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This pilot research examines the analytic past forms of the Udmurt language from a new point of view. The grammars
and language textbooks do not give enough information about these forms. Because of this I chose a sentence from the
Udmurt language corpus, and I created all the forms discussed in this study and asked the native speakers about the
differences they can feel among these forms. Based on the results there are two important phenomena in the use of these
forms. On the one hand, how many times the action has taken place (once, twice, not important) and on the other hand,
if the speaker has a first-hand or a second-hand information about the action that took place.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this study is to show a function of Udmurt analytic past tenses, that has never been re-
searched before. The descriptive Udmurt grammars and language textbooks put an emphasis on formal, and
morphological descriptions, and pay less attention to the functions they can be used for (more about that
later). The description of the analytic past tense forms are often opaque, their functional descriptions are
incomplete, for example they do not discuss, whether these forms really express evidential meaning (alt-
hough it would be possible, as among the analytic past forms there are more than one of those, in which the
auxiliary verb is in the second past form, and in one case the main verb has the same characteristics), or they
have any other meaning. For this we have to do research with native speaker informants. So, the aim of this
paper is to clarify the use of the problematic analytic past forms, and to examine the role of the evidential in
these forms. I want to state that my research was carried out in a pilot-research manner.

2. Evidentiality in Udmurt

The role of evidentiality is to discuss the source or type of the information from the point of view of the
speaker (Aikhenvald 2004, 3), traditionally separating the direct source from the indirect one. This can be
marked in a grammatical way (such as the Estonian quotative, or the Udmurt second past), and in this case
marking is usually obligatory [Aikhenvald 2004, 6], or it can be marked with the help of an evidential strategy
(like in Hungarian), but in this case marking is optional. If a language marks evidentiality in a grammatical
form, then in most cases marking is part of the verbal paradigm. A language can mark more indirect sources at
the same time [Aikhenvald 2004, 65], their number can reach up to five, or even more. In these cases, the se-
mantic parameters are usually marked in different ways. In case of a smaller evidential system more semantical
meanings can be coded in one grammatical element. [Aikhenvald 2004, 241-242) claims that politeness can
also be expressed by means of evidentiality if it is used with the imperative, or it is used in a question, but
based on my experiences, in Udmurt it can express evidentiality in declarative sentences as well.

2.1. Second past forms in Udmurt

In the case of the Udmurt language it is commonly accepted that evidential is part of the tense system
of the language, to be more precise, part of the past tense. [Winkler’s 2001, 49-51] states that evidentiality
is a feature of the verbal mood system, but his opinion has been contested by other linguists, like [Kozmacs
2008, 168—170] discussed why it cannot be the part of the mood system. This tense is called moomomem
opmuem Ovip in Udmurt “‘unknown past tense’, in Hungarian it is often referred to as mdsodik mult idé ‘se-
cond past tense’.
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As Kozmacs [2002, 48] also mentions, the Udmurt second past contains many morphological items.
To generate these forms the base form is the infinitive form. In Udmurt infinitive forms end in -sino! or -ansr.
The endings of the paradigm can be grouped into pairs based on the suffixes they get: the first group contains
the 2SG and 3SG forms, the second contains the 2PL and 3PL forms, and the third contains the 1SG and 1PL
forms. As it is also noted by [Kozmacs 2008, 170—171] the closest language to Udmurt (Komi) the second
past form only appears in second and third person. Maybe this could be connected to the fact that the first-
person forms are formed in a different way than the others. However, there is a suffix that can be found in all
forms, the -m suffix, which can also appear in the form of -em or -om (the difference between them is only
orthographical, depending on whether the stem is palatalized or not), and in the case of the 3™ group it is
always in the form -em. The past participle marker has developed into the second past ending [Kozmacs
2008, 101]. This suffix is optionally followed by the possessive suffix', except for the 1Sg and 1P1 forms,
where it is obligatory to mark the person and the number [Timerhanova 2011, 182—183].
The verbs from the second group ending in -si#s1, and all the forms ending in -ansr the whole infitive ending
is dropped, but in the 1st and 3rd group, if the verb ends in -sinst the o1 sound stays at the end of the verb,
and turns into an -u or -#. To the stem, the following suffixes are added (respectively to their order): -
cokem(e), -em(ed)/-om(ed), -em(es)/-om(e3), cokemmol,-nnam(ovt)’, -am(ser) [Timerhanova 2011, 182—183].

In this list it is visible, that there is another suffix that appears in front of the -u suffix. In the case of
the second group it is ~w- which is the marker of the plural, and in the case of the 3" group it is -co«-. The -
cbk- ending has many known functions [Kozmacs 2008], but in this case it refers to the lack of control of the
speaker over the event.

The negation of the Udmurt second past can be carried out in an analytic and a synthetic way as well.
The use of either one has no effect on the meaning, they are in free variation, both being the part of the
standard Udmurt. The only difference may be that the analytic form is much more frequent in the northern
dialects, and the synthetic is more frequent in the southern dialects [Kel’makov-Hénnikeinen 1999, 181]. The
analytic form is formed by combining the second past form of the verb and the negation of the verb to be
(d66n), and the synthetic form is made by changing the -u- suffix to -ume [Kubitsch 2017, 12—13]. In the 3"
group the -cexmm- consonant cluster is solved by adding an -s- sound. In case of negation the marking of
person or number becomes fully optional. The synthetic negational forms are the following in respect of the
order: -cokvimma(e), -mma(ed), -mma(e3), -cokemmomvl, -AAAMmMI(0bl), -anamma(3vr) [Timerhanova 2011,
182-183].

2.2. The meanings of the Udmurt second past forms

I will discuss the possible meaning of the Udmurt evidential based on [Kubitsch's 2017] work. Alt-
hough this is an MA thesis this is the most up-to-date and most in-depth summary of the topic. Kubitsch’s
aim is to find out the possible meanings related to evidentiality expressed by the Udmurt second past tense
forms with the help of a questionnaire, and research carried out on blog texts. [Although Siegl’s 2004] di-
ploma work is a much more well-known summary of this topic, I consider Kubitsch’s work more relevant in
my case, because she examined blog-texts, which are much closer to the spoken language, than Siegl’s re-
search on the Pavlik Morozov corpus, which is a shorter Udmurt translation of a Soviet propaganda story.

In the Udmurt evidential system two types of information sources are distinguished by grammatical
means: firsthand information and non-firsthand information [Kubitsch 2017, 11]. Based on the section dis-
cussing the use of the second past [Kubitsch 2017, 19-35], it covers several semantic parameters related to
expressing the source of information and it also bears such functions that are primarily not related to the
information source. [Kubitsch 2017, 19-35]. The different functions can be summarized in the following
table (table 1).

! Possessive suffixes are the ones appearing between brackets after the - suffix where the evidential forms are discussed.

? Although there are different opinions on whether the -u/# is the part of the stem, or it belongs to the suffixes, the aim
of this study is to show, which forms appear, so I consider it as the part of the stem for a practical reason: this way the
number of the possible endings is smaller, and this way the system is less vague.

*In Timerhanova’s tables [2011, 182—183] we can find the -am0b1 and -emow: forms as well, but these ones are starting
to fade away, which is shown by that fact as well,that in these tables they are at a secondary position, and in other
books, they are not even mentioned, like in Ganejev and Perevozchikov [2005], and my own experiences during my
fieldworks also show that in the 2P1 forms the -zzs- suffixes is used, so I will use this form as well.
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Table 1
The possible meanings expressed by evidentiality [based on Kubitsch 2017, 19-35]
Functions connected to the source Functions that cannot be connected
of information to the source of information
1. Reportative 1. Characteristics of a genre
2. Inferential 2. Mirativity
a) Based on visible result a) Deferred realization
b) Based on mental construction b) New, unexpected information
c) Based on general knowledge about the world
3. Lack of control over the event

3. Udmurt analytic past forms and evidentiality

Among the analytic past forms in most cases the auxiliary verb is in second past form, and in one case
the main verb has this form. So, the question rises, whether these second past forms also express any kind of
evidential meaning, and if there is any difference between them in function.

In the Udmurt language there are 4 synthetic tenses (present, first past, second past, future), and there
are 4 analytic ones as well. These latter ones are often barely discussed by textbooks and studies focusing on
Udmurt tenses, even the latest work on morphology, written by native speakers of the Udmurt language,
discusses all these four tenses on only five and a half pages [Timerhanova 2011, 184—189]. It also does not
really help the situation of the reader of this study that these barely half page long sections about the different
second past forms are mainly morphological descriptions and examples, whereas a functional description is
almost completely missing. During my research, except for one informant, all of them could identify these
forms, but not all these forms are used these days.

Furthermore, the functional differences are not discussed even in descriptive sections [Timerhanova
2011, 184]: ,,TomM0O HO TOAMOTAM OPTYEM JBIPHIH KAPOHKBLTHECHIH HO BaJl, BBUIAM IOPTTICH KbIUTHECHIH HOIII
BepaM KapOHKBLTBEC KBLIKAOTONOC MYIITPOCCHISI CHHOHUMBEC JIyo (IMYyIITPOCCHIsI KOHS Ke MOpTAIMrec Ke
HO).” (Translation: The ones formed by the first and second past forms of the verb and the saz, gvi1am auxil-
iary verbs, in their meanings are synonymous to each other (although there is a small difference in their
meaning).”).

If they are really synonyms, then the following question rises: Why does Udmurt have three (four?)*
different forms (first past + eas, first past + ewsiiom (?), second past + 6an, second past + guram), if they are
interchangeable, and there is no difference in meaning? Although there are redundant phenomena in the lan-
guages, but it seems too much for a language to have three (or four?) forms to express the very same mean-
ing/phenomenon/function. Furthermore, even though the author mentions, that there is a small difference
between the meanings, she does not discuss what exactly this difference is, although it would be really help-
ful for the reader to differentiate these two tenses.

In the followings I will describe these analytical past forms based on the morphological work edited
by [Timerhanova 2011, 184—189], because this is the most up-to-date, and one of the longest summaries of
these past tense forms, which was written by a native speaker of the Udmurt language.

3.1. The formation of the analytic past tense forms

The analytic past forms can be formed by the four synthetic verb forms, and the sax (first past) and/or
sviiom (second past) forms of the verb (‘to be’). The morphology edited by [Timerhanova 2011, 184—187]
starts the presentation of these four forms with the ones called wuipvicem#i kemanacy opmuem Ovip and
Kuikemii kemanacoe opmyem Ovip (in English first bygone past tense’ and ’second bygone past tense’). The
first is formed with the first past form of the verb and the saxr auxiliary verb, and the later with the second
past form of the verb and the gan/gvinom auxiliary verbs.

Their negating forms are formed with the negative form of the main verb plus the unchanged version
of the auxiliary verb. Although in the case of the second past form the negation can be carried out in a syn-
thetic and an analytic way as well, in the case of the xeixemii kemanace opmuem Owip only the synthetic form
is mentioned.

* Although Timerhanova [2011] differentiates 3 different forms, as I will show, it is possible, that maybe there is a fourth
form as well
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The next one discussed [Timerhanova 2011, 187-188] is the xema opmuem Odwip (in English *bygone
past tense’), which is formed by the present tense form of the main verb and the sar/sbiiom auxiliary verb.
The negation is formed the same way as in the case of the previous two forms, the negated present tense
form of the main verb and the unchanged form of the sar/sbiiom auxiliary verbs.

The fourth analytic past form is the mpoc nonr opmuem Owvip (in English lit. ‘many times [happened]
past tense’) [ Timerhanova 2011, 188—189], that is formed by the use of the future tense form of the verb and
the an/viiom auxiliary verbs. The negation follows the analogy mentioned earlier: the negation of the future
tense form of the main verb used together with the san/sbi1om auxiliary verbs. The exact meaning expressed
by this form does not mean any challenges in the case of this tense: it is used to express actions/events that
happened regularly in the past, therefore the name (mpoc non 'many times'). The analytic tenses will be
shown by examples a bit later (table 2).

Table 2
The analytic past forms of the verbs moinsins and oyanv
MbIHbIHGL 't0 g0’ | Gysmbl 'to paint’
simple plusquamperfect (kema opmuem dvip)
1Sg | MBIHHCBKO OysIChKO
2Sg | MBIHUCBKO OysIChKOJ
3Sg | MBIHD BAI/BBLUDM | Gyst BaJI/BBUIOM
1P1 MBIHUCHKOM(BI) OyscbekoM(bl)
2P1 MBIHHCHKObI OYSCHKOIBI
3PI MBIHHCBKO3BI OysICBKO3BI
first plusquamperfect (nvipvicem i kemanacy opmuem Ovip)
1Sg | MBIHH Oystit
2Sg | MBIHUT Oysin
3Sg | MbIHI3 BaN(/BBUIOM) | Gys3 BaJI(/BBUIIM)
1P1 MBIHIM(BI) OysiM(b1)
2P1 MBIHH B Oys b1
3P1 MBIHH3BI Oys13BI
second plusquamperfect (kvikem £ kemanacoe opmuem Ovip)
1Sg | mbIHKCBKEM(E) Oysicekem(e)
25g MBIHOMET OysMen
3Sg | mbiEOM(€3) BaJI/BBLIIDM Oysm(e3) BaJI/BBUIAM
1P] MBIHHChKEMMBI OysICBKEMMBI
2P] MBIHHJIISIM(JTBI) OysaM(zibl)
3PI MBIHMIITSIM(3B1) Oy M (3b1)
frequentative past (mpoc non opmuem ovip
1Sg | MBIHO Oys10
2Sg MBIHOT Oysox
3Sg MBIHO3 BaJI/BBLIOM Oys103 BaJI/BBUIDM
1P1 MBIHOM(BI) OysismoM(bl)
2P1 MBIHOJIBI OYsI101b1
3PI MBIHO3BI Oys17103b1

3.2. Problems with the naming and the use of the analytic past tense forms

Translating the names of these tenses can cause problems, not only in the case of English, for example
there are Hungarian sources that mention these forms [Csucs 1990; Kozmacs 2002], but they do not give a
name for them, so there is no terminology even in the most widely spoken Finno-Ugric language. If we ob-
serve the Udmurt names, then we can find, that both xema opmuem Ovip and kemanace opmuem Jvip means
something that happened in the bygone past, with the only difference, that xemaracy goes back into the past
even farther, but it is not discussed anywhere exactly how much further it goes. It does not only make the
formation of the terminology harder, but also does not really help in the choice of the correct past tense form.
In the translation of the terminology we can take advantage of the fact that the wuipvicemii and the kvixemii
Kemaacs opmuem Obip are being refered to as first and second plusquamperfect as well [Timerhanova 2011,
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184], so for those we can use this terminology in English as well (for Hungarian it can be elsé
plusquamperfect and mdsodik plusquamperfect), and as the xema opmuem Ovip is the most commonly used
version of the analytic past tenses, it can be referred as simple plusquamperfect (in Hungarian it can be
egyszerii regmult). As we can see the least problematic one is the mpoc non opmuem owvip but giving a name
for this past tense can be also challenging. Based on the original Udmurt name of this tense, the frequentative
past could be used for it (in Hungarian the frekventativ mult can be used).

4. The research

As I have already mentioned, the use of the frequentative past form is unambiguous, so this is the one,
that cannot really cause any problems in understanding for a person studying Udmurt, as its meaning can be
clearly differentiated from the meaning of the other forms, so this form is not included in my research.

My research was carried out in the following way: from the Udmurt corpus’ I chose a random sentence in
which the verb was in simple plusquamperfect form:

VYamypru-e KYpHUCBHK-€ Bal 03
Udmurtia-ILL ask-PRES.35G to.be.PST  NEG.PST
n33-¢ XabapoBck-¢ VITBIHBI WHTBISA-3BI
allow-NEG.PST.3PL Habarovsk-ILL to.live place-PST.3PL

'He asked for permission to go to Udmurtia, but he wasn’t allowed to do so, he
was sent to Habarovsk to live there’

Altogether six sentences were created by changing only the berb to all possible analytic past tense
forms, including the one considered non-existent, the present tense form of the main verb and the w191
auxiliary verb. Then I asked native speakers to describe the differences in the meaning of these 6 sentences. I
asked 6 native speakers to answer my question (one of them got the sentences in a printed form, the other
five were contacted via internet). My informants were all females. I chose to ask only female native speakers
as the language use of women tends to be more conservative than the language use of the men [Labov 1991,
206], so this way there is a much higher chance that they will be able to differentiate these forms from one
another. These six informants were chosen in a way that the different Udmurt dialects should have been rep-
resented. Moreover not only their sex was the same, but they were all fluent speakers of the Udmurt lan-
guage, and they were all university students, or young Udmurts, who had finished their studies at university
not so long ago. Although all 6 people assured me to send an answer, in the end only 4 of them answered my
question. The lack of answers from that two people could occur, because they could not differentiate the
meaning of the sentences, but they did not want to admit it. This assumption, and the fact that one of them
admitted that she could not differentiate them supports the hypothesis that these analytic past forms (at least
a part of them) are not part of the active language use anymore. Although the number of answers is quite
small, we still have answers from the speakers of the northern and southern dialect of the Udmurt language,
and one of the informants is from Izhevsk, the capital city of Udmurtia, which is linguistically a Russian
dominant city. The answers were congruent, but before I expose the results, I would like to mention three
important comments. First, there was only one person who could not fit the first plusquamperfect + o119
auxiliary verb form (the form that according to the grammar is non-existent) into the system, but not even
this person said that it would be an incorrect form, she just said that this form is not used in her dialect. The
second thing to mention is that, as I mentioned above, there was one person to whom there was no difference
in meaning between these sentences (,, Mor noHHA cooc 8oobwe 6anbmbl3 ockadecy” ’As for me they are all
the same’). She only found some difference between the two different forms of the simple plusquamperfect,
but even the difference between them is neglectable. The third interesting thing is that according to the an-
swers of the these native speakers the second plusquamperfect + s6az auxiliary verb, and the simple
plusquamperfect + BeuM have the same meaning, although according to Timerhanova's morphology [2011,
184] the interchangeable forms are the first and second plusquamperfect forms.

> http://web-corpora.net/UdmurtCorpus.
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The answers were summarized in a table based on whether the event happened once, multiple times, or
it is irrelevant how many times it happened, and based on whether the speaker knows how the event passed,
or she has only non-firsthand information about it, so the evidentiality has a role in the differentiation of the
meaning.

The results

The congruent answers of my informants can be summarized in the following table (table 3).

Table 3
The results

Irrelevant Multiple | Firsthand | Non-firsthand
times

simple plusquamperfect with Ban
simple plusquamperfect with Beu1IM
1™ plusquamperfect with Ban

st .
1" plusquamperfect with BeIIM
2" plusquamperfect with Bazn
2" plusquamperfect with BbuM

As it is visible the ewvi1om and eazn variants of the simple plusquamperfect are in a complementary rela-
tionship. The variant with the saz auxiliary verb expresses an event that happened multiple times, while the
variant with the w13 auxiliary verb expresses an event that happened only once, and the information is
considered non-firsthand from an evidential point of view. The following question rises: Is it possible to
express somehow that an event happened multiple times, while the information is considered non-firsthand?
The multiple time meaning appears in simple plusquamperfect with the gar auxiliary verb, and the first
plusquamperfect with the saz auxiliary verb expresses that it only happened once and the speaker has first-
hand experience about it. The frequentative past with the saz auxiliary would be a good guess, but it carries a
habitual meaning as well, which is not necessarily the case in this situation.

It is also visible, that both in first and second plusquamperfect if the ssu1om auxiliary verb is used, it
becomes irrelevant how many times the event happened. We can also conclude that in these tenses the form
of the main verb shows if the speaker has first- or non-firsthand information about how the event happened.
The only exception is the first plusquamperfect with the si1o.m auxiliary verb, because in that case both first-
hand and non-firsthand experience is marked. How can it happen? It can be explained the following way: the
speaker has firsthand knowledge about the fact that this event happened, but she is not familiar with the exact
details about the way it happened. To put it in another way: in all the other cases the fact that the person went
for the committee to ask for permission is handled as one single event, no matter if the speaker is familiar
with the circumstances or not, but in this case the asking for permission, and the way it is asked is separated
from each other. So, this form (which according to the grammar does not exist) fits into the system, as the
speaker is aware of the fact that the event happened, just has no knowledge about how it happened.

There are more results that can be found if we put those forms next to each other, where the auxiliary
verbs are the same, but the main verbs stand in different forms. In this case it becomes visible that the simple
plusquamperfect with the saz auxiliary is in a complementary relationship with the second plusquamperfect
formed with the same auxiliary. As the auxiliary verbs are in the same form, it should be the main verb that
carries the difference in meaning. So the one in which the main verb is in present tense form, the main verb
expresses that it happened multiple times and the speaker has firsthand experience about the event, and the
one in which the main verb is in second past form expresses that the event happened only once, and the
speaker has only non-firsthand experience about the event. But if the form of the main verbs remains the
same and we change the auxiliary to its second past, then the auxiliary verb will be the one showing that it is
non-firsthand knowledge of the speaker and the form of the main verb will express whether the event hap-
pened only once, or it is irrelevant how many times it happened.

In the case of putting the forms with the same forms of the main verbs next to each other with the dif-
ferent auxiliaries, then we can see that compared to the previous complementary situation, here the auxiliary
verbs will be the ones carrying all the meanings, as the forms of the main verbs are the same, so it cannot be
the result of the differences. In this case in the second plusquamperfect the main verbs second past form ex-
presses that the speaker has non-firsthand information, and the auxiliary verb expresses that the event hap-
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pened only once, or it is irrelevant how many times it happened. In the case of the first plusquamperfect the
situation is a bit more complicated. The first past form of the verb expresses that the speaker has a first hand
experience about the action, and the éar auxiliary expresses that it happened only once, but the s has a
dual meaning, as it expresses that it is irrelevant, how many times it happened, and also that, that the speaker
does not have any firsthand information about how the event happened.

5. Summary

Based on the results we can state the following. Although in the morphology edited by [Timerhanova
2011, 184—187] there is only one form of the plusquamperfect, based on the results, the speakers could easily
fit the one considered non existent in the system, and it was fitted in the same way. What is even more inter-
esting about fitting it in in the same way is that this form has a much more complicated meaning than the
others (as it separates the event from the way the event happened), so it is interesting, why it is not included
in the descriptions. We can also state that according to the results the simple plusquamperfect with the o191
auxiliary and the second plusquamperfect with the ean auxiliary express the same thing, namely, that the
event happened only once, and the speaker has non-firsthand knowledge about it. So, based on this, and the
fact that in Timerhanova's work on morphology [Timerhanova 2011, 184] the meanings of the first and se-
cond plusquamperfect forms are interchangeable, we could assume that in this case, except for the simple
plusquamperfect with the w1191 auxiliary, all the other examined forms are interchangeable. But this would
mean, that this is a heavily redundant system in the Udmurt language. We can stick to this statement, and
then we can assume that these analytic past forms start to lose their original meanings, because the speakers
do not really feel the urge to use these forms anymore, or it can occur because of the constant contact with
the Russian language which does not have these kind of analytic past forms. Maybe this decline of the sys-
tem is really happening in the present-day Udmurt language, but based on the results we got, we can still find
the possible core meaning of these forms:

e simple plusquamperfect with the gar auxiliary: expresses an event in the past that happened multiple
times, and the speaker has first-hand experience about it;

e simple plusquamperfect with the sirom auxiliary: expresses an event in the past that happened once,
and the speaker has non-firsthand experience about it;

o first plusquamperfect with the éan auxiliary: expresses an event in the past that happened once, and
the speaker has first-hand experience about it;

o first plusquamperfect with the ssurom auxiliary: expresses an event in the past for which it is irrele-
vant, how many times did it happen, and the speaker has first-hand experience about the event taking place,
but does not have any information about how it happened;

e second plusquamperfect with the saz auxiliary: expresses an event in the past that happened once,
and the speaker has non-firsthand experience about it;

e second plusquamperfect with the gs191 auxiliary: expresses an event in the past for which it is irrel-
evant, how many times did it happen, and the speaker has non-firsthand experience about it;

Also, it is fair to state that for someone who studies Udmurt it can cause a lot of problems to differentiate
these forms, because it is not regular, whether the main verb causes the differences or the auxiliary verbs.

My aim for the future is to investigate this topic further, to support the theory I presented above, and
also to make further investigations in the Udmurt corpus to find out, whether the forms having the evidential
meaning in them have the potential to express politeness [Aikhenvald 2004, 241-242]. However, based on
the system I presented above, only the non-firsthand meaning appeared in those cases where the second past
form was used. which strongly limits the possibility to express politeness, because for that, the lack of con-
trol over the event is much more suitable.
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