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1 Finnic

The Finnic dialect continuum comprises the Finnish group to the northwest, including
Finnish dialects in Ingria; adjacent to the east, the Karelian group, earlier also in Finnish
Karelia; to the east the Ludic and Veps groups; adjacent to Finnish in Ingria, the Ingrian
and Votic groups; to the southwest, the Estonian and Livonian groups. This study is
limited to the Finnish+Karelian groups, with Standard Estonian as counterweight to
indicate the range of variation within shared subsystems. For Finnish+Karelian, extensive
textual evidence begins with literary varieties drawing on Western Finnish in 16C, but
descriptions and corpora cover much of dialectal range over the latter 19C. (In English,
comparatively and diachronically oriented introductions with further literature may be
found in Abondolo and Vilijarvi 2023 ed., Bakr6-Nagy et al. 2022 ed., Dahl and
Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001 ed.; for the core argument coding of interest here, particularly
helpful is its contextualisation and study through literary varieties of Finnic in Lees 2015.)

Studies of the case-agreement coding of core arguments in Finnish often refer to
“Finnish” and use the morphophonology of the SF or Standard or Common Finnish,
vleiskieli, henceforth SF, codified in late 19C. This was then to some extent a novel
construct, usually illustrated through its essentially innovated phoneme /d/, as in meidcn
‘of us’, for *d, meiddt, written meid(h)dn in earlier literary traditions, and its dialectal
developments or replacements, meirdn, meildn, meijin, medn, meitin, ...; though more
often the distinctiveness of SF consists in its combining or rejecting features of different
dialects and stages like the 1P ipv. and ¢-forms of pronouns below. In 20C, some of the
novel characteristics of SF are also characteristics of Common Spoken Finnish,
vleispuhekieli, henceforth CF, of the native first language of speakers in areas where there
is no direct continuity with pre-19C dialects of Finnish, and even of native first or early-
acquired varieties of speakers in areas where there is such continuity. (Mostly Finnish-
language references for the development of Finnish and Karelian, their literary varieties,
and SF, and for their dialectal landscape, are included in op.cit.; for diachrony and SF, see
esp. Lehtinen 2007, Hikkinen 1994*, Lauerma 2004*, and in French Havu 2015; for
dialectology, Palander 2023 in English; for the current situations across many different
dimensions, Mielikdinen 1982, Mielikdinen 1986, Lappalainen and Vaattovaara 2005,
Nuolijjarvi and Sorjonen 2005, and the articles and references in Brunni et al. 2018 ed.;
the changing characteristics of Finnish in what had earlier been Swedish-speaking areas
have been particularly well studied in for Helsinki, e.g. Paunonen 1994*, Kuparinen et al.
2021).

Elements of case-agreement coding are among the innovations of SF and may be
illustrated with two examples of central relevance here and their consequences. One is the
use in SF of the transparent and essentially historically expected 1P ipv. form, e.g. otta -
kaa-mme, characteristic of literary varieties from 16C, and still found in some peripheral
dialects when recorded in 19C. By 19C when SF was being codified, this had largely been
replaced by the present indicative of the impersonal-passive, ote-faan, which increased
the opacity of the ipv. paradigm, and more variably, this personified use of the
impersonal-passive had come to stand alongside or replace the category of 1P, creating or
cementing a surface violation of many formulations of JR. CF differs from SF in
continuing this latter state of affairs found or emerging in 19C dialects, though not



necessarily with the full details of morphosyntax found in these then, in ways relevant to
understanding JR (see e.g. ®otet 'han nuo laukkuhunsa | °myé alettii kaivettoo).

The second example is the SF import of the personal pronoun accusative -¢, e.g. minut
‘me’, meiddt ‘us’, characteristic of eastern dialects and for the singular of a small subset
of them, into a morphosyntactic basis that drew chiefly on the centre-southwest and its
literary traditions, in both of which 7-forms were mostly absent in the plural and entirely
in the singular, and instead of them, genitive, nominative or partitive were used in
different contexts and dialects. CF shares with SF the use of #-forms like mut, and
moreover, they seem now widely available with different dialectal stems, but the systems
now including them again do not necessarily continue properties of many earlier dialects
with or without ¢-forms, again sometimes in ways central to JR (see e.g. °Myd voitettii sie
| °Silma voitettiih | °mun kiskettiin).

Studies of core argument coding in Finnish do not always give relevent information
about the systems available to the speakers represented in them, but they can be
supplemented with descriptions of argument coding in dialects before when the spread of
literary and normative varieties was limited, and these descriptions are also revealing
about the range of variation that core argument coding can take across otherwise similar
settings, and (non)correlations of aspects of it. Within the severe limitations of sources
available to me, some attempt has been made here to consider the attested range of
systems for Finnish and for adjacent varieties of Karelian at least when it comes to object
coding, grammaticalised personifications of the impersonal-passive, and less so the
imperative, but not at all or far less so for now in other domains like mihi est.

2 Imperative and jussive

2.1 Imperative

Object: Across Finnic, ipv. 2S, 2P and when present 1P, is the oldest and most
widespread construction with (split-)nominative objects, and often contrasts with
accusative object in the 3S, 3P juss. (Havas 2008, Ojajarvi 1950*). The coupling of
nominative object and ipv. against accusative elsewhere has been reconstructed for Proto-
Uralic in rather different ways (Janhunen 2002, Havas 2008 with lit.). In Finnish-
Karelian, it is one of the most stable split/all-nominative-object environments, but all-
accusative coding like that of other moods occurs (°Kemi, cf. °Tver), and can be a
nominative-object context even if imp.-pass. is accusative-object (°Tver Karelian).

Subject: In Finnish, ipv. 2S, 2P, 1P combine with some overt subjects, notably free
pronouns, which has been a focus of study in the literature on JR since it gives rise to the
NOM.A + split-NOM and so double-nominative construction °ota sind se laukku, with
the restriction that the NOM subject is postverbal unlike even with juss. (Setdld 1883:
§34; see esp. Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975, Nelson 1998, Kiparsky 2001); a number of
other subjects have been noted that are to some extent ambiguous between clause-internal
and vocatives or appositions and are not alzays postverbal (VISK §1650-2, §1666).
Quantificational subjects would be more revealing and seem quite common in say B
auttakaa nyt joku | G dlkdd kukaan tulko menko, but have not seen them studied (in
particular not for anaphora in the type no one raise your/their hand).



Inflections: Here sketched with SF as point of reference (VISK, Sebeok 1944; diachrony
here and below Lehtinen 2007: passim but esp. 125-136, Zaikov 2000: 175-9, 186-191,
200-202, 208-210, 216-9, Laanest 1982: 3.4.3.1; variation older literary VVKS, Hiakkinen
2014, °dialects). Elements of theoretical interest here are doubly underlined (esp.
distinctiveness of person coding in ipv. relative to other moods).

2S: stem + -, distinctive as 2S to ipv.

Diachrony: ipv. marker *-k, historically and synchronically identified with the marker *-k
of the connegative nonfinite verbal form, and possibly with the *-k marker of the present
tense, but usually not the lative case-marker *-k of I INF

Note: - is phonologically distinctive, Anna : anna’; laita : laita’, but verbal stems do not
occur bare, **anna, **laita, so perhaps it would be possible to analyse the 2S ipv. as the
crosslinguistically common use of the bare stem.

2P: stem + ipv. -kaa + 2P -, distinctive as 2P to ipv. vs. -#fe in other moods, literary also
-kaa-tte with the 2P -#te of other moods, older literary -kaa-t, early literary -kaa-tte/a, -t
Diachrony: -#fe is the 2P in other moods, generalised from present *-k- + 2P -te; ipv. -kaa
<*-ka-da < ipv. *-ka- + the same 2P -fe and/or variant 2P -ta in weak grade in unstressed
syllables; the variants, perhaps earlier dual vs. plural, and the weak grade, should
historically have occurred in other moods, and do in dialects, but have been levelled out,
while ipv. is distinctive in not levelling; remarking with -tte does occur in dialects (e.g.
East-Savonian °Nurmes).

1P: literary: stem + ipv. -kAA- + -mme, early literary -kaa-mme/a, -m, -n, explicitly nearly
absent in Finnish though not Karelian °dialects 19C descriptions.

Diachrony: -mme as in other moods < pres. *-k- + 1P -me, replacing expected *-ka-me/ma
of ipv., see for 2P.

1P, common colloquial: pres.ind. of imp.-pass., with its split-nominative object, but with
the availability of nominative subject in the same post-verbal subject positions as in other
ipv.

Diachrony: pres.ind., not even when available juss. of imp.-pas., was recruited for 1P ipv.
in pre-19C central Savonian varieties and spread from there, and in such systems 1P is
distinctive relative to other moods, followed by personification and often recruitment for
1P generally, and now available in this generality with or without older 1P forms in most
Finnish dialects (Pertild 2000), as well as the common colloquial varieties of Finnish
(Sebeok 1944, Mielikdinen 1991%).

Negative: finite negative verb, which in ipv. has a distinctive stem dl(d) inflected as
above, plus the “connegative” nonfinite form, + ¢ with 28, and in dialects this can be
general (e.g. Cannelin 1889: §43, Reijonen 1892: §113.1), and stem + -ko with 2P, 1P,
also found in dialects (e.g. Hyyrylainen 1893: 50, and with somewhat more complexity,
Grotenfelt 1878: §50).



Clitic: Optional clitic =s thought to be related to 2S -si and sometimes analysed as S2 if
frequently attached to but not only to ipv.; in ipv. occurs not only with 2S but also with
imp.-pass. as 1P ipv., std./colloq. menndidin ~ menndds, which constitutes partial tracking
of 2S in this inclusive 142 form (cf. Nevis 1986, VISK §126, §836-8)

2.2 Jussive

General: The jussive (optative, concessive, rogative) has forms traditionally called 3S,
3P, and imp.-pass., with the usual morphosyntax of other moods, NOM A/S + all-ACC O
and split-NOM O, and regular pre- and post-verbal subject positions.

In the 3™-person forms, there is no restriction against SAP-inclusion (Peltola 2016:
695); indeed juss. seems to be the usual way to express e.g. yksi meistd olkoon aina
ensimmdisend miehend (A. Kivi, Seitsemdn veljestd), though SAPs like mind, me cannot
be the entire subject (Peltola 2016: 687n5, contrasting Estonian); on the other end of the
animacy scale, there is no restriction against inanimates (Peltola 2016: 684 and passim).

The normative number 3S : 3P number distinction often fails to be respect even when
both forms exist in a given vareity (VISK §1281, §1650-2, §1666; Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1975; Kiparsky 2001; Peltola 2016: 688f.). There might or not need to be
distinguished here (i) the widespread neutral use of 3S for 3P juss., which matches
common use of 3S for 3P in many varieties; (ii) the more marked and consequential use
of 3P for 3S, perhaps relatable to other such common uses like the “exaggerative” plural;
(ii1) actual collapse of 3S/3P into one form, found in some but certainly not all °dialects.

In Karelian, imp.-pass. is recruited to replace 3P; in °Karelian Proper this is resisted
specifically in juss., so whereas other moods use 3S or imp.-pass. for 3P, juss. uses only
3S/P -ka-h = -ko-on with overt singular or plural subjects and regular NOM-ACC syntax,
giving juss. : other mood-split in the coding of 3P by imp.-pass.; in °Olonets Karelian,
imp.-pass. is used for 3P uniformaly in all moods, giving 3S : 3P number-split within the
juss. as in other moods, i.E. 3S, with NOM A/S + ACC O, and 3P = imp.-pass., with
NOM A/S and split-NOM O.

Inflections, general: Here sketched with SF as point of reference (for lit. see °2S).

In SF, juss. is marked by -ko- counterpart of ipv. -ka-, plus distinctive 3S -n, 3P -¢.

The weak number distinctions of the SF system is often given out as 3S : 3P in 19C
descriptions of Finnish °dialects but not discussed in depth; other descriptions of Finnish
and Karelian dialects are clear that there is only one form being used with both 3S and 3P
subjects; while in Olonets Karelian recruitement of imp.-pass. as 3P has led to the juss.-
internal 3S : 3P °number-split.

Across Finnish-Karelian there is a persistent syncretism of 3S or numberless 3™ in the
act. juss. with imp.-pass. across all moods including juss. if present: -n or its
developments like -<J in Finnish, or -4 or its develoments like -7 in Karelian varieties.
The antecedents of the relevant endings are: (i) originally nominalising *-pi as 3S of act.
pres.ind., (i1) no ending as 3S of act. ipf., (ii1) *-sen > *-hen as 3S of the juss. = 3S *-sen
underlying imp.-pass. through its origin as the 3" person reflexive of causative =? 3™
POS -Vn, -(n)sa &c (cf. Lehtinen 2007: 129-132). The developments that took *-sen to -n
or -h do not at first sight need reference to a factor shared by the 3S juss. and imp.-pass.
beyond this originally shared 3S marker. Thus the syncretism does not necessarily reveal




an underlying common content of 3(S) imp.-pass. juss. In varieties not considered here, it
seems that developments can break the syncretism, e.g. 3S juss. > -k/y-0- not shared by
imp.-pass. (Palola 2009: 2.2.4).

The 19/2™ ka : 3" ko complementarity is adopted for SF in late-19C grammars (e.g.
Setéld 1880), against earlier 19C grammars that offer noncomplementary up to paradigms
of each of -ka:o complete for all persons and numbers (e.g. Eurén 1849, Genetz 1880),
while pre-18C literary varieties and first records of dialects in 19C usually have either a
or o but not both, or 1/2™ 4 : 3™ o complementarity (e.g. VVKS).

Inflections, 2S: Folk-poetry offers some 1¥/2™ (k)o forms, of which the clearest and best-
studied is the 2S form, where there is a contrast between 28 ipv., stem + -°C/=s, and 2S
juss., stem + k(k)~p/00 + -</="s/-’s (both frequently followed by the clitic -s) (Leskinen
1971; Lokkila 2014, Palola 2009: 2.2, 3.1, Timonen 2008: 4.3, Zaikov 2000: 178f., all
drawing chiefly on and resuming Leskinen 1970%; cf. Peltola 2016: 689n7).

Jahnsson 1871: §11cln observes on the basis of the Kalevala that argument coding of
the 2S juss. is that of the 2S, 2P, 1P ipv., not that of the 3S, 3P juss.: explicitly, that O of
2S juss. is nominative, Ottaos véivyn oronen, lasketellos laukki-otsa vaskisista valjahista
‘Take the son-in-law’s steed, untie the blaze-forehead from the copper harness’ (Kal.
XXI: 69 ft.); implicitly, that (A2?/)S of 2S juss. can be in the preverbal position, Sind
astuos ahoa ‘Thou walk the grove’ (Kal. XXXII: 360).° Ditto more briefly with the
former ex Setdld 1880: §3.1. Both of these examples turn out to be Lonnrot’s creations
(Leskinen 1971: 401). Still, Jahnnson’s point hold at least of some of the 2S juss. in
collected folk-poetry, e.g. Jauhuo sind kivonen !! Jauhak ainonen kiveni !! [*Grind thou
the stone! Grind my one and only stone!’, 2S juss. and 2S. ipv. juxtaposed, both with
nominative objects.] (Palola 2009: 170 < SKVR).

On the face of it, the 2S forms of juss. demonstrate that person is the key feature
correlating with O coding of imp.-pass., not something else like mood, which would be
consonant with other most other evidence : when both -ka- and -ko- moods exist for a
given person, both take the same argument coding. The strength of this evidence depends
on the place of the 2S juss. within individual grammars: it seems that although the 2S
juss. along with all 1%/2™ person juss. is met across different varieties, it is confined to
folk-poetry (Palola 2009: 2.2.4 resuming Leskinen 1970%).

Negative: See ipv.

% The syncretism of 3S jussive - arbitrary human impersonal is also found in certain tense-moods in Celtic,
and there also has an independent diachronic explanation as accidental convergence of 3" person endings of
the jussive with the ending of the *#-participle that remained to become the impersonal from what had
earlier been the BE-perfect (Lewis and Pedersen 1969: §451, §470).

* Af imperativus anvindas endast 2:dra pers. sing. och plur. samt l:sta pers. plur. I stillet for 3:dje
personerna af denna form anvindas motsvarande personer af koncessivus, hvilken péd sitt och vis utgdr
supplement tili imperativus, t. ex. mene, menkéon, menkddmme, menkdd(tte), menkoot. Aro dessa former
fornekade, anvédndes koncessivens stam dfven vid l:sta och 2:dra pers. plur., dlkddmme, dlkdd(tte) menko.
Isynnerhet i poesi forekommer dock &fven andra personen af koncessivus, hvars totala objekt star i
nominativus, t. ex. Ottaos vivyn oronen, lasketellos laukki-otsa vaskisista votjakista: tag mégens hingst,
spann bldsen ur kopparredet (Kal:. XXI: 69 ft.); Sind astuos ahoa: du ma vandra fram langs lunden (Kal.
XXXII: 360).



2.3 Personification and coding splits

Background on °personification: In 20C, imp.-pass. and its distinctive morphosyntax
became general alternative or replacement of the older 1P m-suffix forms in many dialects
of Finnish and in common spoken Finnish, but the dialectal descriptions of later 19C still
often capture stages where this personification is confined to use of imp.-pass. with its
morphosyntax as replacement of the 1P m-form solely in the ipv., saadaan (me) se, and
this m-form represented by lit. saakaamme (me) sen is generally given out as
systematically absent in dialects.

By the first descriptions of 19C as well, imp.-pass. had also been personified and
recruited to replace 3P #-forms in Karelian -- if these ever existed there(?) -- but here in all
tense-moods save the ipv., where Karelian Proper resists the recruitment of imp.-pass.,
perhaps because it lacks the ipv./juss. of imp.-pass., while Olonets Karelian adopts it
using its novel form of the ipv./juss. of imp.-pass.

In the intermediate Border-Karelian area, both 1P and 3P personifications are found,
as well as the earlier forms.

Here the (non)personified imp.-pass. are chiefly of interest here because imp.-pass.
has a different argument coding than the person-number of the active, and in the ipv. that
gives rise to striking coding splits by person, number, and/or mood : e.g. 1P ipv. NOM-
NOM : 2P ipv. NOM-ACC + 1P elsewhere NOM-ACC, or 3S NOM-ACC + 3S
elsewhere NOM-ACC : 3P NOM-NOM: see further °personification under °impersonal-
passive.

Here issues that touch on the ipv. as point of origin and the use of pres.ind. may be
noted.

Origin in ipv.: The point of grammaticalisation of imp.-pass. for 1P is thought to be ipv.
in Savonian varieties, and that is indeed common in early systems (Pertild 2000: sec. 2
and lit there.). This is not shared with personification of imp.-pass. for 3P, where it seems
3P ipv. specifically resists and/or came last in Karelian. It is also not shared with the
trajectories of the similar personification of imp.-pass. for 1P in Romance (e.g. French on,
Coveney 2000; Italian si, Ramat and Sanso 2011; Portuguese a gente, Taylor 2009, Costa
and Pereira 2013).

It remains debated why ipv. was the point of origin, with options including distinctive
usage or external patterns (Pertild 2000: sec. 2 and lit there). Perhaps also the opacity of
the expected ipv. forms may have played a role : in 2P, the weak-grade development *-
ka-da > -kaa- was mostly kept in the ipv. and mostly only there, frequently giving opacity
of PN in ipv. relative to PN elsewhere; relative to this there would have been new opacity
within the ipv. in regular. *-ka-ma > -kama (Kanteletar saakame), or regularlised -kaa-
ma, -ka(a)-m(m)e/a (Agricola and subsequent lit. varieties, but these also regularised 2P
to -kaa-tte &c, VVKS). Personification/recruitment of imp.-pass. as it were severed 1P
from the ipv. morphosyntax and created a new formation entirely, no more related to the
ipv. morphosyntax than say let’s go or the corresponding anna-construction of Finnish
varieties.

Personification/recruitement of pres.ind. of imp.-pass. for 1P ipv.: There is nothing
obvious to the ipv./juss. of imp.-pass. that would resist use as 1P ipv: it is used for



exhortations to SAP-inclusive partitives, °yksi meistd olkoon aina ensimmdisend miehend,
and the PN-slot marker is systematically syncretic with that of imp.-pass. outside the
juss., here olkoon : ollaan.

One possibility is that personification started from uses of pres.ind. for commands,
which occurs independently for various reasons, e.g. in English We're leaving! for
command that lacks the exhortatory dimensions of Let’s leave, or The rest of you are with
me! where ipv. lacks the requisite sense in (The rest of you) be with me! °Cannelin 1889:
§80.4-5 describes a dialectal use of pres.ind. for 1/2 ipv. explicitly for 2P commands and
with exclamation marks.*

Another is that the personification first occurred in dialects where the juss. of imp.-
pass. was absent, or absent or marked in the relevant register; such varieties are
documented. It is then crosslinguistically common It is common to have recourse to
pres.ind. as ‘surrogate’ if command-specific forms do not exist, or even if they have
restrictions that make then unsuitable. Thus Finnish varieties with 3S for the addressee
under honorification issue commands with pres.ind., Maisteri on hyvd ja tulee
suurukselle, Latvala 1895: §137, despite the availability but specialisation of juss. in such
uses as Pyhytetty olkoon sinun nimesi =~ Hallowed be thy name ; ditto Czech 3P, Jsou tak
laskav : Bud’ vile tva; contrast German 3P honorification uses the subjunctive for
commands, Seien Sie so nett : Dein Wille geschehe ; cf. French pres.ind. on part as ipv.
(Coveney 2000, but cf. °Frei 1929: 146 on qu 'on s’en aille).

2.4 Dialects: personification, distinctiveness, 3" number

Here follow illustrations of the theoretically interesting elements of personification,
distinctive person inflections, and 3™ person number distinctions, with consequences like
coding splits, in some descriptions of 19C dialects available to me; °personification of
imp.-pass. in these and other dialects is more generally resumed separately, as are °case
patterns.

2.4.1 arbonly
The earlier situation is found in varieties where imp.-pass. was essentially not personified:

Far-Northern dialects, Tornio: Salonius 1879:
Imp.-pass.: juss. saatakhoon &c (paradigms).

1P: 1P _m-form remains even in 1P ipv. saakhaamme &c, no personification
mentioned. [But Setild 1886: 112n6 casts doubt’ on this.]

* Imperativin yksikon 2:sen persoonan muotona kiytetddn joskus kohteliaassa puheessa, paitsi saman
moodin 2:sen persoonan muotoa, myds indik. praes. yksik. 3:nen ja monik. 2:sen persoonan muotoja, esim.
mennee vain, jos haluatta! antaa mullekin maistaa! vettid nyt paremasti! tullee tinné kamarhin! and 2P
pres.ind. ofatta tdsti! menettd tuosta suorhan! panetta maata nyt jo! Myo6skin 1:t4 in niin kdytetty
lauseessé: olla hyvd ja tulla einhele. || Imperativisena tavataan joskus ind. praesensin monikon 1. persoona,
esim. ldhemd sisdle kahvia juomhan, emmd Santra suovakkhan nyt nuijaa! sivalamapa timdn halki!
reistailemapa juossa!

> Or squarely aspersions: Salonius in seiner Untersuchung der Torniomundart ... fiihrt allerdings solche
Formen wie saakhaamme, saakhaaftte] u.s.w. an. Durch dieselben wird jedoch seine iiberhaupt sehr
mangelhafte Untersuchung nur um einen Fehler reicher. Nach den Angaben, die ich von einem sehr
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3" ka/o complementarity explicitly described, p. 274 ; number distinguished in
paradigms but not discussed; 2P can add -#te reducing distinctiveness: saa | saakhaamme |
saakhaal(tte) | saakhoon | saakhoot &c.

South-Bothnian dialects, Isojoki: Almberg 1870:

Imp.-pass.: no juss. illustrated or discussed, other forms illustrated and compatible
with arb use but not discussed.

1P: m-forms remain, e.g. p. 125 sanoomme, sanoosimme, muuttaasimme, reviimme,
and that includes 1P ipv., p. 124 sanokahamme = sanokaamme (in illustrating presuffixal
intervocalic 4 of the dialect®); no personification mentioned, text extracts can all be read
arb or 1P.

3" ka/o complementarity possible from exx but not described ; number not discussed
; juss. 3S exx: p. 114 taottakoho,_rautaa = taottakohon rautaa (in illustrating final n-
assimilation), p. 125 sanokohon (in illustrating presuffixal intervocalic 4 of the dialect), p.
128 Jes’ kostohon annotated “Jesus kostakohon”, kiitoslause.

[No personificiation/recruitment of imp.-pass. and 1P ipv. -kaa-mme and its variants is
the system of early literary Finnish from when attested in 16C, see VVKS.]

Southwestern dialects, West Uusimaa: Salonius 1872:

Imp.-pass.: juss. jddtdkkon &c (paradigms).

1P: 1P_m-forms remain, as such or with reduction -mme > -n’ distinct from 1S -z, no
personification of imp.-pass. indicated, no discussion of 1P ipv.

3": _ka:o- complementarity; number neutralised in 3': 2S jdci’ 2P jdckki 3S/P
Jjadkkon (p. 111 and paradigms).

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S/P juss. -n.

2.4.2 1P only in pres.ind. as ipv.

There is a group of varieties around Savonian dialects where the
personification/recruitment of imp.-pass. for 1P occurs, but mostly seems restricted to
pres. to replace 1P ipv. m-form, the putative first step, and in these imp.-pass. usually
does have juss. that could have been used here:

Tavastian dialects, Southwest-Tavastian [southwest of Core Tavastian around Urjala
and adjacent areas of Upper Satakunta Tavastian and South Tavastian]: Kannisto 1901.
Imp.-pass.: juss. §15=§68 No verotettakoo(n) hd-n si-ttes sidilld. (K) [Let him (the
baker) be taked there.] || §90 Pantakoon ny:s sa-ntaa kylviem, pa-nkkii(n) (pankin lattialle)
V).
1P: 1P m-forms remain, imp.-pass. perhaps personified in questions and with unclarity
about the overt pronoun and so about its grammaticalisation, but personified and recruited

genauen Kenner der fraglichen Mundart erhalten, ist die 1. Pers. Plur. des Imperativs vollkommen
unbekannt und die 2. Pers. Plur. stets auf -kaa (-kdd) ausgehend.

% H yhtildisten vokalein vilissd pysyy aina péitteissd : sanokohon sanokoon, sanokahamme sanokaamme,
sanottihin sanottiin, sanotaasihin sanottaisiin.
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as pres. for 1P ipv., with overt pronoun available for emphasis:’ Menndcin nyj jo po-is (U)
| Vidldds me: si-ttet tdd pa-ikalle (UT) [viedddn me ... tdmi] (§80).

3" _ka:o- complementarity (to go by examples); number distinction (to go by
examples, but with no evidence about concord): §90 Jumala olkoon se:, joka
Jjo:hrattakoo(n) || §108 Valittakoot si-ttek ki-vityksen ylitte.

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -n.

Tavastian dialects, North-Tavastian group: Grotenfelt 1878.

Imp.-pass.: juss. soatakoon &c (paradigms).

1P: 1P m-forms lost, imp.-pass. personified and recruited instead, with or without 1P
personal pronoun®, including as pres. to replace 1P ipv., beside circumlotions’.

3 _kaco- complementarity; number neutralised: sanokoon hyo mitd tahhaan ; 2S
soa’, 2P soakoa, 3S soakoon &c (paradigms).

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -x.

South-Bothnian dialects: Aminoff 1871:

Imp.-pass.: juss. saatakohon &c (paradigms) || luvakkohon = luvatkoon (p. 16).

1P: 1P m-forms remain, but imp.-pass. personified and recruited as pres. to replace 1P
ipv.; °POS to both are 3"

34 _ka:o- complementarity; number distinctions: 2S saa’, 2P saakaa, 3S saakohon,
3P saakohot (paradigms).

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -n.

Southwestern dialects, Eastern group, Halikko: Toivonen 1889:

Imp.-pass.: juss. saatak(k)o-v &c (paradigms).

1P: 1P m-form remains, no personification of imp.-pass. mentioned generally, but
personified and recruited as pres. to replace 1P ipv. “which is never derived from the
imperative stem” (§98), saada-v (paradigms).

3" _ka:o- complementarity. number neutralised: 2S saa’ [saas, saast], 2P saakka-v,
3S/P saa-kko-v.

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -0/v.

Southeastern dialects, Proper group, Pariikkala: Hannikkainen 1886:

Imp.-pass.: juss. ipv. soatakuu (paradigms).

1P: 1P m-forms remain, imp.-pass. personified generally, and recruited as pres. for 1P
ipv. (p. 125).

3" _ka:o- complementarity, number distinction: (q.v. p. 125, described from a
perspective where the SF system did not yet have the complementarity): soa, soakoa,
soakuu(-t) (paradigms); so also for “auxiliary” lie-: liekyy(-t) (p. 126).

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -0: e.g. imp.-pass. pres.ind. soahaa, act. juss. 3S
soakuu.

7 Persoonapronominia ei panna ilmi, jollei mahdollisesti siini tapauksessa etti silld on paino. [No exx.]

¥ 1 personan asemesta kiytetiin (deponentialiter) vastaavata aikaa personattomasta muodosta, eiki
personallinen pronomini my¢ tarvitse joka kohdassa tulla esille ; esim. tullaan kun tullaannii

? Monikon 1 personaa ei 16ydy ollenkaan, vaan sen asemesta kiytetidn joko praesensin vastaava persona, tai
joku selityslause; esim. ldhtdcdin tai jospa nyt ldhtdssin (= KK:n ldhtekddmme).
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Far-Northern dialects, Kemi: Cannelin 1889:

Imp.-pass.: juss. vietihkon &c (paradigms).

1P: 1P m-forms remain, imp.-pass. personified generally but less frequently than 3P,
but “more usually” as pres. for 1P ipv., ldhethin nyt kattomhan! (§79.2), beside
alternatively pres.ind. m-form, °/dhemd sisdle kahvia juomhan, emmd Santra suovakkhan
nyt nuijaa! (§80.5), with no trace of the 1P ipv. form m-form (paradigms).

3P: 3P remains, vievdt, veit, vienevit, veisit, personification of imp.-pass. as 3P
“almost regular” in parts, grammaticalised enough for overt pronoun, joko net jdttehin.
(§79)

3" _kao- compementarity; number distinctions: 2S vie’, 2P viekdd, 3S viekhon, 3P
viekhoot &c (paradigms); in light of imp.-pass. for 3P one might expect but there is no
mention of pres.ind. or juss. of imp.-pass. personified/recruited for juss. of act. 3P, sc.
vietakhon or viihdn for vekhoot.

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -n.

2.4.3 1P generally

There is a group roughly within the foregoing varieties where imp.-pass. is personified to
and often recruited for 1P m-forms more generally, and it is these that often lack juss. of
imp.-pass., and if these had been the first to personify imp.-pass. and the gap of juss. was
preexisting, it would have sufficed to explain why it is pres.ind. that is used for 1P ipv. m-
form:

Savonian dialects, Swedish Virmland group: Aminoff 1876:

Imp.-pass.: juss. explicitly uncertain (p. 215)."

1P: 1P m-forms remain, imp.-pass. personified and recruited at least as pres. to replace
1P ipv., otetaan (p. 215).

3": juss. -koo- is no longer a living formation (p. 193).

Savonian dialects, North-Savonian group: Latvala 1899.

Imp.-pass.: no juss. mentioned, none found in positive, negative: p. 75 Tyt sano
Jjotta: tuossapa ndkkyy mdnevdn vil'kkaan néikonen poeka. Eékoon oteta kengdnlankkojaks
Jja uoninldmmittdjiks, entinen poeka ee hdntd tyyvytd. ... Sitte se toas tuomas ettd: eekéon
oteta tuota péovan passariks ja hammeenkannattajaks. [Nothing corresponding to the
author’s own Esimerkkeind mainittakoon.]

1P: m-forms absent and imp.-pass. used instead, Myé niitid oekeen tukistettiin |
Myohdn ollaan liika pikkusija, including for pres. of imp.-pass. for 1P ipv (§103); here it
is noted that the literary 1P ipv. -kaa-mme “is not as far as [ know met in folk-speech in
any part of our land”'" (§103).

' Imperativin monikon l:sen personan asemesta kiytetdn passivin presensia, esim. otetaan = ottakaamme.
[+ note:] Passivin imperativia en osanut onkeeni, niin ett’en voi varmaan paittda 16ytyko se vai ei.

" Kirjakielessd kiytettyd imperatiivin mon. 1 persoonan kaamme (kidmme)-piiteisti muiotoa ei minun
tietddkseni tavata kansankielessd missddn osassa maatamme. Tavallisesti kdytetddn tdssd merkityksessd
passiivin indikat. preesensid. Ndin on asianlaita Pohjois-Savossakin
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3" ka/o complementarity in exx; number distinctions in exx: §85 Vedttikéot hyé nyt.
|| §106 Antaa olla niijen sielld = olkoot sielld || §100 Itekkuttae' uskosa aottakoon.

Savonian dialects, South-Savonian group, Hirvensalmi: Hyyryldinen 1893:

Imp.-pass.: juss. absent (in what seem otherwise complete paradigms).

1P: 1P m-forms lost, imp.-pass. personified generally, and recruited as pres.ind. to
replace 1P ipv, suahaa (p. 50, paradigms).

3" _ka:o- (non/)complementarity: -koo- for both 2P and 3", but save for one possible
error in 2P but not 3™ -koo has an alternative -kee; number distinctions: explicitly made,
mdnkoo vua | pitdkoot (p. 50), forms e.g. 2S sua(k), 2P suakoo, 3S suakoo, 3P suakoot &c
(p. 49f1., paradigms); not only 2P but also 3P distinctive relative to other 3P since that
repluralises using -tte(n) outside ipv: 2P, 3P pres.ind. suatte, suapvat/(te(n)), ipf. saitte,
saivat(te(n)), conc. suanette, suaneevat(te(n)), cond. saisite, saisvat(te(n)) (p. 50, which
querries whether 2P is only -#te or also -tten like 3P, paradigms).

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -0.

Savonian dialects, East-Savonian group, Nurmes: Reijonen 1892:

Imp.-pass.: juss. explicitly absent (§101).

1P: 1P m-forms lost, imp.-pass. personified generally, and recruited as pres.ind. to
replace 1P ipv (§105).

1P note: Recruitement for 1P ipv. usually has clitics -pa(s) or n-deleting -s:
soahaampas (§107); if -s is 2™, then imp.-pass. with -s has 1P suffix + 28 -s,.

3": _ka:o- (non)complementarity: both in 3™ where “-koon communicates a milder
command than -kaan” (§107); number distinctions: 2S soa’, soappas, 2P soa-koo/kee(-te),
3S soa-koo/kaa-n and 3P -¢ (§107, I do not find exx in texts to illustrate concord); the
system has reduced distinctiveness of 2P ipv. through optional remarking with -ze like lit.
varieties.

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -n.

Southeastern dialects, Proper group, Jaiski and Kirvu: Lonnbohm 1879 (L), Sirelius
1894 (default reference).

Imp.-pass.: juss. explicitly missing, “Passivista puuttuu koko imperativi.” (Lénnbohm,
p. 80).

1P: 1P m-forms lost, save °residue, imp.-pass. personified and recruited generally,
with or without myo, Myé senku kerittii saaha tul sammuksii. [NOM-NOM] | Myé ol’
kynnett jo pelto, ku hyo tulliit. INOM-NOM] (§10), incl. for pres.ind. for 1P ipv., Ldhetdd
leheksee, but with ldhtii, “also sometimes” imperfect, “Ldhettiiks pois!” | “Ldhettii vaa”. |
Ldhettii nyt siitt, jos kerta ldhetdd (§13).

3" ka/o complementarity (Lénnbohm, p. 80); number distinction: saa’, saas | saakaa
| saakoo | saakoot (Lonnbohm, paradigms) ; 3P-like use of imp.-pass. but only once
“noticed” with 3P subject, Siitt hyé siin oltii ja riiteliit, no further clarity about usability
of imp.-pass. for juss. of 3P.

Tavastian dialects, Southeast-Tavastian group, Hollola subgroup, Heinola: Lindfors
1892:

Imp.-pass.: juss. explicitly missing (§85).
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1P: 1P m-form lost, imp.-pass. personified generally (§84), incl. pres. to replace 1P
ipv. (§76, paradigms).

3. noncomplementarity, uniform -kaa-; number distinctions: 2S sano’, 2P sanokai,
3S sanokaa(n), 3P sanokaat (paradigms); 3P in general variably repluralises with 2P -tfen
but not 3P ipv and is so distinctive: 2P:3P pres. tapatten : tappaavatten, ipf. tapotten :
tapovatten &c.

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -n.

2.4.4 Other
The matter is unclear for:

Southwestern+Tavastian+Savonian dialects, [historical] Satakunta area, northeast:
Setdld 1883 [Ruovesi and Virrat areas of the Core Tavastian subgroup, Keuruu area of
Savonian Fringe subgroup], northwest: Latvala 1895 [Southwestern Fringe Pori
subgroup].

Imp.-pass.: juss. unmentioned and not at quick search in exx.

IP: In the northeastern group, 1P m-forms seem to remain, e.g. p. 187 emme me
Tiinaa kualijaksi lyd || p. 191 me laitamme hyvdd ruokaa || §281 Me luulimme, ettd ..., but
imp.-pass. is also personified generally and allows overt pronouns, and ditto “quite
generally” as pres.ind. for 1P ipv. (§194-5), Kastestaan me toinen toisemme | Me otetaan
tuolta mieheltd hevonen (§194-5), with a nice textual example of imp.-pass. pres.ind. for
1P ipv. vs. 1P m-form pres.ind., p. 203 Ne sano: “mennddn vaan, ja kylld saat nihd, mitd
me teemme!”, but 1P _ipv. m-form is also attested in one of the texts, p. 226n Nyt me
ottakaamme!. In the northwest group, 1P m-forms also seem to remain, §18 Me olimme
kerta valkeepaatis | §48 Me emme ole yhtddn toinen toisemme muatosia | §152 Mitd me
teemme &c. | §177 Me rakensimme tddld maksuu vastaan laivoja | §191 jott me olemme
Huittisist | p. 5 Me annamme kauppamidhelld vaan kirjan, but imp.-pass. is personified
generally although the exx do not have overt 1P pronouns, Koska ldhdetddn koto taloon
viaraisille | Eikos ldhdetd jo | Kylld se ny’ sitte pian muutoin kdvis, kun vaan saatasiin
ldvet (§131), and as pres. for 1P ipv. (§131), Vaihdetaas me melaa | Pannaan jakku
pddlld, and the 1P ipv. m-form “is never heard” (§131).

1P note: -s particle distribution includes pres.ind. of imp.-pass. for 1P ipv.,
Vaihdetaas me melaa (Latvala 1895: §171): °1P suffix + 28S.

3P personification incipient but mostly not grammaticalised.

3" _ka:o- complementarity; number distinctions (to go by examples): Setald p. 205
“Kahtokoon se kalu(n)s perdcdn, joka sen ostanut on” || p. 203 “missd ne on, jotka mua on
Paimen-Jussiks haukkunu’? Tulkoot sievid tdanne!” ; Latvala §190 Joko tahtoo mennd,
niin menkoon | Jok' on vanhin, niin olkoon niinkun nuarin.

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -n.

2.4.5 Karelian
Karelian dialects described in 19C have not lost 1P m-forms or personified imp.-pass. as

1P, even as 1P ipv., and some even keep 1P ipv. m-forms, but find other ways to make it
distinctive, while others lose it and recruiting 3S; they had prehistorically personified and
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recurited imp.-pass. to replace 3P, but some resisted doing so specifically for 3P ipv.,
while others did so through a novel novel juss. of imp.-pass. (see Novak et al. 2022: 8.4.2
for comprehensive and contextualised summary of Karelian ipv./juss. across sources:):

Karelian Proper: Genetz 1880:

Imp.-pass.: juss. absent? (not given in paradigms or mentioned in description).

1P: 1P m-forms remain, but 1P _ipv. is distinctive in often omitting the -ma of other
tense-moods, leaving the ipv. stem alone or with pronoun, pan-ga-ma, pan-ga (miio).
(§176). Exx: cf. e.g. for Karelian Proper subject and object coding Syokd nyt myo timd
kalakukko ‘naBaiiTe Mbl ceiiuac cheauM 3ToT peiOHUK (Zaikov 2000: 202) || tappakkama
kaikki kaksikiimmentd lehmid (Zaikov 2000: 202) || ni siid ottakka miié veneh nostakka
sinne ‘HO, IOTOM JIJaBaliTe MBI BO3bMEM JIOJIKY, MOJAHUMaeM eil Tyna’ (Zaikov 2000: 202),
and with examples object coding with the m-suffixed form given there for the
neighbouring Olonets Karelian varieties, e.g. syogidmmé kalarokku ‘naBaiite cbemum
peIOHBIN cyn’ (Zaikov 2000: 205). [Distinguish Border-Karelian Suojarvi Genetz 1870
use of distinctively 3S ipv. -ka-h for 1P ipv.]

2P: 2P ipv. is almost distinctive -a (inducing dipththongization -aa- > -oa-) relative to
most other tens-moods: 2P ipv. Soa-go-a + cond. -zi-a : pres., ipf., conc. Soa-, Sai-, Soa-
ne- + -tta (paradigms). Exx: focusing on argument coding, cf. e.g. Karelian Proper no
avoa Sie hdnelld ovi ‘ny, otkpoit Tl emy aBepb (Zaikov 2000: 181) || vie lehmd
paimennusmualla ‘otBenn xopoBy Ha mactoume’ (Zaikov 2000: 181) || laita lapsi asiella
‘oTpaBb pebenka 1o neny’ (Zaikov 2000: 181) || tuogua miun poiga tinne ‘npuBenuTe
Moero cbiHa crona’ (Zaikov 2000: 192) || keittikked kahvi ‘cBapute xade’ (Zaikov 2000:
192) || viekyd miut kotih (Zaikov 2000: 192) || vel’l’et, ottakua milman’ katts’omah
‘OpaTbsi, BO3BMHUTE M MEHS TOCMOTpeTh’ | pangua kostrul’a stolalla ‘moctaBbTe
Kactproiito Ha croin’ (Zaikov 2000: 193) || myéged miula koira ‘mponaiite MHe cobaky’
(Zaikov 2000: 194) || subject m ‘dnged i tiio ‘unute u B’ (Zaikov 2000: 195)

3, noncomplementarity, -ka- in South Karelian, -ka- or -ko- in North Karelian (§161,
cf. §169.3, §171): e.g. 2S Soa, 2P Soa-goa, 1P Soa-ga(-ma), 3S/3P Soa-ga-h (paradigms);
number neutralised, and in such a way as to make 3P ipv. distinctive relative to other 3P:
3P in general has been replaced by both imp.-pass. or “often” 3S, but “always” by 3S in
ipv./juss. (§160, paradigms): so nos-ka-h both nouskoon and nouskoot (§169). Exx. cf.
e.g. South Karelian tulgah kaikki kahella Sivelld ... ldkkdh kaikki jdlgeh! (Ojansuu 1905:
9) || Karelian Proper 3S:3P subject kaccokkah hidn miuhu : pangah hyo vuatetta kiugalla
|| tulgah hidn meila jdlgeh : mdngdh hyé kodiloih || subject-positon and object-coding
luattikah tytdr miula paijan ndistd ‘yCcTh W3 3TOTO JIEBYIIKa COIILET MHE pyOamiky’
(Zaikov 2000: 211) || hdn painakkah sovan ruskieski ‘ryCTh OH MOKpPacHTh OJICKIHY B
kpacHblil 11BeT’ (Zaikov 2000: 212). [The unavailability imp.-pass. for 3P in ipv. alone
would partly follow if there is no ipv./juss. of imp.-pass., and none is given in the
paradigms, but cf. recruitment of pres.ind. in such cases in Finnish.]

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -A.

Karelian, Olonets: Genetz 1884:
Imp.-pass.: novel ipv./juss. of imp.-pass. innovated, adding to the passive stem of e.g.
stio-d-ih, -da-ne-h the ending -hez(e), -haz(e), and that is recruited for 3P (history of
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analyses in Zaikov 2000: 216-9). Thus we get ipv. of act. 3S sii6-gd-h: new ipv. of imp.-
pass. and recruited 3P siié-dd-he/az(e) ‘syotdkoon’ (§95, 107, paradigms) (§95).

1P: 1P m-forms remain, but 1P ipv. is very rare, soa-ga-mmo, laula-kka-mmo, pan-ga-
mmo (§101, §112, paradigms).

2P: 2P distinctive -a against -#to of other tense-moods, this -#fo or distinctive -z can
also be added to 2P ipv. and sometimes double -a : e.g. act. 2S soa, 2P soa-go-a, vie-ga-a,
pan-go-a, nosta-kko-a, kdskie-kke-d, with -tto, -t esp. if ipv. ending is lost *-k- > *-y-
kiizii-d-tto, nosta-a-d, kdskie-d, but also e.g. pan-go-a-tto (§95, paradigms).

3': noncomplementarity, no juss. -ko-, 3S syé-gé-h (§96, paradigms). 3P lost, novel
ipv. of imp.-pass. recruited [no mention of 3S as alternative unlike in Karelian Proper]
(§101, §113). The NOM 3P A/S and NOM O morphosyntax is illustrated in other sources:
armahad anhelizet sinii aulteldahez ‘rakkaat enkelit sinua autakoot’ (Leskinen 1967: 256)
|| stioddheze lapset ‘myctb netu noenst’ | vieddhes lapset buabale piiruadu ‘mycts netu
oTHecyT 0alymike mupor’ | tuodaheze hiio miule maiduo ‘mycTb OHM TIPUHECYT MHE
Mosoka’ | keitettdhes murgin teridimbdh ‘mycTh OHHM TOTOBST ckopee obexn’ | hallot
oldaheze pihal vihmoissah, kuivettaheze vdhdine ‘myctb npoBa MOOyAyT Ha JOBpPE 110
Hayvajga JOXJACH, mycTh HeMHoro mnojcoxHyt (Zaikov 2000: 216-9; the description
implies with Genetz that the relevant varieties do have 3S -ka-h &c, but no exx are given
here.). The result is a distinctiver coding split by number of 3™ person ipv.: act. ipv. 3S
syo-gd-h NOM-ACC like act. ipv. 2S and act. 3S/3P generally : act. ipv. 3P NOM-NOM
syo-da-hez/haz(e) recruiting imp.-pass. like act. 3P generally.

Syncretism imp.-pass. and 3S juss. -A.

Border Karelian, Suojirvi, close to Karelian Proper in northern part, Olonets Karelian
in Southern Part (on this and later situation see Uusitupa et al. 2017): Genetz 1870:

Imp.-pass.: novel juss. as in Olonets Karelian, syoddhds (p. 225, paradigms):

IP: 1P m-forms remain, syommd, soimmd &c, but not 1P ipv., 3S ipv. is recruited,
puonnemma ga puotkah [‘jos putoamme [pudonnemme] noon pudotkaamme
[pudotkoon]’?] (p. 225, and on the construction p. 226)."* The one ex. found here in the
texts appears to be 1P for 1S? p. 249: Izd sanoo : “Eld ldhe poigan’ , i sie hdviet sinne.
“Mie lihen, toatto, hédvinnen, ga hdvikkdh!”. [Type not given in Novak et al. 2022: 8.4.2]

2P: 2P distinctive -a, syo-ge-d, against -tta elsewhere, syo-, soi-, syé-ne-, syo-zi- + -
ttd, as in Olonets Karelian.

3": 3P ¢-forms lost, 3S recruited, syé(c/d), or imp.-pass. recruited, pres. syy-véi-h, ipf. -
d-i-h, conc. -dd-ne-h, cond. -dd-is, as in Karelian Proper (p. 225) ; but imp.-pass. had the
novel imperative, as in Olonets Karelian: 3S ipv. syégdh : imp.-pass. and so 3P ipv.
syoddhds (p. 225, paradigms): same distinctive split as °Olonets Karelian : Ex: 3P ipv. in
the use of the 3™ ipv./juss. in concessive clauses: p. 226 tuldaneh, ga tuldahas jos
tullaan, niin tultakoon’ and ‘jos tulevat, niin tulkoot’" || 3S ipv. p. 247 Olgah jo, ei pie

2 Kiytelmi on vaillinaisempi, kuin Kkmn ; siltd puuttuu seuraavat muodot : monikon 3 persona, jonka
sijassa kdytetddn yksikon 3 personaa, tahi vastaavaa tekotapaa ja aikaa Passivossa jolloin kohdesana seisoo
nominativossa taikka partivossa ; Optativo ; I persona Imperativon monikkoa, jonka sijassa kéytetddn
yksikon 3 personaa puonnemma ga puotkah ; ...

" Imperativus Passivi, joka kuitenkin useimmiten seisoo Aktivon monikon 3 personan sijassa, saadaan
Koncessivosta niin ettd tavut -has, -hds pannaan -neh piitteen sijaan, ja tavataan enimmiten juuri
koncessivon rinnalla. Esim. tuldaneh, ga tuldahas, jos tullaan, niin tultakoon ; jos tulevat, niin tulkoot ;
bykdittineh, ga lykdttihds.
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syyvd | 3S ipv. with NOM S, p. 265 ‘No ken toi, sei oppikah!’ || 3S ipv. with NOM A and
NOM O, p. 261, ‘Kuga tulloo muistoazih , se tuogah lehmdn kinttu tulles tuomaziks’.

2.5 Estonian imperative and jussive

General: In Estonian, ipv. and juss. both allows preverbal subject, contrasting with ipv. in
Finnish, and have split-nominative object, contrasting with juss. in Finnish, and along
with the split-nominative object, juss. has no number inflections, as in varieties of Finnish
(°Jahnsson).

Timberlake 1974:245n66 highlights these differences and that therefore the Estonian
juss. with its regularly positioned nominative subject and split-nominative object is an
obstacle for theories that link (split)nominative objects to the unavailability of at least
overtly nominative clause-internal subjects, but not for theories relativising split-
nominative objects to agreement of subjects as his.

Imperative: ipv. reflects both the old inflectional ipv. and a particle as frozen form of ‘I
ask’ + infinitive, both historicaly with split-nominative objects, and both keeping these.
The indicative has come to replace ipv. for 1P commands, retaining its accusative O (Erelt
and Metslang 2006).

Jussive: form -gu/ku invariant for number, can be used both for commands with a 3™
person subject, boy.NOM invite.JUSS. girl NOM, Mary await. JUSS. me.PART, or with
any person subject to indicate that something is done on someone’s order, / speak-JUSS.
= on someone’s order, and then may be embedded, he said that take. JUSS. INOM ...
document. NOM.

(On the development of juss., Viitso 2003r: 8.3.3; on juss. and its object, Viitso 2003s:
3.6.2, Erelt 2003: 5.4.5-6, 5.5.2; on particle < ‘I say’ + infinitive taking nominative object,
Ogren 2015; on preverbal subjecgts of ipv. nevertheless taken as extraclausal, Miljan and
Cann 2013; on mood, Metslang and Sepper 2010).

3 Impersonal/Passive

3.1 Background

Origin: In this construction the origin of (split-)nominative objects is reasonably clear
(Lehtinen 1985, Lehtinen 2007: 130f., 190f., 88): the finite forms have been reconstructed
to Proto-Finnic as the 3S of the reflexive of a causative, pres. tape-ttacqus-kpres-senss,
past -tt-i-sen se fait, fit tuer — est, fut tué (a development perhaps incipient in French, Le
Bellec 2014). On this basis then, one would expect NOM O—S, since it is the reflexivised
NOM A=O0O of the causative that is reanalysed as the relevant argument of the new
construction, and corresponding inflectional agreement with the argument using the
reflexive conjugation to the extent that it ever existed, which it may have only in an
extremely limited fashion (Lehtinen op.cit.). Complete paradigms of reflexive inflections
with agreeing NOM A=O are found in eastern varieties of Finnish-Karelian like Karelian
Proper Paatene 1S pezieten | 2S pezietet | 3S pezidksi, -ih | 1P pezietemma | 2P pezietettd
| 3P=imp.-pass. pessdhdze (Genetz 1880: §196), but are usually viewed as innovations
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apart perhaps from 3P (Lehtinen 2007: 133f. and lit. there, esp. Koivisto 1995%*, cf. Palola
2009: 2.2.3, Zaikov 2000: 217f.), and the 3S/3P forms are not already found in Agricola
(VVKS §18.1.1). Complete paradigms of imp.-pass. with agreeing NOM O—S are found
in early literary Finnish based on dialects of southwestern Finland like mine castetan | te
castetat | he tapettijt | me rangaistamme (VVKS §18.4), but are viewed as independent
neologisms save again perhaps for 3P (Lehtinen 1985: sec. 3, cf. 2007: 190f.; De Smit
2016p; with lit.). Elsewhere, there is only the descendant of the 3S forms like SF -taan, -
ttiin, and O(—S) coding as nonagreeing all-nominative, nonagreeing split-nominative, or
(nonagreeing) all-accusative.

Active-passive: SF belongs to varieties where there has been evolution to an active
transitive in morphosyntax. The A/S subject is an arbitrary human impersonal of the
man/on/se type, notated here arb, with syntacticosemantic anaphoric salience close to that
of other (pro)nominals, coded by distinctive invariant inflection corresponding to person-
number. The O object has O-specific properties like the aspectual genitive not shared by
O-like S of the existential construction, though it is split-nominative rather than all-
accusative (with focus on subjecthood and objecthood properties, see °dependencies).

A further step in the evolution to active transitive has been taken in varieties with
unrestricted accusative coding of O (°Kemi, °Tver).

An all-nominative coding is widespread, whether or not it is shared with ipv., but
typically in systems where the most evidence supports O-hood rather than O—S
promotion, insofar as escape of personal pronoun NOM from NEG/ASP-PART is rare or
absent, while if promotion were involved we would expect it to be comparable in
frequency to NOM in positive resultative clauses (Lehtinen 1985: 275, °kun en mind talon
poytddn syomddnkddn kutsuttu), so O—S seems only fairly clear in literary varieties with
agreement (°rangaistamme, De Smit 2016p; on the more general escape there from
NEG/ASP-PART, see VVKS §34.3 and its link to §27.2.1).

Periphrases: With the above synthetic construction can be coupled periphrastic be +
participle constructions, usually attributed to contact, with the same syntax as the
synthetic construction in SF (but also the following, Heinat and Manninen 2013, Sands
and Campbell 2001: 3.1.3), but in dialects and early literary varieties they can have
passive-resultative syntax with agreeing unrestricted nominative subject often alongside
active syntax (e.g. °Setdld 1883: §197-8, Lehtinen 1985: 276f.; De Smit 2006, Lees 2015;
it is worth nothing that dialects with all-accusative O coding with imp.-pass. can include
these periphrastic constructions, °Cannelin 1889: §56).

Note on Estonian: In Estonian, imp.-pass. is to a first approximation as in Finnish, with
split-nominative O combining with invariable verbal forms coding arb A like they do S.
However, in the compound tenses, the unrestricted fully agreeing nominative suggests
that passive-like O—S is part of the standard language. Southern dialects have an
agreeing nominative in synthetic forms =~ passive-resultative of older and dialectal
Finnish. (See Erelt 2003: 5.4.2, Viitso 2003r: 8.2.1.3, Lees 2015; Miljan 2008, Metslang
2013s, Metslang 2013d, Torn-Leesik 2010, Torn-Leesik 2011).
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3.2  Finite forms (Finnish)

Synthetic finite forms of imp.-pass. originate from causativising suffix > -tta- + tense-
mood + agreement/pro for reflexivise 3S A-O > imp.-pass. or “4" person” -Vn.

Compound tenses use nonfinite forms of the lexical verb, the “passive” connegative
stem and “passive infinitives” in in -#fa-, the past “passive participle” in -tu-, plus a finite
auxiliary, namely the negative verb in 3S, and the perfect auxiliary BE in either 3S
(standard) or itself the *-tta- ... -Vmn inflection (double passive) (Helasvuo 2006,
Lyytikdinen 2012, VISK §1992-3, and further °personification).

Thus to illustrate with ole- ‘be’:

Ordinarily synthetic stem-mood-tense-agreement: past ol-ipssr-s.prir-
Ordinary periphrastic perfect, with active participle -nut-: oli ollut.
Periphrastic negative: present ei ole, past ei ollut.

Imp.-pass. synthetic present: o/-la-an, past olpg-t-ipsr-in.

Imp.-pass. periphrastic perfect: oli ol-tu ~ oltiin oltu.

Imp.-pass. negative: present exzc-izs/prLr 0l-la, past ei ol-tu.

At a first look, different formants at different points in the clausal architecture seem
involved:

-Outer -Vn < reflexive 3S *-sen in the T-zone of person-number agreement suffixes after
tense/mood and syncretic with 3S(/PL) agreement with nominative subjects with juss. as
well as 3S/PL POS.

-Inner -#fa- < causative in finite verbs, the connegative form, and “infinitives”, -#fu- in
“participles”, in the v/Voice-zone, following the historically related causativising -#fa- but
preceding the finite categories of tense-mood.

This split and interactions of the two positions raise interesting analytical issues for
syntax-morphology correlations. Some can be studied by examining how these formants
behave when they can be isolated, which means whether the inner -#fa/u- morphology by
itself can lead to arbitrary human impersonal, and further its personification, or whether it
appears in other constructions like the promotional passive -- or even simple active. The
answer appears to be yes across to all of these.

This is not quite expected from better-known analogues to the arbitrary humans
impersonal, which bring out the interest of Finnish, and especially its °dialects. Some of
these analogues are restricted to finite clauses, arguably derivably, for instance French on
and German man, because they are nominative clitics or weak pronouns, and these are
only found in finite clauses even when not impersonal, e.g. French fu. Italian si with 3S
finite forms in finite clauses can indicate the arbitrary human impersonal A/S, along with
more passive and middle constructions, but with infinitives in nonfinite clauses it can
indicate only these latter constructions even if the nonfinite clause licenses nominatives
(see Supplement on Romance), and so expectedly appears not to allow a 1P personified
use in any of these nonfinite claues either (to go by Cinque 1988: sec. 1 ex. 5 vs. sec. 3.4).
The distribution of si itself across constructions relates it both to the T/agreement system
in its arb use, and perhaps to the v/Voice system in its more passive and middle uses,
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while as reflexiviser of O and R and its inherent-reflexive descendant it appears in and
only in active clauses.

3.3 Nonfinite forms (Finnish)

In SF, the nonfinite -ffa/u- formations used in periphrastic constructions of imp.-pass.
have a variety of uses: some are associated with arb A/S, though it is often t.b.d. if how
arb-like it is on properties like existential readings in episodic contexts across verb types;
but some are associated with for all that can be told straightforward active structures with
GEN/POS A/S; and some seem to be associated with promotional passives where O
becomes GEN/POS subject. (detailed descriptions of nonfinite forms as a whole may be
found in VISK, Vilkuna 1996, Karlsson 2018, in diachronic context Hakulinen 1961%*,
with an eye on theoretical analysis, Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979; analyses of most of the
system that focus on core argument coding include Vainikka 1989, Koskinen 1998,
Vainikka and Brattico 2014).

“Passive” modifier, predicate: present or “I” -tfa- + -va- and past or “II”” -ttu- “passive”
“participles” as modifier and predicate (VISK §527-530): maalattu talo ~ sinun
maalaama talo : (sinun) maalattava talo. Issues includes the proper analysis of -tfu-~-ma-
alternation according to the presence of GEN A, with inanimate GEN A in the ma-
construction at least, lumen peittimdit jdljet, but apparent animacy restrictions on silent A,
sc.(?!) satoi lunta koko yon ja (**peitdtyt/**peittimat) maat ....

The active counterparts are the present or I -va- and past or II -nut- active participles,
talon maalaava, maalannut taiteilija (with a curious restriction against this relativised
A/S controlling of PRO and anteceding predicates, VISK §527, elsewhere familiar for se-
impersonal A/S, see Supplement on se-constructions).

Clausal complement, °referative construction: present -tfa-va- and past -ttu- “passive”
participles in clausal complements; the active arb structure is well-studied here in the
split-nominative coding of O and its interaction with upstairs case, and both A and S as
arb: Sanoin Amerikassa isoissa kaupungeissa oltavan ainakin viisikymmentd vuotta
Suomesta edelld | (Tdstd) on kuviteltu pddstyn eroon ... (VISK §540). [Note contrast with
German-Romance where silent human impersonals in nonfinite complements are typical
of indirect causatives with a.o. transitive restrictions.]

O in the passive referative construction can have not only the expected embedded
split-nominative coding or matrix-dependent coding, sc. GEN.SG, NOM.SG, NOM.PL,
but also the coding of intransitive subjects of activee, sc. GEN.SG/PL: °Luulin
kissat:kissojen jo hukutetun (Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975: 14.6) | °Kerrottiin karhun
ammutun (Carlson 2009), contrast eS: °Luulusin jdrvessd olevan uudet ahvenet: *uusien
ahvenien (Vainikka 2003). That would suggests that beside the arb morphosyntax of
finite forms, there is also available a °promotional passive, unavailable at least to
synthetic finite forms; but see °kissojen for an alternative; and I have not seen
counterparts with POS, e.g. hukutettavansa, perustettavansa, unlike in the temporal
adjunct °perustettaessaan, ct. active B ilmoitti perustavansa &c.

The active counterparts are straightforwardly the present and past participles.
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Temporal adjunct: There are intriguing mismatches between morphosyntactic voice and
the form expected for it, and between the formations available for present and past.

Past: -ttu- “passive” past participle: fully active in morphosyntax, B otettuani sen | B
vihollisen otettua sen | B oltuani (Vainikka 1989: 5.3.1.1, Vainikka and Brattico 2014,
Koskinen 1998: 4.3.2; and for some nuances VISK §548). There are no issues if A/S is
GEN/POS, kissan tultua kotiin | Ommelkaa helma vasta tarkistettuanne pituuden

the II INF act. iness. present counterpart. If A/S is silent, arb has been given out as
available, syétyd Ildhdettiin kéivelylle &c, reviewed in Svensson 1998, Takuuhuolto onkin
tilattava heti matkalta palattua, VISK §548, or ?, Vilkuna 1996: 9.7.3, ?nukkumaan
mentyd, more so with total objects and adverbs, ?uutta viinia maisteltua tutustuttiin taloon
| *illalinen ~ *illalisen ~ salissa syotya tutustuttiin taloon. [Dialectal differentiation of the
PRT pass. form used in this construction may shed light on the active morphosyntax, see
°-huo.]

Present: “passive” -tta- + -de- or “II”” infinitive + inessive: arb A, B karhun pdditd sisddn
kantettaessa, and arb S, B jdrvelld oltaessa tuuli kovasti | B [6ytyminen tapahtui latialla
oltaessa (text of Hakulinen 1979); usually O needs ASP-PART and so not inspectable for
all-ACC ~ split-NOM (Vainikka 1989: 5.3; or nearly so, VISK §548 re: ex. (e) with PL O
so not revealing in this respect).

The “active” counterpart without -#za- has fully active syntax, kantaessa, and is is also
used in the instructive, kantaen, with the passive available in °dialects, kantettaen, and lit.
idioms, otettaen huomioon &c. As in Germanic-Romance, the silent A/S of these adjuncts
can be = NOC/ARB PRO, so we get both “active” and “passive” Il INF iness. with arb S
in Turkuun tulessa | tultaessa satoi (Karlsson 2018). Both structure seem to also allow
(N)OC to matrix arb imp.-pass., e.g. active miten varallaolotunnit huomioidaan soviteltua
pdivirahaa laskiessa (VISK §547 < a corpus) | virkajdrjestelyisti ei ole pddsty
vksimielisyyteen sddstolinjaa etsittdessd. (VISK §548 <1 corpus), but also arb without
such a relationship, Eldkkeelle jddtdessd ~ jdddessd tulee mieleen kaikenlaista. (VISK
§543, cf. §547), Suomi oli 1990-luvulle tultaessa hdtdtilassa. (VISK §548 <1 corpus).
The act.-only instr. counterpart has similar A/S interpretations, Koira tuli kotiin uikuttaen
surkeasti. | Uolevi toi koiran kotiin uikuttaen surkeasti. | Koira tuotiin kotiin uikuttaen
surkeasti (from Vilkuna 1996: 9.7.1).

It is common for the O of the “passive” II INF iness. to be silent under covaluation
with a matrix argument, “usually the subject”, Choi oli l6ydettiessd tajuissaan ja pystyi
puhumaan. (VISK §547 <1 corpus). That is susceptible to analyses as non-OC object
deletion as well as OC under O promotion to subjecthood, and that occurs in the
otherwise clearly active -ma-lla/tta clausal adjunct, Yleiso poistui taputtamatta :
kehottamatta ‘The audience left without clapping : arb urging them’, Vieraat Idhtivit
uimalla : taluttamalla ‘Strangers left by swimming : arb leading them’ (Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1975: 14.8.3; VISK §520).

However, Ylikoski 2022 (cf. 2005) argues for robustness of attested POS coding of O,
which would indicate a promotional passive: Althin toisti kuitenkin, mitd epdilty jo
pidditettdessdcdn totesi (Ylikoski 2022) | B perustettaessaan se oli Suomen ensimmdinen
tdyskunnallinen teatteri. The promotion of O to subjecthood might be compatible with a
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syntactically projected arb A in a lower position distinct from the demoted A of the
canonical passive, and needs testing through °dependencies.

Nonfinite imp.-pass.? The literature on Romance-Slavic se-constructions has come to the
conclusion that the arbitrary human impersonal A/S = impersonal se/si is only available in
finite clauses, Non si é mai contenti, and not nonfinite ones even if they license
nominatives, hence *Ritengo non essersi idonei per tale compito, where only only O-
promotional, A-demotionial passive exists, passive se/si, and that is not available with
verbs like be (ex. from Cinque 1988, cf. Dobrovie-Sorin 1988, Dobrovie-Sorin 2016; see
Supplement on Romance).

The Finnish passive temporal adjunct, B [6ytyminen tapahtui latialla oltaessa, and
passive referative construction, °Sanoin Amerikassa isoissa kaupungeissa oltavan ainakin
viisikymmentd vuotta Suomesta edelld + °Kuulin Paraisilla myydyn loistohuvila(n), both
suggest that the human arbitrary impersonal is licensed in nonfinite clauses, i.e.
impersonal se, but the type °perustettiessddin and less so °Miehet luulivat kissat ~
kissojen jo hukutetun als suggests a promotional passive absent in finite clauses, i.e.
passive se. There is more to say to complete the argument: independent aspects of these
constructions limit the argument -- maybe one cannot actually ensure that O is split-
nominative relative to the passive clause itself for various reasons like ASP-PART and
transparency to matrix case; distinctive aspects of arb need to be confirmed like
antecedence of reciprocals; and there are gaps in my material that are just unclear to me,
e.g. oltaessa occurring in estar rather than ser contexts.

The argument would be strengthened if these clause type allowed 1P-personified arb,
as do finite clauses, e.g. °miten lapsi kuulee meiddn puhuttavan tyostimme ja
kollegoistamme, q.v.

Verb unions: SF uses passive infinitives and participles in a subset of “verb union”
constructions that are to various degrees idiomatic (VISK §451 and further subsections
there, e.g. §1323ff.; cf. Karlsson 2018: 23.8, Vilkuna 1996: 8.2.3, Hakulinen and Karlsson
1979: 11.3.3).

In most verb unions, the opportunity to examine object coding and its interaction with
subject coding may be limited. One striking contrast involves the necessive construction
BE + pass. PRT pres., with silent or DAT-GEN matrix A/S, O split-NOM ~ NEG/ASP-
PART O, no transitivity restriction, B ne:sinut on vietdvd | B koiran oli oltava nélkdinen |
tiedon oli vastattava totuutta (Itkonen 1967: 268), cf. *minun on lupa, syytd, tarpeen
maalata talo, sinut, olla valmis (VISK §1581) : and the possibility or epistemic
constructions, with agreeing all-NOM and no matrix NEG-PART correspoding to O,
silent or GEN/POS A of PRT, and restriction to transitives, Mind en ole parannettavissa |
Tdmad asia ei ole teiddn pddtettdvissdinne (VISK §1343, §1584-5).

Impersonal, personified: Those nonfinite constructions that have impersoal
morphosyntax above raise the question of whether personication is available in the
varieties where it is for finite forms: Me puhutaan istestimme — ... °puhuttavan
itsestadmme. Candidates occur in °dialects.
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3.4 Nonfinite forms: dialects

Why dialects? The system of finite forms is largely shared across Finnic-Karelian
varieties, though realisation differs substantially through different developments and
analogies involving grades of the sources of counterparts of *-tta-, *-k-, and *-sen
(Lehtinen 2007, Zaikov 2000). The system of nonfinite forms shows considerable
variation both in available formations and in uses, and they can lesser range of passive
forms than SF (e.g. much Karelian), and a greater range of passive formations like passive
I INF (e.g. much southwest). The greater range of passive formation reveals better than
SF how nonfinite structures interact with imp.-pass. finite forms and their personification
for instance under OC, and also hint at how the outer/agreement-like and inner/voice-like
components of finite imp.-pass. morphology relate (cf. Leino 2009 posing related
questions and investigating them through relationship between nonfinite forms that differ
from others and are finite-like in having subject agreement through POS suffixes and arb
subjects through passive forms)

Resume: Among infinitives, dialects often have not only the II INF act. iness. tullessa :
pass. tultaessa, and its instr. counterpart fullen : tultaen with their NOC/ARB PRO-like
A/S, but also two others of singular interest:

-1 INF bare tulla : tultaa: the type is of singular interest as OC/restructuring dependency
complement of various classes of verbs, where it permits examining the effect of imp.-
pass. and its personifications in the matrix on INF act. vs. INF pass. choice as
complement, the type °myo alettii kaivettoo [as if: me alettiin kaivettaa] perhaps also
under generic zero-person [as if: kun alkaa kaivettaa], beside use in structures that need
further analysis as OC or NOC/ARB PRO vel sim. like °Mind tulim papiks tehtdd [as if:
mind tulin tehtdd papiksi].

-I INF bare tulla : tultaa and esp. III INF instr. tuleman : tultaman, as the complement of
pitdd with silent experiener, the type pitdd tultaman beside tuleman, but perhaps against
active only 2sinun pitdd tuleman : *tultaman, where *tultaman would formally have a
parallel in sinun on tultava.

Among participles, SF crossclassifies act. and imp.-pass. with the two tense/aspects, but
dialects interesting elements to understanding the morphosyntax:

-personification of passive nonfinite forms is found in an isolated referative °olen kuulu
muijen puhuttavan [= muiden], from a dialect that personifies imp.-pass. to 3P, though the
significance of the singular datum needs further evaluation, and the dialect also have the
reverse generic zero-person-like use of the active participle here; I have not seen
discussed what should be the 1P counterpart, and only seen infrequent candidates for it to
study further like G Psykologi muistuttaa [...] “Tdmd ei tarkoita etteiko ikdvistd
tapahtumista esimerkiksi toissd saisi puhua. On kuitenkin hyvd miettid, miten lapsi kuulee
meiddn puhuttavan tyostimme ja kollegoistamme.
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-form-syntax mismatch of active morphosyntax using the passive participle in the past
clausal adjunct talonvaén oven avattua is the rule but stands beside isolated but not
unique passive-like promotion of O to GEN-POS type sen lyotyd, loyttydnsd ‘its having
been found’.

Details: I will use Kannisto 1901 as scaffold to resume the 19C sources available to me,
without any intent of completeness (citations can be found under °personification or by
searching for the example). Occasionally references are added to the rich studies of early
literary usage which includes the nonstandard pass. I INF bare and inst. III INF, and the
options and patterns studied there seem key to understanding the nature and development
of the passive forms (e.g. Leino 2005*, Leino 2009), though they raise their own issues
like the role of translation (e.g. Hikkinen 2015: 4.6).

I INF bare complement with OC: Modal complement I INF pass. bare : instead I INF
act. bare is found when matrix arb imp.-pass. or GEN zero-person = INF A/S arb:
Kannisto 1901: to imp pass Szella la:ittiinkij _jo varhair ruvetiaat_ tekee(n) |

INF act suggest t the same matrix-INF relatlonshlps are available if the same matrix forms
take I INF act. Va-nha taittaan tarvitak kai e'nsi kerralla.

Ditto isolated observation in Aminoff 1876 for a dialect that does not personify to 1P
outside ipv, and so with arb imp.-pass.: tai(d)etaan mainattoo.

Sim. in detail Setdld 1883, Latvala 1895 for matrix arb imp.-pass., Ei sitd taijeta
kéytettid | Meitdkin olis taittu perdssd ajettaa, but adding that this is so also if imp.-pass.
is personified to 1P, Ei me taija en(n)ed ndhted.

Ditto brief observation in Hyyrylainen 1893, on a dialect that does personify to 1P,
reports the same use for imp.-pass. as both arb and 1P: I INF pass. “tavataan usein, jos
edelld kdypi persoonattomasti tahi monikon I:n persoonan asemesta kéytetty passiivinen
modaaliverbin muoto”, myé alettii kaivettoo | kerittii tehtoé.

For earliest literary usage, see VVKS §37.3, Hakkinen 2015: 4.6, 4.8.2, Lees 2015:
6.13.5: from the latter: modal complement woittaco ... ia castetta sille castel ‘can you be

. baptised with that baptism’ || object OC Jesuxen andoi héin ruoskitta ‘he let/gave J
‘(to) be whipped’ | dlkdt te andaco teitin cudzutta Rabbixi ‘let not yourselves be called
Rabbi’.

I INF bare final: The usual (broadly) final I INF act. bare use in Kannisto allows identity
with matrix subject with or without POS, or disjoint silent arb, or disjoint overt GEN:
Kannisto Tottijdrvelle on ko-lmev_virstaa ra-nsasta so-utaa | Tarttis vidldv_vii-katteita
se'pdllek ko:rjata ; LINF pass. bare can also be used for independent arb A/S: Mind tulim_
papiks tehtdd [‘I came to be made priest’] | Tuli yks va-imo tinnek ki-rkkoonotettaa | tuli
ni-n ké:yhdks etti hinen tiyty ka-upunkiv va-ivastaloom mennd ho:ilettaa ennenku(n)
hém ku:ali [*him behooved to go to the city to be cared for’]; and matrix grb imp.-pass.
can be covalued with this INF A/S arb (converging with modal complements): Kannisto:
Ne vidrddm po-ltettaa | Vidtiin kans lasta kastettaa.
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IT INF iness. NOC/arb adjunct: As in SF(?); the form is widely noted with iness. or II
INF instr., though rarely illustrated in the descriptions: Kannisto 1901 ex. also has matrix
arb imp.-pass. =(?) INF A/S arb: Mikds sii:ttd [pdssistd] lihoja otettaiss oli, kylld sen
tauti tidttii(n).

20C ex. from Dialect Morphology archive where also matrix arb imp.-pass. = INF
A/S arb: nuottoa veettdessd tarvitaan kaks venettd. (Sumiainen [Savonian, Mid-Finland
group], cited in Leino 2009)

Svensson 1998 discusses II INF pass. instr. in 18C texts.

Nonpersonal pitdd + I INF bare, III INF instr.: instead of I INF act. bare and III INF
act. instr., there appears I INF pass. bare, always it seems only when matrix experiencer
@ = INF A/S arb: Kannisto: I Ku-inkas moneen osaan se piti pantaa | ettd pitds oltaa
hi-ljaa + W1 Mind pitdd koytettdmdm _md-ntyyn kii- | Piti li-nnustaam poikettama(n), but
the same matrix-INF relationshops seems available with INF act., e.g. III Se (kuritettava
lapsi) pitdd nii-n kauvam pe-ittooman (hakkaaman), though INF act. can also take DAT-
GEN and poss-suffixal A/S. A literary examples from squarely within Kannisto’s area of
study is B Nyt piti mentdd Kolkkilaan (author from Tavastian Vesiléhti).

Ditto in detail Setdld 1883: I Menneen syksynd se piti laitettaa | Hdn pitds pandaa
baadiin + 111 Poika pitdd tapettaman ; Latvala 1895, 1 Piti mentdd lihhaa ottamaan |
Pitds vuarattaa vanha ovi + 11l Se pittid pantaman kellokkaaksi | Me piti ihnaan
ammuttaman.

Briefly Grotenfelt 1878: se lehmd pittdd tapettaman | totta se pittid katottaman ;
Aminoff 1871: piti tehtimdn.

20C examples of I INF pass. from Dialect Morphology archive, cited a.o. in
Hallamaki 2001: 2.1.2 and Leino 2009: tulille piti mentdd ja kalat piti perattaa ensi
(Kuhmoinen [Tavastian, Pédijdnne group], 1969-70) | kahareksantoista vuonna tinnep piti
tuolaa vankia (Virrat [Tavastian, Upper Satakunta group] 1969-70) | se pari pirdis
vihittdmd (Laitian [Southwestern dialects, Proper subgroup]); of pass. I and III INF from
Southwestern dialects, West Uusimaa subgroup, in Lahtiméki 1972: 139-142.

For studies of dialectal distribution and diachrony, see Leino 2005*, 2009 and review
in Ylikoski 2005.

For early literary usage particularly studied with respect to case, see VVKS 39.2.2, De
Smit 2006: ch. 5 esp. 5.8, De Smit 2010, Elsayed 2017: e.g. 3.1.3, Lees 2015: 6.13.4.

I PRT pass. iness.pl. + POS in the quasiconstruction: in SF, this seems to use active
PRT even with imp.-pass. forms of the matrix olla: G ollaan menevindcdn, néikevinddn. So
also largely in Kannisto (with singular PRT), Kais_siittd hy-vdd la-ittavanans ollaa(n)
(luullaan laitettavan) [not it seems a syncopated passive in the dialect, cf the referative
example in §104.1.1.a..a0 Mind sanon to-isel laitettava(n) ...] but pass. PRT is noted as
an alternative, and then still with 3 POS,: Se'm  mukaan sitd ollaan te-htdvindnsd; POS
can match the subject in the dialect (at least in the sense “pretend” rather than “seem
to”'*), but need not, olin ka-ttovanansa (§103.1.4.a). If the pass. PRT is only usable here
after imp.-pass., cf. °LINF pass., and for POS cf. °dependencies.

' I:sen ja 2:sen persoonan possessiivisuftikseja kylld myos kiytetiin, vaikka ei satu olemaan esimerkkeja.
[It is unclear whether the relevant note applies to both uses or just pretend.]
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Pass. I, II PRT in referative construction: pass. PRT pres. and past both clearly have
arb morphosyntax: personal matrix Min olen to-isella lailla kuullus sem (sadun)
puhuttava(n) | Pe-rjantaina sanottiil lakkautetun tyd va-lla(n) (§104.1.1aB); perhaps also
Pi-dnille eldvillet tita (navettoa) kuulutaan te-htdvd(n) (§104.B); personless or raising
matrix: Kuuluupa si-llikil lailla puhuttavan ettd pitds tuataas so-tamicihet [*There sounds
... being.said ~ arb saying that ...’] | Siclld kuuluu se Je-itliinin ki-rjotuspéytd myytivi(n)
[‘There sounds being.sold ~ arb selling that writing-table (NOM)..."] (§104.B).

In Kannisto’s dialect imp.-pass. personification to 3P and 1P is nearly absent, so there
are not expected to be personifications of referative participlmes like *Olet kuullut meiddn
puhuttavan, puhutun (= ettd me puhutaan, puhuttiin). I do not find such examples for 1P
elsewhere where personification has gone farther, e.g. Setédld 1883, Latvala 1895, Latvala
1899, nor for 3P in Karelian with its systematic replacement of 3P. One explicit
description of the constructions occurs for a variety where imp.-pass. personifies to 3P
more normaly than to 1P in Cannelin 1889: §86n olen kuulu muijen puhuttavan
(puhuvan), set beside what looks like nonfinite counterpart of the generic zero-person
[impossible in VISK §540], olen kyld nihny enemmdn antavan (annettavan) | hyvyn
vahdm mind olen kuulu sitd laulavan (laulettavan).15

IT PRT temporal adjunct: Kannisto 1901 : temporal adjunct is mostly active, with
genitive and poss-suffixal subject'®: Mi-ds he-rdttyins si-ttem meinas etti [...]. Two
apparent promotional passive examples are noted with subjecthood of O, one OC O,"" Toi
(se varsa) om_mu-sta ka-nnettua, josta ha-rmaa tulee [ ‘It (the foal) is black when borne(?),
which will become grey’], one and unique POS O, Ei se vaa:n ku-lta oikein se-mmosta
[6-yttydnsd ok kun se vasta pe-rdltd o(n) [‘But it is not really gold with its found te-be
such’(?2)]. (§104.11.2, also §102") Setild 1883: §249 has a perspicuous discussion both of
the basic active character in his variety through an example combining GEN A and
GEN.SG=ACC O, Talovaén oven avattua tuli naapuripoika = Kun talon viki oli oven
avannut ... (reacting to contemporary doubts but the structure is now well established, e.g.
Vainikka and Brattico 2014) ; but also of promotional passives with “objective genitive”,
GEN O Rahan saatua = rahan saamisen jdlkeen and Kissa sen ndhtyd hyppds pois [not
glossed but presumably kissa = sen].

Discussion of dialectally restricted formations and their relevance to the active syntax
of the II PART pass may be found in Svensson 1998, 1999 with futher lit, cf. also Itkonen
et al. 1978: §764, and cf. next.

!> Personaalisena on passiivin partisiipi jérjestelméssi: olen kuulu muijen puhuttavan (puhuvan). Aktivinen
partisiipi taas on persoonattomana lausseissa: olen kyld ndhny enemmdn antavan (annettavan) | hyvyn
véihdm mind olen kuulu sitd laulavan (laulettavan).

' Passiivin Il:sen partisipin partitiivia kiiytetdén ilmaisemaan tekoa, jonka suorittamisen jilkeen jotakin
tapahtuu. Partisipimuodon subjektia ilmaistaan tdmmoisessd temporaalijirjestelméssd genetiivilli ja
suffiksilla. [...] Partisipia kdytetddn tdssd jarjestelmédssa tavallisimmin aktiivisessa merkinnossa.

"7 Toisinaan se kuitenkin osottaa passiivista suhdetta

'8 Samoin on laita seuraavassa lauseessa, joka siind kohden on laatuaan ainoa etti partisipiin liitetyn
suffiksin merkitys on objektiivinen

' Omituisesti on seuraavissa lauseissa kéytetty Il:sta partisipia, kun ehdottomasti odottaisi pédttymatonti
tekemistd ilmaisevaa muotoa: [exx.] Luontevammalta sellainen muoto tuntuisi II:sen partisipin sijasta
seuraavissakin lauseissa: [the two exx in question].
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Karelian dialects can use a distinctive formation of the II PRT specific to the temporal
adjunct, e.g. -tu vs. -huo in kututtu vieras but kuttuhuo vierahan, so that these
counterparts to passive-syntax kutsuttu vieras active-syntax kutsuttua vieraan reflect
sufficiently distinct structures to be lexicalised differently: °Genetz 1880: §184, cf. Novak
et al. 2022: 8.8.7, and °Ahlqvist 1865: §5f discussing its use in the text and relating the
Savonian formation above in °Svensson 1998.

Pass. I PRT in the necessive construction: similar to SF: Kannisto: Mull olis yks ki-rjel
liihetettivi sinne | Eikds si-nnem_me-ntivi olluj jossa koto o(n)? (§103.2°%) | §102 Se ov_
va-lttdmdtom meildn tehtdvd se:ki(n).

Pass I, II PRT attributes, predicates: similar to SF: Concording attribute, i-ttettehlyt
naulat [‘self/home-made nails’], and for present PRT additionally a modal sense,
kahlenistuttava keinustooli [‘a rocking-chair to seat two’] | se on o-stettava ta-lo [‘it is a
house to be sold’] | Ei niitd y-hle(n) hevosen ajettavia (niittokoneita) juur' o-kka(n) [ ‘there
just are not any of those one-horse-drawn [mowers]’(?) (§103.1)*! Primary predicate,
concording, with BE, Ei ne nii-n tehtdvdt (niin helpot tehda) o? | Ne Ni-kkildt o(n) hi-ljan
tulleita ; other copula-like verbs and so intersecting with secondary predicate, Niitd
(satuja) tuli sy-ksyllikim paljo puhuttua (§103.3). Secondary predicate, essive or
translative, NOC/arb A: Oli pi-tki re-isu herralla ku-ljettavana | Pojalla on ko-ulu si-tten
nyk_kdaytdavind | Pa-lvelija vei se(n) hewrran nd-htiviks. | Kylld ne nyt tulee ka-ikki
jaettavaks. | Le-hmd tuli ta-pettavaks (§104.1.4b) | Se (suo) pitis saalak_ku-ivatuks.
[saada] (§104.1.4d). Idiomatic adverbial, passive and sometimes active, all. ex. I PRT,
plural internal and singular external cases, “” [sc.], jos me-ildnkin tulee a-ita pantaviin
ympdrille | Sicll oli suutarilla to-isekkin kenkdik korjattavalla. (§104.11.1%%); idiomatic
location, pass. I PRT of motion verbs: Ei ne (hevoset) a-itaa mem mutta ei siinnd
(aidassa) om _mi:tddn tu-ltavaakan (paikkaa, josta tarvitsisi "tulla", tdssd = hypati; hevoset
ovat péddsseet hyppadmattd, aita kun on niin kehno) ollu. (§ 103.11.423)

3.5 Dependencies

For SF, the antecedence potential of arb A/S has been studied in some depth, in part in
comparison to Estonian (Kaiser and Vihman 2006, Metslang 2013s).

3.5.1 Boundary conditions
OC and NOC PRO: Both arb and 1P-personified imp.-pass. readily antecede OC PRO

e.g. Sielld yritettiin oppia jdrjestystd (Vilkuna 1996: 9.1.2, Kaiser and Vihman 2006: 7.2),
and be covalued with another arb or 1P in NOC, °virkajdrjestelyisti ei ole pddsty

% Passiivissa tavataan persoonaton yhdistetty preesens ja imperfekti, jotka ilmoittavat tekemisen
tarpeellisena, valttimattoméand. Persoona, jonka pitdd, tdytyy, ilmoitetaan datiivigenetiivilla.

2! Passiivin partisipeilla on tissi tapauksessa selvd passiivinen merkint, ja passiivin I:nen partisipi
ilmoittaa sopivaisuutta, tarpeellisuutta tai valttimattomyytta.

2 Passiivin, toisinaan aktiivin- partisipeja kiytetdsn monikon sisdisissd tai ulkoisissa paikallissijoissa
ilmoittamaan tilaa, asemaa

2 Liikettd merkitsevien verbien passiivin I:sti partisipia kéytetddn usein substantiiveina ilmoittamaan
paikkaa, johon verbin tekeminen kohdistuu.
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vksimielisyyteen sddstolinjaa etsittdiessd. (VISK §548). That reveals little given control
even by of the Romance-Germanic passive type It was decided to liberate the prisoners at
dawn (Piteroff and Schéfer 2018), even though that is anaphorically inert for anaphora
that may be compared to arbitrary human impersonals (e.g. implicit A of passive vs. on in
French, Rezac and Jouitteau 2016: 3.5, with care not to use forms like oneself and in
contexts like nominals each other that allow exempt/logophoric uses esp. in generic
contexts).

Neither arb nor 1P-personified imp.-pass. can antecede independent 3™ person
pronouns in Finnish (op.cit.). That is also unsurprising insfoar as arbitrary human
impersonals and their 1P-personifications cannot do so elsewhere, save where the putative
3" (3S) form is also analysable as a local reflexive, distinctively so (French se) or
syncretic with nonreflexive (French son, but not i/, lui). 1P-personification regularly
antecedes 1P free pronouns as anaphora in Finnish, again as in Romance, whether or not a
1P subject pronoun is present (Rezac and Jouitteau 2016 with lit.).

Within Finnish a revealing comparandum for 1P-personfied arb is the study of Kaiser
2018i of the 1S impostor meikdkdinen ‘yours truly’, allowing only 1S free-pronoun
anaphora, but 1S or 3" POS, Meikdildinen puolusti {mun kaverin | *sen kaverin |
kaveriaan} paremmin kuin Anna, and argued to reflect coreference for 1S but binding for
3" with consequences like preference in this ex. for strict identity by 1S pronoun, but
either strict or sloppy with 3™ POS.

3.5.2 Predicates and number

arb combines with both singular or plural predicates is clear, in contrast to the generic
zero person that is strictly singular: Ollaanpas sitd taas hienoja/hieno (Kaiser and
Vihman 2006: sec. 3, drawing on Vilkuna 1996: 4.1.4; also VISK §1323) [cf. ex. like G/B
oltiin valmis ~ valmiit rich attestation | B Ennen kuoltiin nuorina ‘Panpme ymupanu
mononeivu’ | B Ensimmdistd kertaa historiansa aikana koko ihmiskunta vanhenee.
Aiemmin etupdiissd kuoltiin nuorena.)

Ideally, the two options should be checked in varieties that have not grammaticalised
personified uses like 1P, as indicated by unavailability of corresponding overt subject [not
only early literary Finnish and descriptions of 19/e20C dialects, but still living dialects of
Finnish mentioned in Brunni et al. 2018 with reference to Mantila 1997*: 11f., or dialects
of Karelian outside Border Karelian]. The range of extended uses of 1P is large, some
overlap with arb (e.g. Bolinger 1979), others used to refer to atoms (e.g. Zwicky 1977),
and both susceptible to differential degree of conventionalisation so there is no
determining a priori how strained they may appear (e.g. instructional and impersonal / are
both available in English, Bolinger 1979, but considerably more unmarked in say recipes
in French, or in impersonals in German, Zobel 2021).

[Concomittantly, number associated with independent 1P/2P/3P should be checked,
since systems vary here not only in extended uses like for the atomic addressee, but also
in core uses according to factors like distributivity; G/B proved richer than I would have
guessed from French or Czech in singular concord, e.g. B ettd itsenaisena kansakuntana
olemme nuori ... | G Jokaisella on oma arvomaailmansa. Meilld artisteilla silloin 60-
luvulla omat esikuvamme, kuten Elvis Presley, Ray Charles ja monet muut. Olemme
nuorena oppineet omat musiikin arvomaailmamme. |
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3.5.3 Reciprocals

Kaiser and Vihman 2006: 6.1 find that arb readily antecedes singular bipartitive
reciprocals, where the first part acts as binder for the 3" POS of the second, but not
simplex reciprocals where there is not first element: Minun mielestini ystdivyys on sitd,
ettd tuetaan toinen toistaan ja molempien asiat ovat yhtd tdrkeitd. ‘In my opinion
friendship means that you support each other and that both people’s concerns are equally
important.” “The ‘non-doubled’ form [teiren toistaan], however, seems to sound more
marked to native speakers — for some speakers almost verging on ungrammatical — in
such contexts. The contrast between the ‘non-doubled’ and the ‘doubled’ forms is not
surprising if the structure of constructions like toinen toistaan is such that foinen can act
as the binder for the suffix on foistaan.”

°Latvala 1899: §91 describes and analyses in much the same way North-Savonian
dialects of his period: “Different is the reason for the appearance of this suffix in the
sentence: Myo ootettiin tdssd toenen toestaan. Looked at closely there are two subjects in
this sentence: myo and toenen. When to this is added, that the predicate is passive-form
and, as we got to see above, there is often somewhat clear a 3P sense to the passive -- in
the sentence: ootettiin toenen toestaan the speech-feeling comprehends the subject as
plural -- then it is easily understandable, how the 3™ person suffix here could have won
over the basically rare 1P suffix. If instenad toenen had not been placed here overtly, one
says e.g. Myo tunnetaan toesemma.”**

VISK §1324 adds that both the bipartite reciprocals are found not only as singular but
also as plural; the examples involve a contextual group restricting arb, with the singular
found in a context that requires one-to-one reciprocity: kotoa teatterille matkattiin
Vvhteisessd autossa sanaa vaihtamatta, mutta ndyttdmolld tuettiin toinen toisiaan
sataprosenttisesti. (VISK §1324 < L corpus) | Tammikuussa hin muutti Ilkan luokse
Saviselkdcdn, kevdttalvi koeteltiin toinen toisensa luonnetta ja kesdlld mentiin naimisiin.
(VISK §1324 <1 corpus).

Kaiser and Vihman’s description does not assert strict ungramaticality of bare
toistaan, toisiaan, and examples are easy to find on G and B across a range of sources,
from discussions to interviews to academic writings to novels, some but not others fairly
clearmy speaker-exclusive (probes for e.g. tavattiin toisiaan | tavataan soisiaan | otettiin
toisiaan | autettiin toisiaan | autetaan toisiaan): thus exclusive: Ja silloin ne unehtuivat
uudet riekaleet. Lakilla kapsittiin toisiaan ja pujahdettiin lymyyn vikijoukkoon. Ja oikein
helakka nauru pddsi vdiliin, kun sielld tavattiin toisiaan ja tyrkdttiin. (T. Pekkala, Elsa).
do not know their status.

I have not seen examples discussed of reciprocals involving the imp.-pass. form with
nominative O, something like G (newpaper) Tiesin sen, ettd silloin annettiin toisilleen
sormukset, or with partitive O, G (thesis) Annettiin toinen toisilleen erilaisia arkipdivin

# Toisenlainen on syy timin suffiksin esiintymiseen lauseessa: Myd odtettiin téisséi toenen toestaan.
Tarkkaan katsoen tdssé lauseessa on oikeastaan kaksi subjektia: myo ja toenen. Kun téhin tulee liséksi, ettd
predikaatti on passiivimuotoinen ja, niinkuin edempini saamme néhdé, passiivilla usein on jotenkin selva
monikon 3 persoonan merkitys -- lauseessa: oofettiin toenen toestaan Kasittdd kielitunne subjektin
monikolliseksi --, niin on helposti ymmarrettdvad, miten 3 pers. suffiksi tdssd on voinut viedd voiton tuosta
perin harvinaisesta mon. 1 pers. suffiksista. -- Jos sitd vastoin nominatiivia toenen ei ole ilmi pantu,
sanotaan esim. Myé tunnetaan toesemma.
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neuvoja | B Silloin siind annettiin toinen toiselleen keppid | B ja molemmin annettiin
toisilleen, mikd suinkin voitiin

For 1P-personified imp.-pass., B and G are rich in variants that may be further
studied, e.g. Me autetaan toinen toistamme, toisiamme, toisiaan. It is frequent with what
seem like 1P uses to find 3™ without foinen here, Autetaan toisiaan ¢ JlaBaiiie mamamarailb
angHo agHamy’, ‘Aidons-nous les uns les autres.’. A nice examplary from dialects may be
found in Kiuru 1996: 90, a.o.: Savonian dialects, South-Savonian group, Nurmijirvi sidl
varrottii sitte ain toinen toistamme | Mikkeli jos ndhtdis toisene || Savonian dialects,
North-Savonian group, Rautalampi kirkossa tunmnettiin toéesemmo || Savonian dialects,
Keuruu-Evijarvi Fringe group, Lappajirvi myo tytot ruvettiiv vuoroamaan toisiamma ||
Tavastian dialects, Upper Satakunta group, Urjala kuin mekin tapaamme toisemme ||
North-Bothnian dialects, Oulunsalo me omma toisennal [6ytdneem mutta.

3.5.4 Possessive suffixes: general

Studies have generally found that imp.-pass. form on its arbitrary use resists 3™ POS, in
contrast to the generic zero-person -- that this resistance is not categorical (VISK §1324,
Kaiser and Vihman 2006: 6.1):

*Suihkussa pestiin hiu

ksiaan | itsedidin : Jos suikhussa pesee hiuksiaan (Manninen and Nelson 2004: 4.7, Kaiser
and Vihman 2006: 6.1)

*Tdlld pidatetddn hengistystddn : Jos tdlldd piddttdd hengistyddn (Manninen and Nelson
2004: 4.7, Kaiser and Vihman 2006: 6.1)

"Téclli kehitetddn itsecidn ~ piditetidn hengitystidn (VISK §1324)

Kun vastustaja tekee kolmannessa erdssd johtomaalin, ei endd uskota itseensd, vaan
luovutetaan. (VISK §1324 < E corpus)

Kielen on oltava asiallista. Ei kiroilla, jos suomalainen hévidd, ei haukuta ketddn eikd
paljasteta tunteitaan, ettd kuuntelijat kauhistuisivat. (VISK §1324 < la corpus)
Kielellistd esittdmistapaansa voi kdyttdd myés etddnnyttimiskeinona. Hopistddn vain
omiaan, eikd kukaan saa kiinni mitd se puhuu. (VISK §1324 <1 corpus)

Typically, no POS is used:

Pyrin mahdollisimman hyvddn lopputulokseen ja siihen, ettd itsestd ja muista otetaan irti
kaikki mitd ldhtee. (VISK §1324 <1 corpus)

Ei nainen tai vaimo ole mikddn tavara, joka haetaan itselle sitten, kun mieli tekee. (VISK
§1324 <1 corpus)

B Hiukset pestiin yleensd saunassa ... | G mutta nykyddn pestddn hiuksia usein

G/B across a range of sources from books to blogs offer examples with 3™ POS of the
type puhutaan itsestdcdn, itselleen etc. that favour either arb or 1P-personification, but I do
not know their status, and they seem rare relative to no and 1P suffixes, (me) puhutaan
itsestimme | puhutaan istestd &c.: e.g. G (article) Yksi haastateltava, jolle sosiaaliset
tilanteet olivat todella ahdistavia, kertoi koevapaudessa menneensd kokemusasian-
tuntijan koulutukseen, missd puhutaan itsestddn.
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Vilkuna 1996: 4.1.4 nuances the unavailability of 3™ POS in two ways: “the
possessive suffixes -- which are known only for 1%, 2™, or 3™ person -- are a little
awkward with the passive : *Naapurissa lyodddn lapsiaan. | Naapurit lydvit lapsiaan.
The use of the possessive suffixes in passive clauses is nevertheless a relative matter; one
sees them for example in the following sort of contexts, in which the suffix does not
really have an internal meaning:” Naapurissa ollaan huolissaan.> This latter type
huolissaan is take up next.

The usual antecedent of POS with imp.-pass. is the split-nominative O if there is one,
Hanet kannettiin kotiinsa, but unlike A/S, POS stands beside GEN, indicating optional
subjecthood for POS (Vilkuna 1996: 7.3, Kiparsky 2001: 2.3, Kaiser and Vihman 2006:
6.1) (on both patterns, VISK: §1320, §1324, §1448-9).

1P personification of imp.-pass. normally uses 1P POS. At least in °inherently-
reflexive expressions, 3" is also widely documented, e.g. G/B me ollaan pahoillaan/mme
|| G tddlld me ollaan kotonaan/mme || G ... me ollaan omalla tavalla(an/mme) .... The
rule for run-of-the-mill possession in the varieties represented on G would seem to be no
POS, e.g. in probes for me ollaan, tullaan, mennddn + omalla, omassa, occasionally 1P.
Other systems offer paraellels to the retention of 3™ POS upon grammaticalisation for
1“/2“‘1, for instance Spanish usted, ustedes ... su, with restrictions, French on preferring
nos to son but son coming out under various readings (Rezac and Jouitteau 2016).

3.5.5 Possessive suffixes: inherent

The 3™ POS °huolissaan discussed in Vilkuna op.cit. belongs to a set of expressions
where 3" POS can be used for any-person antecedent. Thus Vilkuna 1996: 7.4: “A little
more about spoken language. How is it possible that in today’s speech appear the
following sort of cases of conflict between the possessive suffix and intended binder?
Miks sa oot niin huolissaan? | Ala nouse tuolille kenkineen. Such are found especially in
connection with deficient-paradigm locative-case-expressions [like luonani, Ildhelldni].
The answers is, that the possessive suffix is lexicalised or interpreted as an element
belonging to the word itself, not as expression of possession or the like. This is supported
by the fact that a genitive modifier would not even be possible in the same clause: *Olin
héinen _huolissaan. | *Nousin tuolille hinen kenkineen.*® (see VISK §386, §1445;
Karlsson 1977: 378f.)

°Latvala 1899: §90 anticipates the observation and analysis in describing North-
Savonian dialects of his time: “The third person suffix seems to have some kind of
tendency to generalise, so that it can easily push outside its proper field. One finds it in

 omistusliitteet - joita tunnetusti on vain 1., 2. tai 3. persoonaa varten - ovat hieman vastahakoisia passiivin
kanssa: *Naapurissa Ilyodddn lapsiaan. Naapurit lydvit lapsiaan. Omistusliitteen kaymattomyys
passiivilauseissa on kuitenkin suhteellinen asia; niita kylli ndkee esimerkiksi seuraavantapaisissa
yhteyksissa, joissa liitteella ei varsinaisesti olekaan sisallollista merkitysta (tasta lisaa luvussa 7):
Naapurissa ollaan huolissaan.

*® Vield hiemin puhekielesti. Miten on mahdollista etti nykypuheessa esiintyy seuraavan tapaisia Px:n ja
tarkoitetun sitojan ristiriitatapauksia? Miks sa oot niin huolissaan? | Ala nouse tuolille kenkineen. Tallaista
16ytaa erityisesti jaksossa 2.4.2 mainittujen vajaaparadigmaisten paikallissijailmausten yhteydessi. Vastaus
on, ettd Px on leksikaalistunut eli tulkittu sanaan sindnsd kuuluvaksi elementiksi, ei omistussuhteen tai
vastaavan ilmaukseksi. Tété tukee se, ettei genetiivimadrite edes olisi samassa lauseessa mahdollinen: *Olin
héinen huolissaan. | *Nousin tuolille hdnen kenkineen.
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particularly sometimes instead of other suffixes attached to a word used adverbially. E.g.
Olin pitkdllddn, Mitd ootta sukujaan? The meaning of the suffix is in these cases
weakened, the speech-feeling understands it as almost essential to the adverb concept
itself.”?” Similarly Setild 1883: §181 on Tavastian/Southwestern dialects in northeastern
Satakunta: “Joskus kdytetddn 3:nnen persoonan suffiksia adverbiksi muuttuneesen sanaan
liittyneena muiden persoonain siiffiksien asemesta; esim.” Olin vain muuten vaitonaan (=
hervotonna); Menin niitd nimiddn (= sité tietd, silla hyvalld).” Other early descriptions
available hint at the same but are too brief: Karelian Proper, Genetz 1880: §128 on 34 _p
in adverbially used cases, Olonets Karelian, Genetz 1884: §81, ditto, but with illustrations
in context, surmattah et kuole | ilottah en tulis. (Further in lit. mostly unavailable to me
cited in Nenonen 2002: 61, Mattila 2019, Laasanen and Pajunen 2021: 280n71).

Similar examples extended to verb unions like the °quasiconstruction, without
analysis, are given in Kannisto 1901: §68.2n5: “Sometimes one finds 3™ person suffixes
where one would expect 1% or 2™ person suffixes:™*® Mind oti(n) he‘lpon (= rupesin
helpoille piiville) a-ikanaan, kunn ei ta-rvinnu (nim. pakosta pitié raskaita paivid) | Si-llon

ku ma olim_pa-rhaallansa — — | Mind olin nii-n ettd tahlo(n) he-listd, he-lisemd-lldns |
Ennem_mind li-sdsil li-sddmi:stansd | Sind veldt ve-timi:stinsdv_vaa:n [= veddt
vetdmistddn] | — — vaikka mind mo-nta ke:rtaa ha:ij ja olin ka-ttovanansa | Mikds se o-li,

kum _mind olin nd-kevdnddn tota po-nttoota?

Of these examples the quasiconstruction olin kattovanansa, néikevendcdn is described
in more detail in Kannisto 1901. Nonconcord to 3" is illustrated but concord for 15/2™ is
asserted to be available as well.”” Such nonconcord to 3™ is widespread in at least some
°verb unions on G, richly for e.g. the quasiconstruction like G olin kuulevinaan, less so
for e.g. the inceptive construction like G olin ldhtemdisillddn. Some verb unions seem to
ordinarily allow the 3 POS with imp.-pass. verbal form: Kannisto 1901: §103.1.4.a on
the quasiconstruction, °Kais_siittd hy-vdd la-ittavanans ollaa(n) (luullaan laitettavan) |
Se'm_mukaan sitd ollaan te-htivindnsd (though °); others may resist (Maamies 2002
cited in Ylikoski 2003: 11).

Latvala op.cit. continues from the above in the next paragraph, “Little different are the
following examples, in which this suffix evidently does not have any meaning: Voe ihme
tokkiinsa! Ol justiissa’ vinkkelissd. Niitd on toesekseen vihd senluotosSija miehija kun
timd.”' However, the type toisekseen is fully lexicalised and does not need an antedent,
while the type huolissaan might need an antecedent, though I have not seen this tested
explicitly. Thus taking the common types G jdsenet olivat huolissaan + G (kokouksen)
tunnelma on huolestunut, we can test need for an anteceded with (examples better
constructed than) 2* ... (kokouksen, Berlinissa, kaikkien) tunnelma on huolissaan |

" Kolmannen persoonan suffiksilla niyttii olevan jonkinlainen taipumus yleistyé, niin etti se villisti voi
tunkeutua ulkopuolelle varsinaista alaansa. Se tavataan nim. toisinaan muiden suffiksien asemesta
adverbisesti kdytettyyn sanaan liittyneend. Esim. Olin pitkdllddn, Mitd ootta sukujaan? Suffiksin merkitys
on timmoisessd tapauksessa heikentynyt, kielitunne kisittdd sen melkein oleelliseksi itse adverbikésitteelle.
// Véhin erilaisia ovat seuraavat esimerkit, joissa tilld suffixilla ndhtdvasti ei ole minkdédnlaista merkitysta:
Voe ihme tokkiinsa! Ol’ justiissa’ vinkkelissd. Niitd on toesekseen vihd senluotosija miehijd kun tdmd.
¥ Toisinaan kiytetddn 3:nnen persoonan suffiksia sielld, missi odottaisi l:sen tai 2:sen persoonan suffiksia
% I:sen ja 2:sen persoonan possessiivisuftikseja kylld myds kéytetiin, vaikka ei satu olemaan esimerkkeja.
* maisillaan-johdosta kiytetizn aina olla-verbin kanssa, esim. olin kaatumaisillani, joten periaatteessa olla-
;/lerbi voitaisiin tdssé ilmaista passiivisena, oltiin kaatumaisillaan, mutta rakenne ei ole luonteva.

Op.cit.
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2* Jisenet kertoivat ettd tunnelma oli huolissaan. (The same argument, if it exists, would
be harder to make from verb unions, insofar as in say the quasiconstruction, the suffixed
essive plural present participle is already idiomatically collocated with clausemate main-
verb BE.)

The range of expressions where arb imp.-pass. readily combines with 3™ POS that
still need a local antecedent may go beyond grammaticalised adverbials. VISK §1445
relates the lack of concord in huolissaan to inherent reflexivity of the expression, *Adnen
huolissaan. We might then expect nonconcord beyond defective adverbials: for instance,
with the richly-attested types G teen parhaansa beside G/B teen parhaani | G
tehdddin/tehtiin parhaansa in what seem reasonably clear as both speaker-exclusive and -
inclusvie uses | B apparently speaker-exclusive Olen ymmdirtinyt ministeri Korkeaojan
kertomana, ettd siina tehdddn parhaansa ja se jdrjestyy, mutta haluan sen tdssdkin tuoda
esille.

3.5.6 Possessive suffixes: variation

In dialectal descriptions, it is occasionally highlighted that imp.-pass. on its arb and/or
recruited 1P use can antecede subject-oriented reflexive but not inherently-reflexive 3"
POS. For South Bothnian this is highlighted as systematic and in contrast to Savonian, but
the phenomenon is noted to various degrees elsewhere.

Aminoff 1871: 52 on South Bothnian, where 1P m-forms remain, but imp.-pass. is
recruited to replace 1P ipv, observes that on this use, there can be 3™ suffixes [examples
do not include 1P subject pronouns], unlike in Savo [where presumably 1P is found], and
that this is also a property of the arb use of imp.-pass. [ensured by a speaker-exclusive
object, in a dialect where use of imp.-pass. for 3P is not otherwise described]: “In the
place of the 1% person of the imperative one uses always as in Savo the present of the
passive, with this difference nevertheless, that the South-Bothnian dialect uses after the
passive a third person suffix, e.g. otet’han nuo laukkuhunsa ‘ottakaamme nuo
laukkuhumme, let us take those into our bag’, muistet’han klasiansa ‘muistakaamme
klasiamme, let us remember our class’. This fact proves, that our so-called passive verb-
form is really an impersonal-form, whose suffix hides a 3" person pronoun. A still more
remarkable example of the use of the 3™ POS is found in the sentence (found in a fairy-
tale): mua pistettihin sapelillansa ‘1 got stabbed with a [lit. their] sabre’ [context p. 66:
episodic with existentual use of imp.pass. and sapelillansa glossed sapelilla]”.**

In contrasting South-Bothnian with Savonian, Aminoff may be referring to systematic
usage of 1P POS with 1P-personified imp.-pass. across a wide range of dialects. An
exemplary of the 1P suffix to the recruited imp.-pass. in dialects may be found in Kiuru
1996: 90, partly above for reciprocals, otherwise e.g.: Savonian dialects, East-Savonian or

32 Imperativin toisella personalla ei ole persona-péitetti ei yksikossi eikd monikossa, esim. sano’, sanokaa.
Imperativin monikon 1:sen personan asemesta kdytetddn aina niinkuin Savossakin passivin praesensi, silld
eroituksella kuitenkin, ettd Eteld-Pohjanmaan murre passivin perésté viljelee kolmannen personan suffixia,
esim. otet’han nuo laukkuhunsa ottakaamme nuo laukkuhumme, muistet’han klasiansa muistakaamme
klasiamme. Tamikin seikka todistaa, ettd meidén passiviksi sanottu verbimuoto oikeastaan on impersonali-
muoto, jonka péitteessid kitkeytyy 3:nnen personan pronomini. Vield merkillisempi esimerkki 3:nnen
personan possessivi-suffixin kdyttdmisestd passivin peréstd 10ytyy (sadussa tavattavassa ) lauseessa : mua
pistettihin sapelillansa.
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North-Karelian group, Tohmajdrvi myé keskuuvessammut tehtii | Tavastian dialects,
South-Tavastian group, Nurmijirvi oltii sidl lattial vaa omis ryysyissimme.

Kannisto 1901 on Southwestern Tavastian, where 1P m-forms remain, and imp.-pass.
has explicilty not been recruited for 1P, exceptions aside, apart from ipv. and perhaps
questions, nor has it been recruited for 3P, though it is used in near-covaluation, observes
that imp.-pass. can antecede subject-oriented reflexive 3™ person suffixes. His examples
include 3P near-covaluation, but also what seem to be generic and arbitrary human
impersonals. The discussion is attached to the observation of obligatory use of bare
suffixises in reflexivity, “When the suffix denotes the clausal subject, the genitive of the
personal or reflexive pronoun is not put overtly:” Hdm_pyysi si:ttet to-ista midstd
kanssansa. (§67)>, which is continued by, “It is to be noted that the suffix of the third
person sometimes denotes also the indefinite person of the passive form™:** Pu:listelivat
niitd nu-ppuja ja koottii(n) he'lmaansa (tdssi passiivimuodolla kuitenkin on selvd
aktiivinen merkitys [3P-like coordinated with °3P: ‘They pressed those buds(?) and one
gathered one’s fruit’]) | Otettiin se to:hon kd-sivartensap_pddlle [‘One took it to that on
one’s arm’, to:hon = tuohon = §74.2] | Ko-lmes_su-vilaihosta le:ipdd saatiin ty:dstinsd
[‘One got three groundsel(?) loaves for one’s work’(?)] | Otettiil ly-hteitd pdd-ns alej ja
maa-ttiin si-dlld [One took sheaves under one’s head and lay there] | La-ukeelassakim_
myyldd_limonaatia (nim. evankeliumi-juhlainkin aikana) ja o-maam_pu-ssiinsak ka-ikki
(nim. voitot) pannaa(n) [‘At Laukeela as well one sells lemonade [namely at the time of
gospel-feasts] and one puts all [sc. profits] in one’s own bag/pocket’] (U). (§67).

The dialectal examples and their contrast with descriptions of SF seem as unusual
relative to descriptions as would be e.g. Czech arbitrary se-impersonal Prodda(va) se
limonada a vsechno se da(va) do (??svy) kapsy, but precisely here cognate and
functionally closely similar se-impersonals show variation not only across adjacent Slavic
languages but across microvarieties of languages like Serbo-Croatian (Rivero and
Shephard 2003: 3.1.2). English offers a partial analogue in the anaphora to its generic one,
restricted for some speakers to one (‘British’, say C.S. Lewis), for others to 3™ person
pronouns (‘American’, say Clifford D. Simak).*’

33 Kun suffiksi tarkoittaa lauseen subjektia, ei persoona- tai refleksiivipronominin genetiivid panna ilmi.

** On huomattava etti kolmannen persoonan suffiksi toisinaan tarkoittaa myoskin passiivimuodon
madrddméintd persoonaa.

3% Aminoff’s and Kannisto’s examples are further singular in the context of the observation that even the
anaphorically active arbitrary man/on-impersonals resist anaphora in episodic contexts, *on m’a percé avec
son epé! (Cabredo-Hofther 2008). However, this may be due to the tradeoff between using on and richer
indefinites, and the antecedence does seem available in certain contexts (Rezac and Jouitteau 2016). With
inherent reflexives it is not difficult to find examples, a.o. the following speaker-exclusive on: Ces procédés
généreux ont encore duré une semaine pendant lequel temps on a fait de son mieux pour remplir les
audiences de causes contradictoires. [writer is ironising about ‘generous proceedings’ when ‘they did their
best’] (Chronique de la régence et du régne de Louis XV (1718-1763) ou Journal de Barbier, Edmond Jean
Francois Barbier, vol. 3 = year 1735, p. 44, text G and Wikisource; interpretation M. Jouitteau p.c.) || Par un
autre calcul auquel on semble n étre arrivé qu apreés beaucoup d’autres, les prétres Romains ont peuplé
d’oratoires et de chapelles tous les lieux ou la tradition attache le souvenir d’une persécution ou suppose
un miracle [...] On a fait de son mieux pour sauver la vraisemblance. Le mystére est venu par la dessus et a
tout couvert du voile de la foi. Le propre du fanatisme est de prendre plus de forces a mesure que ce qui
loffusque a plus de quoi exciter ses saintes fureurs [...] L’église de Rome a tiré un grand avantage de cette
opposition de’l esprit et du ceeur humain [...] [on = prétres] (Tableau de Rome vers la fin de 1814, Guinan
Laoureins, 1816, p. 212, G; \ M. Jouitteau)
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One way to approach the variation is through ¢-specifications of the anaphora.
MacDonald 2017 argues that the resistance of the arbitrary se-impersonal of Spanish to
3" person su-anaphora does not reflect the impossibility of pronominal binding, which is
taken to be illustrated by antecedence of the definite article of inalienable possession, but
¢-differences; if would then be expected that reduction of the ¢-content by removing e.g.
[3] or [masc] from his would allow anaphoricity to @-deficient one. MacDonald’s
argument might extend to Finnish directly depending on the analysis of inalienably
possessed bare nouns like G/B nostetaan kisi. Independently, it may be extended to the
nonconcording but obligatorily anteceded POS of adverbs like huolissaan and of
nonfinite forms in verb unions like the quasiconstruction: their need for an antecedent
suggests binding (though that need is only conjectured here), but their shift to 3™ suggests
can be analysed as deficiency or absence of phi-features (see above on nonconcord in
dialects). Then their usability with arb would follow. Thus essentially VISK §1324
discussing resistance of imp.-pass. form to 3™ POS: “One can take the limitation can be
taken as an indication that the passive is a "fourth" person form [...], which does not
correspond to the possessive suffixes representing the first, second and third person. Thus,
the reflexive pronoun without a possessive suffix is as expected in the passive [examples
above without possessive suffix].”*°

3.5.7 Possessive suffixes: nonfinite subjects

In infinitives that admit them, POS strictly indicate linking to a matrix argument that
counts as subject (e.g. VISK §546, §539, §513).

In SF, arb A/S of such infinitives is normally indicated by the nonsuffixed form if it
exists, both when independent, and when linked to matrix arb imp.-pass. (exx. VISK
°§547, °§548).

The I INF act. transl. requires POS. Svensson 1998 surveys assertions of its
unavailability both with its own independent arb subject and under (N)OC to arb imp.-
pass. Counterexamples on G/B are not difficult to find, but I do not know their status: e.g.
arb B Haluaisin tietdd, mitd tarvitaan ollakseen hyvd kummiseta | G (thesis)
Yhteiskunnallista osaamista tarvitaan ymmdrtddkseen yhteiskunnan eri tasoilla esiintyvid
ilmiditd ; 1P-personified arb, G [cited in a study] Jumala ei voi pakotta meitdi olemaan
hyvid ... jos huomaa ettd me tditd apua_tarvitaan tullakseen paremmaksi ....

In the referative construction, arb A/S is normally indicated by unsuffixed pass. PRT,
independent or covalued with matrix arb imp.-pass. (see esp. VISK §540): Idoleja
nuorilla tietysti on ja ihanteitakin, vaikka toisin kuulee vaitettavan. | Erityisesti toivottiin
loydettivin uusia kayttétapoja ja sovellutuksia. (Vilkuna 1996: 9.5.2), Se osoittaa meidit
hyvéksytyn vihdoinkin osaksi Eurooppaa, ——. (VISK §540 <1 corpus) : in contrast to the
zero-person gen where 3™ POS appears but only if the matrix is itself zero-person gen:
Joskus sitd Kuvittelee lopettavansa balettitunnit (VISK §540). Here G/B seems
particularly rich in matrix arb and/or 1P-personified imp.-pass. + PRT act. with 3" POS,
arb, and again I do not know their status, e.g. B josta luultiin olevansa varmat | B ja siten
luullaan olevansa ihan parattu kaikista synneistd | G (discussion) Saimme

%6 Rajoitusta voi pitid osoituksena siitd, ettd passiivi on “neljis” persoonamuoto (§1315 huom.), joka ei sovi
yhteen ensimmadistd, toista ja kolmatta persoonaa edustavien possessiivisuffiksien kanssa. Niinpd
possessiivisuffiksiton refleksiivipronomini on passiivissa odotuksenmukainen.
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lastensuojelusta kirjeen jossa sanottiin tulevansa kotikdynnille (at a quick look, the same
sources do not admit very occasional nonconcord elsewhere like G Eiko sinua yhtddn
hdvetd nuo puheesi, kun todellakin sanot olevansa vield oikein lukenut kaveri?)

To the extent that such constructions are possible, they might fall in under phi-less arb
that has difficulty anteceding local 3™, but can do so across nonfinite boundaries through
one of the mechanisms that have been proposed to enrich the interpretation of such
subjects relative to their controller in partial control (Pearson 2016), proxy control
(Doliana and Sundaresan 2021), and whatever is going on with Aelp (Huddleston and
Pullum 2002: §14.5.3).

The split-nominative O can, but need not, be an alternative subject-like antecedent,
reflected by its relating to POS or GEN: Laiva upotettiin {suorittaessaan : sen
suorittaessa} saattopalvelusta ‘The ship was sunk while it was performing escort duty’
(Kiparsky 2001: 2.3, VISK §1320).

3.6 Personification

The imp.-pass. form and its (split-)nominative object has undergone grammaticalisation
or personification to 1P or 3P or both in different varieties; neither appears in early
literary Finnish, but both can be fully established when dialectal descriptions become
available in 19C.

1P: This is the grammaticalisation of imp.-pass. and its distinctive morphosyntax as 1P
with 1P nominative pronoun in regular subject positions and the possibility of 1P
anaphora.

By 21C, the 1P personification is widespread though not ubiquitous alternative to or
replacement of the older 1P m-suffix forms across all tense-moods in dialects of Finnish
and in CF (Pertila 2000 and lit. there, Mantila 1997*: 11f. and refs. to it in Brunni et al.
2018). Evidence has suggested that the the temporal and dialectal point of origin of the
personification is post-15C central Savonian dialects (Pertild 2000 reviews the dialectal
distribution and its changes, see also Riionheimo et al. 2014: 3.2, Uusitupa 2017: 2.1,
Helasvuo and Laitinen 2006: 2.1, Hiakkinen 2015: 4.5.4). [The earliest description
available to me may be Eurén 1849: 146, giving as “Karelian dialects”, sc. Savonian
dialects of Karelia, both arb imp.-pass. with all-NOM 1P O myé vietiin both ‘vi fordes’,
but also all-NOM 1P A, “vi forde’.”"].

In dialect descriptions of the later 19C is found both full 1P-personification me
tuodaan, without and with loss of me tuomme occurs, but also personification essentially
restricted to the use of pres.ind. tuodaan (me) se for 1P ipv. tuokaamme (me) sen, which is
itself mostly absent whether or not the personification is available, in Finnish dialects, or

37 Om det finska passivum kan i korthet anmérkas, att det af transitiva verba kan ha bade rent passiv och
impersonel betydelse, men af alla andra verba endast impersonel bemirkelse. Uti de personela modi, utom
indikativus, kan passivet af forstndmnde verba fi de vanliga personalédndelserna och har i sddant fall endast
den passiya betydelsen. Det synes héraf klart att den impersonela bemérkelsen hos detta genus af verbet
varit den ursprungliga, och att den egenteligen passiva bemérkelsen sednare tillegnats af spréket, hvilket
ocksa framlyser deraf, att dnnu &tskilliga former i den sav. karelska dialekten kunna hafva tillochmed rent
aktiv betydelse t. ex. my6 vietiin vi fordes, men éfven : vi forde, “pirulaiset piinattihin, paha valta
vaivattihin” de djefvulske pinade, den onda makten plagade [Neitsy Maarian Virsi, Kanteletar]. Dock
forekommer ett sddant bruk hvarken af singularis eller andra person pluralis.
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not, in Karelian dialects (see under °“imperative for issues relative to ipv. as origin of 1P
personification and use of pres.ind. for it). The descriptions also documented features

In compound tenses, the recruitment of imp.-pass. for 1P often gives a potentially
theoretically revealing contrast between simple passive indicating arb and double passive
indicating 1P, on tultu, tuotu in arb : ollaan oltu, tuotu, though that is not universal as
contrast or as condition the double passive and usually described when present as a
tendency (°Sirelius 1894, °Setéld 1883, and generally Lyytikdinen 2012, Palander 2018,
Nuolijarvi 2018 with further lit).

1P-borderline: °Sirelius 1894 describes varieties where the nonpersonified, plain arb use
of imp.-pass. always indicates some association with the speaker, in contrast to other
varieties: so speaking of a bear, wolf and fox taking up agriculture together, °Siit Avo
panniit viljat riihee ja ldmmittivdt riihe(n). Siit mdntii puimaa indicates switch from
ordinary speaker-exclusive and not speaker-associated 3P ¢-form to arb imp.-pass. where
“The speaker, as it were, places what they are telling visibly in front of the listeners and
thus themselves approach the thing they are telling, as if taking part in it.” It is not
presently clear to me how far this indicates dialectally distinctive use of arb imp.-pass. let
alone its grammaticalisation which would be indicated a.o. by incompatibility speaker-
inclusive coarguments like °mua pistettiin.

3P: By the first descriptions of 19C and in 18-19C folk-poetry, imp.-pass. with
nominative object but new 3P nominative pronoun in subject positions had replaced 3P in
Karelian. (On theories of the origin of this personification through external influence of
Russian, see Lytkin et al. 1975: §117, Zaikov 2000: 94f., Lees 2015: 6.2.3 with lit.)

In Karelian Proper, 3P uses either the old imp.-pass. or 3S, save that 3S alone
available as 3P ipv.; this may be relatable to the apparent lack of ipv. of imp.-pass. in
these varieties, sc. tuotakoon (**tuodagah), though that would have left pres.ind.
recruitable, tuodaan (tuovah).

In Olonets Karelian, the ipv. of imp.-pass. had at some point before or after the
recruitement as 3P been replaced by a new formation, and that is used as ipv. of 3P
(°tuodahaze &c). (Zaikov 2000: 216-9)

Extensive personification of 3P as well as less frequent 1P is also characteristic of the
Far-Northern dialects around Kemi in Cannelin 1889. Recent literature on this
personification in northern dialects is largely unavailable to me (see Paunonen 2018: 137,
esp. Padkkonen 1990*, Lindgren 1993%*; cf. °Voronov 2009). It appears to describe
influence of the 3P-personified imp.-pass. via arb imp.-pass. on 3P ¢-forms so that they
lose speaker-exclusivity (cf. rare 3P-to-passive diachrony elsewhere in Siewierska 2010).
SAP-exclusivity is chacterstic of 3P even when extensively used as 3P-imp. where other
systems use passive or arbitrary human impersonals (on SAP-exclusion as characteristic
of 3P and not arb imp.-pass. across Finnish, see Forsberg, Siiroinen, Vilkuna 2009,
Kaiser 2015; crosslingusitically, Siewierska 2011, Siewierska and Papasthati 2011).
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A striking aspect of the recruitment in both Karelian and Far-Northern dialects is loss
of the human restriction of arb imp.-pass., allowing use with inanimates (cf. Voronov
2009 on Karelian).

3P-borderline: 3P-like use of imp.-pass. described for °Southwest-Tavastian and
°Southwestern+Tavastian+Savonian dialects does not appear to be grammaticalisation,
but independent use of arb that is pragmatically used for referent identical or overlaping
with 3P, being distinctive not in this, but in the cohesion of structures where such dual use
occurs like hypotaxis, °Meinattiin (= meinasivat), ettd kylld he- se(n) hanttiaraa, or in
postverbal subjects described as afterthoughts or clarifications, °Ostettiin ne he-rrat
y-hteisestij_juur hy-vd he:vonen dijdlle. This has its parallels in varieties of literary and
advanced French, nicely described in Frei 1929: 146f. (cf. Rezac and Jouitteau 2016: 5.3):

En frangais, on « remplace treés fréquemment tous les autres pronoms, méme dans la
langue parlée. C'est ainsi qu'on dit volontiers on pensera a vous pour je penserai a
vous, qu'on s'en aille pour va-t-en ou allez-vous-en, on m'a vu pour il ou elle m'a vu
ou ils ou elles m'ont vu, ou va-t-on pour allons-nous, etc.» ... L'emploi le plus
fréquent jusqu'ici est celui de on a la place de nous: Ce qu'on a fait enrager nos
maitres, quand on était gosses ! (Joran n°® 199). Mais il faut naturellement bien
distinguer les emplois figurés, ou le sens premier est associé encore au sens dérivé —
par exemple on « je », on « vous », on « tu » — de l'emploi décidément autonomisé de
on « nous ». C'est sous cette réserve que nous donnons les exemples qui suivent :
on « JE » : Je vous apporte la bicre : : C'est ¢a, ony va («j'y vais »).
Je suis bien content de vous trouver ; on ne vous dérange pas ?
on «ILS, ELLES » : Les vieux, on fait moins de chichi que les jeunes, mais on a les
bonnes méthodes.
Voila qu'apres diner, tous ces messieurs on était 1a a fumer en rond autour de moi.
Le grand avantage de ce on mobile est de réaliser, outre l'interchangeabilité des
personnes, celle des genres et des nombres.

(Frei 1929: 146f., my underline)

1P/3P: 1P and 3P are both personified in the above manner in varieties of Border-
Karelian (Uusitupa 2021; cf. Helasvuo and Laitinen 2006: 2.1).

arb: In Finnish dialects that have recruited imp.-pass. for 1P, it can be seen to be
independent of 1P when tested through speaker-exclusion, e.g. °minua pistettiin (cf.
Aminoff 1871: 52 = Cinque 1988: 3.4(V)!). Distinctive dialectal features of 19
descriptions include systematic or sporadic use of 3™ POS, °minua pistettiin sapelillansa,
near-3P uses above °Ostettiin ne he'rrat ..., and putatively necessar speaker association
above, °Siit mdntii puimaa ....

In Karelian dialects that have recruited imp.-pass. for 3P (for causes and lit. see
Zaikov 2009), it has been more of a question to what extent it is possible to distinguish
imp.-pass. from the recruited use (review: Uusitupa 2017: 2.1, cf. 2021; ex. of 3P-only
view, Zaikov 1987: 107°¥, 2009). Impersonal uses of clear 3P can be quite close to that of

3% Suomessa passivin rinnalla on aktiivi, esim. juostaan ja (he) juoksevat, juostiin ja (he) juoksivat. Karjalan
murteissa tdlldistdi muodollista eroa ei ole. Sellaiset muodot kerdtdh ja kerdttih merkitsevit sekd '(he)
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arbitrary human impersonals of the man/on/se type, the more so if the latter are
unavailable (e.g. Russian, Greek: Siewierska 2011, Siewierska and Papasthati 2011). One
potential difference of arb and 3P-recruited imp.-pass. would usability of the imp.-pass. in
contexts where even extensive 3P-IMP use still entails SAP-exclusion, if that SAP-
in/exclusive split could be linked to a formal property like availability of 3P overt
pronoun, 3t POS, or number of secondary predicate, e.g. if SG nuorena were available

Ob1TH MosoapIMu” (Zaikov 1999: 99).

Coding: In Finnish-Karelian, the recruitment is of interest here because imp.-pass. has a
different argument coding than the act. had, giving rise to striking coding splits, a.0.: so
we get NOM-NOM : NOM-ACC

Finnish Savonian-periphery: arb. | ipv. [2, 1P+arb] : other.

Finnish Savonian: arb., 1P+arb. | ipv. [2, 1P+arb.] : other.

Karelian Proper: arb.=3P [save ipv.] | ipv. [2, 1P] : other [incl. 3S=3P ipv.].
Olonets Karelian: arb.=3P [incl. juss.] | ipv. [2, 1P] : other

Border Karelian: arb.=3P | 1P+arb [save ipv.?] | ipv. [2] : other [incl. juss. 3S=1P?]
Tver Karelian: ipv. [2, 1P?] : other [incl. arb.=3P]

By and large, Finnic-Karelian varieties remain at this stage of retaining the split- or
all-NOM O coding of imp.-pass. in its personifications. There may be other properties of
imp.-pass. retained in personifications, but they are only hypotheses suggested by texts,
nd I have not seen them described. One candidate pro-drop/V1: G/B probes hint that in
CF where in most contexts personal pronoun subjects are overt, the 1P-personified imp.-
pass. is distinctive in allowing both their presence and absence, but that is to be
confirmed: G/B md vdittdisin, ettd me ollaan hieman erilaisia silloin, kun me ollaan
meiddin perheen : G Mun naapuri tulee aina omalle takapihalleen kun ollaan meiddn
takapihalla (meilld siis ihan vierekkdin takapihat ja pieni aita). Another is absence of
POS: arb imp.-pass. avoids POS when not required morhologically, and G/B numbers
hint that when 2P and 3P predominately use the suffix (e.g. olette omalla tavallanne ...),
1 P-personified imp.-pass. does less so, like arb imp.-pass. need not (ollaan omalla tavalla
...). Third is possible availabilility of 3™ beside no/1P POS in some cases (°puhutaan

itsestddn).
Occasionally, personified imp.-pass. aligns its O coding with other moods: so °Tver-
Karelian unlike in much other Karelian 3P-personified imp.-pass. -- but also(?) to

whatever extent it remains distinct arb imp.pass. -- to all-accusative O, though ipv. retains
split-nominative objects. This is to be distinguished from independent shift of nominative-
to accusative-object contexts, as variably in Far-Northern dialects around °Kemi. [Cf. the
completion of the evolution antipassive — 1* O by new marking of A as ERG unlike
NOM A of the unreanalysed antipassive in Bickel and Gaenszle 2015: 3.1, Konnerth and
Sanso 2021].

kerddvit' ja 'kerdsivit', ettd 'kerdtddn ja 'kerdttiin'. Puheessa timé aktiivinen ja passiivinen ero ilmeistaan
kayttamalla tai kayttdmattd monikollista subjektia, esim. v-karj., Koiralla annetah leipyd 'koiralle annetaan
leipyd' ja Lapset annetah koiralla leipydi 'lapset antevat koiralle leipaa'.
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More usually, personifications of imp.-pass. to 1P or 3P diverge from arb imp.-pass.
in allowing 1P and/or 3P NOM subjects in subject positions, including with split-
nominative O, North-Savonian °myé sinut tavattiin, and all-nominative O, Southeastern
Jaaski+Kirvu °Myo voitettii sie ‘me voitimme sinut’. They also diverge from arb imp.-
pass. in gaining 1P POS, with overt 1P subject, South-Savonian Lappajérvi °myo tytot
ruvettiiv vuoroamaan toisiamma, or without it, North-Savonian Rautalampi °kirkossa
tunnettiin toesemmo ; ditto 3P, °hiié moamollah sanotah. Descriptions suggest that to
some extent that might sometimes reach categoricity, the arb : 1P distinction can be made
in compound tenses by simple vs. double passive on oltu : °ollaan oltu.

Gaps: 1S and 2™ person never seem to participate in personification of imp.-pass. in
Finnish-Karelian (cf. Eurén 1846: §167.6n). This is not a universal limitation on
diachronic trajectories (see Konnerth and Sanso 2021 for a crosslinguistic overview and
lit.), nor one deducible from any functional overlaps that underpinned personifications as
in the impersonal Back in the day, one : we : you : they only only had oranges at
Christmas (for impersonal or “passive” 2S, early pro-drop and now newly
grammaticalised with overt pronoun see Forsberg 2020, Suomalainen 2018, Seppénen
2000, Helasvuo and Laitinen 2006: 4.2, Laitinen 2005, including early observations in the
study of southeastern dialects in Sirelius 1894: §172, and normative-descriptive grammar
of Setéld 1880: §50n2; for 2P, see Uusitupa 2017: 2.2.2, emphasising the isolation of the
early observation of this use the study of Tavastian dialects in Kannisto 1901: §79.3;
Zaikov 2009 on Karelian 2S but not 2P generic and its influence on 3S through generic
uses), nor still from any formal pressures like opacity of 1P ipv. *-ka-me relative to -mme
which also occurred in 2P *-ka-oV relative to -tte (Lehtinen 2007; cf. extensive discussion
of the consequent distinctive forms in Karelian, Zaikov 2000).

Extended uses of personal pronouns: The regular morphosyntax of a pronoun can be
used in ways susceptible to encoded variation. Early dialectal descriptions often note
these a.o. for honorific uses e.g. of 2P, 3S, 3P, imp.-pass., depersonalising 3S, 3P, 1P,
impersonal or “passive” 2S.

3.7 Dialects: personification

Below are are sketched uses of imp.-pass. finite and nonfinite forms in personification in
the mostly 19C dialectal descriptions available to me, with focus on elements of interest
here, chiefly core argument coding.

3.7.1 Southwestern, Tavastian

Southwestern dialects, Eastern group, Halikko: Toivonen 1889:

Imp.-pass.. Imp.-pass. juss. saatak(k)o-v &c (paradigms).
Inf. pass.: III INF pass. instr. saatama-v (paradigms), but not I INF pass. iness. (§99).
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1P: 1P m-forms remain, no general recruitement of imp.-pass. mentioned, save pres. to
replace 1P ipv. “which is never derived from the imperative stem” (§98), saada-v
(paradigms)

[1P, 2P inflections collapsse with 1S, 2S respectively, e.g. mdd saa-v . mee_saa-v
(§94): the forms not ambiguous in context since a personal pronoun is required (§93)].

Southwestern+Tavastian+Savonian dialects, [historical] Satakunta area, northeast:
Setdld 1883 [Ruovesi and Virrat areas of the Core Tavastian subgroup, Keuruu area of
Savonian Fringe subgroup], northwest: Latvala 1895 [Southwestern Fringe Pori
subgroup].

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. not found mentioned.

Inf. pass. northeast, Setdla: §225

I INF pass. “jos edella kaypi passiivinen modaali-verbin muoto”: Ei sitd taijeta
kéytettdd | Oli osattu niin moalmattoa | Meitdikin olis taittu perdssd ajettaa. matrix imp.-
pass. arb = INF arb A (+ PART O).

I INF pass. “jos edella kaypi kieltava aktiivinen modaaliverbi, ja tahdotaan ilmoittaa
monikon ensimmaista persoonaa”: Ei me taija en(n)ed ndhted. matrix 1P + imp.pass. =
INF arb.

I INF pass. “Tulee verbin ohessa on sitd kaytetty eraan Multialalsen talonpojan
sepittamassa runossa:” Tuli juhla julkisesti / Pyhitettdid(ed) pyhdlle / Herra piispa
Henrikille.

pitdd + 1 INF pass.: Pitdd maksettaa velka pois | Piti mentdd lihhaa ottamaan | Pitds
vuarattaa vanha ovi | Se on ny’ pitiny' kirjotettaa ; further exx. §256.2 matrix & = INF
arb A/S (+ NOM/PART O).

pitid + TII INF pass. instr. §256.5 “kun persoonaa ei mainita. Muoto ei ole aivan
tavallinen.”: Se pittdd pantaman kellokkaaksi | Me piti ihnaan ammuttaman | Se lammas
Jjoka pit’ syotdimdn, nimitettiin jo vuotta ennen | Sano, ettd hdn pitds tunnettaman | Se
sano, ettd mind pitds nuijittaman. matrix & = INF arb A (+ NOM O, incl. striking exx. of
NOM personal pronouns).

Inf. northwest, Latvala:

pitidé + 1 INF pass. “Jotenkin harvoin kuulin 1 infinitiivid kéytettdvin
passiivimuodossa ja silloin aina pitdd verbin seurassa”: Menneen syksynd se piti laitettaa |
Sittekun halkoja pitdis hakattaa —— — | Niin ja niin pitdd oltaa | Hdn pitds pandaa baadiin
| Siitd pitds tehtdd sauna (§148, same exx. §161.2 where the last two are grouped under
the ‘on méara’ sense of the verb). matrix & = INF arb A/S (+ NOM/PART O)

pitid + TII INF pass. instr., like act., but “kun persoona ei ilmaistaa”: Poika pitdd
tapettaman | Tuahon piti pantaman kolme | Ei ikdnd tuata midstd pidd taksvdrkkiin
pantaman and ‘on maard’ Sitte piti keitettimdn se Liisa pihkapadas (§161.4); matrix & =
INF arb A/S (+ NOM/PART O).

3P: personification incipient but mostly not grammaticalised.

3P northeast, Setdld: observes that this Karelian-like use ““is not heard used” as such
with 3P subjects, but there are other indicators of specific reference, highlighting the 3™
POS that “delimits the impersonal form” in Piettiin hddt uhalliset ja oltiin illossaan, and
adding examples where imp.-pass. is related to neighbouring specific reference : in
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coordination, Ne ottaa ranstakan kiteensd ja annettaan pojjalle aika selkdsauna ja
sanotaan | Joka laija vikee hyppdd kahtomaan ja kysytddn | Menivdt sitte kaikki kolme
tultiin tidinhaaraan | Sitten tuli ne toiset koirat ja jdtettiin hyvdsti ja erittiin sitte | Ne
seilalivat aikansa, sitte mentiin kotio | Koira oli valmis ja kissa, ja sitte lihtettiin | in
subordination, note the singular referent, and the switch of referent from the matrix imp.-
pass., Ruvettiin _huutaan Vanhaa Erkkid, ettd opettaan heitd | Ei ne tunteneet
toisia(n)sa, vaikka yhelld sijalla maattiin | through specification by appositive(?)
nominals: Sitte mennddn koko laivavaki vettd hakkeen | Pdditettiin sitte, ukko ja akka,
ettd .... (Setéld 1883: §196).

3P, northwest, Latvala: describes a similar state of affairs for 3P: Piddtettiin hevosens
siihen | Ruvettiin puhumaan kohta asiaans is “A passive very close to an active” in which
“apparent passive-form is nevertheless clear 3P meaning”. “It is a general rule that when
the passive is used in the active sense, a personal pronoun is not placed overtly, except the
word me combined with the imperative-meaning indicative, if there is a particular
emphasis. Once however I heard a sentence in which there also appeared a pronoun in
combination with the passive form used as form of address, in the place of the second
person, namily Ae used as address-word: Ollanko he yliopilas. (Latvala 1895: §132-3).%

1P: 1P m-forms remain save mostly 1P ipv., imp.-pass. grammaticalised as 1P, incl. pres.
as 1P ipv.

1P, northeast, Setdld: 1P m-forms seem to remain, e.g. p. 187 emme me Tiinaa
kualijaksi lyd || p. 191 me laitamme hyvid ruokaa || §281 Me luulimme, ettd ..., but imp.-
pass. is also recruited generally and allows overt pronouns, and so “quite generally” as
pres. for 1P ipv. (§194-5), Kastestaan me toinen toisemme | Me otetaan tuolta mieheltd
hevonen (§194-5), with a nice textual example of imp.-pass. pres.ind. recruited for ipv.
but older 1P in pres.ind., p. 203 Ne sano: “mennddn vaan, ja kylld saat ndhd, mitid me
teemme!”, but 1P ipv. m-form is also attested in one of the texts, p. 226n Nyt me
ottakaamme!

1P, northwest, Latvala: 1P m-forms also seem to remain, §18 Me olimme kerta
valkeepaatis | §48 Me emme ole yhtddn toinen toisemme muatosia | §152 Mitd me teemme
&c. | §177 Me rakensimme tddld maksuu vastaan laivoja | §191 jott me olemme Huittisist
| p. 5 Me annamme kauppamidhelld vaan kirjan, but imp.-pass. is recruited generally
although the exx do not have overt 1P pronouns, Koska lihdetddin koto taloon viaraisille |
Eikos ldhoetd jo | Kylld se ny’ sitte pian muutoin kdvis, kun vaan saatasiin ldvet (§131),
and as pres. for 1P ipv. (§131), Vaihdetaas me melaa | Pannaan jakku pdidlld, and the 1P
ipv. m-form “is never heard” (§131).

HON: 3S pres.ind. honorific with name can have ipv. use, Maisteri on hyvd ja tulee
suurukselle (Latvala 1895: §137).

% Hyvin ldhelld aktiivia on passiivi myoskin lauseissa semmoisissa kuin: Piddtettiin hevosens siihen |
Ruvettiin puhumaan kohta asiaans. Niissd esiintyvilld passiivimuodoilla on jokseenkin selvd monikon
kolmannen persoonan merkitys.” “Yleensd on sdantond, ettd, kun passiivia kdytetddn aktiivisessa
merkityksessd, persoonapronominia ei panna ilmi, paitsi me sanaa imperatiivimerkintdisen indikatiivin
preesensin ohessa, jos silld on erityinen paino. Kerran kuitenkin kuulin lauseen, jossa puhuttelumuotona,
toisen persoonan asemesta, kdytetyn passiivimuodon ohessa esiintyi persoonapronominikin, nimittdin p
uhuttelusanana kéytetty he: Ollanko he yliopilas.
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Tavastian dialects, Southwest-Tavastian [southwest of Core Tavastian around Urjala
and adjacent areas of Upper Satakunta Tavastian and South Tavastian]: Kannisto 1901.

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. found in exx., §15=§68 No verotettakoo(n) hd-n si-ttes sidlld.
(K) [Let him (the baker) be taked there.] || §90 Pantakoon ny:s_santaa kylviem
pa-nkkii(n) (pankin lattialle) (U). -

Inf.: Inf. pass. extensively described in description of infs.:

I INF pass. on the broadly final use of I INF bare is used “Ilmoittamaan verbin
tekemisen tarkoitusta”: here two groups may be separated: (i) matrix arb imp.-pass. = INF
arb A/S (+NOM, PART O) Ne vidrddm_po-ltettaa [‘They are brought to be burned’] |
Vidtiin kans lasta kastettaa [‘There was brought a child (PART) to be baptized’] |
Mei-ldnkin sinnev vidtiin y-ks viikater reilattaa [‘Us (DAT-GEN) too was brought here
one scythe (NOM) to be straightened(?)’] ; and (ii) matrix NOM S & DAT-GEN — PRO
= INF O # INF arb A/S: Mind tulim papiks tehtdd [‘] came to be made priest’] ; tuli ni-n
ko:yhdks ettd hdnen tdyty ka-upunkiv_ya-ivastaloom mennd ho:ilettaa ennenku(n) hdim
ku:ali [*him behooved to go to the city to be cared for’]. (§96.1).

Note: The usual I INF act. bare on broadly final use in Kannisto allows identity with
matrix subject with or without POS, or disjoint silent arb, or disjoint overt GEN: Kannisto

ka:lsonkia? [GEN].

+ “Joskus mahtaa verbin passiivisten taivutusmuotojen objektina.” so here matrix
imp.-pass. arb = INF arb A/S (+ PART O): Ha-utaaltaalles sitd (simaa) tu-atiim_mutta
onko mahlettu mu-allet tu-ataakka(n) (§95.11.2) -

+ “Joskus taitaa verbin seurassa.” and so also tahtoo, pruukaa, saa, with
qualifications about more usually ways of phrasing, and in all exx at a quick look matrix
imp.-pass. arb or zero-person GEN = INF arb A/S (+ a.o. PART O): e.g. Sielld ta-ittiinkij _
Jjo va-rhair_ruvettaat tekee(n) [matrix arb = INF arb] | Nyt ei sitd suinkan tailan ndéhtdd
e:ndd [*Now one cannot it (PART) to be seen anymore’, matrix GEN zero-person = INF
arb] (§96.11.3-4) ; the qualifications and discussion of I INF act. suggest that with the

+ “Toisinaan pitdd verbin seurassa samassa merkityksessd kuin muutton III:nnen
infinitiivin passiivin instruktiivimuotoa”, in all exx at a quick look matrix & = INF arb
A/S (+ NOM O): Ni-mismids komensi, ettd pitds oltaa hi-ljaa [‘that one should be silent’]
| Piti vaan nim_pi-an sidlld kdytddm (oli aikomus kdydd, nim. Eteld-Afriikassa
englantilaisten), [...] [‘One had to go ...’] | Ku-inkas moneen osaan se piti (oli miiri)
pantaa? [‘it NOM) had to be put’] | Pitds td-tikim pddtd vi-hdm maalattaa | Kuuluupa
si-lldkil lailla puhuttavan ettd pitds tuataas so-tamidhet. (§96.11.1)

IILINF pass. instr. with pitdd which takes III INF instr. more usally than short I INF:
with pass., the exx all seem to have matrix & = embedded arb A/S (+ NOM, PART O,
incl. personal pronoun NOM): Mind pitdd kéytettimdam md-ntyyn kii- | (pitdd = on mééra)
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Se piti papiksikij_jo- tehtdmd(n) | Ne piti ta-pettaman, kun ne oli niiv va-nhat jo- | Se
a-sumpytinki vi:dld pitis vu:arattama(n) | Siilld piti niitd ka-loja ke-itettimd(n) | Piti
li-nnustaam poikettama(n) | Niin ne pu-hu sitd ettd piti semmottia pu-alia laitettama(n) |
Pitiis tinnek Ka-ikaliir ruvettaman sy-ksylli tekeem pe-ltoo | (pitdd = kuuluu) Kylli sita
tehtimdn pitis (K). | (pitdd = saattaa) Mitd no-illakin sa-nantavolla sidlli pitdd
tehtamd(n)? | (pitdd apuverbind) Ei menty (eivdt menneet) va:llan y-hlessd, ettei jd-rki
pitdanyp puhuttama(n) | Meinas, ettei pitinyl la-sta raa-reltaman, so-tki si-dhe(n). (§98.2)

II INF pass. iness. “Jos toimittavaa persoonaa ei ole ilomaistu, kdytetdén aktiivia
persoonattomasti tai passiivia.” Ex: Mikds sii:ttd [pdssistd] lihoja otettaiss oli, kylld sen
tauti tidttii(n) (§97.1; other exx here are II INF act.; the ex. is also given to illustrate arb
use of imp.-pass., §15.1.2).

arb use of imp.pass.: arb use, beside personified, is implied by §80, and in particular
§80n1 “Todellinen passiivinen merkitys saatta yleensd olla vain transitiiviverbien
passiivin partisipeilla” mean only that passive with NOM-promotion to subject (hence the
focus on the “singular” Ei se- sanotak kasvava(n) here and in §104.1.1.a.p with its NOM
rather than PART of negation) rather than arb is restricted to transitives, and exx
illustrating this point include speaker-exclusive arb: Min olen ke'rta vi:hiitty ja ei mua
to-ista kertaa e'ndd vihiitd [‘1 have been married (or consecrated: vihkid < vigja denotes
the transitive act of the priest) once, and one won’t marry (consecrate, neg. of vihitddn)
me anymore a second time’].

Anaphora to imp.-pass. on arb use are attested as 3™ poss. suffixes. This follows the
observation of obligatory use of bare POS in reflexivity, “When the suffix denotes the
clausal subject, the genitive of the personal or reflexive pronoun is not put overtly:” Hdm

—

pyysi si:ttet_to-ista midsti kanssansa. (§67, beside nonreflexive 3™ overt and 1%/2™
omissible + suffix in §66)*° Strikingly, suffixes do link to imp.-pass., though by
implication not obligatorily: “It is to be noted that the suffix of the third person sometimes
denotes also the indefinite person of the passive form™:*' Pu:listelivat niiti nu-ppuja ja
koottii(n) helmaansa (tdssd passiivimuodolla kuitenkin on selvé aktiivinen merkitys [3P-
like coordinated with °3P: ‘They pressed those buds(?) and one gathered one’s fruit’]) |
Otettiin se to:hon kd-sivartensap_pddlle [‘One took it to that on one’s arm’, fo:hon =
tuohon = §74.2] | Ko-lmes_su-vilaihosta le:ipdd saatiin ty:dstinsd [‘One got three
groundsel(?) loaves for one’s work’(?)] | Otettiil Iy-hteitd pdid-ns alej ja maa-ttiin si-dlld
[One took sheaves under one’s head and lay there] | La-ukeelassakim_myyldd limonaatia
(nim. evankeliumi-juhlainkin aikana) ja o-maam_pu-ssiinsak ka-ikki (nim. voitot)
pannaa(n) [‘At Laukeela as well one sells lemonade [namely at the time of gospel-feasts]
and one puts all [sc. profits] in one’s own bag’] (U). (§67) [I find none of these exx. in the
texts to get further context, but the last is likely generic, but the others at least out-of-the-
blue more likely episodic].

Note: The usually discussion of gen. of personal pronouns for family &c is here
nuanced by refering to their use to restrict imp.-pass., but also 3P, 3S, and 3S zero-person
(the personal pronouns in these examples are the meildn family-genitives, not the meitin
person-genitives, §67, cf. Hakanen 2000): Monikollisten persoonapronominien genetiivia,
jotka osottavat puheenaolevan persoonan asuntoa, sekéd talojen ja henkildiden nimien

*0 Kun suffiksi tarkoittaa lauseen subjektia, ei persoona- tai refleksiivipronominin genetiivii panna ilmi.
*' On huomattava etti kolmannen persoonan suffiksi toisinaan tarkoittaa my®skin passiivimuodon
méarddméntd persoonaa.
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genetiivid kdytetddn passiivimuotoisen predikaatin ohessa osottamaan taloa, perhettd,
jonka véesta joku tai jotkut toimittavat mainitolla passiivimuodolla ilmoitetun tekemisen,
toiminnassaan ikddnkuin edustaen talon tai perheen véked kokonaisuudessaan. Esim.
[selection] Ei sitd me-ildm_pa-ljokan tarvita | Kum_me-ird(n) Hu:tkoll oltiin, niin — — |
Tidgsivdt me-ildm po-is oltava(n) | Tualaankos te-ilin konetta? (merkitys: ostetaanko teille
konetta) | No teild (n) hd-vittiin si-tte | Meildn talo(n) hakattiim_po-is ne [NOM O] | Ei
sunkan Ka-nniston sidlld o oltu (L). Samoja genetiivimuotoja kaytetddn mydskin aktiivin
monikon (tai monikollisessa merkityksessd kéytetyn yksikkomuodon) kolmannessa
persoonassa olevan predikaatin ohessa niinikdin osottamaan taloa, perhetti, jonka viestd
joku tai jotkut toimittavat mainitulla aktiivfmuodolla ilmoitetun tekemisen, toiminnassaan
kuitenkaan edustamatta talon tai perheen muuta véked. Esim. [selection] Meildm_
pelkdsvdt sitd hallaa | Meildm menee (merkitys monikollinen) la-uantaina Sa-halahtee(n)
[zero-person(?)] | Kais_sinnen nym mu-altakin apua tulee, koska Ha-utaankin sano
(vksikéllinen merkitys) ko-Imessa mi-ihessdi taikka ne-ljdssi menevinsd (asianomainen
Hautaan kartanon viakeen kuuluva henkil6 sanoi, ettd he menevit k. m. t. n.).

Compound tenses: illustrations are simple passive, not double passive, with arb
morphosyntax: nonconcording PRT, Missds ne kapat on tehty?, and PART on O,
Ny-kyaikaan on_me-ttic hakattu nin su-mmissa [metsid]. (§103.2)*

3P: 3P-like use “often”, but “the subject of the sentence is then usually unrealised”, with
most of the exx involving paratactic or hypotactic 3P, often in preceding conjunct, type
Ne lykkds o-ven a-uki si:ttej ja kdskettiin tullas_si-sdid(n) | Pd-ivimkoim pojaat tuli ja
kysyttiin: | Sukulaiset varaastivat sem_po-is ja pantiin so-tamids va-htii(n) [NOM O], but
also in other configurations and in different directions, Ldhlettiij juakseem pa-koon, kum
pelkdsvit olevan niitten kii-ottajia | Ne o-likin sesmmottia ette(i) vii-nastaka(n) hualittu’|
§64.1.1 [discussing hdn used to refer to matrix subject in indirect speech]| Meinattiin (=
meinasivat), ettd kylld he: se(n) hanttiaraa ; “Sometimes however the subject is overt and
then almost always after the predicate as if added contrary to the original intention for
clarity”®, e.g. Ostettiin ne he'rrat y-hteisestij juur hy-vé he:vonen dijille [NOM-NOM] |
Ei ok_kd-yty kukaa(n), but “the subject is before the predicate in the sentence” Ka-ikki
vd-ki ko-koonnutaan si:tte.

IP: 1P m-forms remain, imp.-pass. recruited recruited as pres. for 1P ipv., with overt
pronoun available for emphasis:** Mennddn nyj_jo po-is (U) | 1P_anaphor, see also =
§104.1.3 Sanotaar_ra-haa [oytdnemme [‘Let’s say we found money’] | NOM-NOM
Vidldds me: si-ttet tid pa-ikalle (UT) [viedddn me ... tdmad (tdd - tdtd : td:md(n), tdn))
(§80n2a). -

Otherwise there is potential 1P recruitment in questions, but it is not clear: “Often one
uses the present and the conditional of the passive in interrogative clauses in the place of
the 1% person plural of the corresponding active tenses. One does not put the pronoun
overtly, unless possibly if there is emphasis on it”*, and examples do not show it:

*2 Silloin passiivin partisipeilla on aina persoonaton merkitys.

# Toisinaan on kuitenkin subjektikin nikyvissi ja silloin melkein aina predikaatin jiljessi ikdznkuin vastoin
alkuperdistd suunnittelua perésté pdin selvyyden vuoksi liséttyni

# Persoonapronominia ei panna ilmi, jollei mahdollisesti siin tapauksessa etti silld on paino. [No exx.]

# Passiivin indikatiivin ja konditsionaalin preesensid kiytetiin usein vastaavain aktiivisten temporien
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Pannaanko se he-rdttde(n); “sometimes” ipf. ind. as well in this manner “but ... it then
has present sense”: Joko(s) no-stettiin®® (§80n2b).

1P not otherwise sc. outside commands, questions, with two exx “certainly to be
explained by influence of foreign varieties”: Me ruvettiin d-iteni kans epdileen sitd piikaa
| Kyllid me niitii pyy-reticnki(n)? (§80n2c)*’ Against this note the coordination and
anaphor in: exx §66 Me menimme ni'n e‘teempdin ettd lydtiim maa-ham pi.tkdksemme [as
lyétiin here to illustrate a verb that is reflexive without taking direct object so = lGimme
pitkiksemme ‘we cast ourselves flat on the ground’*"].

1P extended: Here may also belong use “in the place of 2P active in polite conversation”,
with all exx also questions, Mistds ko-toperd oikein ollaa(n)? (§80n2d)*

HON: Honorific 2P with agr: Ty ny olitte ... ; §80.c imp.-pass. “in the place of 2P in
polite conversation”, here under 1P. (§63)

Tavastian dialects, North-Tavastian group: Grotenfelt 1878.

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. soatakoon &c (paradigms).

Inf. pass. only “sometimes” II INF pass. iness., soataessa cf. imp.-pass. pres.ind.
soahaan, and as complement of pitdd 111 INF pass. transl. [“gen.”], soataman (§53 and
paradigms) °°; the complementation of pitted, pittid further discussed and illustrated,
specifying that beside I INF act. “as in East Finnish”, it is also III INF trans. [“gen.”]
“roughly in the whole area of” North-Tavastian as “never in Central Savo”, and this
“especially” with IIT INF pass. transl. [“gen.”] since there is no I INF pass.: hdnen_pit
mdnemdn | se lehmd pittdd tapettaman | totta se pittdd katottaman (§65¢) + ex. in §65b
Tapaan sano : se pittdd Aotioks ristittdmdn, koska se on aotiolta loyvetty: so matrix & =
INF arb A (+ NOM O)°'

monikon 1:sen persoonan asemesta kysymyslauseissa. Persoonapronominia ei panna ilmi, jollei
mahdollisesti siind tapauksessa ettd silld on paino.

% Passiivin indikatiivin imperfektidkin kdytetidn toisinaan tissa tapauksessa,

mutta huomattava on etti sillakin silloin on preesensin merkitys. Esimerkkejéd ei satu olemaan kuin yksi:
Jokos no-stettii(n)? Imperfekti tdssd nédyttdd osottavan tekemisen pikaista suorittamista; tekeminen kiy
muka niin nopeasti, ettd se katsotaan kuuluvan menneeseen aikaan jo heti aljettuansa.

7 Muuten passiivimuotojen kéyttiminen vastaavain aktiivisten aikamuotojen mon. l:sen persoonan sijasta ei
ole timdn murteen mukaista. Seuraavat kaksi esimerkkid [...]Jovat varmaan selitettivdt vieraan murteen
vaikutuksesta.

* Tissd kohdassa voinee huomauttaa, etti muutamilla transitihiverbeilld sinéinsi ilman objektina olevaa
refleksiivipronomillia toisinaan on refleksiivinen merkitys.

* Passiivimuotoja kiytetin niinikddn aktiivin mon. 2:sen persoonan sijasta kohteliaassa puhuttelussa.

%0 Passivissa ei kéytetd muita Substantivimuotoja, kuin jolloinkulloin II Substantivin inessivid, seka III
Subst:n genetivid pitdd verbin kanssa.

>! ¢) verbii pitted (= KK:n pitid) kiytetdan P[ohois]H[ame]:ssé usein K[eski]Savonkin kielesti eroavaisella
tavalla. Useimmiten sen predikaatin tdytettd pannaan I[td]S[uome]:n mukaan I Substantiviin ; mutta
kuitenkin kuulee ympéri koko murteenalan III Substantivin genetivia (ei milloinkaan KSavossa ) ; varsinkin
on tdmd kdytdnnossd passivissa, jolla ei ole I Substantivia *) ; hdnen_pit’ mdnemdn | se lehmd pittdd
tapettaman | totta se pittdd katottaman.
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IP: 1P m-forms lost, imp.-pass. recruited instead, with or without 1P personal pronoun®?,
tullaan (§[56]), including as pres. to replace 1P ipv., ldhtddn, beside circumlotions
(§62)°*; O is then explicitly as in arb use, NOM general, ACC/GEN personal pronoun:
NOM-NOM kylldhdn myé tehhddn se tyo | NOM-ACC nyt myo sinut tavattiin (§65d, cf.
§65¢). Further exx: p. 367 Eld tapa’, myé haetaas sormukses poes || §13e myd soatiin tion
siitd || §[56] myo oltanoom, muutettu. Undiscussed(?) but inferable double passive at
least for recruited 1P in this ex., which is adduced to show that /ie- lacks the imp.-pass.
form, so in the passive, the stem ole- is required.54

Tavastian dialects, Southeast-Tavastian group, Hollola subgroup, Heinola: Lindfors
1892:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss.: absent (§85).
Inf. pass.: “only” II INF pass. iness. (§85; not illustrated in paradigms).

IP: 1P m-form lost, “one always uses the passive form of the corresponding tense and
myo,” (§84), incl. pres. to replace 1P ipv. (§76, paradigms), cf. juss. of imp.-pass.
explicitly missing (§85).”

Compound tenses, “not much used”, are double pass. at least for 1P (§86, not
discussed for arb use).

Negative seems as expected, verb in imp.-pass. + PRT vs. act. with e.g. 2P, aux. 3S ei
vs. e.g. 2P etten, pronoun overt as also 2P (§87).

3.7.2 Savonian
Savonian dialects, South-Savonian group, Hirvensalmi: Hyyryldinen 1893:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. absent (in what seem otherwise complete paradigms).

Inf. pass.: I INF pass. only (to go by paradigms), both arb and personified: “tavataan
usein, jos edelld kdypi persoonattomasti tahi monikon I:n persoonan asemesta kéytetty
passiivinen modaaliverbin muoto”, e.g. myd alettii kaivettoo, kerittii tehtoo [ctf. INF act.
purra, pass. purtoo] (p. 50 and paradigms): here matrix arb imp.-pass. & 1P = INF arb &
1P A.

arb: The discussion presupposes that imp.-pass. form retains its arb use as well as the
new 1P: cf. text ex p. 70 jos myo tinne hukutaa, ni sitt mej(j)dt kotona tapetaa.

IP: 1P m-forms lost, imp.-pass. recruited generally, incl. pres. to replace 1P ipv, suahaa
(p. 50, paradigms): cf. text ex p. 70 jos myé tdnne hukutaa, ni sitt mej(j)dt kotona tapetaa.

2 1 personan asemesta kiytetdiin (deponentialiter) vastaavata aikaa personattomasta muodosta, eiki
personallinen pronomini my¢ tarvitse joka kohdassa tulla esille ; esim. tullaan kun tullaannii

>3 Monikon 1 personaa ei 16ydy ollenkaan, vaan sen asemesta kiytetizn joko praesensin vastaava persona,
tai joku selityslause; esim. [dhtddn tai jospa nyt ldhtdssin (= KK:n ldhtekddmme).

% Ainoastansa koncessivin monikon 1 personasta on se mainittava, ettd kun tissd, niinkuin muuallakin,
jossa monikon 1 persona tulee kdytettiviksi, passivinen muoto pitdd kdyttdd, niin se otetaan verbistd olen
eikd verbistd lienen ; esim. myd oltanoom,, muutettu, mutta esim. mind lienem,, muuttanna.

> Mon. 1 persoonana. kiytetidn aina vastaavan ajan passiivimuotoa ja myo.
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Savonian dialects, Swedish Virmland group: Aminoff 1876:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. existence uncertain (p. 215).

Inf. only IL INF pass. iness.: siltoa tehtdissd (p. 219)°°; discussion of Savo dialects in
comparison to western dialects states that among their distinctive features are this II INF
pass. iness. fehtdissd = tehdessd but also “more rarely” I INF pass. tai(d)etaan mainattoo,
on soattana otettoo (p. 194) where matrix arb imp.-pass. = INF arb A.”’

1P: 1P m-forms remain, imp.-pass. recruited at least as pres. to replace 1P ipv., otetaan
(p. 215).® The dialectal extent of the recruitment is clarified in discussion of the
characteristics of Savonian dialects, “In the place of the 1* person plural of verbs has
begun to be used the passive, e.g. myé otetaan = me otamme. This particularity is not
however found in all Savonian dialects (not e.g. in Kajaani region or Virmland).” (p.
193)* ; and the characteristics of the Kajaani region of the Kainu group of Savonian
dialects, “In the place of the first person plural is not used the passive, e.g. me sanomma,
not sanotaan” (p. 196-7).60

Savonian dialects, North-Savonian group: Latvala 1899.

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss.: not mentioned or found here at quick search.
Inf. pass.: not mentioned (a.0. not in §112ff. on infinitives) [i.e. nothing like the
author’s own tdtd painoon pantaessa).

3P: There is “often more or less” 3P “meaning” to imp.-pass., illustrated with Oltiin niin
vdsyksissd, etta ruvettiin penkille ja mikd minnekki, “but one also meets much clearer
examples”, with postverbal subjects “added as if for clarification™:®" Sitte mdnndcin
kuitenni' kuninkaan talloon viisas Lassi ja kuningas. | Sitten ruvettiin moata' sielld nuor
parkunta. | Mdntiin sen vaemon luo jokkaenen. | Sinne hypdttiin miehet keehdehen ja

kirveehen kansa. (§103)

1P: m-forms absent and imp.-pass. used instead, Myo niitd oekeen tukistettiin | Myohdn
ollaan liika pikkusija, including for pres. of imp.-pass. for 1P ipv (§103); here it is noted

%6 Personattoman verbin 1. n. k. passivin infinitivi-muodoista viljelld4n ainoastaan II:n infinitivin inessivii,
esim. siltoa tehtdissa.

°7 Savon muretta verratessamme lantisiin murteisin, huomaamme Savolaisuukaiksi objekti-muodot: minut,
sinut, héinet sekd myoskin passivia Il:n infinitivin inessivin kaytinndn fehtdissd = tehdessd; harvemmin
kéytetddn passivin I:sté infinitivid, esim. tai(d)etaan mainattoo, on soattana otettoo.

¥ Imperativin monikon l:sen personan asemesta kiytetizin passivin presensia, esim. ofefaan = ottakaamme.
[+ note:] Passivin imperativia en osanut onkeeni, niin ett’en voi varmaan paittda 16ytykd se vai ei.

> Verbien monikon I:sen personan asemesta on ruvettu kiyttimédn passivia, esim. myé otetaan = me
otamme. Ei timé omituisuus kuitenkin 10ydy kaikissa Savolaisissa murteissa (ei esim. Kajaanin seudun ja
Wermlannin).

5 Monikon ensimmdisen personan asemesta ei kdyteti passivia, esim. me sanomma, eiki sanotaan

6! Niissd on passiivimuodon ohella subjektikin nikyvissd, tosin aina verbin jiljessi. Nayttdd siltd kuin
puhuja olisi alkuaan aikonut kdyttdd verbid yksindén ja sitten vasta jéljistdpdin lisdnnyt subjektin selvyyden
vuoksi.
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that the literary 1P ipv. -kaa-mme “is not as far as [ know met in folk-speech in any part
of our land”® (§103).

Anaphora to 1P: In the description of POS, the anaphora anteceded by this 1P imp.-
pass. are 1P save but facilitated 3. Generally POS matches antecedent, but nonmatchin
adverbials also have nonmatching 3", e.g. °Olin pitkdllicn, and or antecedentless 3™,
°Voi ihme tokiinsa.®® (§90) But for 1P, “Different is the reason for the appearance of this
suffix in the sentence: Myo ootettiin tissd toenen toestaan. Looked at closely there are
two subjects in this sentence: myd and toenen. When to this is added, that the predicate is
passive-form and, as we got to see above, there is often somewhat clear a 3P sense to the
passive -- in the sentence: ootettiin toenen toestaan the speech-feeling comprehends the
subject as plural --, then it is easily understandable, how the 3™ person suffix here could
have won over the basically rare 1P suffix. If instenad toenen had not been placed here
overtly, one says e.g. Myé tunnetaan toesemma.” (§91)*

HON: Honorific use of imp.-pass.: “Hyvin tavallista on passiivimuodon kéyttdminen
kohtelijaasti puhuteltaessa, varsinkin kysyttidessd”, Jalanko sitd astuttiin? &c. (§103)
Honorific 3™ Nouns and names in address with 3™ person, Mistee herra on? (§104),
which the description relates to pres. for ipv. in such cases as Majister on hyvd ja tulloo
ruuvalle. (§105), but it is observed that such command uses do not need an overt subject,
Pannoo tuhosta ja perdstd kiinni. (§105).

Savonian dialects, East-Savonian group, Nurmes: Reijonen 1892:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. absent (§101).
Inf. pass. absent save uncertainly about IT INF pass. (§101%).

IP: 1P m-forms lost, imp.-pass. recruited “usually along with” myd, incl. pres. to replace
1P ipv (§105). “Sometimes” compound perfect tenses are double passive (§110%), ditto

62 Kirjakielessd kiytettyd imperatiivin mon. 1 persoonan kaamme (kidmme)-péiteistd muiotoa ei minun
tietddkseni tavata kansankielessd missddn osassa maatamme. Tavallisesti kdytetddn tdssd merkityksessa
passiivin indikat. preesensid. Ndin on asianlaita Pohjois-Savossakin

% Kolmannen persoonan suffiksilla niyttid olevan jonkinlainen taipumus yleistyé, niin etti se villistd voi
tunkeutua ulkopuolelle varsinaista alaansa. Se tavataan nim. toisinaan muiden suffiksien asemesta
adverbisesti kdytettyyn sanaan liittyneend. Esim. Olin pitkdllddn, Mitd ootta sukujaan? Suffiksin merkitys
on timmoisessd tapauksessa heikentynyt, kielitunne késittdd sen melkein oleelliseksi itse adverbikisitteelle.
/ Vihin erilaisia ovat seuraavat esimerkit, joissa tilla suffixilla ndhtdvésti ei ole minkdanlaista merkitysta:
Voe ihme tokkiinsa! Ol’ justiissa’ vinkkelissd. Niitd on toesekseen vihd senluotosija miehijd kun timd.

6 Toisenlainen on syy timin suffiksin esiintymiseen lauseessa: Myd odtettiin tissi toenen toestaan.
Tarkkaan katsoen tdssé lauseessa on oikeastaan kaksi subjektia: myd ja toenen. Kun téhin tulee liséksi, ettd
predikaatti on passiivimuotoinen ja, niinkuin edempini saamme néhdé, passiivilla usein on jotenkin selva
monikon 3 persoonan merkitys -- lauseessa: oofettiin toenen toestaan Kasittdd kielitunne subjektin
monikolliseksi --, niin on helposti ymmarrettdvad, miten 3 pers. suffiksi tdssd on voinut viedd voiton tuosta
perin harvinaisesta mon. 1 pers. suffiksista. -- Jos sitd vastoin nominatiivia foenen ei ole ilmi pantu,
sanotaan esim. Myo tunnetaan toesemma.

5 Passiivi [...] Imperatiivi ja infinitiivit puuttuvat. [Note:] II infin. ehkd kuitenkin on, mutta en sattunut
kuulemaan.

% Yhdistetyt verbin-ajat syntyvit niinkuin kiljakielessd. — Muutaman kerran olen kuullut apuverbinkin
passiivisena pass. perfektissd ja pluskvamperfektissd, esim. sielld ollaan, kuulema, ndhty kaksi karhuu
liikkuvan, my® oltiin muka sa'loo oltu Kapijon tal,koessa asti’, kylld my® oltasi’ otettu ne kumpanenni’.
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negative perfect tenses (§113°7), those examples that are unambiguous are 1P, kylld myd
oltasi’ otettu ne kumpanenni’.

HON: “Hdn:, hyo: pronominia kdytetdén vieraasti tai ujosti taikka veltosti puhuteltaessa
toisen perso pronominin asemesta, esim. mistipi hin tu'loo? = misti sind tulet 1. tyd
tuletta?, minekkd hyo astuksivat? = minnekka tyo astuksitta?” (§78n)

3.7.3  Southeastern
Southeastern dialects, Proper group, Pariikkala: Hannikkainen 1886:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. soatakuu &c (paradigms).
Inf. only II INF pass. iness. soataissa &c (paradigms). Further °1P.

3P: 3P “sometimes” recruits imp.-pass., “but not as generally as in more eastern varieties”
like Sortavala. (p. 125, °1P).

1P: 1P m-forms remain, imp.-pass. can recruited, and replaces as pres. absent 1P ipv. (p.
125).

In compound tenses, imp.-pass. is plain, hepone on viety opottoa, but recruited 1P
“auxiliary” lie- has pass. forms, liijed, lietii, as well as all others like °juss. not in SF (p.
126).

HON: 3P: “Kun jostakusta henkilostd puhutaan kunnioituksella, niinkuin valloista
(harrasvidestd), kédytetddn pluralia 3:ssakin pers:”, Kuningas sanovat [3P_with atomic
referent]. Mitens’ dijd iked on teijan nuorimmalla pojalla? — Vai jo hyo ollaa
kaksvuotiset! [3P pronoun for 2S, imp.-pass. recruited, PL concord] (p. 130):

Southeastern dialects, Proper group, Jiiski and Kirvu: Lonnbohm 1879 (L, default
reference for paradigms), Sirelius 1894 (default reference for discussion, no paradigms).

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. absent: “Passivista puuttuu koko imperativi.” (Lonnbohm, p.
80).

Inf. pass.: L INF pass. and it only given as *-reconstructions (paradigms) motivated by
“Passivin ensi substantivin infinitivin tapasin vaan lauseessa” Péoytdkirjoihe ko tulloo nimi
[nom., Lonnbohm p. 52] kirjutettaa, ei enndd panna isd(n) nimmii [part., p. 52]
(Lonnbohm, p. 83), where matrix zero-person GEN = INF arb A (?); not in Sirelius’s
discussion of INF, who notes a.o. pass.-like uses of I INF act. in Heill on lehmd myyvvd
(§196) and abess. III INF in Se jdi taas panemata (§208).

57 Pass. kielteisessi perfektissi ja varsinkin pluskvamperfektissi kiytetiin myos apuverbidkin passiivisena,
esim. eé oo’ otettu 1. eé olla’ otettu, eé ollu’ karhittu 1. eé oltu karhittu, eé oesi’ soatu, 1. eé oltasi’ soatu.

%8 Kaikkien modien ja temporien plur. 1 pers:n verosta voidaan kiyttdi vastaava passivista muotoa, ja
toisinaan plur. 3:nkin pers:n sijassa, mutta ei niin yleisesti kuin vdhd idempénd Jaakkimassa, Sortavalassa
ynnd muualla.
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Compund tenses: the double passive “is not ever used” except as 1P [ollaan tuotu],
while the plain passive [on tuotu] can be 1P but usually is arb “when they are affirmative
and the first person plural pronoun is not used beside them and especially when the
participial verb is transitive”.

arb use of imp.-pass.: In synthetic tenses, “The use this impersonal form in the [1P]
sense has to such an extent become a characteristic of the dialect that the passive has
almost wholly lost its original quality, or at any rate only weakly corresponds to it
anymore.” (§163)® The 1P-like character of the imp.-pass. form even without the 1P
pronoun is described as follows:

1P-like: e.g. Ndil nuorile herrole eij"annett kahviikaa koko aamuss. (me = talonvaki
emme antaneet) “the speaker, whyile they express the agent and patient as indefinite,
nevertheless himself ... is included in the subject ... the predicate expresses a situation,
which is in some relation to the speaker, close to them ...”; and this use is posited to have
formed the bridge to 1P use (and 1P also has indirect 1S uses)”

arb-like but speaker-related: e.g. Ndds ku niist (harakoista) maksettii, “which at first
glance seem purely impersonal” as in the written language, the dialect has moved far
enough to personal use of the imp.-pass. form that “the presented sentences do express
that the speaker does not belong to the subject, but while they acknowledge this, they

% Huomattavaa on, ettd esittimistini murteesta ;kokonaan. puuttuu aktiivin tempusva.rtaloista muodostonat
monikon ensimédinen persoona. Tdmén asemasta kayttdd se, kuten 10 ja 13 §:ssd on mainittu, passiivin eli
persoonattoman muodon temporeja joko moniikon ensimiisen persoonan pronominilla varnstettuna tai
ilmaa sitd (imperatiiyiin ei pronomini tietysti yhdy). Tama persoonattoman muodon kéyttiminen mainitussa
merkityksessd on sithen médirddn muuttunut murteen luonteeksi, ettd passiivi on melkein kokonaan
kadottanut alkuperdisen laatunsa tai ainakin enédn vain heikosti vastaa sitd. Tulen seuraavissa pykélissé
puhumaan vain passiivin yksinkertaisista temporeista, koska sen yhdistetyt temporit - kun ne ovat
myonteisid ja niiden ohella ei ole kdytetty monikon ensiméisen persoonan pronominia ja etenkin silloin kun
partisiipissa oleva verbi on transitiivinen - vastaavat kirjakielen persoonattomia muotoja. Niitd yhdistettyja
temporeja, jotka passiivinen apuverbi yhteydessd II partisiipin kanssa muodostaa, ei kéytetd koskaan
muussa kuin monikon ensimdisen persoonan merkityksessd. Tutkimuksessaan “Jédksen j. e. p.
kielimurteesta” on LONNBOHM asettanut ne passiivin taivutuskaavaan (kts. sivut 87-88) kaiketikin jostain
epdhuomiosta.

0 164§. Yhdennen- ja neljannentoista pykildn esimerkeissd on passiivia suorastaan kiytetty monikon
ensimiisen persoonan merkityksessd. Mutta 16ytyypa lauseita, joissa tuo muuttunut luonne ei niin selvdin
esiydy ja jotka ndyttdvit olevan kuin vélimuotoja persoonalliselle ja persoonattomalle merkitykselle.
Téllaisid ovat esimerkiksi: Ndil nuorile herrole eij annett kahviikaa koko aamuss. (me = talonvaki emme
antaneet). Ja ensimdistd veljeskantaa kussuttii (sukumme, kyléldiset, pitdjildiset) pekkalaisiks. Ku se kdyp
jalkaa kii ja purasoo, ni mitd sille tehhdd? (me = tuvassa olijat). Henttolamdeks sanotaa, (me = kyldlaiset
etc.) ni sin o’ oikee erindine rako. Tdss ku viime syksyn oltii (me = talolaiset, pitajélaiset) konkursskdrdjiss,
ni ei hdd minnuu tuntent. Tddll Viipuri lddniss haastetaa paremmi vendttd (enemmin vendjia
ominaisuuksiltaan vivahtavaa kieltd). // Helposti voi huomata luetelluista lauseista, ettd puhuja, samalla kun
hin lausuu tekijén ja olijan epdmaiirdiseksi, kuitenkin itse ja joskus ympdiristdineen lukeutuu subjektiin.
Naissd ilmaisee siis predikaatti seikan, joka on puhujan kanssa jossakin yhteydessé, hantd lahellé eikd liene
tdmén johdosta perusteetonta lausua, ettd mainittujell kal taiset muodot synnyttdvit véliportaan ensiksi
esitettyjen persoonallisten ja persoonattomien vilille ja yhdessd monikon ensimdistd persoonaa
merkitsevien kanssa ovat todistuksena passiivin muuttuneesta luonteesta. + 166§. Tahtoisin mainita vield
pari sanaa puheena olevan passiivin luonteesta. Sen ala ei supistu nimittdin mainittuun kaytant66n monikon
ensimdisen persoonan ja tuon puoleksi persoonattoman muodon asemesta. Hyvin tavallista on, ettd se
muutamissa tapauksissa saa toimittaa vield yksikdnkin ensiméiisen persoonan virkaa, kuten esim. lause:
Tehhdd tytolle siljd pdd, osottaa. TAmé lienee kuitenkin selitettdva siten, ettd puhuja, kuten usein tapahtuu,
tilldisessd tapduksessa on kayttidnyt itsestddn monikon ensimdistd persoonaa ja, kun ei ole ollut muuta
muotoa tarjolla, kdyttényt tietysti passiivista muodostusta.

51



usually claim that the speaker has either been present during the doing or being, arrived,
or at least sometimes acted in the same state”, so this ex “which expresses the reason why
the magpies have decreased, suggests that the speaker has either once worked in magpie
shops”, while in 3P-ARB Ndds ku niist maksoit “the speaker would be completely
excluded from the matter”.”’

3P-like but speaker-related: e.g. Enne vanhaa karhu ja sus ja repo viljeliivdit yhtoise
messdraatee. Siit hyo panniit viljat riithee ja ldmmittivdt riihe(n). Siit mdntii puimaa ja
repo sano: “the speech-feeling ... of the dialect does not allow understanding the situation
straightforwardly so, that here there is the third person in question, but it attaches to it the
already presented character of the first person - closeness, connection with the person
speaking. ... The speaker, as it were, places what they are telling visibly in front of the
listeners and thus themselves approach the thing they are telling, as if taking part in it.”
This is said to also fit Setdld’s Satakunta ex. [where there is coordination of 3P ne and the
imp.-pass. form] Ne ottaa ranstakan kdteensd ja annetaan pojjaalle aika selkdsauna ja
sanotaan: ....”* In contrast, impersona use of 3P as in Kyl ne vihd joutaat nyt kertomaa.
“the speaker wants to point out that the action has taken place outside of him through an
independent perso ... “the doing at least does not belong to the speaking person, but is

" 165§. Kun on ndin ldpikdyty kaksi ensimiistd merkitysryhmis, olisi siirryttdvd kolmannen ryhmin
lauseisiin, jotka ensi silméykselld tuntuvat puhta.asti persoonattomille ja vastaisivat siis kirjakielen pasiivia.
Sellaisia ovat esimerkit: Ndds ku niist (harakoista) maksettii. Se taijjettii toisinaa raakata. Sille taijjettii
antaa aikaa. Héd ku tul’ sinne suuree tuppaa, ni hdd otettii ystivillisest vastaa. // Kuten mainitsin, voisi
ndisséd lauseissa esiytyvid muotoja pitdd puhtaasti persoonattomina, jota ne ldhimmiten ovatkin. Kuitenkin
on murteen kieli tunne jo kehittynyt sithen méairddn persoonallisuutta vaativaksi, ett’ei puhuja tuollaisia
muotoja kéyttdessddn suinkaan aina lukendu vallan syrjiiseksi, vaikuttamattomaksi asiain juoksuun. Niinpé
esitetyt lauseet ilmaisevat kylld, ett’ei puhuja subjektiin kuulu, mutta samalla kun ne tdmén tunnustavat,
viittdviat ne kuitenkin tavallisesti, ettd puhuja on ollut joko tekemisen tai olemisen kestdessd ldsni,
saapuvilla tai ainakin joskus toiminut samassa tilassa. Siten esm. lause: Ndds ku niist maksettii, joka
ilmaisee syyn siithen, miksi harakat ovat vdhenneet, esittdd, ettd puhuja joko on myoskin jonkun kerran
toiminut harakkakaupoissa tai ainakin ollut jossain tekemisessd ammatin kanssa. Sitd vastoin, jos sama
lause kerrottaisiin ndin: Ndds ku niist maksoit, tulisi puhuja syrjdisend asiasta kokonaan poissuljetuksi. //
Kay siis selville, ettd persoonaton muoto silloinkin, kun se néyttdisi vastaavan kirjakielen passiivia, on
johonkin médrin persoonallisuuteen taipuva, esittdd seikan, joka on ldheisessd yhteydessd puhujau kanssa.
Kaikin puolin ndyttdd siis asian tutkiminen vievdn siihen, ettd esittdmini kielimurteen kirjakielen
persoonaton ta muotoa vastaavaa - jos niin sanoisin - passiivia ei juuri voidakaan kéytty suoranaisesti
passiivisena. Murre korvaa timin muilla muodonlaan, joista seuraavassa tulemme puhumaan.

2 167§. Vield 16ytyy passiivimuodon - kiiytin sanaa yleisen tavan mukaan - kiiytinto, josta tissd ei ole ollut
puhetta ja josta tohtori SETALAkin on maininnut teoksessaan: "Lauseopillinen tutkimus — —" (pykild 196).
Taté laatua, jota etenkin kerrottacssa kaytetddn, on passiivi esimerkeissid: Enne vanhaa karhu ja sus ja repo
viljeliivit yhtoise messdraatee. Siit hyo panniit viljat riihee ja ldmmittivit rithe(n). Siit mdntii puimaa ja
repo sano: “kdykddhd tyé vauraammat miehet puimaa -*’ (J. L.). Ja se taas tul’ paikale ja kdiytii tappamaa
taas hdrkdd. Siitt ku ruvettii hditd pitdmdd, ni morsiin siitt neuvvoo hdntd (sulhasta), njott “nyt ku ruvetaa
syomdd, ni mie ku nykdse jalallai sinnuu, ni herkii sillo pois". Joussinoiss ku lammass tekkoé valkija vuona,
ni sillo ldhetdd noijja luo. —Passiivia on téissi tietysti kdytetty monikon kolmannen persoonan asemesta.
Kuitenkaan ei Jadsken ja Kirvun murteen kielitunne salli seikkaa kasittdd vain suorastaan niin, ettd tissd
olisi kolmas persoona kysymyksessé, vaan se liittdd sithen tuota jo esitettyd ensimiisen persoonan luonnetta
- laheisyyttd, yhteyttd puhuvan henkilon kanssa. Niinpd késittddkin murteen puhuja tuon lauseen
kuvannollisesti esitetyksi. Puhuja ikdénkuin asettaa kerrottavansa silminndhtaviksi kuulijain eteen ja siten
itsekin kuin ldhenee kertomaansa asiaa, ikdénkuin ottaa osaa sithen. Samoin sellittéisin - jos minulla vieraan
murteen kannalta on oikeus siihen - SETALAnkin mainitsemat esimerkit. Niinpd esiytyy mielestini tuo
kuvannollinen esitystapa elivdnd asm. lauseessa: “Ne ottaa ranstakan kdteensd ja annetaan pojjaalle aika
selkdsauna ja sanotaan: [...]".

52



further away from him”: and so with genitive of personal pronouns for house, family, etc.,
in meijjd mdnniit toisiilaisile, the speaker expresses “the residents of hertheir house went
to visit the neighbor all the while clarifying, that she did not take part”, meijjd mdntii
kansajuhlaa, “the speaker says to have taken part”. [meijjd ‘les notres’, §43, further
Hakanen 2000; cf. §44 Meijjd viik tultii heindlt and discussion there] (§168)"

NOTE: This may all be so, but it means that morphosyntactically, the speaker-
assocation of the imp.-pass. form is hard to detect, and might even be compatible with
overt non-speaker-inclusive pronouns (for ex see °3P below) and speaker exclusion by
local speaker-inclusive object though (no exx here, see °Aminoff 1871: 52). Cf.
Riionheimo 2009 for study of the use of the imp.-pass. later on in the nearby Ingrian
Finnish group of Southeastern dialects varieties, highlighting a.o. ways of formally
recognising combinations of speaker-exclusive and inclusive uses, illustrated by: sit ko me

were taken to a big club’.

3P: The 3P-like use of imp.-pass. above is not illustrated with any 3P morphosyntax, but a
separately one ex of 3P pronoun + imp.-pass. is noted, after discussing the regular use of
1P pronoun + imp.-pass. with any exx. “I noticed the imperfect form of the impersonal
form as a predicate of a plural third-person nominative subject in the sentence:” Siitt hyo

siin oltii ja riiteliit. [coordination of imp.-pass. and 3P verbal forms]”*

38 zero person gen for comparison: e.g. Papiniemest ku nousoo mddle, ni sill o’ kiviléi. |
Ku lyop heindd oikee, ni paita o’ mdrkd (Esitettiin yleisena tosiasiana): this is in contrast
“purely impersonal or passive. “The speaker expresses that the action is of a very general

7 168§. Titen tarkastettuamme kaikki paasiivimuodon eri vivahdokset olisi vastattava kysymykseen, miten
murteen enemman tai vihemméan persoonalliseksi kiynyttd passiivin alkuperdistd merkitystd korvataan ja
siirymme tdssd tarkoituksessa murteen toiseen persoonattomasti kéytettivdin muotoon, monikon
kolmanteen persoonaan. // Ennenkuin ryhdyn tarkemmin selittdmliin timén muodon merkitystd, annan
muntamia seikkaa valaisevia esimerkkeja: Kyll ne vihd joutaat nyt kertomaa [other exx] // Kuten niisti
lauseista huomaa, kdytetddn monikon kolmatta persoonaa joko ne pronominilla varustettuna tai sittd
persoonattomassa merkityksessd. Erehtyisi kuitenkin, jos jéttdisi mainittujen muotojeu madrittelyn tdhén.
Kuten passiivisissa muodoissa huomasimme suuressa méadrissd persoonallisuuteen taipumusta, ensiméaisen
persoonan vaikutusta, samoin emme ndissdkddn voi olla havaitsematta kolmannen persooan luonnetta.
Tekeminen kylld néet esitetyn persoonattomaksi subjektia mainitsematta, mutta silld ei tekemisen luonnetta
sentddn ole lausuttn yleiseksi. Ei - puhuja tahtoo titd muotoa kdyttdessddn huomauttaa, ettd tekeminen on
ulkopuolella hinti tapahtunut jonkun mlllrilmlttémén persoonan kautta. Muodolla on siis pddominaisuutena
se, ettd se lausuu tekemisen persoonattomaksi ja samalla rajoittaa sen alan ilmaisten, ett'ei tuo tekeminen
ainakaan kuulu puhuvan henkildu piiriin, vaan on hénestd kauvempana. Sattuvasti esittdd mielestini
passiivisen ja kolmannen persoonan muotoisen persoonattoman muodon eroitusta talon, perheen nimen
asemesta kdytettyjen persouaaliprono minien genetiivi yhdessd eri tapauksissa erillaisten predikaattiensa
kanssa (kts. 47 §). Niinpd kertoo puhuja lauseessa: meijjd mdnniit toisiilaisile, ettd hinen kotitalonsa
asukkaat lahtivit naapurissa kdymdén samalla ilmaisten, ett'ei hén ottanut kéyntiin osu, jota vastoin
lauseessa, meijjd mdntii kansajuhlaa, puhujakin sanoo ottaneensa osaa menoon. Kuten ennen on jo
mainittu, ilmaisee siis passiivinen muoto yleensd jotakin sellaista, joka on puhujaa 1&hempini, hdnen
kanssaan yhteydessd ja kolmannen persoonan kaltainen jotakin kankausempaa, joka ei ole missdin
tekemisessd puhujan kanssa. Tdten ndyttdd siis viimeksi mainittu laji muodostavan niin sanoakseni
passiivisen ja puhtaasti persoonattoman muodon viliportaan ja on ldhinna kirjakielen passiivia.

" Persoonattoman muodon imperfektin huomasin monikon kolmatta persoonaa olevan nominatiivisubjektin
predikaattina lauseessa:
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quality and independent of all relationships, both regarding the speaker and others.””

(§169) These can be used however to generalise on the basis of speaker: e.g. Tehtaall ol’
Pannoo kaks huivii pddhd, ni totha ei mdd tuul ldp (tyttd lausuu timén pannessaan huivia
padhdnsd); or addressee: e.g. Mitd siint siitt sinne pannoo (panet)? | Néihi muihi taloloihi
vaikkei mddkkdd (kaytetty kohtelijaasti samassa merkityksessa kuin: vaikk ettd mddkkdd,
merkitys hieman imperatiiviin vivahtava). (§170)’® + weather &c 3S often with se (§172).

2S8-IMP for comparison: e.g. Kesdll ku pddset aamull ottamaa, ni hyo o’ (selkdrihmat)
tuoss kaheksa aikaa aamull laarit. | Nyt osta kaikk rahall vaa. (§172)."

1P: 1P m-forms lost (§10), save residue (Lonnbohm, p. 77), imp.-pass. instead, with or
without myo (§10), with periphrases mostly double rather than plain passive though not
exclusively (§10), though non-1P imp.-pass. in periphrases is only plain passive (§163):
Myo pannaa tupakkaa piippuu. | Myé senku kerittii saaha tul’ sammuksii. [NOM-NOM] |
Myo ol kynnett jo pelto, ku hyo tulliit. [NOM-NOM] | Ei myo ollt lyét héintd. | Myo eijj oo
tahott héntd pettdd. | Joha myé ollaa siks pdrreet kiskottu. NOT heard with PRT act. as in
one of Lonnbohm’s exx: Miti varte myo tdnne ollaa tulleet. (§10) Further exx in
discussion of object coding belonging to “monikon ensimdiseen persoonaan tai
persoonattomaan muotoon’: Myo annettii hdnele se olkkupo. | Myo oltii jo tdd niitty tehty,
enneku hyo alottiit heindteo. [[P.NOM-NOM : 3P.NOM-ACC] | Ei myo saatu ku puuta.
Kyll myé nyt se jo viimestettii. || Se taijjettii toisinaa raakata. | Saman vuon tehtii tdd mei
uus tupa. [one made this our new house] | Sillo tdss tehtii ja pijettii mon tuuma. (§18.1Ib
[exx. given in two groups separated by —, here ||, the former with and the latter without 1P
overt pronoun); for 1P ipv., pres. ind. used, Ldhetdid leheksee, but with ldhtii, “also
sometimes” imperfect, “Ldhettiiks pois!” | “Ldhettii vaa”. | Ldhettii nyt siitt, jos kerta
ldhetdid (§13).

Note on negative: in Sirelius this imp.-pass. in negative of synthetic forms, Ei myo
hirvitd laskii | Ei myé saattu mittdd and explicitly with pro-drop Ei panna seinii
selkdheend (§10a); rare simple pass. in negative of compound tenses, Ei myé olt lyot
hdntd (§10b); regular double pass. in negative of comound tenses, Ei myo olla kellekdid
virkett | Ei myo oltu pddist viel riihellekkdd (§10c), and exx. consistent with this cf. Ei myé
00 tuo kans riijjelt (ex in Sirelius §7); but in Lonnbohm, negative 1P is apparently(?) 3S
as well as imp.-pass.: en, et, ettd/6 muuta(i) : ei myé muuta ~ muutaija | en &c

7 Niissé lauseissa tulee ilmi vasta puhdas joko passiivinen tai persoonaton luonne. Puhuja ilmaisee, etti
tekeminen on aivan yleistd laatua ja riippumaton kaikista suhteista niin hyvin puhujaan kuin muihin
katsoen. Tekeminen lausutaan niissi siis yleisena.

76170§. Vaikka timi persoonattoman kaltainen yksikon kolmas persoona niytid mainituista esimerkeisti
pdittden olevan vapaa kaikesta persoonallisesta luonteesta, kdytetddn sitd kuitenkin - omituista kylld -
merkityksessd, joka ldhenee ensimdisen ja toisen persoonan kisitystd. Seikka on siten selitettdvd, ettd
puhuja tahtoo antaa subjektiiviselle viitteelleen ikdénkuin yleisemmin, objektiivisen muodon.

7 Vield yksikon toisellakin persoonallaan se kykenee ilmaisemaan persoonatonta. Muotoa kiytetizin
kuvannollisessa puheessa aivan samoin kuin edelld késiteltyd passiivimuotoista monikon kolmatta
persoonaa. Puhuja tahtoo esittdd kerrottavansa havainnollisesti ja kdyttdd toista persoonaa tarkoittamatta
silld kuitenkaan ketddn erityisesti. Siten kadottaa kolmas persoona kielitunteessa persoonallisen
merkityksensd ja samoin kuin 170 §:ssé selitetyssd tapauksessa saa pnhujan esittdimi subjektiivinen ajatus
ikddnkuin yleisemmin - objektiivisen sisallon.
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muutta(i)nt : ei myo muuttaneet ~d= muutettu | en &c oo/uo muutta(i)nt . ei myo muutaint
~ muutett(u) &c (Lonnbohm, p. 105f. paradigms).

HON: 3P “sometimes” used with singular subjects including pronoun, sometimes with ne
preceding, “certainly learned from Russian”, “usually” plural if 3P Ayé is used for atomic
addressee [exx include participle of periphrases], but also ‘“heard” singular: Miss
seurakunnass nyt ovat (pastori)? | Vastha Hyé (rouva) ndkkiit, ku nuor herra olivat
ikkuma eess. | Miss ast ne mamma nyt assuut? | Miss Hyo nyt ovat? | Joka Hyé siitt
vieldd. | Joks Hyo on vakituisen inssinydrin? (§8a, c, cf. Lonnbohm p. 65).

2P to atomic addressee, finite verbs “always” 2P, Vieldhd Tyo olitta tddll sillo., and
participle of periphrases “most usually” plural, Oottaha Tyo kdyneet muiss kyliss ja., but
“sometimes” singular, Qottaha Tyo jo kassont sitd. [Cf. 3P concord generally: normal, but
also singular often for finite verb, rarely for participle of periphrases, with exx.
contrasting same subjects like Hyo mdnniit uimaa. | Siitt ku hyé olliit kestaineet, syoneet,
Jjuoneet, tul’ iltahdmdrii. versus Hyo sen tynnéri pan sinne. | Siitte hyé ku mdn vdihd
matkaa | Ja hyé lupaskii sen héinelle. §9.]

Imp.pass. so used to addressee to whom one would use 7yé: Pappilastaks nyt tullaa?

(§12).
3.7.4 Bothnian
South-Bothnian dialects: Aminoff 1871: 52

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. saatakohon &c (paradigms) || luvakkohon = luvatkoon (p. 16).
Inf. pass.: III INF pass. trans. [“gen.”], piti tehtdmdn, matrix & = INF arb A, but not
“East-Finnish” ; IT INF pass. iness., siltaa tehres not tehtdies. (p. 47)"°
Anaphora to imp.-pass. are 3": °1P.

1P: 1P m-forms remain, save in 1P ipv, replaced by pres. of imp.-pass., and no other
mention of replacement.

Anaphora to imp.-pass. arb and 1P: “In the place of the 1% person of the imperative
one uses always as in Savo the present of the passive, with this difference nevertheless,
that the South-Bothnian dialect uses after the passive a third person suffix, e.g. otet 'han
nuo laukkuhunsa ‘ottakaamme nuo laukkuhumme, let us take those into our bag’,
muistet 'han klasiansa ‘muistakaamme klasiamme, let us remember our class’. This fact
proves, that our so-called passive verb-form is really an impersonal-form, whose suffix
hides a 3™ person pronoun. A still more remarkable example of the use of the 3™ person
possessive suffix is found in the sentence (found in a fairy-tale): mua pistettihin
sapelillansa ‘1 got stabbed with a [lit. their] sabre’ [context p. 66: episodic with

existentual use of imp.pass. and sapelillansa glossed sapelilla]”.”’

™ Verbien substantivi-tavoista kéytetdsn aktivissa kaikkia, mutta passivissa viljellddn ainoasti IIl:nnen
substantivin genitivia, esim. piti tehtdmdn, eikd edes Itd-Suomessa yleistd passivin Il:sen substantivin
inessividkddn : siltaa tehres eikd tehtées.

7 Imperativin toisella personalla ei ole persona-piitetti ei yksikossé eikd monikossa, esim. sano’, sanokaa.
Imperativin monikon 1:sen personan asemesta kdytetddn aina niinkuin Savossakin passivin praesensid, silld

55



South-Bothnian, Isojoki: Almberg 1870:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. forms illustrated but not discussed, p. 114 syordhd, lihaa =
syodahén lihaa, vietihi, villoja = vietihin villoja, and several in text extract, p. 126-8.

IP: m-forms remain, e.g. p. 125 sanoomme, sanoosimme, muuttaasimme, reviimme
(description; not in text extract(?)), and that includes 1P ipv., p. 124 sanokahamme
‘sanokaamme’ (in illustrating presuffixal intervocalic 4 of the dialect®™®); no recruitment
mentioned, text extracts at a quick look can all be read with arb but also all(?) seem to be
from the speaker’s perspective and potentially include them, e.g. generic p. 128 Mutta
nuohin kerjdlddsihinpd se ylpeys oikeen pystyy. Jos saataasihin se peraatuksi pois
Juurine.nsap pdivine.nsd [ ‘if one could get it these-beggars™pride uprooted with its roots
and all’(?)”].

HON: polite use of imp.-pass., to 3", e.g. pasto ri tultihin = tuli | to 2", kéytihinko
pasto,ri sielld? = kavitteko? | joko prova,sti aivotahan ldhtid? = ai’otte? (explicit, p. 124).

3.7.5 Far-Northern
Far-Northern dialects, Kemi: Cannelin 1889:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. vietdhkén &c (paradigms).
Inf. pass. explicitly absent (§44.6*', §[8]2.1*%: not given in paradigms).

3P: 3P t-forms, vievdt, veit, vienevdit, veisit, recruitment of imp.-pass.“almost regular” for
3P in parts, grammaticalised enough for overt subjects in subject positions, kukka menthin
(menivét) | pellot istatutthin nin pyhdnd | pannhan ovi kiinni, ettei sddsket tultas | joko net
Jjdttehin | olthin huonos siemenet | hyvdt jauhot tulthin | kun nem mentds pois | ei olla ison
nuok kalat | katop paletthin (paloivat) molemmat | potup palelluthin talvella (§79);
unclear from source whether this is so in ipv. also, vietakhon or viihdin for vekhoot [like
Olonets Karelian but without its new juss. of imp.-pass.]

I1P: 1P m-forms remain, e.g. §73.2 met olima siind lapsema kans (= mind olin siind
lapseni kanssa), imp.-pass. recruited generally but less frequently than 3P, sivu mem
menhdn net | ehjdnd me se tinne kuiten saatu on, but “more usually” as pres. for 1P ipv.,

eroituksella kuitenkin, ettd Eteld-Pohjanmaan murre passivin perésté viljelee kolmannen personan suffixia,
esim. otet’han nuo laukkuhunsa ottakaamme nuo laukkuhumme, muistet’han klasiansa muistakaamme
klasiamme. Tamikin seikka todistaa, ettd meidén passiviksi sanottu verbimuoto oikeastaan on impersonali-
muoto, jonka péitteessid kitkeytyy 3:nnen personan pronomini. Vield merkillisempi esimerkki 3:nnen
personan possessivi-suffixin kdyttdmisestd passivin peréstd 10ytyy (sadussa tavattavassa ) lauseessa : mua
pistettihin sapelillansa.

%0 H yhtilaisten vokalein vilissd pysyy aina péitteissd : sanokohon sanokoon, sanokahamme sanokaamme,
sanottihin sanottiin, sanotaasihin sanottaisiin.

%! Nominaalimuodoista ovat yleensi kaikki, paitsi pass. infinitivit [...]

82 Kuten jo muoto-opissa [...Jon ollut sanottuna, puuttuvat murteessa kaikki passiviset infinitivimuodotj
tdmén puutteen korvaa se kdyttdmalla vastaavia aktivin muotoja.
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ldhethdn nyt kattomhan! (§79.2), beside alternatively pres.ind. m-form, [dhemd sisdle
kahvia juomhan, emmd Santra suovakkhan nyt nuijaa! | sivalamapa timdn halki! [O is
ACC, but not in contrast to O with ipv, since also often ACC, §55] | reistailemapa juossa!
(§80.5), with no trace of the 1P ipv. form m-form (paradigms).

HON: For 28 ipv. in polite speech used 2P ipv, 3S pres.ind., mennee vain, jos haluatta!
[person mismatch: this is not simple 3S on honorific use] | antaa mullekin maistaa! |
vettdd nyt paremasti! | tullee tdnné kamarhin! and 2P pres.ind. otatta tdstd! | menettd
tuosta suorhan! | panetta maata nyt jo!, as well as INF 1, olla hyvd ja tulla einhele.
(§80.4)* When 2P fet is used for atomic addressee, concording predicate is “usually”
plural, tet oletta viitta vuotta nuoremat | miehet tet oletta? | joko tet oletta vanhat? |

nuoreppa tet oletta. (§80)

Misc.: tulkaa tej jdlistd isdnd kans = tule sind jdlestdpdin isdsi kanssa is a nice ex. of
overt subject in 2P ipv.

Far-Northern dialects, Tornio: Salonius 1879:
Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. saatakhoon &c (paradigms).
Inf. pass. explicitly only III inf. pass. instr. “genitiivi”’ saataman (paradigms).

arb. usage in texts.

1P: None mentioned, even 1P ipv. is given as saakhaamme &c [but see °Setdld 1886:
112n6], and me(?) in texts combines with 1P m-form.

3P: None mentioned, and he(?), ne(t) in texts combine with 3P ¢-form, at best cf. p. 287

3.7.6 Karelian

Border Karelian, Ilomantsi: single speaker studied in Uusitupa 2021, cf. 2017:
Imp.-pass..: arb use remains distinct insofar as the study identifies vague but not speaker-
exclusive mostly generic uses that would be incompatible with typical 3P-IMP but do not
have the 1P overt pronoun when expected and do not force speaker-inclusion.

3P: 3P t-forms rare, imp.-pass. generally recruited, ne oltih, hyo tuldih.

IP: 1P m-forms remain and common, myé olimma, but imp.-pass. recruitable, with overt
pronoun: myo kuivattih niitd.

8 Imperativin yksikon 2:sen persoonan muotona kiytetdiin joskus kohteliaassa puheessa, paitsi saman
moodin 2:sen persoonan muotoa, myds indik. praes. yksik. 3:nen ja monik. 2:sen persoonan muotoja, esim.
mennee vain, jos haluatta! antaa mullekin maistaa! vettid nyt paremasti! tullee tinné kamarhin! and 2P
pres.ind. otatta tdsti! menettd tuosta suorhan! panetta maata nyt jo! Myoskin 1:t4 in niin kdytetty
lauseessé: olla hyvi ja tulla einhele. || Imperativisena tavataan joskus ind. praesensin monikon 1. persoona,
esim. ldhemd sisdle kahvia juomhan, emmd Santra suovakkhan nyt nuijaa! sivalamapa timdn halki!
reistailemapa juossa!
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Border Karelian, Suojéirvi: close to Karelian Proper in northern part, Olonets Karelian
in Southern part (on this and later situation see Uusitupa et al. 2017): Genetz 1870:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. novel, °3P.
Inf. pass.: explicitly absent (p. 225; not in paradigms).

3P: 3P t-forms absent: instead: (i) 3S, syd(a/6), text: p. 252 I muutki herrad lahtei pois;
(i1) imp.-pass. recruited, pres. syy-vd-h, ipf. -d-i-h, conc. -dd-ne-h, cond. -dd-is, as in
Karelian Proper (p. 225-6) : texts show expected NOM-NOM, p. 251 hvé otettih kallis
sobolinahkane tuluppa ; but imp.-pass. had the novel ipv., as in Olonets Karelian: 3S ipv.
syogdh : imp.-pass. and so 3P ipv. sydddhds (p. 225, paradigms): same distinctive split as
°Olonets Karelian : Ex: 3P ipv. in the use of the 3" ipv./juss. in concessive clauses: p. 226
tuldaneh, ga tuldahas ‘jos tullaan, niin tultakoon’ and ‘jos tulevat, niin tulkoot’ || 3S
ipv. p. 247 Olgah jo, ei pie syyvd | 3S ipv. with NOM S, p. 265 “No ken toi, sei oppikah!’
| 3S ipv. with NOM A and NOM O, p. 261, ‘Kuga tulloo muistoazih , se tuogah lehmdn
kinttu tulles tuomaziks’.

Anaphora to 3P imp.-pass. seem to be 3™ POS: e.g. p. 28 Poijat katotah, hiio
moamollah sanotah [= Ojansuu 1909: 20], cf. use of POS as subject-reflexive described
on p. 203 and illustrated with 3S Hedn prostih toatoh kera ‘hén jatti jadhyvéiset (isdnsd
kansa:) iséllensé’.

1P: 1P m-forms remain, syommd, séimmd &c, but not 1P ipv., 3S ipv. used, puonnemma
ga puotkah [‘jos putoamme [pudonnemme] noon pudotkaamme [pudotkoon]’?] (p. 225,
and on the construction p. 226):* p. 249: Izi sanoo : “Eli lihe poigar’ , i sie hdviet
sinne. "Mie ldhen, toatto, hdvinnen, ga hdavikkdh!”. [Cf. South-Bothnian Aminoff 1871’s
recruitment of 3S suffixes and 1P-personified imp.-pass. alike? Distinguish Karelian
Proper Genetz 1880 mission of -ma in 1P ipv.].

(1P POS missing, unlike other PNs, p. 224f))

Karelian Proper: Genetz 1880:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. not given (description or paradigms).
Inf. pass. explicitly absent (§190).

3P: 3P t-form absent, and instead imp.-pass. with its NOM O is recruited, or alternatively,
3S is, “often” in general “always” in ipv./juss.: so nos-ka-h both nouskoon and nouskoot
(§169), and this is the form that appears with both 3S and 3P in other descriptions, e.g.
South Karelian tulgah kaikki kahella sivelld ... ldkkdh kaikki jélgeh! (Ojansuu 1905: 9) ||

% Imperativus Passivi, joka kuitenkin useimmiten seisoo Aktivon monikon 3 personan sijassa, saadaan
Koncessivosta niin ettd tavut -has, -hds pannaan -neh péitteen sijaan, ja tavataan enimmiten juuri
koncessivon rinnalla. Esim. tuldaneh, ga tuldahas, jos tullaan, niin tultakoon ; jos tulevat, niin tulkoot ;
Wkdittineh, ga lykdttdhds.

¥ Kaytelmi on vaillinaisempi, kuin Kk:n ; silti puuttuu seuraavat muodot : monikon 3 persona, jonka
sijassa kaytetddn yksikon 3 personaa, tahi vastaavaa tekotapaa ja aikaa Passivossa jolloin kohdesana seisoo
nominativossa taikka partivossa ; Optativo ; I persona Imperativon monikkoa, jonka sijassa kidytetddn
yksikon 3 personaa puonnemma ga puotkah ; ...
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Viena Karelian kaccokkah hidin miuhu : pangah hyé vuatetta kiugalla (Zaikov 2000: 211)
|| South Karelian tulgah hidn meila jdlgeh : médngdh hyo kodiloih (Zaikov 2000: 212f.). So
in Karelian Proper, 3P is imp.-pass. or 3S save in ipv where it is 3S only, giving mood-
split syncretisms of morphosyntax for 3P, and recruitement of imp.-pass. does not affect
ipv. where it starts in Finnish, which is not reducible to absence of ipv. of imp.-pass. in
these varieties if it is indeed absent since under the same circumstances Finnish recruits
imp.-pass. pres.ind. for 1P ipv. (§160 and paradigms, not explicitly commented.)

1P: 1P m-forms remain, with variable dropping of -m} suffix in °ipv.
(1P/2P POS both -n, in Paatene subdialect 1P is missing, 2P -n + 2S-syncretic -s, and
often omitted even when expected, myd otamma omat kullat itelld, §128.)

Olonets Karelian: Genetz 1884:

Imp.-pass.: Imp.-pass. juss. novel, °3P.
Inf. pass. explicitly absent (§108).

3P: 3P lost, imp.-pass. recruited, and apparently not 3S. (§101, §113). A novel ipv. of
imp.-pass. has been innovated, with the imp.-pass. morphosyntax of NOM O (reviewed
incl. history of analyses in Zaikov 2000: 216-9). Through the recruitment, the °ipv.
paradigm has a 3S : 3P distinction.: thus ipv. 3S siido-gd-h : new imp.-pass.= 3P siio-dd-
hez(e), -haz(e) glossed syétdkoon and with the same imp.-pass. stem as siio-d-ih, -da-ne-h
&c (°ipv) : armahad anhelizet sinii aulteldahez ‘rakkaat enkelit sinua autakoot’ (Leskinen
1967: 256) | tuodaheze hiié miule maiduo ‘nycth OHU IPUHECYT MHE MOJIOKA’ | keitettihes
murgin teridmbdh ‘myctb OHU TOTOBST cKopee 0ben’ (Zaikov 2000: 216-9).

1P: 1P m-forms remain, 1P ipv. laulakkammo &c.is very rare (§101, §112).
(1P POS absent, 2P given only in an isolated ex, otherwise present, §81.)

4 Infinitive

4.1 Background

Origins of nonfinite nominative-object contexts: Across Finnic, some nonfinite
structures are nominative-object contexts. The origin of the nominative object here has
been seen in reanalysis of agreeing nominative S in such constructions are books. NOM
are needful, of-need + to.read qua 1 INF *-ta- + lative *-k to O giving it is needful
[to.read books], plus DAT-GEN as matrix experiencer linked to A of the infinitive me are
books needful to.read to give me is good [to.read books], along with similar reanalysis
like matrix to infinitival O in you give me books [to.read] — you give me [to.read books]
(Setdld 1883: §35, lit. in Havas 2008: 3.1, Laitinen 1993: 153-5, with her alternative p.
162f.; Leino 2005%*, Leino 2015; cf. Ambrazas 2001).

Split-nominative context infinitives: “subject” nonfinite clauses, see °necessive
construction, and case-transparent nonfinite complement and adjunct clauses, see °JR.
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Split-nominative in ungoverned infinitives and in noun-governed infinitives: These
have NOC/ARB PRO, so only O is inspectable since S must be PRO. O is split-
nominative if the infinitive is ungoverned e.g. ... ja jattid talo kylmilleen! | Mistd nyt
saada uusi mies hdnen tilalleen | miksi ottaa niin vakavasti talainen pieni sananvaihto
(Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 14.6.1, Sands and Campbell 2001: 3.1.2), while if the
infinitive is governed by a nominal, tighter coupling of the nominal with its governing
verb permits or requires matrix case, Oikeus on myontdinyt kaupingille luvan rakentaa
silta but Merita sai luvan ostaa osan paulalaispankista (Anttila and Kim 2017, Hakulinen
and Karlsson 1979: 14.7.3, with lit., but cf. the rather tightly-coupled-looking possessed
nominals still transparent to matrix case in Brattico 2012: 3.4).

[Note: I have not seen eS and split-NOM S discussed, but cf. mihi est NOM S in G
(news) Se on perustuslaillinen oikeus meilld olla itsendinen kunta, and for expected
availability of the subject position to obliques here, cf. Koskinen 1998: Raakalainen
antaa koiralla olla kylmd | ?Mind haluan sinulla olla oikein hauskaa; missing then are
exx. of eS like “myénnettiin lupa (kirkossa) olla (kirkossa) kaksikielinen raamattu

(kirkossa).]

4.2 Necessive construction

4.2.1 Background

Necessive group in SF: (see e.g. VISK §§505, 906, 921, 1580f1f., 1564ff., 1580ft., §1670,
920, Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 6.3, 9.2-3, 11.3.3, Vilkuna 1996: 9.3, Laitinen and
Vilkuna 1993, Kiparsky 2001):

-necessive verb + I INF: 2meiddn tdytyy ndhdd ne~teiddt; which for some verbs converges
with ALLAT experiencer controlling the same argument as GEN, *meiddn/lle sopii nihdd
ne~teiddit.

-be + case-marked noun + I INF: 2meiddn on lupa, syytd, tarpeen néihdd ne~teiddt; which
partly converges with the DAT-GEN alternant of the ADESS possessor in mihi est type
2meilld on lupa, syy, tarve (ndhdd ne~teiddt).

-be + NOM and/or PART adjective + I INF: *meidin on hyvd, vaikea(ta), tarpeellista
ndhdd ne~teiddt; which converge with DAT-GEN alternative of the ALLAT experiencer
for some of them. (On NOM:PART in predicate adjectives, Luraghi and Kittild 2014: 3.2,
Huumo and Helasvuo 2015: 4.2.1, cf. *talossa on ldmmin(tdi); VISK §1583 takes the
availability of DAT-GEN, not of partitive predicate to mass-plural NOM, as criterion
distinguishing the necessive construction, cf. the English types The Northern Lights are
difficult : wonderful : pretty to look at.)

-be + -tta-va sc. I PRT pass. pres. in ‘gerundive’ use: *meiddn on néihtdvd ne~teiddt

-be, go + -minen sc. IV INF: Kylld sum pu-he ottaminen o(n) (Tavastian, Kannisto 1901:
§15; rare in SF but also with DAT A + split-NOM O).

A/S but not eS GEN (DAT-GEN), and may be silent as gen or by topic drop (see e.g.

Holmberg 2010, Kaiser 2019 on gen, but Sands 2000: §6.3.A arguing for differences from
gen in person, number, and event specificity, sim. Mahieu 2013: 3.1; cf. Uusitupa 2017,
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VISK §1354f.); O/eS is split-NOM when not NEG/ASP/Q-PART; independent word
order patterns apply including neutral fronted O/eS (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 3.2).

4.2.2 GEN A/S & variation

In the necessive core of SF, the experiencer = A/S is GEN-syncretic. Two sources of
GEN have been entertained (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: sec. 3, Sands and Campbell
2001: 2.2.1, with lit.): matrix, where the genitive is typically an instance of DAT-GEN
(lit. in Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 30, on DAT-GEN see °mihi est ; Vainikka 1989:
3.3.2.5 as matrix GEN, not DAT-GEN); and infinitive, where GEN is GEN of A/S of
nonfinite structures (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: sec. 3, Koskinen 1998: 4.2.1). Evidence
from selection and coding known to me is compatible with both possibilities.

GEN A, selection: Evidence for infinitive origin of GEN has been thought to come from
the the absence of any animacy, agentivity, experiencerhood restrictions on the GEN in
SF (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 3.3, contrasting allative experiencers, Koskinen 1998).
However, this evidence is equally compatible with raising to oblique, and indeed
examples illustrating the absence of selectional restrictions are particularly close one of
the best supported instances of raising to oblique, Irish type Thiocfadh do dhearmad a
bheith déanta acu lit. ‘it.could.come to negligence to be made at/by.them’ “They could
have forgotten them”, with the analytic force of something like (They expect) to
advantage to be becoming to be taken of them by us or There was on advantage depended
to be taken of them by us. (McCloskey 1983).

Thus Finnish: vanha se tdytyy olla epistemic “it must be old”, hameen ei ole
tarpeellista olla pitempi “the skirt does not need to be longer” # hameelle ... “#the skirt
does not have a need ...” (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 3.3), cf. Minun = Minulle ei sovi
ldhted “1 shouldn’t # It is not convenient for me to leave” (Sands and Campbell 2001:
2.2.1 = Sands 2000: 6.3.L) ; less relevant seem weather quasiarguments where no GEN
coding can be observed, Huomenna tdytyy sataa, olla kaunista (Laitinen and Vilkuna
1993: 31) ; and not relevant at all seem idioms with raised NOM.PL Pareet tdiytyy joskus
palaa sinultakin (Koskinen 1998: 4.2.1.3 ex. 52).

Matrix origin of oblique A/S seems fairly clear in systems where some local case
assigned by the matrix necessive predicate is used rather than GEN for A/S (Uusitupa
2017: 2.1, 5.2.1). In Karelian this case is the ADES-ALLAT A/S, Miula pitdy ldhtie |
Hdnelld pitdy kantua vettd kylyh | Miun tytir on kirikéssd ta silld pitdy olla joka yo yksi
mies syotdvdiksi (e.g. Uusitupa 2017: 2.1, 5.2.1, 2017, Sarhimaa 1992, Ahtia 1938-2014:
I11.§20, Zaikov 1999: 85, Zaikov 2002: §125; it has usually been viewed as a contact
phenomenon, Kehayov and Torn-Leesik 2009: 389, Uusitupa 2017: 104n71, with
qualifications; see Kehayov and Torn-Leesik 2009: 5.4 for analysis as matrix oblique +
control) -- as it is indeed clearer for SF necessive type involving mihi est, 2Minulla on
lupa ldhted. However, in these systems, I do not have examples of local-case S that has
no control/agentivity, for which GEN S is regular in SF, but NOM in many dialects
including these (but not exceptionless: °harsjastem): se pitdy olla vihani “it (the action of
driving in the needle) must be angry” (Konkka 2003: 387). [Cf. Lees 2015: 6.13.3.1 for a
useful construction for lack of agentivity/control on the part of S in earlier literature and
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ex. of NOM and GEN coding both, e.g. GEN in 1880 Mat 16.19 sen pitid oleman
pddstetyn taiwaissa. |
Other potentially relevant evidence for analysis of matrix GEN:

-GEN ~ ALLAT with BE tarpeellinen has been given out as absent for BE hyvd and some
other adjectives (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 3.3); I am not sure how that fits with ndiden
listojen olisi hyvd olla paksuja (Koskinen 1998: 4.2.1.3, Kiparsky 2001: 2.5).

-GEN of BE + adjective has been contrasted with that of necessive verbs in nonfinite
clauses though speakers would not use the latter either, Minu-n~lla~Ile on hyvd, parempi
olla kotona, lihted — Tieddn minu-*n~Illa~lle olevan hyvd olla kotona, ldhted, but
?Uskon minun, Pekan tdytyvin ldhtea (Sands 2000: 6.2.2, 6.3); cf. DAT-GEN in mihi est,
Minulla/n on sddli sinua — Tieddn minulla/*n olevan sddli sinua (Sands 2000: 6.3.Cn20,
but see VISK §1582).

-Mihi est itself has been proposed to be the analysis of be + noun necessives like Hdinen
on nyt syytd olla hyvin huolissaan (Sands 2000: 6.2.2n), and realted to inability of DAT-
GEN to antecede conjunction reduction, *Pekan oli kylmd ja haki huovan (Sands and
Campbell 2001: 4.1.1, but cf. °conjunction reduction and lit. there, where obliques of mihi
est have been given in similar examples).

GEN A, coding as POS: POS-GEN interactions would shed light on the origin of GEN.
Evidence that GEN originates in the nonfinite structure and would come from GEN and
POS relating in one of the ways know from GEN that originates in nonfinite structures for
a given system like SF (Vainikka and Brattico 2014): GEN+POS or only POS with
personal pronouns and otherwise only GEN or only POS (temporal adjunct, nominal-like
coding, opacity to matrix case, ?(hdnen) ottaessaan asian esille); or else GEN and POS
always in complementary distribution (referative construction, unique coding, optional
transparency to matrix case, 2sanotaan (*hdinen) ottavansa asian/asia esille) -- but not
simply POS anaphoric to any matrix GEN since that is also the pattern of obliques that
originate in a clause other than the POS (e.g. ADES/GEN of mihi est + final I INF transl.
or rationale adjunct; cf. B minulla on ruokaa syoddkseni | Maallikon tdytyy tuntea taustaa
tajutakseen laitoksen tdrkeyden, Vainikka and Brattico 2014: 3.3.2). I do not have
examples of such a system.

For the necessive constructions of SF, I PRT pass. -tta-va does independently have
POS forms though its act. counterpart does, and I have not found or seen discussed any
possibility of something like necessive **minun on tultavani ; 1 INF also does not have
POS forms and they are not available in the necessive construction or others as
alternatives to their traditional DAT-GEN, lupa lasten lihted ~ *lihteani ~ PROnoc/arp
ldhted | antaa minun Ildhtea ~ *ldhteani (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 3.1; Koskinen 1998:
4.2.2,4.2.1.3) :; Il INF instr. of the residual pitdd sanoman does have allow POS but I do
not know its extent: Mitd minun pitikddn sanomani? (VISK §451).

Dialects may differ, but I do not have revealing examples. Two illustrations: Latvala
1899, discussing dialets where necessive constructions have the SF pattern of DAT-GEN
A and NOM O, Sen pittdd pittee’ siitd tystddn huol’ | Roova hdttdoty, ettd se pittdd viija’
kuninkaan poes. | Sano, jotta hdnen pitis paekalla kirjottoo vastuu Savo-Karjalaan. |
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Tuopa passoes sen lukkee. (§9), notes “In the place of the genitive of the personal
pronoun and the short form of the 1% infinitive as subject of the verb pitdd I have often
heard used the longer form with the corresponding possessive suffix” (§113) + “Here it
bears mentioning, that with the word pitdd I have sometimes heard the genitive of
personal pronouns replaced by possessive suffixes attached to the subject-infinitive”
(§20). Object is NOM in Pitis ottookses se hantuuki ; others exx include Pittdd
kdoviksennd. | Pittddpd noostakses sitte aekasSeen. | Pittdd sitd dkkindestde tietd
kul"keakses. Setild 1883, discussing dialects where the SF pattern of NOM O exists but
accusative-context GEN.SG/NOM.PL O is more usual and esp. if GEN A is present,
notes §255.4 accusative-object context, e.g. Sen sun pitdd tidtdmds | tidtdmdn — nom. if
the infinitive is passive, §255.5 Se pittid pantaman ... | Me piti ilmaan ammuttaman;
Setild 256.3 Sun pitdd sanas pitimdkses with no information about object coding.)*®

When the matrix of necessive clauses is nonfinite, GEN cannot be coded as POS in
structures where that might be expected: so Sands 2000: 6.3 for Uskon ?minun tdytyvin :
??tdytyvdni ldhtea. A priori, that would fit the impossibility of coding DAT-GEN of BE
in mihi est by POS, B ndinen tunsi hinen olevan kylmd — *olevansa &c -- if that is in
fact so, which I have not checked (cf. for related discussion VISK §543, §546).

4.2.3 NOM O, S & variation

NOM O: The SF split-nominative O of necessive constructions can correspond to all-
accusative O in dialects that otherwise treat imp.-pass. and/or ipv. as split-nominative
(early literary varieties, q.v. Lees 2015, VVKS, normative Karelian in Ahtia 1938-2014:
°§II1.20 and presumably its sources, in part the dialects in Cannelin 1889: §56), all-
nominative (e.g. the dialects in Setdld 1883: °§35), or also all-accusative (the dialects in
Cannelin 1889: §56). When verbs of the necessive construction take agreeing NOM A,
the infinitive does not seem to take NOM O (e.g. the systems in Itkonen 1967: 305; De
Smit 2010).

NOM S: In SF, S like A is always GEN or exitential nonagreeing NOM/PART, B [alkoi

etsia sopivaa tilaa.] Sen piti olla riittdvin suuri, sielld piti olla hyvdt
metsdstysmahdollisuudet, tilan piti sijaita jdrven rannalla ja suhteellisen Idhelld
Helsinkia.

In varieties close to this system, GEN is rare for low-animacy-control S, though
available, niije harsjastem pit sitten noustas ... ylos (5% in the research reported in
Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 5.3), and instead NOM is typical and distinct in interpretation
for GEN, Lehmidit pitdd tulla kotiin = Pitdd tuoda lehmdit kotiin # Lehmien pitdd tulla
kotiin (Setdld 1983, Itkonen 1974, Itkonen 1975, 1967, Laitinen 1993, Laitinen and
Vilkuna 1993 drawing on the study in Laitinen 1992%*, cf. VISK §920). This NOM S is
restricted to 3", and to nonagreement, which is clearest in the relevant varieties by
predicate adjectives of the necessive matrix, ndd listat ois hyvd/*id olla paksuja vs. ne on
kivoja katsella, hellpoja tehdd, while personal pronouns must be GEN (Laitinen and
Vilkuna 1993: sec. 4).

8 Most sources are unavailable to me, e.g. Sands 2000: 6.3.C citing Penttild 1956*:125 for: tarttis maatani
“I have need to sleep” | vieldko nyt tarttee olanne kauan sidlld “Will you have to be there long?”
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Latinen and Vilkuna 1993: 5.1 argue that this nonagreeing NOM S is not to be seen as
fronted nonagreeing NOM S of the existential construction: notably, it is not affected by
NEG-PART (while existential S only escapes NEG-PART by focus, Vilkuna 1996), and
the predicates overlap only partly with the existential construction, with predicate noun,
adjective barred from existentials but particularly common with necessive NOM-S, ne
pitikin olla hyvid, ain piti olla pojat kuustoistvuotisii. [On exclusion of these predicates
from existentials, Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 9.2.4, Sands and Campbell 2001:
2.1.225f., not strict, Sands and Campbell 300n12, e.g. necessive + existential niitd piti
olla hyvidkin “there had to be good ones”, Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 5.1].

It is not clear to me at this point if more needs to be said about the 3™ person
restriction on this necessive NOM-S than agentivity/control to bar putative *Mind pitdd
olla vanha as e.g. epistemic ‘I must be old’, in the same way that there must be something
said for mihi est. Kiparsky 2001 proposes that the 3™ restriction is to be related to that of
split-nominative O/S in JR. If so, there appears to be a straightforwar way to do so on the
quirky-subject approach to split-nominative objects: the quirky coargument would be the
necessive experiencer, obligatorily silent precisely when the necessive predicate embeds
an intransitive and the experiencer is not the intransitive’s S, since necessive
constructions either code the experiencer as oblique A/S or do not express it. This fits
usual paraphrase of e.g. ettd ... pitid lehmdt kotona olla by sinun pitdisi laitta lehmdit ...
kotiin or explicit descriptions (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 29f., Itkonen 1974: 1.5.2,
discussing Setdld 1883); it would require analysing exx. like lapset pitdd olla kilttejd as
“it is necessary teAHor—one that the children be the nice ones” vs. lasten ... at least
preferably “it is necessary for the children to behave well’, ‘the children must behave
well” (cf. esp. Itkonen 1974: 1.5.2 and lit.*").

This alternative raises the question of what happens to personal pronouns. In the
systems involved, personal pronouns are GEN.SG/PL as A/S in the necessive
construction, GEN.SG(/PL) as accusative-context O, and (NOM.SG/PL) in nominative-
object contexts (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993, also Itkonen 1975: 53, 1967: 305, coding in
parentheses being those of the varieties in Setdld 1883). If the construction were
transposed to varieties that use split-nominative O coding in the necessive construction,
we would expect the silent quirky experiencer responsible for the 3™ restriction on NOM
S to give rise to * personal pronouns or repair according to variety by ¢ accusative or GEN
accusative, and that may not be wrong: °siina tdytyy olla minut ikseni mukana or °teidhdit
pitd elduaxi tulemahan (see °mihi est, and °dialects on GEN vs. f-forms in split-
nominative-object contexts).

¥7 Ajateltavissa ovat kai semmoiset minimilauseparitkin kuin Lasten pitdd sitten olla kiltteji — Lapset pitdic
sitten olla kilttejd. Edellisesséd lauseessa pidetddn tarpeellisena, ettd lapset (tahallaan) kéayttaytyvat kiltisti;
jalkimmdisessd lauseessa kiltteyttd pidetdédn ikddn kuin lasten luontaisena ominaisuutena, jatkuvana tilana, j
a lause voisi olla vaikka jatkoa seuraavan dialogin jélkimmadiseen repliikkiin: »— Saako sinne tuoda
lapsiakin? — Saa, mutta ne . . .» Samaan tapaan: Ndiden miesten pitdisi jdddd reserviksi ‘on tarpeen (tai
episteemisesti: on luultavaa), ettd nima miehet jittadytyvét reserviksi’ [Itkonen’s English resume ‘these men
should remain in the reserves, i.e. it is necessary (or epistemically: it is probable) that these men [agentive]
remain in the reserves’] — Ndmd miehet pitdisi jdddd reserviksi ‘on tarpeen (t. luultavaa), ettd nima miehet
saadaan reserviksi’ [Itkonen’s English resume ‘it is necessary that these men be taken into the reserves’ (or
epistemically: ‘it is probable that these men will be taken into the reserves.’)]; jalkimmaiisessd lauseessa
miehid késitelldén tahdottomina olioina, kuin operaation osasina, joita johto voi vapaasti litkutella.
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Outside the necessive construction, the agentivity/control contrast of GEN : NOM S
in the necessive construction has been seen for nonstandard(?) distribution of these cases i
the referative construction when NOM is used for S that is not existential eS in the
referative and permissive constructions (Itkonen 1974: 1.5.3 and 1it.*®): referative, kun
oraat ndhlddn kasvavan (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 27n6) | Kylld nekin (lehmét)
sanoovat oleva(n) hyvid lypsdd(mn) | Kylld tdd Maunula sanotaan oleva(n) hyvin ylpee
mids (Itkonen 1974: 1.5.3); permissive construction, ne humalat annettiij jihtyd (Laitinen
and Vilkuna 1993: 27n6) | Annon lehmdt olla sielld | Se anto mennd ne ilmaan | Isdntd
késki minua tullas sanoon (Ikola 1954: 235) [cf. the referative-like availability of the
existential construction, Annoin pihalle jdddd sukset ~ suksia (Itkonen 1974: 1.5.3) | Ja
sind annat tuollaisia tapahtua! (VISK §502 < Leino 2003%*).]

The history of these constructions appears to involve reanalysis of matrix O relating in
control, perception, or causation structures to silent A/S of the nonfinite clause to overt
GEN A/S of the infinitive itself, and interaction in the permissive construction between
the selfsame matrix O analysis but restricted to S and interacting with indirect-causative
that has no A but only O of the infinitive (Campbell 1986 with lit. on the referative
reanalysis; Leino 2005*, Leino 2015 with lit. unavailable to me on the permissive
reanalysis; more briefly Ikola 1954: 235, Itkonen 1974: 1.5.3, Kiparsky 2001: 359; cf.
VVKS in detail on Agricola’s coding here). At first sight, the restriction of the O coding
of infinitival subjects here appears to be a variant of the familiar causative pattern of e.g.
French faire la:*lui: @ venir :: "la:"lui: @ faire téléphoner a ’église :: les lui faire
amener : les faire amener (par elle). When matrix-O case is available here, it is not clear
that anything special needs saying for personal pronouns, i.e. they might be getting
whatever case matrix O would get (°minua above).

4.3 Referative construction

The referative construction (nonfinite clausal complement, Itkonen structure), has three
generalisations about the case-marking of core arguments, setting aside the partitive (see
Itkonen 1976, Itkonen 1977, Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: ch. 14, Vainikka 1989,
Vainikka 2003, Brattico 2012, Vainikka and Brattico 2014, Anttila and Kim 2017 and lit.
there). By and large, and especially for the clear case, the following generalisations can be
made about its case, with unclarities noted, and illustrated in Table (exx. constructed here
are modelled on it).

(1) A, and clear instances of high S, must be GEN, attributed to the nonfinite clause: luulin
sinun ampuneen karhun, nukuvan, olevan metsdssa).

% luullakseni useilla kielenpuhujilla voi toteutua semmoinen oppositio, joka on valaistavissa dskeisen
minimilauseparin muunnelmalla Annoin niiden miesten jdddd reserviksi ‘ne miehet saivat puolestani
jattaytyd reserviksi’ — Annoin ne miehet jdddd reserviksi ‘jatin ne miehet reserviksi’. [Itkonen’s English
resume: But the accusative appears in place of the genitive in intransitive clauses that are not existential as
well when the subject in question is non-agentive ... Again, minimal pairs of the following type occur:
Annoin niiden miesten (gen. pl.) jdddd reserviksi As far as I was concerned those men could stay (agentive)
in the reserves (without having to worry about my interfering)’ — Annoin ne miehet (ace. pi.) jiddA
reserviksi ‘1 relinquished those men to the reserves’.] Dominoivana on kuitenkin genetiivisubjekti, ja
akkusatiivin ohella se on murteissakin tavallinen.
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(i1) O of both active and imp.-pass. can have the case the matrix would assign to its O, sc.
ACC or split-NOM (luulin sinun ampuneen karhun, luultiin ... karhu)

+ alternatively:

O of actives sc. with GEN A can also have ACC (luultiin sinun ampuneen karhu)

O of imp.-pass. with silent arb A is difficult and has been given out with all of split-NOM
(clear if matrix is active, luulin metsdssd ammutun karhu, * for OV), GEN (clear if plural
and then only illustrated for OV, luulin karhujen ammutun [=? nonnormative °resultative
karhut ovat ammutut rather than imp.-pass. karhut on ammuttu]), GEN.SG ambiguous in
its usual way (luultiin karhun ammutun, ... metsdssd ammutun karhun).

(ii1) low S, sc. S of split-nominative constructions, S of clear existential constructions, and
S of potential existential constructions that do not necessarily meet their prototypical
definiteness and agreement restrictions, can also have the case the matrix would assign
(luulin metsdssd olevan karhun, luultiin ... karhu)

+ alternatively the case of finite clause (luulin metsdsssd olevan karhu)

+ alternatively for some and with most unlarity GEN.SG/*PL (luultiin metsdssd olevan
"karhun, *karhujen).

(iv) NOM S that is not reducible to low: see discussion of necessive nominative S.

There are different preferences and even categorical acceptabilities for matrix vs.
embedded case where both are available, and when neither offers is an obvious source
(types Metsdissd luultiin olevan karhun | Kerrottiin karhun ammutun | Kalle uskoo
karhujen kaadetun). The analytical options are augmented by availability of
frontings~inversions in the nonfinite clause, Luulisin jdrvessd olevan vield ahvenia ~
ahvenia olevan vield jdljelld (Vilkuna 1996: 3.5.2) | Mind epdilen kukkia tuhoneen
Jjatkuvasti oravan (Koskinen 1998: 3.2.1.6.2 with detailed discussion). Thus Ison pojan ~
*Iso poika, Kaksosten ~ Kaksoset odotin Leenalle syntyvin suggests that topicalisation
prefers a high-S position with its genitive and yet nonfinite clause can front the adessive,
but Odotin Leenalle syntyvin iso poika ~ kaksoset ~ *kaksosten suggests resistance to
such inversion where it would mimic existential low-S, though in finite clauses both
structural may well be available as Leenalle syntyi, syntyivit kaksoset. 1 do not know to
what extent such inversions might account for the preverbal nominative S, O* discussed
under the necessive construction, or the postverbal n-forms as genitives in the type
Metsdssd luultiin olevan karhun (perhaps modulated by ambiguity of n-form singular as
accusative despite no matrix source).

In terms of analysis, one set of internalist accounts largely enforces the above
principles as matrix case if the infinitive is case-transparent and whatever underlies
existential and split nominative if it is case-opaque plus conditions on plus conditions that
ensure that regardless of transparency high subject positions get genitive (see Vainikka
1989, Brattico 2012, Vainikka and Brattico 2014; I am not sure that the unexpected n-
forms are addressed). This sort of approach is the basis of a seminal critique, study, and
alternative through analogical influences of for instance finite on nonfinite clauses
(Itkonen 1976, Itkonen 1977, focusing on the unexpected n-forms in such cases as Vadille
kerrottiin jdnneen persikan, but only for S and only in singular rather than such -- noted
there -- instances as kerrottiin karhun, karhujen kaadetun, and arguing for a diachronic
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change where the n-form is older). It does not seem impossible to integrate the role of
such analogies into the above sort of internalist account (cf. at roughly the time of
Itkonen’s work, Chomsky 1972/76: 27f., 1981: 8, 147n108, and for an example of such
analysis in the domain of case that has also been given internalist analyses, the virus
account of Whom did you say would be at the party in Lasnik and Sobin 2001, or the
raising to grammaticality of ungrammatical strings or readings by alternative structures in
illusions like No test is too difficult to fail, cf. Phillips et al. 2009). Alternatively,
internalist accounts have been developed that reify such analogical effects (Anttila and
Kim 2017; GEN.SG/*PL in various contexts seems difficult for the account).

There are rich examplaries of the construction in spoken usage of 19C dialects close
to and that may be but have not been here compared with SF, notably Kannisto 1901:
§104 and Setéld 1883: §251-254.

Table: Illustrative case in referative construction (* - split-nominative context)

Matrix
ACC split-NOM
A+O A% Ppekka luuli Matin ampuneen karhu-n~*0 Kyléssd luultiin Matin ampuneen karhu-n/0
Matin luultiin ampuneen karhu-n/0
H&K " Luulin omistajan jo myyneen talon Luultiin omistajan jo myyneen talon
v Jukka muisti Pekan jo maksaneen ateria-n~*0 Uolevin viitetadn saavan palkonkorotu-ksen/s
Uolevin viitetédn saavan palkinnot~*ntojen
Uolevin véitetddn omistavan sinut~*un~*a
Meiddn tdytyy muistaa Pekan maksaneen ateria-
(7)0~(7)n
B Mini uskoin Pekan haluavan olla syoméssd leivan~*leipa Uskottiin Pekan haluavan olla syomaissé leipd~*véin
O* H&K T yulin *se talo ~ ne talot jo myydyn ' Yleensi luultiin se talo, ne talot jo myydyn '
Kuulin Paraisilla myydyn loistohuvila-0/n Kerrottiin karhun ammutun €20
Arvelisin talon ~ ne talot ~ *niiden talojen jo myydyn
Miehet luulivat kissat ~ kissojen jo hukutetun
Huomasin puistosta jo poistetun keinut ~ *keinujen
Arvelisin Paraisilla vihdoin myytavén se talon ~ sen talon
Muistelen Meilahdessa puretun se kauhea vanha uimala
Kalle uskoo kaadettavan karhu (indef.) ~ ??karhun (def.).
Kalle uskoo karhun (def.) kaadettavan
Kalle uskoo karhujen~*t (def.) kaadetun, ' #ves reverse judgment
Kalle uskoo kaadetun karhut ~ *t (def.)
(cf. ... (karhuja (indef.)) kaadetun (karhuja (idef.)))
v Liisa haluaa Seijan vietdvén kotiin (ACC “murky”) (ACC “murky”)
N A Pekka luuli Matin nukkuvan
H&K Kalle uskoi karhun ~ jen ~ *t (def.) olevan pesissi (def.)
Kalle uskoi peséssé olevan karhu (idef.) ~ ??n (def) ~ *t (def.)
eS A pekka luuli metsdssi olevan karhu-n~20 Metséssa luultiin olevan karhu-?n~0
H&K Muistin tissd olleen ennen pyséki-n>0 Muistettiin tdssd ennen olleen pysédkki-0>-n
Kalle uskoi peséssé olevan karhu (idef.) ~ ??n (def). Jokaisessa seurakunnassa luultiin olevan
(cf. ... pesdssd olevan karhuja, karhuja olevan pesassd) kappalainen>sen
v Luulisin jérvessd olevan ainakin yksi aven ~ hden nen
Luulisin jarvessd olevan ainakin uudet ahvenet ~ *sien ien
eS+ H&K " Hin kertoi vadille jé#neen persikan~?kka
Odotin Leenalle syntyvén iso poika ~ 7n n
Akkisin lapselle puhjenneen uusi hammas ~ ?den mpaan
Hén kertoi vadille jéaneen persikat~*koiden
Odotin Leenalle syntyvin kaksoset~*sten
Akkisin lapselle puhjenneen kulmahampaat~*aiden
v Uskon kaapista havinneen uusin tarjoiluastia ~ mman n
Uskon kaapista havinneen uusimmat tarjoiluastiat ~ *mpien
oiden
e?S H&K _, Persikan~*kka hén kertoi jineen vadille Kappalaisen>nen luultiin jokaisessa seurakunnassa

— Ison pojan ~ *0 ika odotin Leenalle syntyvan

olevan
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— Uuden hampaan dkkisin lapselle puhjenneen

— Persikkoiden hédn kertoi jédneen vadille

— Kaksosten~set odotin Leenalle syntyvin

— Kulmahampaiden dkkésin lapselle puhjenneen

Huomasin hénell olevan salkun~salkku ' Hénelld tiedetdén olevan upea kirjasto
Luulisi kirjailijoilla olevan tyylin persoonallinen suhde ~ ?sen

hteen

Jukka vaitti sinulla olevan uusi auto ~ den n

Jukka vaitti sinulla olevan uudet koirat ~ *uusien koirien

Jukka vaitti minulla olevan sinut~*un~*a

pr Pekka luuli Matin olevan sotila-?an~s Matin luultiin olevan soltilas~??aan

pr Luulin sen michen olevan laiskuri ' Sen miehen luultiin olevan laiskuri-0>n '
Viitin jarven olevan puhdas>puhtaan Viitettiin jarven olevan puhdas~?puhtaan
Viitin hinen papereidensa olevan puhtaat~*aiden Viitettiin hidnen papereidensa olevan puhtaat~*aiden
— Puhdas viitin jirven olevan — Puhdas viitettiin jdrven olevan
Luulin tdnéén olevan torstai-0~?n, kylma-0~*n Sanottiin mielikirjani olevan Ed McBain
Sanoin mielikirjani olevan Ed McBain-0~?in

Tiedan kirjan olevan valkoinen/sen

Tieddn pallon olevan lelu~0/7n

Tiedén kirjojen olevan valkoiset~?*sten

Tiedan pallojen olevan Maijan uudet lelut~*sien jen

Opettaja uskoi Einsteinista tulevan nero-0~7n

Uskon matosten tulleen puhdas~puhtaan

Uskon matoista tulleen puhtaat~*aiden

g* H&K

prr) H&K

Sources and notation: A Anttila and Kim 2017, H&K Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975, Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979 partly resuming
Itkonen’s work noted ' if not there, V Vainikka 1989 and Vainikka 2003, B Brattico 2012; [...] judgment from description; underline
are deviations from the prevalent pattern; bold are deviations from pattern expected on above principles; — topicalisation.

44 JR ANOM,, + O.NOM

In Finnish-Karelian dialects, clausemate NOM.A + NOM.O is restricted to personified
arb A, me ammuttiin karhu | me vieddd lahja (ex. < Brattico 2012, Timberlake 1975), cf.
dial. °myo sinut tavattiin | °Myo voitettii sie, and the anomalously-agreeing A of ipv., ota
sind kahvi kaapista (Timberlake 1975), cf. dial. °ota sind se laukku.

Crossclausal case-agreement comains do not generally add any examples where
agreeing NOM A/S combines with (split-)NOM O. Setéld 1883: §35 documents as an
isolated instance an example from the Mid-Finland group of Savonian dialects: “In a
particular way is the object used in nominative form in a song heard in Multia, °Kun mind
sattusin muistamaan monias vanha runo: see °Estonian.

Setdld 1883: §35 compares and Setédld 1891: §26.3 notes NOM O nominative objects
of infinitives in the Kalevala; but these are not in fact combining with overt NOM,, A:

(1) Ken on vanhin sulholoista, sepd hauki halkomahan, kala riploin viiltdmdhdn, pdd
paloiksi pahkomahan. Cf. Eliot 1890: note 395 “The verb on which the infinitive depends
is omitted, but some such words as ‘let him come’ must be understood.” Under Eliot’s
proposal, one straightforward way to get NOM O here is from a matrix like meittd-otkoon
sepd + regularly case-transparent III INF, while another is something like tulkoon sepd +
unusually opaque III INF with ARB/NOC PRO (°Estonian).

(11) Kenpd Tuonelle kdvisi, toisi Tuonelta orasen, reki uusi laatiani, korjanen kohentoani.
Cf. Dubrovina 1972: 25 “Kto 651 cxoaun k TyoHu, otnpasuiicss B MaHaiy, npuHec 05l OT
Tyonn OypaB, ot xuteneil MaHajibl OTBEpTKY (11 TOro yTOOBI) MHE CIellaThb HOBBIE
caHH, HanaauTh po3BainbHU.” Here A is coded by POS, yet O is still NOM, a combination
familiar from the I INF transl. as rationale adjunct in Finnish, to which I INF bare
regularly corresponds in Karelian, allowing either of the analyses for (i).

68



4.5 Estonian and !JR A.NOM,,. + O.NOM

Estonian object case is similar to Finnish but without the distinctive f-accusative of
personal pronouns and DOM partitive (*DOM; description and exx all from Erelt et al.
1993: §509, Klaas 1996, Penjam 2008, Ogren 2015, Ogren 2017a, Ogren 2017d, with
exx. in pseudogloss and abreviated):

accusative: most verbal constructinos have accusative objects but these are syncretic with
genitive in singular and nominative in plural;

split-nominative: ipv.-juss. and imp.-pass. verbs, da/ma-infinitives dependent on them,
infinitives in the necessive construction, and infinitives not governed by a verb, all have
split-nominative objects which are nominative syncretic;

DOM partitive: personal pronouns which are only 1¥/2™ prefer to be partitive in
accusative object environments and must be so in split-nominative object environments.

Exx of split-nominative objects with infinitives are thus:
Not governed by a verb:

subject-like da-infinitive: as.goal is find. DA cure. NOM

necessive da-infinitive: me.ADES comes ‘must’ take.DA washing.mashine. NOM
to.repair.shop | us.ADES comes break. NOM do.MA |

necessive ~ subject-like da-infinitive: is better buy.DA computer. NOM | us.ADES is easy
product. NOM add.DA | is easy build. DA tunnel NOM (contrast ma-infinitive: [ am ready
buy.MA cookbook.GEN)

nominal-governed da-infinitive: she made proposal parking.lot. NOM build. DA | he went
to.store with.intention buy.DA suit NOM | decision apartment. NOM sell. DA not came
easily

Verb-governed da/ma-infinitive:

one.decided break. NOM do.DA

oblige! him. PART task. NOM bring. M A to.end

but not

I want buy.DA car.GEN | everyone can order.DA dinner.GEN

Unlike in Finnish, the da-infinitive has split-nominative objects in two other
constructions (studied in Ogren 2015). The most revealing is the purpose clause,
introduced by et ‘that’, otherwise typical of finite clauses, Jan. NOM goes into.forest, that
kill. DA moose.NOM | ILlook advertisement. PART, that find. DAT best. NOM price. NOM.
The extra complementaser indicates relatively rich embedded clause and so two
independent case domains, and so does opacity of the clause to extraction (Ogren 2015:
288n4; for minimal contrast in Finnish °sukellusvene). One possible specific analysis is to
attribute the infinitive NOC PRO that usually ends up “controlled” in the manner of / said
(to them) to call later (cf. Landau 2020).
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The approach seems adaptable to other construction of with two nominatives object
“control” under an overt or silent matrix oblique, command-request verbs, I asked
one/you.ADES show.DA to.him seat. NOM~GEN to.hand, and recommend-allow-help
verbs, Lrecommend ewe/you.ADES buy.DA coat NOM~GEN. Here there is variation
between accusative and split-nominative objects, with the latter favoured by an overt
oblique controller.

5 Oblique-subject constructions in Finnish

5.1 Subject/objecthood

GEN/POS group: GEN/POS in nonfinite structures generally identifies argument that in
finite clauses is agreeing NOM A/S. As far as I can tell, GEN/POS cannot code the S of
existential and split-nominative constructions, €S and xS; the only discussion I am aware
of is for referative clauses of the type °Luulusin jirvessd olevan uudet ahvenet : *uusien
ahvenien, and for the rest the conclusion is based rather on quick querries that failed to
turn up any ways to turn nyt on kiire, minulla on kiire, minulla on sinut by combining
kiiren, jalan, sinun/-si + ollessa, oltua, olematta (+ minulla), and failure to find such
combinations on G/B, in contrast to e.g. B luulin sinulla olevan kiire | °Jukka vaitti
minulla olevan sinut | B ndldn ollessa aina seurana.

GEN/POS of nonfinite clauses always converges with the silent argument of nonfinite
clauses that is under raising or OC PRO, and in active nonfinite clauses with the silent
argument of nonfinite clauses that NOC/ARB PRO or arb, but with “passive” nonfinite
clauses there are rare and marked instances of GEN and/or POS O + arb-like A that look
like °promotional passive: see °luulin kissojen ja hukutettun | °perustettaessaan, and
dialectal °sen lyotyd, °loyttydnsd ‘its having been found’ -- beside normal °luulin kissat ja
hukutettun | B sitd : se perustettaessa | B kun Amasia palasi loytydinsd Edomilaiset.

GEN/POS does not correspond to even the most subject-like obliques of finite
clauses, including ADES of mihi est, see °*Minun on oltua rahat | °#Sind voisit __ olla
uudet kengdt | °*Mind haluan PRO olla kylmd | °*Raakalianen antaa koiran olla kylmd ;
for psych causatives: Luulen minua ndldttivin — *Luulen ndldttdvini cf. Luulen
harmittavani sinua (Sands 2000: 6.2.1.B for exx., argument, qualms about the last ex.).

Imperative subjects and/or imperative pro might be candidate for the same
distribution as GEN/POS, but in other relevant systems there are complexities (see e.g.
Metslang 2013s on Estonian, and cf. Icelandic Barddal 2006: 54 on Icelandic with Barnes
1986: 25 on Faeroese).

The restricted referential pro of Finnish seems to be restricted to the same arguments
as PRO, insofar as it has been argued to exclude even the most subject-like obliques of
mihi est and necessive constructions and the partitive O of psych-causatives (Brattico and
Huhmarniemi 2016 with grammaticality judgments), and theoretically this pro and OC
PRO have been related (Holmberg 2016, see for discussion and development Brattico and
Huhmarniemi 2016, and cf. their exceptions that go beyond OC PRO with Landau 2013:
ch. 7 on NOC PRO). However, the hedge “insofar” highlights my uncertainties about the
constraints (Hakulinen and Laitinen 2008: 165 ex. 5c,d discuss null anaphors
corresponding to necessive GEN and mihi est ADES in spoken language corpora that
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cannot be reduced to gen, and °Sands 2000: §6.3.A argues that null necessive GEN does
not reduce to gen).

Local anaphora: Among potential local anaphora, especially the bare 3™ POS and less so
possessed itse ‘self’ have used to study noncanonical subjects. They groups certain
obliques but not others with agreeing nominatives, not so much by their availability which
is not strictly tied to any argument (Vilkuna 1996: 7.3, Kaiser 2003), but by their
obligatoriness to express bound-variable reflexives to the local subject (much as is the
case for Icelandic sin: Thrainsson 2007: 9.1.1).

Background on Icelandic: sin is only preferably subject-oriented, but its obligatory use for
sin for reflexives more strictly groups (i-a) the obligatorily agreeing nominative
regardless of position or associated definiteness restrictions (type some/the mice. NOM
have come | EXPL have come some/*the mice. NOM); and (i-b) obliques that have the
same positional-definiteness profile save for higher lest position (some/the mice. DAT
have liked the butter. NOM | EXPL have some/*the mice.DAT liked the butter. NOM); with
(i1) the accusative of “fate impersonals™ also regardless of position, being object-like not
only in case but also in absence of positional definiteness restrictions (some/the
whales.ACC has driven on the beach | EXPL has driven some/the whales.ACC on the
beach); against (iii) the variably agreeing person-restricted nominative under oblique
subjects (some mice.DAT has~have liked the cats. NOM/*we.NOM) (Barddal et al. 2014:
2.2, Zaenen et al. 2017, making (i-iii) contrast through near-syncretic, near-synonymyous
psych-unaccusatives). Finnish may differ in that at least partitive S in the existential
construction (close to i-b) and partitive O in psych-causatives (close to (i1)) can but need
not antecede POS.]

Normative and variation: The normative distribution of POS in SF is the use of
nondoubling POS only and necessarily as unmarked (rather than unfocused) bound (rather
than coreferential) local anaphora to the subject and GEN elsewhere + any-person POS to
double all and only personal pronoun GEN, modified by the possibility of GEN being
silent in 1°/2™ but not 3™ person (Kaiser 2003 with lit.).

Most early descriptions of even properly Finnish dialects observe that POS:GEN use
does not match this distribution at several points, perhaps most frequently the existence of
non-subject-oriented, logophoric-topical uses of 3™ POS esp. within but not only within
clausal subjects (e.g. Setdld 1883: §180-3, Cannelin 1889: §73.3, Kannisto 1901: §68;
Paunonen 1995: 505f.; cf. Mainland Scandinavian, NALS : Lundquist 2013), reduced or
no use of POS in certain contexts like doubling GEN personal pronouns (e.g. Grotenfelt
1878: §49), and reduced or no POS for certain categories esp. 1P/2P (e.g. Latvala 1899:
§89, cf. Kiuru 1996). These mismaches are also found in current varieties and show up in
judgments on the usage of speakers-linguists studying “Finnish” = SF/CF (e.g. Kaiser
2003: n2,3; Huhmarniemi and Brattico 2015; both with lit.).

One type of mismatch that affects use of GEN:POS to single out the grammatical
subject category is loss of POS and/or use of GEN even with canonical agreeing NOM
A/S. There are systems where the normative system simply does not hold in this respect
and diagnostics based on it would not be valied, a.o. Helsinki varieties where sen kirja
can be subject-anaphoric (given out as general for Helsinki in Vainikka 1989: 4.2.5, and
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noted to occur with examples in Paunonen, 1995: 520f.). However, it seems common that
current varieties share with the norm the requirement that canonical subjects allow only
bare 3 POS as unmarked/bound local anaphor, and that would leave the judgment type
°Maijalla; on vain (*hdnen) Kawasakinsa; of the literature fairly intact as evidence for
subjecthood (ex. from Trosterud 1993). Examples of such systems are the late-20C
Helsinki varieties studied in Paunonen 1995 (with clear discussion of this feature and its
mismatch with other varieties), and the late 20C variety of Tampere studied in Vainikka
1989 (Vainikka: 1989: 4.2.5 describes GEN:POS of this variety in contrast to others in
this matter: full loss of 1P/2P POS save with itse and so use of bare GEN instead, but the
normative GEN:POS distribution for 1S/2S and 3").

Another type of mismatch is availability of bare 3™ POS beyond the grammatical
subject, which is distinct from its requirement with the grammatical subject. This seems
pervasive both across sufficiently detailed dialectal descriptions, in studies of current
usage through corpora and their evaluation through native-speaker-linguist judgments.
Many such exceptions might involve some notion of subject, e.g. causative structures
(Kiparsky 2001: 351n53 on viedd, ex. from Trosterud 1993: 3.1.2) or through small
ex. from Vilkuna 1996: 7.3): thus Muistutin professoria luennostansa | Matkansa; ajaksi
Uolevi; jdtti lapseny, aidilleen;y,. | Muistutin professoria luennostansa (exx. from Vilkuna
1996: 7.3). Others do not seem great candidates for such analyses, e.g. Ansioistaan;
hénelle; myontettiin kunniamerkki (ex. from Vilkuna 1996: 7.3), and that so for subject-
contained bare 3™ POS that are a focus of early dialectal studies and not absent (nonce in
Helsinki varieties in Paunonen 1995: 516®; as potentially findable in texts in Vilkuna
1996: 7.3 p. 234%; but studied with judgments in Huhmarniemi and Brattico 2015).

In light of this and these native-speaker-linguist descriptions, I am not certain how far
one can interpret the availability of bare 3™ POS with categories like the ADES of mihi
est but not apud me est as evidence of grammatical subjecthood rather than of e.g.
thematic or information-structural prominence (thus POS is used in e.g. Hakanen 1972:
47f. to diagnose the “psychological subject” where “grammatical subject” is agreeing
NOM). At the same time, some studies offer closely minimal contrasts between ADES of
mihi est and obliques of other constructions that are closely similar in all respects (e.g.
here °Nikanne 1993, °Wechsler 1995, °Kiparsky 2001). These match the need for rather
than availability of bare 3™ POS as unmarked bound local anaphor as evidence that
distinguish ADES of mihi est (thus POS:*GEN is used to in e.g. Trosterud 1993).

Thus at present, judgements reported for mihi est with °Maijalla; on vain (*héinen)
Kawasakinsa; indicate strict structural/grammatical subjecthood of the ADES, with

% Refleksiivisten ja ei-refleksiivisten yksikon 3. persoonan omistusmuodojen kesken vallitsee lihes
tdydennysjakaumasuhde: kaikki refleksiivisesti kdytetyt omistusmuodot ovat vain suffiksin sisdltdvaa
kirjansa-tyyppid, kun taas ei-refleksiivisessd kdytossd kirjansatyyppi on poikkeuksellinen. 1970-luvun
aineistossa tdllaisesta kédytostd on vain yksi esimerkki: nuorin veljeniki kuin me oltiir Ruatsissa ni, aina
minun tdyty sittet tulkatar ruakalistat ja kaikki heillen ni, mind sanoiv veljelleni ja ettd sind osaat ruotsia
lukean ni tulkkaas sind ni, vaimonsas sano, em md oot tidinnykkdd ettd hdn osaa ruotsia (nainen, 1905.
1970-1.). Témd murteissa tavattava kaytdnto, jonka mukaan omistusliitteen viittaussuhde saattaa ylittda
lauserajan, ei siis ole juurtunut helsinkildissuomeen (kuten ei kirjakieleenkdin). [my underline]

% Vanhemmista murteista tunnetaan esimerkiksi sellaisia esimerkkeja kuin yksinaislauseen rajan ylittava
sidonta: Akka; ldhti pois kun miehe[nsa]; tuli kotiin. Ei ole mahdotonta, etta jokin tamantyyppinen esiintyma
loytyisi nykykielisestakin tekstista.
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agreeing NOM A/S, but against possible control of POS but also of GEN a.o. by the O of
imp.-pass., O of psych-causatives, eS of existential sentences, and comparably to these,
other obliques if there is no agreeing NOM (for all of these, see Vilkuna 1996: 7.3 and
VISK §1448f. and e.g. §1320, §1324, both linknig greater availability of nonsubject POS
of there is no agreeing NOM; Trosterud 1993: 3.1.1-2 including for the same only weak
subject-orientation with itse; Kiparsky 2001: 2.2.3; Sands 2000: 3.2.2.C and e.g. 4.6.4n40,
6.2.1.C, 6.3.C; for psych-causatives, Brattico and Huhmarniemi 2016, Huhmarniemi
2019p, partly modifying Nelson 2000; for imp.-pass., Kaiser and Vihman 2006: 6.1).

Note: In embedded non,finite clauses, POS/itse are middle-distance anaphora that allow
antecedence by either embedded or matrix subject (Trosterud 1993: 3.3, Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1979: 14.6.3, Vainikka 1996: 7.3), up to pragmatics, e.g. Ndinen; huomasi
mieheny kosineen itseddn;s ‘“The woman noticed the man proposing to herself”
(Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 14.6.3).

Partitive: PART corresponds to accusative or nominative under roughly the following
conditions, where a.o. availability of NEG-PART appears to be a correalte structural
objecthood across different theta-roles and case-marking profiles (rev. in Kiparsky 2001).

NEG-PART, partitive of negation: O, existential and split-nominative construction S,
including definites and personal pronouns (Vilkuna 1996: 3.5.1.3, Kiparsky 2001: 2.2.2),
S but not O can escape by contrastive focus and appear as nonagreeing postverbal NOM
(VISK §923, Vilkuna 1996: 3.5.1(3), Toivainen 1993: 4.1, 1979: 251, Ikola 1962: 231).

ASP-PART, aspectual partitive: O = shoot — shoot at, bring — be bringing, but not -- at
least with mihi est and studies of the existential construction -- for S, come — be coming
(nice minimal pair in Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 5.1 ex. 20); predicates can
idiosyncratically select for this with dialectal and diachronic variation for verbs such as
‘know’, ‘see’ (e.g. Larjavaara 1990, Lees 2015, Oranen 20190)

O-PART, quantificational partitive: O, existential and split-nominative construction S =
shoot the—some bears; rare quantificational partitive on A/S of transitives and
unergatives (Sands and Campbell 2001: 264-6, VISK §919) resembles TECs and outside
verbals in English (Kayne 1979, Deal 2009: sec. 8), one approach to which has been
through conditons on leaving A low (for other solutions and lit. on Finnish, see Kiparsky
2001: 347n27) (cf. comparison with the raised nominative in the necessive construction,
Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 25n3).

Conjunction reduction: Not used here; across examples in the literature like, better
understanding may be needed of constraints on the silent rather than antecedent argument;
of sources of silence, a.o. constituent coordination, ellipsis, silent pronouns through e.g.
topic-drop (cf. Metslang 2013s); and of the role of syncretism across different tolerance of
surface case-mismatches (q.v. cf. °Ylikoski 2021); (some starting points: °Kiparsky 2001:
1.3.2 discussing °Vilkuna 1989*: 155, De Smit 2016p: discussing Hakulinen 1982%*: 26,
VISK §1182, Hakulinen and Laitinen 2008, Sands and Campbell 2001: 255, 267f., 289).
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Word order: Both finite and nonfinite clauses can have a rich left periphery and EPP-like
requirements (finite, rev. in Huhmarniemi 2019e, Ylindrd 2021; nonfinite, Vainikka 1989,
Koskinen 1998; multiple subject positions and focus, Holmberg and Nikanne 2002,
Holmberg and Nikanne 2006, Holmberg 2005), e.g. Puutarhaa ympdréi pensasaita (my
notes, ex. from Vilkuna 1989%) | Totesimme jdrvessd vield olevan ahvenia ~ ahvenia vield
olevan jdrvessd (ex. from Vilkuna 1996); correlating word-order with other subjecthood
criteria is not straightforward (for finite clauses, this is neatly set out in Laitinen and
Vilkuna 1993: 3.1 for necessive GEN A/S; for nonfinite clauses, cf. usefulness of the
preverbal position to identify the structural subjects in English but not Italian, Rizzi 1997,
Cardinaletti 2004).

5.2 High and low S

S occurs in the following structures, apart from the oblique subject : split-nominative
object structure mostly clearly instantiated by mihi est, in which S here is notated xS:

High: A/(h)S: agreeing NOM, never *NEG/*ASP-PART; in terms of word order a
number of high positions has been identified with different nominal-type and information-
structural correlates has been identified but all with these characteristics, Sitd eivdt (ndmd
lapset) olisi (ndmd lapset) ikind oppineet uimaan (Holmberg and Nikanne 2002,
Holmberg and Nikanne 2006, Holmberg 2005). GEN/POS seems restricted to high A/S
against eS and xS, to the extent that this can be tested (which mostly I have not seem
tested, see ° GEN/POS).

Existential: eS: Prototypical eS is indefinite S with a subset of intransitives that appears as
NOM.SG, PART.PL, mass PART.SG, but with some availability of mass NOM.SG and
typically but not invariably nonagreeing NOM.PL: Tdssd on virheitd, on loput virheet,
on~ovat sukat (ex. from VISK §893-4, 1980, cf. perhaps concord of pluralia tantum in set
plurals, VISK §774); NEG-PART as for O but with escape available by contrastive focus
unlike for O, Sékisséi on saappaat :: Sikissd ei ole saappaat.ony. : saappaita’ (and so by
NOM.,,,r apparently not reducible to Holmberg and Nikanne’s intermediate focus-
associated positions that are NOM.,e, nor to not ... aught but ... that should also be
possible for O); availability of Q-PART as for O but to some extent shared with A (ASP-
Q plays no role with the mostly atelic verbs involved); antecedence of not only bare 3™
POS but also of GEN (°local anaphora).

There is a wide range of examples that assert or deny existence, but do not reduce to
postverbal high S because they involve NOM.PL ., in grammars that would require
NOM.PL.,g of high S: novel indefinites, Koiralle syntyi pennut (telic) ~ pentuja (atelic) |
Liisalle syntyi kaksoset (one pair) ~ kaksosia (one or more pairs) | Meiltd loppui
heindt/*id, pragmatically inferable definites, Lompakosta hdvisi palkkarahat, inalienable-

' Vilkuna 1996: 3.6.1.3 Kielto ei kuitenkaan valttamatta vaadi partitiivia edes ol/a-verbin jalkeiseen
subjektiin. Monet tunnistavat esimerkiksi seuraavantapaisen eron, jossa partitiivi on neutraali ja nominatiivi
kontrastoi "oikeaan vastaukseen": (a) Katiskassa ei ollut haukea. (b) Katiskassa ei ollut hauki (vaan lahna).
~ Jkola 1962: 231 [following on °Antilla ei ole ruskeat silmdt] Sellainen lause taas kuin Sdkissd ei ole
saappaat - jos se on kielellisesti korrekti - sisdltdd sen positiivisen ajatuksen, ettd sikissd on jotakin muuta
kuin saappaat. Jos sen sijaan koko lauseen sisélto esitetddn kiellettynd eikd lause sisélld mitddn positiivista
vditettd, niin silloin subjekti on partitiivissa: Sdkissd ei ole saappaita.
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possession definites, Minulta huikeni merelld silmdt | Pojalta likaantui housut, but with
limits on individuation, Pojalta kuoli (*molemmat) vanhemmat ~ kuolivat (molemmat)
vanhemmat (exx. from following lit. on this much-discussed type and its diagnostics and
boundaries), cf. alienable possession with SG in Minun kuoli kissa(ni) (from Huumo and
Inaba 1997: 43 with discussion of limitations here to alienable possession). I have not
seen discussion of similar examples with S closeer to personal pronouns, and ex. on G/B
seem rare, if not absent, e.g. B mutta kun hdneltd puuttui ne terdvimmdksi hiotut aseet...
| G Minulta kuoli ne intohimotunteet hineen Perjantaina kun varmistui ettd hdn oli se; cf.
SG, Savonian dialects, Kuhmo, Réisdnen 1993 p. 150 Minulta jde se ihan tekemditds se
homma.

With personal pronouns, postverbal nonagreeing nominatives are unavailable, see
further discussion of °Arkadiassa on mind | *Tdssd tulee mind | *Turussa asuu te, though
the corresponding on mind &c strings are fine with °S-like predicates; strikingly, the
NEG-PART counterpart is ordinary, Sitten kun minua ei enaa ole ..., cf. definites
including names, Ei tullut endd Annaa (Vilkuna 1996: 3.5.1.3, Kiparsky 2001: 2.2.2);
distinguish agreeing NOM high S in often quite marked inversion, °7dssd tulen mind |
°Turussa asutte te. G/B probes hint that verbs that are neutral with eS-like postverbal
nonagreeing nominatives with subjects like those above will take high S, B milloin sind
kadosit minulta ensimmdisen kerran | B Viikon vanhana hén kuoli minulta

(Lit: helpful expositions of the existential construction in context and with key
excursions beyond the prototypes are Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: ch. 6 and 9.2,
Vilkuna 1996: 3.5-6, 4.4.2, VISK §891-906, §910-924, §957, §1280, Tiainen 1997, and
with focus on the prototype, Kiparsky 2001: 2.2, Sands and Campbell 2001: 2.1, Huumo
and Helasvuo 2015: 4.2, 4.3, diachrony in De Smit 20161, detailed studies e.g. Véliméaa-
Blum 1981, Sands 2000: 2.4, 4.6-8, Huumo and Helasvuo 2015: sec. 4, Huumo 1994,
Huumo 2003, Huumo 2018, Huumo and Lindstrom 2014, and for deviations from the
prototype in non/agreeing nominatives, a.o. lIkola 1954, Ikola 1962, Sadaniemi 1955,
Hakanen 1972, Siro 1974, Toivainen 1979, Ruoppila 1982, Sands 2000: 4.6, Moilanen
2008, discussing further lit. unavailable to me. Discussions advert to existentials
inversions in Germanic and Romance, q.v. for English a.o. Deal 2009, Kay and Michaelis
2017, Bruening 2022, and some of the difficulties of Finnish are readily found there, e.g.
variable resistance to pronouns even when definites are fine, Schiitze 1997: 4.1.6,
Lahousse 2006, Rezac 2013, or availability of low-transitivity transitives, Kayne 1979).

S-like predicate: The nonagreeing nominative personal pronouns unavailable as eS are
available as predicates, if the other argument controls agreement, 1/2 > 3 and 1><2 by
topicality: Sehan olet/*on sind | Héimlet olit SINA ~ Sind olit Héiimlet | *Hdimlet oli
sindi/SINA (Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975: 352); cf. finite B jos mind olisin sindi ja sindi
olisit mind, nonfinite B Olen ajatellut olevani sind ja sinun olevan mind.

Closer to S is the result clause (tuloslause), elative + structural case expressing
‘become’, Hdnestd tulee, tehtiin nainen, viisas whose nominative is somewhat between
predicate and S, with some availability of number agreement like existential S ... siitd
(kankaasta) tulikin ~ ?tulivatkin liivit | and genitive of negation to a degree comparable to
existential S rather than adjectival predicates, Kankaasta ei tullut takia : Takista ei tullut
oikein hyvd/dd (exx and points from Vilkuna 1996: 4.4.2, Vainikka 2003, Huumo and
Helasvuo 2015: 4.2.2 = 2010: 4.4, and the overviews in Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:
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6.3, VISK §904). I have not seen personal pronouns discussed here; examples are easy to
find on G/B but rare and I do not know the status: B Nyt sinusta tulee mind, ja minusta
sind | B ennen kuin sinusta tuli mind | G vaikka minusta tulisi sind; these if grmmatical
would closely contrast closely with the type °Tdssd tulee mind.

5.3 Obligue subject + split-nominative object S

5.3.1 General

Mihi est vs. Apud me est: BE combines with ADES and split-NOM xS in the mihi est
‘have’ construction, with all-NOM S/eS in the apud me est ‘be with, at’ construction;
INES is thought to participate in the same set of constructions but the mihi est counterpart
is normally confined to inanimate x?S and thus split-nominativity has not been discussed
(which it might perhaps be as in Ormazabal and Romero 2007).

The range of uses of ADES and INES in mihi est and their differences from apud me
est and straightforward locative uses has been described from various perspectives (e.g.
Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975; Nikanne 1993; Huumo 1996; Sands and Campbell 2001;
Mahieu 2013; Mazzitelli 2017; for illustrations see below °local anaphora).92

Here it is relevant that the uses of apud me est come often close to those of mihi est.
Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975: sec. 4 would restrict apud me est in such a way that Mind
olen teilld | Hdn on teilld [‘] am at yours, with ye’] can only occur with plural ADES and
have no inverted counterpart 2*Teilld olen mind [their ex.: *Minulla olet SINA | Liisalla
olen Mind], only mihi est, *Teilld on minut [their ex.: Minulla on teiddt &c].”’ However,
singular and plural ADES alike have been widely reported in apud me est with the
meaning of accompaniment ‘with’, e.g. apud me est: Hdn oli Liisalla poikaystdvind
ollessaanygy *1iisa Ruotsissa “He was with Liisa as a boyfriend when he was in Sweden” :
mihi est: Liisalla oli hinet poikaystdvind ollessaanyi;sq +nan Ruotsissa “Liisa had him as a
boyfriend when she was in Sweden’ (Kiparsky 2001: 2.4.1 extending Wechsler 1995);
Minulla olet sinut “I have you” : inverted and marked Minulla olet sind “1 have you with
me” (see °Toivainen 1993: sec. 3, °Sands and Campbell 2001: 4.4) ; (ON) miehelld (on)
laukku “The man has a bag” : (ON) laukku (on) miehelld “The bag is with the man”
(Vilimaa-Blum 1988: 4.5.1). The mihi est : apud me est meaning contrast can be
described as “possessive” and translated by plain have or own, Jukalla oli avaimet “Jukka
had/owned the keys” : “temporary possession X has Y with him/her [for the moment]”
and translated by have, be on, with &c, Avaimet olivat Jukalla “Jukka had the keys / the
keys were in Jukka’s possession, The keys were on Jukka” (Sands and Campbell 2001:

2 Much here remains unclear to me: cf. e.g. inanimate ADES for INES in part-whole as discussed in
Mazzitelli 2017: 4.3 p. 18nl11, citing Nikanne 1993: 4.1 p. 81-3 and strengthening(?) it to a condition on use
of ADES rather than INES, with a wide range of ex. that where inanimate ADES is indeed found with POS
-- put perhaps not part-whole in the intended sense? -- Kdytinnolld on taustansa murteissa “The use [of the
genitive] has its background in the dialects” (example from the text of Lehtinen 1985) | B Mydskin
tammoiselld mddrddvdisen artikkelin kdytinnélld on vastikkonsa ruotsin kielessd, with also a wide range of
similar ex. where there is no POS B kdytinndlld on kansain muinaisoloissa ollut syvd merkitys | B
Pythagoraan lauseella on koulumatematiikassa ja erikoisessa suhteellisuusteoriassa edelleen tirked
merkitys | G Mutta kuten kaikilla menetelmilld, tdlldkin parhaalla kdytinnélld on myos joitain haittoja.

% Lause *Sind olet minulla tai *Minulla olet SINA on mahdoton, koska yksikélliset persoonapronominit
eivit voi tissi tapauksessa olla lokaalisia. Vrt. myds *Mind olen Liisalla, *Liisalla olen MINA, jne.
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4.4, ex. and tr. from Maling 1993: sec. 2 save last “on” tr.); but even the mihi est structure
has been described to allow all of permanent possession, actual possession, and
availability for Isdlld on kirves (Huumo 1996: 3.1 and n4 thereto’).

In earlier literary and at least in some dialects spoken Finnish, apud me est with its
agreeing NOM S ~ (non)agreeing NOM and PART eS is used to expression all possessive

languages and particularly well in the otherwise similar split-nominative object system of
Estonian (see °diachrony and variation). This variation does not seem inconsistent with
the range of variation in uses of apud me est and mihi est alone and together, identified as
having possessa with fully S-like properties versus partly object-like properties (e.g.
Breton in DME 111, including apud me est with various prepositions corresponding to mihi
est usage of the type minulla on kiire; and indeed cf. Finnic variation in Mazzitelli 2017).

5.3.2 Oblique subject

Coding of oblique in mihi est: on ADES vs. INES, see °mihi est vs. apud me est.

_l’_

DAT-GEN: GEN-syncretic case appears for some dative-like obliques including ADES
of mihi est in a restricted or more general set of constructions with considerable variation
across Finnish: fairly limited in current SF/CF (esp. Huumo and Inaba 1997; Huumo
1996: 3.1, Sands and Campbell 2001: 2.2.2, Kiparsky 2001: 2.2, Mahieu 2013: sec. 5);
extensively in some early literary varieties from the outset of extensive texts (Inaba 2000,
including early alternation with z-forms and PART, making for partly secundative
systems?); extensively in early dialectal descriptions, especially those of the southwest
(e.g. Warelius 1853: 120; Setdld 1883: §63-8, Latvala 1895: §34-8; Kannisto 1901:
§38.VII), but also rather outside it (Sirelius 1894: §45-7; Cannelin 1889: §65), though not
in much/all of Karelian (e.g. °Genetz 1884: §145f., °Oranen 20190: sec. 5) (on changing
conceptions of the origin and diachrony of DAT-GEN, see Inaba 2000, Inaba 2007, Inaba
2015* and review of the last in Pantermoller 2016).

Subjecthood: The oblique of mihi est patterns with agreeing nominative A/S against even
similar obliques in similar constructions in requiring bare 3" POS as anaphor and
anteceding it neutrally, but patterns with all obliques in resisting GEN/POS-group of
diagnostics.

Local anaphora: It is a traditional observation that ADES and DAT-GEN of mihi est
along with DAT-GEN of necessives can antecede bare 3™ POS (e.g. SF/CF Jahnsson
1871: §28n3, Setdld 1880: §36n1, Hakanen 1972: 47f., Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:

% “The development may thus have been one where the case ending *-/na, when attached to an animate
noun, first had the semantic function of expressing concrete, physical possession, but later acquired a
“proper” possessive meaning of indicating ownership when used with an animate noun. Isilld on kirves
“Father has an axe in his hands” > “Father owns an axe”. In fact, this construction is still ambiguous
between the more locative reading of 'availability' and actual 'possession', as the English possessive
construction can also be”
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14.6.3; dialects Setédld 1883: §180 briefly citing Setdld 1880: §36n1, more detail Kannisto
1901: §68n1%).

Antecedence of bare 3™ POS has been argued to differentiate ADES of mihi est xS
from ADES of apud me est (€)S and ADES of plain locative prediction, and sim. for
INES where xS is not detectable but the interpretation is distinctive in ways similar to
ADES. Thus: anim ADES Liisalla oli héinet poikaystdvind ollessaanyisy *nan Ruotsissa ~
Hdn oli Liisalla poikaystdvind ollessaanygy, +iisa Ruotsissa “Liisa had him as” vs. “He was
with Liisa as” + anim INES Pekassa; on tarpeeksi tarmoa tullakseen; lddkdriksi ::
*Tarpeeksi tarmoa on Pekassa; tullakseen; lddkdriksi (Wechsler 1995, Kiparsky 2001:
2.4, cf. exx. in Hakanen 1972: 48) ; inan ADES Katolla on piippu(nsa) w/o POS “there is
a pipe on the roof” and “the roof has a pipe” but with POS only “the roof has its pipe” and
not “the roof’s pipe is on it”, sim. inan INES Laivassa on kapteeni(nsa) (Nikanne 1993:
4.1, sim. Trosterud 1993: 3.1.1, sim. Wechsler 1995, cf. ex. in Hakanen 1975: 48, further
with lit. also Huumo and Inaba 1997: 44).

Acedence of bare 3™ POS has also been argued to differenatiate ADES of mihi est
from ALLAT and ABLAT even across possessor-goal-source constructions: Maijalle tuli
kirja(*nsa) “A book came to/for Maija” but not “Maija’s book™ ..., Maijalta meni
kirja(*nsa) “Maija lost a book” (Nikanne 1993: 4.1, sim. Wechsler 1995).

There is a small set of constructions with obliques that behave like ADES, above all
DAT-GEN in necessive constructions and in idioms like Miehen; kdvi sddliksi vaimoaan; |
Aiticinsd; Pekan; on sddli, but also apparently Léipsestd; oli isinsd; néikéinen | “Aitinsd; on
ikdvd Pekkaa; (VISK §922).

Antecedence of POS tested in these examples is not in restricted to structural subjects
as distinct from some other notion of prominence (°local anaphora), but the close minimal
pairs contrasting ADES in mihi est with thematically similar uses of ALLAT and ABLAT
do suggest some sensitivity to structure (subjecthood or correlted with it like the
distribution of silent P’s in Nikanne 1993).

More clear about structural subjecthood may be the demonstration that ADES of mihi
est ADES requires bare 3" POS as (unmarked bound) anaphor, Maijalla on vain (*hdnet)
itsensd | Maijalla; on vain (*hdnen) Kawasakinsa; (Trosterud 1993). This is not shared
with most arguments that can antecede POS, whether obliques, or PART experiencers of
psych-causatives, or NOM/PART O of imp.-pass. and eS of existential be (°local
anaphora). The similar state of affairs in Icelandic has been correlated with positional
diagnostics and cause-size diagnostics so far unavailable in Finnish to make this a
correlate of structural subjecthood (°local anaphora).

GEN/POS subjecthood: No oblique passes subjecthood tests of the GEN/POS-group.
That has been shown in particular for oblique of mihi est, sometimes with the oblique of
necessives: ADES and DAG-GEN of mihi est cannot be nonfinite GEN/POS *Minun
oltua, olessa rahat (Itkonen 1967: 297); NOC(?) PRO, Minua/lla pelottaa PRO olla
kylmd (Koskinen 1998: 4.2.1); OC PRO or raisee or passed up in restructuring, Sinulla

% Kolmannen persoonan suffiksi ilman pronominin genetiivii saattaa, paitsi lauseen subjektid, tarkoittaa
adessiivilla ilmoitettua omistajaa, sekd persoonattomien puheentapojen keralla kiytettyd genetiivid. Esim.
Ja hdll oli nin u-haallinen ku-llauuri sittet ta-skusans (UT). Ei se'm paranep pe-rintétalon isinndn taloonsas
si-lla lailla asua (K). Mind meinaan ettd jos héinen ka-teensas_siitta on, niin — — (A). Tdyty myyrds_s Slttep
pu-alta vi-hemmistd hi-nnosta niitd ta:lojaa(n) (A).
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voisi, #Sind voisit olla uudet kengdt (Vilkuna 1996: 9.6, sind ok only as subject predicated
of new shoes); OC PRO, *Mind haluan : *Minulla haluaa PRO olla kylmd/ndlkd/jano |
*Mind vaadin : *Minulla PRO vaatii olla uusia kirjoja | cf. also result-clause Mind
pddtin *Minusta pddtdd tulla isona kirjailija (all Koskinen 1998: 4.2.1, arguing for OC);
raisee or DAT-GEN+OC of permissives, Raakalainen antaa koiralla : *koiran olla kylmd
(Koskinen 1998: 4.2.1 argues permissives involve raising through idiom chunks,
Kiparsky 2001 matrix DAT-GEN with OC, both against infinitival GEN/POS); referential
pro-drop under the same conditions as agreeing nominative, *(Minulla) on ndlkd cf.
*(Minun) tdytyy levdtd (°Brattico and Huhmarniemi 2016, but contrast “Hakulinen and
Laitinen 2008; distinguish gen of the zero-person construction, which is not restricted by
subjecthood or direct-case and can readily occur as oblique of mihi est and necessives
although it is perhaps paragrammatical barred as *gen.GEN, Holmberg 2010).

Word order: Appareance of raising from word-order in cases like Sinulla voisi olla uudet
kengdt | Hdnelld alkoi, ndyttdd olla ndlkd is not specific to subject-like obliques (°word
order, cf. esp. Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 3.1). The oblique can remain in nonfinite
clauses, but only to the extent that obliques generally can, and likewise front under the
same conditions (exx. in Vainikka 2003, Koskinen 1998: 4.2.1).

The apud me est construction has all the expected properties of S~eS, and that
includes marked inversion, °Minulla olet sind like °Tuolla olet sind, both sometimes
given out as unavailable, see further °*Arkadiassa on minut/mind &c. 1 am not certain of
the range of possibilities for mihi est: examples suggest they what one would expect of
apud me est and transitives, e.g. B partakin on sinulla pitkd, B ndlkéikin minulla oli, B syy
on sinulla iloita (cf. Vilimaa-Blum 1988: 4.5.1, Koskinen 1998: 2.3n18); but there is no
inversion with ¢-form personal pronouns, **minut on sinulla (Vilimaa-Blum 1988:
4.5.1°%), and I do not know to what extent that matches transitives (cf. e.g. Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1975: sec. 3, 5).

5.3.3  Split-nominative object

Coding of S in mihi est: In latter 20C+ “Finnish” of descrive and theoretical studies, mihi
est codes xS strictly by split-NOM, i.e. NOM save t-forms of personal pronouns;
nonagreement is essentially required though as with eS exceptions have been noted;
NEG-PART is obligatory to the extent it is with eS, i.e. escapable by contrastive focus,
unlike O, and with certain lexical exceptions like ndlkd (see a.o. Hakulinen and Karlsson
1975, Toivainen 1993, Vilkuna 1996, Kiparsky 2001 for systematic descriptions, for
escape from focus also e.g. °Tkola 1962: 231”7, and for exceptions to it like ndlkd e.g.
Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 99, for nonagreement VISK §893, §1280), and this coding
is differentiated from ordinary S/eS coding apud me est along the lines of onneksi minulla

% “The possessive construction is formally close to e-clauses. The following are examples of the default
possessive expressions with an animate possessor: [Miehelld on laukku | Nooralla on mehua | Minulla on
sinut] The only neutral order is the one given here: XVS. The opposite order, SVX, gives an existential, not
possessive, reading, except for the pronoun possessed [Minulla on sinut] which does not seem to give any
coherent reading for this order.”

7 Kuten olen selittéinyt, niin esim. lauseessa Antilla ei ole ruskeat silmdt kielto kohdistuu ainoastaan
adjektiiviattribuuttiin ja lauseen merkitys on: ‘A:lla on muut kuin ruskeat silmdt’. Lause siis sisdltda
positiivisen ajatuksen. [further °Sdkissd ei ole saappaat)
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on sinut “luckily I have you” : mind olen teilld ~ teilld olen mind “you have me with you,
you are with me, at your place” (see above on °usage). At present all of this system is part
of native L1 compentence of Finnish speakers across a wide range of local varieties as
identified e.g. by stems of personal pronouns; before e20C the split-NOM coding of xS
may be absent, as it is in elsewhere in Finnic, and agreeing NOM is used, in the way
verbs that favour eS-like postverbal nonagreeing NOM . In Finnic, it may be unique to
Finnish, and even in Finnish it may not be traceable in mihi est before e20C. Earlier
comparable meanings appears to have been used apud me est with nonagreeing eS or even
high S, and xS in mihi est remain for some time a point of contention and uncertainty (see
°diachrony and variation).

GEN/POS subjecthood: In contrast to the oblique, I am not aware of discussion of finite
sX as nonfinite GEN/POS, PRO, raisee, or of its finite coding as pro.

For °GEN/PRO, quick inquiries and G/B probes seem turn up GEN/POS for S of
apud me est, e.g. B (heiddn) meilld olessaan ‘his being at ours, with us’, but * and so far
absence for xS of mihi est, like they do not for eS, e.g. *(suuren) ndldin oltua, olessa,
olematta (minulla); contrast other constructions, e.g. B °ndldn ollessa aina seurana.

Esp. 19C grammars and lit. are rich in juss. of ADES + be that seem to correspond to
later uses of mihi est and in grammars translated by have-verbs like ayez, and S is
frequently pro-dropped: B olkoon sinulla sen oikeus | B olkoon hdnelld vaikka seitsemdn
kultaista kruunua pddssddn | B En pidd ndistd ... kirjeistdni ... jos ... haluat ne sdilyttdd,
niin olkoot sinulla; the singificance of pro here is unclear to me at present. There can also
be found in early sources nonce exx. of pro with 2™ person ipv., B olkaa minulla ...
towerina, but not necessarily mihi est rather than apud me est and at stages where mihi est
itself has S/eS like apud me est (°diachrony and variation).

Other S: Studies have emphasised the contrast in the availability of z-form personal
pronouns between mihi est on the one hand, and both be and other verbs that appear in
existential constructions eS and neutrally initial obliques like ADES: in these personal
pronouns are not available either in z-form or nonagreeing NOM form, though they are
readily available with NEG-PART. There appears to be some variation in whether
personal pronouns can appear as postverbal agreeing nominative in such cases, with the
overal picture suggestive of grammatical but marked inversion. Some examples:

Kiparsky 2001 (baseline to compare with what follows): Mind olen Arkadiassakin ~
*Arkadiassakin on minut/mind.

Sadaniemi 1955: 17-8: *Téissd tulee mind, rather Téissc tulen ming.”t

Hakanen 1972, Hakanen 1997: 1972: contrasts possessive Pojalla oli hdnet | Pojalla on
minut | Pojalla ei ole minua : locative Metsdssd oli karhu ~ *hdnet : Metsdssd ei ollut

% Bien que le sujet formel, en allemand, soit d'un emploi plus vaste que celui du finnois, les deux langues
ont cependant ce trait en commun qu’aussi peu que le sujet formel allemand puisse se rattacher au pronom
personnel (p.ex., Es kam ich), aussi peu, en finnois, le pronom personnel peut figurer comme sujet d'une
proposition incongrue (on ne dit pas, p.ex., Tdssd tulee mind 'me voici qui viens', mais Tdssd tulen mind).
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karhua ~ héintd. 1997 Johtajallahan on sinut; Aidilli on meiddit : *Huoneessa on
meidit.”’

Ikola 1954: 213-5: discussing Hakulinen 1926: possessive Minulla on sinut | Jos minulla
olisi ollut hdnet tddlld | Aidilli on teiddt. contrasts possessive Helsingilld on
valtiopddmies, mutta Turulla on teiddt. with the strict impossibility of *Turussa on, asuu
teidit.""

Itkonen 1967, Itkonen 1974: 1974: 386: adds to Ikola 1954 that beside *Helsingissd on
valtionpddmies, Turussa on (t. asuu) teiddt, nonagreeing nominative is also unavailable,
*Turussa on, asuu te, unlike inverted agreeing, Turussa olette te."®" 1975: 53 notes that
Sielld pitdisi sinunkin olla lacks the existential counterpart *Sielld pitdisi olla sinutkin.'"
1967: 3051 Oglutossa pitdd olla hyvdt jarrut has no counterpart *Kotona pitdd/piddt olla
edes sind.

Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975: 353-4: mihi est possessive Minulla on sinut/hdinet...,
*Minulla on sind/hdn..., *Minulla olet sind... : apud me est locative ‘with you’ with
plural pronouns Sind olet teilli/*minulla, inverted with focus unavailable to 3™ person as
anaphora Teilld/*Minulla olet SINA | *Teilld on HAN - psych-experiencer Sind ilmestyit

ikkunaan | Ikkunaan ilmestyit sind | *Ikkunaan ilmestyi sinut/sinc.'"

% Jaykistyneen adessiivi + on -rakenteen lisiksi muodollisena erona muihin e-lauseisiin péin on se, ettd
omistusrakenteessa e-subjektina voi esiintyd myds akkusatiivimuotoinen pronomini (minut, sinut, hdnet,
meidit, teiddt, heiddt; kener), esimerkiksi Johtajallahan on sinut; Aidilli on meiddt. Tami osoittaa, ettd
erityisesti omistusrakenteessa e-subjektilla on objektimaisia piirteitd ja vastaavasti lauseenalkuisella
omistajaa ilmaisevalla ns. habitiiviadverbiaalilla on subjektimaisia piirteitd. Muiden e-lauseiden subjektiksi
akkusatiivimuotoinen pronomini ei sovi: *Huoneessa on meidiit.

1% Voitaneen kylld ajatella, ettd joku sanoisi Suomen kirkon paimiehelle: Helsingilli on valtionpédmies,
mutta Turulla on teidiit; sen sijaan ei missddn tapauksessa voida sanoa: Turussa on (t. asuu) teiddt.

191 Arkkipiispalle ei siten voida sanoa Helsingissd on valtionpddmies, Turussa on (t. asuu) teiddt. ... yhtd
mahdoton niet olisi eksistentiaalilause * Turussa on (t. asuu) te, jossa subjektina olisi nominatiivimuotoinen
1. tai 2. persoonan pronomini. Sehén korvautuisi numerus- ja persoonakongruenssia osoittavalla lauseella
Turussa olette te, siis normaalilauseella, joka on eksistentiaalilauseen kaltainen vain sanajérjestykseltdaan.

192" Akkusatiivi niyttdd nim. tillaisen pronominisubjektin sijana olleen vanhastaan yhti kdymiton kuin
eksistentiaalisen finiittilauseen persoonapronorninisubjektin sijana ; sen sijasta kdytetddn genetiivid (Sinun
pitdisi tulla kotiin, Meiddn pitdisi mahtua tdlle penkille; samoin Sielld pitdisi sinunkin olla eksistentiaalisen
tyypin *Sielld pitdisi olla sinutkin korvikkeena) ja on kenties kdytetty siitd saakka kun pitdéd-vexhi
tdmmoisen lauseenvastikkeen yhteydessd oli muuttunut yksipersoonaiseksi.

19 tyypi Mina piti/pidin olla piilossa on yhti mahdoton kuin eksistentiaali tyyppi *Kotona pitdd [t. pidit)
olla edes sind

1% Pronominien kiyttiytymisen tarkastelu on johtanut meiddt havaitsemaan tirkein eron
omistusrakenteiden ja muiden eksistentiaalilauseiden vélilld. Esimerkistd 90a [Minulla on
sinut/hdnet/teiddit/heiddt] havaitaan, ettd kaikki persoonapronominit voivat esiintyd omistusrakenteen
reemana. Seuraavista lauseista kdy toisaalta ilmi, ettd muissa eksistentiaalilauseissa persoonapronominit
eivat kdy. (92) *lkkunaan ilmestyi mind/minut, sind/sinut jne. Ne tapaukset taas, joissa persoonapronominit
lauseenloppuisina aiheuttavat verbikongmenssm, ovat sanajirjestykseltddn tunnusmerkkisid fokusoituja
lokaali-ilmauksia. (93a) Sind ilmestyit ikkunaan. (93b) Ikkunaan ilmestyit SINA. (Vrt. 93a.) Tunnettuja
(tekstissd tai puhetilanteessa esiintyneitd) referenttejd ilmaisevat sanat (teemat) eivét kernaasti sijoitu
lauseen loppuun. Tamédn valossa on selvdd, ettei normaalissa eksistentiaalilauseessa voi olla reemana
persoonapronominia, koska se mairitelmédn mukaan on eksoforinen tai anaforinen, siis temaattinen. Tésti
syysté lause 92 on kielenvastainen.
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Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 96 possessive Meilld on sentddn sinut : locative Kaupassa
olet sentddn sind | *Kaupassa on sentdcn sinut.'®

Vilimaa-Blum 1988: 4.5.1: for minulla on sinut, *sinut on minulla, but with nonpronouns
possessive (ON) miehella (on) laukku, existential (ON) laukku (on) miehelld.'*®

Toivainen 1993: not directly relevant for *z-forms outside mihi est but interesting for
description of inversion and comments on it: Toivainen 1993: sec. 3: “Usually object
nominatives of the personal pronouns cannot be used asv complements of the copula, but
instead a subject nominative is more suitable for reference to the subject, e.g. [Tuo olet
sind | Tuolla olet sind | Minulla olet sini]. However, sometimes in modem Finnish the
object nominative is employed in the habitative construction, e.g. “Minu+lla on sinu+¢’
(I+ADE COP yout+OBIJ.NOM) instead of [Minulla olet sind “I have you (with me)”].
Sands and Campbell 2001: 4.4 and n26: “Where a pronoun is possessed, this may follow
the verb and still trigger verb agreement, as in [Minulla olet sind “I have you” citing for it
Toivainen 1993 but not with Toivainen’s “(with me)”] (contrast [Minulla olet sinut “I
have you].” + footnote “For many native speakers, this sentence is barely acceptable, for
example only in a strained contrast such as, for example, ‘the others may have taken
sweetbreads with them, but I have you’ (Seija Tiisala, personal communication).”

Vainikka 2003: 250, 254 Onneksi minulla on sinut : Tddlld oven takana on varmasti
?*sind / *sinut / *sinun.

[G/B probes for a variety of common oblique-unaccusative-nominative structures mostly
come up with preverbal agreeing NOM for personal pronouns, B te synnyitte minulle | B
te kuolitte minulta, but not without postverbal attestations, B Viimeiksin juoneeseen
jdimme me kolme | Se alkoi itsestddn replikoituvista molekyyleistd arkeeinisissa merissd,
eteni silmdttomiin kaloihin kambrikauden syvyyksissd, sitten nisdkkdisiin, jotka pakenevat
pimeydessd dinosauruksia. Lopulta, epdtodenndkoisesti, ilmestyimme me — evoluutio
muokkasi meiddt.]

In contrast to these studies, ~-forms have been reported as an emergent general option in
“existential constructions” (Inaba 2000: 79f.'"”, VISK §923'%, Ylikoski 2021'%).

105 e . .. .. . e . . 170
Verbinjilkeinen persoonapronomini esiintyy omistusrakenteessa akkusatiivimuotoisena: Meilld on

sentddn sinut, vrt. Kaupassa olet sentdén sind ~ *on sinut.

1% «“The possessive construction is formally close to e-clauses. The following are examples of the default
possessive expressions with an animate possessor: [Miehelld on laukku | Nooralla on mehua | Minulla on
sinut] The only neutral order is the one given here: XVS. The opposite order, SVX, gives an existential, not
possessive, reading, except for the pronoun possessed [Minulla on sinut] which does not seem to give any
coherent reading for this order.”

197 Lauseen ADESS-OBL ja olla-verbi ovat muuttuneet kiintediksi kokonaisuudeksi ja verbikongruenssin
vahvasti vaativat persoonapronominit on pantu muotoon, joka ei vaadi verbikongruenssia. Tastd johtunee,
ettd puhekielessd esiintyy vastaavanlaista sijanmerkintdd juuri hyvin kiteytyneessd ilmaisussa X:n/X:lle
tulee mieleen(nsd), joskaan kyseessd ei ole tdysin yksipersoonaistunut lausetyyppi: olen kaikilta muilta
kysynyt ja viimeiseksi tulee mieleeni teiddt (OM séhkopostiviesti) | Minun tuli yhtdikkid mieleeni sinut, koska
mind olen nyt sind (OM puhelinkeskustelu). // Persoonapronominin nominatiivin k#ytostd johtuva
verbikongruenssi héiritsisi pahasti ilmaisun rakennetta [note: Lauseiden "Sini tulit mieleeni" ja "Mieleeni
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olen kaikilta muilta kysynyt ja viimeiseksi tulee mieleeni teiddt (Inaba 2000: 80, email)
Refereitd miettiessd ensimmdisend tuli mieleen Sinut (VISK §923, < internet)

Minun tuli yhtdkkid mieleeni sinut | koska mind olen nyt sind (Inaba 2000: 80, telephone)
Tuossa [videonauhan kohtauksessa] nékyy sinutkin (VISK §923 < oral)

siind taytyy olla minut itseni mukana (VISK §923 < recording)

_l’_

G (blog) Tdtd laulua en tunne, mutta minulle tuli mieleen sinut. (G, blog)

G (interview in an ethnographic thesis; the interviewee “called his friend, who he thought
to solve the mystery” he is describing, and proceeds to explain the situation) tds on nyt
tilldnen nuori nainen, jonka tarkotus on selvittdd tid menneisyyden historia ja mitikaikki
laitteet tddlld ovat teh-neet. Ja nyt tdssd mun edessdni on laite, joka ndyttdid
ilmapuntarille. Siind on, siind on painoja ja siind on tommonen okulaariputki, josta
luetaan sitd asteikkoa, mut tissd ei ole mitddn elohopeasdiliotd. Ja mulle tuli mieleen
sinut ja kerroin tdille ihmiselle, jonka tarkoitus on selvittid kaiken tdn vanhan
kdyttotarkotus, niin saaks hdn ldhettdd sulle kuvan ja kysyd, mikd timd on? (G, interview
in an ethnographic thesis; the interviewee “called his friend, who he thought to solve the
mystery” he is describing, and proceeds to explain the situation)

I am not certain that there #~forms given as * as counterparts to eS outside mihi est in
earlier studies have now become generally available for eS: rather, ~forms might be
appearing upon extension of the quirky subject + split-NOM S object pattern of mihi est,
where the quirky subject is:

(1) the possessor-experiencer of tulla mieleen ‘come to mind’, realisable overtly not only
as possessor of mieli but also ALLAT or ADES in above °mulle tuli mieleen sinut (cf.

tuli sinut" vélilld on kontekstin oletusarvoa koskeva semanttinen ero. Edellistd kdytettdessd ei tarvittane
yhteyttd mihinkdén tilannetta edeltivdén toimeen. Jalkimméistd kéytettédneen jonkin toimen seurauksena.].
Kaikille edelld esitetyille t-akkusatiivia kéyttdville lauseille on yhteistd, ettd t-akkusatiivissa oleva funktio
on semanttisesti -agentiivinen. Tdmi johtuu — kehdpddtehndnomaisesti — edelld mainitusta lauseen
syntaktisesta ja informatiorakenteesta.

1% Omistuslauseessa e-subjektin objektimaisuuden konkreettisin todiste on persoonapronominin -
akkusatiivi: Onhan minulla sinut. Akkusatiiviesiintymii on havaittu muissakin eksistentiaalilauseissa. (b)
Tuossa [videonauhan kohtauksessa] ndkyy sinutkin. (P) | Refereitd miettiessd ensimmdisend tuli mieleen
Sinut. (E) (¢) AT: Minkdlaisista asioista sind kirjoitat. MH: kaikellaisista mut ihmiset tdytyy olla aina
mukana. ilman (.) ihmisid ni (.) siit ei oikeestaan tulis (.) mitddn et vihintddn siin tdytyy olla (.) minut itseni
mukana (r)

19 Erityisesti lausetyypin minulla on sinut — jonka kiyttotarpeet ovat todellisuudessa sangen véhaisia -
tuoreudesta kertoo se, ettd tiedossani ei ole kielitieteellisid mainintoja aiheesta ennen Hakulista (1926) ja
Setédldd (1926), ja sithen suhtauduttiin varauksellisesti vield pitkddn Setdldn jilkeenkin (ks. Ikola 1954a:
214). Ajan mittaan tdtd lausetyyppid on punniskeltu monin eri tavoin, mutta ndhtdvésti vasta Inaba (2000:
79-80; 2015: 92-93) on nostanut esille sen, ettd r-akkusatiivit ovat levinneet myos esimerkiksi ilmaisuihin
Jjdddd/muistua/tulla mieleen ja muun muassa verbien [oytyd ja ndkyd yhteyteen: (5) Tuli mieleen sinut kun
ndin ndmd. (6) Minut [oytyy Instagramista nimimerkilld secretadalmina — — (7) kdyn heti ihailemassa kun
sinut ndkyy listoillani (Kaikki esimerkit Inaba 2015: 93.) Inaba katsoo, ettd suomeen on tillaisten lauseiden
myotd syntynyt uusi eksistentiaalilauseen alatyyppi. Kysymysté siitd, kutsutaanko t-akkusatiiveja talldin
subjekteiksi vai objekteiksi, hidn pitdd puhtaasti teknisend ja grammaatikkojen kulloisistakin ratkaisuista
riippuvana.
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°Inaba 2000: 80n41 contrasting out-of-the-blue sind tulit mieleeni vs. mieleeni tuli sinut
that needs to continue a context)

(i1) the encoded silent gen experiencer of ndkyd ‘be seen, appear’ (argued for in Huumo
2006: 4.3), which in line with other experiences should be oblique

(ii1) the experiencer of necessive tdytyy where silent experiencer alternates with overt
DAT-GEN (°necessive).

5.3.4 Diachrony and variation in mihi est

Interest: on the basis of early literary Finnish, apud me est syntax is expected to be used
in mihi est uses, where personal pronouns are agreeing nominative S, and so also on the
slender basis of other systems, but 7-forms are both reported as and resisted by the
intuition of native some speakers in 1926, and are part of native competence now at
various registers of systems close to SF; between these points there is a gap in evidence
available to me and it neither excludes nor suggests that ~forms emerged among the
relevant speakers at some point in 19/e20C.

SF and CF: Within the codification of current SF and the development of CF, the coding
of personal pronouns in mihi est appears to have come to the fore in Hakulinen 1926%*,
discussing nonagreement in the type pojalla on vaaleat hiukset, and asserting that the
accusative is the only choice minulla on sinut, and in accordance with the instincts of
native speakers, and reaction to it in Setdld 1926, highlighting the regularity of
nonagrement in adessive + BE for possession from the outset, 1880: §49 pojalla on
vaaleat hiukset, 1891: 13n1, §60.1I, but appending a note in the 1926 edition that the ¢-
form in niin kauan kuin minulla on sinut is literary artifice due to foreign habere type
models in 1926: §60.11''° and to be replaced a.0. by apud me est, niin kauan kuin sind olet
minulla, or other verbs, niin kauan kuin omistan sinut, though the manual from the first
edition is (among) the first to give z-accusative forms even of singular personal pronouns
(for the discussion of the debate, see Ikola 1959: sec. II, p. 213ff., Aalto 1999,
Lammivaara 2002, Ylikoski 2021: sec. 2 with lit.).

This difference may reflect dialects/origins: L. Hakulinen, 1899-, L1 Finnish < Turku
: Southwestern dialects, mother < Loimaa : Southwestern dialects, near to those where at
the time *f GEN.SG/PL—-NOM is documented in °Setdld 1883, °Latvala 1895,
°Kannisto 1901, father from Tohmajérvi : East-Savonian dialects, near to localities with
at the time #.SG/PL—t + GEN.SG/*PL pattern of personal pronouns, °Kondénen 1888,
°Reijonen 1892; E.N. Setéld, 1864-, Kokeméki : Southwestern dialects, again near to
°GEN.SG/PL-NOM.SG/PL (on L. Hakulinen, see Itkonen 1984; on E. N Setila,
Karlsson 2000). As seen below, I have seen no personal pronouns in the contemporary
dialectal literature, and that includes no #-forms in East-Savonian dialects, though
otherwise the mihi est construction is highly similar in it to that of SF and CF (e.g.
Reijonen 1892: p. 64 Isolla Matilla oli nedt neljd hevosta ja pienelld Matilla yksi || p. 70

"% Kirjallisuudessa nikyy toisinaan esimerkkeji, joissa on menty vield pitemmille: vieraiden kielten mallin
mukaan on minulla on rakenne késitetty transitiiviverbin veroiseksi ja varustettu objektilla, esim. Minulla ei
ole hdtdd, niin kauan kuin minulla on sinut. Téllainen yksistdéin kirjallinen sanontatapa on kuitenkin
leimattava torkeédksi ja ehdottomasti kartettavaksi kielivirheeksi (p. 0. niin kauan kuin sind olet minulla tai
niin kauan kuin omistan sinut).
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hdnelld oli niin tahellinen asija || p. 77 van tuolla soarva-eldvdlld on lujimmassa nahka |
p. 77 kum meelld om pihassa eldvd, jota jo neljdttd kymmentd vuotta on nyletty).

Current studies on “Finnish” or explicitly SF or CF by native speaker-linguists do not
note any deviance of z-forms in the construction (e.g. Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975,
Vainikka 1989, Vilkuna 1996), a native-speaker survey has found high acceptability
(Ylikoski 2021), and my trawls through with a variety of personal pronoun stems suggest
high frequency (e.g. G Onko kiva ku sulla on meijit? | G Onneks sulla on meijdit). Of
course, this need not exclude the existence of grammars where, for instances, agreeing
NOM remains as an option for encoding possession (cf. here the description in
°Toivainen 1993: sec. 3 and comments on it, though that is hardly even a hint).]

Late 19C SF: I do not know whether it can be inferred from Setédld’s discussion that in
dialects known to him one ordinary way to code static possession as opposite
accompaniment and so expressible by ‘own’ in niin kauan kuin omistan sinut was apud
me est-like niin kauan kuin sind olet minulla. It is however consistent with earlier literary
Finnish below, and probes of late-19C literature on B turn up context where later I would
guess to be used mihi est but with personal pronouns in agreeing NOM, e.g. B Kerttu
nojasi pddtddn vanhan miehensd jaloa rintaa vastaan sanoen kun sind olet minulla olen
onnellinen vaikka ei minulla olisikaan mitddn muuta.

This would be within system where indefinites and inalienably-possessed definites in
permanent possession at least are nonagreeing nominatives, as in current mihi est, but as
also as expected of eS of apud me est: Setéld 1880: §25.11 “Tytélld on (ei: ovat) mustat
silmdt, kauniit kddet (ei: mustia silmid, kauniita kdsid koska hdnelld niitd on aina yhté
monta); Ukolla on harmaat hiukset (ukolla on harmaita hiuksia, ilmaisee, etti niitd on
hénelld muunviristen joukossa)” ; but where ADES antecedes bare 3™ POS, unlike in
later apud me est, Setdld 1880: §36n2 “Kolmannen persoonan suffiksi saattaa, paitse
lauseen subjektia, vield tarkoittaa adessiivilla ilmoitettua omistajaa (olen-verbin kanssa),
sekd persoonattomain puheentapojen kera kiytettyd genitiivid; esim. Hdnelld on oma
mielipiteensd asiasta; Ansiolla on palkkansa; Hdnen tdytyi lausua ajatuksensa.” Here
Setdld 1880: §25.11, §36n2 ~ Jahnsson 1871: §37.VI, §27n3 (cf. Karlsson 2000).

Late 19C dialects: Setild description matches 19C dialect descriptions when they go into
relevant details.

Southwest-Centre: This is so for the Satakunta dialects described Setéld 1883 in that these
also have ADES > NOM/PART order, nonagreement, §66, Kylld silld miahelld on hyvit
papinlahjat, and presumably antecede bare 3™ POS, §180 adverting to Setili 1880.

There is also a good match with the South-Tavastia dialects in Kannisto 1901: §68 for
POS, e.g. “Kolmannen persoonan suffiksi ilman pronominin genetiivid saattaa, paitsi
lauseen subjektid, tarkoittaa adessiivilla ilmoitettua omistajaa, sekd persoonattomien
puheentapojen keralla kdytettyd genetiivid.” e.g. Ja hdll oli nin u-haallinen ku-llauuri
sittet _ta-skusans; §101.1 for subject-like placement of ADES/INES “Samassa paikassa
kuin subjekti on yleensd persoonattoman verbin ohessa kdytetty persoona, passivimuodon
objekti, persoonattoman kausatiiviverbin objekti sekd omistajaa ilmoittava adessiivi ja
inessiivi” e.g. Antakaa meitillej_ja-uholeipdd, meill_om puu-leipdd; without explicit

85



description of agreement, but cf. in the compared DAT-GEN usage §64.VI.2.j3, e.g.
Midhen oli mi-dlet (kujeet) mi-dlessd.

Southeast: A somewhat detailed and richly illustrated description for the Southeastern
dialects of Jadski+Kirvu may be found in Sirelius 1894, and supplemented with the
somewhat differently-oriented description of the same in Lénnbohm.

Sirelius §112.IV discusses uses of the external cases “Eldvdn olennon perhetti ja
huostaa tai osallisuutta jossakin”, which involves a wide variety of structure, some mihi
est among, other possession-related uses of addessive-allative-ablative to other verbs in
ways mentioned below for Karelian, others using the ‘with’/‘at’ of apud me est in it or
with other verbs. Sirelius observes: “Muutamissa tdmén laatuisissa lauseissa — ja etenkin
niissd, joissa predikaattina on liikettd ilmaiseva verbi — on adessii vi alkanut kadottaa
paikallismerkitystdén ja kielitunne ruvennut pitdmiin sitd subjektina.”, e.g. Yhtsuoraa
meill kdyvvdd niin. Continuing: “Tdssd mainittakoon, ettd adessiivia kdytetddn aina
adverbiaalilla varustetun olla verbin ohella ilmoittamaan omistamista, jos nimenomaan
tahdotaan osottaa, ettd omistettu esine omistetaan sellaisena, semmoisissa suhteissa
olevana, kuin adverbiaalin kautta esitetdén. Sen johdosta, ettd predikaatti yksin saattaa
usein ilmaista samaa kuin adverbiaalilla varustettu olla verbi ja sitd siis voi kdyttda
nditten asemesta, tavataan omistavainen adessiivi usein muittenkin kuin olla verbin
ohella.”

Some exx with the adessive: §112 Onks hdd nyt olit teill toiss? | Kyll meill lehmd
myyvvdd | Onks teill muita ihmisii koton | Meill o’ otraakii jo niitetty | vieldjks siull isd
ellda? | Oha meill yks pelto, mikd nytt o’ rukkiin, savikkookii | Totta teill taitaa olla jo
monta puhetta | Meill ois laps ristittdvd | Miull o’ siell yks poika vivyn | Sill o’ se yks
poika siittd hontto | Onks Matill mamma jo tdlld | Vieldks Teill mamma eldd?, and these
can be much enriched with texts in Sirelius and Lonnobhm, Sirelius p. 12 ol’ miull
toinekii tytdr || p. 19 Toisell ol’ venndikirves kainaloss, toisell ol’ loma olall niill rosvoill
... kell ol’ rantaloma, se alko kingota sitd kellarii ylldd || p. 22 Miull o’ tytdr.

In Sirelius’s §112 examples with mihi est and other verbs with plural NOM show
nonagreement, sil/l o’ kaikk maalimat lorut pddss | Joks teill o’ pyyvvékset veess | Ndill
Jjout tddll messdpelloss potatit aikaisempaa; this matches Lonnbohm’s texts, e.g. p. 153
En mie kuullt: mull on kehnot hampaat! || (riddles) p. 140 Harmi(n) lammas, hapsi(n)

ripasniekat jalass.
(Also relevant is Sirelius’s description of DAT-GEN in §14 with matching exx, e.g.

Miu kdi sddliks se laps raukka. | Miu tulloo jo ndlkd. | Mei ois tarvis paimen. | Ndd ois
miu korjattava.)

Karelian: Genetz 1884: §145f. goes into more detail than other contemporary descriptions
available to me: “Adessiivia (abl. all.) kdytetddn suomen genitiivia vastaamassa, aina
datiiva”, e.g. mi sinul on? hirvakk’ on minul kéivelld kalmistol | ndlgii rodih heil heidan
tuli ndlkd. “Usein adessiivi vastaa posessiivistakin genitiivid, niinkuin Vendjdn kielen
prepositioni y”, e.g. hdnelleh taatah ihastui | minun sulhain’ on iilimdinen koroli tdl linnal
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tdman kaupungin ylimméinen kuningas. This extended use of the external cases in the
manner of broadly possessive-benefactive-ethical datives is well described in other lit. on
Karelian (e.g. the dialects studied in Oranen 20191: sec. 5, Ojajarvi 1950%: p. 100.'"", the
normative grammar based on South+Olonets Karelian of Ahtia 1938-2014: 111.§47, §56).

Most exx. of mihi est in the text and description of Genetz 1884 found here have
postverbal, indefinite, NOM.SG or PART.SG/PL S, but there is also a definite NOM.PL,
and it controls plural agreement: Genetz 1884: p. 12, Olonets Karelian, Sedmaérvesi:
Op’dd i nostattav: nouze vain, opdd’ unen ndin. — Midd ndit? sanov. Nengomaz i
nengomaz linnas aitan avaimet kavottih: kuz ned ollah, tiedded-go? Hdi sanov: minul
again. — What did you see? says he. In such and such town the keys of the granary
disappeared: where are they, do you know? He says: I have the keys in the pocket,
minulla ovat=on taskussa ne avaimet. Again he falls asleep.”]

Descriptions of Karelian normally indicate nonagreement in mihi est, e.g. Ahtia 1938-
2014: I1.§10, normative based on South+Olonets Karelian, follows up “Predikaatti 3.
persoonassa on (vastoin subjektia) usein yksikdssd, varsinkin kun se kdy subjektin
edelld.”, with “Predikaatti olla on aina yksikossd, kun sen yhteydessd oleva
eksternatiivisana ilmoittaa omistajaa tai inessiivisana paikkaa.”, e.g. Kynnet on sinul
pitkdt | Kengis on kulkut ahtahat | Girois on kleimat (punnuksissa on leimat) (Ahtia 1938-
2014: 111.§10), and that matches reelvant texts in Genetz 1880, e.g. p. 13, South Karelian,
Rebola, Miul on, Sanov, Sormet oigiat, Siulaz on vedrdt Sormet., and other typical exx.,
e.g. Zaikov 1999: 45 Miula on uuvvet sukset.

The °K1820 Tver Karelian and °K1864 South Karelian translations of Matthew

definite inanimates, e.g. from K1820 10.41 Ken ottav prorokkua prorokan nimeh, silld
liev prurokan palka; i ken ottav Jumalan varaijan Jumalan varaijan nimeh, silld liev
Jumalan varaijan palka.

I have been able to find to personal pronouns in mihi est in 19C dialectal description, and
ditto for candidates for oblikque subjects like °Miu kdi sdidliks se laps raukka.

Search through SKN on KORP in 20C dialect corpus has also come up with no
occurrences of mihi est with personal pronoun themes, though there are definite human
nominals, e.g. ja sitten minulla oli vanhempi veljeni , tuolla , Kylmdkosken
seurakunnassa; pronoun-like uses of se, ne, e.g. ne on sellaiset , sakset niin kuin pihdit nyt
meilléikin oli ne mutta ne on hukkunut tddltd, including for animals, kylld minulla oli se ,
se minkd mind Lappeesta ostin se , lappalaisrotuinen koira; personal pronouns in apud
me est, hdn oli meilld [“at ours’”].

Thus: SKN, Lounaiset valimurteet, Lansi-Satakunta, Noormakku, JY; mihi est-like,

with another intransitive: Kummallakin hdn viipyi kaksi vuotta | SKN, Lieto,
Lounaismurteet, Pohjoinen Varsinais-Suomi, SK; apud me est: mutta sitten kun meiddn
diti kuoli, hdn oli meilld hdnen sdnkynsd oli tuossa ja minun tuossa || SKN,

"'T am also indebted to a clear discussion of these uses of external cases in a no longer accessible handout
by J. Laakso “Zur Syntax des Karelischen”, sec. “Sympathische Konstruktionen”, from 2005 summer
course “Karelisch” at U. Wien.

87



Hémaldismurteet, Pohjois-Satakunta, Urjala, VV; apud me: aina kun mekin tapaamme
toisemme sen Vannin kanssa he asuikin meilld monen tdrmiinin ajan | SKN,
Hamalaismurteet, Kaakois-Hame, Artjarvi, TN; mihi est : -, -, ne on sellaiset , sakset niin
kuin pihdit nyt meilldkin oli ne mutta ne on hukkunut tddltd , ne on vienyt johonkin ne kun
ne oli ne porsaspihdit tuossa olisi ollut ndhtdvdindkin . [ne = anaphor to sakset] || SKN,
Lounaismurteet, Pohjoinen-Varsinais-Suomi, Eurajoki, AR; mihi est: niin ja se piimd
kumminkin hyvdd oli . kylli me kirnunnut olemme monta kertaa ja myds sitten
separaattoria kdaytetty . meilld oli semmoinen separaattori ettd viisitoista litraa vetdd se
kannukin . ja siind on , se on suuri ja siind menee pian , ldpi . meilld on se vield . [se =
anaphor to kannu] || SKN, Savolaismurteet, Eteld-Savo, Mikkeli, AK; mihi est: kylld
minulla oli se , se minkd mind Lappeesta ostin se , lappalaisrotuinen koira niin se oli aika
hyvd ajamaan jdnistd vaikka se lintukoira oikein oli mutta ettd miten hdn lie ollut siihen ,
taipunut ettd kylld siltd janiksen sai siltikin ettd , ei minulla oikein niitd isoja jdniskoiria
ole ollut . [se “yes 1 had one, the one that I bought in Lapland™] || SKN, Lounaiset
valimurteet, Lénsi-Satakunta, Noormarkku, JS; mihi est: mm on se minua neljdttd vuotta
vanhempi , ettd ,. mind sielld olen sen kanssa jutellut niin se puhuu hdthditdd , useamman
kerran yhden asian . se ei muistakaan endd ettd ,. minulla on se taas , ollut , sdilynyt aika
hyvind , se muisto . [se = proleptic to se muisto] || SKN, Hémaildismurteet, Pohjois-
Satakunta, Urjala, VV; mihi est, human definite theme: mind , mind tdytin yhdeksdntoista
silloin kun mind vihittiin . ja sitten minulla oli vanhempi veljeni , tuolla , Kylmdkosken
seurakunnassa , - , Mellolan kyldssd , Torkolla voutina . || SKN, Kaakkoismurteet, Inkerin
suomalaismurteet, Markkova, IS; mihi est, illustrates the bulk of exx with se, ne as
demonstratives in full inanimate nominal: vieldkos teilld on ne helmet tallella sitten ?]

Early literary Finnish: It 16-18C Finnish literature, S has certain subjecthood properties
even in what later are existential constructions, notably available agreeing and
nonagreeing NOM for later nonagreeing NOM and Q-PART, e.g. 16C Rachel itke
20161, Inaba 2000: 79f1.).

In candidates for mihi est, personal pronouns occur, but always, it seems, as agreeing
NOM S. Two useful probes because they can be checked with different writers are Psalm
73:25 if using 2S is always agreeing nominative, e.g. from KORP, Mikael Agricola:

lupaxet.
Further ex. from of mihi est from 17C to illustrate more ordinary possession and €S

outside possession (all from VVKS §26, enriched as needed with VKS): agreeing NOM,

"2 Omistusrakenteita on saarnojen e-lauseista runsaat puolet, miki johtuu siitd, etti omistusrakenne on
vakiintunut sellaisiin ilmaisutehtéiviin, joissa nykysuomi kayttdd muita keinoja [...] Saarnojen e-lauseista (=
lauseista, joiden nykyvastineeksi luontuu nimenmomaan e-lause) yli viidennes on SV-tyyppisid, olipa
subjekti partitiivissa tai nominatiivissa, eikd sanajdrjestykselld tunnu olevan nykykielen tekstuaalista
tehtavad: kyseessd on yksinkertaisesti vanhan kirjakielen taipumus verbiloppuisuuteen (ks 41.2). Juuri SV-

88



cuin ndill pahoille — — [nimittdin] joca Pdiwdinen Rucous Raj 1654b E4a [“And
nevertheless to these are more severe weapons than to these evil ones -- namely the Daily

vhtddn wica Jumalan edes lka 1659:144 | ei hdnelld ole apua [= pelastusta] Jumalan
tykond Tka 1659:152.

Estonian: NOM systematically controls agreement and has no person restrictions not
only as counterpart of agreeing NOM S of Finnish, but also of nonagreeing NOM eS of
typical existentials like Aias kasvasid lilled ‘In the garden grew.3P flowers’ (Erelt and
Metslang 2006).

NOM S + oblique unaccusatives like meedima ‘like’: subjecthood of oblique is
limited to the weak, prominence-sensitive antecedence of local anaphora; subjecthood
diagnosed by raising to NOM and strikingly by PRO accrues to and only to NOM S, Piret
tahab oma diale meeldida ‘Piret wants PRO to please to-own father-in-law’; NOM S
controls agreement even as postverbal pro/mominal: Mulle meeldivad koerad ‘to-me
like.3P dogs’, and with personal pronouns, Ma meeldin sulle ‘I like.1S to-you’, (Metslang
2012, 2013s for a corpus studies, Vihman 2004: 2.4.2 for judgments including PRO).

Mihi est: same: ADES is prominent enough for reflexivisation (Metslang 2013s), cf.
also ADES in passives (Lindstrom 2015), but ADES cannot be PRO (Serzant 2016: 340);
NOM 8 raises to agreeing NOM (Metslang 2013s: 6.1), though I have not seen PRO
tested, cf.? G (journal) ta tahab talle olla naiseks “she wanted to be his wife” | Tema
tahab meile olla Pddstjaks “he wants to be our Saviour”; NOM agrees always (op.cit.;
Ratsep 1981: 46, Spoelman 2013: 2.4.2) and can be personal pronoun, nii kaua kui minul
e.g. NEG-PART Mul ei ole voitit ‘1 do not have a key’ (Metslang 2013s). There thus
seems to be only a single construction, corresponding apud me est syntactically, but in use
covering both apud me est and mihi est in Finnish (Matsumura 1994, Metslang 2013s).

6  Accusative codings in Finnic

6.1 Background

Pro/nominals: In nominals, NOM is stem (+ number), kala, kala-t ‘fish-(PL), accusative-
object context use NOM.PL-syncretic kala-t and GEN.SG-syncretic kala-n, nominative-

tyyppiset lauseet, joissa on nominatiivisubjekti, ovat hankalatulkintaisia. [...] Nykykielestd poikkeavasti
predikaatti saattaa olla monikollisen subjektin ohessa monikon 3. persoonassa ja jopa muussa persoonassa,
misté syysté predikaatin kongruoimattomuus ei sekéén kelpaa vanhan kirjakielen e-lauseiden tuntomerkiksi.
Kongruoiva predikaatti saattaa esiintyd myds omistusrakenteessa ... Oheiset esimerkit [including the
possessive exampes| ovat e-lauseita vain semanttisesti: niiden nykykielisiksi vastineiksi sopii yleensd
partitiivisubjektinen e-lause.

'3 E-lauseen partitiivisubjektin aiheuttaa vanhassa kirjakielessi kuten nykykielessikin lauseen kielteinen
sisdltd tai jaollisen subjektisaneen ilmaisema epdmédrdinen paljous. Kiellon vaikutus on 1600-luvun
teksteissd jokseenkin ehdoton: kielteisen e-lauseen subjekti on muutamaa poikkeusta lukuun ottamatta
partitiivissa. [Followed by discussion of how use of Q-PART differs.]
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object contexts use NOM.SG/PL-syncretic forms, cf. dative-genitive which uses
GEN.SG/PL-syncretic forms; pronouns-demonstratives differ in using suppletive SG-PL
stems and no -t, NOM.SG se, tdmd, tuo GEN.SG -n, NOM.PL ne, ndmd, nuo, GEN.PL
niiden, ndidén, noiden, but -t is sometimes introduced in dialects, °net &c.

Diachrony: GEN.SG-syncretic form in accusative contexts is usually attributed to
collapse of ACC *-m with GEN *-n, while GEN.SG/PL-syncretic unpromotable dative-
genitive has been attributed to collapse of ACC *-m with dative *-n, originally lative, and
perhaps related to adnominal genitive *-n, but various aspects of these proposals have
also been challenged (Lehtinen 2007, Inaba 2000, Inaba 2007, Inaba 2015*, Mahieu
2013: 3.6).

Personal pronouns: grammaticalised personal pronouns: 1S,PL, 2S,PL, and 3+.SG,PL
when these exist.

3+ SG hdn, PL he is normative for human referents save under modification in SF, but
it is absent in some colloquial varieties (Vainikka 1989: 4.2.5), and logophoric or
otherwise specialised in others (Laitinen 2005, Laitinen 2021, Kaiser 2018l, Kaiser
2018lIl, Priiki 2017, Vilppula 1989, Kallio 1978), while in Karelian it is ordinary for
humans Karelian (Genetz 1880, Ahtia 1938-2014, Zaikov 1999; Larjavaara 1990) as well
as for certain animates and even a grammaticalised subset of inanimates (Zaikov 1999:
58, cf. here °fish and bread-loaves). In dialectal descriptions available to me, the 3+ set is
sometimes only described as logophoric (Aminoff 1871: 38, 1876: 214, Lonnbohm 1889:
65, Cannelin 1889: §87), but more frequently other uses are described that include
inanimates under such conditions as ignorance/uncertaity (see esp. Laitinen 2005,
Laitinen 2021: Setdlda 1883: §171ff., Kannisto 1901: §64, Latvala 1899: §84-6 and §149-
150, Grotenfelt 1878: §66b; these sources and Laitinen also frequently address partial
shifting of indexical in reported speech).

The interrogative pronoun ken- has both pro/nominal and personal pronoun patterns
kenen, kenet in SF (Kiparsky 2001: 1.3.2), and even there cannot double POS unlike other
personal pronouns (Trosterud 1993: 231n9). I have not found this in any dialectal
descriptions at my dispoal where personal pronouns have 7-forms in SG (which contains
significant gaps, e.g. for most Bothnian varieties).

In SF, personal pronouns are distinctive in having a specialised accuative for in -7 in
both accusative-object and nominative-object contexts, minut, meiddt. In dialects of
Finnish and Karelian, ~forms can exist only in PL beside GEN.SG (a.o. Karelian Proper,
adjacent Southeastern dialects of Finnish at Pariikkala; the system adopted for SF in
Jahnsson 1871), both SG and PL (a.o. typical of Savonian varieties and Far-Northern
varieties, usually beside GEN.SG, adopted into SF of Setdld 1880 but not with GEN.SG),
but also SG only (a.0. some Tavastian varieties), or not at all and then GEN.SG and or
GEN.SG/PL is found in accusative-object contexts with nominative-object context NOM
or GEN or both according to imp.-pass. vs. ipv. or neither, with any gaps plugged by use
of DOM-PART (e.g. Southwestern dialects of Finnish and their Tavastian and Savonian
neighbours). Occasionall NOM.PL, for all PL or just 3P, though not as far as I know is
also used (varieties of Southwestern and Southeastern dialects). Early literature has #-
forms from the outset, but frequency and distribution varies widely across authors and
texts (O: °Lees 2015: 5.6.2.1, Hakkinen 2015: 4.4.1, 4.5.1, Hékkinen 2016, Uusitalo
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2015: 5.2.1, Kallio 2019: 292f.; DAT-GEN of necessives, Inaba 2000: 79f., Elsayed
2017: 1406).

One remarkable extension of the z-accusative to personal names and similar nouns like
father has been observed in child speech but also to some extent dialectally that of adults
(Réisdnen 1975: 3.2, 6.2); a recent study finds that many speakers find examples like Hdén
lupasi viedd minut ja Juliat New Yorkkiin quite acceptable (Ylikoski 2021: sec. 4''* and
Appendix thereto).

Diachrony: The ¢-forms of SF are attributed to the influence of eastern varieties of
Finnish and adjacent varieties of Karelian, both when recruited in the formation of SF
where this influence can be explicit (as in Jahnsson 1871), and in early literary varieties
where it is inferred (as in ¢-forms in Agricola deriving from his stay at Vyborg/Viipuri,
Lees 2015: 5.6.2.1). At the same time, ¢-forms are rather widely scattered in early
literature by writers originating in dialectal areas that mostly lack z-forms lately, and yet
do not lack them altogether in first descriptions of Southwestern and Tavastian varieties
though they are attributed to literary influences (°Mind vedn teijdt). Karelian and early #-
forms are by and large confined to PL (but not entirely: Karelian, see Novak et al. 2022:
7.7.1; early, °sind colmasti minut kielldt). The t of these PL personal pronouns has been
seen in the nominal z-pluraliser, extended to the oblique stem found a.o. in GEN.PL and
PART.PL, the two other common codings of personal pronoun O. The extension to SG is
then secondary, and it must then be supposed that systems with #.SG only are secondary
to that extension, perhaps via influence of the GEN.SG/*PL restriction (e.g. °Grotenfelt
1878).

The fine-grained diachrony of #-forms is unclear to me, including any accounts of
t.SG/*PL: see Lehtinen 2007 the general picture; Kallio 2019 for one concrete proposal
for the rise of t-forms by adding the t-pluraliser to DOM-PART pdidstd meitd pahasta —
meidd-t that takes into account early literary and occasional southwestern ¢-forms [almost
contrast meiddn by analogy with meiddt in Hakulinen 1961*: VIIn54]; Karlsson 1966,
Lauerman 2012: ch. 4 for adoption of #-forms in plural meiddt-type and then singular
minut-type but even then not kenet in the 18/19C literary language and grammars
otherwise chiefly based on Tavastian dialects; Ylikoski 2021: sec. 2 on the spread to mihi
est and beyond further discussed here under °mihi est, as well as innovative concord
further discussed under °syncretisms.

Syncretisms: Kiparsky 2001: 1.3.3, 3.3 brings evidence on the nature of GEN.SG and
t.SG in accusative-object contexts from epithets: adess. minu/héine-lla para-lla ‘poor me,
him’, kene-lla muu-lla ‘who else’, cf. se, ne as demonstrative si/timd-Ild kirja-lla. In
Kiparsky’s data, the £.SG of personal pronouns cannot combine with the GEN.SG form of
the epithets: DAT-GEN minun paran oli siivottava but accusative-object context He
panivat ?minut paran @ *minut parka : *minun paran siivoamaan, where “The version
marked with ‘?” is judged acceptable by some speakers and unacceptable by others.”
Kiparsky concludes that “No explanation for the peculiarity of of [?minut paran] is

"4 Lauseen hyviksyi ongelmitta (10) tai vain pienin varauksin (10) jopa yli puolet vastaajista; vain 15
yhteensd 35 informantista suhtautui lauseen kieliopillisuuteen kielteisemmin. Jos myds ylld mainittujen
esimerkkien Kallet, akat, Juliat ja Isometsdt tulkitaan yksikollisiksi t-akkusatiiveiksi, ndin kaytettynd t-
akkusatiivi ndyttdd verrattomasti produktiivisemmalta ja sijamaisemmalta kuin perinteisen kisityksen
mukaan seitseméddn pronominiin rajoittuessaan
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available under the assumption that -n and -¢ are the respective allomorphs of accusative
case in nouns and pronouns.” Kiparsky adopts a featural categorisation that unify all
accusative- and nominative-object context forms of total objects realised according to
pronounhood and context by forms that are morphologically accusative -z, GEN.SG, or
NOM (the abstract group is his [-HR][-LR] or “marked complement”, where +LR would
give PART and +HR NOM; JR differentiates accusative- and nominative-object contexts
as the constraint that only “pivots” can be NOM, roughly highest (pro)nominals can be
NOM).

Ylikoski 2021 studies in more detail a greater variety of combinations like accusative-
object context Mistd voisin loytdid entiset teiddt (ok for twice as many speakers than *) :
entisen teiddn (essentially *) :: sen entisen sinut (ok for half as many speakers as *) : sen
sentiset sinut (essentially *) ::: nominative-object context Kunpa minulla olisi entiset sinut
. entisen sinut (both essentially *, against baseline bare sinut that is essentially perfect) ::
against a nonmismatching PART object like Ali kuitenkaan anna noiden asioiden
muuttaa sitd kultaista sinua (essentially perfect) ; Kenet ndiset : naisen sind ndit (both
degraded and the latter more than the former but not to the point of essentially *, against
untested better and more widespread combinations adverted to in the work like Kenet
muun ndit).'">

Ylikoski’s work adds an asymmetry beyond Kiparsky’s: £.SG groups with GEN.SG
against NOM.SG. That is not exlained by positing a uniform object case and then
mappting to f-accusative vs. GEN.SG vs. NOM, though the right lines are drawn by a
multiple-case approach to split-nominative contexts. Still, it is not obvious that these are
the right directions to look for an explanation, rather than others like effects of rates of
exposure and ‘“virus” conventions that are partly mediated by it (Sobin 1997): cf.
discussions of e.g. English It’s I who speak French : It’s me who speaks French : John
gave the book to me who *speaks/**speak French (Morgan 1972).

It would be interesting what patterns are like in dialects with GEN.SG/PL for personal
pronouns like those of the Southwest, or dialects that must resort to DOM-PART for PL
pronouns like those of Karelia (though sometimes independent properties of these
systems limit possible evidence, e.g. Kannisto 1901: §25.11.n5). Less relevant but still to
take into account are combinations where apparent case mismatch has other analyses like
Mat. 4.24 F1548 °Ja hen paransi heiden caiki.

Superficial case mismatches might be one factor in the variable contrast Mikko pyértyi
ja __ kannettiin ulos : *Hdn pyortyi ja *(hdnet) kannettiin ulos : *Hdn ei pyortynyt eikd
*(hdntd) kannettiin ulos (Vainikka 1989%*: 155, Kiparsky 2001: 1.3.2) cf. case-matching
requirements of ellipsis and other an argument-sharing construction (Hein and Murphy
2019 with lit., including sensitivity to paradigmatic syncretisms), though there may be
other factors like coherence conditions also familiar from argument sharing elsewhere
(Kehler 2011, cf. De Smit 2016p for role of parallelism here).

6.2 Variation and theory

In the rest of this section are collected patterns of O case in those mostly 19C dialectal
descriptions available to me, further evidence from 20C sources focusing on systems with

5 Ylikoski 2021 came to my attention too late to fully take into account here; the work compares other
mismatches that might relevant like idiomatic instrumental type ndilld/lle/Itd main.
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t-forms and with nominatives in nominative-object contexts that should be further
supported with study of GEN forms and splits in these contexts, and some opportunistic
discussion of nonevidence about mihi est.

Beyond these sources, literature reporting the judgments of native speakers across
analytic traditions implies that these speakers have such native judgments on #-forms even
when originating in areas where I would not have expected #-forms based on the mostly
19C dialectal literature and the earlier 20C SKN, SKM, and LA materials available to me
(e.g. Tampere in Vainikka 1989). Hints that systems isomorphic to SF in using #-forms in
split-nominative contexts are currently in widespread in even in areas whose earlier
dialects did not have them come from frequency on G of t-forms like mut vidtiin, meirdit
vietiin, meitit vidrddn constructed using dialectal descriptions below and Kerttunen 1940:
maps 79, 80, 113."'® That would make of #-forms a CF markers now spread beyond the
bounds documented in 19/e20C materials (discussed in e.g. Mielikdinen 1986, Mantila
1997*, Nuolijarvi and Sorjonen 2005, and the papers in Brunni et al. 2018). However, I
have not seen this set out and do not have access to some of the works where it might be.

The rest of this subsection introduces the elements of chief theoretical interest here in
the diversity of systems that follow.

DOM, PCC repair, t-forms: The SF r—¢ system has coding of personal pronouns that is
fully distinctive from that of pro/nominals in both form and distribution of case, -t
corresponding to GEN.SG:NOM.PL of accusative-object contexts and NOM.SG:PL of
nominative-object contexts. The z-forms can be viewed as: (i) “accusative” as say v/V-
Case forms that happens to be z-forms with personal pronouns and GEN.SG:NOM.PL
otherwise, extended by PCC-repair from O + ¢-complete A to O/S + ¢-deficient A/R,
with only diachronic-functional role for DOM; (ii) similarly with some appeal to
synchronic DOM of some sort, say identifying ¢-forms as accusative qua v/V-Case but at
least NOM.PL of pro/nominals as default; (iii) similarly but giving up the appeal to PCC,
if we extend DOM of O from ¢@-complete to ¢-deficient but not fully ¢-invisible A, cf.
Spanish DOM-leismo of le tomo + se le tomo : (*le) fue tomado, plus some proviso to
include sufficiently subject-like obliques so as to give minulla on sinut rather than the
type me quedas tu: that is, if we give DOM the distribution of classical DOM and
transitivisation-type PCC-repairs (which can encompass ergativisation as DSM).

The analytic options for DOM in (ii) and (iii) from the same syntax as nonDOM up to
purely featural dependencies with its context like v/V all the way to radically distinct
syntax like object shift to give higher scope or applicative rather than object syntax. I
know of no evidence for this, but also no tests (e.g. binding into subject: in many
varieties, POS has not only subject preference but also deviations, see e.g. Setdld 1893:
§180 on the logophoric POS in Se; sano, etti se (hevonen) isdvainoa(n)sa; aikana anno
hop(p)eata, and the target of OS in Icelandic was demonstrated a.o. through OS feeding
the binding of the similar mostly-subject/logo-oriented anaphor sin- in the subject,
McGinnis 1998).

"¢ An example of the remarkable examplaries that come up though without metadata or controls:
https://keskustelu.kaksplus.fi/threads/kirjoita-seuraavat-lauseet-niin-kuin-itse-sanoisit.828717/. 1 have no
idea why, beside the expected suomi24 mined in much other work, my queries not only for personified
imp.-pass. but also for case-forms so frequently lead to kaksplus and vauva.
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GEN—NOM, DOM-GEN: The opposite of distinctive coding for personal pronouns in
SF  would be a system where their coding 1is that of pro/nominals,
GEN.SG:NOM.PL—-NOM.SG:PL. There seem to be varieties of Southwestern dialects
that have such a system at least as an option: °Kylld md tulen ja lydn te, piru, kualijaaksi”

“taikka md tulen ja lydn sinun kualijaaksi”. 1t seems rare as such, though more
common specifically for 3P where it occurs not only in the Southwest but also Southeast,
°Kyll mie hyo kii saa. This is the type of system we would expected on full analogy that
restructured the personal pronoun system according to that of the more common
pro/nominals in °Lehtinen 1985: 275 (but not noted there).

Southwestern  dialects mostly have the rather different system of
GEN.SG:PL—NOM.SG:PL. In accusative-object contexts, again we have the choice of
taking the distinctive GEN.PL as (i) simply a realisation that the accusative happens or
(1) as DOM. Potential evidence on this would be personal pronoun + pro/nominal
combinations like Mat. 4.24 F1548 °Ja hen paransi heiden caiki.

Under either analysis of GEN, these systems are special in that there is no evidence
for @-visible A in nominative-object contexts to give DOM/PCC-repair. The analysis of
—NOM has been argued to retain O-hood rather than reflect O—S promotion even for
imp.-pass., insofar as NEG/ASP-PART is obligatory, Lehtinen 1985: 277£" . ¢f. De Smit

"7 Yksinaistempuksellinen tyyppi mind viedidn edustaa yleensi vain myénteisia resultatiivilauseita: jos siis
sen pronomini tulkitaan objektiksi, niin objektisddntdjen mukaan sen on oltava akkusatiivissa. Lauseissa,
joissa pronominiobjekti olisi objektisddntdjen mukaan partitiivissa, rakennetta ei kdytetd kuin nimeksi.
Ainakin kielteistd tyyppid mind ei viedd siis kylla esiintyy mutta perin harvoin. Ldhinnd se voidaan tulkita
myonteisen tyypin mind viedddn mallin mukaan muodostetuksi ja kielii vain siitd, ettd
nominatiivimuotoinen pronominiobjekti on altis hahmottumaan subjektiksi: onhan nominatiivi subjektille
paljon luonteenomaisempi sija kuin objektille (ks. Hakulinen—Karlsson— Vilkuna 1980: 126). Samasta
tendenssistd saadaan varsin kouraantuntuvia lisdndytteitd tuonnempana eteldviron yhteydessd. Ikola on
syntaktisia siirtymid késittelevdssd tutkimuksessaan (1959: 43) maininnut tdstd kielteisestd
nominatiivipronominillisesta lausetyypistd esimerkit Multian, Kylméikosken ja Loimaan murteista seké
Inkerin savakkomurteesta, mutta omaan priméériaineistooni siitd on tullut vain yksi esimerkki, Tyrvaalta:
kunne ensimmdisend jouluna mind talom poytddnkddn sydmdidn kdsketty (ks. edeltd s. 272). Lauseopin
arkistosta saamassani aineistossa tdtd rakennetyyppiéd ei esiinny lainkaan. Normaalia onkin sanoa kuten
Pernibssa: ei hent voittu ollenkam pestdikkd mutta - - et hd ensmdnen kert - - pesti vast kevdl. // Kielteisissa
tapauksissa nominatiivimuotoinen pronomini voitaneen katsoa jo subjektiksi tai ainakin sangen
subjektimaiseksi: jos se olisi objekti, odottaisi partitiivimuotoa. // Ehkd suorastaan olematon tai ainakin
perin harvinainen on myo0s tyyppi *mind peldtddn t. *hdn kaivataan, jossa predikaattina on myonteinen
mutta irresultatiivinen passiivimuoto. Minun aineistossani téllaisia tapauksia ei ole yhtdén. Otankin tdmén
oletettavan tyypin esiin vain siksi, ettd se olisi odotuksenmukainen, jos transitiivisen passiivipredikaatin
etinen persoonapronomini hahmottuisi yleensd subjektiksi. Tyypin puuttuminen tai harvinaisuus on sen
sijaan tdysin luonnollista, jos pronomini hahmottuu ensi sijassa objektiksi. Normaalistihan
irresultatiiviverbin objekti on aina partitiivissa, ei nominatiivissa. Tyypillinen esimerkki siitd, miten
akkusatiiviobjektina oleva persoonapronomini voi korvautua nominatiivilla mutta partitiiviobjektina oleva
ei, on Lopen murteesta: ensiks md leivottin sitte mind paistettin, vidld minua pisteltiykin sano (ks. s. 273).
Koska pisteltiin on tdssi kontekstissa irresultatiivinen, sen pronominiobjekti ei voi olla nominatiivissa. Kun
nominatiivimuotoinen pronominiobjekti juuri nominatiivisuutensa vuoksi voi pyrkid hahmottumaan
subjektiksi (kuten edelld puheena olleet kieltolauseet osoittavat), ei sindnsd olisi mahdotonta, ettd
vastaesimerkkejakin jostakin 10ytyisi. Mutta kuten sanottu, omaan aineistooni niitd ei ole joutunut. // Jos siis
tyypin mind vietiin persoonapronomini hahmottuisi subjektiksi, niin olisi vaikea ymmaértdd, miksi
predikaatti on miltei aina myonteinen ja resultatiivinen. Mutta jos mind on vanhastaankin objekti, asia
selittyy luontevasti: nominatiivi edustaa tdssd akkusatiivia. Yhtd luontevaa on, ettd kielteisissd ja
irresultatiivisissa lauseissa persoonapronominiobjekti on partitiivissa.
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2016p: 36'"% ie. if we systematically had °Min olen ke'rta vi:-hiitty ja ei mua to-iista
kertaa e-niid vihiitd, which is typical, but not exceptionless in the dialects in question,
here °Ei se sanotak kasvava(n) | °Se ei kdytetd meijan paikeilla, and Lehtinen 1985: 275,
288 with personal pronoun kunne ensimmdisend jouluna mind talom péyticnkdidn
sydmddn kdsketty = °kun en mind talon poytddn syomddnkddn kutsuttu. O-hood without
promotion would be clear for imp.-pass. recruited as 1P where 1P is diagnosed as subject
say by overt NOM 1P pronoun in subject positions, and I have seen at least one example,
Southeastern Jadski+Kirvu °Myo voitettii sie ‘me voitimme sinut’, cf. North-Savonian
°nyt myo sinut tavattiin. O-hood without promotion is on these grounds is probably
certain for ipv. like °ota mind, not only from likely strict NEG/ASP-PART, but also
insofar s the distinctive coding of the commandee of ipv. turns on its subjecthood.

Better candidates for O—S promotion are Southwestern systems that might have
GEN.SG/PL—NOM with imp.-pass. but -GEN with ipv. like °Halikko, and this split is
clearer in systems do not use GEN.PL with personal pronouns like Southeastern
°Parikkala GEN.SG—GEN.SG:ipv but —NOM.SG:imp.-pass. Lehtinen 1985: 276
implies the existence of such systems in observes that GEN—NOM is more widespread
with imp.-pass. than with ipv. and his discussion suggests influence of analytic BE + PRT
constructions where NOM is the subject by finite verb agreement and escape from NEG-
PART'"". Yet these too are analysable without promotion, with ¢-quirky A in ipv. qua
nominative-object context that retains personal pronoun GEN.SG qua DOM/PCC-repair,
and ¢-invisible A of imp.-pass. that allows O to be plain NOM. Again, promotion can in
principle be inspected by using NEG/ASP-PART and personified imp.-pass. Clearer
evidence for O—S is found when NOM comes to control agreement with imp.-pass. in
early literary varieties (Lehtinen 1985, De Smit 2016p with lit.).

The GEN—GEN:ipv & NOM:imp.-pass. might not be restricted to GEN— but be also
found with #-forms: this is the literary Finnish described in Jahnsson 1871: §11.c.Ill.n3,
where £.PL— in ipv. and independent INF, but #. PL—-NOM with imp.-pass.'*’

"8 In SF, personal pronoun objects are always marked, in both active and passive clauses, with either
partitive or accusative -¢ ... but West Finnish dialects (as well as Old Finnish) are exceptional in that
personal pronoun arguments are unmarked, e.g. idn kutsutaan ‘he is invited’. This is not necessarily a sign
of object-to-subject reanalysis; rather, West Finnish dialects mark pronominal objects with accusative -n
rather than the pronominal accusative -#, and personal pronouns thus fall under the general rule that with
passives (as well as imperatives and certain modal verbs), accusative -# is replaced by nominative (Lehtinen
1985: 275). According to Lehtinen (1985: 277-278), these unmarked objects occur only very rarely in
negated clauses (some examples are marshaled by Ikola 1959: 43) and not at all with an atelic verb, where
the object would be marked in the partitive.

%" Persoonapronominiobjekti on nominatiivimuotoinen jossain midrin yleisemmin passiivissa kuin
imperatiivissa. Miksi? [Possibility of Swedish influence.] Mutta ehkd passiivin — siis pass. preesensin ja
imperfektin — persoonapronominiobjektin nominatiivimuotoisuus on voinut saada tukea my0s omasta
kielestd, nimittdin passiivin persoonallisen liittomuodon siséltdvistd rakenteista, sellaisista kuin esim. mind
olen vihitty, viety jne. Niissd persoonapronominin nominatiivimuotoisuutta on ollut tapana pitda
alkuperdisend; pronomini on tulkittu predikatiivilauseen subjektiksi ja pass. 2. partisiippi predikatiiviksi (O.
Ikola 1959: 43—45; vastaavien rakenteiden asemasta virossa ks. Rajandi 1966, 1967). Pronominin tulkintaa
subjektiksi tukee se, ettd liittotempuksen apuverbi on kongruenssissa, samoin se, ettd predikaatti voi olla
kielteinenkin.

120 Ostfinskan har for personliga pronomina utbildat en egen accusativform minut, sinut, héinet, meidit,
teiddt, heiddt, hvilka former den ocksé anvénder uti de i I [O of ipv.], Il [O of imp.-pass.], IIl [O of
independent INF] ndmnda fallen, t. ex. ldhetd minut sinne, sinut vietiin, on hauskaa ndhdd hdnet.
Vestfinskan anvinder vanligtvis i dessa fall partitivus af personliga pronomina, utom vid verbets passiver,
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Southwestern GEN—NOM has analysed as development from —- through influence
of pro/nominals on personal pronouns in Lehtinen 1985: 275'?!. That must suppose an
analogy that extends the GEN.SG:NOM.PL—-NOM.SG:PL of pro/nominals to
GEN.PL—NOM.PL, setting aside number to generalise over case. We might then expect
that similar setting-aside of number might have led to other analogies like introducing
GEN.PL for NOM.PL through analogy with GEN.SG in accusative contexts in
pro/nominals, but there might well be independent factors that would disfavour it, like
frequency. Lehtinen indeed proposes that personal pronouns were remodelled due to the
greater frequency of pro/nominals; that would play no or lesser role in remodeling PL on
SG within pro/nominals.

GEN,t.SG/*PL: GEN— can be restricted to SG: GEN.SG—NOM (Southeastern
°Jaaski+Kirvu); GEN.SG—NOM (°North-Tavastian); GEN.SG—GEN:ipv. &
NOM:imp.-pass. (Southeastern °Parikkala); GEN.SG—* with resort to independent ¢-
forms or DOM-PART (°Olonets Karelian, °South-Karelian) (and many others were — is
unknown). The absence of GEN.PL can be made sense of through its isolation in the
system: GEN.SG— is shared with pro/nominals, but GEN.PL is not; GEN.SG—NOM is
shared with and perhaps due to analogy with pro.nominals, but that would have left open
the left-hand side of GEN.PL—?, and the uncertainty might have affected use of
GEN.PL—. On this account of *GEN.PL, as on Lehtinen’s invocation of analogy with
pronominals as the source of GEN—NOM, we might expect more systems with
GEN.SG—NOM & GEN.PL—*/GEN rather than *GEN.PL— than I have seen -- which
is none fully so described: but that absence might well reflect limitations of sources
available to me.

However, varieties with that restrict GEN.SG also often have #-forms (all above save
°Olonets Karelian), and tend to also restrict these to SG, that is £.SG—¢ (Southeastern
°Jaaski+Kirvu, °North-Tavastian, °Southeastern Parikkala), though they might also have
only #. PL—(°South Karelian), or both £.SG/PL (East-Savonian). That is surprising in light
of the proposed origin of #-forms in the #-pluraliser, with the expected restriction to PL in
some varieties (°South Karelian), and supported by analogou extension to NOM.PL both
in personal pronouns and pro/nominals (°hyot, °met; °net). Pehaps the GEN.SG restriction
gave to the 7.SG restriction.

DOM-PART: Orthogonal to all these systems is DOM-PART. Lees 2015: 5.6.2.1
reviews the situation in early literary varieties like Agricola’s, where ¢.PL is occasional,

der nominativus &fven forekommer. Jmf. regeln. Skriftspriket har borjat adoptera de plurala
accusativformerna meidqt, teiddt och heiddt i alla andra fall utom vid passiverna, der nominativen regelrtt
anvindes.

2l Selitykseni pohjana on havainto, etti rakennetyyppi esiintyy ainoastaan murteissa, joissa
persoonapronominien akkusatiivimuodot (tai osa niistd, yksikkdmuodot) ovat «-loppuisia, siis genetiivin
kaltaisia. Niin on paitsi linsimurteissa my6s kaakkoismurteissa ja ainakin itdisimmissé
savolaismurteissakin. Tyyppi hdn viedddn voidaan selittdd sellaisten passiivirakenteiden analogiaksi, joissa
objektina, on jokin muu nomini kuin persoonapronomini t. ken. Koska genetiivin kaltaista akkusatiivia ei
passiivin yhteydessd kaytetd substantiiveista, jotka tietysti ovat objektisanoina verrattomasti yleisempid
kuin persoonapronominit, niin siti ei suvaita pronomineistakaan, /-loppuista akkusatiivia ei sen sijaan ole
torjuttu, koska se on substantiiveille tdysin vieras: sen kdyttdd ne eivit ohjaa. Néin siis tyyppi hdnet vieddcdin
on kaikkialla esiintymisalueellaan sdilynyt mutta tyyppi hdnen viedddn on osassa aluetta korvautunut
tyypilld hdn viedddn (ei kuitenkaan esim. Eteld-Pohjanmaalla).
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GEN.SG/PL more common, and DOM-PART the rule highlighted and exmplified in
Ikola 1965. Jahnsson 1871: °§11.c.Ill.n3 describes this system for West Finnish, where
the accusative-object context case of personal pronouns is GEN.SG/PL (unstated there,
save as inferred from its not being £.SG/PL), and nominative-object contexts split, NOM
with imp.-pass., DOM-PART with ipv. and independent INF. The best-studied system of
DOM-PART in dialects is °Larjavaara 1990 on South-Karelian which independently has
GEN.SG:t.PL personal pronouns: DOM-PART is available for pro/nominals and
increases in frequency with degree of personhood, is not categorial even with personal
pronouns so the system has £.PL—¢PL, but is categorial in its use to avoid GEN.SG—*,
i.e. GEN.SG in nominative-object contexts, and inverse fails to apply to pro/nominals i.e.
to NOM.SG/PL in nominative-object contexts, this last apparently being a point where
similar varieties differ. If we take this basic system and eliminate z.PL, leaving as the sole
non-PART personal pronoun coding GEN.SG—* and DOM-PART as the sole option
otherwise, the result is Genetz 1884 °Olonets Karelian and °Standard Estonian, in the
latter of which at least DOM-PART is also the preferred alternative to GEN.SG. Finnish
dialects too offer DOM-PART like °Southeast-Tavastian with £.SG, GEN.SG, and DOM-
PART but obligatory for PL, but without information on whether DOM-PART is also an
alternative to SG.

DOM-PART is a solid instance of DOM that is not analysable as either accidental or
systematic sycretism of O-coding case categories with PART, because the categories
mostly have their own forms: not only is PART an independently distributed case
category for coding O as NEG/ASP/Q-PART, the categories affected by DOM-PART
often have their own realisation, such as °South-Karelian GEN.SG and ¢.PL -- in contrast
for instance to the use of GEN—NOM for personal pronoun O in Southwestern dialects,
which is DOM in the sense that GEN.PL is reserved to personal pronouns, but where
GEN is not an independent O coding, and does not occur beside another personal pronoun
O coding.

When DOM-PART reaches categorical levels, its use may offer a remarkable probe
onto the structure of the system concerned, though that work has largely not been done
here. To illustrate with Karelian: (i) In °Olonets Karelian (and °Estonian), PL personal
pronouns have neither #.PL nor GEN.PL, and must resort to DOM-PART -- but that
“must” presupposes that NOM.PL would not do, even though there are neighbouring
Southeastern dialects where it partly will and farther Southwestern dialects where it will
fully, so that effectly the system Karelian (Estonian) system is enforcing DOM where
personal pronouns cannot use NOM.PL like pro/nominals, even though that DOM is not
being cued even by GEN.SG of personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts since that
is shared with pro/nominals, and so is at best cued by GEN.SG—DOM-PART rather than
*NOM in nominativeo-bject contexts unlike pro/nominals, perhaps bearing on why
DOM-PART is not available for NOM.SG of pro/nominals in South-Karelian (untestable
in Estonian, unknown in Olonets Karelian). (ii) In °South-Karelian, ¢#.PL—¢ alternates
with DOM-PART, as does GEN.SG—*, but the nominative-object context transformation
of GEN.SG must be DOM-PART, not *GEN or *NOM, though both of these options are
found in neighbouring Southeastern dialects of Finnish at °Parikkala and °Jaski+Kirvu,
again indicating underlying DOM that is not motivated by the accusative-object context
GEN.SG alone since that is shared with pro/nominals, but perhaps by #.PL—*.
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PCC: The crosslinguistic landscape of person restrictions leads to the expectation that
certain constructions like impersonals and passives should vary between all-accusative,
all-nominative, and split-nominative O coding, with corresponding ¢-complete, @-quirky,
and ¢-invisible A coding, even if A as say @-inert oblique nevertheless counts as subject
for core subjecthood diagnostics and so O is singled out by core objecthood diagnostics.

The most striking deviations from expectations in the range of dialectal patterns are:
ipvs. with all-nominative objects, which are widespread, °ofa mind; personoified imp.-
pass. with free nominative pronouns and all-nominative objects, rare but attested, °Myo
voitettii sie ‘me voitimme sinut’; and all-nominative objects in what are elsewhere
transparent INF under matrix with nominative subject, °Kun mind sattusin muistamaan
monias vanha runo.

For all-nominative objects of infs., solution through opacity and local NOC/4ARB PRO
seems readily available, and receives some support in °Estonian.

For all-nominative objects of personified imp.-pass., Lonnbohm 1879 Southeastern
dialect with °Mydé voitettii sie ‘me voitimme sinut’, it also has #-forms in the same context,
°Myo vietii hoijjdt tupaa, and moreover for 3P also nominative even in accusative-object
contexts, °mie hyo kii saa : °Sulhase taloss otettii hoit. One analytical option is to see
nominative forms of personal pronouns as realisations of the nominative+accusative case
expected here for PCC-repairs, a solution that generalises. Further study of this proposal
would need an examination of the variety for characteristics of multiple case: variation for
the same A in the case of O or its modifier, or in their effability. The adjacent South
Karelian dialect studied in Larjavaara includes potential evidence for multiple-case
ineffability in the contrast between accusative : nominative contexts for £PL : £.PL ::
GEN.SG : *, i.e. barring any counterpart of GEN.SG personal pronouns in nominative-
object contexts, wehther GEN.SG or NOM.SG, and requiring resort to independent
DOM-PART.

For ipv, full 2S-2P ipv. paradigms with all-nominative objects of the type ota ~
otakaa mind are widespread, but not with further 1P in the same formation, since
*otaka(a)m- forms have generally been replaced by recruited imp.-pass. One solution
then is to deny that person features of the subject are in fact coded on the verbal form at
all, with ota, otakaa being SG:PL of ipv. mood.

An alternative for the ipv. is Legate 2014 for the Acehnese passive: A obligatorily
controls prefixal ¢-features on the verb, the ¢-features are agreement rather than
pronominal by diagnostics like Condition C, O but not A raises for subjecthood like PRO,
and A can but need not be realised as a PP differentiated from canonical A/S/O DPs by
not licensing FQs. Legate posits that the passive involves a v-adjoined @-set restricting
the interpretation of the external argument of v but not otherwise visible to A-
dependencies and case-dependencies, so underlyingly and in other systems O is NOM.
This works quite well as an option for ipv. with all-nominative O, beside more standard
alternatives where ¢-features of A are in Spec,v and O is then split-nominative or
accusative according to @-quirky/completeness of A. Other systems that come to mind as
good candidates for Legate’s analysis also have PP-like rather than direct-case A, e.g.
Arizona Tewa, where in inverse A—1/2.0 combinations, A controls reduced @-agreement
and is oblique rather than direct, and structural diagnostics suggest O is the subject
(Kroskrity 1985, cf. Rezac 2011: 3.4). An alternative analyses of Acehnese and Arizona
Tewa might involve oblique A subject clitic-doubled in the obligatory manner of dative
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experiencer R in Spanish (see contra this Legate 2014: 38 because the A-controlled prefix
does not trigger Condition C on material in O; however, Zubizarreta 1998: 109, 113,
185f.n15 shows that in Spanish only dative but not accusative clitics trigger Condition C
for material in the subject, yet both cliticisation and clitic doubling both obviate WCO in
the manner of pronouns rather than agreement, Sufier 1992, Franco 1994, and even the
relatively unselective dative clitic doubling is still more restrictive than agreement when it
comes to bare plurals, Ordofiez 2000).

In extending these analyses to imp.-pass. °Myo voitettii sie, and indeed a putative ipv.
°ota sind se laukku — ota sind mind!, the key issue is how to integrate what are on the
surface when overt NOM 1P pronouns, in regular subject positons with imp.-pass.,
postverbal only in ipv. unlike in juss., and probably NOM-like silent 1P pronouns by
diagnostics like FQ-like kaikki (though cf. French where accusative and datives clitics
like nominatives can antecede bare FQs though the datives also a-marked FQs, Kayne
1975).

All-ACC: Descriptions widely documented all-accusative coding of O in ungoverned and
NEC infinitives, but there are exist dialects where imp.-pass. and ipv. can be all-
accusative contexts, as if with phi-complete A (°Kemi), or they can piecemeal like imp.-
pass. but not ipv. (°Tver Karelian).

6.3 Systems in descriptions

6.3.1 Overview

Table: personal pronoun O-coding across dialects

t G other DOM-PART
Kannisto 1901 Tav—>SW *t G.S/P—N.S/P:/ 4
Lol 195 SW-Tav-Sav : Satakunta g G.S/P—N.S/P:/,4 N.PL—N:4
Toivonen 1889 SW—E : Halikko #t G.S/P—N.S:4 *)Q.../T’
S 1891 SE—P : Jadskit tS/"P—>t  G.S/*P'-N:/4 3P.N-N:4
Reijonen 1892 Sav—E : Nurmes t.S/P G.S/*P
Kononen 1888 Sav—E : Pilkijérvi t.S/P G.S/*P
Hyyryldinen 1983 Sav-S : Hirvensalmi t.S/P G.S
Hannikkainen 1886~ SE—P : Parikkala tP/S—tP G.S/*P—N:4 —G:/
Lindfors 1892 Tav—SE : Heinola t.S/p G.S/*P -G/ ~
Grotenfelt 1878 Tav—N t.S/*P—t MG.S/*P—N:4 5G4 \/’7
Latvala 1899 Sav—N [t.S—>t] [G_S]
Larjavaara 1990 Kar—$ : Suikujérvi t.P/*S—t G.S—*:4.! \/
Genetz 1880 Kar—$ t.P/*S G.S—*N —*G v
g, Kar—S/Ter 4 (PASot GS—N -0G N
Oranen 20190 Kar—Tver 4 t.P/*S G.S —G.S(?)
Genetz 1870 Kar—Bdr : Suojérvi *t GS N
Genetz 1884 Kar—O #t G.S/¥P—*N:4,! \/
Aminoff 1876 Sav—V t.S/P—t
Cannelin 1889 North : Kemi 4,71 t.S/P G.S/P
Salonius 1879 North : Tornio G.S—N.S:4
Agricola 1548 1. P/%S G.S/P—*N:IN:4  —*G:14 V

Legend: ! ipv. ; 4 imp.-pass. ; ) * save nonce-marginal-borrowed ; italics not explicitly
described or entailed by paradigms but inferred from associated examples or texts ; ¢
indicates that ipv. is accusative-object context etc.
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Notation: The notation z.P—t | G.S—N &c indicates that all is consistent with there being
only #.P and N.S in JR contexts, or the 4, ! contexts if these are indicated; otherwise e.g.
G.S—N.S would be written, and so also if there is some uncertainty about expectations.

6.3.2 Southwest: *t, GEN—NOM

Tavastian dialects, Southwest-Tavastian [southwest of Core Tavastian around Urjala
and adjacent areas of Upper Satakunta Tavastian and South Tavastian] : Kannisto 1901'*

Pattern: *#, GEN.SG/PL—-NOM.SG/PL [ipv. & imp.-pass.]

No paradigms.

Nominative object contexts are:

Ipv.: 2™ person, Kaalat tolta nyt toinen kuusi [kaada] | annam_muller rautahammas
[anna minulle]. Dependent INF in nominative-object context of ipv., Tus_si-nd saa-ttaan
tdd po-yldlle [note double NOM].

Imp.-pass.: Sittek_koulutettiin poika ja tulu juuri hy-vd pa-ppi [conjunction reduction
of NOM O with NOM 8§] ; its recruitment in pres. for 1P ipv., and 1P recruiting pres. of
imp.-pass.: Vidldds me: si‘ttet tdd pa-ikalle [viedddn me ... tdimd]. Dependent INF in
nominative-object context of imp.-pass.: Mentii(n) hakeen ki-rves a-sialle | Ollaan nyn
niittimdssd loppu tindpd. PART in specified-subject infinitive in the referative
construction under imp.-pass. “most usually” object ACC, Sen sanottiin tuaneen i-son
nu-ata(n), but also “twice” NOM, Ho-ntteli [Fountel, subject] se [Rauvoj_Jaakko, object]
sanottiin myy-nee(n) [recursive NOM] [note: most ex. here involve nonstandard usage of
pitid as kuuluu]. + Evidence relevant to subject/objecthood of the NOM of imp.-
pass.from NEG-PART is in §80, esp. §80nl: most example suggest NEG-PART,

toiista kertaa e-niid vihiitd, cf. Lehtinen 1985: 277 on this type, but also NOM
highlighted in Ei se- sanotak kasvava(n) in §80nl and §104.A.1.1.a.5.pp.

NEC INF &c as subject of personless verb: Sem po-jaam piti se saa-la [saada] | Teitim_
pitid ny antamam_mulle he-rranehtoolline(n) | Kylli sum_pu-he ottaminen o(n) | Syy-nc
ettd piti osaamansas_se pannap _paikallensa. NEC INFs “only rarely” accusative-object
contexts: e.g. Herram_piti maksaman tdylem moona(n) [tdyden] | Sem [siemenen] pitdd
taa:s hakkaama(n) [kylvdmaan] | Sillon sopii ottaas_sen ki-artomatkapiljeti(n). + It is
proposed that NOM is perceived as subject esp. if the DAT-GEN or POS subject is
missing or follows the NOM obl'ect123, sc. Mutta raha piti maksaak_kohta ... [no DAT-
GEN or POS subject] | Kylld se me-ildnkin o:staat ta:rttee [DAT-GEN subject after NOM
object] (§9). This is supported by an adverted-to note discussing NOM instead of NEG-
PART'™, sc. Eiki ne [maat] tarvitte antakkaa(n) &c. (§17.2n1; §94.V.2.b), cf. °Setild
1893: §35, °Latvala 1899: §9.

Personal pronoun coding in accusative-object context is GEN.SG/PL, like other
pro/nominals, not NOM.PL: Se tu-ntee minu(n) cf. §64.V.2.a.a vaikha se tu-ntee minu(n) |

22 Examples bear indications of parish omitted here.
'3 «“Tyntuu siltd kuin kielitunne usein kisittiisikin timén nominatiivin tuon tavallisesti persoonattomaksi
selitetyn verbin subjektiksi; tdlldisiltd tuntuvat varsinkin ne lauseet, joissa datiivigenetiivi on objektin
jéljessd ja ne, joissa datiivigenetiivid tai sen merkityksessé kaytettyd persoonasufiksia ei ole.”

Niissd esiintyvd nominatiivimuoto ei kuitenkaan ole infinitiivin objektina, vaan persoonallisesti
kéytettyjen tarvita, passata, sopia verbien subjektina.
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Kdski ny-lkee hdnen cf. §64.1.6 [hdn in nonfinite complement refering to matrix subject:]
Kdski ny-lkee hdinej ja te-rvata hinen na-hkajansaj ja ... | Jollette te nyj juu-ri la-kkaa o-it
is, niim_mind ta-pan teitin o-itis | Se tulee ja tappaa teitin kirveelld | Mind nédn teitim_
Pilkkoon (niitty) saa‘kka | No ku ma olisin I'-mmalaan (= Hymylddn) Teitiv vidny | Ka-i
ha(n) heitil 1o-ytdd | Mi-std hd(n) heitin (hevoset) niin yksvdriset osu saa-maanki(n)? |
§64.11.1 Ku-ningas sano si-tte', ettd hdl (kuningas) lupaa hd-nen (or.dir. sinun) td-llek kun
se toi sem_mi-aka(n) | So-tamics puhu, ettd kuningas oli luvannu hé-ne(n) (or.dir.: sinun)
hé-nellek (or.dir. minulle) ku(n) ... ; this includes 3P, save exception: “only rarely and I
think uniquely” 3P.NOM: Ky-lld md he [kirjeet] lu-en to-iste | Kai he Le‘mpi ti:dtdd.
Personal pronoun coding in nominative-object contexts are not GEN.SG/PL but
nonagreeing all-NOM.SG/PL; attested escapes from NEG-PART above suggests that the
NOM object could in fact be subject with imp.-pass. and NEC INF but that seems less
likely for ipv. Exx: ipv.: “Otam_me- a-vukses!” sano e-uhkot. Imp.-pass.: Mind vidtiin
ke-rran sen ty-ké | Si-ttem_mind kannettiim_po-is | Kylli mind tunnetaan sidlld | Mind pitdi
koytettdmdm_ md-ntyyn kii- | Sano, ettd hdn tunnetaan sidlld | Me kuttuttiin
Nuu-tajirvellep_pd-ivilliselle | Me olimme Lu-ttulassa ja pantiim_me pi-rtin kiukaallek
kykyttid(m) [no conjunction reduction] | Kdskettiin si-tte he sa-liim_menee(n) | No
verotettakoo(n) hd-n sittes sidlld [‘let him be taxed’, imp.-pass. juss.] ; apparent
exception involves GEN of personal pronouns as well as of e.g. surnames used for family
&c, Kum_me-ird(n) Hu:tkoll oltiin, niin - -'** [plural personal pronouns in the exx here are
all -eir/ld-, not -eit-, fitting other descriptions, and Hakanen 2000)] (§38.In1). NEC INF:
Sind pe-tikkin nddmmd mi-nuj ja mi-num_pi-tikim_pettimdn si-nd [relative to §17.2nl
above this ex fits best DAT-GEN subject so O would receive NEG-PART yet is still
NOM] | lita sano ettd hdin tarttee pannas_sa-no-mii(n) [relative to §17.2n1 above this
could be promotion to subject O—S NOM], but the rare independently available
treatment of NEC INF as accusative-context giving here also GEN Sittep_piti pi-run

saa-ma(n) hine(n).

Southwestern+Tavastiant+Savonian dialects, [historical] Satakunta area, northeast:
Setdld 1883 [Ruovesi and Virrat areas of the Core Tavastian subgroup, Keuruu area of
Savonian Fringe subgroup], northwest: Latvala 1895 [Southwestern Fringe Pori
subgroup]. [default reference is to Setédld §33]

Pattern: *t (“+ tPL?), GEN.SG/PL-NOM.SG/PL [ipv. & imp.-pass.], ("+
NOM.PL—NOM [at least imp.-pass.])

No paradigms.

Nominative-object contexts include imp.-pass. and ipv, including when it leads to
NOM-NOM, ipv. Ota sind se laukku, ei veljes sitd viitti kantaa (§34) | 1P-personified
imp.-pass. °Me otetaan tuolta miehelta hevonen (§194-5). Dependent INFs are mostly
case-transparency, but there also occur accusative-object context under matrix ipv. (§35,
and the sole ex noted in Latvala 1895: §10.b). NEC INF is usually accusative-object
context, but sometimes nominative-object (§35); Setild proposes but does not support that
it is then matrix nominative + silent-gap adverbial infinitive, ditto Latvala 1895: §10.a, in

125 Monikollisten persoonapronominien genetiivid, jotka osottavat puheenaolevan persoonan asuntoa, seki
talojen ja henkildiden nimien genetiivid kdytetddn passiivimuotoisen predikaatin ohessa osottamaan taloa,
perhettd, jonka viestd joku tai jotkut toimittavat mainitolla passiivimuodolla ilmoitetun tekemisen,
toiminnassaan ikuinkuin edustaen talon tai perheen viked kokonaisuudessaan.
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which case as °Kannisto 1901 makes clear we should expect NOM instead of NEG-
PART, that is noted to occur in a singular example, Se ei kéiyteti meijan paikeilla §197"%.

Personal pronoun coding in accusative-object contexts is mostly GEN.SG/GEN.PL,
unlike pro/nominal coding GEN.SG/NOM.PL; in two localities “only a few times I
heard” the t-accusative, “perhaps learned from books”; in “one locality” personal
pronouns “heard” NOM.PL [cf. SKN-Eurajoki mind vein he]; two possible attestations
noted of human-referent ne GEN.PL but with alternative analyses. Exx from §33 and
texts: p. 224 ettd hdn ottaa silmd(n)sd pois ja pa(n)nee oamulla sen paikalleen ... ja
panivat ne suurelle taltrikille ... niin tapan sun paikalla ... Ne pantiin taltrikille. Tohtorit
huomenissa pan ne kiini || p. 214 eikés tdmd ole se meijin paimenpoika, joka meijdin
sieltd vuorenkolosta loysi? ... kun he sen sinne jdtti ... kun poika otti ne sormukset, jotka
ol wttdrilld vuoren kolossa ja ndytti ne.: §33 Tytot ilmotti, ettd isinsd he sinne kuljetti. ||

I8 3]

§33 + p. 176 “mitd te minua osottelete? Kylld md tulen ja lydin te, piru, kualijaaksi

“taikka md tulen ja lydn sinun kualijaaksi” ... “mind loin ne molemmat kualijaaksi” ...
°“Veldtettddn he [lihat] kottiin, saalaan heist’ eles kaalin hydsté.” || §33 Mind vedn
teijdt.

Personal pronoun coding in nominative-object contexts of imp.-pass. and ipv. is
nonagreeing all-nominative; if NEG-PART here were obligatory to the extent it is in
accusative contexts, then we would have all-nominative objects (cf. Lehtinen 1985: 273,
276, 277 resp.), and though imp.pass. has rare NOM for NEG-PART suggesting
subjecthood, that seems unlikely for ipv. Some exx from texts: p. 187 Sitte isdntd kehu,
ettd “kylld sinua on Erkki neuvonu”. “En mind Erkkid o’ kuullu’ enkd ndhny’”, Tiina
sano, ‘“sitte kun mind sinne pantiin menneen”. || p. 207 niin pappi sanoo’ “en ennen pid
ruveta pellaamaan, ennenkuin mind kéytetddn tuohon paluun koysilld kiinni.” No pappi
koytetddn koysilld kiinni siihen. || p. 217 Se sannoo: “ota mind”. No mies sanoo: “sinun
mind otan” ... “mind tapan sinun nyt” ... “min’ en tapa sinua ....” || §173.3: mutta vie
hdn [kapine]. || p. 176 “mind [6in ne molemmat kualijaaksi” ... °“Veldtettddn he [lihat]
kottiin, saalaan heist’ eles kaalin hyésto.” || Latvala 1895 p. 81 [p?] No, he vei hinen
sinne viarasten kamariin, ja hdn juatettiin sidld tdyteen.

Jahnsson’s Rule violation: There is an isolated nominative object of INF dependent on
accusative-object matrix, °’Kun mind sattusin muistamaan monias vanha runo (§35).

6.3.3 Southwest split: GEN—GEN:ipv. : >NOM.imp.-pass.?

Southwestern dialects, Eastern group, Halikko: Toivonen 1889.

Pattern: *f, [GEN.SG/PL—>NOM.SG:imp.-pass. & —-GEN.SG:ipv.?]

Paradigms: NOM mdd, md | hd | mee’, me || PART muu, muut | hent | meitti || GEN
muu-v | hene-v | meiti-v [of person], meild-t [of family &c], 2S, 2P like 1S, 1P, others e.g.
NOM see, se | nee’, ne || PART sitd | neitd || GEN see-v, neitte-v.

Personal pronouns in texts are, in accusative-object contexts GEN.SG/PL, not like
pronominals GEN.SG/NOM.PL, while in nominative-object of imp.-pass. twice(?) hdd(n)
NOM.SG [= Lehtinen 1985: 271], but of ipv. once muu GEN.SG(?): p. 206: Ne oti_hene
sitt kansas ja vei_hene luolasas ... Se tul kans ja ott hene selkkdsds, vei hene niin pia sinne
suutarin tyijo ... Yhoe laeva veki ndi heiti ja meni_heitin tyijosds ... nii hd sano ja ott seen
kukkaron, ku se kuningan tytdr oli kutonut. Kun kuningan tytdr se [NOM~GEN ambig.]

12 Persoonallista passiivia varsinaisessa passiivin merkityksessi tapasin vain lauseessa
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ndk, nii hd sanokin ett “toi mies onki muun pelastannu.” || Polisi oti_henen kiine || p. 213:
Kiss sano ett “flikk, ota muu!” [formally GEN or PART but otfaa + personal pronoun is
elsewhere here only GENY] ... Hdd viettin kans ja tdlletti oikke hyvd vaatte yll ... Sitt hédn
tilletti ulos kevelemd ja annetti silkkine hame yll ja meinatti ett: jos hddn kantta
hamettas, niin sitt ei hdd ol prinsessa ... p. 214 Ja valmist sitt niett, ku nee tuli, ja ott heiti
nii hyvi vasta. || p. 218: “... nee olsi muun tappanu” || p. 221: “... muist se! ...”
[NOM~GEN ambig.].

6.3.4 Southeast: t—t, GEN.SG/”’PL—NOM (+ 3P.NOM—NOM)

Southeastern dialects, Proper group, Jiiski+Kirvu: Lonnbohm 1879 (L), Sirelius
1894 (S):

Pattern S+L: #SG/”PL—t, GEN.SG/*PL?->NOM [ipv. & imp.-pass.],
3P.NOM—NOM,

Pattern S: .SG/PL—¢, GEN[.SG/*PL?]->NOM

Pattern L: £PL/*SG—t, GEN.SG/*PL—NOM, 3P.NOM—>NOM

L paradigms (nouns p. 42ff., personal pronouns p. 63ff., other pronominals p. 67ff., ~
subdialects): pro/mominals use GEN.SG/NOM.PL in accusative-object contexts,
NOM.SG se | tuo | talo || GEN.SG sen | tuo(n) | talo(n) || NOM/ACC.PL ne | nuo | talot ||
GEN.PL niihe | nuoihe | talloi, taloloi; in personal pronouns SG are given with single
category “A G”: NOM.SG mie | sie | hdd || “A G”.SG miu, siu, hdne(n), [1]/2P have t-
form “A”, NOM.PL #yo | “A” tejjit | GEN.PL tei ~ teijje ~ teijjd(n) || 3P has both t~-ACC
and NOM.PL-syncretic “A”, NOM.PL hyé | “A” héijjdt, hyé || GEN.PL héi(he), hoi ~
hoijjd(n); not t-form given for ken, rather “G. A.” kenne, kenne(n) | PART ketd.

L pro/nominal accusative-object context GEN.SG/NOM.PL (L p. 57): L p. 57 Mie oo
potent sen tauvvi(n) || L p. 116 mitenkds sie sen selitdt [event] | L p. 120 Kuningas sano:
“otam mie ne mielelldikii.” Kuningas ott ne ja tappo, and in dependent INF, L p. 57 Isd
késki Mati(n) maalata tuva(n) ove(n) ; nominative-object context NOM, including ipv.
[not in description, in texts no personal pronouns found at a very quick scan]: L p. 120
Ota se naula siit pois || L p. 121 hyvd seppd, ota sie se sika  NOM-NOM] || L p. 153 Anna
miul se; ota isseleis toine ja parempi ; NEC INF, L p. 57 Miu pittdd ampuu tuo lintu tuolt.

L personal pronouns in exx are, in accusative-object context, GEN.SG L p. 117 Poika
sano: ‘“ko viet miu porstuppaa ja sikdlis tuppaa, nii mdd” ... Hukka vei hdne(n) ... Ne sit
tappoit sen [wolf], but 3P.NOM [expected from paradigms], L p. 57 Kyll mie hyé kii saa;
in nominative-object context imp.-pass. 3P.t L p. 57 Myé vietii hoijjdt tupaa || L p. 133
Sulhase taloss otettii héit taas samall viisii vastaa; in nominative-object context imp.-
pass. 2S.NOM, 3S.NOM [unexpected from paradigms in L, but expected from S] L p. 57

Myo voitettii sie ‘me voitimme sinut’ [rare attestation of personal pronoun NOM with

imp.-pass. personified with overt 1P.NOM and so double 1/2 NOM!] || L p. 132 Sit vast
tuotii hdd sulhase vieree poyvvd(n) taaks istumaa [?].

S on object coding: “almost without exception the dialect follows the rules of the
literary language” (S §18-19), which describes well the set of nominative-object contexts:
1P and 2™ person ipv., imp.-pass. on arb use and °personified use invariably recruited as
1P and variably as 3P, INF dependent on these, and NEC INF, against rest as accusative-
object contexts, and there pro/nomials are GEN.SG/NOM.PL: S p. 32 ne sen antoit || S p.
25 hdd pan ne yheksd koiraa sdkkii ja vei ne kottii.
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S personal pronouns'?’ in accusative-object context use ¢-form, illustrated in texts for
both SG and PL, or “more commonly” genitive-syncretic, only found in exx in SG: all
exx. may be SG: S p. 26 [same story as p. 25] ne syovdt siut ... ne syovdt siu ... mie vien
siut taivahe ... enks varastant siukii, jott’em mie sinnuu varastaa saa? || S p. 11-2 muute
mie tapa teijjdt molemmat.” ... Siitt kuninkaa tytir sano Pekalle, jott “nytt ritari
Tolppone saap miut”, vaikk ol’ luvattu, jott kuka pelastaa, se saap hdne. ... Hdd o’ miut
pelastant ... hdd o’ miu pelastant || S §18.1 tappakoo hdne, jos tahtoo. Personal pronouns
in nominative-object contexts are “most often” nominative or “sometimes” ¢-accusative,
all exx. found here being SG: S §19: ipv. ofa hdnet jos tahot | Vie hdd, ku tahot | Anna
hine ottaa miut ja ; imp.-pass. Pienelld laivalla temmattiin mie laivaa | Hdd otettii
ystdvdllisest vastaa | mite mie korjataa + texts S. p 14 Hdd ko ol’ kesarill pelmannin, ni
siitt kussuttii hdne nimmeese Pelmanniks; S. p. 11 pittdid sanoo miu pelastannee ... pittdd
sanoo miu pelastanneeks [same story as on p. 12 under basic object coding] || S. §165 [in
illustration of arb use of imp.-pass.:] Hdd kun tul’ sinne suuree tuppaa, ni hdd otettii
ystivillisest vastaa. || S. §189 [in illustration of ipv. in concessive clauses:] luulet sie, jott
mie pelkdd.

[Add: Southeastern dialects, Proper group, Muolaa: miut ldhetettii sotalapseks Ruotsii
(apud Kukkonen and Ruohonen 2022 Sota-ajan muistoja Someron Joulussa.]

[Add: Southeastern dialects, Ingrian group, Kokko 2007: 5.2 note that miut, hdnet,
mei(j)dt common in some areas, in others rare and generally replaced by partitive;
examples there in total-object contexts might all have such partitives, e.g. saattoi minua
tuonne | kauppajunas, panti meitd; the Ingrian speakers in Mononen 2013 use ¢-forms,
e.g. hdnet karkotettiin | hdnet vietii | meidt vietii.]

Savonian dialects, East-Savonian group, Nurmes: Reijonen 1892.

Pattern: £.SG/PL, GEN.SG/*PL

Paradigms: ACC minut (minun) | hinet (hdnen) | meejdt || GEN minun, mun | hdnen |
meejjiin (§78); no t-form given for ken, only GEN kenenkdi | PART ketd, ke'tee (§82).

Personal pronouns are not described save for the implication of the paradigms that
they are £. SG~GEN.SG and ¢.PL. Texts include #-accusative in accusative-object context:
p. 64 Sitte tu'loo iso Matti ko'tiinsaj ja niin suuttu pienellem Matillej jotta aeko tappooh
hdnet. | p. 66 mind sinut jo yhen kerran tapon || p. 77 nin se tuntoo hdnet, se hirnuu | p. 80
jos se riesa hdnet hyvinni’ hukittaa.

Savonian dialects, East-Savonian group, Pilkijirvi: Kononen 1888.

Pattern: £.SG/PL, GEN.SG/*PL?

Paradigms: NOM mie | hidn | myo || GEN miun | hinen | meijdn || ACC miut, miun |
hénet, hinen | meijdt || PART minuu | héintd | meitd, 2 like 1, 3P like 1P/2P (p. 25); the
description of ken gives “gen. and acc. sg” stem kenne- without clarifying if there is a #-
form to it (p. 26).

127 Personaalipronomiriien akkusaatiivina, joka on muunlaisen persoouallisen predikaattiverbin tai sen
madrdyksen kokonaisobjektina kuin imperatiivin l:sen tai 2:sen persoonan, kdyttid murre sekaisin joko #-
paitteistd tai genetiivin kaltaista muotoa, joista jalkimdinen on kuitenkin tavallisempi. Muissa tapauksissa
on kokonaisobjekti sitdvastoin useimmiten nominatiivin kaltainen, joskus ¢-pdétteinen.
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Personal pronouns are not described save for the implication of the paradigms that
they are £.SG~GEN.SG and ¢.PL.

Savonian, South-Savonian, Hirvensalmi: Hyyryldinen 1893.

Pattern: £.SG/PL[—1], [GEN.SG]

Paradigms: ACC minut | hénet | meijdt | heijit || GEN minu(n) | mu(n) | hine(n) |
meijd(n) | heijd(n), heije(n) (p. 44f.); no ¢-form given for ken, only GEN kenne | PART
ketd (p. 46).

Personal pronouns in texts include #SG/PL and GEN.SG in accusative-object
contexts, £.PL in nominative-object imp.-pass.: p. 65 ettd minut piiskattii || p. 70 jos myé
tinne hukutaa, ni sitt mej(j)dt kotona tapetaa. || p. 63 Koirat ve'tvat hinndstd pitdi kisiise
Jja tappovat sitt hdne.

6.3.5 Southeast split: t. PL—t, GEN.SG—GEN:ipv : NOM:imp.-pass.

Southeastern dialects, Proper group, Parikkala: Hannikkainen 1886.

Pattern: ¢.PL—¢ + rare —¢.SG, GEN.SG/*PL—>GEN[.SGl:ipv & NOM[.SG]—imp.-
pass.

Paradigms: NOM miie | hed(n) | myé || ACC miun | hinen | meijdt || GEN miun | hinen
| meijdn | PART minuu | hdntd | meitd, 2S like 1S, 2P/3P like 1P (p. 130 + 123 for hdn-);
no ¢-form given for ken, only GEN kennen | PART ketd (p. 124).

Personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts are by paradigms GEN.SG and #-PL,
in nominative-object contexts always #-PL, but SG with imp.pass. is NOM.SG with note
of “rare” ¢-SG, with ipv. GEN.SG “not” NOM.SG: Hed vietii pois (“rarely” hdnet) |
Heijiit soatetti kotii ast | Vie hinen pois (“not” hed). (p. 130)'**

6.3.6 Centre: t.SG/*PL—t, GEN.SG/*PL—GEN + DOM-PART PL

Tavastian, Southeast-Tavastian group, Hollola subgroup, Heinola: Lindfors 1892:

Pattern: £.SG/*PL, GEN.SG/*PL[—=GEN:ipv] + DOM-PART.PL

Paradigms: NOM. mind | sind | hddn | myé | tvé | hyot || ACC min, minut | hdinen,
hénet | meitit || GEN min | hdnen | meitin [of person] ~ meildn [of family] (§64); no #-form
given for ken, only GEN kennen | PART ketd (§68).

Nominative-object contexts include ipv: e.g. p. 35 Kultalintu laulo hdkiss, ettd “ota
voilepottu ikkunalta”. Se otti potun ja otti linnun hdkkinie viel. [the description
emphasises at several points that GEN.SG retains -#.]

Pro/nominals in accusative-object contexts are GEN.SG/NOM.PL-syncretic, with
GEN.SG -n “always kept” (§45).

Personal pronoun coding is not described save what can be inferred from #-forms in
paradigms and the note to meitit there: “Harvoin olen kuullut kéytettdvin pers.
pronominien mon. akkus.: missd sitd odotin, kdytettiin tavallisesti sen sijasta partitiivia”
sc. DOM-PART for £.PL (§64). Texts illustrate GEN.SG in both accusative-object and
nominative-object context: p. 35 “Jos veljem annat pois, nii otan sin kanss”, meinas

% Meijat, teijdt, heijit kiytetian kokonaisobjektina ihan aina mutta mie, sie, hed kiytetdan passivin
objektina muuten miun, siun. Esim. Hed vietii pois (harv. héinet) | Heijdt soatetti kotii ast | Vie hinen pois
(ei hed).
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poika. [in paradigms minun ~ min is GEN, minut ~ minun is ACC, so this would show
gen. min also can be ACC] | p. 40 Se sano, napapoika : "vie min(!) ja sinne", sano, Se
sano: "em mind vie, sind naurat". Toinen sano: "em mind naura”. [parenthesized
exclamation mark in original]

Tavastian dialects, North-Tavastian group: Grotenfelt 1878.

Pattern: £.8G/*PL—¢, GEN.SG/*PL—GEN[:imp.-pass.] & "—NOM[.SG:imp.-pass.]
+ [DOM-PART?]

Paradigms: NOM mind | héin | myé || GEN minun | hinen | meijin || PART minua |
héntd | meitd, no distinctive ACC given, though it is noted below (§43); no #-form given
for ken, cf. kennenkd (§46).

Personal pronoun in accusative-object and nominative-object contexts both are £.SG ~
GEN.SG, while ¢.PL is not used: “c) personal pronouns also have here the z-suffixal
accusative in the singular, but this is used here in alternation with the accusative n-
suffixal accusative; e.g. niin ne soes minut, ja kun ndd hdnet otti kiini, hdnetkin
pedstettiin, nyt sinut tavattiin, vien sinut lakkiin ; mutta : niinhdn mun kdskettiin, hdn
ampu minun, hdn kdski, vei minun, kuningas laetto minun. 1 once heard: sind petettiin, but
this may have been spoken quite wrongly, since pettdd of course requires a partitive
object. But I have not heard at all plural-form accusatives, and one does not use them
either. - d) when in the first person plural of the verb is used the passive-form, this
requires an object according to the same rules as the passive always; e.g. kylldhdn myo
tehhddn se tyo, nyt myo sinut tavattiin, ettd tavattassiin linnut yopaekoltaan. This fact is
common to the whole Savo dialect.” (§65¢)'* How plural personal pronouns appear in
accusative and nominative object contexts is not specified, perhaps GEN.PL by
implication, while an ex looks like DOM-PART: p. 367 Sitte,_poeka sano kissalle; ja
hiirellen, ettd “mind tapan teitd, eihd, mind enned tie teilld mittddn", where the object is
total un p. 361, Piru uhkas Matille, ettd hdn (Piru) tappoa sen (Matin).

Savonian dialects, Northern group: Latvala 1899.

Pattern: [£.SG—¢, GEN.SG]

No paradigms.

Nominative-object contexts include ipv., to go by text exx, p. 80 ota’ nyt se sormus |
§153 vie tuo vene, and explicitly “always” infinitives of personless verbs, Yks asija vield
pitdd tehd | Pittiliko hevonen tuuva? | Sen pittdd pittee’ siitd tystddn huol’ | Roova
hdittdoty, ettd se pittdd viija’ kuninkaan poes. | Sano, jotta hdnen pitds paekalla kirjottoo
vastuu Savo-Karjalaan. | Tuopa passoes sen lukkee. | Hulluvaha(n) ol’ semmonen
hevonen pannakki’ laotalle, with the note “Useissa néisté lauseista on ‘infinitiivin objekti’
selvisti késitetty lauseen subjektiksi.” citing °Setdld §35 (§9).

12 ¢) personallisilla pronomineilli on tdlldkin t:hen piittyva akkusativi yksikossd, mutta titd kiytetddn
taalla n-paétteisen akkusativin kanssa vaihetellen; esim. niin ne sées minut, ja kun ndd hdnet otti kiini,
hénetkin pedstettiin, nyt sinut tavattiin, vien sinut lakkiin ; mutta : niinhdn mun késkettiin, hdn ampu minun,
héin kéiski, vei minun, kuningas laettéo minun. Kerranpa kuulin : sind petettiin, mutta tama lienee ollut aivan
vadrin puhuttu, silld pettdd vaatii tietysti partitivista objektia. Mutta en Kkuullut ollenkaan
monikkomuotoja akkusativista, eikd niitd kiytettinekdin. d) kun verbin monikon 1 personassa
kéytetadn passivimuoto, niin tdmé vaatii objektia samojen sdéntdjen mukaan, kuin passivi ainakin ; esim.
kylléhdn myé tehhddn se tyo; nyt myé sinut tavattiin, ettd tavattassiin linnut yépaekoltaan. Tama seikka on
kaikin puolin yleinen koko Savon murteelle.
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Personal pronouns in texts and exx include £.SG and GEN.SG in accusative-object
contexts, one £.SG in the nominative-object context of NEC INF: p. 73 Se siihen sano:
hyvéisti kun héin sée tuon hevosen - hénen tioty syyvd, kun héinen or niin néil°ki - viep
hdnet siihen, jossa se lintu on, jos ruppeet hinen sel’kdidsd =~ §86b Harmoo havukka sano,
ettd hdn siitd hyvdstd, kun hdn sée tuon hevosen, viep hdnet siihen, jossa se lintu on. | p.
76 mitd tahot hdnen tekemdidn [if not DAT-GEN, GEN: cf. p. 87 Veljes on kuollut ja
sinuva laetto hakemaan taevaan valtakunnan] | p. 77 & §134 Hukkalintu sano: olisitpa
moanna ikipdevds, voan mind heratin sinut. Veljeshdn sinun tappovat ja panvat haotaan,
voan mind viruttelin elamddn. | p. 82 jos et sind laeta sitd sormusta poes, niin hdn
havittid sinun ja koko teejdn sukukunnan ... Sinun pittdd uittoo' minut seldssd sen ja sen
kaopunnin rantaan veen pintoo myodten [nominative-object context] | p. 87 Veljes on
kuollu’ ja sinuva laatto hakemaan taevaan valtakuntaan. Piispa anto paakalla kullat ja
hoppeet viisaalle Lassille. Viisas Lassi loe sdkkiin piispan ja vee kuninkaan huusin alle’
siind sikissd ja sano ettd: mind vien sinun taevaan portille, niin se ottaa veljes sinut sield
vastaan.

6.3.7 Karelian: “t. PL—t, GEN.SG— *GEN/*NOM + (—)DOM-PART

For Karelian, it is useful to begin with one late-20C study, as a scaffold for setting out the
use of case-forms 19C descriptions.

Karelian Proper, South-Karelian group, Suikujirvi = Genetz 1880 Suigarvi =
Illyesepo and adjacent Lehto = Jlexta: Larjavaara 1990.

Pattern: ¢.PL—t, GEN.SG=>*GEN/*NOM + (—)DOM-PART [which also affects
pro/nominals unless = NOM].

Methodology: Study of partitive object coding based on translations by 15 speakers
sentences crossclassifying nominal type and reference, accusative and split-nominative
object contexts, and aspectual partitive contexts (sec. 2).

In the variety, with inanimates, PART is the usual NEG/ASP/Q-PART, and the
distribution of GEN.SG:NOM.SG by usual accusative- : nominative-object contexts,
where the nominative-contexts are 2™ person ipv., imp.-pass. and its recruitement for 3P,
and some INF.

Personal pronouns have ¢-forms only in PL, in accusative-object contexts they
GEN.SG:z.PL, in nominative-object contexts 7-PL but neither GEN.SG nor it seems
NOM.SG.

DOM-PART is distinguishable from other PART in positive resultative clauses that
cannot have PART for inanimates. It replaces this total object coding in both accusative-
object and nominative-object contexts increasingly on the scale of GEN.SG animate
nonhuman nouns < GEN.SG of human nouns and the interrogative personal pronoun <
GEN.SG and ¢.PL of personal pronouns, but at no point on the scale categorically, e.g.
with the human interrogative pronoun Kogo on vzjal v Zeny ‘kenet hdn otti vaimokseen’ is
8/15 GEN.SG rather than DOM-PART Kenen hedin otti naiseksi.

With animate pro/nominals, DOM-PART is available for GEN.SG of accusative-
object contexts but not -- within the limits of the translation methodology -- NOM.SG/PL,
a unexpectedly Ojajirvi 1950* exx like Sinne otettih poigoa voinalla ‘sinne otettiin poika
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sotaan’ (p. 424, 419 [cf. also Ahtia 1938-2014: °II1.§21.2.b])"*" e.g. Medved' ubil
malcika ‘karhu tappoi pojan’ is 10/15 DOM-PART Kondie tappoi poigua but Malcika
nasli okolo doma ‘poika l6ydettiin talon luota’ is 15/15 NOM Poiga lovvettih kojin luona
(p. 421). [As far as the examples go, NOM.PL-syncretic forms also seem to resist DOM-
PART, not only in nominative-object contexts, but also accusative-object contexts, e.g. V'y
znaete etih malcikov ‘te tunnette ne pojat’ 15/15 t.PL Tiio tijdtte ndmd pojat : cf. Ljudi
znajut etogo malcika ‘ihmiset tuntevat sen pojan’ which is 8/15 DOM-PART Rahvas
tijetih tddd poigua.)

Personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts do have available GEN.SG and ¢.PL,
and can even prefer it depending on predicate and number, in contrast to NEG/ASP-
PART like Kolja ne pobedil menja ‘Niko ei voittanut minua’ which is 15/15 NEG-PART
Kola ei voittan milma: e.g. 1S Kolja pobedil menja ‘Niko voitti minut’ is Kol a voitti miun
13/15 : 3S Ja pobedil ego ‘mind voitin hdnet’ is 13/15 GEN.SG Mie voitin héinen : 1P
Kolja videl nas ‘Niko ndki meiddt’ is DOM-PART Kol’a ndgi meidd 10/15. Personal
pronouns in nominative-object contexts still do not reach DOM-PART categoricity when
PL, e.g. 1P Vyruci nas iz bedy ‘pddstd meiddt pdlkdihdstd’ is 13/15 DOM-PART Pidssd
meidd bedasta! | Medvedi s edjat nas ‘karhut syovdit meiddt’ is 10/15 t.PL Kondiet Siivvih
medt : 3P Ih pobedili ‘heiddt voitettiin’ is 9:6 DOM-PART Heid'd voitettih | Podozdi ih
‘odota heitd’ is 15/15 DOM-PART Vuota heidd | Vragi ubili ih “viholliset tappoivat
heiddt’ is 9/16 DOM-PART Vragat tapettih heidi.

DOM-PART -- again within the limits of the translation methodology -- reaches
categoricity only for SG personal pronouns in nominative-object contexts, i.e. DOM-
PART is used to avoid personal pronoun GEN.SG but not £.PL in nominative-object but
not accusative-object contexts (p. 422-5): so 15/15 DOM-PART whereby e.g. 1S Menja
vyzvali v Skolu ‘minut kutsuttiin kouluun’ is Milma kusuttih skolah | Podosdi menja ‘odota
minua’ is Vuota milma : 2S Tebja pobedili ‘sinut voitettiin’ is Silma voitettiih | Tebja nasli
okolo doma ‘sinut loydettiin talon luota’ is Silmas [6iivettih kojin luona | Medvedi s edjat
tebja ‘karhut syovdt sinut’ is Kondiet siivvih Silmas : 3S Oden’ ego ‘pue hdnet’ is Suorita
hind’d! | Vozmi ego na ruki ‘ota hdnet syliin’ is Ota hdnd’d kdzih | E€ vydali zamuz
‘hinet annettiin vaimoksi’ is Hand'd annettih miehelld.

Together with resistance of NOM in nominative-object contexts to DOM-PART,

DOM-PART is only an alternative to case-marked forms, sc. GEN.SG and #-PL, not to
NOM.SG/PL, and must be used for GEN.SG in nominative-object contexts.

[Add: £.SG at least in accusative-object contexts is documented for Karelian Proper, e.g.
viekyd miut kotih ‘orBenute menst fomoi’ (Zaikov 2000: 192) || vel'l’et, ottakua milman’
katts’omah ‘OpaThsi, BO3BMHUTE M MEHS IMOCMOTpPETh’ VS. pangua kostrul’a stolalla
‘moctaBbTe KacTproito Ha cros’ (Zaikov 2000: 193); it forms part of at some normative
varieties (e.g. Zaikov 1999 but not Ahtia 1938-2014; see °K2011 vs. °K1820, °K1865).]

Karelian Proper, with the grammatical description focusing on Viena Karelian at
Kiestinki = Kiestingi, Kecrensra, South-Karelian at Repola = Rebola, PeGosi,

% Uutta havaitsemassani on ensinnikin se, ettd tutkimassani murteessa muut kuin persoonapronominit
eivit esiinny partitiiviobjekteina passiivi- ja 2. persoonan imperatiivilauseissa (Ojajarvelld 1951: 42, 137-
138 on vastaavia esimerkkejd my0ds persoonaisista substantiivilausekkeista).
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Pall?ltene = Poadene, [Tanausi, Suikujirvi = Suigarvi, Illyesepo: Genetz 1880, cf. p. iv-
V.

Pattern: #.PL/*SG[—?], GEN.SG[—?] + (—)DOM-PART.

Paradigms: NOM mie, mid | hedn | miié || PART milma, miuda | hindd | meidd ||
GEN miun | héinen | midn, me’dn, medn || ACC miun | hdnen | mid, me’dt, medt (§123);
no ¢-form given for ken, rather “gen. ja akk.” kennen (§134) [= Larjavaara 1990].

Nominative object contexts, to go by texts, include at least 2™ person ipv. and imp.-
pass. including personified as replacement of 3P [= Larjavaara 1990].

Personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts are described as GEN.SG/£.PL but
explicitly not £.SG (§127), against pro/nominal GEN.SG/NOM.PL (§100). Examples of
t.PL in accusative-object contexts in: p. 8 sid midt i valehtelit! || p. 23 N’e ollah miun
poijat; mie jdin siusta vatan kera, kui ldksit pois burlakaks, i sain pojad ne kaksi,
kazvatin hedt, siiotin i juotin. || p. 35 Mie Sanov, olen bohatterin naini; kuin loadinetta
redhdn, niin mie te’dt Surmalda pedssdin, a kuin ettd loasine, niin miun mies tulov, te dt
tappav.

Personal pronouns in nominative-object contexts are not discussed. Here have been
used as proxy the two chapters of Matthew translated into local varieties on p. 29-31: see
°K1880: it suggest GEN.SG—* with DOM-PART instead, and no solid evidence about
t.PL—?. [consistent with Larjavaara 1990].

cf.

Karelian, normative grammar, based on Suojérvi varieties of the South-Karelian group
of Karelian Proper and adjacent varieties of Olonets Karelian: Ahtia 1938-2014 (q.v.
Novak et al. 2022'%%):

Pattern: £.PL—?, GEN.SG—>*NOM/*GEN + (—)DOM-PART [which also affects
pro/nominals] [exx seem consistent with Larjavaara 1990]

Paradigms: NOM mind | hdi | myo || ACC minun | hdnen | mejjdt, medt || GEN minun
| hiinen | mejjin, medn || PART minu, milma | hdndd | meidd, 2S like 1S, 2P/3P like 1P
(1.§95); for ken, no t-form, cf. GEN kenen | PART kedd (1.§103).

Nominative-object contexts are 1/2-subject ipv., imp.-pass., INF dependent on them,
INF “subjects” including NEC INF which are however more commonly accusative-object
contexts or use PART (I11.§20"*).

! By its placement in the exposition, Genetz’s Kompakka should be South Karelian (presumably not the
even then territorially and now dialectally Finnish North Karelian Kompakka?).

132 Meanwhile, there was an on-going project to create rules for a common Karelian literary language in
Finland as well. Edvard Vilhelm Ahtia (1867-1953) wrote a three-part grammar of Karelian based on the
Livvi-Karelian Rypushkalitsy and Syamozero and the Karelian Proper Suoyarvi dialects.

133 piitteetontd yksikon akkusatiivia tavataan 1) Imperatiivin 1. ja 2. persoonan yhteydessi. Esim. Kohenda
sia. Uskokkoa se. Tijjd, n'etkoi, kytkyt (San.) // 2) 1 passiivin yhteydessé (silloinkin kun passiivi korvaa
monikon 3. persoonan). Esim. Hebo viedih aidah. Palon roadajes virzu pietdih. Jogo akat tuodih syomine.
Brihat keskustettih kizoanda. // 3) Sellaisen infinitiivin yhteydessd, joka riippuu imperatiivin 1. tai 2.
persoonassa tai passiivissa olevasta predikaatista. Esim. Painai ottamah luzikka, kaco kirboi. Kdskiettih
minul komsa kandoa. Mutta: Tule ldhembd minul poaroi ndhtd (= poaroin ndhtes). 4) Sellaisen infinitiivin
yhteydessd, mikd on yksipersoonaisen predikaatin subjektina. Talloin kiytetddn kumminkin kenties
useammin péitteellistd akkusatiivia tai partitiivia. Esim. Saigo sinul vajehtoa hebo (= hevon). Minul
ajatuttav sil brihal tytir andoa. Lehmd pidi mywd d'engan heds. Pidds iskie noagla kizipaikan (=
kézipaikkoa) pided. Loukko on kittd pided, toine nuoran siduo.
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Personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts are GEN.SG and 7.PL, in nominative-
object contexts, explicitly including and illustrated by ipv. and imp.-pass., SG personal
pronouns are PART rather than GEN.SG, and #PL is in fact rare in either context and
tends to be PART, with the three description and their examples leaving it somewhat
uncertain if there is «#PL in nominative-object contexts at all (1.§95.1"*, TI1.§21.2.b'%,
111.§74"°).

DOM-PART is “often” used for objects used for “persons”, “after imperative and
passive always”, with examples to the description showing this DOM-PART only for SG
personal pronouns in both accusative- and nominative-object contexts, and for ken, se in
accusative-object context (°I11.§21.2.b).

Karelian, South-Karelian group, Tver-Karelian subgroup: Oranen 20190.

Note: on Tver Karelian, see Koivisto 2023.

Pattern: #.PL—¢.PL, GEN.SG—GEN.SG [+ no DOM-PART?]

Paradigms: NOM mie | hidn | miio | ACC miun | hdnen | midt || GEN miun | hinen |
midn || PART milma | hindd | meidd, 2S like 1S, 2P/3P like 1P.

Nominative-object contexts are ipv. and ungoverned and NEC INF, but not imp.-pass.
which is an accusative-object contest: 1P pres.ind. GEN.SG vejen puizesta kuamma pois
1P pres.ind. GEN.SG Vuotamma kodvazen : 2P ipv. NOM Vuottakkua kodvane! | 28S ipv.
NOM Ota ruzja selgih ; NEC INF NOM lozanka piddii ldmmittid | ungoverned INF
Loiidid oma kvartira on vazno ; 3P/imp.-pass. ACC ruavon Idiivettih | niin luajittih
kéveliiksen. (Note: III or ma-INF is typically case-opaque and takes ACC/PART.)

Personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts are accusative (implication), but they
are also accusative in nominative-object contexts, including with ipv. though this is stated
generally and not specifically illustrated for GEN.SG'"’, and actual examples are all in
expected accusative-object contexts: 3P/imp.-pass. miun <na feld Serku> pandih | Tuaton
otettih voinah, <v 42 godu> otettih hdnen, a <v 43> hdnen tapettih <pod Leningradom> ;
matrix in transparent(?) INF Mama kdski Siun kiuguah panna.

[For further discussion of this coding in Tver Karelian and other Karelian varieties
with lit., see Lees 2015: 6.2.3, 6.9.1, 6.15.1 on imp.-pass. and 7.2.5 on ipv., Novak et al.
2022:7.3.3]

Border Karelian, Suojirvi, close to Karelian Proper in northern part, Olonets Karelian
in Southern Part (on this and later situation see Uusitupa et al. 2017): Genetz 1870.
Patterns: *#, GEN.SG [+ (—)DOM-PART]

3% [Note to personal pronoun paradigms] Yks. akkusatiivin nominatiivinkaltaisen muodon asemesta

kéytetddn partiitiivia.

135 Kun tekeminen kohdistuu henkil66, niin objekti usein esiintyy partsiaalisena, imperatiivin ja passiivin
jilkeen aina. Esim. Ken kedd soav roadoh, se sidd ottav. Unohtin nostattamata teidd. Kui voinet, muga
eldtd peddd. Laula minu miksetahto. Héindd otettih kini (hdnet) Izd kaldai minu kynddmdh (mairési) —
minun kynddmdh on jyrkemmin sanottu. Ndin hédnen (kauempaa; vrt. Ndin hdndd, pagizutingi). Kiellin
héndd (= hdnen) andamas vellakse. [my underline]

3¢ Monikon akkusatiiveja medt, tedt, hediit (= mejjdt, tejjit, hejjit) tavataan harvoin; niiden asemesta
kiytetdin tavallisesti partitiiveja. Esim. [zd ndgi meidi (= mejjdt). Pitos pedlleh i vedi medt. Ice kaimain
heidd (= hedt = hejjat) kujonsuh sah. [my underline]

B7«DO pronouns in imperative clauses are also marked by the accusative”
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Paradigms: NOM mie | hdin | myé || GEN miun | hdnen | medn || PART hdndd | meidd
|| ACC milma(n) [sic: ACC has forms given only for 1S/2S, PART only for rest], but for
Hauduvoara, sc. southern varieties of the area closer to Olonets Karelian, NOM mind myo
|| GEN minun | meijdn || PART minuo(dan) | meidy, and no ACC category give; 2S like
1S, 2P/3P like 1P; there is no #-form ACC given. (p. 223)

Nominative-object contexts are implied to include imp.-pass. and its 3P recruitment
(p. 225), and texts have nominative objects in ipv., imp.-pass. and its 3P recruitment, and
NEC INF.

Personal pronouns in texts in accusative-object contexts in texts are GEN.SG and
PART.SG, cf. pro/nominals in GEN.SG/NOM.PL, while in nominative-object contexts,
there have been found here only PART.SG/PL: p. 240 Ota milma roadieh ... 244f. “Eld
syo livan B. D. meidd; tuutsa tulemaz on, kata meidd kauhtanal, lienemmd myo siul
hyvdad vastah”. ... p. 245 Haugi load’i paginan: “Eld syo livan B. D. milman’, tyénnd
milman’ mereh, lienen mie siula hyvd vastah”. “Kui’ba mie siun tyénndn?” || p. 248
Siidd tulles pappilan piigaraissat kod’i sytytettih, milma kututtih pedstimdh. || p. 251 “Mie
katon”, sanoo, “silma ku' voizin mutoiks' ottoa”. “No nygoin, sie ku' mutoiks' katot milma
ottoa ...” ... Neidir’ itks, sanoo: “Tappoag’ otid milma? Mutoiks' kiigeid ottoa miun”.
... “... Ku'et ole naizis, siid’ ota milma mutoiks’”. ... “pappih talut milma vental ...” ...

“... sie tulid milma huigoamah” [ravish] ... “Ota milma mutoiks’!” || p. 253 siid’ mie siun
pedssdn || p. 255 otan moamoiks’ silma. || p. 259 “Ku’ kdenned miun mutoiks' ottoa, siid’
sie pedzet sinne”. “Tullez otan siun”. ... “Hdnen mie velleks’ otan” || p. 263 k’ ollet
mies-puol’” itenigdine, mind otan sulhaizeks’ sinun, a ku' olled naispuol” itenigdine, otan
tidzoiks’ sinun”. || p. 266 Haugi sanoo: “Ald syé minun bokkoa, viereti minuo mereh,

lienen mind hyvd hyvdl vastah”. Hdin otti da vieretti sen mereh

[Note: other misc. exx. for Border-Karelian dialects in 20/1C give ¢-forms: ja miut
otettih viel pienel lapsen (Ilomantsi, apud Palander and Riionheimo 2020 from the Border
Karelian Corpus, open, where the distribution can thus be studied, though this has not
been done here) || sit mejdt sih ku tuodih taloh (Salmi, apud Uusitupa 2017, ditto) || sittd
meijdt jo medrdttii ldhtemdh pois (Ilomantsi, speaker studied in Uusitupa 2021,
identifying this as arb through speaker-exclusion due to the object) || ne otettih meijdt ...
meijdt sotilahat tuodii siihi (Suojirvi, apud Lehikoinen 2008, systematic in the data there
for this speaker).]

Karelian, Olonets: Genetz 1884.

Pattern: GEN.SG/*PL—*GEN/*NOM + (—)DOM-PART.SG/PL

Paradigms: NOM mind | hain, hdi, miio || GEN minun | hdnen | mejjdin (medn) ||
PART minuu, -dani (minuo, -dani) | hdndii, -ddh | meidii, 2S like 1S save -uo PART, 2/3P
like 1P, no ACC. (§80)

Personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts when SG are GEN.SG, but when PL
rather use DOM-PART, and in nominative-object contexts of ipv. and imp.-pass. SG and
PL both rather use DOM-PART (§132)"*; this is consistent with texts: act. p. 3 hdnen
mettii ku ottas! I hinen otti ‘if you took him to the wood!” And he took him | §132
izmenid-gi minun ‘you deceived me’ | p. 22 cf. §169 tullov kodih, siid, sanov, sinun
tappav, sanov | §132 unohtin nostattamata teidii ‘without rousing you’ (cf. Ahtia 1938-

8 Objektina kiyttavat prosonaali-pronominit monikossa aina sekid yksikossd imperatiivin jiljessd ja
persoonattomissi lauseissd partitiivia

111



2014: III. §21.2b, §144.3); ipv.: §132 kata meidii ‘cover us!’ | laula minuo mikse tahto ||
p. 31 pidistd meidii pahas; imp.-pass. = 3P: siid otetah hiié sinuo-gi | hdndii otettih kiini |
héndii tuodih | hdndii pedistetih edreh | teid eleviitetdh.

[Note: KKS generally lack #-forms for Olonets Karelian varieties with the exception
of one locality: egldi hinet doukos hujjattih, kai ruskeni gu tulipdre. hdi tahtoi minut
hujjata | minut ddtettih kodiniekakse (Simajarvi).]

Standard Estonian: Erelt 2003 ed., Miljan 2008: 2.4.1, 3.3.1-2, 4.2 Vihman 2004: 2.1.3,
5.1.1, Metslang 2013s, 2013d, and in its Finnic context Lees 2015: 2.3.

Estonian offers a point of comparison for Karelian: it takes the Larjavaara and Genetz
South-Karelian use of DOM-PART to avoid personal pronoun GEN.SG in nominative-
object contexts, and extends by an independent feature of the system, lack of ¢-forms not
only for SG and but also PL, so PL also resorts to DOM-PART in both accusative- and
nominative-object contexts, the pattern of Genetz Olonets Karelian and also in some
western varieties rather than use of GEN.PL or NOM.PL in others, all the while DOM-
PART is itself restricted to personal pronouns and so strictly grammaticalised as DOM.

Paradigms: nominal, ‘tooth’ SG NOM hammas : GEN hamba : PART hammast || PL
NOM hambad : GEN hambaid : PART hammaste, pronouns 3S NOM-GEN t(em)a :
PART teda || 3P NOM n(em)ad : GEN nende : PART neid || personal pronouns 1S NOM
m(in)a : GEN m(in)u : PART mind || 1P NOM-GEN m(ei)e : PART meid, 2S like 18, 2P
like 1P, reflexive pronoun like 1/2 save no NOM.PL, no #-forms.

Pro/nominal object coding outside 1/2 personal pronouns distinguishes accusative-
object contexts, where pro/nominals are syncretic with GEN.SG and NOM.PL, and
nominative-object contexts, these being ipv. but this includes 3 with 1/2 subjects, imp.-
pass. and that is not recruited for 1P or 3P, certain infinitives, but not mihi est. PART is
NEG/ASP/Q-PART with somewhat different details than in Finnish (see esp. Huumo and
and Lindstrom 2014, Metslang 2013s, 2013d); there is no DOM-PART as far as | know
(outside personal pronouns as below).

Personal pronouns [sc. 1/2, not 3] must be PART as PL always, and must all be PART
in nominative-object contexts, but only prefer PART as SG in accusative-object contexts.
This then is the same principles as in Larjavaara for South-Karelian, GEN.SG is avoided
and replaced by DOM-PART in nominative-object where it would be expected for
personal pronouns, plus the avoidance of both GEN.PL and NOM.PL in all contexts for
personal pronouns widespread in Finnish dialects with again replacement by DOM-
PART, plus restriction of DOM-PART to 1/2 personal pronouns.

Dialects of Estonian show a range of variation comparable to Finnish, including
GEN—GEN with imp.-pass. and agreeing NOM with imp.-pass. (Lehtinen 1985 with
lit.).

6.3.8 Karelian, South/Tver, lit. 19C* = Karelian
Note: 17.23 &c here are references to Matthew, see °Matthew Translations.

Pattern: £.PL/*SG—¢, GEN.SG/*PL—*/(NOM.SG) + (—)DOM-PART.
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K1820 Karelian Proper, South-Kareliain group, Tver-Karelian subgroup: Ahlqvist
1865, K1864 Karelian Proper, South-Karelian group: Wiedemann 1864.

Background: see Lees 2015: 1.1.1.3, who suggests that the translation was by L2
speakers, and observes the two versions are close but differ in certain constructions.'*’

In object coding, they are indeed virtually but not quite identical, differing very
occasionally in the same construction like PART:GEN.SG in °26.04, or & : PART.SG in
26.49, and more systematically in use of °juss. discussed below in K1864, or again
sporadicall in the choice of -tuo : -huo forms of the “temporal adjunct below.

Here they are compared with the separately discussed translations K1880 Karelian
Proper, Kompakka for ch. 2, Karelian Proper, South Karelian group, Suikujérvi for ch. 8,
both translations commissioned at these localities by and given to compare with K1820,
K1864 in °Genetz 1880, cf. iv-v'*’. These are close to K1820, K1864, but differ from
them more substantially than these do from each other.

All these are very different from K2011 Karelian Proper, North Karelian group
translation, which in both the paradigms of personal pronouns and the distribution of
split-nominative object contexts is identical to SF and close in particular to F33/8, not
discussed here further.

The convention followed below is to describe K1820 [and where they diverge K1864,
K1880].

The methodology and texts are given in the °Matthew translations to this subsection:
the personal pronouns forms considered here are essentially those that have a z-form
counterpart in K2011, and it is for these that numbers are given in brackets for K1820,
and examples drawn from it, unless otherwise specified.

Personal pronouns, paradigms: NOM mie | hidn | myé || GEN mivn | hdnen | miijdn ||
PART milma | hindd | meidd || ACC mivn | hinen | miijat. [K1864 ditto with different
spelling.] [K1880 ditto with different spelling.]

Note: both versions occasionally use /e for for inanimates like fish and bread-loaves,
e.g. 7.6, 13.7, 14.18-19.

Basic accusative-object context: GEN.SG (26) 3" Silloin otti hinen djuavoli svitoih
linnah & 192™ Sivn usSonda Sivn tervehytti : PART.SG (12) 3" itSe Suattav hindd pahah
& 1°/2™ I kuin Sivn $ilmd pahah $ilma Suattav, where there may be person and aspectual
asymmetries :: £.PL (19) i hiijdt tervehytti | Ze tiijdt rissittdv : PART.PL (3) Mie rissitin

13 “There are two early translations [into Karelian] of St. Matthew’s gospel available in the Latin script.
The earliest one in the Tver dialect was published in 1820 in the Cyrillic script, and romanized by Ahlqvist
(1865). According to Ahlqvist (1865: 1) the original Karelian translation by priests (most likely L2
speakers) was from Old Slavic rather than Greek, but probably some German and Latin texts were used as
well. ... The other translation of St. Matthew’s gospel is in the southern Karelian dialect, published in 1864.
This follows the 1820 translation fairly closely, differing mainly orthographically, but also in a few
grammatical constructions. The publication does not give any details about the translator(s), except that the
manuscript was reviewed by F.J. Wiedemann.”

0 Tissd ei olekaan muita kéénnoksid, kuin kaksi Mateuksen Evankeliumin lukua Kompakasta ja
Suigarvesta, jotka kdinnokset toimitin tarjotakseni lukijalle parasta tilaisuutta huomata sité yhtildisyytts,
joka vallitsee juuri timén seudun kielen ja sen tverinkarjalaisen murteen vélilld, jolle mainittu evankelsumi
on kddnnetty.
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teidd where the contrast minimises the role of aspect, and so may suggest optional DOM-
PART. [K1864 sim., K1880 only GEN.SG mie tulen, pedssdin hdnen : t.PL kuin Sie medit
porottanet]

Juss.: rephrased with the anna construction in K1820 [but juss. occurs in K1864 and is an
hinelli laskukirjan).

Personal pronouns in juss.: [only K1864, GEN.SG (1) pidstdkdh hdnen; °PAS (1)
liekah riputetu.]

Ipv.: nominative-object context [K1864 ditto.] [K1880 ditto].

Personal pronouns in ipv.: PART.SG (6), ottakkua hdndd, with verbs and aspects
where the basic accusative-object contexts takes GEN.SG, and so suggesting that the
nominative-object context prefers or requires DOM-PART for GEN.SG :: t.PL (3) sdilytd
miijdt : PART.PL (1) pidssd meidd pahasta, so here there is no preference for DOM-
PART detectable. [= °Larjavaara pattern, with avoidance of GEN.SG but not z.PL through
DOM-PART in nominative object context.]

[K1864 ditto (5) save GEN.SG (1): 18.09b kaiva hénen pois i luo itsestd; so ditto but
only preference]

[K1880 only PART.PL (2) including PART.PL unique to it in 8.31b tiionnd meidd
Sigojen karjah which does not have an ipv. counterpart in other versions.]

Imp.-pass. and its 3P-personification: accusative-object contexts: see here e.g. 27.29 i
Savvan oigieh kddeh annettiih, and so e.g. 12.14, 12.22, 14.12, and further exx. in
Ahlqvist 5c; these are all synthetic formations; their corresponding compound tenses
appear to recruit agreeing BE + PRT in the promotional passive, 17.23, 20.18, see °PAS.

[K1864 ditto, including juss. of promotional passive BE + PRT, q.v. liekah riputetu.]

[K1880 in contrast nominative-object context: K1880 2.11 I mdndiié huoneheh néihtih
Suurisiindii hinen moamoh Moarien kera : K1820 I mdndyé huohehukseh, ndhtiih
SuuriSynnyn hdanen muomon Muarien-kera.]

Personal pronouns in imp.-pass. as arb and its 3P-personification are as in accuatie-
object context: GEN.SG (11) incl. non-3P arb: surmalla hinen vidritetih : PART.SG (6)
incl. non-3P arb: I tapetah hindd, 19/2™ only PART.SG (2) sivn paginat Silma oZutetah |
i Sield milma ndhdh :: tPL (4) i hiijdt tapettih | i tiijdt tapetah + (1) in NEG-PART
context hy ei tallattais hiijit omilla jalloilla : PART.PL (2) Silloin annetah teiddi
muokkih.

[K1864 ditto save for the NEG-PART context.]

[K1880 only witnesses PART.SG (3) incl. nossettih hindih magoamasta vs. GEN.SG
in K1820, K1864, suggesting again the °Larjavaara recourse to DOM-PART for GEN.SG
in imp.-pass. as nominative-object context.]

Past temporal adjunct: This needs a fuller study: it is clearly an accusative-object context
(single underline below); but it appears to permit not only GEN as expected but also
NOM subjects, with both -fuo, -huo formations, and including NOM subject + GEN
object; and there is unclear variation in -tuo : -huo formations for the adjunct (-fuo dotted
underline, and contrasts in bold), pointed out in Ahlqvist 1865: §5f, in contrast to uniform
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-huo for the adjunct that might be expected from Genetz 1880: §184, though in
conformity with the latter other uses of II PRT do seem to be -fu only: thus e.g.:

K1820 [=1864 save spelling except in the one instance indicated in brackets] : K1880 [for
ch. 2, 8; - indicates rephrasing by finite clause]

2.3 Tamdin kuulustahuo liroda hiddiidu - Sen kuuluhuo liroda hid'diidu

2.9 tulduo : tulduoho

8.18 Ndhtyo Jisus dijd rahvasta itSen-ymbdri, kdski ... : Nc'igehiic')' iteStdh iimbdri dijdn
rahvasta, Isuusa kdski ... [NB: in K1820, K1864, aijé + PART/ELAT is found in
accusative-object contexts, e.g. 11.20]

8.19 I ldhendydtsehyo hdnen-kuo yksi kirjamies, Sano hdnelld. : -

8.32 i hyo pois lihtehyo mdndiih Sigojen karjah : -

18.2 [ kutSuhuo Jisus lapSen, Seizatti hdnen hiijdin-keskeh.

19.22 Kuulustahuo brihatsu paginan, liksi pois,

27.29 I punohuo ventsan kukko-puusta, pandiih pidh hdnelld;

22.6 K1820 A4 toizet sidohuo hdnen inehmizie havkuttih [A toizet Sidohuo hdnen inehmizet
haukutih]

Personal pronouns in the past temporal adjunct: GEN.SG (4) i jdttihyo hdnen pois
ldhteih : PART.SG (4) ndhtyé hdndd ruguolietsettiih hdnelld all ASP-like :: t.PL (4)
Jjéttahyé hiijit pois liksi : PART.PL (1) A Jisus kutsuhuo heidd not ASP cf. Silloin
kutsuhuo hénen herra itsen-edeh.

[K1864 sim.]

[K1880 only [ tiionddhiio he dt Vifleemah where t.PL is shared with K1820, K1864.]

INF: nominative-object contexts include not only necessive INF, as also expected subject
INF, 19.03 sobiv go inehmizelld laskie itsestd oma naine, but also(?) in coordination with
governed INF in 19.07 min-tih Moisei kdiski hdnelld andua lasku-kirjan i laskie naine?
[#! K1864 mintih-Moisei kdski héineld andua lasku kivjan i laskie naizen?; but otherwise
sim.] [K1880 tbc.]

Personal pronouns in transparent INF under accusative-object context: GEN.SG (1),
késki herra hdnen myvvd i hdinen naizen i lapSet i kaiki : PART.SG (4) a tahto peitokkali
hdndd laskie | tahtov Iroda etsie laSta i hdndd tappua | voit Sie milma puhtahaksi luadie. |
1 etsittiih hdndd ottua [K1864 sim. ]

115



Personal pronouns in noun/un-governed INF: PART.SG (3) kuin hdndd hdvittid | kuin
hédndd andua | jotto hdnda tappua. [K1864 sim.]

PAS: See °passive-resultative.
Personal pronouns in PAS (2): i pandu lienet ravdoih | ana liev riiputettu.
[K1864 sim. but differs in always having agreement of PRT i rahvahasa lienetd
liiodiit | miun tdh Suatetut lienetd and offers juss. liekah riputetu.
[K1880: no evidence]

RX: RX in K1820 [K1864 sim., relevant verses unavailable for K1880]: The -tSe-
reflexives are derived intransitives, cf. -u-, -utu-reflexives, and fully conjugated and
further derives as such, pres.ind. 1S rissitidtSen, 2P rissittidtsetta, 3P = imp.-pass.
rissittidatsettiih, 2P: vardeilietSekua, INF voita ... rissittidtsie?, derived noun
rissittidtSenndlld, and used as such in e.g. K1864 Vardeilietsekua inehmistid = K2011
olkua varoillana.

The interest of this category here is that much like Romance/Slavic se-reflexives, it
appears to have extended to impersonal-passive-like uses. This makes for an intriguing
correspondence at several points to imp.-pass., and in particularly, while imp.-pass. is an
accusative-object context in Tver-Karelian K1820, K1864, unlike other Karelian varieties
K2011, when the reflexive is used instead, the result is a nominative-subject context that
corresponds to all-nominative-object or perhaps promotional passive morphosyntax of
imp.-pass. in F1548, F1642: RX K1820 i rissitticitSendlld, kumbazella mie rissittiditSen,
rissittidtsetta : F1548 ia sille castel/ iolla mine castetan/ te castetan :: K2011 ta silld
kassannalla, milld Miut kaSsetah, tidt niise kasSetah | K1820 I hdnestd rissittidtsettiih
Jordallassa : F1548 ia he castettin henelde Jordanis :: K2011 ta livana kasto hidt
Jortanossa.

6.3.9 North

This group is distinctive because nominative-object contexts can also be accusative-object
contexts, not only NEC INF but also ipv. and imp.-pass., and with personal pronouns
there is ambiguity as to which context is at hand for both £.SG/PL and GEN.SG/PL.

Far-Northern dialects, Kemi: Cannelin 1889.

Pattern: t—? GEN—? [nominative-object contexts are also accusative-object
contexts. |

Paradigms: NOM mie, mind, ma(md) | hin, hddn | met, me || GEN minun | hédnen |
medn, meijin || ACC minun, minut | hdnen, hénet | medt, meijdt, medn, meijin || PART
minua | hdntd | meitd, 2S like 1S save no counterpart to NOM ma(md), 2/3P like 1P.
(§41).

Object coding: nominative-object contexts are also accusative-object contexts: ipv.
“often, especially in the northern part of the dialect area™*': ottakaa purihen alas! | tuo

mulle veitten! | ottakaa pyssyn mukhan! | kdy tahtomasa purjhen ! (§55); imp.-pass.

Imperativin kokonaisobjektin muotona kuulee usein, erittdinkin murrealan poisissa osissa, -n-pédtteisen

akkusativin
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“sometimes™'** [cf. Paunonen 2018: 137]: synthetic: annetthin siind hyvin palkan,
analytic and so giving accusative-object context for BE+PRT: sillon sen ensimdisen on
tuotu | ei ole muuta tapettu kun yhen (§56); NEC INF &c dependent on personless verbs,
nouns, adjectives “most usually”: pitds saaha neulotuksi sen | pittid antaa ajohdrjdn |
semmosen koiran pittdd tappaa | sille pittdd antaa kirkon | kylld siitd pittdd ruunule veron
maksaa | sen tavaran on helppo sdilyttid | nyt on aika panna takin pddlet (§56). NEG
PART is not obligatory for total objects in some subvarieties (§57).

Personal pronouns in texts and examples in the description include GEN.SG and ¢£.SG
in both nominative- and accusative-object contexts : p. 112 se susi hypdhtelemhan ja
drdhtelemhdn ettd: tuo kettu kalma hinen on saanut semmoshen anshahan [cf. §87.4 se
susi drdhtelemhdn, ettd tuo kettu sai hdnen semmoshen anshan], ... kylld mie sinut
ansasta pddstdn ... mutta se susi hoksi sen || p. 113 ottapa minur renniksi || §87.1 isdntd
tuumaa emdndle, ettd hdn pannee ishon arkhun sinun [logophoric hdn substituting for
speaker but sind kept for addressee] || §87.5 polko oli, ettd hdnenkin tapethan || §88.8
kylmile ldhti tekemhdm minut.

Far-Northern dialects, Tornio: Salonius 1879:

Pattern: [GEN.SG—NOM.SG:4]

Paradigms: NOM mie | hdn | me(t) || GEN minun | hinen | medn || PART minua |
héntd | meitd, no ACC mentioned, 2S like 1S, 2P/3P like 1P.

Object-coding: imp.-pass. is nominative-object context in texts: p. 286 jos portti
avathaan, niin kello antaa ddnen || p. 296 niin henki otethiin.

Personal pronouns in accusative-object contexts are GEN.SG in text: p. 292f. muisti
sitd kun veljet hdnen vuorheen salpasit ... ja he salpasit minun vuorheen, ja valhettelivat
minun mettin pettoin syonheen. [cf. p. 286: Ndmdt vanhimat veljet, kun pddisit
ulkopuolelle portin, vieritit suuren kiven kuophaan ja salpasit nuoriman veljen sinne. ...
Vanhimat veljet valehtelit kuninkhaalle ei nuorinta veljea nahnheensdkhddn, mutta
hevosen loytdnheensd, josta arvelthiin mettdn pettoin syénheen koko pojan.] + next.

Personal pronouns in nominative-object contexts are NOM.SG in text: p. 295
Ennenmuinan olit hddt yhessd talossa ja loppu liha. Sanothiin, ettd onpa meild iso harka
navetossa, panhaan se lihaks’. Niin kissa meni ja sano haralle: revi ittesti irti ja mene

kdupi juoruamassa, etta sen pittdid tappaa poijes.

South-Bothnian dialects: Aminoff 1871:

Pattern: ?

Paradigms: NOM mind | me || GEN mun | meirdn (meiddn) || PART mua | meitd ; no
distinct ACC given. (p. 38).

Nominative-object context includes by implication imp.-pass., but NEC INF &c with
personless verbs is accusative-object context:'*® sun pitdd eldttid / eldttimdn tuon poian

142 persoonattoman verbimuodon (n. s. passivin) yksikollinen objekti on joskus, impersonaaliverbin
subjektina sekd substantiville tai, adjektiville madrdyksend olevan infinitivin taas ta vallisimmin -n-
paétteinen

' Objektin kiytinnon suhteen mainittakoon, etti personattomissa lauseparsissa (paitsi n. k. passivin
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= tuo poika | kannen pitdd ottaa pois = kansi | sun tdytyy tappaa sian = sika | mulla on
lupa ottaa omenan, mun on aikoomus tehrd sen (p. 52).

6.3.10 t—t
This is the pattern of SF °F33/8, and normative North Karelian in °K2011, °Zaikov 1999.

Savo, Swedish Virmland varieties: Aminoff 1876:

Pattern: t—t

Paradigms NOM mind | myo || ACC minut | meijdt | GEN mun | meijdin.

Personal pronouns coding is stated and illustrated to be #.SG/PL in both accusative,
nominative-object contexts : “Niinkuin muutkin Savolais-murteet, kdyttdd Wermlannin
kieli akkusativi-muotoja minut, sinut, hdnet, meijdt, teijdt, heijdt kokonais-objektina
genitivin ja nominativin asemesta, esim. sauva viisas minut tielle, sinut viijddn pois.” (p.
213) ; “Kokonais-objekti asetetaan pitd verbin perdstd genitiviin, esim. pitdd ottoa pois
kannen. Ylempiand on jo mainittu, ettd personallisista pronominista kdytetddn kokonais-
objektimuotoja minut, sinut, hinet, meijdt, teijdt, heijdt. Niitd muotoja kdytetdan myoskin

6.3.11 1548

Note: see 17.23 &c. are references to Matthew, see °Matthew Translations, and F for
Finnish is prefixed to distinguish °F1548, °F1642 from Karelian translations of it.

Pattern: [(#.PL—*), GEN.SG/PL—NOM.*SG/?:ipv. + (—)DOM-PART]

Background: On F1548, see Hiakkinen 2015: ch. 2, 3.3, including an in-depth discussion
of the nature and sources of Agricola’s Finnish [cf. also comparisons among early writers
on specific constructions, e.g. Hiakkinen 2022]; on F1642, Hiakkinen 2015: 6.1'**: on both
briefly, Lees 2015: 1.1.1.2., and passim, studying specifically case-coding of core
arguments in this text and its counterparts across North Finnic.

Paradigms: Agricola usage includes #£.PL/*SG forms as rarer alternatives to more usual
GEN.PL/SG personal pronoun as verbal arguments, though the proportion and absolute
number of #/PL in certain of Agricola’s texts can be considerable (Lees 2015: 5.6.2.1;
here °16C ¢-forms).

The majority of z-forms code O, and for O #:GEN.PL appear to be free alternants,
described thus in Lees 2015: 5.6.2.1; “Agricola is quite inconsistent in his use of the -#
accusative, and there appears to be free variation between it and the genitive form, as

peristd) kokonaisobjekti asetetaan yksikossé genitiviin eikd niinkuin Itd-Suomessa nominativiin

144 “The entire Bible was published in Finnish in 1642: Biblia: Se on: Coco Pyhd Ramattu Suomexi (‘Biblia:
it is: the entire holy Bible in Finnish’) or Biblia for short. A four-man committee led by Swedish-born
Aeschillus Petracus saw to its translation. The three other members were native-speaking Finns. The
committee was instructed to use pure and proper Finnish so that it would be understood by everyone in the
country. These instructions were interpreted to edit out certain features in Agricola, for example eastern
dialectical accusative personal pronoun forms ending in ¢ (meiddt “us’, teiddt ‘you (pl.)’, heiddt ‘them’)
alien to the western Finns as well as loanwords and structural features clearly from Swedish.”
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shown in [example follows], where in one sentence, there are three different cases for
three separate objects of bounded activity: -¢ accusative, genitive and partitive”.

Lees illustrates with an example from Ikola 1965:30: Acts 16.24 nin hen heitti heidhet
alimaisen Tornijn, ia pani heite Jalcapuun [the ex. is run together with Acts 19.16 carcasi
heiden Pdlens, ia ylitzewoitti heite ia paiskasi heiden alansa] [all > heiddn in F1642]. The
same is illustrated with alternation in essentially the same context a few verses appart, Mt.
26.40...43 Ja hen tuli Opetuslastens tyge/ ia leusi heiden macamast/ ... Ja hen tuli/ ia
leusi heidhet taas macamast/ ... [> heiddn both F1642].

The same seems to be so for the remainder of ¢-forms, which alternate with GEN.PL
in a subset of traditional DAT-GEN environments like the experiencer of pitdd (Inaba
2000: 79, Elsayed 2017: 146, cf. De Smit 2010; cf. here examples across texts under °16C
t-forms).

Argument coding: see Lees 2015: 5.6.2.1, 6.13, 7.2.2.4, 7.3, Ikola 1965; the examination
of °Matthew here matches the findings there, including DOM-PART variable but perhaps
preferentially or exclusively for PL in accusative-object, but no DOM-PART in all-
nominative object contexts. The one possible addition is that in the split-NOM ipv.,
GEN.SG is avoided and DOM-PART is thus the sole option left, something TBC for the
rest of F1548, Agricola, and TBD for PL: possibly then the DOM-PART use to avoid
GEN.SG in split-nominative object contexts in Larjavaara 1990.

[Cf. and contrast DOM-DAT in leista:nonleista Spanish: variable:none in plain active,
none:none in passive, obligatory:obligatory in se-impersonal.]

Contexts: In F1548, for pro/nominals, nominative-object contexts include ipv. but not
juss., imp.-pass., and some infinitives.

Personal pronouns:

Basic accusative-object context: SG.GEN (75) : SG.PART (5) :: t.PL (3) : GEN.PL (16) :
PART.PL (14) [all #.PL > GEN.PL in F1642].

GEN:PART: SG:PL asymmetry and pairs like PL Ja hen paransi heiden : ia hen
paransi heite suggest that DOM-PART deployed far more in PL.

It does not seem impossible at this point that instances of PART.SG in basic
accusative-object contexts are mostly or even exclusively due to non-DOM PART,
usually ASP-PART, in which case DOM-PART in accusative-object contexts would be
limited to PL, while in nominative-object contexts it would be obligatory for SG, the
system of °Estonian, save that there DOM-PART is obligatory for PL. The corpus here is
small, but here are all mismatches in the °Matthew Translation between F33/8 and F1538
for SG. In these, F1538 PART.SG in ipv. is not reducible to ASP-PART given other
usage of the verbs involved in F1538, but this may be so for basic accusative-object
contexts and their dependent infinitives.

Verse Source Text

17.17 F38/3  Tuokaa hénet tinne minun tykoni.

17.17 F1548 Tocat hende tenne.

21.38 F33/g  Tamd on perllinen: ¢pan  tappakaamme hénet, ™" ™ saamme

N N FH*t
- g N
—— e
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hénen perintons.

2138  F1548 Teme onperilinen/ 10at/ tappakam hende/ ™ ™0 ™me ssamma henen g p

perimisens.

22.13ab F33/8 Sitekaahinenjaltkansajakitensd ja heittdkda hdnetulos S t !

pimeyteen.
22.13ab F1548 Sitocat-henen kitensiaialeans/ 1a heiteket hende sthen S P !
wlcoisehen pimeydeen/

05.25¢ F33/8 jatuomari antaisi sinua oikeudenpalvelijalle, S P F
05.25¢  F1548 ia domari andapi sinun paluelialle S G F
10.40bc F33/8 se ottaa tykonsd minut; ja joka ottaa minut tykonsa, St F
10.40bc F1548 se minua holhopi/ ia ioca minua holho/ S P F
18.09a F33/8 Jajos sinun silmisi viettelee sinua, S P F
18.09a  F1548 Jaios sinun silmes pahendapi sinun/ S G F
21.46b F33/g  muuapelidsivitkansaa o oopa se piti hintd profeettana. S P F
21.46b  F1548 mue he pelkesit Caonssal ijjo ottq he pidhit henen ninquin S G F
Prophetan
22.18 F33/8  Miksi kiusaatte minua, te ulkokullatut? S P F
22.18 F1548 Mite te kiusat minua wlkocullatut? S P F
25.37b F33/8 ja ruokimme sinua, tai janoisena ja annoimme sinulle juoda? S P F
25.37b F1548 ia rokim M/ Taicka ianouan/ ia annoime sinun ioma? S G F
25.38¢ F33/8 tai alastonna ja vaatetimme sinut? St F
25.38¢  F1548 Taicka Alastoina/ ia wateitim sinua? S P F
27.30  F33/g  lahesylkivithint, ottvatruoven s 155541 hiinti padhén. S P F
27.30 F1548 Ja quin he olit sylkeneet henen pallens/ pilcasit he hende/ otit Roghon/ ialdit S G F
henen pédhens.
21.46a F33/8 Jahe olisivat tahtoneet ottaa hinet kiinni, S t INF
21.46a F1548 Ja he pysit hende kijniotta/ S P INF
26.16 F33/8 Ja siitd hetkestdi hin etsi sopivaa tilaisuutta S t INF
kavaltaaksensa hénet.
26.16 F1548 Jasijte aigasta etzi hen tila/ sadhaxens hende pette. S P INF

Juss: GEN.SG (1) pdsteken henen nyt; juss. of all-NOM imp.-pass. (1) Ristinnaulitakan.

Ipv.: SG.PART (5) Tocat hende tenne | tappakam hende :: PL.PART (2) pdste meite
pahasta. + PL.DAT-GEN (1) salli meiden menne + PL.GEN (1) reflexive cauattacat
teiden nijlde Inhimisilde which is rather(?) PL.PART = teitinne (q.v. VVKS §17.3, §21.4,
§1.4.1).

In comparison with the base and with juss., in both of which GEN.SG predominantes
or is exclusive apart from ASP-PART, it seems that the spli-nominative-object context of
ipv. requires DOM-PART for SG, but there is no evidence about GEN:PART.PL. [°16C
t-forms indicates no £.PL in ipv. in F1548.]

Imp.-pass.: NOM.SG (6) :: NOM.PL (5), ia sille castel/ iolla mine castetan/ te castetan.
This is then an exclusively all-NOM context; exx. here do not show agreement though
there are such in F1548: Mt 20.22 te castetan = Mk. 10.39 °fe castetat.
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INF:

I INF final/complement under matrix accusative-object context: GEN.SG (4) sielle he
sauat minun ndhde.

IT INF instr. with necessive pitdd: ASP-PART.SG (1) PL (1) Ja hen idttein heite/ meni
iellens pois/ | Ja edeskeuit Phariseuset henen tygens kiusaten hende

[ INF act. transl.: matrix? PART.SG (1) Ja sijte aigasta etzi hen tila/ sadhaxens hende
pette..

IIT INF act. instr: GEN.SG (1) sielle teiden pite henen ndkemen, GEN:PART.PL (1:1)
in near-identical pair Heiden hedhelmestens pite teiden tundeman heiden : Sentdhde' pite
teiden tundeman heite hedhelmestens.

INF pass.: Sille ettd samalla domiolla/ iolla te domitzetta/ pite te domittaman. |
Woittaco ioodha .sen * Calkin ... ia castetta sille castel/ | henen pite Jerosoliman
menemen/ ... ia tapettama'. [cf. K1642 hdnen piti Jerusalemijn menemdn/ ... ja piti
tapettaman|

6.4 Corpora

6.4.1 SKN corpus on KORP

Searches were done for “SUBCAT Pers” adjacent to “VOICE Pass”, to “MOOD Impr”,
and to “nominal subject (possessor...)” or separated from one by a form of olla;
“SUBCAT_Pers” as “direct object” in “CASE Nom”, “CASE Acc”, “CASE Gen”;
“SUBCAT_Pers” as “nominal subject” in “CASE Acc”, “CASE_Gen”. In the results,
forms are the SKN-standardisation save for personal pronouns, actives are single
underline, passives double, depending infinitive if any same. No ipv. with adjacent
personal pronoun objects have been found (partitives: sdrje minua; Jumala siunatkoon
sinua; other objects: e.g. katsokaa se).'"

Summary:

(1) There exist southeastern, eastern, and northwestern varieties with #-forms, PL and
SG/PL, alone or alongside GEN.SG-syncretic forms, which do use their #-forms with the
imp.-pass., i.e. that do not obligatorily have recourse to the DOM partitive or use
unrestricted nominative. pannee [meijdt] | [teitkii] pannaan || miut murhattiin ; kiilidiset
syo [minut] | laitettiinhan [minutki].

(i) There are southwestern varieties that use NOM-syncretic forms with imp.-pass.,
including 1/28S, beside GEN.SG/PL-syncretic forms in the active, and apparently also the

145 SKN gathers transcriptions of oral interviews with their typical fragments, false starts, and corrections.
On the queries here, SKN has about 50% error rates in annotation, e.g. me, he annonated as objects when
subjects of the personified uses of the impersonal-passive, or sind, te as objects when subjects of the
imperative, suggesting inversely that the present queries have not identified all relevant instances for the
relevant varieties/speakers, though an attempt has been made to correct for that. My own searches may well
be error-ridden, and occasionally the morphosyntax is not clear to me from the context. The illustrations are
chosen among those varieties/speakers where a given parameter like z-accusative object of the impersonal-
passive appears systematic, but even then many open questions remain about individual forms. Caveats all
around then.
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rare pattern reported in Setdld of GEN.SG/NOM.PL-syncretic forms. Ex: kun [mind]
vihittiin | mind vien [teitin] || [hd] haudattiin | mind [hédne] hyvin muistan.

(ii1)) GEN with imp.-pass. and ipv. remain to be studied, but seem few.
(i) t-form personal pronoun objects of imp.-pass.:

Kaakoismurteet, Inkerin suomalaismurteet, Markkova: has imp.-pass. with 7-forms;
personal pronoun object forms siun, meijdt, teit

S . . meidat . . e - . e
no , ja me nyt -, hin o i vie nyt, seitsemds pdiva , heindkuuta , hin vie meidét .
[“meijét]
SS no , ja me nyt - , hin meidit vie nyt, meidét
seitsemds pdivé , heindkuuta , hin vie [meijat]
SS meidat . - .. .
anee e sinne lentokoneeseen , ja , itse ldhtee pois .
[“meijat]

SS voihan se paha ihminen sattua tielle jotta , sinun [siun] ja tekee sinulle hod miti .

kaataa
SS . . meidat , meité ei putistaneetkaan sinne kolhoosiin meneméén kun , isé oli sairas
sitten vervat . - . [P .
— [meijét] ja, mind , kahden pojan kanssa kolmas poika jo oli kuollut .
SS teidatkin

[“teitkii] pannaan pyorien péille ja laitetaan sinne Siperiaan .

Kaakkoismurteet, Keski-Karjala, Kurkijoki: has imp.-pass. with #-forms; only passives
found with personal pronoun objects, personal pronoun object forms hdnet, miut, meijjcit

K . . .. . hénet . I . . =
se ei tule kaarittamaan niin ettd [hiinet] huonosti pestiin niin jotta se on sen ajan hopsyytta .
KK no , mitis te tahtoisitte , sanoi no murhattiin téssi talossa ja , minun niin , ruumiini kdtkettiin timén sillan alle ,
mind ajaisin partani , no , missés te minut janyt mind en saa rauhaa y6lld enkd pdivélld kun hén oli siunaamaton ,
asutte , sanoi mind olen tdmén sillan  [miut] katketty sinne , sillan alle niin hén pyysi , niin jotta hdnen luunsa , korjattaisiin
alla ja , sanoi sieltd perettdisiin pois ja vietéisiin siunaamaan , maahan .
AS ame . me meidat vietiin tdnne me mentiin tdhén , miké se oli , -, dld , Pieksdméelle vai , mind
’ [“meijjdt] en nyt muista mika ,.
N meidat vietiin sinne , oli sellainen Haukkala-niminen talo , sinne meité oli - , viisi
Jja sitten i .
[“meijjat] henked .
S ... meidét . -
niin sitten , [meifjit] sinne kiiytiin ottamassa .
N L meidét .. . .. . - .
jasitten , tuli, sitten [meijjit] tuotiin taas tinne , niin ettd tdalld on sijoituspaikat Alastarolla .

AS sanoi - te olette tunnetut ihmiset sanoi teidét
kylla me [meijjat]

otetaan sanoi .
Kaakkoismurteet, Keski-Karjala, Rautu: has imp.-pass. with z-form; personal pronoun
object forms Adnet, heijd

NV hinet  passitettiinkin

hénelld oli ollut tililld ja , [‘hinet]  pois

NV sitten mind olin , yosyddmelld menin , kello oli yksi kun mind menin sitten sinne , heille kortteeriin
se oli Teollisuuskatu , Raumalla se , Veikka , tai , Eemeli , vield , niin mind menin sinne ja , kolistin
ylhéille

heidat
[*heijA]

Savolaismurteet, Etilidinen Keski-Suomi, Joutsa: has imp.-pass. with #-forms; personal
pronoun object forms minut, teijjdt
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KS no kun kiilidiset syd minut [minut] no eihdn ne mitdén tee sanoi .

MU minéd makasin missd milloinkin penkilld ja putosin penkiltd — minut

. - . . nkin - .
miesten suuret turkit niin , ne pudotti ([minut]) pe
MU ja sauna piti olla niin kuuma etté ne oli ne maltaatkin niin minutkin , niitd sekoittelemaan niin ne oli néet niin kuumia
kuumia etté niité ei kelvon eldnyt sekoittaa Jaitettiinhan [“minutki] niin ettd ei meinannut eldé sekoitella niitd .
MU hén sanoi ettd mind soitan sinne ettd ne ottaa teiddt [‘teijjat] , ottaako ne sielld vastaan .

Pohjalaismurteet, Perdpohjola, Salla: has passive with 7-form; personal pronoun object
forms hdne, sinut, heijjdt

EH ja kun se on vaara kalliokko sielld , niin , siitd ei pddse suoraan , alas laskemaan , ettd se hénet
,jaettd , tietysti , hanki ettd kantaa [h&NE]
kiinni , silloin se , hyppéé pois

no koira niin pidattdd hampaillaan ja , no se nostaa - , etujalkansa se on , se koira - hoksi hénen o
, kun karhu on pystyssd ,

ettd nyt se , ottaa [héne]

kahdella jalalla .
EH ettd mistd mistd reidstd mind - , ei kun , kdpélat silld vilkkuu mind ettd en miné -
jalkoihin ammu ettd kylld se pitdd , saada ampua ruppaan tuota etté ei tdssé ole kiirettd  sinut i
. [P, . . . .. . e . tassa etta .
ettd kylldhén ténd iltana , tdind aamuna tuota , kuitenkin menetit nahkasi kun etté ettd [sinut]
liydettiin kerta
H - L heidat .
olen mind ahmojakin saanut monta kuka el(.i.e.l.‘ muistaakaan .
[heijjat]

Himiéldismurteet, Kaakkois-Hiame Jaala: only active found, given as illustrative of
Tavastian type of t-forms; personal pronoun object forms min, teitit

TU ja kuusta pokkad kuulkaapas kun jéttdd sinne se suuria teidat -
. . .. .. .. r metsdan niin ,.
siemenkuusia , niin ettd jos mind vien [“teitit]
TU mind tulin sinne sakkiin niin se otti - , nousi itse tuolilta seisomaan  minun télld tavalla niin kuin te nyt tdhén tuolille minun
ja laittoi [min] laitoitte istumaan .
U .. .. . teidét
mind siltd se voittaa . tuo nyt .
[“teitit] vt

(i1)) Nominative personal pronoun objects of imp.-pass.:

Lounaiset valimurteet, Lansi-Satakunta, Noormarkku, JS:

kay jos sitd rupeaa ajattelemaan niin se kdy . mutta kun mind pdésin sentddn kun mini - , minun yietiin sitten tyttéreni tyko kun oli
talvisydén ja , ja tuota noin , ei ollut sitten oikein kuka olisi lammittényt vaikka kylld mar niitd ollut olisi kun olisi huomannut kysya
kylld , nyt moni on sanonut ettd kylld hén olisi tullut lammittdmaén siksi aikaa ettd , mutta kun miné paranin sitten mind paranin niin
pian ettd , kolmessa viikossa . ja tuota , mutta kun ei huomattu silloin sitten ja miné yietiin sinne Poriin sitten , oikein paareilla . ja
kolmen viikon pééstd mind tulin takaisin . katsokaa kun ihminen on , vdhdn semmoinen ettd se - , semmoinen , itseensé luottavainen
niin se kdy silld lailla . | juu kylld . mutta en tiedd mahdanko kuolla . kuka sen tietdd minka vield - , miné yiediin viela .

+ personal pronoun objects of actives are genitive:

mutta ei hin , tykdnnyt olla silld lailla hdan muutti sitten meiddn mummon tyko kun se otti hinen [hiine] asumaan niin kauaksi sitten
kun tdmé pirtti tehtiin . | hén sanoi ettd kylld hin teidéin [“tee] ottaa , sairaalaan , vaikka sielld ahdasta on.

Himilidismurteet, Pohjois-Satakunta, Urjala, VV:

mind , mind tdytin yhdekséntoista silloin kun miné yihittiin . ja sitten minulla oli vanhempi veljeni , tuolla , Kylméikosken
seurakunnassa , - , Mellolan kylédssd , Torkolla voutina . | mutta sitten sitten kdvi kerran niin ettd kun sen , eménnén istui , klimppi
kurkkuun , ja Savikoskella oli semmoinen itseoppinut lddkari , siind Kylmédkosken pitdjdn puolta Savikoskella . oikein kymmenid
vuosia se Maijalan laakari eli ja ihmiset kévi sielld paljon se oli etevé . ja , kun hén oli sitten , talon , renki niin hiin [*hdm] pantiin
sitten eméntdd viemaén sitten sinne , 1ddkariin ja sanoi ettd kylld hén silloin ajatteli sitten kun se ladkéri , langella tuppasi , tuuppasi sen
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kurkusta niin kuin lehmienkin pannaan jos pisittdd kurkku . se ladkéri semmoisella langella sen pani meneméén ja sanoi ettd hiinen
[‘hdnen] Kiskettiin padstd kiinni pitdméan ,. meidén mies sanoi ettd kylld hén ajatteli jos mind pirun puristan tuosta sinun paastési
oikein , kun niin huonoja klimppejd meille olet tehnyt . se on oikein niin kuin naurettavaa mutta se on totta . juu sanoi ettd se hdnestd
oli kaikkein hauskempi reissu kun hén péisi sitten eméntééd kyytimédén ladkériin ettd hdn [hdm] pantiin padstd kiinni pitdiméén . |
meilldkin sitten tehtiin silléd lailla ettd kun , Laukeelassa oli joka keskiviikko toripdivit , ja mind tein kotona voita , Markkulan pappa
teki meille puolen kilon vormun ja kilon vormun , vanerista tai mistd he tehtiin . miné vein Laukeelaan aina voita , joka keskiviikko ja
rahaa tuli aina .

+

personal pronoun objects of active are genitive:

sitten kun Jumala jéttdd meidédn [meitin] niin sitten me hukumme kaikki | ei mind vien teidéin [teitin] sen mokin tyko missd te nyt
asutte | [?] kylld hiinen [hénej] joku sitten huutaa huutokaupassa

Lounaismurteet, Pohjoinen Varsinais-Suomi, Eurajoki, EN:

nyt onkin nuorempi veli kuollut ettd viimeis pyhénd hiin [hi] haudattiin juuri . ne , veljekset on kaikki vdhan nuorena kuollut . | ja ei
hén tehnyt endd mitdén pahaa jélked sitten lainkaan . se oli véhin , iso aika jo sentédn olla sielld mutta , mutta hiin [him] péistettiin
pois mutta , sitd ne ihmettelivét silloin jo ettd , kun ne , kun silloin vietiin Siperiaan jos joku teki semmoisen isomman , isomman
pahanteon .

+

object of imp.-pass. is nominative as non-personal-pronoun, object of active is
genitive/accusative as sg. personal pronoun, and may be nominative-syncretic as pl.
personal pronoun:

sekin , pappikin yietiin tuonne noin , Rikantilaan , Riikilddn kun ne , ne polttivat tdéltd pappilan talon . ja pappi yietiin ... tadlld oli
semmoinen Laurio-niminen pappi , kylld mind hénen [héine] hyvin muistan ... Laurio sen nimi oli ja ,. ja se , ihmettelikin sitten ettd
eikod ne Tiensuun pojat olivat kun sontareesséd veivit , tuonne Riikolaan hénet [hdne] sentédn sitten . késkettiin ... vietiin pappi pois
sinne niin eri taloon kun se sitten yoll4 poltettiin niin | mind vein he.

(i11)) SKN has not been extensively searchedc here for GEN-forms as O of imp.-pass. or
ipv., but a couple of quick searches have turned up only false starts for NOM with imp.-
pass. (see Noormakku), or else GEN-forms as DAT-GEN, e.g. se minulle sitd toimitti ,
kehui ettd heiddn kallattiin lehmid heti oikein monta pdivdd eikd loydetty
(Savolaismurteet, Lantinen Keski-Suomi, Lappajéirvi) || kun meiddin tehtiin semmoinen ,
tehtiin kaksi , huonetta niin laudasta (Lounaismurteet, Pohjoinen Varsinais-Suomi,
Eurajoki) || ja sanoi ettd, pddstd kiinni pitimddn héinen kdskettiin (Hamalaismurteet,
Pohjois-Satakunta, Urjala).

6.4.2 LA dialect corpus on KORP

Examples of dialects with NOM personal pronoun with imp.-pass.

Lounaismurteet, Poh. Varsinais-Suomi Kalanti (LA-murre)

*dite **vei mu sin./

se *eméntaki nous ja ajetti *mnuu  sit *kans- ylos
et *mihin **taloho he *otetti... . /
*mihi he **otetti sit .
ja/ *toimit *mnuu  sin./

et/ suu otetas *tin
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Lounaiset vdlimurteet, Lansi-Satakunta
venee joka *tois

ja hédn sano- et

jos joku *tuntee

ne... *tunsi

hé sano ko

hin *nikee

et jos hd sais

et ne *tuntee

Lounaiset vilimurteet, Lansi-Satakunta
*ma tuli sitte *korjaamaa

mi

se

joka

**ne *meinas panna

Lounaiset vilimurteet,
Varsinais-Suomen ylimaa

el

ja FFjattivat

*méd meinasin- et
Héamaldismurteet, Pohjois-Hame
ettd he **viasyttad

ettd *kuinka ne

ettd / *tommonem midsko

sano ettd

ja/ **sield

Ahlainen (LA-murre)

*hee **+porista . /
**hdnen o ny **mdadritty pitdimaa
héne jatua

*mu sit *kaikki

*hdn- o *médritty ny tua
minu tadl *saarel
*minun tua *ndhda

*héne

Merikarvia (LA-murre)
héne

*hdnen **nidin

*hdnen **pelastiki

hdnen  **toi.

*hénet

*hav viétii / tainne
Somero (LA-murre)

mun *kukkan **kiusannukka
mun *sillds-

*mad **otetaan sit vaan **kouluun
Pirkkala (LA-murre)

**minun / siind *korrenniitussa . /
muv **yasyttad . /

*meitin ~ sittev **visyttad

*hi heitettiir **riihen *ettee . /
Isojoki (LA-murre)
mind *vihiittiin

Examples of dialects with t-ACC personal pronoun with imp.-pass.

Pohjalaismurteet, Keski-Pohjanmaa

*mehén *sielld / *mind olin **vankitouhussa ja toeset /

*oli *osalta **kansam mind oli /

me *hajettiin / **hajettii sieltd *joukolla sitte ja **meha

*saatiil lupa / ne *laettovat
Pohjalaismurteet, Keski-Pohjanmaa
ja

Savolaismurteet, Pohjois-Savo

nin *kaskivét

ettd **piaevildesekseen *otti

se *itek **késki lyommaidm
Savolaismurteet, Pohjois-Savo
*ne *vieny

**isantd otti

s ja *otti

ja *veivit

no *siitte / *siitte **pestiin ne

Savolaismurteet, Pohjois-Karjala

**mummo meidv vietih ja **lapset vietih ja / *myo

Kestild (LA-murre)

meijét .. o
J teemma ja **raohahan se *tuliki . /

Ylikiiminki (LA-murre)

*minut *vietiin **sairaalaan .

Nilsiéi (LA-murre)

minut **pantiin sitte *samalla laella **arestiin
minut sinnem **mokkiij
meijat sitte **kaekki .

*minunniik **kédskivét yhen kerran ne *isdnnét
minu(n (hitd .

Riistavesi (LA-murre)

miut **mukanaa

*minut *siihen

miut

minut **makkoomaam

*hyo / **pestiij ja *siitte / **kapaloetii . /

Ilomantsi (LA-murre)
me *tuonnev vietih *+varpas*jarvelle

z *heitettih sinne

meijat *sitte siirrettiin tadltd *+raahe seuvulta

poes sitte / me **vanhat *michet ettd *mitédpd **me
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*mistd lich
*semmosek *kuormap pidl vield

Kaakkoismurteet, Eteli-Karjala
ni **hai vei

se *viskas aina

*miul- et tuota / nyt viidd
sit *sait

sit *ajettii

*pojat hiivasit

mie *veti / veji **nurkkaa
ku *tormottiit

**kyl mut / ko

Kaakkoismurteet, Eteli-Karjala

/ **heil- ol **oma **pitdjddse / *ja... ja mut *siit
kyl **mie

Kaakkoismurteet, Keski-Karjala

**setd *emdntd sai niin- *ikked / **voavan sinne *saunoa

*meidt vietih **+peltosalamela

hyo *kuleteltu kuulluu .
*meidt *pantih sinne .

Koivisto (LA-murre)

-
miu / .
. tuonne **niitt
*miu Yy
mium **pois . /
*siut **+pietariin
miu **pois sielt . /
hénet péim **maaha
miu **mastii
*hoijat ./
miu **pois . /
*miu talutettii *nuotaalt **pois

Muolaa (LA-murre)
*heijjat mu... *muutettii
*hédnen *tunsin / *nii .

Raisila (LA-murre)

**meijjatkii *sinne ja / **kahist *pdivad *ldmmitettii .

ja/ *se *hed laski

miut vietii **+kékisalmee *synnytys*laitoksel . /
**kakskymment sind *vuon meit- on *vihitty . /
.. . . **kakskyment tuota / **vihittii *isd kans ja se on
kk *
se on **kakskymentviis *syntynt ja meit **kakskyment *viis syntynt tuo *poika .
my0 oltii **pienii ku *ait jétti *meit ja **ldks ./
**ensimdise ker / *sit *lastattii meit
**siim *meijat lastattii . /
mie em **muista et ku myo / *meit **+kauhajoel *purettii

Kaakkoismurteet, Eteld-Karjala Sortavala (LA-murre)

meijat *otettii *semmoseen **roommuun

*hedt pit **sinne pyyt **miu *sinne
The corpus has a few instances of GEN-syncretic objects with imp.-pass., but they seem
rare: e.g. ku /**minun nouthiin *sieltd (LA dialect corpus, Pohjalaismurteet, Lansipohja,

Muonio).
6.4.3 16C t-forms

The following are results of search on korp.csc.fi in the collection of Agricola corpora and
in the Vanhan kirjasuomen korpus for m/sinut, hd/ene/dt, m/t/heid(h)d/et. [For the texts,
see Hakkinen 2015, esp. 29f. and ch. 3., save for Finno.]

SG:

F1642 Mk 14.72 ennen cuin Cuckoi cahdesti laula / sind

colmasti kiellat

minut

Note: This unique £.SG form minut is matched in this ex. by other on-line transcriptions of
F1642 like finbible.fi, but the copy available on B gives minun, suggesting an error.
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PL outside Agricola and Finno:

Asetuksia
(1600-
luku)

UpsEk-110
Jh-20:21

UpsEk-110
Jh-20:31

UpsEk-111
1Pt-2:2]1
UpsEk-111
1Pt-2:24

UpsEk-112
Jh-10:16

UpsEk-114
Jak-1:18

UpsEk-115
Jh-16:13
UpsEk-117
Jh-14:3
UpsEk-120

Jh-15:7
Westh-39

Westh-41
Westh-57
Westh-83

Westh-83

Westh-89

Westh-93

Westh-93

Westh-95
1Kor-

15:52

Westh-97
Hes-37:5
Westh-97
Hes-37:6

Sentéhden 16ytd Cuningallinen Maj:ti cohtullisexi tehdé
Papit wapaxi sencaldaisista waiwoista / joista heille ei
ainoastans costannusta ole / ja tulewat estetyxi heidédn
oikeista ja hengellistd toimituxistans / ja sijtd uscollisesta
murhen ja huolen pidosta / cuin heilld pitd oleman heidén
Sanancuuliains hywistd ja autudesta / mutta myos saatta
Niin hén sanoi idlleensd heille Rawha olkon teidhén
Niinquin isd ombi ladhettdnyt minun , Niin ladhettdn mini
moss

Mutta ndmddt ouat kiriotetut senpiille ettd

Rackat velidnj Christus on kdrsinyt meidhen edestinnd ,
idttddhen meille idlkimerkin , etti

Senpiille

Minulla ombi méss muita lampahita iotca eudt ole testd
lammashonesta , nedt pitd minun mdos iofc]hdattaman
tinne; ia

hén on sijittdnyt

Mutta coska hén tule ioca tottwun hengi on; hénen pité
iochdattaman

Ia ios mind poijkes menen , sitiwarten , ettd valmistaman
teille sijia , pitd minun quitengin tuleman [idl]leess; ia
ottaman

loss the pysyttd minuss , ia minun sanan pysy teisd , caicki
mitd [t]he tachdott , machdatta the and , ia sen

Nijn Sanopi Pappi Caicki

Silld loijdt sind hénelle vaimon auuxi , ja sijdhoijt

Vield sijtten kidypi mos perkele 66dt ja paiuddt nin quin
kijliud jalopeura sen idlkin , ettd hén saisij

he eridudt meistd ychden heickon , syndid tdydhon , ia
coleuaisen runin cansa , ia me sama

Mutta me christitut , iotca meidhen ystduénne parambana
idllens saama , tiedhdm , quin me

Ja ellemike me sijs mutoin taidha ymmarthd meidhen
rijcostana ia vihleitzyttdime , nin machdamae , kyllan
ymmarthd sijtd , ettd

Silld he ouat nyt eroitetudt tdstd vihleitzestd ia warasta
poiiss quin me vield nyt sisdlld olema , ia ouat tulluet
Christusen sooijan iosa

Silloin pitd

Silld Basuna pitd cwluma , ia ne colluet pitd ylesnousenan
, catomattomahan , ja

tdmdn sanopi Herra Herra ndistd wista , Catzo , minun
pitd andaman hengen tulla teihin , etti

minun pitd andaman sonet , ja pitd andaman lijhan casua
teidhen pdlennd , ja vietdmdn nachgan teiden pdlen , ia
pitd andama teille henge , ettdi

heidat

teidhét

teidhdt

teidhdit

meidhdt

heiddt

meidhét

teidét

teidat

teidhdt

teidhat

heidhet

meidat

heidhét

heidhit

meidhét

heidhdt

meidhdt

meidhdt

teidhdt

teiddt

/ heidén Sanancuulioins wihoin / ja anda néille
tilan cartta heité nijncuin edesandaitans sijhen
/ jota Talonpoica nijn cowasti pelkd / cuin on
Ruoti ja ulos-kirjoitus / jonga péélle seura
sekd opin ettd opettajain unohdus ja yloncatze

[pi]thd vscoman , ettd Jesus on Christus
Iumalan poijca , la ettd thfée ? | vscoodhen
pitd sama eldmdn hédnen nimenss cautta

pitdpi idlkinnowtaman hénen idlieidnsd

pitipi oleman colleedt synnihin , ia eldmen
wanhurscauxesa longa hawaden sinimariain
cautta thée oletta teruehexi [tu]lledt

pitapi kwleman minun dnenj la sithen pitd
oleman ychden lammashonen la ychden
paimenen

hénen tachtons idlken tottisen sanan cautta
Senpélle meidhd pitdsi oleman ensiméiset
hénen lotucappaloistanssa

kaichen tottuden Sille eij hdnen pidhé itze
hénestensa pwhuman , mutta mitd han kwle ,
sen pitd hanen pwhwma Ia sen quin tuleman
pitd , pitdpi hédnen teille [t]iett[du]axi tekemdn

minun tyhién ettd cusa miné olen , sielld pitd
mos teijit oleman ,

pitd sala]ma

hyuédt Christin inhimiset quin tésd tykona
oletta , otan min todhistama miti tési techty
on , manaten teitd , etta the tachtoisitta timan
mielin panna

nijn ychten , ettd ne caxi piti oleman ychden
lijhan ,

cadotta ja eme ole ijkéndnse hinestd vapadat
nijn cauuan quin me tésd eldme ,

idllensséd ychdesé cunniata tdydhés ,
vanhurscasa , ia colemattomasa rumis ,
mestama , ei pidha sitd suru pitimén Mutta
paremin aiatelema se pile , ettd me mdoss
olema valmit coska Jumala meitd cutzu tachto
, ninquin hén tdmén meidhen ystiudne
cutzunut on ,

néin ychden kerdhan coolema , ja Runin
métinemén ia maaxi tulema ,

pitd leppdamdn wimeisehen Domion asti

tuleman heidhen cansans ychten , ja oleman
Christusen cansa ijlman loputa ,

pitd mutetuxi tulemaha

pitd elduaxi tulemahan ,

pitd tulema idllensd elauaxi , ia teidhe pitd
ymmartdman ettd mind olen Herra etc:

PL in Jacobus Petri Finno: Yxi wihd suomenkielinen wirsikirja 1583:
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synnist lunasti .

pois cadhot Ja heluettin alas waiot / Sd meidhét

sield ylos nostit / Ja callil werellds ostit / Saata

meit taivas / ij .

sield ylos nostit / Ja callil werellés ostit / Saata

meit taivas / ij .

cadhotuxen saatti .

caicki heittényt / Tuskan ia suuren waiuan /

Paillam mos waiuasten wetdnyt Pijnan ia

cuoleman / Kyrie eleison .
ydhes pysy Quin weren ia lihan / Suosios toinen

toistans kysy / Cartain tora ia wiha / Kijtos

Jumalan .

Finno  Yx wsi poica syndyi tdss / Quin Isd taiuast istu [
N e A p meidhét
lass / Meilld annettin turuaxi / Se
Finno
O Isén rackaus / O poian suloisus / Syndi meidhét
Finno O Isén rackaus / O poian suloisus / Syndi meidhit
meidhét pois cadhot Ja heluettin alas waiot / Sa
Finno  Christuxen pijna muistacam Ja meitim synnist A
. L . meidhét
suistacam Quin hénen cuoleman waati Ja
Finno  WOij meitéd kdyhi syndisit / Meidhén syndim ia
wian / Joisa me olem sighinyt / Ja sitt tullet ilman ~ meidhét
/ Ouat
Finno  JVmal quin caiki loi omaxi cunniaxens / Miehen
hén moskin edhes toi Ja waimon hénen turuaxens  heidhat
/ Han kaski
PL in Agricola:
Kasikiria He ercaneuat meiste heicon / synnisen ia heidhet
coleuaisen rumijn cansa / wan me iellense same
Kasikiria Minun pite auaman teiden haudhat / ia tadhon
teite / minun Canssan / sielde wloshakia / ia teidhet
saatan
Piina Waan aica tulepi ette ioca teidet
Piina Ja waicka mine poismenen / walmistaman teille .
. . R . teidhet
Sia / quitengin mine iellens tulen / ia otan
Piina Ja ios se tule Waldamiehen coruille / nin me .
. teidhet
tadhomme henen lepytte / ia saatam
Rucouskiria  Ja wlgoslewitte henen siuense / ia ottau hen heidet
Rucouskiria  Jos he rickouat sinun wastas ( sille etteij ole
yxiken inhiminen / ioca eij syndi tee ) ia sinua heidet
vihoita itzens vastan / ia annadh
Rucouskiria  Elleij te cuule minun &dndeni / nijn pitd wisist
teme swri iowcko / sangen wahexi tuleman / heidet
pacanaiten seassa / Sille mine
Rucouskiria  Ja heiden pite maijnitzeman sinun ylenpaltisuttas heidet
/ ia sine perit
Ri kiri . . a
UCOUSKITIA 12 heiden lapsens sine enénsit / ninquin heidhet
Taijuahan techdet / Ja
Rucouskiria  Ja se syweys kiruchti heiden ylitzens / Ja wesi heidhet
wpotti
Rucouskiria  Sille cosca sine annoit wlgostulla sinun .
! ' heidhet
hirmusudhes / culotti se
Rucouskiria  Sine olet iohdattanut Laupiuxesa sinun Canssas / heidhet
iongas pelastit / Ja weijt
Rucouskiria ~ Mine takaaijan minun wiholisijan / ia mestan heidhet
Rucouskiria ~ Mine swrwon heite / ninquin maan tomun / heidhet
Ninquin raitijn loghan mine
Rucouskiria ~ Minu' HERRAN Jumalani sotawiki / mestasi heidhet
Rucouskiria  Quin sine minu' ledhetit mailman / nijn mos .
oo . heidhet
minekin ledhetin
Rucouskiria ~ Mutta ettes andain heille itzestes hengelisije .
. . heidhet
herckuija / rauitzisit
Rucouskiria ~ Sille etteij heiden cadhotuxe's miteken meite .
.. . . heidhet
hodhytte / mutta paramin me tadhoijsim
Rucouskiria Mixis meidet
Rucouskiria ~ ARmolinen ijancaikinen Jumala / Taiualinen Ise .
. .. . . meidet
/ sinua me kyttem / ia sinua me iulghistam / ettes
Rucouskiria  Joca mos henen calliman weren wootamisens
cansa / nijn tyrihiste sijte ija'caikisesta colemasta ~ meidet
/
Rucouskiria ~ Sine olet meidet
Rucouskiria  Ja sijhen ihmelisen walkeutehen / sinun
HERRAUDHES wscohon / pois pimeydhesta meidet

cutzunut olet / senpidlle / ettes

cunnialisesa / wanhurskasa ia coolemattomasa rumijsa

Israelin maalle .

tappa / se lwlepi Jumalan palueluxen tehnehens .

minun tykeni /

syyttomexi .

/ ia cantau hene' sipeinse péla

wiholistten kdsijn / nijn ette he wiewet heite fangina
wiholisen Maalen / taambana eli leszne / taicka mwihin
Tuskijn tulisit /

haijotan /

/ ninquin algustaki /

sichen mahan siselleweijt / cuin sine heiden Isillens
luannut olit / ette he sichen sisellemenisit / ia sen
omistaijsit /

/

ninquin warwun .

sinun wikewuydheses / sinun pyheen Asumisees .
/ Ja en palaija / ennen quin mine heijet cadhotan .

polieskelen / ia wiskoin .

mailman .

/ senpille / ette he woijsit sinun elatoxellas / paastun
heickouta wahwembana /

tulla osalisexi teste samasta sinun terueydhestas ja
autuadhestas

nijn caiketi wnohdat ? Ja nijncawa' meite iuri ylena'nat
9

walmistit / sinun laupiuttas / ottamahan pyhein
perimisen walkeuxesa /

lunasti / ia osti / ette me nijn sinun / ia sinun
aijnocaijses tykene / loppumattoman turwan sanehet
olema .

caiki tehnyt coconaisexi /

/ ninquin walkeudhen Lapset / pyhexi ilman pilcuita /
sinun caswos edhes / nuchteitomaxi madhaijsit tootta ia
asetta /
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Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria
Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria

Rucouskiria
Rucouskiria
Wsi Test.
Wsi Test.
Wsi Test.
Wsi Test.
Wsi Test.

Wsi Test.
Wsi Test.

Wsi Test.
Wsi Test.

Kirioijta HERRA sinun Eleues ijancaikisesa
sanasa / iocas itze olet / meiden sydhemihin /
iohongas mds sinun pyhen lihas ja weres atrian
lahijoijtat / pyhen hengen cautta / ette se

HERRA Jumala / taiualinen Ise / sinua me
kijteme / ettes meiden tedhen sinun aijnocaijses
colemahan annoit / ettes

TErue Christusen pyhe weri iollas

Me waijuaset Inhimiset / iotca meiden
wiholisistam emme coskan ihdolam ole /
rucolema sinua / O hyue Jumala / ettes tene 66ne
maijnitze sinun hywuytes Inhimisten sickie
wastan / iollas

CAikiwaldias ia laupias Jumala / catzo
armolisesta sinun canssas pélle / ioca on sinun
ylenpaldisen Herraudhes alaannettu / ia etteij
raatelija hirmusus / meite cochtaijaijsi / sinun
laupiudhes oijkea kisi

Jossa emme me waijwu eli wisy / sinu' laupius
Ja kijtte hende sen ylenpaldisen rackaudhen
tedhen / Jonga hen meille nawuyttenyt on / sijne
ette hen

sijhen he Silmens tarckottauat / ette he

Nin quin mos Christus meiden HERRAN opetti /
ia cuuldaxens

Se'tede' ette omantunnon pahuus / pilcalisen
sydheme' / minua cauhista / ja ettes henen
lakituxexi / sen salaijsen roan / O HERRA JESU
/ rakensit / iossas lupat elemen rauinon / ia mos
salaudhesa paluelian cautta annat / ia kasket

Senpille / ettes

Me kijtem sinun Laupiuttas / ettes meijet wscolla
jarackaudhella ylesteuttenyt olet / Itzes cansa
RUcoelkan Jumalat / Christusen cautta / Ette hen
awaijs meiden mielet pyhi Ramatuijta
ymmertemehen / ette hen mos henen tu'demisens
cautta /

Se sama mos

Eijke mos harwoin tapachtu / ette cosca me
lulema

Sille nijn ne / quin wlcona ouat sinun Seurastas
tundesit sinun Kuningaxi / ios sine

Sille sentedhen hen haijotti

Tulcat caiki minun tykeni / iotca toteteet / ja
raskatetut tiesse oletta / ia mine wirghotan

Jos te mailmasta olisitta / nijn mailma omiansa
racastaijs / mutta ette mine

ia he heitit kétens heiden pélen / ia panit

Ja hen pani iocaitzen pile Kétens / ia paransi

Ja hen otti

HERRA tahdocos / nin me sanoma ette Tulen
pite Taiuahast alastulema' ia cadhottama'
Totisesta sanon mine teille / ette hen sonnusta
henens ia asetta

Ja hen laski

TA Cudhen peiuen perést / otti JESUS tygens
Petarin ia Jacobin ia Johannesen / ia wei
Mutta Jesus cutzui

Sijnd Ensimeises Lehetuskirias Pyhe Pauali on

meidet

meidet

meidet

meidet

meidet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

meidhet

teidhet

teidhet

teidhet

heidet
heidet

heidet

heidet

heidet
heidet
heidet

heidet
heidhet

rauitzis / wdhistais / iellenssynnyteis / ja synnin
colemasta eleuexi ia hengelisexi tekis /

synnin colemast / ia heluetin tulesta wapadhaijsit / ia
sijtte minun wihileitzen henen tygense wedhit / sen
cautta ettes minun syndini / ja cadhotuxen minulle
ilmoijtit / ja mos osotit / quinga wissi terueys sijne
samasa Christusesa on / nijlle / iotca henen wscolla
kesitteuet /

Ristin pélle lunastit rackahasti / paranna ja likitze /
iotca sinua halaijauat / ia wscolisesta ottauat /

sinun laupiudhes sipein ala corijaijsit / ia et langetaijsit
edke sallisit sen heijun wiholisen meite pélette /

/ synnin tedhen Paradisiste wlossodstyie / nijn monella
lodhutoxella ansaijtun radholisudhe' / selkesti costutat /

ennettekon / Sinun racas .

swrilla ia wissilla lupauxilla tugheta iulienut on /

/ hene' Rumins ja were's wloswadhatuxe' cansa / on
lunastanut / Jumalan wihasta / Synniste / Colemasta / ja
Heluetiste /

mahan cukistaijsit .

eij ilman lodhutoxeta lupasi /

syndiset otta ja sodhe /

Iselles souitaijsit / Ja mos seke elein / ette coollen / sine
meille itzes cokonans iaghoijt / lahijasit / ja annoit /
rauinnut / ja sinun Jumaludhellas yleswalistanut ja
ymberipijrittenyt /

Rauitzis / ia wirghotaijs / meiden Epewscon
pimeydhen poisaijaijs / ja meiden Sydhenden
taijtamatudhen ja hitaudhen oijennaijs ia poijsotaijs /
opetti / ette cosca me olema caiki hyuen sotamiehen
wirghat teuttenyt / elkeme andako itzeme laijskutehen
ia ijrttautehen /

oleuan wscolistein ystewein seasa / nijn me Ezechielen
cansa asuma scorpionein keskelle /

pyhelle he'gelle teutet /

pacanain sekan / iotca eij hende tunne / ette te henen
Ihmehitens heille ilmoitaisit / ia saattacat heite
tieteméhen / etteijkengen caikiwaldias Jumala ole /
mutta hen yxinens /

/ Ja teide' pite lewon leutemen teiden sijeluijlenne /

mailmasta wloswaljtzin / sentedhen hen teite wiha .

kijni Hoomenexi / Sille ette Echto io oli .

tygens / poismeni harhaan ylenannettun sijaan sen
Caupungin tyge ioca cutzutan Bethsaida .

ninquin Eliaski teki ?

atrioitzemaan / ia kieudhen hen paluelepi heite .

corckian Wooren péle erinens yxineiset / ia
kirkastettijn heiden edhesens /
tygens / ia sanoi /
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hartahasti nuhdellut nijte Corintherite monesta
asiasta / ia wikeuete Wina on wodhattanut
heiden Haauoins / ia peletti

Wi Test. E:iiﬁa hen sai semmotoisen keskyn / nin hen heidhet  alimaisen Tornijn / ia pani heite Jalcapuun .
Wsi Test. Ja quin he puhdastuxen olit ottanuet Jasonista / ia .
. . . . heidhet

nijlde muilda / nin he péstit
Wsi Test. Ja ioxit sinne ialgan / caikista Caupungeista / ia heidhet  / ia he cokounsit henen tygens .

he ennetit
Wsi Test. Ja hen offi heidhet Is]};li}J;s / ia pani kédtens heidhen pélens / ia siugnasi
Wsi Test. ychten Campaleuan / ia ndki ettd hen hyuesti wastasi

Ja quin yxi Kirianoppenuista edheskeui / ia cuuli ~ heidhet heite / kysyi hen henelde /

Wsi Test. Ja hen eroittapi heidhet / tois'et toisistans / ninquin Paimen eroitta Lambat
Wohista /
Wsi Test. Ja hen tuli / ia leusi heidhet  taas macamast / sille heiden silmens olit raskat .
Wsi Test. Waan aica tulepi ette ioca teidet tappa / se lwlepi Jumalan palueluxen tehnehens .
Wsi Test. . S . . inun tykeni / Ett ine olen / sielle mos pit
sues quitengin mine iellens tulen / ia otan teidhet fmnun tykent ¢ cussa mine olen /sietie mos prte
teiden oleman .
Wsi Test. Ja ios se tule Waldamiehen coruille / nin me . . .
. teidhet syyttomexi .
tahdomme henen lepytte / ia saatam
Weisut Senteden heidet pite ycten cocon catuman .
Weisut Catzo / heiden plte. poispakeneman Raatelian heidet cocoman / ia Moph pite heidet hautaman .
edeste / Egyptus pite
Weisut Catzo / heiden pite poispakeneman Raatelian
edeste / Egyptus pite heidet cocoman / ia Moph heidet hautaman .
pite
Weisut . . . poisheittemen / senteden ettei he tactoneet hende cwlla
Minun Jumalan pite heidet . . . . .
/ ia heiden pite Pacanoiten seas exyxisa keumen .
Weisut Sille cosca sine annoit vlostulla sinun . L
. . heidhet  ninquin cordhen .
hirmusudhes / culutti se
Weisut Sine olet iodhattanut laupi inun C / . . . . .
eisu >ne ofet tochattanut faupruxesa siun £-anssas heidhet  sinun wikewydheses / sinun pyheen Asumisees .
iongas pelastit ia veit
Weisut Mixis meidet nijn caiketi wnodat ?

6.4.4 Matthew translations

Translations of the Gospel of Matthew allow a comparison of 1820 Tver Karelian, 1864
South Karelian, and 1880 South Karelian at Suikujérvi and the now Finnish-dialect
Karelian Proper of Kompakka, as well as of the 2011 translation into North Karelian.

Text: Matthew:

K 1820, Tver Karelian, ed. in Ahlqvist 1865. [see °Lees 2015: 1.1.1.3]

K1864, South Karelian, in Wiedemann 1864. [see °Lees 2015: 1.1.1.3]

K1880, South Karelian, Kompakka ch. 2, Suikujirvi = Suigarvi, Illyesepo ch. 8, in
°Genetz 1880.

K2011, Viena Karelian, PiiplijankidnndSinstituutti, Uusi Sana vienankarjalaksi, Helsinki.
F33/8 [sc. 1933/8]

F1548, Agricola [see °Hékkinen 2015: ch. 2, 3.3; °Lees: 2015: 1.1.1.2]

F1642 [see °Hékkinen 2015: 6.1; °Lees: 2015: 1.1.1.2]

Method: F33/8 and K2011 use #-forms of personal pronouns for both numbers and in
more contexts than other z-form translations. This set of clauses formed the base set where
t-forms might be expected to appear in other translations.

This was enriched with #-forms recovered from imperfect OCRs of K1820 and K1864,
these adding a few 3P for inanimates and one in NEG-PART context.
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Not included in this basic set are clauses where no versions have #-forms, e.g. those
with expected NEG/ASP-PART, or with the not quite expected ASP(?)-PART of °26.55.

The basic set was then augmented with corersponding clauses in F1548 and K1820.

This was partially supplemented with K1864 of South Karelian and F1642 to spot-
check diverges in ipv./juss. of both, reflexive formations in K, passive infinitives in F, and
additionally, for K1864, all corresponding clauses in ch. 2, 8, 10, 20-28; for F1642, ch. 2,
8, 10, 27-28.

The corresponding clauses in the two ch. 2, 8 of K1880 were added.

Conventions: personal pronoun comparandum, irrelevant phrasing, ™',

Note: most phenomena in bold here relate directly to the argument coding studied, e.g.
passive infinitives, jussives of impersonal passives, derivative reflexive formations, use of
personal pronouns as reflexives, BE + PRT passives, or are taken up elsewhere, notably
inanimate Adn/he and mihi est.

Abbreviations: S|P number; t, P(ART), G(EN), N(NOM) case; F finite save ipv./juss. and
imp.-pass. forms; ! imperative and !! jussive forms; IMP imp.-pass. finite finite, incl.
when recruited for 3P in Karelian; PAS agreeing BE + PRT in Karelian; INF infinitive,
INFp passive infinitive in F1548; PRT participial absolute in Karelian, RX derived
reflexive in -zSe- in Karelian, | separator of categories.

Verse Source Text # KV
01.19 F33/8 aikoi hén salaisesti hyljétd hénet. S t INF
01.19  K2011 Sen-takiehidn-tahto-peitoééipurkuakihlat

01.19 K1820 a tahto peitokkali hindi laskie. S P INF
01.19 F1548 mutta aiatteli salaisest henen ylenanda. S G INF
02.08a F33/8 Jahén ldhetti heiddt Beetlehemiin sanoen t F
02082 K2011 Siitihidnivénsitietiar Vifeiom:

02.08a K1820 I tyonddhyo hiijat Vifleemah P t PRT
02.08a K1864 I tiiondahiié hidt Vifleemah P t PRT
02.08a  K1880 I tiiondéhii6 he’4t Vifleemah P t PRT
02.08a  F1548 Jalehetti heiden Bethlehemin P G F
02.08a  F1642 Jaldhetti heiddn Bethlehemijn/ P G
02.08b F33/8 Menka4 ja tiedustelkaa tarkasti lasta; ja—kuﬂ—sen—leyda&e

02.08b K2011 A kun l6yvéttd Hénet St F
02.08b  K1820 i kuin tyo Iovétta hdnen S G F
02.08b  K1864 1ikuin tii6 liidvita hanen S G F
02.08b  K1880 1ikonza t'ii6 hdnen I'oidtta S G F
02.08b F1548 Mutta-coseatelendhet

02.08b Fl1642 j oyda

02.13 F33/8 silld Herodes on etsiva lasta surmatakseen hénet. S t INF
02.13 K2011 Tiroti meinuau 16ytyéd LapSen ta tappua Hénet. S t INF
02.13 K1820 tahtov Iroda etSie lasta i hinda tappua. S P INF
02.13 K1864 tahtov Iroda etSie lasta i hinda tappua. S P INF
02.13 K1880 tahtov liroda ettie lasta i tappoa hind’a. S P INF
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02.13
02.13
02.16
02.16
02.16
02.16
02.16
02.16

02.16
03.06

03.06
03.06

03.06
03.06
03.11a
03.11a

03.11a
03.11a
03.11b
03.11b

03.11b

03.11b

03.14
03.14
03.14
03.14
04.05a

04.05a
04.05a
04.05a

04.05b
04.05b
04.05b
04.05b

F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
K1880
F1548

F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820

K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548

Herodes ctzept lasta hucuttaxens

ettd tietdjit olivat hdnet pettaneet

jotta tietdjat valeheltih hinta,

jotto tieddjat hdnda vain nagroksi otettiih,

jotto tieddjdt hdand4 vain nagroksi otetih,

Sto tied’djdt hdnda vain nagrokseh otettih,

Cosca Herodes nyt ndki henens nijlde Wijsailda
wietellyn/

Cosca Herodes niki héinens tietdildd wietellyxi/

. . . ¢ qes . . kun he t tivat
ja hén kastoi heidét Jordanin virrassa, “*" "¢ "
syntinsa.

Hy® Sanottih omat ridhdt, ,  1: ey .
yosanotit omat il ¢4 Tivana kas$to hidt Jortanos$sa.

$anohuo omat

I hanesti rissittiatSettiih Jordallassa,
ridhat.

I hiinesti rissitisitSetih Jordanaga $ohue omat ridhét

osia he castettin henelde Jordanis

Minai kastan teiddt vedelld parannukseen

Mie kas$San tl_at Vejeﬁééi, Sentédh kun tyo tahotta jéttya ridhassa
eldmisen ta kidnty6 Jumalan puoleh.

Mie rissitdn teidé veeld tiijdn kohennukseksi;
Mine tosin castan teite wedhelld parannoxeen/

Mina kastan teidét vedelld parannukseen
Sentdh kun ty0 tahotta jattyd ridhdssa elamisen ta kidntyo Jumalan puoleh. A

Miun jilkeh tulou Toini, ken on milma vidkdvampi. Mie en kelpua ni Hianen
jalac¢ija kantamah. yy: . v ceyyee .
jafaccya kanamal: Hidn kaStau tidt Pyhd$sd Henke$s4 ta
tulessa.

mivnjéllesti tulija vigévembi milma on, kumbazen jallatsiloja kandua mie

enmakia: yo tiijit rissittiv Pyhd-hengelld i tulella.
Mutta se/ ioca minu' ielkin tuleua ombi/ se wikewembi minua on/ ionga en
ole mine keluoline' kengi candama'/ Sen pite teite pyhel
He'gel/ ia tulella castama'.

Siun Se pitdis miut kaStua.

Mi . lda €
Silloin perkele otti hénet kanssansa pyhddn
kaupunkiin

SV..,,. ]. .I. ],.] ] ]’

Silloin otti héinen djuavoli svitoih linnah,

Silloin otti henen perchele cansans/ sihen pyhen
caupungin/

ja asetti hinet pyhékon harjalle

pani Hinet jumalankojin kurkihirrelld

S oizati lirikdn katoktella,

ia asetti henen Templin harian pile

T U T T T T nNnunwnunonvnwn

-+ o~

W

»n wn

~Q QUeTS~

T ™
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IMP
IMP
IMP
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RX|IMP
IMP
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i T
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04.08
04.08
04.08
04.08

04.11
04.11

04.11
04.11
04.21
04.21
04.21
04.21
04.24
04.24
04.24
04.24
05.04
05.04

05.04
05.04

05.06
05.06
05.06
05.06
05.06
05.09
05.09
05.09
05.09

05.09

05.25a

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548

F33/8
K2011

K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F33/8

Taas perkele otti hinet kanssansa sangen korkealle
vuorelle

Y

o vsiss korkiell e,

Vield otti hdnen djuavoli ylen korgiella goralla,
Taas otti henen perchele cansans sangen corkialle
warelle/

§illoin perkele jétti hédnet;

Samassa Hinen luo
tuli anhelija, kumpaset piettih Hénesté huolta.
Silloin jatti hidnen djuavoli, ' meclit wldih hindd
kuundalomah.

tzo Engelit edheskeuit/ i
Silloin ietti henen perchele. ' ¢t Engelit edheskeuit/ ia
paluelit hende.
ja hin kutsui heidét.
Hiét niise lisussa kuécu.
1 hiijat kutsu.
1a hen cutzui heite.
ja hén paransi heidat.
ta Hidn pidsti hidt.
1 hiijét tervehytti.
»sJa hen paransi heiden caiki
Autuaita ovat murheelliset, 151 lohd ]
Osakkahie ollah Kkarsivilliset, §entéih kun hlat p1a§§etah
apiesta.
Ozakkahat itkijit; 1., s 1,55,

Autuat ouat ne murelliset/ ]] heid it

lodhutoxe-

Autuaita ovat ne, jotka isoavat ja janoavat vanhurskautta, _:11.: s Qs
silla heidat

ravitaan.
Osakkahie ollah ne, kelld on oikien eldmén ndlka ta jano, x t4h 1

Ozakkahat loven tahtojat 1 éu\./atéijat; }M kyll a§§ytah

Ozakahat toven tahtojat i Suvatsijat, hLO Kiillas%ii tﬁh;

Autuat ouat ne/ iotca isouat/ ia 1anouat
wa'hurskautta/ sille he rauitetan.

Autuaita ovat rauhantekijdt, silli  heidit pl tid Jumalan
lapsiksi kutsuttaman.
Osakkahie ollah rauhanluatijat, Sentih kun heitd kucutah

Jumalan lapsiksi.

Ozakkahat sovinnon luadijat; hy6 nimittidtSetih Jumalan
poijiksi. )

Ozakahat Sovinnon luadijat, hllO nimitiat§ etah jumalan
pojiksi

Autuat ouat ne puchtat sydhemest/ i1 . I ]

. . .. . niin kauan

v
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05.25a

05.25a

05.25a

05.25b
05.25b
05.25b

05.25b
05.25¢
05.25¢
05.25¢
05.25¢
05.25d
05.25d
05.25d
05.25d
05.32

05.32

05.32

05.32

06.05

06.05

06.05

06.05

06.13
06.13
06.13
06.13
06.13
06.13

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8
K2011
K1820

F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642

kuin vield olet hdnen kanssaan tielld,
Siut suutuh, niin $ovi hdnen kera suutuh

Kun ken pannou
matate$sa.

I . HANET Al el ] v . i kuni olet
9
hénen-kera matassa;
coscas wiele tielle olet

henen cansans/

Muitein hién viey $iut sut'jalla
. T honiol]
kae;
o s 5 . ok d "
ja tuomari antaisi sinua oikeudenpalvelijalle,
Sy e,
1 vanhin §ivn andav toizella,
ia domari andapi sinun paluelialle
. o i van] '
ta $iitd $iut pannah tyrméh.
i pandu lienet ravdoih.

ia sine heiteten tornihin.
jokainen, joka hylkdd vaimonsa muun kuin huoruuden tdhden,

saattaa

hénet tekeméaén huorin,
mie$ kun eronnou omasta naisestah, vaikka $e naini ei ole muannun toisen

michen kera, __ .- hid . . . .
to-

jogohine, ken lasko oman naizen, vain ei pahan luadimon-téh toizien-kera,

itSe Suattav hinda pahah,
iocahinen quin henen emendens hylke/ mutoin quin hoorin tedhen/ hen

saatta henen hoori tekemen/
silld he mielellddn seisovat ja rukoilevat synagoogissa ja katujen kulmissa,

etti ihmiset heidit nikisivit, Totisesti mind sanon teille: he

ovat saaneet palkkansa.
Hy6 Se tykatdh Seisuo ta moliutuo sinagogoissa ta tienhuaroissa, J otta

ihmiset nahtiis hiit. Sanon teili toven: hyd jo Suatih palkka.
hyo rahvahassa i tie-Suaroila Seizuossa Suvatah kumarrella, anatoizet

«s+ . amin Sanon teild, jotto otetah oman palkan.
9
Sille ettd he seisouat Synagogisa ia catuin harois rucoellen/ senpale/ etti

l'ﬁ ni dhaisin Il’lhlmlSll de. Totisesta sanon mine teille/ He ouat
palcans sanet.

iliki saata meitd kiusaukseen: ve e .
i saata merta KUsauseell: yaan padstd meidét pahasta,

Eléka Suata meitd muanitukseh, vain plaééa miit juavelis ta

I eld meida Suata vaivah, i p1a§§a meidi pahaéta

a pidssd meidé pahasta

12Ja ele iohdata meite kiusauxen. Mutta pas te meite pahas ta.
Ja 4ld johdata meitd kiusauxeen. Mutta péiéistéi meiti

1 414 Suata meida vaivah,

pahasta.
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06.26

06.26

06.26

06.26

07.02

07.02

07.02

07.02

07.02

07.06

07.06

07.06

07.06

07.16
07.16
07.16
07.16

07.20
07.20

07.20
07.20

08.02
08.02
08.02
08.02

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548

F33/8
K2011

K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

Katsokaa taivaan lintuja: eivdt ne kylvd eivitkd leikkaa eivitkd kokoa
aittoihin, :

Kaccokkua taivahan lintuja: ei hyo kylvetd, ei leikata eikd kerdtd aitan

puvrnuloih. itenki tidn Taivahaini Tuatto ruokkiu
hiat.
KatSahtakkua lendéjien lindulojen-piélld; hyo ei go kylveti ei go leikata ei

goaitolh kerdth, j tiiin taivahalline tuatto Syottiv heida;

Catzocat taiuan linduin péle/ sille ettei he kylue/ eike nijte/ eike mos cocoa

riheen/ ja teiden taiualinen Isen roocki heite.

silld millda tuomiolla te tuomitsette, silld teidit
tuomitaan;

NidtSen milld suutulla tyd suutitta, Silla teitdki
suutitah.

Keuin Ee’ﬂ.e.*.*..p*al.l..:']...f“g*z

Sille ettd samalla domiolla/ iolla te domitzetta/ pite
te domittaman.
Silld milld duomiolla te duomidzetta/ pitd teitd

duomittaman.
Alkad antako pyhdd koirille, édlkaékd heittdko helmidnne sikojen eteen,

Elkya antakkua- koirilla §itd, mi on pyhd, ta elkyd lykkikkyd simcukkoja

Sikojen eteh.

Sijat tallotah siméukat jalkoih ta koirat
hypaétéh tidn piélla ta revitelldh tidt.

Elgid andakkua pyhie koirilla, elgia go luokSikkua kallehia tiijén kivilgja
sigoilla edeh pyin hyd ei tallattais hiijat omilla

jalloilla 1 kidndidtSehyo ei revitettéis teidé.
Elket andaco * coirain site quin * pyhe on/ ia elket teiden perldien heitteko

* sikaden eteen’ o 10 he nijte ioskus talla ialgoilans/ ia

heidens teidhen wastan kiendeuet/ ia repiuet teite.
eididn hedelmistdan te tunnette heidét.

Tyo tunnetta hidt heijan antimista.

Hiijin einehéstd hiijat tiussatta

Heiden hedhelmestens pite teiden tundeman
heiden.

Niin te siis tunnette heidit heiddn hedelmistian.
heii ForaTVA ' ] JEHTS

Hiijan einehdéstd hiijét tiusSatta

Sentdhde'  pite  teiden  tundeman  heite
hedhelmestens.

Jostahdot, i sind voit minut puhdistaa

Sie voit miut puhistua, <" v#n tahtonet

kuin tahtonet, it §ie milma puhtahaksi luadie.

voit Sie milma puhtahaksi luadie.

kuin tahtonet,
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08.02
08.02
08.02
08.07
08.07
08.07
08.07
08.07
08.07
08.07
08.25a
08.25a

08.25a

08.25a

08.25a

08.25a
08.25a
08.25b
08.25b
08.25b
08.25b
08.25b
08.25b
08.25b
08.31a
08.31a
08.31a
08.31a
08.31a
08.31a
08.31a
08.31b
08.31b
08.31b
08.31b
08.31b
08.31b
08.31b
08.34

08.34
08.34

K1880
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
K1880
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

K1880

F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
K1880
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
K1880
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
K1880
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820

k i 1 ht 1 o v . e .
i onet voit $ie milma puhtahaksi load’ie.

ios sine tahdhot/ i woit minu' puhdhista.

nijn sind woit minun puhdista.

Miné tulen ja parannan hénet.

Mie tulen ta parennan hénet.

méndyd mie tervehytén hénen.

méndiié mie tervehiitdn hdnen.

mie tulen, pedssdn hianen.

Coska mine tulen/ nin mine paranan henen.

mini tulen ja parannan hinen.

Niin he menivit ja herdttivat hinet

Silloin opagsettavat tultih Hinen luo ta nos3atettih
Hénet.

I lahendidtSehyo hénen opasSettavat nosSatettiih
hénen

I ldhendidtsehiid hénen opasSetavat nossatetih
hinen

Hinen opaStujat [ldhennettihize hénen luo,
nosSettih handdh magoamasta,

Nin edheskeuit opetuslapset/ ia heritit henen/

Nijn tulit Opetuslapset/ ja herétit hinen/

sanoen: "Herra, auta, me hukumme."

Hyd Sanottih:  Hospoti, pelag$a midt
i Sanottiih: hOSpOdi, §a11yta muat, olemma hiviemassa.
i Sanotih: hOSpOdi $ailiita mi"ait, olema hiviemasa

ganottih: Hospod'i! pea§§a meidéi, kuolomassa olemma.

ia sanoit/ Herra/ auita m/ me hucu'ma.

ja sanoit: Herra/ auta meiti/ me hucumme.

Jos ajat meidét pois,

Kun ajanet miét pois,

kuin $ie miijét porottannet,

kuin Sie miét porotanet,

kuin Sie meét porottanet,

Jos sine wlgosaiat meite/

jos siné ajat meidén ulos/

niin ldhetd meidét sikalaumaan.

niin kd$e miét Sikalaumah

oo v v o W

jos sind tahdot/

| My6 uppuomma.»

tlionnd meid’d Sigojen karjah.

nin salli meiden menne toon sica lauman siselle.
nijn salli meidéin menni sicalaumaan.

ja kun he hinet nikivit pyysivédt he hdntd menemédn pois

heidén alueeltaan.

.. hyd molittih, jotta Hiin ménis pois heijén Seuvulta.

Hénet nihty

i nahtyo handa ruguolietSettiih hdnelld madnné pois hiijan paikoista.
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08.34
08.34

08.34

08.34

09.22a
09.22a
09.22a
09.22a

09.22b

09.22b
09.22b
09.22b

10.04
10.04
10.04
10.04
10.04
10.04
10.16

10.16
10.16
10.16

10.16

10.16

10.17a
10.17a
10.17a
10.17a
10.17a
10.17a
10.17b
10.17b
10.17b
10.17b
10.17b
10.17b

K1864
K1880

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1820
F1548
F1642

i nahtiio hiandi ruguolietSetih hdneld maénna pois hidn paigoista.

i kuin nihtih hin d’éh, kiizziittih hiandd lahtie pois hedn
paikoist’a.

Ja coska he niit henen/ rucolit he hende poismenemen heiden
Maansirilde.

Ja cosca he hinen niit/ rucoilit he hdndd menemén pois heiddn
maacunnastans.

Silloin Jeesus kééntyi, niki hénet ja sanoi:

L i i ski . - :

Jisus kidndidtsih 1 hdndé néhtyo Sano

Mutta nin Iesus kiensi henens/ ia nédki henen ia

sanoi/
Tyttdreni, ole turvallisella mielelld;

sinun uskosi on tehnyt
sinut terveeksi.

Ela v, tytférem’ Siun usko parenti Siut.

el varaja. WAL i un ugsonda §ivn tervehytti ;

le hyues turuas Tytteren/ _: :
Ole hyues turuas Tytteren/ oiyin wskos on tehnyt sinun

teruexi.

sama, joka hénet kavalsi.

kumbane i ando hdnen muokkih

kumbane i ando hdnen muokih

ioca mos petti henen.

ioca hédnen petti.

mind ldhetdn teiddt niinkuin lampaat susien
keskelle;

Mie tyonnén tidt kuin lampahat hukkien keskeh.
N/A

Ka mie tlionndn teidd kuin lambahie hukkien
keskeh;

Catzo mine lehetten teiden/ ninquin lambat swttein
keskelle.

CAdzo mind ldhetén teidén/ nijncuin lambat sutten
keskelle/

OlkuavareotHana,

N/A

VardeilietSekua inehmisté;

Mutta cauattacat teiden nijlde Inhimisilde/

silld he vetdvat teidét oikeuksiin,

Sentdh kun ihmiset viijéh tidt suutuh

N/A

Suatetah tdida suimuloih,

sille he edhesweteuet teiden heiden radstupins/
silld he wiewdét teidén heidén Rastupijns/
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10.17¢
10.17¢
10.17¢
10.17¢
10.17¢

10.17¢
10.18

10.18

10.18
10.18

10.18
10.18
10.19
10.19
10.19
10.19
10.19
10.19
10.21
10.21

10.21
10.21

10.21

10.21

10.32

10.32

10.32
10.32

10.32

10.32

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F1642
F33/8

K2011

K1820
K1864

F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011

K1820
K1864

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011

K1820
K1864

F1548

F1642

ja synagoogissaan he teitd ruoskivat;

ta ruoskitah teitd sinagogoissa.

N/A

i rahvahasa lieneti liiodiit.

ia heiden Synagogisans pite heiden hoosuman
teite.

ja heidén Synagogisans he hosuwat teité.

ja teiddt viedddn maaherrain ja kuningasten eteen
minun téihteni, todistukseksi heille ja pakanoille.

Teitd viijah muaherrojen ta Cuarien eteh Miun
takie jotta kertosija Miusta heild ta toisenvierosilla.
b

N/A

I vanhembien i1 kuningahien edeh miun tih
Suatetut lienetii, tieddvoksi heild i vierotomila.

Nin mds Pamiesten ia Kuningaiden eteen te
wiedhen/ minun tehden/ heille ia pacanoille todistoxexi.

Te wieddn myos Pddamiesten ja Cuningasten eteen
minun tihteni/ heille ja pacanoille todistuxexi.

Mutta kun he vetavit teitd oikeuteen,

Kun tidt annetah herrojen késih,

N/A

Konza Suatetah teidé,

Coska he nyt teite edhesweteuet/

Cosca he teitd eteen wetdwat/

ja lapset nousevat vanhempiansa vastaan ja
tappavat heidét.

ta lapSet nousSah omie vanhempie vastah ta
tapetah hiét.

N/A

1 pojat noSsSetah kidt izien i emien pidld i hidt
tapetah.

ia lapset carkauat wanhimbaidens wastan/ ia
tappauat heite.

ja lapset carcawat wanhembitans wastan/ ja
tappawat heit.

Sentdhden, jokaisen, joka tunnustaa minut
ihmisten edess é, mingkin tunnustan Isdni edessd, joka on taivaissa.

~ . * W wee

Sitéd

b
Mieki Sanon omaksi Tuattoni ie$84 taivahissa.

N/A

Jogohine, ken milma tunnustav inehmizien aigana,
tunnustan hdndé i mie miun tuaton aigana, kumbane on taivahasa.

iocahine' quin minun tunnusta Inhimisten edhes/
sen tunnustan mos mine/ minun Iseni edhes/ ioca on Taiuaisa.

jocainen cuin minun tunnusta ihmisten edes/ *"

tunnustan myds mind minun Iséni edes/ joca on Taiwais.
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10.33a
10.33a
10.33a
10.33a
10.33a

10.33a
10.33b
10.33b
10.33b
10.33b

10.33b

10.33b

10.40a
10.40a
10.40a
10.40a
10.40a
10.40a
10.40bc

10.40bc
10.40bc
10.40bc
10.40bc
10.40bc
10.40d
10.40d
10.40d
10.40d
10.40d
10.40d
10.40e
10.40e
10.40e
10.40e
10.40e
10.40e
10.41

10.41

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1820
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011

Mutta joka kieltdd minut ihmisten edessd,

N/A

Mutta iocahinen quin minun kieltd Inhimisten
edhes/
Mutta joca minun kieldd ihmisten edes/

kiellen mine mos henen minun Iseni edhes/ ioca
on Taiuaisa.

hénen mind myds kiellin minun Iséni edes/ joca
on Taiwais.

Joka ottaa tykonsa teidét,

Ken ottau vastah tiit,

Ken teidi ottav,

Ken teidi ottav,

Joca teite holhoo/

JOca teitd holho/

se ottaa tykonsd minut; ja joka ottaa minut
tykonsa,

ottau vastah Miut. Ken ottau Miut vastah,
milma ottav, i ken milma ottav,

milma ottav, i ken milma ottav,

se minua holhopi/ ia ioca minua holho/
hén holho minua/ ja joca minua holho/
ottaa tykonsa hénet,

ottau vastah Hénet,

hen-hothepisen/

hén holho sité/

joka on minut ldhettanyt.

ken Miut tyonsi.

ioca minun lehdetti.

joca minun léhetti.
Joka profeetan ottaa tykonséd profeetan nimen tihden, saa profeetan palkan;

ja joka vanhurskaan ottaa tykonsd vanhurskaan nimen tdhden, saa
vanhurskaan palkan.
Ken ottau Jumalan viessintuojan vastah Sentéh, kun $e on viessintuoja, Suau

viessintuojan palkan. Ken ottau oikiemielisen vastah Sentdh, kun $e on
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10.41

10.41

10.41

10.41

11.23a
11.23a
11.23a
11.23a
11.23a
11.23b
11.23b
11.23b
11.23b

11.23b
11.27

11.27

11.27

11.27

12.14

12.14

12.14

12.14

12.14

12.15

K1820

K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

oikiemielini, Suau oikiemielisen palkan.

Ken ottav prorokkua prorokan nimeh, §illé liev prurokan palka; i ken ottav
Jumalan varaijan Jumalan varaijan nimeh, $illi liev Jumalan varaijan
palka.

Ken ottav prorokua prorokan nimeh, $illé liev prorokan palka; i ken ottav
jumalan varajua jumalan varajan nimeh, $illi liev jumalan varajan palka.
Joca Prophetan holhopi Prophetan nimelle/ hen saa Prophetan palcan. Ja
ioca wanhurskan holhopi wanhurskan nimelle/ hen saa wanhurskan palcan.
Joca Prophetan holho Prophetan nimelld/ hén saa Prophetan palcan. Ja joca

wanhurscasta holho wanhurscan nimelld/ hén saa wanhurscan palcan.

Ja sind, Kapernaum, korotetaankohan sinut
hamaan taivaaseen?

Ta S§ie, Kapernaumi, S$iutko muka taivahah
ylennetidh?

v . v v e

Alas $iut luuvvah, ala$ tuonelah Suate!
vaduh-Sua-alenet

uvaduh-Sua-alenet

Kaikki on minun Iséni antanut minun haltuuni, eikd k.ukaan muu tunne

Poikaa kuin Isd, eikd Isdd tunne kukaan muu kuin Poikaja se, kenelle

Poika tahtoo hdnet ilmoittaa.
Tuattoni on antan kaiken Miun valtah. Poikua ei tiija kenkdnd muu kuin

Tuatto, eikd Tuattuo tiijd kenkdnd muu kuin Poika ta § e, kelld Poika

tahtou Hénet ilmottua.
Kaiki on annettu mivla mivn tuatosta; ei go ken tiija poigua, vain tuatto, ei

go tuattuo ken tiijd, vain poiga, : kelld ] Futt

Caiki minulle ouat annetudh minu' Iseldeni/ ia eikengen tunne poica mutta

Ise/ eike Ise yxiken tunne mutta poica/ : kelenil :
Niin fariseukset ldhtivit ulos ja pitivit neuvoa
hinté vastaan, surmataksensa hénet.

Nofarisseit Lihettih nihal . ikoimah,
A Fariseit mindy6 luaittith Sovinnon keskendh,
kuin hdnda havittia.

A Fariseit miandii6 luaitih §ovinnon keskend, kuin
héndéd havitia.

Silloin Phariseuset wlgoskeuit/ ia neuuopidhit
henen wastans/ quinga he henen huckaisit.

Ja monet seurasivat hintd, :

ja han paransi heidit kaikki, '®
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12.15

12.15

12.15

12.15

12.22

12.22

12.22

12.22

12.22

12.37a
12.37a

12.37a
12.37a
12.37a
12.37b
12.37b
12.37b
12.37b
12.37b
13.07

13.07

13.07
13.07

13.15

13.15

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8
K2011

K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011

hén varoitti vakavasti heitd saattamasta hinta julki;

Tisussan perdssd matkasi hyvin &ijdn rahvasta,

ta Hiéin parenti hidt

kaikki. 16lisussa kielti, jotta hyo ei paistais Hanesté kaikkien kuullen.

I hénelld-jallesti astu dija rahvasta, : s faiiia - 16l
anetia-jatiesty astu aia ravada, 4 kaiki h11|at tervehyttl.

kieldi heida, ei laskie hindéd kuulovilla.

I hineld jalesti astu dija rahvasta, i kaiki hiit tervehiiti. 161 kieldi
heida, ei laskie hdndi kalovila.

Ja palio Canssa seurasit hende. 16} ] ki iki i/ da

haastoi heite hendens ilmoittamast.

Silloin tuotiin hénen tykonsd riivattu mies, joka oli sokea ja mykka, ] a
hﬁl’l paransi héinet, niin ettd mykka puhui ja néki.

Siitd Tisussan luo tuotih piessan muokkuama mies§, kumpani oli Sokie ta

mykka. Tisussa parenti héinet, niin jotta mie§ rupesi pakajamah ta

ndkoméh.

Silloin tuodiih hinen-luo lembolazen Sogien i mykin,

i tervehytti

hinen i rubei Sogie i mykké pagizomah i ndgéméh.
o

S'illoin tuodih hdnen luo lembolazen Sogien i miikén: i tervehiiti
. i rubei Sogie i miikkéd pagizomah i ndgémah.

hanen, 5 g pag g 4

Silloin edestootijn henen tygens yxi ioca piruldariwattin/ sockia ia myckéa/

ia hen paransi henen/ nin ettd sockia ia myckd seke puhui ette

naki.

Silld sanoistasi sinut julistetaan vanhurskaaksi,
Nidtsen Siun Sanojen mukah Siut luvetah
Syyttomaksi

Omista paginoista oienduatset,

Omista paginoista oienduatset,

Sille ettd sinun sanoistas sine wanhurscautetan/
ja sanoistasi sinut tuomitaan syylliseksi.

ta Siun Sanojen mukah $iut suutitah vidrapidksi.
1 omista paginoista vidrittiatSet.

1 omista paginoista vidrittiitSet.

ia sinun sanoistas sine domitan.

Toiset taas putosivat orjantappuroihin, ; : :
Erydhit Siemenistd kirvottih ohtajaisikkoh, htaiai kad Al

M t langettiih tuhjoh, ; 1 .
uvvennet fangetih Ol § kazvo tuhjo i hiijt katto.
Mutamat la'gesit oriantappuroihin/ ia oria'tappurat yleskaswoit/

ia
lakehytit heiden.
Silla paatunut on tdméan kansan sydén, ja korvillaan he ty6laésti kuulevat, ja

silmédnsd he ovat ummistaneet, etteivdt he nakisi silmillddn, eivat kuulisi

korvillaan, eivdt ymmértdisi syddmellddn eivatkd kadntyisi .

Vet tdmdn rahvahan Sytdn on kovettun, korvillah hyd pahoin kuullah ta
Silmét hyd ummissettih, jotta ei Silmillah ndhtiis, ei korvillah kuultais eikd

Sytdmelldh maltettais, jotta ei kidnnyttdis Jumalan puoleh ki M
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13.15

13.15

13.15

13.42
13.42
13.42
13.42
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
14.03
14.03
14.03

14.03

14.12

14.12

14.12

14.12

14.18

14.18

14.18

14.18

14.18

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

Koveni niijen inehmi.zien $idmi, i korvilla jygieldi kuullah, i $ilmit omat
ummissettiith, kuin ei Silmilli midd ndhd i korvilla kuulla i Sidmelld ei
Itua, i kuin kidndiatSetPah, : 1 ::: . o

atua, v Ranciatset el § hiijat tervehytan.

Koveni ndien inehmizien §idmi, i korvila tigieldi kallah, i omat $ilmét
ummissetih, ana $ilmild mid4 ei ndhé i korvila ei kalla i $idmeld ei malteta, i
kiandiitSetah, : 1 —-- o o
1anAAsetat § hiat tervehiitdn.

Sille ettd teme' Canssan sydhen on cowettu/ Ja coruillans he raskasti cwlit/

Ja silmens he wmpen panit. Ettei he ioskus nékisi silmille/ ia coruilla cwlisi/

ia sydhemelle ymmerdheisi/ ja palaiaisit/ ia mine parannaisin

heite.
ja heittdvat heidét tuliseen patsiin;
ta lykatih hidt tuliseh kiukuah.
I luvvah hiijét tulizeh kivguah ;
Ja heitteuet heiden cwman wgnijn/
ja heittavat heidét tuliseen pétsiin;
ta lykétih hidt tuliseh kiukuah.
I luvvah hiijét tuli-kivguah
ia heitteuet heiden cwmaan wgnijn/
Silld Herodes oli ottanut Johanneksen kiinni ja
sitonut hinet ja pannut vankeuteen veljensd
Filippuksen vaimon, Herodiaan, tdhden.
liroti nidt oli kédsken ottua Iivanan kiini, panna
hénet rautoih ta viijd tyrméh.
Tama Iroda otti Iivanan, Sido 1 pani hénen ravdoih
Irodiadan, oman vellen Hilipan naizen-tdh.
i .
pI ‘g]. pann bden.
Ja hédnen opetuslapsensa tulivat ja ottivat hdnen
ruumiinsa ja hautasivat hénet;

I . i . :

"Meilléd ei ole tadllda muuta kuin viisi leipad ja kaksi kalaa." 18Mutta hidn
sanoi:

«Meild ei ole keralla muuta kuin viisi leipya ta kaksi kalua», hyo vassattih.
18«$ ] o Miulay’ $ano lisussa.

A hy6 Sanottiih hinelld: evle tidld endmbid, vain viizi movkyo i kaksi kalua.
181 hidn § : eseee . .

1SN0 tyogua hiijit mivn-luo tinne.

A hii6 Sanotih héneld: evle Sield endmbid vain vizi moiikiio i kaksi kalua.
18I hién Sano:

tuogua hiit miun luo tinne.
He sanoit henelle/ Ei ole meilla tesse endmbi quin wisi leipe/ ia caxi cala.
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14.18

14.19

14.19

14.19
14.19
14.19
14.19
14.26
14.26
14.26
14.26
14.30
14.30
14.30
14.30
14.30
14.30
14.35
14.35
14.35
14.35
15.23
15.23
15.23
15.23
15.23

15.23

F1642

F33/8

K2011

K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F1642

18Sanoi hen/
He sanoit hinelle: ei meilléd ole tésd end cuin wijsi leipd/ ja caxi cala. 18Hén

sanol/ 1 ocat minulle ne-tinne.

otti ne viisi leipdé ja kaksi kalaa, katsoi ylos taivaaseen ja siunasi, .
ja antoi leivét opetuslapsillensa,
Siitd Hidn otti ne viisi leipyé ta kaksi kalua, katto ylihyiksi taivahah ta
Sano passipot Jumalalla. Hidn—katl LiJeivit ta anto palat
opassettavilla,
i ottahuo vizi movkyd i molemmat kalat, katSahtih taivahaze i risti

ese2e 1 katkohuo ando opassettavilla movkyt,

b

i ottahuo vizi moiikiié i molemmat kalat katSahti taivahaze i risti h—i—ﬁ-t,
i katkohuo ando opassetavila maiikiit,
Ja otti nee wisi leipe/ ia caxi cala/ Ylescatzatti Taiuasen/ kijtti Jumala/
« ia annoi ne leiuet Opetuslapsillens/

Ursst
Ja otti ijsi leipd/ j i cala/ cadzahti ylos Tai / kijtti/ .
a otti ne wijsi leipd/ ja caxi cala/ cadzahti ylos Taiwasen/ kijtti

ja andoi leiwit Opetuslapsillens/

54lla peljastyivat he ja sanoivat.
9
KonSa opaSSettavat ndhtih Hénet jérvie pitin
aStumassa’ hyo polassyttih ta karjeuvuttih:

I néhtyd hindd merda-myot aStumassa
paistiih:

, pollassyttiih i

Ja coska Opetuslapset neijt henen meren péle
kieuuen/ peliestyit he/ ia sanoit/

Herra, auta minua.

Hospoti, pelasSa miut!

hospodi, pidssd milma.

hospodi, pidssd milma!

31Herra/ auta minua.

31 Herra/ auta minua.

Ja kun sen paikkakunnan miehet tunsivat hinet,
Ja coska sen paican Canssa tunsit henen/

I tunnustahuo hénda Sigilazet eldjét,

v w

b
Niin hénen opetuslapsensa tulivat ja rukoilivat hintd sanoen: "Pissti

hinet meneméiéin, silld hin huutaa meiddn jalkeemme."

Opassettavat tultih lisussan luo ta Sanottih:

«Toimita hénet pois.
Hién astuu mién jélessa ta karjuu.
i lahendiatsehyd hénen opasSettavat ruguolietSettiih hénelld paise$Sa:
lasSe handi meild-jallesti hidn mogizov.

&
I lahendiétsehiio hénen opasSetavat ruguolietSetih hdneld paiseSa: la

SSe
hin da, meild jélesti hidin mogizov.

Nin henen Opetuslapsens edheskeuit/ ia rucolit hende/ sanoden/ FEroita

hende sinustas/ sille hen hwta meiden ielkin.

Nijn hédnen Opetuslapsens tulit/ ja rucoilit hidndd sanoden:

eroita

hindi sinustas: silld hdn huuta meidén jalkem

105
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15.30a
15.30a
15.30a
15.30a
15.30a
15.30a
15.30a
15.30a
16.04
16.04
16.04
16.04
16.21

16.21

16.21

16.21

16.21

16.22
16.22
16.22
16.22
16.23
16.23

16.23
16.23

17.01

F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F1642

F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8
K2011

K1820
F1548

F33/8

ja laskivat heidét hdnen jalkojensa juureen;
Heité pantih Hénen eteh,

Ji heitit el ] .g” | .

ja hén paransi heidét,

ta Hidn parenti hiét.

1 hiijét tervehytti.

31Ja hen paransi heiden/

Ja hin jitti heidét ja meni pois.

Hién jatti hidt Siih ta ldksi pois.

I jattahyo hiijdt pois ldksi.

Ja hen ietti heiden/ ia poismeni.
Siitd 1dhtien Jeesus alkoi ilmoittaa opetuslapsilleen, ettd hénen piti

menemin Jerusalemiin ja kdrsimdn paljon vanhimmilta ja ylipapeilta ja

kirjanoppineilta ] ksi ja kolmantena pdivdnd

nouseman ylos.

Tasta lahtien lisussa alko paissa opaSSettavilla, jotta Hénen pitdy méanna

Jerusalimih ta 4&ijin k&rSie rahvahan vanhimpien, ylipappien ta

sakonanopastajien késissa. g ield Hinet tap etah, ta kolmantena

péivéand Hidn nouSou kuollehista.

Siidd-Sua rubei Jisus Sanelomah omilla opassettavilla, piddv hianelld méanna

Jeruaalimah i &ijé tirpua vanhemmista i arhereiloista i kirjamiehistd, i
i kolmandena péivéna virrota.

Sijte aighasta rupe,is Iesus iulgistaman Opetuslapsillens/ ettd henen pite

Jerosoliman menemen/ ia palion kersimen nijlde Wanhimilda/ ia Pappedhen

pamiehilde/ ia kirianoppenuilda/ .

ia tapettama' ia colmanden peiuen

ylesnouseman.
Siitd ajasta rupeis Jesus julistaman Opetuslapsillens/ ettd hanen piti
Jerusalemijn menemén/ ja paljon wanhimmilda ja Pappein pidamiehilda ja

Kirjanoppeneilda karsimén/ ja colmanden

ja piti tapettaman
pdiwédnd ylosnouseman.

Silloin Pietari otti hénet erilleen ja rupesi

nuhtelemaan héanté sanoen:
Petri alko moittie Iisussua kahen keSen.

I rubei Pedri hind4 pagizomas piettiméah
rupesi hen nuchteleman

Ja quin Petari otti henen erdnens/
hende/

. silld sind et ajattele sitd,

mika on Jumalan, vaan sitd, mikd on ihmisten.

.. i ) cvi 1 wq Siun mielet ei oll
Sie tahot muanittua Miut ridhkdh, > ™ee ¢ ofa
Jumalasta, vain ollah ihmise$ta!

ei toimita, mi on Jumalaa, a mi inehmizien.
b
. : Sille ettet sine ymmerdé nijte/ iotca ouat Jumalan/
sine estet minua/ Y !
mutta ne quin Inhimisten ouat.
Ja kuuden pédivin kuluttua Jeesus otti mukaansa Pietarin sekd Jaakobin ja

hi liensi Joh Kksen - . e
dnen veljensd Johanneksen 15 e heidit korkealle vuorelle,

T
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17.01

17.01

17.01

17.05
17.05
17.05
17.05

17.16

17.16

17.16

17.16

17.17
17.17
17.17
17.17
17.17
17.17
17.23a

17.23a
17.23a

17.23a

17.23b
17.23b

17.23b
17.23b
18.02
18.02

18.02
18.02

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1820
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820

F1548

F33/8
K2011

K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820
F1548

yksindisyyteen.
Kuuvven péivan piasti lisussa otti matkahah Petrin, Juakon ta hénen vellen
VA Hidn vei hidt korkiella vuaralla erikseh

toisista.
I kuuven paivin-jalgeh otti Jisus Pedrin i Juakovan i hduen vellen livanan, i

JA cudhen peiuen perést/ otti Iesus Petarin/ ia Jacobin ia Johannem henen

weliense tyeens/ i, weij heiden erinens corckian wooren

pile/ ia kirkastettin heiden edhesens.
Haénen vield puhuessaan, katso, heidit Varjosi valoisa pllVl,
Petri vield pakasi . . .

et viel pakas }yn hyvin valkie pilvi katto hit

Kuin vieli hn pagizi k? Valg/gle pilvi katto hiijét;
t: .
iele henen puhuesans’ €azo walkia pilui ymberiwarios

heiden.

Ja mini toin hénet sinun opetuslastesi tyko,
eivit voineet hdntd parantaa.

mutta he

Mie toin hinet Siun opaisettavien luo, " M0 ¢ voite
parentua hénta.

I toin mie hinen $ivn opasisettavien-luo, ' @ %
handa tervehyttid.

Ja mine toin hene' sinun Opetuslapsilles/ ™ U "¢
woinuuat hende parata.

Tuokaa hénet tdinne minun tykoni.
tuogua hindi mivn-luo tdnne.
tuogua hinda miun luo tdnne.
Tocat hende tenne.

tuocat hinda tdnne.
Thmisen Poika annetaan ihmisten Kkésiin,

23ja he tappavat hénet,
ja kolmantena péivand hdn nousee ylos.

Thmisen Poika annetah rahvahan kisih, 23hy 5 tape tah Hiine t,
annettu liendv inehmizen poiga inehmizien kazih. 231 t apetah

hénda,

ettd Inhimisen Poica ylenannetan Inhimisten kasijn/ 23ia he tappauat

henen/

ta kolmantena pédivind Héinet nosSatetah
kuollehista

Niin hén kutsui tykonsé lapsen, (i ] 1in keskell .

fisussa kucCu luokseh lapSen. a5otti hiinet heijidn keSelld sta
Sano:
HutSuhuo Jisus lapSen. <o atti hanen hiijén-keskeh.
Ja Iesus cutzui tygens yhden lapsen/ : { heid

keskellens .
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18.05

18.05

18.05
18.05

18.06

18.06

18.06

18.06

18.08a
18.08a

18.08a
18.08a
18.08a

18.08b
18.08b
18.08b
18.08b
18.08b
18.08¢

18.08¢c

18.08¢c

18.08c

18.08¢

18.09a
18.09a
18.09a
18.09a

F33/8

K2011

K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8
K2011

K1820
K1864
F1548

F33/8
K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

Ja joka ottaa tykonsd yhden tdménkaltaisen lapsen minun nimeeni, se

ottaa tykonsd minut.
Ken Miun nime$sd ottau luokSeh yhenki timmdsen lapsen,

luokseh Miut.

I ken ottav lapsen muiozen mivn nimeh,

Se ottau

milma ottav.
Ja ioca holhopi yhd Itai i imeeni/
a 10ca (0] Opl y en sencaltaisen minun nimeent hen holho

minun.

sen olisi parempi, ettd myllynkivi ripustettaisiin hdnen kaulaansa _] a

hénet upotettaisiin meren syvyyteen.
§illd ois parempi, kun hénen kaklah pantais mellicénkivi Ikiittiii

parembi on hiinellii,. ana javho-kiven Sivottais kaglah, - .
i uppeis
Parambi henen olis/ 'ettéi Myllyn kiwi ripustetaisin henen caulans/ ia
Mutta jos sinun kétesi tai jalkasi viettelee sinua,
Kun $iun kites tahi jalka§ muanittanou $ilma
ridhkéh,
Kuin §ivn kézi jalga go Sivn pahah Suattav Silma,
Kuin §iun kézi jalga go Siun pahah Suatav Silma,
Mutta ios sinun kites/ taicka sinun ialkas
pahendapi sinun/
halkkaasepotstathettituotast:

leikua hiijét 1 luo itSeStas;

parempi on sinulle, ettd kdsipuolena tai jalkapuolena pééset elamaén sisille,

kuin ettd sinut, molemmat kéddet tai molemmat

jalat tallella, heitetdin iankaikkiseen tuleen.
Parempi Siun on yksikitisend tahi yksijalkasena pid$$d ilmasenikuseh

clmih. mitd kun kakgikétisend tahi kaksijalkasena

Siut luuvvah ilmasenikuseh tuleh.
parembi Sivla on ménni elandidh rambana i kidtoing, i kuinkal

parembi Siula on méinnd elinddh rambana i kidtoind kuin—kal

.  idon lin ] o Looduna. &

Parambi on sinun elemehen onduuana siselkieudhe/ taicka raiarickon/

;wi.ﬂ E.H*.HH&.] ohs ea**.l dtie—ia e&'** ialeal—a

Ja jos sinun silmaisi viettelee sinua,

Ta kun $iun $ilmas muanittanou $ilma ridhkéah,
I kuin $ivn Silmé pahah $ilma Suattav,

I kuin Siun $ilmé pahah $ilma Suatav,

o wn

v w»nwn
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18.09a
18.09b
18.09b
18.09b
18.09b
18.09b
18.09¢

18.09¢

18.09¢

18.09¢

18.09¢

18.25

18.25

18.25

18.25

18.25

18.27
18.27
18.27
18.27
18.30
18.30
18.30
18.30
18.32
18.32
18.32
18.32
18.34

18.34

F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F1642

F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8
K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011

Ja ios sinun silmes pahendapi sinun/
repiise se pots ja heitd tuotast:
kaivapoisituo-iSestas:

kaiva hénen pois i luo itSesta;
parempi on sinun silmdpuolena mennd eldmdén sisélle, kuin ettd

sinut, molemmat silmét tallella, heitetddn helvetin
tuleen.

Parempi Siun on yksisilmadsend pid$sd ilmasenikuseh eldméh, mlta kun

Siut kaksSiSilmdsend luuvvah uatun tuleh.
41jid parembi on yhen $ilmén-kera ménna eldndéh, ___ - kal

ve
ija parembi on lihen $ilmén kena mannd eldndédh kuinkal

Parambi on sinun elemehen siselkieudhe silmepoolla/ . inull
] . . .] . l . | e o ] 1 l : I I i
Mutta kun talld ei ollut, milli maksaa, niin hinen herransa

médrdsi myytdviksi hénet ja hinen vaimonsa ja

lapsensa ja kaikki mitd hinelld oli, ja velan maksettavaksi.
Kun miehella ei ollun, mil’l'zi maksSua,

niin Cuari kiaski myyvva
hidnet ta hdnen naisen, lapSet ta kaikki hdnen
ta maksua velan

hyvyset .
Kuin ei ollon hénelld milld maksua, 1, ;2 %1, : o . o
kaski herra hinen myvva i

mi oli hdnelld, i maksua.

hinen naizen 1 lapSet i kaiki,

i henelle ollut oo )
Ja ettei henelle ollut wara maxa/kaskl Herra henen myyta/ la
henen emendens/ ia lapsens/ ia caikj ™ henelie oli/ia

maxetta.

Ja ettei hdnelld ollut /s 1, . v
a ettei hanelld ollut wara maxa/ 1 4 1+ Herra hinen myyta/ ja
hénen eméndéns/ ja lapsens/ ja caicki mitd hinelld oli/ ja maxetta.

ja hdn paasti hénet

laski hidnen

1a pésti henen

vaan meni ja heitti hdnet vankeuteen,

| o . . ih,

i Suoatto i pani hdnen ravdoih

waan meni ia heitti henen tornin/

§illoin hinen herransa kutsui hénet eteensa

o W v v v .

Silloin kut$uhuo hiinen herra itSen-edeh
Silloin cutzui hene' Herra's sen etee's
Ja hénen herransa vihastui ja antoi hénet

Vanginvartijain kéisiin, kunnes hdn maksaisi kaiken, minka oli
hénelle velkaa.

Vihoissah Cuari anto hinet muokattavaksi S$iih
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18.34
18.34
19.02
19.02
19.02
19.02
19.03

19.03

19.03

19.03

19.04
19.04

19.04

19.04

19.07

19.07

19.07

19.07

19.07

20.02

20.02

20.02

20.02

20.02

K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8
K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

Suat e, kuni hidn maksau koko velan.

I Sidindy hédnen-pidlla herra, 1 ando hénen
mu okku aj ill a, kuni makiav kaiken oman vellan.

Ja henen Herrans wihastui/ ia ylenannoi henen
boueleille/ sihenasti ettd hen maxais caiki mite hen oli henelle welca.

Ja suuri kansan paljous seurasi hénti, ja hin paransi heiti

sielld.

Hénelld jélessa matkasi dijén rahvasta, ta Hisn parenti hisit.

I hinelld-jallesti astu dijd rahvasta, : 1.2 c e 1m
anciid-jaliesti adtu AU raVata, § hiijit tervehytti Sield.

Ja palio Canssa seurasit hende/ :

ia sielle heite paransi.

Ja fariseuksia tuli hédnen luoksensa, J a he kiusasivat hinti
"Onko michen lupa hyljitd vaimonsa mistd syysté tahansa?"

sanocn:

Hiénen luo tultih farisseit, . . . ..
nen Juo it Janssett kympasien himotti Suaha Hanet
Sanasta kiini. Hy® kysyttih: «Suauko mie§ erota naisestah vaikka min

as's'an takie?»

I tuldith hénen-luo Fariseit, . izehhanelli

::1,. Sobiv go inehmizelld laskie itSe$td oma naine miityttd olgah

azieda-myot?

Ja edeskeuit Phariseuset henen tygens kiusaten hende/ ia sanoit

henelle/ Mactako mies eritd eménnestens caikinaisen syyn tehden?

ettd Luoja jo alussa 'loi heiddt mieheksi ja naiseksi
| Husta kaiki luadi_urob—inaiz inehmi
taadi?

ettd 1oca alghusta Inhimisen teki/ miehe' ia
waimon hen heide' teki

Miksi sitten Mooses kiski antaa erokirjan ja
hyljata hinet?

Ja kun hin oii sopinut tydmiesten kanssa denarista péivaltd, ldhetti hin

heidét viinitarhaansa.

Hién Sopi ruatajien kera, jotta pdivépalkka on yksi dinari, ta tyt')nsi
hidt viinasatuh.

I luadihuo hiijan-kera hinnan grivnoin péivaksi Ivondi ]
saduh.

I lvadihuo hiin kena hinnan grivnoin pdivaksi, ... .. H ]

saduh-

Ja quin hen oli mdren tehnyt tomiestens cansa/ wissist pdiwe penningist/
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20.12

20.12

20.12

20.12

20.12

20.18

20.18

20.18

20.18

20.18

20.19

20.19

20.19

20.19

20.22a

20.22a

20.22a

20.22a

20.22a

20.22a

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F1642

lehetti hen heijen winatarhans.

Némd viimeiset ovat tehneet tyotd vain yhden hetken, ja sind teit
heiddt meidéan vertaisiksemme,

Nama viimeseksi tullehet ruattih yksi tunti, ki lisi .

ndmi jélgimézet yhen kodvan luaittiih, h t yh en-muozeksi

1 hiija
panit miijdn-kera
1 hidt ihen muozeksi

ndmd jilgimazet ihen kodvan luaitih,

panit midn kena,

Német wimeiset olit yhde' hetke' toese/ ia sine teghit heiden

meide' werdaxem/
Katso, me menemme ylos Jerusalemiin, ja IThmisen Poika annetaan

ylipappien ja kirjanoppineitten késiin, ja he tuomitsevat hinet

kuolemaan )
My6 ménemma nyt Jerusalimih. Sield Thmisen Poika annetah ylipappien ta

k Stajien kasih. . . .
savonanopastaien ¥ Hy6 suutitah Hénet kuolomah
Ka minemmad Jerusalimah, i inehmizen péiga aanettu liev arhereiloila i

kirjamiehilld, : . v o, e
AMENTE: | $urmalla hinen vidritetéh,
Ka ménemé Jerusalimah, i inechmizen poiga annetu liev arhereiloila i kirja

ichild: - v . oo e e
e § Surmala hédnen vidritetéh,
me ylesastum Jerusalemin/ Ja Inhimisen Poica pite ylenannettaman

pappein pamiehille/ ia kijrianoppenuille/ ia he domitzeuat henen

colemaan/

ja antavat hénet pakanoille pilkattavaksi ja
ruoskittavaksi ja ristiinnaulittavaksi, ja kolmantena
paivdnd hdn on nouseva ylos.

ta annetah Hénet toisenvierosilla nakrettavaksi,

o oy - . ++ No a kolmant
ruoskittavaksi ta ristih nuaklittavaksi. ~° 2 <omantena
péivéand Hidn nouSou kuollehista..

I annetah hénen vierottomilla pagyokéi i
lyodiviksi i riiputettavakgi; ' koimandena piivand virguov.
Ja he ylenandauat henen pacanoille pilcatta/ ia

. SRR . ia col iven h
rooskitta/ ia ristinnaulitta/ @ cclmandena peiven hen
ylesnousepi.

voittekojuoda-sen maljan Pan, :
vortiako—fuuvva SeﬂV.I’*_*Hekka*.nallaﬂ kumpan
Lal 3 ’

9

voita go juvva maljan, kumbazen mie juon, i
rissittidtsennalla, el e iSSIHASen pigittitsie?
Voita go juvva maljan, kumbazen mie juon i
rissitidtSennzla, <P e isSIUAten, piggitistSie?
Woittaco ioodha sen * Calkin/ ionga minun pite
iooman? ia castetta sille castel/

woittaco juoda sen Calkin/ jonga minun pitd
juoman? ja castetta silld Castella/

-
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20.22b
20.22b
20.22b

20.22b

20.22b
20.22b
20.23a

20.23a

20.23a

20.23a

20.23a

20.23a

20.23b
20.23b
20.23b
20.23b
20.23b
20.23b
20.25
20.25
20.25
20.25
20.31ab
20.31ab
20.31ab
20.31ab
20.31ab
20.32

20.32

20.32

20.32

20.32

F33/8
K2011
K1820

K1864

F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

He sanoivat hénelle: "Voimme."

e g oL 16 Sanotih: <Voimman,
milld Miut kagSetah?y ¢ o «vormme

 rissittiitSennall . e
trsstiabennd ruumbazella mie rissittiitSen,
Hy® $anottiih: voima.

rissittidtsie?

{ rissitidtiennila . . ssitiitsie? —
! SSIHAREInE. ymbazela mie rissitiatSen, "¢
Hi6 $anotih: voima.

iolla mine castetan? 13He sanoit henelle/ Me woima.

jolla mini castetan? 13He sanoit hinelle: me woimma.
Minun maljani te tosin juotte, mutta minun oikealla ja vasemmalla

puolellani istuminen ei ole minun annettavissani,

D 9
Siitd Hidn Sano heild: «Miun mal'l'an ty6 vield juottaki, ta §illd kassannalla,

milld Miut kasSetah,
I Sano heild: mivn maljan juotta, i rissittidtSenalld, kumbazella mie

rissittiitSen,

I $ano heild: miun maljan juota, i rissitidtSennalld, ku l’l’lb az el a mi e
rissitidtSen,

Hen sanoi heille/ Minun Calkin tosin te iootta/ ia sille castel/ iolla m
castetan/

Hén sanoi heille: Minun Calckini tosin te juotta/ ja silla Castella/ jolla
mind castetan

tidt niise kasSetah.

rissittiitSetta;

rissitidtSeti;

te castetan.

te castetan.

Mutta Jeesus kutsui heidédt tykonsa

Silloin Iisussa ku¢¢u hiit luok$eh

A Jisus kutSuhuo heida

Mutta Iesus cutzui heidet tygens/

Niin k hteli heiti el
1 kansa nuntel A8 saadakseen heidit vaikenemaan;
Rahvas vuati, jotta hyo oltais idnettih,

A rahvas kiellettith heida ___ o s o0 = aen oo,
A rahvas Kieletiih heidd ___ . grzoma o
9

Nin Canssa nuchteli heite iel

Silloin Jeesus seisahtui ja kutsui heidét tykonsaé ja
sanoi' "Mita tahdotte, ettd min teille tekisin?"

Silloin lisussa pietty, kuc¢cu hiét luokseh ta kySy:
«Miti tyo tahotta, jotta Mie teild ruatasin?»

I Seizavduho Jisus kutsu hiijét i Sano: mida tahotta,
kuio mie teild luadizin?

I Seizavduhuo Jisus kut$u hiit i §ano; ™da tahota ana

mie teild luadizin?

Ja Tesus seisatti/ ia cutzui heite tygens/ ia sanoi/
Mite te tahdot ettd minu' pite teide' tekeme'?

» »
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21.14
21.14
21.14
21.14
21.14
21.17
21.17
21.17
21.17
21.17
21.38
21.38
21.38
21.38
21.38
21.38
21.39ab
21.39ab
21.39ab
21.39ab
21.39ab
21.46a
21.46a
21.46a
21.46a
21.46a

21.46b
21.46b

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F33/8
K2011

Ja hénen tykonséd pyhdkossé tuli sokeita ja rampoja, ja han paransi
heidét.

Jumalankojissa Iisussan luo tuli Sokeita ta rampoja,

hiit.
I tuldiih hénen-luo kirik6$§4 rammat i Sogiet, : hi

1 hiijét tervehytti.

1 hién tervehiiti hiét.
Ja edheskeuit henen tygens sockiat ia onduuat Templis/ ia hen

ta Hidn parenti

I tuldih hénen luo kirik6§4 rammat i Sogiet,

paransi heite.
Ja hin jitti heidit ja meni ulos kaupungista
Betaniaan ja oli sielld yota.

......

yota.

I hylléttyd hijit ldksi pois linnadta Wifaniah, ' %
Seizattih eldmaih.

I hiil4ttiad hidt liksi pois linnadta Vifaniah, ' ¥<?
Seizatth eldamah.

Téméd on perillinen; tulkaa tappakaamme hinet niin me

saamme hénen perintonsa.

Télld jidy tuaton kuoltuo viinasatu. T app akka hinet niin satu on
—_—
midn.

talld jidv kaiki elo; astukkua, tapamma héinen, i otamma hénen

elandehen.

talla jidv kaiki elo; i otama hédnen

aStukua, tapama hénen
eldndehen.

Teme on perilinen/ tulcat/ tappakam hende/ ia nin me saamma
henen perimisens.

tdmd on perillinen/ ja nijn me

tulcat/ tapppacam hidnda/

saamme hénen perindons.

Ja he ottivat hédnet kiinni ja heittivdt ulos
viinitarhasta ja tappoivat.

tapettih-

I Sivottuo pois savusta otettith hdnen 1 tapettiih.

I Sidohuo pois savusta otetih hénen i tapetih.

Ja he kijniotit henen wlgosheitit winatarhasta/ ia
tapoit henen.

Ja he olisivat tahtoneet ottaa hinet kiinni,

Hy®d ois tahottu ottua Hénet kiini,

I etSittith hinda ottua,

I etSetih héndé ottua,

Ja he pysit hende kijniotta/

mutta pelkisivit kansaa. 1 o cka se piti hinté profeettana.
vain varattih rahvasta, gontih kun Se piti Hinti Jumalan

viessintuojana.
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21.46b
21.46b
21.46b
22.06
22.06
22.06
22.06
22.06
22.13ab
22.13ab
22.13ab
22.13ab
22.13ab
22.13ab
22.18
22.18
22.18
22.18
22.18
22.22
22.22
22.22
22.22
22.22
22.44
22.44

22.44

K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

ttiih rahvast VR .
da varattiih rahva$ta, b va¥ pidi hindé prorokkana.

~ rahvas$ pidi hindé prorokana.
mutta he pelkesit Canssa/ o116 etti he pidhit henen ninquin

da varatih rahvasta,

Prophetan

Eryahit otettih Cuarin passarit kiini, pieksettih hidt
ta tapettih.

A toizet Sidohuo hinen inehmizie havkuttih 1 hiijéit
tapettih.

A toizet Sidohuo hédnen inehmizet haukutih i hiét
tapetih.

Mutta ne mwudh kijniotit henen paluelians/ ia
pilckasit heite/ ia tapoit.
Sitokaa—hinen—jalkansa—ja—kitensés ja heittdkda
hinet ulos pimeyteen.

Sitokkua hénet kisisti ta jaloista ta—tuekua—peis
Sidohuo—hineld—kidt—+—jalat, ottakkua hédndd i1
luogua pidttdmah pimieh;
sidohuo-hanenkiitijalat ottakua hénd4 i luogua
pidatdméah pimieh;
Sitecat-henenkitens—+ta—taleans/ ia heiteket hende
sihen wlcoisehen pimeydeen/
sttoeat-hinenkitensjajaleans/ ottacat ja heittakat
hindé ulcoiseen pimeyteen/

Miksi kiusaatte minua, te ulkokullatut?

Mintdh ty6 yritattd Suaha Miut Sanoista kiini?
midéd tyd muanittaletta milma, viizahat?

mida tii6 muanitaleta milma, vizahat?

Mite te kiusat minua wlkocullatut?

Kun he sen kuulivat, jh mettelivit he ja jéttivdt hinet ja

menivét pois.
Tamin kuiltwo o6 hammagSyttih, jatettih Hénet ta
lahettih pois.
D kuulustahuo - 4i5vyolietSettiih, i jattdhy® hénen pois
lahteih.
I kalustahuo - gy yolietSetih, 1 jattdhiid hinen pois
lahteih.
Ja quin he neme cwlit/ . . . .

: " imehtelit-he/Ha-lownit-henesteia
Ikoiesialle.
kuni Mie lyén muah Siun viholliset, panen hist
Siun jalkojen alla.

K v Cinvihazmiokat Svaaleoionalle
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22.44
22.44

23.33
23.33
23.33
23.33
23.33
23.35
23.35
23.35
23.35
23.35
24.09a
24.09a
24.09a
24.09a
24.09a
24.09b
24.09b
24.09b
24.09b
24.09b
24.09c¢

24.09¢
24.09¢
24.09¢
24.09¢

24.39

24.39
24.39
24.39
24.39
24.47

24.47
24.47
24.47
24.47

24.51

K1820
F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F33/8

Ty ettd pidse pakoh, tidt suutitah uatuh.

. : geen ;
.3 | & . L ia alttarin ikl
Hénet tyo tappoja jumalankojin ta alttarin vilissa.

kumbazen tvd tappoja kirtkon 1 oltarin-vahitla.

. . ¥ ]. . ] . -] ]‘ )

Silloin teiddt annetaan vaivaan,

Siitd tidt annetah muokattavaksi
Silloin annetah teidd muokkih,
S’illoin annetah teidd muokih,
Silloin he ylenandauat teite waiuaan/
ja teitd tapetaan,

e e-te s ekth.

1 t1ét tapetah,

ia tappauat teiden

Ja& E) : ihden L

ta kaikki rahvahat vihatah teitd Miun nimen tdhen.

n Ni g bden f
ennenkuin vedenpaisumus tuli ja vei heidét
kaikKki;

Totisesti mind sanon teille: han asettaa M kaiken
omaisuutensa hoitajaksi.

Sanonteild toven: jeantd panou hinet koko talon
kaccojaksi.

Amin Sanon teild: 1 4 ilen oman elon-piélld panov hénen.
Amin Sanon teild: 1 4iken oman elon piéld panov héinen.
Totisesta sanon mine teille. Hen panepi henen caiken
hywuydhens pile.

ja hakkaa hinet kapp aleiksi ja mairdd hinelle saman osan
kuin ulkokullatuille.
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24.51
24.51
24.51
24.51
25.21
25.21
25.21
25.21
25.23
25.23
25.23
25.23
25.23
25.24
25.24
25.24
25.24
25.24
25.32
25.32
25.32
25.32
25.32
25.32
25.35
25.35
25.35

25.35
25.35

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820

K1864
F1548

Iséantd piekSdy pasSarin kuolijaksi ta luou hinet
$amah palkkah missd ollah pyhiksi luatiutujat.

I kaha hinen halgua,
I kaha hinen halguav,

ija hen rickileicka henen/ '* @dapi henclle  palcans
Ulcokullattudhen cansa.

i palan hénestd pahojen-kera panov

i palan hénestd pahojen kena panov

Vihissd sind olet ollut uskollinen,

haltijaksi.

Siuh voit uskuo pienessi as's'assa,

mind panen sinut paljon

nyt mie panen $iut Suurien
as's'ojen kaccojaksi.

hyvin luait, hyvd i tozi inehmine, vdha-pidlld Seizoit tovella, 3.1_] an-
pidllé $ivn panen;

Aha sine hyue ia wskolinen paluelia/ wihen pidle sine olit wskolinen/
mine panen sinun palion péle/

Vihissd sind olet ollut uskollinen, mini panen M paljon

haltijaksi.

Siuh voit uskuo pienessd as's'asSa,

nyt mie panen $iut Suurien
as's'ojen kaccojaksi.

hyvin luait, hyvd i tozi inehmine, vdha-pidlld Seizoit tovella, alJaIl-
pidlla Sivn panen;

hiivin luait, hiiva i tozi inechmine; véhén piéld Seizoit tovela, i _] in p iala
Siun panen,

Aha sine hyue ia wskolinen paluelia/ wihen pile sine olit wskolinen/

mine panen sinun palion péle/
Herra, mina tiesin sinut kovaksi mieheksi;

v

Ja hédnen eteensd kootaan kaikki kansat, :

niinkuin paimen erottaa lampaat vuohista.

Hénen etet; keratdh kaikki rahvahat, { }{ ] ] { ]

niin kuin paimen erottau lampahat ta kosat.

b
I kerdvvytdh hdnen edeh kaiki rahvahat,

1 erottav hiijéit toine

toizest a, kuin paimen erottav lambahie kabrehista.

1 kerdviitdh hdnen edeh kaiki rahvahat, i erotav hiit toine

toizest a, kuin paimen erotav lambahat kabrehista.

ia cootan henen eteens caiki Canssat.

32Ja hen eroittaIPi heidhet/

toiset toisistans/ ninquin Paimen eroitta Lambat Wohista/

ja hidnen eteens cootan caicki Canssat. 32} hi it :
sl / hijncuin paimen eroitta lambat wuohista
mind olin outo, ja te otitte minut huoneeseenne;
Mie olin kojitoin, ta ty0 ottija Miut luoksena.
R | I , C e iiaitlen] :

Mine olin Outo/ ia te minun honesenotitta.
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25.36

25.36

25.36

25.36

25.36

25.37a
25.37a
25.37a
25.37a
25.37a
25.37b
25.37b
25.37b
25.37b
25.37b
25.38a
25.38a
25.38a
25.38a
25.38a
25.38b
25.38b
25.38b
25.38b
25.38b
25.38¢
25.38¢
25.38¢
25.38¢
25.38¢c
25.39

25.39
25.39
25.39
25.39
25.44
25.44
25.44
25.44

25.44
26.04

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

F1548
F33/8

miné olin alaston, ja te vaatetitte minut;
Mie olin alacoin, ta ty6 Suorittija Miut.

9
Mine olin Alasti/ ia te wateitit minun.
Herra, milloin me ndimme sinut nilkiisena
Hospoti, konsapa my6 nikima Siut nilkdhisend
hospodi, konza my06 ndima Silma nélgdhista,
hospodi, konza miié ndima Silma nélgahista,
Herra/ coska me negime sinun Isouan/
_]a ruokimme smua tai janoisena ja annoimme sinulle juoda?
S ] ] tahi jano$3a ta antoma Siula juuvva?

M)t 44t aan oo, Al juomisen hlmossa i juottima?

R ::, ali juomizen himosa, i juotima?

la I‘Oklm Slnun/ Taicka 1an0uan/ ia annoime sinun ioma?

Ja milloin me ndimme sinut outona

Konsa myo nikimi Siut kojittomana

Konza §ilma ndimi olomassa vierahalla rannalla
Konza §ilma ndimi olomasa vierahala rannala
Coska me negime sinun Outona/

ja otimme sinut huoneeseemme,

1a honesen otima sinun?
tai alastonna ja vaatetimme sinut?
tahi alaéComana ta Suorittima Siut?
- atadtii ima2 E—
i alagti g tSima?
Taicka Alastoina/ ia wateitim sinua?
Jamilloin- me ndimme sinun-sairastavan-taiolevan
] | ja tulimme sinun tykosi?

. . vewves
Kon3a myo nikimi Siut ldsijand tahi tyrmassa ®
tulima Siun luo?

1K(gnZa Silma ndimé lazijand, ali ravvoisa, ' “ima SV
uo!

1K(gnia §ilma ndimi ldzijéna ali rauvoisa, ' ™ S
uo!

Eli coska me negime sinun Sairassa/ Taicka
Fangina/ ia tulima sinun tyges?

Herra, milloin me ndimme sinut nilkdisend
konsapa my® nikimi Silma nilkihiseni

konza myd6 ndima Silma nalgdhizena,

konza miié ndimé Silma nalgidhizena

coska me neim sinun Isouan

ja neuvottelivat, kuinka ottaisivat Jeesuksen kiinni
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26.04

26.04

26.04

26.04

26.15
26.15
26.15
26.15
26.15
26.16

26.16

26.16

26.16
26.16
26.21
26.21
26.21
26.21
26.21
26.23

26.23

26.23

26.23

26.23

26.25
26.25
26.25
26.25
26.25
26.31
26.31
26.31
26.31

K2011

K1820

K1820

F1548

F33/8
K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

kavaluudella ja tappaisivat hénet.

Hy6 piettih neuvuo keSkendh, - itein  vijsahuolla $uaha
lisussa késih ta tappua Hénet.

I i olla Svad hei :
tappuas

I 1-] . ] W e ]oo l I- | .

Ja = neuuo pidhit/ : ] I ] ]
niin mind saatan hénet teiddn késiinne?

| ; T A LEcino

1 mie teild kézilla hdnen annan?

1 mie teild kézild hdnen annan?

1a mine teille henen saatan?

Ja siitd hetkestd hin etsi sopivaa tilaisuutta
kavaltaaksensa hénet.

o v wow e v

I Siida-Sua et$i hidn villid aigua, kuin héndd
andua.

I §1d4 Sua et$i hidn vallid, kuin hind4 andua.

Ja sijte aigasta etzi hen tila/ sadhaxens hende pette.
yksi teistd kavaltaa minut.

yksi teistd pettdy Miut

yksi teistd mivn andav.

iiksi teistd miun andav.

yXi teiste minun pettepi.

Joka minun kanssani pisti kdtensd vatiin, se
kavaltaa minut.

Mies, ken Sydy Miun kera Samasta astieSta, pettiy
Miut.

ken mivn-kera painaldalov kidlld Suola-vakkah, ze
mivn andav.

ken miun kena painaldalov kiéld Suola-vakkah, ze
miun andav.

Joca minun cansani piste kddhens fatijn/ se pettepi
minun.

Iv\Iiin Juudas, joka hénet kavalsi, vastasi

Tuda. hi 1o

Nin wastasi Judas/ ioca henen petti/
Ténd yona te kaikki loukkaannutte minuun;

Ténd yond tyo kaikin kieltdyvyttd Miusta
kaikin tyd hylgidttd milma ténd yoné;

kaikin tii6 hiilgidtd milma tdné yona;,
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26.31
26.34
26.34
26.34
26.34
26.34
26.40

26.40

26.40

26.40

26.40

26.40

26.43
26.43

26.43
26.43
26.43
26.43
26.44

26.44
26.44
26.44
26.44
26.46
26.46
26.46
26.46

26.46
2647

26.47

F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F1642

F33/8
K2011

K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864

F1548
F33/8

K2011

Téne 6ene te caiki pahennoxen kersitte minun techten.

sind kolmesti minut kiellat.

ve ] ] .VV.] . ] . }I v
] ] v o v see v
] ] v o v see v

colmasti sine minu' kielet.
Ja hén tuli opetuslasten tykd ja tapasi heidit
nukkumasta

tatah:

I tuolduo opassettavien-luo yhytti hién hiijét tuas
maguamassa,

I tuolduo opasSetavien luo hidn iihiti hiét
maguamassa,

Ja hen tuli Opetuslastens tyge/ ia leusi heiden
macamast/

Ja hin tuli Opetuslastens tygd/ ja 10ysi heidén
macamast/

Ja tullessaan hédn taas tapasi heiddt nukkumasta

v . v

I tuolduo pidvytti hiijit tua§ maguamassa;
I tuolduo pidviiti hiédt tuas maguamasa;
Ja hen tuli/ ia leusi heidhet taas macamast/

Ja hédn tuli/ ja 16ysi taas heiddn macamast/
Ja hin _]attl heidit meni taas ja rukoili kolmannen kerran ja sanoi
_—_

samat sanat uudestaan.

Hisin Jattl hidt Siih méni tua$ ta moliutu kolmannen kerran
Samoilla Sanoilla. ’

vield kolmannen kerraa méni kumardeli, i niinze

I jattahy® hiijat,
pagizi.

I J attahuo hIat vield kolmannen kerran mini, kumardeli i ninze
pagizi.

/ meni iellens pois/ ia rucoeli colmanen

Ja hen idttein heite
kerdhan/ ia puhui ne samat sanat.

katso, se on ldhelld, joka minut kavaltaa.
Hrpetaja-onjo-a .
ke Lihenim; i J

Catzo/ se ldhesty ioca minun pette.
Ja katso, hinen vield puhuessaan tuli Juudas, yksi niistd kahdestatoista, ja

hénen kanssaan lukuisa joukko ylipappien ja kansan vanhinten luota miekat
ja seipédt kasissa.
Tisussan vield paisse$Sa tuli Juuta, yksi kaheStatoista opasSettavasta, ta

hénen kera Suuri miesjoukko miekat ta Seipahdt késissa. Yli p apit ta

rahvahan vanhimmat oli hiét tyonnetty.
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26.47

26.47

26.47

26.48a
26.48a
26.48a
26.48a
26.48a
26.48b
26.48b
26.48b
26.48b
26.48b
26.48b
26.50
26.50
26.50
26.50
26.50

26.55

26.55

26.55

26.55

26.55

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

I kuin vield hidn pagizi, ka Juda, yksi kahestatoistakymmenesta tuli, i
hénen-kera &ija rahvasta keihien-kera i kangilojen, arhereiloisla i rahvahan
vanhemmista.

I kuin vield hidn pagizi, ka Iuda iiksi kahesta toista kiimmenestd tuli i hanen
kena dija rahvasta keihien kena i kangiloien kena arhereiloista i rahvahan
vanhimmista.

Wiele henen puhuesans/ catzo Judas yxi nijste cahdesttoistakymenest tuli/ ia
henen cansans palio weki mieckain ia Seiwesten cansa/ wlgoslehetetydh

Pappein pamiehilde ia Canssan wanhimilda.

Ja se, joka hénet kavalsi,
L
Hanen-andaja

Hincn andaja

Mutta se ioca henen petti

Se, jolle mind suuta annan, hidn se on; ottakaa
hénet kiinni.

Kelld mie Suuta annan, Se on $e Mies. Ottakkua
Hanet.

kelldi mie Suuda annan, Ze i on, ottakkua hinda.
kelldi mie Stida annan, ze i on; ottakkua hinda.
ReeAehre e Wi —se— O R—se —Frtetkart
heneen-

hii g‘

Silloin he tulivat Jeesuksen luo, kdvivit hdneen
kisiksi ja ottivat hinet kiinni.

Siitd michet adSuttih lahemmsksi, kaytih Iisussah
késin ta Sivottih Hénet.

Silloin lihendyitiehyd tartuttiih kizin
Syndyruohtinah, i otettiih hinen.

Silloin ldhendidt$ehiio tartutih kédzin Siindi
ruohtinah i otetih hénen.

Silloin ne edhesastuit/ ia laskit kddhens Iesusen
pale/ Ja kijniotidh henen.

Niinkuin rydvarid vastaan te olette ldhteneet minua miekoilla ja seipiilld
vangitsemaan. Joka pdivd mind olen istunut pyhdkossd opettamassa, ettekd
ole ottaneet minua kiinni.

Tyo ldksija ottamah Milma niin kuin rosvuo, miekat ta Seipahét kasissé tyo
tulija. Joka pdivd Mie issuin tidn kera jumalankojissa opaStamassa, ta tyo
ettd ottan Milma kiini.

razboiniekan-go-pidllé tulija keihien-kera i kangilojen milma ottamah; jogo
péivid tiijdn-luona issuin i opassin kirik6ssd, i ettd ottan milma.

razboiniekan go piéld tulija keihien i kangiloien kena milma ottamah? Jogo
pdivid tidn luona issuin i opassin kirik6$d, i ettd ottan milma.

Ninquin Rouerin tyge te wlgoslexitte mieckain ia Seiwesten cansa minua

kijni ottamahan/ iocapeiue mine istuin teiden tykenen opettain Templis/ ia

» n

w1 n

—+

aQa o o

IMP

IMP

IMP

158



26.56
26.56
26.56
26.56
26.56
26.57

26.57
26.57

26.57

26.57

26.59

26.59

26.59

26.59

26.59

26.71
26.71
26.71
26.71
26.71
26.73
26.73
26.73

26.73
26.73

F33/8
K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011
K1820

K1864
F1548

ette te minua kijniottaneet

Silloin kaikki opetuslapset jittivit hdnet ja
pakenivat.

Silloin kaikki opasSettavat jitettih Hinet ta
puattih.

Silloin kaikin opas3ettavat jittihyo hanen puattiih.
S'illoin kaikin opassSetavat jéattdhiio hénen, puatih.
Silloin caiki Opetuslapset idtidh henen ia pakenit.
Mutta Jeesuksen kiinniottajat veivdt hénet
ylimmaéisen papin, Kaifaan, eteen,

Kiiniottaiat vietih I ’  Kaiiafan luo.

A salduatat ottahuo Syndyruohtinan, Suatettiih
hinen Kaiafan arherein-luo,

A salduatat ottahuo Siindii-ruohtinan Suatetih
hédnen Kaiafan arherein luo,

Mutta ne iotca Iesusen olit kijniottaneet/ weit
henen Caiphan sen ylimeisen Papin tyge/

Mutta ylipapit ja koko neuvosto etsivédt vadrda
todistusta Jeesusta vastaan tappaaksensa hénet,
Ylipapit ta  koko  Neuvokunta  ecittih
valehtovissusta lisussua vastah, jotta Suatais Hianet
tappua.

o Gnd bt il . .
Arhereit 1 vanhimmat 1 kaikin etSitih valehus-
paginua Siindii-ruohtinan piéld, kuin vois tappua
hénda.

Mutta Pappedhen pédmiehet ia Wanhimat/ ia caiki
Radhi/ etzit wire todhistust lesusta wastan/ ettd he
saisit henen tappa ia eiwet leunet.

Ja kun hin oli mennyt ulos portille, ndki hénet
toinen nainen ja sanoi sielldoleville:

Konsa hién ldksi Sieltd verdjilld pdin, hinet niki
toini pasSarityttd

Kuin jo oli hién oviloin-luona, négi hindé toine
Kuin jo oli hiéin oviloin luona, négi hindé toine
Nin coska hen Ouest wlgoslexi/ néki henen yxi

toinen pika
Totisesti, sind myoOs olet yksi heistéd,

silld kielimurteesikin
ilmaisee sinut.

Sie tosiehki olet heijin joukoSta, x ] ] . x:

v

foveta i Sie heisti olet: g1y paginat §ilma oZutetah.

Siun paginat Silma ozutetah.
Wissiste olet sine yxi heist/ Sille sinun puhes més sinun
ilmoitta

tovosta i Sie heisté olet;
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26.74
26.74

26.74
26.74
26.74

26.75
26.75
26.75
26.75
26.75
27.01

27.01

27.01

27.01

27.01

27.01

27.02a
27.02a
27.02a
27.02a
27.02a
27.02a
27.02b
27.02b
27.02b
27.02b
27.02b
27.02b

27.03
27.03
27.03

F33/8
K2011

K1820
K1864
F1548

F33/8
K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642

F33/8
K2011
K1820

Silloin hén rupesi sadattelemaan ja vannomaan: "En tunne sitd miestd."

Mie en tiijd, en tunne $itd Miestd.

Tappakkah Jumala miut,

kun valehellen.
Silloin rubei hidn vannuot§omah i Jumalah méndméh: jotto en tiijd miesta.

S'illoin rubei hién vannuotSomah i jumalah manoméh, jotto en tid miesta.
Nin hen rupesi itzens sadhattelemaan/ ia wannoman ettei hen tundenut site

Inhimiste.

sind kolmesti minut kiellat.

v ] ] .VV.] . ] . ¥ [. v
] ] v [RYRY: v
] ] v ces v v

colmaiste sine minun kiellet.

Mutta aamun koittaessa kaikki ylipapit ja kansan
vanhimmat pitivit neuvoa Jeesusta vastaan
tappaaksensa hénet;

kaseh ] Ktella  kaikki vlinan;
Huomenneksella keskendh pandiih kaikin arhereit
i rahvahan vanhemmat §yndyruohtinah-néhé, jotto
hinda tappua.

HUOMENEKS'ELA keskené pandih kaikin
arhereiti rahvahan vanhimmat §iindii ruohtinah
ndhé, jotto hdnda tappua.

MUtta Homeneltan pidit caiki Pappein pamiehet ia
Canssan Wanhimat neuuo Iesusta wastan/ etti he
saisit henen coletta.

Mutta huomeneldain pidit caicki Pappein
padmiehet ja Canssan wanhimmat neuwo Jesusta
wastan/ héndé cuolettaxens.

ja he sitoivat hénet ja veivét pois

Hénet Sivottih nuorih, vietih Sieltd

I Sidohuo hénen Suatettiih

I Sidohuo hénen Suatettih

Ja sidhoit henen/ poisweit/

Ja sidoit hdnen/ weit pois/

ja antoivat hdnet maaherran, Pilatuksen, késiin.

ia ylenannoit henen waldamiehelle Pontio Pilato.
ja ylonannoit hinen MaanHerralle Pontius
Pilatuxelle.
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27.03 K1864  Stilloin. kuin ndgi tuda, hidnen andaja.

27.03 F1548 Coska nyt Judas/ ioca henen petti niki S G F

27.03 F1642 Cosca Judas/ joca hinen petti/ néki S G F

27.03b F33/8 ettd hinet oli tuomittu, St F

27.03b K2011 jettatisussaelisuutittakuolomah:

27.03b  K1820 jotto hénen vidritettiih, S G IMP

27.03b  KI1864 jotto hdnen vidritetih, S G IMP

27.03b F1548 ettd hen oli colemaa' domittu/ S N IMP

27.03b F1642 néki hdnen cuolemaan duomituxi/ S G F

27.18 F33/8 ettd he kateudesta olivat antancet hdnet hdnen S t F
késiinsa.

27.18 K2011T  jotta hvd kajehuksesta ol anncttu Tisussa hincela

27.18 K1820 jotto vihua-myot hanen annettiih. S G IMP

27.18 K1864 jotto vihua miiét hdnen annetih. S G IMP

27.18 F1548 ettd he henen cateudhen tehden olit ylenandaneet. S G F

27.18 F1642 ettd he hdnen cateuden tihden olit ylonandanet. S G F

27.22 F33/8 Ristiinnaulittakoon! S N [!IMP

27.22 K2011 Haénet pitdy nuaklita ristih! S t INF

27.22 K1820 ana liev riiputettu. S N PAS

27.22 K1864 liekah riputetu. S N !UPAS

27.22 F1548 Ristinnaulitakan. S N !IMP

27.22 F1642 Ristinnaulittacan. S N !NIMP

27.28a F33/8 Ja he riisuivat hinet St F

27.28a K2011 HybjakSettihlisussa

27.28a K1820 ittihyo ha

27.28a K1864

27.28a F1548 Ja quin he olit henen risuneet/ S G F

27.28a  F1642 Ja cuin he olit hdnen rijsunet/ S G F

2728 F33/8 i . . 1

27.28b  K2011 ta Suoritettih Hinet ruskieh sviitkah, S t IMP

27.28b  K1820 Sueritettith-rusSopah-vuattieh;

27.28b K1864 sueritetih-rusSopah~vuatieh;

27.28b  F1548 nin he pughetit henen Purpuraisen Capuun/ S G F

27.28b F1642 puetit he hdnen Purpuraiseen Caapuun. S G F

27.29 F33/8 Ja véainsivit orjantappuroista kruunun, panivat sen hdnen pddhdnsd ja
ruovon hénen oikeaan kéteensd, polvistuivat hdnen eteenséd ja pilkkasivat
héntd ja sanoivat: "Terve, juutalaisten kuningas!"

27.29 K2011 vidnnettih piikkioksista korona Hénen pidh ta pantih keppi Hanen oikieh
kiteh. Siitd hyd polvissuttih Hénen eteh ta ivual'tih Hantd: «Terveh Siula,
jevreijen Cuari!»

27.29 K1820 I punohuo vent$an kukko-puusta, pandiih pidh hénelld: i Savvan oigich
kddeh annettiith; i heitidtsehyo hénelld-edeh polvuzin, nagrattalietSettiih
paisessa: terveh, Judejoin kuningas;

27.29 K1864 I punohuo vent$an kukko pusta pandih pidh hineld, i $auvan annetih oigich

kédeh; i heitidtsehiio hdnen edeh polvuzin, nagrotalietSetih paisesa; terveh,
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27.29

27.29

27.30
27.30
27.30
27.30
27.30
27.30
27.31a
27.31a
27.31a
27.31a
27.31a
27.31a
27.31b
27.31b
27.31b
27.31b
27.31b
27.31b
27.32
27.32
27.32
27.32
27.32

27.32

F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F1642

Iudejoin kuningas.

ia orientappuroist withyn Crunon panit henen Péens pile/ ia Roghon annoit
henen oikeaan kiteens/ ia cumarsit poluians henen edhesens/ ia pilcasit
hende/ ia sanoit/ Terue Judasten Kuningas.

Ja panit orjantappuroista Cruunun hénen pdéhéns/ ja annoit ruogon hénen
oikiaan kéteens/ ja cumarsit polwians hénen edeséns/ ja pilckaisit hiandd/ ja
sanoit: Terwe Judalaisten Cuningas.

Ja he sylkivét hantd, ottivat . ot e e Lee  eveel e
a he sylkivat hanta, ottiva ruovonja 101vat hanta paahan.

h otetth keppi ¢ 1y 5tih §ill Heintd pidh.

1 $ylgey6 hénen piéléd otetih Sauvan i liodih hindi plada vas.

I Siilgehiid hédnen-piélld, otettiith § . v qes v e tes qa
Siilgehiio hénen-piélld, otettith $avvan, i lyOdllh hindi plada-

Hy®o Sylettih Haneh, otettih keppi

vas.

Ja quin he olit sylkeneet henen péllens/ pilcasit he hende/ otit Roghon/ ia

16it henen péhens.
Ja cuin he olit sylkenet hdnen padllens/ pilckaisit he hénda/ otit

ruogon/ ja loit hdndé paéhén.
Ja kun he olivat héntd pilkanneet, riisuivat he héneltd vaipan,

pukivat

hénet hidnen omiin vaatteisiinsa
Kun hyo oli ndin ivual'tu lisussua, hyo otettih Hanen pidltd ruskie sviitka,

Suoritettih Hianet Hinen omih vuatteih
I kuin jo nagrattalietSettiih, heitettih hédnen-pidldd rusSopan vuattien, i

Suoritettith hdnen omih vualteih,
I kuin jo nagrotalietSetih, heitetih hédnen pidldd ru$Sopan vuatien i

Suoritetih hdnen omih vuateih,

Ja sijtte quin he olit hende pilcanuet/ nin he risuit henelde Capun/ ia

pughetit henen omijn Waatteins/
Ja sijtte cuin he olit hiandé pilcannet/ rijsuit he héneldd Caapun/ -

ja puetit

hénen omijn waatteisins/

ja veivit hénet pois ristiinnaulittavaksi.
Lihettih viemah ristil i 15,

1 Suatettih hidnen riiputettavaksi.

1 Suatetih hinen riputetavaksi.

ia poisweit henen ristinnaulitta.

ja weit hdnen ristinnaulitta.
Ja matkalla he tapasivat kyreneldisen michen, jonka nimi oli Simon.

Hénet he pakottivat kantamaan hénen ristiénsa.
Matalla saltatat ndhtih kirinejalaini  mie§, Simoni nimeltéh,

ta
pakotettih hdnet kantamah lisussan ristie.
Léhtehyo pidvytettilh miestd Kirinejasta, nimie-my6t Simonua, : »

+zZen

Léhtehtio pidviitetih miestd KirenejaSta, nimie mii6t Simonua, : »

+—7Zen

Ja coska he wlgoskeuit/ leusit he yhden Miehen Kyrenest/ ioca cutzuttin

Simon/ . .o

sen-he-waadhit henenristiens-candamahan-
Ja 10ysit yhden miehen Kyrenest/ joca cudzuttin
Simon/ sen-he-waadithinen ristidns-candaman-
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27.35
27.35
27.35
27.35
27.35
27.35
27.37

27.37

27.37
27.37
27.37
27.37
27.43

27.43

27.43

27.43

27.43
27.43
27.46
27.46
27.46
27.46
27.46

27.46

28.07

28.07
28.07
28.07
28.07
28.10
28.10
28.10
28.10
28.10
28.10
28.13

28.13

F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011

K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011

K1820

K1864

F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548

F1642

F33/8

K2011
K1820
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011
K1820
K1864
F1548
F1642
F33/8

K2011

Ja kun he olivat hinet ristiinnaulinneet,
Konta sal it L istih,

0 P

Mutta sijttequin he olit henen ristinnaulinneet/
MUtta sijtte cuin he olit hdnen rlstlnnauhnnet/

Ja he olivat panneet hiinen péénsi ylapuolelle ha Iki
9

ndin kirjoitettuna:

Hénen pidn yldpuolella hy6 pantih kirjutus, mistd naki, mintih Hanet
oli suutittu kuolomah.
I peiettiih hdnen pidn-pidlla kirjutetun 1 ..

I peietih hénen pidn pidld kirjotetun] . ter eeen

Ja he panit henen Péens pile kirioitetun/

Ja he kirjoitit hinen péaéns péille hinen syyns:
Han on luottanut Jumalaan: o 5o htakoon nyt Jumala hinet,
jos on hineen mielistynyt;

Hidn on pannun toivon Jumalah, p elastakkah ny t Jumala

H'einet, kun ollou Haneh mieltyn!
USkaldiih Jumalah: S,
SR maE ana nyt hidn piastdv hinen,

kuin tahtonov
hénella.

Ussaldih jumalah, kuin tahtonov

niit hidn piastadkdh hidnen,
héneld;

Hen turuasi Jumalan péle/ / ios hen tachto.

pisteken henen nyt
pédstikdm nyt hinda/ o hn tahte-
Jumalani, Jumalani, miksi minut hylkasit?
Jumalani, Jumalani, mintih Sie Miut jatit?

Jumala mivn, Jumala mivn, min-tdh mivn jatit?
miun jumala, miun jumala: min tdh miun jétit?
minun Jumalan/ minun Jumalan/ mixis minun
ylenannoit?

minun Jumalan/ minun Jumalan/ mixis minun
ylonannoit?

sielld te saatte hinet ndhda.

Hén turwais Jumalaan/

Sield tyo niéttd Hénet.

Sielld handa niatta;

sielle teiden pite henen ndkemen

sielld teidin pitd hdnen ndkeman/

sielld he saavat minut ndhdai.

Sield hy nahih Milma.

i Sield milma néhah.

i Sield milma néhah.

sielle he sauat minun ndhde.

sielld he saawat minun nihda.

Sanokaa, ettd hdnen opetuslapsensa tulivat yolld ja
veivit hdnet varkain meidan nukkuessamme.
Sanokkua, jotta Hinen opassettavat tultih yolla ta

v wn
Qa

NN nn
Q aaoa~T =" a O

wnn

nonunononwnonnowvnuonrnouvy »n

wnn

—

-

—

IMP

R e R

e

INF

INF
INF
INF
IMP
IMP
IMP
INF
INF

IMP
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varasSettih Hénet, konSa ty® makasija.

28.13 K1820 Sanokkua, jotto hdnen opascettavat, tulduo yolla S G IMP
miijdn magavo-aiganha, hdnen viediih,

28.13 K1864 sanokua, jotto hdnen opassetavat tulduo ii6ld mian S G IMP
magavo aigana hanen viedih.

28.13 F1548 Sanocat/ etti henen Opetuslapsens tulit Oelle/ ia S G F
warghastit henen/ meiden matesam.

28.13 F1642 Sanocat: etti hdanen Opetuslapsens tulit yolld/ ja S G F
warastit hinen meidédn maatesam.

28.14a F33/8 Ja jos tdméi tulee maaherran korviin, niin me lepytéimme M S t F

28 14a K2011 Ta kun muaherra Suanou tietyd tasti, myé lepytéimméi M S t F

28.14a  K1820 !kuinkuulutanovtimin vanhin. o5 hanen 16vAmma, S G F

28.14a  K1864 |kuinkulustanov@minvanhin, ;i hinen 15tivima, S G F

28.14a  F1548 ' iossetule Waldamichen convillel i 1o tahdomme henen S G F
lepytte/

28.14a  F1642 1aJosse tule MaaHerman convillel 11y me tahdomme hinen S G F
lepyttd/

28.14b F33/8 jateoimitamme nin;-etti-saatte-ollahuoletta:

28.14b K2011 VeittaoHahueletta:

28.14b  K1820 i tidt huoleta luaima. Pt F

28.14b  F1548 1ia saatam teidhet syyttomexi. Pt F

28.14b  F1642 ja saatam teiddn suruttomaxi. P G F

7 Jahnsson’s Rule (JR)

Jahnsson 1871: §11 formulates his rule as governing nominative (total) objects, and §11.3
relates them to anomalous subjects as doers that are “not expressed”: in “passives”, in
infinitives that depend on passives, in clausal-subject infinitives of nonpersonal imp.-pass.
verbs, or from which “emphasis” shifts: imperatives and addressee-directed jussives and
their dependent infinitives, where the shift is to the one who commands.'*°

Setdld 1883: §34 is skeptical about the shift in ipv., highlighting the usability of e.g.
Ota sind se laukku! in contexts where “clearly the chief character is the one who is
commanded and the one who commands is appears very little”. Setdld’s alternative
advocates for brevity due to haste, and just as ipv. is the shortest verbal form, so is the
object the shortest nominal form [both points with limited validity, and so with
expectation that we would find systems where where the isometric type hevonen:sen is
not affected by analogy with others or is first affected by analogy with non-ipv.]'¥’

1 De uti 11 [passive] och III [infinitive] uppriknade objekterna hafva det gemensamt, att de hianfora sig till
en handling, hvars verkstéllare ej r utsatt sdsom bestdimning till denna handling. Likasa ligger tonvigten uti
de under I nimnda verbalformerna [imperative, 2" person jussive] ej pa handlingens utforare, utan pi den
befallande personen.

47 En tahdo tassa lausua mitaan mielipidetta n. s. passiivin objektista, koska kielemme passiivin luonto ei
viela ole varmaksi tutkittu. Imperatiivin objektista sen sijaan tahtoisin lausua oman mielipiteeni. / Ainoa
selitys, minka olen nahnyt imperatiivin objektista, on seuraava* [Jahnsson 1871 § 11, c) III, anm. 2.]:
imperatiivin objekti on sentahden nominatiivimuotoinen, etta se ei mainitse tekijdd, vaan teon, siina on
padhenkilona kiskijé, eikd se, jota kdsketddn. Jos asian laita olisikin se, niin en ymmaérrd, mitd syytii olisi
panna objektia nominatiivimuotoiseen sijaan. Mutta varmaa on, ett’ei imperatiivi millaan tavoin ole
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Jahnsson here notes person restrictions of nominative objects and their variation: in
eastern varieties, where personal pronouns use the z-accusative, all of ipv., imp.-pass., and
subject INF have the person restriction and use the accusative; in western varieties, where
personal pronouns use the n-genitive, ipv. and INF have these in the partitive, while imp.-
pass. in the nominative.

Jahnsson does not discuss mihi est here, and does not seem to give any examples of it
with personal pronoun possessa, but is describing varieties where the possessum is a
nonagreeing nominative, illustrates its range of uses and dialectal variation of adessive
and dative-genitive in certain constructions, and contrasts it with apud me est. §34.VII.

Literature on JR has put some important boundary conditions on analyses:

-Syntactic inertness: the all-ACC : split-NOM alternation has no known movement-
associated effect, notably scope even in such minimal pairs as Me ndimme:ndhtiin
kaikkien hevosten synnyttyvdn terveen varsan:terve varsa (Brattico 2012: 3.2).

-Crossclausal: nonfinite clauses have matrix case for their O/eS (eS studies esp. in the
°referative construction) as complements and low or high adjuncts obligatorily when their
structure requires silent subject (which seems to always be #/OC), optionally when it
allows or requires GEN, POS, but not GEN+POS subject (where POS always seems
locally anaphoric to the matrix, but GEN is independent), and not when their subject is
coded with the system of nominal possessors GEN, POS, personal pronoun GEN+POS,
nor in RCs (Vainikka and Brattico 2014, cf. Brattico 2012), but apparently also optionally
into complements of even possessed nominals (Brattico 2012, at least for GEN).

-Recursion and nonintervention: the transparency is indefinitely recursive and not

ateria/*n, Vainikka 1989), can affect multiple O/(?)eS (ldhettikdd sukellusvene
upottamaan laiva!, Kiparsky 2001, ditto O/eS + structural-case adverbials, Maling 1993),
and multiple O/(?)eS on the same path (minun tdytyy saada lupa ostaa uusi auto/*n ~
mind haluan saada luvan ostaa uuden talon/* &, Brattico 2012, Anttila and Kim 2017).

-Intervention by NOM: split-NOM is blocked or all-ACC is triggered not only by the
ordinary agreeing NOM A/S outside ipv., but also by the nonagreeing NOM of eS: Sinne

persoonaton, etta se vaan teon ilmoittaisi, eika tekijdi. Jos katsomme esim. lausetta: ,,Ota sind se laukku, ei
veljes sitd viitti kantaa (R.)” siindhén juuri selvisti on padhenkilond se, jota kdsketddn, kiskijd taas esiintyy
hyvinkin vidhin, ja yhtd kaikki on objekti nominatiivimuotoinen. // Niissa indoeurooppalaisissa kielissa,
joissa on vokatiivia, on sind kdytetty aina sanan lyhyintd muotoa; se sija esittdd silli mainitun esineen
kaikista suhteista vapaaksi. Samoin on laita imperatiivin, sekin on verbin lyhyin muoto, useinkin ainoastaan
verbin runko. Tédmén ilmién selittdvét kielimiehet siten, etta timéin lyhyyden rakastaminen tdssd kohdin on
tullut siitd, etta puhutellessd ja kaskiessa tavallisesti on kiire. Minun mielipiteeni imperatiivin objektista on
se, etta tassa ovat samanlaiset syyt olleet vaikuttamassa. Samoin kuin itse imperatiiviksi on valittu niin lybyt
muoto kuin mahdollista, samoin on imperatiivin objektiksi valittu lyhyin tarjona oleva muoto, nimittdin
sanan vartalo, eikd ole huolittu kéyttdd -n-paatteista (alkuansa -m-,- ma-péitteistd) muotoa. Poissa olevaa
kolmatta persoonaa tietysti ei voi kidsked, siis sen objekti onkin -n-paatteisessa akkusatiivissa; sita paitsi
saattaisi nominatiivimuoto tehdd hdmmennysté, koska voisi sita luulla verbin subjektiksi.
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tuli sukellusvene upottamaan laivan : Ldihettdkdd sukellusvene upottamaan laiva : He
ldhettivdit sukellusveneen upottamaan laivan (Kiparsky 2001).

-Multiple NOM: split-NOM O can combine with local NOM A when nonagreeing, in
arb-personifications, and agreeing in ipv.: °ofa sind se laukku | personfied arb. °nyt myo
sinut tavattiin (traditional, highlighted e.g. in Timberlake 1975).

-Nonrecursion?: There remain to be fully understood cases that at first sight suggest
embedded case that is not derivable from calculus of independent matrix and embeddd
principles, °Metsdssd luultiin olevan karhu:?n | °Kerrottiin karhun ammutun, have
motivated alternatives in °promotional passive and in °inversion, but the alternatives have
unexpected limits, °Luulusin jdrvessd olevan uudet ahvenet: *uusien ahvenien | **Hdn
kertoi ammutunsa (cf. esp. the global constraints approach in Anttila and Kim 2017, q.v.
and here the °referative construction).

Theoretical explorations of the distribution of (split-)nominative objects are mostly
reviewed in Kiparsky 2001. A number of works develop dependent case theories: Maling
1993, through Yip et al. 1987 case-in-tiers; Nelson 1998, through Bittner and Hale 1996
syntactic case-competition; Vainikka and Brattico 2014 proceeding as it were in reverse:
Asp assigns accusative but only personal pronouns have accusative forms, Agr assigns
genitive if it independently has a nominative controlling agreement; and C assigns
nominative otherwise, so in the case of nonagreeing subjects. Closely related are Vainikka
1989, Reime 1993, Toivainen 1993. Quite different is Timberlake 1975, correlating
accusative with personal and nominative with impersonal subjects. A functionalist
account through use of nominative objects when not ambiguous with nominative subjects
is developed in detail in Hakulinen and Karlsson 1975, treating the nominative as the
“endingless accusative” but relying on its being “nominative-form”, a tradition going
back to “short (nominative-like) accusative” of Setéld 1880: 2-3; see also Comrie 1975,
Dixon 1994. When analyses address personal pronouns, they tend to relate them to
Silverstein 1976 animacy hierarchy, notably Nelson 1998, Kiparsky 2001 as differential
argument marking, already alluded to in Maling 1993; quite differently Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1975.
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