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Abstract: A cross-linguistically rare interrogative category (i.e., an interrogative verb
with the meaning ‘say what’) is observed in the North Samoyedic (Uralic) languages.
The interrogative verb in these languages is used in content questions, and functions as
the predicate of the main or the embedded clause. It takes the regular verb morphemes
with two exceptions: it (i) does not display object agreement, and (ii) cannot combine
with the regular past tense morpheme. Furthermore, there is also an ordering restric-
tion on multiple questions containing the interrogative verb. The morphosyntactic evi-
dence suggests that the North Samoyedic interrogative verb is analyzed as a result of a
wh-object incorporation.
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1. Introduction

Cross-linguistic studies report on a rare interrogative category (i.e.,
the category of the interrogative verb), which (i) is exclusively used in
a content question; (ii) functions as the predicate of the main or sub-
ordinate clause; and (iii) combines with any of the morphemes available
for verbs in the given language (cf. van der Auwera and Idiatov 2004,
Cysouw 2004, Idiatov 2006, Hagége 2008). Grammars of the North
Samoyedic languages (henceforth NS languages) usually mention an
interrogative verb with the meaning ‘say what’ (i.e., Nenets xa?manz (1);
Enets kodumad’'; Nganasan kumunsa (2)), but lack of giving a precise
description of it (Terescenko 1973, Nikolaeva 2014, Wagner-Nagy 2019).

I Terescenko (1973) lists the Enets interrogative verb form in her comparative grammar,
but she lacks exemplifying the usage of the verb in a sentence. Therefore, I cannot cite
any Enets example from her here.
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(1)  Tundra Nenets
nisa-r xa?’man-ya?
father-rP0ss.2sG ~ what.say-c0.3sG
‘What has your father said?’ (elicited data)

(2)  Nganasan
12, kumu-yu-? nemi-ca.
well  say.what-INTER-3PL  mother-PL.2SG
‘What have your parents said?’ (JSM_000809 Life nar.098; Wagner-
Nagy 2019: 385)

In (Tundra) Nenets, there is a further verb appearing exclusively in
questions: the negative auxiliary xana- meaning ‘how (can) not’ (3).

(3)  Tundra Nenets
xana-dm? xan-7?
how.not-1sG ~ go-CONNEG
‘How can I not go?’ (Teres¢enko 1965: 743, Nikolaeva 2014: 281)

This verb, nevertheless, is not used in content questions but appears
in (negative) polar questions. In contrast, the question-answer pair in (4)
illustrates that the question containing the interrogative verb ‘say what’
in the NS languages does not question the truth value of the utterance,
but asks for a specific information (i.e., it appears in a question that can-
not be answered by a simple ‘Yes’ or ‘No’).

(4)  Tundra Nenets
A: pidar xa?manan?
‘What have you said?’

B: #upa?./# niga?.
#‘Yes.”/ #'No.’

The auxiliary xana- thus fails to conform to the above criteria.
Therefore, it is not considered as an interrogative verb and is not dealt
with in this paper.

The paper aims at describing and comparing the (morpho)syntax
of the interrogative verb meaning ‘say what’ in the NS languages. For
this purpose, the criteria, such as the inflectional and distributional
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characteristics of the Tundra Nenets interrogative verb used by Mus
(2018) will be followed, and her results will be compared here with the
further NS interrogative verbs. Since derivational morphology does not
seem to be syntactically relevant, it will not be addressed.

In general, the NS interrogative verb behaves like any other NS
transitive verb having a wh-object, on the one hand, and like any other
NS verb appearing in interrogative clauses, on the other. It is argued here
that the interrogative verb is the result of a wh-object incorporation in
the NS languages. It means that the verb meaning ‘say’ has incorporated
its wh-object ‘what’. This syntactic process affects the morphology and
syntax of the NS interrogative verb in the following ways. First, there
is no object agreement on the interrogative verb. Second, the inter-
rogative verb forms the past tense not by adding the regular past tense
morpheme, but rather by taking the so-called interrogative mood suffix.
Third, we find a combinability-constraint on multiple questions ruling
out the appearance of the interrogative verb with certain wh-phrases.
This phenomenon is taken as a result of a restriction on ordering among
wh-phrases in multiple questions.

The paper is organized as follows. After a short introduction of the
languages and the data in Section 2, I will discuss the syntactic func-
tion of the interrogative verb in Section 3. I will show how different
types of interrogative predicate phrases in the NS languages differ from
one another. Section 4 is about the morphosyntax and syntax of the
interrogative verb. I will concentrate on morphosyntactic and syntactic
restrictions showed by the NS interrogative verb (e.g., the interrogative
verb lacks object agreement and past tense [TAME] morphemes, and
cannot combine with certain interrogative phrases). In Section 5, I will
show that a wh-verb is a common category in the languages of North-
Siberia. Finally, I will conclude my observations in Section 6.

2. The North Samoyedic languages and data

The Samoyedic languages form a branch of the Uralic language
family. Traditionally, the Samoyedic group is further devided into the
Northern and the Southern subgroups. Although this classification
has been challenged e.g., by Janhunen (1998) and Helimski (2005) in
recent years (as it is more likely an area-based division of the languages
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influenced by secondary language contacts) the traditional classification
will be followed here.

The North Samoyedic languages are spoken in the Northern terri-
tories of the Russian Federation (i.e., in North Eastern Europe and in
North Siberia). The Nenets, the Enets and the Nganasan languages are
usually classified as the members of the North Samoyedic language
branch. Furthermore, there are two variants of Nenets and Enets: Tundra
and Forest Nenets; and Tundra and Forest Enets. These were treated in
the earlier grammars as dialects or dialectal groups (e.g. Teres¢enko
1973). Due to many significant differences it makes sense to consider
them as separate languages (for a more detailed description see e.g.
Salminen 2002, 2007, Toulouze 2003, Janhunen 2009). The NS lan-
guages are traditionally considered as head-final languages having an
SOV configuration at the level of the simple transitive sentence. The
interrogative phrase tends to appear in situ in these languages, but other
syntactic positions are also attested in questions (e.g. the wh-phrase can
be adjacent to the verb or can appear at the beginning of the sentence
regardless its syntactic function; see e.g. Nikolaeva 2014 for Tundra
Nenets).

This paper is preliminary based on the examination of corpus data.
The availability of the NS data shows significant differences. First, the
Tundra Nenets language does not have a corpus that contains a repre-
sentative amount of data. But there are online newspapers (e.g., Narana
winder) and published written sources that serve as the basis of the
current examination. Additionally, a native speaker (Khadry Okotetto)
was consulted by using, inter alia, grammaticality judgment tests to
determine whether some constructions are well-formed. Unless otherwise
indicated, the source of the Tundra Nenets data in this paper is the result
of these elicitations. Second, given that Forest Nenets lacks a corpus, and
there is no occurence of the interrogative verb in the available sources
including grammars, a language expert of Forest Nenets, Kaur Mégi, was
consulted. Some of the preliminary findings was confirmed by him. The
two Nenets interrogative verbs are exemplified in (5) and (6).

(5)  Tundra Nenets
xa?man-ya-n?
what.say-co-2sG
‘What have you said?’
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(6)  Forest Nenets
ka?Pma-n?
what.say-2sG
‘What have you said?’

Given that there is no occurrence of the Forest Nenets interrogative
verb in texts, I exclude Forest Nenets from the general conclusions
of this paper. Third, the situation of the interrogative verb in Forest
and Tundra Enets languages is also complex. The data are from the
unpublished Digital Corpus of Enets by Olesya Khanina and Andrey
Shluinsky. On the one hand, there is no example of the interrogative verb
in the corpus of the Forest Enets language, neither is there a description
of it in Siegl (2013). Therefore, the results described here mainly con-
cern Tundra Enets. On the other hand, based on corpus data of Tundra
Enets it is the combination of a free-standing particle meaning ‘so” and
the verb ‘say’ that is used instead of one (complex) verb form (7).

(7)  Tundra Enets
koz  mana-d?
so say-2SG
‘What did you want to say?’ (ZAZN100810ZA OSEBE 068)

The construction in (7), nevertheless, seems to correspond to the
NS interrogative verb form. Given that the strict adjacency of the
particle and the verb (i.e. nothing seems to intervene between them),
seems to be obligatory on the basis of the corpus data, I assume that
these two elements form a compound in this language as well.2 Never-
theless, it is needed to be further tested with native speakers. Fourth, the
Nganasan data are taken from the Nganasan Spoken Language Corpus
(see Brykina et al. 2016). Since corpus data are not always adequate
for syntactic analysis, some observations here only concern the Tundra
Nenets language. The original translations and glosses for each corpus
data have been kept in this paper as they are given in the corpora.

2 In the corpus of Tundra Enets any further example for the use of this particle koz is not
found.
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3. The syntactic function of the NS interrogative verb

In the clause, the interrogative verb functions as the predicate of the
main or the embedded clause. When being the predicate of the main
clause, it agrees with its subject in person and number. This agreement
is expressed via suffixes attached to the interrogative verb (8)—(10).

®)

)

(10)

Tundra Nenets

a. pidar xa?man-na-n? b. pidara?xa?’man-pa-da??
2sG  what.say-c0-2sG 2pL  what.say-co-2PL
‘What have you said?’ ‘What have you (pL) said?’

Tundra Enets

a. koz  mana-d? b. kozo  mana tfeke-r?
so  say-2SG so say.3sG  this-2sG
‘What do you say?’ ‘What did he say with this word?’
(IPVP100807IP_RAZSTA 206) (IPVP100807IP_RAZSTA 206)
Nganasan
a. Kodu kumu-nu-n?
aunt.voc  what.say-INTER-2SG
‘What do you say, aunt?’ (JDH_99 ThreeTents_flkd.298)
b. 75, kununu kobtu?z-la, kumun-hu?

well  where girl-2sG what.say-INTER.PST.3SG
‘Where is your girl, what did she say?’ (JSM_090809 Life nar.476)

Since nominal/adjectival interrogative predicates also take subject
agreement inflection without an overt copula in the clause (Siegl 2013,
Nikolaeva 2014, Mus 2015, Wagner-Nagy 2019; 11-12), no difference
may at first seem between these two wh-predicates.

(11)

(12)

Tundra Nenets
pidar  xib’a-n?
258G

who-2sG

‘Who are you?’

Nganasan
tona sili-n?
2sG who-2sG

‘Who are you?’ (ChND_99 Shaman2 flkd.015)
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The two interrogative predicate types (i.e., the verbal and non-verbal
one) differ primarily in that the verbal one is combined with tense,
aspect, mood, evidentiality, etc. markers, e.g., the future tense marker is
attached to the interrogative verb in (13)—(15).

(13) Tundra Nenets
pidar  xa?’man-da-n?
28G what.say-FUT-2SG
‘What will you say?’

(14) Tundra Enets
tfikeza koz  ma-da-d?
this-3sG  so  say-FUT-2SG
‘What will you say?’ (MD090826_DET 080)

(15) Nganasan
Mona  kumun-ta-yu-m?
IsG what.say-FUT-INTER- 1SG
‘What can [ say?” (MVL_090807 Hungabtadja flks.285)

In contrast, predicate interrogative phrases cannot take TAME mor-
phology, but a copula appears and the suffixes are attached to it. Note
that the subject agreement suffix appears both on the predicate (interrog-
ative) phrase and on the copula, see the Tundra Nenets example in (16).

(16) Tundra Nenets
pidar  xib’a-n nee-nku-n?
25G who-2sG  be-FUT-2SG
‘Who will you be?’

The Nganasan examples in (17) and (18) illustrate further properties
of the interrogative verb: it can be negated (17) and passivized (18), as
regular verbs in the language.

(17) Nganasan
V) n’i-nti-gaj kumuny-kal it 'a-?.
well NEG-PRS-3DU what.say-EMPH-CONNEG
‘They don’t say anything.” (ChNS_ 080214 Hibula flkd.058)
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(18) Nganasan
75,  kumu-yu kobtua-lo, kumu-ru-na-n?
well what.say-INTER.3SG  girl-2sG ~ what.say-PASS-INTER-2SG.REFL
‘What has your girl told/said, what were you told?’ (JSM_090809
Life nar.120)

As mentioned above, the NS interrogative verb can be the predicate
of an embedded clause. A typical NS subordinate clause is non-finite,
and it precedes the main verb (Siegl 2013, Nikolaeva 2014, Wagner-
Nagy 2019). The interrogative verb can take non-finite morphological
markers without any restrictions, see the Tundra Nenets example in (19).

(19) Tundra Nenets
nisa-nd xa?’ma-?ma-m?  namda-ra-s.
father-GEN.2sG ~ what.say-AN-ACC  hear-2SG-PST
“You heard what your father says.’

In Nganasan, a finite embedded clause is also possible. The Nganasan
interrogative verb is allowed both in a non-finite (20) and in a finite (21)
embedded clause.

(20) Nganasan
Toti  tiy  na-nu-ntu? kumun-tua buadu: [...]?
that 2PL near-LOCADV-OBL.2PL what.say-PTCP.PRS word
‘What does it mean in your language [...]?” (JDH_00 Njaakju
flkd.053)

(21) Nganasan
D’esi-ra kumu-nu, toniZia  i-s'iido-).
father-2sG ~ what.say-INTER.3SG ~ so be-FUT-25G
“You also do what your father says.” (JSM_090809 Life nar.009)

4. Wh-object incorporation: restrictions on the morphology and
syntax of the interrogative verb

In this section, it will be argued that the wh-object argument of the
verb meaning ‘say’ is the part of the interrogative verb itself in the NS
languages. This is supported by diachronic facts. Among Janhunen’s
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(1977: 75, 88) Proto-Samoyed etymologies we find an interrogative
stem *ku- ‘what, which’ and a verb *md(n)- meaning ‘say’. The forms of
the NS interrogative verbs (i.e. Tundra Nenets xa?man-, Forest Nenets
ka?ma-, Tundra Enets koz+mana-, Nganasan kumun-) clearly show that
the verb is the combination of these two Proto-Samoyed forms. The
origin of the glottal stop in the Nenets interrogative stems is never-
theless not clear.

4.1. Constraint on object agreement

In the overt structure it seems, at least at first glance, that the inter-
rogative verb allows the deletion of its direct object. In the NS lan-
guages, covert pronominal (and 3rd person topical) objects obligatorily
trigger inflectional agreement on transitive verbs (Dalrymple and
Nikolaeva 2011). As the Tundra Nenets example in (22) shows, an
agreement suffix attaches to transitive verbs with 3rd person covert (or
topical) objects.

(22) Tundra Nenets
pidar  (gazeta-m?) tola-r.
25G newspaper-acc  read-25G.SG
‘(As for a/the newspaper,) you are reading it.’

The interrogative verb in NS, however, does not take the object
agreement marker as might be expected of transitive verbs with covert
object. In Tundra and Forest Nenets, we have examples that clearly
show the ungrammaticality of the object agreement of the interrogative
verb (23)—(24).

(23) Tundra Nenets
xa’man-ya-*r?
what.say-C0-25G.SG

(24) Forest Nenets
ka?ma-*1?
what.say-25G.SG


http://read-2sg.sg
http://what.say-co-2sg.sg
http://what.say-2sg.sg
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The corpus data of Tundra Enets and Nganasan support this obser-
vation: the interrogative verb appears in the corpora in the so-called
subjective conjugation, so it agrees exclusively with its subject. There-
fore, I expect that this constraint also applies for Enets and Nganasan.
Since non-topical overt objects, such as wh-objects, never trigger agree-
ment on transitive verbs in the NS languages (25), the object agreement
restriction on the interrogative verb can be explained by the fact that it
has a non-topical wh-object, and not a deleted direct object, that does
not allow the verb to take an object agreement suffix. I assume that
this obviously non-topical wh-object is incorporated in the interrogative
verb.

(25) Tundra Nenets
pidar  nyamke-m? tola-n/*-r?
2sG what-acc read-28G/-25G.SG
‘What are you reading?’

4.2. Constraint on past tense marking

In the NS languages, there is a so-called interrogative mood
expressed through a suffix. This mood marker also bears a [+past] tense
feature. So the markers of the regular past tense and the interrogative
mood are in complementary distribution in these languages: the regular
past tense suffix is used to form the past tense in declarative sentences
(26), while the interrogative mood obligatorily appears on the predicate
verb used in questions with past tense reference (27) (Siegl 2013,
Nikolaeva 2014, Wagner-Nagy 2019).

(26) Tundra Nenets
pidar  gazeta-m? tola-na-s.
25G newspaper-acC  read-2SG-PST
“You read a/the newspaper.’

(27) Tundra Nenets
pidar  pamke-m?  tola-sa-n?
28G what-Acc read-INTER-2SG
‘What did you read?’


http://sg.sg

The North Samoyedic interrogative verb 129

Due to this distribution above, the NS interrogative verbs do not take
the regular past tense suffix (28), but the interrogative mood marker
appears on them instead (29)—(30).

(28)

(29)

(30)

Tundra Nenets

pidar  xa?ma-na-*-s?

25G what.say-2SG-PST

intended meaning: ‘What did you say?’

Tundra Nenets

pidar  xa?man-sa-n?

28G what.say-INTER-2SG
‘What did you say?’

Nganasan

Tona kumun-hu-n?

25G what.say-INTER.PST-2SG

‘What did you say?’ (Teresc¢enko 1973: 92)

The distribution of these two suffixes clearly shows that a question-
element is incorporated into the verb here.

In Nganasan, there are aorist and future tense, as well as, iterative
forms of the interrogative mood (Wagner-Nagy 2002: 112—113,
Wagner-Nagy 2019: 247-248). Each of these suffixes can be taken by
the interrogative verb in Nganasan (31).

€2))

Nganasan

To, kumu-yu kobtua-1a,

well  what.say-INTER.3sG  girl-2sG

kumu-ru-na-n?

what.say-PASS-INTER-2SG.REFL

‘What has your girl told/said, what were you told?’ (JSM_090809
Life nar.120)

The use of the interrogative mood in the future does not seem to be
obligatory though. In the corpus, we find the combination of the inter-
rogative verb and the future interrogative mood suffix (32) as well as
the combination of the verb and the regular future tense morpheme (33).
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(32) Nganasan
VEER kumun-ta-nu-m to taharﬁm, maa
well say.what-FUT-INTER-1SG ~ well  now what
buadu  d’ebtu-to-nu-m?
word tell-FUT-INTER- 1 SG
‘What would I say now, what word would I say?’
(JSM_090809 ParentsAndUncles nar.265)

(33) Nganasan

Omti  hodiir-ma n’i-hiaadoo-y  kondu-?, liiaPsa
this letter-ACC.1SG ~ NEG-IRR-2SG carry-CONNEG ~ Russian
pata-bii-ta lakariai? kumun-suda-n?
see-COND-OBL.2SG suddenly say.what-FUT-2SG

“You’d rather take my letter, and if you meet the Russian, what would
you say?’ (KK 92 Fox flkd.010)

The difference between the two future forms of the Nganasan inter-
rogative verb is, however, not quite clear on the basis of the corpus data.

4.3 Constraint on ordering wh-phrases in multiple
questions: the case of Tundra Nenets

In this section I will discuss a question-type that contains at least
two wh-phrases one of which is the interrogative verb itself. Since |
was not able to test my hypothesis on corpus data the following rule
is exclusively applied to Tundra Nenets, and the discussion here is a
somewhat revised version of Mus (2018). Given that neither negative
nor ungrammatical examples are available in Forest Nenets, Enets and
Nganasan to me for the moment, I cannot prove that my hypothesis is
correct or wrong for these languages. It is worth, however, considering
whether these languages also meet the requirements of the syntactic
constraint discussed here.

Let’s consider the sentence in (34) that is found to be ungrammatical
in Tundra Nenets.

(34) Tundra Nenets
*pidar  xanzer?  xa?’man-na-n?
28G how what.say-c0-2sG
intended meaning: ‘How did you say what?’
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This isn’t a constraint on the combination of the interrogative verb
and another wh-phrase since interrogatives like ‘who’ and ‘to whom’
can freely appear together with the interrogative verb in multiple ques-
tions, as it is the case in (35) and (36).

(35) Tundra Nenets
xib’a xa?man-ya?
who what.say-c0.3sG
‘Who said what?’

(36) Tundra Nenets
xib’a-n xa?man-ya-n?
who-DAT  what.say-c0-2SG
‘What did you say to whom?’

Rather, this constraint concerns the relative order of wh-phrases in
multiple questions. The explanation of this is the following. In Tundra
Nenets, certain orders of the wh-phrases in multiple questions are
invariant, compare (37) and (38).

(37) Tundra Nenets
pidar  namge-m?  xanzer?  pcer-na-n?
25G what-acc ~ how do-co-2sG
‘How did you do what?’

(38) Tundra Nenets
pidar  xanzer? namge-m?  pcer-ya-n?
25G how what-Acc do-co-2sG
‘How did you do something?’
#‘How did you do what?’

It is only the sentence in (37), that is interpreted as a multiple ques-
tion, while the sentence in (38) exhibiting the reversed order of the
wh-phrases represents a single content question in which the second
wh-phrase yamgem? ‘what’ is not interpreted as a wh-phrase rather it
gets an indefinite reading in the given context. The unacceptability of
(38) as a multiple question is due to an ordering constraint called speci-
ficity restriction on Tundra Nenets multiple questions.? According to

3 Asimilar ordering restriction is found in Hungarian multiple questions (cf. E. Kiss 1993).
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this restriction the first element of the question word/phrase pairs in
multiple questions, that has a wider scope, has to be more specific than
the second (and the subsequent) one. Since the question word xanzer?
‘how’ is inherently nonspecific, and hardly gets specific interpretation,
it cannot precede the wh-object. Thus, the order of the wh-object and
the wh-adverb meaning ‘how’ is restricted to the order illustrated in
(37) in multiple questions (i.e., in which the wh-object is followed by
the wh-adverb ‘how”). This explains why the clause in (36) is judged as
ungrammatical: the wh-object being more specific than the wh-adverb
‘how’ should precede the wh-adverb. The wh-object is, however,
incorporated into the verb, and so the wh-adverb cannot intervene
between them.

5. A note on the areal-typological aspect of the North Samoyedic
interrogative verb

As mentioned previously, the Samoyedic languages are devided into
the Northern and the Southern branches. The interrogative verb meaning
‘say what’ is missing from the Southern group. In Selkup, for instance,
there is a free standing interrogative word meaning ‘what’ used with the
verb ‘speak, say’ (39).

(39) Selkup
tan  qaj tomta-1?
2sG ~ what  speak-25G.SG
‘What do you say?’ (Teres¢enko 1973: 92)

On the other hand, this semantic type of NS interrogative verb is
found in Kolyma Yukagir (cf. Maslova 2003, Hagege 2008).

(40) Kolyma Yukagir
monohot-cek?
what.say-2sG
‘What did you say?’ (Maslova 2003: 480, Hagege 2008: 7)

This semantic similarity and the lack of this interrogative verb from
the Southern group may suggest the areal origin of the NS interrogative
verb. This view, nevertheless, does not have further etymological
evidences. Interestingly, different types of interrogative verbs, e.g.
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meaning ‘do what’ are also found in languages spoken in the North-
Siberian area (Hagege 2008). These languages are listed and circled
in Fig. 1 showing that having an interrogative verb as an interrogative
category is a very common feature in the North-Siberian languages.

Figure 1. The interrogative verb in North-Siberian languages.

Source: https://landofmaps.com/2013/03/06/indigenous-people-of-northern-
eurasia/

6. Conclusions

In this paper, I looked at (mainly) corpus data of NS languages and
discussed the morphosyntactic characteristics of the interrogative verb
meaning ‘say what’ in these languages.

The NS interrogative verb is only found in content questions and
functions as the predicate of the main or the embedded question.
The subject agreement and TAME morphemes attach to this verb.
Additionally, it is also combined with non-finite suffixes.

Since the NS interrogative verb incorporated its wh-object argument,
it does not display object agreement, it combines with the interrogative
mood marker instead of the regular past tense morpheme in the past,


https://landofmaps.com/2013/03/06/indigenous-people-of-northern-eurasia/
https://landofmaps.com/2013/03/06/indigenous-people-of-northern-eurasia/
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and it does not combine with the interrogative adverb ‘how’ (at least in
Tundra Nenets).

The category of interrogative verb is very common in the North-
Siberian area, but is missing from the South Samoyedic languages.
Given that the category of interrogative verb is very common in lan-
guages of North-Siberia, it might be an areal feature in the NS languages.
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Kokkuvote. Nikolett Mus: Pohjasamojeedi keelte kiisiverb tihendusega
‘mida iitlema’. Pohjasamojeedi (uurali) keeltes esineb keeleiileselt haruldane
kiisiv kategooria (st kiisiverb tdhendusega ’mis asja’). Nendes keeltes kasuta-
takse kiisiverbi sisukiisimustes ja kiisiverb toimib pea- voi korvallauses predi-
kaadina, liitudes tavaliste verbimorfeemidega, vilja arvatud kahel juhul: kiisiverb
(1) ei véljenda objektiiihildumist, ja (ii) ei kombineeru lihtmineviku morfeemiga.
Lisaks on kiisiverbil teatavad jarjestuspiirangud kiisiverbi sisaldava kompleks-
kiisimuse korral. Morfosiintaktilised andmed viitavad, et pShjasamojeedi kiisi-
verb on analiiiisitav kui kiisisdnalise objekti inkorporatsiooni tulemus.

Mirksénad: kiisiverb, kiisisonalise objekti inkorporatsioon, objektiiihildu-
mine, kiisiv kdneviis, komplekskiisimus, pdhja-samojeedi keeled

AnHotanus. Huxonert Mym: CeBepocaMoANiCKUi BONPOCHTEIbHBIN
IaroJ ‘4To ckasath’. B ceBepocaMoImiicKuX S3bIKaxX (ypajbcKas sI3BIKOBas
CEeMbs1) €CTh THITOJIOTHYECKH PEIKHHA BOPOCUTENBHBIHN TIIAaroi co 3Ha4eHHEM
‘9T0 cKa3aTh’ . DTOT MIATr0J UCTIONB3YeTCs B YACTHBIX BOMPOCAX B Ka4€CTBE Mpe-
JVKaTa TJIaBHOTO WM MOIYMHEHHOTO NpeaiokeHns. OH MpuHUMAaeT OObIYHbIC
CIIOBON3MEHHTENbHBIE Cy(D(HHKCHI 3a IByMS] HCKITIOUCHUSIMU: OH HE COYETAETCs
(1) c 0ObeKTHBIM cripshkeHneM U (ii) ¢ moKa3aTeneM MPOLIeIIIEro BpeMEHH HH -
katuBa. Kpome Toro, CyIecTByIOT OrpaHHYEHUS] HA OTHOCUTEIBbHBIN MOPSI0K
BOIIPOCOB C BOIPOCHTENBHBIM TIarosioM. /lanHsle MOpdoCHHTaKcHca CBHIE-
TEJILCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO CEBEPHOCAMOANMCKUI BOITPOCUTEIBHBIN IT1aroj BOZHUK

B pe3yJbTaTe MHKOPIIOPAUH 00BEKTa — BOIPOCUTEILHOTO MECTOMMEHNHSL.

KiioueBble ¢Jj10Ba: BONMPOCUTENBHBIN IIAr0JI, HHKOPIIOPAIKS BOIPOCUTEb-
HOTO 00BEKTa, COTJIACOBAaHUE C OOBEKTOM, BOIPOCHUTEIBHOE HAKIOHCHHE,
CJIOKHBIN BOTIPOC, CEBEPHOCAMOANMCKHUE SI3BIKU





