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STRUCTURAL-SEMANTIC AND FUNCTIONAL FEATURES
OF THE WORDS «EMES», «kEMEY», AND «<EMEN» IN KAZAKH LANGUAGE

Abstract. The first known form of the complementary verb we see in Turkish texts today is «er-». It can be said

that «er-/ir-« is a typical form for Koktiirk, Uighur, and Karakhanid Turkish. The verbal noun «er-» in Old Turkish is
used in the forms of «er-» > «e-» or «ir-» > «i-» with the omission of the «r» sound in today's Turkish dialects. In
today's Kazakh Turkish, the verb «er-» > «e-» is used. The negative version of the complementary verb «e-/i-» is met
with words such as «not», «tigily, «tiigiily, «emesy, etc. in different Turkish dialects. In Kazakh Turkish, the word
«emesy is generally used, and the word «tugil» is rarely used to express negativity. However, it is also seen that
different forms derived from the verb root «e-», such as the word «emes», are used. In the paper, in addition to the
word «emesy, which is one of the inflected forms of the verbal noun «e-» and used for the negative meaning in Kazakh
Turkish, the words «eme» and «emeny are used with minor differences in meaning and function. Although the functions
of these words in the texts they are used sometimes have the same meanings, they can sometimes undergo minor
changes.
The way these three words are used in Kazakh Turkish, the places they are used, the meaning they add to the sentence
or the language unions they are in, and whether they come from the same source constitute the main subject and
research purpose of the paper. In this article, the functions of «emey» (not, of course), «emeny (not(im), never) and
«emesy (not, -madik) in Kazakh Turkish are analyzed. It was also tried to be answered whether they are homophones
and share the same root.

Key words: Kazakh Turkish, er- > e- verb, verbal noun, complementary verb, enclitics, modal, emes, emey,
emen.

Introduction

The study of auxiliary verbs and their historical transformations provides important insights into
the development of Turkic languages. Among these, the Old Turkic auxiliary verb er- «to be» occupies
a central role, as it not only functioned as a copula but also developed into multiple grammaticalized
forms across different Turkic dialects. In the course of time, the consonant -r- was dropped, giving rise
to the shortened forms e- and i-, which are actively used in modern varieties. In Kazakh Turkish, this
historical process has produced several derivatives of e-, notably emes, emen, and emey, each serving as
a marker of negation but with nuanced semantic and functional distinctions.

The negative form emes corresponds closely to the Turkish degil and functions both as a
predicative negator and as an analytical marker of verbal negation. The form emen, which appears to be
a contracted version of emespin, carries a personal and emphatic dimension, often functioning as a first-
person singular negative. Meanwhile, emey demonstrates semantic diversification: in one usage it
expresses negation, while in another it conveys strong affirmation or certainty, similar to the meanings
“of course” and “surely.” This duality highlights the capacity of forms originating from the same root to
diverge semantically and pragmatically.

By analyzing these forms in the context of Kazakh Turkish, the paper seeks to clarify their
functions, their etymological relationship, and their place within the broader system of Turkic negation
strategies. The findings not only shed light on the dynamics of grammaticalization but also demonstrate
the interplay between morphology, semantics, and syntax in shaping the structure of Kazakh Turkish.

Materials and methods

The present study is based on the examination of historical and contemporary linguistic
materials that document the evolution and functional usage of the auxiliary verb er- and its
derivatives in Kazakh Turkish. The primary sources include classical Old Turkic texts such as the
Koktiirk inscriptions, Uighur manuscripts, and Karakhanid works, where the auxiliary verb er-/ir- is
frequently attested. In addition, later written traditions, including Chagatai Turkish and Kipchak
language monuments, were considered to trace the phonological changes (er- > *e- / i-) and the
development of negative forms such as ermez, emes, emen, and emey.
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Modern Kazakh literary texts, proverbs, and oral traditions were also utilized as significant data
sources. Examples from authors such as Mishhiir Jiisip Kopeyev, M. Awezov, A. Kekilbaev, and M.
Shakhanov provided authentic contexts in which the words emes, emen, and emey appear. These data
allowed for observing their semantic nuances, syntactic roles, and pragmatic functions in natural
discourse.

The methodology employed is primarily descriptive and comparative. Descriptive analysis was
used to categorize the forms of emes, emen, and emey according to their morphological structure and
syntactic distribution. Comparative analysis was applied to identify similarities and differences in their
functions across Turkic dialects, with reference to Kyrgyz, Altay, Nogai, Uzbek, and Turkish parallels.
In addition, insights from established Turkological studies (Clauson, Gabain, Eckmann, Banguoglu,
Pekacar, Turisev, and others) were incorporated to ensure theoretical grounding.

By combining diachronic investigation with synchronic observation, the study seeks to highlight
both the historical roots and contemporary functions of these negative forms in Kazakh Turkish.

Results and discussion

The auxiliary verb er- «to be» in Old Turkic has survived in modern Turkic dialects in the
forms e- ~ i-. Through the addition of suffixes such as -di, -mis, -se, -ken, -mes ~ -ves ~ -bes, forms
like edi/idi, emis/imis/nimes (ne imis), ese/ise, eken/iken, emes/eves/ebes were produced and have
been used in combination with both nouns and verbs.

According to Clauson, the auxiliary verb e- «to be» must always appear with a predicate
(something, somewhere, etc.) and cannot be used independently in the meaning of «to exist».
Rather, it generally occurs after participial forms of other verbs as an auxiliary. In the earliest
periods, the verb was fully inflected; however, the consonant -r- began to be elided at an early stage,
after which tense markers were attached in harmony with the preceding vowel. Some inflections
appear without -r- [1].

Gabain states that the verb e-/é-/i- (< er-/ir-mek) became partly or fully grammaticalized in
Turkish and has functioned as an auxiliary verb since Old Turkic times. She emphasizes that this
auxiliary verb is never used with adverbial verb forms but sometimes with finite verbs and
frequently with nouns, thus attaching itself to all kinds of nominal categories [2].

Banguoglu points out that the form eriir disappeared, and only its grammaticalized derivatives
have remained in usage. This development narrowed the scope of verbal inflection, leaving e- to
survive in only four inflected forms.

Tiirk, in the conclusion of his study on the main auxiliary verb er- in Kutadgu Bilig, notes that
the construction ermez was used with the meaning «not» [3]. Cumakunova argues that
contemporary forms such as ey-, iy-, ir-, ar-, e-, a- derive from er-, and that forms such as eken,
emes, ele, imis are continuations of er-. She also remarks that the form er-mez > emes shows the
negative function of the suffix -mez [4].

Eckmann states that in Chagatai Turkish the verb é(r)- does not have a complete inflectional
paradigm; the existing forms include é(r)ken and &(r)gec. In the negative present tense, forms such
as &(r)-mes mén, érmen are also attested [5].

Karaagag explains that the verb er- functioned as the main auxiliary verb in denoting both
existence and events: when attached to words and phrases, it expressed existence (thus forming
nominal sentences), and when attached to clauses, it conveyed events, forming compound verb
conjugations [6].

Scerbak states that negation in nouns is expressed by particles such as tigiil~digiil~ddyiil in
Old Oghuz, deyil in Azerbaijani and Turkish, tiigil in Bashkir and Tatar, djl in Gagauz, tiiyiil~tiil in
Karachay-Balkar, tuvil in Nogai, dil in Turkmen, and dialectal forms such as zil, 14l, nil, sil;
ermés~emds in Old Uzbek, emes in Kazakh and Kyrgyz, eves in Tuvan, dmes in Uzbek, emds in
Uighur, and ¢ogil in Khakas [7]. He notes that the second group of negatives is derived from forms
of definite past tense and definite future tense, providing the following examples: in Kazakh,
kelmegen ve kelgen emes «he did not comey; in Nogai, barmayak ve barayak tuvil; in Kyrgyz,
cazbaguman ve caz¢u emesmin «l did not write» [7].
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Serebrennikov points out that as early as Old Turkic, auxiliary verbs such as er-, bol-, and
occasionally tur- were combined with finite verbs, more often with nominal forms, and thus could
attach to all types of nouns. He notes that the form derived with —maz is itself a noun, used as a
predicate, as in the example: ol 6griinglimiiz tiikéti s6zlagi tdg drméz «our joy is not something that
can be fully expressed» (i.e., our joy cannot be described) [8]. According to him, in Kipchak
languages the negative form of the copula e- (<er-), namely émes «not, impossibley, is highly
widespread. He argues that the consonant -r- in er- was never an essential part of the root, and that
the verb originally appeared in a single-vowel form e-. Furthermore, he stresses that the various
present-tense forms of the auxiliary e- in the Turkic literary languages should be understood as the
result of its functional overlap with other grammatical markers of present tense. Ultimately, e- was
replaced by «existential» words like var, leading to its complete elimination from the present tense
system [8].

Bodrogligeti, in A Grammar of Chagatay, describes the auxiliary er->e- as a verbal noun,
citing forms such as erkén, ekidn («existence, being») and the gerundial forms ergég, egég («as soon
as, immediately, ... once»). He demonstrates the use of the form ermds in negative conjugations,
presenting contrasts like erlir mén / erméds méan. He underlines that such forms are employed in the
simple past, reported past, and conditional tenses [9].

Ilhan discusses the negative forms ermes, emes, emestiir, emes turur, ermestiir, ermes turur,
emphasizing that these are the negative conjugations of the auxiliary verb er-. He notes that the
most frequent attested variants are ermez, ermes, emes [10].

Kog observes that the Old Turkic verb er- underwent the transformation er- > e- in Kazakh
Turkish, yet in contemporary usage, e- does not function as a productive verb and cannot be freely
conjugated like other verbs. Among its derivatives, emes has become established as the primary
marker of negation («not») [11]. In modern Kazakh Turkish, emes functions as the negative of the
substantive verb in the present tense, e.g., oquvsi emespin «l am not a student» [12].

According to Jankowski, the form emes belongs to the sphere of «historical commonality»
and «shared historical literary language» among the Central Asian Turkic languages [13]. In
Kazakh Turkish, the auxiliary verb er-/ir- appears in the form emes to express negation, functioning
similarly to degil in Turkey Turkish. In this usage, the auxiliary has lost its lexical meaning and
even diverged from its original phonological structure. Kazakh Grammar also notes that forms like
emes have fossilized and are used analytically as negators of the copula. These forms are said to
combine only with tense categories, e.g., aytqan emespin «l did not say», turagtay alar emes «he
could not endurey, gol jetetin emes «not attainabley [14].

Tiiymebayev and Sagidolla classify emes as the negative form of the auxiliary verb [15].
Ilhan, in his book on negation, emphasizes that negation is expressed both structurally and
semantically through two different pathways [10]. In some Turkic dialects (e.g., Altai), emes also
serves to form negative pronouns: kem de emes «no one», qagan da emes «nevery», ne de emes
«nothing» [16].

In Kazakh Turkish, it is observed that three distinct forms-emes, emen, and emey-have
developed from the inflected forms of the copula e-. This study examines the usage, functions, and
developmental processes of these three forms, and investigates whether they are functionally
equivalent and whether they share a common etymological origin.

The Usage and Meanings of Emes in Kazakh Turkish

The form emes derives from ér-mez, where the suffix is a nominal negative marker. Through
the sound change —z > —s, the suffix —mas, —-mes developed, and in some dialects, it further shifted
through m- > -b > -p into -bAs, —pAs [17].

After nouns, meaning «not»: Erlik bilekte emes, jlirekte (Proverb).

(Bravery is not in the arm but in the heart).

Bul 6mir bir kiin sattiq, bir kiin eges, / Tirliktifi barliq méni kiilkide emes, / Bolsin meyli kol
jalgiz, terek jalgiz, / Menifi jalgiz boluvim miimkin emes.

(This life is one day joy, one day quarrel; / The whole meaning of existence is not in laughter;
/ Let the lake be alone, the poplar be alone, / Yet my being alone is not possible).
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Conjugated with personal endings (emes+pin/sifi/piz/sifiiz(der)) meaning «|I am not/you are
not/etcy:

Botenim emes-sifl, ertefi tuvisim bolayin dep otirsi (B. Tilegenov, Aqqaynar).

(You are not a stranger; you are saying you will be my kin tomorrow).

With case markers, meaning «the one who is not» / «that which is not»:

Os1 kez ur1 emesti ur1 gip qutirtip, talay saqqga jligirtip, agas atqa mingizip jatgan péleli kez
goy (M. Awezov, Qaras).

(At that time, it was a troubled period when one who was not a thief was turned into a thief,
provoked, burdened with troubles, and set upon a wooden horse).

With finite verbs, expressing negation:

Daladagi davistardin azinasuvinan tiik estiler emes (Oral tradition).

(From the intensifying sounds of the steppe, nothing could be heard / nothing was audible).

Functioning as the equivalent of the negative suffix —-mA-:

Kelinnin osinga abdiragis boluvi tekten-tek emes ekenin Altin sesey de aytpay-ag sezgen
sonda (Len. Jas).

(That the bride’s great anxiety was not for nothing, even Altin Mother could sense then
without it being said).

Dereksiz abstraktsiyaliq ugimdardi da budan artiq jandandiruv, qolmen ustaganday etiiv
miimkin emes s18ar (A. Tdjibayev, Omir).

(It must be impossible to make abstract notions without basis more vivid than this, to render
them as tangible as if held by hand).

As a second negator after a negative verb, producing an affirmative meaning:

Kiinnifi munsa ajarsizdanuvi bir qisafisiliq tuvgizbay ketken emes (J. Ormanbaev, Jilqisilar).
(The dimming of the sun certainly did cause difficulties, it cannot be said otherwise).

Atag1 siqqan zergerdifi aldina mal tiispeydi emes. .. (A. Kekilbaev, Urker).

(Itis not that livestock never came before the famous jeweler... [i.e., of course they did]).

Used together with joq («not»), yielding an affirmative sense:

Respublikamizdiil keybir oblistarinda agassiz, suvsiz jerler de joq emes (Qaz. Adeb.).

(In some regions of our Republic, there certainly are treeless, waterless places).

Can also take case markers:

—Erkegi, erkek emesi? —Ariyne, erkegi. Urgasis1 kerek emes. (Kiilkim.., 81).

(~The male one, not male? —Of course, male. The female one is not needed).

Onifi bas bolganimen, barliq adamga tdn osaldiq — magqtansiiygistikten qur emestigin
aygaqtatt1 (A. Saraev, Bozqiraw).

(Although he was the head, it proved that the weaknesses inherent to all people — such as
pride and boastfulness—were not absent in him either).

The Usage and Meanings of Emen in Kazakh Turkish

Eckmann, when discussing the present/continuous tense forms of the verb ér-, provides
examples such as ér-mes mén and érmen; érmes sén, érmeng [5]. From this, we may infer a
contraction and lexicalization process from ér-mes mén > érmen.

According to Turisev, the auxiliary word emen (er+me+n) and emey (er+me+y) are derived
from the verb e- (er-) through the negative suffix —ma/-me and became fixed forms. These
auxiliaries, emen and emey, do not convey any temporal meaning to the words they attach to
(Iskakov A.); they add only grammatical value, do not accept tense markers, and function as
fossilized mediators of negation [18].

S. Isayev notes that the future participle suffix —man, -men, -ban, -ben, -pan, -pen was
combined with the auxiliary verb e- (emen). K. Jubanov also shows the earlier paradigm of er- as:
erdi, erken, ermes; now as: edi, eken, emes. This suggests that emen, emey are shortened forms of
the negative suffix of the presumptive future tense [18].

As a negating form, emen frequently appears in the works of M.J. Kopeyev, often in
combination with participles in -gan/-gen. For example:

Ketedi oni1 tagi birev alip, / Qaltaga korgen emen aqgsa salip.
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(Then someone else takes it, / but | have never seen him put the money into his pocket).

The auxiliary emen also occurs with nouns:

Han da emen, tore de emen, qoja da emen; / Keriivenmin el aralap mal alisqan (Meshur Jiisip).

(I am not a khan, not a noble, not a cleric; / | am a caravaner who travels across the land
trading goods).

It further combines with adjectives:

Eskimnen artiq emen menifl 6zim, / Ayaqg-gol, jurtpen birdey, qulag-kézim (Meshur Jiisip).

(I am no different from anyone; / My hands and feet, my ears and eyes are the same as the
people’s) [18].

Abbreviated forms of personal endings are often attached to participles. For instance, the
negative forms of -min/-min are shortened and used as bargam, kelgem, siirgem, jiirgem. In this
respect, the variants negen/degen also appear. They are generally used in the negative singular form
of verbs such as 6kinbeymin (6kinben) «I do not regret», ayamaymin (ayaman) «l do not sparey,
jibimeymin (jibimen) «lI do not release». These forms are not used in other inflections, but when
spoken with strong emphasis and forceful intonation, they convey emotional nuance and a modal
meaning.

Thus, there is not much difference in meaning between the auxiliaries emen and emey. These
are old forms. The negative form emes shows person-related variations such as emes, emey,
emegende. The participial present suffix -r was replaced by -s, added after the negative suffix -ma: e-
me-s. When the adverbial suffix -y is added to this negative form, the auxiliary emey is derived [18].

The author states that the word emen is a shortened form of the conjugated structure emespin
and is used with the meaning «me-dim / | did not» [18]. As for emes, it is explained as the
negative participial form of the auxiliary verb e- and functions with the meaning «not» [18].

After nouns, meaning «notx:

Iyt emen jonin tappay lagarga (Méshhiir Jiisip/AP).

(I'am not a dog to return to prison without finding my way.)

Xan da emen, tore de emen, qoja da emen, / Kerlivenmin el aralap mal alisqan (Méashhiir
Jiisip/AP).

(I am not a khan, not a noble, not a cleric; / | am a caravaner who travels among the people
trading goods.)

Eskimnen artiq emen menifl 6zim (Méshhiir Jiisip/AP).

(I'am not greater than anyone, | am no different from others.)

With -gen + emen, expressing «have not ..., never ...-mis/di-"»:

Men tayaqt: molladan jegen emen (Mishhiir Jiisip/AP).

(I have never been beaten by the mullah / I have not eaten the stick from the mullah.)

Ketedi on1 tagi birev alip, / Qaltaga kdrgen emen agsa salip (Méshhir Jiisip/AP).

(Then someone else takes it, / but | have never seen him put the money into his pocket [l have
not seen / I am not one who has seen].)

With -Ar emen, expressing the meaning of «will not, shall not»:

Qatt1 uyaltt1; bedelin tiisire, abiroysiz etti. Joq, umitar men emen (M. Awezov, S1g. /AP).

(1t deeply shamed me; it lowered my dignity, disgraced me. No, I shall not forget.)

The Usage and Meanings of Emey in Kazakh Turkish

Eckmann notes that the negative forms of the converbial suffixes -a, -e, -y, and -p are formed
with -ma-y, -me-y [5]. In this context, the form -mA-yin should also be considered.

According to Bodrogligeti, the suffix —-may/-mdy is used as the negative of the converbs -3, -
e, -p [9]. When used adverbially, it conveys modal or conditional meaning. It is also employed «to
form the negative mood of the present perfect tense»: kor-may tur biz («we have not seen yet») [9].
Another converbal suffix functioning equivalently is —mayin/-méayin, which also carries modal and
conditional functions [9].

Pekacar, in his article On the Word Emey in Kyrgyz and Altay Turkish, discusses the word
emey as used in various senses in these dialects. He points out that in both Kyrgyz and Altay
Turkish, the word carries the meanings «not», «of course», «certainly». He emphasizes that this

19



form does not appear in other Turkic written languages. In Kyrgyz Turkish, emey has two distinct
functions: (1) meaning «not», and (2) meaning «of course, certainly, it will (surely) be so». In Altay
Turkish, however, it conveys meanings such as «not, perhaps», functioning as a rhetorical
confirmation rather than a genuine question. In this sense, it does not express doubt but rather full
certainty and decisiveness on the part of the speaker.

Turisev also defines the meaning of emey as «at least», «nearly, almost» [18]. While the word
can sometimes stand alone with the meaning «noty, it is more frequently used in the form emey
nemene, meaning «if not ... then what...?» [18].

After nouns, with two possible functions: (1) ‘not, not but rather’ / ‘if not ... then what’; (2)
‘of course, certainly’

In this construction, the phrase degil de ne(dir) («if not ... then what») also implies meanings
such as «of coursex» or «definitely». Thus, examples can be grouped together:

Men emey sen be? Qadam basgan sayin Sekerdifi qargisina usirap jiirgen kim? Sen emey men be?

(Is it not me but you? With every step, who is it that falls under Seker’s curse? Is it you, not
me?)

Qazaqta: «E-e, men senifi agaymifi emey, alasiii ba edim» — degen s6z «diispaniii ba edim»
degen sozdif manisinde jiiredi (S. Seyfullin, S1g./AP).

(In Kazakh usage: «Eee, was | not your relative but from another clan?» actually carries the
sense of «Was | your enemy?»)

Avzifia salgan mésvik agas emey arqan ba? (QATS).

(That which you put in your mouth, is it not a miswak stick but a rope?)

Oyin emey bu jalgan sin deymisifi, / Qalsafi biyge siga almay iindeymisiii (Méshhur
Jiisip/AP).

(Is this not a game—would you call this false world true? / If you cannot rise to leadership,
will you call out?)

After nouns in the forms emey nemene and emey kim, it conveys the meaning of «if not ...
then what, thereby expressing certainty, emphasis, or inevitability.

Alistan qizil korinse, / Manat emey nemene, / Koterilip usqan sofi, / Qanat emey nemene, /
Eki jaks1 bas kosa, / Sanat emey nemene! (Bugar/AP).

(If from afar gold shines, is it not surely a manat? / Since it takes off and flies, is it not surely
awing? / When two noble people join together, is it not certainly wisdom?)

Eki kisi urssa, / Agat emey nemene! / Eki jagsi sdylesse, — / Sagat emey nemene! / Mingen
atin boldirmay, / Mireli jerge jetkizse, / Qanat emey nemene! (Musa Saqqulaq/AP).

(When two men fight, is it not certainly a mistake? / When two noble men converse, is it not
surely a clock (a precise measure)? / If the horse ridden reaches the finish line without tiring, is it
not surely winged?)

... bizdifl dmir jasimizdi urlap jiirgen osilar emey, kim? (Méshhiir Jiisip/AP).

(... are not those who steal our youth precisely them? Of course, it is they!)

With -GAn/-GAnl emey nemene, it strengthens the sense of «not, if not ... then certainly»:

Ofibagan emey nemene — / Otirik s6zge aldanip (Ay Mahambet joldasim/AP).

(Is it not surely a disgrace —/ to be deceived by false words?)

Endese, kiyeli qazaq jeriniii topiragin kiinde tabanimen basip, avasin jutqanina mise tutpay,
«suv igken qudigina tiikirgen» Aleksey Gongarov mirzanifi «jafilluviy savdifi tamagin isip, avruvdiil
s0zin sdylegeni emey, nemene? (Jas Alas).

(Thus, despite treading daily upon the sacred Kazakh land and breathing its air, Aleksey
Goncharov’s «error», as one who spat into the well he drank from, was nothing other than eating
the bread of the healthy and speaking the words of the sick — is this not precisely the case?)

Endi Qurtqa sasadi, / Betinen qani qasadi, / Of etegin basadi / Sasqan emey nemene, / As
kiizendey biigildi, / Qurtqa jannan tiifiildi (Qobiland1 Batir/AP).

(Now Qurtga was frightened, / The color drained from her face, / She pressed upon her skirt, /
Was she not frightened? / She bent like a hungry marten, / Qurtga lost all hope.)
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In expressions such as bar emey and ol emey, the meaning of «certainly, of course» becomes
even stronger:

—Uyifiizde quriganda radio bar s1gar?

—Bar emey! [25].

(—Surely you must have at least a radio at home? / —Of course, | do!)

—Bar ma? / —Bar emey. [26].

(—Is there? / —Of course, there is.)

—Ol gazir gayda? Bar ma? / —Bar emey. Quday da kerek qilmaytin adamdar boladi. [26].

(~Where is he now? Is he there? / —Of course, he is. There are even people whom God
Himself does not deem necessary.)

Sonda da kozi safillavga qadaluvda edi. Sirtqi esik asila berdi... Sonmifi qalpagi... Kelipti...
Jetipti... Kim boluvsi edi ol emey? [27].

(Yet his gaze remained fixed on a single point. The outer door suddenly opened... His cap...
He had come... He had arrived... Who else could it be, if not him? Of course, it was he!)

Conclusion

The auxiliary verb er->e- transfers the nominal element it accompanies into the verbal
category without causing a semantic change and without adding an aspect of motion description
within the agglutinative system of Turkish. Based on the examples examined, the following
conclusions may be drawn concerning its functions and meanings:

The verb e- (er->e-) functions as the main auxiliary verb expressing existence and events. By
attaching to the end of words or word groups, it forms nominal sentences; by appearing at the end
of clauses, it produces compound verb conjugations. The form emes corresponds to the meaning of
«noty, as in Turkey Turkish degil, and functions like the negative derivational suffix -mA-. These
forms are fossilized. It also serves analytically as a word denoting verbal negation.

The word emen is the shortened form of the conjugated structure emespin. It represents the
1st person singular negative form of the auxiliary verb e- and is used with the meaning «not». Like
emes, it conveys the sense of «not» and functions similarly to the negative suffix -mA-.

The word emey carries two meanings: (1) «not / if not ... then what», and (2) «certainly, of
coursex». Thus, although structurally the same, it has undergone fossilization and semantic change,
acquiring two distinct functions. The «not» meaning is used with words and word groups like emes
and emen to express negation. This use often appears in rhetorical or confirmative questions,
expecting the interlocutor to acknowledge the assertion based on evidence. Its second meaning,
«certainly, of course, surely», does not imply interrogation but rather expresses strong assertion. In
this function, it may appropriately be described as an «enclitic» used for intensification. This usage
is comparable to the functions noted by Pekacar in Kyrgyz and Altay Turkish.

Taken together, the data suggest that emes, emen, and emey originate from the same root. All
three derive from the verb e-, and while they share semantic commonalities, emey, with its meaning
of «certainly, of course, surely», demonstrates that words derived from the same root may develop
into parallel structures with distinct semantic and functional roles. The first type of emey denotes
«noty», formed with the verb root e- plus the negative derivational suffix -mA- and the present tense
suffix -y. The second type, conveying «certainly, of course, surely», represents the form of e- with
the suffix -mAy. In particular, its usage in expressions such as bar emey and ol emey suggests that
over time emey may assume a modal function in Kazakh Turkish, as it does in Altay and Kyrgyz
Turkish.
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KA3AK TUITHAET'T <kEMES», kEMEY» /KOHE «EMEN»
CO3EPIHIH K¥PBIJIIBIMIBIK-CEMAHTUKAJIBIK
KIOHE ®YHKIINOHAJIABIK EPEKIIEJIKTEPI

Anoamna. Typxi mominoepinoe kezdecemin KomeKuii emicmikminy ey kone mypi — er- emicmizi. Er-lir- mynzacul
Koene mypxi, Yievip ocone Kapaxanuo kezenoepine mon Kanwin oen aiimyza 6oaaovl. Kone mypkioeei er- ecimute
emicmizi Kazipei mypki mindepinoe r Odyblccbl3 ObLOBICHIHbIY MYCin KAIybl Hamudicecinoe er- > e-, ir- > i-
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mynzanrapuinoa Konoauwinzan. Kasipei xazax mininde er- > e- gopmacel Kondanvinaowl. E-li- xemexwi emicmiziniy
boaviMcwiz mypi apmypai mypki mindepinde degil, tiigil, tiigiil, emes cuaxmol ce30ep apkviavi icacanaowvl. Kasax
mininde HezizineH emes cO3i KOAOAHBINAOLL, an tiigil cupex Konoanwiiadsli. Convimen Oipee €- mybipinen myvlHOA2aH
backa ¢opmanap oa Koadanwvinaowl. Byn makanaoa xazax mininoe OOIbLIMCHI30bIK MARLIHACLIH Depemil emes CO3iHeH
006.71eK, MAbIHACH MEeH Kbl3MemiHOe WAeblH aubipMAUbLILIKIMAPsl Oap emey JHcane emen ce30epi Kapacmulpuliadvl. by
ce30epdiy MamiHOepOe KoI0aHbLLY Kbismemmepi Kelide Oipoetl Oofica, Ketide az0azan e3eepicmepee yuvipatiovl. Kaszax
mininoe KOJIOAHBLIAMbIH OCbl YUl CO30IH JHCYMCANY epeKuielikmepi, KONOAHbLLY OpHbl, CollieMee Hemece MindiK
biprikmepee ycmeumin Ma2blHACL JicaHe Oip myOIpOeH WbIKKAH-UbIKNAAHBL 3ePIMMEY HCYMbICLIHbIY He2li32l MaKcamol
bonvin mabwvLiadel. byn makanada xasax minindezi emey («emec, apumne»), emen («eMecniH, eWKaAwany) JHcane emes
(«emec, -MaovlKy) cO30epiHiy KbizMemmepi Mai0aHbln, 01apobiy Oip myoipoen mapaieanoblebl HaHe OMOGOH 6OIbIN-
60IMAUMbIHObIEbL AHBIKMATIOBL.

Tyiiin ce30ep: Kasax mini, er- > €- emicmizi, ecimuie, KOMeKUli emicmiK, SHKIUMUKA, MOOAIbObIK, emes, emey,
emen.
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CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAHTHYECKHUE U ®YHKIIMOHAJIBHBIE OCOBEHHOCTH
CJIOB «<EMES», <kEMEY» U «kEMEN» B KAZAXCKOM S3BbIKE

Annomayun. Camas panusas hopma 8CnomocamenvHo20 21a20id, 8CMPedarwdscs 8 MIOPKCKUX MmeKCcmax, —
amo anazon er-. @opmwi er-lir- ModcHo cuumames MURUYHLIMU OJIsL OPXOHO-EHUCELICKO20, YU2YPCKO20 U KAPAXAHUOCKO20
nepuooos. B opesHemwOpKcKom A3vlKe UMEHHAS (PopMa er- 8 COBPEMEHHbIX MIOPKCKUX OUANEKMAX UCHOLb3Yemcs 8 8uoe
er- > e- u ir- > i- 6 pe3ynvmame 6bINAOEHUsL CO2NACHO20 . B coepemennom xazaxckom szvike ynompeobnsemcs gopma
er- > e-. Ompuyamenvhas (opma cnomozamenvHo2o 2nazoia e-li- evipascaemcs 6 pazHvlx MIOPKCKUX OUAIEKMAX
cnosamu degil, tiigil, tiigiil, emes u Op. B kazaxckom si3vike 6 OCHOBHOM UCHONb3VEMCs CNOGO emes, a Clo6o tigil
ecmpeuaemcs peoko. Hapsoy ¢ smum gurcupyromes u opyaue gpopmul, 06pazosannvie om KopHs e-. B dannoii cmamve,
HOMUMO ClI08A emes, AGIAI0We20Csi 0OHOU U3 POpM OMPUYAHUS 8 KA3AXCKOM SI3bIKe, PACCMAMPUBAIOMCSL TNAKICE COBA
emey u emen, KOmopuvle YNOmpeOnsomcs ¢ HeOONbUWUMU PA3IUYUAMU 6 3HaueHuu u Qyukyuu. Hx ynompebnenue 6
meKkcmax uxnoe0a cognaoaem, HO UHO20a umeem onpedenénnvle ommenku pasiuuuil. OCHOBHOU Yenbio UCCIe008AHUS
sa6slemest  8vlsgNieHue Cnocobog yYnompeOieHus dMmux mpéx Cc08, UX (QYHKYull, CeMAHMUYecKko2o 6Kiadd 6
npeonodiceHue, a makdyce onpedeieHue ux 00we2o Uiu pasiudHo20 NPoOUcxXodicoeHus. B cmamve ananusupyromcs
@yHkyuu cnos emey («He, KOHeuHO»), emen («He(s), HUKO20a») u emes («He, -MAOUK») 6 Kasaxckom szvike. Takoice
CMasumces 60NPOC 0 MOM, AGNAIOMC i OHU OMODOHAMU U NPOUCXOOSAM U U3 0OHO20 KOPHS.

Knroueewie cnosea: Kazaxcrxuii s3wik, er- > €- 21A20J1, UMEHHOU 21420, 6CNOMO2AMENbHbIU 214204, IHKIUMUKLU,
MoOanbHOCmb, emes, emey, emen.
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