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Introduction

Typologically distant languages develop strikingly differ-
ent inventories of function words to organise the same
grammatical work and understanding how those inven-
tories relate to one another has practical consequences
for translation pedagogy, bilingual lexicography, and sec-
ond-language acquisition. This relevance is especially pro-
nounced for language pairs in which structural asymmetry
is maximal: an agglutinative Turkic language whose gram-
mar relies on postpositions, auxiliary nouns, and non-fi-
nite subordination, set against an inflectional Germanic
language that encodes comparable meanings through
prepositions, a rich system of subordinating conjunctions,
and morphological case government. Mapping the func-
tional correspondences between such systems exposes
both the universality and the particularity of grammatical
devices, yet comprehensive comparisons covering all ma-
jor classes of function words within a single study remain
rare, particularly for Kyrgyz and German.

Research in contrastive and typological linguistics
over the past several years has addressed various facets
of this problem. M. Haspelmath (2023) argued that word-
class universals are best captured through the notions of
function indicators and semantic root classes rather than
through language-particular labels such as “noun” or
“verb”, thereby providing a principled framework for com-
paring word-class inventories across genetically unrelated
languages. In a related vein, K. Boye (2023) reconceptu-
alised the lexical-grammatical distinction as a conven-
tionalisation of discursively secondary status, effectively
redefining the boundary between content and function
elements and highlighting that function words occupy a
gradient rather than a fixed position on the grammaticality
scale. M. Haspelmath (2023), in the Oxford Handbook of
Word Classes, provided an updated cross-linguistic survey
encompassing adpositions, particles, and other minor cat-
egories, confirming that the internal structure of function
word classes varies sharply even among languages of the
same family.

Turning to Turkic-specific research, L. Johanson (2021)
offered the first comprehensive typological survey of the
entire Turkic family in the Cambridge Language Surveys
series, devoting separate chapters to postpositions, con-
verbs, and function words and demonstrating that post-
positional systems across Turkic languages exhibit both
shared archaic patterns and considerable modern diversi-
fication. D. Kozuev et al. (2021) analysed the structural-se-
mantic features of English and Kyrgyz complex sentences
with adverbial clauses, finding that in Kyrgyz more than
three-quarters of adverbial modifications precede the
main clause, a pattern directly conditioned by the postpo-
sitional and non-finite character of the language’s subor-
dination system.

Several studies have also explored specific categories
of function words in recent contrastive work. B. Zhunuss-
ova et al. (2024) traced the diachronic path of the ancient
Turkic functional word birlan through modern Turkic
languages, showing that what began as a postpositional
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particle grammaticalised into case affixes in some lan-
guages while remaining a free-standing function word
in others, a finding that illustrates the fluid boundary
between postpositions and affixes in Turkic grammar.
S. de Knop & F. Gallez (2023) conducted a contrastive
study of prepositions, postpositions, and morphosyn-
tactic case-marking across Dutch, English, and German,
demonstrating that even within the same typological
class of satellite-framed Germanic languages, considera-
ble variation exists in how spatial and directional mean-
ings are encoded by prepositional and morphological
means. A. Cermakova et al. (2024), in their volume on
contrastive corpus linguistics, charted new methodolog-
ical ground by combining translation and comparable
corpora across typologically diverse European languages,
including German, and argued that register variation in-
teracts with cross-linguistic contrasts in ways that mono-
lingual descriptions fail to capture. J. Washington et
al. (2024) addressed a narrower but related problem
in the annotation of pronominalised locatives in Turkic
Universal Dependency treebanks, revealing that the
morphological complexity of locative forms, which par-
allels the structure of auxiliary nouns, poses unresolved
challenges for cross-linguistic annotation and compari-
son. Despite this growing body of work, no single study
has yet undertaken a simultaneous contrastive analysis
of all four Kyrgyz function word classes — postpositions,
auxiliary nouns, conjunctions, and particles — and their
German functional counterparts on the basis of parallel
literary texts. The present study sought to address this
gap by identifying the types and hierarchical structure of
functional correspondences between Kyrgyz and German
function words, as well as by examining the compensato-
ry grammatical strategies each language uses when the
corresponding structures are lacking in the other.

Literature Review

Parts of speech are traditionally identified through a
composite principle combining three criteria: semantic
(the categorial meaning of a word), morphological (the
set of grammatical categories and inflectional possibil-
ities), and syntactic (the ability to perform particular
functions in the sentence). Under the semantic criterion,
content words carry full nominative meaning, while func-
tion words lack independent nominative meaning. The
morphological criterion proves largely neutral for distin-
guishing the two domains, since morphological markers
are equally characteristic of lexemes within any word
class regardless of their autosemantic or synsemantic
status. The syntactic criterion, by contrast, offers a clear
basis for the distinction: content words can occupy sen-
tence-element slots, whereas function words perform
structural roles of linking, specifying, and modifying.
Even the joint application of all three criteria, however,
fails to produce a uniform classification in either Kyrgyz
or German linguistics, as the status of modal words,
interjections, onomatopoeia, and the article remains



contested owing to the intermediate position of these
units on the autosemantic-synsemantic continuum.

Two principal positions on parts-of-speech classifi-
cation have developed within Kyrgyz linguistics. The first
view assigns three classes to the function category — post-
positions, conjunctions, and particles — while treating
modal words as a separate group (Davletov & Kuday-
bergenov, 1980; Zakharova, 1987; Biyaliev, 2013). The sec-
ond view of K. Diykanov (1955) expands the function cat-
egory to include modal words as well. The present study
follows the first position in excluding modal words from
the function class, since lexemes such as “balkim” — “per-
haps” and “albette” — “certainly” express the speaker’s
subjective evaluation rather than performing the structur-
al role of linking words or clauses, bringing them closer
to parenthetical expressions than to canonical function
units. At the same time, the analysis incorporates a fourth
function word class that neither position discusses sys-
tematically: auxiliary nouns (kyzmattyk atoochtoru). Rec-
ognised as an independent part of speech during the last
quarter of the twentieth century, this category includes
lexemes such as “lstl” — “top”, “asty” — “bottom”, “aldy” —
“front”, and “arty” — “back”, which had previously been
assigned to postpositions, adverbs, or auxiliary verbs. As
observed in the grammatical literature on Kyrgyz, auxiliary
nouns “constitute a special group of words that occupy a
particular transitional stage between content words and
postpositions” (Zakharova, 1987). Under the semantic
criterion, they carry exclusively spatial meaning, distin-
guishing them from postpositions, which cover spatial,
temporal, causal, and instrumental meanings. Under the
morphological criterion, they operate within a three-part
structure of root plus possessive affix plus case affix, unlike
morphologically invariable postpositions. Under the syn-
tactic criterion, they can combine with postpositions while
dominating the word combination, a combinatorial prop-
erty that postpositions do not share (Zakharova, 1987;
Sydykov, 1990; Pazilova, 2025). The present study there-
fore analyses four Kyrgyz function word classes: post-
positions, auxiliary nouns, conjunctions, and particles.

German part-of-speech classification is similarly
non-uniform. One influential view by W. Jung (1996),
0. Moskalskaja (2004) and O. Abdykaimova et al. (2020)
distinguishes fourteen parts of speech organised into au-
tosemantic and synsemantic groups, with the synseman-
tic category covering prepositions, conjunctions, copulas,
particles, the article, and auxiliary verbs. A competing
view by V. Admoni (1970) and B. Abramov (2004) reduces
the inventory to twelve classes and relocates modal words
to the autosemantic group. Both positions include the ar-
ticle among function words, yet a number of Germanists
argue that the article is more accurately treated as an inte-
gral grammatical component of the noun, since it encodes
gender, number, and case information that the noun form
alone cannot reliably convey (Bergman & Gilkner, 1957;
Glinz, 1961). For the purposes of the present study, the
article is excluded from the comparison, since Kyrgyz lacks
this category entirely, expressing definiteness through
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word order, demonstrative pronouns, the numeral “bir” —
“one”, and context. The German units admitted to the
analysis are therefore prepositions, conjunctions, and
particles — the three classes that constitute the functional
core of the German synsemantic inventory and carry the
greatest potential for cross-linguistic matching with Kyrgyz
function words.

The contrastive study of Kyrgyz function words has a
continuous, if uneven, scholarly history. A. Dzholdobek-
ov (1969) was the first to examine German prepositions
alongside their Kyrgyz analogues, establishing that post-
positions constitute the closest Kyrgyz equivalent, yet do
not cover the full semantic range of German prepositions;
auxiliary nouns serve as additional functional correspond-
ents, particularly for locative meanings, while further
resources include case affixes, adverbs, and converbal
constructions. K. Umarov (1973) focused on subordinat-
ing conjunctions and found that German organises these
into nine semantic groups against only four in Kyrgyz; the
deficit is compensated through case-marked forms, parti-
cipial and converbal constructions, postpositions, auxilia-
ry nouns, and the conditional mood. K. Sagynbaev (1989)
replicated this comparison for French spatial prepositions
and established auxiliary nouns as the primary Kyrgyz
functional counterpart across both paradigmatic and syn-
tagmatic levels. A. Bizhkenova (2017) broadened the scope
to all synsemantic classes and introduced the criterion of
self-sufficiency, arguing that particles and interjections in
both languages lack the capacity to realise a nominative
function independently and therefore occupy a periph-
eral position within the function word inventory. A. Ab-
dykakharov (2007) approached the same material from
the perspective of linguistic nomination, demonstrating
that postpositions and auxiliary nouns relate to extralin-
guistic reality in a manner comparable to full-meaning lex-
ical items. A. Sarymsakova (2007) proposed a principled
division of synsemantic units into nominative-synseman-
tic items, which maintain a referential link, and non-nom-
inative-synsemantic items, which express only speaker
attitude. Ch. Ryskulova (2008) examined Kyrgyz postpo-
sitions in comparison with English and showed that their
meanings are distributed across prepositions, adverbs,
comparative adverb forms, and prepositional phrases.
Kyrgyz auxiliary nouns are classified into vertical-plane,
horizontal-plane, and restricted-horizontal subgroups and
confirmed that spatial prepositions of English constitute
their primary functional correspondent across all three.
Taken together, these studies establish a well-document-
ed research tradition, yet each addresses only one or two
function word classes and no study has to date examined
all four classes of Kyrgyz function words within a unified
comparison with German.

Materials and Methods

The study drew on three types of sources. The first con-
sisted of grammatical descriptions of Kyrgyz and German
that contain part-of-speech classifications and charac-
terisations of function words. The second comprised
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dissertation abstracts and monographs by Kyrgyz linguists
devoted to the contrastive analysis of function words in
Kyrgyz in comparison with German, English, and French.
The third source type consisted of parallel literary texts in
Kyrgyz and German, which served as the primary empiri-
cal base for the contrastive analysis proper. The principal
parallel corpus is Ch. Aitmatov’s (2016) novella Dshamil-
ja. This text was selected for several reasons. The novella
represents modern standard Kyrgyz literary prose and has
been recognised as a canonical work of twentieth-centu-
ry Kyrgyz literature. The German translation was made by
a qualified literary translator and has gone through mul-
tiple editions, making it a reliable target-language coun-
terpart. Crucially, the text is of sufficient length to reveal
stable and recurring patterns of cross-linguistic corre-
spondence rather than incidental solutions. Supplemen-
tary illustrative examples were drawn from grammatical
descriptions of both languages when the parallel texts did
not yield a sufficient number of instances for a given func-
tion word class. The research was carried out during the
academic year 2023-2024.

Before the analysis could proceed, the scope of the
category “function word” required explicit delimitation. In
the present study, a unit was classified as a function word
on the basis of three criteria applied jointly: the semantic
criterion (absence of independent nominative meaning),
the morphological criterion (limited paradigmatic flexi-
bility compared with content words), and the syntactic
criterion (inability to occupy a sentence-element slot as
subject, predicate, object, or attribute, and instead per-
forming structural linking, specifying, or modifying roles).
This three-criterion composite principle was consistent
with the descriptive practice adopted in both Kyrgyz lin-
guistics and the German grammatical tradition, as docu-
mented in the sources. On this basis, four Kyrgyz function
word classes were admitted to the analysis: postpositions,
auxiliary nouns, conjunctions, and particles. Modal words
were excluded, as they express the speaker’s subjective
evaluation rather than performing structural linking func-
tions, placing them closer to parenthetical elements than
to canonical function units. Interjections were likewise
treated as a separate class reducible to neither content
nor function words. On the German side, the units select-
ed for comparison were prepositions, conjunctions, and
particles. The German article was excluded from the com-
parison, since the category of definiteness that it encodes
has no lexical function-word correlate in Kyrgyz, where
definiteness is conveyed by word order, context, demon-
strative pronouns, and the numeral “bir” — “one”.

The study was situated within the framework of con-
trastive linguistics and employed four methods in com-
bination. Contrastive analysis provided the overarching
procedure for comparing grammatical units in the two lan-
guages to identify structural and functional similarities and
differences. The parallel-text method enabled the extrac-
tion and systematic pairing of source-text units with their
translation equivalents, yielding authentic cross-linguistic
correspondences grounded in actual usage rather than
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constructed examples. The descriptive-analytical method
was applied to describe and systematise grammatical facts
on the basis of available monolingual linguistic descrip-
tions of Kyrgyz and German. Finally, componential analysis
was used to decompose the meanings of individual func-
tion words into discrete semantic components in order
to gauge the degree of functional equivalence between
paired units.

The analytical procedure comprised four steps. First,
all contexts containing Kyrgyz function words belonging
to the four target classes were extracted from the parallel
texts by continuous sampling, that is, by working through
the full text sequentially without pre-selection, so as to
capture the complete range of contexts in which each
unit occurs. Second, the corresponding German passage
was inspected and the German equivalent — whether a
preposition, conjunction, particle, adverb, morphological
form, or multiword construction — was recorded for each
context. Third, the equivalents were classified by corre-
spondence type according to a four-level scheme: part-of-
speech correspondence (e.g., postposition rendered by a
preposition); morphological correspondence (e.g., post-
position rendered by a case form without an adposition);
syntactic correspondence (e.g., postposition rendered by
a comparative or cleft construction); and zero correspond-
ence combined with pragmatic or contextual compensa-
tion (e.g., a function word whose meaning is absorbed
into the overall discourse structure of the translation
without any discrete formal equivalent). This last catego-
ry was retained throughout the analysis as an analytically
significant type, since its frequency reflects the degree of
structural asymmetry between the two systems. Fourth,
all results were consolidated in summary tables present-
ing the types of correspondence and their hierarchy for
each function word class.

Equivalence was assessed across four levels simulta-
neously. At the morphological level, attention was paid
to whether the German equivalent carries overt morpho-
logical marking comparable to the Kyrgyz form (e.g., case
affixes vs. prepositional government). At the syntactic lev-
el, the structural position and combinatory potential of
source and target units were compared. At the semantic
level, componential analysis was used to establish wheth-
er the full meaning of the Kyrgyz unit was preserved,
narrowed, or expanded in the German rendering. At the
pragmatic level, cases were noted in which the function-
al role of the Kyrgyz unit — particularly for particles — was
conveyed not by a discrete lexical item but by intonation,
word order, or discourse context in the German text.

Results and Discussion

The contrastive analysis of the parallel texts, supplement-
ed by evidence from grammatical descriptions of both
languages, yields a structured inventory of cross-linguis-
tic correspondences for each of the four Kyrgyz function
word classes examined. The findings are presented below
in the order of decreasing structural regularity, begin-
ning with postpositions, where the correspondences are



most systematic, and concluding with particles, where
they prove least predictable. Kyrgyz postpositions occu-
py a position after the content word they accompany,
which stands before them in a specific case form. Ger-
man prepositions, conversely, precede their complement
and govern the case of the following noun or pronoun.
This mirror-image positional distribution is a direct con-
sequence of typological divergence: in agglutinative
languages with SOV (Subject, Object, Verb) word order,
function elements gravitate toward postposition, where-
as in inflectional languages with SVO (Subject, Verb, Ob-
ject) order they gravitate toward preposition (Dryer &
Haspelmath, 2013). Four types of correspondence were
identified in the parallel texts.

The most frequent pattern is the direct mapping of a
Kyrgyz postposition onto a German preposition, and the
three examples below illustrate both the regularity and
the limits of this correspondence. In the sentence “Men
seni zhdénindd oilondum / Ich dachte Uber dich nach”,
the postposition “zhonindo” (“about”) corresponds to
the German preposition “liber” governing the accusative.
The choice of “liber” here is conditioned by the seman-
tics of mental direction, a meaning the German preposi-
tional system encodes through case alternation: the same
preposition “Uber” with the dative would yield a locative
reading. Kyrgyz, lacking grammatical gender and case
government by adpositions, encodes the entire relation-
al meaning within the postposition itself, while German
distributes it between the preposition and the case of
its complement. In “Kalem menen zhazdym / Ich schrieb
mit einem Bleistift”, the postposition “menen” (“with, by
means of”) corresponds to “mit” governing the dative.
Notably, “menen” covers a broader semantic range than
“mit”, extending to comitative, instrumental, and coordi-
native readings; in coordinative contexts, “menen” may be
rendered by the conjunction “und” rather than by a prep-
osition at all, which illustrates the polysemy asymmetry
typical of postpositional systems. In “Bul sen lichiin / Das
ist fur dich”, the postposition “lichiin” (“for”) maps onto
“flr” governing the accusative, a relatively stable bene-
factive correspondence that holds across a wide range of
contexts without significant contextual variation.

The second type of correspondence arises when a sin-
gle Kyrgyz postposition requires a two-element construc-
tion in German. In “Al Gigd cheiin basyp bardy / Er ging
bis zum Haus”, the postposition “cheiin” (“up to, until”) is
rendered by the compound “bis zum” (bis + zu + dative).
German requires “bis” alone when followed by proper
nouns or adverbs (bis Berlin, bis morgen) but demands
the addition of “zu” before common nouns with an article,
effectively splitting what Kyrgyz encodes in a single mor-
phological unit across two prepositions. This type reveals
a structural density asymmetry: Kyrgyz postpositions tend
to be semantically denser, while German prepositions are
more grammatically specialised and combine to achieve
equivalent scope. The third type occurs when no preposi-
tion is involved on the German side. In “Biz alarga karshy
chyktyk / Wir traten ihnen entgegen”, the postposition
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“karshy” (“against, toward”) is rendered by the directional
adverb “entgegen” governing the dative. German “entge-
gen” belongs to the class of postpositional adverbs that
can follow their complement (ihnen entgegen) or func-
tion as verbal prefixes (entgegenkommen). The case gov-
ernment is preserved — dative in both the postpositional
phrase in Kyrgyz and the adverbial construction in Ger-
man — but the grammatical class of the governing element
differs, marking this as a morphosyntactic rather than a
lexical correspondence.

The fourth type — where correspondence is achieved
entirely through lexico-syntactic means — is illustrated by
“Apam syyaktuu zhakshy adam zhok / Es gibt keinen so
guten Menschen wie meine Mutter”. Here the postpo-
sition “syyaktuu” (“like, resembling”) is rendered by the
comparative correlative construction “so...wie”. This type
is particularly revealing because it demonstrates that the
semantic content of a Kyrgyz postposition can be distrib-
uted across a syntactic frame in German rather than lex-
ically concentrated in a single word. It also suggests that
the boundary between the postpositional and the com-
parative construction is drawn at different points in the
two languages. Taken together, these four types confirm
that German prepositions are the primary but not exclu-
sive functional correspondent of Kyrgyz postpositions.
The correspondence is systematically asymmetric: a sin-
gle postposition like “menen” may be rendered by “mit”,
“durch”, or “und” depending on semantic context, and a
single German preposition like “auf” may correspond to
several different postpositions or auxiliary nouns in Kyr-
gyz. This many-to-many mapping reflects the difference in
how semantic granularity is distributed across the adposi-
tional lexicon in the two languages.

Auxiliary nouns represent the most typologically dis-
tinctive feature of the Kyrgyz function word system, since
this category has nodirect structural counterpartin German.
Their defining characteristic is a three-part morphological
structure combining a spatial root with a possessive affixand
a case affix, which encodes not only the spatial relation but
also the possessive dependency between the located ob-
ject and the reference landmark. This morphological com-
plexity has no equivalent in a German preposition, which
is invariable and transfers the entire burden of case speci-
fication to the article and noun ending of its complement.

The dominant correspondence type, illustrated by
three parallel examples, is the mapping of an auxiliary
noun construction onto a simple German preposition. In
“Bala tidiin aldynda oinop zhatat / Das Kind spielt vor dem
Haus”, the construction “liidiin aldynda” is decomposable
as “li” (house) + genitive suffix + “ald” (front, spatial root)
+ possessive suffix -y + locative suffix -nda. German ren-
ders this entire three-part morphological package by the
preposition “vor” governing the dative. The semantic con-
tent that Kyrgyz distributes across a possessive-inflection-
al chain — “at the front part belonging to the house” — is
compressed in German into the spatial preposition “vor”,
which simply encodes “in front of”. Similarly, “stoldun
Ustiind6” (table + Gen. + Ust + Poss. + Loc.) corresponds

A\
N

Bulletin of the Bishkek State University, Vol. 24, No. 2, 2026



Function words in Kyrgyz and German...

to “auf dem Tisch”, where the vertical-contact relation ex-
pressed by the Kyrgyz root “Ust” (“upper surface”) is car-
ried by “auf”. The example “stoldun astynda / unter dem
Tisch” follows the same structural logic, with the inferi-
ority root “ast” (“lower part”) mapped onto the locative
preposition “unter”. Across all three cases, the German
preposition absorbs the spatial content of the auxiliary
noun root while entirely suppressing the possessive layer
of the Kyrgyz construction.

The second type occurs when the auxiliary noun con-
struction corresponds to a German preposition combined
with an adverb or adverbial particle. In “Bul toonun te-
gereginde chop zhok / Rings um diesen Berg gibt es kein
Gras” the construction “toonun tegereginde” (mountain
+ Gen. + “tegerek” + Poss. + Loc.), meaning “in the area
surrounding the mountain”, requires both the preposition
“um” and the adverb “rings” (“all around”) in German.
The preposition “um” alone would express mere proxim-
ity or encirclement, while “rings um” specifies complete
circumferential enclosure. This division suggests that the
semantic precision encoded in the Kyrgyz root “tegerek”
(“circumference, surrounding area”) is achievable in Ger-
man only through lexical reinforcement of the preposi-
tion, pointing to a difference in the lexicalisation patterns
of spatial meaning in the two languages.

The third type — auxiliary noun rendered by an ad-
verb —illustrates the semantic flexibility of this category. In
“Al ichinen kildG / Er lachte innerlich”, the auxiliary noun
“ichi” (“inner part, interior”), used in a figurative rather
than a strictly spatial sense, corresponds to the derived
adverb “innerlich” (“inwardly, internally”). This is a no-
table instance of semantic bleaching: the auxiliary noun
has extended from concrete spatial reference (“inside a
container”) to abstract psychological reference (“within
oneself”), and German handles this extended meaning
through a morphologically derived manner adverb rather
than through a spatial preposition. This type of figurative
extension, where a spatial root acquires experiential or
psychological readings, is well attested in other Turkic lan-
guages and reflects a broader cross-linguistic tendency to
map spatial schemas onto abstract domains.

The fourth and structurally most complex type in-
volves auxiliary noun constructions that include a post-
position as well. In “Mekteptin zhanyna cheiin siiléship
basyp kelishti / Sie kamen plaudernd bis in die Nahe der
Schule”, the source construction “mekteptin zhanyna
cheiin” combines the auxiliary noun “zhany” (“vicinity,
proximity”, from “zhan” — “side”) with the postposition
“cheiin” (“up to”). The German rendering “bis in die Nahe
der Schule” involves three elements: the preposition
“bis” (“up to”), the preposition “in”, and the noun “Nahe”
(“nearness, vicinity”) in a genitive construction. Particular-
ly striking here is the appearance of “Ndhe” as the German
equivalent of the auxiliary noun root “zhan”: in German,
the spatial concept of proximity that Kyrgyz encodes as
a grammaticalised function category must be expressed
through a full lexical noun. This underscores that Kyrgyz
has grammaticalised — to the level of a paradigmatically
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organised function word class — notions that German lex-
icalises through ordinary nouns, demonstrating a funda-
mental difference in the grammaticalisation path taken by
the two languages for spatial reference.

The comparison of the conjunction systems of the two
languages reveals a pattern of partial isomorphism at the
level of coordination and substantial divergence at the lev-
el of subordination. Among coordinating conjunctions, the
correspondence is regular and semantically transparent:
Kyrgyz “zhana” maps onto German “und” for copulative
coordination, “birok” onto “aber” for adversative coordi-
nation, and “zhe” or “zhana zhe” onto “oder” for disjunc-
tive coordination. The sentence “Kiin chykty, birok aba
suuk ele / Die Sonne ging auf, aber es war kalt” illustrates
this directly, with the adversative conjunction occupying
equivalent structural positions in both languages and en-
coding the same semantic relation of concessive contrast.
The regularity of this correspondence reflects the fact that
the basic types of coordinative relation — addition, con-
trast, and alternation —appear to be universally coded cat-
egories, making direct one-to-one mappings across typo-
logically distant languages entirely expected at this level.

The domain of subordinating conjunctions presents
a fundamentally different picture. German commands
a richly differentiated system encoding causality (weil,
da), conditionality (wenn, falls), concession (obwohl,
obgleich), temporality (wahrend, bevor, nachdem), pur-
pose (damit), and result (sodass), each requiring a finite
verb in a subordinate clause with verb-final word order.
Kyrgyz, by contrast, has a considerably smaller invento-
ry of subordinating conjunctions, a deficit that the lan-
guage compensates through three distinct mechanisms.
The first is direct conjunction correspondence: in “Zhaan
zhaap zhatkandyktaan, biz tidd kaldyk, sebebi zhol 6t6
balchyk bolchu / Weil es regnete, blieben wir zu Hause,
denn der Weg war sehr schlammig”, the Kyrgyz caus-
al conjunction “sebebi” (“because, for”) maps directly
onto German “denn”, which introduces a main-clause
explanation rather than a finite subordinate clause. The
second mechanism is the converbal-postpositional con-
struction: in “Zhaan zhaaganyna bailanyshtuu biz ido
kaldyk / Weil es regnete, blieben wir zu Hause”, the Kyr-
gyz clause lacks any conjunction; instead, the non-finite
verb form “zhaaganyna” (a nominalised gerund in the
dative) combines with the postposition “bailanyshtuu”
(“in connection with, because of”) to produce a causal
adverbial equivalent. The entire mechanism operates
without a finite subordinate verb and without a conjunc-
tion, yet achieves a propositional structure semantically
equivalent to a German subordinate clause introduced
by “weil”. The third mechanism exploits the conditional
mood morphology of the verb: in “Zhaan zhaasa, biz Gid6
kalabyz / Wenn es regnet, bleiben wir zu Hause”, the
conditional suffix -sa attached to the verb root zhaa- (“to
rain”) produces the conditional reading without a con-
junction, whereas German requires the subordinating
conjunction “wenn” and a finite verb in the subordinate
clause. These three mechanisms confirm that Kyrgyz



systematically recruits morphological and non-finite re-
sources to perform work that German assigns to the lexi-
cal-syntactic domain of subordinating conjunctions.

The particles of both languages express modal,
emotive, and pragmatic meanings without occupying a
syntactic slot as a sentence element. German is particu-
larly noted for its elaborate system of modal particles
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(Abtonungspartikeln), which encode subtle attitudinal and
discourse-structuring meanings that resist direct transla-
tion. Kyrgyz likewise possesses a ramified particle system
covering emphatic, restrictive, interrogative, and emotive
functions, and the contrastive analysis of parallel texts re-
veals three main correspondence types. The findings are
consolidated in Table 1.

Table 1. Types of functional correspondence between Kyrgyz and German function word classes

Kyrgyz unit

Primary German correspondence

Additional correspondences

Postposition (menen, lchilin, zhénindo, etc.)

Preposition (mit, fur, Uber, etc.)

Adverb; complex prepositional
constructions; comparative phrases

Auxiliary noun
(aldy, arty, Ustd, asty, ichi, zhany, etc.)

Preposition
(vor, hinter, auf, unter, in, neben, etc.)

Adverb (innerlich, oben, unten); complex
construction (in der Néhe, rings um)

Coordinating conjunction (zhana, birok, zhe)

Coordinating conjunction (und, aber, oder) -

Subordinating conjunction
(sebebi, antkeni, egerdi)

Subordinating conjunction (weil, da, wenn)

Non-finite Kyrgyz verb forms - finite
constructions with a conjunction in German

Particle (da/de, gana, -chy/-chi, go, ele)

Particle / adverb
(auch, nur, mal, doch, allein)

Syntactic constructions (cleft sentence, etc.)

Source: compiled by the authors

The first type involves a direct mapping between a
Kyrgyz particle and a German particle or adverb. In “Men
da keldim / Ich bin auch gekommen”, the Kyrgyz em-
phatic-additive particle “da” (“also, too”) corresponds to
“auch”, which functions both as an adverb and as a prag-
matic particle in German. The correspondence is semanti-
cally stable and contextually predictable, since both items
mark additive inclusion without further pragmatic colour-
ing. In “Al gana bilet / Nur er weil das”, the restrictive par-
ticle “gana” (“only”) maps onto “nur”, another item that
straddles the adverb-particle boundary in German. These
direct correspondences belong to a closed set of semanti-
cally transparent focus particles that both languages tend
to express through dedicated lexical items. The second
type involves correspondences between Kyrgyz particles
and the specifically German category of modal particles,
which attenuate, reinforce, or modulate the illocutionary
force of an utterance. In “Aitchy, kantip boldu? / Sag mal,
wie ist das passiert?”, the hortative particle “-chy/-chi”,
which softens commands and requests in Kyrgyz, corre-
sponds to the modal particle “mal”, which performs an
equivalent pragmatic softening function in German imper-
atives and requests. The parallel is functionally precise:
both items transform a potentially brusque command into
a polite or casual solicitation without altering the propo-
sitional content. In “Sen go keldingbi? / Du bist doch ge-
kommen, oder?”, the Kyrgyz confirmative-interrogative
particle “go”, which signals that the speaker expects or
seeks confirmation of a proposition, corresponds to the
combination of “doch” and the tag “oder?”. German re-
quires two elements to achieve the pragmatic effect that
Kyrgyz achieves with one: “doch” carries the speaker’s
presupposition that the proposition is true, while “oder?”
converts it into a question. This distribution across two el-
ements reflects the greater grammatical specialisation of
the German modal particle system.

The third type arises when the pragmatic effect of a
Kyrgyz particle cannot be matched by any single lexical

item in German and requires a syntactic construction. In
“Men ele aittym / Ich war es, der das gesagt hat” (alterna-
tively: “Ich allein habe das gesagt”), the emphatic-contras-
tive particle “ele” places exclusive focus on the subject,
implying that no one else performed the action. German
can render this either through the adverb “allein” (“alone,
exclusively”) or through a cleft sentence (Spaltsatz), which
achieves the same exhaustive identification through syn-
tactic structure rather than a particle. The availability of
two German renderings for the same Kyrgyz particle re-
flects the fact that “ele” conflates functions that German
distributes across different grammatical strategies de-
pending on register and discourse context. More broad-
ly, the particle comparison revealed the lowest degree of
structural regularity across the four function word classes
examined, a result directly attributable to the pragmatic
and discourse-bound nature of particles: their meaning
is heavily context-dependent, and cross-linguistic equiva-
lence is achieved less through fixed lexical pairings than
through dynamic, situation-specific interpretation.

This study has systematised the part-of-speech clas-
sifications currently adopted in Kyrgyz and German lin-
guistics and has identified the function word classes that
formed the object of comparison: in Kyrgyz — postposi-
tions, auxiliary nouns, conjunctions, and particles; in Ger-
man — prepositions, conjunctions, and particles. A synthe-
sis of prior contrastive research demonstrated that the
comparison of Kyrgyz function words with their Indo-Eu-
ropean analogues had until now been carried out in piece-
meal fashion, with each study covering only one or two
word classes. The present work is the first to offer a com-
prehensive comparison of all four Kyrgyz function word
classes with their German functional counterparts within
a single study. The findings confirm and extend what ear-
lier research had established for individual word classes.
The primary functional correspondents of Kyrgyz post-
positions in German are prepositions, yet this mapping
is not one-to-one: a single postposition may map onto
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several prepositions depending on semantic context, and
some meanings require adverbs, complex constructions,
or comparative phrases. This many-to-many mapping re-
flects the different principles of semantic granularity that
govern adpositional lexicons in agglutinative and inflec-
tional languages respectively. The positional asymmetry —
postpositions following their complement, prepositions
preceding it — is a direct typological consequence of the
SOV versus SVO architectures of the two languages, and
the case-government asymmetry, whereby Kyrgyz postpo-
sitions combine with up to four case forms while German
prepositions govern two or three, further underscores the
structural distance between the two systems.

Kyrgyz auxiliary nouns, with their distinctive three-part
morphological structure of spatial root plus possessive af-
fix plus case affix, have no single part-of-speech counter-
part in German, where prepositions are morphologically
invariable. Their spatial semantics is rendered by German
prepositions as the principal functional correspondent,
with adverbs and complex prepositional-nominal con-
structions serving as secondary and tertiary types. The
convergence of this finding with earlier work on German,
French, and English comparanda points to a cross-linguis-
tic regularity: the spatial-relational content that Kyrgyz
grammaticalises within the morphological paradigm of
auxiliary nouns consistently maps onto the preposition-
al domain of Indo-European languages, regardless of the
specific language involved. At the same time, the figura-
tive and abstract uses of auxiliary nouns, where the spatial
root acquires psychological or experiential meaning, tend
to correspond to derived adverbs in German rather than
to prepositions, signalling that the grammaticalisation
paths of spatial meaning in the two languages diverge at
the point where concrete spatial reference extends into
abstract conceptual domains.

The conjunction comparison yields a pattern of par-
tial isomorphism at the coordinating level and substantial
divergence at the subordinating level. The basic coordi-
native relations — additive, adversative, and disjunctive —
are encoded through dedicated lexical items in both
languages, and the correspondences are stable and con-
text-independent. Subordinating conjunctions, however,
are distributed very differently across the two grammars:
German maintains a richly differentiated finite-subordi-
nation system, while Kyrgyz achieves equivalent propo-
sitional relationships through non-finite verb forms, the
conditional mood suffix, and postpositional construc-
tions. This asymmetry fits squarely within the broader
typological profile of Turkic languages, which characteris-
tically grammaticalise inter-clausal relations through mor-
phological means rather than through a lexical inventory
of subordinating conjunctions.

Particles produced the least regular and least predicta-
ble cross-linguistic correspondences among the four class-
es examined. This outcome follows from their pragmatic
and discourse-level nature: the meaning of a particle is
constituted less by its lexical content than by its interaction
with intonation, word order, and communicative context.
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The German modal particle system, one of the most elab-
orated of its kind among European languages, performs
attitudinal and discourse-structuring functions that Kyr-
gyz distributes across particles, intonation contours, and
morphological mood markers. The partial overlaps identi-
fied — such as the correspondence between the hortative
particle “-chy/-chi” and the softening particle “mal”, or
between the confirmative particle “go” and the combina-
tion of “doch” with a tag question — indicate that the two
systems share pragmatic functions while diverging in the
grammatical resources through which those functions are
realised. The domain of linguistic nomination can be pro-
ductively extended to include function words endowed
with nominative-synsemantic properties — postpositions,
auxiliary nouns, and conjunctions — insofar as they relate
to extralinguistic denotata in a manner structurally com-
parable to full-meaning lexical items. This perspective, de-
veloped within Kyrgyz linguistics in relation to earlier con-
trastive work on function words, gains additional support
from the present findings: the spatial roots of auxiliary
nouns, the semantic frames of postpositions, and the rela-
tional meanings of conjunctions all exhibit a degree of ref-
erential anchoring that places them on a continuum with
content words rather than in strict opposition to them.

The findings on postpositions confirm and extend
those of A. Dzholdobekov (1969), who was the first to
establish that German prepositions constitute the pri-
mary functional correspondent of Kyrgyz postpositions,
while auxiliary nouns, case affixes, and adverbs serve as
secondary resources. The present study corroborates A.
Dzholdobekov’s principal finding — prepositions remain
the dominant target-language equivalent — but refines
it in two respects. First, the many-to-many character
of the correspondence is demonstrated systematically
through parallel-text data: a single Kyrgyz postposition
such as “menen” may be rendered by “mit”, “durch”, or
the conjunction “und” depending on the semantic con-
text, a degree of contextual variability that the author’s
paradigmatic approach did not fully capture. Second, the
present analysis explicitly identifies zero correspondence
with pragmatic compensation as a fourth type, a category
absent from A. Dzholdobekov’s classification. Ch. Ryskulo-
va (2008), working on Kyrgyz postpositions in comparison
with English, similarly found that postpositional meanings
are distributed across prepositions, adverbs, comparative
forms, and prepositional phrases. The correspondence
types she established for English closely parallel those
identified here for German, suggesting that the structural
asymmetry between Kyrgyz postpositions and Indo-Euro-
pean adpositions is not language-pair-specific but reflects
a typological property of the contrast between agglutina-
tive postpositional and inflectional prepositional systems.
This typological interpretation aligns with M. Dryer &
M. Haspelmath’s (2013) cross-linguistic data demonstrat-
ing that adposition placement correlates non-randomly
with basic word order across the world’s languages, and
with M. Haspelmath’s (2023) argument that word-class
correspondences across genetically unrelated languages



are best understood through functional rather than for-
mal category labels.

The findings on auxiliary nouns converge with re-
sults obtained across three different Indo-European
comparanda. A. Dzholdobekov (1969) first noted that
German prepositions correspond to auxiliary nouns par-
ticularly in the expression of locative relations. K. Sagy-
nbaev (1989), working with French spatial prepositions,
reached the same conclusion: auxiliary nouns — specifi-
cally “aldy”, “arty”, and “zhany” — constitute the primary
Kyrgyz functional counterpart of spatial prepositions at
both paradigmatic and syntagmatic levels. The present
study extends this cross-language convergence to a new
dimension: while all four predecessors focused on the
primary spatial uses of auxiliary nouns, the present anal-
ysis additionally documents their figurative and abstract
uses, showing that when the spatial root acquires psycho-
logical or experiential meaning — as in “Al ichinen kulda
/ Er lachte innerlich” — the German correspondent shifts
from a preposition to a derived adverb. This divergence
in the grammaticalisation path of spatial meaning at the
boundary between concrete and abstract reference is a
finding not reported in any of the prior studies and rep-
resents a substantive contribution to the description of
this word class. A. Bizhkenova (2017), who compared all
synsemantic classes of German and Kyrgyz, did not distin-
guish auxiliary nouns as a separate category in her analy-
sis; the present study’s treatment of auxiliary nouns as an
independent class with its own correspondence hierarchy
demonstrates the analytical gain of recognising this cate-
gory explicitly, as argued in the grammatical literature by
0. Zakharova (1987) and T. Pazilova (2025).

On the conjunction system, K. Umarov (1973) estab-
lished that German organises subordinating conjunctions
into nine semantic groups while Kyrgyz distinguishes only
four, and that the deficit is compensated through case-
marked forms, participial constructions, converbs, post-
positions, and the conditional mood. The present study
fully corroborates this finding at the level of types and
extends it by providing parallel-text evidence for three
specific compensation mechanisms — direct conjunction
correspondence, converbal-postpositional construction,
and conditional mood morphology — with concrete bi-
lingual examples. K. Umarov’s finding that coordination
shows greater cross-linguistic isomorphism than subordi-
nation is likewise confirmed: the basic coordinative con-
junctions “zhana / und”, “birok / aber”, and “zhe / oder”
form stable one-to-one correspondences, whereas subor-
dinating conjunctions display a many-to-few asymmetry.
D. Kozuev et al. (2021), analysing English and Kyrgyz com-
plex sentences with adverbial clauses, found that more
than three-quarters of adverbial modifications precede
the main clause in Kyrgyz — a structural consequence of
the very same non-finite subordination strategies the
present study identifies as the compensatory mechanism
for the missing conjunction inventory. The convergence
between their syntactic observation and the present mor-
phosyntactic analysis strengthens the case that non-finite
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subordination is a deep typological feature of Kyrgyz
grammar rather than a register-specific or author-specif-
ic phenomenon. L. Johanson (2021) provides the broad-
er typological context: his survey of the Turkic family
demonstrates that converbal subordination is an archaic,
pan-Turkic property, and that the preference for non-fi-
nite clause-linking over finite subordinating conjunctions
is characteristic of the family as a whole, further confirm-
ing that the asymmetry identified here is not peculiar to
Kyrgyz but typologically expected.

The particle findings are the least directly compara-
ble with prior work, since no previous study in the re-
viewed literature focused specifically on Kyrgyz particles
in contrast with German. A. Bizhkenova (2017) noted
that particles and interjections in both languages lack
self-sufficiency in the realisation of a nominative func-
tion and occupy a peripheral position in the function
word inventory, a characterisation consistent with the
present finding that particles produce the least regular
and least predictable cross-linguistic correspondences.
A. Sarymsakova (2007) proposed dividing synsemantic
units into nominative-synsemantic and non-nomina-
tive-synsemantic items, placing particles among the lat-
ter. The present analysis supports this division insofar as
the non-referential, discourse-level character of particles
is precisely what makes their cross-linguistic mapping
unstable. However, the present study goes further by
identifying three specific correspondence types — parti-
cle-to-particle/adverb, particle-to-modal-particle, and
particle-to-syntactic-construction — and illustrating them
with parallel-text data. The particular case of Kyrgyz “go”
corresponding to the German combination of “doch”
and a tag question (“oder?”) illustrates a distribution of
pragmatic function across two grammatical elements on
the German side, a kind of one-to-two mapping inverse
to the structural compression typical of the postposi-
tion-preposition correspondence. K. Boye (2023), who
reconceptualises function words as units conventionally
occupying a discursively secondary position, provides a
theoretical framework that helps account for this insta-
bility: if particle meaning is constituted largely at the dis-
course level rather than through fixed semantic content,
then cross-linguistic equivalence will necessarily be con-
textually mediated rather than structurally fixed.

The question of whether function words possess nom-
inative properties — raised by A. Abdykakharov (2007) and
A. Sarymsakova (2007) within Kyrgyz linguistics — receives
indirect support from the present parallel-text evidence.
The spatial roots of auxiliary nouns, the relational frames
of postpositions, and the propositional connectors rep-
resented by conjunctions all demonstrate degrees of ref-
erential anchoring that place them on a continuum with
content words rather than in strict opposition to them.
This is consistent with M. Haspelmath’s (2023) frame-
work of semantic root classes, which allows cross-linguis-
tic functional comparison to proceed through meaning
rather than form, and with K. Boye’s (2023) view of the
lexical-grammatical distinction as gradient rather than
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discrete. B. Zhunussova et al. (2024), tracing the diachron-
ic development of the Turkic particle “birlan” into case af-
fixes in some modern Turkic languages while it remains
a free-standing function word in others, illustrate empir-
ically the fluidity of the boundary between postpositions
and affixes — the same boundary that the three-part mor-
phological structure of Kyrgyz auxiliary nouns inhabits
synchronically. S. de Knop & F. Gallez (2023), demonstrat-
ing variation in how spatial and directional meanings are
encoded prepositionally and morphologically even within
the same sub-family of Germanic languages, confirm that
the prepositional systems that serve as the primary Ger-
man correspondents of Kyrgyz postpositions and auxiliary
nouns are themselves non-uniform, which implies that
the many-to-many mapping observed in the present study
is partly driven by variation on the German side as well as
by polysemy on the Kyrgyz side.

Conclusions
The present study set out to carry out the first compre-
hensive contrastive analysis of all four classes of Kyrgyz
function words — postpositions, auxiliary nouns, conjunc-
tions, and particles — against their German functional
counterparts, using parallel literary texts as the empirical
basis. The analysis has established four main findings. The
functional correspondences between Kyrgyz postpositions
and German prepositions are systematic but asymmetric.
German prepositions constitute the primary correspond-
ent type, yet the mapping is many-to-many at the seman-
tic level and involves additional adverbial, morphological,
and lexico-syntactic types of correspondence. This asym-
metry is typologically motivated by the divergent word or-
der and morphological profiles of the two languages.
Kyrgyz auxiliary nouns, a category specific to Turkic
and without direct structural counterpart in German, cor-
respond most consistently to German spatial prepositions
across all spatial subgroups. Their three-part morpholog-
ical structure — encoding the spatial relation, possessive
dependency, and case simultaneously — is compressed
into a single invariable preposition in German, which dis-
tributes the grammatical information across the article
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AHHOTAUMS. Kbi3maTubl Ce34epAyH KNacCTapblH CUCTEMANaWTbipyy CanbluTbipma TUA WAMMMHAErM aKTyanayy
macenenepavH 6upu 6onyn caHanaT, aHTKEHW TUMOMOTUANBIK KaKTaH aWblpManaHraH TUAZEP rpammMaTUKabiK
Mamunenepan OUNaMpyYyAe npuHUMNUanayy Typae ap Oalka MexaHUsMAepAu KongoHywat. byn usmngeeHyH
MaKcaTbl KbIprbl3 TUANHAEMM KbI3MaTUbl CO346PAYH TOPT KAACCbIHbIH — NOC/NIENOTAOPAYH, apAamubl 3aT aTOOUTOPAYH,
6avinamtanapablH XaHa benykuenepayH HEMUC TUANHAEMM CTPYKTYPaA/bIK SKBUBANEHTTEPU MeHeH BONTOH TUA apanbik
OYHKUMOHANABIK Aan KeNyyNepyHYH TYPABPYH KaHa MepPapXMACbIH aHbIKTOO, OLIOHAOW 31e 6Up TUALE SKMHYM Tuare
MYHe3ayy OONroH CTPYKTypasiblK KapaKaTTap KOK GONroH yyypaa KOALOHYATaH KOMMEHCALMANbIK FpamMMaTUKabIK
MexaHM3Maepam aHblkToo 6onyn caHanat. Msunpeede canbiwTbipma Tangoo, napannengyy TeKCTTep bIKMachl,
CYPOTTOMO-aHaIMTUKANbIK NpoLeaypanap KaHa KOMMOHEHTTUK Tangoo KOoAAOHyndy. IMnuMpuKanblik 6asa Katapbl
3KU TUAAWH TPAMMATUKANbIK CYpeTTeMeNepy KaHa napaniengyy Kepkem TeKCcTTep Kbi3MaT Kblagbl. TanLoOoHYH
bIMbIHTBITbIHAA HEMWC TUAMHAErM NPeAsiorgop Kblprbl3 TUAMHAErM MOCAeNoraopayH Hernsrn ¢yHKUMOHaNAbIK
3KBMBANEHTU 6ONYN KbI3MAT Kblalaapbl aHbIKTanAbl. BUpok 6yn gan kenyy 6up maaHunyy smec: 6up ane nocnenor
KOHTEKCTKe Kapalla ap KaHgaw npeanorgop apKblayy 6epuaniumM MyMmKyH, aa amMu alpbiM rpaMMaTUKaAIbIK MaaHuep
Hapeuure e aHa/IMTUKa/bIK KOHCTPYKLMANAP apKblayy TYtOHTYyAaT. OWOHAOM 31e Y4 6enyKTeH TypraH MopdoiormabiK
TY3YNIYLLKE 33 6OTOH KbIPrbl3 TUAMHAETU KapAaMubl 38T aTOOUTOPAYH (HErns + TaaHAbIK My4e + }KeH4eMe My4Ye) HeMuc
TUNMHAE CO3 TYPKYMY DOKOHYA Ty3 SKBUBANIEHTU KOK SKEHU aHbIKTaNAbl; anapablH MENKUHANKTUK MAaaHUCK HETU3UHEH
npeaaoraop, OWOHAOKN ae Hapeynenep XaHa TaTaan Npeanorayk KOHCTPYKUMANAp apKblayy 6epunet. KK Tuageru
TeH, cananyy 6ainamTanap cuctemachbl Kblila gapakaga msomopdpusman KepceTeT, an aMu HarbiHbIHKbl HalinaHbILL
KapayKaTTapbl TapMarbiHAa ONyTTyYy CaHAbIK acMMMeTpus BaiKanat: HeMUC TUAM MbIHAAM KaparkaTTapablH Kbliia 6ai
TONTOMYHQ 33, 3/l SMU KbIPrbi3 TUAKN By abiPMaYdbINbIKTbl STULLTUH HEPUHUTTUK POPManapbIH XKaHa LWAPTTYY biHrakapl
KO/ILOHYY apKbllyy KOMNEHCAUMANANT. IH, a3 BOMKONLOHIOH TUA apanblk gan kenyynep 6enykyenep tapmarbiHAa
6aikanraH, byn anapAblH NPArmaTUKaAbIK XaHa OUCKYPCTYK MYHO3Y MEHEH TYLWYHAYPYAST. ANbIHIAH MKbIMbIHTbIKTAP
CaNbIWTbIPMa TU UIMMMW KaHa KOTOPMO TaaHyy TapMarblHAArbl U3NAAeeYynep YYyH, OLOHAON 3/1e Kbiprbi3 XaHa
HEMUC TUNAEPUHUH OKYTYY4ynapbl Y4YH Kbi3bIKTYy 60/10T

Hermnsrn ces3aep: tunonornansik aibipmaubiibik; SOV ce3 TapTubu; HedUHUTTUK 6arbiHbIHKbl BGainaHbil;

rpammaTtukanmsaums;  MOPGOCUMHTAKCUCTMK — acCMMMETPUA; Mnapaaiengyy Koprnyc Tangoocy; TWA  apanblk
9KBMBANEHTTYYAYK
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AHHOTAUMS. ChcTemaTM3aumsa KAacCoB CAYKeBHbIX C/0B OCTaeTcA aKTyasbHOW Npobaemoit ConocTaBuUTeNbHOro
A3bIKO3HAHWUA, MOCKONbKY TUNONOTNYECKN pPasinyarouimeca A3blKU UCNONb3YIOT NPUHLNNNA/IBHO pPa3Hble MEeXaHU3MbI
BbIPAXKEHUA TPAMMaTUYECKUX OTHOLEHUI. Llenblo AaHHOro MccnefoBaHUs 6blI0 YCTAaHOBUTL TWUMbl U MEPaPXMIO
MEXKDbA3bIKOBbIX GYHKLMOHANbHBIX COOTBETCTBMIA MEXKAY YETbIPbMS KNAaCCaMM CYXKEBHbIX C/IOB KbIPrbI3CKOTO A3bIKa —
nocsesoramu, BCNoMOraTe/IbHbIMU CyLLLECTBUTE/IbHbIMM, COFO3aMU UM HYaCTULLAMMU U UX CTPYKTYPHBIMW 3KBMBA/IEHTaMU B
HeMeUKOM A3blKe, a TaKXKe BblABUTb KOMNEHCATOPHble rPaMmmaTnu4eCKkne mexaHn3mbl, K KOTOpbImMm npm6eraeT KB)K,CI,bIVI
A3bIK NPY OTCYTCTBMM B APYrOM COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX CTPYKTYPHbIX CPeacTB. B uccnenoBaHny MCNo/b30BaiCb METOAbI
COMOCTaBUTENIbHOTO aHanu3a, MapaniesbHbiX TEKCTOB, OMMCaTENbHO-aHAa/IMTUYECKME MPOoLeaypbl U KOMMOHEHTHbIN
aHanu3. IMNMpUYEcKyto 6asy CoOCTaBUIM rPaMMaTUYECKME ONUCAHWA 0BOUX A3bIKOB M NapasieNibHble XyA0XKECTBEHHbIE
TEKCTbl. AHa/iM3 TMOKasaj, 4YTo HeMmeLKMe Npeasiorn BbICTYNAT OCHOBHbIM (YHKLUMOHANbHbIM COOTBETCTBUEM
KbIPrbI3CKMX MOC/E/I0r0B, O4HAKO 3TO COOTBETCTBME HE ABNAAETCA OAHO3HAYHbIM: OAMH W TOT KE MOCNEOr MOMKET
nepegaBaTbCA Pas/IMYHbIMU MPEANOraMmu B 3aBUMCMMOCTM OT KOHTEKCTa, TOrAa KaK HeKoTopble rpammaTuvyeckue
3Ha4YeHMA BbIpPaXKakoTCA NOCPeacCTBOM HapeYHbIX UAN aHa/IMTUYECKUX KOHCprKLI,VIi;I. Take 6bl10o YCTaHOBNEHO, 4YTO
KbIprbi3CKMe BCMOMOraTe/ibHble CyLeCcTBUTENbHbIE, 061a4atoLLme Tpex4yacTHOM MOPdOIOrMYecKol CTPYKTypoi (ocHoBa
+ NPUTAXKaTENbHbIN adOUKC + NageKHbIN adPUKC), HE UMEIOT MPSAMOTO YaCTEPEYHOTO 3KBMBAJIEHTA B HEMELLKOM A3bIKE;
UX NPOCTPAaHCTBEHHAA CeMaHTUKa nepenaetTca npeunmyulleCtBeHHO npegnorammn, a TakxXe Hapedynamum m CNoXXHbiMU
npeasoXKHO-UMEHHBIMW  KOHCTPYKLUMAMKU. CUCTEMbBI COYMHUTE/IbHbIX COK30B B 006OMX A3blKAX AEMOHCTPUPYHOT
3HaAUUTE/NIbHYIO CTeneHb M3oMopdu3Ma, Toraa Kak B 06/1aCTUM MOAYMHUTENbHBbIX CPEACTB HabiogaeTcs 3amMeTHas
KO/IMYECTBEHHAA aCUMMETPUA: HEMELLKMI A3bIK pacrnonaraeT 3HaunTesbHo 6onee 6oraTtblM HABOPOM TaKMUX CPEACTB,
TOrAA KaK KbIPrbI3CKMI KOMMEHCUPYET 3TO UCMO/Ib30BaHMEM HEPUHUTHbIX GOPM Farosa U YCNOBHOTO HaK/IOHEHUA.
HanmeHee npefcKasyemble MeXbA3bIKOBble COOTBETCTBMA OblN BbisiBNEHbl B chepe YacTul, YTo 0OBACHAETCA WX
nparmMaTMyecKon 1 ANCKYPCUBHOM NpUpoaoii. MonyyeHHble pesynbTaTbl NPeacTaBAAoT UHTepeC A/1A ucciefoBaTenei
B 06/1aCTV COMOCTaBUTE/NIbHON JIMHIBUCTUKM U MEpPeBOLOBEAEHUA, a TaKKe A/1a NpernogaBaTtesieil KbIprbi3CKOro u
HEeMeLKoro A3bIKOB

KAto4YeBbIE  CAOBQ: TUMONOrMYECKOE —pacxoxieHue;, nopsadok ci1o8 SOV, HedUHUTHOE MOoAYMHEHMUE;

rpamMmmaTuKannsaumnsa, MOp(bOCVIHTaKCVILIECKaH acMuMmmeTpunA; aHain3 NapaanesibHoOro Kopnyca, MeXbA3blkoBaA
3KBMNBA/NIEHTHOCTb
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