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Chapter 1

Differential argument marking: Patterns
of variation
Alena Witzlack-Makarevich

University of Kiel

Ilja A. Serzant
Leipzig University

In this introductory article we provide an overview of the range of the phenomena that
can be referred to as differential argument marking (DAM). We begin with an overview of
the existing terminology and give a broad definition of the DAM to cover the phenomena
discussed in the present volume and in the literature under this heading. We then consider
various types of the phenomenon which have figured prominently in studies of DAM in
various traditions. First, we differentiate between arguments of the same predicate form
and arguments of different predicate forms. Within the first type we discuss DAM systems
triggered by inherent lexical argument properties and the ones triggered by non-inherent,
discourse-based argument properties, as well as some minor types. It is this first type that
traditionally constitutes the core of the phenomenon and falls under our narrow definition
of DAM. The second type of DAM is conditioned by the larger syntactic environment, such
as clause properties (e.g. main vs. embedded) or properties of the predicate (e.g. its TAM
characteristics). Then, we also discuss the restrictions that may constrain the occurrence
of DAM cross-linguistically, other typical features of DAM systems pertaining to the mor-
phological realization (symmetric vs. asymmetric) or to the degree of optionality of DAM.
Finally, we provide a brief overview over functional explanations of DAM.

1 Introduction

In this introductory article we provide an overview of the range of phenomena that
can be referred to as differential argument marking (DAM).! We begin this introduction
with a survey of the existing terminology (this section). We then proceed to consider
individual aspects of the phenomenon which have figured prominently in studies of
DAM in various traditions (§2 and §3).

Both authors contributed equally to the writing of this paper.

Alena Witzlack-Makarevich & Ilja A. Serzant. Differential argument marking: Pat-
terns of variation. In Ilja A. Serzant & Alena Witzlack-Makarevich (eds.), Di-
I achrony of differential argument marking, 1-40. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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The term differential marking — or to be historically precise, differential object marking
(abbreviated as DOM) — was first used by Bossong (1982; 1985) in his investigations of the
phenomenon in Sardinian and New Iranian languages. Somewhat older than this term
is the term split (as in split ergativity) used in the line of research focusing primarily on
the differential marking of the agent argument. It has been in use since Silverstein (1976)
and was popularized by Dixon (1979; 1994).

Recent years have been marked by a growing interest in differential marking, and as a
result numerous related terms have been coined to refer to individual roles marked differ-
entially and particular patterns of differential marking. For example, de Hoop & de Swart
(2008b) were the first to systematically discuss differential subject marking (DSM). Here,
the syntactic term subject was understood rather broadly including different kinds of less
canonical, subject-like arguments. Later, notions covering more specific argument roles
were introduced: Fauconnier (2011) studies differential agent marking, whereas Haspel-
math (2007) and Kittil4 (2008) explore differential recipient marking or differential goal
marking, as well as differential theme marking. Another notion that is subsumed under
DAM is optional ergative marking (cf. among others McGregor 1992; 1998; 2006; 2010;
Meakins 2009; Gaby 2010). As these and other authors show, in addition to the semantic
function of encoding agents, ergative case is sometimes also employed to mark focal,
unexpected or contrastive agent arguments. Finally, Sinnemaki (2014) — observing that
the term DOM sometimes implies an assumption as to which factors trigger differential
marking - introduced the term restricted case marking (of the object) to cover all cases
of differential marking no matter what the respective factors are. Finally, in the tradi-
tions of the DAM research in individual language families and languages, many more
language-, role- or marking-specific labels have been used, for instance, prepositional ac-
cusative in Romance linguistics (e.g. Torrego Salcedo 1999) or bi-absolutive construction
in the Nakh-Daghestanian languages (e.g. Forker 2012).

The list of terms provided above makes it clear that research on differential mark-
ing has focused primarily on arguments. However, differential argument marking can
be viewed as a subtype of a larger phenomenon which manifests itself in a complex
interaction between the meaning and function of a particular marking pattern, on the
one hand, and some properties of the constituents involved — both arguments and ad-
juncts -, on the other. For instance, the Persian marker -ra is not only used with direct
object NPs but can follow nearly all kinds of constituents except for subject NPs: one
finds it marking time-adverbial NPs, objects of prepositions, etc. (cf. various examples
in Dabir-Moghaddam 1992; for a different example see the discussion of differential time
adverbial marking in Baltic in Serzant 2016: 141-154). Besides, case marking needs not be
fully paradigmatic and different cases/adpositions impose different selectional restric-
tions on the type of nominals they can mark. These restrictions may potentially create
paradigmatic gaps and differential marking with both arguments and adjuncts. The main
condition for this is the semantic compatibility between the meaning of a particular
case/adposition and the nominal (Comrie 1986; Aristar 1997; Creissels & Mounole 2011).
For example, Aristar (1997) shows that locational cases/adpositions are often less or zero
marked with place names but require a dedicated suffix with other nouns which are less
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expected to occur in expressions denoting location. Similarly, animacy is an important
factor that decreases the likelihood of such cases as instrumental, ablative or locative to
occur. Hence, highly animate nominals may either not form the locative cases at all or
require additional marking. In turn, cases/adpositions such as dative or comitative typ-
ically require animate participants. Having said this, in what follows we will focus on
differential marking of arguments primarily for reasons of space.

As is obvious from the plethora of terms listed above, differential marking is a very
broad notion that covers a wide range of different phenomena. Given that the investiga-
tions in the present volume are aimed at diachronic processes we cannot a priori focus
on a subset of cases for something that we treat here as being in flux, thereby leaving out
phenomena that have the potential to develop into DAM in a more accepted sense (or in
fact have been attested to undergo this development), as well as those phenomena that
arguably originate from DAM but exhibit somewhat deviating properties due to later de-
velopments. For this reason, we keep the definition of DAM fairly broad. We will use the
term DAM as defined in (1) (drawing on Woolford 2008; Iemmolo & Schikowski 2014):?

(1) Broad definition of DAM:
Any kind of situation where an argument of a predicate bearing the same
generalized semantic argument role may be coded in different ways, depending
on factors other than the argument role itself, and which is not licensed by
diathesis alternations.

It follows from this definition that DAM is not restricted to case marking in the broad
sense (also called dependent marking or flagging) and subsuming both morphological
case and adposition marking (cf. Haspelmath 2005), but also includes differential agree-
ment (or head marking or indexing). For example, Iemmolo (2011) has introduced the
term differential object indexing (DOI) to refer to cases of differential argument mark-
ing on the verb in contrast to differential case marking on the noun phrase. Whereas
some linguists think that the two types of differential marking share commonalities (e.g.
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 1-2), others claim that they are different in terms of their
functions and triggers and may emerge from different diachronic processes (de Hoop &
de Swart 2008a: 5; lemmolo & Schikowski 2014). While we agree with this second view,
we are open to the possibility that there might nevertheless be considerable overlap in
both diachrony and synchrony.

To capture the different kinds of DAM systems, we put forward a coordinate system in
which we highlight the aspects that we consider central for the understanding of DAM
and give a narrower definition of DAM in (16). Both definitions will be used in the present
volume and, in fact, there is often a diachronic relationship between them. In what fol-
lows we will first provide an overview of the properties staking out the phenomenon of
DAM.

We begin with an overview of the synchronic variation of the phenomenon and first
consider the argument-triggered DAM systems (§2.1). In particular, we discuss both in-

2Some authors go even further and consider inverse systems and voice alternations as instances of DAM
(e.g. de Hoop & de Swart 2008a: 1).
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herent lexical argument properties (§2.1.1; §2.1.2) and non-inherent discourse-based ar-
gument properties (§2.1.3) and proceed with the properties of the larger syntactic envi-
ronment (§2.1.5). §2.2 covers DAM cases triggered by various predicate properties. §2.3
provides a brief summary of the various triggers for DAM. in §2.4, we introduce vari-
ous restrictions that constrain the occurrence of DAM cross-linguistically. §3 is devoted
to realization properties of DAM. §3.1 discusses the morphological distinction between
symmetric vs. asymmetric DAM types. We then contrast different loci of realization of
DAM: head-marking and dependent-marking (§3.2). §3.3 highlights differences in syn-
tactic (behavioral) properties found with DAM. The distinction between obligatory vs.
optional is introduced in §3.4. §3.5 provides a brief summary of the factors involved in
variation. Finally, we discuss a few functional explanations (§4) and conclusions (§5).

2 Synchronic variation of DAM

As defined above, DAM encompasses a range of phenomena sharing the trait of encod-
ing the same argument role in different ways. However, apart from this shared property
DAM systems vary from language to language. To allow for the comparison of DAM
systems and their diachronic development paths, we decompose the phenomenon into
a number of characteristics which build upon the attested synchronic variation and sug-
gestions made in the literature on the topic.

In what follows we introduce two orthogonal distinctions of DAM systems: argument-
triggered DAM (§2.1) vs. predicate-triggered DAM (§2.2) and restricted DAM vs. unre-
stricted DAM (§2.4). We begin by considering those DAM systems where the differential
argument marking may be found with one and the same form of the predicate (hence-
forth: argument-triggered DAM). For this type of DAM a number of variables are needed
to account for the attested variation. These are various properties of arguments (§2.1.1-
§2.1.3) and event semantics (§2.1.5). In §2.2, we will turn to predicate-triggered DAM
types, all of which have in common that the differential argument marking depends on
the actual form of the predicate involved.

2.1 Argument-triggered DAM

The properties of arguments can determine DAM in two ways. First, the properties of the
differentially marked argument alone can be responsible for a particular marking. Sec-
ond, the properties of more than one argument in a clause, i.e. the whole constellation
of arguments, also referred to as scenario, can determine a particular marking. The first
type is discussed in §2.1.1-§2.1.3 and summarized in §2.1.4, whereas the second type is
considered in §2.1.5. In both cases, the relevant argument properties include a wide range
of inherent lexical (semantic and formal), as well as non-inherent, first of all pragmatic
characteristics of arguments. These subtypes are considered in individual subsections.
We thus follow Bossong (1991: 159) who first made the distinction between inherent
and non-inherent properties of the NP in the context of DOM (cf. Sinnemaiki 2014: 282,
who distinguishes between referential and discourse properties). Inherent properties of
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arguments (semantic and formal) are considered in §2.1.1-§2.1.2, non-inherent discourse-
based properties are discussed in §2.1.3. Finally, we isolate as a subtype of DAM triggers
cases, where argument properties closely linked to the semantics of the respective event
determine the type of marking (§2.1.6).

2.1.1 Inherent lexical argument properties

Many of the properties we cover in this and the following section are often represented
as integrated into various implicational hierarchies or scales. One of the most cited ver-
sions of such hierarchies is given in (2). It was introduced by Dixon (1979) as potentiality
of agency scale and was based on Silverstein’s (1976) hierarchy of inherent lexical content.
A similar hierarchy was independently introduced by Moravesik (1978) as activity scale.®
The hierarchy was widely popularized by Croft (2003: 130) as the extended animacy hi-
erarchy. Other common versions of the hierarchy include DeLancey’s (1981) empathy
hierarchy in (3), Aissen’s (1999) prominence hierarchy given in (4), and indexability hier-
archy in Bickel & Nichols (2007).

(2) first person pronoun > second person pronoun > third person pronoun > proper
nouns > human common noun > animate common noun > inanimate common
noun (Dixon 1979: 85)

(3) speech-act-participant (SAP) > 3rd person human > 3rd person > non-human
animate > inanimate (adapted from DeLancey 1981: 627-628)

(4) local person > pronoun 3rd > proper noun 3rd > human 3rd > animate 3rd >
inanimate 3rd (Aissen 1999: 674)

These and similar complex hierarchies involve a range of distinct dimensions, such as
e.g. person or animacy (cf. Croft 2003: 130). These dimensions may be more or less rel-
evant in shaping DAM systems in individual languages (see Aissen 1999 for examples).
The major reason for the suggestion of extended versions of hierarchies, as in (2) or (3),
is the fact that individual dimensions are not entirely orthogonal. Personal pronouns are
not only inherently animate (except for the third person, cf. English it), they are also
inherently definite and highly accessible referents. Therefore, they are highest ranked
also on hierarchies based on definiteness (see §2.1.2) and on the accessibility hierarchy
(cf. Ariel 1988; 2001) or in terms of topic-worthiness (Wierzbicka 1981). On the other
hand, some authors (e.g. Dahl 2008) argue that complex hierarchies are problematic in
many respects and should rather be viewed in terms of a combination of different fac-
tors operating simultaneously and not as one, unidimensional factor. Thus, though first
and second person referents are always animate, whereas the third person referents can
be both animate and inanimate, there is no reason to regard animate third person refer-
ents as less animate than first and second person referents (cf. Comrie 1989: 195). Ana-
logically, personal pronouns, proper names or definite NPs are not distinct in terms of

3For a more extensive overview of the history of research on the effects of referential hierarchies on differ-
ential marking, see Filimonova (2005).
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definiteness — these NP types are equally definite (cf. von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003: 45).
Several researchers have proposed to decompose the single complex hierarchy into sev-
eral layers or sub-hierarchies (cf. Croft 2003: 130; Siewierska 2004: 149). The advantage
of such multi-layered hierarchies is that their sub-hierarchies are logically independent,
and each hierarchy may have more or less influence on shaping the grammatical system
of an individual language (Haude & Witzlack-Makarevich 2016).

In what follows we first provide an overview of individual dimensions contributing
to the complex hierarchies discussed above and relevant for DAM and then present a
few examples. We begin this overview with the inherent lexical argument properties
which have a semantic component. The relevant dimensions and their levels are listed
in Table 1. These are probably the most frequently discussed factors behind DAM and
examples of their effects on case marking or agreement can be easily found in the lit-
erature (e.g. Silverstein 1976; Aissen 1999; Dixon 1994). Note that these dimensions are
still inherently complex in the sense that they can be further decomposed into a range
of binary features as in Silverstein’s (1976) original proposal (e.g. [+animate], [+human],
[+ego]) or in Bossong 1991: 159).

Table 1: Inherent semantic argument properties.

Dimension Example

Person First & Second person > Third person > (Obviative / Fourth person)
(cf. Dixon 1979: 85; Croft 2003: 130)

Animacy Humans > Animate non-humans (animals) > Inanimate (cf.
Bossong 1991: 159; Silverstein 1976; Aissen 2003)

Uniqueness Proper nouns > Common nouns (e.g. as part of Croft 2003: 130)

Discreteness Count nouns > Mass nouns (cf. Bossong 1991: 159)

Number Singular vs. Plural vs. Dual

The individual levels in Table 1 are ordered — where possible — in an implicational
hierarchy. With respect to argument marking these hierarchies are meant to reflect ei-
ther universal constraints on possible splits in alignment of case and agreement and/or
the cross-linguistic frequency of actual language types (cf. Croft 2003: 123). For instance,
according to one reading, the types at the top of the hierarchies tend to show accusative
alignment, whereas the ones at the bottom of the hierarchy tend to align ergatively (cf.
Silverstein 1976, see also Bickel et al. 2015 for the testing of the effects of various hierar-
chies on alignment against a large sample of over 370 case systems worldwide).

By listing the dimensions individually in Table 1 we do not imply that for each of then
there exists a DAM system in which a particular property is the only trigger of DAM.
Rather, in the vast majority of languages these and further dimensions to be introduced
later interact in an intricate fashion. For instance, we do not know of any language in

4Some authors rank the first and the second persons, e.g. Dixon (1979: 85) ranks the first person over the
second person.
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which number is the only relevant dimension, but there are many synchronic cases in
which a combination of person and number provides an exact characterization of the
split in marking, which is particularly common within pronouns (see Bickel et al. 2015
for examples). Number is also known to play a role in the diachrony of DAM. For in-
stance, in Old Russian primarily animacy-driven DOM has started out in singulars and
spread further to plurals. In this language, DOM (genitive vs. zero accusative) is attested
with singular masculine proper names and human nouns from the earliest original Old
Russian sources on, i.e. from the 11th c., representing the Common Slavic inheritance. At
the same time, animacy-driven DOM spread onto plurals during the 13-15th centuries
and to nouns referring to animals in the 16th c. (inter alia, Krys’ko 1994: 61). The dual
forms developed animacy-driven DOM from the 12-14th c. (Krys’ko 1994: 98). There is ev-
idence that the plural forms acquired DOM approximately during the same time period
as the dual in Old Russian.

Not all of the properties listed in Table 1 apply to both DSM and DOM to the same
extent. For instance, animacy is sometimes claimed to be a relevant parameter for DOM,
while DSM/Differential Agent Marking systems that are organized exclusively along the
animacy scale are rare (Fauconnier 2011). Fauconnier (2011) demonstrates that indepen-
dently acting inanimates may pattern with animates with respect to Differential Agent
Marking, while being distinct from inanimates acting non-independently (via human in-
stigation). (See also Sinnemaki 2014 on the frequency of animacy as a factor conditioning
DOM.)

Finally, animacy may have an effect on the DAM in a less straightforward way. Thus,
von Heusinger & Kaiser (2007; 2011) and von Heusinger (2008) investigate the impact of
animacy on the diachronic development of DOM in Spanish. They show that for a partic-
ular subset of objects, namely for both definite and indefinite human direct objects, the
preference for a-marking depends among other things on the verb class. If the respec-
tive verb regularly takes human or animate objects, it tends to use the a-marking on its
human objects more frequently than the verbs which regularly take inanimate objects.
This trend is stable across different periods irrespective of the overall preference for the
a-marking of objects.

2.1.2 Morphological argument properties

Apart from the inherent semantic properties of arguments discussed in §2.1.1, differences
in argument marking may often be better captured in terms of inherent morphological
properties of the relevant arguments. The latter include the part-of-speech distinction
(pronoun vs. noun) and - much less frequently discussed — gender/inflectional-class dis-
tinctions. These two types of DAM will be discussed in what follows.

The pronoun vs. noun distinction is one of the most common lines of split in case
marking worldwide (cf. Bickel et al. 2015). For instance, in Jingulu all pronominal patient-
like arguments are marked with the accusative suffix -u, as in (5), whereas all nominal
patients are in the unmarked nominative case, no matter whether they are animate, as
in (6¢) and (6d), human, as in (6d) or definite, as in (6b — 6d):
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(5) Jingulu (Mirndi; Pensalfini 1997: 102, 160, 247)

a. Angkurla larrinka-nga-ju ngank-u.
NEG understand-1s6-do  25G-Acc

‘I didn’t understand you.

b. Ngiji-ngirri-nyu-nu kunyaku.
see-1PL.EXCL-20BJ-did 2DU.ACC
‘We saw you two.

c. Jaja-mi  ngarr-u!
wait-IRR  1SG-ACC

‘Wait for me!’

(6) Jingulu (Mirndi; Pensalfini 1997: 100, 198, 249, 275)

a. Ngangarra ngaja-nga-ju.
wild.rice see-15G-do
‘I can see wild rice’

b. Jani madayi-rni ngaja-nya-ju?

Q cloud.NoM-FOC  see-25G-do
‘Can you see the cloud?’

c. Wiwimi-darra-rni warlaku  ngaja-ju.
girl-PL-ERG dog.NoM see-do
“The girls see the dog’

d. Ngaja-nga-ju niyi-rnini  nayurni.
see-15G-do 3SG.GEN-F woman.NOM

‘I can see his wife

Differential case marking here is the consequence of a larger phenomenon that consists
in pronouns patterning differently from nouns when it comes to argument marking.
First, pronominal case-markers are often phonologically (and etymologically) distinct
from the nominal ones. As Filimonova (2005) points out, pronouns belong to the most
archaic parts of the lexicon and might be more stable and resistant to morphological and
phonological changes than nouns and, hence, preserve the older case markers longer
than nouns. On the other hand, pronouns often are subject to stronger syntactic con-
straints. This might also be part of the explanation for why pronouns - especially those
referring to the speech act participants — represent the most notorious hierarchy offend-
ers (see examples in Bickel et al. 2015).

Finally, inherent properties can only be viewed as triggers of DAM but not as its func-
tion or result since these properties (such as pronouns vs. nouns or animate vs. inanimate
distinctions) are already coded lexically (Klein & de Swart 2011: 4-5).

The second group of inherent morphological argument properties which can trigger
DAM are gender and inflectional classes. For example, in Icelandic, certain noun classes
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distinguish between nominative and accusative while others do not (Thrainsson 2002:
153), compare the two examples:

(7) Icelandic (Indo-European; Thrainsson 2002: 153)

a. tim-i ‘time-NOM.SG’ vs. tim-a ‘time-Acc.sG’ (masculine weak I)

b. nal ‘needle-Nom.sG’ and ‘needle-acc.sG’ (feminine strong I)

In other languages, different inflectional classes have different but always overt allo-
morphs of a marker, as e.g. in Kuuk Thaayorre (Pama-Nyungan, Australia), in which
there are three ergative alomorphs depending on the conjugation class plus minor pat-
terns: the ergative is marked either with the suffix -(n)thurr, or with a lexically specified
suffixed vowel plus the segment /I/ (Gaby 2006: 158-163).

This type of differences in argument marking is only rarely discussed in the context
of DAM, probably due to the fact that inflectional class assignments in many languages
are only partly semantically conditioned (e.g. by the sex of their extensions) and are
otherwise idiosyncratic and thus do not yield any obvious functional explanations. An
exception in the case of typological studies is Bickel et al. (2015) and a few discussions
of DAM in individual languages, e.g. Karatsareas (2011) on Cappadocian Greek. Another
reason for the neglect of this type of DAM probably results from the fact that many
studies on DAM, starting with Silverstein (1976), were interested in different alignment
patterns resulting from DAM and not in DAM yielding identical alignment patterns, as is
the case in languages which use different overt allomorphs of a marker, such as in Kuuk
Thaayorre, where the overall alignment pattern does not change despite the difference
in marking.

Sometimes differences between inflectional classes might be viewed as a diachronic
effect of “morphologization” of a previously semantically constrained DAM. Russian
seems to undergo this process whereby the animacy-driven DOM by the opposition
of the former accusative case (zero) (stol-g ‘table-acc/NoMm’) vs. genitive case (Celovek-
a ‘human-Acc/GEN’) is now becoming just one heterogeneous accusative case with two
allomorphs depending on the particular noun and, hence, on its inflectional class. The
allomorphy can be argued for by applying various syntactic and substitution tests. For
example, Corbett (1991: 165-167) treats animacy in Russian as a sub-gender.

2.1.3 Non-inherent, discourse-based argument properties

Apart from the inherent semantic and morphological lexical argument properties dis-
cussed in §2.1.1-§2.1.2 above, a range of further characteristics related to how referents
are used in discourse are known to interact with DAM. On the one hand, these prop-
erties include such semantic dimensions as definiteness and specificity; on the other
hand, they include other categories considered under the umbrella term of INFORMA-
TION STRUCTURE.

Definiteness and specificity As the examples of the effect of definiteness and speci-
ficity on argument marking, in particular, on DOM, are abundant and easy to find, in
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this section we only briefly introduce this type of DAM. Definiteness and specificity
are notoriously difficult to define. A common proxy for definiteness is the semantic-
pragmatic notion of identifiability. Thus, a definite argument is one for which the hearer
can identify the referent (Lyons 1999: 2-5). In a similar way, Lambrecht (1994) defines
identifiability as reflecting “a speaker’s assessment of whether a discourse representa-
tion of a particular referent is already stored in the hearer’s mind or not” (Lambrecht
1994: 76). In contrast to definiteness, which depends both on the speaker and the hearer,
specificity only depends on the speaker; a nominal is specific whenever the speaker has
a “particular referent in mind” (Lyons 1999: 35).> As the two phenomena of definiteness
and specificity interact closely, they are frequently integrated into one hierarchy, as in (8)
(see e.g. Comrie 1986: 94; Croft 2003: 132):

(8) definite > (indefinite) specific > (indefinite) non-specific

A recent study by Sinnemaéki (2014) investigates the effect of definiteness and speci-
ficity on DOM and finds that in 71 of 178 languages with DOM in his sample (and in 43
out of 83 genealogical units) definiteness and/or specificity play a role, though the re-
spective geographic distribution is somewhat biased: DOM of the languages in the Old
World (Africa, Europe, and Asia) are more prone to be affected by this feature than the
languages in Australia, New Guinea and the Americas.

Information structure The effects of another type of discourse-based properties of ar-
guments on DAM viz. information structure properties have been noticed already in
early studies of DAM (e.g. Laca 1987 on Spanish; Bossong 1985) and has become par-
ticularly prominent in some recent studies on DAM, including McGregor (1998; 2006)
on differential agent marking, as well as lemmolo (2010); von Heusinger & Kaiser (2007;
2011); Escandell-Vidal (2009) and Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) on DOM. In what follows
we provide an outline of some of the claims.

Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 14) claim that many seemingly unpredictable cases of
variation in DOM can be accounted for by considering information structure, understood
as that level of sentence grammar where propositions (i.e. conceptual states of affairs)
are structured in accordance with the information-structure role of sentence elements.
Specifically, topicality plays a critical role in many cases of DOM, such that the distri-
bution of the differential marking depends on whether the object is a SECONDARY TOPIC
or (part of) the focus constituent (Nikolaeva 2001; Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011). In this
line of research, secondary topic is understood as “an element under the scope of the
pragmatic presupposition such that the utterance is construed to be about the relation
that holds between it and the primary topic” (Nikolaeva 2001: 2). Iemmolo (2010) argues
against Dalrymple & Nikolaeva’s (2011) suggestion and claims that DOM is primarily re-
lated to primary topics and special marking is reserved for pragmatically atypical objects,
which are primary (or aboutness) topics.

SFor an overview of the history of research on specificity and other approaches to specificity, see von Heu-
singer (2011).
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1 Differential argument marking: Patterns of variation

Apart from topicality, focality also figures as a demarcation line for DAM, particularly
in cases of a variant of differential agent marking called optional ergativity. For instance,
in Central (Lhasa) Tibetan (Sino-Tibetan) unmarked agent arguments are associated with
unmarked information distribution, whereas the use of the ergative marker yields a read-
ing with emphasis (focus) on either the identity or the agency of the agent (cf. Tournadre
1991). While it is somewhat difficult to define and operationalize the notion of emphasis
or focality, related notions of unexpectedness, surprise or unpredictability of the referent
might be better terms in describing individual DAM systems. For instance, Schikowski
(2013) uses the term unexpectedness in addition to various other inherent (animacy) and
context-dependent (specificity) properties to explain DOM in Nepali. In Warrwa (Nyul-
nyulan, Western Australia), NPs are marked with the focal ergative marker -nma, as
in (9b), when they are “unexpected, unpredictable, or surprising in terms of their iden-
tity and agentivity” (McGregor 2006: 399), otherwise they are marked with a different
ergative exponent, viz. -nq, as in in (9a). To account for the distribution of the two mark-
ers in continuous stretches of discourse, McGregor (1998: 516) postulates the Expected
Actor Principle: “The episode protagonist is — once it has been established — the ex-
pected (and unmarked) Actor of each foregrounded narrative clause of the episode; any
other Actor is unexpected”.

(9) Warrwa (Nyulnyulan, Western Australia; McGregor 2006: 402)

a. nyinka jurrb  g-ji-na-yina kinya wanyji kwiina
this jump 3minNoM-say-pST-3minoBL this  later big
iri ka-na-ngka-ndi-o o-ji-na, kinya-na
woman 1minNOM-TR-FUT-get-3minAcCc 3minNoM-say-pST this-ERG
wuba,
small

“The little one jumped at her then, at the big woman, and tried to get her’

b. kinya kwiina-nma iri marlu laj g-ji-na-o
this  big-fErRG woman not throw 3minNoM-say-PST-3minAcc
kinya wuba, laj, marlu  laj g-ji-na-g,
this little  throw not throw 3minNoM-say-PST-3minAcc

‘But no, the big woman threw the little man away’

To summarize, the information-structure roles that are typically coded by DAM are
foci with S and A arguments and topics with P arguments. Rarely also the status of P
arguments as focal or non-focal triggers DOM (e.g. in Yukaghir, isolate; Maslova 2003;
2008), while topicality-triggered differential A marking seems unattested. This asymme-
try may be explained by the findings of Maslova (2003) and Dalrymple & Nikolaeva
(2011), who show that in the languages they considered P is common both as focus and
topic, while A’s predominantly occur as topics. For instance, P’s are 65% topics in Tun-
dra Yukaghir and 60% topics in Ostyak while they are respectively 35% foci in Tundra
Yukaghir and 40% foci in Ostyak (Maslova 2003: 182; Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 167).
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In turn, of all nominal foci of Maslova’s Yukaghir corpus 97% are P foci and less than 1%
are A foci (Maslova 2003: 182; 2008: 796).

2.1.4 Argument-triggered DAM: a summary

The clean typology of argument effects on DAM presented above is an idealization: In
many languages argument-triggered DAM systems are conditioned by an intricate com-
bination of both inherent and non-inherent properties. For example, the DOM in Spanish
is primarily conditioned by animacy (an inherent property) but inanimates allow for vari-
ation depending on factors such as definiteness and specificity. Moreover, while definites
are always marked, indefinites again allow for variation of marking where topicality, se-
mantic verb class, preverbal position may favor the marking (von Heusinger & Kaiser
2007; 2011). According to Escandell-Vidal (2009), pronominal objects in Balearic Catalan
are always case-marked by accusative, i.e. an inherent part-of-speech characteristic of
the argument is at work, whereas with non-pronominal objects case marking is partly
determined by topicality. The DOM of Biblical Hebrew is conditioned by a highly com-
plex set of factors from different domains of grammar, including alongside animacy and
definiteness, modality (volitionals) and polarity (under negation) of the verb, preverbal
position of the object NP, presence of the reflexive possessor, etc. (Bekins 2012: 173).

2.1.5 Properties of scenario and global vs. local DAM systems

In §2.1.1-§2.1.4 we discussed how various inherent and discourse-based properties of ar-
guments affect argument marking. This type of DAM conditioned by argument-internal
properties is sometimes referred to as LocAL (Silverstein 1976: 178; Malchukov 2008: 213,
passim). However, not only the properties of differentially marked arguments themselves
might be relevant: In some languages, argument marking is sensitive to the properties
of other arguments of the same clause, i.e. to the nature of the co-arguments. In other
words, not only one argument on its own, but the whole configuration of who is acting
on whom can shape DAM systems. This type of DAM is labeled GLOBAL by Silverstein
(1976: 178), because the assignment of case-marking is regulated on the global level of
the event involving all arguments. Following Bickel (1995; 2011) and Zuiiiga (2006), such
argument configurations will be referred to as scenarios in what follows. Within flag-
ging the effects of scenarios are not common, but they are well known in the domain
of indexing under the notion of HIERARCHICAL AGREEMENT (cf. Siewierska 2003; 2004:
51-56).

Effects of scenarios on case marking can be illustrated with object marking in Agua-
runa. In this language, the object argument is marked in one of two ways. First, it can
be in the unmarked nominative, such as the nominal argument yawaa ‘dog.Nom’ in (10a)
and the pronominal arguments ni “3sNoM’ in (10b) or hutii ‘lpNom’ in (10c):

(10) Aguaruna (Jivaroan, Peru; Overall 2007: 155, 443, 444)
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a. Yawad ii-nau maa-tfa-ma-ka-umi?
dog.NoM 1PL-POSs  Kill. HIAF-NEG-REC.PST-INT-2SZPST
‘Have you killed our dog?’

b. Ni iima-ta.

3SG.NOM carry.PFV-IMP
“You(sg.) carry him!’

c. Hutii ainau-ti atumi wai-hatu-ina-humi-i.
1PL.NOM PL-SAP  2PL.NOM Ssee-1PL.OBJ-PL.IPFV-2PL-DECL

“You(pl.) see us’

Second, objects can be marked with the accusative case suffix -na, such as biika-na ‘beans-
AcC’ in (11a), ii-na ‘1pL-AcC’ in (11b) or ami-na ‘2sG-Acc’ in (11c):

(11) Aguaruna (Jivaroan, Peru; Overall 2007: 146, 326, 444)

a. Ima biika-na-ki yu-a-ma-ha-i.
INTENS bean-ACC-RESTR eat-HIAF-REC.PST-1SG-DECL
‘T only ate beans.

b. Ni ii-na antu-hu-tama-ka-aha-tata-wa-i.
3SG.NOM 1PL-ACC listen-APPL-1PL.OBJ-INTENS-PL-FUT-3-DECL
‘He will listen to us.

c. Hutii a-ina-u-ti daka-sa-tata-hami-i ami-na.
1PL.NOM COP-PL.IPPFV-REL-SAP Wait-ATT-FUT-1SG>2SG.OBJ-DECL  2SG-ACC

‘We will wait for you’

As (10c) and (11b) demonstrate, an object with identical referential properties (first per-
son plural pronoun) can be either in the nominative or in the accusative case. Thus,
the internal properties of arguments cannot be the trigger of DOM in Aguaruna. The
information-structural properties are not relevant either. Instead, the distribution of the
two types of object marking is determined by the configuration of the referential prop-
erties of both transitive arguments — the A and the P — and is summarized as follows:

Object NPs are marked with the accusative suffix -na, with some exceptions, that
are conditioned by the relative positions of subject and object on the following
person hierarchy:

1sg > 2sg > 1pl/2pl > 3

First person singular and third person subjects trigger accusative case marking on
any object NP, but second person singular, second person plural, and first person
plural only trigger marking on higher-ranked object NPs. (Overall 2007: 168-169)

Similar cases have been reported from other languages. Thus, Malchukov (2008: 213)
states that differently from Hindi, where DOM is purely locally constrained, the related
language Kashmiri has globally conditioned DOM: “P takes an object (Acc/DAT) case if A
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islower than P on the Animacy/Person Hierarchy” (Malchukov 2008: 213 relying on Wali
& Koul 1997: 155). Thus, as Malchukov (2008) points out, the global vs. local distinction
may be observed even with DAM systems that have the same origin. Not only inherent
argument properties of more than one argument involved in a scenario can trigger DAM,
as in the examples above, but also non-inherent discourse-related argument properties
of the whole scenario are known to trigger DAM. The well-known examples include
proximate vs. obviative case marking in the Algonquian languages (see, for instance,
Dahlstrom 1986 on Plains Cree).

2.1.6 Properties dependent on event semantics

In some languages DAM is not directly triggered by the inherent or discourse-related
properties of arguments or a constellation of several arguments, as discussed in §2.1.1-
§2.1.5, but rather by the way these arguments are involved in an event. The relevant
aspects include — among others - volitionality/control or agentivity and affectedness
(for discussions, see Neess 2004; McGregor 2006; Fauconnier 2012: 4). DAM is used in this
context to differentiate between various degrees of transitivity in several ways. While
manipulating the degrees of agentivity/control/volitionality is typically done by means
of differential agent (or subject) marking, various degrees of affectedness (pertaining to
P arguments) and resultativity (pertaining to the verbal domain) may be expressed via
DOM. This division of labor is, of course, expected, because such semantic entailments
as volitionality/agentivity or affectedness are associated with the A and the P arguments,
respectively. In what follows, we provide an overview of these two subtypes.

Tsova-Tush provides an example of differential S marking triggered by volitionality:
according to Holisky (1987), when the argument is volitionally involved and/or in con-
trol of the event the S argument appears in the ergative, as in (12a), whereas when the
involvement of the argument lacks volition or control, it appears in the nominative case,
as in (12b):

(12) Tsova-Tush (Nakh-Daghestanian; Georgia; Holisky 1987: 105)
a. (As)  wvuiZ-n-as.
1sErG fall-AOR-1SERG
T fell. (It was my own fault that I fell down.)’
b. (So) voz-en-sO.
1snom  fall-AOR-1sNOM

‘I fell down, by accident’

The difference between (12a) and (12b) may also be approached in slightly different terms.
Discussing the data from Latvian and Lithuanian, illustrated in (13), Serzant (2013) sug-
gests that some cases of DAM might be better explained by operating with the property
of the control over the pre-stage of an event. This account is somewhat different from vo-
litionality and control, because the subject referent does not have control over the very
event of falling in (12) or getting cold in (13) below. At the same time, the more agentive
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marking implies that the subject referent had the opportunity to prevent the situation
from coming about, but failed to exercise control at the stage before the event took place.
Thus, in Lithuanian, both (13a) and (13b) are grammatical in isolation, but given the con-
text provided by the sentence with the doctor, only (13a) is allowed:

(13) Lithuanian (Baltic, Indo-European; Serzant 2013: 289)
Gydytojas ant skaudancio pirsto uZdéjo ledy, ir  po desimties

doctor on aching finger put ice  and after ten
minuciy

minute

a. man  pirst-as visai atsal-o

Ipar finger-nom fully get.cold-3psT
b. *as pirst-q visai atSal-a-u
ILnom finger-acc fully get.cold-psT-15G

‘The doctor put ice on [my] aching finger and after 10 minutes my finger got
cold (lit. to me the finger got cold).” [Elicited]

In both examples (13a) and (13b), there is no direct control over the event itself on the
part of the experiencer (to denote full control, the respective causative form of the verb
‘to get cold’ has to be used in Lithuanian).

The other subtype of DAM conditioned by event semantics, viz. affectedness and re-
sultativity-related DAM, has often been discussed in relation to particular areas and fami-
lies, most prominently with respect to the total vs. partitive alternation in the Finnic and
some neighboring Indo-European languages. Languages of the eastern Circum-Baltic
area (Dahl & Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001) show a remarkable degree of productivity of
this type of DAM (Serzant 2015):

(14) Lithuanian (Baltic, Indo-European; own knowledge)
a. Jis is-géré vanden-j.
he TELIC-drink.3psT water-Acc.sG
‘He drank (up) (the/some) water.
b. Jis is-géré vanden-s.
he TELIC-drink.3pST Water-GEN.SG

‘He drank (*the/some) water’

The verb ‘to drink’ subcategorizes for an accusative object in Lithuanian, as in (14a),
which is the default option in this language and may have both definite and indefinite
(weak/‘some’) interpretation, since this language does not have grammaticalized arti-
cles and bare NPs are generally ambiguous regarding definiteness. However, the regu-
lar accusative marking may be overridden by the genitive case, as in (14b), where the
exhaustive or definite reading is no longer available (Serzant 2014). The genitive op-
tion induces the indefinite-quantification reading in (14b) which, in turn, is related to
non-specificity. Furthermore, the indefinite-quantity reading renders the verbal phrase
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in (14Db) atelic (non-resultative in the Finnish tradition, cf. Huumo 2010), the whole event
of ‘drinking water’ becomes an activity predicate in contrast to the accomplishment in-
terpretation in (14a). While this effect is found mostly with verbs taking the incremental
theme (Dowty 1991) in Lithuanian (Serzant 2014), Finnic languages allow basically any
accomplishment verb to acquire an activity interpretation by means of this type of DOM,
cf. the verb ‘to open’ in (15) taking a non-incremental theme (cf. Kiparsky 1998; Huumo
2010):

(15) Finnish (Finnic, Finno-Ugric; Kiparsky 1998: 273)
a. Hdn avasi ikkunan.
he  open.3sc.psT window.AcCC.SG

‘He opened the window.

b. Hdn avasi ikkunaa.
he  open.3sG.psT Window.PART.SG

(i) ‘He was opening the window’

(ii) ‘He opened the window (partly).

(iii) ‘He opened the window for a while’

(iv) ‘He opened the window again and again.

Crucially, all four readings in (15b) imply a construal of an event in the past that is not
committal as to the achievement of an inherent end point (the door is closed). In turn,
only (15a) with accusative marking® of the object indicates that the inherent end point
of the process of ‘window opening’ has been achieved. At the same time, in contrast
to (14b), there is no weak quantification of the object referent — only the verbal action
is quantified while the object is affected holistically. Note that there is no relation to
viewpoint (or even progressive) aspect here, as is sometimes assumed in the literature
(see the discussion in Serzant 2015). The non-resultativity (or only partial result) of the
event in (15b), of course, entails that the object referent has not been affected to the
extent that it has been in (15a).

2.1.7 Argument-triggered DAM: a summary

§2.1 considers only those cases of DAM where argument properties function as trigger,
while the form of the predicate remains the same. This type has been in the focus of the
study of DAM since its very beginning and arguably represents the consensus examples
of DAM (cf. Bossong 1985; 1991). We follow this tradition and consider this type of DAM
as a more central one. The following is thus our narrow definition of DAM:

The Finnish accusative case is highly syncretic: it is homonymous with the genitive in the singular and with
the nominative in the plural and has dedicated morphology only with personal pronouns (Karlsson 1999:
100-101). This is why it is sometimes (somewhat misleadingly) referred to as the genitive in the traditional
linguistic literature on Finnish.
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(16) Narrow definition of DAM:
Any kind of situation where an argument of a predicate bearing the same
generalized semantic role may be coded in different ways, depending on factors
other than the argument role itself and/or the clausal properties of the predicate
such as polarity, TAM, embeddedness, etc.

2.2 Predicate-triggered DAM

We now turn to the discussion of the other major type of DAM, namely, PREDICATE-
TRIGGERED DAM. The cases of DAM to be discussed in this section involve a broader
understanding of the phenomenon according to the definition in (1) but not according
to the definition in (16), which requires one and the same form of the predicate. In this
type of DAM, different - though paradigmatically related — forms of the predicate re-
quire differential marking of its argument and neither inherent nor discourse-related
properties of arguments play any role. Nevertheless, we think that such DAM systems
are of no lesser interest than the systems discussed in §2.1 and may be related to them
diachronically.

2.2.1 Clause-type-based differential marking

A very common, but not very frequently discussed kind of DAM is the one in which a
particular kind of argument marking is found in one type of clause, whereas in some
other type of clause the relevant argument is marked differently (cf. “main” versus “sub-
ordinate” clause split in Dixon 1994: 101 or “split according to construction” in McGregor
2009: 492). This type of DAM can be illustrated by the comparison of the main clause
with different types of dependent clauses in Maithili. In the main clause, the sole ar-
gument of one-argument clauses and the more agent-like arguments of two-argument
clauses are in the nominative, as in (17a) and (17b) respectively:

(17) Maithili (Indo-European; India, Nepal; Bickel & Yadava 2000: 346, 347)
a. O has-l-aith.
3hrem.NoM laugh-psT-3hnNom
‘He(hrem) laughed’

b. O okra cah-ait ch-aith.
3hreM 3nhrRem.DAT like-1PFV.PTCP AUX-3hNOM

‘S/he(hrem) likes him/her(nh.REM).

However, in various types of dependent clauses, for instance in converbial clauses, as
in (18a), and infinitival clauses as in (18b), these arguments are in the dative case:

17



Alena Witzlack-Makarevich & Ilja A. Serzant

(18) Maithili (Indo-European; India, Nepal; Bickel & Yadava 2000: 353, 358)

a. [Hamra (*ham) ghar  aib-ké] pita-ji khusi
1DAT iNoM  home come-cvB father-hnom happy
he-t-ah.

be(come)-FuT-3hNom
‘When I come home, father will be happy.

b. [Ram-ké (*Ram) sut-b-ak lel] ham  yahi tham-sa
Ram-pAT Ram.NOM sleep-INF:0BL-GEN for 1NOM here place-ABL
uthi-ge-l-atih.
rise-TEL-PST-INOM

‘I got up from this place in order for Ram to (be able to) sleep’

Note that differential marking is never possible with one and the same form of the predi-
cate. Instead, the two types of marking are in complementary distribution as determined
by the matrix vs. embedded status of the predicate.

2.2.2 TAM-based differential marking

Tense, aspect, and mood of the clause present an often discussed trigger of DAM, in
particular in case of differential agent marking, when discussing so-called split ergativity
(cf. Comrie 1978; Dixon 1994: 97-101; de Hoop & Malchukov 2007). The distribution of
case markers in Georgian illustrates this type of DAM. In the present, the agent argument
appears in the nominative case, e.g. deda ‘mother.NoM’ in (19a). In the aorist, the agent
argument appears in the narrative case (sometimes also called ergative), e.g. deda-m
‘mother-NARR’ in (19b):

(19) Georgian (Kartvelian; Georgia; Harris 1981: 42)

a. Deda bans tavis Svil-s.
mother.NoM she.batheshim.prs self.GEN child-DAT

“The mother is bathing her child’

b. Deda-m dabana tavis-i Svil-i.
mother-NARR she.bathed. him.A0R self.GEN-NoM child-Nom

“The mother bathed her child.

A number of functional explanations and predictions about possible systems of mark-
ing have been proposed with respect to the effects of tense and aspect properties of
the clause (see Dixon 1994: 97-101; DeLancey 1981; 1982). For instance, Dixon (1994: 99)
predicts that if a language shows differential agent marking conditioned by tense or
aspect, the ergative marking pattern is always found either in the past tense or in the
perfective aspect. Such functional explanations of alleged correlations of marking and
TAM are sometimes presented as textbook knowledge (cf. Song 2001: 174). However, they
are not unproblematic, as discussed in Creissels (2008) and Witzlack-Makarevich (2011:
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143-144). One of the problems lies in the following: The languages frequently used to
illustrate effects of the tense-aspect properties of the clause on DAM include a number
of Indo-Aryan and Iranian languages (e.g. Dixon 1994: 100; de Hoop & Malchukov 2007).
However, although tense-aspect values of the clause might superficially seem to condi-
tion a particular argument marking in these languages, the distribution of case markers
is actually determined by certain morphological verb forms (for instance, a special par-
ticiple or a converb) — and not by TAM as such — and this distribution has an etymological
motivation (for examples, see Witzlack-Makarevich 2011: 144).

2.2.3 Polarity-based differential marking

Polarity of the clause is another predicate-related feature that has long been known to
interact with argument marking (cf. Dixon 1994: 101). Its effects can be illustrated with
the Finnish examples in (20). Whereas in affirmative clauses the P argument can appear
either in the accusative or partitive case, as in (20a), in negative clauses only the partitive
case marking of the P argument is grammatical, as in (20b):

(20) Finnish (Uralic; Finland; Sulkala & Karjalainen 1992: 115)
a. Soéin omena-n / omena-a.
eat.1siPFv  apple-acc / apple-PART
‘T ate/was eating an apple.
b. En syonyt omena-a.
NEG-1s eat-2PTCP apple-PART

‘Tdidn’t eat/was not eating an apple’

2.2.4 Differential marking and marking of information structure with verbal
morphology

While information-structure-driven DAM systems mostly represent cases of DAM in
the narrow sense, as defined in (16), individual information-structural configurations
may also require different forms of the predicate, e.g. in Somali (Saeed 1987). Similarly,
in Arbor, the form of the predicate in (21a) is different from the one in (21b): the topical,
nominative subject (21a) takes the predicate with the auxiliary 7iy while the focal subject
(21b) does not allow the auxiliary:

(21) Arbore (Cushitic, Ethiopia; Hayward 1984: 113)

a. Farawé 7i-y zahate
horse.F.NOM PVs-35G die.3SG.F
‘(A) horse died’

b. Farawa zéhe

horse.F.pPRED died.3sG.M

‘(A) HORSE died.” (Capitals signify the narrow focus)
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2.3 Summary of DAM triggers

Sections §2.1-§2.2 cover the entire range of DAM triggers. We identify two major types
of DAM systems. On the one hand, we distinguish argument-triggered DAM systems
with no direct dependency on the predicate form. Such systems can be triggered by
various argument properties and event semantics and are in accordance with both our
narrow definition in (16) and broad definition in (1). On the other hand, there are a whole
range of DAM systems where the same argument role is marked differently in different
subparadigms of the predicate. Table 2 summarizes this typology and provides references
to the respective examples.

Table 2: DAM systems according to the trigger

same predicate
form

DAM trigger type DAM trigger Examples
properties of inherent ] Jingulu (5), (6)
the argument properties animacy,
(local DAM) person,

discreteness,

part of speech,

inflection class

non-inherent

properties definiteness, Warrwa (9)

specificity,
topicality,
focality

properties of inherent animacy,

the whole properties person, Aguaruna (10),

scenario (global discreteness, (11)

DAM) part of speech,

inflection class

different
predicate forms

non-inherent definiteness, 3PROX > 30BV
properties specificity, (not in the text)
topicality,
focality
event semantics
affectedness, Tsova-Tush (12)
control over the
event
TAM, polarity,
Maithili (17),

clause type, etc.

(18); Georgian
(19); Finnish
(20)
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2.4 The scope of DAM: restricted and unrestricted DAM systems

Whereas in some languages DAM seems to apply throughout the whole language system,
in many languages its range is restricted in various ways, e.g. to particular predicates
or individual clause types or to particular inflectional classes. Thus, one can distinguish
between restricted DAM systems (to be illustrated in this section) and apparently unre-
stricted systems (the examples given in §2.1-§2.2, though admittedly we are not always
certain whether DAM indeed applies without any restrictions in these languages).

In Latvian, the nominative-accusative split in patient marking is restricted to a very
limited domain, namely, to the debitive construction denoting necessity. The construc-
tion is marked by an auxiliary (optional in the present tense) and the prefix ja- on the
verb, as in (22):

(22) Latvian (Baltic, Indo-European; personal knowledge)
a. Tev (ir) ja-ciena mani/*es.
YOU.DAT (AUX.PRS.3) DEB-respect I.ACC/*LNOM
b. Tev (ir) ja-ciena vins/mate/valsts.
YOU.DAT (AUX.PRS.3) DEB-respect he.NoM/mother.NoM/state.NOM
a. ‘You have to be respectful towards me (acc).
b. “You have to be respectful towards him (NoM) / [your] mother (Nom) / [the]
country (Nom). [Constructed example]

In this construction, the patient argument realized with speech-act-participant personal
and reflexive pronouns is obligatorily marked with the accusative case, while other NP
types are marked with the nominative case in the standard language. Elsewhere, Latvian
does not show any DAM. The debitive construction in (22) is thus the only domain in
Latvian within which one finds DAM.

Another type of a cross-linguistically recurrent domain for DAM is subordinate clauses.
For instance, in Turkish, the domain for the differential subject marking is the nominal-
ized subordinate clause in which the subject must either bear the nominative case -
which is a morphological zero — or be marked overtly by the genitive case. In the for-
mer case the subject has a generic, non-specific interpretation, as in (23b), in the latter
case, it has a specific indefinite interpretation, as in (23a) (Comrie 1986: 95; Kornfilt 2008:
83-84):

(23) Turkish (Turkic; Kornfilt 2008: 83-84)
a. [Koy-ii bir haydut-un  bas-tig-in]-1 duy-du-m.
village-acc a  robber-GEN raid-FN-35G-AcC hear-PsT-15G
‘Theard that a (certain) robber raided the village. (specific)
b. [Koy-ii haydut  bas-tig-inj-1 duy-du-m.
village-acc robber raid-FN-35G-acc hear-psT-15G

‘Theard that robbers raided the village. (non-specific, generic)
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Crucially, the nominative vs. genitive differential subject marking is found only in the
subordinate clauses, while the main clauses in Turkish do not allow this type of DAM.
Note that the distinction between the subordinated vs. main clause is not the trigger
for the DAM here, in contrast to the cases discussed in §2.1.1. In this case, the DAM is
triggered by the properties of the respective argument — specific vs. non-specific, as dis-
cussed in §2.1.3.The only difference to the other similar examples is that the distribution
of DAM is restricted to subordinate clauses.

In addition to syntactically restricted domains, as in (22) and (23), DAM systems may
also be restricted lexically. Thus, the range of DAM may be limited by a particular class
of verbs — motivated semantically or otherwise. For instance, a small number of one-
argument predicates in Hindi/Urdu allow for differential marking of its sole argument
conditioned by volitionality, e.g. bhok- ‘bark’, khas- ‘cough’, chik- ‘sneeze’, has- ‘laugh’,
etc. (see Davison 1999 for an exhaustive list). This is illustrated in (24): whereas in (24a)
the sole argument is in the unmarked nominative case and the event of coughing is
understood as being unintentional, in (24b) the sole argument is in the ergative case to
reflect the intentional nature of the coughing event:

(24) Hindi-Urdu (Indo-Aryan; India, Pakistan; Tuite et al. 1985: 264)

a. Ram khas-a.
Ram.NoM cough-PRF.M

‘Ram coughed.

b. Ram=ne  khas-a.
Ram=ErRG cough-PRF.M
‘Ram coughed (purposefully).

We discussed similar cases in §2.1.6 under properties dependent on event semantics.
The major difference between these examples and the examples in §2.1.6 lies in the fact
that the intentionality-based DAM in Hindi/Urdu does not apply to every sole argument,
but, its domain is limited to a very small set of verbs.

To summarize, the range of DAM can be restricted in various ways by the properties of
the predicate: by various verbal grammatical categories (such as tense, aspect or mood),
by the syntactic position (e.g. embedded vs. matrix) or by lexical restrictions (particular
verb classes only). The categories which restrict the range of DAM are often similar to
those discussed in §2.2, but their effect on DAM is different: whereas in restricted sys-
tems discussed in this section we find DAM triggered mostly by the familiar inherent or
discourse-based properties of arguments but limited to particular contexts, e.g. to par-
ticular types of clauses, the predicate-based DAM systems in §2.2 are directly triggered
by a particular form of the predicate. Note that the restricted argument-triggered DAM
systems still adhere to the narrow definition of DAM in (16) alongside the unrestricted
argument-triggered ones. Another way to put it is as follows: if one knows that the DAM
system is restricted, one can identify the domain where one finds alternating argument
marking. However, to predict what kind of marking an argument takes, one still has to
consider the triggers of DAM. The cross-tabulation of the scope variable of DAM system
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and the familiar trigger variable yields the four subtypes of DAM systems summarized
in Table 3:

Table 3: Typological variation of DAM systems

Trigger

argument predicate
properties properties

unrestricted unrestricted unrestricted
argument- predicate-/
triggered clause-triggered
DAM DAM

Scope

restricted restricted restricted
argument- predicate-/
triggered clause-triggered
DAM DAM

3 Morphological and syntactic properties of DAM

In this section we provide a survey of the variation in DAM related to its morphological
and syntactic properties. We first discuss the morphological dichotomy between sym-
metric and asymmetric DAM systems (§3.1) and then proceed to the locus of marking
and give a short overview of the research on differential flagging in contrast to differen-
tial indexing (§3.2). In §3.3 we briefly consider the syntactic properties of DAM. Finally,
§3.4 touches upon the issues of obligatoriness of DAM.

3.1 Symmetric vs. asymmetric DAM

From the beginning of the research on DOM it has generally been assumed that DOM
yields a binary opposition based on markedness: certain NP types are marked in terms
of both prominence (animacy, definiteness, etc.) and morphological encoding while oth-
ers are unmarked, i.e., are non-prominent and morphologically unmarked (inter alia,
Bossong 1985; 1991; but also Aissen 2003). In other words, semantic markedness is mir-
rored by the morphological markedness or AsYMMETRIC encoding: X vs. zero. Many DOM
systems are of this type, e.g. the DOM of Spanish or Persian. For example, Spanish con-
trasts animate specific objects to all others by marking the former but not the latter with
the preposition a.

Recently, however, also syMMETRIC DAM systems - i.e. systems where both alterna-
tives receive overt morphological marking — have become the focus of attention in sev-
eral studies (e.g. de Hoop & Malchukov 2008; Iemmolo 2013b). Some researchers have ar-
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gued that symmetric and asymmetric DAM systems are regulated by different principles
(Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 19; Abraham & Leiss 2012; Iemmolo 2013b). For instance,
Iemmolo’s (2013b) study shows that symmetric DOM systems respond to parameters re-
lated to the overall semantics of the event, e.g. polarity and quantification, affectedness
or boundedness (aspectuality), whereas asymmetric systems reflect various participant
properties, most prominently its information-structure role, animacy, referentiality, etc.
(similarly Abraham & Leiss 2012: 320).

While functional correlations between prominence and morphological realization of
DOM like those put forward by lemmolo (2013b) do indeed find some cross-linguistic sup-
port, there are a number of counterexamples. For instance, the DOM found in Kolyma
Yukaghir (Yukaghir, isolate) is symmetric: it requires accusative marking -gele/-kele for
definite nouns and the instrumental case ending -le for indefinite nouns with third per-
son A arguments (Maslova 2003: 93). Functionally, this type of DOM is very much remi-
niscent of the asymmetric DOM in Biblical (and modern) Hebrew. The latter is also con-
ditioned by definiteness but, in contrast to Kolyma Yukaghir, is morphologically asym-
metric as it requires the preposition ‘et with definite NPs and disallows it with indefinite
NPs. Counterexamples are found with differential agent marking as well: for instance,
Warrwa (Kimberley, Western Australia; McGregor 2006) has alternations between two
different ergatives and is thus an instance of symmetric DAM by definition. However,
in contrast to the claims e.g. in Ilemmolo (2013b), this system is solely conditioned by the
properties of the A argument itself (such as expectedness) and is not related to verbal
semantics.

The aforementioned claim about the correlations of symmetrically realized DAMs
with event interpretation, on the one hand, and asymmetrically realized DAMs corre-
lating with participant interpretation, on the other, is too strong also for the following
reason. The opposition between an overt vs. zero marker is only possible if there is no
general ban on zeros in the particular domain of a language. For example, the opposition
between accusative and nominative object marking in the Latvian debitive construction
is functionally dependent — somewhat similarly to the Spanish DOM - on factors such
as animacy and accessibility but the morphological realization here is the one between
one overt marking (nominative, e.g. -s) vs. another overt marking (accusative, e.g. -u)
simply because Latvian disallows zero markers for any case. For this Latvian system it
is difficult to determine which option is morphologically (more) marked and which one
is unmarked or less marked” and, crucially, whether more prominent participants (ani-
mates and more accessible referents) or the less prominent participants (inanimates and
less accessible) are more coded.

While Latvian disallows zeros in all its declensional paradigms, other languages pre-
clude zeros only in a particular (sub)paradigm: typically, the plural and pronominal
paradigms in fusional declensions do not contain zeros. For example, in Russian, all DOM
types are symmetric in the plural (but not in the singular) because there is a dedicated
plural marker -y/-i for the nominative. Even the textbook example of Spanish does not

"But see, for instance, Keine & Miiller (2008) for using not only the length of markers, but also their phono-
logical properties, such as sonority, to determine phonological markedness.

24



1 Differential argument marking: Patterns of variation

fully fit the pattern X vs. zero when it comes to pronouns, cf. a mi ‘Acc 156.AcC’ vs. me
‘1sG.Acc’. Pronouns are often morphologically (suppletive) portmanteau words combin-
ing both the referential and case-marking morphemes. It is therefore often difficult to
distinguish between symmetric vs. asymmetric DAM in these cases.

Rarely are there DOM systems which are asymmetric but where their asymmetry is
reverse to what is expected because it is the morphologically marked member that is less
prominent while the zero-marked one is more prominent. For example, the DOM based
on the opposition between the partitive use of the genitive in Russian is a case in point.
Here, the less prominent NP is always marked by the partitive genitive with dedicated
morphological coding. In turn, the accusative case has no dedicated marking for a large
number of inanimate (and some animate) NPs:

(25) Russian (Slavic, Indo-European; personal knowledge)
a. ja vypil konjak-g.
ILNoM drink.SG.PST cognac-SG.ACC
‘T drank up the cognac.
b. Ja vypil konjak-a.
INoM drink.sG.pST cognac-sG.GEN

‘T drank some/*the cognac’

The DOM found in (25a)—(25b) is asymmetric by definition. However, it is the semanti-
cally more prominent NP in (25a) that is unmarked as opposed to (25b).

To conclude, there are three ways of how prominence correlates with morphologi-
cal markedness: (i) the prominent meaning is coded with more material than the non-
prominent (e.g. the Spanish DOM)), (ii) both the prominent and the non-prominent mean-
ings are similarly coded (e.g. the Latvian debitive’s DOM, Serzant & Taperte 2016), and
(iii) the less prominent meaning is coded with more material than the more prominent
(cf. 25 above). However, these types are not distributed equally cross-linguistically. Type
(iii) is rarer than type (i). According to Sinneméki (2014: 304), in the asymmetric DOM
systems conditioned by topicality, it is the topical object that receives overt marking in
all cases. In turn, when it comes to the symmetric type (ii), the correlations mentioned
in Iemmolo (2013b) do not seem to represent a strong bias.

3.2 Differential flagging vs. differential indexing

Differential marking of arguments may be realized as head- or as dependent-marking —
a difference that is largely constrained by the strategy the language uses to mark core ar-
guments (i.e. indexing only, indexing and flagging or flagging only, Nichols 1986). Thus,
among others, Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) treat both as different aspects of the same
phenomenon. At the same time, indexing and flagging are often claimed to have different
functions not only synchronically but also at earlier historical stages (cf. Croft 1988: 167—
168). While agreement or indexing is “a topic related phenomenon” as Givéon (1976: 185)
puts it (cf. also Kibrik 2011), flagging is not related to topichood or information-structure
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in general, but rather to semantic argument roles and various dependency relations be-
tween a head and its dependent (cf. lemmolo 2013a). Semantic roles and various depen-
dency relations constitute the most frequent function of cases (cf. Blake 1994). At the
same time, dependent marking can and does sometimes end up being employed for prag-
matic rather than semantic purposes, as with the optional ergative marking illustrated
in §2.1.3, where one of the ergative markers is associated with continuous topichood, as
in (9a), while the other occurs with a certain degree of contrast, as in (9b).

Iemmolo (forthcoming) is an important attempt to delineate the distinction between
differential object marking (DOM) or rather differential case marking, on the one hand,
and differential object indexing (DOI), on the other. lemmolo claims that the main distinc-
tion between the two is that DOl is related to topic continuity whereas DOM is employed
to encode topic discontinuity. This also naturally follows from the fact that independent
argument expressions (such as full NPs) are more related to topic discontinuities while
verb affixes or bound pronouns are typically employed for expected referents such as
continuous topics. It might thus be the case that the effects found in Iemmolo (forth-
coming) are due to the distinction between different referential expressions, namely,
independent versus bound expressions.

3.3 Syntactic properties of DAM

In the previous sections we have discussed morphological properties of DAM systems.
Yet, the syntactic or behavioral properties (to use the term from Keenan 1976) of argu-
ments in general may be heavily constrained by the morphological marking involved —
an issue that has been notoriously neglected in the discussion of various DAM systems,
as emphasized by Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 17, 140-141). It is tacitly assumed — and
perhaps correctly for many but not all instances of DAM - that concomitant to a shift in
marking of an argument, the syntactic properties of that argument do not change. How-
ever, there are many instances in which this is not the case and differential function leads
not only to differential marking but also to different syntactic properties, as Dalrymple
& Nikolaeva (2011: 140-168) extensively argue for languages such as Ostyak, Mongolian,
Chatino and Hindi. For example, marked and unmarked objects in the DOI of Ostyak
exhibit asymmetries in syntactic behavioral properties related to reference control in
nominalized dependent clauses, ability to topicalize the possessor, etc. where the marked
object is more of a direct object than the unmarked (Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 17). To
account for the differences in the syntactic properties Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 141)
suggest two cross-linguistic categories (within the LFG framework, drawing on Butt &
King 1996, but see already Bossong 1991: 158): the grammatically marked, topical object
OBJ and the non-topical, unmarked object OBJy — a distinction that was originally in-
troduced for objects of ditransitive verbs but was extended to monotransitive objects in
Butt & King (1996).8 Consider Table 4 from Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 141):

While OB]J represents the morphologically marked, discursively salient, topical objects,

8Note that Butt & King (1996) use the labels OBJ and OB]Jy in exactly reverse functions than adopted by
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011).
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Table 4: Marked and unmarked patient/theme objects (according to Dalrymple
& Nikolaeva 2011: 141)

OB]J OBJg
Marking Yes No
Information-structure role Topic Non-topic
Properties of core grammatical functions Yes No

the extreme of the opposite case of OBJg would be incorporated objects, e.g. in some East-
ern Cushitic languages (as discussed in Sasse 1984). For example, the accusative-marked
objects but not the unmarked objects in Khalkha Mongolian (all definite NPs and some in-
definite NPs) may be combined with the topical particle ni (whose distribution is syntacti-
cally governed) and be fronted (Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 153-154). Another example
of differences in the syntactic properties is the Russian partitive-accusative DOM: while
(26a) can easily be passivized, as in (26c), there is no passive counterpart in Standard
Russian like (26d) that would match the meaning in (26b) inducing weak quantification
of the object referent:

(26) Russian (Slavic, Indo-European; personal knowledge)
a. Ja vy-pil sok.
LNOM drink.PST.M.SG juice.ACC.SG/NOM.SG
‘T drank (up) the/some juice. [Elicited]
b. Ja vypil sok-a.
ILNOM drink.PST.M.SG  juice.GEN.SG
‘T drank some juice. [Elicited]

c. Sok byl vypit.
juice.NOM.SG.M AUX.PST.5SG.M  drink.PST.PASS.M.SG

“The juice was drunk. [Elicited]
d. *Sok-a byl-o vypito.
juice-GEN.SG.M AUX.PST.SG.N  drink.PST.PASS.N.SG

[Intended meaning] ‘Some juice was drunk.

Ideally, according to the definition of DAM in (1) and (16), there should be no change
in the syntactic behavior for an alternation to qualify as DAM. In case of a former dis-
location, there should be no resumptive pronoun and, more generally, no other factors
that would rather suggest extra-clausal status of the marked option.

3.4 Obligatory vs. optional DAM

de Hoop & Malchukov (2007) distinguish between fluid DAM and split DAM. The former
refers to constellations in which an argument in one and the same proposition may
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take both marking options depending on pragmatics and context. In turn, the latter is
found when the differential marking is conditioned by inherent properties of an NP.
Indeed, systems of DAM vary in terms of the degree of obligatoriness of a particular
marking. Whereas in some DAM systems a particular marking applies in predictable
and consistent fashion with certain types of NPs or in certain grammatical contexts,
other systems seem to be more flexible (cf. McGregor’s (2009) “split” case marking on
the one hand, and “optional” case marking on the other). Thus, de Swart (2006) reports
that definiteness may but need not be marked on objects in Hindi. It is only if the speaker
commits himself to the definite interpretation that it is marked by case. Obligatoriness
also implies that the alternative option is equally committal. To summarize, the principles
conditioning DAM may be fully (i) obligatory (splits), (ii) obligatory-optional (split-fluid)
(similar to Type 3/mixed type in Dalrymple & Nikolaeva’s 2011 typology) and fully (iii)
optional (fluid). Note that — in contrast to de Hoop & Malchukov (2007) and Klein &
de Swart (2011) — we do not attribute particular semantic domains such as definiteness
or specificity to the fluid type since there are DAM systems in which the distinction
between definite and everything else or specific and everything else is rigid. For example,
the definite NPs must be marked in Modern Hebrew in terms of a fairly rigid rule, thus
yielding a split. The three types are summarized and illustrated below.

i Splits (obligatory complementary distribution) are common both with argument-
triggered DAM, e.g. in the case of differential marking of nouns vs. pronouns, as in
Jingulu in (5), and with predicate-triggered DAM, such as cases of split ergativity
where the form of the predicate determines the marking of the argument, as in the
Georgian examples in (19).

ii Fluid DAM works solely according to probabilistic rules, as e.g. the DSM restricted
to negated predicates in Russian (see e.g. Timberlake 2004: 300-311 and the refer-
ences therein).

iii Finally, split-fluid is a DAM system which has a combination of both splitting and
fluid contexts, i.e. contexts that obligatorily require a particular marking (splits)
and contexts that allow for some optionality. In most of the cases, optionality is
subordinate to splits. For example, the DOM in Persian has rigid rule for definite
NPs which must be marked, hence, a definite-indefinite split. In turn, the realm of
indefinites is conditioned by various degrees of individuation (Lazard 1992: 183-
185), not exclusively by topicality (pace Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 107-113). Fi-
nally, Kannada (Dravidian) has an animate vs. inanimate split where animates
must be marked while inanimates are either marked or unmarked depending on
various additional factors (Lidz 2006).

While splits are defined in terms of rigid and simple rules, optionality is highly complex
and involves a number of often competing motivations. For example, in an argument-
triggered DAM such as Spanish DOM, different lexical verbs may considerably alter the
preferences for DOM (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2007). In the argument-triggered DOM of
the Latvian debitive, the preferences for acc vs. Nom marking of non-pronominal NPs
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are also dependent on the lexical verb but not exclusively so and other factors such as the
linear position (preverbal vs. postverbal) also play an important role. In the argument-
driven DOM of Khalkha Mongolian, definite NPs (nouns, pronouns, proper names) are
obligatorily marked, while weak indefinite (semantically incorporated) bare NPs are obli-
gatorily unmarked (yielding a split). In turn, the indefinite NPs modified by the indefinite
article neg are optional and tendentiously constrained by factors such as discourse per-
sistence (whether or not the referent will be talked about in the following discourse),
animacy, affectedness, incremental relation with the verb, specificity, etc. (Guntsetseg
2008: 67).

While splits typically revolve around inherent properties, this need not always be the
case. Non-inherent properties may also — albeit more rarely - yield splits. For example,
Modern Hebrew requires all definite objects to carry the DOM marker ‘et (Danon 2001),
thus splitting all NP types of Hebrew into definite and indefinite ones.’

3.5 Summary

So far we have outlined various DAM systems and their properties. In Section §1, we gave
a broad definition of DAM (1) which we recapitulate here for convenience: the term DAM
broadly refers to any kind of the situation where an argument of a predicate bearing the
same generalized semantic role may be coded in different ways, depending on factors
other than the argument role itself, and which is not licensed by diathesis alternations
(similarly to the way it is defined in Woolford 2008, Iemmolo & Schikowski 2014). This
definition encompasses both argument-triggered and predicate-triggered DAM systems.

However, it has to be acknowledged that the consensus examples are all argument-
triggered DAM, e.g. the DOM in Spanish, for which we have provided the narrower
definition. In turn, predicate-triggered DAM systems are quite different in many respects,
as is summarized in Table 3. Here, DAM alternations are complementarily licensed by
two distinct forms of the predicate (e.g. past vs. present) and/or by two distinct syntactic
positions of the predicate (embedded vs. main) — both situations do not immediately
concern NP-internal properties, scenario or event semantics. The latter are crucial for
the argument-triggered DAM. To capture these differences, we have provided also the
narrow definition of DAM in (16) above, recapitulated here for convenience:

(16) Narrow definition of DAM:
Any kind of situation where an argument of a predicate bearing the same gener-
alized semantic role may be coded in different ways, depending on factors other
than the argument role itself and/or the clausal properties of the predicate such as
polarity, TAM, embeddedness, etc.

Having said this, different predicate forms expressing, for example, different aspectual
properties (such as perfective vs. imperfective) are indeed interrelated with such factors

9Klein & de Swart (2011: 5) assume that fluid vs. split is “always” correlated with function (“result”) vs.
triggers.
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as event semantics, but, crucially, only indirectly (e.g. in terms of Hopper & Thompson
1980). In diachronic terms, predicate-triggered DAM systems may develop into argument-
triggered ones, which suggests that these two types are not totally distinct. To capture
potential diachronic and synchronic relations, we have introduced the distinction be-
tween the broad definition of DAM and the narrow definition.

4 Functional explanations for DAM

In this section we will briefly survey a few common explanations of DAM. These ex-
planations are directly linked to the understanding of what functions morphological
marking generally serves, in particular, to the functions of case marking. Note, however,
that these explanations primarily concern the NP-triggered and not for the predicate-
triggered DAM type, i.e. only the DAM systems that satisfy the narrow definition in (16).
The two most frequently mentioned functions of case marking here are the distinguish-
ing (also called discriminatory or disambiguating) function and the identifying (also
called highlighting, indexing or coding) function (cf. Dixon 1979; 1994; Mallinson & Blake
1981; Comrie 1989; Song 2001; de Hoop & Malchukov 2008; Siewierska & Bakker 2009;
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 3-8). The distinguishing function of case marking serves
the purposes of disambiguation of the argument roles in clauses with two or more ar-
guments. Case marking fulfills the identifying function in that it codes the semantic
relationship that the argument bears to its verb. In what follows, these two functions are
presented in further details and linked to particular configurations of argument marking.

In the identifying approach to the function of DAM, the presence of a marker on an
argument is independent of the relationship between the arguments of a clause. Instead,
a particular marker is viewed as a device to highlight more fine-grained distinctions of
the same semantic role (volitional vs. non-volitional agents, affected vs. non-affected
patients, controlling vs. non-controlling experiencers, etc.) or various properties of the
argument itself (e.g. in Hopper & Thompson 1980; Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011). For
instance, for Neess 2004: 1206, the relevant property triggering overt object marking is
affectedness of the argument. Affectedness is, in turn, defined by employing two other
concepts: the concept of part-whole relations and of salience. In terms of part-whole
relations, an entity of which only a subpart is affected is generally less affected than one
affected as a whole. The concept of salience relies on the assumption that some types of
effects are more easily perceptible and of greater interest to humans than others (Neess
2004: 1202).

Recently, Sinnemaiki (2014) has claimed that neither animacy nor definiteness are the
universal factors conditioning DOM. Thus, Sinnemaki (2014: 295) argues that “there is a
crosslinguistic dispreference for object case marking to be driven by animacy.” His study
shows that only 47 (= 39%) of genealogical units in his sample had an animacy-effect as
opposed to 61% of genealogical units in which animacy was not the conditioning factor.
Analogically, there were 34% (43 genealogical units) affected by definiteness (with an
areal bias for the Old World) as opposed to 66% (83 genealogical units) which were not.
Both factors are found to condition DOM in 58% (70 genealogical units) as opposed to
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42% (51 genealogical units) which are conditioned by some other factors (Sinneméki 2014:
296). However, problematic in Sinnemaki’s (2014) account is that he did not only consider
argument-triggered DOM systems for which the predictions mentioned above were de-
signed but also predicate-triggered DOM systems such as those conditioned by split erga-
tivity. Moreover, crucially, the DOM systems in 42% of genealogical units are not con-
ditioned by one single factor but instead by a variety of factors, including tense/aspect,
singular vs. plural, gender, etc. (cf. the ones listed in Sinnemaki 2014: 284-285). Notably,
the strengths of each of these are not even remotely similar to either animacy (39%) or
definiteness (34%), let alone animacy and definiteness together.

In turn, Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) claim that DOM is primarily motivated by the
information structure. According to them, DOM is used to highlight “similarities be-
tween subjects and topical objects” (Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 3—-8) and to delineate
topical objects and (generally topical) subjects as primary arguments from other, less
canonical arguments. Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) make an important claim based on
corpus frequencies that objects are as likely to be topics as foci or parts of foci and that
focus, therefore, is not the most typical information-structural role of an object, as in
previous accounts.

The distinguishing function of case marking always operates together with the two
more general principles responsible for coding asymmetries: economy and markedness
(cf. de Swart 2006; 2007; de Hoop & Malchukov 2008). In particular, the principle of
economy requires arguments to be unmarked to reduce the speaker’s efforts. In turn,
the distinguishing function forces the speaker to mark at least one of the arguments to
achieve their distinguishability from each other, although the choice of the argument to
be marked is not arbitrary and is predicted by markedness: the most marked combination
of the filler and the syntactic slot of the verb’s arguments will have a longer morpholog-
ical marking. Markedness here is based on the intuition of what represents the most
natural monotransitive clause (e.g. the most frequent clause type in actual discourse) in
terms of its arguments. Comrie (1989) summarizes this intuition as follows:

”[...], the most natural kind of transitive construction is one where the A is high in
animacy and definiteness, and the P is lower in animacy and definiteness; and any
deviation from this pattern leads to a more marked construction.” (Comrie 1989:
128)

This account thus predicts that animate and/or definite objects, which represent a
less natural (i.e. more marked) combination of role and semantic features, should be
marked formally, e.g. with an overt case marker (or by some other means, e.g. a passive
or inverse construction), while inanimate and/or indefinite objects, which manifest a
natural combination, need not be marked overtly (cf. Comrie 1989: 128; Bossong 1991:
162-163; Malchukov 2008).

There are several operational definitions for functional markedness. Bickel et al. (2015:
10), for example, adopt the interpretation of markedness in the context of DSM following
Silverstein’s (1976) lead. They speak of markedness relations and operationalize them in
terms of the alignment of argument roles: the sets that also include the S argument role
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(i.e. {S, P}, {S, A} and {S, A, P}) are all less specific and thus less marked in comparison to
the sets {A} and {P}. They test the often claimed effects of various referential hierarchies,
such as the ones in Table 1. High-ranking A and low-ranking P arguments are then
expected to be associated with the more general sets, i.e. {S, A, P} or {S, A} for high-
ranking A arguments, and {S, A, P} or {S, P} for low-ranking P arguments.

A more radical view is Haspelmath (2006) who discards markedness altogether, replac-
ing it with frequency-based expectations. This approach can be straightforwardly related
to DAM because it provides a falsifiable account of asymmetries mentioned above. For
example, animate direct objects are much less frequent and, hence, less expected to oc-
cur, while objects are typically inanimate. For example, Dahl & Fraurud (1996: 51) and
Dahl (2000) demonstrate that the proportion of animate vs. inanimate direct objects in
corpus of written Swedish is 87% inanimate while in spoken Swedish 89% inanimate vs.
13% and 11% animate NPs, respectively (analogical proportions are found in English and
Portuguese, cf. Everett 2009: 6, 12). This means that animate objects are less expected to
occur. This is claimed to be the reason why they require more marking than inanimate
objects which are expected anyway. In turn, the A position seems to be less biased. There
are 56% human A’s vs. 44% non-humans in the same corpus (Dahl & Fraurud 1996: 51).

Systems of case marking fulfilling a purely distinguishing function are infrequent syn-
chronically (de Hoop & Narasimhan 2005; de Hoop & Malchukov 2008: 569). These are
the systems of the kind described in §2.1.5 under scenario; apart from Aguaruna, other
known examples are Awtuw (Feldman 1986) or Hua (Haiman 1979). Contrary to what one
would expect from the perspective of the distinguishing function, in the majority of DAM
systems a particular argument marking applies mechanically across the board and is not
restricted to marking arguments only in contexts of actual ambiguity (cf. Malchukov
2008: 213). However, even in these cases, the distinguishing function does seem to be
operative in the background because DAM rarely leads to syntactic ambiguities here.

More generally, DAM provides a means for speakers to differentiate between various
additional factors that are themselves secondary to the event and do not considerably al-
ter the state of affairs. The exact semantic and/or pragmatic component that a particular
DAM system contributes is sometimes difficult to discern precisely because differential
marking does not significantly change the interpretation of the event. In turn, the versa-
tility of DAM systems is smoothened by the simple, mostly binary opposition between
two case-marking strategies which may be either complementarily distributed or one
marking may be the semantic default that may be used in all contexts.

5 Conclusions

Differential marking is a pervasive phenomenon cross-linguistically. Thus, Sinnemaki
(2014: 297) shows that, independently of genealogical and areal factors, the asymmetric
DOM (“restricted marking” in Sinneméki 2014) is found in the overwhelming majority of
languages that employ flagging of objects: 74% of all genealogical units in his large-scale
study on DOM involving 744 languages attest splits in the object marking where only a
subset of objects is overtly marked.
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Moreover, this phenomenon is highly versatile. We have suggested that the two main
types of DAM systems are the ARGUMENT-TRIGGERED DAM and the PREDICATE-TRIGGERED
DAM with various subtypes: while the former is primarily sensitive to the interpretation
of the respective participant (its semantic and pragmatic properties), the latter responds
to the properties of the event: e.g. whether the event is seen as perfective or imperfective,
whether it takes place in the past or in the present, whether it is referential or modal,
construed as independent (and hence coded by the main predicate) or as in some way
dependent on another event (and hence coded by an embedded predication), etc. It is only
the argument-triggered type that falls under the NARROW DEFINITION of DAM (in (16)
above) and has been at heart of research on DAM.

Orthogonally to this distinction we made the distinction between RESTRICTED Vs. UN-
RESTRICTED DAM systems. The former ones are found if the DAM system does not ap-
ply across the board but is limited to specific contexts such as particular constructions
or particular verbs; the latter, in turn, have no such restrictions. Crucially, most of the
functional explanations of DAM revolved around the argument-triggered DAM systems
and are not applicable to the predicate-driven type.

Furthermore, DAM systems may be classified into SPLIT, FLUID AND SPLIT-FLUID SyS-
tems, depending on the degree of obligatoriness and complementarity of the markers.
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AOR aorist min minimal number
ATT attenuative Aktionsart NARR narrative case
DEB debitive (necessity) mood nh non-honorific
h honorific REL subject relativizer
HIAF high affectedness Aktionsart REM remote
INT interrogative RESTR restrictive
INTENS intensifier SAP speech act participant

fERG focal ergative (as opposed to the nam-foankitigaivajugation marker

References

Abraham, Werner & Elisabeth Leiss. 2012. The case differential: Syntagmatic versus
paradigmatic case — its status in synchrony and diachrony. Transactions of the Philo-
logical Society 110(3). 316—-341.

Aissen, Judith. 1999. Markedness and subject choice in optimality theory. Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistic Theory 17. 673-711.

33



Alena Witzlack-Makarevich & Ilja A. Serzant

Aissen, Judith. 2003. Differential object marking: Iconicity vs. Economy. Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistic Theory 21(3). 435-483.

Ariel, Mira. 1988. Referring and accessibility. Journal of Linguistics 24(1). 65-87.

Ariel, Mira. 2001. Accessibility theory: An overview. In Ted Sanders, Joost Schilperoord
& Wilbert Spooren (eds.), Text representation: Linguistic and psycholinguistic aspects,
29-88. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Aristar, Anthony R. 1997. Marking and hierarchy types and the grammaticalization of
case-markers. Studies in Language 21. 313-368.

Bekins, Peter Joseph. 2012. Information structure and object marking: A study of the object
preposition et in Biblical Hebrew. Hebrew Union College, Jewish Institute of Religion
dissertation.

Bickel, Balthasar. 1995. In the vestibule of meaning: Transitivity inversion as a morpho-
logical phenomenon. Studies in Language 19(1). 73-127.

Bickel, Balthasar. 2011. Grammatical relations typology. In Jae Jung Song (ed.), The Oxford
handbook of language typology, 399-444. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bickel, Balthasar & Johanna Nichols. 2007. Inflectional morphology. In Timothy Shopen
(ed.), Language typology and syntactic description: Grammatical categories and the lexi-
con, vol. IIT: Grammatical Categories and the Lexicon, 169-240. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Bickel, Balthasar, Alena Witzlack-Makarevich & Taras Zakharko. 2015. Typological ev-
idence against universal effects of referential scales on case alignment. In Ina Born-
kessel-Schlesewsky, Andrej L. Malchukov & Marc Richards (eds.), Scales, 7-43. Berlin:
de Gruyter Mouton.

Bickel, Balthasar & Yogendra P. Yadava. 2000. A fresh look at grammatical relations in
Indo-Aryan. Lingua 110. 343-373.

Blake, Barry J. 1994. Case. 2nd edn. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bossong, Georg. 1982. Der pripositionale Akkusativ im Sardischen. In Otto Winkelmann
& Maria Braisch (eds.), Festschrift fiir Johannes Hubschmid zum 65. Geburtstag, 579-599.
Bern: Francke.

Bossong, Georg. 1985. Differentielle Objektmarkierung in den neuiranischen Sprachen. Ti-
bingen: Narr.

Bossong, Georg. 1991. Differential object marking in Romance and beyond. In Dieter
Wanner & Douglas A. Kibbee (eds.), New analyses in Romance linguistics. Selected pa-
pers from the XVIII Linguistic Symposium on Romance Languages, Urbana-Champaign,
April 7-9, 1988, 143-170. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Butt, Miriam & Tracy Holloway King. 1996. Structural topic and focus without movement.
In Miriam Butt & Tracy Holloway King (eds.), The Proceedings of the LFG’96 Conference,
Rank Xerox, Grenoble. Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

Comrie, Bernard. 1978. Ergativity. In Winfred Philipp Lehmann (ed.), Syntactic typology:
Studies in the phenomenology of language, 329-394. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Comrie, Bernard. 1986. Markedness, grammar, people and the world. In Fred R. Eckman,
Edith A. Moravcsik & Jessica R. Wirth (eds.), Markedness, 85-106. New York: Plenum
Press.

34



1 Differential argument marking: Patterns of variation

Comrie, Bernard. 1989. Language universals and linguistic typology. 2nd edn. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Corbett, Greville G. 1991. Gender. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Creissels, Denis. 2008. Direct and indirect explanations of typological regularities: The
case of alignment variations. Folia Linguistica 42. 1-38.

Creissels, Denis & Céline Mounole. 2011. Animacy and spatial cases. Typological tenden-
cies, and the case of Basque. In Seppo Kittil4, Katja Vasti & Jussi Ylikoski (eds.), Case,
animacy and semantic roles, 157-182. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Croft, William. 1988. Agreement vs. Case marking and direct objects. In Michael Bar-
low & Charles Ferguson (eds.), Agreement in natural language: Approaches, theories,
descriptions, 159-179. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Croft, William. 2003. Typology and universals. 2nd edn. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Dabir-Moghaddam, Mohammad. 1992. On the (in)dependence of syntax and pragmat-
ics: Evidence from the postposition -ra in Persian. In Dieter Stein (ed.), Cooperating
with written texts: The pragmatics and comprehension of written texts, 549-573. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Dahl, Osten. 2000. Egophoricity in discourse and syntax. Functions of Language 7(1). 37—
77.

Dahl, Osten. 2008. Animacy and egophoricity: Grammar, ontology and phylogeny. Lin-
gua 118(2). 141-150.

Dahl, Osten & Kari Fraurud. 1996. Animacy in grammar and discourse. In Thorstein
Fretheim & Jeannette Gundel (eds.), Reference and referent accessibility, 47-64. Am-
sterdam: John Benjamins.

Dahl, Osten & Maria Koptjevskaja-Tamm (eds.). 2001. The Circum-Baltic languages: Ty-
pology and contact. Vol. 1. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Dahlstrom, Amy L. 1986. Plains Cree morphosyntax. Berkeley: University of California at
Berkeley dissertation.

Dalrymple, Mary & Irina Nikolaeva. 2011. Objects and information structure. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Danon, Gabi. 2001. Syntactic definiteness in the grammar of Modern Hebrew. Linguistics
39(6). 1071-1116.

Davison, Alice. 1999. Functionalism and formalism in linguistics. In Michael Darnell,
Edith Moravcsik, Frederick Newmeyer, Michael Noonan & Kathleen Wheatley (eds.),
Ergativity: Functional and formal issues, 177-208. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

de Hoop, Helen & Peter de Swart. 2008a. Cross-linguistic variation in Differential Subject
Marking. In Helen de Hoop & Peter de Swart (eds.), Differential subject marking, 1-16.
Dordrecht: Springer.

de Hoop, Helen & Peter de Swart (eds.). 2008b. Differential subject marking. Dordrecht:
Springer.

de Hoop, Helen & Andrej L. Malchukov. 2007. On fluid differential case marking: A bidi-
rectional OT approach. Lingua 117(9). 1636-1656.

35



Alena Witzlack-Makarevich & Ilja A. Serzant

de Hoop, Helen & Andrej L. Malchukov. 2008. Case-marking strategies. Linguistic Inquiry
39(4). 565-587.

de Hoop, Helen & Bhuvana Narasimhan. 2005. Differential case-marking in Hindi. In
Mengistu Amberber & Helen de Hoop (eds.), Competition and variation in natural lan-
guages. The case for case, 321-346. Amsterdam: Elsevier.

de Swart, Peter. 2006. Case markedness. In Leonid Kulikov, Andrej L. Malchukov & Peter
de Swart (eds.), Case, valency and transitivity, 249-267. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

de Swart, Peter. 2007. Cross-linguistic variation in object marking. Nijmegen: Radboud
University Nijmegen dissertation.

DeLancey, Scott. 1981. An interpretation of split ergativity and related patterns. Language
57(3). 626—657.

DeLancey, Scott. 1982. Aspect, transitivity, and viewpoint. In Paul J. Hopper (ed.), Tense-
aspect. Between semantics and pragmatics, 167-183. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Dixon, R. M. W. 1979. Ergativity. Language 55(1). 59-138.

Dixon, R. M. W. 1994. Ergativity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dowty, David R. 1991. Thematic proto-roles and argument selection. Language 61(3). 547-
619.

Escandell-Vidal, M. Victoria. 2009. Differential object marking and topicality: The case
of Balearic Catalan. Studies in Language 33(4). 832-884.

Everett, Caleb. 2009. A reconsideration of the motivations for preferred argument struc-
ture. Studies in Language 33(1). 1-24.

Fauconnier, Stefanie. 2011. Differential agent marking and animacy. Lingua 121(3). 533—
547.

Fauconnier, Stefanie. 2012. Constructional effects of involuntary and inanimate agents: A
cross-linguistic study. Leuven: Katholiek Universiteit Leuven dissertation.

Feldman, Harry. 1986. A grammar of Awtuw. Canberra: Australian National University.

Filimonova, Elena. 2005. The noun phrase hierarchy and relational marking: Problems
and counterevidence. Linguistic Typology 9(1). 77-113.

Forker, Diana. 2012. The bi-absolutive construction in Nakh-Daghestanian. Folia Linguis-
tica 46(1). 75-108.

Gaby, Alice. 2006. A grammar of Kuuk Thaayorre. Melbourne: University of Melbourne
dissertation.

Gaby, Alice. 2010. From discourse to syntax and back: The lifecycle of Kuuk Thaayorre
ergative morphology. Lingua 120(7). 1677-1692.

Givon, Talmy. 1976. Topic, pronoun, and grammatical agreement. In Charles N. Li (ed.),
Subject and topic, 149-188. New York: Academic Press.

Guntsetseg, Dolgor. 2008. Differential object marking in Mongolian. In Florian Schéfer
(ed.), SinSpec: Working Papers of the FSB732 ‘Incremental Specification in Context’, vol. 1,
53-69. Stuttgart: Online Publikationsverbund der Universitat Stuttgart.

Haiman, John. 1979. Hua: A Papuan language of New Guinea. In Timothy Shopen (ed.),
Languages and their status, 34-89. Cambridge: Winthrop Publishers.

Harris, Alice C. 1981. Georgian syntax: A study in Relational Grammar. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

36



1 Differential argument marking: Patterns of variation

Haspelmath, Martin. 2005. Argument marking in ditransitive alignment types. Linguistic
Discovery 3.1-21.

Haspelmath, Martin. 2006. Against markedness (and what to replace it with). Journal of
Linguistics 42(1). 25-70.

Haspelmath, Martin. 2007. Ditransitive alignment splits and inverse alignment. Functions
of language 14(1). 79-102.

Haude, Katharina & Alena Witzlack-Makarevich. 2016. Referential hierarchies and align-
ment: An overview. Linguistics 54(4). 433-441.

Hayward, Dick. 1984. The Arbore language: A first investigation (including a vocabulary).
Hamburg: Helmut Buske Verlag.

Holisky, Dee Ann. 1987. The case of the intransitive subject in Tsova-Tush (Batsbi). Lin-
gua 71. 103-113.

Hopper, Paul J. & Sandra A. Thompson. 1980. Transitivity in grammar and discourse.
Language 56(2). 251-299.

Huumo, Tuomas. 2010. Nominal aspect, quantity, and time: The case of the Finnish object.
Journal of Linguistics 46(1). 1-43.

Iemmolo, Giorgio. 2010. Topicality and differential object marking. Evidence from Ro-
mance and beyond. Studies in Language 34(2). 239-272.

Iemmolo, Giorgio. 2011. Towards a typological study of differential object marking and
differential object indexation. Pavia: University of Pavia dissertation.

Iemmolo, Giorgio. 2013a. On the polysemy of object markers and topic markers: A study
in diachronic typology. Ms. University Zurich.

Iemmolo, Giorgio. 2013b. Symmetric and asymmetric alternations in direct object encod-
ing. STUF — Language Typology and Universals 66. 378-403.

Iemmolo, Giorgio. Forthcoming. Differential object marking: An overview.

Iemmolo, Giorgio & Robert Schikowski. 2014. Differential object coding. Ms. University
Zurich.

Karatsareas, Petros. 2011. A study of Cappadocian Greek nominal morphology from a di-
achronic and dialectological perspective. Cambridge: University of Cambridge disserta-
tion.

Karlsson, Fred. 1999. Finnish: An essential grammar. London: Routledge.

Keenan, Edward. 1976. Towards a universal definition of subject. In Charles N. Li (ed.),
Subject and Topic, 305-334. New York: Academic Press.

Keine, Stefan & Gereon Miiller. 2008. Differential argument encoding by impoverish-
ment. In Andrej L. Malchukov & Marc Richards (eds.), Scales, 83-136. Leipzig: Institut
fur Linguistik.

Kibrik, Andrej A. 2011. Reference in discourse. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1998. Partitive case and aspect. In Wilhelm Geuder & Miriam Butt (eds.),
The projection of arguments: Lexical and compositional factors, 265-307. Standford: CSLI
Publications.

Kittila, Seppo. 2008. Animacy effects on differential Goal marking. Linguistic Typology
12(2). 245-268.

Klein, Udo & Peter de Swart. 2011. Case and referential properties. Lingua 121(1). 3-19.

37



Alena Witzlack-Makarevich & Ilja A. Serzant

Kornfilt, Jaklin. 2008. DOM and two types of DSM in Turkish. In Helen de Hoop & Peter
de Swart (eds.), Differential subject marking, 79-112. Kluwer: Springer.

Krys’ko, Vadim B. 1994. Razvitie kategorii oduSevlennosti v istorii russkogo jazyka.
Moscow: Lyceum.

Laca, Brenda. 1987. Sobre el uso del acusativo preposicional en esparfiol. In Carmen Pen-
sado (ed.), El complemento directo preposicional, 61-91. Madrid: Visor.

Lambrecht, Knud. 1994. Information structure and sentence form. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Lazard, Gilbert. 1992. A grammar of contemporary Persian. Costa Mesa, California:
Mazda.

Lidz, Jeffrey. 2006. The grammar of accusative case in Kannada. Language 82(1). 10-32.

Lyons, Christopher. 1999. Definiteness. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Malchukov, Andrej L. 2008. Animacy and asymmetries in differential case marking. Lin-
gua 118(2). 203-221.

Mallinson, Graham & Barry J. Blake. 1981. Language typology: Cross-linguistic studies in
syntax. Amsterdam: North-Holland.

Maslova, Elena. 2003. Information focus in relational clause structure. In Tasaku Tsun-
oda & Taro Kageyama (eds.), Voice and grammatical relations: Festschrift for Masayoshi
Shibatani, 175-194. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Maslova, Elena. 2008. Case in Yukaghir languages. In Andrej L. Malchukov & Andrew
Spencer (eds.), The Oxford handbook of case, 789-796. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

McGregor, William B. 1992. The semantics of ergative marking in Gooniyandi. Linguistics
30. 275-318.

McGregor, William B. 1998. Optional ergative marking in Gooniyandi revisited: Impli-
cations to the theory of marking. Leuvens contributions in linguistics and philology
87(3-4). 491-571.

McGregor, William B. 2006. Focal and optional ergative marking in Warrwa (Kimberley,
Western Australia). Lingua 116(4). 393-423.

McGregor, William B. 2009. Typology of ergativity. Language and Linguistics Compass
3(1). 480-508.

McGregor, William B. 2010. Optional ergative case marking systems in a typological-
semiotic perspective. Lingua 120(7). 1610-1636.

Meakins, Felicity. 2009. The case of the shifty ergative marker: A pragmatic shift in the
ergative marker of one Australian mixed language. In Johanna Barddal & Shobhana
Lakshmi Chelliah (eds.), The role of semantic, pragmatic, and discourse factors in the
development of case, 59-92. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Moravcsik, Edith. 1978. On the distribution of ergative and accusative patterns. Lingua
45. 233-279.

Neess, Ashild. 2004. What markedness marks: The markedness problem with direct ob-
jects. Lingua 114(9-10). 1186-1212.

Nichols, Johanna. 1986. Head-marking and dependent-marking grammar. Language 62.
56-119.

38



1 Differential argument marking: Patterns of variation

Nikolaeva, Irina. 2001. Secondary topic as a relation in information structure. Linguistics
39(1). 1-49.

Overall, Simon E. 2007. A grammar of Aguaruna. Melbourne: La Trobe University disser-
tation.

Pensalfini, Robert. 1997. Jingulu grammar, dictionary, and texts. Cambridge, MA: Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology dissertation.

Saeed, John I. 1987. Somali reference grammar. Wheaton, Maryland: Dunwoody Press.

Sasse, Hans-Jiirgen. 1984. Case in Cushitic, Semitic and Berber. In James Bynon (ed.),
Current progress in Afro-Asiatic linguistics, 111-126. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Schikowski, Robert. 2013. Object-conditioned differential marking in Chintang and Nepali.
Zurich: University of Zurich dissertation.

Serzant, Ilja A. 2013. Rise of canonical subjecthood. In Ilja A. Serzant & Leonid Kulikov
(eds.), The diachronic typology of non-prototypical subjects, 283-310. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Serzant, Ilja A. 2014. Denotational properties of the independent partitive genitive in
Lithuanian. In Axel Holvoet & Nicole Nau (eds.), Grammatical relations and their non-
canonical encoding in Baltic, 257-299. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Serzant, Ilja A. 2015. The Independent Partitive as an Eastern Circum-Baltic isogloss.
Journal of Language Contact 8(1). 341-418.

Serzant, Ilja A. 2016. Nominative case in Baltic in the typological perspective. In Axel
Holvoet & Nicole Nau (eds.), Valency, argument realization and grammatical relations
in Baltic, 137-198. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Serzant, Ilja A. & Jana Taperte. 2016. Differential argument marking with the Latvian
debitive: A multifactorial analysis. In Axel Holvoet & Nicole Nau (eds.), Argument
structure in Baltic, 199-258. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Siewierska, Anna. 2003. Person agreement and the determination of alignment. Transac-
tions of the Philological Society 101. 339-370.

Siewierska, Anna. 2004. Person. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Siewierska, Anna & Dik Bakker. 2009. Case and alternative strategies. In Andrej L.
Malchukov & Andrew Spencer (eds.), The Oxford handbook of case, 290-303. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Silverstein, Michael. 1976. Hierarchy of features and ergativity. In R. M. W. Dixon (ed.),
Grammatical categories in Australian languages, 112-171. Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Hu-
manities Press.

Sinnemaki, Kaius. 2014. A typological perspective on Differential Object Marking. Lin-
guistics 52(2). 281-313.

Song, Jae Jung. 2001. Linguistic typology: Morphology and syntax. Harlow: Longman.

Sulkala, Helena & Merja Karjalainen. 1992. Finnish. London: Routledge.

Thréinsson, Hoskuldur. 2002. Icelandic. In Ekkehard Konig & Johan Van der Auwera
(eds.), The Germanic languages, 142-189. London: Routledge.

Timberlake, Alan. 2004. A reference grammar of Russian. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

39



Alena Witzlack-Makarevich & Ilja A. Serzant

Torrego Salcedo, Esther. 1999. El complemento directo preposicional. In Ignacio Bosque &
Violeta Demonte (eds.), Gramatica descriptiva de la lengua espariola. Las construcciones
sintacticas fundamentales. Relaciones temporales, aceptuales y modales, vol. 2, 1779-
1805. Madrid: Espasa Calpe.

Tournadre, Nicolas. 1991. The rhetorical use of the Tibetan ergative. Linguistics of the
Tibeto-Burma Area 14(1). 93-108.

Tuite, Kevin, Asif Agha & Randolph Graczyk. 1985. Agentivity, transitivity, and the ques-
tion of active typology. In CLS 21, Part 2: Papers from the parasession on causatives and
agentivity, 252-270. Chicago Linguistic Society.

von Heusinger, Klaus. 2008. Verbal semantics and the diachronic development of DOM
in Spanish. Probus 20. 1-31.

von Heusinger, Klaus. 2011. Specificity. In Klaus von Heusinger, Claudia Maienborn &
Paul Portner (eds.), Semantics. An international handbook of natural language meaning,
vol. 2, 1025-1058. Berlin: de Gruyter Mouton.

von Heusinger, Klaus & Georg A. Kaiser. 2003. The interaction of animacy, definiteness
and specificity in Spanish. In Klaus von Heusinger & Georg A. Kaiser (eds.), Proceed-
ings of the Workshop “Semantic and Syntactic Aspects of Specificity in Romance Lan-
guages”, 41-65. Universitit Konstanz: Fachbereich Sprachwissenschaft (Arbeitspapier
113).

von Heusinger, Klaus & Georg A. Kaiser. 2007. Differential object marking and the lexical
semantics of verbs in Spanish. In Georg A. Kaiser & Manuel Leonetti (eds.), Proceedings
of the Workshop “Definiteness, Specificity and Animacy in Ibero-Romance Languages”,
83-109. Universitat Konstanz: Fachbereich Sprachwissenschaft.

von Heusinger, Klaus & Georg A. Kaiser. 2011. Affectedness and differential object mark-
ing in Spanish. Morphology 21. 593-617.

Wali, Kashi & Omkar N. Koul. 1997. Kashmiri: A cognitive-descriptive grammar. London:
Routledge.

Wierzbicka, Anna. 1981. Case marking and human nature. Australian Journal of Linguis-
tics 1(2). 245-247.

Witzlack-Makarevich, Alena. 2011. Typological variation in grammatical relations.
Leipzig: Unversity of Leipzig dissertation.

Woolford, Ellen. 2008. Differential Subject Marking at argument structure, syntax and
PF. In Helen de Hoop & Peter de Swart (eds.), Differential Subject Marking, 17-40. Dor-
drecht: Springer.

Zuiiga, Fernando. 2006. Deixis and alignment: Inverse systems in indigenous languages of
the Americas. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

40



Chapter 2

Differential object marking in Chichewa

Laura J. Downing

Goteborgs universitet

In most Bantu languages, an object prefix can occur on the verb. In some Bantu languages,
this object prefix has a purely anaphoric function, while in others it has an additional agree-
ment function. Since Bresnan & Mchombo, Chichewa (Bantu N.31 Malawi) has been con-
sidered a textbook example of a language where the object marker is “always an incor-
porated pronoun and never a non-referential marker of grammatical agreement” (Bresnan
& Mchombo 1987: 755). That is, in order for an overt nominal phrase (DP) to co-occur in
the same sentence with an object prefix, the DP must be a dislocated Topic. Conversely, a
dislocated object DP (a Topic) must be anaphorically bound to an object prefix. In this pa-
per I present new Chichewa data showing that in modern colloquial Chichewa there is a
human/non-human asymmetry in object marking. Human object DPs commonly co-occur
with an object prefix, whether the object is a dislocated Topic or not, whereas non-human
ones commonly do not co-occur with an object prefix, even when they are dislocated Top-
ics. I conclude that Chichewa shows differential object marking (or object indexation), as hu-
manness is a more important condition on the occurrence of object prefixes than word order.
The implications of the Chichewa (and other Bantu) data for recent proposals like Creissels
(2006), Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) and Iemmolo (2013; 2014) about the diachronic devel-
opment of DOM agreement systems from anaphoric Topic marking systems are discussed,
and an alternative constraints-based account is proposed.

1 Introduction

Object markers, commonly found in Bantu languages, are part of a complex string of pre-
stem verbal inflectional prefixes, which include an obligatory subject prefix and tense-
aspect-mood (TAM) prefixes. Object markers, when they occur, are positioned imme-
diately before the verb stem, as illustrated in the Swahili example below.! (The object
marker is bolded):

There are 500+ Bantu languages spoken over a huge geographic area, so, not surprisingly, this generaliza-
tion about the position of object markers does not hold for all Bantu languages. Rather, it holds for the
languages spoken in the eastern and southern parts of the Bantu region. This paper concentrates on lan-
guages from this area. See Marten & Kula (2012) and Beaudoin-Lietz et al. (2004) for more discussion of
the variation in the position of object markers.

Witzlack-Makarevich (eds.), Diachrony of differential argument marking, 41-67. Berlin:
Language Science Press.
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(1) a. Structure of the Bantu verb (Meeussen 1967; Nurse 2003)
Subject - TenseAspectMood - (Object) - [stemRo0t (-Extensions)-Final Vowel

b. Swahili (Bantu; Riedel 2009: 4)
A-li-wa-[ssor,0n-a.
CL1SBJ-PST-CL20BJ-See-FV
‘S/he (class 1) saw them (class 2).

The form of both subject and object markers is determined by the concord class of the
noun they refer to. Each noun concord class is traditionally assigned a number. In the
interlinear glosses in (1b), for example, cL1sBJ labels a subject marker from class 1; cL20Bj
labels an object marker from class 2.

As we can see in (1b), object markers can function like incorporated pronouns, per-
forming the function of independent pronominal words in languages like English. Work
like Givon (1976), Bresnan & Mchombo (1987), and Creissels (2006) indeed agrees that
Bantu object markers have most plausibly developed historically from the grammatical-
ization of independent pronouns. Creissels (2006: 44-45) proposes that there are three
stages in the further evolution of the function of object markers cross-linguistically:

(2) stagell: the object marker has a purely anaphoric function, as it cannot occur
within the limits of the clause [TP/IP] containing an overt co-referential
object DP.

Stage Il:  the object marker acquires an additional agreement function, as it obli-

gatorily occurs, even if the clause contains a co-referential object DP.
It retains an anaphoric function as it can also represent, on its own, a
co-referential DP that is not contained within the limits of the clause.

Stage lll:  at this stage, the pronominal marker has a purely agreement function,
as it cannot represent on its own a co-referential DP not contained
within the limits of the clause.

Since Bresnan & Mchombo (1987), Chichewa (Bantu N31 Malawi) has been considered
a textbook example of a Stage I language. The object marker is “always an incorporated
pronoun [anaphor] and never a non-referential marker of grammatical agreement” (Bres-
nan & Mchombo 1987: 755). In order for an overt DP to co-occur in the same sentence
with an object marker, the DP must be a dislocated Topic in their analysis. Conversely, a
dislocated object DP (a Topic) must be anaphorically bound to an object marker (Bresnan
& Mchombo 1987: 749).

In this paper I present new Chichewa data showing that, in fact, modern colloquial
Chichewa is a Stage II language, with a human/non-human asymmetry in object mark-
ing: human object DPs commonly co-occur with object marking, whereas non-human
ones commonly do not. I conclude that Chichewa shows differential object marking (or
object indexation), as humanness is a more important condition on the occurrence of
object markers than word order.
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2 Differential object marking in Chichewa

The paper is organized as follows. First, in §2, I review Bresnan & Mchombo’s (1987)
diagnostics for purely anaphoric status of object markers. In §3, I show that Chichewa
fails all of these diagnostics. Finally, in §4, I discuss the implications of the Chichewa
(and other Bantu) data for recent proposals like Creissels (2006), Dalrymple & Nikolaeva
(2011) and Iemmolo (2013; 2014) about the diachronic development of DOM agreement
systems and develop a constraints-based account.

2 Diagnostics for the anaphoric vs. grammatical
agreement function of object markers

2.1 Object marker is purely anaphoric

Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) propose the following diagnostics that determine whether
object markers are purely anaphors, referring to Topics and other DPs (nominal phrases)
outside the clause in a particular language. (This corresponds to Creissels’s 2006 Stage I):

(3) Diagnostics for anaphoric use of object markers:

a. Word order: the occurrence of the object marker correlates with non-canoni-
cal word order; more precisely, only dislocated DPs are resumed with object
markers and dislocated DPs must be resumed with object markers.

b. Focused elements: cannot be referred to with an object marker.

c. Prosody: an object DP resumed by an object marker is considered anaphoric
if the object is phrased separately from a preceding object-marked verb.

If the object marker meets these tests, then the object marker is anaphoric. Any overt
object DP which co-occurs with an object marker must be dislocated. Any dislocated ob-
ject DP must be licensed with (anaphorically bound to) an object marker. Object markers
have been argued to have a primarily anaphoric function, using these sorts of criteria,
in Bantu languages like: Haya (Duranti & Byarushengo 1977), Northern Sotho (Zerbian
2006), Tswana (Creissels 2006), Zulu (Buell 2005; Cheng & Downing 2009; Schadeberg
1995; van der Spuy 1993; Zeller 2012) and Swati (Marten & Kula 2012). Indeed, Creis-
sels’s (2006) claims that Stage I object markers are very common in African languages
generally.?

The diagnostics for purely anaphoric use of the object marker are illustrated with data
from Zulu (Cheng & Downing 2009). Canonical word order in Zulu is: S VIO DO Oblique.
As shown by the Zulu data in (4) and (5), both left and right dislocations of object DPs
are easily elicited by asking content questions on a verb complement. Both the content
question word or particle and the answer to the content question (which have inherent
focus) must occur immediately after the verb. A non-focused verb complement must
be displaced from its canonical postverbal position either to preverbal position or to
a position following the element in immediately after the verb position. Note that we

2See also Riedel’s (2009), Marten & Kula’s (2012) and van der Wal’s (2015) recent cross-Bantu surveys.
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find an obligatory object marker referring to an object or direct object which has been
displaced from its canonical position.®

(4) Zulu left dislocations (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)
Wh-questions

Q (Ama-bhayisékil’  u-wd-nikée 6-baani)?
cL6-bicycle 2SGSBJ-CL6OBJ-give.PRF  CL2-Who

‘Whom did you give bicycles to?’

A (Amé-bhayisékiili ) (si-wa-nikée aba-ntwaana).
cL6-bicycle 1PLSBJ-CL6OBJ-give.PRF  CL2-child

‘We gave bicycles to the children’

(5) Zulu right dislocations (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)
Wh-questions

Q ((Izi-vakaashi)  (zi-yi-thengelée-ni) imi-ndeni yaazo) ?
cL8-visitors CL8sBJ-CL40BJ-buy.for.pPRF-what cr4-families c14.their
‘What did the visitors buy for their families?’

A ((Izi-vakashi  zi-yi-thengelé izi-nguubo)  imi-ndeni
cL8-visitors  CL8sBJ-CL40BJ-buy.for.pPRF cLrio-clothes crL4-families
yaazo).

CL4.their

“The visitors bought clothing for their families’

Evidence that the objects resumed with an object marker (underlined) in (5) are dislo-
cated is that, first, they are set off prosodically from the rest of the sentence. As Cheng &
Downing (2009) show, the main evidence for the prosodic phrasing (indicated by paren-
theses) is lengthening of the phrase penult vowel. (Vowel length is not contrastive in
Zulu.) Furthermore, I0 DO word order is strictly respected in broad focus sentences.
The DO IO order in (5) is only felicitous if the DO is in focus and IO is out of focus.
As Cheng & Downing (2009) and Cheng & Downing (2012) argue, non-focused material
cannot occur within the vP in Durban Zulu. While dislocated objects must be resumed
with an object marker, objects in focus (and therefore in IAV position) cannot be resumed
with an object marker. This is shown by the infelicitous sentence in (6a), where the object
marker zi- refers to ‘visitors’, the word in focus, rather than to ‘chicken’, old information
repeated from the question (and dislocated out of the vP):

3The accent marks on vowels in the data indicate high tone; long vowels are indicated by doubling the

vowel. In the morpheme glosses, numbers indicate noun concord class, following the standard Bantu sys-
tem adopted in work like Mchombo (2004). Dislocated elements are underlined, and object markers are
bolded.
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2 Differential object marking in Chichewa

(6) Zulu (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)
a.Q ((U-siipho) (u-yi-phékéla BAANI) in-kuukhu) ?
cri1-Sipho  crisBJ-cL9oBJ-cook.for crLiwho cLg-chicken
‘Who is Sipho cooking the chicken for?’

b. A ((U-siph®  t-yi-phékél’ [ZI'VAKAASH’)  in-kuukhu) .
cL1-Sipho  crisBj-cL9oBjJ-cook.for  cL8-visitor cLg-chicken

‘Sipho is cooking the chicken for the visitors.
a. #U-siph’  t-zi-phékél’ IZIVAKAASH’  in-kuukhu.
cri-Sipho  crisBj-cL80BJ-cook.for cL8-visitor cL9-chicken

(Object marking would only be acceptable with the word order in (6a) as the answer
to a question like, “What did Sipho do with the chicken for the visitors?” where ‘visitors’
is topical, given information.) The data set in (6) demonstrates especially clearly that in
Zulu we find the correlation between object marker and topical (or dislocated, out of
focus) status of the co-referential object that Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) and Creissels
(2006) have proposed characterize the object marker in languages where it has a purely
anaphoric function. (This corresponds to Creissels 2006’s Stage L.)*

2.2 Object marker is also a grammatical agreement marker

As far as I know, in all Bantu languages, the object marker can have an anaphoric
(pronominal) function, resuming objects that occur earlier in the discourse as well as
(at least some) topical, dislocated objects. The object marker also has a grammatical
agreement-like function in some Bantu languages: it can co-occur with a co-referential
object within the same TP/IP (i.e., roughly, a clause).” Languages where this has been
demonstrated include Bemba (Marten & Kula 2012), Swahili, Sambaa, Chaga (Riedel 2009:
59), Chimwiini (Kisseberth & Abasheikh 1977) and Manyika Shona (Bax & Diercks 2012).
For example, in Swabhili, as we saw in (1b) object markers can serve an anaphoric func-
tion, resuming objects mentioned earlier in the discourse. They also serve a grammatical
agreement function: object marking is obligatory with overt human objects - (7a) — and
common with definite non-human objects — (7c):®

“Though Zeller (2012) provides some problematic examples, showing humanness plays a role in object mark-
ing in Zulu for some speakers in some grammatical contexts, the consensus in the Zulu literature is that
object marking correlates with dislocation of the object DP. See van der Spuy (1993); Cheng & Downing
(2009); Schadeberg (1995), and Buell (2005) for discussion.

5See Morimoto’s (2002), Riedel’s (2009), Marten & Kula’s (2012) and van der Wal’s (2015) recent surveys
of the variation in the function and distribution of pre-verb stem object markers, illustrating a range of
possibilities from Creissels (2006) Stage I to Stage II. (As Creissels 2006 notes, Stage III is not common in
the languages of the world.)

®Object marking might not be as obligatory in colloquial Swahili as traditionally described, see Seidl &
Dimitriadis (1997) for discussion.
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(7) Swahili (Bantu; Riedel 2009: 42, 46)

a. Ni-li-mw-ona mwanawe.
1SGSBJ-PST-CL10BJ-see  CL1.child.poss.3sG
‘I saw his child.

b. *Ni-li-ona mwanawe
c. Ni-li-zi-ona picha hizo.
1SGSBJ-PST-CL100BJ-see  CL10.picture crio.those

‘I saw those pictures’

Riedel (2009) affirms that the object marker in these examples occurs even though the
overt object is in its base position, and no prosodic break separates the object-marked
verb from the overt object. Bantu languages with grammatical agreement-like object
marking show a great deal of variation as to whether the markers are obligatory or op-
tional. The unifying generalization is that agreement-like object markers co-occur with
human or animate objects or with definite objects. (See, e.g. Duranti 1979; Bentley 1994;
Morimoto 2002; Riedel 2009; Marten & Kula 2012; van der Wal 2015). That is, agreement-
like marking of objects in Bantu languages is conditioned by the topicality hierarchies
in (8):7

(8) Topicality hierarchies (Hyman & Duranti 1982: 224)
a. Benefactive > Recipient > Patient > Instrument
b. 1> 27 5 3 hyman > 3'9 animal > 3" inanimate
c. definite > indefinite

These hierarchies have also been shown to play a central role in defining other object
properties in Bantu languages (Duranti 1979; Hyman & Hawkinson 1974; Hyman & Du-
ranti 1982), and in conditioning differential object marking in a number of typologically
diverse languages. (See e.g. Comrie 1981; 1989; Aissen 2003; Iemmolo 2013; 2014). Creis-
sels (2006: 48—49) qualifies Bantu languages like Swabhili as in transition from Stage I to
Stage II because agreement object markers are not entirely obligatory. This is because
only some types of objects — human and definite — show agreement-like object mark-
ing in Swahili. He notes that pure Stage II object marking systems are not common in
African languages, but provides no explanation for why this might be so. I take up the
discussion of how languages might change from anaphoric object marking to a system of
differential grammatical agreement object marking in §4. First, I review the distribution
of object marking in modern colloquial Chichewa.

7See Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant (2018 [this volume]) for a detailed overview of the role of different ver-
sions of the hierarchies in (8) in accounting for DOM. While the term topicality hierarchy is well-established
in the literature, a number of other terms are also in current use, as Witzlack-Makarevich & SerZzant (2018
[this volume]) make clear.
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3 The function of object markers in Chichewa: anaphoric
or grammatical agreement?

As noted above, since Bresnan & Mchombo (1987), Chichewa is considered to be a pro-
totypical Stage I language: the object marker is always an anaphor and signals that the
cooccurring object does not occur within the same VP as the object marker. Furthermore,
dislocated objects must be resumed by an object marker. Recall that these claims about
the pronominal status of the object marker are based on the diagnostics in (3). In this
section, I present new Chichewa data, recently elicited in Malawi.® As we will see, object
marking in modern colloquial Chichewa fails all three of Bresnan & Mchombo’s (1987)
diagnostics for anaphoric status. Instead, it shows differential object marking properties.
I take up Bresnan & Mchombo’s (1987) diagnostics one by one below.

3.1 Changes in word order and object marking

In Chichewa, as in most Bantu languages, the basic word order is: (Subject) Verb (Ob-
jectl) (Object2) (Oblique). (See, e.g. Heine 1976; Bearth 2003; Downing & Hyman 2016).
Chichewa allows multiple objects, with a non-theme (e.g. benefactive) object generally
preceding the theme object. Adverbials and other oblique arguments are found at the
periphery of the main clause. According to Mchombo (2004), nothing can separate an
object nominal from the preceding verb, unless the verb is object-marked.

In my corpus one frequently finds examples where a co-referential object marker
on the verb resumes a dislocated object DP. (Parentheses continue to indicate prosodic
phrasing.)’ This data is consistent with Bresnan & Mchombo’s (1987) diagnostics for the
purely anaphoric status of object marking given in (3):

(9) Left dislocations
Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. ((Chi-maanga ) (a-chi-lima nyengo
CL7-maize CL1SBJ.PST-CL70BJ-cultivate  cL9.season
i-ku-bwélaa-yi) ((ndip6  féodya )
CL9-PROG-come-CL9.REL and cL3.tobacco
(a-dza-mau-lima nyengo inaayo).

CL1SBJ-FUT-CL30BJ-cultivate cLg.season CL9.next

‘Maize she cultivated this season, and tobacco she will cultivate next season’

8The data was collected using an elicitation questionnaire for an investigation that had as its original aim to
describe the prosody of dislocated nominals. However, once I noticed that the use of object markers did not
match Bresnan & Mchombo’s (1987) description, I re-elicited data from Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) to test
their diagnostics for the distribution of object markers on this set of speakers. The elicitation interviews
were conducted in Malawi in 2011 and 2013, primarily with four native speakers of Chichewa aged between
22 and 40 years old. The resulting corpus investigating the distribution of object markers consists of some
50-75 sentences per speaker. Pascal Kishindo, Professor of Chichewa syntax at Chancellor College and a
native speaker of Chichewa, kindly checked the corpus and has confirmed that all the examples cited in
this section are grammatical.

9See Cheng & Downing (2016) for justification of the prosodic phrasing indicated in these examples.
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b. (Mwand  wddwdlaa-yo ) (a-ki-mu-téngéla ku  chipataala)
crigirl  crisick-CLIDEM CL1SBJ-PROG-CL10BJ-take.to Loc cr7.hospital
(ndi  ndaani).
cop who
“That sick child, (the one) taking her to the hospital is who?’

(10) Right dislocations
Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. ((Pa tébuuls) (wa-zi-ika) mtsikaana) mbaale ).
Loc  cLs.table CL1SB]J.PST-CL100OBJ-put crL1.girl cLio.plate

‘On the table, [she] put them, the girl, plates’

b. Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

(((Udzutdzi)  (u-na-wa-luma kwambiili) pa  nyaanja)
CL14.MOSqUito  CL14SBJ-PST-CL20BJ-bite much Loc crg.lake
dzuuld) a-soodzi).

yesterday cr2-fisherman

“The mosquitoes bit them a lot on the lake yesterday, fishermen

We find many examples, though, where the occurrence of the object marker does not
correlate with dislocation of the co-referential DP. Human objects are often resumed by
an object marker, even when they are in their base position, immediately following the
verb. In (11), the same sentence is given with four different word orders. Note that no
prosodic break separates the overt object from the verb in these examples, and there is
no other evidence that the overt object is dislocated in any of the sentences:!

(11) Chichewa (Bantu; data re-elicited from Bresnan & Mchombo 1987)
a. (Njuuchi) (zi-na-luma a-leenje).
cLio.bee  CL10SBJ-PST-bite cL2-hunter
b. (Njuuchi) (zi-na-wa-luma a-leenje).
crLio.bee  CL10SBJ-PST-CL20BJ-bite cL2-hunter
c. ((Zi-na-lima a-leenje) njuuchi).
CL10SBJ-PST-bite cr2-hunter crio.bee
d. ((Zi-na-wa-lima a-leenje) njuuchi).
CL10SBJ-PST-CL20BJ-bite cr2-hunter crio.bee
“The bees bit the hunters’

107 am not the first to observe that object markers can co-occur with in situ (human) objects in Chichewa.
Indeed, Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) mention this possibility in a footnote. Bentley (1994) and Henderson
(2006) also provide a few examples. As far I know, this paper is, though, the first attempt to systematically
document the role of humanness in conditioning object marking in Chichewa.
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The point they illustrate is that it is acceptable for the object marker wa- to co-occur
with the object it refers to, ‘hunters’. Both the sentences containing wa- — (11b) and (11d)
— and the ones omitting it — (11a) and (11c) — are judged grammatical by all the speakers
I have asked, even though, according to Bresnan & Mchombo (1987), the versions with
the object marker should not be acceptable. More examples of the use of object markers
with in situ objects are given below. (Note that in Chichewa, unlike in Zulu, objects in
focus are not required to occur in immediately after the verb position):

(12) Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)
(M-zakee-y6) (a-na-mi-patsa Maliya choovaala).
cLi-friend-CLIDEM  CL1SBJ-PST-CL10BJ-give cL1..Mary cr7.dress

‘Her friend gave Mary a dress.

(13) Chichewa (Bantu; Downing & Mtenje 2011: 84, 91)
a. (Ndi zdédévaala)  (zi-méné a-lendo a-na-mu-gulila
cop cL8.clothes CL8-REL  cL2-visitor CL2SBJ-PST-CL10BJ-buy.for
m-phunzitsii-zo).
cLi-teacher-cL8.REL
‘Tt is clothes that the visitors bought for the teacher’

b. ((Ti-na-kiumana nd’  ad-méné a-na-mu-6na Baanda)
we-PST1-meet with CL2-REL  CL2SBJ-PST-CL10BJ-see cCL1.Banda
dzuulo).
yesterday

‘We met the ones who saw Banda yesterday.

Human objects are commonly resumed with an object marker whether they precede
or follow a content question word like chiydani ‘what’; word order has no effect on the
occurrence of object marking:

(14) Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. ((Mu-ku-wa-phikila chiyaani) adna)?
you-PROG-CL20BJ-cook.for ~what cr2.children
b. ((Mu-ku-wa-phikila aana) chiyaani)?

you-PROG-CL20BJ-cook.for cr2.children what

‘What are you cooking for the children?’

Another problem for the anaphoric status of object markers posed by this data is that
non-human objects are not systematically resumed with an object marker. This is true
even in contexts where they meet diagnostics for dislocation, such as preverbal position:
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(15)  Preverbal objects
Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. ((U-nga-kumbukila kuti bukuu-li) a-na-gula-di ku
you-can-remember that ci5.book-crs.this cLiSBJ-PST-buy-EMPH LOC
Blantaaya)?

Blantyre
‘Can you remember whether she bought this book in Blantyre?’

b. (Chi-manga a-lima ch-aka ch-iin6)  (ndipé
CL7-maize  CL1SBJ.PST-cultivate cCL7-season cL7.this and
fodya a-dza-lima ch-aka cha maawa).

CL5.tobacco cLiSBJ-FUT-cultivate cL7-season cL7.of next
‘Maize, she will cultivate this season, and tobacco she will cultivate next
season. (cf. (9a))
c. (Kodi makaala) (u-nda-gula  kuuti)?
Q cL6.charcoal you-psT-buy where

‘Where did you buy charcoal?’

Non-human objects are also not necessarily resumed with an object marker when they
follow a postverbal temporal adjunct. This is another position where they are clearly
dislocated, since objects otherwise cannot be separated from the verb by an adjunct in
Chichewa (Mchombo 2004):1

(16) Postverbal, post adjunct object
Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. Context: ‘When will s/he write a to the school?
((A-dza-lémba maawa) kalata yopita ku  sukdulu).
CL1SBJ-FUT-write tomorrow cro.letter crg.of.INF.go LrOC ci5.5chool
‘S/he will write a letter to the school tomorrow.

b. Context: Can you also play the drums?
(linde) (ndi-ma-yimba BWINO ng'ooma ).
yes I-HAB-play well crio.drum
‘Yes, indeed, I play the drums well’

In some cases, a consultant would even pronounce the verb with and without the
object marker in successive repetitions of the same sentence:

(17) Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. Context: Where did you buy the charcoal?
((Ta-gula ~ KU MSIIKA) makdala ).
we.pST-buy 1oC cr3.market cr6.charcoal

'The attentive reader will have noticed that there are a number of different past tenses, all labeled psT. I
have not labeled them more specifically, as choice of tense does not condition object marking.
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b. ((Ta-wa-gula KU MSIIKA) makaala ).
We.PST-CL60BJ-buy roc cr3.market cL6.charcoal

‘We bought the charcoal at the market’

Following a content question word (or other word) in immediately after the verb po-
sition (indicated with capital letters), an object marker is again not obligatory for a non-
human object:

(18) Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. (((Kodi azi-bambo a-na-nyamila BWAANJI) makdala ) ku
Q CL2-man CL2.SBJ.PST-carry how cL6.charcoal 1oC
msiika)?
cL3.market
‘How did the men carry the charcoal to market?’

b. ((Kodi m-tsikana a-naka-chapa KUUTI) zébovala zd
Q cL1-girl cLisBJ-psT-wash where  ci8.clothes cL8.of
a-may’ aaké)?
crL2-mother cr2.her

‘Where did the girl wash her mother’s clothes on Sunday?’

According to my language consultants, there is no difference in interpretation, whether
the object marker is present or not. This overabundance of human object marking com-
pared to non-human is also found in relative clauses. As studies of Chichewa relative
clauses like Downing & Mtenje (2011), Henderson (2006), and Mchombo (2004) show, hu-
man indirect object heads are obligatorily resumed with object marking on the relative
verb (19a); human direct object heads are commonly resumed (19b); while non-human di-
rect object heads are not resumed (19c). (The facts regarding non-human indirect object
heads need further study.)

(19) Chichewa (Bantu; Downing 2010, Downing & Mtenje 2011: 76, 78. The RC is un-

derlined.)
Human head of RC — object marking

a. ((A-lendd6  a-méné  d-na-wa-bweretséra m-phdatso )
CL2-visitor ~CL2-REL  CL2SBJ-PST-CL20BJ-bring.for crio-gift
a-koondwa).

cr2sBJ-be.happy
“The visitors who they brought the gifts for are happy.

b. ((A-lend6  a-méné  Banda a-na-wa-ona ku  sukdulu )
CcL2-visitor CL2-REL clLiBanda CL1SBJ-PST-CL20BJ-see LOC cL5.school
a-piita).

CL2SBJ-g0

“The visitors who Banda saw at the school have gone’
Non-human head of RC — no object marking

51



Laura J. Downing

c. ((M-wana wa sukuld  a-na-lémba kalata i-méné
crLi-child criof school crLisBj-PsST-write cLg.letter CL9-REL
m-phunzitsi  d-na-weléenga ) kwa a-nyiuzi).
cLi-teacher  crisBj-psT-read for  cL2-newspaper

‘A student wrote the letter which the teacher read for the newspaper’

3.2 Object markers and focus

As Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) argue, if the object marker in Chichewa were a Stage 1,
purely anaphoric agreement marker, it should never be co-referential with an element in
focus. However, we find object marking for human words in focus: e.g. content question
words and the answers to content questions, as shown by the data below:

(20) Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. (Kodi) ((u-na-mi-o6na NDAANI) ku  tchalitchi  m’mdawa)?
Q 2SGSBJ-PST-CL10BJ-see cLi.who  1oc cr5.church Loc.morning
‘Who did you see at church in the morning?’

b. Q (Kodi dmayi a-na-m-patsa NDANI  ma-lalaanje)?

Q crL2.mother CL2SBJ.PST-CL10BJ-give CLiLwho cL6-orange?

‘Who did mother give the oranges to?’
c. A ((Amaayi) (a-na-m-patsa NZAAWO) ma-lalaangje).
cL2.mother CL2SBJ.PST-CL1OBJ-give cL1POss.friend cL6-orange

‘Mother gave her friend the oranges’

Note in the following example that the dislocated non-human object kalata-yo is not
resumed with an object marker, while the in situ, focused human object Prisca is:

(21) Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)
Context: ‘Who did the teacher write the letter to?’
(Kalataa-yo) (a-na-mii-lémbera PRISCA).
cLg.letter-DEM  CL1SBJ-PST-CL10BJ-write.to  cL1.Prisca

“That letter, the teacher wrote to Prisca’

The by now familiar human vs. non-human asymmetry in object marking also holds
in this focus context. It is considered ungrammatical to use an object marker with a
non-human content question word:

(22) Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)
a. (Kodi mu-ku-fina chiyaani)?
Q 2SGSBJ-PROG-want  cL7.what
‘What do you want?’
b. *Kodi mu-ku-chi-funa chiyani?
Q 2SGSBJ-PROG-CL70BJ-want  cL7.what
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As we see, it is humanness, not a topic-focus distinction, which conditions the occur-
rence of the object marker.

3.3 Prosodic phrasing and the occurrence of the object marker

In Bresnan & Mchombo’s (1987) analysis, prosody provides additional evidence that
an object nominal that co-occurs with a co-referential object marker is dislocated. A
prosodic break signals the syntactic constituent edge preceding a right-dislocated DP,
which, in their account, is always resumed by an object marker. Work like Bresnan &
Mchombo (1987) and Kanerva (1990) demonstrate that there are two kinds of system-
atic evidence for prosodic phrase breaks in Chichewa: significant lengthening of the
phrase penult vowel and tonal alternations, such as final high tone retraction, high tone
spread blocked, related to penult lengthening. Recall that the Zulu data in (4)-(6) illus-
trate the expected prosodic break preceding a (right-)dislocated object DP (underlined),
which is obligatorily resumed by object marking on the verb. An example is repeated
here for convenience; notice the phrase penult lengthening on the word preceding the
right-dislocated object:

(23) Prosody and right dislocation in Zulu (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

Q ((Izi-vakaashi)  (zi-yi-thengelée-ni) imi-ndeni yaazo)?
cL8-visitors CL8sBJ-CL40BJ-buy.for.PRF-what cr4-families c14.their
‘What did the visitors buy for their families?’

A ((Izi-vakashi  zi-yi-thengelé izi-nguubo)  imi-ndeni
cL8-visitors  CL8sBJ-CL40BJ-buy.for.PRF cLrio-clothes cr4-families
yaazo)
cr4.their

“The visitors bought clothing for their families’

However, the attentive reader will have noticed in the Chichewa data presented in
the preceding sections that we do not always find a prosodic break before an object
resumed by an object marker. We also do not always find an object marker resuming
objects that are set off by a prosodic break. In (24a), for example, there is a break, but no
object marker. Note the penult vowel lengthening and the continuation high tone on ku
msiika, the word before the dislocated object, confirming the prosodic phrase break in
both (24a) and (24b)):

(24) Prosody and right dislocation in Chichewa (Bantu; author’s elicitation notes)

a. [Context: Where did you buy the charcoal?]
((Ta-gula KU MSIIKA) ma-kaala).
we.pST-buy roCc cr3.market crL6-charcoal

b. ((Ta-wé-gula KU MSIIKA) ma-kaala).
We.PST-CL60BJ-buy roC cr3.market cL6-charcoal

‘We bought the charcoal at the market’
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To support these claims about the lack of correlation between prosody and object
marking, three representative pitch tracks are given below. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate
the prosody for the two sentences in (25). Note that there is no obvious prosodic break
following the verb and human object DP, in its base position, whether the verb is object-
marked (as in (25b) or not (as in (25a)). Compare the length of the penult vowel in njtiuchi,
which does precede a break with the penult vowel in the verb in the two examples:

(25) a. without object marker
(Njtiuchi) (zi-na-lima a-leenje).
crLio.bee  CL10SBJ-PST-bite cL2-hunter
b. with object marker
(Njiuchi) (zi-na-wa-liima a-leenje).
crLio.bee  CL10SBJ-PST-CL20BJ-bite cL2-hunter
“The bees bit the hunters’

PM15b
0.776230007 1.31733413

kalat aa yo a-na-mai-lémb el ra Priisca
That letter s/he wrote to! Prisca
0 2.168
Time (s)

Figure 1: Example (25a), without object marker

And as shown by the pitch track in Figure 3, in the sentence in (26), there is a break
setting off the overt object in preverbal position - it is clearly in a non-canonical position
- yet we find no co-referential object marker on the verb. Instead, the in situ, focused
object is resumed with an object marker. However, as we can see, the penult vowel of
the verb is quite short, and there is no other evidence for a prosodic break following the
verb. The postverbal object must be in its canonical, verb phrase-internal position. This
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NB10ab
2.04438234

Nj au chi zi-na-wa-1 u | ma a-leenje
Bees bit them hunters
0 2.179
Time (s)

Figure 2: Example (25b), with object marker

is an especially striking piece of data confirming that humanness trumps other factors
in conditioning object marking.

(26) [Context: “‘Who did the teacher write the letter to?’]
(Kélataa-y6)  (a-na-mi-lémbera PRIISCA).
crg.letter-DEM  CL1SBJ-PST-CL10BJ-write.to  cL1.Prisca

“That letter, s/he wrote to Prisca’

To sum up this section, object marking in modern colloquial Chichewa fails all three
of Bresnan & Mchombo’s (1987) tests for purely anaphoric status. There is a striking
tendency for object markers to co-occur with human objects, whatever their position.
Object markers do not obligatorily occur, however, with non-human objects, whatever
their position. Prosodic breaks do not systematically set off objects that are co-referential
with object markers. Chichewa object marking is therefore not purely anaphoric. Rather,
itis at Stage IIin Creissels (2006)’ terms (see (2)), and, moreover, shows differential object
marking properties.
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PM15b
0.776230007 1.31733413

kalat aa yo a-na-mi-lémb el ra Priisca
That letter s/ he wrote to! Prisca
0 2.168
Time (s)

Figure 3: Example (26)

4 Implications for diachronic development

Although object marking in Chichewa no longer has a purely anaphoric function, the
literature on the diachronic development of DOM systems from Givén (1976) onwards
agrees that the agreement-like object marking shown in the modern colloquial Chichewa
data most likely develops from the grammaticalization of anaphoric marking of topical
objects. This section takes up two recent approaches to grammaticalization of object
marking, Creissels (2006) and Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011). I show that neither straight-
forwardly accounts for the Chichewa data, and I propose an alternative, constraints-
based approach.

4.1 Creissels (2006)

Creissels’s (2006)’ typology of the diachronic development of object marking given in (2)
recognizes two end points — anaphor and agreement - in the diachronic development
of object marking systems. These are his Stage I and Stage III, respectively. In Stage II,
the intermediary stage, object marking retains anaphoric properties and also extends
its functions to mark grammatical agreement. As the data shows, Chichewa does not fit
into any of Creissels’s (2006) three stages. The reason Chichewa poses a problem for this
approach is the same one mentioned in discussing Swabhili in §2.1, above. Pure Stage II
Bantu languages are not found because this stage does not take into account the role of
the topicality hierarchies (8) in conditioning the occurrence of the object marking with
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a co-referential overt object. The stages are defined purely in terms of the morphosyn-
tactic distribution of the object markers. This oversight in Creissels’s (2006) typology is
surprising. Work on Bantu and other languages — like Duranti (1979); Bentley (1994); Mo-
rimoto (2002); Aissen (2003), Riedel (2009), Marten & Kula (2012) and van der Wal (2015)
— clearly establishes the role of the hierarchies in (8) in conditioning object marking.
Indeed, much of the original work on the hierarchies in (8) from the early 80’s inves-
tigated object properties in Bantu languages (e.g. Hyman & Hawkinson 1974; Duranti
1979; Hyman & Duranti 1982). And recent surveys of Bantu object marking (Morimoto
2002; Riedel 2009; Marten & Kula 2012; van der Wal 2015) confirm that one can classify
object marking in different Bantu languages according to different cut off points along
the topicality hierarchies. None of these authors report a Bantu language where object
marking obligatorily indexes all indefinite non-animate entities (along with objects with
features high in the hierarchies in (8)).1? What is missing in Creissels’s (2006) grammati-
calization stages is an explicit formalization of the role of topicality features in triggering
a transition from Stage I languages, where objects marking indexes topicalized objects,
to Stage II languages, where objects with features high in the hierarchies in (8) (as well
as topicalized objects) are marked.

4.2 Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011)

Chichewa is equally problematic for Dalrymple & Nikolaeva’s (2011: 214-216) proposed
grammaticalization paths for DOM.!3 In their approach, as in Creissels’s (2006), the origi-
nal situation is for only topical (i.e., clause-external) objects to be resumed with an object
marker, while non-topical (clause-internal) ones are unmarked. (This is roughly equiva-
lent to Creissels’s (2006) Stage I.) DOM arises via two paths. Object marking can spread
to nontopical objects with features that place them high on the hierarchies in (8): i.e.,
topic-worthy objects. This path, shown in (27), resembles Creissels’s (2006) transition
from Stage I to Stage IL

(27) Spreading of DOM Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 215)

topical nontopical topical nontopical
marked unmarked marked marked unmarked

12 As Marten & Kula (2012), following Stucky (1981) and van der Wal (2009) observe, Makhua represents an
interesting case where further grammaticalization has occurred. Objects in class 1 and 2 (which is mainly
occupied by human nouns) are marked whether they are human/animate or not. That is, the agreement
class trumps semantic features like humanness in conditioning object marking.

BMost of Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) thoughtful work demonstrates the role of information structure in
conditioning object marking: objects are marked in many languages if they are secondary topics. I know
of only one Bantu language where information structure has been claimed to directly condition marking
of non-dislocated objects. As Bax & Diercks (2012) demonstrate, in situ objects in Manyika Shona are
marked if they are [-Focus]. Since Chichewa and most other Bantu languages mark objects with particular
semantic features, I discuss here only Dalrymple & Nikolaeva’s (2011) approach to grammaticalization, not
their general approach to object marking. See lemmolo (2013; 2014) for a thoughtful critique of Dalrymple
& Nikolaeva’s (2011).
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Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 215) suggest that spreading accounts for Bresnan &
Mchombo’s (1987) distinction between anaphoric and agreement function of object mark-
ers in Bantu languages: spreading leads to the development of agreement-like properties.
However, their approach improves on both Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) and on Creissels
(2006) by making explicit the role of the hierarchies in (8) in motivating the marking
of only certain nontopicalized objects, leading to a DOM system. The other scenario,
schematized in (28), is for object marking to narrow. In this scenario, only a subset of
topical objects (those with features high on the topicality hierarchies in (8) come to be
marked, while other objects — whether topical or nontopical — are unmarked:

(28) Narrowing of DOM Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 218)

topical nontopical > topical nontopical
marked unmarked marked unmarked  unmarked

Chichewa does not straightforwardly fit either of these scenarios, as object marking
both spreads and narrows in Chichewa. Object marking spreads to nontopical objects, if
they are human and therefore high on the topicality hierarchies in (8). Object marking
also retracts from less topic-worthy objects, even if they are topical (i.e., in a position
outside of the clause). A more general problem is that the second path — simple narrow-
ing — is not consistent with the proposal that object marking in Bantu languages arises
in stages along an anaphor-agreement continuum (Bresnan & Mchombo 1987; Creissels
2006; Givon 1976). Creissels’s (2006) Stages II and III preclude the possibility of narrow-
ing the object marking of anaphoric nominals without also spreading object marking
to indicate grammatical agreement. And, indeed, I have not found any examples of sim-
ple narrowing in the literature on Bantu object marking. The assumption is that object
marking by default tracks topicalized (dislocated) objects, while agreement-like marking
is the more restricted innovation. (See e.g. Riedel 2009; Bax & Diercks 2012; Marten &
Kula 2012.) However, narrowing of object marking subsequent to spread can be seen as
a logical progression in the development of a grammatical agreement system from an
anaphoric one. What is missing from Dalrymple & Nikolaeva’s (2011) approach, then, is
a way of placing their grammaticalization paths on an anaphor-agreement continuum.

4.3 An alternative

In this section, I propose an alternative account of the grammaticalization of object mark-
ing in Chichewa which combines aspects of both Creissels’s (2006) and Dalrymple &
Nikolaeva’s (2011) approaches. Following Iemmolo (2013; 2014), I propose that in Chi-
chewa (and other Bantu languages where object marking is conditioned by the topical-
ity hierarchies) the object marker is reinterpreted as marking topic-worthiness rather
than topic-hood. (Topic-worthy objects are ones with semantic features that are high
in the topicality hierarchies.) Topic-worthy objects come to be marked, whether they
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are topical or nontopical in information structure or syntactic terms. Less topic-worthy
objects are not obligatorily marked, even if they are topical. That is, topic-worthiness
trumps both information structure and syntax in triggering the development of Bantu
agreement-like object marking systems from purely anaphoric agreement systems.'*

Iformalize these observations in terms of the syntactic and semantic constraints in (29).
The syntactic ones are adapted from observations in work like Bresnan & Mchombo
(1987), Morimoto (2002), Creissels (2006) concerning the distribution of object markers.
The semantic ones are inspired by work like Aissen (2003), Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011),
Iemmolo (2013; 2014) and Morimoto (2002) on the role of topic-worthiness in defining
DOM.P

(29) Constraints defining the development of DOM from a topic-marking system
syntactic16
a. *[Il’ldCXi, NPi]vP:
Grammatical agreement with an overt in situ object nominal violates this con-
straint, as object marking with an overt in situ object (if identical in form to
anaphoric use of object marker) violates the condition that there should be
only one expression of the object in the VP.

b. MAX ARGUMENT/VP:
Argument roles in the input VP must be realized overtly in the output VP (Mo-
rimoto 2002). This constraint is violated if a topicalized object is not resumed
with an object marker.

semantic

c. *glndex[+TW]:
Topic-worthy [+TW] objects should be indexed by object marking. Aissen
(2003)
(Topic-worthiness is defined by the topicality hierarchies in (8).)

d. *Index[-TW]:
Non-topic worthy [-TW] objects should not be indexed by object marking.

Ranking the constraints in Optimality Theoretic style tableaux allows one to use a
factorial typology to formalize the steps in the development of Bantu DOM systems
and to formalize the relative importance of each constraint in defining stages along a
grammaticalization path.

14 As work since Comrie (1981; 1989) proposes, marking highly topic-worthy objects plausibly has a disam-
biguating function, since nominals high in the topicality hierarchy are canonically subjects, rather than
objects. See Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant (2018 [this volume]) for further discussion.

15See Morimoto (2002) and van der Wal (2015) for recent proposals formalizing the agreement-anaphor con-
tinuum for Bantu object marking in theoretical syntax frameworks. It is beyond the scope of this paper to
critique these formal alternatives.

16 A5 a reviewer points out, the combined syntactic constraints in (29a), (29b) bear a resemblance to the Theta
Criterion in generative grammar Chomsky (1981): “Each argument bears one and only one theta-role, and
each theta-role is assigned to one and only one argument.”
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4.3.1 Stage I: purely anaphoric use of OM

At Creissels’s (2006) and Dalrymple & Nikolaeva’s (2011) initial stage, object markers
have a purely anaphoric function: object markers resume co-referential clause-external
objects. This is optimal if the syntactic constraints in (29) conditioning the distribution
of object marking outrank the semantic constraints, as shown in Tableau (30b), using
schematized syntactic structures.

(30) a. *[Index;, NP;],p » MAX ARG(UMENT)/VP » *¢Index[+TW] » *Index[-TW]
b. *[Index;, NP;],p | Max ARG/VP | *glndex[+TW] | *Index[-TW]
w [ 1.NP; [S [V- OM;] "
2.NP; [S [V- oi] il ®
w [ 3.[S [V- OM,; NP,] g g
4 [S[VNP] g

Object marking is optimal when an object NP is dislocated: this is shown by can-
didate (30b)-1. Omitting object marking to resume the dislocated object, as in candi-
date (30b)-2, violates Max ARG(UMENT)/VP, the constraint requiring an overt realization
of the object within the VP. This ranking of the constraints defines agreement as non-
optimal, however. As we can see, candidate (30b)-3, with a coreferential object marker
resuming an object within the VP, violates *[Index;, NP; ],p.

4.3.2 Step 1in the development of DOM

The first step in the development of a DOM system involves spreading of object marking
to non-topicalized objects which are semantically topic-worthy [+TW]. This becomes
optimal when the semantic constraint requiring marking of [+TW] objects (29) comes
to outrank the two syntactic constraints (29a)—(29b); re-ranked constraints are bolded:

(1)

DOM of in situ objects is optimal with ranking,
*gIndex[+TW] » *[Index;, NP;],p » MAX ARG(UMENT)/VP » *Index[-TW]

Swahili exemplifies this kind of Bantu object marking system. Recall from §2.2 that in
Swahili, we find object marking with all topicalized objects and grammatical agreement
only with [+TW] objects. Tableaux (32) exemplify this next step in the DOM grammati-
calization path.

(32) a. Object NPis [+TW]
*gIndex[+TW] | *[Index;, NP;]yp | Max ARG/VP | “Index[-TW]
w [ 1. NP; [S [V-OM;]
2.NP; [S [V- oi] 1 *
w [ 3.[S [V- OM; NP;] ®
4. [S [V NP;] *1

60




2 Differential object marking in Chichewa

b. Object NP is [-TW]

*gIndex[+TW] | *[Index;, NP;]yp | MAX ARG/VP | “Index[-TW]

= | 1. NP; [S [V-OM;]
2.NP; [S [V- oi] *1
3. [S [V- OM; NP;] 1 *
| 4. [S[VNP]

Tableaux (32a) and (32b) demonstrate that the anaphoric use of object marking re-
mains optimal both when a [+TW] object is topicalized and when a [-TW] object is top-
icalized. This context is illustrated by candidates (32a)-1 and (32b)-1. Candidate (32a)-3
shows that when the semantic constraint *eIndex[+TW] is high ranked, object marking
in the agreement context is optimal for a [+TW] object. However, object marking re-
mains non-optimal in the agreement context for a [-TW] object, as shown by candidate
(32b)-3.

4.3.3 Step 2: modern colloquial Chichewa

As noted above, it is problematic to account for DOM in modern colloquial Chichewa
using Dalrymple & Nikolaeva’s (2011) grammaticalization paths, as we find both spread-
ing of marking (to non-topical topic-worthy objects) and narrowing of marking from
non-topic worthy topicalized objects. The constraint-based approach developed here
can straightforwardly formalize this second step by ranking the second semantic con-
straint (29) higher than the second syntactic constraint (29b):

(33) *elndex[+TW] » *[Index;, NP;],p » *Index[-TW] » MAX ARG(UMENT)/VP
This is exemplified in Tableaux (34):

(34) a. ObjectNPis [+ TW]

*gIndex[+TW] | *[Index;, NP;]yp | *Index[-TW] | Max ARG/VP

w | 1. ND; [S [V-OM;]

2.NP; [S [V- oi] gl *
w [3.[S [V- OM; NP;] "
4. [S[VNP;] gl

b. Object NP is [-TW]

*gIndex[+TW] | *[Index;, NP;]yp | *Index[-TW] | Max ARG/VP

w | 1. ND; [S [V-OM;] gl

2.NP; [S [V- oi] *
w [3.[S [V- OM; NP;] gl 7

4. [S[VNP;]

Tableaux in (34a) and (34b) show that with this constraint ranking, anaphoric use of ob-
ject marking is only optimal when a [+TW] object NP is dislocated: candidate (34a)-1.
Candidate (34b)-1, with object marking on a dislocated [-TW] object violates the seman-
tic constraint, *Index[-TW]. Similarly, object marking is also optimal in the agreement
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context only with a [+TW] object: candidate (34a)-3. Object marking on a [-TW] object
in the agreement context, candidate (34b)-3, violates the syntactic constraint, *[Index;,
NP; Jyp."

4.3.4 Accounting for gaps

A further advantage of this constraints-based approach is that it can account for gaps
in the cross-Bantu object marking data. As noted above, we do not find the simple nar-
rowing of marking of topicalized object which Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) propose as
an alternative grammaticalization path, as schematized in (28). Indeed, we noted that if
DOM in Bantu languages results from change along an anaphor-agreement continuum,
we do not expect simple narrowing, and we would want to account for this. What I pro-
pose is that this direction of change falls out if the two syntactic constraints (35a) and the
two topicality-sensitive constraints (35b) have the harmonic alignment rankings shown
in (35):

(35) Harmonic alignment
a. *[Index;, NP;],p » MAX ARG(UMENT)/VP
b. *gIndex[+TW] » *Index[-TW]

A harmonic alignment ranking cannot be reordered to define a typology (Aissen 2003;
Morimoto 2002). As we can see in Tableaux in (37), narrowing without spreading (cf. (27)
and (28), above) is only optimal given the ranking in (36), which violates the harmonic
ranking of the semantic constraints defined in (35b).

(36) *[Index;, NP;],p , “Index[-TW] » MAax ARG(UMENT)/VP » *glndex[+TW]

(37) a. Object NP is [+TW]

*[Index;, NP;]yp | *“Index[-TW] | Max ARG/VP | *oIndex[+TW]

s [ 1. NP; [S [V-OM;]
2.NP; [S [V- oi]
3. [S [V- OM; NP;] gl
w [ 4.[S[VNP;]

b. Object NP is [-TW]

*| *

*[Index;, NP;],p |, *Index[-TW] | Max ARG/VP | *eIndex[+TW]

*

L. NP; [S [V-OM]]
w [ 2.NP; [S [V- oi]

3.[S [V- OM; NP;] g
w [ 4. [S [V NP;]

*

*

Comparing the first candidates in Tableaux (37a) and (37b) allows one to see that this
constraint ranking optimizes narrowing. Anaphoric use of object marking is optimal

17 As a reviewer points out, the analysis developed here does not account for the variation we find in Chi-
chewa. Object marking is possible with all dislocated objects, even non-topic-worthy ones. The DOM re-
striction is therefore a tendency, not an absolute. How best to formalize this variation is a topic for future
research.
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only when a [+TW] object is dislocated, as in candidate (37a)-1, but not when a [-TW]
object is dislocated, as in candidate (37b)-1. Note that candidate (37b)-1 violates the se-
mantic constraint, *Index[-TW]. Object marking in the agreement context is not opti-
mal, whether the object is topic-worthy or not, as this violates the syntactic constraint,
*[Index;, NP; ]yp. Candidates (37a)-3 and (37b)-3 illustrate this. While this ranking clearly
can define narrowing, it violates the harmonic ranking of the semantic constraints. Fi-
nally, the constraints-based approach can explain why Creissels (2006) says he finds no
examples of his Stage III: a purely grammatical agreement system for object marking
which ignores the topicworthiness of the object. To make this kind of agreement system
optimal, we must introduce a new semantic constraint, *gIndex[ TW], which clearly
contradicts the better motivated constraint: *Index[-TW]. This new constraint, highly
ranked, optimizes object marking on both topicworthy and non-topicworthy objects in
the agreement context:

(38) *oIndex[+TW] » *oIndex[-TW] » *[Index;, NP;],p » MAX ARG(UMENT)/VP
» *Index[-TW]

However, as Tableau (39) exemplifies, this same ranking cannot define Creissels’s
(2006) Stage III, because it incorrectly optimizes object marking to resume topicalized
objects:

(39) Object NP is either [+TW] or [-TW]

*oIndex[+TW] | *oIndex[-TW] | *[Index;, NPj]l;p | Max ARG/VP | *Index[-TW]

w [ 2 NP, [S [V-OM;]

b.NP; [S [V- oi] A ® * *
w [ . [S [V- OM; NPj] *
d. [S[VNP;] gl *

Tableau (39) shows that these constraints and this ranking optimize agreement with any
co-referential object, whether topicalized (candidates (39)-a and (39)-b) or in a grammat-
ical agreement context (candidates (39)-c and (39))-d. Stage III, therefore, is not found
because it is not optimal under any ranking of the proposed constraints that define a
grammaticalization path leading to a DOM system.

5 Conclusion

As we have seen, object markers are not “purely anaphoric” in modern colloquial Chi-
chewa. They are also not pure agreement markers, as they occur only variably (not
obligatorily), and they only co-occur with clause-internal human objects. Rather, their
distribution conforms to Bentley’s (1994), Morimoto’s (2002), Riedel’s (2009), Marten &
Kula’s (2012)’s and van der Wal’s (2015) observation that the occurrence of grammati-
cal agreement-like object markers in Bantu languages is conditioned by the hierarchies
in (8). As a result, in Chichewa, as in many Bantu languages, we find a DOM system.
Following Iemmolo (2013; 2014) I have proposed that the grammaticalization path to-
wards DOM is for object markers to come to index not just topic-hood (an information
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structural and/or syntactic property) but also topic-worthiness (a semantic property). In
Chichewa, as I have shown, topic-worthiness is quite systematically indexed. This ob-
servation forms the basis for a constraints-based account of the development of DOM
in Bantu languages, which improves on Creissels (2006) by incorporating the notion
of topic-worthiness as a trigger for the movement from anaphoric agreement to gram-
matical agreement. It improves on Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) by providing a way of
formalizing the anaphor-agreement continuum that is central to the discussion of the
development of DOM in Bantu languages. It is hoped this proposal provides a useful ba-
sis for a more comprehensive study of the DOM properties of object marking in Bantu
languages.
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Abbreviations

1 first person roc  locative

2 second person OB] object

3 third person PL plural

cL noun class concord affixes POSS  possessive
(e.g. cl, cl2, etc.) PRF perfect

COP copula PROG progressive

DEM  demonstrative PST past

EMPH emphasis Q question marker

rur  future REL relative

FV final vowel SBJ subject

HAB  habitual SG singular

INF infinitive
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Chapter 3

The evolution of differential object
marking in Alor-Pantar languages

Marian Klamer

Leiden University

Frantisek Kratochvil

Palacky University, Olomouc

This paper investigates the evolution of Differential Object Marking (DOM) in Abui and
Teiwa, two Papuan languages of the Alor-Pantar family in Eastern Indonesia. In both lan-
guages, reflexes of the same proto-morpheme are used in the differential marking of P (the
non-agentive argument in transitive constructions), but the languages contrast in the way
Ps are differentiated. We compare the synchronic DOM patterns of Abui and Teiwa with
each other as well as with the DOM patterns we reconstruct for their shared ancestor. We
establish how different patterns of DOM in this family have evolved over time, and which
semantic and morphological changes occurred in the process.

In their morphological expression, there are two strategies by which P’s are differentiated:
(i) the asymmetrical strategy involves an opposition between P as either a verbal prefix or
a free nominal, and (ii) the symmetrical strategy where the choice of a P-prefix is variable
depending on the semantics of P. Both strategies are used in both Teiwa and Abui, but the
symmetrical strategy involves a choice between two different prefixes in Teiwa and five
different prefixes in Abui.

Different factors trigger DOM in both languages: in Teiwa it is mostly based on the inherent
properties (animacy) of P, while in Abui there are many other triggers besides the animacy
of P, including the affectedness relation between the action and the P referent and the in-
flectional class of the verb. Furthermore, Abui has developed an extra, third, formal strategy
to differentiate human Ps from non-human ones in a serial verb construction.

The alignment system we reconstruct for the proto-language was semantic. It evolved into
an accusative alignment system in Teiwa, but was retained and further complexified in Abui.
Alignment systems are not static: their forms and triggers may be modified and complexified
over time.

Marian Klamer & Frantisek Kratochvil. The evolution of differential object marking
in Alor-Pantar languages. In Ilja A. Serzant & Alena Witzlack-Makarevich (eds.),
I Diachrony of differential argument marking, 69-95. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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1 Introduction

This paper describes and compares the differential object marking in Teiwa (Klamer
2010a) and Abui (Kratochvil 2007; 2014a; Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b), two members
of the AP language family of Papuan’ languages spoken in eastern Indonesia (Figure 1-
3). We show that different members of a language family may show different patterns
of Differential Object Marking (DOM) that are triggered by different factors and involve
different forms, and that the evolutionary path of DOM has both stable and unstable
features.

New Guinea

Java

Timor

Australia
Figure 1: The islands of Timor, Alor and Pantar in Indonesia

After an introduction to the history and typology of the Alor-Pantar (AP) language
family (§1), we present evidence that Proto-AP (the ancestor language of Teiwa and Abui)
treated both transitive objects (P) and intransitive subjects (S) in a split fashion, and we
list the morphological forms involved in the proto-splits (§2). In §3, we describe the for-
mal and semantic characteristics of DOM in Teiwa, pointing out the elements of the
proto-DOM system that have been retained, changed and lost in Teiwa. In §4, we simi-
larly describe DOM in Abui and compare it to the proto-system.

By studying patterns of DOM in these two related languages and comparing them with
their shared ancestor, we can establish how different patterns of DOM evolve over time,
and which semantic and morphological changes occur in the process. For the descriptive
data presented in this paper, we build on our own publications on Teiwa and Abui, as well
as unpublished fieldwork data included in the respective corpora of Teiwa and Abui.?

Note that the term ‘Papuan’ is not a genealogical term, but rather refers to a cluster of several dozens of
unrelated language families that are spoken on or close to the Papuan mainland, and are not Austronesian.

2These corpora are available as part of the Laiseang corpus in The Language Archive (TLA) at the Max
Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics in Nijmegen http://tla.mpi.nl.
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Figure 3: The languages of Alor and Pantar
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For the typological component of the paper, we have used information on argument en-
coding in the AP languages that has been published elsewhere (e.g. Klamer 2010b,c,2017;
Kratochvil 2011, 2014a; Klamer & Kratochvil 2012; Klamer & Schapper 2012; Fedden et al.
2013; 2014, Kratochvil & Delpada 2015a; 2015b). For the historical reconstruction of the
DOM system in Proto-AP, we draw on published historical reconstruction work on the
AP family (Holton et al. 2012; Holton & Robinson 2014; 2017).

2 Introduction to the history and typology of Alor-Pantar
languages

Together with the Papuan languages spoken on the neighbouring island of Timor, the AP
sub-family constitute the larger Timor-Alor-Pantar family counting about 30 languages
(Figure 2-4) (Holton et al. 2012; Holton & Robinson 2014; 2017; Robinson & Kratochvil
2014; Schapper 2014; Schapper et al. 2017). An indication of the position of Teiwa and
Abui in the Timor-Alor-Pantar family tree is shown in Figure 4. Based on phonological
innovations (Holton et al. 2012), we assert that Teiwa and Abui share a common ancestor,
Proto-AP, but are not direct sister languages, as it is possible to construct an intermediate
node (labelled Proto-Alor in Figure 4) between Teiwa and Abui.

Proto-Timor-Alor-Pantar

/\

Proto-Alor-Pantar Proto-Timor

Proto-Alor

s

Teiwa ... .. .. ..Abui..

Figure 4: The position of Teiwa and Abui in the Timor-Alor-Pantar family tree
(derived from Holton et al. 2012: 114, Fig. 2).

Basic (pragmatically unmarked, declarative) transitive clauses in the AP languages are
verb-final, and Agent-Patient-Verb (APV) and Subject-Verb (SV) is the basic constituent
order attested in all the modern languages.? Objects in AP languages are expressed with
free nominal constituents (NPs or pronouns), which exist alongside verbal affixes that
index person and number of verbal arguments. The AP languages are all head-marking
and show a preponderance to index P over S/A (Klamer 2017: 20). This pattern is typolog-
ically extremely rare, occurring in only 7% of the 378 languages surveyed by (Siewierska
2013), yet it is universally found in the AP family. In other words, in AP, a person-number

3The notions A, S and P are used here as comparative concepts, where A is the most Agent-like argument of
a transitive clause and P the least Agent-like, while S is the single argument of an intransitive verb (Comrie
1989).
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prefix on a verb typically indexes the object (P), while subjects (S/A) may also be indexed
but are more typically expressed as free forms (pronouns or NPs).

Differential Object Marking (DOM) is seen here as ‘the non-uniform grammatical
marking of objects which occurs within one and the same language, with objects of one
and the same verb’ (Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 1). The grammatical marking of objects
in AP languages involves differential patterns of object indexing on verbs (lemmolo 2011),
and in this respect is crucially different from differential marking of arguments by case
marking on the noun phrase. In the AP family, nouns are never marked for case, and
alignment is always defined relative to the pronominal indexing of the verb.

Other crucial differences between the AP languages and the well-known European
languages include the following. First, AP languages have few, if any, tri-valent (ditran-
sitive) verbs. Instead of having a predicate with three arguments, two of which are object-
like, the languages use a strategy where serial verb constructions express events which
involve more than two participants. Second, the object (P) of a bi-valent verb in AP
languages can express a multitude of semantic roles: a P may be a semantic patient, re-
cipient, goal, benefactive, or source. This is illustrated for Teiwa in (1a),* where P is a
patient; in (1b), where the P of bi-valent -an is a recipient, in (1c), where the P of -mian
‘put at’ is a goal; in (1d), where the P of -lal ‘show’ is a benefactive, and in (le), where the
P of -umbangan ‘ask (something) from someone’ is a source. Similar observations can be
made for Abui, see (10a)—(10e) below.

(1) Teiwa (Klamer 2010a: 114, 169, 334-335, fieldnotes, TSS: 001)

a. Sematar na h-ua’.
in.a.moment(IND) 1SG  2sG-hit
T hit you!”
b. Uy ga’an u sen ma n-oma’ g-an.

person DEM  DIST money come 1sG.poss-father 3sG-give
‘That person gives my father money’
y y:

c. Jadi hala biar kriman la  pin  aria’ ma ni-mian...
1e) others children small Foc hold arrive come 1pPL-put.at

‘So other people brought some small children here and gave them to us...

d. Yitar ga-qau ma na-lal-an.
road 3sG.poss-good come 1SG-show-REAL

‘[You] show me the right way’

e. A daa n-um-bangan.
3sG ascend 1sG-appir-ask.for

‘He comes up to ask [sth.] from me’ or ‘He comes up to ask me [for/about
sth.]”

*Orthographic conventions used in this article: x = /h/, ¢ = /q/, *=/?/, and a double vowel symbol stands for
a long vowel.
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Note that in (1b), (1c) and (1d) the theme participants (sen ‘money’, biar kriman ‘small
children’, yitar gaqau ‘right way’) are introduced with a separate verb (ma ‘come’).> This
verb occurs in a serial verb construction with a second verb in clause final position.®
The second verb carries the P-prefix. Homologous affixes combine with nouns to index
possessors: examples include n-oma ‘1sG.poss-father’ in (1b) and ga-gau ‘3sG.poss-good’
in (1d).

3 Differential object marking in Proto-Alor-Pantar

Pronouns and pronominal indexes are known to belong to the most stable and archaic
part of the lexicon (Filimonova 2005; Heine & Song 2011a,b). Given their stability, pro-
nouns have been used to suggest deep genetic relationships (Nichols & Peterson 2013).
The morpho-syntactic patterns attested in the modern AP languages regularly involve
morphemes reflecting forms that are reconstructable up to the ancestor language of the
family, Proto-AP.

Table 1 lists the reconstructed pronoun forms (Holton et al. 2012; Robinson & Kra-
tochvil 2014; Holton & Robinson 2017: 170). In AP pronouns, initial consonants encode

5This function of Teiwa ma is further described in Klamer (2010a,b).
SExample (1c) involves another serial verb (pin aria ’arrive holding something’). We will not discuss serial-
ization in Teiwa or Abui here; see the respective grammars for further information.

Table 1: Reconstructed forms for A, P, and Possessor in Proto-Alor-Pantar

A free pronoun P prefix Possessor prefix

1sG *na(N)* *na-

25G *a(N) *(h)a-

3 *ga(N) *ga-b *ge-°

DISTR “ta-

1PL.INC *pi(N) *pi-

1PL.EXC *ni(N) *ni-

2pL *i(N) *(h)i-4

2N represents a nasal unspecified for place.

bHolton & Robinson (2017) reconstruct two separate third person prefixes, of which the singular is *ga- and
the plural *gi-.

‘Proto-AP may also have had possessor prefixes for other persons but only the third person form is recon-
structed so far. Possible reconstructed forms would be “ne- ‘1s6’, *(h)e- ‘2sG’, “te- ‘DisTR’. In the plural, the
vowel distinction was likely neutralized.

4Robinson & Kratochvil (2014) do not reconstruct the initial consonant of this prefix as optional, because of
the regular reflex of Proto-AP *h in Western Pantar and Sar.
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person features, while theme vowels encode number features (/a/ singular, /i/ plural) and
possession (/e/).”

In addition to reconstructing the form of the Proto-AP prefixes we can also reconstruct
some of the Proto-AP bi-valent verbs as bound forms, and others as unbound. We recon-
struct a verb as bound when that has a P-prefix in daughter languages across the family,
while a verb is reconstructed as unbound when all its modern reflexes lack a P-prefix.
The reconstructed verbs are given in Table 2.

Table 2: Reconstructed bi-valent verbs in Proto-Alor-Pantar (Holton et al. 2012;
Holton & Robinson 2017; Schapper et al. 2017; Klamer in press).

With P-prefix Without P-prefix
Proto-AP verb Meaning Proto-AP verb Meaning
*-ten wake up someone *tapai pound, pierce
*-wel bathe someone *mi be in, be at
*-ena give to someone *magi hear
*-asi bite someone (of dogs)  *(ta)ki bite (food?)
*nai eat
*med take
*kabar scratch
*tiari(n) close®

“Holton & Robinson (2017: 75) reconstruct ‘close’ with a prefix. We find no evidence for this in a larger
dataset.

In other words, Proto-AP encoded its Ps in a split fashion: certain verbs indexed P us-
ing a pronominal prefix, other verbs used (only) a free form to express P. Even with the
limited evidence these verbs provide us with, it is already possible to see that this split
in P-marking probably had a semantic motivation. For the reconstructed verbs with a
P-prefix, the prefix likely indexed a human/animate referent, as waking up and bathing
someone are activities applied to a human object. Also, across the AP family, the (sin-
gle) object of the verb ‘give’ is always a human referent (the P-prefix always indexes
a recipient), while the theme (=the thing given) is encoded as either a separate oblique
constituent or with its own predicate, using a serialization strategy (Klamer & Schapper
2012).

In contrast, the verbs that are reconstructed without a P-prefix such as ‘be in, be at’,
eat’, and ‘take’ seem to typically have an inanimate P. The object of the verb ‘scratch’ is
typically a surface (which may or may not be a human skin). The verb ‘pound’ typically

3

"Proto-AP *ta- is grouped with the singular forms in Table 1 because it carries the singular theme vowel /a/.
*ta has a common or impersonal referent (cf. one in English ’One should consider this’), and its reading is
often distributive or reflexive (‘each one’, ‘each other’).
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refers to pounding food objects (e.g. rice or corn). The two verbs for ‘bite’ may have
been split in use depending on the animacy of the object. And in the AP languages,
the verb ‘hear’ does not typically take a personal object (as in I heard your father sing)
but rather a sound or a sound-producing event (e.g. Your father’s singing, I heard it).
In sum, Proto-Alor Pantar had a split in the marking of P, and this split was probably
motivated by the distinction between human/animate objects (which were indexed with
a verbal prefix) versus inanimate objects (which were expressed as free constituents). The
fact that the feature ‘human/animacy’ triggers the indexing of Ps is cross-linguistically
not unusual: agreement is often sensitive to the discourse salience of arguments, and
since humans/animates have more discourse prominence than inanimates they are more
eligible to be indexed on verbs (cf. Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011).

In addition to a split P-marking, the proto-language may also have had a split in the
marking of intransitive subjects (S) that was based on semantics (Klamer 2012; Robinson
& Kratochvil 2014); a system referred to in the literature as ‘semantic alignment’ (Mithun
1991; Donohue & Wichmann 2008), in contrast to ‘accusative alignment’ or ‘ergative
alignment’. Languages with accusative alignment treat S and A alike, as opposed to P;
languages with semantic alignment encode S sometimes like P (by prefixing it to the verb,
as in the AP languages), and sometimes like A (eg by expressing it as a free pronoun, as in
the AP languages). The variable encoding of S is motivated by the semantics of the verb
and its argument, but the lexical sub-categorisation characteristics of verbs also play a
role (cf. Fedden et al. 2013; 2014).

The hypothesis that Proto-AP had semantic alignment is based on the following obser-
vations.® First, AP languages with semantic alignment are found across the region, while
languages with accusative alignment are confined to a region in the centre, as shown in
Figure 5. This geographical spread suggests that semantic alignment was the original
pattern from which the accusatively aligning languages diverged.

Second, some languages that today have accusative alignment show morphological
traces of semantic alignment. An example is Kaera (Pantar), which encodes the S of
certain intransitive verbs with a prefix otherwise typically used to index P arguments
(Klamer 2014: 135-136). This Kaera class of verbs includes verbs such as ‘live’, ‘be silent’,
‘jump up’, ‘faint, be unconscious’, ‘think’, ‘give birth’.? The presence of such morpholog-
ical fossils suggests that there may have been an earlier historical stage with semantic
alignment from which modern Kaera with accusative alignment has developed.

Third, some languages that are accusatively aligning today are still attuned to seman-
tic factors in the alignment of P. Examples are Adang (Haan 2001; Robinson & Haan
2014) or Blagar (Steinhauer 2014). This sensitivity to semantics in an otherwise accusative

8To reconstruct the alignment system of Proto-Alor Pantar with confidence, comparative data from cognate
sets of a sizable number of verbs across a wide range of Alor Pantar languages need to be collected and
their alignment patterns compared, work that yet needs to be done.

? Although the coverage of our comparative database is currently insufficient to determine whether the
Kaera forms are regularly inherited from the Proto-AP lexicon, verbs with the similar senses regularly
either allow or require S-indexing in semantically aligned languages such as Western Pantar (Holton 2014),
Klon (Baird 2008), Abui (Kratochvil 2007; 2011), Kamang (Schapper 2014), Sawila (Kratochvil 2014b), and
Wersing (Schapper et al. 2017).
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Accusative
Semantic

Kiramang

10km

Figure 5: Semantic (green) and accusative (red) alignment in Alor-Pantar lan-
guages. (For the language areas left white, information on alignment is lack-
ing).

alignment system suggests that the language developed from an earlier language with
semantic alignment.!

If Proto-Alor Pantar indeed had semantic alignment, then it must have expressed in-
transitive S sometimes like A, using a free form, and sometimes like P, using a verbal
prefix (compare Table 2). Some examples of reconstructed mono-valent verbs in Proto-
AP are presented in Table 3.1

We have not, or not yet, been able to reconstruct bound mono-valent verbs, i.e. verbs
that encode their S argument with a prefix in their modern reflexes across the AP family.
The evidence for the semantic alignment of Proto-AP is thus circumstantial.

To summarize, the following grammatical information about Proto-AP, the ancestor
language of Teiwa and Abui has been presented:

1. The reconstructed pronouns include free and bound forms that are formally clearly
related (cf. Table 1).

2. In Proto-AP, free pronouns express A while bound pronouns typically express P
and Possessor.

3. Proto-AP has some kind of DOM, as Ps are expressed in a split fashion: some bi-
valent verbs take a P-prefix, other bi-valent verbs express P with a free form.

10T Adang, objects are either indexed by prefixes on the verb or expressed by free object pronouns. There is
a tendency for verbs with animate objects to be prefixing (Fedden et al. 2013). In Blagar, various degrees of
affectedness can be distinguished using object pronoun, possessive pronouns, or a prefix (Steinhauer 2014:
167, 189).

1Holton & Robinson (2017: 75) reconstruct ‘close’ with a prefix. We find no evidence for this in a larger
dataset.
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Table 3: Reconstructed mono-valent verbs in Proto-Alor-Pantar (Holton et al.
2012; Holton & Robinson 2017; Schapper et al. 2017; Klamer in press).

Proto-AP verb Meaning
“tas stand

“tia sleep
*purVn spit

“jagir laugh
*luk(V) crouch
*mai come (here)
*kabar scratch
*tiari(n) close

4. The P-split is likely based on the distinction between human/animate and inani-
mate referents, where human/animate Ps are indexed on the verb and inanimate
Ps are not.

5. Proto-AP likely has semantic alignment, encoding the S of certain intransitive
verbs with a prefix otherwise typically used to index P arguments. However, so
far we have only been able to reconstruct mono-valent verbs with a free-standing
S.

4 Differential object marking in Teiwa

In Teiwa, some of the Proto-AP properties listed above were retained, while others were
lost. Teiwa retained both the proto-prefix for P (and some S) and the free proto-pronoun
that encoded A (and some S). The full set of Teiwa pronouns and person prefixes encoding
A, P, S, and the possessor is given in Table 4. (Using a long rather than a short free
pronoun encodes contrastive focus of A and S in Teiwa.) As in Proto-AP, free pronouns
express A while bound pronouns typically express P and Possessor. Unlike Proto-AP,
Teiwa has no semantic alignment where S can be marked like P: Teiwa is completely
accusative.

As in Proto-AP, some bi-valent verbs in Teiwa take a P-prefix, while other such verbs
express P with a free form. Teiwa bi-valent verbs typically use a prefix to index an ani-
mate P, while a free form (pronoun or NP) expresses an inanimate P. This is illustrated in
(2).In (2a),' the object of maiis ha-gas gai ‘your younger sister’, an animate referent that
is indexed on the verb. In (2b) the verbs mai ‘keep’ and usan ‘lift’ share a single object
aga’ ‘all [of it]’, which is not indexed on the verb because the referent is inanimate.

2Compare Xa’a ma na-mai ‘this come 1sG-keep.for’ ‘Keep this for me. [constructed example].
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Table 4: Teiwa pronouns (S, A, P) and prefixes (P and possessor) (Klamer 2010a:

77-78)

A, Slong A, S short P free P prefix Possessor

pronoun pronoun pronoun prefix®
1sG na’an na na’an n(a)- n(a)-
25G ha’an ha ha’an h(a)- h(a)-
3sG a’an a ga’an g(a)-, go- g(a)-, a-
DISTR ta’an ta ta’an t(a)- t(a)-
1pL.INC  ni’in ni ni’in n(i)- n(i)-
1PL.EXC  piin pi pi’in p(i)- p(i)-
2pPL yi’in Vi yi’in ¥(i)- y(i)-
3PL iman, i’in ia iman, gi’in g(i)-, ga- g(i)-, a-, ga-

“Possessors can also be expressed with short and long forms of free pronouns, see (Klamer 2010a: 79). Teiwa
possessive prefixes contain the theme vowel /a/ just like the prefixes that index P. Alienable and inalienable
possession are distinguished by the optional versus obligatory use of the possessive prefix na-yaf ‘1sG.ross-
house’ ‘my house(s)’ vs. yaf ‘a house, house(s)’; na-tan ‘1s.poss-hand’ ‘my hand(s)’ vs. *-tan (intended
reading ‘a hand, hand(s)’).

(2) Teiwa (Klamer fieldnotes TAS:0055; TAS2012:001)
a. Xa’a ma ha-gas qai ga-mai.
this come 2sG.Poss-younger.sister 3sG-keep.for
‘Keep this for your younger sister.

b. Aga’ wusan kamar gom ma mai.
all lift  room(iNp) inside come keep

‘Pick up all (of it) and keep (it) inside the room.

Another example of an animate P that is indexed on the verb is given in (3a). It con-
trasts with the P in (3b), which is inanimate and not indexed. A similar contrast is shown
in (4), but here the free form is a pronoun rather than a lexical constituent.

(3) Teiwa (Klamer fieldnotes TAS2011:138; TPV2011_2:016)
a. Bif g-oqai sen ma ga-mian.
child 3sc.ross-child money come 3sG-put.at
‘His child gave him money.

b. In qap i’ kalax gom  mian.
thing cut red basket inside putat

‘A red cloth is put inside a basket’
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(4) Teiwa (Klamer 2010a: 91)

a. Na ga-mar.
1sG  3sG-take

‘I follow him/her’

b. Na ga’an mar.
1s¢  3sc take

T take it

Some additional illustrations of Teiwa verbs that show DOM based on animacy are
given in (5). These verbs are attested with both an animate and inanimate object in the
Teiwa corpus.

(5) Tlustrations of Teiwa transitive verbs showing DOM

With P-prefix Without P-prefix

ga-mar ‘follow someone’ mar ‘take (something)’

ga-sii ‘bite someone’ sii ‘bite (into) (something)’
ga-dee ‘burn someone’ dee ‘burn (something)’
ga-sar ‘notice, find someone’  sar ‘notice, find (something)’

However, DOM in Teiwa is not completely predictable and regular, as there are also
some verbs that index Ps which are not animate. First, the Teiwa corpus contains some
examples of verbs whose prefix optionally indexes an animate or an inanimate referent.
An example is uyan ‘search for’ in (6). Both (6a) and (6b) are grammatical, but in (6b) the
indexed P has an inanimate referent (wat ‘coconut(s)’). In examples (6¢)-(6€) the prefix
on other verbs from the same class indexes inanimate referents: a tree, a coconut, and a
spoon.

(6) Teiwa (Klamer, fieldnotes TAS:0628, TC:025a, TTR2010:024; Klamer 2010a: 307)
a. Na n-ogai ga-uyan.
1sG  1sG.poss-child 3sG-search
‘T'm looking for my child.

b. Na wat ga-uyan.
1sG  coconut 3sG-search

T'm looking for coconut(s).

c. Burilak ga’an ma Sibari  heer nuk ga-sar.
clan.name 3sG come k.o.tree stem one 3sG-notice

‘The Burilaks noticed a Sibari tree’

d ..uy quaf eran ta  om qalixil ta®® a-fat mat
person grandmother that Top inside angry TOP 3sc-foot take
ma, wat u ga-tane’  si...

come coconut DIST 3sG-kick siM

13 Ta marks switched topics, but here it functions as a clause-linking device. Its interclausal function may be
characterized as marking the discontinuity or asymmetry of events in discourse (Klamer 2010a: Sec. 11.4).
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‘...that grandmother was angry and with (lit. taking) her foot kicked that
coconut, then...

e. Sii’ ga’an in qap ga-tiri ba ga-wa’ la a’an
spoon DEM  thing cut 3sc-float seQ 3sc.poss-leaf Foc 3sG
dagar.
be.visible

“That spoon is covered by a cloth so that [only] its round part is visible!*

Second, there is a set of verbs that take alternating prefixes to index animates and inan-
imates: the ‘normal’ prefix ga- encodes inanimate Ps, while an ‘augmented’ prefix ga’-
(pronounced as [ga?]) encodes animate Ps. Illustrations are given in (7). To distinguish
animate and inanimate objects by choosing a different prefix seems to be a minority
pattern in Teiwa, attested at least for the verbs listed in (8).

(7) a. Teiwa (Klamer 2010a: 92)
Na gi ga’-tad
1s¢  go 3aNIM-strike
‘T go hit him/her’
b. Na gi ga-tad
1sG  go 3sG-strike

1 go hit it
(8) Teiwa transitive verbs with alternating prefixes (Klamer 2010a: 91-92)
With ga’-prefix With ga-prefix
ga’-wulul ‘talk with s.o., tell s.0’ ga-wulul ‘talk about sth., tell sth’
ga’-wultag  ‘talk to/about s.o., tell s.0  ga-wultag  ‘talk about sth.
ga’-tewar  ‘go/walk together with s.o’  ga-tewar  ‘his (manner of)
ga-tewar  walking’
ga’-tad ‘hit, strike, touch s.o’ ga-tad ‘hit, strike at sth’

Note that definiteness does not play a role in the distinction as both definite and indef-
inite Ps can be indexed. An example of a definite Ps that is indexed is wat u ‘that coconut’
in (6d), while wat ‘coconut(s)’ in (6b) is an indexed indefinite P.

The distinction between free and bound pronouns (person prefixes) is not uniquely
reserved for marking the animacy of a referent but is also used to encode contrastive or
identificational focus in Teiwa.!® This is illustrated in (9), where the animate P is indexed
on the verb with a prefix in (9a), but is expressed as a free form in (9b), where it encodes
a focused constituent.

14 A more literal translation of this sentence is “That spoon, a cut thing floats on [it] so that only its leaf is
visible’.

5New information focus (Lambrecht 1994; Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 47-48) is marked in Teiwa with a
dedicated focus particle la and is not further discussed here, see Klamer (2010a: Ch. 11).
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(9) Teiwa (Klamer 2010a: 407)

a. Miaag yivar  ga-sii.
yesterday dog  3sG-bite
‘Yesterday a dog bit him.

b. Miaag yivar ga’an  sii.
yesterday dog  3sG bite
‘Yesterday a dog bit HIM (not me).

In sum, the Proto-AP split marking of P plus its semantic alignment system developed
into an accusative system with DOM in Teiwa. The distribution of the person prefix
paradigms is lexicalized (normal vs. ‘augmented’). The person prefix that was used for
human/animate Ps (and some S) in Proto-AP is used in Teiwa to index mostly animate
Ps. A small class of verbs lexicalized the prefix, and indexes both animate and inanimate
Ps. The original free pronouns that were used to express A (and some S) in Proto-AP
function in modern Teiwa to express both A and S (in an accusative system), and also as
a marker of contrastive focus of P.

Proto-AP
A, s “ga(N) P, s “ga- POSS “ge-
AN < \\ N N
N \ N
\ . \ < .
\ \ AN
\ \ N
\ \ N N
\ . \ N .
\ \ N
\ . P \‘ N "
M Focus: gatan POSS
Animate:  ga-, gar- ga-
Inanimate: N, ga-

Figure 6: The historical relation between forms encoding P in Proto-Alor-
Pantar and in Teiwa

5 Differential object marking in Abui

Reflexes of the Proto-AP pronouns in Table 1 are attested in Abui, both in free and bound
forms, as shown in Table 5. Taking the theme vowel /a/, the first (PAT) paradigm reflects
the Proto-AP prefixes that encoded Ps in the proto-language. The additional paradigms,
distinguished by vowel grading and vowel lengthening, elaborated the proto-system.!®

16Most languages of the Alor branch have expanded their verbal prefix paradigms in a similar way as Abui;
with a prefix containing an /o/ and/or an /e/. Sawila has two verbal prefix paradigms (Kratochvil 2014b),
Adang, Klon, and Wersing have three paradigms (Haan 2001; Baird 2008; Robinson & Haan 2014; Schapper
et al. 2017), and Kamang has seven paradigms (Schapper 2014). This suggests that Proto-Alor may already
have had two verbal prefixes.
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Table 5: Abui pronominals (Kratochvil 2007: 78, 2011: 591, 2014a: 555)

free I(paT) II(LOC) III (REC) IV (BEN) V (GoAL)
pronoun
1sG na na- ne- no- nee- noo-
2S8G a a- e- o- ee- 00-
3 - ha- he- ho- hee- hoo-
DISTR - ta- te- to- tee- too-
1PL.LEXC ni ni- ni- nu- nii- nuu-
1PLINC  pi pi- pi- pu- pii- puu-
2PL ri ri- ri- ru- rii- ruu-

Each of the five prefix paradigms may be used to index Ps, and a vague connection may
be seen between a particular paradigm and the semantic role of the P it encodes, as
indicated by the semantic role given in brackets in the column header.

The second (Loc) paradigm has the theme vowel /e/, and is a reflex of the Proto-Alor
Pantar possessive prefix “ge- ‘3GEN’. It has often been noted that location and possession
are semantically related notions: an item is typically located at or near the person that
possesses it. Abui has drawn on this relation to recruit the possessor prefix of Proto-AP
as a locative person index.!” Paradigm four (BEN) elaborates on the locative paradigm by
lengthening the theme vowel /e/. Vowel lengthening is a strategy to create new forms
in Abui, and is also used to create a separate set of goal prefixes on the basis of the
Recipient paradigm. The recipient (REC) paradigm itself contains the theme vowel /o/.
While a prefix with this vowel cannot be reconstructed to the level of Proto-AP, it may
have been present in Proto-Alor as similar forms are found in other languages of Alor, e.g.
Adang 70 (Haan 2001), Klon go- (Baird 2008), and Kamang wo- (Schapper 2014), where
they have a locative function. Prefixes with /o/ might have evolved from a word that was
originally locative postposition or verb, and became reanalyzed as a verbal prefix.

In (10a)—(10e) it is illustrated how the different Abui prefixes roughly correspond to
semantically different Ps. The prefix expresses, respectively: a patient (10a), a location
(10b), a recipient/benefactive (10c), a benefactive (10d), or a goal (10e). Note also that
some of the predicates are complex, consisting of two or more verbs forming a single
phonological word, as in -I=bol ‘give=hit’ in (10b) and -k=yai ‘throw=laugh’ in (10c) (cf.
Klamer & Kratochvil 2010).

In Abui possessive constructions, the Proto-AP possessor prefix (with theme vowel /e/) is used to express
alienable possession, while the Proto-AP P-prefix (with theme vowel /a/) is used for inalienable possession
(Kratochvil 2007): ne-fala ‘1sG.poss.aL-house’ ‘my house’ versus na-min ‘1sG.POss.INAL-nose’ ‘my nose’.
Other Alor languages share this innovation.
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(10)  Abui (Kratochvil 2007: 592)

a. Na a-ruidi.
1SG.AGT  2sG.PAT-wake.up.PFv

‘I woke you up.

b. Di palootang mi  ne-l=bol.
3AGT rattan take 1sG.Loc-give=hit

‘He hit me with a rattan (stick).

c. Fanmalei no-k=yai.
Fanmalei 1sG.REc-throw=laugh

‘Fanmalei laughed at me’

d. Ma na ee-bol.
be.PROX 1SG.AGT 2SG.BEN-hit

‘Let me hit [it] for you’
e. Simon di noo-dik.
Simon 3AGT 15G.GOAL-prick

‘Simon is poking me’

Although the above examples show rather transparent relations between the prefix
and the semantic role of the argument it encodes, in most instances where prefixes are
used in Abui, the relation between form and semantics is either vague, or absent. This is
because in Abui, P-indexing is also heavily determined by inflectional classes of verbs,
and inflectional class assignments are mostly idiosyncratic (see below).

In Abui, the different semantic types of transitive verbs (e.g. verbs of perception, cog-
nition, speech, or transfer) encode their P in various ways. Here we will not describe all
the possible patterns, as that would amount to writing another article (see Kratochvil
2007; 2011; 2014a; Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b). Rather, we focus here on the differen-
tial marking of the P of so-called ‘typical transitive’ (Comrie 1989: 111; Haspelmath 2011:
545) verbs only. Such verbs convey the most typical transitive activities, such as kill, hit,
kick, carry, search for, take, and hold, which have a highly agentive A and a highly pati-
entive P. In Abui, even this restricted class of typical transitive verbs shows significant
differentiation in the marking of P, as we will discuss now.

In Abui, as in Teiwa, animacy determines whether or not a prefix is used on the verb.
This is illustrated in (11a)—(11b): the inanimate P kanai do ‘these pili nut(s)’ is not indexed
on the verb bol ‘to hit’ in (11a), while the human body part netoku ‘my leg(s)’ is prefixed
on bol in (11b).!® Note that both NPs are definite: possessives and NPs marked with the
demonstrative do are definite in Abui (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015a).

8Unlike English ‘hit’ and many other verbs, Abui bi-valent bol can take different prefixes, indicating ar-
guments with different semantic roles and often somewhat different senses: *pat-bol, REC-bol ‘hit at s.0.,
BEN-bol ‘hit for/instead of s.0., GoAL-bol ‘dust off s.0..
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(11) Abui (Kratochvil 2014a: 566)

a. Di kanai do bol took.
3aGT pilinut Prox hit drop

‘He was hitting pili nuts (and) dropping [them]’
b. Baloka ne-toku he-bol he-balasi ba...
k.o.grass 1sG.poss-leg 3.Loc-hit 3.Loc-beat.pFv siM

“The baloka grass hit my legs slashing them...

The variation in (11a) and (11b) is an instance of asymmetric morphological alternation
between a nominal P and a P indexed on the verb with an overt morphological exponent
Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant (2018 [this volume]). It is parallel to the reconstructed
Proto-AP pattern and to the pattern in Teiwa, illustrated in (3)-(4) above. In addition,
animacy also determines marking of P in Abui following a symmetric system, where
both alternatives are morphologically marked. In (12a), the inanimate P of puna ‘hold’
is encoded with a Loc prefix, while in (12b), the same verb takes an animate P which
is indexed with a coaL prefix. This type of DOM marking in Abui is analogous to the
symmetrical pattern in Teiwa, illustrated in (7)-(8) above.

(12)  Abui (Abui corpus: E15BD071, E15BD072)

a. Maama, na mahiting  he-puna yo!
father 1SG.AGT meat 3.Loc-hold.1PFv  MD.AD

‘Father, I will hold the meat (while you slice it)!”

b. Di noo-puna!
3.AGT 1sG.GoAaL-hold.1pFv

‘He is grabbing (groping) me!’

In addition, Abui P-marking is also sensitive to the semantically more narrow distinc-
tion between human and non-human referents. When the referent of P is human, the
main transitive verb combines with another (generic) verb in a complex predicate where
the P-prefix attaches to the generic verb, as illustrated in (13). The semantic contribution
of the generic verb ‘give’ in (13) is to flag the presence of a human P. In (13) we illustrate
two such serial constructions: -I=bol ‘give hit’ and -I=balasa ‘give beat’. In both cases, the
referent is human, therefore must prefix to -/ ‘give’. When a referent is not human, the
prefix is not expressed in such a serial construction with -, but rather attached directly
to the main verb, as was illustrated in (11a) and (11b) above. Kratochvil (2014a: 567-569)
provides further examples of this asymmetrical DOM pattern, which is sensitive to the
distinction [+/- human]. This pattern is quite frequent in Abui and typical for verbs of

change (impingement, locomotion, search verbs) and spreading into emotion and cogni-
tion verbs.

85



Marian Klamer & Frantisek Kratochvil

(13) Abui (Abui corpus: N12.070)
Markus di  ne-l=bol ne-l=balasa.
M. 3sG 1sG.Loc-give=hit 1sG.Loc-give=beat.IPFv
‘Markus gives me a beating (lit. hits me (and) beats me).

Furthermore, besides animacy and humanness, the affectedness of P also plays a role
in the choice of prefix. This DOM type is the topic of Kratochvil & Delpada (2015b). Abui
systematically encodes the degree of affectedness for predicates that describe change (ob-
servable change, (loco)motion, physical impingement, and going out of or coming into
existence).'’ In terms of Beavers’s (2011) account of affectedness, the Abui paT-indexed
verbs indicate a maximum degree of affectedness while the Loc-indexed verbs shift one
degree lower (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 232). The alternation of the degree of affect-
edness can be tested with entailments, as shown in (14a)-(14b). The paT-indexed verb
entails a maximal change to the effect described by the verb and this change cannot be
negated by the entailment (14a), but this is possible with Loc-indexed verbs, as shown
in (14b).

(14) Abui (Abui corpus: E15BD51, E15BD52)

a. di kawen ha-komangdii #haba  de-i=bula
3.AGT machete 3.Loc-make.blunt.pFv but 31.Loc-have=be.sharp
‘He made the knife blunt, #but it’s still sharp.

b. di kawen he-komangdii haba  de-i=bula

3.AGT machete 3.Loc-make.blunt.pFv but  31.Loc-have=be.sharp
‘He made the knife blunter, but it’s still sharp.

A number of verbs of change participate in this DOM pattern in Abui, with some exam-
ples given in (15)—-(18). The entailments work in the same way as for the verb -komangdii
‘make blunt’ above. It should be noted that the Abui senses may map sometimes onto
different verbs in English, underlining the semantic distinctions invoked by this DOM
pattern.

(15) Observable Change verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 222)

a. +Affected: PAT ha-
ha-lilri ~ ‘boil it’
ha-siki ~ ‘separate it’
ha-kol ‘tie it up’
ha-kuya ‘expose it’

b. —Affected: Loc he-
he-lilri  ‘warm it up’
he-siki ~ ‘split it’
he-kol ‘tie it’
he-kuya ‘peel it’

YOther AP languages have been described having DOM systems where ‘affectedness’ is one of the trigger
features: Blagar (Steinhauer 2014: 188-189); Kamang (Fedden et al. 2014: 64-66); Klon (Baird 2008); Sawila
(Kratochvil 2014b); Kula (Williams 2016).
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(16) Move and Stay at Some Location verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 227)

a. +Affected: pAT ha-
ha-taang  ‘give it away’

ha-fil ‘pull it’

ha-bel ‘pull it out’
ha-baang  ‘put on (its lid)’
ha-kil ‘turn it upside down’

b. -Affected: LocC he-
he-taang  ‘pass it along’

he-fil ‘pull on it’

he-bel ‘pluck it’
he-baang  ‘put on shoulder’
he-kil ‘put it out’

(17) Physical impingement verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 227)
a. +Affected: PAT ha-
ha-dik ‘pierce it, stab through it’
ha-ril ‘ram it in’
ha-taakda ‘stab to death’
ha-keila ‘plug it’
h-afuui ‘scoop it up’
h-ahii ‘remove it’
ha-fuuidi  ‘flatten it’
b. —Affected: Loc he-
he-dik ‘stab at it’
he-ril ‘plant it in’
he-taakda  ‘skewer it’
he-keila ‘block it’
he-afui ‘scoop it’
he-ahii ‘select it, pick it’
he-fuuidi  ‘made it flatter’

(18)  Go Out of Existence verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 228)
a. +Affected: PAT ha-
ha-lak ‘destroy it’
h-akung  ‘extinguish it’
b. —Affected: Loc he-
he-lak ‘demolish it’
he-akung  ‘shade it’

And finally, P-indexing is also restricted by Abui verbal inflectional classes, which in
some cases stipulate the P-index type as PAT, irrespective of the semantics of the event
expressed by the verb, as described in Fedden et al. (2013; 2014); Fedden & Brown (2017).
In these studies the prefixing behaviour of Abui verbs was examined. About 10% of the
verbs always index the P with the paT prefix and do not allow any symmetrical DOM.
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This particular inflectional class includes both typical transitive verbs, describing events
of observable change (19), (loco)motion (20), physical impingement (21), and going out
of or coming into existence (22)) (e.g., -balak ‘to hit, punch s.o./sth. and -basa ‘to brush
off sth’), but also verbs of speech, cognition and transfer, as well as verbs of perception,
posture, placement and sound (Fedden et al. 2014; Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b). It is
possible that these verbs represent an older layer of the Abui lexicon, and reflect an
older stage of its grammar, before the systematic DOM alternation between PAT- and
Loc-indexed verb was fully grammaticalized.

(19) Observable Change verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 222)
ha-basa ‘brush him off, dustit’ ha-weel ‘wash him, bathe him’
ha-kuol ‘shave it’ h-iel ‘roast it’
ha-tamadia  ‘repair it’

(20) Move and Stay at Some Location verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 223)

ha-fik ‘pull it, pull him’  ha-kuoila  ‘topple it’

ha-ai ‘add it’ ha-bi ‘lean against it’
ha-suonra  ‘push it’ ha-kai ‘drop it, trip him’
ha-reng ‘turn to it’

(21) Physical impingement verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 224)

ha-balak  ‘punch him’  h-uol ‘hit/strike him’
ha-laanga  ‘grope him’  ha-paakda ‘slap him’
ha-taak ‘shoot him’

(22) Go Out of Existence verbs (Kratochvil & Delpada 2015b: 224)
ha-al ‘burn it’ ha-pok  ‘cover it’
ha-fuul ~ ‘swallowit” ha-yol  ‘bury it’

The inflectional verb class illustrated in (19)-(22) contrasts with the PAT~LOC alternat-
ing verbs in (15)—(18) in that the degree of affectedness of their P is not fixed. This can be
seen when the entailment is a ‘failed’ reading, as shown in (23a)-(23c), something not
possible for the paT-indexed verbs that participate in the symmetrical DOM discussed
above. For more details, see Kratochvil & Delpada (2015b).

(23) Abui (Abui corpus: E15BD34, E15BD35, E15BD36)

a. na ha-fik-i haba burook naha
1sG.AGT  3.pAT-pull-PFV but  but not
‘I pulled it but it didn’t move’

b. na ha-fik-i haba  sik naha.

1sG.AGT 3.pAT-pull-pFV but  snap not
T pulled it but it didn’t snap.

c. na ha-fik-i haba dara de-yal mia.
1sG.AGT 3.pAT-pull-pFv but  still 3rALr-place be.in

>

‘I pulled it but it is in its place (it’s too heavy)
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Clearly, this class does not show any evidence of symmetrical DOM as it marks P
always in the same way (with a PAT prefix). Yet it is important to mention it in the context
of the current paper, because it shows that while Abui differentiates Ps in symmetric
and asymmetric ways, along a number of different semantic dimensions, the language
also has a reasonably large class of bivalent verbs that do not take part in symmetrical
differential marking of P at all.

The DOM pattern of alternation between Loc- and paT-indexed verbs is attested with
22% of the sample investigated by Fedden et al. 2013; 2014. Furthermore, verbs in this
class can also combine with other series (BEN, REC, or GOAL), i.e. alternate symmetri-
cally. At the same time, verbs in this class can also occur without a prefix and alternate
asymmetrically in complex predicates (see Fedden et al. 2014: Table 5). In general, the
three additional series (BEN, REC, and GOAL) are less restricted and combine on average
with about 87% of the roots. This is expected, given their later development and greater
productivity.

In sum, there is a variety of factors involved in the marking of the objects of the typical
transitive verbs in Abui. These include:

« the semantic role of P (where Ps that are semantically patient, locative, benefactive
or goal can be marked differently);

« the inherent semantic properties of the argument (whether P is animate or not,
whether P is human or not);

the relation between the verb and its argument (whether P is affected or not and
to what degree);

« the inflectional verb class (which determines whether or not P is marked differen-
tially, and how it is marked differentially, i.e. using a symmetrical or asymmetrical
pattern).

The Abui data clearly show that in a single language, DOM can have multiple triggers,
involving inherent lexical argument properties, inflectional classes, and event semantics;
and combine symmetrical and asymmetrical morphological alternations. In a language
family such as the AP family, which tends to index P over S/A, languages may develop
in a direction where they elaborate on the encodings of P in new ways, as Abui demon-
strates. Figure 7 shows how the modern Abui morphemes used for DOM relate to the
reconstructed forms in Proto-AP.

Unlike in Teiwa, Abui retained the semantic alignment of Proto-AP, where S could
sometimes be marked as P. In numerous cases, S arguments can be indexed on verbs
as if they are Ps. In general, such S arguments have a more affected, and less volitional,
semantics than free-standing S arguments (Kratochvil 2007; 2011; 2014a; Fedden et al.
2013; 2014; Fedden & Brown 2017).
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Figure 7: The historical relation between forms encoding P in Proto-Alor-
Pantar and Abui.

6 Conclusions

Sharing a common ancestor that had DOM, Teiwa and Abui still mark objects differ-
entially, and in both languages, reflexes of the same proto-morpheme are used in the
differential marking of P. Yet, there are many differences between the two languages in
the proto-forms that have been retained and innovated, and in the way DOM is applied.

In their morphological expression, there are two dimensions in which Ps are differen-
tiated in both Teiwa and Abui. The first is asymmetrical: either P is expressed as a verbal
prefix (with an optional co-referent pronoun or NP in the clause), or P is expressed as a
free pronoun or nominal phrase. Second, Ps may be differentiated symmetrically, by the
variable choice of a P-prefix depending on the semantics of P. Both strategies are used
in both languages, but the symmetrical strategy involves two prefixes in Teiwa and five
prefixes in Abui. The DOM patterns are summarized below (the information structure
uses are not included).

Also, the factors triggering DOM are different: in Teiwa it is mostly based on the in-
herent properties (animacy) of P, while in Abui there are many other triggers besides
the animacy of P, including the affectedness relation between the action and the P ref-
erent and the inflectional class of the verb. Furthermore, Abui has developed an extra,
third, formal strategy to differentiate human Ps from non-human ones in a serial verb
construction.

The reconstructed alignment system of Proto-AP was semantic. In Teiwa, this system
has evolved into an accusative alignment system, but the original system was retained
and further complexified in Abui. This indicates that alignment systems are not static
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and can be modified and complexified over time by putting morphemes of an ancestor
language into new uses and creating new forms, e.g. by adding symmetrical paradigms
of person-indexing prefixes.

An interesting comparison can be made with the semantic alignment systems of the
Papuan languages of North Halmahera discussed in Holton (2008). While there is evi-
dence for syntactic alignment in proto-North Halmaheran, many of the modern North-
Halmaheran languages have innovated semantic alignment (Holton 2008: 274-275). In
the AP languages, the situation is the opposite: the semantic alignment is reconstructed
for the proto-language, and the syntactic alignment in Teiwa is an innovation. The path
of historical evolution of alignment system can therefore not be unidirectional (from
syntactic to semantic alignment), but the evolution in both directions is possible, and
facilitated by DOM (in Alor Pantar) and optional or pleonastic marking (in North Halma-
hera).

It seems that languages that have semantic alignment (or differential S marking) along-
side DOM, such as Abui, tend to develop more complex systems of DOM than languages
with accusative alignment, such as Teiwa.

In the development of their respective DOM systems, Teiwa and Abui underwent dif-
ferent morphological changes. The Proto-AP prefix *ga- is reflected in the Teiwa prefix
that encodes topics and animate Ps, as well as in Teiwa possessors. In Abui, this prefix
is reflected as the PAT prefix and could be the source of the innovated prefixes as well
(Klamer & Kratochvil 2012). The PAT prefix is the most semantically bleached prefix of all
five of the Abui P-prefixes, as it is obligatory for a semantically diverse class of verbs that
makes up 10% of the total number of verbs investigated in Abui. Most of these verbs en-
code events describing various types of change (observable change, (loco)motion, phys-
ical impingement, going out of and coming into existence) — suggesting a relationship
with affectedness. The Abui Loc and BEN prefixes feature the theme vowel /e/, reflecting
the Proto-Alor Pantar possessive prefix *ge- ‘3GEN’, but in Teiwa no reflex of this prefix
has been retained.

The proto-pronoun *ga(N) that was used to encode A and S in Proto-AP is reflected
in modern Teiwa as the free pronoun ga’an, but in Teiwa it encodes contrastive focused
Ps. In Abui it encodes A, but the final nasal has been lost. Abui has also innovated a new
prefix paradigm with a theme vowel /o/, and two additional paradigms by lengthening
the vowel of existing paradigms. Apart from the use of reflexes of the Proto-AP object
prefix “ga-, very few similarities remain between the morphemes that are used in Teiwa
and Abui DOM.

In sum, this study has shown that the evolutionary path of DOM from Proto-Alor Pan-
tar into its daughter languages has both stable and unstable features. Stable features are
the inherent semantic feature of humanness/animacy of P that is being coded, and the
shape of the person prefix that is used in the coding. However, the semantic alignment
system of Proto-Alor Pantar appears to be volatile, as it changed to accusative in Teiwa.
This is not an unexpected result since alignment patterns are sensitive to morphological
and phonological changes. Also, a language can develop additional triggers for DOM as
well as the additional person markers that it needs to encode these additional types of
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Ps alongside inflectional verb classes, as has happened in Abui. In general, the DOM trig-
gers in Abui shifted away from being purely participant-related, to include event-related
features (degree of affectedness) as well. The Alor Pantar languages show that alignment
systems are not static: their forms and triggers may be modified and complexified quite
substantially over time.
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Abbreviations

1 person markers GoaL  undergoer prefix paradigm

2 second person (goal-like)

3 third person INC inchoative

AD addressee-perspective IND Indonesian

AGT agentive pronoun LNK linker

ANIM  animate LOC undergoer prefix paradigm

AP Alor Pantar (location-like)

APPL  applicative MD medial

ASSOC  associative MoDp  modal

BEN undergoer prefix paradigm  pAT undergoer prefix paradigm
(benefactive-like) (patient-like)

CONT  continuative PRIOR priorative

DEM demonstrative PROX  proximate

DIST distal REC undergoer prefix paradigm

DISTR  distributive (recipient-like)

DOM differential object marking  SEQ sequential

EVID  evidential SIM simultaneous

FOC focus SPC specific determiner

TOP topic
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Chapter 4

Spanish indexing DOM, topicality, and
the case hierarchy
Chantal Melis

Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México

The Spanish language is known for its widespread phenomenon of Differential Object Mark-
ing (DOM). A particularly interesting feature of DOM in contemporary Spanish relates to
the obligatory use of a double system of marking — a “flagging” preposition and an “indexing”
clitic (Haspelmath 2005) — in the domain of the full personal pronouns. The prepositional
marker goes back to the very beginnings of the language, whereas the cross-referencing
strategy, also called clitic doubling, is the product of a much later development, which join-
ing forces with the existing older form gave rise to the twice-marked pronouns. In this paper
I focus on the origin of Spanish indexing DOM and, through a careful examination of the
first contexts of use, I propose that the relevant notion of “topicality” implicated in the evo-
lution of indexing DOM is not animacy, but has to do with the role participants play in the
event structure and the organization of these roles into a topical case hierarchy (Givon 1976).

1 Introduction

It is known that Spanish has a robust system of Differential Object Marking (Bossong
1991; 1998). A particularly interesting feature of Spanish DOM is that some direct objects
require double marking. This phenomenon characterizes the stressed object personal pro-
nouns, which in present day Spanish impose the use of the preposition a along with the
presence of an unstressed person form — a verbal clitic — showing the relevant agreement
features with the pronominal object phrase:

(1) Porque tu me am-as a mi ;no es cierto?
because you.Nom Iacc love-Prs.2sG Acc I not is certain

‘Because you love me, right?’ (1999, Jorge Volpi, En busca de Klingsor, CREA)

The preposition a represents the older and more basic instrument of Spanish DOM,
traceable to the earliest texts. According to the hypothesis outlined in Pensado (1995b),
and now commonly accepted (Torrego Salcedo 1999; Leonetti 2004; Iemmolo 2010), the
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development of a into a DOM marker has its roots in contexts where Latin ad, meaning
‘with regard to, as to’, indicated a shift of topic.! The topicalizing function of ad was
passed on to various Romances via vulgar Latin — initially confined to the personal pro-
nouns of first and second person in a dative or accusative role — and from there evolved
towards the grammaticalized use of a differential object marking in Spanish (Pensado
1995b).2

More specifically, the history of Spanish a shows the evolution of a DOM marker ex-
tending gradually downwards along the animacy hierarchy, in close interaction with a
parameter of definiteness (Garcia & van Putte 1995; Melis 1995; Aissen 2003; von Heu-
singer & Kaiser 2005; Laca 2006). The evolutionary path emerges from comparing the
situation reflected by the earliest available text (Cantar de mio Cid, dating most probably
from around the turn of the 13th century; cf. Montaner 1993: 8) with that of contemporary
Spanish. At the beginning, one observes a compulsory use of a with both the stressed
personal pronouns and the human-referring proper names, as opposed to the incipient
and optional marking of the common nouns indicating definite (sets of) individuals. In
today’s Spanish, on the other hand, following the progressive descent of the preposition
from definite to non-specific indefinite persons, a introduces nearly all human objects,
while the inanimate objects are usually left unmarked. To illustrate the prevailing situa-
tion in contemporary Spanish, Torrego Salcedo (1999: 1781-1782) offers this contrast:

(2) a. Traj-eron a un amigo con  ellos.
bring-pFv.3pL  acc a  friend with them

“They brought a friend with them?

b. Traj-eron una maleta con  ellos.
bring-pFv.3pL a suitcase with them

“They brought a suitcase with them.

Spanish a thus profiles a well-attested path of evolution for DOM markers. Descending
from an as-for topic expression of late Latin, the preposition is originally used to signal
the promotion of a salient pronominal object referent to the status of clausal topic in a
pragmatically marked construction. With the passage of time, however, as suggested by
the earliest records of the Spanish language, the preposition evolves into a differential
marking device extended to direct objects which are no longer topics, but which conserve

'The topicalizing function of Latin ad manifests itself in examples where the topic shifter forms part of a
larger phrase (quod ad me attinet, X ‘as far as I am concerned, X’, quod ad Xenonem, X ‘as for Xenon, X’),
and in contexts where it is used alone (ad ea autem, quae scribis de testamento, X ‘with regard to what you
write about the will, X’) (Pensado 1995b).

2Pensado reconstructs the historical path of Spanish a on the basis of a careful examination of Vulgar Latin
and early Romance data, which support her hypothesis that the origin of a as a topic marker goes back to
a construction of Vulgar Latin restricted to the personal pronouns of first and second person both dative
and accusative; cf. Ad mihi, (mihi) dixit “To me, he told (me)’ or Ad mihi, (me) amat ‘Me, he loves (me)’
(Pensado 1995b: 203). Her proposal to situate the beginnings of Romance DOM in the area of the personal
pronouns, as she notes, ties in with what other authors had pointed out in the past (Meier 1948; Rohlfs
1971).
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features of topicworthiness such as animacy and definiteness (Ilemmolo 2010).3

The second instrument of Spanish DOM, on the other hand, is the product of a more
recent development, which the obligatorily a-marked strong personal pronouns begin
to undergo around the turn of the 16th century, that is to say, during the transition pe-
riod between medieval and renaissance Spanish (Keniston 1937: 83; Silva-Corvalan 1984;
Rini 1991; Gabriel & Rinke 2010). As shown in (1) above, the new device consists of a
coreferential clitic pronoun, morphologically bound (but not attached) to the verb. This
phenomenon is known as clitic doubling (for the definition of the coreferential forms in
terms of clitics, see §2), and the relation of clitic doubling to DOM has been acknowl-
edged (Bossong 1998: 221-224). Indeed, the use of the coreferential pronoun in Spanish
separates the higher-ranked pronouns, which display the clitic along with a, from the
lower-ranked nominal objects, marked with a alone (human) or taking no marking (inan-
imate).

In Haspelmath’s (2005: 2) terminology, Spanish a instantiates the “flagging” type of
argument marking (= coding by case affixes and adpositions), whereas the clitic corre-
sponds to the “indexing” type (= cross-referencing or agreement). From this perspective,
the peculiarity of the stressed object personal pronouns of Spanish resides in conjoining
two kinds of DOM: flagging DOM (a) and indexing DOM (clitic). Another way of refer-
ring to the double marking of the Spanish pronouns is proposed by Iemmolo (2014), who
reserves the label DOM for the flagging type of marking and calls the other mechanism
DOQI (Differential Object Indexation).

The clitic doubling strategy employed for the purpose of Spanish DOM is the central
topic of the present paper. Scholars have been interested in the question of why the per-
sonal pronouns became subjected to the new type of marking, and different hypotheses
have been put forward (Silva-Corvalan 1984; Rini 1991; Gabriel & Rinke 2010). None, how-
ever, as we shall see, manages to satisfactorily account for the change associated with
the turn of the 16th century. This leaves room for a new attempt at explaining how the
change came about. The way I intend to approach the topic at hand is through a careful
examination of textual sources in which the new type of marking has the character of an
incipient phenomenon, affecting a few pronouns and leaving the rest untouched, under
the assumption that defining what the selected few share in common may shed light on
the original motivating force behind the change.

As background to the analysis I will present, two important facts have to be mentioned.
First, it should be pointed out that the introduction of clitic doubling into the pronominal

31 must add that even though the split between human and non-human objects is held to define Spanish
DOM (Leonetti 2004: 82) — the status of the non-human animate objects being unclear (von Heusinger 2008:
4) —, the system is actually much more complex owing to its sensitivity to various factors beyond animacy,
such as the properties of definiteness and/or specificity of the object referents, the aspectual features of
the predicate, the semantics of the event denoted by the verb, as well as the relation holding between
the subject and the object. The interaction of animacy with these additional parameters, accounting for the
appearance of unmarked human objects and a-marked inanimate objects in specific discourse contexts, has
been examined in a number of studies with important contributions to our understanding of the intricacies
of Spanish DOM (Kliffer 1984; Pensado 1995a; Torrego Salcedo 1999; Company Company 2002; Delbecque
2002; Aissen 2003; von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003; Leonetti 2004; Garcia Garcia 2007; 2014; von Heusinger
2008; among others).
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domain did not imply a creation in the strict sense of the word; the coreferential form
had a long history of appearing in topicalizing constructions, known as left- and right-
dislocations, where it was used to bind a detached object constituent to the core clause. So
it will be necessary to look at these structures in order to understand how they prepared
the way for the development of indexing DOM with the pronouns.

Second, it has to be borne in mind that the stressed object pronouns affected by the
change have been emphatic forms throughout the history of Spanish. Their selection
in specific discourse contexts always signals a deliberate intention on the part of the
speaker to highlight something about the referent of the pronoun. More will be said
below on the split between stressed and unstressed forms within the Spanish personal
pronoun system. For the moment, the fitting observation is that the development of
clitic doubling as a device for DOM cannot be explained without taking into account the
crucial emphatic value of the targeted pronominal items.

Anticipating the results of my analysis, I will argue that the emergence of indexing
DOM in Spanish appears to have involved a notion of topicality, but not one in which
animacy was the relevant feature, in contrast to a. As suggested by Givon (1976: 152),
topicality should be visualized as encompassing a number of binary hierarchic relations,
among which the author includes one that concerns the role of participants in the event
structure. On the role dimension, entities are ranked according to the degree to which
their participation contributes to the coming about of the event (more involved partic-
ipant > less involved participant). This binary relation is assumed to underlie the case
hierarchy (agent > dative > accusative), in which the more “topical” participants, in ad-
dition to being typically human and definite, rank above the accusative object from the
point of view of their higher degree of involvement in the action. My aim is to show that
the grammaticalization of indexing DOM in Spanish closely interacted with this specific
dimension of topicality. The primary evidence for this proposal is that Spanish indexing
DOM will be seen to favor the dative pronouns before generalizing to all personal ob-
ject pronouns (indirect and direct). Further support comes from the later extension of
indexing DOM to the indirect (not direct) object noun phrases.

The interaction between flagging and indexing DOM in Spanish thus offers a complex
panorama of historical developments, which can be divided in three major stages:

« throughout medieval Spanish, flagging DOM and the indexing device (in topic
constructions) operate independently from one another (see §3);

« in renaissance Spanish, indexing DOM becomes a grammaticalized feature of the
personal object pronouns, both dative (marked by a homophonous a form) and
accusative (obligatorily DOM flagged). This is the period in which the two types
of DOM meet, and their convergence is the focus of the present paper;

« in modern Spanish, indexing DOM spreads to the dative noun phrases, whereas
the nominal direct objects only show flagging DOM or are left unmarked (Melis
& Flores 2009, and see below §4.1).
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The paper is organized as follows. §2 provides a brief overview of the object personal
pronouns of Spanish. In §3 the older use of the coreferential pronoun with dislocated
object phrases is examined. §4 is dedicated to the development of Spanish indexing DOM:
The general properties of the diachronic change are sketched in §4.1; previous approaches
are discussed in §4.2; the hypothesis set forth in this paper is outlined in §4.3; the corpus
of data is described in §4.4; and the analysis of the data is carried out in §4.5. §5 concludes
with a summary of the paper.

2 The Spanish object person forms

For the purpose of this paper, a brief introduction to the Spanish personal pronoun sys-
tem will be helpful. Of specific interest are the object pronouns, which show a division
into stressed and unstressed forms. The former are referred to in terms of “full”, “strong”
or “tonic” pronouns, whereas the latter are called “weak” pronouns or “clitics”. In Table 1,
a simplified picture of the object paradigm based on Penny (1991: 119) is presented. It is
important to observe (for the change to be discussed) that across the paradigm, with a
few exceptions in the third person area, identical forms cover both the accusative and
dative realizations of the pronouns.*

Table 1: The Spanish object person forms

ACCUSATIVE DATIVE

stressed unstressed  stressed unstressed

1SG mi me mi me
2 SG ti te ti te
3SG masc. él lo él le
fem. ella la ella le
neuter ello lo ello le
1PL nos(otros) nos nos(otros)  nos
2 PL vos(otros)  (v)os vos(otros)  (v)os
3PL masc. ellos los ellos les
fem. ellas las ellas les

When a language possesses a pronominal system with a similar division, it is usu-
ally the case that the unstressed, that is, phonologically attenuated, forms encode highly
topical and cognitively accessible referents (Siewierska 2004: 174). This tendency is con-
firmed by Spanish, where the weak object pronouns are, and always have been, the

“The segments in parenthesis indicate changes that took place in late Old Spanish (end of 15th cent.), namely,
the reduction vos > os and the expansion vos > vosotros, followed at a later stage by the analogical expansion
nos > nosotros. I have excluded the contemporary deferential forms of address usted and ustedes. Nor does
my overview mirror the early phenomenon of leismo (which continues in standard Peninsular Spanish),
whereby the dative form e is used as a direct object form with masculine referents.
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canonical forms used to refer to the participants that are deictically or anaphorically
anchored in the discourse (cf. me vio ‘(s)he saw me’; lo vi ‘T saw him’).

What did change in the course of time is the grammatical status of the weak object pro-
nouns. These began as phonologically bound forms, which had to “lean” on a preceding
or following word for accentual reasons, but enjoyed a certain degree of independence
from a syntactic point of view. Over time, however, the weak object pronouns were led
to transform into elements definable as clitics on the basis of their morphological binding
to the verb (immediately preceding the finite verb or attached at the end of imperative
and non-finite verbal forms). As discussed in the literature, the cliticization of the weak
pronouns — product of a gradual loss of positional and combinatory options on the syn-
tactic level — was completed by the early 17th century (Rivero 1986; Rini 1990; Fontana
1993; Fernandez Soriano 1999; Nieuwenhuijsen 2006).

It is worth noting that the period during which the weak pronouns were evolving into
clitics (15th-16th century) more or less coincides with that of the rise of indexing DOM.
A relation between the two phenomena has to be established, since the development
of a type of object-verb agreement in the area of the strong personal pronouns was no
doubt facilitated by the newly acquired clitic status of the weak person forms (Rini 1990;
Enrique-Arias 2003).

The strong object personal pronouns, on the other hand, behave like (prosodically and
morphologically) independent noun phrases, associated with one peculiar feature: they
are emphatic. So when a strong pronoun surfaces in discourse, some kind of special effect
is intended, typically, a contrast: the individual encoded by the pronoun is compared or
opposed to other referents, whether explicitly or implicitly (Lujan 1999).

To illustrate, consider this pair of late medieval examples:

(3) a. pues diz-es que  me  am-as
since say-PRs.2sG CcoMP lLacc love-Prs.2sG
‘since you say that you love me’ (15th c., Bursario, CORDE)

b. miémbr-a-te que  por am-ar a mi [.]
remember-IMP-2SG.REFL cOoMP for love-INF Acc 1
mat-aste a tres hermanos  mios
kill-pFv.2sG  Acc three brothers mine

‘remember that for the sake of loving me [...] you killed three of my brothers’
(15th c., Bursario, CORDE)

In (3a) the weak form me corresponds to the way in which a first person functioning
as direct or indirect object is expected to appear in most discourse contexts. But on
occasion, as in (3b), the speaker chooses the tonic instead (accusative mi preceded by
obligatory a), the emphatic force of which is in this case called upon to underscore the
explicit contrast established between an act of love and a triple murder. The pronouns
that will undergo clitic doubling are these emphatic forms.
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3 Coreferential weak pronouns in left- and
right-dislocations

In this section, left- and right-dislocated sentences motivating the occurrence of a coref-
erential pronoun are examined. They constitute a very old phenomenon that is present in
the earliest Spanish texts and indeed goes back to Latin, where topicalized constituents
were often accompanied by a resumptive pronoun (Pensado 1995b: 198). From the point
of view of this study, the dislocations in question are of particular significance because
scholars have relied on these pragmatically marked structures to explain the origin of
Spanish indexing DOM. At the end of the section, the plausibility of tracing the indexing
device back to the dislocations will be evaluated.

The most suitable text to examine the older function of the coreferential pronoun is
the epic poem Cantar de mio Cid, especially rich in examples (Menéndez Pidal 1964: 323).
These are built with different kinds of object phrases. Their common property lies in the
peripheral position the object occupies on the left or right end, along with the occurrence
of a coreferential pronoun in the core clause. For example, in (4), the DOM flagged direct
object (a las sus fijas ‘his daughters’) has been detached to the left periphery and is
resumed by the weak form las, which reproduces the case, gender and number features
of the detached noun:’

4) a las sus fijas | en bracos las prend-ia
acc the his daughters in arms they. AcCFEM take-IPFV.35G

‘his daughters, he embraced them’ (v 275)

The vertical bar in (4) symbolizes the caesura, indicative of an intonation break in
the recitation (Gabriel & Rinke 2010: 71, with a reference to Fontana 1993: 263), and
in this sense helpful for the recognition of a dislocated structure.® With respect to left
dislocations, Lambrecht (1994: 183) points out that they are often used “to mark a shift
in attention from one to another of two or more already activated topic referents”. The
Cantar de mio Cid illustrates this nicely insofar as many of its left dislocations involve
central figures of the poem, for instance, the Cid’s daughters, as in (4).

In (5), a DOM-flagged strong personal pronoun (a vés ‘you’) occupies the right periph-
ery and is accompanied by the coreferential form vos:’

(5) aquéllas vos acomiend-o | a vos, abbat don Sancho
those.ACC.FEM you.DAT entrust-PRS.1SG DAT you abbot don Sancho
‘T now entrust those [girls] to you, you abbot don Sancho’ (v 256)
Right dislocations, also called afterthought-topics, are less easily recognizable in Span-

ish, because the detached object may appear as if it were occupying the canonical postver-
bal position (of direct and most types of indirect objects). In this example, however, the

SThe examples of the Cid are cited from Montaner’s (1993) edition.

%Menéndez Pidal (1964: 400) discusses another diagnostic for the identification of pragmatically marked
structures in the Cantar, related to the position of the coreferential pronoun in the structure of the verse.

"In (5) the plural form vos is used as a deferential form of address.

103



Chantal Melis

correct analysis gains support from the presence of the caesura.® Right dislocations pose
an additional challenge to the extent that their function in discourse continues to be a
matter of some dispute. Broadly speaking, they are supposed to bear on the identity of
the referent of the coreferential form in the core clause, adding explicitness for the ben-
efit of the addressee (Lambrecht 1994: 2003), or, from a wider perspective, providing an
informational “update” that is meant to replace, correct or partially adjust elements con-
tained in the core clause (Escandell-Vidal 2009: 856-859, following Vallduvi 1992). The
right dislocations of the Cid would have to be examined in detail in order to verify these
proposals.

Of greater interest to us is the fact that the detached objects in (4) and (5) are both
marked with a. The co-occurrence of a and the coreferential pronoun in the disloca-
tions of the Cid explains why it has been claimed that the two devices have a long his-
tory of working jointly in the service of Spanish DOM (Laca 1995; Melis 1995; Leonetti
2004; 2008).° Yet the truth is that flagging a and the resumptive weak form operate
independently from one another, as the following data show. Indeed, in the poem, a
marks the stressed personal pronouns and the human-referring proper names obliga-
torily and is used optionally with human definite nouns, but none of these objects are
cross-referenced if they appear in a sentence bearing no sign of dislocation:

(6) Oi-d a mi, Albar Farez | e todos los cavalleros.
listen-tmp  Aacc I Alvar Fariez and all the knights

‘Alvar Faflez, and all the knights, listen to me. (v 616)

And inversely, a resumptive pronoun tends to show up in dislocated structures, but
if the topicalized element does not pertain to the class of direct objects that impose or
attract flagging DOM, we find a coreferential pronoun without a, as exemplified by the
non-specific human referents in (7a) and the inanimate entity in (7b):

(7) a. los moros e las moras | vend-er non
the moorish.men and the moorish.women sell-INF  not
los pod-remos

they.acc.masc be.able-FuT.1PL
‘the moorish people, we won’t be able to sell them’ (v 619)

b. mas el castiello | non lo quier-o herm-ar
but the castle not heAcc want-Prs.1SG destroy-INF

‘but the castle, I don’t want to destroy it’ (v 534)

8In modern spoken language, right-detached constituents are characterized by a number of defining
prosodic features (Anagnostopoulou 1999: 765; Escandell-Vidal 2009: 852; Gabriel & Rinke 2010: 64-65).

9Some decades ago, a strong hypothesis regarding the interaction between clitic doubling and prepositional
DOM received expression in what came to be known as “Kayne’s generalization”, which stated that for an
object noun phrase to be doubled by a clitic it had to be preceded by a preposition (Kayne 1975; Jaeggli
1982). The hypothesis has been refuted on the basis of empirical data — doubling clitics appear alone (Sufier
1988; Anagnostopoulou 1999; Leonetti 2008) — but it continues to raise expectations about potential co-
occurrences of the two marking mechanisms.
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Furthermore, cross-referencing pronouns are also found to interact, as in (8), with
clausal object complements, which are never subjected to flagging DOM:

(8) Ya lo ve-e el Cid | que d-el rey non
now it.Aacc see-PrRs.35G the Cid comp of-the king not
av-ié gracia.

have-1pFv.3sG  grace

‘Cid now knew it, that he was out of favor with the king. (v 50)

In light of these data, one is able to conclude that a and the coreferential pronoun in
the Cid have different functions. Whereas prepositional DOM marks the higher-ranked
objects with human reference, the pronoun, unrelated to DOM, appears in pragmatically
marked topic constructions, where its principal function is to bind the dislocated object
constituent to the core clause (Keniston 1937: 84; Nocentini 2003: 109; Real Academia
Espatiola 2010: 757).1°

It is possible that the widely used dislocations in the Cid should be viewed as lingering
traces of the oral tradition that is assumed to have given shape to the epic poem. What is
certain is that the medieval texts posterior to the poem display an extremely scanty use of
topicalizing constructions, and as a direct consequence of this decline in frequency coref-
erential pronouns become equally rare. That is to say, a continues to extend downwards
along the animacy hierarchy, but the objects are not cross-referenced since they are not
dislocated. The perception that coreferential pronouns with (a-marked or unmarked) ob-
ject constituents were not common during the post-Cid medieval period of Spanish is
shared by all scholars who have dealt with this issue, in relation to flagging DOM (Laca
2006; von Heusinger & Kaiser 2005), or from the angle of indexing DOM (Silva-Corvalan
1984; Rini 1991; Fontana 1993; Eberenz 2000; Gabriel & Rinke 2010; Vazquez Rozas & Gar-
cia Salido 2012). This does not mean that topic constructions with coreferential pronouns
died out. Actually, they continue to be in use today, but they appear as infrequently as
in the medieval texts (for some quantitative data on fronted objects in contemporary
Spanish, see Garcia-Miguel 2015: 215-216).

So the question is whether the use of the coreferential pronoun in the examined con-
structions paved the way for the rise of indexing DOM, associated with the second his-
torical period of the Spanish language. It is tempting to motivate a link between the
older use of the pronoun and the later development, in view of Givon’s (1976) hypothe-
sis about the rise of (subject and) object agreement markers as being due to a reanalysis

0Worthy of note is the fact that the human definite objects, which in the Cid are optionally flagged, often
occur in (left) dislocation structures accompanied both by a and the coreferential pronoun. When they are
not topicalized, besides lacking the pronoun, of course, these objects are also more likely to appear without
a (Melis 1995). A plausible explanation for this phenomenon is that the incipient use of a with these objects
still depends, in some measure, on the establishment of the referent of the object as the pragmatic sentence
“topic”, and may therefore be viewed as a vestige of the beginnings of flagging DOM in the Romances (see
§1). The topicalizing phenomenon with the human definite objects in the Cid has been instrumental in
creating the wrong impression that the preposition and the weak pronoun have worked jointly for DOM
throughout the history of Spanish.
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of anaphoric pronouns in “over-used” topic-shift constructions, meaning, in construc-
tions where the pragmatic motivation for the marked word order had lost transparency.
Under Givén’s (1976: 156-157) proposal, afterthought-topic constructions (right disloca-
tions) are likely to be particularly relevant to the development of object agreement (cf. I
saw him, the man > I saw-him the man).

It will be seen below (§4.2) that Givon’s hypothesis underlies some of the proposals
that have been put forward to explain the rise of indexing DOM in Spanish. Nevertheless,
as argued in Vazquez Rozas & Garcia Salido (2012: 279), the envisaged scenario cannot
be made to fit the Spanish data with ease, considering that the poorly documented topic
constructions of medieval times do not evoke the “overuse” established as a condition
for the reanalysis of the anaphoric pronouns. Additionally, it turns out that the examples
appearing in the medieval sources (Vazquez Rozas & Garcia Salido 2012: 279, with a
reference to Riiho 1988) often display a dislocated subordinate clause cross-referenced
with the neuter pronoun lo, as in (8) above. An object of this nature is not what we think
of when defining the notion of topicality, nor does it in any way resemble the strong
personal pronouns that will eventually attract the coindexing strategy.

In short, the difficulty of tying indexing DOM immediately to the medieval disloca-
tions is real, and everything seems to point in the direction of an innovative process
of change, whereby the function of an available form - a coreferential pronoun - was
expanded to satisfy a different purpose.

4 The grammaticalization of Spanish indexing DOM

4.1 Preliminaries

The rise of Spanish indexing DOM can be traced back to the turn of the 16th century,
when an increase in the use of a weak pronoun with a (necessarily) DOM-flagged strong
object personal pronoun becomes noticeable (Keniston 1937: 83; Silva-Corvalan 1984;
Rini 1990; Gabriel & Rinke 2010). This increase is the signal of a change in process that
would culminate with the grammaticalization of object agreement in the pronominal
domain, completed more or less by the end of the 17th century.!!

The examples of doubled pronouns in (9) come from the CORDE materials examined
for the purpose of this study, on which more will be said below (§4.4):

UThe proposed date of completion varies. Some authors associate it with the end of the 16th century, while
others detect non-doubled pronouns until the 18th century (Silva-Corvalan 1984; Rini 1990; Gabriel & Rinke
2010; Vazquez Rozas & Garcia Salido 2012). The discrepancy hinges on the nature of the data. As we will
see below, the textual sources suggest that doubling was used with variable frequency depending on the
individual speakers/writers. What is clear is that clitic doubling grammaticalized a bit more slowly with the
third person pronouns than with the speech act participants (see §4.4 and footnote 17). My own perusal of
data of the CORDE motivates my stating that instances of non-doubled pronouns are extremely rare after
the 17th century.

106



4 Spanish indexing DOM, topicality, and the case hierarchy

(9) a. Por cierto, que a mi me  pes-a mucho de su
of course that bpar I ILpaTr grieve-pPrRs.3s¢  much of his
muerte.
death

‘Of course, I very much lament his death. [lit. ‘it grieves me of his death’]
(1555, Espejo, CORDE)
b. Sefior, jporqué me  d-ais cargo  a mi?
sir why ILpaT give-Prs.2PL charge DAT I
‘Sir, why do you accuse me?’ (1517, Arderique, CORDE)

c. EI  que a mi aqui me  trux-o no es el diablo
The who acc 1 here Iacc bring-pvr.3sG not is the devil
que diz-es|[...]
that say-pPrs.2sG
‘The one who brought me here is not the devil as you say’ (1504, Esplandian,
CORDE)

The examples exhibit strong pronouns that are collocated in different positions, with-
out suggesting the presence of a recognizable dislocation. I found this to be true in the
majority of cases.!?

Certainly, fronted pronouns, as in (9a), are common, but they are selected by verbs
with special characteristics like pesar ‘to grieve, to lament’, whose experiencer argument
has always had a tendency to favor the sentence initial position (Melis & Flores 2013).
During the period under study, the pronominal experiencer of these verbs is frequently
preverbal including when it is not doubled (see example (18a) below). Other pronouns
occupy the sentence final position, as in (9b), and may provoke ambiguity (perhaps a
right dislocation), although nothing in their behavior differentiates them from the non-
doubled tonic phrases which likewise appear at the right-most end (see example (14a)
below).!* The remaining pronouns occur in the middle of the sentence, as in (9c), and
are impossible to confuse with a detached constituent.

The doubled pronouns also differ as to their status in the information structure of the
sentence. From the cognitive point of view, the entities coded in the form of personal
pronouns are “prominent”, in the sense that the referent of the pronoun, beyond its pre-
supposed condition of familiarity, is also the current center of attention of the speech

2Some dislocated structures did show up. In the following example, a mi is detached to the left and the core
clause begins with the subject pronoun uno: Por cierto a mi uno solo me perdié, mas yo he perdido a muchos
‘Actually, as far as I am concerned, only one fellow ruined me, whereas I ruined many’ (1520, Ysopo, CORDE).
For a right dislocation, see footnote 13 below. The dislocations were eliminated from my analysis.

13 A right dislocation was detected in a few examples, as in this one: porque Cortés me mostré la misma carta
a mi'y a otros conquistadores ‘because Cortés showed me the same letter, to me and to other conquistadors’
(1568-75, Historia, cORDE). The detached segment shows a coordinated structure in which the tonic pronoun
appears together with a reference to another participant not evoked by the weak pronoun. This may be
interpreted as an “update” of referential character aiming at rectifying — completing — the information
given in the core clause, which is characteristic of right dislocations as discussed above.
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participants (Anagnostopoulou 1999: 770; cf. Lambrecht 1994: 94). This explains the com-
mon assumption that pronouns are topics. However, with respect to the information
structure of a clause, pronouns may stand in different relations to the proposition, and
may appear in the focus domain of an utterance, as part of the comment or as the sole
constituent in focus (Lambrecht 1994: 128-130).

In fact, since we are dealing with stressed pronouns, a focus status would typically
be expected (Siewierska 2004: 183). But in Spanish the strong personal pronouns are not
necessarily focal (Lujan 1999), and in the data I examined, as it turns out, a clear focal
interpretation imposed itself in a few cases only. The pronouns were always contrastive
foci. (10) may serve as an example:

(10) y el  wisorey respond-io: “Matar-me h-an si
and the viceroy answer-pvr.3sG KkilliNr-Lacc have-prs.3pL if
salg-0.” Aliaga dij-o: “Primero me  matardn a mi.”
leave-prs.1sG  Aliaga say-PvF.3sG first Lacc kill-rurspr  acc I

‘and the viceroy answered: “They will kill me if I come out”. Aliaga said: “They
will kill me first” (1555-84, Guerras, CORDE)

In most cases, the doubled pronouns from my textual sources function as pragmatic
topics. Some of them invite to be characterized in terms of “secondary topics” (Nikolaeva
2001). This analysis is suggested for pronouns occurring in a clause which “in addition
to conveying information about the topic referents conveys information about the rela-
tion that holds between them as arguments in the proposition” (Lambrecht 1994: 148).
Consider (11):

(1) A esta Luscinda am-é, qu-ise y ador-é desde
acc this Lucinda love-pFv.isG like-PFv.isc and adore-PFv.1sG  since
mis tiernos y primeros arios, 'y ella me qu-iso a
my tender and first years and sheNom Lacc like-PFv.3sG Acc
mi, con aquella sencillez y buen animo que su  poca edad
I with that simplicity and good heart that her little age
permitia.
allowed

‘Tloved, cherished and adored Lucinda since my early tender years, and she loved
me with the simplicity and noble heart of her youth’ (1605, Quijote, CORDE)

Other pronouns, in spite of being objects, must be viewed as encoding the entity the
proposition expressed by the sentence is primarily about. Pronouns with a primary topic
role, as in (12), are very common in my data and will be discussed below (§4.5):
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(12) que nunca sent-imos rumor de gente y a mi me
because never feel-pFv.iPL murmur of people and bpaT I LpaT
parec-ié que  deb-iamos sal-ir d-el pueblo de aquella
seem-PFv.3sG that have-1pFv.aipL leave-INF from-the village of that
manera
manner

‘because we never heard voices and I thought [lit. ‘it seemed to me’] that we had
to leave the village that way’ (1519-26, Cartas, CORDE)

Space limitations prevent me from showing that the strong pronouns which do not
undergo doubling while the change is in process display a similar panorama of distri-
bution between topic and focus relations. The motivation for indexing DOM, in other
words, does not seem to have depended on the pragmatic structuring of the utterances.

Let us stop one moment to consider the functional shift which the coreferential pro-
noun is experiencing in examples like the ones shown in (9) to (12). It is clear that binding
a dislocated object phrase to the core clause no longer corresponds to the function it ful-
fills. The coreferential person form now co-occurs with a strong pronoun within one and
the same syntactic domain, as opposed to the situation of medieval times when in this
type of pragmatically unmarked or “neutral” environments the weak object pronoun and
the strong personal pronoun were in complementary distribution (me or a mi, not both).

The functional shift should be thought of in terms of a gradual process. In the initial
phase, the doubling pronoun must have been felt as redundant. Indeed, redundancy will
play a crucial role in the hypothesis I will outline in §4.3. But the doubling pronoun
eventually becomes categorical and gives rise to a phenomenon of coindexing on the
verb which has come to be viewed as an instance of object-verb agreement (Sufier 1988;
Garcia-Miguel 1991; Bogard 1992; Fernandez Soriano 1999; Franco 2000). Let us recall in
this regard (§2) that the grammaticalization of indexing DOM in the pronominal area
unfolded in parallel to the cliticization of the Spanish weak pronouns, a development
which makes it easy to defend the agreement analysis: the weak pronoun is morpho-
logically bound to the verb, forming with the “target” (Corbett 1983) of the agreement
relationship a phonological unit, without being attached to it like an affix.!*

In addition to enabling the grammaticalization of object agreement in Spanish, the
conversion of the weak pronouns into clitics may have contributed to the relative swift-
ness with which coindexed strong personal pronouns became the norm. The time span
reflected by written materials, as mentioned, covers a period of more or less two cen-

14 As already indicated, in the exceptional case of the imperative and non-finite verbal forms the Spanish
clitics are suffixed; cf. hablale ‘talk to him’, quiere verme a mi ‘he wants to see me’. In fact, arguments
have been advanced to justify the view that the Spanish clitics behave like inflectional affixes, on a par
with the subject agreement suffixes appearing on the verb (Alarcos Llorach 1980; Bogard 1992; Fontana
1993; Enrique-Arias 2003), but not everyone agrees with this analysis (Aijén Oliva & Borrego Nieto 2013,
among others). The lack of consensus has much to do with the fact that the weak forms, in the majority of
their occurrences, function as anaphoric pronouns encoding syntactic arguments. They are “ambiguous”
(Siewierska 2004: 126) agreement markers in this sense.
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turies. We will also see that clitic doubling was generalized at different rates depending
on the individual speakers/authors, and in some cases very quickly (§4.5).

Two essential facts have to be kept in mind for a thorough understanding of Spanish
indexing DOM, namely, that clitic doubling spread to accusative and dative tonics alike,
and that once it became established with the personal pronouns it continued to evolve
towards the nominal indirect object.

Disregarding the second phenomenon, one could argue that indexing DOM was ex-
tended to the dative object pronouns owing to the absence of formal case distinctions
within the personal pronoun paradigm, as seen above (§2). The neutralization of the split
between accusative and dative would have taken place in accordance with the general
properties of Spanish, a language in which the boundary between the two grammati-
cal object functions is not sharp (Garcia-Miguel 2015). From this perspective, one could
then sustain that indexing DOM, irrespective of case considerations, and much like flag-
ging DOM, began with the personal pronouns because the participants encoded by these
forms are human, definite, and moreover highly prominent in discourse, all of which jus-
tifies their superior ranking in the universal hierarchy of topicality. As to the question
of why a new device was recruited to signal differential object features already marked
with a, one could invoke the need for a “renewal” of DOM, in the sense that the clitic
helped reestablish the original distinction between pronouns and non-pronouns which
had existed before a was extended to some of the accusative nouns (§1).

The second phenomenon, however, forces us to modify these assumptions. Indeed, if
the new marking had been fundamentally motivated by the pronominal features of ani-
macy, definiteness and discourse prominence, one would have expected a development
more in line with that of flagging DOM. Recall that a began as a topicalizer which did not
differentiate either between accusative and dative pronouns. In its descent towards the
non-pronouns, along the animacy hierarchy, a was directed at the more topical human
and definite accusatives, and was not extended to the typically human and definite da-
tives, because the Spanish datives were already case-marked with a homonym of flagging
DOM (deriving from the locative uses of Latin ad). In the case of indexing DOM, how-
ever, nothing prevented the clitic from moving along the same hierarchy to the whole
range of more topical nouns, which would have included the datives and also many of
the by then a-flagged accusatives. Instead, the clitic proceeded selectively, picking out
the dative nominal with which it came to establish a systematic relation in the course of
time (Silva-Corvalan 1984; Rini 1991; Melis & Flores 2009; Vazquez Rozas & Garcia Salido
2012). As a result of this expansion, clitic doubling is at present obligatory or strongly
preferred in most dative contexts in all varieties of Spanish (Fernandez Soriano 1999:
1250), thus functioning as a perfectly entrenched indirect object agreement marker in
the opinion of most scholars working on Spanish.!> An example is given in (13):

5T have to mention that in some dialects, most notably in Argentinian Spanish, the doubling clitic is some-
times used with nominal direct objects. There have been different attempts at explaining the triggering
conditions for the optional use of the clitic in these contexts, but the proposals suggest a total lack of agree-
ment (see Belloro 2007 for a good overview of the divergent hypotheses, ranging from “topic” to “focus”,
and from “presupposed” to “new” entities, among other claims; cf. Sdnchez & Zdrojewski 2013 for addi-
tional references). What seems clear is that the regional phenomenon obeys principles of its own, different

110



4 Spanish indexing DOM, topicality, and the case hierarchy

(13) El  padre Miguel le entreg-0 a Sole wuna pequefia
the father Miguel she.DAT give-PFV.3sG DAT Sole a small
campana de bronce.
bell of bronze

‘Father Miguel gave Sole a small bronze bell. (1999, Gonzalez, Quién como Dios,
CREA)

In this example, the recipient argument Sole is introduced by the case-marking preposi-
tion a, and the product of the modern extension of indexing DOM to the dative nominals
is seen in the cross-referencing dative clitic le. Hence, within the nominal area, clitic dou-
bling today also functions as a case marker, opposing datives (a + clitic) to accusatives
(a or Q).

In his paper on the rise of object agreement, Givon (1976: 165) remarks on the ten-
dency for dative to take precedence over accusative agreement in languages in which
the accusative and dative objects are equally case-marked (or unmarked). And the au-
thor also notes (Givéon 1976: 169) that if the agreement system is allowed to mature, “the
agreement primacy of one (mostly the dative) over the other becomes effectively the sig-
nal differentiating the object cases from each other”. On this view, Spanish would have
evolved following a universal tendency.

However, typological research carried out during the last few years has demonstrated
that languages with indirective alignment like Spanish do not illustrate a situation in
which the dative is indexed and the accusative is not (Haspelmath 2005: 12). So weighed
against this new piece of evidence, the dative case marker Spanish developed through
indexing represents “a typologically anomalous fact” (Garcia-Miguel 2015: 232).

To account for this anomaly, different explanations have been proposed. It is possible
that dative indexing in Spanish arose as a means to promote oblique-like arguments to
the level of core participants (Garcia-Miguel 2015: 232-233). It has also been suggested
that through the dative clitic a case distinction was reinforced in a language which has
met with difficulty in keeping its two object categories apart (Melis & Flores 2009). What-
ever the explanation, the point of major interest for this study is that the dative orien-
tation of the subsequent development of indexing DOM in Spanish implies a distinction
with strong ties to a concept of grammatical case functions. This property cannot be
ignored when one tries to account for the emergence of Spanish indexing DOM.

4.2 Previous approaches

Before I present my analysis, a brief review of previous approaches to Spanish indexing
DOM is in order. Under Silva-Corvalan’s (1984) proposal, based on Givon (1976), Spanish
clitic doubling shows a phenomenon of topic-verb agreement evolving into an object
agreement marker, sensitive to the relative topicality of the object phrases. To sustain

from those underlying standard flagging and indexing DOM, since the doubling clitic occurs rather freely
with inanimate entities and allows for these to be devoid of a.
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her proposal, the author observes that in the medieval texts, where — she acknowledges
- doubling is scant, the objects that favor the occurrence of the clitic are fronted. From
these topicalizing structures, the clitic spreads to the personal pronouns, located in the
upper region of the universal hierarchy of topicality, and later moves on to the nominal
indirect object, overwhelmingly human and definite, and in this sense more topical than
the direct object, which, as Silva-Corvalan (1984) argues, tends to be non-human and
indefinite.

Although the proposal is attractive, I have already commented (§3) on the difficulty
of establishing a direct connection between indexing DOM and the sparingly used topic-
shift constructions of earlier times. Another problem lies in the crucial dependence of
this account on the topical features of animacy and definiteness. As indicated in the
preceding section, if these features had been the driving force one would have expected
clitic doubling to spread not just to the dative nouns but also to the similarly human and
definite a-marked accusatives. Finally, Silva-Corvalan’s (1984) hypothesis disregards the
fact that clitic doubling in the pronominal area begins as a highly selective process that
picks out a few personal pronouns only (see §4.5), thus making it evident that some
additional factor beyond the shared topicality of the pronouns is at play.

Gabriel & Rinke’s (2010) thesis — along the lines suggested by Givon (1976) — is that
object agreement in Spanish derives from a reanalysis of the right-dislocated topic struc-
tures of the medieval era. The authors work under the assumption that the coindexed
objects of modern Spanish are “preferably construed as belonging to the focus domain”
(Gabriel & Rinke 2010: 62), and argue that the proposed reanalysis is able to explain why
topical participants, such as the personal pronouns and the human/definite dative nouns,
occur in clitic doubling constructions in which they are assigned focus status.

One weak point of this thesis relates to the presupposed focus interpretation of the
doubled objects, which suits the dative nouns far better than it does the personal pro-
nouns. Indeed, datives in Spanish are typically coded in the form of clitics, because
their referents are prominent in the discourse, and when they appear as noun phrases
they tend to (re)introduce “new” entities which are likely to form part of the comment
(Vazquez Rozas & Garcia Salido 2012: 286-287), but the personal pronouns, as seen in
§4.1, cannot be assumed to function as foci on a regular basis. The more important ob-
jection to be raised, however, has to do with the choice of the historical data, strongly
influenced by the focus thesis and represented by postverbal objects only (Gabriel &
Rinke 2010: 75). It is clear that the skewed character of the sample must have seemed to
lend support to the reanalysis of right dislocations, yet this was done at the expense of
doubled objects occurring in other positions, which were simply left out of the study.

Approaching Spanish indexing DOM from a different perspective, Rini (1991) takes the
emphatic/contrastive property of the strong personal pronouns as his point of departure,
and proposes that the use of the doubling clitic was developed as a means to compensate
for the gradual loss of emphasis which the tonics had suffered over time. On this view,
the duplicating element was recruited to form a construction with patently redundant
attributes, the effect of which would be able to ensure the emphatic value of the strong
pronominal object. As supporting evidence for the hypothetical loss of emphasis, Rini
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mentions the growing tendency for the dative tonics to occupy the preverbal position
starting from the 14th century (Rini 1991: 277). The preverbal datives are assumed to
represent left dislocations (but recall example (9a) above), and are regarded by the author
as instantiating an alternative strategy to clitic doubling, deployed for the same purpose
of reinforcing the weakened emphasis of the strong personal pronouns.

It will be seen below that I agree with Rini in giving importance to a notion of redun-
dancy as a way of explaining the origin of Spanish indexing DOM. But I do not believe
that a loss of emphasis was at issue. The gradual process oriented towards certain types
of case roles, which will be analyzed below, suggests otherwise. The major problem here,
however, has to do with the expansion of clitic doubling to the dative nouns. The author
himself recognizes the challenge the diachronic evolution of the clitic poses to his the-
sis “since NP duplication cannot be assumed to have ever been emphatic” (Rini 1991:
282), and he is forced to speculate that the nominal indirect objects were submitted to
doubling “by analogy” (Rini 1991: 282).

To sum up, our survey of previous approaches to Spanish indexing DOM leads us
to conclude that there remain important aspects linked to the development of this phe-
nomenon which have not been fully elucidated.

4.3 Hypothesis: the topic case hierarchy

My analysis starts from the observation that the stressed object personal pronouns with
which Spanish indexing DOM arises around the turn of the 16th century encode dis-
course prominent referents — all are highly topical in this sense — and in addition share
the same emphatic form that is indicative of the presence of a contrast drawn between
the referent of the pronoun and other individuals.

To answer the question of what may have triggered the innovative use of indexing
DOM with the tonic personal pronouns, we first have to define the value the corefer-
ential pronoun supplies to the construction. As discussed above in §4.1, the use of the
coreferential pronoun in the innovative contexts no longer hinges on the occurrence of
dislocated objects, and yet, at the same time, we are aware of the fact that the pragmati-
cally marked structures of medieval times provide the single source of environments in
which a prior use of coreferential pronouns was found. This gives us reason to turn to
these structures to ask if something in the behavior of the coreferential pronoun might
explain the new function it came to develop with the strong object personal pronouns.
One good justification for this is that processes of change have been described as being
“economical”, to the extent that diachronic changes have a tendency to seize upon exist-
ing forms in a language, which are reused for new purposes (Hopper & Traugott 2003:
73).

My claim is that the relevant property we are looking for lies in the fact that the dis-
located sentences of medieval times are characterized by the double mention of one and
the same referent. Although it is evident that the double mention is syntactically moti-
vated, it is no less true that it has the effect of enhancing the prominence of the topic
participant in question. From this perspective, one may therefore suggest that the dou-
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bling clitic was introduced in the area of the strong personal pronouns as a means of
drawing special attention to a referent by mentioning it twice, i.e. through redundancy.
As Pulgram (1983: 41) cited by Rini (1991: 281) points out, in any of its forms a redundant
construction “aims at a kind of greater explicitness, emphasis, preciseness”, without nec-
essarily providing a clue as to what is being emphasized.

Defining the communicative intention of a redundant construction calls for a detailed
examination of the contexts in which it occurs, to be compared with the use of analogous
expressions lacking the redundant element. The comparative analysis of doubled and
non-doubled pronouns to be presented in §4.5 will put in evidence that the “redundant”
coreferential pronoun was initially used in specific discourse contexts where it served
the purpose of emphasizing the subjective involvement of the personal pronoun referent
in the designated verbal situation.

This original bias towards the role of the object participant in the event structure estab-
lishes the scenario for the development of indexing DOM in Spanish, from the emergence
of its use with the personal pronouns until its conversion into a case marker with the lex-
ical indirect object. As mentioned in §1, the development at issue directs us to a specific
dimension of topicality, according to which the property of being “topical” is evaluated
with regard to the degree of involvement of a participant (more involved participant >
less involved participant) and functions as the parameter governing the case hierarchy
(agent > dative > accusative) (Givon 1976).

4.4 The data

For the purpose of my study, a corpus of data was formed with examples retrieved from
the electronic data base CORDE. Since the rise of Spanish indexing DOM is associated
with the transition decades between the 15th and the 16th century, the first materials
I reviewed were several works of the late 15th century. The sample included the play
La Celestina. Tragicomedia de Calisto y Melibea by Fernando de Rojas (1499-1502) and a
number of narrative and historical texts produced between the years 1480 and 1499. The
comparison between textual sources made plain that doubling pronouns in the Celestina
were more frequent than in the materials which did not intend to reflect “oral” produc-
tions to the same degree. To give an example, the first person pronoun a mi ‘me’ in the
Celestina was doubled in almost 60% of its occurrences (26/44), as opposed to 26% of du-
plications (25/97) in the narrative texts and 16% of doubled a mi (11/67) in the historical
works. These results suggested that the innovative use of the coreferential pronoun -
like most changes — got a firm footing in spoken language before finding its way into
writings. On the basis of these results, and given my interest in exploring the beginnings
of indexing DOM, the decision was made to keep the more conservative texts for this
research. Confronting theater plays with variable doubling would have been another
possibility, of course, but those available from the CORDE for the period under study
showed indexes of frequency similar to, or higher than, the percentages of the Celestina.

The doubling data from the Celestina also seemed to suggest that indexing DOM with
the pronouns began as a type of ego-centric strategy (or one involving the speaker/hearer
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dyad, but second person tonics were too scant to appreciate this). Thus, in comparison
to a mi, doubled in 60% of the examples, the third person singular pronoun (a é! ‘him’ /
a ella ‘her’) only yielded 30% of duplications (7/23). These results motivated the decision
to organize the study around the first person pronoun which had played a leading role
in the process of change. Dealing with a single form, to my mind, offered the additional
advantage that a more homogeneous picture of the development of indexing DOM could
be obtained, by excluding potential variables connected to the distinct persons.

In this way, the definitive corpus of data came to consist of 794 tokens of (doubled and
non-doubled) a mi, extracted from 14 narrative and historical works covering the period
between 1482 and 1605. In Table 2 I show the distribution of clitic doubling associated
with each of the texts I examined. It needs to be noted that the quantitative profiles
vary considerably in spite of the temporal proximity of the texts. We may interpret the
differences as reflecting individual preferences, which are not unusual when a change is
in progress.16 At the same time, we cannot ignore the fact that, if viewed as a whole, the
texts project the image of a rather quickly unfolding change.

For the sake of my analysis, the textual sources were divided in three sets according
to the indexes of duplication: no more than 30% of duplication, around 50%, and a near
categorical phenomenon of clitic doubling with the first person.

4.5 Analysis and discussion

I have advanced the hypothesis that indexing DOM in Spanish originated as a means
to give the highest degree of prominence to a referent’s subjective involvement in the
action. This is achieved through a strategy of double mention, whose redundant value
is exploited to create the desired emphasis. In order to verify the hypothesis, the textual
sources belonging to the first set will be examined. They can help us track the beginnings
of indexing DOM since doubling in these works is still exceptional. We will proceed by
having a look at several pairs of examples.
The first pair is shown in (14):

(14) a. Ysi culpa tiene Fortuna, no la pongas a mi.

And if Fortune is to blame, don’t put the blame on me.’ (1495, Grimalte,
CORDE)

b. Porque entonces era enemigo queriendo cobrar de ti aquello que ya cobré, cuya

causa a mi me puso descanso y a ti estos sospiros que tienes. Y si lloras lo que
conmigo perdiste, yo asimesmo lo que contigo gané.
‘Because at the time I was your enemy, wanting to get from you that which I
finally got, an outcome that gave me peace [lit. ‘put peace on/to me’] but left
you with these sighs. And if you bemoan what you lost with me, I cry all the
same over what I won with you. (1495, Grimalte, CORDE)

16 Additionally, as suggested by the anonymous reviewer, the variation in terms of doubling frequencies may
also be due to the involvement of distinct textual traditions in the examined sources. This is a question of
great interest, which, unfortunately, lies beyond the scope of this paper.
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Table 2: The distribution of clitic doubling with the personal pronoun a mi

DOUBLING

DATE TEXT REGISTERED TOKENS NUMBER PERCENT
LOW INDEX OF DOUBLING
1482-92  Amadis 91 27 30
1495 Grimalte 58 6 10
1501 Tristan 73 7 10
1520 Ysopo 47 12 26

AVERAGE 269 52 19
INTENSE COMPETITION
1504 Esplandian 39 18 46
1516 Floriseo 46 25 54
1517 Arderique 47 21 45
1555 Espejo 99 59 60
1560 Croénica 23 14 61

AVERAGE 254 137 54
GENERALIZED DOUBLING
1519-26  Cartas 41 37 90
1553-84  Guerras 33 30 91
1568-75  Historia 74 68 92
1595 Granada 27 24 89
1605 Quijote 96 92 96

AVERAGE 271 251 93

In both examples a mi functions as the dative argument of poner ‘to put something on
someone’, and in both cases the choice of the strong pronominal has been motivated by
the expression of a contrast (Fortune vs. me, me vs. you). The non-doubled use in (14a)
represents the normal way of encoding the object pronoun at the time. By comparison,
the context in which (14b) is inserted contains a far more elaborate opposition between
the speaker’s personal memories of a bygone love and the experience of the beloved one.
In this context, the redundant function of coreferential me is called upon to center the
attention on the subjective experience of the speaker.

The utterances in (15) are produced by the same character of the textual source, a
rejected lover.

(15) a. Mas esto a mi acaescer no puede, segunt el precio que ya me costaes y atin no
sois mia.

‘But this cannot happen to me, since you’ve already costed me a fortune and
you are still not mine. (1495, Grimalte, CORDE)
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b. y asi como aquellos que por faltas suyas vergongosos buelven a sus tierras, tal a
mi me acaescio, que con menos favor que parti me buelvo a los reinos dEsparia
y castellana tierra donde yo natural era.

‘and like those who due to errors of their own return to their homeland with
shame, so it happened to me, who returns to the kingdom of Spain and my
native Castile having much less in my favour than when I left.’ (1495,
Grimalte, CORDE)

(15a) follows a statement as to the fact that people easily let go of things that were
easily obtained, and opposes the situation of the speaker, who cannot give up something
that is still not his. The event alluded to in (15b) is more tragic: The speaker returns from
a failed mission knowing that the woman who rejects his advances has conditioned a
potential change in her attitude on the successful outcome of the assignment she herself
imposed. The double-mention strategy in this example serves to emphasize the feelings
of shame and despair which underlie the comparison with other defeated individuals.

Now consider (16):

(16) a. Suplico ante tu excelente majestad que otorgues a mi, tu servidora, esta gran
merced

‘Appearing before your excellent majesty I beg you to grant me, your servant,
this great favour’ (1520, Ysopo, CORDE)

b. Que si Dios a mi de sus gracias alguna parte me diera, yo soy cierto que vos ya
fuérades mia

‘If God had given me a fraction of her [Fiammetta’s] talent, I am certain that
you would be mine by now’ (1495, Grimalte, CORDE)

The non-doubled tonic occurs in a petition addressed to Jupiter, where the contrastive
value of the pronoun is used to emphasize the distance that separates the humble peti-
tioner from the king of gods. In the emotionally charged context of (16b), on the other
hand, a doubled tonic surfaces. The speaker is the rejected lover of (15), who in this pas-
sage laments his not having been blessed with the gift of eloquence, another condition
imposed by the beloved for her to yield to his advances. This explains both the compari-
son with Fiammetta, who does possess the gift, and the use of the redundant construction
as a means of underscoring the fatal shortcoming that condemns the speaker to a life
away from the woman he loves.

The verb parecer ‘to seem’ is involved in the following choice between uses:

(17)  a. jPor Dios -dixo Gorvalan-, a miparesce locura en querer probar todas las aven-
turas!

‘For God’s sake -Gorvalan said- it seems madness to me wanting to have a
taste of any kind of adventure!” (1501, Tristin, CORDE)

b. En el nombre de Dios -dixo el Cavallero de la Verde Spada-, ésse me parece a mi
el mejor acuerdo, porque, ahunque el Emperador sea mayor que vos, y tenga mas
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gentes, para doze cavalleros tan buenos se fallaran en vuestra casa como en la
suya.

‘In the name of God —the Knight of the Green Sword said- this seems to me
the best resolution, because, although the Emperor is older than you, and has
more troops, for a fight with twelve knights you’ll find as good ones among
yours as he among his.’ (1482-92, Amadis, CORDE)

(17a) and (17b) communicate a personal state of mind with respect to a proposal set
forth by the interlocutor. In the lines preceding (17a) Tristan expresses his desire to go
and rescue a noblewoman in distress, to which the speaker opposes his contrasting view
on the matter with a simple a mi. In (17b), the king’s project to war against the twelve
knights of the emperor motivates a fully supportive (“the best resolution”) and elaborated
upon (“because...”) response, in which the doubling form brings additional emphasis to
the degree to which the speaker approves of the decision for war.

My last examples are constructed with the verb placer ‘to please, to like’, which in cer-
tain types of contexts comes closer to expressing a notion of will. This is especially true
in dialogues where placer communicates the speaker’s consent to a request or agreement
with a proposal, and where, depending on the case, slightly different shades of meaning
may emerge (‘it pleases me’, T want to’, ‘it is my will’, ‘T agree’, etc.). In such environ-
ments the stimulus argument is often omitted, being recoverable from the context:

(18) a. E dixo Tristan: -A mi plaze.
‘And Tristan said: “It pleases me”. (1501, Tristan, CORDE)

b. E el rey dixo: -A mi me plaze, e fago gracias a Dios de tamaria merced como me
a fecho.

‘And the king said: “It pleases me, and I thank God for doing me this great

B

favour”. (1501, Tristin, CORDE)

The sentence with the non-doubled pronoun is an expression of agreement with a
travel mate’s proposal to split up and go separate ways. (18b) is the king’s response to a
request for his daughter’s hand, occurring at the end of a dialogue in which the father
reiterates his consent, as well as his delight in the thought that his daughter will marry
Tristan. The redundant construction contained in the response is a way of emphasizing
the speaker’s internal state of profound happiness.

The examined pairs of examples have given us insight into the communicative strat-
egy of redundancy which lies at the root of Spanish indexing DOM. As is expected to
happen at the early stage of a grammaticalization process, the innovative function of the
doubling clitic is appealed to in specific discourse contexts, here suggestive of a search
for greater expressivity or emphasis regarding the involvement of a participant in the
denoted event. Following Haspelmath (1999: 1057), we could say that the emergence of
Spanish indexing DOM illustrates the “extravagance maxim” characteristic of the actions
of speakers who “want their utterance to be imaginative and vivid”. What is easier to
understand after the examination of the examples is why the strong personal pronouns
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were good candidates to trigger the new strategy. They were indeed emphatic forms,
which in themselves implied that a personal attitude or behavior would be brought to
stand out through the means of a contrast, and this is precisely what made them eligible
to become the targets of some additional emphasis. So even though one can never ex-
plain why a change takes place, it is possible to state that Spanish indexing DOM arose
in contexts where the contrastive value of the strong pronouns and the emphatic aim of
the redundant construction fused in a natural and harmonious way.

If my proposal is on the right track, it should receive support from the evolutionary
path of the clitic. As a change progresses, an increase in the frequency of the new form
is detected, and coupled with this increase certain patterns of use become visible. The
choice of the new form over the older one loses its dependency on specific discourse
contexts and acquires some systematicity, meaning that certain types of contexts now
motivate the appearance of the new form on a regular basis. In order to verify this, the
corpus texts pertaining to the second set may prove useful, since the extension of clitic
doubling to one half of the registered examples profiles a movement towards the consol-
idation of indexing DOM.

As it happens, the distribution between doubled and non-doubled a mi in the texts
under discussion affords a clear pattern, which resides in the near obligatoriness of the
clitic with one particular verbal class, namely, mental predicates specialized in denoting
a subjective attitude, whether intellectual or emotional. Thus, the tonic pronoun with
parecer (‘it seems to me, I think’) is doubled in almost all of its occurrences (28/29 =
96.5%), while placer (‘it pleases me, Ilike’) and its antonym pesar (it grieves me, I lament’)
motivate the duplication of a mi in 83% (15/18) of the registered examples. There are
also complex predicates that convey similar meanings (ser oscuro ‘it is obscure to me, I
don’t understand’, causar pena ‘it causes me grief, I am sorry’, dar contento ‘it gives me
happiness, I am happy’, caer en gracia ‘it strikes me as funny, I am amused’, etc.), and
they too trigger doubling with high frequency (16/20 = 80%).

All these mental predicates take a dative experiencer argument, and are construed,
as is usual, with a stimulus of inanimate reference, coded in the form of a noun phrase
when designating some object (cf. something pleases me) or appearing as a clausal com-
plement when expressing a situation (cf. it pleases me that...). In this way, the sole hu-
man participant to go on stage is the dative experiencer (a mi), highly salient, whose
subjective attitude with regard to some entity or event is the focus of the utterance. Span-
ish experiencers of this type are associated with a series of peculiar features that have
prompted their analysis in terms of “dative subjects” (see Melis & Flores 2013, and refer-
ences therein). Their subject-like behavior comes as no surprise considering that mental
meanings of analogous nature are often expressed, in Spanish and in other languages,
with nominative-experiencer predicates.

It makes sense that indexing DOM grammaticalized first with these mental predicates,
having moved along a path that leads from a redundant emphasis on one’s subjective
involvement in a situation to a class of verbs specialized in the description of one’s subjec-
tive mental state. The predicates in question also confirm that the doubling clitic was tied
to a notion of participant roles ever since it was introduced into the domain of the strong
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personal pronouns. This can be inferred from the character of the predicates’ experiencer
argument. Experiencers never perform like volitional agents. Yet mental experiences can
be construed from different vantage points, and in some of these construals the internal
process appears to be under the control of the experiencer. The mental predicates under
discussion are of this type: they do not express the reaction of an experiencer to the im-
pact of a stimulus, but portray a subject-like dative experiencer as being in a state with
respect to a given object. Hence, in the case hierarchy (agent > dative > accusative) pro-
posed by Givon (1976: 152), the dative experiencer of these predicates would be placed
near the top-end (no agent but subject-like). And in light of this, one is able to argue
that Spanish indexing DOM first spread to these experiencers because they were more
“topical” than all the other object pronouns implicated in the change.

It is now worth examining the behavior of the less topical objects in the texts of the
second set. These objects occur in sentences containing another human participant who
realizes the action and functions as the topical subject. So the case hierarchy predicts
that doubling with these “less involved” object participants should lag somewhat be-
hind, as the data corroborate. Additionally, the case hierarchy leads us to expect that
the higher-ranked datives should motivate the use of the clitic more often than the ac-
cusative pronouns. But the data are less transparent in this regard for one obvious reason:
the distinction between more and less involved participants was neutralized due to the
formal identity of the pronouns.

The less topical objects were found to display percentages of doubling hovering around
50%, irrespective of the dative/accusative distinction. To investigate the dative function,
I gathered the verbs of “giving” (primarily dar ‘to give’, but also otorgar ‘to grant’, ofrecer
‘to offer’, encomendar ‘to entrust’, etc.) and the verbs of “saying” (decir ‘to say’, contar
‘to tell’, pedir ‘to ask’, prometer ‘to promise’, mandar ‘to order’, etc.), with which the ref-
erent of a mi is semantically speaking a “recipient”. Taken together, these verbs yielded
duplicated tokens of a mi in 52% of the examples (28/54). Curiously, when viewed as sep-
arate verb types, a striking disparity as to their behavior emerged: 79% of duplications
(11/14) with verbs of “saying”, against 42.5% (17/40) with verbs of “giving”. The elevated
percentage in the former case would probably need some tuning given the numerical
poverty of the sample. In the latter case, the low percentage may be related to the fact
that some of the sentences built with a verb of “giving” (dar la muerte ‘to kill’, lit. ‘to
give death’, atribuir la culpa ‘to blame’, lit. ‘to attribute a fault’, etc.) have a dative coded
argument whose semantic role comes closer to that of a patient. This does not happen
with the verbs of “saying”, always accompanied by a dative who participates in the com-
pletion of the event by processing the received message. So it is possible after all that
the discrepancy between “saying” and “giving” verbs with respect to the frequency of
doubling may reflect the operation of an underlying scale of degrees of involvement.

The accusative population of a mi, on the other hand, is associated with a rather het-
erogeneous set of verbs (ver ‘to see’, engariar ‘to deceive’, matar ‘to kill’, librar ‘to free’,
traer ‘to bring’, buscar ‘to look for’, etc.), which does not offer the opportunity of inspect-
ing the behavior of particular subclasses given the meager representation of the distinct
event types. Globally, the accusative pronouns attract clitic doubling in 45.5% of the reg-
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istered examples (36/79). A more fine-grained contextual analysis would be necessary
to uncover why some patients were judged to be better candidates for doubling than
others.

In the next step of the grammaticalization process, the distinction between more topi-
cal and less topical pronouns becomes obliterated, allowing for the spread of the clitic to
all tokens of a mi as a near to obligatory object agreement marker. This is the situation
which the textual sources of the third set bring to view. Eventually, indexing DOM will
be extended to the entire category of the strong personal pronouns, marking datives and
accusatives alike.!”

The lack of formal case distinctions within the domain of the Spanish personal pro-
nouns has to be viewed as the principal reason for why the accusative pronouns were
drawn into the orbit of the grammaticalization process. If we understand this, the fol-
lowing historical events related to clitic doubling in Spanish fall into place: The control
exercised by the topic case hierarchy over the progression of the clitic recovers visibil-
ity and propitiates the development of the object agreement device into a case marker
reserved for the dative lexical nouns. The datives are the obvious targets, because they
rank above the accusative objects in the case role hierarchy.

From this point of view, the question of how the strong object personal pronouns
became subjected to a second type of marking can also be resolved. Although the co-
occurrence of two mechanisms, on first sight, might suggest a case of useless overlap-
ping, the truth is that a and the doubling clitic complement each other. Both have been
motivated by a factor of topicality, but the dimensions involved are not the same. Old
flagging DOM signals the prominence of the personal pronouns on the animacy scale;
it is sensitive to their semantic properties. Newer indexing DOM is concerned with de-
grees of involvement in relation to the case hierarchy; it evaluates a participant’s role in
the event structure. This justifies the association of the Spanish personal pronouns with
two types of DOM.1

7The historical data make clear that the development of the clitic into a near categorical object agreement
marker took some more time with the third person pronouns. For example, in Hernan Cortés’ Cartas, where
a mi is accompanied by a doubling clitic in 90% of the examples (Table 2), the third person pronouns show
57% of duplications (38/67), and in Cervantes’ Quijote, one century later, a mi yields 96% of agreement
(Table 2), against a frequency index of 77% (44/57) in the third person area. In order to verify the later
entrenchment of the third person clitic, I reviewed a sample of narrative and historical texts, dating from
the years 1660 to 1699. My sample showed 98% of clitic doubling with a mi (130/133) and 79% with the third
person pronouns (162/205), thus confirming that these were lagging slightly behind. Curiously, “us”, “you”
and “you all” were found to behave much like the third persons (66/86 of doubling = 77%). So it appears that
the grammaticalization process of indexing DOM was from beginning to end somewhat biased towards the
highest-ranked entity on the topic person hierarchy (ego).

8The problem of defining the semantic import of Spanish indexing DOM has been addressed in the liter-
ature. On the whole, scholars have been especially concerned with offering an account that may serve
to differentiate the contribution of the clitic from that of the animacy-related preposition a. But no agree-
ment has been reached. Thus, for some, the clitic is supposed to encode the semantic feature of “specificity”
(Sufier 1988) or “definiteness” (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003; Leonetti 2008). From another perspective, the
doubling form is associated with a condition of discourse “prominence”, for which the notions of both
familiarity and activation are relevant (Anagnostopoulou 1999; cf. von Heusinger & Onea Gaspar 2008).
And it is also viewed as a mechanism that simply serves to emphasize the heightened topicality of DOM
marked objects (Escandell-Vidal 2009). My proposal seeks to throw new light on this question.
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5 Conclusions

The present study has dealt with a DOM language whose strong object personal pro-
nouns bear two obligatory markings: they are flagged with the preposition a and are
indexed on the verb by means of a clitic pronoun. Spanish flagging DOM, which goes
back to the recorded beginnings of the language, has been thoroughly investigated in
both diachronic and synchronic works. Indexing DOM, also known as clitic doubling
(and DOI under Iemmolo’s (2014) proposal), is the product of a later development traced
to Renaissance Spanish. It has received less attention in the literature and has been the
focus of this paper.

One common assumption underlying the approaches to phenomena of differential ob-
ject marking in the languages of the world is the idea that the development of these
marking systems proceeds under the guidance of a handful of universally operating hi-
erarchies. However, this assumption has recently been challenged by Bickel & Witzlack-
Makarevich (2008), who invite us to consider the possibility that different systems of
DOM might originate from individual, highly specific, and non-comparable diachronic
changes. What the history of the two types of Spanish DOM suggests, as I want to show
in my conclusions, is that room should be allowed for both scenarios.

Thus, starting with the origin of the two marking devices, it is clear that we are being
directed to familiar discourse-pragmatic strategies of cross-linguistic character. Flagging
a begins as a topicalizer, while the (future) indexing clitic of DOM, in the form of a more
independent coreferential pronoun, emerges in topic-shift constructions where it binds
dislocated objects to the core clause.

Both trajectories are also closely tied to the personal pronouns at the beginning stage.
A distinction between pronouns and non-pronouns is a well-attested tendency in differ-
ential marking systems (Comrie 1989: 195). It reflects the way in which language users
tend to conceive of the participants coded in the form of personal pronouns as more
worthy of being talked “about”, so that the pronouns naturally come to occupy the up-
per regions of the universal hierarchy of topicality. In the case of flagging DOM (Pensado
1995b), the pronominal connection is visible at the onset (late Latin and early Romance),
when a topicalizes the object pronouns of first and second person. With indexing DOM,
the connection is established as soon as the clitic starts to develop its differential marking
function in Renaissance Spanish.

How the clitic acquires this function is the result of a particular diachronic change,
not susceptible of being cross-linguistically generalized or at least not expected to allow
for such enterprise. Without entering into the details of the study presented in this pa-
per, suffice it to say that the functional shift experienced by the coreferential pronoun is
achieved through the means of a purposefully redundant construction, used to empha-
size the subjective involvement of the pronominal referent in the denoted situation.

Beyond the peculiarity of this change, the evolutionary paths of both types of DOM
bring us back to hierarchies of universal scope. On one side, flagging g, linking up with
the human and definite features of the topical pronouns, begins its descent along the
animacy hierarchy and grammaticalizes into a nearly obligatory marker with all direct
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objects of human reference.

The grammaticalization process of indexing DOM, on the other side, evidences the
influence of one of the hierarchic relations involved in the definition of what it means to
be topicworthy. Topicworthiness in this case hinges on an underlying concept of agen-
tivity and ranks the discourse participants along the hierarchy of semantic case roles
in accordance with the degree to which the participants contribute to the event. Ob-
serve that the specific evolution of indexing DOM has been anticipated in the use of
pragmatic redundancy for the purpose of highlighting the subjective involvement of the
twice-mentioned participant. It is this original concern with role issues that predisposes
the doubling clitic to become sensitive to the case hierarchy. The control exercised by
the case hierarchy on Spanish indexing DOM is perceived during the expansion period
of the grammaticalization process, via the early entrenchment of the clitic with the more
topical subject-like datives; it loses transparency with the extension of the clitic to all
the strong object pronouns regardless of their dative or accusative role (propitiated, as
I suggested, by the lack of formal case distinctions within the Spanish pronominal sys-
tem); and it again becomes visible when the clitic is introduced into the nominal area of
the more topical datives to develop a case-marking function that separates the higher-
ranked dative participants [+ clitic] from the lower-ranked accusative object nouns [-
clitic].

From this perspective, it is easier to understand why the strong object personal pro-
nouns carry double marking. Flagging DOM interacts with the semantic properties of
animacy and definiteness, whereas the relevant criterion for indexing DOM is the role
of the participant in the event structure. The topicworthiness of the personal pronouns
is thus simultaneously evaluated on two separate dimensions.
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Abbreviations
1 first person INF infinitive
2 second person IPFV  imperfective
3 third person MASC masculine
ACC accusative NOM  nominative
comp complementizer pFv  perfective
DAT  dative PL plural
FEM  feminine PRS present
rur  future REFL  reflexive
IMP imperative SG singular
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Chapter 5

From suffix to prefix to interposition via
Differential Object Marking in
Egyptian-Coptic

Eitan Grossman

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

This article argues that Differential Argument Indexing (DOI) and Differential Argument
Marking (DOM) constructions in Coptic (Afroasiatic, Egypt) are reanalyzed, resulting in
a set of verbs with interposed P-indexes within bipartite stems (DeLancey 1996; Nichols
2003). Basically, incorporated noun phrases with prefixed possessor indexes become parts
of derived verbs with unpredictable lexical semantics, and their erstwhile possessor prefixes,
entrapped within the derived verb, are reanalyzed as P-interpositions. Since this possessor
prefix ultimately developed from an earlier possessor suffix, the pathway documented here,
stripped down to its essentials, is SUFFIX — PREFIX — INTERPOSITION, and erstwhile com-
plex construction — BIPARTITE STEM. Finally, an overt genitive prefix that marks lexical
possessors of incorporated noun phrases is reanalyzed as an accusative case prefix. These
changes introduce new complexity into Coptic Differential Argument Marking: not only
are P arguments either indexed as suffixes, case marked, or incorporated for the majority of
verbs, they can be indexed as interpositions for a lexically determined set of verbs.

1 Introduction

In recent years, Differential Object Marking (DOM) has been distinguished from Differ-
ential Object Indexing (DOI) (Iemmolo 2011), but both fall under the generalized defi-
nition of Differential Argument Marking proposed by Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant
(this volume), i.e. “Any kind of situation where an argument of a predicate bearing the
same generalized semantic role (or macrorole) may be coded in different ways, depend-
ing on factors other than the argument role itself” Under this definition, as Witzlack-
Makarevich & Serzant point out, “DAM is not restricted to case marking (also called
dependent marking or flagging [...] but also includes differential agreement (or head
marking or indexing).” However, since some languages have both DOM and DO, the
two can interact, sometimes in complex ways.

Eitan Grossman. From suffix to prefix to interposition via Differential Object Mark-

ing in Egyptian-Coptic. In Ilja A. Serzant & Alena Witzlack-Makarevich (eds.), Di-
I achrony of differential argument marking, 129-151. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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The aim of this article is to show one way that DOM and DOI can interact in language
change. It is argued that for a number of verbs, the specific constructions implicated in
both DOM and DOI in Coptic (Afroasiatic, Egypt) are reanalyzed, resulting in the re-
analysis of a prefixed possessor index as an interposed P-index within a bipartite stem.!
Bipartite stems, described by Jacobsen (1980), DeLancey (1996), and Nichols (2003) for
some North American and Nakh-Daghestanian Caucasian languages,? are defined by
Nichols (2003: 321) as “a segmentable simplex stem; or a stem with inflection positioned
so as to split the stem into two parts” The term interposition is used to characterize the
person index that occurs between the two pieces of a bipartite stem, and the term “in-
terposed” is used to describe its position of occurrence. Interpositions are distinguished
from infixes, which “occur inside of a simple stem, where [their] position is usually de-
fined phonologically” (Nichols 2003: 321).

The coding of P arguments in Coptic involves both DOM and DO, since a lexical P
argument can be either overtly case marked or incorporated into the verb (DOM), or
can be indexed on the verb as a suffix (DOI). For the vast majority of transitive verbs,
both case marking and incorporation of P are in complementary distribution with P-
indexing. However, for a lexically-determined set of verbs, incorporated noun phrases
with prefixed possessor indexes become parts of derived verbs with unpredictable lexical
semantics, and their erstwhile possessor prefixes, entrapped within the derived verb, are
reanalyzed as P-interpositions. Since this possessor prefix ultimately developed from an
earlier possessor suffix, the pathway documented here, stripped down to its essentials, is
SUFFIX — PREFIX — INTERPOSITION, and erstwhile complex construction — BIPARTITE
sTEM. Finally, an overt genitive prefix that marks lexical possessors of incorporated noun
phrases is reanalyzed as an accusative case prefix.

All in all, these changes introduce new complexity into Coptic DAM: not only are P
arguments either indexed as suffixes, case marked, or incorporated for the majority of
verbs, they can be indexed as interpositions for a lexically determined set of verbs.

The structure of this article is as follows. §2 presents the basic problem dealt with here.
§3 describes some background about the marking of grammatical relations in Coptic.
§4 presents some basic facts about the synchrony and diachrony of possessive phrases
in Ancient Egyptian-Coptic, tracing the replacement of suffixed possessor indexes by
prefixed possessor indexes. §5 shows how prefixed possessor indexes are reanalyzed as
infixed P indexes. §6 suggests that this process, alongside the well-known ‘HAVE-drift’
(Comrie 1981, Stassen 2009), is yet another type of ‘P-drift, in which non-P arguments
are reanalyzed as P arguments. §7 concludes and sketches what an explanation for P-drift

might look like.

!In this article, I follow the Comrian approach to transitivity and argument roles articulated in Comrie (1981),
Lazard (2002) and Haspelmath (2011). Basically, transitive clauses are those with A and P as core arguments.
A and P arguments are those that are coded like the arguments of a prototypical biactant clause in which
the predicate expresses an action, e.g. ‘kill”

2] would like to thank Alena Witzlack-Makarevich for drawing my attention to this similarity.
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5 From suffix to prefix to interposition via DOM in Egyptian-Coptic

2 The problem: P infixes within a lexical verb

In Coptic, P indexes are bound to the rightmost edge of the lexical verb in monotransitive
clauses.® In (1),* the 356.M index is -f.

@

Coptic (Layton 2004: 138)

a-f-kaa-f e-f-onh
PST-35G.MA-leave-35G6.MP  CVB-35G.M-live\STAT
‘He left him alive’

Exceptionally, however, a small number of verbs have interposed P-indexes, which
occur within the lexical verb.

@)

(4)

Coptic (2 Timothy 2:14)
mar-ou-rpe<u>meeue
Juss-3PLA-remember<3pLP>remember
‘Let them; remember them;.
Coptic (Besa 4:17)
n-se-tm-rpe<u>0bs
SEQ-3PLa-NEG-forget<3pLP>forget
‘that they; not forget them;’
Coptic (Matthew 25:36)
a-tetn-cmp<a>Sine
PST-2PLA-Visit<1SGP>Vvisit

‘You visited me’

When the P argument of these verbs is a lexical noun phrase, on the other hand, it is
not indexed on the verb at all. Rather, it is marked by an overt case prefix n- (m- before
labials), glossed here as accusative (acc).

®)

Coptic (Luke 22:61)
a-petros  -rpmeeue m-p-Sace m-p-Coeis
psT-Peter -remember Acc-DEF.M.SG-word GEN-DEF.M.SG-lord

‘Peter remembered the word of the Lord.

3The examples presented here are glossed according to the Leipzig Glossing Rules, and are transliterated ac-
cording to the Leipzig-Jerusalem system (Grossman & Haspelmath 2015). Abbreviations used in the glosses
in this article, beyond those found in the Leipzig Glossing Rules list, are: AOR — aorist, basically a habitual
verb form; BG — backgrounder, prefix that marks the verb as topical and, in the present case, an adjunct
as focal; MoD — modifier marker, SEQ — sequential verb form; STAT - stative verb form. The glossing con-
vention of a space followed by a hyphen indicates that the morpheme following the hyphen is part of the
same morphological — but not phonological - word.

*Examples are cited as found in easily accessible secondary sources, such as Layton (2004), an excellent
descriptive grammar, or Shisha-Halevy (1988), a learner’s chrestomathy based on authentic Coptic texts.
This is because Coptic texts are usually published in text editions that are not easily available to non-
specialists. In some cases, I have cited examples from the letters and sermons of Besa, a Coptic abbot. The
references are to page and line number of Kuhn’s edition (Kuhn 1956).
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(6) Coptic (Luke 7:16)

a-p-noute -cmpsine  m-pe-f-laos
PST-DEF.M.SG-God  -visit ACC-POSS.M.SG-3SG.M-people
‘God visited his people.

From a synchronic point of view, this is a curious fact: for a small list of verbs, the P
argument is indexed within the lexical verb. However, from the point of view of language
change, this unusual feature has a clear explanation.

In short, it is argued that these verbs are derived, via noun phrase incorporation,” from
the compounding of a verbal root and a possessive noun phrase, in which the possessor
index is prefixed to a lexical noun. Returning to example (4) above, the original structure
is as follows:

(7) Coptic (Matthew 25:36)
a-tetn-cm-p-a-Sine
PST-2PL-find-POSS.M.SG-15G-report

“You visited me’ (lit. ‘you found my report’).

The possessor prefix (pa-) originates from a construction in which an even earlier pos-
sessor index (corresponding to Coptic -a 15G) is suffixed to a demonstrative base (corre-
sponding to Coptic p- poss.M.sG). However, in order to demonstrate that the synchronic
structure involves an interposed P-index, rather than a prefixed possessor index, I show
that the meanings of the verbs derived via incorporation of these noun phrases are not
completely predictable. In short, the lexical verb ‘visit’ in Coptic is cmpsine, and <a> is
interposed in a position that is synchronically arbitrary but historically explicable.

3 The background

3.1 Ancient Egyptian-Coptic

Ancient Egyptian-Coptic, the indigenous language of Egypt, is an independent branch
of the Afroasiatic phylum. It is documented from around the turn of the 3'¢ millennium
BCE up until the 13th or 14th century CE, when its last speakers shifted to Arabic; for
overviews of Ancient Egyptian, see Loprieno (1995); Loprieno & Miiller (2012); Gross-
man & Richter (2015), or Haspelmath (2015a). Coptic, the latest stage of the language,
is documented in a dozen or so literary dialects, as well as a range of less standardized
language varieties attested in non-literary texts, such as private letters, legal documents,
and financial records. The main literary dialects are Sahidic and Bohairic. The data for
the present article are taken from the Sahidic dialect, which is the best described (Layton
2004; Reintges 2004; Shisha-Halevy 1986).

5The notion ‘incorporation’ is usually not extended to constructions in which nominals with phrasal prop-
erties (e.g. determination, possessor marking, etc.) are attached to verbs. However, some accounts of incor-
poration do indeed recognize that such nominals may be incorporated (e.g. Aikhenvald 2007; Grossman
forthcoming), and some languages are described in a straightforward way as incorporating determiners
and other items typically associated with noun phrases, e.g. Donohue’s (1999) description of Warembori.
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5 From suffix to prefix to interposition via DOM in Egyptian-Coptic

3.2 Grammatical relations in Coptic: a brief overview

Due to the complexity of Coptic grammatical relations, I focus on the coding properties
of intransitive and monotransitive verbal clauses, i.e. those with S or A and P as argu-
ments of the predicate, leaving out ditransitive clauses and clauses with non-accusative
objects. §3.2.1 deals with argument indexing, §3.2.2 with case marking, and §3.2.3 with
incorporation. Before proceeding to the presentation of grammatical relations, it is im-
portant to briefly describe two basic facts of Coptic transitive verbs. First, each lexical
verb occurs in up to three distinct allomorphs, the conditioning factor being the encod-
ing of P (see Table 1). The allomorphs are labelled here as distinct stems (represented as
% with superscript numerals, borrowing a practice of Sino-Tibetan linguistics).®

1. The free form of the verb (£!) occurs when no P is present or when P is overtly
case marked. It is also the citation form.

2. A second allomorph (22) occurs when lexical P is incorporated.

3. A third allomorph (23) occurs when P is indexed on the verb.”

Table 1: Allomorphs of the Coptic verb

FREE FORM (3!)  WITH INCORPORATED P (£%) WITH P INDEX (5°)

‘draw (sword)’  tokm tekm- tokm-
‘drink’ ) se- s00-
‘find’ cine cn- cnt-

The allomorphs that occur with incorporated P (£?) or indexed P (23) are bound forms,
i.e. they cannot occur as free forms.

Second, Coptic verbs occur in two main constructions, which will be treated here as
templates. The first is the Present tense (see Table 2), which comprises two main slots
(Polotsky 1960). The first slot, for the A argument,8 is occupied either by a lexical noun
phrase or a prefixed person index. The second slot is occupied by the lexical verb or by a
locative expression. P cannot be indexed on the verb, but is rather overtly case-marked.

The second construction is for all verbal templates other than the Present tense. It com-
prises three obligatory slots. The first is occupied by a TAM/Polarity prefix, the second
by an A index, and the third by a lexical verb. P-indexes occur in an optional fourth slot,
suffixed to the lexical verb. As is discussed in the following section (§3.2.1), P-indexes
and case-marked P are largely in complementary distribution.

®Guillaume Jacques (p.c.) informs me that it was Georg van Driem who originated this practice.

"This presentation is more convenient than precise. Actually, the choice of bound verb stem is conditioned
by phonological considerations: phonologically light elements condition 32, while phonologically heavy
elements condition »*. However, almost all person indexes are phonologically light. T would like to thank
Matthias Miller (p.c.) for reminding me of this.

8This slot is also the one in which S arguments occur, but since they are not the focus of this article, I ignore
them here. Coptic argument indexing is nominative-accusative (S=A#P) in terms of linear order.
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Table 2: The structure of the Present tense verb

A/S Lexical verb  (P)
ti- -sops (mmo-k)
1SG entreat (Aacc-2M.5G)

‘T entreat you.

Table 3: The structure of non-Present tense verbs

TAM/Polarity ~ A/S Lexical verb  (P)

a- -f- -tamio- -ou
PAST 3SG.M  create 3PL
‘He created them’ (Shenoute, cited in Shisha-Halevy 1988: 34).

3.2.1 Indexing

In monotransitive clauses, A and P can be indexed on the verb. Argument indexing is not
obligatory. A given monotransitive verb can occur with an A index (8), a P index (9), both
(10), or neither (11). Bound A indexes are prefixed to the lexical verb (or an auxiliary verb),
and if an overt TAM/Polarity prefix is present, the latter precedes the person index. In
order to simplify the presentation, the following examples are taken from the Past tense,
whose basic structure is presented in Table 3 above):

(8) Coptic (Besa 46:26)
a-u-sotp n-ne-u-hiooue
PST-3PLA-choose  ACC-POSS.PL-3PL-ways

‘They have chosen their ways.

(9) Coptic (Shenoute, cited in Shisha-Halevy 1988: 34)

a-p-Coeis -tsto-ou ebol
PST-DEF.M.SG-lord -reject-3pLP  out
“The Lord rejected them!

(10) Coptic (Besa 45:32)
a-u-tamo-n
PST-3PLA-inform-1pLP

‘They informed us.

(11) Coptic (Shenoute, cited in Shisha-Halevy 1988: 35)
a-n-daimonion -soun-p-coeis
PST-DEF.PL-demon  -know-DEF.M.sG-lord
‘The demons knew the Lord’
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5 From suffix to prefix to interposition via DOM in Egyptian-Coptic

Coptic has DOI, since person indexes can either be suffixed to the verb (12) or case-
marked (13), even for one and the same verb in the same verbal construction, e.g. the
Past tense:

(12) Coptic (Matthew 13:48, cited in Layton 2004: 132)
n-et-hoou=de a-f-noc-ou ebol
DEF.PL-REL-bad\STAT=PTCL PST-35G.M-cast-3PL out

“The bad ones, he cast them out’

(13) Coptic (Luke 4:35, cited in Layton 2004: 132)
a-f-nouce=de mmo-f
PST-3SG.M-Cast=PTCL  ACC-3SG.M
‘And he threw him down.

At present, there is no account of Coptic DOI, so I will not speculate on the functions
associated with it. What is important to establish in the present context is that P-indexes
are suffixed to the lexical verb, and cannot occur elsewhere within the verbal bound

group.

3.2.2 Case marking

Coptic has a cross-linguistically unusual case-marking system: both the Nominative (14)
and the Accusative (15) are overtly marked by prefixed case markers, but neither of these
is the citation form. The citation form is the bare noun form, which is simply a nom-
inal stem without case markers or other inflectional material, such as (in)definiteness
or number-gender markers. Such case-marking systems have been called ‘marked A/S
vs. marked P’ by Creissels 2009 (see also Grossman 2015). Moreover, noun phrases are
overtly case-marked only if they are postverbal; if they are preverbal or incorporated
into the verb, they are not case-marked.

(14) Coptic (Luke 1:12)
a-f-Stortr=de nci-zakharias
PST-35G.M-be.troubled=PTCL. NOM-Zacharias

‘But Zacharias was troubled.

(15) Coptic (Luke 1:36)
a-s-o0 n-ou-sére
PST-3SG.F-conceive ACC-INDEF-SON

‘She conceived a son’

Examples (16) and (17) show the main constructions involved in Coptic DOM: lexical
P must be either incorporated or overtly case-marked.
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(16) Coptic (Mark 4:36)
a-f-ka-p-méése
PST-3SG.M-leave-DEF.M.sG-multitude
‘He left the multitude.

(17) Coptic (Matthew 13:36)
a-f-ké m-p-méése
PST-3G.M-leave = ACC-DEF.M.SG-multitude
‘He left the multitude.

The conditions regulating Coptic DOM are complex, and involve both an aspectual
split and discourse conditions that are still poorly understood and may vary from dialect
to dialect and even from corpus to corpus (Engsheden 2008). However, there are some
broad regularities.

First of all, in the Present tense and in verbal constructions built on the Present tense
(e.g. the Imperfect), DOM is strictly regulated by what is traditionally seen as definite-
ness, but which could also be seen as a matter of referentiality: bare nouns stems, which
tend to have non-referential semantics, are obligatorily incorporated into the verb; in
(18), for example, the noun stem daimonion ‘demon(s)’ is non-referential. On the other
hand, referential noun phrases of any sort are obligatorily case marked, as in (19), in
which daimonion is referential and bears an indefiniteness prefix.

(18) Coptic (Luke 11:15, cited in Layton 2004: 132)
e-f-ne¢-daimonion ebol  hn-beelzeboul
BG.PRS-3SG.M-cast-demon out in-Beelzebul

‘He casts out demons by means of Beelzebul’

(19) Coptic (Luke 11:14, cited in Layton 2004: 132)
ne-f-nouce=de ebol n-ou-daimonion
IMPF-35G.M-cast=PTCL out ACC-INDEF.SG-demon

‘He cast out a demon.

This extends to bound person markers as well: since person markers are referential by
nature, they cannot be indexed on the verb and must receive overt case marking, as in
(20).

(20) Coptic (Acts 13:46, cited in Layton 2004: 236)
tetn-nouce ~ mmo-f ebol
2PL.PRS-cast AcCC-35G.M out

“You cast it out”

Outside of the Present tense and related constructions (e.g. the Imperfect), it is still the
case that bare noun stems are obligatorily incorporated into the verb, i.e. they cannot
bear overt accusative case (21). On the other hand, noun phrases can either be case-
marked (22) or incorporated (23), the conditioning factors governing the alternation still
being unclear.
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(21) Coptic (1 Timothy 5:23)
mpr-se-moou
PROH-drink-water

‘Don’t drink water!’

(22) Coptic (Matthew 26:51)
a-f-tokm n-te-f-séfe
PST-3SG.M-draw  ACC-POSS.F.SG-3SG.M-sword

‘He drew his sword’

(23) Coptic (Mark 14:47)
a-f-tekm-te-f-séfe
PST-3SG.M-draw-POSS.F.SG-3SG.M-sword

‘He drew his sword’

3.2.3 Incorporation

As discussed in §3.2.2 above, lexical A, S, or P can be incorporated into the verb. A/S
incorporation is unexpected from a cross-linguistic view® but it is unimportant for the
present discussion; I will focus here on P-incorporation, which is highly productive in
Coptic.

Nouns referring to body parts are often incorporated in Coptic, as in other languages
(Mithun 1984; 1986; Mithun & Corbett 1999), and these body part terms often bear pos-
sessor indexes, as in (24) and (25).

(24) Coptic (Besa 10:24)
a-f-ka-toot-f
PST-35G.M-put-hand-3s6.m
‘He ceased. (lit. ‘he put his hand’)

(25) Coptic (Besa 3:30)
n-tn-smn-toot-n
SEQ-1PL-establish-hand-1pL

‘And let us agree. (lit. ‘let us establish our hand’)

The free forms (2!) of these verbs are, respectively, ko ‘put’ and smine ‘establish. What
is noteworthy in these constructions is that the possessive suffixes can be analyzed as
P-indexes, since incorporation of body parts produces new verbs whose meaning is not
transparently predictable from the sum of the verbal and nominal roots. In other words,
(24) and (25) above could be analyzed as follows in (26) and (27), with A and P being
coreferential, and the construction as a whole being reflexive.

°An anonymous reviewer has drawn my attention to Zavala (2000), which argues that Olutec (Mixean)
allows the incorporation of A.
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(26) Coptic (Besa 10:24)
a-f-katoot-f
PST-3SG.M-cease-3SG.M
‘He ceased’ (lit. ‘he put his hand’).

(27) Coptic (Besa 3:30)
n-tn-smntoot-n
SEQ-1PL-agree-1PL

‘And let us agree’ (lit. ‘let us establish our hand’).

It is important to note that this reanalysis is plausible, since these possessive suffixes
are a relic of an earlier head-marking possessive construction, in which possessor in-
dexes are suffixed directly to the possessum, as in (28) (Egedi 2010; Haspelmath 2015b).

(28) Earlier Egyptian (Allen 2013: 102, 124)
rn-k pr-k
name-2M.SG house-2M.SG

your name’ ‘your house

In Coptic, however, these suffixes are nearly obsolete, and occur only on a small list of
body parts and other inalienable nouns. The most frequent — and the only productive —
possessive construction in Coptic comprises a possessive prefix, which in turn comprises
a pronominal base that shows number (singular vs. plural), and gender (masculine vs.
feminine) distinction in the singular, to which a possessor index attaches, as in (29).

(29) Coptic (Matthew 7:22, John 10:3)
pe-k-ran ne-u-ran
POSS.M.SG-2M.SG-name  POSS.PL-3PL-name

< 3 < . 3
your name their names

Moreover, many of the nouns denoting body parts in the incorporation construction
are themselves obsolete as independent lexical items, and they occur almost exclusively
as parts of noun-verb compounds such as those in (24) and (25), or as parts of preposi-
tions, as in (30). As such, they can be treated as ‘obligatorily possessed nouns’ (Nichols
& Bickel 2005). A short list of forms used as bound roots are compared with the free
forms in Table 4 (for a full list, see Layton 2004: 102-104).

(30) Coptic (Matthew 5:25)
etoot-f  (<e-toot-f)
to-3sG.M to-hand-3sG.M

‘to him’  ‘to his hand’

One can assume that at least arguably, the erstwhile possessor indexes have been
reanalyzed as P suffixes, due to the following reasons: (a) the possessor suffixes are not
a productive strategy for marking the possessor on nouns, (b) the noun roots to which
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Table 4: Bound forms and free forms of nouns denoting body parts

MEANING BOUND FORM  FREE FORM

‘hand’ toot- ci¢
‘foot’ rat- oueréte
‘eye’ eiat- bal
‘head’ éo- ape

they attach are not identifiable as free forms with a lexical meaning, and (c) the meaning
of the incorporated constructions are not transparent. This is further corroborated by
the fact that P-indexes of underived verbs are also suffixed to the lexical verb, which
plausibly would have enhanced the likelihood of possessor indexes being reanalyzed as
P-indexes.

These facts about Coptic will be used to explain the origin of infixed P-indexes that
occur within the lexical verb. In the next section, it is shown that the Coptic possessor
prefix developed, in part, from an earlier possessor suffix.

4 From suffix to prefix in the coding of possessors

The diachronic relationship between the two ways of indexing the possessor in a posses-
sive phrase, i.e. via possessor suffixes (28) or possessor prefixes (29) is well-documented
in the history of Ancient Egyptian. The head-marking construction with a possessor in-
dex suffixed to the noun denoting the possessum (28) is, historically speaking, the older
construction, attested from the very beginning of the textual record.

A competing construction, which emerged relatively early in the textual record, com-
prises a demonstrative pronoun (p3y), to which the possessor index (e.g. -f) was suffixed.
One of the earliest examples documented is shown in (31).

(31) Old Egyptian (cited in Sojic forthcoming)

p3y-f hrw
DEM-35G.M  day

‘his day’

This newer construction rose in frequency over the course of Ancient Egyptian di-
achrony, but remained in variation with the older construction until thousands of years
after the new construction is first documented (Gardiner forthcoming; Sojic forthcoming;
Winand forthcoming). For example, in the 14" century BCE, we find the two construc-
tions as variants at the same time in the same type of text. The earlier construction is
found in (32), the innovative one in (33).
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(32) Late Egyptian (cited in Sojic forthcoming)
m$c-f
army-3sG.M
‘his army’

(33) Late Egyptian (cited in Sojic forthcoming)

p3y-f ms¢
POSS.M.SG-3SG.M army

‘his army’

By the time of Coptic, the latest stage of the language, the new construction has be-
come bound to the possessum, becoming in effect a prefixed possessor index (Grossman
forthcoming), as in (34):'°
(34) Coptic (Matthew 1:23)

pe-f-ran

POSS.M.SG-3SG.M-name

‘his name’

In brief, the diachronic change observed here can be represented schematically as in
Table 5.

Table 5: The diachrony of possessor infixes in Ancient Egyptian-Coptic

Possessor index

Stage 1  suffix only (rn-k name-2M.5G ‘your name’)

Stage 2 suffix productive (rn-k), preposed possessor index (p3y-k rn) begins to
emerge

Stage 3  suffix and preposed possessor index in variation (rn-k vs. p3y-k rn)

Stage 4 (a) preposed possessor index becomes prefixed to noun (pe-k-ran) (b)
prefix productive, suffix limited to a small set of nouns

We now turn to the development of an interposed P-index from the prefixed possessor
index in (34).

5 From prefix to infix in the coding of P

As mentioned above in §3, Coptic has a productive noun incorporation construction, in
which nouns in P role are attached to a bound form of the verb. Unusually from a cross-
linguistic point of view, not only bare noun roots but also referential noun phrases can
be incorporated in tenses other than the present.

For a full account of the diachrony of the two possessive constructions in the history of Egyptian, see
Gardiner (forthcoming), Sojic (forthcoming) and Winand (forthcoming), as well as Haspelmath (2015b)
and Kammerzell (2000), which are typologically-oriented.
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5 From suffix to prefix to interposition via DOM in Egyptian-Coptic

For one thing, incorporated nouns can bear overt (in)definiteness marking, as in (11)
above, repeated here as (35) for convenience.

(35) Coptic (Shenoute, cited in Shisha-Halevy 1988: 35)
a-n-daimonion -soun-p-coeis
PST-DEF.PL-demon  -know-DEF.M.SG-lord
‘The demons knew the Lord.

Moreover, incorporated nouns can be quantified (36) or modified adjectivally (37).

(36) Coptic (Shenoute, cited in Shisha-Halevy 1988: 37)
mp-f-ka-ce-hob
PST.NEG-35G.M-put-another-thing

‘He did not leave another thing’

(37) Coptic (Mark 2:22, cited in Layton 2004: 132)
mere-laau -nec-érp b-brre e-hot n-as
AOR.NEG-anyone -throw-wine MobD-new to-wineskin MoD-old

‘No one puts new wine into old wineskins’
Incorporated noun phrases can be referred to anaphorically, as in (38).

(38) Coptic (Besa 9:31)
mp-ou-oues-pe-smou a-f-pot ebol mmo-ou
PST.NEG-3PL-love-DEF.M.SG-blessing  PsT-35G.M-flee out OBL-3PL

‘They did not love the blessing, and it fled away from them

Crucially, incorporated nouns can be marked as possessed in at least three ways. The
first is when erstwhile possessive suffixes attach to incorporated body parts, as in (24)-
(25) above. The second way is when the possessor is a lexical noun phrase, which follows
the incorporated noun and is marked as dependent by the Genitive prefix n-, as in (39)
and (40).

(39) Coptic (Besa 2:23)

mar-n-r-p-meeue n-ne-nt-a-pe-n-eiot
jUss-1PL-do-DEF.M.5G-thought!!  GEN-DEF.PL-REL-PST-POSS.M.SG-1PL-father
-Coo-u

-say-3PL

‘Let us remember those things that our father has said’ (lit. ‘Let us do the
thought of the things that our father has said’).

UThe lexical noun meeue means ‘thought, but the derived verb rpmeeue (lit. ‘do the thought’ means
‘remember’
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(40) Coptic (Besa 4:19)
e-r-p-0bs n-n-entolé m-p-noute
INF-do-DEF.M.sG-forget GEN-DEF.PL-commandment GEN-DEF.M.SG-god
‘to forget the commandments of God’ (lit. ‘to do the forgetting of the
commandments of God’)

The third way is by means of the possessor prefix described in §4. In (41), the possessor
prefix pes- is part of the incorporated nominal.

(41) Coptic (Hebrews 13:2, cited in Layton 2004: 142)
t-mntmaismmo mpr-r-pe-s-6bs
DEF.F.SG-hospitality PROH-do-POSs.M.SG-35G.F-forget

‘As for hospitality, do not forget it

The question is whether the verbs rpmeeue ‘remember, rpobs ‘forget, and cmpsine
‘visit’ are synchronically analyzable as compositionally derived from a verb root and a
possessive noun phrase, or whether they are better treated as distinct lexical items with
no internal structure.

A point in favor of the former analysis is the fact that their derivational history is
clear, and their component parts all exist as independent lexical items in Coptic. On the
other hand, in favor of the latter is the fact that they have a distinct lexical meaning that
is unpredictable from the original components. For example, the bound verb form (32) r-
‘do’’? is commonly used to derive verbs from nouns, e.g. nobe ‘sin’ vs. r-nobe ‘to sin.’ In
the case of rpmeeue, it does not derive a verb from meeue, which means ‘think, thought,
opinion, but rather from pmeeue, which means ‘remembrance, and rpmeeue means ‘to
remember, to be mindful of’

Similarly, cmpsine is the result of the compounding of the verb ‘cn- (free form cine)
‘find’ and psine ‘visit, itself derived from Sine, which means ‘to ask, to inquire, to visit, or,
‘inquiry, news, report. In this case, the derived noun lexicalizes only a narrow part of the
polysemy network of the underived noun. If §ine means ‘to ask, to inquire, to visit, psine
lexicalizes only ‘visit, and the derived verb cmpsine lexicalizes this meaning. I take this as
evidence that the meaning of the verbs derived via incorporation is not fully predictable
from its components, and as such, that verbs like rpmeeue or cmpsine are synchronically
distinct form-meaning pairings. This is typical of some types of incorporation (Mithun
& Corbett 1999).

Another argument in favor of analyzing these derived verbs as synchronically simple
verbs is that the genitive prefix that marks lexical noun possessors of the incorporated
noun phrase is homonymous with the accusative case prefix. Compare the genitive prefix
in (42) with the accusative prefix in (43). In (42), the original structure of the construction
can be glossed as ‘let us do the thought of those things that our father has said, with
the incorporation of p-meeue ‘the-thought” The genitive prefix n- marks the determined
relative clause (‘those things that our father has said’). In (43), the accusative prefix n-
simply marks the P argument.

2The corresponding free form (2!) is eire.
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(42) Coptic (Besa 2:23)
mar-n-r-p-meeue n-ne-nt-a-pe-n-eiot
JUss-1PL-do-DEF.M.SG-thought ~GEN-DEF.PL-REL-PST-POSS.M.SG-1PL-father
-¢oo-u
-say-3PL
‘Let us remember those things that our father has said’ (lit. ‘Let us do the
remembrance of those things that our father has said’).

(43) Coptic (Besa 46:26)
a-u-sotp n-ne-u-hiooue
PST-3PLA-choose  ACC-POSS.PL-3PL-ways

‘They have chosen their ways.’

These prefixes are diachronically distinct (Winand 2015), but in this particular envi-
ronment, they are homonymous. This homonymy would plausibly lead to the reanalysis
of the genitive prefix in this context as the accusative prefix, i.e.:

(44) Coptic (Besa 2:23)
mar-n-rpmeeue n-ne-nt-a-pe-n-eiot -Coo-u
JUSs-1PL-remember ACC-DEF.PL-REL-PST-POSS.M.SG-1PL-father -say-3pL

‘Let us remember those things that our father has said’

If the verbs discussed here are analyzed as distinct lexical items, the person indexes in
(45)—(47) are interpositions, occurring synchronically at an arbitrary position. Diachron-
ically, however, they are simply in the position of earlier possessor indexes, which were
prefixed to incorporated possessed nouns. For example, in (45)-(47), the P interposition
is in the position of the earlier possessor index, which occurred between the earlier lex-
ical verb and the possessed noun.

(45) Coptic (2 Timothy 2:14)
mar-ou-rpe<u>meeue
Juss-3PLA-remember<3pPLP>remember

‘Let them; remember them;.

(46) Coptic (Besa 4:17)
n-se-tm-rpe<u>6bs
SEQ-3PLA-NEG-forget<3pLP>forget
‘that they; not forget them;’

(47) Coptic (Matthew 25:36)
a-tetn-cmp<a>Sine
PST-2PLA-Visit<1SGP>visit

‘You visited me’
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The pathway of change sketched in this article shows one way that an affix can move
without moving. The constellation of changes involved is complex, and involves the inter-
action of multiple grammatical systems. To summarize, I have argued that the following
changes led to a suffix becoming a prefix, and this prefix becoming an infix, or more
properly, an interposition:

1. First, an old head-marking possessive construction involving suffixed possessor
indexes is superseded by a newer construction in which the possessor index is
suffixed to a demonstrative, the entire construction grammaticalizing into a pos-
sessive prefix with the possessor index prefixed to the possessum noun.

2. Later on, noun phrases comprising the newer possessor prefix undergo incorpora-
tion, with the resulting derived verb being a synchronically distinct form-function
pairing whose meaning is not fully predictable from its component parts.

3. Once incorporated, the possessor index is reanalyzed as a P-index, which is infixed,
or more properly, interposed, within the lexical verb. The process of reanalysis was
facilitated by the homonymy of the prefix n-, which marks both lexical possessors
(GEN) and lexical P arguments (Acc). As such, the postverbal possessor of the in-
corporated noun was reanalyzed as a postverbal P.

This complex series of changes is represented schematically, and with much flattening
out of actual diachrony, in Figure 1:

Construction
possessor index suffixed to noun X-f ‘his X’
!
development of new preposed possessive article from p3y-f X ‘his X’

DEMONSTRATIVE+POSSESSOR SUFFIX

possessive article becomes bound to noun, possessor pef-X ‘his X’
index becomes prefix on noun

possessed nouns incorporated into verbs V-pef-X ‘to V his X’

loss of compositional semantics, reanalysis of genitive as
accusative

reanalysis of verb as bipartite stem, reanalysis of V-V, ‘to V him’
possessor prefix as interposed P index

Figure 1: Schematic representation of the change from suffix to prefix to inter-
position
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6 A broader view: P-drift?

Taking a broader view of the complex change here, it might be possible to speak of P-
drift or direct object drift, in which certain non-P clause participants, given the right
circumstances, are preferentially reanalyzed as P. This is, in a sense, inverting — but also
broadening - the phenomena associated with “HavEe-drift” (Comrie 1981; Stassen 2009),
in which intransitive predicative possession constructions gradually acquire properties
associated with transitivity. Such a process also occurred in Ancient Egyptian-Coptic,
in which existential-locative constructions gradually acquired DOM properties, i.e. the
alternation between possessum incorporation and overt accusative marking.

In the first stage, the possessum noun occurred between a clause-initial existential
marker and a clause-final locative preposition, as in (48).

(48) Late Egyptian (Late Ramesside Letters 19:15)
wn hmt im m-di-k
EXIST copper there 1oc-hand-2m.sG

“You have copper’ (lit. ‘there is copper in your hand’).

The existential marker wn and the locative preposition m-di- (‘in-hand_of’) under-
went univerbation, with the loss of the locative preposition, which left the possessum
after the bound person marker, resulting in structures like that in (49).

(49) Late Egyptian (P. Moscow 120, 1,58)
in  wn-di-f ist  b3rw
INT EXIST-in_hand=3s6.M crew Syrian

‘Does he have a Syrian crew?’

By the time of Coptic, the possessor is bound to the possessive predicate ounta-, and
the lexical possessum can be marked by the accusative prefix n-, as in (50).

(50) Coptic (John 10:16, cited in Layton 2004: 306)
ounta-i=on mmau  n-hen-ke-esoou
POss-1SG=also there  Acc-INDEF.PL-other-sheep

‘Thave other sheep too.
The possessum can also be incorporated, as in (51).

(51) Coptic (Matthew 8:20, cited in Layton 2004: 308)
n-basor ounta-u-ne-u-béb
DEF.PL-foX POSS-3PL-POSS.PL-3PL-hole

‘As for foxes, they have their holes’

In Coptic, these constructions also acquired the DSM properties of transitive clauses in
Coptic (Grossman 2015), with lexical possessor incorporation (52) alternating with overt
nominative marking on the lexical possessor (53). In (52), the noun phrase referring to
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the possessor (‘the servant’) is incorporated into the possessive predicate ounte-, while
in (53), the lexical possessor (‘the son’) occurs after the possessive predicate, which bears
a person marker (-f) that indexes the possessor.

(52) Coptic (Luke 17:9, cited in Layton 2004: 307)
mé ounte-p-hmhal hmot
Q POSS-DEF.M.SG-servant thanks

‘Does the servant have any thanks?’

(53) Coptic (Mark 2:10, cited in Layton 2004: 308)
ount-f-eksousia mmau  nci-p-Sére m-p-rome
POss-3sG.M-authority there = NOM-DEF.M.SG-son GEN-DEF.M.SG-man
e-ka-nobe  ebol
INF-put-sin  out

“The son of man has authority to forgive sins.

Compare with A/S-incorporation (54) vs. nominative case marking (55) in monotran-
sitive verbal clauses:

(54) Coptic (Mark 15:2)
a-pilatos  -Cnou-f
psT-Pilate ask-3sG.M
‘Pilate asked him’

(55) Coptic (Mark 13:3)
a-f-¢nou-f nci-petros
PST-35G.M-ask-35G.M NoOM-Peter
‘Peter asked him.

In other words, in terms of indexing and case-marking, Coptic possessors behave like
A and possessums behave like P.

While the examples of Ancient Egyptian-Coptic ‘HAVE-drift’ sketched above provide
additional data for an already established pathway, the present study shows yet another
pathway in which possessors are reinterpreted as A and possessums as P, namely, via
the incorporation of body parts with possessor indexes in the same position as P in-
dexes in underived verbs. This in turn provides evidence that transitivization is not
a single pathway, especially if we take into account pathways like those described in
Gildea (1998) for Cariban languages, e.g. POSSESSOR > NOMINATIVE, and POSSESSOR >
ERGATIVE. These changes, interestingly, involve nominalizations being reinterpreted as
main clauses, which is strikingly different from what we find in Coptic.

However, since synchronic polysemies of case-markers as well as diachronic evidence
indicate that other pathways are possible, POSSESSOR > ACCUSATIVE (also in Gildea 1998),
the motivations and mechanisms of P-drift still remain in need of clarification. A possible
explanation might be found in Serzant (2013: 303), which explains the development of
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canonical subject coding, e.g. nominative case marking, by appealing to semantics, argu-
ing that “the consistent endowment of a constituent with some functional properties of
a prototypical subject is the main catalyst for the (re)assignment of subject coding and
behavioral properties to that constituent; it is an adjustment of grammatical properties
to function.” Serzant formulates the diachronic universal as follows (2013: 303):

Consistent functional-semantic overlap of an oblique case-marked constituent with
the prototypical subject may trigger the (re)assignment of the subject coding and
behavioral properties to that constituent if there are no other constituents in the
construction that would show even greater overlap.

Since possessors often have the semantic and discourse properties of prototypical sub-
jects (e.g. animacy, topicality), and possessums often have the semantic and discourse
properties of prototypical objects (e.g. inanimacy, focality), the way is paved for the mor-
phosyntactic coding properties of the possession construction to be ‘adjusted’ to fit its
semantics. In the case of Coptic, these coding properties mainly involve the participation
in DSM (the alternation between nominative marking and incorporation) and DOM (the
alternation between accusative marking and incorporation).

7 Conclusions

The phenomenon of bipartite stems with person interpositions seems to be quite rare,
cross-linguistically. Bipartite stems with person interpositions have been documented
only in several language families spoken in a fairly small number of areas (Bickel &
Nichols 2007; Hildebrandt 2005). The diachronic pathways through which bipartite stems
develop are assumed to include relics of derivational morphology or compounding, or
infixation that has become morphologized (Bickel & Nichols 2007: 199, DeLancey 1996),
the movement and entrapment of clitics (Nichols 2003), or the copying of affixes from
another construction type, e.g. head class markers from nouns to verbs (Nichols 2003).
Ancient Egyptian-Coptic presents us with a particular pathway of development that is
close to the reanalysis of compounding, since compounding and incorporation are re-
lated morphological processes, and in some views, incorporation is a particular type of
compounding (Mithun & Corbett 1999).

However, actual diachronic studies — in documented historical corpora — of the devel-
opment of bipartite stems and interpositions are few and far between; previous research
on bipartite stems has leaned heavily on reconstruction. The present case study shows
how complex the development of bipartite stems and interpositions can be, since it is
the specific interaction of Differential Object Marking — the alternation between overt
accusative case marking vs. incorporation of possessed nouns — and Differential Object
Indexing — the complementary distribution between object marking and object indexing,
that led to the reanalysis of possessor indexes as P indexes, and more specifically, to the
reanalysis of possessor prefixes as P indexes interposed within a simplex verb stem.
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Abbreviations

1 first person INT intransitive

2 second person IMPF  imperfect

3 third person Juss  jussive

A agent-like argument of LOC locative
canonical transitive verb M masculine

ACC accusative Mop  modifier marker

AOR aorist (habitual verb form) NEG  negation, negative

ART article NOM  nominative

BG backgrounder, prefix that P patient-like argument of
marks the verb as canonical transitive verb
topical/an adjunct as focal PL plural

CNVB  converb POSS  possessive

DAT dative PRS present

DEF definite PROH prohibitive

DEM demonstrative PST past

DET determiner PTCL  particle

EXIST  existential pTCP  participle

F feminine Q question particle/marker

FOC focus REL relative

GEN genitive SG singular

INDEF indefinite SEQ sequential verb form

INF infinitive STAT  stative verb form
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Chapter 6

Verbal semantics and differential object
marking in Lycopolitan Coptic

Ake Engsheden

Stockholm University, Department of Archaeology and Classical Studies

This paper seeks to clarify the role of affectedness for the marking of direct objects through
an analysis of a corpus of Lycopolitan Coptic texts (4th to 5th centuries AD). Whereas previ-
ous research has shown the importance of definiteness for the use of the direct object marker
n with the so-called imperfective tenses (present and imperfect), it has proven more diffi-
cult to establish why it alternates in the non-imperfective with a zero marker. An attempt
is made here to correlate the two different object constructions to Tsunoda’s verb-type hier-
archy, which was conceived to capture the degree of affectedness. It appears that the more
affected a direct object is, the more likely it is to receive the direct object marker; whenever
the object is little affected or unaffected, the zero-marked construction is preferred.

1 Introduction

Most works that have tried to explain Differential Object Marking (DOM) have focused
on the semantic and information-structural properties of the direct object (animacy, defi-
niteness, specificity, or topicality). There are a few languages for which the identification
of the triggering factor behind DOM may be quite straightforward, such as definiteness
in Modern Hebrew (Danon 2001) or specificity in Turkish (Eng 1991), but more commonly
a multidimensional DOM system results not from a single factor, but from several inter-
acting factors

One language with a multidimensional DOM is Coptic (Afro-Asiatic, Egyptian branch,
now extinct).! Coptic DOM has received far less attention one might expect, given that
Coptic has a long tradition in academic studies. Indeed, it is still unclear what exact fac-
tors are operative and how they relate to each other. The present study aims to show how
the verb type, which is defined through the degree of affectedness found with the object,

IEgyptian is divided into the following language stages: Old Egyptian (c. 31002000 BC), Middle Egyptian
(2000-1350 BC), Late Egyptian (1350-700 BC), Demotic (700 BC-AD 452) and Coptic (AD 200-1400). For
a useful grammatical overview see Haspelmath (2015). For a detailed diachronic description aimed at a
linguistic readership, see Loprieno (1995).

Ake Engsheden. Verbal semantics and differential object marking in Lycopoli-
tan Coptic. In Ilja A. Serzant & Alena Witzlack-Makarevich (eds.), Diachrony
I of differential argument marking, 153-182. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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influences whether the object is marked as such or receives no marking. This will be done
through a corpus-based study of Lycopolitan, an early literary variety (traditionally and
henceforth “dialect”) of Coptic that was prevalent in the 4th and 5th centuries AD. The
analysis indicates that the overtly marked construction is favoured by the presence of
a highly affected object, whereas the zero-marked construction is favoured whenever
the object is little affected or unaffected by the verbal action. Beside the value of such
a study for our understanding of argument marking in Coptic itself, a wider knowledge
of Coptic data should be of interest to linguistics because Coptic presents a system that
is markedly different from better-explored patterns of DOM.

This paper is structured as follows. §2 provides a synthesis of Coptic object marking,
including a summary of previous research. §3 contains a short description of the corpus
of Lycopolitan texts and presents some background data. §4 presents an overview of the
role of verbal semantics in research into DOM, and introduces some theoretical work
on how verbs can be arranged on semantic grounds in broad verb-type categories. In §5,
statistics are provided for the realisation of the object in Lycopolitan Coptic in relation
to the verb types. The analysis suggests that the distribution of two alternating object
constructions depends on the degree of affectedness of the object. In §6, the relationship
between affectedness and other factors is discussed. Finally, §7 contains a summary and
preliminary conclusions.

2 Argument realisation in Coptic

Coptic DOM is of the asymmetric type (de Hoop & Malchukov 2008; Iemmolo 2013), in
which the direct object is either overtly marked with a preposition or zero-marked. The
marker before NPs is a preposition, n (before labials m), the origin of which is ultimately
locative. A longer form, mma, is used preceding the clitic person markers.? Both are
subsumed in the following under the term n-marking. Note that one often has a double
marking of the transitive construction, because many verbs have separate allomorphs
depending on which object construction is used. The verbal allomorphs are, by and large,
distinguished by different vowels because of the shape of the syllable and stress rules.
The n-marked object appears only after the regular stem of the verb with a full vowel
carrying stress (e.g. nouje ‘to throw’, see Table 1). A zero-marked NP, on the other hand,
can appear both after the regular stem and as an allomorph of the verb with a reduced
vowel.3 For some morphological classes of the verb only one allomorph is used before
zero-marked NPs and personal pronouns. Thus, the verb ‘to throw’ can assume the form
naj before NPs and personal clitics (exemplified in Table 1, through the 3 msg. pronoun

D

?In Sahidic, the supra-regional dialect of the south, the equivalent forms are n and mmo. Both forms derive
from the preposition m, used in older Egyptian for location in something (‘essive’) as well as for motion
away from something (‘elative’), from whence derives the partitive meaning that seems to have given rise
to object marking (Winand 2015).

30nly the latter is possible in many other dialects. I have deliberately not distinguished these two cases in
the counts in the tables, because I wish to avoid a digression on the morphology of the verb classes.
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6 Verbal semantics and differential object marking in Lycopolitan Coptic

Table 1: Verb allomorphs and object marking in Lycopolitan

n-marked O nouje n NP /nouje mma-f —
zero-marked O nouj NP / — naj-NP / naj-f

There are also verbs that have different allomorphs with zero-marked objects, depend-
ing on what follows them. For instance, the verb eire ‘to make’ or ‘to do’ assumes the
form r in front of NPs, while it becomes ee alt. eit in front of personal clitics.

The rules governing the selection between the n-marked form and the zero-marked
form are far from clear. A few important observations that have been made in the past
are summarised here and in the following subsections (§2.1-§2.2).

Case marking occurs only in the post-verbal position (this also applies to subject mark-
ing, see Grossman 2015). When an object is fronted, a familiar strategy for topicalisation,
it is then not case-marked but is resumed postverbally through the appropriate person
marker. Both n-marked and zero-marked objects occur (la-1b):

(1) a. t-mnt-lilou a-i-t"bio mma-s
DEF.F-ABST-youth  PsT-15G-subdue Acc-3F.sG
‘Youth I subdued’ (Psalm-book 88, 27)
b. eis  p-kah m-p-keke a-n-Sab-f
PTCL DEF.M-land GEN-DEF.M-darkness PsT-1PL-devastate-3M.SG
‘Look, the Land of Darkness we devastated” (Psalm-book 201, 23)

Object marking with n/mma is also found in some non-differential contexts. For ex-
ample, n-marking must be used whenever the direct object is separated from the verb
by any element. In the following example (2), the object (tef-hikén) is preceded by n due
to the placement of the verbal particle abal. Zero-marked objects are only allowed when
the object directly follows the verb with no intervening element.

(2) Sa-p-séu etere p-iot na-colp abal n-tef-hikon
until-DEF.M-time REL DEF.M-father FuT-reveal PTCL ACC-POSS.3M.SG-image
n-t-pe mma-u / (“colp  abal  tef-hikon)

ADV-DEF.F-sky PREP-them / “reveal PTCL POss.3M.SG-image
‘until the time when the Father will reveal his image above them’ (Kephalaia 103,
6)

Furthermore, the majority of verbs borrowed from Greek have their objects introduced
with n/mma (3). This is determined by the valency of the verb and is not a differential
environment and, consequently, Greek loan-verbs are not treated in this paper.

(3) a-s-panhoplize mma-f
PST-3F.SG-arm  ACC-3M.SG
‘She armed him’ (Kephalaia 39, 4)
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It has long been recognised that n-marking is used with an NP only when the latter is
determined by any of the articles (definite or indefinite), the possessive determiner, or
a demonstrative. The n-marking is not used with a bare noun, which signals a generic
and indefinite sense. It would thus seem as if Coptic DOM conforms to the definiteness
hierarchy: personal pronoun > proper noun > definite NP > indefinite specific NP > non-
specific NP (e.g. Aissen 2003: 437). The cut-off point along this scale differs between the
main two TAM categories (imperfective vs. non-imperfective), but the lowest ranked
category (non-specific NPs) is excluded in both. As definiteness is an all-pervasive fea-
ture (irrespective of TAM), it can be said to be the single most important factor for the
selection of n-marking in Coptic (cf. Sinneméki 2014: 309).

2.1 Imperfective tenses

There is a TAM-based split in the distribution of object marking, to the effect that the
n-marked form is obligatory with the imperfective tenses (present and imperfect) when
the object is grammatically definite, and optional, it seems, with all other tenses (see
§2.2).* This means that the n-marked form was used with personal pronouns (4), demon-
stratives (5), and NPs preceded either by the definite article (6) or the indefinite article (7)
whenever the verb is in the present or the imperfect:

(4) etbe peei pa-eidt maeie mma-i / (“merit-Q)
because DEM.M Poss.1sG-father love Acc-1sc  / “*love-1sG

‘Because of this my father loves me’ (John 10: 17)

(5) audé tes-ke-meeu ne-s-jou n-neei /  (Yje-neei)
and POss.3F.sG-also-mother 1MPF-3FsG-say Acc-thisN / “say-this.N
‘And also her mother was saying this’ (Acts of Paul 11, 25)

(6) anak ti-saune m-pa-eiot /  ("soudn-pa-eiit)
1SG  1sG-know Acc-poss.isG-father / *know-poss.isG-father
‘Tknow my father’ (John 10: 15)

(7) p-et-sol n-ou-o6nh abal / (*$al-ou-6nh)
DEF.M-RELshed Acc-iNDr-life out / *shed-iNDr-life
‘He who sheds a life’ (Psalm-book 39, 26)

The rule of obligatory marking also holds true for the possessive determiner (8) that
is formed from the definite article marking the gender and number of the possessee, to
which the appropriate personal marker for the possessor is affixed.

“The rules governing object marking with the imperfective tenses were first described by Ludwig Stern
(1880) before being elaborated by Pétr Viktorovi¢ Ernstedt (Jernstedt 1927), for which reason they are known
as the Stern-Jernstedt rule in Coptological jargon.
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6 Verbal semantics and differential object marking in Lycopolitan Coptic

(8) hama=nde an  ne-s-maeie n-tes-$ére
at.the.same.time=but also I1MPF-3F.sG-love Acc-Poss.3F.sG-daughter
phalkénilla /  (*meri-tes-Sére)

Falconilla / *love-poss.3F.sG-daughter
‘at the same time she also loved her daughter Falconilla’ (Acts of Paul 22, 17)

Grammatically definite objects are marked irrespective of specificity. In general, both
specific and non-specific NPs are n-marked. Exceptions to this occur whenever a light
verb forms a verbal expression together with its syntactical object, as in the following
example (9), with r-p-meeue ‘to remember’ (lit. ‘to do the remembrance’). N-marking is
attested with light verbs in other dialects and texts (Layton 2000: 133).

(9) ntaf  n-Sarp p-et-hn-plérouma p-et-ah-tobh mmaf
3M.SG ADV-first DEF.M-REL-in-Pleroma DEF.M-REL-PST-pray ACC-3M.SG
aubé  e-f-r-p-meeue
and CIRC-3M.SG-do-DEF.M-memory
‘The one who is in the Pleroma was what he first prayed to and remembered’
(Tripartite tractatate 81, 30-32)

There is one lexical exception to this pattern, where the definite article has no influence
on object marking with the imperfective tenses. The verb ouds ‘to want’ is always used
with a zero-marked definite object, as seen in (10):°

(10)  e-u-jpo m-p-et-{oup-ouas-f / (Pouds mma-f)
CIRC-3PL-give.birth Acc-DEF-3pL-wish-3M.sG / *wish Acc-3m.sG

‘they begetting what they wish’ (Tripartite tractate 64, 15)

Language history has been evoked to explain this exception. It has been suggested
that the distinction between the two different frames — wh3 n O ‘to look for’, contrasting
with wh3 O, ‘to wish’ — was made at the earlier stage of the language (Demotic), and is
preserved here (Depuydt 1993). In §5 I will offer an alternative functional explanation,
which is based on an observation of Coptic data.

When no determiner is present, the object is zero-marked (11). In such a case the noun
is non-referential and non-specific, and does not reappear in the discourse. Zero-marking
usually applies to indefinite pronouns as objects, but there are counter-examples, such
as the one found in the first part of the sentence quoted in (12).°

*x A

(11)  ti-Sp-hmat n-toot-k / ("S6p n-hmat)
1sG-receive-grace from-hand-poss.2mMsG / *receive Acc-grace

‘I receive grace from your hand [i.e. T thank you’] (John 11: 41)

5In accordance with the Leiden Conventions for Papyrology, I use square brackets for restorations, and
angled brackets for text omitted by the ancient scribe.

®One may try to attribute a specific reading to the object in (12), which would be awkward, or else one can
explain the use of n-marking with saune ‘to know’ in morphological terms (see §5.3).
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(12)  f-saune n-laue en / (?f-senoudn-laue en) oude
3M.sG-know Acc-something NEG / *3m.sG-know-something NEG nor
f-r-laue n-hof en an
3Mm.sG-do-something GEN-thing NEG also
‘Tt [sc. the fruit] knows nothing, nor does it do anything’ (Gospel of Truth 28,
9-10)

I'have not found in my corpus of Lycopolitan Coptic any example of a proper noun as
an object with the imperfective tenses, but data from other dialects show that n-marking
must be used in such cases. As is apparent from the above, semantic and morphological
definiteness triggers the marking of the object.

Note that object marking is an innovation in the evolution of the Egyptian language.
Afroasiatic case has not left any indisputable traces. Differential marking with the prepo-
sition n started to appear around 1000 BC, first in the imperfective as a marker of the
unbounded aspect (Winand 2015; cf. Engsheden 2006: 218-219), but it spread to the non-
imperfective tenses in the first millennium AD.

2.2 Non-imperfective tenses

The rationale behind the alternating use of n/@ with non-imperfective tenses is less clear.
Coptic is rich in various TAM forms that are often labelled in an idiosyncratic way. What
I call non-imperfective TAM forms covers every verbal form other than the present and
the imperfect.”

The non-imperfective is a negatively-defined term that is used here as a label only:
it encompasses the perfective as well as aspectually neutral forms. I include the future
among the non-imperfective tenses. This differs from the tradition in Coptic linguistics
to include the future, which is characterised by the infix na- (traditionally known as the
‘first future’), along with the present and the imperfect, among the imperfective tenses.

With the non-imperfective tenses (including the future), n-marking appears option-
ally with personal pronouns and NPs that have any of the three determiners: the indefi-
nite, definite, or possessive articles. The common view of non-imperfective tenses among
Coptologists is that “non-zero objects fluctuate (by speaker’s stylistic choice)” (Layton
2000: 132). One leading Coptologist has even stated that n-marking and zero-marking
of the object “are generally understood to be functionally equivalent” (Emmel 2006: 41).
At first glance, this appears to be true, because both constructions are found in more
or less identical contexts, as in (13a)—-(13b), where both phrases have the same verb in a
terminative subordinate clause:

"The group comprises past, future, optative, jussive, aorist, conditional, imperative, and a verb form called
conjunctive that is used for subsequent action, etc.

8There are historical reasons for dividing Coptic TAM forms into two groups: the so-called adverbial/bi-
partite/durative pattern (i.e. my imperfective) vs. the verbal/tripartite/non-durative pattern (my non-
imperfective). As the future tense form mostly appears in non-imperfective contexts, and shares its ar-
gument realisation strategies with non-imperfectives, I believe that the Coptic future is better classified
among the non-imperfective tenses (following Quevedo Alvarez 2001). For this reason, counts for the fu-
ture are included among the non-imperfective tenses in this article.
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(13) a. Sant-i-jak-pa-agon
until-1sG-complete-poss.1sG-struggle
‘until I complete my struggle’ (Psalm-book 93, 9)
b. Sant-i-jok m-pa-agon
until-156-complete  Acc-poss.1sG-struggle

‘until I complete my struggle’ (Psalm-book 149, 19)

It should be noted that employing DOM with non-imperfective tenses is a relatively
late phenomenon. There are no unequivocal examples of it from Demotic, the language
stage that immediately preceded Coptic. Object marking in Demotic is restricted to the
imperfective tenses, so that the extension of DOM into the non-imperfective tenses must
be considered as being only a little older than the oldest texts in Coptic.

2.3 Previous research on DOM with the non-imperfective tenses

To find out whether the two alternating constructions really are functionally equivalent,
it is best to undertake a corpus-based statistical investigation. I have in two previous
papers (Engsheden 2006; 2008) analysed the canonical gospels in Sahidic Coptic (the
supra-regional dialect of the south). I argued that Coptic can indeed be analysed as an
example of a language with DOM, and that the selection of the n-marked form was
determined by both referentiality (or specificity) and topicality (Engsheden 2006: 209—
212; Engsheden 2008: 329-335), while further possible factors included semantic features
such as degree of affectedness and causation. No evidence was found for Coptic DOM
being sensitive to animacy.

A pertinent example for demonstrating that the marked form corresponds to the topic
is found in the story of John the Baptist, whose head is what the story is about. Here,
as elsewhere in this study, I mean by topic an aboutness topic, i.e. “the presupposed
part of which pieces of information are conveyed” (Ilemmolo 2010: 262), operating on
sentence level. I cite here my original Sahidic example since the Gospel of Matthew is
not preserved in Lycopolitan. Immediately before this passage, Salome has asked her
stepfather the king to give her the head of John the Baptist (14a-14g):

(14) a. a-f-lupei nci-p-rro emate
PST-3M.SG-grieve AGT-DEF.M-king much

b. etbe n-anaus=de mn  n-et-néj nmma-f
because DEF.PL-0ath.PL=PTCL with DEF.PL-REL-recline.STATE with-3Mm.sG

c. a-f-ouehsahne e-ti mmo-s na-s a-f-joou
PST-3M.SG-command to-give ACC-3F.SG t0-3F.SG PST-3M.SG-send

d. a-ffi n-t-ape n-idhannés hm-pe-steko
PST-3M.SG-carry ACC-DEF.F-head GEN-John  in-DEF.M-prison

e. a-u-eine mmo-s hijm  p-pinaks
PST-3PL-bring AcCC-3F.sG on  DEF.M-platter
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f. a-u-taa-s n-t-Seere sem
PST-3PL-give-3F.sG to-DEF.F-girl little

g. a-s-eine mmo-s n-tes-maau
PST-3F.SG-bring ACC-3F.SG  to-POss.3M.sG-mother
“The king grieved much. Because of the oaths and those who lay at table with
him, he commanded to give it (sc. the head) to her, (and) he sent and
beheaded John in the prison. It was brought on a platter and given to the
little girl, (and) she brought it to her mother’ (Matthew 14: 9-11)

The head is reactualised in (14c) through an n-marked pronoun. In (14d) it is referred
to by means of the repetition of the NP, and mentioned next in (14e) with an n-marked
pronoun before it appears in (14g), once more with an n-marked pronoun. Note that the
original Greek text here does not have any object pronoun, so there is no influence from
the original on the use of n-marking. The omission of pronouns for the object in Ancient
Greek correlates to high topicality (Luraghi 2003), which lends support to my analysis.

The identification of topicality as a factor for the marking of the direct object was
made by observing pronominal anaphora, and how they contribute to the discourse co-
herence. It is more difficult to demonstrate a similar topical function for full NPs. As with
extinct languages in general, it is often difficult to investigate discourse-pragmatic fea-
tures because the competence of native speakers is replaced by a closed corpus of texts.
It is however not surprising to discover that topicality is a factor for DOM, because it
has been recognised as such in a wide range of languages (Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011:
125-139; Escandell-Vidal 2009; Iemmolo 2010; Shain & Tonhauser 2010). Accordingly, I
posit that the identification of topicality as a factor in DOM, as suggested for Sahidic
Coptic in my previous articles, is also relevant for Lycopolitan Coptic.’

Topicality relates to definiteness in such a way that topics are mostly definite, whereas
it is less likely that indefinites appear as topics in discourse. It is often taken for granted
that topics are specific, even though this is not a necessary condition, at least in Romance
languages (Leonetti 2013: 138-140). The idea that topicality is the trigger for DOM in the
non-imperfective tenses is made problematic because marking varies in frequency de-
pending on the semantic verb type, as will be illustrated below in §5. Topicality cannot
account fully for the variation n/@, since there is no reason for some verbs to never
be followed by a topical object. Of those verb types that disprefer n-marking with non-
imperfective tenses, simple zero-marked nouns must also be able to function as topics
as one would not expect to encounter any lexical restrictions on verb, depending on the
topical function of the object. A similar uneven distribution of the marker a in Spanish
led Delbecque to state “if the discourse function were the raison d’étre of the preposi-
tional frame, then, the preposition should be able to appear after any transitive verb”
(Delbecque 2002: 85). Consequently, topicality must work in conjunction with other fac-
tors in order to produce DOM in Coptic.

Lycopolitan had a closer relationship to Sahidic than to any other Coptic dialect (Funk 1988; Kasser 2002:
343).
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Specificity also plays an important role for n-marking in the non-imperfective tenses.
In the example in (15), the definite article is used in a generic sense without reference to
any specific individuals and, hence, there is no marking on the object:

(15) tehm-n-héke mn-n-et-mokh mn-n-cale mn
invite-DEF.PL-poor and-DEF.pL-REL-afflicted and-DEF.pL-lame and
n-blle

DEF.PL-blind
‘Invite the poor, the afflicted, the lame and the blind’ (Luke 14: 13)

This example is from Sahidic, but it is not difficult to find examples also in Lycopolitan
Coptic (see 20).

3 Data and methodology

Lycopolitan Coptic (Nagel 1991) was rediscovered at the beginning of the 20th century
through the discovery of manuscripts from Middle Egypt that date to the 4th and 5th
centuries AD. Lycopolitan can be divided into the following subdialects (Table 2), for
which conventional labels are used (cf. Kasser 2006: 418—-420).

Table 2: Lycopolitan subdialects

L4 Manichaean texts from Medinet Madi (including Homilies; Kephalaia;
Psalm-book)!?

L5 Gospel of John (only Chapters 2-20)

L6  Gnostic texts from Nag Hammadi; Acts of Paul

L9 Manichaean texts from the Dakhla oasis

Orthographical/phonological criteria form the basis of these subdivisions, with less at-
tention being paid to grammatical features. L4 is the most important subdialect by size,
and makes up almost two-thirds of the entire Lycopolitan text corpus. It is expected to
grow as there is still unpublished material. The main representative of L5 is largely de-
rived from a Sahidic Vorlage of the Gospel of John (Askeland 2012: 195-207). L9, known
from texts discovered as late as in the 1980s, is the only subdialect to include original
documentary material, whereas all preserved texts from the other subdialects seem to
be translations from Greek, even though a translation directly from Syriac is sometimes
invoked for some of the L4 texts. I have deliberately omitted two fragmentary leaves
of the Pauline epistles, which have been classified as L3 (Kasser 2006: 419). Not only is
the dialectal identification controversial, but the texts offer too little in matters of object
marking to warrant their inclusion in this study. It should be noted that the internal

107 have used the older editions (Allberry, Bohlig, Polotsky), but these differ little with regard to objects from
the still-incomplete re-edition in Corpus fontium manichaeorum.
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relationships of the Lycopolitan varieties and their background are still a matter of dis-
cussion. Some commentators have even questioned whether they should be classified as
a discrete group among the Coptic dialects (Funk 1985, cf. Kasser 2002).

To undertake a quantitative analysis of this corpus, I have built a relational database
that includes all instances of the n/@ variation from published Lycopolitan texts (with
the exception of L3),!! which contains 7244 entries. The database contains only those
syntactic contexts that would potentially allow DOM marking, so cases where the n-
marking is part of the valency, such as amahte ‘to seize’ or loans from Greek (see 3
above), are not included in the counts in Table 3-Table 6. Heavily restored passages
have been omitted. The fact that the corpus comes from a limited period and is relatively
large, including several longer texts, makes Lycopolitan appealing for the study of Coptic
DOM.

Table 3 illustrates the difference between the number of attestations of n-marked con-
structions in imperfective (present and imperfect) and non-imperfective tenses. As noted
above, the n-marked construction is obligatory when the verb is imperfective (cf. §2.1)
with personal pronouns, proper nouns, and grammatically definite nouns.!? The number
of n-marked objects vs. the total number of occurrences is given in parentheses.

Table 3: Percentage of marked objects in Lycopolitan in DOM-sensitive con-
texts (affirmative sentences only)

Personal pronoun Proper noun Poss. det. + NP Def. art. + NP Idf. art. + NP

Imperfective 100%  (640/642) - - 97% (63/65) 96% (100/104) 96% (22/23)
Non-imperfective 5% (206/3793) 54% (21/39) 37% (162/442) 36% (321/889) 32% (89/282)

The low figure for n-marked non-imperfective pronouns is a result of the preference
for direct affixation of the clitic pronoun to the verb. The n-marking clearly dominates
among proper nouns, whereas the zero-marked construction dominates among mark-
ers of definiteness. The proportion of n-marked constructions lessens slightly between
definite and indefinite articles, but it is unclear whether any significance should be at-
tributed to this. It is questionable whether these categories should even be arranged in
a hierarchy.

When the data is broken down into Lycopolitan subdialects (Table 4) substantial differ-
ences become apparent, not only between the subdialects themselves, but also between
texts and even within texts. For example, only 29% of direct objects in the Manichaean
Kephalaia (L4) that are preceded by a determiner (indefinite, definite, or possessive) have
n-marking, whereas 75% are so marked in the Tripartite Tractate (L6). One should note
that the mean for L9 is negatively influenced by the very low number of n-marked objects
in non-literary texts.

ULycopolitan texts make up only a tiny fraction of all existing Coptic texts; only 2.5% according to one
estimate (Diebner & Kasser 1989: 59).

12The few exceptions include cases such as those mentioned in respect to example (9), involving light verbs,
but likely also include simple errors in textual transmission.
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Table 4: Frequency of n-marked construction with NP determined by
(in)definite article or possessive determiner in non-imperfective contexts in
Lycopolitan subdialects (affirmative sentences)

Poss. det. + NP Def. art. + NP Idf. art.+ NP Mean

L4 Homilies 37%  (15/40) 31%  (20/65) 33%  (5/15)  34%
L4 Kephalaia ~ 30% (32/107) 35% (110/311) 22% (25/114)  29%
L4 Psalm-book  41%  (68/166) 31% (82/264) 30%  (20/66)  34%
L5 29%  (14/49) 39%  (22/56) 52%  (13/25)  40%
L6 65%  (26/40) 67% (73/109) 74%  (23/31)  69%
L9 18%  (7/38) 18%  (18/98) 10%  (3/29)  15%

The reason for the differences in marking between the various subdialects is currently
unclear, but see the discussion in §6 for the possibility of a diachronic explanation.

4 Semantic verb categories and DOM

From the discussion above, it is clear that no single factor determines DOM in Coptic.
Despite the general importance of definiteness and topicality in the non-imperfective do-
main, neither is able to account for the phenomenon, and one is left with a great many
n-marked direct objects for which an interpretation as a topic seems unwarranted. One
way out of this dilemma is to extend the analysis to the immediate environment of the
object, to inquire whether there was any lexical preference for one construction or the
other, and whether such preferences had any semantic motivation. One should bear in
mind that in the event of a disorderly spread of the n-marked construction from the
imperfective tenses into the non-imperfective tenses, there should be no significant dif-
ferences in frequency of n-marked vs. zero-marked constructions between the various
verb types. As will be seen in §5, however, such differences are precisely what are ob-
served in the corpus. The two constructions of the object are unevenly distributed and
largely in agreement with the degree of affectedness in correlation to the verb types,
which demonstrates that DOM in Coptic cannot be interpreted as a matter of style, as
mentioned in §2.2. Similarly, in a discussion on object marking in Hindi and Ostyak,
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 13) reached the conclusion that the degree of affectedness
does not play a role in DOM in those languages because “[o]ptionality is observed with
exactly the same subjects and exactly the same verbs” Nor would one expect there to
be lexical restrictions for the use of the marked construction in the optional marking of
objects. Note that optionality does not mean free variation, and it is doubtful whether
any free variation involving case-marking vs. zero-form really exists (cf. McGregor 2010:
1615). Coptic is an example of what has been termed “semantically enabled optionality”
(Kittila 2005: 505).

The degree to which the semantic relationship between the verb and its arguments can
contribute to the understanding of DOM has been shown in several studies of Spanish.
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It is generally held that animacy in conjunction with specificity triggers the use of the
prepositional accusative a before the direct object in standard European Spanish. This
explains the different object encoding in Spanish sentences where an animate definite
object is preceded by a (16a), and an inanimate definite object is not (16b).

(16) a. Vi a la mujer.
See.PST.ISG ACC DEF.F woman

‘I saw the woman.

b. Vi la mesa.
see.PST.1SG DEF.F table

‘I saw the table. (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003: 41)

This traditional approach does not adequately explain the not-infrequent use of a be-
fore inanimate objects (cf. von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003: 51). One way to explain such ir-
regularities is to employ a model that takes account of the whole predicate frame, includ-
ing the relationship between subject and object (Delbecque 2002; Garcia Garcia 2007).
Thus, in case of a dynamic verb that is used transitively, one can note a two-sided ap-
proach in which the agentive subject is conceived as reacting to the object, not only
acting upon it (Delbecque 2002: 103). Marking vs. non-marking constructions represent
different event structures. Differences in meaning can be approximated through transla-
tion, as illustrated by abandonar @ DO ‘to desert, drop, give up’ vs. abandonar a DO ‘to
leave behind, abandon’ (Delbecque 2002: 93).

In their now-classic study, Hopper and Hopper & Thompson (1980) described transi-
tivity as a scalar concept consisting of different parameters that can be arranged from
high to low. Thus, telic action characterises a transitive clause more than an atelic ac-
tion does, a volitional agent is more typical for transitivity than a non-volitional one,
affirmative sentences are more likely to be transitive than negative sentences, and so
forth. Another component in the original model was ‘affectedness of O’, which is char-
acterised as total vs. partial affectedness. The idea of transitivity as a scalar concept
was elaborated in a study by Tsunoda (1985), in which he arranged verbs in seven cat-
egories, and correlated these with case-frames from many unrelated languages and the
degree of affectedness. The hierarchy can be reformulated as a scale: effective action >
perception > pursuit > knowledge > feeling > relationship > ability. Verbs of effective
action can be further divided into subtypes, depending on whether the verb is resulta-
tive (‘to kill’, ‘to break’, ‘to bend’) or non-resultative (‘to hit’, ‘to shoot’, ‘to kick’, ‘to
eat’). Perception verbs can likewise be divided into two subtypes, one more attained by
verbal action, and the other less attained: ‘to see’, ‘to hear’, and ‘to find’ are considered
more attained; ‘to listen” and ‘to look’ as less attained. The model predicts that any cate-
gory will be considered for object marking if any higher ranked (to the left in the scale)
category is marked for transitivity. It has been said that the hierarchy correlates with
both control and affectedness (Testelec 1998). These parameters were further studied by
Malchukov (2005), who deconstructed Tsunoda’s original hierarchy in two dimensions.
The first (sub-)hierarchy notes decreased patienthood (break > hit > look for > search >
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go) and the second (sub-)hierarchy decreasing agenthood (break > see/know > like/fear
> freeze/be cold). Such divisions of verb types following semantic principles are of inter-
est for the present paper because they provide points of comparison for testing, to see
whether the statistical arrangement in Table 5 can be matched to semantic features.

It is probable that one can correlate DOM with the verb-type hierarchy. Some lan-
guages for which affectedness has been claimed as an important factor for DOM are:
Abui (Kratochvil 2014), Ancient Greek (Riafio 2014), Djapu (Neess 2007: 205), Mongolian
(Guntsetseg 2008: 64-65), and Spanish (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003; 2011). The differ-
ence between the partitive and the accusative in Finnish has also been explained in terms
of partly affected vs. highly affected object (Hopper & Thompson 1980: 262; Naess 2004:
1203; critically Iemmolo 2013: 381). A practical application of verb-type hierarchies in
relation to the argument realisation strategies in DOM can be found in a study by von
Heusinger & Kaiser (2007), in which the authors were able to show how the frequency of
the prepositional accusative increased over time, from Old Spanish up to modern Span-
ish, based on an analysis of successive translations of the Bible. In that article, only three
verbal prototypes were chosen for analysis: (a) to hurt/kill, (b) to see/find, (c) to put/take.
The authors found it plausible that the lexical semantics of the verb were a driving force
in the diachronic development of Spanish DOM, and they carried the analysis a step fur-
ther in a subsequent study of twelve verbs, which represented the first five verb types
from Tsunoda’s verb-type hierarchy (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011). They discovered that
the Spanish data did not entirely agree with the hierarchy, inasmuch as verbs of feeling
(querer ‘to love’, temer ‘to fear’), contrary to expectation, take a more transitive case-
frame than verbs of perception, such as ver ‘to see’ or mirar ‘to look at’ (von Heusinger
& Kaiser 2011: 612). The competition for agentivity between the participants in the event
was mentioned as a possible cause for this (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 613).

In Coptic, the object of perception verbs is typically introduced by a preposition,
mostly a (Sahidic e), which also has a directional meaning ‘to’. This explains why verbs
of perception are poorly represented in the material analysed in §5.3. However, verbs of
feeling are lower ranked than verbs of perception, and take a zero-marked object. This
disagrees with Malchukov’s two-dimensional model (2005: 81), which predicts that any
intermediate verb-type category will display the same case-frame if both higher- and
lower-ranked categories do so. Among the verbs of perception are neu ‘to see’ (e.g. 17)
and sotme ‘to hear’.!® There is no TAM-based split for perception verbs, as can be seen in
a comparison between (17a), which has a verb in the imperfective tense, and (17b), which
has a non-imperfective verb.

(17) a. tn-neu ara-k tinou p-makarios
1PL-see at-2M.SG now  DEF.M-blessed

‘We see you now, o blessed one’ (Psalm-book 26, 12)

3 A thorough study of the valency of this verb is found in Emmel (2006). The occasional alternation between
e and the usual construction with n/mma is different from the n-marked vs. zero-marked construction, and
is not pertinent to the present study.
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b. a-u-neu a-u-ouaine n-brre
PST-3PL-see  at-INDF-light GEN-new

“They saw a new light’ (Psalm-book 196, 18)

The preposition a also occurs before the object with some speech verbs, such as smou,
‘to bless’ or moute ‘to call’. This correlation of argument realisation and verb type is so
strong that is also used with loan verbs from Greek, such as the mental verb pisteue ‘to
believe’.1
(18) ari-pisteue a-p-ou[ aein]

do.imMp-believe  to-DEF.M-light

‘Believe in the light’ (John 12: 36)

The government of perception verbs has historical roots in earlier phases of the Egyp-
tian language. Indeed, the Coptic verbs introducing their object with the preposition
a originally had diverse object marking strategies. It might be that the semantic devel-
opment of late hieroglyphic nw ‘to look at’ (Depuydt 1988: 6-7), which later became a
neutral verb of vision in Lycopolitan neu (Sahidic nau) ‘to see’, had operated on other
perception verbs while retaining its government r (older Egyptian) > a (Coptic).

5 Analysis

In this section, I will review the ways that verb types relate to DOM in Lycopolitan Cop-
tic. The data, which is drawn from the texts discussed in §3, is presented as a simple
frequency list of verbs with n-marked and determined NPs, for which see Table 5. Very
few proper nouns as objects with non-imperfective forms are attested, so conclusive re-
sults can rarely be obtained from them, so proper nouns have been omitted from the
analysis and the discussion. For convenience, I use the verb-type hierarchy proposed
by Tsunoda (§4). Tsunoda’s division of verbs of effective action into two sub-categories,
of resultative and non-resultative action, has also been expanded to include other cate-
gories, although for the purposes of this paper I refer mainly to change-of-state verbs. I
also use Tsunoda’s classification of verbs as a heuristic tool without any attempt to re-
fine the verb-type hierarchy itself. Of course, it is an oversimplification to make verbs fit
into a single category without paying attention to how the presence of other arguments
in the sentence can lead to recategorisation.

All the transitive verbs listed in Table 5 are attested at least ten times in affirmative
sentences of the Lycopolitan Coptic corpus. I define a verb as transitive (bi- or trivalent)
if its object can be coded with the imperfective tenses in at least some contexts through
n-marking or zero-marking. The table therefore only lists those verbs that participate in
the n/@ variation. As noted above, verbs of perception code their objects through the
preposition a, and are therefore omitted. The object NP is always preceded by one of the
determiners (definite article, indefinite article, or possessive determiner). The lemmas
are listed in the first column in their Lycopolitan form (which differs only slightly from

41n Greek, the object takes the dative and so cannot be explained as a calque of the source language.
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Sahidic). The second column shows the number of the morphological verb class accord-
ing to a modern standard grammar (Layton 2000: 153-157). Where no number is provided,
it means that the verb should be considered irregular. The third column presents a stan-
dard translation. The fourth column contains the percentage of n-marked constructions
out of the total number of occurrences, and the ratio between n vs. @ is shown in paren-
theses. The fifth column provides the subdialect from which the attestations come; the
dominance of L4 (Manichaean texts) is evident. The final column lists the subsection in
this paper where examples of the verb in question may be found.

Table 5 shows that the range of n-marking with determined NPs that take non-imper-
fective tenses ranges from 0% to 92%, with a median of 36%. Even a quick perusal reveals

Table 5: Distribution of n-marking with non-imperfective tenses and deter-
mined NPs for most common transitive verbs in Lycopolitan Coptic (affirma-
tive sentence only)

Verb Class Translation Percentage (ratio)  Subdialect Section
tohme 1 to call 92% (11/12) L4 5.1.
hotbe 1 to kill 91% (10/11) L4 5.1.
thbio 5 to humiliate (subdue)  75% (21/28) 14,19 5.1.
kot 2 tobuild 70% (7/10) L4 5.1.
sotp 1 to choose 67% (6/9) 14 5.2.
Jjok 2 to complete, finish 64% (16/25) L4,L5,Le6,L9 5.1.
pors 1 to spread out 60% (6/10) L4 5.2.
teko 5 to destroy 54% (7/13) L4,Lé 5.1.
Jjpo 5 to beget 53% (8/15) L4,L5,L6 5.1.
smine 7 to establish 48% (12/25) L4,Le, L9 5.1.
tobh 1 to implore, pray 44% (8/18) L4,L5,L6 5.2.
ji - totake 41% (74/179) L4, L5, L6, L9 5.2.
teho 5 to reach, set up 36% (8/22) 14,L6 5.2.
nouje 2 to throw 36% (4/11) L4,L5,L6 5.2.
tnnau 5 to send 28% (6/21) 14,L5,L6,L9 5.2.
saune - to know 27% (5/21) L14,Le6,L9 5.3.
mour 2 to bind 22% (4/18) L4,L6 5.2.
eire - to do 22% (37/168) L4, L5,L6,L9 5.2.
ti - togive 21% (30/141) L4,L15,L6, L9 5.2.
cine 7 to find 21% (19/91) L4, L5,L6,L9 5.3.
shei - to write 20% (3/18) L4,L9 5.1.
teouo 5 to send, produce, utter 20% (11/58) L4, L5,L6, L9 5.2.
ko 2 to put, leave 17% (12/71)  L4,L5,L6, L9 5.2.
fi - to bear, carry 14% (10/69) 14,L6 5.2.
eine 7 to bring 3% (1/37) L4,L5,L6, L9 5.2.
Sine 7 to seek, ask 0% (0/24) 14 5.4.
meie - to love 0% (0/20) L4,L5,L6 5.5.
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that the distribution of verbs shows agreement with semantically-defined verb types,
ordered according to the affectedness hierarchy, especially at the upper and lower ends.
There are considerable differences between the individual verbs with some (e.g. hétbe ‘to
kill’) predominately having the n-marked construction, while others (e.g. meie ‘to love’)
exclusively take the zero-marked construction. In the imperfective tenses, all the listed
verbs must take the n-marked construction with determined NPs (see §2.1). Morphology
does not trigger the selection of the object construction. Most importantly, it contradicts
the idea, first expressed by Steindorff (1894: 165), that the zero-marked construction is
typical for the category of the fifth class, which contains etymological causatives. The
Lycopolitan data show that verbs belonging to this class are subject to the effect of lexical
semantics to the same degree as other verb types.

5.1 Verbs of effective action (resultative)

There is a strong correlation between marking and verbs of effective action. The subject
is highly agentive and volitional, exercising full control over the action. The object is fully
affected and undergoes a change of state. Among them one finds hétbe ‘to kill’, jok ‘to
complete’, and teko ‘to destroy’, but verbs of creation are included in this group as well.
The median for n-marked verbs of effective action is 64%, which means that resultative
verbs of effective action are predominantly n-marked. A representative example of n-
marking with a verb of effective action is (19):

(19) a-u-hotbe n-n-sabeue
psT-3PL-kill AcCC-DEF.PL-wise.PL
“They killed the wise men’ (Homilies 80, 30)

It seems significant that the only example of a zero-marked object with hdtbe ‘to kill’,
which is quoted in (20), has a generic referent. As noted at the end of §2, non-specific
objects take the zero-marked construction.

(20) n-t-he n-hn-réme e-u-na-hatbe-hn-moui
ADV-DEF.F-manner GEN-INDF.PL-man CIRC-3PL-FUT-kill-INDF.pPL-lion

‘in the manner of men who are about to kill lions’ (Psalm-book 205, 30)

At first sight, the verb téhme ‘to call’, which scores highest in selecting the n-marking
in Table 5, does not seem to be an ideal candidate for demonstrating the relevance of
affectedness; under normal circumstances the object of ‘to call’ is not affected by the verb
action. However, Manichaean cosmogony provides a likely explanation for this deviance
from the expected pattern. The call directed at the various Aeons is a metaphor for them
being called into existence as a counter-measure against the approaching advent of Evil.
This creational aspect can be highlighted by the translation ‘call forth’ (cf. Kasser 1991).

(21)  pa-iot p-ouaine et-talél... a-f-tohme n-n-aion
poss.1sG-father DEF.M-light REL-be.glad PsT-3M.sG-call Acc-DEF.PL-aeon
m-p-ouaine... a-f-tobhme n-n-aion n-t-eiréneé...

GEN-DEF.F-light PsT-3M.sG-call ACC-DEF.PL-aeon GEN-DEF.F-peace
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a-f-tobhme n-n-aion m-p-scraht... se-[h]atp

PST-3M.SG-call ACC-DEF.PL-aeon GEN-DEF.M-rest 3PL-be.in.peace.STATE
tér-ou  se-ti-mete

all-3pL  3pL-give-satisfaction

‘My father, the glad Light... He called forth the Aeons of the Light into
existence... He called forth the Aeons of the Peace... He called forth the Aeons of
the Rest... They are all in peace and satisfied’ (Psalm-book 203, 3-23)

Note that the sequence in (21) contains inanimate objects, whereas animates are nor-
mally expected with this verb, but it is unclear whether animacy has any significance
for the selection of the object construction. This cannot easily be resolved because the
boundaries between animate and inanimate were not sharp in the Manichaean universe.
One might also wish to consider the topical status of the objects, which is was announced
in the title of the psalm: “Concerning the Father and all his Aeons and the Stirring of
the Enemy.” The Aeons appear again in the discourse as a plural subject in the last line
quoted above.

Related to this are examples of n-marking with the verb t"bio, the usual translation of
which is ‘to humiliate’, but are better translated in examples such as (22) as ‘to subdue’
(cf. 1a) when followed by an n-marked NP, to signal a higher degree of affectedness.

(22) a-u-t"bio m-p-keke
PST-3PL-subdue Acc-DEF.M-darkness

‘They have subdued the darkness’ (Kephalaia 35, 5)

This does not prevent zero-marked constructions from appearing with similar mean-
ings (23): one cannot readily identify the two Coptic predicate frames with different
verbs in translation, as one might by using Delbecque’s model for Spanish (see §4).

(23) n-t-he Jje a-p-sarp n-réme t"bio-p-keke
ADV-DEF.F-way PTCL PST-DEF.M-first GEN-man subdue-DEF.M-darkness
‘in the way the first man subdued the darkness’ (Kephalaia 49, 4)

In some cases, such as in (24), not even the combination of a definite reference and an
affected object produces n-marking. The object héb (lit. ‘thing’), which does not recur in
the discourse, can be regarded as synonymous to the head of an indefinite relative clause
“that which [lit. the thing] you have given to me to do.” What the work consisted of is
not explained. Whether discourse factors play a role is unclear. The object is in this case
non-topical.

(24) a-ei-jak-p-hob abal  nt-a-k-tee-f néi
PST-15G-finish-DEF.M-thing PTCL REL-PST-2MSG-give-3M.sG  t0.1SG
a-tr-a-ee-f

to-CAUS-18G-do-3M.SG

‘T have finished the thing you have given me to do’ (John 17: 4)
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Even though the general trend is clear, there are significant differences between the
verbs in this group that require explanation. It is difficult to see any reason why hétbe
‘to kill’ and teko ‘to destroy’ would take 91% and 54% of n-marked objects respectively.

5.2 Verbs of effective action (non-resultative)

Many of the verbs listed in Table 5 are action verbs where the actor retains control of the
action expressed by the verb. The object is little affected, but may undergo limited physi-
cal movement (e.g. ‘to spread out’, ‘to take’, ‘to throw’, ‘to set up’, ‘to bring’). The median
percentage of n-marking in this group is 25%, so n-marking is clearly the exception. This
group could be further divided into subcategories on semantic grounds, but this would
obscure the relevant point, which is the overall dependency of object marking on the
affectedness hierarchy.

It can be difficult to identify where the difference between the n-marked construction
vs. the zero-marked construction lies. These difficulties are illustrated in (25a-25b).

(25) a. a-f-nouje n-hn-jor[ me] ha te-f-staurosis
PST-3M.SG-throw Acc-INDF.PL-allusion concerning Poss.3M.sG-crucifixion
‘He made allusions to his crucifixion’ (Homilies 44, 17)
b. a-u-nouj-ou-halu[sis] a-pe-f-mout
PST-3PL-throw-INDF-chain  to-P0Oss.3M.sG-neck

“They put a chain around his neck’ (Homilies 48, 21)

Both examples are from the same text, which tells how Mani, the founder of the re-
ligion named after him, suffered martyrdom in AD 277. In the first example (25a), the
n-marked object (‘allusions’) is inanimate and indefinite, and does not seem to be more
affected than the object in (25b). Pragmatic factors may be relevant, because the ‘allu-
sions’ in (25a) may be a reference to Mani’s comments on his martyrdom in the following
line. The marking would then indicate that the indefinite noun ‘allusions’ should be re-
garded as specific, serving as a referential anchor (cf. von Heusinger 2002). In (25b), on
the other hand, the ‘chain’ does not appear again in the following discourse. To under-
stand the importance of extent discourse-informational factors for n/@ variation, one
would need to explore discourse persistence in a systematic fashion, which would re-
quire time-consuming manual processing. Due to the non-narrative character of most
texts in the corpus, there is little referential persistence with regard to the direct object,
so that referential tracking becomes difficult.

Within this group are a few verbs for which the subject exercises full control over the
action, and that have a non-affected object, such as sotp ‘to choose’, tébh ‘to implore’,
and teouo ‘to utter’. In this context, the verb t6bh ‘to implore’ has different case-frames
depending on the animacy of the object. On the one hand, when the object is inanimate,
such as in (26), n-marking is clearly preferred. On the other hand, zero-marking is used
with animate objects, as in (27), in a way that is reminiscent of other speech verbs (cf.
teouo ‘to utter’ and Sine ‘to ask’).

170



6 Verbal semantics and differential object marking in Lycopolitan Coptic

(26) e-u-a-tobh m-p-ko abal  n-n[ou-nabe] n-tot-f
FUT-3PL-FUT-ask ACC-DEF.M-give away GEN-POssS.3PL-sin from-hand-3m.sG
m-p-noute
GEN-DEF.M-god

‘They will ask for the forgiveness of their sins from God’ (Homilies 23, 8)

(27)  a-k-tabh-pek-iot
PST-2MSG-ask-Poss.2msG-father
“You have asked your father’ (Psalm-book 44, 11)

It is also worth mentioning the verb eire ‘to do’. It frequently occurs as a light verb in a
few common expressions, such as r-p-meue ‘to remember’ (lit. ‘to do the remembrance’),
where the incorporation of the object underlines its low referential status (see 9). The
compound is understood synchronically as a verb, and can even be followed by an n-
marked object, as in (28).

(28) e-s-na-r-p-meue mma-ou nci-ti-ekklésia
FOC-3F.SG-FUT-d0-DEF.M-memory ACC-3PL AGT DEF.F-church
‘the Church will remember them’ (Tripartite Tractate 135, 25)

The presence of an object changes the telicity of the verb, which is another factor for
high transitivity according to Hopper & Thompson (1980). One may contrast examples
with a nuance ‘to do s.0s wish’, i.e. to fulfill it (29), against other examples where the
activity is unbounded, as is the case of ‘spending (lit. doing) time’ (30).

(29) hn  ou-$pnsépe mn-ou-[c]lam  Sa-u-eire m-p-ok
in INDF-sudden and-INDF-rapid AOR-3pL-do Acc-DEF.M-delight
n-hét m-pou-jais

GEN-heart GEN-POsS.3PL-lord
‘Suddenly and rapidly they fulfill the desire of their lord” (Kephalaia 51, 16-17)

(30) alla a-u-r-pou-kairos ter-f e-u-$ope hn-{ou-thli)psis
but psT-3PL-do-POSs.3PL-time all-3M.SG  CIRC-3PL-become in-INDF-distress
‘But they spent all their time falling in distress’ (Kephalaia 150, 29)

Although the general trend between resultative and non-resultative action seems clear,
there are considerable differences between the Lycopolitan subdialects regarding the
frequency of the n-marked construction, as seen for a selection of verbs in Table 6.

This reveals very different proportions of n-marking in the various subdialects of Ly-
copolitan Coptic. It is notable that n-marking is virtually non-existent in L9, especially in
non-literary texts. It is difficult to tell what this signifies. There are also remarkably low
n-marking percentages for several verbs in L4. In this subdialect, zero-marking appears
to constitute the normal transitive construction for verbs of non-resultative action. It
seems as if n-marking is more common in L5, but the totals are rather low for that sub-
dialect. By contrast, the percentage of n-marking is high in L6, with no real distinction
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Table 6: Subdialectal variation in n-marking for a selection of verbs

L4 L5 L6 L9

ji‘take’  30% (29/98) 72%(13/18)  88%(29/33) 10%(3/29)
eire ‘do’  23%(26/115)  50% (4/8) 25% (6/24) 5% (1/18)
ti‘give’  10% (9/92) 50% (2/4) 82% (18/22) 5% (1/21)
)
)

ko ‘put’ 6% (3/53) 44% (4/9) 83% (5/6) 0% (0/3)
fi‘carry’ 7% (3/46) 10% (1/10) 86% (6/7) 0% (0/5)

in treatment between resultative (as in §5.1) and non-resultative action verbs. Thus, n-
marking is clearly the norm in the L6 dataset, the only clear deviation from the trend
being eire ‘to do’, partly due to its frequent use as a light verb. If one omits objects as
complements in complex predicates, which are zero-marked (as in 28), one still does not
arrive at more than 46% n-marking with eire.

5.3 Verbs of perception/cognition

As stated above (end of §4), the object of perception verbs is mostly introduced by the
preposition a. This explains why Table 5 only lists two examples of perception verbs
participating in the n/@ variation (saune ‘to know’, cine ‘to find’). The agent exerts no
control on the action and the object is unaffected.

The behaviour of saune, which has 27% n-marking, is unique to Lycopolitan: I do not
know any examples of a n-marked object together with this verb in any dialect other
than Lycopolitan. In the imperfective (31) the stem is saune (Sahidic sooun):

(31) [e]peidé f-saune n-t-gnosis
since 3M.SG-know  AcCC-DEF.F-gnosis

‘Since he knows the gnosis’ (Kephalaia 233, 26)

The verb saune is evidently a secondary form, having developed out of a verb form
often called the stative, which expresses a resultative state (Peust 2013: 163). The morphol-
ogy of this verb is quite complex and presents many variants (overview in Vycichl 1983:
202). The verb saune itself, like similar verbs expressing knowledge in earlier Egyptian
dialects, was originally an inchoative mental verb, not a verb of state, that had the basic
meaning ‘get to know’. It is only through the spread of the stative form that the verb
evolved into a verb of state, similar to one meaning of the English ‘to know’. In dialects
other than Lycopolitan, saune (and predictable variants thereof) is used indiscriminately
with imperfective and non-imperfective tenses. With non-imperfective TAM forms, NPs
as direct objects are almost invariably zero-marked (and thus different from Lycopolitan).
Originally, the stem may have been souén/snoudn, and it appears as such in Lycopolitan
with non-imperfective tenses, with either n-marking (32) or zero-marking (33).”> In other
dialects, this allomorph is used with zero-marking.

5 Saune is also possible with a non-imperfective, when there is no object.
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(32) a-i-snoudn n-ta-psuché
pPST-1sG-know AcCC-POSS.1SG-soul

‘T have known my soul’ (Psalm-book 56, 26)

(33) tote e-u-San-soudn-p-iot
then conD-3pL-cOND-know-DEF.M-father
‘Then if they know the father’ (Gospel of Truth 24, 31)

A comparatively high percentage (21%) of n-marked objects are found with cine ‘to
find’. In Tsunoda’s original model, the verb ‘to find’ was listed among perception verbs
based on the argument realisation of ‘to find’ in, for example, North Caucasian languages
(cf. Ganenkov 2006), though ‘to find’ can also be a verb of perception in English (Simon-
Vandenbergen 1999: 423). It is not easy to see which semantic reason could favour either
one object marking strategy over another for this verb. Compare the following, where
the objects are near synonyms expanded through a genitive adjunct, and both times have
a verb in the past tense.

(34) a. [..] a-f-cine n-t-5bié m-pf-his{e]
PST-3M.SG-find  ACC-DEF.F-requital GEN-POSS.3M.sG-toil
‘... he has found the requital for his toil’ (Homilies 83, 19)
b. je  a-i-cn-p-beke m-pa-hise
for psT-I-find-DEF.M-reward GEN-POSs.15G-toil
‘for I have found the reward of my toil’ (Psalm-book 93, 30)

The fragmentary context of (34a) makes it impossible to observe anaphoric behaviour.
The selection seems to be truly optional.

Four instances where the object of cine is n-marked can be interpreted as being topical.
This interpretation follows from the repetition of the object each time in short, explana-
tory nominal sentences.

(35) a-i-cine n-t-mro t-mro te t-entolé...
psT-15G-find  Acc-DEF.F-harbour DEF.F-harbour coP DEF.F-command
a-i-cine n-n-ejéu n-ejéu ne p-ré
psT-15G-find ACC-DEF.PL-ship DEF.PL-ship COP.PL DEF.M-sun
mn-p-ooh a-i-cine n-ou-héu e-mn-ase [nhér-f]

and-DEF.M-moon PST-15G-find ACC-INDF-gain CIRC-NEG-loss in-3M.sG
‘T found the harbour. The harbour is the Commandment... I found the ships. The

ships are the sun and the moon... I found a gain wherein there is no loss...
(Psalm-book 168, 1-9)

There is a further consideration, because the second consonant in cine is identical to
the object marker n, and this could play a role for the common use of zero-marking. It is
true that phonology can sometimes override semantic-pragmatic parameters, as happens
sometimes with the Spanish a (Kliffer 1995: 108), in order to promote the zero-marked
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form. But the percentage of attestations for the n-marked construction differs between
cine (21%) and $ine (0%), which has the same rhyming pattern, so the idea of phonological
influence is unlikely.

5.4 Verbs of pursuit

In this category the subject has a low degree of control and the object is unaffected. The
list comprises a single verb of pursuit, Sine ‘to ask’, which here is zero-marked (36). In
other dialects (Akhmimic, Mesokemic), where the percentage of n-marking is higher, the
object of this verb can be n-marked.

(36) a-ke-mathétés Sn-p-apostolos
psT-other-disciple ask-DEF.M-apostle
‘Another disciple asked the apostle’ (Kephalaia 208, 15)

5.5 Verbs of feeling

Here the subject lacks control, the object is not affected, and the verb expresses a state.
The verb meie (Sahidic me) ‘to love’ is incompatible with n-marking in the non-imperfec-
tive tenses, a feature that appears to be shared by all Coptic dialects.!® See (4) and (8) for
examples with the imperfective. Its antonym maste ‘to hate’, not included in the list
above, also avoids n-marking in the non-imperfective.

(37) a-u-mrre-p-eau gar n-n-réme
PST-3PL-love-DEF.M-glory for GEN-DEF.PL-man
‘for they loved the glory of men’ (John 12: 43)

In this context, it is appropriate to consider ouds ‘to want’, ‘to wish’. As mentioned at
the end of §2.1, this verb is the sole exception to the rule that definite objects must be
n-marked with the imperfective tenses. A problem for the historical explanation referred
to earlier is that the difference between wh3 n O ‘to look for’ and wh3 O ‘to wish’ is found
only in Demotic (Depuydt 1993), meaning that it had disappeared before the spread of
n-marking into the non-imperfective. Once the former expression had disappeared, it
would have been possible for oués to have taken part in the expansion of object marking.
A semantic analysis based on affectedness offers an alternative, functional explanation,
which holds true synchronically. Thus, semantics may have blocked ou6s from acquiring
object marking in the non-imperfective, and it may have had a similar effect on the
imperfective.

16T know of only one possible example of this verb with a marked direct object: p-e-a-u-ka-ou-koui de na-f
ebol e-Sa-f-me n-ou-koui “The one to whom little is forgiven, he loves only a little’ (Sahidic Luke 7: 57), in
which the object is focalised by means of the preposition. It therefore does not seem to be an example of a
differential context.
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6 Discussion

The foregoing section lends support to the idea that Coptic DOM can be successfully
analysed, based upon a view of transitivity as a scalar concept involving several semantic
features (Hopper & Thompson 1980). In Coptic, definiteness, specificity, topicality, and
affectedness seem to act together to create a high degree of transitivity, and interact in
triggering n-marking. How the various factors contributing to DOM in Coptic relate to
each other is open to question. The study of the development of DOM in Coptic is still
in its formative stages, and the following remarks are therefore preliminary, and have
no immediate bearing on Coptic dialects other than Lycopolitan.

Definiteness is a factor for object marking with all TAM forms, although in the non-
imperfective tenses it leads only to optional DOM (cf. §4). I posit that marking spread
across definite NPs more-or-less simultaneously, and not stepwise from one definite
category to the next, because the difference in percentages of n-marked nouns seems
negligible when compared to determined NPs (see Table 3). This last fact speaks against
a spread along the definiteness hierarchy scale as claimed, inter alia, for the Spanish
prepositional accusative (Aissen 2003). The topical status of the marked objects may
have been a secondary development, which followed from semantic definiteness. A top-
ical function is best visible in the phonologically heavier form mma, which was used for
pronouns (see 14) that are semantically definite. The n-marked object would receive sep-
arate stress from the verb, and thus in an iconic way reflect the saliency of the object. If
so, n-marking might be described as a topicalisation strategy through right-dislocation,
even though the right periphery is not recognised as a position for topics in Coptic. It is,
however, difficult to identify topicality in NPs as objects by studying referential coher-
ence, because the non-narrative character of most Lycopolitan texts is such that objects,
once mentioned, do not commonly persist over several sentences, and their behaviour
cannot be observed. Substitution or question tests for topicality are difficult to apply
without a native speaker’s intuition. It can be expected that the effect of topicality for
overruling the expected selection of n vs. @ would be greatest for non-effective action
verbs (see §5.2), because this is the only group in which one notes significant differences
between the subdialects (see Table 6). These differences, ultimately affecting the percent-
age and their placement in the list in Table 5, indicate that not all factors operated in an
identical manner in all subdialects.

The frequency list of Lycopolitan transitive verbs and their construction with non-
imperfective tenses, in Table 5, shows that object marking was generally in agreement
with Tsunoda’s affectedness hierarchy, particularly at the upper and lower ends. Over
90% of examples of a typical action verb with an affected object (§5.1), such as ‘to kill’,
take n-marked objects, while a typical verb of feeling (§5.5), ‘to love’, takes 0%. The more
the object is affected, the more likely it is to receive n-marking. It is more difficult to
assess the large group of non-effective action verbs (§5.2).

The correlation between marking, which is an innovation of Egyptian-Coptic lan-
guage history, and the affectedness hierarchy with the non-imperfective, must reflect
synchronic priorities. It is conceivable, a priori, that the marking spread randomly from

175



Ake Engsheden

the imperfective to the non-imperfective without any functional basis. However, the
difference in marking frequency by verb type suggests that this was not the case. If it
was, one would be at a loss to explain why some verbs do not have the marker with
the non-imperfective tenses, but uniformly do with the imperfective ones. Note that my
interpretation of Lycopolitan DOM is a counter-example against the generalisation that
asymmetric DOM systems are not regulated by affectedness (Iemmolo 2013). The TAM-
based split that has differing rules for the imperfective and non-imperfective tenses
under similar syntactic conditions (obligatory vs. pragmatic-semantically determined
DOM) already speaks against the general validity of this hypothesis.

At first glance, there seems to be no particular information-structural reason why the
Manichaean texts (L4) should have far fewer n-marked direct objects than the Gnostic
texts (L6). The difference between L4 and L6 is significant, as indicated by a chi-square
test with Yates’ correction that yields a statistical significance at p < 0.001. Since the
n-marked construction was an innovation, one may feel inclined to assume that the dif-
ference between the percentages in L4 and L6 would reflect an ongoing spread of the
marker into the non-imperfective tenses. This would, in principle, mean that texts with
a low incidence of the n-marked construction are from an older stage of language de-
velopment, and texts with a high incidence of the n-marked construction are from a
more recent stage. It is plausible to conceive that the use of n as a topic-marker was
extended to non-topical contexts, so that more and more determined and specific ex-
pressions would ultimately receive the marker within the non-imperfective domain (cf.
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 208). Affectedness may have been the path along which
the construction spread. It might be argued, on the basis of the more frequent use of
n-marking in L6, that the role of affectedness was then gradually diminished as definite-
ness alone, irrespective of any eventual topical role of the object, would often trigger
marking. This seems to move towards a clearer separation of a group of verbs (action
verbs) that favoured n-marking from verbs of feeling that favoured zero-marking, indi-
cating a lexically-based selection of object construction (cf. lemmolo 2013: 390).

It is difficult to offer support for such an assumed diachronic scenario, or to refute
it through independent criteria, since the dating of manuscripts, let alone of the texts
themselves, is very insecure. But diachronic studies on DOM in Spanish show a similar
span in object marking as that observed between the Lycopolitan subdialects, and these
appear to have evolved over two centuries. Thus, in El Cantar de mio Cid from the 13th
century, only 36% of animate direct objects are overtly marked (data from Brenda Laca,
quoted in von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 602, yet two centuries later objects are marked
under identical conditions at 70%-90% (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 610). Conversely,
such variation does not need to be understood as a reflex of language diachrony. This
can be seen in Old Japanese, where NPs from contemporary prose texts of 10th century
are marked at 44%-72% (Sadler 2002: 248). Data from Portuguese also show that there
can be substantial quantitative differences between contemporary texts (Delille 1970: 85,
119-120). Furthermore, the letters from L9, in which object marking is sparingly attested,
are originals and can be securely dated to the latter half of the 4th century AD. This
makes them, for all practical purposes, contemporary with the text copies of L6, in which
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n-marking is the dominant pattern. Thus, variation in object marking was acceptable
concurrently. Such cases are a reminder that differences between subdialects should not
necessarily be interpreted as a reflex of diachronic development. Despite this, the blurry
picture of Coptic DOM is likely to reflect an evolving DOM system.

It is worth reasserting the lack of any role for animacy in Coptic DOM, to judge from
the Lycopolitan corpus used in this paper. It is not possible to find any parallel alighment
between verb hierarchy and animacy that is in a way similar to what von von Heusin-
ger & Kaiser (2007) suggested in their analysis of Spanish. They observed a decrease in
object marking from the verbs ‘to kill’, ‘to see’, ‘to consider’, and ‘to have’, which were
analysed as representatives of different verb classes. Their conclusion that “the partic-
ular ranking depends on the animacy requirement imposed by the verb on the direct
object” (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 605) is not cogent because it was based on a study
of no more than four to six verbs. Searching the animate vs. inanimate objects listed in
this database reveals no such animacy ranking. Rather, the Coptic data indicate that the
affectedness scale is parallel to the decrease of control by the actor on the process of the
verb. Furthermore, Coptic DOM calls into question the general validity of any theory
that relies on the need for disambiguation, on syntactic or semantic grounds, between
the agent and object as a motivation for DOM (e.g. Aissen 2003; de Swart 2005; Primus
2012). The word order SVO means that there was no need for disambiguation of the core
participants.

7 Conclusion

The present study supports the claim that Coptic DOM in the non-imperfective domain
has a functional motivationand is not arbitrary. I do not claim to have formulated a set of
inviolable rules. Instead, I have shown tendencies that seem to be shared by all Lycopoli-
tan subdialects (except for L9), for which the n-marking number is too low to permit any
satisfactory conclusions. The clear differences in n-marking percentages between the Ly-
copolitan subdialects does, however, confirm their relative independence. It is apparent
from the analysis that semantic factors act in conjunction with discourse-structural fac-
tors in Lycopolitan Coptic. The quantitative analysis in §5, on the alternation of marking
of NPs as objects through n/@ with non-imperfective tenses, has revealed striking differ-
ences in marking between the semantic verb categories. There is an overall agreement
with Tsunoda’s verb-type hierarchy: a highly-affected object with a dynamic action verb
(e.g. hotbe ‘to kill’) is likely to receive n-marking; a little-affected object is less likely to
receive n-marking (e.g. nouje ‘to throw’). A low n-marking percentage is found for the
few verbs of perception/cognition that take the n/@ variation (saune ‘to (get to) know’,
cine ‘to find’). Verbs of feeling (e.g. meie ‘to love’) uniformly have a zero-marked con-
struction.

Although generalised findings from an analysis of Lycopolitan cannot be extended to
Coptic as a whole, it should be apparent that it is relevant to examine the semantics of
verb types is a relevant subject in future studies of DOM in that language.
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ABST  Abstract noun formative FUT Future

ACC Object marker GEN Genitive

ADV  Adverb IMP Imperative

AGT Agent preposition IMPF  Imperfect

AOR  Aorist INDF  Indefinite

caus  Causative M Masculine

cikc  Circumstantial clause NEG Negative

marker PL Plural

conD Conditional poss  Possessive article/pronoun

cop Copula PREP  Preposition

DEF Definite article PST Past

DEM  Demonstrative pronoun pTCL  Particle

F Feminine REL Relative

FOC Focalizer STATE Resultative state
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An exhaustive search of Old Japanese object NPs associated with weak floating quantifiers
and question-focussed object NPs containing interrogative words confirms the suggestion
made in Yanagida & Whitman (2009), confirmed by Frellesvig et al. (2015), that Old Japanese
had differential object marking (DOM) with specificity (defined by Frellesvig et al. 2015 as
D-linking) as a necessary condition. Testing the same hypothesis on Early Middle Japanese,
however, shows that this condition no longer obtained by the Heian Period. The resources
for the expression of specificity and the set of conditions for differential object marking
clearly changed over this span of the history of the Japanese language.

1 Introduction

Throughout its attested history Japanese has exhibited variable object marking: Some
object NPs are marked by the accusative case particle wo,! others are not. We give two

The accusative case particle wo has been in use through the history of the language. Its phonemic shape
changed to /o/ around the year 1000 AD due to regular sound change; we will refer to the Japanese ac-
cusative particle as ‘wo’ throughout the paper, except when citing examples, which have ‘wo’ or ‘o’ de-
pending on the age of the source. Like accusatives in many other languages, the Japanese accusative has
functions in addition to marking direct objects, mainly: marking adjuncts (path and source) and marking
subjects raised to object and subjects in a few absolute constructions.

Bjarke Frellesvig, Stephen Horn & Yuko Yanagida. A diachronic perspective
on differential object marking in pre-modern Japanese: Old Japanese and Early
Middle Japanese. In Ilja A. Serzant & Alena Witzlack-Makarevich (eds.), Di-
I achrony of differential argument marking, 183-207. Berlin: Language Science Press.


http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1228255

Bjarke Frellesvig, Stephen Horn & Yuko Yanagida

simple examples from Old Japanese in (1)-(2).2*3
(1) [np kwomatu ga  sita no  kaya wo] kara-sane
smallpine GEN wunder GEN grass ACC CUt-RESP.OPT

‘(I) want (you) to cut some of the grass under the small pine. (MYS 1.11)

(2) akami-yama [np  kusane O] kari-soke
Akami-mountain grass cut-remove

‘cutting and removing grasses at Mount Akami..” (MYS 14.3479)

Phenomena suggesting the existence of differential object marking (DOM) in Old
Japanese (O]) have long been noted, and hypotheses about the trigger for DOM in O]
have been developed and refined in recent decades (Motohashi 1989; Yanagida 2006;
Yanagida & Whitman 2009) to the point where a robust formulation of a condition on
DOM in OJ has now been proposed and tested in a survey of OJ object noun phrases of
a few selected types Frellesvig et al. (2015).

In the present study we present an expanded and exhaustive survey of OJ along the
same lines as in Frellesvig et al. (2015), and then proceed to extend these same tech-
niques to a body of texts representative of the immediately following historical variant
of Japanese, Early Middle Japanese (EM]), in order to ascertain whether the DOM system
of the Japanese of the Asuka and Nara periods (as represented by texts from 712 CE to
797 CE) persists into the Heian period (as represented by texts from 900 CE to 1110 CE).

First we define the necessary condition for triggering DOM in O], viz. specificity de-
fined as D-linking (see §2 below). Next we describe how we used the Oxford Corpus of
Old Japanese Frellesvig et al. (2014) to determine that reference to this condition con-
tributes to an observationally adequate description of DOM in O]. Next we present the
methods and results of a similar survey of EMJ using the Historical Corpus of Japanese
National Institute for Japanese Language and Linguistics (NINJAL) (2014), which show
clear and significant differences in object marking between Old Japanese and the imme-
diately following period of Early Middle Japanese. In the discussion in §4, we summarize
and discuss these findings and identify areas for further research.

2 The conditions for DOM in O]

In the data set used for the study on DOM in OJ (described in more detail below) there
are in total 4094 direct object noun phrases (NPs). Of these object NPs, 1946 (47.5%) are

2Like modern Japanese, Old Japanese is head-final, has postposed particles, verbal suffixes in derivational
and inflectional morphology, and pervasive pro-drop (whence many of the examples we cite have no overt
subject). Old Japanese has an extensive inventory of inflecting verbal suffixes, which are not found in mod-
ern Japanese, expressing aspect, tense and mood. Old Japanese does not have a nominative case particle;
subjects are sometimes bare and sometimes marked by one of the two genitive case particles no and ga.
In modern Japanese ga has become a nominative case particle, whereas no remains a genitive in modern
Japanese. See further Frellesvig (2010) about premodern Japanese.

SExamples are transcribed in a time-appropriate phonemic transcription (see Frellesvig 2010: 33, 176 for
simple transcription guidelines).
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7 A diachronic perspective on DOM in pre-modern Japanese

marked with the accusative case particle wo. It is evident that there is variation in object
marking (cf. also (1), (2) above), and the initial question is whether that is dependent on
some factor or combination of factors. Following Frellesvig et al. (2015), we find that the
alternation found in Old Japanese is related to a non-inherent discourse-based argument
property. In this respect the distribution of OJ accusative case marker wo is similar in
many respects to that of the Turkish accusative case suffix -i for direct objects (Eng 1991).
Also note that object marking alternation in O] is found in wh-NPs under question focus
(e.g. idure wo ka wakite sinwopamu “Which (of them) shall I praise, separating it out?’),
which means that wo-marking does not imply topichood. Rather, we find that a necessary
condition for DOM in OJ is a weak form of specificity which we define in terms of D-
linking, the working definition of which we set out as follows:

(3) D-linking: A relationship between an NP and a definite discourse referent, whereby
the possible reference of that NP is restricted.

Pesetsky (1987) used the term D(iscourse)-linking to characterize wh-NPs such as
‘which student’ as having a special property due to their membership in a definite super-
set, this being, moreover, a property with consequences for syntax. Generally, X in which
X is linked with a definite discourse entity insofar as ‘which’ is uninterpretable without
a presupposed superset, thus such D-linked wh-NPs are weakly ‘specific’ (Cinque 1990;
E. Kiss 1993). As an example with an overt superset rather than a merely presupposed
one, consider the expression Among the students in this year’s cohort, which is the best?

Extending this idea, it is clear that this weak specificity can accrue to wh-NPs other
than those containing ‘which’: For example, the contextual material accompanying the
wh-NP ‘whom’ in the expression Among the students in this year’s cohort, whom should
we trust? is sufficient to render that wh-NP D-linked. The phrase ‘what else’ in the ex-
pression What else do you want? is D-linked to a definite discourse entity by the relation
of exclusion, as that narrows the possible reference of the NP ‘what else’.4

Further extending the idea, we see that the same kind of weak specificity can be a
significant property of indefinite NPs that do not contain wh-words at all, established
through the same kinds of D-linking relations, a typical example being that of a definite
possessive NP complement, as in the farm’s products, but potentially established in a
variety of ways (e.g. a man on the bus, a limb off the tree, another glass of beer, etc.). We
also stipulate that D-linking is not an irreflexive relation. Thus a definite NP is D-linked
through the relation of identity it has with itself. By this we also include co-indexing
through previous mention and pronominal reference as a way to establish D-linking.
Thus we account for the distribution of accusative case marking on both definite objects
and indefinite specific ones by reference to one principle.

Needless to say, there are also many ways for the definite discourse referents upon
which these various relations depend to find their way into the common ground: pre-

*1t follows that DOM conditioned by D-linking can trigger an interpretation of weak specificity in a wh-NP
that would otherwise be construed as non-specific (as Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 210-211 observe for
Persian). While all of the examples of wo-marked wh-NPs in our OJ data are accompanied by contextual
material for D-linking (see §2.2), this is valuable new information for the interpretation of wo-marked
objects in general in Old Japanese texts.
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vious mention, ostension, presupposition accommodation, uniqueness, etc. In OJ, the
effect of weak specificity can be seen in the near-minimal pair (1) and (2) given above.
The object NP in (1) is modified by an NP complement containing the NP kwomatu ‘small
pine’ and is marked by accusative case particle wo. Because kwomatu ('the small pine’) is
definite, as the context in the poem shows, the reference of the object NP kaya wo ‘grass’
is at least weakly specific due to the D-linking relation which maps the whole object NP
to the definite discourse entity denoted by the NP complement. Accordingly, we trans-
late the object NP here as a having at least a partitive relation: some of the grass under
the small pine, but the NP also could potentially refer to all the grass under the small pine.
The marking of the object NP conforms to the fact that it has at least weak specificity,
which property satisfies a necessary condition for object marking. By contrast, the ob-
ject NP in (2) kusane ‘grass’ is unmodified and unmarked, consistent with non-specific
reference, which we translate here with an English plural common noun ‘grasses’. When
we look at the wider context of the expression in (2) we see that a non-specific amount
of grasses are cut in order to open a space for lying down. The presence and absence
of object case marking seen respectively in (1) and (2) corresponds to the presence and
absence of specificity in the reference of the NPs.

This analysis is supported by Yanagida’s (2006) observation that a great preponder-
ance of unmarked object noun phrases in OJ are composed of unmodified common nouns,
while wo-marked object NPs are frequently modified by NP complements as in (1) or by
relative clauses. Overt modification, while restricting the possible reference of the NP so
modified, does not by itself ensure a D-linking relationship, but reference to a definite
discourse entity within the modifying material is one way to establish D-linking, which
in turn licenses object marking. Needless to say, stronger types of specificity, including
epistemic specificity and definiteness, also license object marking in O].

Furthermore, as observed by many (Matsuo 1944; Matsunaga 1983: 48; Miyagawa 1989;
Yanagida 2006), object-marking in O] is associated with leftward movement, so that,
for example, in this SOV language, wo-marked object NPs co-occurring with genitive-
marked subject NPs appear to the left of those subject NPs (e.g. example (16) below),
with extremely few exceptions. Yanagida & Whitman (2009) identify this as a movement
to a position outside of the domain of existential closure in the verb phrase. This is a
phenomenon common to specific object NPs, as described by Diesing (1992), inter alia.
In contrast, bare, unmodified, common noun-headed object NPs in OJ commonly appear
adjacent to the verb (Yanagida 2006; Yanagida & Whitman 2009). These distributions
conform very well with what we observe here.’

We also note that object NPs composed of personal pronouns (Wrona & Frellesvig
2010, inter alia) and NPs modified by demonstratives are also fairly regularly object
marked. However, we also find clearly specific object NPs that are unmarked. For ex-
ample, we found 47 object NPs containing demonstrative ko ‘this’ at some structural
level. All of these NPs are specific, and indeed many of them are definite, but while 25
are accusative case marked as predicted, e.g. (4), 22 of them are bare, e.g. (5).

SNote, however, that there are rare examples of unmodified wo-marked NPs that appear adjacent to the
selecting verb (possibly cases of vacuous movement). Conversely leftward movement does not imply speci-
ficity, as wh-items in question focus are regularly left-shifted, and many of these are non-specific.
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(4) ko no miki wo kami-kyemu pito pa
this GEN wine Acc chew-musthave person TOP

‘as for the person who must have brewed this wine’ (KK 40)

(5) Yamato no  womura no take ni  sisi pusu  to tare ka
Yamato GEN Womura GEN peak DAT game lie comp who Foc
ko no koto opomapye ni mawosu?

this GEN content Emperor DAT say

“That deer lie on the peaks in Womura in Yamato —who is it that says this thing
to His Majesty?’ (NSK 75a, b)

The pattern for object marking in OJ outlined above may be summarized as follows:

(6) a Accusative case marked objects are specific;
b non-specific objects are not accusative case marked;
¢ not all specific objects are accusative case marked.

This leads us to form the following hypothesis:

(7) Condition on DOM in OF: Specificity is a necessary condition for object marking
in OJ, the weakest form of specificity being D-linking. However, specificity is not
a sufficient condition for object marking in O]J.

In this paper we focus on this condition and its falsifiability, but do not to any sig-
nificant extent discuss the — important — issue of when specific objects in OJ are not
accusative case marked. See, however, §4 for some remarks on this.

The hypothesis that some kind of specificity is a necessary but not sufficient condi-
tion for DOM is falsifiable by finding an unambiguously non-specific NP which is also
accusatively marked. Unfortunately, there is no linguistic pattern in O] that can be said
to be an unambiguous and categorical marker of non-specificity, making it difficult to
search for counterevidence to our hypothesis on the basis of linguistic forms in an elec-
tronic corpus. But there are at least two classes of object NPs which, other things being
equal, have reference that is normally non-specific: (i) object NPs associated with weak
Floating Quantifiers (FQs) of the form [numeral + classifier],® and (ii) object NPs con-
taining wh-words (except for idure ‘which’, discussed in more detail below) and having
question focus.” As it is, variable object marking is attested among both of these classes
of NPs, suggesting that under marked conditions both types of NP can have specific
reference. In order to establish a systematic and exhaustive method which can also be

®For example, in the Modern Japanese (NJ) expression Dooro de sika o rop-piki mita ‘On the road I saw six
deer’, a non-specific object NP sika ‘deer’ is associated with the FQ rop-piki ‘six-animal’. For this first class
of object NPs, in special cases the reference can be specific, and indeed even definite, but the function of
the FQ ceases to be weakly quantifying in such cases (discussed in more detail below) (Kim 1995, inter alia).

"For example, in the NJ expression Mado kara dare o mimasita ka ‘From the window, whom did you see?’
the object NP dare o ‘whom’ is under question focus. For this second class of object NPs, the reference is
at most only weakly specific, and that only under special conditions (discussed in more detail below).
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applied to following stages of the language, with much larger volumes of material avail-
able, we therefore examined all attestations of these two classes of object NPs using the
Oxford Corpus of Old Japanese (OCQO], Frellesvig et al. 2014), with the aim of demonstrat-
ing whether a D-linking relation would be retrievable for the wo-marked object NPs. If
not, such examples could constitute counterevidence to the hypothesis about DOM.

The data set we used for the OJ survey was extracted from the September 2014 version
of the OCQJ (Frellesvig et al. 2014), which primarily uses sources from the Nihon koten
bungaku taikei (Iwanami shoten, 1957-1962) as critical editions. We used a sub-corpus
comprising all extant poetic texts from 712 CE to 797 CE, drawing material from the
following sources: Kojiki kayo, Nihon shoki kayo, Fudoki kayo, Bussokuseki-ka, Shoku
nihongi kayo, Manyoshi. It is thought that some of the poetic texts in these works are
considerably older than the earliest date of compilation. The volume of the corpus is
4,979 poems, comprising 89,419 words.

We looked at the two types of NPs which would under normal, unmarked conditions
be non-specific. As predicted, the exhaustive examination of these object NPs showed
that:

(8) a There is a correspondence between accusative case marking and specific in-
terpretations for these two types of NPs (corroborated by the presence of
contextual clues); and

b NPs of these two types receiving unambiguously non-specific interpretations
(again corroborated by contextual clues) are bare.

Details for both types of NP are presented together with examples in the sections that
follow. In the remarks that follow we only discuss the reference of marked object NPs, as
only these serve as potential counterevidence to the hypothesis for a condition on DOM
in QJ (7).

2.1 Specificity of object NPs associated with weak floating quantifiers
in O]

Out of the attested 100 expressions with the form of weak FQs in the data set, we found 4
attestations of FQs both indexed with wo-marked object NPs and functioning as adverbial
modifiers of the predicate selecting their respective host NPs (see examples (9)—-(11)). In
all cases the reference of the host NP was in fact definite. When an FQ that, other things
being equal, would be interpreted as weakly quantifying (e.g. a cardinal FQ) is paired
with a definite host NP, the resulting expression is construable in two ways; either as
meaning ‘n-members of a definite superset, (i.e. ‘n of them’, where the FQ behaves as
what we might call a partitive quantifier), or as a cardinally specified universal quantifier
(e.g. ‘both’, i.e. ‘all of them, with a cardinality of 2°). The interpretations presented in the
examples below are derived accordingly. We present all four examples in the following.

The definiteness of the host NP in example (9) derives from the fact that the relative
clause modifying the head noun kamwi ‘god’ serves to define a definite superset: ‘those
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gods known as Chinese Tigers’.® The FQ ya-tu ‘eight-thing’ functions as a partitive quan-
tifier ‘eight members of the superset’.

(9) karakuni no twora to ipu kamwi wo ikedorini
China GEN tiger COMP say god Acc  live.take.as
ya-tu tori-moti-ki

eight-thing take-hold-come
‘...taking and bringing by capturing live eight of those gods called Chinese
Tigers..” (MYS 16.3885)

In (10) the definiteness of the host NP sinokipa ‘arrow’ derives from a combination
of metaphor and previous mention, explained in detail in Frellesvig et al. (2015). The FQ
functions as a cardinally specified universal quantifier ‘both’.

(10) ...adusa-yumi yu-bara puri-okosi  sinokipa wo  puta-tu
catalpa-bow  bow-belly swing-raise arrow Acc  two-thing
ta-basami  panati-kyemu pito si kuti-wosi

hand-pinch loose-must.have person REs mouth-regrettable

‘Deplorable, the person who (...) must have raised a bow, pinched both those
arrows, and shot them away!” (MYS 13.3302)

The definiteness of the two host NPs in example (11) u ‘cormorant’ is inferred from
the method of fishing referred to in this poem, which involves using exactly eight cor-
morants carried four to a basket, two baskets to a pole (see Frellesvig et al. 2015: 202).
Thus, the two FQs function as cardinally specified universal quantifiers ‘all eight’.

(11) kami tu  se ni u wo  ya-tu kaduke simo
upper GEN stream DAT cormorant Acc eight-thing make.dive lower
tu  se ni u wo  ya-tu kaduke

GEN stream DAT cormorant Acc eight-thing make.dive

‘...making all eight of [my] cormorants dive in the upper reaches, making all
eight of [my] cormorants dive in the lower reaches..” (MYS 13.3330)

Again, the reference for every wo-marked host NP of FQ is definite. Given our defi-
nition of D-linking in (3) and the stipulation that definite NPs are D-linked by reflexive
identity, we determine that all wo-marked object NPs associated with FQs in OJ are at
least weakly specific in reference. Accordingly, for this class of NPs, no counter-evidence
to the hypothesis is found.

81t is well-known that NPs of the form X to iu Y ‘Y which is called X’ regularly form definite descriptions.
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2.2 Specificity of object NPs containing WH-words with question
focus

The set of wh-words in OJ is as follows:

(12) WH-words in OF: ta, tare ‘who’; idu ‘where’; iduku ‘where’; idura ‘where (abouts)’;
idupye ‘which direction’; idure ‘which’; idusi ‘which side’; iduti ‘which direction’;
ika ‘how’; iku ‘how many’; ikubaku ‘how much’; ikuda ‘how much’; ikupisa(sa)
‘how long ago’; ikura ‘how much’; ikutu ‘how much’; itu ‘when’; nado, ado ‘why’;
na, nani ‘what’; ani ‘how’; uremuso ‘why’

The OCQJ has 469 occurrences of wh-words. Out of these, we identified 70 that are
contained in object NPs, of which 21 are wo-marked. Of these wo-marked NPs containing
wh-words, there are 18 which have question focus (i.e. are themselves wh-NP objects). As
for the remaining 3 object NPs, they do not have question focus, either due to the focus
being discharged within a complement clause embedded in a relative clause, or due to
the wh-word functioning as a quantifier, or both. For example, in (13) below, the wh-word
(itu ‘when’) is contained in an adverb NP (itu si ka mo) of a complement clause (itu ...
mimu to) embedded in a relative clause (itu ... omopisi) modifying the head (apasima)
of an object NP. The force of the wh-word is discharged at the level of the complement
clause. The whole utterance forms a yes/no question.

(13) [np itu si ka mo mi-mu to omopi-si  apa-sima  wo]
when RES Foc EToP see-will comp think-spsT Awa-island Acc
yoso ni ya  kwopwi-mu
afar DAT TFoc yearn-will

‘Shall [I] have to yearn from afar for Awa Island, about which [I] thought,
“When will [I] see it?”?’ (MYS 15.3631)

Non-question focus object NPs such as these are excluded from consideration, because
they can easily have definite reference, as does in fact the example in (13).

Out of the wh-words in O], listed above, only the following appear in the formation of
wo-marked object wh-NPs: ika ‘how’; ta, tare ‘who’; nani ‘what’; idure ‘which’. Under nor-
mal, unmarked conditions, NPs containing such wh-words (with the exception of idure
‘which’) would be non-specific. However, significantly, in these 18 examples, the NPs
containing them are wo-marked and in fact weakly specific in reference. For example, in
(14) immediately below, the reference of the wh-NP headed by yosi ‘opportunity’ is asso-
ciated with a definite event that occurred by chance, the D-linking established through
the relationship of exclusion: ‘what manner of opportunity other than by chance’. In all
18 examples (14)—(31), the wo-marked object wh-NP is accompanied by contextual mate-
rial by which that NP is construable as related to a definite discourse entity. While we
cannot include here all the considerations by which the judgments on reference status
were made due to lack of space, we reflect as much as possible in the translations.
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2.2.1 ika ‘how’

(14)

2.2.2
(15)

(16)

(17)

(19)

tamasakani wa ga  mi-si pito wo ika nara-mu
by.chance 1 GEN see-SPST person AcCC how cop-will
yosi wo  motite ka mata  pito-me mi-mu

opportunity Acc holding Foc again one-glimpse see-will

‘The person whom I met by chance —having what other manner of opportunity
is it that [I] will see a glimpse of her again?’ (MYS 11.2396)

ta/tare ‘who’

yamato no  takasazinwo wo nana yuku wotomye-domo tare wo
Yamato GEN Takasazino Acc seven go girl-pL who Acc
si  maka-mu
RES wrap-will

‘As for the seven maidens walking along the plain Takasazi in Yamato — whom
(of them) will [you] wed?” (KK 15)

nagatukwi no  sigure no ame no  yama-gwiri no asibuseki
9th.month GEN shower GEN rain GEN mountain-mist as fretful
a ga mune ta wo miba yama-mu
I GEN breast who Acc seeif stop-will

‘As for my breast which is fretting like the mountain mist of the rain showers of
the 9™" month, if [I] see whom (other than you) shall it quieten?” (MYS 10.2263a)

maywone kaki tare wo ka mi-mu to omopitutu

eyebrow scratch who Acc Foc see-will comp think.while
ke-nagaku kwopwi-si  imo ni  ap-yeru kamo

days-long yearn-spstT beloved DAT meet-STAT SFP

‘Scratching [my] eyebrow, thinking, “Whom (other than you) am [I] about to
see?” here [I] am meeting my beloved (i.e. you) whom [I] have longed for day in
and day out!” (MYS 11.2614b)

kapyeru beku  toki pa  nari-kyeri miyakwo nite ta ga
return  ought time TOP become-mpsT Capital cop who GEN
tamoto wo ka wa ga  makuraka-mu

sleeve  acc Foc I GEN lie.upon-will

‘The time has come for [us] to return. In the capital, the sleeve of whom (other
than my departed wife) shall I use as my pillow?” (MYS 3.439)

asigara no  ya-pye-yama kwoyete  imasi-naba tare wo
Ashigara GEN eight-fold-mountain Crossing come-pFv.if who Acc
ka kimi to mitutu  sinwopa-mu

Foc lord comp seeing praise-will

‘If [you] cross the eight-fold mountains of Ashigara, then whom (else) shall [I],
thinking [it] to be my lord, admire?” (MYS 20.4440)
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223
(20)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

192

nani ‘what’

kasuganwo no  pudi pa  tiri-nite nani wo ka mo
Kasuga.field GEN wisteria TOP scatter-PFV.GER what Acc FoC ETOP
mi-kari no  pito no worite kazasa-mu

PFX-hunt GEN person GEN breaking.off don-will

‘The wisteria flowers on Kasuga fields having scattered, what else shall the
hunters break off and wear on their heads?’ (MYS 10.1974)

kokoro sape matur-eru kimi ni nani wo ka mo ipa-zu
heart even offerup-star lord DpAT what Acc FOC ETOP say-NEG
ipi-si to wa ga nusumapa-mu

say-sPST comMP [ GEN steal-will

‘To you whom [I] have given the very meaning (my very heart), what (else)
would I steal from you by saying, “[It] is a thing which was said without
speaking”?’ (MYS 11.2573)

moti no pi ni  sasi-iduru tukwi no takatakani kimi
mid.month GEN day bpAT direct-come.out moon as refinedly lord
wo  imasete nani wo ka omopa-mu

acc making.come what Aacc Foc think-will

‘Having you come resplendently like the moon that comes out on the 15th of the
month, what (else) could [I] wish for?” (MYS 12.3005)

yama-gapi ni  sak-yeru sakura wo  tada
mountain-saddle DAT bloom-sTAT cherry.blossom acc just
pito-me kimi ni mise-teba nani wo ka omopa-mu
one-glimpse lord DAT show-prv.if what acc Froc think-will

‘If [I] managed to show my lord just once the cherry blossoms that bloom in the
saddle of the mountain, what (else) could [I] wish for?’ (MYS 17.3967)

ipye  ni  yukite nani wo katara-mu  asipikwino
home bpar going what acc recount-will (pillow.word)
yama-pototogisu  pito-kowe mo nakye
mountain-cuckoo one-chirp ETOP cry.Imp

‘Mountain cuckoo, sing even one note! Going home, what (other than that) shall
[1] recount?’ (MYS 19.4203)

ima-sarani nani wo ka omopa-mu uti-nabiki kokoro pa  kimi
now-newly what Acc FrFoc think-will prx-liedown heart TOP lord
ni yori-ni-si monowo

DAT depend-PFv-spST given.that

‘At this late date, what more could [one] ask for, given that [my] heart, lying
down, has given itself over to you?” (MYS 4.505)
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(26) ame-tuti wo  terasu pi-tukwi  no kipami naku aru
heaven-earth Acc illuminate sun-moon as limit lacking be
beki  monowo nani wo ka omopa-mu

ought giventhat what Acc roc think-will

‘Given that [it] must have no limit, just as the sun and moon which illuminate
heaven and earth, what else could [one] wish for?” (MYS 20.4486)

(27) sipo pwi-naba  tama-mo kari-tume ipye  no  imo ga
tide ebb-prv.if jewel-weed cut-gatheriMmp home GEN beloved GEN
pama-dutwo kopaba nani wo  simyesa-mu

beach-souvenir beg.if  what Aacc proffer-will

‘When the tide goes out, cut and gather some jewel-seaweed. If my darling at
home asks for a beach souvenir, what (other than that) would [we] proffer?’
(MYS 3.360)

2.2.4 idure ‘which’

The wh-word idure ‘which’ is inherently specific, and NPs headed by idure (e.g. in (29)
below) or with idure as a direct NP complement to the head (e.g. in (28), (30), (31) below)
are specific. There are 4 examples of an object wh-NP formed with idure as a head or as
a direct NP complement, and as expected all are wo-marked.

(28) asipikwino tama-kadura no  kwo kyepu no  goto idure no
(pillow.word) jewel-vine GEN child today GeEn like which GEN
kuma wo mitutu ki-ni-kyemu
bend Acc seeing come-pPFv-must.have

‘Oh child of the jewel-vine, seeing which bends in the mountain road must
[you] have come here, as [I come] today?’ (MYS 16.3790)

(29) idure wo ka wakite sinwopa-mu
which Acc Foc separating praise-will

‘...Which shall [I] praise, separating [it] out? ... (MYS 18.4089)

(30) watatumi no idure no kamwi wo inoraba ka  yuku
sea.god GEN which GeEN god acc  supplicate.if Foc go
sa mo ku sa mo  pune no  paya-kye-mu

way ETOP come way ETOP boat GEN fast-be-will

‘Which god of the sea is it that, if [I] beseech it, the boat will be fast both on the
way out and the way back?” (MYS 9.1784)
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(31) ame-tusi no idure no kami wo inoraba ka  utukusi
heaven-earth GEN which GEN god  Acc beseech.if roc dear
papa ni mata  koto-twopa-mu
mother DAT again word-ask-will

‘Which of the gods of heaven and earth is it that, if [I] beseech it, [I] will speak
again to my dear mother?” (MYS 20.4392)

Thus, for object NPs containing wh-words and having question focus, which under
normal, unmarked conditions would be expected to have non-specific reference, all wo-
marked examples are demonstrably D-linked and thereby specific, so that no counter-
evidence to the hypothesis about the condition on DOM in O]J (7) is found.

3 Does the DOM system of O] persist into EM]J?

In this section we will address the question of whether Early Middle Japanese (EM],
900 CE to 1110 CE) exhibits the same system of DOM as OJ, concluding that it does
not. We will show that in EMJ both specific and nonspecific objects may be wo-marked
or bare, unlike OJ which disallows non-specific wo-marked objects. We will first show
three examples (all taken from Makura no Soshi ) which show that EM]J, like O], had
wo-marked specific objects (32), bare specific objects (33), and bare non-specific objects
(34). Following that we will present the results of an investigation of whether EM] had
non-specific wo-marked objects.

In (32) the object denotes particular body parts of previously mentioned people, and
as such the reference is D-linked and specific. The object NP is wo-marked.

(32) Specific, wo-marked object NP
uta-rezi to youi site tuneni usiro o
hit-pass.willnot comp preparation doing constantly behind acc
kokoro-dukawi ~ si-taru  kesiki
heart-dispatch  do-statr sight

‘the sight of [them] constantly guarding [their] behinds taking care lest [they]
be struck’ (Makura no soshi, 3, Shinpen Zensha, vol. 18, p. 28)

In (33) previous mention of augi ‘fan’ and putokorogami ‘pocket paper’ is seen in the
immediately preceding context, establishing D-linking through the relation of previous
mention, and yet both object NPs are bare.

(33) Specific, bare object NP
augi tatau-gami  nado yobe makura-gami  ni
fan  folding-paper etc. lastnight pillow-head  paTt

oki-sikado onodukara pika-re tiri-ni-keru 0 motomuru
put-spsT.although naturally  pull-pAss scatter-PFV-MPST AcC search
ni kurakereba ikade ka wa mi-mu idura idura

paT dark.because how Foc TOP see-will where where
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tataki-watasi  mi-idete augi putaputato tukawi putokoro-gami
pat-cross see-putting.out fan  (mimetic) use pocket-paper
sasi-irete makari-na-mu to bakari koso iu  rame
stick-put.in  go.home-pFv-will comP RES FOC say EXT

‘Although [he] had put [his] fan and folded paper and such at the head of his
pillow the night before, when [he] searches [for them] among the things that
naturally became disturbed and scattered, it being dark, how shall [he] ever find
them?— saying, “Where? Where?” patting the whole area, and finding them, [he]
uses [his] fan, “woosh-woosh,” and sticking [his] pocket-paper in, what [he]
would surely say is something like, “[I'll] be going now”. (Makura no sdshi, 61,
Shinpen Zenshu, vol. 18, p.117)

The example in (34) is the first entry in a list entitled “Despicable things”. There is no
previous context other than the title of the list, and given the public nature of the list and
the negative evaluations levied on the items therein, anything more than a non-specific
reference would be unthinkable. The object NP is bare.

(34) Non-specific, bare object NP
nadeu koto  naki pito no  we-gati nite mono
any.in.particular thing lacking person GEN laugh-tending cor thing
itau iwi-taru
extremely say-STAT

‘A person who has nothing to commend himself, smugly saying things volubly’
(Makura no soshi, 26, Shinpen Zenshi, vol. 18, p. 65)

As mentioned, (32)—(34) conform to the observed OJ distribution of specificity and
case marking. In order to examine whether the DOM system of OJ is also found in EMJ
we investigated systematically the existence of wo-marked non-specific objects, which
were disallowed in OJ. We used the methodology outlined above and examined object
NPs associated with weak FQs and object wh-NPs with question focus, using the Heian
Japanese sub-corpus of the Historical Corpus of Japanese (NINJAL 2014) in conjunction
with the Chanagon search application available from the National Institute of Japanese
Language and Linguistics. The Heian Japanese sub-corpus of the Historical Corpus of
Japanese represents prose and poetry in texts produced between 900 CE to 1110 CE, us-
ing texts from the Shinpen Nihon koten bungaku zenshii (Shogakkan, 1994) as critical edi-
tions. The Heian sub-corpus is composed of the following texts: Kokin wakashu, Tosa
nikki, Taketori monogatari, Ise monogatari, Ochikubo monogatari, Yamato monogatari,
Makura no soshi, Genji monogatari, Murasaki Shikibu monogatari, Izumi Shikibu mono-
gatari, Sarashina nikki, Sanuki no suke nikki, Heichii monogatari, Kagerofu nikki, Tutumi
Chunagon monogatari. The texts are primarily prose, with some poetry. The sub-corpus
contains 738,153 words.

Exhaustively examining NPs in EM] fitting the same description as that for OJ outlined
above, we found that the Condition on DOM in OJ in (7) does not hold for EM]J. The
evidence for this conclusion comes in the form of wh-marked non-specific object NPs.
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In a situation where there are no overt forms that can be used to unambiguously mark
NPs as having non-specific reference, a demonstration of this evidence relies on close
examination of the previous context, and various considerations about the most plausible
interpretations of NPs that appear in the text.

3.1 Specificity of object NPs associated with weak floating quantifiers
in EM]

A search of the sub-corpus for object NPs associated with weak FQs in EM]J yielded
results from texts produced between 900 CE (Taketori monogatari) and 1010 CE (Genji
monogatari). We found 512 expressions of the form [numeral+classifier] in Heian texts.
Among these we found 80 examples associated with object NPs. Of these 80 object NPs,
8 are accusative case marked, and if the OJ system of DOM were to persist in EMJ, we
would expect all 8 wo-marked object NP hosts of FQs to be specific in reference. However,
of the 8 wo-marked objects, 3 are arguably non-specific. We give all three examples below.
For example, in (35) below, a simile is drawn to a hypothetical situation in which two
plums are stuck in the place where eyes should be. There is no mention of these plums
in previous context, and they have no links to definite discourse referents.

(35) karouzite oki-agari-tamap-eru wo  mireba kaze  ito omoki
barely sit.up-rise-RESP-STAT AcC see.when illness very heavy
pito nite para ito  pukure konata  kanata no  me ni
person cop belly very swell this.side that.side GEN eye DAT
pa sumomo wo  puta-tu tukeru yau nari
TOP plum Acc two-thing attach appearance cop

‘... looking at [him] as [he] barely managed to raise himself, [he] was like
someone with a terrible cold, [his] belly swelled up and it was as if [someone]
had stuck two plums to [his] eyes on the one side and the other’ (Taketori
monogatari, Shinpen Zenshu, vol. 12, p. 48)

In (36) below, there is no previous mention of bridges in relation to the place called
Yatsuhashi. They are newly introduced and are unlinked to any definite discourse refer-
ent.

(36) Mikapa no  kuni yatupasi to ipu tokoro ni itari-nu
Mikawa GEN country Yatsuhashi comp say place DAT arrive-pPrv
soko wo  yatupasi to ipi-keru  pa  midu yuku kapa
this.place Acc Yatsuhashi comp say-mpsT TOP wWater go river
no  kumo-de nareba pasi  wo ya-tu watas-eru  ni
GEN spider-hand cop.because bridge acc eight-thing cross-STAT DAT
yorite namu  yatupasi to ipi-keru.

depending roc  Yatsuhashi comp say-mpsT

‘[They] came to a place called Yatsuhasi. As for its being called Yatsuhashi, it was
due to the fact that [they] spanned eight bridges over it, because the river of
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water divided into spider legs, that [they] called it “Yatuhashi” (Ise monogatari,
Shinpen Zensha, vol. 12, p. 120)

In (37) below, the main character is depicted as doing something unexpected and mar-
velous: releasing fireflies into a woman’s bedchamber. Both the fireflies and the cloth
panel he used to conceal them are newly introduced into the scene and have no links to
a definite discourse referent.

(37) yori-tamawite mikityau no  katabira wo pito-pe
depend-RESP.GER standing.blind GEN panel ACC one-layer
uti-kake-tamau  ni awasete  sa.to pikaru  mono ga

pPFX-hang-RESsP DAT matching suddenly glow  thing GEN

‘...and just as [Otodo], drawing near, draped a panel from a standing blind (over
the crossbeam), suddenly something glowing ... (Genji monogatari: ‘Hotaru’,
Shinpen Zenshu, vol. 22, p. 200)

Non-specific expressions of this form are unattested in OJ and violate the condition
on DOM (7), indicating that the OJ system of DOM is no longer operative in EMJ.

3.2 Specificity of object NPs containing WH-words in EM]J

Given the fact that the EM]J sub-corpus does not include mark-up of constituents larger
than the unit ‘word’, and has made no provision for the annotation of grammatical role,
it is impossible to mechanically identify object NPs in general, including those associated
with FQs (as above) and those containing wh-words (as below). Rather, attestations of
the distinguishing part of speech have to be examined individually to determine their
syntactic position and to determine the grammatical roles of the constituents which they
distinguish. Given the difficulties of working with the EMJ sub-corpus, for this study we
restricted our search to just variants of two wh-words for comparison with OJ: ta, tare
‘who’ and na, nani ‘what’. It will be recalled that the wh-words in OJ which figure in the
formation of wo-marked object wh-NPs are the following: ika ‘how’; ta, tare ‘who’; na,
nani ‘what’; idure ‘which’.

3.2.1 WH-word tare ‘who’

A search of the sub-corpus for object NPs containing wh-word ta, tare ‘who’ yielded
results from texts produced between 900 CE (Taketori monogatari) and 1110 CE (Sanuki
no suke nikki). We found 553 NPs containing the wh-word tare, ta ‘who’. Of those, 21 are
grammatical objects. Of the 21 grammatical objects, 18 are accusative marked. Again, if
the OJ system of DOM were to persist in EMJ, we would expect all 18 accusative marked
examples to be specific. However, of these 18, 7 have question focus, and thus would have
a non-specific interpretation under normal, unmarked circumstances. Upon inspection,
we find no evidence to indicate that the reference for these is indeed anything but non-
specific. For example, in the question in (38), there is a background assumption that no
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one is supposed to know the things that the addressee speaks about as a matter of course.
Accordingly it is extremely unlikely that there is assumed in the question a definite set
of people from whom the addressee might learn such things.

(38) tare ga  osiwe o kikite pito no  nabete siru
who GEN teaching Aacc hearing people GEN liningup know
beu mo  ara-nu koto  o-ba iu  zo

should ETOP exist-NEG word Acc-TOP say FoC

‘Having heard whose teachings is it that [you] say these things which people
invariably aren’t supposed to know?’ (Makura no soshi, 131, Shinpen Zenshd,
vol. 18, p. 248)

In (39) below, the combination of question particle ka and topic particle wa form a
rhetorical question: there is no expectation of a concrete answer, so the reference of tare
is arguably non-specific.

(39) ima wa katazikenaku mo  tare o ka wa yoru-be ni
now TOP regrettably EToP who Acc Foc Top depend-place cop
omowi-kikoe-tamawa-n
think-rRESP-RESP-will
‘From here on — and [I] am terribly sorry to be saying this, but — whom(ever)
might [you] consider as a benefactor?’ (Genji monogatari, ‘Yagiri’, Shinpen
Zensh, vol. 23, p. 451)

In (40)-(42), the questions focus on previously unintroduced third-person entities.
There is no obvious source of any basis for D-linking.

(40) aki.kaze ni  patukari ga ne zo  kikoyu naru tare
autumn.wind DpAT firstgoose GEN cry Foc be.audible ExT  wWho
ga  tamaadusa wo  kakete  ki-tu ramu
GEN missive ACC hanging come-PFV EXT

“The voices of the first geese can be heard on the autumn wind. Whose missives
do [they] come bearing?’ (Kokin wakashu, Shinpen Zenshg, vol. 11, p. 101)

(41) momidiba no  tirite  tumor-eru wa ga  yado ni  tare wo
red.leaves GEN scatter pileup-star I  GEN dwelling paT who Acc
matu.musi  kokora naku ramu
await.insect around.here cry  EXT
‘In my dwelling on which autumn leaves, falling, have piled up — whom must
the matsumushi be awaiting? — the matsumushi cries around here’ (Kokin
wakashi, Shinpen Zenshg, vol. 11, p. 100)

(42) puna.ko-domo no  araarasiki kowe nite uraganasiku mo  tooku
boatman-pL.  GEN rough voice cop mournfully EToP from.afar
kana to ki-ni-keru utau 0 kiku mama ni  puta-ri
SFP COMP come-PFV-MPST singing Acc listen thus cop two-people
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sasi-mukawite naki-keri puna.bito mo  tare o kou to
direct-face cry-MpsT boatman Etop who Acc vyearnfor comp
ka  oo-sima no  ura kanasi-geni kowe no  kikoyuru

rFoc O-island GEN bay sad-appearing voice GEN be.audible

‘Even as [they] heard the boatmen in their rough voices singing, “Heartlorn,
[we]’ve come so far!” the two faced each other and cried. So whom do the
boatmen long for? Voices from O Island Bay sound so heartsick’ (Genji
monogatari, ‘Tamakazura’, Shinpen Zenshi, vol. 22, p. 90)

Finally in (43)-(44), there is no mention in the previous context of a definite superset
of suitors out of which one specific suitor might be picked. It may be argued that the
social context might delimit a definite set of candidates, so the claim of non-specificity
for these two examples is not as strong as that for the previous five.

(43) medetaki ya tare wo ka tori-tamau to notamaweba
fortunate srp who acc Foc take-REsP comP say.when
sa.daisyau.dono no  sakon.no.seusyau to ka
Left.Major.Captain GEN Minor.Captain COMP FOC

‘As [he] said, “That’s fortunate. Whom is [she] receiving (as a groom)?” [she]
replied, “(I am given to understand) that it is the son of the Major Captain of the
Left, the Minor Captain,” ... (Ochikubo monogatari, Shinpen Zenshu, vol. 17, p. 89)

(44) omuko no  seusyau tare wo  tori-tamau zo  to
groom GEN Minor.Captain who Aacc take-RESP FOC COMP
towi-kereba sa.daisyau no  sakon.no.seusyau.dono to
say-MpsT.when Left.Major.Captain GEN Left.Minor.Captain COMP

‘As the husband, Minor Captain Kurauto, asked, “Whom will [she] take (as a
groom)?” [she] replied, “(Mother says) [it] is the son of the Major Captain of the
Left, the Minor Captain of the Left,”... (Ochikubo monogatari, Shinpen Zensha,
vol. 17, p. 147)

Again, non-specific expressions of this form are unattested in OJ and violate the con-
dition on the OJ system of DOM, providing further evidence that the OJ system of DOM
is no longer operative in EM]J.

3.2.2 WH-word nani ‘what’

A search of the sub-corpus for object NPs containing wh-word na, nani ‘what’ yielded
results from texts produced between 900 CE (Taketori monogatari) and 1110 CE (Sanuki
no suke nikki). We found 825 NPs containing the wh-word na, nani ‘what’. Of those, 113
are grammatical objects. Of the 113 grammatical objects, 39 are accusative marked. Of the
39 wo-marked grammatical objects, 13 have question focus and are arguably non-specific
in reference. For example, in (45) below the speaker is expressing dismay at not being
summoned in time for a funeral. The underlying assumption in the question is that there
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could only have been some unknown sort of prohibition preventing the addressee from
sending an invitation. There is no mention of prohibitions in the previous context, nor
does the speaker actually wait for an answer to the question, suggesting the absence of
any presupposed superset related to nani no monoimi o ‘what manner of prohibition?’.
Similarly, in the remaining examples, open-ended questions are asked: ‘what in heaven’s
name?’; ‘whatever?’

(45) ana kokoro u ya rei-sama ni  mi-pirake-tamai-tu ran
Ah  heart despondent sFp usual-way COP see-open-RESP-PFV  EXT
0 ima pito-tabi mi-maira-se-zu nari-nuru kokoro usa
ACC yet one-time see-HUM-CAUS-NEG become-PFv heart despondency
0 nani no monoimi o0 site yobi-tamawa-zari-turu  zo
Acc  what cop prohibition Acc doing call-RESP-NEG-PFV FOC

‘... “Oh, how sad! In the face of the sadness of the fact that [we] will never again
be able to see his honourable face with his eyes open, observing what prohibi-
tions was it that [you] didn’t call [me]?” ..] (Sanuki no suke nikki, Shinpen
Zensha, vol. 26, p. 420-421)

(46) moto no sina toki yo no oboe uti-awi  yamu-goto naki
original GEN class time age GEN lesson Prx-meet stop-fact lacking
atari no  uti-uti no  motenasi kewawi okure-tara-mu wa
spot GEN inside-inside GEN demeanour bearing be.late-sTaT-will TOP
sarani mo  iwa-zu nani o0 site iki-owi-ide-kyemu

newly ETOP say-NEG what Acc doing live-grow-come.out-must.have
to iu  kawi naku oboyu besi
comp say point lacking be.thought.of ought

‘... “There is nothing more to be said about those who, while coming from a
venerable home where the original class and the repute of the world at large are
in accord, nonetheless are lacking in the demeanor and bearing appropriate
thereto. Doing what must it have been that [they] were raised, (I wonder)?
[They] should be thought of as not worth mention.” ..’ (Genji monogatari,
‘Hahakigi’, Shinpen Zensha, vol. 20, p. 60)

(47) nani wo  site mi no  itadura ni  oi-nu ramu  tosi
what Acc doing body GEN invain cop grow.old-pPFVv EXT  year
no  omopa-mu koto zo  yasasiki
GEN think-will content Foc embarrassing
‘Doing what must it be that [my] body has grown old in vain? How shameful [to
me], what the years must be thinking!” (Kokin wakasht, Shinpen Zensha, vol. 11,
p. 404)

(48) tati-wi no  kewawi tawe-gata-geni okonau ito
stand-sit GEN bearing withstand-hard-appearing undertake very
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aware ni  asa no  kiri  ni  koto nara-nu o 0
pitiful cop morning GEN mist DAT otherwise be-NEG world Aacc
nani o musaboru  mi no  inori ni  ka to kiki-tamau
what Acc gobbleup body GEN prayer cop Foc comP listen-RESP

‘Standing up and sitting down in a manner that appeared unbearable, (the old
man) carried out the rites in a way that was so truly pitiful, [he] listened (to the
old man), thinking, “Given that this world is no different than morning mist,

these are the prayers of an earthly body hoarding up what, (I wonder)?” ...
(Genji monogatari, ‘Yagao’, Shinpen Zenshu, vol. 20, p. 158)

kono miko ni  mawosi-tamapi-si pourai no  tama no eda
this  aristocrat DAT say-RESP-SPST Horai GeN jewel GEN branch
wo  pito-tu no tokoro ayamata-zu motite  opasimas-eri nani

acc one-thing GEN place differ-nec  having come-star  what
wo  motite tokaku  mawosu beki

Acc  having that.this say ought

‘[He] has brought the branch with the jewels of Horai that [you] spoke to this
lord about, with not a point of difference [in it]. Having what (as grounds) am [I]
supposed to tell [him] this and that (as excuses)?’ (Taketori monogatari, Shinpen
Zensha, vol. 12, p. 29)

saru koto ni  wa nani no irawe o ka se-mu  nakanaka
such thing DAT TOP what GEN reply Aacc roc do-will awkward
nara-mu

be-will

‘With respect to such a thing, what reply am [I] to make? [It] will be awkward’
(Makura no soshi, 131, Shinpen Zensh, vol. 18, p. 248)

kakeritet mo  nani wo ka tama no  kite mo  mi-mu
flying  erop what Acc Foc soul GEN coming ETOP see-will
kara pa  ponopo to nari-ni-si monowo

shell Top ember as become-PFV-SPST given.that

‘Even flying, what would [my] soul, coming here, see? Given that [her] remains
are already turned to embers. (Kokin wakasht, Shinpen Zenshd, vol. 11, p. 418)

ausaka no  seki pa yoru koso mori-masare kurureba

Osaka GEN checkpoint TOP night Foc guard-excel grow.dark.when
nani wo ware tanomu ramu

what acc I rely EXT

‘It is at night that [they] guard the Osaka checkpoint more strongly. When the
day ends, what shall I rely on?” (Heich@ monogatari, Shinpen Zensha, vol. 12,

p. 459)
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(53)

(54)

(56)

202

miya.no.omawe ni uti.no.otodo no maturi-tamaw-eri-keru
empress DAT Minister.of.the.Centre GEN give-RESP-STAT-MPST

0 kore ni nani o kaka-masi uwe.no.omawe ni wa

acc this par what Acc write-sBJv emperor DAT TOP

siki to iu  pumi o namu  kaka-se-tamaw-eru

chronicle comMp say text Acc Foc Write-CAUS-RESP-STAT

‘On the occasion of the Minister of the Centre giving [them] to the Empress, (she
said), “What shall [I] write on these? On the Emperor’s part, [he] is writing texts
called ‘Chronicles’” ... (Makura no soshi, 327, Shinpen Zenshu, vol. 18, p. 467)

ka bakari  kokoro.zasi oroka nara-nu  pito.bito ni
this.way RES resolve negligent be-NEG person.person cOP
koso a mere kaguya.pime no  ipaku nani bakari no
FOC exist EXT  Shining.Princess GEN saying what REs GEN
pukaki wo ka mi-mu to ipa-mu  isasaka no  koto  nari
depth acc Foc see-will comp say-will trifling GeN thing be

‘... “It seems that [they] are people not lacking feeling to this degree.” The Shining
Princess’s reply: “[I] shall tell [you]: What degree of depth do [I] want to see?

[It] is a mere trifling”... (Taketori monogatari, Shinpen Zensha, vol. 12, p. 23)

aware-gari medurasi-garite kaweru ni nani o ka
impression-exhibit rareness-exhibiting return DAT what Acc Foc
tatematura-mu mamemamesiki mono wa masa nakari namu
give-will practical thing ToOP appropriateness lacking srp

‘... making many signs of delight and interest (in me), when it was time [for me]
to go home (she said), “What shall [I] give to you? Something practical just
won’t do.” .. (Sarashina nikki, Shinpen Zensha, vol. 26, p. 298)

ware wa  to omowi.agareru tiuzyau.no.kimi zo kanete z0
I TOP COMP presuming Chuajo rFoc from.before Foc
miyuru nado koso kagami no  kage ni mo
be.visible and.thelike Foc mirror.cake GEN image DAT ETOP
katarawi-paberi-ture watakusi no  inori wa nani bakari no
talk-HUM-PFV private  cop prayer TOP what RES GEN
koto o ka nado kikoyu

word Acc Foc and.thelike say

‘(The one to speak was) Chiijo, who presumed (to herself that if anyone has
something to wish for, then) surely myself! “[I] was saying to [your] image in
the mirror-cake, ‘(your thousand-year image) appeared from earlier, and so on.
As for prayers for myself, how much of a boon (could I possibly ask)?” [she]
continued in this vein. (Genji monogatari, ‘Hatsune’, Shinpen Zensha, vol. 22,
p-144)
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(57) yoki  kakemono wa ari-nu bekeredo karugarusiku  wa
good wager TOP exist-PFV  oughthowever lightly TOP
e-watasu maziki 0 nani o ka pa nado
can-hand.over impossible given.that what acc Foc ToP and.thelike
notamawa-suru  mi-kesiki  ikaga miyu ranee
say-RESP PFx-visage how  be.visible EXT

‘...However must the sight [of him] saying such things as “Though there ought to
be a good wager, [I] can’t be handing anything over too lightly, so what (shall I
wager)?” have appeared (to others)?’ (Genji monogatari, ‘Yadorigi’, Shinpen
Zensht, vol. 24, p. 378)

Our evidence for the non-specificity of these items is perforce negative in nature: there
is no positive way to rule out the possibility of a D-linking relationship for any of the
wh-NP objects in the examples above, and the strength of the grounds for our judgments
of reference status varies for some of the examples we present here.” However, most of
our judgments carry a high degree of confidence. Given that non-specific expressions of
this form are unattested in OJ and violate the condition on DOM (7), the evidence shows
that the OJ system of DOM is no longer operative in EM]J.

4 Discussion and conclusion

Like all other attested stages of Japanese, both OJ and EM]J have variable object marking.
However, the results reported in this paper show clearly that EMJ does not share the O]
system of DOM in which a correlation between accusative case marking of objects and
specificity is observed. As described through §2, we examined NPs in O] which under
normal (unmarked) conditions were predicted to be non-specific in reference, namely
object NP hosts of FQs and wh-object NPs with Q-focus. The distribution of object NP
hosts of FQs in OJ (Table 1) gives a good reflection of the more general situation with
regard to specificity and wo-marking:

Table 1: Object NP hosts of FQs in O].

wo-marked  zero-marked

specific 10 1
non-specific 0 4

In general, O] wo-marked objects are specific (e.g. (1)), unspecific objects are bare (e.g.
(2)), and some specific objects are bare (e.g. (5)), but there are no wo-marked objects
which are non-specific. This distribution is summarized in Table 4 further below.

For example, there are conceivably exclusion relationships available to the object wh-NPs in (51)—(52).
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In EMJ, by contrast, the distribution of object NP hosts of FQs (see §3.1) is as sum-
marized in Table 2.1° This reflects the general situation in EM], where both specific and
nonspecific objects may be wo-marked or bare, as shown in §3, where we demonstrated
that EMJ has ample attestation of non-specific wo-marked object NPs.

Table 2: Object NP hosts of FQs in EM]J.

wo-marked zero-marked

specific 5

. 72
non-specific 3

In general, the values for specificity and those for wo- or zero-marking on objects
are seen to cross-classify in EMJ. This distribution is summarized in Table 5 below. That
pattern is not found in OJ and is in direct contrast to the system seen in OJ, which
disallows wo-marked non-specific objects.

Thus, this paper identifies a major grammatical difference between OJ and EMJ shown
by the absence of non-specific wo-marked objects in OJ, but their presence in EMJ. We ob-
serve a change from the O] system with morphological expression (accusative marking
on direct objects) of specificity in some contexts, to the EMJ system with no morphologi-
cal expression (through case marking) of specificity, that is, to a system where specificity
is determined exclusively by context or NP modification or by the semantics of the head
noun (e.g. proper noun, relational noun, etc.). This is an important descriptive finding.

This does not mean, of course, that EMJ does not have some form of rule governed
DOM, but it does show that the OJ system of DOM, which takes part in expressing speci-
ficity, is not found in EMJ. For EMJ, the variability in case marking must be investigated
throughout the large amount of available data in order to identify a system which gov-
erns the observable variable case marking of objects.

Now, in this paper we have not addressed the — important — issue of specific object NPs
in OJ which are not wo-marked (3), and which therefore show that there is no simple one-
to-one correlation between specificity and wo-marking on objects in O]J. In Frellesvig et
al. (2015) we discuss this briefly and outline some of the hypotheses which have been or
may be proposed for absence of accusative case marking on some specific objects, includ-
ing conditions which may be formulated in terms of clause types (e.g. main (disfavoring
wo-marking), embedded, relative, nominalized (favoring wo-marking)), or other factors
which may play a role, such as phonological form, or lexical idiosyncrasy (of both verbs
and nouns). While a number of tendencies and individual factors may be identified, it
remains clear that no strong condition or set of conditions for the absence of accusative
case marking on some specific objects in OJ has been established yet.

10Note that Table 2 does not break down the bare objects into specific and non-specific. As the point of inter-
est for the comparison with OJ was the reference of wo-marked objects, we did not classify and quantify
the reference of the bare objects. But as we already demonstrated by examples (33) and (34), the category
of bare objects in EM] contains both specific and non-specific NPs.
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7 A diachronic perspective on DOM in pre-modern Japanese

Much work remains to be done on this for OJ, empirically involving careful scrutiny of
the more than 2,000 bare objects in the OJ corpus. An important part of the interpretation
of the data will be to consider whether the distribution observed in OJ, summarized in
Table 4, represents a stable system with (combinations of) conditions for absence of
accusative case marking on specific objects, which so far has proven too complex to be
described; or whether in fact the distributional facts of OJ in Table 4 reflect a system
in transition, from a stable, simple pre-OJ DOM system with straightforward rules for
expression of the specificity of direct objects, such as that hypothesized in Table 3, to the
system of variable object marking we see in EM]J, summarized in Table 5, which takes
no part in the expression of specificity.

Table 3: Possible system of case marking and specificity of objects in pre-OJ.

wo-marked zero-marked

specific + -
non-specific - +

Table 4: Accusative case marking and specificity of objects in O]J.

wo-marked  zero-marked

specific + +
non-specific - +

Table 5: Accusative case marking and specificity of objects in EM]J.

wo-marked  zero-marked

specific + +
non-specific + +

This would mean that OJ represents a stage in the actualization of the change from
a system like that in Table 3 (pre-O]J) to that in Table 5 (EM]J) and that in itself would
provide a ready explanation for the fact that we observe variability in case marking
of specific objects in OJ. Much further research will be needed to determine whether
that is the case, and if so, what governed the progression of the actualization of this
change. A clearer understanding of the factors bearing on variable object marking in
post-OJ stages of Japanese would be of enormous help, but this too needs much fur-
ther research. Determination and interpretation of markedness values in a wide range
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of contexts will undoubtedly play an important role in investigating these questions (cf.
Andersen 2001a,b).

Abbreviations
ACC accusative OPT  optative
COM  comitative PASS  passive
coMP complementizer pPFv  perfective
cop copula PFX  prefix
DAT  dative PL plural
ETOP  emphatic topic RES  restrictive particle
EXT extension RESP  respect
FOC focus particle SBJV  subjunctive
GEN  genitive SFP  sentence final particle
GER gerund SPST  simple past
HUM  humble STAT stative
IMP imperative SUBJ  subject
MPST  modal past TOP  topic

NEG negative

The following abbreviations indicate sources:
KK Kojiki Kayo; MYS Man’yoshi; NSK Nihon Shoki.
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Chapter 8

Nominal and verbal parameters in the
diachrony of differential object marking
in Spanish

Marco Garcia Garcia

University of Cologne

This paper deals with the influence that nominal and verbal parameters have on DOM in the
diachrony of Spanish. Comparing selected corpus studies, I will focus first on the different
nominal parameters that build up the animacy and referentiality scales, in particular on an-
imacy and definiteness. In order to clarify how far DOM has diachronically evolved, special
attention will be paid to inanimate objects, which can be viewed as the alleged endpoint in
the development of DOM in Spanish. Secondly, I will provide a systematic overview of the
relevant verbal parameters, which include aspect, affectedness and agentivity. The study
will show a complex interaction of nominal and verbal parameters, revealing some unex-
pected correlations: Obligatory object marking is not only found with human and strongly
affected objects involved in a telic event, but also with inanimate, non-affected and agen-
tive objects embedded in a stative event. In other words, in Spanish DOM patterns with
both extremely high and extremely low transitivity. These findings sharply contrast with
traditional accounts concerning the development as well as the explanation of DOM.

1 Introduction

Differential object marking (DOM) is a well-attested phenomenon within Romance lan-
guages (for an overview see Bossong 1998: 218—-230). While in some Romance languages,
such as Catalan or Modern Portuguese, DOM is confined to a reduced number of con-
texts, in others, such as Sardinian or Spanish, it is found in many more contexts. This
paper will focus on Spanish, where DOM seems to have reached a greater stage of de-
velopment than in any other Romance language.

As in most of the other Romance languages, DOM in Spanish is signaled by a, which
goes back to the Latin preposition ad ‘to’. From its beginnings as a preposition with an
exclusively locative-directional meaning, this preposition was firstly grammaticalized
into a marker for indirect objects, i.e. datives. However, even in early Hispano-Romance,

Marco Garcia Garcia. Nominal and verbal parameters in the diachrony of differential
object marking in Spanish. In Ilja A. Serzant & Alena Witzlack-Makarevich (eds.),
I Diachrony of differential argument marking, 209-242. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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the a-marker was already regularly used not only with indirect objects, but also with
certain direct objects, in particular with those showing typical dative properties such as
strong personal pronouns referring to humans (cf. Pensado 1995: 184-185 and Company
Company 2002b: 205). Since then, DOM is reported to have evolved gradually along both
the definiteness and the animacy scales (cf. e.g. Aissen 2003: 470-471). DOM in Spanish
is said to depend not only on nominal parameters such as animacy and definiteness, but
also on certain verbal parameters such as telicity and affectedness (cf. Torrego Salcedo
1999:1784-1791 among others). Despite the vast literature, which mainly focuses on nom-
inal parameters, there are still several core questions that remain open. To begin with, it
is not clear which of the verbal parameters are the most important for the (diachronic)
distribution of DOM in Spanish. Moreover, it is not obvious how verbal parameters such
as telicity interact with nominal parameters such as animacy. Lastly, there are quite
different views about how far DOM in Spanish has evolved.

The main purpose of this paper is to give an overview of the current state of research
dealing with these questions. Firstly, I will critically review and compare several corpus
studies in order to clarify how far DOM in Spanish has actually developed. To this end,
I will concentrate on nominal parameters such as animacy and definiteness. Particular
attention will be paid to inanimate objects. These can be seen as the alleged endpoint
in the evolution of DOM in Spanish. According to Company Company (2002a: 147), at
least Mexican Spanish is strongly heading towards a complete generalization of object
marking not only for animates, but also for inanimate objects. This raises the question of
whether Spanish is typologically shifting from a language with DOM to a language with-
out DOM, i.e. to a grammatical system with a sort of a regular accusative case marking.
Secondly, I will provide a systematic overview of the less well-studied verbal parame-
ters associated with DOM, which include aspect (telicity and perfectivity), affectedness
and agentivity. As far as agentivity is concerned, I will build on my previous analyses
for Modern Spanish (Garcia Garcia 2014) and extend them to a diachronic perspective
providing a test corpus study for the reversible verbs seguir ‘to follow’ and preceder ‘to
precede’ (cf. §4.3.2).

The paper is organized as follows: §2 introduces the main conditions determining
DOM in Modern Spanish as well as its description by means of the animacy scale and
the definiteness scale. §3 explores the diachrony of DOM in Spanish along these scales
on the basis of Laca (2006) and a number of other corpus studies. §4 focuses on the
aforementioned verbal parameters (aspect, affectedness, agentivity) and elaborates on
their complex interaction with nominal parameters. §5 summarizes and discusses the
main findings.

2 Prominence scales and diachronic DOM

DOM in Spanish is reported to depend first of all on what Laca (2002; 2006) calls lo-
cal factors, i.e. animacy, definiteness and referentiality. Besides this, the distribution of
a-marking also seems to be influenced by what Laca (2006: 429-432; 454-462) labels
global factors, i.e. different kinds of contextual conditions, such as topicality and certain
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8 Nominal and verbal parameters in the diachrony of DOM in Spanish

verbal parameters.! However, these are usually seen as additional, i.e. less important
conditions, at least from a synchronic perspective. As for Standard Modern Spanish, it
is generally assumed that DOM is confined to human or at least animate (non-human)
referents (cf. e.g. Torrego Salcedo 1999: 1782). For definite human objects, a-marking is
more or less obligatory (cf. (1a)), while for indefinite human objects there is more varia-
tion. Generally, a-marking is required for indefinite human objects that are specific (cf.
(1b)). Note, though, that a-marked direct objects need not be specific. This is shown in
(1c), where the subjunctive mood of the verb in the relative clause signals that the direct
object, i.e. una actriz ‘an actress’, is non-specific, regardless of whether it is marked by
a or not (cf. Leonetti 2004: 82-86 for discussion).

(1) a. Pepe wve *o/a la  actriz.
Pepe see[3sG] @/to the actress

‘Pepe sees the actress.

b. Pepe busc-a *o/a una actriz  que habl-a arameo.
Pepe look for-3sc e@/to an  actress who speak-3sG Aramaic

‘Pepe is looking for an actress who speaks Aramaic’

c. Pepe busc-a o/a una actriz  que habl-e arameo.
Pepe look for-3s¢ @/to an actress who speak-3sG.sBJv Aramaic

‘Pepe is looking for an actress who speaks Aramaic. (non-specific reading)

As for animate non-human objects, a-marking is optional, even if the object is definite
as in (2). With inanimate (definite) objects, a-marking is generally ungrammatical (cf.

(3))-

(2) Pepe e o/a la  wvaca
Pepe see[3sG] o/to the cow

‘Pepe sees the cow’

(3) Pepe ve o/*a la  pelicula.
Pepe see[3sc] o/to the film

‘Pepe sees the film’

Fitting these overall generalizations, DOM in Spanish is usually described by means
of the animacy scale (4), the definiteness scale (5) or a combination of these prominence
scales (cf. Aissen 2003: 417-418, Laca 2006: 436).

Note that Laca (2006) does not use the terms local and global in the typological sense of Silverstein (1976),

also followed by Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant (2018 [this volume]). Thus, her notions are not associated
with the distinction between languages where differential object marking is local in the sense that it only
depends on the semantic properties of the object (e.g. animacy), and languages where the marking is rather
global, i.e. where it also depends on the properties of another co-argument such as the animacy of the
subject. The question of whether DOM in Spanish is local or rather global in the sense of Silverstein (1976)
is not explicitly addressed in this paper. See, however, §4.3 focussing on the relative agentivity of the
subject with respect to the object, as well as Garcia Garcia (2014: 40-43, 76-81), which deals with the
relative animacy of subject and object.
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(4) Animacy scale:
human > animate > inanimate

(5) Definiteness scale:
personal pronoun (pron.) > proper name (PN) > definite NP (def. NP) > indefinite
specific NP (spec. NP) > non-specific NP (non-spec. NP)

As is well known, these scales provide a rough means to capture not only language-
specific generalizations, but also cross-linguistic tendencies about DOM and related phe-
nomena (for a critical discussion see Bickel et al. 2015; Haspelmath 2014; Sinneméki 2014,
and Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant 2018 [this volume]). Typically, the scales are con-
ceived of as implicational hierarchies. Among other things, they make the implicational
prediction that if object marking is required for definite NPs in a given language, it will
also be used for all higher ranging categories of the definiteness scale, i.e. proper names
and personal pronouns. Conversely, it is implicated that if object marking is ungrammat-
ical for definite NPs, it is also ruled out for all the lower ranging categories, i.e. indefinite
specific and indefinite non-specific NPs.

Languages with DOM differ in at least two respects. Firstly, object marking may be
sensitive to either one of the mentioned scales or to both of them (cf. Bossong 1998: 202
among many others, for a different view see Sinnemaki 2014). For example, in Hebrew
or Turkish, DOM seems to depend only on the definiteness scale whereas in Spanish or
Romanian DOM hinges on both the definiteness and the animacy scale. Secondly, lan-
guages contrast with respect to the transition point, i.e. the right-most category within
the relevant scale(s) that requires obligatory object marking. In Hebrew, for instance,
object marking is obligatory for all definite NPs but not for indefinite NPs. As an im-
plication, object marking is also compulsory for all the higher ranging categories in the
definiteness scale, namely proper names and personal pronouns. DOM in Turkish shows
a very similar distribution. In contrast to Hebrew, however, Turkish also requires DOM
for indefinite specific NPs (cf. Aissen 2003: 453-454 and references cited therein).

Since in Spanish DOM depends on both the animacy and the definiteness scale, the
interaction of these scales has to be taken into account. A very elegant way to represent
this interaction has been proposed by von Heusinger & Kaiser (2005: 40), who use a cross-
classification (cf. Table 1). This representation provides a clear though still simplified
picture of the conditions under which the a-marking of the direct object in Modern
Standard Spanish is obligatory (+), optional (+) and ungrammatical (-).

The animacy and definiteness scales are taken to be relevant not only for the syn-
chronic distribution of DOM, but also for its diachronic development. The diachronic
expansion is claimed to proceed from the more prominent categories on the left/top of
the scales to the less prominent ones to the right/bottom of these scales. The opposite
holds true for the retraction of DOM in that it is supposed to affect the less prominent
categories before the more prominent ones. This less well attested case seems to be ev-
idenced by the diachronic development of DOM in Catalan (cf. Dalrymple & Nikolaeva
2011: 212) and Portuguese (cf. Delille 1970).
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Table 1: DOM in Standard Spanish (cf. von Heusinger & Kaiser 2005: 40)

Definiteness pron. > PN > def. NP > spec. NP > non-spec.
— NP
Animacy |
human + + + + t

+ + + +
animate

%] t - - -
inanimate

Thus, at an initial stage, object marking may be restricted to human pronouns. At a
further stage, it may become regular also for the less prominent categories of one or both
scales, i.e. animate pronouns, human proper names, animate definite NPs and so forth. As
is sometimes suggested in the literature, this may ultimately lead to a full grammatical-
ization of the differential object marker into a regular accusative case marker (cf. Aissen
2003: 255). In this respect, Villar (1983: 191-196) has argued that Proto-Indo-European
had a differential object marker which, in the historic Indo-European languages, devel-
oped into an obligatory object case marker (for discussion see Bossong 1984). As has
already been noted in the introduction and will be discussed with more detail in the
next section, a similar development has also been claimed regarding Spanish.

3 Nominal parameters and diachronic DOM in Spanish

3.1 Diachronic corpus studies

The historic development of DOM in Spanish has been analyzed in a number of studies
focusing on the impact of different factors such as animacy and definiteness (cf. e.g. Com-
pany Company 2002b, Laca 2002; Aissen 2003), topicality (cf. Melis 1995) or affectedness,
i.e. the influence of certain verb classes (cf. von Heusinger 2008; von Heusinger & Kaiser
2011). Recently, not only monotransitive but also ditransitive constructions have been
systematically taken into account (cf. Ortiz Ciscomani 2005; 2011, von Heusinger 2018
[this volume]). While most of the empirical studies are confined to human and animate
objects, some of them deal exclusively with inanimate objects (cf. Company Company
2002a, Barraza Carbajal 2003; 2008). The most detailed empirical investigation is pro-
vided by Laca (2006), whose corpus findings will serve as a reference point in the follow-
ing sections. Laca’s corpus analysis comprises data from the 12th to the 19th century. The
data are taken from nine texts, i.e. between one and three text samples per century.? It

“The corpus is composed of samples from the following texts: Poema de mio Cid (12th cent.); El Conde Lucanor
(14th cent.); La Celestina (15th cent.); Lazarillo de Tormes, Documentos lingiiisticos de la Nueva Esparia (16th
century); Don Quijote (17th cent.); La comedia nueva, El si de las nifias, Documentos lingiiisticos de la Nueva
Esparia (18th cent.); El Periquillo sarniento, Pepita Jiménez (19th cent.).
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goes without saying that, given this rather restricted empirical basis, one has to act with
caution when interpreting the data. Whenever possible, her data will be complemented
and compared with the findings from other empirical studies. In order to give a critical
overview of what is known about the diachronic expansion of DOM in Spanish, I will
first concentrate on the impact of nominal parameters, i.e. animacy and definiteness. To
this end, I will focus on human objects (§3.2), animate (non-human) objects (§3.3) and
inanimate objects (§3.4). In a further step, I will discuss the role of verbal parameters, i.e.
aspect, affectedness and agentivity (§4.1-§4.4).

3.2 Human objects

Following Laca (2006: 436-438), I will use the animacy scale in (4) as well as the some-
what simplified definiteness scale given in (6).3

(6) personal pronoun > proper name > definite NP > indefinite NP > bare noun

The latter scale differs slightly from the hierarchy given in (5). Most importantly, it
does not include the category of specificity but that of bare nouns. Whereas indefinite
NPs may be specific or non-specific, bare nouns are always non-specific. As a conse-
quence, (6) will not allow for systematic observations concerning correlations between
specificity and DOM.

On the basis of Laca’s (2006) corpus results and the simplified definiteness scale in (6),
Table 2 and Figure 1 show the diachrony for DOM with human objects. It is to be noted
that neither in the figure nor in the table have personal pronouns been considered since
with these categories object marking was already obligatory in Old Spanish.

Table 2: Diachrony of DOM with human objects (adapted from Laca 2006: 442—

443).
XII XIV XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX
Proper name  96% 100% 100% 95% 100% 86% 89%
(25/26)  (8/8) (35/35) (42/44) (65/65) (24/28) (24/27)
Definite NP 36% 55% 58% 70% 86% 83% 96%
(13/36)  (36/66) (38/65)  (85/122) (117/136) (44/53) (73/76)
Indefinite NP 0% 6% 0% 12% 40% 63% 41%
(0/6) (2/31) (0/11) (7/59) (21/53)  (20/32)  (12/29)
Bare noun 0% 0% 17% 5% 3% 9% 6%

(0/12)  (0/7) (2/12)  (2/40)  (1/39)  (2/22)  (1/17)

3In contrast to the more fine-grained distinctions proposed by Laca (2006: 439-443), the scale in (6) nei-
ther includes the differentiation between NPs with and without lexical heads, nor the distinction between
definite-like NPs with universal quantifiers (e.g. cada ‘each’) and indefinite-like NPs with existential quan-
tifiers (e.g. algo ‘some’). Consequently, these categories have not been taken into account in Table 2 and
Figure 1. For a discussion of these categories cf. Laca (2006: 437-439) and Garcia Garcia (2014: 82-87).
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Figure 1: Diachrony of DOM with human objects (based on Laca 2006: 442—
443)

Table 2 and Figure 1 allow for a number of observations: Firstly, the expansion of DOM
is roughly confined to definite and indefinite NPs. With definite NPs, the frequency of
a-marked objects increases significantly and more or less continuously. Starting with
36% of a-marked objects with definite NPs in the 12th century, we already find 58% in
the 15th century, 86% in the 17th century and, finally, 96% in the 19th century. Thus,
from being an optional marker for definite human objects in Old Spanish, essentially
restricted to dislocated, i.e. topicalized NPs (cf. (7) vs. (8)), a-marking has become an
almost obligatory requirement for any kind of definite human object in Modern Spanish,
including non-topicalized NPs (cf. (9)).

(7)

En brago-s tened-es  mi-s fija-s tan blanc-a-s como
in arm-pL hold-2pL 1sG.poss-PL daughter-PL so  white-F-PL as

el  sol

the sun

‘In your arms you hold my daughters as white as the sun’ (Cid 2333, apud Laca
2006: 455)

a las su-s fija-s en-braco las prend-ia
to the 3poss-pL daughter-pL in-arm  them take-1PFVv[3sG]

‘He took his daughters in his arms.’ (Cid 275, apud Laca 2006: 428)

En brazo-s ten-éis a mi-s hija-s tan blanc-a-s  como
in arm-pL hold-2pL to 1sG.Poss-PL daughter-pL so  white-F-PL as
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el  sol
the sun

‘In your arms you hold my daughters as white as the sun’

As illustrated by these examples, one of the driving forces for the spread of DOM
seems to be topicality. However, since topics are typically human and necessarily refer-
ential, it is not clear whether topicality is also relevant for the spread of DOM concerning
other subsets of direct objects, such as those expressed by human indefinite NPs. For a
discussion on the impact of topicality on (diachronic) DOM in Spanish, see Laca (1995:
85-89; 2006: 455-456); Melis (1995: 134, 161); Pensado (1995: 196-225); Delbecque (2002:
85); Leonetti (2004: 86-107); von Heusinger & Kaiser (2005: 41-45), and Iemmolo (n.d.:
ch. 8.5.2).

As already mentioned above, Table 2 and Figure 1 also show a remarkable evolution
with respect to human objects expressed by indefinite NPs. Contrary to definite NPs,
however, we do not observe a continuous but rather a discontinuous development with
indefinite NPs. From the 12th to the 16th century, a-marking of indefinites is attested
very scarcely, showing no relevant tokens in the 12th and 15th century and merely 6%
and 12% of a-marked NPs in the 14th and 16th century, respectively. In the 17th century,
there is an abrupt rise of a-marked NPs up to 40% followed by a peak of 63% case-marked
indefinites in the 18th century. Interestingly, case marking in this century is clearly more
frequent than in the 19th century, where it is attested in merely 41% of the transitive
constructions, i.e. just as often as 200 years before. As noted by Laca (2006: 460), the
relatively high percentage of a-marking in the 18th century seems to be due to a verbal
factor, namely to the disproportionately high number of causative constructions that are
attested in the corresponding text samples. I will comment on this observation in §4.4.

Comparing the development of human definite and indefinite objects, Table 2 and
Figure 1 allow for a second general observation: During the whole period, the frequency
of marked definite objects is clearly and constantly higher than that of indefinite ob-
jects. This distribution is completely in line with the expected development based on the
prominence scales.

A further observation that follows from Table 2 and Figure 1 is that with both proper
names and bare nouns, there is no attested evolution: similarly to strong personal pro-
nouns, proper names already required object marking in the 12th century (cf. (10) as well
as the findings from Company Company 2002b: 207 given in Table 5). Although Figure 1
shows a slight retraction in the 18th and 19th century, it is still the strongly preferred
option today.

(10) Mat-astes a Bucar e arranc-amos el  canpo.
kill-2sG.psT to Bucar and take-ipr.psT the field

“You killed Bucar and we have won the battle’ (Cid 2458, apud Laca 2006: 447)

With bare nouns, object marking is hardly ever attested across the centuries. Note
that the absolute numbers are extremely low with respect to this category showing only
two or fewer tokens with a-marked objects per century. This is also the case for the 15th
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century, where the relatively high frequency of 17% of DOM corresponds to only 2 out of
12 relevant instances. Even in Modern Spanish, DOM of bare nouns is generally blocked.
It is only found under certain conditions: (i) with bare plural objects governed by some
verbs such as golpear ‘to beat’ (cf. example (16) in §4.2); (ii) with bare plural objects that
are modified by an attribute as in (11); and (iii) with bare plurals expressing a contrastive
focus as in (12).

(11) a. "Detuv-ieron a  hincha-s.
arrest.psT-3PL  to supporter-PL

‘They arrested some supporters.

b. Detuv-ieron a  hincha-s peligros-o-s del Atlético.
arrest.pST-3PL  to supporter-pL  dangerous-M-PL of.the Atlético

‘They arrested some dangerous Atlético supporters.” (Leonetti 2004: 87)

(12) a. "En el  poblado i a  pescador-es.
in the village see.psT.isG to fisher-pL

‘In the village I saw some fishers’

b. En el  poblado wvi a PESCADOR-ES, no a turista-s.
in the village see.psT.isG to fisher-pL NEG to tourist-PL

‘T saw fishers in the village, not tourists. (Leonetti 2004: 88)

By way of summary, it is important to stress a fact that has not received the necessary
attention in the literature: The expansion of DOM within the domain of humans only ap-
plies to definite and indefinite object NPs. For the other NP types, there is no observable
evolution. DOM was either already required in Old Spanish, as is the case with proper
names, or it was and still is blocked today, as is evidenced by bare nouns.

3.3 Animate non-human objects

Let us turn to animate objects that do not refer to human individuals such as animals.
Table 3 summarizes the corresponding corpus results from Laca (2006). Due to the many
gaps and the very low numbers of relevant tokens across all categories, no clear picture
emerges from these findings.

With regard to proper names, indefinite NPs and bare nouns, no conclusions what-
soever can be drawn on the basis of these numbers. The results are slightly better for
definite NPs. Here, one may assume a certain increase of DOM: Whereas in the 14th cen-
tury only 10% of the definite NPs occur with a-marking, we find 41% of marked objects
in the 17th century and 36% in the 19th century. Note, however, that there are no cases
of DOM in the 16th century and that there is a remarkable retraction in the 18th century,
where, in contrast to the preceding centuries, only 6% of a-marked objects are attested.

The results from another diachronic corpus analysis, namely that by Company Com-
pany (2002a,b), suggest a much clearer picture. However, the overall distribution of a-
marked animate objects is considerably lower, showing 3% of a-marked animate objects
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Table 3: Diachrony of DOM with animate non-human objects (adapted from
Laca 2006: 442-443)

XII XIV XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX
Proper name  100% - - - 100% - -
(1/1) (0/0) (0/0) (0/0) (10/10)  (0/0) (0/0)
Definite NP 0% 10% 20% 0% 41% 6% 36%
(0/2) (2/20) (1/5) (0/10) (16/39)  (1/18) (4/11)
Indefinite NP - 0% - 0% 7% 4% 0%
(0/0) (0/10)  (0/0) (0/4) 1/15)  (1/27)  (0/5)
Bare noun - 0% - 0% 0% 0% 0%

(0/0) (0/5) (0/0) (0/11) (0/5) (0/6) (0/5)

in the 13th and 14th century, 6% in the 15th century, and 7% in the 16th century (cf. Table 5
in §3.4, below). These percentages may indicate a slight and constant increase of DOM,
but one has to be cautious. Firstly, because the category of animates has not been dif-
ferentiated with respect to definiteness in the aforementioned corpus study. This means
that the frequencies within the same study may not be comparable. While the attested
cases of DOM in the 13th century may contain animate indefinite NPs, the correspond-
ing data of the 16th century may be confined to animate definite NPs or proper names.
Secondly, Company Company’s (2002b) study does not provide information about the
distribution of DOM with animates beyond the 16th century. Thus, in contrast to the
development of a-marking with human objects, the diachrony of DOM with animates is
far from clear.

On the basis of the corpus studies carried out so far, we cannot assess whether there
really has been an evolution of DOM with animate non-human objects. We clearly need
further analyses grounded on much broader empirical bases. Moreover, there are some
additional parameters that must be taken into account with respect to animate non-
human objects, especially with regard to the category of animals. Beyond definiteness
and other related semanto-pragmatic criteria such as specificity and topicality, DOM
with animals additionally seems to depend on the species of the animal denoted by the
lexical noun as well as on the affective relation between the speaker and the animal ref-
erent in question (cf. Bossong 1991: 159; Aissen 2003: 457; Real Academia Espafiola 2010:
2635). Furthermore, a-marking also hinges on the agentivity of the animal referent in the
given event: Based on data from Don Quijote (17th century), Garcia (1993: 42) observes
that a-marking of definite animal objects is more likely in contexts where the animals
are moving and acting on their own than in contexts where no movement of the animals
is asserted. These parameters may be responsible for a great amount of both synchronic
and diachronic variation.

Summing up the results presented so far, it can be concluded that there has been a clear
evolution of DOM along the definiteness scale. However, the evolution only concerns
human referents, specifically human objects expressed by full definite and indefinite NPs.
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While in Old Spanish the a-marking was optional (+) for human definite objects and was
not attested for human indefinite NPs (=), in Modern Spanish we find near obligatory a-
marking of the former (+) and at least optional a-marking (+) of the latter category (cf.
Table 4).

Table 4: Evolution of DOM with human objects along the definiteness scale

[+human] Old Spanish Modern Spanish evolution
(12th century) (19th century)

Personal pronoun  + + no

Proper name + + no

Definite NP t (36%) +(96%) yes

Indefinite NP - (0%) t (41%) yes

Bare noun - - no

3.4 Inanimate objects

Let us consider the diachrony of DOM with inanimate objects. Interestingly, a-marking
with inanimate objects is already found in Old Spanish, though it is only attested very
scarcely (cf. §4.3.2 for some examples). Laca (2006) does not give any numbers concern-
ing the development of DOM with inanimate objects. However, her conclusion with
respect to this lexical subset of object NPs is fairly clear: “On the basis of the analyzed
corpus, one cannot assume an increase of the frequency of occurrences of object marking
with inanimates, the use of the object marker is always marginal in these cases” (Laca
2006: 450, my translation).*

In contrast, Company Company (2002a,b) comes to a different conclusion. Her cor-
pus study considers DOM with humans, animates and inanimates from the 13th-20th
century. The data from the 20th century are exclusively from Mexican Spanish. Based
on this corpus study, the author observes that a-marking has not only become more fre-
quent for animate objects, in particular for humans, but also for inanimate objects (cf.
Table 5).

As for the 20th century, the data shows 17% (64/363) of inanimate objects with a-
marking. Although Company Company does not differentiate between definite and in-
definite NPs, it is very likely that the a-marked inanimate objects are mostly definite
(cf. Barraza Carbajal 2003: 28, 108, Garcia Garcia 2014: 38-39, 81-87). According to Com-
pany Company (2002a,b), the corpus results clearly indicate that (Mexican) Spanish is
heading towards a full grammaticalization of the differential object marker into a proper
accusative case marker:

4“Partiendo del corpus examinado, no puede hablarse de un aumento de las ocurrencias ante inanimados,
antes bien, la marca en estos casos es siempre marginal” (Laca 2006: 450).
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Table 5: The diachrony of DOM in Spanish according to Company Company
(2002b: 207)

XIII XIV XV XVI XX
Pronoun 100% 100% 99% 99% 100%
(53/53) (46/46) (67/68) (182/183) (55/55)
PN 99% 99% 96% 88% 100%
(124/125) (170/172) (129/134) (124/147) (32/32)
Human 42% 35% 35% 50% 57%
(243/574) (224/631) (181/518) (541/1086) (81/141)
Animate 3% 3% 6% 7% -
(4/155) (2/64) (2/34) (11/168) -
Inanimate 1% 0% 3% 8% 17%
(2/300) (1/300) (8/300) (54/641) (64/373)

Nowadays, the last stage of the grammaticalization is going on; an interesting slow
invasion of the a case-marker into the prototype inanimate zone is taking place, it
is no more a classifier ‘personal a’, it is becoming a true case-marker, generalizing
its meaning and syntactic distribution. (Company Company 2002b: 208)

However, (Mexican) Spanish actually seems to be rather far from entering this last
stage of grammaticalization. In addition to the above-mentioned findings from Laca
(2006: 450), this is shown by a number of further empirical analyses (cf. Buyse 1998;
Barraza Carbajal 2003; Tippets 2011; Garcia Garcia 2014). In what follows, I will briefly
comment on these studies.

Barraza Carbajal (2003) is a detailed diachronic corpus analysis confined to inanimate
objects. The data are based on different text types (literary texts, newspapers, academic
texts) from the 16th, 18th and 20th centuries. One half of the texts stem from Spain, the
other half from Mexico. Similar to Company Company (2002a,b), the findings from Bar-
raza Carbajal also suggest an increase of a-marking with inanimate objects. However,
the increase is much lower, showing 2% (12/547) of a-marked instances in the 16th cen-
tury, 3% (15/546) in the 18th century and only 5% (49/962) in the 20th century.

Similar results for the 20th century are provided by Tippets (2011), a contrastive anal-
ysis of DOM based on exclusively oral material from Buenos Aires, Madrid and Mexico
City. At least as far as inanimate objects are concerned, the distribution of a-marking is
notably higher in Buenos Aires but still comparably low in all three cities: Tippets (2011:
113) found 8% (26/339) of a-marked instances in Buenos Aires, 5% (18/345) in Madrid, and
5% (13/283) in Mexico City. Particularly the percentages for Madrid and Mexico resemble
the above-mentioned results from Barraza Carbajal (2003). Altogether, the distribution
of a-marking with inanimate objects across the three varieties considered by Tippets
(2011) is 5.9% (57/967).

Buyse’s (1998) study is a synchronic corpus analysis that uses mainly written texts
from 20th century European Spanish. Regarding inanimate objects, his corpus shows
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only 3.2% (65/1,936) of marked instances. According to my own empirical research (Gar-
cia Garcia 2014: 71), the frequency of a-marked inanimate objects in the 20th century is
even lower, namely 1.2% (573/48,231). My corpus analysis is based on the Base de Datos de
Verbos, Alternancias de Diatesis y Esquemas Sintactico-Semanticos del Espariol (ADESSE),
an open source data base of 1.5 million words that pertain to written and oral texts stem-
ming from Spain (80%) and Latin America (20%).” Figure 2 summarizes the results of
DOM with inanimate objects obtained in the previously mentioned corpus studies. (DO
refers to morphologically non-marked direct objects and a DO to a-marked direct ob-
jects).

100% T
JE— —

80% A

60%

“aDO
40%
20%

0%
Barraza (2003) Buyse (1998) Compa.ny (2002a, b) Garcia (2014) Tippets (2011)

Figure 2: Percentages of DOM with inanimate objects in different corpora (20th
century)

As can be observed in this figure, the percentages of inanimate objects with a-marking
found in the cited studies range from 1.2% to 17.2%. Interestingly, the reasons for the
differing results seem to be neither connected to the origin of the data (Spain, Mexico
etc.), nor to the type of the data (oral vs. written), but rather to the notion of animacy. This
category is usually taken for granted and not defined explicitly. Particularly important
in this regard is the categorization of objects denoting collectives such as equipo ‘team’
or empresa ‘company’, which are more likely to occur with a-marking. Crucially, in some
corpus studies such as in Barraza Carbajal (2003), collectives are classified as inanimates,
whereas in others, such as my own (Garcia Garcia 2014), they are subsumed under the
category of animates. This may be one of the causes for the differing results (cf. Garcia
Garcia 2014: 72-75). In order not to blur the distinction between animates and inanimates,
the most adequate treatment would be to put collectives in a separate class, or, as Ilja

SFor details see http://adesse.uvigo.es/index.php/.
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A. Serzant (p.c.) has suggested, to simply exclude them from the analysis of DOM. This
would do justice to the problem that the animacy association of these nouns is context-
dependent and not uniform.

To summarize this section, it can be concluded that there is no clear support for an
evolution of DOM with inanimate NPs. Although a-marking of inanimate objects seems
to be attested already in Old Spanish, it is still very rare today. Thus, there is no evidence
for the hypothesis that the differential object marker is becoming a non-differential ac-
cusative case marker. On the contrary, the empirical findings discussed in this section
suggest that the evolution of a-marking from Old to Modern Spanish is basically re-
stricted to human definite and human indefinite objects. This may lead to the conclusion
that the a-marker is basically “a marker of animate direct objects” (de Swart 2007: 132),
or human direct objects, to be more precise. However, this is a somewhat problematic
simplification since, in combination with certain verbs, a-marking may also be required
for inanimate objects (cf. §4.3 below).

4 Verbal parameters and diachronic DOM in Spanish

In this section, I will consider different verbal parameters, elaborating on their interac-
tion with nominal parameters and their influence on synchronic and diachronic DOM.
I will first look at aspect, focusing on telicity (§4.1), then take into account the role of
affectedness (§4.2), and, finally, point to the relevance of agentivity (§4.3-§4.4).

4.1 Aspect

According to Torrego Salcedo (1999: 1787-1790), aspect has a clear and systematic influ-
ence on DOM in Modern Spanish. She states that direct objects governed by telic verbs,
i.e. by Vendler (1957) ACHIEVEMENT and ACCOMPLISHMENT verbs such as insultar ‘to in-
sult’ and curar ‘to treat’, take the a-marker obligatorily, at least if the object referents
are human. This is illustrated in (13).

(13) Insult-aron “o/a un estudiante.
insult-3pPL.PST @/to a  student

‘They insulted a student’

Even though the direct object in (13) is indefinite, a-marking is not optional but cate-
gorical. Note, however, that the verbs considered by Torrego Salcedo are not only char-
acterized by being telic, but also by two further non-aspectual properties: firstly, verbs
such as insultar ‘to insult’, sobornar ‘to bribe’, curar ‘to treat’ and emborrachar ‘to make
drunk’ involve an affected object (cf. §4.2). Secondly and more importantly, these verbs
only accept object arguments that are human. Thus, the alleged lexicalization of the a-
marker assumed for these verbs might not be tied to telicity but rather to their strong
preference for human objects (cf. also von Heusinger 2008: 28-29). Further evidence for
this view is provided by the fact that direct objects governed by typical telic predicates
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with a strong preference for inanimate objects such as the ACHIEVEMENT verbs abrir ‘to
open’ or cerrar ‘to close’ are systematically blocked for DOM.®

(14) Pepe abr-e o/*a la  puerta.
Pepe open-3sG.psT @/to the door

‘Pepe opens the door’

Torrego Salcedo (1999) also considers atelic verbs, i.e. Vendler’s (1957) ACTIVITIES (e.g.
besar ‘to kiss’) and STATES (e.g. conocer ‘to know’). They seem to differ with respect
to the transition point of DOM, i.e. the right-most category within the relevant scales
requiring object marking. Contrary to the above-mentioned telic predicates, with verbs
denoting ACTIVITIES and STATES, a-marking of indefinite human objects is not obligatory
but rather optional. According to Torrego Salcedo (1999: 1788-1789), object marking with
ACTIVITY verbs may lead to a shift from an atelic to a telic interpretation. However, this is
controversial. As convincingly argued by Delbecque (2002: 95-97), the telic reading does
not depend on DOM. This is shown in (15), which clearly denotes a telic event, regardless
of whether the object is a-marked or not.

(15) Bes-aron o/a varios ciclista-s en una hora.
kiss-3pL.pST @/to several cyclist-PL in one hour

“They kissed several cyclists in one hour’

From a diachronic perspective, the influence of aspect on DOM has been studied by
Barraza Carbajal (2008). This study is confined to inanimate objects. Therefore, it allows
for an animacy-independent evaluation of the impact of aspect. Besides telicity, her study
also considers perfectivity, i.e. the proper aspectual parameter related to the viewpoint
of an event (perfective vs. imperfective). As far as telicity is concerned, the results of
Barraza Carbajal (2008: 343-346) show that a-marking through time does not correlate
with telic verbs such as comprar ‘to buy’, but rather with atelic verbs such as conocer ‘to
know’ (cf. Table 6).

In each of the considered time periods in Table 6, the percentages of a-marked objects
are clearly higher with atelic than with telic verbs. This is particularly evident for the
18th century, where 93% of the a-marked objects are governed by atelic verbs. Note that,
in all centuries, there is also a clear correlation between atelic verbs and the absence of
a-marking. For example, in the 15th-16th century we find that not only 75% of the cases
with DOM are attested with atelic verbs, but also that 61% of the instances without DOM
combine with atelic predicates. Though in all of the time periods the percentages of atelic
verbs are always higher for objects with a-marking than for those without a-marking,
it is striking that, in the 20th century, the difference is only minimal (72% vs. 70%). This
suggests that, diachronically, the influence of atelic verbs has decreased. Nowadays, the
frequency of atelic verbs with a-marked objects roughly corresponds to the frequency

®Note also that there are some verbs such as preceder ‘to precede’ and suceder ‘to follow’ that require a-
marking even when the object is inanimate. Clearly, these verbs denote atelic rather than telic events (cf.
§4.3).
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Table 6: Telicity and diachronic DOM with inanimate objects (Barraza Carbajal

2008: 345)
DO a DO
atelic telic atelic telic
XV-XVI 61% 39% 75% 25%
(326/535) (209/535) (18/24) 25%
XVIII 76% 24% 93% 7%
(404/531) (127/531) (67/72) (5/72)
XX 70% 30% 72% 28%
(639/913) (274/913) (133/185) (52/185)

of these verbs with objects without a-marking. The same applies for telic verbs (28%
vs. 30%). Consequently, telicity itself does not seem to be a relevant factor for DOM in
Modern Spanish, at least as far as inanimate objects are concerned (cf. Barraza Carbajal
2008: 345).

The results for perfectivity, that is, the criterion related to the viewpoint aspect, re-
semble those for telicity. Barraza Carbajal’s (2008: 346-348) data show that there is a
slight diachronic preference for DOM in imperfective rather than in perfective events.
For the 20th century, the corpus findings show that 79% (146/185) of the a-marked ob-
jects co-occur with an imperfective verb form while only 21% (39/185) are attested with a
perfective verb form. Similar to what is the case with telicity, the percentages for the con-
structions without DOM are comparable: While 74% (676/913) of the sentences without
a-marking denote an imperfective event, 26% (237/913) express a perfective event.

To sum up, our brief discussion of aspect points to the following conclusions: Firstly,
the alleged lexicalization of the a-marker found with certain telic verbs such as insul-
tar ‘to insult’ may not be due to telicity but rather to the verb’s restriction for human
objects. Secondly, Barraza Carbajal’s (2008) analysis of inanimate objects suggests that
aspect in itself has only a minor influence on DOM in Spanish. Thirdly, it seems that this
influence decreases through time. Finally, it is remarkable that (diachronic) DOM does
not correlate with telic and perfective but with atelic and imperfective events, i.e. with
verbal parameters indicating a low rather than a high degree of transitivity. This correla-
tion seems to contradict the findings concerning the second important verbal parameter
related to DOM, namely affectedness.

4.2 Affectedness

The relevance of affectedness for DOM in Spanish has been pointed to by Spitzer (1928),
Pottier (1968) and Torrego Salcedo (1999), among others. Similarly to telicity, Torrego
Salcedo (1999: 1791) notes that, in Modern Spanish, objects governed by verbs selecting
an affected object such as golpear ‘to beat’ require a-marking even for human objects
that are indefinite and non-specific. As (16) shows, even bare nouns require the a-marker,
at least with the verb golpear ‘to beat’.
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(16) Siempre golpe-an “o/a turistas.
always beat-3pL @/to  tourists

‘They always beat tourists.

According to the literature, some of the verbs selecting an affected object such as
castigar ‘to punish’, sobornar ‘to bribe’ or odiar ‘to hate’ seem to have lexicalized the
object marker for all human objects (cf. Leonetti 2004: 84 among others). However, it is
not clear whether this alleged lexicalization is really due to affectedness. Again, most of
these verbs only accept human objects. Verbs that also allow for inanimate objects such
as odiar ‘to hate’ only require a-marking when the object is human. As stated by von
Heusinger (2008: 9): “It rather seems that it is just the condition of being human that
triggers (obligatory) DOM.” Moreover, the assumption that verbs such as odiar ‘to hate’
select an affected object is not without problems. Usually, such predicates are analyzed as
psychological verbs having an EXPERIENCER and a STIMULUS as their arguments, whereby
neither the former nor the latter represents a properly affected participant.

The diachronic impact of affectedness on DOM in Spanish has been systematically
analyzed by von Heusinger (2008) and von Heusinger & Kaiser (2011). In the latter study,
affectedness is defined as the “persistent change of an event participant” (von Heusinger
& Kaiser 2011: 593). Moreover, affectedness is taken as a gradual notion that is specified
by means of Tsunoda’s (1985: 388) transitivity or affectedness scale, where different verb
classes are ordered with respect to the degree of affectedness of the patient argument (cf.
Table 7).

Table 7: Affectedness scale of Tsunoda (1985: 388, first 5 classes) with Spanish
verbs (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 609)

1 2 3 4 5
Direct effect on patient Perception Pursuit Knowledge Feeling
(=effective action)

la 1b 2a 2b

+result —result +attained —attained

matar golpear ver ‘see’, escuchar buscar conocer querer

kill’, herir,  ‘hit’, tirar oir ‘hear’ ‘listen’, ‘search ‘know’, ‘like’,

‘violate’ ‘shoot’ mirar for’, entender temer
‘look at’ esperar ‘under- ‘fear’

‘wait for’ stand’

The left-most class, i.e. EFFECTIVE ACTION, comprises prototypical transitive verbs
such as kill or hit. This class can further be subdivided into two subclasses (1a and 1b), de-
pending on whether the event denoted by the predicate has a direct result on the patient
or not. Verbs from the EFFECTIVE AcTION class 1a such as kill are supposed to impose
the highest degree of affectedness on the corresponding patient. The verb classes to the
right imply a respectively lower degree of affectedness.

225



Marco Garcia Garcia

Focusing on the five verb classes given in the affectedness scale in Table 7, von Heu-
singer & Kaiser (2011) carried out a diachronic corpus analysis considering 12 verbs, i.e. 2
verbs per class, including the subclasses of the EFFECTIVE AcTION type. Their study com-
prises 2,000 sentences from the 15th, 17th and 19th centuries extracted from the Corpus
del Espariol and CORDE. While they only considered human NPs, they carefully differ-
entiated between definite and indefinite NPs. They found clear significant correlations
between verb classes and diachronic DOM with both definite and indefinite objects. Here,
I will only consider the latter NP subtype, i.e. human indefinite objects, since the impact
of verb classes on DOM is more obvious with these objects. The results are presented in
Table 8 and Figure 3.

Table 8: Percentages of a-marking of human indefinite direct objects for five
verb classes (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 611)

15th cent. 17th cent. 19th cent.

la + 1b EFFECTIVE ACTION: matar, herir, 18% 40% 79%
golpear, tirar (9/51) (21/53) (46/58)
2a +2b PERCEPTION: oir ver, escuchar, mirar 17% 71% 93%
(1/6) (22/31) (27/29)
3 Pursurt: buscar, esperar 11% 23% 41%
(1/9) (8/35) (17/41)
4 KNOWLEDGE: conocer, entender — 31% 67%
(0/0) (5/16) (14/21)
5 FEELING: querer, temer - 52% 75%
(0/0) (11/21) (15/20)

Von Heusinger & Kaiser’s (2011) findings show a great influence of verb classes on
DOM through time. Furthermore, they suggest at least a partial correlation between
diachronic DOM and affectedness. For example, there are clearly higher percentages
of a-marked instances in each of the centuries for direct objects governed by verbs of
the EFFECTIVE ACTION class (e.g. matar ‘to kill’, golpear ‘to hit’) than for direct objects
combining with the PURSUIT class (e.g. buscar ‘to search for’, esperar ‘to wait for’).

However, as noted by von Heusinger & Kaiser (2011), the corpus results do not fully
mirror the expectations based on Tsunoda’s (1985) affectedness scale. There are some
interesting mismatches concerning the correlation between diachronic DOM and affect-
edness. The most striking mismatch concerns the class of FEELING, which represents the
lowest ranking class in the proposed affectedness scale (cf. Table 7). Contrary to expec-
tation, this class showed a much greater affinity for object marking than the Pursurr
or the KNOWLEDGE class. Taking a closer look at the FEELING class, von Heusinger &
Kaiser (2011) found that the two selected verbs, i.e. querer ‘to like’ and temer ‘to fear’,
behave very differently. While the first shows the expected lower preference for object
marking, the latter demonstrates an unexpected strong preference for a-marking. The
authors explain the unpredicted behavior of DOM with temer ‘to fear’ as follows:
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Nominal and verbal parameters in the diachrony of

DOM in Spanish
100%
80% / ~#=Class 1 Action
~#-Class 2 Perception
60% Class 3 Pursuit
—*Class 4 Knowledge
40%
Class 5 Feeling
20%
0%
15th C. 17th C. 19th C.

Figure 3: Percentages of a-marking of human indefinite depending on verb
classes and time (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 611)

[T]he direct object of ‘fear’ has more typical properties of a subject than a proto-
typical object of ‘like’ (see Kirsner & Thompson 1976). This might be the cause of
temer’s high scores. This behaviour, however, has nothing to do with affectedness,
but rather with the competition between the agentivity of the participants involved
in the event. (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 613)

A similar contrast as the one between querer ‘to like’ and temer ‘to fear’ is found
within the PERCEPTION class. Here, the verbs of auditory perception, i.e. escuchar ‘to lis-
ten” and oir ‘to hear’ show a notably stronger preference for diachronic DOM than the
visual perception verbs mirar ‘to look at’ and ver ‘to see’ (cf. von Heusinger & Kaiser
2011: 614). The different behavior of these verbs can be explained along the same lines as
the contrast between querer ‘to like’ and temer ‘to fear’. While the verbs of auditory per-
ception presuppose a noise-producing source as their object argument, i.e. a physically
active and thus agent-like participant, the object argument of visual perception verbs
need not be an agentive participant (cf. also Enghels 2007: 244-273).

Summing up, on the one hand there seems to be a clear diachronic correlation between
affectedness and the spread of DOM. On the other hand, however, the unexpected strong
preference for diachronic DOM found with the FEELING verb temer ‘to fear’, as well as
with the verbs of auditory PERCEPTION escuchar ‘to listen’ and oir ‘to hear’, suggest a
rather contrary correlation, namely that DOM is not favored by a higher degree of the
object’s affectedness but by a higher degree of the object’s agentivity. As we will see
in the next section, agentivity is also the key notion for understanding the rare and
seemingly exceptional cases of DOM with inanimate objects.
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4.3 Agentivity and DOM with inanimate objects
4.3.1 DOM-sensitive verb classes in Modern Spanish

As shown in §3.4, a-marking of inanimate direct objects is generally ungrammatical in
Modern Spanish; cf. (3) repeated in (17) for convenience:

(17) Pepe ve o/*a la  pelicula.
Pepe see[3sGg] o/to the film

‘Pepe sees the film.

However, in some cases, such as those given in (18), a-marking of inanimate objects
is obligatory or at least the strongly preferred option.

(18) a. Un articulo preced-e *o/a un sustantivo.
a  article precede-3s¢ @/to a  noun

‘An article precedes a noun’

b. En este coctel el  vodka pued-e  sustitu-ir “o/a la
in this cocktail the vodka can-3sG substitute-INF @/to the
ginebra.
gin

‘In this cocktail, vodka can be substituted by gin’

. . ?? . .z
c. La euforia caracteriz-a “o/a la  situacion.
the euphoria characterize-3s¢ @/to  the situation

‘Euphoria characterizes the situation’

d. La mujer  venc-id el/al destino.
the woman beat-3sG.psT the/to.the destiny

‘“The woman beat destiny’

e. No llam-an conflicto *e/a wuna pelea.
NEG call-3pL  conflict e¢/to a fight

“They do not call a fight a conflict’

Note that these examples challenge many of the standard assumptions about DOM.
Firstly, they call into question the implicational predictions associated with prominence
scales mentioned in §2: The observation based on (18), that (definite and indefinite) inani-
mate objects must take the a-marker, would lead to the wrong prediction that a-marking
is also obligatory for animate non-human objects.” Obviously, this is not the case. In
most contexts, g-marking of animate non-human objects is rather optional than categor-
ical (cf. Table 1). As noted by Torrego Salcedo (1999: 1788), among others, a-marking in

"Though it is more usual to find definite rather than indefinite NPs among inanimate objects with a-marking
(in particular with those that are not modified by an attribute), definiteness is not a necessary condition
for a-marking (cf. (18a) and (18e)).
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sentences such as those in (18) is not determined by nominal but by verbal factors, more
specifically by lexical verbs such as preceder ‘to precede’.

This conclusion is certainly true, but it involves a second problem. It contests the tra-
ditionally assumed hierarchy of DOM conditions in Spanish, according to which object
marking depends first and foremost on nominal parameters (animacy and definiteness)
rather than on verbal parameters.

The very impact of verbal parameters involves yet a third puzzle for the standard as-
sumptions about DOM (in Spanish). The main verbal factors that are taken to be relevant
for DOM in Spanish are telicity and affectedness (cf. §4.1 and §4.2). However, in (18) nei-
ther the former nor the latter factors are at play. Apart from (18d), the sentences given in
(18) do not denote a telic, but a stative situation. Furthermore, they involve a non-affected
rather than an affected object.

Following Weissenrieder (1985; 1991) and Delbecque (2002), I have argued elsewhere
(cf. Garcia Garcia 2007: 65-66; 2014: 147-189) that DOM with inanimate objects occurs
mainly with a small number of verb classes, namely with those given in (19).

(19) DOM-sensitive verb classes

Verbs of sequencing (e.g. preceder ‘to precede’, suceder ‘to succeed’).
Verbs of replacement (e.g. sustituir ‘to substitute’, reemplazar ‘to replace’)
Verbs of competition (e.g. vencer ‘to win’, derrotar ‘to defeat’)

Verbs of attribution (e.g. caracterizar ‘to characterize’, definir ‘to define’)

P &0 TP

Verbs of naming (e.g. considerar ‘to consider’, llamar ‘to call’)

The unexpected affinity for DOM with inanimate objects found with these verbs seems
to be triggered by their specific role semantics, at least as far as the classes (18a—d) are
concerned.® According to the generalization of thematic distinctness proposed in Garcia
Garcia (2007: 71, 2014: 145); a-marking of inanimate direct objects is required when the
subject does not outrank the object in terms of agentivity. Before illustrating this gener-
alization, I will briefly specify my notion of agentivity, which is based on Primus’ (1999a;
2006) Proto-Role model, a refined version of that by Dowty (1991).

Primus (1999a; 1999b; 2006) distinguishes two types of thematic information that de-
fine Proto-Roles: involvement and dependency. Involvement is characterized by the num-
ber and content of Proto-properties, which roughly correspond to those mentioned by
Dowty (1991: 573), that is, control, (autonomous) movement, experience and possession.
The second type of thematic information, viz. dependency, describes the causal rela-
tion between the involved co-arguments. According to Primus (1999a: 52; 2006: 56), the
PrOTO-PATIENT always depends on the PROTO-AGENT (co-argument dependency). Cru-
cially, the co-argument dependency relation is taken as the central criterion that dis-
tinguishes the PROTO-AGENT from the PROTO-PATIENT. Whereas the PROTO-PATIENT is
defined by its causal dependency on the PROTO-AGENT, the PROTO-AGENT is conceived

8DOM with verbs of naming is mostly found in double object constructions, in particular when the object
argument and the predicative nominal are adjacent, as in (18e). Thus, with this verb class DOM is rather
due to syntactic factors (cf. Garcia Garcia 2014: 102-104).
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of as a causally independent co-argument, i.e. as an argument whose existence and in-
volvement in a given event do not depend on any other argument.

Following Primus (2006), not just participants accumulating many or all of the Proto-
Agent involvement properties (control, experience etc.), such as the first argument of
Uma kills Bill, will count as PROTO-AGENTs. Participants showing a minimal number
or even none of the corresponding involvement properties, such as the subject in Uma
is brave, are also considered as PROTO-AGENTSs, though as logically weaker ones.” This
is due to the fact that, in both situations, Uma functions as a causally independent co-
argument.

On the basis of Primus’ notion of agentivity, let me now illustrate the above-mentioned
generalization of thematic distinctness. I will focus on the verbs of sequencing (19a) and
the verbs of replacement (19b), which can be subsumed under the more abstract class
of reversible predicates since they both point to a reversible relation between their co-
arguments. Consider (18a), where the verb preceder ‘to precede’ denotes a merely tem-
poral ordering of the core arguments articulo ‘article’ and sustantivo ‘noun’. According
to Primus (2006: 56), both arguments can be categorized as PRoTo-AGENTS. This follows
from the fact that, in the sequencing event denoted by preceder ‘to precede’, none of the
co-arguments depends on the other. Note that the same (truth-functional) meaning as
in (18a) can be expressed by means of the verb suceder ‘to succeed/come after’, which is
the converse counterpart of preceder ‘to precede’:

(20) Un sustantivo suced-e *o/a un articulo.
a noun succeed-3sG  @/to a  article

‘A noun comes after an article’

As predicted by the generalization of thematic distinctness, a-marking is required in
(18a), as well as in (20). Note that the a-marked NPs in (18a) and (20) are not indirect
but direct objects. Though from a semantic point of view neither preceder ‘to precede’
nor suceder ‘to succeed’ are typically transitive predicates, morphosyntactically they
behave as canonical transitive verbs. This is evidenced by the fact that these verbs fulfill
the standard morphosyntactic criteria for transitivity in Spanish. They allow for both
pronominalization of the object by means of an accusative clitic and transformation into
a passive (cf. Garcia Garcia 2014: 55-56).

The obligatory object marking in (18b) can also be accounted for by thematic distinct-
ness. Similar to (18a), (18b) also denotes a reversible relation between the correspond-
ing co-arguments. Obviously, (18b) does not encode an asymmetric substitution event,
with vodka and gin functioning as the respective PROTO-AGENT and PROTO-PATIENT ar-
guments. Rather, vodka and gin are conceived of as replaceable ingredients. This means
that (18b) neither entails a proper causation on the part of the subject, nor a proper af-
fection on the part of the object argument. Again, both arguments can be analyzed as
PrROTO-AGENTS since none of the participants depends on the other. To put it differently,

“PROTO-AGENTS having many or all of the corresponding involvement properties are specified as A™,
whereas PROTO-AGENTs with only a minimal or even none of the relevant involvement properties are
referred to as A™" (cf. Primus 2006: 61).
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in the referred situation vodka and gin serve the same role-semantic function: They can
both be used to cause a specific change of state concerning the taste, the alcoholic con-
tent or some other characteristic property of the cocktail in question (cf. Garcia Garcia
2007: 80; 2014: 137-138, and Primus 2012: 78).

Although reversible verbs generally show a very strong preference for a-marked di-
rect objects, there are some conspicuous differences among the lexical predicates that
form this class. As I have shown in detail elsewhere (Garcia Garcia 2014: 162-167), this is
particularly obvious with respect to the sequencing verbs preceder ‘to precede’, suceder
‘to succeed’ and seguir ‘to follow’. In the corpus data base ADESSE (20th century), inani-
mate direct objects of preceder and suceder are exclusively attested with a-marking. This
suggests that these verbs have lexicalized the a-marker. However, in combination with
seguir a-marking is only found in 7.5% (12/160) of the cases. The different behavior of
preceder ‘to precede’ and suceder ‘to succeed’, on the one hand, and seguir ‘to follow’, on
the other, is connected to the fact that the latter predicate is a polysemous verb. Seguir
can be used not only with a reversible meaning in the sense of ‘x comes after y’ (21a),
but also with different non-reversible meanings such as ‘to follow (with the eyes), ‘to
observe’ (21b) or ‘to continue’ (21c). As illustrated in (21), a-marking is only found when
seguir is used with the reversible meaning.

(21) a. la-s pausa-s  que  sig-uen [..] a su-s tarea-s de
the-pL  pause-pr that follow-3pL to 3sG.poss-PL task-pL  of
copista
copyist
‘the pauses that come after his tasks as a copyist’ (ADESSE, PAI: 086, 02)

b. el  animal-it-o [...] segu-i-a cada movimiento de
the animal-pDIM-MASC follow-1pFv-3sG  each movement of
su-s mano-s

his-pL  hand-pL
‘the little animal followed/observed every movement of his hands’ (ADESSE,

TER: 074, 16)
c. te quitaban la  chuleta y seg-ui-as el  examen
2sG.acc  remove  the crib and follow-1pFv-2sG the exam

‘they took the crib away from you and you continued the exam’ (ADESSE,
MAD: 417, 05)

Whereas (21a) denotes a situation similar to the ones expressed in (18a) and (20), i.e. a
merely temporal relation in which the object is as agentive as the subject argument, both
the event referred to in (21b) and in (21c) involve an object that is clearly less agentive
than the respective subject participant. This correlates with the absence of a-marking.

In sum, the observations on reversible predicates show that the relative agentivity of
the direct object is a crucial factor for DOM, at least as far as inanimate objects in Modern
Spanish are concerned (for further evidence, including the other DOM-sensitive verb
classes mentioned in (19), see Garcia Garcia 2014: Ch. 6). Building on these synchronic
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insights, let us now examine whether agentivity is also a diachronically relevant factor
for DOM in Spanish.

4.3.2 DOM-sensitive verb classes from a diachronic perspective

It is noteworthy that, despite its rareness, DOM with inanimate objects is already attested
in older stages of Spanish, at least with definite NPs (cf. Table 5, Table 6 and (22)). As
noted by Laca (2006: 451), it typically occurs with certain verbal lexemes such as those
given in the examples from Fernando de Rojas’ Celestina (1499) and Miguel de Cervantes’
Don Quijote (1605, 1615) in (22).

(22) a. que preced-e a lo  corporal
that precede-3sc to the physical
‘that it precedes the physical things’ (Celestina, V1. 178, apud Laca 2006: 451)
b. a los [.] clar-o-s sol-es,  nublad-o-s  scur-o-s [...]
to the bright-M-pL  sun-pr, cloudy-m-pL dark-m-pL
ve-mos  suced-er
see-1PL  follow-INF
‘we see that bright sunlight is followed by dark clouds’ (Celestina, VIIL 215,
apud Laca 2006: 451)

c. La noche que sigu-io al dia  del rencuentro de
the night that follow-3sG.psT to.the day ofithe reunion of
la  Muerte.
the death

“The night that followed the day with the reunion with death.’ (Quijote, 752,
apud Laca 2006: 451)

d Y a ést-a-s llam-as seniales de salud.
and to this-F-pL call-2sc signs  of health

‘And you call those signs of health.” (Celestina, V1. 178, apud Laca 2006: 451)

e. la voluntad a la razon  no obedece
the will to the reason NEG obey-2s5G

‘will does not obey reason’ (Celestina, 1. 9, apud Laca 2006: 452)

Interestingly, most of these verbs correspond to the same verb classes that are also
relevant for Modern Spanish: While the examples in (22a)—(22c) contain the sequencing
verbs preceder ‘to precede’, suceder ‘to succeed’ and seguir ‘to follow’, (22d) shows a
double object construction with the verb of naming llamar ‘to call’. Besides, verbs having
a strong preference for (agent-like) human objects such as obedecer ‘to obey’ (22€) also
seem to allow for object marking with inanimates. In order to evaluate the diachronic
influence of these verb classes and the impact of agentivity on DOM more thoroughly,
further research is needed.

As a first step towards this research task, I carried out a test corpus analysis for the
sequencing verbs preceder ‘to precede’ and seguir ‘to follow’. On the basis of the Corpus
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del Espariol, I have checked data from the 13th to the 20th century. For each century, I
have analyzed the first 100 tokens with preceder and seguir, respectively. Data containing
animate objects as well as cliticized objects were excluded. As a consequence, only about
20 relevant tokens per verb and century could be evaluated. The results of the corpus
analysis are shown in Table 9 and the simplified representation in Figure 4.1°

Table 9: Distribution of DOM with inanimate objects depending on preceder
‘precede’ and seguir ‘follow’ (Corpus del Espafiol)

XII XIV XV XVI XVII XVl  XIX XX

preceder 100% — 85% 77% 88% 92% 94% 98%
(1/1) (11/13) (20/26) (7/8) (22/24) (29/31)  (39/40)
seguir  29% 6% 5% 10% 6% 19% 22% 13%

(6/21)  (1/17)  (1/22)  (3/30)  (2/34)  (6/32)  (4/18)  (3/23)

100% 1

80%

60%
e=g=spreceder
e seguir

40%

I-\

20%

0%

XIIT XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX XX

Figure 4: Percentages of g-marking with inanimate objects depending on pre-
ceder ‘to precede’ and seguir ‘to follow’ (Corpus del Espafiol)

Table 9 and Figure 4 allow for the following observations: Firstly, in combination with
the sequencing verbs preceder ‘to precede’ and seguir ‘to follow’, a-marking of inanimate
objects is already attested in the 13th century. Since then, the frequency of DOM with
these verbs has remained quite stable. Note that although a-marking shows a minimal

10In contrast to Table 9, Figure 4 does not include the findings for the 14th century. In this century, only data
with seguir ‘to follow’ but no relevant tokens with the verb preceder ‘to precede’ were found.
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increase from the 18th century onwards, the highest percentages of DOM with both
verbs are documented in the 13th century. This suggests that there have not been any
significant changes, neither for DOM in combination with preceder ‘to precede’ nor with
seguir ‘to follow’. Secondly, the verbs obviously have a very different affinity for DOM
over time. While a-marking with preceder is highly frequent, ranging between 77% and
100%, with seguir it is rather rare. With this verb, the percentages of inanimate objects
with g-marking only range between 5% and 29%.

A closer look at the data reveals that the different diachronic behavior of these verbs is
due to the same role-semantic reasons as in Modern Spanish. The verb preceder is nearly
exclusively documented with a reversible meaning in the sense of ‘x comes before y’, as
in (23a). Only twice is it found within a non-reversible predication, as in (23b). Here, it is
not restricted to the denotation of a mere sequencing event, but rather used in the sense
of ‘to guide’ or ‘to determine’, thus expressing a causation between the subject and the
object participant (cf. Delbecque 2002: 92-93 for similar meaning variations of preceder
in Modern Spanish).

(23) a. El  matrimonio [...] preced-e alos  otr-o-s sacramento-s.
the marriage precede-3sG  to.the other-m-PL sacrament-pPL

‘Marriage precedes the other sacraments.’ (13th century, Alf. X., Siete partidas)

b. la  certeza y seguiridad [...] deb-e preced-er su
the certainty and confidence must-3sG  precede-INF  3sG.POSS
ejercicio
practice

‘certainty and confidence must guide his practice’ (16th century, Solérzano
Pereira, Politica indiana)

Contrary to preceder, the verb seguir is only rarely attested with a reversible predica-
tion in the sense of ‘x comes after y’, as in (24a). It is used much more frequently with a
non-reversible meaning such as ‘to continue’, illustrated in (24b).

(24) a. sigu-e ala primer-a  faz de Aries
follow-3sG to.the first-F phase of Aries
‘it follows/comes after the first phase of Aries’ (13th century, Alf. X., Judizios
de las estrellas)
b. non quis-o ssegu-ir el  pleito
NEG want.PsT-35G follow-INF the lawsuit

‘he did not want to continue the lawsuit’ (13th century, Alf. X., Espéculo)

As shown in (23) and (24), inanimate objects of reversible relations are regularly
marked with a, both in combination with preceder and seguir while those found in
non-reversible predications, which are much more common with seguir, lack a-marking.
These observations suggest that it is not the verb per se that triggers DOM through time
but rather the agentivity of the direct object that follows from the more or less frequently
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attested reversible meanings of the investigated verbs. This claim is supported by the syn-
chronic distribution of DOM found with most of the other DOM-sensitive verb classes
mentioned in (19). A case in point are the verbs of replacement sustituir ‘to substitute’
and reemplazar ‘to replace’: Similar to seguir ‘to follow’, both sustituir and reemplazar
have a reversible meaning (‘x takes the place of y’) and a non-reversible meaning (‘x
substitutes/replaces y (with z)’), whereby the reversible variant patterns systematically
with DOM and the non-reversible patterns with the absence of object marking (cf. Weis-
senrieder 1985: 395-396; Garcia Garcia 2014: 149-154). However, so far, these verbs have
only been examined in Modern Spanish.

In order to obtain a more detailed picture of the diachronic impact of agentivity on
DOM, the diachronic test corpus study undertaken for preceder ‘to precede’ and seguir
‘to follow” must be complemented by empirical analyses considering all the other DOM-
sensitive verb classes mentioned in (19), in particular by verbs of replacement (e.g. reem-
plazar ‘to replace’), verbs of attribution (e.g. caracterizar ‘to characterize’) and verbs of
competition (e.g. vencer ‘to win’).

4.4 Accusativus-cum-infinitivo-constructions (Acl)

This section deals with Acl-constructions with causative and perception verbs. Thus, it
does not consider a proper verbal but a constructional parameter. As we will see, Acl-
constructions also seem to underpin the (diachronic) influence of agentivity on DOM.
Let us reconsider the diachronic development of DOM with human indefinite objects re-
ported in §3.2. As illustrated in Table 2 and Figure 1, the expansion of a-marking with this
subset of objects shows a striking irregularity. While there are 40% (21/53) of a-marked
objects in the 17th century and 41% (12/29) in the 19th century, the greatest percentage of
a-marking with indefinite human objects is found in the 18th century, showing a remark-
able peak of 63% (20/32). As noted by Laca (2006: 460), the relatively high percentage
of a-marked objects found in this century is due to the disproportionately high number
of causative constructions attested in one of the corresponding text samples, namely
the Documentos lingiiisticos de la Nueva Espafia. In this text sample, 9 out of 12 of the a-
marked indefinite human objects contain a causative construction such as the one given
in (25).

(25)  hiz-o parec-er ante si a un yndio que [..]
make.PsT-3sG  appear-INF before REFL to an Indian who
dij-o llamarse Pedro  Martin

say.psT-3sG  to.be.called Pedro Martin

‘He summoned to him an Indian who said that he was called Pedro Martin’
(DLNE, 1733, 189.487, apud Laca 2006: 460)

The affinity of Acl-constructions for DOM is not only evidenced by constructions with
causative verbs, but also by those with perception verbs. Although DOM is probably
less frequent with the latter type of Acl-construction than with the causative type (cf.
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Roegiest 2003: 316-317), it is still very common to also use the object marker in Acl-
constructions with perception verbs, at least in Modern Spanish:

(26) Se 0-y6 maull-ar  a un gato.
REFL hear-3sG.PST meow-INF to a  cat

‘We heard the meowing of a cat. (Corrales Egea, apud Roegiest 1979: 50)

The question here is why Acl-constructions show such a striking preference for DOM.
One can assume that this is due to agentivity, i.e. to the semi-agentive status of the ob-
ject participant. As argued by Roegiest (1979: 50), the direct object of the matrix verb is
concurrently the “subject” of the infinitival verb, whereby the latter relation involves an
“activation” of the object, that is, an agentive interpretation of the corresponding par-
ticipant. Within the Proto-Role model, it can be specified that the second participant
of an Acl-construction shows both proto-agent and proto-patient properties (cf. Primus
1999b: 161-162). This is particularly obvious with respect to (26). Whereas the first ar-
gument of the perception event denoted by oir ‘to hear’ has the Proto-Agent property
experience, the second argument, i.e. the indefinite non-human NP un gato ‘a cat’, is not
only characterized by the converse Proto-Patient property of being experienced, i.e. of
being perceived, but also by the Proto-Agent property move, entailed by the infinitival
verb maullar ‘to meow’. Note that the Proto-Agent property move is associated with any
form of autonomous physical activity (cf. Primus 2006: 55).

The close connection between the direct object’s agentivity and DOM is also corrobo-
rated by Enghels’s (2007: 241-273) fine-grained study on Acl-constructions with percep-
tion verbs in Modern Spanish (cf. also Torrego Salcedo 1999: 1792). Enghels differentiates
between different factors that determine the agentivity degree of the direct object, i.e. of
the second argument of an Acl-construction, such as (i) the modality of the perception
verb (visual vs. auditory), (ii) the animacy of the second argument (human, animate,
inanimate etc.) and (iii) the semantics of the infinitival verb (transitive, unergative, unac-
cusative). With respect to the latter factor, it is assumed that Acl-constructions embed-
ding predicates that are transitive, such as matar ‘to kill’, presuppose a high agentivity
degree of the second argument, while Acl-constructions embedding unergative verbs
such as reir ‘to laugh’ and those having unaccusative verbs such as morir ‘to die’ imply
a respectively lower agentivity degree of the second argument. Enghels’ (2007: 241-273)
findings reveal that the more the mentioned factors indicate an agentive interpretation of
the direct object argument, the greater the probability for a-marking. Though the modal-
ity of the perception verb (visual vs. auditory) and the animacy of the second argument
are the most relevant factors, there is also a clear and independent effect with respect to
the semantics of the infinitival verb (cf. Table 10).

Table 10 represents the influence of the embedded infinitival predicate on DOM in Acl-
constructions with human direct objects. As can be observed, a-marking is noticeably
more frequent with transitive verbs (98.6%) than with intransitive verbs, especially in
comparison with unaccusative verbs (71.1%), that is, with those predicates presupposing
the lowest agentivity degree of the direct object.
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Table 10: Distribution of DOM with human objects in Acl-constructions de-
pending on the semantics of the infinitival predicate (adapted from Enghels

2007: 268)
infinitival predicate DO aDO
transitive 1.4% (5/369) 98.6% (364/369)
unergative 45%  (17/308)  94.5% (291/308
unaccusative 28.9% (123/425) 711%  (302/425)

5 Conclusion

In Spanish, DOM is diachronically triggered not only by nominal, but also verbal param-
eters. The general picture that emerges from the current research on nominal parameters
(animacy and definiteness) is that DOM is a remarkably stable system. Although there
has clearly been an evolution of DOM from Old to Modern Spanish, this development
is basically restricted to human definite and indefinite objects (cf. Table 4). Other NP
types do not seem to have undergone any remarkable changes. This applies in particular
to the category of inanimates: The a-marking of inanimate direct objects was and still
is a scarcely attested phenomenon (cf. Figure 2). Thus, there is no clear support for the
hypothesis that the a-marker is grammaticalizing into a proper accusative case marker
and, consequently, that Spanish is changing from a language with DOM to a language
without DOM. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to conclude that DOM in Spanish is
essentially driven by humanness.

The discussion of verbal parameters has revealed that the occurrence of DOM through
time is also influenced by agentivity, affectedness and, in some rather inconsistent way,
also by aspect. As for agentivity, the test corpus analysis of preceder ‘to precede’ and
seguir ‘to follow’ (13th-20th century) has shown that agentive objects require a-marking
even when the referent is inanimate. Thus, in both Modern and Old Spanish, agentivity
overrides the strong DOM condition of humanness. Further evidence for the relevance of
agentivity is provided by the unexpected preference for DOM with verbs such as temer
‘to fear’ (cf. von Heusinger & Kaiser 2011: 613), as well as by Acl-constructions, which
also show a clear preference for DOM, at least from the 18th century on. In these con-
structions the direct object not only functions as a patient, but also as an agent argument.

Note that the conclusion that DOM is diachronically conditioned by both the object’s
humanness and the object’s agentivity is no contradiction. On the contrary, humanness
can be taken as an inherent nominal feature that encodes a very typical, though not nec-
essary, property of an agent. As pointed out by Delbecque (1998: 398) and Primus (2012:
78-79), among others, human direct objects can be conceived of as potential agents.

The interaction of nominal and verbal parameters, though, remains challenging. As
has been shown, diachronic DOM also depends on affectedness and, to some extent, on
telicity. However, these factors only seem to be relevant with respect to human objects.
While there are some telic predicates involving a highly affected object that have lexical-

237



Marco Garcia Garcia

ized the a-marker, such as matar ‘to kill’ and insultar ‘to insult’, it must be emphasized
that these verbs only accept human or at least animate objects. If we only consider inan-
imate objects, telicity has a rather negative influence on diachronic DOM (cf. Table 6).
Besides, we also find atelic verbs selecting a non-affected object such as preceder ‘to pre-
cede’ and suceder ‘to succeed’ that seem to have lexicalized DOM, too. This leads to the
puzzling conclusion that, in terms of Hopper & Thompson (1980), DOM in Spanish is
driven by both extremely high and extremely low transitivity (cf. also Fabregas 2013: 67).
Obligatory a-marking is not only found with human, strongly affected objects involved
in a telic event, but also with inanimate, non-affected and agentive objects embedded in
a stative event.

In order to understand these contrary facts, more research on the interaction of nom-
inal and verbal parameters is needed. In particular, systematic analyses of agentivity,
affectedness and telicity that are independent of animacy are necessary.
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