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COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS IN YAKUT AND ALTAI
(A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS)"

Svetlana Mitrofanovna PROKOPIEVA™
Nikolay Nikolaevich EFREMOV™

Abstract. The main Yakut and Altaic comparative constructions types are analyzed from
the comparative-contrastive aspect, which revealed common and different parameters due to
common typological features and systematic structural characteristics. The common parameters
include functioning nominal comparative constructions of the synthetic and analytic types as well
as manifestation of synthetic and analytic-synthetic structures. Indicators of comparison do not
agree in the plane of expression except the ablative case form and the syntactic indicator formed
Sfrom the auxiliary verb Gyon- | 6oa- . These indicators are polysemantic. Yakut constructions
Jfeature active functioning of the analytical means xypdyx whereas the structure with the
synthetic comparative indicator —0sii dominates Altai.

Keywords: comparative construction; synthetic type; analytic type; nominal and verbal
constructions; Turkic langnages.

Yakut ve Altay'da Karsilastirmali Yapilar (Karsilastirmaly Bir Analiz)

Oz: Ana Yakut ve Altaik karsilagtirmals yaps tiirleri, ortak tipolojik izellikler ve
Sistematik yapisal ozelliklere bagl olarak ortak ve farkl parametreleri ortaya gikaran
karstlastirmali-Rarsitlik yoniinden analiz, edilmistir. Ortak parametreler, sentetik ve analitik
tirlerin nominal karsilagtirmals yapilarmmn isleyisini ve sentetik ve analitik-sentetik yapilarmn
tezabiir etmesini igerir. Kargsilastirma gistergelers, ablatif vaka bicimi ve yardima fiil 6yon- |
bosr- tarafindan olusturnlmus sozdizimsel gosterge haricinde ifade diizleminde ayn: fikirde
degillerdir. Bu gistergeler coksesliliklidir. Yakut yapilars, xypoyx analitik araglarmm aktif
caligmasina, buna Rarsm sentetik karsiastirmals gisterge -0vie'nin yapist Altaik'e hakimdir.

Anabtar Kelimeler: kargilastirmals yaps, karsilagtirmals gisterge, sentetik 13p, analitik
tip, nominal ve sozli yapilar, Y akut dili, Altay dili

Introduction

The problem of studying main structural-semantic types of comparative
construction in Yakut and Altai is important as this layer of the related languages
has not been studied adequately. Scientific relevance of the study resides in
revealing common and specific parameters of the analyzed comparative
constructions in Yakut and Altai determined by common typological characteristics
and systematic-structural features of the compared languages. The results of the
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study suggest that the common parameters of these constructions are the functioning
of nominal comparative constructions of the synthetic and analytic type in them as
well as manifestation of synthetic and analytic-synthetic structures in the domain of
verbal comparative constructions which is determined by postpositive agglutinative
nature of the language system. The indicators of comparison of the considered
constructions don’t agree in the plane of expression except for the ablative case form
and the syntactic indicator formed from the auxiliary verb 6yos- / 60-.

Materials and Methods

With the general research method being the inductive-deductive one, theoretical
conclusions are drawn from the analysis of comparative constructions of the
synthetic, analytic, and analytic-synthetic types of the languages under
consideration. A contrastive analysis of comparative constructions of the Turkic
languages Yakut and Altai was made. The comparative contrastive analysis reveals
similar and different parameters of the discussed constructions determined by
common typological characteristics and systematic structural features of the
compared languages. Comparative constructions are characterized by active
functioning of the analytical means xypoyk, whereas the Altai languages show the
dominance of structures with the synthetic indicator -Owuii.

The method of component analysis involves deconstruction of comparative
constructions into smallest meaningful units codified in lexicographic sources. To
decipher functional actualizations it is necessary to study the structure of knowledge
behind the comparative construction.

Background

The paper considers the main structural semantic types of comparative
constructions in Yakut and Altai in comparative-contrastive aspect. The comparative
contrastive analysis reveals similar and different parameters of the discussed
constructions determined by common typological characteristics and systematic
structural features of the compared languages.

Simile is a figure of speech, “through which we reveal the secret of creation,
mysteries of word” (Balzer, 2001: 56). It is linguistically expressed as a model of
various comparative constructions involving the object/ subject of comparison
(what is compared), the model for comparison (with what is something compared), a
common criterion for comparison, an indicator of comparison. The importance of
this problem is determined by perspectives of this field of comparative studies, in
particular, in the field of comparative construction of Yakut and Altai.

Simile, comparative and other constructions are covered in various aspects:
structural-semantic, comparative, cognitive, translation, etc. in Russian, English,
German and other languages (Alexandrova, 2015; Bogdanova, Malkova, 2014;
Boyko, 2016; Goleva and Voronkova, 2016; Malkova, 2014; Valipur,
Ibrahimsharifi, 2016; Vedmanova, Kulikova, 2015; Frolova, 2014; Krylova 2016b;
Krylova, 2016a; Lytkina, 2016; Mokienko, 2016; Nedosekina, 2015; Nedosekina,
2016; Ogoltseva, 2015; Razuvaeva, 2017; Sidikova, 2016; Bibilova, Chadasheva,
Zuzieva, 2015; Brehmer, Golubovi¢, 2007; Bresnan, 1973; Bulgarova, Safonova,
2015; Foldes, 1992; Gnutzmann, Ilson, Webster, 2008; Hessky, 1989; Khakulova,
2016; Lapinskas, 2000; Leonidova, 1987; Li, Chshan, 2015; Lichtenberg, 1994;
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Matulina; Jerolimov, Pavi¢ Pintari¢, 2004; Sini¢kina, Potanina, 2015; Szczek,
Wysoczanski, 2004; Chinkure, 2006; Andersen, 1983; Arnold, 2016; Bacskai-
Atkari, 2014; Balzer, 2001; Baranov, Dobrovolskij, 2016; Kantor, 2006; Stolz,
2013).

In turkology, comparison has been structurally-semantically described in
Azerbaijani, Tatar, Uzbek, Kazakh, Khakass, Tuva, Shor, and other languages
(Abdullaev, 1974; Antonova, 2012; Efremov, 2013; Konyrov, 1985; Kyrzhinakova,
2010; Mukaramov, 1971; Povarisov, 1965; Shamina, 2014; Cheremisina, Shamina,
1996). It is also studied in comparative aspect, e.g. in Uzbek, Tatar (Boethlingk,
1990; Zufarova, 1971).

In Kazakh, structural elements of comparison have been studied as they are the
key to understand comparison as a linguistic phenomenon of a special kind with
specific structure and distinctive semantics, with the status of word combination and
sentence (Konyrov, 1985). Forty ways of comparison have been revealed and
described in the Kazakh language, with each of them having a unique place in the
system of comparative knowledge.

The Tuva language has shown various means of expressing comparison. Also,
an attempt has been made to relate certain linguistic forms of comparison with
specific meaning and to outline systematic relations between certain forms of
comparison and the expressed comparative meaning (Shamina, 2014).

In Khakass, more than ten ways to express comparison at various levels have
been found and described: lexical (7 ways), morphological (3), and syntactical (1)
(Kyrzhinakova, 2010).

Comparative constructions of the Yakut language were dealt with in the
monograph by Y.I. Vasiliev (1986), those of the Altai language were studied in the
doctorate research by L.N. Tybykova (1989).

In Yakut, word-formative, morphological means to express comparison as well
as comparative constructions expressed by categorematic words, the postposition
xkypoyk and other syntactic words (Osbuibr (Qus6uKKs Ovlavl), KIpusma, Ccapa
(capauua), mowns, 6yonan, oOwihwivliaax, ativiiaax) have been described. In Altai,
comparative constructions with synthetic (affix) and analytic (syntactic) indicators
of comparison have been studied.

Results and Discussion

A preliminary analysis of comparative constructions in the compared languages
shows that, in general, these constructions are formally characterized by their own
means of expression.

A common means of expressing comparative relation in these languages is, first
of all, the indicator of the ablative case. However, the comparative case is used to
express these relations in Yakut much more commonly (Vasiliev, 1986:43).

Nominal comparative constructions (further, CC) of Yakut and Altai are
classified into two types according to the indicator of comparison: synthetic and
analytic. In synthetic CC, the indicator of comparison is represented by affix means
whether in analytic CC it is represented by syntactic words, postpositions. Verbal
CC are poly-predicative sentences the parts of which are related through synthetic
and analytic-synthetic (postpositive) means.

In Yakut, the forms of the ablative, comparative, instrumental cases as well as
the affix —zwior functionally close to the case forms act as indicators of nominal CC
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of the synthetic type (Ubryatova, 1976: 199; Vasiliev, 1986: 49). In Altai, the CC of
the synthetic type demonstrates three indicators of comparison =il /=ouii,
=ya=yeand the indicator of the ablative case =nay / =nen. They play an important
role in expressing comparative relations (Tybikova, 1989: 7).

Indicators of comparison in nominal CC of the analytic type are represented by
syntactic words.

Nominal Comparative Constructions

1. Synthetic type

1) The Yakut language. Constructions with the ablative case. They indicate an
object that “in some respect is inferior to another one” (Boethlingk, 1990: 576), e.g.:
Manna 6aap 3p ObOHMOH 6aAPLIIAPLIMIMAK_KUHU KbIPA VHYOXMAAX, XAMbIHbIY,
menmex kepynnaox ‘Here he is of all men short (lit. with small bones), thin, weak
looking’ (Vasiliev, 1986: 39).

In Altai, such constructions express numerical comparison, i.e. numerical
opposition “more-less” of a quantity, feature (Tybikova, 1989: 7-8) that can be
loaded by figurative meaning depending on the context:

Yvikxkan avioay uvinuvlelidy, Tutieen Kynuen Ken-keenoy, Onowlil bana O0t6ou
kaummut ‘Fairer than the risen moon, More beautiful than the beams of the morning
sun, - There was such a girl’ (Vasiliev, 1986: 39).

The functional Yakut equivalent of the above mentioned Altai construction is the
construction with the indicator of the comparative case that describes figurative
comparative relation: Cubsxxkumaapap mamoprau umnssx (Sofronov, 1965: 197)
’Her cheeks are rosier than the flower’.

This phenomenon verifies an idea according to which the Yakut comparative
case is, in some respect, replaced by the ablative case from the domain of
comparative constructions (Vasiliev, 1986: 43). Where as in the Turkic languages
the affix of the ablative case “is one of the leading means expressing comparison”
(Konyrov, 1985: 41).

The Yakut construction with —maasap “are mainly used for comparison —
opposition to a certain evaluation of the compared object positively or negatively”
(Ubryatova, 1976: 200-201). These comparative construction unlike the ones with
the ablative case express not both simple and compound sentences: bluax
cotmuinaagap coliest coima coimol 6yonap (Ojunskij, 1975: 17) ‘“The smell of a horse
is more intense than that of a cow’; ...mepennym oBosyH cyohyma359p kyhapanHbik
mymapevin ucmon ... ‘... having heard that you treat your own child worse than
cattle ...” (Vasiliev, 1986: 44); Mun smapum cumu 51 5m3peunddBip 6610aH YdINUIKU
cyon “What I say is an easier way than what you say’(Ubryatova, Petrov, Efremov et
al., 1995: 275).

The Yakut constructions with the instrumental case are mainly found in
phraseological groups of words: By yon euehe, xadaapa ousn, 3hsms shamunsn
‘This boy is as stubborn, intractable as his grandfather (lit., his grandfather by his
grandfather); Apoax wiasacmaax yynan xkymap ‘The rain is pouring bucket water’
(about heavy rain) (Vasiliev, 1986: 47-48).

The Altai equivalent of this affix is the postpositional affix -za(-ze), with the
Kazakh one being affix of the instrumental-connecting case men(en) (ibid, 51).

Comparative constructions with the indicator -zwibr. The structures with —iwisr
are intermediate between case and adverbial forms (Ubryatova, 1976: 199;
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Vasiliev, 1986: 48). The constructions of this type form both mono- and poly-
predicative structures: Canaa 6apadwst, Camoivlp Oviivimoinbibl, Carwapbam 2viha
Camnaper bammaama ‘My thoughts / Like rain / Crushed me / Made me speechless’
(Sofronov, 1965: 358); ... mymyxmapwvin / Byoyayuap momyox / Bymyeacmoibl
oyaxyuan’... larch boughs / Swift stream / Like stirring butugas (buttermilk drink)
(ibid.: 329-330); Vpykxyayy yhyunyx Vpauneioiper yypaman ‘Having stopped
extensively embroidering (the poem) like in the old times’ (ibid, 252); Vyea
oxmyoymmyy _yonyhyuoym, Xapawasa xaammapovimmolivl xapoviaracmeim (1)
panicked like falling into water, fumbled about like being in full darkness’ (ibid,
336).

The comparative constructions with —wier are translated into Russian by
structures with conjunctions as, as if, like, just as, much as, as though
(Vasiliev, 1986: 20-51) which indicates polysemy of the comparative constructions
with the affix -zsio1.

2). The Altai language. The CC with the synthetic indicator =0wiii /=0uiicorrelate
with the Russian CC with the conjunction like: I[lIxondwviy oo2ow 6ardapul Kbiparvlh
uyune xapa mawnowili jypeynetm ‘Primary school children were walking on the
ploughed field like black rooks’ (Tybikova, 1989: 7).

In Yakut, such relation of comparison can be represented by constructions with
the analytic comparative indicator xypoyx ‘like’: Oponop cyon ycmyn kynynuyk
Kkypoyk motimopyha ceipcannap ‘Little children are running on the road like frisky
foals’.

The Altai CC with the indicator -ua/~ueare found more rarely. They express
comparison of objects only by their size and shape (compare Russian, with the size
of). The standard of comparison is represented by a small number of objects mainly
of small size: Kaowinoa apammaii anrakanua axma mony auslioap mypy ‘Along the
Katun’ bank there stood some yurts on the field as small as a palm’ (ibid, 7). In
Yakut, the same comparative relations are represented by the structures with the
postposition casa that expresses quantitative comparison. Therewith, the standard of
comparison is not restricted by objects of small size. Compare: Kunu vimovic casa
cuporsx ‘He’s got a land as small as a palm’ (The obstinate Kulun Kullustur. The
Yakut Olonkho, 1985: 94) and 3podapoc rkyec casa / Kymaa yom unrbucmssx /
Kvivipvikmaax yom ceipoiivivl / Yiryymyn mebemyeop xamaan ‘Hooked all that / On
the tip of his fierce spear / Burning with bloodthirstiness / Of the size of a medium
pot’ (ibid, 365).

As has already been noted before, the Altai CC with the standard of comparison
being the ablative case (-nay / -ney) express quantitative comparison, relation of
quantitative opposition “more-less” of some quality, feature: Kéc jaorceinan apy,
CapjyHaK JoIMA*CaK, ChiH jeHunmep, utioe koxcop Kymyk cyy ‘Purer than a tear drop,
softer than butter, soothing and giving strength well water’ (Tybikova, 1989: 8). In
Yakut, such constructions are found with the ablative and comparative cases: Xaiia
da cup yymymmaw wvlpaac, myoxmaagap 0a MUuHHbUSIC, KYYhy-KyOdBu Ouspop
dotioym enbem mays yyma ‘Purer than water of any other land, sweeter than
anything (on earth), giving strength and power, the elixir of life — water of my
homeland’.

2. Analytical type of nominal comparative constructions.
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1) The Yakut language. The construction with the indicator xkypoyx: Toxcynuvy
vitl myonap Kushamun kypoyvk Myyc ovswkup xapagvinan (The obstinate Kulun
Kullustur. The Yakut Olonkho, 1985: 89) ‘By an icy, limpid / Like a full moon
evening in January, eye’ (ibid, 360).

The construction with owuibi: Kunu ... 050BO Ovlibl KyHycmapu ymyuau
bayuvievinbibl coimap ‘He ... like a child even by day having fallen asleep, is lying
snoring’ (Vasiliev, 1986: 81).

The construction with kopusms: Caxam namwvibin ywkyyms Caxam cupun
xopusma ‘My Yakut smooth dance / Is like my land Yakutia’ (ibid, 85).

The construction with Anraac cothoior 6vthasahein casa / Tumup xaraam
xomyhyony / Xam aunnvoinan xkaocnum (The obstinate Kulun Kullustur. The Yakut
Olonkho, 1985: 88) ‘The jacket on him being as wide as a half of a glade, is
skintight’ (ibid, 359).

The construction with mans: Cocopum cubskku maws HapvlH, KyH MIHD KYHOY
‘My beloved is as tender as a flower, as valuable as the sun’ (ibid, 90).

The construction with 6yonan: Mun myynbop on mawapa 6yonan
rkuupbumurInto my dream you came as (lit. having become) a goddess’ (ibid, 92).

The construction with owvihsibiiaax: kuhu dviheiviiaax oo ‘a child looking like a
man’ (ibid, 93).

The construction with aitbiraax: Joaxmap mepwibvinac ovyhynus cyhyxmyiian
xaanbvikka avstiaax ‘The woman’s shining face as if faded away’ (ibid, 93).

2) The Altai language. The analytical types of the nominal CC includes
constructions with the indicator of comparison as special particles and semi-
categorematic words with comparative semantics. These are usizan (<ubLia=m),
owkow, Hemeouu (the most common), kupe, kOpo, 6oayn, aaiiny, etc. (less
common).

CC with usiran, owroware comparative proper constructions. They are relevant
to the CC with the synthetic indicator-oeui/-ouui. The standard of comparison
combined with wustzanfunctions as the adverbial modifier: O66eénun janwin
Keneenutne cyynun Aws, mopm o xyuxawt usiian. Apwi-6epu cynam ‘Being happy
about her husband’s comeback, Anya is running hither and thither just as a restless
little bird’ (Tybikova, 1989: 8); kapowwxowak‘as white as snow’ (compare,
kapowitiak‘as white as snow’ (Russian-Altaic Dictionary, 1964: 236). In Yakut,
these constructions are represented by structures with the postposition kypdyx: Aus,
utioms KoK uhdpun  KOpoH, ublbluaax OFOMYH KVYPOYK Ymapvl CYypoH
moipwikbiHaiioa ‘Anya, having noticed mother approaching her, rushed towards her
like a nestling moving little legs’; Xaap xypoyx mawan | xaap mawan (as white as
SNOw).

Altai CC with comparative semantics are formed with the indicators mjueii
‘similar, alike” and semi- categorematic copulas with a close comparative semantics
oyoywmew, jyzynoew ‘look like by face, figure’, kebepny ‘similar to’ (compare to
the Russian adjective similar). The auxiliary word mjneti keeps its lexical and
categorial meaning to some extent and is considered as an adjective approximating
postpositions: Tyypaseinan KOp30, 01 ublH AQd ANOHCKUU Ounjiomamxa myneu ‘If
viewed from aside, he really looks like a Japanese diplomat (ibid, 9). In the Yakut
language, the phrases of this type are represented by sentences with the predicate
maapviriwaa  ‘resemble, look like’: Tyopamman xepoexxe, Kunu, KolpObbik,

254



COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS IN YAKUT AND ALTAI

ovonnyon ouniomamoieap maapsinnsivlp. The indicator jyzynoews is formed from jjiz
‘face’, 6y0ywmew — from 6y0jw ‘appearance’, kebepny — from xebep ‘look, form’.
In CC with these indicators characterized by lexical meaning comparison is made by
resemblance only (resemble in face, figure): Japaowcvina japawr xosicynowi, Anvin-
Manawxka jy3ynoew 6or0vt ‘Beauty added to beauty, looked like Alpyn-Manash’;
Kynaxmaput kvizoln koizviean memupee 6yovwmew ‘The ears looked like hot iron’
(ibid).

Comparative relations of the type considered above are given in Yakut by the
constructions with the predicate expressed by the verb maapwvirrnaa- ‘resemble’ as
well as the analytic structure with the indicator xkypdyx: Kunu Anvin-Manawxa
Maapeticnbiblp 3ms; Kyneaaxmapa keimapoeim mumup kypoykmapa ‘He resembled
Alyp-Manash’.

Verbal comparative constructions

1. Synthetic.

1) The Yakut language. Synthetic structures with the indicator of the ablative
case are mainly found in nominal constructions. Y.I. Vasiliev (1986) marks as
comparative compound sentences of the synthetic type only constructions with the
indicator of the comparative case and the form ending with -ze1e1.

Structures with the indicator of the comparative case. These constructions
express simile if a generalized view of an object or event is used as a standard of
comparison: Jx yopIXmaMMUKKUHIIEIP bim ypoyms Ovidan opoyk ‘Comparing to
the way you received education, dog’s barking is better’ (Vasiliev, 1986: 45).

Structures with the indicator -neier: Auimahviibeim abamein ahvimMmbimmels,
Coimnapacmoik — colbitia,  coibiebinbiol - coinnbima  [The Lena river] as if
compassioning on her [woman’s] sorrow, /was humbly running, hissing (Sofronov,
1965: 327).

2) The Altai language. Synthetic structures with the subordinate predicate
expressed by a participle with -ean, provided by the indicator Owui: Ownwin
Oaxknvipvina He O0e MOKMON KAN2aHOblll, KAdCbl 1A cOCMuU yvleapa audapea 020
cypexeti yyp 6oa0wr ‘As if something stuck in the throat, it was difficult for him to
speak every word’ (Tybikova, 1989: 15). In Yakut, such relation can be expressed
by a combination of two sentences, with one being closed with the particle xypoyx
‘as if”: Kyemaitiueop myox aps mypan xaanbeim xypoyk. Keiaiian cawapbam.® As if
something stuck in the throat. [He] Cannot speak’.

2. Analytic-synthetic verbal comparative constructions.

1) The Yakut language. The structures with the postposition xkypoyx are most
common, they can function as compound sentences: ¥y meiaha amvivip yeps yyea
coipewibvimbin Kypovk b6yonna ‘Such a splash of water was heard in the pond, as if a
herd of horses had run on it’ (Ojunskij, 1975: 127).

The construction with Owswrer (comparative parallelism): Mun snnunnap Oviuel,
Mmuaxs keisthoipap ‘He is angry with me as if I said that’ (Sofronov, 1965: 82).

The construction with xkapusms: Cubskku kytiaac Kyy cviraahvleap ecco opoyk
CUNUSUNUU YYHIPUH KIPUIMI, KbILIC OFO DUIIIIX KIPSIHHUU OTOXXO OCCO OPOVK
xopamuusp, myncap ‘Like a flower blooms more on a hot sunny day, as a girls
becomes more beautiful in a good peaceful marriage’ (ibid, 86).

The construction with caganwsl (comparative- identifying relation): 9u owopopymw
casanol orwopop unudun ‘I’ll probably make the same as you do’ (colloquial).
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Constructions with moans: buhueu xunu ymsauupun mows yasausxnum “We’ll
work as much has he does’ (ibid, 91).

2) The Altai language. A mono-subject poly-predicative construction with
upian: Auy, Kanowili 0a 4blMbll YPKUMKEH Yulen, mamauwimapvlia amnac soere,
bup reszex oue6 kopynbeu kanoet ‘The bear waved its paws, as if scaring off some
flies, disappeared for some time’ (Tybikova, 1989: 15-16). In Yakut, such a phrase
is expressed by a mono-subject pol-predicate construction with xypovk: Oho,
XAHHBIK 9P3 CAXCLIPBANAPbL Ypeymap KVpOyK, bannagatiblHan xahwitioa, 6uup KomH?
Kkuhu xapasap xecmy6sm 6yona coipeimma (translated the same).

The hetero-subject poly-predicate construction with mymuei: Bymmoin anovinoa
Kap Koljblpan mypeanvl, juum KYHAjblH Vi KenWUHUn mypeauvina myHei 6010bl
‘That snow was crunching under feet was like a heifer chewing’ (ibid, 17). In Yakut,
such relation is expressed by a compound sentence with the subject subordinate
clause where the main clause is a standard for comparison with the analytic indicator
xkypoyk: Xaap xaauvipevivipa moethagac ko6uwdspun kypoyk ‘That snow was
crunching under feet was like a heifer chewing’.

The mono-subject poly-predicate construction with 6oayn: Temumeii 6y conyn
JYPYKmMapowl OH40ObICMA 030 MANKAH 1A KOPYN utieen Kuxicu OOIVA, KOIbIH jaHbin
mypyn, koiicoipolp yuypay ‘Temitey had to wave his arms and shout like a man who
has seen and found these wonderful paintings before us’ (ibid, 16). In Yakut, this
phrase is expressed by the construction with 6yoaran: Temumeii 6y dvuxmu otiyyrapsi
KuM 0a UHHUHD KopoOym Kuhu OVonaH, UIUUWIIPUHIH O0ar0aamaianblaxmaax,
Xahvivimuvlaxmaax.

Conclusions

The comparative analysis of Yakut and Altai comparative constructions shows
that they have typologically common synthetic and analytic indicators of
comparison. However, formally such indicators are mainly unique for each
compared language, excluding the ablative case form and the analytic structure
6yonan (Altai — 6oayn) which is determined by non-contact development of the
given languages. Verbal comparative constructions are represented by poly-
predicate sentences whose clauses are combined with synthetic and analytic-
synthetic means. Yakut comparative constructions are characterized by active
functioning of the indicator xypoyx, where as the Altai language demonstrates the
dominance of the structure with the synthetic indicator -owuii.

In the plane of content these indicators are polysemantic, thus they express
comparative semantics depending on the nature of the lexical-grammatical contents
of the sentence composition and the context. This phenomenon is determined by
specifics of Turkic languages that, in contrast to inflected languages (e.g. Russian),
shows the principle of grammar economy. Yakut comparative constructions are
characterized by active functioning of the indicator xypdyx, whereas the Altai
language demonstrates the dominance of the structure with the synthetic indicator -
obll.

Certainly, typological investigation of comparative constructions in related and
non-related languages is of great interest for further research.
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