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8 Object marking on the verb

Both Tocharian and Samoyed can mark the object of a verb with a set of special endings.
This feature is certainly innovative in Tocharian and could thus result from language
contact. In this chapter I investigate the verbal object marking in both Tocharian and
Samoyed to determine whether the two phenomena are similar enough to be connected.

8.1 Introduction

As in other Indo-European languages, the Tocharian finite verb is inflected to agree with
the subject of the sentence with personal endings. They come in different sets for the
active and middle voice, and also depend on the verb tense and mood (e.g., Peyrot 2013:
16-17). These endings are illustrated for Tocharian B in the Table 8.1 below. At their core,
they descend from Proto-Indo-European personal endings, although various
phonological and analogical processes have reshaped them quite significantly (e.g.,
Malzahn 2010: 26—48; Peyrot 2013: 409—420 with literature). The table below provides a
sample of the personal endings in Tocharian B.

Table 8.1: Tocharian B verbal endings (e.g., Krause & Thomas 1960: 254—256; Malzahn 2010: 28,
38-39; Peyrot 2013: 17).

TB | prs/sbjact. | prs.mid. | prt.act. prt.mid.
18g. | -w -mar -wa -mai
2sg. | -t -tar -sta -tai

3sg. | n -tdr -@ -te

1pl. | -m -mtér -m -mte
2pl. | -cer -tar -s -t

3pl. | -n -ntdr -re, -r -nte

A second argument of the verb can be marked with an additional set of suffixes, which
are placed after the endings that agree with the subject. These suffixes derive from
originally clitic personal pronouns that were added to the end of a finite verbal form.
While the pronominal elements themselves descend from Proto-Indo-European, their
suffixation specifically to the verb is not reconstructible for Proto-Indo-European, and
thus constitutes a Tocharian innovation. There are separate suffixes for all three persons
in the singular, while the plural has one single undifferentiated form for all persons. The
shape of the pronoun suffixes in both Tocharian languages is given in Table 8.2 below.



302 Tocharian and Samoyed: On the question of Uralic substrate influence in Tocharian

Table 8.2: The pronoun suffixes of Tocharian A and B.

TB TA
15g. - -Ail
2s8g. | -C )
3sg. | -ne -n
pl -me -m

In his investigation of possible Uralic influence on Tocharian, Peyrot (2019a: 97—99)
made a comparison between the pronoun suffixes in Tocharian and the objective
conjugation found in Uralic. The objective conjugation is a set of special endings present
in a number of Uralic languages, with which transitive verbs can be inflected to refer to
the object as well as the subject. The objective conjugation contrasts with the subjective
conjugation, which only agrees with the subject. The origins for the objective
conjugation are often sought in the addition of earlier clitic object pronouns at the end
of the verb form as a suffix (e.g., Honti 1995; Abondolo 1998; Rédei 1998/99), similar to
the Tocharian situation. Based on this view, Peyrot made a connection between the
objective conjugation and the Tocharian pronoun suffixes (Peyrot 2019a: 97-99). Some
of the general similarities between the verbal object marking of Tocharian and Uralic are
also briefly remarked upon by Stefan Georg, although he adds that the specifics differ
significantly between the two languages families (Georg 2023: 202).

It is clear that both languages have some way to mark objects in their verbal inflection,
but do the similarities go beyond that? In order to answer this question, a more detailed
look at the Uralic objective conjugation is necessary. This is because its origins are very
much debated, including the manner of its formation, the point in time when it came
into existence, and its original functional and syntactic scope. According to the theory
mentioned above and adduced by Peyrot for a comparison with Tocharian pronoun
suffixes, the objective conjugation descends from object pronouns that over time
became attached to the verb, but the great similarities of the objective conjugation
suffixes and the possessive declension of nouns instead suggest a close connection
between the latter two categories (Janhunen 1982: 35). Moreover, a great difficulty with
an origin theory of the objective conjugation as a straightforward addition of object
clitics is that the objective conjugation endings of the first and second person are
phonologically similar to the first and second person pronouns respectively, but agree
with a third person object instead. This is illustrated in the table below with personal
pronouns and verb endings from Nganasan. The objective endings like 1sg. -ma are
phonologically related to the pronoun of the corresponding subject, but mark the
presence of a third person object. Note that the -7- in the second person endings derives
from a *-t- (as does the palatalized -¢-).
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Table 8.3: Nganasan personal pronouns and verbal endings (Wagner-Nagy 2019: 106, 229, 231).

pers. pron. | sbc. sg.obc. pl.obc.
1sg. | moana -m -ma -119
2sg. | tona - -ra -ta
3sg. | siti -@ -tu~ti -tli~ti
1du. | mii -mi -mi -1
2du. | tii -ri -ri -ti
3du. | siti -gaj -di -ti
1pl. | miy -mur~mg? | -mu?~mir? -RiP~nir?
2pl. | tip -rur~ri? -rur~r? -ttir~ti?
3pl. | sitip -7 -tun~tin -tiin~tin

The age of the objective conjugation is another contentious issue that intersects with the
discussion about its origins, addressed in more detail in section 8.3 below. I conclude
that the origins of the objective conjugation lie in the distant past, in pre-Proto-Uralic
times, which makes a precise reconstruction particularly difficult. Its general structure
in the earliest stages of pre-Proto-Samoyed can still be approximated, however, and it
does not quite match the functions of the Tocharian pronoun suffixes.

We must also address the fact that neither the Tocharian pronoun suffixes nor the
Uralic objective conjugation can straightforwardly be described as being concerned only
with “object marking”, as the reality is more complex. We will need a more accurate
understanding of the functions of both the Uralic objective conjugation (8.3.3) and the
Tocharian pronoun suffixes (8.2.1) in order to arrive at a comparison between the two.
The Tocharian pronoun suffixes have recently been investigated in detail by Teigo
Onishi (2022), and the objective conjugation of various Uralic languages has been
elucidated by the research of scholars such as Irina Nikolaeva (1999a, 1999b, 2001), Elena
Skribnik (2001), and Susanna Virtanen (2014). It appears that a more general analysis of
both as instances of topical object marking on the verb describes their use more
accurately, especially in the case of Uralic, and that this may provide the basis for a
functional comparison between the two.

8.2 The Tocharian pronoun suffixes

This section provides an overview of the Tocharian pronoun suffixes based on the recent
literature and illustrates their use with a selection of examples sentences. The aspects of
the pronoun suffixes that make them stand out as innovative are also addressed, as this
provides the main reason for considering the possible effect of influence from other
languages like Samoyed.
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8.21  Functions of the pronoun suffixes

The pronoun suffixes in Tocharian are very versatile. As described by Onishi, “they may
represent the direct object, the indirect object with various roles such as source, goal,
addressee, recipient, beneficiary, experiencer, and location, the possessor, the subject of
a non-finite verb, the argument of a predicate consisting of an adverb or postposition
and a verb, and so on” (Onishi 2022: 42). These many functions are illustrated with ample
examples by Onishi (2022: 42—76), and I will here cite a selection to provide a general
overview with sentences (1-6).

1. Tocharian A (A 101 bs; trsl. Onishi 2022: 43; glosses adapted)
kuc yamwa kyal  palkse-fii
what.OBL.SG  do:PST.ACT1SG  why  torture:PRS.ACT.3PL-1SG
‘... What did I do? Why do they torture me?’

2. Tocharian B (THT 107 a7-8; trsl. CEToM, cf. Onishi 2022: 5, 45; glosses adapted)
Silare-ne otikarfiai wriar-ne purwar
bring:PST.ACT.3PL-3SG  porridge:0BL speak:PST.ACT.3PL-3SG accept:IMP.MID.2SG

wesanmem pinwat rsaka
1PL:ABL alms  sage:voc

‘They brought him the rice porridge [and] said to him: “Accept the alms from
us, o sage!”

3. Tocharian A (A 92 as; trsl. after Onishi 2022: 48; glosses adapted)
/]| cam skam o psumar-fii kyal
DEM.M.OBL.SG CON] away take.away:IMP.MID.2SG-1SG why
lykdly  lbykdly tust-fi
fine fine burn:PRS.ACT.28G-1SG

‘... and take that away from me! Why do you burn me extremely fine?’

4. Tocharian B (PK NS 34 bg; trsl. Onishi 2022: 59; glosses adapted)

[1] (akbyi) krent yamorne  yamtar kwri  aum no
learning:0BL good:M.0BL deed:LOC  do:SBJ.MID.2SG if then conj
ppo lau cmeln= alyek takari-c aklyi

all far birthiioc other:0BL.SG be:SBJ.ACT.35G-2SG  learning:0BL
kremnt yamor
good:M.OBL  deed

‘If you exercise in good action, then in every distant [future] birth you will have
(lit. “will be yours”) the good action (as) a lesson.’
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5. Tocharian A (A 215 a2; trsl. based on Krause & Thomas 1960: 163)
arar-fii puk  nispalntu
cease:PRT.ACT.3PL-1SG all ~ belonging:NOM.PL

‘All my possessions have come to an end.’

6. Tocharian B (THT 11 a4; verse; trsl. based on Krause & Thomas 1960: 163)
laute ma  kdtkoytdir-me
moment NEG  pass:OPT.MID.3SG-PL

‘[The right] moment must not be passed (by) by you (pl.).

The common functions of the pronoun suffixes align with those otherwise carried out by
the Tocharian oblique/accusative case—mainly direct object—and the genitive-dative
case—indirect object, possessor—(Krause & Thomas 1960: 162—163). Onishi further
shows that, when the direct and indirect object of a verb are both pronominal, the
pronoun suffixes refer to the indirect object, not to the direct object; the latter may then
only be referred to with an independent pronoun, although it can also be omitted
entirely (Onishi 2021: 155-159, 177). The pronoun suffixes are thus more strongly
associated with the indirect object than with the direct object.

A pronoun suffix sometimes also co-occurs with an overt antecedent. For example, a
pronoun suffix marking a direct object can appear within the same sentence where that
object appears as a noun. Peyrot (2019a: 97—99) proposed to analyse this as a form of
object agreement. Onishi has argued that there may be three different phenomena at
play, and that all three can be analysed with reference to the concept of topicality (Onishi
2022:182-253).

First, if the pronoun suffix co-occurs with an object in its normal position after the
subject and before the verb, the pronoun suffix may indicate that this object functions
as a secondary topic (Onishi 2022: 217-252). Second, the object may appear before the
subject, in which case it functions as the primary topic (Onishi 2022: 197-207). Last, the
object may appear after the finite verb that bears the pronoun suffix if it constitutes a
discourse-old primary topic (Onishi 2022: 207—210). Since the use of a pronoun suffix in
combination with an overt object is not particularly common, Onishi hypothesises that
this strategy for making objects as secondary or primary topics never fully
grammaticalized (Onishi 2022: 193). Sentences (7) and (8) provide examples of co-
occurrence of a pronoun suffix and an object that it references or agrees with.



306 Tocharian and Samoyed: On the question of Uralic substrate influence in Tocharian

7. Tocharian A (A 13 a1—2; trsl. based on CEToM, Onishi 2022: 220; glosses adapted)
kassi yokarii  pdlkat cesdm amoktses katse
hungry thirsty see.PRT.MID.35G DEM.M.OBL.PL artisan:OBL.PL near
kdlymam cesm-iik puk  Stwar  Sdlkas pokeyo
stand:PRS.PTC DEM.M.OBL.PL-EMPH  all ~ four  together = paw:SG.INS
wa(ltsurd)s porficds  kosa-m tapa-m Skam  lo
crush:ABS all:0BL.PL  kill:PRT.ACT.3SG-PL eat:PRT.ACT.3SG-PL and PFV
‘Hungry and thirsty, it [i.e., a newly resurrected lion] saw these artisans
standing nearby, and crushing those very four all together with [his] paw, he
killed them all and ate them up.’

8. Tocharian B (THT 88 az; trsl. after Huard 2022: 382; cf. Onishi 2022: 223; glosses
adapted)

tumem durmukhe  brahmane uttare(-m)* samaske-m
thereupon PN brahmin PN:OBL.SG boy:0BL.SG
kdrwassai witsakaisa  rdskare tsopam-ne
reed:ADJZ.F.0OBL.SG ~ root:SG.PER  sharply hit:PRS.ACT.35G-3SG

‘Thereupon the brahmin Durmukha hits the boy Uttara sharply with a reed
root.

To my knowledge, there is no indication that (secondarily) topical objects require the
presence of a pronoun suffix if they remain themselves present in the sentence. When a
nominal object, indirect object, or possessor is particularly topical it can be completely
replaced by a pronoun suffix. One could thus say that highly topical zero anaphora tend
to trigger object agreement with a finite verb in the form of a pronoun suffix, and that
especially topical indirect objects and possessors do the same.

However, there are also some instances of zero anaphora. In the following sentence,
the two sisters Nanda and Nandabala are speaking to a disguised Indra about whom they
should give a special porridge that they have made as alms to. The direct object of the
verb aiskem ‘we give’ is not overtly present in the sentence, nor does it host a pronoun
suffix indicating the indirect object, which is instead present as an independent pronoun
cwi ‘to him’.

7 The final -m is absent in the manuscript, but grammatically expected.
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9. Tocharian B (THT 107 ag; trsl. CEToM; glosses adapted)

nanda nandabala  weriare se ci-sa
PN PN say:PRT.ACT.gPL REL.NOM.SG 2SG.OBL.SG.PER
Spalmem  takam cwi aiskem

excellent  be:SBJ.ACT.35G 3SG.M.GEN.SG  give:PRS.ACT.1PL

‘Nanda and Nandabala said: he who is better than you, to him we give [it]’

After having been sent by Indra to the god Brahma, Nanda and Nandabala go from
Brahma to the Suddhavasa-gods, also disguised as sages. The two sisters offer the
porridge to them, but in case there be others that are more excellent, they ask:

10. Tocharian B (THT 107 b3—4; trsl. CEToM,; glosses adapted)

wesi  pokses posa Spalmem  rsake  intsu
1PL:GEN proclaim:IMP.ACT.2PL  all:PER  excellent  sage which
ste cwi ka s mant  klaskem

be:ACT.35G DEM.M.GEN.SG indeed and thus  bring:PRS.ACT.1PL
‘Tell us which sage is better than all, so that to him indeed we bring [it].

In neither of these sentences where the porridge is the object do we see any pronoun
suffix on the verb. It is unclear to me if, in these examples, the presence of the indirect
object pronoun cwi, suppresses the use of a pronoun suffix on the verb, similar to how
pronoun suffixes refer to the indirect object rather than to the direct object if both are
available. A more complete account of Tocharian sentences without an overt object is
still a desideratum (cf. Onishi 2022: 252), and I am unable to provide a full analysis here.

8.2.2  Origins and status of the pronoun suffixes

As seen in the example sentences in the previous subsection, the Tocharian pronoun
suffixes are mainly used to anaphorically refer to an entity mentioned in the surrounding
context. Most often, they appear in a sentence instead of the nominal object constituent
that they refer to, but sometimes they also co-occur with noun phrases.

The shape of the first- and second-person singular suffixes is quite similar to that of
the corresponding independent pronouns. The third person singular and general plural
forms, on the other hand, do not have direct counterparts elsewhere in the Tocharian
pronominal system (cf. Peyrot 2019a: 98). All pronoun suffixes can be derived from Proto-
Indo-European sources, however, and with exception of the third person singular, all can
be reconstructed as clitics at an early stage. The basic reconstructions are given in the
table below; for more extensive discussions on the specifics of the reconstructions and
developments in Tocharian, I refer to Onishi (2022: 38—41) with literature.
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Table 8.4: Tocharian A and B pronoun suffixes and their possible origins.

TB TA PT PIE
1sg. | -7 -1l *-nYa *-me
2sg. | -¢ -ci *-tYa *-tye
3sg. | nme -n *-ne *Hono-
pl -me -m *-me *-smos

The investigation recently carried out by Onishi has provided us with a more detailed
analysis of the functions and behaviour of the pronoun suffixes in Tocharian from a
synchronic perspective. The reasons why the Tocharian pronoun suffixes differ from
similar pronominal clitics in other Indo-European languages are not yet fully understood,
however, as a full diachronic account of their development is still lacking.

We may still attempt a comparison with the Uralic objective conjugation, even if only
to see what kind of similarities or differences we can identify, and how we might
approach a proper diachronic reconstruction. Peyrot (2019a: 97-99) has made a first pass
at such a comparison already, noting some of the ways in which Tocharian pronoun
suffixes are unusual among ancient Indo-European languages, and pointing out some
parallels with the objective conjugation. One important feature is that pronoun suffixes
form a single phonological word with the verb to which they are attached, as is apparent
from the stress placement in Tocharian B (cf. chapter 5). The same is suggested by their
participation in morphophonological alternations and assimilations in Tocharian A
(Peyrot 2019a: 97, Onishi 2022: 32). In example (11), the final consonant of the verb tas
‘be:SBJ.ACT.38G’ is fused with the initial consonant of the 2sg. pronoun suffix -ci to yield
tassi.

1. Tocharian A (A 81 a3; trsl. Onishi 2022: 32; glosses adapted)

[ (mdskitac  kakmurds trdnkds tdrkor
prince:ALL come:ABS  speak:PRS.ACT.3SG  permission

tassi madiskit plac w(astds) [//

be.SBJ.ACT.35G-2SG ~ prince g0.0ut:IMP.ACT.28G house:ABL

‘He (scil. the king) came to (the prince) and says: “You shall have permission, o

")

prince. Become (a monk!) (lit. go out (from the house])!) ...

Onishi further specifies that the suffixes do or do not participate in assimilation
depending on the type of word they are attached to. While a combination of a finite verb
ending in -s and the pronoun suffix -ci for the second person singular results in an
assimilated cluster TA -§§-, as in example (11) above, the same combination resulting
from a participle in -s and the pronoun suffix -ci surfaces as -sc- (Onishi 2022: 32—33).
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12. Tocharian A (A 125b2; trsl. Onishi 2022: 32; glosses adapted)
laltus-ci cesam pilkords nu tmd ||l
g0.0ut.PRT.PTC.M.NOM.PL-2SG  DEM.PL.OBL ~ see.ABS  CON]J

‘[Those who] went out from you ... But having seen them, ...

The behaviour of the pronoun suffixes is mixed as regards to their status as verbal
endings or clitics, and that any analysis will depend on one’s theoretical framework
(Onishi 2022: 34—35). Pronoun clitics in Tocharian A and B furthermore show differences
in behaviour in some crucial ways, since the Tocharian A use of the pronoun suffixes on
various non-finite verbs, like in example (12), is more canonically clitic-like than the
Tocharian B ending-like restriction to finite verbs only (ibid.). This complicates a clear-
cut analysis. Based on their high selectivity for (finite) verbs in both Tocharian languages,
I refer to the Tocharian pronominal elements under discussion in this chapter as
pronoun suffixes rather than pronoun clitics.

8.2.3  Similar pronominal elements in other Indo-European languages

The Tocharian pronoun suffixes descend from Proto-Indo-European pronominal clitics,
as discussed above. In this subsection we will functionally compare the Tocharian
pronoun suffixes with similar pronominal clitics in other ancient Indo-European
languages, in order to get a better view of the position of Tocharian within the family in
this regard. Onishi briefly summarizes the main differences (Onishi 2022: 6), and here I
will illustrate each point with some examples.

I. Only one pronoun suffix may appear in a sentence in Tocharian, while multiple
pronominal clitics may be found in a single sentence in other ancient Indo-European
languages Latin and Hittite, as illustrated in the examples below.

13. Latin (Cic. ad Att,, II, 19, 5; from Meillet & Vendryes 1948: 580)

Caesar mé sibi vellet esse legatum
PN 1SG.ACC  REFL.DAT.SG want:SBJ.IMPF.3SG be.INF legate:ACC

‘Caesar wants me to be his legate.’

14. Late Hittite (CTH 42.A KBo 5.3+ obv. ii 8; from Lyutikova & Sideltsev 2020: 34)
nu=$§mas=at le ara  iyenzi
CONN=2PL.DAT=3PLACC PROHIB right do:PRS.3PL

‘They will not make them right for you.’
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There are other Indo-European languages that allow only a single infixed or suffixed
pronominal element per verb, such as Old Irish. Griffith has argued that their analysis as
truly pronominal is only valid for earlier stages of the language, and that in synchronic
Old Irish, they may rather be interpreted as agreement affixes instead (Griffith 2o11). The
questions of their classification bear some resemblance to the Tocharian situation,
where the pronoun suffixes are variously considered to be clitics or agreement markers.

I1. There is no contrast between the way a direct object and an indirect object is referred
to using a pronoun suffix in Tocharian, whereas many other ancient Indo-European
languages like Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin, do show such a difference. In Hittite, as in
Tocharian, no difference is found in the first- and second-person enclitic pronouns. Only
the third person anaphoric enclitic pronoun has separate case forms, including a
nominative (Hoffner & Melchert 2008: 135-136). These differences in the clitic pronoun
systems are illustrated in Table 8.5.

Table 8.5: Pronominal clitics in ancient Indo-European languages.

1sg 2sg 3sg

acc. dat. acc. dat. acc. dat.
TB il il -C -C -ne -ne
Hitt. =mu =mu =tta =tta =an =ssi/sse
Skt. ma me tva te sim
GrH me moi se soiftoi he/min hoi
Lat. me mihi te tibi sé sibi

The lack of any formal difference between accusative and dative clitics in Tocharian is
reminiscent of Old Irish, where the normally accusative suffixed and infixed pronouns
can combine with the substantive verb ‘be’ to express a dative function, e.g., the 2sg. -(u)t
in tdthut ‘you (sg.) have’ and ro-t-bia ‘you (sg.) shall have’. This use is similar to, e.g., TB
nesari-c ‘you (sg.) have’ (THT 144a1). In Old Irish, this is rare with other verbs, but does
sometimes occur, such as in do-t-drfas ‘it has appeared to you (sg.)’ (Thurneysen 1946:
§409, §430).

Normally, the pronoun suffixes and infixes of Old Irish express only the object of a
transitive verb, as in ar-ro-t-neithius ‘I expected you (sg.)’, or a first- or second-person
subject of a passive verb; e.g., carthair ‘he/she is loved’ but no-t-charthar ‘you (sg.) are
loved’ (Thurneysen 1946: §409—4010, §540). The latter use is contrary to that of
Tocharian, where a pronoun suffix attached to a passively used middle can indicate the
agent instead (cf. example 6 above, repeated here as 15)6.



Object marking on the verb 311

15. Tocharian B (THT 11 a4; verse; trsl. based on Krause & Thomas 1960:163)

laute ma  kdtkoytdir-me
moment NEG  pass:OPT.MID.3SG-PL

‘[The right] moment must not be passed (by) by you (pl.).

I11. Clitics in ancient Indo-European languages usually appear in the second position in
a clause, the so-called Wackernagel position (after Wackernagel 1892). In Tocharian B,
pronoun suffixes instead only appear after a finite verb, while in Tocharian A they can
attach to non-finite verbs as well. This is more in line with the behaviour of pronominal
clitics in for instance the Romance languages, where they always attach to the verb (e.g.,
Viti 2016: 19—20). The Tocharian placement of the pronoun suffixes contrasts with the
placement of pronominal clitics in Latin (13) and Hittite (14) already cited above, and in
Sanskrit (16) and Ancient Greek (17).

16. Vedic Sanskrit (RV 7.63.3¢ from Hale 1987: 80)

esd=me devdh  savitda cachanda
DEM.M.NOM.SG=1SG.DAT ~ god PN appear:PF.ACT.3SG

‘He appeared to me as the god Savitar

17. Ancient Greek (Hdt. 1.35.2 from Goldstein 2016: 54)
Kpolgog=3¢=puv éxdbpe
PN=PTCL=3SG.M.ACC  cleanse:AOR.ACT.3SG

‘Croesus purified him.’

A number of conjunctions in Tocharian do tend to appear in the second position, such
as TA nu, TB no ‘and, but’ (e.g., Pinault 2008: 523—524). This is illustrated with an example
from Tocharian B in (18), where ma ‘not’ stands at the beginning of a new clause, followed
by the clitic conjunction no. The behaviour of such particles indicates that second
position in Tocharian was still available for clitics, but not for pronominal ones, a fact
that might be significant.

18. Tocharian B (THT 3 b6; trsl. Adams 2013: 370)

waimenetse Saul totk= attsatk  su sp laklempa
difficult life  short certainly DEM.M.NOM.SG and sorrow:COM
rittowo ma no wnolmy aikentrd

attach:PRT.PTC.M.NOM.SG NEG CON]J creature.PL know:PRS.MID.3PL

‘Life is difficult and short and (it [is]) bound up with suffering, but creatures do
not notice.’
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We have now seen that the Tocharian pronoun suffixes can fulfil a wide range of
functions, not restricted to object-marking. Despite this, they show no formal
differentiation to go along with their functional flexibility. They descend from Proto-
Indo-European clitic pronouns, but their fixed position after the finite verb is an
innovation. In order to make a comparison with Uralic, we will now turn to a discussion
of the objective conjugation.

8.3 The Uralic objective conjugation

The specifics of both the formal and functional reconstruction of the objective
conjugation are controversial. To properly understand the Uralic objective conjugation,
alot of information from various branches of Uralic needs to be reviewed and discussed.
In this section, I will address some fundamental questions pertaining to the age and
formation of the objective conjugation, necessary for a serious comparison with the
Tocharian pronoun suffixes.

8.31  General overview of the objective conjugation

In most branches of Uralic there exists a set of verbal endings used to form a so-called
objective conjugation (also known as the “definite” or “determinate” conjugation) beside
another set that functions as the subjective conjugation (“indefinite”, “indeterminate”).
The endings of the objective conjugation indicate not only the person and number of the
subject, but also at least the involvement of an object as well, while the subjective
conjugation only refers to a subject. Such a split in conjugations is found on the eastern
side of the Uralic language family in Samoyed, Mansi, Khanty, and Hungarian, and also
in Mordvin on the western side. In the languages that have both conjugations,
intransitive verbs are typically only used with the subjective conjugation, but transitive
verbs can be inflected with either subjective or objective endings. The specifics of the
objective conjugation differ both structurally and functionally from language to
language, which complicates a reconstruction of the system to Proto-Uralic and renders
it a contentious issue (e.g., Abondolo 1998: 29—30; Keresztes 1999: 102; Aikio 2022a:18).
Even the most basic question, the degree to which the objective conjugation existed
in Proto-Uralic already is disputed. Janhunen (1982) states that the objective forms may
have existed in Proto-Uralic for all persons, perhaps as an elaboration from an earlier
pre-PU 3sg. form only, but that the objective conjugation could also have been dialectally
restricted. Keresztes (1999) regards the objective conjugations in Mordvin and the other
Uralic language as largely independent innovations, but like Janhunen, he does allow for
the possibility that the third person singular objective form already existed; cf. also
Kortvély (2005: 44). It seems to be particularly the Mordvin objective conjugation that
precludes the establishment of this category as inherited from Proto-Uralic, well as the
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notion that it should have been lost in Saami, Finnic, Mari, and Permic (so, strongly,
Havas 2004). Compare the following recent statement on the matter by Aikio in his
handbook chapter on Proto-Uralic (with references to arguments from other scholars):

“The Mordvin system of objective conjugation differs so radically from the others that it
is highly probably an innovation (Keresztes 1999), but the objective conjugation in the
easternmost branches [viz., Samoyed, Mansi, Khanty and Hungarian] might nevertheless
represent a Proto-Uralic archaism that was lost in the more western branches (Janhunen
1982: 35). On the other hand, it is equally possible that the Saami, Finnic, Mari and Permic
branches possess a more archaic verb system, and [that] the definite conjugation in the
eastern branches is an areal innovation (Salminen 1996).” (Aikio 2022a:18)

The existence of at least a third person singular objective conjugation suffix “*-sV” in
Proto-Uralic is often assumed, and this suffix is also the central character in discussions
on the origin of the entire conjugation type. According to one theory, it is effectively a
suffixed object pronoun, cognate to, e.g., SaaN son, Fi. Adn, Hu. J, etc. (e.g., Honti 1995,
1998/99; Rédei 1998/99; Abondolo 1998: 29—30). The other theory equates this same suffix
with the third person singular possessive suffix PU *-sA, found in, e.g., Fi. -nsa, Hu. -(j)a,
PS *-tA (Janhunen 1982; Zhivlov 2023: 155-156). The vowel actually corresponds to that
of the possessive suffixes in those branches that retain the vowel quality more faithfully,
so that the reconstruction often given as *-sV can reasonably be written as *-sA instead.
At least on the surface, this strengthens that particular connection. And indeed, the
objective conjugation suffixes are on the whole similar to the possessive suffixes used on
nouns, although to which degree the two sets are really identical differs from language
to language (cf. below).

To better understand the issues associated with the objective conjugation, we must
take a close look at the objective conjugation paradigms in the individual languages, as
well as their relation to the possessive declension paradigm on the one hand, and the
subjective conjugation on the other. In the end, close scrutiny and comparison of the
individual languages should inform us on the probable age of the suffixes, and also their
likely origin. It is my opinion that the Mordvin objective conjugation is at its core not so
alien as has been claimed, and that it in fact holds important information regarding the
reconstruction of the objective conjugation endings in Proto-Uralic. It should be taken
into account by any attempt to explain the origin of the objective conjugation endings
from earlier syntactic constructions, an endeavour that will mostly fall outside the scope
of the present investigation.

The two main issues regarding the Uralic objective conjugation are (1) whether it
existed in Proto-Uralic already, and if so, whether it constituted a full paradigm or only
the third person singular, and (2) whether it originates from suffixed object pronouns or
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from possessive inflection. To practically work towards solving these issues, I think the
following set of questions should be addressed:

1. Do the languages with an objective conjugation show non-trivial formal and
structural correspondences?

2. Do the suffixes of the objective conjugation match either possessive suffixes or
object pronouns in any consistent and non-trivial way?

3. And finally, is a relation to either the possessive declension or suffixed object
pronouns functionally understandable?

I will address especially (1) and (2) on the basis of a closer look at the objective
conjugation paradigms found in the individual branches (starting with Samoyed, then
Mansi, Khanty, Hungarian, Mordvin), and also a brief summary of the verbal inflection
found in the remaining branches (Saami, Finnic, Mari, Permic). This is the topic of
subsection 8.3.2. From the discussion of the objective conjugation paradigms in
especially Samoyed, Mansi and Mordvin, I conclude that there is indeed an additional
corresponding formal feature beyond the third person singular suffix *-sA, namely the
object plural *-n-, and that the two shared features together are non-trivial. Some of the
functional considerations needed to address question (3) will be discussed separately in
subsection 8.3.3, but its proper resolution lies beyond the scope of this chapter and is left
to future research.

8.3.2 Formal reconstruction of the objective conjugation

There is no satisfactorily complete and detailed historical overview of the objective
conjugation and related issues available at this moment. In this subsection I will go over
the forms and structure of the objective conjugation paradigms as they occur in each of
the Uralic branches that have this inflectional category. In some cases, I will also supply
reconstructions of the objective conjugation paradigms to the lower-level
protolanguages, in order to improve understanding. To make th