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BETWEEN FACTS AND SPEECH ACTS:
THE CONDITIONAL AND CONDITIONAL-CONJUNCTIVE
IN MOKSHA MORDVIN

Abstract. This paper investigates the semantic functions and the distribution
of the Conditional and the Conditional-Conjunctive moods in Moksha Mordvin.
Based on corpus data from Standard Moksha, I argue that these grammatical
moods are not contiguous in semantic space: they rarely occur in hypothetical
conditional clauses. The Conditional-Conjunctive is more restricted than the
Conditional, both functionally and syntagmatically, as the former is not compat-
ible with directive speech acts in the main clause, it requires that the predicate
of the main clause is in the Conjunctive, it resists the occurrence of a correla-
tive apodosis marker in the main clause, and it rarely occurs in postposed or
inserted conditional clauses.

Keywords: Moksha Mordvin, grammatical mood, conditional clause, truth
value, speech act, word order.!

1. Introduction

The Mordvin languages have the richest morphological mood system among
the Finno-Ugric languages. Descriptions of Moksha and Erzya count up to
seven moods — Indicative, Imperative, Optative, Conditional, Conjunctive,
Conditional-Conjunctive and Desiderative (Cepebpennukos 1967 : 163 —169;
I'M# 1980 : 293; Bartens 1999 : 132—140). It goes without saying that the
"mood”-status recognized by descriptive traditions of different languages
cannot be easily translated into typological terms: similar items with simi-
lar functions can be treated as mood in one language and as something else
(e.g. tense) in another.? But even with this caveat, Mordvin languages would
be a textbook example of natural languages with a very rich mood system.

What is most intriguing in complex mood systems is not the sheer
number of forms, but their functional distribution. In addition to the Indica-
tive, the Mordvin languages employ three marked moods to encode condi-
tionals: the Conditional, the Conjunctive and the Conditional-Conjunctive.

1T am indebted to Rogier Blokland, Edyta Jurkiewicz-Rohrbacher and Jack Rueter
for their practical assistance and insightful suggestions during the research process.
2 Criteria for mood-status in Moksha have been recently discussed by Kozlov (Ko3znos
2018 : 458 —462, 467).
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The distribution of four grammatical moods among conditional clauses is
a challenge for grammarians, considering that there are not too many notion-
ally or typologically salient splits in the semantic space of conditionals.

This corpus-based study investigates the distribution of two moods in condi-
tional clauses of Standard Moksha: the Conditional and the Conditional-
Conjunctive. The distribution of the third marked mood — the Conjunctive —,
will only be used as a basis of comparison for some selected parameters. This
focus is justified: while the Conjunctive is very similar to the Subjunc-
tives/Conditionals in the well-known European languages, e.g. in featuring
as a subordinate mood in various types of syntactically or semantically depen-
dent clauses, the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive are unusual, as they
incorporate two meanings: the expression of condition and the expression of
correspondence to reality or truth. Secondly, these two moods are much rarer
than the Conjunctive — they have even been claimed to be slowly disappearing
(ITanap 1955; 1964) — and thus pose a challenge for usage-based linguistic
research. This study aims at answering the following specific questions:

— What are the meanings associated with the Conditional and Conditional-
Conjunctive and how are these moods distributed among different types
of conditional clauses?

— What is the combinatorial potential of these moods with other gram-
matical features of the conditional sentence?

After the Introduction, Section 2 introduces the types of conditional
clauses discussed in the literature, Section 3 introduces the two Moksha
moods investigated, Section 4 describes the corpus data on which the study
is based, Section 5 discusses the semantic distribution of the moods in the
data, and Section 6 deals with the grammatical environment in which this
semantic structure is used.

2. Types of conditional clauses

Conditional clauses have been studied with respect to two major parame-
ters. The first concerns the layer of meaning structure modified by the
conditional clause. Accordingly, conditionals may be divided into propo-
sitional (or content-?) conditionals and speech-act (or illocutionary) condi-
tionals (Wakker 1992; 1995; Dancygier, Sweetser 2005 : 13, 110, 112—115).
Propositional conditionals express a causal contingency relationship between
the contents of the conditional clause and the main clause. In this case the
conditional clause relates to the proposition conveyed in the main clause.
The clause in (1) provides the condition for the necessity of buying gloves;
if this condition is satisfied, we need to buy gloves is a factual proposition.
Speech-act conditionals, on the other hand, relate to the speech-act performed
in the main clause. The conditional clause in (2) provides justificatory evidence
instigating the speech-act committed in the main clause. Here the cold weather
is not the necessary condition for the factuality of someone buying gloves; it
is the condition provoking the directive speech-act expressed by the imper-
ative illocution in the main clause.

3 Not all content conditionals seem to be propositional. Conditions expressed by nomi-
nalizations or other deranked clauses (e.g. in case clauses) have been claimed to modify
the predication of the main clause and not the entire proposition; cf. He'll take his umbrella
in case of rain (Wakker 1995 : 179). I will take it for granted that finite if-clauses are
propositional; this study deals exclusively with such clauses.
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(1) If it is cold, we need to buy gloves
(2) If it is cold, buy gloves!

Propositions can be factual or contrary to fact. Speech-acts can be assertive
(e.g. with declarative illocutions expressing offers or warnings), directive (with
imperative illocutions: orders, prohibitions), questions (interrogatives) or expres-
sive (exclamatives). A third type of conditionals recurring in the literature are
the so-called epistemic conditionals (Dancygier, Sweetser 2005 : 17). Such condi-
tionals do not express the cause-and-effect relationship between two states of
affairs (henceforth SoAs), but a relationship between the available knowledge
(premises) about one SoAs and an ensuing conclusion about the other. The
relationship here is not causal but inferential: in example (3), identifying the
individual on the photo — as Ben does not cause someone taking the photo
around 1972, it only leads to the conclusion that the photo is probably taken
at that time. Such conditionals tend to be reversible; cf. If the photo is from
around 1972, this must be Ben.

(3) If this is Ben, the photo must be from around 1972

The apodosis expressing probability in (3) has a truth-value, which is
contingent upon the truth-value of the if-clause. In other words, this condi-
tional sentence expresses a relationship between propositions, which means
in turn that epistemic conditionals can be subsumed under the category of
propositional ones.

The second parameter under which conditional clauses have been studied
concerns the epistemic stance of the speaker toward the contents of the condi-
tional (protasis) clause and is relevant only to propositional conditionals. The
epistemic stance articulates the relative probability that the contents of the
clause is or will be true, and the SoAs described in this clause is or will be
real. As such the epistemic stance is not a binary but a continuous variable,
with some cross-linguistically meaningful nodes. These nodes, located on the
epistemic scale in Figure 1, are as follows:

— Factual & generic: this type, also called given or implicative, has generic
reference, i.e. it pertains to any possible time, and in this sense is time-
less. The proposition conveyed by the protasis clause is certain and the
respective SoAs is of permanent validity; it takes or will take place
inevitably, at some point of time. Such conditionals typically occur in defi-
nitions (if P, Y). (Wakker 1995 : 183; Haiman, Kuteva 2002 : 112; Dancy-
gier, Sweetser 2005 : 95, 102).

— Predictive: the conditional clause conveys the possibility of a specific event.
Such conditionals have future time reference and tend to be episodic and
event-oriented; the epistemic stance toward the protasis contents is neutral
(Dancygier, Sweetser 2005 : 46).

— Hypothetical: this type, sometimes called irrealis, unlikely, or future
counterfactual, also has future reference, and tends to be event-oriented,
but the epistemic stance toward the condition is negative rather than
neutral; the speaker expresses some degree of distancing from the contents
of the protasis. (Dancygier, Sweetser 2005 : 52, 56; Karawani 2014 : 3—4).

— Counterfactual (proper): this type is sometimes called past & present
counterfactual; here the antecedent (protasis) and the consequent
(apodosis) are contrary to the facts. The protasis has a past time refer-
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ence and the apodosis has a past or present one (Dancygier, Sweetser
2005 : 57—58; Dixon 2009 : 16; Karawani 2014 : 3—4).
FACTUAL & GENERIC > PREDICTIVE > HYPOT

If you heat water to 100  [f he becomesa  If I w

degrees (°C), it boils. defense minister, | wou

You’re a resident if he will order new
you're registered at the  fighter jets.
town hall.
< r i r
Pis certain Pis possible Pis unlikely Pis false, not-Pis certain

Figure 1. Types of conditionals relative to the probability of their antecedents.

The distribution of Moksha data among these types will be discussed
in Section 5. In general, any conditional clause with the Conditional or Condi-
tional-Conjunctive can be allotted to one of these types if there is enough
information about the surrounding context. The semantic difference between
the predictive and hypothetical types is slight, but typologically this seems
to be the most significant boundary where splits of grammatical form occur
(Haiman, Kuteva 2002 : 112). Haiman and Kuteva (2002 : 112) consider the
typological evidence sufficient to claim semantic contiguity on this scale:
"No language seems to conflate non-contiguous types, to the exclusion of
intervening types”.

3. The Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive in Moksha

The inflectional exponent of the Conditional in Moksha Mordvin is -nd(rd-
(e.g. moranddrdt, conventionally translated ’if you sing’), the exponent of
the Conjunctive -/- (e.g. moralat, conventionally translated 'if you would
sing / were singing’)*, and the exponent of the Conditional-Conjunctive, a
compound of the Conditional and the Conjunctive, is -nddrdl- (e.g. mo-
randdrdlat, conventionally translated 'if you were singing / would have
sung’) (cf. Bartens 1999 : 132—137).

The full "historical” paradigms of the moods, relative to person, number,
polarity and tense, can be seen in Ahlqvist (1861 : 40—87), although parts
of the paradigms are not in use anymore. The Conditional typically co-occurs
with the present (non-past) tense, whereas the Conjunctive and Conditional-
Conjunctive exclusively co-occur with the so-called first past tense. The
negative forms of the Conditional and the Conditional-Conjunctive are built
according to different models; variation among dialects, but also within
the standard language, is observed. In forms of the Conditional-Conjunc-
tive, for example, the negator af features either as a particle preposed to
the inflected form of the content verb (af ramanddrdlon °if 1 didn’t buy /
would not have bought’), or as an inflected verb preposed to the conneg-
ative form of the content verb (afaolon ramanddird), or, especially in the
southern subdialects of Central Moksha (Feoktistov, Saarinen 2005 : 49—

4 In Moksha, the Conjunctive is identical in form with the so-called second past tense
(Bartens 1999 : 132).

21



Petar Kehayov

50), as an affix inserted between the stem and the mood morpheme
(rama-f-tardlaon).>

None of these grammatical moods is particularly old: they originate in
Proto-Mordvin, and do not have equivalents elsewhere in Finno-Ugric
(ITamxs 1955; Bartens 1999 : 129 —137). Since Koljadenkov (Koxsagenkos 1946),
the dominant view about the source of the Conditional marker -nddird- is
that it derives from the verb *#Grd- 'try’, which does not exist in the contem-
porary language, but whose derivatives do (e.g. tardfnoms, tardftoms 'try;
attempt’). The Conditional arose from a serial verb construction (cf. kory-
tams-tijoms ’speaking’, lit. 'speak-do’). The ’try’-verb underwent semantic
bleaching and morphologization, and the non-factive meaning it imparted
to the composite meaning of the verb pair was reinterpreted as condition-
ality (Apremosa 1984 : 53). This verb was not only grammaticalized, it was
polygrammaticalized, giving rise to a further item — the particle ddrdj, which
combines the ’if-meaning with interrogative-exclamative pragmatics and
negative epistemic stance (e.g. ddrdj molat ’if you go ...; do you really go?!;
perhaps you go (, but)’). This particle usually occurs before the verb, in
clause-initial position. Already in the 1950s Pall noted that the Conditional
was becoming rarer in Mordvin, and tended to be replaced by an if-conjunc-
tion (ITanns 1955 : 14).

There have been two views as to the origin of the Conjunctive. According
to the first, the mood marker and the homonymous tense marker (the second
past) are the result of morphologization of the auxiliary u/2- 'be’ into an inflec-
tion of content verbs. This view, represented by Pigin (ITurnuu 1954 : 69),
Serebrennikov (Cepebpennuxos 1967 : 164—165), Bartens (1999 : 134—137)
and many others, can be considered uncontested nowadays. According to the
alternative view, defended by Donner (1879 : 534—535) and Pall (ITanxs 1955),
the source of the Conjunctive (and of the second past) is the frequentative
derivational suffix -/-. To support this hypothesis, Pall discusses a parallel
development in Olonets Karelian, where a cognate of the Mordvin morpheme,
the frequentative suffix -ele-, has acquired the functions of a typical irrealis
mood: cf. andel’ ’s/he would give’. The Conditional-Conjunctive developed
as a compound of the Conditional and Conjunctive and its history has caused
little controversy in the scholarship.

The functions of these moods have attracted much less attention than their
form. The only studies operating with examples in context and presenting
figures about the frequency of different forms and semantic types are Riese
(1984) and Artemova (ApremoBa 1984). Riese’s data comes from Mordvin folk-
lore collected at the turn of the 20% century.® In its Moksha section, only 4—
5% of the conditional clauses of what he calls the "open condition” type (corre-
sponding to the factual-generic and predictive types here) involve the Condi-
tional; the rest are clauses with a verb in the Indicative, with or without a
protasis conjunction (Riese 1984 : 207). Artemova worked through 1460 pages
of Moksha texts, and found 288 occurrences of the Conjunctive (in all kinds
of clauses, not only conditional), 36 occurrences of the Conditional, and 19 of
the Conditional-Conjunctive (Aptemosa 1984 : 161, 165).

5 See Hamari 2013 for a historical overview of negation in Mordvin.

6 Riese’s study is based on the volumes of "Mordwinische Volksdichtung” (MSFOu)
(volumes I, II, III, IV, V, VII, VIII; the texts in these volumes were collected by
Heikki Paasonen between 1889 and 1912).
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None of the existing studies discusses speech-act or epistemic conditionals.
As to the distribution of the three moods in content conditionals, the follow-
ing is known. Grammars and specific studies are unanimous that the Condi-
tional covers, and is restricted to, the left half of the epistemic scale on Figure
1; it occurs in factual-generic and predictive conditional clauses. Artemova
cites the largest academic grammars of Mordvin languages — I'MJI 1962 and
I'MZI 1980. According to the first, (henceforth my translations of grammar
definitions) "[the] Conditional mood indicates that from the point of view of
the speaker an action is possible only under certain conditions...” (see Apre-
MoBa 1984 : 22), according to the second "[it] designates an anticipated action
in the future, on which the realization of another action depends” (see Ap-
TemoBa 1984 : 22). Riese (1984 : 204) follows suit in claiming that the use of
the Conditional "is restricted to the protasis of Mordvin conditional sentences
of open condition and bears the meaning of ’if I do (something)’.

As already noted, the Conjunctive is a typical European subordinate mood;
it is functionally very similar to the Conditional mood of the Finnic languages
(cf. Metslang 1999; Kehayov 2017 : 246 —250, 265—285, 313—322). Artemova
(ApremoBa 1984 : 140) lists the following "nuances”, which the Moksha
Conjunctive tags on to the semantic structure of the sentence: wish, advice,
order, request, curse, assumption, and an offer to perform an action (see
Aptemosa 1984 : 112—122 for examples). In conditional clauses, this mood
seems to be reserved for the right half of the epistemic scale on Figure 1.
According to Artemova (1984 : 22, 152—153), the main functions of the
Conjunctive are to mark the SoAs described in the protasis as hypothetically
possible, or as counterfactual. She argues that the Conjunctive may even
occur in factual and predictive conditionals, but the examples she provides
seem ambiguous without more context (see Apremosa 1984 : 152—153).” This
assessment is not shared by Riese (1984 : 216, 219, 221), who considers the
Conjunctive to be restricted to hypothetical and counterfactual conditionals
(a recent account sharing this view is Koanos 2018 : 465—467). The academic
Moksha grammars tend to highlight the hypothetical meaning of the Conjunc-
tive in conditional clauses; cf. TMJI 1980: "The Conjunctive does not express
a real, but a conceivable action, the realization of which depends on certain
conditions or on someone’s will” (see Apremosa 1984 : 22).

Normative accounts assign the Conditional-Conjunctive exclusively to the
counterfactual conditional domain; cf. TMJ1 1962: "[the] Conditional-Conjunc-
tive expresses a conditionally possible, but in the absence of the required
conditions, unrealized activity”; M 1980: "The Conditional-Conjunctive
expresses an unreal action, which is thought to be conditional for another
unreal action in the past” (see Aptemona 1984 : 23). Artemova disagrees,
however, underlining that this mood also has some hypothetical (future-
oriented) uses (Apremosa 1984 : 23, 65, 158). In particular, she argues that
the combination of the Conditional-Conjunctive in the antecedent with the
Conjunctive in the consequent can be used to convey hypothetical, poten-
tially possible situations (Apremosa 1984 : 158; see also Koznos 2018 : 468).
She concludes that (my translation) ”[the] analysis of the semantics of forms
of the Conditional-Conjunctive in conditional clauses shows that they
express a desired or an anticipated condition necessary for the completion

7 In one of her examples the subordinate clause seems to have a temporal reading;
in the other, a hypothetical conditional reading cannot be dismissed.
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of another desired or anticipated action in present, past or future.”
(Apremosa 1984 : 65). She goes as far as claiming that the Conjunctive and
the Conditional-Conjunctive have identical semantics, but the latter is more
expressive, conveying a more intense emotion toward the
clausal contents (Aptemosa 1984 : 65—67).

Along with addressing some issues not dealt with by previous studies,
the present study attempts to verify the above claims about the functions
of the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive.

4. Data

The linguistic data was excerpted from two corpora. The first is ERME (Erzya
and Moksha Extended Corpora). As of January 2019, its Moksha part contained
797,850 word tokens of fiction and folklore texts published in the period 1953 —
1995. The second corpus is Fenno-ugrica (Kielipankki-versio). In January 2019
its Moksha part contained 617,930 word tokens, mainly from translated readers
and other school books dating from the late 1920s to the early 1940s. Thus,
the total set in which I searched was more than 1,4 million word tokens.

I searched for each mood form separately. First I searched for occur-
rences of the Conditional, typing the form dard (Cyrillic dspz) in the search
engine (the corpora were accessed on 02.01.2019). I got 461 hits, out of
which in 149 cases the form -nddrd- occurred as a marker of the Condi-
tional suffixed to the verb stem. The rest were either occurrences of the
conditional-interrogative-exclamative particle ddrdj, or (in five cases) of the
negative form of the Conditional-Conjunctive afal- V-nddrd, or (in three
cases) of the Conditional-Conjunctive of the reflexive verb form -nddrdval.
Then I searched for the allomorph #Grd (raps) and got 274 hits. Considering
that fdird- occurs also as a verb stem meaning ’try; attempt’, only 45 of
these contained the morpheme that could be associated with the Condi-
tional. All these were, however, negative Conditional forms of the copula
verb uloms (ul'aftdrd-). This form has diverged from its original function
to express negative condition ’if (it is) not’ and has become an emphatic
particle (see Apremosa 1984 : 68), usually conveying irritation directed
towards a participant in the situation described by the clause. Therefore,
all occurrences of ulaftird- were excluded from the population. Out of the
149 occurrences of -nddrd- as a Conditional marker, in 19 the sentence was
incomplete (e.g. the main clause was missing), which made impossible their
coding relative to each parameter considered in the study. These were also
excluded from my corpus. Thus, I was left with 130 complete conditional
sentences with the Conditional mood occurring in the protasis clause. Then
I searched for occurrences of the Conditional-Conjunctive, typing ddr<l
(0apsaan) (the corpora were accessed on 03.01.2019). This search provided 56
hits, and the subsequent search for tirdl (rapaa) gave two hits. To these I
added the five occurrences of the negative form of the Conditional-Conjunc-
tive with the structure afal- V-nddrd and the three occurrences of the reflexive
66 times in the corpus. Out of these, in 11 cases the sentence was incom-
plete; these occurrences were excluded. All in all, I was left with 55 complete
conditional sentences with the Conditional-Conjunctive mood occurring in
the protasis clause.
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Each corpus example was coded with regard to the following parame-
ters:
1) Meaning: layer of meaning structure modified by the condition expressed
in the protasis; values: speech-act conditional, propositional conditional:
a. type of speech-act; values: assertive, directive, question, exclamative;
b. type of propositional conditional; values: factual & generic, predictive,
hypothetical, counterfactual, and as a separate value (non-comple-
mentary with others) — epistemic. Two other types, which were not
specifically sought for in the search design, but surfaced in the mate-
rial, were temporal and concessive conditional.
2) Grammatical environment (combinatorial potential):
a. within the conditional clause:
— presence of a protasis marking conjunction;
— presence of the irrealis particle ba, borrowed from Russian (cf.
Ru. owt);
b. beyond the conditional clause:
— combinations of the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive in
the conditional clause with different moods in the main clause;
— presence of a correlative apodosis marker (‘then’) in the main
clause;
— order of the conditional and the main clause; values: conditional
before main clause, main before conditional clause and conditional
within the main clause.

Ideally, a study like this would use a reference population against which
claims about the sensitivity of the Conditional and the Conditional-Conjunc-
tive to different values of the above variables can be made. A suitable popu-
lation is all conditional clauses headed by an if-conjunction and followed by
the verb either in the Indicative or Conjunctive. Given the zero-marking of
the Indicative, assembling a population with Indicative conditional clauses in
a corpus of this size was beyond my possibilities. Therefore, I searched the
corpus only for co-occurrences of the Conjunctive with a protasis conjunc-
tion within the same clause.

In particular, I collected all occurrences of the construction [kada if’8
+ V-l'2/-1] (the corpora were accessed on 06.01.2019). First, I searched for
kada (kda) and got 2933 hits. Out of these, kada occurred within the same
clause with a verb in the Conjunctive (i.e. kada was not separated by a comma,
period or double hyphen® from the Conjunctive form) in 340 cases. In 55 of
these, either the clause was not conditional or the sentence was incomplete.
Those 55 occurrences were discarded, and the final population was composed
of 285 occurrences. Coding these occurrences in relation to the meaning-vari-
ables requires careful reading of each sentence and the surrounding context
— an arduous exercise, which I abstained from. The occurrences of the construc-
tion [kada 'if' + V-la/-I] were coded only relative to the grammatical-envi-
ronment variables, which could be done with little effort.1°

8 Other protasis markers mentioned in the literature include koli/kuli and esli, but
these did not occur in the corpus in the same clause with the Conjunctive.

° The double hyphen (- -) is used in the corpus to separate parentheticals from clauses.
10T did not code them in relation to the variable combinations of the Conditional
and Conditional-Conjunctive with different moods in the main clause, as such coding
would have necessitated more work.
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5. Semantic distribution

5.1. Propositional and speech-act conditionals

Table 1 presents the distribution of the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunc-
tive relative to the layer of meaning structure in the main clause affected by
the condition. The frequency of the two moods in propositional and speech-
act conditionals is presented in percentages and raw numbers.

Table 1
Distribution of the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive
in proposition and speech-act oriented conditional clauses

Proposition Speech-act
Conditional 79% (N = 103) 21% (N = 27)
Conditional-Conjunctive 93% (N = 51) 7% (N = 4)

The examples in (4) demonstrate the two moods occurring in antecedents
providing the condition for the truth-value of the proposition expressed in
the consequence.!! The examples in (5) demonstrate their use in antecedents
providing the condition for the speech act performed in the consequence
— directive in (5a) and question in (5b). The (a)-examples contain the Condi-
tional, the (b)-examples display the Conditional-Conjunctive.

(4) a. Atu mon uSodo-nddrdi-n avathon
otherwise I.NOM begin-COND-1sG woman:PL.DEF:GEN
erafsnon azonksnoma, sati kafta sit

life:POSS.3PL.PL:GEN chatter:INF  suffice:IND.PRS.35G two days
"Otherwise, if I begin chattering about the lives of the women, it will
take two days’ (Kupgpsmxkun 8)

b.Ul'a-nddrdl lkudsa, noldalazd
be-COND.CONJ.3sG at_home let_in:CONJ:535G>035G
'If she were at home, she would have let him in’ (Tsmaes 266)

(®)a.0Odu savo-nddrdi-j vencams, tonga tafta tik
again have_to-COND-3sG marry:INF you.NOM:CL like_this do:IMP.2sG
svadbacan

wedding:P0ss.2SG.SG:ACC

’If you have to marry again, make your wedding also like this’ ([lesnm 144)
b.Sto i, mdrgat, Sol'gaval Cerkavankd,

what Q(yes/no) say:IND.PRS.2SG close:PASS:CONJ.3sG church:P0OSS.1PL.SG

liso-nd drdl Sembd velas antiyristthnon

rise-COND.CON]J.3sG whole village:DEE.NOM antichrist:PL.DEF:GEN

arsas? Afoal Sol'gav!

against:ILL NEG:CONJ.3SG close:CNG

"What do you say — would our church be closed, if the whole village

had risen against those antichrists? No, it wouldn’t be closed! ([1eBna 165)

The directive expressed in the apodosis of (5a) contains an imperative
illocution encoded by the 2sG-Imperative form of the predicate verb. In 13
out of the 27 occurrences of the Conditional in clauses relating to the speech

1 All corpus examples are romanized according to the traditional Finno-Ugric tran-
scription.
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act of the main clause this act was directive. The main clause predicate in
such sentences was either in the Imperative or part of the jussive construc-
tion (katk ’'let; may’ + V-IND); cf. katl moli 'Let her go!’.

The remaining 14 occurrences were distributed among different speech
acts as follows: questions (N = 7), assertives (N = 5), exclamatives (N = 2).
The assertives modified by protasis clauses with the Conditional mainly
conveyed offers; see (6). Here it is not that someone needing a cradle causes
Pivkin to make one; rather, the need for a cradle prompts Pivkin’s offer.
In other words, we have a condition for an offer to perform an action.!?

6)A eravo-nddrdi-j kacka, — mon tijan, af
and be_necessary-COND-3sG cradle.NOM I.NOM make:IND.PRS.51SG NEG
staka,  juvads gollandka ftalda  Pivkin
difficult shout:IND.PST1.35G brick_oven.NOM back:ABL Pivkin
’And if you need a cradle, — I will make one for you, it’s not difficult —
Pivkin shouted from behind the brick oven’ ([eBuu 93)

The distribution in Table 1 suggests that the Conditional is more frequent
in speech-act conditionals than the Conditional-Conjunctive. This has to do
with the counterfactual (or highly hypothetical) semantics of the latter.
Dancygier and Sweetser (2005 : 115) attempt to explain why complex or
“distanced” temporal verb forms, expressing counterfactual and hypothetical
conditions, are not compatible in English with speech-act conditionals. They
argue that distancing in conditionals is related to their conjecturing (predic-
tive) use, and in particular to their task to build alternative spaces, one of
which is the rejected alternative. Distanced forms are not possible when
prediction is not involved, as in the case of speech-act conditionals. This
explanation fails to accommodate all available facts. In Moksha, but also in
English, counterfactuals are compatible with certain speech-act conditionals.
This is illustrated by (5b), where the assumption that the village had risen
against the antichrists does not correspond to the facts, but nonetheless insti-
gates a rhetorical question, which is likely to be uttered with an exclama-
tive intonation. With this utterance the speaker expresses his discontent over
the propositional fact — known by him and the addressee — that their
church is closed. If they had revolted against the antichrists, it would not
have been closed. All four examples with the Conditional-Conjunctive
clauses pertaining to the speech act of the main clause are of this kind;
another example is (7). Here the counterfactual conditional clause conveys
the necessary condition for asking a rhetorical question; the speaker wants
the addressee to admit that if the condition were satisfied, the proposition
‘the woman does not take over worries of other people’ would be true. The
expressive value of the main clause is conveyed by the particle d'drfj.

(7) A%, avanit, af  ozadon Sedi ulo-f-taral,
INTER] woman:DIM:PL NEG sitting:GEN heart.NOM be-NEG-COND.CON].3SG
ddircij Scval'yéa il'on pr urmat, ...

EMPH.PTCL take:CONJ:$35G>03sG other:GEN head.NOM illness:DEF.ACC
"Well — (such are) women — if her heart were not upset, would she have
taken over the worries of other people!?’ (bebGan 60)

12 Pivkin actually weakens his offer by saying that it is not difficult to implement it.
This is a further evidence that the offer and not the action offered is in the focus of the
utterance.
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Counterfactual conditional clauses are thus compatible with interrogative
and exclamative main clauses. But they are not compatible with directive
speech acts (and imperative illocutions) in the main clause; cf. *If you were
/ had been in town, come to the party! This incompatibility has to do with
the layer of semantic structure expressed in the main clause. Counterfactuals
connect truth-functionally two propositions. In the sentence If John had been
in town, Peter would have invited him to the party the truth-value of the infor-
mation that John is in town determines the truth-value of the information
that Peter has invited him. Even if certain counterfactual conditional clauses,
as those in (5b) and (7), are oriented toward the speech act of the main clause,
they are only compatible with main clauses conveying propositions. Unlike
in content conditionals (as in the example with John and Peter), in this case
the proposition (‘the church is closed’, 'the woman takes over worries of other
people’) is not stated directly, but is implied. Counterfactual conditional clauses
always apply to propositions — explicit or implicit ones.

Interrogative clauses refer to propositions (Boye 2012 : 200—201) and there-
fore are compatible with counterfactual conditions. Imperatives, on the other
hand, lack truth-value and are not propositional: they evoke an action to be
performed in the world, not information about the world, which can be true
or false (Hengeveld 1990 : 7; Boye 2012 : 201 —206). The clauses Do it! or You
shouldn’t do it! do not refer to propositions — there is nothing in their content
that can be true or false — and therefore such clauses are not compatible
with counterfactual conditional clauses.

This conceptual conflict has a temporal dimension. Directive speech acts
are oriented towards the future, whereas counterfactuals are anchored in
the past or present; only information about the past or present can be known
to be contrary to facts (Karawani 2014 : 4). Interrogatives tend to express
questions about past or present situations, as in (5b) and (7), and in this
sense their time reference is harmonious with that of counterfactuals.

This rationale for the incompatibility of counterfactual conditional and
directive main clauses explains the lack of examples in my corpus with the
Conditional-Conjunctive in the conditional clause and imperative/jussive
main clauses.

5.2. The epistemic stance toward the contents of the conditional clause

Before we proceed with the distribution of the two moods in the corpus
relative to the probability of the protasis contents, a note on epistemic condi-
tionals is in order.

Epistemic conditionals did not occur at all in the data. The reason why
the Conditional does not occur in this type of conditional clause probably
has to do with the fact that inferences, such as the one exemplified in (3)
above, are based on knowledge about the surrounding world, i.e. on expe-
rience one already has. In epistemic conditionals, the protasis clause usually
refers to the past (cf. Once his shoes were there, he must have arrived). But
the Conditional in -ndd@rd- (unlike the Conjunctive and the Conditional-
Conjunctive) does not contain any grammatical material encoding past refer-
ence. It is not surprising, then, that in the corpus data the Conditional is
restricted to clauses expressing future, ongoing, or generally possible events.
This causes the Conditional, by and large, to be incompatible with epistemic
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conditionals. The Conditional-Conjunctive in -1iddril- does not occur in epis-
temic conditionals either, but for a different reason. As epistemic conditionals
are based on knowledge about the world, in such conditionals the truth of
the conditional clause is presupposed (e.g. in the shoes-example, it is presup-
posed that the shoes are there), but the Conditional-Conjunctive, as we will
see, is reserved for counterfactual or highly hypothetical conditional clauses.
This is consistent with Danzygier’s (1998 : 87 —88) observation that epistemic
conditionals are not compatible with forms that have hypothetical semantics.

There were 103 occurrences of the Conditional in clauses modifying the
propositional content of the main clause. Five of these were, however,
temporal clauses. In these clauses -nddrd- occurred as a gloss for "when’,
not for ’if’. In example (8) it is presupposed that the character will grow
up; his reaching maturity is not a matter of if, it is a matter of when. Exam-
ples like (8) provide counterevidence to Kozlov’s recent claim that the
Moksha Conditional cannot occur with reference to events considered factual
in advance (Koaznos 2018 : 469). Such uses of the Conditional as a tempo-
ral adverbializer have been noted by Artemova (Apremosa 1984 : 161), and
also cross-linguistically, conditional and temporal clause-linking devices
tend to be isomorphic (Dixon 2009 : 14). Yet, historical facts about the
Moksha Conditional are not in unison with the generally assumed direc-
tion of extension. Heine and Kuteva (2002 : 293, 326), among many others,
claim that in clause linking, expressions of condition develop from expres-
sions of time. But -nddrd-, which was grammaticalized from the verb ’try;
attempt’, seems to have followed the opposite direction of extension: from
conditionality to time. As argued above, the abstract meaning of condi-
tionality can be linked to the initial meaning of this verb. The temporal
function, on the other hand, cannot be derived from this meaning, and
therefore it must have evolved from the conditional one.

(8) Konaskava mazijxt’ sin wvalsna.
how beautiful:PrS.3sG their word:POsS.3PL.PL.NOM
Kaso-nddrd-n, objazatelna tonafnasa ciganan’

grow_up-COND-1SG ~ necessarily learn:IND.PRS.S1SG>03sG Romani:GEN
kdlt

language:DEF.ACC

"How beautiful their words are! When (lit. if) I grow up, I will learn the
Romani language’ (Tepémkuna 169)

In two other cases -ndrd- occurred in a scalar concessive conditional
clause; in these clauses it functions as an adverbializer ('even if’) convey-
ing that, despite the potential obstacle presented in the dependent clause,
the SoAs described in the main clause holds; see (9). The development of
conditional markers into concessive-conditional and further into proper
concessive ones is widely attested in the languages of the world (Haspel-
math, Konig 1998).

9) Tid ningd lac asoZ matadav, a
this.NOM yet  well NEG.PsT1.3sG fall_asleep.cNG and
matodovo-nddrd-j, kirdsst Stenatnd
fall_asleep-COND-3sG hold_up:IND.PsT1.3PL wall:PL.DEF.NOM

'He was not asleep yet, and even if he was, the walls were holding up’
(Murmranuna 56)
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Subtracting the temporal and concessive-conditional occurrences from
all occurrences of proposition-oriented nddrd-clauses, I obtained 96 occur-
rences of the Conditional in content conditionals. The distribution of the
Conditional and the Conditional-Conjunctive relative to epistemic type, i.e.
relative to the probability levels on the scale in Figure 1 above, is presented
in Table 2. As already noted, the Conditional-Conjunctive -nddril occurred
51 times in content conditionals. The table shows that these were distributed
exclusively among the types 'hypothetical’ and ’counterfactual’. Four of the
occurrences could not be assigned, however, to either of these types, because
the context did not provide enough clues as to whether the state of affairs
in the protasis was still remotely possible or not. These were subtracted
from the total, and the relevant population diminished to 47.

Table 2
Distribution of the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive
according to the epistemic stance toward the contents of the conditional clause

Factual & Generic| Predictive |Hypothetical | Counterfactual
Conditional | 21% (N =20) |74% (N =71)| 5% (N =5) -

Conditional-
Conjunctive

- - 9% (N =4) | 91% (N = 43)

The examples in (10) and (11) demonstrate the use of the Conditional
in factual-generic and predictive conditionals, respectively; the vast majority
of the occurrences of this mood belong in these types. Example (10) comes
from an official financial regulation document, where the conditional sentence
spells out a rule of permanent validity, which obtains regardless of time or
space. In (11) we have a predictive use, which is oriented toward the future,
and in particular toward a specific SoAs (expressed in the protasis) that will
facilitate the occurrence of another SoAs (expressed in the apodosis). The
speaker hopes for the realization of the condition and his propositional
attitude is positive rather than negative.

(10) A lemftoma maksf kvitancijas ul’i koda
and namelessly give:PST.PASS.PTCP receipt:DEF.NOM be.IND.PRS.3SG how
maksoms kindi-povs, mo juma-nddrd-j, esta son
give:INF anyone:ALL but disappear-COND-3sG then it.GEN
vastzanza od kvitanéija af maksijxt
place:ILL:POSS.3SG.SG new.NOM receipt.NOM NEG give:IND.PRS.S3PL
’And an anonymous receipt can be given to anyone, but if it is lost, then
a new one cannot be substituted for it’ (Kaganovic)

(11) Sasi korxtan, lezdo-nddrd-tada jarmaksa,
therefore say:IND.PRS:1SG help-COND-S2PL money:INE
vajmankan targasask

soul:POSS.1PL.SG:ACC pull:IND.PRS.S1PL>03SG

"Therefore I'm saying — if you help us with money, we will pull through’
(beban 118)

The distribution in Table 2 confirms what we know from other languages.
The factual-generic and the predictive type use the same mood form; i.e.
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Moksha does not distinguish these types in terms of mood. On the other
hand, Kozlov has claimed that the Conditional is compatible only with
reference to future events and predominantly occurs in clauses describing
unexpected situations; in conditional clauses that do not meet these require-
ments the Indicative is preferred (Kozmos 2018 : 469). The rate of occur-
rence of the factual-generic type in the table suggests, however, that his
postulates are a little bold. Generic sentences only formally refer to the
future; furthermore, such sentences describe expected situations. If losing
the receipt in (10) were an unexpected situation, one would not codify it
in an official document. In fact, the proportional difference between the
factual-generic and the predictive type in the data might be due to the
share of different text types in it. It is logical that in narratives about events,
which prevail in my data, the predictive type would be more frequent. In
a corpus consisting of legislative texts (describing rules of permanent validity),
on the other hand, the factual-generic type could be expected to be more
common.

At the same time, despite the typological salience of the split between the
predictive and the hypothetical type, in five cases the Conditional occurred
in what seems to be a hypothetical context, with unlikely protasis contents.
In all of them the hypothetical reading was due to the occurrence in the
sentence of markers of uncertainty in the truth of the proposition, or of the
irrealis status of the SoAs described in it. Such elements were the irrealis-
evidential particle £2ld ’as if; allegedly’ and the irrealis particle bata ’as if’.
In (12) the speaker is skeptical as to the chances that the character would
actually cease urging people to eat.

(12) A zavtrakamsta koj, abedamsta-uznamsta ancak i
but eat_breakfast:cvs habit eat_lunch:cvB-eat_dinner:cvs only PTCL
kulat Saka wvalanc: ”Jarycada, jarxcada...”

hear:IND.PRS.2SG same word:ACC:POSS.35G.SG eat:IMP.2PL eat:IMP.2PL

bota af mdirgo-nddrd-j tafta, lomattnd iladijxt’

as_if NEG say-COND-S3SG so  people:DEF remain:IND.PRS.3PL
vacadond

hungry:piM

‘But at breakfast time, at lunch or dinner, you constantly hear her saying:
“Eat, eat ...”, as though, if she doesn’t / wouldn’t urge people on, they
will / would remain hungry’ (desun 93)

The distribution in Table 2 indicates that the Conditional-Conjunctive is
sensitive to genuine counterfactual contexts. In (13) it is clear that the letter
has not come early enough for the character to consider whether or not to
become a school guard.

vvvvv

(13) S'ergej, uciliscasa storasks rabotan!
Sergej school:INE guard:TRANSL work:IND.PRS.1SG
Oformilsja Cest' -po -Cesti, a  meld Sormadd
[shape:PST:REFL properly]Rus and later letter:POSS.25G.SG.NOM
sas. Sa-nddrdl $ada rana, Sat,
come:IND.PST1.35G come-COND.CONJ.3SG more early maybe
arsalon —  arams ili af storasks
think:CONJ:1sG become:INF or NEG guard:TRANSL
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‘Sergej, I am already working as school guard! I had been properly hired,
and then your letter came. Had it come earlier, I would have thought —
to become a guard or not’ (Tsimaes 34)

But as already stated by Artemova (Apremosa 1984), the Conditional-
Conjunctive is not restricted to counterfactual conditionals. There were four
occurrences of hypothetical use in the data. The narrator in (14) considers the
possible advantages of building a barn close to her house, although it is clear
from the preceding context that she does not estimate the chances of this
happening particularly high: the kolkhoz would hardly give her permission
to use the logs from the old barn. Such future-oriented uses of the Condi-
tional-Conjunctive prove that it is not a counterfactual mood in the narrow
sense of the term.

(14) A koda ladal utomnas tejst, nd
and how build_up:CONJ.S3SG barn:DEF.NOM they:DAT those
SoCknaon ezda tijemacka  meZovok as, anak
log:PL.DEF:GEN from making:PTCL nothing NEG.EXIST ready
sapft. Kizanda sabanza
notch:PST.PASS.PTCP:PL in_summer child:POss.3SG.PL.NOM
puramijxt, fkd kudsa matnams as koza.
gather:IND.PRS.3PL one house:INE put_to_bed:INF NEG.EXIST where
Puton-nddrdl-yt utomia, kudsta l'isnaj
build-coND.CONJ-S3PL barn.NOM house:ELA superfluous
karycrion tov  lixtalxt da ningd ladal'xt tov
housewares:AcC there bury:CONJ:S3PL and also  fix_up:CONJ:S3PL there
kravat’ ili mdn kafta. Kizonda — Sabathondi utcoms
bed.NOM or even two in_summer child:PL.DEF:DAT sleep:INF
aru  koZfkasa konaskava para
clear air:INE ~ how_much good
"What if she built up a barn for them — using these logs would be easy,
they are already notched. In summer, when her children gather, there is
no place in the house to accommodate them all. If they were to build a
barn, they could store the superfluous housewares and fix up a bed or
even two there. It is much better for the children to sleep in fresh air in
summer’ (Mwuinanmsaa 34)

Figure 2 shows the position of the two moods on the epistemic scale.
The vertical axis stands for the proportion of occurrences of the moods in
the given semantic type. The figure shows what should have become clear
from the previous discussion: these moods are not contiguous in seman-
tic space. Although both of them manifest isolated hypothetical(-like) uses,
the hypothetical domain constitutes a gap between them.

Considering how common hypothetical conditionals are in everyday
communication, this area cannot exist in a vacuum — there must be forms
employed to fill it. Of course, the suspect here is the Conjunctive. As noted
by Artemova (Aptemosa 1984), this mood occurs both in hypothetical and
counterfactual conditionals.

We need a historical corpus study to find out whether the Conditional-
Conjunctive has been more common in hypothetical conditionals and then
has been pushed out by the Conjunctive. The loss of the Conditional-Conjunc-
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Conditional-Conjunctive

Conditional

Figure 2. Distribution of the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive on the epis-
temic scale.

tive noted by Pall can also be explained as a result of language contact.
Russian does not distinguish in terms of mood between hypothetical and
proper (past) counterfactual conditionals (Hansen 2010 : 336). Considering
that the Conjunctive is functionally isomorphic with the Russian Condi-
tional (Koznos 2018 : 467 —468), while the Conditional-Conjunctive does not
have an equivalent in Russian, the former must have been reinforced and
the latter suppressed by the contact with Russian.

6. Grammatical environment
6.1. Within the conditional clause

It should be clear from the previous discussion that the Conditional func-
tions as a morphological protasis marker — i.e. it encodes the ’if’-meaning,
and the Conditional-Conjunctive adds counterfactuality or low probability
to this meaning. It was, however, mentioned that Moksha also has a sepa-
rate word expressing ’if' — the conjunction kada, which occurs with the
Indicative or the Conjunctive in protasis clauses. This section deals with the
compatibility of the Conditional and the Conditional-Conjunctive with forms
which duplicate (or echo) their semantics. Marking the condition both with
the bound Conditional morpheme -7iddrd- and the free morpheme kada is
redundant and therefore one would expect these to be mutually exclusive.
Conversely, their co-occurrence would be a sign that -nddrd- is losing its
protasis-marking function and needs to be reinforced by the conjunction.
My corpus contained only one example where these morphemes occur in
the same conditional clause; see (15).

(15) I  af stak: tundac Cebdral,
and NEG without_reason spring:r0ss.35G.SG.NOM fine:PS12.35G
vidomda — meld estokigd tuSondst’ para piZapt,
sowing:ABL after immediately go:IND.PST1.3PL good rains.NOM
Sitnd lidmbat, Soratid tust’ lac, i
days:DEF.NOM warm:PL grains:DEF.NOM go:IND.PST1.3PL well and
kaoda taftak kirdo-nddrd-si pingonc,
if SO hold-COND-$3sG>03sG  time:P0SS.35G.SG.ACC
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Soksonda  pdSkadijxt’ utapnd Sorada

in_autumn fill:IND.PRS.S3PL granaries:DEF.NOM grain:ABL

’And not in vain: spring was fine, they sowed and then it started raining,
the days were warm, the grains started growing well, and if it continues
like this, in the autumn they will fill the granaries with grains’ (beban 186)

Whether such co-occurrences are perceived by contemporary speakers
as grammatical and whether co-occurrences of the Conditional-Conjunc-
tive and kada are also possible are questions for further research. Another
question is what motivates switching between the Conditional suffix and
the conjunction kada in adjacent clauses. In (16), also unique in the corpus,
we see them in coordinated conditional clauses sharing the same apodosis.

(16) ... analaf éoranc pingd erafon  smuzti
coddle:PAsS.PTCP boy:P0SS.35G.SG.ACC time life:GEN meaning:ALL
tonaftoms, a to lado-nnddrd-j taddftoma-aldiftoma da
teach:INF  otherwise remain-COND-3sG =~ without_parents and
ningd ko da urmac vijijdj,
also if illness:P0sS.35G.SG.NOM grow_stronger:IND.PRS.35G
Jumaj-araj, af  dvandaj Samilijon poladivok
perish:IND.PRS.35G NEG be_born:IND.PRS.35G family:GEN progeny:PTCL
... it is time to teach that coddled boy the meaning of life, otherwise if
he becomes an orphan and if his illness gets worse, he will perish, the
family will be left without progeny’ (Mumannsa 16)

A form highlighting the counterfactuality or the low probability of the
protasis contents is the irrealis clitic ba, borrowed from Russian. The Condi-
tional-Conjunctive did not co-occur with this clitic within the same clause in
the corpus, unlike the Conjunctive, which in protasis clauses often needs the
semantic support of ba. This has been noted already by Pigin (ITuruu 1954),
who argued that the Conjunctive which is homonymous with the second past
tense often has to be reinforced, or rather, specified as such, by this clitic. Out
of the 285 conditional clauses headed by kada and with a verb in the Conjunc-
tive in my data, ba occurred in 30 clauses. The distribution of occurrences in
the two corpora suggests that using this irrealis marker with the Conjunctive
in protasis was accepted by the literary norm in the first half of the 20t century,
but later sources seem to avoid it. 29 occurrences of this construction come
from Fenno-ugrica, which is the smaller of the two corpora, producing about
29% of the total of Conjunctive examples in protasis clauses with kada. As
noted in Section 4, this corpus has been assembled from materials published
from the late 1920s to the early 1940s. ERME, on the other hand, which is the
larger corpus with more occurrences of [kada 'if + V-Conjunctive], has been
compiled of more recent sources, but features only one occurrence of ba in
such protasis clauses. The clitic occurred on the clause-initial £oda (N = 26), see
example (17), rather than on the verb form (N =4). This reflects its usual position
in Russian, immediately after the subordinating conjunction (Hansen 2010 : 330).

17y Koda ba son lotka-1  korxtamda,
if IRR.PTCL s/he stop-CONJ.3SG speaking:ABL
usado-l'a-n ba mon...
start-CONJ-s1SG IRR.PTCL I
'If he had stopped speaking, I would have started...” (Gorkij)
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The incompatibility of the Conditional and the Conditional-Conjunc-
tive with the if-word kada and the incompatibility of the Conditional-
Conjunctive with the irrealis marker ba indicate that these two moods are
still strongly associated with their original semantic functions — condi-
tionality in the case of the Conditional, and conditionality & counterfac-
tuality in the case of the Conditional-Conjunctive. The reason for their disap-
pearance, therefore, does not seem to be semantic bleaching.

6.2. Beyond the conditional clause

This section investigates the sensitivity of the Conditional and Conditional-
Conjunctive to: (a) the mood of the verb in the apodosis, (b) the presence
of then-word in the apodosis, and (c) the relative order of the two clauses.

The Conditional and the Conditional-Conjunctive favour different gram-
matical moods in the main clause. Table 3 shows the frequency of different
mood combinations in protasis and apodosis. Clearly, the Conditional in
protasis attracts the Indicative in apodosis, and the Conditional-
Conjunctive in protasis re quires the Conjunctive in apodosis. Examples
of the combinations [protasis-COND & apodosis.IND] and [protasis-COND.CONJ
& apodosis-CONJ] were amply presented above. The third most frequent
combination — Conditional in protasis and Imperative (or Jussive) in apodosis,
was exemplified by (5a). The other combinations — [protasis-COND & apodosis-
CONJ] and [protasis-COND & apodosis-OPT] — are exceptional, and were not
attested by Artemova (Apremosa 1984 : 148 —150), whose study was based
on a smaller collection of data. These combinations are exemplified in (18)
and (19).

Table 3
Mood combinations in the conditional sentence

Apodosis | Indicative | Conjunctive| Imperative |Optative| Desiderative
or the analytic
jussive with
Protasis katk ’let; may’

. 88% > 2% 10% > 1%
Conditional |\ 1141 (N =2) (N=13) | (N=1) -
Conditional- 3 100% 3 3 3
Conjunctive (N = 55)

(18) Kolxozu, korytan, afo-la-t ana prd,
kolkhoz:LAT say:IND.PRS:S1SG NEG-CONJ-2SG beg.CNG head.NOM
nuzas stardao-nddrd-tanza

need:DEF.NOM compel-COND-S35G>025G

‘T'm telling you — you won’t show off in the kolkhoz, if the need compels
you’ (beban 31)

(19) A kado-nnddrd-sak taftak, Skajs
and leave-COND-525G>03sG  in_this_way God:DEF.NOM

13 In two cases the predicate of the apodosis was the infinitive in -ms; these were counted
as Indicative.
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vanas-za-zd, kati-mezZd 1isi

see-OPT-PST1.535G>035G what.NOM come_out:IND.PRS.35G

’And if you leave it like this, may God see what comes of it’ (Tepémikuna
169)

As we lack more examples, it is difficult to say exactly which contexts
license these rare combinations of mood in the conditional and main clause.
I suspect that they are licensed by speech-act conditionals. All three exam-
ples — two of the type [protasis-COND & apodosis-CONJ] and one of the type
[protasis-COND & apodosis-OPT] — seem to be speech-act conditionals. In
Example (18), the SoAs described in the protasis prompts an assertion by
the speaker; by saying korxtan 'T am telling you’, an assertive act is performed,
which has the illocutionary force of denial of permission, i.e. of prohibition.
In (19), we have an expressive speech act containing an exclamative (opta-
tive) illocution. The speaker wants to say that if certain SoAs occurs, things
will go out of control and this uncontrollability is conveyed by an emphatic
wish addressed to God. Here the condition prompts an exclamative.

This would mean that speech-act conditionals are less restrictive as to
the possible combinations of mood in the protasis and apodosis, and
conversely, content conditionals are more restrictive as to such combina-
tions. This can be explained by the fact that in content conditionals we
have a relation between propositions. As demonstrated in Section 5, the
truth-values of these propositions depend on the choice of mood. Mirroring
the semantic bond between the two clauses, the moods in the protasis and
the apodosis should be in harmony. It is obvious from Table 3 that the
harmonious combinations here are [protasis-COND & apodosis-IND] and
[protasis-COND.CONJ & apodosis-CONJ]. In speech-act conditionals, on the
other hand, we have a relation between proposition (in the protasis) and
speech act (in the apodosis). Here the mood of the apodosis clause is in
the scope of the speech-act operator, and it is this speech act that deter-
mines the choice of mood, — not the condition expressed by the protasis
clause. Thence, the choice of mood in the main clause is relatively inde-
pendent of the form of the conditional clause. In speech-act conditionals
we have a lower degree of cohesion between the contents of the two clauses.
This, in turn, leads to a more flexible choice of mood in the sentence, and
to more mood combinations.

We will now turn to the combinability of different moods in the condi-
tional clause with the then-word in the main clause. This word marks the
consequence and can be called an apodosis marker. Table 4 shows the propor-
tions of occurrence of the Conditional, the Conditional-Conjunctive, and kada
plus Conjunctive in the conditional clause, with and without an apodosis
marker in the main clause. Two apodosis markers occurred in the data: esta,
which derives from the temporal ‘then’, and fo, which is the most common
apodosis marker in Russian. The former was slightly more frequent: out of
44 occurrences of an apodosis marker, esfa occurred 26 and fo 18 times; with
all protasis moods esfa was more frequent than fo. The distribution in the
table suggests that, just as with the other combinatorial variables (occurrence
with kada ’if’, with the irrealis clitic ba, and in mood combinations), the
Conditional-Conjunctive is syntagmatically the most restrictive and the
Conjunctive the least so.
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Table 4
Presence of an apodosis marker in the main clause
according to the mood of the conditional clause
present absent
Conditional 5% (N =7) 95% (N = 123)
Conditional-Conjunctive >2% (N = 1) 98% (N = 54)
kada + Conjunctive 12% (N = 35) 88% (N = 250)

It is not clear what governs the occurrence of an apodosis marker in a
sentence. It has been claimed that the presence of an apodosis marker makes
the biconditional reading of the sentence more likely (see Dancygier, Sweetser
2005 : 142—143 for English then and Ilexennc 2015 for Russian 70). Bicondi-
tionals express P if and only if Q. An easy test for biconditionality is to check
whether the implication between P and Q is retained when their truth values
are reversed; i.e. whether it also holds between not-P and not-Q. But the low
rate of occurrence of apodosis marker with the Conditional and the Condi-
tional-Conjunctive in the data does not make the verification of this hypothesis
possible. The Conditional displayed seven co-occurrences with the apodosis
marker; two of these were in speech-act conditionals, which cannot be bicon-
ditional per definitionem — biconditionality is a relationship between proposi-
tional contents, not between a propositional content and speech-act performance.
Out of the remaining five examples, three did not have a biconditional inter-
pretation and two did. Sentence (10) in Section 5.2 is an example of the first;
its English translation is: ’And an anonymous receipt can be given to anyone,
but if it is lost, then a new one cannot be substituted for it". If we reverse the
polarity of the conditional and the main clause, the inference is lost: the sentence
does not invite the interpretation that if the receipt is not lost, a new one can
be substituted for it. Example (20) comes from the same document, it has the
same mood marking in both clauses, and the same apodosis marker, but it is
biconditional: the entailment here is that if a person does not save in bonds in
the value of 225 roubles, s/he will not earn 7 kopeks a year.

(20) Kepotksondi, puto-nddrd-j kodamovok lomand
for_example put-COND-S3sG any_kind person.NOM
vanftoms 225 calkovajn  pithd obligacijat, esta son
save:INF 225 rouble:GEN value.NOM bonds.NOM then s/he.NOM
vanftomada karmaj pandoma kizoti 7 tiSnokt
deposit:ABL begin:IND.PRS.3SG pay:INF year:ALL 7 kopek:PL
‘For example, if a person saves 225 roubles’ worth of bonds, then s/he
will earn from them 7 kopeks every year’ (Kaganovic)

The comparison of (10) and (20), which have a similar structure, but
the first is uniconditional and the second biconditional, points to a lack of
correlation between the presence of an apodosis marker and bicondition-
ality in sentences with the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive. The
question whether the construction [kada + Conjunctive] invites more often
a biconditional reading when occurring with an apodosis marker than when
occurring without one will have to wait for another study.

The last variable to be checked is the relative order of the conditional
and the main clause. Table 5 presents the orders occurring in the data and
their frequency.
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Table 5
The order of clauses according to the mood of the conditional clause

protasis before | apodosis before | protasis within
apodosis clause | protasis clause | apodosis clause

(discontinous
apodosis)
Conditional 92% (N = 119) 7% (N =9) >2% (N = 2)
Conditional- o _ o B 3
Conjunctive 93% (N = 51) 7% (N = 4)

kada + Conjunctive | 68% (N = 195) 29% (N = 83) >3% (N =7)

The distribution in Table 5shows that the neutral position of the condi-
tional clause is before the main clause. Clauses with the Conditional-Conjunc-
tive are almost always preposed relative to the main clause. The Conjunctive
with the if-word, on the other hand, is relatively frequent in postposed condi-
tional clauses. Just as with the other combinatorial variables, also in this case
the Conditional-Conjunctive is very rigid with respect to grammatical varia-
tion elsewhere in the sentence, whereas [kada + Conjunctive] is most flexible
as to such variation.™

Here again, I will focus on clauses containing the Conditional and the
Conditional-Conjunctive. Most of the examples in which the protasis with
the Conditional occurred after the apodosis clause, or was inserted in it,
were speech-act conditionals: seven out of the eleven examples were such;
the rest were propositional conditionals. Example (18) above illustrates a
postposed protasis clause in a speech-act conditional. Out of the four post-
posed protasis clauses with the Conditional-Conjunctive, one was a speech-
act conditional; this example was presented in (5b) above. The number of
occurrences is very low, but comparing them with the figures in Table 1
(showing the frequency of the moods in propositional and speech-act condi-
tionals) leads me to the assumption that the non-canonical position of the
conditional clause (postposed or inserted) is more likely in case of speech-
act conditionals. In other words, a conditional clause with the Conditional
or Conditional-Conjunctive seems to be more likely to follow or occur within
the main clause if it provides the condition for the speech act in it.

It is often assumed that the relative order of clauses is determined by
information structure: sentence-initial conditional clauses are claimed to be
topical (Dancygier, Sweetser 2005 : 173), and indeed in my data they are.
The status of conditional clauses postposed or inserted in the main clause
is less clear. Wakker (1995) has claimed that postposed conditional clauses
with propositional contents (i.e. clauses that are not deranked) are focal.
Conditional clauses commenting on the speech act of the preposed main

4 This is so despite of the fact that [kada + Conjunctive] occurs more frequently than
the other types with main clauses containing an apodosis marker, and such main
clauses are blocked in sentence-initial position; cf. If you had warned me, then I would
not be here now and *Then I would not be here now, if you had warned me. If we subtract
from the totals in Table 5 the occurrences of clauses with an overt apodosis marker
(which are banned anyway in sentence-initial position), the proportional differences
in the table would be even bigger.
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clause also express propositions, but are these always focal? Typically, the
focus in a sentence can be determined by asking the question to which the
sentence may be an answer. The focus should then be the information
present in the sentence but missing from the question; it is the new infor-
mation addressed by the question word. Widely discussed characteristics
of the focus are its prosodic prominence (e.g. pitch accent) and its func-
tion to select an option from a set of alternatives; e.g. in I did it YESTER-
DAY the focus picks up a time slot among other time slots.

The scarcity of postposed clauses with the Conditional and the Condi-
tional-Conjunctive in the data does not allow me to make generalizations
about their information-structure status, but my impression is that such
clauses often do not constitute the primary focus of the sentence. This is
true especially for speech-act conditionals, and especially when the main
clause (and thereby the entire sentence) is a content question. The post-
posed clause in (21) provides the condition for asking the question in the
main clause. The sentence can be paraphrased as What do I say in this
case (— if people ask ...)?; i.e. the conditional clause introduces an alter-
native crucial for the interpretation of the utterance. Moreover, the condi-
tional clause is itself a complex sentence presenting a lot of new informa-
tion. But if someone utters this sentence, the pitch accent (marking the
focus) would probably be on the interrogative in the main clause. Consid-
ering that in speech-act conditionals the function of the conditional clause
is to provide background information for the speech act of the main clause,
it is logical that this speech act — around which the sentence evolves, and
not the condition — would be the best candidate for focus.

(21) Mezd mdrgan, kizofto-nddrdi-samasz
what.NOM say:IND.PRS.S1SG ask-COND-S3PL>01SG
lomatt, koda erat-ascat ton, mon
people.NOM how live:IND.PRS.2SG-dwell:IND.PRS.2SG you.NOM my
Skd Saka Stirnazd?

one_and_only daughter:DIM:POSS.15G.SG.NOM
"What do I say, if people ask me, how you are — you, my only daughter?
(HesBun 85)

Conditional clauses inserted into the main clause seem to be even less
compatible with the focus. Such clauses are informationally and prosodically
light, and usually do not coincide with the accented meaning unit. The ques-
tion to (22) that comes first to mind is "'What do Russian women do if they
see a photographer?’ rather than 'In which case do Russian women run away?’
Thus, the conditional clause in (22) does not constitute the focus, although
it may be considered as part of a larger focal unit including laskaz-laskijxt.

(22) Min ruzavankd, odnak-$iranak,
our Russian_woman:P0Oss.1PL.PL young:COM-old:CoM
ndajo-nddrdi-jyt fotograf, laskaz-laskijxt’
see-COND-S3PL photographer.NOM run:CvB-run:IND.PRS.3PL

'Our Russian women, young and old, if they see a photographer, they
run fast’ (beGau 145)

It would be a task for future research to find out whether there is a
correlation between the conditional type — propositional or speech-act

39



Petar Kehayov

oriented — and the position of the conditional clause relative to the main
clause. A next step would be to explain this correlation in terms of causa-
tion. The working hypothesis would be that the function of the conditional
clause (applying either to the proposition or the speech act of the main clause)
is responsible for its status in the information structure of the sentence and
its sensitivity to different positions in it. Such a study should be carried out
in a larger population, including conditional clauses in the Conjunctive mood.

7. Conclusions

Moksha Mordvin has a rich mood system, which, however, is not organized
according to our traditional conception of mood systems — as semantically
or pragmatically complementary sets of forms. Instead of one mood system,
this language builds conditional sentences with two different, parallel mood
systems:

a) (if-conjunction plus) Indicative vs. Conjunctive
b) Conditional vs. Conditional-Conjunctive

The members of either system are complementary, but the systems them-
selves are not complementary — they are competing systems. The Condi-
tional occurs in the same conditional contexts as the Indicative with kada
'if’; likewise, the Conditional-Conjunctive is usually exchangeable with the
Conjunctive plus kada. The only semantic domain where these systems seem
to be complementary are hypothetical conditionals: this domain is covered
by system (a), but is barely within the reach of system (b); i.e. (a) compen-
sates for a gap left by (b).

Different types of conditionals were examined according to two parame-
ters: 1) the layer of meaning structure — proposition or speech act — to which
the conditional clause applies, and 2) the epistemic stance of the speaker toward
the contents of the conditional clause. The Conditional and the Conditional-
Conjunctive occur both in propositional and speech-act conditionals, the
Conditional-Conjunctive, however, only occurs in certain types of speech-act
conditionals. It is not compatible with directive speech acts, and this study
provided a semantic rationale for this incompatibility. The epistemic-stance
parameter is a variable with the values factual & generic, predictive, hypo-
thetical and counterfactual conditional clauses. The Conditional occurs in the
first two types of clauses and the Conditional-Conjunctive in the last type. An
overlap in the functions of these moods was observed in the hypothetical type,
but both of them are very rare there. The Conditional-Conjunctive has narrower
semantics than the Conditional and is more restrictive with respect to the
meaning of the conditional sentence. In addition to its function to encode the
condition, the Conditional manifested extensions to temporal and concessive
conditional clauses.

In the second part of the study, the compatibility of the two moods with
certain properties of the sentence was examined, within and outside the condi-
tional clause. For most of the parameters discussed, also included was quan-
titative information about conditional clauses with the Conjunctive. These
clauses were used as a background group, highlighting tendencies in the
distribution of the Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive. Unlike the
Conjunctive, the Conditional-Conjunctive is not compatible, and the Condi-
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tional is only marginally compatible with the protasis word kada. Also unlike
the Conjunctive, these moods are incompatible with the irrealis clitic ba. This
can be explained as redundancy-inhibition, which in turn suggests that the
Conditional and Conditional-Conjunctive are still strongly anchored in their
dual semantics — to express conditionality, and to express the (ir)reality or
(non-)factuality of the clausal contents. The extra-clausal parameters included
their compatibility with other grammatical moods in the main clause, with
an apodosis marker in the main clause, and with different orders of the condi-
tional and the main clause. Regarding the first parameter, it was concluded
that propositional conditionals tend to be more and speech-act conditionals
less restrictive as to the range of mood combinations in the two clauses. This
probably has to do with the degree of cohesion between the contents of the
two clauses. In the case of propositional conditionals, their contents are in a
causal contingency relationship, while in speech-act conditionals the semantic
bond between the clauses is not so close. The Conditional-Conjunctive in the
conditional clause disfavours overt apodosis markers in the main clause, the
Conjunctive (plus kada) is generally compatible with such markers, and the
Conditional is somewhere in-between — compatible but shunning them.
Regarding clause order, the conditional clauses with a verb in the Condi-
tional-Conjunctive avoid sentence-final or inserted position, whereas [kada +
Conjunctive] clauses are frequent in all possible positions. The relative compat-
ibility of different moods with other grammatical properties of the sentence
suggests thus that the Conditional-Conjunctive is syntagmatically the most
restricted mood in Moksha Mordvin conditional sentences.
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Abbreviations

ABL — Ablative; ACC — Accusative; ALL — Allative; CL — cliticc CNG — conneg-
ative; COM — Comitative; COND — Conditional mood; COND.CONJ — Condi-
tional-Conjunctive mood; CONJ — Conjunctive mood; CVB — converb; DAT — Dative;
DEF — definite declination; DIM — diminutive; EMPH — emphatic; EXIST — exis-
tential; GEN — Genitive; ILL — Illative; IMP — Imperative mood; IND — indica-
tive; INE — Inessive; INF — infinitive; INTER] — interjection; IRR — irrealis; LAT —
Lative; NEG — negator (particle or verb); NOM — nominative; O — object, objec-
tive conjugation; OPT — Optative mood; PASS — passive; PL — plural; POSS —
possessive declination; PRS — present tense; PST1 — first past (tense); PST2 —
second past (tense); PTCL — particle; PTCP — participle; Q(yes/no) — polar ques-
tion; REFL — reflexive; Ru. — Russian; S — subject, subjective conjugation; SG —
singular; SoAs — state of affairs; TRNSL — Translative; V. — verb.

I'MJ51 1962 — I'pamMaTMKa MOPJOBCKMX (MOKIIAQHCKOIO M DP35HCKOTO) S3BIKOB.
Yacts I. Poneruka u Mop(l)onorl/m, Capanck; I'MS$I 1980 — I'pammaTuKka MOPHOB-
ckux sA3bIK0B. PoHeTHKa, rpaduka, opdorpadpus, mopdonornus, CapaHcK.

Text sources: ERME — ERME Erzya and Moksha Extended Corpora. https://
korp.csc.fi/?mode=other_languages#?lang=fi&stats_reduce=word&cqp=%5B%5D&co
rpus=erme_mdf,erme_myv; Fenno-ugrica — Fenno-ugrica, Kielipankki-versio [teksti-
korpus]. Kansalliskirjasto (2013). Kielipankki. http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:1b-2015101902;
Gor'kij — M. Gorkij 01.01.1955: Lomanen Sireva (accessed in Fenno-ugrica);
Kaganovi¢c — A. Kaganovic¢ 01.01.1929: Gosudarstvan zajmatna (accessed in
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Fenno-ugrica); beban — M. b e 6 a H, TyHnaune HapMoTTh, CapaHck 1995 (accessed
in ERME); depuma — V. [l esun Hapaume, Capanck 1991 (accessed in ERME);
Kuppsmxymr — T. Kupagamk s, Kernm Mokma, Capanck 1953 (accessed in
ERME); Mumaamsaa — B. Mumasuunua, O3kc TyMOTh TapagoHsa, CapaHCK
1993 (accessed in ERME); Tepémkuaa — E. Tepém k uua, Cait akma aum-
Moca, CapaHck 1991 (accessed in ERME); Tsimaes — A. Tsmaes, Cens naHrca
tou, Capanck 1990 (accessed in ERME).
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IEThP KEXAHOB (PerencGypr)

ITIOCPEON ®AKTOB M PEUYEBBIX AKTOB:
YCIIOBHOE M YCJIOBHO-COCJIATATEJIbHOE HAKJIIOHEHMSI
B MOKIIHNAHCKOM SI3bIKE

B maHHOI cTaTbe MCCIEAYIOTCS CeMaHTU4YecKne QYHKIUU U TUCTPUOYLIUS yCIOB-
HOTO M yCJIOBHO-COCJAaraTelbHOIO HaKJIOHEHUII B MOKIIIAHCKOM S3BIKE.

Ynorpebnenne »TUX rpaMMaTHYeCKIX HaKIOHEHMI B Pa3dMIHBIX THUIIAX YCIOB-
HOTO IPUAATOYHOTO IIPEIJIOKEHIST PacCMaTPUBAETCs OTHOCUTENBHO IBYX IapaMeT-
poB: 1) YPOBHS CTPYKTYPHI 3HAU€HMs — IIPOIIO3UIINY MU PedeBOro akTa IIaBHOTO
IpefIoXeHus — U 2) SIUCTeMUYecKOl OIIeHKM COfep KaHMs YyCIOBHOTO Hpua-
TOYHOIO HPeJIOXKEHNs TOBOPSIINM. Y CIIOBHOE U YCIOBHO-COCIaraTeIbHOe HaKIO-
HEHNs BCTPEYalOTCA B YCIOBHBIX IIPUAATOYHBIX ITPEJIOKEHNX, KOTOPBIE OTHOCSTCS
¥ K IPOHO3NUIINMN U K pedeBOMY aKTy IIaBHOTO HpeiioskeHus. ITpu 9ToM ycioBHO-
cocliaraTeIbHOe HaKJIOHEHVE COBMECTUMO TOJIBKO C HEKOTOPBIMM PedeBbIMY aKTaMI:
OHO He COYeTaeTCs C TUPEKTUBHBIMU pedeBBIMU akTamm. [lapameTp snmcreMumde-
CKOJI OITeHKM BKJIIOYaeT ClemyIOIiye TUIBI YCIOBHOTO IIPUAAaTOYHOTO IPeAI0KeH:
¢axTMBHO-00IIIee, IIpeIMKaTIBHOE, TUIIOTEeTYeCKOoe U KOHTpadaKTUBHOe. Y CIOBHOE
HaKJIOHEHIe BCTpedYaeTcs B IIePBBIX ABYX TUIIAX, a YCIOBHO-cOCIaraTerbHOe HaKIlo-
HeHUe B IIOCIeJHeM. B rurmoreTnyeckoM TUITe STY HaKIOHEHNs HaOIIOJAI0TCSI OYeHb
penKo.

Bo BTOpOII 9acTM CTaThU UCCIEYEeTCsI COYeTaeMOCTh IBYX HaKIOHEHUII ¢ orpe-
JeleHHBIMY NpU3HaKaMU ITpeIOKeHIsI, BHYTPU U BHe yCIOBHOTO ITPUJaTOYHOTO.
B oTamnuum OT TpeThero MapKMpPOBAHHOTO HAKJIOHEHN:, BCTPEYaIOIerocs B yClOB-
HBIX KJlay3aX — cocjaraTelbHOTO HaKIOHEHUS — YCIOBHO-cOcCJaraTelbHOe HaKIo-
HeHIe He COYeTaeTCs, a YCIOBHOe HaKIIOHeHIe He3HAaUYNTEeIbHO COYeTaeTC s CO CIIOBOM-
npoTas3ucoM kada ’ecnu’. Tak>ke B OTIMYUM OT COCIAraTelbHOrO HAKIOHEHMWs, DTU
HaKJIOHeHIsI He coueTaloTCs C yacTuueit ba (cp. 0bi B pyCcCKOM s3bIKe). DTO HaBO-
OUT Ha MBICIB, YTO YCIOBHOE I YCIOBHO-COCTaraTeIbHOe HaKIOHEeHN I ITO-ITpesKHeMY
CIMJIBHO IPUBA3aHBI K CBOEN AyallbHOV CeMaHTMKe, BhIpa’kas KOHIMIIMOHAIBHOCTb
¥ MppeaNtbHOCTh MU HEMCTUHHOCTD CONep KaHUs IpellosKeHns. B rerom MoxHO
3aMeTUTBh, YTO YCIOBHO-COCIaraTellbHOe HaKIOHeHNe CMHTarMaTudeckn Oojee orpa-
HUYEHO, YeM cocCllaraTellbHOe HaKJIOHEeHNe: OHO TpeOyeT ImpeanKaTa rJIaBHOTO IIpef-
JO>KeHNUs B KOHBIOHKTMBE (Ipyrue HaKIOHEHUs B DTOM cllydae, ITO-BUJUMOMY, He
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BOSMO)KHLI), OHO IIPOTMBOCTOUT IIOSABICHMNIO KOPPEISTUBHOIO ITOKa3aTellsI B IjaB-
HOI KJlay3e, O4€Hb pelKO BCTpedaeTCs B YCIOBHBIX IIPEAJIOKEHNMIX B ITOCTIIO3NI NN
K TJIaBHOM Kilay3e, 1 He 3aCBUIeTeJIbCTBOBAHO B YCJIOBHBIX ITPENJIOKEHMSIX, KOTO-
PpbIe BCTABJIEHBI B I'NIaBHYIO Klay3y.

PETAR KEHAYOV (Regensburg)

5 FAKTID JA KONEAKTID:
MOKSA KONDITSIONAAL JA KONDITSIONAAL-KONJUNKTIIV

Artiklis on uuritud moksa konditsionaali ja konditsionaal-konjunktiivi funktsioone
ja esinemistingimusi. Vottes aluseks kaks parameetrit — 1) kas tingimus kaib pea-
lausega edastatud propositsiooni voi koneakti kohta ja 2) milline on koneleja tdesus-
hinnang tingimuskorvallause sisu kohta —, on vaadeldud, kuidas neid kéneviise
kasutatakse eri tiilipi tingimuskorvallausetes. Konditsionaali ja konditsionaal-kon-
junktiivi tarvitatakse tingimuskorvallauseis, mis vdivad soltuda nii pealauses esi-
tatud véitest kui ka koneakti sisust. Seejuures esineb konditsionaal-konjunktiiv ainult
teatavate koneaktide korral pealauses: see koneviis ei ole voimalik koos direktiivse
koneaktiga. Késitletud on nelja episteemilist tdesushinnangut: tegelikku-iildist, eel-
duslikku, hiipoteetilist ja kontrafaktiivset. Konditsionaal on tarvitusel kahe esimese
ja konditsionaal-konjunktiiv viimase puhul. Hiipoteetilise tingimuskorvallause korral
esinevad need koneviisid vdga harva. Erinevalt tingimuskorvallauses kasutatavast
kolmandast koneviisist — konjunktiivist — konditsionaal-konjunktiivi ei tarvitata ja
konditsionaali tarvitatakse ainult vdhesel maaral koos sidendiga kada °if’. Samuti ei
esine erinevalt konjunktiivist nende koneviiside puhul partiklit ba (vrd vene o6wr).
See ndib osutavat, et konditsionaal ja konditsionaal-konjunktiiv on endiselt tuge-
valt seotud oma kahesuguse tdhendusega, viljendades tinglikkust ja lause sisu eba-
reaalsust voi ebatdesust. Stintaktiliselt on konditsionaal-konjunktiiv piiratuma dist-
ributsiooniga kui konditsionaal. Konditsionaal-konjunktiivi puhul peab pealause 6eldis
olema konjunktiivis (muud koneviisid ilmselt voimalikud ei ole), pealauses puudub
korvallause korrelaat, viaga harva esineb seda koneviisi pealausejirgses tingimus-
lauses ega ole iildse néiteid, et seda kasutataks pealause keskel.
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