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Abstract

This dissertation investigates pronominal forms of referring expressions in
Kumyk, a Turkic language spoken primarily in the Dagestan region of Russia. The
Kumyk language has six third person pronominals, including null arguments,
demonstratives, and reflexives. Morphologically, each of these forms is unmarked for
gender or animacy. This work provides an explanatory account of the distribution and
interpretation of different pronominal forms in Kumyk primarily in terms of what these
forms communicate about the status of their referents in the minds of the speech
participants, specifically claiming that different pronominal forms signal differences in
the cognitive status of their referents, following the Givenness Hierarchy model of
Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski (1993). The analysis is based primarily on data from a
corpus of oral and written Kumyk texts with supporting evidence from grammaticality
judgments of constructed examples in questionnaires. According to the analysis, null
arguments and reflexives signal the status, ‘in focus’, while demonstratives signal the
status, ‘activated’. Particular attention is given to the role of scalar implicatures which
arise from the unidirectional entailment of statuses on the Givenness Hierarchy and the
fact that the demonstrative sho, which signals activation, has a particular association with
this implicature. A unique contribution of the analysis is the evidence for the fact that
sho not only gives rise to a scalar implicature in contexts where two referents have
different maximal cognitive status(e.g. one in focus versus one at most activated), but
also in contexts where two referents have the same maximal cognitive status, a fact which
leads to the conclusion that this form specializes in indicating the less salient of two or
more entities. The study also provides evidence that the demonstrative bu specializes in
indicating the more prominent of two or more entities that are at least activated. Finally,
in addition to the role of pronominals in signaling cognitive status and communicating
the relative prominence of multiple referents, the study explores contextual effects such
as imposed salience, point of view, empathy, or contrastive focus that are associated with
particular forms.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The goal of this dissertation is to provide an explanatory account of the
distribution and interpretation of different pronominal forms in Kumyk discourse
primarily in terms of what these forms communicate about the status of their referents in
the minds of the speech participants. The basis for this analysis is evidence from a text
corpus, with supporting data from grammaticality judgments and constructed examples in
questionnaires.'

This study follows the Givenness Hierarchy framework of Gundel, Hedberg, and
Zacharski 1993, who claim that pronouns and other types of referring forms signal the
cognitive status of their referents in the mind of the addressee as part of their lexical
meaning. Cross-linguistic studies within this model show that pronominals refer to
entities that the speaker expects to be represented in the working memory of the
addressee (activated) and a subset of pronominals are restricted to reference to entities
that are at the center of the addressee’s attention (in focus) (Gundel et al. 1993, Gundel,
Bassene, Gordon, Humnick and Khalfaoui 2007). This study likewise finds that the use
of Kumyk pronominals correlates with activated referents and that two types of forms,
nulls and the pronominal reflexive o ziu are restricted to referents in focus. My research

also provides evidence to support the Givenness Hierarchy model’s claim that the

' A significant part of this research is carried out under NSF grant #0519890 to Jeanette Gundel.



distinction between the set of forms that signal that a referent is activated in the mind of
the addressee and the set that signals that a referent is in focus is the basis for scalar
implicatures that play a role in referent disambiguation through the indication of relative
salience.

In addition to communicating information about the cognitive status of a referent,
the choice of pronominal may communicate other information about a referent, such as
the speaker’s empathy towards the entity or the fact that one entity is being contrasted
with another. In Kumyk, differences in these types of features occur among forms that
signal the same cognitive status. A significant aspect of this study, moreover, is the
evidence that, among the forms that signal ‘activated’, two forms appear to have a
specialized function of indicating how the speaker wishes the hearer to interpret the
relative salience of the entity in comparison to other entities in the context—with one
often indicating the most prominent of a set of entities, while the other indicates the least
prominent.

While the primary significance of this research is to support the cross-linguistic
validity of theories which correlate the use of restricted forms with attention state, the
dissertation will also be a significant contribution to the general knowledge of Kumyk, a
language about which relatively little has been written in general and even less in
English. The dissertation provides an overview of pronominal forms in the language,
including aspects of morphology, and a characterization of the use of these forms in
discourse. In particular, the discussion of null arguments and pronominal reflexives

provides information of wider interest to syntactic theory and linguistic typology.



1.0. Kumyk language facts

The Kumyk language is a member of the West Kipchak group of the Kipchak (or
Western) branch of Turkic languages. The majority of the approximately 450,000
speakers of this language live in the Republic of Dagestan in the Russian Federation.”
Kumyk is one of approximately 40 different languages spoken in this region, which lies
north of Azerbaijan between the Caucasus Mountains and the Caspian Sea. Smaller
groups of Kumyk speakers are also reported in other parts of the Caucasus region,
Turkey, and Kazakhstan (Gordon 2005).

The majority of Kumyk speakers are bilingual in Russian and Kumyk. While
Russian is both the national language and the primary language of education for the
region, Kumyk is a vital and well-developed language within Dagestan. Kumyk has been
a literary language for more than a century. The first orthography, based on Arabic
script, was used until 1928, and then replaced by a Latin-based script. Since 1938,
Kumyk has used a Cyrillic orthography.

Kumyk is currently a language of education, but the degree of use in education
varies from community to community according to the composition of the local
population. In predominately Kumyk communities, Kumyk is a language of instruction
at the primary level, while in secondary schools and in higher education, the language is

taught only as a subject. In multi-ethnic communities, Russian is the language of

* The population estimate reflects information from the 2002 Russian census. Previous information reports
approximately 280,000 speakers (cf. Gordon 2005). A map showing the geographical distribution of
Kumyk speakers in relation to the distribution of speakers of other languages in Dagestan appears as
Appendix 1.



instruction, and Kumyk literature is offered as a subject only in areas with a significant
percentage of Kumyk speakers. For this reason, while Kumyk speakers who live in
predominantly Kumyk communities tend to be literate in Kumyk as well as Russian, the
majority of Kumyk speakers in multi-lingual communities such as Makhachkala, the
capital of Dagestan, use Kumyk only as an oral language.

Within the Dagestan region, Kumyk is used in both the media and the arts, as is
evident from the existence of Kumyk theatre, journals, newspaper, radio programs and
TV broadcasts. Many local scholars affiliated with institutions of higher education and
research institutions such as the Dagestan branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences are
active in language-related research.

Very little documentation of the Kumyk language exists in English, but there are a
significant number of descriptive works in Russian and one notable comprehensive work
in Kumyk. Dimitriev 1940 provides the earliest comprehensive grammar of the Kumyk
language in Russian. Khangishiev 1995 provides a more recent overview of the
morphology and grammar written in the Kumyk language.® In addition to these
comprehensive works, a number of articles and theses have been written in Russian on
various aspects of the language. Among these are descriptions of the verbal system
(Djanmavov 1967, Hangishiev 1985, Gadzhiakhmedov 1987, Sultanmuradov 1997 inter
alia), morphophonology (Ol’'mesov 1994), historical and derivational morphology

(Gadzhiakhmedov 1998, Kadyradzhiev 1999, Abdurakmanova 2005), and complex

* An unpublished grammar overview in English based on these works was compiled by Clinton 1997.



clause constructions (Abdulaeva 1973).% Of particular relevance to this work is a brief
description of demonstratives by Muratchaeva (2001).

To this point, little attention has been given to the comprehensive description of
the use of referring expressions in Kumyk discourse, though a brief overview is offered
in Humnick 2002 and smaller-scale analyses of certain aspects of the use of pronouns and

null arguments are offered in Humnick 2005, 2007 and 2008.

1.1. Kumyk pronouns

The Kumyk language has a variety of third person pronominal forms. These
include null arguments, the overt pro-forms, bu, o, sho, and shu, and the inflected 31
person reflexive, o ziu. Morphologically, each of these forms is unmarked for gender or
animacy. In grammatical descriptions, o is described as a personal pronoun, with o ziu as
its reflexive counterpart, while bu, o, sho, and shu are described as demonstratives
(Dimitriev 1940, Hangishiev 1995). In spite of the fact that these proforms are associated
with different labels such as ‘reflexive’, ‘demonstrative’, or ‘personal pronoun’, to a large
extent they share the same syntactic distribution, as illustrated in examples (1) - (4).
Examples (1) - (3) exemplify the alternation between a null argument, the overt pronoun
o, and the inflected reflexive o ziu in the second sentence of each example. Example (4)

illustrates an alternation between o and bu in the two parallel sentences of the example.

* For a more complete description of linguistic works on the Kumyk language, see Gjulmagomedov, A. G.,
I. X. Abdullaev, M.Sh. Khalilov, and F. A. Muratchaeva, eds. 1998. Bibliographiia po dagestanskomu
iazykaznaniiu. Makhachkala: Izdatelsvo Instituta lazyka, Literatury I iskusstva D.N.Ts. R.A.N.

> The vernacular text has been transliterated according to the ALA-LC 1997 standards. The following
abbreviations are used in glossing: ABL=Ablative, ACC=Accusative, COND=Conditional, CON=Conjunction,



(1) Salimat erine ash ete. Song, O savut-saba zhuie.
Salimat husband.3POSS.DAT food make.PR later dishes wash.PR
‘Salimat fixes her husband a meal. Later (s)he washes the dishes.’

(2) Salimat erine ash ete. Song, o  savut-saba zhuie.
Salimat husband.3POSS.DAT food make.PR later 3.2 dishes wash.PR
‘Salimat fixes her husband a meal. Later (s)he washes the dishes.’

3) Salimat kyzyny yvashy iuretdi.
Salimat daughter.3P0ss.AcC  well teach.pST
Xali  o’ziu savut-saba zhumait, k’zyny da zhuie.
Now self.3PoSs dishes wash.NEG.PR daughter.3POSS EMPH wash.PR

‘Salimat taught her daughter well. Now (s)he herself doesn’t wash the dishes;
her daughter does.’

4) O  savut-saba zhuimady. Bu  zhuidy.
3.2 dishes wash.NEG.PST 3.1 wash.PST
‘That one didn’t wash the dishes. This one did.’
The existence of such a diversity of proforms sharing the same syntactic distribution but

lacking grammatical distinctions of gender or animacy strongly suggests that different

forms are used to signal other characteristics of the referent.

cop=Copula, DAT=Dative, EMPH=Emphatic, FUT=Future, GEN=Genitive, GER=Gerund/Converb,
INF=Infinitive/Verbal Noun, LoC=Locative, MOD=Modifier, NOM=Nominalizer, PASS=Passive, PL=Plural,
POSS=Possessive, PR=Present, PRT=Participal, PST=Past, RFLX=Reflexive (verbal), s=Singular,
SPEC=Speculative. 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 indicate the four distinct third person pronouns, bu, o, sho, and shu,
respectively.



A number of linguists suggest that the explanation of the use of different
pronominal forms lies primarily within the realm of pragmatics and information structure.
For example, the use of null arguments in contrast to overt pronouns is often associated
with the topicality or salience of the referent (Givon 1983, Ariel 1988, Gundel, Hedberg,
and Zacharski 1993, inter alia). In the literature on reflexives, which predominantly
focuses on the syntactic properties of coreference relations, a number of studies associate
certain uses of such forms with non-syntactic properties of the referents such as discourse
prominence, contrast, or empathy (Kuno 1987, Baker 1995, Zribi-Hertz 1995). For
demonstratives, differences in distribution are associated with differences in the
referent’s location in relation to the speaker/hearer (Diessel 1999, Dixon 2003, inter alia)
or different communication functions related to establishing joint attention (Ozyiirek and
Kita 2001 (cited in Enfield 2003), Enfield 2003, Diessel 2006). Finally, some approaches
correlate the use of all three types of proforms, in addition to other forms of referring
expressions, with differences in the attention state of the addressee in relation to the
referent (Chafe 1976, Ariel 1988, Gundel et al. 1993, inter alia). These approaches,
which are not necessarily in contradiction to the other types of approaches mentioned
here, differ in the sense that they address the distribution of proforms as part of a unified
explanation of the distribution of referring forms in language and the cognitive processes
which determine referential choice.

Reflecting such unified approaches, this study proposes that the characteristics of
referents which are signaled by different pro-forms in Kumyk relate to how the referent is

represented in the mind of the hearer. More specifically, I claim that different



pronominal forms signal differences in the cognitive status of their referents, following
the Givenness Hierarchy model of Gundel et al. (1993). Proposing six cognitive statuses
which represent different levels in the hearer’s memory and attention state, Gundel et al.
claim that different forms of referring expressions can be used to signal different
cognitive statuses. In other words the choice between forms in a given language, such as
the choice between a null form versus the pronoun o in Kumyk, represents a difference in
how the speaker assumes the referent of the form is represented in the hearer’s mind.

The signals that the hearer receives via the form of referring expression, in turn, guide the
hearer in the process of reference resolution by constraining reference to the set of
possible referents with a particular status. Particularly in the case of reduced forms with
minimal descriptive or conceptual content, such constraints significantly reduce the
processing effort required for the hearer to make the association between a form and its

referent.

1.2. Organization of the study

In Chapter 2 of this dissertation, I provide a comprehensive discussion of theories
related to the distribution of referring forms in discourse and the particular features of the
cognitive model of Gundel et al. 1993. The second part of the chapter describes the
methodology used to analyze referring forms within this particular framework, in
particular, the coding protocol used to determine the cognitive status of the referent of a
referring expression. Chapter 3 defines the scope of the term ‘pronominal’ for the
Kumyk language and provides general morphological data for the six distinct forms

considered in this research. Chapters 4 presents an analysis of pronoun tokens and their



referents within a corpus study, in particular, the coding of the cognitive status of the
referents and the hypothesized correlations between a particular form and a particular
cognitive status within the Givenness Hierarchy. This chapter also describes distinct
featues of each form, including specific contextual effects associated with their use.
Chapter 5 further explores the hypothesized form-status correlations on the basis of
grammaticality judgments and other types of questionnaire data. In this chapter I also
explore the way in which different forms are used to indicate the relative prominence of
entities, both through scalar implicatures and other ranking effects. Finally, Chapter 6

summarizes the conclusions and theoretical implications of the integrated analysis.



Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework

2.0. Whatis a cognitive model?

Associating the form of a referring expression with characteristics of a referent is
basic to the act of reference. While content nouns such as free may be said to be
associated with referents which have tree-like qualities, the difference between the
expression a tree and the expression the tree—and, even more so, the difference between
expressions such as it or that—are not related to the inherent qualities of the tree-entity,
but to qualities associated with the representation of that entity in the speech context, in
particular what the speaker believes about the way in which the referent of a particular
expression is represented in the mind of the addressee at a given moment (Chafe 1976,
Prince 1981, Ariel 1988, Gundel et al. 1993, Lambrecht 1994, inter alia).

In order to illustrate the relationship between the form of a referring expression
and how an entity is represented in the addressee’s mind, consider the following example.

Suppose that Anne calls Bob on the telephone and Anne utters the speech represented in

(5).

(5) Anne (to Bob):  Remember the woman we met at the Christmas party?

She came to see me yesterday.
The first utterance brings a representation of a particular woman to the center of Bob’s
attention. In the second utterance Anne uses ske to refer to the same woman. A number
of potential expressions could have referred to the same individual—for example, the
woman with the red hair, that woman, a woman, among others. The fact that Anne uses
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she indicates that she expects the woman from the party to be at the center of Bob’s
attention (due to the fact that she is the entity brought into focus by the previous
utterance). Bob, in turn, can easily interpret this form even though it has very limited
semantic content because he associates it with the woman who is at the center of his
attention.

Further evidence that a speaker communicates something about a referent to the
hearer via the choice of referring expression can be demonstrated in the following
scenario. Suppose that Anne communicates the utterance in (6) to Bob.

(6) Anne (to Bob): Remember the woman we met at the Christmas party?

A woman came to see me yesterday...
By using the form a woman Anne communicates to Bob that she believes the referent is
not at the center of his attention because it is someone who is not even identifiable by
Bob by virtue of being in his long or short term memory or on the basis of the descriptive
content encoded in the phrase itself.’ Since Anne just referred to a woman from the

Christmas party (who is now at the center of Bob’s attention), Bob assumes that Anne

% Within the Givenness Hierarchy model proposed by Gundel et al. 1993, this is due to the scalar
implicatures inherent in a hierarchical model of the use of referring forms interpreted in light of Grice’s
Maxim of Quantity, which are explained more fully in section 2.2. The implicature that the referent is not
more than type identifiable, arises from the fact that the determiner « is interpreted as signaling the status
‘type identifiable’. Since the speaker does not use a stronger form that indicates the addressee should be
able to identify the referent—that is, the woman, that woman, or she, as shown in (i) below—the use of a
woman implicates that the referent is not uniquely identifiable by Bob. When the stronger form is used, on
the other hand, as in example (i) below, the hearer would have to search memory to find a uniquely
identifiable referent, and the woman from the Christmas party would satisfy that search with minimial
processing effort.

(i) Anne (to Bob): Remember the woman we met at the Christmas party?
The woman/that woman/she came to see me yesterday.

11



must be talking about a woman who is different from the woman from the Christmas
party.

Reduced forms such as the pronoun she have extremely limited information
content, yet they are effective in communication because they are constrained to use with
highly salient referents. From the exchange between Anne and Bob, we see that
associations between the form of a referring expression and salience of potential referents
allow Bob to identify the referents of the various referring expressions in Anne’s speech.
The next section presents theoretical material which describes the constraints on referring

expressions and their effects in communication more precisely.

2.1. Givenness, topic continuity, centering and accessibility

In a landmark article, Chafe 1976 is one of the first to talk about the information
status of referents of noun phrases. Citing statuses like given-new, focus of contrast,
definite-indefinite, subject, topic, and point of view, Chafe prepares the way for theories
which link the use of distinct forms of referring expressions with properties of the
referent in the minds of the interlocutors. Subsequent studies focus on describing these
properties in terms of givenness/familiarity (Prince 1981), topic continuity (Givon 1983),
accessibility (Ariel 1988, 1990), center of attention (Grosz, Joshi, and Weinstein 1983,
1995, Walker, Joshi, and Prince 1998), or cognitive status (Gundel et al. 1993). While
the Givenness Hierarchy (henceforth GH) model of Gundel et al. provides the most
comprehensive framework for describing the cognitive properties of referents of referring

expressions, it is useful to look at the key contributions of earlier works and the
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differences between the GH model and other frameworks which associate forms of
referring expressions with mental properties.

Prince 1981 introduces a comprehensive view of “givenness”, unifying various
types within a single taxonomy and introducing distinctions such as “new”, “inferrable”,
and “evoked”. This work recognizes two types of givenness which are directly related to
the way in which a referent is represented in the mind of the addressee: 1) givenness
which is a result of the fact that a referent is assumed to be in the consciousness of the
addressee because it has either been introduced in the discourse or is present in the
physical context of the utterance; and 2) givenness which results from shared cultural
knowledge, which is crucial to the concept that a referent is “inferrable”, which means
that it can be logically inferred from other discourse entities in the context (1981:236).”
A third type of givenness described by Prince relates to properties such as parallelism,
predictability, and recoverability. According to Prince, this type of givenness refers to
the assumption that “the hearer can predict or could have predicted that a particular
linguistic item will or would occur in a particular position within a sentence” (1981:226).
Though the role of this type of givenness is not addressed specifically by the GH model,

my analysis indicates that syntactic parallelism plays a role in the distribution of reduced

forms of referring expressions in Kumyk.

7 In the utterance, ‘I went to the house, but the door was locked,” the entity represented by the door is
inferred from the existence of the house entity (activated in the previous clause) based on cultural or
encyclopedic knowledge about the structure of a house.
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Givon (1983) establishes correlations between various degrees of topic continuity
in discourse and a hierarchy of forms of referring expressions based on the amount of
coding material. Working within the domain of functional linguistics, Givon claims that
different “topics”, or discourse participants, are associated with different degrees of
accessibility for processing based on their predictability or “continuity” (1983:7). Forms
of referring expressions, in turn, correlate with the degree of continuity of the topic. For
example, in many languages, a null form is associated with a continuing topic, while an
overt pronoun signals a change in topic. Givon proposes a cross-linguistic generalization
that a hierarchy of forms based on phonological size (zero anaphora > unstressed/bound
pronouns or grammatical agreement, stressed/independent pronouns, full NP’s) correlates
with the degree of topic continuity (1983:18). To a large extent, the ordering of forms in
the hierarchy is reflected in the correlations suggested by the GH model; however, the
latter model is a hierarchy of cognitive states, not of forms. Though Givon’s claims
account for aspects of the distribution of forms in discourse, he makes no claims about
the use of referring expressions for entities which are not accessible via the linguistic
context (that is, via cultural knowledge or the physical context). Givon’s predictions,
moreover, represent probable correlations, in contrast to the absolute predictions of the
GH model that result from the structure of unidirectional entailment.

Building on Prince’s familiarity scale and Givon’s hierarchy of forms, Ariel
(1988, 1990) proposes that the distribution of different types of referring expressions can
be accounted for by the degree of accessibility of their referents in terms of a hierarchy of

high, mid, and low accessibility levels. According to Ariel, a referent is accessible via
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three hierarchically ordered means (from lowest to highest accessibility): “general
knowledge, physical surroundings and previous linguistic material” (1988:68). At each
of these levels of accessibility, different forms represent different rankings on a scale of
low to high accessibility. For example, within the level of accessibility via general
knowledge, a form such as Joan Smith the president represents lower accessibility than
the form Joan, and within the level of accessibility via the linguistic context, a reflexive
anaphor such as herself represents higher accessibility than the pronoun ske (1988:81).
Ariel’s theory is comprehensive in the sense that it claims to account, not only for a
variety of forms of expressions, but also for the distinction between pronominal and
anaphor (in the binding theory sense); however, she does not suggest a methodology by
which one can test form-status correlations in cross-linguistic corpus studies. Also, like
Givon, her predictions are probabalistic and do not distinguish those cases where
pronouns are completely disallowed from cases where a pronoun or full NP is equally
appropriate.

Centering Theory (Grosz et al., 1983, 1995, Walker, Joshi, and Prince 1998) is
another approach which claims that the relative salience of discourse entities places
constraints on the form of referring expression which may be used. While the Givenness
Hierarchy is a comprehensive model of form-status correlations and how they derive
from both discourse and aspects of the extra-linguistic context (including encyclopedic
knowledge, as for inferrables), Centering Theory focuses on the relationship between the
form of referring expression and the coherence of discourse, describing focus of attention

at points in a discourse and how changes in attention state take place (Grosz et al.1995:4).
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This theory describes attention state as a product of the discourse alone, primarily relating
it to previous segments, but also suggesting that higher-level discourse units play a role.
One of its primary goals is to predict via a “centering algorithm” how the concept of
focus can be used to identify the referents of anaphoric expressions such as pronouns,
ellipsis, and definite noun phrases (Grosz et al.1995:5). As its name suggests, Centering
Theory concentrates on identifying the focus or center of attention—that is, the most
salient from among the set of referents of referring forms represented at a particular point
in the discourse. From this set, the theory predicts the highest-ranking referent primarily
on the basis of syntactic role, but also considering properties such as pronominalization
and surface position (word order). As Mulkern 2003 points out, this conceptualization
reduces salience to the level of the local utterance and does not allow a means of
considering factors such as frequency of mention outside of the local utterance, overall
importance of the topic to the discourse as a whole, participants in the extra-linguistic
context, or higher level entities evoked by the discourse (such as propositions) (37).
Considering that the center of focus is the emphasis of Centering Theory, it is not
surprising that one of its largest contributions has been in the description of the use of
reduced forms of referring expressions such as null arguments and pronouns. Of
particular relevance to the present study is the description of Turkish by Turan
(1998:140), which describes one aspect of the distribution of null arguments according to
the following Rule of Centering: “The Cy (U,) is the highest ranked entity of the C{U,-

1); if any entity is realized with a null subject, it is the C,.” While such a rule only
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addresses a specific subset of null arguments, Turan’s study provides evidence for

specific factors which contribute to the salience of referents in Turkish (cf. section 2.3).

2.2. The Givenness Hierarchy model

While Ariel describes statistical correlation between categories of forms and
levels of accessibility of the referent, Gundel et al. assume that the form that a speaker
chooses from among multiple possible categories signals the speaker’s assumptions about
the referent’s memory or attention status in the hearer’s mind—that is, its ‘cognitive
status’ (1993: 274-5). A significant difference between Ariel’s model and the GH model
is that the former addresses degrees of accessibility while the latter primarily addresses
manner of accessibility (Gundel, Ntelitheos and Kowalsky 2007).® This model proposes
six cognitive statuses which are assumed to be part of the conventional meaning of
lexical items like pronouns and determiners: in focus, activated, familiar, uniquely
identifiable, referential, and type identifiable. For each of these statuses, the theory
proposes specific minimal criteria by which an entity may be associated with that status
(see section 2.3).

Unlike in Ariel’s work, in the Givenness Hierarchy model, the set of cognitive

statuses is implicationally related and hierarchically ordered from most restricted (in

¥ One should note, however, that, while the difference between the cognitive status of familiar and uniquely
identifiable primarily lies in how one accesses the referent, the difference between in focus and activated is,
indeed, one of both manner and degree of accessibility.
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focus) to least restricted (type identifiable), as shown in Figure 1, along with the

corresponding referring expressions in English (1993:274-5).°

Status In Focus > Activated > Familiar > Uniquely > Referential > Type >
Identifiable Identifiable
Form i, this, that, that N the N indefinite aN
unstressed  stressed this N
(s)he (S)HE,
this N

Figure 1: The Givenness Hierarchy

Correlating a type of referring expression with a cognitive status in the hierarchy means
that its referents must always have at least that status. For example, in English, the
pronoun it is analyzed as signalling ‘in focus’ and may not be used to represent a referent
which is at most activated. The unidirectional entailment relationship between the
statuses means that any form that is in focus is also activated, familiar (and so forth). In
other words, the statuses are not mutually exclusive.

The entailment of statuses in the hierarchy also predicts, as Gundel 2003 explains,
“a one to many mapping between statuses and forms in language use, since forms are
underspecified for higher statuses, rather than excluding them” (134). This means that a
form that signals one status may be used to represent referents of a higher status. For

example, in English, the pronoun that can refer to an entity that is at most activated or an

? Note that pronouns referring to speech act participants are not generally included in discussions of theory
about the distribution of types of referring forms because of the special contextual feature that the referents
are always implicit in the speech act context.
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entity that is in focus. It also follows that a referent that is at most activated can be
represented by any one of the following forms: this, that, a stressed pronoun, this N, that
N, the N, (indefinite) this N or a N (but not it). One of the implications of this claim is
that the use of a particular form is constrained to referents which have a particular status,
but within these constraints the use of one form over another is not predictable by
cognitive status alone. The choice of one form over another is assumed to be governed
by pragmatic principles such as Grice’s Maxim of Quantity and Sperber and Wilson’s
Relevance principle (Grice 1975, Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995, 2004). Factors which
may affect this choice include the number of competing referents, higher-level discourse
structure, the relative salience of participants, and the desired contextual effects.
Examples (7) and (8) illustrate how these contextual factors may influence the choice of
referring expression.
(7) a. John has a very energetic Golden Retriever named Sam.

b. Every afternoon he and Sam go for a walk.

c. Usually after an hour, John is ready to come home, but the dog isn’t.
In this example, according to the GH model, the referents of both the dog and John are in
focus at the beginning of utterance (c); however, neither entity is referred to with a
pronoun. Imagine the same utterance with pronouns, as shown in (c;). As Relevance
Theory predicts, speakers do not use an utterance of this form because the ambiguity of
the pronouns increases the processing effort without adequate cognitive effects (Sperber

and Wilson 2004:3-8).

. Usually after an hour, he is ready to come home, but he isn’t.
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Ariel 1990 describes an interesting type of contextual effect created by the use of
a lower status form—in this case, a definite NP—in reference to an entity with high
activation status (in focus status, according to the GH model). Her example is
reproduced here as example (8).

(8) After I'd prepared our evening meal, 1 cooked our evening meal and washed up
after our evening meal. 1 didn’t eat much of our evening meal because 1 was then
sick of the sight of it.

(D. Harpwood, The Diary of a Happy Housewife, as cited in Ariel 1990:200).

In this case, the speaker’s use of the definite NP is not related to the need to avoid

ambiguity, but, as Ariel describes it, related to “the wish to invoke in the addressee the

same feeling of repugnance with ‘the evening meal’”’(200).

Another unique claim of the GH model is that the form-status correlation
represented in the hierarchy is part of the conventional lexical meaning of a form, and
that the use of these forms creates conversational implicatures—more specifically, scalar
implicatures—according to Grice’s Quantity Maxim (“Make your contribution as
informative as required/Do not make your contribution more informative than is
required” (1975:162) ). According to this principle, the use of a form which signals that a
referent is activated could create the implicature that the referent is not in focus in the
same way that some implicates not all (Gundel et al. 1993:294-299). As Gundel
(2003:136) explains this means that, for example in English, the demonstrative pronoun
that is “typically used only when conditions for using the more restrictive (hence more

informative) pronoun, if, are not met”. This point is illustrated in Gundel et al. 1993 and
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Gundel 2003 through the contrast in the following examples, represented here as (9) and
(10). According to Gundel et al., at the time the pronoun is uttered, the kitchen is in
focus, but the closet is at most activated; hence the hearer associates it in example (9)
with the kitchen, but that in example (10) with the closet.

9) Anyway, going back from the kitchen then is a little hallway leading to a window.
Across from the kitchen is a big walk-through closet and next to iz...

(10)  Anyway, going back from the kitchen then is a little hallway leading to a window.

Across from the kitchen is a big walk-through closet and next to that. ..

(Gundel et al. 1993:298, ex. 56; Gundel 2003:136, ex. 24 - 25, italics mine)

To summarize the effects of the implicational nature of the Givenness Hierarchy,
the forms in the hierarchy signal that a referent is at least a particular status, and, at the
same time, often implicate that the referent is at most that status (i.e. not a higher status).
These scalar implicatures create a ranking effect which can play a role in disambiguating
referents, as in the examples above. According to Gundel et al. 1993 and Gundel and
Mulkern 1998:26, the implicature created by the use of a demonstrative also explains
why these forms are associated with focus shift. In addition to the disambiguating
function, the ranking effect created by scalar implicatures has other discourse effects.
For example, Mulkern 2003 notes that if two entities have the same cognitive status at
some point in the discourse, the choice of referring form can indicate that the speaker is
imposing a higher level of salience for one entity in relation to another (25). As
explained by Mulkern, this “imposed salience” contrasts with the “inherent salience of

the entities represented by their actual cognitive status.
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A remaining question related to pragmatic principles guiding the use of forms to
signal cognitive status is whether or not certain uses can represent “flouting”—or
blatantly not following their cognitive status correlations in a sense parallel to the
flouting of maxims described by Grice (1975). While this idea is not specifically
expressed in the literature related to the GH model, it could explain the exceptional case
of the use of demonstrative pronouns in cataphoric references. A demonstrative pronoun
should not normally be used in reference to an entity which is not even activated, but is

occasionally used in such a way in English, for example, as in (11).

(11)  Wait until you hear this: Bill just proposed to Mary!

Such a “misuse” of the activated form may create extra processing effort, as the hearer
must anticipate the continuation of the utterance in order to resolve the reference, but it

seems to produce an added effect of emphasis via such anticipation.

2.3. Coding procedure for the GH model

The claims of the Givenness Hierarchy are based on cross-linguistic studies of
referring forms in natural discourse as well as constructed examples tested with speakers.
In both cases, the analysis is based on a process of coding the referent of a referring
expression in order to determine the cognitive status of that referent. In order to
determine this status, the Givenness Hierarchy model uses a coding protocol which
describes sufficient conditions for assigning a particular cognitive status (Gundel et al.
1993, Gundel 2004). The criteria in the coding protocol refer to features such as the

following: the syntactic and linear position in which a referent was previously
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mentioned, whether or not a referent is a higher-level topic in the discourse, whether a
referent is an event or state introduced directly by the content of a clause, or a speech act
or higher order entity introduced more indirectly, whether or not the introduction of an
entity is accompanied by gesture or eye gaze, and whether a unique representation of an
entity can be created via the linguistic form by which it is introduced.

The most relevant cognitive statuses in a study of pronominals are ‘in focus’ and
‘activated’, as it is highly unlikely for a reduced form of referring expression to be used
with a referent whose status is lower than activated. According to Gundel et al., a
referent is in focus if it is “at the center” of an individual’s attention (2003:284). Specific

criteria for coding this status are listed in Figure 2.

A referent is IN FOCUS if it meets at least one of the following criteria:

1. It is mentioned in subject position in the immediately preceding sentence/clause.
It is mentioned earlier in the same sentence.

3. It is mentioned in syntactic focus position of the immediately preceding clause (postcopular
position of a cleft or existential sentence in English).

4. Tt is a higher-level topic that is part of the interpretation of the preceding clause (whether it is

overtly mentioned there or not).

It is mentioned in the two immediately preceding clauses.

6. It is the event denoted by the immediately preceding sentence.

hd

Figure 2: Coding protocol for in focus status (Gundel 2004)

The status ‘activated’ describes entities which are represented in working
memory, as opposed to long-term memory (Gundel et al. 2003:284). While any of the
criteria mentioned in Figure 2 are sufficient for coding a referent as activated (since the
status ‘in focus’ entails the status ‘activated’), Figure 3 shows additional sufficient

criteria for activated status according to Gundel 2004.
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A referent is ACTIVATED if it meets at least one of the following criteria:

1. It is mentioned in one of the immediately preceding two sentences.

2. It is something in the immediate spatio-temporal context that is activated by means of a
simultaneous gesture or eye gaze.

3. Itis a proposition, fact, or speech act associated with the eventuality (event or state) denoted
by the immediately preceding sentence(s).

Figure 3: Coding protocol for activated status (Gundel 2004)

2.3.1. Some coding choices in this study

While the criteria of the coding protocol have been tested cross-linguistically, the
theoretical model does not exclude the possibility of certain language-specific
adjustments to the criteria which are in character with their purpose. In this study, there
are at least two areas worth noting where I have interpreted the criteria in ways which
are, perhaps, language specific.

First, the criteria which refer to ‘sentence’ and ‘clause’ necessitate a language-
specific definition of the terms. In terms of surface syntactic features, I define ‘sentence’
as any clause with a verb which includes both tense/aspect and number markers
(regardless of punctuation), while I define ‘clause’ as a co-subordinate or subordinate
structure with a non-finite verb (one which lacks tense/aspect or number features). Based

on discussion with Jeanette Gundel about current revisions to the coding protocol under

consideration, I interpret criterion 5 as applying to finite clauses (hence ‘sentences’)."

' Current discussion of the revisions of the coding protocol suggests that revising criterion 5 to replace
‘clauses’ with ‘sentences’ may actually be more accurate cross-linguistically. To illustrate the difference,
consider the example in (i).
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Secondly, I interpret the category of ‘subject’ as including non-subject arguments
which are the experiencers of psychological verbs. This decision is based on evidence
from Turkish in Turan (1998:153) that the experiencer object, particularly in the case of a
psychological verb, is of a similar level of salience to grammatical subjects.11 It should
be noted that current revisions of the coding protocol by Gundel replace specific mention
as a grammatical subject with the more general criterion, mention in a position of
syntactic prominence. A number of other questions concerning the application of the
coding which arise in the analysis, such as the coding of plural and composite entities or
the treatment of contextual features such as pictures and video representation of referents,

are discussed in Chapter 4.

(1) Italked to my mother early this morning. After I went to work, I decided to call her again.
But she wasn’t at home.

In thtis example, if criterion 5 applies to all types of clauses—including subordinate and non-finite clauses,
then the referent of the pronoun she (bold) in the last sentence would not be automatically coded as in
focus, as the referent is mentioned in the previous main clause by the form ker, but not in the subordinate
clause which precedes it (that is, after I went to work). If criterion 5 is formulated to apply to sentences,
then the referent of she in the last sentence would be coded as in focus because it is mentioned by the form
her in the previous sentence and by the expression my mother in the sentence before that. The application
of criterion 1 also merits some elaboration given the discussion of the clause-sentence distinction. For the
sake of clarification, consider the following example:

1. Bob drove the car because Anne asked him to.
2. She wanted him to have some practice driving on the highway.

When coding the referent of she in sentence 2, note that Anne is mentioned as the subject of the previous
clause, but not as the subject of the main clause of the previous sentence. The criterion is intended to apply
in a way that includes these cases as in focus. Moreover, the referent of #im in the second sentence is Bob.
Bob is mentioned in the previous clause, but not as the subject; however, Bob is the subject of the previous
sentence. The criterion should be applied in a way such that this case is also in focus.

1 An example of an experiencer object in Kumyk is illustrated in the expression paikhammarny esine gele,
which translates literally, ‘it came to the prophet’s mind (that...)’.
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As an example of how the criteria of the coding protocol are applied in Kumyk in
order to determine the cognitive status of the referent of a referring expression, consider
the text excerpt in (12), which consists of the first three sentences (a-c) of a narrative text.
In this illustration, the referring expressions selected for coding are underlined, while
other mentions of the same referents (which are relevant to the application of the coding
criteria) are marked in bold type. Clause boundaries are marked with brackets.

(12) a. [Bir paikhammary bir k'yzy, bir esheki, bir
one prophet.GEN one girl.3.pOSS one donkey.3.POSS one
mishiki,  bir de iti bolg"an.]

cat.3.pOSS one EMPH dog.3.POSS be.3S.PST
‘A prophet had a daughter, a donkey, a cat and a dog.’

b. [K'yzny erge berme iaraig"an vak"tisi
girl.ACC  husband.DAT give.INF possible.PST.PRT time.3.POSS

gelip] [bug"ar gelechi gele.]
come.GER 3.1.DAT suitor come.3S.PR

‘When it comes time for the daughter to be given in marriage, a suitor comes
to her.’

c. [K''yzny _atasy da razi bolup,]
girl.GEN  father.3.POSS and agreed be.GER

[0 k"yzyn berezhek bola.]
girl.3.POSS.ACC  give.FUT be.3S.PR
‘The girl's father agreeing, (he) will give the girl.’

The referent of the expression k"yzny ‘his daughter’ in the first clause of (b) is the

daughter of the prophet. The same referent is mentioned in the previous sentence/clause
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in (a), but not as the unique grammatical subject; hence no criterion for in focus is
satisfied."> The referent of the pronoun bug “ar in (b) is also the daughter. In this case,
the referent is evaluated as in focus by criterion 2, “mentioned earlier in the same
sentence.” Criterion 5, “mentioned in the two immediately preceding clauses” would
also apply to this case. In (c), k"yzny atasy “girl’s father” refers to the prophet, who is
mentioned in (a), but not in either clause of the previous sentence in (b); thus the referent
fails to satisfy a criterion for in focus. The prophet is also the referent for the null
argument in (c). Since the prophet is mentioned earlier in the same sentence, this referent
is in focus by Criterion 2. Criterion 1 would also apply, since the referent is mentioned in

subject position in the previous clause.

2.3.2. Coding clausally-introduced and higher order entities

The types of referents for any category of referring expression may include not
only entities such as people, places, or things introduced by nominals, but also entities
introduced by clauses, such as events, facts, and propositions. For the example in (13),
possible referents introduced in the initial sentence include Ansar, his mother, the apple,
the event of Ansar giving an apple to his mother, or the fact that Ansar gave an apple to
his mother. Sentences (a) — (e) illustrate possible continuations of the text with each of

these referents.

"2 The referent of k ’yzny ‘his daughter’ in (b) is mentioned previously as part of the complex subject, bir
paikhammary bir k"yzy, bir esheki, bir mishiki, bir de iti ‘a prophet’s one daughter, one donkey, one cat,
and one dog’. Though the complex entity set would be brought into focus via mention in subject position,
an individual entity would not necessarily be brought into focus by the mention of the set in subject
position; thus the referent of k£ ’yzny is coded as ‘activated’.
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(13)  Ansar gave his mother an apple.

He is a nice boy.

She was pleased.

It was not ripe enough.

It happened this morning.
That surprised everyone.

o0 o

In (a), (b), and (c), the personal pronouns refer to entities introduced by the nominals in
(13), Ansar, his mother, and an apple, respectively. In (d) and (e), on the other hand, the
referents of it and that are entities introduced by the whole clause. The referent of it is an
event, while the referent of that is a fact.

The identification and coding of entities introduced by clauses (and verb phrases)
has been established in Gundel’s coding protocol based on corpus evidence from English
and Norwegian (Gundel, Borthen and Fretheim 1999, Hegarty, Gundel, and Borthen
2001, Gundel, Hegarty and Borthen 2003, Hedberg, Gundel and Zacharski 2007) and
supporting claims about the ranking of abstract entities in discourse (Asher 1993, Cornish
1999)." The most complete documentation of the distribution of referring forms in
reference to clausally-introduced entities in English appears in Gundel et al. 2003. Based
on previous evidence that the pronoun it requires its referent to be in focus while the
pronoun that only requires activation (Gundel et al. 1993), the authors propose that
clausally-introduced entities which may subsequently be referred to by the pronoun it are

in focus, while those that cannot are at most activated. They argue that events are

13 Cornish (1999:47-48), bases his distinction on Lyons’ (1977) 3-tiered classification of entity order which
is similar to the distinctions made by Asher.
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immediately brought into focus by an utterance, since a clause directly denotes the event
it describes, and the event can thus be brought into focus simply by virtue of processing
the clause. Facts and propositions associated with a clause, on the other hand, are
typically at most activated (cf. (13)). In making this claim, they also refer to the work of
Asher (1993) who suggests a ranking of abstract entities in terms of “world immanence”,
with events having greater world immanence due to their properties of individuation and
spatio-temperal features.'* Subsequent work of Gundel et al. (2005, 2007) describes a
major difference between higher order entities in terms of a distinction between a direct
versus indirect relationship between a referring form and its antecedent trigger."
According to Gundel et al., events, activities, or states are directly introduced by clauses
or verb phrases, while facts, situations, propositions typically must be inferred (or in the
case of speech acts are activated but rarely brought into focus) and, therefore, involve
further processing (2005:356, 2007:31).'¢

A significant concern in research methodology is the proper identification of
higher order entity types. Hegarty (2007), following Vendler (1967) proposes that these
types can usually be identified based on the selectional properties of verbs (171-173).

For example, the complements of verbs such as believe and think are usually

" Fraurud 1996 also supports the role of individuation in entity categories, though this is not specifically
linked to distinctions between clausally-introduced entities.

' Note that the concept of ‘indirect anaphor’ was first discussed by Erkii and Gundel 1987 but the
application to entities introduced by clauses is discussed in later works.

1 Speech acts performed by virtue of an utterance are always at most activated, since the focus of attention
will be on the content of the speech act, not the fact that it has been performed (cf. Gundel, Hegarty, and
Borthen 2003 for more detail). Cornish (1999) mentions that Dik (1997), like Gundel et al. considers
speech acts to be even less accessible than facts, situations and propositions.
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propositions, according to Hegarty, and facts are complements of verbs like notice and
point out in English. Following similar logic, a speech act, would be recognizable by
virtue of the fact that the referring form is the complement of a speaking verb, as in John
said that.

Events and states are considered to have spatio-temporal features and often occur

99 ¢

with verbs of perception (e.g. see hear, feel), or with verbs meaning “happen,” “repeat”
or “do” (Asher 1993, Gundel et al. 2003, Hegarty 2007). Hegarty also clarifies the
distinction between an event and a situation. While an event has specific temporal
boundaries, a situation is a composite of an event and its consequences and, thus, has an
initial temporal point which coincides with that of the event, but an undetermined end
point (2007:171-172). References to situations are often associated with verbs or
adjectives which express emotion, such as in the expressions, that embarrassed me.
Activities also fall within the category of entities not introduced by nominals, but
they are considered within the Givenness Hierarchy literature to be introduced directly by
a verb phrase rather than a full clause (Hedberg et al. 2007)."” Like events, activities
have spatio-temporal features, but they do not include reference to the agent/experiencer.
In reference to the example in (13), a sentence continuation which includes a pronominal
reference to an activity could be, Did you see him do it?— where it refers to the activity

of (Ansar) giving an apple to his mother. One issue that arises within this study is

reference to an activity type rather than a token activity with specific spatio-temporal

7 Note that this description of activities versus events differs from literature on the semantic classification
of events, which considers activities to be one of four sub-categories of events (Vendler 1967, inter alia).
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features. As with reference to individuals versus entity types, reference to specific
activities activates, but does not necessarily bring into focus the activity type.
Subsequent reference to the type can therefore be made only with a form that does not
require in focus status. For example, in the utterance that is not allowed in response to
the example in (13), that refers not to a specific instance of giving an apple but to an
abstracted type of activity that does not involve a specific agent,recipient, time, or place.
The fact that it is not allowed sounds odd in this context indicates that the type is not in
focus; in other words, it, which is restricted to entities in focus, cannot be used with an
activity type that is at most activated.

In the analysis of clausally-introduced entities and other entities not introduced by
nominals, one factor relevant to the discussion is the degree of nominalization of the
clause/verb. The verb to noun scale is a continuum, which includes various degrees of
nominalization in Kumyk, such as various types of non-finite suffixes (participle/verbal
noun), nominalizing suffixes, and case suffixes. In this study entities introduced by a
non-finite clause with some degree of nominalization are considered to be more easily
accessible than those introduced by a finite clause, even though this is not specified in the

coding protocol.

2.4. The GH model and other pragmatic factors in referential choice

Both the theoretical framework and the coding procedures of the GH model
provide an excellent means of explaining the distribution and interpretation of referring
expressions in discourse. Following this framework, the focus of the dissertation is to

describe the degree to which choices between reduced forms of referring expressions can
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be described in terms of the contrast between two levels of cognitive status: 1) in focus
and 2) activated. I assume that the contrasts represented by the association between form
and cognitive status are both inherent to referential choice and also used to constrain the
set of referents for the hearer.

Beyond the GH framework, given the fact that there are six reduced forms in
Kumyk, it is likely that the differences in form represent functional differences in
addition to the two-way distinction in the cognitive status of referents. Based on the 1993
research, it is not unusual to have more than one form signaling a particular cognitive
status, even when these forms are grammatically interchangeable in terms of gender or
animacy. All five languages researched in Gundel et al. 1993 have two or more
interchangeable forms representing the status, ‘activated’. Three of the four languages
which use null pronouns to represent entities in focus also have an overt pronoun which
signals ‘in focus’. A secondary interest of this dissertation is to consider distinctions in
the use of pro-forms whose referents require the same cognitive status. This secondary
task could be approached from two perspectives: 1) considering further distinctions in
the upper end of the GH hierarchy—that is, statuses which lie between the distinction
between activated and in focus, and 2) considering “reference-specific” functions of the

multiple referring forms which represent the same level of cognitive status.'® The first

'8 According to Brown-Schmidt et al. 2005, the “reference-specific” framework implies that “the mapping
between referential forms and referents is mediated by multiple factors, with different referential forms
being more sensitive to some factors than others.” They further state that this type of framework assumes
that a theory of reference must specify the set of constraints and their relative weights for each referring
form.
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possibility is not incompatible with the GH model, though it would require revisions in
the structure of the hierarchy; however, I focus on the latter perspective which considers
some specialized functions of some referring forms. Some recent works view evidence
for reference-specific functions as a challenge to what they view as the “unidimensional
salience approach” of the GH model (Kaiser and Trueswell 2004, Kaiser 2005, Brown-
Schmidt, Byron and Tanenhaus 2005). My view, however, is that such functions can be
identified without contradicting claims related to cognitive status.

Referential differences suggested by the literature that are discussed in this study
include differences in reference to singular versus composite entities, as suggested in the
work of Brown-Schmidt et al. (2005), differences in reference to directly-introduced
versus indirectly-introduced entities (Cornish 1999, Gundel et al. 2007), or forms
specialized for marking contrast (Mulkern 2003, Kaiser and Trueswell 2004). Another
possibility suggested by the literature on demonstratives and reflexives is that forms
might be specialized for marking speaker point of view or empathy (Kuno 1987, Cole,
Hermon, and Huang 2001)."

Finally, a possible source of multiple forms representing the same cognitive status
is the tension between eliding redundant forms and the need to represent highly salient
entities with forms which bear phonological stress. A marked or stress-bearing form
might be necessary in an emphatic context, such as context which contrasts two entities

in the physical context. A marked form (versus a null form) would also be necessary in a

1 Note that others, such as Kibrik 1999 and Griining and Kibrik 2005 include point of view as a criterion
that contributes to salience, not as an independent factor.

33



context in which the speaker desires to impose salience or in focus cognitive status for a

referent which does not inherently have that status (Mulkern 2003).

2.5. Methodology in this study

Following the pattern of previous cross-linguistic study using the Givenness
Hierarchy model, this analysis is based on the distribution of referring forms in a corpus
study supplemented by an analysis of constructed examples through questionnaires and

grammaticality judgments. In this case, the greater emphasis is given to corpus study.

2.5.1. Description of corpus

The text corpus for this study consists of twelve Kumyk texts, totaling
approximately 100 interlinearized pages. Of these texts, four are transcriptions of oral
elicitations, and eight are written texts. In terms of percentage of the total number of
pages, 27.3 % of the corpus consists of oral material and 72.7 % is written. The written
texts include one unpublished essay, three newspaper articles, two excerpts from a
published novel and two complete texts from published collections of anecdotes and
essays. One oral text is a description of a short video, one is a narrative of a wordless
picture book, and the remaining two are free accounts of cultural or historical events.
The texts in the corpus include a variety of genres, including narrative, hortatory, and
expository discourse. Most of the texts represent contemporary style, while one text
dates from the early 20" Century. Appendix 2 lists all the texts in the corpus by name
along with information about length, mode, genre, and style for each text. Appendix 3

displays a sample text with coded forms.
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In this corpus, the referents of 193 tokens of the overt pronouns bu, o, shu, sho,
and o ziu and the referents of 229 null arguments are analyzed and coded for cognitive
status.”’ The distribution of each of these forms within the corpus is shown in Table 1.
Note that for nulls and reflexives, the analysis is limited to those forms which represent
third person entities. The analysis also excludes pronouns which occur within quoted
speech in narrative texts, due to the difficulty of determining the cognitive status of the

referent.’!

Form Number of
Tokens

(7] 229

o'ziu 36

bu 33

0 90

sho 33

shu 1

Table 1: Distributiton of pronouns in text corpus

2.6. Description of questionnaire and grammaticality judgments

While corpus studies provide an excellent means of forming and testing

correlations between referring forms and cognitive status, it is also important to test

%% See Chapter 3, section 3.2 for my explanation of how null pronouns are defined in this study.

*! While there are cases in which there is not enough material to code the referent of a pronoun found
within a quotation, recent research by Watters and Gundel (2007), shows that for the English pronoun i,
there is enough material in the majority of cases to code the referents of pronouns found within quotations.
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whether or not grammaticality judgments of constructed examples indicate the same
constraints on the use of referring forms. The challenge of testing a proposed
correlation/constraint lies in the importance of providing adequate textual or
extralinguistic context in which the cognitive status of a referent is evident as represented
by the criteria of the coding protocol.”” While preliminary research tests the substitution
of forms within a naturally occurring text, this section primarily describes the use of a
questionnaire to test the acceptability of pronoun use in constructed sentence pairs.

The questionnaire also provides an opportunity to elicit data related to a number
of other issues of interest to this study: correlations between pronoun choice and
resolving ambiguity in reference resolution, ranking effects in sentences with multiple
pronouns, and correlation of pronouns with animate versus inanimate entities. Some
samples are specifically designed to provide evidence for constraints in referring to
certain types of clausally-introduced entities. In the sections below, more information
will be provided about the methodology of the questionnaire in relation to these goals.

The questionnaire, consisting of 5 parts, was administered in written form to 5

respondents in Dagestan, Russia.”> The respondents represent both males and females

221 initially experimented with testing predictions by substituting certain forms within the texts of my
natural text corpus. For example, in a given text, I would substitute a form which is restricted to use with
entities in focus (that is, bu, o ziu or @) for a form in the text that refers to an entity which is at most
activated by the criteria of the coding protocol of the GH model. I would then ask a Kumyk speaker to read
the text and mark any forms that appear to be awkward or unnatural. In such a procedure, it is also
important to ask the speakers to note which entity they think the form refers to. The scope of things I could
test with this method, however,was somewhat limited.

* The difficulty of access to the region by foreigners did not allow me to administer the questionnaires in
person, but the written questionnaires were administered by a local proxy who had been trained to
administer them.
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between the ages of 19 and 64, from several different dialectal regions. In order to
eliminate some potential bias related to the order of presentation of examples for
judgment (see Schiitze 1996), I use two different versions of the questionnaire which
primarily differ in the presentation order of the grammaticality judgments. (There are
also a couple of examples which only appear in one version or the other, which allowed
me to have a greater sampling of material without making the questionnaire too long.)
Version A of the questionnaire is displayed as Appendix 4.

In the first part of the questionnaire, respondents are given 8 sentences, each of
which is followed by a demonstrative pronoun in parentheses (no nulls or reflexives).
For each sentence, the respondent is asked to write a one-sentence continuation using a
particular pronoun. An example of this type of exercise is shown in (14).

(14)  Given: Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. (bu)

teacher student.DAT book give.3

‘The teacher gave the student a book.’

Response: Bu shossahat okhuma bashlady.

3.1 immediately read.INF begin.3PST

‘(S)he started to read right away.’
The methodology for this section is based on Kaiser 2005:272, whose goal is to test
predictions that the choice of referring form influences the respondent to select a
particular referent from the preceding sentence. While my primary goal in this section is
to elicit a natural use of the given pronoun, this section also intends to provide evidence
that contrasts in form guide anaphora resolution and help resolve ambiguity. Kaiser and

Trueswell 2004 suggest that a sentence completion method can provide evidence that the
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choice of proform (from among a presumed set of forms) allows the hearer to identify the
referent of that form (from among a set of multiple referents). For example, provided the
Kumyk context in (14), the subject is asked to continue the text using a specific
pronominal form (bu). The choice of form is assumed to influence the subject’s choice of
topic of the continuing text from among possible referents introduced in the original
sentence. In response to (14), most respondents use bu to refer to the student, not to the
book or a higher-order entity like an event or fact. This type of exercise is particularly
interesting in Kumyk, where there is no morphological distinction between animate and
inanimate entities, and, thus, cognitive status could be the only property that would
determine the possibility of reference with a particular form. (See also the description of
section 4 of the questionnaire for further discussion of how the choice of pronoun guides
the hearer in selecting from among multiple possible referents.)

In part 2 of the questionnaire, respondents are given 17 pairs of sentences and
asked to fill in a blank in the second sentence with one of the possible pronominal forms
listed: bu, o, sho, shu, and o ’ziu (first 9 pairs); bu, o, sho, shu, o’ziu + @ (next 8 pairs).
The respondent is also given the choice that, if no pronoun is possible, (s)he should
indicate the type of form which could be used to fill in the blank. Unlike part 1, the
blanks are situated in sentential contexts biased for a particular referent, and the response
elicits a form that is possible for that referent. For example, in (15), the context is
constructed so that the respondent will choose a pronoun that refers the referent of kitap

‘book’ in the first sentence.
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(15) Given: Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. __ Tangcholpan edi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST Tangcholpan be.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student.  was Tangcholpan.’
Response: Ol  Tangcholpan edi.
3.2 Tangcholpan be.3PST
‘It was Tangcholpan.’
The responses in this section indicate which forms can be used with certain types of
referents. Since the respondent chooses only one form to fill in the blank, the responses
also give an indication of preferences for pronoun use. The lack of use of a particular
form with a certain type of referent, however, does not provide direct evidence of
constraints on the use of a particular form, since that form may be a possible but not a
preferred choice. For most of these sentences, the acceptability of various forms is tested
separately in the grammaticality judgment portion
Part 3 (13 pairs of sentences) is structured in the same way as part 2, except that,
in all but 3 cases, the second sentence of the pair has more than one blank, and
respondents are also asked to identify the referents of the pronouns they used to fill in the
blanks (4 cases have 3 blanks, and 6 cases, 2 blanks). The identification of referents is

important in examples where there is more than one possible referent, as in (16), where

the pronoun in the third blank could refer to either Patimat or the teacher.**

T had to exclude data from one questionnaire in this section because the respondent did not identify the
referents of the pronouns.

39



(16)  A. Muallim Patimatg”’a kitap berdi.
teacher Patimat.DAT book give.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to Patimat.’
B. ...1... ...2... kép  ushatdy. Song, ...3... u’ige getdi.
much please.3psT later home.DAT go0.3PST
‘It pleased her. Later she went home.’

Response: 1 = O (Patimat); 2 = shonu (book); 3 = @ (Patimat)

Section 3 not only provides information about which types of pronouns can be used for
which types of referents, but also illustrates tendencies in the use of pronouns in
sentences with more than one pronominal form. Some analysis of a “ranking affect” is
possible from this data.

The purpose of section 4 of the questionnaire is to test the respondents’ intuitions
about whether the use of a particular pronominal form signals something to the hearer
about the choice of referent in contexts with multiple possible referents. This section is
constructed specifically to test a previous hypothesis that o and sko, though signaling the
same cognitive status, vary in the degree or frequency with which they give rise to a
ranking effect via scalar implicatures.”> For this part, pairs of sentences were given, as in
(17) (A) and (B).

(17)  A. Bolat atyna minip barag”anda iyg’yldy.

Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER  g0.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3pPST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’

** The form bu was not included in this section, as it was hypothesized that the “ranking effect for this
pronoun in relation to o or sho is due to the fact that it signals ‘in focus’ while the other two signal
‘activated’.
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Bi. Og”ar bolg”an zat boldumu?
3.2.DAT happen.3PST.PRT thing happen.3PST
‘Did anything happen to PRO?’
Response: og’ar=__
B,. Shog”ar bolg’an zat boldumu?
3.3.DAT happen.3PST.PRT thing happen.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Did anything happen to PRO?’

Response: shog”’ar =

The second sentence of the pair allows for ambiguity in pronominal reference. For
example, in (17) (B)), the pronoun og ’ar in the second sentence could refer either to
Bolat or to the horse. The respondent is asked to identify the referent of the underlined
pronoun. For each sentence pair in this section, there are two versions, illustrated here as
(17) (B)) and (B;), which differ only in whether o or sho is used in the second sentence.
The two nearly identical pairs are not given side-by-side, but, rather, interspersed with
other sentences of a similar type.

Finally, section 5 provides grammaticality judgments of 41- 42 sentence pairs
containing pronominal forms in the second sentence, as illustrated in (18). Each
respondent is asked to judge the second sentence in the pair according to the following
scale: 1=sounds great; 2=sounds good; 3=possible, but people don’t usually say it that

way; 4=no Kumyk person would say it that way.*®

26T decided to exclude one set of data in which the respondent only rated one sentence as 3 and none as 4.
(from Babayurt, not Makhachkala)
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(18)  Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Sho Tangcholpan edi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST 3.3 Tangcholpan be.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. It was Tangcholpan.’

Response: 1 2 3 4 (circle one)

In order to provide more types of sentences, I vary a subset of sentence pairs for 2 of the
questionnaires, which means that for that subset of the examples (16 sentences), only 2
respondents provide data, while the other examples have data from 4 respondents.

In this section, negative judgments for certain forms which represent referents
coded as activated are interpreted as evidence that these forms are restricted to referents
which are in focus. Likewise, positive judgments of pronouns used to refer to entities
considered to be at most activated are interpreted as evidence that the forms are not
constrained to referents in focus.”” One of the caveats for this type of methodology is
that the restrictions on the use of different forms of referring expression might represent
‘soft constraints’ as opposed to ‘hard constraints’. While the cognitive status constraints
might be strong enough to guide the production of referring forms (and hence explain the
distribution of forms in a corpus), they might not be strong enough to produce judgments
of unacceptability. The data from this section also provide evidence for other possible
constraints on the use of pronominals, such as whether certain forms can be used with

indirectly constructed referents or are restricted to referents with particular animacy

*7 Since the coding criteria are sufficient but not necessary criteria, some referents that do not meet any of
the criteria for being in focus may actually be in focus. Decisions about which types of referents are
considered to be at most activated are discussed further in Chapter 5 on the basis of parameters suggested
by the questionnaire results.
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features, or whether there are restrictions which correlate with previous mention in
subject position.

To summarize the parts of the questionnaire, Sections 1-3 provide evidence for
the set of pronouns which are possible in certain contexts, but do not provide clear
evidence for which pronouns are not possible, as the absence of a particular pronoun in
these contexts may be due to chance rather than due to restrictions. Section 3 provides
additional evidence about tendencies for the distribution of forms and their referents in
sentences with multiple pronominals. Section 4 primarily provides evidence for
differences between o and sho in relation to scalar implicatures. Finally, Section 5 is
intended to provide evidence on the cognitive status constraints and other possible

constraints on the use of pronouns.

43



Chapter 3: Kumyk Pronouns and Their Properties

3.0. General comments

Within the range of possible forms of referring expressions, this study focuses on
reduced forms, or those which have minimal semantic content.”® In the literature, these
forms are known as indexicals, deictic forms, pro-forms or anaphors. Within this class,
various distinctions have been made in the literature. Hankamer and Sag (1976)
distinguish between surface anaphors and deep anaphors, the former representing reduced
forms which require a syntactic antecedent, and the latter representing those with a
pragmatically controlled antecedent. Later syntactic literature formalizes a distinction
between pronominals and anaphors in terms of binding conditions (Chomsky 1980 1982,
1986, 1995). Anaphors represent the class of pro-forms which are syntactically bound
within their local domain (clause), which means these forms have a c-commanding
antecedent within that domain. Pronouns represent forms which are locally free—or
forms which cannot have an antecedent in the local domain but can have an antecedent in
the sentence but outside the local domain or in the discourse context (via previous
mention or mutual knowledge). The distinction between anaphor and pronoun as defined

by Hankamer and Sag and Chomsky, among others, suggests that the antecedent for an

*% In this study, as is the case in most comparitive studies of referring expressions, the focus is on third
person pronouns, as the referents of these forms can be compared to the referents of other categories of
referring forms, such as noun phrases. Also, first and second person pronouns, which refer to speech act
participants, are of limited interest, since their referents are always in focus in the speech context.
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anaphor is determined through a syntactic process, while the antecedent for a pronoun is
determined semantically or pragmatically.

The work in accessibility or cognitive status neither relies on nor refutes the
distinction between anaphor and pronoun. In one respect, it is arguable, as Ariel 1990
suggests, that apparent syntactic restrictions are based on inherent accessibility. In other
words, since an anaphor’s antecedent is constrained to the local domain, the antecedent is
always highly accessible. In the same way, within the Givenness Hierarchy model, any
form which fits the syntactic definition of anaphor would normally be in focus. In spite
of the potential for cognitive models to account for the distribution of anaphors, the
current study focuses on describing the distribution of forms which cannot be described
solely in terms of binding conditions and control—that is, pronominal (as opposed to
anaphoric—in the binding sense) uses of null arguments and reflexives, and overt non-
reflexive pronouns. Sections 3.2 and 3.3 provide evidence that some types of null
arguments and reflexives, which are anaphors in many other languages are pronominals
in Kumyk and, therefore, merit consideration in this study.

Among overt pronominal forms, several categorical distinctions are made
(primarily in relation to the use of demonstratives), and it is important to clarify the role
of such distinctions in this study. Halliday and Hasan (1976:57-76) make a distinction
between exophoric uses and endophoric uses. Exophoric uses, more commonly called

deictic uses, represent reference to entities in the physical context of the speech situation,
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while endophoric uses include all other uses.” Though the GH framework applies
equally to both endophoric and exophoric uses, most of my data comes from endophoric
uses. Some works further subdivide endophoric uses into two or more categories based
on whether they refer to discourse participants or to higher level entities such as
propositions or facts (Diessel 1999:93). This study, however, does not make any further
distinctions among endophoric uses, applying the framework to all types of referents,
whether individuals, objects, events, propositions, or other types of entities.

Following the GH framework, but in contrast to much of the literature on
demonstratives, differences between multiple demonstrative forms are not described in
terms of distance features such as proximal, medial, or distal, but in terms of differences
in cognitive status. It is worth noting that recent literature outside the GH framework
also prefers to describe demonstratives in terms of their communicative or cognitive
function rather than in terms of distance features (Diessel 2006:12). These approaches
propose that a primary function of demonstratives, whether endophoric or exophoric, is to
establish joint focus of attention (Ozyiirek and Kita 2001 (as cited in Enfield 2003),
Kiintay and Ozyiirek 2002, Enfield 2003, Levinson 2004, Diessel 2006).

This chapter describes six third person pronominals in Kumyk, providing details of
form, general aspects of use, and a summary of how these forms are described in the
literature on Kumyk, as well as some comments on Turkish, a closely-related and more

widely analyzed Turkic language. The description of four overt non-reflexive forms also

%% This study does not address the issue of whether one type of usage—exophoric or endophoric—is more
primitive.
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raises the question of whether a distinction should be made between demonstratives and
personal pronouns in Kumyk, and the sections on reflexives and null arguments provide
justification for including the inflected reflexive and a subset of null arguments in Kumyk

among pronominals.

3.1. Personal pronouns or demonstratives

The Kumyk language has four third person pronouns, occurring in their root
forms as bu, o, shu and sho.”® Morphologically unmarked for gender or animacy, these
four forms refer both exophorically and endophorically to various types of animate and
inanimate entities, including both human or non-human individuals, objects, abstract
concepts, and clausally-introduced entities such as events, propositions, and facts.

In his early description of Kumyk grammar, Dimitriev (1940) classifies o as a
neuter personal pronoun, while bu, o, sho, and shu are classified as demonstrative
pronouns.’’ There is, however, no syntactic basis for making a distinction between
personal pronouns and demonstratives in Kumyk, either in morphological form or in
syntactic distribution. Moreover, since many would expect the term ‘demonstrative’ to
be associated with distance features (which is incongruent with the framework I am
using), this study chooses to use the more general term ‘pronoun’ in reference to these
four non-reflexive forms and to study them comparatively as one class. It is useful,

nevertheless, to be aware of how linguists have described the differences in meaning

3% Ol also occurs as a dialectal variation of o.
3 The root or nominative pronominal forms in Kumyk are identical to the demonstrative determiners bu, o,
shu and sho, as in the expression, sho adam ‘that man’.
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between the four demonstratives. Dimitriev (1940:79) and, likewise, Muratchaeva
(2001) describe the differences in meaning in terms of distance and “known-ness” as
follows: bu represents near and known, shu represents near and not known, o represents
distant, and sho represents the medial distance (further than shu, nearer than 0).** The
distinction between shu and sho is of particular interest, as the form shu is rare in
discourse, and a number of other Turkic languages exhibit a 3-way, rather than a 4-way
demonstrative system. Turkish, for example, encodes a 3-way distinction between the
forms bu, su, and o. Lewis (1967) describes su as a medial demonstrative, while others
claim that the same form encodes a referent that the addressee is not attending to
(Ozyiirek and Kita 2001, as cited in Enfield 2003:109). While it is important to be aware
of how Turkic pronouns are described in the literature, this study suggests, rather, that the
difference in meaning between the four forms in Kumyk can be described more
effectively with reference to the cognitive status of the referents they represent.

An overview of the morphology of third person pronouns provides information
about various case forms and the types of entities to which they refer. The basic forms
bu, o, shu and sho represent the nominative singular. As is the case with other nouns in
Kumyk, plural pronouns are formed by the addition of the suffix —/ar to the basic form,

as illustrated in the first column of Table 2.*3

?? Neither Dimitriev (1940) nor Muratchaeva (2001) clearly states whether o or sho represent entities
which are known or unknown to the hearer; however I assume that both forms represent entities which are
known.

33 In some cases, the singular form can be used to represent a plural entity, as with the adverbial/adjective
forms such as sholai (not sholarlai).
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Pronominal case forms other than nominative reflect the combination of one of

the following case suffixes with the singular or plural form: genitive (-n/), dative (-g4),

accusative (-nl), locative (-dA4), ablative (-d4n), and possessive ((sli), as shown in (19).**

The full declension of singular and plural pronouns is displayed in Table 2.

(19) o + lar +nl = olany
root + plural + accusative
NOMINATIVE | GENITIVE | DATIVE ACCUSATIVE |LOCATIVE |ABLATIVE |POSSESSIVE
bu munu bug’ar munu munda mundan | busu’
SING shu shunu |shug”ar |shunu shunda shundan  |shusu
0 onu og’ar onu onda ondan osu
sho shonu  |shog”ar |shonu shonda shondan |-
bular bulany |bulag”a |bulany bularda |bulardan |-
shular shulany |shulag”a |shulany shularda |shulardan |-
PLURAL
olar olany olag”a olany olarda olardan |-
sholar sholany |sholag”a |sholany sholarda |sholardan |-
Table 2: Morphological declensions of pronominal forms

(*The possessive case is only documented with the form bu in this data. The other two forms are listed by
Dimitriev 1940:79.)

3* Capital letters in suffix forms, such as -m4 represent vowel harmony alternations represented in the
orthography.
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Pronouns plus the locative (-dA4) or ablative (-dAn) suffixes are used in the sense

of the English locational deictics /ere or there in referring to places, as illustrated in (20),

where onda refers to the market.

(20)

Murat bazarg”a  gete. Onda O alma aldy.
Murat market.DAT go.3S.PR there apple buy.3S.PST
‘Murat went to the market. (He) bought apples there.’

Class-changing suffixes such as —/ai (modifier) combine with pronouns, as in the

adverbial bulai shown in (21). Semantically, these forms are roughly equivalent to the

forms thus or so or like that in English, and they primarily refer to entities introduced by

clauses or verb phrases. Interestingly enough, -/ai adverbials may also be nominalized,

as in the form olailar ‘ones like that’ in (22).

1)

(22)

Kuranda bulai aitila:
Koran.LOC 3S.MOD  say.PASS.PR

“katingishige atasyny ag’”lusunu kollari
oman.DAT father.3POSS.GEN brother.3POSS.GEN hand.PL.3POSS

tiise gunakh tugul bashg’a adamlar tiise gunakh.”
touch.3COND sin NEG  other man.PL  touch.3COND sin

‘In the Koran it is said like this: “If a woman’s father’s or brother’s hands touch
her, it is not a sin; if other men touch (her), it is sin.’

Bibliotekag’a bardym  — cheber  kitaplar da okhumar eken.
library.DAT  g0.1S.PST — literature book.PL EMPH read.INF COP

Klassda  olailar dag’yda bolg”an.

lass.LOC  3.2. MOD.PL more be.PST.PRT

‘I went to the library—to read literature. In the class there were others like that.’
[Marian.045]
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Pronominal forms in various cases occur with a number of postpositions, also
labeled subordinating conjunctions or logical connectives, as in o saialy ‘because of
3S’/’therefore’/‘according to’ or shog “ar gere, literally, ‘seeing that’, but conveying the
meaning ‘therefore’/‘because of’. A list of connectives incorporating pronouns is

displayed in Figure 4.

Nominative form Pronouns(+Case)+Postposition

bu munu uchun ‘for 3S°

shu shug”ar gére ‘according to3S’
shundan song ‘after 3S’
shuunu bulan birge ‘together with 3S’

o onu uchun ‘for 3S’

o saialy ‘because of 3S’

o sebepli ‘according to 3S’
og”ar gére ‘according to 3S’

sho sho(nu) saialy ‘because of 3S’

sho sebepli  ‘according to3S’

sho sebepden ‘because of 3S’

shonu uchun ‘for 3S’

shondan song ‘after 3S’

shondan taba ‘through that’

shog”ar gére ‘according to 3S’

shog”ar de karamayly ‘not consisdering 3S’

Figure 4: Pronouns in logical connectives

The pronouns within these expressions most often refer to events, facts, propositions or
other higher order entities, as illustrated in (23), where o saialy refers to the fact that the
mother-in-law wants to invite people to a feast.

(23)  Yash bolnitsadan chykg”an  song bir zhumany ichinde kainana
child hospital. ABL exit.PST.PRT after one week.GEN inside.of mother.in.law
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takhana etip adamlany chakyrma bairam etme suie.
takana ~make.GER man.3PL.ACC invite.INF feast do.INF  want.PR

O saialy bu  chakyryviar fiiberip kyzny  adamlaryn
3.2 according.to 3.1 invitation.PL send.GER girl.GEN man.PL.3POSS.ACC

0 ’ziunu adamlaryn chakyra.

self~3POSS.GEN man.PL.3 POSS.ACC invite.PR

‘After the child leaves the hospital, within one week, the mother-in-law wants to

hold a feast, making taxana and inviting people. Because of this, she sends

invitations and invites daughter(in-law)’s people, (self’s) own people.’

[Birth1.008-9]

In a few cases, it is difficult to determine if derivational forms of bu, o, shu and
sho are truly referential pronouns. One set of examples involves the form shonchaky
‘that much’/’so much’, in which the pronoun root combines with the morpheme -cha/-
chaky, which carries the meaning of ‘amount’, as shown in (24).

24) sho + chaky =  shonchak’y
root + amount ‘that much’/‘so much’

In some cases shonchak’y appears to be referential, referring to a specific amount
mentioned in the discourse context (25), while in other cases the same form functions as
an intensifier, as in (26).

(25) Muratny on rubil’ bar. Mennike shonchak™y ak”cha ék”.

Murat.GEN ten ruble exist.3S my 3.3.much money exist.NEG
‘Murat has 10 rubles. I don’t have that much money.’

(26)  Nege tiugiul de shonchaky uzak"  zaman ishlegen
because EMPH 3.3.much distant time work.PST.PRT
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ishibizni natizhasyn gérmek
work.1PL.POSS.GEN result.3POSS.ACC see.INF

ullu  siuiunch  ullu ish.

great joyful great work

‘Since the result of our work had taken such a long time to see, it was a great joy,
a big deal.” [NT.012-.013]

Non-referential cases in which shonchaky serves as an intensifier are not considered in

this study.

3.2. Null pronouns

Within binding theory (Chomsky 1980 1982, 1986, 1995) a distinction is made
between syntactically controlled null arguments (anaphors) and null arguments which are
not syntactically controlled (pronominals); this study focuses on the latter. The study of
pronominal null arguments is more interesting to cognitive approaches because, unlike
anaphors, which are obligatory, pronominal nulls alternate with other forms of referring
expressions. Much attention has been given to explaining elided subjects or ‘pro-drop’ in
terms of syntactic parameters such as recoverability (see Huang 2000 for a
comprehensive overview); however, it is widely accepted that, cross-linguistically, the
occurrence of pronominal null arguments versus fuller forms in their various argument
positions depends on non-syntactic parameters. Non-syntactic parameters proposed in
the literature include topic continuity (Givon 1983), centering (Grosz et al., 1983, 1995,
Walker, Joshi, and Prince 1998), accessibility (Ariel 1988, 1990), and cognitive status
(Gundel et al. 1993), with the approach of this study focusing on the last of these. Most

of the literature which analyzes null arguments based on non-syntactic parameters such as
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accessibility or cognitive status applies more broadly to all types of null arguments (not
just subjects) and is assumed by many to apply equally to both anaphors and pronouns (in
the binding sense). Theories which associate the form of referring expression with
attention state, mental accessibility, or the cognitive status of the referent propose that
null arguments are associated with the highest level of accessibility or the most restricted
level of cognitive status — that is, located at the center of the hearer’s attention.” Several
of these theories also associate null forms with the concepts of continuity, parallelism or
predictability (Prince 1981, Givon 1983), a factor which appears to play a role in the
distribution of null arguments in Kumyk, as discussed in Chapter 4).

In Kumyk, null pronouns occur in a variety of syntactic contexts: null subjects of
finite clauses, as illustrated in (27), null subjects of adverbial clauses as in (28) and non-
subject arguments such as objects or possessors, as illustrated in (29).*

(27)  Murat bazarg”a  gete. Onda O alma aldy.

Murat market.DAT go.3S.PR there apple buy.3S.PST
‘Murat went to the market. (He) bought apples there.’

(28) Murat bazarg”a  gete. Onda O alma alyp,
Murat market.DAT go.3S.PR there apple buy.GER

o bizge geldi.
3S IPL.DAT come.3S.PST
‘Murat went to the market. Having bought apples there, he came to us.’

% It should be noted that this type of characterization of null arguments applies only to referential cases,
and not to expletive or generic uses of null arguments.

3% Humnick 2006 provides a more complete description of syntactically restricted (anaphoric) versus
unrestricted (pronominal) null arguments in Kumyk.
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(29) K'"yzny atasy; da razi  bolup,
girl.GEN father.3.POSS and agree be.GER

9; [subject] O; [possessor]  k"yzyn; berezhek bola.
girl.3.POSS.ACC give.FUT be.PR

‘The girl’s father, agreeing, will give (his) daughter.’
In example (27) the null argument is the subject of the second matrix clause. As is the
case in many pro-drop languages, the finite verb aldy ‘bought’ is morphologically
marked for subject agreement in person and number. In this case, the morpheme —dy
indicates third person singular. In example (28) the null form occurs in an adverbial
clause as the subject of the gerund, alyp.>’ In this type of complex clause construction,
the null subject could occur either with the gerund or with the matrix verb (as in the first
sentence of (29)), or with both. Though, in most cases, it would be infelicitous to have
overt subjects in both clauses it is possible to have an overt subject in both clauses if one
is a reflexive.*®

The justification for the category of null possessive pronouns illustrated in (29) is

based on the syntax of possessive constructions in Kumyk. In a possessive construction

37 Non-finite verbs with the suffix —Ip are also described as ‘converbs’ in Turkic literature (see also
Haspelmath 1995).

¥ While the general use of a reflexive pronoun with a coreferent overt subject appears to be infelicitous,
cases which are clearly emphatic usages are acceptable. Example (i) occurs in the extended text corpus.
Since the reflexive here is marked with a 1* person suffix, there is no question that it is coreferential with
the matrix subject, men “I”.

(i) O’zium de  bilmei, men bir  k’yzny betine tiklenip  turg’anman.

self.1S EMPH know.NEG.GER 1S  one girl’s face.at stare.GER remain.PST.1S
‘Not even realizing it myself, I kept staring at one girl’s face.’
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in which all elements are overt, the NP representing the possessor exhibits a genitive
suffix, while the possessee exhibits a possessive suffix which agrees in person and
number with the possessor.®” The structure of the overt possessive construction is

illustrated in (30), where (a) is a first person possessive and (b) is a third person

possessive.

(30) a. meni ash-ym
1S.GEN food-1s.POsS
‘my food’

b. mishik-ni ash-y
cat-3.GEN food-3.Poss
‘the cat’s food’
In contrast to (30), in which the third person possessor is overt, in example (29) above,
the possessor is realized as a null argument, while the possessee is realized as an overt
form, k"yz-y-n ‘his daughter-3P0OSS-ACC’ that exhibits agreement in person and number
with the possessor (the father) via the suffix, -y.
This study excludes two types of syntactically controlled null arguments: 1) null
subjects in non-finite complement clauses that are syntactically restricted to coreference
with a particular argument of the matrix clause by the category of the verbal suffix and 2)

null subjects of adnominal clauses (Humnick 2008). For example, in a complement

clause that ends with the suffix —mA or -mAg A, as shown in (31), the null subject must

3% The third person singular and third person plural forms, however, are indistinguishable.
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be interpreted as coreferent with the matrix subject, k"atyn ‘woman’.** (The non-finite
p )

clause is enclosed in brackets, with its subject in bold, and the matrix subject is
underlined.)
(31) K"atyn; [bairamg”a O; adamlany chak"yrmal siue.

woman  feast.DAT man.3PL.ACC invite.INF ~ want.3S.PR

‘The woman wants to invite people to the feast.’
As shown in (32) (a) and (b), in this type of non-finite clause, it is ungrammatical for the
subject to occur as an overt argument, whether coreferent with the matrix subject or not.
(32) a. *K'"atyn; [gelin; adamlany bairamg”a chak"yrma]  siue.

woman  bride man.3PL.ACC feast.DAT  invite.INF want.3S.PR
‘The woman wants the bride to invite people to the feast.’

b. *K"atyn; [o’ziu; adamlany bairamg”a chak"yrma]  siue.
woman self man.3PL.ACC feast.DAT  invite.INF want.3S.PR
‘The woman wants herself to invite people to the feast.’
The second type of null arguments excluded in this study are those which occur as
arguments within adnominal participial clauses with the suffixes —4g ’4n (present) or —
g”An (past)—that is the equivalent of the relative clause. Such clauses, as illustrated in

(33) (a) and (b), can modify any argument of the matrix clause, and the null argument of

the participial clause is always interpreted as coreferent with the head.

0 There are also semantic types of verbs taking the same suffix in which the null argument is controlled by
the object, as with the case of the phrasal verb like ixtiiar bere ‘gives the right to’.
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(33) a. [O; ash etegen] k”atyn; gele.
food make.PR.PRT woman come.3S.PR
‘The woman who makes the food coming.’

b. [K”atyn O; etegen] ash;  iakhshy.

woman make.PR.PRT food good

‘The food that the woman makes is good.’
In (33) (a), the participial clause (in brackets) modifies k ”atyn ‘woman’, and the null
subject of the non-finite verb efegen ‘making’ must be interpreted as coreferent with
k”atyny. Similarly, in (33) (b), the null argument which is the object of the adnominal
must be interpreted as coreferent with ash ‘food’. For the types of null arguments in both
(31) and (33), the referent is syntactically determined, and the null argument cannot
alternate with other forms of referring expressions, thus such examples have

comparatively little interest to this study.

3.3. Reflexives

3.3.1. General properties

Kumyk exhibits two types of nominal reflexives (in addition to verbal
reflexivization): the uninflected reflexive o’z and the inflected form of the same root
morpheme. The uninflected form, which is not included in this study, serves primarily as
a modifier and does not necessarily imply specific reference, as in example (34).

(34) Anam 0’z k”olu bulan ash  etgen.

mother.18.POSS self hand.3P0SS with bread make.3PST

‘My mother made homemade bread.” (Lit. ‘My mother made bread by own
hand.”)
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The inflected reflexive is composed of the noun root o z ‘self’ followed by a
possessive suffix which, in a genitive construction, indicates agreement in person and
number with the possessor. Example (35) illustrates the parallel structure between a first

person singular genitive construction (a) and the inflected first person singular reflexive

(b).
(35) a. meni  géz - ium
1s.GEN eye — 1S.POSS
‘my eye’
b. ment- 0z - ium
1s.GEN self — 1s.(Poss)"!
‘myself’

Reflexive pronouns, like other Kumyk pronouns, do not indicate animacy or gender, but
are marked for person and number, as shown in Table 3.* (Although 1* and ond person
forms are given here for reference purposes, the focus of this research is 31 person
forms.) Like all nouns, reflexives exhibit case suffixes agreeing with their argument

function. Table 4 shows the case declension for 3™ person singular and plural forms.

*!'In the remainder of this paper I have dropped the ‘POSS’ portion of the gloss and have chosen to represent
the glosses for reflexives simply as ‘self.18S, self.2s, self.3s, self.1P, self.2p, self.3P’.

*2 When the referent of a reflexive is third person plural, often a singular reflexive form is used. Unlike
third person singular forms, third person plural reflexive forms do not exhibit the possessive suffix, but are
declined for case like other plural nouns.

* Cole et al. describe three types of long-distance reflexives: 1) “long-distance bound anaphors”, 2) “forms
which are used as reflexives locally and as pronominals non-locally”, and 3) “forms that are “primarily”
bound anaphor reflexives, but which can be used non-locally in specific syntactic and discourse contexts”
(2001:xviii). For languages like Kumyk, the fact that the same form behaves locally like an anaphor and
non-locally like a pronominal is still somewhat problematic. For similar data on the Malay reflexive diri +
pronoun, Cole and Hermon 2005 offer the explanation that the features ‘anaphor’ or ‘pronominal’ are not
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t y .
1¥ person | o ’zium
Singular .
2" person | o ziung
d .
3" person | o ’ziu
1% person | o ziubiuz
Plural od .
2" person | o ziugiuz
rd /
3" person | o'zler

Table 3: The inflected reflexive

Nominative | Genitive | Dative | Accusative | Locative | Ablative
Singular | o ziu o ’ziuniu | o’ziune | o’ziun o ziunde | o’ziunden
Plural o zler o zleni o zlege | o’zleni o’zlerde | o’zlerden

Table 4: Case declensions of 3 person reflexives

3.3.2. Syntactic properties

Kumyk reflexives do not have the prototypical properties of a form that is strictly

an anaphor in the binding theory sense, that is, a form whose antecedent is a c-

commanding element found within the same local domain, or a pronominal, a form which

cannot have a local c-commanding antecedent. The ambiguous interpretation of the

sentence illustrated in (36) shows that the antecedent of a reflexive may be either a c-
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commanding element within the local domain (Murat) or a syntactic element outside the
local domain (Ali).
(36) Ali; Murat; o’ziuny; siuegenine inanail.

Ali Murat  self.3s.AcC like.PR.PRT.3POSS.DAT believe.PR

‘Ali; believes that Murat ; likes him ; /himself;.
The evidence of long distance antecedents raises the question of whether the reflexive in
Kumyk is more like a long-distance bound anaphor or a pronominal.** Cole, Hermon,
and Huang 2001 demonstrate that long-distance reflexives in a variety of typologically
diverse languages vary in their resemblance to pronouns or bound anaphors. For
example, based on evidence provided by Kornfilt (2001) in the same volume, Cole et al.
categorize the Turkish inflected reflexive kendi as a pronominal in its use beyond the
local domain (2001:xx). Their categorization cites the following types of evidence that a
long-distance reflexive is a pronominal rather than an anaphor: 1) lack of restriction to
certain types of complex clause structures, 2) lack of restriction to subject antecedents, 3)
the possibility of use with extra-sentential antecedents and 4) the lack of restriction to
logophoric contexts (Pica 1987, Cole et al. 2001). *

An analysis of Kumyk reflexives in complex clause structures demonstrates that

long-distance reflexivization is found in all types of clause combinations (Humnick

* Cole et al. 2001 also point out that bound anaphors require sloppy readings under VP ellipsis, while
pronouns allow for both strict and sloppy readings under VP ellipsis; however,Kornfilt’s analysis of
Turkish does not provide data on this aspect of inflected reflexives.
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2007). Examples (37) — (38) illustrate two of these types: complement clause
constructions and relative clauses.
(37) Iug’an; [[Pavel; o’ziun; siuegenine]

John Paul self.3s.AcC like.PR.PRT.3POSS.DAT

men  inanag’anymny] bile.

Is believe.PR.PRT.1S.POSS.ACC  know.3S.PR

‘John; knows that I believe that Paul; likes himselfj/him;.’

(38)  Ibrag'im; [o'ziu; (O;) tizip getgen] zatlag”a; k"arap
Abraham self.3s build.GER leave.PST.PRT thing.PL.DAT look.GER

bir zatlar  aitdi.

one thing.PL say.3S.PST

‘Abraham;, looking at the things; which (he) himself; built, said some things.’
As illustrated in (37) reflexives within nominal clause complements can have either the
local clause subject or the matrix clause subject as an antecedent, and there is no blocking
effect from intermediate subj ects.*® In this example, o ziun, the object of the verb,
siuegenine ‘like’ can refer either to Pavel, the local subject or to Jug ‘an, the matrix
subject, and the intervening subject men ‘I’ does not block the long-distance reference.
Example (38) demonstrates a reflexive occurring as an argument of a relative clause. In
this case, the reflexive o ziu is coreferent with the matrix subject, /brag’im. In Kumyk

relative clauses, the head is represented as a gap (in other words, not overtly represented).

* In some languages, such as Chinese, the scope of long-distance reflexivization cannot cross a clause in
which the subject has different person and number features from the reflexive, a phenomenon which is
known as a ‘blocking effect’ (Cole et al. 2001:xiv, Huang 2000:98).
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Reflexives are not (usually) coreferent with the head, but are coreferent with the matrix
subject.

Though the majority of reflexives have subject antecedents, there is evidence that
long-distance reflexivization allows for non-subject antecedents in some cases, as
demonstrated in (39).

(39) O’ziu;; biblioteka gelse, lug’an; Pavela; gérezhek.

self library.DAT come.COND John Paul.DAT  see.FUT

‘If self comes to the library, John will see Paul.’

In this example, the reflexive occurs in the non-finite conditional clause, and it can be
coreferent either with the subject of the matrix clause (/ug ’an) or a non-subject argument
of the matrix clause (Pavela). In other words, this example can mean either “If Pau!/
comes to the library, John will see Paul” or “If John comes to the library John will see
Paul”.

Long-distance reflexivization also extends to extra-sentential antecedents, as
shown in (40), where the reflexive o ziu, the subject of the second sentence, is understood
to be coreferent with muallim ‘teacher’ in the previous sentence.*’

(40)  Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.
Teacher student.DAT book give.PST.

" This example is from section 3 of the questionnaire responses. Both o ziu and onu are forms used to fill-
in the blank in two blanks in this example.
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Song o0’ziu onu eksameni bulan kutlady.

Later self.3s 3s.AcC exam.ACC with congratulate.PST

‘The teacher gave the student a book. Then he(o ziu = teacher) congratulated
him(onu = student) with the exam.’

The evidence that long-distance reflexivization in Kumyk is not restricted to certain
clause types and allows for non-subject and extra-sentential antecedents supports the
claim that the Kumyk inflected reflexive is a pronominal whose distribution cannot be
characterized on a purely syntactic basis (that is, on the basis of locality and antecedent

type constraints). It is appropriate, therefore, to consider the distribution of this form in

terms of non-syntactic parameters such as the cognitive status of the referent.

3.4. Summary

To summarize, the primary interest of this study is the endophoric use of
pronominal forms which are not constrained to an antecedent based purely on syntactic
constraints such as binding conditions. This class includes five overt forms, bu, shu, o,
sho, and o ziu and a subset of null arguments. This chapter provides evidence that the
differences in the distribution of these five forms cannot be described solely in terms of
syntax, and categories such as ‘demonstrative’ or perhaps even ‘reflexive’ (to the extent
that it presumes an anaphoric distribution) are not very meaningful in describing the use
of these forms. The purpose of this study is primarily to describe the use of these forms

in terms of a correlation with the cognitive properties of their referents.
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Chapter 4: Corpus Study

4.0. General comments

The goal of the corpus analysis is to compare the six pronominal forms in Kumyk
on the basis of features of their referents—most importantly how the referent in each use
of these forms corresponds to one of the cognitive statuses on the Givenness Hierarchy.
Table 5 displays the numerical results of this coding of referents according to the highest
status for which a referent could be coded.*® For example, for the form bu, 30 tokens
have a referent that is coded as in focus, while one referent is coded as at most activated.
Since the status ‘in focus’ entails that a referent is also activated, all 31 coded forms have
referents that are at least activated, but only one has a referent that is coded as at most
activated. This table also lists 12 forms for which the cognitive status of the referent
remains undetermined. These are primarily cases which fall within the scope of the
study, but for which there is a particular question related to the application of the coding
protocol. Table 6 displays the distribution of tokens of a given form in terms of
percentages of the total number of referents coded for that form. In other words, for the
form bu, 96.8% of the 31 coded referents are in focus. Note that, as no referent of a
pronominal is coded as a status lower than familiar in this study, only the three relevant

statuses, in focus, activated, and familiar, are represented in both of these tables.

*¥ Since the statuses of the Givenness Hierarchy are in a relationship of unidirectional entailment, if a
referent is coded as in focus, the referent is also activated, familiar, and so forth. In the table the referent of
a given token is only listed under the highest status for which it is coded and not the other statuses which it
entails.
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Form Number of | Referent Referent Referent | Referent
occurrences | in focus activated familiar | undetermined

7] 229 213 8 8

0'7iu 36 35 - 1

bu 33 30 1 2

0 90 64 24 1 1

sho 33 4 29

shu 1 1

Table 5: Coding Results for Pronominal Forms in the Text Corpus

Form Total coded | % in focus | % activated | % familiar
referents

0 221 96.4% 3.6%

o'ziu 35 100%

bu 31 96.8% 3.2%

0 89 71.9 % 27.0 % 1.1 %

sho 33 12.1% 87.9%

shu 1 0 % 100%

TOTAL | 410 84.4% 15.4 0.2%

Table 6: Percentage of coded referents with a specific cognitive status

According to the Givenness Hierarchy model, if the referents of a given form are

distributed among more than one status on the hierarchy, the form is said to explicitly

encode the lowest status, i.e. to signal that the referent of the form is at least that status.

For example, if the referents of a form are distributed between the statuses ‘in focus’ and

‘activated’, as for the pronoun sko in table 5, where 29 referents are coded as activated
and 4 referents are coded as in focus, the form is said to signal that the referent is

activated. In some cases, however, when the number of referents corresponding to the

lowest status is less than 5% of the coded forms, these forms may be considered
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exceptional or miscoded, and the form is analyzed as correlating with the higher status.
For example, for the form o, the total number of coded forms in the corpus is 89, and the
referents are distributed as follows: 64 (71.9 %) in focus, 24 (27.0 %) activated, and 1
(1.1 %) familiar. Since the number of familiar referents is less than 5.0 % the form o is
analyzed as signaling that the referent is activated. According to these principles, the
corpus data results in the hypothesized form-status correlations: nulls, o ’ziu and bu
signal ‘in focus’, while o, sho, and shu signal ‘activated’ (see Figure 5). Note that, since
there is only one token of the pronoun shu, the hypothesized form-status correlation is at

best preliminary.

FOC ACT

9, o'ziu, bu o, sho, shu*
(* insufficient data)

Figure 5: Form Status Correlations

The remainder of this chapter discusses the distribution of each form primarily in
terms of the cognitive status of the referent. My analysis also notes correlations between
particular forms and other characteristics of the referent, including animacy features
(human, non-human, inanimate), previous mention as a subject (a subset of the coding
criteria for in focus) and whether a referent is introduced previously by means of a noun
phrase or a whole clause. Within the discussion of each form, I provide samples as well

as a discussion of exceptional or undetermined cases, cases of particular interest, difficult
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coding decisions, and unique features of the distribution, including contextual effects

associated with the form.

4.1. Nulls in the corpus

Null arguments are the most frequent form of pronominal occurring in this
corpus, with a total of 229 tokens. Of this total, eight tokens are cases of backwards
anaphora which are classified as undetermined. The majority of coded referents of null
arguments are in focus, with only eight referents coded as activated. Since the number of
activated referents is such a small portion of the total number of referents (3.6 %), I posit
that these are exceptions and that null arguments signal that their referents are in focus.*

According to the corpus data, the use of null arguments is neither restricted to
reference to previous subjects nor restricted in terms of animacy features. While the use
of null arguments with clausally-introduced entities is rare, there is one example in the

corpus which is discussed in section 4.1.5. *°

4.1.1. Coding the referents of null arguments

In example (41), a narrative text excerpt from the first chapter of a novel, |

illustrate a number of different cases of the coding of null arguments.”’

* The term ‘exception’ here could include both cases which are miscoded—that is, cases for which there is
no coding criterion from the coding protocol which applies, but the referent is actually in focus—or speech
performance errors. The numerical percentage of ‘exceptions’ in my research is similar to results found in
Gundel et al. 1993, who, for Chinese, posit that null forms signal ‘in focus’, though 1 out of 25 forms is
coded as activated (291).

%% There are also two ambiguous cases which possibly refer to a clausally-introduced entity, but which I
have interpreted as referring to a person.

*'In order to facilitate the discussion of a larger unit of text, I present only the vernacular text line, in which
null arguments are identified with the symbol @, accompanied by the free translation.
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(41)

Excerpt from “I Am Guilty, Marian.”

a.
b.

C.

o

o0 o

lmz)

Bizin iurtny iag "asynda u’ch ak” terek bar edi.

Ullular olag”a “iurt bulan bir iashly” dep aitag "an edi.

Sho gertimi iada ialg”anmy, bilmeimen.

Amma sho terekler iurtumny iakhshysyna da iamana da shag’at.

Elni k”aig’’yly giunlerinde olar, bukhari bérkler iimik, @ bashlaryn sabur
kiuide o’rge géterip, @ maslag ”at etgenler,

Shatly giunlerinde busa, @ butak’laryn, @ iaprak’laryn oinatyp O
k’uvanchg”a-k’uvanh k”oshg "anlar.

Ullu tamasha tiugiulmiu...

K aravulchular Timik, olar u’cheviu de iurtnu u’ch iag "ynda; o’sgen (0;
dértiunchiu, giunbatar ,iag "ynda busa o’zen ag”a edi).

9 K’’vbladag’ysy k”ara giunleni kép gérgen,

O k”ara giigen k”atyndai kép kerenler mungaig”an,
9 Géziash ornuna chyk” tékgen.

Nege tiugiul de ol k”aburlag”a barag”an sok ’mak ’ny u’stiunde o’sgen edi.

. lurtda bolg”an chak”y o’liu onu tiubiunden o ’tgen.

Sho zatlag”a @ talchyg’yp busa iarai, onu bashy tez k’ urudu.
[0O giuntybyshdag’ysy] bash elleni aldynda tok’tap, [O] elge ik”’lyk” etgen;
[O] k”abu ellerden k’’uvang "an (“Bash el balag’ geltirer, k”abu el k”’ap

tolturar”).

‘At the edge of our village were three white trees.

The elders said that they were the same age as our village.

Whether this is true or false, I don’t know.

But those trees were witnesses to the good and bad in my village.

In the mournful days of wind they, like sheepskin coats, pointed (their) heads
up supportively, (they) gave advice.

In the happy days (their) branches, (their) leaves played, (they) added joy to
joy.

It’s not a big surprise...
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h. Like guardians, they grew on the three sides of the village (on the fourth, the
west side, flowed a river).
The southern one (of them) saw many black days,
like a woman clothed in black, (it) mourned many times,
instead of tears, (it) cried dew.
That’s because it grew on the path to the graveyard.

. Whoever died in the village passed by it.
Maybe (it) worried over those things, and its top (lit. head) dried up quickly.
The eastern one (of them) rested in front of the headwinds, (it) made shade for
the people;
(it) rejoiced in the west winds (“The head wind will bring disaster, the west
wind will fill the sack™).’

om g FT

©

In the first section of text, sentences (a) — (i), there are six null arguments for
which the referent is a set of three trees which are important to a village (all mentions of
this referent, whether overt or null forms, are in bold). The first null argument which
refers to the trees occurs in sentence (¢) as the possessor in the possessive phrase,
bashlaryn ‘their heads’. This null is coreferent with the overt pronoun olar, the subject
of the previous clause, and, since the referent is mentioned overtly earlier in the same
sentence, it is in focus according to criterion 2 of the coding protocol. The second null
argument in (e) is the subject of the second clause and is also in focus by criterion 2.
Sentence (f) contains three null arguments, two of which are part of the possessive
phrases, @ butak’laryn ‘their branches’ and @ iaprak”’laryn ‘their leaves’. For the first
null argument in (f), the fact that the referent (the three trees) is mentioned as the subject
of the previous sentence satisfies the first criterion the status, ‘in focus’. For the next two
cases, the referent is in focus due to its previous mention in the same sentence. In

sentence (i) the null argument is part of the possessive phrase, @ k”’ybladagysy ‘the
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southern one of them’, and its referent is coded as in focus according to criterion 1
(mentioned as subject of previous sentence).

In sentences (j) — (n), the discourse topic is the southern tree, which is first
mentioned as the subject of sentence (i), and all the null arguments refer to this entity.
(All references to the southern tree are underlined.) In (j) and (k) each of the null
arguments may be coded as in focus because each of their referents is mentioned as the
subject of the previous sentence. In (n), the referent of the null argument is mentioned in
the previous sentence, but not as the subject; however, since it is also mentioned in the
sentence before that, it is in focus by criterion 5.

The coding of the first null argument in sentence (o), which refers to the group of
trees, is of particular interest. While sentences (j) — (n) clearly mention one of the trees,
there is no overt mention of the group of trees in this local section. However, this plural
entity has been mentioned overtly as a set at the beginning of the text as a higher-level
topic for this unit of discourse. Each mention of an individual member of the set—that is
each mention of an individual tree—is enough to maintain the plural entity as a higher
level topic which is “part of the interpretation of the preceding clause (whether it is
overtly mentioned there or not)” (criterion 4) and, thus, it is in focus. The second null
argument in (0) and the one null argument in (p) both refer to the eastern tree, which is
introduced as the subject of sentence (0). (Each of these references to the eastern tree is
marked in brackets). The referent of each of these null forms can be coded as being in

focus straightforwardly according to criteria 2 and 1, respectively.

71



4.1.2. Discussion of undetermined cases

All eight cases in this study where the cognitive status of the referent of a null
argument remains undetermined are cases of backwards anaphora, or cases in which a
null or overt pronominal within a non-finite clause linearly precedes an overt mention of
the same referent in the main clause. These are special cases where the referent is not
resolved until the whole sentence is processed, and they occur only under restricted
syntactic conditions. Cases of backwards anaphora are not considered to be
counterexamples to the claim that null arguments require referents in focus, but merely
cases in which the referent cannot be coded by the current formulation of the criteria.

Unlike English, where a subordinate clause may precede or follow the main
clause, in Kumyk, a subordinate or non-finite clause always precedes the main clause. In
a complex clause construction, coreferent subjects can only occur once as an overt
argument—either in the main clause or the non-finite clause, but not in both. Previous
research on null arguments in Kumyk (Humnick 2008) indicates that, when a null subject
occurs in a non-finite adverbial clause, its referent is usually already in focus from
previous discourse. The eight undetermined cases in this corpus study represent only
cases of null arguments in a non-finite adverbial clause for which the referent cannot be
coded as in focus because it cannot be resolved at the point where the null is encountered
(as opposed to the majority of null arguments of non-finite clauses for which the referent
is in focus due to mention in the previous sentence(s)). Five of these occur in non-finite
clauses ending with an —Ip converb/gerund, and three occur in non-finite clauses ending
with the gerund, -gEndE. The text excerpt in (42) illustrates a case of backwards

anaphora involving a —gende clause in the final sentence of the text. The non-finite
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clause, Meni gjorgende ‘when (they) saw me’ contains a null argument that is coreferent

with the expression doskany aldy bulan ereturg”’an k’’yzlar ‘the girls standing in front of

the blackboard’.

(42)

Bir giun  akhsham darslardan  song, vozhatyi k’yz
One day evening lesson.PL.ABL after lead girl

0 ziuniu klassyn k”aldyrg”an.
self.3POSS.GEN class.3POSS stay.CAUS.PST.PRT
‘One day after the afternoon lessons, the lead girl asked her class to stay late.’

Men de, baiag’y tergeme  girdim.
Is and well watch.INF come.in.1S.PST
‘And I, well, came to watch.’

Okhuvchular bairamg”a iyrlar — u’irene  bolg”an  eken.
student.PL holiday.DAT song.PL learn.PR  be.PST COoP
‘The students had been learning songs for a celebration.’

O Meni  gérgende, doskany aldy bulan ereturg”an  k’yzlar
IS.ACC see.PST.PRT.LOC board.GEN front with stand.PST.PRT girl.PL

uialdy.

become.embarrassed.PST

‘When (they) saw me, the girls standing at the blackboard became embarrassed.’
[Marian.026-.029]

Considered to be a special type of cataphora, cases of backwards anaphora require

more effort to process and may create particular contextual effects. One possible effect,

known as in medias res, 1s an artificially created impression at the beginning of a

narrative text that a referent/participant is already at the center of attention. In other

cases, as in (42), backwards anaphora is a result of ordering constituents according to

principles of coherence. In the last sentence of this example, either the locative clause

meni gérgende ‘when (they) saw me’ or the overt subject, doskany aldy bulan ereturg’an
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k”yzlar ‘the girls standing at the blackboard’, could occur in sentence-initial position;
however, the placement of the object, meni, at the beginning of the sentence provides
greater coherence with the previous event-line sentence, Men de, baiag”’y tergeme girdim

‘And I, well, came to watch.’

4.1.3. Discussion of activated cases

Of the eight cases in the data in which a null argument is associated with a
referent coded as at most activated, four represent cases in which the entities are very
comparable to referents in focus, but do not fit any particular criterion of the coding
protocol, while four appear to be exceptions licensed by a form of parallelism. The four
cases in which the referent is comparable to in focus include two referents mentioned as
syntactically prominent non-subject elements of the previous sentence and two cases of a
plural referent for which at least one member of the plural entity is in focus at the time of
mention.

Example (43) displays one case of a null argument for which the referent is a
syntactically prominent non-subject argument of the previous sentence, but not one that is

specifically mentioned in the coding protocol as bringing a referent into focus.

(43)  Khoziaistvoda é&élbashchy  alyshyng'"an.
farm.LOC leader change.PST
‘The head of the farm has been replaced.’

langy directoru  Mag"ammat Khamavovnu  tezden tanyiman.
new director.ACC Magamet  Khamavov.AcC from.long.ago know.PR.1S
‘I have known the new director, Magamet Khamavov a long time.’

O G'arakatchy éldash.
expert friend
‘He's an expert.” [Agr.053-055]
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In this case, the null argument in the third sentence refers to Magamet Khamavov,
mentioned in the second sentence as the direct object, iangy directoru Mag"ammat
Khamavovnu ‘the new director Magamet Khamavov’. The object occurs in sentence
initial position and most likely in topic position—in other words, in a place of syntactic
prominence equivalent to that of the subject in other types of sentence constructions. It
is, thus, understandable that in recent revisions of the coding protocol the criteria are
revised to generalize the criterion, “mentioned as the subject” or “mentioned in syntactic
focus position” to “mentioned in a position of syntactic prominence” (Gundel 2006).

The criterion of a referent being mentioned in a position of syntactic prominence
is also relevant to analysis of the first of two null arguments displayed in the second
sentence of (44).
(44) Ullu alim iaryk”landyryvchu Abusupiyan Akayevni; eki  kyzy;

great scholar holy.one Absupian  Akaev two girl.3poss

bolg”an.

be.3pst

‘The great scholar, the enlightened one, Absupian Akaev, had two daughters.’

Sho eki de k’yzny u’ilenmege zamany etishgende
3.3 two EMPH girl.GEN get.married.INF time.3POSS  arrive.PST.PRT.LOC

9, O; u’ilendirgen.

get.married.CAUS.3PST
‘When the time came for the two girls to get married he gave them in marriage.’

[Editorial.025-.026]

The referents of these two nulls are mentioned as part of a possessive phrase which

occurs as the grammatical subject of the first sentence: ullu alim yaryk”landyryvchu
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Abusupiyan Akayevni eki k”’yzy ‘the great scholar, the enlightened one, Absupian
Akaev’s two daughters’. The daughters are mentioned again at the beginning of the
second sentence. Based on the coding criteria, the daughters can be coded as in focus
based on criteria 1 or 2, but Absupian Akaev is coded as activated because this referent is
not mentioned as the syntactic subject in the first sentence; however, it is in a prominent
position as the possessor in the possessive noun phrase in subject position.

Another type of case which is very similar to that of a referent in focus is the case
of a plural entity for which all members are activated and at least one member of the set
is in focus at the time of mention. There are two cases of the use of null arguments with
such entities, one of which is illustrated in example (45).

(45) Bularda geche de O; (prophet)  k"almai mishigine 9; bara.
3.1.PL.LOC night EMPH stay.NEG.PR cat.3.POSS.DAT £0.PR

‘Not staying with them for the night, (he) went to the cat.’

Hosh-besh O etip sorashyp ashg"a O olturalar.

greeting do.GER greet.GER food.DAT sit.3PL.PR

‘Greeting each other, (they) sit down to eat.” [Prophet.0026-27]

Of the four null arguments in this text, the form of interest to this discussion is the one
first mentioned in the second sentence (represented in bold). The two null arguments in
the first sentence refer to the prophet, who is in focus based on the previous context not
shown here. Another important referent which is mentioned in the first sentence is the
cat (that is, the cat who turned into a girl earlier in the narrative), mentioned overtly by
the form mishigine ‘to the cat’. The two null arguments in the second sentence both have

a plural referent consisting of at least the prophet and the cat-girl, and perhaps other
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members of the household (e.g. the cat-girl’s husband). According to the methodology of
this study, the first mention of a plural referent is the first time all the members of the set
are mentioned as part of the same noun phrase, so the individual mentions of the prophet
and the cat-girl in the previous sentence are not enough to bring the plural referent into
focus at the time of mention of the first null argument of the second sentence (however,
the second null argument of the same sentence is in focus by criterion 2). This
exceptional use of the null form with an at most activated referent appears to be
acceptable due to the fact that at least one of the members of the plural set is in focus at
the time of mention.

In four cases in which null arguments are used in reference to at most activated
entities, their use appears to be licensed by a form of parallelism in the syntactic structure
or event structure. All of these (represented in bold) occur in the excerpt from the text

called “The Prophet”, which is displayed in (46).

(46)  Excerpt from “The Prophet”

a. Erten O; (prophet) turg"anda tilegenler;  gelip
morning get.up.PST.PRT.LOC requester.PL come.GER

9; k"yzny elteler.

girl.AcC lead.3PL.PR
‘In the morning, when [the prophet] gets up, the requesters come and take
away the girl.’

b. K"z getip gechesinde paitkhammarny; u'tunde
girl  leave.GER  night.3POSS.LOC prophet.GEN  home.3P0OSS.LOC

0'ziuniu; k"yzyndan da isbaiy k'"yz bola.

self.3poss  girl.3pP0SS.ABL and slender girl be.PR

‘After the girl leaves, that evening, in the prohet's home, besides his own
daughter there appears a slender girl.’

77



c. O - Y u'idegi mishigi  bolg"an.
328 - home.LOC.MOD cat.3POSS be.PST
‘She had been (his) house cat.’

d. Erten O gelip geleshegenler;, onu da elte.”
morning come.GER ask.for.in.marriage.PR.PRT.PL 3.2.ACC EMPH lead.PR
‘Coming in the morning, the ones asking [for her] in marriage lead her

[away], too.’
e. U'chiunchiu geche @;_iti k"yz bola,
third night dog.3Poss girl become.PR

‘The third night (his) dog becomes a girl,...’

f. erteninde 9, gelip 0 k"yzny da
morning.3POSS.LOC come. GER  3.2.DET girl.ACC EMPH
g, abp gete.

take.GER leave.PR
‘...in the morning [they]come and take that girl, too.’

g. Aradan bir - eki giun getip bir  geche
intervaLABL one - two day pass.GER one night

O, esheki k"yz bola.
donkey.3P0OSS girl become.PR
‘After a couple of days pass, one night (his) donkey becomes a girl.’
h. Erteninde onu da g, elteler.
morning.3POSS.LOC 3.2S.ACC EMPH lead.3PL.PR
‘In the morning, [they]take her, too.’ [Prophet.0009-15]
In this excerpt, three sentences contain possessive phrases in which the possessor

is elided (underlined in the text): @; u'idegi mishigi ‘(his) house cat’, &; iti ‘(his) dog’

and @; esheki ‘(his) donkey’. In each case the possessor is the prophet, the main

52 The null argument in the first clause of this sentence is a case of backwards anaphora and is, thus, listed
among the undetermined cases of coding.
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participant in the narrative. The null argument representing the possessor in (c¢) is coded
as in focus, as the prophet is mentioned in both sentence (a) and (b) — though not as the
subject of (b) — thus criterion 5 applies. In the case of both @; iti ‘his dog’ in (e) and &;
esheki ‘his donkey’ (g), the referent of the null arguments, that is, the prophet, is not
mentioned in the previous sentence; therefore it is not coded as in focus, but as activated.
In the latter two cases I propose that the parallelism in argument structure between the
three cases is enough to render the use of a null argument acceptable even though the
referent is coded as activated.”

Two other null arguments used with activated entities in the same text involve a
slightly different form of parallelism. These cases, which occur in sentences (f) and (h),
are particularly interesting in the sense that they involved parallelism at the level of
discourse structure. In this text there are four groups of groom’s representatives (suitors)
that come to take away each of the prophet’s four daughters, three of which were
previously household animals. In (a), the representatives of the first groom are
mentioned via the overt form tilegenler; in the first clause and a null argument in the
second clause, the referent of which is in focus by criterion 2. The representatives of the
second groom are mentioned in (d) via a null argument in the first clause and the form,
geleshegenlery, in the second clause. In this case the null argument is considered a case of
backwards anaphora (listed as undetermined). By the time the third groom’s

representatives are mentioned in (f), null forms are used in both the first and second

33 Alternatively, it could be argued that the referent (the prophet) is in focus because it is a higher-level
topic that is part of the interpretation of the whole unit of text represented in the example.
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clause, even though the referent of these forms was not mentioned in the preceding
sentence (e). Similarly, in the single clause of (h), a null argument is used in reference to
the fourth groom’s representatives, though no representatives are mentioned in the
previous sentence. In these cases, the acceptability of the null forms in (f) and (h)
appears to be justified by a type of parallelism I call script repetition, referring to the
repetition of a series of events in the narrative which involves parallel sentences with the
same argument structure (Humnick 2008:57). The evidence from this example suggests
that “script repetition” gives rise to a particular pattern and the expectation that this
pattern will be continued. I believe that degree of expectedness or predictability is a
factor which contributes to the inherent salience or cognitive status of an entity (cf.

Prince’s “parallelism principle” (1981:228)).

4.1.4. Higher-level topics

One of the more subjective areas of the coding process is the application of
criterion 4 for coding a referent in focus: “It is a higher-level topic that is part of the
interpretation of the preceding clause (whether it is overtly mentioned there or not).”
While I apply this criterion conservatively in the analysis, it is worthwhile to present a
couple of cases where this criterion clearly applies to the coding of a null referent.

In the first of these cases, the use of null forms is associated with a shift in
narrative point of view in the Aihalay text, presented in (47). (Lines (a) — (d) of this text
are presented in the form of an English translation, while line (e), where the null

argument occurs, is presented as glossed text.)
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(47) ‘For several weeks Aihalay wore her slippers on her days off when there were

meetings, gatherings in the club, or when she visited someone.

b. Lo and behold, at that time, the sole started coming off the slippers she wore
to work.

c. It was said that the boot maker was going around drinking like evil; to put it
briefly, there was no way out except either to stay home and not to go to work

or to go to work barefoot.

d. That day there were especially a lot of meetings—the meeting of the clean up
commission, the meeting of the town soviet.’

e. Bulany  barysyn _da uzak" zaman séilediler  erishdiler,
3.1.PL.GEN every.one long time say.3PL.PST argue.3PL.PST

u'ige busa O geche sag'at birde  kaitmag'a tiushdiu.
home.DAT however  night hour one.LOC return.INF  descend.3PST

‘At every one of them (people) talked a long time, and argued, and she ended
up coming home at one o'clock at night.” [Aihalay.07-.011]

In lines (a) — (b), the narrative point of view is that of a third-person omniscient narrator.
Lines (c) — (e) represent a shift to narration from the point of view of Aihalay’s thoughts,
expressing her evaluation of the situation and her only options: “there was no way out
except either to stay home and not to go to work or to go to work barefoot (line (c)).”
Since Aihalay’s thoughts are being represented, it follows that she is implicitly
represented in this line of text, even though she is not overtly mentioned. Moreover, the
fact that Aihalay is not mentioned overtly has the dramatic effect of allowing the hearer
(reader) to empathize—to put herself in Aihalay’s place. In line (d), the meetings
discussed are the meetings Aihalay attended, and the way the meetings are described
represents her evaluation. Since Aihalay is part of the interpretation of both sentence (c)
and sentence (d), she is arguably a ‘higher-level topic, and the null argument in (e) can be

coded as in focus.
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Another case in which a referent of a null argument is coded on the basis of being

a higher level topic in the previous context occurs in the Agriculture text in a description

of how one farm tries to negotiate a deal to use the land of another farm (48).

(48)

‘When we knew that our neighbors' land was empty, we wanted to sow crops for
common (profit)," said Soltanyangiyurt GPU's agricultural expert, Abusayit
Gamzatov. Where is that? (idiom) [Soltanyangiyurt's leaders didn't take it close
(didn’t like it). Maybe they didn't accept the conditions. How could this be? The
seeds would have been from us, and the technology, and we would have tilled and
even when the wheat was ripe we would have gathered it.’

Alyng"an tiushiumnu tenge-teng etme khyialybyz
be.taken.PST.PRT crop.ACC  equally do.INF thought.1PL.POSS
bar edi.]

exist 3.PST.AUX

7] 7 Razi  bolmadilar ...
(they) (conditions) agree be.NEG.3PL.PST

‘We planned to divide the harvest evenly. They didn't agree to it...”
[Agr.032-039]

The higher level topic in the unit of text marked with brackets is the Soltanyangiyurt’s

leaders’ response to the conditions of the deal. Soltanyangiyurt’s leaders are overtly

mentioned several times in the previous context, but not in the sentence preceding the

null argument (in bold). In this sentence, however, the Soltanyangiyurt leaders are

implicitly part of the semantics of the verb tenge-teng etme ‘divide’ by virtue of being the

people to the harvest would be divided with.

>* The set of conditions are mentioned overtly as a plural nominal earlier in this excerpt and the specific
details of the conditions are mentioned overtly in the two sentences prior to the occurrence of this null
argument; thus it is in focus by criterion 5.
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4.1.5. Clausally-introduced entities

Following the assumption of the GH model that events or states denoted by a
preceding sentence are brought into focus, one would expect that null arguments could be
used to refer to events or states. In the corpus data, however, there is only one clear case
in which a null argument refers to event or state introduced by a clause, which is shown
in (49).

(49) - Baliki O shartlaryn k"abul etmegendir.

- maybe (they) condition.3PL.ACC accept.NEG.PR.PRT.SPEC

‘Maybe they didn't accept the conditions.’

-0  Nechik bola?

- how be.PR

‘How could this be?” [Agr.035-.036]

In this example, the null subject of the second sentence refers to a potential state
introduced by the previous sentence. Note that the verb is marked with the suffix —dir,
which is a particle expressing conjecture or speculation (Clinton ms:28).

The lack of other examples of null reference to clausally-introduced entities
suggests that nulls may actually be restricted to reference to nominally-introduced entities
and that example (49) is an exceptional case. Informal testing suggests that certain

exclamations or expressions of propositional attitude such as nechik bola “how could this

be’ and anlamaiman ‘1 don’t understand’ and bilmedim ‘1 didn’t know’ are acceptable
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without overt objects, whether the referent is an event, state, or fact.”> Such cases may

actually be conventionalized expressions that could be considered to be non-referential.

4.2. Reflexives in the corpus

All 35 coded referents of the reflexive pronoun o ’ziu, are in focus. While the
coding of referents of o ziu is straightforward in most cases, one case remains
undetermined—a case of backwards anaphora which is discussed in section 4.2.1. The
remainder of this section presents data about the referents of reflexives which focuses
primarily on the linear distance and argument position of previous mention, as such data
is useful in supporting my analysis of o 'ziu as a pronominal.

As for other features of the distribution of referents, while most referents of o ziu
are human, there is one case in which this form is used with a non-human referent (cf.
example (57), section 4.2.2.2). O ’ziu is not, however, used with entities introduced

directly or indirectly by full clauses, such as events and facts.

4.2.1. Discussion of undetermined cases

The one referent of the reflexive o ziu for which the coding remains undetermined
is a case of backwards anaphora involving a reflexive used within a relative clause, as
illustrated in (50).

(50) Milletleni g’alklany arasynda bulai  aityvilar bar:
nations  peoples  among 3.1.MOD sayings exist.PR

>3 Note that a fact denoted by a previous sentence is assumed to be at most activated by the GH model,
hence one would not expect reference with a form which signals ‘in focus’ to be acceptable.
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“o’ziuniu; milletin g’alkyn siuiup
self.GEN  nation.3POSS.ACC people.3POSS.ACC love.GER

bazharmaig”’an adamlar; o’zge milletleni de
know.how.NEG.PRT man.PL  other nation.PL.ACC EMPH

g alklany da siuiup bazharmas”.
people.PL.ACC EMPH love.GER know.how.NEG.FUT
‘Among the nations and peoples there is a saying like this: "Men who don't know

how to love their own nation and people will not know how to love other nations
and people.” [Editorial.07]

In this example, the reflexive is coreferent with the matrix subject adamlar ‘men’, but
linearly precedes it. (And, since there is no other mention in the previous context, there
is no other criterion by which the referent can be in focus.) As in the case of nulls,
backwards anaphora with reflexives is restricted to cases in which the form linearly
precedes a mention of the same referent in matrix subject position. Though such
referents cannot be coded as in focus under the current formulation of the coding
protocol, a formulation of the coding protocol which defines the criteria in terms of
syntactic hierarchy rather than linear order would result in the coding of these forms as in
focus. On the other hand, the fact that such cases are exceptions to generalizations about
linear order may result in added contextual effects and, thus, it would be more insightful
not to code them conventionally in the same way as other referents in focus.

Another interesting case in the corpus looks like a case of backwards anaphora
involving a local possessive reflexive, but the referent of the reflexive is actually coded
as in focus by virtue of being a higher level topic (criterion 4). As shown in (51), o zleni
(plural, genitive) is coreferent with khoziaistvo ‘the (collective) farm’. The mention of

the possessive reflexive linearly precedes the mention of the farm in the subject position
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of the clause; however, it is highly likely that the referent of the reflexive is already in
focus at the time of that mention, as it is coreferent with the pronominal form munda
‘here’ in the previous sentence, and the farm is the higher-level topic of a larger section
of the text from which this excerpt is taken
(51)  Munda ashlyk" tarlaviany  maidanyn

3.1.Loc crops  field.PL.GEN area.3POSS.ACC

dag'y da  gengleshdirme umut ete.

even.more widen.INF hope do.3PR
‘Here, it is hoped that the area of the grain fields will be widened even more.’

O'zleni besh kombainy bulan khoziaistvo tiushium
self.3PL.GEN five combine with farm crop
k"aitaryvnu chalt  wa k'urumlu  kiuide o'tgere.

harvest.ACC quickly and organized state.LOC carry.out.3PR
‘With their five combines the farm carried out the harvest in a quick and
organized manner.” [Agr.016-017]

4.2.2. Referents of reflexives and ‘antecedent’ types

Though an analysis within the GH model focuses on the cognitive features of the
referent of a form, many referents are coded on the basis of how the syntactic features of
previous mentions of the referent—features such as argument position and linear
distance—contribute to cognitive status. The evaluation of features of previous mention
is, to a large degree, parallel to the way in which syntacticians categorize reflexives in
terms of their antecedents. In using the term antecedent here, I am using a conventional
shortcut to refer to the linguistic form which constitutes a mention of the same referent as
the form being coded. In this analysis, I divide the tokens of reflexives into two main

categories: those which have an antecedent in the same simple clause (18 tokens) versus
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those which have a long-distance antecedent outside of the simple clause (17 tokens).*®
Section 4.2.2.1 discusses reflexives with same clause antecedents. Most of these are
possessives, but there are also a few cases of non-possessive reflexives with local clause
antecedents which are discussed separately. Among cases where a reflexive has an
antecedent in the local clause, there is only one case of a form that has a non-subject
antecedent (and no other antecedent in the previous clause or sentence). Section 4.2.2.2
presents reflexives with long-distance antecedents. Long-distance reflexivization, by
definition, involves forms that do not have a subject antecedent within the local clause.
In this corpus most of the long-distance antecedents in this corpus are subjects of the
matrix clause (or, in one case, an adjacent non-matrix clause), though there are two cases
in which reflexives have a long-distance non-subject antecedent. This section also
discusses two cases of long-distance reflexivization that are extra-sentential. Though
infrequent, these cases strongly support of the categorization of o ziu as a pronominal
rather than an anaphor.

4.2.2.1. Same clause antecedent

The most common use of the form o ’ziu in the corpus is as a local possessive
reflexive, where it is coreferent with the local clause subject (whether expressed as an
overt or implicit argument). Nearly half (15 out of 35 coded cases) of the tokens of o ziu

are local possessives, most of which are in focus by criterion 2. The example in (52)

*% By using the distinction between antecedents within the same clause as opposed to those outside the
clause I follow the type of criteria in the coding protocol (e.g. linear and hierarchical distance) without
capturing all of the distinctions between local and non-local domains which are represented within binding
theory.
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illustrates a local possessive reflexive where o zleni (plural, genitive) has the same
referent as iurtda ing ariv gitinegen katynlar ‘the most beautifully dressed women in the
village,” mentioned previously in the same clause as the subject.

(52) lurtda ing  ariv  gilinegen katynlar;
village.LOC very pretty be.dressed.PR.PRT wife.PL

o'zleni; machilerin Aikhalaig"a  bichdire; ...

self.3PL.GEN slipper. PL.3.POSS.ACC Aihalay.DAT cut.out.CAUS.PR

‘The most beautifully dressed women in the village have their slippers made by

Aihalay;...” [Aihalay.003]

There is one case, shown in (53), in which a possessive reflexive has a non-
subject antecedent in the same clause (in brackets). Though this case is different in terms
of syntactic relations, the coding of the referent of o ziuniu—that is, the prophet—is
straightforward, as the prophet is overtly mentioned earlier in the sentence, and, thus, is
in focus by criterion 2.

(53) K'"yz getip [gechesinde  paitkhammarny; u'tunde
daughter.3poss leave.GER that.evening prophet.GEN home.3P0SS.LOC
o'ziuniu;  k'yzyndan da isbaty  k"yz  bola.]
self.3S.GEN girl.3POSS.ABL EMPH slender girl  be.PR

‘After the girl/daughter; leaves, that evening, in the prophet’s; home, besides his;
own daughter there appears a slender girl;.” [Prophet.0010]

Among reflexives which have an antecedent in the local clause, there are only two
that are not possessives. This infrequency is due, in part, to the fact that reflexive
patients are most often expressed by a verbal morpheme (which renders the overt

mention of the patient unnecessary) rather than a pronoun. One example of a non-
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possessive reflexive with a local clause antecedent is illustrated in the second sentence of

(54).

(54)

Oramda bary da g’alk  o'ziune k"arap  kiulegendir
street.LOC  every  people self.3S.DAT look.GEN laugh.PR.PRT.COP

dep  esine gelip Aikhalat; iylamag"a
coMP mind.3POSS.DAT come.GER Aihalay  cry.INF

az  k"alyp takhtamekni  u’stiunde olturdu.

little stay.GER bench.ACC  on sit.3S.PST

‘Aihalay; sat down on the bench on the verge of tears, thinking that all the people
on the street would look at her; and laugh.’

Tek birden eki o'ziuniu;  aldinda tashlanyp
but suddenly  self.3S.GEN in.front.of be.thrown.GER

turag"an  machiini 9; gériup  k"aldi.

stay.PR.PRT slipper.ACC see.GER stay.3S.PST

‘But all of a sudden she saw in front of her a slipper that had been thrown down.’
[Aihalay.028-.029]

The referent of the reflexive o ziuniu is Aihalay, who is mentioned overtly in the first

sentence of the example, but is also mentioned in the second sentence as a null subject

argument.

4.2.2.2. Long-distance antecedent
Of the 17 tokens of o ziu with a long-distance antecedent, the most common type

consists of the 7 cases of reflexives which occur in a relative clause and have a matrix

clause subject antecedent. In Kumyk, relative clauses consist of a head preceded by a

clausal modifier in which the head is represented by a gap or null. For example, in (38),

the reflexive occurs in the relative clause o'ziu tizip getgen ‘which self built’, which

modifies the head, zatlag ’a ‘things’.
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(55) Ibrag'im; [o'ziu; () tizip getgen] zatlag”a; k"arap
Abraham self.3s build.GER leave.PST.PRT thing.PL.DAT look.GER

bir zatlar  aitdi.

one thing.PL say.3S.PST

‘Abraham;, looking at the things; which (he) himself; built, said some things.’

[Videol1.014] (Example repeated from Chapter 3)

In this example, o ziu refers to the referent of /brag’im ‘Abraham’, the matrix clause
subject.

In addition to relative clause reflexives with subject antecedents, there are two
cases of relative clause reflexives with non-subject antecedents, as illustrated in (56) and
(57).% Example (56) illustrates a case in which a reflexive within a relative clause has a
referent that is mentioned, not as the matrix subject, but, still, as the most prominent
argument of the matrix clause.

(56) [Adamlag”a;  [o'ziu; (O;) siuiegen]  adamyndan;
man.PL.DAT  self.3S love.PR.PRT man.3.POSS.ACC.ABL
airylmag"al bek k"yiyn;

be.separated.from.INF  very difficult
‘It is hard for people to be separated from someone they love;...” [Obituary.006]

*"This is the only type of long-distance non-subject antecedent illustrated in the corpus; however, there are
other possible types of long-distance, non-subject antecedents. For example, in the following object-
controlled non-finite clause, a reflexive in the non-finite clause can be coreferent with either the object or
the subject of the matrix clause.

Murat; Arsenge; [o’ziuniu;; topurag’y  satmag’a] ikhtiiar bergen.

Murat  Arsen.DAT  self.3S.GEN land.3POSS sell.INF right  give.3S.PST
‘Murat; gave Arsen; the right to sell his;; land.’
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In this example, o ziu has the same referent as adamlag’a ‘people’, which occurs in the
dative case in the matrix clause adamlag "a adamyndan airylmag"a bek k’’yiyn... ‘It is
hard for people to be separated from a man..."”*

Example (57) is an unusual case in which a reflexive in a noun phrase has as its
antecedent a noun phrase embedded within the same noun phrase.
(57) Adabiiat — inche saniiatny bir tarmag’y.

literature  fine  arts.GEN one area.3POSS

‘Literature is one area of the fine arts.’

[[Inche saniiatny g’ar tarmag’ny; busa [(D)) o’ziune;

fine arts.GEN every area.3POSS.GEN however self.3S.DAT

(58)  khas_bolg”an] k’uraly;]] bola.

belong.PST.PRT material.3POSS exist.3S.PR

‘Each area of the fine arts (however) has materials which belong to it.” (Lit. ‘Fine

arts’each area’s [(they) belong to it(area)] materials exist.”) [Mother Tongue.05]
In (57) the relative clause in which o ziune occurs modifies & "uraly ‘material’ the head of
the subject noun phrase. Interestingly, the relative clause (single brackets) occurs in the
middle of the extended noun phrase (double brackets) that serves as the syntactic subject.
The reflexive within the clausal modifier co-refers not with the subject noun phrase, but
with the head of the possessive phrase inche saniiatny g’ar tarmag "ny ‘each area of the

fine arts’ that is the genitive complement (possessor) of o ziune khas bolg”’an k’uraly

‘materials which belong to it’.

%% In Kumyk plural agreement is sometimes omitted in third person; thus in this case it is acceptable for the
third person singular form o ’ziu to be used for the referent of adamlaxa, a plural noun.
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While reflexives which serve as relative clause arguments are the most common

type of long-distance reflexive, there are only two occurrences of long-distance

possessive reflexives, one of which is shown in (59).

(39)

[Karimulla; iashadan sholai  tez geter] dep
Karimulla life.ABL  3.3.ADV early g0.3S.FUT COMP

ia o'ziuniu; iada bizin onu; iuvuk"laryny
nor self. 3S.GEN or our 3.2.ACC near.one.PL.3.POSS.GEN

bir de  esibizge gelmer edi.

no.one memory.lPL.DAT come.NEG.PR 3S.PST.AUX

‘Neither he nor we, his dear ones, none of us thought that Karimulla would leave
this life so early.” [Obituary.011]

Interestingly, the antecedent of this reflexive (which occurs in the matrix clause) is the

subject of the complement clause which linearly precedes the reflexive rather than the

subject of the matrix clause.

The second long-distance possessive reflexive, shown in (60), occurs within semi-

direct speech and is coreferent with the subject of the matrix clause. This type of case,

which involves logophoricity, will be discussed further in section 4.2.3.

(60)

@O Ashamag'a tok'"tag"an zamanda Aikhalai; bary da
eat.INF stop.PST.PRT time.LOC Aihalay all
ishleigenleni ailanyp olardan  “élda o'zZiuniu;

work.PR.PRT.PL.ACC bother.GER 3.2.PL.ABL road.LOC self.3POSS.GEN

machiiin tapmag"anmyken” dep  sorady.
slipper.3POSS.ACC  find.NEG.PST.INTER.being COMP ask.3.PST

‘When it was time to stop to eat, Aihalay bothered all the workers, asking them,
“have you found my slipper on the road?”.” [Aihalay.021]
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Another type of long-distance reflexive I categorize as an emphatic reflexive.
This type of reflexive occurs as the subject of one clause and is coreferent with the
subject (either overt or implicit) of another clause in a complex clause construction.
Since these reflexives alternate with null arguments in giving a coreferent reading in this
type of context, the use of the overt form is interpreted as having an emphatic effect.
Note that in the same context, any other type of overt pronoun would be interpreted as
not coreferent with an overt subject of the adjoining clause (cf. example (66) for a case in

which an emphatic reflexive is coreferent with an overt subject in an adjoining clause).

(61)  Geche O; (prophet) iatg"anda o'ziu;  etgen ters
night lie.down.PST.PRT.LOC self..3S do.PST.PRT wrong
ishge o'ziu;  g'ékiuniup tobag'a 9; tiushe turup
work.DAT self.3S  regret.GER repentance.DAT descend.PR stay. GER

9; birdag"y namaz k'"yla.
one.more prayer do.PR

‘[ That] night when [he] lay down,[he]regrets the wrong thing that he had done,

falls into repentance, [and] prays one more prayer.” [Prophet.0006]
In example (61), from the narrative about the prophet, the prophet is in focus from the
previous context and is the referent of all the nulls and reflexives. Note that the first
occurrence of the reflexive is not emphatic, but is part of a relative clause and is needed
because fers ish ‘difficult work’ is not the subject in the clausal modifier (thus the subject
within the modifying clause must be expressed overtly). In this example, the antecedent
of the second reflexive is the null subject of the sentence-initial non-finite clause.

In two cases, emphatic reflexives have extra-sentential subject antecedents (where

sentence is assumed to be equivalent to finite clause and independent of punctuation). In
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the example in (62), the reflexive o ziu occurs in the second finite clause and is coreferent

with o, the subject of the finite clause represented in the first line. (Both forms refer to

Aihalay, the major participant of the text.)

(62)

[l

Geche o; iaman tiushler  gériup chyk"g"an;
night 3.2 bad dream.PL see.GER exit.3S.PST

nechik tiushler  ekenin chi o’ziu; de bilmer;
what.kind dream.PL COP.ACC EMPH self.3S EMPH know.NEG.3S.PR

nege_ tiugiul u'iuiu tiubiunden o'tiup ishge
because home.3POSS.GEN from.under pass.by.GER work.DAT
barag"an arbalany k"avg"alary onu; birden — eki uiatg"an...

gO0.PR.PRT carriage.PL.GEN noise.PL.3POSS 3.2.ACC  suddenly = wake.3S.PST
‘That night she; had bad dreams; how bad, (she) herself; didn't even know; that’s
because the noise of carriages going to work passing by underneath (her) room
woke her; suddenly...” [Aihalay.017]

The reflexive in (62) is emphatic, both in the sense that a null argument would have been

sufficient in this context and in the sense that the form o ziu is followed by the emphatic

particle, de.

In (63) the reflexive o zler occurs in the final sentence of the example, and the

referent is the narrator’s town-mates who are in charge of a particular farm.

(63)

(Translation of preceding context):

‘Truly, my town-mates didn't agree. You don't want to say it. But when you tell
about the beginning, how can you not report the end? The main reason, why
should we give (our) land to outsiders? In other words, let the grass grow there,
but we don't give it to anyone else.” [Agr.041-.045]

9;  Anglashylmai.
be.understand.PASS.NEG.PR
‘They can’t be understood.’
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O'zler; de k"ollamai, @; bazharag"anlag’a da bermer.
self.3PL EMPH use.NEG.PR know.how.PR.PRT.PL.DAT EMPH give.NEG.PR
‘They are not using it themselves, and they don't give it to those who know how.’
[Agr.046-.047]
In this case the referent is in focus, and the emphatic use of the reflexive form allows for
the contrastive focus between the people who are not using the land and those who would

like to use it. Such pragmatic or contextual effects will be discussed further in the next

section.

4.2.3. Contextual effects of reflexives

In a number of syntactic studies, the long-distance use of reflexives is associated
with properties such as contrast, emphatic usage, and logophoricity (Baker 1995, Zribi-
Hertz 1995, Cole et al. 2001). In classifications of long-distance reflexives, moreover,
Cole et al. point out that long-distance bound anaphors are often restricted to specific
types of discourse contexts, such as logophoric constructions (2001:xix-xx). While I
propose that the Kumyk form o ziu is a pronominal which is restricted to referents in
focus but not restricted to certain types of discourse contexts, the corpus analysis does
provide evidence that discourse properties or contextual effects such as logophoricity and
imposed salience are often associated with this form. On the other hand, there are cases,
such as the long-distance use of reflexives in relative clauses, where reflexives merely
represent obligatory arguments and are free of added contextual effects. In this analysis,
I propose that in any case where a reflexive can alternate with a null argument (both
syntactically and because the referent is in focus) the use of a reflexive has added

contextual effects. First I discuss examples where the contrast between the reflexive
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form o ’ziu and other possible forms (e.g. nulls or demonstrative pronouns) emphasizes a
contrast between particular entities referred to in a text. Reflexives can also be used
emphatically in cases which express some type of unexpected element. Finally, previous
research proposes a correlation between the long-distance use of reflexives and
logophoric contexts, where logophoricity can be defined as the property of referring
expression which signifies coreference with the speaker/thinker—for example, in a
complex clause involving a verb of speaking or cognitive process (Cole et al. 2001).>’ In
Kumyk, though not all long-distance reflexives are associated with logophoric contexts,
corpus evidence suggests that logophoric constructions require the use of reflexive
pronouns.

In the corpus data there are several notable cases where a reflexive possessive is
repeatedly used in a context where a null possessive pronoun would be adequate. Note
that, since the person and number of the possessor is recoverable from the possessive
suffix on the head noun in a possessive phrase, null possessives are adequate in many
cases. (In fact, there are about four times as many null possessives as reflexive
possessives in the corpus.) In a number of such cases, the form o ziu is used to express a
contrast between two or more entities. For example, in the Aihalay text, Aihalay, a
woman who makes a living by embroidering slippers, has two pairs of slippers: her

everyday pair, which she wears to work, and a new intricately embroidered pair which

> Cole et al. 2001 give credit to Hagége 1974 for coining the term logophoric.
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she only wears on special occasions. Once both pairs of slippers have been introduced in
the text, continuing references to the everyday pair do not contain overt possessive
reflexives, but a number of references to the holiday slippers contain the possessive

marker. This contrast can be seen in example (64).

(64)  Mainy birinde Aikhalai bir giiim machiige material bulan savg "atlang ”an.
Aikhalat sho machiileni bek aryv etip, tiurliu omuzlar va k”’yzyl sak’tiiandan
besh miuiushliu iuldyz da tutup tikgen edi. Machiiler deseng machiiler
bolg”anmu dag’y, k”arap turmag "a bir zatlar, o zliugiunden iuriup getezhek.
Bir-eki zhumalar Aikhalai o’ziuniu machiilerin vyxodnoi giunlerde sobraniialar
bolg”an geziklerde, klubdag”y zhiynlag "a iada k”onak’lai barag "anda gitip
iuriudiu. Muna sho vak’tide onu ishge giiegen machiilerini ultany airylyp

k”aldy.

‘On the first of May Aihalay rewarded herself with material to make slippers.
Aihalay made these slippers very beautifully, embroidering them with various
designs and sewing on a red leather five-pointed star. If you can say it about
slippers, it's as if they could walk by themselves. For several weeks Aihalay wore
her own (o0 ’ziu) slippers on her days off when there were meetings, gatherings in
the club, or when she visited someone. Lo and behold, at that time, the sole
started coming off her (onu) slippers that she wore to work.” [Aihalay.004-8]

In many of the contexts of the Aihalay text in which reflexive possessives are

used, a null argument would have been unambiguously interpreted, as in example (65).

(65) O lukhlamag"a iatag"anda Aikhalai  oilashdy
sleep.INF lie.down.PR.PRT.LOC Aihalay think.3PST
wa erten ishge o'ziuniu/@ bairam machileri

and morning work.DAT self.3S.GEN holiday slipper.PL.3POSS
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bulan barazhak"g"a O tok"tashdi.
with  go.FUT.DAT decide.3PST
‘When she lay down to sleep, Aihalay thought, and she decided that she would go

[to work] in the morning with her (very own) special occasion slippers.’
[Aihalay.016]

In such cases, the use of the reflexive with the special slippers in contrast with the lack of
use for the everyday slippers, however, produces the effect of conveying the importance
of the special slippers to Aihalay and/or to the narrative as a whole. One could also claim
that the use of this form, not only conveys the importance of the referent, but also
requires the hearer/reader to view this referent with empathy.

In the narrative called “The Prophet’s Daughters”, the prophet has one biological
daughter and three household pets which become daughters at a later point in the story.
The reflexive is usually used in reference to the biological daughter to emphasize the
contrast between his real daughter and the ones that were formerly household animals.
The use of the reflexive in possessive expressions referring to his own daughter is
notable, as overt possessives are rarely used in conjunction with kinship terms.

Emphatic subject reflexives are also used for contrast and to indicate
unexpectedness. In example (63) in the previous section, the reflexive subject is used to
contrast the owners of one farm who are not using their land with the owners of the
neighboring farm who have asked to use the first farm’s land. The contrastive focus in
this utterance conveys the narrator’s feelings of surprise and lack of understanding of the

first farm owners’ decision not to lease their land.
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In example (66), a reflexive in the expression o zium de bilmei ‘not knowing
myself” is used to convey the unexpectedness that the speaker would not know what he
himself is doing.

(66) O’zium; de bilmer, men; bir kyzny

self.1s EMPH know.NEG.3S.PR 1S one girl’s

betine tiklenip turg’anman.

face.DAT stare.GER  remain.lS.PST

‘Not even realizing it myself, I kept staring at one girl’s face.” [Marian.037]

In another case, found in a newspaper obituary, a reflexive is used to convey the
unexpectedness of the deceased’s untimely death, as displayed in (67).

(67) Bu iylny avgust  aiyny 31-nde iuvuk"ubuz

3.1 year.GEN August month.3POSS.GEN 31th near.one. | PL.POSS

Karimulla  Dag'irovg"a; 451yl  bitme gerek edi.

Karimulla Dagirovga 45 year finish.INF must 3.PST.AUX

‘On August 31st of this year, our dear friend Karimulla Dagirovkha should have

been 45 years old.’

Tek ol; o'ziuniu; sho chak"yna  etishmedi.

but 3.2 self. 3S.GEN 3.3 amount.DAT arrive.INF.3PST

‘But he didn't reach this age (of his).” [Obituary.001-.002]

The form o ziuniu, which refers to Karimulla Dagirov, is used as a genitive modifier of
sho chak’yna ‘this age’. Since, grammatically, sho chak ’yna ‘this age’ would have been
sufficient, the addition of the reflexive modifier is interpreted as having an emphatic
function—probably associated with the shock of his untimely death.

Finally, in many languages, a particular set of pronouns is used for logophoric

reference which may be distinct from other types of third person reference. For example,
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in Kumyk, in a sentence which translates, ‘Zuchra thought that everyone would laugh at
her,” as shown in (68) (based on the corpus example shown in (54)), the use of the form
o ziu in (a) is interpreted as coreferent with Zuchra, while the use of the form og ”ar in
(b) is interpreted as not coreferent with Zuchra.
(68) a. Zukhrag”a; bary da g’alk o'ziune; k"arap  kiulegendir
Zuchra everyone self.3S.DAT look.GEN laugh.PR.PRT.COP
dep  esine geldi.

COMP mind.3POSS.DAT come.PST
‘Zuchra thought that everyone would laugh at her (Zuchra).’

b. Zukhrag”a; bary da_g’alk og”arj/ k"arap kiulegendir
Zuchra everyone 3S.DAT look.GEN  laugh.PR.PRT.SPEC
dep  esine geldi.
coMP mind.3POSS.DAT come.PST
‘Zuchra thought that everyone would laugh at her (not Zuchra).’

The corpus data includes two cases of the logophoric use of reflexives similar to
example (68), one of which occurs in an indirect speech clause, and the other of which
occurs within semi-direct speech (cf. examples (54) and (60) respectively). In these
cases, the choice of a reflexive as opposed to an overt non-reflexive pronoun seems to be
related to coreferentiality restrictions specific to logophoric contexts and, therefore, does

not have contextual effects beyond that of providing the information needed to

disambiguate the referent.

4.3. The pronoun bu in the corpus

The corpus analysis of bu is based on 33 tokens, 31 of which have referents which

could be coded for cognitive status. The two undetermined cases are both cases of
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cataphoric reference. Of the 31 coded referents, 30 are coded as in focus, with the
remaining referent being coded as at most activated. The one referent coded as activated
also happens to be the only coded referent which is introduced by a verb phrase (cf.
section 4.3.4). With only one activated referent, representing 3.2 % of its referents, the
form bu is analyzed as signaling in focus.

Some other noteworthy characteristics of the corpus distribution of bu are 1) that
its occurrence is somewhat higher in oral versus written texts (14 cases in 27 pages of
oral text versus 19 cases in 72 pages of written text , 2) that the majority of referents of
bu are humans, 3) that the majority but not an overwhelming percentage of referents of
bu are previously mentioned as syntactic subjects, and 4) that the use of bu with
clausally-introduced entities is rare and limited to cases of cataphoric reference. The
frequency of bu in oral versus written texts is an interesting phenomenon, but one which
does not fall within the direct scope of this study. The frequency of human versus non-
human referents of bu most likely reflects the frequency of humans versus other types of
entities as participants in texts in general rather than any type of restriction or tendency
related to the use of the specific form, bu. In support of this conclusion, the list of non-
human referents of bu includes a variety of types of inanimate entities: villages, farm,
tree, meetings, time, speech, slander, hypocrisy, thus this factor is not discussed further in
this study. The data on bu shows that a third of referents were not previously mentioned
as subjects, confirming that subjecthood of the antecedent is not the primary factor
affecting the distribution of this form. Of the four generalizations mentioned above, the

last seems to be the most significant. The form bu refers only three times to an entity not
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introduced by a nominal. One of these cases is an activity introduced by a verb phrase

that is part of a clausal argument. The other two are cases of cataphoric reference to

speech such as the expression, bulai aityviar ‘this kind of saying’ with the particular

feature that the speech itself is introduced by a noun phrase. The apparent restrictiveness

of bu in relation to entities not introduced by nominals merits further discussion.

4.3.1. Coding the referents of bu

The coding of the majority of referents of bu is straightforward, and the primary

purpose of this section is to illustrate the coding and to provide examples of animate and

inanimate referents. In (69), an excerpt from the beginning of an oral narrative, the

referent of munu (accusative/genitive form of bu) is a human named Layla.

(69)

Laila degen kumuk  k''yz ulan tapdi.
Layla say.PST.PRT Kumyk girl son  give.birth.3PST
‘A Kumyk girl called Layla gave birth to a son.’

Bir zhuma getip 0 bolnitsadan  chyk'"dy.
one week leave.GER 3.2 hospital. ABL exit.3PST
‘One week having passed, she left the hospital.’

Bolnitsany  aldina munu  k"arshylama
hospital.GEN  before.2POSS.DAT 3.1.ACC meet.INF

munu absunlary k"atynk"yzlary geldi.

3.1S.GEN sister.in.law.PL.3POSS  sister.in.law. PL.3POSS come.3PST

‘Her sisters-in-law (brother's wives) and sisters-in-law(husband's sisters) came to
meet her in front of the hospital.’ [Birth1.001-3]

Previous references to this participant (in bold) occur in the first and second sentences.

At the time of the first occurrence of munu in the third sentence, the referent is coded as

in focus (either by criterion 1, as it was mentioned as the subject of the previous sentence

or by criterion 5, as it is mentioned in the two preceding clauses). At the time of the
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second use of munu, the referent is clearly still in focus by criteria 1 and 5 or also by

criterion 2 (mentioned earlier in the same sentence).

trait.

(70)

Example (70) illustrates reference to an inanimate entity—in this case, a character

Adamny  aldynda bir tiurliu, @ artynda bir
man.GEN front.3.POSS.LOC one various back.3.POSS.LOC one

tiurliu ~ séileigen  gishige - munafik” dep aityla.

various say.PR.PRT person.DAT faith. betrayer say.PRT be.called.PR

‘A person who says one thing in front of a person and another behind is said to be
a betrayer of faith.’

Munafik’leni g’ech_kimni iag’ynda k’yimaty  ikhtibary
faith .betrayer.PL noone on.the.part.of worth.3POSS trust.3POSS

bolmas.
be.NEG.FUT
‘Betrayers of faith don't have worth, trust in anyone's eyes.’

G’ak’’ylly balalar bulai  iaman k’ylyk’dan bek
wise young.ones.PL 3.1.MOD bad  trait.ABL much

sak”’lanmag”’a titishli.

keep.INF suitable

‘Wise children deserve to be protected from a bad character trait like this.’
[Character.01-.03]

In this example, the character trait is introduced in the first sentence by the description

that is given the label, munafik”, then munafik” is repeated in the second sentence. By

the time of its mention in the third sentence, therefore, the referent is in focus by criterion

5.
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4.3.2. Discussion of undetermined/cataphora cases

The two uncoded referents of hu are cases of cataphora. Like backwards
anaphora, cataphoric references are cases in which the referent of a pronoun cannot be
resolved because there is no mention of the referent in the context (linearly) preceding the
occurrence of the pronoun, but, rather, the referent of the pronoun is overtly mentioned in
the context following the pronoun. Cataphora is less specific than backwards anaphora,
which is restricted to particular syntactic contexts (cf. section 4.1.2). In (71) the
expression bulai aityvlar ‘this kind of saying’ refers to the content of the quoted speech
which follows.

(71)  Milletleni g’alklany arasynda bulai  aityviar bar:
nations  peoples among  3.1.MOD sayings exist.PR

“o’ziuniu  milletin g’alkyn siuiup
self.GEN  nation.3POSS.ACC people.3POSS.ACC love.GER

bazharmaig”’an adamlar o0’zge milletleni de
know.how.NEG.PRT man.PL  other nation.PL.ACC EMPH

g alklany da siuiup bazharmas”.
people.PL.ACC EMPH love.GER know.how.NEG.FUT

‘Among the nations and peoples there is a saying like this: "Men who don't
know how to love their own nation and people will not know how to love other
nations and people.” [Editorial.07 (also shown as ex. (50)]

It is interesting that both cases of cataphora involve expressions which introduce speech
with a noun phrase that refers to a speech act (bulai aitylar ‘sayings like this’ and bulai

zhawap ‘an answer like this”). The contextual use of cataphora, particularly to introduce

speech is described by Levinsohn as a means of ‘highlighting’ or imposing prominence

104



(2008:82). Interestingly, in this corpus, bu is the only overt pronoun that is used

cataphorically.

4.3.3. Discussion of examples that were difficult to code

In one particular text, several tokens of the pronoun bu are difficult to code
because of contextual factors related to the method of elicitation. The elicitation of this
text involved a process of showing the speaker a series of pictures in a wordless picture
book. The speaker narrated the story while looking at each picture in turn, thus the
referents were within the eye gaze of the speaker and hearer whenever they were
portrayed in that particular picture (or page of pictures). While the coding criteria for an
activated referent refer to eye gaze via criterion 2, “It is something in the immediate
spatio-temporal context that is activated by means of a simultaneous gesture or eye gaze,”
this contextual factor is only mentioned as a means of activating a referent, and the role
of eye gaze in continuing reference to an activated participant is not discussed in the
coding protocol. According to Jeanette Gundel (personal communication), however, a
picture of an activated referent can be considered the equivalent of an overt mention of
the referent (or an implicit mention of a higher-level topic), and I therefore choose to
code entities as in focus if they appear in more than one contiguous picture. Example
(72) illustrates two tokens of bu which can be explained in connection with pictures
which are interpreted as mentions of a referent.

(72) O suratlag”a k"arag"anda bu iangy iylny aldyndag’y
picture.PL.DAT 1l0o0ok.PR.PRT.LOC 3.1 new year.GEN in.front.of.MOD

giunler Isany tuvg'an giuniu bulan bailaviu
day.PL  Jesus.GEN be.born.PST.PRT day.3POSS with connected.ADJ

105



bairamlany vak'tisi.

holiday.PL.GEN time.3POSS

‘Looking at the pictures, this is the time before New Year's, the time of the
holiday connected with Jesus' birth (Christmas).’

[in the picture the woman is walking on a street decorated for Christmas]

Adamlar bairamlag”a  g'azirlik gériup
man.PL  holiday.PL.DAT ready.NOM see.GER

ailanag"any gériune.

go.around.PR.PRT.3POSS appear.3PR

‘People appear to be going around as if getting ready for the holidays.’

[in the picture the woman is on the side of the street playing the accordian while

people are passing by with Christmas trees and packages]

Song bu tiukenge gire.

then 3.1 store.DAT enter.3PR

‘Later this one (she) goes into a store.” [Wordless Book.021-.022]

[in the picture the woman is going into a store]
In this narrative, an old woman is the VIP participant, and in the series of pictures with
which this text was elicited, the woman appears in all but one picture (the exception is a
landscape picture early in the story—though there are pictures of the woman on the same
page). The first token of bu in example (72) occurs in the first sentence, and its referent
is not the woman, but, rather, the picture itself. Since the picture is overtly mentioned
earlier in the sentence, this referent can be coded as in focus without reference to the fact
that the picture is within the eye gaze of the speaker and hearer. For the second token of
bu, however, it is necessary to refer to the role of the picture as a mention of the referent.
The second token of bu refers to the woman who is the VIP participant. She is not

overtly mentioned in the previous three sentences, but she is within the eye gaze of

speaker and hearer via the pictures and, therefore, coded as in focus.
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4.3.4. An activated entity not introduced by a nominal

The form bu only has one instance in the corpus where the referent is coded as at
most activated, and this case also happens to be the only case where bu refers to an entity
introduced previously by a syntactic unit other than a nominal. In the case shown in (73),
the referent of bu is ék” zatny séilemekge ‘saying something that does not exist’, an

activity that is introduced by a verb phrase within a nominal clause in the dative case.

(73) G’ibat degen iaman  zat bolsa da
slander say.PST.PTCP bad thing be.COND EMPH
O gishini artyndan bar  zatny  séilemekdir.

person.GEN back.3POSS.ABL exist thing  say.INF.COP
‘Although slander is bad, it is to say behind someone’s back something that

exists.’
Ek” zatny séilemekge —  bug’tan dep  aityla.
exist.NEG thing.ACC say.INF.DAT —  defamation COMP be.said.3PST

‘Saying something that does not exist is called defamation.” [Literally, ‘(The
word) bug’tan is said to [saying something that does not exist.’]

Bu busa g’ibatdan  da iaman.

this however slander.ABL EMPH bad

“This is worse than slander.” [Character.015-.017]
While activities introduced by verb phrases are treated as in focus, I apply this only in
cases where the activity is introduced by the finite verb phrase of the matrix clause or as a
subject complement of the matrix clause. Since, in this case, the activity is introduced by
a verb phrase embedded in a non-subject nominal clause, I code the entity as activated;
however, it could potentially be in focus based on the fact that it is, semantically, the

most prominent argument of the clause. Considering that this is the only referent of hu

not introduced by a noun phrase, it is significant that the verb phrase which introduces the
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referent involves a form of nominalization, which is evident from the non-finite verb
form and the dative case suffix in séilemekge (‘say’ + participial suffix + dative suffix).
This is, perhaps, an indication that the use of bu with clausally-introduced entities (or
entities introduced by a verb phrase) is restricted to cases in which there is some degree

of nominalization.®

4.3.5. Contextual effects associated with bu

Based on the corpus analysis, a number of interesting contextual effects are
potentially associated with the form bu. Section 4.3.2 above discusses its cataphoric use
as a highlighting device. Other contextual effects associated with bu include signaling an
established topic at a point of topic switch and use in elaboration.

In many cases in the corpus, the use of bu correlates with an established topic, or
the thematic referent for a unit of text, and a number of these involve continuing
reference to a previous established topic (subject) in cases of topic shift (subject shift).
As shown in a number of corpus examples, a referent (in focus) mentioned in subject
position (as topic) in one sentence is likely to be mentioned as a null argument if it
continues to be mentioned in subject position, but not likely to be mentioned as a null
argument if it occurs in another argument position in a sentence in which a new subject

(topic) is introduced. In such situations, the pronoun bu seems to be the preferred form of

% In the two uncoded cases of cataphora, one of which is displayed as example (71), bu refers to a speech
act introduced by a following clause; however, in each of these cases, the speech act itself is first
introduced by a nominal-- bulai aityviar bar ‘there is a saying like this’ and bulai zhawap bergen ‘gave an
answer like this’. This fact can be interpreted as supporting the idea that the use of bu with clausally-
introduced entities requires some degree of nominalization.
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overt reference. In GH model terms, bu is often used to refer to an established entity in
focus in an utterance in which a new entity is brought into focus.

The text “I Am Guilty Marian” provides a clear example of the contrasting use of
bu in cases of topic shift as opposed to the use of nulls for continuing topics. In this text,
the author writes about three trees which stand guard over the three sides of the village.
Each tree, in turn, is the topic of a paragraph which gives further details about the nature
of that tree. In the paragraphs describing the first two trees, displayed as example (41) in
Section 4.1.1, overt noun phrases are used in initial reference to the trees, while null
arguments are used for continuing subject reference. The text excerpt about the third tree,
displayed as example (74), likewise, begins with an initial noun phrase reference
tebendegisi ‘the lower one’ (mentioned as subject of the matrix clause), followed by three
null subject references in the next three matrix clauses.

(74)  Tébendegisi busa iurtg "a iakhshylyk” bulan giregenlege k’’ychak”™
iaiyp bash ekgen,
‘The lower one, however, lowers its head, opening its arms to those entering the

village with good intentions;

O namart khyial bulan gelegenlege k”ash tiugiul k”opaig”an.
‘to those entering with evil thoughts, doesn’t blink an eye.’

O iurtdan getegen ulanlag”a iakhshy él etgen,
‘To the young men leaving the village, wishes good travels;’

" gériunmeigen bolg "uncha algysh aityp, @ artyndan k”arag”an.
‘until (they) disappear, saying praises, looking after them.’

%! This is a reference to the young men leaving the village, not the tree.
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Saparg”’a chyg "ag’anlar bug”ar savbol etgen,
‘Those leaving on a journey said goodbye to it,’

k”aitag”anlar O salam bergen, sorashgan.
‘those returning greeted (it).’

lurtdan getegende iurekge syiynmaig "an k”aig’’y, ichim tolg ”an dert bulan men

de munu tiubiune geldim.

‘When I left the village, in my distress, my heart filled with sorrow, I also came to

the foot of it.
In the fifth finite clause, however, a new subject saparg’a chyg "ag "anlar ‘departing
ones’ is introduced, while the tree continues its status as a referent in focus. In this
sentence, the form bug ar refers to the tree. In the following finite clause, another new
subject k aitag ’anlar ‘returning ones’ is introduced, but a null argument is used for the
tree because it is mentioned in the same argument position as the previous clause. In the
next sentence another new subject is introduced—mmen, referring to the first person
narrator—and the tree is again referred to with the genitive form of bu (munu)—probably
because it occurs in a different non-subject argument position. This line is particularly
interesting, as the first person narrator of the novel is introduced in connection with his
coming to the foot of this tree at the time of his departure from the village. One may
assume, therefore, that the third tree has particular salience for the author and the
narrative, and that at least the second instance of bu (if not both) could also be interpreted
as a means of imposing higher relative salience on the third tree compared to the other
trees mentioned in the previous context.

Another case where bu appears to be associated with topic shift is illustrated in

example (69) above. In this case, a referent is mentioned by the overt pronoun o in the
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subject position of one clause, then by the accusative form of bu (munu) in a non-subject

position in the following clause. In a similar case shown in (75), the topic of the first

clause, that is, the girl that is the referent of k£ yzny, is not the syntactic subject, but is in

an important syntactic position as an animate possessor (Poesio and Nissim 2001).

(75) K"yzny erge berme iaraig"an vak"tisi gelip
girl.ACC husband.DAT give.INF  possible.PST.PRT time.3.POSS come.GER
bug"ar gelechi gele.
3.1.DAT one.who.requests.engagement come.PR
‘When it comes time for the daughter to be given in marriage, a person requesting
engagement comes to her.” [Prophet.0002]

In the second clause of this sentence, the subject is gelechi ‘suitor’, and the girl is

mentioned by bug “ar, a dative pronoun. This example is particularly interesting, as the

topic shift occurs between an adverbial clause and matrix clause of the same sentence.
There are also cases where the use of bu is associated with a more generalized
form of topic shift, as in the various changes of location in “The Prophet’s Daughters”.

Each animal/daughter’s home is a local higher level topic, and a shift of location usually

takes the form of an utterance in which bu is used to refer to the location which has been

the center of attention and either another form of demonstrative or a noun phrase is used

to refer to the new location. Example (76) illustrates the use of bu in a context with a

change in location. (The text associated with the first location is presented as an English

translation, while the text containing the actual pronominal forms is fully presented.)

(76)  ‘(He) begins by going to the donkey. In the evening, having eaten and taken

drink, beginning the conversation about this and that, the prophet asks his son-in-
law about his life situation.
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‘Son-in-law: “Everything’s okay, but one thing is bad — enough time has passed
to teach an animal. Whether you say something to her or not, it’s the same; very
peaceful in attitude towards work.” “A donkey will not know how to work,” the
prophet thought.’

Geche @ bularda k"onak" da bolup  erten
night 3.1.PL.LOC  guest thus be.GER morning
itine g  bara.

dog.3POSS.DAT g0.3PR

‘Staying the night as a guest at their place, in the morning (he) goes to the dog.’

Shunda da sholai  gech bolg’uncha
3.4.Loc EMPH 3.3.ADV late  become.before.GER

iashav  g'aldan g @ sorashyp...

life situation.ABL greet. GER

‘At that place, thus (as before), before it got late, (he) asks about the situation of
life, ... [Prophet .0017-23]

In the final part of this text, the location that has been the topic of this section, that is, the

donkey-daughter’s home, is referred to with the pronoun bularda, while the new location,

the dog-daughter’s home is referred to with the pronoun shunda.

Like the reflexive, the use of the pronoun bu is sometimes associated with

emphatic prominence—in particular emphatic prominence that is associated with

unexpectedness. In Kumyk, emphatic prominence is often marked by the particle de/da.

In some cases, such as the one illustrated in example (77), the use of the form bularda

(plural locative form) combines with the emphatic particle da to express unexpectedness

or surprise.

(77)

Tiurliu-tiurliu milletler iashaig”an shag’arlarda iurtlarda
different.INT nation.PL live.PR.PRT city.PL.LOC  village.PL.LOC

rus til aslu erni tutma  bashlag”’an, sholardag”y
Russian tongue important place.ACC take.INF begin.PST 3PL.LOC.ADJ
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o’siup gelegen naslu ana tilin iarty-iurtu
grow.up.GER come.PR.PRT generation mother tongue.ACC mish-mash

iada birdok”da bilmeigen bolup  bara.

or not.atall  know.NEG.PST.PRT be.GER go.3PR

‘In cities and villages in which many different nations live, the Russian language
has begun to take an important place; the generation growing up in 3PL has
begun to know the mother tongue poorly or not at all.’

langyz  bir milletni vakilleri iashaig"an iurtlarda da
only one nation.GEN member.PL.3POSS live.PR.PRT village.PL.LOC EMPH

g’al  onchaky maktardai  tiugiul, nege tiugiul de bularda da

state  so.much better NEG because EMPH 3.PL.LOC EMPH
rus tilni etegen  ta’’siri bashg”a az tiugiul.
Russian  tongue.GEN do.PR.PRT influence other little not

“The state in villages in which members of only one nation live is not much better,
because even in these, the influence of the Russian language is not little.’
[Mother Tongue.012-.013]

In the case of this example, the speaker assumes that the hearer/reader expects Russian to

be used as a lingua franca in villages where more than one local language is spoken, but

expects minimal use of Russian in villages that are predominantly Kumyk. The use of bu

with the emphatic particle to refer to villages that are predominantly Kumyk coincides

with the expression of a fact that is counter to expectations: that the influence of Russian

is significant in villages that are predominately Kumyk.

Finally, another function which seems to be associated primarily with the form bu

is elaboration. In elaboration, the speaker is giving more detailed information about the

topic rather than actually adding information/continuing the narrative. One example is

illustrated in (78), where the pronoun bu refers to the people gathered at the celebration
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and introduces further details about the actual categories of relatives who come to such

celebrations.
(78)  Bairamg"a zhyiylg"an g'alk  kébiusiu g'alda
feast. DAT  be.gathered.PST.PRT people most situation.LOC

bu - k"atyngishiler, k'yzny kardashlary, ulanny  kardashlary,
3.1 woman.PL girl.GEN relative.PL.3POSS son.GEN relative.PL.3POSS

bular bari da iashg"a uzak”  o'miur
3.1.pL all child.DAT distant lifetime

nasipli ~ yashav éral.
fortunate life wish.3PR
‘The people gathered for the celebration, usually these are women, the girl’s
relatives, the boy’s relatives, all of these wish the child ‘long life’, ‘happy life’.’
[Birth1.018]
As in the case of topic shift, the use of bu seems to mark unexpectedness. Rather than the
unexpectedness of participant change, the unexpectedness in this case is the fact that the
narrative is being interrupted by the addition of more specific information about the topic.

Calling such cases ‘renewal’ of the topic, Levinsohn primarily associates this with the

introduction of background material (2008:45 ).

4.4. The pronoun o in the corpus

O is the most commonly occurring overt pronoun and occurs 90 times in the

corpus. The referents of o include both animate and inanimate entities, as well as abstract

52 Though I credit Levinsohn for the original idea, I claim that elaboration is a subset of background
information and that the form bu is specifically associated with this subset, while other overt pronouns are
also associated with the introduction of other types of background information.
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entities such as times and facts. As a matter of fact, approximately 25% of referents are
inanimate entities.

Out of 90 tokens in the corpus, the referents of all but one of these forms could be
coded for cognitive status. The one referent which is undetermined is an indirectly
constructed entity and is discussed in section 4.4.2. Of the 89 referents coded, 64 are in
focus, 24 are at most activated, and one is coded as at most familiar. Since the number of
at most familiar cases is only 1.1 % of the total cases coded, I hypothesize that o signals
that the referent is activated and the one case in which the referent is coded as familiar
(1.1 % of referents coded for this form) is within the proposed range of possible

exceptions (< 5.0 %).

4.4.1. Coding referents of o

This section provides some sample tokens of o in the corpus and the coding of the
referents in these examples. The excerpt in (79) contains 3 occurrences of o — one in the
second sentence and two in the third sentence.

(79)  Ibrag'im girp geldi.

Abraham enter.GER come.3S.PST

‘Abraham came in.’

Onu k"olunda bir sumka bar.

3.2.GEN arm .3POSS.LOC one suitcase exist.PR

‘There is a suitcase in his hand.’

Ondan o bir zatlar  boshatdy.

3.2.ABL 3.2 one thing.PL empty.3S.PST
‘From it he emptied some things.” [Video1.003]
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In this example, the first token, onu, refers to Abraham, who is mentioned as the subject
of the previous sentence and, thus, is in focus by criterion 1. Just over one third (34/89)
of the referents of o in the corpus are in focus by criterion 1. The second token, ondan,
refers to the suitcase/bag, which is mentioned in a syntactic focus position of the previous
sentence—the precopular position of an existential sentence—and is in focus by criterion
3.” The third token, o, refers to Abraham again. Though this entity is not mentioned in a
subject or focus position in the previous sentence, it is mentioned in each of the
immediately preceding clauses, and, thus, is in focus by criterion 5.

In a number of cases, including the text portion represented in (80), a referent of o
is mentioned in the preceding sentence but not in one of the two positions automatically
coded as in focus—that is, as the subject or in focus position.

(80)  Ishge erli segiz kilometr él bar,

work.DAT until eight kilometer road exist.PR

onda  akhsham giun batg’ynchag’a O turmag"a da gerek...

3.2.L0C evening sun until.setting stay.INF.DAT EMPH necessary

‘It was nearly 8 kilometers to work, and it would be necessary to stay there until

the sun set, but the slippers were in a state of disrepair.” [Aihalay.014]

If the referent is not mentioned in the pre-previous sentence, then it must be coded as
activated (criterion 1). In example (80), the referent of the form onda ‘at that (place)’is

the place of work, which is mentioned for the first time in the previous sentence by ishge

53 Note the word-order difference from the coding protocol (precopular versus postcopular). As is typical
for SOV languages, in Kumyk the focal constituent in an existential sentence is preverbal.
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‘to work’, but not as the subject or in focus position, and, thus, its referent is coded as
activated.**

One interesting case involves a plural referent that is coded as activated. The
plural entity representing two children is mentioned overtly as a plural pronoun at one
point in the text. This is followed by six sentences in which the children are not
mentioned as a plural entity, but one of the two children is mentioned in each of the
sentences of this span. As for the cases mentioned in section 4.1.3 on null arguments, |
consider that, once the plural referent has been activated, the mention of an individual
member of the set maintains the plural entity as at least activated, if not in focus;

however, this aspect of plurals is not specified in the coding protocol.

4.4.2. Discussion of noteworthy cases

Of the 90 referents of 0, one is noteworthy because it is coded as at least familiar
but does not meet any criteria for being activated from the coding protocol, and one is
undetermined because it is only indirectly constructed from an entity overtly mentioned
in the corpus. The text excerpt shown in (81) illustrates the undetermined case and the

case coded as familiar (lines (i) and (j), respectively).

(81)  a. Sho giunden song men onu es etegen boldum.
b. Song okhuvun tergep de k”aradym:

c. bary zatdan dért-besh k’yimat bulan iuriui,

%4 The fact that ish combines with the dative/directional morpheme —ge constitutes an overt refererence to a
place. There is some degree of uncertainty, however, about whether or not a time or place associated with
an event is activated or brought into focus by the mention of an event.
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d. tek netesen, ruscha iazyvdan osal edi.

e. Bibliotekg’a bardym —

f. cheber kitaplar da okhumar eken.

g. Klassda olailar dag’y da bolg”an.

h. Sho saialy da, vozhatyi bulan da oilashyp, spor etme tok "tashdyk” ...
1. Biz erten, olar busa tiushden song okhui edi.

J- Sho saialy da men chyg "ag”anda ol gelip tiupde tabula edi.

k. Esimde bar: Mar’ian koridorny bag "anasyna da taianyp turag”’an edi.

a. ‘From that day forward, I remembered her.

b. Later on, I looked at my grades

c. everything was going about 4-5,

d. but, what to do....Russian language was looking bad.

e. [ went to the library -

f. — it was to read literature.

g. In the class, there were others like that.

h. For this reason, I talked to the leader and we decided to form a group...

1. We studied in the morning, and they studied in the afternoon.

Jj. Because of that, when I was leaving, she was coming in.

k. In my mind, Marian stood out among the many in the corridor.’
[Marian.040-.049]

The entity for which coding is undetermined is related to two specific entities mentioned

overtly in lines (g) and (h) of the text: klassda, referring to the narrator’s class and sbor,

referring to a group of students having trouble with Russian writing/literature. The

referent of olar in line (i), however, refers neither to the whole class nor to the remedial

group, but to the students in the class who were not part of the remedial group. This

entity is a plural entity which must be constructed by subtracting certain members of the

set of individuals in the class. Though such an entity is not specifically mentioned in the

text, it is acceptable to refer to it with a pronoun. Since the class as a whole has already

been mentioned, the reconstruction of the group seems to function in a similar way to an
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activated entity, allowing for pronominal reference. Note that, this is somewhat similar
to a case in which a plural entity is indirectly introduced via the mention of two or more
individuals, which I also consider to be an activated entity. Though the coding of
indirectly introduced entities of this type is not specifically mentioned in the coding
protocol, I would consider this entity to be activated.

The one referent of o coded as familiar occurs within the same text in reference to
Marian, a girl in the class whom the narrator is particularly interested in. (As a matter of
fact, the whole introductory section of text is about the moment when he first saw
Marian.) The text portion in (81) begins with the words, sho giunden song men onu es
etegen boldum ‘from that day forward I remembered her’. A pronoun is in line (j), even
though Marian has not been mentioned overtly in the previous eight finite clauses. This
seems to be an exceptional use of a form that signals ‘activated” which is likely used for a
particular literary effect—that is, to portray the cognitive prominence that Marian has for

the narrator.

4.4.3. Reference to clausally-introduced entities

The pronoun o is used five times in the corpus in reference to an entity introduced
by a clause. In four cases, o refers to a fact or proposition introduced by the preceding
clause(s), which is coded as at most activated. Two of these cases (one fact and one
proposition) are illustrated in (82) and (83).

(82)  lash bolnitsadan chyk’g’an song bir zhumany ichinde  kainana
child hospital. ABL exit.PST.PRT after one week.GEN inside.of mother.in.law

takhana etip adamlany chak”’yrma bayram etme  suie.
takana make.GER man.3PL.ACC invite.INF  feast do.INF  want.PR
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o sataly bu chak’yryviar  tiberip  k’yzny
3.28 according.to 3.1S invitation.PL  send.GER girl.GEN

adamlaryn o0 ziuniu adamlaryn chak’yra.
man.PL.3POSS.ACC self.3POSS.GEN man.PL.3 POSS.ACC invite.PR

‘After the child leaves the hospital, within one week, the mother-in-law wants to
hold a feast, making taxana and inviting people. Because of this, she sends
invitations and invites daughter(in-law)’s people, (self’s) own people.’

[Birth.008]

(83)  Gelezhekde Karimulla  iuvug "ubuznu ullu  ishleni
come.FUT.LOC Karimulla near.one.1PL.POSS.GEN  great work.3PL.POSS
bashyn tutup gérmege J  umut ete edik.
beginning.3POSS.ACC  hold.GER see.INF hope do.PR 1P.PST.AUX

‘In the time to come, we hope that our dear Karimulla’s great works will be seen
from the beginning (leading the way?).’

Ol savlai g’alkny bashyn tutma  da
3s whole people.GEN head. 3P0OSS.ACC  hold.INF EMPH

bazharazhak"  edi.

know.how.FUT 3.PST.AUX

‘He will lead all the people.’

Og"ar bir de sheklik  etmeibiz.

3.2.DAT one EMPH doubt do.NEG.3P.PR

‘We don’t doubt it.”  [Obituary.015-.017]
In (82), o, which occurs in the second sentence, refers to the fact that the mother-in-law
wants to invite people to a celebration. In (83), og “ar, the dative form of the pronoun is
an argument of the verb sheklik etmeibiz ‘we do not doubt’. Because doubting relates to

truth conditions, the complement of the verb is considered to be a proposition—the

proposition that Karimulla will lead all the people (in the afterlife) in good works.
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In one case, the form o is used to refer to a fact introduced by multiple sentences,
which is also coded as activated. In the following example, presented in translation, the
pronoun o occurs in the expression ondan k”airy da ‘besides this’.

(84) ‘In villages where representatives of only one nation live, the situation is not so
praiseworthy, because there also the influence of the Russian language is no less.

In village schools children study the mother tongue only in the beginning grades;

in upper grades, however, all courses are carried out in Russian; mother tongue

language and literature are only taught as separate subjects. The number of study
hours given to these lessons is even sometimes reduced. Besides this (ondan
k”’airy da), in the present age, just like everywhere, in villages the influence of
television and other instruments/forms of technology on the people, especially the
younger generation, is powerful.” [Mother Tongue.012-015]
In this example, the fact to which ondan refers is considered to be the fact (inferred from
four consecutive finite clauses) that Russian has a big influence in education because
mother tongue education is limited to the early grades and Russian is used in the upper
grades for all subjects except mother tongue language and literature, which can
sometimes have reduced hours.

The last case in which a referent of o is introduced by a clause is a case in which o
refers to a time associated with a state that has been mentioned in the previous sentence,
as in the last clause of example (85).65

(85) Ish iak"dan  alg"anda da Karimulla bazharyvly
work side.ABL take.PST.PRT.LOC and Karimulla successful

55 While an event or state is considered to be introduced directly by a clause, the time of the event/state may
be introduced indirectly and could be considered to be at most activated.
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ulan edi.
son  3.PST.AUX
‘With regard to work, Karimulla was a successful man.’

Ol on Dldan da artyk" Babaiurt raion sudnu
3S ten year.ABLand more Babayurt region court.GEN

predsedateli bolup, song busa @9  Mag'achk"ala
chairman.3POSS be.GER later however Makhachkala
shag'arny Lenin raion sud'iasu bolup  ishledi;

city.GEN Lenin region judge.3POSS be.GER work.3PST

ondan alda O segiz yllar  prokuraturada zhavaplu
3.2.ABL beforehand eight year.PL prosecutor.LOC answer.MOD

k"ulluk"larda  ishledi.

service.PL.LOC work.3PST

‘For more than ten years he served as chairman of the Babayurt court; later he
served as a judge for Makhachkala's Lenin region; before that he had worked for
eight years in a responsible position in the public prosecutor's office.’
[Obituary.012-.013]

It is noteworthy that o is used much less frequently than sho for entities

introduced indirectly by clauses; however, based on the corpus, it is difficult to determine

any differences in the distribution of these two forms with clausally-introduced entities.

The fact that o is not used at all in reference to an event or state in the corpus is

considered to be due to the infrequency of such types of references in discourse rather

than a restriction, since o can be used with clausally-introduced entities that have a lower

cognitive status.

4.5. The pronoun sho in the corpus

The distribution of s/o in relation to features other than cognitive status, as

summarized in Table 6, merits some discussion. This study identifies 33 cases of
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pronominal s#o within the text corpus. In all these cases, the referents are coded as either
activated or in focus, with the latter category much less frequent. Only four tokens are
references to entities which are coded as in focus, and it is noteworthy that only one of
these refers to an entity mentioned as the subject of the previous sentence (one of the
coding criteria for in focus).

Among the referents of sho, 23 cases are entities introduced by a clause or verb
phrase, while ten cases are references to entities introduced by a nominal. Of the latter
category, only two refer to humans and both of these references are to groups, not
individuals. In these cases, the groups are ‘Kumyk readers’ and ‘minority peoples’ (cf.
(88)). Though no referents of sho are human individuals, sho does refer to inanimate
individuals in the corpus. Of the non-human referents introduced by nominals, four are
individual entities and four are plural entities.®® Since the distribution of sho in terms of
entity type is unique, the discussion of coding is divided according to entities introduced
by nominals, whether in focus or activated (section 4.5.1) versus entities introduced by

clauses and VPs, all of which are activated (section 4.5.2).

5 Under plural entities, I include one case where a singular form of sho refers to an amount which can be
construed as a composite entity constructed indirectly from a plural: 667 hectares. (see Byron).
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Human Human Animate Animate Inanimate Inanimate | Introduced

singular plural (non- (non- singular plural- by clause
human) human) or VP
singular plural

- 2 - - 4 4 23

Table 6: Types of referents of sho

4.5.1. Referents of sho introduced by nominals

Of the ten referents of sho introduced by nominals, four are in focus and six are at

most activated. Examples (86) and (87) illustrate two straightforward cases in which the

referents are in focus. In (86) shonu refers to a newspaper article which is introduced in

the previous sentence as the subject of the passive verb jerleshdirilgen ‘is located’— that

is, the extended noun phrase (marked by brackets) of which makalasy is the head.

(86)

Eldash gazetni bu iyl 19-nchu lanvarda  chyk’g’an  nomerinde
friend newpaper.GEN 3.1 year 19th January.LOC go.out.PST.PRT edition.LOC

[Kyzyljurt shag’ardan iazag”’an  muxbir Izmulla G adzhievi
Khasilyurt city.ABL write.PR.PRT correspondent Izmulla Gadjiyev’s

“g’alk’ybyzny  aburun ér_etmeiik” degen mak”alasy]
people.1PL.GEN regard.3POSS.ACC lose.NEG.1PL.IMP say.PST.PRT article.3POSS

érleshdirilgen .

be.found.3PST

‘In the edition of "The Friend" newspaper published on January 19th of this year,
is found an article called, "Let us not lose regard for our people" by the
correspondent, Izmullah Gadjiev, who writes from Khasilyurt.’

Men shonu tergeviiu kiuide okhudum.

Is 3.3.AccC careful  way.LOC read.1S.PST
‘I read this carefully.” [Editorial.01-02]
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Since the newspaper article is mentioned in subject position in the previous sentence, it is

in focus by criterion 1. This is the only case in the corpus in which sho refers to an entity

introduced as the syntactic subject.

In (87) the form of interest is the pronoun sho which occurs in the last line of the

example (not the determiner s/o in the third line).

(87)

Bu  kaityp @ ibadatkhanag"a gire.
3.1 return.GER church.DAT enter.PR
‘On the way back, she goes into the church.’

@ Ibadatkhanag"a girip gelegende
church.DAT enter.GER come.PR.PRT.LOC

sho”  onu k"olundan akchany
33 3.2.GEN hand.3POSS.ABL money.ACC

alyp getgen iash  mototsikly bulang’y -
take.GER leave.PST.PRT child motorcycle.3POSsS with.MOD -

shonu ichinden chyg’yp gele.

3.3.GEN inside.3PSS.ABL g0.0ut.GER come.PR

‘As she is going into the church, the kid who took the money out of her hand - the
one with the motorcycle - is coming from inside (the church).’

[Wordless Book.029-30]

In this example sho refers to a place: a church. The church is mentioned in two

consecutive sentences by the form ibadatkhanag"a, which brings it into focus even

though it is not mentioned in a prominent syntactic position in the previous sentence.

87 Sho is analyzed as a determiner in this phrase, which translates as ‘that kid who took the money from her

hand’.
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In two notable cases in which sho refers to an entity in focus, the form is used

within a noun phrase to refer to an entity mentioned within the same noun phrase. One of

these is illustrated in (88), where sholany refers to the referent of az g’alklany ‘minority

peoples’ in the expression, sholany arasinda kumuklany da ‘among these are Kumyks’.

(88)

Artdag’y vak’tilerde  sanav  iak’dan az g’alklany
previous.LOC.MOD time.PL.LOC number side.ABL minority people.PL.GEN
(sholany  arasynda Kumuklany da)  tilleri

(3.3.PL.GEN midst.3P0SS.LOC Kumyk.PL.GEN EMPH language.3PL.POSS

avur  k’ysmatg”’a taryp tura.

heavy fate.DAT undergo.GER  stay.PR

‘In recent times, in terms of numbers, minority languages (among them Kumyk)
have been subject to a “heavy” fate.” [Mother Tongue.09]

In this case sho is used in an expression which gives an example of one member of a set.

Though this is similar to elaboration, I make a distinction here between exemplification

and elaboration.

Examples (89) and (90) illustrate two of the six activated entities introduced by

nominals. In (89) the referent of shonda is the noun phrase o zleni u’iunde Linda

iashlaryny g’akynda alg”an bir gichirek kino iimik zatni ‘something like a small movie

that Linda had taken in their home of the kids’.

(89)

Paul mag”a kompiuterde o'zleni u'tunde Linda
Paul 1S.DAT computer.LOC self.PL.GEN home.3POSS.LOC Linda

iashlaryny g'ak"ynda  alg"an bir  gichchirek kino
child.pL.3POSS.ACC about take.PST.PRT one tiny movie
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limik  zatni geérsetdi.

like  thing.AcC show.3PST

‘On his computer, Paul showed something like a small movie that Linda had
taken in their home of/about the kids.’

Shonda Paulnu  da Lindany da avletleri Ibrag'imni
3.3.Loc Paul.GEN and Linda.GEN and child.PL.3POSS Abraham.GEN

de Katiany da g'ak"ynda gérsetilgen.

and Katy.GEN and about be.shown.3PST

‘There(in the video), (something) was shown about Paul and Linda's children,

Abraham and Katy.” [Video2.001-.002]
In this case shonda refers to the movie, mentioned in the previous sentence. In (90) the
referent of sho is the amount represented by 667 hectares. In this case, the amount is a
composite singular entity which is indirectly constructed from the plural noun phrase 667
hectares.
(90) Bu 1yl munda 667 gektarda  giuzliuklege k"ulluk" etildi.

3.1 year 3.1.LOC 667 hectare.LOC autumn.PL.DAT service be.done.3PST

‘This year 667 hectares of autumn ones (wheat) were serviced here.’

Sho da getgen iyl chachylg"anyndan
3.3 EMPH leave.PST.PRT year be.scattered.PST.PRT.3POSS.ABL

ese 150 gektarg"a artyk" bola.

than 150 hectare.DAT more be.PR

‘That is 150 hectares more than what was planted last year.’
[Agr.014-.015]

In another case, shown in (91) a location—in this case a store—is mentioned

directly in a text, then not mentioned directly in the next two sentences. However, the
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event denoted by the second to last sentence indirectly introduces the location of the

event, and, therefore, the store is at least activated. 68

(91) Song bu tiukenge gire.
Then 3.1 store.DAT enter.PR
‘Later this one (she) goes into a store.’

O Tiukenchi  bulan séiler.
storekeeper with  speak.PR
‘(She) talks to the shopkeeper.’

9 Tiukenchige bir zatlar...”
store.keeper.DAT one thing.PL -

ak’chalar  berip, g g arg"anyn sata.
money.PL  give.GER accordion.3POSS.ACC sell.PR
‘To the shopkeeper something...gives money...(she) sells (him) her accordion.’

g Satyp 9  ak’chany da
sell.GER money.ACC and

alyp, @ shondan chyg’yp bara.

take.GER  3.3.ABL g0.0ut.GER go.PR

‘Having sold it, taking the money, she goes out (of there).’
[Wordless Book.023-.026]

4.5.2. Reference to entities not introduced by nominals

Of all the pronominal forms in Kumyk, s4o is the form most often used with
entities introduced by clauses and verb phrases. As a matter of fact, 23 out of 33 or

69.7% of its referents are entities introduced directly or indirectly by clauses/VPs—as

% The mention of tiukenchi ‘storekeeper’ two times could also be considered to be an indirect mention of
the store, in which case one might code the referent of shondan as in focus; however, I choose a more
conservative interpretation of the coding here.

% This is interpreted as a repair, where the respondent says bir zatlar ‘some things’, then realizes that this is
a sale and money is probably being exchanged; however, the speaker does not correct the text to say that
the shopkeeper rather than the woman is giving the money.

128



compared to 5 out of 90 (5.6%) for o, 1 out of 31 (3.2%) for bu (restricted) and 1 out of
221 (.4 %) for nulls (restricted). Interestingly, the percentage of Kumyk referents not
introduced by nominals for s/o is similar to percentages reported for the English
demonstratives this and that in previous research: 72 % in Gundel, Hedberg, and
Zacharski 2002/2005 and 82.1 % in Hedberg, Gundel, and Zacharski 2007:33)70.

The majority of clausally-introduced referents of s/o are facts or propositions, as
illustrated in (92) and (93). In example (92) sho occurs in the expression sho saialy
‘therefore, because of that” and refers to the fact mentioned in the previous clause: the
fact that Aihalay’s squad was in a competition with Umazhat’s squad.

(92)  Aikhaliini zZvenosu Umuzhatny  zvenosu
Aihalay.GEN squad.3pOSS Umuzhat.GEN squad.3POSS
bulan iaryshg"a chyk"g"an edi.
with  competition.DAT exit.PST 3.PST.AUX
‘Aihalay's squad was in a competition with Umazhat's squad.’

Sho saialy da ol erten tangdan  turup
3.3 therefore EMPH 3.2 morning dawn.ABL get.up.GER

@ k'"apusta ornatmak” uchun barmag"a  gerek edi.

cabbage plantINF  in.order.to  go.INF necessary 3.PST.AUX
‘Therefore she had to get up in the morning and go plant cabbage.’
[Aihalay.012-013]

Among corpus examples of particular interest, there is one case in which sho

refers to a proposition which is the conclusion deduced from a set of premises expressed

" The latter figure only includes activated entities not introduced by nominals, as there were not entities in
focus non introduced by nominals reported in this corpus.
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in a series of propositions. The illustration in (93) shows the sentences which express the

premises (in the form of an English translation) followed by the sentence expressing the

deduction in which the form sholai occurs as part of the expression sholai bolg "an song

‘it follows that’.

(93) ‘Literature is one of the areas of the fine arts. Each area of the arts, however, has
materials which belong to it. For example, if the materials of painting are paints,

literature’s (materials) would be words.’

Sholai bolg”’an song, adabiiat tuvradan-tuvra g’alk’ny  tili
3.3.MOD be.PST.PRT after literature along.with people.GEN language

bulan séz bailyg”y bulan bailaviu.

with  word richness with connected

‘It follows that literature, along with the language of the people, is directly

connected with its richness of vocabulary.” [Mother Tongue.04-.07]

Another interesting category of referents not introduced by nominals involves
other types of entities referred to by the form sholai. Kumyk pronouns marked by the
suffix —/ai serve as modifiers of both nouns and verbs, and can refer to entities of various
types, including individuals, activities, and states, as well as certain features of
individuals, activities and states. In several cases in this corpus in which sholai modifies
a verb or nominalized verb, the referent is defined as the entity introduced by an
adverbial constituent in the previous sentence. For example, in (94) the first token of
sholai (which modifies the nominalized verb biiivniu ‘dancing’) refers to an entity

introduced by the embedded adverbial clause modifier of biiimek ‘dance’: biri-biri bulan

k’’uchak”’lashyp ‘hugging one another’.
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(94)

Masala busurman dinde ulan da kyz da  biri-biri bulan
for.example Muslim  religion.LOC boy and girl and one.another with

k’uchak”lashyp  bitimek  geriurula.

hugging.each.other dance.INF be.forbidden.PR

‘For example, in the Muslim religion it is forbidden for a boy and a girl to dance
hugging one another.’

Men o’zium de sholai  biiivniu bek ershi géremen.
Is self.1s EMPH 3.3.MOD dance.NOM.ACC very ugly consider.1PR
‘I, myself, consider it very ugly (in poor taste) to dance like that.’

Ulanda k’yz da birge  biiiigende, ulan k”olun zaman-zaman
boy and girl and together dance.PR.PRT.LOC boy hand.3POSS time.to.time

k’yzny boinuna tiidirip bitiigen gezikler de k”arshylasha,
girl.GEN neck touching dance.PR.PRT occasion.PL EMPH come.across.PR

sholai ulanny men lap osal k’ylyk”ly ulan dep g’isap etemen.
such boy 1s very weak character.MOD boy COMP consider.1PR

‘One comes across occasions when a boy and girl dance together, that from time
to time the boy's hand touches the girl's neck; I consider that kind of boy to be a
boy of very weak character.” [Editorial.021-.023]

As Hedberg et al. (2007:34) suggest that an entity introduced by a clausal unit other than

the matrix clause should not be coded as in focus, I assume that the entity introduced by

the adverbial clause is not in focus.

The second token of sholai in (94), which occurs in the phrase, sholai ulan ‘a boy

like that’, refers to the boy introduced in the participial phrase, ulan k”’olun zaman-zaman

k’’yzny boinuna tiidirip bitiigen ‘a boy dancing with (his) hand from time to time

touching the girl’s neck’” which modifies the noun gezikler ‘times’. For this case, the

referent is considered to be ‘a boy who dances with his hand touching the girl’s neck’, an

individual entity which is indirectly constructed from the interpretation of the participial

phrase (rather than an event, state, fact, or proposition).
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One type of clausally-introduced entity which is less frequently mentioned in the
literature is a situation. According to Hegarty (2007), a situation is a complex entity
which involves events and states together with their consequences (2007:171). The
example shown in (95) has a pronominal form which refers to a situation.

95) Bu 1wl da khoziaistvosunu  avlak'chylary 1 ming

3.1 year EMPH farm.GEN field.worker.PL.3POSS 1 thousand

tonnag"a iuvuk" urluk" satmag'a khyial ete.

ton.DAT  near seed sell.INF  thought do.3PR

“This year farm workers plan to sell nearly one thousand tons of seed.’

Demek sholluk”da anadash khoziaistvosunu  ekonomikasyn
say.INF 3.3.means mother.tongue farm.3POSS.GEN economy.3POSS.ACC

dag"y da  bekleshdirme umutlu.

even.more strengthen.INF hope.MOD

‘That is, by such means, it is hoped that the local/mother tongue farm economy

will be strengthened even more.” [Agriculture.021-022]
The form sholluk”’da in this example is a derivational form of s#o which contains the
nominal affix -luk” (primarily used to form abstract nouns) and is lexically defined as ‘by
this means’. The referent in this case is the situation that would result from the farm
workers selling a thousand tons of seed. Following Hedberg, Gundel, and Zacharski
(2007:35), I code this referent as activated.

In the discussion of clausally-introduced entities, it is worth noting that the corpus
data contains no clear cases in which sho refers to an event or state directly introduced by

a previous sentence, a fact which is most likely related to the natural infrequency of this

referent type rather than a restriction for a particular form.
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4.6. The pronoun shu in the corpus

The pronoun shu is rare in the corpus and occurs only three times, two of which
are excluded from the study due to the fact that they occur within direct speech.”’ The
one example analyzed, which is displayed in (96), has a referent coded as at most

activated.

(96) Geche @ bularda k"onak" da bolup  erten

night 3.1.PL.LOC guest EMPH be.GER morning
itine @ bara.
dog.3POSS.DAT g0.3PR

‘Staying the night as a guest at their place, in the morning [he] goes to the dog.’

Shunda da sholai  gech bolg’uncha
3.4.L0C EMPH 3.3.MOD late become.before.GER

vashav g'aldan g O sorashyp
life situation.ABL greet. GER
gieviu de bug'ar kant ete...

son.in.law.3POSS EMPH 3.1.DAT complaint do.PR
‘At that place, thus (as before), before it got late, (he) asks about the situation of
life, and his son-in-law answers him...” [Prophet .0022-23 (cf. (76))]
In this example the referent of shunda (literally, ‘at that’) is understood as the dog. One
can think of this colloquially as “at the dog’s place”. Since the referent of the pronoun is

mentioned previously by the form itine ‘to the dog’, a non-subject argument in the

previous sentence, it is coded as activated. Though it is not reasonable to make a

"' The examples which occur within direct speech occur in one particular speech portion, displayed as
sentences .0041- .0046 in Appendix 3.

73 In principle, shu could be tested in the same way, but the more fundamental question, given the
infrequency of this form, is its general acceptability.
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hypothesis about what status shu signals based on one form, it is more likely that this
form signals ‘activated’ rather than ‘in focus’.

An interesting point not directly related to the analysis in this chapter is the way
in which the contrast between bularda (literally, ‘at those’) in the first sentence of (96)
and shunda in the second sentence is used to express the movement of the main
participant (the prophet) from one location to the next — that is, from the home of the
donkey-daughter and her husband (according to previous context) to the home of the dog-
daughter (and her husband). It is interesting to look at how this contrast corresponds to
descriptions of the demonstratives in terms of deictic meaning described in terms of
distance and known-ness (cf. Chapter 3). According to Dimitriev1940 and Muratchaeva
2001, bu represents something that is both near and known, while shu represents
something that is near and not known (presumably, to the addressee, though this is not
specified by Muratchaeva), so this distinction is not defined in terms of distance from the
deictic center, but rather by the parameter of known-ness. In this example, the dog
cannot be described as unknown, since it is mentioned in the previous sentence. If one
thinks of the contrast in terms of cognitive status, however, the difference between the
two referents is one between a referent in focus (the donkey-daughter and her husband)

and a referent that is activated, but not necessarily in focus (the dog-daughter).

4.7. Summary and interpretation of corpus analysis

4.7.1. Form-status correlations: Where to go from here

The corpus analysis indicates that the overt pronoun bu, null pronouns and

pronominal reflexives all signal “in focus” status, while the pronouns, o and sko are both
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associated with the status “activated”. While the corpus provides insufficient data on the
form shu, the fact that the one referent coded in this corpus is activated suggests that shu
is more likely to fall within the group of forms signaling activation.

It is important to keep in mind the need to compare hypotheses about form-status
correlations resulting from corpus analysis with hypotheses resulting from the analysis of
questionnaire data. More specifically, for two of the forms hypothesized to signal ‘in
focus’, o ziu and null arguments, additional testing should reveal whether the small
numbers in the lowest status are exceptions or an indication that the form actually signals
the lower status. Also, given the relatively low number of tokens of bu (33) in
comparison to o (91) and nulls (229), the fact that all but one referent is in focus could
represent limits in the corpus rather than constraints on the use of the form. (The same
principle would apply to o ziu, which has 36 tokens, but is less likely to apply to nulls,
with 229 tokens.)

The small number of referents in focus for sho — in comparison to the distribution
of in focus versus activated entities for o — is an interesting aspect of the distribution of
pronominals. An important result of form-status correlations is the idea that, following
principles of Relevance and Grice’s Maxim’s of Quantity (cf. Chapter 2, section 3) form-
status correlations are used to create scalar implicatures. More specifically, the use of a
form which signals that the referent is at least activated may also be used to implicate that
the referent is at most activated. (This is enough to explain the distribution of sho—and
comparable to English data on this/that from Gundel et al. 1993.) The data on sho are

consistent with a strong scalar implicature, ‘not in focus’, as there are only four in focus
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referents; however, since sho is not used to refer to individual humans in the corpus, this
could be an issue of type of entity rather than cognitive status. The questionnaire tests
whether restrictions on sho are related to cognitive status issues alone or also to
restrictions on types of entities (e.g. that sho cannot refer to individual human entities).
Also, even though the unidirectional entailment of forms in the GH model predicts that
there will not be a form that signals ‘not in focus’ (just as no language has a form that
means ‘not all’) the small number of referents of sio that are in focus (4 tokens) suggests

that this could be a possible counterexample and should be investigated further.

4.7.2. Other distributional features

In analyzing the distribution of referents in a given corpus, it becomes evident that
certain types of referents are more frequent than others. In particular, in some genres,
certain types of referents are more common than others. For example, in narrative texts,
individual animate referents (particularly humans) are mentioned more frequently than
inanimate entities and plural entities. In expository texts, on the other hand, higher order
entities such as facts and propositions are more common than in other types of texts. Any
analysis of the distribution of referring forms should take into consideration the
underlying (in)frequency of certain types of referents, and further research should involve
expanded analysis of infrequent referent types. For example, the fact that a given form
refers to animate entities more frequently than inanimate entities is more likely to
represent the underlying frequency of entity types rather than any particular correlation
between form and entity type. One notable feature of the distribution of referents in this

Kumyk corpus is that there is only one clear reference to a clausally-introduced event or
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state (which is referred to by a null argument), thus it is difficult to determine if there is a
distinction in the distribution of forms between reference to entities introduced directly
by clauses (which are assumed to be in focus) and those introduced indirectly (which are
assumed to be activated).

With that caveat in mind, the distribution of pronominals in this corpus shows a
number of particular features other than those related to the cognitive status of referents.
The most obvious distributional fact is simply the relative frequency of forms. Nulls are
the most frequent, followed by o, o ziu, bu/sho, and shu. The overall frequency of o
compared to bu, sho, and shu is interesting, and its relative frequency may be the reason
some grammatical descriptions label o as a personal pronoun, but not bu, sho and shu.
The fact that the corpus includes only one token of shu raises a problem for the analysis
and suggests that this form may even be disappearing from the lexicon of some speakers.
One interesting fact related to frequency is that a higher percentage of tokens of bu occur
in oral as opposed to written texts, even though the amount of oral versus written material
in the corpus is smaller. It could be interesting to determine if this frequency in any way
correlates with the use of visual representations of the referent through pictures and video
in some oral texts. A more interesting question is whether in planned texts the form bu
would be more likely to be replaced by nulls or by the pronoun o. Answering this
question could help to determine why bu is more frequent in unplanned oral texts.

My analysis shows several interesting aspects of the distribution of pronouns in
relation to entity type—that is both in terms of animacy features and the types of entities

introduced by full clauses (events, states, facts, etc.) and VPs (activities). First, nulls and
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bu refer to entities that are both animate and inanimate, but for each form, there is only
one case of reference to an entity not introduced by a nominal. In the case of bu,
moreover, the one entity of this type is an activity introduced by a verb phrase exhibiting
a high degree of nominalization (cf. 4.3.4). The reflexive form o ’ziu is even more
restricted, referring only to entities introduced by nominals, whether animate or
inanimate. The pronoun o is similar in distribution to nulls and bu in terms of lack of
restrictions related to animacy features. There are, however, apparent differences in the
degree of restrictiveness with entities not introduced by nominals. While the five
referents of o not introduced by nominals comprise only a slightly higher percentage of
the total number of coded referents than the less frequent form bu (5.6 % for o versus 3.2
% for bu), the linguistic forms which introduce the referents of o do not exhibit
nominalization, while the one verb phrase which introduces a referent of bu exhibits a
degree of nominalization. The form sko is unique in the sense that the majority of its
referents are clausally-introduced entities, and only two of its referents are human. As
both of the human referents are groups, it follows that s4o is not used in reference to
individual humans, though it does refer to individual inanimate entities.

A final question which is discussed because it has been raised in a number of
studies of demonstratives is whether or not the distribution of any form can be described
in terms of restriction to a referent previously mentioned as a subject or a referent not
mentioned previously as a subject (Kaiser and Trueswell 2004, Bosch, Katz and Umbach
2007). The corpus analysis indicates that no form is restricted to use with a previous

subject, though forms such as nulls and o ziu have a high percentage of referents that are
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previously mentioned in subject position. The form sho, on the other hand, is used with

referents that are not previously mentioned as subjects in all but one case.

4.7.3. Evidence of contextual effects

While the primary effects of the choice of pronominal form discussed in my
analysis is the signaling of where/how to search for potential referents in the attention
state and the effects of scalar implicatures, my interpretation of the distribution of
pronominals also suggests that certain forms are intentionally used by a speaker to create
other contextual effects. For example, the data indicate that only nulls and o ’ziu are
associated with backwards anaphora and, among overt non-reflexive pronouns, only bu is
associated with cataphora. I proposed that some cases of backwards anaphora and
cataphora produce contextual effects related to imposed salience, such as in media res or
highlighting the importance of the information in relation to other information
components. In other cases, backwards anaphora appears to be associated with the
ordering of information for the purpose of textual coherence. Examples of contextual
effects associated with o ziu include the expression of logophoricity, contrast, and
imposed relative salience. The form bu is associated with continued reference to highly
salient participants in contexts which involve some type of contrast such as topic shift or
change of location. Finally, certain pronouns appear to be associated with certain types
of relationships between units of information. Namely, bu is used in contexts involving

elaboration, while s/o is used in contexts which involve exemplification.
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4.7.4. Methodological issues

The corpus analysis in this study raises a number of methodological issues that
merit further discussion. Four areas worthy of mention are 1) factors that are likely to
bring a referent into focus in Kumyk that are not mentioned in the coding protocol, 2) the
coding of plural entities, 3) the role of eye gaze and other contextual features in coding
for cognitive status, and 4) various issues related to the coding of clausally-introduced
entities.

The criteria of the protocol used in coding statuses on the Givenness Hierarchy
are minimal criteria, and evidence from the corpus analysis suggests several additional
factors that are likely to bring a referent into focus. First of all, the use of null arguments
for referents which are mentioned for the first time in the previous sentence but not as the
syntactic subject or syntactic focus supports the idea that criteria related to the syntactic
prominence of mention in the previous sentence can be more broadly defined—an idea
which has already been incorporated in more recent versions of the coding protocol
(Gundel 2006). In Kumyk, in particular, there is evidence that the following types of
syntactic prominence are likely to bring a referent into focus: topicalization, mention as a
possessor in a possessive clause, and, as discussed in Chapter 2, mention as the non-
subject agent of a psychological verb.

Another criterion associated with bringing a referent into focus is parallelism.
The fact that null arguments are acceptable in cases where there are parallels in argument
structure or event structure suggests that the degree of expectedness affects the cognitive
status of a referent. In other words, the more expected an activated referent is due to

textual patterns, the more likely it is to be brought into focus. In the more unique cases of
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parallelism that I call script repetition, parallelism combines with the mention of several
different members of the same referent class (e.g. the first suitor, the second suitor, etc.)
to create a degree of expectedness that even allows for a null to be used with a referent
that would otherwise be coded as at most familiar.

A challenging area of coding in this study is the consistent treatment of plural
entities. On one hand, the coding of a plural entity that is mentioned as a plural nominal
is just like the coding of any nominally-introduced entity—that is, such an entity is at
least activated and can be coded as in focus if it is mentioned in any of the contexts which
bring any nominally-introduced entity into focus (e.g. subject or focus position, mention
in two consecutive clauses, higher-level topic). An aspect of analysis that is less
straightforward (and not specifically mentioned in the 2004 coding protocol), however, is
the role of the mention of an individual member of a set in determining cognitive status
of the plural entity. In this study, I code a plural entity as at most activated if it has been
mentioned once as a plural nominal in a position that does not automatically bring it into
focus, and then one member of the set is mentioned again in the following clause(s);
however, it is equally likely that such a context would be enough to bring the referent
into focus.

The coding of composite entities which are not introduced as plural nominals, but
are introduced as distinct mentions of individual entities (or via the subtraction of
members from a plural entity, as in one case discussed in section 4.4.2, example (81)), on
the other hand, is also not specifically addressed in the coding protocol. Since

composites are similar to other indirectly introduced entities in that they are not
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introduced by individual nominals, I do not code these entities as in focus, even if all the
members of the plural set are in focus at the time of mention of the plural. In another
sense, however, composites formed from individual entities introduced by nominals are
inherently different than abstract/higher order entities indirectly introduced by clauses.
For example, my analysis shows one case in which a null argument, which I claim signals
‘in focus’, can be used for a plural entity (introduced for the first time) when at least one
member of the set is already in focus. These and other questions related to the cognitive
status of composite plural entities merit further testing (cf. Brown-Schmidt et al. 2005 for
some experimental studies related to reference to composite entities).

Another methodological issue which merits further research is the role of
contextual factors such as eye gaze in bringing a referent into focus. While the coding
protocol specifically mentions that eye gaze is a sufficient criterion for activating an
entity, the criteria do not address the question of whether or not eye gaze should count as
a mention of a referent in evaluating the criterion for bringing a referent into focus. The
role of contextual features in relation to the activated — in focus distinction is certainly an
area of interest to future research.

An area of coding which presents some unique challenges is the coding of entities
not introduced by nominals. The identification of higher order entities such as events,
states, activities, or situations is less clear than the identification of nominally-introduced
entities, and yet the coding of the entity as activated or in focus usually rests entirely on
the correct identification of the entity type, since the GH model assumes that events and

states are directly introduced by full clauses, while other types of higher order entities are
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indirectly introduced by clauses. Moreover, as noted above (cf. 4.5.2) one must also
consider the distinction between events (and activities) introduced by a matrix clause and
those introduced by embedded clauses. In the latter cases, embedding can prevent an
event from being brought into focus by a clause; however, the nominalization which
accompanies some types of embedding can also affect referential choice in a different
way. Also, the coding protocol does not clearly state how to treat a time or place which
may be considered to be introduced indirectly via association with an event—just as a
situation would be introduced indirectly in association with an event.

A final issue raised by the coding of clausally-introduced entities in this study is
the treatment of entities that are introduced by multiple clauses. While I have listed these
cases specifically in my presentation of the data, I choose to treat them in the same way
as entities introduced by a single sentence. On the other hand, further analysis is required
to determine if such referents share any of the characteristics of plural or composite

entities.
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Chapter 5: Questionnaire Results

5.0. Goals of the questionnaire

The primary goal of the questionnaire is to test hypotheses about form-status
correlations which are based on results of the corpus study. More specifically, following
from the fact that only a very small number of referents of null arguments, reflexives, and
the overt pronoun bu are not in focus, the first hypothesis is that these forms signal that
the referent is in focus. If one claims that a form signals ‘in focus’, it follows that that
form cannot be used with a referent that is at most activated. The questionnaire,
therefore, tests the claim that the use of these forms requires a referent in focus in order to
demonstrate that this is truly a constraint and not just a limitation of the data.

In addition to this first hypothesis, the questionnaire provides a means to test the
predictions of the Givenness Hierarchy in relation to o and sho, the forms predicted to
signal ‘activated’.” According to the GH model, while forms which signal activation
may give rise to a scalar implicature that their referents are not in focus, they are not
constrained to use with entities that are at most activated, as the unidirectional entailment
in the hierarchy, the fact that anything in focus is by definition also activated, means that
any form that signals activation can also be used for a form that is in focus. In other
words, a form that signals activation is underspecified for any higher status (in focus)
rather than specifically excluding it. According to the results of the corpus study, it is
clear that o is not constrained to referents that are at most activated, as more than half of

its referents are in focus. For the form s/o, on the other hand, only a very small number
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of referents are coded as in focus; therefore I use the questionnaire to verify that sho is
not restricted to referents that are at most activated.

While verifying the absence of constraints on in focus referents for o and sho, the
questionnaire also provides evidence that these forms create scalar implicatures (cf.
section 5.8). Corpus data on the distribution of referents in terms of cognitive status
provides little information to support or contradict the existence of such implicatures,
though one might expect forms signaling activation to be associated predominantly with
activated referents. In Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski 1993, the majority of pronominal
forms that signal ‘activated’ in four of the five languages investigated have 75-100% of
their referents coded as at most activated (1993:291-292).” For example, 94.4 % of the
referents of the English form that and 100 % of the referents for this are at most
activated. For Russian, 77.8 % of the referents of efo ‘this’ are at most activated. In my
corpus study, the distribution of referents of sho is similar to that of forms that signal
activation in the Gundel et al. study, with 87.9 % of its coded referents having the status
‘activated’; but the distribution of o differs significantly, as the majority (71.9 %) of its
coded referents are in focus. This raises the question of whether both these forms are
used to the same degree to implicate ‘not in focus’. The questionnaire elicits evidence of

scalar implicatures based on their functional effect: the fact that the choice of form can

™ This generalization does not fit the distribution of referents of two of the Japanese
pronouns/demonstrative pronouns signalling ‘activated’: kare ‘he’, for which 100% (4 out of 4) of
referents are in focus and kore ‘this’, for which 50% (1 out of 2) referents are in focus. However, for sore
‘that (medial)’, which also signals ‘activated’, 100 % (1 out of 1) of referents are at most activated (Gundel
et al. 1993:291).
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be used to disambiguate the intended referent of a pronoun in a context with multiple
activated referents. For example, if one referent is in focus and the other at most
activated, the use of a form which signals activation (o or sho) prompts the hearer to
associate it with the referent that is not in focus, even though there is no constraint
against using the form for a referent in focus. Evidence from the data show that this
ranking effect can also be extended to contexts in which the speaker implicates the less
prominent of two entities of the same status via the use of o or sho. This effect does not
follow automatically from the Givenness Hierarchy, though it is not inconsistent with it.

Secondary goals of the questionnaire, particularly sentence continuation tests and
fill-in-the-blank sections, are 1) to provide further evidence of the natural use of pronouns
with referents of a particular cognitive status, 2) to provide evidence for or against
constraints (or preferences) related to categories of referents that are relevant but not
wholly related to cognitive status—specifically, introduced by a subject versus non-
subject, human versus non-human (animacy features), introduced by a nominal versus
introduced by a clause, and, finally, 3) to test the general acceptability of shu in light of
the very limited number of corpus uses.

The first section of this chapter provides general comments about how the
questionnaire data is interpreted in relation to the coding guidelines developed within the
Givenness Hierarchy model. Sections 5.2 - 5.6 provide general information on referent
category correlations for each form and the results of testing in relation to the specific

predictions of the Givenness Hierarchy. Evidence for scalar implicatures and ranking

146



effects is discussed separately in 5.8. The final section of this chapter describes the

conclusions based on these results.

5.1. Using the questionnaire to test predictions

The hypothesis that nulls, reflexives, and bu are constrained to use with referents
in focus is tested by looking at the use of these forms with referents which are likely to be
at most activated. If the use of these forms with at most activated referents is
unacceptable, this would provide strong evidence that these forms are indeed restricted to
referents in focus. The testing of this hypothesis depends on identifying referents which
are activated but not likely to be in focus, as determined by the criteria of the coding
protocol. Strictly following these criteria, this could mean that a referent is mentioned in
one (but not both) of the immediately preceding two sentences, but not mentioned as the
subject, higher-level topic, or in the syntactic focus position or that it is “a proposition,
fact, or speech act associated with the eventuality (event or state) denoted by the
immediately preceding sentence(s)” (Gundel 2004). Within these parameters, any
referent introduced as a non-subject argument of the previous sentence would be coded as
at least activated, but not in focus. However, one of the underlying premises of the
coding protocol is that the criteria are sufficient, but not necessary. In other words, the
criteria are intended to capture situations which always bring a referent into focus, yet
there are still some types of situations which sometimes, but not always bring a referent
into focus. This feature of the coding protocol makes the process of determining that a

referent is at most activated an extremely difficult one.
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According to Gundel et al.1993, one case where a referent can be coded as at least
activated, but may also be in focus in some, but not all contexts is the case of a referent
mentioned as a pragmatically prominent non-subject argument (280). In English, for
example, there are a number of cases in which the unstressed pronoun i, which requires a
referent in focus, is used to refer to an entity introduced as the direct object of the
previous sentence. Thus, the referent of a new laptop in (97) could be brought into focus,

which is supported by the fact that it is referred to with iz in the second sentence.

(97)  Paul bought a new laptop today. It was on sale.

One should not, however, draw the conclusion that all direct objects bring their referents
into focus, as direct objects, unlike subjects, are not brought into focus simply by virtue
of their syntactic position. Moreover, the cognitive status of referents mentioned as
direct objects may vary cross-linguistically based on parameters such as word order, as
well as within the same language based on features such as the number of arguments or
the order of information components. In Kumyk, objects most often occur in pre-verbal
position, which is known as a favored position for information focus in Turkish and other
SOV languages (Issever 2003). Nevertheless, in order to eliminate subjectivity, I code all
referents introduced as direct objects as at most activated (in the corpus study and the
questionnaire), but discuss the possibility of some of these referents being in focus in my
analysis in this chapter. Referents of other non-subject arguments, for example dative
objects or nominals which occur in prepositional phrases, are assumed to be activated but

not in focus even though this could possibly vary depending on other factors, particularly
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pragmatic factors, the number of arguments represented in the sentence, or word order
variations which increase the prominence of the dative object (Gundel et al.1993).”

As stated in the introduction to this chapter, the questionnaire also tests whether
or not any of the forms said to signal activation are in fact signaling that the referent is at
most activated. Such a restriction would violate the Givenness Hierarchy prediction that
forms that signal a particular status can always be used with referents of a higher
(entailing) status, but it is important to test, in particular due to the fact that few (4 out of
33) of the referents for sho are coded as higher than activated. In order to form a
conclusion about possible restrictions, I use questionnaire data to test whether or not sho
can be used with a referent that is definitely in focus according to the coding protocol.
Determining that a referent is definitely in focus is much more straightforward than
determining that a referent is activated but not in focus, as any referents which meet the
in focus criteria of the coding protocol are considered to be in focus. In the questionnaire
I primarily use an entity introduced as the subject of a previous sentence or the event
introduced by the previous sentence as an in focus referent for testing. Any instances
where the use of sho or o is judged acceptable with these types of referents in sentence

continuations or fill-in-the-blank portions are assumed to be evidence that there is no

"Gundel et al. 1993 cite the following example where if is used in reference to an entity mentioned as an
NP within a prepositional phrase that is analyzed as in focus:

“However, the government of Barbados is looking for a project manager for a large wind energy project.
I’m going to see the man in charge of it next week.” (280, example 11a).
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constraint that prohibits using these forms with entities in focus—in other words that this
is an implicature and not a necessary inference.

Finally, in the questionnaire I use some different kinds of data to provide evidence
of ranking effects and scalar implicatures. Sentence continuations suggest that certain
forms prefer a particular type of referent, while fill-in-the-blank exercises with multiple
pronouns provide indirect evidence of ranking effects. Section 4 of the questionnaire,
moreover, is designed to provide direct evidence that the choice of pronominal form
influences the choice of referent in an ambiguous context. This section tests sets of
sentences in which the pronouns o and sho alternate and can potentially refer to multiple
possible referents of different statuses. Respondents are asked to identify the referent of
the pronoun, and the results are analyzed in order to determine the strength of the

correlation between the choice of pronoun and the referent type.

5.2. Questionnaire data on null arguments

The primary goal of the questionnaire in relation to null arguments is to confirm
the hypothesis that this form signals the status ‘in focus’ and, thus, is unacceptable with
referents that are at most activated. Also, while the results of the corpus study indicate
that there are no restrictions on the use of nulls in terms of animacy features or
subjecthood (of previous mention), they do indicate a possible restriction on reference to
entities not introduced by nominals, as only one out of 229 tokens in the corpus refers to
a clausally-introduced entity. The questionnaire is designed to determine if this is an

absolute restriction or simply a consequence of the fact that clausally-introduced entities
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are typically not sufficiently salient to be brought into focus or simply that events and

states are not common referent types in this text corpus.

5.2.1. Comments on potential category restrictions

The majority of referents of null arguments in the questionnaire are mentioned as
previous subjects and, thus, are accepted without question to be in focus. The
questionnaire data also demonstrates that null arguments can refer to events introduced
by the previous clause (also in focus)—a category of referent not sufficiently represented
in the corpus study. The use of nulls to refer to events demonstrates the acceptability of
use both with entities not introduced by nominals and with inanimate entities (For
reference to nominally-introduced inanimate entities, see examples (101) and (102) in
section 5.2.2.). The acceptability of null arguments in reference to events and entities
introduced as subjects is demonstrated in three types of exercises in the questionnaire:
sentence continuations, fill-in-the-blank, and grammaticality judgments.’® In sentence
continuations, nulls are used only with referents mentioned as the subject of the previous
sentence, which is a clear case of a referent in focus. An example of this type is shown in
(98). In the fill-in-the-blank section of the questionnaire, null arguments are used with
both types of in focus referents (e.g. previous subjects and events denoted by the

preceding sentence) as in (99). The use of null arguments in reference to an event

78 There is no evidence for the following types of in focus referents of null arguments in the questionnaire:
referents mentioned earlier in the same sentence, referents mentioned in the syntactic focus position of the
preceding clause, higher level topics which are part of the interpretation of the preceding clause and
referents mentioned in the two immediately preceding clauses (without being mentioned as the subject of
the previous clause).
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denoted by the previous sentence is also confirmed by grammaticality judgments, as in
(100), which is judged acceptable by three out of four respondents. (The judgments of
each of the four respondents completing this section are listed in parentheses after the

free translation.)

(98) Ibrag’im restorandan shorpa aldy. (0)
Abraham restaurant.ABL soup take.3S.PST
‘Abraham ordered soup in the restaurant.’

O Bitgende, ofitsiantny  chak’yrdy.
finish.PST.PRT.LOC waiter.ACC invite.3PST
‘When he finished, he called the waiter.’

(99) Bolat atyna minip  barag’anda 1yg’yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

9 bolma iaramas!
happen.INF  allow.NEG
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. That’s not possible! (Lit. ‘For that to
happen is not allowed.’
(2 respondents use a null argument)

(100) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

O Song muallim studentni  k”olun aldy.”
after teacher student.GEN hand.3POSS.ACC take.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. After (that) the teacher shook the
student’s hand.’
(1,1,3,1)

"1 propose that there is a null in this sentence because of the parallel with the sentences with overt
pronouns that start with “Ondan song...”. It is also possible that there no null argument in this case.
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5.2.2. Use of nulls with referents coded as activated

The questionnaire provides evidence related to the use of null arguments with two
categories of referents that are at least activated but not necessarily in focus: entities
mentioned as direct objects or those mentioned as dative objects of the previous sentence.
Null references to entities introduced by non-subjects do not occur in sentence
continuations and are infrequent in the fill-in-the-blank portion of the questionnaire, with
a total of five references to an entity introduced by a direct object and one reference to a
an entity introduced by a dative object, all but one of which are by the same respondent
(orange). The grammaticality judgment portion of the questionnaire indicates that the use
of nulls with entities introduced by direct objects is acceptable, but that the use of nulls
with entities introduced by dative objects is unacceptable. In this section I discuss the
evidence for null references to entities introduced by direct objects and those introduced
by dative objects separately.

Examples (101) and (102) illustrate two test sentences involving reference to
entities mentioned as direct objects in the fill-in-the-blank section. (Three of the five null
references to direct objects come from these pairs.)

(101) Ibrag’im restorandan shorpa aldy.

Abraham restaurant.ABL soup take.3S.PST

O @9 dag’y da alarmy edi eken?

3.2 again  also take.3FUT.INTER AUX.3PST COP

‘Abraham got soup at the restaurant. Would he get it again?’
(1 respondent uses a null argument)

(102) A. Ibrag’im restorandan shorpa aldy.
Abraham restaurant.ABL soup take.3S.PST
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B. 9 tatyvlumu edi?
sweet.INTER be.3PST

‘Abraham got soup at the restaurant. Was it good?’

(2 respondents use a null argument)
In example (101), one out of five respondents uses a null argument to fill-in-the-blank
assumed to refer to the soup, while others use the overt pronoun o or sho. In response to
this example, one might claim that the use of the null argument in reference to the soup is
acceptable due to the parallelism in argument structure, which contributes to the salience
of the referent (cf. Chapter 4, section 4.1.3), as the two sentences both mention Abraham
in subject position and the soup in object position. In the response shown in (102),
however, two out of five respondents fill in the blank with a null argument (while the
others use o or sho), yet there is no parallelism here, as the soup is mentioned as the
object of one sentence and as the subject of a stative verb in the next sentence.

A third sentence pair in which the orange respondent uses a null to fill in a blank
representing the direct object of the previous sentence is shown in (103). This example is
presented here because the first sentence in the pair is parallel to the sentence used in the
grammaticality judgment portion.

(103) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. O @ chalt  okhuma
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST 3.2 quickly read.INF

taryg’yn aitdy.

necessary.3POSS  say.3PST

‘The teacher gave the student a book. (S)he said ((s)he) needed to read (it)
quickly.’

(1 respondent uses a null argument)
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If one assumes that null references to entities introduced as direct objects are
acceptable, the negative grammaticality judgment represented in sentence (104) provides
an unexpected contrast to the acceptability of the null argument used in (103) if one only

considers the argument position of previous mention.

(104) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. *@ Tangcholpan edi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST Tangcholpan be.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. (It) was Tangcholpan.’
(3. 4)

Although the soup in (101) and (102) and the book in (103) and (104) are mentioned in
the same syntactic position in the previous sentence, the use of the null argument in (104)
is judged unacceptable by all respondents (note that this example only occurs in two
questionnaires). However, I propose that this difference is not related to the cognitive
status of the referent or the argument position of the previous mention but to the
difference in the phonological focus structure between the identificational sentence in
(104), where an overt argument is required, and the interrogative and declarative
sentences in (101) - (103), where the phonological focus structure does not require an
overt pronoun.”® The grammaticality judgment of unacceptability in (105), which is

structured similarly to (104), provides supporting data for this claim.

"The greatest similarity is between sentences (104) and (102), which differ structurally only in the addition
of the interrogative suffix —mu, on the predicate adjective tatyviu ‘delicious’. A second difference between
the two sentences is that (102) is structured as an interchange between two speakers A and B, while (104) is
structured as a continuing utterance by the same speaker; however, this does not seem to be the relevant
factor in relation to the acceptability of the null argument.
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(105) Bolat atyna minip barag”anda ygyldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER  go0.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

*@ Tiunegiun boldu.
yesterday happen.3pst

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. (It) was yesterday.’

a(3,3)

[sho (2,1,2,1); bu (2,3,2,3); o (2,4 (one respondent does not use o for non-

humans)]
Although the null argument in (105) refers to an event, which can be assumed to be in
focus, and such references are shown to be acceptable in example (99), both respondents
judge this example to be unacceptable. I propose that the unacceptability of nulls in both
(104) and (105) is related to the fact that the verb bolmak ‘to be’ or ‘to happen’ is a
copular verb that requires two elements that can bear phonological focus (stress) , while
(102) is acceptable because the interrogative morpheme serves as a “host” for
phonological focus. Taken together with the corpus results, the evidence in (101) - (105)
suggests that null reference to a previous direct object can be acceptable and not
dependent on parallelism, as long as the focus structure of the sentence in which the null
occurs does not require an overt form. This data supports the hypothesis that mention in
direct object position brings a referent into focus, but further testing of null reference to
direct objects is needed.

In contrast to the probable acceptability of some null arguments referring to
previous direct objects, the questionnaire results indicate that null reference to the dative

object of a preceding sentence is unacceptable. First of all, in the section on

grammaticality judgments, in two cases where the dative object is assumed to be
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activated, (106) and (107), the use of the null argument is judged unacceptable by all

participants.
(106) *Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. 0 savbol dedi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST thank.you say.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. (S)he said thank you.’
(454’453)
(107) *Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Song  muallim

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST then teacher

O cekzameni  bulan k’utlady.
exam.3POSS with  congratulate.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. Then the teacher congratulated (him/her)
on the exam.’
(3,3,3.4)

In spite of what seems like a clear case of judgments of unacceptability for null

references to dative objects, there is one fill-in-the-blank example in the questionnaire

where the orange respondent uses a null for a previous dative object. In (108) a null

argument is used to fill in a blank associated with the dative object of the previous

sentence, Patimatg "a ‘to Patimat’.

(108)

Muallim Patimatg”a kitap berdi. Sho birinchi savg’at bolg”an  song,
teacher Patimat.DAT book give.3pST 3.3 first gift be.PST.PRT since
9(Patimat) onu(book) anasyna gérsetme  ciuedi.

3.2.ACC mother.3POSS.DAT show.INF want.3PST

‘The teacher gave Patimat a book. Since it was (her) first gift, she wanted to
show it to her mother.’

My analysis of this case is that the occurrence of savg’at ‘gift’ in the first clause of the

second sentence includes an implicit mention of Patimat, the recipient, thus the referent
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would satisfy a criterion for in focus status at the time of the occurrence of the null
argument, as the referent has been mentioned once in each of the previous two clauses.
Assuming this analysis of (108), the data consistently supports the unacceptability of null
references to entities introduced as dative objects. One area for further study would be to
test the acceptability of null reference to entities previously mentioned as dative objects
in cases where there is parallelism in argument structure, as the corpus data indicates that
parallelism may play a role in bringing an entity into focus in cases where syntactic
position alone is insufficient.

In addition to looking at reference to nominally-introduced activated entities, one
sentence in the grammaticality judgment portion of the questionnaire, shown in (109), is
structured to test null reference to a clausally-introduced entity considered to be at most
activated.

(109) Bolat atyna minip barag”’anda g yldy.

Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER  go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’

O barynda tamasha etdi.
everyone surprise do.3PST
‘PRO surprised everyone.’
D (2,3,2,3)
While I intended for this example to create a context in which the null argument would be
understood to refer to the fact that Bolat fell off his horse, responses from a similarly

structured example in another section of the questionnaire, shown in (110), indicate that

the referent in (109) is more likely to be understood as an entity introduced as a nominal
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argument of the previous sentence—that is, Bolat. In (110), all respondents identify the
referent of the form they use to fill in the blank as an entity introduced by a nominal in
the previous sentence (that is, the book or the teacher), rather than a fact. By analogy, |
conclude that the acceptability judgments for (109) cannot be interpreted as evidence for
the acceptability of the use of particular forms in reference to a fact.
(110) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

baryn da tamasha etdi.

everyone surprise do.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. _ surprised everyone.’

o ziu (teacher); ol (teacher); o (teacher); bu (book)

Based on the combined results described above, one possible conclusion is that,
since nulls can refer to non-subject arguments (including both direct and indirect objects)
which are coded as at most activated based on the protocol alone, nulls are not restricted
to referents in focus—a conclusion that would disconfirm the hypothesis based on the
results of the corpus study. On the other hand, the delineation between the acceptability
of the use of nulls with direct objects versus the unacceptability of use with indirect
objects by all but the orange respondent provides evidence that mention in certain less
prominent argument positions may not necessarily be sufficient to bring a referent into
focus. This data suggests that there is a distinction in the salience of direct objects
mentioned in pre-verbal position and indirect objects (either in general or at least those
not mentioned in pre-verbal position); therefore I assume that mention as a direct object

in pre-verbal position brings an entity into focus in most cases (especially, but not only,
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in cases where there is parallelism in the argument structure), while mention in other non-
subject argument positions does not. Within this interpretation of the data, the results
confirm the hypothesis from the corpus study that null arguments require a referent that is
in focus. Furthermore, the data suggests that there is no restriction on the use of null
arguments in referring to clausally-introduced entities that are in focus—that is, events—
based on the hypothesis that some negative judgments of references to events are related

to focus structure rather than to the cognitive status of the referent.

5.3. Reflexives

As most of the corpus data on the reflexive o ziu involves reference to entities
mentioned previously within the same sentence, the questionnaire is used to provide data
on reflexives which refer to entities in the previous sentence and possible constraints on
these uses. The intent is to verify that reflexives can refer at least to the subject of the
previous sentence and to judge the acceptability of their use with referents of other
arguments of the previous sentence which may be at most activated—that is, direct
objects or dative objects. The data on reflexives comes from fill-in-the-blank exercises,
and grammaticality judgments in the questionnaire. No other category restrictions are
tested in the questionnaire, as the corpus study already indicates the acceptability of the
use of o ’ziu with inanimate entities (although I assume that the reflexive cannot be used
with clausally-introduced entities).

In the fill-in-the-blank section, o ziu is used in nine different sentence pairs (by
one respondent each time, except for example (111), where two respondents use this

form). For seven of the nine sentences, o ziu 1s used in reference to a previous subject, as
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in (111). One use of o ziu is in reference to a previous direct object, as shown in (112);
however, follow-up testing of this example shows that this use is at best marginal. In the
other exceptional case illustrated in (113) o ziu is used to refer to a previous dative
object, but further testing of this example shows it to be unacceptable, as well.
(111) Ibrag’im restorandan shorpa aldy.

Abraham restaurant.ABL soup take.3S.PST

Adatly g’alda o  pilavnu  o’ziune/o’ziu aldy.

customary case.LOC 3.2 pilaf.AcCc self.3S.DAT/self.3S take.3S.PST

‘Abraham got soup from the restaurant. Usually he got pilaf for himself./Usually

he(himself) got that pilaf.’
(2 respondents)

(112) ?Ibrag’im restorandan shorpa aldy. O’ziu_ tatyvlumu  edi?
Abraham restaurant.ABL soup take.3S.PST self.3S sweet.INTER be.3PST
‘Abraham got soup at the restaurant. Was it good?’

(1 respondent)

(113) ?Muallim  studentge  kitap berdi. Ol o’ziune chalt
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST 3.2 self. 3S.DAT quickly

okhuma taryg”yn aitdy.

read.INF necessary.3POSS  say.3PST

‘The teacher gave the student a book. (S)he told (him/her) (s)he needed to read it

quickly.’

(1 respondent)
In the grammaticality judgments o ’ziu is judged to be unacceptable when its referent is
mentioned as the dative object of the previous sentence, assumed to be at most activated.
(Note that these sentence pairs are identical to those in (106) and (107), except for the
alternation between the null argument and the reflexive.) Neither of these sentences

involves parallel argument structure.
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(114) *Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. O’ziu savbol ded.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST self.3s thank.you say.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. (S)he said thank you.’
(354’354)

(115) *Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Song muallim  o’ziunu
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST later teacher  self.3S.ACC

ekzameni bulan k’utlady.
exam with  congratulate.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. Then the teacher congratulated (him/her)
on his/her exam.’
(4.4)
In summary, the evidence suggests that reference to previous non-subjects is

unacceptable; however, further testing of the use of reflexives in reference to animate

entities mentioned as direct objects is needed.”

5.4. Questionnaire data on bu

The primary issue the questionnaire data addresses in relation to bu is whether or
not its use requires a referent that is in focus as concluded on the basis of the corpus data.
Following the analysis of nulls and reflexives, particular attention is given to whether or
not bu is acceptable when used with entities introduced by arguments of the previous

sentence which are neither subjects nor direct objects. While the questionnaire is

" While separate work on long-distance reflexivization in Kumyk (Humnick 2007) indicates that it is
unlikely that a reflexive can be coreferent with a non-subject argument of a previous sentence, further work
is required to test the acceptability of reference to a non-subject argument that is clearly in focus because it
has been mentioned in two or more sentences (criterion 5 of the coding protocol). If such uses of the
reflexive are acceptable, it would clearly indicate that the restriction is related only to cognitive status and
not to syntactic position. Otherwise, I assume that the apparent cognitive status restriction is a secondary
effect of a general restriction on non-subject antecedents of the previous sentence.
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primarily structured to provide evidence of cognitive status constraints, there is also data
on the question of whether or not bu is acceptable when used in reference to events or
other types of clausally-introduced entities. This question is intended to follow up the
corpus analysis, where bu is documented as being used only with clausally-introduced
entities with a degree of nominalization. The corpus analysis already provides strong
evidence that there are no restrictions on bu related to grammatical role or animacy
features; therefore, data related to these features is not specifically discussed in this
section, though the acceptable use of bu with non-subjects and inanimate entities is

evident from the discussion of its use with activated entities.

5.4.1. Use of bu with referents coded as activated

Sentence continuations and fill-in-the-blank exercises provide the most natural
evidence of possible acceptable uses of the pronoun bu with at most activated entities.
There are two sentence continuations for which the respondent is asked to write a
sentence using bu. The first of these is listed as example (116). While three out of five
respondents use bu for the referent of Ibrahim, the subject of the previous sentence and,
hence, a referent which is in focus, one response, illustrated in (a), uses this form in
reference to the soup, an entity which is mentioned as the direct object of the previous
sentence and is coded as activated, while another response (b) uses bu in reference to the
restaurant, which is mentioned as a locative argument and not likely to be in focus. For
the sentence continuation shown in (117), three respondents use bu to refer to the student,
an entity mentioned as the dative object of the previous sentence, and one of these cases

is illustrated in (a). One respondent uses bu to refer to the book, mentioned as the direct
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object of the previous sentence, as illustrated in (b). Though the latter case is coded as

activated, it could easily represent a referent in focus, as described previously in section

5.1

(116) Ibrag’im restoranda shorpa ashady. (bu)
Abraham restaurant.LOC soup eat.3PST
‘Abraham ate soup in the restaurant.’

a. Bu tuzlu edi.
3.1 salty be.3pST

‘It was salty.’

b. Mundag”y  ashlar airycha  tatyviu

3.1.Loc.MOD food.PL especially delicious

‘The food here was especially delicious.’

(117) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. (bu)
teacher student.DAT book give.3
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’

a. Bu shossag’at okhuma bashlady.
3.1 immediately read.INF begin.3PST
‘(S)he started to read immediately.’

b. Bunu betleri kép  edi™
3.1.GEN page.PL.3POSS many be.3PST
‘It had a lot of pages.’

The fact that bu can be used in reference to the direct object of the previous sentence in

free sentence continuations is particularly strong evidence that this type of use is

acceptable. As discussed in relation to nulls and reflexives, however, it is likely that

% This is the respondent for whom the data on grammaticality judgments had to be disregarded.

8! Bunu is understood as an alternation of munu, the genitive form.
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referents introduced as direct objects should at least sometimes be analyzed as in focus,
in spite of the fact that they are only coded as activated (cf. 5.2.2 and 5.3). The use of bu
with a locative argument and a dative object in sentence continuations is significant, as
there is less likelihood that mention in these argument positions can bring an entity into
focus.

In the fill-in-the-blank section of the questionnaire, eleven out of twenty-one
tokens of bu occur with referents originally coded as activated.® Six of these refer to an
entity mentioned as a direct object in the previous sentence and five to an entity
mentioned as a dative object (either of a matrix clause or of an embedded clause). A
comparison of these uses with responses from the grammaticality judgment portion
confirms the acceptability of bu with both of these two categories.

The sentences, shown in (118) - (121), all of which are continuations of a
similarly-structured sentence (either fill-in-the-blank, grammaticality judgment, or both),
indicate the acceptability of bu in reference to an entity mentioned as a direct object—in
each case, the book.

(118) Muallim Patimatg”’a kitap  berdi.
teacher Patimat.DAT book give.3PST

‘The teacher gave Patimat a book.’

Bu birinchi savg”at bolg”an song, ol shonu anasyna
3.1 first gift be.3PST.PRT since 3.2 3.3.ACC mother.3POSS.DAT

%2 It is interesting that 15 out of 21 uses of bu in the fill-in-the-blank section are by the same (blue)
respondent. Though not all of the activated cases are from this respondent, a majority of them are (others
are from black respondent); however, grammaticality judgments for similar sentence pairs using bu do not
suggest that acceptable judgments are limited to one or two respondents.
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(119)

(120)

(121)

gérsetme  siuedi.

show.INF want.3PST

‘Since it was her first gift, she wanted to show it to her mother.’
(2 respondents)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Student munu  chalt  okhudu.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST student 3.1.ACC quickly read.3pST
‘The teacher gave the student a book. The student read it quickly.’

(1 respondent)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Student, munu  alyp,
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST student 3.1.AcC take.GER

u’ige getdi.

home.DAT  go.3PST

‘The teacher gave the student a book, The student, taking it, went home.’
(2,2)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Bu “Tangcholpan” edi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST 3.1  Tangcholpan be.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. It was Tangcholpan.’

(2 respondents)

Grammaticality judgments of the same sentence: (3,1,2,3)
[D (3.4); 0 (2,4); shu (2, 3;3,4); sho (1,1,2,1)]

In the fill-in-the-blank response, respondents use bu to refer to the book two times in

(118) and once in (119). In a similarly structured sentence pair in the grammaticality

judgment portion, shown in (120), both respondents judge bu to be acceptable. (This pair

was given only to 2 respondents.) In example (121) in the grammaticality judgment

portion, however, the response to this sentence pair was inconsistent, with two

respondents (blue and red) judging the sentence to be unacceptable and two, acceptable.

It is interesting that one of respondent who judges the sentence to be unacceptable (blue)
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is the same as one of those who used bu for the same pair in the fill-in-the-blank section.
The other (red) judges both o and bu to be “3”, which seems to indicate that red prefers
sho in reference to an inanimate entity (see data on sho) rather than any type of restriction
based on cognitive status. (Note that the same sentence pair (cf. example (104)) is judged
to be unacceptable (by 2 out of 2 respondents) when a null argument is used in the same
position as bu, but I propose that this restriction is related to particular sentence types and
phonological focus.)

Sentences (122) - (129) illustrate the use of bu with referents mentioned as the
dative object of the previous sentence. In (122) and in the first uses of bu in (123) and
(124) this form is used to refer to the student/Patimat by one respondent for each pair in
the fill-in-the-blank portion of the questionnaire.

(122) Muallim  studentge  kitap berdi. Shunu bu chalt

teacher  student.DAT book give.3PST 3.4.AcC 3.1 quickly

okhuma taryg’yn aitdy.

read.INF necessary.3POSS  say.3PST

‘The teacher gave the student a book. ((S)he) told (him/her) (s)he (bu) needed to

read it (shunu) quickly.’
(1 respondent)

(123) Muallim Patimatg’a kitap  berdi. Bu shonu kép  ushatdy .
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST 3.1 3.4.ACC much be.pleased.3PST

Song, bu u’ige getdi.

later 3.1 home.DAT go.3PST

‘The teacher gave Patimat a book. She was very pleased with it. Then she went
home.’

(1 respondent)
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(124) Muallim Patimatg”a; kitap  berdi.
teacher Patimat.DAT book give.3PST

O  birinchi savg”at bolg”’an song, bu; munu  anasyna
3.2 first gift be.3PST.PRT since 3.1 3.1.ACC mother.3POSS.DAT

gérsetme  siuedi.

show.INF  want.3PST

‘The teacher gave Patimat a book. Since it was her first gift, she wanted to show

it to her mother.’

(1 respondent)
In similar examples in the grammaticality judgment portion the use of bu in reference to
the student/Patimat is judged to be acceptable by all respondents for (125) and all but one
respondent for (126), while the use of null arguments or reflexives in each case is judged

unacceptable by all respondents. This provides strong evidence that the use of bu is less

restricted than that of nulls and reflexives.

(125) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Bu  savbol dedi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST thank.you say.3pST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. (S)he said thank you.’
(2727272)

[shu (4,4,2,4); 0 ziu (3,4,3,4); O (4,4,4,3); 0 (2, 2); sho (3,4,2,4)
cf. example (106)]

(126) Muallim studentge  kitap  berdi. Song muallim
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST then teacher

munu  ekzameni  bulan k’utlady.

3.1.Acc exam.3POSS with congratulate.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. Then the teacher congratulated him/her
on the exam.’

(1,2,2,3)

[0’z (4,4); D (3,3,3,4); 0 (2,1); sho (3,4,3,4); shu (3,4;3,4); cf. example (107)]
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An interesting aspect to the data set represented in (122) - (126) is that the dative object is
human, while the accusative object is inanimate. Later in this chapter I show that
animacy ranking can also play a role in the choice of pronoun; therefore in these cases,
the acceptability of the use of bu with the dative object may also be explained by the fact
that the human referent outranks the inanimate referent in terms of salience.

Similar results occur for a second set of sentences in which a pronoun refers to a
non-human entity mentioned as the dative object of the subordinate clause in the
preceding sentence, which must be considered at most activated according to the coding
criteria. In (127) and (128) bu or munu (the accusative of bu) are used to fill in a blank in
reference to the horse by one respondent for each example. Note that the acceptability of
bu in (127) does not depend on parallel argument structure, as in (122) - (126).

(127) Bolat atyna minip  barag”’anda 1yg’yldy.

Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

Sho saialy, o  munu satma khyial etdi.

3.3 because 3.2 3.1.AcC sell.INF decision make.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Because of that, he decided to sell it.’

(128) Bolat atyna minip  barag”anda 1yg’yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST
G’ali bug”ar dag’y minip  barmazhak’man dep  aitdy.
now 3.1.DAT again ride.GER go.NEG.FUT.1S  COMP say.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Now (he) said that (he) won’t ride it
anymore.’

In the grammaticality judgment portion, three out of four respondents judge (129) to be

acceptable, confirming the results for (127) and (128). The one respondent (red) who
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judges this example to be unacceptable does so for all overt pronouns tested except sho;
thus I conclude that the issue of acceptability in this one specific case is related to the
respondent’s preference for sho with non-human referents rather than cognitive status
restrictions on the other forms.*
(129) Bolat atyna minip barag”’anda g yldy.

Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

Bolat O(Bolat) dag”y bug”ar minmezhegin  aitdy.

Bolat more 3.1.DAT ride.3FUT.3POSS say.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Bolat said he won’t ride it anymore.’
(2727273)

[0 (1,2,2,4); sho (1,2,1,2)]

Since the acceptable uses of bu to refer to the horse do not involve reference to the
highest-ranking participant in terms of animacy (Bolat, the human, is ranked higher), the
data in this section shows that the acceptability of reference to dative objects is not
conditional on the added salience resulting from reference to a human.

To summarize this section, the testing of bu with entities which are not coded as
in focus by the criteria of the coding protocol shows that this pronoun is acceptable with
entities introduced in the previous sentence as direct objects. In addition to this, a
number of examples in the questionnaire indicate acceptability with entities introduced
by other arguments of the previous sentence, including dative objects and locative

arguments of both matrix and embedded clauses. One result of the grammaticality

% This respondent is not entirely consistent and uses bu for non-human/inanimate referents in some cases
yet also indicates a constraint against using o for non-humans.
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judgments is the finding that bu is judged to be acceptable in cases where neither null
arguments nor reflexives are judged to be acceptable—more specifically, use with
previous arguments other than subjects or direct objects—showing that nulls and
reflexives are more restricted than bu. My conclusion is that the use of bu is not
constrained to referents in focus, in spite of the fact that it is rarely used with referents not

in focus in the corpus; and it is thus analyzed as signaling activation.

5.4.2. Use of bu with clausal entities

Due to the absence in the corpus study of uses of bu with entities denoted by a
preceding sentence, the questionnaire tests the use of bu to refer to events denoted by the
preceding sentence to determine whether this is indeed a constraint. The data related to
this issue, however, proves to be inconclusive. For the fill-in-the-blank sentence pairs in
(130), responses (a) and (b) (by two different respondents) indicate that bu is acceptably
used with a clausally-introduced entity (event) in each case.

(130) Bolat atyna minip barag”’anda g yldy.

Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER  go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’

a. Bu bolma iaramas!

3.1 happen.INF allow.NEG.GER

‘That’s not possible!” (Lit. ‘For that to happen is not allowed.) (blue)
b. Bu nechik bolma bola?

3.1 how happen.INF happen.PR

‘How could it be/happen?’ (red)

On the other hand, the use of bu to refer to an event in example (131) from the

grammaticality judgment section is judged unacceptable by all but one respondent, while
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sho is judged acceptable by all respondents and o and null are judged acceptable by all
but one respondent. Likewise, in example (132), two respondents judged the use of bu in

reference to the event introduced by the previous sentence to be unacceptable.*

(131) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

?Mundan song muallim studentni  k”olun aldy.

3.1.ABL  after teacher student.GEN hand.3POSS.ACC take.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. After that the teacher shook the student’s
hand.’

(2,4;3,4)

[sho (1,1;2,1); shu (3,3;2,2); 9 (1,1;3,1); o (1,1, 2,4 (this respondent does not use
o for non-human))]

(132) Bolat atyna minip  barag’anda 1yg’yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST
?Bu tiunegjun boldu.

3.1 yesterday happen.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. (It) happened yesterday.’

(253’253)
[sho (2,1,2,1); D (3,3); o (2,4 (this respondent does not use o for non-human))]

Note that (131) and (132) are the only type of examples in the grammaticality judgment
section in which bu was viewed as less than acceptable by the non-red respondents. Red,

however, is somewhat restrictive in the use of bu and o with non-human referents, and

% There is some question as to whether the referent of bu in example (131) actually refers to an event or,
more specifically, to the time of the event. If the referent is the time, it may be considered to be introduced
indirectly in association with the event, which would affect its cognitive status and, thus, the choice of
referring form.
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this may also be the factor affecting black’s response in (132). (Other respondents, such
as blue, use bu with non-human referents — cf. (127).)

In the analysis of these facts, one must also consider that there is a significant
difference between the sentence pairs shown in (130) and those in (131) and (132): the
former pairs represent an exchange between two speakers in which the second speaker
gives an emphatic response, while the latter pairs represent continuations by one speaker,
with no emphatic feature. The mixed reaction to the second set might indicate that the
use of hu in a context without the emphatic feature is marginal based on pragmatic
features other than cognitive status. Another consideration is that the sentences in (131)
and (132) may also be non-referential uses of bu rather than actual references to events,
which can be common in conventionalized exclamations.

One limitation of the questionnaire is that it does not test the acceptability of bu
when used with a clausally-introduced entity from the previous sentence that is not
brought into focus—that is, a fact, proposition, situation or speech act. As described in
relation to (109) and (110) in section 5.2.2, this is due to an unexpected ambiguity in the
pairs targeted for testing this type of referent. Further testing of this type of referent
would provide further information on both the limits of acceptability of the use of bu with
clausally-introduced entities and confirmation that bu is acceptable in use with all types
of entities which are considered to be at most activated. If one can demonstrate that bu
can be used acceptably in reference to a speech act or a clausally-introduced entity that is
indirectly introduced by the previous clause (such as a situation or a proposition), then it

clearly cannot be restricted to referents in focus.
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5.5. Questionnaire data on o

Since the corpus analysis shows significant numbers of tokens of o with both at
most activated and in focus referents, the questionnaire does not directly test restrictions
related to either category of cognitive status; however, the data about o from the
questionnaire does provide some interesting information and also serves as a control for
some of the other tests for constraints. The fact that o is used in reference to both in
focus entities and at most activated entities in the questionnaire corroborates findings
based on the corpus analysis that this form only signals activation and confirms that this
form does not conventionally signal ‘not in focus’ (which would have been inconsistent
with the GH model), while still allowing for the possibility that it implicates ‘not in
focus’. A possibly significant observation from the questionnaire is that one respondent
appears to have a constraint against using o for non-human/inanimate entities that is not
exhibited by the other respondents.

In (133) and (134), the two test sentences which require continuations that use o,
the pronoun is used to refer to a human referent which is in focus and is mentioned as the
subject of the previous sentence (either Bolat (133) or Abraham (134)) in all except two
cases. In the latter two cases, (134), o is used to refer to the soup, the direct object of the
previous sentence.

(133) Bolat atyna minip  barag’anda 1yg’yldy. (o)

Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’
(In all continuations of this sentence, o refers to Bolat.)
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(134) Ibrag’im restorandan shorpa aldy.

Abraham restaurant.ABL soup take.3S.PST
‘Abraham ordered soup in the restaurant.’
(In three sentence continuations o refers to Abraham; in two, o refers to the soup.)

In the fill-in-the-blank section of the questionnaire, most respondents use o to

refer to both human and non-human/inanimate entities. The red respondent, however,

only uses o for human entities. Similarly, the red respondent judges o to be unacceptable

when referring to a non human entity, as in (135) - (137), while the remaining

respondents judge these uses to be acceptable.

(135)

(136)

(137)

Bolat atyna minip  barag”anda g yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

Bolat O dag”’y og”ar  minmezhegin  aitdy.
Bolat more 3.1.DAT ride.3FUT.3POSS say.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Bolat said he won’t ride it anymore.’

0 (1 727274)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. O “Tangcholpan” edi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST Tangcholpan  be.3PST
‘The teacher gave a book to the student. It was Tangcholpan.’
0(2,4)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

Ondan song muallim studentni  k”olun aldy.

3.2.ABL after teacher student.GEN hand.3POSS.ACC take.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. After that the teacher shook the student’s
hand.’

o(1,1,2,4)
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The red respondent’s responses are consistent across all sections of the questionnaire with
a constraint against using o with non-human referents. In section 4, in particular for two
responses for which o could only refer to a non-human entity, this respondent writes “@”
when asked to identify the referent. Evidence from the other respondents, however, does
not support such a constraint.

Except for the respondent who appears to have a constraint against using o with
non-human referents, all except two sentence pairs containing o are judged to be
acceptable. In one exceptional case shown in (138), which only appears in two
questionnaires, one respondent judges all overt pronouns to be acceptable, while the other
judges all overt pronouns to be unacceptable; thus, one may conclude that some aspect of
the sentence pair other than the pronoun choice is unacceptable. A similar conclusion
may be drawn about (139), where one out of four respondents judge o and all other forms
to be unacceptable, while the remaining respondents judge o to be acceptable.

(138) Murat o ’ziuniu mashini  bulan tiukenge barma tok’tashdy.

Murat self.3S.GEN car.3POSS with store.DAT go.INF decide.3PST

Song o  onu dégerchegi boshalg”anny bildi.

later 3.2 3.2.ACC tire.3POSS  empty.PST.PRT.ACC know.3PST

‘Murat decided to go to the store with his(own) car. Then he(o) found out that

his/its tire was flat.’

0(2,3)
[sho (2,3); bu (1,3)]

(139) Bolat atyna minip  barag”anda 1yg’yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’
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O  barynda tamasha etdi.

3.2 everyone surprise do.3PST

‘It/he surprised everyone.’

o (1,3,1,1)

9 (2,3,2,3); bu (2,4,2,2); sho (1,3,2,3); shu (1,3,2,3)

5.6. Questionnaire data on sho

Since the number of corpus referents for s/o that are coded as in focus is small,
one of the goals of the questionnaire is to test whether or not the use of sho is restricted to
referents that are not in focus. The questionnaire provides further data that sho occurs
most frequently with at most activated entities, but it also specifically tests the
acceptability of sho with two types of in focus referents which do not occur with sko in
the corpus study: events and subjects of the previous sentence. In the analysis of the
questionnaire data, I also consider whether or not two more specific constraints might
apply to sho: a constraint against individual human referents or a constraint against
reference to previous subjects.

The questionnaire data supports the generalization that sho prefers (or most
commonly refers to) entities that are not in focus—more specifically, non-human entities
that are not the subject of the previous sentence. Sentence continuations provide the most
natural data on the types of entities which can be referred to with sho. The three
sentences used to elicit sentence continuations with sko are given in (140) - (142), with

four of the response sentences illustrated in (142) (a) — (d). *

% One response in this section was not considered because it used sho as a determiner rather than a
pronoun.
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(140)

(141)

(142)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. (sho)
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’

(4 responses use sho to refer to the book; 1 response uses sho to refer to the giving
of the book)

Ibrag’im restoranda  shorpa ashady.  (sho)

Abraham restaurant.LOC soup eat.3PST

‘Abraham ate soup in the restaurant.’

(3 responses use sho to refer to the restaurant; 2 use sho to refer to the soup)

Bolat atyna minip  barag”’anda g yldy.  (sho)
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’

(@) Shonu aiag’y  avurtdu.
3.3.GEN leg.3P0OsS be.injured.3PST
‘His leg was injured.’

(b) Bolat shog”ar dag’y minmezhek.
Bolat 3.3.DAT more ride.3FUT
‘Bolat will not ride him anymore.’

(c) Bolat sholai iyg’ylag”any birinchi gezik.
Bolat 3.3.MOD fall.PST.PRT.3POSS first time
‘It was the first time he had fallen like that.’

(d) Ol shog”ar k”amuchu iaman urg”an edi.
3.2 3.3.DAT whip bad  hit.PST.PRT AUX.3PST
‘He whipped him hard.’

In (140) and (141), the continuations use s/o to refer to entities that are inanimate and not

mentioned as the subject of the previous sentence: the book (4 times) or the giving of the

book (once) in (140) and the restaurant (3 times) or the soup (twice) in (141). In each of

these cases, there is no coding criterion by which the referent of s/o is automatically

coded as in focus, though it is possible, as explained above, that at least the entities

mentioned as direct objects may be in focus. The majority of responses to sentence
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(142), show a similar preference for non-human entities that are not coded as in focus, as
shown in (b) — (d), where the referents are the horse (2 responses) or the act of riding a
horse (1 response).86 The continuation in (a), however, uses sho to refer to Bolat, a
human entity that is mentioned as the subject of the previous sentence and thus meets a
sufficient criterion of a referent in focus. The responses from this section alone indicate
that sho refers to a non-human entity that is not in focus much more frequently than to a
human entity that is in focus, but that this is not an absolute restriction.

Additional evidence for the absence of a constraint against entities in focus is the
use of sho with events introduced by a previous sentence. In the questionnaire data, the
acceptability of sho in reference to events is illustrated both by fill-in-the-blank cases
(where the blank is associated with an event referent) and grammaticality judgments of
sentences in which sho refers to an event mentioned by the previous sentence. In fill-in-
the-blank responses, like those illustrated in (143), sho is not only acceptable, but is used
more often than any other pronominal form in reference to the event denoted by the
previous sentence.”’ In grammaticality judgments, every use of sho in reference to an

event is rated as acceptable by all participants, as illustrated in (144) and (145).

% This activity is coded as ‘activated’ rather than ‘in focus’ due to the fact that this activity is introduced,
not by the matrix verb phrase, iyg "yldy ‘fell’ but by the subordinate clause verb phrase, atyna minip
barag ’anda ‘when riding (his) horse’.

%7 Though the referent of sho in (143) and (144) is interpreted here as an event which is introduced directly
by the previous clause and, thus, in focus, in later stages of the research a question has arisen as to whether
these are references strictly to the time of the event and that the time is not necessarily introduced directly
by the previous clause. However, even without these two examples, there is still the evidence from (145),
which is a clear reference to an event and illustrates the acceptability of sho with this type of referent.
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(143)

(144)

(145)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

shondan song muallim studentni  k”olun aldy.

PRO.ABL after teacher student.GEN hand.3POSS.ACC take.3PST

‘The teacher gave the student a book. After that, the teacher shook the student’s
hand.’

shondan (4 times); ondan (1 time)

Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

Shondan song muallim studentni  k”olun aldy.

3.3.ABL after teacher student.GEN hand.3POSS.ACC take.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. After  the teacher shook the
student’s hand.’ [corresponds to the fill-in-the-blank example in (143).]
sho is good (1,1,2,1)

Bolat atyna minip barag”’anda 1yg”yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER  go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

Sho tiunegiun boldu.

3.3 yesterday hapen.3PST

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. It happened yesterday.’
sho (2,1,2,1)

Though the use of s/o in reference to events is enough to confirm that s/o can be

used with entities in focus, another possibility which should be explored is whether or not

the use of sho for some speakers is more specifically limited to entities which are not

introduced as subjects in the previous sentence. As mentioned in the beginning of this

section, one response in the sentence continuation portion of the questionnaire already

suggests the lack of a subject constraint (green respondent). In the analysis of

questionnaire data from other sections, the absence of s/o in reference to previous

subjects in the fill-in-the-blank section and the results of example (146) in the
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grammaticality judgment portion suggest that use with previous subjects is not acceptable
for all speakers.
(146) Mariam anasyna alma berdi.

Mariam mother.3POSS.DAT apple give.3PST

‘Mariam gave an apple to (her) mother.’

O  shog’ar raziligin bildirdi.

3.2 3.3.DAT pleasure.3POSS.ACC know.CAUS.3PST
‘She(o) expressed her pleasure to/at her.’

(2,3)

In this example, where sho most likely refers to Mariam, one respondent judges the
acceptability as “2”, while the other gives a “3”.*® (Note that the respondent who judges
this example as “2” is not the same respondent who gives a sentence continuation with
sho referring to a previous subject.) Further analysis, however suggests that these
judgments are difficult to distinguish in this data set from an apparent constraint for
some, but not all, speakers against using sho with human referents.* (Note that blue is
one of two respondents who doesn’t use sho with humans.)

Section 4 of the questionnaire provides less direct evidence that sho is acceptable,

at least for some speakers, when used in reference to previous subjects. In a number of

examples in this section in which the pronoun s/o is used and multiple interpretations are

% This was an alternative example that did not appear on green’s and red’s questionnaires, and the orange
respondent’s answers on the grammaticality judgments were disqualified. There is possibly some
unexpected abiguity which would allow for the referent to be understood as the apple or the giving of the
apple.

% Unfortunately the questionnaire does not provide any direct data on the acceptability of sko in reference
to a non-human subject of the previous clause. Section 4 has indirect data that reference to previous non-
human subjects is acceptable.
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possible, respondents select a referent which is mentioned as the subject of the previous
sentence. Example (147) illustrates one of these cases where two respondents identify
the referent of sho as the teacher.

(147) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’

Sho barynda tamasha etdi.

3.2 everyone surprise do.3PST

‘It/(s)he surprised everyone.’

(2 respondents identify the teacher as the referent of sho; 2 respondents identify

the book or the giving of the book as the referent of s40)

For this type of data, however, identifying the referent of a pronoun is not necessarily the
equivalent to a judgment of acceptability or an indication that the pronoun would be used
in the same way in natural speech.

Unexpectedly, the questionnaire data provides evidence that some, but not all,
speakers use sho only with non-human referents. Two different respondents (red and
blue), use sho only for non-humans, regardless of cognitive status or the grammatical role
of the previous mention. These respondents do not use sho to refer to humans in any
continuations or fill-in-the-blank sentences and judge all examples which use s/o in

reference to a human individual as unacceptable.”® This is illustrated for both

respondents by (148) and (149), where the referent is activated, and for one respondent in

% Since the corpus data includes tokens of sho that refer to human groups but not to human individuals and
the grammaticality judments do not test the acceptability of sho with human groups, there is enough
evidence to suggest a constraint against human individuals, but not enough to suggest a constraint against
groups of humans.
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(146), where the referent is in focus. The unacceptability of sho with the activated, non-
subject referent suggests that only the human parameter affects the acceptability of sho
for these two respondents.”’
(148) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Song muallim shonu

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST then teacher 3.3.ACC

ekzameni  bulan k’utlady.

exam.3POSS with  congratulate.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. Then the teacher congratulated him/her
on (his/her) exam.’

sho (3,4,3,4)

[0 and bu are judged to be acceptable: cf. (126) bu (1,2,2,3); 0 (2,1)]

On the other hand, as shown in example (149) from the grammaticality judgment
portion of the questionnaire, one respondent (green) judges the use of sho with a human
individual to be acceptable (in this case, the referent is mentioned as the dative object of
the previous sentence). The same respondent also uses sko in reference to a human in the
continuation test shown previously in (142) (a).

(149) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’

*! It is possible that judgments of unacceptability are related to the ranking of participants. In other words,
if there is a human referent in the previous sentence, and s#o specializes in indicating the lower-ranked of
two or more entities, as subsequent sections of this study claim, then the judgment of unacceptability could
relate to the fact that sho should not be used with a higher-ranking entities (in terms of cognitive status
and/or animacy) rather than a general constraint against use with humans.
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Sho savbol dedi.

3.3 thank.you say.3PST

(2,3,4,4)
The data from the grammaticality judgment in (149) could be considered somewhat
questionable, as the other three respondents judge this use of sko here to be unacceptable.
In addition to this case, however, there are two different answers from two other
respondents that indicate that using sho to refer to individual human referents is possible.
In the fill-in-the blank response in (150), where the respondents are also asked to identify
the referent of the pronoun, one respondent (orange) uses sho in reference to Patimat
(object of the previous sentence).
(150) Muallim Patimatg”a  kitap berdi.

teacher Patamat.DAT book give

Sho(Patimat) O(kitap) kép  ushatdy. Song, ol u’ige getdi.

33 much please.3PST later 3.2 home.DAT go.3PST
‘The teacher gave Patimat a book. She was very pleased (with it). Later she went
home.’

In addition to the evidence from (150), in (146) another respondent (black) judges sho to
be acceptable in reference to Mariam. Note that black is inconsistent and judges sho as
unacceptable in (149) and (148), where the referent is human and activated, suggesting
no consistent parameter.”” Based on these three examples from three different

respondents, there is no evidence of a constraint against human referents among all

%2 If the black respondent understands sho to refer to a referent other than Mariam in (146), the responses
would be more consistent..
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speakers. I assume that this is a preference which is not fully grammaticized as a
constraint or perhaps varies by age or region. The unacceptability of certain examples
where sho is used for a human may also depend solely on the number and types of
activated entities and ranking tendencies discussed in the next section (5.8).

To summarize this section, the questionnaire data indicate that, while there is a
strong tendency against the use of sho for referents that are in focus, especially when
these are human, this cannot be considered an actual constraint, but it is consistent with

the presence of a strong implicature that the referent is not in focus.

5.7. Questionnaire data on shu

The questionnaire data shown in sentences (151) and (152) provides evidence that
the pronoun shu is acceptable for at least some speakers. In the sentence continuation
portion, all respondents use shu in a continuation of the sentence illustrated in (151) to
refer to the book (one representative response is provided).
(151) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.  (shu)

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

Student shundan tapmuruviar etezhek.

student 3.4.ABL assignment make.3FUT

‘The student will do an assignment from it.’
In the fill-in-the-blank section shu is used two times by the same (blue) respondent. One
of these cases is illustrated in (152).
(152) Bolat atyna minip  barag”anda 1yg’yldy.

Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’
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Shu  nechik bolma bola?

34  how happen.INF  happen.PR

‘How could it be/happen?’ (blue)

In the grammaticality judgment portion, however, the use of shu receives a
significant number of unacceptable judgments. One respondent (black) judges all
examples with shu to be “3” or “4”—that is ‘possible, but people don’t usually say it that
way’, or ‘no Kumyk person would say it that way’. The use of shu in reference to human
entities is judged unacceptable in all but one case, which is shown in the green response
to example (153).” Note that, in this example, the judgments for shu are very similar to
those of sho.

(153) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Shu savbol dedi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST 3.4 thank.you say.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. (S)he said thank you.’

shu (4,4,2,4)

[oziu (3,4,3,4); bu (2,2,2,2); 0 (4,4,4,3); 0 (2,2); sho (3,4,2,4)]

The use of shu in reference to non-human entities is somewhat more acceptable,
though the majority of responses (8 out of 14) still judge these references to be
unacceptable. Two examples of judgments of shu in reference to an inanimate entity are

illustrated in (154) and (155), where the grammaticality judgments are 2-3-3-4 and 3-3-2-

2, respectively.

% Though responses from the orange respondent are not included in the discussion of acceptability
judgments in this section because only one sentence was judged unacceptable, it is worthy of note that the
one unacceptable sentence was this case of the use of shu in reference to the student in (153).
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(154) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Shu “Tangcholpan” edi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST 3.4  Tangcholpan be.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. It was Tangcholpan.’
shu (2,3,3,4)
[bu (3,1,2,3); D (3.4); 0 (2,4); sho (1,1,2,1)]

(155) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

Shundan song muallim studentni  k”olun aldy.

3.4.ABL  after teacher student.GEN hand.3POSS.ACC take.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. After  the teacher shook the student’s

hand.’

shu (3,3,2,2)

[sho (1,1,2,1); © (1,1,3,1); 0 (1,1,2,4); bu (2,4,3,4)]
In comparing these two examples, it is hard to determine any criteria for degree of
acceptability based on the context, as the blue respondent judges shu to be acceptable in
(154) but not in (155), while the red and green respondents judge shu to be acceptable in
(155) but not in (154). (The black respondent judges shu to be unacceptable in all cases.)
It is also interesting that s/o is consistently acceptable in all uses with inanimate entities,
while shu is not. Given the variability of results, there is not enough evidence to predict
when the use of shu is acceptable; nevertheless, there is enough evidence to suggest that

there is no restriction to entities in focus, and, thus, one can claim that sAu, to the extent

that it is used at all, signals that its referents are activated.

5.8. Evidence for implicatures

This section discusses evidence from the questionnaire that the use of forms
hypothesized to signal ‘activated’ on the basis of the corpus study, that is, o, sho, and shu,

sometimes give rise to the implicature ‘not in focus’. In addition to this, based on the
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questionnaire results described in section 5.4, the revised prediction for the pronoun bu is
that it signals ‘activated’, rather than ‘in focus’; therefore this section includes a
discussion of any evidence that bu also implicates ‘not in focus’. Since implicatures
typically arise only when the information signaled by a stronger form is relevant, they
generally arise with pronominal forms when they function to differentiate between two or
more possible referents of the same minimal status (e.g. both at least activated) by
implicating that one of them is not in focus. This phenomenon is particularly noticeable
in utterances in which two or more entities are referred to with pronouns. For example,
in a context where a null argument and s/o are used to refer to different entities, one of
which is in focus and one of which is (at most) activated, the null argument necessarily
refers to the referent in focus (since nulls require a referent in focus), while sko is used to
refer to the referent that is at most activated, even though, in principle, it could refer to
either one. Even in a context in which the speaker refers to only one of multiple possible
activated entities, the use of any of the forms which only signal activation, that is, bu, o,
sho, or shu, can implicate ‘not in focus’.”*

Evidence both from previous studies (Mulkern 2003) and from the current
analysis shows that the implicature ‘not in focus’ is sometimes extended to differentiate
between two referents of the same maximal status (e.g. both in focus or both at most
activated) by implicating that one is less salient (that is, less in focus or less activated)

than the other. In a context with multiple pronominal references, if this ranking effect is

% Note, however, that implicatures do not necessarily arise in contexts which require an overt form for an
independent reason, such as phonological focus or other focus contexts (cf. example (104)).
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extended in order to differentiate between two referents in focus one would expect, for
example, that a null argument (or any form signaling in focus) could be used with the
referent of greater salience and s/o (or any form signaling activated) could be used with
the referent of lesser salience. In the case of reference to two entities that are at most
activated, sho or any other overt pronoun could be used to refer to the less salient one, but
a pronoun signaling in focus cannot be used with an entity that is at most activated; thus,
another overt pronoun would be used. If all overt pronouns can implicate ‘not in focus’
(or less salient), then there is no logical basis for differentiating the relative salience of
two entities that are both at most activated. I propose that, for this reason, one of the four
overt pronouns in Kumyk (s40) has become specialized in communicating the
implicature ‘not in focus’ and, by extension, designating the less salient of two entities.
Both the corpus study and questionnaire data support the idea that the use of s/ko has a
strong correlation with entities that are of lower relative cognitive status or less
prominent. In particular, section 4 of the questionnaire demonstrates that sho is much
more likely than o to implicate “not in focus’.”’

Finally, the reanalysis of bu raises the question of the degree to which this form is
used to implicate ‘not in focus’. Following the argumentation above about the
relationship between implicatures and the relative salience of referents, this analysis

looks at the use of bu compared to other pronominal forms in contexts with multiple

% The goal of this section of the questionnaire was primarily to explore the difference in distribution
between o and sho, two forms hypothesized to signal ‘activated’. The questionnaire did not test sko in
relation to bu in the same way, as bu was originally hypothesized to signal ‘in focus’ based on the corpus
results. Shu was not tested in this way due to the overall rarity of the use of this form.
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possible referents. The results show that, while the use of sho often implicates the less
salient entity, bu appears to have a specialized function of indicating the most salient of
two or more entities with the same minimal cognitive status. This would account for the
fact that bu almost exclusively refers to entities in focus in the corpus, even though, as the
questionnaire data indicates, it is not absolutely restricted to entities in focus, and for the

fact that bu is rarely associated with the implicature, ‘not in focus’.

5.8.1. Overt pronouns, topic-shift, and implicatures

In analyzing the use of bu, o, sho and shu to create scalar implicatures, it is
important to explore facts about the distribution and interpretation of these forms within
simple and complex clause structures. While these facts are generally considered to be
syntactic, they may, in fact, be derived from the implicatures created by the use of overt
forms versus null arguments.

In Kumyk, non-reflexive overt pronouns are always interpreted as not coreferent
with a subject within the same clause, as shown in the second sentence of (156).%°
(156) Bolat; o ’ziuniu; uchun kitap aldy.

Bolat self.3P0SS.GEN for book buy.3s.PST
‘Bolat bought a book for himself.’

% 0 is used as a representative of an overt pronoun, as it is syntactically interchangeable with bu, sho, or
shu. Note that a non-reflexive pronoun can be used in reference to a nominal within the same noun
phrase—such as Katja va onu k’ardashlar ‘Katy and her friends’.
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Leila; og”ari da kitap aldy.

Leyla 3.2.DAT EMPH book buy.3.PST

‘Leyla; bought a book for him /*herself, too.’

The second sentence of (156), shows that the pronoun og "ar (dative form of 0), cannot
be interpreted as coreferent with Leila, the subject of the clause in which it occurs, but
can be interpreted as coreferent with Bolat, the entity mentioned as the subject of the
previous sentence. In the same type of context, a reflexive can be coreferential with the
subject, as shown in the first sentence of (156), where o ziuniu is coreferent with the
subject, Bolat.

Another restriction on coreferentiality is that an overt non-reflexive subject
pronoun in one clause is always interpreted as not coreferent with the subject of a
conjoining clause of the same sentence, as illustrated in (157).

(157) [Naima; getgende,] o+ ylady.

Naima gO0.PST.PRT.LOC 3.2 cry.3.PST

‘When Naima left, he/she(not Naima) cried.’

In (157), the overt pronoun o must be interpreted as not coreferent with Naima, the
subject of the preceding non-finite clause. In the same context, either a null argument or

a reflexive could be used to express a coreferent subject, as illustrated in (158).°’

°7 Interestingly, the use of null arguments, on the other hand, is difficult to describe in terms of
coreferentiality restrictions. As shown in (i), a null argument in one clause of a complex clause
construction does not necessarily have to be interpreted as coreferent with the subject of the other clause.
Whether the null occurs in the matrix clause, as in (a), or in the preceding non-finite clause, as in (b), it can
be interpreted as referring either to Bolat or to Naima.
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(158) [Naima; getgende,] 0;/0’ziu; ylady.

Naima g0.PST.PRT.LOC 38 cry.3.PST

‘When Naima left, she(Naima) cried.’

The restrictions on coreferentiality in complex clause constructions do not,
however, apply to cases where a non-subject of one clause is coreferent with a subject of
an adjoining clause, as illustrated in (159), where the pronoun onu can be interpreted as
referring to Naima or someone other than Bolat, but not to Bolat.

(159) [Naima; getgende,] Bolat; onu i/ arysyndan  iylady.

Naima g0.PST.PRT.LOC Bolat 3s after cry.3.PST

‘When Naima left, Bolat cried after her.’

As these examples show, within the unit of the clause/sentence, o is understood as
not coreferent with the nearest subject—whether within the same clause, as in (156), or
within an adjoining clause as in (157).”® Since the mention of a referent in subject
position is associated with greater relative salience, the use of the overt pronoun can be

said to implicate ‘not the most salient referent’. In (159), however, the pronoun onu does

6) Bolat; Naimany; kép siuedi.
Bolat Naima.ACC much love.3PST

a. [Naima;  getgende,] g, Wlady.
Naima PST.PRT.LOC cry.3.PST
“When Naima left, (Naima)/(Bolat) cried.”

b. [9 getgende,] Naima  1ylady.
PST.PRT.LOC  Naima cry.3.PST
“When Naima left, (Naima)/(Bolat) cried.”

% Note that a non-reflexive pronoun can be used in reference to a nominal within the same noun phrase—
such as Linda and her friends.
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not implicate ‘not in focus’, since it can refer to Naima, a referent which is at least in

focus.

While overt pronouns have certain coreferentiality restrictions within sentences,
their use is not constrained in the same way in intersentential contexts. For example, in
(160) (repeated from Chapter 1), the use of an overt pronoun in the second sentence can
refer either to the referent of the dative object erine (Salimat’s husband) or to the referent
of the subject of the previous sentence (Salimat).”

(160) Salimat; erine; ash ete. Song, 0;; savut-saba zhuie.
Salimat husband.3POSS.DAT food make.PR later 3.2S dishes wash.PR
‘Salimat fixes her husband a meal. Later s(he) washes the dishes.

Based on examples like (160), the pronoun o is not automatically interpreted as not

coreferent with the subject of the previous sentence. Corpus data, likewise, provide

evidence of a number of overt subject pronouns that have referents that are mentioned as

19" (While “not the subject’ is by definition a subset of

subjects of the previous sentence.
‘not in focus’, the Givenness Hierarchy category ‘not in focus’ is broader and is not
solely defined on the basis of syntactic criteria.) Such data is, however, consistent with

the idea that overt pronouns sometimes implicate that their referents are not in at the

center of attention (in focus) and, hence, not the previous topic.

% It is also possible here that the pronoun refers to an entity not mentioned in the previous sentence.

1% 1t should be noted that overt pronouns are used much more often than nulls in a non-subject position in
reference to an entity which is mentioned as the subject of the previous sentence, as in (156), where og "ar
refers to Bolat.
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Within the GH model, the apparent association in a number of languages,
including Kumyk, between overt pronouns and topic-shift is one of the natural
consequences of the implicature ‘not in focus’ which can be attributed to any form which
signals ‘activated’ as part of its conventional meaning. In a study of pronominal subjects
in Turkish, En¢ (1986) also suggests that the signaling of topic shift is not the most basic
function of overt or ‘semantically redundant’ pronouns, but that the indication of contrast
is the primary function of overt pronouns and topic shift is a sub category of this function
(204-206). 1ot Eng explores the idea that the effect of the use of an overt pronoun when a
null argument would be more efficient (“parsimonious”) conveys “extra pragmatic
information” which can be derived based on Grice’s Maxim of Quantity, but rejects it,
presumably because she does not have an overall framework within which it can be
situated. Viewed within the GH model, the idea that overt forms versus nulls can be
associated with the scalar implicature ‘not in focus’ based on the Maxim of Quantity
follows as a consequence of the unidirectional entailment of cognitive statuses within the
theoretical model. In cases where the implicature is blocked, the use of a lower form on
the hierarchy (in this case, an overt form) may still be said to convey added contextual

effects (see also Mulkern 2003) such as contrast or unexpectedness.

1% Eng calls thess pronouns semantically redundant since their referent is recoverable from person and
number marking on the verb.
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5.8.2. Implicatures, frequency, and specialization

While the implicature ‘not in focus’ may be attributed to any form signaling
activated, my analysis of the distribution of these forms suggests that this implicature is
more often associated with one particular pronoun — that is the form sAo — than any of the
other forms signaling ‘activated’. While s/o is rarely used for in focus referents, o and
bu are often used in such contexts, including contexts where there are competing

referents.'%?

The pronoun o is frequently used in the corpus study and in various parts of
the questionnaire (including sentence continuations) in reference to an in focus entity
including those introduced by the subject of a previous sentence (see section 5.5), as well
as other referents that are clearly in focus. The form sko, on the other hand, refers only
once to the subject of a previous sentence in the corpus and rarely refers to a referent
categorized as in focus based on any other criteria. The questionnaire data likewise
suggests that the use of this form with referents mentioned previously as subjects is
limited or even unacceptable with some speakers (cf. section 5.6). The fact that sho
consistently prefers entities that are mentioned as non-subject arguments of the previous
sentence and are not in focus is strong evidence that this form frequently gives rise to the

implicature ‘not in focus’, even suggesting that the association between sho and this

implicature has become conventionalized for some speakers.

192 The assumption based on the interaction of the GH model with pragmatic principles is that, scalar
implicatures are most likely in cases with competing referents; hence it is unusual for a form which signals
‘activated’ to not create the implicature ‘not in focus’ in a context with multiple referents with the same
minimal status.
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I use Section 4 of the questionnaire to verify respondents’ intuitions about what the
use of sho (in contrast to o) implicates about the referent in contexts with multiple
possible referents of different statuses. In four pairs of sentences constructed to allow for
reference ambiguity, if a form creates an implicature ‘not in focus’, then respondents
should consistently pick out the entity which is not in focus as the referent of that form.
For each sentence pair there are two versions which differ only in whether o or sho is
used in the second sentence, and respondents are asked to identify the referent of the
pronoun. (Although these are shown here in summary form, in the questionnaire the
versions using o versus sho were interspersed in random order rather than shown side by
side.) In examples (161) - (164) each pair includes at least one possible referent coded as
in focus and at least one that is at most activated. Some of these examples also include
referents which have the same cognitive status but differ in animacy features. In example
(165), the two possible referents have the same cognitive status, but one is introduced by
a clause while the other is introduced by a nominal.

Different examples differ in the degree to which there is a correlation between the
use of sho and the identification of the referent as one of lower cognitive status. In (161),
for example, the pronoun in the second sentence can refer either to Bolat, mentioned as
the subject of the previous sentence and in focus, or to the horse, mentioned as the dative
object of a subordinate clause of the previous sentence and considered to be at most
activated.

(161) Bolat atyna minip  barag”anda 1yg’yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3pST
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Og’ar/Shog”ar bolg”an zat  boldumu?

PRO.DAT happen.3PST.PRT thing happen.3PST

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Did anything happen to PRO?’
When o is used, all five respondents identify the referent as Bolat, but when the pronoun
sho 1s used, three respondents identify the referent as Bolat, and two, as the horse. The
fact that three respondents identify the referent of sho as a referent in focus show that this
form is not restricted to referents that are not in focus—in other words, that ‘not in focus’
is an implicature, not part of the conventional meaning of the form. The fact that the
implicature does not arise in these cases may be due to a strong natural tendency for the
reader to expect the second sentence to be about Bolat, the subject of the previous
sentence and the most likely object of concern in most people’s reading of the sentence.
In light of the tendency for topic continuity, the two responses which identify the referent
of sho as the horse are significant, showing the strong association between this form and
the implicature ‘not in focus’ (even though they do not represent the majority response to
this test sentence).

The responses to example (162) show only a slightly stronger correlation between
the use of sho and the entity with lower cognitive status (activated).
(162) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi.

teacher student.DAT book give.3PST
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’

O/Sho barynda tamasha etdi.
3.2/3.3 everyone surprise do.3PST
‘It/(s)he surprised everyone.” (Alternately, ‘(S)he was surprised by everything.”)
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In (162) four respondents identify the referent of o as the teacher, while one respondent
(red) identifies the referent as the student (see alternate free translation). Only two
respondents identify the referent of sho as the teacher, with the remaining three
identifying the referent as the book (twice) or the giving of the book.

In (163), where the pronoun can refer either to the previous subject, Ansar (in
focus), or the situation involving the giving the apple (activated), the use of o versus sho
correlates strongly with the cognitive status of the referent.

(163) Ansar anasyna alma  berdi. O/Sho rag”’mulu edi.

Ansar mother.3POSS.DAT apple give.3PST PRO s weet be.3PST

‘Ansar gave his mother an apple. PRO was sweet.’

All five respondents identify Ansar, an in focus referent, as the referent of o, and four out
of five identify the referent of sho as the activated entity—the giving the apple (the fifth
respondent identifies the referent of sho as Ansar).

Example (164), which is based on an excerpt from the text corpus, is a bit more
complicated in the sense that the context contains four possible entities for reference at
the time of utterance of the final clause: 1) the woman (in focus), 2) the storekeeper (in

focus), 3) the accordion (in focus), and 4) the money (activated).

(164) Song k”atyngishi tiukenge gire. Tiukenchi  bulan séilei;
later woman store.DAT come.in.PR storekeeper with speak.PR
og”ar arg”anyn sata. O(accordian) Satyp,
3.2.DAT accordian.3POSS.ACC sell.PR sell.GER
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ak”chany da alyp, og’ar/shog”ar k’aramady.

money.ACC also take.GER PRO look.at.3pPST

‘Later the woman goes into the store. (She) talks with the storekeeper; (she) sells

him the accordion. Having sold it, taking the money, she did not look at it(organ

or money)/him.’

In testing the pronoun alternation in the final sentence, I assume that the referent
will be identified as one of three previously mentioned entities: the storekeeper, the
accordion, or the money.'” When the pronoun o is used in the final sentence, all four
respondents identify the referent as the storekeeper, the only human referent that is in
focus. When the pronoun s#o is used, the responses are divided between the storekeeper

(once), the money (once) and the accordion (twice).'™

While there is only one
respondent who identifies the referent of s/o as an activated entity, it is interesting that,
of the two possible referents in focus, two respondents select an inanimate entity rather
than the human entity, suggesting that the use of sh0 communicates a lower-ranking
entity in terms of animacy or cognitive status for at least three of the four respondents.
The questionnaire includes one additional sentence pair in which the referent of
the form o or sho could be ambiguous but in which the context is biased towards two
possible referents of identical cognitive status (both in focus). In (165) one possible
referent of olany/sholany (plural accusative forms) is the food, which is introduced as a

nominal (in subject position) in the previous sentence and the other is a situation

introduced by the previous clause — the ruining of the food.

'% Note: In one interpretation, which is not considered in the results, the respondent assumes that the
storekeeper was selling the accordian and the storekeeper is also the subject of the last clause.
1% The one respondent who selected the money put the accordian as a second choice in parentheses.
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(165) U’iune  girip k”arasa: onda  kép ullu k”almag’al bar.
home.DAT go.in.GER look.PR.3COND 3.2.LOC much big mess exist.PR

G ar tiurliu ashlar  tashlang’an, buzulg’an.
each various food.PL be.thrown.down.3PST be.ruined.3PST

Olany/sholany o ziuniu anasy etgen.

PRO self.GEN mother.3POSS do.3PST

‘Coming into the home if (he/she) looks, there is a big mess there. Various foods

are thrown down, ruined. His/her own other did/made them/these things.’

Four respondents identify the referents of both o and s/o as the food, while one
respondent (red) identifies the referent of both forms as the ruining of the food. These
responses indicate no difference in reference identification due to the alternation of 0 and
sho, even though the two possible referents are mentioned among the responses. These
responses suggest that the alternation in form is not associated with implicature because
the possible referents are not ranked in relation to one another.

Though the results are somewhat variable, there is enough data to confirm that
sho often implicates a referent with lower cognitive status in relation to another possible
referent. At the same time, the data described in this section indicates that o is not
consistently used to implicate that a referent is not in focus. In fact, given a choice
between a referent in focus and a referent that is at most activated, o is more likely to
refer to the referent in focus.

Though the pronoun bu is not tested in the same way as o and sho (primarily due
to my hypothesis based on the corpus study that bu signals ‘in focus’) there is interesting

data in the questionnaire related to sentences with multiple pronouns which shows that

bu, like o, 1s more likely to refer to an entity in focus, given a focus-activated referent
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pair. Data from section 3 of the questionnaire shows that, in sentences in which more
than one overt pronoun is used, bu consistently refers to an entity that is higher ranking
than the entity referred to by o or sho, suggesting that bu has a particular association with
referents of higher relative prominence. Out of 10 sentences with multiple blanks, there
are 8 sentence pairs which contain at least one referent in focus and one that is coded as
at most activated, one sentence pair where both referents are in focus, and one sentence
pair where both are at most activated.'”® The responses to these 10 test sentences contain
11 instances of the use of bu, and, for each instance, I look at each possible pairing of the
referent of bu with another referent. In other words, in a sentence with three blanks in
which bu is used once, the referent of bu can be paired with two different referents.
There are 16 such pairings of bu, and the data on these pairings is summarized in Table 7,
where the first column indicates the example number in the questionnaire, the second
column gives the pair of forms that one or more respondents used to fill-in-the-blanks,
the third and fourth indicate the cognitive status and animacy features of the referent of
the form, and the last column summarizes the type of ranking based on cognitive status

or, where cognitive status is equal, based on animacy features.

195 A5 previously described, all entities mentioned as subjects in the control sentence are coded as in focus
and non-subjects mentioned in the control sentence are coded as at most activated.
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Example # in Pronouns | Cognitive Animacy Ranking
questionnaire Status

Different Maximum Cognitive Status

30 bu FOC Human bu>o
onu ACT Human FOC > ACT
32 bu FOC Human bu>o
0 ACT Human FOC> ACT
34 b (blue) bu, FOC inanimate bu>o
0 ACT Inanimate FOC > ACT
34 b bu ACT Inanimate "0 > bu
(2 -red + black) | sho FOC Inanimate FOC> ACT
37 bu FOC Human bu > sho
sho ACT Inanimate FOC > ACT
(also hum >
inanim)
39a bu FOC Human bu>o
0 ACT animate (horse) FOC> ACT
(also hum > anim)
38 a bu ACT animate (horse) "0 > bu
0 FOC Human FOC > ACT

(also hum > anim)

Same Maximum Cognitive Status

31 bu ACT Human bu > shu

shu ACT Inanimate hum > inanim
33 bu ACT Human bu > sho

sho ACT Inanimate hum > inanim
34 a (blue) bu; ACT Human bu>o

0 ACT Inanimate hum > inanim
34a bu ACT Inanimate "0 > bu
(2 -red +black) | o ACT Human hum > inanim
38D bu ACT animate (horse) bu > sho

sho ACT inanimate (fact) anim > inanim
39b bu FOC Human bu > sho

sho FOC Inanimate (event)'”® | hum > inanim
41 bu FOC Human bu > sho

sho FOC inanimate hum > inanim

Table 7: Bu and ranked entities

1% This entity could alternately be interpreted as a situation, which would change the pair to the category
‘different maximum cognitive status’ but would support the hypothesized ranking.
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In 8 of the form pairs from the data, the referent of bu has the same maximum
cognitive status as the other referent but different animacy features, while in 8 of these
pairs the referent of bu has a different maximum cognitive status. Of the latter cases bu
refers to the entity in focus 5 times, while in 3 cases (two of which are different responses
to the same example) bu refers to the lower-ranking or activated entity. In one of the
pairs (example 38) where bu refers to an entity that is lower ranking in cognitive status,
the entity is higher ranking in terms of animacy.

In the 8 pairs where referents have the same cognitive status but can be ranked in
terms of animacy features (human > animate > inanimate), bu refers to the higher-ranking
entity in 6 cases (5 of which are human vs. animate/inanimate and one of which is
animate vs. inanimate). The two cases where this ranking does not hold are the same
responses (example 34, red and black) which resulted in two of the cases which do not
follow cognitive status ranking, suggesting that there is possibly some other factor
associated with the use of bu in this example. To summarize this analysis, the majority of
uses of bu in sentences with multiple pronominal forms correlate with a higher-ranking
referent in terms of cognitive status where the maximum cognitive status is different, or
in terms of a hierarchy of animacy where maximum cognitive status is equal.

The proposal that the use of bu prompts the hearer to select the higher-ranked
among multiple possible referents is somewhat outside the structure of the Givenness
Hierarchy model. The GH model provides for the indication of the higher-ranking
referent only via the use of forms restricted to a higher status. In other words, if bu is

restricted to use with forms in focus, then it makes sense that it is used with the higher-
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ranked of two forms, one of which is in focus and one of which is activated. On the other
hand, if, as the questionnaire data indicates, bu is not restricted to referents in focus, then
the preference of bu for higher-ranking entities can only be described in terms of the
implicature created by the use of a different form (such as the strong correlation of sho
with the implicature ‘not in focus’). Since most of the uses of bu are paired with o rather
than sho in my data, I would need to claim that the use of o in a sentence where bu is also
used implicates that the referent is not in focus or is the lower-ranked of two entities of
the same status, while the use of o0 in conjunction with s#o does not implicate the same
thing (since previous analysis indicates sko is the form most likely to be associated with
the implicature ‘not in focus’). An alternate and more reasonable possibility is that bu
has a specialized function as an indicator of the higher-ranking of two entities which are
at most activated (which is not contradictory to the GH model) and that this function is
sometimes generalized to include indication of actual cognitive status ranking (or perhaps
in cases where nulls or reflexives cannot be used for some reason).

To summarize this section, I claim that the overt pronouns bu, o, sho, and shu can
all, to some extent, implicate ‘not in focus’ at the intersentential level. This implicature,
however, is most often associated with the use of sho. The form bu appears to have a
specialized function of indicating the higher-ranked entity among entities with the same

minimal status, which leaves o as the neutral or unmarked form.

5.8.3. Ranking data

As a conclusion to this chapter, and, in particular, as a follow-up to discussion of

scalar implicatures, this section provides a more complete discussion of the ranking
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effects created by the use of different forms of referring expressions. In natural Kumyk
discourse, it is rare for two identical pronoun forms to be used to refer to two different

10 . . .
7 While, in many cases, a pronoun is used for

entities in the same clause or sentence.
one entity and a full noun phrase for the other, there are also a number of instances where
two different pronoun forms are used for two different entities, and it is often the case
that the forms chosen provide some clue which allows the speaker to disambiguate
among potential referents of the pronoun. Assuming that nulls and reflexives signal that
a referent is in focus, that bu, o, sho, and shu signal that the referent is at least activated
and to varying degrees implicate ‘not in focus’, and that sho specializes in indicating the
lower-ranked of a set of entities while bu specializes in indicating the higher-ranked of a
set of entities, I hypothesize that speakers use a combination of the juxtaposition of forms
associated with different statuses, implicatures, and specializations in order to create
ranking effects. More specifically, if one referent is in focus and the other at most
activated or if two referents are in focus, a ranking effect is created by using nulls or
reflexives (based on cognitive status restrictions) to refer to the highest-ranked—that is
the referent with the higher cognitive status or the more prominent of two referents in

focus, while o, sho, and bu are used for the lower-ranked referent (in terms of cognitive

status) or the less prominent of the entities in focus. The ranking effect could also be

"7 In English, it is more common to use two different pronouns in the same sentence, perhaps due to the
fact that different pronominal forms allow the hearer to disambiguate referents based on gender or animacy
features, as in the following sentence:

Paul told Barbara to bring her cat inside because he wanted her to feed it.
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created by using sho to refer to the less prominent entity in juxtaposition with another
form that signals ‘activated’—that is o, shu, or bu—because of the specialized function of
sho in implicating ‘not in focus’. Assuming that bu also specializes in indicating the
more prominent of two possible referents, then the juxtaposition of bu with another form
that signals ‘activated’ would also create a ranking effect. If two referents are at most
activated, the ranking effect can only be created by juxtaposing one of the two
specialized forms, sho or bu, with another form that signals ‘activated’, since the in focus
forms cannot be used in reference to entities whose maximum status is activated. Figure
6 summarizes the pairs which can create ranking effects based on these principles. Note
that pairs which use both a form restricted to in focus referents and sko, which specializes
for lower-ranked referents, are somewhat redundant. Also, the pairs which consist of a
form that signals in focus and bu are somewhat anomalous, and, thus, not expected or
attested in the data, since one would be signaling the more restricted cognitive status and
the other is associated with the higher-ranking entity—in other words, both forms would

be pointing to the same entity.
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Ranked Pair | Basis for Ranking
A - bu Cognitive status restriction +
. specialization for higher-ranking
0 ziu — bu referent
d-o Cognitive status restriction
0’ziu - o
A - sho Cognitive status restriction +
. specialization of sho for lowest-
0 ziu - sho ranking referent
o0 - sho specialization of sho for lowest-
ranking referent
bu — sho
bu—o specialization of bu for higher-
ranking referent

Figure 6: Ranked pairs

To test these ranking claims, I analyze ten fill-in-the-blank exercises in Section 3

19 (A portion of this analysis is

of the questionnaire with more than one pronoun (blank)
discussed previously in the discussion of bu in section 5.8.2.) The questionnaire results
support the idea that Kumyk speakers infrequently use two identical pronouns to refer to
different entities in the same sentence. For the six cases with two blanks, out of the 24
responses examined, only two use identical pronouns for different referents. Likewise,
out of the 16 responses for the four cases with three blanks, only three use identical

110

pronouns for different referents.” ~ In all ten responses there are 37 cases where 2

1% In this portion of the questionnaire I consider it crucial that the respondents identify the referent of the
pronoun; therefore I eliminate one set of data where the respondent does not do this.

"% There are 2 additional cases in which the same form is used for two different mentions of the same
referent.
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different forms are used for a pair of referents with different maximum cognitive statuses
(including the 2 cases where the same referent is mentioned twice and has a different
cognitive status at the time of the second mention) and 23 cases where 2 different forms
are used with referent pairs with the same maximum cognitive status (all of which have
differences in animacy features). Of the 37 pairs of forms with referents ranked for
cognitive status, 26 (70.3 %) correlate with the possible rankings listed in Figure 6, with
the most common form pair being o — sho (13 instances, or 35.1 %). Of the 23 pairs of
referents with the same maximum status, 19 (82.6 %) correlate with the following
animacy ranking: human>animate>inanimate. In the latter case, the o — sho pair is also
the most frequent (11 instances, or 47.8 %). Interestingly, there are 5 unexpected uses of
null arguments with entities assumed to be at most activated (3 from pairs where one
referent is in focus and one at most activated and 2 from pairs where both referents are
activated).

The results from section three of the questionnaire provide evidence for ranking
effects derived from the signaling of cognitive status, implicatures and specializations (as
described above). The analysis of pairs of referents with the same maximum cognitive
status indicates that animacy features also play a role in ranking and that the rankings
which derive from form-status correlations and their related implicatures can be extended
to other types of categories which involve some type of relative prominence — in this case
animacy categories. It is also possible that, rather than being an extension of cognitive

status rankings, rankings that correlate with animacy features actually indicate that
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animacy contributes to salience and, therefore, cognitive status (i.e. the likelihood that

something will be in focus).

To demonstrate these generalizations, I discuss the following types of examples:
those in which two referents have different maximum statuses but have identical animacy
features, and those in which pairs of referents have different maximum cognitive statuses
and different animacy features. Finally, I discuss pairs of referents that have the same
minimum and maximum cognitive status, but have different animacy features.

Example (166) illustrates the use of four different form pairs in reference to two
entities that are both human but have different cognitive statuses.

(166) Muallim studentge  kitap berdi. Song
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST then
ekzameni  bulan k’utlady.
exam.3POSS with  congratulate.3PST

‘The teacher gave a book to the student. Then (s)he congratulated him/her on the
exam.” [numbered as #30 in questionnaire]

Responses
teacher (FOC) Student (ACT)
bu onu
0’ziu onu
17} onu
ol onu

All four respondents select the teacher as the referent associated with the first blank and
the student as the referent associated with the second blank. Based on the coding of these
referents according to the Givenness Hierarchy criteria, the teacher is in focus and the
student is likely to be at most activated. In two out of four responses, respondents use a
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pronoun from the focus set (one each of null, reflexive) to refer to the teacher and the
pronoun onu (accusative case of 0) to refer to the student. One respondent uses bu
juxtaposed with o, which is also one of the predicted rankings based on the proposed
specialization of the activated form bu. The fourth respondent uses o/onu for both
references. The responses in this example support the proposed ranking effects.

Example (167) also illustrates two mentions (associated with the first and third
blanks) of referents with different maximum cognitive statuses but identical animacy
features. This example is noteworthy in the sense that it illustrates a ranking effect
between the first and second pronominal mention of the same referent.
(167) Muallim Patimatg”a kitap berdi. ~__ kép ushatdy.

teacher Patimat.DAT book give.3PST very pleased

Song,  u’ige getdi.

later home.DAT go.3PST

‘The teacher gave Patimat a book. She was very pleased with it. Then she went
home.” [numbered example #33 in questionnaire]

Responses
Patimat; (ACT) | (book) | Patimat, (FOC)
bu (shonu) | bu
sho (D) ol
0 (shonu) | O
ol (shonu) | ol

The responses to this example are as follows: 2 respondents use the same form, and 2 use
ranked forms. The fact that ranked pairs of forms are used in reference to the same entity
is strong evidence that the rankings derive from cognitive status differences, since the

cognitive status of the entity would be higher at the time of the second mention. It is also
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interesting (and somewhat unexpected) that, among all the responses where two
references to humans are juxtaposed, s/o is used only once in reference to a human
entity. In most cases involving two human referents with different cognitive statuses, o is
used for the lower-ranking entity.

Example (168) also contains 2 mentions of the same referent—in this case the
book associated with the first and third blanks. As in the previous example, the book is
considered to be at most activated at the time of mention associated with the first blank
and in focus at the time of mention associated with the second blank.

(168) Muallim Patimatg’a kitap  berdi.
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST

____ birinchi savg”at bolg”an
first gift

song, anasyna
be.3PST.PRT since mother.3POSS.DAT

gérsetme siuedi.

show.INF want.3PST

‘The teacher gave Patimat a book. Since it was her first prize, she wanted to show
it to her mother.” [corresponds to #34 in questionnaire]

Responses
book; (ACT) (Patimat) (ACT) | book; (FOC)
0 (bu) munu
sho (D) onu
bu (0) shonu
bu (ol) shonu

In the pairs of forms associated with these mentions there is some evidence for ranking
and some counter-evidence. The responses of one respondent support the expected

ranking pairs sho (referent at most activated) — o (referent in focus), and the response of
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another suggests o (referent at most activated) — bu (referent in focus) ranking; however,
two respondents use bu for the first pronominal mention of the book and sho for the
second. If one accepts the hypothesis that humanness contributes to prominence, then the
unexpected use of sho in the second mention of the book could be explained by the fact
that it contrasts with a pronominal reference to a human in the same clause.'"!

There are three cases in the questionnaire in which the cognitive status ranking
coincides with an animacy ranking (human > non-human). Each of these cases is based
on an example with the same first sentence, shown in (169) (a), so the referent ranking is
identical: Bolat, the human referent, is in focus; the horse, a non-human animate entity is
activated; and the fact that Bolat fell from the horse is also activated. Whether the
comparison is between Bolat and the horse or Bolat and the fact that he fell, in each case
Bolat is a referent that is ranked higher in terms of both cognitive status and animacy.
Out of twelve possible pairings of Bolat and the horse (4 of which are displayed in (169)
(b), eight use ranked form pairings which correspond to the cognitive status/animacy
ranking, three use the same form (o) for both referents, and only one uses a form pairing
which contradicts the cognitive status/animacy ranking (o — bu). When Bolat is paired
with the fact that Bolat fell, four out of four responses have ranked pairs of forms which
correspond to the cognitive status and animacy rankings.

(169) a. Bolat atyna minip  barag”’anda 1yg’yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST

" Alternately, the use of bu in the first clause of the second sentence could possibly be attributed to other
pragmatic factors, such as the focus structure of the equative clause.
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b.  saialy,  satma khyial etdi.
because sell.INF  decision make.3PST
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Because of that, he decided to sell it.’
[corresponds to #38 in questionnaire]

Responses
fact — falling (ACT) | Bolat (FOC) | horse (ACT)
sho o munu
sho g onu
sho o onu
sho ol shonu

Example (170) involves two non-human referents which are ranked in terms of
cognitive status and also differ in terms of animacy: one is an event (inanimate), which is

in focus, and the other is a horse (animate), which is activated.''

(170) Bolat atyna minip  barag”anda 1yg’yldy.
Bolat horse.3POSS.DAT ride.GER go.PR.PRT.LOC fall.3PST
song  dag’yv _ minip  barmag’an.
after again ride.GER go0.NEG.3PST

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. After that he wouldn’t ride it anymore.’
[corresponds to #39 in questionnaire]

"2The respondents’ identification of the referent in this example allows for some ambiguity between an
event (in focus) and a situation, which would be considered at most activated. I have treated this as a
reference to an event, but if the reference is, in fact, a situation that is introduced indirectly by the mention
of an event, then this example would not be a counter-example to my ranking hypotheses, as this would be
a ranking of two entities with the same maximum status and, thus, animacy ranking would be expected to
play the primary role here.
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responses

event (FOC) | horse (ACT)
sho 0

a sho

sho o

sho sho

If the only feature considered is cognitive status, two of these responses would be a
counter-example to the ranking prediction, as sho is used in reference to an event (in
focus), and a higher-ranking form is used in reference to the horse (at most activated).
These responses, however, could be explained in terms of ranking if one proposes that the
animacy ranking takes precedence over the cognitive status ranking, in which case the
animate horse would be ranked higher than the inanimate event.

In the example illustrated previously as (168) the second and third blanks
(associated with Patimat and the book, respectively) represent a pairing of mentions of
two referents that are ranked one way in terms of cognitive status and ranked the opposite
way in terms of animacy. In this case, the book, an inanimate entity in focus, is paired
with a human entity assumed to be at most activated—that is, Patimat. While one
response uses the same form (bu) for both entities, the remaining three form pairs support
the animacy ranking rather than the cognitive status ranking, suggesting that animacy
rankings can be more important than cognitive status rankings in some cases.

The correlation between ranked pairs of forms and animacy rankings is also
supported by the analysis of pronominal pairs representing entities of the same maximum
status (both in focus or both at most activated). In most of the examples in this category

a human referent contrasts with an inanimate referent introduced by a nominal, as
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illustrated in (171). (See also the book in contrast with Patimat in examples (167) and

(168), as well as the shu — bu contrast in (122).)

(171) Muallim Patimatg’a kitap  berdi. U’ige gelgen song
teacher student.DAT book give.3PST home.DAT come.PST.PRT after
g’ak’ynda anasyna aitdy.'?
about mother.3POSS.DAT say.3PST
‘The teacher gave Patimat a book. After (s)he came home, ((s)he) told his/her
mother about PRO.’

Responses
Patimat (ACT) book (ACT)
ol shonu
0 shonu
ol shonu

In one case a human referent contrasts with an inanimate referent introduced directly by a
clause (the event of Bolat falling off his horse. Example (169) illustrates a case where an
animate entity (horse) contrasts with an inanimate entity introduced indirectly by a clause
(the fact that Bolat fell off the horse).

As previously stated, of the 23 responses that use ranked pairs of forms, all but 4
support the ranking of entities according to animacy. Of the 4 exceptions, 2 involve a
null argument in reference to the entity ranked lower in terms of animacy (cf. (167) and
(170)) and 2 cases involve the use of bu in reference to the book in (168), (discussed
previously). One interesting observation is that, of the 19 pairs which correlate with

animacy ranking, 17 use sho for the lower-ranking entity in contrast with another form.

'3 The blue respondent fills in the second blank with the form munu and identifies the teacher as its
referent.
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Even though sho is not restricted to use with inanimate entities for all speakers, this fact
could explain why, for certain speakers, the contrast between sho and o might become
conventionalized as a non-human — human contrast (cf. section 5.6).

In summary, the data discussed in this section support the use of ranked form
pairs based on form-status correlations, implicatures, and the specialization of hu and
sho. The rankings of the entities to which these forms refer are demonstrated to correlate,
not only with cognitive status differences, but also with differences in animacy features.
As a matter of fact, the correlation between form pairs and animacy rankings for entities
with the same maximum cognitive status is more consistent than the correlation between
form pairs and cognitive status rankings, though the fact that the data set for the former
category is more limited than the latter category also plays a role in the statistical
outcome. One cannot, however, draw the conclusion that animacy rankings are the only
or primary factor involved, as there are clear examples where ranked form pairings
correlate with referents which share the same animacy features but have different
cognitive statuses. Furthermore, animacy rankings can be interpreted as affecting the
inherent prominence of an entity, while cognitive status can potentially be interpreted as a
result of both inherent prominence and contextual prominence. The role of animacy
features in relation to cognitive status is an important area for future study in Kumyk and
in other languages where animacy distinctions are not grammaticized as different
pronoun sets.

An interesting observation in this portion of the questionnaire analysis is the

frequency with which o - sho pairs occur in the data: 24 (or 40.0 %) out of the total of 60
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ranked form pairs. With the addition of null — sho and bu — sho pairs, there are 33 (or 55
% of the total) ranked form pairings involving the use of the form sho. In all cases except
one where sho is used with referents of different cognitive status, it refers to the referent
of lower status. In the one exceptional case, animacy features seem to play a stronger
factor, as sho represents an event, while bu and o represent animate entities (human,
horse, see (170)). In situations with referents of the same status, whether both are in
focus or both are at most activated, in all but one case sho represents the entity which is
lower on the animacy hierarchy (human, animate non-human, inanimate). This data
strongly supports the hypothesis that s/o is used to implicate the lower of two ranked
entities.

While the questionnaire provides evidence for these implicatures primarily in
other contexts with multiple pronominal references, I assume that these implicatures are
not dependent on whether or not more than one pronoun is used. The “specializations or
strong implicature associated with sho, even in cases where there are not necessarily two
pronouns used, is confirmed by evidence from sentence continuations. Kaiser and
Trueswell 2004 suggest that continuation tests provide evidence that the choice of
proform (from among the set of proforms possible in the language) allows the hearer to
identify the referent of that form from among a set of multiple possible referents. In
other words, when a respondent is given a context sentence and asked to write a
continuation using a particular proform, the choice of form is assumed to influence the
topic of the continuing text. This type of data is particularly interesting in Kumyk, where

there is no morphological distinction between animate and inanimate entities. The
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detailed results of the continuation tests in Kumyk, which are discussed in section 5.6 (cf.
examples (140) - (142), show that continuations with the pronoun sko overwhelmingly
select the referent of the pronoun as an inanimate referent that is not likely to be in focus

(more specifically, not the previous subject).'"

5.9. Conclusions

The evidence from the questionnaire confirms the hypothesis based on the corpus
study that at least two pronominal forms in Kumyk are restricted to referents in focus:
reflexives and nulls. As for the form bu, while the corpus study suggests this form is
restricted to referents in focus, the questionnaire data disconfirm this hypothesis.
Nevertheless, the data indicate that bu is more restricted in use than the other
demonstrative forms and exhibits a preference for reference to the more prominent in a
set of entities.

The questionnaire data also clearly demonstrate the varying degrees to which the
overt demonstrative pronouns give rise to the implicature ‘not in focus’. The analysis
shows that sho has a strong association with this implicature in comparison to bu and o.
Moreover, in spite of the strong association with the implicature ‘not in focus’, evidence
from the questionnaire demonstrates that there are no absolute constraints on its use with

higher status forms, supporting the predictions of the Givenness Hierarchy model.

"% Unexpectedly, in the sentence continuation portion of the questionnaire, the results for bu are somewhat
variable or show a weaker correlation with the most prominent referent if one judges mainly by the
syntactic prominence of previous mention.
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Like the corpus study, the questionnaire data contain very few mentions of the
pronoun shu. Speaker judgments indicate that its use is somewhat unacceptable (for
some, but not all, speakers). In the few cases available for analysis, the use of this form
is characterized in a very similar way to that of sho. The evidence both from frequency
and from speaker judgments suggests that, as in some other Turkic languages, the
distinction between sho and shu may soon be lost.

One of the most important contributions of the questionnaire is that it provides
evidence of the psychological reality of scalar implicatures created by the differences in
cognitive status restrictions, as well as the specialization of bu for higher-ranking entities
(which cannot necessarily be derived from cognitive status differences based on the
questionnaire evidence). The discussion both of the use of ranked forms and the
frequency with which sentence continuations for pronouns signaling ‘activated’ pick a
lower-ranking referent provides evidence of ranking effects in referent disambiguation.

While previous research within the GH model focuses on the role of previous
mention and features related to the speech context in relation to the cognitive status of an
entity, data from the questionnaire suggest that an inherent feature of an entity—that is,
animacy characteristics—may also play a role in cognitive status (or at least relative
prominence) and choice of form. Unlike English, where the gender and animacy
categories each have their own pairs of pronouns representing ‘activated’ and ‘in focus’,
in Kumyk, where animacy is not grammatically marked in pronoun form, one set of
pronouns must be used to represent both cognitive status rankings and potential rankings

derived from differences in animacy features. In my analysis of ranked pairs, the
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correlation with animacy rankings is even stronger than the correlation with cognitive
status, which suggests that animacy features may play a role in the cognitive status of an
entity that is not reflected in the coding criteria of the GH model.

The relationship between animacy features and the use of different categories of
referring forms is addressed to some extent by Dahl and Fraurud 1996 and Fraurud 1996.
While both studies address the idea that human referents are more likely to be referred to
with pronouns than non-human referents, Dahl and Fraurud relate this propensity to the
fact that humans are more likely to be topics than non-humans, as well as the fact that
narrative point of view represents a human perspective (1996:59-62). Fraurud 1996 takes
the idea a step further by giving some statistical evidence for the claim that, given the
same degree of topicality or cognitive status, humans are more likely than non-humans to
be referred to with pronouns. Specifically, Fraurud’s data suggests that humans are more
likely than non-humans to be referred to with pronouns when a referent is mentioned in
the text earlier than the same or preceding sentence (1996:66-67).'"> A subsequent study
by Prat-Sala and Branigan (2000) provides further evidence of the independent influence
of so-called inherent salience, which is a result of animacy or other ontological features,
and derived salience or contextual givenness—thought the latter is considered to be the
stronger of the two (169, 177). Dahl 2008 justifies the relative cognitive influence of

different ontological categories in terms of a developmental process which begins when a

"% This could be related to the degree of topicality in larger units of text, as with the criteron from the
coding for ‘in focus’ status, which refers to the role of an entity as a ‘higher-level topic’ that can be part of
the interpretation of a sentence even when not overtly mentioned (Gundel 2004).
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member of a species first becomes aware that there are other beings like itself in the
world and eventually develops into a theory of mind. In Dahl’s words, “the self is the
model for other animate individuals, which are in their turn models for inanimate objects
when understood as individual ‘things’” (149).'6

My analysis, likewise, assumes that both ontological features and contextually-
derived features contribute to the cognitive status of an entity, which I support with a
comparison of reference to entities with the same contextual salience (based primarily on
the syntactic status of previous mention) but different animacy features. Moreover, as
with Prat-Sala and Branigan’s study, the evidence primarily shows that, in cases where
ranking in terms of animacy features parallels ranking in terms of contextual salience, the
correlations with ranked pairs of forms are more consistent than in cases in which
animacy rankings are in the reverse order from rankings associated with the syntactic
prominence of previous mention. However, further study in this area is needed—in
particular experimental data which has been specifically structured to establish the
independent affects of ontological features versus the form of previous mention in the
context.

One of the limitations of the analysis of the questionnaire data is that analyzing
constraints on the use of forms based primarily on the category of the argument position

of previous mention is not very satisfactory and yields inconclusive results in testing the

"% Note that Fraurud addresses the human-non-human distinction in terms of an ontological difference
between individuated entities and “instantiations of types” (1996:72). In such case, one would expect the
form a woman to represent an entity that is an instantiation, while War and Peace represents an
individuated entity.
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hypothesis that certain forms are constrained to referents in focus. As previously
discussed, the criteria of the coding protocol are considered to be minimum criteria; thus,
for example, even if a referent is mentioned in a non-subject position in the previous
sentence, it is not easy to determine that a referent is at most activated. Since I cannot
determine definitely that a referent mentioned in a particular non-subject argument
position in the preceding sentence is at most activated, I look at where natural distinctions
between the use of forms fall. For example, the fact that nulls are acceptable with
referents mentioned previously as subjects and direct objects while not acceptable with
referents mentioned previously as dative objects leads me to operate under the
assumption that dative objects are at most activated. In light of this limitation of the
methodology, I believe that, while I am able to reach sound conclusions about the relative
degree of restrictiveness, it is possible that the line which separates the forms that signal
‘in focus’ and those that signal ‘activated’ is not entirely accurate. Such a statement is
not intended to challenge the overall validity of the Givenness Hierarchy model, but
merely to indicate that there are aspects of the coding process which need further
consideration and which have already undergone some revision since the 2004 version

used in my research.
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Chapter 6: Implications of the Analysis

An integrated analysis of the results from the corpus study and questionnaire
demonstrates both the restrictions and the preferences of each pronominal form in
Kumyk. Section 6.0 summarizes the results in terms of the form-status correlations of the
GH model and the predictions about scalar implicatures which follow from the
unidirectional entailment of the hierarchy. In section 6.1, I discuss the adequacy of the
theoretical model and methodology in demonstrating the psychological reality of form-
status correlations and the ranking effects derived from them. Section 6.2 summarizes
the results in terms of a generalized hierarchy of degree of restrictiveness, which takes
into consideration multiple factors demonstrated to relate to the cognitive status of
referents—both those which derive from contextual use and those inherent to the entity.
In section 6.3 I discuss the ranking effects associated with contrasts in pronominal forms,
and section 6.4 relates how the ranking effects associated with particular forms contribute
to imposed salience. Finally, section 6.5 addresses the significance of the research to a
number of issues of wider interest, as well as suggesting several areas of possible future

research.

6.0. Form-status correlations and predictions of the GH model

The combined analysis of the corpus study and questionnaire data supports the
following form-status correlations as part of the lexical meaning of pronominals: null and

o ’ziu signal that the referent is in focus, while the overt demonstrative pronouns bu, o,
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sho, and shu signal that the referent is activated. Figure 7 provides a summary of

proposed form-status correlations.

FOC ACT
9, o'ziu, bu, o, sho,
shu

Figure 7: Final Form-Status Correlations

The most difficult form in the analysis is bu, which appears from the corpus data
to be restricted to referents in focus and often indicates the higher of two or more ranked
entities, but, in the questionnaire data, does not exhibit the same level of restriction as
nulls and reflexives. On the other hand, bu patterns like nulls in being restrictive to a
certain degree in the area of reference to clausally-introduced entities, unlike o, sho, and
shu, which appear to be unrestricted in this area. The restriction in relation to clausally-
introduced entities, however, could be partially explained by the fact that bu is usually
associated with high relative prominence and, given the same cognitive status, entities
introduced by clauses are typically of lower relative prominence than entities introduced
by nominals. In the end, the proposal that bu signals the status ‘activated’ is more
consistent with the data, although its association with entities of relatively greater
prominence cannot be derived directly from this categorization.

In addition to the form-status correlations, there is evidence of further

specialization in the distribution of demonstratives. Though in principle, any
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demonstrative form can give rise to the implicature ‘not in focus’, the pronoun s/o has a
strong association with this implicature. Based on both the analysis of referents of s4o in
the corpus and the referent preferences of this form demonstrated in the questionnaire, I
claim that this form specializes in indicating the lower of two or more ranked entities.
Such a specialization is easily derived from the scalar implicatures inherent in the
unidirectional entailment of the GH model. Finally, even though the majority of referents
of sho are at most activated, the testing of this form demonstrates that, as predicted by the
GH model, it can also be used with entities that are in focus.

In contrast to sho, the form o is often used without giving rise to the implicature
‘not in focus’ and is the least specialized of the demonstratives. This pronoun appears to
be somewhat neutral and, in fact, occurs three times as frequently as sho or bu.

The pronoun bu, though not restricted to entities in focus, most often refers to the
more prominent of two or more entities that are at least activated and can be considered
to specialize in indicating higher relative ranking. This specialization cannot, however,
be derived directly from the structure of the GH model. I assume that, given multiple
possible pronouns that signal the status ‘activated’, it is a natural linguistic process for
forms to become specialized for particular functions.'"® In particular, given the fact that

pronouns that are restricted to referents in focus cannot be used to indicate the more

18 Theoretically, my claim is similar to that of Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski 1993, who claim that the
English pronoun this specializes in indicating speaker activation, not just activation in general.
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prominent of two entities that are at most activated, it seems natural that one of the
pronouns that signal activation would become specialized in signaling higher relative
prominence. Also, in Kumyk, given the fact that pronoun referents cannot be
disambiguated on the basis of animacy categories, it seems even more likely that there
would be a more detailed way to disambiguate referents on the basis of relative cognitive
status rankings—in addition to the categorical distinctions between the set of forms

which signal ‘in focus’ and the set that signals ‘activated’.

6.1. Adequacy of the GH model in this analysis

One of the prominent features of the GH model is that it addresses differences in
the use of referring forms on the basis of cognitive status, while still allowing for other
possible distinctions to be encoded by differences in form—for example, gender,
animacy, or entity class/noun class. For Kumyk, where pronominals have no categorical
differentiation based on gender or animacy, the evidence from this study suggests that
choice of pronominal is based almost entirely on relative cognitive prominence; thus the
GH model provides an excellent means of accounting for distributional differences in
pronominal form.

In Chapter 2, I argue that the GH model is preferable to other models that explain
the distribution of forms solely on the basis of syntactic criteria or linear distance because
it also takes into consideration other factors that can contribute to the cognitive status of
an entity, such as whether or not it is a higher level topic, whether it is directly or
indirectly introduced, as well as non-linguistic factors such as gesture and eye gaze.

Evidence from the corpus study suggests a few additional contextual criteria that
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contribute to cognitive status, such as the repetition of parallel argument structures. One
of the limitations of the GH model is that it does not specifically address the role of
features that are inherent to an entity type, in particular, whether or not animacy
characteristics contribute to the cognitive status of an entity.

One of the methodological challenges of analyzing the distribution of pronouns
within the GH model is the difficulty in determining both the minimum and maximum
status of the referent a form on the basis of the current coding criteria alone. More
specifically, 99.8 % of pronoun uses occur with entities that are at least activated, with
the only possible distinction being between entities that are at most activated and those
that are in focus. Methodologically, it is very difficult to determine in a consistent way
what the maximum status of a referent is, as the criteria for coding a referent as ‘in focus’
are intended to be sufficient, not necessary. The differences between the coding criteria
for the statuses ‘activated’ and ‘in focus’ suggest that referents may possibly be at most
activated if they are mentioned in the pre-previous sentence, but not mentioned in the

previous sentence.''® However, in my corpus, only 3 out of 410 coded pronoun tokens

"9 Based on the coding criteria alone (2004 version), referents that are possibly at most activated (referents
satisfy a condition for the status ‘activated’ but do not meet the criteria for ‘in focus’ ) include the
following:

1. Mentioned in the preceding sentence , but not mentioned overtly previously in the same
sentence, not a higher-level topic that is part of the interpretation of a previous clause in the same
sentence, not mentioned as a subject in any clause of the preceding sentence or as a higher-level
topic that is part of the interpretation of the previous matrix clause--in short, a non-subject
argument of the previous sentence that is not a higher level topic.

2. Mentioned in the pre-preceding sentence, but not mentioned overtly in the previous sentence or

previously in the same sentence and not a higher-level topic that is part of the interpretation of the
previous clause or sentence.
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were in reference to entities not mentioned in the previous sentence and not coded as ‘in
focus’ by some other criteria (such as higher level topic or my addition of script
repetition). Since almost all referents of pronouns are mentioned in the previous
sentence, the remaining possible distinction between those that are at most activated and
those that are in focus lies in differences of syntactic position or the difference between
an event, which is directly introduced by a clause, and facts, situations, propositions, and
speech acts, which are most often introduced indirectly by a clause. For this reason,
much of my questionnaire focuses on the different levels of acceptability of each form
with referents mentioned in various argument positions. The Kumyk data suggest that a
point of difference in acceptability for certain forms versus others (for example, nulls
versus overt pronouns) occurs with entities mentioned in argument positions other than
that of subject or direct object. While I make this distinction on the basis of empirical
data alone, it also correlates with claims about the syntactic prominence of particular
arguments in SOV languages.'”® While it is challenging to determine the line between
forms requiring a referent in focus and those which only require an activated referent, the
fact that acceptability judgments indicate different degrees of restrictiveness at all gives
evidence that there are (at least) two different cognitive statuses on the hierarchy that may

be encoded by pronouns..

120 Note, however, that I cannot necessarily generalize this claim to other languages, particularly those with
other word order categories.
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Another challenge in my analysis is that, in principle, one should also be able to
distinguish between forms that require entities in focus and those that require activation
on the assumption that forms which require referents in focus can refer to a much
narrower range of entities introduced by a clause than those that only require activation.
More specifically, a form which requires a referent in focus can only refer to an event or
state introduced by a sentence, while forms which require only activation can also refer to
entities introduced indirectly, such as facts, propositions, or speech acts. The difficulty in
my analysis is that both nulls and the overt pronoun bu, are very restricted in use with all
clausally-introduced entities. In the case of bu, if this form is not restricted to referents in
focus, one would have expected that it could refer to entities introduced indirectly by a
clause; however, the fact that it is generally restricted to entities introduced by a nominal
or by a clause with some degree of nominalization means that it is not possible to test this
differentiation.

One of the contributions of this analysis is further exploration of a number of
criteria in determining the cognitive status of an entity. More specifically, this study
discusses several potential categories of syntactic prominence in addition to subjecthood
that bring a referent into focus: objects in SOV languages, topicalized elements, and the
possessor in a possessive clause. My analysis also raises the question of whether human
animacy features and parallelism in argument structure can be incorporated into the
sufficient criteria for ‘in focus’ status. In terms of the technical application of the coding
protocol, this study addresses some of the issues that arise in the coding of plural entities

and determining the role of eye gaze in bringing an entity into focus.
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Finally, another contribution of my study is that it addresses the methodological
aspect of what constitutes evidence of scalar implicatures. The use of sentence
continuations, exploring the correlation between reference identification and the use of
alternating forms, and the exploration of ranked pairs all provide evidence that the

implicature, ‘not in focus’ plays a role in referent identification.

6.2. Degrees of restrictiveness

The integrated analysis of the corpus and questionnaire data provides evidence for
gradient degrees of restrictiveness that both support distinct cognitive status categories
‘in focus’ and ‘activated’ and provide evidence of finer levels of difference in the use of
forms. The idea of gradient distinctions is consistent with the evidence that the choice of
pronominal often indicates relative cognitive prominence, which I call “ranking effects”,
even for referents of the same cognitive status sub-category—that is, those that share the
same minimum and maximum status.'*'

In this section I summarize the distribution of pronouns in relation to multiple
features demonstrated to be associated with the difference between an activated versus an
in focus referent (either from the coding protocol of the GH model or from my own
research): argument position and linear distance of previous mention, direct mention

(introduced by a nominal or event introduced by a clause) versus indirect mention (non-

12! Note that while sho could, in a general sense, be considered to be more restrictive due to its preference
for referents that are not in focus or less prominent in terms of relative salience or animacy features, I am
defining restrictiveness in the sense of the GH model—that is the degree to which a form is restricted in
representing entities of the highest level of prominence or higher relative prominence.

230



event entity type introduced by a clause), and inherent features such as the distinction
between human, animate, and inanimate entities. Note that, while animacy features are
not specifically discussed in the coding protocol, my analysis suggests that animacy
features play a role at least in relation to the relative prominence of entities, and perhaps
even their cognitive status. Based on these features, the forms can be ranked as follows
according to descending degree of restrictiveness: o ziu, null, bu, o, and sho/shu.'*
Figure 8 provides a visual summary of the rankings and the most notable distinctions of
restrictiveness. Figures 9 and 10 illustrate different degrees of restrictiveness related
specifically to nominally-introduced entities and clausally-introduced entities,
respectively.

The form o ’ziu is the most restricted of the six pronominal forms, and all of its
referents in the data are clearly in focus. While, unlike reflexive anaphors in some
languages, reference is not restricted to subjects of the local clause, across sentence
boundaries o ziu is restricted to reference to entities mentioned as subjects of the previous
sentence. Though a very high percentage of uses of this form in the corpus data are in
reference to human entities, there is no evidence that o ziu is restricted to use with
animate or human entities. The use of this form, however, is restricted to entities
introduced by nominals. In brief, reflexives are not only restricted to reference to entities
in focus, but also have additional restrictions related to the argument position of previous

mention and mention by a nominal.

22 Due to the limited evidence related to shu and the fact that it mostly parallels the information about s#o,
I will not discuss this form separately here.
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Null pronouns are also restricted to use with referents in focus. More specifically,
the majority of nulls refer to entities previously mentioned as subjects (either in a
preceding clause of the same sentence or the previous sentence). Unlike the reflexive,
however, nulls can be used with referents mentioned as non-subject arguments in the
previous sentence, particularly when the reference occurs in the same argument position
in both sentences (parallelism). On the other hand, there is evidence that nulls are
restricted to reference to entities mentioned either as subjects (assumed to be in focus) or
as direct objects (also likely to be in focus), as most null references to entities mentioned
as indirect objects (which are much less likely to be in focus) are judged unacceptable.
Though there is only one example in the corpus of null reference to an entity in focus not
introduced by a nominal—in this case, an event—the analysis of the questionnaire data
provides evidence that some null reference to events are acceptable, while others may be
judged unacceptable for independent reasons. Namely, a number of examples in the data
suggest that null pronouns are not acceptable in certain contexts where phonological
stress is required. Note that such a distributional difference between stressed and
unstressed pronouns would be expected in any language.

Bu exhibits no clear restrictions in the area of the argument position of previous
mention; however, there appears to be a degree of restriction in reference to clausally-
introduced entities. In the case of the one corpus token for which bu refers to an activity,
the clause which introduces the event is nominalized. In the questionnaire, the
acceptability of the use of bu with clausally-introduced entities appears to be limited to

certain types of emphatic expressions which may be conventionalized exclamations. In
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terms of relative prominence, bu most often indicates the more prominent of two or more
entities.

The form o shows no outstanding preference for previous subjects or entities in
focus, even though more of its referents are in focus than activated. There are no
documented restrictions on use with entities not introduced by nominals, and o can be
used with either entity in a ranked set of entities referred to with pronominals. Finally, o
is less likely than sho to give rise to the implicature ‘not in focus’, a factor which
contributes to the impression that this form is neutral.

The form sho (and possibly shu, as well) demonstrates a strong preference for
entities that are at most activated and those not mentioned as previous subjects. Sho is
the form most often used with entities introduced by clauses, and shows no restrictions in
that area. This pronoun occurs more frequently with non-human and animate entities
than human entities, and the human entities to which it refers in the corpus are primarily
plural entities. In terms of relative prominence, sho usually indicates a lower-ranking
entity in a set. Overall, this form is the least likely to refer to an entity that has any
degree of prominence related to inherent features such as animacy or contextual features
such as the argument position of previous mention.

Finally, there is an interesting correlation between the description of gradient
restrictiveness derived from both questionnaire and corpus data and the percentage of
referents of a given form that are in focus in the corpus study. Based on gradient
restrictiveness, the ranking of pronominals is as follows: o’ziu > @ > bu > o0 > sho. As

shown in Figure 11, the most restrictive form, o ziu has 100 % of its referents in focus,
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while the form s/o has only 18.7% of its referents in focus. Except for nulls and bu,
which have virtually the same percentage of referents in focus (though technically bu has
more by 0.4%), the descending percentage of referents in focus represents the descending

degree of restrictiveness described in this section.
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0’ziu

Requires a referent in focus

Intersentential reference restricted to previous subjects
L Not used with clausally introduced referents

(o N

Requires a referent in focus

Majority of referents mentioned as previous subjects

Use with in focus entities not introduced by nominals most likely

acceptable

Reference to entities mentioned as direct objects, but not dative

objects okay

Some entities not automatically coded as in focus okay if

parallelism involved

kNot acceptable in phonologically-marked contexts /
\

/bu

Majority of referents previous subjects

Reference to entities mentioned as direct objects and dative
objects okay, regardless of parallelism

Limited use with focus entities not introduced by nominals
Usually indicates higher-ranked in a set of entities referred to with

pronominals
J
\

-

/

o
No outstanding preference for previous subjects
Majority use with focus entities
No restriction with entities not introduced by nominals
Can be used with either entity in a ranked set of entities referred to
with pronominals
J

\_

fsho (shu) A

Strong preference for entities not mentioned as previous subjects
Strong preference for entities at most activated

No restriction on entities not introduced by nominals

Usually indicates lowest entity in a ranked set of entities referred
to with pronominals

More frequently occurs with non-human/inanimate entities

Figure 8: Degree of Restrictiveness
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Requires a referent in focus Requires an activated referent
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Figure 9: Reference to nominally introduced entities

0'ziu 0 sho/shu
bu

Reference to entities introduced by a clause
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with with events; direct and indirect direct and indirect
clausally- possible referents (lower referents (higher
introduced restriction frequency frequency
referents on entities compared to sho) compared to 0)

indirectly

introduced

by a clause

Figure 10: Reference to entities introduced by a clause
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100% 96% 72% 12% 0%

Figure 11: Percent of corpus referents in focus (ct. Table 6)

*The placement of shu is not really significant, since it represents the coding of only one form.

6.3. Cognitive status and ranking effects

An important question in this study is whether or not there is a distinction
between cognitive status and relative salience (ranking). While some theories, such as
Centering Theory, focus only on relative salience based on factors such as argument
position or animacy, the GH model focuses on how these same factors all contribute to
allow a referent to attain a particular cognitive status. The distinct categories of cognitive
status provide an explanation for why certain forms are unacceptable with referents of a
certain maximum status, yet still allow for different degrees of relative salience for
referents of the same cognitive status (Mulkern 2003:23). Accordingly, it is plausible
that, even though the use of forms signaling different levels of cognitive status can be
used to create a ranking effect, there are still other ways to indicate finer degrees of
relative salience. Another possible conclusion is that the categories of ‘in focus’ and
‘activated’ are prototype categories with fuzzy boundaries (rather than discrete
categories) mapped onto gradient distinctions of cognitive prominence.

In Kumyk, I propose that the distinction between the (inherent) cognitive statuses

‘in focus’ and ‘activated’ is primarily encoded by the use of a null versus an overt
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pronoun, while the different demonstratives primarily encode finer degrees of relative
salience. I would further suggest that in most languages, the contrast between a set of
forms with lower phonological prominence and one with greater phonological
prominence (e.g. nulls versus overt forms or unstressed pronouns versus stressed
pronouns) is used to signal different levels of inherent salience. This fits with the
suggestion of Givon (1983) and others that unstressed pronouns and nulls (ellipsis—or
generally, phonologically reduced form) are associated with the highest level of natural
cognitive prominence or “givenness”, as well as a high degree of “expectedness” or
predictability.

If I claim the focus-activated distinction in Kumyk is encoded primarily by the
null-overt contrast, what can I then claim about the reflexive, since the data analysis also
indicates that this form can only be used with referents in focus? In all languages, even
languages such as Kumyk, which has a relatively unrestricted use of nulls (purely in
terms of syntax), there are still reasons a null form cannot be used to refer to a highly
prominent entity. In Kumyk, for example, a null argument in a relative clause is always
understood as coreferent with the head of the relative clause, and any other argument of
the relative clause must be expressed as an overt form, even highly salient entities. In
addition to this, null arguments are not acceptable in contexts which require phonological
focus. In Kumyk these contexts include equative clauses, expressions of contrastive
focus, and other emphatically-marked expressions (with de, for example). In some of
these contexts, the reflexive seems to act as a specialized overt form which signals the

addressee to block the implicature ‘not in focus’ and search for the referent among the
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entities at the center of attention. I claim, moreover, that the contrast between o ziu and
nulls (unlike the four different forms that signal the status ‘activated’) is not used to
indicate the relative salience of two entities in focus. This is a logical consequence of the
fact that, since there is no status higher than ‘in focus’, there is no way an implicature of
lower ranking can be derived, and, as expected, there is no evidence for such a functional
contrast in the data. (Note that, though the contrast between null and reflexive is not used
for relative salience, the contrast between o ziu and any demonstrative can be used to
indicate relative salience.)

Based on my analysis, I claim that the primary function of the four demonstratives
in Kumyk is to encode the relative salience of entities that have the same minimum
cognitive status—that is, entities that are at least activated, but not necessarily at most
activated. As previously stated, the use of any form from this category potentially gives
rise to the implicature ‘not in focus’ based on the unidirectional entailment of the GH
model, yet the form sho seems to have a specialized association with this implicature.
The form bu, on the other hand seems to have a specialized function of indicating the
more salient of one or more entities with the same minimum cognitive status. Though
this association does not directly derive from the structure of the GH model, it is not
surprising that there is a need for some means of indicating the more salient of two
entities that are both at most activated, a function which, by definition, cannot be fulfilled
by a form which requires an entity in focus—that is, a null or reflexive.

The psychological reality of both the ranking effect resulting from focus-activated

distinctions and the finer distinctions of the demonstrative contrast are adequately
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supported by my data analysis. I predict that pairs of ranked forms can be used to
indicate the salience of one entity in relation to another, and an analysis of sentences with
multiple pronouns shows a correlation with the salience ranking (of entities) which is
derived from either cognitive status differences or animacy differences. Sentence
continuations comparing the four demonstrative forms provide further evidence that
contrasts in form (ranked pairs) guide anaphora resolution. When asked to read a
sentence and write a second sentence using a particular demonstrative form, respondents
tend to use the pronoun bu to refer to the entity assumed to be the highest-ranking entity
and consistently used sko to refer to a lower-ranking entity. One point of interest is that
the consistent preference for sho referring to lower-ranked entities seems much more
consistent than correlations between bu and higher-ranking entities (in various types of
questionnaire data). The most likely explanation for this phenomenon is that bu is a form
which can be used to impose salience on an entity (Mulkern 2003).

A broader question related to the claim that the demonstratives encode relative
salience is the relationship between relative salience and the categorization of
demonstrative use primarily in terms of distance features. As I explain in Chapter 2,
following the GH model, I assume that the cognitive status of an entity is a more basic
feature than spatial distance, though the two are perhaps related. While a number of
recent studies characterize the use of demonstratives in terms of attention states (Enfield
2003, inter alia), it is interesting to look at possible correlations between traditional
descriptions of the Kumyk demonstratives and the specializations I claim in this study.

The correlation between the form bu, which is described as a proximal demonstrative,
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and its specialization in indicating the higher-ranking of one or more entities is rather
iconic. On the other hand, the form sho, which specializes in indicating the lower-
ranking entity in a set, is described as a medial demonstrative, which is less iconic, as one
might have expected the distal demonstrative here. It is interesting, however, that in
Kumyk, as in a number of languages, the distal demonstrative o seems to function as the
default/neutral personal pronoun, whereas bu and sho are much less frequent and more

specialized.

6.4. Inherent versus imposed salience

Following Mulkern 2003 and Levinsohn 2008 this study assumes a distinction
between the natural cognitive prominence of an entity, which is related to inherent
features of entity type and contextual features (linear distance of previous mention,
argument position, eye gaze, introduction by a nominal or clause, etc.) and salience
which can be attributed to an entity via the linguistic form. Mulkern (2003) describes
salience attributed via a linguistic form as imposed salience that reflects “how the speaker
intends the hearer to rank [or rerank] discourse entities relative to one another” (25).
Levinsohn, on the other hand, describes this type of salience as thematic prominence, or
the attention drawn to an already established topic, with the assumption that “normally”
attention is drawn to new information (2008:61).

What happens if a speaker wants to impose salience on an entity by the choice of
linguistic form—here, choice of referring expression? Imposed salience is impossible
with nulls and generally not likely to work with phonologically reduced forms; hence it is

associated with stressed forms. Functionally, imposed salience is associated with both
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reranking, such as topic shift or other types of unexpectedness or “heightened emotion”
(Mulkern 2003:25, Levinsohn, 2008:62)).

Which types of forms can be used to impose salience? In Kumyk, nulls and
reflexives both signal ‘in focus’. Nulls, however, by definition, cannot impose salience
in any form. Reflexives are restricted to entities which are already highly salient (most
likely the highest-ranking entity) and the use of these forms to impose salience is not
usually associated with reranking or imposed ranking, but with an added contextual
effect. A Relevance-theoretic interpretation of this phenomenon might be that the use of
an overt form with an entity that is already in focus/highly salient is unexpected and
harder to process than a null argument, but has a greater potential for contextual effect
(Sperber and Wilson 1986/95). This is based on the idea that, given the basic contrast
between nulls and overt forms (primarily non-reflexive forms), the use of null arguments
is restricted to the set of possible referents in focus, which makes referent identification
easier than for most overt forms, which signal only activation and, thus can be associated
with a wider set of possible referents. In other words, the use of a reflexive
communicates something to the effect of, “even though I’m using an overt form (instead
of a null), which usually means a less salient referent, search for a highly salient
referent.” Specific contextual effects often mentioned in the literature on reflexives
include logophoricity, indication of point of view shift (e.g. shift from narrator as the
deictic center to the protagonist as deictic center), and contrastive focus.

While Mulkern suggests that a speaker can impose salience on an entity by “using

an expression that signals a higher cognitive status than a referent actually has for the
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addressee at a particular point in the discourse” (2003:27), I suggest that the speaker can
also impose salience on an entity by using a form that signals ‘activated’—more
specifically, the specialized form bu. The pronoun bu is the form naturally associated
with imposed salience, since it specializes in indicating the more prominent entity within
a set. The pronoun o, on the other hand, is both more frequent and more neutral (which
follows ideas of typological markedness), while sko can be said to impose lower relative
salience.

Evidence that bu is associated with imposed salience includes the association
between bu and reference to a highly salient entity that involves some type of
unexpectedness, particularly the cases in which bu is associated with topic shift and
elaboration in the corpus study (c.f. section 4.3.5). Topic shift involves unexpectedness
because subject continuity is expected; thus, as Centering Theory predicts, topic shift
requires more processing effort (Walker, Joshi and Prince 1998). Elaboration is an
unexpected adding of information about a topic rather than continuing the chronological

narrative, which likely also requires more processing effort.'>

Particularly in cases of
topic shift, the use of bu, given its specialization in signaling the highest-ranking referent

(which, in most cases would be the previous topic), would ease the processing effort by

signaling the hearer to search for the most salient referent of the previous utterance. Note

' Mulkern 2003 also predicts that a lower form (e.g. activated form for in focus referent) can be used for
elaboration,which is, to some extent exemplified in Kumyk by the use of demonstratives like o in inter-
sentential elaboration. I propose that the form bu is more specialized for the function of elaboration within
the same noun phrase, while o and other demonstratives are associated with intersentential elaboration.
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that, especially in the case of topic shift, the use of a reflexive would not create the same
effect because it is likely to be assumed to be coreferent with the subject of the current
sentence rather than with the subject of the previous sentence.

In other types of cases, the use of bu, especially in contrast to another form, can
say, “pay attention, this entity is extra salient for a reason primarily associated with
speaker emotion.” In one text, the use of bu is associated with the introduction of the
VIP participant (also the 1¥ person narrator) into the narrative. Cataphoric reference is
another case where the speaker subjectively imposes salience on a piece of new
information. The fact that bu is the only demonstrative associated with cataphoric
reference is further evidence of its function in imposing salience. The contextual effect
of imposed salience that is associated with speaker emotion is to communicate something
about the speaker’s point of view, thus forms such as bu can easily be perceived as point

of view markers.

6.5. Questions of wider interest and areas for further study

The data presented in this study offer insight into a number of questions of wider
interest to linguists and raise a number of questions that are relevant both to theories of
reference and to other areas of linguistics.

The description of Kumyk pronominals in this study provides basic information
about the syntactic distribution of overt pronouns, nulls and reflexives. Of particular
interest in this description is the distributional evidence in the corpus analysis and
speaker judgments that supports the categorization of the reflexive as a pronominal in the

binding theory sense. Though a number of languages have long-distance uses of
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reflexive anaphors, few languages have reflexive forms for which the distribution is
unrestricted enough for those forms to be classified as pronominals (cf. Cole et al. 2001,
Kornfilt 2001), thus the Kumyk data should be of interest to this body of research.

The categorization of null reference in this study also complements various
descriptions of null anaphora in Turkic languages (Erguvanli-Taylan 1986, Turan 1995,
inter alia). The corpus analysis of null arguments and the resulting hypothesis that these
forms require a referent in focus supports the idea of pragmatic or discourse restrictions
on null anaphora and should be of particular interest to those working within the syntax-
pragmatics interface. Moreover, the evidence for the role of parallelism and degree of
expectedness in zero anaphora in Kumyk relates to theories of ellipsis, not only nominal
ellipsis, but also to VP ellipsis, where parallelism is cited as a factor that contributes to
the felicity of this phenomenon.

An important question of interest to a number of sub-disciplines of linguistics—
particularly typology—is the degree to which animacy features affect the inherent
salience of an entity. Croft (2003) claims that animacy features are a parameter in a
number of typological patterns. For example, differences in animacy features (plus
definiteness features) can correlate with overt versus implicit object/patient case marking
as well as different grammatical treatments of noun incorporation and indexation (167-
168). Other examples include the fact that nominals with human referents can have a
grammaticized form of number marking not found among those with inanimate referents
(129). More specific to theories of reference, Fraurud 1996 and Prat—Sala and Branigan

2000 provide evidence that inherent salience based on animacy features influences
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referential choice. The key to these claims is developing a method that allows the
investigator to differentiate between the role of salience derived from contextual features
and salience derived from ontological features.

While animacy features likely contribute to cognitive status cross-linguistically,
the degree and manner in which animacy features affect pronominal choice obviously
differs in a language in which animacy categories are grammatically marked (e.g.
English) versus languages like Kumyk in which animacy categories are not
grammatically marked. Since, in the latter case, one can compare the correlation between
pronominal choice and cognitive status to the correlation between pronominal choice and
animacy features, further studies of languages of this type would serve to elucidate the
role of animacy in relation to cognitive status.

A related question is whether or not events, states, activities, facts, propositions,
speech acts are naturally more or less salient than other types of inanimate entities. If
inherent features of an entity such as animacy contribute to cognitive status, it is not
unreasonable to suppose that other types of inherent features could contribute to salience,
as well. While the GH model makes a distinction between entities that are directly versus
indirectly introduced by clauses, the model does not make a distinction in salience
between the types of entities directly introduced by clauses (namely, events and states)
and entities directly introduced by nominals. Nevertheless, certain aspects of this study,
such as the restrictiveness in forms such as bu in reference to clausally-introduced
entities, suggest that there may be a distinction, raising questions about how entity class

affects inherent salience.
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Finally, one of the more interesting typological questions this study indirectly
addresses is the relationship between cognitive status distinctions and traditional
categorizations of demonstratives in terms of distance features. This study does not take
the position that cognitive status distinctions are derived from what some would perceive
as more basic distinctions in terms of distance features. In fact, the results of the study
show that it is the so-called medial demonstrative sho in Kumyk, not the distal
demonstrative o that is most closely associated with the implicature ‘not in focus’ and the
indication of lower relative salience. Some recent studies have suggested classifications
of demonstratives based on joint attention (Enfield 2003, inter alia). For example,
Ozyiirek and Kita 2001 (as cited in Enfield 2003) classify the Turkish demonstrative su,
previously described as the medial demonstrative, as a form which indicates a referent
that the addressee is not attending to. This classification of Turkish su would fit better
with the current study’s evidence about the Kumyk “medial” demonstrative than an
explanation that proposes that distance features are directly mapped onto the discourse
use of demonstratives Taking into consideration the fact that different languages have
different numbers of demonstratives with variations related to the linguistic encoding of
animacy, number, gender, or other features, further cross-linguistic comparison of
discourse features of demonstratives and the cognitive status of their referents should

provide interesting data on what is basic to these forms.
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Appendix 2: Text corpus

Text | Title/ID Mode/ Source # pages
Genre (glossed)

1 1 Am Guilty, Marian, | Written Abukov, Kamal. 1973. Men 5
Introduction, Excerpt | Narrative gunag’lyman, Mar’ian. In Siuise de
from Chapter 1 siuimese de. Makhachkala:

(ID Marian) Dagestanskoe knizhnoe
izdatel’stvo.

2 The importance of Written Elicited 8
MT Literature Expository
(ID Mother Tongue)

3 Hibat (Slander) and Written Akaev, Abusupiian. Reprinted in 7
Ekiiuzliuliuk Hortatory 1993. Paikhammarny él bulan.
(Hypocrisy) Makhachkala: Dag’ystan kitap
(ID Character) basmakhanasy.

4 Khalk”ybyzny aburu | Written G’amzatov, Ag’mat. 9
artsyn, o’r bolsyn. Hortatory Khalkybyzny aburu artsyn, o’r
(ID Editorial) bolsyn. Yoldash. April 20, 2001:8.

5 Aihalay’s Slippers Written Aflhalainy Machiileri. 9
(ID Aihalay) Narrative Tangcholpan [Kumyk language

journal]

6 Birth Oral Elicited 6
(ID Birth) Expository

7 Obituary Written Hasayev, Amet. Yoldash. 7
(ID Obit) Narrative/ | September 7, 2004:8. [newspaper]

expository

8 The Prophet’s Written Pajxammarny k’yzlary 12
Daughters Narrative (1993. Tangcholpan 4:18-19. No
(ID Prophet) author listed.) [Kumyk language

journal]

9 Oral narratives of Oral Elicited 9
video Narrative
[ID Oral]

10 Agriculture text Written D. Zhavathanov. Ihshlamegen - 15
(ID Agr) Expository | Tishnemes. Yoldash. Aug. 31,

2004:3. [newspaper]

11 Oral narrative of Oral Elicited 8
wordless book Narrative
(ID Oral)

12 Oral narrative of Oral Elicited 4
publication event Narrative
(ID NT) (historical)
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Appendix 3: Sample Text

Text Title: The Prophet’s Daughters
Text Code: Prophet

Language: Kumyk

Primary Coder: Linda Humnick

Date: 25 September 2006

Coding Guidelines: 7/04

This text, entitled “Pajxammarny k’yzlary” was originally printed in Tangcholpan, a
Kumyk literary publication and is reproduced here by permission from the publisher.
(Tangcholpan 1993, volume 4:18-19, no author listed)

While this text primarily uses the transliteration guidelines suggested by ALA-LC 1997,
the following variations apply: “j” is used intead of “1” to represent the Cyrillic symbol

CeM9Y 6 9

i”, “ja” is used instead of “ia” to represent the symbol, “s”” and “jo” is used instead of

€639 (152521

¢” to represent “¢”.

The following abbreviations are used in glossing: ABL=Ablative, ACC=Accusative,
coND=Conditional, CON=Conjunction, COP=Copula, DAT=Dative, DET=Determiner,
EMPH=Emphatic, FUT=Future, GEN=Genitive, GER=Gerund/Converb,
INF=Infinitive/Verbal Noun, LoCc=Locative, MOD=Modifier, NOM=Nominalizer,
PASS=Passive, PL=Plural, POSS=Possessive, PR=Present, PRT=Participal, PST=Past,
RFLX=Reflexive (verbal), sS=Singular, SPEC=Speculative. 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 indicate the
four distinct third person pronouns, bu, o, sho, and shu, respectively.

Each form coded in this text is enclosed in square brackets with a corresponding
superscript number, e.g. [bir k’yzy]*. The coding information appears in the
corresponding footnote, where the first column represents the referring form, the second
column identifies the referent, and the third column provides the coding information.

The following abbreviations are used in coding: FOC=in focus, ACT=activated,
FAM=familiar, UNQ=uniquely identifiable, REF=referential, TYP=type identifiable, and
UNDET=coding undetermined. Numbers following the status indicate the first criterion of
the coding protocol which applies (sometimes more than one criterion is relevant).
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#Prophet.0001

Bup narmxaMMapHE OMP KBH3H, OMp smeryu, OuMp MULKUIM, OUP Oe UTU OOJITbaH.

[[Bir pajkhammarny]' bir k"yzy]? [bir esheki]?®
one prophet.GEN one girl.3.P0OSS one donkey.3.P0OSS
[bir mishiki]* [bir de iti]?® bolg"an.

one cat.3.POSS one EMPH dog.3.POSS Dbe.PST

'A prophet had a daughter, a donkey, a cat and a dog.'

#Prophet. 0002

KbBEI3HEI 2pTre OepmMme saparIbaH BAKBTUCK I'efull, OyIbap Tejiedu Teje.

[[[K"yzny]® [erge]’ berme jarajg"an
girl.ACC husband.DAT give.INF possible.PST.PRT
vak"tisi]® gelip [bug"ar]’

time.3.P0OSS] come.GER 3.1.DAT

[gelechi]*? gele.
one.who.requests.engagement come. PR

'When it comes time for the daughter to be given in marriage,
a person requesting engagement comes to her.'

#Prophet.0003
KBBI3HEL aTace Oa paswu OOJiyll, KBBI3BIH Oepexek 6OoJa.

[[K"yzny]" atasy]"? da razi
[girl.GEN] father.3.P0OSS] and agreed

! Bir pajkhammarny; prophet; REF1
2 Bir pajkhammarny bir k"yzy daughter; UNQI1
3 bir esheki donkey; UNQI
* bir mishiki cat; UNQI
> bir de iti dog; UNQI1
6 K"yzny daughter; ACT1
" erge husband; TYP1
¥ K"yzny erge berme jarajg"an vak"tisi; time; UNQ1
® bug"ar daughter; FOC1
10 gelechi suitor! (individual); REF1
" K"vzny; daughter; FOC5
2 K"vzny atasy; prophet; ACT1
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bolup, [2]* [k"yzyn]** berezhek bola.
Be.GER % girl.3.POSS give.FUT be.PR

'The girl's father, agreeing, will give the girl.'

#Prophet.0004
OKMHUM TIOH OamTba epleH Tejeuyu Tejle, oTbap Aa Oepexer 0oJa.

[ekinchi giun]'® [bashg"a erden]'® [gelechi]Y

second day other place.ABL one.who.requests.engagement
gele,

Come.PR

[2]'® [og"ar]®’ da [2]%° berezhek bola.

% 3.2S.DAT EMPH % give.FUT be.PR

'The second day a person requesting engagement comes from
another place; [he] will give [her] to him, also.'’

#Prophet.0005

YBUOHUK TIOH OMPOAI'BEICEL I'ejie, OI'bapP Ha CE3 bepe, IOEPTIHUD I'H OMPIAaI"BEICH

Tejie, OI'bapP Ia KBBEIBHH Oepexek OoJyn nmbepe.

[U'chiunchiu  giun]?* [@]** [birdag"ysy]? gele,
Third day % one.more.3S.POSS come.PR
Z prophet FOC1/2
Y k"yzyn; girl; FOC2/1
1Sekinchigun; second day UNQI1
e bashg"a jerden; another place TYP1

7 gelechi; suitor2 (individual) REF1
g, prophet; FOC4
¥ og"ar suitor2 FOC1
2 9. daughter; FOC4/5
2! U'chiunchiu ~ giun; third day; UNQI1
2 g, suitor (type) FOC5
3 birdag"ysy; suitor3 (individual) REF1

261



[2]°* [og"ar]®® da [sjoz]?® bere,

% 3.2S.DAT EMPH word give.PR

[djortiunchiu giun]?" [@]°® [birdag"ysy]?*® gele,

fourth day % one.more.3S.POSS come.PR

[2]°° [og"ar]’ da [[2]** k"yzyn]*® berezhek bolup jibere.
% 3.25.DAT EMPH % girl.POSS give.FUT become.GER send.PR

'The third day one more [person requesting engagement] comes;
[he] promises him, also; the fourth day one more [person requesting
engagement] comes, [he] sends the girl to be given to him also.'’

#Prophet.0006

Teue AaTTBAaHIA,Ob3K0 B3TITEH TEepC MITe Ob3K0 ThLEKIHWOI, Tobarba ToOIE TYPyIl
BupIarbel HaMas KhbLIa .

[Geche]** [@]%° jatg"anda [[o'ziu]®® etgen
night % lie.down.PST.PRT.LOC self.3.POSS do.PST.PRT
ters ishge]?’ [o'ziu]%® g'jokiuniup
wrong work.DAT self.3.POSS regret.GER
[tobag"a]®’ [2]*° tiushe turup
repentance.DAT % descend.PR stay.GER

* g, prophet; FOC4
> og"ar; suitor3; FOC1
2 sjoz; word; TYP1
T djortiunchiu giun; fourth day; UNQI1
29, suitor (type) FOC5
¥ birdag"ysy; suitor4 (individual) REF1
Nz prophet; FOC4
31 og"ar; suitor4; FOC1
29, prophet; FOC2
3 k"yzyn; girl; FOC4
 Geche night; UNQI
Sz prophet; FOC1
3 0'ziu; prophet; FOC1
7 ters ishge; bad thing FAM
* 0'ziu; prophet; FOC1
* tobag"a; repentance; TYP1
7 prophet; FOC1
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[2]*" [birdag"y  namaz]** k"yla.
one.more prayer do.PR

o\

'[That] night when [he] lay down, he regrets the wrong thing that he
had done, [he] falls into repentance, [and] prays one more prayer.'

#Prophet.0007

By BaxbTuze Xabpawujl Majlanuk IeJiuIl,
—AnjlareyTamajla carba BJTI'E€H MIIMHIEe TIbEKKHMEe, OepreH CE€3mHIIe TabylapcaH
Oemn amTme,

- nmeun.

[Bu vak"tide]* [Zhabrail malajik]** gelip,

3.1.DET time.LOC Gabriel angel come .GER

- [Allag'uta"ala]*® [sag"a]*® [[[@]* etgen ishinge]*®
- Most.High.God 2S.DAT % do.PST.PRT work.2S.DAT
[2]*° g'jokiunme, [[2]°° bergen sjoziungde]®!

% regret .NEG.PR % give PST.PRT word.2S.P0OSS.LOC

[2]°° tabularsan]®® dep ajtdy,
keep.FUT.2S] COMP say.3S.PST

o\

- [2]°* dej.
- % say.PR

'At this time the angel Gabriel comes and (he) says,"The Most High God
said not to regret the thing you have done, that you will keep your
word."'

o, prophet; FOC1

*2 birdag"y namaz; prayer; TYP1

* Bu vak"tide; time; ACT3

* Zhabrail malajik; angel Gabriel; FAM2

45 Allag'uta"ala; God; NA Direct speech

46 sag'a; prophet; NA Direct speech

7 g, prophet; NA Direct speech

* etgen ishinge; NA Direct speech
o, prophet; NA Direct speech

g, prophet; NA Direct speech

> Bergen sjozjungde; NA Direct speech

Rz prophet; NA Direct speech

3 etgen ishinge g'jokiunme, bergen sjoziungde tabularsan; NA Direct speech

* g, Angel Gabriel; FOC1
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#Prophet.0008
MatixaMMap @a HaMasHH KBbIJIHII,

[Pajkhammar]®®

prophet

[2]°" [iurekin]®®
% heart.3.POSS EMPH peace

'The prophet finishes the prayer,

bed.'

#Prophet.0009

SpTeH TypI'baHIOa TWUJIET'E€HJIED T'€JIMII KBEI3HE BJITeJIep.

[Erten]®!
morning

[21° [k"yzny]®®
% girl.ACC]

'In the morning,
the girl/daughter.'

#Prophet.0010

K®BI3 TeTu,

KBEI3 OoJia.

[K"yz]®® getip

[namazyn]®®
EMPH prayer.3.POSS

turg"anda
get.up.PST.PRT.LOC request.PST.PRT.PL come.GER

lead.PR.PL

gets up,

[parakhat]®® etip

k"ylyp
do.GER

[g] 60
do.GER

wperrMH e IlapaxaT 323TUIl 4ATa.

makes his heart peaceful,

[tilegenler]®®

[gechesinde]®’

girl leave.GER night.3S.P0SS.LOC

55 Pajkhammar,

56
namazyn,

57 &

¥ yurekin;

% parakhat

“ .

61 Erten;

2 g.

% tilegenler;

5 .

ZZkﬁzn%
K"yz;

67gechawnde;

prophet
prayer
prophet;

heart (prophet’s)

peace;
prophet;
morning;
prophet;

suitor1+friends/relatives;
suitor1+friends/relatives;

girl;
girl;
evening/night

reyecruHme naﬁxammapﬂm YBIOHIOE OBb3IHI KBEISBEIHIAH IIa ncOamel

FOC4
ACTI1
FOC1
UNQI
TYPI
FOC1
TYPI;
FOC1
FAMI
FOC1
FAMI
ACTI1
UNQI

jata.
lie.down.PR

and goes to

the requesters come and take away
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[ [pajkhammarny]®® u'iunde]® [[o'ziuniu]™®
prophet.GEN at.3P0SS.home self.3POSS.ACC.3.POSS

k"yzyndan]"* da [isbajy k"yz]'? bola.
girl.3.POSS.ABL and slender girl be.PR

'After the girl/daughter leaves, that evening, in the prohet's home,
besides his own daughter there appears a slender girl.'

#Prophet.0011

O - ybUOeru MU T OoJirbaH.
[0] - [[9]™ [u'jdegi]”™  mishiki]’® bolg"an.
3.28 - % home.LOC.MOD cat.3.POSS be.PST

'She had been [his] house cat.'

#Prophet.0012

SpTeH reyuIl TrejlelleTeHJIep OHY na 3JITe.

[Erten]”’ [0]"% gelip [geleshegenler]’®

morning % come.GER ask.for.in.marriage.PR.PRT.PL]
[onu]®° da elte.

3.2S.ACC EMPH lead.PR

'Coming in the morning, the ones asking [for her] in marriage
lead her [away], too.'

88 pajkhammarny; prophet; ACT1

% pajkhammarny u'iunde; prophet’s home; UNQI1

o' ziuniu; prophet; FOC2

" o'zuniu k"yzyndan; girl; FOC1/2

2 ishajy k'"yz; slender girl (formerly cat); REF1 (possibly FAM)
P 0; girl (cat); FOC1

"o, prophet; FOC5

" w'idegi house TYPI;

% w'idegi mishiki; cat; FAM1 (possibly FOC)
7 Erten; morning; TYP1

7 suitor2(+friends/relatives);UNDET

7 geleshegenler; suitor2(+friends/relatives); FOC1

5 onu; cat-daughter; FOC1
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#Prophet.0013

YBUIOHU I'ede MUTU KBE3 603’[61, SPTEeHMHOe T'eJIMII O KBBISHEI Ha alJlblll I'eTe.

[U'chiunchiu geche]® [[0]%% iti]% [k"yz]% bola,
third night % dog.3.P0OSS girl become. PR
[erteninde]®® [0]%  gelip [o k"yzny]® da
morning.3.P0OSS.LOC % come.GER 3.2.DET girl.ACC EMPH
[0]%® alyp gete.

% take.GER leave.PR

'The third night [his] dog becomes a girl, in the morning [they]
come and take that girl, too.'

#Prophet.0014

ApanaH OMpP-2KM TWOH I'eTUIl OMp I'ede smeTry KbBE3 0OoJa.

Aradan [bir - eki giun]® getip [bir geche]®®
Interval .ABL one -  two day pass.GER one night
[[O]°1 [esheki]]* [k"yz]?® bola.

% donkey.3.POSS girl become. PR

'After a couple of days pass, one night [his] donkey becomes a girl.

#Prophet.0015

DpTeHMHOE OHY Ia DBJTeJep.

8 U'chiunchiu geche; third night; UNQI
29, prophet; ACTI
8 iti; dog; FAM1
4 k"yz; dog-girl TYPI
8 erteninde ; morning; UNQI1
Rz suitor3(+friends/relatives); ACT1
0 k"yzny ; girl (previously dog) FOC1
7 suitor3; FOC1
¥ bir - eki gjun 1-2 days; TYP1
* bir geche; one night; TYP1
ACT null will go here (ref=prophet)

Nz prophet; ACT1
2 esheki; donkey; FAMI
5 k"yz; girl; TYPI

266



[Erteninde]®’ [onu] *°
Morning.3.POSS.LOC 3.2S.ACC

'In the morning, [they]take he

#Prophet.0016
ApazmaH 4 - 5 ai reTun mnamxamma

ai]®’ getip
month

Aradan [4-5
interval.ABL 4-5

[(0]% [k"yzlaryn]]'*°

% girl.PL.3.POSS.ACC %

gjerme
see.INF1

gete.
go.PR

'A period of 4 - 5 months havi
daughters and sons-in-law.'

#Prophet.0017

Bamyan swermuHe Oapa.

da [2]°°
EMPH %

elteler.
lead.PR.PL

r, too.'

P KBHBJIAPHH, I'MEBJIEPUH I'épMe TeTe.

[pajkhammar]®®
pass.GER prophet

[[O]* [gijevlerin]*®?

son.in.law.PL.3.POSS.ACC

ng passed,

Bashlap [[O]*3 [eshekine]]'%* [2]'°°  bara.
Begin.GER % donkey.3S.DAT % go.PR

' (He) begins by going to the donkey.'

%4 Erteninde; morning; UNQI1
% onu donkey; FOC1
ez suitor4(+friends/relatives) ACT1
4.5 ai ; 4-5 months; TYP1
® pajkhammar; prophet; FAM1
iz prophet; FOC2
10 kmyzlaryn; daughters; FAMI1
Rz prophet; FOC2
192 gijevierin; sons-in-law; FAM (coreferent w/suitors)
7 prophet; FOC1
19% eshekine; daughter/donkey; ACTI
195 g, prophet; FOC1

the prophet goes to see his
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#Prophet.0018

AxmaM aman-uyuil, OHOAH-MyHIAH JIaKbBEp Oamjan nakxaMMmap TMeBIHe sdlab
TbajilaH copaM.

[Akhsham]'°¢ [@]'" ashap - ichip ondan - mundan
evening eat.GER - drink.GER from.there - from.here

oo

[lak"yr]'o® [2]'°° bashlap [pajkhammar]no[[ﬂ]ul [gijeviune] J**?

conversation % begin.GER prophet % son.in.law.3.POSS.DAT
[yashav g'aldan]'*? soraj.
life situation.ABL ask.PR

‘In the evening, having eaten and taken drink, beginning the
conversation about this and that, the prophet asks his son-in-law about
[his] life situation.'

#Prophet.0019

TueBoo: —-- BapeHE Oa 56m Tabynap, Tek OUp 3aT sAMaH - OMP T'balBaHHBL
yblipeTereH 3aMaH 0oJny.

[[O9]** [Gijeviu]J'P° --  “[Baryny da]''® ebi tabular
% son.in.law.3.POSS -- everything okay keeps.FUT2
tek [bir zat]'’ jaman - [[bir g'ajvanni]''® [0]'° u'jretegen
but one thing bad - one animal.GEN % teach.PR.PRT
196 gxsham; evening; TYP1
7 g, prophet; FOC1
18 Jak"yr; conversation; TYP1
19 g, prophet; FOC2
1o pajkhammar, prophet; FOC1
g, prophet; FOC2
112 gijeviune; son-in-law; FOC4
"3 yashav  g'aldan; life situation; UNQI
g, prophet; FOC1
S Gijeviu; son-in-law; ACT1
YY8Baryny da; NA Direct speech
iy zat; NA Direct speech
YEhir  g'ajvanni; NA Direct speech
12 g, NA Direct speech
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zaman]*?°  boldu.”
time be.3S.PST

'Son-in-law: “Everything’s okay, but one thing is bad - enough time
has passed to teach an animal.”'
#Prophet. 0020

Byrpap auTrbaH na Oup, amTMall KbOMIBbAH Ia; KbyJUJIyKbIaH-MugeH Oex
napaxaTr, - IETeH.

121

“[Bug"ar] ajtg"an da bir, ajtmay k"ojg"an

3.1.DAT say.PST.PRT EMPH one say.NEG.PR leave.PST

da; [k"ulluk"dan]'?? - [ishden]'*®  bek parakhat” - degen.
EMPH service.ABL - work.ABL very peacefully - say.PST

'”"Whether you say something to her or not, it’s the same; very peaceful
in attitude towards work.”'

#Prophet. 0021

Suwexk ummHM OaxapMmay B3KeH Iell NaxaMMapHBEL 3CUHE Tejie.

[[Eshek]'?* [ishni]'?® bazharmaj eken]'*® dep [ [pajkhammarny]'?’
donkey work.ACC know.how.NEG.PR COP COMP prophet.GEN
esine]'?® gele.

memory.3.POSS.DAT come.PR

'”"A donkey will not know how to work,” the prophet thought.'

#Prophet.0022

T'eue OyJylapnoa KBbOHAKDL Ia OOJIyIl, 3pPTeH MTHMHe Oapa.

120 bir g'ajvanni u'jretegen zaman,; NA Direct speech

! Bug"ar; NA Direct speech

22 feyllukdan; NA Direct speech

12 ishden; NA Direct speech

12 Eshek; donkey (type); TYPI;

123 ishni; work; UNQI (the work of a donkey)

120 Eshek ishni bazharmay eken; thought of the prophet;  ACT3

127 pajkhammarny; prophet; ACT/FOC (addressee in dialogue)
128 pajkhammarny esine; prophet’s mind; UNQI1
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Geche  [@]'*° [bularda]®®® [k"onak"]™*' da
night % 3.1.PL.LOC guest thus
[[2]**? [itine]]'*3 [2]%* bara.

% dog.3.POSS.DAT % go.PR

'At night he is a guest at their place;

dog."'

#Prophet.0023

llyHma Ia woJjiai rey OOJIbyHYa sllaB TbaJilaH COPAUIHII,

bolup
be.GER morning

erten

in the morning he goes to the

I'MeBKO Ie 6yr"bap KaHT

aTe: “Bup BaT anTMa amainl &Kb, UT MUMMUK Tbal-Tbasup, CeH OMPHU
avTcaHI', caI'ba OHHY aMTaXaKb.”
[Shunda]*?*® da [sholaj]**® gech bolg”uncha
3.4.1L0C EMPH 3.3.ADV late become.before.GER
[[yashav]®®’ g'aldan]*®® [2]*° [2]**° sorashyp

life situation.ABL % % greet.GER
[[2]** [gijeviu]]**? de [bug"ar]**® [kant]** ete:

% son.in.law.3.POSS EMPH 3.1.DAT complaint do.PR

“[Bir zat]'* ajtma amal Fok" [1t]® yimik
one thing say.INF1 situation exist.NEG dog like
12 9. prophet; FOCI1 (experiencer of psych. verb)
B bularda; son.in.law + daughter; FOC4
Bl k"onak”; guest; TYP1
Rz prophet; FOC2
133 itine, dog-girl; FAM1
B g, prophet; FOC2
5 Shunda, dog’s home; ACTI1
136 sholaj, NA: intensifier
137 yashav; life; TYPI1;
B8 yashav g'aldan; life situation; UNQI
9. prophet; FOC1
140 . son-in-law FOC2/4 (via shunda=dog’s home)
g, prophet; FOC2
2 oijeviu; son-in-law; FOC2
" bug"ar; prophet; FOC1
" kant; complaint; TYP1
" Bir zat, NA: DIALOGUE

146 .
it;

NA: DIALOGUE
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149 150

g'ap-g'azir [sen]** [birni]**® ajtsang [sag"a] [onnu]
ready 2S one.ACC] say.2S.COND 2S.DAT ten.ACC

[2]"' ajtazhak."
% say.FUT1

'At that place, thus (as before), before it got late, (he) asks about
the situation of life, and his son-in-law answers him: “It’s not
possible to say a single word. 1If you say one word, she’s]ready like a
dog and will say ten words.”'

#Prophet.0024

AB3yH XBIICa OarbaHace EKb 30U, — IOEN.

[Avuzun]*®? djyjsa bag’anasi

[mouth.3.P0OSS] hold.3.COND reason.3.P0SS

jok" edi - [2]>3 dej.
exist.NEG 3.PAST.AUX - % say.PR

'”If (she) had held her tongue there would have been no reason,” (he)
says.'

#Prophet.0025

VT TbanjaMalMel Oa Oell aTacChHB 3CHHE Tele.

[Tt]*se g’ aplamajmy da dep
dog bark-NEG-INTER EMPH COMP
[[[@]"° [atasyny]]°® esine]*®’ gele.
% father.3.P0SS.GEN memory.3.POSS.DAT come.PR
'ITt came to her father’s mind, “don’t dogs bark?”' (form of indirect
speech)
47 sen; NA: DIALOGUE
" birni; NA: DIALOGUE
' sag"a; NA: DIALOGUE
% onnu; NA: DIALOGUE
By, daughter (previously dog) NA: DIALOGUE
2 Avuzun; NA: DIALOGUE
15 g; son-in-law; FOC1
Bt dog (generic); TYP1
155 g; son-in-law; FOC1
136 atasyny; prophet; FOC4
7 atasyny esine; father’s mind; FOC (coreferential with prophet)
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#Prophet.0026
ByJnapna rI'ede Ie kbaJiMal, MUUIMIVHe Oapa.

[Bularda]*®® [geche]®®  de [2]'%°  k"almaj [[2]*% [mishikine] ]'%?
3.1.PL.LOC night EMPH % stay.NEG.PR % cat.3.POSS.DAT

[2]'% bara.
% go.PR

‘Not staying with them for the night, (he) went to the cat.’

#Prophet.0027

Xom-06em 3TUIN COPAIHIl alll'ba OJITypajap.

Hosh-besh [2]'%* etip sorashyp [ashg"a]'® [@]'°° olturalar.
Greeting % do.GER greet.GER food.DAT % sit.3PL.PR

‘Greeting each other, (they) sit down to eat.'

#Prophet. 0028

Aman 6urreHme, Oy SWHBE KbaThHBEL OApPHIl KapaBaTla STHIT 0OXJIan.

[2]'%7 Ashap  bitgende [[bu yashni]'®®
% eat.GER finish.PST.PRT.LOC 3.1 child.GEN]
katiny]'®° baryp [karavatda]'® [@]'" Jatyp jukhlaj.
wife.3.POSS go.GER bed.LOC % lie.down.GER sleep.PR

'When [they] finished eating, this child's wife goes and lies down to
sleep in the bed.'

8 Bularda; dog-daughter+son-in-law; FOCS5

19 geche; night UNQ

10 g. prophet; FOCI1 (experiencer of psych. verb)
g, prophet; FOC2

"2 Mishikine; cat; FAMI

19 9. prophet; FOC1/2

g, prophet+cat +son-in-law  ACT

1% ashg"a; food TYP1

prophet+cat+son-in-law; FOC1/2;
167 prophet+cat+son-in-law; FOCI;

" bu yashni; son-in-law (w/cat); ACT (mentioned in plural)
' bu yashni katiny; wife/cat; ACT (mentioned in plural)
0 karavatda; bed; TYP1
g, cat/daughter; FOC1

272



#Prophet. 0029

[larixaMMap I'MEeBIOHe copal: - fAumaB I'baJl HeUUMKIUP? - gJerm.

[Pajkhammar]*'? [[0]*7® [gijeviune]]*'* soraj: - [yashav g'al]'”®
prophet % son.in.law.3.POSS.DAT ask.PR - [life state
nechikdir? - dep.

how.COP - say.GER

'The prophet asks his son-in-law, "How's the state of life?"'

#Prophet.0030

TueBo amnTa: - MyHa CeH I'é€peleH KoMIe, MI-KbYJUIyKDb OyJjlaH OMp aBapach Ia
EKD.

[Gijeviu]t'® ajta: - Muna [[sen]

son.in.law.3.POSS say.PR - behold 25

gjorgen kuyde]'"’ [ish - k"ulluk"]''®

see.PST.PRT way.LOC work — service

bulan [2]7° [bir avarasy]'®® da Jok".

with % one concern.3.P0SS EMPH exist.NEG

'The son-in-law says, "As you see, she has no concern for the work.”’

#Prophet. 0031

Aman 6uTce, TEINCHMHM & XblMMalu, Oapel STHIIT Kbaja .
[2]'% Ashap  bitse [tepsini]*8? de

% eat.GER finish.3.COND tray.ACC EMPH

12 pajkhammar; prophet; ACT1

g, prophet; FOC2

174 Gijeviune, son-in-law; FOC5

' yashav g'al; life condition UNQ (your life condition)
176 Gijeviu; son-in-law; FOCS5;

7 sen gjorgen kuyde; NA Direct speech
8 ish - k"ulluk"; NA Direct speech
179 . NA Direct speech
%0 Bir avarasy; NA Direct speech
8l g, NA Direct speech
182 tepsini; NA Direct speech
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[2]'% zhyjmaj Jjatyp k”ala.

% clean.up.NEG.PR lie.down.GER stay-PR

'"1f [she] finishes eating, [she] does not clean up the dishes; [she]
goes and lies down.”'

#Prophet. 0032

Oxy ©Oyca narbel 3aT TapeKb TIOTOJN, — Ien.

[Tukhu]*®  busa zat]*® taryk” tugul -
sleep however thing necessary not -
[2]'%° dej.

% say.PR

'”Other than sleep, does not need anything," [he] says.'

#Prophet.0033

T'eue Oyylapma IOa KbaJlbll,

Geche [0]'%
night %

[[o'ziuniu]*®°

self.3P0OSS.GEN

'[After] staying with them at night,

daughter.'

#Prophet.0034

ATaCHEH apmuneH I‘épI‘eHHe K'BBEI3BEL Oa,

[bularda]?*®®
3.1.PL.LOC

k"yzyna]
girl.3.POSS.DAT

[pajkhammar]

namxamMmap Ob3IOHIO KBhIB3BHHA Oapa.

189

da k"alyp
EMPH stay.GER prophet
o1 bara.

aTaCheH T'E€Tepull ybuIe ITUNMpeJSIep.

183

;

184
Tukhu,

185 ” )
dag’y zat;

186 5.

187

,
188
bularda;
189 .
o0 pajkhammar,
0'ziuniu;
191

o'ziuniu k"yzyna;

wife;

son-in-law;

prophet;
son-in-law

prophet;

prophet;

girl (own daughter);

go.PR

the prophet goes to his own

I'MeBID e ajigelHa Oapelnl xom-0elm 3TuIl,

NA Direct speech

NA Direct speech

NA Direct speech

FOC1

UNDET (backwards anaphora)
FOCI1 (plural is idiomatic)
FOC1

FOC2;

FAMI;
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[[0]*  Atasyn]*®® ariden [2]'°* gjorgende

father.3.POSS.ACC further.ABL % see.PST.PRT.LOC
[[0]*°  k"yzy]™* da [[0]* [gijeviu]]'® de
% girl.3.P0OSS and % son.in.law.3.POSS and
[2]'°° aldyna baryp [2]%°° [khosh-besh]?*** etip [2]%°?
% before.DAT go.GER % greeting do.GER %
[[2]?%° atasyn]®® gjoterip [2]°%° [u'jge]?®® gijireler.
% father.3.POSS.ACC bring.up.GER % home.DAT Dbring.in.3PL.PR

'Seeing their father from far away, his daughter and son-in-law go
before him and greet him, bringing their father up and bringing (him)
into their home.'

#Prophet.0035

Am rpasup OOJNITyHYa KPEeK aBypTMac IOel TI'MeB, KbAaThHHI'BA KBBUHPA: — APUTU
ybiioeH Oup xapOy3 ajel Tejl 4u Jell.

[Ash]?"" g’azir  bolguncha [iurek]

food ready be.before.GER heart

dep [gijev] [k”atyng"a]?*’

COMP son.in.law wife.DAT

A daughter/husband;

'3 Atasyn; prophet;

P4 g, daughter/husband;

2 prophet;

196 femyzy; girl;

A prophet;

198 gijeviu; son-in-law;
prophet;

2 husband/wife;

2! khosh-besh; greeting;

2 g, husband/wife;

g, husband/wife;

" atasyn; prophet;

g, husband/wife

206y ige; home

27 Ash; food;

2% jurek; heart

29 gijev; son-in-law

210 k’atyng"a; wife;

avurtmas
cause.to.be.heavy.NEG

k"ychyra:
cry.out.PR

UNDET (backwards anaphora)
FOC1

FOC2 (via POSS suffix)
FOC2

FOC2

FOC2

FOC2

FOC2

FOC1/2

TYP

FOC1/2

FOC1/2

FOC5

FOC1/2

UNQ

TYP

TYP

ACT (part of plural subject)
ACT (part of plural subject)
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- [Arigi u'jden]

- further.MOD home.ABL

gel chi dep.
come EMPH say.GER

211

[bir  kharbuz]?'?
one watermelon

[2]°" alyp
% take.GER

'So that the heart won't be heavy while waiting for the food to be

ready,
from the back room."'

#Prophet.0036

the son-in-law shouts to his wife,

saying,

"Bring a watermelon

Apury yblIOe all STeTeH KBbaTHHE Oup xapby3 ajbn Teje.

214

[[Arigi u'jde] [ash]?® etegen
Further.MOD home.LOC food do.PR.PRT
[bir kharbuz]?*® alyp gele.

one watermelon take.GER come.PR

'The wife,
watermelon.'
#Prophet.0037

Opu xapby3I'ba Kbapall:

[[z]219 Eri]220
% husband.3.P0OSS

who was making food in the back room,

N Arigi u'jden;

212 4.
bir kharbuz;
213

2 Arigi u'jde;

215
ash;
216

27 Arigi u'jde ash etegen k”atyny;

28 bir kharbuz;
219

;
20
Eri;
21
kharbuzg'a;
22
Bu;

[[z]216 k//atyny] ]217

wife.3.P0OSS]

brings one

- By uy OeuureH, OamWIbaChH I'eJITUP - Iel.
[kharbuzg"a]??! k"arap: - “[Bu]j?**?
watermelon.DAT look.GER - 3.1

NA Direct speech
NA Direct speech
wife NA Direct speech
back room; FAMI1
food; ACT1;
husband; FOC1
wife; ACT1
watermelon; ACT1 (via direct speech)
wife; FOC5
husband/son-in-law; FOCI1;
watermelonl; FOCS5
watermelonl; NA Direct speech
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chu bechigen [bashg"asyn]*** [2]%** geltir,” - [@]**° dej.

EMPH wither.PST.PRT other.3.POSS.ACC % bring - % say.PR

'The husband, looking at the watermelon, says, "This one is withered,
bring another one.™'

#Prophet.0038

KaTeHEl O XapOy3HY BSJITUM, Oalll'baCHH AaJikll Teje.

[[2]?*% K”atyny]??’ [o kharbuznu]??® eltip

% wife.3.POSS 3.2.DET watermelon.ACC Dbring.GER
[[2]%%° bashg"asyn]?*° [2]7°t  alyp gele.

% other.3.POSS.ACC % take.GER come.PR

'The wife takes away that watermelon and brings another one.'

#Prophet.0039

OpMu ma®el Ha xapbOy3Iba Kbapall: — He KbajiblH KbaOyKBJIYCYH TeJITUPIAMHT,
amaMiaBIyCcy EKbBMYy, — IeN.
[[@]%% Eri]?3 [dag"y  da kharbuzg"a]?* k"arap:
% husband.3.P0OSS another vyet watermelon.DAT look.GER
“Ne [k"alyn [[@]?° k”abuk”lusun]]?3® [91%
- what thick % rind.3.POSS.ACC %
3 bashg"asyn; another one(watermelon2);NA Direct speech
2y wife; NA Direct Speech
2 g husband,; FOC1/2
20 g, husband; FOC1
27 K atyny; girl/daughter/wife; FOC5
280 kharbuznu; watermelonl; FOCS5 (direct speech + narrative)
2 g watermelon (type) FOC4
230 bashg"asyn; another one(watermelon2); ACT1 (direct speech)
> g; wife; FOC1/2
2 wife; FOCI1
23 Eri; husband,; FOCS5
4 dag"y da kharbuzg"a; watermelon2; FOC5
g NA Direct speech
Skalyn k”abuk”lusun; NA Direct speech
219, NA Direct speech



geltirding, [ [2]%%8
bring.2S.PST %

'The husband, again looking at the watermelon,
skinned one you brought,

#Prophet. 0040

KbaTeH Ha®eH Oa O xXapOy3HY BJITUI,

[K”atyn]?*' dag"y da

adamshavlusu]
decent.3.P0SS

239

kharbuznu]?*?
watermelon.ACC

wife again and 3.2.DET
eltip [bir [[@]?*® bashg"asyn]]?**
bring.GER one % other.3.P0OSS.ACC

jok"mu,
exist .NEG.INTER - % say.PR

o
°

- [8]7% dej.

says, "What a thick-
don't you have a decent one?"'

Oup OaWrbacCHH I'eJITUPE.

[@]%*° geltire.

bring.PR

'The wife again takes that watermelon away and brings another one.'

#Prophet.0041
Spu xapOy3HY aJiblIl:

[[z]246 Eri]247

% Husband.3.P0OSS

[kharbuznu]?*®
watermelon.ACC

'The husband, taking the watermelon...'

#Prophet.0042

- MyHa myJjialt 6u3uH dmaByOys3 1a,

- Muna [shulaj] %*°
behold 3.4.ADV

1PL.GEN

238
239
240

;
241
K atyn;

242
o kharbuznu;
243

,
adamshavlusu,

;
244

bir bashg"asyn,
25 .
246

;

247 -

Eri;
248

kharbuznu;

249 .
shulaj;

250 5. .
bizin yashavubuz;

yashavubuz]
life.1PL.POSS

watermelon3;
husband;

wife;
watermelon2;
watermelon (type)
watermelon3;
wife;

wife;

husband,;
watermelon3;

alyp:
take.GER

apalal'bbl TATEIBJIYKBIOA .

da
EMPH

NA Direct speech

NA Direct speech
FOC1/2

FOC4 (via direct speech)
FOCS5

FOC4

ACTS3 (via direct speech)
FOC2

FOC1

FOC5

FOC5

NA direct speech

NA direct speech
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[aradag"y

tatyvluk”da]?°t.

interval.even.so agreement.LOC

'"Behold, our life, our mutual agreement

this.”'

#Prophet. 0043

BusuH yblMne OuprmHe Oup xapbys3ydbyszs Oap »Iu.

[Bizin u'jde]252 [birgine

1PL.GEN home.LOC one.MOD.what

'"In our house there was only one watermelon.”'

#Prophet.0044

MeH ...... Heue KepeH KbaMTaplbM,
ybUMI'e T'eTull, KBaWTHII WO XAapPOy3HY AaJbll I'ejle BOU.

255

[Men]?** [neche keren] [2]%°° k"ajtardym
1S how.many instance % cause.to.return.1S.PST
Jaman [[@]%%% [birisi]]?*° bechigen [bu]?°°

bad % one.of
[arigi u'jge]®®t getip
further.MOD home.DAT leave.

251
aradag"y tatyvluk’da;
252 s :
Bizin uljde
253 . . .
birgine bir kharbuzubuz;
254
Men;
255
neche keren,
236 5.
257 !
258
;
259 1 . s
birisi;
260 .-
;

261 .
arigi uljge;

(relationship),

bir kharbuzubuz]?®3 bar
one watermelon.lPL.POSS exist 3.PAST.AUX

kajtyp

GER return.GER

wife;
watermelon;
watermelon (type)
one (watermelon)
wife;

O AMaH Oupucu OeuureH ner,

wither.PST.PRT say.GER 3.1

NA direct speech
NA direct speech
NA direct speech
NA direct speech
NA direct speech
NA direct speech
NA direct speech
FOC4

NA direct speech
NA direct speech
NA direct speech

is like

Oy Ina apurm
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[sho kharbuznu]?%? [2]°%° alyp gele edi.
3.3 watermelon.ACC % take.GER come. PR 3.PAST.AUX

'"However many times I would have sent (her), saying that one is bad,

one is withered, she would have gone to the back room and brought this
watermelon.”'

#Prophet. 0045
Iarsel xapby3 EKb IeT'eH 3aTHB aliTMamb.

[[[Dag"y kharbuz]?*®* jok"]?®*®  degen zatni]?°°

more watermelon exist.NEG say.PST.PRT thing.ACC

[2]?% ajtmady.
% say.NEG.3.PST

'"(She) did not say that there are no more watermelons."'

#Prophet.0046

MyHa wmyJjiaii TaTEBJYy Typabus, - IeTeH.

Muna [shula7j]?*®® tatyvlu [2]%°° turabyz

behold 3.4.ADV delicious % stay.PR.1PL
[2]°7° degen.

- % say.PST

'"Look how we stay in such a sweet state," (he) said.'’

#Prophet.0047

T'eue OyJylapIa KBbOHAKD Ja OoJyl, IHaxaMMmap DPTEeH YybIOHEe KbalTa.

62 sho kharbuznu; NA direct speech

g wife; NA direct speech

** Dag"y kharbuz; NA direct speech

* Dag"y kharbuz jok"; NA direct speech

%6 Dag"y kharbuz jok" degen zatni; NA direct speech

7 g wife; NA direct speech

268 shulaj; NA direct speech

29 g wife + husband; NA; direct speech

0 g, husband; FOCI1 (clause b/f quoted speech)
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Geche [2]°7* [bularda]?’? [k"onak"]*"? da bolup

night % 3.1.PL.LOC guest EMPH Dbe.GER
[pajkhammar]?’* erten [[2]?"® [u'iune]]?'® kajta.
prophet morning % home.DAT return.PR

'The prophet stays at their place for the night, and, in the morning,

returns to his home.'

271

; prophet; UNDET (backwards anaphora)
2 Bularda; husband (+wife); FOC1
2 k"onak”; guest; TYPI1;
a4 pajkhammar, prophet; FOC1/2
aZA prophet; FOC2

7% w'iune; prophet’s home; FAM1



Appendix 4: Questionnaire

The questionnaire was administered in written form to 5 respondents.' The directions for each
section are written in Russian.” All other material (including sample sentences) is in Kumyk.
The responses are coded according to colors, and the order presented here is as follows: blue,
orange, black, red, green.

I. Jlnsa xaxmoro npemuioxkeHus A, HAMMIUTE NpeJio:keHue b, KoTopslii siBasieTcH
npoaoJiskeHneM. B npenyoxxenun b, ncnoas3yiiTe ¢10B0, KOTOpPOe 0TMEYeHO B KPYIJIbIX
cko0kax. @opma (1mage:x) 3TOro cJI10B0 MOKeT U3MEHUThCSl, B 3ABUCHMOCTH OT
npemioxkenns. Eciiu Bo3MoskHO, H30erure npeajiokeHmii, B KOTOPBIX 3TO CJI0BO
CONPOBOKIAETCH CYIIeCTBUTEIbLHBIM, HATIpUMeP, ‘CTyAeHT orbap caBdo.I 1eAn.’, a HA
‘CTyaeHT 0 MyaJLIMMIe caB0oJ1 aeau.’

For each sentence A, write a sentence for B which would be a continuation of A. In the
sentence in B, use the word in parentheses. The form (case) of this word can change according to
the sentence context. If possible, avoid sentences in which this word is followed by a noun, for
example ‘The student thanked him.” And not ‘The student thanked that teacher. (Though in
English these sentences are translated with two different forms, Aim and that, in Kumyk, the form
o is used in both sentences, since this form can be either a pronoun or a determiner.)

Hanpumep:
For example

A. MyauM CTyeHTTe KUTal OepaH.
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’
B. (o)

Response: O caB6oi neam.
‘(S)he said thank you.’

Wnu...(Or...)

' This research is carried out under NSF grant #0519890 to Jeanette Gundel and received IRB exemption
under the same grant.

2 The choice of Russian for the directions is related solely to the process of my developing the
questionnaire with limited access to Kumyk speakers.

282



A. Mapusm aHacbiHa anMa OepIu.
‘Mariam gave her mother an apple.’

b. (o)

Response: AHachl orbap pa3wIMTHH OWITUPIH.
‘Her mother expressed her appreciation to her.’

The respondents give complete sentences. Here, I list the referent of the target pronoun for each
respondent.

1. A. HOparsum pecTopaH/a IIopIia amaibl.
‘Abraham ate soup in the restaurant.’

B. (6y)

Responses: Ibragim; restaurant; Ibragim; Ibragim; soup

2. A. bonat arbrHa MuHHUT OaparbaHaa HeITbBIIHL.
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’

b. (o)
Responses: Bolat; Bolat; Bolat; Bolat; Bolat

3. A. Myannum cTyIeHTre Kkutam oepau.
“The teacher gave the student a book.’

b. (o)
Responses: book; book; book; book; book or giving of book

4. A. HOparpum pecTopaHaa mopra amrasisl.
‘Abraham ate soup in the restaurant.’

B. (o)

Responses: Ibragim; Ibragim; Ibragim; Ibragim; soup

5. A. Myannum CTyAeHTre Kutamn Oepau.
“The teacher gave the student a book.’

B. (ury)
Responses: student; book; book; book; book
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6. A. MOparsuM pecTopana IopIa amrabl.
‘Abraham ate soup in the restaurant.’

b. (o)
Responses: restaurant; soup; restaurant; restaurant; soup

7. A. bonat arbiHa MuHHUT OaparbaHa HeITbBIIHL.
‘Bolat fell while riding (his) horse.’

b. (o)

Responses: horse; horse; DEM; thus; (ambiguous between Bolat or the horse)

8. A. MyamumMm CTyAeHTTe KUTaIl OepIH.
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’

b. (0y)

Responses: student; incorrect response; student (presentational); student; book

B (9) u (10), aymaiiTe, Kak BbI 3aKOHYMJIH ObI MPeAJI0KEHNE C HeSIBHBIM MOIJIEKAIIIAM
BMeCTO MecTOUMeHHUsl. MbI HCTIOJIb3yeM CUMMBOJ ), YTOObI MPEICTABUTH HeABHbII
NOAJIeKAIUI WIH 00beKT.

In (9) and (10) think how you would finish the sentence with an implicit form instead of a
pronoun. We use the symbol “@” to stand for an implicit subject or object.

Hanpumep:
A. MyainM CTyIeHTIe KUTam Oepam.
‘The teacher gave the student a book.’
b. 9....
Response: Comnr, retau.

Later ((s)he) left.

9. A. bonar aTeiHa MUHUT OaparbaHaa WbIT'bbUIIBL.
‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.’

b. O....
Responses: Bolat; incorrect form; Bolat; Bolat; Bolat
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10. A. UGparbum pecTopan/a mopia amiasl.
‘Abraham ate soup in the restaurant.’

b. O.....
Responses: Ibragim; Ibragim; Ibragim; Ibragim; Ibragim

II: IIpoumTaiiTe KAXKIYI0 MAPYy NMPeNI0KeHUi. 3aM0JHUTECHh B 0J1aHKe BO MpeaoxkeHun b ¢
0JTHOM MeCTOMMEHHEM B COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM najae:xe. Eciiu ecTh HECKOIBKO BO3MOKHBIX
BAPUAHTOB, BLIOUPAKOT OHOT0 U3 HUX. Ec/iM He AABJIsIeTCA COOTBETCTBYHOIIIEE
HCI0JIb30BAaTh MeCTOMMEHHe, 3AN0JHATHCA B THIIE CJI0BA WU CJI0B, KOTOpbIE
COOTBETCTBOBAJIM Obl KOHTEKCTY.

Read each pair of sentences. Fill in the blank in the second sentence with a pronoun in the
appropriate case. If there are several possibilities, choose one of them. If it is not appropriate to
use a pronoun, fill in the blank with the type of word or words which would be appropriate for the
context.

MecTtoumenuu: 0y, o, 110, 1y, OB3I0

11. Hanpuwmep: A. MyanuM CTyJIeHTTe KuTamn 6epau.
Bb. Cryzenr ...orpap.. caBOOI 1eaH.
For example: ‘The teacher gave the student a book.

The student told him/her thank you. *

12. A. Myanum cTyaeHTre KuTamn Oep/u.
b. ....... ,, JaHIJ0JIIaH” 3]H.

‘The teacher gave the student a book .
was Tangcholpan.’
Responses: bu; sho; bu; sho; ol
13. A. MyanuMm CTyIeHTre KATam Oepu.
b. CoHr Myaimum ........ 5K3aMeHH OYJIaH KbYTIaJIbI.

‘The teacher gave the student a book.
Later the teacher congratulated _ on the exam.’

Responses: onu, onu; onu; onu; onu
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14. A. Myanum CTyaeHTre KuTar Oepau.
b.

....... JaH COHI' MyaJUIUM CTYJACHTHU KBOJIYH aJIJbI.

‘The teacher gave the student a book.
After _ the teacher shook the student’s hand.’

Responses: shondan; shondan; shondan; shondan; ondan

15. A. MyanuMm CTyIeHTre KUTam Oepu.
b. CtyneHr .... ... 4anT oxynay.

‘The teacher gave the student a book.
The student read _ quickly.’

Responses: munu; shonu; shonu; shonu; onu

16. A. Bonar aTeiHa MUHHIT OaparbaHaa HeITbBUIIHI .
b. Xamu

OapamarbaHbIH €I alT/IbI.

‘Bolat fell while riding his horse.

Now (he) said that (he) will not ride . (Now (he) said that __ will not ride (it).)

Responses:  G’ali og”ar dag’y minip barma’ak”man dep ajtdy; o’ziu;

G’ali bug”ar; dag’y minip barma’ak”man dep ajtdy; shog”ar dag’y minip
barma’ak”man dep ajtdy; no answer’

17. A. bonat arbiHa MUHUT OaparbaHaa HBITBBIIIHL.
b. ....... KbOJTy CHIH]IBI.

‘Bolat fell while riding his horse.
____broke (his) arm.’

Responses: munu; onu; onu; onu; onu

18. A. bup bl rtonae bonar pecrtaypanian ypiire Hccu 1opma ajama CIoeIu.
Bb. Tek ybplre rejire COHT ..... CyOyKb JH.

? Some unnaturalness in the original construction of the test sentence was corrected in 3 versions.
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‘One winter day Bolat wanted to bring hot soup home from a restaurant.
But after coming home  was cold.’

Responses: o; sho; sho; ol; o

19. A. Mypar ob310HIO MalIMHK OyJaH TIOKeHre 0apMa TOKbTAIIbI.
b. Conro ..... nérepueru OomanrbaHHbl OUIIH.

‘Murat decided to go to the store in his own car.
Later he found out that ’s tire was flat.’

Responses:  shonu; song onu djegerchegi...; o’ziuniu; shonu; song onu
djegerchegi...

20. A. Mapwusam oHy aHachIHA aiMa Oepam.
Bb. O ..... 6ex TU3UB TaTHIBY Oap ACAH.

‘Mariam gave an apple to her mother.
She said that  was very delicious.’ (one response: (She) said that  was very
delicious.)

Responses: shonu; shonu; shonu; shonu; Onu bek tiziv tatyvu bar dedi.

B caenyomux napax npeasioseHus, NpeajoxkeHne A mpeacTaBjisieT yTBep:KIeHHe OJHUM
4eJI0BEKOM, U npenio:xkeHue b npeacrapiisieT BONPOC WM BOCKJIHIAHUE OT PA3JIHYHOIO
Yyes10BeKa. 3an0JHUTECh B 0J1aHKe BO npeio:kenuu b ¢ Mmectroumenuem, eciin
npucnocodaeHo. Ecim kaxkercs Jyuine uMeTh HesiBHYI0 popmy (D), oTMeTHTe ITO.

In the following pairs of sentences, the sentence in (A) represents an utterance by one speaker,
and the sentence in B represents a question or exclaimation/statement by another speaker. Fill in

the blank in sentence (B) with a pronoun, if appropriate. If it seems better to use a null form (Q),
note that.

MecToOMMEHHH: by, O, o, Iy, Os30, O

21. A. bBonar aTelHa MHHHUIT OaparbaHaa HeITbbUIIBI.
b. ....... TEPIIOHTMIO?

‘Bolat fell while riding his horse.
Didyousee ¥

Responses: shonu; @; shonu; shonu; onu
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

A. bonar aterHa MUHHT OaparbaHia HeITbBIIIHL.
b. ........ HeunK Oomy?

‘Bolat fell while riding his horse.
How did ___ happen?’

Responses: o; sho; sho; sho; o

A. Bonat areiHa MuHUI OaparbaHaa WbITBBUIIBL.
b. Mes=H........ MHaHManMaH.

‘Bolat fell while riding his horse.
I don’t believe .’

Responses: shog”ar; shog”ar; shog”ar; shog”ar; shog”ar

A. bonar arbiHa MUHUII OaparbaHa HbIT'bBUIIBI.
b. ........ 6o1ma spamac!

‘Bolat fell while riding his horse.
____is not possible!”

Responses: bu; @; O; sho; olai

A. Bonat aTteiHa MuHUIN OaparbaHaa WbITBBUIIBL.
b. ........ Heunk 0oaMa 6oma?

‘Bolat fell while riding his horse.
How did __ happen?’

Responses: shu; olai; sho; bu; o

A. HOparsum pecTopaH/iaH mopia ajjibl.
b. ...... TaTBIBIYMY d1T1?

‘ Abraham bought soup from the restaurant.
Was _ good?’

Responses: 0’ziu; O; O; sho; o
A. Hbparsum pecTopaH/aH Iopra ajbl.
b. Anatnel rpania o NUWJIABHY ..... aja.

‘ Abraham bought soup from the restaurant.
He usually buys soup .’

Responses: o’ziune; @; shondan; shondan; o’ziu
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28. A. HUOparsum pecTopaHaaH MOpIa bl
b. O ..... garwssl na amapMel 3111 YKeH?

‘ Abraham bought soup from the restaurant.
Will he buy  again?’

Responses: onu; @; shonu; shondan; onu

1. Caenyromue npeasokeHnss MOTYT HMeTh 0THO WJIH MHOTOKPATHbIe MECTOMMEHHSI.
3anonHUTeCHh B KAKIOM O/1aHKe MeCTOMMEeHHeM (B COOTBETCTBYIOLIEM Majieske) MiIM IyCTOM
(dhopmoii (D) 1 ykakuTe, K KOMY WJIM YTO o0pamaercs Kaxaasa gopma.

III. The following sentences may have one or more pronouns. Fill in each blank with a pronoun
in the appropriate case or a null form (@) and indicate to whom or what the form refers.

(Below the presentation of the responses, I include the coding of referents I use in my

analysis. The responses to one questionnaire are not included in this summary because
the repsondent failed to identify the referent.)

|MeCT0HMeHHH: By, O, o, Iy, Os30, O

29. A. MyajuiuM CTYICHTTe KUTAI OepIu.

b. ....... ... KEN yIIaT/abl.
1 2
1
2=
“The teacher gave the student a book.
_ waspleased with
1 2
Responses:
1 2
O (student) shonu (book)
O (student) @ (book)
O (teacher) shonu (book)
Ol (student) shonu (book)

(teacher=FOC; student=ACT; book=ACT)
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30. A. MyamM CTyIeHTre KATaI OepIu.

b. Conr........ ....... 9K3aMeHHM OyJlaH KbyTabl.
1 2
1=...
2=...
“The teacher gave the student a book.
Later _ congratulated with (his/her) exam.’
1 2
Responses:
1 2
Bu (teacher) onu (student)
O’ziu (teacher) | onu (student)
O (teacher) onu (student)
Ol (teacher) onu (student)

(teacher=FOC; student=ACT)

31. A. MyauuM CTyIeHTre KuTar oepu.
b ..ol YaJIT 0XyMa TaphIT'bbIH alT/IBL.

“The teacher gave the student a book.
___saidtoread __ quickly.’
1 2

Responses:

1 2
shunu (book) | bu (student)
o (teacher) @ (book)

O (teacher) shonu (book)

ol (teacher) o’ziune (student)

(teacher=FOC; student=ACT; book=ACT)

32. A. Myamum [latumatrsa kuTan oep/au.

b. ....... YBﬁFC I'CJII'CH COHT ....... I'baKbbIHAA aHAaChIHA aﬁTI[I:I.

1 2
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‘The teacher gave Patimat a book.
After  came home, (she) told (her) mother about .’

1 2
Responses:
1 2
O (Patimat) munu (teacher)

Ol (Patimat) shonu (book)
O (Patimat) shonu (book)
Ol (Patimat) shonu (book)

(teacher=FOC; Patimat=ACT; book=ACT)

33. A. Myammm [latumatrsa kutamn oepau.

b. ... kén ymatasl. Comr, ....... ybiire reTam.
1 2 3
1=
2 —
3 —
“The teacher gave Patimat a book.
__waspleased with . Later,  went home.’
1 2 3
Responses:
1 2 3
Bu (Patimat) | shonu (book) | bu (Patimat)
Sho (Patimat) | @ (book) ol (Patimat)

O (Patimat) shonu (book) | @ (Patimat)
Ol (Patimat) shonu (book) | ol (Patimat)

(Patimat;=1ACT; book=ACT; Patimat;=FOC)

34. A. Myamnum [latumarrea kutan 6epau.

b. ....... OMPHHYH CaBTbaT OONTBAH COHT, ...c.c.. cnen...n. aHachIHA TEPCETME CIOCIH.
1 2 3
1=
3 —
‘The teacher gave Patimat a book.
Since _ was (her) first prize,  wanted to show __ to her mother.
1 2 3
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Responses:

1 2 3
O (book) bu (Patimat) | munu (book)
Sho (book) | O (Patimat) | onu (book)
Bu (book) | o (Patimat) | shonu (book)
Bu (book) | ol (Patimat) | shonu (book)

(book;=ACT; Patimat=ACT; book;=FOC)

35. A. Myanum cTyIeHTre KuTan Oepau.
b. ........ OapbIH Ja TaMalra dT/IH.
1
1=...

‘The teacher gave the student a book.
____surprised everyone.’
1

Responses:

1
O’ziu (teacher)
Ol (teacher)
O (teacher)
Bu (book)

(teacher=FOC; book= ACT)

36. A. BonaT aTbiHa MUHHUII OaparbaHaa HbITbbLIIbI.

b. ........ 0osrbas 3at 60aIyMy?
1
1=...

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
Did anything happento 2’
1

Responses:

1
og”ar (Bolat)
og”ar (Bolat)
og”ar (Bolat)
o’ziune (Bolat)

(Bolat=FOC)
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37. A. BonaT aTbiHa MUHHI OaparbaHia HbITbbLIIbI.
b. bup xyma retur, ....... ....... CaT/pbl.

I=...
2=

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
Afteraweek  sold
1 2
Responses:
1 2

bu (Bolat) shonu (horse)
O (Bolat) shonu (horse)
o (Bolat) onu (horse)
ol (Bolat) shonu (horse)

(Bolat=FOC; horse=ACT)

38. A. DBonart aTteiHa MUHMI OaparbaHia WbITbbLIIbL.
b. ....... (o7:1:0) 1 3 A caTMa XbISJI CT/IH.

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
Because of sold
1 2 3

Responses:

1 2 3
Sho (falling) | o (Bolat) | munu (horse)
Sho (falling) | @ (Bolat) | onu (horse)
Sho (falling) | o (Bolat) | onu (horse)

Sho (falling) | ol (Bolat) | shonu (horse)

(falling (fact)=ACT; Bolat=FOC; horse=ACT)

39. A. Bonat aTbiHa MUHHUII OaparbaHaa HbITbbLIIbI.
b. ........ COHT ....... arebl ........ MUHHUI OapMarbaH.
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‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.

After  didnotride  anymore.’
1 2 3
Responses:
1 2 3
Shondan (falling) | bu (Bolat) | og”ar (horse)
%] o (Bolat) | shog”ar (horse)

Shondan (falling) | o (Bolat) og”ar (horse)
Shondan (falling) | ol (Bolat) | shog”ar (horse)

(falling (event )=FOC; Bolat=FOC; horse=ACT)

40. A. bonar aTbiHa MUHUI OaparbaHia HbITbbUIIBL.
b. ....... KBbOJIYH ChIH/IBIPIBI.
1

1=...

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
___ broke his arm/hand.’
1

Responses:

1
O’ziu (Bolat)
Ol (Bolat)
O (Bolat)
Ol (Bolat)

(Bolat=FOC)

41. A. Arpmar rpap r'foH CIOT TIOKeHTre 0apa. ByrioH je CloT aiMakh ydayH Oapbl.
B. Vbiire reiareH COHT, KbaTBIHBL  ........ ......... HETe alr'baHbIH cOpajbl. YBHe
9KU INUIIA OapbiH alT/bI. 1 2

I=..

‘Ahmat goes to the milk store every day. (He) went today to buy milk, as well. When
(he) came home, (his) wife asked  why he bought . She said that there were two
bottles at home.’ 1 2
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Responses:

1 2
bug”ar (Amat) shonu (milk)
O (Amat) shonu (milk)

og”ar (Amat) shonu (milk)
og”ar (Amat) shonu (milk)

(Amat=FOC; milk=FOC)

IV. Caenyiommue npenioxeHusi HMEOT OJHO MJIM MHOTOKPATHbIE MECTOUMEHUS. YKajKuTe,
K KOMY WJIM 4TO o0paiaercs: moguépkuyrasi ¢popma.

IV. The following sentences have one or more pronouns. Indicate to whom or what the
underlined form refers.

42. CoHr KbaTBIHTHIIH TIOKCHTe TUpe. TrokeH4Yr OysiaH CEieli; orbap aprbaHbIH
cata. CatblIl, aKbYaHbl Ja MBI, Orbap KhapaMabl.
1
‘Later the woman goes into the store. (She) talks with the storekeeper; (she) sells him the
accordian. Having sold it, taking the money, she did not look at it/him.’

1= ...
Responses: store-person, store-person, store-person, store-person, woman

43. A. bonar aTbiHa MUHUII OaparbaHaa HbIrbbUIIBL.
b. Ulorpap Oonrpan 3aT 60sIyMy?
1

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Did anything happen to him/it?’

Responses: horse, Bolat, Bolat, horse, Bolat

44. YpIoHe THPHUN Kbhapaca: OHAa KEN yuTy KbaaMmarbsai 0ap. ['sap Tropito anurap
TalllIaHrbaH,0y3yNTrbaH. ONaHbl Ob3IOHIO aHACKHI ATTEH.
1

‘Coming into the home if (he/she) looks, there is a big mess there. Various foods are
thrown down, ruined. His/her own other did/made them/these things.’

Responses: food, food, food, the ruining of the food — the mess, food
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45. A. bonar aTbiHa MUHUII OaparbaHia HbITbbUIIBL.

Bb. Orsap Gonrsan 3aT Gomaymy?
1

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse. Did anything happen to him/it?’

Responses: Bolat, Bolat, Bolat, Bolat, Bolat

46. Myanum ctyaeHtre kurtar oepaua. O OaphlH Ja Tamaria ST,

47.

1
‘The teacher gave the student a book. (S)he/that/it surprised everyone.’’

Responses: teacher, teacher, teacher, student, teacher

AHcap anaceiaa anma 6epau. Lo parsMyiry d7u.
1
‘Ansar gave his mother an apple. That/he was sweet.’

Responses: giving his mother the apple, ish (‘work’)/giving the apple, giving the apple,

giving the apple, Ansar

48. CoHr KbaTBHIHTHIIHU TIOKEHre TUpe. TrokeH4n OyjiaH céiieii; orbap aprbaHbid cata. Carbll,

AKb4aHbI Jia aJIbIll, HIOI'bap KbapaMabl.
1

‘Later the woman goes into the store. (She) talks with the storekeeper; (she) sells him the

accordian. Having sold it, taking the money, she did not look at it/him.’

1=...
Responses: organ/accordian, store-person, money; organ, store-person

49. YploHe TUpHUIN Kbapaca: OHJa KEN yuTy KbanMarsai Oap. I'bap TIopio amuiap

TamnaHrl,aH,6y3yanaH. [llosaHkl OB3I0HIO aHACKHI STICH.
1

‘Coming into the home if (he/she) looks, there is a big mess there. Various foods are

thrown down, ruined. His/her own other did/made them/these things.’

Responses: food, food, food, the ruining of the food — the mess, food
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50. Myammum cryaeHTre kurar oepan. [1lo GapslH ga TaMaria dTaH.
1

‘The teacher gave the student a book. (S)he/that/it surprised everyone.’

Responses: book, teacher, giving the book, book, teacher

51. AHcap anaceiHa anMa Oepau. O parbMymy 31U.
1
‘Ansar gave his mother an apple. That/he was sweet.’

Responses: Ansar, Ansar, Ansar, Ansar, @ (not sure what this means), Ansar

V. OueHure cienymouiye NpeaaoKeHust JJisl TOro, KAk Xopouo oHu 3By4at. UcnoJn3yiite
cIeylOmuii MacTa:

1 BEIMKOJENHO 3BYYHUT

2 XOpolIOo 3ByKa

3 BO3MOXXHBIN, HO OOBIYHO HE TOBOPHJI OBl TaK
4 aukaknx KyMBIKOB HE CKa3ajii OBl Tak

Rate the following sentences according to how well they sound. Use the following scale:

Sounds great

Sounds good

Possible, but people don’t usually say it that way
No Kumyk person would say it that way

A W=

(There are a number of sets of sentence pairs which are identical except for the form of pronoun
used in the second sentence. The list of sentences in Kumyk are shown here for reference, but the
summary of responses is given with the English translations which follow.)

Version A:

1. A. MyamnuMm CTyIeHTre KUuTam Oepam.
b. by ,,Taargonman” >am. 1 2 3 4

2. A. MyamuimM CTyeHTTe KuTan Oepau.
b. Iy cas6on nemu. 1 2 3 4

3. A. Bonar aTeiHa MUHHIT OaparbaHaa HbITbBUIBL.
b. OHy KBOJTy CBIHIBI. 1 2 3 4
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Ty T Wy "Wy x> T Ty Sy mp w» v» Ty sy oy

o1 >

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kurarm 0ep/iu.
. lllonnan cOHr MyaJuIUM CTYACHTHHU KBbOJIYH aJfbl.

. bonat areraa MmuHMT GaparpaHaa HEITBBIIIHL.
. bapwiH na Tamaria 3T1d.

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kurarm 0ep/iu.
. COHT MyaJuITM OB3IOHIO dK3aMEHHU OyJIaH KbYyTIabl.

. bonar ateiHa MuHUT Oaparbania HBITBBUIIBL.
. bonar narpb1 Oyrbap MUHMEKETHH alT/IbI.

. Myanmum cTyfeHTre Kuramn Oep/u.
. Ob3r10 caBOOI Aeau.

. bonar arelHa MUHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BI>IJIZ[BI.

By marsbsl orbap MMHMEXETHUH alT/BbI.

. Myanmum cTyieHTre Kurtamn Oep/u.
. ,,TaHryonman” 34Mu.

. bonat areraa MmuHUT GaparpaHaa HEITBBIIHL.

Ilo TroHertOH OOMY.

. Myamnum ctyaeHTre Kutamn Oepan.
. CoHr MyajiuM MyHy SK3aMeHH OyJ1aH KbyTIaabl.

. bonat areraa MmuHUT GaparpaHaa HEITBBIIIHL.
. Kvomy ceiams!.

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kkurar 0epu.
. By caB6oi nenm.

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kurar 0ep/iu.
. lyHnaH COHT MyaJUTMM CTYJEHTHH KBOIYH aJJIbl.

. BonaT ateiHa MuHUI OaparbaHaa HBITBBIIIEL.
. By Oapbin na Tamara 3Tau.

. Myamnmum ctyaentre kutamn 0epau.
. CoHr MyasiM 3K3aMeHH OyJaH KbyTIazpl.

. Myammum cTyaeHTre Kutan Oepau.
. CasOou nenu.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

T»> T» TP T» Sy Ty Ty Sy mp v Sy mp v o

o

. bonat areraa MmuHMT GaparbaHaa HEITBBIIHL.

Bonar Aarbbl OI'bap MUHMCIKCTUH aﬁTZ[BI.

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kurar 0epu.

O ., Tauryomnman” >au.

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kkurarm 0ep/u.

CoHT MyaJuTUM OHY 3K3aMEHH OyJlaH KbYTIaJIbl.

. bonar areiHa MuHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BI>IJIZ[BI.

O OapbIH Ja Tamaria 3TIH.

. Myammum ctyaeHtre kuran 0epau.

CoHT MyaJuTMM CTYJE€HTHU KBOIYH aJJIbl.

. bonar arelHa MUHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BI>IJIZ[BI.

By Tionerton 6onmy.

. Myammum ctyaeHtre kuramn 0epau.

Illy ,,Tanryonman” 3au.

. bonat areraa MuHUT GaparpaHaa HEITBBIIHL.

Ilo GapbIH M@ TaMara STau.

. MymiuMm cTyieHTre Kutamn OepiH.
CoHT MyaJuTHM TIOHY 9K3aMEHHU OyJIaH KbyTHalbl.

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kkurar 0epu.

O caB0o nenu.

. Myajumm cTyaeHTre Kurarm 0ep/u.

OHIaH COHT MyaJUITM CTYACHTHH KBHOJYH aJIfbl.

. bonat areraa MuHUT GaparbaHaa HEITBBIIHL.

Iy GapbIH 1a TaMalia T/IH.

. bonar arelHa MuHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BI>IJIZ[BI.

TronertoH 0oITy.

. bonar arelHa MUHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BI>IJIZ[BI.

OB3I0HIO KOy CHIHJIEL.

. Myammum ctyaeHtre kuram 0epau.

o ,,Tanrvonman” >au.
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34.

o >

35.

o >

36.

o >

37.

o >

38.

o >

39.

o

40.

o

41. A.
b

. bonat areraa MmuHMT GaparbaHaa HEITBBIIHL.

O parvbl Orbap MUHMEKETHH aUTIbL.

. Myannum ctyaeHTre kuramn 6epau.
CoHT MyaJUTUM IITyHY 9K3aMEeHH OyJIaH KbYTIalbl.

. Myannum cTyaeHTre Kuram oepan
MyHIaH COHT MyaJUTUM CTYIEHTHU KBOJYH aJIJIbl.

. bonar arelHa MUHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BBIJIZ[BI.

O garsbl morbap MUHMEKETHH aliTabL.

. bonar arelHa MUHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BBIJIZ[BI.

O TIOHETTIOH 00JIYy.

. Myamnmum ctyaeHTtre kuran 0epau.

IITo caBOoi nemau.

. bonar arelHa MUHMI 6apar1,aHL[a I>’IBIF’BBIJIZ[BI.

Bonar JAarbbl HIOr'bap MUHMCIKCTUH aﬁTZ[BI.

Bonat aTeiHa MUHUTI OaparbaHia HEITBBUIIEL.
O TrOHETIOH 00MIy.

Sentences from Version B that do not appear in A:

42. A.

b.

43. A.
b.

44. A.
. O Oyrbap pasuIMrvH OWIAUPIH.

Myannum CTyAeHTre Kutamn Oepau.
CryneHT, OHy ajiblll, ybire reTau.

Mypart Ob3I0HIO MallIHU OyJaH TIOKEHTe 0apMa TOKbTAIJIBL.

CoHr o IoHy érepyeru OONIaaTrbaHHbl OHMITIH.

MapI/ISIM aHaCbIHA aJiMa 6ep}1H.
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Combined results for Versions A and B

(B results don’t show orange responses (--), which were eliminated because all but one response
was judged acceptable.)

1. The teacher gave a book to the student.
__was Tangcholpan. (cf. 1, 10, 20, 25, 33)

Responses:

bu(3, -, 1;3,2)

O (4, 3). [only version A]
0 (4, 2). [only version A]
shu (2, --, 3; 4, 3)

sho (1,--,1; 1,2)

2. The teacher gave a book to the student.
__said thank you. (cf. 2, 8, 14, 18, 28, 39)

Responses:

shu (4, --, 4, 4,2)
0z(3,--,4,4,3)

bu (2, --,2;2,2)

D 4,--,4;3,4)

0 (2, 2) [only version A]
sho (3, --,4;4,2)

3. The teacher gave a book to the student.
__Then the teacher congratulated (him) on (his) exam. (cf. 6, 12, 17, 21, 27, 35)

Responses:

0’z (4,4)

bu (1, -, 2;3,2)

D@3, --,3;4,3)

o (1, 2) [only version A]
sho (3, --,4; 4, 3)

shu (3, --, 4; 4, 3)

4. The teacher gave a book to the student.
After _ the teacher shook the student’s hand. (cf. 4, 15, 23, 29, 36)

Responses:

sho (1,--,1; 1,2)
shu (3, --, 3; 2, 2)
a,-,1;1,3)
o(l,--,1;4,2)
bu (2, -, 4; 4, 3)
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Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
___hand broke. (cf.. 3, 13, 32)

Responses:

onu (1,--,1; 1, 2)
22,-3;3,2)
0'z(1,--,3;4,2)

Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
Bolat said he(@) wouldn’t ride __ anymore. (cf. 7, 19, 40)

Responses:

bu (2, -, 2; 3, 2)
o(l,--,2;4,2)
sho (1, --,2; 1,2)

Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
He (bu) said he(?) wouldn’t ride __ anymore. (cf. 9)

Responses:
Y (19 =% 2, 39 2)

Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
He (o) said he(dd) wouldn’tride __ anymore. (cf. 34, 37)

Responses:
0 (4, 2) [only version A]
sho(1,--,1; 1, 2)

Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
__was yesterday. (cf. 11, 24, 31, 38)

Responses:

sho (2,--,1; 1,2)

bu (2, --, 3; 3, 2)

@ (3, 3) [only version A]
0 (4, 2) [only version A]

‘Bolat fell off while riding his horse.
___amazed everyone.’ (cf. 5, 16, 22, 26, 30)

302



10.

11.

Responses:
0Q2,--3;2,3)
bu (2, -, 2;2,4)
o(l,--,1;1,3)
sho (2, --, 3; 1, 3)
shu (2,--,3; 1, 3)

‘The teacher gave the student a book
The student, taking _ went home.’ (cf. 42)

Responses:

o(1l,--, 1) [only version B]
sho (1, --, 2) [only version B]
bu (2, --, 2) [only version B]
shu (2, --, 4) [only version B]

‘Murat decided to go to the store with his(own) car.
Then he(o) found out that  ’s tire was flat.” (cf. 43)

Responses:

sho (2, --, 3) [only version B]
0 (2, --, 3) [only version B]
bu (1, --, 3) [only version B]

Mariam gave an apple to (her) mother.
She made known her pleasure (at/to ). (cf. 44)

Responses:

sho (3, --, 2) [only version B]
0 (2, --, 2) [only version B]
bu (1,--, 2) [only version B]

JlaTa aHKeTHOTO Ompoca: Date of questionnaire
Bo3pacr: Age

MecTo poxaeHus: Place of birth

MecTa XKHUTEIbCTBA: Place of residence

Red — 28 yrs. born/resides in Buinask region
Blue 19 yrs. born/resides in Makhachkala
Orange 20 yrs. born/resides in Babayurt region
Black — 19 yrs. born/resides in Makhachkala
Green — 64 yrs. born/resides in Buinask region
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