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USE OF THE NOMINATIVE OF SAMOYEDIC SUBSTANTIVES
AS INSTANCES OF OBJECT AND ATTRIBUTE®

Abstract. The objective of this article is to present observations on the use of
the nominative of Samoyedic substantives as instances of object and attribute.
Namely, thanks to N. M. Teres¢enko’s Samoyedologic scholarship, her views
that (1) in (Tundra) Nenets, Enets and Selkup, the nominative object can only
be definite and (2) Nganasan and Selkup cannot have a nominative attribute
of the possessive declension have widely spread. Both of these viewpoints are
prevailingly erroneous. Samoyedic languages commonly use three cases for the
direct object: (*)m-accusative, unmarked nominative and rarely (*)n-genitive.
We are interested in the nominative: can it be only a definite object in some
Samoyedic languages. In such cases in Samoyedic where nominative marking
is common, there is obviously no reason at all to speak about definiteness/indef-
initeness of an object. The case ending of substantival attributes in Samoyedic
languages is a genitive suffix, as a general rule. However, rather a large number
of exceptions to that attribute genitiveness general rule of Samoyedic are known
to exist. It is necessary to consider the so called Turkic II izafet construction,
in which case the attribute consists of the nominative form (mainly with the
possessive suffix), occurring both in Nganasan and Selkup.
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1. Samoyedic languages commonly use three cases for the direct object:
(*)m-accusative, unmarked nominative and rarely (*)n-genitive. We are
interested in the nominative: can it be only a definite object in some of
Samoyedic languages.

Bo Wickman who has thoroughly treated an object form in all Uralic
languages has not found a connection between an object case form and
definitiveness/indefinitiveness in Samoyedic languages (Wickman 1955 :
74—144).

N. M. Terescenko has asserted in her monograph on Samoyedic syntax
that in three Samoyedic languages, particularly clearly just in (Tundra)
Nenets and Enets, partly in Selkup — contrary to the norms valid for Finno-
Ugric languages — the nominative of substantives indicates the definite-
ness of a direct object. She claims that in such a use of nominative in those
languages, the speaker’s particular attention is focused namely on a direct
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object. N. M. Terescenko adds that in westward dialects of Tundra Nenets the
overlapping of singular nominatives and accusatives in consonant-stemmed
direct objects is entirely common. According to her data, in some Tundra
Nenets eastward dialects in the case of consonant-stemmed direct objects,
definite speakers just drop an accusative ending, e.g. Malaya Zemlja (1, 2).

1) xaw (pro xdnm’) cyaopyam’
sledge-NomSg (pro sledge-AccSg) fix-AoriSg
T fixed the sled ge’

2)xaor (pro xaoTm’) nodepna
castrated-reindeer-NomSg (pro castrated-reindeer-AccSg) harness-Aor3Sg

‘’he harnessed a castrated reindeer (tothe sledge)

Nominative is particularly characteristic of the Forest Nenets direct
object and of the Selkup Taz dialect direct object (Tepemenko 1973 : 178—
181).

E. V. Gruskina does not agree with N. M. Teres¢enko’s view as to the
latter’s assertion that in Selkup the nominative of substantives denotes
definiteness of a direct object — E. V. Gruskina claims that the rule cannot
be established in Selkup definitively (Kysneuosa, Xenumckuil, I'pymkuna
1980 : 382—385). Probably N. M. Teres¢enko and unquestionably E. V. Grus-
kina have drawn their conclusions from Selkup Taz that belongs to Selkup
northern dialects. According to E. G. Bekker, in Selkup southern dialects
the nominative case denotes indefiniteness of an object altogether, e.g. (3),

(3) man naj indak
I bread-NomSg take-Pretl1Sg
Ttook bread,

but depending on the context, it may also express its definiteness, e.g. (4),

@) nilsi qup a qgomdrxu-t
such man not see-PretlSg
‘We did not see such a m a n’ (bekkep, AnutkuHa, beikons, Uinbs-
meHko 1995 : 111—112)

Considering the views of E. V. Gruskina and E. G. Bekker, only two
Samoyedic languages — North Samoyedic (Tundra) Nenets and Enets —
remain that supposedly consistently denote definiteness of an object by
means of nominative.

In his recent article, dedicated to the treatment of the unmarked object
in Uralic languages Ferenc Havas writes, "In at least half of the Uralic
languages finite indicative forms of transitive verbs may be accompanied
by an unmarked object. Interestingly, this unmarkedness indicates the
indefiniteness of the object in the Finno-Ugric languages, whereas in the
larger part of Samoyedic, its definiteness” (Havas 2008 : 3—4). He adds
that "all Samoyedic languages clearly have a category of unmarked object
next to an indicative finite verb, and in three of these: (Tundra) Nenets,
Enets and Selkup this form expresses the definiteness or the focus func-
tion of the object” (Havas 2008 : 5).

It should be noted that in her monograph on syntax of Samoyedic,
N. M. Tereséenko does not especially distinguish either definiteness of an
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object or focusing on it, which is not the same even without much theo-
retical talk. A good example about it lies in her interpretations of the
following sentences in Tundra Nenets: with a nominative object (5) and
with an accusative object (6) (Tepemenko 1973 : 178).

(5) ToKYy T B Ham3oo0aodua’ ToMmIasa’
this reindeer-NomSg food-PredestinativePx1Pl buy-AoriPl
‘this reindeer we bought for food (with an emphasis on this one,
not some other reindeer)’

(6) TIOKY T LI M Ham3odaddaHa’ Tomoasa’
this reindeer-AccSg food-PredestinativePx1Pl buy-Aor1Pl
"we bought for food this rein d e er (the speaker’s main attention
is focused on the fact of the purchase, not what sort of reindeer was
bought)’

In either sentence a different part of speech is focused on: in the first
(5), on an object group, i.e. 'this reindeer’ and in the other (6), on a pred-
icate group, i.e. 'we bought for food’. (Here F. Havas considers a possi-
bility of having "the definiteness or the focus function of the object”, see
Havas 2008 : 5.) N. M. Terescenko’s interpretations of those sentences could
be remodelled respectively: in the first sentence it is emphasized that it
was this reindeer that was bought for food, in the second one
it was this reindeer that was bought for food. Apartfrom
the differences of the focus, the form ’this reindeer’ is in either sentence
a definite object thanks to the added demonstrative pronoun fuku 'this’.

The correctness of N. M. Terescenko’s interpretations appears some-
what questionable also in the following cases of Tundra Nenets: with a
nominative object (7) and with an accusative object (8) (Tepemenko 1973
: 178).

7 m map’
tent-NomSg pitch-Imper2Sg
‘pitch the tent (adefinite tent or a tent in a visible place)’

8 mMa0mM map
tent-AccSg pitch-Imper2Sg
‘pitch the tent (no matter which or whose)’

Here, too, it may denote that in the first case (7) t e n t is focused
on, in the second case (8) pitc hin g, and the definiteness/indefi-
niteness has nothing to do with it.

The same may be supposed in the case of N. M. Teres¢enko’s Enets
examples: with a nominative object (9) and with an accusative object (10),
in which actual focusison the stockyard and seeing,
respectively (Tepemenko 1973 : 179).

9 o6a’ M0023
stockyard-NomSg can-see-Pres1Sg
Tcansee the stockyard (afamiliar one)

(10) 6a 3 M0023
stockyard-AccSg can-see-Pres1Sg
Tcansee a stockyard (first time)’
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Sometimes the change of the case form of the object under discussion
is accompanied by the change in the definite/indefinite (objective/subjec-
tive) conjugation type in predicate, e.g., Tundra Nenets definite conjugation
(11) and indefinite conjugation (12) and Enets definite conjugation (13) and
indefinite conjugation (14) (Tepemenko 1973 : 178—179).

(A rauyexap eyeprt
child-NomSgPx2Sg undress-DefConjimper2Sg

‘undress your child

(12) Hay e x bt M eyep’
child-AccSg undress-IndefConjimper2Sg
‘undress the child (it can be said about somebody else’s child
or when it is immaterial that the child is yours)’

13)daxa MOTa3a
river-NomPl cross-DefConjPret3Sg
‘he crossed the rivers (namely these rivers)’

(14) 0 axy  MmoTyHa
river-AccPl cross-IndefConjAor3Sg

’he crossed rivers (no reference to which ones)’
Probably here the choice of the conjugation type is related to focusing.

In one of her articles dedicated to the observation of Samoyedic gram-
matical cases (nominative, genitive and accusative), N. M. Teresc¢enko
(Tepemenko 1974) speaks only about the highlighted/non-highlighted
position of a direct object, in other words, about the occurrence of emphasis,
not mentioning definiteness/indefiniteness of an object anywhere at all.
She writes about (Tundra) Nenets, Enets and Nganasan languages as
follows: "In the case of a non-highlighted position of a direct object the
predicate form contains reference only to the subject of the activity [-—-]
In the highlighted position of a direct object the predicate, on the contrary,
contains reference not only to the subject but also to the direct object [-—-]
[-—-1 the highlighted position of the direct object marked by the nomina-
tive case is expressed in a peculiar relationship with its predicate” (Tepe-
meHko 1974 : 238—239). Substantially it means that the definite (objective)
conjugation type is related to a focused object, the indefinite (subjective) conju-
gation type is related to an unfocused object. But this article by N. M. Te-
reScenko (Tepemenko 1974) was overshadowed by her monograph on
Samoyedic syntax (Tepemenko 1973) (e.g. no reference in Havas 2008).

The assertion that the nominative case in some Samoyedic languages
denotes definiteness of an object belongs only to N. M. TereScenko, to my
knowledge. Several other researchers have only repeated this assertion of
hers (e.g. Havas 2008 : 5). In sum, I cannot consider N. M. TereS¢enko’s
point of view that in some Samoyedic languages the nominative denotes
definiteness of an object as correct. However, it should be emphasized that
in one of her articles that drew little attention, she actually gave up the
assertion about definitiveness, as could be seen above.

If the above supposedly different way of marking the Finno-Ugric—
Samoyedic definitiveness/indefinitiveness still exists in reality, the reason
for the difference remains obscure. Juha Janhunen has written that "There

122



Use of the Nominative of Samoyedic Substantives...

is no need to assume that the synchronic nominative “object” has always
been an object. Rather, since it is in the unmarked nominative case of the
subject, it is likely to have been the grammatical subject of the sentence.”
And F. Havas adds to it that "The unmarked accusative governed by tran-
sitive finite verbs in Mordvin and Samoyedic can hardly be explained with
reference to a reanalysis of the subject....” (Havas 2008 : 15—16.) F. Havas
is probably right in saying this. He emphasizes that in a human language
in general “object is originally a par excellence unmarked category. It
follows that what demands a linguistic explanation is not why the object
is unmarked in certain cases but just opposite: it is its markedness that
must be historically explained” (Havas 2008 : 31). Likewise, N. M. Teres-
¢enko wrote, "It is quite possible that denoting a direct object by nomina-
tive (by a fundamental case) is an old phenomenon, as a remnant preserved
in some territorial dialects of Nenets” (Tepemenko 1973 : 181). Therefore,
in the Samoyedic cases where nominative marking is common, there is
obviously no reason to speak about definiteness/indefiniteness of an object.

2. The case form of the substantival attribute in Samoyedic is either genitive
provided with the case ending (*)-n or unmarked nominative. The case
ending of substantival attributes in Samoyedic languages is expressed by
a genitive suffix, as a general rule (see also Honti 2008 : 303). However,
rather a large number of exceptions to that general rule of attribute geni-
tiveness in Samoyedic are known to exist in (Tundra) Nenets, Enets and
Nganasan: instead of genitive they use nominative. E.g. Tundra Nenets
Gen + Nom (15), cf. e.g. Forest Nenets Nom + Nom (16).

(15) n € casa (~ H e H__3asa)
woman-GenSg cap-NomSg

‘'women’s cap’

(16) ne na
sister-NomSg sister/brother/friend-NomSg
‘sister’

As far as I know, Selkup has characteristically no nominative (at least
a single-stem nominative) attribute, yet it is not completely unknown, e.g.
Nom + Nom (17).

A7) gqara topyr
crane-NomSg berry-NomSg
‘cranberry’

Aulis ]J. Joki wrote about the Kamass language that sometimes it has
“genitive forms without a case ending” that, based on his examples, can
also be interpreted as attributes of the nominative form (Joki 1944 : 132).
It is not quite sure whether the few Kamass cases mentioned by A. J. Joki
are not just spelling errors, e.g. di ne bai’kib? baz? sejepi 'dieses
Weibes Hals wieder durchschnitt er’ (? pro ne-n), or resulting from
phonetic changes, e.g. kudaj niet 'God’s daughter’ (? < in fact:
*ludag-n_niet < *kudaj-n_niet), since the attribute case form in this language
is very persistently the genitive with the suffix -n. Cf. much more definite
cases of Kamass Nom + Nom, seem to confine themselves to determining
persons’ gender, e.g. b ii Z ¢-kuza "M ann s-person’, ne-kuza 'Weibs-
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person’. In all above Samoyed nominative cases the attribute expresses
relevance of kinds, as is characteristic of Uralic languages in the case of
nominative.

N. M. Terescenko has stated that in the case of Turkic izafet type of
attribute constructions, in which the main word is provided with a posses-
sive suffix, the sentence structure changes in Nganasan. For example, the
sentence (18) is replaced with another sentence (19) (Tepemenko 1979 :
98—99).

(18) HuHwv HB ay YeTtya XeKypblo
brother-GenSgPx1Sg garment-Nom very warm

'my brother’'s garment is very warm’

(A9 HuH bl M3 1Yy 0bl 4eTya XeKypbld
brother-NomSgPx1Sg garment-NomSgPx3Sg very warm

'my brother, his garment very warm is’

According to A. A. Kim, in Selkup southern dialects there is a phenom-
enon that corresponds to the use in the Nganasan language: instead of the
izafet construction of an attribute group the sentence is constructed in the
way that the nominative is used instead of the genitive attribute to express
a possessor, e.g. Ket (20).

Q0) e f'fem igut sendj
mother-NomSgPx1Sg hat-NomSgPx3Sg new

'my mother, her hat newis

A. A. Kim regards such a use in Selkup southern dialects as a possible
result of recognizable marking of the 1st person possessive form that
otherwise would not be identifiable owing to phonetic developments
(PxSg1 and GenSg, in both of them -n is used) (Kum 1986 : 56; 1990 : 101—
102). A. A. Kim’s model for the interpretation is in all probability based
on the respective Nganasan interpretation offered by N. M. Teres¢enko.

E. G. Bekker draws an example from Selkup southern dialects in which
the same sentence type nominative is not provided with a possessive
suffix (21).

2l era alagut menemba
old-man-NomSg boat-NomSgPx3Sg old-be-Narrative3Sg

'old man, his boat oldis

But she indicates the similarity between such Selkup nominative
attribute cases and Turkic izafet, and more concretely II izafet in Chulym
Tatar (bekkep, AnuTkuHa, beikonsi, Unbsimenko 1995 : 113—114).

Both N. M. TereScenko and A. A. Kim state that in the case of the
supposed change of sentence structure in Nganasan and Selkup, the izafet
construction is lacking in the changed sentences (according to them also
Kiinnap 2004 : 144—145). Actually, they most obviously mean the lack of
the so called Turkic III izafet type, in which case the attribute is of the
genitive form. Hereby it is necessary to consider the so called Turkic II
izafet type, in which case the attribute is of the nominative form, occurring
both in Nganasan and Selkup. The incidence makes it possible to interpret
the Nganasan sentence type (19) the nominative form runum3 and Selkup
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sentence types (21) and (20) nominative forms era and effem not as a
subject but an attribute of the nominative form. (See for those Turkic izafet
constructions in Honti 2008 : 293—295.) The so called Turkic II izafet type
in Nganasan and Selkup derives most likely from Turkic languages.

It does not seem logical to replace an attribute in attribute construc-
tions of the observed languages with a subject, more so, in two geograph-
ically relatively distant languages. I fail to imagine that speakers of a
language who regularly use attribute constructions, replace the latter in
certain cases for whatever reasons (e.g., for phonetic ones) with an
altogether different construction in which a subject is used instead of an
attribute, turning the whole construction into something like: The old man’s
boat is old — The old man. His boat is old. The reader might guess whether
in their own native language the use of a subject as an equivalent to the
attribute construction can be considered as logical. Hardly ever.

Based on Eugene Helimski’s data, the nominative in Selkup Taz dialect
may, besides genitive, replace incidentally also other case forms: accusa-
tive, illative, locative, translative, e.g., tottal’ qumyn i m a (Nom pro Transl
ima-tqo) esympa ’became a rich man’s wife’. In his opinion the reasons
for the phenomenon may be phonetic, on the one hand, and grammati-
cally incorrect description of situations, on the other: first, an actant of a
situation is named in the nominative case, and only thereafter some
“coherent” text follows. (Ky3sHenoBa, Xeaumckuii, I'pymkuna 1980 : 172,
see for few respective incidents in Selkup southern dialects in Bekkep 1978
: 27—28.) At the same time, as related to nominative, an impression may
be left about a tendency of the formation of two separate sentences, e.g.
Nganasan nunbim3. ayjovl wetya xexyrbia "My brother. His garment very
warm’. Additionally, in Nganasan and partly in Selkup, when replacing a
genitival main substantive with its nominative form, a possessive suffix is
adhered to the nominatival main substantive. It is as if the possessive suffix
puts the finishing touches to the second sentence: after having "unhooked”
the first sentence from the second, the latter reminds one of an "undotted
i” which can only be adjusted by the possessive suffix (marking the
“unhooked” possessor as an expression of “full value” for the second
sentence). Thus there remains a principal opportunity that respective
interpretations of nominatives, offered by N. M. Terescenko and A. A. Kim
are valid as they indicate exceptions: interpretations are based on gram-
matically incorrect expressions.
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AI'O KIOHHAII (Taprty)

HUMEHUTEJIBHBIN TAJEXX CYLIECTBUTEJIBHBIX [JI8 IEPEJAYU
JOMOJIHEHUSI M OIPEJEJIEHUSI B CAMOIMUICKUX S3bIKAX

Lenb aTO# cTaTbu — 00600611eHHe HAOJIOAEeHUH Hal ynoTpe6leHHeM HMEeHHUTEJIbHOIO
najexka CaMOJUHUCKHX CYIIECTBUTENbHBIX B KauecTBe MaJeXHbIX (POpPM onpeneleHus
u ponoyiHeHus. Ilon BaussHueM aBTopuTeTHOro camoenosora H. M. TepemeHnko mupoxoe
pacnpocTpaHeHHe MOoJY4YHUI0 ee MHeHHe 0 ToM, 4To (1) B (TYHAPOBOM) HEHELIKOM, JHEll-
KOM M HTaHAaCaHCKOM s3bIKax JOMOJHEeHHe B UMEHHTEIbHOM Iajie’kKe MOXKeT ObITh TOJIbKO
oTpeneeHHBIM, a (2) B HTAaHACAHCKOM M CEeJIbKYIICKOM sI3bIKaX MMEHHUTEJbHBIH Magex
JUYHO-TIPUTSI)KATEJIbHOI0 CKJIOHEHHsI He yNnoTpelbisieTcsl B KadecTse onpeaeienus. O6e
TOYKH 3PEHHsI B OCHOBHOM OHIMOOYHBI.

B camonuiickux s3plKaX B Ka4deCTBe IPSMOTO [IOIOJHEHHUs PeryispHO ynorpeo-
JSI0TCS TPHU MajeXxa: BAHUTENbHbINA Ha (*)-1m, He0603HaYeHHbIl KMEHUTENbHBIA U, pejl-
KO, ponuTenbHbId Ha (¥)-n. Hac HHTepecyeT HMEHHTENbHBIA: MOXKET JIH OH B HEKOTOPBIX
CaMOIUUCKHUX A3bIKaX B Ka4eCTBe MPsAMOI0 NONOJHEHUs GbITb TOJbKO ONpPENeIEHHbIM?
(B camMoaMHCKHUX sIbIKaX, B KOTOPBIX MpsiMOe [I0MOJHEHHe B MUMEHHUTEIbHOM Majexe
IIHPOKO PacnpoCcTPaHEeHO, BOSMOXKHO, BOOOIIe HET OCHOBAaHHUH TOBOPHUTH 00 onpeeseH-
HOCTH/HeONpeleleHHOCTH TONOJHEHHs).

CyulecTBUTeIbHbIE, HCIOJb3YyeMble B KauecTBe olpeaeleHHs], B CAMOIUICKUX S13bI-
KaX HMeoT (POpMy HE0603HaYeHHOI0 UMEHHTENIbHOr0 HJIH POJHUTENIbHOIO C OKOHYa-
nueM (*)-n namexeii. Kak mpaBuiio, B 9TOH (PYHKIIMH B CAMOIUUCKHX sI3bIKaX BBHICTY -
naeT nocjeaHui. Ho u3BecTHO, 4TO B 9THUX si3blKax BCTpevaeTCsl MHOTO OTKJIOHEHHH
OT 9TOTO 00LIEero npasuia. B HraHaCaHCKOM H CeJIbKYIICKOM sA3bIKaX CllelyeT CUYHTaThCs
Cc Hanu4uueM T. H. TIopkckoro II m3adera, mpu KoTopoMm ompeneneHHe UMeeT (OpPMY
HMEHUTEeNIbHOTO Majexa (06bIYHO JHYHO-NPUTAXKATEIbHOTO CKIOHEHHUS).
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