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1. Introduction

In all the Balto-Finnic languages, the direct object of a clause can appear in at least two different cases. Unfortunately, the terminology used to describe this phenomenon is not uniform in Balto-Finnic linguistics. I will here adhere to the Finnish terminology, according to which the cases of the object are called the partitive and the accusative, respectively
.

In Livonian, the case of the object depends largely upon semantic properties of the clause, one of the most important being what we may call the telicity of the situation referred to by the clause. If we leave other conditioning factors aside, we can say that the object of a construction referring to a closed situation will be in the accusative, whereas the object will be in the partitive in a construction referring to an open situation. An open situation is one that is conceptualised as being continuable, whereas a closed situation is conceptualised as being uncontinuable.

This situational telicity is, of course, to quite an extent connected to the aspectual properties of the verb, in the sense that some verbs are more likely to appear in constructions referring to open situations than vice versa. Although this does not mean that the object case of a clause can be said to be directly dependent on the verb’s inherent aspect, it has been customary in Balto-Finnic linguistics to divide verbs into different classes, usually referred to as resultative and irresultative verbs, where resultative verbs are more likely to appear with an accusative object, whereas irresultative verbs usually will appear with a partitive object. In this article, I will examine how the Livonian verb në’dõ ’to see’ has been categorised in earlier research and how it behaves in actual language use.

The first and still the only grammar of Livonian, Sjögren and Wiedemann (SjWG 1861), approaches the problem of verb categorisation in a pragmatic fashion, distinguishing between verbs that seem to occur solely with a partitive object and verbs that are observed appearing with an object in the accusative (SjWG 1861: 243–256). Here, the verb në’dõ is listed among the verbs that can appear with an accusative object – in other words, it is categorised as being resultative.

Kont (1963) attempts to define semantically the differences between irresultative verbs on the one hand and resultative verbs on the other. He also presents four categories of irresultative verbs, the fourth of which consists of verbs that express action of the mind and the intellect, one of them being ‘to see’. These verbs, Kont claims, appear consistently with the partitive object in the southern group of Balto-Finnic languages, i.e. Livonian, Estonian and Votic (whereas in the northern languages, i.e. Finnish, Karelian and Vepsic, they are, according to Kont, regarded as resultative) (Kont 1963: 84). This is somewhat surprising, since SjWG (1861), as stated above, claims that in Livonian, në’dõ can appear with an accusative object. In Larsson (1983: 120), the claim that verbs like në’dõ appear with a partitive object exclusively in the southern languages is repeated without questioning.

In order to assess these diverging claims, we will have to examine the actual use of the verb në’dõ in spoken and written Livonian. But first we will have a look at a system of verb categorisation which is based on the analysis of English verbs, but which has been shown to be cross-linguistically valid, having been tested on different languages such as as Bribri, Georgian, Icelandic, Italian, Lakhota, Mparntwe Arrernte, Sama, Tagalog, Tepehua and Yatye (Van Valin 1993: 34).

Dowty (1979) presents a system for verb categorisation based on distinctions in the inherent properties of the verbs which was first proposed by Zeno Vendler and which is generally referred to as the Vendler–Dowty system. Here, verbs are divided into four aspectual classes with reference to time adverbials, tenses and logical entailments: states, activities, accomplishments and achievements (Dowty 1979: 54). The four classes are defined by three features: static, telic and punctual in such a way that states are [+static, –telic, –punctual], activities [–static, –telic, –punctual], accomplishments [–static, +telic, –punctual] and achievements [–static, +telic, +punctual]. According to Dowty, verbs of physical perception like ’to see’ can be interpreted both as states and achievements. In the latter case, the verb ’to see’ will be interpreted as meaning ’to notice, to catch sight of’.

Above it was stated that there is a connection between the situational telicity and the case of the object. If this statement is correct, we will expect the object to be in the partitive when the verb në’dõ is given a state interpretation (–telic = open situation) and in the accusative when it is given an achievement interpretation (+telic = closed situation), unless other factors affect the choice of object case. These factors will be mentioned below.

2. The material

The linguistic corpus to be examined consists of 260 sentences with the verb në’dõ taken from the following sources containing spoken language material: Kettunen (1925), Kukk–Vääri (1987), Setälä–Kyrölä (1953), Suhonen (1975), Viitso (unpublished), Virtaranta (1967) and Vääri (1986); and from the following sources of written Livonian: Damberg (1935), the newspaper ”Lîv​li” (1937–38) and two books from the translation of The new testament ”Û tes​tament” (1942): The gospel of Matthew and the Revelation.

2.1 Sentences with an accusative object

Kont’s (1963:76) and Larsson’s (1983:108) claim that the verb në’dõ appears solely with a partitive object in Livonian is easily falsified when exami​ning the corpus. Here, 45 of the 260 sentences have an accusative object.
(1)
ni naydtÏ lëytsÏ mu#ydÏnd jarâ un ni naydt nënÏd piqkîz tu#y (ACC) (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 66) 


then they.be.3PL go.INE go.astray.2PART.PL away and now they.be.3PL see.2PART.PL small.ACC fire.ACC


’then, while they were walking, they lost their way, and now they saw a small fire’

(2)
un siz ta neiz túoiz umârzpû (ACC) (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 123)


and then he see.PAST.3SG second.ACC apple.tree.ACC


’and then he saw a second apple tree’

(3)
ni tamy nënd îyd knaq neitst (ACC) sies nînÏs (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 218)


now he.be.3SG see.2PART one.ACC beautiful.ACC girl.ACC that.INE castle.INE


’now he saw a beautiful girl in that castle’

(4)
tamy nënd sûr glÔzÏst mäyg (ACC) (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 221)


he.be.3SG see.2PART big.ACC glass.ELA mountain.ACC


’he saw a big mountain of glass’

(5)
ni îyd pëva lëynd se piqki põis lambidi kaitsÏm, nënd îyd knaq lill (ACC) un lëynd síedâ vÌtâm (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 230)


now one.GEN day.GEN go.2PART that small boy sheep.PL.PART herd.SUP.ILL see.2PART one.ACC beautiful.ACC pipe.ACC and go.2PART that.PAR take.SUP.ILL


’now one day the little boy went to herd the lambs, he saw a beautiful pipe and went to get it’

(6)
kúoiyg um võnd jõrà lëynd, põis um nënd îyd piqkîz lÔja (ACC) (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 231)


ship be.3SG be.2PART away go.2PART boy be.3SG see.2PART one.ACC small.ACC boat.ACC


’the ship had gone away, and the boy saw a small boat’

(7)
sisÛta um nëndÛríeIkÛaÚgàU îyd väyggi knaÍ pu1kø (ACC) (Kettunen 1925: 51)


then he be.3SG see.2PART road.GEN side.INE one.ACC very beautiful.ACC flower.ACC


’then he saw a very beautiful flower by the road’

(8)
sisÛtaÿ4Ûtuy# tayÿggixÛbeT niÿ ta neyÿisÛkoÿùgøndÛîydÛmuÿ2tà tquÿ0pà (ACC) (Kettunen 1925: 148)


then he come.PAST.3SG back but now he see.PAST.3SG from.far.away one.ACC black.ACC mass.ACC


’then he came back, but now from afar he saw a black mass’

(9)
Ja ta neiz riekaigas ÿd vîgõpû (ACC), lekš täm jûr (UT: 45)


and he see.PAST.3SG road.side.INE one.ACC fig.tree.ACC go.PAST.3SG he.GEN to


’and he saw a fig tree along the way and went to it’

(10)
Ja ma neiz vegiz engõl (ACC), kis nutiz sûr ÿölkõks (UT: 502)


and I see.PAST.1SG strong.ACC angel.ACC, who shout.PAST.3SG big.GEN voice.TRC


’and I saw a strong angel who shouted with a loud voice’

Sentences (1)–(10) all exemplify the use of the accusative with the verb në’dõ. In all these examples, the thing seen is suddenly brought to the attention of the seer or it suddenly appears before his or her eyes, and it is therefore natural to claim that the verb has the meaning ’to catch sight of, to notice’. The verb is easily interpreted as an achievement rather than a state, and it is the telic interpretation of the verb that makes it possible to use the accusative object.

(11)
îra ioyugÛaÚgàs iKq vanà mìezÛum nëndÛîydÛv>royu laPs (ACC) míeyrstø iLzø nûzøm (Kettunen 1925: 50)


Îra river.GEN bank.INE one old man be.3SG see.2PART one.ACC Pharaoh.GEN child.ACC sea.ELA up rise.SUP.ILL


’on the bank of the Îra river an old man saw a Pharaoh’s child rising from the sea’

(12)
Ja ma neiz mû engõl (ACC) ylzõ astam pëva kargimiz pûold (UT: 504)


and I see.PAST.1SG other.ACC angel.ACC up mount.SUP.ILL sun.GEN rise.VNO.GEN from


’and I saw another angel ascending from where the sun rises’

(13)
Ja ma neiz lûomõ (ACC) mierst ulzõ astam (UT: 513)


and I see.PAST.1SG beast.ACC sea.ELA out mount.SUP.ILL


’and I saw a beast rise up out of the sea’

(14)
siz kikk nënd ©yd piqkîs tuly (ACC) pâistam (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 301)


then cock see.2PART one.ACC small.ACC fire.ACC burn.SUP.ILL


’then the cock saw a small fire burning’

Sentences (11)–(14) likewise have an accusative object. In these sentences the object is combined with a supine form of the verb in the illative, and in sentences (11)–(13) with an adverb and a noun in a local case as well. In sentences (11)–(13), this construction stresses the fact that the object suddenly becomes visible to the seer, and a telic interpretation is natural.

2.2 Sentences with a partitive object

214 of the sentences with the verb në’dõ have a partitive object. Of these, we will leave out those that are negated and those whose object consists of a pronoun. In the Balto-Finnic languages, negation is a factor that rather consistently triggers the use of the partitive case, and object pronouns often appear in the partitive when the accusative would be expected on semantic grounds, especially in the southern languages. For these two groups of sentences, then, the aspectual distinction otherwise expressed by the object is neutralised. 40 of the sentences are negated, while 55 have a pronoun object. This leaves 119 affirmative sentences with a non-pronoun object in the partitive to be accounted for.

(15)
lëyb mÌYsÏ võ;?Ïm: pûtÏbÏd mu/t vaUtÏ. kiozùB tämy miÉstÏ (PAR) kamy nënD (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 161)


go.3SG forest.ILL search.SUP.ILL touch.3PL other.PL against ask.3SG she.GEN man.PAR also.be.3SG see.2PART


’she goes to the forest to search for him, meets some people, asks them if someone has seen her husband’

(16)
mûnda kõRD mêG sël piyts jùomø piyts víe4tà brey$$øU neìzmø ka piAkìzi tûrskidi (PAR) (Suhonen 1975: 28)


some time we there along ridge.PAR along water.PAR wade.INE see.PAST.1PL also small.PL.PAR cod.PL.PAR


’sometimes when we waded there along the ridges, along the water, we also saw small cods’

(17)
maÿÛum në’ÿyntÛtëÿnda eÿÑ&q sîÿ#maks síedàÛvaÿynnø piÿyúvvøÛkúo:yddø (PAR) (Mägiste 1964: 70–71)


I be.1SG see.2PART he.PAR own eye.TRC that.PAR old.PAR holy.PAR building.PAR


’I have seen it with my own eyes, that old church’

(18)
noÛkoÿKs maÿ8Ûka s>ÿndÛnëÿydø mìÿestø (PAR) (Mägiste 1964: 54)


well if.only I also get.2PART see man.PAR


’if only I too got to see a man’

(19)
Leb kuoda läbud või sël täsa nëdõ knašistiz puskantõt ta#špyvad kûzidi (PAR) (Damberg 1935: 32)


through building.GEN window.PL.GEN can.PAST.3SG there here see beautifully decorate.PASS.2PART Christmas.GEN spruce.PL.PAR


’through the windows in the houses one could here and there see beautifully decorated Christmas trees’

(20)
Sîepierast ku mêg ûom nënd täm touvõtëtõ (PAR) Ûomõgmâl (UT: 2)


therefore that we be.1PL see.2PART he.GEN star.PAR morning. land.ADE


’because we have seen his star in the east’

(21)
Sîest yrgst têg nët Rišting Puoigo (PAR) istam Joudõn jõval käddõl ja tulm touvõ pîlad pël (UT: 61–62)


that.ELA moment.ELA you see.2PL person.GEN son.PAR sit.SUP.ILL power.DAT right.ADE hand.ADE and come.SUP.ILL sky.GEN cloud.PL.GEN on


’from now on you will see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of power and coming on the clouds of heaven’

(22)
miÿynÛt>6&} umÛnëÿynD kuÛtaÿ pûÿãi4tøz míeÿyr0Ûpël míeÿyrÛneìtstø (PAR) (Mägiste 1964: 27)


my father be.3SG see.2PART when he sail.PAST.3SG sea.GEN on sea.GEN girl.PAR


’when he sailed on the sea, my father saw a mermaid’

In sentences (15)–(22) it is more natural to interpret the verb as a state verb than an achievement verb. These sentences can be said to refer to open situations, and the object is in the partitive.

(23)
un ni tamy vañ|#Ïn un siz tamy iyenënd tûlda (PAR) (Setälä–Kyrölä 1953: 245)


and now he.be.3SG look.2PART and then he.be.3SG PRE.see.2PART fire.PART


’and now he looked and then he saw fire’

(24)
niÿ4Ûta seÿì së(l) lôÿda iuU, un ta iÿeneisÛsíedà vayÿnnø peÿrimiest (PAR), kiÿS sie niyÿem mîji vÆy# (Kettunen 1925: 117)


now he eat.PAST.3SG there table.GEN by and he PRE.see.PAST.3SG that.PAR old.PAR master.PAR who that.GEN cow.GEN sell.NAG be.PAST.3SG


’now he ate there by the table, and he noticed that old master who was the cow-seller’

(25)
beT sugùdÛni brînisti, ku ieneisti sêzarY (PAR), un isÛtìedøY, kuSt pùoltÛsêzar ni um sîtÛtuND (Kettunen 1925: 125)


but relative.PL now wonder.PAST.3PL when see.PAST.3PL Sezar.PAR and NEG.PAST.3PL[?] know.NEG.3PL wherefrom from Sezar now be.3SG here come.2PART


’but now the relatives wondered when they saw Sezar, and they didn’t know where he had come from’

In a few instances the verb në’dõ is combined with the prefix ie-. According to Kettunen (1938), the meaning of this prefigated verb is ‘leiden’, but in sentences (23)–(25) it is rather ‘to see’ or ‘to notice’. Especially in sentence (24), an accusative object would have seemed natural if the translation is correct (Kettunen uses the Estonian verb märkama ‘to notice’ in his translation), but it would have been suitable in sentence (25) as well, according to our hypothesis of open and closed situations. However, these sentences could also be argued to refer to open situations.

(26)
niÿ4Ûta um lëntÛpiÿlsë4tø, niÿ4Ûta um nëÿntÛsíeÿdà mìÿestø (PAR), kiÿS sie pûÿts täymmøn aÿNdøn, mîÿnD (Kettunen 1925: 119)


now he be.3SG go.2PART town.ILL now he be.3SG see.2PART that.PAR man.PAR who that.ACC owl.ACC he.DAT give.2PART sell.2PART


’now he went to town, now he saw that man who gave, sold him the owl’

(27)
Ja pëgiñ täs attõ pi’ddõs lë’nõd ja ku nëbõd siedâ sûrdõ tämmõ [sic, pro tammõ] (PAR), siz ne irg pël îebõd paikõl, vañtlõbõd, kui knaš sûr täm u’m (Viitso, unpublished: 3)


and many here be.3PL past go.2PART.PL and when see.3PL that.PAR big.PAR oak.PAR then they moment.GEN on stay.3PL place.ADE look.3PL how beautiful big oak be.3SG


’and many people have passed, and when they see that big oak then for a moment they remain standing and look at what a beautiful, big oak it is’

(28)
seÛkêÿñikÛtiÿdàr nëÿndÛnê:$} puÿ1k}d} (PAR) (Mägiste 1964: 56)


that king.GEN daughter see.2PART those.PART flower.PL.PAR


’the king’s daughter saw those flowers’

(29)
ja ta neiz Jumal Vaimõ (PAR) mâzõ lëm, kui palandõkst (PAR?) täm pël tulm (UT: 5)


and he see.PAST.3SG God.GEN spirit.PAR land.ILL go.SUP.ILL as dove.PAR? he.GEN to come.SUP.ILL


’and he saw the spirit of God descending to the ground, coming like a dove unto him’

(30)
Ja ku Jêzus sëld jara lekš, neiz ta rištingt (PAR) mûita jûs istam (UT: 16)


and when Jesus therefrom away go.PAST.3SG see.PAST.3SG he person.PAR custom.GEN by sit.SUP.ILL


’and when Jesus went away from there, he saw a man sitting by the customs’

(31)
Ja ma neiz engõlt (PAR) touvõst mâzõ astam (UT: 524)


and I see.PAST.1SG angel.PAR sky.ELA land.ILL mount


’and I saw an angel descending from heaven to the ground’

Sentences (26)–(28) are somewhat parallel to the accusative sentences (1)–(10) above in that they seem to refer to situations where the thing seen is suddenly brought to the attention of the seer. Here, however, the object is in the partitive. In the same way, sentences (29)–(31) resemble the accusative sentences (11)–(14), but again the objects are in the partitive. We can say that the situations described by sentences (26)–(31) can be conceptualised both as open and closed, and that speakers therefore may relate to them in different ways. We may hypothesise that some speakers of Livonian generally prefer an open interpretation in connection with the verb në’dõ, thus using it as a basically atelic verb referring to a state rather than as a telic achievement verb. If this is the case, the linguistic behaviour of the latter group of speakers resembles that of the speakers of Estonian, if we accept it as a fact that the parallel verb näha/nägema in Estonian appears with a partitive object exclusively. It is also possible that this is a gradual phenomenon, i.e. that speakers may prefer the atelic interpretation to greater or lesser extent.

If we have a look at the distribution of sentences with an accusative object among the sources used in the corpus, we can see that it is very uneven. As many as 24 of the 45 sentences are from the oldest source of spoken language, Setälä–Kyrölä (1953; material collected in 1888 and 1912), and 14 are from UT (1942). Kettunen (1925; material collected in 1920–1925) is represented by 5 sentences, and Mägiste (1964; material collected in 1943) and Damberg (1935) have one sentence each, while the remaining sources have no examples at all. If we disregard the one sentence in Damberg (1935), the youngest informant producing a sentence with an accusative object in connection with the verb në’dõ was born in 1879. It is tempting to hypothesise that the use of the accusative in connection with në’dõ has been more widespread in earlier times and that it has declined especially in the last generations of Livonian speakers.

Unfortunately, we have little linguistic material against which we can test this hypothesis. There are, however, three earlier translations of the gospel of Matthew, two of them published in 1863 (EMÖ in the eastern dialect and EMW in the western dialect), the third one published in 1880 (PMEL). These three can be compared to the translation of this gospel found in UT and to each other.

2.3 The four translations of the gospel of Matthew

As mentioned above, the material from UT contains 14 sentences where në’dõ occurs with an accusative object. However, as many as 13 of these sentences stem from the Revelation, where expressions of visions permeate much of the text. Only one sentence is from the gospel of Matthew. In contrast, EMW contains as many as 12 sentences with accusative objects, EMÖ and PMEL having 10. Since PMEL has accusative objects in exactly the same sentences as EMÖ, the sentences from EMÖ will be used here to represent both these sources. 

(9)
Ja ta neiz riekaigas ÿd vîgõpû (ACC), lekš täm jûr (UT: 45)


and he see.PAST.3SG road.side.INE one.ACC fig.tree.ACC go.PAST.3SG he.GEN to


’and he saw a fig tree along the way and went to it’

(32)
Ja nëds kougõnd ÿtõ vîgõpûdõ (PAR), kîen võ#t liedõd, ta lekš (UT: 93)


and see.INE from.afar one.PAR fig.tree.PAR who.DAT be.PAST.3SG leaf.PL he go.PAST.3SG


’and seeing from afar a fig tree that had leaves, he went’

(33)
Un ta näis ÿd vîgõ pû (ACC) rek aigâs, lekš tämmõn jûrõ (EMW: 81)


and he see.PAST.3SG fig.tree.ACC one.ACC road.GEN side.INE go.PAST.3SG he.DAT to

(34)
Un ta näis ÿd vîgõ pû (ACC) rek aigâs un lekš jûrõ (EMÖ: 82)


and he see.PAST.3SG one.ACC fig.tree.ACC road.GEN side.INE and go.PAST.3SG to

The only sentence with në’dõ in combination with an accusative object in the gospel of Matthew in UT is sentence (9), which has been mentioned already. This sentence can be compared with sentence (32), taken from UT’s gospel of Mark, with the object in the partitive. Here, the inessive of the verb is used, making an atelic interpretation plausible and thus possibly explaining the case marking. The parallel sentences of (9) from EMW, EMÖ and PMEL all have accusative objects, as in (33) and (34). This is to be expected if we assume that the translators of EMW, EMÖ and PMEL are more consistent users of the accusative object in connection with në’dõ than the younger translator of UT.

(29)
ja ta neiz Jumal Vaimõ (PAR) mâzõ lëm, kui palandõkst (PAR?) täm pël tulm (UT: 5)


and he see.PAST.3SG God.GEN spirit.PAR land.ILL go.SUP.ILL as dove.PAR? he.GEN to come.SUP.ILL


’and he saw the spirit of God descending to the ground, coming like a dove unto him’

(35)
un JÔñ näis sie jumâl jeng (ACC) ne ke mingiz palândõks (ACC) eñšta mÔ laskõm (EMW: 8)


and John see.PAST.3SG that.ACC God.GEN spirit.ACC so as some.ACC dove.ACC self land.ILL let.SUP.ILL

(36)
un J>ñ näis sie jumâl jeng (ACC) nei kui mingiz palândõks (ACC) m> laskõm (EMÖ: 8)


and John see.PAST.3SG that.ACC God.GEN spirit.ACC so as some.ACC dove.ACC land.ILL let.SUP.ILL

(30)
Ja ku Jêzus sëld jara lekš, neiz ta rištingt (PAR) mûita jûs istam (UT: 16)


and when Jesus therefrom away go.PAST.3SG see.PAST.3SG he person.PAR custom.GEN by sit.SUP.ILL


’and when Jesus went away from there, he saw a man sitting by the customs’

(37)
Un ku Jêzõs sëld jera lekš, näis ta ÿd rištîng (ACC) to## bûd jûrs istõb (EMW: 28)


and when Jesus therefrom away go.PAST.3SG see.PAST.3SG he one.ACC person.ACC custom.GEN booth.GEN by sit.1PART

(38)
Un ku Jêzõs sëldõ jara lekš, sis ta näis ÿd rištîng (ACC) to## võtâmiz jûsõ istâm (EMÖ: 29)


and when Jesus therefrom away go.PAST then he see.PAST.3SG one.ACC person.ACC custom.GEN take.VNO.GEN by sit.SUP.ILL

Example (29) was mentioned above among those which seem to refer to situations where the thing seen is suddenly brought to the attention of the seer. The translator, however, seems to regard the situation as open, or at least he uses a partitive object. In the parallel sentences (35) from EMW and (36) from EMÖ, the translators seem to have chosen an achievement interpretation of the verb, viewing the situation as closed and using an accusative object. The same observation applies to UT sentence (30) and its parallels in (37) and (38).

(39)

Aga ku k¿ñig tu# vañtlõm nê¤i, kis lôda jûs istist, ta neiz ÿtõ rištingt (PAR), kîen iz ûo sëlgas kâzgõnd ê¤mõz (UT: 48)


but when king come.PAST.3SG see.SUP.ILL they.PAR who table.GEN by sit.PAST.3PL he see.PAST.3SG one.PAR person.PAR who.DAT NEG.PAST be.NEG back.INE wedding.GEN attire


’and when the king came to see those who sat by the table, he saw a man who was not wearing a wedding garment’

(40)
Sis lekš se k¿nig sînõ sizõl neidi vïrbidi vañtlõm, un näis ÿd rištîng (ACC) mûnt siegâs, kîngan is uo is suggõ k>zgõnd >rni (EMÖ: 86)


then go.PAST.3SG that king there in those.PAR see.SUP.ILL and see.PAST.3SG one.ACC person.ACC other.PL.GEN among who.DAT NEG.PAST be.NEG at.all wedding.GEN clothes.PL.PAR

(41)
Sis se k¿nig lekš sizõl neidi viešidi apvañklõm, un sël ievañklis ÿd rišting (ACC), kis kÔznõg Ôrnis is uo ê¤õn (EMW: 85)


then that king go.PAST.3SG in those.PAR guest.PL.PAR PRE.see. SUP.ILL and there PRE.see.PAST.3SG one.ACC person.ACC who wedding.GEN clothes.PL.INE NEG.PAST be.NEG dress.2PART

Sentences (39)–(41) exemplify the same phenomenon. Again the translator of UT seems to use the verb në’dõ in an atelic sense, whereas the translator of EMÖ views the situation differently and uses the verb in the sense ‘to catch sight of, to notice’ in sentence (40). This is the case in the EMW sentence (41) as well, although the translator has chosen to use a different verb. Here, the verb vañtlõ ’to look, to watch’ is combined with the prefix ie- to give the meaning ‘to notice’, which is easily combined with an accusative object.

(42)

ja nëbõd Rišting Puoigõ (PAR) tulm touvõ pîlis sûr joudkõks ja ouvkõks (UT: 54)


and see.3PL person.GEN son.PAR come.SUP.ILL sky.GEN cloud.PL.INE big.GEN power.TRC and glory.TRC


’and they shall see the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven with great power and glory’

(43)
un näebõd seda rištîng puoigõ (PAR) touvõ all tulm sûr joudkõks un ouvkõks (EMW: 96)


and see.3PL that.PAR person.GEN son.PAR sky.GEN under come.SUP.ILL big.GEN power.TRC and glory.TRC

(44)
un näebõd sie rištîng púoga (ACC) tulmõ neiši touvõ pîlis sûr joudkõks un üldzõmõks (EMÖ: 97)


and see.3PL that.ACC person.GEN son.ACC come.SUP.ILL those.INE sky.GEN cloud.PL.INE big.GEN power.TRC and jewel.TRC

(45)

um se##i i nêšti, kis täs pîlõbõd, kis äb maitsõt kûolõmt, kuñtš äb nët tulm Rišting Puoigõ (PAR) entš valdõ (UT: 36)


be.3SG such.PL.PAR they.ELA who here stand.3PL who NEG.3PL taste.NEG.3PL death.PAR until NEG.3PL see.NEG.3PL come.SUP.ILL person.GEN son.PAR own kingdom.ILL


’there are such among those who stand here who shall not taste death until they see the Son of man coming to his kingdom’

(46)
mûdi neišti, kis sîn pîlõbõd, seda nÔv äb maitsõt, kunš ne näebõd sie rištîng púoga (ACC) tulm ummõ vÔlikštõksõs (EMW: 63)


other.PL.PAR they.ELA who here stand.3PL that.PAR death.PAR? NEG.3PL taste.NEG.3PL until they see.3PL that.ACC person.GEN son.ACC come.SUP.ILL own kingdom.INE

(47)
mûdi vel lîb neišti sîdõ, kis vel äb lîtõ n>võ maitsõnõd, kuñtš ne jõva näebõd seda rištîng puoigõ (PAR) tulmõ eñtš v>likštõksõs (EMÖ: 65)


other.PAR still be.FUT.3SG they.ELA here who still NEG.3PL be.FUT.NEG.3PL death.PAR taste.2PART.PL until they already see.3PL that.PAR person.GEN son.PAR come.SUP.ILL own kingdom.INE

In some instances there are discrepancies between the older translations as well. This is exemplified by sentences (42)–(44), where EMW and UT have a partitive object while EMÖ has an accusative object, as well as sentences (45)–(47), where the partitive object is shared by UT and EMÖ, whereas EMW has an accusative object. This shows that the use of a partitive object in në’dõ sentences which otherwise could have been interpreted as referring to closed situations, though more widespread or even totally dominating in more recent sources, is not a new phenomenon.

(21)
Sîest yrgst têg nët Rišting Puoigo (PAR) istam Joudõn jõval käddõl ja tulm touvõ pîlad pël (UT: 61–62)


that.ELA moment.ELA you see.2PL person.GEN son.PAR sit.SUP.ILL power.DAT right.ADE hand.ADE and come.SUP.ILL sky.GEN cloud.PL.GEN on


’from now on you will see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of power and coming on the clouds of heaven’

(48)
siest Ôigast teig näet seda rištîng puoigõ (PAR) istõm juvâl kädõl sie joudõn un tulm touvõ all (EMW: 111)


that.ELA time.ELA you see.2PL that.PAR person.GEN son.PAR sit.SUP.ILL right.ADE hand.ADE that.GEN power.DAT and come.SUP.ILL sky.GEN under

(49)
siestõ ürgstõ lîb sien suggõ, ku têg näetõ sie rištîng púoga (ACC) istâm sie joudõn jõvâs külgsõ un tulmõ neiši touvõ pîlis (EMÖ: 112)


that.ELA moment.ELA be.FUT.3SG that.DAT arise that you see.2PL that.ACC person.GEN son.ACC sit.SUP.ILL that.GEN power.DAT right.INE side.INE and come.SUP.ILL those.INE sky.GEN cloud.PL.INE

Above, sentence (21) was grouped among the sentences where the verb could easily be interpreted as a state verb. The reason is the expression ‘from now on’ which seems incompatible with an achievement reading and which makes the partitive the expected object case. The partitive is also used in the parallel sentence (48) from EMW. EMÖ, on the other hand, has an accusative object in sentence (49). Immediately one could get the impression that the verb appears both with an expression of duration (= atelic) and with an accusative object (= telic), but this is not the case. The translator uses a different introductory expression that could be translated with ‘after this moment it will happen that’, thus making a telic interpretation of the verb possible.
(50)
Ja Jêzus nänt mõtkidi (PAR) nëds rõkandiz (UT: 16)


and Jesus they.GEN thought.PL.PAR see.INE speak


’and Jesus, seeing their thoughts, spoke’

(51)
Un Jêzõs näis nänt mütkõd (ACC) un kîtis (EMW: 28)


and Jesus see.PAST.3SG they.GEN thought.PL.ACC and say.PAST.3SG

(52)
Ku Jêzõs nänt mõtkidi (PAR) näis, ta rõkândis (EMÖ: 28)


when Jesus they.GEN thought.PL.PAR see.PAST.3SG he speak.PAST.3SG

(53)
Aga tûldõ (PAR) nëds ta ädagiz ja yrgõs vajjõ ôriz rõkandõs (UT: 31)


but wind.PAR see.INE he get.frightened.PAST.3SG and begin.INE sink scream.PAST.3SG say.INE


’but when he saw the wind he got frightened, and beginning to sink he cried, saying’

(54)
Aga ta sûr touvõ (ACC) näedsõ kukîs un ÿrgis vaijõ, rëkis un kîtis (EMW: 55)


but he big.ACC storm.ACC see.INE get.frightened.PAST.3SG and begin.PAST.3SG sink scream.PAST.3SG and say.PAST.3SG

(55)
Bet sûrdõ tûldõ (PAR) näedsõ tämmõn êtis irm, un ÿrgis vaijõ un ôris (EMÖ: 56)


but big.PAR wind.PAR see.INE he.DAT throw.PAST.3SG fear and begin.PAST.3SG sink and scream.PAST.3SG

In sentence (50) from UT, the use of a verb in the inessive seems to stress the openness of the situation and thus partly to explain the use of the partitive case. In the parallel sentence (51) from EMW, the verb is in the past tense, thus making possible the closed interpretation signalled by the accusative object. In the EMÖ version sentence (52), the verb is also in the past tense, but the translator seems to choose a state rather than an achievement reading of the verb. Again, in UT sentence (53) there is an inessive verb form and a partitive object. The use of a verb in the inessive does not, however, necessarily imply an open situation, if we are to take sentence (54) from EMW seriously. Kont claims that the accusative can be used in connection with an inessive form of the infinitive if the action expressed by the infinitive actually precedes the primary action (Kont 1963: 140). If this is true, we must interpret the expression as ’having seen the storm’ rather than ‘seeing the storm’. EMÖ, like UT, has an inessive verb and a partitive object, in sentence (55).
(56)
Opatiji, mêg tâm sinst imtëtõ (PAR) nëdõ (UT: 25)


teacher we want.1PL you.ELA sign.PAR see


’master, we want to see a sign from you’

(57)
opâtiji, meig tÔm sin kädst mingiz tëd (ACC) näed (EMW: 44)


teacher we want.1PL you.GEN hand.ELA some.ACC sign.ACC see

(58)
opâtiji, mêg t>mõ sin kädstõ mingiz tëd (ACC) näed (EMÖ: 45)


teacher we want.1PL you.GEN hand.ELA some.ACC sign.ACC see

(59)
Nei ku rovz imlist, ku ne neist mëmi i (PAR) rõkandõm, nikartidi (PAR) tierrõdõn volm ja lônkidi (PAR) këm ja sougdi i (PAR) nëm (UT: 33)


so that people wonder.PAST.3PL that they see.PAST.3PL dumb.PL. PAR speak.SUP.ILL maimed.PL.PAR whole.PL.DAT be.SUP.ILL and lame.PL.PAR go.SUP.ILL and blind.PL.PAR see.SUP.ILL


’so that the people wondered when they saw the dumb to speak, the maimed to be whole, the lame to walk and the blind to see’

(60)
Nei ku ne rou imlist, ku ne näistõ nänt mëmõd (ACC) rükândõm, krûmalist (ACC) ½êrad, kle âd (ACC) kävm un sogdõd (ACC) näem (EMW: 59)


so that those people wonder.PAST.3PL when they see.PAST.3PL those.ACC dumb.PL.ACC speak.SUP.ILL cripple.PL.ACC whole.PL.ACC?, lame.PL.ACC walk.SUP.ILL and blind.PL.ACC see.SUP.ILL

(61)
Nei ku ne rouz imlist, ku ne näistõ ne mëmõd (ACC) rõkândõm, ne kõvrõd (ACC) ½errõks s>nõd, ne klibâd (ACC) jõvîst käem, ne pimdõd (ACC) näem (EMÖ: 60)


so that those people wonder.PAST.3PL when they see.PAST.3PL those.ACC dumb.PL.ACC speak.SUP.ILL those.ACC cripple.PL.ACC whole.TRC get.2PART.PL those.ACC lame.PL.ACC well walk.SUP.ILL those.ACC blind.PL.ACC see.SUP.ILL

The UT sentence (56) with its parallel sentences (57) and (58) as well as the UT sentence (59) with parallel sentences (60) and (61) also exemplify the diverging case marking of the object in the different translations of the gospel of Matthew, UT having a partitive object and the older translations using the accusative.

3. Conclusion

The material presented shows that the verb në’dõ can be used both as a state verb and an achievement verb, the former appearing with a partitive object, the latter with an accusative object. It also seems reasonable to claim that we can see a development away from the use of the verb në’dõ as an achievement verb towards a general and consistent state interpretation. This is reflected by the fact that the last generations of Livonians seem to use the partitive object exclusively and by the fact that the translator of UT (published in 1942) uses the accusative case fare more sparingly than the translators of the versions of the gospel of Matthew published 60 to 80 years earlier. This recent development can be said to represent a simplification of the linguistic system. Since the number of speakers of Livonian decreased dramatically during the 20th century, this development could be argued to be connected to the process known as language death (see e.g. Campbell and Muntzel 1989), but it should be remembered that the resulting behaviour of the verb në’dõ mirrors that of its counterpart näha/nägema in Estonian, a language which can hardly be said to be moribund. 
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