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JINHIBUCTUKA

V. V. Baranova, M. L. Fedotov, S. A. Oskolskaya

EXPRESSING ABSENCE IN THE TURKIC LANGUAGES OF THE VOLGA-KAMA SPRACHBUND:
CHUVASH AND BASHKIR!

The paper describes means of expressing absence and non-participation in (Maloye Karachkino =
Poshkart) Chuvash and (Kubalyak) Bashkir, two Turkic languages of the Volga-Kama Sprachbund.
The field data were collected in Bashkortostan (2011-2016) and Chuvash Republic (2017-2019). Ad-
ditionally, we bring into comparison available data on Tatar from existing grammars, dictionaries, and
corpora (and, for some aspects, from native speakers).

The presented data reveal that Chuvash, Bashkir, and Tatar use very similar sets of markers to ex-
press absence or non-involvement of a participant. In each language, one of the markers (Chuvash ¢ok,
Bashkir jug, Tatar juk) can be described as a negative existential/possessive copula, another one (Chu-
vash -SOr, Bashkir -4Ed, Tatar -sEz) functions as a caritive (abessive) suffix. These markers are cog-
nate to each other in all three languages. These markers also have the very similar ranges of basic syn-
tactic positions and semantic functions. Syntactically, the copulas form separate clauses and usually
occur as predicates of independent clauses. The caritive markers can be used in different syntactic po-
sitions: attributive, adverbial, depictive, or predicative (where they compete with the copulas). Seman-
tically, the copulas express meanings expectable for negative existentials: existential negation proper,
presentative locative negation, negation of various types of possession, and ‘no’ reply. The caritive
markers express the basic caritive meanings: non-involvement or absence of a companion, of an in-
strument, of various types of possessees (legal and temporary possessees, body parts, relatives, param-
eters, etc.). Interestingly, the distribution of affirmative counterparts of the caritive marker is practical-
ly the same in Bashkir, Chuvash, and Tatar, despite the fact that these comitative-instrumental markers
have different morphosyntactic nature: the Chuvash suffix -PA(/4) vs. the Bashkir and Tatar postposi-
tions mencen and belcen.

However, there is a number of differences between these three systems. First, the markers in ques-
tion can have uses as part of larger constructions that differ in Chuvash, Bashkir, and Tatar. The Bash-
kir copula jug can combine with the participle form (in -GAn) in experiential contexts, as well as the
Tatar copula juk, but not the Chuvash copula gok. The copula ok in Chuvash can be used with the in-
finitive in -mA4 to express impossibility, which has not been attested for Bashkir and Tatar. Also, only
Chuvash has a complex verbal form combining an infinitive (in -mA4) with the caritive marker -Sor
which functions as a “negative converb”. Chuvash has an exceptive construction which includes the
caritive marker: -SOr poenia, while in Bashkir and Tatar cognate exceptive postpositions ba/qa/bafka
are used with the ablative marker. The Chuvash and Tatar markers ok and juk can be used attributive-
ly without overt marking of subordination, while the Bashkir marker jug demands an additional auxil-
iary verb in such contexts. The Chuvash marker -SOr displays the most features of case markers: un-
like the Bashkir marker -2£0 and the Tatar marker -sEz, it can combine with possessive markers and
wordforms with this marker can have nouns as its dependents. And the Chuvash marker and the Tatar
marker are similar in that, unlike the Bashkir marker, wordforms with them can have personal pro-
nouns as dependents.

In general, all three Turkic languages of Volga-Kama Sprachbund have similar systems of express-
ing absence or non-involvement of a participant. They differ only in a number of details, where Tatar
has an intermediate position between Chuvash and Bashkir. This is in line with the geographical dis-
tribution of the three languages: Chuvash in the West, Bashkir in the North, and Tatar in the middle
between the two.

' The study was supported by RFBR’s grant # 20-312-70009 “Volga Turkic languages: Aspects of grammar”. We would
like to express our gratitude to all our language consultants and to an anonymous reviewer.
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Introduction

The paper presents a study of means of expressing absence and non-participation / non-
involvement in (Maloye Karachkino = Poshkart) Chuvash and (Kubalyak) Bashkir, two Turkic lan-
guages belonging to Bolgar (Oghur) and Kipchak branches, respectively. It aims to describe the
main functions and the distribution of these means.

The markers expressing absence in these languages are case-like caritive (or abessive) affixes
in the (ad)nominal domain and negative existential/possessive copulas in the domain of non-verbal
predication. In our approach to non-verbal predicative negation, we follow Veselinova’s classifica-
tion and terminology, including “existential negation”, “ascriptive negation”, “locative negation”,
and “possessive negation” (Veselinova, 2013: 109—-111; 2015).

Bashkir field data were collected in the villages of Rakhmetovo and Baimovo in the
Abzelilovsky district of Bashkortostan in 2011-2016. They belong to the Kubalyak variety of the
Eastern dialect, which is close to Standard Bashkir. Most of the data were collected with elicitation
tasks, some aspects were checked in the corpus of the Bashkir oral texts recorded in these two vil-
lages (Ovsjannikova et al.).

Chuvash field data were collected in the village of Maloye Karachkino (Poshkart) in the
Yadrinsky District of Chuvash Republic in 2017-2019. It is important to note that the Maloye
Karachkino (Poshkart) variety (which this paper is mostly based on with respect to Chuvash) is
quite distant from Standard Chuvash. These data were also mostly obtained through elicitation, with
the additional use of unpublished oral texts recorded in the same village®.

Both Chuvash and Bashkir are included to the Volga-Kama Sprachbund (Johanson, 2000), be-
longing to its westernmost and easternmost “poles”. Since the principal field data collected by the
authors comes from varieties of these two languages, they are the main focus of the paper. Howev-
er, for the key issues we also bring into comparison available data on the third Turkic language of
the Volga-Kama Sprachbund, Tatar, which come from existing grammars, articles, dictionaries, and
corpora, and, for some aspects, from native speakers (see discussion in section 3).

The paper is structured as follows. Sections 1 and 2 are dedicated to expression of absence /
non-involvement in Chuvash and Bashkir, respectively. In both sections, the first parts describe the
use of negative existential copulas and the second parts describe the use of caritive markers. Since
both negative existential copulas and caritive suffixes can refer to predicative negation of posses-
sion and some other common contexts, they are compared to each other in the third parts of these
sections. The fourth parts are dedicated to affirmative counterparts of the markers in question. In
section 3, we compare the data from Chuvash and Bashkir and discuss the general results.

Expression of absence in Chuvash

As a whole, the system of expressing negation in Chuvash includes bound and free markers.
First, there is the default verbal negative suffix -mA, which is cognate with verbal negative suffixes
in many other Turkic languages, including Bashkir and Tatar. Second, there is a group of free mor-
phemes that express negation in non-verbal predication. It consists of negative markers mar ‘not’
and cok’® “not exist’. The negative particle/copula mar functions as ascriptive negation, which ne-
gates sentences with nominal or adjectival predicates conveying the meanings of class inclusion,

2 As an additional source, Standard Chuvash texts from (Chuvash Bilingual corpus) were used.
3 As the paper is based mostly on data for the Maloye Karachkino variety, Chuvash markers are given in their dialectal
form (e.g. sok instead of suk) by default.
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quality, or a temporary state (Baranova, 2020). The negative copula cok ‘not exist’ expresses nega-
tion in locative, existential, and possessive predications4. Third, there is a nominal suffix -SOr,
which expresses caritive semantics (‘without’).

We will focus on the copula ok and the caritive marker -SOr as those two means that can ex-
press the semantics of absence. We will first describe the markers cok (1.1) and -SOr (1.2) separate-
ly, then compare them to each other (1.3) and discuss their relation to the corresponding affirmative
markers: comitative-instrumental and proprietive (1.4).

1.1. Negative existential/possessive copula sok

The negative marker cok (Standard Chuvash cuk) ‘not exist’ is a copula expressing the mean-
ing of absence, non-existence. It is cognate to similar negative items in other Turkic languages:
Turkish jok, Bashkir jug (see section 2.1), Kirghiz dsok, Yakut suox, etc. (Levitskaja (ed.), 1989:
211-212). The marker cok has a variant coka; both markers are in free distribution in the function of
negative existential/possessive copula.

The main function of the copula cok is negative existential predication:

(1)  Malij Karatckin Morgoz-a avtobus cok.
Maloye Karachkino Morgaushi-OBJ bus NEG_EX
“There is no bus from Maloye Karachkino to Morgaushi.’

(2)  Stipendi il-me-zen, oke-i cok.
scholarship  take-INF-CV_ANT money-P_3  NEG_EX
‘(If you) don’t get a scholarship, there is no money.’

It also negates some other types of non-verbal predications, i.e. negative “presentative loca-
tive” (in terms of Hengeveld, 1992) predications and negative (“presentative”) possessive predica-
tions with different types of possessive relations (legal ownership, temporary possession, kinship
and part—whole relations, etc.), cf. (3) and (4). This is in line with the fact that presentative locative
and possessive predications share an important feature with existential predications proper in that
all tléree are “presentative”, i.e. they (re-)introduce an entity in the discourse, cf. (Hengeveld, 1992:
120)°.

(3) Man xola-ra kvartir cok.
[.GEN city-LOC flat NEG_EX
‘I do not have an apartment in the city.’

(4)  Kil-de nim=de cok.
home-LOC  nothing=ADD NEG_EX
{Go to the store.} ‘There is nothing in the house (to eat).’

4 In some contexts the copula ok also competes with the verb pol ‘be’ with the negative suffix -mA. This more peripheral
strategy will not be discussed in this paper.

5 Strictly speaking, the corresponding negative predications of these three types do not, as a matter of a fact, introduce a
new referent, but they are still united by a shared property. In all these three types, the predication of existence/presence
of a (non-referential) entity is included in the scope of negation. Cf. There are no unicorns = ‘It is not the case that (there
exist unicorns)’; There’s no food in the fridge = ‘It is not the case that (there exists food which would be located in the
fridge)’; I don’t have a car = ‘It is not the case that (there exists a car which would belong to me)’. This can be com-
pared to negation of non-presentative types, where the predication of existence/presence is presupposed (and the entity
is referential). E.g., for non-presentative locative predications: The food’s not in the fridge = ‘As for the [existing] food, it
is not the case that (it is located in the fridge / the place it is located in is the fridge)'.
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The marker ok can also be used (at least in Standard Chuvash) with verbs in the infinitive
form with the suffix -mA4, the whole construction introducing the semantics of impossibility:

(%) Standard Chuvash
<...> pyrt-én-tee cavron-ma  cuk.
house-pP_3-LOC Spin-INF NEG_EX
{People have crowded into one house}, ‘it’s impossible to [even] turn in the house.” (Chu-
vash Bilingual corpus)

Such intrusion of an existential negation marker into the domain of standard negation is a
well-described path of diachronic change, leading to use of negative non-verbal predication con-
structions as negative verbal forms/constructions (Croft, 1991; Veselinova, 2016).

The word cok also serves as the negative reply (‘No’):

(6) ok, val példér ki-ze.
NEG_EX that last_year come-CV_SIM
‘No, he came last year.’

The marker cok does not agree with the subject in person and number and does not attach any
inflectional markers of its own®. In Chuvash, it is historically and also synchronically, to some ex-
tent, a noun meaning ‘poverty, misery’ or ‘nothing, a trifle’. Cf. also the noun cukki ‘absence’ de-
rived from the same root (seemingly with the possessive/definite suffix) and a lexicalized expres-
sion cuk-pa pérex (nothing-INS same) ‘close to nothing, same as nothing’.

1.2. Caritive marker -SOr
1.2.1. Morphological, syntactic, and semantic properties of caritive marker -S©r

Chuvash has a dedicated caritive suffix -SOr (-sar/-sér/-zar/-zér) ‘CAR’, which makes part of
the case paradigm. Cf. several illustrations below. It is frequently accompanied by the “emphatic”
particle -Ak ‘EMPH’ (9).

The marker -SOr can modify absentees’ with any properties (animacy, referential status, sta-
tus with respect to information structure), including proper nouns, personal (17), negative, and in-
terrogative pronouns. It can modify heavy NPs, including those containing relative clauses:

(7) Val  sagor kénege-zér  /matematika kéneg-i-zér kil-ze.
that eight book-CAR math book-P 3-CAR  come-CV_SIM
‘He came without eight books / without the math book.’

@®) Jep igé  ul-bp pitc-i-zér kil-d-ém.
I two  son-PROP elder_brother-P_3-CAR come-PST-1SG
‘[T have two brothers]. I came without [my] brother that has two sons.’

9) Per  kil-e kar’-omar vorman-da ____top-na kozak-sar(-ax).
we  house-OBJ  go.PST-1PL  forest-LOC ~ find-PC_PST cat-CAR-EMPH
‘We went home without the cat that we found in the forest.’

6 It seems only to co-occur with the retrospective marker =teé ‘COP_PST’, which is in fact a clitic.
7 We use the term absentee to refer to the participant which is absent or which does not participate in the situation.



bapanosa B. B., ®edomos M. JI., Ockonvckasn C. A. Cnocobvl gbipasicenusi Omcymcmeust ...

NPs with the marker -SOr can also be headless, functioning as an attribute inside an NP with-
out an overt head. In this case it may (or may not) attach a 3rd-person possessive marker -0(n)/~i(n)
‘P_3’, functioning as a substantivizer and/or as a definiteness marker modifying the covert head.
Other nominal markers can attach on top, which are semantically modifying the covert head, cf. the
plural marker in examples (10)—(12) (in this case, two plural markers can be present) and the objec-
tive case marker in example (12):

(10)  Sumka(-zam)-zor xXér  ate-i-zem / Sumka-zari-a-zam
bag-PL-CAR girl  child-p_3-PL bag-CAR-P_3-PL
pet xido kalaz-atea.
very strong talk-NPST.3PL

‘[There is a group of girls in the street: some are with bags and others are without bags]. The
girls without bags / Those without bags are talking loudly.’

(A1) % Joldas-sor(-zam)  xojgo-la.

friend-CAR-PL SOTTOW-PROP

/oK Joldas-sar-i-zem xorlak-1a.
friend-CAR-P_3-PL SOTTOW-PROP

/oK Joldas-sam-zar-zam xorlalk-1s.
friend-PL-CAR-PL SOITOW-PROP
/oK Joldas-sam-zar-i-zem  xorlok-Ia.
friend-PL-CAR-P_3-PL SOITOW-PROP

‘[ Those] without friends are [in general] sad.’

(12a) Val  joldas-sam-zar-zan-a polaz-at.
that  friend-PL-CAR-PL-OBL help-NPST[35G]
/K Val joldas-sar-zani-a polaz-at.
that friend-CAR-PL-OBL help-NPST[3SG]
/K Val joldas-sam-zari-a-zani-a polaz-at.
that friend-PL-CAR-P_3-PL-OBL  help-NPST[3SG]

‘He helps [those] without friends.’

(12b) X val joldas-sar-a polaz-at.
that friend-CAR-OBL help-NPST[35G]
‘He helps [the one] without friends.’

As for the nominal morphology of the absentee, the suffix -SOr can attach on top of several
nominal suffixes (which are semantically modifying the absentee). There can be the plural marker
(13), the 1°- and 2“d-pers0n possessive markers (accepted by some speakers) (14), and the 3m.
person possessive marker -9(n)/-i(n) ‘P_3’ (15) in its definite or possessive functions:

(13) Jep  éner ku varam ein-zan’-a usi-zem-zér-ek
I yesterday this  long man-PL-OBJ  moustache-PL-CAR-EMPH
tell bol-d-am.
place be-PST-1SG
“Yesterday I met these tall people without moustaches.’

(14) Man podarok-sar /%% podarog-am-zor atca-zam,
[.GEN gift-CAR gift-P_1SG-CAR child-pL
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man batnia gil-ér.
I.GEN to come-IMP.2PL
‘[Ded Moroz (= Santa Claus):] — Children without my presents, come closer to me.’

(15) (Man) igé  pitc-i-zér ep kaj-m-a-p.
[.GEN two  elder brother-p 3-CAR I g0-NEG-NPST-1SG
‘Without my two brothers, I won’t go.’

NPs with the marker -SOr also can attach, at least in Standard Chuvash, the compara-
tive/attenuative suffix -(¢4)rdk/-(tA)rAx ‘CMPR’ and the depictive/adverbializing suffix -(9)n
‘ADVZ’. This suggests that wordforms with the marker -SOr may (at least sometimes) have adjec-
tival properties, and that they may have gradable interpretation (‘without X to a certain extent)®.

(16) Standard Chuvash
... des-é komal-sar-taraxx-an al sul-tcé=te....
other-p_3 character-CAR-CMPR-ADVZ hand wave-PST-3SG=ADD
{The husband told something to his wife,} ‘and she waved her hand somewhat without en-
thusiasm and went on.” (Chuvash Bilingual corpus).

As for syntactic positions and subtypes of caritive semantics, NPs marked with -S9r can be
used in all positions and functions typologically predicted for caritive constructions (cf.
Oskolskaya 2020). Below we give examples of several combinations of these parameters: an adver-
bial use in companion function (17); attributive uses in body part (18) and parameter (19) functions;
an adverbial use in instrument function (20); and a predicative use expressing temporary possession
(21). For depictive’ uses with different possessive semantics, see (7) and (16) above.

(17)  Petlo vorman-a man-zor-ak  kaj-za.
Petya forest-OBJ [-CAR-EMPH  go-CV_SIM
‘Petya went to the forest without me.’

(18) Lavka-ra usi-zer arzin écl-et.
shop-LOC moustache-CAR man  work-NPST[3SG]
‘A moustacheless man works at the shop.’

(19) Jep  telej-zeér polaz-a kor-d-am.
I happiness-CAR fisherman-OBJ see-PST-1SG
‘I saw a miserable (lit. “happiness-less”) fisherman.’

(20)  Semion butilk-a stopar-zar ue-r-a.
Semyon bottle-0BJ corkscrew-CAR open-PST-3SG
‘Semyon opened the bottle without a corkscrew.’

@l % Jep magsina-zar  bol-d-om.
I car-CAR be-PST-18G
‘I was without [my/a] car.’

8 Also, stems marked with -S©r sometimes occur with derivational suffixes like the verbalizer -IA, cf. san-zar-la-t
(face-CAR-vBZ-CAUS) ‘disfigure’, or the nominalizer -l©x~-I0k, cf. zakon-zar-lak (law-CAR-NMLZ) ‘lawlessness’.
9 Or participant-oriented adverbial.
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Finally, the Chuvash caritive can also be governed by a postposition pognia / Standard Chu-
vash puene (< ‘head:P_3:0BJ’), which is used in the exceptive function ‘except for X’:

(22) Man-zar bocnia / *Man-zar,  por=da xola-ja kaj-za.
[-CAR except I-CAR all=and town-OBJ g0-CV_SIM
‘Everyone except me went to town.’

In Maloye Karachkino Chuvash, this postposition is used only in the exceptive function. But
in some other varieties of Chuvash, according to Ashmarin’s dictionary, puene can or at least could
be used to express caritive proper, too (Ashmarin, 1928-1950: iss. X, p. 25).

1.2.2. “Negative converb” with -mA-zSr

The suffix -SOr functions not only in the nominal domain, but also to some extent in the ver-
bal domain. It can attach to verbal stems after an infinitive suffix -mA; the resulting form in
-mA-zOr ‘-INF-CAR’ is used as a “negative converb”. It tends to co-occur with the emphatic particle
-Ak, just like in the nominal uses of the marker -SOr (24).

(23) Nim déle-me-zér ber-d-ém=de.
nothing aim-INF-CAR shoot-PST-1SG=ADD
‘And I shot without aiming.’
(From a spoken text)

(24) Nim kala-ma-zor-ak jep  pord-e kér-d-ém.
nothing say-INF-CAR-EMPH I house-OBJ enter-PST-1SG
‘Without saying a word, I entered the house.’

This complex form in -mA-z9r can denote concurrent situations (simultaneity) (25b) and pre-
ceding situations (anteriority) (26b). Its affirmative counterparts are the default (“simultaneous”)
converb in -S4 (25a) and the anterior converb in -SAn (26a):

(25a) Xér atea komnat-ran tasla-za tok-r'-a.
girl  child room-ABL dance-Cv_SIM g0 _out-PST-1SG
‘The girl left the room dancing.’

(25b) Xér  atea komnat-ran tasla-ma-zor tok-r'-a.
girl  child room-ABL dance-INF-CAR g0 _out-PST-18G
“The girl left the room without dancing.’

(26a) Urok tu-zan Van'a villa-ma gar’-a.
homework  do-CV_ANT Vanya play-INF g0.PST-1SG
‘Having done his homework, Vanya went out for a walk.’

(26b) Urok tu-ma-zar Var'a villa-ma gar-a.
homework  do-INF-CAR  Vanya play-INF g0.PST-1SG
‘Without doing the homework Vanya went out for a walk.’

However, the form in -mA-zOr is not the negative counterpart for all uses of these converbs.
For example, unlike -SAn ‘Cv_ANT’, it does not occur in conditional constructions: the regular
negative form in -mA-zAn ‘-NEG-CV_ANT’ is used there:

— 15—



Tomcxuti xcypuan JIMHI u AHTP. Tomsk Journal LING & ANTHRO. 2021. 4 (34)

(27) Ener comar pol-ma-zan per  xola-ja
yesterday rain be-NEG-CV_ANT we city-OBJ
kaj-a-par=tcé.

g€0-NPST-1PL=COP_PST
‘If it hadn’t been raining yesterday, we would have gone to the city.’

1.3. Competition between the markers eok and -SOr
1.3.1. Predicative uses

The copula sok and the caritive marker -SoOr (with a zero copula or an overt copula pol / =tcé,
cf. (21)) can both be used predicatively. But it should be noted, that in predicative uses, they com-
pete only in expressing negation of possessive predications (not negation of existential or
“presentative locative” predications, in which the marker -SOr cannot be used). In these uses, they
can express different types of possessive relations, including body-part relations (28), kinship (29),
legal ownership (30), and temporal possession (31):

(28a) Val  cin-on pér  al-i" cok.
that man-GEN one  hand-p 3 NEG_EX
“This man doesn’t have a hand [he’s one-handed].’

(28b) X Val cin  pér al-i-zér.
that man one hand-P_3-CAR
‘This man doesn’t have a hand [he’s one-handed].’

(29a) Man pitc-i cok.
I.GEN elder brother-p 3  NEG_EX
‘I don’t have an elder brother.’

(29b) K Jep pitc-i-zér.
I elder brother-P_3-CAR
1. ‘I don’t have an elder brother’;
2. ‘I’'m without [my] elder brother [now].’

(30a) Eemion-an kil cok.
Semyon-GEN house NEG_EX
‘Semyon doesn’t have a house.’

(30b) % Gemion kil-zér.
Semyon house-CAR
‘Semyon doesn’t have a house’; ‘Semyon is homeless; has nowhere to live.’

' The use of the 31-person possessive marker -9(n)/-i(n) ‘P_3’ marker in these examples, both with the copula and with
the caritive marker, seems not to be conditioned by the choice of the construction, but rather by the type of the posses-
sive relation (alienable vs. inalienable).
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(31a) — San okea por=i (bérle)?
thou.GEN money be=Q together
— Man(-an) okea zok.
[.GEN(-GEN) money NEG_EX
(31b) X — San okea por=i (berle)?
thou money be=Q together
— (Eok,) jep  okea-zor.
NEG EX I money-CAR

‘— Do you have money?
— No, [ don’t have money [on me] [at the moment].’

As can be seen from the examples, both constructions are compatible with all of the listed
types of possessive relations. However, the construction with the copula cok seems to be the default
one for predicative expression of negative existence in general. This can be seen in the way the ma-
jority of such stimuli were translated in our data: the copula cok was the first response and the
marker -SOr was approved as an alternative after being suggested, cf. the “OK” marks in (28b)—
(31b) and in (32b).

At the same time, there seems to be a slight difference between the two constructions in re-
spect to expression of temporal possession. Although both are compatible with such contexts (31),
for the marker -SOr it seems to be the default reading, while the copula cok, without special context,
is interpreted as expressing a permanent state of possession (32):

(32a) Man magsina cok.
[.GEN car NEG_EX
Default reading: ‘I don’t have a car [at all]’ (but also compatible with the temporary reading
‘I don’t have my car [today]’).

(32b) X Jep masina-zar.
I car-CAR
Default reading: ‘I am without [a/my] car [mow]’ (but also compatible with the permanent
reading ‘I don’t have a car at all’).

1.3.2. Attributive uses

As was already mentioned, the marker cok mostly occurs in predicative uses. However, it also
has “bare” attributive uses, where it too competes with the caritive marker, cf. (33):

(33a) [Kil cok cin-zam]| San-atca.

House NEG_EX man-PL freeze-NPST.3PL
(33b) [Port-sér cin-zam| san-atea.

House-CAR man-PL freeze-NPST.3PL

‘Homeless people (/ people who don’t have a home) are cold.’

In such uses of the marker ¢ok, it is difficult to say whether it forms a relative clause or al-
ready functions as a postposition-like unit. This is because, in contrast to the (other) known types of
Chuvash relative constructions, this putative relative clause contains no marker of subordination
(the same is true for the affirmative existential copula por ‘be’, cf. part por ein (house be person)
‘person with a house’). However, there is some evidence for a clausal status of the attributive con-
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struction with the marker cok: it may contain adverbs modifying the state of (unrealized) posses-
sion:

(34) Kil-de atea-zam cok cin-zam
house-LoC  child-PL NEG_EX man-PL
xaklo-rax podarok il-me-¢cé.
expensive-CMPR gift take-NEG.NPST-3PL

‘People who don’t have children at home don’t buy expensive presents.’

Such constructions also can be used headlessly (in a headless relative clause?), cf. kil cok-i
(home NEG_EX-P_3) ‘homeless one, one who doesn’t have a home’ and example (35) below. In this
case, again, a 3rd—person possessive marker -9(n)/~i(n) ‘P_3’ is used in the function of a
substantivizer.

(35) Torgas-la masin-i todak-rak torgas(-sam) cog-an-dzan.
wheel-PROP  car-P_3 rusty-CMPR  wheel-PL NEX_EX-P_3-ABL
“The car with wheels is more rusty than the [one] without wheels.’

In all attributive uses, the caritive suffix is much more preferred than the marker ¢ok. Cf. a na-
tive speaker’s comment: “One can say telej cok cin [‘unhappy person’, with the marker cok], but
telejzér [“unhappy’, with the caritive suffix] is better”.

Unlike the caritive marker, the construction with the marker ok cannot be used adverbially or
as a secondary (depictive) predicate:

(36a) ein-zan-a masina-zar  poran-ma ozal.
man-PL-OBJ  car-CAR live-INF bad

(36b) *gin-zan-a  magsina cok poran-ma ozal.
man-PL-OBJ  car NEG_EX live-INF bad

‘[It’s] bad for people to live without a car [not having a car].’

The comparison of the two markers shows us that both the caritive marker -SOr and the nega-
tive copula eok can express various meanings of absence and non-participation in various syntactic
positions: attributively, as a headless attribute, predicatively, and (this is available only to the
caritive marker) adverbially or in a depictive position. According to their syntactic functions, the
two markers show only partial complementary distribution, with an overlap in some contexts. In
predicative uses, the copula cok seems to be a more basic, default means than the caritive suffix
-SOr, but both are equally accepted by the speakers as alternatives. Also, in predicative uses, the
copula eok seems to tend to express more permanent and the marker -SOr more temporary states of
absence/lack. However, in the attributive position, the caritive marker -SOr is the predominant and
the default one. The attributive uses of the marker ok, which seem to involve (or have developed
from) unmarked relative clauses, are less frequent and more restricted.

1.4. Comparison with affirmative counterparts
Affirmative counterparts of sentences with the copula cok are formed with the copula por ‘be’

or sometimes with a zero copula, cf. example (3') below (and example (31) above for a possessive
use):
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(3) Man xola-ra kvartir bor/ Q.
L.GEN city-LOC flat be
‘I have an apartment in the city.’

The caritive marker -SOr has two affirmative counterparts in Chuvash, which are distributed
mostly according to semantics and the syntactic position of the marked NP. One is the proprietive
case suffix -/© ‘PROP’ (37a), (37b) and the other one is the comitative-instrumental case suffix
-PA(IA) ‘INS’ (37a), (38), (39), (40):

(37a) Marusia uzor-la / %uzor-ba platija i-ze.
Marusja pattern-PROP pattern-INS dress take-CV_SIM
‘Marusja bought a patterned dress.’

(parameter; attribute)

(37b) Lavka-ra usi-lé arzin écl-et.

shop-LOC moustache-PROP man work-NPST[3SG]

‘A moustached man works at the shop.’
(body part; attribute)

(38) Ener Vaca joldas-pa kil-tc-é.
yesterday Vasya friend-INS come-PST-3SG
‘Yesterday, Vasya came with a friend.’

(companion; adverbial)

(39) Eimon su-ba / ”‘gu-la11 kil-tc-é.
Semyon water-INS water-PROP  come-PST-3SG
‘Semyon came with water [he brought water with him and put out the campfire].’
(temporary possession; depictive / participant-oriented adverbial)

(40)  Simion butilk-a stopar-ba ue-r-2.
Semyon bottle-0BJ corkscrew-INS open-PST-3SG
‘Semyon opened the bottle with a corkscrew.’

(instrument; adverbial)

The distribution of the comitative-instrumental and proprietive markers is also definitely in-
fluenced by the syntactic position. The proprietive marker seems to be impossible in all adverbial
positions (i.e. possible only in attributive, depictive, and predicative positions).

Finally, the comitative-instrumental marker -PA(/4) (but not the proprietive marker) also
functions as a nominal coordinating device:

" In another example with similar semantics and syntactic position, both markers were accepted, although the alterna-
tive with -ba was still considered preferable:
(i) Vasie  okea-ba / 9K okga-la kil-né.

Vasya money-INS money-PROP  come-PC_PST
‘Vasya came with money’ (1. ‘came to the shop’; 2. ‘returned from working elsewhere’ — the alternative with -le was
accepted for both readings).
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(41) Arzin atca-ba
man  child-INS
paok-sa
look-Ccv_SIM

‘A boy and a dog are watching a frog sitting in a jar.’

ido banka-ra
dog jar-LOC
lar-ateo.
Sit-NPST.3PL

lar-agan saba
Sit-PC_PST frog

c-in-e

top-P_3-0BJ

(From a spoken text)

Let us summarize the distribution of the caritive (CAR) marker and the instrumental (INS) and
proprietive (PROP) markers in the system of expressing participation and non-participation in a situ-
ation, across different semantic subtypes:

Distribution of caritive and comitative-instrumental / proprietive markers in Chuvash

Table 1

Function/role Non-participation Participation
(negative) (affirmative)
companion CAR INS / *PROP
possessee (temporary poss.) CAR INS / (PROP)
possessee (legal ownership) CAR (INS) / PROP
possessee (body part) CAR (INS) / PROP
possessee (kinship) CAR *INS / PROP
instrument CAR INS / *PROP
vehicle CAR INS / ¥PROP
concomitant situation CAR —
(with verbs) (form in -mA-zOr)
coordination — INS

2. Expression of absence in Bashkir

The absence or non-involvement in Bashkir is expressed with the negative existential marker
jug (Mishchenko, 2017) and the caritive marker -2E0 (Oskolskaya, 2016). These markers are cog-
nate to the Chuvash markers cok and -SOr, respectively (Levitskaja, 1976: 24-25; Levitskaja (ed.),
1989: 211-212; Fedotov, 1983: 39-40).

In this section, we will describe the use of the markers jug (2.1) and -hEd (2.2), compare them
to each other (2.3) and discuss their relation to the corresponding affirmative markers: possessive,
comitative-instrumental, and proprietive (2.4).

2.1. Negative existential/possessive copula juq

The predicative expression of absence is performed with the copula jug. It does not have any
allomorphs. It can be used in a number of contexts related to the domain of existential negation. It
can compete with the negative form of the verb bul- ‘be’ in some contexts. Besides, there is another
marker for non-verbal negation, tvgel ‘not’ (46), that is mainly used to express negative ascription.
The means of expressing non-verbal negation in Bashkir were described in detail in (Mishchenko,

2017).

The core function of the copula jug is negative existential predication:

20—



bapanosa B. B., ®edomos M. JI., Ockonvckasn C. A. Cnocobvl gbipasicenusi Omcymcmeust ...

(42) Hin tef alla  juq tip @jt-0 tej
thou say.IPFV God NEG_EX say.CV say-IMP say.IPFV
baton nemce jugq.
whole thing NEG_EX

““You, — he says, — say that God doesn’t exist, doesn’t exist at all.””
(Ovsjannikova et al.: 160818 mmmT _ Dzhinny- 031)

Bashkir jug is also used in the negative presentative locative predications:

(43) Af~hyw-Oa o0tcel jugq.
food-water-LOC table NEG_EX
‘There’s no table in the kitchen.’
(Baranova, Mishchenko, 2021: 346)

The Bashkir copula jug is also the main means to express the predicative negation of posses-
sion. It can be used for different types of possession, including kinship relations (44), legal owner-
ship (45), temporary possession.

(44) Anwypy ber  kem-e=lce juq, <..>
that.GEN one  who-P_3=also NEG_EX
‘He didn’t have anyone,’ {nobody knows which village he’d come from.}
(Ovsjannikova et al.: 140719 aamB Vojna-061)

(45) Miney mafina-m jugq.
[.GEN car-P_Isg NEG_EX
‘I don’t have a car.’
(Baranova, Mishchenko 2021: 346)

The word jug also serves as the negative reply (‘No’):

(46) Jug, min  Rexmeet-tce tugel.
NEG_EX I Rakhmetovo-LOC NEG_AUX
{(Talking on a cell phone:) — Hello, where are you, are you in Rakhmetovo?} ‘— No, [ am
not in Rakhmetovo.’
(Baranova, Mishchenko, 2021: 346)

Unlike Chuvash, Bashkir does not employ a construction which looks like “infinitive + nega-
tive copula”. It may be due to the absence in Bashkir of a form that would be cognate to Chuvash
infinitive in -mA. Still, juq can be used as a part of a different verbal negation construction combin-
ing with the past participle form in -GAn. This construction has an experiential meaning:

(47) Unda ber  gasan=da bul-san-ym jugq.
that.LoC one  when=EMPH be-PC_PST-1SG NEG_EX
‘I have never been there.’
(Baranova, Mishchenko, 2021: 350)

2.2. Caritive marker -hEd

In Bashkir, the caritive meanings are expressed by the suffix -AE0 (-h¥d/-hed/-hod/-hao).
The choice of the allomorph depends on the vowels of the stem according to the vowel harmony.
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The marker -hE0 is traditionally described as an adjectivizing derivational marker (Poppe, 1964: 64;
Juldashev, 1981: 173; Dmitriev, 1948/2008: 83). However, it is productive and regular, so it shares
some features of case markers. In this section, we will discuss the morphological, syntactic, and
semantic features of the caritive marker in Bashkir.

The caritive marker can combine with proper names, with personal pronouns, with plural
stems (48):

(48)  Reexmeet-kee Bolat bala-lar-hyo kil-de.
Rakhmetovo-DAT Bulat child-PL-CAR come-PST
‘Bulat came to Rakhmetovo without his children.’

. .. . . . 12
Unlike case markers proper, the caritive marker cannot combine with possessive suffixes :

(49) Min meektep-ke asaj(*-ym)-hyo kil-de-m.
I school-DAT  elder brother-P_1SG-CAR come-PST-1SG
‘I came to school without my elder brother.’

A comparative/attenuative suffix -(E£)r4k can be attached on top of the caritive marker if it fits
semantically:

(50) Bolat Mansur-oa qarasanda  istibar-hyo-yraq.
Bulat Mansur-LOC against attention-CAR-CMPR
‘Bulat is more inattentive than Mansur.’

A wordform with a caritive marker can have its own dependents: adjectives (51), numerals,
relative clauses.

(51) Min Bolat-tr myjyq-lr du6-hyo kor-de-m.
| Bulat-Acc moustache-PROP friend-CAR  see-PST-1SG
‘I saw Bulat without his moustached friend.’

However, the use with dependent demonstrative or possessive pronouns and dependent nouns
(52) is considered infelicitous by many speakers:

(52) * Min qunaq-qa Bolat-tyy ul-hyo kil-de-m.
I guest-DAT Bulat-GEN son-CAR come-PST-1SG
‘I came to visit (my friends) without Bulat’s son.’

Like the Chuvash suffix -SOr, the Bashkir caritive suffix can express all basic subtypes of
caritive semantics: the absence / non-involvement of a companion (51), of an instrument (53), of
different types of possessees (54)—(55).

(53) Min ikmeek-te bysag-hyo  tel-ce al-ma-j-ym.
I bread-AccC knife-CAR cut-IPFV take-NEG-IPFV-1SG
‘I cannot cut bread without a knife.’

12The only exception is a closed list of nouns denoting relatives (mostly elder ones) that are used in the context of asso-
ciative plurality: ataj-ym-dar-hrd (father-p_1SG-PL-CAR) ‘without my parents’ (Oskolskaya, 2016: 175-176).
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(54) Magazin-da myjyg-hyo hat-yw-sy eflce-j.
shop-LOC moustache-CAR sell-NMLZ-AG work-IPFV
‘A moustacheless salesman works in the shop.’

(55) Taw-0a teedrce-hed aj tor-a.
hill-Loc window-CAR house stand-IPFV
‘There’s a house without windows on the hill.’

Syntactically, the caritive phrase can have adverbial (53), attributive (54)—(55), depictive (56),
and predicative (57) functions.

(56) Ul sumka-hyo  kil-de.
that  bag-CAR come-PST
‘He came without a bag.’

(57) Byl gatyn bala-lar-hyo ikcen.
this ~ woman child-PL-CAR be.PC_PST
‘This woman was childless.’

Bashkir has an exceptive postposition bafga, which is parallel/cognate to Chuvash
posnia/pucne (Egorov, 1964: 169), but the caritive marker -2Ed cannot combine with it. Neither can
the marker -hE0 express exception of a participant on its own (Oskolskaya, 2011).

There are also no special verbal negative constructions involving -4#Ed in Bashkir (that would
be analogous to the Chuvash “negative converb” form in -mA4-z9r). It can be partly explained by the
absence of a cognate converbial marker -m4 in Bashkir. At the same time, we do find some exam-
ples of a combination of -2Ed with action nominalizations (“infinitives”) in -(E)w, cf. (58) (and (61)
below):

(58) dofman mencen aja-w-hyo
Enemy with feel sorry-NMLZ-CAR
korcef aly-p bar-yw
struggle take-Cv 20-NMLZ

‘to wage a pitiless struggle against the enemy’ (lit. “without pity-ing”)
(Akhmerov et al., 1958: 68).

But in these examples it is used attributively rather than adverbially, and seems to be an abso-
lutely transparent combination of a (lexicalized?) deverbal noun with a caritive marker. And, in
contrast to the Chuvash -mA4-zO9r, this combination is not treated in grammars as a special verb
form.

2.3. Competition between the markers juq and -hEd

The caritive marker -2E0 competes with copula jug. It concerns mostly the contexts of nega-
tive possession, since both items can express this meaning, cf. examples (44), (45) and (56), (57).
The following comparison is based mainly on examples from the Bashkir corpus (Ovsjannikova et
al.). There are not many examples (12 for -2E0 and 42 for jug) in the corpus, which does not allow
us to make strong conclusions. However, a number of observations can be made.

The copula jug is used mainly in predicative position. It can also be a head of an adverbial or
relative dependent clause (59). A bare copula jug cannot be used (is not attested in the data nor
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mentioned in the dictionaries) in attributive function like the Chuvash marker ¢ok can (section 1.3).
It acquires an auxiliary verb form when used in a relative clause:

(59) .. ul ikmeek juq bul-gan kon-dcer-doe  —
that  bread NEG_EX be-pC PST  day-PL-ACC
jeej kono.
summer day

‘...these were days without bread — in summer.’
(Ovsjannikova et al.: 170709 nsgB Detstvo v _derevne Kolxoz-05)

Bashkir jug seems not to be used in a secondary (depictive) predicate position:

(60)  Baldaq jugq. ﬁtlaj tege  ful baldaq-hyo  fulaj
ring NEG_EX SO that that ring-CAR )
tip tuj ut-te.
say.CV wedding pass-PST

‘There are no rings. And so the wedding passed without rings.’
(Ovsjannikova et al.: 170716 _ggmT Zamuzhestvo-070)

The two sentences in (60) provide examples for both markers used in very similar semantic
contexts. The main difference is syntactic: jug is used in predicative position while the caritive
marker is used in a depictive position.

In general, the copula jug appears to be the default means of expressing negative possession
in predicative position, while the caritive marker -2E0 seems more restricted in it. The available ex-
amples suggest that wordforms with the caritive markers may be more likely to be used in predica-
tive position if they are lexicalized / are more adjective-like, cf. (50) above and (61):

(61)  Bala-lar bik  typla-w-hyo bul-a tor-gajny-lar.
child-pL very listen-NMLZ-CAR be-1PFV stand-PLPF-PL
“The children were very disobedient.’
(Ovsjannikova et al.: 150704 rrm_Rabota uchitelem-006)

On the other hand, the caritive marker -2FE0 is more likely to express negation of possession
in attributive, adverbial, or depictive positions.

2.4. Comparison with affirmative counterparts

The main affirmative counterpart of the copula jug is the copula bar ‘there is’'> (Mishchenko,
2017: 134-135):

(62) a. Awrl-da klub  bar.
village-LOC  club there is
‘There’s a club in the village.’

13 The use of zero copula instead of bar is not described for Bashkir, but seems to be possible at least in rapid speech.
Cf. an example from the Bashkir corpus:

(i) Ular-6vn ul-dar-x Kolia[,] un 7s Jjaef-teer tiree-he-ndee.
that.PL-GEN son-PL-P_3 Kolja ten three  age-pL vicinity-P_3-LOC
‘They [have] a son Kolja, about thirteen years [old].’ (Ovsjannikova et al.: 130700_rmm_Raja_i_Klavdija-002)
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b. Awrl-da klub  jugq.
village-LOC club NEG EX
‘There’s no club in the village.’
(Mishchenko, 2017: 136)

(45")  Minen majfina-m bar.
[.GEN car-P_1SG there is
‘I have a car.’
(Mishchenko, 2017: 121)

The caritive marker -2Ed has two affirmative counterparts: the proprietive suffix -/E (cf. ex-
amples (63) and (55)) and the postposition menceen ‘with’ (cf. examples (64) and (53)). Bashkir
lacks a special comitative or instrumental case marker, but the distribution of the postposition
mencen 1s very similar to the distribution of the Chuvash comitative-instrumental case suffix
-PA(I4) ‘INS’, including its use for NP coordination (65).

(63) Taw-da matur tedree-le o] tor-a.
hill-Loc beautiful window-PROP house stand-IPFV
‘There’s a house with beautiful windows on the hill.’

(64) Min byl  bysaqg mencen ikmeek tel-ce al-ma-j-ym.
I this  knife with bread cut-IPFV take-NEG-IPFV-1SG
‘I can’t cut bread with this knife.’

(65) Xoscejen mencen loris  Xajat isem-le qvo-sa
Husain with Idris Hayat name-ADJ girl-DAT
Kafiq bul-gan-dar.

enamoured  be-PC_PST-PL
‘Husain and Idris were in love with a girl named Hayat.’
(Ovsjannikova et al.: 150716_aamB_Skala Idrisa-003)

Table 2 summarizes the distribution of the caritive marker -AEJ and its affirmative counter-
parts'* across different semantic subtypes:

Table 2
Distribution of caritive and comitative-instrumental / proprietive markers in Bashkir

Function/role Non-participation Participation
(negative) (affirmative)
companion CAR mencen
possessee (temporary poss.) CAR mencen
possessee (legal ownership) CAR PROP
possessee (body part) CAR PROP
possessee (kinship) CAR PROP

4 The precise distribution of the suffix -hEJ with the postposition menaen was not studied extensively: only first transla-
tions of stimuli for each type were collected. Therefore, possible additional variation between them in particular contexts
may have been overlooked.
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Function/role Non-participation Participation
(negative) (affirmative)

instrument CAR mencen

vehicle * CAR mencen

concomitant situation * CAR —

(with verbs)

coordination — mencen

Like the caritive marker -hZEJ, the proprietive marker -/E displays grammatical features both
of derivational suffixes and of inflectional case markers. However, the proprietive marker is closer
to derivation than the caritive marker. Although the suffix -/E is rather productive and can attach to
all common nouns, modal words, and numerals, it cannot attach to proper nouns or personal pro-
nouns (only marginal examples can be found on the Internet). It can occasionally combine with plu-
ral marker -LAr, but it cannot combine with possessive markers. Wordforms with -/E can have ad-
jectives, adverbs, and numerals as their dependents, but not other nouns.

Grammatical features of the postposition mencen are quite typical of postpositions: it can at-
tach to any kind of NPs, including heavy ones with many dependents.

3. Discussion

The presented data reveal that Chuvash and Bashkir use similar means to express absence or
non-involvement of a participant. Available sources on Tatar (see citations below) also show a very
similar system. There are two basic markers with this functions in all three languages. One of the
markers (Chuvash eok, Bashkir juq, Tatar juk (Zakiev (ed.), 1992: 270)) can be described as a nega-
tive existential/possessive copula, another one (Chuvash -SOr, Bashkir -#FEd, Tatar -sEz (Zakiev
(ed.), 1992: 270; 1995: 355)) functions as a caritive marker. Chuvash, Bashkir, and Tatar markers
are cognate to each other. Their grammatical status is also similar: negative existential markers are
copulas, while caritive markers are suffixes. These markers also have very similar or identical rang-
es of basic syntactic positions and semantic functions.

Syntactically, the copulas form separate clauses and usually occur as predicates of independ-
ent clauses. The caritive markers can be used in different syntactic positions: attributive, adverbial,
depictive, or predicative. In all three Turkic languages of Volga-Kama Sprachbund, Bashkir, Chu-
vash, and Tatar, caritive markers compete with negative existentials in predicative contexts (for Ta-
tar, see (Zakiev (ed.), 1992: 270)).

Semantically, the copulas express a range of meanings expectable for negative existentials:
existential negation proper, presentative locative negation, negation of various types of possession,
and ‘no’ reply. The caritive markers express the basic caritive meanings: non-involvement or ab-
sence of a companion, of an instrument, of various types of possessees (legal and temporary
possessees, body parts, relatives, parameters, etc.).

The distribution of affirmative counterparts of the caritive marker is practically the same in
Chuvash and Bashkir, despite the fact that the comitative-instrumental markers in these two lan-
guages have different morphosyntactic nature: the Chuvash marker -PA(/A) is a suffix, while the
Bashkir marker mencen is a postposition. The Tatar comitative-instrumental postposition belcen
‘with’ is, too, very similar in distribution, cf. (Asylgaraev et al. (eds.), 2007b: 225-226). In fact, the
Chuvash suffix -PA(IA) is etymologized as also going back to a postposition, *birle(n) (Fedotov,
1983: 38). And as such, it is undoubtedly cognate to the Tatar postposition belen (ibid.: 39;
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Tenishev, 1988: 496) and probably also to the Bashkir postposition mencen (Tenishev, 1988: 496;
Dmitriev, 1948/2008: 118).

However, there are a number of differences between these three systems.

First, the markers in question have uses as part of larger constructions that differ in Chuvash,
Bashkir, and Tatar. The Bashkir copula jug can combine with the participle form in -GAn in experi-
ential contexts, as well as the Tatar copula juk (Zakiev (ed.), 1993: 98), but the Chuvash copula cok
does not have equivalent uses. On the other hand, the copula ok in Chuvash can be used with the
infinitive in -mA to express impossibility, which has not been attested for Bashkir and Tatar. Also,
Chuvash has a complex verbal form combining an infinitive in -mA4 and the caritive marker -Sor,
which functions as a “negative converb” (an adverbial clause expressing unrealized simultaneous or
preceding situations). Although in Bashkir and Tatar we find some examples of similar-looking
combinations of caritive markers -2E0J/-sEz with action nominalizations (“infinitives”) in -(E)w/-U/
-w', they differ from the Chuvash construction in that they are used attributively rather than adver-
bially and that they seem to be transparent combinations of lexicalized deverbal nouns with caritive
markers.

Chuvash has an exceptive construction which includes the caritive marker (-SOr poecnia /
Standard Chuvash -sOr puene). Although the Bashkir and Tatar exceptive constructions are based
on cognate (Egorov 1964: 169) postpositions ba/qa/bafka, they do not include the caritive marker,
but rather the ablative marker (for Tatar, cf. (Ganiev (ed.), 1997: 233; Asylgaraev et al. (eds.),
2007a: 212)). However, in some other Chuvash varieties, poen/a is also found with ablative case
marking (Ashmarin, 1928-1950: iss. X, p. 25). Moreover, this ablative marking seems to be dia-
chronically original for Chuvash, the caritive marking being a more recent development (Andreas
Waibel, p.c.).

There are also slight differences in the syntactic properties of the markers in question. The
Chuvash marker cok can be used attributively without overt marking of subordination (as if it was a
postposition), while the Bashkir marker jug demands an additional auxiliary verb in a participial
form in such contexts. Tatar seems to be closer to Chuvash in this respect: for the Tatar negative
existential marker juk (and the affirmative existential marker bar) we too find equivalent “bare” at-
tributive uses'®, including headless ones'’. This pattern of using negative (and affirmative) existen-
tial markers in an attributive clause without any overt marking of subordination is also of a more
general interest. It is also attested in some other Turkic languages. And in several of them, using
this strategy, lit. “['Y there isn’t] X”, is the only way to attributively express caritive semantics ‘X
without Y, or ‘Y-less X’, since these languages lack a dedicated caritive marker cognate to -Sor/
-hEd/-sEz. Fedotov (Fedotov, 1983: 40) describes Altai, Tuvan, Shor, and Yakut (Sakha) as such
languages. Cf. Tuvan korgu/ ffok tajun-tu («xoprymr 4ok gaiibiHubl») (fear NEG_EX war-AG) ‘fear-
less warrior’.

The Chuvash marker -SOr displays more features of inflectional case markers than the Bash-
kir marker -AEd. Unlike the Bashkir marker, the Chuvash marker can combine with possessive

15 Bashkir and Tatar lack markers cognate to the Chuvash -mA. This absence of cognate forms/derivations could proba-
bly (at least partially) explain the attested differences between the languages with respect to larger constructions based
on them.

6()  Bala-sy Juk kefe ker-mae-sse dee bala-s¥
child-p_3 NEG_EX person enter-NEG-COND ADD child-p_3
bar kefe ker-er.
there_is person enter-POT

‘Even if those without children (lit. “people [who] don’t have children”) don't enter, those with children (lit. “people [who]
have children”) will enter.” (Tatar National Corpus)
(i) Efe juk-nrn af-r juk.
work-P_3 NEG_EX-GEN food-P_3 NEG_EX
‘An idler (lit. “work-less [one]’) has no food.’ (Asylgaraev et al. (eds.), 2007b: 685)
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markers and wordforms with this marker can have all types of dependents, including personal pro-
nouns. As for Tatar'®, the caritive marker -sEz here shares most properties that are common for both
Chuvash and Bashkir: it covers same functions (can denote absence of a companion, of an instru-
ment, of different types of possessees), it can attach to personal pronouns, to proper names, to plural
stems, is compatible with the comparative suffix. However, in those properties where Chuvash and
Bashkir differ, the Tatar marker sometimes patterns with the Bashkir marker and sometimes with
the Chuvash marker. On the one hand, it cannot combine with possessive suffixes nor have nouns as
its dependents (as in Bashkir). On the other hand, wordforms with the caritive suffix can have per-
sonal pronouns as dependents (as in Chuvash).

To sum up, Chuvash, Tatar, and Bashkir, all three Turkic languages of Volga-Kama
Sprachbund, have similar systems of expressing absence or non-involvement of a participant. They
differ only in a number of details, and Tatar appears to occupy in this respect an intermediate posi-
tion between the two other languages: some features are shared only with Bashkir (“participle +
Jjuq/juk” construction; ablative case marking in the exceptive construction; incompatibility of the
caritive marker with preceding possessive suffixes and dependent nouns), while some other features
are shared only with Chuvash (compatibility of the caritive marker with dependent personal pro-
nouns; “bare” attributive uses of cok/juk). Such an intermediate behaviour is in line with the geo-
graphical position of Tatar between Chuvash and Bashkir.

Abbreviations:

1/2/13 — first/second/third person, ABL — ablative, ACC — accusative, ADD — additive, ADvZ — adverbializer, CAR —
caritive, CAUS — causative, CMPR — comparative, COND — conditional, COP_PST — past-tense copula (retrospective shift
marker), CV_ANT — anterior converb, CV_SIM — default (simultaneous) converb (is also used finitely as one of the past-
tense forms), DAT — dative, EMPH — emphatic particle, EX — existential, GEN — genitive, IMP — imperative, INF — infini-
tive, INS — instrumental, IPFV — imperfective, LOC — locative, NEG — negation, NMLZ — nominalization, NPST — non-
past, OBJ — objective case (accusative + dative/directive), P_18G — 1st-p. sg. possessive suffix, P_3 — 3-p. sg. pos-
sessive suffix (also expresses meanings related to definiteness), PC — participle, PL — plural, PLPF — pluperfect, POT —
second future (in Tatar), PROP — proprietive (~‘having X'), PST — past, Q — question particle, SG — singular, VBZ —
verbalizer.
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B. B. bapaHosa, M. J1. ®edomos, C. A. Ockonbckas

CMoCOBbI BbIPAXEHUA OTCYTCTBUA B AABYX TIOPKCKUX A3bIKAX
BOJITO-KAMCKOIO A3bIKOBOIO COO3A: YYBALLCKOM U BALLKUPCKOM

CraTps MOCBsIIIEHa clloco0aM BBIPAKEHUSI OTCYTCTBHSI MJIM HEY4acTHs/HEBOBJICUCHHOCTH B (MaJio-
KapauyKWHCKOM = MOLIKapTCKOM) YyBalICKOM H (KyOasIKCKOM) OaIIKMPCKOM, JIBYX TIOPKCKHX SI3bIKAX
Bonro-KamMckoro si3eik0Boro coro3a. JlanHbeie ObUIM cOOpaHbl B XOZ€ 3KCIEIUIMIA B pectl. bamkopro-
ctad (2011-2016 rr.) m YyBamickyro pect. (2017-2019 rr.). KpoMe TOro, MbI TakXKe IPUBJIEKaeM JIaH-
HBIE TATAPCKOTO S3bIKA, B3ATHIC U3 UMEIOIINXCS TPAMMATHK, CIIOBAPEH U KOPITyCOB.

[IpencraBieHHble JaHHBIE TTOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO B YyBAIICKOM, OAITKHPCKOM M TaTAPCKOM SI3bIKAX HC-
MOJIB3YIOTCSl OUEHB MOX0XKHe HAaOOpBI TIOKa3aTeNlell OTCYTCTBHS MIIM HEBOBIICUEHHOCTH YJYacTHHKA. B
KaXX/IOM SI3bIKE OJIMH U3 TIOKa3aTesel (YyBalICKuil ok, OaIIKUPCKUH juq, TaTapCKUH juk) MpeacTaBis-
eT co0oll OTpUIATENbHYI0 3K3UCTEHIMATBHYIO/TIOCECCUBHYIO CBSI3KY, a Jpyroi (uysamickuii -SOr,
Oamkupckuit -hEJ, TaTapckuii -sEz) QyHKIIMOHUPYET KaK KapuUTUBHBIHN (abeccuBHBIN) cydhduke. i
MOKa3aTeIu KOTHATHBI APYT IPYTy BO BCEX TPEX SA3bIKAaxX. DTH MOKA3aTeNN TaKXKe UMEIOT OYEeHb MOXO0-
1€ HaOOpBl OCHOBHBIX CHHTAKCHUECKMX MO3UWIMA M ceMaHTH4ecKuX (yHKuuil. CHHTaKCHYECKH,
CBSI3KM 00pa3yloT OTAENbHBIC KJay3bl U Yalle BCEro YIOTPeOISIFOTCS KaK MPEJIUKaThl HE3aBUCHMBIX
knay3. KaputuBHble Mokazareid MOTYT 3aHUMATh Pa3lIUYHbIe CHHTAKCUYECKUE MO3HIINHU: aTPUOYTHB-
HYI0, 00CTOATEILCTBEHHYIO, IENUKTUBHYIO M NPEAUKATHBHYIO (T€ OHU KOHKYPHUPYIOT CO CBSI3KAMH).
C TOYKH 3peHUs] CEMAHTHKH, CBSI3KH BBIPAXKAIOT OXKMJIaeMbIe 3HAYCHUS ITOKa3aTenell SK3UCTECHIINAIb-
HOTO OTPHIIAHMsI: COOCTBEHHO dK3MCTECHIIMAILHOE OTPHUIIAHUE, MTPE3CHTATUBHOE JIOKATHBHOE OTPHIIA-
HUE, OTPUIIAHUE PA3HBIX TUIIOB 00JalaHus, OTBETHAsI peruinka ‘HeT . KapuTHBHbBIE mOKa3aTenu BbIpa-
KarOT OCHOBHbBIE KapPUTHBHbIEC 3HAYECHUS: HEBOBJICUEHHOCTh WJIM OTCYTCTBHE CITyTHHKA, HHCTPYMEHTA,
pa3HbIX TUIOB 00J1aaeMOro (JIeralbHOro WM BPEMEHHOr'O, YacTU TeJa, POACTBEHHUKA, IlapaMeTpa
u 11p.). IHTepecHO OTMETUTh, YTO AUCTPUOYLHS YTBEPAUTEIBHBIX KOPPEISITOB KAPUTHBHBIX TOKa3a-
TeNel TakKe MPAaKTUYeCKH OJMHAKOBA B OAIIKMPCKOM, YYBAIICKOM M TaTapCcKOM, XOTS WHCTPYMEH-
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TaJbHO-KOMHUTATUBHBIC TIOKA3aTelN HWMEIOT pPa3HbIi MOP(OCHHTAKCHYECKUH CTaTyC: YyBamICKUN
cypduxc -PA(I4) mpoTrB GAMTKUPCKOTO U TATAPCKOTO TOCTIEIIOTOB mencen u belcen.

OpHako MEXAY dTHMHU TpEeMsl CUCTEMaMH €CTh W psij pa3nuiuid. Bo-mepBbIX, paccMaTrpuBaeMble
MOKAa3aTeIn MOTYT UCIIOIB30BaThCs B COCTaBe O0Jiee KPYMHBIX KOHCTPYKLHUM, KOTOPBIC pa3IHyaroTcs B
YyBaIICKOM, OAIIKUPCKOM W TaTapCKOM si3bIKax. Tak, Oamkupckas CBs3Ka juq, KaKk W TaTapckas juk,
coderaeTcs ¢ nmpuyacTHOH (opmoii (Ha -Gan) B dKCIIEPULIEHUATBHBIX KOHTEKCTAX, B OTIUYUE OT Hy-
BalIcKoi cok. CBs3Ka ok B UyBallICKOM MOXXET MCIOJIB30BaThCS ¢ MHOUHUTUBOM (HA -mA) Ui BBI-
pakeHHs HEBO3MOXKHOCTH, YTO HE 3aCBHIETEIHCTBOBAHO ISl OAITKUPCKOTO U Tatapckoro. Kpome To-
r'0, TOJBKO B YyBaIlICKOM HUMEETCS cIIoKHas popMa, codeTarommas HHGUHUTHB (Ha -mA) ¢ KapUTHBHBIM
MapkepoM -SO7, KoTopasi QYHKIMOHHUPYET KaK «OTpULATElIbHOE AeenpruiacTuey. B uyBamckoM nme-
€TCsl KOHCTPYKIIHS UCKITFOUEHUS, BKIFOYAIOIIas TOKa3aTelb KapuTuBa: -SOF posnia, B TO BpeMs Kak B
OaIIKUPCKOM W TaTapcKOM KOTHATHBIE 3KCENTHUBHBIE MOCHeNoru bafqa/bafka ynpapusior abaaTHBOM.
UyBaInickuil mokasaTellb €0k U TaTapCKUW MMOKAa3aTeNb juk MOTYT UCIOJb30BaThCs aTpUOYTHBHO 0€3
SKCIUTMIATHOTO BBIPAKCHUS MOAYMHEHUSI, B TO BpeMsl Kak OAlIKMPCKHUHA TOKa3aTelb jug B 3TOM CIy-
gae TpeOyeT IOIMOIHUTENFHOTO BCIIOMOTATENBHOTO Tiarona. YyBalICKWil KapUTHUBHBIA MOKa3aTelb
-SOr MposBIIIET OOJbILE BCETO MAJCKHBIX CBOWCTB: B OTIMYKE OT OAIKMPCKOTO -AEJ M TaTapcKoro
-sEz, OH MOKET COUETaThCSI C MOCECCHBHBIMU MOKA3aTEINSIMH, a CIIOBOGOPMEI C 3TUM MOKa3aTeJIeM MO-
T'YT UMETh CYIIECTBUTEIbHBIC B KauecTBEe 3aBUCUMBIX. UyBallICKWN W TaTapCKHUM IOKa3aTell TaKkKe
MTOXOXKH TE€M, YTO, B OTJIMYHE OT OAIKHPCKOTO MOKa3aTels, cIOBO(GOPMBI ¢ HUIMUA MOTYT UMETh JINY-
HBbIC MCCTOMMCHHA B KAUECTBC 3aBUCHUMBIX.

Takum 00Opa3oM, Bce TpU TIOPKCKHX si3bIKa Bonro-KaMckoro sS36IKOBOTO CO03a UMEIOT TTOXO0XKHE
CUCTEMBI BBIPQKECHUS OTCYTCTBHSI FUTM HEBOBICYEHHOCTH ydacTHHKA. OHH pa3mu4aloTCs TOJIBKO Psi-
JIOM TIapaMeTPOB, TI0 KOTOPHIM TaTAPCKHI 3aHUMAET MPOMEKYTOYHOE TTOJIOKEHIE MEXKy UyBaIICKUM
U OaIIKUPCKUM. JTO COTIACYETCs C reorpauuecKiM MOJIOKEHHEM TPEeX S3bIKOB: YYBAIICKOTO Ha 3a-
najie, OamKUPCKOTO Ha CeBepe M TaTapCKOTO TOCEPETMHE MEXITY HAMHU.

KuaioueBble ¢JI0Ba: OquKupckuil s3vlK, Yy8AUICKUL S3bIK, MAMAapCcKuil A3ulK, KYOAuAKCKUull 2080p,
MATOKAPAYKUHCKULL 2080p, NowKapmckuti ouanekm, Boneo-Kamckuil s361k0601 o103, Kapumus, abec-
CuU8, IKIUCMEHYUATIbHOE OMPUyanue, OMcymcmeue.
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