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Abstract

Based on the author’s work, the features of a number of postpositions in the Kyrgyz language are
considered. It is noted that despite the fact that the functions of postpositions are similar to the case
endings of nouns, their functional scope is much wider. The author emphasizes that postpositions play an
auxiliary role: they are used together with independent words, express the grammatical meaning of case
endings, and act as connecting elements necessary to establish semantic relationships between the
significant parts of speech in a sentence. It is shown that postpositions are capable of expressing the
meanings of place, direction, instrument, reason, etc.
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Introduction

In Turkic languages, there are linguistic units that do not have their own meaning and are not
used as independent words, but directly perform the function of substitution in the formation of new
words and the unification of linguistic units. According to L. Tenier, one of the authoritative
researchers in the field of structuralism, there are two important categories of words: full-meaning
words (mots pleins) and semantically empty words/incomplete words (mots vides). The first group
includes words that have independent meanings, express abstraction or association, and are directly
involved in the verbalization of a certain thought. The second group includes words that are not
endowed with a semantic function and serve to mark, clarify a concept or introduce additional
semantic nuances, and to establish connections between words. They are also called "grammar tools".
While in languages such as Chinese, the difference between these two categories is clear, in some
languages the boundaries between them are blurred [1]. In Turkic languages, characterized by
agglutination, identifying grammatical tools is not difficult. These categories of words: full-meaning
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words (mots pleins) and semantically empty words/ incomplete words (mots vides) - differ according
to the principle of semantic content.

Considering these categories of words in a syntactic aspect, Tenier distinguishes between
independent words that are capable of forming phrases and sentences, and auxiliary words that cannot
create syntactic constructions, that is, they are not structure-forming. However, auxiliary words can
accompany an independent word, which is the structural center of a syntactic construction, thereby
becoming part of it [1]. At the same time, at the morphological level, the scientist divides words into
inflected words, in which formative morphemes express grammatical meanings and serve to connect
words in a phrase and sentence, and indeclinable words, in which the connection with other words in
a phrase and sentence is expressed in an analytical way.

Auxiliary units are service parts of speech and formants that do not exist as separate semantic
units, so they cannot be used in isolation from an independent word or root. For example, in the
Russian language, in combination of a noun with the preposition from the road, the preposition from
in isolation from the noun the road does not convey information; we need to understand the meaning
of the lexeme road; in the word jam, the suffix -eHj- is also devoid of independent meaning without
the root -Bap- (to cook). In the Kyrgyz language, for the word cyray (milkman) we need to know the
meaning of the word cyt (milk), for the construction napak yayn darak ychyn (for a tree) or gapakka
okot (like a tree) we need information about the word gapak (tree). While derivational morphemes
are semantic links between new and old information (as between productive and derived stems),
inflectional morphemes are auxiliary links that structure a linear information structure (statement).

Methods and Materials. Postpositions are auxiliary units that convey information about
location, direction, boundary, similarity, reason, result, formed under the condition of a combination
of words that have the following categorical meaning: “state + state” or “state + action” [2]. Despite
the fact that L. Tenier’s definition qualifies auxiliary morphemes as passive and completely
concentrated on independent morphemes, it can be said that postpositions in Turkic languages usually
change the valence of the significant word.

Since in Turkic languages there is no ending that can be separated from a word and form a
postposition, all postpositions were created by semantic derivation from the significant parts of
speech. From the roots of nouns or verbs, special units were formed, which acquired the ability to
combine with new nouns or verbs, ensuring their inflection, and over time turned into postpositions.
In the process of the evolution of postpositions, one can also observe the phenomenon of their
transformation into case endings.

Postpositions as auxiliary units acquire meaning only if they form noun phrases together with
nouns or verbs. In the process of mutual influence of independent words and postpositions,
harmonization of sounds occurs, the so-called synharmonism.

According to B. Vardar, in the Turkic language post-positional noun phrases in combination
with a predicate become post-positional complements (mekrenke kapait kertu - ‘went towards the
school’) [2].

Both when solving problems related to the automatic processing of natural languages and when
building a language theory, the researcher inevitably faces the problem of linguistic diversity. To
solve this problem, different areas of linguistics use conceptually similar methods. Thus, in
computational linguistics, when moving from one language to another, the parameters of a language
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model are adjusted in accordance with a new set of data, and in theoretical approaches, the method
of parameterizing the grammatical systems of specific languages is successfully used to describe
interlingual variation [3].

The parameterization method is also applicable to the description of intralingual diversity. This
approach is based on the assumption that language is a collection of grammatical systems. The
different conditionality of grammar variants allows us to identify several types of intralingual
variability [Gerasimova]. Firstly, variability can be considered within a linguistic community. The
distribution of grammars in this case is determined by external factors: territorial (dialects), social
(sociolects), functional-stylistic (styles, genres), historical (historical cross-section of the language).
Secondly, there is a distribution of grammars among native speakers: each individual has an idiolect
- the result of individual parameterization. The coexistence of grammars and their close interaction
cannot be ruled out: for example, within the same language there are syntactically homonymous
constructions, the choice between which is determined by private language licensors.

The purpose of the article is to explore intralingual variability in Kyrgyz postpositional
constructions.

To solve this problem, three methods are used: corpus analysis, generation experiment and
acceptability experiment, which allows not only to establish the distribution of options, but also to
determine the status of the phenomenon from a synchronic point of view and from the perspective of
language development.

1. Postpositional constructions in the Kyrgyz language

Postpositional constructions in the Kyrgyz language are formed by a heterogeneous category
of lexical units, grammaticalized to varying degrees as functional ones [4] identifies postpositions
themselves and postpositional words, which “... differ from postpositions in that they have living
word-formation relationships and lexical-semantic connections with significant parts of speech...”.
Accordingly, postpositional words have a significant equivalent that has a lexical meaning:

JKazyynyn yemynoe yzaax omypoy ‘Jlonro cunen Hax nucbmoM’ in this sentence “ycrynne” is
used as the postpositional word, «In the sentence-Cyyuyn ycmynoe kativik cyzem — cinoBo “yctyHue”
play the role of the noun. [Keiprei3ckas rpammatrika). Postpositional words control the noun phrase
in a specific case form.

So, for example, postposition mapan ‘x’ and u postpositional word xepy ‘BBuny, u3-3a, mo’
govern dative, but postpositional word Gamka ‘kpome’ u con ‘nocne’ — ablative. A large class of
postpositions and postpositional words are used with a noun phrase in an unmarked form, coinciding
with the nominative - the case of the subject. This class includes postpositions proper, for example,
menen ‘c’, yuyn ‘mus’, as well as postpositional words associated with nouns with a locative or
abstract meaning, for example, yemynoe ‘nan’, scanvinoa ‘psinom, x’, opoyna “‘Bmecto’ (cp. ypeiH
‘MecTo’), acapoamwvinoa ‘Onaromaps’ (cp. sxapmam ‘momoris’). Often, postpositional words form
groups united by a common base and distinguished by case affixes, for example, srcaka ‘x’ (natus),
socanvinoa ‘oxono’ (oxatuB), scanviman ‘mumMo’ (aOnatuB);, apmeinan ‘3a, Bcien (matuB),
apmoinoa ‘3a, no3aau’ (Jiokatus), aitbinan ‘u3-3a’ (abnatu). Kyrgyz grammar indicates that with
postpositions and postpositional words of this class, noun pronouns are used in the genitive form.
Thus, case variation arises in the postpositional construction: noun phrases based on a noun (or
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substantivized attribute, verbal nominalization, etc.) show an unmarked form, while noun pronouns
show a genitive form: «... an menen korryy ‘nenatb ¢ HuM (c Opatom)’, ar yuyn (ZOCYM YUYH)
mulpvryy ‘crapatbes paau Hero (apyra)’». Kyrgyz grammar includes personal pronouns of 1st and
2nd persons as noun pronouns mex ‘si’, ceH “Tol’, Ou3 ‘mMbI’, cu3 ‘Bbl’, 3rd pPerson pronouns an ‘o’ u
aylap ‘OHHU’, BO3BpaTHOE MECTOMMEHHUE O3y 'CaM’, BOIIPOCUTEIbHbIE MECTOUMEHHUS KUM ‘KTO', HEpCE
‘aro’, as well as a series of indefinite and universal pronouns formed on the basis of interrogative
pronouns. The differentiated marking of an object in a postpositional construction is thus licensed by
a formal factor—its morphosyntactic category. The difference between personal pronouns and other
substantives is also manifested in the fact that postpositional words demonstrate personal-numerical
(possessive) agreement with the genitive pronominal object [7].

The following examples show postposition forms that are consistent in person and number with
a pronominal object: a. ardsinoa ‘nepen’; B (1c) — the same postposition in the 3rd person form.
Kok, cuzmuH MeH annueiMaa Oup TYHOHY3 /1a koK. ‘Her, BBI mepeio MHOM HU B UeM HE BUHOBATHI. b.
Taxceipnap, a3elp MEH CH3ACpAMH albIHBI3IapAa Oup 30p Hepce aubin OepemuH. ‘[ocrona, ceituac
ST OTKPOIO BaM (= miepe] BaMu) OJIHY OYCHb BaXKHYIO Bellb’ . JlJis uccieoBanus ObLTH 0TOOpaHBI ABE
IPYNIBl JIEKCUYECKUX €AUHULl. Bo-mepBbIX, 3TO MOCIENOTH, HE UMEIOIIME MO3UILUU IS JIMYHO-
YHCIIOBOTO COTJIACOBAHUS M CHHXPOHHO HEWICHHWMbIC HA UMEHHYIO OCHOBY U MaJCKHBIN aQuKc:
apKbUlyy ‘depes, MOIEpeK, MOCPEACTBOM’, MEHEeH ‘c’, Ooyyn ‘mojo0HO, B KadecTBE', KOLIYITYI
‘BIIEPEMEXKKY C’, OKIION ‘Kak’, YIYH ‘Iuisi’, ceden ‘u3-3a, 1Mo MpHUYMHe’, chiMaan ‘Kak’. Bo-BTOpBIX,
3TO TIOCJENOXKHBIE CJI0Ba, (POPMAILHO COBMANAIONINE C MANeKHOH (HOpPMON MPUTIKATETHHOTO
CKJIOHEHHSI CHHXPOHHO (DYHKIIMOHUPYIOIIUX CYIIECTBUTENBHBIX: aliblHAa ‘mepen’ (an ‘mepen’),
apkKacheIH/a ‘u3-3a’° (apka ‘cnuHa’), apThiHAa ‘32’ (apT ‘3a1’), acThIHAA ‘TIOJ (acThl ‘HU3’), HUTU3UH/IE
‘Onaronaps, yctyHne ‘Hax’ (‘Bepx’), TapaOblHaH ‘TIOCpEACTBOM’ (Tapam ‘CTOpoHa’), aiaHachIHAA
‘psimoM’, TypacblHIa ‘0’ (‘mpsAMoO, HAMpPOTUB’), OpAyHa ‘BMecTO’ (YphIH ‘MECTO’), YbIHBIHAA ‘O’
(‘mpaBo, mpaBaa’), JKaHbIHIA ‘COOKY, OKOJIO, V', ’KapAaMbIHAa ‘Onarogaps’ (‘moMoIns’).

The postpositional construction is the result of grammaticalization of a nominal syntagm
headed by a locative or abstract noun in one of the case forms. The dependent in the postpositional
construction, accordingly, is a dependent and forms a possessive construction with the vertex. The
possessive construction in the Kyrgyz language also demonstrates differentiated marking of the
possessor argument. Traditional grammar distinguishes two types of possessive constructions - the
isafetic construction and the isafetic construction.

2. Corpus research

We obtained materials for the study from the Kyrgyz national corpus “Yuyrryk tunu” (“Mother
Tongue”), which includes marked up texts in the literary Kyrgyz language and contains many word
usages. The corpus includes texts of various genres: fiction, media texts, educational literature,
scientific publications, etc. The corpus implements morphological search, has the ability to search by
lexeme and word form, as well as search for several lexemes or word forms that satisfy certain linear
or structural characteristics (for example, at a distance of 2 words, within one sentence, after a comma,
etc.).

Using corpus material, possible constructions with given postpositions and postpositional
words were studied for different morphological-syntactic classes of dependents. The dependents
were: ¢ personal pronouns 1-2 numa MeH ‘s’, ceH “Tbl’, OU3 “MbI’, CU3 “BBI’; ® MECTOMMEHHUS 3 JHIla
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an ‘on’ u anap ‘onu’; ¢ reflexive pronouns e3y ‘cam’ ¢ u3adeTHbIM MoKa3aresieM e3yM ‘s cam’, 63YH
‘Tl caM’, @3y ‘OH caM; ®

Interrogative pronouns-nouns KMM ‘kro’ u kemzep ‘kro.pl’; e substantivized attributive
pronouns kaicel ‘koTopsiid w3 Hac” u Which of us kaiicer Oupu ‘kKoTOpBIit U3 Bac’.

Results and Discussion. Thus, the corpus study allowed us to make a number of non-trivial
generalizations about the use of postpositional constructions of different structures in texts in the
literary Tatar language, which were not reflected in grammars. However, the limitations of corpus
research are also obvious. Firstly, it was not possible to find out how substantivized attributive
pronouns behave in the context of postpositional words: they were found only in the context of
postpositions meHeH ‘¢’ and yuyH ‘s’ in an unmarked form, in an amount clearly insufficient for
generalizations. Secondly, within the framework of corpus research, the problem of demarcating
postpositional words and names arises, especially in semantically ambiguous contexts. So, in the
example, only the involvement of a broader context makes it possible to understand that menun
apkamma IS here a postpositional construction ‘because of me’, and not a nominal syntagm ‘on my
back’

Conclusions

The conducted research showed significant differences between the characteristics of the
postpositional construction presented in the grammatical description and observed in the linguistic
behavior of Tatar language speakers. The differences concern both the choice of the case form of the
dependent word and the possibilities of agreeing the postpositional word. First, noun pronouns do not
form a single class with regard to case formation in the postpositional construction. The form of
Lyutikova E. A., Gerasimova A. A. genitive is typical for personal pronouns of the 1st—-2nd person
and pronouns of the 3rd person singular numbers; other noun pronouns show a clear tendency to be
used in an unmarked form, which is confirmed by both corpus and experimental studies. This pattern
can be traced for both postpositions and postpositional words, although to varying degrees. Secondly,
we can conclude that the process of grammaticalization of postpositional words has not yet been
completed.

Despite the fact that in the corpus study nouns homonymous to postpositional words were not
taken into account in their lexical meaning (control was carried out manually), and in experimental
studies the functional meaning of the construction was quite strictly imposed by the context, a number
of properties are observed that combine postpositional constructions with nominal isafetic
constructions. These are: (1) the possibility of choosing the dependent genitive for non-personal
pronouns and nouns; (2) preference for the non-possessive form of the postposition only with personal
pronouns of 1-2 persons and, partially, with reflexive pronouns of 1-2 persons; (3) the correlation
between the choice of the dependent genitive and the consistent possessive form, on the one hand,
and the choice of the unmarked dependent form and the inconsistent possessive form. Third, the
postpositional words themselves appear to be grammaticalized to varying degrees. In this regard, the
contrast between the postpositional word mypacweitnoa ‘0’ and the almost synonymous postpositional
word Typaceiama ‘0’ looks especially striking in the corpus; inconsistent possessive forms are
recorded in constructions with personal pronouns of the 1st and 2nd persons.
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Apparently, this means that in the synchronic grammars of Kyrgyz speakers, the inconsistent

possessive form is fixed as unchangeable. It can be assumed that other postpositional words will
subsequently lose their position for personal-numerical agreement.
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AHHOTa g

ABTOpyH SMTe€TMHWH HETHM3WHJE KbIPThI3 TWIWHETH OUp KaTap CYWIOMIEPAYH ©63TeUeyKTepy
Kapasat. BacMa ce3yH MIWIIeTTepH 3aT aTOOUTOPYH PETYISIPbIK JKalaKJyATapblHa OKIIIOII 60JITOHYHA
KapabacTaH, amapAbiH (YHKIMOHATABIK YOMpecy alfla KaH4ya KeHUpU dKeHUu OenrumeHeT. YKazyyuy
CO3[IYH ’Kap/lamMubl POJIYH aTKapa TYpraH/bIrbH 6aca b6eruiereH: aap 63 aiblH4ya Co316p MeHeH Oupre
KOJITOHYJIAT, CEITUKTUH COHYHYH TPAMMATHUKAIBIK MAaaHUCWH TYIOHTAT, ONIOHIION 371 CYMIOMIeTy
MaaHWINWK Kell MYYeJIOPYHYH OPTOCYH[a CeMAHTUKAIbIK GalIaHBIIITApAbl OPHOTYY YUYH 3apbLl
60JITOH GAMIAHBIIITHIPYYUY SJEMEHTTEPAUH MUIIETUH aTKapaT. [I0CTIO3UIUSTAPbIH OpYH, 0arbIT,
acrari, ceber >K.0.
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Ha maTepuraie paboThbl aBTOpa pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS 0COOEHHOCTH PSIfIa TIOCTIEIOTOB B KbIPTHI3CKOM SI3BIKE.
OTMeYaeTcsi, UYTO HECMOTPS Ha TO, UTO (DYHKIMU IOC/IEIOTOB MMEIOT CXOACTBO C Tafe>KHBIMM
OKOHYAHUSIMHU CYIIECTBUTEIBHBIX, UX (DYHKIIMOHAIbHAS c(pepa HaMHOTO ITrpe. ABTODP MOAUEePKUBAET,
UTO MOC/EJIOTH UTPAIOT BCIIOMOTATENBHYIO POJIb: OHU HCIIOIB3YIOTCS BMECTE C CaMOCTOSITETHbHBIMU
CJIOBaMU, BBIPKAIOT IPAMMATHYeCKOe 3HaUeHUe Mafje’KHbIX OKOHYaHWH, a TAaKKe BBICTYIAIOT B POJIA
CBSI3VIONTUX 3JIEMEHTOB, HEOOXOMMMBIX [UI YCTAHOBIEHUS CMBICIIOBBIX OTHOIIEHUN MEKIY
3HAMEHATeTbHBIMU YaCTIMU PEYN B TIPEUIOSKEHUH. [I0Ka3aHo, UTO MOCITENIOTH CIIOCOOHBI BhIPAyKaTh
3HaAUeHUSI MeCTa, HallPaB/IeHUs1, UHCTPYMEHTA, IPUUUHBI U AP.
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