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Abstract

This article deals with diverse morphonological and syntactical aspects of the clitic m™ (~

v ~u") (? < *md") present in Enets and Nenets. In combination with the rie/fli-stem used as
aorist form of the negating auxiliar it follows the verbal suffixes (VX) directly changing a
formally negated into an affirmative statement (cf. the 3rd persons riiu" sometimes iV or

iim" ‘obivously / Bemp’). The appropriate negated statements are provoked by bu-rii-

‘obivously doesn't / Benp He’ the prefixed aorist form rie-/fi-.

Combined facultatively with the interrogative suffix(es) sa/si or generally with the a doubt
expressing suffix —ta- (-ta-u") the clitic can be used with any verb (d'ago—sa—uN ‘maybe not

being / nu He OBLIO’, koma-ta-u® ‘may liked / xouer iu’) or auxiliar (cf. ¢-sa-u”, e-ta-u™ from

bY

é- ‘be’). The negation is formed using the suppletive modal stem i- ‘doesn't / ne’ (i-sa-V" / i-

si-V\, i-ubi-ta-u™) abrogating usually its negating semantic as well (cf. é-sa-u" - i-si-u™
‘maybe - or not / BO3MOXKHO - 2 MOXKET HET ).

Syntactically and in similar interrogative narrative context like sa/si appear the suffix(es)

pa/ni but obviously connected - as expected - with the i-stem of the negating auxiliar: i-pa/i-ni
[lna/mi]! A negating statement is definitely not evident anymore translating it with ‘of course

/ xoneuHo’ but can be empathised with the translation ‘how can not / pa3se He Moub’ as done
by Labanauskas and Castrén.

The affirmative feature of Enets negation

There is a common feature in narrative texts of Nenets and Enets using the negating auxiliary
(NEGAUX) to provoke an affirmative (positive) statement (AFF.NEGAUX) or as Siegl (2011:
254) utters “to back up an information source” using the term assertative in this connection.
This function resembles to Turkish mis-forms for trusted but non-verified narrations, e.g.
fairy tales or reports. This feature will be discussed here mainly on the background of Forest
Enets (FE) (Bay = ® in the source) though some of the arguments have to be supported by
examples of Tundra Enets (TE) (Maddu = ™ in the source). Enets is in this case more
interesting than Nenets because it possesses (preserved) other than the latter even two

different stems for the NEGAUX. So rii- (rie-) is only used as aorist - including of course clitic
S-preterite forms — and in imperative and optative forms (cf. Castrén XIV, 1. 95, 178). The

suppletive i-stem is used in all other cases, i.e. moods (i.e. inter alia the prohibitive forms) and
verbalnouns. This feature abrogates quasi its negating meaning (semantic) and is connected in
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via or by Prof. Dr. Bedta Boglarka Wagner-Nagy et. an. [sic!] So I'm bound to publish this contribution for two reasons
on my net pages. On the one hand it contains up to now unknown or otherwise interpreted facts, features and materials
which should be - even if containing possibly not sustainable conclusions - at least available to or at best even discussed
by experts. On the other hand to prevent a possibly continuing a bad habit introduced by a current member of the Institute
in Hamburg to use unpublished texts unauthorized. As far as I'm informed about the reasons of and by the unknown
peerers I'll take them of course into consideration and work them into this contribution. (23.10.13)
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current Enets with an assumed clitisized element m or its phonetic variants v or u plus a nasal

(N/~) mostly omitted in the sources.

Morphonological features

To my knowledge this feature was first described in TereS¢enko (1973: 86f.) for Nenets as
combination of the personal markers with a clitic -v™ (cf. Hu-8' VX3S, Hu-py-8' VX28). Enets
and Nganasan were compared alike though the Nganasan example doesn't fit really because it

NgD:185236/257
Bedb /xS > cf.

(/3

is not connected with a clitic but an own particle ta
(1) tipgii"mii-nta moa-na ni-ndi-n t?"  dengo-ptu-"
PPRON.2-DER-OBJ.2S PPRON-1S not- AOR.PFT-2S ADV betray-DENOM.DER-CN
“You betrayed me obviously / Tel Beib MeHs1 0OMaHys1 = MeHs He Beslb 0OMaHyJ1.’
The feature has been picked up later by Salminen (1998: 531) for Tundra Nenets (TN), and

by Shluinskiy (2010) for TE, the first claiming -wa~ (-w’h) the later -m? for this clitic.
Shluinskiy was the first one offering a full cliticized paradigm for all persons and all kinds of

conjugation in combination with the the interrogative suffix -sa-! He introduced furthermore
the term contrastive for these forms.

So it becomes obvious, that the clitic does not consists just of a labial m or its variants u/v
— as usually found in the sources - but an additive glottis stop (GS) as well, which can be
identified referring to TereS¢enko and Salminen as the voiced GS which could be marked as ~
(here substituted by ™ documenting its absence). Most of the sources don't differ between
voiced (") and non-voiced GS transcribed with " or (nowadays rather) ? preferring the latter

even for both GS not differing them at all. The Finnic types h and g (cf. Salminen) are not
really spread.

There exist just one apparently contradicting source - the 1910 born H. N. Kaplin [as
source “d”]. But other differing forms create doubts about the correctness of the transcription.

. 84,15:299-4118.m=D . 84,102;301-4210.m=D
In Labanauskas [2005] the forms fi-y" <5313:299-418m=D9> ., 4 g )N <5:84.102:3 0m=D% -an be

found instead of (supposed) rii-v™ and riie-do-u" instead of riiedou” (cf. the alternating data in
Labanauskas (2002)), cf.

(2) todo ledeSo” [<l'edéSo”] arii’. keSe-da riiedou” [<riie-do-u"] d'eSa-"
toso" 1éde-8o0~ arii™ * kede-da nie-do-u” d'eda-"
then shoot-IMP2s again.ADV * wild.reindeer-OBJ.AcC.3s NEG-2S-EMPH shoot-CN

“Then shoot at it. You will probably shoot (kill) the wild reindeer / Tora oH BeICTpeHI
110 oeHIo [sicl],” <S:8486:3014192m=D0>

(3) mano-" ni-v” [<ni-v"]
say-CN- NEG-EMPH.CL

: $:84,15:299-4118.m=D
‘He said/says / roBopur.” <5:8415:299-4118.m=D9>

(4) oéori kuda-do-" nie-na-u" [sic!]
M sleep-DER?-CN  NEG-1P-EMPH.CL
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‘Let us-3 sleep / X0Th Tak MOCHUM.

Labanauskas [2005] without GS: riie-na-u [sic!]

There is a conclusive example demonstrating the combination of the clitic with Vx in Nenets
by TereS¢enko (1965) not influencing the GS of the VX as it is supposed for Enets below:

(5) Henscada" n3" Hu-ca-0a"-dm

nene-sa-da"
truth-DER-2P

“You were probably right / Benp Bbl OblTH ITpaBbI ~ Bellb Bl OKa3aiduch mpasbl.” (T65:

300a).

The interrogative sa can be neglected in this case (cf. the Enets forms with i-sa-/i-si-

below). In Enets the final GS of Vx seem to influence (assimilate) the clitics as the following
finds clearly document (cf. the similar VX—table and paradigms in Shluinskiy (2010: 282ff.)):

Ue' n
be-CN

> <L:8:117-186.m=D9> [

<S:84,22;299-4126.m=D9>

ni-sa-da"-am
NEG-INTRG-02P-EMPH.CL

Table of the aorist forms of the affirmative negative auxiliary

The Formes of Subjective Conjugation (SK) with rii- in Enets
SK (Standard) Vx Aff. NegAux
Forest Enets Tundra Enets
1s 6(0)” (*tV-m) fi-Su-m™
fie-Su-u"
fie-Su-v
2s d (*n-tV) rie-du-v"
fie-du-u® riie-do-u”"
fii-du-u®™
3s @ Ai-m™
fii-u™ fii-u®
AN
Ai-vN Ai-vN
ni-v~ fii-v™
1d j/b" rie-bi-m"™
2d r” fie-ri-m™
3d hi~ rie-hi-m™
fii-hi-m"
1p ba'/a" rie-ba-m"
3p " fii-m" fii-m"
Ai-v™ Ai-vN
ni-v~ fii-v™

cf. the same sentence and source in
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unvoiced GS (") in Labanauskas [2005] = Sorokina (2005)

A comparison of preterite §- and forms with affirmative m™clitic (in texts mostly m") is
limited to the fact that both appear in Enets/Nenets and assimilate with the finals of the VX

(cf. S-preterite V-§, N-d', ©-&). So m" usually seems to change to u"™ or V" after VX ending in a
vowel (cf. SK rie-du-u™, OKs rie-ru-u") but all others seem to be preserved after any GS alike
(cf. the tables of standard and clitisized VX in Shluinkiy 2010: 282). There is a slight deviance
in the Vx3s and VX3P of the SK. Both are partly homonymous charing at least m" and V.
But the Vx3s of the TE shows a clear differentiation. This might be debt to a somewhat

problematic singular vs. plural marking or use in Enets.

This observation can be roughly confirmed by the OK-forms as well:

The Formes of Objective Conjugation (OK) with rii- in Enets”
OKSs VX AFF.NEGAUX
Forest Enets Tundra Enets
ols b~u fii-m"
rie-v™
fie-bu-u"
03s?! ? fi-bo-uN"*
028 r (*tV) fie-ru-u™
03s da fie-8a-u" fiie-8o-u"~"
fii-Sa-u™
fie-8a-v
fii-8a-vN
olp jb" rie-bi-m"™
03D i rie-8i-m"
o3p Su” rie-Su-m"
OKpr VX AFF.NEGAUX
pls i (OBL +*mV) | ri-Au-u™
P3p na" fiie-na-u™
rie-na-u”
P3p Su” fie-Su-u™

+

cf. <http://www.nganasanica.de/katzschmann_material_conf4.pdf>

unvoiced GS (") in Labanauskas [2005] = Sorokina (2005)
# o <8:62.2:237-3199.b=G1>

The following examples demonstrate the difference between the emphasized (OKsS du-m")

and the standard VX3P (OKP éu"):
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6) doa" kamer™ rie-Su-m" oo-do- 7
Dyo-OBL.GEN corpse-OBL.ACC NEG-$3P-EMPH.CL eat-FUT-CN*
d'oa-du™ kare-N &iri-© 0o-di.u”
Dyo-OBL.GEN.3pP fish-OBL.GEN roe-OBL.ACC.PL  eat-FUT.P3P

‘They probably will eat Dyo's corpse. They will probably eat their Dyo / ey
TIOKOMHHKA OYIyT eCThb. JICHHY PBIOBIO HKPY CHEAAT.’ <8:6,43;34-277.b=A3>

So the underlying form of m" should have been not at least because of phonotactic rules
probably *mV"™ (maybe *ma~, cf. Salminen TN -wa"). Similar to the vowelizing of m (>0) in
Enets m-stems the clitic m could have been assimilated or vowelized after vowels via v to u”
(u™?) but remained after any GS.

Syntactical features
1. rii-u" as clitic

As a rule the the NEGAUX precede the negated verbs which take special connegative (CN)
forms. Especially in connection with clitisized forms this word order may change, as the
following two even directly succeeding sentences demonstrate:

(7) onse no, yudi 8a riiguj riiu" na®. d'a | yuugo oka ya® ™

pudi-6a  riigu-j ri-u™ na< *

grass-3s  pull.out-PTCLPFT NEG-EMPH.CL be-CN
d'a™ nuu-go oka na® fi-u®™
earth-OBL.GEN grass-DIM  much be-CN  NEG-EMPH.CL

‘She was one, pulling grass. There was a lot of Earth.grass / TpaBbsl oHa HapBasa. Ha

$:12,68:58-677.b=A2
3eMJle TPaBbl MHOTO BeJb.” >

One explanation for the apparently facultative (but obviously preferred final) position
might give a look at features which are usually not part of a grammar, the suprasegmentals as
for example prosody or intonation, with other words the sentence accents. This can be done
best by field researchers but was never reported or documented by them yet. Though there is
often a focus discussion about the finally irrelevant word order (WO) nobody ever
investigated the influence of or by these suprasegmentals.

The use of this feature in the narrative genre makes at least the genre comparable to other
special ones like sung texts with partly different morphonology (cf. e.g. the Ng. kamnanue, i.e.
Shaman songs).

Sorokina (2010: 388f.) takes riiu" (in paragraph (1)) for a reinforcing particle (vacmuya,

s <D:273-5941.1>

cf. fiiu™ ‘Benp ). Furthermore she considers all other NEGAUX and even the non-

existential d'agu as different particles (cf. paragraph (7), 2010: 391f.) as well. There might be

some doubt concerning d'agu which might have been a particle verbalized later by its

combination with an auxiliar equal to Latin ESSE. But generally the NEGAUX should be
treated as verbs, regardless of their here used notation of the emphatic NEGAUX as NEG-
EMPH.CL just symbolising the non-negation in contrast to ‘not-EMPH.CL’ for a (real) negation.
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Because mainly third persons are common in narrative texts A, Ay, dim" are most
frequent. Astonishably the rie—stem is not documented for 3rd persons of the SK (cf. rie-u, rie-
v ‘I don't ... sth.” = 0lS). As mentioned it is not quite clear why there is no real distinction

between Vx3s and VX3P. So riim" is attested for both — whether erroneous or not:

(8) mogahan kajakuda ad® | riim"™
moga-han  kaja-ku-6a  ad-© fii-m"
forest-DAT sun-DiM-3s  sit-CN  NEG-3S.EMPH.CL

“The sun was setting in the forest / B iecy comntue ceno Begp,” <1 2#198-:630.b=A2>

(9) alke pu-© tone-© fi-m~
big.OBL  stone-PL  being.there-CN  NEG-3pP.EMPH.CL

“There were big stones / BonbIiie kaMHI Bep GbiBaor.” </ #4704b=A1>

Though the final position (cf. i.e. Siegl 2011: 254) is often reclaimed and observed for
these constructions, it is obviously not forcing. The common final positions of CN are in these
cases not unusual as well:

(10) séj—naC fi-m™ toneé-C
eye-P.1pP NEG-EMPH.CL  being.there-CN

“We have eyes (there are our eyes) / ['1a3a ectb Begp y Hac.” < 04:201-3614.b=F>

But first and second persons can be found as well:

(11) mod' tod¢ida rieon édnoju [<é8noju] toda®

riidum. édnoju [<édnoju] todajb’
mo-d' todcCi-da rie-on és-noju  toda-C i-Su-m" #
PPRON.1-DER stairs-PTCPIPF along-PROS up-DER go-CN NEG-1S-EMPH.CL *
ed-noju toda-j-b'
up-DER betake-RK-1S
‘I went obviously up the stairs. I betook (myself) upstairs / Sl mo nectHuie HaBepx
MOIHSUICS. S1 OMHSIICS HaBepx. o !0:247-331b=A2>

In some case even the OKP.VX1s and OKP.VX1P are homonymous:
(12) téda od® | riinuu™ ékis". (...) pedid® | riinuu® [<péSidrinuu]

teda  o-d-© fi-nu-u™ eki-8¢ #

now eat-FUT-CN NEG-P1s-EMPH.CL this. DEMPR-OBL.ACC.PL

pedi-d-© fii-nu-u®
cook-FUuT-CN NEG-P1s-EMPH.CL
‘Now I obviously will eat them / Ceifaac cheM Beb 9THX (...) B KoTel omymry.” - 18:46-
450.b=A1>
(13) ¢iki-© poLudu-hun  fii-nu-u® teri-d-©
this. DEMPR-OBL.ACC.PL  awl-DAT NEG-P1P-EMPH.CL mend-FUT-CN
s <S:12,122;60-

‘We will obviously mend them with an awl / DTuM mIOM CBSI)KEM BEJIb.
731.b=A2>
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2. Sentences with predicative noun

There is a wide range of use for sentences with predicative nouns. Their non-negated aorist
(including $-preterite forms) structure is regularly NOUN-VX(-S). In non-aorists the structure

is NOUN + ESSE-SK.VX and in negated sentences the structure is (of course) generally NOUN
+ ESSE-CN + NEGAUX-VX(-S).

a) Identifying sentences of the type ‘someone is ...’
(14) mo-d' adda enci-8"  pa®  re-Su-u® #

PPRON.1-DER.S settle-PTCPIPF  man-1S be-CN not-1S-EMPH.CL #

§i8-8a” mddalta-$§ i-na-8" mddalta-"  o-ta-ho-§
you-OBL.ACC.2P being.guest-INF ~ Neg-INTRG-1S  being.guest  supply-FACT-
INDEF-INF

‘I am obviously a settled man. You being (as) guests I will give you of course meat

(supply you) / S cupsumii yenoBek /ocemnblil/. Bac yroctuth, KOHEYHO, Yyromty,

5 <S:8,102;41-416.b=A2> [ N <L:1:80-

HaKOPMHTh-TO. for rie-Su-u" cf. mod' adida énci8" a" rii-du

1 52.b:A9>]

In some sentences of this type the expected congruence can be described as hidden:
(15) onséj  diré-bu-t séju-r. **@ téda  karii-t-" -V
realy  live-GER-2S heart-NOM.2S.3S now (be)come-FUT-CN  NEG-EMPH.CL

‘If you really live, than your heart will obviously come (you'll fear) now / Ecinu Tel Ha
CaMOM J1eJI€ )KUBOM, TO TENEPh Thl UCITYTACIIbCS.’ <L:4:101-680.6=F9>

Theoretically séju-r should be double marked, one marker for the PX2s (‘your heart’) and
one for VX3 (‘the heart is’), but such congruence doesn't exist (cf. .**@ ). In a similar
sentence the 2nd person subject of the gerund ibut is congruent with the perfective participle
subject of the identifying sentence with an determinative (?) PX2s:

(16) kuriri ébut [? > ibut], nodujr na® riu™
kuri-ri  i-bu-t nodu-j-r.& na“ fi-u®
how-DER Neg-GER-2S catching-PTCPPFT-DET.2S be-CN  NEG-EMPH.CL

‘If you wouldn't be anyhow (like this?) you are (would be) obviouly one catching
someone / Kak 6bI HU ObLIO, BEIb ThI ero.” —>-216:207-2822.6=A1>

b) Impersonal sentences of the type ‘it is good...’

(17) kari-N kuri-ho noo-§ sojda na-“ fii-u™
fish-OBL.ACC how-INDEF catch-INF good-@=3s  be-CN NEG-EMPH.CL

‘It is good to catch the fish anyhow / Ppiby kak-To moiimath ciemyer.” < 04281

3865.b=A4>

Here the infinitve (INF) is remarkable because usually a gerund (GER) is used like in the
following benefactive (BEN) example:
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(18) tédanda, d'iSeSuda” péSiburi [<péSiburi] sojda niu UaC
teda-n-da, d'iSe-Su-da® pési-bu-ri sojéa fii-u® na“
now-DER-DET.3s Kkettle-BEN-2P cooke-GER-1S good-@=3s NEG-EMPH.CL be-CN

‘If I cooked your kettle (meal) now, it would be good obviously / Ceituac-to exy Bam
s <S:8,113;:41-427b=A2>
IMPUTOTOBUTH MHC HCIIJIOXO 6]:1.

¢) Analytic tempora (participle predicate)

The analytic temporal type is far more interesting because the predicative noun is
represented by a perfective participle (PTCPPFT —j). These cases are not really rare and might
represent the development of analytic tempora in Enets:

(19) obu-N d'od'i-gon aga-ju enci-1 kasa-da
this-OBL.GEN time-LOC grown-up-DER  man-2P  companion-OBL.2S
pé-on karii-j fii-u™ na“
behind-PROS  come-PTCPPFT NEG-EMPH.CL  be-CN

‘Meanwhile the older man was obviously a his companion following one / OmHaX1bI
CTapIIMii YETOBEK 33 TOBAPHILEM IIOMIEH Bep. oo 20-1540.b=F4>

(20) ton-né-da éncu-© d'agu-j- na-“ fii-m"
then-LAT-3S people-PL absent-PTCPPFT-PL be-CN  NEG-3P.EMPH.CL
“Then the people were obviously absent / B To Bpems Jozeii He 6bu10 Begp.” 001231
3142.b=A2>
(21) obu-N d'od'i-gon enci™ modi-j na-“ fii-u®
this-OBL  time-LoC man.NOM see-PTCPPFT  be-CN NEG-EMPH.CL

‘Meanwhile the Enets was obviously a looking one / Bapyr, uenoBeka yBuaen Benb.’
<S2RIBR0D0LO=E> (of Tokri™ obuho™ polSeda d'oha” tahon modé® | riiu ‘Suddenly she

saw something black in the river / Bapyr uro-to depHoe 3a pekoii yeuaema.” = 2H!8130-

1638.6=G1>y
The analytic structure can be clearly seen with the following HABEO-constructions (cf. the
same in (36)) wiht toné- as verbal form of the locative demonstrative pronoun to-né ‘there’:

(22) iddu-ku-Sa tone-j na-“ fii-u™
arrow-DIM-3S  being.there-PTCPPFT be-CN NEG-EMPH.CL

‘He obviously was one who owns arrows / JIy40K y HEro mMelcst Begp,” o +4/209b=A1>

cf. the non-analytic form without Ua—C in the following example (cf. the form with i-si-u™

(39)).

(23) oddu-j toneé-C ni-u™
boat-1s being.there-CN  NEG-EMPH.CL

‘I obviously have a boat / JIoxka-To ecTb Bep y MeHst.” = 08:47-500.b=A1>
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3. burii as negation of the affirmative negation

Not really noticed (even by Siegl 2011: 275) up to now is the opposition between i and
the prefixed (?) bu-rii which clearly serves as negation of the former one! Even Sorokina

separates them regarding rii (together with particles for ‘even / gaxe’, ‘only / Tonpk0’ etc.) as
belonging to the reinforcing (ycurumenvro-oepanuuumenvuwie) (2010: 388, paragraph (1)) but
burii as belonging to the negating particles (ompuyamenvuvie wacmuywsr) (2010: 391,
paragraph (7)):

(24) éko-n no-t dire-s pu-li bu-rii-j" piris-©
here-LoC at all-DER  live-INF one-LIM CL-not-1D  be.possible-CN
37IeCh BMecCTe KUTh COBCEM MBI BelIb HE ~ MOYKEM

‘We-2 can not live together at all here / 3gecb BMecTe KUTh COBCEM BEAb HE MOXKEM.’
<8:23,14;125-1574.b=A2>

(25) e-kké d'a-han  diré-s ne—jN pires-"
here-DER place-LOC live-INF not-1D be.possible-CN

“We can not live in this place / Ha 3Toif 3eMiIe )KHTb MbI He Mokem.” “2 00> 100=A%>

It is all the more surprising that there exists nevertheless at least one cliticized form:

(26) d'adu-§ bu-fii.m" to-8-C #
go.on.foot-INF  CL-not.1D go-Fur-CN *

esu-§ to-6-C rie-bi-m"
drinving.sledge-INF  go-FUT-CN NEG-1D-EMPH.CL

‘We won't go on foot. We will be driving with a sledge / Ilemkom Benp He npugem. Ha
OMEHsIX TIpHeeM Be, SOl 182323159b=A2>

Here bu-rii.m" is obviously derived from *bu-rii-j-m", cf.

(27) mo-di-ii™ md-kon  bu-riN  pa©
PPRON.1-DER-1D tent-LOC CL-not-1D be-CN

“We are not in the tent / MbI B 4yMe He HAXOAUMCS Befp.” 209 339b=A2>

This emphasis doesn't lead to an affirmation at the same time. All other reported forms
show non-clitisized Vx.

4. Affirmation without emphatic clitics (contextual affirmation)

It has been mentioned, that rather suprasegementals than the clitic m" could be responsible
for the affirmative statement. And indead there are a few examples of an affirmative NEGAUX
without a clitic. Here the closeness to an emphatic form in a related preceding or following
sentence obviously causes an emphasis to a (aorist) negation form:

(28) ma® | riu": mékud kada® | riir
ma-C  fi-u" * md-ku-d kada-© ni-r
say-CN NEG.3s-EmMpH.CL " tent-DAT-2S carry-CN NEG-S.2S

‘She said: You take it to your home / Ckasana: JloMmoii yaecemp,” <>00-87:247-3357:b=G1>
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In this and in the next example the change of standard word order of the (aorist) negation
(cf. the final positon of riir and fiira®) might underline the affirmative charakter of the

statement. Even the connection of the later discussed form i-pa ‘of course’ to this
constructions becomes obvious:
(29) uda® no to© | rira® mdkuri mdsdaud. mod' adida éncis" na© reduu®. $isda“

mddaltas inas” mdadalta“ otahos

u-da“ o to© fii-ra®  md-kur madddau-d' 7
PPRON-2P ADV come-CN NEG-2P tent-DAT-1S be.guest-INF #
mod' adi-da enci-68  pa‘ rie-Su-u® #
PPRON.IS  sitting-PTCPIPF  man-1S  be-CN  NEG-1s-EmpH.CL *
§i8-8a“ mddalta-§  i-na-8" mddalta-  otaho-§
PPRON-2P  be.guest-INF  NEG-INTRG.PRS-1S be.guest-CN

nourish-INF

‘Yet you come to my tent being guests. Obviously I am a settled man. Don't you come
being nourished as my guests? / Bbl ke TOXe NMpUXOAUTE B UYyM MO MOTOCTUTH. S

CUISUIMN YeNoBEK [OCemsiblii]. Bac yrocTUThb, KOHEYHO, YroOlly, HAKOPMHUTH-TO.’
<S:8,102:41-416.b=A2>

5. m" -clitic and non-auxiliars

There are some strange examples combined obivously with finite verbs. Though they can
not explained or discussed here further, they should be at least mentioned:

(30) S$udbi-r 0di-mo-u #  odima
giant-DER  become.visible-DER-3S.EMPH.CL *  become.visible-DER-3S.

‘The (woman) giant became obviously visible. She became visible. / Benukaniia
TOSIBHITACK. MOSBHIACE.” < | =1 44:60-753 b=A2>

(31) nobi-ra-So-u™ # nobi-ra-8"
hold-DER-IMP2s-EMPH.CL  * hold-DER-IMP2S
‘Hold [her]! Hold [her]! / Jlepxu ee! depsxu ee!’ <5227%121-1542.b=F4>

In some of them are GS marked:

(32) d'oa (...) kadarebou”

d'oa (...) kada-re-6o0-u”
Dyoo (..)  got-DER-3S-EMPH.CL
‘Dyoo (...) got ill / Tga (...) 3aboen.” ~5:0-2:34-203.b=A3>
cf. Maddu Enets as well:
(33) ani™ mi-ro kua-do-u”
again.ADV  what-2s  find-2S-EMPH.CL

“What did you find again / Yro [1s1] omsits Hamey?” <> 8+93:301-4200.m=D9>
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6. Interrogatives with sa/si

Interrogative suffixes with preterite connotation are sa/si whereby si is the most frequent
one of both forms, maybe just because of its connection to the NEGAUX i-si. A distinction
between both form is not described (cf. below pa/pi). They have to be mentioned here

because of their affinity to the clitic m™ and their reference to an emphasized non-negating
(affirmative) statement as well. In Siegl (2011: 257f.) they are just classified as modal.

Combined with the NEGAUX it got an own entry as isi (ucst) ‘whether/Benp xe’ <D:147/266-2696.1>

in Sorokina (2009) mentioning its use in preterite analogue to rie (1e) [III] in present tense
whereas she (2010: 390) treated it even as undefined (HeompeneneHnslii) particle (rather
suffix) ‘whether/nu’ (cf. bu tosa? — d'ohara to isi [sic!] ‘Did he come? — I don't know,

whether he came? / On npuexan? — He3naro, npuexan mu?’, koisi [sic!] “Whether he found? /
Hamren mu?’).

Siegl and Sorokina (2010: 290) misinterpret the form da-u obviously as allomorpheme to
sa-u/-da-u (cf. the scanty and confusing entries in Sorokina concerning sa-u/da-u/8a-u ‘of

course it may be / HaBepHOe, MOkeT ObITE ). But da-u seems to be attested in the data only as

s <S:45,51;191-2591.b=A2>

03s-EMPH (cf. Serta-8a-u™ ‘he buried him obviously / moxopoHmI ). Even

Siegl's example (7-151) rie-6au as MoD.3s reflects this misinterpretation, because in Enets
suffixes and derivations are attached regularly only to the i-stem auf the NEGAUX (**i-8a-u",

cf. ia-u ‘I hanged it [the flag] up / [$I] moBecun [ero]” P20 . INF i§q-§ <P14420%>,
Actually following forms can be found:

(34) pu-hun sijra-© i-si-8a-u™
stone-LOoC  drown-CN NEG-INTRG.PRT-03P-EMPH.CL

‘Didn't he drown her with a stone? / KamHeM oH xe & yronyi,” < 578:40-392b=A2>

and the PTCPIPF (§a/da/ta) as predicative noun (see the constituent negation below):

(35) ka.bi-d i-6a-rha-d a-" # d'iré-da-rha-d
dead.DER-2S  not-PTCPIPF-SIM-2S be-CN * live-PTCPIPF-SIM-2S

‘You are no dead body like one who died. Your are like a living one / He mopTBbIii, a
o, <L:1:81-231.b=A9>

JKUBOM ThI, KAXKETCS, HE MOPTBBIM, a JKUBOU
The suffixes sa/si can be used with other verbs than the negations as well, cf. below

é-sa-u" (47) or the non-existential d'ggo-sa-uN ‘maybe not-being / mu He-ObLIO’ <5:6,20;33-

246=A3> " Qyntactically there are several oberlappings with emphesized rie/fi-forms as can be

seen in the following examples:
(36) ta-han tor-~ d'ori-¢ i-sa-m™
DEMPRON-LOC s0.ADV-LAT  talk-CN NEG-INTRG.PRT-3P.EMPH.CL

‘So they talked earlier / Panee Bexp orosapupayy,’ <>0147:233-3188b=A2>
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(37) esi-j i-si-u™ man®

father-3s  NEG-INTRG.PRT-3S.EMPH  say-CN

‘My father said obviously / Orer Bexp ckazay,’” <>127828-067b=A2>

The same in HABEO-function:
(38) torse  toné-j i-si-u™ na-“
such  being.there-PTCPPFT  NEG-INTRG.PRT-3S.EMPH.CL be-CN

112,58:58-667.b=A2
‘She had such (one) / Takoe umenach Bezp.” <175 >

cf. the non-analytic form with ni-u" in (23) and i-si-u" in the following sentence:

(39) mod'-na“ ése-ba“ i-si-u™ toné®
PPRON-1P father-1P NEG-INTRG.PRT-3S.EMPH.CL  being.there-CN

‘We had a father / Y nac oten umencs,’ <>:12:98:58-667.b=A2>

Depending on the statement the clitic can be omitted with verbs (non-auxiliars) (cf. koma-

sa-gN ‘whether she liked / xoTena au.’ (48)):

(40) obu  pagi-du-da  porii-da-sa #
what  cloth-BEN.3S use-FUT-INTRG.PRT.3s #
Se enci™ rioSe-da-sa
who man.OBL.ACC carry-FUT-INTRG.3S

‘What clothes for himself he would use? Who will carry a man? / Uto Obl B kKauecTBe
ofIexk bl Hcronb3oBan? KTo 661 uenoBeka pozun? <>200:208-2856.b=A1>

7. The use of u of with —ta

There is another suffix but always combined with u”~ (—ta-uN, cf. é-ta-u" ‘maybe / (MOXeT)
. SBIBAIAILD=A> (Gie0] (2011: 257, 260ff.) just classified it as modal (mood) as well and
dintinguishes it from -sa-u (2011: 261f.). There is only one form with NEGAUX in my files

(and obviously non in Siegl) and in similar syntactical function as documented for i-si-u" in
(48). So it might be assumed, that it loses the negation semantic like i-si-/i-sa- (and bu-ri).
Other than 3rd persons are not testified in my investigated texts. But other than sa/si it is
testified with derived (suffixed) stems, cf.
(41) kodi-ubi-ta-u™ i-ubi-ta-u™
sleep-HAB-SX-EMPH.CL Neg-HAB-SX-EMPH.CL
‘Did he usually sleep or not? / Criut 1n, Her u?¢ <51%227:62-836b=A2>
(42) kod-Su-da Seda-gu-ta-u® ari™ obu-Su-da
sledge-OBL.BEN-3s make-DUR-SX-EMPH.CL again.ADV  something-OBL.BEN-3S

‘Whether (maybe) he makes a sledge or something (else) for himself / Hapty nmu cebe
MACTEPHT WJTH elé uTo-Hubyp,” >3 19182 11426=C2>
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8. The interrogative (counterfactive) ina/ini

As shown above the forms ipa/ipi (in writing mostly shortened to iga or ini) occur in the
environment of the emphasized (clitisized) NEGAUX sentences (cf. (14), (29)). This and their
connection with connegatives are reason enough to have a short look at them. This lexeme
seems to be falsely mentioned as il instead of ipi in paragraph (6) among the stressing

(yrBepmutenbHbie) particles in Sorokina (2010: 390f.) (cf. ari ini ‘A xak xe’) but is clearly

. . . . D:146-2657.1
documented in her dictionaries (cf. ina ‘of course / koneuno’ =~ g

treated as counterfactive e.g. by Siegl (2011: 256).

). It is currently

But by definition counterfactive predicates should presuppose the falsity of their
complements (cf. http://www-personal.umich.edu/~jlawler/predtypes.pdf <2.10.12>), the
speech is in this case of a pretention. To my view this doesn't really agree with the mostly

assumed translation as ‘koneuyno’. On the other hand we find hints of ya ~ i as interrogative
suffixes in Labanauskas (2002). There might be a connection to the Ng. aorist-interrogative
suffix nU/pA, and the negating prohibitive form nuali- + Verb-CN ‘how could (I) not’ (cf.
Katzschmann 2008: 476).

Although the examples in Labanauskas (2002: 60f.) belong to TE and include some

inconsistencies they reflect without any doubt an interrogative character of this form. In non-
negated forms it seems to be affixed to an oblique (GENPL ~ CN?) (verbal) stem in

Labanauskas. In negated forms it appears as free morpheme with the NEGAUX i-stem

precedes the CN (e.g. a derivation like the future tense marker —da- would have remained with
the stem).

Non-negated forms

mod'i d'u"-i-nd-bo ‘How shall I lose it / Kak mHe notepsats? / Pa3Be s mory
HOTepHTB‘ [?> ] <1:60-716.m>

tod'i komélo-j-né-do ‘How shall you wish it / Kak teGe 3axorerp?’ <0072
fiittoda fun-i-nd-8a [<fuminada] ‘How shall you lay it / Kax emy momoxurp?’ <00730m>

As mentioned above there are some inconsistencies with these non-negated (positive)
forms. At least komelo- and funi- (cf. the negated form funo-) show actually their for CN-
forms relevant consonant stems but lack the necessary final GS. That's why consequently
d'uso- instead of d'u"- should have been expected, as it indeed appears in the

Negated forms

mod'i i-na-bo d'uso-" ‘How shall I not lose it / Kak mue e motepsith? / Pa3se

1:60-719.
A He MOTy noTepsaTh?” < m>

"

tod'i i-né-do komélo- ‘How shall you not wish it / Kak tebe He 3axoTeTh?’

<1:60-726.m>
nitoda i-na-éa funo-" ‘How shall he not lay it / Kax Te6e He monoxuts?” <%
733.m>
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Non-negated analytic forms with a- ‘being’

mod'i kané-si a-i-na-8o" ‘How can I go? / Kak st Mor moiitu?” <"90734m>
tod'i kané-si a-i-na-do ‘How can you go? / Kax Tel Mor moitn?’ <9073>m>
nitoda kane-si a-i-na ‘How can he go? / Kak ou mor moirru?” <0730

Negated analytic forms with a- ‘being’

mod'i i-si(-50™) a-i-ga-SoN kane-" ‘How can't I go? / Kak st He mor mnoiitu? / Pa3se s He
(¥ r), <1:61-737.m>
MOT ITOUTH !
tod'i i-si(-do) a-i-na-do kané-"  ‘How can't you go? / Kak TsI He Mor mojiTu?’ <7380

riitoda i-si a-i-na kane-" ‘How can't he go? / Kak o e mor nojitu?’ <¢!73m>

There are a lot of features combined with pa- ‘being’ (Maddu aC) in Launauskas (2002)
obviously difficult to explain. In these TE paradigms other than in FE the word order seems to
play an important role. So a negating value is combined with the position of i-pa- in front of
the CN. That concerns verbs and the negating copula phrases (i.e. COPULA-CN + NEGAUX)
alike.

The copula is needed to negate predicative nouns as mentioned above (cf. e.g. the

constituent negation of the PTCPIPF is: i-da tara-da ‘not-being necessary-being / HeHyKHbIH’

<D:144-26085> "o (35)). The regular structure would be PRED.NOUN + NEGAUX + 7a‘ though

other constructions are testified (cf. inclusive construction ifia moga fia® ‘Should it not have

9> <5:8,45:40-359.b=A2>

been a forest? / Jlecuctolii ObLI, OUYEBUIHO ). That's why we can regard the

forms kane-si [< kaneé-sij] or i-si [< i-sij] as verbal nouns resp. as perfective participles (cf. the
III INF-GER isej abu mata(") [‘not having been cutted’] for the negation and ase abu for the
copula construction in Castrén (XIV, 1. 95, 86)). The form of this participle differs from that
described in Siegl (2011: 288) or Sorokina (2010: 248ff.) but resemples that of infinitives + j
(cf. the PTCPPFT of the n-stem fu-dje-j ‘to put’, Castrén XIV, 1. 144). Now the form i-si(-60™)
becomes explainable. The participle takes the forms of the SK congruent with the VX of the
NEGAUX (cf. i-pa-80") in this case facultatively like any other negated noun. This fits to the
pattern of the above mentioned use of the NEGAUX in analytic forms (cf. (19) — (22)). The

originally underlying forms a-i-na- should be regarded as a© i-na- [CN + NEGAUX-

INTRG.PRS-]. So the word order CN + NEGAUX is preserved regardless of the fact, that in the
shown cases the whole copula phrase precedes the negated noun.

Labanauskas's examples reflect furthermore a long (or genimated) ii~i with the negation in

these cases. This is asserted by Castréns (XIV, 1. 99) whose marking of geminated vowels is
generally reliable:

AOR  ii-nge-o0 [01s] mota" [CN] ‘kak He CTaHy pe3arh’
PRT  ii-nge-o-si [01S] mota"
PLQ ii-nge-bi-o [0ls] mota”
Fur ii-nge-tju-o [0lS] mota"
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Castréns (Russ.!) interrogative-inchoative translation is extented by Labanauskas to a kind
of possibility like ‘how can not / pa3Be He MOYB’.

It it furthermore striking that pa/pi are always connected to the NEGAUX i- as the only

example found in my files underlines. It is a Maddu examples similar to them of
Labanauskas:

(43) ud'e-d'i *  bégo-u-nu-da-u™ * ude-di

listen-3S.PRT.CL # breath-CO-INTRG.PRS-0.3s-EMPH.CL #  listen-3S.PRT.CL

‘He listened. Does he breath? He listened. / Cnymaer. Jpimmt au. Conymaer.” 57537325

As we know now bégo-u-nu-8a-u" can be regarded as bégo® i-ni-Sa-u" with assimilation

of i > u. But it seems as if in TE a free morpheme has been other than in FE developped to a
bound one, i.e. suffix.

Last not least a look at the concerned FE sentences confirm the assumption of an
interrogative value, cf. the illustratively and connected interrogative pronouns in the TE
example:

(44) iné-ho-ni s68e-80" [<so66é0]
iné-ho-ni 568e-8o" miro oté-ina-8o"
brother-DAT.1s sledge.drive-1s * what wait-INTRG.PRS-1S

#

‘I drove with the slegde to may brother? What (why) shall I wait / §I aprummn x Opaty.
Yero mue xaats?” 07 kot | ina-So™]

So there are sufficient reasons to assume an interrogative in FE as well. An adequate
translation would not contradict the sense at all, but contradict a term like counterfactive:

(45) mod' adida éncis" na® rieSuu®. $i88a“ mdadaltas inad” mddalta otahos
mo-d' adda énéi-6"  pa© rie-Su-u® #

PPRON.1-DER.S settle-PTCPIPF man-1S be-CN NEG-1s-EMPH.CL *

§i8-8a” maddalta-$ i-na-8" mddalta-“  o-ta-ho-§
PPRON.1-2P-ACC.2P being.guest-INF NEG-INTRG-1S being.guest  supply-FACT-
INDEF-INF

‘I am a obviously a settled man. You being (as) guests how can I not (~ of course I)

supply you / § cupsauuii 4enoBek. Bac yroctuTh, KOHEUHO, YTOIy, HAKOPMHUTB-TO.’

<8S:8,102-416.b=A2> [Cf mod' adida éTlélSN a" rfli_duN <L:1:80-152.b=A9> ]

9. fii-u", i-si-u, -sa-u’, i-a/i-fi in context

There might have been arisen doubts about a connection between ina/ini and emphesized
formes. These can be abolished by the examples showing their referring character in
(narrative) contexts. With the exception of -ta-u" all forms can be found all in succeeding
sentences (cf. (14) as well):
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(46) an" tehe [<téhé) rii-u | paC. ini-u tudulu®
ai®  té-he fii-u™ na-“ % i-pi-u tudu-lu-©
ADV  this-DER NEG-EMPH.CL be-CN * NEG-INTRG.PRS-Ols kennen-INCH-CN
‘It is obviously here. How can't (of course) I know it / Bon e Benb. KOHEUHO y3HaIO.’
<8:66,70;247-3340.b=G1>
47) doa et tuka-8a toneé-C é-sa-u" #
Dyoo PRTCL axe-NoM.3s being.there-CN obviously=be-INTRG.PRT-EMPH.CL"
tone- tuka-da
being.there-CN  axe
s <8:9,50;47-

i-na

of course=NEG-INTRG.PRS
‘Dyoo obviously had an axe (Dyoo's axe was there). Doesn't exist his axe = Of course
he had his axe / ¥ ng€a Tomop mmencs, Bunumo. KoHeuHo, umencs Tomop.

482.b=Al1>
i-si-u™ ‘maybe - or not / BO3MOXHO - @ MOXET HeT

In the following example a contrast or opposition in the statement is stylistically expressed

by —sa-u™ and -si-u" (cf. é-sa-u"
#

) in which i-si-u" takes even an unexpected negating value (cf. (40)):
#

<S:12,191;61-800.b=A2>
i-na

mensi-r
old.woman-DET.2P Neg-INTRG.PRS.3
*oisi-u®

(48) to
this
koma-sa-u™
want-INTRG. PRT-EMPH.CL.3s * Neg-INTRG.PRT-EMPH.CL.3S
“This is the old woman. Whether she liked (it) or not / Ho crapyxa, koneuno. Xoreina

» <S:61,39;232-3180.b=A2>

JIM 1 JIM HECT.
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Abbrevations

Acc
ADV
AOR
(AFF.)NEGAUX
BEN

C

CL

CN

D/Du
DAT
DENoOM
DER

DET

DM
EmMPH.CL
FAcT
Fur

GEN

GER
INCH
HAB
INDEF
INF
INTRG
IPF

LAT

LM

N
NEGAUX
NEG-EMPH.CL
Nom

¢}

OBL
OBL.AcC
OBL.GEN
OK

OKs
OKD
OKP
P/PL

PFT

PLQ
PPRON
PRrROS
PRED
PRT
PRTCL
PRS
PTCPIPF

Michael Katzschmann

accusative

adverb

aorist

affirmative negative auxiliary
benefactive

amended unvoiced glottal stop (GS)
(any) clitic

connegative

dual (object/person)

dative

denominal

any kind of derivation

determinative

diminutive

emphasized clitic

factitive

future

genitive

gerund

inchoative

habitual

indefinitive

infinitive

interrogative

imperfective

lative

limitative

amended voiced (nasal) glottal stop (GS)
any negative auxiliary

emphasized negation

nominative (marked if distinguished)
singualar (object/person)

any (not definable) oblique case
unmarked accusative (general oblique case)
unmarked genitive (general oblique case)
objective conjugation

OK with singular object (glossed as 0)
OK with dual object (glossed as D)
OK with plural object (glossed as P)
plural (object/person)

perfective

plusquamperfect

personal pronoun

prosecutive

predicative

preterite

particle

present tense

imperfective participle

17



Affirmative Negations and Related Features in Enets Morphosyntax

PTCPPFT perfective participle

Px (nominal) personal suffix

R RK glossed as R

S/SG singular (marked if distinguished)
SK subjecitive conjugation (unmarked)
RK reflexive conjugation

XX verbal (personal) suffix

sentence separating marker
I word separator (ad® | riim" insted of original adriim)
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