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REVIEW OF DISCOURSE MARKERS IN UDMURT FROM
A QUANTITATIVE POINT OF VIEW!

OB30P IUCKYPCUBHbBIX MAPKEPOB B YIMYPTCKOM
SI3BIKE C KOJJMYECTBEHHOM TOUYKH! 3PEHUS

Annomauusa. B ctaTbe mpencTaBiieH 0030p TUCKYPCHUBHBIX MapKepOB YAMYPT-
CKOT'O $I3bIKa C KOJIMYECTBEHHOW TOUKH 3pEHUs. AHAJINM3 MPOBOIWICS Ha ayaHo3a-
MHCSIX, CHICJIAHHBIX C yYacTHEeM YeThIpeX Hocurelneil si3bika. [1o 3Toit BEIOOpKe Hau-
Oonee YACTOTHBIMU YAMYPTCKUMH JTUCKYPCUBHBIMH MapKepaMu SBISIOTCS HO
‘U, Ha, TOXKE’, UK “Ke’, 6en ¥ 0-0 ‘1a’, Hu, unu “y)Ke’ U manu v miine ‘BoT’. YacThIMU
PYCCKUMH MapKepaMH SIBJISIOTCS 80m, HY, 0d, yice U mo ecmb. J1oN yAMYPTCKUX
MapKepoB cocTaBisieT oK. 53%, a y poccuiickux mapkepoB — 42%. DTOT BBIBOJ] CO-
riacyetcst ¢ pesyibpratamu Kaysina [2014]. Kpome Toro, conuorpaduueckue dak-
TOPbl MOTYT WIPaTh pOJIb B YAaCTOTE€ BCTPEYAEMOCTH PYCCKUX AMCKYPC-PETyJu-
PYIOIIUX NPEAMETOB B YIMYPTCKOM SI3BIKE.

Knroueevie cnosa: ouckypcusHolii mapkep, yOMypmcKuLl A3ulK, OUTUHSGU3M.

1. Characterizing discourse markers

Discourse markers connect elements of discourse [Diewald 2006]. They
establish discourse coherence (textual function), they can express attitude
and they also have interactional function (between the speaker and the lis-
tener) [Schiffrin 1987]. The category of discourse markers is a functional
one, therefore different parts of speech can constitute as a discourse marker,
such as:

1. conjuctions (Udm. no ’and, but’, row *and, but’, Rus. a *but, yet’),

2. particles (Udm. ux and yx emphatic particles, meoa *whether’ Rus.
6e0b 'indeed’),

! Supported by the UNKP-21-4-SZTE-189 New National Excellence Program
of the Ministry for Innovation and Technology from the source of the National
Research, Development and Innovation Fund.
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3. adverbs (Rus. yorce ’already’, Udm. nu ’already’, euns *only’),

4. verbs (Udm. wyom ’we say’, 6umdo ’1 don’t know’, Rus. snauum
’means’),

5. pronouns (Udm. cwriie ’like this’, miinu ’this’ Rus. max ’so’, eéom
’this’),

6. interactional words (Udm. o-o and si-61 €xpressing agreement, Rus.
oa ’yes’),

7. combination of more elements (Udm. o-o seds ’isn’t it?’, -a map-a
’or what?”).

The interpretation of discourse markers is context dependent, and they
are typically multifunctional. In addition, an element might be used in its
propositional meaning in one context and in discourse organizing function
in others. In example la euns *only’ is used as an adverb, while after inter-
rogative pronouns it appears as a discourse marker intensifying the excla-
mation.

(1.a.) Camoit nuuuesnvr kyunsv apec zund aii. (Corpus data)

The smaller one is only three years old.

(1.b.) Ketdie 2uns nopmom yomypm oiicexymwécoin 03 8ya kynooc! (cor-
pus data)

"How I'MH?D different Udmurt costumes the guests would wear!’

The meaning of discourse markers is non-propositional, they contribute
to the expressive content of an utterance, and do not affect their truth-con-
ditionality [Zimmermann 2011]. Therefore, they are syntactically optional,
can be omitted without damaging the syntactic structure. They are typical to
oral speech, but due to their textual function they occur in written texts, as
well. The example below illustrates the frequent use of discourse markers in
natural speech in one of the audio recordings used in the research (cf. sec-
tion 2.).

1
(2) 117 Ho xbl3bbl Mannacbkoowl, 6epace adsamuoc 03bbl MAINa3vl oduje-
Jrcumue MamolHeec J1yo3 YHugepcumemvl?

! Abbreviation | marks interviewer who is a non-native speaker of Udmurt.
Abbreviation C marks consultant, who is a native speaker. The discussion was
about a couple of people who were going to the dormitory from the university but
the building was farther than they had anticipated.
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C: 0a, 03bbl, 03bbL...MAINA3bL COOC, 6CE-MAKU MATNANO 64 MAMBIHEC
WYbICA CO... MBIHBICA 8ANA3LL O, NOMOMY YMO MAMbIH CO CO CAPLICL 8epa
«KbI3bbL K€ 03bbl 8YUMY», 0d 8¢0b, moecmb kema mvinono ayus (elicited)

’yes, indeed, indeed...they thought, after all they thought it would be
closer...as they were going, yes, because they say ,,somehow we arrived”
don’t they, in other words they had to go for a long time’

Discourse markers have variable scope (a word, a syntagma or a whole
utterance) and they usually have a constant form. [Furk6 2007; Aijmer —
Simon-Vandenbergen 2011] They emerge through the function of pragmati-
calization, in which a marker in a context changes its propositional meaning
to encode discourse interactional functions [Frank-Jobs 2006].

Considering Udmurt, discourse markers are typically listed in the dis-
cussion of particles [Sokolov 2011] and modal words [Kibardyina 2011].
Furthermore, research have been carried out on the discourse particles of the
Besermyan variety of Udmurt by Zubova [2018]. Kaysina [2014] discusses
Russian discourse marking elements in Udmurt, focusing on subordinators®
and question tags.

2. Data
The data comprise of recordings conducted with four native speakers
of Udmurt. The full length of the recordings is 3 hours 27 minutes (including
the interviewer). In the table below the sociographic data of the consultants
can be seen.
Table 1. Data of consultants

1. 2. 3. 4,
Age 21 19 62 57
Gender male female female female
Dialect central southern northern central
Place of residence city city rural city

Segmentation, annotation, and the analysis of the recordings were made
by ELAN 6.2.

! Kaysina [2014] applies a broader interpretation of discourse markers. In this
paper subordinators and connectives are considered discourse markers only if they
connect discourse elements or express the attitude of the speaker (e.g. rephrasing
thoughts or specifying information).
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3. Results
Table 2 summarizes the most frequent (more than 30 occurrences) dis-
course markers in the data.

Table 2. Frequent discourse regulating items in the research data

Marker No. of Proportion | Origin Rough English translation
occurrence
HO 455 21,1% Udmurt ‘and, but, well, also’ intensifier
eom 203 9,4% Russian ‘so, but’
da 187 8,6% Russian ‘yes, right?’
Hy 125 5,8% Russian | ‘well’
UK 82 3,8% Udmurt  |expressing emphasis
manu 64 2,9% Udmurt ’there, so’
Yyoice 60 2,7% Russian | ‘already’
ben 54 2,5% Udmurt | ‘yes, right?’
0-0 54 2,5% Udmurt | ‘yes, right?’
mo ecmo |51 2,3% Russian ‘in other words’
UHU 41 1,9% Udmurt ‘already’
HU 40 1,8% Udmurt ‘already’
miiHb 35 1,6% Udmurt ’here’

The most frequent element is the marker o, which is a connective and
also a focus particle in Udmurt. Tt is highly multifunctional, it appears as a
preface (similarly to Russian ny ‘well’ [cf. Bolden 2016]), in fixed pronomi-
nal constructions with the indefinite and negative pronouns [cf. Kaysina
2014: 24], it is used for rephrasing and specifying information, and also as
an intensifier [GSUJ 1962: 340, Sokolov 2011]. All examples below are
from the audio recordings.

(3) marker o as preface
HO MYHC KblI32Me NOMI 84 KUH MAP MYKEMcd 8epaio3
>well, | really want to hear if someone says something else’

(4) marker #o in a fixed pronominal construction®
KUHAICH Ke HO KbLIbICAT MiiHb MAd UCMOopUe3 UK, KUHAICh Ke HO KbLIblCd MOH
KUHJIbL Ke HO éepacall
’I would hear this story from someone HO, and hearing it from someone HO,
I would tell someone HO’

! This type of use of #o is non-translatable to English.
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(5) marker #o in self-correction
MOH CEPEKBACHKO HO Y2 OCKUCHKbI, HO MOXCEM 0CKO, HO MOXNCEM Y2 OCKbl
’I laugh, but I don’t believe it, well they may believe it, or they may not’
(6) marker o as an intensifier
€O HOMBIP3€e CO Y2 HO 00, Y2 HO Map-a Hu
’they don’t even know anything, don’t even yet anything’

Less frequent Udmurt markers are: cwiiie ’like this’ meoa *whether’ ozver *this
way’ -a map-a *or what’ markers formed with the verb wysiner “to say’ such
as wyom we say’, wyomusl "we say’, uiyod ’you say’.

A large number of Russian markers are attested (cf. table 2), and other
less frequently occurring markers are: nanpumep ’for example’, mak ’so’, a
but’ daoice even’ u *and, also’ soobwye ’at all’ koneuno ’of course’ snauum
’so, therefore’. Considering the proportion of Udmurt and Russian elements,
it can be concluded that 52,9 % of the markers have Udmurt, and 42,3 %
have Russian origin®. The findings confirm the results of Kaysina [2014: 23]
in which 52% of the elements were Udmurt and 42 % are Russian. Based
on the current data Russian elements are predominantly elements of meta-
commentaries (33,66 % of all Russian markers), such as som ’so’, mo ecmeo
’in other words’, ranpumep ‘for example’. This also confirms the previous
results about Russian discourse markers in Udmurt [Kaysina 2014]. Other
large group of Russian elements are markers of agreement and markers asking
for confirmation, such as da ’yes, right?’, or the question tag da 6eds ’isn’t
it?’ (21,7 % of all Russian markers).

Considering the number of Udmurt and Russian discourse markers in
the data of individual speakers the following proportion can be seen:

Table 3.
Proportion of Udmurt and Russian discourse markers for individual consultants
1. 2. 3. 4,
Age 21 19 62 57
Gender male female female female
Dialect central southern | northern central
Place of residence city city rural city
Percentage of Udmurt markers 31% 58,7% 82,7% 43,8%
Percentage of Russian markers 62,4% 39% 15,3% 48,8%

1 In the remaning 4,8 % the origin of the marker is unidentifiable (e. g. markers
of understanding (axa), and markers of agreement (sixam).
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Data of consultant no. 3 is noteworthy as the consultant predominantly
used Udmurt discourse markers. The consultant lives in a village in Northern
Udmurtia and uses the Udmurt language in all areas of life. While the other
consultants also use Udmurt in their education, work life, and in their social
interactions, they live in a city where the dominant language of interaction
is Russian. This might suggest that sociographic factors may have an effect
on the use of Russian discourse regulating items. However, this hypothesis
requires further investigations.
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Ky3neyoe Anexcanop Banepvanosuu

Poccus, 2. Yeboxkcapul, HYysauickuil pecnyOoiukancKutl
uHCcmumym obpazo8aHus

Ky3zneyosa Haoexcoa Muxaiinosna

Poccus, 2. Yeboxcapol, Cpednsisi 06ugeobpazosamenvHas
wixona Ne 60 e. Yeboxcapol

OHUMbI PUHHO-YI'OPCKOI'O IIPOUCXOXKIEHUA
HA TEPPUTOPUU SHTUKOBCKOI'O PAMOHA
YYBALIICKOU PECITYBJIMKN

Annomayusn. JlekceM (pUHHO-YTOPCKOTO MPOUCXOXKICHHS B UyBAILLICKOM SI3BIKE
HeMauo. ['maBHBIM 00pa3oM, K pa3HbIM (PUHHO-YTOPCKHM sI3bIKaM BOCXOJISIT CJIOBA,
CBSI3aHHBIE C JIECOM, HU3MEHHOCTBIO, BOJOH, CIM3bI0 U T. 1. TOMOHUMBI (DUHHO-
YTOPCKOTO MPOUCXOKAEHHUS BCTPEUAIOTCS Ha BCel TeppuToprH UyBammu: BOCXOs-
MKe K MapuilcKOMy SI3BIKY B OCHOBHOM COCPEIOTOYEHBI HA CEBEpE, CBA3AHHBIC
C MOPIOBCKHM SI3BIKOM — Ha 0T€ U I0ro-3amaje pecrnyoiauku. CieyeT OTMETHTh, 9TO
YETKHUX TPAHUL] MEXy MapHHCKUMH M MOP/IOBCKMMH TOTIOHMMaMH HeT. CyIecTByroT
palioHBI, I7Ie OHU OBITYIOT JaXke B Tpejesax OJHOTO CelbcKoro noceneHus. OuHHO-
YTrOPCKHH IJIacT TOMOHUMOB B UyBammu u3y4eH HEIIOX0, HO Ha MUKPOTOIIOHUMBI,
Ha HaIll B3MJISA, YAEJICHO HeI0OCTaTOYHO BHUMAaHMA. MBI cAeajy Iiar K YyCTPaHSHHIO
JaHHOTO TMpobena. HaMu Taxke MpoBelieH aHaIN3 HEKOTOPBIX (aMUIINHA, KOTOpbIe
UMEIOT QUHHO-YTOPCKOE TPOUCXOXkIeHNe. BBeIeHHeM cily)KaT OTCBUIKU K UCTOPH-
YECKUM JIOKyMEHTaM, B KOTOPBIX YIIOMUHAIOTCS «MOPIOBCKUE BBITH» U «MOPIOBCKHUE
MyCTOIINY», PaHee BCTPEUaBIINECS Ha TEPPUTOPHUH COBPEMEHHOTO SIHTHKOBCKOTO
paiiona Uysamickoii PecrryOnumku.

Knrouegvle cnosa: yysauickuii sA3viK, QUHHO-Y20pCKUE A3bIKU, AHMUKOBCKUL
PatioH, OHUM, TMONOHUM.

Tononnmuka Bonro-Ypansckoro pernona pasHoodpasHa, B HEll Bblae-
JIIFOTCSL HECKOJIBKO IutacToB. Ha Tteppuropuu coBpemeHHON YUyBaickoi
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