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EVIDENTIALITY IN LIVONIAN*

Abstract. The study focuses on dedicated grammatical evidentials and evidentiality
strategies in the two main dialects of Livonian — Courland and Salaca Livonian.
The analysis of Livonian evidentiality is based on a model originally proposed
by Rätsep (1971) for Estonian, which posits two subsystems of reported evidentiality
— the reported indicative (oblique mood) and the reported imperative (jussive).
The study shows that evidentiality in Livonian — despite the intense and long-
lasting contacts of this language with Latvian (resulting in heavy structural borrowing
in many domains of grammar) and its close genetic relatedness to Estonian — mani-
fests a rather unique configuration of structural features. The most striking of them
is that the present tense forms of the Livonian reported indicative are expressed by
means of agent nouns agreeing in number with the subject NP. It is argued that
this type of evidentiality coding is typologically very rare.

Keywords: Livonian, reported evidentiality, areality, oblique mood, jussive,
nomen agentis.

Evidentiality is a grammatical category specifying the source of the infor-
mation described by the proposition. The present paper will provide a
preliminary but comprehensive picture of the Livonian evidentiality system,
taking as a starting point the semantic distinction between d i r e c t and
i n d i r e c t evidentiality (see Willett 1988). In the case of direct eviden-
tiality, the information comes from a primary source, that is, the speaker
himself is a witness of the situation described by the proposition. In the
case of indirect evidentiality, on the other hand, the information comes
from a secondary source ― it is inferred or assumed on the basis of some
independent evidence or heard from someone else. Direct evidentiality may
be further specified into visual, auditory, or other, and indirect eviden-
tiality into inferrential, assumptive, reported, or other; these specifications
are usually called e v i d e n t i a l v a l u e s (see e.g. Plungian 2001).

From a functional point of view a distinction is usually drawn between
grammatical means, whose primary function is to express evidentiality,
and grammatical means, whose primary function is to express other (non-
evidential) categories but which convey evidentiality as a secondary conven-
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tionalized meaning (e.g. the perfect or the pluperfect). Following Aikhen-
vald (2004 : 105), we regard the former as e v i d e n t i a l s and the latter
as e v i d e n t i a l s t r a t e g i e s. In several languages of the Circum-
Baltic area indirect evidentiality takes the value of the reported evidential.
Thus, in languages like Estonian or Latvian, evidentials are used to show
that the information is acquired from another person.

Another premise we adopt comes from the Estonian descriptive gram-
matical tradition and relates to the mood system of this language. In the
early seventies, the Estonian linguist Huno Rätsep tried to accommodate a
special category into Estonian grammar. This category, called m o d e o f
r e p o r t i n g, consisted of two opposite values ― direct and indirect mode
of reporting. According to Rätsep, Estonian moods should be classified on
the basis of these two modes of reporting. The unmarked indicative and the
imperative belong to the direct mode of reporting. The reported (the so-
called o b l i q u e m o o d) and the jussive, on the other hand, constitute,
respectively, the indicative and the imperative of the indirect mode of report-
ing (Rätsep 1971). The same model pertains to Livonian where a distinction
could be drawn between the reported indicative (the oblique mood) and the
reported imperative (the jussive) (cf. Erelt, Metslang, Pajusalu 2006 : 126).
The Livonian evidentials are formally and semantically close to Estonian and
Latvian evidentials; nevertheless, they reveal some specific features, which
make them unique among the neighbouring languages (cf. e.g. Wälchli 2001;
Erelt, Metslang, Pajusalu 2006 : 125—132; Krautmane 2006; 2010 : 13—18;
65—68).

The present paper will discuss the Livonian evidential moods and
evidential strategies, their forms, functions, and use. Livonian will be
compared first and foremost with Estonian, which is a genetically close
language, as well as a contact language. The analysis is based on the Livonian
texts, which were written down during fieldwork in the second half of the
19th and in the 20th century by J. A. Sjögren, E. N. Setälä, L. Kettunen, J. Mä-
giste, and S. Suhonen. The texts include mainly folk narratives describing
reported information. In this paper language data of these manifold sources
are presented in Standard Livonian orthography.

1. Reported indicative

1.1. The form of the oblique mood

In both main varieties of Livonian — Salaca and Courland Livonian — the
present tense form of the reported indicative is marked by the suffix -(j)i,
e.g. Example 1 (KET 67).

(1) tämmõn ka v o ļ ļ - i vigā, täm um kītõn, ku ta
he:DAT also be-REP.IND.Sg problem he.NoM be.PRS.3Sg say:APP if he.NoM

s ō - j i tijā makkõks kilmõ vietā jūodõ,
get-REP.IND.Sg empty.gEN stomach:INSTR cold:PART water:PART drink:INF

ta ē - j i īd reitkõks ūlõks
he.NoM go-REP.IND.Sg only time:INSTR crazy:INSTR

’He i s also r e p o r t e d to have a problem; he has said that if he
i s s a i d t o b e a b l e to drink water on an empty stomach, he i s
r e p o r t e d t o g o mad at once (i.e. to fall ill)’
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In the case of negation the negation verb äb ’not’, which is identical with
the indicative negation marker, is placed in front of the affirmative form both
in the singular (Example 2 (KET 37)) and the plural (Example 3 (KET 28)).

(2) sis kuŗē kītiz algõ ta rõkāndõgõ. tämā
then devil.NoM say:PST.3Sg PRoH:IMP he.NoM speak:IMP.Sg he.NoM
kītiz ta ä b r õ k ā n d i - j i
say:PST.3Sg he.NoM NEg speak-REP.IND.Sg
’The devil then said that he should not speak. He said that he i s
r e p o r t e d n o t t o s p e a k’

(3) (ma) kūlis set kõrd, ku min izāizā
I.NoM hear:PST.1Sg several time when my grandfather.NoM
nē�i rīdliz un kītiz, algõ ne entš
they:PART scold:PST.3Sg and say:PST.3Sg PRoH:IMP they REFL
jelāidõn siedā-todā sizzõl āndagõd, ku ne
animal:PL:DAT this_or_that:PART therein give:IMP:PL that they
äb ikš äp tuoi buŗād ä b v o ļ ļ - i - d, un ku
no one no other witch:PL NEg be-REP.IND-PL and that
ne entš jelāidi set īž īd jarā
they REFL animal.PART only themselves once PRF.PTCL
rikkijid, äbjõudi aindi sizzõl andõs,
spoil:REP.IND:PL evil:PL.PART plant:PL.PART to_them give:INF:INE
mõtlõs siekõks mingis tijā buŗān vastõ jellõ
think:INF:INE this:INSTR some.gEN trivial:gEN witch:DAT against act:INF
’(I) heard several times that my grandfather was scolding them and said
that they should not feed this or that to their animals, that no one of them
i s r e p o r t e d t o b e witch, and that they themselves spoiled their
animals by feeding evil plants to them, thinking that they could act against
some insignificant witch with it’

Interestingly, although the morphological distinction between the active
(personal) and the impersonal voice is extremely pervasive in the Finnic
languages (extending to both finite and non-finite verb forms), this distinc-
tion is neutralized in the present tense forms of the Livonian reported indica-
tive. Consider Example 4 (SUH 26) where the unmarked personal form is
used in the context of the impersonal.

(4) Ma um kūlõn ku oksākaļ�i rīgõs sǟl vēnas
I.NoM be.PRS.1Sg hear:APP that stickleback:PL.PART Riga:INE there Daugava:INE
v e i j j i - j i - d
fish-REP.IND-PL
’I have heard that sticklebacks h a v e b e e n r e p o r t e d l y c a u g h t
there in Riga in Daugava River’

The (j)i-marked form coincides with the form of the agent noun although
historically it could be also regarded as a form of the present participle (see
Audova 2003).1 Nowadays the forms with this suffix still function as present
participles in the Karelian, Veps, Mordvinian, and Saami languages. Thus,
originally the (j)i-form could have been the nominative form of the present
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participle (or the form of the total object — modifier of the utterance verb:
the genitive in the singular, the nominative in the plural). The grammatical-
ization of a nominative participle into a marker of evidentiality is not an excep-
tional development in Finnic — in the Võru and Setu dialects of South Estonian,
for instance, the nominative form ending in -v of the present participle has
become a marker of reported evidentiality. Notably, the Võru-Setu v-form differs
from the vat-marked reported evidential in Standard Estonian, which origi-
nated in the partitive case form of the present participle. The nominative source
of the Livonian reported indicative marker makes it especially close to the
reported evidentials in the eastern dialects of South Estonian despite the fact
that agreement with the subject in number is a specific feature of Courland
Livonian (cf. ta sōji in Example 1 and ne rikkijid in Example 3).

The grammaticalization path of the reported indicative in Livonian is
probably similar to the path assumed for Estonian. The evidential meaning
was foregrounded when the non-finite verb form, which functioned as a
complement of an utterance verb, became an independent clause, whereby
the non-finite form acquired the function of a finite form (cf. Ikola 1953 :
48—49). This kind of reanalysis of the complement clause is considered to
be a possible source of Latvian and Lithuanian reported evidentials (see
Wälchli 2000 : 194—195).

What makes the Livonian reported indicative special is, however, the
fact that the non-finite form with the suffix -(j)i is used also as a nomen
agentis. Unlike participles, which typologically constitute a common source
of grammatical evidentials (especially in the languages of Eastern Europe;
see Kehayov 2008), agent nouns lend themselves only rarely to the expres-
sion of evidentiality. The only cases of syncretism between agent nouns
and evidentials, that we are aware of, come from the Qashqadarya dialect
of Arabic (spoken in Uzbekistan) and Khowar (Indo-European, northern
Pakistan). Qashqadarya Arabic is especially close to Livonian because the
syncretism there is also threefold: active participle = agent noun = indirect
evidentiality (Isaksson 2000 : 394). In other words, both Livonian and
Qashqadarya Arabic employ a single verb form as an adjective-attributive
participle (e.g. running horse) as a nomen agentis (e.g. runner) and as an
indirect evidential (e.g. x is reportedly running). on the other hand, Khowar
differs both formally and functionally from Livonian and Qashqadarya
Arabic in that an agent noun is combined with the auxiliary ’be; become’
in this language to produce inferential evidentiality (Bashir 2006 : 5).

The past tense forms of the Livonian reported indicative coincide with the
past participles. Differently from Estonian, Courland Livonian generally has
different forms in the singular and the plural, as is the case in Finnish. on the
other hand, in Salaca Livonian, similarly to Estonian, the past reported indica-
tive forms are not marked for number. Past participles without an auxiliary
verb are by far the most frequent markers of the past tense of the reported
indicative (Examples (5) and (6)) — the active forms exhibit the ending -(õ)n
in the singular (in the case of a monosyllabic base in Courland Livonian also
-nd) and -(õ)nd in the plural; the passive forms exhibit the ending -dõd/-tõd.
All these forms correspond to the nominative forms of the past participle.
Compound past tense forms of the reported indicative are formed by the (j)i-
form of the auxiliary verb voļļi ’be’ and the past participle of the lexical verb;
these forms are much less common (see Example 7 (SET 382)).
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(5) ta k ī t õ - n mis sa minnõn maksād (SET 156)
s/he say-APP.Sg what you.NoM I:DAT pay:PRS.2Sg
’s/he w a s r e p o r t e d to say what you pay me’

(6) un nei nemat s a l ō l a - t õ t un j e l l õ - n d (KET 101)
and so they.NoM marry-PPP and live-APP:PL
’And so they a r e r e p o r t e d t o h a v e b e e n m a r r i e d and
l i v e d’

(7) ma um kūlõn, se Kuolka nanā v o ļ ļ - i siedā
I:NoM be.PRS.1Sg hear:APP.Sg this Kolka cape be-REP.IND.Sg this:PART
vītõ s u g g õ - n
water:ILL arise-APP.Sg
’I’ve heard that Cape Kolka w a s a r i s e n like that’
An even less common construction is the so-called double perfect (see

Krautmane 2010 : 56), which consists of the (j)i-form of the auxiliary verb,
the past participle of the auxiliary verb, and the past participle of a lexical
verb, as in Example 8 (KET 29):
(8) Klous seļļist rõkkõ iz usk, ta āndiz amā

Klous such.PART story:PART neg:PST believe.CoNNEg he give:PST.3Sg all:PART
vigā Didrikõn kis tǟnda v o ļ ļ - i v ȯ n d j a r ā
blame:PART Didrik:DAT who he:PART be-REP.IND.Sg be:APP.Sg PRF.PTCL
b u ŗ ŗ õ - n
bewitch-APP.Sg
’Klous did not believe this story; he put all the blame on Didrik, who w a s
r e p o r t e d t o h a v e p u t a s p e l l o n h i m’
Such forms containing two past participles occur marginally also in

Estonian (Kehayov 2004 : 820) and usually convey what Aikhenvald (2004 :
157—158) calls ’conceptual distance’. They are motivated by the unwillingness
of the speaker to make commitments as to the truth of the reported facts.

The reported indicative occurs also in constructions referring to the future
(cf. Metslang 1994 : 536—537, 615; Norvik 2012); for example, with the future
copula līmõ ’will be’ (Example 9 (SET 210)) and in a resultative construction
with a future meaning formed with verb sōmõ ’get’ in (Example 10 (KET 138)).

(9) sīd um kēratõd, [ku se kēnig unsõ neiz] ku sinā
here be.PRS.3Sg write:PPP that this king.NoM dream:INE see:PST.3Sg that you
l ī - j i sie kēņig tidārõn pa miekõks
will_be-REP.IND.Sg this.gEN king:gEN daughter:DAT as husband:INST
un laz se kēņig jõmānd võtāg, āndag
and IMP.PTCL this queen:NoM capture:IMP.Sg give:IMP.Sg
sīnda bēņda käddõ un laz tiegõ sinnõn tutkām
you:PART hangman:gEN hands:ILL and IMP.PTCL do:IMP.Sg you:DAT end:gEN
’It is written here [that this king saw in his dreams] that you are
r e p o r t e d t o g e t married to this princess, and this queen should
capture you and hand you over to the hangman and kill you’

(10) ta ītõ kabālõ minnõn näktis ku
he.NoM one:ILL piece:ILL I:DAT show:PST.3Sg that
ma s ō - j i ils p ū g - d õ d
I.NoM get-REP.IND.Sg up hang-PPP
’He continuously showed me that I w a s r e p o r t e d t o b e
h a n g e d’

Evidentiality in Livonian

45



While evidential forms of the ’get’-verb expressing future can be
found in Estonian, the construction with the copula līmõ is absent from
Standard Estonian. Notably, such an explicit marking of the future tense
in the reported indicative is characteristic of Latvian (Holvoet 2001 : 114—
118).

The reported indicative forms occur also in the presumably Latvian-
inspired debitive construction, which consists of a (j)i-form of the verb ’be’
and the action noun of the lexical verb in the partitive. Example 11 (SET
222) contains a reported debitive future form, and Example 12 (KET 140)
shows a present tense form.

(11) kurē um kītõn, laz läkkõ īdõg jūrõ un
devil.NoM be.PRS.3Sg say:APP IMP.PTCL go:IMP.Sg by_the_evening there and
laz satellõg valmõks, mūp uondžõl
IMP.PTCL place:IMP.Sg ready:INSTR tomorrow morning:ADE
l ī - j i l ē - m õ s - t suodā pǟl tegīž
will_be-REP.IND.Sg go-ACTNM-PART war.gEN to again
’Devil has said that one should go by the evening and place an order, i t
i s r e p o r t e d t h a t tomorrow morning o n e h a s t o g o to
war again’

(12) ta kītiz ikš ta täuž, tämmõn v o ļ ļ - i
he.NoM say:PST.3Sg all_the_same he:DAT be-REP.IND.Sg
sie lōda pǟl k ē r a t õ - m i s - t
this.gEN desk:gEN on write-ACTNM-PART
’He said that it didn’t matter, he w a s r e p o r t e d t o h a v e t o
w r i t e on this desk’

The forms discussed so far belong to the paradigm of the Livonian
evidential proper. In addition, perfect past tense forms of the direct mode
of reporting are sometimes employed as an evidential strategy. In partic-
ular, these forms may function as the past tense form of the reported indica-
tive; see um kītõn in Example 13 (= Example 1) (KET 67).

(13) tämmõn ka voļļ-i vigā, täm u m k ī t õ n,
he:DAT also be-REP.IND.Sg problem he.NoM be.PRS.3Sg say:APP

ku ta sō-ji tijā makkõks kilmõ vietā
if he.NoM get-REP.IND.Sg empty.gEN stomach:INSTR cold:PART water:PART

jūodõ, ta ē-ji īd reitkõks ūlõks
drink:INF he.NoM go-REP.IND.Sg only time:INSTR crazy:INSTR

’He is also reported to have a problem; he h a s s a i d that if he is said
to be able to drink water on an empty stomach, he is reported to go mad
at once (i.e. to fall ill)’

1.2. The use of the reported indicative

The reported indicative (the oblique mood) is similar to the Estonian
reported evidential with regard to both its development and its semantics
and syntax. However, the overall impression from Livonian texts is that in
Livonian the reported indicative is more common than in Estonian. Figure
1 shows the linguistic devices used to express reported statements in the
decreasing order of specialized grammaticality.
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— marked with a special evidential mood (’oblique mood’)

— marked with an evidential strategy
(other verb forms, such as the perfect or the pluperfect)

— lexically marked or left unmarked

Figure 1. Scale of marking devices of reported evidentiality.

Livonian tends to mark reported evidentiality on a regular basis by means
of its oblique mood. Estonian, on the other hand, tends to occupy a posi-
tion towards the right-hand end of the scale by marking evidentiality by
means of evidential strategies, lexically or leaving it unmarked. As a rule,
Estonian avoids repeated use of the reported evidential marker. For exam-
ple, in the Estonian equivalent of Example 13 (see Example 14) one would
normally use a form of the oblique mood (olevat ’is said to be’) at the begin-
ning of the sentence, followed by an evidential strategy (indicative pluper-
fect oli ütelnud ’had said’), and leave the predicates of the conditional
sentence unmarked in relation to evidentiality (cf. saab ’gets’, jääb ’remains’).3

(14) temal ka o l e - v a t viga, ta o l - i ü t e l - n u d,
he:ADE also be-REP.IND problem he.NoM be-PST.3Sg say-APP
kui ta s a a - b tühja maoga vett juua,
if he.NoM get-PRS.3Sg empty.gEN stomach:INSTR water:PART drink:INF
j ä ä - b ta ühe korraga haigeks
fall-PRS.3Sg he.NoM at_once ill:INSTR
’He i s also r e p o r t e d to have a problem; he h a s s a i d that if
he i s s a i d t o b e a b l e to drink water on an empty stomach, he
i s r e p o r t e d t o g o m a d at once (i.e. to fall ill)’

In Livonian, the reported indicative can occur in various types of subor-
dinate clauses, in independent clauses, or in main clauses. A certain type
of subordinate clauses is represented by complement clauses of perception
or utterance verbs, such as kītõ ’say’, rõkāndõ ’speak’, kūlõ ’hear’, nägţõ ’show’
or kizzõ ’ask’ where the hearsay meaning (reported evidentiality) is already
expressed by the complement taking verb. After such verbs Estonian usually
has forms of the unmarked indicative, as the reported indicative is consid-
ered redundant (Sepper 2005 : 59). In the Estonian Dialect Corpus, which
includes dialect texts of the 19th and 20th c., examples of complement clauses
in the oblique mood as Example 15 (EDC, Kihnu dialect) are very rare and
seem to be restricted to the southern part of the Estonian language area.

(15) jah sõs üteldäs et sõs s a a - v a t `leibä mõni
yes then say:PRS.IMPRS that then get-REP.IND bread.PART some.NoM
ütelÍ õõ mõni+gõrd
say:PRS.3Sg (hesitation) sometimes
’yeah, it is said then that one r e p o r t e d l y g e t s bread, at least
sometimes, people say’

on the other hand, the Livonian material shows that double marking of
hearsay is highly common in this language. The majority of the examples above
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include a complement clause of a perception or utterance main verb, in which
the complement verb takes the form of the reported indicative. Example 5,
where the complement verb is in the (unmarked) indicative, is an exception.

The reported indicative occurs in Livonian both in indirect (Example
16 (KET 140)) and in direct questions (Example 17). Whereas its occurrence
in indirect questions is self-evident — considering its common use in
complements of utterance verbs, its occurrence in direct questions deserves
attention as it is very rare in Estonian (Kehayov 2004 : 827; Sepper 2005 :
16; EDC). Example 17 from Salaca Livonian (SjW 328) is a question about
whether there is some second- or third-hand evidence about the deeds of
the workers. Here the use of the reported form refers to the presupposi-
tion that the information expected in the response comes from a third party.

(16) ta kizīz või min l u š t i - j i ka mōļţõ bīldidi
he ask:PST.3Sg whether I:DAT appeal-REP.IND.Sg also picture:PART.PL paint:INF
’He asked whether I’m r e p o r t e d t o l i k e painting also pictures’

(17) Mis nänt ţum tüönikad säl p a t ē - j i?
what those ten worker:NoM.PL there do-REP.IND
’What a r e those ten workers s a i d t o d o there?’

Thus, the Livonian reported indicative is functionally more neutral than
its Estonian equivalent. For this reason, it does not generally imply uncer-
tainty or doubt on behalf of the speaker towards the propositional content.
An epistemic appraisal is communicated either by the so-called double
perfect (see Example 8) or by lexical means (Krautmane 2010 : 67).

In independent sentences of popular narratives the most common past
tense form of the predicate is the past participle (as in Examples 5 and 6)
closely followed by the indicative perfect. one might assume that the func-
tion of the latter is to foreground an event in the narrative, as um ourõn
’is said to have screamed’ in Example 18 (KET 31).

(18) se perīmīez, se v ȯ - n t se suž, se i r g õ - n siedā
this.NoM farmer.NoM it be-APP this wolf.NoM it start-APP this:PARt
poissõ kiskõ. sis se poiss u m o u r õ - n kuolm kõrd
boy:PART tear:INF then this.NoM boy.NoM be.PRS.3Sg scream-APP three times
’This farmer, it i s s a i d t o h a v e b e e n this wolf, it i s s a i d
t o h a v e s t a r t e d to tear this boy. Then this boy i s s a i d t o
h a v e s c r e a m e d three times’

2. Reported imperative (jussive)

Livonian forms of the reported imperative include the imperative particle
las and the imperative form of the verb. The reported imperative is used
to indicate that the source of the command or request is not the speaker
but someone else. The addressee of the command can be any person, but
similarly to the reported indicative, here, too, the predicate agrees with the
subject in number but not in person. The affirmative form of the jussive
singular consists of the particle las ~ laz and the k(õ)/g(õ)-marked form of
the lexical verb (Example 19 (KET 146)). The negative singular is formed by
the prohibitive verb form algõ ’may not’ and the k(õ)/g(õ)-marked form of
the verb (Example 20 (KET 128)). The affirmative plural consists of las ~

Petar Kehayov, helle Metslang, Karl Pajusalu

48



laz and the kõt/gõt-marked form of the verb (Example 21 (KET 60)), and
the negative plural is formed by algõ/algõd and the kõt/gõt-marked form
of the verb (Example 22 (KET 49)).

(19) Ǟma kītiz, l a ma v õ t ā - k pūnda
mother.NoM tell:PST.3Sg IMP.PTCL I.NoM take-IMP.Sg pound.NoM
zēpõ, l ä - k piezzõm
soap:PART go-IMP.Sg wash:INF
’Mother told me t o t a k e a pound of soap and t o g o and wash
myself’

(20) un ta irgõn kuţšõrt pallõ ku a l - g õ b r o u t š õ - g
and he start:APP coachman:PART beg:INF that PRoH-IMP drive-IMP.Sg
näntõn tagā pits kiļgiz-rekīdi
they:DAT behind along sideroad:PL.PART
’And he is said to have started to beg the coachman n o t t o d r i v e
after them using minor roads’

(21) siz ikš rištīng mäddõn kītiz [–––] l a z m ē g l ä k - k õ - t
then one person.NoM we:DAT tell:PST.3Sg IMP.PTCL we.NoM go-IMP-PL
sīnõ sōmõ
there receive:INF
’Then someone told us [–––] t o g o there to receive (fishnets)’

(22) Ma kītiz a l - g õ ni l ä k - k õ - t tul jellõ
I.NoM tell:PST.1Sg PRoH-IMP now go-IMP-PL fire:gEN house:ILL
’I told them now n o t t o e n t e r the house with a fire’

The origin of the particle las is probably the same as that of the Estonian
particle las — the Finnic verb stem developed into a modal and directive particle
similarly to the german lass (Metslang 2000). A similar particle with similar
functions (lai) is found also in Latvian. The verb form with the marker -k(õ)/
-g(õ) may have developed either from the imperative third person singular or
from the earlier optative (cf. Erelt, Metslang 2004). Estonian, too, has a jussive
form marked by -ku/-gu and the modal (imperative) particle las, which has
the same origin and is used in the same function. Unlike Livonian, however,
in Estonian las is incompatible with the morphological jussive marker -ku/-gu;
it occurs either with the inflected indicative form of the verb or with the da-
infinitive.

While the reported indicative occurs both in main and subordinate
clauses, the jussive occurs mostly in subordinate clauses, usually in comple-
ment clauses expressing the report.

Examples like 4, 7, 9 and 19—22 show that reporting is consistently
marked with a special mood — the reported indicative or the reported
imperative. In texts when reporting several messages, including those that
are mutually inclusive or originate from different sources, reported clauses
containing predicates in both evidential moods may be intertwined, see also
Examples 20 and 23 (KET 141).
(23) sis ta kītiz, u ma v ȯ ļ ļ - i vigāli, agā ma ä b

then he.NoM say:PST.3Sg either I.NoM be-REP.IND.Sg guilty or I.NoM NEg
v ȯ ļ ļ - i vigāli, l a ma k ī t a - k tuotā, agā
be-REP.IND.Sg guilty IMP.PTCL I.NoM say-IMP.Sg that:PRT whether
ma v ȯ ļ ļ - i ka saksā spīek
I.NoM be-REP.IND.Sg also german:gEN spy.NoM
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’He then said that I was either s a i d t o b e guilty, or I w a s s a i d
n o t t o b e guilty, I s h o u l d s a y whether I w a s s a i d t o
b e also a german spy’

In addition to reporting someone’s command, the jussive is used to express
necessity, both participant-internal necessity (where the source of necessity
is the same as the logical subject of the report, such as Example 24 (KET 62))
and necessity that is conditioned by external circumstances (see Example 25
= Example 9 (SET 210)).

(24) Minnõn rōškõ rōdõ um, se min um
I:DAT a_little money:PART be.PRS.3Sg it.NoM I:gEN be.PRS.3Sg
ārmakstõmõst ku ma võib leibõ entšõn sōdõ rōz
spare:ACTNM.PART that I.NoM can:PRS.1Sg bread:PART self:DAT get:INF a_little
vȯstõ, a l - g õ ma nälgõ l ä k - k õ, a l - g õ ma
buy:INF PRoH-IMP I.NoM hunger:ILL go-IMP.Sg PRoH-IMP I.NoM
tallõ nälgõ k ū o l õ - g, tōla tulāb jeddõ
in_winter hunger:ILL die-IMP.Sg winter.NoM come:PRS.3Sg forth
’I have a little money; I have to keep it in order to buy a little bread, so
that I w o n ’ t b e hungry, m a y I n o t d i e from hunger in winter,
winter will arrive’

(25) sīd um kēratõd, [ku se kēnig unsõ neiz] ku sinā
here be.PRS.3Sg write:PPP that this king.NoM dream:INE see:PST.3Sg that you
lī-ji sie kēņig tidārõn pa miekõks
will_be-REP.IND.Sg this.gEN king:gEN daughter:DAT as husband:INSTR
un l a z se kēņig jõmānd v õ t ā g, ā n d a g sīnda
and IMP.PTCL this queen:NoM capture:IMP.Sg give:IMP.Sg you:PART
bēņda käddõ un l a z t i e g õ sinnõn tutkām
hangman:gEN hands:ILL and IMP.PTCL do:IMP.Sg you:DAT end:gEN
’It is written here [that this king saw in his dreams] that you are reported
to get married to this princess, and this queen s h o u l d c a p t u r e
you and h a n d you over to the hangman and k i l l you’

By comparison with Estonian, the use of the jussive is more common
in the Livonian material. The Estonian jussive forms (marked by -ku/-gu
or by the particle las) are very rarely used (Sepper 2005 : 61; EDC). It is
more common in Estonian to express a mediated command by means of
the conditional; for example, the Estonian equivalent of the jussive in
Example 21 would be et me l ä h e k s i m e ’so that we should go’. Both
participant-internal and participant-external necessity (dynamic and deontic
modality) are usually expressed by means of modal verbs in Estonian; for
example, the Estonian translation of Example 25 would be kuninganna
p e a b v õ t m a ja a n d m a sind timukale ja t e g e m a sulle lõpu ’the
queen m u s t c a p t u r e you and h a n d you over to the hangman
and to kill you’. However, in Example 24 the form of the Estonian clause
of purpose would require the conditional despite modality: (et) ma nälga
e i j ä ä k s, talvel nälga e i s u r e k s ’so that I w o u l d n o t b e
h u n g r y, n o t d i e of hunger in winter’.

Furthermore, it has been observed that the Livonian jussive occurs in
deliberative questions (such as how could I do this?) and that such occur-
rences cannot be found in Standard Estonian (Kehayov, Lindström, Niit 2011).
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Conclusion: the Livonian reported evidential by comparison with its
Estonian correlate(s) and other cross-linguistic evidence

As noted by Wälchli (2000), Kehayov (2008), and Koptjevskaja-Tamm and
Wälchli (2001 : 715—723), the Livonian evidential shares some common
features with Estonian and Latvian. The concluding section will list the
similarities and the differences between Livonian and Estonian, the closest
relative of Livonian among the Finnic languages. The most striking eviden-
tiality-related features shared by the two languages are as follows:
• Both Livonian and Estonian distinguish between the reported indicative
(the oblique mood) and the reported imperative (the jussive).
• Both languages make use of bound morphemes (suffixes) to encode the
reported indicative and the imperative.
• In both languages the reported indicative seems to have developed as a
result of reanalysis of the complement clause of an utterance verb.
• In both languages forms of the reported indicative developed from present
participles.
• Both languages use past participles to express the past tense of the
reported indicative.
• In both languages the forms of the reported indicative neutralize past
tense distinctions in the ’unmarked’ indicative.
• Similarly to Estonian, past perfect tense forms are employed in Livonian
as an evidential strategy. Furthermore, in both languages the conceptual
distance between the speaker’s knowledge and the reported propositional
content is increased by means of the so-called double perfect.
• In both languages the past tense forms of the reported indicative are
conventionalized as main forms of the predicate in popular and traditional
narratives.

At the same time, the Livonian reported evidential reveals a number
of unique features, which are absent in Estonian, or at least in the stan-
dard version of this language:
• Despite the close genetic relationship between the two languages, their
reported indicatives differ in terms of category assignment. The present
tense form of the Estonian reported indicative is specified for voice whereas
its Livonian equivalent lacks voice specification. At the same time, the
reported indicative in (Courland) Livonian attracts number specification,
which is absent in Estonian.
• Similarly to Latvian but differently from Estonian, the Livonian reported
evidential (oblique mood) has future constructions as well as special debi-
tive forms.
• A rather peculiar and typologically rare feature of the Livonian reported
evidential is that it coincides in form with the agent noun. Such syncretism
is to our knowledge unique in the European languages.
• The Livonian forms of the reported indicative and the reported impera-
tive are more grammaticalized than their Estonian correlates, which is mani-
fested by their frequency, distributional freedom, and semantics:

° Unlike contemporary standard and colloquial Estonian, where reported
evidentiality is predominantly expressed by evidential strategies or lexi-
cally, Livonian is characterized by predominance of the ’oblique mood’ as
a marker of reports.
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° The Livonian oblique mood is often found in various types of
dependent clauses and in direct questions, which is not the case in Estonian.

° Livonian tends to use the reported imperative (the jussive) in indirect
commands and wishes and for the expression of modal necessity whereas
Estonian prefers to use the conditional mood for the expression of commands/
wishes and modal verbs for the expression of necessity.
• The reported indicative of Livonian resembles formally and distribution-
ally more the respective category in South Estonian than the reported indica-
tive in Standard Estonian: Livonian and South Estonian forms of the reported
indicative originate in nominative or genitive participles and occur in
dependent clauses whereas their Standard Estonian counterparts are based
on a partitive participle and are, as a rule, restricted to independent clauses.
• Unlike Estonian, where the modal (imperative) particle las and the jussive
suffix -ku/-gu are incompatible, Livonian often uses the particle and the
suffix together in a unified construction.
• The Livonian reported indicative lacks the epistemic overtones charac-
teristic of its Estonian counterpart.
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Abbreviations

ACTNM — action noun, ADE — adessive case, APP — active past participle, CONNEG —
connegative verb form, DAT — dative case, GEN — genitive case, ILL — illative case,
IMP — imperative, IMPRS — impersonal voice, IND — indicative, INE — inessive case,
INF — infinitive, INSTR — instrumental case, NEG — negator, NOM — nominative case,
PART — partitive case, PL — plural, PPP — passive past participle, PRF — perfective,
PROH — prohibitive verb, PRS — present (tense), PST — past (tense), PTCL — particle,
REFL — reflexive pronoun, REP — reported evidentiality marker, SG — singular.

Sources of the examples: EDC — Tartu University’s Estonian Dialect Corpus.
http://www.murre.ut.ee/estonian-dialect-corpus/; KET — L. K e t t u n e n, Unter-
suchung über die Livische Sprache I. Phonetische Einführung. Sprachproben, Tartu
1925 (ACUT B VIII. 3); MÄG — J. M ä g i s t e, Muistoja Liivinrannasta. Liivin
kieltä Ruotsista. Suomentanut ja julkaissut Anneli Honko, Helsinki 2006 (MSFOu
250); SET — E. N. S e t ä l ä, Näytteitä liivin kielestä. Suomentanut ja julkaissut
Väinö Kyrölä, Helsinki 1953 (MSFOu 106); SjW — Joh. Andreas Sjögren’s Gesam-
melte Schriften. Band II. Teil 1. Livische Grammatik nebst Sprachproben. Im Auftrag
der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften bearbeitet und mit einer historisch-
ethnographischen Einleitung versehen von Ferdinand Joh. Wiedemann, St. Peters-
burg 1861; SUH — S. S u h o n e n, Liivin kielen näytteitä, Helsinki 1975 (Castre-
nianumin toimitteita 5).
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ПЕТЪР КЕХАЙОВ, ХЕЛЛЕ МЕТСЛАНГ, КАРЛ ПАЮСАЛУ (Тарту)

ЭВИДЕНЦИАЛЬНОСТЬ В ЛИВСКОМ ЯЗЫКЕ

В статье описываются грамматические средства выражения эвиденциальнос-
ти в курляндском и салацком диалектах ливского языка. По типологии Айhен-
вальда (2004 : 105), эти средства на основе соответствия формы и функции
классифицируются как чисто эвиденциальные (единственная функция кото-
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рых — это выражение эвиденциальности) и эвиденциальные по стратегии
(которые имеют другое основное значение). Основное внимание в статье уде-
лено чистой эвиденциальности, которая состоит из двух подсистем: косвенное
наклонение и pobuditelxnoe naklonenie. Исходя из модели типов сообще-
ния Хуно Рятсепа (1971), первая подсистема трактуется как индикатив косвен-
ного типа сообщения, а вторая как императив косвенного типа сообщения.

Грамматическая эвиденциальность ливского языка рассматривается преж-
де всего в сопоставлении с соответствующими категориями эстонского и ла-
тышского языков. Основные сходства между этими языками касаются способа
маркировки эвиденциальности (морфологический, суффиксальный), путей грам-
матизации эвиденциальности (во всех трех языках формы косвенного типа сооб-
щения возникли в результате десубординации комплементарного предложения)
и форм прошедшего времени эвиденциальности (они в трех языках идентичны
по структуре). Основные же различия затрагивают формы настоящего времени
косвенного индикатива. В отличие от эстонского и латышского языков в ливском
языке форма косвенного индикатива идентична форме имени деятеля (агенса)
и сочетается (в курляндском диалекте) в числе с подлежащим предложения.
Типологические данные показывают, что передача эвиденциальности с помощью
имени деятеля — весьма редкое явление в языках мира.
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