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Nouns and adjectives in South Siberian Turkic

Lars Johanson

To the memory of Karl Heinrich Menges
(1908-1999)

0. Introduction

The Turkic varieties spoken in South Siberia—today counting as varieties qf the
standard languages Altay, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan and Tofan~ar§ .of panlculgr
linguistic interest. Although they do not, according to the . traditional genetic
classification, form a homogeneous subgroup of the Turkic family, they have many
important traits in common. Despite contact-inducgd .features. adopted from
Mongolic or imposed by originally Samoyedic- and Yemseylc-speakmg groups, they
have also preserved numerous old features documented in East Old Turkic texts
(known from the 8th century onwards). o ' o
Recent years have seen an upsurge of interest in South Siberian Turkic varieties.
My own vivid interest in this fascinating linguistic area was awakened by' the late
Karl Heinrich Menges during his time as Visiting Professor. at Uppsala in l9§8.
Since then, I have regularly come back to South Siberian Turkic in my own teaching
and research. In the present article, which I dedicate to the dear memory of my first
teacher in General and Comparative Turcology, I will emplqy material from the
standard languages of South Siberia to illustrate the relationship between the word
‘ > and ‘adjective’. ‘
ClaS;f;lSe r::(:;rslteice ofJ such morphosyntactically definable Qistinct word 'clas'ses in
Turkic languages has often been questioned. It is my conviction that combinations o(f
various structural facts are required to demonstrate the s:las.shood of nouns an
adjectives in Turkic. My main purpose is to show that adjectives may function as
nouns by way of markerless nominalisation procc':sses, whereas nouns do not loccu;
as adjectives. The situation in South Siberia provides typical and clear examples o
i e but important demarcation. _
thls’l?}l:: tallirrt: of thri)s article is not to present new data, but to systematise the n}atenal
already available. The cited examples are just samples without any pretensions to
completeness.
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1. Attitudes towards the ‘noun’ versus ‘adjective’ distinction

The attitudes of grammarians and other linguists towards the ‘noun’ versus
‘adjective’ distinction in Turkic vary considerably.

1.1. Traditional attitudes

Traditional grammars of Turkic languages tend to recognise lexemes as ‘adjectives’
according to the meaning of their translation equivalents in languages such as
English, French, German and Russian. Turkic adjectives are thus identified as words
that translate adjectives of those languages. This practice does not always lead to
wrong results, since adjectives show certain semantic and syntactic similarities
across languages. However, it does not establish a word class ‘adjective’ based on
internal grammatical criteria.

1.2.  Rejection of the distinction

Another common attitude is based on the conviction that nouns and adjectives
cannot be distinguished in Turkic. The claim is that there are only ‘verbs’ and ‘non-
verbs’, the latter constituting a superclass called ‘nominals’ (‘Nomina’,
‘substantives’, etc.). Certain nominals may be ‘adjective-like’ in meaning and / or
function. They may exhibit conceptual bases and grammatical properties typical of
adjectives in Russian or other European languages. However, this is not thought to
be a sufficient basis for establishing a discrete word class ‘adjective’ in the
languages concerned.

The description of many Turkic languages—including East Old Turkic and
modern South Siberian Turkic—has been strongly influenced by Kaare Gronbech’s
radical rejection of a Turkic ‘noun’ versus ‘adjective’ distinction (1936: 2, 24, 26—
27). Gronbech does not recognise any morphological, syntactic or semantic
differences that would motivate the distinction in question. Turkic nominals are
claimed to be nouns and adjectives at the same time. Words referred to as adjectives,
since they often denote properties, do not to differ from other nominals. According
to Gronbech, the reason for the allegedly lacking distinction is the incapability of
distinguishing conceptually between nouns and adjectives:

Dies hat seinen Grund darin, dass man auch nicht begrifflich zwischen ihnen sondern
kann. Die Nomina bezeichnen nicht ein Wesen oder eine Sache, sondem deren Begriff
in unbestimmtem Umfang, weder substantivisch noch adjektivisch festgelegt; dies
heisst, man spricht vom Begriff, ohne zu betonen, ob derselbe als Sache oder als
Eigenschaft zu verkdrpemn ist (1936: 2).
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Was dem tiirkischen Sprachdenken als ein und dieselbe Vorstellung erscheint,
betrachten wir bald von diesem, bald von jenem Gesichtspunkt /.../ In allen Dialekten
kann man ‘Adjektiva’ finden, die wir nur als Substantiva auffassen kénnen. Oft steht
man einem Wort ganz ratlos gegeniiber (1936: 24).

According to certain Turcologists, modern languages are developing adjective
classes under non-Turkic influence. Thus, Nikolaj A. Baskakov claims that the
adjective, which, according to him, has been very weakly differentiated from the
adverb and the noun until recent times, tends to develop into an independent part of
speech in a language such as modern Altay (1958: 60).

It has often been claimed that Turkic adjectives are used freely as nouns, and
nouns as adjectives. This opinion is often met with in grammars of Turkish. See, for
example, Robert Godel (1945: 45): “La transposition de 1’adjectif en nom ou du nom
en adjectif est trés libre, méme pour les mots characterisés par un suffixe”. However,
the structuralist Lloyd B. Swift wants to save the reader of his grammar from this
alleged fallacy: “Once having identified a particular ‘word’ in Turkish as an ‘adject-
ive’ he is almost sure to be led astray whenever he finds it performing a nominal
function and to end up mumbling nonsense about ‘adjectives functioning as nouns’”.
Swift rejects the terms ‘noun’ and ‘adjective’, since they “generally describe neither
form class nor function class but rather a kind of hybrid class called ‘part of
speech’” (1963: 3). He prefers to speak of ‘substantives’ belonging to different
syntactic substitution classes, i.e. syntactic ‘nominals’ and ‘adjectivals’ (1963: 188).
For the discussion on adjectives in Turkish, see Johanson 1990: 187-192.

1.3.  Semantic and pragmatic approaches

Some grammarians distinguish nouns and adjectives exclusively on semantic
grounds. They argue that a given lexeme is a noun if it designates an object; and an
adjective if it designates a static property (Isxakov & Pal’mbax 1961: 178).

Certain Turcologists argue that the distinction between nouns and adjectives
should be relegated to pragmatics. According to Marcel Erdal, a clear delimitation
seems impossible in “Old Turkic and other typical Turkic languages”. There is
rather a continuum with many intermediate stages and uncertainties. “The question
is not whether a given lexeme can be put solely to nominal or solely to adjectival
use, but as what the addressee or reader takes it to be where the text gives him no
clues for choice” (1991: 132, footnote 187). Compare attempts to define word classes
on discourse-pragmatic grounds, for example Hopper & Thompson 1984 and
Thompson 1989.
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1.4. Prototypical nouns and adjectives

The impression that a number of Turkic nominals do not fall neatly into the word
classes ‘noun’ and ‘adjective’ but exhibit properties of both has led some linguists to
deal with the problem within a prototype-theory framework. It has thus been argued
for Turkish that adjectives do not constitute a discrete word class, but that “the
nominal class constitutes a continuum from prototypical noun to prototypical
adjective, allowing for a large and essentially indeterminate intermediate segment”
(Braun & Haig 2000: 91).

This is a good point of departure for distinguishing nouns and adjectives. I have
claimed in earlier work that the only possibility to establish these parts of speech
systematically is a classification of nominals according to their predilection for and
aversion against particular syntactic functions (Johanson 1990: 190). The term
‘noun’ might be used for words that typically occur in certain syntactic substitution
slots, primarily as head of noun phrases, and ‘adjective’ might be used for those
which typically occur in attributive (“adnominal”) slots. Subclasses might thus be

established on the basis of typical and atypical occurrence in these basic syntactic
functions.

1.5.  The present approach

The approach applied in the present paper nevertheless differs from a prototype-
theory treatment. My own position has always been that nouns and adjectives can be
distinguished in Turkic, though the criteria for word class membership partly differ
from those valid in languages such as Russian and English. Nouns and adjectives
pattern together on certain criteria, and there may even be borderline cases between
them, but most lexemes can be assigned membership in one of the two classes. The

following typological discussion is mainly based on R. M. W. Dixon’s work 1977,
1982, 2001).

2. Semantic features

2.1.  Semantic features of nouns

With respect to differential semantic features, nouns are words used to refer to
entities, i.e. indicating ‘somebody’ or ‘something’. They answer the questions
‘who?” and ‘what?’, e.g. Altay, Khakas, Shor kem, Tuvan gim ‘who?’, Altay ne(me),
Khakas nime, Shor no:, Tuvan é&i: ‘what?’.
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Across languages, lexical items with concrete reference—those referring to
humans, body parts, flora, fauna, celestial and environmental entities, artefacts—are
typically linked to noun classes. For our discussion of word classes, it is reasonable
to assume that South Siberian Turkic words referring to animates, body parts,
physical objects, natural phenomena, etc. are nouns. Their morphosyntactic
behaviour may help us to decide upon the classhood of words of a less typical
semantic profile.

Examples of South Siberian Turkic words referring to animates: Khakas kizi,
Altay, Tuvan kizi ‘person’, Altay bala, Khakas, Shor pala ‘child’, Altay, Shor,
Tuvan gis, Khakas xis ‘girl’, Altay, Khakas, Shor at ‘horse’, Tuvan, Tofan at
‘horse’, Altay, Tuvan, Tofan balig, Shor paliq, Khakas palix ‘fish’, Altay #ilkii,
Khakas, Shor #ilgii ‘fox’, Tuvan dilgi, Altay qoyon, Khakas, Shor gozan, Tuvan
godan ‘rabbit’, Altay, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan qu., Khakas xu: ‘swan’, Altay uy, Khakas
inek ‘cow’, Shor nek, Tuvan inek ‘cow’, Altay, Shor, Tuvan qus, Khakas xus ‘bird’.

Examples of words referring to body parts: Altay, Tuvan bas, Shor pas$, Khakas
pas ‘head’, Altay yiirek, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan cirek ‘heart’, Altay, Khakas, Shor,
Tuvan s6:k ‘bone’, Altay, Shor gol, Khakas, Tuvan xo/ ‘hand, arm’, Altay, Khakas,
Shor sayal ‘beard’.

Examples of words referring to physical objects and natural phenomena: Altay
tu:, Khakas, Shor tay, Tuvan day ‘mountain’, Altay, Shor ayas, Khakas ayas, Tuvan
iyas ‘tree’, Altay, Shor, Tofan fas, Tuvan das ‘stone’, Altay, Khakas sap, Tuvan,
Tofan sip ‘handle’, Altay, Khakas, Shor k6!, Tuvan xd! ‘lake’, Altay yer, Shor,
Khakas ¢ir, Tuvan éer ‘earth’, Altay ro§, Tuvan dos, Khakas pus, Shor mus ‘ice’,
Altay yimirtqa, Khakas nimirxa, Shor nibirtqa, Tuvan céu:rya ‘egg’, Altay, Shor gar,
Khakas, Tuvan xar ‘snow’, Altay, Tuvan bulut, Khakas, Shor pulut ‘cloud’, Altay,
Khakas tura, Tuvan baziy, Tofan dy ‘house’, Altay yol, Shor col, Tuvan, Tofan orug
‘road’, Altay keme, Khakas kime, Shor kebe, Tuvan xeme ‘boat’, Altay, Khakas
altin, Tuvan afidin ‘gold’, Altay kiimis, Khakas kiimiis, Tuvan mdygin ‘silver’,
Altay su:, Khakas, Tuvan suy ‘water’, Altay, Khakas, Tuvan sit ‘milk’, Altay,
Khakas kiin, Tuvan xiin ‘sun’, Altay temir, Khakas timir, Shor febir ‘iron’, Altay
malta, Khakas palti, Tuvan baldi, Tofan siiye ‘axe’, Altay salgin, Khakas ¢il, Tuvan
xat ‘wind’, Altay, Khakas, Tuvan ay ‘game (wild animal)’.

2.2.  Semantic features of adjectives

Adjectives primarily describe properties of entities, indicating what ‘somebody’ or
‘something’ is like (‘so’, ‘such’). A semantic test criterial for adjectivehood is
provided by interrogatives meaning ‘how?’, ‘what kind of’, e.g. Altay qandiy,
Khakas xayday, Shor gaydiy, Tuvan, Tofan gandiy. These question words elicit
answers in which the information wanted is expressed by an adjective. They are
inappropriate if the anticipated answer is a noun.
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Across languages, words of certain semantic types are closely associated with
adjective classes. Our discussion of word classes starts from the assumption that
South Siberian Turkic words expressing such concepts are adjectives. Their
morphosyntactic behaviour may help us to decide upon the classhood of words of a
less typical semantic profile.

The core semantic types typically associated with adjective include expressions
of dimension (‘big’, ‘small’, ‘long’, ‘tall’, ‘short’, ‘wide’, ‘deep’, etc.), age (‘new’,
‘young’, ‘old’, etc.), value (‘good’, ‘bad’, etc.) and colour (‘black’, ‘white’, ‘red’,
etc.).

Some examples of words representing core semantic types: Altay yi:7, Khakas
¢i:t, Tofan ni:t, Tuvan aniyag ‘young’, Altay yapi, Khakas, Shor na:, Tuvan ca:

i ‘new’, Altay sari, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan sariy ‘yellow’, Altay, Shor, Tuvan gizil,
Khakas xizil ‘red’, Altay d'a:n, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan uluy ‘big’, Altay d'agsi, Shor
cagsi, Khakas caxsi, Tuvan eki ‘good’, Altay, Shor, Tuvan so:q ‘cold’, Khakas so.x,
1}ltay, Khakas, Tuvan far ‘narrow’, Altay, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan semis, Khakas simis
‘fat’.

With non-core concepts, the word class membership may be different across
languages, for example between Turkic and English or Russian. More peripheral
semantic types relatively closely associated with adjective classes include those
expressing physical property and speed.

Some examples of the semantic types of physical property and speed: Altay garu,
Khakas xatiy, Shor gadiy, Tuvan qga @iy, Tofan ga #y ‘hard’, Altay d'imzaq, Khakas
nimzax, Shor, Tuvan ¢imcéaq, Tofan ¢imcéZaq ‘soft’, Altay u:r, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan
a:r ‘heavy’, Altay aru, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan ariy ‘clean’, Altay izii, Khakas
izig, Shor izig, Tuvan iziy, Tofan i%iy ‘hot’, Altay acu, Khakas, Shor aciy, Tuvan
aziy, Tofan acéZiy ‘sour, bitter’, Altay o:ru, Khakas ayiriy, Shor ayriy, Tuvan, Tofan
a:riy ‘sick’, Altay ¢lgon, Shor élgen, Khakas 6lig, Tuvan okiy ‘dead’, Altay firgen,
Tuvan diirgen, Shor tabirag, Khakas tabirax ‘fast’, Altay ara:y, Khakas ay irin
Shor kengerek, Tuvan o:Zun ‘slow’. ,

3. Distributional features

With respect to distributional features, several grammatical slots in the clause may
be filled by both nouns and adjectives. Both can be used as a predicate, a copula
corr}p}ement and a predicate complement. In the noun phrase, which offers the
posxtlgns head and modifier, adjective-plus-noun constructions are typically found.
A.typlcal noun phrase has a noun as head, e.g. Altay yi:t u:l [young boy], bay kisi
[rich person], Khakas pdzik tay (high mountain], Tuvan iziy Say [hot teal, aq bulut-
tar [white cloud-pL], Tofan uluy tas [big stone], Shor kdép galig [many people].
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Whereas the head position is primary to nouns, the modifier position is primary
to adjectives. Under certain conditions, however, both nouns and adjectives can
occupy either slot.

Ttems that have a conceptual basis typical of adjectives and typically function as
modifiers may be used as heads, e.g. Altay bay [rich] ‘a / the rich person’, pozik-ter
[high-PL] ‘heights’, Khakas kicig-ler [small-pL] ‘small ones’, Tuvan gizil-dar [red-
PL] ‘red ones’.

Items that have a conceptual basis typical of nouns and typically function as
heads of noun phrases may be used as modifiers, e.g. Shor giz pala [girl child]
‘daughter’, ayci kizi [hunter person] ‘hunter’.

This distributional pattern does not, however, imply that “nouns are used as
adjectives”. Even if nouns and adjectives can occupy both the modifier and the head
slot, the conditions for this variation are, as we shall see, quite different.

4. Morphosyntactic behaviour of adjectives

When used as the head of a noun phrase, Turkic adjectives display a morphosyntac-
tic behaviour typical of nouns. For example, they assume the same inflectional
morphology as nouns. Turkic nouns in argument position inflect for number, case
and person-number of the possessor. This marking, which indicates syntactic
functions of the noun phrase, goes onto the word acting as head. Thus, adjectives
used adnominally as head modifiers do not take the markers in question but are used
in plain form, e.g. Tuvan bedik day [high mountain] ‘a / the high mountain’, bedik
day-lar-da [high mountain-PL-LOC] ‘on (the) high mountains’. As heads of noun
phrases, however, adjectives take the same modifying suffixes as nouns do, i.e. they
inflect for case, number and possessive, e.g. Khakas kicig-ler-ibis-tey [small-PL-
POSS.2PL-ABL ] ‘from our small ones’, Tuvan giryan-nar-ya [old-PL-DAT] ‘to the old
people’. Compare East Old Turkic edgii-g [good-POSS.25G] ‘your advantage’, ag-iy
[white-acc] ‘the white [horse]’.

The markers just indicate syntactic functions of the noun phrases, without
modifying properties expressed by the adjectives. On the other hand, adjectives used
as heads of noun phrases maintain other syntactic features typical of adjectives, for
example the possibility of being modified by adverbs, e.g. Tuvan diga uluy-lar [very
big-PL] ‘very big ones’.

5. Secondary semantic function of adjectives
It was stated above that Turkic adjectives primarily describe properties of entities.

When they make up an entire noun phrase, without any stated noun, they may,
however, also have a secondary semantic function. Their use is not only restricted to
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elliptical cases, where a head noun is omitted under certain discourse conditions, i.e.
where the entity described is not overtly expressed but contextually identifiable.
Turkic adjectives are susceptible to genuine nominalisation in that they may, as
heads of noun phrases, be used to refer to entities in a highly systematic way, e.g.
Khakas ci:z, Tofan ni:t ‘young’ — ‘young person, youngster’. In these cases, the
adjectives are not used /ike nouns, but rather as nouns.

This phenomenon may be seen as the result of a markerless transfer from a
primary to a secondary function, a nominalising process without derivational
markers. In its primary function, the adjective indicates a property of a given entity.
In its secondary function, it indicates an entity that bears this property: somebody or
something characterised by the primary adjective meaning. This process implies a
shift from ‘so / like this’ to ‘something / somebody that is so / like this’. The
applicability of this markerless nominalisation varies across the Turkic languages. In
principle, it is dependent on certain characteristics of the referents.

The markerless nominalisation is generally possible when the entities referred to
are animates, in particular humans: ‘somebody who is so / like this’. A headless
adjective such as uluy ‘big’ may thus be interpreted as ‘somebody who is big’.
Further examples: Altay bay, Shor pay ‘rich® — ‘rich person’, Altay gorrug
‘cowardly, timid’ — ‘coward’, Tuvan ma:dir ‘brave, heroic’ — ‘hero’, ékiy ‘dead’
— corpse’, Altay o.riyan ‘sick’ — ‘sick person, patient’, Tuvan giryan ‘old’ — ‘old
person’.

Designations of origin and nationality are often nominalised adjectives, e.g.
Altay, Tuvan orus, Khakas oris, Shor gazag ‘Russian’, Tuvan gidat ‘Chinese’, mo:l
‘Mongol(ian)’, yaqut ‘Yakut’. Compare East Old Turkic adjectives such as rirk,
oyuz and qirqiz, e.g. tiirk begler ‘the Turk begs’, oyuz yayi ‘the Oghuz enemy’, girgiz
gayan ‘the Kirghiz ruler’. Note also the numerous similar cases of nominalisation in
European languages, e.g. the English, les Frangais, die Deutschen, russkie.

The entity referred to may also be non-human, ‘something that is so / like this’,
e.g. Khakas ax, Tuvan, Tofan ag ‘white’ — ‘the white (of an egg, of the eye)’,
Khakas polik ‘separated” — ‘part’, Altay, Shor artig, Tuvan a %tig, Khakas artix
‘superfluous, left over’ — ‘remnant’, Shor, Tuvan ayas ‘clear’ — ‘clear weather’,
Altay, Shor, Khakas, Tuvan so:q ‘cold’ — ‘cold weather, the cold’. Compare cases
such as East Old Turkic soyig, Turkish soguk. Nominalised adjectives are often used
to refer to places or spaces, e.g. Tuvan delgem ‘wide, spacious’ — ‘wide open
space’, Altay garanuy, Shor garasqi ‘dark’ — ‘dark place’, Altay ira:q ‘distant’ —
‘distant place’, e.g. ira:g-tay [distant-ABL] ‘from far off’.,

A nominalised adjective may bear a possessive suffix referring to a set or a
context to which the entity belongs, i.e. Tuvan gizil-dar-1 [red-PL-P0SS.3P] ‘the red
ones’. This is also the case with comparative and superlative uses, e.g. Shor enne

caqsi-zi [most good- PL-P0OSS.3P] ‘the best one’.
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6. Tertiary semantic function of adjectives

In South Siberian Turkic, plain adjectives can, like in older Turkic languages, be
used in a tertiary semantic function, namely as abstract nouns, referring to the

‘warm’ — ‘warmth’, bedik ‘high’ — ‘height’, Altay, Shor, Khakas, Tuvan so:gq
‘cold’ — ‘cold(ness)’

This conversion further contributes to systematic homonymy, increasing the
range of possible readings and making the interpretation highly dependent on the
context. In this abstract use, however, lexemes are usually marked with a possessive
suffix referring to the bearer of the property in question, e.g. Tuvan day-niy bediy-i
[mountain-GEN high-P0ss.3P] ‘the height of the mountain’, xiin Ciliy-i' [sun warm-
P0ss.3P] ‘warmth of the sun’.

Though most modern Turkic languages use special suffixes to derive abstract
nouns from adjectives, e.g. Turkish iyi-lik ‘goodness’, derin-lik ‘depth’, Altay bay-
lig ‘richness’, ¢in-dig ‘truth’, they have generally retained some cases of plain
adjectives in the ‘abstract entity’ function, e.g. Turkish dogru ‘true’ — ‘truth’, kolay
‘easy’ — ‘easiness, easy way (of doing something)’. Note that English often
displays homonymy of this kind, e.g. in lexemes such as cold and light, which does
not lead linguists to deny that English possesses adjectives.

In South Siberian Turkic, this kind of nominalisation, which represents
properties as abstract entities, is observed in adjectives expressing dimension,
physical property, similarity, qualification, quantification, position, etc.

Some examples: Altay biyik, Khakas pézik, Shor méziik, Tuvan, Tofan bedik
‘high” — ‘height’, Altay o:ru, Khakas ayiriy ‘sick’ — ‘sickness’; Altay izii 0:ru (hot
sick] ‘typhus’, Altay yilu, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan diliy ‘warm’ — ‘wannEh’,
Altay izii, Shor izig, Tuvan iziy, Khakas izig, Tofan i %iy ‘hot” — ‘heat’, Altay cin,
Khakas sin, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan $in ‘true’ — ‘truth’, Tuvan arig ‘tired’ —
‘tiredness’, Altay, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan uzun ‘long’ — ‘length’, Altay yarig,
Khakas carix, Shor carig, Tuvan dirig ‘light, bright’ — ‘light, brigthness’, Altay,
Khakas, Shor, Tuvan kép ‘much’ — ‘multitude’, Altay acu, Khakas, Shor aciy,
Tuvan aziy ‘bitter’ — ‘bitterness, grief’, Altay serii:n, Khakas siren, Shor sere:n,
Tuvan seri-n ‘cool’” — ‘coolness’, Altay cirik, Khakas irik, Shor irik, Tuvan dirik
‘rotten’ — ‘rottenness’, Shor pos ‘free’ — ‘freedom’, §im ‘silent” — °‘silence, Tuvan
quryay ‘dry’ — ‘drought’, Tofan xilin ‘thick’ — ‘thickness’, &/ ‘moist’ —
‘moisture’.

Compare East Old Turkic adjectives in their tertiary function as abstra.cts, e.g.
edgii ‘good’ — ‘goodness, advantage’, ariy ‘clean, pure’ — ‘cleanness, pur-lty’, key
‘broad’ —> ‘breadth’, teriy ‘deep’ — ‘depth’, bepigii ‘etenal’ — ‘etemnity’, bek
‘firm’ — ‘firmness’, kertid ‘truthful’ — ’truthfulness’, bediik ‘big, great’ —
‘greatness’, kergek ‘necessary’ — ‘necessity’, garayyu ‘dark’ — ‘darkness’, yiliy
‘warm’ — ‘warmth’, ¢in ‘true’ — ‘truth’, aciy ‘bitter’ — ‘bitterness’.
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In their tertiary abstract use, lexemes of this kind are, like in South Siberian
Turkic of today, usually marked with a possessive suffix referring to the bearer of
the property. Erdal concludes that “the Old Turks apparently did not have much use
for abstracts unmarked for bearer” (1991: 126). He considers the possibility that the
old Turks “may have been unable to conceive of pure ideas, like the Homeric
Greeks”, but finds it more likely that “they may have shared with other languages of
the Chinese ‘Sprachbund’ the typological trait of having one form for abstract and

adjective”. A case in point would be ¢in, copied from Chinese, ‘true’ — ‘truth’
(compare ¢in ~ §in ~ sin above).

7. Primary, secondary and tertiary functions

In sum, it may be said that many adjectives have a triple functional pattern
comprising primary, secondary and tertiary functions. Examples: Khakas cayin ¢}
‘near’, (2) ‘something / somebody that is near’ (place, neighbour, relative, etc.), (3)
‘nearness’, Altay o:ru, Khakas ayiriy (1) ‘sick’, (2) ‘sick person’, (3) ‘sickness’,
Altay qaracqi, garanuy, Shor garasqi, Tuvan garaguy (1) ‘dark’, (2) ‘dark place’,
(3) ‘darkness’, Altay gortug (1) ‘cowardly’, (2) ‘coward’, (3) ‘cowardice’, Altay,
Khakas far (1) ‘narrow’, (2) ‘narrow place’, (3) ‘narrowness’, Altay, Shor, Khakas,
Tuvan so:q (1) ‘cold’, (2) ‘cold weather, the cold’, (3) ‘cold(ness)’, Altay, Tuvan
terey (1) ‘deep’, (2) ‘deep place’, (3) ‘depth’.

Compare the old triple pattern found in many East Old Turkic adjectives, e.g
yayug (1) ‘near’, (2) neighbour’, (3) ‘neighbourhood’, edgsii (1) ‘good’, (2)
‘somebody / something that is good’ (3) ‘the property of being good’, uz (1)
‘skillful’, (2) ‘craftsman, artisan’, (3) ‘skillfulness, craftsmanship’, alp (1) ‘sturdy’,
(2) ‘somebody who is sturdy, warrior’, (3) ‘sturdiness’, yayi (1) ‘hostile’, (2)
‘someone / something that is hostile, enemy’, (3) ‘hostility, the property of being an
enemy’, (1) yo:q ‘nonexisting’, (2) ‘nothing’, (3) ‘nothingness’.

8. Nouns as modifiers in noun phrases

Cases of nouns filling the modifier slot in noun phrases are different from the
secondary and tertiary uses of adjectives discussed so far. In the modifier position
nouns function as restrictive attributes without being adjectivalised. ,

‘Examples: Altay temir yol, Shor tebir col, Tuvan, Tofan demir oruq [iron road]
‘railway’, Altay tas tura, Khakas tas tura, Tuvan da$ baziy [stone house] ‘stone
house’, Altay ayas tura, Khakas ayas ib, Shor ayas em (iiy), Tuvan iyas baziy [wood
h_ouse] ‘wooden house’, Altay altin yiistiik, Shor altin istiik [gold ring] ‘golden
nng’, Altay fo§ gir [ice mountain] ‘iceberg’, ta§ komiir [stone coal] ‘(pit) coal’,
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kirpic¢ cay [brick tea] ‘brick-tea’, Shor gis garindas [girl sibling] ‘sister’, er qarindas
[male sibling] ‘brother’, giz pala [girl child] ‘daughter’.

In earlier work 1 have referred to this function as identity apposition (Johanson
1990: 190). On the criteria for appositions, see Hansjakob Seiler 1960. They are not
psycholinguistic and not dependent on majority judgments (cf. Braun & Haig 2000:
91). The modifier in question is an optional constituent of the noun phrase, preposed
to, and coreferential with, its head. Since the modifier position is primary to
adjectives, nouns occurring here have often erroneously been taken to be adjectives.
This shift from a primary use to a secondary attributive use is, however, not a
transfer from noun to adjective. Turkic nouns need overt derivational markers in
order to acquire adjectival meanings and functions. Nouns occurring as modifiers in
noun phrases are not adjectives formed through markerless derivational processes or
deprived of their markers along some path of grammaticalisation. They still refer to
entities, and not to properties. They thus form a kind of compound with the noun
they modify.

The main requirement is that an equational relationship obtains between modifier
and head. The referent of the head is or consists of the entity expressed by the
modifier. Nouns used as adnominal modifiers do not describe properties in the way
adjectives do. They do not convey that the modified entity has some quality typical
of the entity they designate, but rather that the modified entity consists of it. Thus,
Tuvan iyas ‘wood’ is not ‘wooden’, das ‘stone’ is not ‘stony’, and demir ‘iron’ is not
‘ferrous’. Khakas xis pala means a child who is a girl. Compare English baby girl,
which is not a babyish girl, a childish girl or a girl for babies, but a girl who is a
baby. Similarly, Shor kiimiis iistiik ‘silver ring’ denotes a ring that consists of silver.
Altay kirpi¢ cay ‘brick-tea’ is tea constituting a “brick”, i.e. a rectangular block of
moulded and hardened tea leaves.

While almost every adjective may function as a modifier in a noun phrase, the
applicability of noun modifiers is limited. Given the restrictions just mentioned, it is
natural that the nouns used as identity appositions often refer to the material of
which the entity consists, e.g. ‘stone’, ‘wood’, and to sex, e.g. ‘woman’, ‘man’, i.e.
the semantic subtypes specified by Dixon (1982).

The identity apposition is wellknown in all Turkic languages, e.g. Turkish kadin
polis [woman police] ‘police woman’. Similar East Old Turkic examples are gay-im
gayan [father-p0sS.1p.SG ruler] ‘the ruler, who is my father’, temir qapiy ‘iron gate’,
qgiz oyul [girl child] ‘daughter’. These are not, as Gronbech claims, constructions
formed in the same way as aq at ‘white horse’ and edgii ¢/ ‘good realm’ (1936: 24,
27). The roles of the adjectives ag and edgii differ considerably from those of the
nouns femir and ¢iz in their respective noun phrases.

Modifier-head sequences with a noun as head are not interruptable. Whereas a
noun phrase can include several adjective modifiers, e.g. Tuvan qizil bolya$ kok
garandastar ‘red and blue pencils’, it cannot comprise more than one noun modifier.
Furthermore, noun modifiers and adjective modifiers cannot be coordinated with
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each other. Thus, while it is possible to coordinate adjectives, e.g. Tuvan cdaras
bolyas a:r ortektiy bilzek ‘the beautiful and expensive ring’, a coordination such as
*caras bolyas altin bilzek ‘the beautiful and golden ring’ is not possible.
Consequently, the use of the Turkish word karaniik in karanlik ve giir orman ‘the
dark and dense forest’ shows that it is an adjective (Kuznecov 1976).

9. Further characteristics of adjectives

A few additional characteristics of adjectives will be mentioned here.

9.1.  Participation in possessive constructions

An important criterion for nounhood in Turkic is the possibility of participating in
possessive constructions of the type “noun + genitive + noun + possessive marker”,
and in possessive compounds of the type “noun + noun + possessive marker”, e.g.
Tuvan baZiy-niy ezi-i [house-GEN door-P0SS.3P] ‘the door of the house’, baZiy eZi-i
[house door-P0SS.3P] ‘house door’, Altay bicag-tiy sab-i [knife-GEN handle-P0OsS.3P]
‘handle of a / the knife’, Tuvan biZek si-i [knife handle-p0ss.3p] ‘knife-handle’,
Tofan siiye siZf-i [axe handle-P0sS.3P] ‘axe-handle’. Nouns take part in possessive
constructions with other nouns. Nouns used in the identity apposition function,
however, do not form possessive constructions with their heads, but are just adjoined
to them.

Adjectives in their primary function of designating properties cannot occur in
any of the two slots. In their secondary or tertiary nominalised function, designating
bearers of the corresponding property or the property itself as an abstract entity, they
can appear in both slots, e.g. Tuvan eki-niy eki-zi [good-GEN good-P0SS.38G] ‘the
best” (possessive compound of two nominalised adjectives). Compare Turkish hasta

‘sick’ in hasta yarag-i [sick bed-P0ss.3P] ‘sickbed’ and akil hasta-si [mind sick-
POSS.3P] ‘insane person’.

9.2.  Use in adverbal function

Many adjectives in plain form may, unlike nouns, be used in adverbal function, as

warm’, Tuvan eki udu- [good sleep] ‘to sleep well’, Khakas suy tabrax ax-éa [water
fast flow-PRES] ‘the water flows fast’.
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9.3. Case government

Adjectives describing relations to entities cause the arguments referring to these
entities to bear case markers or postpositions, e.g. Altay, Tuvan basqa, Shor pasqa,
Khakas pasxa (+ ablative) ‘other (than)’, Altay d'iziinde$, Khakas 1G:y, Shor
cii:nnig, Tuvan domey (+ dative) ‘similar (to)’, Altay golbulu (+ instrumental)
‘connected (with)’. This is often the case with human propensity adjectives
describing attitudes towards someone or something. The second argument,
representing the entity towards whom or which the attitude is shown, may be
expressed by an optional phrase marked by a case or a postposition, e.g. Tuvan
Gorya:r (+ dative) ‘proud (of)’. Nominalised relational adjectives are the only nouns
that may govern cases and postpositions, e.g. Altay bis-tey ira:q {[we-ABL far] ‘the one
far from us’, Khakas ma-ya: ¢ayin-nar [[-DAT near-PL] ‘those close to me’.

9.4. Modification by adverbs

Adjectives may be modified by adverbs. When applied to adjectives susceptible to
grading, premodifiers of this kind concem the descriptive content of the adjectives,
e.g. Altay siirekey yaqsi, Khakas uya: caxsi, Shor mayat caqsi, Tofan o:da eki,
Tuvan diga eki ‘very good’, Tuvan goncuy so:q ‘very cold’, a:Zoq uluy ‘very big’,
Shor tiy cii:nnig ‘very similar’, Khakas iy tirey ‘very deep’.

9.5. Comparison

Lexemes describing scalable qualities may be marked for comparative or superlative
degrees, e.g. Tuvan uluy ‘big’, a Ytig uluy ‘bigger, ey uluy ‘biggest’. .

The parameter of comparison in constructions of the type X is more beautiful
than Y’ is almost exclusively filled by adjectives. A comparand, i.e. a standard'of
comparison, can be added as an additional argument (‘than Y’), bearing an ablative
marker, e.g. Altay mi-nay ira:q [that-ABL distant] ‘farther than that’, Khakas ay-day
éarix [moon-ABL bright] ‘brighter than the moon’, Tuvan baziy-dan bedik, Tofan 6y-
den bedik [house-ABL high] ‘higher than the house’.

The superlative is formed analytically with particles such as ey ‘most’, €.g.
Khakas iy caxsi, Shor eyne caqsi, Tuvan ey(ne) eki [most good] ‘best’, Tgvaq, Tofan
ey uluy [most big] ‘biggest’. It can also be expressed by a syntactic combination of a
nominalised adjective in the ablative plus a plain adjective, e.g. Tuvan ?ki—den eki
[good-ABL good] ‘best’, ma:dir-dan ma:dir [brave-ABL brave] ‘most heroic’, I‘(hal_(as
ax-tan ax [white-ABL white] ‘whiter than white’. A third option is the combmatlon.
of two nominalised adjectives, e.g. Khakas caxsi-niy Caxsi-zi, Tuvan eki-niy eki-zi
[good-GEN good-P0Ss.3p] ‘best’.
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Nouns normally lack these possibilities, e.g. Tuvan *a ¥1ig das ‘more stone’, *ey
das ‘most stone’. However, nominalised gradable adjectives maintain this adjectival
property and may thus participate in comparative constructions, e.g. Altay ey yaqsi-
zi [most good-POSs.3P] ‘the best one’. If noun modifiers were really adjectives, those
representing scalable properties would be expected to take comparative and
superlative markers.

There are exceptional cases, in which nouns representing typical qualities of
certain entities may be used to describe these qualities. Khakas at-tar-day artix at
[horse-PL-ABL more horse] ‘the best of horses’. Such idiosyncratic usages do not
disprove the nounness of ar ‘horse’, just as mds brucha ‘more of a witch’ does not
invalidate the nounness of Spanish brucha ‘witch’. In the same way, certain Turkish
nouns are sometimes used to represent a property of which different degrees may be
defined, e.g. efendi ‘gentleman’, ¢ok efendi ‘very much a gentleman’, daha efendi
‘more of a gentleman’, en efendi ‘most gentlemanly’; cf. en kral kofteci [most king
meatball-maker], daha bir kadin [more a woman] (Braun & Haig 200: 86).

9.6. Intensifying and detensifying elements

Unlike nouns, Turkic adjectives may take intensifying and detensifying suffixes or
particles of various kinds.

Intensive suffixes have comparative and similar functions, expressing high
degrees of a given property: ‘quite’, ‘rather’, ‘particularly’, etc. Thus, East Old
Turkic -r4K derives elatives and comparatives from adjectives and adverbs, e.g.
terin ‘deep’ — terin-rek ‘deeper’, the only apparent exception being beg-rek from
beg ‘lord, master’ (Erdal 1991: 62-63). Detensive suffixes and particles express a
low degree of the property (‘a little’), mostly colours, e.g. Tuvan sariy ‘yellow’ —
sariy-zima:r “yellowish, uluy-zuma:r ‘rather too big, biggish’, Tofan sariy ‘yellow’
— sariy-siy ‘yellowish’, Khakas ag ‘white’ — ay-amdix ‘whitish’, xara ‘black’ —
xara-mdix ‘blackish’. The Khakas particle arax ‘a little’ has a similar function, e.g.
xizil arax ‘reddish’.

9.7.  Partial intensity reduplication

Partial intensity reduplication occurs with a limited set of adjectives describing form,
colour and other visible properties. The initial sequence (C)V of the adjective plus a
consonant, mostly p or m, is preposed to the adjective, e.g. Khakas xizil ‘red’ — xip-
xizil ‘blood-red’, Tuvan sariy ‘yellow’ — sap-sariy ‘very yellow’, aq ‘white’ — ap-
aq ‘as white as snow’, gara ‘black’ — gap-qara ‘jet-black’, éa ‘new’ — cap-ca
‘brand new’. All old and modern Turkic languages use this device.
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Tofan may form elatives by changing the last syllable of the adjective, e.g. bidi
‘small’ — bici: ‘very small’, bedik ‘high’ — bedi: ‘very high’.

10.  Adjectivalising derivational suffixes

Derivational suffixes can be classified according to their ability to derive specific
word classes from others. It is sometimes claimed that nouns and adjectives are not
distinguished in Turkic word formation: the same suffixes are said to be used with
all nominals (Gronbech 1936: 26).

It is true that certain Turkic derivational suffixes can be added to both nouns and
adjectives, e.g. Turkish ¢ocuk-luk ‘childhood’, Kigiik-liik ‘smallness’. However, a
number of derivational suffixes regularly form adjectives (Johanson 1998: 39-40).

Most native Turkic adjectives are, or go back to, derivations. Even in East Old
Turkic texts it is difficult to find nonderived adjectives. Among the core semantic
types, only a few adjectives, e.g. some colour adjectives, might be monomorphemic.
As with many other Turkic languages, South Siberian Turkic displays adjective
suffixes copied from other languages, e.g. Altay -niy, -skiy, Khakas -nay, -skay from
Russian. It is sometimes claimed that copied foreign suffixes have created the word
class ‘adjective’ in Turkic. In fact, they have just contributed to the expansion of the
inventories of adjectivalising devices.

Derived adjectives may of course be subject to markerless nominalisation
according to the normal patterns, e.g. Tuvan a %1iy ‘provided with a horse’ —

.........

‘warm’ — warmth’.

10.1. The adjectivalising suffix type -V(G)

The old deverbal adjectivalising suffix type -¥(G) is found in all South Siberian
Turkic languages. Examples: Altay acu, Khakas, Shor aciy, Tuvan aziy, Tofan acziy
‘sour, bitter’, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan ariy ‘clean’, Khakas ayiriy, Tuvan, Tofan
izig, Tuvan iziy, Tofan i’%iy ‘hot’, Tuvan diriy ‘alive’, Altay garu, Khakas xatiy,
Tuvan ga iy, Tofan ga %y ‘hard’, Altay sari, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan sariy
‘vellow’, Altay toyu, Tuvan toduy ‘full, satiated’, Khakas, Tuvan, Tofan uluy ‘big’,
Tuvan Ghiy ‘dead’, Altay yilu, Khakas, Shor, Tuvan, Tofan ciliy ‘warm’, Khakas
xoyiy, Tuvan xoyuy ‘thick’, Khakas xuruy, Shor quruy ‘dry’.

Compare East Old Turkic adjectives such as ariy ‘clean, pure’, tirig ‘alive’, qatiy
‘hard’, dliig ‘dead’, quruy ‘dry’, corresponding to Turkish ar1, diri, kati, oli, kuru.
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10.2. The adjectivalising suffix type -(V)K

The old adjectivalising suffix type -¥(K) is found in all South Siberian Turkic
languages. Examples: Altay acig, Khakas acix ‘open’, Altay, Shor artig, Tuvan
a rtig, Khakas artix ‘superfluous’, Altay, Tuvan, Tofan agsaq ‘lame’, Altay cirik,
Khakas irik ‘rotten’, Altay yarig, Khakas carix, Tuvan ¢irig ‘bright’, Altay uzag
‘long’, Altay ira:q ‘far’, Altay biyik, Khakas pézik, Tuvan bedik, Tofan bedik ‘high’,
Altay quryaq ‘dry’, Altay, Tuvan, Tofan so:g, Khakas so.x, Khakas nimzax, Tuvan
¢iméaq, Tofan ¢imczaq ‘soft’, Khakas ni:k, Tuvan &'k ‘light’, Khakas rox ‘satiated’,
Khakas dizik, Tuvan diziik ‘torn’, Tuvan arig ‘tired’, Khakas kirek ‘necessary’, polik
‘separated’, Tuvan buzug ‘broken’.

Compare East Old Turkic adjectives such as agsag ‘lame’, bediik ‘great’, soyig
‘cold’, yim$aq ‘soft’, toq ‘satiated’, kergek ‘necessary’, corresponding to Turkish
aksak, biiyiik, soguk, yumusak, tok, gerek.

10. 3. The adjectivalising suffix type -/V(G)

The adjective-forming suffix types also include -/V(G), which produces “comitative”
denominal adjectives with the meaning ‘with, having, provided with, possessing,
;:ontaining’. They answer questions such as ‘provided with what?’, e.g. Tuvan cii-
iy.

Examples: Altay garlu, Shor garliy, Khakas, Tuvan xarliy ‘snowy’ « ‘snow’,
Altay tu:lu, Khakas, Shor tayliy ‘mountainous’ < ‘mountain’, Altay su:lu, Khakas
suyliy, Shor, Tuvan suyluy ‘filled with water’ « ‘water’, Altay siittii, Khakas sitig,
Shor siittig, Tuvan siittiiy ‘milky, with milk’ « ‘milk’, Altay rastu, Shor rastiy
‘stony’ « ‘stone’, Khakas kiistig ‘strong’ « ‘strength’, Altay buluttu, Shor puluttuy
‘cloudy’ « ‘cloud’, Khakas attiy, Tuvan a‘ttiy ‘having a horse’ « ‘horse’, Altay
sayistu, Shor sayisty, Tofan sayistiy, Tuvan uya:nniy ‘clever’ « ‘intellect’, Altay
iristu, Shor ulistig ‘happy’ « ‘happiness’, Tofan bo fetity *with a cap’ « ‘cap’,
attiy ‘with a / the name’ « ‘name’.

The suffix can be added not only to individual lexemes but also to whole noun
phrases, e.g. Khakas uzun azax-tiy [long leg-ADI] ‘with long legs’, uluy pas-tiy [big
head-ADI] ‘with a big head’, Tofan Oy-ler-liy [house-PL-ADI] ‘with houses’, ulica-
lar-liy [street-PL-ADI] ‘provided with streets’, bedik 6y-ler-liy [high house-PL-ADJ]
‘with high houses’, ga § ¢il-Iiy [how.much year-ADJ] ‘how old?’.

The products of this derivation may of course be subject to nominalisation, e.g.
Tuvan uya:nniy ‘a / the clever person’, kdstiiktiig ‘somebody wearing spectacles’.

This suffix type has existed as an adjectivialising device in all Turkic languages
known so far, also in East Old Turkic. I do not share the opinion that its general
function in East Old Turkic “appears to have been the simple concatenation of two
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noun phrases” (Erdal 1991: 139). Its products behave in a manner typical of
adjectives, e.g. assuming the comparative suffix -rAK as in kiic-lig-rek ‘stronger’.

Groénbech (1936: 26~27) denies that it makes sense to define the East Old Turkic
suffix as an adjective suffix. It would then not be comprehensible why it is attached
to an ‘adjective’ such as edgii ‘good’. Rather, he claims, the suffix forms “nomina
possessoris”, the word edgii-liig meaning ‘somebody who possesses goodness’, etc.
According to the analysis proposed in the present paper, however, edgii is here a
nominalised adjective used in its tertiary function, i.e. with the meaning ‘goodness,
virtue’. The derivate edgii-lig is an adjective formed from this stem and meaning
‘possessing virtue, virtuous, meritorious’.

Like other adjectives, it may be subject to nominalisation, receiving a secondary
meaning of ‘somebody possessing virtue’. Erdal confirms that the East Old Turkic
suffix “is added to all types of nominals, but hardly ever to adjectives as such”
(1991: 147). 1t is a criterial fact that adjectivalising suffixes may not be added to
underived adjectives in their primary function, but only to nominalised adjectives in
their secondary or tertiary functions. For example, Turkish lacks items such as
*korkak-li and *karanhk-Ii derived from korkak and karaniik in their primary
meanings ‘timid’ and ‘dark’. Turkish kirmuzi-li < kirmizi ‘red’ cannot be used if
kirmizi means ‘red’, but only if it is nominalised, referring to ‘something that is red’,
e.g. ‘having red parts’ or ‘dressed in red’.

10.4. Privative adjectives

The suffix type -sVz, meaning ‘without, lacking, devoid of’, produces privative
adjectives in most Turkic languages. In South Siberian Turkic, the privative
functions of the suffix type -s¥z are fulfilled by the adjectives yog, cog, cox ‘non-
existing’, which express ‘without, lacking, devoid of’, e.g. Altay kiic-i yoq, Khakas
kiiz-i cox [strength-POSS.3P non-existing] ‘weak’ (cf. Kirghiz kiicsiiz), Khakas axca
éox, Tuvan agsa éog ‘without money, poor’ (Kirghiz agcasiz), Altay su: yoq, Tuvan
suy doq [water non-existing] ‘without water’ (Kirghiz su:suz), Altay uc-i yoq [end-
POSS.3P non-existing] ‘endless’ (Kirghiz uésuz), Tuvan iin éog [sound non-existing]
‘silent’ (Kirghiz #insiiz).

These adjectives can be nominalised to acquire secondary and tertiary meanings,
e.g. Tuvan agsa cog (kizi) ‘the / a poor one’, Altay zakon yoy-i ‘lawlessness’
(Kirghiz zakon-suz-dugq).

East Old Turkic adjectives in -sVz, e.g. suffsVz ‘without water’, kirsVz ‘without
dirt, pure’, dgsVz ‘without conscience, unconscious’, can be nominalised to get a
secondary function, denoting somebody or something characterised by the primary
adjective meaning, e.g. yayisVz ‘without enemies’ — ‘someone who lacks enemies’.
They may also be nominalised to get a tertiary function, denoting the property
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expressed as an abstract entity, e.g. kirsVz ‘purity’, dgsVz ‘unconsciousness’,
yayisVz ‘freedom from enemies’, beksVz ‘infirmity’, kértiisVz ‘untruthfulness’.

10.5. Other adjectivalising suffixes

A further adjectivalising suffix is -K/, expressing temporal or local affiliation, i.e.
answering questions such as ‘relating to what time?’ and ‘situated where?’.
Examples: Khakas pii:l-gi [this.year-ADJ] ‘relating to this year’, suy-da-yi [water-
LOC-ADJ] ‘lying in the water’, Altay epir-de-gi [evening-LOC-ADJ] ‘related to the
evening’, ayil-da-yi [village-LOC-ADJ] ‘located in the village’, Shor ayag-ta-yi siit
[bowl-LOC-ADJ milk] ‘the milk in the bow!’. In Tuvan, this suffix is used in temporal
function only, answering to the question gaZanyi ‘relating to what time?”, e.g. kiis-kii
[autumn-ADJ] ‘autumnal’; cf Tofan gis-gi: [winter-ADJ] ‘winterly, relating to
winter’.

The highly productive denominal suffix -C/ forms words meaning ‘active with
regard to the concept expressed by the stem’, e.g. Altay, Shor, Tuvan ay-¢i, Khakas
ay-ji, Tofan apy-5i [game-AG] (1) ‘hunting (pursuing game)’, (2) ‘hunter’, Khakas,
Tuvan is-¢i [work-AG] (1) ‘working’, (2) ‘worker’, Altay bicik-¢i [script-AG] (1)
‘literate (able to read and write)’, (2) ‘literate (someone who can read and write)’,
Altay tdgiin-ci, Tuvan mege-ci [lie-AG] (1) ‘deceitful’, (2) ‘liar’.

Though the products of this derivation are mostly taken to be nouns due to their
frequent reference to persons, they might rather be considered adjectives that are
readily nominalised. Compare Azerbaijanian arxa-¢i [back-AG] (1) ‘backing,
supportive’, (2) ‘supporter’. Adjectives of this kind are known in East Old Turkic
already, e.g. armaq-c¢i [game-AG] (1) ‘deceptive’, (2) ‘deceiver’, (3) ‘deceitfulness’
(armaq-Cisin iiciin ‘because of his deceitfulness’; Erdal 1991: 126).

The same is true of the historically complex deverbal adjective suffixes of the
type -V(G) + -CI, e.g. Altay iired-iici, Shor tgred-igct, Tuvan ¢:red-ikci [teach-AG)
(1) ‘teaching’, (2) ‘teacher’, Tuvan al-igci [take-AG] (1) ‘receiving’, (2) ‘receiver’,
nomcu-qcu [read-AG] (1) ‘reading’, (2) ‘reader’, Khakas iz-e:¢i [drink-AG] ¢))
drinking’, (2) ‘drinker’. Compare East Old Turkic tapiyci (1) ‘serving’, (2) ‘servant’,
Turkish kurucu (1) ‘founding’, (2) ‘founder’, ezici (1) ‘crushing’, (2) ‘crusher’,
yirtict (1) “tearing’, (2) ‘predator’. Compare also primarily adjectival items such as
Latin agens (1) ‘driving’, (2) ‘driver’ (>> English agenr), docens (1) “teaching’, (2)
‘teacher’ (>> German Dozent, Lehrender).

Scalable adjectives of these two types may be modified by adverbs expressing
degrees, e.g. Turkish en yalanci ‘most deceitful’, ¢ok ezici ‘very overwhelming’.
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11.  Adjectives derived from verbs

Since verbal coding allows object arguments, relational notions are often expressed
by verbs in Turkic languages. This is true of human propensity items describing
attitudes towards someone or something, e.g. Altay si:n- ‘to be happy (about)’,
Tuvan ada:rya-, xiinne- ‘to be jealous (of)’, Altay gorgi-, Shor gorug-, Khakas
xorix- ‘to be afraid (of)’, Altay acin- ‘to be angry (at / about)’.

It is thus also natural that adjectives of these kinds are often derived from verbs.
It is a striking fact that most Turkic adjectives of the core types are of verbal origin,
derived from verbs through adjectivalisation processes. There are not only
synchronically transparent cases such as Altay o:riyan ‘sick’ « o:ru- ‘to fall ill’ and
Tuvan aryan ‘meagre’ « ar- ‘become / be meagre,” giryan ‘old’ « giri- ‘to grow
old’. Etymological data indicate essentially verbal coding of prototypically
adjectival concepts. Derivations of these deverbal types include numerous adjectives
expressing dimension, physical property, position, etc. Thus the Turkic dimension
adjectives for ‘long’ and ‘short’, uzun, gisya etc., are derived from verbs meaning ‘to
become / be long’ and ‘to compress’, respectively (Clauson 1972: 281, 288-289,
665-667).

This means that Turkic adjectives derived from verbs also include the types most
closely associated with adjective classes in the languages of the world. It tells us that
Turkic adjectives at archaic stages of development have been essentially ‘verb-like’,
i.e. similar to verbs in their grammatical behavour. Although this is not the topic of
the present article, we must call attention to the fact that similar structures are found
in Mongolic and Tungusic.

What about Korean and Japanese, typologically similar languages that are
sometimes claimed to be genetically related to “the other Altaic languages” (Miller
1971)? The adjective class in Korean is clearly verb-like (Ramstedt 1939: 34-35,
129-30). In Japanese the same is essentially true. Adjectives of the so-called i-class
are similar to verbs in their grammatical behaviour, taking most of the inflections
available to verbs. They have developed from deverbal nominals provided with a
suffix -ki, e.g. Old Japanese kataki ‘to be hard’ « kata ‘something hard, solid’.
(Compare Turkic gat- ‘to become / be hard’; Old Japanese katakute morphologically
parallels the East Old Turkic adverb gatiydi ‘firmly’ « gatiy ‘hard, firm’; Miller
1971: 286-287. ) This archaic class includes items that are typically associated with
adjective classes across languages, i.e. all age, colour and speed items as well as
most items expressing dimension and physical property (see Dixon 2001).
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12.  Lexicalised highfocal postterminals

Many verb-like adjectives are lexicalised old participles, often originally highfocal
postterminals exhibiting diathetic versatility, i.e. offering active or passive
interpretations according to the actant structure (see Johanson 1999: 108-120).

Derived from intransitives, they express a property of the first actant, an
intransitive subject (S). Examples: Tuvan 6liy ‘dead’ « 61- ‘to die’, ga @iy ‘hard’ «
ga di- ‘to become hard’, Khakas ayiriy ‘sick’ « ayir- ‘to become sick’. Compare
Turkish soguk ‘cold’ « sogu- ‘to become cold’, yatik ‘lying’ « yat- ‘to lie down /
lie’, English gone < go, German gestorben ‘dead’ « sterben ‘to die’.

Derived from transitives, they express a property of the second actant, a
transitive object (O). Examples: Tuvan a %ig ‘open’ « a % ‘to open’, #ziik ‘tomn’ «
iiz- ‘to tear’, Khakas polik ‘separated’ < pél- ‘to separate’. Compare Turkish agik
‘open’ « ac- ‘to open’, yirtik ‘torn’ « yirt- ‘to tear’, English closed « ‘to close’,
German getitet ‘killed’ «<téten ‘to kill’.

13.  Paradigmatic participles

Paradigmatic, i.e. non-lexicalised, participles are commonly taken to be of adjectival
nature. A participle such as Altay kel-gen, formed with -GAn, can be used as
modifier or head in noun phrases, e.g. kelgen kiZi ‘a / the person who has come’,
kelgen ‘somebody / something that has come’. In both functions, the participle may
be said to serve as nucleus of a relative clause, ‘who / which has come’. Forms such
as kelgen are thus often said to be headless relative clauses.

However, the primary affiliation of those participles might also be analysed the
other way around. Thus, kelgen might be regarded as a noun primarily functioning
as nominal head (kelgen) and as such capable of occurring as identity apposition
(kelgen kizi). Although this problem cannot be dealt with here, it should be noted
that participles such as kelgen lack several typically adjectival properties. In
particular, they cannot be used adverbally as adjectives commonly do. Verbal

adverbs always take special converb forms such as kelip, which cannot be used as
nouns or adjectives.

14. Conclusion

In spite of a long history of research, scholars have failed to recognise and prove the
existence of the distinct word classes ‘noun’ and ‘adjective’ in Turkic. This is
mainly due to the prejudice that an adjective class cannot have grammatical
properties partly different from those in European languages. The situation in Turkic
has thus been thought to provide evidence for nondiscrete word classes.
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A detailed examination of internal grammatical properties, e.g. in the South
Siberian Turkic languages, makes the difference between adjectives and nouns
clearly visible. Several properties taken together provide a firm basis for the
distinction. The syntactic and semantic regularities need to be studied carefully.
‘Noun-like’ properties resulting from systematic markerless secondary and tertiary
derivation do not invalidate the existence of a word class of primarily adjectival
nature. Talking of ‘adjectives functioning as nouns’ is far from nonsensical. On the
other hand, we hardly find evidence for ‘nouns functioning as adjectives’, just nouns
occurring as adnominal modifiers of the identity apposition type.

Finally, it is an interesting historical fact that most Turkic adjectives of the core
types are of verbal origin, derived from verbs through adjectivalisation processes.
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Transcription and abbreviations

The transcription follows the principles applied in Johanson, L. & Csaté, E. A. (eds) 1998.
The Turkic languages. London: Routledge. The sign y stands for fricative velars and velars
vacillating between fricative and stop. The sign stands for the so-called pharyngealisation in
Tuvan and Tofan words.

Abbreviations used in the glosses: ABL ablative, ACC accusative, ADJ adjectivaliser, AG
agentive, DAT dative, GEN genitive, LOC locative, P person, PL plural, POSS possessive, SG
singular.
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bubneiickast TepMHHOJIOTHA B IOPCKOM fI3bIKe

I'ennaauii B. Kocrouakos

Bubnelickas TepMHHOJIOTHs B IOPCKUH A3BIK cTana npoHHKath B 80-bie rogst X1X
Beka. CBA3aHO 3TO C HECKOJIbKHMH NIPHYHHAMU, CPEAH KOTOPBIX BAXKHEHIIUMH ObUTH
clleIyIolIle IBeE.

C 40-p1x rogoB X1X Beka Ha Anrae, Kyaa reorpagudecku sxonut u Llopus,
cTana JelcTBOBAaThL AJTalickad gyxoBHad Muccus. I7aBHOH ee wuenvio Owuio
npuoOlLleHHe KOPEHHBIX XHTelleld AnTas K MpPaBOCIaBHOH Bepe W BBEIEHHE
JUTYPru¥ Ha MX PONHBIX #3blkax. J[ns 3Toro Hadanach KpONMOTIWBAas W jofiras
paboTa no nepesoxy buGmuu cHavana Ha antalckuii (TeNneyTCKHiA) A3bIK, 3aTeM yxkKe
1 Ha npyrue s3eikd. Jue B 80-bie ronel X1X Beka ouepenry pomuia 10 WIOPCKOro
A3bIKA.

B nauane 80-wrx rogoB X1X Beka paGora mo nepeBoxy bubnum Ha mopckuii
a3bIK ObIa 3aBeplileHa W onpoboBaHa Ha npakruke. B 1883 romy B Ka3sanu Briuna
Cesaugennan ucmopus Ha wiopckom napeuuu [AHOH. 1883, cM. takoke Anon. 1884].
IMepeBomuMK He YyKasaH, HO W3BECTHO, 4YTO PpYKOBOAMTENEM IepeBoja H
forocnosckuM penaktopoM Obin HauansHuk Kysuenkoro (Llopckoro) otneneHus
AnTalickoit MMCCHHM CBslIeHHUK-MHccHOHep B. 1. Bepbuuxuii, a nepeBOaYHKOM
6pim  cemunapuct KasaHckoit nyxoBHo# cemuuapun .M. Hlrbrames.
Bnocneacteun B. Y. Bep6uukuil cran nporouepeeM, a M. M. HlIteraiues — cBs-
IEHHUKOM-MHCCHOHEPOM M HavalbHUKOM Marypckoro oTaeNieHHs AJTaickoi
JIyXOBHOW MHCCHH.

ITousTHO, uTO Ge3 Hanuuus niopckod OGuOIEHcKOH TEPMUHOJIOTHH TepeBECTH
Bubmuio O6b110 HEBO3MOXKHO.

Kpome Toro, Gubneiickad TEepMHHOIOIHA CHOBA CTalla YTBEPXKAATHCS B LLIOPCKOM
A3bIKE Yepe3 CTO ¢ JIHUIIHUM JIET NOCe nepBoro nepesona bubnuu. Peus uzer o Tom,
qro B 90-ple romer XX Beka non srugoit Mucturyta mepeBona bubmuu 6vUto
TepeBeieHO Ha MOpckHit a3bIk «EBanrenune ot Mapka» (Koctouakos 2004).

Jns o6pazoBanus GuGeHcKUX TEPMHHOB B LIOPCKOM S3bIKE BHIOMPAOCh NBa
TYTH:

1) uWcnonb3oBamUCh U NEPEOCMBICTANHCD

a. TEpMUHEI, IPUCY1IHE IIAMaHUCTCKON PEJTHTHM;

b. cnoBa, He UMeBIIHE K PENTUIHH OTHOLIEHHUS,
2) naBanHch OMHcATENLHbIE OOBACHEHHS TEPMUHOB Ha POJHOM A3BIKE;
3) 3aMMCTBOBAIMCEL TEPMHHBI H3 PyCCKOTO s3bIKa.





