Editorial

The editors are pleased to welcome you to the double issue of the ninth volume of FULL, an open
access international journal providing a platform for linguistic research on modern and older
Finno-Ugric or other Uralic languages and dialects. FULL publishes comparative research as well
as research on single languages, including comparison of just Uralic languages or comparison
across family lines. We encourage both formal linguistic submissions and empirically oriented
contributions.

The present issue contains two research articles and two papers that describe corpora.

This first research article, written by Katalin E. Kiss, is titled Acusative or possessive? The suffixc of
pronominal objects in Ob-Ugric. The paper seeks an answer to the question why pronominal objects in
Mansi and Northern Khanty are personal pronouns bearing a possessive agreement
morpheme encoding the person and number of the given pronoun, and why the possessive suffix
of these pronouns is identified as an accusative case marker in Mansi and Northern Khanty
grammars. It is argued that pronouns bearing a possessive agreement morpheme are formally
reflexive pronouns functioning as referentially independent, emphatic, strong pronouns. In Ob-
Ugric, 1st and 2nd person pronominal objects used to be — and in some dialects, still are — barred
from topic position by the Inverse Topicality Constraint, and, as focal elements, they
are represented by strong pronouns. In Northern Khanty and Northern Mansi, the
consistent possessive marking of 1st and 2nd person object pronouns has been analogically
extended to 3rd person pronouns, as well. Since only subjects and familiar objects can be
topicalized, oblique pronouns have also been barred from topic position, and therefore they also
appear in their strong forms. Since 1st and 2nd person (and in some languages, 3rd person)
object pronouns have been consistently represented by the possessive-marked strong forms, the
possessive morphemes of these forms have come to be interpreted as object markers.

The second article, Focus in Udmurt: Positions, contrastivity and exhaustivity by Erika Asztalos, presents
the results of three surveys examining the positions and the interpretation of foci in Udmurt. While
confirming earlier findings according to which the most acceptable focus position is the
immediately preverbal one, and that sentence-final focusing is also grammatical for a part of the
speakers, the results indicate that foci, with some limitations, can also occur in some preverbal but
not verb-adjacent positions. From the perspective of interpretation, none of the focus positions
turned out to be obligatorily contrastive or necessarily exhaustive. The sentence-final focusing
strategy is interpreted as a phenomenon induced by Russian influence and as a sign of the ongoing
SOV-t0-SVO change of Udmurt. The results also reveal considerable inter-speaker variation in
focus position preferences.

The third contribution, Web Corpora of 1 olga-Kama Uralic Langnages by Timofey Arkhangelskiy,
reports on a total of 11 electronic corpora of five minority Uralic languages that belong, or are
adjacent to, the Volga-Kama area, which has been characterized as comprising a Sprachbund. The
corpora, available at http://volgakama.web-corpora.net, contain written and, in one case, spoken
texts in Udmurt, Komi, Meadow Mari, Erzya and Moksha languages. The described resources
are “web corpora” both in terms of their accessibility through a web-based query interface, and,
in most cases, in terms of the medium: almost all texts come from web resources, such as digital
newspapers and social media. The paper describes the corpora from the user’s perspective. The
main focus is on the search capabilities and on certain research questions that can be studied with
the help of these corpora.



The fourth paper in the volume, The INEL Dolgan Corpus: Insights into an endangered langnage
of Northern Eurasia by Chris Lasse Dibritz, presents a description of the INEL Dolgan Corpus,
which has been created between 2016 and 2019 within the INEL project at the Institute for Finno-
Ugric/Uralic Studies of the University of Hamburg. The corpus aims to provide a digital research
infrastructure for Dolgan, an indigenous language of Northern Siberia. Though Dolgan is a Turkic
language, the corpus is relevant for researchers of Uralic languages both due to the close areal
connections of Uralic with Dolgan on the Taymyr peninsula and on account of the fact that it is
an example of electronic research infrastructure developed for an endangered language. After
introducing Dolgan and the INEL project, the paper describes the INEL Dolgan Corpus in detail,
focusing on its linguistic content, annotation layers and search possibilities. Finally, the author
provides an outlook on how the corpus contributes to furthering research on this endangered
language.

We take this opportunity to thank the anonymous reviewers who generously lent their time and
expertise to FULL. Our publications can be freely accessed and downloaded without any need for
prior registration. At the same time, those who register, or have already registered, are provided
with the benefit of getting notified of new issues, calls, etc. via email. FULL welcomes manuscripts
from all the main branches of linguistics, including phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics and
pragmatics, employing a diachronic or synchronic perspective, as well as from first language
acquisition and psycholinguistics. Whatever the theoretical or empirical orientation of the
contributions may be, our leading principle is to maintain the highest international standards.

The Editors



Accusative or Possessive?
The Suffix of Pronominal Objects in Ob-Ugric”*

E. Kiss Katalin

This paper secks an answer to the question why pronominal objects in Mansi and
Northern Khanty are personal pronouns bearing a possessive agreement morpheme
encoding the person and number of the given pronoun, and why the possessive suffix of
these pronouns is identified as an accusative case marker in Mansi and Northern Khanty
grammars. The answer is derived from the morphosyntax of reflexive pronouns, and the
morphosyntax of differential object marking in Ob-Ugtic. It is argued that pronouns
bearing a possessive agreement morpheme are formally reflexive pronouns functioning
as referentially independent, emphatic, strong pronouns. In Ob-Ugric, 1st and 2nd person
pronominal objects used to be — and in some dialects, still are — batrred from topic position
by the Inverse Topicality Constraint, and, as focal elements, they are represented by
strong pronouns. In Northern Khanty and Northern Mansi, the consistent possessive
marking of 1st and 2nd person object pronouns has been analogically extended to 3rd
person pronouns, as well. Since only subjects and familiar objects can be topicalized,
oblique pronouns have also been barred from topic position, and therefore they also
appear in their strong forms. Subjects are topics in these languages, hence subject
pronouns have been grammaticized in their weak forms. Since subject pronouns have
been consistently represented by the weak (i.e., base) forms, and 1st and 2nd person (and
in some languages, 3rd person) object pronouns have been consistently represented by
the possessive-marked strong forms, the possessive morphemes of the latter have come
to be interpreted as object markers.

Keywords: accusative case, differential object marking (DOM), Inverse Agreement Constraint,
possessive agreement, pronominal object

1 The problem

In Mansi and Northern Khanty, pronominal objects bear suffixes encoding the person and
number of the pronominal stem. These suffixes appear to be identical with the possessive
agreement suffixes cross-referencing an overt or pro-dropped possessor on the
possessums. A puzzle of Uralic morphosyntax is why pronominal objects bear a possessive
agreement morpheme, and why the possessive suffix of these pronouns is identified as an
accusative case marker in Mansi and Northern Khanty grammars. In these dialects, the
possessive “accusative” suffix is also present on the pronominal stem when the pronoun
is supplied with an oblique case marker. Pronominal subjects, on the contrary, never bear
an agreement morpheme. In Hungarian, possessive agreement stands in, or can stand in,
for accusative marking in the case of first and second person objects and objects with a
first or second person possessor. So far, it has remained unexplained how possession is
related to personal pronouns and to object function. After summarizing the relevant facts,
this squib will attempt a hypothetical answer.

*

This research was carried out in the framework of NKFIH grant 129921. I owe thanks to Irina
Burukina, Marta Csepregi, Katalin Gugan and two anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments
and suggestions.
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2 The facts
Observe the Northern Mansi pronominal paradigm, as described by Kalman (1976). (The
dual and plural 2nd and 3rd person forms not spelled out in the table display the same

behavior as the 1st person forms.)

(1) Declension of personal pronouns in Northern Mansi (Kalman 1976: 50)

1SG! 25G 358G 1DU 1PL
NOM an naj taw me:n ma:n
ACC a:n'm nayan tawe me:nmen ma:naw
DAT a:n'mn nanann tawen me:nmenn ma:nawn
ABL an'mmal  nagonnal  tawenal me:nmenndl ma:nawnd!
COM a:n'mial nanantal  tawetal me:nmental ma:nawtd!

The “accusative” suffixes are identical with the corresponding members of the paradigm
of possessive agreement morphemes except for the epenthetic vowel connecting the suffix
to the stem:

(2) Paradigm of possessive agreement in Northern Mansi (Kalman 1976: 46)

possessed SG SG SG DU PL
possessor

18G -"m

25G -an

358G -¢

1DU -men

1PL -1

Interestingly, the possessive suffix is also present in the oblique cases; it intervenes between
the pronominal stem and the oblique case marker. (This is not unexpected — in fact, it is
capitalized on — in the theories of Caha (2009) and Smith et al. (2019), assuming that
morphological cases are internally complex with more complex cases containing less
complex ones.)

Unlike Northern Mansi, Eastern Mansi has preserved the Proto-Ugric accusative
suffix -z still, 1st and 2nd person singular and plural pronominal objects, and a variant of
the 3rd person singular pronominal object bear the corresponding possessive agreement
morphemes instead. (In the case of the dual and 3rd person plural pronouns, the accusative
form is the same as the nominative form (Virtanen 2015: 34).) Compare the nominative
and accusative forms of these pronouns with the corresponding possessive agreement
morphemes:

1 The following abbreviations are used in the paper: 1 = first person, 2 = second person, 3 = third
person, ABE = abessive case, ABL = ablative case, ACC = accusative case, APPR = approximative
case, COM = comitative case, DAT = dative case, DEM = demonstrative, DU = dual, INSF =
instructive-final case, LAT = lative case, LOC = locative case, NEG = negative particle, NOM =
nominative case, PART = particle, PL = plural, POSS.AGR = possessive agreement, PST = past tense,
SG = singular, TRA = translative case.



5 Accusative or possessive?

(3) Nominative and accusative personal pronouns in Eastern Mansi (Kulonen 2007:

87)

1SG 2SG 3SG 1PL 2PI.
NOM om nég taw miin noan
ACC odnans’ nén tiiwe moanaw nidin

(4) Partial paradigm of possessive agreement in Eastern Mansi (KKulonen 2007: 31)

possessed SG SG SG PL PL
possessor

1SG -(2)m

285G -()n

385G -3

1PL -1naw

2PL

-Gin

As pointed out by Virtanen (2014: 13), and illustrated by examples like (5a—b), the
accusative morpheme is also absent on lexical objects that bear a 1st or 2nd person
possessive morpheme cross-referencing a 1st or 2nd person possessor:

(5) a. Piiw.syasyk®-am  dat 12 plimant-as-lm.’
son.dear-1SG NEG PART  command-PST-SG<1SG*
T have not commanded my dear son enough.”  (Virtanen 2015: 44)
b. Adk-an komaly  wodxtl-as-lon!
uncle-2SG  how leave-PST-SG<2SG
‘How could you leave your uncle!”  (Virtanen 2014: 13)

A similar resemblance is attested between the “accusative” case endings of pronouns
and the corresponding possessive agreement suffixes in Northern Khanty. The
impoverished case system of Northern Khanty only includes a single oblique case. Notice
that the possessive suffix is also present on the stem when it combines with the locative
case suffix.

2 So as to facilitate comparison, I have replaced Kulonen's (2007) o character with a.

3 The suffix -a cannot be interpreted as the combination of the -a 3rd person possessive
morpheme and the -7 accusative morpheme because the 3rd person singular possessive accusative
ending is represented by the portmanteu morpheme -dinz/ -atdidin.

4 The symbol < separates the object agreement morpheme, cross-referencing the number of the
object, and the subject agreement morpheme, cross-referencing the number and person of the subject.
(In the Ob-Ugric Database of the EuroBABEL project (http:/ /www.babel.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/) the
symbol > is used for this purpose. This paper adopts the convention of the Uralic databases of the
Research Institute for Linguistics, Budapest
(http:/ /www.nytud.hu/oszt/elmnyelv/urali/adatbazisok.html), where the direction of < corresponds
to the relative prominence of object and subject.
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(6) Declension of personal pronouns in Northern Khanty (Nikolaeva 1999: 16)

18G 385G 1DU 1PL
NOM ma lnw min i
ACC ma:ne:m lmwe:l mine:nan mune:y
LOC ma:ne:mna lnwe:lna mine:manna mune:wna

(7) Partial paradigm of possessive agreement in Northern Khanty (Nikolaeva 1999: 14)

possessed SG SG DU PL
possessor

1SG -6

38G 4’

1DU 17131

1PL -

Eastern Khanty marks pronominal objects with a -#accusative suffix (the same suffix
that functions as the general accusative morpheme in Hungarian).’ In the Eastern Khanty
pronominal paradigm, the possessive suffix appears on Ist person dative pronouns,
following the dative morpheme. The rest of the case suffixes other than locative (lative,
approximative, translative, instructive-final, comitative, and abessive) are attached to the
pronoun+dative suffix+possessive suffix complex — systematically in 1st and 2nd person,
and less systematically in 3rd person. That is, the dative form of the pronouns serves as
their oblique stem, as opposed to Northern Mansi and Northern Khanty, where the
accusative form performs this function. Only the singular pronominal paradigm is cited
below, but the dual and plural forms, too, are constructed along parallel principles. The
possessive suffixes -a, -an and -af, cross-referencing a singular possessum, are underlined
in the pronouns:

5> Whereas the accusative suffix of the 3rd person singular pronoun (-¢:) contains the -/3rd person
singular possessive agreement suffix, the -e:/ complex is formally identical with the 3rd person plural
possessive agreement morpheme. I tentatively assume that the epenthetic vowel preceding -/ has been
replaced by -e:- analogically — since -¢:- is present in the accusative forms of the other pronouns.

¢ Pronominal objects in the Baltic Finnic languages bear the same -# morpheme. According to
Kulonen (1989), the suffix -# marked pronominal objects in Proto-Finno-Ugric.
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(8) Declension of personal pronouns in Eastern Khanty (Csepregi 2017: 105-1006;

forthcoming)

1SG 285G 3SG
NOM  ma nily) Liiw
ACC mant niipat Liiwat
DAT mantem, manem niiats Liiwati
LAT mantema m'ivyafgm liiwatila
LOC manad nimna )
ABL mantenti, manenti nﬁvym‘mz' Liiwatili
APPR mantemnam nitatennam Liiwatinam, Liwatinnam
TRA mantenyd niatiya, niyatenys  tiwativa, liikka
INSF mantemat nijatinat, niatiat  tiwatiyat
COM mantemnat m‘ivyaimaz‘ Liiwatinat
ABE manteptay nimatitay Liiatitay

In Eastern Khanty, lexical objects bear no accusative suffix, which raises a further
question: why are pronominal objects more likely targets of accusative morphology than
lexical noun phrases in languages with differential accusative morphology?

Among the Ugric languages, Hungarian has removed farthest from Proto-Ugric and
Proto-Uralic; nevertheless, it still has relics of a system of object marking resembling that
surviving in Ob-Ugric, especially that preserved in Eastern Mansi. Namely, Hungarian 1st
and 2nd person singular pronominal objects have a possessive ending instead of the
accusative -% The possessive ending is also present on the Ist and 2nd person plural
pronominal objects, albeit it is followed by the accusative - morpheme.

(9) Nominative and accusative personal pronouns in Hungarian

1SG 2SG 1PL 2PL
NOM én te mi 1
ACC en-g-enm té-g-ed mi-nk-et  ti-teke-et
POSS. AGR. - -d -1k -1Ek

The phenomenon observed in Eastern Mansi in connection with (5a—b), i.e., the lack
of accusative case suffix on objects with a 1st or 2nd person possessor, has also survived
in Hungarian as an option. The accusative marking of the object in Hungarian is optional
if and only if the object has an overt or covert 1st or 2nd person possessor:

(10) Hova tetted a kules-om(-at) | kales-od(-at) ] kules-unk(-at) |
where put.PST.2SG  the key-1SG(-ACC)/  key-2SG(-ACC)/  key-1PL(-ACC)/
kuleso-tok(-at)?

key-2PL(-ACC)
‘Where have you put my key/yout, key/out key/yout, key?’

7 In some dialects, the accusative -# has also appeared on engen and #ged.
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3 An explanation

The Ugtric data surveyed above raise the following questions:

i. Why do pronominal objects in Mansi and in Northern Khanty (and 1st and 2nd
person pronominal objects in Hungarian) bear a possessive agreement morpheme agreeing
with the person and number of the given pronoun?

ii. Why is the possessive “accusative” suffix also present on the pronominal stem when
the pronoun is supplied with an oblique case marker?

iii. Why is it never present on subject pronouns?

iv. Why is the possessive suffix of these pronouns identified as an accusative case
marker in Mansi and Northern Khanty grammars?

The explanation to be proposed is derived from independently motivated analyses
of two phenomena of Ugric grammar: reflexive pronouns, and differential object marking.

According to Volkova (2014), reflexive pronouns in Northern (Tegi) Khanty are
represented by a possessive construction, where both the pro-dropped possessor and the
possessum are personal pronouns of the same person and number, and the possessum
bears an agreement suffix cross-referencing the possessor.® For example:

(11)  Utltiteyo;  tuv-ely;  isak-s-alle.
teacher he-3SG  praise-PST-SG<3SG
“The teacher praised himself/him .’

The assumption that (11) under the reflexive interpretation involves binding rather than
coreference is confirmed by examples involving a quantified subject such as (12). If Zuv-e/
is understood as a reflexive, the sentence means ‘for no x, x a person, x praised x’.

(12)  Nemyojat;  tuv-ely; dant  isok-s-alle.
nobody  he-33G NEG praise-PST-SG<3SG
‘Nobody praised him/himself’

In the Ob-Ugric languages, only contextually given objects elicit verbal agreement;
the verb does not agree with objects introducing a new referent (Nikolaeva 2001;
Dalrymple and Nikolaeva 2011). Accordingly, if the verb does not bear object agreement,
as in (13), Zuve/ cannot be bound by the subject; it only has a disjoint reading:

(13)  Utttiteyo;  tuv-etviy; isak-s.
teacher he-3SG  praise-PST.3SG
“The teacher praised him/*himself.’

In the case of object—verb agreement, both the bound and the disjoint
interpretations are possible. e/ can be licensed as a referentially independent pronoun
because reflexives also serve as intensifiers of a lexical NP or a pronominal across
languages (Baker 1995). In a pro-drop language like Khanty, the pronominal associate of
the intensifier may be silent, hence the reflexive itself is intuitively identified with the
emphatic referent. In fact, a reflexive pronoun eliciting verbal agreement, e.g., thatin (11),
is ambiguous between the bound reflexive and the free emphatic interpretation because it

8 This strategy is also employed in other Uralic languages. For an overview, see Burukina (2020).
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is structurally ambiguous: it can represent the object, which yields the reflexive
interpretation, or the modifier of a pro-dropped object, which yields the emphatic reading.

Reflexive pronouns are personal pronouns supplied with a possessive suffix
corresponding in number and person to the stem in the Vasyugan dialect of Eastern

Khanty, as well — but in this dialect, also an emphatic -#- morpheme intervenes between
them (Filchenko 2007: 130-132), e.g.:

(14) a. win-t-im

1-#1SG
‘myself’

b. niy-t-in
you-£28G
‘yourself”

c. joy-til | loy-til
he-#3SG / he-#3sG
‘himself, herself’

As shown by Filchenko, these pronouns can function either as reflexives (15a) or as
emphatic pronouns (15b) in Vasyugan Khanty, as well.

(15) a. Md  mdn-t-im  sem-yal-im-na 17l ajnam  wu-yal-in.
I I-~1sG eye-DU-1SG-COM ~ DEM place  all see-PST-1SG
‘I saw this all with my own eyes.’
b. pro joy-t-il kiim  liiyt-as.
he-~3sG ~ out exit-PST.38G
‘He himself went out.”

Reflexive pronouns are possessive constructions in Northern Mansi, too. Northern
Mansi reflexive pronouns include a -£- morpheme between the pronominal stem and the
possessive suffix — see (16a). The personal pronoun that is modified by the emphatic
pronoun can be spelled out, yielding a reduplicated structure (Riese 2001: 31) — see (16b).

(16) a. am-ki-na:m
I-KI-1sG
‘myself’

b. am  am-ki-na:m
I [-K1-1sG
1 myself’

The Mansi grammar of Riese (2001) calls -4/ an emphatic clitic. Helimski (1982: 88-
97) derived a similar -&7 morpheme of the corresponding Selkup reflexive pronouns from
a Samoyedic noun meaning ‘shape, form, soul’. Helimski also related the -g- element
intervening between the personal pronoun and the possessive suffix in the Hungarian 1st
and 2nd person singular pronominal objects (see (9)) to this -£ morpheme. The assmption
that Uralic reflexives with a possessive ending involve a lexical root that can be traced back
to a proto-Uralic word meaning ‘shadow, soul’ goes back to Majtinskaja (1964). Den
Dikken (2006) proposed a similar analysis for the Hungarian accusative pronouns en-g-e
‘me’ and #-g-ed ‘you-ACC’ based on synchronic considerations, claiming that they are
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possessive constructions where éz and 7 are the possessors, and g is the left-over of a
possessum; possibly the left-over of mag ‘kernel’, the element corresponding to ‘self’ in
Hungarian reflexive pronouns. These approaches are similar to that of Volkova in that
they analyze the pronoun + person-number agreement complex as a (grammaticalized)
possessive construction, but, whereas Volkova identifies the pronoun with the possessum,
and assumes a pro-dropped possessor, Majtinskaja, Helimski and den Dikken identify the
pronoun with the possessor, and assume an obsolete possessum.

An anonymous reviewer has suggested analyzing the person-number suffixes on
personal pronouns simply as agreement morphemes independent of possession. It is, in
principle, an appealing assumption that emphatic pronouns reduplicate their person and
number feature in the form of a suffix, but Majtinskaja’s and Helimski’s proposals argue
for preserving the traditional assumption that these pronominal suffixes are possessive
agreement morphemes.

The Tegi and the Vasyugan data suggest that the (referentially independent) Ugric
pronominal objects and oblique arguments that bear a possessive suffix are emphatically
used reflexive pronouns. As argued by Cardinaletti and Starke (1994), pronouns tend to
have a weak version and a morphologically more complex strong version, which have
different distributions. Apparently, in some Ugric languages, the strong forms of personal
pronouns are represented by the corresponding reflexives.

The use of reflexive forms as emphatic pronouns is attested cross-linguistically
(Baker 1995). What needs to be explained is why the Ugtic emphatic/strong object
pronouns discussed above get no case suffixes, and why the emphatic object and oblique
pronouns appear to have no weak equivalents without any possessive agreement.

The answer can be derived from the system of differential object marking (DOM)
reconstructed for Proto-Ugric. All the present-day Ugric languages and dialects display
elements of DOM. As shown by Nikolaeva (1999; 2001) about Khanty, and by Skribnik
(2001) about Mansi, the object in the Ob-Ugric languages elicits object—verb agreement if
and only if it is a secondary topic, occupying a predicate-phrase-external position. Its
topicalization is a resultant of its ‘referential’ and ‘contectually given’ features.” (The
primary topic role is fused with the subject role in these languages, hence an object cannot
be primary topic.) In Hungarian, the criterion of topic status has been replaced by
definiteness: the object elicits verbal agreement if it is definite. In Eastern Khanty and in
Hungarian, 1st and 2nd person objects elicit no agreement even though they refer to a
given referent in most cases, which is derived by E. Kiss (2013; 2017) from the Inverse
Agreement Constraint. The Inverse Agreement Constraint is a manifestation, or relic, of
the Inverse Topicality Constraint, forbidding that the structurally less prominent secondary
topic be mote prominent than the primary topic in the topicality hierarchy ‘1st person/2nd
person > 3rd person’. (In Hungarian, the hierarchy is more articulated; the 1st person is
more prominent than the 2nd person, and singular pronouns are more prominent than
plural pronouns of the same person.) If the object is of a higher person than the subject,
it cannot be topicalized; it can only be formulated as a focus, eliciting no agreement. The
topicality hierarchy is a hierarchy of referents based on how active a role they play in the
discourse. Since possessive constructions with a 1st or 2nd person possessor denote a part

® In Northern Khanty, the object of a secundative construction and the causee of a causative
construction have a grammaticalized [+topic] feature, which is independent of their referential and
contextual status.
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or a belonging of the 1st or 2nd person participant, some languages treat them similarly to
1st/2nd person nominals."

In Eastern Mansi, topicalized objects are not only cross-referenced on the verb but
are also marked by a -7(a) accusative suffix (Kulonen 2007: 51; Virtanen 2014), whereas
focal objects are caseless. At the same time, objects with a 1st or 2nd person referent, as
well as objects with a 1st or 2nd person possessor (denoting a part or a belonging of a 1st
or 2nd person referent) are never case-marked, even though they tend to refer to familiar
referents, and tend to elicit verbal agreement. The lack of accusative marking on 1st and
2nd person referents used to be a manifestation, and is now a relic, of the same Inverse
Topicality Constraint that blocks agreement with 1st and 2nd person objects in FEastern
Khanty and in Hungarian: an object that was of a higher person than the subject could not
tigure as a secondary topic; it could only be formulated as a focus (unless the sentence was
passivized and it was promoted to subject-topic.) The fact that Hungarian 1st and 2nd
person singular objects bear no accusative suffix, and objects with a 1st or 2nd person
possessor can also remain caseless is a consequence of the same type of DOM and the
same Inverse Topicality Constraint that is attested in Eastern Mansi. In fact, it is a fossilized
consequence both in Hungarian and in Eastern Mansi — because 1st and 2nd person
objects are not barred from topic position any more in either language. For example, the
Eastern Mansi caseless objects with 1st and 2nd person possessors in (5a—b) are both
topics as is shown by the fact that they elicit verbal agreement.

Assuming that the elements of DOM that are shared by at least two Ugric languages
represent Proto-Ugric heritage,'! E. Kiss (2017) reconstructed for Proto-Ugric a system of
object marking where the object bears accusative case and elicits verbal agreement if and
only if it is topic, and where 1st and 2nd person objects are barred from topic position by
the Inverse Topicality Constraint. At this stage of Proto-Ugric, 1st and 2nd person
pronominal objects were always part of the predicate phrase, hence they never received
accusative case. As they were necessarily focal, they could systematically be represented by
strong pronouns. This was true — and still tends to be true in most varieties of Ob-Ugric —
of pronominal oblique arguments, as well, as only subjects and objects can be topicalized.
An underlying goal, locative, or other oblique argument can be topicalized via passivization
(Kulonen 1989). The oblique argument is NP-moved into subjec-topic position, where it
receives nominative case, which overwrites its inherent case — see (17).

(17) Nady tak mujnét-na Pyt-wa-n.
you SO guest.PL-LAT  come-PASS-2SG
‘Guests come to you.” Lit.: “You are come by guests.’
(Eastern Mansi; Kulonen 1989: 158)

The Proto-Ugtric system of DOM has been grammaticized to varying degrees in the
different Ugric dialects. In Northern Khanty and Northern Mansi, the consistent
possessive marking of object pronouns has been extended from 1st and 2nd person
pronouns to 3rd person pronouns, as well; in FEastern Mansi, it has been extended to a
variant of 3rd person singular pronouns. Since subject pronouns used to be (and still are)
topics, whereas 1st and 2nd person object pronouns used to be foci, the possessive

10 Pronominal imposters of this kind are attested across languages — see Collins (2014).

11 A reviewer has called attention to the potential drawbacks of extrapolating conclusions based on
pieces of evidence attested in different Ugric languages and dialects. Indeed, syntactic reconstruction is
necessatily hypothetical.
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marking of the focal pronouns has also served the purpose of distinguishing object
pronouns from subject pronouns, which eventually led to the reinterpretation of
pronominal possessive endings as accusative case suffixes."

The fact that in Eastern Khanty, all lexical objects are caseless whereas pronominal
objects can be case-marked can also be accounted for in this framework: lexical noun
phrases tend to introduce new referents, therefore, they have grammaticized as foci in this

language.

4 Conclusion

By way of conclusion, let us give itemized answers to the questions raised at the beginning
of section 2.

1. Pronouns bearing a possessive agreement morpheme agreeing with the person and
number of the pronominal stem are reflexive pronouns functioning either as anaphors or
as referentially independent strong pronouns. In Proto-Ugric, 1st and 2nd person
pronominal objects were barred from topic position by the Inverse Topicality Constraint,
ie., they were necessarily focal, hence they were consistently represented by strong
pronouns. In Northern Khanty and Northern Mansi, the consistent possessive marking of
object pronouns has been extended to 3rd person pronouns analogically.

ii. Oblique pronouns could not be topicalized in Proto-Ugric, and still cannot be
topicalized in various Ob-Ugric languages; therefore, they also appear in their strong forms.

iii. Subject pronouns are inherently topical, hence they always occur in their weak forms.

iv. Since subject pronouns, restricted to topic position, the domain of given
information, have been represented by the weak (i.e., base) forms, and since 1st and 2nd
person (and in some languages, 3rd person) object pronouns, restricted to the domain of
new information, have been represented by the possessive-marked strong forms, the
possessive morphemes of the latter have come to be interpreted as object markers.
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Focus in Udmurt: Positions, Contrastivity, and Exhaustivity'

Frika Asztalos

The paper presents the results of three surveys examining the positions and the
interpretation of foci in Udmurt. While confirming Tanczos’s (2010) findings that the
most acceptable focus position is the immediately preverbal one, and that sentence-final
focusing is also grammatical for a part of the speakers, the results indicate that foci, with
some limitations, can also occur in some preverbal but not verb-adjacent positions. Foci
associated with the exhaustive particle gize ‘only’ were highly accepted in all tested
positions. From the perspective of interpretation, none of the focus positions turned
out to be obligatorily contrastive or necessarily exhaustive. Sentence-initial focusing is
mostly available for subjects and for dative complements. As for direct object foci,
preverbal but not verb-adjacent positions are mostly accessible for personal pronouns
and, more broadly, for objects marked with the accusative case suffix. The more flexible
distribution of personal pronoun objects as compared to morphologically unmarked
objects is presumably related to the high degree of definiteness of the former. The
sentence-final focusing strategy was interpreted as a phenomenon induced by Russian
influence and as a sign of the ongoing SOV-to-SVO change of Udmurt. The results also
show that speakers vary considerably in their focus position preferences.

Keywords: focus positions, word order, contrastivity, exhanstivity, Udmurt

1 Introduction

The information structure of the Udmurt sentence is a relatively unexplored area of
research, where sometimes even basic questions remain poorly understood. The present
paper, which has mainly descriptive aims, addresses two principal questions: i) whether the
appearance of the focused constituent is restricted in Udmurt to the immediately preverbal
and the sentence-final positions (as Tanczos 2010 claims), and ii) whether any of the
positions in which foci can occur is obligatorily exhaustive and/or contrastive.

The data presented in this paper may also be relevant from a typological point of
view. Traditionally, Udmurt has been classified as an SOV language, but some recent works
(e.g., Tanczos 2013, Asztalos et al. 2017, Asztalos 2018) claim that it is undergoing an SOV-
to-SVO change. Since SOV and SVO languages have different focus positioning tendencies
(see Czypionka 2007), it is of interest to see how contemporary Udmurt behaves with
regard to focus placement.

On the basis of the results of a fieldwork study carried out by means of three
consecutive questionnaires filled out by native speakers of Udmurt, the paper argues that
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NKFI-129921 “Implications of endangered Uralic languages for syntactic theory and the history of
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besides the immediately preverbal and the sentence-final positions (cf. Tanczos 2010), foci
can also occur preverbally but not adjacent to the verb. Namely, they can precede a
preverbal adverbial and/or the subject, thus occurring sentence-medially or sentence-
initially. Preverbal but not verb-adjacent placement of foci is, however, sensitive to the
morphosyntactic properties of the focussed element. Sentence-initial focusing resulted to
be mostly available for subjects and for dative complements. As for object foci, preverbal
but not verb-adjacent positions were mostly accessible for personal pronoun objects and,
more broadly, for objects marked with the accusative case suffix. The more flexible
distribution of personal pronoun objects (and of accusative-marked objects in general)
compared to morphologically unmarked objects is presumably related to the higher degree
of definiteness of the former object types.

The results indicate that exhaustively and contrastively focused items can occur in
all of the tested positions, however, none of these positions is obligatorily exhaustive or
necessarily contrastive.

Speakers seem to vary extensively in their focus position preferences and flexibility
with regard to focus placement. Certain speakers clearly preferred one focus position: most
frequently, the immediately preverbal one, more rarely, the “pre-adverbial” or the sentence-
final one. Other speakers were more permissive, as they consistently judged as grammatical
more than one focus position.

From a typological point of view, Udmurt seems to behave like an SOV language
which is undergoing a change towards the SVO type: while immediately preverbal focusing
as a main focusing strategy is characteristic of SOV languages, sentence-final focusing is
present in SVO languages but absent in SOV languages (see Czypionka 2007). The
sentence-final focus position has presumably developed in Udmurt under the influence of
Russian (see also Tanczos 2010). It is interesting, however, that sentence-initial focusing,
which is also available in Russian and is, actually, the most common focusing strategy in
SVO languages and is also quite common in SOV languages (see Czypionka 2007), resulted
to be more marked and is subject to restrictions in Udmurt.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents background information. After
discussing neutral word order(s) in Udmurt, I outline the typological tendencies of focus
placement in SOV and SVO languages. Afterwards, I offer an overview of previous works
on Udmurt focus, then I introduce the notions of information structure the paper relies
on and provide a short overview of the Russian focus positions. Section 3 introduces the
research aims and the questionnaires by means of which the research was carried out.
Section 4 presents and discusses the results. 4.1 is concerned with focus placement in
relation to the morphosyntactic properties of the focused element. 4.2 addresses the
question whether any of the Udmurt focus positions is necessatily contrastive and/or
exhaustive. 4.3 provides a speaker-internal evaluation of the results. 4.4 discusses the
results from a typological point of view and deals with the question to what extent Russian
may have had an influence on focus placement in Udmurt. Section 5 draws the conclusion
and points out some questions left for future research.

2 Background

2.1 Neutral order of sentence constituents in Udmurt

Udmurt has traditionally been claimed to be a non-rigid SOV (or head-final) language.
Thus, the neutral order has been claimed to be SOV (or SXV) at the sentence-level (1) and
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modjfier—head at the phrasal level, while non-verb-final sentences and head-initial phrases
have been considered to be pragmatically marked (cf., e.g., Buly¢ov 1947; Gavrilova 1970;
Csucs 1990; Suihkonen 1990; Vilkuna 1998; Winkler 2001, 2011; Tanczos 2010;
Timerxanova 2011).?

) Sasa  kidigajex  bhd3-i-z’
Sasha  book-ACC read-PST-3SG
‘Sasha read the book.” (Tanczos 2010: 223)

Several recent studies (Tanczos 2013; Asztalos & Tanczos 2014; Asztalos 20106,
2018; Asztalos et al. 2017), however, claim that in contemporary Udmurt, both SOV and
SVO orders can be neutral. By (discourse-)neutral sentences most of these papers mean
to refer to all-new sentences, which include, for example, text-initial sentences and sentences

answering the question “What’s new?’. The example in (2), e.g,, is an a//-new sentence with
SVO order.

(2)  Oganlonii-ys Starosta  bica podpis-jos.
dormitory-FLA  head = gather.3sG signature-PL
‘The dormitory supervisor is gathering signatures.’
(Marajko, 25.08.2015, cited in Asztalos 2018: 79)

The authors of the cited papers assume (and their assumption will be adopted throughout
the present study) that the contemporary Udmurt language is undergoing a typological
change from the OV to the VO type under the influence of Russian. At the same time, it
has to be noted that (S)VO order, and head-initial constituents both at the clausal and the
phrasal level, are textually less frequent than (S)OV order and head-final constituents in
general, and they are mainly produced and accepted by the younger generation (see
Asztalos 2016, 2018).

2 A typical example of pragmatically marked, non-verb-final sentences are emphatic sentences
with discourse-old postverbal constituents, cf. (i) (cf. Ponarjadov 2010: 14, 23, 27):

Q) T'urmayn  Sisto mon  ton-e!
prison-INE  putrify-FUT.1SG 1SG  2SG-ACC
‘I will putrify you in the prison!” (Ponarjadov 2010: 27)

3 The following abbreviations are used in the glosses and tables: 1 = first person, 2 = second
person, 3 = third person, Acc, ACC = accusative case, CMPR = comparative, CNG = connegative form
of the vetb, CVB = converb, DAT = dative case, DET = determinative suffix, ELA = elative case, FUT =
future tense, ILL = illative case, IMP = imperfect, INE = inessive case, INS = instrumental-comitative
case, Nom = nominative case, NEG = negative auxiliary, PL. = plural, PRF = perfect, PRS = present tense,
PRT = perfectivizer, PST = past tense, PTCL = particle, PTCP = participle, Q = question particle, SG =
singular. Other abbreviations used in the body text and the figures ate the following: Adv = adverbial,
Advie = temporal adverbial, Ins = noun phrase in the instrumental-comitative case, NP = noun
phrase, Oroc/Ofoc = focused direct object, Owon = personal pronoun object, S = subject, Spron =
personal pronoun subject, V = verb, w.o. = word order. Glosses, transcriptions and (in some cases)
translations of cited examples are mine.
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2.2 Focus positions in SOV and SVO languages

Examining how a language undergoing an SOV-to-SVO change, like Udmurt, behaves
with regard to focus placement, is not of merely descriptive interest but also has broader
typological relevance, since SOV and SVO languages have different focus positioning
tendencies. Czypionka (2007), in a typological study examining 112 languages, finds a
correlation between unmarked (neutral, or basic) word order and focus position, stating
that SOV languages are more likely to encode focus preverbally than SVO languages. In
her sample, 36% of SOV languages but only 7% of SVO languages, showed a preference
for the immediately preverbal focus position." On the other hand, none of the SOV
languages had a sentence-final focus position, while 10% of SVO languages did have it.
Postverbal focusing also resulted to be less common among SOV than among SVO
languages (3% vs. 13%). Interestingly, sentence-initial focusing was available in roughly the
same proportion of SOV and SVO languages (34% vs. 37%) (ibid.: 441-444).°

Many languages also allowed for other focus positions in addition to the most
common one. Thus, for most of the languages, iz situ focusing was also an option (ibid.:
441). Furthermore, for the majority of SOV languages with a preference for immediately
preverbal focusing, the existence of a sentence-initial focus position is not explicitly
excluded by the grammars consulted by the author. Similarly, the possibility of immediately
preverbal focusing is not excluded for most SOV languages having a sentence-initial focus
position (2007: 443). As for SVO languages, the postverbal focus position also often co-
occurs with an alternative sentence-initial focus position (2007: 444).

Czypionka (2007) also deals with the question whether subject and non-subject foci
show different positioning tendencies, and finds that when focus marking involves
movement in a language (i.e., the placement of the focused item into a dedicated position
as opposed to 2 situ focusing), subject and non-subject foci are moved to the same position
(2007: 439, 443).

To sum up, Czypionka’s (2007) data reveal that SOV and SVO languages show the
following tendencies with regard to focus placement:

— Immediately preverbal focusing is more typical of SOV than of SVO languages.

— Sentence-final and postverbal focusing is more frequent in SVO than in SOV
languages.

— Sentence-initial focusing is roughly as common in SOV as in SVO languages.

— Many languages have more than one focusing strategy.

4 In fact, those 7% include only two languages, which, as Czypionka (ibid.: 5) points out, are not
even entirely clear regarding this feature. In any case, immediately preverbal focusing does not seem to
be a property of SVO languages specifically.

> Verb-initial (VSO, OVS) and object-initial (OSV, OVS) languages typically have a sentence-initial
focus position in Czypionka’s sample, but, as the number of these languages is much lower in the sample
than the number of SOV and SVO languages, the author does not consider the results for the former
languages as reliable as for the latter (Czypionka 2007: 445).
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2.3 Previous works on Udmurt focus

Early grammars and works on Udmurt syntax contain some observations about the
placement of so-called “logically stressed” constituents (in Russian, /ogicesk: udarjaemoe
slovo). Although the authors do not specify what they exactly mean by logically stressed
constituents, on the basis of the usual interpretation of the term in the literature and the
provided examples it is feasible that they refer by the term to constituents fulfilling a focus-
like function.

The opinions concerning the placement of these items partly differ. Glezdenev
(1921: 15, 45) and Baushev (1929: 10) claim that logically stressed elements immediately
precede the predicate. Thus, in the sentence in (3), logical stress falls on the direct object
2z korka ‘stone house’, which is in immediately preverbal position. For emphasizing another
element of the sentence, e.g, the adverbial #o/on ‘yesterday’, or the subject wvug karis
‘tradesman’, the order of the sentence has to be altered so that the emphasized element
immediately precede the verb (Glezdenev 1921: 45).

(3)  Tolon vz kar-is karyn 17 KORKA  bast-i-3.°
yesterday — product make-PTCPIMP  city-INE stone house  buy-PST-35G
“Yesterday the tradesman bought A STONE HOUSE in the city. / It was a stone
house that the tradesman bought yesterday in the city” (Glezdenev 1921: 45)

Zujkov (1937: 18), however, provides examples in which logically stressed
constituents are placed sentence-initially, without being immediately preverbal (4):

(4) a. TUNNE mon zavod-e myn-o.
today  1SG factory-ILL go-FUT.1SG
‘It is today that I will go to the factory’
b. ZAVOD-E  tunne  mon  myn-o.
factory-ILL today  1SG go-FUT.1SG
‘It is to the factory that I will go today.’
c. MON funne  zavod-e myn-o.
1SG today  factory-ILL go-FUT.1SG
It is me who will go to the factory today.” (Zujkov 1937: 18)

According to Bulycov (1947: 77), logically stressed constituents can occur sentence-
initially or stay in their “ordinary” position (1947: 78) (by which he probably means neutral
ot zn situ position). Konjuxova (1964: 6) claims that logical stress can fall on any constituent
of the sentence without entailing constituent reordering, which equals saying that
constituents can be focused in their neutral position. Thus, the sentence in (5) may express
different meanings depending on which constituent is logically stressed.

(5) a. PINAL-JOS kolhoz-yn uga-3y.
child-PL kolkhoz-INE  work-PST.3PL
‘It is the children who have worked in the kolkhoz.’

6 Focused constituents are marked by small capitals throughout the whole study.
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b. Pinaljos KOLHOZYN ugagy.
‘It is in the kolkhoz that children have worked.
c. Pinaljos kolhogyn UZAZY.
‘Work was what children have done in the kolkhoz.” (Konjuxova 1964: 6)

Summing up, early works mention three possible positions for logically stressed
items: i) immediately preverbal, ii) sentence-initial and iii) neutral (i sits) position.

The first paper offering a thorough analysis of focus placement in Udmurt is written
by Tanczos (2010). According to her, topic and focus are structurally marked in the
language. The topic position is sentence-initial and recursive (ibid.: 219). The focus
position, which is not recursive, immediately precedes the predicate in the standard variety
of Udmurt (6a), while it is sentence-final in a non-standard variety of the language (6b)
(ibid.: 219). The author attributes the development of sentence-final foci in Udmurt to the
influence of Russian (ibid.: 222), as in Russian, information foci are located sentence-finally
(cf. Bailyn 2012: 275-278).

(6)  Context: ‘What did Sasha see in the cinema?’
a. Sasa kinoteatr-yn ~ T’ERMINATOR-EZ  ulk-i-3.
Sasha  cinema-INE  Terminator-ACC watch-PST-3SG
b. Sasa kinoteatr-yn — uik-i-3 T’ERMINATOR-EZ.
Sasha  cinema-INE  watch-PST-3SG ~ Terminator-ACC
‘It is the Terminator that Sasha saw in the cinema.” (Tanczos 2010: 225)

However, other papers (Vilkuna 1998; Timerxanova 2006, 2011; Asztalos 2012)
suggest that the possibilities of focus placement are not limited to the immediately
preverbal and the sentence-final positions. Vilkuna (1998: 195) claims that “focus does not
appear to be positionally restricted” in Udmurt, and that the preverbal position is a
frequent but not exclusive position for focused elements:

“The (...) Udmurt preverbal position seems to be a neutral and frequent focus and WH
position, but this does not prohibit the placement of WH items and exhaustive foci
elsewhere. (...) It seems that when the neutral position of a constituent is preverbal, it will
remain there when focused, but, for example, a subject is not necessarily placed in this
position for focusing purposes” (ibid.).

Timerxanova (2006), similarly to Zujkov (1937) and Buly¢ov (1947), claims that
logically stressed items are placed sentence-initially. In a later paper (Timerxanova 2011),
however, she associates more than one order — namely, SVO (7a), OVS (7b) and OSV (7¢)
— with object focusing, which implies that besides the sentence-initial position, she also
designates a sentence-final and an immediately preverbal focus position, at least for direct
object foci:

(7)  a. Mon ad3-is ko N’ULES-EZ.
1SG  see-PRS.1SG  forest-ACC
b. N'ULES-EZ  ad3-is'’ko mon.

forest-ACC see-PRS.1SG  1SG
c. N'ULES-EZ mon ozdj,—z'x’/éo.
forest-ACC 1SG  see-PRS.1SG
‘It is the forest that I see.” (Timerxanova 2011: 183)
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Asztalos (2012) presents the results of a small-scale experiment that tested the
possible positions of direct object foci in two contexts, contrastive and non-contrastive
(examples below are given in a non-contrastive context). Independently of whether the
context was contrastive or not, the position accepted by most speakers was the immediately
preverbal one (8a). However, sentence-final object foci (8b), as well as object foci preceding
the verb non-immediately (8c) were also allowed by some speakers. Marginally, sentence-initial
(8d) and postverbal but not sentence-final (8e) object foci were also accepted. No

difference between the placement of contrastive and non-contrastive foci was found
(Asztalos 2012: 10-11).

(8)  Context: ‘What did Vova drink yesterday?’

a. Vova tolon SUR  ju-i-3.
Vova yesterday  beer drink-PST-3SG

b. %V ova  tolon Jui-3, SUR.

Vova yesterday  drink-PST-3SG beer
c. %Vova SUR  tolon JU-i-3,

Vova beer yesterday  drink-PST-3SG
d. %/?SUR Vova  tolon Ju-i-3,

beer Vova  yesterday  drink-PST-3SG

e. %/?Vova jui-g SUR  folon.

Vova drink-PST-3SG beer yesterday
‘It was beer that Vova drank yesterday.” (on the basis of Asztalos 2012: 10)

In (8c), a temporal adverbial, whereas in (8d), the subject and a temporal adverbial stand
between the focused object and the verb. As a matter of fact, Tanczos (2010) also makes
a brief observation (2010: 222), which implies that some of her respondents may have
allowed the adverbial to appear between the focused element and the verb, but the author
does not go into detail about this.’

To sum up, while the most comprehensive work on Udmurt focus (Tanczos 2010)
posits two focus positions (immediately preverbal in the standard variety and sentence-
final in a non-standard variety of the language), other works (Zujkov 1937; Buly¢ov 1947,
Konjuxova 1964; Vilkuna 1998; Timerxanova 2000, 2011 and Asztalos 2012) suggest that
focus placement is not restricted to these two specific positions: instead focused phrases
may occasionally occur sentence-initially, in a postverbal but not sentence-final position,
or they may stay 7 situ, 1.e. in their canonical position.

2.4 Terminology

This section introduces the key concepts that are relevant for the present study. Focus,
along with its different subtypes, has been defined in a number of ways in linguistics. The
present paper mainly relies on the definitions of E. Kiss (1998), who makes a distinction
between two main focus types, #formation focus and identificational focus. 'Two semantic
teatures, exhaustivity and contrastivity, that cross-linguistically may optionally or obligatorily

7 ¢(...) in most cases, most of the speakers do not allow the adverbial to stand between the focused
element and the verb’ (Tanczos 2010: 222; translation mine).



21 Focus in Udmurt

be associated with foci, are also relevant for the purposes of this study. Additionally, the
paper also refers to the notion of corrective focus.

Information focus, as defined by E. Kiss (1998), “conveys new, non-presupposed
information [...] without expressing exhaustive identification” (E. Kiss 1998: 246). E.g,, in
the Hungarian sentence in (9), the constituent egy kalapot ‘a hat’ introduces new, non-
presupposed information, and thus fulfils the role of information focus. The sentence
does not imply that everything Mary picked for herself was a hat: the predicate can
potentially hold for other elements, too.

(9)  Context: John and Mary are shopping,

Mari ki-néz-ett magd-nak EGY KALAP-OT.
Mary  out-watch-PST.3SG ~ hersclf-DAT  a hat-AcC
‘Mary picked for herself a hat.” (E. Kiss 1998: 249) (Hungarian)

Information foci typically appear 7z situ (or, in other words, in their base-generated
position) (B. Kiss 1998: 249).

Identificational focus, on the other hand, identifies the exhaustive subset of
“contextually or situationally given elements for which the predicate phrase [...] actually
holds” (E. Kiss 1998: 245), and, according to E. Kiss’s (1998) analysis, it involves a specific
structural position in a functional projection of the sentence. Thus, the English sentence
in (10) and its Hungarian counterpart in (11) imply that from among various pieces of
clothes, Mary picked for herself a hat, and she did not pick anything else (E. Kiss 1998:
249). ) Exhaustivity is thus a semantic property of identificational focus in both languages.
In English, identificational focus is realized via the cleft construction I# 7. .. (10), while in
Hungarian identificational foci occupy the position immediately preceding the verb (11).

(10) 1 was a hat that Mary picked for herself.

(11) Mari EGY KALAP-OT néz-ett ki magi-nak.
Mary a hat-ACC watch-PST.35G out  hersclf-DAT
‘It was a hat that Mary picked for herself.” (E. Kiss 1998: 249) (Hungarian)

Cross-linguistically, identificational focus can be obligatorily or optionally
contrastive. A focus, according to E. Kiss (1998: 267), is contrastive if “it operates on a
closed set of entities whose members are known to the participants of the discourse”.
Thus, in the case of contrastive foci, “the identification of a subset of the given set also
identifies the contrasting complementary subset” (ibid.). Identificational focus is
obligatorily contrastive, for example, in Italian: the answer sentence in (12c¢) with sentence-
initial identificational focus is only grammatical if it operates on a context with a closed set
of possible entities known to the participants of the discourse (E. Kiss 1998: 269). Thus,
the sentence in (12¢) (which is equal to (13b)) is grammatical as an answer to the questions
in (12a-b), but it is ungrammatical in the context of (13a), as the latter is a simple wh-
question, which is a context with an open set of entities.

(12) a. Chi di - woi  due  ha rotto 7 vaso?
which of 2PL two have3SG  break.PTCPPRF the vase
‘Which one of you two broke the vase?’
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b. L’ ha rotto Giorgio, 1l vaso?
itACC  have.3SG  break PTCPPRF  George the vase
‘Did George break the vaser’

c. MARIA Jua rotto 7l vaso.
Mary  have.3SG  break PTCPPRF  the wvase
‘It is Mary who broke the vase.” (E. Kiss 1998: 269) (Italian)
(13) a. Chi bha rotto il vaso?
who have.33G ~ break.PTCP.PRF  the vase
‘Who broke the vase?’
b. *MARIA )a rotto 7l vaso.
Mary have.3sG  break PTCP.PRF  the vase
‘It is Maria who broke the vase.” (ibid.) (Italian)

In English and in Hungarian, the position reserved for identificational foci is not
necessarily contrastive, which means that it can host both contrastive and non-contrastive
items. The Hungarian example in (14) illustrates that the sentence in (14c) can be given as
an answer both to a question with a closed set of entities known to the participants of the
discourse (14a) (contrastive context), and to a simple wh-question, which operates on an
open set of entities (14b) (non-contrastive context) (F. Kiss 1998: 267—-268).

(14) a. Mari egy  kalap-ot wvagy egy sdl-at nézg-ett ki maga-nak?
Mary a hat-ACC or a  scarf-ACC  watch-PST.3SG out herself-DAT
‘Did Mary pick for herself a hat or a scarf?’
b. Mit  néz-ett ki magd-nak Mari?
what watch-PST.3SG out herself-DAT  Mary
‘What did Mary pick for herself?’

c. Mari EGY KALAP-OT néz-ett ki magi-nak.
Mary a hat-ACC ~ watch-PST.38G ~ out herself-DAT
‘It was a hat that Mary picked for herself’ (Hungarian)

It is important to note that even if in a given language like Italian identificational
focus is obligatorily contrastive, this does not imply that foci which occur in a contrastive
context are obligatorily moved into the identificational focus position in that language. In
fact, contrastively focused items in many languages can also stay i situ, and/or occur in
the position where information foci are placed in the language. This is illustrated by the
Italian example in (15c¢), which can also be given as a grammatical and congruent answer
to the questions in (12a—b) (repeated here as (15a—b)).

(15) a. Chi di  wvoi  dwe ha rotto 7 vaso?

which of 2PL two have3SG  break.PTCPPRF the vase
‘Which one of you two broke the vase?’

b. L’ ha rotto Giorgio, 1l vaso?
it.ACC  have.3SG  break PTCPPRF  George the vase
‘Did George break the vaser’

c. I/ vaso, [’ ha rotto MARIA.
the vase it.ACC have.3SG  break.PTCPPRF  Mary
It is Maria who broke the vase.” (E. Kiss 1998: 269) (Italian)
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To put it another way, information foci, in an appropriate context, can also be used
contrastively, cf. (15c), but as opposed to identificational foci they are never associated with
an obligatorily contrastive reading (recall that the main function of information foci is to
introduce new, non-presupposed information). Suranyi’s (2011) study suggests that the
situation is somewhat analogous to the exhaustivity of information foci in Hungarian. As
stated at the beginning of this section, the Hungarian sentence in (9) (repeated here as
(16)), with the constituent egy kalapot ‘a hat’ tulfilling the role of information focus, does
not imply that Mary only picked a hat for herself. However, it does not explicitly exc/ude the
possibility that Mary only picked for herself a hat: the sentence might well be continued,
e.g., by a sentence which means ‘She bought it immediately and then they left’, which would
in fact suggest that she didn’t buy anything else.

(16) Context: John and Mary are shopping.

Mari ki-néz-ett magd-nak EGY KALAP-OT.
Mary  out-watch-PST.3SG  hersclf-DAT  a hat-ACC
‘Mary picked for herself a hat.” (E. Kiss 1998: 249) (Hungarian)

Thus, it might be appropriate to state that, as opposed to identificational focus,
information focus by #self does not provide information about the exhaustivity of the
focussed element (it does not encode exhaustivity semantically), but such information, in
some cases, might be inferred pragmatically from the context. Thus, information foci can
be associated with pragmatic exhaustivity (see Suranyi 2011: 292-295). This is to be
distinguished from the context-independent, semantically encoded type of exhaustivity
presented above in relation to identificational foci. The present study is concerned with
this latter type of exhaustivity in Udmurt.

It has to be noted that the context in (12b—c), which is considered by E. Kiss (1998)
a contrastive one, is, in fact, a so-called correction. Foci used in corrections are often regarded
in the literature as instances of a distinct (sub)type of focus, corrective focus. However, as
there is also a long-standing tradition of using corrections as a means for the elicitation of
contrastive foci (see Repp 2016: 280281, 283), in this paper I will consider corrective
focus as a subtype of contrastive focus.

2.5 Focus positions in Russian

Udmurt is subject to strong Russian influence. According to Salanki’s (2007) sociolinguistic
study, 98% of Udmurt speakers are bilingual and speak both Udmurt and Russian (Salanki
2007: 81). However, generations differ concerning their competence in Udmurt and
Russian (ibid.: 89, 205): while older Udmurts are usually Udmurt-dominant speakers and
middle-aged speakers typically have an equal command of Udmurt and Russian (ibid.: 82),
the young generation frequently has higher proficiency in Russian than in Udmurt (that is,
they are either balanced or Russian-dominant bilinguals) (ibid.: 82, 85).

Russian influence can be detected at every linguistic level in Udmurt (Cstcs 1990:
21). Morphosyntactic phenomena induced by Russian influence include, among others, the
usage of plural forms after numerals, number agreement on attributive adjectives, the usage
of Russian conjunctions and complementizers, the spreading of finite subordination to
the detriment of non-finite subordination, etc. (see Salanki 2007: 158—185). The ongoing
SOV-to-SVO change of Udmurt has also been attributed (at least partly) to the influence
of Russian (see Asztalos et al. 2017; Asztalos 2018). From this general perspective, it may
be of interest to examine whether Russian may have had an impact on the focusing
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strategies of Udmurt. Thus, in what follows I will give an overview of the Russian focus
positions and their interpretation on the basis of the related literature.

Foci in Russian may occur sentence-finally or preverbally. Sentence-final foci (17)
have been analysed as information foci by King (1995), Neeleman & Titov (2009),
Dyakonova (2009), Titov (2012), and Bailyn (2012).

(17)  Context: ‘Who is reading the book?’

Knign (ita-jet IVAN.
book.ACC read-3SG  Ivan
‘It is Ivan who is reading the book.” (Bailyn 2012: 276) (Russian)

As introduced in the previous subsection, cross-linguistically information foci are not
associated with an obligatory contrastive or exhaustive reading, but optionally, in an
appropriate context, they may have such readings. This is also true for Russian sentence-
final information foci, as Dyakonova (2009: 67—68) shows.

As for Russian preverbal foci, Dyakonova (2009: 64) points out that they can occur
in three distinct positions (at least in colloquial Russian): they can precede the verb
immediately (18a), occur in the middle-field but not adjacent to the verb (18b), or appear
sentence-initially (18¢):

(18) a. Oni  emn SCENKA podarils.
3PL  3SG.DAT  puppy.ACC give.PST.3PL
b. Oni SCENKA  emmn podarils.
3PL  puppy.ACC 3SG.DAT  give.PST.3PL
c. SCENKA  oni  emn podarili.
puppy.ACC 3PL 3SG.DAT  give.PST.3PL
“They gave him a PUPPY.” (Dyakonova 2009: 64) (Russian)

Whether preverbal foci in Russian are necessarily contrastive and/or exhaustive is a
matter of some dispute. King (1995) and Titov (2012: 272-282) claim that they are
necessarily contrastive. Neeleman & Titov (2009) discuss sentence-initial foci and regard
them as contrastive. However, Dyakonova (2009) and Bailyn (2012) argue that preverbal
foci are not necessarily contrastive, nor are they obligatorily exhaustive, as they may also
occur in non-contrastive contexts, e.g;, as answers to wh-questions (Dyakonova 2009: 71—
73; Bailyn 2012: 281-282).

Summing up, foci can occur sentence-finally or preverbally in Russian. Preverbal foci
can be left-adjacent to the verb, sentence-initial, or occur in the middle-field but not
adjacent to the verb. Sentence-final foci are instances of information focus. All positions
can host contrastive foci and none of them is necessarily exhaustive. There is no consensus
on whether preverbal foci are necessarily contrastive, but the fact that they can also answer
wh-questions suggests that they are not associated with an obligatorily contrastive reading,

3 Research aims and the questionnaires

The primary goal of the fieldwork study presented in this paper was to test to what extent
native speakers of Udmurt accept sentence-initial, non-immediately preverbal and
postverbal (but not sentence-final) foci compared to immediately preverbal and sentence-
final ones (identified by Tanczos 2010), and to reveal whether focus placement is
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influenced by the syntactic function and, in case of direct object foci, the morphological
marking and the lexical subcategory (noun/petsonal pronoun) of the focused item.
Second, the investigations aimed at examining whether any of the focus positions is
associated in Udmurt with an obligatorily contrastive or exhaustive reading, The third aim
was to compare the revealed properties of Udmurt foci with those of the Russian preverbal
and sentence-final focus positions, and to check to what extent focus placement and focus
interpretation in Udmurt may be influenced by Russian.

The research was carried out by means of three consecutive questionnaires
(hereinafter: Questionnaire 1, 2 and 3) that were compiled and filled out, respectively, in
2013, 2014 and 2016. Questionnaire 1 and 2 were filled out each by 12 native speakers of
Udmurt, who were mainly employees and students of the Udmurt State University.
Questionnaire 3, which was designed together with Katalin E. Kiss (and first reported in
Asztalos & F. Kiss 2016), was an online survey sent out through the social networking
sites Facebook and 1 kontakte. In the latter survey, 36 complete and 24 incomplete responses
were collected.”

Questionnaire 1 concentrated exclusively on direct object foci. Udmurt has
differential object marking: non-specific direct objects are morphologically unmarked
(formally identical to the nominative), whereas specific objects (including personal
pronouns) are accusative-marked (see F. Kiss & Tanczos 2018: 738-739, 752-753).
Questionnaire 1 aimed at examining whether the placement of object foci is influenced by
their morphological marking and/or lexical subcategory (proper noun vs. personal
pronoun). This question may be legitimate because Vilkuna’s (1998) results point to a
possible relationship between the morphological marking and the position of direct
objects (for more on this, see Section 4.1.3 below). The related questionnaire items
consisted of wh-questions and a set of possible answer sentences associated to each
question, as illustrated by the examples in Appendix A and their glossed and translated
version in (19)—(20). For each wh-question, the respondents had to choose from the related
list all those sentences that, in their opinion, can figure as grammatical and congruent
answers to the question. The wh-questions contained (besides the wh-element) a subject (S),
a locative adverbial (Adv), and a verb (V). The answer sentences contained the same
elements as the wh-questions, except for the object, which was realized in the answers by a
noun phrase or a personal pronoun (which was interpreted as a focus, labelled Oroc). The
only difference between the possible answer sentences belonging to one question consisted
in the order of the constituents, and especially in the position of the focused object.

In order to help the respondents to keep in mind that it is the direct object that has
to be elicited by the questions, the object was written with capital letters and a photo
illustrating it was attached to the answer sentences (see Appendix A). The answer sentences
appeared in randomized order within each item.

(19) Mar Lera magazin-ys bast-i-z?
what  Lera  grocery-ELA  buy-PST-35G
‘What did Lera buy at the grocery?’

8 The sets of respondents of Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 2 partly overlapped. None of
the questionnaires contained filler items, and respondents were not compensated for their participation
in the survey(s).
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(20) a.

Lera  KUREG magazin-ys bast-i-z.

Lera  chicken grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG
Lera  magagin-ys bast-i-z KUREG.
Lera  grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  chicken
Lera  magagin-ys KUREG bast-i-z.

Lera  grocery-ELA  chicken buy-PST-3SG
KUREG  Lera magazin-ys  bast-i-z.

chicken  Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-35G
Lera  bast-i-z magazin-ys KUREG.
Lera  buy-PST-3SG  grocery-ELA  chicken
Lera  bast-i-z KUREG  magagin-ys.

Lera  buy-PST-3SG  chicken grocery-ELA

26

(SOsocAdvV)
(SAdvVO;0)
(SAdvO, V)
(OrcSAVV)
(SVAdvO,0)

(SVO F()CAdV)

Intended meaning: ‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery.’

The placement of contrastive foci was tested with alternative wh-questions of the
type What did Lera buy at the grocery, chicken or duck? This type of question is called
“interrogative discourse with alternative question”, and it is identified by Repp (2016: 281)
as one of the tests commonly used for the elicitation of contrastive foci. The related
answer sentences were completed by a clause negating one of the objects, and the negated
object was illustrated by a photo that was crossed out. This is illustrated by the examples

in Appendix

B and their glossed version in (21)—(22).
21) Mar Lera magagin-ys bast-i-z, kureg  jake (937
what Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  chicken or  duck

‘What did Lera buy at the grocery, chicken or duck?’

22) a

Lera  magagin-ys KUREG  bast-i-z, %
Lera grocery-ELA  chicken buy-PST-35G  duck
b. Lera magagin-ys bast-i-z KUREG, &%
Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  chicken duck
c. KUREG Lera magagin-ys bast-i-z, %
chicken Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  duck
d. Lera bast-i-z KUREG  magagin-ys, %
Lera buy-PST-3SG  chicken grocery-ELA  duck
e. Lera KUREG magagin-y§ bast-i-z, %
Lera chicken grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  duck

0%
NEG.PST.3

0%
NEG.PST.3

0%
NEG.PST.3

0%
NEG.PST.3

0%
NEG.PST.3

basty.
buy.CNG.SG
(SAdvOrocV)
basty.
buy.CNG.SG
(SAdvVOroc)
basty.
buy.CNG.SG
(O F()CSAdVV)
basty.
buy.CNG.SG
(SVO F()CAdV)
basty.
buy.CNG.SG
(SOrocAdvV)
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t. Lera bast-i-z magain-yS  KUREG,  &F 0% basty.
Lera buy-PST-3SG  grocery-ELA chicken  duck NEG.PST.3 buy.CNG
(SVAdVOF()c)

Intended meaning: ‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery, not duck.”

Table 1 summarizes the different levels of the two main factors (context and object
type) tested in Questionnaire 1. The context was either non-contrastive or contrastive,
while the object was either a common noun, or a proper noun, or a pronoun. Common
nouns appeared either in the nominative or in the accusative. Proper nouns and pronouns
uniformly appeared in the accusative. Each “Nom” or “Acc” value in the table below
corresponds to exactly one item in the questionnaire.

Context — Non-contrastive Contrastive
Lexical subclass |

Common noun Nom Acc  Nom Acc
Proper noun Acc Acc
Pronoun Acc Acc

Table 1: Object types and contexts tested in Questionnaire 1

In each questionnaire item, the following focus positions and word orders were tested: "

9 It has to be noted, however, that (partly due to the presence of the second clause, which negates
the other possible alternative) the answer sentences in (22a—f) allow for more than one interpretation
(thanks to Balazs Suranyi for drawing my attention to this). In the one given in (22), the object of both
the first and second clause are focused. This interpretation implies that the speaker who answers the
question presupposes that the other speaker expects ‘duck’ to be the correct answer, and the first clause
corrects this information. In this case, the focused object in the first sentence is a cotrective focus.
Another possible interpretation is ‘Lera bought CHICKEN at the grocery, duck she did not buy’, in which
case the object of the first clause is a proper contrastive focus, whereas the object of the second clause
is a contrastive topic. A third theoretically possible interpretation is ‘Chicken, Lera did buy at the grocery,
duck, she did not buy’, in which case the object is a contrastive topic in both clauses. However, as
contrastive topics appear in Udmurt at the left periphery of the sentence structure (Suranyi et al, to
appear), for sentences with £ureg ‘chicken’ in postverbal position such an interpretation can be excluded.
The reason why the object in the second clause can be interpreted both as a focus and as a contrastive
topic is that standard Udmurt lacks an element used only for constituent negation, thus, constituent
negation is not distinguishable from predicate negation (see Edygarova 2015: 284-285).

10 The relative order of the subject and the adverbial was not examined here, the subject preceded
the adverbial in each case, although the reverse order is also grammatical.
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(23) Focus positions tested in Questionnaire 1:
a. immediately preverbal (SAdvO;ocV order)
b. non-immediately preverbal:
1. preceding a locative adverbial (SOrocAdvV)
ii. sentence-initial, preceding the subject and the locative adverbial
(OF()CSAdVV)
c. sentence-final (SVAdvOioc and SAdvVOiad)"!
d. postverbal but not sentence-final (SVOrocAdv)

Questionnaire 2 was also mainly concerned with direct object foci. The main aim of
this survey was to test whether any of the positions is associated with an obligatorily
contrastive and/or exhaustive reading. The following focus positions and permutations of
S, Oroc and V were examined:

(24) Focus positions tested in Questionnaire 2:
a. immediately preverbal (SOrocV)
b. non-immediately preverbal:
1. preceding a locative adverbial (SOrocAdvV)
ii. sentence-initial, preceding the subject (OocSV)
c. sentence-final (SVOroc)

The respondents had to evaluate on a rating scale (good/ odd/ incorrect) the grammaticality of
sentences constituting short dialogues, and they had to correct the sentences that they
found odd or unacceptable. Both the focus-eliciting sentences and the sentences
containing the focused item itself had to be evaluated (and corrected in case they were
found odd or ungrammatical), but for the purposes of the present study only judgements
on the latter will be taken into consideration (even if the focus eliciting context also
contained a focused element).

The contrastive test contexts were corrections like the dialogue presented in (25) (the
focused element is immediately preverbal in the example, but all of the positions listed in
(24) were tested):

(25) — Nada Sasajez=a byrj-i-z?
Nadja Sasha-ACC=Q choose-PST-35G
‘Did Nadja choose Sasha?’
- Oz, so VOLOD’A-JEZ byrj-i-3.
NEG.PST.3  3SG Volodja-ACC  choose-PST-35G
Intended meaning: ‘No, it was Volodja whom she chose.’

Exhaustivity was tested by means of the exhaustive identification test applied by E.
Kiss (1998) to Hungarian, cf. (26)—(27). According to E. Kiss, the dialogue is felicitous only
if negation in sentence (b) can be interpreted as the negation of the exhaustivity of the

11 Thus, sentence-final foci were tested in two contexts, with the adverbial either preceding or
following the verb. The purpose of this was to lower the possibility that speakers reject a variant with
sentence-final focus only because of the position of the adverbial. The two word order variants were
then collapsed into a single option of “sentence-final focus” at the speaker-internal evaluation of the
results, see Section 4.3.
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focused element of the sentence in (a) (E. Kiss 1998: 251). Thus, according to E. Kiss
(1998), (206) is a felicitous dialogue while (27) is not, and egy £alapot “a hat’ fulfils the role of
exhaustive identificational focus in (20b) (which occupies the immediately preverbal
position in Hungarian), whereas it is a non-exhaustive information focus in (27b) (which
is postverbal in Hungarian).

(26) a. Mari EGY KALAP-OT néz-ett ki magi-nak.
Mary a hat-ACC ~ watch-PST.38G ~ out herself-DAT
‘It was a hat that Mary picked for herself’
b. Nem, eqy  kabidt-ot zs ki-néz-ett.
no, a coat-ACC  too out-look-PST.3SG
“No, she picked a coat, too.” (E. Kiss 1998: 251) (Hungarian)

27) a. Mari  ki-néz-ett magd-nak EGY KALAP-OT.
Mary  out-watch-PST.3SG ~ herself-DAT  a hat-AcC
“Mary picked for herself a hat.” (E. Kiss 1998: 249)
b. #Nem, egy  kabdt-ot  is  ki-néz-ett.
no a coat-ACC  too out-look-PST.35G
“No, she picked a coat, too.” (E. Kiss 1998: 251) (Hungarian)

At this point it has to be noted that the above exhaustivity test is not entirely reliable: not
every speaker of Hungarian agrees that (20) is a felicitous dialogue (see also Onea & Beaver
2011)."

The dialogue in (28) illustrates the test for Udmurt as in the questionnaire (the
focused element is sentence-final in the example, but again all of the positions listed in
(24) were tested):

(28) — Luba jarat-e ARTUR-EZ.
Ljuba love-3sG  Arthur-ACC
Intended meaning: ‘Ljuba loves ARTHUR.”/It is Arthur whom Ljuba loves.’
- Ug, S0 jarat-e Artom-ez no.
NEG.3SG 3SG love-3sG ~ Artjom-ACC  too
Intended meaning: ‘No, she loves Artjom, too.

Further questionnaire items consisted of dialogues that were similar to the above one with
the exception that they also contained the focus particle give ‘only’ (which follows the
focused element). Thus, while in (28) the exhaustive interpretation was meant to arise solely
from the context, in (29a), exhaustivity was lexically marked, as well. Again, all of the
positions mentioned in (24) were tested.

(29) — Luba  jarat-e ARTUR-EZ GINE.
Ljuba love-3sG ~ Arthur-ACC  only
Intended meaning: ‘It is only Arthur whom Ljuba loves.

12 As an anonymous reviewer points out, this is likely to be due to the fact that exhaustivity is not
asserted but presupposed content in these dialogues, and presuppositions cannot be negated directly, as
they need a move like “Hey, wait a minute” (see von Fintel 2004).
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— Ug, so  jarat-e Artom-ez 70.
NEG.3SG 3SG love-3sG  Artjom-ACC  too
Intended meaning: ‘No, she loves Artjom, too.

The third and most comprehensive questionnaire (Questionnaire 3) (cf. Asztalos &
E. Kiss 2016) was concerned with the focus positions which are most often made reference
to in the literature, ie., the immediately preverbal, sentence-final and sentence-initial
positions (cf. Section 2.3). The aim of the questionnaire was to test, on the one hand,
whether focus placement is influenced by the syntactic function of the focused element.
For that, subject, direct object, dative, instrumental-comitative and temporal adverbial foci
were tested. The respondents had to give their grammaticality judgements of the test
sentences on a 5-point Likert scale (where 5 meant ‘perfectly acceptable’ and 1 stood for
‘unacceptable’).

Contexts eliciting non-contrastive foci were wh-questions and sentences containing
a superlative adjunct construed with one of the constituents of the sentence, see e.g; (30).
Superlative adjuncts, in fact, entail the presence of a focused item in the sentence (see F
Farkas & E. Kiss 2000).

(30) Context: “Yesterday a beauty contest was organized at the Philharmonia Concert

Hall’

(VIKTORIJA PUSINA-LY)  Zwri  (VIKTORIJA PUSINA-LY) #u5-ges 7o
Victoria ~ Pushina-DAT jury V.P-DAT very-CMPR PTCL
tros ball Sot-i-3 (VIKTORIJA PUSINA-LY). "

many  score  give-PST-3SG ~ V.P-DAT
Intended meaning: “The jury gave the highest score TO VICTORIA PUSHINA.

Questionnaire 3 was also concerned with exhaustive and contrastive foci. Contrastive
contexts included alternative questions like the one in (31), and corrections similar to (25)

and (32).

(Bl) —Ku  ton  Votkinsk-e kosk-0-d, Cukazge=a Jake
when 2SG Votkinsk-ILL leave-FUT-2SG tomorrow=Q or
Cukasgte uly-sa=a?

tomorrow  be-CVB=Q
‘When are you leaving for Votkinsk, tomorrow or the day after?’

— (CUKAZE)  mon  Votkinsk-e (CUKAZE)  kosk-0 (CUKAZE).
tomorrow  1SG  Votkinsk-ILL tomorrow leave-FUT.1SG tomorrow
Intended meaning: ‘I will leave for Votkinsk TOMORROW.” / ‘It is tomorrow that
I will leave for Votkinsk.

(32)  — Tunne milemly /éjrj,oz—/o—z Anna.
today 1PL.DAT sing-FUT-3SG Anne
“Today ANNE will sing for us.

13 Here and henceforth, examples in which the same element occurs in brackets in different
positions illustrate the distribution of a single occurrence of that element.
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- Ug (D’IANA) tunne (D’IANA) milenly /éjrj’oz—/o—z (D’IANA).
NEG.FUT.3sG ~ Diana today D. IPL.DAT  sing-FUT-3SG D.
Intended meaning: ‘No, today DIANA will sing for us.’ / ‘No, it is Diana who
will sing for us today.’

Exhaustivity was tested by checking the meaning of numerically modified noun
phrases. According to E. Kiss (2006), numerals in natural languages have an ‘at least #’
meaning unless they are “associated with a particular structural position with an encoded
[+exhaustive| feature”, in which case they have an ‘exactly »’ reading, as illustrated by the
Hungarian examples in (33)—(34). (In (34), the postverbal position of the verbal prefix
indicates that the numerically modified phrase occupies the immediately preverbal focus
position.)

(33) Janos 15 palacsintd-t meg-esz-ik.
John 15  pancake-ACC PRT-eat-3SG
‘John eats (at least) 15 pancakes.” (E. Kiss 2006: 447) (Hungarian)

(34) Janos 15 palacsintd-t esz-ik g
John 15  pancake-ACC eat-3SG PRT
‘John eats (exactly) 15 pancakes.” (ibid.) (Hungarian)

The meaning of numerically modified items was also tested in each of the above
mentioned positions (sentence-initial, immediately preverbal, and sentence-final).
Respondents had to answer questions like the one presented in (35):

(35) A professor says: “Who scores 91 points at the exam is going to receive a
present.” Now, Kostja had 100 points. Is he going to get a present?

Every “no” answer was interpreted as an ‘exactly 7 interpretation of the numeral (by virtue
of 100 # 91), while “yes” answers were taken to be ‘at least 7’ interpretations (by virtue of
100 > 91)."

It has to be noted that a shortcoming of all three questionnaires is that they only
contained non-neutral sentences, that is, they did not test the word orders under discussion
in neutral baseline sentences. As a reviewer points out, the results presented in Section 4
would be better interpretable when compared to results received for neutral sentences.

In the next section, I am going to present the results of the questionnaires following
a thematic classification (i.e., not the chronology of the tests). In 4.1.1, I will discuss to
what extent focus placement is determined by the syntactic function of the focused
constituent. In 4.1.2—4.1.4, I will turn to direct object foci and to the question whether two
factors, namely, morphological marking and the lexical subcategory of the focused object
plays any role in focus placement. In 4.2, I will deal with the semantic features of
exhaustivity and contrastivity. In 4.3, I will provide a speaker-internal evaluation of the
results.

14 However, it has be noted that extralinguistic factors (general knowledge about the world) may
have had an impact on speakers’ answers: in fact, the typical situation is that when a smaller achievement
is being rewarded a bigger one is also rewarded.
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4 Results and discussion
4.1 Focus placement and morphosyntactic properties of the focused element

4.1.1  Syntactic function

As mentioned in Section 3, Questionnaire 3 (cf. Asztalos & E. Kiss 2016) tested the
grammaticality of the immediately preverbal, sentence-final and sentence-initial focus
positions in relation to the syntactic function and certain morphosyntactic properties of
the focused element. Proper noun subject foci, definite (morphologically marked) and non-
specific indefinite (morphologically unmarked) direct object foci, as well as proper noun
dative, instrumental-comitative, and temporal adverbial foci were examined by means of
different questionnaire items. The test sentences belonging to one item differed only in the
position of the focused element. For each test sentence (containing the focused element
in a given position) the average rating given by the speakers on the 5-point Likert scale was
calculated. Table 2 shows the lowest and the highest average ratings belonging to a given
focus position in a range. The table also indicates what syntactic functions turned out to
be less acceptable in a given position.

Lowest and highest Less accepted
average rating syntactic functions
Immediately preverbal 4,37-4,86 -
Sentence-final 3,81-4,57 Adview (3,81-4,03)
Sentence-initial 3,03—4,45 Advie (3,74-3,88), Ins (3,32),

O (3,03-3,43)
Table 2: Lowest and highest average ratings of the test sentences/ focus positions on a 5-point Likert
Scale

Sentences that were given a score equivalent to or higher than 4 on average were considered
as grammatical, while those with an average between 3 and 4 were regarded as degraded in
grammaticality (but not ungrammatical). It is important to note that none of the test
sentences was given an average score below 3, thus, none of them turned out to be
completely ungrammatical.

The immediately preverbal focus position turned out to be grammatical
independently of the syntactic function of the focused element, cf. (36)—(41). The
sentence-final focus position resulted to be almost as acceptable as the immediately
preverbal one, cf. (36)—(40), but (temporal) adverbials were slightly less accepted sentence-
finally (41). The sentence-initial position turned out to be grammatical with subject (36)
and with dative foci (39), and somewhat degraded in acceptability with temporal adverbial
(41), instrumental-comitative (40) and direct object foci (37)—(38), especially with non-
specific, unmarked direct objects (38).

(36) Subject focus
(KAT’A)  tug-ges no  leber kartina-jez  (KAT'A) daSa-3 (KAT’A).
Kate  very-CMPR PTCL nice picture-ACC K. make-PST.35G K.
‘It was Kate who made the nicest picture.
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(37)

(38)

(39)

(40)

(41)

Focus in Udmurt

Object focus (morphologically marked object)

Context: ‘Whom did Peter beat?’

(PART’OM-EZ) Petyr (ART’OM-EZ)  Fug-i-3 (ART’OM-EZ).
Artjom-ACC Peter Artjom-ACC beat-PST-3SG  A.-ACC
‘It was Artjom whom Peter beat.’

Object focus (unmarked object)

— Lera  perepel Sie.
Lera perepechilUdmurt national dish]  eat-3SG
‘Lera is eating perepechi’

— Ug, (PPPEINAN)  Lera (PELNAN)  (7-¢ (PELNAN).
NEG.3SG ~ pelmeni Lera pelmeni  eat-3SG pelmeni
‘No, Lera is eating PELMENL’ / ‘No, it is pelmeni that Lera is eating’

Focus = NP in the dative case

(VIKTORIJA PUSINA-LY)  $wri (VIKTORIJA PUSINA-LY) #25-ges 7o
Victoria ~ Pushina-DAT jury V.P-DAT very-CMPR PTCL
tros ball Sot-i-3 (VIKTORIJA PUSINA-LY).

many  score  give-PST-35G ~ V.P.-DAT
Intended meaning: “The jury gave the highest score TO VICTORIA PUSHINA.

Focus = NP in the instrumental-comitative case

— Vadim  Vera-jen=a ekt-i-37
Vadim  Vera-INS=Q  dance-PST-3SG
‘Did Vadim dance with Vera?’

- Oz, (FCUBA-JEN)  Vadim  (DUBA-JEN)  ekt-i-3 (UBA-JEN).
NEG.PST.3 Ljuba-INS  Vadim  L.-INS dance-PST-3SG L.-INS
‘No, Vadim danced WITH LJUBA. / ‘No, it was Ljuba whom Vadim danced
with.

Temporal adverbial focus

—Ku  pesataj-ed-ly gingyrt-o-d?
when grandfather-2SG-DAT  telephone-FUT-2SG
‘When are you going to telephone your grandfather?’

— (PCUKAZE)  pesataj-e-ly (CUKAZE)  Fingyrt-o (PCUKAZE).
tomorrow grandfather-1SG-DAT tomorrow telephone-FUT.1SG tomorrow
‘I’'m going to telephone my grandfather TOMORROW.” / ‘It is tomorrow that
I’'m going to telephone my grandfather.’

In what follows, I will concentrate on the placement of direct object foci in relation
to their morphological marking and lexical subcategory (proper noun/personal pronoun).

4.1.2  Direct object foci: overall results of Questionnaire 1

Figure 1 illustrates the overall results of Questionnaire 1. For each questionnaire item the

percentage of speakers who accepted a given permutation of S, Adv, Oroc and V as a
grammatical and congruent answer to the related wh-question was calculated. Then, the
results received for all questionnaire items were aggregated and the average percentage of

speakers accepting a given word order (independently of the tested factors) was calculated.
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On the whole, word orders and focus positions which were accepted by at least 50%

of the respondents were considered as grammatical, while those that were chosen by less
than 50% but at least 30% of the respondents, as marginally acceptable.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

57%
0,
34% 29% 29%
20% 20%
0% T T T T T 1

69%

S Adv OfocV S Ofoc AdvW OfocSAdvV SAdvV Ofoc SVAdvOfoc SV OfocAdv

Figure 1: Average percentages of speakers accepting the tested word orders in Questionnaire 1 (all items

z'm/ﬂded)l 5

Each tested word order variant was considered as a grammatical answer by at least one
respondent to at least one question, but, as expected, the individual word orders did not
turn out to be equally acceptable. Overall, the following tendencies were observed:

The most accepted focus position resulted to be the immediately preverbal one
(SAdvOrocV order).

Preverbal foci were given more favourable judgements than postverbal ones.
Besides the immediately preverbal focus position, the “pre-adverbial” one
(SOrocAdVV order) also turned out to be grammatical.

Sentence-initial foci preceding the subject and the locative adverbial (OrocSAdvVV
order) resulted to be marginally acceptable.

Sentence-final foci (SVAdvOioc and SAdvVOioc orders) were judged
ungrammatical. (This contradicts the results of Questionnaire 3 (cf. Section 4.1.1),
see Section 4.1.5 for a more detailed discussion of this problem.)

Postverbal but not sentence-final foci (SVOyocAdv order) also resulted to be
ungrammatical.

However, the grammaticality of certain focus positions varies to some extent in relation to
the morphosyntactic properties of the focused object. This will be discussed in the
following subsections.

15

100% refers to the total number of questionnaire items (8) multiplied by the number of

respondents (12) = 96.
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4.1.3  Direct object foci: morphological marking

Four questionnaire items in Questionnaire 1 aimed at examining whether morphological
marking plays a role in the placement of object foci. As anticipated in Section 4.1.1,
Udmurt has differential object marking: direct objects can either be morphologically
unmarked (formally identical to the nominative) (42), or case-marked (accusative) (43)—
(44). Object marking is related to definiteness and specificity: non-specific indefinite
objects are morphologically unmarked (42), whereas specific indefinites (43) and definites
(44) are marked with the accusative case suffix (E. Kiss & Tanczos 2018: 738-739, 752—
753).

(42) Mon kiiiga lyds-i
1SG  book read-PST.1SG
‘I read a book.” (E. Kiss & Tanczos 2018: 738)

(43) Mon odig  punyyez utéa-sko.
1SG one dog-ACC  search-PRS.1SG
‘T am searching for a (specific) dog.’ (E. Kiss & Tanczos 2018: 753)

(44) Mon Sasayez magazin-ys ad3-i
1SG Sasha-ACC grocery-ELA  see-PST.1SG
‘I saw Sasha at the grocery.” (E. Kiss & Tanczos 2018: 752)

Vilkuna (1998: 188) observes a relationship between the position and the
morphological marking of direct objects: in the corpus she studied (compiled mainly of
texts of 20th century prose (1998: 227)), the vast majority (88%) of unmarked objects
immediately preceded the verb, while only less than half (42,8%) of accusative objects did
so. There thus seems to be a tendency for unmarked objects to immediately precede the
verb. This tendency has sometimes been described in the literature as a sort of
incorporation of the object into the verb, as the unmarked object in such cases often forms
a prosodic and morphosyntactic unit with the verb (Alatyrev et al. 1970: 169). Thus, the
percentage of preverbal but not verb-adjacent objects was much higher in Vilkuna’s corpus
among accusative objects (42,1%) than among nominative ones (8,6%), and postverbal
positioning was also more typical of marked objects than of unmarked ones (15,1% vs.
3,4%).

However, in contemporary blog texts, as Asztalos (2018)’s investigations indicate,
the difference in the ability of unmarked and marked direct objects to occur postverbally
seems to attenuate. This is accompanied by a strong increase of the proportion of
postverbal direct objects, be they marked or unmarked: in Asztalos (2018)’s corpus, 35,5%
of accusative-marked and 33% of unmarked object NPs appeared postverbally (2018: 78).
(The calculations in both Vilkunas (1998) and Asztalos’s (2018) paper are made
independently of the discourse function of the objects, that is, the counts of the authors
are not limited to objects with focus function only.)

It may thus be of interest to see whether morphologically marked and unmarked
focused objects show different tendencies with regard to their placement in the sentence.

Questionnaire 1 contained four related questionnaire items: two with a
morphologically unmarked common noun object, and two with a marked common noun
object. Figure 2 illustrates the average results:
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® Unmarked objects ® Marked objects
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Figure 2: Percentages of speakers accepting the tested word orders with morphologically unmartked and
marked focused objects (Questionnaire 1)"°

Immediately preverbal focusing turned out to be grammatical with both object types
(45)—(46), though it gave slightly better results with unmarked objects (45) than with
marked ones (40).

(45) Magaginys§  Lera KUREG  bast-i-3."”
grocery-ELA Lera chicken buy-PST-35G
‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery’

(46)  Prazdyiik-e Lera TA  KUREG-EZ vaj-i-3."
celebration-ILL  Valerie this chicken-ACC  bring-PST-3SG
‘It is this chicken that Lera brought to the party’

16 100% refers to the number of related questionnaire items (2) multiplied by the number of
respondents (12) = 24.

17 The focus-eliciting contexts for all sentences meaning ‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the
grocery’ are given in (19) and (21).

18 The focus-eliciting contexts for all sentences meaning ‘It was this chicken that Lera brought to
the party’ are given in (i) and (ii):

@) Maje Lera  prazdiiik-e vaj-1-3¢
what-ACC ~ Lera celebration-ILL  bring-PST-3SG
‘What did Lera bring to the party?’

(i) Ma-e Lera pragdiik-e vaj-i-3: ta  kureg-ez=a Jake  so-ze?
what-ACC Lera celebration-ILL.  bring-PST-3SG this chicken-ACC=Q or that-DET.ACC
‘What did Lera bring to the party: this chicken or that one?’
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Pre-adverbial focusing (SOrocAdvV) turned out to be grammatical with both object
types, but it turned out to be more acceptable with objects in the accusative (47), while
with objects in the nominative (48) it just reached the margin of grammaticality.

(47) Lera TA KUREG-EZ  prazdiik-e vaj-i-3.
Lera this chicken-ACC  celebration-ILL  bring-PST-3SG
‘It is this chicken that Lera brought to the party.’

(48) Lera KUREG  magagin-y§ bast-i-z.
Lera chicken grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG
‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery’

Sentence-initial focusing was marginally accepted with marked objects (49), while it
turned out to be ungrammatical with unmarked ones (50) (note that unmarked, non-
specific objects received less favourable judgements than marked ones in sentence-initial
position in Questionnaire 3 as well, see Section 4.1.1):

(49) ¢TA KUREG-EZ  Lera prazdiik-e vaj-i-3.
this chicken-ACC  Lera celebration-ILL  bring-PST-3SG
‘It is this chicken that Lera brought to the party’

(50) *KUREG  Lera magagin-ys bast-i-z.
chicken Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG
Intended meaning: ‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery.

The above tendencies are in line with Vilkuna’s results (1998: 185-189) that non-
verb-adjacent positions in the preverbal field are preferred in Udmurt with morphologically
marked objects, and unmarked objects have a tendency to occur in the immediately
preverbal position. Besides the above mentioned point that unmarked objects sometimes
show incorporated object-like properties (Alatyrev et al. 1970: 169), a further reason for
the dispreference for OS(Adv)V sentences with unmarked objects may lie in processing
difficulties related to case-ambiguity. Studies on German (Gorrell 2000; Hemforth &
Konieczny 2000; Schlesewsky & Bornkessel 2004) point to a processing difficulty of OS
structures with case-ambiguous objects, and Levshina’s (2019) study reveals that cross-
linguistically, formally overlapping subjects and objects tend to have rigid word order
relative to each other. In the case of Udmurt, this may imply a difficulty to obtain an OSV
reading for sentences which contain two morphologically unmarked nouns, given that the
basic word order is SOV."”

Interestingly, sentence-final foci resulted to be marginally acceptable with objects in
the nominative, while ungrammatical with objects in the accusative (51).

(51) a. ?Lera  magagin-ys bast-i-z KUREG / *TA KUREG-EZ.
Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  chicken / this chicken-ACC

19 However, as a reviewer points out, the animacy difference between the two morphologically
unmarked nouns is sharp enough in (50) to ease the identification of the syntactic functions of the two
nouns.
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b. ?Lera  bast-i-z magagin-ys KUREG / *TA KUREG-EZ.
Lera  buy-PST-3SG  grocery-ELA  chicken / this chicken-ACC
‘Tt is chicken/*this chicken that Lera bought at the grocery.’

Postverbal but not sentence-final focusing resulted to be ungrammatical with both
object types:

(52) *Lera  bast-i-z KUREG  magagin-ys.
Lera  buy-PST-3SG  chicken grocery-ELA
‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery’

(53) *Lera  vaj-i-z TA  KUREG-EZ  pragdiik-e.
Lera  bring-PST-3SG this chicken-ACC  celebration-ILL
‘It is this chicken that Lera brought to the party.’

4.1.4  Direct object foci: lexical subcategory (proper nouns vs. personal pronouns)

In Questionnaire 1, four items (two with a proper noun direct object and two with a
personal pronoun direct object) were concerned with the question whether proper noun
and pronominal object foci tend to be placed into different positions.”” The results are
summarized in Figure 3.

B Proper noun B Pronoun
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90%

809
& 71% 67% 71%
0
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60% 54%
50% 46%
38%
40% 33%
29% e, 29%
0,
30% 6 215
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Figure 3: Percentages of speakers accepting the tested word orders with proper noun and pronominal
Jfocused objects (Questionnaire 1)

20 Both object types are morphologically marked: proper noun objects as specific and definite
nouns are marked by the accusative case suffix by rule, whereas personal pronouns always have different
forms in the subject and in the object function (nominative vs. accusative).

21 100% refers to the number of related questionnaire items (2) multiplied by the number of
respondents (12) = 24.
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Immediately preverbal foci were considered as grammatical independently of the
lexical subcategory of the object:

(54) Zeia  bazar-ys ALONA-JEZ / TON-E  ad§-i-3.2
Zhenja market-ELA  Aljona-ACC / 2SG-ACC see-PST-38G
‘It was Aljona/you whom Zhenja saw at the market.’

Pre-verbal but not verb-adjacent focus positions (SOrocAdvV and OrocSAdVV
orders, cf. (55)—(50)) turned out to be grammatical with personal pronoun objects, and
marginally acceptable with proper nouns. More precisely, SOrocAdvV order was highly
acceptable with personal pronouns, and sentence-initial object focusing resulted to be
clearly grammatical, among all examined object types (nominative/accusative, proper
noun/personal pronoun), with personal pronouns only. This is, in fact, also in line with
Vilkuna’s results: personal pronoun objects (along with demonstrative pronoun objects)
turned out to be the most “movable” object type in her corpus as well, which means that
pronominal objects occurred more frequently in preverbal but not verb-adjacent and in
postverbal positions than other object types (1998: 188).

(55) (TON-E)  Zeia  (TON-E)  bazarys ad3-i-3,
28G-ACC ~ Zhenja 2SG-ACC  market-ELA  see-PST-3SG
‘It was you whom Zhenja saw at the market.

(56) (PAPONA-JEZ)  Zeia  (ALONA-JEZ)  bazar-ys ad3-i-3,
Aljona-ACC Zhenja  A.-ACC market-ELA  see-PST-3SG
‘It was Aljona whom Zhenja saw at the market.’

The accessibility of preverbal but not verb-adjacent focus positions for personal
pronoun objects may be related to the high degree of definiteness of personal pronouns.
Personal pronouns are located on top of the so-called definiteness scale (cf. Aissen 2003), cf.

22 The focus-eliciting questions of all sentences meaning ‘It was Aljona whom Zhenja saw at the
market’ are given in (1) and (i), while those of the sentences meaning ‘It was you whom Zhenja saw at
the market’, in (i) and (ii).

1) Kin-e Zeiia bazar-ys ad3-i-3?
who-ACC Zhenja  market-ELA  see-PST-3SG
‘Whom did Zhenja see at the market?’

(i) Kin-e Zeiia bazar-ys ad3-i-3, Alonajez  jake  AloSajez?
who-ACC Zhenja  market-ELA  see-PST-3SG  Aljona-ACC ot Aljosha-ACC
‘Whom did Zhenja see at the market, Aljona or Aljosha?’

(i) Kin-e Zeria bazar-ys ad3-i-3, mon-e=a Jake  AloSajez?
who-ACC Zhenja  market-ELA  see-PST-3SG me-ACC=Q ot Aljosha-ACC
‘Whom did Zhenja see at the market, me or Aljosha?’
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(57). The more to the left a grammatical entity is placed on the scale, the more it counts as
definite:

(57)  Definiteness scale (Aissen 2003)
Personal pronoun > Proper name > Definite NP > Indefinite specific NP >
Non-specific NP

Cross-linguistically, categories located at the top of the hierarchy can behave differently
from those at the bottom of the scale. This may imply for Udmurt, in this case, that
personal pronouns have a freer distribution (at least in the preverbal field) than categories
lower on the hierarchy: thus, even when they have a special discourse role (i.e., that of
focus), they can occupy positions which are less accessible for categories lower on the scale.
As we have seen in Section 4.1.3, preverbal but not verb-adjacent focus positions are more
available for accusative objects (which are definite) than for morphologically unmarked
objects (which are indefinite and non-specific). Overall, it seems that personal pronoun
objects have the most flexible distribution, and morphologically unmarked, non-specific
objects the least flexible distribution in the preverbal field in Udmurt, while accusative-
marked definite NP objects are located between the two extremities, which fits what one
could expect on the basis of the definiteness scale.””

Postverbal object foci (independently of whether they were proper nouns or
personal pronouns) were in most cases accepted only by a small fraction of speakers, the
average judgment not reaching the margin of grammaticality. The only exception was the
SVAdvOroc order, which resulted to be marginally acceptable with proper noun objects.

4.1.5  Interim summary
Let us sum up what has been presented so far in this section.

The immediately preverbal focus position turned out to be grammatical
independently of the syntactic function of the focused element, and, in the case of direct
object foci, independently of their morphological marking and lexical subcategory.

The sentence-initial position, according to the results of Questionnaire 3, is more
readily available for subject and dative foci than for direct object foci.

Preverbal but not verb-adjacent positions (i.e., the sentence-initial one and the one
with an adverbial standing in between the focused object and the verb) seem to be sensitive
to the morphological marking and to the lexical subcategory of the object. While
morphologically unmarked object foci cannot occur sentence-initially, morphologically
marked focused object nouns turned out to be marginally acceptable, and personal
pronoun focused objects resulted to be grammatical in the sentence-initial position. The
“pre-adverbial” position was more easily available for morphologically marked objects than
for unmarked ones, and more easily available for personal pronouns than for proper nouns.
The fact that the sentence-initial position is not available for unmarked direct objects may
be explained, at least partly, by processing reasons: given the SOV character of Udmurt,
obtaining an OSV reading for sentences that display two morphologically unmarked noun
phrases in preverbal position may result in processing difficulties (similarly to German, see
Gorrell 2000; Hemforth & Konieczny 2000; Schlesewsky & Bornkessel 2004). On the

23 Nevertheless, the question remains why accusative-marked proper nouns were less accepted in
preverbal but not verb-adjacent positions than accusative-marked, definite common nouns (cf. Figure
2 and 3).
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other hand, the different degree of definiteness of the tested object types may also play a
role. Personal pronouns, which are highly definite, seem to have the most flexible
distribution, whereas unmarked objects, which are non-specific and sometimes behave
similarly to incorporated objects (Alatyrev et al. 1970: 169), the least flexible distribution,
at least in the preverbal field.

Postverbal but not sentence-final object foci were acceptable only for a small part
of the speakers, thus, overall, they resulted to be ungrammatical in Questionnaire 1.

Sentence-final placement of foci also turned out to be on the whole ungrammatical
in Questionnaire 1, but marginally acceptable with unmarked common nouns and with
personal pronouns. However, in Questionnaire 3, sentence-final foci did turn out to be
grammatical; what is more, they were evaluated as being almost as good as immediately
preverbal foci.

The low acceptability of sentence-final foci in Questionnaire 1 is presumably due to
normative reasons. In fact, all respondents of Questionnaire 1 were either students or
employees of the Faculty of Udmurt Philology of the Udmurt State University. In Udmurt
prescriptive linguistics, there exists a general normative restraint according to which non-
verb-final sentences are to be avoided, and this may have had a considerable impact on the
choices of the respondents of Questionnaire 1 because of respondents’ education in
Udmurt philology. In contrast with this, Questionnaire 3 was distributed via the social
networking sites Facebook and 1 kontakte, thus, the respondents were drawn from a more
heterogeneous group.

4.2 Focus interpretation: contrastivity and exhaustivity

As mentioned in Section 3, in Questionnaire 1, all sentences were tested both in non-
contrastive contexts (as answers to wh-questions), and in contrastive contexts (as answers
to alternative wh-questions). None of the tested focus positions resulted to be obligatorily
contrastive: no focus position turned out to be grammatical with contrastive foci and at
the same time ungrammatical with non-contrastive foci. This is illustrated in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Percentages of speakers accepting the tested word orders in non-contrastive and contrastive
contexts (Questionnaire 1)

Thus, immediately preverbal foci and pre-adverbial foci resulted to be grammatical
both in contrastive and non-contrastive contexts, see (57)—(58):

(57) Context;: “What did Lera buy at the grocery?’
Contexty: ‘What did Lera buy at the grocery, chicken or duck?’
Magagin-ys Lera KUREG  bast-i-3.
grocery-ELA  Lera chicken buy-PST-3SG
‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery’

(58) Context;: “What did Lera buy at the grocery?’
Contexty: ‘What did Lera buy at the grocery, chicken or duck?’
Lera TA  KUREG-EZ  prazdiik-e vaj-i-3.
Lera this chicken-ACC  celebration-ILL  bring-PST-3SG
‘It is this chicken that Lera brought to the party.’

Sentence-initial foci were also judged similarly in the two different contexts. As
presented in 4.1.4, sentence-initial object foci turned out to be grammatical with personal
pronouns only, cf. (59), but here again, the fact whether the context was contrastive or not
did not play a role:

24 100% refers to the number of related questionnaire items (4) multiplied by the number of
respondents (12) = 48.
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(59) Context;: “Whom did Zhenja see at the market?’
Contexty: ‘Whom did Zhenja see at the market, me or Aliosha?’
TON-E Zeria bazar-ys czdj’-z'-g.
28G-ACC  Zhenja market-ELA  see-PST-3SG
‘It was you whom Zhenja saw at the market.’

The acceptability of postverbal (including sentence-final) foci was below 50%
independently of the contrastivity of the context.

The results of Questionnaire 2 also suggest that none of the tested focus positions
is associated with an obligatorily contrastive reading. As mentioned in Section 3,
contrastive focus was tested in Questionnaire 2 by means of corrections. As opposed to
them, non-contrastive exhaustive foci were examined. The latter were tested by two means:
exhaustivity was either meant to arise exclusively from the context, or it was also lexically
marked by the particle gize ‘only’.

It has to be noted that, since in Questionnaire 1 sentence-initial and pre-adverbial
object foci were judged more favourably with personal pronouns than with non-
pronominal elements (cf. Section 4.1.4), SOsocAdvV and OrocSV orders in Questionnaire
2 were only tested with pronominal objects. (Moreover, the subject was also pronominal
in these test sentences.)

Figure 5 shows the percentage of speakers who considered the tested word orders

as grammatical:
o, 100%
100% 92% 92%
90%
80% 5%
70% 7%
B Non-contrastive; exhaustivity
60% 509 0% arising from context
(]

50% B Non-contrastive; ‘only'
40%
0% m Contrastive
20%
10%

0%

S OfocV S Ofoc Adv V Ofoc SV SV Ofoc

Figure 5: Percentages of speakers accepting the tested word orders in non-contrastive and contrastive
contexcts (Questionnaire 2)°°

The results indicate that contrastive foci can occur in all of the tested positions
(immediately preverbal (60a), sentence-final (60a), sentence-initial (60b), pre-adverbial
(61)), though, sentence-final contrastive foci barely reached the margin of grammaticality.

25 100% refers to the number of related questionnaire items (1) multiplied by the number of
respondents (12) = 12.
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(60) Context: ‘Did Nadja choose Sasha?’
a. Oz, so  (VOLOD’A-JEZ)  byrji-z (VOLOD’A-JEZ).
NEG.PST.3 3G  Volodja-ACC choose-PST-35G ~ V.-ACC
‘No, it was Volodja whom she chose.'
b. Oz, TON-E 5o byrjz.
NEG.PST.3 2SG -ACC  3SG choose-PST-35G
‘No, it was you whom she chose’’

(61) Context: ‘Did Nastja choose Cyril among the boys?’
Oz, §0 MON-E pi-os pol-ys byrj-1-3.°
NEG.PST.3 3SG 1SG-ACC  boy-PL among-ELA  choose-PST-3SG
‘No, it was me whom she chose among the boys.

Similarly to the results of Questionnaire 1, no focus position turned out to be cleatly
grammatical with contrastive foci and at the same time clearly ungrammatical with non-
contrastive foci. Thus, none of the focus positions resulted to be obligatorily contrastive.

As for exhaustive foci, the results indicate that those marked with the particle gine
‘only’ can grammatically appear in all tested positions (immediately preverbal (62), pre-
adverbial (63), sentence-initial (64), and sentence-final (65)), which confirms Vilkuna’s
claim that phrases with gize are freely placed in the sentence (1998: 196). However, when
exhaustivity was meant to arise solely from the context, all word orders were much less
accepted than in the case of gine-marked foci (and also less accepted than with contrastive
foci) — though they all resulted to be grammatical with the exception of SVOyc, which was
somewhat below the margin of grammaticality. The lower acceptability of sentence-final
foci is probably due to the same reason as in the case of Questionnaire 1 (see Section
4.1.5), ie., the respondents of Questionnaire 2 were also students or teachers of the
Faculty of Udmurt Philology of the Udmurt State University and thus, the normative
restraint according to which they should avoid non-verb-final sentences may have had an
impact on their choices.

The lower acceptability of all word orders in the case of lexically non-marked
exhaustive foci, however, is likely to be due to the relative oddity (mentioned in Section 3)
of the test dialogue itself.

(62) — D'ima JULYA-JEZ (gine) jarat-e.
Dima Julia-ACC  only love-3SG
‘It is Julia whom Dima (only) loves.'
— Ug, so  Annajez no  jarat-e.
NEG.3SG 3SG Anne-ACC also love-3sG
‘No, he also loves Anne’

(63) — Oleg  TON-E (gne) klub-ys — ads-i-3.
Oleg 2SG-ACC  only disco-ELA see-PST-3SG
‘It was (only) you whom Oleg saw at the disco.’

26 'The object occupied the same positions in the first and second sentences of the dialogues. If a
respondent left the position of the object unchanged in the fesz sentence and changed it only in the context
sentence of the dialogue, the related wotd otdet/focus position was regarded as accepted by that speaket.
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- Oz, S0 ton-e "o ot-y§ czdj,—z'—z.
NEG.PST.3  35G 2SG-ACC  also there-ELA see-PST-38G
‘No, he also saw you there.

(64) —MON-E (gine) so  jarat-e.
28G-ACC only 3SG love-3SG
‘It is (only) me whom (s)he loves.’
- Ug, mon-e no 5o jarat-e.
NEG.38G 1SG-ACC  also  3SG love-3sG
‘No, (s)he also loves me.

(65) — Luba jarat-e ARTUR-EZ  (gine).
Ljuba love-3sG ~ Arthur-ACC  only
‘It is (only) Arthur whom Ljuba loves.’
- Ug, S0 jarat-e Artome-z no.
NEG.3SG 3SG love-3sG ~ Artjom-ACC  also
‘No, she also loves Artjom.

As mentioned in Section 3, Questionnaire 3 concentrated on immediately preverbal,
sentence-initial and sentence-final foci. Table 3 illustrates that the focus positions under
discussion were given similar scores on average in non-contrastive and contrastive contexts,
which again confirms the claim that their grammaticality does not depend on contrastivity,
cf. (66)—(67), and that none of the positions is associated with an obligatorily contrastive
reading,

Non-contrastive Contrastive

Immediately preverbal 4,64 4,79
Sentence-final 4,36 4,35
Sentence-initial 3,74 3,47
Table 3: Acceptability of focus positions in non-contrastive and contrastive contexts (average ratings on
a 5-point Likert scale)
(66) Context: “‘Who telephoned yesterday?’
(PL’UDMILA)  7olon (I UDMILA) Zingyrt-i-3 (IUDMILA).
Ludmila yesterday L. telephone-PST-35G L.

‘It is Ludmila who telephoned yesterday.’

(67) Context: “Today Anne will sing for us.’
Uz, (PD’IANA)  tunne (ID’IANA) milemly /éjrj,oz—/o—z (D’IANA).
NEG.FUT.3SG ~ Diana  today D. IPLDAT  sing-FUT-35G  D.
‘No, it is Diana who will sing for us today.

The results of the test with numerical modifiers of Questionnaire 3 (see Section 3)
suggest that none of the examined focus positions is necessarily exhaustive, either:
independently of the position of the numerically modified phrase, around 80% of the
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respondents preferred the ‘at least #’ interpretation over the ‘exactly 7 one for the
sentences in (68)—(70).”

(68) Kin  ekzamen-yn 91 ball  Inka-z, kugym  bast-o-3.
who exam-INE 91  score gather-PST.3SG ~ present receive-FUT-3SG
‘Who gets 91 points at the exam is going to receive a present.’

(69)  Adami-os-b, kud-jos-yz 3 kiiiga  magagin-ysty-my  bast-o,  duntek
people-PL-DAT ~ which-PL-DET 3 book  shop-ELA-1PL  buy-3PL free
disk  Sot-0-m.
disc  give-FUT-1PL
“To those people who buy 3 books in our shop, we will give a free disk.’

(70)  Kin-len vaii  kyk  nylpijez,  so-ly kun-ny kuvartira Sot-e.
who-GEN be  two child-3SG ~ 3SG-DAT state-1PL  flat give-3SG
“To those who have two children, our state will give a flat.

Overall, the results of Questionnaire 2 and 3 suggest that exhaustive interpretation
is available in each tested focus position, but none of these positions is oblgatorily
exhaustive.

4.3 Variation across speakers

The results of Questionnaire 1 and 3 were evaluated speaker-internally, as well. In order to
see how flexible speakers are with regard to object focus placement, in Questionnaire 1,
the average number of speakers’ word order choices per item was calculated: the number
of total word order choices was counted per speaker (the maximal number of possible
choices, as presented in Section 3, was six for each questionnaire item), then the amount
received was divided by the number of questionnaire items (= 8). Table 4 summarizes the
average numbers, as well as the maximal and minimal numbers of word orders accepted
by the speakers. To put it another way, the table illustrates speakers’ degree of flexibility
with regard to object focus placement:

27 However, as noted in Section 3, extralinguistic factors such as a general knowledge about the
wotld may also have had an impact on respondents’ answers.



47 Focus in Udmurt

Speaker Average nr. of Range of
w.0. choices (max. value = 6) w.0. choices
Speaker 1 1 1-1
Speaker 2 1 1-1
Speaker 3 1 1-1
Speaker 4 1,8 1-3
Speaker 5 1,8 1-3
Speaker 6 1,9 1-3
Speaker 7 2,1 2-3
Speaker 8 2,3 2-3
Speaker 9 3 24
Speaker 10 3,3 34
Speaker 11 3,8 2-6
Speaker 12 5,9 5-6

Table 4: Average number and range of speakers’ word order choices per item in Questionnaire 1
(Max. value = 6)

As Table 4 illustrates, speakers’ flexibility varies considerably. 25% of respondents (Speaker
1, 2, and 3) considered as grammatical only one (though, not in every case the same) word
order variant throughout the whole questionnaire. More than half of the respondents
(Speaker 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10) marked most frequently 2 or 3 word order variants as
correct. Finally, some respondents considered all variants in certain items as grammatical
(Speaker 11), or throughout almost the whole questionnaire (Speaker 12).

Speakers seem to vary greatly in relation to their focus position preferences, as well.
In the case of Questionnaire 1, it was counted, speaker by speaker, how many times they
accepted a given word order variant throughout the whole questionnaire. SAdvVOroc and
SVAdvOioc orderswere both counted as instances of sentence-final foci, and therefore, no
matter whether a respondent marked only one or both of them as grammatical in a
questionnaire item, they were only counted once. Afterwards, the percentages in which
each focus position was chosen were calculated speaker by speaker. The results are
presented in Figure 6.
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Speaker 1 NTO0——
Speaker 2 NTO0
Speaker 4 23NN SN, 5 sy
Speaker 3 NGS5
Speaker 7 29%MTN41% N 12% - 12% 6 | "Pre-adverbial" (S Ofoc Adv V)
Speaker 6 [ISJSZN20ZZNNN20% INGEY—
® Immediately preverbal (S Adv
Speaker 8 NG5SO N30 NSEE, Ofoc V)
Speaker 5 NS5 NI NNNT5)5%17, 5 Y Postverbal (S V Ofoc Adv)
Speaker 9 gJ5NNS0)SZENNNZ0)5% NN S DG
Speaker 11 . B Sentence-final (S Adv V Ofoc and S
[722%  185%  26%  7,5%DGYiNEN
peaker » V Adv Ofoc)
Speaker1? |H20JS7NNISZNN20)5%M 120,5% " IR0
Speaker 10 ANNRG7 N2 T)5% N 121,5% " IS

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Sentence-initial (Ofoc S Adv V)

Figure 6: Speakers’ overall focus position choices in Questionnaire 1°°

Two respondents (Speaker 1 and Speaker 2) opted consistently, and one (Speaker 4)
in more than 50% of the cases for the immediately preverbal focus position. Speaker 3 and
Speaker 7 chose most frequently the “pre-adverbial” focus position, while Speaker 6 opted
most frequently for sentence-final foci. Speaker 8 had an equal preference for pre-adverbial
and immediately preverbal foci, and Speaker 5, a roughly equal preference for the sentence-
initial and the pre-adverbial focus position. Speaker 9 chose sentence-final foci almost as
frequently as pre-adverbial or immediately preverbal ones. The rest of the respondents did
not show any obvious preference for any of the focus positions, or considered all options
to be equally or almost equally good. No speaker had a preference for postverbal but not
sentence-final foci.

In the case of Questionnaire 3, speaker-internal evaluation of the results consisted
in checking, speaker by speaker, how they evaluated, throughout the whole questionnaire,
the three tested focus positions compared to each other. As Table 5 illustrates, 38% of the
respondents gave consistently better judgements to the immediately preverbal focus
position than to the other options. Almost half (48%) of the respondents considered the
sentence-final position to be as good, or almost as good, as the immediately preverbal one.
Thus, sentence-final foci were given much more favourable judgements in Questionnaire
3 than in Questionnaire 2. However, only a negligible proportion (3%) of speakers
preferred the sentence-final position over all other options. A small portion (11%) of
respondents judged all focus positions to be equally good. Finally, no speaker had a
preference for sentence-initial foci.

28 100% refers to the total number of questionnaire items in Questionnaire 1 (8) multiplied by the
number of possible answer sentences per item (6) = 48.
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Preferred position(s) % of respondents
Immediately preverbal 38%
Immediately preverbal + sentence-final 48%
Sentence-final 3%
No preference (all options equally good) 11%

Table 5: Speakers’ focus position preference in Questionnaire 3
4.4 Typological implications and the influence of Russian

Let us now consider the Udmurt data from a typological perspective. As presented in 2.2,
Czypionka (2007), in a typological study carried out on 112 languages, shows that the most
common syntactic focus positions in SOV languages are the immediately preverbal one
and the sentence-initial one. On the other hand, postverbal focusing resulted to be really
rare in SOV languages, and none of the SOV languages examined in her study had
sentence-final focusing as its main focusing strategy (Czypionka 2007: 441-443). As for
SVO languages, they rarely showed a preference for immediately preverbal focusing, while
postverbal and sentence-final focusing was more common in them than in SOV languages.
Interestingly, the main focusing strategy in SVO languages resulted to be the sentence-
initial one, which was slightly more frequent in SVO than in SOV languages.

The fact that the immediately preverbal position resulted to be the most commonly
accepted focus position in Udmurt corresponds to what one may expect on the basis of
the traditional classification of Udmurt as an SOV language. However, according to
Questionnaire 3, the sentence-final focus position is almost as acceptable in contemporary
Udmurt as the immediately preverbal one (see also Tanczos 2010). As sentence-final
focusing is more typical of SVO than of SOV languages, this finding may further confirm
the claim that contemporary Udmurt is undergoing an SOV-to-SVO change (cf. Tanczos
2013; Asztalos 2016, 2018; Asztalos et al. 2017). Since information foci in Russian are
sentence-final, and Udmurt is subject to strong Russian influence (see Section 2.5), there
is also good reason to attribute the development of the sentence-final focus position in
Udmurt to the influence of Russian (see also Tanczos 2010).

Sentence-initial (and, more generally, preverbal but not verb-adjacent) appearance of
foci seems to be subject to restrictions in Udmurt, and understanding the exact conditions
of sentence-initial focusing needs further investigation (e.g,, it is a possibility that sentence-
initial subject foci in Udmurt are in fact instances of 7 situ focusing). Given the fact that
sentence-initial foci are approximately as common in SOV as in SVO languages, one could
argue that the possibility of sentence-initial focusing does not necessarily have to be
interpreted as a phenomenon induced by the influence of Russian: it could also arise from
the SOV nature of Udmurt. However, speaker-internal evaluation of the results suggests
that this is not necessarily the case. If the possibility of sentence-initial focusing were
stemming from the SOV character of Udmurt, one would expect respondents with a
preference for immediately preverbal focusing to have judged sentence-initial foci more
favourably than sentence-final ones. As Figure 6 in Section 4.3 illustrates, this was not a
typical pattern in Questionnaire 1. As for Questionnaire 3, the respondents either had a
preference for the immediately preverbal position, or a roughly equal preference for the
immediately preverbal and the sentence-final one, but no speaker showed a preference for
the immediately preverbal and the sentence-zuitial positions. Even the respondents with a
clear preference for immediately preverbal foci gave consistently better judgements for
sentence-final foci than for sentence-initial ones. All in all, there do not seem to be strong
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reasons to assume that the possibility of sentence-initial focusing originates from the SOV
grammar of Udmurt.

The question whether sentence-initial focusing is then induced by Russian influence
could be addressed within the frame of the present study by comparing the interpretation
of sentence-initial foci in the two languages. As presented in Section 4.2, none of the focus
positions resulted to be obligatorily exhaustive or contrastive in Udmurt. In Russian,
preverbal (including sentence-initial) foci have also been claimed not to be necessarily
exhaustive, but there is no consensus in the literature whether they are obligatorily
contrastive or not (see Section 2.5). However, as Dyakonova (2009) and Bailyn (2012)
present examples with preverbal foci in non-contrastive contexts, a non-obligatorily
contrastive analysis seems to be more plausible. In this latter case, the focus positions may
not differ too much in terms of contrastivity and exhaustivity in the two languages, and
the possibility of having Russian influence behind sentence-initial focusing cannot to be
excluded.

5 Summary

While Tanczos (2010) identified an immediately preverbal and a sentence-final focus
position in the Udmurt sentence structure, the investigations presented in this paper
confirm the claims and sporadic observations made in the literature (cf. Vilkuna 1998;
Timerxanova 2011; Asztalos 2012) that the possibilities of focus placement are not limited
in Udmurt to the aforementioned two positions. While confirming the findings that the
most acceptable focus position is the immediately preverbal one and that sentence-final
placement of foci is also grammatical for a part of the speakers, the results of this paper
indicate that focused items can also appear in certain preverbal but not verb-adjacent
positions. Namely, they can precede a preverbal adverbial and/or the subject. The
occurrence of foci in these positions is, however, subject to limitations. Sentence-initial
focusing resulted to be mostly available for subjects, for dative complements and for
personal pronoun direct objects. The pre-adverbial position proved to be accessible mainly
for personal pronoun objects and, in a wider sense, for objects marked with the accusative
case suffix. The more flexible distribution of personal pronoun objects and of
morphologically marked objects (as compared to morphologically unmarked ones) is
presumably related to the different degree of definiteness of the different object types,
personal pronouns being at the top of the definiteness scale and non-specific (unmarked)
objects at the bottom of it. In addition, the dispreference for OpocSV order with
morphologically unmarked objects may also arise from processing difficulties: given the
SOV nature of Udmurt, obtaining an OSV reading for sentences that contain two noun
phrases without overt case-marking may require an extra processing cost (cf. Gorrell 2000;
Hemforth & Konieczny 2000; Schlesewsky & Bornkessel 2004), thus, the order of
unmarked objects relative to the subject may tend to be rigid in Udmurt (cf. Levshina
2019).

From an interpretive perspective, none of the focus positions turned out to be
obligatorily contrastive or necessarily exhaustive. Thus, the acceptability of the tested focus
positions does not depend on the contrastivity or on the exhaustivity of the focused item.
However, when exhaustivity is lexically marked with the particle gize ‘only’, all of the tested
focus positions (immediately preverbal, pre-adverbial, sentence-initial, sentence-final) are
accepted to a much higher degree than when exhaustivity has to be retrieved solely on the
basis of the test context.
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Speakers vary notably in relation to their focus position preference and flexibility
with regard to focus placement. Certain respondents considered as grammatical only one
focus position throughout the whole questionnaire, or (in Questionnaire 3) had a clear
preference for a certain focus position: in most cases this was the immediately preverbal
position, in some (more rare) cases the pre-adverbial or the sentence-final one. Other
speakers allowed more or all of the given possibilities. In Questionnaire 3, sentence-final
foci were considered as grammatical only by respondents who also judged immediately
preverbal foci to be grammatical. Finally, there were also speakers with no clear preference
for any of the tested focus positions.

The Udmurt data presented in this paper may also be interesting from a typological
point of view. According to Czypionka (2007), immediately preverbal focusing is much
more typical of SOV than of SVO languages, while sentence-final focusing occurs in the
latter butis not typical of the former. Thus, the fact that besides the most common strategy
— i.e., immediately preverbal focusing — sentence-final focusing is also available for a part
of the speakers, is itself a further argument for the claim that contemporary Udmurt is
undergoing an SOV-to-SVO change (cf. Tanczos 2013; Asztalos 2016, 2018; Asztalos et
al. 2017). Since Russian has a sentence-final information focus position (cf. Section 2.5),
and Udmurt is subject to strong Russian influence, it is feasible that the development of
the sentence-final focus position in Udmurt is induced by Russian influence (see also
Tanczos 2010; Asztalos et al. 2017; Asztalos 2018). However, interestingly, sentence-initial
focusing, which is actually the main focusing strategy in SVO languages and is also
common in SOV languages, did not result to be widely accepted in Udmurt. This is
somewhat surprising also when taking into consideration that Russian (besides its
sentence-final position for information foci) has a sentence-initial focus position, as well.
In any case, the exact conditions of sentence-initial focusing need to be further studied.

This paper had mainly descriptive aims and was principally concerned with the linear
positions and the interpretation of foci in those positions. Several questions regarding
focus in Udmurt remain to be answered by future work. Iz situ focussing, for instance, was
not examined in detail here, nor was the interaction of word order with prosody studied
in focus marking. The question whether any of the linearly determined focus positions is
to be explained in terms of a position in hierarchical constituent structure (in other words,
whether Udmurt is discourse-configurational with regard to any of its linearly identified
focus positions), as well as the task of offering a possible syntactic analysis of focus
positioning have also been left for future research.
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Appendix A

A questionnaire item eliciting non-contrastive focus in Questionnaire 1

52

T.wan: Map depa vmaeazunivics daceniiz?

1(K}'pcr}

1. emeem: Jlepa KYPED saraznnwick Dack .
2. omeem: Jlepa marazuamce DaceTin: KYPET.
3. omeem: Mepa marazuanics KYPED bacemis.
4. omeem: KVPETD Jlepa maramnrics DaceTivs.
5. omeem: Jepa Bacemiis marawnumcs KYPEL.

6. omeem: Jlepa Gacenity KVPED sarasuueice.

Question 7:
Mar Lera

what Lera

(kureg ‘chicken’)

1. Lera KUREG
Lera chicken

2. Lera magazin-ys
Lera

3. Lera magazin-ys
Lera

4. KUREG Lera
chicken Lera

5. Lera bast-i-z
Lera

6. Lera bast-i-z
Lera

magagin-ys bast-i-?
grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG
‘What did Lera buy at the grocery?’

magagin-ys bast-i-z.
grocery-ELA  buy-PST-35G
bast-i- KUREG.

grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  chicken

KUREG bast-i-z.

grocery-ELA  chicken buy-PST-35G

magagin-ys  bast-i-z.
grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG
magazin-ys KUREG.

buy-PST-3SG ~ grocery-ELA  chicken

KUREG  magagin-ys.

buy-PST-3SG  chicken grocery-ELA
Intended meaning: ‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery’

(SOrocAdvV)
(SAdvVOi0)
(SAdvO,. V)
(OrcSAVV)
(SVAdvO,0)

(SVAdVO FOC)
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Appendix B

A questionnaire item eliciting contrastive focus in Questionnaire 1

4. oau: Map Tepa macazunvice 6acomiiz, Kypee axe idxc ?

l (Kyper. Wi 03)

1. omeem: Jlepa marazueHsick KYPETD OachTif3, H0& 03 OaChTHL
2. omeem: Jlepa Marasuseichk OaceTiis KYPET, 0k 03 GackTeL
3. omeem: KYPET Jlepa MarasHHBICH 0achTH3, $0& 03 0aCBTEL
4. omeem: Jlepa 6ackTiiz KVPEL Mara3ueeICE, S04 03 0achTEL
5. omeem: Jlepa KVPEI Mara3HHBICE OacBTH3, HikK 03 OacBTEL

6. omeem: Jlepa OaceTH3 Marasussick KYPET, %0 03 0ackTEL

Question 4:

Mar  Lera magagin-ys bast-i-z, kureg  jake (937
what Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG ~ chicken or  duck
‘What did Lera buy at the grocery, chicken or duck?’

(Kureg.  Ci¥ i)
chicken duck NEG.PST.3
‘Chicken, not duck’ (lit. ‘Chicken. Duck she didn’t)

1. Lera  magagin-ys KUREG  bast-i-g, a% 0z basty.
Lera  grocery-ELA  chicken buy-PST-35G ~ duck NEG.PST.3 buy.CNG.SG
(SAdvOrocV)
2. Lera  magagin-ys bast-i-z KUREG, &% % basty.
Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  chicken duck NEG.PST.3 buy.CNG.SG
(SAdvVOroc)
3. KUREG Lera magagin-ys bast-i-z, - ¢ basty.
chicken Lera grocery-ELA  buy-PST-3SG  duck NEG.PST.3 buy.CNG.SG
(OrocSAdVV)
4. Lera  bast-i-z KUREG  magazin-ys, a% 0z basty.

Lera buy-PST-3SG  chicken grocery-ELA  duck NEG.PST.3 buy.CNG.SG
(SVOFocAdV)
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5. Lera KUREG  magagin-ys — bast-i-3, a% 0z basty.
Lera chicken grocery-ELA buy-PST-3SG duck NEG.PST.3 buy.CNG.SG
(SOrocAdvV)
6. Lera bast-i-z magain-ys  KUREG, &% 0% basty.
Lera buy-PST-3SG  grocery-ELA chicken duck NEG.PST.3 buy.CNG.SG
(SVAdvOroc)

Intended meaning: ‘It is chicken that Lera bought at the grocery, not duck.
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Web Corpora of Volga-Kama Uralic Languages1

Timofey Arkhangelskiy

This paper presents corpora of five minority Uralic languages that belong or are adjacent
to the Volga-Kama area, which has been characterized as a Sprachbund (Bereczki 1983,
Helimski 2003). A total of 11 corpora contain written and, in one case, spoken texts in
Udmurt, Komi, Meadow Mari, Erzya and Moksha languages. The described resources are
“web corpora” both in terms of their accessibility (all of them are accessible through a
web-based query interface) and, in most cases, in terms of the medium (almost all texts
come from web resources, such as digital newspapers and social media). The paper
describes the corpora from the user perspective. The main focus is on the search
capabilities and on certain research questions that can be studied with the help of these
corpora. All corpora are available at http:/ /volgakama.web-corpora.net/.

1 Introduction

Linguistic corpora as research tools and corpus linguistics as a methodology have
experienced exponential growth since the 1990s. Multiple general-use reference corpora,
as well as thousands smaller research-specific corpora, have been developed for major
languages of the world. The Uralic family is no exception. For example, already in early
2000s there existed a number of large annotated corpora for Hungarian, such as the
Hungarian National Corpus (Varadi 2002); somewhat smaller, but syntactically annotated
Szeged corpus (Csendes et al. 2004); vast Hungarian web corpus (Halacsy et al. 2004);
historical corpus (Pajzs 2000), etc. However, the minority Uralic languages spoken in
Russia, even the largest and most vital ones, had a different fate. Until mid-2010s, only
digital text collections of a limited size were created for some of them, e.g. by Suihkonen
(1998), or small spoken corpora recorded by researchers in the field. First reasonably large
publicly available written corpora for these languages only started appearing in 2014-2015,
when the first versions of the literary Komi corpora (by the Syktyvkar-based FU-Lab team
headed by Marina Fedina), the Udmurt corpus (by Maria Medvedeva and Timofey
Arkhangelskiy) and Mari corpora (Bradley 2015) were created.

The corpora described in this paper were mostly developed in 2017-2019 by Timofey
Arkhangelskiy with the purpose of filling this gap. The two exceptions are the “main”
Udmurt corpus, which was started eatlier in collaboration with Maria Medvedeva, and the
spoken Udmurt corpus, which contains the data collected by Ekaterina Georgieva (see
below). All corpora are available at http://volgakama.web-corpora.net/.

Since the languages in question share many properties such as some grammatical
features or Cyrillic-based orthography, and have comparable level of digital presence, or
digital vitality (Kornai 2016), similar methods and tools were used for developing the
corpora. The vast majority of texts in all written corpora come from the web; my goal was
to collect all or most texts written on the internet in the relevant languages. For each
language, a rule-based morphological analyzer was developed; all of them are open source
and can be found through the links in the respective corpus pages. Each analyzer contains
a grammatical dictionary and a formalized description of the inflectional (as well as some

1 The work is supported by RFBR grant 20-512-14003 ASCF_a “Linguistic diversity in the Volga-
Kama region. Typology and language documentation between Volga and Urals”.
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productive derivational) morphology. Since the analyzers are dictionary-based, not all
words in the corpora will have a morphological analysis. Words which are not covered in
the dictionary or that contain spelling mistakes or non-standard/dialectal affixes do not
receive analyses. The proportion of analyzed words is different for different corpora and
varies between 80% and 96%. Also, most analyzers do not take word’s context into
account. This leads to ambiguity, whereby each word receives all potentially possible
analyses, even though only one of them is correct in the given context. For instance, an
Erzya token valdo can in principle be analyzed either as the base form of the adjective valdo
‘bright’, or as the ablative of the word 2/ ‘word’ (val-do word-ABL).> Without
disambiguation, both analyses will be assigned to each za/do token in the entire corpus.

More detailed technical information about the corpus development process can be
found in (Arkhangelskiy 2019).

2 Sources

For each language, two written corpora were created: a “main” corpus and a social media
corpus. The latter contains texts from social media (vkontakte, which is the most popular
social media platform in Russia, and, in some cases, forums), while the former contains all
other digital texts. Other social media, such as Facebook, Twitter or Odnoklassniki,
presumably contain far fewer posts in minority Uralic languages than vkontakte, and were
not included at this stage.

The reason for this dichotomy is that linguistic properties of these two types of texts
are so different that different processing pipelines and different metadata are required for
them. One significant difference is code switching, which is ubiquitous on social media,
but rather limited or nonexistent in other texts (even in blogs). As a consequence, the social
media corpora contain sentence-level language tagging and offer an option of searching in
Russian sentences written on pages that also contain Uralic posts. The number of
misspellings and dialectal material is also higher in social media, which is why a slightly
different approach was taken for tagging them. The social media corpora are generally
smaller than their “main” counterparts and contain between 0.014 and 3.59 million words
in the target languages (as well as several times more words in Russian). Their sizes are
summarized in Table 2.

The “main” corpora mainly consist of contemporary digital press but include other
digital texts as well. Table 1 presents the genre distribution in the five “main” corpora and
their total sizes. The “other” column subsumes fiction, scientific papers, Bible translations,
Wikipedia articles (filtered by quality), official texts and some other genres. Most texts in
the corpora were written between 2010 and 2019, but there are some earlier texts as well.

Metadata for both kinds of corpora include year of creation (exact date in the case
of newspaper articles), title and author (when known). The main corpora also contain
genre metadata. The social media corpora contain information about relevant distinctions,
e.g. whether the text was taken from a post or a comment, or whether it appeared on a
group page or a personal page. Additionally, it includes sociolinguistic data about the

2 The following abbreviations are used in the paper: 1 = first person, 2 = second petson, ABL =

ablative case, FUT = future tense, ILL = illative case, M = million, NOM = nominative case, NP = noun
phrase, P = possessive suffix, PI. = plural, SG = singular.
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authors (in aggregated, non-identifying form) whenever the authors indicated them in their

profile.
Language size in words | press (%) | blogs (%) | other
Udmurt 9.57TM 91.3% 5.1% 3.6%
Komi-Zyrian | 1.75M 100% 0% 0%
Meadow Mari | 2.63M 84% 0% 16%
Erzya 2.3M 67.4% 6% 26.6%
Moksha 1.74M 86.4% 0.7% 12.9%

Table 1: Size and composition of the “main” corpora

Language size in words size in words
(Uralic part) (Russian part)
Udmurt 2.66M 9.83M
Komi-Zyrian 2.14M 16.12M
Meadow Mari 3.59M 15.1M
Erzya 0.83M 5.23M
Moksha 0.014M 0.17M

60

Table 2. Size of the social media corpora

Although the sizes of these corpora are several orders of magnitude smaller than
those of e.g. contemporary Hungarian corpora, it is likely that the majority of digital texts
available in these languages on the web has been included. A significant expansion of these
corpora would necessarily require adding digitized texts from traditional media (books and
newspapers), which requires a much higher level of time and resources.

The only spoken corpus so far contains transcribed Udmurt recordings made by
Ekaterina Georgieva in several Udmurt dialects (Arkhangelskiy and Georgieva 2018).
Although very different in its size and composition from the rest, it was processed using
approximately the same pipeline and published through the same search interface as the
other corpora.

3 Search capabilities

For the linguistic data to be reusable, it is crucial that they come with a tool that allows for
complex search queries. As an example, the literary Komi corpus by FU-Lab, which is
amazing in terms of its contents (over 50 million words of texts in a variety of genres,
spanning almost a century), only allows very basic search requests, and therefore is difficult
to use in some kinds of research.

All corpora described in this paper are published through the fakorpus search
platform that I started developing in 2017 and maintain now.’” When developing it, I had
several primary objectives:

— Provide an intuitive user interface that would allow complex linguistic queries
without the need to learn a full-fledged query language such as CQP, used in Corpus
Workbench (Evert and Hardie 2011), or AQL, used in ANNIS (Krause 2019).

3 https://bitbucket.org/tsakorpus/tsakorpus
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— Treat various corpus types (written, sound-aligned, parallel etc.) in a uniform way.

— Make sure the platform is fast enough to enable even sophisticated queries on mid-
sized corpora (1-100 million words) with heavy annotation.

— Make the platform ambiguity-friendly. When it comes to POS tagging, it is
assumed in most corpora of major languages that each analyzed word can have exactly one
analysis. It might indeed be possible to choose one analysis out of several theoretically
correct ones based on the context with very high precision, e.g. using neural networks
trained on large manually tagged datasets, for major languages. However, for under-
resourced languages this is usually not the case. Since there are no such datasets for them,
any kind of statistical analyzer that only leaves one analysis for each word will make too
many mistakes. Even with a 5% error rate the linguist risks not being able to find many
relevant, but incorrectly tagged examples. Keeping ambiguous analyses makes the linguist’s
work more time-consuming, but reduces the chances of missing something important in
the data.

The tsakorpus platform is open-source and language-independent. Since its creation,
it has been used in a number of projects other than the one described here, e.g. INEL
Selkup corpus (Brykina et al. 2020 https://inel.corpora.uni-
hamburg.de/SelkupCotpus/search), Spoken corpus of Khakas (Maltseva and Sokur 2020,
https://linghub.ru/oral_khakas_corpus/), or Bashkir National Corpus
(http:/ /bashcorpus.ru/). The search interface is available in English and Russian.

There is a concise description of the search functionality in the Help window in each
corpus (orange question mark at the top of the page). Instead of listing individual features,
I will now describe a single research question that requires building a rather complex query,
to demonstrate the capabilities of the platform. Udmurt Social media corpus will be taken
as an example; the same search functionality is available in all other corpora (although the
grammatical tags are language-specific).

Just as in other Volga-Kama languages, most spatial relations in Udmurt are
expressed by inflected postpositions, or relational nouns, which have a nominal or
pronominal dependent. In Standard Udmurt, the only available construction of this kind
requires the dependent to be in the nominative and not cross-referenced on the head, as
in Example 1. This is prescribed in most grammars and textbooks. However, there are
other options available in the dialects. In one of them, 1st and 2nd person pronominal
dependents are still in the nominative, but trigger appropriate possessive marking on the
head, as in Example 2 (which is highly unusual for an Udmurt NP). This option has been
mentioned in the grammar by Winkler (2011) without any remarks about its dialectal
nature; other than that, it is unknown where exactly and why this construction exists.

(1) mon dor-;
INOM  at-ILL
‘towards me / to my place’

(2) mon dor-a-m
INOM  at-ILL-P.1SG
‘towards me / to my place’

Since the social media corpus contains geographical metadata (place of birth and
current location) for some authors, it would make sense to search the second construction
and see whether its approximate areal distribution can be established.
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Here is how an appropriate search request can be built in the web interface:

— By default, tsakorpus shows one block of search fields that corresponds to one
search term. Since the construction in question involves two words, a second block should
be added by clicking the plus sign (“add word”) in the right-side pane of the first block.

— If your search includes multiple words, the default behavior is to find all sentences
that include all of them regardless of their mutual order or distance. Since we want the
first word to be located immediately to the left of the second, a distance requirement has
to be added. This is done by clicking the “add distance” button (two arrows pointing in
opposite directions) in the second block. The default values (distance of at least 1 word
and at most 1 word from the word #1) describe exactly the scenario that we need.

— The first word, i.e. the dependent, has to be a personal pronoun of first or second
person. The easiest way to specify this constraint is to list all four possible variants in the
Lemma field or in the Word field.! The expression that has to be put there is
mort | mon | mu | 7. The pipe symbol stands for logical OR in the Word, Lemma and
Grammar fields; the words separated by it are the lemmata of the Udmurt 1SG, 2SG, 1PL
and 2PL pronouns, respectively. Putting this string in the Word field means that the first
word in the construction must coincide exactly with one of these four options. Since in
the case of pronouns, the lemma coincides with the nominative form, this will be sufficient
for our purposes. If, instead of that, this expression is pasted in the Lemma field, by default
it means that all forms of these four pronouns must be found. In our case, we would have
to additionally specify that only the nominative has to be found by typing #om in the
Grammar field. The nom tag stands for the nominative (or, in the case of nouns, unmarked
accusative); the entire tagset, i.e. the list of grammatical tags used in the corpus, can be
found at the start page of each corpus. Instead of typing, the values can also be selected
from a pop-up window that appears after clicking the button at the right end of the
Grammar field. The two methods (putting the pronouns in the Word field or putting them
in the Lemma field while specifying their case) may look the same; nevertheless, the latter
yields more precise results. The reason for that is that some frequent misspellings, such as
missing diacritics in U you.PL.NOM, are handled correctly by the analyzer. Since the
misspelled word 7u will be found by the lemma+case query, but missed by the word query,
the lemma-+case query is preferable in the case of noisy texts.

— The second word can be any relational noun with a 1st or 2nd person possessive
suffix. Additionally, we will limit the search to the three most frequent spatial cases that
relational nouns combine with: locative (inessive), illative and elative. This constraint can
be set by putting the following expression in the Grammar field of the second block:
rel_n,(15g| 2sg| 1p!| 2pl),(loc | el | ill). Again, the pipe symbol stands for the logical OR; comma
stands for AND, and parentheses are used for grouping,

— Finally, a metadata constraint has to be added to narrow down the search. In
tsakorpus, two kinds of metadata are distinguished. The first kind is text-level metadata,
such as title, author, or creation year of the text. Their values can be used for limiting the
search to a subset of corpus texts, e.g. all texts written by a certain author, by clicking the
“Select subcorpus” button. The second kind is the sentence-level metadata, which pertain
to individual sentences. In the case of social media corpora, sentence-level metadata
contain the information about the author of each particular sentence or post, while text-
level metadata refer to the owner of the page where that post was written. Since we are

4 1 am omitting the 1pl inclusive pronoun (Maksimov and Panina 2018), which coincides with a
possessive form of the reflexive pronoun, because it behaves differently in this respect.
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interested in the areal distribution of the phenomenon in question, only those sentences
are relevant for which the author’s place of birth (which is an approximation of their
dialect) is known. Since only a minority of users indicate their birth place in their profile,
the “non-empty birth place” requirement will cut off many irrelevant search hits and thus
save the researcher’s time.

Sentence-level metadata requirements can be set by clicking a downwards arrow in
any of the two blocks. In our case, the “Account type (post-level)” field should be set to
user, so that posts authored by groups are excluded. The “Birth place (post-level)” has to
be set to ~(unknown|other), where ~ stands for negation. This expression will cut off
sentences written by users whose birth place is either not indicated (which is expressed by
the value of wnknown in the corpora), or indicated, but not recognized by the geographical
classifier at annotation time (the value of ozher).

Udmurt social media corpus RU | EN | i| 2]

® Word #1 O (| ® word#2 @)
5 Word: | | © word: | (+]
© Lemma: [M0H|Ton|mu|m J /N Lemma: [ (-
Grammar: ‘nom GI Grammar: |rel_n.(1sg|2sg]1pI|2pl:C’i| 2
Gloss: [ (] ] Gloss: [ C’;] “
2 v
Translation (ru): [ ] Language/tier: [ Udmurt v]
nd lemma:
2n021r:n:1. (r:; } } Distance to word #‘17
» from |1
Metafield_author_id_post: I I to |1 ‘
Year (post-level): [ ]
Sex (post-level): | |
Current place (post-level): | |
Birth place (post-level): |~(unknownjother) |
Birth year (post-level): | |
Account type (post-level): |user |
Post type: ‘ I
Analyses: | any number of analys v |
Position in sentence: \ 1 I
Languagettier: [ Udmurt v|
Full-text search: | | O Precise match
Search sentences Search words / lemmata h A ®

Figure 1: Search query in Tsakorpus interface of the Udmurt social media corpus

Clicking “Search sentences” will yield a number of search hits (21 as of May 2020),
where the construction in question is highlighted. The examples are sorted randomly. First,
this prevents the user from reconstructing the entire text, which would be a copyright
violation. Second, in the case of a large number of results, the user can easily see how the
construction in question behaves on average by looking at the first 100 or 200 sentences,
for which it is crucial to have an unbiased sample.

The final step is going through the sentences found and assessing them manually. As
it almost always happens, only a part of the search hits contain the construction that is
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being looked for. For instance, the sentence in (3) technically conforms to the query.
However, the pronoun there is the subject rather than the dependent of the relational
noun, which has no overt dependent:

(3) Beritsk-o-d ton dor-a-m.
return-FUT-2SG ~ you.SG.NOM  at-ILL-P.1SG
“You will return to me.

After sifting through the hits, we find that only 5 sentences make it to the final list
of genuine examples. Sentence-level metadata for each of them can be seen in the upper
right corner when hovering the mouse pointer over the sentence.

4 Social media corpora and dialectology

The corpora presented here can be used for researching a number of topics in the areas
of lexicography, morphology and syntax. However, the metadata in the social media
corpora make it possible to conduct research on sociolinguistics and dialectology. This
prospect seems especially important to me, since these disciplines have not benefited from
corpora as much as other areas of linguistics. Besides, dialectological research with its
fieldwork in multiple locations is a very expensive and time-consuming undertaking,
Therefore, it is important to know to which extent social media data can be used to learn
about areal distributions of words and grammatical phenomena.

As I have demonstrated elsewhere (Arkhangelskiy 2019), the social media corpora
can be used in studies of dialectal vocabulary. By comparing the data extracted from social
media corpora with the results of traditional dialectological surveys, I showed that although
corpus data does not provide enough information on some varieties, the information it
does provide does not contradict the facts established by traditional dialectology.
Therefore, social media corpora can be used as incomplete, but relatively reliable sources
of dialectological data. As such, they can be used in preliminary studies, e.g. when planning
dialectological fieldwork.

Since Uralic dialectology has paid much more attention to phonology and vocabulary
than to morphosyntax, relatively little is known about dialectal distribution of syntactic
constructions such as the one described in Section 4. Social media corpora could prove a
great help here. The examples of the non-standard construction found in the corpus
belong to the authors born in Igra and Sharkan districts, which allows us to very roughly
outline the area where this phenomenon exists. My preliminary fieldwork shows that it
indeed exists there, while being either infrequent or altogether nonexistent elsewhere.

5 Future work

The corpora described in this paper were last updated in 2018-2019. In order to keep them
up to date, I am working on a semi-automatic pipeline that would make it easy to add new
texts from social media, blogs and newspapers each 6 months. Geographical metadata has
to be added to the social media corpora to enable the dialectological research described
above; right now, it is only available in Udmurt and Meadow Mari (to a certain extent)
corpora. Another direction of improvement is the functionality of the search platform; I
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expect the next major release to be ready in late 2020. Finally, I am collaborating with other
teams who have spoken corpora of Volga-Kama Uralic languages in order to make them
available through tsakorpus and provide the functionality necessary for searching them. At
the moment, this includes a spoken Meadow Mari corpus (Anna Volkova, Aigul Zakirova,
Linguistic Convergence Laboratory at Higher School of Economics); I will be happy to
collaborate with other researchers and teams as well.

6 Conclusion

I have presented 11 corpora of five Uralic languages of the Volga-Kama area. All of them
have morphological annotation and are publicly available through a web interface. These
corpora can be used in various kinds of linguistic research, such as lexicography,
morphology and syntax. Additionally, the social media corpora may be used in studies of
sociolinguistics and dialectology. I hope that these corpora will help linguists who specialize
in these under-resourced Uralic languages and boost the research on them.
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The INEL Dolgan corpus:
Insights into an endangered language of Northern Eurasia’

Chris Lasse Dabritz

The paper at hand presents a description of the INEL Dolgan Corpus that has been
created from 2016 to 2019 within the INEL project, located at the Institute for Finno-
Ugric/Uralic Studies of the University of Hamburg. The corpus aims to provide a digital
research infrastructure for Dolgan, an indigenous language of Northern Siberia. Though
Dolgan is a Turkic language, the corpus is relevant for researchers of Uralic languages
both due to the close areal connections of Uralic with Dolgan on the Taymyr peninsula
and on account of the fact that it is an example of electronic research infrastructure
developed for an endangered language. After introducing Dolgan and the INEL project,
the paper describes the INEL Dolgan Corpus in detail, focusing on its linguistic content,
annotation layers and search possibilities. Finally, the paper provides an outlook on how
the corpus contributes to furthering research on this endangered language.

Keywords: corpus, INEL project, Dolgan, langnages of Northern Siberia, endangered languages

1 Introduction

Dolgan is a Turkic language that is spoken by 1,054 people (VPN 2010) on the Taymyr
peninsula and in adjacent areas in the extreme north of the Russian Federation. Several
features call for the documentation and investigation of this indigenous language of
Northern Siberia. First, Dolgan has been regarded a dialect of Sakha (Yakut) for a long
time. As recently as in the 1980s, Ubrjatova (1985) pointed out that Dolgan is a language
on its own that arose from Sakha (Yakut) under heavy Evenki (< Tungusic) substrate.
Until today this has led to many accounts to Dolgan that are biased by Sakha (Yakut).
Second, Dolgan was and is in contact with many surrounding languages (Sakha (Yakut),
Evenki, to a lesser extent Nganasan and Enets, as well as Standard Russian, local Russian
varieties and Taymyr Pidgin Russian). Especially the contact scenario, out of which Dolgan
arose, is not fully understood yet, neither is the intensity of possible Samoyedic—Dolgan
contacts. Therefore, the investigation of Dolgan has a particular relevance for Samoyedic
studies, too. Finally — like many other indigenous languages of Siberia — Dolgan faces
extinction, which is a sufficient reason on its own for conducting documentation work,
collecting language material and compiling a linguistic corpus.

The INEL Dolgan Corpus” aims at founding the empirical base for the investigation
of the language, which is the main goal of all INEL corpora (see section 2). In order to
reach this goal, material from as many sources as possible is collected, digitized and
linguistically annotated; moreover, some linguistic research already has been carried out on
the basis of the INEL Dolgan Corpus (see section 3). Finally, the INEL Dolgan Corpus
may, thus, contribute to an up-to-date documentation of Siberian languages, being useful
for a wide range of both linguistic and even non-linguistic research (see section 4).

1 This publication has been produced in the context of the joint research funding of the German
Federal Government and Federal States in the Academies’ Programme, with funding from the Federal
Ministry of Education and Research and the Free and Hanseatic City of Hamburg. The Academies’
Programme is coordinated by the Union of the German Academies of Sciences and Humanities.

2 PID: http:/ /hdlhandle.net/11022/0000-0007-CAE7-1
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2 INEL and the INEL corpora

The acronym “INEL” stands for Grammatical Descriptions, Corpora and Langnage Technology for
Indigenons Northern Eurasian Langunages, and refers to a long-term research project, being
carried out at the Institute for Finno-Ugric/Uralic Studies of the University of Hamburg.’
Its major aim is to create digital linguistic corpora as well as research infrastructure for
several lesser-described Northern Eurasian languages and varieties. It is scheduled for 18
years (2016-2033), allowing three years for each language/variety dealt with. Table 1 shows
the finalized and ongoing subprojects. In the future, further languages such as Ket and
Nenets (Taymyr and Kanin variety) are planned to be included.

Language Period
Selkup (all varieties) 01/2016 - 12/2021
Kamas 01/2016 - 12/2018
Dolgan 09/2016 — 08/2019
Evenki (Northern and 01/2019 —12/2021

Southern varieties)

Table 1: Languages dealt with in the INEL project

As can be seen from the table above, the languages dealt with in the INEL project
come mostly from Western Siberia, being under-resourced and exhibiting clear areal
connections. Although the INEL project contributes to the documentation of these
languages, it differs from many language documentation projects in an important way: The
material that is processed often comes from existing archives and collections, rather than
being collected within the project itself. This leads to a broad variety of material included,
which will be described in detail for Dolgan in section 3. This language material is digitized
and, thus, made accessible for linguistic annotation and the compilation of linguistic
corpora. Up to now, the INEL project published three open-access corpora, namely the
INEL Selkup Corpus (Brykina et al. 2020), the INEL Kamas Corpus (Gusev et al. 2019), and
the INEL. Dolgan Corpus (Dibritz et al. 2019).* The following Table 2 sums up basic
statistical information on those corpora.

3 The principal investigator is Prof. Beata Wagner-Nagy, and the funding was applied for by Prof.
Beata Wagner-Nagy, Dr. Michael Rieller, Hanna Hedeland and Timm Lehmberg. The current project
members are Prof. Dr. Bedta Wagner-Nagy, Dr. Alexandre Arkhipov (research coordinator), Timm
Lehmberg (technical coordinator), Dr. Maria Brykina, Chris Lasse Dibritz (linguistic team), Anne
Ferger, Daniel Jettka (technical team). The project website is available at https://www.slm.uni-
hamburg.de/inel/.

4 The corpora are available under the terms and conditions of Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommetcial-ShareAlike 4.0 International Public License (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0), cf.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/legalcode, last access: 22/04/2020.
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Corpus Transcripts’ Tokens Speakers  Genres

INEL Selkup 264 42466 74 folklore, narrative,
translations, songs,
conversations

INEL Kamas 158 63,824 4 (+ 2 folklore, narrative, songs,

unknown)  miscellaneous (e.g. riddles)

INEL Dolgan 116 77,636 61 folklore, narrative,
translations, songs,
conversations

Table 2: INEL corpora — statistics

All INEL corpora are compiled following similar principles and guidelines.
However, each corpus certainly has its peculiarities and special characteristics. The INEL
Selkup Corpus is composed of the personal archive of Angelina Ivanova Kuzmina (1924—
2002). It explicitly aims at covering all dialects of Selkup, which makes possible
comparative studies of Northern, Central and Southern dialects. The INEL Kamas Corpus
— as can be seen from the table — has a much smaller amount of speakers included, which
is of course to be explained by the fact that Kamas is extinct, and there is simply no more
material available. Nevertheless, the corpus contains transcripts from a relatively wide
range of time, including both old texts from the 1910s and newer texts of Klavdiya
Plotnikova from the 1960s and 1970s. The INEL Dolgan Corpus, finally, is the first corpus
that covers a language, which is to some extent spoken in everyday life. Therefore, it was
possible to include a higher amount of free conversations (radio interviews) into the corpus
than in the cases of Selkup (especially Central and Southern dialects) and Kamas.

Thus, the INEL project provides an infrastructure for the compilation of structurally
similar corpora of diverse languages, including diverse language material. For a concise
description of the INEL project in general as well as those corpora, see also Arkhipov &
Dibritz (2018).

3 The INEL Dolgan Corpus

As was mentioned already in the introduction, the INEL Dolgan Corpus aims at enabling
the investigation of this rarely studied indigenous language of Northern Siberia on an
empirically solid base. Given this, the content of the INEL Dolgan Corpus has to fulfil
several criteria: as balanced a provenance as possible, as transparent a linguistic
representation as possible and as accessible a technical representation as possible. The
following paragraphs describe how the INEL Dolgan Corpus seeks to fulfil these criteria.
The material included into the INEL Dolgan corpus comes from four very different
sources:

1) texts from the published volume Fo/’&/or Dolgan [FD 2000] (Efremov et al. 2000),
2)  audio material obtained from the Taymyr House of National Arts (TDNT),

3)  audio material obtained from the collection of Eugénie Stapert, and

4)  audio material collected during fieldwork in Dudinka in 2017.

5 The term “transcript” is used here as a cover term for all items (texts, conversations or the like)
included into the corpus.
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Overall, the INEL Dolgan Corpus contains 116 transcripts (16 conversations, 50
folklore texts, 44 narratives, 2 songs, 4 translations from Russian) of 61 speakers (33
female, 28 male) with 11,329 utterances and 77,636 tokens. 81 communications can be
linked to a corresponding audio file, making up a total of 10:42:14 hours of audio material.
The following Figure 1 shows the number of tokens (green bars) and communications
(blue bars) of each genre.

Words/Communications per Genre
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Figure 1: Words/ communications per genre in the INEL. Dolgan Corpus

The INEL Dolgan Corpus is published through the INEL infrastructure, the latter
being partly based on existing infrastructure of the Hamburg Center for Language Corpora
(Hamburger Zentrum fiir Sprachkorpora, HZSK).” The data is stored in XMIL-based
format provided by the EXMARalLDA program package.” To be able to browse the corpus
and use the data locally, the relevant software tools (Partitur Editor®, Corpus Managet”’,
EXAKT"’) have to be installed. In addition, the corpus — like the other INEL corpora, too
— can be searched online using the Tsakonian Corpus Platform'" (see Arkhangelskiy, Ferger
& Hedeland 2019 for technical details).

As for the content of the communications, there is always a phonological tran-
scription of the Dolgan speech, morphological glossing as well as further annotations and
translations into various languages. The principles of transcribing, glossing, annotating and
translating are summarized in a user documentation file that is provided with the corpus
data®, and is additionally published (Dibritz 2020).

The phonological transcription is based on principles used in all INEL corpora,
which include elements from both IPA and FUT, the morphological glossing follows the

¢ http://hdl.handle.net/11022/0000-0007-CAE7-1, last access: 27/04/2020

" https://exmaralda.org/en/, last access: 27/04/2020

8 https://exmaralda.org/en/partitur-editor-en/, last access: 27/04,/2020

? https:/ /exmaralda.org/en/corpus-manager-en/, last access: 27/04/2020

10 https://exmaralda.org/en/exakt-en/, last access: 27/04/2020

W https:/ /bitbucket.org/tsakorpus/, last access: 27/04/2020. Search can be performed through the
following link: https://inel.corpora.uni-hamburg.de/DolganCorpus/search

12 http:/ /hdl.handle.net/11022/0000-0007-CAE7-1, last access: 28/04/2020.
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principles of the Leipzig Glossing Rules (2015)." Lexical glosses are provided in English,
German and Russian; grammatical glosses do not differ between the languages of analysis.
Further annotation tiers contain the annotation of Semantic Roles (SeR), Syntactic
Functions (SyF), Information Status (IST), Information Structure (Top and Foc),
Borrowing (BOR) and Code-switching (CS). The annotations of SeR, SyF and IST are
based on the principles developed for the Nganasan Spoken Language Corpus INSLC; Brykina
et al. 2018), described by Wagner-Nagy et al. (2018). The annotations of Top, Foc, BOR
and CS were developed within the INEL project in close cooperation with the compilers
of NSLC, see also Arkhipov (2020) for details of the latter two. Finally, free translations
into English, German and Russian are provided. If the transcript was already published
(transcripts from FD 2000) or had been translated by our native speaker assistants
(transcripts from TDNT), this literal translation is given, too.

The deep annotation of the corpus data enables the user to conduct varied and
complex searches. The grammatical glossing is form-oriented, i.e. grammatical forms are
analyzed with respect to their components. As an example, Figure 2 contains the item
babuska-n ‘midwife-2SG’, which would be found via a search of widwife or the possessive
suffix of the 2™ person singular. The further annotations, however, are function-oriented.
Therefore, one would find the same item babuska-y ‘midwife-2SG’ when searching for an
agent (Semantic Roles), a subject (Syntactic Functions), a given referent (Information
Status), a topic (Information Structure), or a cultural Russian borrowing (Borrowing). The
function-oriented annotation tiers particularly contribute to the wide applicability of the
corpus, since they enable the user to search specifically for these functional categories,
even without having deep knowledge of the Dolgan language. This is relevant for
typologists and/or theoretical linguists working with many languages and seeking for
specific empirical data for their work. In order to illustrate this, Figure 2 shows the various
annotations in a narrative text.

13 The Leipzig Glossing Rules were developed and are regulatly updated by the Max Planck Institute
for ~ Evolutionary  Anthropology. The  cutrent version is  available online at
https:/ /www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php (last access: 27/04/2020).
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Figure 2: Deep annotation in the INEL Dolgan Corpus

The metadata of the corpus is stored in the Conpus Manager (Coma) component of the
EXMARaLDA system. The metadata of transcripts (called “communications” in
EXMARaLDA) contains information about the place and date of recording or the genre
of the transcript, as well as information on who did what in the transcription, glossing and
annotation. The metadata of speakers contains the basic biographical data of the relevant
speaketr, i.e., place and date of birth, education, language competence, ethnic composition
of the family, place(s) of living, etc. Figure 3 shows an example of speaker metadata in the
INEL Dolgan Corpus.
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Speaker: SUAA (Antonina Alekseevna Suzdalova, Sex: female) ~

Description {Speaker) &

1a Family name

1b Family name (RU)
2a Given name

2b Given name (RU)
3a Patronymic

3b Patronymic (RU)

Suzdalova
Cyaganoea
Antonina
AHTOHWUHA
Alekseevna

AnekcessHa

4 Locations ¢

EdBasic biogr. data (Location) </ =

Description (Location)[<

1a Place of birth

1b Place of birth (RU)

2 Region

3 Country

4 Date of birth

5 Date of death

6a Former residences

6b Former residences (RU)
Ta Domicile

Tb Domicile (RU)

Ededucation {Location) <=

Description (Location)[<

Movo-Letov'ye (Zhdanixa)

Hogo-lNetoeke (Hganuxa)

Taymyr (Daolgano-MNenets) Autonomous Okrug

Russia

1940.06.05.

2015

Movo-Letov'ye (Zhdanixa), Xatanga, Krasnoyarsk, Xeta, Sy'ndassko,

Hoeo-Netoewe (HpaHuxa), XataHra, KpacHoApck, Xeta, CelHgaccko,

1a Education

1b Education (RU)

2a Higher education

2b Higher education {RU}

3a Occupation

3b Occupation (RU)
Edethnicity (Location) &=
Description {Location)&f

school (10 classes)

wrona (10 knaccoe)

pedagogical high school for kindergarden
Nefarornyeckoe yYunuiLe (nolWwKonsHoe)
educator, folklore specialist

BOCNWUTATENE, METOOWMCT NO q]DJ'IhK.I'IDp‘_\{

1 Ethnicity

Dolgan

Figure 3: Speaker metadata in the INEL Dolgan Corpus

As was mentioned above, the INEL Dolgan Corpus can be searched using either
the EXAKT tool form the EXMARaLDA program package or the web-based search via
the Tsakonian Corpus Platform. Each tool has respective strengths. In EXAKT (Figure
4), concordance searches can easily be combined with metadata automatically extracted
from COMA (see above). In Figure 4, a test-search for the partitive case in Dolgan is
presented. As can be seen, the respective token (marked red) is shown within its context.
Additionally, further columns with annotations and/or metadata can be included. Here,
the annotation of syntactic functions (mostly NP objects) and the dialect of the given text
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(Upper vs. Lower) was chosen. The concordance could be filtered for any value within
these annotations, e.g., one could display only those tokens that come from the Upper
Dolgan dialect.

Y EXMARALDA EXAKT 1.3.1
File Edit View Concordance Columns Rows RegEx Help

=110
: INEL Dolgan Corpus (89 results})

RegEx (Annotations) + |Annotation: ge + |Regex P ART
= s Communication Speaker Left Context. Match Right Context: e SyF g 3Dialect]C]
1 @BaA 193... BaA jari ihikker holu:rgar ... wta bahan tolor, belemn...PART  s:adv ...
2 @ AKEE 19... AKEE, mac¢ittar, masta:n, ... uotta ottug!" PART np:O  |Upper
3 = AKEE 19... AKEEkiiorte:, iald’it kelle, ... uotta ep!" PART np:O [Upper
4 goronuokta %
5 @BaA 193... BaA kum d’ogus, ulakan ... pabara:pkita du:, komuosta du: egePART  np:O
6 = BaA 193... BaA |ulakan pabara:pkita ... komuosta du: egel", diebit. PART np:O
7 @ BaRD 19...Ba... "Ha:tar beliete bier", dien. PART np:O
8 @ BaRD 19...Ba... "Hana ira:s Ce:lke: oldii:nne ani {is konugunan harlPART  np:O
9 = BaRD 19...Ba... 4 Oldo:nno ", diebit. PART pnp:O  |..
.. @ BeES_19... BeES "Onorur) tanara d’iete ¥ PART np:O  |Upper
... @ ChGS U... |Ch... =" Noéntiste egelin, noniicte." PART np:O Lower
.. @ChGS _U... [Ch... | —"Noniiéte egelin, nonlicte A PART |np:O |Lower
... 2ChGS _U... [UoPP — Aha, noniidte egelin. PART np:O Lower
.. @ ChPK 19.../Ch... Onorun komiis ilimne , komis ti:ta, komiis...PART  np:O  Upper (?)
"Ttnnak goronuokta egeli‘em, kiiten olor." [ PART

SyF 0

3 Dialect[C] |Upper

Figure 4: Concordance search in EXAKT

The Tsakonian Corpus Platform, in turn, has the advantage that it is web-based and
does not require the whole corpus to be downloaded and stored locally. Additionally, it
directly links the given token with its sound. By placing the cursor over the token, further
information and annotations are given, if available in the respective transcript. In Figure 5
below, the same test-search for partitive singular is shown using the Tsakonian Corpus
Platform.

Finally, it should be mentioned here that native speakers of Dolgan were involved
in the work as much as possible, as it is the case for other languages, too. Here, it is
especially noteworthy that Nina Kudryakova (the person responsible for Dolgan culture
and folklore in TDNT), together with her relatives, transcribed and translated large parts
of the TDNT material into Russian very reliably and quickly, using the intuitive and user-
friendly software SayMore.'* Without this collaboration, the amount of material included
in the corpus would probably have been smaller. Additionally, Chris Lasse Dibritz and
Eugénie Stapert (as a research fellow) conducted four weeks of fieldwork in Dudinka in
summer 2017. Working up to eight hours with Dolgan informants per day, this fieldwork
brought the project significantly forward, especially when it comes to clarifying
uncertainties in texts and grammar; furthermore, they transcribed a great deal of material
from Eugénie Stapert’s collection.

4 https:/ /software.sil.org/saymore/, last access: 27/04/2020.
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(@) o =) inel.corpora.uni-hamburg.de/ D¢
INEL Dolgan Corpus EN | RU | ] @
5 ® Word #1 O
E Wcrd:| | (+)
a
Lemma: | |
Grammar: | =]}
Gloss' [ PART Gl
e T T
Languagettier: | all v

Full-text search | ‘ [ Precise match

| A @

Search words /lemmata

Search sentences

PN

Search result: 21 occurrences, 17 sentence(s) found in approximately 13 document(s).

The amulet
"Tinna:k gorunuﬁnkta aneliem. kiirten olor.”

goronuokta

"ThibIHHAaK ropo b (T3H onop."
i gornuck n |
JK1BOro ropoHo Gorn s
= M "l'will bring a livit ermine-PART
gr: part
“Ich bringe einen trans en:ermine  [in, warte."
trans_de: Hermelin
— trans_ru: ropHocTan
NS G At rr . PYERED
Bl et L R
Foc: foc.nar
History of the Settle 1ST:new-Q 1997

"Onorun tanara d'iete”.
"OHyopyH TaHapa AsnaTs".
"MocTpoiiTe LepkoBb".

= & "Build a church."

"Baut eine Kirche."

Figure 5: Concordance search using the Tsakonian Corpus Platform

4 Conclusion

The publication of the INEL Dolgan Corpus fills a considerable gap in the documentation
and investigation of this under-studied language. It is now possible to conduct empirically
based research on Dolgan, irrespective of the object of interest and/or the theoretical
approach applied. Several studies (e.g., Dédbritz 2018, Dabritz 2019) have already made use
of this methodological advantage. We hope that the INEL Dolgan Corpus will encourage
the linguistic community to conduct similar studies and to contribute as much as possible
to the investigation of the Dolgan language.

Finally, the INEL Dolgan Corpus — as well as the other INEL corpora — may
hopefully show that language documentation and corpus building projects do not
necessarily depend on gathering new linguistic material. In many cases, especially when it
comes to the indigenous languages of the Russian Federation, there is already very valuable
material that “waits” to be located and worked upon — the INEL project may be a kick-
off and an inspiration for projects having comparable agendas in the field of Uralic
languages, and beyond.
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