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It 1s well known that Uralic studies have a long established tradition that developed on the
base of historical linguistics. Many disciplines that play an essential role in contemporary
linguistics (e.g. phonology and typology) are younger than Uralic studies, and integration
between the study of Uralic languages and contemporary linguistic disciplines is often not
sufficient. Consequently, Uralic studies have at least two weak sides:

a. A lack of contemporary synchronic grammars based on modern linguistic theory that
can be used by typologists. An obvious illustration can be found in WALS (Dryer &
Haspelmath 2013): most of the Uralic grammars used in the WALS project are crucially
outdated because of a lack of up-to-date sources (cf. Ariste 1968 — in fact 1948 — for Votic;
Bubrix 1949, Lytkin 1966 for Komi-Zyrian; Ristinen 1960, Kovedjaeva 1966 for Mari;
Sjogren 1861, Laanest 1982 for Livonian, etc.).

b. Many grammars of Uralic languages follow an old-style tradition that can be specific
for a particular language. The degree of comparability between Uralic grammars is therefore
very low. Compare for example the use of the term accusative as the case of the direct object
in the Finnish tradition with the Estonian tradition of using the terms nominative and genitive
in the same function.

These weak sides have been realized by many researchers, and gave rise to new
approaches and a recent “renovation” of Uralic studies. New contemporary grammars are
being published (e.g., Winkler 2001, Siegl 2013, Nikolaeva 2014, Wilbur 2015).
Considerably more attention has been paid to typology, cf. the recently published
typologically oriented volume “Negation in Uralic languages” (Miestamo, Tamm & Wagner-
Nagy 2015), and two typological projects — “Uralic Essive” (De Groot 2013) and “Oxford
Guide to Uralic languages” (directed by M. Bakr6-Nagy, J. Laakso & E. Skribnik) — that are
currently in progress.

The current workshop aims at bringing together linguists working on Uralic languages
from the position of modern linguistic theory and typology. The main goal of the workshop is
to increase the level of comparability of the Uralic languages, and to promote the integration
of Uralic studies into contemporary linguistics. The workshop also aims at stimulating the
dialogue between researchers of Uralic languages working on different language levels:
phonetics and phonology, morphology, and syntax. We believe a holistic discussion of
research techniques and problematic issues from different language levels will offer great
benefits for scholars working on contemporary grammars and language descriptions.

The questions to be addressed in individual talks include (but are not restricted to) the
following:

1. The sounds of Uralic languages from the point of view of modern phonological and
prosodic studies;

2. Phonology-morphology interface in the Uralic languages.

3. New approaches to morphological and morphophonological studies of the Uralic
languages.



4. Revisiting morphological and syntactic categories of the Uralic languages.
5. Argument structure and DOM/DSM in the Uralic languages.
6. Questions of word order and information structure in the Uralic languages.

Preference will be given to papers that compare several Uralic languages or dialects and
aim at a uniform description of the data and promoting comparability. We also welcome
papers addressing a particular language that offer new approaches to data interpretation in
light of the contemporary linguistics, as well as papers engaging in comparing one or more
Uralic languages with their neighbouring language(s).

The workshop is planned for 1.5 days. It will open with a keynote paper, followed by 13
papers on various topics and a final discussion.
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