, X, Hi, JR; 36 TepmuHOB — ¢ momomisio yacTuubl Y, 11 TepMUHOB SABIAIOTCS
MHOTOKOMIIOHEHTHBIMH. ~ TepMUHBI  TpHUHAANEKAT K  CICAYIOLIUM
TEMaTUYECKUM Tpynmnam: ydeOHas TepMuHoiorus — 19  eaunwil,
TEPMUHOJIOTHUS MPOM3BOACTBA — 38, COOCTBEHHBIE TEpMHHBI — 16, oOImIas
TepMHUHOJIOTHS — 83.

CaMbIM MHOT'OYHCIICHHBIM JIByXKOMIOHEHTHbIM Oka3zajncsa tun N + N
(32 enunuten), ganee cienyrot: V + N. (23); N + V (22); Adj. + N (13); Adj.
+V (13); V + Adj (4) u cambrii manouuciiennsiid Tair — N + Adj. (2), tme N —
UM CylIecTBUTeNbHOE, V — riaroi, Adj. — uMst mputarateiabHOe.

B MHOTOKOMIOHEHTHBIX TEPMHUHAX CAMBIM MHOTOYHCIICHHBIM THIIOM
apisiercs V + V + N (4), BO Bcex OCTalIbHBIX THUMAaX BBISIBJICHO JIMIIb O
OJIHOMY TE€PMHUHY, YTO CBUJICTEIBCTBYET O CJIa00M MPOJYKTUBHOCTH TaKUX
CJIOBOOOPA30BaTENIbHBIX MEXaHU3MOB.

Takum 00pa3om, aHaIU3 U CUCTEMATU3AIUsl TEPMUHOB (PU3NUYECKON U
TEXHUYECKON cdep KUTaWCKOro s3bIKa IMO3BOJISIOT CHENAaTh CICAYIOIINe
BBIBO/IBI: 1) Hamboyiee pacmpoCTpaHEHHBIM CIIOCOOOM  00Opa3oBaHUS
TEPMUHOB B KHUTANCKOM S3bIKE SBISIETCS CIOBOCIIOXKEHHE; 2) Hauboiee
MHOTOYHMCJICHHBIM JIBYXKOMIOHEHTHbIM oOKazajcs Tun N + N; 3) B
MHOTOKOMIIOHEHTHBIX ~TE€PMUHAX TMpeodiajacT CiloBooOpa3oBaTebHas
Mozenb V + V + N; 4) nHaubosnee TepMUHOIOTU3UPOBAHHON SIBIIAETCS cdepa
MIPOU3BOJICTBA C 38 €IMHUIIAMU.

Jlurepartypa:
1. T'omoBun b.H. Beenenue B s3p1k03Hanue. — M.: Beicimas mkoa, 1977.
—C. 128-132.
2. Cemenac A.Jl. Jlekcuka KHTaMCKOTO sI3bIKa. — 2-€ HM31., cTep. — M.:
®CT: Bocrok-3amaz, 2005. — 310 c.

KET RELATIVE CLAUSES FROM THE AREAL
PERSPECTIVE

A.V. Nefedov
Humboldt University of Berlin,
National Research Tomsk Polytechnic University

Ket is a highly polysynthetic endangered language, spoken in Central
Siberia. It is the sole surviving member of the Yeniseian family. The
Yeniseian languages represent a rather unique areal phenomenon. Due to the
long-term contact with the neighboring languages, they have had to gradually
adapt themselves to a radically different structural type. Yet, they have
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preserved the core features of their grammar now clearly distinguishing them
from the rest of Central Siberia. Vajda [1] calls this process ‘typological
accommodation’.

Ket prenominal relative clauses appear to be another example of such
accommodation. Turkic, Tungusic and Uralic languages share a common
pattern of relativization, namely, preposed participial relative clauses with a
‘gapped’ relativized noun phrase [2]. This closely resembles the major
pattern in Ket, the only difference being that Ket has no participles at all.
Instead, it employs fully finite verb forms, which are used in the same
function as participles.

The resistance towards accommodating a participle-like morphology
may be connected with the general tendency among polysynthetic languages
not to have truly non-finite forms [4]. The formal theory of polysynthesis
goes further and explicitly claims that polysynthetic languages cannot have
these forms [5]

Retaining a fully finite verb in relative constructions structurally similar
to those with non-finite verbs can be regarded a further evidence in support
of the claim about the hybrid nature of the Ket grammatical structure.
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