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1 Introduction
External comparison with possessive constructions in the Yeniseian languages of Siberia suggests a 
diachronic explanation for morphological idiosyncrasies associated with Na-Dene possessed nouns, 
mlpqmlpfqflkp) afob`qflk^ip) ^ka abjlkpqo^qfsb mobČubp+ Pb`qflk / afp`rppbp qeb k^p^i*`i^pp mobČu qe^q 
appears before certain inalienably possessed nouns in Athabaskan (Dene) languages. Section 3 intro-
duces comparative Yeniseian morphology to propose that this element is a remnant of a generic posses-
pfsb ^ᵍu lk`b obdri^oiv mobpbkq _bqtbbk mlppbpplo ^ka mlppbpprj fk _lqe c^jfifbp _rq prosfsfkd qla^v 
in Athabaskan mostly before high frequency nouns. Section 4 considers Eyak, where, as is known, the 
i*nr^ifČbo fp pljbqfjbp `ldk^qb tfqe qeb >qe^_^ph^k k^p^i*`i^pp mobČu %Ho^rpp) fk mobm+&+ Qeb `ljm^of-
plk tfqe Vbkfpbf^k prddbpqp qe^q pljb fkpq^k`bp lc qeb Bv^h a* ^ka i*nr^ifČbop j^v abofsb colj clppfi-
fwba mlppbppfsb ^ᵍubp) qelrde jlpq lqebo nr^ifČbop abofsb colj ^k^qljf`^i klrkp+ Pb`qflk 2 `ljm^obp 
postpositional constructions in both families, which also show evidence of once having contained pos-
pbppfsb `lkkb`qlop+ Pb`qflk 3 `lkpfabop afob`qflk^ip) abČkba _v Ibbo %.6567 243& ^p ātloap qe^q pmb`fcv 
direction with regard to a frame of reference, such as a body of water”. Directionals in the two families 
have striking semantic and morphological parallels, including vestiges of possessive connectors. Sec-
qflk 4 bu^jfkbp bsfabk`b peltfkd qe^q Vbkfpbf^k ^ka K^*Abkb abjlkpqo^qfsb mobČubp tbob lofdfk^iiv 
`lkkb`qba ql qeb cliiltfkd pqbj _v ^ mlppbppfsb ^ᵍu+ Cfk^iiv) pb`qflk 5 `lkpfabop klk*`^klkf`^i lkpbq 
correspondences between Tlingit and Athabaskan-Eyak body-part nouns that may have arisen when 
qeb klrk fk Mob*Qifkdfq ^_plo_ba ^ mobČu `ldk^qb ql qeb k^p^i,i^qbo^i bibjbkqp ^qqbpqba fk >qe^_^ph^k*
Bv^h ^ka Vbkfpbf^k mlppbppfsb `lkpqor`qflkp+ Pb`qflk 6 prjj^ofwbp qebpb Čkafkdp ^ka `lkpfabop ^ cbt 
unanswered questions brought to light by the discussion.

2 Nasal-class nouns in Athabaskan
Mlppbppfsb mobČubp _bclob `boq^fk fk^ifbk^_iv mlppbppba klrkp fk Abkb %>qe^_^ph^k& i^kdr^dbp fkslisb 
^ k^p^i bibjbkq klq mobpbkq fk `lkgrk`qflk tfqe lqebo klrkp+ Of`b %.6567 /..& molsfabp qeb cliiltfkd 
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for the opportunity to include the present article, which was not actually presented at the 2013 Athabaskan/Dene Conference. 
The conference was successful in great part thanks to Sharon’s professional expertize and interpersonal skills, which achieved a 
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-ˉn-dalah ‘antler, horn’, -ˉn-ch’it’ ‘forehead’, -lɎ-ɟaˉnž þm^oq lc c^`b _bilt klpbÿ) -la-qah ‘head’, -lɎ-quhɩ 
‘cheek’, -la-ʹu’ ‘facial hair’, -la-wahsq’ þqbjmib+ Fk qebpb m^oqf`ri^o bu^jmibp) qeb ^iqbok^qfkd nr^ifČbo 
forms -ˉn- ~ -la- ^mm^obkqiv občb`q qeb Molql*K^*Abkb kljfk^i ollq *-n˞an’, meaning ‘face’ (Leer 2012: 
1). In other cases, such as tsaˉ*i^*nÿ^ʹ þgbiivČpeÿ %9 tsaˉ þol`hÿ ( nÿ^ʹ ‘fat’) and tsaˉ-la-ʹ^ɩ þdo^sbi lk _b^`eÿ 
%9 tsaˉ þol`hÿ ( ʹ^ɩ þdo^kri^o pr_pq^k`b<ÿ&) qeb Bv^h i*nr^ifČbo `^kklq _b bqvjlildfwba ^p abofsfkd colj 
an anatomical noun. The next section introduces Yeniseian comparanda to argue that the Athabaskan 
k^p^i*`i^pp mobČu ^ka pljb %_rq klq ^ii& fkpq^k`bp lc qeb Bv^h i*nr^ifČbo ^ob sbpqfdbp lc ^k ^k`fbkq db-
kbof` mlppbppfsb ^ᵍu+

3 Yeniseian possessive morphology
Yeniseian is a family of several languages once spoken across much of central and southern Siberia, but 
klt obmobpbkqba plibiv _v Hbq) tef`e e^p cbtbo qe^k Čcqv biaboiv pmb^hbop+ Qeb c^jfiv lk`b `lkq^fkba 
at least two primary branches – Ket and Kott – and has been hypothesized to be genealogically related 
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Hbq ādbkfqfsb prᵍubpĂ lc klrkp ^ka molklrkp `^k _b rpba lkiv afob`qiv _bclob ^ cliiltfkd mlppbpprj 
noun or postposition: ob-da qu’s ‘father’s tent’, bu-da qu’s ‘his tent’.

Three oblique case forms in Ket are built on a possessive base. The dative, adessive, and ablative 
forms of nouns and pronouns require the same pronominal possessive morphemes shown in (3), fol-
lowed by *Ū^ in dative case forms, *Ū^i in ablative, and -Ūqbk { *Ūq^ { *Ūq in adessive: 

 %2& qɥp*af*Ūqbk qɥp*af*Ū^i qɥp*af*Ū^
stone-3INAN.POSS-ADESS stone-3INAN.POSS-ABL stone-3INAN.POSS-DAT 
‘at the stone’ ‘from the stone’ ‘to the stone’   

Fk %2& qeb sbi^o k^p^i Ū fp pbdjbkqba ^ka dilppba ^p m^oq lc qeb `^pb bkafkd+ Eltbsbo) qefp plrka fp 
otherwise found only in codas, so that its presence in the onset of these three case endings is enigmatic. 
Qeb mobpbkq ^oqf`ib tfii ^odrb qe^q fq abofsbp colj ^ dbkbof` mlppbppfsb ^ᵍu qe^q prosfsbp fk Jlabok Hbq 
lkiv fk a^qfsb) ^_i^qfsb ^ka ^abppfsb clojp) ^ka qe^q qeb ^`qr^i `^pb prᵍubp ^ob a^qfsb -a, ablative -al, 
and adessive -ten ~ -ta ~ -t+ Fq tfii croqebo _b ^odrba qe^q qeb k^p^i bibjbkq *Ū- appearing in these Yeni-
pbf^k `^pb clojp fp `ldk^qb tfqe qeb >qe^_^ph^k k^p^i*`i^pp mobČu+
Jlob bsfabk`b qe^q qeb bkfdj^qf` *Ū- in Ket possessive augmented case endings once served as a 

generic marker of possession can be found by examining Kott, an extinct language that belongs to an-
other primary branch of Yeniseian. In Ket noun paradigms, while the case forms that require a preced-
fkd mlppbppfsb ^ᵍu obdri^oiv `lkq^fk *Ū-, the bare possessive (genitive-case) form does not. In (6) the 
forms in the left column are the bare possessives with no nasal element, while the dative forms in the 
right column contain the nasal connector: 

(6) a. Ket case forms made from the singular noun Ŭˊm ‘father’
  ob-d-a   ob-d-a-Ū-a
  father-3-MASC.POSS father-3-MASC-POSS-DAT

  ‘the father’s’  ‘to the father’ 
  
  b. Ket case forms made from the plural noun l_^Ū ‘fathers’
   l_*^Ū*k^   l_*^Ū*k^*Ū-a
   father-PL-ANIM.PL.POSS father-PL-ANIM.PL-POSS-DAT

   ‘the fathers’’  ‘to the fathers’

The Kott case forms, by contrast, lack the 3rd person singular consonant d- and animate plural n- 
clrka fk Hbq mlppbppfsb mobČubp7 op ‘father’, op-â ‘father’s’, op-a˝-’a ‘to father’. Possessive *Ū does however 
show up in the Kott animate-plural forms, including the bare possessive lm^k*^*Ū ‘the fathers’’, where it 
is lacking in Ket (ob-aŪ*na þqeb c^qebopÿÿ&+ Qeb Hlqq clojp fk %4& ^ob q^hbk colj @^pqoÚk %.5257 04&7 

(7) a. Kott case forms of the singular noun op ‘father’2 
  op-â  op-a˝-’-a
  father-3MASC.POSS father-3MASC-POSS-DAT

  ‘the father’s’  ‘to the father’ 
  

5. The circumfix in the Kott examples was used by Castrén (1858) in his transcription. It is unclear what it represented, though 
available Ket cognates suggest it transcribes either vowel half length or glottalization or both. 
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  b. Kott case forms of the plural noun l_^Ū ‘fathers’
   op-an-a-Ū  op-an-a-Ū-a
   father-PL-ANIM.PL-POSS father-PL-ANIM.PL-POSS-DAT

   ‘the fathers’’  ‘to the fathers’

Qeb c^`q qe^q dbkbof` mlppbppfsb Ū ^mmb^op fk qeb Hlqq ^kfj^qb miro^i clojp _rq klq fk qeb pfkdri^o lo 
inanimate plural forms suggests the original nasal of the preceding animate-plural marker *-na-, later 
reduced to -a- in Kott, conditioned its preservation. The Ket and Kott forms from tables (6) and (7) are 
obmolar`ba ^d^fk fk %5& ^ilkdpfab qeb Molql*Vbkfpbf^k ob`lkpqor`qflkp qebv prmmloq7 

 %5& Ket Kott Proto-Yeniseian  meaning 
  Ŭˊm  lm 'Ŭˊ_ ‘father’
  ob-da  op-a˝ 'l_*a^*Ūʲ (> *l_*aʲ^*Ūʲ) ‘of the father’ 
  ls^Ū*k^  lm^k*^*Ū 'l_^Ū*k^*Ūʲ ‘of the fathers’ 
  l_*a^*Ū*^ op-a˝*ÿ^ 'l_*a^*Ūʲ^ (> *l_*aʲ^*Ūʲ^) ‘to the father’
  ls^Ū*k^*Ū*^ lm^k*^*Ū*^ 'l_^Ū*k^*Ūʲ*^ 
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  ƈˊ  au *aw ‘you (sg.)’
  ƈˊh ~ k  au *aw-Ūʲ þvlro %pd+&ÿ 
  uk-uŪ-a  au-a *aw-Ūʲ-a   ‘to you (sg.)’
  
  ɖh*Ū   ^r*lŪ2 *ɖh-n   ‘you (pl.)’
  ɖh*Ū*k^  ^r*lŪ { ^r*lŪ*oŋ *ɖh-n-na-Ūʲ þvlro %mi+&ÿ
  ɖh*Ū*k^  ^r*lŪ*^7 *ɖh-n-na-Ūʲ-a   ‘to you (pl.)’
 

The Proto-Yeniseian reconstruction of 1sg. pronominal 'uʲ (possibly alternating allophonically with 
obqolčbu 'gʮ& fk %6& fp pmb`ri^qfsb) _rq tlria bumi^fk qeb obqbkqflk lc k^p^i Ū fk qeb Hlqq mlppbppfsb cloj 
‘my’, since this nasal is retained after original labials. It would also help explain the appearance of labial 
b in the Ket 1sg. possessive forms. The coda correspondence Ket d – Kott j is found in other Yeniseian 
words, such as Central Ket qa˟ˊde ‘fur, hair’, Southern Ket qa˟ˊo þcro) e^foÿ) ^ka Hlqq qaj ‘fur’5. If Na-Dene 
and Yeniseian are indeed genealogically related, the original 1sg. marker was probably a velar or uvular 
fricative of some sort (most likely 'uʲ). The 2sg. marker may have been *w, probably preserved uniquely 
in the onset of Tlingit 2sg. pronoun wa’e˜) ^p prddbpqba _v D+Pq^olpqfk %/-./7 .00&) qelrde qefp cloj fp 
isolated in Na-Dene. The non-congruence of Na-Dene 1sg. and 2sg. pronouns with pronouns in Yeni-
seian (or other branches of the proposed ‘Sino-Dene’ or ‘Dene-Caucasian’ family) might be due to the 
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obpfarb lc tloap qe^q al klq Čq fkql ^kv lc qeb lqebo dolrmp+ Qeb ^ppl`f^qflk lc qeb Bv^h a* ^ka i*nr^i-
fČbop tfqe pl j^kv mlppf_ib jb^kfkdp prddbpqp qe^q qeb lofdfk^i crk`qflk lc qebpb bibjbkqp j^v e^sb 
_bbk do^jj^qf`^i o^qebo qe^k ibuf`^i+ Nr^ifČbop ^ipl ^mmb^o fk j^kv mlpqmlpfqflk^i `lkpqor`qflkp) pr`e 
as tsaˉdlaˉt’aʹd ‘(sheltered) under a rock’ or tsaˉdlaˉʹa’ for a rock’, further suggesting that the elements in 
question originated as grammatical connectors and are not derived from lexical roots.

The discussion in section 2 proposed that Proto-Yeniseian possessive morphology involved 3rd per-
son pronominal *d- followed by generic possessive '*Ūʲ*. The Eyak data suggest that some of the quali-
Čbop j^v _b `ldk^qb tfqe qebpb jlomebjbp+ Qeb Bv^h a*nr^ifČbo j^v e^sb absbilmba lk qeb _^pfp lc 
an earlier 3rd person pronominal marker, and some instances of the l*nr^ifČbo ^mmb^o ql _b sbpqfdbp lc ^ 
shared Dene-Yeniseian generic possessive marker. Such an interpretation would explain concatenations 
lc jriqfmib nr^ifČbop) qeb obi^qfsb loabo lc a* cliiltba _v i*nr^ifČbo) ^ka ^ipl qeb afᵍ`riqv lc bqvjlil-
dfwfkd j^kv a* ^ka i*nr^ifČbo rp^dbp ^p abofsfkd colj ^kv m^oqf`ri^o klrk+ 

On this analysis, the form -dlaˉ- in combinations like Eyak tsaˉ-dlaˉ*qɖtfˉs ‘stone axe’ and tsaˉdlaˉt’aʹd 
‘(sheltered) under a rock’ represents a lexicalized remnant of ancient possessive morphology. Compare 
the homologous concatenation of morphemes in the following Ket and Eyak postpositional construc-
tions: 

 (10) a.  Ket postpositional construction ‘to a rock’ 
    qɥp*a*f*Ū*^
    rock-3-INAN-POSS-toward

  b. Eyak postpositional construction ‘for a rock’ 
    qp^7 *ai^7 *ʹ^ÿ
    rock-QUALIFIER-for

Ket 3rd person -d- ^ka dbkbof` mlppbppfsb *Ū* ^mmb^o ql _b eljlildlrp tfqe qeb *d- and -l- components 
lc qeb `ljmlrka Bv^h nr^ifČbo -dlaˉ-. Fc qefp fp qeb `^pb) eltbsbo) qeb rpb lc qebpb nr^ifČbop fk Bv^h 
`ljmibu tloap i^qbo rkabotbkq ^k^ildf`^i buqbkpflk) pl qe^q qebfo riqfj^qb afpqof_rqflk občb`qp jr`e 
fkkls^qflk) rkifhb qeb k^p^i*`i^pp mobČu fk >qe^_^ph^k+ Qefp fp bsfabkq colj qeb mobpbk`b lc qeb nr^if-
Čbo -dlaˉ- in the neologism tsaˉ-dlaˉ-ʹe’ þhbolpbkbÿ) ifqbo^iiv þol`h dob^pbÿ 9 tsaˉ þol`hÿ ( ʹe’ ‘grease’ (Krauss 
1970, vol. 2, p. 191). This word obviously could not have been inherited from the proto-language and 
jrpq e^sb _bbk clojba _v molar`qfsb ^k^ildv+ >ipl) qeb Bv^h a*nr^ifČbo fp m^o^afdj^qf`^iiv mobpbkq 
^cqbo Čopq* lo pb`lka*mboplk mlppbpplop) ^p tbii ^p qefoa*mboplk+ Fc lofdfk^iiv ^ qefoa mboplk mlppbppfsb 
marker, its presence would be expected in Eyak ’u-dlaˉ-tsaˉ þefp qbpqf`ibpÿ %ifqbo^iiv þefp ol`hpÿ8 `c+ Hbq bu-
a^*qɥÿp ‘his rock’, which cannot be used metaphorically as an anatomical noun), whereas its appearance 
fk Čopq*mboplk Bv^h si-dlaˉ-tsaˉ þjv qbpqf`ibpÿ %Ho^rpp .64-) sli+ /) m+ .6.&) jrpq e^sb pmob^a _v ^k^ildv+ 
Qeb evmlqebpfp mrq clot^oa ebob obd^oafkd qeb Bv^h nr^ifČbop qebobclob lkiv ^``lrkqp clo qebfo ^k`fbkq 
origin, not their synchronic distribution, which seems to show much analogical extension and leveling, 
if not also semantic reanalysis.
Cfk^iiv) qeb ^k^ivpfp lc qeb i*nr^ifČbo ^p abofsfkd colj ^ dbkbof` mlppbppfsb `lkkb`qlo tlria bumi^fk 

tev fq kbsbo _bdfkp ^k rkmlppbppba klrk fk Bv^h+ Qeb a*nr^ifČbo jlomebjb) eltbsbo) `^k _bdfk ^ 
klrk ^p ^ qebj^qf` mobČu fk K^*Abkb) ^p tbii ^p fk Hbq) pfk`b fq abofsbp colj ^ 0rd person pronominal 
mobČu+ Bu^jmibp lc Hbq klrkp abofsba rpfkd qebj^qf` d- tbob afp`rppba fk S^ga^ %/--17 .2&7 ŋˊq þql pjbiiÿ) 
‘smelling’ – dŋˊq þqeb pjbii %lc pljbqefkd&ÿ) ^ipl ƈˊi ‘pole’
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Fq _b^op obmb^qfkd qe^q qeb lsbo^ii nrbpqflk lc >qe^_^ph^k ^ka bpmb`f^iiv Bv^h nr^ifČbo lofdfkp fp 
buqobjbiv `ljmif`^qba) ^ka lkiv ^ pr_pbq lc qeb nr^ifČbop `lria e^sb mlppf_iv ^ofpbk qeolrde ^ crk`-
qflk^i obfkqbomobq^qflk lc ^o`e^f` mlppbppfsb jlomelildv+ > krj_bo lc Bv^h nr^ifČbo mobČubp `ib^oiv 
derive instead from lexical roots with anatomical meanings, while others arose within the templatic 
verb complex from reanalysis of incorporated noun codas (Leer 2009). Some instances of the Eyak 
-l*nr^ifČbo abofsb colj Molql*K^*Abkb {'ün˞an ‘face’11, as Leer (2012: 1) convincingly argued, and not 
from bygone possessive markers. But since the Proto-Athabaskan inalienably possessed noun *–n-n˞ɖk 
þc^`bÿ %Ibbo) /-./7 .&) ifhb j^kv lqebo _lav*m^oq klrkp) fqpbic obnrfoba qeb k^p^i*`i^pp mobČu fk mlppbp-
pfsb `lkpqor`qflkp) qefp mobČu) ifhb qeb pbj^kqf`^iiv lm^nrb `lk`^qbk^qflkp lc Bv^h d- and l*nr^ifČbop) fp 
more convincingly explained as a vestige of ancient possessive morphology. The interaction of anatomi-
`^i klrkp tfqe _vdlkb mlppbppfsb jlomelildv dfsbp qeb Bv^h nr^ifČbo pvpqbj jr`e lc fqp afpqfk`qfsb 
functional and morphological elaboration.

5 Postpositional constructions
Both Na-Dene and Yeniseian make extensive use of postpositions. Many Yeniseian postpositions are 
etymologically connected with anatomical nouns, so it is unsurprising that pronominal possessive con-
nectors are used to link them to their preceding noun or pronoun object: 

 (10)  Ket postpositional construction ‘(motion) under a rock’ 
  qɥp*a*ɥk*^ 
  rock-3INAN.POSS-bottom-DAT 

Ket postpositional constructions regularly contain generic 3rd person pronominal d-, but they lack the 
sbi^o k^p^i mobpbkq _bclob mlppbppfsb ^ᵍubp fk qeb a^qfsb) ^_i^qfsb ^ka ^abppfsb `^pb clojp+ 

Athabaskan postpositional constructions do not regularly contain either 3rd person d- or the nasal-
`i^pp mobČu+ Eltbsbo) l``^pflk^i objk^kqp lc _lqe jlomebjbp j^v e^sb prosfsba+ Qeb Hbq mlpqmlpf-
tion -ɥk þ_lqqljÿ fk %.-& fp `ldk^qb tfqe Hlqq ha˝n- in ha˝na
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 (11)  Ket directional stems 
  d-igda-bes  
  3MASC.POSS-downland-passing 
  þm^ppfkd altki^ka colj fqÿ , þm^ppfkd _v fq altkefii ^ilkd qeb ofsbo_^khÿ

  d-aged-bes  
  3MASC.POSS-upland-passing
  þm^ppfkd _befka fqÿ , þm^ppfkd rmi^ka colj fqÿ

(12)  Hbq Čkfqb sbo_p tfqe fk`lomlo^qba afob`qflk^ip 
  d-igd-on-d-daq  
  1SJB-downland-PST-1SG.SBJ-walk 
  ‘I went down to the river (to spend the summer)’

  d-ɖq-on-d-daq  %ɖq 9 *aged) 
  1SJB-upland-PST-1SG.SBJ-walk 
  ‘I left the riverside and went up into the forest (to spend the winter)’

The Ket antonyms -igd- ‘downhill’, ‘downland’, ‘down from forest to river’ and -aged- ~ -aɠa- ~ *ɖq* ‘up-
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7. Vestigial possessive morphology with demonstrative preþxes
Demonstratives in Yeniseian and Na-Dene are preposed relational morphemes denoting relative prox-
imity or distance in relation to the speaker or other point of reference. Both families show evidence 
qe^q abjlkpqo^qfsb mobČubp tbob lk`b cliiltba _v mlppbppfsb `lkkb`qlop+ Qeb Hbq,Vrde abjlkpqo^-
tives ki-d ‘this’, ki-n ‘these’ and tu-d ‘that’, tu-n 
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bkfdj^qf` jlomelildf`^i cb^qrobp o^qebo qe^k lk ^odrfkd clo ^kv m^oqf`ri^o dbkb^ildf`^i `i^ppfČ`^qflk 
of the languages involved. The proposed homologies in Yeniseian and Na-Dene possessive morphology 
bu^jfkba fk `lkkb`qflk tfqe klrkp) mlpqmlpfqflkp) afob`qflk^ip ^ka abjlkpqo^qfsb mobČubp) bsbk fc 
s^ifa) al klq ^rqlj^qf`^iiv prmmloq ^ āAbkb*Vbkfpbf^kĂ i^kdr^db c^jfiv+ Fq fp klq vbq `ib^o tebqebo qeb 
molmlpba eljlildfbp obmobpbkq fkkls^qflkp qe^q ^olpb rkfnrbiv fk ^ āAbkb*Vbkfpbf^kĂ c^jfiv lo fkpqb^a 
are shared retentions that have survived within a larger, more ancient family. The same patterns may 
turn out to be present in members of a broader family that might include Sino-Tibetan and other Old 
World families. My suspicion is that the nasal possessive marker, at least, is more widely distributed and 
not an innovation characteristic of Na-Dene and Yeniseian alone.14 While external morphological com-
parisons between Na-Dene and Yeniseian are obviously useful for understanding the historical develop-
ment of each family and also add more evidence that the two families are somehow related, the kind 
lc _fk^ov `ljm^ofplk rkaboq^hbk ebob fp klq prᵍ`fbkq ql abjlkpqo^qb qebj ^p ^ s^ifa q^ulk tfqelrq 
qeb qvmb lc _ol^abo fksbpqfd^qflk rodba _v Dblodb Pq^olpqfk %/-./& fk efp `ofqfnrb lc qeb Abkb*Vbkfpbf^k 
Hypothesis. 

In any event, achieving a clearer understanding of the internal morphological development of Na-
Dene and Yeniseian — which has been the primary goal of the present article — is valuable in its own 
right and can only prove of use to purposes of linguistic taxonomy in the future. Language relatedness, 
after all, is only one of many interesting facts in the history of languages.
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