This study is intended to provide a grammatical description of Ostyak, one of the
Uralic languages spoken in Western Siberia. The description is based on the
Northern Ostyak dialect of Obdorsk, although divergent features of other dialects
are also discussed. The present paper emphasizes the syntactic aspect of the
language, typically ignored in previous descriptive ork on Ostyak, which mostly
concentrates on its phonology and morphology.

Part | is a concise sketch of the Ostyak grammar, made up of the following
sections: "Introductory remarks" (geo- and sociolinguistic data, previous studies,
dialect division), "Phonology" (including phonotactics and prosody),
"Morphology" (grammatical categories, word formation, illustrative paradigms),
and "Basic syntax" (types of simple and complex sentences, discourse
phenomena). A sample text in the Obdorsk dialect of Ostyak is provided.

Part 2 elaborates on certain syntactic topics that are of a particular interest from
the typological viewpoint. In particular, the following topics are discussed:
information structure and word order, object agreement, passivization, the relative
clause, clause-chaining and reference tracking, and the category of the evidential.

Part 3 serves to provide the necessary reference. It contains the bibliography
relevant to the present study, as well as the basic bibliography on Ostyak. The
latter includes editions of the folklore texts, lexicographic publications,
comprehensive descriptions, and the most important studies on certain aspects of
the Ostyak grammar.
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PART I: Essentials of Ostyak grammar

0. Introductory remarks

0.1. Geo- and sociolinguistic data

The Ostyak language, together with Vogul and Hungarian, belongs to the Ugric group
of the Uralic language family. The closest linguistic relatives of the Ostyaks are the Voguls,
with whom they form the so-called Ob-Ugric subgroup within the Ugric group. The official
modern name of the Ostyaks in Russian is Khanty, which goes back to their self-designation,
However, the linguistic literature in languages other than Russian uses the term “Ostyak”
instead, based on the nineteenth century Russian tradition.

The modern Ostyaks live in the northwestern part of Siberia, along the lower and the
middle reaches of the river Ob and on its tributaries. The great majority of the Ostyaks live in
the territory of the Khanty-Mansi and Yamalo-Nenets national districts (about 63% and 30%
of the Ostyaks respectively); smaller Ostyak groups can also be found in the Tomsk region of
the Tumen district. [n the Khanty-Mansi national district the Ostyaks constitute the majority
of the population in the Beryozovo, Shuryshkary, Surgut and Nizhnevartovsk regions. The
modern Ostyaks usually live in small villages, which sometimes consist of only a few houses.
Their main occupations are fishing and hunting; the northernmost Ostyaks also engage in
reindeer breeding. The Ostyaks began to use written records in the 1930s, based on the
Cyrillic alphabet. However writing and reading skills in the native language are not
widespread.

The Ostyaks at present constitute one of the smallest ethnic groups in Siberia. As with
most other northern minorities of Russia, only an estimate of their population can be given.
The main reason for this is that the Ostyaks are often involved in ethnically mixed marriages.
Children of mixed marriages are registered by their parents as Ostyaks whenever possible,
because the Ostyaks until recently enjoyed certain economic privileges over the Russian
population of the same territories. According to the official census, in 1989 there were about
22 thousand ethnic Ostyaks. Among them the Ostyak language is the first language for about
13 thousand people (61%). For most other ethnic Ostyaks Russian is the first, and often the
only language. Generally speaking, Ostyaks under age 35 rarely consider Ostyak as their
native language, though the precise age of transition into Russian varies greatly among the
territories. The older generation is sometimes bilingual or multilingual: apart from Ostyak and
Russian, northern Ostyaks may know some Vogul, Komi, or Nenets, and eastern Ostyaks
some Selkup and/or Ket.

0.2, Ostyak dialects

Compared with other Uralic tongues, Ostyak is remarkable for its great divergence of
dialects, At the extremes, the dialects demonstrate significant difference at all levels of
grammar and are entirely mutually incomprehensible. According to the various
classifications, there are from 5 to 14 dialects and within these a great number of local idioms.
An uncontroversial classification of dialects is difficult to establish, because, first, the Ostyak
language area is composed of a continuum of language variants and it is not possible to draw
strict borders between different local idioms (Vértes 1985; Schiefer 1985), and second, many
dialects are mixed in character (Steinitz 1937). The most commonly accepted classification,
which goes back to Steinitz (1937), subdivides the Ostyak continuum into three major groups:

(i) eastern dialects (dialects of Vakh-Vasyugan, Surgut, and Salym);

(ii) southern dialects (dialects of Irtysh and Demyanka);

(iii) northern dialects (dialects of middle-Ob, Kazym, Shuryshkary, and Obdorsk).

The dialects vary in their degree of preservation. The southern dialects and the dialect
of Salym have almost died out; there are no precise data about a number of surviving
speakers. The castern dialects of Vakh-Vasyugan and Surgut are still spoken but are being
lost fairly quickly. The reason for this is that the eastern Ostyaks are more mixed ethnically
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than those in the north, since their homeland is a place of active industrial development, to
which the Russian population is attracted. Furthermore, until recently the eastern Ostyaks
have not had writing and school teaching in Ostyak, thus the standardization of the language
has not occurred to the same degree as in the north. The best preserved are northern dialects,
which have always had more speakers and where the tradition of the use of the language has
not been broken. The northern dialects of Kazym and Shuryshkary constitute a basis of the so-
called Ostyak literary language, i.c. of the writing system, published materials, and school
teaching.

Phonologically, eastern Ostyak is distinguished from northern and southern Ostyak by
the presence of vowel harmony, by its rich system of the paradigmatic vowel alternations, and
by more intricate vocalism in general. As shown in Steinitz (1944), castern Ostyak is the most
archaic from the phonological point of view and plays an important role in the reconstruction
of Proto-Finno-Ugric phonology. The morphology of eastern Ostyak possesses a more
complicated system of case marking (about 1011 cases as distinct from 3 or 4 in the northern
dialects) and of verbal tenses (6 as distinct from 3 in the northern dialects). Syntactically, the
eastern dialects are characterized by the ergative construction, which is completely absent
from the northern Ostyak dialects and the other Uralic languages in general. The ergative
strategy co-exists with the Accusative pattern, which makes the eastern dialects the most
intriguing from the syntactic viewpoint. A comprehensive compendium of the dialectal
divergences can be found in Honti (1984).

This paper describes the so-called Sob local idiom of the most northern Ostyak dialect,
the dialect of Obdorsk. It is spoken by approximately 500 people in the settlements Katravozh
and Pelvozh, situated in the lower basin of the Ob in the Jamalo-Nenets national district and
the Khanty-Mansi national district, respectively. It should be noticed that the Sob idiom of the
Obdorsk dialect is phonologically very close to the dialect of Shuryshkary. Its vocalic system
is identical to that of the Shuryshkary dialect and differs from that of the other Obdorsk
idioms. However, by other criteria the Sob idiom belongs to the Obdorsk dialect. It lacks the
Lative case present in the Shuryshkary dialect; unlike the Shuryshkary dialect it does not
oppose s and §, and it has the Locative in -na (as distinct from Shuryshkary -n). Otherwise, all
northern Ostyak dialects are fairly close with respect to their morphology and syntax, so |
believe that the dialect described here well represents the northern Ostyak grammar in
general.

0.3. Previous studies

The first Ostyak data were put down in writing during the eighteenth century “word
collecting” period of the Russian Academy. On these and the works from the early nineteen
century (the primer books and the Bible translations, compiled by Missionaries) see Honti
(1984: 8-9). The late nineteenth and early twentieth century saw the collection of many native
Ostyak texts. The first scholar to visit the Ostyaks was the Hungarian Antal Reguly, who in
the 1840s set down in writing northern Ostyak folklore (Reguly et al. 1944, 1951). Although
subsequent researches also examined the southern and eastern dialects, the northern Ostyaks
remained the principle focus of study. The major collections of folklore texts were compiled
by Papay (1905, 1906-1908), Steinitz (1975-1980), Karjalainen (1976), and Paasonen
(1980). Lexical data from practically all the Ostyak dialects have been published in
dialectological dictionaries (Karjalainen 1948; Steinitz 1966-1989).

During the second half of the twentieth century only occasional texts and collections
of words have appeared. Studies of Ostyak have concentrated mainly on language history and
etymology. The most remarkable results in the reconstruction of the Proto-Ostyak and Proto-
Ob-Ugric phonological system are associated with the names of Steinitz (1944) and Honti
(1982). In the field of the history of loanwords the most important works are those of Rédei
(1973) on loanwords from Komi, of Korénchy (1972) on those from Iranian, and of Futaki
(1975) on those from Tungus. The other principle focus of study has been morphology, and
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this has also been approached mainly from the historical perspective. Historical
considerations underlay the works of Ganschow on Ostyak verbal word formation (Ganschow
1965), the works of Vértes on the pronominal system (Vértes 1967), and of Sauer (Sauer
1967) on the nominal word formation, among others.

Syntax has traditionally been less thoroughly studied. Only a few works, focussing on
particular topics and containing basic descriptive information, have appeared. Examples are
Csepregi (1978-1979) on participial embedded clauses, Gulya (1970) on the ergative
construction, Kulonen (1989) on the passive, and Klemm (1928-1930), Gulya (1970) and
Szalacsek (1984) on the so-called objective conjugation (object agreement). In recent years
several descriptive works on various aspects of the syntax of the northern dialects appeared in
Novosibirsk. The most important are Ceremisina and Ko3kareva (1991), Kovgan (1991), and
Koskareva (1991) on the structure of the embedded clause; Ceremisina and Kovgan (1989)
and Kaksin (1993) on temporal and modal categories; Nikolaeva et al. (1993) on
communicative motivations in syntax; and Salovar (1991) on argument structure and the
constructions of the simple clause.

Ostyak still lacks a comprehensive grammar. Only two monograph descriptions of
Ostyak are available, that of the Vach dialect by Tere3kin (1961), and of the Obdorsk dialect
by Nikolaeva (1995). The former concentrates only on phonological and morphological
aspects and does not discuss phrasal and clausal syntax. The most representative smaller
descriptions are Rédei (1965) on the northern dialects, Gulya (1966) on the eastern dialects,
and Paasonen (1965) on the southem dialects. Honti (1984) gives a useful overview of Ostyak
grammar in historical perspective, as well as a detailed bibliography of Ostyak studies till
1984.

1. Phonology
1.1. Vowels
The vocalic system of Obdorsk Ostyak is presented below.

TABLE 1. VOWEL SYSTEM

front central back

short long short long short long
high i u u
mid e o o:
low a a:

As shown above, distinction in vowel length is phonemic. There are no diphthongs, Mid back
vowels in addition to the quantity distinction also differ in quality: the vowel represented
here, for the sake of convenience, as /o:/ is in fact the lower-mid /2:/, while the short /o/ has a
higher articulation.

Note that the transcription of vowels I use here deviates from the transcription
traditionally accepted to render Ostyak data. Rather than designating long vowels, the
traditional transcription designates short vowels by the breve sign; for example, the
opposition u vs. u: in traditional transcription would be represented as i vs. u, etc. The short
mid central vowel o traditionally cited in all descriptions of Ostyak is analyzed here as a non-
phonemic epenthetic element whose position is fully predictable phonologically (see 1.3.2).

The full inventory of vowels represented in table 1 occurs only in the first syllable of
the word. After the first syllable certain restrictions on vowel occurrence apply. Only the
following vowels may be present further on than the first syllable: /a/, /a/, /w/, /i/, and /e:/.
The exception is presented by compounds and prefixed words, cf. imosa ‘once’ < i ‘one’ +
mosa ‘what’, a:mola ‘something’ < a:- indefnite pronouns prefix + mola *what’. Vowels /a/
and /ai/ in non-initial syllables are distributed complementarily depending on syllabic
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conditions (see section 1.3.4). Word-finally only vowels /a/ and /i/ are allowed. Word-final
/u:f (from uw) occurs only in a few words in the pronounciation of some speakers, for
example, mujsku: or mujskuw ‘internal winter lining of the tent’,

In some words vowels /u/ and i/ may be in free or idiolectal variations, for example,
sujuw ~ sijuw ‘reindeer calf’. On phonological vowel alternations see section 1.3.4.

1.2. Consonants
The consonantal system is represented in Table 2.

TABLE 2. CONSONANTAL SYSTEM

bilabial alveolar palatal velar
stops P t t' k
fricatives s § X
glides w j
nasals m n n n
laterals | I’
trill r

Ostyak lacks voiced consonantal phonemes. Obstruents can be sporadically voiced in the
intervocalic position or after a sonorant, for example, wo:s-e:m ‘my city’ (1SG) can be
represented phonetically as [wo:ze:m). Voicing, however, is less frequent in the dialect of
Obdorsk than in other Northern Ostyak dialects, There are no phonemic geminates, but
clusters of two identical consonants occur on the morpheme border, for example, in the
Translative affix (see 2.1.1.2) or—more rarcly—morpheme-internally, ¢f. the 3 person
Singular agreement affix of the so-called objective conjugation -ili. The intervocalic cluster
1§ may optionally be pronounced as the geminated affricate ¢¢, cf. u:t'sa ~ u:ééa *alone’,

As for vowels, there are certain restrictions on the position of consonants within a
word. The phonemes /t'/ and /i are extremely rare in the word-initial position and are found
in only some ideophones. The palatal /it/ and /t'/ do not occur word-finally. On phonotactic
conditions on the cooccurrence of consonants see 1.3.3.

1.3. Phonotactics and phonological alternations

L.3.1. Vowel deletion and consonantal epenthesis

Onsetless syllables are tolerated only word-intially, therefore vowel clusters are not
accepted. In vowel clusters that are formed on the word boundaries when two words are
conflated in one phonological word the first vowel is typically deleted. The syntactic contexts
of this change typically involve a noun phrase and a postpositional phrase, cf.:

(1) a puti  a:mp > puta:mp
black dog
‘black dog’
b. ma eweslt-em > me:walte:m
I from-18G
‘from me’

In other contexts onsetless syllables may be prevented by consonant epenthesis /j/. For
example, the attributive numeral 7 ‘one’ is augmented with an epenthetic consonant when
follwed by a vowel-initial head noun, cf. i xa:f ‘one house’ but if a:mp ‘one dog’. The
cpenthetic /j/ was historically present after a-final nominal stems before vowel-initial affixes,
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see 2.1 and after the Passive affix -a-, see 2.2.4.3, but in the modemn language it is rather
reanalyzed as part of the stem or of the Passive morpheme, correspondingly.

1.3.2. o as an epenthetic vowel

The most important syllable structure constraint in Ostyak is that two consonants
cannot be associated with one syllable position. This has the following two phonotactic
consequences. First, consonant clusters do not occur at the word boundaries. Second, three-
consonantal clusters are banned. Word-final bi-consonantal clusters as well as potential three-
consonantal clusters that may be expected to appear in the course of morphological derivation
are prevented by means of vocalic epenthesis. The epenthetic vowel is & In the examples
cited in this book it is separated by hyphens and glossed as EP when it occurs between
morphemes. However, when it is found within a morpheme it is not indicated specially. Some
morphemes always contain an epenthetic vowel, for example, the nominal Dual affix -pen.

The epenthesis environment can be formulated in the following way. First, it occurs
when a word-final consonantal affix follows a consonant-final stem (2a); or in a nominal stem
ending in -CoC#, while the same stem followed by a vowel-initial affix does not have & (3a).

(2) SG PL gloss
a - Xoit xo:t-a-t ‘house’
b. ke:si ke:se:-t ‘knife’
(3) 1SG SG
a. noxs-e:m foX-a-s ‘sable’
b. xo:t-e:m xo:t ‘house’

These cases illustrate vocalic epenthesis which prevents word-final consonantal clusters.

Furthermore, eis inserted in order to prevent three-consonantal clusters word-
medially. Under the templatic approach to syllabification which represents syllabification as a
mapping of segments to appropriate structural positions in the syllabic template (Itd 1989),
epenthesis sites in three-consonantal clusters are usually accounted for by the directionality
effect: the position of the epenthetic vowel depends on the right-to-left or lefi-to-right
direction of mapping to the template. With left-to-right syllabification, the structure CCC
would result in the pattern CeCC, and right-to-left syllabification will yield CCaC. However,
predicting epenthesis sites in Ostyak is not as straightforward as this, because both cases are
attested, In nominal stems ending in a consonantal cluster if they are followed by a consonant-
initial cluster, the epenthesis is inserted after the first consonant, as in (4b).

4) stem LOC gloss
a. xo:t xo:t-na ‘house’
b. noxs- foxas-na ‘sable’

In verbal forms the position of epenthesis is sensitive to morphological parsing. The
epenthetic vowel may be located either before or after the cluster, but crucially, in neither case
does it break a morpheme. In (5) the verbal stems end in two consonants. When they are
inflected for a consonant-initial affix, the epenthesis immediately follows the stem; this yields
the structure CCaC. In contrast, in (6) suffixes that begin with a cluster follow a consonant-
final stem. In this case as well the epenthesis follows the root so the resulting structure is
CeCC.



8
(5) stem NPAST-DU-18G NPAST-2 DU gloss
a. ma- ma-|-pil-am ma-l-lan ‘give’
b. re:sk- re:sk-e-l-pil-am re:sk-a-1-lan ‘hit’
(6) IMP.2SG MOM gloss
puir-a pu:r-a-mt- ‘step on’
lo:j-a lo:j-a-mt- ‘stand”

So the location of the epenthetic vowel in Ostyak greatly depends on the morpheme
boundary, similar to the reported situation in Chuckchee (Kenstowicz 1979).

The seeming “exception™ to the epenthesis rules addressed above is provided by
homorganic consonantal clusters, which typically include at least one sonorant (with the
exception of a-initial clusters, see 1.3.3). Homorganic clusters are allowed word-finally, for
example: xail *sun’, a:mp *dog’, jigk ‘water’, lunt ‘wild goose’, ka:war-I *he cooks’ (38G).
Moreover, homorganic clusters can constitute a component of a three-consonantal word-
internal cluster, for example: me:t-lt-e-ti *get tired’ (INF), wa:n-lta ‘from a close place’,
a:mp-pi ‘dog (TRANS)®, a:mp-na ‘LOC’, a:mp-yen ‘DU’, jigk-na ‘water (LOC)’. In such
three-consonantal clusters the medial sonorant my be optionally syllabified and the stop
consonant may be pronounced as a glottal stop (jiy 7-na ‘water’ (LOC)).

Homorganic clusters block epenthesis and therefore seem to violate the major syllabic
requirement in Ostyak which prohibits tautosyllabic consonantal clusters. However, the
integrity of homorganic clusters can be handled under an autosegmental approach if features
are organised on different representational tiers (Steriade 1990). The place feature represented
on a separate tear extends over two successive segments, although it is associated with the
single syllable coda position and may not (and need not) be split by vowel insertion. This is
shown by the representation in (7).

(7 onset nucleus coda

[+dental]

[-lateral] [+lateral]
X a t 1 “day”

This representation explains the dual character of homorganic clusters, which in some
respects behave like a consonant cluster, while in other respects they exhibit the properties of
a single consonant (cf. the identical situation in the Dravidian language Kolami (Kenstowicz
1994: 423)).

I have argued that ais an epenthetic vowel arising from the needs of syllabification.
This analysis as such does not preclude the phonemic status of &. However, crucially for my
argument, 2 does not occur outside the epenthesis contexts described above. Only in a number
of verbs is it present stem-finally being preceded by a single consonant, for example jar-e:m-
a-ti ‘forget’ and xap-e:l-a-ti ‘come unstuck’. All verbs of this type end in a derivational suffix
-(V)m-, -(V)I- or, less frequently, -(V)t-, where V stands for a: or e:, so o here seems to be
lexically specified as part of the affix. Given that & and the unstressed /a/ in the non-first
syllables are very close phonetically, it is not unlikely that in reality the vowel in question
may be a, so the corresponding affixes should be reinterpreted as -(¥)ma-, -(V)ia-, and
-(Vita-.

Since otherwise the environments for & can be formulated in phonological terms, it is
fully predictable. This suggests that sis not determined lexically and is not present in the
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underlying representation. The insertion of s rather represents a postlexical process, which
contrary to regular phonological rules is allowed to introduce noncontrastive segments not
drawn from the phonemic inventory. Vocalic epenthesis has been thought to represent a
vocalic release or transition from one consonantal gesture to the next (Kiparsky 1988: 380~
381). It originates as a free mora without a skeletal slot on its own, and for this reason
corresponds to the most unmarked schwa-sounding vowel. Many languages leave the inserted
vowels placeless, as does Northern Ostyak.

The analysis of & as a non-phonemic postlexical epenthesis is consistent with its
following properties: (i) # is the only vowel that never occurs in the first syllable. The reason
for this is that the native Ostyak lexicon does not contain cluster-initial stems and therefore
epenthesis is unnecessary; (ii) & is the only vowel that never bears phonological stress (see
1.4); (iii) As is typical of placeless epenthetic vowels, & is subject to an assimilative influence
from neighbouring segments; it may be pronounced as [i] in the context of /i/, as [4] after
labial and velar consonants, and as the reduced [a] when /a/ or /a:/ are present in the
neighbouring syllable.

1.3.3. Consonant clusters

There are very few co-occurrence restrictions on consonants in bi-consonantal
clusters. Unacceptable clusters are usually split by an epenthetic /i/. This is the second
epenthetic vowel in Ostyak, but its function is rather different from that of s; if # serves
syllabificational purposes (see 1.3.2), the epenthetic /i/ simply prevents forbidden
biconsonantal clusters. Clusters ending in /j/ are typically absent. For this reason, vocalic
epenthesis applies between the consonant-final stem and the Diminutive suffix <7, cf.: ewi-ji
‘little girl® (< e:wi *girl" but xo:t-i-ji ‘little house’ ( < xo:f *house’). Clusters consisting of two
sonorants are acceptable in some idiolects, but ruled out in other idiolects, at least in some
words, for example: foxa:n-i-yen ‘rivers (DU)’, wo_j-i-l-al *his animals” (PL, 35G), luw-i-lal
‘them’ (ACC).

As was mentioned in section 1.3.2, Ostyak does not allow word-final clusters and
three-consonantal clusters, except when the corresponding consonants have a homorganic
articulation. These cases are deals with by vocalic epenthesis. However, epenthesis does not
apply to non-homorganic clusters of the structure “nasal + obstruent”. As demonstrated in (8),
such clusters exhibit obstruent deletion when followed by another consonant.

(8) lozjemt-a (IMP 28G) lo;jem-l-a-m (NPAST 18G) ‘getup’

Similar behaviour is typical of n- or #-initial clusters ns, ns, n$, and partly nt. These clusters
present an exception from the principle which states that homorganic clusters may be
tautosyllabic (see 1.3.2). They may be represented either as a nasal (9a) or as an obstruent
(9b) before a consonant. The latter distribution is lexically determined.

(9) position gloss
intervocalic preconsonantal
a. wa:nt-a (IMP 28G) wa:n-s-s-m (PAST 1SG) ‘see’
b. xans-a (IMP 28G) xas-ti (INF) ‘write’

When they are part of the stem, n-initial clusters exhibit the deletion of /n/ when they occur
word-finally, In constrast, heteromorphemic n-initial clusters in this position are split by an
epenthetic o just as non-homorganic clusters (10b).



(10) gloss
a. sa:s sa:ns-e:m (1SG) ‘back’
b. man-e-s (PAST, 3 SG) ‘go’

1.3.4. Phonological alternations of vowels

A few stems exhibit the qualificative and/or quantificative alternations of vowels
conditioned historically, for example, ji- ‘come’ but jiw-a 28G IMP; ;- ‘bring’ but nw-a
2SG IMP; ma- ‘give’ but mij-a 2SG IMP; ka:t ‘two’ but ki-mat ‘second’. The regular
phonological alternations which operate in the course of morphological derivation concern the
change of the stem-final vowel (/i/ > /e:/ and /a/ > a;f). They are addressed in the
corresponding sections on nominal and verbal morphology.

As mentioned in section 1.1, in non-first syllables short /a/ and long /a:/ are in
complementary distribution (with the exception of compound words): /a/ occurs in closed
syllables and in word-final syllables and /a:/ in open non-final syllables, In the course of
derivation these segments can alternate within one stem, depending on the type of syllable in
which they are present, cf.;

(11) SG PL; gloss
taxa taxa:j-a-t ‘place’
pasan pasa:-n-a-t ‘table’

1.4. Prosodic phenomena

As argued in section 1.3.2, Ostyak syllabification rules out complex onsets and
complex codas, except for homorganic consonantal clusters in the coda position. Therefore
the maximum syllable has the structure CVCC where CC is a homorganic cluster. Onsetless
syllables are allowed only word-initially. Non-derived stems typically consist of one or two
syllables, three-syllabic stems are infrequent, while four-syllabic stems occur only in
loanwords. Most affixes are monosyllabic. The minimal lexical word has the structure (C)VC,
for example, sus “autumn’, xon ‘stomach’, a:r ‘many’.

The stress system is based on an unbounded quantity-sensitive foot constructed from
left to right. The primary stress falls on the leftmost heavy syllable. In the absence of heavy
syllables, stress lodges on the first syllable in the word. From the point of view of stress
assignment light syllables are those that contain short vowels (including closed syllables),
while heavy syllables contain long vowels. The secondary stress may fall on the following
heavy syllables in the word (if there are any), however, it is fairly weak. The assignment of
stress is illustrated below. Examples (12a) show that words that do not contain heavy
syllables (long vowels) exhibit primary stress on the first syllable. In (12b) I demonstrate that
the long vowel bears the primary stress although it may not be located in the first syllable.
Examples (12c) show that in the presence of more than one long vowel the primary stress falls
on the leftmost long vowel, while other long vowels may bear secondary stress. Primary stress
and secondary stress are indicated by the symbols ' and ', respectively, before the
coresponding vowel.

(12) a. m'odatsuw  “we found’ (PAST 1PL) t'axa ‘place’
j'oxatsem ‘I came’ (PAST, 1SG) n'omasna ‘mind’ (LOC)
l'askesli ‘threw’ (PAST SG 38G) §'itiji ‘so’

b. imos'a;jna ‘once’ man'a:tan ‘go’ (2DU IMP)
jar'a:sa ‘be proud’ (25G IMP) muw'e:mna  ‘earth’ (1SG LOC)
tul'a:-pa ‘is brought’ (3SG PAS FOC)

c. f'awr'e:m'e;m ‘my child' (1SG) 'o:m'e:l *his mother’ (35G)

‘ozritl'azjet ‘are torn’ (PAS 3PL)
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Since the epenthetic vowel & is never present in the first syllable (1.3.2) it never bears the
stress,

The word-final syllable is extrametrical with respect to primary stress. This means that
when the word-final syllable contains a long vowel (which is always the vowel /e/, the only
long vowel allowed in this position), it does not count as heavy with respect to stress
assignment. The primary stress falls on the leftmost heavy syllable with the exception of the
final syllable. However, a long vowel in the word-final syllable may bear the secondary
stress, cf.:

(13) 'im'e:1 ‘his wife’ (38G) m'un'ew ‘us’ (ACCO)
tus'e:m ‘I brought’ (PAST SG 18G) 'a:d'e:m ‘my father" (15G)

Examples (14) illustrate that while the last syllable is extrametrical, the same syllable within
the same word may bear the primary stress if followed by other syllables in the course of
morphological derivation.

(14) im'e:l-na *his wife’ (38G LOC)
tus'e:m-pa ‘I brought’ (PAST 8G 1SG FOC)
2. Morphology

Ostyak exhibits a rather high degree of morphological synthesis, so the inflectional
words usually have more than one morpheme. Theoretically, the nominal form may include at
most five morphemes (root, derivational affix, number, possessive, and case), and the verbal
form may include six or seven morphemes (root, two or three derivational affixes, tense,
voice, and agreement). In practice, however, such cases are rarely found; the noun normally
contains no more than three morphemes, while the verb contains no more than five
morphemes.

The morphological structure is predominantly agglutinative. Typically, the words can
be easily divided into a linear sequence of distinct morphs, each of which has a regular shape
and a single function. Verb and nouns do not have morphonological classes (inflection types).
The agglutination, however, is not absolute. In some cases the boundaries between the
morphemes are not clear-cut, and several grammatical meanings may be combined within one
‘portmanteau’ morpheme. For example, the affix -a expresses both 3SG subject agreement
and passive voice, and the affix -e:m expresses both 1SG subject agreement and SG object
agreement.

The overwhelming majority of affixes are suffixes, The only prefix is the prefix of
indefinite pronouns a:-. The so-called preverbs represent a category intermediate between a
free lexical item and a bound morpheme (see 2.2.6). Some function words (mostly focus
particle, see 2.3.2) are characterized as clitics. Clitics do not bear an independent phonological
stress but influence stress assignment patterns in the host word, Although synthesis
predominates in the expression of grammatical meanings, there are a few analytical
constructions: certain aspectual, temporal, and modal categories are formed with the auxiliary
verbs w:(1)- ‘be’ and pit- ‘start, fall’. Other widespread morphological processes are
compounding and conversion, while incorporation, reduplication, and paradigmatic sound
alternations are not typical. On incorporation see 5.4.

The major open word classes (nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs) are easily
distinguished by morphological and syntactic criteria, although in certain syntactic positions
they may have identical form and function. For example, nouns are formally and often
functionally indistinguishable from adjectives when they act as non-possessive prenominal
modifiers. Other word classes are: numerals, pronouns, and functional words (postpositions,
particles, and conjunctions).



2.1. Nominal morphology

2.1.1. Noun

Nouns function as arguments, adjunets, possessive and non-possessive modifiers, and
finite predicates. They inflect for number, case, and possession, but do not have grammatical
categories of gender, class, or definiteness. The order of inflectional morphemes within a
nominal word is as follows:

(15) stem-(number)-(possession)-(case)

Nominal stems can end in a single consonant, in the vowels /a/ or /i/, or in a
consonantal cluster. Stems ending in /a/ usually insert an epenthetic /j/ when augmented by
most inflectional and derivational morphemes. In /i/-final stems the stem-final vowel changes
into /e:/ in the course of morphological derivation before certain consonant-initial affixes.
Before the vowel-initial affix the stem-final vowel is syncopated. Stems ending in a cluster
insert the epenthetic vowel o according to the general phonotactic rules addressed in 1.3.2,

2.1.1.1. Number

In Ostyak number morphemes are phonologically different for non-possessive and
possessive nouns. The possessive number markers are addressed in section 2.1.1.3. In non-
possessive forms the number is marked by null in the Singular, -#en in the Dual, and -¢ in the
Plural. Number inflection for the four types of stems is shown below.

(16) SG DU PL gloss
xo:t Xo:t-njen X0:t-a-t ‘house’
ewi e:we:- 1jen e:we:-t ‘girl’
ku:éa ku:sazj-nen ku:sa:j-a-t ‘master’
Nox-a-§ foX-s-s-nan foxs-a-t ‘sable’

Basically every noun may have all number forms in an appropriate context, i.e. there are no
nouns which are Singufaria, Dualia, or Pluralia tantum,

The Singular denotes a unique object in general or in the situation of speech, paired
objects (po:s ‘mittens’, se:m ‘eyes’), abstract and generic notions, and marks nouns within a
quantified NP (see 3.5.2). There is a strong tendency to use non-Singular forms only for
referential nouns. Thus, nouns that function as non-possessive modifiers occur only in the
Singular (17a), as well as nouns which denote abstract and generic nouns (17b)

(17) a kezw  (*kerw-s-t)  xout
stone (stone-EP-PL) house
‘stone house’
b. a:pse:-m iwe:nna anil pajet-l
younger.brother-1SG  always down drop-NPAST.3SG cup

‘My younger brother always drops cups.’
However, the Dual and Plural occur with non-referential nouns in the predicative position, cf.:
(18) luwst le:kka:r-s-t

they  doctor-EP-PL
‘They are doctors.’
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Singularity may be emphasized by the numeral ij) ‘one’ or the noun pelsk ‘half’ when the
corresponding unmarked nominal is inherently dual or is an uncountable mass notion, for
example: se:m peleok ‘one eye’ and i mu:rax ‘one cloudberry’.

The Dual denotes paired objects (for example, lox-yan ‘skis’) and may express NP
coordination (see 3.3.1).

The Plural denotes multiple referents and the measure of indiscrete materials (sa:kkar-
ot *a lot of sugar’, na:wr-e-t ‘a lot of foam'). Abstract and generic nouns may sometimes be
used in the Plural with a change in meaning, for example, xoram ‘beauty’ but xoram-zt
‘decorations, jewelry’; nomas “‘mind’ but noms-s-t ‘thoughts’.

2.1.1.2. Case

The case system includes the unmarked Nominative, the Locative in -na and the
Translative. The affix of the Translative is -ji after a vowel and -Ci after a consonant-final
stem, where C assimilates to the stem-final consonant. Oblique cases are illustrated in (19).

(19) LOC xo:t-na ku:éa:j-na e:wi-na noxas-na
TRANS xo:t-ti ku:$az-ji e:wisji 1oxas-si

Below I list the major meanings of cases.

Nominative: subject of the matrix and embedded clause; direct object with the
semantic role of patient/theme or recipient/benefactive (see 3.1.1); pcssss%ive and non-
possessive nominal modifier (see 3.5); object of postpositions, and temporal adjunct denoting
period of time, cf.:

(20) ka:t  tal xoip  weir-s-e-lli
two year boat do-PAST-EP-SG.3SG
‘He was making the boat for two years.’

Locative: place and direction; passive agent (see 2.2.4.3); patient argument in certain
ditransitive constructions (see 3.1.1); rarely agent of in active constructions (3.2); adjunct
indicating point in time (21a), measure (21b), instrument or means (21c), distributive (21d),
and indirect object of some verbs (22).

(21) a. we:t-na
five-LOC
‘at five o’clock’
b. ka:t tal-na o:lpas

two year-LOC  before
‘two years earlier’

c. luw  toxel-na man-1
he wing-LOC  go-NPAST.38G
‘He is flying.’
d. xu:lem taxa:j-na e:wat-s-a-lli
three place-LOC  cut-PAST-EP-SG.38G

‘He cut (it) into three pieces.’

(22) jik-e-l-na j ara:§-1
son-EP-3SG-LOC  proud-NPAST.3SG
‘He is proud of his son.”
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Translative: secondary predicate (23a); result or final point of movement or other
verbal action (23b), and main predicate with the copula ji- ‘become’ (23c).

(23) a ma  luw-e:l ma  jik-e:m-mi lu: pat-l-e:m

I he-ACC I son-1SG-TRANS count-NPAST-8G.1SG
‘I consider him my son.’

b. sanxen-ni le:l-s-a-nen
top-TRANS load-PAST-EP-3DU
‘They loaded (it) till the top.”

c. na:wre:m-a--ni ji-s
child-EP-PROPR-TRANS  become-PAST.3SG
‘She had a child.’

2.1.1.3. Possession

The possessive forms indicate one of the three numbers (the Singular, Dual, and
Plural) and three persons (1%, 2", and 3") of the possessor by means of the possessive
suffixes that attach to the possessed noun. The number of the possessed noun is expressed by
a number affix preceding the possessive affixes (null for the Singular, -#il- for the Dual, and -
I- for the Plural). The possessive paradigm is illustrated below for the consonant-final stem.

TABLE 3: POSSESSIVE DECLENSION

possessed SG DU PL

possessor

SG L xoit-e:m xo:t-pil-am  xo:t-l-am
2 xoit-e:n xo:t-pil-an  xo:t-l-an
3: xo:t-1 xo:t-pil-al xo:t-l-al

DU 1. Xo:t-e:men  xo:t-pil-men  xo:t-l-a-men
2. xo:t-lan xo:t-nil-lan  xo:t-l-e-len
3. xo:t-len xo:t-pil-len  xo:t-l-a-len

PL 1. Xoit-e:w xo:t-pil-uw  xo:t-l-uw
73 xo:t-len xo:t-pil-len  xo:t-l-a-lan
3. xo:t-e:1 xo:t-nil-al xo:t-1-al

Examples of the possessive forms of vowel-final stems are: ku;sazj-am ‘my master’, e;we:
-m ‘my girl’, ku:fa.j-l-am ‘my master’, and e:wi-l-am ‘my girl’.

Separate forms for reflexive possessives are missing, so the regular possessive affixes
are used in the reflexive function:

(24) luw  xo:t-a-l-na o:mas-
he house-EP-38G-LOC sit-PRES.35G
*He; is sitting in hisy; house.”

Apart from marking alienable and inalienable possession, possessive affixes have a
wide range of meanings. This issue is addressed in more detail in section 7.3.

2.1.1.4. Nominal derivation

The most important means of nouns formation are denominal and deverbal suffixation
and compounding. Denominal suffixation is not very frequent. One example is a suffix -a
which derives abstract nouns from parametric adjectives, for example, mal ‘deep’ > mal-at
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*depth’ and pal *high’ > palat *height’. Nouns with spatial meaning can be derived from
adverbial stems with the suffix -pi, for example: wuti ‘down on the riverbank’ > wut-pi ‘place
on the riverbank’, il ‘down' > il-pi ‘place under something’. On some other affixes of
denominal derivation of nouns see 2.1.6.

Affixes of deverbal derivation of nouns are more numerous, although the most typical
way to derive nominalizations is through the derivation of participles and the Converb (see
2.2.5). Fairly productive are the affix -pas which derives deverbal abstract nouns (25a), the
affix -pti/-psi which derives abstract nouns or nouns of result (25b), and the affix -(ta)p
denoting nouns of instrument (25¢).

(25) a. we:l-pes ‘hunting’ < we:l-  ‘to kill, hunt’
u:l-pes ‘life’ < w(l)- ‘to be, to live’
b. potert-e-psi  ‘talk’ < potart- ‘to talk’
mo:jl-e-psi  ‘gift, present’ < moijl- ‘tovisit somebody”
c. kuns-e-p ‘comb’ < kuns- ‘to comb’
xXug-tep *stair” < xXu: - ‘toclimb’

Nominal compounding is widespread. Examples of compounding are: ke:w-a:n
‘bottle’ (from kew ‘stone’ and a:n ‘cup, mug') and a:f-jigk ‘dew’ (from a:f ‘night’ and jisk
‘water’). Especially common are compounds with the second component rex ‘berry’, xul
‘fish’, and wo:j *animal, bird’, for example: siski-rex ‘blackberry’ (siski ‘little bird"), a: Hkesl-
wo;j ‘owl’ (a:pkel ‘pole’), and tuw-xul ‘crucian carp’ (fuw ‘lake’). In some compounds the
first component is an adjective, for example: wul-o:mi ‘grandmother’ (from wul ‘big’ and
o:mi ‘mother’), puti-ke:w ‘coal' (from puti ‘black’ and ke:w ‘stone’). Components of
compounds seem to preserve their individual properties, such as phonological stress. The
second component may include segments which are not otherwise allowed in non-first
syllables, such as, for example, /o:/ in wul-o:mi ‘grandmother’. This suggests that the
components of compounds are phonologically independent.

2.1.2. Pronouns

According to their morphology and syntax, pronouns fall into the categories of pro-
nouns, pro-adjectives, and pro-adverbs, each of these groups sharing the properties of the
corresponding grammatical classes. The following semantic classes of pronouns can be
identified on functional grounds.

2.1.2.1. Personal pronouns

Personal pronouns are pro-nouns in the strict sense. They are distinguished for three
numbers and three persons: ma ‘I', nay ‘you (SG)’, luw ‘he, she’, min ‘we (DU)’, nin “you
(DUY’, lin ‘they (DU)", muy ‘we (PL)’, niy ‘you (PL)’, luw(at) ‘they (PL)". The pronoun luw
typically denotes only animate referents; for a second referring to inanimate objects, the
corresponding noun may be repeated in the clause or be substituted by an anaphorical
demonstrative pronoun (see 3.4). Since separate reflexive pronouns are missing, personal
pronouns are also used in a reflexive function,

Personal pronouns inflect for case, but their case paradigm differs from that of nouns
in the following three respects. First, personal pronouns have a morphelogically marked
Accusative-Dative which encodes the following meanings: direct object; indirect object, and
experiencer in experiential constructions (see 3.2). Second, personal pronouns lack the
Translative, the corresponding meaning being rendered by a postpesitional construction.
Third, the Locative of personal pronouns is used fairly rarely. In particular, it cannot
correspond to an agent in passive constructions, unlike the Locative of lexical NPs (see
2.2.4.3) and does not have locational meaning, (various postpositional phrases are used
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instead). So the paradigm includes three cases: the morphologically unmarked Nominative,
the Accusative-Dative which is usually formed from the Nominative stem augmented by the
corresponding possessive affix, and the Locative formed from the Accusative-Dative with the
affix -na. Examples of the case paradigms for some personal pronouns are presented below.

TABLE 4: DECLENSION OF PERSONAL PRONOUNS

1SG 358G IPL 1DU
NOM ma luw mun min
ACC ma:-ne:m luw-e:l mung-e:w min-e:man
LocC ma:-ne:m-na  luw-e:l-na mu-e:w-na  min-¢:men-na

Personal pronouns have possessive forms which are used within headless NPs,
Possessive pronouns are distinguished for three persons and three numbers of the possessor
and three numbers of the possessed. Their morphological structure is as follows: the
corresponding personal pronoun stem sometimes slightly modified + (number of the
possessed noun) + the correponding possessive affix. For example: man-e:m ‘mine’ (SG),
low-i-l-al *their' (PL), naye:-pil-an ‘your’ (DU), nine:-pil-an ‘of you two* (DU), nig-i-yil-o-n
‘of you (many)’ (DU), niy-i-I-a-n *of you (many)’ (PL). Possessive personal pronouns inflect
for case as regular nouns (see 3.5.2).

2.1.2.2. Demonstratives

Demonstratives may be pro-nouns, pro-adjectives, or pro-adverbs. Pro-nouns inflect
for case, number, and possession like nouns; pro-adjectives function as uninflected nominal
modifiers, while pro-adverbs are uninflected verbal modifiers or adjuncts. As shown below,
deictic demonstratives oppose two degrees of deixis: distal and proximal deixis. There is also
a special series of anaphoric-only demonstrative pronouns primarily used within complex
sentences (see 3.3.2.1), but deictic pronouns of the distal deixis may also be used in the
anaphoric function.

TABLE 5. DEMONSTRATIVE PRONOUNS

proximal deixis distal deixis anaphoric-only
pro-adjectives tam tum §i ‘that’
sime$ ‘such’
itta(m) ‘that’
pro-nouns tami tumi $it
pro-adverbs  Locative tata, ti tu:ta, ta Sita
Ablative talta tu:lta salta
Lative tijed to:xes$ $ijas
manner tata:ji - Siti(ji), sitas

Other demonstrative adverbial expressions are formed as a combination of
demonstrative pro-adjectives and certain nouns, for example: tam pora;j-na ‘at that time’
(from pora ‘time’), tum Sir-na ‘that way' (from Sir ‘way, means'), um a:rat ‘that much’
(from a:rar *amount’).

2.1.2.3, Reciprocals

Reciprocal pronouns are distinguished for three persons and two numbers (the Plural
and the Dual). They are derived from the stem kut- *space in between’ followed by the Plural
affix -/- and the corresponding possessive affix, for example: kur-l-e-man ‘we (two) each
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other’, kut-f-uw ‘we (many) each other’, kut-I-e-n ‘you (two) each other’. Reciprocals inflect
for the Locative case with the regular Locative marker -na, The basic uninflected form is used
in the direct object function (26a). In other functions reciprocals are used in the Locative
(26b) or are combined with a postposition (26¢).

(26) a. nip  kut-l-a-n sija:les-l-e-n
you  between-PL-EP-2PL see-NPAST-EP-2PL
*You (PL) see each other.’
b. mun we:it ne:mxe:-t kut-l-uw-na jax-s-uw
we five man-PL between-PL-1PL-LOC walk-PAST-1PL
‘We five people visit each other.”
c. nin  kut-l-e-n e:walt poter-l-a-ten

you between-PL-EP-2DU from talk-NPAST-EP-2DU
“You two talk about each other.’

Reciprocalization is always controlled by the grammatical subject.

2.1.2.4. Interrogative pronouns

Interrogative pronouns fall into specific, non-specific, and emphatic classes. Specific
and non-specific pronouns are opposed only for the interrogatives ‘who’ and ‘what’. Specific
emphatic interrogatives are formed from non-specific interrogatives with the prefix a:-.
Interrogative pronouns are presented below.

TABLE 6. INTERROGATIVE PRONOUNS

specific definite non-specific emphatic gloss
pro-nouns X0j Xojtaw a:xojtaw *who'
mola mosa a:mosa ‘what
matit matit - ‘which ne’
pro-adjectives mati mati - *which’
mola mosa a:mosa ‘what sort’
pro-adverbs xata xata axata ‘where’
xalsa xalsa a:xalsa ‘from here’
xoti xoti a:xoti ‘*how’
mola:ji mosa;ji a:mosaiji ‘why’
Xunti xunti - ‘when’

Specific pronouns question about a specific referent often observed by the speaker or
somehow familiar to her (27a), while emphatic interrogatives question about a completely
unfamiliar object, cf.:

27 a tami mola?

that  what
‘What is this?’

b. tami  a:-mosa?
that IND-what

‘What (on earth) is it?’
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Specific pronouns (both regular and emphatic) are normally used in a question that
refers to the situation in the present or past. They can also be used as generalized indefinite
pronouns, cf.:

(28) mola an we:r-l-an nan - ma:n-e:m
what NEG do-NPAST-2SG you [-ACC
mo:s-l-a-n

need-NPAST-EP-28G
*Whatever you do, I love you."

Non-specific interrogatives are typically used in questions about the future or
questions asked in the irrealis modality and do not imply the existence of their referent, cf.
(29) and (30).

(29) a mola  li-l-e-n?
what eat-NPAST-EP-28G
*What are you eating?’
b. mola xoj e:dti ma-s-l-a-n?
what who to give-PAST-PL-EP-2SG
‘What did you give to whom?’

(30) a mosa pe:li  li-ti pit-1-a-n?
what EMPH eat-INF start-NPAST-EP-2SG
‘What will you eat?’
b, tuta  u:-l xojtaw?

there be-NPAST.35G who
‘Is there anybody?’

2.1.2.5. Indefinite pronouns

There are specific, non-specific, negative, and free-choice indefinite pronouns.
Specific and non-specific indefinite pronouns formally coincide with the corresponding
classes of interrogative pronouns (see 2.1.2.4). The semantic difference between them is also
preserved: specific indefinite pronouns imply an referent that exists but is unknown to the
speaker (31), while non-specific indefinite pronouns do not refer to a particular entity (32).

(31) a luw  a:-mosa keisi wois  erwslt tu-s
he IND-what knife city from bring-PAST.38G
‘He has brought some knife from the city.’
b. nin  xo:t-a-n-na a:-xojtaw w-l
you house-EP-2PL-LOC IND-who be-NPAST.38G
‘There is somebody in your house.’

(32) we:r-a nag  je:len mosa
make-IMP.2SG you athome what
‘Do something at home.’

Free-choice indefinite pronouns are formed from non-specific (or more rarely, specific
definite) interrogative pronouns with the postpositive particle a:fuf or the prepositive particle
kus, for example: mosa a:tul *whatever’, kus xalfa ‘from wherever', xojtaw a:tul ‘whoever’.
[f a pronoun funetions as prenominal modifier, the particle a:ful is placed after the head noun:

(33) mosa a:mp a:tul
what dog ever
‘every dog, whichever dog’

Negative indefinite pronouns are ne:msitef ‘nobody” and re:mosa ‘nothing’, as well as
the adverbial expressions which use the word ne:mosa as their first component and
interrogative pronouns as their second component, for example: ne:mosa xata ‘nowhere’,

ne:mosa xalsa ‘from nowhere’, etc.

2.1.2.6. Quantitative pronouns

The list of quantitative pronouns available in Ostyak is presented below.

TABLE 7. QUANTITATIVE PRONOUNS

pro-nouns itliji ‘everybody’

asat ‘everybody’

asa ‘everything’

isukliji ‘completely everybody/everything’
pro-adjectives asa ‘all’

itliji ‘all’

ka:sen ‘each’
pro-adverbs ijuslti ‘everywhere’

iwe: nna ‘always’

Ostyak also uses the following adverbial expressions with the quantitative meaning: asa mola
a:rat ‘any amount’ and asq §ir-na *in any way’.

Universal quantifiers in the subject position trigger the Plural agreement on the verb,
for example:

(34) itliji o:mes-l-a-t
everybody  sit-NPAST-EP-3PL
‘Everybody is sitting.”

Quantitative pro-adjectives typically precede the noun they modify but in certain
syntactic environments float in the postnominal position (see 6.1).

2.1.3. Numerals

Cardinal numerals 1-8, 10, 20, 100 and 1000 are morphologically simple: it ‘one’
(non-attributive form), ka:tn ‘two’ (non-attributive form), xu:lam ‘three’, il ‘four’, we:s
‘five', xur ‘six’, la:pat ‘seven’, niijal ‘eight’, ja:p ‘ten’, xus ‘twenty’, so:t *hundred’, saras
‘thousand’. Numerals 1 and 2 additionally have attributive forms, i(j) and ka:t, respectively.
Other numerals are compound. The numeral ‘nine’ is derived from a bound component jar-
(unclear in meaning) and the numeral ‘ten’: jar-t'a:y. Numerals 11-17 are formed with the
suffix -xos- which goes back to the postposition xefa ‘to, at’, for example: we.t-xos-ja:y
‘fifteen’ (from we:t ‘five’, and ja:y ‘ten’). Numerals 18 and 19 are formed as compounds with
the word xu:s ‘twenty’, for example: rijal-xu:s ‘18’ (from nijsl *eight’). Tens involve the
numerals ja:y ‘ten’ or so:f ‘hundred’ as their second component, for example: we:r-ja:n
‘fifty’, but nijel-so:t *eighty’. Numerals ‘nineteen’ and ‘ninety’ involve the bound component
jar-, cf. jar-xus ‘nineteen’ and jar-so:t ‘ninety’. Numerals higher then 100 are formed by
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combining the corresponding names for hundreds, tens, and unities, sometimes also the
conjunction pa ‘and’, cf.:

(35) dares jart’a:n so:t jar-so:t pa xu:lem
thousand nine hundred ninety and  three
‘1993’

Numerals inflect for case and possession only within a headless NP (see 3.5.2) or in the
predicative function (for possession). In the attributive function they remain uninflected.

Ordinal numerals are derived with the suffix -mst from cardinal numerals, for
example, we:t-mat *fifth’, ril-mat ‘fourth’. Cf. also the irregular ordinal numerals o:/a# ‘first’
and kimet ‘second’. For compound numerals the suffix -mat is added only to the last
component: xu:lam-ja:y pa nil-met ‘thirty fourth’. Fractions are formed with ordinal numerals
and (optionally) the word su:p ‘part’, for example: (i) we:t-mat (su:p) ‘one fifth’,

For some numerals there are also morphologically distinct distributive and collective
forms: Kitemtak ‘both’, ka:taf *in two’. The Translative of the ordinal numeral renders the
repetitive meaning: xu.l-mat-ti ‘the third time’. The Locative forms of the cardinal numerals
have distributive or temporal meaning: xu:/am-na ‘at three (0’clock)’ or *by three, into three
parts’.

2.1.4. Adjectives
With regard to their inflectional properties, adjectives are not distinguishable from
nouns. Like nouns, they are morphologically unmarked in a modifier function, for example:

(36) sora  Xo:p-na
fast  boat-LOC
‘in a fast boat’

In the predicative function adjectives take number inflections, cf.:

(37) tam  xo:t-a-t wul-a-t
this  house-EP-PL big-EP-PL
“These houses are big.’

Within a headless NP adjectives take other morphological markings typical of nouns (case,
number, and possessive): a;f-na ‘in a small one (LOC)’ (see 3.5.2 for more detail). Inflection
of adjectives is identical to that of nouns.

However, the syntactic distribution of adjectives differs from that of nouns in at least
in two respects. First, unlike nouns, some parametric adjectives may function as verbal
modifiers of manner. In this function they remain uninflected, for example:

(38) soira  man-|
fast  go-NPAST.3SG
‘(he) walks fast’

Second, adjectives participate in comparative and superlative constructions. The comparative
and superlative are formed analytically. In the comparative construction the standard of
comparison is expressed by the postpositional phrase with the postposition e:walt ‘from’
(rarely the postpositions kirisa or wa:ntman ‘compared with’) while the adjective remains
unmarked (39a). The postpositional phrase which corresponds to the standard of comparison
may either precede or follow the NP. The absolute comparative is derived with the enclitic -
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sok following the adjective (39b). The superlative is formed with the free-standing particle
met which need not be immediately adjacent to the (39¢).

(39) a nay  ke:se:-n e:welt jam  ke:si
you knife-28G ~ from good knife
‘a knife better than your knife’

b. luw  jam-sek jun k-a-1
he good-COMP dance-EP-NPAST.38G
‘He dances better.”
C. me:t kait soira xoipp
SUPER two fast boat
‘two fastest boats’

Adjectives may be derived from nouns (more rarely, from verbs) by suffixation. The
most frequent and fully productive affixes of derived adjectives are the caritive affix -/ (40a),
and the propriative affixes -(@)y, -i, and -pi. Apart from the regular propriative meaning (40b),
the propriative -(a)y may denote an abundance in something (40c), while -i sometimes
denotes the content (40d). The propriative -pi is only used when the base adjective heads its
own phrase (40e).

(40) a. los-li ‘without a snow’
se:m-li ‘blind’ (without eyes)
b. ime:-g ‘married, having a woman’
c. jux-a-n ‘having many trees’
d. naf-i ‘with bread’
jink-i ‘watery, wet’
e. aj se:m-pi ‘with small eye’
ijis-pi ‘with one relative’

Propriative adjectives in -/ are commonly used with the postposition fe:Ina ‘with’, for
example:

(41) mil-i te:lna
cap-PROPR  with
‘with the cap’

Some ideophonic adjectives are formed as partial reduplication where the second component
exhibits a word-initial labial consonant, for example: kasli-pu:sli ‘boring, without interest’,
sisap-marap ‘very quick’, sitak-marak ‘quiet’, and kuli-mari ‘plump’.

2.1.5. Adverbs

In most cases verbal modification is expressed by morphologically unmarked
adjectives (see 2.1.4). There are only a few manner adverbs that are morphologically distinct
from the adjective, for example, the following adverbs are derived from adjectives: jam-g-§
‘well’ (from jam ‘good, nice’), a:rm-o-§ *badly’ (from a:tem ‘bad’), ku:n-tat ‘easily’ (from
ku:n ‘easy’), tazk-an ‘tight’ (from ta:k ‘tight’), as well as the adverbs derived from the
Translative forms of adjectives, such as so:ra-ji ‘for a short time’ and kun-ni ‘easily’.
Examples of non-derived manner adverbs which do not have a corresponding adjective are:
ta:keliji *in vain' and sukap ‘quietly.’

Spatial adverbs are typically distributed among three fairly regular series with the
Locative, Lative, and Ablative meaning, for example:
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(42) gloss LOC LAT ABL
‘above’ nu:men noxes nu:melta
‘outside’ ka:men kimag ka:mealta
‘at home’ je:len joxas jeilta

There are also numerous adverbial expressions which include the word pe:lek ‘half, side’ in
various forms and denote orientation in space, for example: jam pe:lekna ‘from the right
side’, parta pe:lkas ‘to the left’, nim pe:lek e:weit ‘from the north’.

Most temporal adverbs are represented by frozen Locative or Nominative forms of
nouns, for example: a:flna ‘in the night’, su:sen ‘in autumn’, a:fl xatl *‘day and night’.
Examples of other temporal adverbs are: munri “long ago’, xale:wer ‘tomorrow’, and motta
‘earlier’.

Examples of degree adverbs are: talaysi ‘wholly, as a whole’, a:r(tan) ‘much’, jesa
‘little’, mort ‘enough’, se:pk ‘very’, and wulli ‘completely’. The degree adverb meaning may
be rendered by some logical particles (see 2.3.2) or preverbs (see 2.2.6).

Manner adverbs and certain spatial and temporal adverbs form the analytical
comparative and superlative, identical to that of adjectives (see 2.1.4). For example, the
absolute comparative may be formed with the clitic -sak added to the adverb itself, or to the
postposition within the periphrastic adverbial expression:

(43) jam  pe:lek-ssk  ewalt or: jam pe:lek ewslt-sak
good side-COMP  from good side from-COMP
‘more from the right’

2.1.6. Nominal categorizers

Adjectives, certain pro-adjectives, and Past and Non-Past participles can be
nominalized with a very productive nominalizer -1, which possibly goes back to the
independent word ar ‘thing’. This nominalizer attaches to the fully derived word. For
example, according to the regular phonotactic rule of Ostyak (1.3.2), if the base adjective or
participle ends in two consonants the epenthetic & is inserted between them. In further
derivation the nominalizer -f in its turn is preceded by another epenthetic ; thus, the resulting
form is, for example, man-s-m-o-1 ‘the one who went’ (from man- ‘go’, -m Past participle)
instead of *man-m-at which would normally be expected. This suggests that the nominalizer
-1, although bound to its host, is outside the phonological word and can be identified as a
clitic. Examples (44a) illustrate the substantivization of adjectives, while examples (44b)
show the substantivization of participles.

(44) a. wo:s-a-n-a-t  ‘city person’ city + EP + PROPR + EP + NOMN
X0:r-pi-t ‘something like’ appearance + PROPR + NOMN
b. we:r-a-m-a-t  ‘the one who made’ make + EP + PP + EP + NOMN
we:r-ti-t ‘the one who makes' make + NPP + NOMN

Substantivated participles may have a fully lexicalized meaning, such as those in (45),
sometimes within a lexicalized compound expression (46).

(45) jan-ti-t ‘toy’ play + NPP + NOMN
w:nlt-e-ti-t ‘teacher’ teach + EP + NPP + NOMN
li-ti-t ‘food’ eat + NPP + NOMN

xal-s-m-a-t  ‘dead body’ die + EP + PP + EP + NOMN
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(46) a. lil-a-1 man-e-m-e-t
soul-EP-38G go-EP-PP-EP-NOMN
‘dead body’

b. a:t lazjel-ti-t
night wait-NPP-NOMN
‘wolf

Nominalized adjectives and participles function within a headless NP or a headless relative
clause, respectively, and inflect as regular nouns (see 3.5.2).

The Diminutive is derived by means of the productive suffix -ji preceded by the
epenthetic /i/ when attached to the consonant-final stem, cf. pe:rna-ji ‘little cross® but xo:t-i-ji
‘little house’. The Diminutive often has an affectionate rather than a purely diminutive
meaning. In this function it is very commonly used in folklore, where it can co-occur not only
with nouns but also with adjectives (a:j-i-ji ‘very small’), personal pronouns (nay-i-ji ‘you’),
and postpositions (joxan xuwa:t-i-ji ‘along the river’).

Furthermore, Ostyak has a number of bound words that always follow a noun and
serve as its semantic modifiers. These words are phonologically independent of the preceding
noun, but semantically and syntactically function as categorizing morphemes. They are
exemplified below.

47) example
diminutive taxti jink taxti ‘a little water'
augmentative iki ju:pk lo:pes iki ‘a large piece of ice’
augmentative siki por-nig siki ‘huge Por woman’
affectionate loxi jeurtep loxi “poor, bad fence’

The constructions in questions exhibit a remarkable split in head properties. The bound words
occupy a phrase-final position typical of the nominal head and may bear number, case and
possessive affixes in the way the head noun normally does. On the other hand, the preceding
noun exhibits the semantic, controlling and distributional properties of a syntactic head.

(48) ta:id  loxe:-l
herd poor-38G
*his poor herd”

2.2, Verbal morphology

Verbs function as finite and non-finite predicates. The finite verb has grammatical
categories of tense/mood/aspect, voice, subject agreement, and object agreement. Most non-
Indicative moods are analytical. The general structure of the verbal form in the Indicative is as
follows:

(49) stem-tense-(passive)-(number of the object)-subject agreement

The verbal stems end in a single consonant (we:r- *make, do’) or a consonantal cluster
(re:sk- *hit’). Several verbal stems are vowel-final (ma- ‘give’, ji- ‘come, become’, f1.:- take’,
wu- ‘bring, u:(1)- ‘be’), these exhibit some irregularities in conjugation.

2.2.1. Conjugation

Ostyak has obligatory subject agreement and optional object agreement. Intransitive
verbs inflect for subject agreement, that is, the person and number of the subject. This
paradigm is traditionally referred to as the subjective conjugation. Transitive verbs also
conjugate by the subjective type. In addition, they have the second paradigm, which is
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traditionally referred to as the objective conjugation. The latter exhibits both subject and
object agreement. The verb in the objective conjugation takes an affix referring to the number
of the direct object followed by the subject agreement affix, as shown by the diagrams in (50).
The subject agreement markers in the two conjugations are phonologically different,

(50) a. subjective conjugation (intransitive and transitive verbs):
stem - tense - subject agreement
b. subjective conjugation (transitive verbs only):

stem - tense - number of the object - subject agreement

Thus, transitive verbs are used either in the subjective or in the objective conjugation. The
conditions on the use of object agreement (the objective conjugation) for transitive verbs are
addressed in more detail in section 6.

Below [ present the subjective and the objective paradigms for the Non-Past tense of
the verb we:r- ‘make, do’. The Past tense forms are formed in a similar way.

TABLE 8. SUBJECTIVE CONJUGATION

SG DU PL
3 wer-l-e-m  we:r-l-a-men we:r-l-uw
2. we:r-l-a-n we:r-l-a-tan we:r-l-a-ti
3. we:r-| we:r-l-a-Nan we:r-l-a-t

TABLE 9. OBJECTIVE CONJUGATION

object 8G DU FL
subject
SG 1. wer-l-@-e:xm we:r-l-a-nil-am we:r-l-a-l-am
2. we:r-1-@-e:n we:r-l-g-nil-an we:r-l-g-1-an
3. wer-1-@-e-lli we:r-l-a-nil-li we:r-l-a-l-a-1li
DU 1. we:r-l-@-e:men we:r-l-a-nil-men we:r-l-a-l-a-man
2. weir-l-@-a-len we:r-l-a-nil-lan we:r-l-a-|-a-llen
3. weir-1-@-a-lan we:r-l-a-pil-len we:r-l-a-l-a-llen
PL 1. weir-l-@-exw we:r-l-e-pil-uw we:r-l-a-l-uw
2. we:r-l-@-s-lon we:r-l-a-pil-len we:r-l-s-1-a-llen
3. werr-l-@-e:l we:r-l-a-pil-al we:r-1-a-1-al

As can be seen from Table 9, in the objective paradigm the object agreement marker is null
for the Singular, -yil- for the Dual, and -/- for the Plural object. In the glosses for the Singular
object null will not be marked hereafter, but the gloss for the subject agreement affix will
include the indication *SG’. For example, the objective conjugation form we:r-l-e:m will be
glossed as ‘do-NPAST-8G.18G’, while we:r-l-e-yil-am will be glossed as *‘do-NPAST-EP-
DU-15G’.

The subjective and objective conjugations are also opposed in the Imperative (see
222).
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2.2.2, TAM-system

2.2.2.1. Mood

The following modal categories are distinguished:

(i) The Indicative, The Indicative is morphologically unmarked and is realized through
tense forms (see 2.2.2.2). The Indicative may denote the irrealis modality if combined with
modal particles such as ki *if*. The Non-Past Indicative may have a deliberative meaning:

(51) ma man-l-s-m?
I go-NPAST-EP-1SG
‘Shall [ go?”

(ii) The Evidential (see section 8).

(iii) The Adhortative. The Adhortative is formed with the Non-Past Indicative verb
and the particles a:f “let’. It may be used in the main clause (52a) and in the embedded clause
introduced by modal verbs (52b). When the Adhortative verb co-occurs with the particle a:/ it
has the preventive meaning (52¢).

(52) a. luw  ait man-|
he let go-NPAST.3SG
‘Let him go.’
b. mo:s-1 nan tami at we:r-l-e:n
need-NPAST.38G  you this let  do-NPAST-SG.25G
‘It is necessary that you do this.”

. ait ail man-|
let NEG go-NPAST.38G
‘If only he didn't go.’

(iv) The Optative. The Optative is formed analytically by combination of the Past
tense Indicative verb and the particles a:f and /u:lan ‘let’. The former typically precedes the
verb, while the latter is optional. The Optative expresses wish and is used either in the matrix
(53a) or in the embedded clause (53b).

(53) a. xul  lulen ait tu:-s.
fish let let  bring-PAST.38G
‘I wish he would bring some fish.’

b. luw  lit-l mup ait we:r-s-uw Tuw-e:1
he want-NPAST.38SG  we let make-PAST-1PL he-ACC
lo:x
ski

‘He wants us to make him skis.’

(v) The Conjunctive. The Conjunctive is formed with the Past tense Indicative verb
and the particles ki ‘if” and lu:lsn ‘let’. Both particles have a fairly free position in the clause,
but the particle ki tends to be clause-final. In the dependent clause the Conjunctive expresses
the counterfactual condition (54). In the main clause of the corresponding sentences the verb
is used in the Indicative, but the modal particle /u:/en may be repeated. Within an independent
clause the Conjunctive may have a wide range of modal meanings (55). In this case the
particle ki may be omitted (cf. (55a)).
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(54) nan lu:len to:metta ki joxat-s-a-n ma  lulen
you let yesterday if come-PAST-EP-28G | let
a:mat-s-s-m

rejoice-PAST-EP-1SG

*If you had come yesterday, I would have been happy.’

(55) a. ma lu:len we:r-s-e:m tami
I let  make-PAST-SG.1SG this
‘I would have done this."
b. ma  asde:-m lu:len lilenp ki u:-s

I father-18G  let alive if be-PAST.38G
‘If only my father were alive!’

& mosa  luwlen li-s-uw ki?
what let  eat-PAST-1PL if
‘What shall we eat?”

(vi) The Imperative. The Imperative is the only non-analytical mood apart from the
Indicative. It is formed with special lnﬂccuunal affixes not employed otherwise. The
Imperative is operative only for the 2™ person of the Singular, Dual, and Plural. It
distinguishes the subjective and objective conjugation, the latter indicating the number of the
direct object. The objective paradlgm forms for the Dual and the Plural object are
morphologically derived from the 2™ person Singular Imperative objective form for the
Singular object ending in -i. Examples of the Imperative forms are:

(56) a. subjective conjugation
man-a go + IMP.25G
man-a:ten go + IMP.2PL
b. objective conjugation
weir-i do +58G.28G
we:r-i-l-a do+IMP + PL + 28G
we:r-i-nil-a-n do+ IMP + DU + EP + 2DU

2.2.2.2. Tense

Temporal categories exist only in the Indicative and Evidential. Ostyak does not have
relative tenses, but distinguishes the Non-Past, the Past, and the Future. In the Indicative the
Non-Past tense is represented by the marker -I-, the Past tense is represented by the marker -s,
and the Future is analytical, On temporal categories in the Evidential see section 8.

The Non-Past refers to the moment of speech, expresses the universal situation, or
(immediate) future, for example: man-l--m ‘I am going, 1 (usually) go, I will go’ (go +
NPAST + EP + 18G)’. It can also be used as the narrative past, especially in folklore texts.
The Past tense refers to the situation in the past: man-s-a-m ‘1 went, I was going, I had gone’
(go + PAST + EP + 18G). The Analytical Future is formed with the Non-Past form of the
auxiliary verb pit- *fall, start’ inflected for subject and (optionally) object agreement and the
Infinitive of the content verb in -i (on the Infinitive see 2.2,5), The Future refers to the future
situation, typically remote in time:

(57) man-ti pit-l-a-m
go-INF start-NPAST-EP-18G
‘I will go.”
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In copular constructions the copula verb w:(7)- in the Future can be absent, so that the
corresponding meaning is rendered only by the auxiliary pit-, cf.:

(58) tata  ne:-mosa ne:gxi an pit-1
here NEG-what man NEG start-NPAST.3SG
‘There won’t be any men here.’

2.2.2.3. Aspect

Various aspectual meanings are expressed by derivational means, namely, with
Aktionsart suffixes and preverbs (2.2.6).

In addition, Ostyak has a fairly regular analytical Stative construction. The Stative is
formed with the Converb in -man of the content verb (on the Converb see 2.2.5) and the
auxiliary verb u:(1)- ‘be’ inflected for tense (Non-Past, Past, and-rarely-analytical Future) and
subject agreement. The Stative is mostly formed from transitive verbs, and in this case it has a
passive meaning, that is, is semantically oriented towards the patient/theme argument. The
verb undergoes detransitivation, so the agent argument cannot be expressed within the
construction.

(59) Non-Past we:r-man u:-l ‘is done’
Past ka:wer-man u:-s ‘was cooked’
Future we:r-man w:l-ti pit-l  *will be done’

The 1* and 2™ person subject occurs fairly rarely within the Stative costruction, but is not
altogether impossible, cf.:

(60) xunti ma  werl-e-s-E-m nan uZe jirsel-e-man
when I wake.up-EP-PAST-EP-15G you  already tie-EP-CONV
u:l-l-e-n
be-NPAST-EP-28G

‘When I woke up you were already tied down.’

The Stative can be also formed from a number of intransitive verbs, for example, from the
verbs likas- ‘get angry’, joxet- ‘come’, il waj- ‘get asleep’, jis- ‘drink, get drunk’, su:ret-
‘become gray-haired’, and kori- ‘get thin, lose weight’. In this case it has an active meaning,
that is, is semantically oriented towards the only argument of the corresponding verb:

(61) likas-man u:-1 ‘(got angry and) is angry’
jis-man u:-s ‘was >

The Stative denotes the state resulting from the previous action. For this reason it can
only be formed from telic verbs and cannot co-occur with adverbs that characterize the
completion of action (such as, for example, n:p ‘just’) but is easily combined with
continuative adverbs (such as xwwan ‘long time’ and iwe:yna ‘always’). The Converb within
the Stative construction may fall into the scope of the comparative particle -sek and form the
comparative in the same way as adjectives (see 2.1.4 on the comparative degree of
adjectives), cf.:
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(62) tam  xul-e:n s0:r-e-l-man-sok u:-l1
this  fish-2Sg dry-EP-CAUS-CONV-COMP be-NPAST.3SG
tw:m xul-a-1 e:walt
that fish-EP-3SG from

“This fish of yours is better dried than that his fish.’
On the Stative construction in the Evidential see 8.5.

2.2.3. Negation

Both sentence and constituent negation is expressed with the negative particle anfr)
which usually immediately precedes the main verb. The variant ant is present before a vowel,
while the variant an occurs before a consonant.

(63) a. tami nag kese:-n ant  u:-l
this you knife-2SG  NEG be-NPAST.38G
“This is not your knife.”
b. nip  nemxi an taj-e-1
woman man NEG have-EP-NPAST.38G
‘He doesn’'t have a wife.’

The elements that can intervene between the negative particle and the verb are certain other
grammatical particles, such as the adhortative particle a:r ‘let’ or the conditional particle ki
‘if’. In the analytic Future the negative particle is typically located before the auxiliary verb
(64). In the analytical Stative the negative particle may be located either immediately before
the content verb (65a) or immediately before the copula (65b). The latter case implies that the
result of the action is temporarily absent.

(64) we:r-ti an pit-l
make-INF NEG start-NPAST.3SG
*he will not do’

(65) a. xo:it  an we:r-man w-l
house NEG do-CONV be-NPAST.38G
“The house is not built.”
b. x0:t  we:r-man ant  w-l
house do-CONV NEG be-NPAST.38G
“The house is not (yet) built.”

Sporadically, constituent negation may also be expressed with the particle antafm) situated
immediately before the negated element (66a). The same particle is also used in contrastive
negation (66b).

(66) a. anta(m) nap  pil-e:n-na poter-l-e-m
NEG you with-25G-LOC talk-NPAST-EP-15G
‘I am not talking with you.’
b. ma  juwan wa:n-s-a-m anta  pe:tra
I John see-PAST-EP-1SG NEG Peter
‘I saw John, not Peter.’

Existential sentences are negated with the existential negative copula ‘there are/is no’
which inflects for number (but not person). Its forms are presented below.
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(67) SG DU PL
anta(m) antam-nen antam-a-t

In the Past the negative existential copula is combined with the Past tense of the copula u:(1)-
ibe!:

(68) antam-e-t u:-s-o-1
no-EP-PL be-PAST-EP-3PL
‘there were no’

Non-existential copular sentences are negated in a regular manner, that is, with the negative
particle an(t).
The Imperative is negated with the special prohibitive particle a.J, cf.:

(69) a:l joxt-a.
NEG come-IMP.2SG

‘Don’t come.’

In the presence of negative pronouns a sentence contains double of multiple negation,
cf.:

(70) luw  ne:mosa xalda ne:mosa an
he nothing from.where nothing NEG
lut-g-li-j-e-I
buy-EP-IMF-FREQ-EP-NPAST.38G

‘He does not buy anything anywhere.’

One special construction can be used in the Past tense to express absolute emphatic negation:
the nominalized form of the Past participle inflected for subject agreement + the negative
copula antam, cf.:

(71) ma  wa:nt-e-m-a-t-e:m antam
I see-EP-PP-EP-NOMN-1SG no
‘1 haven’t seen/did not see anything.’

The Evidential has two formally and semantically different types of negation. See ....
for more detail.

2.2.4. Verbal categorizers

2.2.4.1. Verbalizers

Verbs are derived from adjectives and nouns by means of derivational suffixes. The
most productive suffixes are exemplified below.

(72) suffix base word resulting verb example
-(a)m- adjectives inchoative  pur§-am- ‘getolder’ (purs$ ‘old")

-(a)$- nouns intransitive  sij-a§-  ‘make noise’ (sij ‘sound’)
-(a)t-  nouns transitive rasit-  ‘provide with a fringe’ ( rasi ‘fringe’)
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2.2.4.2. Valence-changing affixes
Apart from the regular Passive addressed in 2.2.4.3, the verbal valence is affected by
certain derivational processes, The valence-changing affixes are listed in (73).

(73) affix resulting verb example
-(a)l- intransitive, anticausative  ke:r-l-  ‘turn” (INTR)
-(a)s-, -(a)§- intransitive, anticausative  suk-as- ‘suffer’ (cf. suk-at- ‘torture’
-(a)l- transitive, causative fiax-e-I- ‘make laugh’ (nax- ‘laugh’
-(a)- transitive, causative ke:r-a-t- ‘tum’ (TR)
-(a)pt, -(a)lt- transitive, causative joxt-a-pt- ‘bring’ (joxet- ‘come’)

Most of the affixes in (73) co-occur only with a certain class of verbs, and for this
reason are not considered grammaticized. However, the causative in -(ajt- or -(a)pt-/-(a)li- is
fully productive; it derives causatives from both transitive and intransitive verbs. On the
causative construction, see 3.1.1. Note that the causative in -(a)lt- may have an applicative
meaning if derived from transitive verbs, that is, it may signify the promotion of the indirect
or oblique object to the direct object role.

(74) a. oxsam-na pon-lt-a-s-li
scarf-LOC  put-CAUS-EP-PAST-SG.3SG
‘He put a scarf (on her).’
b. ma luw-e: ne:pek-na Xas-s-e:m
1 he-ACC letter-LOC  write-PAST-8G.1SG
‘I wrote a letter (of complaint) about him."

2.2.4.3. Passive

In addition to the morphologically unmarked active voice Ostyak has a regular
morphological Passive. The Passive is formed with the affix -a:j-/a which follows the tense
marker. The Passive verb takes subjective conjugation affixes. The Passive conjugation is
presented below for the verb we:r- ‘do, make’ in the Non-Past tense.

TABLE 10. PASSIVE CONJUGATION

SG DU PL
L., we:r-l-azj-a-m we:r-l-aij-men we:r-l-azj-uw
2 we:r-l-asj-a-n we:r-l-a:j-ten we:r-l-azj-ti
3. we:r-l-a we-l-a:-j-nen we:r-l-azj-a-t

Examples of the passive forms in the Past and the Future for the 3™ person Singular are: we:r-
s-a ‘was made, done’ and we:r-ti pit-I-a *will be made, done’, respectively.

The Passive has several major functions. Most importantly, it indicates that the agent
argument does not correspond to the topic role. As will be shown in section 5.2, there is a
strong requirement in Ostyak grammar for the topic to be encoded as the subject. The passive
construction aims to maintain this relationship. In the Passive the non-topic agent argument
does not correspond to the subject but is encoded by the Locative NP, while some other verbal
argument bears the grammatical relation of the subject. The following arguments can be
topicalized and encoded as the subject of the passive construction: patient/theme,
recipient/benefactive (example (75a)), causee (75b), location (75c¢), goal (75d), and, according to
the data presented in Kulonen (1989), on rare occasions, temporal. Passivization applies to
certain intransitives as well as to transitive verbs (see, for example, (75d)).
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(75) a pe:traij-e:n  Xo:p-na mojl-a-s-a
Peter-2SG boat-LOC give-EP-PAST-PAS.38G
‘(He) was given a boat by Peter.'

b. woirona:j-na $ikensa ittam wo:lek-a-I
crow-LOC  so that  wolf-EP-38G
xo:ll-s-pt-a-1-a
cry-EP-CAUS-EP-NPAST-PAS.38G

*So the crow made this wolf cry.’

c. nare:-l noxes-na xuj-l-a
bench sable-LOC  lie-NPAST-PAS.38G
*His bench is (full of) lying sables.’

d. kul’-na joxet-s-a
devil-LOC  come-PAST-PAS.38G
‘A devil came to him."

The contexts that are likely to trigger detopicalization of the agent and passivization
are questions to the agent and answers to them (see 5.2), the conjoined clause if its agent is
not coreferential with the agent of the first clause (see 3.4 and 6.1), and the cases where the
agent is newly introduced into the discourse and therefore less topical than another argument.
The latter case is illustrated in (76).

(76) jazj-e-l jewe:-l ke:si-na
brother-EP-35G sister-38G  knife-PAST-EP-5G.35G
e:wat-s-e-lli a ase:-l-na ke:si  jel
cut-PAST-EPSG.38G and  father-3SG  knife ahead
lask-g-s-a

throw-EP-PAST-PAS.35G
*The brother cut his sister with the knife and his father threw the knife away.’

Personal pronouns cannot act as the passive agent, and the passive construction is altogether
banned in the corresponding cases (see 6.1).

The second major function of the Passive is semantic eliminating of the agent. In this
type the agent has a generic or indefinite interpretation and cannot be overtly expressed in the
clause. The subject corresponds to the non-agent argument of the transitive or intransitive
verb.

a7n e lajem takan se:wear-m-e-s-a jux xoéa
axe fast cut-MOM-EP-PAST-PAS.3SG tree to
‘They put the axe fast in the tree.’
b. §ij  oxet-s-aij-uw.
FOC come-PAST-PAS-1PL
*(Somebody) came to us.’

Furthermore, a number of verbs which take the only experiencer argument are used
solely in the Passive. Their single argument corresponds to the grammatical subject while the
agent is altogether absent from the semantic representation of the clause. These are the
following verbs:
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(78) muwat- ‘get covered with earth’ kirapt- *be covered with scabs’
a:met- ‘become happy’ a:mot- ‘become happy, rejoice’
pe:j- ‘get frozen’ wo:t- ‘become white-haired’
xuwl- ‘be flooded with water’ muwat- ‘be covered with earth’
kijart- ‘be covered with hoar-frost’ no:pal- ‘float’
jammi we:r-  ‘recover’ nikt- ‘become worm-eaten’
po:s- ‘get wet’ seiri- *soiled by flies’
jilpat- ‘revive’ jesal- *become concious’
pilat- ‘get mad’ karnit- ‘be covered with first ice

of the year (of the river)’

The same concerns certain lexicalized expressions consisting of the verb and the Locative NP
which does not bear a separate argument status. Such expressions typically exhibit non-
compositional idiomatic semantics, for example:

(79 a tut-na li-s-a
fire-LOC eat-PAST-PAS.3SG
‘got burnt (literally: was eaten by fire)’
b. puwlapsi-na  e:t-s-a
tumor-LOC  enter-PAST-PAS.3SG
‘a tumor appeared (literally: was entered by the tumor)’

Another group of single argument verbs can be used in the Passive and in the active
interchangeably without any apparent difference in meaning; these are cited in (80).

(80) jelem- ‘be ashamed” po:t- ‘get frozen’
mor- ‘get wet’ raxan- ‘choke’
lit- ‘want’ kuts- ‘get drunk’
pursam- ‘get old’ wo:li- ‘shine’
xuj- “lie’

Examples of this type of passive constructions are presented below in (81), while (82)
demonstrates that the single-argument copula verb within the Stative construction may also
take the passive form.

(81) a. niml-a-n jus  xuj-la
ski-EP-PROPR road lie-NPAST-PAS.3SG
*A ski-track is seen (literally: lying).”
b. sax kij-e:n xu:l-ije:-] wo:li-l-a
fur.coat lace-28G hole-DIM-3SG shine-NPAST-PAS.3SG
“The holes between the laces of his fur-coat are shining.’

(82) tam uw  tuxer-man  u:l-l-a
this door close-CONV be-NPAST-PAS.38G
*This door is closed.’

For some of the verbs in (80) the active is preferred when the subject participant denotes a
natural object and the Passive is preferred when the subject participant is a person, cf::
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(83) a. ma  po:t-s-aj-s-m
I get.frozen-PAST-PAS-EP-1SG
‘I froze.
b. ju:gk  po:t-a-s
ice  get.frozen-EP-PAST.3SG
*The ice froze.

Finally, intransitive verbs may be passivized resulting in the impersonal passive
construction. The passive verb takes 3" person Singular agreement affixes, cf.;

(84) a. 'a:l'es-ti pit-s-a.
make.war-INF stare-PAST-PAS.3SG
‘They started making war.”
b. wt'sa xoti wl-l-a?

alone how be-NPAST-PAS.3SG
‘How to live alone?’

It is worth noting that in certain cases the Passive is formed solely by syntactic means,
while the verbal form does not contain any overt Passive markers, These are constructions
based on the non-finite participial forms which are neutral with respect to voice, namely the
Evidential (see section 8) and all participial embedded clauses (see sections 3.3.2.2 and 7.1).

2.2.5. Verbal modifiers

Verbal modifiers (non-finite verbal forms) are the Converb, the Infinitive, and
participles. The Converb is a morphologically unchangeable verbal form derived from the
verbal stem with the affix -man, for example: na:wer-man ‘jumping, we:r-man ‘making,
doing’. It has three major functions: first, it participates in the analytical Stative (see 2.2.2.3);
second, it forms the embedded adverbial clause of manner or concomitant action, and third, it
forms secondary resultatives (see 3.3.2.2).

The Infinitive is formed with the suffix -ti(ji), for example: we:r-fi(ji} ‘to make, to do’.
The suffix -ti is homonymous with the marker of the Non-Past participle and goes back to it
historically. The component -ji represents a frozen Translative case affix. However, in the
modern language the Infinitive differs from the Non-Past participle both formally and
functionally. As distinct from the participles, the Infinitive is morphologically unchangeable:
it does not take agreement affixes and cannot be combined with case markers (for example,
the Locative) or postpositions. The Infinitive acts in certain adverbial and complement clauses
and typically indicate the coreference between the matrix and the embedded clause subjects,
see (3.3.2.2). As was discussed in 2.2.2.2, it also participate in the analytical Future,

Ostyak has two participles that express he category of relative tense: the Non-Past
participle in -fi and the Past participle in -m, as well as the Negative participle. Participles
have a variety of functions. The Non-Past and Past participles serve as prenominal modifiers
(see section 7), as a predicate in complement and adverbial dependent clauses (see 3.3.2.2),
and as a final predicate in the Evidential (see section 8). In the latter two functions they take
subject agreement affixes which go back to the possessive affixes but differ from them
phanologically. Below I present the conjugation of the Past participle of the verb we:r- ‘make,
do’; Non-Past participles inflect for person/number in a similar way.
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TABLE 11. CONJUGATION OF PARTICIPLES

SG DU PL
B we:r-m-e:m Weir-m-e:men wer-m-e:w
2 we:r-m-e:n we:r-m-an we:ir-m-an
3, we:r-m-al we:r-m-an we:r-m-el

Within the adverbial clause participles take case (the Locative) or postpositional marking, The
Non-Past and Past participles can be nominalized with the formant -f (se¢ 2.1.6) in which case
they form a headless relative clause.

Non-Past and Past participles are not oriented semantically towards one particular
grammatical relation and therefore can modify basically any element (see section 7). They are
morphologically neutral with respect to voice, and express voice distinctions only within
particular syntactic constructions. Thus, the participial form itself may have both an active
and passive meaning: we.r-s-m ‘made, done’ and ‘who made, did’, we.r-fi ‘being made,
done’ and ‘who makes, does’.

The Negative participles are derived with the affix -/i, for example: we:r-/i ‘not made,
not done’, na:war-li ‘who did not jump®. Derived from transitive verbs they are oriented
towards the object, while derived from the intransitive verbs they modify the subject.
Negative participles are used in the modifier function within a relative clause (85) or within a
copular construction (see 3.1.2). They do not inflect.

(85) a jomnt-li je:rnas su:p-na xuzj-e-l1
sew-NEGP  dress comer-LOC lic-EP-NPAST.3SG
‘A dress which someone did not finish sewing lies in the corner.’

b. pezjal-ti xo:s-li fa:wre:m il
swim-INF ~ can-NEGP  child down
su:wil-o-ti pit-e-s
drown-EP-INF start-EP-PAST.38G
‘A child who could not swim started drowning.”
& pempk  xan-li ke:w  wulli juw-m-al
tooth grip-NEGP  stone already come-PP-38G

‘A stone which teeth cannot grip has already appeared.’

2.2.6. Verbal derivation

Verbs are formed by means of suffixation, zero dervation, and prefixation. Suffixes of
denominal derivation of verbs are addressed in 2.2.4.1, and derivational suffixes with voice-
related meanings are discussed in 2.2.4.2, Other suffixes that derive verbs from verbs
normally have various aspectual or Aktionsart meanings. The most productive of them are
shown below.

(86) example
-m(t)- momentative, w:l-m- *start living’ <ul- ‘live’
inchoative
<j-, -i- frequentative wo:li-j- *be shining’ < wo:li- ‘shine’
-(a)t- multiplicative uw-at- *shout several time” < uw- ‘shout’
-(0li- imperfective sw:m-o-tli-  ‘dress’ < s:um- ‘put on’

When the voice and Aktionsart suffix are combined within one word, the former always
precedes the latter: ka:t/-e-pt-i- *frequently give to somebody" (keep + EP + CAUS + FREQ).
Several Aktionsart affixes are compatible within one verbal form, for example, the

35

frequentative -i- and the imperfective -/i- often co-occur: la:w-i-li-j- ‘be saying’ < fa:w- ‘say’
+ EP + FREQ+ IMPF,

Zero derivation forms verbs from nouns, examples are: xuli- ‘to soil’ <xuli ‘dirt’, xos-
“to urinate’ < xos- ‘urine’.

.Verbal pr;ﬁxgs (preverbs) typically go back to directional adverbs. Most of them have
a locational or directional meaning and derive new lexical verbs, for example: wu- ‘take’ >
nox wu- ‘take up’, kim wu- ‘take out’, and joxi wu- ‘take home’. The list of preverbs is
presented below.

(87) lap ‘down, closed® wuti ‘up from the river’
nox ‘up’ joxi ‘*home’
Ll_ ‘down’ su:ppi ‘across’
kim ‘out’ e:lti ‘to, from top down’
lukki ‘in different directions’ xo0§ ‘from, away’
nik ‘down to the river’ jeil ‘farther, ahead"

In cer_ta'rn cases preverbs have a purely aspectual meaning, and express perfectiveness. This is
especially typical of the preverbs nox, and, to a lesser extent, il and lap. Examples of
aspectual preverbs are:

(88) tini- ‘sell’ > nox tini- *have something sold’
ka:waer- *cook’ > nox ka:war- ‘have something cooked’
re:sk-  Chit’ > lap re:sk- kill’
ramel- ‘calm somebody down’ > il ramel- *have somebody calmed down’

Preverbs do not constitute a single phonological word with the verb, that is, they bear
a separate stress. The combination of the preverb and the verb can be considered a category
that is transitional between lexical compounds and syntactic phrases. Although most such
complexes are lexicalized, preverbs do not have a fixed position with respect to the verb.
They may be separated from the verb by a focus particle and certain adverbs (89) because the
focus elements must be immediately preverbal, according to an important word order
constraint of Ostyak (see 5.3).

(89) a. il pa $i pajet-s-a-lli
down again FOC drop-PAST-EP-SG.3SG
‘He dropped (it) again.’
b. nox $iti  alem-s-e-lli
up S0 lift-PAST-EP-8G.38G
‘He lifted it up in this way.’

The contrast in (90) illustrates that the focus particle fup ‘only’ follows the preverb when it
takes scope over the predicate, while the homonymous conjuction ‘as soon as” must precede
the preverb.

(90) a. il tup  paijet-s-o-lli
down only drop-PAST-EP-SG.35G
‘he only dropped (it) down (and did nothing else)’
b. tup il pa:jet-s-g-1li
as.soon down drop-PAST-EP-SG.38G
*as soon as he dropped (it) down ...."
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Likewise, preverbs may be separated from the verb by certain grammatical elements, such as
negative or prohibitive particles.

o0 uw lap an tu:xr-a
door down NEG close-IMP.28G
‘Don’t close the door.’

In certain emphatic contexts preverbs (perhaps fully adverbialized) are located after the verb
(92a), while in the context of clause-union constructions (see 3.3.2.2) they may climb from
the embedded clause to the matrix clause (92b).

(92) a. man-a kim
go-IMP.25G  out
‘Go out.”
b. wOo3j a:l-tiji kim no:t-a
animal carry outside help-IMP.2SG

‘Help (me) carry animals outside.”

It is unknown whether all these properties are characteristics of all preverbs and
preverbial constructions. Generally speaking, the semantics, distribution, and grammatical
behavior of preverbs remains largely undescribed, and presents one of the most intriguing
problems of Ostyak grammar.

2.3. Other grammatical classes
The class of functional words comprises postpositions, particles, and conjunctions.
Interjections and ideophones form a class of their own.

2.3.1. Postpositions

Postpositions head a postpositional phrase and express a great variety of locational and
non-locational meanings. The object of the postposition is a noun (93a) or a pronoun (93b) in
the Nominative. If the object of the postposition corresponds to the personal pronoun, most
postpositions take agreement affixes identical to the personal affixes of nouns. The pronoun
must be overtly present in this case.

(93) a. a:se:-m xosa
father-1SG  to
‘to my father’
b. ma  xofaj-e:m
1 to-18G
‘to me’

The personal inflection of postpositions follows one of the following two patterns.

(94 a. stem + personal affix + Locative affix -na
b. stem + personal inflection

Pattern (94a) is clearly related to nominal inflection and indicates that the postpositional stem
represents a grammaticalized noun, On the other hand, postpositions in (94b) go back to old
adverbial stems which do not inflect for case. Examples for (94a) and (94b) are given in (95a)
and (95b), correspondingly.
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95) a. wrp-e:m-na  ‘for me’ juka:n-e:m-na ‘instead of me’
taxa:j-e:m-na ‘being myself’ ir-exm-na ‘in my way, like me’
b. pul’an-exm  ‘in front of me’ e:wslt-eem  ‘from me’
pe:laj-ecm  ‘about me’ ite:-m ‘like me"

There are a few compound postpositions derived from two postpositions, or a
combination of a noun and a postposition. In compound postpositions only the second
component is inflected for person and number, for example, xosa e:wslt-em ‘by me' (xosa
‘to’, e:welt ‘from’). If the object of a postposition heads a possessive NP on its own, the
possessive inflection can be attached either to the noun itself or to the postposition, cf:;

(96) a. mup Xxoit-erw xo$a
we house-1PL to
b. muy  xo:t xoép-e:w-na
we house to-1PL-LOC
“to our house’

Some postpositions never co-occur with personal pronouns for semantic reasons and
correspondingly do not take personal inflections, for example: xuwar ‘along’, silna ‘at the
edge’, lukki “in different directions’, kimpina ‘outside’, tampina ‘on the other side’, lipina
‘inside’, sa:jna ‘across, wutpina ‘at the back side’, ku:ssi ‘for (of time)', moxti ‘through’, and
kutna ‘between’.

A number of postpositions are used to form adverbial participial clauses (see 3.3.2.2).

2.3.2. Particles and conjunctions

On functional grounds, particles can be divided into grammatical particles, logical
items, and extra-clausal discourse particles. Grammatical particles participate in derivational
and inflectional processes. These are the comparative clitic -ssk, the superlative particle me:t
(see 2.1.4), particles which form the free-choice indefinite pronouns a:ful and kus (see
2.1.2.5), particles which form the oblique verbal moods a:r and lu:lsn (see 2.2.2.1), as well as
negative particples (see 2.2,3). Note that the particle me:f can have a spatial noun or an
ordinal numeral in its scope:

97 me:t o:ley
me:t la:pat-mat

‘the very beginning’
‘the very last seventh’

Logical particles express various logical relationships and can sometimes have
adverbial force, that is, function as degree adverbs. The most frequent logical particles are:
wus ‘already’, xolna ‘also, too, more’, pa ‘and, again; another; also’, a:l ‘very much', fax
‘completely’, ifipa “in any case’, §i *finally, still; also, too’, xos ‘almost’, and isi *same’. If a
logical particle takes scope over the predicate it is typically immediately adjacent to it and
precedes it (98a), while if it takes scope over an NP it typically follows it (98b).

(98) a, luw  poskan-na ma:n-¢:m x0§ an o:ret-s-a-lli
he gun-LOC [-ACC almost NEG reach-PAST-EP-SG.35G
‘He almost reached me from the gun.’

b. ma  idi a:n-e:m pa:jet-s-exm
I also  cup-1SG drop-PAST-8G.1SG
‘I also dropped my cup.’
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The additive focus particle -pa is a clitic and does not bear a separate phonological
stress. In this it differs from the stressed particle pa ‘again; another’ and the stressed
conjunction pa *and, but’, cf.:

(99) a. luw-pa man-a-s

he-FOC go-EP-PAST.38G
‘He also went.’

b. luw  pa man-a-$
he again go-EP-PAST.38G
‘He went again.’

c. pa Wo:s-na man-a-s
another city-LOC go-EP-PAST.38G
‘He went to another city.’

Some other particles also exhibit a difference in meanings depending on whether they are
stressed or unstressed: the stressed §i is a very frequent preverbal participle which typically
serves as a perfectivizer or an indicator of focus on the verb, while the unstressed §i takes
scope over an NP and means ‘also, too”; the stressed tup has a predicate in its scope and
means ‘just’, while the unstressed f1p means ‘only’.

Discourse particles express various modal and emphatic meanings, or deal with the
organization of the utterance. They are extremely frequent in colloquial speech, and are
located fairly freely in the sentence. They can only be given an approximate translation.
Examples are: mo:san ‘perhaps’, (i)la:mpa ‘perhaps, indeed’, atti ~ anti *well, so to say’, a:tul
‘0K, sikanisa 'so to say’, maiti ‘they say’, la:wal ‘they say’, itta *well, now’, xoli ‘you see’,
wa:nti ‘you see’, mola ‘isn’t it’, xun(ti) *isn’t it’, su:rt *on earth’, pe:li *isn’t it’, as well as the
Adhortative clitic -sa.

Conjunctions are not widespread in Ostyak. Several conjunctions have been borrowed
from Russian and are now used mostly in the language of the younger generation (i “and’, no
‘but’); some other conjunction-like expressions have developed from various forms of
original anaphoric pronouns (sitna “that is why’, §i kus “although’, sikansa ‘but on the other
hand’, salta ‘and then’, $itna *that is why"). Other native conjunctions are pa *and, but’, ke:pa
‘although’, (a:)mola ‘or’, tup *as soon as’, and ki *if’ (see the examples in 3.3).

2.3.3. Interjections

Interjections and ideophones may contain sounds and sound combinations that are not
otherwise typical of the phonemic system, such as h, f, and word-edge clusters. Examples of
interjections are: kaj (amazement), a-na-na (pain), ij-ij-if (threatening), uxti-na (amazement),
I'a-l'a (calling a dog), hej-hej (driving a reindeer), kit-kar (calling a bird), and r'o
(amazement). Examples of ideophonic words are: xo:r-xe.:r (the barking of a dog), war-war
(the noise made by a crow), and go-go-gok (the noise made by a wild goose). Russian
interjections are also widely used.

3. Basic syntax

Like most Uralic languages, Ostyak exhibits the typological features of a head-final
SOV language. However, the actual word order is largely influenced by information structure,
especially in an independent clause. Word order is addressed in detail in section 5. Noun-
phrases and postpositional phrases are rigidly head-final, Major grammatical relations, such
as the subject, direct object, and indirect object, are rather easily identified by a cluster of
grammatical properties. The case marking is based on the Accusative pattern for personal
pronouns, while for lexical NPs it can be characterized as neutral, since they lack an overt
Accusative marker.
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3.1. Sentence types

The predicative center of the finite clause is either the finite verb (3.1.1) or the copula
which can be omitted under certain conditions (3.1.2). Both the finite verb and the overt
copula exhibit agreement with the grammatical subject, while the transitive verb may also
inflect for object agreement (see section 6). Formal agreement in person is obligatory, while
number agreement may be based on semantic rather than formal considerations. In other
words, a Singular subject may trigger the Plural agreement affixes on the verb if it has
multiple reference, cf. (100a). On the other hand, a formally Plural subject may trigger
Singular agreement on the verb (100b),

(100) a. joxan tata  jax-l-e-t
river here walk-NPAST-EP-3PL
‘Here run rivers.'
b. §i sarwi-ti ne:nxe:-t la;w-a-]
that  guard-NPP  man-PL say-EP-NPAST.38G
‘Those shepherds spoke.’

A head of a quantified NP is typically in the Singular and triggers Singular agreement on the
verb (see 3.5.2). In the absence of a grammatical subject the verb usually takes the 3™ person
Singular agreement affix (see 3.2).

3.1.1. Verbal clauses

In the intransitive clause the verb either does not take any arguments except for the
subject (one-place verbs), or it takes oblique object arguments. Oblique objects are typically
encoded as postpositional phrases, and only occasionally correspond to the Locative NP. Data
in (101) presents the three most frequent postpositions that serve to introduce oblique objects
together with the co-occuring verbs.

(101) postposition verbs

xosa e:wal- ‘believe in’
a:met- ‘rejoice about’
w:nlti- ‘study’
we:rit- ‘need’
kasas- ‘agree with’

pela nu:mes- ‘think about’
likas- ‘be angry with’
wa:nt- ‘look at’

e:walt pal- ‘be afraid of’
u:s- ‘know about’
$arem- ‘get frightened of’

Oblique objects are not obligatory constituents. They may license a referential null, that is, be
present in the semantic representation of the clause only implicitly.

Transitive verbs take at least two arguments: a subject and a direct object. The direct
object is encoded by the Nominative for lexical NPs, or the Accusative for the personal
pronouns. As will be discussed in section 6 below, the grammatical relation of the direct
object in Ostyak is split into two syntactic units with different grammatical properties
depending on whether the object triggers agreement on the verb. The object that triggers
agreement may be omitted under coreference with the previously mentioned element, while
the object that does not trigger agreement must be overtly present in the clause.
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The class of ditransitive verbs includes three place transitive verbs such as ma- *give’,
tu- “bring’, mojlept- ‘give as a present’, and fini- “sell’ which take the agent, patient and
recipient arguments, as well as two place transitive verbs like ka:wart- ‘cook’, xans- “write’
and lesat- ‘prepare’ which take agent, patient, and optional benefactive. Syntactically these
two groups behave identically in Ostyak, so in what follows both recipient and benefactive
will be referred to as recipient. Ditransitive verbs allow two regular alternative constructions
that have basically the same truth-conditional meaning but differ in the distribution of
semantic roles between grammatical relations.

(102) a (ma) an juwan eli ma-s-exm
I cup  John to give-PAST-SG.1SG
‘1 gave the cup to John.
b. (ma) juwan elti an  ma-s-e-m
I John to cup give-PAST-EP-18G
‘[ gave John a cup.’

(103) (ma) juwan a:n-na ma-s-e:m/*ma-s-a-m
I John cup-LOC give-PAST-SG.1SG/give-PAST-EP-18G
*I gave John a cup.’

In (102), the patient is encoded as the direct object, and the recipient as an indirect object,
marked with the lative postposition e:lfi. In (103), the patient is encoded as an oblique object
marked with the Locative case, while the recipient bears the grammatical relation of the direct
object. Importantly, these constructions differ in terms of object agreement. The patient direct
object either triggers agreement or not, as shown in (102); the recipient direct object obligatorily
triggers agreement, as illustrated in (103). On the communicative role of the alternative
ditransitive constructions see 3.4.

Other important operations that change verbal valence and/or grammatical relations
are passivization (see 2.2.4.3) and causativization. Causatives in Ostyak have not been studied
in detail, so the syntax of the causative construction is largely unknown. Transitive causatives are
possible but very rare in the available material, see some examples in 2.24.2. In intransitive
causative clauses the causee argument is similar to the recipient in that it is encoded as the direct
object and must trigger object agreement.

(104) mun  nag-e:n mo;jl-s-pt-s-s-l-uw
we you-ACC visit-EP-CAUS-EP-PAST-PL-1PL
/*mozjl-a-pt-a-s-uw
/*visit-EP-CAUS-EP-PAST-1PL
“We received you (as guests).’

Yes/no questions and imperative sentences have basically the same word order,
morphology, and syntax as affirmative sentences, and are only marked by intonational means.
On negation see (2.2.3), on wh-questions see (5.3).

3.1.2. Copular clauses

Copular verbs that inflect for subject agreement are w:(})- ‘be’ and ji- ‘become’. The
copula ‘be’ used in identificational sentences is typically absent in the Non-Past tense, but
must be overtly present in the Past and Future, The predicative element in the Nominative
precedes the copula and may agree with the subject in number.
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(105) a. tam  a:mp-e-t jam-a-t
thisd og-EP-3PL  nice-EP-PL
“These dogs are nice.’
b. tam  a:mp-e-tj am-a-t ui-s-g-t
this  dog-EP-3PL nice-EP-PL  be-PAST-EP-3PL
‘These dogs were nice.’

Howcve_r. in constructions with the copula ‘become’ the predicative element takes the
Translative case and always remains in the Singular;

(106) na:wre:m-a-y-1i ji=l-pen
child-EP-PROPR-TRANS  become-NPAST-3DU
“They had children.’

The predicative element in copular constructions may be represented by nouns,

adjectives, pro-nouns, participles, numerals, some adverbs and iti g
: Ins, ; i ostpositional phrases. The
latter two case are illustrated in (107). b f

(107) a. tam  le:tit ma-ne:m nur  mur
this food I[-ACC quite enough
“This food is quite enough for me.’
b. luw  fa:wre:m xo:rpi
he child like
‘He is like a child.’

Non-Pas.t and Past paniciplt?s when used in copular construtions with the copula ‘be’ are
substantivized with the nominalizer -t (108a), while negative participles remain uninflected

(lUB_b_)._Thc stubstantivized participle takes a personal affix that refers to the subject of the
participial action,

(108) a. tam xir  ade-l jir-e-m-a-t-|
this  sack father-38G  tie-EP-PP-EP-NOM-3SG
*This sack is tied by his father.’
b. ma  jerrnas-emj  o:nt-li u:-1
I dress-18G  sew-NEG.PART be-NPAST.3SG
‘My dress is not sewn (yet).’

As shown in (109), in existential constructions the copula raji ‘there is/are’ is used
(from taj- ‘to have' and the 3" person Singular Non-Past tense inflection), although the
copula :(])- is also possible. The negative existential copula is antam ‘there is/are no’ (see
2.2.3). Agreement in number with the existential copulas is suppressed, and the copula cannot
be omitted under any circumstances.

(109) se:pk  suken mutra taj-1

very difficult miracle have-NPAST.35G
‘There is a very difficult miracle.’

Su't_:ject]ess copular constructions are formed with experiential adjectives such as those
p_resentcd in (110) and the copulas ‘be’ or ‘become’. In such constructions the experiencer
either has a generic interpretation or corresponds to the non-subject argument expressed with
the Locative case or the postpositional NP (see 3.2). Experiential adjectives can govern a
sentential complement (see 3.3.2.2).
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(110) Xo:sem ‘warm’ iski ‘cold’
jam *nice’ aitem ‘bad’
suzkat ‘difficult’ patlam ‘dark’
ka:wram *hot’ sa:l ‘sorry’
me:ta ‘seems’

In some cases experiential adjectives co-occur with the existential impersonal copula taj-1, ef.:

(111) lugen se:pk  patlam taj-1
in.summer  very dark have-NPAST.35G
‘It is very dark in summer.’

Unlike most Uralic languages which lack a habeo-verb, Ostyak has the regular
predicative possessive construction formed with the transitive verb verb aj- *have’. However,
the locative possessive construction is also acceptable (112a), as well as the construction
where the possessed noun takes possessive affixes (112b).

(112) a. luw  wnlta-ti-t-1 xo$a ne:pak u:-l.
he teach-NPP-NOM-38G to book be-NPAST.3SG
‘His teacher has a book.’
b. xwo:st-e:n ant  u-l

1ail-28G NEG be-NPAST.38G
‘You don't have a tail.

3.2. Grammatical relations

A most important notion in Ostyak grammar is the notion of subject. The subject is a
grammatical element associated with the highest syntactic activity and a main controller of
coreferential relations, both within the clause and clause-externally. The subject is identified
as the clausal element which has a certain cluster of grammatical properties. Two properties
addressed in this section are characteristic exclusively of the subject, while in section 6.1 1
will also address the subject properties that are shared by some types of direct objects.

First, the subject controls adverbial embedded clauses based on the Converb and the
purpose infinitival clause, see 3.3.2.2. In such sentences coreferentiality of subjects is
obligatory, with one exception. If the two subjects stand in the relation of inalienable
possession coreferentiality may be violated, at least in the converbial clause, cf.:

(113) [sam-a-1 man-man] @ je:les want-ilij-e-s
heart-EP-3SG go-CONV ahead see-IMP-EP-PAST.38G
‘She; looked ahead being afraid (literally: her; heart being left).”

Second, the subject controls zero anaphora across a conjoined clause, as shown in
(114). Coreference with grammatical relations other than the subject is established through
the repetition of the full NP in the conjoined clause, or its substitution for the anaphoric
pronouns §itel, tume:l that one, the latter’. Compare (114a) and (1 14b).

(114) a. o:xsar So:wer mu:smelt-a-s pa man-e-§
fox hare wound-EP-PAST.38G and  go-EP-PAST.38G
*The fox wounded the hare and lefl.’
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b. o:Xsar so:wer mu:smalt-s-s pa tume:-l
fox  hare wound-EP-PAST.35G and that-3SG
man-s-s

go-EP-PAST.38G
*The fox wounded the hare and he left.’

See mcﬁ on coreferential relations in the conjoined clause in section 6,1,
ost but not all sentences have a subject, as identified above. A ject i
absent in the following cases: ' et e
(i) Cqm@ctiam l:msefi on experiential adjectives (3.1.2). Such constructions may
have a generic mterpreta_uon. in which case the experiencer argument remains unexpressed
gllS).‘ Ir{ personal experiential constructions the experiencer argument takes the Locative
orm lf_ it corresponds.to the personal pronoun (115a), or is otherwise expressed by the
postpositional phrase with the postposition e: i (115b).

(115) a. aitem wl-ti pit-l

bad  be-INF fall-NPAST.35G
‘It will be bad.’

b. man-e:mna  idki
me-LOC cold
‘I am cold.’

& Xu:j-s-m a:mp-a-t edti  karwrem u:l-m-al
sleep-EP-PP  dog-EP-3PL to hot be-PP-35G
‘Sleeping dogs were hot.’

A similar construction is used for the expression of age (in this case it is probably borrowed

;‘rgr; gussian). as shown in (116), and is also employed with certain impersonal verbs (see

(116) ma:-ne:m xws  tal
me-ACC twenty year
‘I am twenty years old.’

Note lh.at 1n the p?:rsonal' experiential construction the experiencer argument has some subject
properties, in particular, it can control the dependent clause with the Infinitive in -ti, cf.:

(117) nan-e:n tam  muw-na u:l-ti a:tem
you-ACC that land-LOC  live-INF bad
‘It is bad for you to live in this land.’

(11) For impersonal passive constructions, see 2.2.4.3.
. (iii) The s_mg]e argument of the intransitive verbs may sometimes be encoded as the
Locative NP while the verb is either active (118a) or more rarely passive (118b). This

construction is very marginal and is mainly used in the archaic language of folklore.

(118) a. so:ri-na pos-ij-a-l

gold-LOC  flow-IMP-EP-NPAST.3SG
*Gold is floating down.’
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b. sares taxd  jam-i-je:-l kuida mit
thousand herd good-EP-DIM-38G  master salary
Xuwij-i-je:-l-na joxi i largalt-i-j-l-a

man-EP-DIM-35G-LOC home FOC drive-EP-IMP-NPAST-PAS.38G
‘The servant of the master of the thousand (head) herd is driving home.’

Other grammatical relations relevant for the Ostyak clause are the direct object, the
indirect object, the oblique object, and the adjuncts. The grammatical relation of the direct
object is addressed in detail in section 6. The indirect object is encoded by the postpositional
phrase with the postposition e:lfi, see 3.1.2. Oblique objects exhibit the Locative or the
postpositional marking, see 2.1.1.2. Adjuncts express various adverbial meanings and are
represented by adverbs, Locative NPs, and postpositional phrases. On the extraclausal topic
see 5.2.

3.3. Complex sentences

3.3.1. Coordination

As mentioned in 2.3.2, coordinating conjunctions are fairly rarely used. The most
common coordinative conjunction is pa ‘and, but’ used as a clausal coordinator, as shown in
(119). As a constituent coordinator it is present only in the language of the younger generation
influenced by Russian.

(119) joxan owen mal pa nare:m wer-ti mo:s-
river streamdeep and  bridge do-INF need-NPAST.35G
*The stream of the river is deep, and one should make a bridge.’

In most cases coordination between clauses (120a) as well as constituent coordination (120b)
has no overt marker. Constituent coordination can also be expressed by the repetition of the
clause, as in (121), and verbal coordination by converbial constructions (see 3.3.2.2).

(120) a. Se:mjaj-a-1 wul-li ji-s mun
family-EP-38G big-TRANS become-PAST.38G  we
e:nm-a-li-s-uw

grow.up-EP-IMPF-PAST-1PL

‘His family became big, we grew up.’

b. §iwos-na  man-l-e-pan §i oxti - woyj muw
that city-LOC go-NPAST-EP-3DU that  snake animal earth
X0:ir iki Xosa
reindeer old.man to

‘They are going to that city, to (see) the snake and the mammoth.’

(121) lo:$-a-n parkat-l-a-jen, ju:pk-a-n
snow-EP-3DU shake-NPAST-EP-3DU ice-EP- 3DU
parkat-1-a-nan
shake-NPAST-EP-3DU

*They are shaking off the snow and the ice (from themselves).’

In addition, two NPs can be coordinated by means of the Dual if they denote two
animate participants related by a close (typically, family) relationship. The regular Dual
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marker -en or the possessive Dual marker -pi/- attaches either to both conjuncts (122a), or to
the second conjunct only (122b), or to the first conjunct while the second is omitted (123). In
the latter case the construction rather has an associative meaning. The coordinative NP
triggers Dual agreement on the verb in the subject role.

(122) a, ade:-pen Jjik-pen man-s-a-nen
father-DU  son-DU go-PAST-EP-3DU
b. aii  jik-pen
father son-DU

(123) a. a:§e:-nen

father-DU
*The father and his son left’.
b. ke:se:-m ma  ase:-gil-am elti  ma-s-e:m.

knife-1SG 1 father-DU-1SG to give-PAST-SG.18G
‘I gave the knife to my father and his son,’

Disjunction is expressed by the element (a:)mola ‘or’, cf.:

(124) nar sari  liw-e-m-na e:plen u:-s
raw  salmon eat-EP-PP-LOC tasty be-PAST.38G
mola e:pelli u:-s?
or untasty be-PAST.,3SG

“When you ate raw salmon, was it tasty or untasty?’

3.3.2. Subordination
3.3.2.1. Finite clauses
‘ L_il_<e: coordination, clausal subordination can sometimes be expressed by mere
Juxtaposition. An embedded question additionally contains a wh-question word ( 125b)

(125) a. ant  ws-l-em [tam u:r-na a:psije:-t
NEG know-NPAST-SG.1SG this forest-LOC bear-PL
u:l-l-e-t]

be-NPAST-EP-3PL

‘I don’t know if there are bears in this forest.”

b. ma  ws-l-exm [nap  molaji joxet-s-a-n]
1 know-NPAST-SG.18G you why come-PAST-EP-28G
‘I know why you came.’

In the language of the younger generation, under the influence of Russian the finite embedded
clal.!sc may be introduced by anaphoric elements (126) or conjunctions (127). The conjunction
ki ‘if’ (sometimes also ke:pa ‘although’) tends to be clause-final (127a); other conjunctions
are usually placed after the subject (127b).

(126) na  wa:n-s-e:mn éi na:wre:m [xoj e:lti Xo:p-e:n
you see-PAST-SG.2SG that child who to boat-28G
ma-s-e:n?)

give -PAST-8G.28G

‘Did you see that fellow to whom you gave your boat?’



46

(127) a. [man-] ki] xoti me:t a:tem xolna
go-NPAST.3SG if well  SUPER bad  more
‘If he escapes it will be even worse.”
b. [luw i kus joxt-a-s] ne:mosa an
he FOC although come-EP-PAST.38G nothing NEG
tui-s

bring-PAST.35G
*Although he came he did not bring anything.”

3.3.2.2. Non-finite clauses

The most frequent strategy for the embedded clause is based on non-finite verbal
forms, the Converb, the Infinitive, and participles. The Converb typically forms an adverbial
clause of manner or simultaneous concomitant action (128a) but may also merely express
verbal coordination. In some cases the converbial clause refers to the moment previous in
time with respect to the situation described by the matrix clause (128b). As mentioned in 3.2,
the only possible controller of converbial clauses is the matrix clause subject (for some
exceptions see 4.1).

(128) a. jo:ntas-1 [@ pasan exdti  o:mas-man)
sew-NPAST.35G table to sit-CONV
‘She is sewing sitting by the table.’
b. [@ xo0:1l-e-man] w:r-na man-a-§
cry-EP-CONV forest-LOC  go-EP-PAST.38G

‘After having cried he went to the forest.’

In addition, the Converb expresses secondary predication in the resultative construction. In
this case the subjects of the two predications do not have to be coreferential, as in the
following examples:

(129) a. wxal [@il  jir-man] lo;j-1
sledge down tie-CONV stand-NPAST.35G

‘The sledge is tied down.”
b. luw  ww-e-l [@ lap  tuxer-man] taj-l-e-lli.
he door-EP-35G down close-CONV  have-NPAST-EP-SG.38G

‘He keeps the door closed.’

The Infinitive forms the same-subject purpose clause or the complement clause. Two
variants of the Infinitive suffix -#i and -/jji are basically used interchangeably, although -fiji is
somewhat preferred in purposive constructions. The purpose clause is exemplified in (130).

(130) luw  xad-a-s [@ nan-e:n wa:n-tiji]
he stay-EP-PAST.38G you-ACC  see-INF
‘He stayed to see you.’

The subject-controlled infinitival complement clause is triggered by experiential adjectives
(see 3.1.2) as well as by some aspectual and modal verbs, such as we:rit- ‘can’, xo:s- ‘can’,
pajst- or pit- ‘begin’, lit- ‘want’, kasas- ‘agree to do something’, numas- ‘think about doing
something’, and je:lem- ‘be ashamed’, see example (131a). With the impersonal verbs rax-
‘it is possible’, and mo:s- ‘it is needed’ the infinitival clause either exhibits arbitrary control
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(131b) or i? cor_ltrol]ed by the Locative experiencer argument (131c). Finally, at least two
verbs exhibit object control, these are sio:t- ‘help’ and e:si- ‘let’ (example (131d)).

(131) a. ma  werit-l-em [@  nap-e:n jont-ti je:mas])

1 can-NPAST-5G.18G you-ACC sew-INF dress
‘I can sew a dress for you.’

b. §iti  an rax-l [@ we:r-tiji]
50 NEG possible-NPAST.3SG do-INF
*One mustn't do so’.

c. luw-e:1 [@ man-ti] mo:s-1
he-ACC go-INF need-NPAST.3SG
‘He has to leave.’

d. e:sl-a ma:n-e:m [@  jax-tiji wo:s-na]
let-IMP.2SG 1-ACC walk-INF city-LOC

‘Let me go to the city.’

:&s c!emonstrated by (131a), object agreement may ‘climb’ from the subject-controlled
infinitival clause into the matrix clause, which provides an argument in favor of the
monoclausal (or the so-called clause-union) status of such constructions.

Participles form complement clauses, adverbial clauses, and relative clauses. Relative
clau_se:s_an: addressed in section 7 in detail and are not dealt with in this section. For
participial adverbial clauses the semantic type of the clause is indicated by the Locative case
(132a) or postpositional marking (132a) on the participle.

(132) a [as  no:pet-ti-na) ne:pxe:-t nik
Ob  float-NPP-LOC man-PL to.riverbank
jax-l-e-t

walk-NPAST-EP-3PL

‘When the Ob has ice in it people go to the riverbank.’

b. [ks:lse:-m man-ti jupina] li-ti pit-l-s-m
pain-18G go-NPP after  eat-INF start-NPAST-EP-1SG
‘I will start eating after my pain stops.’

The most frequent postpositions employed in the adverbial clauses are: Jupina *after’, e:walt
‘because’, u:reyna ‘because’, ku:ssi ‘for’, mu:sna ‘instead’, xuwar ‘during’, tu:mpina ‘except
that’, Sirna ‘in the way, like', kiffa ‘compared to’, iti ‘like’, ke:mna ‘while’, Juka:na ~
Jukanni *pretending that’, taxa;jna ‘being’, sis ‘while’, mosa ‘until’, xo:rpi ‘like’, o:leyna
‘about’, and porazjna ‘when’,

Participial complement clauses fall into sentential subjects and sentential objects. In
both cases the participle bears case or postpositional marking. Sentential subjects are
especially common with the matrix verbs $a:1- ‘be heard, be felt’ and ni- ‘be seen’ (133a).
Sentential objects can be triggered by verbs of perception such as wa:nt- ‘see’, la:jlas- ‘wait’,
sija:las- ‘notice’, wa:n-man taj- ‘see’, and xu:l- ‘hear’ (1 33b).

(133) a. [© foxes ta:lli-ti) Sat-1
up pull-NPP heard-NPAST.38G
‘It is felt that somebody is pulling (him) up.’
b. [pornip imi  juw-e-m] wa:n-man taj-l-a-1li
Por woman come-EP-PP see-CONV have-NPAST-EP-$G.3SG

*She saw that Por woman came.’
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As distinct from the infinitival complement clause, participial embedded clauses (both
the adverbial and the complement clauses) need not be controlled by the matrix clause
subject. For this reason, the participle may take an agreement affix which cross-references the
embedded clause subject. On agreement affixes of the participles see 2.2.5. This agreement is
optional and basically depends on the information structure status of the embedded subject:
the topicalized subject triggers agreement. This occurs under the following conditions.

(i) The subject corresponds to the personal pronoun or zero pronoun.

(134) [nap o:l-t-e:n /*o:l-ti edlti] ma  wr-na
you sleep-NPP-28G/*sleep-NPP to me  forest-LOC
Jjax-s-a-m

walk-PART-EP-18G
*While you were sleeping I went to the forest.'

In same-subject sentences the embedded subject is typically omitted under coreference with
the matrix clause subject, therefore the participle takes agreement, cf.:

(135) a. o:pe:-m [@;  xo:ll-E-t-al-na /*xo:ll-a-ti-na]
sister-15G cry-EP-NPP-38G-LOC/*cry-EP-NPP-LOC
nu:ms-a-s

think-EP-PAST.38G

“My sister was thinking when crying.’

b. pox; [@; an il pa:jet-m-al /*pa:jt-a-m u:ragnal
boy cup down drop-PP-38G/*drop-EP-PP because
a:pke:-1-na nu:rmel-s-a
mother-38G-LOC curse-PAST- PAS.35G

*The mother cursed the boy because he dropped the cup.’

(ii) The subject corresponds to a lexical NP which is topicalized. In this case it
typically occurs in the previous discourse and is under discussion at the time of the utterance

in question.

(136) madina:j-e:w a:tme$ ru:pit-a-s
car-1PL badly work-EP-PAST.38G
[maSina:j-e:w sukal-m-al/*suka:l-a-m u:rapnal joxi
car-1PL break-PP-3SG/*break-EP-PP because home
Xis-s-uw

stay-PAST-1PL
*Our car worked badly. Because our car broke down, we were late.

By contrast, the non-topicalized embedded subject does not trigger agreement on the
participle, cf. (136) and (137).
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(137) molaiji joxi  xi§-s-a-ti?
why home stay-PAST-EP-2PL
madina:j-e:w  suka:l-e-m/*sukal-m-al wrenna joxi - xig-s-uw
car-1PL break-EP-PP/*break-PP-3SG because home stay-PAST-1PL

“Why were you late? We were late because our car broke down.”’

(iii) The embedded clause is controlled by the object that triggers agreement in the
matrix clause. As will be discussed later in section 6.4, the object that triggers agreement has
a number of topical properties and can be identified as a secondary topic.

(138) [xulj un ul-m-al / *ul-e-m pata] xul/@; nox
fish large be-PP-3SG/*be-EP-PP because fish up
an ta:l-s-e:m
NEG camry-PAST-SG.1SG

‘1 didn’t take out the fish because the fish/it was large.’

Adverbial embedded clauses may express irrealis modality if introduced by the
postpositions w:rayna ‘in order to’, ku:ssi ‘(in order) to’, jukanni ‘instead’, and tumipna ‘in
addition to’. As shown in (139), agreement on the participle then fails even in same-subject
sentences.

(139) luw  joxt-e-s [©; nap a:mp-emn wu-ti
he come-EP-PAST.35G you  dog-28G take-NPP
/*wu-t-al ku;ssi)
{/*take-NPP-35G to
‘He came to take your dog.’

Subject agreement is also absent when the embedded subject has an indefinite or generic
interpretation and is not overtly indicated in the clause, cf.:

(140) ma  o:mes-ti dima i o:mas-l-a-m
I sit-NPP like so sit-NPAST-EP-15G
‘I am sitting in the way one (usually) sits.”

As mentioned in 2.2.4.3, in constructions based on participles the passive relationship
is encoded merely by syntactic means, The verb (participle) does not bear any passive marker,
so the only formal indicator of the Passive meaning is the Locative form of the agent
argument,

(141) [@ tu:ta Xoj-na ji-te:-man] sa:t-]
here who-LOC come-NPP-1DU be.heard-NPAST.35G
‘It is heard that somebody is coming to us.’ (literally: we are heard to be
visited by somebody).

3.4. Discourse phenomena

A referential relationship between sentences is usually maintained through
coreferentiality of the clause-internal topic elements. As will be shown in section 5.2, the
primary clause-internal topic in Ostyak is grammaticalized as the subject, while the secondary
clause-internal topic is typically represented by the direct object that triggers agreement (see
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6.4). However, while the subject primary topic is present in the overwelming majority of
clauses with the exception of subjectless sentences (3.2) and topicless presentational
constructions (5.1), the direct object with the secondary topic role is obviously less frequent.
It is restricted only to certain transitive clauses.

In both cases the topic element is cross-referenced by agreement morphology on the
verb, but does not need to be overtly present in the clause. So Ostyak exhibits pro-drop both
in subject and direct object positions. Personal pronouns in the subject and direct object roles
are typically overt only if they are under explicit or implicit contrast or have a reflexive
reading, otherwise they are usually represented by zero pronouns. In other grammatical roles
personal pronouns are typically overtly used.

As mentioned in section 2.2.4.3, the mechanism of passivization applies to maintain
topic (subject) coreference. For example, if the subject of the first clause corresponds to the
non-agent argument in the conjoined clause (with patient, recipient, or some other roles), the
conjoined clause is passivized, as in (142). Basically the same strategy is used in non-
conjoined clauses.

(142) a. o:xsar so:wer we:l-a-s sa:lta @ mojpar-na xul-na
fox  hare kill-EP-PAST.358G then bear-LOC fish-LOC
ma-s-a
give-PAST-PAS.38G

*The fox;killed the hare;, then the bear gave ity»; some fish.’

b. jaj-e:m a:t joxat-l o:me:-m-na xo:se:pk-na
brother-1SG  let come-NPAST.3SG mother-1SG-LOC  fish.soup-LOC
ma-l-a

give-NPAST-PAS.35G
‘Let my brother come, mother will give him some fish soup.’

The personal pronouns with the agent role seem to be inherently topical, so they are
always encoded as the subject. In other words, the Locative forms of the personal pronouns
cannot function as the passive agent, and the corresponding aclive construction is used instead.
The next example shows that if the agent argument within the conjoined clause is a personal
pronoun, passivization does not apply, but the first clause subject controls the null copy in the
object position (143a). As in the case of the null copy in the subject position addressed in 3.2,
coreference with the object is established through its repetition or substitution for the
anaphoric element (143b).

(143) a. juwan pe:itra  re:sk-e-s-li ditna ma @
John Peter  hit-EP-PAST-SG.3SG therefore 1
wo:st-a-5-€:m
throw.out-EP-PAST-5G.1SG

*John; hit Peterj, therefore I threw him y+; out.”

b. juwan pe:tra re:sk-a-s-li sitna ma  tume:-l
John Peter hit-EP-PAST-SG.38G therefore | that-3SG
wo:st-E-s-em

throw.out-EP-PAST-8G.15G

*John; hit Peterj, therefore I threw him j out.”
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Like passivization, the ditrasitive construction serves to maintain topic
coreferentiality, in this case that of secondary topic. Altemnative ditransitive constructions
described in section 3.1.1 are associated with different information structures. According to the
approach taken in this paper, the focus is identified as the target of the wh-question (see 5.3),
while the secondary topic function is associated with the previously mentioned elements “less
important” than the primary (subject) topic (6.4). Example (102a) above is the answer to the
question *To whom did you give the cup?”, that is, the indirect object recipient is in focus, while
the patient argument bears the secondary topic status. Example (102b) is the answer to the
question ‘What did you do’, that is, both the patient and the recipient are equally in focus.
Example (103) is the answer to the question *What did you give to John?’, that is, the patient is
in focus, while the recipient corresponds to the secondary topic. The dependency between
semantic roles, information structure functions, and grammatical relattions in three ditransitive
constructions exemplified in (144) is schematized below.

(144) semantic roles information structure grammatical relations
a. patient secondary topic direct abject
recipient focus indirect object
b patient focus direct object
recipient focus indirect object
(i patient secondary topic oblique object
recipient focus direct object

This shows a certain asymmetry in the accessibility of the patient and the recipient to the
direct object role. If the recipient and the patient have different statuses in the information
structure, the direct object role is taken by the secondary topic element, either the patient (144a)
or the recipient in (144c). If the patient and the recipient have equal information structure status,
both in focus as in (144b), the patient takes priority over the recipient and is encoded as the direct
object. As will be shown in section 6.4, the object agreement marks the secondary topic object.
Under the analysis developed here, this immediately accounts for the fact that the recipient direct
object must trigger agreement.

Thus, the encoding of the patient as the direct object is a grammatical default, It can be
overridden by certain information structure considerations: the recipient is encoded as the direct
object if it more topical than the patient. Example (145) illustrates the secondary topic recipient
argument which corresponds to the null pronoun in the direct object position and is cross-
referenced by object agreement.

(145) a:nke:-m joxt-a-s pa ma  ke:si-na
mother-1ISG  come-EP-PAST.3SG and I knife-LOC
ma-s-e:m

give-PAST-5G.1SG
*My mother came and [ gave her a knife.’
On controllers and targets of omission in embedded clauses see 3.3.2.2 and section 7.

3.5, Noun phrase

A noun phrase consists of a head and an optional modifier. The following grammatical
classes function as nominal heads: nouns, pro-nouns, and nominalized elements, Pro-nouns
cannot take a modifier, with the exception of the relative clause. The following classes of
modifiers are available: nouns (which function as possessive and non-possessive modifiers),
pro-nouns, adjectives, pro-adjectives, numerals, postpositional phrases, and the relative
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clause. Typically, nouns cannot be modified by a simple adverbial or an oblique-case NP, The
relative clause is discussed in section 7. Articles are missing, definiteness may be expressed
by means of the possessive affixes (see 7.3 for more details).

The noun phrase is strictly head-final, although in archaic poetic folklore adjectives
may sometimes be postposed after the head. No discontinuous noun phrase is allowed; the
only lexical material that may be inserted between the head and the modificr are certain focus
particles or other modifiers. The syntactic relationship between the head and the modifier is
encoded morphologically only within a possessive noun phrase of certain types. Otherwise
the modifier is merely juxtaposed to the head noun and does not show agreement with it.

3.5.1. Possessive NPs

Possessive NPs form two types of constructions, the neutral construction and the head-
marked construction. When the possessor corresponds to a personal pronoun the dependency
relation is marked on the head noun by means of person/number affixes (on them see 2.1.1.3),
whereas the possessor remains unmarked and may be omitted (146a). Thus, within the
personal possessive construction the possessive marker encodes the internal constructional
relationship, while the external syntax is encoded by the case or postpositional marking on the
head noun. On the other hand, the lexical possessor is merely juxtaposed to the head, which
does not bear any morphological marking of the possessive relationship (146b),

(146) a. (ma) xo:t-e:m-na
me house-15G-LOC
‘in my house’
b. Juwan xo:t-na

John house-LOC
‘in John’s house’

The same split—head-marking with the pronominal possessor vs. neutral marking with the
lexical possessor—is typical of most Uralic languages (Nichols 1986b: 76-77). On
topicalization of the possessor see section 5.2.

In constructions with multiple possessors, if the leftmost possessor corresponds to the
personal pronoun and the second and the third components of the construction stand in an
inalienable possession relationship to each other, the person/number affix may attach either to
the lower or to the higher head.

(147) a. ma  xo:p-e:m rul
| boat-18G nose
b. ma  xo:p fnul-eim

I boat nose-1SG
‘the nose of my boat’

A similar variation is attested within postpositional phrases (see 2.3.1).

3.5.2. Non-possessive NPs

Adjectives, pro-adjectives, ordinal numerals, and unmarked nouns in the attributive
function are non-possessive modifiers. As discussed in section 7.3, the construction with
attributive nouns can be structurally analyzed as a subtype of the possessive construction,
although its semantics deviates from the expression of possession. Like possessive modifiers,
non-possessive modifiers precede the head, for example: jam weoj ‘nice bird’, so:rii woj
‘golden (literally: gold) bird’, xu:l-met iki ‘third husband’, tam xir ‘this sack’. To this type
also belong those NPs in which the head noun is semantically subservient to another concept,
so it cannot be used independently and requires modification. These are spatial nouns such as
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kutep ‘middle’, wol ‘place where something used to be’, xar ‘place of something’, pe:lok
‘side” (148); nouns re/ and xo.rpi both meaning something like ‘likeliness'; as well as
parametric words derived with the suffix -at (see 2.1.1.4). The latter head their own NP and
express the equative meaning (149).

(148) uw xar ‘place where there is a door’
jus kutep ‘middle of the road’

(149) a. se:pk  pal-at Jux-a-t
very tall-NOM tree-EP-PL
‘very tall trees’
b. ma  kul-a:t-exm  nip
I fat-NOM-1SG woman
‘a woman fat like me, of my size’

Attributive agreement in case and number is absent. The external syntactic role of the
noun phrase is encoded by (case) markers on the head noun, cf.:

(150) jam xo:t-e-t-na ul-l-a-t
nice house-EP-PL-LOC be-NPAST-EP-3PL
‘They live in nice houses.’

Quantifiers of various types also precede the head which is typically in the Singular:
la:pst lara$ ‘seven chests’, asa wo:s ‘all the cities’, a:r e:wi ‘many girls’, litra jigk ‘liter of
water’. However, the Plural on the head is not ungrammatical and can be used if plurality of
referents is emphasized: xu:lem kala:y-s-t ‘three reindeer’. As discussed in 6.1 below,
universal quantifiers (as well as certain scalar quantifiers, for example a:rfan ‘a lot, many’,
see example (168a)) can float in the postnominal position.

In the comitative NP the head noun is modified by the postpostional phrase headed by
the postposition pil 'na ‘with'. Such a postpositional phrase usually follows the head, so head
finality here is violated. In the subject position the comitative NP triggers Dual agreement on
the main verb (151a). Note that the postpositional phrase headed by the postposition pil na
may also have an adverbial function. In the latter case the main verbs take the Singular
agreement (151b).

(151) a juwan pextrapil’nal uw  luxs-e-l xofa man-s-a-fen
John Peter with he friend-EP-3SG to go-PAST-EP-3DU
‘John; with Peter; went to hisys; friend.’
b. ade:-m armp pil'na wr-na man-a-s
father-1ISG  dog  with forest-LOC  go-EP-PAST.35G
‘My father went to the forest with the dog.’

Adjectives, Non-Past and Past participles, and some pro-adjectives, if they are
nominalized with the nominalizer -f (2.1.6), as well as the possesive pronouns and cardinal
numerals, form headless noun phrases (or a headless relative clause in the case of nominalized
participles). In this instance they take regular inflections typical of nouns (case, number, and
possessive) or co-occur with the postposition which marks their external syntactic role.

(152) a. luw  kait  wo:is-na u:-l ma  xu:lam-na.

he two city-LOC be-NPAST.3SG 1 three-LOC
‘He has been in two cities, and I in three."
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b. nan ma na:wre:m-e:m W:ranna je:mas joit-s-a-n ma
youl child-1SG  for  dress sew-PAST-EP-25G |
nane:-pil-an  wrenna
you-DU-28G for

*You have sewn a dress for my ¢hild and 1 for yourtwo,”

c. ma  WoiX-a-m-a-t-e:m luw  ma-ne:m ma-s-li
1 ask-EP-PP-EP-NOMN-1SG he [-ACC  give-PAST-8G.358G
‘He gave me what | was asking for.”

4. Sample text
The text was recorded in 1990 in the settlement Katravozh from a local resident Anna

Pavlovna Seraskhova. It is followed by a free translation.

2

u:-s-e1 ope-nenj  eiwe:-noen.

be-PAST-3DU sister-DU brother-DU

jaj-a-1 ka:san xatl xul we:l-ti Jjanx-e-l joxi
brother-EP-35G each day fish kill-INF walk-EP-NPAST.3SG home
joxat-1 pa  Sikensa o:pi-je:-l pe:dla  laiw-a-l
come-EP-NPAST.35G and well  sister-DIM-35G to say-EP-35G
xul-e:n e:walt-lij-i ox-a-1 ma

fish-28G cut-IMPF-IMP.SG.25G head-EP-3SG I

li-l-e:m puse:-1 nan  liw-i kutpe:-n
eat-NPAST-SG.25G tail-3SG you eat-IMP.SG.28G middle-PROPR
su:p-a-| nan liw-i.

piece-EP-35G you eat-IMP.SG.28G

pa xatl-li ji-l pa man-l,

again day-TRANS become-PERS.3SG again po-NPAST.35G

wr-na man-1 o:pi-je:-l pa xul

forest-LOC  go-NPAST.35G sister-DIM-35G again fish
tu:-1.

bring-NPAST.35G

o:pi-je:-1 pedla  laiw-a-1 nay atti kutpe:-n
sister-DIM-35G to say-EP-NPAST.3SG you well middle-PROPR
su:p-a-l nan  liw-i ox-a-l ma

piece-EP-3SG you  eat-IMP.SG.2SG head-EP-38G 1

li-l-e:m puse:-1 ma li-l-em atti
eat-NPAST-SG.15G tail-3SG I eat-NPAST-SG.15G  well
puse:-1 ma  li-l-em.

tail-38G I eat-NPAST-SG.18G

nag  kutpe:-l liw-a.

you middle-38G  eat-IMP.28G

o:pi-je:-1 la:w-a-1 mola nan kutpe:-l $i iwe:nna
sister-DIM-35G say-EP-3SG  what you middle-3SG FOC  always
ma:n-e:m la:pat-l-e:n pa nar mola atna.

I-ACC feed-NPAST-SG.2SGand  you what well

pa puse:-1 ma  li-l-eim ox-a-l nar
again tail-3SG I eat-NPAST.SG.18G head-EP-3SG you

li-l-e:in laiw-a-1 antam,
eat-NPAST-SG.28G say-EP-NPAST.3SG no
xu:lm-at xatl ji-s pa man-o-s.

10.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

23.
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three-ORD  day become-PAST.3SG again go-EP-PAST.35G

pa man-e-s Sikeni$a pa  xul  wel-e-s

ftgain go-EP-PAST.38G  well again fish  kill-EP-PAST.38G
joxt-p-s pa  oipi-je:-l pedla  larw-e-1
come-EP-PAST.35G again  sister-DIM-38G to say-EP-NPAST.3SG
o:pi-je:-m pa ka:wer-l-e:man kutpe:-1 napn
sister-DIM-18G again cook-NPAST-SG.1DU middle-3SG  you
liw-i ox-a-1 ma li-l-e:m.

eat-IMP.SG.28G head-EP-38G [ eat-NPAST-SG.18G

o:pi-je-l I'ika:$-a-s.

sister-DIM-358G get.angry-EP-PAST.3SG

o:pi-je-1 I'ika:$-e-s,

sister-DIM-38G get.angry-EP-PAST.3SG
derwi-Serwi-Se:wi-Se:wi.

INTERJECTION

siti §i man-a-s,

S0 FOC go-EP-PAST.38G

man-a-s Sikarisa atna pu:rl-a-s,

go-EP-PAST.35G  well well fly-EP-PAST.3SG

I'ika:$-e-s ur-na man-a-s.

get.angry-EP-PAST.3SG forest-LOC  go-EP-PAST.38G

xu:lam xatl giti man-a-5 xu:lem xatl siti pu:rl-a-s

three day so leave-EP-PAST.3SG three day so fly-EP-PAST.38G
pu:rl-e-s imosa:jna joxt-a-s jux xoéa mosa
fly-EP-PAST.3SG  once come-EP-PAST.35G tree to what
aij Wus-i-ji u:l-m-al pa toxi lap-em-e-s.

small hole-EP-DIM be-PP-3SG  and  there enter-MOM-EP-PAST.38G
toxi lap-e:m-a-s sikenida §iti &

there enter-MOM-EP-PAST.3SG well S0 FOC

xo:ll-a-l.

cry-EP-NPAST.358G

ait-l xo:ll-e-1 xatl xo:1l-a-] jagj-e-l

night-38G cry-EP-NPAST.3SG day cry-EP-NPAST.38G brother-EP-35G
antam Xijé-e-s.
no stay-EP-PAST.35G

jaj-e-l-na i kas-l-a &
brother-EP-3SG-LOC FOC  search-NPAST.PAS.38G  FOC

kas-l-a o:pi-je:-m xolta taxa man-e-s
search-NPAST-PAS.38G  sister-DIM-1SG where place go-EP-PAST.3SG
o:pi-je:-m xata janx-e-1?

sister-DIM-1SG where walk-EP-NPAST.3SG

$ikenda i janx-e-s janx-e-s j a o:pi-je:-1

well  FOC walk-EP-PAST.3SG walk-EP-PAST.3SG and  sister-DIM-38G
u:é-s-e-lli fioxaj-e-1 pit-m-al low-a-]
find-PAST-EP-8G.38G meat-EP-38G start-PP-3SG  bone-EP-38G

pit-m-al.

start-PP-3SG

fioxaj-a-1 pit-m-al tal low-i-1-al xa$-m-¢:l.
meat-EP-35G start-PP-3SG  pure  bone-EP-PL-3SG stay-PP-3PL

o:pi-e:-l joxi  woix-l-e-lli o:pi-ji
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sister-DIM-35G home call-NPAST-EP-5G.35G sister-DIM

juw-a juw-a juw-a kat-kit-ge:wi-$e:wi.
come-IMP.25G come-IMP.25G come-IMP.28G INTERJECTION
24. ma itta nag-e:n la:w-a-l atti  joxi
I well  you-ACC ay-EP-NPAST.35G  so home
tu-l-e:m.
bring-NPAST-SG.1SG
25. i po:jka:$-e-s $i po:jka:s-e-s.
FOC make.up-EP-PAST.38G FOC make.up-EP-PAST.38G
26.  $i itta  o:pi-je:-l §i pu:rl-e-s-nen 8 joxi

FOC that sister-DIM-3SG FOC fly-EP-PAST-3DU  FOC home  si
man-s-a-nan.

FOC go-PAST-EP-3DU

27. ja xul weil-ti  jagx-e-s la:w-ilij-a-1 itta talta
and  fish kill-INF  walk-EP-PAST.38G say-IMPF-EP-NPAST.35G well here
o:lpe$ lazw-a-l o:pi-je:-l la:w-a-1 a:p$i-ji
further say-EP-NPAST.3SG sister-DIM-3SG say-EP-NPAST.3SG brother-DIM
i xul ki we:l-l-e-men la:w-a-1 atti i
one fish if kill-NPAST-EP-1DU say-EP-NPAST.38G well  one
su:p-e-1 nan liw-i i su:p-a-l ma
piece-EP-35G you eat-IMP.SG.2SG one  piece-EP-35G |
li-l-e:m.
eat-NPAST-SG.15G

28.  pojkas-s-a-gen §ikensa itta tam xatl mosa jaxa
make.up-PAST-EP-3DU well  well this day till together
u:l-l-a-pen.

be-NPAST-EP-3DU

There lived a sister and brother. The brother went fishing every day. He came home
and said to his sister: “Cut the fish. I'll eat the head, you eat the tail, you eat the middle.” The
next day he got up, went off again, went to the forest, brought his sister a fish again and said
to his sister: “You eat the middle, I will eat the head, I will eat the tail, I will eat the tail, you
eat the middle.” His sister said: “Why do you always feed me the middle? Why? The next
time I will eat the tail, you eat the head. No.” The third day he got up and went out again. He
went out again, caught fish again, came back and said to his sister: “Sister, we will cook
again. You will eat the middle, T will eat the head.” The sister became angry. The sister
became angry. “Sewi, sewi, sewl.” And she went out. She went out and flew off. She was
angry and went into the forest. She went for three days, she flew and flew for three days.
Then she came to a tree, there was a sort of small hole, she went in. She went in and cried.
She cried by night, she cried by day. There was no brother, he had stayed. Her brother looked
for her, looked for her. “Where did my sister go? Where is she wandering?” He went and
went and found his sister. Skin and bones remained. Skin and bones remained. He called his
sister to come home: “Sister, come, come, chirp-chirp-chirp. I will take you home now," he
said. He made up to her, made up to her, and he and his sisterflew off and came home. Again
he went fishing and said: “Now if we catch a fish, you eat one half and [ will eat one half.”
They made up and still live like that.
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PART 2: Topics in syntax and semantics

Part II addresses selected topics in the syntax and semantics of Ostyak in more detail,
The discussion in this part is largely based on my other works on corresponding topics:
sections 5 and 6 are revised versions of Nikolaeva (1999a) and Nikolaeva (forth.), section 7 is
based on Ackerman and Nikolaeva (1997) and Ackerman and Nikolaeva (in prep.), and
section 8 on Nikolaeva (1999b).

5. Word order and information structure

As mentioned above, Ostyak exhibits the typological features of a SOV language, and
the SOV word order is indeed the most frequent. However, it seems to be composed of
several independent word order requirements, each of which can be violated under certain
conditions. So the seemingly exceptional word orders that deviate from SOV can be accounted
for in terms of competing constraints. The word order constraints in Ostyak are motivated by
both grammatical relations and information structure, so the word order that results is an
interaction of syntactic and communicative information. The syntactic requirements on word
order are verb finality, subject initiality and direct object adjacency to the verb. The information
structure driven word order constraints are topic initiality and the preverbal position of the focus.
Normally, the syntactic and the information structure word order constraints work in parallel, but
when they conflict information structure seems to override the syntactic information. When the
information structure status cannot make a choice between potential orders the resulting word
order is determined by the syntax.

5.1. Verb finality

The most important word-order requirement is that of verb finality. Verb finality is
fairly rigid in the non-finite embedded clause (see the examples in 3.3.2.2) but less strict in
the matrix clause. There are at least two reasons for this. First, Ostyak exhibits afterthought
constructions where afterthought is represented by an element added after the completion of
the sentence to clarify either another word or the content of the whole sentence. The
afterthought element is extraposed after the verb, and is arguably clause-external. Examples
of afterthought are:

(153) a. pa su:sm-o-§ joxes xo:t-e-l u:l-e-m
again walk-EP-PAST.38G back house-EP-38G be-EP-PP
taxa pela itta  maxim
place to that Maxim

‘Again he walked back to the place where his house was, this Maxim.'
b. luw  simal ru:pit-l u:lepsi xosa

he  little work-NP.38Glife  to

‘He earns little, for life.’

Second, verb finality can be violated in the language of the younger generation under
the influence of Russian, In particular, this occurs in presentational constructions where the
subject is inverted after the verb,

(154) \:i-5-1jen ime:-en ike:-pen
live-PAST-3DU old.woman-DU old.man-DU
‘There lived an old woman and an old man.’
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However, inversion in presentational constructions is not typical of the Ostyak of the older
generation, which is not influenced by Russian. Presentation contexts are marked by a special
intonational pattern, but do not influence word order.

5.2. Subject and topic initiality

The overwhelming majority of clauses in Ostyak are subject-initial. Crucially, the
subject in Ostyak systematically corresponds to the topic function, in conformance with the
well-known cross-linguistic tendency. The following arguments support this claim. First, as
was already mentioned in 2.2.4.3, topicalization of an element other than the agent requires
passivization, that is, its promotion to the subject. The examples in (155) demonstrate that the
passive construction arises when the topic identified as the element that bears the aboutness
relationship to the proposition does not correspond to the semantic role of agent. I assume here
that the context “What happened to x?” is basically sufficient to set the topical status of x in the
answer. The use of the active construction in (155b) and (155c) in the present context would be
strictly ungrammatical, unlike the English.

(155) What happened to Peter?

a. (luw) juwan re:sk-a-s
he John hit-EP-PAST.38G
‘He hit John.”

b. (luw) juwan-na re:sk-o-s-a
he John-LOC  hit-EP-PAST-PAS.3SG
‘He was hit by John.

c. (luw) juwan-na ke:si-na ma-s-a
he John-LOC knife-LOC give-PAST- PAS.35G.
‘He was given a knife by John.’

An additional argument for the topichood of the subject is provided by sentences with
a contrastive agent argument and wh-questions to the agent. As shown in (156) and (157),
passivization is obligatory in such contexts.

(156) a. juwan xoj-na re:sk-a-s-a?
John who-LOC hit-EP-PAST-PAS.35G
*Who hit John?’
b. *xo0j juwan re:sk-a-sfre:sk-a-s-1i?

who John hit-EP-PAST.38G/hit-EP-PAST-SG.38G

(157) a. kalag juwan-na we:l-s-a anta  pe:trazj-na
reindeer John-LOC  Kkill-PAST-PAS.3SG. not  Peter-LOC
‘It was John who killed the reindeer, not Peter.

b. *juwan kalarn we:l-e-s/we:l-s-a-lli
John reindeer kill-EP-PAST.3SG/kill-PAST-EP-SG.35G
anta pe:tra
NEG Peter

The relevant observation here is that the contrastive element and the wh-word bear the inherent
focus status. The ungrammaticality of (156b) and (157b) immediately follows from the
requirement for the subject to be associated with the information structure function of the topic,
Thus passivization is conditioned by the situation when an element other than the agent
corresponds to the topic and/or when the agent bears the focus.

Finally, topic can be defined as an element under a pragmatic presupposition. In
particular it bears the presupposition of an independent existence in the universe of discourse at
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the time of the utterance. The existential presupposition as a property of topics is usually
associated with the specificity effect; non-specific NPs do not bear the presupposition of
existence and cannot function as topics (Strawson 1964; Schachter 1976; McCawley 1976;
Reinhart 1982; Gundel 1988; Lambrecht 1994: 150-60). In Ostyak, non-specific quantified
expressions such as anybody or nobody do not oceur as subjects. As (16) demonstrates, when
they correspond to the agent-like argument, the clause is necessarily passivized. This again
shows that there is a strong correlation between the grammatical relation of subject and the topic
information structure status in Ostyak grammar.

(158) a. tam xu:j Xoj-na an wamn-s-a
this man who-LOC  NEG see-PAST-PAS.35G
‘Nobody saw this man.’
b. *xoj tam Xu;j an wa:nt-a-s/wa:nt-a-s-li
who thisman NEG see-EP-PAST.3SG/see-EP-PAST-8G.38G
‘Nobody saw this man.’

Given that subject systematically corresponds to the topic function, subject initiality in
principle can be formulated either as subject or as topic initiality. An argument in favor of
topic initiality is provided by constructions with clause-external topics. One instance of
clause-external topics is the topicalized possessor fronted before other elements of the clause.
A topicalized possessor can be separated from the possessed NP by other constituents, which
is absolutely impossible with the regular possessive construction (see 3.5.1). Since
discontinuous constituents are not otherwise present in Ostyak, we might expect that the
possessive relationship should be marked locally, Indeed, even if the fronted possessor is a
lexical NP, the possessed noun obligatorily takes a possessive affix which anaphorically
refers to the possessor. Thus, in (159), the 3rd person Singular possessive affix on jink-e-/ ‘her
water’ is obligatory and refers to the topicalized possessor imi ‘woman’ separated from the
possessed element by the adjunct imosa:jna ‘once’.

(159) ittam imi imosa:jna Jjink-a-l xol-a-s
that woman once water-EP-38G finish-EP-PAST.38G
‘Once this woman's water was finished.’

The same is observed with other clause-external topics, namely adverbial scene-setting
expressions, including the adverbial embedded clause. These elements are left-dislocated and
precede the clause-internal subject topic, for example:

(160) a. pasan ilpinaa:mp o:mes-l
table under dog sit-NPAST.3SG
‘Under the table a dog is sitting.’

b. ma uw lap tuxer-m-eim e:wslt luw  man-e-s
| door down close-PP-18G from he go-EP-PAST.3SG
“While I was closing the door he left.”

Given that the non-subject topic precedes the subject, we might conclude that Ostyak
grammar contains an independent requirement for the sentence-initial position of the topic. In
most cases subject initiality works in agreement with topic initiality and conditions the clause-
initial position of the subject. When the subject cannot correspond to the topic for
grammatical reasons—as in the case of the possessor or certain adverbial elements—it is the
topic rather than the subject that is expected to be sentence-initial.
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5.3. Focus position

Another constraint that motivates the SOV order is that on the immediately preverbal
position of the focus (on the definition of focus adopted in this paper see 6.4). This is possibly
the most important requirement of Ostyak word order, and it is also largely attested among
other verb-final languages (Kim 1988; E. Kiss 1993). It will be referred to hereafter as the
Focus Constraint, The Focus Constraint states that the non-focus elements must precede the
focus element in the linear representation of the clause. This, together with rigid verb-finality,
will account for the immediately preverbal position of the focus, the last linear position
available for non-verbal elements,

The following pieces of evidence support the Focus Constraint. First, the wh-questions
(with the notable exceptions of mola;ji ‘why' and sometimes xori *how") and answers to them
must be placed in adjacency to the verb, for example:

(161) a. kur-na mug  xol  man-l-uw?
foot-LOC we  where go-NP-1PL
*Where shall we go by foot?’
b. ma  xofaj-e:m  mola wer taj-l-a-1i?
1 to-18G what  business have-NP-EP-2DU
“What sort of business do you have with me?’

Wh-questions are universally known to exhibit a strong functional and syntactic association
with focus, so (161) supports the Focus Constraint. It is worth noting that in the case of
multiple wh-questions, one of them is located strictly preverbally, while the other is clause-
initial. This indicates that the focus position in the clause is unique, that is, it accommodates
only one constituent.

(162) xunsi nan mun-i-luw xaléa wamnt-l-e-l-an?
when you we-EP-ACC where see-NPAST-EP-PL-28G
‘When will you see us, and where?” (Papay 1906-1908)

Second, focus items, that is, focus particles and most preverbs, are also located
immediately before the verb (163), as well as clements under explicit or implicit contrast (164).

(163) a. tam ru:pita:j-e:m ma  xolna we:r-l-e:m
this work-1SG I still  do-NP-18SG
‘T will still do (finish) the work.”
b. to:rem ma:n-e:m mosa §i part-a-s
god [-ACC something FOC order-PAST-EP-3SG

*God has ordered me (to do) something ." (Papay 1906-1908)

(164) a. tam a:n sa:j-na ma  pon-s-em
this cup tea-LOC 1 put-PAST-SG.15G
‘It was me who filled this cup with tea.’

b. (ma) tam a:n saj-na pon-s-e:m
1 this cup tea-LOC put-PAST-SG.15G
‘I filled this cup with tea.’

Finally, in section 6.4 [ will argue that the object that does not trigger agreement
corresponds to the focus function. Importantly, such an object must be adjacent to the verb, as
shown in (165). By contrast, the object that triggers agreement has the topical status (the
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secondary topic). It is located relatively freely in the sentence, but most typically is separated
from the verb by some oblique constituent (166).

(165) a. Siti woyj  wel-l-e-t
50 animal kill-NP-EP-3PL
*So they kill animals.’
b. * wo:j siti wel-l-a-t

animal so kill-NP-EP-3PL

(166) taxti  nanp ilpe:-n exwalt wu-s-li
skin  you beneath-2SG from take-PAST-SG.38G
‘He took out the skin from beneath you."

Thus, the representation of the Ostyak clause must include the unique immediately
preverbal focus position, in accordance with the Focus Constraint. This position can in
principle be analyzed either as VP-internal, or perhaps as representing a special functional
focus node, as has been suggested for the so-called discourse-configurational languages (E.
Kiss 1995). I will conventionally follow the first alternative here. In the next section I will
explore whether the Focus Constraint is exceptionless.

5.4, Complex predicates

The lexical material that can intervene between the focus constituent and the verb
comprises, first, some grammatical elements, and second, the reduced complements of a
complex predicate.

The grammatical elements that can intervene between the focus element and the verb
are parentheticals la:wal ‘they say’, xoti ‘you see’, §ikensa, atti, anti *well, so to say"; xun(ti),
mola ‘isn’t it’, fo: nxa, mola:na, (i)la:mpa, mo:sen *perhaps, indeed’, xoti, wa:nti *you see’, and
functional elements such as & ‘if" and negative particles an(), a:l, antafm). Parentheticals can
fairly easily float in the sentence, although they do not normally interrupt such constituents as the
adjectival phrase, postpositional phrase, or NP. The focus element can be separated from the
verb by a parenthetical (167a) or a functional word (167b), or sometimes both,

(167) a 0X-8-n se:m-g-n to:mxa jower-l-a-nen
head-EP-3DU eye-EP-3DU  perhaps wrap-NPAST-EP-3DU
‘Perhaps they wrap their heads and eyes.’

b. ne:mosa al nu:mes-a
nothing NEG think-IMP.28G
‘Don’t think anything.’

The complex predicates are transitional between the lexical compound and the
syntactic phrase. They have not been studied in detail for Ostyak (see, however, the analysis of a
similar phenomenon in Hungarian, with some discussion of the Ostyak data, in Ackerman 1987),
so here [ introduce their basic classification.

With respect to their semantics and formal expression, two types of complex predicates
in Ostyak are observed: conventionally speaking, the adverbial and the nominal. The left
component of the adverbial complex predicate is expressed by preverbs that bear a separate
phonological stress and usually contribute additional locational or directional semantics to the
verb (2.2.6), as well as by certain non-directional adverbials elaborating on the meaning of the
verb, such as talanti, te:Ina *wholly’, ja:nes ‘separately’, a:rtan *many, a lot’, and others.



(168) a. soxa arrtan  we:l-s-a-nan
partridge many kill-PAST-EP-3DU
‘They killed a lot of partridges.” (Pépay 1906-1908)
b. S0:X talanti ka:wer-s-a-m
sturgeon wholly cook-PAST-EP-18G
‘I cooked the whole sturgeon.’

In Ostyak, as in Hungarian, the adverbial components of the complex predicate can be separated
from the verb under certain syntactic conditions (see 2.2.6 on preverbs), but in general the order
is more stable than in Hungarian and they tend to be strictly preverbal. In (168) they intervene
between the focus object and the verbs.

The nominal type of complex predicates involves semantically light nouns with a
directional or object-like meaning marked with the Locative in -na or, less frequently, the
Translative in -ji. They do not bear a separate argument status and are usually referred to as
‘reduced complements’. This type of complex predicate is very restricted lexically: sometimes it
exhibits non-compositional semantics and involves idiomatic (as in (169a)) or cognate objects
(as in (169Db)). Unlike the adverbial components of a complex predicate, reduced complements
never leave the immediately preverbal position.

(169) a. manam-e:n  neim-na pon-l-a-m
I you-ACC name-LOC  put-PAST-EP-1SG
‘T will give you a name.” (Pdpay 1906-1908)

b. jink-exm nomas-na nu:mas-i-l-a-m
water-18G mind-LOC  think-FREQ-NPAST-EP-1SG
‘I am thinking about my water.’

Importantly, certain syntactic properties are only limited to reduced complements,
which means they should be classified differently to other grammatical relations. First,
reduced complements cannot be passivized. Example (170a) demonstrates the passivization of
the construction with the Locative non-term. Example (170b), however, is ungrammatical,
which shows that passivization of the reduced complement is not allowed.

(170) a. ar Wwo3j tam jux-na 0:M-8-§ —
many bird this tree sit-EP-PAST.3G
‘Many birds sat on this tree.’
tam jux ar woj-na 0:m-s-a
this tree many bird-LOC  sit-PAST- PAS.38G

‘This tree was sat on by many birds.’

b. manan-e:n  ne:m-na pon-l-e-m -
[ you-ACC name-LOC  put-NPAST-EP-158G
‘I will give you a name.’
*ne:m nan-e:n pon-l-a
name you-ACC put-NPAST-PAS 385G
‘A name is given to you.’

Second, the reduced complement cannot be questioned separately from the verb (171a). Third,
the reduced complement does not act as a head of its own phrase, i.e. it cannot be modified by an
adjective or a relative clause and cannot be the head of a possessive phrase (171b).
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(171) a. *jink-e:n molaij-na nu:mas-l-a-n?
water-28G ~ what-LOC  think-PAST-EP-2SG
‘With what are you thinking about your water?’

b. *ma nan-e:n to:rum part-a-m ne:m-na
I you-ACC god  order-EP-PP  name-LOC
pon-l-a-m

put-NPAST-EP-1SG
‘1 will give you a name ordered by god.'

In sum, reduced complements are characterized by syntactic fusion with the verb and
an apparent grammatical inertness. Unlike most other nominals, they are not accessible to
passivization and relativization, cannot be questioned, and do not have any controlling
properties. All these properties make reduced complements good candidates for incorporation
analysis. Based on their distribution and semantics, they may be analyzed as instances of
‘compound’ noun incorporation (in the sense of Rosen 1989), i.e. incorporation that changes
the argument structure of the verb (no assumption is made here regarding the argument
structure of adverbial complex predicates).

The data discussed in this section demonstrates that certain elements can intervene
between the focus constituent and the verb. These elements are extraclausal parentheticals,
certain grammatical particles, and incorporated nouns. However, they do not bear an
independent information structure status, and for this reason do not present an exception for
the Focus Constraint which states that the non-focus element must precede the focus element.

5.5. Object position

As was shown in previous sections, the majority of Ostyak clauses exhibit subject
(topic) initiality and clause-final position of the predicate. This section deals with the relative
order of other constituents, mostly, that of the direct object.

The element that does not bear either the (primary) topic or the focus function is
typically situated between the topic and the focus, that is, it follows the subject but precedes
the focus element. As will be shown in 6.4, in transitive clauses without object agreement the
focus function is associated with the direct object. In this case the object is adjacent to the
verb, and an oblique constituent precedes it (see example (165a)). By oblique constituent |
here mean the indirect object, oblique object, or adjunct. On the other hand, if the focus
function is associated with the oblique constituent, it is located immediately before the verb
and is preceded by the object that triggers agreement (see example (166)).

These cases are easily accounted for by the Focus Constraint because the information
structure statuses of the object and the oblique differ. When both the oblique and the object are
either in focus or are non-focus, the Focus Constraint cannot apply to non-verbal constituents.
Two pieces of evidence show that in this case the object must be adjacent to the verb. Both cases
involve some special communicative task. First, this is observed in sentences with contrastive
verbs. In (172) the focus extends over the verb alone while all non-verbal constituents are
equally not in focus.

(172) o:me:-m peitra e:lti  kalag ma-s-li
mother-1SG  Peter to reindeer give-PAST-SG.38G
‘My mother DID give Peter a reindeer.”

In (172) the object precedes the verb, so this example challenges the previous claim that the
object triggering agreement typically precedes the oblique. However, in this case the Focus
Constraint is inapplicable to non-verbal elements because none of them is in focus. So the Focus
Constraint here works in agreement with verb-finality. The mutual position of the oblique and
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the direct object is determined by the purely syntactic requirement that the direct object be
preverbal.

A second piece of evidence for the fact that, in addition to information structure
motivated word order constraints, Ostyak grammar contains a syntactic requirement for the
object to be preverbal is provided by the following data. In so-called sentences-focus sentences,
in the sense of Lambrecht (1994), the domain of new information extends over the entire
proposition, so the whole sentence is under the scope of assertion (is in focus). As illustrated by
example (173), the object must be immediately preverbal, although both the oblique and the
object have an identical focus status.

(173) What happened?
pe:trajik-a-l pilna xop  weir-s-a-pen/*wer-s-s-llan
Peter son-3SG with  boat make-PAST-EP-3DU/make-PAST-EP-SG.3DU
‘Peter made a boat together with his son.’

As (173) indicates, the object in the sentence-focus sentences does not trigger agreement and is
adjacent to the verb. The oblique, if present in the clause, is normally accommodated between
the subject and the object. As in (172), the word order in this case cannot be explained with the
Focus Constraint because of the identical information structure status of the object and the
oblique.

To summarize, the object that triggers agreement, being a non-focus object, is usually
separated from the verb by a focus constituent, in accordance with the Focus Constraint, but
follows a topic (subject) element in accordance with the topic initiality requirement. There are no
conditions under which the focus object that does not trigger agreement can be separated from
the verb. The non-focus object that does not trigger agreement typically precedes the oblique
focus element. When the choice between word orders cannot be made by information structure,
itis done by the syntactic requirement that the object is preverbal.

6. Object agreement

As mentioned in section 2.2.1, transitive verbs can agree with the subject alone (the so
called subjective conjugation, example (174a)), or with the subject and the object (the so
called objective conjugation, examples (174b-c)).

(174) a. ma tam kalan we:l-s-a-m
| this  reindeer kill-PAST-EP-1SG
‘I killed this reindeer.’

b. ma tam  kalan wel-s-@-e:m
| this  reindeer kill-PAST-SG-1SG
‘I killed this reindeer.’
c. ma tam kalan we:l-5-a-1-am
I these r eindeer kill-PAST-EP-PL-1SG
‘1 killed these reindeer.’

Similarly to subject agreement (see 3.2), object agreement may be based on semantic rather
than grammatical considerations, cf. the following example where the grammatically Singular
object that denotes a mass notion triggers Plural object agreement on the verb.

(175) imi-xili ta  sijasl-a-l-l-al
Imi-Xili herd  see-EP-NP-PL-3PL
*They saw the Imi-Xili’s herd.’
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In previous descriptions of Ostyak the presence of object agreement (the objective
conjugation) has been stated to be conditioned by the definiteness of the direct object (Rédei
1965; Honti 1984, and many others). The term ‘definite’, in its turn, is taken to denote the
formal properties of object NPs. According to Honti (1984: 99-100), the definite objects that
trigger agreement in Ostyak are: a possessive NP, a personal pronoun, an embedded
complement clause, and a null object. This list (sometimes augmented by nouns modified bya
demonstrative pronoun) is traditionally repeated in almost all descriptions of Ostyak. But, as
Honti himself notices, although the aforementioned types of definite objects can indeed
trigger agreement, this is not necessarily the case. All of them (except for the null object) are
compatible with the subjective conjugation as well. As demonstrated in (174a) and (174b), a
direct object modified by the demonstrative tam ‘this’ may or may not trigger agreement. The
same is true for pronominal objects or possessive NPs: in (176a) the verb is not marked for
object agreement, while in (176b) the objects are formally the same as in (176a), but they
tnigger agreement.

(176) a. ma nan-e:n  wain-s-e-m
I you-ACC see-PAST-1SG
‘I saw you.

b. manan-e:n wa:n-s-e:m
I  you-ACC see-PAST-SG.18G
‘1 saw you.’

On the other hand, object types other than those listed above can also trigger agreement, such
as the nouns modified by a weak quantifier in example (177).

(177) a. luw  a:mola kalan nu:xel-s-a-1li pa an
he what reindeer follow-PAST-EP-SG.35G and NEG
we:l-s-a-11i
kill-PAST-EP-SG.3SG
‘He followed a/some reindeer but did not kill it/them.’

b. luw kait kalan nu:xel-s-a-lli

he two reindeer follow-PAST-EP-SG.38G
‘He followed two reindeer.’

So in Ostyak, objects identical in their formal expression may trigger agreement, or
they may not. A purely semantic account based on the notion of definiteness, although well
supported cross-linguistically, is unsatisfactory: in both cases objects may be definite and
indefinite, and sentences that minimally differ in the presence of object agreement have the
same (truth-conditional) meaning. Neither does specificity affect object agreement (at least in
a direct way): although non-specific objects never trigger agreement, specific objects may
either trigger agreement, or they may not (see the examples above). All this led some
researchers to the conclusion that strict rules of object agreement are altogether lacking in
Ostyak and can be formulated at best as a tendency (Honti 1984, 1987; Gulya 1967; Bese ct
al. 1970; Wickman 1970; Ganschow 1972; Szalacsek 1984).

6.1. Syntactic properties of the object

In this section I will study the syntactic aspect of object agreement, completely
ignored in previous studies. The crucial problems for me are the grammatical relations borne
by the two types of direct objects (the object that does not trigger agreement, and the object
that triggers agreement), together with the syntactic structures represented by the
corresponding constructions. I will examine the syntactic properties that characterize the two
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types of object. Crucially, there is a systematic behavioral difference between them, which
can be demonstrated by a number of syntactic tests.

The first test concerns reflexivization. In Ostyak, ordinary personal pronouns function
as reflexive pronouns, and reflexive possessive affixes are phonologically identical to non-
reflexive possessive affixes, Reflexivization is controlled by the subject or the object that
triggers agreement (178a). Unlike these elements, the object that does not trigger agreement
cannot control reflexivization, so in (178b) the object pox-&/ cannot be interpreted as being
referred to by the possessive affix in xo:r-e-l-na.

(178) a. ai  pox-a-l x0:t-s-l-na wa:n-s-e-lli
father son-3SG house-EP-38G-LOC see-PAST-EP-SG.3SG
“The father; saw his; son; in hisy; house.’
b. aidi  xo:it-a-l-na pox-s-l wa:nt-a-s
father house-EP-3SG-LOC son-3EP-SG  see-PAST.3SG
“The father; saw his; sonj in hisjs; house.’

Note that reflexivization is not ruled out in (178b), because of the absence of a precedence
relationship between the object and the possessive NP xo:1-o-I-na. The subject and object that
triggers agreement can control a reflexive element even if they follow it in the linear
representation of the clause, as shown in (179a) and (179b) respectively:

(179) a. a:se:-l pox-a- re:sk-a-s-li
father-3SG  son-EP-3SG  hit-EP-PAST-8G.35G
‘The father (literally: his; father;) hit his; son;.”

b. [pox-e-l-na Wo:s-na tuw-o-m wnti] luw  kolxoz-na
son-EP-38G-LOC  city-LOC take-EP-PP  until she farm-LOC
Tu:pit-g-s
work-EP-PAST.35G

‘Until her; son took her; to the city, she; had worked on the farm.’

Second, both the subject and the object that triggers agreement condition the quantifier
float, The universal quantifiers itliji and asa ‘all, every” which are typically prenominal can be
floated to the immediately postnominal position (as far as my material shows, no other
constituents can intervene between the nominal and the quantifier).

(180) a. (asa) na:wre:m (asa) wr-na man-a-s
all child all  forest-LOC  go-EP-PAST-3SG
‘All the children went to the forest.’
b. luw  (asa) awn-a-t (asa) il pajet-s-a-lli
he all cup-EP-PL  all down drop-PAST-EP-8G.35G
‘He dropped all the cups.’

On the other hand, the object that does not trigger agreement does not have this property. As
is shown by (181), the universal quantifier occurs only pre-nominally with such an object.

(181) luw asa  am-e-t (*asa) il pazjt-a-s
he all cup-EP-PL  all down drop-EP-PAST.38G
*He dropped all the cups.’
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Thirdly, as was shown in section 3.3.2.2, the subject and the object that trigger
agreement in the matrix clauses condition the obligatory agreement affix on the embedded
participle when they control the participial embedded clause. The agreement affix indicates
the topicalization of the embedded clause subject. Crucially, as opposed to the subject and the
object that triggers agreement, the object that does not trigger agreement cannot control the
participial embedded clause at all. Thus (182) is ungrammatical with any form of the
embedded predicate, whether it take the agreement affix or not.

(182) * [/ xul wn  wl-m-al/ul-s-m w:renna xul /& nox
fish large be-PP-3SG/be-PP  because fish up
an ta:l-s-e-m

not  carry-PAST-EP-1SG
‘I didn’t take out the fish because it was large.’

Finally, as argued in section 5.2, the possessor can be topicalized as located in the
leftmost clause-external position. Possessor topicalization occurs if the possessed noun bears
the grammatical relation of the subject, as in example (159), or of the direct object that
triggers agreement, as shown in (183).

(183) juwan motta xo:t-e-l kasa:l-e-s-e:m
John before house-EP-3SG s ee-EP-PAST-8G.1SG
‘I saw John’s house before.’

Alternatively, the object that does not trigger agreement cannot license possessor
topicalization. Compare (183) with the ungrammatical example (184a), where object
agreement is not present. Example (184b) illustrates that this property of the object that does
not trigger agreement is shared by other grammatical relations, the locative oblique object in
this case.

(184) a. *juwan motta xo:t-e-] kasa:l-e-5-a-m
John before house-EP-3SG see-EP-PAST-EP-1SG
‘1 saw John’s house before.’
b. *jazj-e:m juwain-e:n  xo:t-e-l-na lag-a-s

brother-1SG  John-28G house-EP-3SG-LOC enter-EP-PAST.38G
‘My brother entered John's house.’

To summarize, the direct object in Ostyak demonstrates a remarkable split in
behavioral properties depending on whether or not it triggers agreement. The object that does
not trigger agreement is syntactically inert, On the other hand, the object that triggers
agreement shares a number of syntactic properties with the subject: in addition to triggering
agreement on the matrix verb, it controls subject agreement in the participial embedded cause,
quantifier float, possessor topicalization, and reflexivization,

6.2. Constituent structure

Object agreement correlates in a particular way not only with the behavioral properties
of the object, but also with word order. In section 6.2 I mentioned that the object that does not
trigger agreement must be strictly preverbal. It can be separated from the verb only by
grammatical particles, parenthetical words, and reduced complements, and in this sense it
behaves like the focus constituents. On the other hand, the object that triggers agreement lacks
a fixed linear position. It can be separated from the verb by other elements, and—less
frequently—can be preposed to the subject or postposed after the verb, Furthermore, the
object that does not trigger agreement must be overtly present in the clause, while the object
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that does trigger agreement need not. In fact, in almost half of the clauses with the objective
conjugation the overt object is absent, cf.:

(185) a. il $amol-s-a-lli §ikensa
down bury-PAST-EP-8G.38G 50
‘So he buried (him)."
b. *il $aml-a-s dikensa
down bury-EP-PAST.3SG so

So the object that triggers agreement is independent of the verb in its position. In fact,
no phenomenon in Ostyak is known that treats this object and the verb as a constituent, but
the constituency of the object that does not trigger agreement and the verb is supported by the
following tests.

(i) The sequence ‘object + subjective verb’ can be questioned, while ‘object +
objective verb’ cannot. Compare (186b) and the ungrammatical (186¢), both being a potential
answer to the question in (186a).

(186) a. peitra mola we:r-e-s?

Peter what do-EP-PAST.3SG
‘What did Peter do?’

b. luw tam ke:si  wosk-e-s
he this knife throw-EP-PAST.3SG
‘He threw this knife.’

c. *luw tam  keisi  wosk-e-s-li

he this knife throw-EP-PAST-SG.38G

(ii) Verbs in the subjective form cannot coordinate, leaving the object stranded (as in
(187a)), while verbs in the objective form can (as in (187b)).

(187) a. *nin wu-l-a-t pa lo:t-1-a-t
woman take-NPAST-EP-3PL and  sell-NPAST-EP-3PL
‘They take a woman and sell her.’
b. nin wu-l-¢:1 pa lo:t-l-e:l
woman take-NPAST-PL.3PL and sell-NPAST-PL.3PL

‘They take a woman and sell her.’

(iii) The sequence ‘object + objective verb’ cannot be coordinated, while ‘object +
subjective verb' can. In (188a) two verbal constituents are coordinated and the manner adverb
takes scope over the two conjuncts; alternatively, (188b) demonstrates that the two objective
verbs do not coordinate at all.

(188) a. james wo:;j  we:l-e-l pa xul
well animal kill-EP-NPAST.38G and fish
we:l-a-1

kill-EP-NPAST.38G

‘He kills animals and fish well.’

b. *jame$ woij  we:l-l-a-lli pa xul
well  animal kill-NPAST-EP-SG.3SG and fish
we:l-l-e-1li

kill-NPAST-EP-SG.3SG
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(iv) Since the object that does not trigger agreement must be overtly present in the
clause, it cannot be deleted in the stripping structures, as indicated by (189¢). It can only be
deleted together with the verb, as in (189b).

(189) a. peitrawo:j  we:l-a-l pa  juwan woij
Peter animal  kill-EP-NPAST.3SG and John animal
we:l-s-1

kill-EP-NPAST.38G

‘Peter kills animals, and John kills animals.*

— b, peitrawo:;j  we:l-e-l pa  juwan §i
Peter animal  kill-EP-NPAST.3SG and John too
‘Peter kills animals, and John too.’

c. *peitrawo:;j we:l-a-l pa  juwan §i
Peter animal kill-EP-NPAST.3SG and John too
we:l-a-1
kill-EP-NPAST.3SG

Alternatively, the object that triggers agreement can be deleted in the same structure:

(190) peitra woi wain-s-a-lli pa juwan $i
Peter animal see- PAST-EP-SG.3SG and John too
wa:n-s-a-11i
see-PAST-EP-SG.38G

‘Peter saw the animal and John saw it too.’

Modem syntactic theories usually link object agreement with structural position: the
object that does not trigger agreement is analyzed as VP-internal, and the object that triggers
agreement as VP-external. The VP-external status of the object is accounted for by various
syntactic mechanisms associated with semantic effects (Mahajan 1989, 1991; Diesing 1992;
Georgopoulos 1991, 1992; Diesing and Jelinek 1993; Woolford 1995; among others). Certain
semantic features of the object (such as specificity, definiteness, humanness, and animacy)
condition its lack of abstract Case (De Hoop 1992), its particular phrasal scope properties
(Diesing 1992; Runner 1995), or, under the minimalist assumptions, a strong Case feature in
the agreement phrase (Chomsky 1995). In some languages this forces the object to be overtly
excluded from the VP and be moved to (or generated in) the VP-external position. In
languages without object agreement this merely results in the so-called ‘scrambling’ or object
shift (Webelhuth 1992; de Hoop 1992; Holmberg and Platzack 1995; Vikner 1995: 97-100,
and references therein), while in languages with overt agreement morphology the object
triggers agreement from that position. As we have seen, Ostyak conforms to the cross-
linguistic data in that the object that does not trigger agreement forms a constituent with the
verb, This object will be further referred to as VP-internal, and the object that triggers
agreement as VP-external.

The next question then is, which syntactic position is associated with the object that
triggers agreement. Current syntactic theories provide different positions for the VP-external
object, either Spec of VP (Georgopoulos) or under the more recent approach Spec of AgrO
(Woolford; Mahajan; Chomsky). However, the object that does not trigger agreement is
located fairly freely in Ostyak, so the approach which relies on movement to a particular
position would have to make additional claims explaining the difference between various
word orders. The free position of the VP-external object in some languages is captured
through the mechanism of (topic)-adjunction to any maximal projection outside the VP, rather
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than placement to a particular category (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987; Choi 1996). This
mechanism seems to account for the word order facts in Ostyak as well.

6.3. Argument structure

This section explores whether two types of objects differ in their argument
relationship to the predicate.

Since the object that does not trigger agreement is apparently syntactically inert, it might be
thought to be identified with the non-terms (adjuncts) which are known to have limited syntactic
activity. However, an important, perhaps definitional, feature of adjuncts is that they are not
subeategorized for by a lexical head, and therefore can in principle be removed without being
anaphorically controlled and without affecting well-formedness. In other words, adjuncts cross-
linguistically license the non-specific null word with an existential or universal interpretation. For
example, as in a large family of languages, in Ostyak the passive agent adjuncts license non-specific
null words, see examples (77). Crucially, unlike regular non-terms, the object that does not trigger
agreement must be overtly present in the clause. As shown by (185b), sentences with the subjective
transitive verb without an overt object are strictly ungrammatical. This immediately qualifies the
object that does not trigger agreement as different from regular adjuncts.

As was shown above, the object that does not trigger agreement has limited term
properties. Furthermore, it demonstrates a great degree of fusion with the verb, in the sense that it
must follow the adjacency requirement and cannot be suppressed in clause structure (in that it
differs from adjuncts). This may suggest an incorporation analysis for them. Although not
every synlactically inert element presents an instance of noun incorporation, every incorporated
element is characterized by the absence or at least the reduction of syntactic activity. The
description of the object that does not trigger agreement as an incorporated noun is indirectly
confirmed by the fact that the co-occurring subjective verb has fewer surface transitive features
than the objective verb, because the object is not marked on the verbal form, so does not differ
formally from an intransitive verb. This, in principle, might suggest an analysis whereby the
object undergoes incorporation altering the argument structure (detransitivization).

However, in section 5.4 I have analyzed the reduced complements. They were shown
to have syntactic properties that make them different from other elements, including the
object that does not trigger agreement. In particular, unlike the object, they do not passivize,
do not relativize, cannot be modified and questioned separately from the verb. This suggests
that reduced complements are characterized by greater fusion with the verb and more apparent
syntactic inertness than the object that does not trigger agreement. Notice also that in complex
predicates the ‘objecthood’ of a reduced complement is suppressed, which is overtly expressed
by its Locative marking as opposed to the Nominative/Accusative marking of the object that
does not trigger agreement. These syntactic properties make reduced complements better
candidates for incorporation analysis than the object. Consequently, an object that does not
trigger agreement cannot be analyzed either as an adjunct or as an incorporated element, and
must be identified as an argument.

A further question is the argument status of the object that triggers agreement. Since it
is anaphorically referred to by the verb and can be absent from the clause, one might expect
that the object marker itself bears an argument function, while the object is in fact some kind
of adjunct. Such a situation has been reported, for example, for the Bantu language Chichewa,
analyzed within the Lexical-Functional grammar (LFG) framework by Bresnan and
Mchombo (1987), which has revealed numerous similarities to Ostyak.

As in Ostyak, in Chichewa object agreement is optional. Inside the VP the object NP
and the object marker are distributed complementarily. In the presence of the object marker
the object must be generated VP-externally in an adjoined topic position, while the VP-
internal object does not trigger agreement. The crucial distinction is further made between
two object types with respect to their argument relationship to the predicate. The basic
suggestion is that the object marker is an incorporated pronoun that has a referential function
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and therefore satisfies the argument structure of the verb. When the overt object is present in
addition to the object marker, it cannot bear the argument function due to the LFG functional
uniqueness principle, which prohibits the same function being assigned twice. The occurrence
of such an object inside the VP is blocked by the object marker because only arguments can
appear in the local domain of the verb, so the object that triggers agreement must be generated
VP-externally. The anaphoric relationship between the object marker and such an object is
identified as anaphoric agreement. Thus, the minimal difference between the anaphoric and
grammatical agreement lies in the argument value of the agreement morpheme: the
grammatical agreement marker, unlike the anaphoric agreement marker, does not bear an
argument relationship to the predicate.

The anaphoric vs. the grammatical status of agreement can be revealed by a number of
syntactic tests. Remarkably, the predictions Bresnan and Mchombo make with respect to the
anaphoric object agreement turn out to be wrong for Ostyak, suggesting that Ostyak object
agreement is of a grammatical character,

As Bresnan and Mchombo argue, verbal case government is completely inconsistent
with the object marker being an incorporated argument anaphorically linked to topic. Since
the topical object NP is related to the verb not by government but by anaphora with the object
marker, the verb cannot assign it a case (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987: 765). If the object case
and the anaphoric object marker coexist in a language, they are predicted to be in
complementary distribution (as attested, for example, in Arabic). But in Ostyak, at least
personal pronouns in the object function bear the morphologically overt Accusative regardless
of object agreement (see 2.1.2.1) and there is no reason to think that the case is not governed
by the verb. And, although lexical objects do not have an overt Accusative marker, they can
be reasonably assumed to have a zero-marked Accusative.

The second property predicted for languages with anaphoric object agreement is the
functional complementary distribution between the object marker and the independent object
pronouns (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987: 752). The anaphoric agreement marker refers only to an
established discourse topic, while the contrastive (replaced) topic must be introduced by other
means, namely, by independent pronouns, morphologically different from agreement markers. In
Chichewa independent pronouns in the object position are only interpreted contrastively (as
replaced topics), and a discourse-old topic in an object function is referred to by the anaphoric
object marker. In Ostyak independent personal pronouns also tend to be used contrastively, but
sometimes serve for non-contrastive anaphora. In example (191) the 3rd person object pronoun
Iuw-el in the last clause does not seem to bear the contrastive function since its controller can be
established without ambiguity in the relevant discourse.

(191) §ii  woij-l-al u:msa:-l-e-1li. wan
S0 animal-PL-3PL caress-NPAST-EP-SG.38G short
wméa:-l-e-lli xuw wmsa:-l-a-1li, asat
caress-NPAST-EP-SG.3SG long caress-NPAST-EP-SG.3SG  all
luw-e:l  we:k wa:nna taj-ti pit-s-e:l

he-ACC always close have-INF start-PAST-8G.3PL

*So he was caressing his animals. He was caressing them for a while, they all
started being close to him forever.’

Furthermore, the 3rd person pronoun is required when used reflexively, compare (192a) and
(192b):

(192) a. peitra luw-e:] re:sk-e-s-li
Peter he-ACC hit-EP-PAST-SG.3SG
‘Peter hit him/himself.’



72

b. pe:tra re:sk-a-s-li
Peter hit-EP-PAST-SG.38G
‘Peter hit him/it/*himself.’

The topic-anaphoric role of independent pronouns is inconsistent with anaphoric agreement
under the theory suggested by Bresnan and Mchombo, and indicates the grammatical character
of object agreement in Ostyak.

Even more important is that anaphoric agreement as distinct from grammatical
agreement is predicted to be non-local, i.e. it can carry over between elements of distinct simple
clauses, The reasoning supporting this claim is that the arguments must be expressed within the
phrase structures headed by the predicate, be marked on the predicate itself, or otherwise remain
unexpressed and be anaphorically controlled by non-local elements (Bresnan and Mchombo
1987: 752). Verbs agree grammatically only with their governable arguments, so grammatical
agreement must be structurally local. In contrast, the antecedent of the anaphoric relationship is
not related to the argument position by government, therefore there is no requirement for it to be
structurally local to the verb, as is the case in Chichewa object agreement.

The situation in Ostyak is different. Object agreement cannot cross over the clause
boundary, as is illustrated in (193).

(193) *ma:w-l-al a:pke:-l wa:nt-a-s [pox-e-1
candy-PL-3SG mother-3SG see-EP-PAST.3SG boy-EP-35G
@ li-s-li]

eat-PAST-SG.35G
*The candy, the mother saw that the boy ate them.”

A possible exception to the locality of object agreement is provided by ‘agreement climbing’
mentioned in 3.3.2.2. As typical of all Uralic languages with object agreement, in Ostyak the
agreement with the object of the subordinate clause is encoded on certain auxiliary-like matrix
verbs (for a similar phenomenon in Hungarian see Ackerman 1987: 341-50; Farkas and Sadock
1989: 326-27). However, this does not constitute a strong argument in favor of anaphoric
agreement, as it is not entirely obvious whether relevant constructions are monoclausal or
multiclausal. On the former analysis, they are monoclausal multipredicate constructions as
analyzed by Davies and Rosen (1988). But even in the latter case, under some assumptions they
might be viewed as the surface realization as a single clause of what consists underlyingly of
two separate clauses (the ‘clause union® approach going back to Aissen and Perlmutter
(1983)). Independent of the approach taken, these cases do not apparently present a regular
instance of non-local object agreement in the sense suggested by Bresnan and Mchombo.

Next, according to Bresnan and Mchombo, anaphoric agreement is present when the
agreement marker bears a fully specified set of features, which cannot be duplicated by the
overt NP with the same set of features. This explains the complementary distribution of the
agreement and the overt object in Chichewa, where the object marker bears all the noun
features relevant in the language. The Ostyak object marker, although it marks the number of
the object, does not specify its person (as independent pronouns do). Because the object
marker does not supply all the necessary referential features of the object, they must be
specified elsewhere. This conditions the presence of the overt object NP, which is not
incompatible with the object marker in Ostyak. So Ostyak is different from ChicheWa and, if
this argument of Bresnan and Mchombo is valid, exhibits grammatical rather than anaphoric
object agreement.

Finally, languages with pronominal incorporation are predicted to have anaphoric
deletion in the object position as a natural consequence of the fact that the object marker bears
the object function (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987: 765). However, this property by itself does
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not constitute a piece of evidence for the presence of anaphoric object agreement. Cross-
linguistically empty pronouns or implicit arguments are quite commonly independent of
agreement (cf. Rizzi 1986). Null objects are found in Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Portuguese,
Quechua, informal German (Huang 1984, 1991), Italian (Rizzi 1986), Turkish (Kornfilt 1987:
637), and are possible in Russian under certain discourse conditions. None of these languages
have object agreement. Thus, although languages with pronominal incerporation are expected
to have a null object, the presence of anaphoric object deletion cannot be an argument in favor
of the anaphoric character of object agreement.

In sum, Ostyak does not display the clustering of properties predicted by Bresnan and
Mchombo for languages with anaphoric object agreement: it exhibits case government of the
object, agreement is local, independent pronouns are used topic-anaphorically, and the object
marker does not bear the fully specified set of noun features. Object ellipsis does not seem to
be a decisive argument in supporting or opposing anaphoric agreement. This implies that the
object marker in Ostyak lacks pronominal reference and argument function, and can be
characterized as a simple grammatical agreement morpheme. Consequently, the object that
triggers agreement must be analyzed as a verbal argument.

The tests used in this section reveal the absence of difference in argument relationship to
the verb between the object that triggers agreement and the object that does not. Although the
object that does not triggers agreement fails to retain some term properties, it cannot be identified
as a non-term because, unlike clear non-terms, it is not optional. On the other hand, in a number
of syntactic effects the object that does not trigger agreement differs from incorporated elements
or at least demonstrates a lower degree of fusion with the verb than the undoubtedly incorporated
nouns. This leads to the conclusion that the object that does not trigger agreement is a verbal
argument and does not form a compound predicate with the verb, but rather a higher level
constituent, arguably a VP. On the other hand, in constructions with object agreement, the object
marker cannot be viewed as an incorporated pronoun, so the object itself must bear an argument
function.

6.4. Information structure

We are left with the conclusion that object properties in Ostyak can split between the VP-
internal and VP-external positions without affecting the truth-conditional meaning of the
sentence and the argument structure of the predicate. This situation argues for an information
structure motivation of object agreement. The principal claim of this section is that agreement is
motivated by information structure rather than semantic considerations.

An object that does not trigger agreement is associated with the information structure
relation of focus. Focus is defined here as the “the semantic component of a pragmatically
structured proposition whereby the assertion differs from the presupposition” (Lambrecht 1994;
213). Focus serves to add new information to already existing knowledge, and therefore makes
an utterance into an assertion. The focus status of an object that does not trigger agreement is
supported by the following considerations.

(i) The linear position of the object that does not trigger agreement is the same as of the
other focus elements (5.3), that is, it must be strictly preverbal. The only lexical material that can
intervene between the object and the verb in this case are elements that do not represent a
separate information structure constituent (see 6.2).

(ii) In questions and answers to the object the verb must be in the subjective conjugation,
i.e., object agreement is absent, cf.:
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(194) mati  kalap we:l-a-5?7 tam kalan we:l-a-s
which reindeer kill-EP-PAST.3SG  this reindeer  kill-EP-PAST.35G
/ *we:l-s-a-lli
/ *kill-PAST-EP-SG.38G

*Which reindeer did he kill? He killed THIS reindeer.’

Since the wh-question words are known to exhibit a universal syntactic and functional
association with focus, this supports the focus analysis of the object of the subjective verb,

(iii) The definition of focus cited above suggests that focus is associated with new
information, therefore the relation between the focus referent and the proposition is
unpredictable, For this reason, focus, unlike topic, must be overtly expressed in a sentence, This
is true with respect to the object that does not trigger agreement which cannot be omitted from
the clause under any conditions (see 6.2).

(iv) Objects under the scope of the focus items, as well as contrastive objects, never
trigger agreement, cf.:

(195) a. luw  jir-e-s ma:-ne:m anta  nag-e:n
he tie.down-EP-3SG I-ACC NEG you-ACC
‘He tied down me, not you.’

b. ma  isi an il paijet-s-a-m
I same cup down drop-PAST-EP-1SG
‘I dropped the same cup.’

By contrast, the object that triggers agreement lacks focus properties: it does not have to
be strictly preverbal, it can be absent from the clause, and is not associated with focus items and
wh-questions. The latter point is illustrated by example (196). When the focus extends over a
non-object constituent of a transitive clause, the object obligatorily triggers agreement. In this
case the oblique focus element occupies the VP-internal focus position and forces the object
to move to (to be generated in) the position outside the VP. This mechanism is marked by
object agreement.

(196) ta:s-men xol  tu-l-emen?/*tu:-l-man
herd-1DU where take-NPAST-SG.1DU/*take-NPAST-1DU
“Where shall we take our herd to?" (Papay 1906-1908)

Importantly, the two types of objects also differ with respect to the discourse status of the
corresponding referent. The analysis of folklore texts reveals that in 89% of transitive clauses with
the verb in the subjective conjugation, the object referent is newly introduced into the discourse.
And in 83% of transitive clauses with the objective conjugation verb the object is discourse-old (for
full statistics see Nikolaeva, forth.). Thus, there is a correlation between the discourse status of the
object, the agreement, and the information structure status of the object (focus vs, non-focus). This
correlation reflects a well-known universal tendency for new concepts to correspond to focus
(Lambrecht 1994 and references therein). Typically, a discourse-new concept is realized as a full
NP associated with prosodic prominence (Chafe 1976: 31), just as is the case with an object that
does not trigger agreement. Note that transitive clauses without object agreement do not typically
contain any other constituents, except for the subject, the object, and the verb (81% of clauses in
the text). The reason for this is that they are informationally unnecessary: the main
communicative function of such a clause is to introduce a new object participant into the
discourse. Therefore information structure is fully satisfied by the SOV syntactic structure, with
the subject being a topic and the object being a focus,
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On the other hand, discourse-old concepts are usually realized as an unstressed pronoun,
an anaphoric affix, or a zero anaphora (Givon 1983; Ariel 1988; Gundel et al. 1993), although
they may be referred to by a lexical NP as well. The object that triggers agreement tends to be
discourse-old; and, as was argued above, it does not need to be overtly present in the clause, that
is, it may correspond to the anaphoric null. Furthermore, inherently old objects, such as, for
example, reflexive objects, always trigger agreement. Recall from section 2.1.2.1 that Ostyak
lacks reflexive pronouns and reflexive possessive affixes, while ordinary personal pronouns and
possessive affixes may have a reflexive function. The contrast presented in (197) demonstrates
that object agreement can be the only formal marker of reflexivity: example (197a), as distinct
from (197b), has a reflexive reading.

(197) a pe:tra luw kala:p-a-1 wel-s-o-1li
Peter he reindeer kill-PAST-EP-SG.38G
‘Peteri killed hisi reindeer.’
b. peitra luw  kala:p-e-l wel-a-s
Peter he reindeer kill-EP-PAST.38G
‘Peteri killed hisj reindeer.’

Finally, object agreement is obligatory with the so-called inferable objects, Inferability
(Prince 1981, 1992; Gundel et al. 1993) or semi-activeness (Chafe 1987) is understood here as
a special discourse status. According to Prince, inferables is a category that is technically
new, but can be identified and activated by an addressee through its relationship to an element
already activated in the discourse or to another inferable. Thus, referents of the inferable
expressions, although not actively present in the addressee's consciousness at the moment of
utterance, are pragmatically accessible and easier to activate than referents of non-inferable
new elements. In example (198), the object NPs o:x4l ‘its head’ and pajal ‘its tail’ represent
discourse-new concepts. However, the discourse existence of their referents can be inferred from
the possessive relationship using the previously introduced concept “his horse’. Such objects,
identified here as inferables, must trigger agreement.

(198) lo:w-a-1 wu-s-li pa o:x-e-l joxas
horse-EP-3SG take-PAST-SG.35G and head-EP-3SG backwards
kir-s-a-lli pa  paj-e-l o:lnel
hamess-PAST-SG.3SG and  tail-EP-38G  forwards
kir-s-a-lli
hamess-PAST-SG.38G

‘He took his horse and hamessed its HEAD backwards and its TAIL forwards.’

In contructions with the topicalized possessor (see 5.2), the possessed NP which bears an
anaphoric possessive affix must trigger agreement when it corresponds to the grammatical
relation of the direct object. Although the possessed NP here is not necessarily discourse-old, it
stands in a possessive relationship with the previously mentioned topical element and is therefore
interpretable as a type of inferable. The subjective conjugation would be ungrammatical in this
case, as is shown in (199).

(199) a. juwan xo:t-e-l kasa:l-e-s-li
John house-EP-38G see-EP- PAST-SG.3SG
‘*He saw John's house.’
b. *juwan xo:t-e-l kasa:l-e-s
John house-EP-3SG see-EP-PAST-35G
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To sum up, various types of evidence suggest that the object that does not trigger
agreement bears the focus status in the information structure, while the object that triggers
agreement is not in focus. Crucially, the latter is characterized by certain properties typical of
topical elements: it is normally discourse-old, it often corresponds to anaphoric elements
including zero anaphora, and it triggers agreement and controls coreferential relationships
across clauses or clause-internally (see section 6.1). In section 5.2 I have argued that the topic
information structure function is systematically associated with the grammatical relation of
subject in Ostyak grammar. This leads to the conclusion that the object that triggers
agreement is not a (primary) topic; however, it can be identified as a secondary topic. T will
not discuss the notion of secondary topic in detail here, this is done in length elsewhere
(Nikolaeva, forth.). The relevant point is that the secondary topic is an element of the clause
that is characterized by certain topic properties but is less “important” for the speaker than the
primary topic (cf. Givon 1984). The corresponding utterance conveys information about the
relation which holds between the referents of the primary and the secondary topic. This
analysis seem to be true for Ostyak: the clause with object agreement basically asserts a
certain relationship between the two referents activated in the discourse or in the situation of
speech at the time of the utterance, that of the subject (the primary topic) and the direct object
(the secondary topic).

7. Relative clauses

As mentioned in section 3.3.2.2, Ostyak makes use of prenominal participial relative
clauses. They are based on the so-called gap relativization strategy (Comrie 1989: 151-53),
i.e. the grammatical role of the relativized noun is not overtly indicated within the relative
clause. The relative clause itself, therefore, may be ambiguous, and its meaning may only be
recoverable through the context. Thus,

(200) ade:-m potert-e-m  xatl
father-15G  talk-EP-NPP day

means both ‘the day my father was talking about’ and ‘the day when my father was talking’.
As far as my material shows, more or less every syntactic position is accessible to
relativization. This section addresses the unusual agreement pattern found in Ostyak relative
clauses (7.1), a motivation for it (7.2 and 7.3), and its possible diachronic development (7.3).

7.1. Agreement within the relative clause

Subject agreement patterns within relative clauses in Ostyak fall into two major types.
First, agreement may be altogether absent. As demonstrated by (201) relative clauses with a
subject gap do not exhibit agreement. In particular, since in passive relative clauses only the
subject can be relativized, agreement fails. This is shown in (201b) where the Locative case
on the NP which corresponds to the agent argument indicates that the relative clause is
passive.

(201) a. [ei tam xo:t-na u:l-ti] ne:nxe:-ti w.r-na
this  house be-NPP man-PL forest-LOC
man-s-a-t

20-PAST-EP-3PL

‘People who live in this house went to the forest,’

b. [ei lonker-na Xir-e-m] omxi xo$a  muwler u:-l
mouse-LOC  dig-EP-PP hole at snake be-NP.3SG
*In the hole dug by the mouse lives a snake.’
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The same pattern is observed with the relativized possessor. In this case the possessed noun is
present within the relative clause and bears the possessive affix cross-referencing the
possessor (ra:wre:m-l-al in example (202), cf. the original possessive construction ike:-t
fia:wre:m-l-al ‘the children of the old men"). However, the relative clause subject does not
trigger any agreement itself.

(202) [ei fa:wre:m-l-al WO:s-na man-e-m)| pure$  ike:-ti
child-PL-35G city-LOC go-EP-PP old man-PL
‘the old men whose children went to the city’

The second class of relative clauses exhibits agreement with the relative clause
subject; this is the major pattern dealt with in this section. Subject agreement relative clauses
have a non-subject gap, i.e. an element other than the subject is relativized. When the relative
clause subject corresponds to the personal pronoun or zero pronoun, it triggers agreement on
the head of the relative. Agreement morphemes are represented by regular possessive affixes
(see section 2.1.1.3) and refer to the person/number of the subject. In (203a) the head noun
corresponds to the direct object, in (203b) to the indirect object, and in (203¢) to the locative
adjunct. The semantic interpretation of the person/number markers on the head nouns is quite
restricted: they do not bear a possessive interpretation, but are semantically construed as the
relation borne by the subject argument of the of the participle.

(203) a. (luw) jo:s-na u:é-e-m mir-a-|

he road-LOC meet-EP-PP  people-3SG
‘the people he met on the road’

b. (nap) a:n  mij-e-m pox-e:n e:welt
he cup give-EP-PP  boy-35G about
*about the boy to whom you gave the cup’

c. (ma) tapelt-e-m  wr-eim
me  get.lost-EP-PP forest-1SG
‘the forest where I got lost’

This agreement pattern is restricted to the relative clause with the pronominal subject.
When the embedded clause subject corresponds to the lexical noun, subject agreement on the
head noun fails.

(204) muy  aiew o:mt-a-m xo:t-na
we  father-IPL  put-EP-PP  house-LOC
‘in the house built by our father’

If the head noun bears a possessive affix in this case, it has a possessive and non subject-
agreement interpretation, as in (205). The 2nd person Singular possessive affix can also
function as a disambiguator between reflexive and non-reflexive reading of the relative
clause, cf. (206a) and (206b).

(205) jagj-emw le:sazt-e-m  wxl-e:w
brother-1PL  repair-EP-PP sledge-1PL
‘our sledge which our brother has repaired’

(206) a. luw-e:] we:l-e-m ne:nxi
he-ACC kill-EP-NPP  man
‘the man who killed him’
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b. luw-e: we:l-a-m ne:pxe:-n
he-ACC kill-EP-NPP man-2SG
‘the man who killed himself’

Subject agreement in non-subject relatives is equally impossible when the relative clause
subject has an indefinite or generic interpretation and is not overtly indicated in the clause.
For this reason, agreement is always absent in relative clauses formed with Negative
participles. Such relative clauses typically contain either a non-referential null subject (sce
example (85a) in section 2.2.5) or—less frequently—a lexical subject (example (85c)).

In what follows, 1 will only concentrate on the subject agreement with pronominal
subjects illustrated in (203). This type of agreement presents certain theoretical challenges,
namely, the locality problem. The phenomenon of grammatical agreement is usually assumed
to be constrained by locality conditions: it occurs between elements co-occuring within a
single local domain, rather than between elements within separate domains. In other words,
the head and the agreeing phrase must be in the same clause at some level of representation.
In a number of formal syntactic theories, this reflects the local specifier-head syntactic
configuration (Mahajan 1989; Koopman and Sportiche 1991; Chomsky and Lasnik 1993;
Chomsky 1995), while other approaches justify locality in semantic terms (Keenan 1978;
Gazdar et. al 1985). Crucially, the head nominal is not a constituent of the relative. This is
most readily apparent in the fact that it bears the case or postpositional marking appropriate to
its role in a domain external to the relative and participates in the form of predicate agreement
ordinarily associated with a simple nominal bearing the same relation within a clause. It
follows from this that the person/number marker is likewise external to the relative. Examples
(207a) and (207b) illustrate the subject and the object agreement triggered by the head
nominal in the matrix clause, while (207c) shows case marking on the head nouns.

(207) a. naf mo:smelt-s-m oxxsarr-ein  jel an man-|
you wound-EP-PP  fox-25G far  not  go-NPAST.3SG
“The fox you wounded will not go far.’
b. so:rat-ti xul-e:n ma  ka:tl-s-e:m
dry-NPP fish-25G 1 catch-PAST-SG.1SG
‘I caught the fish you are drying.

c. nag  ma-ne:m je:rnas mo:jl-a-m wo:s-e:n-na  ma
you I-ACC dress give-EP-PP  city-2SG-LOC 1
man-l-a-m
go-NPAST-1SG

‘l am going to the city where you gave me the dress,’

Given an apparent violation of locality in (203), an alternative analysis may appeal to
the notion of anaphoric rather than grammatical agreement. As discussed in section 6.3.
above, the important terminological distinction between anaphoric and grammatical
agreement was made by Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) and maintained in other works within
the LFG framework (though this is not universally accepted, cf. Barlow (1992) and Corbett
(1998)). Anaphoric agreement, as distinct from grammatical agreement, is an instance of long
distance dependencies and is therefore non-local by definition. It refers to the feature-
matching relationship between an incorporated pronoun serving to satisfy an argument
function directly governed by the head, and a coreferential free-standing element, typically in
the adjoined position. On this analysis, the possessive affixes on the head nouns in (203) have
a pronominal interpretation and satisfy the relative clause subject function, while the subject
pronoun within the relative clause is some kind of adjunct and as such is optional,
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It may be therefore reasonable to argue that the possessive affix on the head noun is an
incorporated pronominal. However, although the anaphoric relationship does not need to be
local, the pronominal use of affixes is constrained by locality in the same way as grammatical
agreement. This follows because all argument satisfaction is hypothesized to be local, and
pronominal argument satisfaction is simply a subtype of argument satisfaction. So the
person/number marker, depending on one’s analysis, is either agreeing with an optional,
covert pronominal within the relative clause, or functioning itself as the pronominal argument
of the participle heading a relative clause. But on ejther interpretation a locality issue is
raised: why is an agreement marker or an affixed pronominal obligatorily appearing outside
of its apparent local domain? This situation seems particularly odd because in a number of
languages which exhibit prenominal participial relative subject agreement the morpheme
appears on the embedded predicate (participle) rather than on the head noun, and thus,
respects locality. This alternative pattern is, for example, typical of the closely related Eastern
Ostyak, cf.

(208) [(m#) tini-m-&m] loy
I sell-PP-13G  horse
‘the horse I sold’ (Csepregi 1978: 51)

In should be noted that within the literature devoted to the typology of agreement
patterns (Lehmann 1982; Lapointe 1985; Anderson 1992; Ferguson and Barlow 1988;
Corbett 1998) as well as in the existing typologies of relative clauses (Blake and Mallison
1981; Lehmann 1984; Keenan 1985; Comrie 1989.) the pattern exhibited by (203) is
overlooked. However, apart from Ostyak, it is represented by a large variety of the languages
of Eurasia, namely in other Uralic languages Vogul (Skribnik and Kovgan 1991) and
Samojedic (Ubrjatova and Litvin 1986); in a number of Turkic languages, especially of the
Northern and Eastern groups (Ubriatova and Litvin 1986; Poceluevskij 1967; Kononav 1960;
Ubrjatova 1976); Western Armenian (Ackerman and Nikolaeva 1997); the Mongolian
languages Buriat, Kalmyk and Dagur (Ubriatova and Litvin 1986; Hale and Ning 1996); and
occasionally in Tungus (Ubriatova and Litvin 1986). As far as I know, this pattern has not
been attested elsewhere, so it seems to be restricted to one geographical area, though a large
one. Formal accounts of this pattern can be found in Hale and Ning (1996) and Ackerman and
Nikolaeva (1997). I will not address them here, but note that although both accounts provide
reasonable representations for describing the central properties of the relevant constructions,
neither as presently formulated would seem to provide insight into why these structures are
the way they are. This is the question to which I will turn in the next section.

7.2. Relative clauses and possessives

As was mentioned in section 7.1, the subject agreement pattemn is restricted to relative
clauses in which the subject corresponds to a pronominal NP. Thus, agreement in relative
clauses demonstrates the same split in marking as does the possessive construction. This is
illustrated again below. As in the case of the pronominal possessor, the pronominal subject
triggers person/number agreement on the head noun (209), and similarly to the lexical
possessor, the lexical subject does not trigger agreement (210).

(209) a. (luw) xo:t-e-l
1 house-EP-3SG
*his house’
b. (luw) wa:ns-e-m Xo:t-e-l
1 see-EP-PP house-EP-3SG
‘the house he saw’
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(210) a. juwan xo:t
John house
*John’s house’
b. juwan wa:ns-s-m  xo:t

John see-EP-PP house
‘the house John saw’

Remarkably, in other languages exhibiting this relative clause construction, it is also
strikingly similar to the possessive NP. These similarities are summarized below.

(i) In all languages in question the possessive NP is strictly head-final, and so is the
relative clause which exhibits subject agreement on the head noun. The corresponding
construction is not available for postnominal relatives, even if they are present in a language,
as for example, in Evenki and Samojedic.

(ii) The case marking of the possessor and the embedded subject is always identical.
Both constructions employ either only the Nominative (Vogul, and Yakut), or only the
Genitive (Mongolian languages and Western Armenian). In Turkic, Evenki and Samojedic the
Genitive and the Nominative occur with equal frequency in both constructions, the latter
being restricted to certain special contexts.

(iii) Both possessive NPs and the relative clauses in question allow variations in head-
marking, and the distribution of variants is similar. For some languages (Yakut, Evenki) both
constructions are always strictly head-marked. In most Turkic languages possessive affixes
may be optionally absent both on the head of the possessive NP and on the head of the
relative clause. Other languages exhibit complementary distribution of the following type:
head-marking with the pronominal possessor/embedded subject vs. neutral or dependent
marking with the lexical possessorfembedded subject. Apart from Ostyak, this split is
observed in Western Armenian, Vogul, Samojedic, and marginally in Mongolian and Uzbek.

(iv) For all languages head-marking is strietly obligatory with the zero-pronominal as
possessor/embedded subject.

Given this apparent parallelism between two constructions, the question arises as to
why certain relative clauses should resemble possessives, especially since this appears to lead
to a violation concerning the locality of agreement/pronominal incorporation. The brief cross-
linguistic comparison presented above shows that formal similarity between the possessive
construction and the relative clause with subject agreement attested in Ostyak does not
represent an accidental homonymy. The recurrent parallelism in form is likely to represent
some semantic and/or pragmatic similarity between two form (cf. Haiman 1985). In order to
understand what is going on here it is important to discuss the categoriality, structure, and
semantics of ordinary possessive constructions.

7.3. Semantics of the possessive construction in Ostyak

The semantics of the possessive construction remains a rather debatable question in
linguistics. It has long been noticed (Jackendoff 1977; Hawkins 1981) that possessives are
used to convey a wide variety of meanings, of which possession or ownership is but one type.
In many cases an interpretation of possessives depends on contextual factors; thus the
expression John's house may refer not only to the house John owns, but also to the house
John is looking at, is going to buy, or is always talking about. Apparent ambiguity of
possessives has led some scholars to propose that the possessive construction is semantically
indeterminate and can express any kind of relationship between two entities (Kempson 1977:
125; Williams 1982: 283; Sperber and Wilson 1986: 188; Sinclair and Winckler 1991, among
others). Since the construction is semantically incomplete, the list of possible interpretations
can be extended indefinitely. Kay and Zimmer (1976) argue that the possessive (in their
terms, Genitive) NP is simply a metalinguistic instruction to the hearer that there is some kind
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of relation between the modified and the modifier. The hearer supplies an appropriate
interpretation within a given context.

Several problems with this approach have been addressed in Nikiforidou (1991) and
Taylor (1996). First, it ignores the fact that possible possessive meanings do not have the
same status. In many cases the possessive proper relation seems to be the only or at least the
default interpretation of the possessive NPs. Second, this approach cannot explain why the
grouping of possessive meanings is the way it is, and why it is similar across languages.
Finally, there are certain constraints on the acceptability and interpretation of possessives. On
the one hand, not all the relations between two nominals may be encoded by the possessive
construction, cf. he impossible possessive phrases *the fish's chips or *the chips’ fish (Taylor
1996: 9). As argued in Langacker (1993, 1995) the relationship between the possessor and the
possessec is highly asymmetrical and cannot be reversed: thus, normally we have car's fleas
but not *fleas’ cat. On his “reference-point” account, all possessives reflect the ability to
invoke the conception of one entity for purpose of establishing mental contact with another.
The possessor serves as a conceptual reference-point for mental access to the possessee; for
example, a part can only be conceived in relation to the whole, while a kin term can only be
identified via its connection to a genealogical reference point. On the other hand, Seiler
(1977: 200) notes that the semantic relation expressed by possessives is not open to all
imaginable interpretations. For example, the German possessive NP Karls Haus ‘Charles'
house’ is in many ways ambiguous, but does not allow an interpretation with a semantic
component of negation (that is, it cannot refer to the house Charles hates or the house Charles
did not see).

Given these insights, the prototype approach suggests that the semantics of
possessives is not amorphous but has an internal structure determined by the prototypical
properties of the possession. Typically, permanent or inalienable possession is regarded as
prototypical, while distinctions between different kinds of possessive notions, deviating in
one way or another from the prototype, have been described with reference to various
structured parameters, such as control and time (Heine 1997; Taylor 1989, 1995, 1996),
Under Taylor's account, due to their internal semantic structure, relational nouns, such as
body parts or kinship terms, represent permanent or inalienable possession which exhibits the
whole cluster of independent possessive properties. Therefore they receive a default
possessive interpretation within the possessive construction. On the other hand, possessive
constructions involving non-relational nouns are open to multiple interpretations. When all
the prototypical properties are present, the construction has the ownership interpretation, for
example, John's house in the meaning ‘the house that John owns’. But since the prototype is a
complex cluster of properties, it allows various deviations, and that is how contextually
determined meanings arise. That John's house is semantically indeterminate, in contrast to
John's wife, is due to the fact that house, unlike wife, is not intrinsically relational. Its
semantic structure is such that there is no exclusive candidate for elaboration by the possessor
nominal.

For my purpose it is enough to assume here a fairly general semantic classification of
possessives. The classification given below is partly based on Barker (1995). Barker’s main
insight, going back to Chomsky (1972), is that the semantic and syntactic behavior of
possessives is largely determined by the nature of the possessed noun. This stands in
agreement with Taylor’s account mentioned above, Barker distinguished between “lexical
possession” where the semantic interpretation is determined by the meaning associated with a
relational head noun (understood as such both grammatically, as two-place predicates, and
conceptually), on the one hand, and “extrinsic possession” involving non-relational nouns
(one-place predicates), on the other hand. In the latter case the possessive relation does not
depend on any inherent semantic properties of the possessed noun and allows for various
readings. [ will further refine Barker's classification and speak about two basic realizations of



82

extrinsic possession, the ownership meaning and the non-ownership or “associative” meaning.
The three-fold classification is presented below.

(211) (i) lexical possessives (involve relational nouns)
(ii) extrinsic possessives (involve non-relational nouns)
a. ownership possessives
b. non-ownership possessives (associative possessives)

The ownership extrinsic possessives are open to a paraphrase with the verb "own"; this
is the case of John's house in the meaning the ‘house that John owns'. The ownership
possessives basically exhibit the cluster of prototypical possessive properties, in line with the
suggestion of Taylor. On the other hand, the associative extrinsic possessives typically deviate
in one respect or another from the prototype. They indicate a kind of associative relationship
between two entitites and are represented by examples such as John's house in the meaning
'the house which John is looking at, is talking about, etc’, the secretary's typewriter in the
meaning 'the typewriter that has been assigned to the secretary’, and the year's work (the latter
two examples are borrowed from Taylor (1995: 202-3)).

The notion of associative possessives as introduced is crucial for my analysis of the
semantics of posessives in Ostyak and its relationship with relative clauses. Given
classification in (211), I will look here at the role of possessives in Ostyak. The claim is that.
while lexical and ownership possessives are comparable in frequency with those in English
and other European languages, the associative possessives are unusually frequent. This is
confirmed by the following statistics. Taylor (1991) has analyzed the corpus of English texts
of a total length of some 13.000 words where 240 possessive expressions (of the genitive
type) occurred. This is equivalent, on average, to one possessive genitive every 54 words. For
comparison, the analysis of three Ostyak folklore texts from a total length of 3,500 words has
revealed 270 occurrences of possessive NPs, that is, every thirteenth word functions as the
possessor within the possessive construction. Possessives, thus, are four times more frequent
in Ostyak than in English. Furthermore, in Taylor’s corpus only 16% of possessives have an
associative meaning, see Taylor (1996: 346-47). In Ostyak this percentage is as high as 39%
for the corpus analyzed.

The unusually high frequency of (associative) possessives in Ostyak is due to the fact
that associative possessives are in fact the only way to express the relationship between two
nouns. The possible relationships reflect all the various ways in which (inanimate) objects are
typically associated with other inanimate objects, such as purpose, source, place, and
modification. The exact interpretation of the relationship being conveyed is largely
determined by the nature of the entities involved, and therefore by the semantics of the
corresponding nouns. In European languages the corresponding relationships can be rendered
through the prepositional phrase with the preposition ‘for’ (212a), by modification by other
postpositional phrases (212b), by juxtaposition (212c), or by relational adjectives (212d).

(212) a. na:mn  laras
bread chest
‘the chest for (keeping) bread®
b. kalap SOX  sax
reindeer skin  coat
‘the coat (made) of reindeer skin’
£ kurt  joix
village people

*village people’
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d. Jjux ke:si
tree knife
‘the wooden knife’

Examples (212) represent a paradigmatic type, in the sense that the possessive
construction is here strictly obligatory. By contrast, in the following group of examples the
possessive construction is optional. The use of the possessive affix here is not required by any
grammatical considerations; its removal would not lead to ungrammaticality and seems not to
imply the change in the (truth-conditional) meaning of the sentence. Associative possessives
illustrated in (213) express a situational relationship between two entities. They are present
when the speaker chooses to emphasize this relationship and are therefore conditioned
pragmatically. “Pragmatic™ associative possessives normally involve animate specific
“possessors”, including personal pronouns and zero-pronouns. They do not have a possessive
equivalent in English or other European languages.

(213) a. ma isi taxa:j-e:m-na il ko:ri-s-a-m
me  same place-1SG-LOC down fall-PAST-EP-18G
‘I fell down in the same place (literally: at the same my place).’
b. ur-na pa:l$e:m sij-a-l we:r-l-s-nen
forest-LOC  big noise-EP-3SG make-NPAST-EP-3DU
*They make a lot of noise (literally: their noise) in the forest.’

c. o:pije:-| lo:$-1 parkat-1 juigk-e-l
sister-38G ~ snow-38G  shake.down-NPAST.3SG  ice-EP-35G
parkat-|

shake.down-NPAST.35G

‘He shakes the snow and the ice (literally: her snow and her ice) down on his
sister.’
d. tam  Xuij-e:m xal'sa joxt-g-s?
this  man-1SG  where come-EP-PAST.3SG
“Where did this man (literally: my man) come from (to me)?’
e. man-s-g-fen ka:t azmp., wul a:mp pare:m-a-s-li
go-PAST-EP-3DU  two dog big dog bite-EP-PAST-35G
aij a:mp-e-l
small dog-EP-3SG

‘Two dogs were walking. The big dog bit the small dog (literally; its small
dog).”

In the traditional literature on Ostyak (Honti 1984, among others) the possessive
affixes in (213) are said to express the definiteness of the corresponding NP. This seems
partly true, since its referent is usually identifiable through the possessive relationship with
another entity, typically definite as well. However, definiteness as such cannot predict the
choice among various possessive affixes (Ist person vs. 2nd person vs. 3rd person). In
addition, it does not explain why possessive affixes may be absent on definite nouns. For
example, in (213¢) both ‘the big dog’ and ‘the small dog’ are arguably equally definite,
however only the second NP “the small dog” is marked as possessive. Finally, indefinite and
non-specific NPs can also be marked as possessive, as wo;j-&-/ ‘animal’ in (214).
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(214) ittam wo:lsk §i nu:mas-ti  pit-a-s ... tuzp su:mlen
this  wolf sothink-INF start-EP-PAST.3SG only stripy
woij-a-| w-l ... tigar

animal-EP-38G be-NPAST.38G tiger

“This wolf started thinking like this. There is one stripy animal (literally: his
stripy animal), a tiger.’

Under the associative possessive analysis, the above mentioned problems are avoided.
The possessive constructions in (213) express an associative relation between the head
nominal and the “possessor”. The latter typically (though not always) coincides with the
subject of the same clause or of the previous clause, as a natural reference-point. The relation
does not involve any kind of ownership, including temporally ownership, and strongly
deviates from the possessive prototype. Importantly, the relation between the two entities is
situational. It receives a semantic interpretation only within the particular context of the basis
of the knowledge of typical situations involving the entity in question, and only in this sense
is it is restricted by the meaning of the possessed noun. For example, in (213c) the possessive
expression ‘her snow and her ice’ refers to the snow and the ice that cover the coat; in (213a)
‘my place’ means ‘the place where I fell down earlier’, in (213e) the relationship is explicitly
described in the previous context: *its small dog’ means ‘the dog with which the big dog was
walking’, and so on. The pragmatic associative possessives are especially frequent in
colloquial speech, which typically presupposes a high degree of actualization of the utterance.
In dialogues or in a story addressed to a particular person the 2nd person possessive may
encode the situational relationship between the entity and the listener. For example, (215) can
be produced when looking at several moving cars. The car is “yours” because 1 am talking to
you about it, although you do not own it and are not associated with it in any other ways.

215) wa:nt-a tam masina;j-e:n je:wra man-o-s
look-IMP.28G this  car-28G aside go-EP-PAST.35G
‘Look, that car (literally: that your car) went aside.’

Similar facts have been reported for Samojedic (Tere$enko 1973).

In sum, 1 have demonstrated that Ostyak makes excessive use of associative
possessives, i.e. possessive constructions which indicate some kind of situationally
determined relationship between two entities, This is also true of other languages which
exhibit relative clause subject agreement of the type exemplified in (203). In the next section |
will discuss how this correlates with the Ostyak relative clause pattern,

7.4. Motivating relative clause constructions

As was shown in the previous section, the existence of the relative clauses in question
requires that a language have certain forms of expression for various grammatical phenomena,
In particular, it must exhibit a head-marking strategy for its nominal possessive constructions
and a high frequency of associative possessives. This implicational relation provides a clue
concerning the motivation for these comparatively unusual relative constructions. I suggest
here that head-marked associative possessives represent a semantic constructional source for
relative clauses in Ostyak.

Relative clauses in general exhibit a functional similarity to possessive constructions.
From a gross semantic perspective it is obviously the case that both constructions express
modification. Taylor (1989, 1995) convincingly argues that possessive constructions serve to
identify one entity by invoking some kind of relation with another entity, see also Langacker
(1993) and the discussion in the previous section. This follows from the fact that the most
important property of the prototypical possessive relation is its exclusivity: at a given time a
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possessed can have only one possessor. Therefore the possessive relation is a natural means to
exclusively identify an entity. Similarly, (restrictive) relative clauses are known to identify a
head noun by delimiting a set of its potential referents through additional predication which
typically contains a subject on its own (Comrie 1989: 143). On functional and formal
parallelism between the possessor and the subject see Keenan (1974), Seiler (1983), and
Langacker (1993), among others.

From a formal point of view it is immediately evident that one important difference
between the standard possessive construction and the relative clause is that the former does
not contain an explicit expression of relation between the possessor and the possessum, while
in the latter the additional information about the actual referent of the head noun is overt. This
has a semantic and a morphosyntactic consequence. The semantic consequence is that, as
mentioned above, the nature of the relation between the possessee and the possessor in the
possessive construction is lexically indeterminate, and often supplied by the context. The
morphosyntactic consequence is that since the relation between two entities is not lexically
expressed the person/number marking cannot appear on it: instead, it appears on the nominal
head of the construction. The person/number markers here serve as markers of a construction-
internal relation mediated through a covert predicate of which the possessor is the subject. In
contrast, in relative clauses the relation between the subject and the head noun is expressed
overtly by a verbal form, namely, the participle. The latter effectively provides a lexical
restriction on the sort of relation which exists between the arguments expressed by the head
nominal and its subject argument. The participle supplies a lexical specification of relation
and is an overt relational element which can in principle serve as host for an agreement
morpheme. As was mentioned in section 7.1, in some languages it does in fact host the
possessive affix. However, in Northern Ostyak and some other languages the possessive affix
rather appears on the head nominal.

Seen from this perspective, it is possible to interpret the relative clauses in question as
a type of possessive construction, specifically, one in which the morphosyntax of possessive
constructions remains intact, while the somewhat indeterminate relational semantics intrinsic
to possessive constructions is lexically specified by the participle. Convergence between the
possessive construction and the relative clause is based on their functional parallelism. From
the formal point of view, it represents an example of constructional syncretism or homonymy
motivated by economy considerations, namely, paradigmatic economy in the sense of Haiman
(1985). The purpose of the paradigmatic-economic motivation is to minimize the inventory of
signs within a system through subsuming several related meanings under a single form.

Taking into account constructional similarity, the emergence of the relative clauses in
question can be represented diachronically through the following three hypothetical stages.

(216) a. stage | (ma) mne:pek-e:m
me  book-18G
‘my book (meaning: the book I wrote/sold/etc.)’

b. stage 11 [(ma) [xans-e-m/tinij-e-m] ne:pak-e:m]
my  write-EP-PP/sell-EP-PP book-1SG
‘my book of writing/selling etc.’
or: ‘my written/sold etc. book”

c. stage [II [(ma) xans-s-mv/tinij-e-m] nepak-e:m
my write-EP-PP/sell-EP-PAST  book-1SG
‘the book I wrote/sold/ete.

Stage | represents an example of a canonical associative possessive. The noun ‘book’
is not intrinsically relational, therefore when it heads the possessive phrase the relation
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receives an extrinsic interpretation. As mentioned in section 7.2, the default extrinsic
interpretation is that of ownership, however in an appropriate context alternative
interpretations, such as those in (216a), may arise. They are characterized as associative
because they express some kind of association between ‘book” and its ‘possessor’. In section
7.2 I have argued that such associative possessives are widely used in Ostyak.

As was argued above, the meaning of the associative relation between two entities is
not expressed within the possessive construction, which is open to multiple interpretations
depending on context and pragmatic factors. The possessive phrase in (216a) entails some
kind of situational relation between the possessor and the possessed, without specifying it
lexically. So, some predicate of relation is necessarily involved in the interpretation of
associative possessives (cf. Seiler 1983a: 40) and the possessor functions are its subject. The
predicate remains covert within the possessive constructions. However, this relation is
entailed by the possessive construction, and can therefore in principle be expressed within a
separate predication. Stage II, as represented in (216b), is a lexical elaboration of such a
predication. It is carried out through insertion of a verb that explicitly describes the
relationship between two nouns, cf. Seiler (1983b: 91): “If a verb intervenes between the two
[nouns], its only purpose is to make explicit the particular mode of the possessive
relationship.” At this stage the relation between the possessor/subject and head noun is
mediated overtly by a verbal form, namely, the participle which effectively provides a lexical
restriction on the sort of relation between them. Thus, the change from stage [ to stage Il
represents a lexical disambiguation of the relationship that holds between the components of
the associative possessive construction.

A question that arises at this point is why the verb that intervenes between two nouns
and describes the nature of the associative relation between them takes the participial form.
This seems to follow from the status of the participle as a mixed category and the nature of
the modificational construction. Participles in Ostyak behave as verbs with respect to their
internal syntax. As shown below, they can be modified by VP adverbs (217a), retain the
argument structure of the base verbs (217b), and co-occur with clausal adjuncts (217c).

(217) a. nang a:tmes  pon-a-m tutjux-e:n
you badly place-EP-PP  firewood-28G
‘the firewood you placed badly’

b. luw  poxe:lti mij-e-m a:n-e-1
he boy to give-EP-PP cup-EP-3SG
‘the cup he gave to the boy’

c. jo:s-na w:$-e-m mir-g-

road meet-EP-PP  people-EP-35G
‘the people he met on the road’

On the other hand, nouns in Ostyak are modified by other nouns or adjectives (see 3.5.2), the
border between the two in the attributive function not always being clear-cut. This entails that
as modifiers participles are either deverbal nouns (gerunds) or deverbal adjectives, as
suggested in the translation in (216b). Recall that, like nouns, participles can take a possessive
and case marking when they form a complement or adverbial embedded clause, and like
adjectives, they can be nominalized with the nominalizer -. Being a mixed category,
participles are the best candidates for a lexical elaboration of the associative relation between
two nouns within the possessive construction: on the one hand, they retain the argument
structure and the cooccurrence abilities of the verb; on the other hand, they can serve as
modifiers for a noun.

The constituent structure I am assuming at stage Il is reflected in the bracketing in
(216b). The participle here functions as a regular non-clausal adnominal modifier. This
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structure formally parallels the constituent structure representation of the possessive
construction, where the head nominal is modified by an adjective or a noun, as in (218).

(218) a (ma) pures ne:pek-e:m
my old book-1SG
‘my old book’
b. nany fia:n lara:$-e:n
you bread chest-28G
‘your chest for (keeping) bread’

N?tice that simple modifiers such as ‘old’ and ‘bread’ in (218) are crucially one-place, For
this reason they do not disambiguate the relationship between the components of the
possessive construction in the sense described above. Participles, by contrast, do, since they
express a minimally two-place relation independently encoded by possessive morphology. As
suggest?d in Ackerman and Nikolaeva (1997), this motivates the reinterpretation of the
possessive affix as marking subject agreement rather than a possessive relationship and,
consequently, the reinterpretation of the modified possessive construction as a relative clause,
that is, the change from stage I1 to stage I1I,

This change is accompanied by a change in the constituent structure. The participle is
reanalyzed as a single constituent with the subject of the relative clause. This is revealed by
the fact that the regular possessive NP, such as (219), easily allows the insertion of another
attribute between the possessor and the head, cf :

(219) a. (ma) xoraspi pure$ ne:pek-e:m
I beautiful old book-1SG
‘my beautiful old book’
b. na)  xoraspi nan  larai-e:n
you  beautiful bread box-2SG
‘your beautiful box for (keeping) bread’

By contrast, the relative clause forbids inserting another attribute between the embedded
subject and the participle:

(220) *ma pure§ Xans-e-m ne:pek-e:m
me old  write-EP-PP book-1SG
‘the old book that I wrote'

The attribute may be located either before the embedded subject, that is, arguably before the
relative clause if it is a demonstrative (221), or immediately before the head noun and after
the participle, that is, arguably after the relative clause (222). This shows that the relative
clause constitutes a single syntactic constituent, unlike the combination of possessor and
medifier within the possessive construction.

(221) tam ma  Xans-e-m ne:pak-e:m
this I write-EP-PP  book-1SG
‘this book I wrote’
(222) a ma we:l-e-m  lo:w-a-1 ox-pi ars oix-e:m

me kill-EP-PP bone-EP-PROPR head-PROPR many salmon-1SG
‘many salmon with bony heads which I killed’ (P4pay 1906-1908)
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b. il SEIWr-a-Mm uin jux-e:m e:walt
down cut-EP-PP big tree-1SG from
*from the big tree I cut down’

Going back to the locality issue raised in section 7.1, it should be noticed that the
existing typologies do make a place for the agreement pattern exhibited by the head-marking
possessive constructions. As 1 argued in this section, the structure of the Ostyak relative
clauses is motivated by a constructional similarity and diachronic relationship to head-marked
associative possessives. Given this, relative clauses in questions can be interpreted as a
variant of the same pattern. Rather than exhibiting a different kind of agreement, they are
simply a marked instances of grammatical agreement/pronominal incorporation found in
regular possessive constructions containing incorporated pronouns. Their markedness consists
in their violating the usual locality condition on grammatical agreement/pronominal
incorporation. The details of formal analysis of non-local agreement of the kind addressed
here still have to be worked out; such an analysis may ultimately lead to a reconsideration of
the usual syntactic assumptions concerning locality of agreement. My purpose here was to
provide a functional motivation for the relevant phenomena, that is, to justify why the relative
clause constructions in Ostyak appear the way they do.

8. Evidentials

Ostyak exhibits a grammaticalized system of Evidentials. Evidentials are formed with
Past (-m) or Non-Past (-ti) participles in the finite position inflected for subject agreement (on
agreement affixes of participles see 2.2.5). Accordingly, the Evidential shows a temporal
distinction between Past and Non-Past similar to that in the Indicative. The Analytical Future
Evidential is possible but extremely rare; it is formed with the Infinitive of the content verb
followed by Non-Past Evidential form of the auxiliary verb pit- ‘fall; start’.

(223) a. man-t-al

go-NPP-38G
‘he goes (apparently)’

b. man-m-al
go-PP-38G
‘he went (apparently)’

e man-ti pit-t-al
go-INF start-NPP-3SG

‘he will go (apparently)’

The Evidential passive is formed with the corresponding participle not inflected with
regular subject agreement morphemes. Instead it takes nominal number affixes indicating the
number of the subject, namely, -yan for the Dual and -f for the Plural. The Evidential passive
seems only to be possible for the 3rd person subject and mostly for the Past tense, for
example: we:r-s-m ‘has been made’, we:r-s-m-yan *have been made’ (DU), we:r-m-s-f ‘have
been made' (PL). As in regular passives, the agent argument in the Evidential passive
construction may be encoded by the Locative NP, cf.:

(224) luw  jilep je:rnas jo:nt-a-s. o:pe:-l-na sija:les-s-m
she new dress sew-EP-PAST.3SG sister-3SG  notice-EP-PP
‘She sewed a new dress. Her sister noticed it.

Non-Past passive Evidentials are available but extremely rare. [ only have examples for the
Singular subject at my disposal, cf.:
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(225) pusi an ni-ti
tail NEG see-NPP
‘Apparently the tail is not seen,’

Evidentials have only recently been recognized as such. Most descriptive grammars of
Ostyak (for example, Rédei 1965: 74; Honti 1984: 58) do not deal with the semantics of -f
and -m forms and concentrate only on the formal aspect—namely the fact that these forms are
actually participles used in the position of finite predicate. Some relevant semantic
observations can be found in A.Jaszd 1976. Evidential forms were first referred to as a modal
category in the works of the Novosibirsk school (Ceremisina and Kovgan 1989; Kaksin
1994), which also provided the first informal description of their semantics, According to this
tradition, the basic meaning of the Evidential can be formulated in a general way as “and 1
didn’t know/notice” (Kaksin 1994: 12), There are two realizations of this basic meaning: (i)
Evidentials used to denote a situation which becomes evident from the speaker’s personal
experience, and (ii) hearsay use, i.e. the event becomes evident from somebody else’s speech,

Under the approach adopted in the present paper, the Evidential does not express the
main predication of the clause, but rather “a specification added to a factual claim about
something else” (Anderson 1986: 274; for a similar approach see Kozinceva 1994), With such
an understanding, the Evidential marker can be regarded as a sentential operator which takes
scope over the tensed sentence. When it applies to the Non-Past sentence this yields -t- verbal
forms, and when it applies to the Past sentence this yields -m- verbal forms. The Evidential
operator does not change the truth conditions of the tensed sentence because it functions on a
level higher than the proposition, which simply makes an assertion about the event. However,
it brings a new semantic content to the whole sentence.

All the authors agree that Evidentials have something to do with the source of the
information that forms the basis for the assertion (see Willett 1988 for a cross-linguistic
survey). The main parameter that allows us to distinguish Evidentials from other verbal forms
is the opposition of direct and indirect evidence (Bybee 1985: 184-185; Givén 1982), i.e.
whether the source of information is of a primary or secondary nature. Evidentials indicate
that the information about the event was received in an indirect way. I believe that in Ostyak,
as in many languages, Evidentials denote an indirect source of information, rather than
convey the meaning “and I did not know/notice”, as suggested by Kaksin. Various
realizations of this basic meaning are described in sections 8.1 through 8.4, while section 8.5
deals with Evidentials in the context of other verbal categories.

8.1. Hearsay use

As was mentioned above, Evidentials indicate that the source of information for the
assertion is indirect, that is, that the assertion is based on something other than speaker’s
direct experience of the situation. One realization of this meaning is the hearsay use of
Evidentials. Hearsay use indicates that the speaker could not directly perceive the event and
must have used second-hand or third-hand information. So the event was reported to the
speaker by somebody else.

The Hearsay Evidential is possible in the Past or the Non-Past. In fact, the Non-Past
Evidential can only have the hearsay reading (some exceptions will be discussed in section
8.4). Similar facts have been reported for Turkish (Aksu and Slobin 1986: 161), where the
Evidentials are restricted to an accomplished event, except for the hearsay Evidentials, which
can also pertain to imperfectives. The following examples illustrate the Non-Past and Past
hearsay Evidential in Ostyak:
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(226) a. lazw-1-a-t tam ke:m  xoéakul w:l-t-al
say-NPAST-EP-3PL this mountainat devil live-NPP-3SG
‘They say that the devil lives on that mountain.’

b. jik-exm laiw-e-l Jjazj-e-l-na matti
son-18G say-EP-NPAST.35G  brother-3SG-LOC  say
jikmelt-a-m

offend-EP-NPP
‘My son says that his brother offended him.’

Note that in examples (226) the components la:w/st ‘they say’ or la:wal ‘he says’ explicitly
describe how the information was received, that is, they overtly indicate the type of evidence
the speaker has for his claim. The Evidential verbal form itself also denotes an indirect source
of information, so it may seem to be redundant. However, the use of the Indicative verbal
forms in the present contexts would be ungrammatical. This shows that Evidentials in Ostyak
comprise & special grammatical category, one which has to be used under certain conditions
even in the case of grammatical redundancy (in the same way as, for example, the Past Tense
in English has to be redundantly used in a sentence with Past Tense adverbs).

As in many other languages, hearsay Evidentials in the Past tense are preferred in
folklore tradition. In poetic genres they are practically the only possible verbal forms,
irrespective of the situation described.

8.2. Resultative use

The Resultative use of the Evidential emerges when the speaker could not witness the
situation and inferred it through another event; this is conventionally referred to as its result.
If the time of the reported event coincides with the moment of speech, such an event cannot have
aresult from the point of view of the speaker because the situation of result presupposes at least a
minimal time difference between it and the event that caused it. So if the verb is in the Non-Past
tense the speaker cannot witness the result of the corresponding situation. For this reason, the
resultative Evidential is not possible in the Non-Past tense in Ostyak, but is extremely frequent
for the Past tense.

Crucially, I will say that this result can be either trivial or non-trivial, borrowing the
terminology of Nedjalkov (1988: 500). A trivial result is a component of the lexicographical
descriptions of a verb (mostly, telic verbs like open, come, put, stand up, etc.), but is absent in the
semantics of atelic verbs (like stand, sing, hang, walk, etc.). Thus, a trivial result is unique for
each event and predictable from it. It shares at least one participant with the event itself. For
example, a trivial result of the situation of “opening™ is some object being opened, etc. Non-
trivial results will be addressed in section 8.3.

The resultative use the Past Evidential involves the trivial result. Examples of this
follow. Clearly, in (227b) the speaker can see (has evidence about) the rotten knife as a trivial
result of the event "the knife was getting rotten", which took place in the past. In (227a) the
speaker apparently can see the cut down tree, which is the trivial result of the situation that his
father was cutting down the tree, etc.

(227) a. ma  werl-a-m-e:m-na a:de:-m tam jux
I wake.up-EP-PP-1SG-LOC  father-1SG  this tree
e:wet-m-al

cut.down-PP-3SG

“When I woke up, my father had already cut down that tree.’
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b. ma  ke:se:-m xargazjet-m-al
| knife-1SG  get.rotten-PP-38G
‘My knife got rotten.’

In fact, a number of verbs are practically always used in the Evidential form with the meaning
in question, since because of their semantics it is practically impossible to have direct
evidence of the process itself, but it is much more convenient to have direct evidence of the
trivial result which is internally present in the lexical meaning of these verbs. These are verbs
like tiw- ‘be bomn', xarpa.jet- ‘become rotten’, potk- *become frozen’, so:- ‘become dry’, etc.

On the other hand, when the speaker has direct evidence both of the event itself and of
its result, the Indicative is used, cf. (227a) and (228).

(228) a:é-exm we:rl-e-m-al-na ma tam jux
father-1SG ~ wake.up-EP-PP-3SG-LOC 1 this tree
e:wat-s-e:m

cut.down-PAST-SG.1SG
‘When my father woke up, I had (already) cut down that tree.’

Examples (229a) and (229b) present an interesting contrast. In (229a) the speaker appears not
to have been directly witnessing the event "give" (this follows from the use of the indefinite
pronoun "somebody"), which is expressed by an Evidential form. However, in (229b) the
same verb is used in the Indicative because the speaker apparently had direct evidence of the
situation of giving the mug to John.

(229) a. tam amn a:de:-m e:lti tu:tli-s-a luw  pa
this  mug father-1SG to bring-PAST- PAS.3SG he and
a:xoj edti  mij-m-al

somebody  to give-PP-35G

“That mug was brought to my father, but he gave it to somebody.’
b. tam a:n juwamn-emn-na  a:de:-m eldti  tutli-s-a
this mug John-28G-LOC father-1SG to bring-PAST-PAS.38G
luw pa joxli luw-e:l ma-s-li
he and back he-ACC give-PAST-8G.38G

“That mug was brought to my father by John, but he (the father) gave it back to
him (John).’

A resultative Evidential can be negated in two formally different ways. First, both the
event itself and its result can be negated. This situation is common and occurs both for trivial
and non-trivial results, both for hearsay and direct evidence readings. The speaker has
evidence of the absence of result, and on this ground he asserts the absence of the event in the
past. And in the case of the hearsay reading, the speaker simply obtains second-hand
information about the absence of the event. Formally this type of negation is rendered with
the negative particle anta which follows the evidential verb.

(230) kasa ka:wer-m-al anta
porridge cook-PP-38G NEG
*The porridge hasn’t been cooked (apparently).’
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The event is not asserted here; (230) cannot be produced if there was ever a moment in the
past when the porridge had been cooked. Second, the resultative evidential, as distinct from
the hearsay evidential, employs the regular negation also available for non-evidential verbs,
namely, the negative particle an (often but not necessarily followed by the Comparative
marker -sek) which precedes the verb.

(231) kasa an-sek ka:wer-m-al
porridge NEG-COMP cook-PP-3SG
*The porridge hasn't finished being cooked (apparently).’

Sentence (231) entails that in some moment of the past the porridge was being cooked. What
is negated here is the situation of the result, that is, the statement that the porridge was cooked
till it was ready. In this case the speaker has evidence not of the complete result of the event,
but of the fact that the action is in progress but has not reached its end. On these grounds the
speaker makes an inference about situation which has occurred previously. In sum, the
contrast between (230) and (231) suggests that the resultative Evidential conveys the
reference to at least two situations, the described event and its result.

8.3. Inferential use

As in the resultative use, the inferential use of the Evidential pertains only to the Past
tense, since it also involves a result of the main situation. However, this result can be
characterized as non-trivial. A non-trivial result is context-dependent and not included in the
semantics of the verb. It does not have to characterize directly the participants of main
situation (as the trivial result does). All situations can have a non-trivial result (and possibly
more than one) in the sense that every situation may change something in the actual world from
the point of view of the speaker. Thus, a non-trivial result is highly dependent on subjective
factors. Clearly, the speaker had to make some logical deduction to reach his conclusion based
on a non-trivial result. Therefore this use of the Evidential is here referred to as inferential,
Inferentials arise from the need to assign causes to observed situations, when the speaker
infers that the action took place by seeing its non-trivial result. At the moment of speech there
exist (visible) signs which indicate that the situation had taken place earlier. The exact
characteristics of the visible final state cannot be predicted on the grounds of the semantics of
the verb since the non-trivial result is not unique for each concrete predicate. However, the
two situations are connected by some causal relation, and the speaker makes a judgment about
it through inference.

The following example illustrates the non-trivial result (inferential use of the
Evidential):

(232) wur  lo:s et wl-ti w:regna ma  moslt-a-s-a-m
blood snow on be-NPP because I understand-EP-PAST-EP-1SG
kalag mo:smal-m-e:m

reindeer wound-PP-1SG

‘Because of the blood on the snow I understood that | had wounded the
reindeer.’

Remarkably, in the case of trivial result the situation of result is not usually expressed in the
context (see examples (227)), since it is unambiguously predictable from the verbal semantics
itself. In the case of non-trivial result it often becomes overt, because this may be necessary
for the understanding of the text, and for the use of the Evidential in particular. For example,
in (232) a non-trivial result of wounding the reindeer is the fact that the blood is on the snow.
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Thus, if the result remains unspecified, it is always a trivial result (which is therefore the
default case).

8.4. Mirative use

As was mentioned above, the prototypical function of Evidentials is to indicate that
the speaker does not have direct evidence of the reported event. This function realizes itself
through hearsay, resultative and inferential use. However, this important semantic
requirement can be violated in the case of what I here refer to as mirative Evidentials.
Mirative Evidentials indicate that. the speaker has obtained information about the event
through direct evidence, but is somehow “psychologically distant” from it. In other words, the
speaker is in some way surprised at the event, is not expecting it, and/or the event happens in
some uncontrolled way. Aksu and Slobin (1982) describe the same phenomenon in Turkish
using the notion of the "unprepared mind". Indeed, as in Turkish, mirative Evidentials in
Ostyak are very common in the context of coming to a new place, entering the house, or
discovering something unexpected. The effect of “psychological distance” or
“unpreparedness” results from indirect perception of the event by the speaker who witnessed
it; in this sense it substitutes for indirect evidence. Note that the speaker can be
psychologically distant from the event that happened to himself. Therefore the mirative
meaning easily allows the use of 1st person Evidentials which are otherwise very unusual, if
not altogether ruled out.

The mirative reading pertains both to the Non-Past and Past tense. These cases are
illustrated in (233a) and (233b), respectively. In the Present tense, the speaker receives direct
evidence of an event which does not itself have any result. However, the event is unexpected
for the speaker, for example:

(233) a nox  Wweire:m-a-s sipa laiw-e-l
up  wake.up-EP-PAST.3SG soand say-EP-NPAST.38G
takan wojemp-t-e:w
deeply sleep-NPP-1PL

‘He woke up and said: (Apparently) we have been sleeping deeply.’
b. pa  jur xoti  §i taj-m-e:m

and  strength though so have-PP-1SG

*It turns out that I used to have so much strength!"

The mirative Evidentials are easily combined with the particle $i e:walt, ne:s ‘apparently, it
seems that, it tuns out that’ (in the same way as the hearsay Evidentials are often combined
with the hearsay particle marii ‘reportedly, they say’ (as in (226b)), although these particles
seem to be redundant).

Example (234) is taken from a folklore text. It describes an occasion when the
protagonist Imi-Xili follows a wizard into a realm of magic. On the road parts of both their
bodies gradually start to disappear. The same verbs are used, but when it concerns Imi-Xili
himself the verbal form is the Indicative, and when the same applies to the wizard walking in
front of him, the Evidential forms are used (they are underlined in the translation):

(234) imosa taxa:j-na joxet-s-a-1jen pa  olpes man-e-m
one  place-LOC  come-PAST-EP-3DU and  first  go-EP-PP
ne:pxe:-l.. 1 lox-e-1 xa:s-m-al. Tuw isi
man-3SG one ski-EP-38G  remain-PP-35G he same
lo:t-na joxt-a-s i ox-a-l pa x0:$

place-LOC  come-EP-PAST.38G one  ski-EP-3SG  again off
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pit-a-s pa Xa:s-e-s ... pa jeisa
fell-EP-PAST.3SG  again remain-EP-PAST.38G again little
man-o-s i lox-s -1 tum o:1nag
go-EP-PAST.38G  one  ski-EP-3SG  that first

man-s-m-s-t-1 pa xa:§-m-al. luw i
go-EP-PP-EP-NOMN-35G  again remain-PP-35G he one
lox-s-1 pa Xa:$-8-5 .... wamn - Xuw
ski-EP-3SG  again remain-EP-PAST.3SG long  short
man-s-a-1jen olpes man-s-m ne:mpxe:-l i kur-a-1
walk-PAST-EP-3DU first  go-EP-PP man-3SG one  leg-EP-3SG
pi§  peilk-e-l xa:s-m-al. luw 1 pis

thigh half-EP-38G remain-PP-38G he one  thigh
pe:lk-o-1 pa Xa:$-a-s

half-EP-3SG again remain-EP-PAST.3SG

*They came to some place and one ski of the man who was walking in front ..,
fell off. He [Imi-Xili] reached the same place, and one of his skis also fell
off.... They went a little further, and the other ski of the man who was walking
in front fell off. His [of Imi-Xili] other ski also fell ofT. ... They walked further,
and one of the legs of the man who was walking in front fell off. One of his
legs [of Imi-Xili] also fell off." etc.

It seems that (234) should also be analyzed in terms of “psychological distance™ It
demonstrates that this distance can be generated not only by the speaker, but also by the main
character (of the folklore text, at least). For the teller of the tale, events that happen to the
main character and to another character (the wizard in this case) are equally distant, so the use
of the Evidential vs. Indicative is rather motivated by the point of view of the character /mi-
Xili himself. Further research is needed in this direction.

8.5. Evidential and other verbal categories

The Evidential plays an important role in the Ostyak grammar because it can function
in contexts in which other languages use other verbal categories; namely, the resultative, the
Perfect, and the epistemic modals. There is a clear overlap between the Evidential and these
categories. However, under the approach taken in this paper, the Evidential merely indicates
an indirect ground for the assertion. No temporal, modal or aspectual meaning as such is part
of the evidential meaning, although they may be in one way or another implied by the
Evidential verb.

Importantly, the Evidential operator does not change the time at which the proposition
is true, but only adds some “metacomments” about the grounds for the assertion. The
following observation supports this claim. With Past tense Evidentials the sentence refers to
the moment of the event itself, and not to the moment of its result. This can be seen from the
collocation with time adverbs and adverbial temporal clauses. For example, (235) suggests
that the situation of cooking happened when the speaker was slecping. Naturally, he obtained
evidence of this event when he woke up, but the sentence as a whole refers to the time of the
cooking:
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(235) ma Xuw;j-t-e:m e:wslt xo:se:pk o:m-e:m-na
I sleep-NPP-1SG from fish.soup mother-18G-LOC
ka:wert-s-m
cook-EV-PP

‘The fish soup was cooked by my mother while I was slecping.’

This property crucially makes the Evidential (even in its resultative use) different from the
Resultative as a special aspectual category, which refers to the time of the state resulting from
the previous event (Dahl 1985; Nedjalkov 1988). Note that in Northern Ostyak the Evidential
(just like the Indicative) can form a Stative construction which clearly refers to the state and
not to the process (on the Stative construction see 2.2.2.3). The reference of all Stative
constructions is the time after the event (the time when the state obtains). For example, in
(236a) the referred time is indicated by the expression “When I woke up”.

(236) a. xunti nox  werl-e-s-e-m jaj-exm il jir-man
when up wake.up-EP-PAST-EP-18G brother-1SG down tie-CONV
w:l-m-al
be-PP-38G

“When I woke up, my brother was tied up.’

b. molxatl jaj-e:m il jir-e-m
yesterday brother-1SG down tie-EP-PP
*Yesterday my brother was tied up.’

Example (236a) denotes that at the time when the speaker woke up his brother had already
been tied up, but the sentence says nothing about the time when the event of the tying up
occurred. This contrasts with (236b) which lacks the stative construction and refers to the
time when the tying up happened (yesterday). The reason the Evidential is used is in both
cases the same: the speaker has not witnessed the event of the tying up directly. A comparison
of stative with non-stative Evidentials shows that the Evidential (unlike the stative) does not
convey any temporal or aspectual meaning, and indirectly supports the semantics suggested in
the previous sections.

For many languages there exists a formal (and/or historical) connection between the
Evidential and the Perfect. The category of Perfect is often considered to be the initial point for
the development of inferential Evidentials, and, later, hearsay Evidentials as contextual variants
of the same category (Slobin and Aksu 1982; Comrie 1976: 109-110; Nedjalkov 1988: 491;
Friedman 1979; Nichols 1986a: 254; Bybee et al. 1994: 96-97; Dahl 1985: 153, and others). The
same development is observed in the history of other Finno-Ugrian languages (Serebrennikov
1960: 66). Ostyak Evidentials seem to have developed from the Perfect as well. Formally the
Evidentials present the usual Perfect pattern, since the forms of -f- and -m- are participles used in
the finite position. The semantic similarities between the Evidential and Perfect lie in the fact that
both present an event not by itself but in connection with its result (cf. Comrie 1976: 110).
However, there is also a systematic semantic difference between them,

As is well known, the Perfect expresses the reference to the past and implies the "current
relevance” of the event in the present. At least in some of its meanings it implies a result relevant
in the Present. This elucidates out the difference between (237a) and (237b).

(237) a. John has come,
b. John came.
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Both refer to a moment in the past and are identical truth-conditionally but (237b) does not
contain the implication that John is still there, while (237a), according to some authors, does.
However, the actual result is not a part of the meaning of the English Perfect but rather a
conversational implicature which does not have a fixed semantic content but depends greatly on
the context (for example, Inoue 1979; McCoard 1978: 31-64 and many others). As has been
noted by Anderson (1982: 232), the Perfect implicature can be canceled or denied:

(238) He has left three times already - why is he still here?

As Anderson argues, the Perfect can be used to convey the message that John is not here, since
He has left will normally be used (unless there are conflicting cues) as the answer to the
question: Is John here yet? (cf. also Comrie 1976: 56). However, the Perfect only implies but
does not necessarily entail the proposition, by describing the result.

By contrast, the Past Evidential in its resultative use entails the situation of result. With
the semantics suggested above, the truth-value of the Evidential sentence (239) should be
calculated as the conjunction of the truth-values of the statements in (240).

(239) lo:$  lal-m-al
snow melt-PP-35G
“The snow has melted.’

(240) a. The snow has melted
b. The snow is melted
c. The speaker has evidence that the snow is melted.

In Ostyak there is no possible situation in which (239) is true and any of the sentences in (240) is
not. Importantly, the statements (240a), (240b) and (240c) cannot be canceled: any attempt to
cancel them leads to contradiction which in Ostyak would correspond to the following
statements.

(241) a. The snow has melted (EV), why isn’'t it melted?
b. The snow has melted (EV), why didn’t it melt?
c. The snow has melted (EV), why don’t I have evidence that it is melted?

This immediately shows that the resultative Evidential is different from the Perfect: for the
Perfect the situation of result is only implied and can easily be cancelled; for the Evidential it is
part of its entailed meaning.

The matter is more complicated in the case of the inferential Evidential. Consider the
Ostyak correlate of (237a).

(242) Juwan joxet-m-al
John come-PP-35G
‘John has come.’

In the case of the inferential Evidential the speaker makes his statement on the basis of a logical
conclusion from a non-trivial result (for example, when he sees John's coat in the room). Clearly,
John's coat can be in a room even if John has not come, so the situation (242) does not entail its
non-trivial result. This follows from the fact that the non-trivial result is not predicted from the
event itself, and might be explained otherwise. Each event can have more than one non-trivial
result at the same time, and the speaker can have evidence of one of them while doubting the
second. In this sense the inferential Evidential is very close to the Perfect. However, there is also
a crucial difference between them. The Perfect does not contain a reference to the situation of
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evidence. This means, first, that the speaker can produce (237a) if he does not actually have any
special evidence that John is there, and doubts it, cf.:

(243) a. I am not sure that John has come.
b. If John has come, I will leave.

For the Evidential, the necessary component of its semantics is the situation of having evidence
of an event, therefore it is not appropriate in contexts (243). Evidentials do not call for the
consideration of sets of circumstances other than those existing in the actual world. That is why,
for instance, they are never used in conditional sentences which "invite" one to evaluate a certain
hypothesis and to consider its consequences. The same has been reported for Bulgarian and
Macedonian Evidentials (Kozinceva 1994: 99). Furthermore, the Perfect can be used when the
speaker has direct evidence of the event itself, but not of its result, cf. (244), produced in a
situation when the speaker sees John coming.

(244) I can see that John has come.

The Evidential is usually impossible in such contexts because (244) presupposes that the speaker
witnesses the reported event. In this respect Ostyak is again similar to Turkish, where, according
to Slobin and Aksu (1982), an evidential sentence such as (242) cannot be produced in the
situation where the speaker, for example, can hear the sound of John’s steps or can simply see
John coming. In sum, both the Perfect and the Evidential imply a non-trivial result that can be
cancelled (the trivial result is entailed by the Evidential). The difference between them lies in the
fact that the Perfect does not have any reference to the situation of gaining evidence, while the
Evidential necessarily contains this component in its semantics.

Taking into account all that has been said about evidential meanings, it can be argued
that the development of Evidentials in Ostyak occurred through the grammaticalization (the so-
called “pragmatic strengthening”) of the conversational implicature (for a similar explanation see
Traugott 1989; Dahl 1985: 11). This means that the references often implied by the Perfect to the
resultant state, and probably also to the speaker’s source of evidence, were generalized, and
became a part of the meaning of the Evidential marker. As was shown by Traugott (1989), the
strengthening of the pragmatic inference to relevance is the most important (if not the only)
source of (epistemic) modals in the languages of the world. If we allow that mentioning the
source of information about an event is a modal category, the development of Evidentials can be
regarded as an example of the same process.

Finally, Evidentials in Ostyak may be used to convey epistemic meanings. In fact, it is
traditional to classify Evidentials with epistemic modalities. According to the classic definition
of Lyons (1977: 793), the epistemic modality is concemed with the nature and source of
knowledge and qualifies the speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition. Lyons sees it
as primarily evidential in nature. A similar understanding can be found in Bybee (1985), Chafe
(1986), Traugott (1989), Hopper and Traugott (1993: 145), and Bybee and Fleischman (1995: 4).
Indeed, the data from different languages shows the overlap between Evidentials and epistemic
meanings (Willett 1988: 55), and indicates they may have a common origin (Anderson 1986:
308-311; Traugott 1989, and others). Palmer (1986) also suggested that evidentials and
epistemics may be in a compleimentary distribution across languages. Some languages, such as
English, emphasize the judgmental system (the expression of possibility and necessity); others
emphasize the purely evidential system (as do many native American languages); some
languages combine both (such as German). This account seems to be supported by the Uralic
languages. Note that Ostyak has very little—if any—grammaticalized means to express
epistemics other than by the use of the Evidential itself. This also applies to most other Uralic
languages for which Evidentials have been reported, such as Vogul, Zyryen, Cheremis,
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Votyak, Nenets (Serebrennikov 1960: 58-66, 80-82, 118-120, 122, 126, 132, 160-167, 171-
172, 176-178), as well as Yukaghir.

However, the semantics [ have described here indicate one important difference between
Evidentials and epistemics (cf. Chung and Timberlake 1986; Oswalt 1986: 43). As was said
above, Epistemics deal with the degree to which the speaker is convinced that the proposition is
true. Evidentials, on the other hand, have nothing to do with the commitment of the speaker to
the truth of the proposition but merely indicate the grounds for the assertion. With such an
understanding, Evidentials do not evaluate the truth-value of the proposition with the notion of
possible worlds, as do epistemics. The propositions asserted in the Evidential are asserted as
necessarily true from the point of view of the speaker and as referring to the actual world. In a
sense they are even “more” true than the propositions asserted with the Indicative, cf. their use in
oral folklore which was traditionally treated as presenting knowledge of the world that was
absolutely true. This makes the Evidential a category which strictly speaking stands outside the
field of epistemic modality.
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Non-Past, PAS - Passive, PL - Plural, NPP - Non-Past Participle, PP - Past Participle, PROPR
- Propriative, 8G - Singular, SUPER - Superlative, TR - transitive verb, TRANS - Translative,

V - vowel, VP - verbal phrase
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An Introduction to the Study of Morphology

VIT BUBENIK
Memorial University of Newfoundland

Each chapler (with the exception of the last one) Is provided with pertinent exercices. Its
dala are taken from languags the author has been researching over the last twenty years
(Latin, Greek, Turkish, Arabic, Hebrew, Sanskrit, Russian). Its argumentation is built
around the major turning points in the history of morphology linked with scholars such as
Hockett (1954), Matthews (1974), Bybee (1985), Dressler (1985), Bauer (1988), Spencer
(1991), Carstairs-McCarthy (1992) and Aronoff (1993). In the last chapter the author
explicates a cognitively conceived subdiscipline of Morphology in its relation to Formal
Syntax, Generative Phonology, Functional Grammar, so-called Natural Morphology,
Universal Grammar, and Typology.

Contents: Introduction, Grammatical Unils, Paradigmatic and Syntagmatic Relations,
Inflectional and Derivational Morphology, Inflectional Categories Associated with Nominal
Elements, Inflectional Categories Associated with Verbal Elements, Morphosyntaclic
Properties and their Exponents, Morpheme and Allomorph, Derivational Morphology,
Theoretical Models of Morphology, References.

ISBN 3 89586 570 2.
LINCOM Coursebooks In Lingulstics 07.
Ca. 220 pp. USD 48 /DM 72/ £ 28.

Structure and Interpretation in Natural Language

MARC AUTHIER & LisA REED
The Pennsyivania State University

The central objective of this book is to present an integrated theory of the syntax-
semantics interface, one which combines the most recent advances in the generative
framework wilh the basic tenels of model-theoretic semantics. The three opening
chapters develop, in a step-by-step and highly accessible fashion, an approach to
structure and meaning in these terms.

The remaining chapters show how this approach sheds light on three long-standing
Issues In formal grammar: the trealment of "syntaclically-triggered" presuppositions, the
treatment of some notable exceptions to the generative binding conditions, and the issue
of the relalive autonomy of syntax and semantics. With respect to the first issue, it is
argued that a compositional treatment of syntactically-triggered presuppositions can be
formulated as a condition which ties presuppositional triggers to a specific class of
syntactic configurations definable in terms of devices found in Minimalist syntax. A
subsequent chapter demonstrates that the empirical coverage of so-called Bare-Output
Conditions in generative syntax can be increased if such conditions are made sensitive to
the two types of semantic information which have sometimes been recognized in model-
theoretic semantics; that is, extension expressions and implicature expressions. Finally,
empirical evidence is adduced which supporis the view that there are two distinct types of
semantic constraints and that those which make reference to fealures of tree geometry
can, under specific circumstances defined by representational Economy conditions,
override those which do not.

Audience: Linguists, philosophers, computational and psycho-linguists, cognitive
scientists; advanced undergraduales, graduate students and researchers in these fields.

ISBN 3 89586 603 2.
LINCOM Studies in Theoretical Linguistics 14.
210pp. USD 70/ DM 112/ £ 42,
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