p.  480). One could 
have expected a more thorough re-
view of the historical development 
and comparative differences of the 
verbal inflection in the Permic lan-
guages, especially when both Komi 
and Udmurt have their own chap-
ters in the handbook, for which 
such discussions would function as 
excellent background.
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The section on syntax begins 
with a well-grounded note of cau-
tion about the difficulties of re-
constructing Permic syntax, after 
which a brief discussion of word or-
der follows. The section claims that 
in Udmurt the word order is rigid 
SOV (p. 483), but in the chapter on 
Udmurt the word order is said to 
be on its way to becoming SVO due 
to Russian influence (p.  518). This 
probably does not matter, as appar-
ently both orders are possible, but 
a reference for the claim would not 
have hurt here.

The chapter is a useful addition 
to the handbook. At times, the au-
thor could have been more exact 
in his claims, and especially in the 
discussion of cases somewhat more 
critical. Also, a bit more historical 
treatment on the developments in 
morphology would have been in-
teresting. However, the partly his-
torical and thoroughly compara-
tive approach gives useful back-
ground information on the Permic 
varieties.

2.2.4. Komi

Chapter 26 by Nikolay Kuznetsov 
discusses the Komi language. This 
is a synchronic description, which 
seems to lean a bit towards the tra-
ditional analysis of Komi instead of 
a fully typologically informed de-
scription.

The chapter starts with a short 
sociolinguistic and historical over-
view of Komi. Kuznetsov states 
that Komi has two or three vari-
eties, namely Zyrian (he uses the 
form “Zyryan”), Permyak, and 
Yaz’va, which are dialects of the 
same language. His classification 
is argued for well enough and fol-
lows the western Uralistics tradi-
tion. However, as in Chapter 25, the 
choice brings about a terminologi-
cal problem when Kuznetsov starts 
to speak about dialects of Zyri-
an and Permyak (p. 487): a dialect 
cannot have dialects, and even if 
this might not be the biggest prob-
lem, it is still an inconsistency that 
should have been avoided. Further-
more, the caption of Map 26.1 re-
fers to Zyrian, Permyak, and Yaz’va 
as Komi languages, not dialects. In 
addition, the author states that the 
differences between Komi dialects, 
presumably the lower-level dialects 
of Zyrian and Permyak, are insig-
nificant. The differences might be 
minor (cf. e.g. Baker 1985: 58–71; 
Hausenberg 1998: 306), but proba-
bly not insignificant.

The phonology and phonotac-
tics of Komi are dealt with most-
ly with precision. When discuss-
ing the phoneme inventory, the au-
thor seems to acknowledge that his 
statement about insignificant dif-
ferences between the dialects of 
Komi is too strong, as he notes that 
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the phoneme inventories can vary 
across the dialects (p.  487). Here, 
a treatment akin to Hausenberg 
(1998: 308–310) would have been a 
good addition. A similar comment 
is made when discussing the differ-
ences in the stress patterns of the 
main varieties (p. 490).

The treatment of nominal in-
flection is riddled with problems 
and inaccuracies. Number is dis-
cussed properly, but case inflection 
and, to a smaller extent, possession 
are not. First of all, the case para-
digm given (p. 491) is inconsistent. 
The cases consisting of the approx-
imative suffix, and another spatial 
case suffix are considered as a part 
of the case system without any res-
ervations, even though this cannot 
be considered an established view. 
Only a few students of Komi, in-
cluding the author himself (Kuzne-
cov 2012: 88–91; Kuznetsov 2012: 
373–374) consider these forms as 
cases. Older treatments, e.g. Lytkin 
(1955), Bartens (2000) do not even 
mention these forms, and Baker 
(1985: 230–231) explicitly states that 
these forms should not be consid-
ered cases in their own right. The 
problem with the analysis present-
ed in the chapter is not so much 
that it would be impossible to have 
such cases, but rather that the anal-
ysis of these forms is too vague to 
be considered as the correct one 
without further argumentation. 

Furthermore, if there is research 
on the matter, it should be properly 
cited (cf. Usačeva & Archangelʹskij 
2017 on Beserman Udmurt). Other 
analyses of these “cases” are equal-
ly possible, such as one put forward 
in Baker (1985: 230–231) that the ap-
proximative suffix would function 
as a derivational element. This anal-
ysis seems at least as plausible as the 
case analysis, as the approximative 
suffix is losing its productivity also 
in Udmurt (cf. Chapter 27, p. 512).

A second inconsistency in the 
analysis of the case system of Komi 
is the treatment of the prolative and 
the transitive (forms in -e̮d and -ti). 
The author considers them as suffix 
variants, as they are usually inter-
changeable (p. 492). First of all, this 
statement leaves the status of the 
two suffixes unclear. Does “suffix 
variant” mean a morphophonolog-
ically or syntactically conditioned 
allomorph, or something else? Sec-
ondly, the latest research (Parta-
nen  & Erkkilä 2020, 2022; Erkki-
lä & Partanen 2022) has shown that 
both suffixes have clear tendencies 
to appear in different morphosyn-
tactic and semantic environments, 
and thus they are not always inter-
changeable. If the cases based on the 
approximative are considered cases, 
the prolative and transitive cannot 
be considered “suffix variants”.

The third inconsistency is the 
inclusion of the comparative case in 
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the case paradigm while leaving out 
the so-called surface relational cases 
present in Southern Permyak (Bak-
er 1985: 175–191). This is inconsistent 
because the comparative is, like the 
surface relational cases, present only 
in some varieties of Komi, namely in 
Permyak and in the Sysola and Luza 
dialects of Zyrian (Bartens 2000: 78; 
Bartens calls the case “preclusive” 
(Finnish preklusiivi). In general, it 
is worth questioning the case status 
of the comparative, which has rath-
er narrow semantics as the marker 
of standard of comparison (p. 493). 
If, however, the case is productive 
enough, it could fit into the case par-
adigm, but then the other dialectal 
cases should also be accepted.

The semantics of the cases are 
described mainly well, albeit rath-
er briefly. This is of course a typical 
problem of handbook chapters, for 
which the author cannot be held re-
sponsible. The typologically most 
interesting phenomena, e.g. the use 
of the accusative only with animate 
objects, are mentioned. For some 
reason the author does not, howev-
er, speak about Differential Object 
Marking, but rather presents the 
traditional analysis of an unmarked 
accusative (p. 492). The most prob-
lematic thing in the section is the 
division of spatial cases into three 
series and referring to two of them 
as “internal” and “external”. The 
spatial cases form a basic four-way 

system consisting of inessive (loca-
tion), elative (source), illative (goal), 
and prolative (path) which the oth-
er cases augment, e.g. the egressive 
and terminative mark a boundary, 
either at the beginning or the end, 
to the action expressed by the predi-
cate. There is also no notion of inter-
nalness in the semantics of the ines-
sive, elative, and illative (cf. Koivu-
nen & Erkkilä 2022). Rather they ex-
press general spatial relations, and 
the configuration is either inferred 
from the context or specified by re-
lational nouns. Similarly, the ap-
proximative, egressive, and termi-
native do not express externalness. 
Furthermore, it is highly question-
able whether such series would be 
useful in classifying spatial cases, as 
they are really asymmetric. “Inter-
nal cases” express location, source, 
and goal, “external cases” have one 
case with source-oriented seman-
tics and two with goal-oriented se-
mantics, and “proximal cases” have 
double the number of spatial cases 
than any of the other two series. On 
top of that, the prolative is left out-
side the whole categorization. As a 
conclusion, it can be said that the 
proposed classification (the author 
calls it, on page 493, the common 
division but does not indicate from 
where it stems) is not useful or sys-
tematic, but rather brings up mis-
conceptions about the semantics of 
the spatial cases.
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The discussion of possession is 
rather short, but it does bring up 
the most important aspects of the 
possessive inflection of Komi. Defi-
niteness marking could have bene-
fited from a longer discussion, as the 
common ground for the interlocu-
tors (p. 493) can include a lot of dif-
ferent aspects. For example, must the 
entities marked as definite, unique, 
etc. be known from the previous dis-
course, or can anything that is con-
sidered common ground between 
the interlocutors be marked with the 
possessive suffixes? Another ques-
tion left unanswered is whether the 
marking is obligatory or not.

Verbal inflection is discussed in 
sufficient detail and without any ap-
parent shortcomings, but the com-
pound past tenses merited even 
more discussion in my opinion. The 
discussion leaves it unclear wheth-
er the author shows examples of all 
of the compound past tenses or only 
some of them. The brief mention 
of the marking of degree of action 
(p.  497) promises interesting ave-
nues for future research. The non-fi-
nite verb forms are represented with 
plenty of examples, but their seman-
tics are discussed only briefly, most-
ly by naming the form in a certain 
way. A  little more analysis would 
have benefited the section.

In the section on direct ob-
ject marking, the variation of ob-
ject marking in Komi is discussed 

briefly. Even here the unmarked ob-
ject is called “nominative-like”, and 
a mention of the traditional un-
marked accusative is given (p. 502; 
compare to p. 492). The phenome-
non should have been analyzed as 
DOM. However, all the relevant pa-
rameters of the variation in object 
marking are given, so the analysis 
itself seems correct.

The chapter on Komi is rather 
uneven in its quality. Many parts, 
like phonology, pronominal and 
verbal inflection, and most of syn-
tax, are as good as one could hope 
from a handbook chapter. Some of 
the discussion feels a bit too com-
pact, but that is of course inevita-
ble. Other parts like the description 
of object marking and especial-
ly nominal inflection seem to have 
been carried out without any actual 
analysis by repeating older sources 
uncritically. The section on spatial 
cases is so full of unjustified claims 
that it gives a false picture of Komi 
spatial case inflection.

2.2.5. Udmurt

Chapter 27 by Svetlana Edygaro-
va discusses the Udmurt language. 
The chapter is a synchronic de-
scription, and the analysis is typo-
logically informed. The section ad-
dressing sociolinguistic, dialectal, 
and language-policy issues is con-
cise but informative. In my opinion, 
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the interplay between standard lan-
guage, traditional dialects, and 
modern vernaculars could have 
been discussed even more, as the 
author has expertise in the field (cf. 
e.g. Edygarova 2014). The section 
on phonology and phonotactics is 
rather short. Mostly this does not 
matter, as all the important facts 
of the Udmurt sound system are 
covered. However, the distribution 
of phonemes is not discussed and 
the possibility of consonant clus-
ters and vowel sequences on a mor-
pheme boundary are not (explicitly) 
mentioned (cf. e.g. Csúcs 1998: 280).

The section on nominal inflec-
tion presents all the relevant infor-
mation. The semantics of grammat-
ical and semantic (non-spatial) cas-
es are mostly discussed well, but the 
treatment could have been longer. 
However, even as it is, the section 
manages to bring up the typologi-
cally most interesting phenomena, 
e.g. the use of accusative in DOM. 
Unfortunately, this is not explicated 
well enough. The only real question 
in the treatment of non-spatial cas-
es is the status of the so-called ad-
verbial case. This case is traditional-
ly counted as a case in Udmurt (e.g. 
Perevoščikov et al. 1962: 86–87), but 
its semantics raises the question of 
whether the form is polysemous 
enough to be considered a case (cf. 
Malchukov & Narrog 2009: 518), or 
whether it would be better analyzed 

as a derivational morpheme. Also, 
“adverbial” is an extremely unsuit-
able term for a case, which should 
have been considered.

The section on spatial cases is 
unfortunately rather short, and it 
has some inaccuracies. Firstly, the 
Udmurt spatial case system is best 
viewed as having a basic four-way 
distinction with one location (ines-
sive), one source (elative), one goal 
(illative), and one path case (pro-
lative). Secondly, egressive and 
terminative do not express only 
starting and end point, but rather 
boundedness of action in space or 
time (cf. Erkkilä 2024). In addition, 
all the basic spatial cases have di-
verse functions, but only those of 
the elative are even mentioned. The 
comment on the approximative is a 
good point, but it raises the ques-
tion of why an unproductive suffix 
is analyzed as a case.

The treatment of possessive in-
flection is also generally good. The 
only minor complaint is that the dif-
ferent semantic functions tradition-
ally bundled as definiteness are not 
explored further. In the discussion 
on pronominal inflection, the anal-
ysis of plural 1st person pronouns as 
having an inclusive–exclusive dis-
tinction would require some addi-
tional discussion. After all, the pre-
vious treatments of Udmurt (e.g. 
Perevoščikov et al. 1962; Bartens 
2000) do not mention this division.
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The section of verbal inflection 
introduces Udmurt verbal morphol-
ogy well. A longer treatment of the 
so-called 2nd past tense would have 
been useful. This tense expresses 
evidential connotations and thus is 
also of interest to typologically ori-
ented research. Some questions that 
could have been addressed are, for 
example, whether there are degrees 
of inference when using the tense, 
what the relationship of the tense 
to the compound tenses mentioned 
is (or whether this can presently be 
evaluated), and whether the tense 
can be used in narration. Further-
more, the comment on the use of 
the 1st person form of the 2nd past 
to express mirativity (p. 515) would 
need further elaboration. As this is 
a totally novel analysis of the form, 
some references or arguments in fa-
vor would be in order.

The moods are covered rather 
comprehensively. The only minor 
problem is that the semantics of the 
conditional are not discussed, but 
the reader must rely on the seman-
tics of the Udmurt conditional be-
ing equal or similar to other condi-
tionals they might be familiar with. 
The semantics of the imperative are 
also not discussed, but as the opta-
tive is contrasted to the imperative 
this does not pose much of a prob-
lem. Considering the number of 
non-finite verb forms in Udmurt, 
their treatment is rather short. This 

is probably due to space constraints 
and the lack of research on the top-
ic, but there could have been more 
discussion than merely naming the 
forms.

The section on syntax begins 
with an overview of word order 
in Udmurt. Edyagrova states here 
(p. 518) that SVO word order is be-
coming more common in Udmurt, 
whereas in Chapter 25 this devel-
opment is not mentioned. Phrase 
structure is covered rather briefly, 
and even though most of the ba-
sic phenomena are mentioned, a 
bit more discussion or examples 
would have been in order. For ex-
ample, the author fails to mention 
that adpositional phrases in Ud-
murt are always postpositional and 
take their complement mostly in 
the nominative, even though some 
other cases are also possible (cf. e.g. 
Bartens 2000: 294–300).

In general, the chapter is good 
and covers all the important and 
typologically interesting aspects of 
Udmurt. However, a certain com-
pactness can be noted in the treat-
ment. Especially in the section on 
syntax, the topics are discussed 
rather briefly, and even though 
most of the important phenomena 
get a mention, the reader is left with 
the feeling that the subject has only 
partially been covered. Further-
more, the chapter voices a few more 
controversial analyses of Udmurt, 
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especially the inclusive–exclusive 
division in personal pronouns and 
the expression of mirativity. These 
claims would have needed either 
longer discussions, supporting ref-
erences, or both.

3.	 Some typological issues 
of Uralic languages

3.1. Nominal and 
adpostional marking

There are two chapters in the hand-
book discussing the marking of 
non-possessive grammatical and 
semantic relations in the Uralic 
languages. The subjects treated are 
the case inflection and adpositions 
in Uralic. Both chapters are typo-
logically oriented and thorough de-
scriptions of their respective sub-
ject matters. The chapters reviewed 
here complement the individual 
language descriptions of Part II by 
giving a more general picture of the 
vastly varying marking of different 
relations in Uralic languages.

3.1.1. Cases

Chapter 44, written by Seppo Kit-
tilä, Johanna Laakso, and Jussi Yli-
koski, tackles a phenomenon that 
is traditionally seen as a hallmark 
of Uralic languages, namely case. 
The subject is studied from mor-
phological, syntactic, and semantic 

perspectives through a typologi-
cal lens. This is, as far as I know, the 
first comprehensive treatment of 
case and cases in Uralic languages, 
and as such a valuable addition to 
the handbook. The chapter manages 
at the same time to demonstrate the 
variation of cases and case systems 
and to correct common misconcep-
tions about case in Uralic languages.

The chapter begins with a dis-
cussion of what is considered a 
case in Uralistics. After some con-
sideration, Kittilä et al. define cas-
es in the traditional Uralistics way 
(a  kind of a word-and-paradigm 
model, e.g. Blevins 2009) based on 
the similar morphosyntactic be-
havior of case suffixes and other, 
less controversial nominal inflec-
tion suffixes. This definition is not 
airtight, as some Uralic languages 
lack morphosyntactic features ca-
pable of distinguishing case and 
postposition, but it is a good work-
ing definition that covers most cas-
es in Uralic languages. It is nice for 
a change to see a definition of case 
in literature on Uralistics.

The next section treats the case 
inventories and the sizes there-
of across Uralic languages. In this 
section Kittilä et al. state that even 
though some of the Uralic lan-
guages do have a lot of cases, this 
is not the case for all languages. In 
the World Atlas of Language Struc-
ture (Iggesen 2013), however, a case 
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system consisting of six to nine cas-
es is considered large, and a case 
system of over 10 cases is very large. 
This means that, according to the 
criteria of Iggesen (2013), most Ural-
ic languages do, in fact, possess large 
case inventories. This perspective 
could have also been mentioned.

In the following section the 
grammatical cases and their use 
in the different Uralic languages 
is discussed. First Kittilä et al. dis-
cuss Differential Object Marking 
(DOM). It is shown that in most 
Uralic languages patient marking is 
not based on (purely) grammatical 
factors, but semantics and pragmat-
ics also play a role. Kittilä et al. show 
many examples of DOM in Uralic 
languages, but I would have hoped, 
however, that the use of the ines-
sive as an object case in the Mord-
vin languages would have been 
mentioned, as it has recently stirred 
some controversy (cf. Toldova et al. 
2018: 422–428; Bernhardt 2020).

After discussing DOM, Kittilä 
et al. turn to other Differential Ar-
gument Marking (DAM) phenom-
ena in Uralic languages. In general, 
this section is good and highlights 
typologically interesting DAM phe-
nomena in the family. The section 
focusing on DOM is understanda-
bly longer than the section focus-
ing on the other DAM phenom-
ena, but as DOM already has its 
own chapter in the handbook, the 

focus could have been on the other 
types of DAM. One could even im-
agine that a separate chapter for all 
the DAM phenomena would have 
been useful, as the DAM phenome-
na mentioned in the chapter range 
from DOM to Differential Goal 
and Location Marking (DGM and 
DLM), and even to Differential Ad-
junct Marking. The discussion of 
DGM and DLM is centered on the 
variation of internal and external 
cases, which raises the question of 
why Kittilä et al. do not distinguish 
also Differential Source Marking 
(e.g. in Finnish where there are two 
of each spatial case) or even Dif-
ferential Path Marking in Komi, 
where there are two different path 
cases (cf. e.g. Partanen  & Erkkilä 
2022). With this in mind, the adop-
tion of a new terminology for var-
iation between internal and exter-
nal cases seems a bit unwarranted.

Moreover, the section on DAM 
seems to paint a picture of some of 
the cases as typologically rare. Es-
pecially the treatment of DGM and 
DLM seems to imply that these phe-
nomena are somehow special and ex-
clusive to the Uralic languages. They 
are of course typologically interest-
ing, but not especially rare. Similar 
phenomena can be attested in prac-
tically any language with spatial cas-
es and adpositions (e.g. most lan-
guages of Siberia), only adpositions 
(e.g. Indo-European languages of 
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Europe), or multiple locational pred-
icates (e.g. some Mayan languages), 
to name a few examples. However, 
if Kittilä et al. intend the scope of 
DGM and DLM to cover only vari-
ation in case marking, the phenom-
ena can be seen a lot less frequent-
ly across languages. Their discussion 
on DGM (p. 877) does not support 
the latter interpretation, however.

The discussion on the tripartite 
division of Uralic spatial case sys-
tems is basically correct, but it con-
siders only one viewpoint. It is true 
that there are no valid reasons to 
present most of the Uralic case sys-
tems as consisting of multiple se-
ries of location, source, and goal 
cases, and especially the discussion 
on the position of a path case (the 
prolative) is very welcome. Howev-
er, from a cognitive and perceptu-
al point of view the different cases 
expressing starting point, endpoint, 
direction, etc. cannot be considered 
on the same level as location, source, 
goal, and path cases. The four latter 
cases cover the four basic perceptu-
al/conceptual spatial relations (cf. 
e.g. Zlatev 2007: 330–332), whereas 
the others convey complex relations 
consisting of a basic spatial relation 
and a semantic specification. In this 
vein a three or four partite system 
underlies all Uralic spatial case sys-
tems. The same goes for syncretic 
cases, which cover more than one of 
the basic relations. However, from 

a paradigmatic point of view the 
chapter definitely has a point, and 
most of the spatial case systems of 
the Uralic languages cannot be re-
duced to (multiple) tripartite subsys-
tems. Kittilä et al. describe the var-
iation in spatial cases among Ural-
ic languages in sufficient detail. In 
such a chapter serving as a mere 
overview, a deeper semantic analy-
sis would have been unnecessary. A 
slight fault is that the Zyrian approx-
imative cases are, in my opinion, 
presented too uncritically (p. 889).

All in all, this chapter is a val-
uable addition to the study of one 
of the most prominent features of 
the Uralic languages, namely cas-
es. Kittilä et al. manage to cover all 
the important and typologically in-
teresting features of the Uralic lan-
guages and discuss them extensive-
ly enough, maintaining at the same 
time a sufficiently general level of 
treatment.

3.1.2. Adpositions

This chapter by Riho Grünthal 
discusses adpositions,2 which are 
one of the basic parts of speech in 
Uralic (and many other) languages. 

2.	 I will use the terms adposition, post-
position, etc. in accordance with 
Grünthal. However, in my opinion, 
some of the “adpositions” would be 
better classified as relational nouns.
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What makes this chapter especial-
ly important is that adpositions 
tend to get rather minor attention 
in descriptions of Uralic languag-
es (e.g. Bartens 1999: 163–165, 2000: 
294–300; Siegl 2013: 206–215; Grün-
thal 2015: 214–218, to name a few). 
Even though there have been stud-
ies concentrating on the analysis of 
adpositions (e.g. Grünthal 2003), 
this field of study is fairly under-
represented in Uralistics.

Grünthal goes through the 
morphosyntactic properties of ad-
positional phrase (AdpP). First, he 
discusses the variation in the order 
of the adposition and its dependent 
in Uralic languages. As mentioned 
above, Uralic languages mostly ex-
hibit postpositions, but the west-
ernmost groups also have prepo-
sitions, and even a few ambiposi-
tions, which can function as both 
pre- and postpositions (p. 963). This 
variation in the position of the ad-
position is typologically interesting 
but is covered rather briefly. The 
next matter that is discussed is the 
case marking of the dependent in 
an AdpP, which varies between dif-
ferent Uralic languages.

The section on the inflection of 
adpositions is the most thorough of 
the sections on the morphosyntac-
tic properties. It starts with a divi-
sion of adpositions into uninflected 
and inflected, which I think corre-
sponds more or less to the division 

between adpositions and relation-
al nouns. Grünthal uses the para-
digm of the Finnish postposition 
sisä- ‘inside’, which can take both 
inner and outer spatial cases, as an 
example of the versatility of spa-
tial case in the inflection of adpo-
sitions, and he comments that the 
semantic differences between the 
inflected forms are subtle and dif-
ficult to describe (p. 965, fn. 2). I do 
not think that this is the case, as 
the differences have been investi-
gated rather thoroughly (Ojutkan-
gas  & Huumo 2010; however, this 
does not apply to all adpositions in 
Uralic languages).

Furthermore, Grünthal makes 
a distinction between productive 
and unproductive spatial cases ad-
positions take, which is a bit unnec-
essary. It would be better to at least 
entertain the idea that the so-called 
unproductive spatial cases, i.e. the 
older stratum of spatial cases that 
are not used (in spatial function) 
in content noun inflection, would 
rather form a spatial case paradigm 
for relational noun inflection. Af-
ter all, they do have some proper-
ties of productive inflection. The 
forms are, for example, transpar-
ent to some extent, regular, natural 
in their category, and the default 
forms with a number of stems (cf. 
Bauer 2001: 51–62).

The interplay of case inflection 
and adpositions are mentioned in 



Riku Erkkilä

276

passing in a dedicated section. The 
tendency of supplementing dis-
turbed spatial case paradigms with 
postpositions (e.g. in Mari vari-
eties, p. 968) is considered. This is 
welcome, as the supplementing 
and subsequent re-establishment 
of spatial case systems is a tenden-
cy in Uralic languages, cf. e.g. Veps 
and different Karelian varieties (e.g. 
Larjavaara 1986) where the postpo-
sition päin ‘towards’ has become 
grammaticalized with the syncret-
ic location–source cases to form 
new unambiguous source cases. On 
the other hand, the complementing 
function of case-inflected postpo-
sitions in comparison to plain cas-
es could have been discussed more. 
It is typical for the Uralic languages 
that plain spatial cases express only 
the relation (e.g. location, source, 
goal) between two entities, and an 
inflected postposition supplies the 
configural information (e.g. under, 
on, behind, in front of). This fact is 
mentioned only implicitly.

The final section in the chapter 
discusses the diachrony of adposi-
tions. This section, even though it is 
interesting, could have been some-
what shorter as the chapter discuss-
es the diachrony of adpositions also 
elsewhere. This would have pro-
vided space for tackling the inter-
esting aspects of the adpositional 
systems of Uralic languages men-
tioned above.

There is only one thing in the 
chapter that would need a more thor-
ough discussion, namely the distinc-
tion between relational noun and ad-
position. First, the term “relational 
noun” is used in the chapter some-
what ambiguously, but it is implied 
that a relational noun is a noun ex-
pressing a concept that has relational 
properties (e.g. ‘inside’; p. 962). The 
chapter proposes a few distinctions 
between (relational) nouns and ad-
positions. One is that adpositions 
display “unproductive” spatial case 
markers, as mentioned above. In ad-
dition to the properties of at least par-
tial productivity mentioned, the so-
called unproductive inflection can-
not be considered a decisive proper-
ty differentiating between relational 
nouns and adpositions, as it is com-
mon that nouns of different classes 
exhibit different kinds of inflectional 
paradigms (cf. e.g. Blevins 2009: 210–
215). Moreover, in many languages 
both adpositions and nouns exhibit 
similar case inflection, the only dif-
ference being that adpositions have 
a smaller case paradigm.

Other criteria mentioned in-
clude the lack of plural (and dual) 
inflection, which is also not deci-
sive. The same applies to the devi-
ant order of possessive marking and 
case. The Permic languages serve as 
a counterexample to both criteria, 
as in these languages an adposition 
can take plural marking, and the 
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order of possessive marking and 
case differ also in nominal inflec-
tion depending on the case (Bar-
tens 2000: 117–118). Furthermore, it 
is not uncommon to find languages 
where different subclasses of nouns 
behave differently. For example, 
animate nouns or mass nouns can 
have different inflectional behav-
ior. Following this line of argu-
mentation, one could rather easily 
consider some of the postpositions 
of this chapter to represent a sub-
class of nouns, i.e. relational nouns. 
These nouns would then have mor-
phosyntactic and semantic proper-
ties setting them apart from con-
tent nouns (e.g. they express a re-
lational area; cf. Carlson 2010). The 
category of adpositions in Uralic 
languages would then be formed by 
postpositions with only one (lexi-
calized) form, and prepositions and 
ambipositions in languages which 
have them. A similar analysis is put 
forward by Arkhangelskiy  & Usa-
cheva (2015) for inflecting “postpo-
sitions” in Beserman Udmurt.

The chapter takes in general a 
rather historical point of view with 
regard to adpositions. This is not a 
bad thing per se, as many phenom-
ena tied to adpositions and AdpPs 
are tied to the diachronic develop-
ments in morphosyntactic struc-
ture and grammaticalization ten-
dencies in Uralic languages. How-
ever, it seems that this emphasis has 

taken up space that could have gone 
to more thorough considerations of 
the synchronic categorization of 
adpositions, which might also have 
brought some interesting views on 
the typology of Uralic languages.

3.2. Non-verbal and 
atypical predication

There are three chapters in the vol-
ume which touch upon predication 
that does not involve a typical fi-
nite verb form in Uralic languages. 
These chapters consider non-finite 
verb forms, existential, location-
al, and possessive sentences, and 
nominal predication. The chapter 
on non-finite verb forms discusses 
the use of non-finites in general, not 
restricted to their predicative func-
tion. All the chapters are written 
from a typological point of view, 
which is a rather novel approach to 
the phenomena at hand. The chap-
ters under review here complement 
the descriptions of the individual 
languages in Part II nicely.

3.2.1. Non-finites

In Chapter 48, Jussi Ylikoski dis-
cusses the classification and func-
tions of non-finite verb forms in 
the Uralic languages. The analysis 
is based on typological knowledge, 
which is definitely an improvement 
in the Uralic tradition. Ylikoski has 
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discussed the non-finites in Uralic 
languages before (cf. e.g. Ylikoski 
2003), so the approach is not entire-
ly novel. However, in my opinion, it 
is important that such a chapter has 
been included in the handbook, as 
it adds to the comprehensiveness of 
the work.

The chapter begins with a gener-
al introduction and a discussion of 
the phenomenon. The discussion on 
the problems of classifying non-fi-
nites in the chapter is good and 
highlights the biggest issues in ana-
lyzing the non-finite verb forms of 
Uralic languages. One of the most 
prominent difficulties are the dis-
crepancies between the tradition-
al analyses (p.  936), which has led 
to one of the worst terminological 
jumbles in Uralistics (p. 938), com-
parable only to the indifferent use of 
case terminology. Ylikoski presents 
a system based on typological prop-
erties (and an according terminol-
ogy), which enables the classifica-
tion of Uralic non-finites a lot bet-
ter than the idiosyncratic systems of 
the past. The system is of course not 
perfect, but still an improvement.

The system consists of a four-way 
distinction between infinitives, par-
ticiples, converbs, and action nom-
inals. The distinctions between the 
forms are based on the syntactic be-
havior of the forms. The inclusion 
of action nominals in the classifica-
tion would have required here some 

further motivation, as they are not 
traditionally seen as verb forms, and 
they possess basically all properties 
of nouns in Uralic languages. How-
ever, Ylikoski returns to the ques-
tion later and gives some convincing 
arguments for his position (pp. 943–
944). In general, basing the classifi-
cation only on syntactic properties 
of the non-finites raises the question 
of how clear-cut such a division can 
be. For example, Ylikoski states that 
the infinitive functions as an argu-
ment in a clause (table on p. 937), but 
in certain Uralic languages, for ex-
ample in the Permic languages, an 
infinitive can function as a modal 
predicate (cf. Bartens 1999: 148–149). 
Therefore, some mention of proto-
typical syntactic function would 
have been in order.

After the theoretical introduc-
tion, Ylikoski discusses the types of 
non-finite inventories found in dif-
ferent Uralic languages. One typ-
ical property of the Uralic non-fi-
nite forms is that the same form 
can function in different classes of 
non-finites. The functional polyse-
my of non-finite forms could have 
been attested even more, howev-
er. It would have been interesting 
to see a more thorough discussion 
on the relationships between cases 
and non-finite verb forms, especially 
from the point of view that a nomi-
nalizing element and a case seem 
to underlie many of the non-finite 
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forms in Uralic languages, cf. e.g. 
Csúcs (2005: 284–285) for the relation 
of the suffixes -töʒ́ and -öʒ́ (p. 939). It 
would be quite natural that the cas-
es contributed their own semantics, 
at least partly, to the new form. The 
phenomenon is mentioned (p. 946), 
but there is no lengthier discussion.

After these general sections Yli-
koski turns to discussing the differ-
ent categories of non-finites. Partici-
ples and action nominals have got-
ten their own sections, but infini-
tives and converbs are discussed to-
gether. I assume that this decision 
is based on the fact that participles 
and action nominals change the 
part of speech status of the inflect-
ed word (p. 937), but I think that all 
the classes would have merited their 
own section. On the other hand, the 
presentation does bring out certain 
generalizations that can be made be-
tween infinitives and converbs.

In the next two sections Ylikoski 
discusses the different kinds of parti-
ciples and action nominals of Uralic 
languages. He proposes a new anal-
ysis of the participles of Uralic lan-
guages, namely that they orient to-
wards core arguments or sometimes 
an adverbial. This seems like an in-
teresting idea. Ylikoski also claims 
that action nominals have a special 
function as nominal verb forms in 
Uralic languages. This position is 
strengthened by means of examples 
of Udmurt action nominals that can 

take verbal arguments and partici-
pate in clause combining (pp. 942–
943). This argument indeed supports 
the position, but it is based only on 
the Udmurt data and a mention of 
similar properties of Mansi action 
nominals (pp. 943–944). Therefore, 
I would regard it as a fruitful work-
ing hypothesis that requires more 
thorough analysis for support. Fi-
nally, Ylikoski discusses the infin-
itives and converbs together in one 
section. Converbs are covered well, 
except that the functional polysemy 
of some forms (e.g. participles and 
converbs) is unfortunately not ana-
lyzed further. Infinitives do not get 
as long and thorough a discussion as 
converbs, but the basic morphosyn-
tactic tendencies are covered. The 
only thing that seems to be lacking 
is the discussion on infinitives as 
modal predicates, as witnessed e.g. 
in the Mordvin languages (Bartens 
1999: 148–149).

In general, the chapter covers 
the system of non-finites from a ty-
pological perspective and defines 
the categories of non-finites more 
or less successfully. There are some 
issues, namely the rather straight-
forward definition of action nomi-
nals as non-finite, the lack of discus-
sion of infinitives as predicates, and 
the neglect of form polyfunctional-
ity, but all in all, the chapter man-
ages to convey the versatility of the 
non-finites of Uralic languages well.
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3.2.2. Existential, locational 
and possessive sentences

Chapter 51, written by Johanna 
Laakso and Beáta Wagner-Nagy, 
takes a look at some sentence types 
exhibiting non-verbal predication, 
namely existential, locational, and 
possessive sentences (cf. Hengeveld 
1992: 94–101). This type of predica-
tion has been studied typological-
ly, but in Uralistics such research is 
largely lacking (pp. 979–980). This 
overview will hopefully spark an in-
terest in this line of study also in the 
Uralic languages. The point of view 
in the chapter is typological, which 
yields interesting comparisons be-
tween the previous research and the 
systems present in Uralic languages.

The chapter begins by discuss-
ing existential sentences. In the first 
section Laakso and Wagner-Nagy 
compare typological definitions of 
existential sentences to the reality 
of Uralic languages and argue that 
the definitions do not fit the Ural-
ic languages very well. They point 
out that there are both terminologi-
cal and structural problems (p. 970). 
Laakso and Wagner-Nagy draw the 
conclusion that the function of exis-
tential sentences in Uralic languag-
es is to mark the pivot indefinite in 
a wide sense. This conclusion seems 
justified, but it could have been 
supported with additional data 
from other branches of Uralic. The 

conclusion is now based on (some) 
Finnic languages, the Permic lan-
guages, Hungarian, and marginal-
ly the Samoyedic languages. Even 
if the state of research is poor, the 
reader might want to know what the 
situation is in the other half of the 
language family. Laakso and Wag-
ner-Nagy consider predicates at-
tested in existential sentences. They 
show that Uralic languages have 
different types of existential predi-
cates. This section utilizes sufficient 
examples from different branches 
and languages of the family, which 
gives a rather complete picture of 
the existential predicates of Ural-
ic languages. The sections on the 
properties of pivot and predicate are 
mostly informative, but some more 
thorough typological comparisons 
would have been in order (cf. e.g. 
Hengeveld 1992: 73–126).

After existential sentences, 
Laakso and Wagner-Nagy turn to 
locational sentences. The semantics 
and syntax of the locational sen-
tences are demonstrated with ex-
amples from many Uralic languag-
es and from different branches. Es-
pecially valuable is the discussion on 
the information-structural proper-
ties of some languages (especially 
the Finnic and Samoyed languages, 
but also in some Mansi varieties and 
in Meadow Mari), as the informa-
tion structure of the Uralic languag-
es in general, and its ties to syntax, 
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should be studied more. Hopeful-
ly this section will spark an interest 
in this subject. Like in the discus-
sion on existential sentences, some 
more typological insight could have 
helped readers to understand the pe-
culiarities of the subject. From this 
chapter it is still unclear, for exam-
ple, whether the variation in infor-
mation structure is something spe-
cial, found only in certain Uralic 
languages, or a wider phenomenon.

The final type of sentences dis-
cussed is possessive sentences. 
Laakso and Wagner-Nagy discuss 
in turn the two main types of pos-
sessive sentences, namely transitive 
(have-)possession and possession 
based on existential sentences (cf. 
e.g. Stassen 2013b). In the first part 
Laakso and Wagner-Nagy handle 
the have-possession, which is found 
in a minority of Uralic languages. 
They clearly point out that the have-
possession is the result of develop-
ments in single languages, and not 
a feature of any branch of the Ural-
ic languages.

In the second part of the sec-
tion Laakso and Wagner-Nagy dis-
cuss the existential-type possession, 
which is far more widespread in the 
Uralic languages than the have-
possession. A minor problem in the 
discussion of the possessor marking 
is that they draw a formal parallel be-
tween the Permic and Finnic l-cases, 
which is unnecessary and can even 

mislead a reader into thinking that 
the forms have something in com-
mon (cf. Ylikoski 2011: 258–260). The 
discussion of possession and posses-
see marking is rather compact but 
does not seem to miss any impor-
tant features. The only shortcoming 
is that Laakso and Wagner-Nagy fail 
to mention the marking of the num-
ber of the possessee with a posses-
sive suffix in e.g. the Mordvin lan-
guages (Bartens 1999: 100–105) and 
Tundra Enets (Siegl 2013: 149).

In general, the chapter discuss-
es an interesting topic, where the 
Uralic languages have lot to of-
fer for research. Laakso and Wag-
ner-Nagy deal with all the ma-
jor aspects of existential, location-
al, and possessive sentences in the 
Uralic languages, and most of the 
time compare the phenomena ty-
pologically, though this could have 
been done more concisely.

3.2.3. Nominal predication

In Chapter 52, Rigina Ajanki, Jo-
hanna Laakso, and Elena Skribnik 
discuss nominal predication in the 
Uralic languages. The discussion 
is limited to equative, and non-ex-
istential ascriptive predication (cf. 
Hengeveld 1992: 101–105), as exis-
tential, locational, and possessive 
predication is covered in Chapter 51. 
However, nonverbal possession ex-
pressed by a genitive attribute is 
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included in Chapter  52. This divi-
sion is logical, as the constructions 
handled in Chapter 51 consist of 
predication with a spatial element, 
whereas the spatial element is lack-
ing in the construction discussed in 
Chapter 52.

In the first part of the chap-
ter, Ajanki et al. present the formal 
properties of nominal predication 
in the Uralic languages. The discus-
sion of morphosyntactic properties 
of nominal predication in the Ural-
ic language is comprehensive. The 
chapter points out typologically in-
teresting phenomena in nominal 
predication, namely nominal con-
jugation, agreement in number, and 
negation. Also nominal predication 
with other cases than the nomina-
tive is discussed.

The discussion clearly shows that 
Uralic languages use many different 
strategies in nonverbal predication, 
and that the strategies can vary even 
within one language based on e.g. 
tense. This is an important point, 
though it may seem a trivial one. It 
is important to underline the differ-
ences between the Uralic languag-
es to non-experts, in order to avoid 
any unfortunate misconceptions 
regarding the homogeneity of the 
family, or generalizations of Ural-
ic languages based on only Finnish, 
Estonian, and Hungarian, as has 
happened with various phenomena 
in the past. Ajanki et al. could have, 

however, tied the discussion of the 
formal types more to the typolog-
ical tradition of nonverbal predica-
tion (e.g. Hengeveld 1992).

The second part of the chapter 
discusses the semantics of nonverbal 
predication in the Uralic languag-
es. Ajanki et al. show which con-
struction types are used in different 
Uralic languages to express different 
functions. They consider a wide va-
riety of different constructions, for 
example identifying, property as-
signing, and evaluative, and their 
properties and similarities with each 
other. When discussing the proper-
ties of subjectless clauses express-
ing physical or psychological states, 
it would have been worth a mention 
that, at least in Finnish, the experi-
encer construction of psychological 
states varies with prototypical in-
transitive clauses (cf. e.g. Siiroinen 
2003). As with the first part of the 
chapter, also the second part would 
have benefited from more typologi-
cal discussion of the functions.

The function that gets most at-
tention in this section is compar-
ison. This is a very good idea, as 
comparison in the Uralic languag-
es had not previously been studied 
from a typological point of view 
(except for Finnish, Estonian, and 
Hungarian). Ajanki et al. point 
out that the original Uralic com-
parative type has been to express 
the standard with a source case 
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(locational comparative), but that 
language contact has also produced 
particle comparatives in various 
Uralic languages (cf. Stassen 2013a).

In general, the chapter is very 
good discussion of nonverbal pred-
ication in the Uralic languages. 
Ajanki et al. manage to cover all the 

typologically important features 
and even point out some Uralic rar-
ities. As they mention (p. 995), the 
nominal predication of Uralic lan-
guages is understudied. Taking this 
into account, the chapter is definitely 
a valuable addition to the handbook.

Riku Erkkilä
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