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Variation in Komi object marking

Gerson Klumpp

Komi, a Uralic language in Northern Russia, shows a familiar differential object marking (DOM) pattern in which direct objects ranging high on the scales of definiteness and/or animacy are accusative-marked, whereas objects ranging low on these scales remain unmarked. In several Komi dialects dative case is moreover an additional option for direct object marking, a fact which follows neither from animacy nor from the definiteness status of the object referent. This paper proposes a hypothesis according to which a specific subtype of topicality of the object referent triggers dative marking. Thus, the purpose of the paper is to reduce the number of instances in which Komi DOM is classified as subject to mere variation.

1. Komi1 DOM

It is appropriate to make a distinction between canonical and non-canonical object marking in Komi. “Canonical” refers to those patterns which are present in all Komi dialects and which are also part of the grammar of the standardized literary languages Komi Zyryan and Komi Permyak. In a nutshell, canonical DOM assigns nominative (zero-)case to indefinite objects and accusative case to definite objects as illustrated by (1a, b). “Non-canonical” refers to object marking patterns which are only found as an additional option in dialects. Non-canonical DOM includes the dative case among the possible markings of direct objects, cf. (1c).

(1)

a.

Men

jen

s'et-is



mös
da

ösh.





I.dat

God
give-prt3sg

cow
and
ox





‘God gave me a cow and an ox.’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29: 200]



b.

Vaj



let't's'-am


da

ösh-sö





bring.imp2sg
go.down-fp1pl
and
ox-acc3sg





nat's'k-am,

a

mös-sö


vid'z'-am.





butcher-fp1pl
but

cow-acc3sg
keep-fp1pl





‘Come on, let’s go down and butcher the ox, but let’s keep the 



cow.’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29: 200]


c.

Ösh-ly
nat's'k-isny.





ox-dat
butcher-prt3pl





‘They butchered the ox.’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29: 200]

Canonical Komi DOM will be the topic of section 2. Non-canonical dative marking of direct objects is presented in sections 3. and 4. The latter focuses on the Vym' dialect, for which a hypothesis is put forward according to which the function of dative-marked direct objects is to mark topical direct objects in the presence of a topical subject. Finally, section 5. summarizes and discusses the results.

The generalizations in this paper are based on Komi grammars and dialect monographies as well as previous studies on the topic and, most importantly, on Komi dialect texts from collections mainly of the first half of the 20th century.

2. Komi canonical DOM

2.1. General remarks

The system of Komi canonical DOM is organized according to the discourse pragmatic parameter of identifiability. An immediately identifiable DO referent may be represented by zero-reference (pro-drop), and a pro-identifiable object referent may be represented by an object-marked pronoun, see section 2.2. The largest array of choice between different object markers is attested for lexically expressed objects. As Table 1 below shows, a basic distinction is made between “possessive”-marked and non-“possessive”-marked objects. Among other functions Komi 2nd and 3rd person singular possessive suffixes are markers of definiteness. Since marking of definiteness is crucial for Komi DOM, section 2.3. on the “possessive” accusative starts with a short outline of the function of possessive suffixes. Non-possessive-marked objects are discussed in sections 2.4. and 2.5., the former with an outline of the use of the absolute (i.e. non-possessive) accusative, the latter on the use of the nominative (zero-case). Section 2.6. summarizes the parameters of canonical Komi DOM.

Table 1.
Canonical Komi DO expressions and their marking

	DO

	Pro-drop expression:

Ø
	Pronominal expression:

Pronominal accusative
	Lexical expression



	
	
	Possessive

Possessive accusative
	Non-possessive



	
	
	
	absolute accusative
	nominative


2.2. Pro-drop objects and pronominal objects

Komi allows not only for subject pro-drop, but also for object pro-drop as illustrated in (2).

(2)

T's'el'ad'-tö


taj 
abu
vaj-ömyd.

Me

vetl-a



children-acc2sg
as 

isn't
bring-pf2sg

I

go-fp1sg


da

vajöd-a.



and
bring-fp1sg



‘You didn't bring the children along. I'll go and fetch [them].’ [Vym'; 

Zh98.2: 423]

Personal, demonstrative, reflexive and interrogative/relative pronouns are always marked for accusative case if they occur in the position of a direct object, cf. (3) for a 3rd person plural pronoun; the corresponding nominative form, naja ‘they’, would be ungrammatical here. Example (4) illustrates the relative pronoun kod ‘who, which’ with an inanimate referent.

(3)

Korkö […]
najö


kor-isny

sud
vyl-ö



once


they.acc

call-prt3pl
court
on-ill


‘One day […] they were summoned to court.’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29: 


200]
(4)

rumka

vyna,

kod-es2

myt't's'al-eny
tsar-len
nyy-jas



glass

vodka

which-acc
offer-prs3pl
tsar-gen
girl-pl


‘a glass of vodka, which is offered by the tsar’s daughters’ [Izhma; 


UK86.29: 56]

Pronouns display different accusative formations. A specific pronominal accusative in -ö (e.g. me ‘I’: menö ‘me’) is restricted to personal pronouns of 1st and 2nd singular. Dialectally it appears also with 3rd person personal pronouns (singular and plural, as in e.g. najö ‘them’ in example (3) from the Vym' dialect) and demonstrative pronouns. In literary Komi Zyryan, the relevant 3rd person accusative forms have the ending of the absolutive accusative, -ös, (e.g. najös ‘them’ instead of najö), cf. Table 2. The reflexive/intensifying pronominal stem as- inflects for person by way of possessive suffixes, accusative is marked by accusative possessive suffixes here, e.g. a'ts'-yd ‘you (yourself)’, accusative: as'-tö. Other pronouns take the same possessive or non-possessive accusative endings as nouns, as e.g. kod ‘who’ in (4), cf. also Table 2.

Table 2.
Object pronouns

	nom.
	1st sg.

me
	2nd sg.

te
	3rd sg.
	3rd sg.
	interrogative/relative

pronoun

kod

	
	
	
	Vym'

sija
	lit. lang.

sijö
	

	acc.
	menö
	tenö
	sijö
	sijös
	kod-ös; kod-tö, kod-sö …

	
	pronominal accusative
	
	


Non-referential non-specific interrogative and negative pronouns myj ‘what’ and n'inöm ‘nothing’ usually remain unmarked in object position, cf. (5a) for a typical instance of myj ‘what’. On the other hand, the same pronoun may have a specific reading and occur in an accusative form, as with myj-sö ‘what’ in (5b). The sentence with this pronoun is uttered at a point in the story in which the audience already knows that the dogs saw an approaching avenger. But the story teller utters this sentence from the perspective of the dog owner who can only guess from the dogs’ barking that there must be something outside the tent. 

(5)

a.

A

myj
mi

jenm-yd-ly

pukt-am?





but

what
we

God-2sg-dat
put-fp1pl





‘But what do we offer to God?’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29: 199]



b.

Pon-jas
uut-enys […].
Myj-se,


myj-se


i




dog-pl
bark-prs3pl

what-acc3sg
what-acc3sg
and




ad'd'z'-isnys?




see-prt3pl





‘The dogs are barking […]. What, what did they see?’ [Izhma; 



Mikushev 1987: 301]

Pronominal adjectives like e.g. öt'i ‘one’ or möd ‘(an)other (one)’ have the absolute accusative in -ös as their default object form, as in (6a). When specific, pronominal adjectives have possessive suffixes (e.g. 3rd sing. -ys: öt'i-ys ‘the one’, möd-ys ‘the other one’). Accordingly, they are marked as objects by the accusative form of the possessive suffix as in (6b).

(6)

a.

Öt'i
pi

öt'i-ös

vötas'-ö,


möd
möd-ös.





one
son
one-acc
dream-prs3sg
other 
other-acc




‘One son dreams one thing, another one another thing.’ 





[Zh98.3: 425]



b.

Sen
naja
jona
tödmas'-asny,

jona 
möda





there
they
well
get.to.know-fp3pl
well 
other





möd-sö


l'ubit-isny.





other-acc3sg
love-prt3pl




[Once two men had worked together.] ‘They got to know each 



other very well there, and liked one another very much.’ 





[Lower Vychegda; UK89.137: 212]

2.3. Possessive-marked lexical objects

2.3.1. Komi possessive marking

In Komi grammar, possessive suffixes are referred to as indan-asalan suffiksjas ‘demonstrative-possessive suffixes’ (ÖKK: 54). There are several motivations for marking a noun with a possessive suffix, expression of its possessor is only one of them. Komi grammars even state that the expression of a possessor via possessive suffixes occurs predominantly with kinship terms, body-part terms or abstract nouns expressing ideas and feelings (ÖKK: 55f.). Alternatively a possessor is expressed lexically or pronominally in the genitive, e.g. sy-lön mam ‘his mother’ (he-gen mother) or in the ablative case, when the possessum is a direct object, e.g. sy-lys' mam-ös ‘his mother’ (he-abl mother-acc). The possessive suffix may not only be absent as in this example, it may even differ in person features from the person of the possessor expressed in the genitive form, e.g. mijan plug-jas-yd ‘our ploughs’ (we-gen plough-pl-2sg; Serebrennikov 1963: 137). This is due to the non-possessive function of the 2nd and 3rd singular suffixes to which we will turn below. Besides possession in its basic sense (e.g. my daughter) the possessive relation may be an “associative” one as in e.g. your weather (i.e. ‘the weather you have talked about‘) (Leinonen 2005: 130, 2006: 101f.). The possessive suffix 1st sing. also has a vocative function, e.g. nyl-öj, lok tat't's'ö! ‘girl-1sg, come here!’ (Rédei 1978b: 62).

Another function of possessive suffixes is agreement marking, e.g. in the cross-referencing of the agent of a verbal noun or the referent of a reflexive pronoun. So far, all possessive suffixes are in use.

Komi 2nd and 3rd sing. possessive suffixes have acquired a discourse-pragmatic function of expressing definiteness of the noun’s referent. They can be used to mark generic definiteness (shondi-ys ‘the sun’; ÖKK: 57), anaphoric or situational definiteness (see examples below). In contrast to the definite article of e.g. Hungarian, German or English, their use is (often, at least) not obligatory – cf. (7) below, in which a textual definite (given) referent, ‘the priest’, appears once with a possessive suffix, and once without.

(7)

Pop-yd

ord-yn
tulysja

vyy-nad

vaj-öma.


priest-2sg
at-ine

springtime
on-ins2sg
bring-pf3sg



A

pop-lön

i

völi
kod'z'


ösh


but

priest-gen
and
was
castrated

ox



[The cow was pregnant.] ‘When it was nearly spring she calved at 


the priest’s. But the priest had also an ox’ [ZhS71.29: 199]

Concerning the difference in meaning between the two markers of definiteness, the notion of “intimizatsiya” (‘intimization’) in connection with the possessive suffix 2nd sing. is employed frequently, e.g.:

In their determinative-identifying functions, the forms of 2nd and 3rd person singular can replace each other, e.g. Suk parmaad/parmaas mortyd i voshöma ‘In the dense woods the person got lost’ […]. But their meanings are not the same. The suffix of the 2nd person includes a meaning of higher familiarity and closeness (intimacy), signaling that the subject of the utterance is well known and close to the speakers.3 (ÖKK: 57)

The s2 suffix -ïd tightens the sphere of reference closer to the collocutors, while s3 -ïs is neutral in this respect. (Hausenberg 1998: 313)

The selection of the second person form signals the speaker’s assumption that his/her interlocutor has a personal, indeed intimate, knowledge of the referent. (Baker 1986: 53)

It should furthermore be mentioned that possessive suffixes in the 2nd and 3rd sing. accusative have been grammaticalized as markers of emphasis independently of the possible object status of a referential expression, as in e.g. menym-sö?! ‘to me?!’ (I.dat-acc3sg; Leinonen 2005: 131). In this function they appear not only with nouns and pronouns, but also with verbs.

The borderline between possessive marking and definiteness marking of possessive suffixes, as studied extensively by W. Schlachter (1960), for instance, may be neglected for the purpose of the present paper. Suffice it to say that, whatever motivation leads to the marking of a noun with a specific possessive suffix, if this noun is a direct object, then the accusative variant of the possessive suffix is obligatorily used. Table 3 shows the nominative and accusative paradigm of all possessive suffixes. Note, however, that the possessive declension encompasses the whole paradigm of 17 case suffixes. In the following I will present examples for non-possessive uses of accusative 2nd and 3rd singular only.

Table 3.
Nominative and accusative forms of possessive suffixes

	
	nom.
	acc.
	
	nom.
	acc.

	sing.
1.
	-ö(j)
	-ös
	plur.
1.
	-nym
	-nymös

	
2.
	-yd
	-tö
	
2.
	-nyd
	-nydtö

	
3.
	-ys
	-sö
	
3.
	-nys
	-nysö


2.3.2. Accusative 2nd singular -tö
The possessive 2nd sing. suffix expresses shared knowledge of speaker and hearer with several connotations, such as relevance of a referent for the hearer (and the speaker) in a given situation, intimacy or even pejorativity. A typical use is illustrated in (8) in which mös-tö ‘the cow’ refers to a situationally definite object referent known both to the speaker and the hearer (it’s their only cow).

(8)

A

vot

 inö
mös-tö


pukt-am,

oz-ö



but

look!
ep

cow-acc2sg
put-fp1pl
neg.fp3sg-qp



jenm-yd

kyk
mös
s'et.


God-2sg

two
cow
give.cn



[But what do we offer to God?] ‘Look, we will offer the cow, let’s 


see whether this God returns two cows or not.”’ [ZhS71.29: 199]

2.3.3. Accusative 3rd sing. -sö
The possessive 3rd sing. suffix is less marked than the 2nd sing. suffix; it is, in fact, a default marker for definite nouns. Accordingly, the accusative 3rd sing. is the default marker for definite direct objects. A typical anaphoric use is illustrated in (9), in which the object, t's'un'kytsh ‘ring’, is unmarked upon its first mention, but marked for accusative 3rd sing. upon its second mention. Example (10) shows the accusative 3rd sing. with an accessible (i.e. situationally given) object. Example (11) shows that the accusative 3rd sing. is also used with human referents – a fact to which we shall return in the following section 2.4. The fact that the possessive accusative also appears with pronouns was already mentioned in section 2.2. above in connection with example (5b).

(9)

Veres

saj-as



s'et-as


sy

saj-e,


kod



husband
behind-ill3sg
give-fp3sg
(s)he
behind-ill
who


tshapk-as […]
t's'un'kytsh,

kod-es

öshed-ema


snatch-fp3sg
finger.ring

which-acc
hang.up.pf3sg


stolb
vyl-e.

Kyk
vok

mödet't's'h-isny

mun-ny



pole
on-ill
two
brother
get.ready-prt3pl
go-inf


kare, 

vid'z'hed-ny,

kod
ored-as


t's'hun'kyt-se.


town.ill
see-inf


who
tear.off-fp3sg
finger.ring-acc3sg



‘[The tsar] will give [his daughter] to the one who […] snatches a 


ring which has been hung upon a pole. The two brothers got ready to 

go to town to see who will tear off the ring.’ [Izhma; UK86.28: 40]

(10)
Pop
lokt-is […].

Vos't-is


öd'z'ös-sö


priest
come-prt3sg
open-prt3sg
door-acc3sg



‘The priest arrived [at the young woman's house] […]. He opened 


the door.’ [Vym'; R78.6: 40]

(11)
N'ekud'z'

zakon-yd

starik-sö 



oz



myzhoo



not.how

law-2sg

old.man-acc3sg
neg.fp3sg
convict.cn



‘In no way could the law convict the old man.’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29:


200]

2.4. Lexical objects marked for absolute accusative in -ös4
As was stated above, for a possessive-marked noun assuming the function of an object means to be obligatorily marked for the accusative variant of the possessive suffix at hand. For non-possessive marked nouns, on the other hand, assuming the function of an object has no such automatic consequence. There are two options instead: object marking with the absolute accusative in -ös, or no object marking at all, i.e. nominative. The question is, what are the parameters allowing one to decide whether non-possessive lexical objects are case-marked or not? In an examination of folk tales from the Sysola dialect, C. Rounds (1990) found significantly frequent accusative marking on pronominal objects, human and animate objects but also on plural objects, whereas inanimate and indefinite objects were very likely to be unmarked. She schematized her results as shown in Figure 1. For pronouns, ranging at the left end of the scale, obligatory object marking was already stated above (see 2.3.). Indefinites, at the other end of the scale, according to Rounds, are unmarked, especially when inanimate. On the other hand, for human, animate or plural-marked objects, definiteness is not a necessary condition to receive object marking. This is illustrated by (12) and (13). Example (12) contains an object with a human referent which is marked for accusative upon its first mention (the object referent soldier has not been previously mentioned in the text). Example (13) contains an accusative-marked plural object with an indefinite inanimate referent.5


pronoun        human        animate        plural        inanimate        indefinite



<<<<<----------------<<<<<------------------->>>>>---------------->>>>>



likelihood of













likelihood of



-ös accusative













ø-accusative

Figure 1.
Accusative in -ös and ø-accusative (nominative) with objects in folk tales from the Sysola dialect (Rounds 1990: 229)

(12)
Kaga

vaj-is



da

ses's'a

sar

gozja-ys

i



child

bring-prt3sg
and
then

tsar
couple-3sg
and



saldat-ös

yst-isny


pi-ys

din-ö.


soldier-acc
send-prt3pl

son-3sg
to-ill



‘She gave birth to a child, and then the tsar and the tsarina sent a 


soldier to their son.’ [Vym'; R78.4: 34]
(13)
Pyr-is



pervyj

t'erka-as.


Set-ys'

ad'd'z'-is


enter-prt3sg
first

room-ill3sg
there-ela
see-prt3sg



mis'töm
köluj-jas-ös.


ugly

rubbish-pl-acc



‘She entered the first room. She only found ugly rubbish there.’ 



[Middle Sysola; UK89.23: 36]

Komi grammarians state often that the accusative in -ös appears mostly with human objects (e.g. ÖKK 2000: 69). T. Prokusheva (1988) has examined the frequency of the accusative in -ös and the nominative with different lexico-semantic groups, cf. Table 4. According to her conclusions, (human) proper names or kinship terms never occur as unmarked objects, other [+human] object expressions rarely do. For animal object expressions being unmarked is expectable, and for inanimate objects it is the only possible form (leaving possessive accusatives out of consideration). Thus, in accordance with Prokusheva (1988), the accusative in -ös is the expected object marker for a proper noun as in (14), but it is not expected with an inanimate object expression as in (15). – Cf. (18a, b) in the following section for unmarked human objects that are likewise unexpected.

Table 4.
Accusative in -ös and ø-accusative (nominative) with different lexico-semantic groups (Prokusheva 1988: 70)
	
	Lexico-semantic groups

	object marking
	proper names
	kinship terms 
	other +human expressions
	animals
	in-animates

	acc.

in -ös
	Ivan-ös ‘Ivan’
	vok-ös ‘brother’
	zonm-ös ‘boy’
	oshk-ös ‘bear’
	–

	un-marked
	–
	–
	zon ‘boy’

“rare”
	osh ‘bear’

“unsteady”
	va ‘water, river’


(14)
Ivan-ös

myrd-en

kysk-öny


pyzan

saj-ö



Ivan-acc

force-ins

drag-prs3pl

table

behind-ill



‘They drag Ivan forcibly to the table.’ [Upper Vychegda; R78.84: 


212]
(15)
kodi 

lovz'öd-is



da 

kypödis


byd
yli



which

quicken-prt3sg
and
exalt-prt3sg
each
distant



pel'ös-ös

Röd'ina

pas'tala-ys'



corner-acc
motherland
width-ela


‘which quickened and exalted each distant corner of the Motherland’ 

[Zyry. liter. language; Baker 1986: 56]
In fact, cases as in (15) are extremely rare. R. Baker (1986) checked a corpus of texts from the Komi Zyryan literary language. His findings were that in nearly 95 percent of all instances of the accusative in -ös the object referent was animate (see Table 5 below). The remaining 5 percent encompass adjectives (see below in connection with example [16]), “groupings of animate entities” (e.g. delegatsija-ös ‘delegation-acc’; Baker 1986: 55) – the inanimacy of these objects is certainly questionable – and finally examples like (15), for which he considers a “highly emotive and poetic context” (Baker 1986: 56). Other than Rounds (1990) and Prokusheva (1988), Baker (1986) examined the accusative in -ös not in contrast with the nominative object, but in contrast with the possessive accusatives in -sö and -tö. His results in fact strongly corroborate the animacy parameter of Round and Prokusheva. He found that in nearly 90 percent of all instances of the possessive accusative in -sö, the object referent was inanimate (see Table 5). Interestingly, for the possessive accusative in -tö (2nd sing.) no such clear tendency could be found. That means that formal marking of definiteness by a 3rd sing. possessive suffix is extremely rare with animate nouns, especially with human nouns. Thus, an instance of a human object expression with accusative 3rd sing. such as starik-sö ‘the old man’ in (11) above is highly marked – at least in the Zyryan literary language. It may be more common in dialects as e.g. in Vym', from which (11) has been taken.

Table 5.
Usage of -ös, -sö and -tö with Komi Zyrian (in)animate objects (Baker 1986:52)

	
	with animate DOs
	with inanimate DOs

	acc. in -ös:

total 397
	375 = 94.5%
	  22 =   5.5%

	acc3sg. in -sö:
total 364
	  38 = 10.4%
	326 = 89.6%

	acc2sg. in -tö: 
total   70
	  26 = 37.1%
	  44 = 62.9 %


Up until this point the use of the ending of the absolute accusative has been discussed only for referential objects. It has been shown that the marking of objects with -ös is rather due to the animacy and/or humanness of the object referent than to definiteness. Now, this is valid also for non-referential objects as in (16). Here a referential object expression in accusative 3rd sing. in -sö contrasts with a non-referential object expression in the absolute accusative in -ös. Both object referents are animals. It was also shown that the accusative in -ös occurs as a default object marker with pronominal adjectives, cf. (6a) above, and with pronouns which have no pronominal accusative such as e.g. the interrogative/relative pronoun kod ‘who, which’, cf. (4). A clear exception to the animacy generalization was the accusative with an inanimate plural noun as in (13) above. Cases like these are not exceptional in another respect, though, as can be seen by the fact that Rounds (1990) included plural as a parameter favouring accusative marking. Another domain of the accusative, independent from animacy, includes adjectives in those cases in which they do not occur in the attributive position before the head noun. While the adjective kuz' ‘long’ would not receive object marking in the position before its head noun gez ‘rope’, in the position after the head noun in (16), it is marked for accusative in -ös. Baker (1986: 54f.) observes similar cases. Komi grammar states that the accusative in -ös generally marks object expressions that are derived substantives (ÖKK: 70).

(16)
osh-sö


sijö

dod'd'al-is,



kyd'z'i
   völ-ös.


bear-acc3sg
this.acc
harness.up-prt3sg

like
   horse-acc


‘he harnessed up this bear like a horse.’ [Middle Sysola; UK89.24: 


42]

(17)
Ösh
kut's'ik-jas-ys'
vöt's'-am

gez
kuz'-ös.


ox

hide-pl-ela 

make.fp1pl
rope
long-acc



‘We’ll make a long rope from ox-hides.’ [Upper Vychegda; 




UK95.5: 12]
2.5. Unmarked objects
The unmarked object is regularly found with incorporated non-referential objects like e.g. t's'eri ‘fish’ in t's'eri kyjny ‘catch fish’, which is the standard Komi expression for ‘to fish’. Among referential object expressions a new inanimate object is unmarked, but animate objects may also be unmarked, cf. (1a) above. For mass, abstract or event nouns, even if given, it is typical, too, to have no object marking at all. But an object with a given human referent may also be unmarked, as e.g. kaga ‘child’ in (18a), which has been introduced before (cf. (12) above), or zhön'ik ‘bridegroom’ in (18b). They belong to Prokusheva’s (1988) class of human object expressions, for which it is “rare” to be unmarked, but obviously not excluded – as it would be for a human proper name or kinship term (cf. Table 4 above).

(18)
a.

Sar
gozja

lyd'd'-isny

i

kaga
s'et-isny





tsar
couple
read-prt3pl

and
child
gave-prt3pl





sy-ly […]




(s)he-dat





‘The tsar and tsarina read [the letter], and gave her the child’ 




[Vym'; R78.4: 34]



b.

Zhön'ik

ad'dz'-em

bör-yn
tsar
mime






bridegroom
see-pf3sg
after-ine
tsar
at.once






karis



pyr.





make-prt3sg
party





‘After he had found the bridegroom the tsar gave a party at




once.’ [Izhma; UK86.28: 42]

It was stated above that formal expression of definiteness is not obligatory. Therefore, it is not surprising that we find text passages in which a recurring object expression with a given (inanimate) referent remains unmarked throughout. (Cf. t's'hun'kytsh ‘ring’ in (19) for such a case of consistent zero-marking of anaphoricity.) For the same reason it is also not surprising that a situational definite object expression within a DP, as in (20), remains unmarked – in contrast with the demonstrative pronoun, which must be marked for accusative.

(19)
Zölötnöj
t's'hun'kytsh
med
bos't-asny
ökön't's'a


vyl-ys'.


golden
finger.ring
opt
take-fp3pl
window.frame
upon-ela


[…]
Iz



vermy


bos'-ny

t's'un'kytsh. […]





neg.prt3sg
be.able.cn
take-inf

finger-ring.



T's'un'kytsh
bos't-is


n'ol'
soda
vyl-ys'



finger.ring
take-prt3sg

four
floor
upon-ela


‘They must take a ring from the window frame. […] He could not 


manage to take the ring. […] He took the ring from the 4th floor.’ 


[Vym'; FF51.75: 353–355]

(20)
T's'el'ad'-ö,

tajö

nosövik


s'et-a


children-1sg

this.acc
handkerchief
give-fp1sg



‘Children, I give [you] this handkerchief.’ [Vym'; Zh98.3: 428]

2.6. Summary of Komi canonical DOM

A first parameter which co-determines the form of a direct object in Komi canonical DOM is definiteness. Definiteness of an object referent may be contextual (givenness), situational (anchoredness or accessibility), or universal. No matter what source definiteness has, when the definiteness of an object referent is encoded formally with a possessive suffix, the accusative variant of the possessive suffix is obligatory. A similarly strong generalization can be stated for pronominal objects. A referent which can be referred to by a referential pronoun must be definite, consequently a pronoun may be understood as a formal expression of definiteness marking which obligatorily triggers object marking. (Definiteness is of course also crucial for the identifiability of pro-drop objects. But these are not subject to object marking.) Definiteness may also be relevant with proper names, which by their monoreferentiality are always definite. For lack of data I cannot decide here whether object marking would be obligatory for proper names referring to inanimate or abstract referents. If it is only animate proper names which trigger obligatory object marking, animacy would be the relevant parameter here. Animacy has been shown to be a second parameter in Komi canonical DOM which triggers object marking, independent of definiteness. Other than definiteness, animacy does not trigger marking for possessive accusative; rather, marking for absolute accusative. With human (i.e. highly animate) objects, marking of definiteness by the possessive suffix 3rd sing. is actually disfavoured, and, consequently, the absolute accusative is preferred over the accusative 3rd sing. Since this is not the case with the possessive 2nd sing. suffix, we cannot say that animacy outranks definiteness; rather, only that a certain formal encoding of definiteness – namely possessive suffix 3rd sing. – is disfavoured when a referent is human. Regarding animacy the question is whether an object marking rule could be stated which contains a “must” instead of a “may”. If we trust analyses such as Prokusheva’s (1988) we might say that object expressions high in animacy such as human proper names and kinship terms are never unmarked. Perhaps humanness should be a parameter of its own then, but since even human object expression may remain unmarked, cf. examples (18a, b), the answer to this question is beyond the scope of this paper and must be left to further research.

Neither the definiteness nor the animacy parameter cover object marking with indefinite inanimate plural nouns as in (13), with postponed adjectives with an indefinite inanimate head noun as in (17), or with non-referential pronominal adjectives as in (6a). In the two latter cases, one might think of specificity as a further parameter, since a postponed adjective yields a specific reading (‘a long one’) and pronominal adjectives like möd ‘other’ allow for the specific reading ‘another one’. As M. Enç (1991: 24) has shown, specificity involves a “link […] of being a subset of or standing in some recoverable relation to a familiar object” and is weaker than the definiteness link of identity of reference, but still specificity triggers the accusative marking of Turkish DOs in Enç’s study. For Komi that would mean, that accusative marking is triggered not only by definite but also by specific DOs. It will also be left to future research whether specificity acts as a sufficient condition for certain choices of different object marking in Komi, or whether it is only a factor with less predicitive potential.

In the case of plural objects, it is important to state that plural marking is a strategy to individualize referents (cf. the sentence from the Zyryan literary language in footnote 5. where a marked plural object, kör-jas-ös ‘reindeer-pl-acc’ contrasts with two unmarked plural objects, mös ‘cow(s)’ and vöv ‘horse(s)’). One may, thus, assume that plural marking triggers accusative marking. The results, so far, are summarized in Table 6 (“>” = ‘preferred over’).

Table 6.
Object marking parameters in Komi canonical DOM

DO context properties:

+ definite






accusative > -ø

DO expression properties:
+ pronoun






accusative!









+ possessive-marked noun 

accusative!









+ plural-marked noun


accusative!








+ derived noun




accusative > -ø

DO referent properties:

+ human proper name


accusative!









+ human






accusative > -ø









+ animate






accusative > -ø









+ specific






accusative > -ø









+ count noun





accusative > -ø

Up until this point, Komi DOM parameters have been in complete accordance with crosslinguistic generalization as treated, e.g., in J. Aissen’s (2003) optimality theoretic approach (cf. especially her summarizing table on page 459). As will be shown in the following paragraphs, some Komi dialects go beyond that.
3. Non-canonical dative-marking of direct objects in Komi dialects

3.1. Dative DOs

The phenomenon of dative marked direct objects in Komi has been widely ignored in overview studies on European or Uralic DOM as e.g. Wickman 1955, Comrie 1975, Bossong 1998. (However Alvre 1987: 10f. does mention it.) In Komi dialectology the dative-marking of direct objects is perceived as a matter of variation, and the treatment of the phenomenon is typically stated as a desideratum, cf. Baker 1985: 202–21, Bartens 2000: 333–4, Batalova 1975: 141–46 for Northern Permyak, Saharova and Sel'kov 1976: 45–7 for Izhma; also Zhilina 1998: 57–8 for Vym' and Zhilina 1985: 43–4 for Luza-Letka; cf. also Klumpp in print. The most detailed cross dialectal description is due to R. Baker (1985: 202–21). A dative-marked direct object was already presented in (1c) above. Another example is (21) from a Northern Permyak folk tale. It includes three participants, a subject causer (eta sar' ‘this tsar’), an indirect object causee (t's'asövöj-lö ‘guard-dat’) whose dative marking is governed by the verb tshöktyny ‘to order’, and a direct object patient (etö vrat's'-lö ‘this.acc physician-dat’). While dative marking with the indirect object is canonical, dative marking with the direct object of vijny ‘to kill’ is not. Furthermore, it is somehow surprising that a dialect of Komi, despite the wide range of its distinct accusative markers (cf. section 2.), should favor, as in (21), the non-distinction of a direct and an indirect object over distinct markings.
(21)
Eta
sar'
etö


vrat's'-lö


t's'asövöj-lö

tshökt-as



this
tsar
this.acc
physician-dat
guard-dat

order-fp3sg



vij-ny



kill-inf


‘This tsar orders the guard to kill this doctor.’ [Kosa-Kama; 




UK85.29: 88]
The Komi dative fulfills “classical” dative functions like the expression of goal (but not in a strict local sense, for which there is the local case illative or postpositions), recipient and beneficient – rarely also maleficient, where the dative is in competition with the ablative in -lys'. Moreover, it is used in modal constructions, for external possessors and with certain postpositions.

The dative marking of a direct object is not verb-governed. This can easily be demonstrated by examples in which one and the same verb may appear with an accusative or a dative object, cf. (22a, b). In addition, my data base at present contains about 900 instances of dative DOs with approximately 300 different verbal stems, among them all kinds of aktionsart derivations like frequentative or momentaneous verbs. These verbs hardly constitute a special class which governs dative marking of a direct object.
(22)
a.

ösh-ly

nat's'k-isny.




ox-dat
butcher-prt3pl





‘they butchered the ox’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29: 200]



b.

ösh-sö

nat's'k-am




ox-acc3sg
butcher-fp1pl





‘we'll butcher the ox’ [Vym'; ZhS71.29: 200]
Another objection might be that dative marking of a direct object expresses partial affectedness of the object while accusative marking would express total affectedness (as e.g. with genitive objects in Russian or partitive objects in Finnish). R. Baker (1985: 205–8) has already demonstrated that cases like these are rare and only occur with a small number of verbs as e.g. with lyjny + acc. ‘shoot (dead)’ vs. lyjny + dat. ‘shoot at’.

Baker (1985: 207) cites (23) from Kosa-Kama in which a dative-marked and an accusative-marked DO are coordinated. He takes this example as evidence for the identical syntactic functions of the differently marked objects. Still, it could be claimed that the two object referents differ in specificity – one is a collective noun, the other one a possessive-marked noun with a singular referent. I therefore add (24) from the Izhma dialect in which the consultant offered dative and accusative 3rd sing. as variants. These variants cannot be explained by differences in object affectedness and they clearly show that dative marking fulfills a function which cannot be explained by the canonical semantics of the dative case. One may say that dative marking of direct objects can occur with all transitive verbs, and the triggering factors must be identified beyond the realms of classical “deep case” accounts.
(23)
Eta
starik […]
kor-ö


samej
med
bur
ot'yr-lö

i


this
old.man

call-prs3sg 
sup
sup
good
people-dat
and



von-sö



gös't'it-ny



brother-acc3sg

be.guest-inf

‘This old man […] invites the best people and his brother as guests.’ 

[Kosa-Kama; UK85.23: 54]

(24)
Shybit-is



gen'eral
döremgat'-se

(~
döremgat's'-ly)


threw.off-prt3sg
general
shirt.trouser-acc3sg
shirt.trouser-dat


i

pyr-is



va-as.


and
enter-prt3sg
water-ill3sg


‘And the general threw off his clothes and stepped into the water.’ 


[Izhma; UK86.29: 62]

3.2. Dialectal distribution of dative-DOs

Dative marking of direct objects occurs in three dialects of Komi-Zyryan, viz. Vym', Izhma and Luza-Letka, and in one Komi-Permyak dialect, viz. Kosa-Kama (or Northern-Permyak), cf. Figure 7. The dative ending in Vym' and Izhma is -ly, in Luza-Letka and in Kosa-Kama it is -lö. In Luza-Letka it seems that the dative ending in -lö has replaced the ending -ös in its function as the possessive accusative 1st person sing. (or an older accusative 1st sing. in *-me), (cf. Zhilina 1985: 40, 43). In this dialect the use of the dative case for direct objects seems thus to be restricted to a specific semantic function.

Vym' and Izhma, which are neither adjacent to Luza-Letka nor to Kosa-Kama, are historically related because the Izhma dialect is a comparatively young variety which arose after a northwards movement of Vym' speakers and others after the 15th century (see Saharov and Sel'kov 1976: 4–5). Vym' can therefore be considered the centre of the development for the subgroup of Vym' and Izhma, but not as a centre for the whole Komi dialect area.

Table 7.
Komi dative DO varieties

	Komi-Zyryan
	Komi-Permyak

	Vym' (-ly)
	Kosa-Kama (-lö)

	Izhma (-ly)
	

	[Luza-Letka (-lö)]
	


3.3. „Accusative-dative“-marked pronominal objects

The cooccurence of dative case and accusative or nominative is found only with non-possessive marked lexical direct objects. In addition, in two of the dative varieties mentioned in 3.1., namely Vym' and Luza (a subdialect of Luza-Letka), dative marking occurs also with pronominal direct objects. Other than with nouns, dative proper and direct object dative are not homonymous. With a direct object pronoun the dative ending appears with the accusative form of the pronoun. This affects personal and demonstrative pronouns which have a special pronominal accusative form in -ö (see section 2.2. above). For this reason the resulting combined form is called “accusative-dative”, cf. Table 8 and example (25).6
Table 8.
“Accusative-dative” pronouns
	
	nom.
	acc.
	dat.
	„acc.-dat.“

	  Vym'


	1sg. me
3sg. sija
	1sg. menö

3sg. sijö
	1sg. men(ym)

3sg. syly
	1sg. menöly

3sg. sijöly

	  Luza


	
	
	1sg. me(ny)m

3sg. si(ja)lö
	1sg. menölö

3sg. sijölö


(25)
Ivan,
menö

vaj-an,

on?

[…]
Vot jes'li-kö

te

Ivan

I.acc

take-fp2sg 
neg.prs2sg

look! if-cp
 
you

vaj-an


menö-ly,

te

asy


lok […]!

take-fp2sg

I.acc-dat
you
tomorrow
come.imp2sg


‘Ivan, will you marry me, or won’t you? […] So if you then marry me, you come […] tomorrow”’ [Vym'; R78.1: 14]

3.4. Frequency of dative DOs

In those dialects that have them, dative DOs occur in narrative texts (fiction and non-fiction), songs and epic songs, but also in descriptive non-fiction by speakers who were born roughly between 1880 and 1940. For Izhma, data of older speakers from the 19th century are available (Castrén 1878). Data from younger speakers as well as elicited data are not available (yet).

Table 9 illustrates differences in the frequency of dative marked DOs in three varieties, two of them known for their dative DOs (Izhma and Kosa-Kama), the third (Upper Vychegda) without dative DOs. The table summarizes statistical data on direct object expressions from three dialect versions of a folk tale called “Stupid Ivan”. As can be seen from the version from Kosa-Kama, dative-marked direct objects amount to up to a quarter of all object expressions whereas in Ihzma they only amount to up to 4 percent. The data from Upper Vychegda, a dialect in which dative marking of direct objects does not occur at all, are provided for comparison.

Table 9.
Interdialectal differences in the frequencies of dative DOs

	DO expressions in “Stupid Ivan”
	UK86.28

Izhma

1221 words

123 DOs
	UK85.24

Kosa-Kama

1603 words

239 DOs
	R78.84

UpperVychegda 1748 words

122 DOs



	pro-drop
	  21 =  17.1%
	  89 =  37.2%
	  47 =  38.5%

	acc. pronoun
	    5 =    4.1%
	  18 =    7.5%
	    7 =    5.7%

	lex. nom.
	  20 =  16.3%
	  51 =  21.3%
	  27 =  22.1%

	lex. acc.
	  10 =    8.1%
	  –
	  13 =  10.7%

	lex. acc3Sg.-DO
	  62 =  50.4%
	  16 =    6.7%
	  14 =  11.5%

	lex. acc2Sg.-DO
	  –
	    1 =    0.4%
	  14 =  11.5%

	lex. acc.possX-DO
	  –
	    2 =    0.8%
	  –

	lex. dat.
	    5 =    4.1%
	  62 =  25.9%
	  –


Differences in frequency can not only be observed between different dialects, but also between speakers of a single dialect. For instance, the speaker V. S. Isaev (born 1909; UK.12–32) from Gajny, a district within the dialect area of Kosa-Kama, utters an average of 3.5 dative DOs per transcript page. Another speaker from the same area, N. Isaev (born 1929; A05.53, 54), only 0.7.

Another question is whether the frequency of dative marked DOs may depend on the text type. There is some interesting pertinent data from the Izhma dialect (Vászolyi 1967–1968). U.A. Koskova, an informant from Kolva, sings epic narratives and also gives prose versions of their contents. Interestingly we find only two dative DOs among the 2200 words of epic songs, but 13 dative DOs among the 2000 words of prose, cf. (26a, b). From this it may cautiously be concluded that the use of dative-marked direct objects has something to do with structuring a narrative rather than being the result of idiomatization.

(26)
a.

Jaran

d'etina
torj-yd

taj /





Nenets
children
piece-2sg
and




pes-se




keralis





firewood-acc3sg
make-prt3sg





‘And the Nenets child / made the firewood […]’ [Izhma; 






V67/68.7: 417]



b.

Sya
pes-ly



keral-is […]




(s)he
firewood-dat
make-prt3sg




‘He made the firewood […]’ [Izhma; V67/68.8: 418]
3.5. Views on function and origin of dative DOs

So far no explanation of the function and meaning of dative marked DOs in Komi dialects has been provided. The idea that -ly/-lö is an “emphatic particle”, which is homophonous with the dative (Lyashev 1977, Serebrennikov 1963: 43-46) has not much explanatory value. Another idea brought forward is that the dative marking of DOs is an archaism from earlier times, in which the Proto Permian predecessor of the dative, *-le, allegedly marked indirect and direct objects (Lytkin 1955: 141). This would be an interesting case of mere variation, but since Komi and Udmurt accusative marking can be traced back to Proto Uralic, I doubt whether there could have been a stage of Proto Permian in which the indirect and direct object were systematically not distinguished. An areal parallel was noted by Baker (1985: 219), namely the homophonous Chuvash marker of the dative and definite accusative, e.g. tu ‘hill’: tǎva ‘hill.acc/dat’. But this observation does not fit together with the Komi situation. In Komi different markers are used to express allegedly identical functions, in Chuvash one marker fulfills two different functions.

In the past, scholars have observed that dative marked DOs are always definite and that dative marking occurs with animate and inanimate object referents. However, it does not occur with possessive-marked nouns. The intuition of earlier scholars has therefore been that a dative DO is “somehow more definite than an unmarked DO, but not as definite as an accusative marked DO” (Baker 1985: 211f.). This statement raises at least two questions: (i) Since definiteness can be formally expressed by possessive suffixes, what could be the additional function of the dative regarding definiteness? (ii) And furthermore, what would be the difference between an accusative pronoun menö ‘me’ and an accusative-dative pronoun menöly ‘me’? Certainly not an increase or decrease in definiteness! The following section presents a hypothesis to account for dative marking of direct objects in the Vym' dialect. It seems reasonable to start research on the function of dative marked DOs for each dialect separately. Vym' is a good starting point, because dative marking of DOs is well developed (it affects nouns and pronouns), but dative marked DOs are not as frequent as in the bulk of the available texts from Kosa-Kama (cf. Table 9), for which an extension of functions could be assumed.
4. A hypothesis for Vym'

4.1. Topical/thematic vs. focal/rhematic DO

The aforementioned intuition of “more” or “less” definite may be due to the idea that the dative DO ranges between the indefinite nominative and the definite accusative DO. It seems more plausible to me that the dative DO as a definite lexical object expression ranges between the two other definite object expressions: namely the pronominal (or prodrop) DO and the accusative DO. Thus, the question is not, which of these object expressions is more definite; rather, what category it is that requires a further distinction between different definite object expressions. Baker (1985: 212), already thought that the answer was topicality. Topicality is used here as defined by K. Lambrecht (1994: 127): “A referent is interpreted as the topic of a proposition if in a given discourse the proposition is construed as being about this referent, i.e. as expressing information which is relevant to and which increases the addressee’s knowledge of this referent.” Definiteness is a good precondition of topicality (cf. e.g. the topic acceptability scale in Lambrecht 1994: 165). On the other hand, not every definite expression is a topic. For different definite object expressions topicality may be a property that some have and that others don’t. Thus we assume that it is the information structural category of topicality which differentiates between the markings of definite object expressions; cf. Figure 2.

Definiteness


indefinite


definite







focal/rhematic

focal/rhematic
topical/thematic

Figure 2.
Definiteness and topicality
A focal DO may be definite or indefinite. It is not part of the thematic part of a sentence as e.g. in (27a), where, together with the verb, it constitutes the rhematic part of the sentence, or as in (27b), where it constitutes the rhematic part of the sentence alone; the verb being part of the presupposition, i.e. the thematic part of the sentence.

(27)
a.

S [V Oi/d]F7




VP-rhematic sentence with indefinite or definite DO





E.g.:
What about him?/What does he do? – He [buys a/the 






house]F



b.

S V [Oi/d]F




Object-rhematic sentence with indefinite or definite DO





E.g.: What does he buy? – He buys [a/the house]F
A topical DO is definite. It may constitute the thematic part of a sentence alone, as in (28a), or it may be topical along with a topical subject, the verb alone being the rhematic part, as in (28b). A part of the sentence other than one of the S-V-O-constituents, e.g. an adverb, may also be the rhematic part of a sentence, as in (28c).

(28)
a.

[Si/d V]F O





Object-thematic sentence with indefinite or definite subject





E.g.:
What about the house? – [A man/Ivan]F [buys]F the hou





se/it./ It [is bought by a man/Ivan]F


b.

S [V]F O





Verb-rhematic sentence





E.g.:
What does he do with house? – He [buys]F it/the house./ 





[Buying]F is what he does with it.



c.

S V O […]F




Fully thematic core clause





E.g.:
When does he buy the house? – He buys it/the house [on 





Tuesday]F
The hypothesis proposed here is that dative marking of a direct object in Vym' expresses topicality of the object. As will be shown, this hypothesis has to be refined, but for the time being we can assume that direct object expressions in Vym' are organized as presented in Table 10.

Table 10. DO expressions in Vym'

	DO referent
	topical
	focal definite
	focal indefinite

	DO expression
	pro-drop

pronoun:
acc.-dat.
lexical:
dat.
	–

pronoun:
acc.
lexical:
acc.
	–

–

lexical:
nom.


4.2. Topical DO with topical subject
The problem with the above generalization is, that not every topical object is marked by dative. In the case of the pronoun in (29) we would expect the accusative-dative form sijöly ‘him’ here. Instead we find the accusative form sijö, which was claimed to express a focal object according to Table 10.

(29)
“Mam-ö,

tagj-yd

vol-is



iz,




me



  mom-1sg
hops-2sg

arrive-prt3sg
neg.prt3sg

I



ystyl-i



da.”



send-prt1sg
yes



“Jöj 

mort-ö,

sijö


ed

töö

röz'n'it-is.”



  stupid 
man-1sg

(s)he.acc
mpt
wind
scatter.about-prt3sg


‘“Mom, did the hops arrive or not; I have sent them.” – 





“You’re fool, they must have been scattered about by the wind.”’ 


[Vym'; Zh98.2: 423]

Cases as in (29) make a refinement of the hypothesis necessary. Within a subcorpus of Vym' texts I found dative marking of lexical DOs comparetively often in sentences with a topical 3rd person pro-drop subject. In numbers: 22 dative marked DOs vs. only 7 accusative marked DOs. This amounts to a ratio of 3:1, which contrasts with the fact that, overall, accusative-marked DOs (in Vym') are far more frequent than dative marked DOs. This observation allows us to state a refinement as in (30).

(30)
Hypothesis (refined): A dative marked DO in Vym' is a topical object in the presence of a topical subject. 
The following text passages are chosen to corroborate this refined hypothesis. For reasons of simplicity, I do not always make a distiction between syntactical objects and their referents.
4.3. Text examples
Example (31) is about a hops. The protagonist, Ivan, is sent by his mother to his sister’ house to ask for hops. In sentences (i) and (ii) tag ‘hops’ is not object marked, because in both contexts it is an inanimate indefinite object. Beginning from sentence (iii) the plot is about the sister and the hops. In sentence (iii) the hops are referred to only indirectly by the quantifier expression tuu kyk ‘about two pounds’. Sentence (iv) adds more information about the sister, who is a topical pro-drop subject, and the hops, which constitute a topical object. They are expressed lexically, perhaps because they have been referred to only indirectly in the preceding sentence. The object marker is the dative as predicted. In the following sentence (v) the subject role switches from the sister to her equally topical brother, the topical object is still the hops, which, by now, are identifiable enough to undergo pro-drop.

(31)
[Vym'; Zh98.2: 423]



(i)

S [V O]:

“Mun


tag

kor.”









  go.imp2sg
hops
ask.imp2sg








‘“Go and ask for hops!”’



(ii)

[S V O]:

“T's'oj-ö,  
mam-ö

tag

kor-is.”









  sister-1sg 
mother-1sg
hops
ask-prt3sg








‘“Sister, mother asked for hops.”’



(iii)
S [V] O:8

T's'oj

s'et-is



tuu


kyk.









sister

give-prt3sg

pound

two









‘The sister gave [him] about two pounds.’



(iv)
S [V] O:

T's'yshjan-ö

tag-ly 

turbal-is.









kerchief-ill

hops-dat 
wrap-prt3sg








‘She wrapped the hops up in a kerchief.’



(v)

S [V] O:

“In 



kis'ty!”









  neg.imp2sg
scatter.cn








‘“Don’t scatter [it] about!”’

Example (32) is about a cow which is offered to God. In sentence (ii) it is mentioned for the first time, and since it is a definite object well known to the speakers, it is object marked with accusative 2nd sing. Sentence (iii) provides new information on the topical subject, the old couple, and the topical object, the cow, which is now dative-marked.

(32)
[Vym'; ZhS71.29: 199]



(i)

“A

myj
mi

jenm-yd-ly

pukt-am?”




  but
what
we

God-2sg-dat
put-fp1pl




‘“But what do we offer to God?”’



(ii)

S v [O]: 

“A

vot

inö

mös-tö


pukt-am
[…]








  but
look!
ep

cow-acc2sg
put-fp1pl









‘“Look, we will offer the cow […].”’



(iii)
S [v] O:

Mös-ly 

domal-asny
i

bos't-asny









cow-dat

rope-fp3pl
and
take-fp3pl









mös-ly

nuöd-ny

jen-ly.








cow-dat

lead-inf

God-dat









‘They roped the cow and set out to bring God the 







cow.’

Example (33) provides evidence from a chain verse. In this passage from a children’s song a new referent is introduced in every other line. The new referent is directly addressed for introduction (with 1st sing. possessive suffix in vocative function). Each newly introduced referent is supposed to punish the preceding referent, who has not acted as requested by the speaker. Once the referent has been addressed and thereby established, the referent switches into the role of topical subject, the previous referent into the role of topical object. This topical object is again marked as dative.

(33)
Chain verse [Vym'; MCh95.41: 104]



[…]
Len' 
sija
oz



pyshjy.





snail
this
neg.fp3sg
run.cn





“Gezj-ö, 

gezj-ö,

len'-ly


dzhagöd!”





  rope-1sg 
rope-1sg

snail-dat
strangle.imp2sg





Gez
sija
oz



dzhagöd.




rope
this
neg.fp3sg
strangle.cn





“Shyr-ö,


shyr-ö,

gez-ly


keroo!”





  mouse-1sg

mouse-1sg
rope-dat

cut.imp2sg





Shyr

sija
oz




keroo.





mouse
this
neg.fp3sg

cut.cn





“Kan'-ö, 

kan'-ö,
shyr-ly

kyj!” […]




  cat-1sg

cat-1sg
mouse-dat
catch.imp2sg



 […]
‘This snail won’t run.




 
“Rope, rope, strangle the snail!”





This rope won’t strangle.





“Mouse, mouse, bite the rope in two pieces!”





This mouse won’t bite.





“Cat, cat, catch the mouse!”





This cat won’t catch.’ […]

In (34), finally, a father goes on a hunting trip in the forest with his sons. After arriving at the intended place they set about to build a hut, which in sentence (i) is introduced as an unmarked object. In sentence (ii) it occurs again, now as a topical object. The new information in the sentence is how the building of the hut is performed, both subject and object are continual topics, and the object is dative marked.
(34)
[Vym'; Zh98.3: 425]



(i)

S [v O]: …
zavöd'it-isny


vör kerka 

kar-ny.









go.about-prt3pl
forest house

make-inf








‘[…] they went about to build a forest hut.’



(ii)

S v O:


Naja
setshöm
n'eshtshas'l'iveja 
kut't's'-isny









they
so  

unluckily



begin-prt3pl









kerka-ly

kar-ny:

Kodi
ki-sö









house-dat
make-inf

who 
hand-acc3sg









ran'it-ö,


kodi
kok-sö.









hurt-prs3sg

who
foot-acc3sg









‘They began to build the hut in such an unlucky 







way that one of them hurt his hand, another one 








his foot.’

The text passages in (31)–(34) display topical subjects and dative-marked topical objects. The constellation of topical object and topical subject seems to trigger this additional object marking strategy at least in Vym'. Of course, further research has to show, that the hypothesis in (30) really covers all cases of dativemarked DOs, and it has to find an explanation, why it is the dative case that functions as a marker here. 
4.4. The areal perspective: object agreement in Obugric

4.4.1. The purpose of this subsection is to show that an analysis of Komi dative-marked direct objects as topical objects that come along with topical subjects is corroborated by an areal perspective. It has been shown by several authors (Nikolaeva 1999, 2001, Nikolaeva, Kovgan, and Koškareva 1993, Skribnik 2000) that in Obugric languages which are spoken to the east of Komi and were formerly also spoken in areas to the west, the topic role is always assigned to the subject of a sentence. Put differently, a topical referent must always be encoded as the subject. The Obugric passive serves to promote whichever syntactic function into the subject position when needed, cf. (35) from Northern Khanty [Northern Ostyak].
(35)
What about Peter?



(i)

(luw)

Juwan
rēsk-əs




(s)he

J.


hit-prt3sg.sc




‘He hit John.’



(ii)

(luw)

Juwan-na
rēsk-əs-a




(s)he

J.-loc

hit-prt3sg-pass




‘John hit him.’/ ‘He was hit by John.’ [Nikolaeva 2001: 16]

As has already become clear from the discussion of the Komi examples in 4.3., the topic role is not necessarily restricted to only one referent in a sentence. I. Nikolaeva (2001: 17) defines secondary topic as “an entity such that the utterance is construed to be about the relationship between it and the primary topic” (her emphasis) and, slightly differently, as “a referent which stands in a certain pragmatic relation to the primary topic referent, and the uttering communicates new information on their relation”9 (Nikolaeva 2002: 277). While “in English, the secondary topic can be expressed by unaccented non-subject pronouns […] Ostyak has a syntactic device that unambiguously marks the secondary topic, object agreement.” (Nikolaeva 2001: 9). Ugric languages have two conjugations, a subjective and an objective conjugation. The latter has often been claimed to be triggered by the definiteness of a direct object. While this seems to be true for Hungarian, in Obugric definiteness of an object does not necessarily trigger object conjugation (or object agreement). Thus there is a similar situation as with dative marked objects in Komi dialects: Dative marking/object agreement occurs with definite objects, but not with all of them. Nikolaeva (2001) has shown, that it is topicality of the object which triggers object agreement. Since in Obugric the (primary) topic is restricted to subject function, a topical object is a secondary topic. For Ostyak, Nikolaeva (2001: 17) states, that “the secondary topic is systematically encoded either as an overt object NP or as referential null in the object position, but in both cases the verb must be marked for object agreement.”


Example (36a) illustrates a non-topical, focal definite object, which does not trigger object agreement. In (36b) the object is topical and triggers object agreement on the verb.

(36)
a.

What did you do?





man
[tam
kalaŋ


wēl-s-əm]F




I

 this
reindeer

kill-prt-1sg.sc





‘I [killed this reindeer]F’ (focal definite DO)



b.

What did you to this reindeer?





man 
tam
kalaŋ

[wēl-s-ēm]F




I 

this
reindeer
  kill-prt-1sg.oc





‘I [killed]F this reindeer’ (topical object [secondary topic]) 




[after Nikolaeva 2001: 10]

5. Summary and Discussion

The purpose of the present paper is to find explanations for object patterns in Komi – canonical as well as non-canonical ones – which up until now were perceived as a matter of variation. The canonical patterns which involve possessive and non-possessive accusative as well as nominative could have been shown to be in accordance with well known cross-linguistic patterns of differential object marking. The main parameters involved are definiteness, animacy and specificity (see the summary in section 2.6. for more details).

An even more challenging problem is the non-canonical dative marking of direct objects which occurs in dialects of Komi. The hypothesis forwarded in section 4. explains this phenomenon as a strategy to encode topical objects in the presence of topical subjects (secondary topic objects). As shown in 4.4. this pattern has a parallel in neighbouring Obugric languages. Thus the Komi dialectal pattern is also in accordance with a pattern outside of Komi, furthermore, it may be described in terms of a linguistic area. Further research has to outline the details, not only for the Vym' dialect, but also for the other dialects which dative-mark direct objects (see section 3.). Further research must also find answers to the questions of how the Obugric and the Komi dialectal patterns of secondary topic marking can be compared more closely and how a historical development could be outlined. In addition, it must be explained, why of all of the cases, it is the dative which took over this function. Thus, this paper can only be a starting point for more detailed research. Still, it has become clear, that it is possible to explain patterns of Komi DOM which were perceived as variation. This is an important first result for the task of finding more explanations and rules which help to sharpen the borderline between variation and choice. The concept of choice here relates to the freedom of a speaker in encoding an object referent as a pro-drop viz. a pronominal object expression or a lexical object expression. Such a choice is hardly fully determined by the rules of grammar. On the other hand, there is reason to engage in the search for the object marking rules of Komi (dialectal) grammar which operate as soon as the choice for a certain expression type has been made. 
Notes

1. Komi, together with Udmurt, belongs to the Permian branch of the Uralic language family. It is spoken by approximately 350,000 people in Northern Russia. Two varieties of the Komi dialect continuum have been standardized as literary languages, viz. the Sykytvkar dialect in the Komi Republic (Komi-Zyryan) and the Kudymkar dialect of the Komi-Permyak okrug (Komi-Permyak). Komi has 17 cases with an absolute and a possessive declension in two numbers. It is basically agglutinative. Singular possessive suffixes fulfill non-possessive functions (see 2.3.1. below). Komi allows for zero expression of participants (pro-drop). Verbal TMA-morphology is developed moderately; there is no rigid aspect system as in Russian, but there are more tenses, with evidentiality as a crosscutting dimension (cf. Leinonen 2000); negation is expressed by a negative auxiliary, and there is only one conjugation, no “determinative” or “object” conjugation as in Mordvin or in the neighboring Obugric and Samoyed languages. Word order is rather flexible with SVO as the basic order (Vilkuna 1998: 178, 186). For general treatments see e.g. Bartens 2000, Batalova 1993, Hausenberg 1998, Rédei 1978b.

2. Izhma has e pro ö in non-first syllables. The ending of the accusative therefore is -es, not -ös.
3. “Indan-urit's'an funkcijayn 2 da 3 morta ötka lyda formajasys vermöny vezhny öta-mödnysö, shuam, Suk parmaad/parmaas mortyd i voshöma […]. No vezhörtasys nalön abudzhyk ötkod'. 2 morta -yd suffiks kutö tödandzhyk, mortys-ly matyndzhyk (intimnöj) vezhörtas, bytt'ökö s'ornitantorjys' s'ornitys'jasly bura tödsa da matyn.”

4. The ending of the absolute accusative, -ös, is homonymous with the possessive accusative 1st sing. (cf. the paradigm in Table 3). Historically this is the result of a replacement of an older accusative 1st sing. in *-me by the absolute accusative in -ös (cf. the Udmurt accusative 1st sing.: -me vs. absolute accusative: -ez). An explanation of this process is outside the scope of this paper.

5. Another example, not from Sysola but from the Zyryan literary language, comes from R. Baker’s study (1985: 117f.). He assumes that accusative marking with kör-jas ‘reindeer-pl’ is cataphoric here because the following paragraphs are about reindeer breeding, whereas the cattle and the horses play no further role. All three referents are mentioned for first time. He also assumes that plural marking occurs here because of the prominent role of the reindeer. 



Vöd'itöny
mös,
vöv,
vid'z'öny 
kör-jas-ös



keep.3pl
cow
horse 
tend.3pl 
reindeer-pl-acc



‘They keep cattle, horses and they tend reindeer.’ [Zyryan lit. lang.; Baker 

1985: 117]

6. In Kosa-Kama no pronominal dative objects can be found, but for Izhma it seems that the regular dative form of a personal pronoun can – albeit very rarely – also be used as a direct object, cf. (i) from Izhma (Saharova and Sel'kov 1976: 67).

(i)
Ti
me
pomlas'
buraa

kejme,


a

me
bör



ye
I
for


good.adv
pray.imp2pl
and
I
back



loktygam

ti-ly

zahvat‘ita



come.cv1sg
ye-dat
take.with.fp1sg


‘You pray well for me and I'll take you with me on my way back.’

7. S = subject, V = verb, O = direct Object, i = indefinite, d = definite; F = focal/rhematic part of the sentence.
8. Instead of “S [V] O” a probably more adequate representation is “S [VF [OG]]F”, i.e. a given object is part of the focus.

My translation from Russian, G.K.; the original reads as follows: “Vtorichnyj topik: referent, kotoryj stoit v opredelennom pragmaticheskom otnoshenii k referentu-pervichnomu topiku, i vyskazivanie soobshchaet novuyu informatsiyu ob ėtom otnoshenii”.

Text sources

FF51.75


Folk tale no. 75. Fokos-Fuchs 1951: 352–366.

MCh95.41


Len'ö, len'ö, pyshjy [‘Snail, snail, run’]. Mikushev, Chistalev & Rochev 1995: 104–105.

R78.1 & 4 & 6 & 84


Gozja i öt'ik pi [‘A married couple and a son’] & The Tsarevich and the girl who was driven out & The soldier and the priest & Lazy Ivan. Rédei 1978a: 14–18, 32–36, 40–45, 208–217.

UK85.23 & 29


[‘The knapsack’] & [‘Ivanov and the wife of the Russian’]. Uotila 1985: 52–56, 78–90. 
UK86.28 & 29


Ivanushko durat's'ok [‘Stupid Ivan’] & Ivan tsarevit's', Ivan generalovit's' [‘Ivan Tsarevich, Ivan Generalovich’]. Uotila 1986: 38–64.
UK89.23 & 24 & 137


[‘The girl and the nine exiles’] & Vöralys' [‘The hunter’] & Mojd-kyv [‘A fairy tale’]. Uotila 1989: 34–43, 212–219.

UK95.5


Ivan tsarevit's' [‘Ivan Tsarevich’]. Uotila 1995: 10–19.

V67/68.7,8


[‘Song of the frozen servant].’ Vászolyi 1968: 408–420.
Zh98.2 & 3


Duren' [‘The fool’] & Shom Vukva [‘Shom Vuk river’]. Zhilina 1998: 423–432.
ZhS71. 29


Starik bogomolet's' [‘The believer’]. Zhilina & Sorvacheva 1971: 199–203.

Abbreviations

acc: accusative case; cn: connegative stem; dat: dative case; ela: elative case; ep: emphatic particle; fp: future present tense; gen: genitive case; ill: illative case; imp: imperative mood; ine: inessive case; inf: infinitive; ins: instrumental case; loc: locative case; mpt: modal particle; oc: object conjugation; opt: optative particle; pl: plural number; pf: perfect tense; prs: present tense; prt: preterite tense; qp: question particle; sc: subject conjugation; sg: singular number; sup: superlative particle.
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