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Abstract. In language contact situations indefinite pronouns are susceptible to
borrowing and/or calquing, and Livonian, which has been under strong influence of
Latvian, is no exception. The negative prefixoid éb, originally the third person singular
of the negative auxiliary @b, and calqued on Latvian ne- NEG, has been used to form
nouns (e.g., dbkiilzit NEG.obedience ‘disobedience’), adjectives (e.g., dbjova NEG.good
‘bad’) and adverbs (e.g., dbknassé NEG.nicely ‘nastily’), but in a number of 19th century
sources one also finds indefinite pronouns with this same negative prefixoid, e.g., ¢b
midagid ‘nothing’. However, due to the synchronous identity of éb as a tensed negative
auxiliary (present tense: b, past tense: iz), in past tense clauses the negative prefixoid
of indefinite pronouns was then also inflected, leading to forms such as is midagid. For
a brief period in the 19th century Livonian therefore had a tensed negative pronominal
construction.
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1. Introduction

Indefinite pronouns are interesting for a number of reasons. They
are often a mishmash of forms that do not easily fit into any of the other
pronoun subtypes (cf. Haspelmath 1997: 11-13, Aikhenvald 2015: 195),
and they have a greater tendency than other pronoun subtypes to be
prone to borrowing, either through (partial) direct borrowing or calquing
(cf. Haspelmath 1997: 184, Matras 2009: 58). Due to this second reason
they are especially rewarding topics for research on language contact,
and it is therefore no coincidence, with the status of most Uralic lan-
guages as minority languages, that many of the studies on indefinite
pronouns in these languages have uncovered instances of language
contact. Thus, e.g., Paul Alvre wrote prolifically on Finnic indefinite
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pronouns, paying special attention to Russian and Latvian influence
(cf. Alvre 1975, 1982, 1983, 1985 1986, 2002), Hienonen (2010, 2019
[as Karjalainen]) wrote articles on indefinite pronouns in Veps, also
taking the influence of Russian into account, and the newest relevant
article is Markus Juutinen’s and Jukka Mettovaara’s (2021) article on
borrowed or calqued indefinite pronouns in Saamic languages.

Livonian, where the influence of Latvian has been especially
strong (this was already pointed out by Sjogren more than 170 years
ago; cf. Sjogren 1849: 549), is no exception. The Latvian influence
on the pronominal system of Livonian has often been mentioned in
the literature (e.g., Wiedemann 1861a: 117, 118, 121, Alvre 1982: 51,
1983: 293), though there are as yet no in-depth studies of the topic.
The present article looks at one specific indefinite pronoun construc-
tion in Livonian,' now no longer in use and also undoubtedly a calque
on Latvian, but which seems, at least partially, to have a typologically
unusual structure.

2. Indefinite pronouns and negative prefixes

If one peruses the existing grammars and grammatical sketches of
Livonian it is in fact not a simple endeavour to obtain a clear over-
view of what the indefinite pronoun system of Livonian looks like. The
indefinite pronouns found in the newest source, Tiit-Rein Viitso’s and
Valts Ernstreits’ (2012) matchless Livonian-Estonian-Latvian dictionary,
look very different from the system in the massive Wiedemann grammar
from 1861. This is perhaps not so unexpected, given that indefinite pro-
nouns are often the result of relatively recent grammaticalisation pro-
cesses, and therefore the indefinite pronoun systems of even closely
related languages can be very different (cf. Haspelmath 1997: 235).

The existing literature therefore gives a relatively heterogeneous
picture of what are considered indefinite pronouns or pronominal con-
structions. Thus, e.g., Wiedemann (1861a: 122—125) lists 24 forms, a
number of which do not occur elsewhere (e.g., mis fods (tads) ‘was es
wolle’ [‘whatever’]’, mis volds ‘was es auch sei [‘whatever (it is)’]’,

1 ‘Livonian’ here refers to Courland Livonian; if reference is made to Salis Livonian it will
be mentioned as such.
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ab uks ‘kein, Niemand [‘nobody’]’), whilst Viitso (2008: 333) has 17,
of which nine (a ‘mti ‘all kinds of”, je 'nné ‘many’, mingisu’glimi ‘some
kind of’, mits ‘several’, moiti ‘other kind of”, sel/i-tiioli ‘such and
such’, set ‘many’, tuoi ‘other’, titoli ‘other kind of”) are not found in
Wiedemann, at least not as indefinite pronouns.? Especially interesting,
we find, are the negative indefinite pronouns in Wiedemann’s grammar
formed with the negative prefixoid gb.

In addition to the well-known case of the verbal prefixes borrowed
from Latvian (cf. de Sivers 1971), Livonian has also calqued pre-
fixes. Specifically, it has used (a lexicalised form of) the third person
singular present tense form @b of the negative auxiliary (see Table 1)
to calque Latv. ne- ‘un-, -less’, creating forms such as, e.g., dbjeldzi
NEG.alive ‘lifeless’ (calqued on Latv. nedzivs NEG.alive ‘id.”), and
dbjova NEG.good ‘bad’ (calqued on Latv. nelabs NEG.good ‘id.”). The
Viitso & Ernstreits (2012) dictionary has 62 adjectives with this prefix,
13 nouns (e.g., dbkiilzit NEG.obedience ‘disobedience’, calqued on Latv.
nepaklausiba NeG.obedience ‘id.”), and nine adverbs (e.g., dbknasso
NEG.nicely ‘nastily’, calqued on Latv. neg/iti NEG.nicely ‘id.” or nesmuki
NEG.nicely ‘id.”). Ernstreits & Klava (2014: 85) state that in such words
the negative auxiliary @b has lost its status as a function word, and is
now an affix; on this grammaticalisation cline @b is assumed to have
passed through a stage as a clitic, and they claim the orthography in
older sources is proof of this. Thus for example the Gospel of Matthew
in (Eastern) Livonian from 1863 has b jovdi NEG good.PL.PART ‘not
good’. Ernstreits (2011: 44; 2013: 44) adds that db was not perceived as
the caritive prefix db- “un-, -less’, but as the word db ‘no’. This claim
concerning the orthography, however, where @b is separated from its
headword and therefore cannot be a prefix, may not be as incontestable
as ErnStreits & Klava postulate, as the 1863 Livonian translations of the
Gospel of Matthew were both revised by F.J. Wiedemann (cf. the title
pages of EMO 1863 and EMW 1863), and in the Livonian grammar
it is said (with regard to verbal prefixes, but the principle was prob-
ably valid for composite pronouns too): ‘Bei einem grossen Theile
der besprochenen Zusammensetzungen ist es ziemlich gleichgiiltig,
ob man sie auch zusammen schreibt oder nicht. [...] Ich habe es daher

2 Whether they are in fact all indeed indefinite pronouns according to the modern defi-
nitions (cf. e.g., Haspelmath 1997: 10—13) need not concern us here.
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im Livischen vorgezogen, zur leichteren Erkennung der einzelnen
Theile, durchgingig getrennt zu schreiben, ausser wo der eine Theil
der Verbindung oder beide im Livischen gar nicht fiir sich besonders
vorkommen...”* (Wiedemann 1861a: 45). This was almost certainly
written by Wiedemann, who wrote the grammar based on material
collected both by Sjogren and himself (cf. Vairi 1989; Ernstreits 2013:
37), and it is therefore not unlikely he also applied the same principle
to his revision of the translations of the Gospel of Matthew into Eastern
and Western Livonian, the very first books in Livonian, which appeared
in 1863, so only two years after the grammar.

Interestingly, however, d@b is not limited to adjectives, nouns, and
adverbs, as the 1861 grammar also has indefinite pronouns with this
same negative prefixoid, listing the following: g¢b uks ‘kein, Niemand’
[‘no, nobody’], @b kis ‘kein, Niemand’ [ ‘no, nobody’], g¢b kumbi ‘keiner
von beiden’ [‘neither’], gb midagid ‘nichts’ [‘nothing’], gb midagist
‘nichts’ [‘nothing’], gb mingi ‘kein, keinerlei’ [‘no, no ... whatsoever’],
and gb mis ‘nichts’ [‘nothing’] (Wiedemann 1861a: 123).* As one can
see, gb is written separately; these pronouns are therefore not listed in
the 1861 dictionary under gb-.

These pronouns are also found in Salis Livonian: ab juks ‘kein,
Niemand’ [‘no, nobody’], ab mili ‘kein, nichts’ [‘no, nothing’], ab
midagist ~ midagit ‘nichts’ [‘nothing’] (Wiedemann 1861a: 123,
Winkler & Pajusalu 2018: 98-99). Since the split between Salis and
Courland Livonian is dated to approximately the 13th century (cf. Kallio
2016: 61) there are two theoretical possibilities: either this pronominal
construction goes back to before the split, or they are separate but
identical developments (which is not at all unlikely taking into account
how widespread negative pronouns with a negative formative are in the
world’s languages; cf. Haspelmath 1997: 31).

The abovementioned adjectives and nouns with this negative prefix
are in many cases certainly calques from Latvian, but negative pre-
fixes occur in other Finnic languages too (cf. e.g., Est. ebausk NEG.

3 ‘For a large number of the compounds discussed it is of no matter whether they are
also written together or not. [...] For Livonian I have therefore preferred, for the sake
of easier recognition of the individual elements, to write them separately throughout,
except where one or both parts of the compound do not occur separately in Livonian...”.

4 These occur only in this grammar; d 'bkunagid ‘never’ and d bmingi ‘various’ are listed
in the Viitso & Ernstreits dictionary, but are classified as an adverb and an adjective.
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belief ‘superstition’, Veps i-bohat NEG.rich ‘poor’, Fin. epdnormaali
NEG.normal ‘abnormal’; for more examples see, e.g., Savijarvi 1977:
24-28, Kehayov 2017: 118). Matthews (1956: 314) writes that, e.g., Liv.
dbsieldo NEG.clear “unclear’ need not necessarily be a calque from Latv.
neskaidrs NEG.clear ‘id.” as Ariste (1954: 298) claims, pointing to Est.
ebaselge NEG.clear ‘id.”, which cannot be a calque from Latvian. How-
ever, the pronouns with the formative @b are very likely to be calques
from Latvian negative pronouns, which have as their first element either
the negation prefix ne- or the negation particle ne:

ab uks NEG one ‘kein, Niemand’ ~ neviens NEG.one ‘nobody, no one; neither’
ab kis NEG who ‘kein, Niemand’ ~ nekdds NEG.some ‘no, none, not any’

ab kumbi ‘keiner von beiden’ ~ ne otrs NEG second ‘neither’

ab midagid (midagist) ‘nichts’ ~ nekas NEG.what/who ‘nothing; nobody’

ab mis ‘nichts’
ab mingi ‘kein, keinerlei’

Negative pronouns based on the model with a negative prefix and
an indefinite pronoun are not uncommon in other Finnic languages;
cf. the relatively recent Est. eikeegi ‘(a) nobody’, eimiski ‘nothing-
ness; nothing’ (Alvre 1975: 237); also common in the eastern Finnic
languages (and further afield) are forms with the negative prefix ni- ~
ni- borrowed from Russian Hu- (cf. e.g., Veps ri-ken NEG.who ‘nobody’;
cf. Russ. aukTo NEG.who ‘id.”) (cf. Blokland 2012: 4). Another Finnic
negative pronoun calqued on Latvian is South Estonian edikea ‘nobody’
(< ei tea kea NEG know.CNG who ‘do not know whom’) (Alvre 1975),
based on Latv. nez kas “whoever, I do not know who’ (< nezinu kas NEG.
know who ‘I do not know who”).

Another, more interesting aspect of these negative pronoun forms
with gb- concerns its use in clauses in the past tense. Within Finnic,
tense can be expressed on the negative auxiliary only in South Estonian’
(Pajusalu et al. 2018: 119-120) and in Livonian (cf. e.g., Metslang,
Pajusalu & Viitso 2015: 435-436); for Livonian see Tables 1 and 2.

5 In old Kodavere Estonian (< East Estonian < North Estonian) tense could also be
expressed on the negative auxiliary (Univere 1996: 11-15).
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Table 1. Present indicative affirmative and negative forms of the verb vélda

‘to be’.

per- | personal | affirma-
son | pronoun | tive

ma
sa
ta
meg
teg
ne

W = W N =

um
iod
um
iomo
itoto

atto

negative
auxiliary

b
ad io
ab
ab
dat -
ab

+ connegative | + affirmative

tomo

fioto

Table 1 shows that in the affirmative the first and third person
singular forms have coalesced, and that there is also syncretism in the
negative auxiliary verb, where the form b is used for the first and third
person singular and plural. Additionally, and unusually for a Finnic
language, in the plural negative the affirmative (rather than the con-
negative) of the lexical verb is used with the negative auxiliary, though
in the negative the original second person plural form oo is used for
both the second and third person plural. The system is the same in the
past indicative (see Table 2); the main difference is here that tense is
expressed on the negative auxiliary.

Table 2. Past indicative affirmative and negative forms of the verb vélda ‘to be’.

per- | personal | affirma-

son | pronoun | tive

ma
sa
ta
meg
teg
ne

WIN = W N =

vol
vold

vol

volméo

vo[to

negative
auxiliary

iz

+ connegative | + affirmative

tomo

iioto
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To recap, the third person singular affirmative and negative forms in
the present and past are therefore:

(1a)

(1b)

(2b)

(2b)

ta um

s/he  be.PRS.3sG

‘S/he is.’

ta ab o

s/he NEG.PRS.3SG  be.CNG
‘S/he is not.’

ta vol

s’he  PST.3SG

‘S/he was.’

ta iz 1o

s/he  NEG.PST.3SG  be.CNG
‘S/he was not’

As mentioned above, Livonian has calqued a number of indefinite
pronouns from Latvian, using the present tense form gb- of the nega-
tive auxiliary (db in modern Livonian). An interesting aspect of these
negative pronoun forms with gb- concerns its use in clauses in the past
tense found in a number of texts from the 19th century.® Where these
db-pronouns occur in the present tense, the negative prefixoid is also in
the present tense, which is as expected:

A3)

ma ab’ nae ab ito ristint

I NEG.PRS.1SG  $s€€.CNG  NEG.PRS.3SG ONE€.PRT PpErson.PART
‘I don’t see a single person.’

(“ich sehe keinen Menschen’; Wiedemann 1861a: 123)

I have not been able to find any examples in material collected after 1888.

7  As the negative auxiliary is identical in the first person and third person (see Table 1),
a glossing choice had to be made; in (3) the first instance of gb has been glossed as a
first person form, as it clearly functions as the negative auxiliary in a verbal construc-
tion referring to the first person, whilst in the second instance it functions as a negative
prefixoid in a pronominal construction, and has therefore been glossed as a third person
singular.



44 Rogier Blokland

One easily finds in the 1863 Gospel of Matthew sentences which
transparently show the different functions @b can have; e.g., gb* (nega-
tive prefixoid of the negative pronoun gb yks ‘nobody’), @b’ (negative
prefixoid of the negative adverb dbka ‘also not’), and gb° (third person
singular present tense of the negative auxiliary):

(4) Sie perast se nei  um, ku ab* uks
that.Gen  why it  like s when NEG.PRS.3SG  one
Jjemmit  ents izzQ ab*  ka Jjemmg
more own.GEN  fatherPART NEG also  mother.PART
ab® armasto |[...].

NEG.PRS.3sG  love.CNG
‘That is why it is like that when somebody no longer loves their father or
mother [...]” (EMO 15:6)

Wiedemann (1861a: 266) already states that in negated clauses the
indefinite elements are generally repeated (though not always),* and
gives the following examples: gb uks seda poigo ab tund ‘Niemand
kennt den Sohn’ [*‘Nobody knows the son.’], is midagist (midagid) is
lieda ‘er fand nichts’ [‘He did not find anything.’]. Wiedemann, how-
ever, does not point out specifically that when the verbal construction
is in the past tense, i.e., when it consists of a negative auxiliary in the
past tense and a connegative of the lexical verb, the negative auxiliary
functioning as a negative prefixoid is also in the past tense (5-6):

5) ta is rokand (rykand) s midagist (midagid)
he NEG.PST.35G say.PTCP NEG.PST.3SG  anything.PART
‘He said nothing.’
(“er sprach nichts’; Wiedemann 1861a: 123)

(6) Ma kildgs klis, aga is midagid
I listen.cvB listen.PST.1SG  but  NEG.PST.3SG  anything.PART
is moista

NEG.PST.3SG  understand.CNG
‘I listened and listened, but understood nothing.’
(‘Ich horte und horte, (aber) verstand nichts.’; Wiedemann 1861a: 333)

8 ‘Im negativen Satze werden die darin etwa enthaltenen indefiniten Glieder in der Regel
noch besonders verneint, jedoch nicht durchaus nothwendig [...].”
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This past tense form of the negative auxiliary functioning as part
of a pronominal construction has not previously been described in the
literature.

3. The negative indefinite pronoun construction:
all textual examples

This type of negative pronoun with the negative prefixoid db in its
past tense form, i.e., iz, is not common, and, as far as we have been
able to ascertain, it occurs in five sources only: in the 1861 grammar
(Wiedemann 1861a), in the 1863 Gospel of Matthew in its eastern
and western variants (EMO 1863, EMW 1863), in the 1880 Gospel
of Matthew in Eastern’ Livonian (PME 1880), and once in Setéld’s
collection of Livonian texts, in the section he collected in 1888 (Setdld
& Kyrold 1952). All examples we have been able to find have been
listed in the present article; as the verses from the Gospel translations
from 1863 (in Eastern and Western Livonian) and from 1880 are often
practically identical, only one example is shown in the body of the text;
the others, including those cases where the corresponding verse in the
other dialect or in the 1880 version does not show the negative indefinite
pronoun construction, are listed in Appendix 1 (these are numbered as,
e.g., (1A)). Some of the sentences have not been quoted in their totality
as they were very long; the additional text was not of significance. The
instances of the negative prefixoid have been bolded.

9  Emstreits (2013: 44-53) shows convincingly that the 1880 Gospel of Matthew is based
on Eastern Livonian, though with Western Livonian elements to make it more univer-
sally acceptable.
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3.1. Wiedemann’s 1861 Livische Grammatik nebst

Sprachproben

(7) Amad  ngnt azad Jezos  sie rouvg  pal
all these thing.pL  Jesus that people on
rukandis leb tazandgkst, un bas
say.pST.3sG through  comparison.PL.GEN and  without
tazandiksi ta is rukand is
comparison.PL.PART he  NEG.PST.3SG  say.PTCP  NEG.PST.3SG
midagid.

anything.PART
‘All these things Jesus spoke to the multitude in parables; and without a
parable He did not speak to them.’'* (Wiedemann 1861a: 390)

This example is from Matthew 13:34; translated by Jan Prints junior,
who, together with his father Jan Prints senior and his brother P&tdr,
translated the whole of the Gospel of Matthew (cf. Ernstreits 2013: 33).
See also example (14).

(8) Sie pal  izand is midagid
that.GEN  on master  NEG.PST.3SG  anything.PART
Seldist is atkuost |...]
clear.PART  NEG.PST.3SG answer.CNG

‘To that the master gave no clear reply [...]".
(‘Darauf erwiderte der Herr nichts deutlich, [...]’; Wiedemann 1861a:

430)
9 [..1 jo ta sal sizal miid is
as he there within other.PART  NEG.PST.3SG
middagid is nge [...]

anything.PART  NEG.PST.3SG  S€e.CNG
‘[...] as he did not see anything in there [...]°
(‘[...] denn er sah darin nichts [...]"; Wiedemann 1861a: 439)

10 English translations are from the New King James Version of the Bible.



A tensed negative pronoun construction in Livonian 47

(10) Un sie pava ma kavz jenng  mutsti
and that day I g0o.PST.1SG many  bush.PL.PART
leb VUotsos, aga is ut is

through search.cvB but  NEG.PST.3SG  One.PART  NEG.PST.1SG
voi lievd.

can.CNG  find.INF

‘And that day I went searching through many bushes, but could not find
anything.’

(‘Und diesen Tag ging ich suchend viele Biische durch, konnte aber nichts
finden.”; Wiedemann 1861a: 452)

(11) Aga is mitkid kogas is sa
but  NEG.PST.3SG  NEG.PRT  far NEG.PST.1SG ~ get.CNG
laenoks, ma  kilis Sir muyga ummon  taga
gO.PTCPINS | hear.psT.1sG  big noise  self.par  behind
tulm.

COme.INF.ILL

‘But I had not gone far at all when I heard a great noise coming from
behind me.’

(“Aber ich war noch gar nicht weit gegangen, so horte ich einen grossen
Larm hinter mir her kommen.’; Wiedemann 1861a: 453)

This example reveals the independence of is, as it does not occur
immediately before the adverb kogas. In the examples (7—10) shown up
to now, is is part of a pronominal construction functioning as an object,
whilst here it is part of a proadverb.

(12) Un  se is uo is mitkid kogin.
and it NEG.PST.3SG be.CNG NEG.PST.3SG  NEG.PRT long
‘And it did not take long at all.’

(‘Und es dauerte auch gar nicht lange.”; Wiedemann 1861a: 454)

Examples (11) and (12) are interesting in that they show how
independent is still is; namely, it does not occur immediately before the
adverb kogin, but is separated from it by the negative particle mitkid

[3 bl

no-.
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(13) [...]1 leb sie ku ne ma jelaji-d
through  that.GEN  as these  land  animal.pL
neisti is mingist Juvvo tato
they.PL.ELA  NEG.PST.3SG  anything.PART = g00d.PART  Sign.PART
is naet
NEG.PST.3PL  see.PRS.3PL

‘[...] because the animals of the country did not see anything good

(coming) from them [...]’

(°[...] weil die Thiere des Landes von ihnen gar kein gutes Zeichen sahen

[...T’; Wiedemann 1861a: 466)

3.2. The 1863 Das Evangelium Matthdii (in Eastern
and Western Livonian) and the 1880 Piiwa Matteus

Ewangelium

Matthew 13:34

sellist

(14) Ammg Jezgs rukandis sie rouvo
all such.pL  Jesus said.psT.3sG  that.GEN  people.GEN
péalo lob lidzib-od, un bas
on through comparison-pPL and without
lidzib-idi ta  ngntgn is kit
comparison-PL.PART he  they.DAT = NEG.PST.3SG $ay.CNG
itt is midagid.
atall  NEG.PST.3sG  anything.PART

‘All these things Jesus spoke to the multitude in parables; and without a
parable He did not speak to them.”'' (EMO 1863)

Matthew 21:19

(15) Un ta ngis ad
and he see.PST.35G  One.GEN
aigas un leks Jurg,
sideINE and  go.PST.3SG to
sie Jjlsto is
that.GEN  from NEG.PST.3SG

vigo  pi rek

fig tree.GEN  road.GEN

un is lieda

and  NEG.PST.3sG  find.CNG
midagid miido ku
anything.PART  other.pART  than

11 English translations are from the New King James Version of the Bible; these are not

repeated for examples with the same meaning.
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set ledi ud, un kitis sie pi
only leafpL.PART only and say.pST.3sG that.GEN tree.GEN
palo: ..

on

‘And seeing a fig tree by the road, He came to it and found nothing on it
but leaves, and said to it: ... (EMO 1863)

Matthew 22: 46

(16) Un is uks is muoista
And  NEG.PST.3SG ~ one  NEG.PST.3sG understand.CNG
tammon  mitt midagid atkitg ;

he.pAaT  NEG anything.PART  say.PST.35G
‘And no one was able to answer Him a word, ...” (EMO 1863)

This is the only example where is occurs in a pronominal construc-
tion functioning as the subject of the clause. As here the tensed form,
therefore, occurs outside of the predicate it is structurally more inde-
pendent than when it occurs in an object pronominal structure as part
of a verbal predicate.

Matthew 27:12

(17) Un ku ta  sai kaibdod neisti
And when he  get.PST.3SG  accuse.PASS.PTCP  those.PL.ELA
uldist papist un vanimist, ta s
high.pL.ELA  priest.PL.ELA and elder.PL.ELA he NEG.PST.3SG
rokand  itt is midagid vastg.

Say.CNG even  NEG.PST.3sG  anything.pART  back
‘And while He was being accused by the chief priests and elders, He
answered nothing.” (EMO 1863)

Matthew 27:24

(18) Aga  ku Pilatgs nais, ku ta is
but  when  Pilate see.PST.3sG  that he  NEG.PST.3sG
midagid is soita, [...]

anything.PART  NEG.PST.3SG ~ be.able.cNG
‘When Pilate saw that he could not prevail [...]” (EMW 1863)
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3.3. Setild’s Niyteitti liivin kielesti (1953)"

Livonian:

(19) un  ku ta ni vel”’ kdzgini nojuond,
and when he now be.pst.3sG wedding.PL.PART drink.PTCP
siz ta iz mitto kunagist iz
then he NEG.PST.3SG ~ NEG.PRT  ever NEG.PST.3SG
sie tim’ mn

eat.CNG she.GEN  with

‘And after celebrating the wedding she never ate with him.’

(‘Ja kun hén oli viettdnyt hddt, niin tdimé ei koskaan syonyt hidnen
kanssaan.’; Setédld & Kyrola 1952: 115)

In Setéld’s example iz is part of a proadverb and is in a sense redun-
dant, as the negative particle mitts in principle suffices to express nega-
tion (cf. Metslang, Pajusalu & Viitso 2015: 446). The negative proad-
verb is, likely due to the unexpected fact of the newly-wed wife never
eating with her husband after the wedding, strongly focused, which in
turn triggers additional negation.

4. Discussion and conclusion

The term ‘indefinite pronoun’ is used here in its broad sense, both
in that it includes proadverbs such as iz kunagist NEG.PST.3SG never
‘never’ (cf. (19)), and in that it subsumes under it expressions that
perhaps approach the definition of ‘indefinite pronoun’ on a grammati-
calisation cline, but have not yet attained it completely. Interesting in
our case is that the origin of the pronouns with the prefixoid db is very
clear: as Ernstreits & Klava (2014: 85) state, the third person singular
of the negative auxiliary @b, emulating Latvian (where the prefix ne- is
used both in verbs [e.g., runat ‘to talk’ > nerunat to not talk’], and in
nouns and adjectives [labs ‘good’ > nelabs ‘bad’]), strayed from its
original verbal function and was used with nouns and adjectives, to
finally function as a general negative prefix. There was then nothing to

12 The text where this sentence occurs was written down by Setdld in 1888 (Setdlda &
Kyrola 1953: 14).
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prevent it from being used as a negative prefixoid in pronominal con-
structions such as gb ks ‘no one’ when the need was felt to mirror the
negative prefix ne- in Latvian negative pronouns such as neviens NEG.
one ‘no one’.

We have already referred to the orthographic issues with regard to
the unjoined writing of b and the indefinite pronoun and its possible
clitic status. However, it seems obvious, when comparing the Livonian
translations of the Gospel of Matthew with the Latvian translation, that
the translators, unsurprisingly, closely followed the structure of the
Latvian."” Faced with clauses such as, e.g., neweens ne runna NEG.one
NEG speak.PST.3sG (mod. Latv. neviens nerund NEG.one NEG.speak.
PST.35G) ‘no one speaks’ it is then only to be expected that this was
translated as gb #kS @b rokand. In addition, (older) Latvian provided
additional reasons to write @b separately when translating into Livonian:
firstly, the negative prefix was often split from its headword (e.g., ne
neeka NEG nothing [mod. Latv. nenieka] ‘nothing’), so this was also
logically translated (and written) as db midagid; secondly, a matter with
which the translators also will have been familiar with, in Latvian in
negative pronouns the negative prefix ne- is separated from the pronoun
when used with a preposition: e.g., neviens NEG.one ‘no one’ > ne ar
vienu NEG with one.INs ‘with no one’.

However, because of the synchronous identity in the language of
db as a tensed negative auxiliary (present tense: db, past tense: iz), in
past tense clauses the negative prefixoid of indefinite pronouns was
then also inflected, leading to forms such as is ks ‘no one’, which
morphologically could be analysed as NEG.PST.3SG one ‘no one’, but
which functioned as a negative prefix(oid) of an indefinite pronoun. We
can therefore claim that, at least for a short period in the 1860s—1880s,
Livonian had a tensed negative pronominal construction, even if its use
was marginal.

13 Blumberga (2006: 108) points out that Sjogren had personally sent Jan Prints senior
copies of the New Testament in Finnish and Estonian, but the Livonian translation is
much closer to the Latvian.
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There are a number of similar-looking constructions in Uralic where
the negative auxiliary is repeated, namely in (colloquial) Finnish'* (20),
in North Saami (21-22), and Lule Saami (23-24):

Finnish:
(20) On minullakin  vaikeuksia syodd
be.PrRS.3sG  [.ADE.CL difficulty.PL.PART  eat.INF
maksaa, se ei maistu ei millddn
liver.paART it NEG.3SG ~ taste.CNG NEG.3SG  nothing.ADE
‘I also have difficulties eating liver; it does not taste like anything.’
(Korp)
North Saami:
ey T ad'dam T mdi'dege

NEG.3SG  give.PTCP  NEG.3sG  anything
‘He did not give anything.’
(‘han gav ingenting’; Nielsen 1926: 169)

(22) mon in oaidnan doppe  in maidege
I NEG.1SG see.PTCP there NEG.1SG  anything
‘I did not see anything there.’
(‘Jag sag dér inte ndgonting.”; Svonni 2018: 207)

Lule Saami:

(23) tat  nipe 7 pasteh 7 masik
this  knife NEG.3SG ~ cut.CNG NEG.3sG  anything.ILL
“This knife does not cut anything.’
(“den hér knifven biter icke pa nagonting’; Wiklund 1915: 116)

14 That colloquial Finnish has such constructions was pointed out by one of the anonymous
reviewers.
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In Lule Saami this may even be possible in the past tense:'

(24) ?ittjiv daga ittjiv majdik
NEG.PST.ISG ~ d0o.CNG  NEG.PST.ISG  anything
‘I did not do anything.’

These constructions may at first sight look similar to those in 19th
century Livonian, but we consider them to be of wholly different origin,
for a number of reasons: firstly, the Livonian instances, despite their
ostensible similarity, are provably 19th century literary calques from
Latvian without any direct connection to these Finnish and Saamic
examples; secondly, examples (22) and (24), where non-third person
singular person is expressed on the negative auxiliary, show that the
negative auxiliary belongs to the predicate and is not part of a pro-
nominal construction; and thirdly, the Finnish and Saamic instances of
negative auxiliary concord can also be explained by the information
structure of the clauses where they occur as in these examples ‘anything’
can be deemed to be pragmatically marked as the focus of the clause,
which leads to the negative auxiliary being repeated. These construc-
tions do not seem to have been described for Finnish'® or North and Lule
Saami; despite the fact that they are, in our opinion, not connected to
the Livonian pronominal construction they obviously do merit further
research (including their possible use elsewhere in Finnic and Saamic).

Wiedemann (1861a: 222; quoted above) already indicated that, in
Livonian, negative concord was possible, but not obligatory. However,
if there is no negative concord in the corresponding verses (i.e., in the
1863 and 1880 translations; the negative pronominal construction does
not occur in the 1942 translation of the New Testament), there is at least
a negative emphasiser iff or mitté in prepronominal position (cf. 3A, 5A,
6A, 15A, 19A in Appendix 1). The only exception is (17A): ta is kuosta
midagid he NEG.PST.3sG say.CNG anything ‘he did not say anything’,
which shows that clausal negation never obligatorily triggered the form
istPRON. However, clauses such as is kit itt is midagid NEG.PST.3SG say.

15 One of Torgny Hedstrom’s Lule Saami-speaking informants said he was unsure if it
was possible, but that it sounded normal (personal communication, Torgny Hedstrém,
29 January, 2022).

16 As pointed out by one of the anonymous reviewers.
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CNG even NEG.PST.3sG anything ‘did not say anything at all’ (cf. (14),
(2A)) show that the construction is+PRON was already strongly con-
ventionalised. Although negative emphasisers are often used as the only
negation element in connection with indefinite pronouns and they are
therefore sufficient to express emphatic negation (cf. 7A, 10A, 15A),
is kit is itt midagid shows that the presence of the negative emphasiser
could and did not, at least in some cases, inhibit the use of the negative
pronoun.

The grammatical category of tense is commonly associated with
verbs, and not with nouns (cf. e.g., Comrie 1985: 12). However, there
are in fact numerous cases in the world’s languages where the traditional
verbal categories of tense, aspect, and mood can occur on nominal
constituents; in Uralic, this is well known in, e.g., Mordvinic (cf. e.g.,
Hamari & Ajanki 2022: 423) and Samoyedic (cf. e.g., Wagner-Nagy &
Szeverényi 2022: 669).

Nordlinger & Sadler (2004: 776), in a much-cited paper on nominal
tense, distinguish between two types of TAM marking on nominal
constituents: ‘propositional nominal TAM’ and ‘independent nominal
TAM’. In the first type, TAM expressed in a nominal constituent
is relevant for the whole proposition, whilst in the second type it is
only relevant for the nominal constituent itself, irrespective of tense
expressed elsewhere. The second type can be exemplified by Tariana
(e.g., wa-tfimari-pena 1pL-son.in.law-Fut ‘our future son-in-law’),
where -pena is a fully productive suffix indicating future tense (there
are also suffixes indicating past tense on nominals) (Nordlinger &
Sadler 2004: 779); these are not dissimilar to the English prefix ex-, as
in ex-president, though this is not as productive.

The first type, propositional nominal TAM, is more interesting,
as here the TAM category or categories expressed on the nominal
constituent are valid for the whole clause; tense may be expressed ver-
bally as well (as it is in our Livonian examples), or tense may only occur
on a nominal form, as in, e.g., (the Tupi-Guarani language) Siriono:

(25) Kitéba erdo 760 asésig-rv
Cristobal  he.carry meat  Ascension.PERF
‘Cristobal took meat to Ascension.’

(Nordlinger & Sadley 2004: 795)
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Especially relevant to our case is the discussion on TAM-inflected
pronouns. These are less common, but occur, e.g., in Kurnu (a dialect
of Paakantyi, an Australian Aboriginal language):

(26) wadu ga:ndi balu-balu
3SG.PST  carry small.child
‘It was him that carried the small children.’
(Wurm & Hercus 1976: 42)

Nordlinger & Sadler (2004: 801) list three other languages where
TAM categories can be expressed on pronouns: Yag Dii (Niger-Congo;
tense), Supyire (Niger-Congo; mood), and Glui (Khoe; mood). How-
ever, these cases, including Kurnu, specifically refer to languages where
tense is expressed only on the personal pronoun, and are in that sense
not wholly comparable to our Livonian examples sketched above. The
one which is perhaps closest to Nordlinger & Sadler’s examples is
(16), where the pronominal construction functions as the subject of the
clause, occurring outside of the predicate.

In general, the Livonian examples are clearly instances of pro-
positional nominal TAM where tense is expressed both in the pro-
nominal construction as well as on the verb, with tense agreement; such
agreement is also not obligatory in independent nominal TAM. Another
difference between these tensed pronouns and the use of the tensed
pronominal construction in Livonian is that it was optional, as indicated
by practically identical translations into Eastern and Western Livonian
(cf. e.g., (6A) and (7A)). Nevertheless, the fact that a tensed pronominal
construction did occur in Livonian, even if only briefly, merits inclusion
in the hitherto short list of languages where comparable constructions
are to be found and which show, each in their own way, that categories
such as tense, aspect, and mood are not limited to verbs.
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Abbreviations

CL — clitic, CNG — connegative, CVB — converb, DAT — dative, ELA —
elative, Est. — Estonian, Fin. — Finnish, 1LL — illative, INF — infinitive,
INS — instrumental, Latv. — Latvian, Liv. — Livonian, NEG — negative,
PART — partitive, PASS — passive, PL — plural, PRS — present, PRT — particle,
PST — past, PTCP — participle, SG — singular, TaM — tense—aspect—-mood

Sources

EMO 1863 = Das Evangelium Matthdi in den éstlichen dialect des Livischen zum ersten
Male iibersetzt von dem Liven N. Pollmann, durchgesehen von F. J. Wiedemann,
Mitgliede der Kaiserl. Akad. d. Wissenschaften in St. Petersburg. London: [Strange-
ways & Walden], 1863.

EMW 1863 = Das Evangelium Matthdi in den westlichen dialect des Livischen, iiber-
setzt vom dem Liven I. Prinz und dessen Sohnen P. Prinz und I.P. Prinz; durch-
gesehen von F.J. Wiedemann, Mitgliede der Kaiserl. Akad. d. Wissenschaften in
St. Petersburg. London: [Strangeways & Walden], 1863.

JD 1830 = Ta Jauna Derriba muhsu kunga Jesus Kristus jeb Deewa swehti wahrdi.
Jelgawa: Steffenhagen.

PME 1880 = Piiwa Matteus Ewangelium lihbischki. Drukko panddd England un wohrd
ma bihbol seltsch perahst. Pehterburgs: [s.n.].

UT 1942 = Uz Testament. Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.
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Kokkuvdte. Rogier Blokland: Tihelepanekuid ajaliselt méiratletud eitus-
vormi sisaldava vana asesdnakonstruktsiooni kohta liivi keeles. Keele-
kontaktisituatsioonis vdidakse indefiniitseid asesdnu kergesti laenata ja/voi
tolkida ning tugeva léti keele mdju all olnud liivi keel ei ole selles suhtes
erand. Eitav prefiksoid b, mis algselt on eituse ainsuse 3. poorde abiverb,
on tdlkelaen 1iti keelest: ne- NEG. Liivi db-i abil moodustatakse nimisdnu
(nt dbkiilzit NEG.sOnakuulelikkus ‘sdnakuulmatus’), omadussonu (nt dgbjova
NEG.hea ‘halb’) ja miédrsonu (nt @dbknasso NeG.ilusasti ‘inetult’), kuid mitmest
19. sajandi allikast on leida ka indefiniitseid asesGnu sama eitava prefiksoidiga,
nt g¢b midagid ‘ei midagi’. Kuna b on samal ajal ka eituse ajaliselt maératletud
abiverb (olevikus @b, minevikus iz), on mineviku ajavormis lausetes indefi-
niitse asesdna eitav prefiksoid olnud samuti muudetud mineviku ajale vasta-
vaks: is midagid. Seega esinesid liivi keeles 19. sajandil lithikest aega eituse
ajaliselt mairatletud pronoomenikonstruktsioonid.

Mirksonad: umbmaéirased asesonad, eitus, ajavorm, prefiksoid, keelekontakt,
liivi keel

Kubbvattoks. Rogier Blokland: Tidélpanmizt il vana azimsdna konst-
ruktsij, mis sizaldob aigas markiertdd kieldoksformé. Kield kubboptitimiz
situatsijs dbpildzizt azimsdnad voibod kievamstiz sodo tapintdd ja/aga tulktdd
ja nei se um ka 11vd kiels, mis um vond vi§ letkiel moj ala. Kieldoks pre-
fiksoid @b, mis ama ezmoks um vond 3. parson abverb 1dlug kieldoks form,
um kalk letkielstd: ne- NEG. L1v0 kiels sie db abkoks sobdd lioddd nimsonad
(négtdboks, dbkilzit NEG.kiilzit), ummitsonad (ndgtdbdks, dbjova NEG.jova)
ja vitsonad (nigtdboks, dbknasso NEG.knasso). Setminst 19. aigastsada ovatst
atd lieudtdb ka dbpildzizt aziimsdnad sellizt ents prefiksoidoks, ndgtoboks,
ab midagid. Az db siel ents aigal um ka aigas markiertdd kieldoks abverb
(paldinizaigas db, 1dndzaigas iz), siz 1dndzaigas dbpildziz azumsdna kielddoks
prefiksoid kitdmis um vond neiiz ka 1andzaiga vorms: is midagid. Nei siz
19. aigastsadas I1vo kiels Iitizt aigd atd vonndd aigas markiertdd azimsona
kieldoks konstruktsijd.



60 Rogier Blokland

Appendix

The appendix includes all the verses in the 1863 Das Evangelium
Matthdi (in Eastern and Western Livonian) and the 1880 Piiwa Matteus
Ewangelium where the tensed construction occurs in at least one verse;
the 1942 Livonian translation (where it does not) and the 1830 Latvian
translation are also given for comparison.

Matthew 13:34

Livonian:

(1A) Amad ngnt  azad Jezos  sie rouvg  pal  rukandis
all these  things Jesus that people on  said
leb tazandgkst,) un bas tazandiksi ta
through  comparison and without  comparisons he
is rukand is midagid.

2A)

(3A)

NEG.PST.3SG  say.CNG NEG.PST.3SG  anything
‘All these things Jesus spoke to the multitude in parables; and without
a parable He did not speak to them.”'” (EMW 1863)

Ammo  sellist  Jehsés — rokahndis sie  rouw  pdhlo leb

all such  Jesus said that people on through
tasahndokst, un bds tasahndikschi  ta ndanton
comparison and  without  comparisons he they.DAT

is kiht itt is midahgid.

NEG.PST.3SG  say.CNG at.all NEG.PST.3sG  anything
(PME 1880)

Ammé  sieda  Jézus  rokandiz  rov pal  leb

all that Jesus  said people  on through
sadlomd ja ilm sadlomidi ta iz
similarities and  without  similarities he  NEG.PST.3sG
rokand — ndnt pal  mitto midagist

say.CNG  they.GEN  on NEG.PRT  anything

(UT 1942)

17 English translations are from the New King James Version of the Bible; these are not
repeated for examples with the same meaning.
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Latvian:

(4A) Wissas schahs leetas — Jeesus — zaur lihdsibahm  us
all these things  Jesus through  similarities on
teem laudim runnaja, un bes lihdsibahm
those  people speak.PST.3sG and  without similarities
winsch ne runna ne neeka.
he NEG speak.PRS.3SG NEG nothing
(JD 1830)

Matthew 21:19
Livonian:

(5A) Un ta ngis ud vigo pi rek
and he seePsT.3sG one.GEN fig tree.GEN  road.GEN
aigdas leks tammon  jirg, un is
side.INE g0.PST.35G  it.DAT to and  NEG.PST.3SG
lieda tam pal  mitto midagid ku
find.cNG  it.GEN on NEG.PRT  anything.PART  than
ledi id, un utlis sie pal: ...
leaf.PL.PART only and  say.PST.3SG that.GEN on
(EMW 1863)

(6A) Un ta  ndis tihd  wihgo-puh  rek aigahs un
and he see.psT.3sG one fig.tree road side and
leksch juhré, un is lieda sie  juhrsto
g0.PST.3SG  to and NEG.PST.3sG  find.cNG that from
mitto midagid — ku set  lehdi  iihd, wun  kihtis
NEG.PRT anything than only leaves only and sayPsT.3sG
sie puh pahlo: ...
that  tree on
(PME 1880)

(7A) Ja ta  neiz riekaigas  yd vigopu  leks
and he see.PsT.3sG roadside one figtree  go.pPST.3sG
tim  jur, ja iz lieda tim  pdl mado
it to and  NEG.PST.3sG  find.CNG it on  other
midagid ~ ku ledi yd, ta  rokandiz tim  pdl
anything than leaves only he sayPsT.3sG it on

(OT 1942)
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Latvian:

(8A) Un  winsch
and he
gahje
come.PST.3SG
neneeka, ka
nothing  as
(JD 1830)

re

to

Matthew 22: 46
Livonian:
(9A) Un is
and
mingist  synng
some word
(EMW 1863)
(10A) Un is
and
tammon
he.DAT
(PME 1880)

mitt

(11A) Ja
and
mityto
any word
(UT 1942)

mlly S18
no.one
SONno;

Latvian:

(12A) Un  neweens
and no.one
atbildeht
say.INF
(JD 1830)

see.PST.3SG
pee

lappas
leaf

NEG.PST.3SG

NEG.PST.3SG

NEG.PRT

zellmalla,
roadside
us
to

weenu
one
un
and

wihges-kohku
fig.tree
attrade
find.pST.35G
sazzija :
say.PST.3SG

dseja

ta
it

ne
NEG

us
to

ta,
it

to
it

un
and

ween,
only

tied
know.cNG  he.DAT

is
NEG.PST.3SG

uks
one

tammon

atkuosto 5
say.PST.3SG

muoista
understand.CNG

is

NEG.PST.3SG
atkihto;
say.PST.3SG

tiksch
one
midagid
anything

tdmmon
he.DAT

vastato
ansSwer.INF

Voi
can.CNG

is
NEG.PST.3SG

kahdu wahrdu
kind.of word

sinnaja tam

know.PST.3sG

ne
NEG

18 Liv. mitiks ‘no one’ is also calqued on Latvian; cf. Latv. neviens NEG.ONE ‘no one’.

that.DAT
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Matthew 27:12
Livonian:
(13A) Un  ku ta neisti uldist papist un
and when he those.PL.ELA high.PL.ELA  priest.PL.ELA and
vanimist sai kaibdod, sis  ta s

elder.PL.ELA get.PST.3SG accuse.PASS.PTCP then he NEG.PST.3sG
kuosta midagid.
say.CNG  anything

(EMW 1863)

(14A) Un  ku ta sai kaibdod neischt
and when he get.pST.3sG  accuse.PASS.PTCP those.PL.ELA
tildist pdpihft un  wanihmist, ta is
high.pL.ELA priest.PL.ELA and elderPL.ELA he NEG.PST.3SG
rokahnd it is midahgid  wasto.

Say.CNG even NEG.PST.3sG  anything  back
(PME 1880)

(15A) Ja  ku ta sai kaibdot vilist
and when he  get.PST.3SG accuse.PASS.PTCP  high.PL.ELA
priesterist ja vanimist, ta iz vastat
priest.PL.ELA and elder.PL.ELA he NEG.PST.3SG answer.CNG
mitto midagist.

NEG.PRT anything
(UT 1942)
Latvian:

(16A) Un winsch no teem augsteem preestereem
and he from  those.PL.DAT  high.PL.DAT priest.PL.DAT
un wezzajeem tappe apsuhdsehts, ne
and  elder.PL.DAT become.PST.3SG  accuse.PASS.PTCP NEG
atbildeja neneeka

answer.PST.35G nothing
(JD 1830)



64 Rogier Blokland

Matthew 27:24
Livonian:
(17A) Sis Pilatgs  nais, ku ta ab
then Pilate see.PST.3sG that he  NEG.PRS.3SG
soita, ab midagid tiedo
be.able.CNG NEG.PRS.3SG  anything do.cNG
(EMO 1863)
(18A) Bet ku Pilatés  ndis, ku  ta b
but when Pilate  see.PsT.3sG that he NEG.PRS.3SG
soita ab midahgid  tiedo  [...]

be.able.CNG NEG.PRS.3sG  anything do.cNG
(PME 1880)

(19A) Aga Pilatus  ndds, ku  ta  mitto midagid
but  Pilate see.PST.3sG that he NEG.PRT  anything
iz voi [...]

NEG.PRS.3SG  can.CNG
(OUT 1942)
Latvian:

(20A) Bet, kad Pilatus redseja, ka  winsch neneeka
but when Pilate see.PsT.3sG that he nothing
spehje padarriht

be.able.psT.3sG  carry.out
(JD 1830)





