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Our honorouble colleague and my good friend professor László Keresztes has undoubtedly done for the research into Mordvinian languages consider​ably more than any other contemporary Finno-Ugric linguist, and, at that, on an outstandingly high and accomplished level. I have a special pleasure to greet him on the occasion of his jubilee and in this connection I would like to present some my thoughts about the origin of the Enets evidential suffixes.
Evidentiality in Enets is an obligatory grammatical category. Enets has a strategy of evidentiality, too.

There are three terms in the system: non-visual sensory (auditive), reported (narrative) and inferred (probabilitive).

The first evidential may be called (according to the Samoyedologist tradition) auditive because it is concerned mainly with auditive perception as well as with the perception of other senses (non-visual sensory). In the scanty recorded linguistic matter of Enets we find only a few instances of evidentiality under consideration and only with auditive perception. (See particularly Künnap 1999: 29.) The incidence of the perception of other senses is based on the statements of reseachers alone. Therefore examples (1) and (2) represent auditive perception only.

(1) 
me§o’ tahan t+a’ da§o-ónu-§u’


’the reindeer are-heard-walking behind the tent’ 


(”the-tent’s in-the-back the-reindeer are-walking-to-hear-them”) 

(2) 
p2hon bun2k ma§u-monë-§a


’the dog is-heard-barking outside’ 


(”outside the-dog is-barking-to- hear-it”)

Its suffix is -monë-/-onë-/-ónu-. 

The second evidential in its broad meaning may be called narrative (as I will call it in this paper). In fact, the use of the term ’narrative’, as seen by several Samoyedologists, is caused by a number of reasons: somebody has told me (reported), I have not seen personally, I am not sure, I am speaking about the events of the (distant) past, I am telling you an everyday or folkloristic narrative story, sometimes I try to express the accidentality or mirativity of the event, etc. (Earlier I have named it quotative; see particularly Künnap 1999: 27.) The use of this kind of evidentiality is very common just in everyday and folkloristic narrative stories (see Skazki 1981: 159). Example (3) is of an everyday narrative story.

(3.1) 
te’ nitolú-bi-§’ aprel di ri petaQon. 


’Reindeer begin-to-calve at the end of April.’ 

(3.2) 
mai diriQon onan nitolú-bi-§u’, ni§u’ (ojjaga§ .


’In May they-calve completely, their calves are born.’ 

(3.3) 
mai diri petaQon qará-bi-§ nituš.


’At the end of May they-complete calving.’

(3.4) 
nenuq dodit ni§u’ arumum-bi- ’. 


’Their calves bigger-become before gnats appear.’

(3.5) 
nitu (ojjaQa§ doQa§e’ kugri’ ni da§u.r, ni§u óttaggo’ ujQintu’. 


’After calving, doe reindeer do not go anywhere, feed calves by udder.’ 

(3.6) 
od+§ o§iaQa§odda doQa§e’ mol|i§u oku mum-bi-’. 


’After the grass appears much milk is.’ 

(3.7) 
nenug orCu’ ni§u’ (oa.g+§’ éniQin+tu’ da§umum-bi-’. 


’Before gnats, calves, having become stronger, with their mothers go.’ 

(3.8) 
nenuk paq2Qon doQo§e’ modegi§u’. 


’During gnats, they look after calves.’ 

 (3.9) 
nenuk paq2Qon te’ po§§eu-bi-’.


’During gnats, reindeer go-round-about.’ 

(3.10) 
te’ …i de(aQon ómum-bi-’, dernujë te’ ni ór’, dernujë ani’ pošireu-bi-’ metu’ *íQun. 


’Reindeer at night in the cool graze, in the daytime they do not graze, they-go-round-about again near the dwelling.’

Its suffix is -bi(-)/-bi(-)/-pi(-)/-…i(-). 

According to the opinion of a number of Samoyedologists synonymous evidential may be expressed by a verb form with a circumfixal suffix, in which case a personal ending may be added to the suffix mentioned and the former may adhere the suffix š/-\(i), as the second component of the evidential suffix, e.g. 

(4) 
\ehot2j der2hin2 durako’ somatuhin2 sádu-bi-˜-\i 


’in olden times Nenetses with Somatu-Enetses to-have-warred-are-said’

The third evidential may be called (again according to the Samoyedologist tradition) probabilitive. The evidential under discussion expresses an inferred action and it occurs in the forms of the whole Enets conjugation paradigm: in all three conjugations (indefinite, definite and reflexive), in all three persons (1st, 2nd and 3rd) and in all three numbers (singular, dual and plural) and both in the affirmative and negative speech. Probabilitive has four different variants, each of them being in a different relationship as to the moment of speech. (See particularly Labanauskas 1987.)

The first variant denotes an action taking place either at the moment of speech or very recently, e.g.

(5) 
kã§ãr’ benimun da§o-tta-’, kadá kanebu’ soua


’wild reindeer must-be-going-round-about in the vicinity, it were good to go hunting’

(6) 
tie§u’ nihi’a’, eodubone mãkitu’ mole tá-tte-§o’


’your reindeer are strong, by the time to your dwellings they had-to-have-reached already’ 

(7) 
koddeo uda motá\eda diggu-tta


’deep frozen meat probably-cannot-be cut up’

(8) 
mu§ado’eho§oni kodoj oróho§oda nukuo-tta


’after repairing my sledge probably-is-firmer than before’

(9) 
fonedeni tieni ëmadu komelo-tte-§o’


’my dragging reindeer probably-want to be fed’

(10) 
ãkkã baturoe i-tta tara’


’this promise probably-is-not-needed’

(11) 
kuroirio abuta u§o’ biu§umedi mãtu’ a-tta


’however it were, you may-have about ten dwellings’

(12) 
mole \ide dere pisaj edu§aba’, tenihoneni táslabo, ãkkoho§o mãni ase t%na \ide korohomi a-tta


’two days and nights we go (by sledge drawn by reindeer), in my head I calculate, from here to my dwelling two reindeer day’s journeys probably-are’

Its suffix is -tta(-)/-tte(-).

The second variant primarily denotes the moment of speech, i.e. an action that took place in the past, e.g.

(13) 
daha’ barone sanike’ lebujqa˜i, miggua tonea-toba


’on the river bank sea gulls low were flying, something might-be-going-on’

(14) 
mãkonedu’ naudu’ nie˜i sú’, tóna nokoro-tobe-§o’


’from their dwelling their talk could not be heard, already they-could-have-gone-to-bed’

(15) 
qóko§o’ fonede tieta kau§u’ bóda-tobe-§a’


’often heavily loading his reindeer he scraggy must-have-driven-them’ 

(16) 
kuhorione ãkkã dado i-toba-§o’ deregube’


’in this place I-never-may have-happened’

(17) 
tejno nedëkue sue§a i-toba a’


’thus joking probably-was-not so good’

(18) 
bunela tiareggo, kuddahado tubiddo, biu’ fue’ dabohone nieddo\i tunembi’, kumóhuane suere-toba-ddo


’Bunelya reindeer rearer, from afar have you come, for ten years you never came, you-must-have-been-wandering some place’

(19) 
tia fonde’ tie§u’ mãkodu’ tanara-toba-’’


’the reindeer rearer his reindeer to his dwelling must-have-driven’

Its suffix is -toba(-)/-tobe-.

The third, analytical variant denotes an action that takes place after the moment of speech, i.e. future. It consists of the participle of the main verb, followed by the ’to be’-auxiliary a- in the form of the first variant of probabilitive, e.g.

(20)
kabë nago§ade tu ae léjgubi, ká˜io, \e a-˜u§o a-tta


’the northern lights are glowing red like fire, it-will-probably mean sickness’

(21)
bunu§o qëlio binedo i§o seru§o’, to§ ˜ikoho§ ka§u-tu§o-’ a-tta-’


’do not tie your dog alone on the leash, later it-will-be-starting to-bite-itself’

(22)
agga nioj kadalo, miggua ka§a-tu§o a-tta


’the older of my sons a good hunter is, he-will-be-able to-bag-some-kind-of-game’

(23)
dogudo deredí se§oko kuhori’ i-˜u§e-§o’ a-tte-§o’ kuno’ 


’the arctic fox caught in the steel trap will-not be-able to-escape’

(24)
sebua fædo mãko§o o§ideguno, fiohone póhola-˜u§e-§o’ a-tte-§o’


’your dirty fur boots out of the dwelling take, surely-they-will-be aired out of doors’

(25)
feusumado komele§o’, katt’ kodeado komele§o’, obareo kati moná: biko§o kane-˜u§o-ba’ a-ttá-’


’the evening comes, the girl feels cold, the older girl says: out of water we-surely-will-have to-come’

(26)
˜ike tiado neneni i-˜u§o-bo a-tta-bo kae’, quli l+sanó


 ’that your reindeer will-not be-probable to-keep at my place’

(27)
bi§o barohone niera’ nëdodi’, bi§o biomo abori desada-˜u§o-ra’ a-tta-ra’


’do not make much noise by the water, you-will-probably the nix’s head make-ache’

Its suffixes are -˜u§V- + -tta(-)/-tte-.

The fourth, analytical variant denotes an action that took place on certain conditions in the past. It also consists of the participle of the main verb, followed by the ’to be’-auxiliary a- in the form of the second variant of probabilitive, e.g.

(28) 
nehu’ tagu mole mi’a§odi, ˜iqadi ani taguni tonea\í abutu’, nóda’ te§a-˜u§oi-no a-tobe-no 


’three reindeer calves already I have given up, other my reindeer calves had I had, evidently-I-would-have given-up’

(29) 
kásaj irã\í abuta tejno i-˜u§oi-§o’ a-toba-§o’ máeduro’ 


 ’my husband had been alive, so I-would-not-have probably-been in-poverty’

(30) 
nihoni firo a\í abuta ˜ike modá mu-˜u§oi-o a-tobá


’my strength had I had, the job I-would-evidently have-taken’

(31) 
todubone sue§áne ˜ero\i abuni se§oko ka§ae dodi-˜u§oi-o a-tobá 


’then craftily steel traps I would have set up, an arctic fox I-probably-would have-caught’



(32) 
kereni’ tieni’ tonaneni’ kada\í abuni’ bá a-˜u§oi a-toba


’we ourselves our reindeer if slaughtered had, bad it-would-probably have-been’

(33) 
tio dere’ esej batudí abuta tide-˜u§oi-ra’ a-toba-ra’


’yesterday my father a reindeer if had allowed, you-would-probably have-bought-it’

(34) 
menáruj deno\i abuni i-˜u§oi-o a-toba-o dodiso’


’an untrained (reindeer) if I caught, I-would-not probably-be-able to-hold-on-to-it’

(35) 
nihedujmahan feri bo§a-˜u§oi-ba’ a-tobá-’


’in the contest always probably-we-would have-won’

Its suffixes are -˜u§oi-/-du§oi- + -toba(-)/-tobe-.

In semantics there a variety of inference can be expressed. The ’reported’ term is apparently used for secondhand.

Two evidential terms – narrative and probabilitive – have a mirative extension – see examples (44) to (49) and

(36) 
ow’, bus2 mëga’ taha’ kani-bi 


’oh, the old man is-said-to-have-driven to the back of the forest’ 

There are no evidentials in interrogative clauses. But Enets has a special suffix of preterital interrogative -sa-/-da-/-˜a-/-Ca- used in Nganasan and Selkup as a primal common normal suffix of preterite in affirmative clauses. The common normal suffix of preterite in affirmative clauses in Enets is -\/-š/-d/-˜/-C, placed after personal suffixes, attained from the Common Samoyed ’to be’-auxiliary non-finite primary form *V-\V (the situation is just the same in Nenets). Possibly it means some shade of evidentiality in broader meaning: the questioner does not know what the answer would be, s/he is not sure about something and so s/he asks, or something of the same kind.

Evidentials are not used in commands.

I have data about the use of evidentials in negative clauses only in case of probabilitive – see examples (10), (16), (17), (23), (26), (29), (34).

I have no data about the use of evidentials in non-indicative modalities. The only exception one could think of might be the fourth variant of probabilitive that could be associated with the conjunctive shade of meaning, since it denotes an action which took place under certain circumstances – see examples (28) to (35). 

My data about the use of the auditive are concerned only with the 3rd person – see examples (1) and (2).

The narrative is used with all three persons – see examples (3), (4), (36), and

(38) 
kani-bi-§? ’


’I am said to have driven’

(39) 
kani-bi-d


’you are said to have driven’

Probabilitive is also used with all three persons – see examples (5) to (35). I have data about the use of auditive only in the present – see examples (1), (2), and

(40) 
leu-mun-§o


’he is heard calling/crying’

I would not exclude a possibility that the auditive suffix -monë-/-onë-/      -ónu- developed as a result of grammaticalisation of the Common North-Samoyed word *mun/(?)*mon ’voice’, cf. Enets mo’ : mon- id. (see Janhunen 1977: 95) : mono\ ’to rumble’ (Mikola 1995: 150). If the supposition stands, the auditive has no obstacles, at least by the origin of its suffix, to express other tenses but the present. However, similarly to the use of the Enets suffix, a suffix possibly of the same origin and phonetically close to the former for the formation of the auditive in Nenets and Nganasan evidently occurs only in the present tense (see Tereš^enko 1973: 145–146, 1979: 220–221). The reason for such a use seems to be found in the nature of the auditive itself: the (auditive) perception is logically associated with the moment of speech. 

In case of the narrative suffix -bi(-) etc. Irina Sorokina (1980) and Kazys Labanauskas (1982: 129) doubt, if it really is an evidential suffix. They regard the suffix as a perfect marker altogether which may accidentally have a narrative secondary connotation. Sorokina notes that it is of no importance for the speaker if s/he did or did not witness an event, what is important is to state a concrete result of an action that is still there up to the moment of speech (Sorokina 1980: 213), e.g. 

(41) 
tea ka-bi


’the reindeer already-died’

(42) 
bu kod’ ni§ sumo-bi-§’


’he from the dogsledge fell-off’

(43) 
det©u salba kani-bi


’the ice from the Yenisei broke-up’

The narrative circumfixal suffix -bi(-) etc. ... -š/-\(i) is, in line with Labanauskas, a pluperfect marker that again may accidentally have a connotative narrative meaning (Labanauskas 1982: 129–132), e.g.

(44) 
kar2 ka’arana’ no’ kaniba˜\i oddoho§o, kuorida’ mole ka’ara-bi-§ud-\i 


’we went for unloading fish from the boat, already the fishermen had-unloaded-it-appeared’ 

(45) 
©io der2’ foggadoba’ ©iat komaba˜\i, kajina’ ori©una’ ©ie-bi-§ud-\i


’yesterday we wanted to lay out a net on the shore, our companions before us had-laid-out-it-appeared’

(46) 
©ujimoda n2hádo komabo\i, ©ujimoda mãkon2da durota-bi-da-\i


’his rifle to take I wanted, his rifle at his home he-had-left-it-turned-out’

(47) 
Òiggua s2soru udi§od\i, sorogád\u sól2bod\, Òiggorio diggu-bi-\i


’some kind of rustle I heard, turning-around I saw, there was-not-anything-it-turned-out’

(48) 
odduj ob©ikuon2 s2ro-bi-o-\i, odd2honi ©io der2’ foggudde nie§od\ kan2’


’my boat poorly I-had-moored-it-appeared, therefore yesterday I didn’t  go fishing’

(49) 
sobrãgboad poa kaniahaz, ináj mod+azod. molo\ ituza s+lajgu\ kani-bi-˜.mod na\il tudábo\


’Fifteen years had passed, my brother I looked at. Already his hair had-turned-white. I hardly recognised.’

The above examples (44) to (49) obviously present the mirativity of the event.

Labanauskas also indicates that by means of the circumfixal suffix it is possible to express events of the distant past, the information about which is available only through other people’s narratives or from some other sources (Labanauskas 1982: 132), e.g.

(50) 
modi ãssãj nio t2n2’, nio abuni díggu-bi-\i 


’my father I don’t remember, my being a child he-had-died-they-say’ 

(51) 
kudhan nãhu t+z æ-bi-˜. toz˜ikohoz \izæ\ kani-bi-\. baj, muggadi qomo t+zó\ kani-bi-˜. bajd bemo de-bi-\, kwitancijda du-…i-\


’Earlier three tribes had-been. Bai, Muggadi had-become one tribe. The prince of Bai, drunk-being, his receipt had-lost.’



(52) 
kuo’ nó§o uddi toa\i: tia fond2’ tólahitu’ só-…i-˜-\i


’news came from the tundra: reindeer rearers from summer pastures had-gone-away’

Historically the evidential suffix -bi(-) etc. does indeed originate from the Common Samoyed past (or perfect) participle suffix -bi(-) etc. (see Künnap 1978: 160–161, 179–181, 190). Yet, as seen from the above Enets textual example (3), it has nothing to do with expressing a preterite action but only with its evidential meaning. The source of the final component -š/-\(i) of the narrative circumfixal suffix originates from the Common Samoyed ’to be’ –auxiliary non-finite (? gerundial) form *V-\V which in Enets and Nenets has grammaticalised into a word-final, i.e. a preterite marker that follows a personal suffix (see Künnap 1978: 138–139). The narrative with a circumfixal suffix expresses a preterite action – see example (4). Obviously in case of both simple and circumfixal suffixes of the narrative the evidential has not fully been formed yet. 

From the possible evidential strategies I have data about the use of the interrogative suffix only in the preterite, e.g.

(53) 
kunn2 dire-sa-d? 


’where did-you-live?’

(54) 
kuo’ pu-da-r?


 ’where did-you-put-it?’

(55) 
kun kino-Ca-d?


’how did-you-sing?’

Evidentials have not any time reference of their own.

I have no data about evidentiality distinctions in the future tense.

It is quite common to use the narrative in historical narratives and just in folklore – see also example (3), and 

(56) 
kudaQa da§ubuta, tene da§ubuta, ordede§i ejri§ poniqa, oronne: an Òeko§ o§i-bi 


’he has gone long time or he has gone short time, he was looking forward: before again a tent appeared’ (”... is-said-to-have-appeared”) 

The Enets material is very scanty and I cannot say anything concerning possible different rules for evidentials depending on the semantic type of the verb used.

As was suggested above already, the Enets auditive suffix -monë- etc. may be regarded as a result of grammaticalisation of the Common Samoyed substantive *mun (? ~ *mon) ’voice’ or of a verb that formally more or less coincides with the former. In this case the respective grammaticalisation has probably taken place in all three North-Samoyed languages, since the auditive suffix in Nenets is -mo’-/-mon-/-{o’-/-{on- etc. and in Nganasan -munu-/-m+n+- etc. (see Künnap 1978: 106; Tereš^enko 1979: 220–221). Among South-Samoyed languages the auditive is known only in Selkup with the suffix -kunä-/-kun+- etc. Aulis Joki has supposed that through the sound shift { > k{ > k the latter might share a common origin with the North-Samoyed suffix or it may have been derived from the word ku- ’ear; hear’ (see Künnap 1978: 100). 

Joki’s supposition about the Selkup sound shift in the word *mun/(?)*mun is possible because Tibor Mikola has also indicated that the earlier *{- has, in Selkup, often changed into k{-/`{- (Mikola 1988: 228; cf. also Janhunen 1977: 168–177). In this connection the Selkup verbs `+nn+mot+- ’to begin to rumble’ (Erdélyi 1970: 96a) and `unn+mp+`o- ’to hoot, to drone, to ring in a muffled way’ attract attention (Kuznecova et al. 1993: 165); cf. also Enets mono\ ’to rumble’ (Mikola 1995: 150), Nenets muno˜\ ’to ring’, Nganasan mununtu ’to say’ (Janhunen 1977: 95). 

It is sure that the narrative suffix -bi(-) etc. is the suffix of the past (or perfect) participle of Samoyed -bi(-) etc. (< *-pV-jV), used as such in Nenets and Kamass and as the suffix of the preterite in Kamass (and mainly in interrogative clauses in Enets) (see Künnap 1978: 160–161, 179–181, 190). The second component of the narrative circumfixal suffix -bi(-) etc. ... -š/-\(i) in Enets and Nenets comes from the Common Samoyed ’to be’-auxiliary non-finite form *V-\V that has grammaticalised as a word-final (following personal suffixes) preterite marker. In Samoyed languages this *V-\V has four main functions. In verbs and verbal nouns it occurs as 1) a preterite suffix or 2) a modal suffix of various shades of meaning: with nouns it yields two different case endings: 3) the translative and 4) the instrumental-comitative-instructive. An element of such a general meaning could be universally used, combined with finite verb forms, verbal nouns and nouns. The use of the independent gerund i\a of the auxiliary verb ’to be’ combined with noun and verbal noun can be observed in the present-day Nganasan (Audova 2000). 

In probabilitive suffixes it should be noted that their final vowel e is used only where the final vowel a was earlier followed by *i (a + *i > e), i.e. in the forms of the plural object of the definite conjugation (the plurality marker of the object being *i) and in the reflexive conjugation (with the reflexive marker *i). Cf.

(57) 
durata-tta-o


’I must have forgotten (one)’

(58) 
durata-tte-no (< *-tta-i-)


’I must have forgotten (many)’

(59) 
tá-tte-o’ (< *-tta-i-)


’I must have happened to be there’ (reflexive)

(60) 
dusu-toba-o


’I had to have forgotten (one)’

(61) 
duso-tobe-no (< *-toba-i-)


’I had to have forgotten (many)’

(62) 
kuno-tobe-o’ (< *-toba-i-)


 ’I probably must have flown’ (reflexive)

The origin of probabilitive suffixes is not uniquely clear. No appropriate independent words (as in case of the auditive) that could have been grammaticalised are not known in the Enets probabilitive. Labanauskas regards the initial components of probabilitive markers -˜u§V- ja -˜u§oi-/-du§oi- as participle suffixes (Labanauskas 1987: 279). In case of the suffixal origin, all the probabilitive suffixes in Enets are compound suffixes (in addition to the adherence of the suffix *i in the above described instances, see examples (58), (59), (61), (62). I am not aware of any etymological equivalents of the compound suffixes in Enets and other Samoyed languages. I do not think it is reasonable to speculate on possible equivalents of the components of Enets probabilitive suffixes, although it is possible to refer to, e.g., the cumulative suffix -to-/-do- (see Künnap 1999: 28), debitive suffix -˜u- (Prokof’ev 1937: 89) as well as to some others. 

It seems to me that there is a wide Eurasian areal-typological area (including Uralic – Finno-Ugric and Samoyed – languages), using wide-scale evi​dentiality systems and strategies. Many of them are common for Uralic (especially Samoyed), Paleosiberian (Paleoasiatic) and Altaic languages. Possibly this area extends itself to the south-eastern Asia (e.g. Sino-Tibetan et al. languages). But I cannot speculate on the correlations between evidentials and cultural stereotypes in this area though there must exist, I believe, some such correlations. 

References

Audova, I. 2000. On Functions of the Samoyed Auxiliary Verb *V\V. In: Künnap (ed.) 2000, 251-256.

Erdélyi, I. 1970. Selkupisches Wörterverzeichnis. Tas Dialekt. Indiana University Publications. Uralic and Altaic Series 103. The Hague: Mouton & Co.

Janhunen, J. 1977. Samojedischer Wortschatz. Gemeinsamojedische Etymologien. Castrenianumin toimitteita 17. Helsinki.

Künnap, A. 1978. System und Ursprung der kamassischen Flexionssuffixe II. Verbalflexion und Verbalnomina. Mémoires de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 164. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura.

— 1999. Enets. Languages of the World/Materials 186. München-Newcastle: LINCOM Europa.

— (ed.) 2000. The Roots of Peoples and Languages of Northern Eurasia II and III. Szombathely 30.9.–2.10.1998 and Loona 29.6.-1.7.1999. Fenno-Ugristica 23 / Historica Fenno-Ugrica. Tartu: University of Tartu. Division of Uralic Languages / Societas Historiae Fenno-Ugricae.

Kuznecova, A. I.–Kazakevi^, O. A.–Ioffe, L. Ju.–Helimskij, E. A. 1993. O^erki po sel’kupskomu jazyky. Tazovskij dialekt 2. Teksty, slovar’. (U^eb​noe posobie). Moskva: Filologi^eskij fakul’tet Moskovskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta im. M. V. Lomonosova.

Labanauskas, K. 1982. K izu^eniju prošedših vremen neneckogo i ènec​kogo jazykov. In: Sovetskoe finno-ugrovedenie XVIII, 125–134.

— 1987. Die probabilitiven Formen des Enzischen. Sovetskoe finno-ugrovedenie XXIII, 275–284.

Mikola, T. 1988. Geschichte der samojedischen Sprachen. In: Sinor (ed.) 1988, 219–263.

— 1995. Morphologisches Wörterbuch des Enzischen. Studia Uralo-Altaica 36. Sze​ged.

Prokof’ev, G. N. 1937. Èneckij (enisejsko-samoedskij) dialekt. In: Jazyki i pis’mennost’ narodov Severa I. Moskva–Leningrad, 75–90.

Sinor, D. (ed.) 1988. The Uralic Languages. Description, History and Foreign Influences. The Uralic Languages I. Leiden–New York–København–Köln: E. J. Brill.

Skazki 1981: Skazki narodov Sibirskogo Severa IV. Tomsk: Izdatel’stvo Tomskogo universiteta.

Sorokina, I. 1980. Èneckij perfekt [The Perfect of the Enets Language]. In: Sovetskoe finno-ugrovedenie XVI, 212–215. 

Tereš^enko, N. M. 1973. Sintaksis samodijskih jazykov. Prostoe predlo�enie. Le​ningrad: Nauka. 

— 1979. Nganasanskij jazyk. Leningrad: Nauka.
303
314
313

