The Kenga Sub-Dialect of the Selkup Language
S. Glushkov — N. Tuchkova — A. Baidak

TheriversKenga (Kjonga)* and Chuzik are the confluents of the Parabel river,
aleft tributary of the Ob. This area belongs to the Bakcharski District in the
south-west of the Tomsk Region. Officially 15 Selkupsand 9 Khanty arelisted
in therecords of Department of Statistics of Bakcharski District administration
(these are the only people correspondingly registered in their passports). If
one calculates descendants of Selkups also (including children), the Selkup
population will come up to 35 persons. Strangely enough, this district has
never been mentioned among the districts of Tomsk region with aboriginal
population.

The local Selkups cannot say anything about the time of their ancestors’
arrival to the Kenga and adjacent territories. Even more, the very assumption
of them being not aboriginal there looks strange to them. They are quite sure
that their ancestors inhabited the area long ago, and that this is their native
land.

In 2001 two authors of this paper, Nataliya Tuchkovaand Sergei Glushkov,
undertook a trip from Tomsk to the Kenga village (which lies on the bank of
the river with the same name), Bakcharski District?. Our aims consisted in
studying the local Selkup sub-dialect and in gaining other data on the Kenga
Selkups. The collected materials may be of certain value for scholars specially
dealing with Selkup, and, as we hope, may as well present certain interest for
Uralic studies. It is necessary to mention that until now the available
information was restricted to afairy tale recorded by N. Maksimova at Para-
bel from a Kenga speaker, and thus published among other Parabel talesin
Bykonja 1996: 89—-91. Neither linguistic nor ethnographical data have ever
been collected in the area itself, and none of the researchers seems to have
ever visited this part of the Southern Selkup area. It was believed that there

! Russ. Kénra (inlocal pronunciation), on maps and in non-local pronunciation Kemnra.

2 The Permanent International Committee of Linguisticskindly financed this expedition
and we would like to use one more opportunity to express our deep gratitude to the
Committeein general, and to its President, Professor Stephen Wurm (T 2001), in particular.
We also highly appreciate the assistance of our informants, the native speakers of Selkup,
who spent much of their time and efforts for us and without whom the entire study, including
this article, would not have become possible.
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were no Selkups in the Kenga river region (since the mid-20th century at
least), and there was no sense in looking for them there. Hence theimportance
of the very fact of discovering Selkup speakers on the Kenga river. Besides,
theareais of great interest asapart of territory inhabited by the Selkup peoples
in the past and as the area of former contacts between different dialects of the
Selkup language. Still, Kenga Selkup is more homogeneous than, for example,
the mixed dialects between the Chaya and the Ob rivers; this adds to our
knowledge of general trends in the Selkup dialectal interaction.

Inthisarticle we would like to present linguistic data from the Kenga sub-
dialect in order to defineits position among the dial ects of the Selkup language.
Most of these data stem from our main informants, 1zosim Ipokov (b. 1929)
and Maria Ipokova (b. 1933) — probably the southernmost Selkup speakers
living today.

As Selkup can be described in terms of adialectal continuum, which means
that differences do not appear abruptly but accumulate continuously from one
neighbouring dialect to another (Janurik 1978), it could be expected that the
Kenga sub-dialect would show most similarities with immediately adjacent
dialects. These are the Narym and the Chaya dialects. Here an interesting
issue arises. The village of Kengaislocated much closer to the Chaya dial ect
areathan to the area of the Narym dialect. The shortest distance to the Parbig
river (asource of the Chaya), which belongs to the Chaya dialect area, isonly
40 km, whereas the distance between Kenga and the main part of the Narym
dialect areais not less than 100 km. This territorial proximity suggests close
ties between the sub-dialect of Kenga and the Chaya dial ect.

At the same time there is an obvious and easy natural access from Kenga
via the Parabel river to the main centres of the Narym dialect. This, as we
call, landscape proximity may also be conductive to dialectal ties and
influences.

We recognise the importance of geographical factorsin language and dialect
distribution. Here two of them are at play: the factor of landscape proximity
(common river) and the factor of territorial proximity. Are dialect communities
formed by common rivers or by common territories (areas)? Though it seems
that the first factor is of more importance for Selkup population, no proper
research has ever been conducted to proveit. If the following analysis proves
that the sub-dialect of Kenga belongs to the Narym dialect and not to the
Chayadialect, thiswill be anindication that the factor of landscape proximity
prevails over the factor of territorial proximity in determining the Selkup
dialect spread and distribution.

Before we analyse the dialectal attribution of the Kenga sub-dialect few
words need to be said about the Selkup dialectal divisionsin general. We start
from the dialect classification proposed by T. Janurik (1978) and H. Katz
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(1979) as the most detailed studies on this subject. These classifications (and
similar views on Selkup dialectology), together with practically convenient
listsof criteriafor dialect classification suggested by E. Helimski (1985, 2000)
and the equally relevant classification after the self appellations preferred by
Tomsk scholars (A. Dulson, Yu. Morev), allow us to give a short outline of
the dialectological picture to which we refer in the whole paper. The Selkup
dialects of the Tomsk Region include the Tym and the Narym dial ects, united
also by a common self appellation (or its very similar variants) of the
population. The common self appellation and the linguistic similarity justify,
in our opinion, using the designation “the Tym and Narym (central) dialectal
group”. The sub-dialects closely adjacent to the Ob river and having their
peculiarities, differing them from the Kenga sub-dialect, are referred to as
“the Ob sub-dialects (of the central group)”. The southern dialectal group is
represented in the paper first of al by the datafrom the Ket dialect (seeAlatalo
1998); there is also some materials from the Middle Ob, and comparatively
little from the most southern dialects — those of Chaya, Chulym, and Upper
Ob (cf. Castrén’'s K and NP; MO; Tsch., Tschl., OO, respectively).

Below arethe characteristic features of the Kengasub-dialect in comparison
with other Selkup dialects and their groups.

1. Correspondence ¢(¢)/k

This correspondence distinguishes more central from more southern Selkup
dialects. Cf.: Kenga ¢iind ‘horse’, ¢6 ‘belt’, Tym, Narym éiind, ¢6, but Ket
kiindji, kii.

2. Correspondence qq (9)/»q

This correspondence al so distinguishes more central from more southern Sel-
kup dialects. Cf.: Kengapoq ‘net’, peq ‘elk’, Tym, Narym poqg, peq/peqq, but
Ket poyqi, paydi.

3. Correspondence I(1)/]

This correspondence also distinguishes more central from more southern
Selkup dialects, though not always in a straightforward way. Cf.: Kenga til
2up ‘Tatar’, tebil bo ‘rotten tree, wood’, saqola/saqojal/saq ‘cuckoo’, hol’
‘throat, gullet, neck’, Tym, Narym til qup, tebil bo, saqoja, ol', but Ket tjj
qup, tebij, sagoja, soj.

4. Correspondence VV (long vowel) / V,V, (diphthong)

This correspondence distinguishes central and southern (Tym, Narym, Middle
Ob, Ket with Nats-Pumpokol) from most southern (Upper Ob, Chaya, Chulym)
Selkup dialects. A brief analysis of Castrén’s materials easily demonstrates
vowels correspondences between these groups of dialects:
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MO (Middle Ob), K (Ket), OO (Upper Ob), Tsch. (Chaya),
NP (Nats-Pumpokol) Tschl. (Chulym)
0a, ua, aa, ai
e ye, ie
uo
U/ii
u/i
iefi
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~
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Thus, long vowels, except i and i, in the central and southern dialects
correspond to diphthongs in the most southern ones. The greatest variety is
found for thevowel *a. Here are the formswith thisvowel: Kengamat ‘ house’,
ambigu ‘to yawn’, amdigu ‘to sit’, Tym, Narym mat, am(b)igu, amdigu, Ket
ammugu, amdigu, MO, K (Castrén) ammay ‘(l) yawn’, MO, K, NP (Castrén)
amday ‘(1) sit’, but OO, Tsch. (Castrén) muat, OO (Castrén) uammay, Tschl.
(Castrén) oamay, OO (Castrén) uamday.

5. Correspondence 5(5)/s

This correspondence also distinguishes more central from more southern
Selkup dialects. Cf.: Kengasedija ‘two’, §i ‘ snake’, §¢ ‘tongue’, Tym, Narym
sedja/ sidja, §ii, se, but Ket sitt;, sii, sz. In the Kenga sub-dialect we registered
some wordswith anon-palatal § where one could expect apalatal § by analogy
with the above examples: Kenga s7 ‘sable’, §aq ‘salt’, saqola *‘cuckoo’, cf.
Tym, Narym $i, §aq, saqoja. In the Kenga the initial palatal counterpart is
anyway more regular than the non-palatal one. Compare also the examples
from the Ket dialect with regular for southern dialects s here: Ket si ‘sable’,
saq ‘salt’, sagoja ‘cuckoo’.

6. Correspondence h/s

This correspondence distinguishes the formsin the Ob sub-dialects from their
Tym counterparts. Cf.: Kengaha!' ‘ neck’, hayg ‘ wood-grouse’, hola-k ‘ spoon’,
haj ‘eye’, harup ‘animal’, hiy ‘heart’, hir ‘cow’, her ‘snow’, hangirgu ‘to
play’, hel’s ‘seven’, Laskino hal, hayg, hola-k/olak, haj, hirup, his/iz, hir,
her hanzirgu, hel’s, but Tym soj/soj, sayqgi, solak/sola-k, saj/sej, surup/sirup,
si§, Sif, ser, sansirgu, szl’s. Compare also the examplesfrom the Ket dialect
with aregular s here: soj, seygi, sollay, sajji, sirim, si¢i, sir, Sirri, sanzirgu,
sel'éi.

7. Correspondenceh /@

This correspondence distinguishes the Kenga sub-dial ect from the Narym sub-
dialect. Cf.: Kenga hayg ‘wood-grouse’, hol' ‘neck’, hotku ‘to sew’, hola-k
“spoon’, hwa b ‘good (healthy) tree’, his ‘heart’, but Narym ayg, ol 6despigu,
hola-k/ola-k, hwal/falwa pa, 3.
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8. Correspondence -p/-u/-m (1% pers. sing., present tense)

This correspondence may with certain reservations be regarded as distinctive
in regard to central (-p), southern (MO, K) (-u), and most southern dialects
(00, Tsch., Tschl., NP) (-m). Cf.: N (Castrén) meap ‘(1) made’, pudap ‘()
ferried (smth.) over’, MO (Castrén) miegau, K (Castrén) meau, pittau, OO,
Tsch. (Castrén) miegam, padam, NP (Castrén) meiggam, pittam. The modern
materials from the Middle Ob dialect usually have -p for this ending: Middle
Ob meap. For this paper it is important that in the Kenga sub-dialect only -p
(but not -u or -m) is regularly used: Kenga mespap ‘(1) did’, awilsap ‘(1)
forgot’, ora-lbap ‘ (1) have caught’, Gdalbap ‘ (1) drank’, ilap * (1) took, raised’.

9. Correspondence ?7 (pharyngeal, glottal stop, ‘Knacklaut’)/q (uvular
stop)

This correspondence distinguishes the Kenga sub-dial ect from all other dialects
of Selkup. Cf.: Kenga 7ara- ‘crane’, 7ans ‘sledge’, 7abor ‘shirt’, ?¢ ‘birch
tree’, ?wel ‘fish’, 26 ‘ear’, 7up ‘man’, 7ob ‘hide’, ?ayil ‘sleigh’, but Tym,
Narym gara-, gans, gabor(g) ‘dress’, gwe, qwel, o, qup/gqop, qob, gail/qayil,
Ket garra-, gansi, qawij mi, qwe, qweli, qo, qup, qoppi, gayil. The sound 2,
which occursin place the uvular stop g of other dialects, produces the auditi-
ve and acoustic impression of an abrupt pharyngeal disclosure, yet the
articulation details are difficult to identify (no instrumental examination has
been conducted). It should be emphasised, that this peculiar sound is
characteristic of 1zosim Ipokov’sindividual pronunciation (since there are no
other speakers, it is next to impossible to check if it is really a relic of a
special dialect). Maria Ipokova seems to pronounce a ,,normal, standard”
(uvular) g-, but her speech isalso in other respects closer to other Narym sub-
dialects. 1zosim I pokov certainly knows how to pronounce and can pronounce
an uvular g- in word initial position before vowel or spirant -w-. Uvular g- is
preserved in his speech in the following words: Kenga ga$/has ‘hair’, qory/
7ory ‘bear’, qat ‘forehead’, gat ‘nail, claw’. This circumstance speaksin favour
of the hypothesis of the really dialectal rather than individual origin of this
pronunciation feature. In word final position, between vowels, and in consonant
clusters q is preserved or alternates with a voiced uvular stop, voiced or
voicelessfricative counterparts, sasmeasin all other dialects of Selkup: Kenga
peq ‘elk’, poqg ‘net’, pizga ‘bubble’, peqacgu ‘to hunt elks', loya: ‘fox’, Aaryi
‘willow’ and others. However, in consonant clusters three words from our
records show apharyngeal ? where an uvular qisto be expected: Kenga ?os7at
‘bad, foul’ (cf. mata qoskalek tampa ‘ (The) door (is) badly closed’ in Katz
1979: 84), siar 7 [riary @ * purple/rose willow’, nin?a-/nin?e¢- ‘ mosquito, gnat’.



54 S. Glushkov — N. Tuchkova—A. Baidak

10. Quantitative oppositions

The oppositions a—a, 0—a, u—ii are of phonological relevance: Kengamat ‘1’ —
mat ‘house', qat/qad ‘ claw, nail’ — gat/qad ‘forehead’, nop/nob ‘God’ — nap/
nob ‘mitten’, puga ‘cone’ — piqga ‘bubble’. As it is known, some of the
corresponding words in Narym sub-dialects are often treated as having a
phonologically relevant distinction between voiced and voicel ess consonants:
Narym, Laskino gad — gat/gat, nop — nob (Morev 1977: 21; Helimski 1985;
Kuper, Pusztay 1993). Though there are no reasonsto doubt or elseto disprove
this conclusion we need to mention that in the Tym dialect voicing of
consonantsis phonologically irrelevant (Katz 1975: 5-18), and long and short
vowels are different phonemes (Katz 1975: 19-29). Most probably the same
is correct for the entire central dialectal group, as evidenced by the phono-
logical interpretations suggested by H. Katz. The two opinions can be (and
have been) harmonised by stating that the sub-dial ects closely adjacent to the
Ob river demonstrate to some extent changes in their phonological systems.
According to the expert opinion of N. Denning, (a) voiced consonants in the
Tym dialect are secondary in respect to the voiceless ones (Denning 1981: 17,
121), yet (b) the difference between long and short vowels is here phono-
logically irrelevant (Denning 1981: 75). Our materials show that in the Kenga
sub-dialect the words in question differ in their vowels’ length, while
consonants' voicing is utterly voluntary and unsteady.

In the lexical domain the materials from Kenga mainly coincide with the
word-stock attested in the Narym Selkup dictionary (Kuper, Pusztay 1993),
except for some words. For example, the mythological vocabulary of Kenga
Selkups includes the word kura-k for wood-goblin; another word they also
use for this concept is 4. The designation maj'il’ o for wood ghost is well
known in the area of Tym and Narym but not on the Kengariver. Asfar aswe
know, the word kura-k is used mostly on the Ket river, where it is pronounced
as qura, and is in any way peculiar to the more southern dialects of Tomsk
region.

Southern location of the Kenga Selkup has some influence on it, but this
influence is not extensive, especially if one considers that other southern
dialects are geographically closer to it than the Narym and Tym dialects.
Besides of the already mentioned word kura-k, attention may be drawn to the
name of the river — kdnga, which is regularly used along with 76nga. Even
those Selkupswho do not speak their native language know both names, though
pronounce them with a short vowel 8. Our informants pronounce it with -n-
(cf. probable correspondence in Katz 1979: 79 — kjy). An -n- instead of ex-
pected -5- is pronounced also in ninZa-/nin?e- ‘ mosquito, gnat’. Theriver name
kéy stems (in H. Katz' interpretation) from the materials recorded by A. Kuz-
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minafrom F.N. Kilikajkin in Napas: kdy-a warye ki ... kdy timnan utcuga ek
‘Kdngisnotabigriver... Kongissmaller than Tym’ (Katz 1979:80). Though
there are conflicting data as to what river is meant here (a river ‘between
Kargasok and Tymsk’ or a tributary of the Parabel — see Katz 1979: 79), we
think it is probable that the river mentioned by Kilikajkin is Kenga. The alter-
nation kénga/fonga obviously reflects the dialectal k/f correspondence treated
above (No. 1), which divides more southern and more central dialects. In this
connection we can make the supposition that southern and central Selkup
groups could come in contact in the Kenga river basin, either directly or due
to Russian mediation (local Russians always call the river Kénra).

The above analysis of characteristic features of the Kenga sub-dialect allows
some conclusions to be made in regard to its dialectal attribution.

The sub-dialect of Kenga, though geographically located in the southern
part of the Selkup area, linguistically certainly belongsto the central dialectal
group. Thismay be proved by the usage of 7 (¢) in place of k (No. 1 above), qq
(9) in place of yq (No. 2), [(I') in place of j (No. 3), long vowels in place of
diphthongs (No. 4) and 3(3) in place of s (No. 5). The Kenga sub-dialect is
similar to the central dialects also in using the ending -p (1* pers. sing., No.
8). The Kenga datain most respects coincide with the Narym ones. The Kenga
Selkups' self appellation fomil’ ?up is also practically identical to cumil’ qup,
the self appellation of the Parabel, Narym, Tym and some of the Ob Selkups.
Nevertheless there is a number of features that allow us to differentiate the
sub-dialect in question from other dialects of the central group: in the sub-
dialect of Kenga (like in the Ob sub-dialects) h isused instead of s of the Tym
sub-dialects (No. 6), initial h- is preserved in all caseswhen it fallsout in the
Narym sub-dialect (No. 7), §- ismostly used instead of initial §- of the Narym
and the Tym sub-dialects (No. 5), 7- is used instead of initial g- (and in few
other cases) of other central sub-dialects and of other dialects of Selkup (No.
9), and the opposition of long and short vowels is phonologically relevant
unlike in the Ob sub-dialects of the central group (No. 10).

Thusit can be concluded that the sub-dial ect of Kengabelongsto the Narym
dialect, having certain features in common with the southern dialects.
Returning to the issue of landscape and territorial proximity as geographical
factors influencing the spread and unity of Selkup dialects, the linguistic
analysis of the Kenga sub-dial ect shows that the landscape factor has greater
importance for this sub-dial ect than the factor of distance. Disregarding terri-
torial proximity of Kenga to the southern dialects (first of all to the Chaya
dialect) and its remote position in regard to the Narym dialect, the factor of
landscape proximity (a common river) plays greater role in its dialectal
affiliation.
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Transcription

y —uvular voiced fricative, allophone of the phoneme /g/; h — back voiceless
fricative similar to the final sound in German nach. In other cases we keep to
the Finno-Ugric Transcription.
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